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BY WAY OF FOREWORD

I will not be excessively apologetic for introducing 2
collection of erudite essays in a field unfamiliat to me—
though I do feel, just a wee bit, like Ruth when she stood
in teats amid the alien corn. Also, like her, sick for home.

It is no use pretending I am not sick for home—for
those dim, and yet how splendid, halls hung with the
cloudy trophies of a dead, immortal past, in which one’s
best youth 'was dandled. And yet, the only Sanskrit T ever
knew was Latin; and something, pethaps, of the glory that
was Greece, though without its language. But, as the
Greek dramatist so happily said, the gods are to each other
not unknown: there is a secret fellowship that spans time
and space to make all the classics of the world one kin.

It is an advantage, surely, when you have to write 2
forewotd, not to be too far, but also not too neat. So one gets
the right perspective. And perspective is all there is to it.

The fascination of Dr. Kirishnamoorthy’s essays
published in this volume is that he is doing here something
which, to my knowledge, has not yet been done, nor is
being even attempted, in our country: an effort to under-
stand Sanskrit critical concepts and attitudes against the
background of Western thought. This naturally involves
severe intellectual discipline and, above all, honesty. Much
ignorance has been perpetuated by hit-or-miss renderings
of Sanskrit terms into English. Translation is always, at
its best, a betrayal; but this is especially so when creative
literature is what is being translated. In the translation of

-
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-critical literature, the task cannot be so desperate, provided
«care is taken to get the fullest possible sense of the terms
involved, in both languages. Oftener than not, a complete
.correspondence is not to be found, the parallel—if one may
indulge in a geometrical solecism—is only tangential, and
the result is 2 simultaneous obscuration of both terms.

Dr. Krishnamoorthy has tried to keep clear of this
trap.  His renderings are usually tentative, generally con-
fining themselves to that aspect of the original which is
most relevant to the context, neither shirking the issue nor
«claiming completeness. None knows better than he that,
‘while etymology helps in rescuing a word from later accre-
tions born of the vagaries of usage, still 2 word is not just
its etymology, any more than the author of King Lear is
just the son of Mary Arden and John Shakespeare.

The originality of these essays lies in that most of
them could have only been written by 2 man who kaows a
great deal more than Sanskrit; one who can switch fluently
from one literature to anothet; one who can illuminate
knotty points in Sanskrit criticism by intelligent reference
to English critics, even the very modern, like Eliot and
Richards.

As a lover of Sanskrit, but especially of that branch of
its critical literature which is concerned with Poetics,
Dr. Krishnamoorthy is particularly anxious to save our
classics from the thousand-and-one commentaries that over-
lay and overweigh them. To isolate, and affirm, beauty as
a value, to resolve the entire question of criticism into one
-of good taste versus bad taste, and do it, not by fond,
arbitrary fancy, but with the aid of authority intelligently
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and sympathetically interpreted, is a heroic effort to resur-
rect a buried city; to make us see, as the author suggests in
his Introduction, the wood in the trees. And few scholars
have, to my knowledge, better qualifications for this task
than Dr. Krishnamoorthy. Like the work of his own
favourite critic, Anandavardhana, these essays constitute,
not a commentary, but a discovery.

DHARWAR, Armando Menezes
1-1-1964






PREFATORY NOTE

The essays here collected deal mostly with several
aspects of ancient Indian critical theory and practice. The
collection might appear uneven since they have been
written over a period of several years; many of them
have appeared in different periodicals. What brings them
together into something like a unity is, I hope, their
common concetn with interpretation of Indian literary
ideas. They return again and again to certain common
concepts of critical judgment. Nearly all of them treat of
Sanskrit poetry and drama in some aspect or other. Since
the study of poetry is a single pursuit, I hope that they may
be found to have some connection with each other and
to display something of a point of view on matters in
which most lovers of poetry are interested.

In modern discussions of critical theory, the Sanskrit
theorists atre, more often than not, ignored; and it is hoped
that these essays may show how their ideas do not merit
neglect even today.

The word ccriticism’ in the title is used broadly to
include principles of literary theory and is not used in the
narrow sense of practical criticism. Sanskrit criticism
believes in poetic values which can be considered in their
own right, and their discussions involve something more
than an account of personal likes and dislikes. It has been
my aim to make my account of these as much of interest to
the general reader as to the specialist.

I should express my thanks to the Editors of The Aryan
Path, The Indian Historical Quarterly, The Poona Orientalist,



xiv

and the Karnatak University Journal for the courtesy. of
permission to reprint the essays first published by them. I
am grateful to Professor Armando Menezes for adding to
the value of this book by contributing his Foreward.
I am extremely obliged to Dr. D.C. Pavate, Vice-Chancellor
of the Karnatak University, for encouraging me by permit-
ting this work to be released as a University publication.
My thanksare also due to Sti C.S. Kanavi, Director of Publi-
cations, and his courteous staff for assistance in seeing the
book through the Press.

KARNATAK UNIVERSITY )
DHARWAR > K. Krishnamoorthy

January 4, 1964. J
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I
INTRODUCTION

Most modern accounts of ancient Indian poetty and
poetic theoty lay emphasis on the stereotyped nature of
its critical rules and canons, with their unending divisions
and subdivisions. Historical surveys of the categories of
Sanskrit poetics, more often than not, miss the wood for
the trees. It would appear as though the ancient Indian
writers had an obsession for labels and classifications,
whether of figurative turns or character types, of literary
genres or poetic excellences., On fundamental issues like the
nature and function of poetry, its ways and means, it would
seem we are given some ready-made catchwords or s#tras
which are liable to be interpreted far too mechanically.
Even granting that this view is all right as far as it
goes, some might feel that it does not go far enough.
For the extant treatises on the subject are all posterior
to the richly creative period of Sanskrit literature, which
saw the rise of master-poets like Valmiki and Kalidasa,
A$vaghosa and Bharavi; and they are couched in a style
avowedly aphotistic, allowing no room for any genetral
discussion of principles. But this cannot be taken as
sufficient to warrant the conclusion that Indians were
devoid of doctrines and points of view which ate relevant
for all time in criticism. The achievemeet of a Valnuki or
a Kalidasa cannot be explained solely in terms of the later
rules, however detailed; their works point to a body of
sound literary and critical principles shared by poets and
critics alike in their time. These general critical ideas have
to be gathered from stray hints dropped by the poets
themselves in their works, and from the hints supplied by
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unconventional writers like Rijasekhara, author of the
interesting Kinyamimansia (c. 9oo A.D.)

RajaSekhara, for instance, tells us how there were
reputed literary critics in important cities like Ujjayini and
Pataliputra, and how they adjudged the merits of poets
like Kaliddsa, Bbartr-mentha and Bharavi. How could
they have discharged their function satisfactorily unless
they were sure of the grounds of criticism? It is difficult
for us to conceive that they took a verse at random from
any given work and pronounced judgement on the author’s
relative merits solely on grounds of technical skill. If we
are to believe Rajasekhara, they seem to have had a very
sharp critical acumen, in so far as they had a well-defined
scale of assessment to measure not only poetic success
but also poetic failure, a scale admitting of more than
a dozen precise categories of poets— good, bad and
indifferent — the highest being that of ‘Kavirdja’.

That well-organised critical opinion was an established
fact in the time of Kilidasa is cleatly evidenced by the
modest tone adopted by him in the prefaces to some of his
poems and plays. If he calls himself a dullwit aspiring after
poetic fame (mandah kaviyasahprarthi) in his Raghuvarzsa,
he openly states in the prologue to his best play that he
would be loth to take pride in his dramatic skill until the
learned critics were satisfied with the performance of his
play; and ends with the note: “Let the words of the
learned floutish!” (sarasvati Srutamabatins mabiyatin ).

Who are these ‘learned’ ones that Kalidasa cannot
forget whenever he starts or closes one of his works? All
too easily, one might take them to be identical with the
pandits at the Court, learned in the several disciplines of
thought in general and in the rules of rhetoric in patticulat.
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But it can only be a prejudiced view. That Kalidasa was
addressing his works to a select band of ‘experts’ at the
court is a modern canard. If it were true to any extent,
the modest poet would not have mustered his courage to
tell them to their faces that they would be a pack of fools
if they underrated him, in comparison with the older
playwrights, simply because he was new. Why should he
imagine that the ‘experts’ had to be taught the first lesson
in critical judgement, that everything old need not be gold,
or vice versa ? Besides, he adds in the same breath that the
theatre provides uniform entertainment to an audience
whose tastes are myriad. We might, therefore, infer that
enlightened critical opinion of literary critics was a factor
which even Kalidasa could not ignore; and that he shows
due deference to the good critics, while having a dig at
the bad ones. There is no reason to assume that critics
were confined to royal courts. For aught we know
Kalidasa might have addressed critics all over India,

Nor is Kalidasa a stray instance of this phenomenon.
Extolling good taste and running down bad taste became
almost the main theme of the conventional prefaces of
every Sanskrit writer, from Bana onwards. Though the
remarks offered by the poets themselves on this question may
be dismissed as meagre and iasufficient to build up anything
like a structure of the broad critical principles prevalent
in India, we cannot ignore the fundamental fact that
the critics with taste alone were honoured and looked upon
as proper judges of poetry; not scholars or grammarians.
Rules of technique were there, of course, for the guidance
of poets and critics alike. But these never meant underat-
ing of genius in the poet or of taste in the critic. Even
the rules’, often openly, did concede this first premiss.
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We have been labouring at some length what is a
commonplace today, because one of the major functions
of criticism is to highlight the workings of genius on the
one hand and of taste on the other. They have an affinity
with each other inasmuch as they do not admit of a
scientific analysis and ate to some extent a mystery. They
are also alike in their concern for aesthetic value. If genius
creates beauty, taste recognises it; it is a full citcle.
The Indians would go to the extent of affirming the
essential identity of genius and taste, because of identity in
aesthetic experience. The difference is only in respect of
function: one is creative, the other is not; that is all.

What is the value of aesthetic experience? Why should
the poet create and the critic appreciate? In ancient India,
these questions did not appear to require any special
pleading or elaborate discussion, because the poet’s status
was traditionally the most honoured in Indian life. Unlike
any other countty in the ancient world, India alone had a
heritage of hoary poetty, viz., the Veds, which had come
to be looked upon as infallible scripture in guiding man’s
life here and hereafter. The later lawbooks, like that of
Manu, which derived their authority from these, were also
poetic in theit own way. And the vast body of epic
literature, too, was at once seculat poetry and sacred ethics
and philosophy. * Even in classical times, poetry was
expected to present an integrated unity of the good the
true and the beautiful, though the last came to receive a
more pointed attention. Even the highest kings and
phﬂosophers aspired after poetic gloty as the only thing
immortal in a mortal world. Against this background,
one need not wonder at the claims made on behalf of
poetry by the ancient Indian theorists. [ Their claim that,
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through poetry, all the known values of life can be realised,
and delectably at that, is not an idle apology ot a wild
exaggeration when applied to the best and greatest poems
of antiquity. A poem, say, the Ramayana, is ranked great
not merely “because of its aesthetic value, but also because
of its ethical and religious or spiritual value. So the very
name for the epic genre which came to be devised by the
theorists was ‘mabikavys’ (great poem). Similarly ‘great’
plays (nitaka) in India were required to be based on epic
themes.

Only when a play or a poem makes no pretence to
‘greatness’, are aesthetic criteria alone enough to assess
its value. (Indian criticism is not prepared to recogmse a
poem as ‘great’ solely on aesthetic grounds if it is ethically
hollow, if its philosophy of life is not profound, if its
extent is not vast. Such a work is recognised as precious
noetry (mukiaka) but only under the head of Jlight”
literature (laghu-kavya). 'This is the region of lyrics and
epigrams, comedies and butlesques. The epic themes
cover the whole of the human situation in all its variety,
and the epic characters are semi-divine in stature. The
epic imagination endows life and significance even to
inanimate nature, and the treatment is throughout ideal.
The poetic manner or vein (varuand) is just as important
25 the poetic matter. We step into a world altogether
different from the world of stark reality, and yet appealing
to our hearts as more real than reality. The heart accepts
the world of art which our reason might reject. The
Indian mind, with its love of the mystic, has always given
to poetic or imaginative truth a place higher than scientific
truth. Both the mystic philosopher and the epic poet are

~ ‘seers’ (7si); they see deeper into the life of things, and in
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this they are alike. The difference lies only in the methods
adopted by them to embody their vision, While the
philosopher chooses the method of logical analysis and of
abstract speculation, the poet prefers the synthetic method
of conctetising the abstract. It is only in this ideal sense
that we can fully appreciate the traditional equation of the
poet and the seer (ninrsib kaviritynktazz). The court-poets
who revelled in wordy conceits to please their kings do
not merit any comparison with the mabi-Ravi-s who were
rsi-s. 'They were only practitioners of the poetic trade,
and not at all, in the true sense of the word, poets.

/ -/ The Indian explanation of the vital principle of unity
underlymg ‘great’ poems and plays is the much misundet-
~ stood theory of ‘rasa’. It has something to do with mental
states and emotions, but is not, as often made out, 1dent1cal
with them.  The theory is not merely psychological; i
embodies the Indian philosophy of aesthetics. ’Harmony
ot propriety (auecitya) is of its vety essence, and it should
be interpreted as a principle of harmony between various
factors involved in a literary work. It is not a ready-made
scheme which can be indiscriminately applied to every
wotk claiming to be poetry. The popular bractice of
regarding every love-song as an instance of Srigara-rasa,
and evety limerick as an instance of hzsya-rasa is jejune.

It is only after making sure that, in a given work,
there is aesthetic appeal or rase that one can think of
particularising it as this or that. ~Anyway, it must be
realised that the principle of rasa has different applications
in the different literary forms.~"In the drama, where its
demand is uppermost, it becomes the sole criterion for the
depiction of characters and for the development of plot. -
The principles of unity of action and consistency of
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character derive directly from the principle of rasz. In the
epic, because of its vast dimensions, these principles get
diluted, but do not disappear. They only become adjusted
to the claims of variety in character and incident. This is
true, by and large, of the prose romances also. In the
lyric, where there is no variety and no plot or charactet-
development, the self-same principle of 7254 assumes a new
form of harmony between mental states and moods through
the central core of a dominant emotion underlying them
all. It also embraces the assessment of the contribution
made to the rasa by figures of speech and qualities of style.
The older theorists were wont to confine the principle of
rasa to drama and the lyric; hence it could only be one of
the several aspects of beauty (alaikirs) in a full-fledged
epic. But the new critics headed by Anandavardhana
brilliantly pleaded for an untestricted application of it to
great epics also, on the ground that it was the sole
aesthetic principle. This is a principle which pinpoints
the poet’s vision of, and emphasis upon, a dominant
quality pervading the human universe, and which gives to
the work of great poets that unique universality, tantamount
to a ‘criticism of life’.

The Indian rasa-theorists speak of this as sadbaranika-
rana; and it is of the very essence of rasa. "The poet’s raw
emotion, g emotion, has no importance in poetry. It is
only when it is impersonalised and universalised by
the impact of the poet’s genius that we have rasa.” It is the
unique prazibha (intuition) of the poet which accomplishes
the miracle of giving to the particular the weight and force
of the universal. We might conclude that rasa, as undet-
stood by the Indians, stands not only for the aesthetic
value of emotions, but also for their universal significance
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which is the sine gua non of literature. | So interpreted,
highly sensuous descriptions of amours will cease to be
instances of srigara-rasa in literature; spectacular and sensa-
tional melodrama will not provide instances of dramatic
vira-rasa,; they will be only caricatures of the true rasa,
though medieval Indian theorists like Rudrabhatta and
Bhinudatta laboured under this misunderstanding. Among
writers of Sanskrit poetics too, we have to distinguish, then,
between pedants and connoisseuts, sastyins and sabrdayas,
the best representative of the latter being Anandavardhana
with his sound principle of rasa-dhvani. It was he that
wotked out in full the practical implications of the aesthetic
principle of rasz in every literary genre, and who reinter-
preted all the earlier categories of poetics in the light of
this vital principle. It was left to his able commentator,
Abhinavagupta, to give rasz a strong metaphysical founda-
tion. But for him, aesthetic experience (7as¢) could not
have claimed an independent and equal status with the
other accepted values of truth and goodness. After him,
artists could say that the contemplation of the beautiful
(rasa) was as much a stepping stone to the sumnum
honum (moksa) as that of the good (dbarma) and the
truc (tattva-jiana). A full consideration of the general
principle of rasa will remove the charge that the Indians
neglected aesthetics in their fondness for ethics and
metaphysical speculation. They achieved a synthetic
harmony between the three fields, unknown in the history
of other countries.- All their canons of propriety and
decorum follow from their aesthetic principle of rasa; all
their categories of rhetoric, stylistic devices and figura-
tive turns hinge upon this vital principle. Hence it is
that the Indians talk of rasz as the vety ‘soul’ (atman)
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of poetry. The tendency of studying the other concepts
in isolation from rasz is both mistaken and misleading.

As regards the structure of poetry, Indian thinkers,
both old and new, are agreed on an organic view. They
strive to stress the s7hitya or organic unity between content
(artha) and form (subda) and would frown upon their
dichotomy. The very name of criticism in Sanskrit is
sahitya-Sastra (‘a study of the unity of content and form”) or
alarikara-sastra (‘a study of beauty in literature’). With these
facts before us, we cannot make the sweeping generali-
sation that the Sanskrit writers are proficient only in
hair-splitting distinctions and tedious tabulations of ‘orna-
ments’ and ‘qualities’ of poetry, and that they ate deficient
in the synthetic outlook. It becomes the duty of the
modern interpreter to take pains to bring out the underly-
ing logic of the rules, whatever their differences in detail.
It might be very true that in a decadent age, in the hands
of pedants, the rules might have degenerated into mechani-
cal conventions and allowed the unimaginative ctitic to
judge by a teady-made yardstick. Nonetheless, the essen-
tial soundness of the philosophy behind the rules need not
be impugned.

We have observed that the poets enjoyed a high social
reputation in India. They were almost ranked as prophets;
royal honours were showered on them. The socially
respected ideas of morality and religion, besides intellectual
attainments of a high order, were naturally expected of
great poets zlong with their primary capacity to give
aesthetic delight. ‘That is why, in the traditional require-
ments of a poet, though the first place is reserved for
intuition, wide learning and a sound philosophy ate also
included as essential factors. Untiring practice of the tools
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of the trade under a competent guide is the third require-
ment laid down for ensuring the best results. The need for
such a training must have been acutely present in a classical
language like Sanskrit, with its complicated grammar,
many-sided vocabulary, countless metres, and numerous
figures of speech. We have no reason to conclude that
evety student was schooled in poetic composition as an
essential part of his education, irrespective of his taste. In
fact, the primacy of intuition stressed by the theorists
gives the lie to any such conclusion.

Sanskrit poets and critics are fond of comparing the
wotld of poetic creation with the universe of God’s creat-
ion. In the comparison, it is the world of poetry that strikes
as superior. The poet is a free cteator, freer even than God;
for God, according to Indian thought, is conditioned by
the karma of the souls to be created. The world of God
allows room for the ugly as well as the beautiful, for pain as
well as joy. Not so the poet’s world. It is one of unmixed
beauty and unalloyed joy. An anonymous Prakrit poet
makes Sarasvati, the goddess of poetry, proud of her new
residence in the young poet’s tongue in preference to that
of her old husband, Brahma. Another poet waxes eloquent
over the boundless sweep of the poet’s imagination that
can embrace all the fourteen worlds. In such a view, which
makes the poetic world not an analogue or parallel of
God’s creation, but one more perfect and autonomous, it
is a homely maxim that poets are exempt from restraint
(niranknsah kavayah). 'The checks and restraints detailed by
the theorists could in no wise limit the free play of the
poet’s imagination ; they wete only calculated to direct his
attention to the incidental pitfalls involved in offence to
grammar or prosody, decorum or scholarship. The typical



Introduction 11

Sanskrit theorist, exacting purist as he was, was not one
without his share of aesthetic sensibility. He would be
ready to ignote even palpable lapses and downright errors
in master-poets, provided their power was impressively uni-
form. ‘This is illustrated in the well-known Sanskrit
provision for poetic licence (mabikavi-prayoga)t There is
also the idea of impermanent “faults’ (@nityadosa), i.e., “faults’
which become positive graces in exceptional circumstances
involving a sudden outburst of emotion. All this goes to
prove that the Indian critics, believing as they did in a
rational theory of poetry, did not hold poetry itself to be
entirely rational.

What, precisely, is the Indian idea of artistic beauty?
The question is more easily raised than answered, because
Indian theorists do not pose the question at all in this
particular way. There are different levels of beauty—beauty
in the material handled, beauty in the manner of handling
it, beauty in nature, and beauty imagined. The Indian
thinkers are concerned, in their classifications of subjects fit
for poetic treatment, styles, qualities and figures of speech,
only with the first two which are, by implication, supposed
to explain beauty. This analysis of technique down to the
utmost detail is a singular achievement of the ancients,

1Cf. Some lucky Licence answer to the full
Th’ intent propos’d, that Licence is a rule,
Thus Pagasus, a nearer way to take,
May boldly deviate from the common track;
Great wits sometimes may gloriously offend
And rise to faults true Critics dare not mend;
From vulgar bounds with brave disorder palt,
And snatch a grace beyond the reach of art,.

— Alexander Pope, Essay on Omthsm 1. 146-155.



12 Essays in Sanskrit Literary Criticism

though it certainly makes difficult reading today. Most of
the theorists were themselves poets of a high order, and it
is their speciality that they have given concrete illustrations
of every device and grace defined by them, with examples
of their own composition. Yet, it is too much to believe
that any “free’ and inspired poet would consciously follow
these rules while writing 2 poem. The truth seems to be
that, both in content and form, a poet did achieve beauty
which could be intellectually analysed only after the com-
position was completed. ‘The rules are like the skeletons
of such analyses. They relate primarily to technique and
should not be confused with the broad question at issue,
viz., ‘what is beauty?’. But something like an answer to
this question is indicated in connection with the principle
of rasa; for, the subjects deemed fit for poetic treatment are
detailed primarily from this angle. The subjects not only
include pleasant ones, like victory and revelry, but also
painful ones, like bereavement. Among the 7asas them-
selves, we have mutually opposed ones, like Stagira (the
erotic) and Santa (the tranquil), Hasya (the comic) and
Karuna (the pathetic), Vira (the heroic) and Bhayanaka (the
frightful), Adbhuta (the wonderful) and Bibhatsa (the
revolting). 'This open acceptance of the painful as well as
the pleasurable within the ambit of the beautiful, is a
measure of the depth of Indian thought on this question.
The beauty even of ugliness is a rasa,—bibbatsa. The beauty
of passive ‘calm’, too, is a rasa,—santa. In such a compre-
hensive theory of beauty, we catch glimpses of the unique
power of poetry which can, when handled by genius,
transform anything and everything ‘to beauty. ‘Artistic
beauty, according to Indian theory, is something different,
not only in degree but in kind, from natural beauty and
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from the human beauty of form. Poetry can distil aesthetic
joy from the most unexpected things in the natural wotld
and in the wotld of human relations.: Nay more, it can
create an altogether new world of Leauty undreamt of by
ordinary men. ‘This is the wotld of myths and metaphots,
fancies and symbols. Though by ordinary standards they
are untrue, they possess an aesthetic value or truth.’

Apart from this general idea of beauty, we have, in the
works of Sanskrit master-poets, hints of random attempts
at explaining the nature of beauty. Talking of feminine
beauty, Kilidasa tells us that the Creator must have as-
sembled the best parts of the different things of beauty in
the universe, to create Parvati. This theory of selection
from nature as the secret of constructive beauty is again
seen in Kalidasa’s description of Urvasi. He observes that
such an old fogey as Brahma, deadened to aesthetic sensi-
bility and drooling out the sacred texts, could never be
credited with such a beautiful creation as Urvasi; perhaps
some one else, more aesthetically-minded, the Moon or
Cupid or Spring, was the real creator! Similar ideas are
found in his account of the love-lotn heroine in his
Meghaduta, and we would not be wrong in concluding that
artistic beauty, as Kalidasa conceives it, consists of an
intelligent selection by the artist of beautiful details from
several objects and their artistic re-arrangement.

Traces of a similar idea can be detected in the Sanskrit
wotks on rhetoric. Words described by grammar and
meanings noted in the dictionary are not aesthetic as such;
the poet shows his aesthetic sensibility, first, in his selection
of words and meanings, and next, in the re-arrangement of
these with an eye to their aesthetic value. He is guided by
the principles of euphony and assonance in his devices of
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thyme and alliteration. To invest his idea with a striking
quality and a fresh charm, he will utilize the various figures
based on the principles of metaphor, comparison, contrast,
analogy, irony, hyperbole, symmetrical order, etc. His
sense of thythm is evidenced in his selection of metrical
patterns. If we remember that the act of poetic creation is
mote intuitional than intellectual, we cannot fall into the
/ error of regarding the figures and measures as external
embellishments. They can be rightly looked upon as as-

. pects of organic form. The Indian theorists declare that
the unifying prmc1ple underlying all this technique is the
principle of atifaya or ‘idealisation’.” The poet deliberately
depatts from the normal and the natural; he unmakes and
re-makes the given reality, he fancies and idealises —all to
achieve the goal of creating beauty out of human experience.

" Poetry has both a logic and a magic about it. The
jloglc of poetty (kavyanyiya) is the very reversal of the
~{normal logic; it is called a/zikara. Its magic is felt by all,
and yet it baffles analysis; it is called rasa. 'Thus, alaikira
and rasa ate the two magnetic poles in Sanskrit criticism,
which appear opposed to each other at first sight and
confuse even specialists, since both ate given simultaneously
in the Indian explanations of poetic beauty. " In point of
Aact, they are complementaty, and not contradlctory, con-

~ cepts ‘\When the poetic art is viewed from the attist’s

angle we get alwikara as the aesthetic prmclp]e/ But that
is not enough. Thete is the critic’s response, which is not
art, but only experience of art. 1From the angle of the
- reader’s cxpericnce of beauty, we have the principle of rasa|
lOnc—: is the means, the other is the end.] One answets the
questlon ‘how?’, the other answers the question ‘why?’.
But the two are really bound up with each other so inti-
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mately that one cannot dissociate them in criticism. Yet,
tthe principle of rasa is more comprehensive in its range and
can explain the poet’s experience better than the principle
of alasikara. |
We can rightly ask at this stage: “If rase is primarily
the aesthetic experience of the cultivated critic, what is the
nature of the poet’s experience itself? Is it also rasa?’} It
is here that we begin to feel the tyranny of words. The
Sanskrit theorist would answer that in a sense it is, and in
a sense it is not. Rasa is nothing more than aesthetic joy;
hence the creative poet must petforce be credited with it.
‘If 2 pot is not full, it cannot overflow’ ( yzvat piirno na
caitena tavannaiva vamatyamurg). If this is not conceded, the
felt experience of the critic himself would go unexplained.
Rasa is said to transcend the limits of time and space and
to be as pure and infinite as the joy of the Lord Creator
himself. In this sense, the creative urge or inspiration itself
can be regarded as rasq. It is its very nature to command
the services of alwikira without any special intellectual
straining; and it lasts as long as the mood of cteativity lasts.
But the poet himself might appreciate his own work at a
later stage after creating it. This is also 7asa, but in another
sense. We might distinguish the two as joy of creation
and joy of appreciation; but there is only one word rasa in
Sanskrit for, both. The first is a joy wholly imaginative and
synthetic while the second has also room for the intellectual
and analytical faculties. The problem becomes trickier when
we are faced with the differing testimonies of both poets
and critics regarding their experience. There are poets who
say that creation for them is a relief from pain. There are
connoisseurs who aver that the best music or poetry induces
an experience of sorrow in them. Kailidasa himself has
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recotded in his masterpiece, the effect of a love-song on the
hero, who was apparently unperturbed and cheerful until
he heard the sweet song. The love-song had suddenly made
him moody.2 The Indian explanation, also hinted at by
Kalidasa himself, is first, that it is abnormal and secondly,
that it is due to revived memories of a deeply buried past,
extending into past births. The theory of rasz provides for
such exceptions by stating that the ideal experience of rasa
is one which completely disallows any intrusion from one’s
personal life, whether one be poet or critic. But in actual
practice, the intrusions are perhaps unavoidable, and hence
the proverbial variations in critical judgement. The acid
test of beauty proposed by another Sanskrit poet is ‘ever-
new winsomeness’ (&sane ksape yanmavatGmupaili/iadeva
ripam ramaniyatayih ) Unfading charm, or the abiding
value of poetry, can be adequately explained only in terms
of rasa, or impersonal, disinterested, aesthetic joy.
Finally, a word about the precise relation between
poetic vision and rasa. The poetic world, as we have seen,
is not a copy of the wotld of reality, but a parallel world of
beauty answering only to the laws of imagination. To
- succeed, it must present us with a complex and yet a whole
experience. Bits of experience, however skilfully presented,
cannot be aesthetically satisfying. The sectet of the whole
literary process lies in the unfathomed depth of the human
petsonality; and Sanskrit critics try to unravel the secret in
their own way. Just as the Vedanta philosophers indicate

2 Cf. ‘I am never merry when I hear sweet music’—Jessica.
—Shakespeare, Merchant of Venice, V. 1. 70,

3Cf. <Age cannot wither her, nor custom stale Her infinite variety’.
—Shakespeare, Antony and Cleopatra, 1.3.57.
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the Absolute in a negative way, indicating successively
what it is not (weti, net), so do rasa-theorists indicate the

nature of rasa by excluding many things from the realm of

poetry. Inour daily patlance, we are familiar with words and
their meanings. We are aware of referential or denotative
meanings, figurative meanings, connotative meanings with
emotional overtones, contextual meanings and even struc-
tural meanings of whole sentences. All these meanings are
more or less definite or precise, the wotds and sentences.
serving as precise signs or symbols to communicate the
intended meanings. “Poetry has toom for all this, but is
essentially something plus; and that is rasa.

In abstract thinking, as in mathematics, we are familiar
with the phenomenon of signs remaining almost untrecog-
nised as signs, and serving as promoters of ideas and
relations between ideas. Thinking is not so much re-
ferential as relation-finding. If we can also call complex
thought ‘meaning’, such meaning is the direct result, not of
word-signs and symbols, but of the meanings of the word-

signs. This shows how, like words, ideas or meanings too

can become symbols of further meaning. In poetty, too,
we have a similar phenomenon, though, unlike mathe-
matics, poetry deals with concrete and emotive symbols.

Here also, the referential and other familiar meanings of

words and symbols cease to act as ends in themselves; they
in their turn become means for further ideas and meanings.
The first meaning itself becomes the symbol for a second
meaning, the second for a third. In this associative seties
of meanings, all ‘are necessary, but only as subserving the
last, of which alone the critic is sute. But the magic
of poetry is such that the last meaning strikes us as though
it were as direct as the first itself. And all the partakers in
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the series of meanings are charged with feeling. Yet, none
of them, except the last, are excluswely important, and it is
this alone which is truly rasz. " Sensuous images, associative
~ thoughts, emotional overtones, turns of exptession—all
contribute in an unanalysable way to the totality of the final,
aesthetic, experience. A trained reader can pass unhindered,
from the mere words to this final experience at one stroke
as it were. This whole process is well brought home to us
in the theory of dhvani, or ‘suggestion’, propounded by
Anandavardhana. “Suggestion’ is the name given by him
to the peculiar power or potency inhering in all the elements
constituting poetry. Criticism, in his hands, becomes, not
a commentary, but a discovery. The theoty proves how
poetty is much more than a re-arrangement of materials
already given. Corresponding to the poet’s joy of creation,
we have in this theory, the critic’s joy of discovery. It also
brings out how the poet’s vision must take a full view of
human life, at its most significant level, before it can
succeed in the task of creation.

If such is the ultimate nature of razse, we can now see
how the chief passions of men provide the foundation for
their characters and govern their lives. Such passions as
love and heroism, in their variety and complexity, will.
serve as propet themes of subjects for literary attists. “In
Sanskrit, the wotd rasa is also used in a secondary sense, to
denote these poetic themes. Theorists are aware that this is
a loose usage, and do not forget to add that, technically,
-emotions as themes of a literary work atre only sthiyibhivas
(enduring emotions) and not raszs. Much of the confusion
among Sanskrit writers of a later date is due to their
neglect of this vital distinction.’ According to the theory |
of dhvani, all emotive compositions are not poettry; only
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such emotive compositions can become poetry as result in
unmistakable rasa,; and rasa has its own laws of propriety:}

In such a scheme, though the ideal poetry is one
culminating in rass, actual poems may often fall short of
that high standard and yet be counted as successful poems.
This is poetry of the second order, and its examples
invariably indicate that the poet’s talent has outrun his
genius. Here we have the subordination of suggested mean-
ing to the brilliant images of the denotative. There may be
yet others without any genius whatever, like the authors of
intellectual saws and puzzles. They are devoid of poetry
because they are devoid of rasa.

In this ‘<Introduction’, we have endeavoured to sketch
in broad outline some of the general critical issues which
engaged the attention of ancient Indian poets and critics.
We feel that some of their ideas merit consideration even
today. ‘'The following chapters attempt to examine a few
of them in greater detail.
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SANSKRIT CRITICISM AND ALANKARA
(POETIC IMAGERY)

“samagsti sarvasastrandnm
sahityamiti giyate”

[Criticism is the sum of all sciences’

I

Religion, poetry and philosophy have ever been the
most cherished pursuits of Indians; and we have some of
the richest contributions of the Indian mind in these fields.
"The analytical subtlety of Indian thinkers is no less remark-
able than their synthetic vision. As far back as the
beginning of the Christian era, Indian thinkers had syste-
matised their study not only of religious literature but also
of the then known sciences and the arts. Literary studies
were reated on the triple groundwork of Grammar, Metrics
and Criticism.!  The Sanskrit name for criticism is either
sahitya-2 ot alaiikira- sastra. While the word szbitya (lit.
“togetherness’) emphasises the indissoluble unity of form
and content in literature, the word alwikira (beauty)
indicates the subject of enquiry. It is equally significant that
in the opinion of Sanskrit thinkers, criticism is entitled to

1 padavidyamadhicchandovicitim vagalankriim
trayim samuditamet@m tadvido va@nmayam vidub.
— Jinasena, Mahapurana, XVI. 111,

21n Sanskrit, the word sahitya, like s@hitya-$astra, meant origi-
nally only criticism; it came to mean literature at a very late stage.
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be regarded as a systematised body of knowledge. They
are aware that while literature is primarily an act of creative
genius, criticism involves an intellectual or scientific analysis
besides literaty taste in the critic.3 That a cultivated taste
is indeed the sine qua non of a literary critic is brought out
by naming him a sehrdaya (lit. ‘one akin to the poet in

 sensibility’) or rasika (lit. ‘one alive to the essence of

poetry”).

The claims of criticism for the status of a science have
never been disputed in India, though the value of literature
itself has been sometimes called into question by orthodox
theologians. The critical theorists, therefore, make it a
point to vindicate poetry by answering the charges made
against it and declaring that in this world of ours wherein
everything is liable to decay, poctry is the only source of
imperishable fame to the poet and the only means of
aesthetic delight, coupled with moral and spiritual enlighten-
ment, to the reader. But what about the critic himself who
stands midway between the poet and the reader? The
theorists do not raise this question at all because the status
of acting as guides to gencrations of honoured poets
tequired by no means any further justification on their
part.

Nonetheless, the question is most relevant today; and
we have to consider whether criticism can ever attain
scientific exactitude. It is a commonplace of criticism that
no two critics agree in their judgment of a literary work.

3 dve vartmani giram devyal
dastram ca kavikarma ca;
prajiiopajfiyath tayorddyamn
pratibhodbhavamantiman.
(quoted by Bhatta Gopala in his commentary onthe Kavya-prakdsa.).
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Yet, underneath all their differences, whether there is ot is
not significant agreement on the fundamentals of literature,
is the question at issue; and Indian writers on Poetics
presume that there is, and turn to investigate the broad
principles of beauty in literature. Their method is one of
formal definition, classification and illustration, using as few
words as possible. Whatever the merits of this cryptic
satra style, it presents no small difficulty to the modern
reader in understanding aright the aesthetic principles
underlying the laconic formulae of the Indian theorists.
One is tempted to dismiss them as idle brainwork indicat-
ing nothing more than the Indian flair for hairsplitting
distinctions; yet one might discover a whole philosophy of
beauty if one pauses to understand them fairly and
fully. One might then realise that the business of Indian
theorists was to classify only in order to clarify.

I

The starting point for the Indian theoty of beauty lies
in the distinction of literary genres. Apart from the extrinsic
division of literature into prose and poetry, the very first
writer, Bhimaha, observes that from the stand-point of
subject-matter, literature is divisible into four broad
typest:— ' -

1. Accounts of legendary gods and heroes,

2. Works of fiction,

3. Works based on the arts,

4. Works based on the sciences.

Lorttadevadicaritam cotpddyavasty ca;
kalasastrasrayam ceti caturdhd bhidyate punah.
— Kavyalanikira, 1. 17.
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He proceeds to add that, from the standpoint of presenta-
tion, literature may be divided into five genress :—

1. Epic, extending to several cantos,

2. Drama, meant for the stage,

3. Prose where the hero recounts his own adventure,

4. Romantic tale in prose,

5. Independent quatrains.
It will be readily seen that though theoretically the two
divisions are mutually inclusive, the last two categories of
the first division can come mostly under the last genre under
the second; and, strictly speaking, these fall outside the pale
of literature proper. They have been mentioned only to
indicate the unique presence of literary grace even in
works on the arts and the sciences in the Sanskrit language,
a grace due to conscious artistry. ‘That apart, we are left
with the following main heads under which all literature is
subsumed :—

1. Epic, legendary or heroic,

2. Epic, literary or romantic,

3. Drama, legendary or heroic,

4. Drama, romantic, etc.,’

5. Prose chronicle where the hero recounts his own

adventures,
6. Romantic tale in prose,
7. Lyric quatrains, single or in small units.

5 sargabandho’ bhineydrtham
tathaivakhyayikakathe ;
anibaddham ca kivyade
tatpunah paiicadhocyate. — Ibid., I. 18,
6 For the other forms of drama, comic, farcical, etc., the reader
is referred by Bhiamaha to the famous classification of Bharata.
involving ten major types. Cf. Ibid. I. 24.
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Though it appears at first sight that the lyric is given
but a secondary importance in this scheme, it should be
remembered that all these types of epic, dramatic and
prose works allow room for both prose and verse; and in
the drama especially, lyric measures have an integral
function. We have been considering this apparently
mechanical division at some length, because it embodies
a principle most basic to Sanskrit poetics. All the genres
are concerned only with the lives of ‘heroes’ and ‘heroines’,
low characters serving only as foils. The supernatural has
free play everywhere except in the few types of social
comedy and farce. Love and heroism become the two
predominant emotions in every work, others like the
pathetic, the comic and the furious, serving only to set
the former in bolder relief. Realism is almost shut out
from every genre and the wotld of literature is deliberately
made an imaginative world of mystery, romance, and
beauty. Justas man is idealised, so too is nature humanised;
and the poet strains to visualise the supernatural participa-
tion of nature in the affairs of ‘heroes’. The poetic wortld
is kept blissfully aloof from the cares and worries that
beset the world of fact. Virtue (dharma) invatiably
triumphs over villainy in thelong run. All these restrictions
of the ancient theorists appear to us today as so many
artificial canons which clipped the soaring wings of poetic
genius, and hastened the decadence of Sanskrit poetry.
While it is true that this prevented poetry from gaining in
breadth, it is also equally true that it contributed to its
growing in depth; it gave a fillip to the mythopoeic
imagination of the poet; and this is not often realised. It
is a unique phenomenon in world literature compatable
only to the influence of Papini’s rigid grammar on the

'
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Sanskrit language. If the grammar arrested the natural
growth of the language, it also saved it from <linguistic
decay’ and helped its preservation in its pristine purity, so that
in respect of clarity, afteralapse of even two thousand years,
the Sanskrit language remains unique and unparalleled.
If Sanskrit poets failed to add new dimensions to their art,
they uniquely succeeded in perfecting the poetic technique
to its highest water-mark in the history of world poetry.

The first principles formulated by Sanskrit theorists
on the art of literature deserve, therefore, careful attention
even today. ‘These principles have stocd the test of time
not only in Sanskrit, but also in the numerous vernacular
literatures that came within the orbit of the cultural
influence of Sanskrit. Life actually lived by the common
people and life as portrayed in Sanskrit literature are, no
doubt, two different things; but there is no unbridged
gulf between them; for, imaginative sympathy or ‘willing
suspension of disbelief” is of the very essence of the
enjoyment of literature; and it serves as a bridge between
the two. One who is not experienced in ordinary life is
not, in theory, qualified to be a critic of taste. The reader’s
taste, fashioned by life, is refined by literature; and, in its
turn, helps him to live his normal life, in a refined way,
according to Indian theory. That society can be refined or
reformed by presenting exclusively the seamy side of life, is
a notion foreign to Indian poetic theory. They think that
the role of real life cannot be anything other than secondary
in poetry.

11

From the material of literature, we may now turn to
its method or technique. In fact, the technique of Sanskrit
- poets directly derives from their material on the one hand,

a@
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and the standards fixed by grammar, prosody, ectc., on the
other. The one consideration central to Sanskrit criticism
is impeccability. The slightest error, grammatical or
logical, factual or metrical, is censured in the strongest
terms even in the work of a master poet, when it is smacks
of his ignorance (svyatpaiti) and not of deliberate choice
occasioned by literary considerations like emotional stress.
In fact, we have long lists of other literary “flaws’ (dosas)
that jar on the ear or are repulsive to good taste.

As on the absence of palpable defects, so does Sanskrit
theory insist on the presence of positive excellences
(gnnas) in all the recognisable elemerits of a composition.
These excellences can be felt only by a trained critic.
Sweetness’, ‘brilliance’ and ‘lucidity’ are the universally
accepted excellences, the first two being exclusive of each
other, while the thitd is contributory to both of them.
The indivisible unity (s@bitya) of form and matter in
literature is again realised in grasping the nature of the
excellences. A passage will be ‘sweet’ as much on
account of its matter as by reason of its form. We might
go on analysing ‘matter’ under the heads of ‘thought’,
‘emotional state’, ‘imaginative turn’; etc., and ‘form’ under
‘style’, syntax, word, syllable, etc.; and in every ingredient
we shall find the subtle presence of ‘sweetness’. Similarly,
in the opposed excellence of ‘brilliance’. Besides these,
other theorists count as many as seven more gruas; and the
subtle music of language can be mastered only by constant
practice (abhyisz) under the guidance of an accomplished
master. It is this which accounts for the differences in
style (sarighatana, riti, ot bandhaucitya) from poet to poet ox
even in the same poet; and it is this again which is
synonymous with beauty (f0bb7) in literature. From this
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point of view Sanskrit critics show how, of a number of
grammatical forms, only a few select ones best serve the
poet’s purpose.
v

While the ganas form a pre-requisite condition in the
equipment of the poet as well as of the trained critic, there
is another equally important condition, viz., rasz or aesthetic
emotion (distinct from personal emotion) which is part
of one’s innate endowment, and not anacquired sensibility.
It is the poet’s ability to partake of rasa, that spurs the
imagination into creative activity and which endows the
whole work with a unity of tone. The critic’s first function
is to recognise this undetlying unity of tone in a2 work of
poetry before he pauses to appreciate its excellences in
particular elements. The concept of unity of rasa involves
unity of action or patterning of theme in deference to the
considerations of loftiness of character which we have
already seen.

A%

By far the most important contribution of Sanskrit
criticism is the principle of alafikara or “poetic turn’, which
we have reserved last for a consideration here. From
many a modern writer on the subject, this concept has
received, I am afraid, a none too favourable comment. It
has become the fashion of the day to translate alwikira as
any trope or figure of speech, and, relying too much on the
interpretation of medieval schoolmen, to take it literally to
mean no more than an external embellishment like a
woman’s necklace, which may be added to or removed
from poetry at the sweet will of the poet. Nothing can be
farther from the truth as envisaged by eatly theorists who
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first coined the term to stand for the principle of beauty
in poetty gua poetry, as distinct from beauty in nature,
beanty in woman, beauty in the fine arts, etc.  While gupa
is coextensive with poetic beauty whose presence can be
distinctly felt in a passage but which cannot be appreciated
intellectually, the term a/arikara stands for the principle of
beauty which can be both felt and explained in terms of
ordinary language. While figures of speech are many—by
a loose usage, it is true, every figure is also called a/aikara
—the one principle underlying them all is also alwikgra;
and it is after the latter that the science of criticism is so
named. It is this, again, which draws the line clearly
between the fanction of words in poetry as distinguished
from their function in daily discourse or science. In the
sound aspect alone, words in poetry will present a pattern
of rhythm and rhyme, alliteration and assonance, unknown
elsewhere; this is sebdalankira. In their sense aspect, they
acquire a heightening (a#iszya) or undergo a transfiguration
which is the sine gqua non of the poetic act, A synonym of
alarikira in this wide eonnotation is vakrokti or ‘oblique
expression’. To poetise is to deviate from the normally
accustomed habits of speech and thought; in this sense,
every truly poetic line will involve some deviation or turn
and it cannot be devoid of a/aikira without ceasing to be
poctry. Nature description (svabbivokti) too, paradoxically
though, involves a special touch of the poet¥ genius. For,
it is admitted as an a/aikzra only when the exceptionally
observant eye of the poet is revealed even in the description
of common birds, animals, children, etc. What we admire
is his eye for picturesque detail and capacity to teveal
beauty in things whose beauty we had missed through
familiarity. ‘Thus understood, the principle of alwikira
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desetves to be approximated to the modern idea of
“imagery’ in poetty.

. Whether imagery is an integral part of poetry ot but
an external adjunct, an added ornament which poetry may
well do without, is a recurring question in the history of
literaty criticism, Western as well as Indian.? The views
of ancient Indian poets and rhetoricians on this question
virtually shaped the progress of critical thought in India.

v

The poetic tradition in India is indeed very old, even
as old as the Vedas. But the Vedas were cherished by

7Cf. «The ancient writers on rhetoric spoke of them (figures) too
much as mere ornaments, to be added or taken away at will; and
were content to make long lists of them with an elaborate nomen-
clature, and to illustrate their use from poets and orators. They
spoke as Professor Saintsbury has put it, as though the figures
were a sugar which you sifted into the pudding in greater or lesser
quantity as you thought well. Their definitions were superficial
and left quite unexplained the fact of their being used at all.

For figures of speech are not mere ornaments of style to be
used or dispensed with at will. In their origin they are just such
natural expressions of emotion as the shedding of tears, or a dog’s
wagging of its tail. Where they differ from these indications of
feeling is in a greater distinctness, in being extensions of the
articulate, not merely the inarticulate, expression of our feeling,
variations and extensions of the use of language to communicate
feeling. We may shed tears for so many different reasons that we
need the help of language to convey what is exactly the cause of
our shedding tears at any particular moment, and it is in the effort
to do this adequately by means of language that we extend the
range of language by using it in this figurative faghion”.

— Sir Herbert Grierson, Rhetoric and English Composition
(2nd edn.), p. 55.
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posterity more as scriptures than as poems; and the epics of
Vialmiki and Vyisa are usually regarded as indicating the
dawn of secular poetry. Indian orthodoxy, however, soon
invested these with religious importance and looked upon
the epic heroes as embodiments of Hindu ethics codified in
religious law-books. The Jains and Buddhists lost no time
in using literature for purposes of religious propaganda;
and the general atmosphere of the country was not at all
conducive to the cultivation or preservation of purely
secular poetry.

To catch a glimpse of eatly secular poetry, we should
turn to the all but lost collections of stray lyrics in Prakrit
and Sanskrit. We strike a gold mine of lyrics in Hala’s
Saptasati (circa 2nd century A.D.), which is a collection of
seven centuries of love-lyrics in Maharastsi Prakrit. The
whole world of unsophisticated love is the main theme of
the quatrains; and we miss in them the call of moral virtue
(dbarma) which is the burden of the epics. The lyrics are
permeated by a zest for life, a keen sensitivity to the
beauties of nature, and a loving or lingering attachment to
joys of sense. That a similar poetic vein existed in Sanskrit
also can be inferred from the stray quotations we get in
Patafijali’s Mahabhisya (2nd century B. C.) and Bharata’s
Natyasastra (circa zo0 A.D.) out of the floating literature
of the period. There is a whole chapter in the latter wotk
devoted to a discussion of different poetic measures; and
we find in it how each metre was named after a graceful
aspect of winsome women.  Sragdbard (maiden decked
in floral wreaths), Vasanta-tilaks (maiden with the vermil-
lion mark of spring), and Mandikranta (maiden with the
slow and majestic gait) are but examples taken at random.
Every illustration given by Bharata amplifies the ideas
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implied as it were by the proper name, each containing a
lovet’s address to his beloved. It is this tradition which is
fajthfully preserved in later works like Bhartrhari’s Sriigara-
Sataka, the Mayiristaka and the Amarnsataka. This tradi-
tion of secular poetry had to contend against the prejudice
of moralists who would ban it as vulgar.8

Alongside of this popular current of erotic poetty, we
find a highly artificial kind of poetry cultivated by stylists
at courts. The court-poets tried to bridge the gulf between
the epic narrative and the popular erotic tradition by
combining the minimum elements of both and transform-
ing them into something which was entirely new in point
of polished style. They could startle the readers by their
sound effects and turns of thought, and at the same time
they could keep up a show of combining instruction with
delight——instruction about the values of life (purusartha)
with the delight of genuine poetry (rasz). We owe the first
works on Sanskrit poetics to this period of self-conscious
art.

Rhetoricians like Bhamaha and Dandin standardised in
their works the practice of the court-poets and could claim
for poetry a status on a par with the other branches of
learning. In the equipment of a poet, they gave the first
place to pratibhi or genius, insisting at the same time on
the necessity for the poet of wide scholarship (pymiparii)
and assiduous practice (abhyisa). In their analysis of poetic
beauty, they discovered the principle of a/aikira or imagery;
and the importance of the principle can be realised from
the fact that the study of poetry itself came, as we have
already noticed, to be named alzikira-sistra.

8 Cf. the dictum ‘kavyalapamsica varjayet’.
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An interesting feature of the early theotists (with the
exception of Vamana) is that they generally illustrate their
tules with their own compositions of poetry instead of
selected passages from famous poets. This makes their
rules smack of dogmatism. They show a number of ways
in which “figures of sound’ like alliteration (anuprasa) and
thyme (yamaka) can be devised, and “figures of sense’ like
metaphot (r#paka) can be employed. They also speak of the
various ‘qualities’ that can be felt in good poetry. At first
sight the whole procedure would appear prosaic and dull.

But a closer examination would reveal that they were
laying their finger on the very essence of poetry when they
spoke of one running principle behind the different a/aikzras.
As we already saw, the principle is precisely that which
distinguishes poetry from science (s@szra) on the one hand
and from common speech (s7r77) on the other. They
unerringly discerned that language in poetry was different
not only from social usage but also from scientific dis-
course. 'They named this principle, significantly enough,
as atisayokti or vakrokti (ie., ‘Bowery or hyperbolic expres-
sion’). What might from the layman’s standpoint appear
as a distortion was itself the normal idiom of poetry. And
the various ways in which “distorted language’ could
manifest itself came to be catalogued 2s so many “figures’,
because these were the very pointers to ‘beauty’ in poetry.?
Beauty is first vaguely felt by the appreciative reader; then
he succeeds in characterising his feeling in terms of qualities

9 Cf. «The colour of a passage will be found on examination to
depend in great measure not simply on the words we choose, but
on whether we use them figuratively or not, on what we call the
writer’s imagery.”’
: — Sir Herbert Grierson, Op, cit. p. 54.
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like ‘sweetness’ or <brilliance’; after a more sustained
intellectual effort at explaining it, he will be led up to the
perception of vakrokti, which can be analysed in terms of
one ‘figure’ or another. ‘Implication’ (samasokti), ‘Sup-
pression’ (aksepa), “Indirect extession’ ( paryayokta,) Hyper-

- bole’ (uzpreksa), ‘Direct expression’ (svabbavokti), “Metaphot’

(riupaka), ‘simile’ (wpamz), ‘Contrast’ (visama), ‘paradox’
(virodhabhisa), patpﬁomasm (sesa), Personification’, Irony’,
‘Analogy’, ‘emotional climax’—these are only a few of the
thirty-six and more ‘figures’ recognised.

No doubt, in many of the verses supplied by the
rhetoricians illustrating ‘figures’, we get the impress-
ion of ‘prose’ dressed up as poetry through the tutns of
imagery; but the crux of the problem is whether the
principle they postulate touches the essence of poetry or
not. It is here that scope was provided for difference of
opinion; and this led later theorists to formulate new
explanations on more scientific grounds.

It would appear that the Alafkira-school was only
regularising in a formal fashion the practice of popular
poets; and the strain of erotic poetry in Sanskrit was
replete with poetic conventions (kavi-samayas). ‘The god
of Love with his five arrows of flowers (like the lotus and
the jasmine), his retinue of Spring in bloom, the South
Wind, and the Moon, the nightly moan of the Cakravika
birds in love, the hum of mating bees, the stately swans
enjoying their honeymoon in lotus-lakes, the fawn-eyed,
moon-faced, elephant-gaited beauties, . their wiles and
guiles—all these and a hundred other conventions had been
petfected by the poets long before the theorists came on the
scene. These conventions of the lytic form were natural
expressions of the creative poets; and the conventions, on

2
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analysis, could only lead to a doctrine of alaikira-cum-
- guna® The one common quality of all this lyric poetry
was ‘sweetness’ (madhnrya) and sweetness was an index of
the rasa (aesthetic emotion) of Srigara or Love. In epic
poetry, as in prose fiction, the striking quality was ¢jas or
“floridity” corresponding to the rasas of 177ra (the Heroic)
and Raudra (the Furious). The theorists recognised a third
quality “lucidity’ ( praszda), which was common to both
the lyric and the epic. If the idiom of poetry was analysed
by them in terms of “figures’, it was because they found the
poetry of their time virtually figurative and conventional.

Dramatic theory, initiated by Bharata in his monu-
mental work —Natyasastra,~ emphasised rasa as the central
principle because abbinaya ot stage-tepresentation of a play
with the aid of music, dance and gesture could be only in
terms of rzsa. But in poetry, the place of abhinaya was
taken up by varpana (description); and the suggestion of
feelings, moods and emotions could only be through
figurative expressions imbued with excellences or guuas.
Early theorists did not, therefore, hesitate to regard rasas
themselves as ‘figures’ in poetty, since rasas could some-
times be evoked even w1thout the natural aid of striking
figures of speech.

With Vamana (the author of the Alsikira-sitra, 8th
century A.D.) the question of the ‘soul’ (@#man) of poetry
came to prominence; and naturally, the emphasis shifted
from the ‘idiom’ of poetry to its deepest content. He
coined the expression r7# (‘style’) to convey the ‘complex’

10The flights of fancy are sometimes also called rasa in a very loose
way, though:
‘astu vastusu mad va bhii kavivict sthifo rasal’
—Rajadekhara, Kavyamimamsda.
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of qualities” in poetry and recognised three styles as under-
lying ten qualities of ‘sound’ and ten of ‘sense’. In this
re-arrangement, rasa could figure, of course, only as a
‘quality’.  He could assert boldly that a/usikiras were but
appendages to the body of poetty (viz., subda and artha)
serving to embellish the soul of poetry, viz., ‘style’.

A philosophical analysis of the functions of language
on the one hand and the content of poetry on the other,
led the next critic Anandavardhana to formulate what he
called dbrani (lit. ‘tone’) as the ‘soul” because that expres-
sion, as he explained, could apply both to the ‘idiom’, the
“form’ and the ‘matter’ of poetry. He recognised that the
erotic sentiment was the ‘sweetest’ of rasas; and added that,
in the nature of things, all rasas, the matter’ of poetty,
could be only suggested; suggested, however by the aid of
figures. He harmonised the eatlier concepts by restricting
the significance of ‘alakara’ to a turn of denotation’ and
bringing all suggestive elements under the comprehensive
sphere of dhvani or ‘suggestion’. ‘

"Though Sanskrit literary criticism thus presents vatied
phases of thought, it would appear that all are agreed at
the bottom on the nature of poetry and the uniqueness of
the language of poetry. Vimana’s and Anandavardhana’s
analyses of gupa and dhvani respectively illustrate how
literary appreciation can be directed to very minute elements
in any given example of poetry. The principle of unity in
a work as a whole may be ensured by the rules about rasa
because that is the vital essence inspiring the poet towards
creation. But a poet’s imagination is free and obeys no
law save its own. In conformity with its own law, it uses a
language all its own, at once distinct from prose and science.

If <imagery’ is the word which conveys in modern
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criticism this unique essence of poetic language, the ancient
Indian rhetoricians arrive at the same conclusion of
inevitability of imagery in devious ways. With all their
stock examples and conventional categories, they do not
miss this important target. Their vague explanations of
pratibhi (‘imagination’) but confirm this conclusion. What
they condemn is a craze for alasikaras, not the need for
‘alaiikara. Words are indeed capable of yielding multiple
meanings, even unintended ones, by force of context.ll
But the poet’s employment of language is on another
footing. Here, the several layers of meaning are not only
all intended, but they are all made to partake in a final
tone or significance (dbvani) which is just as clear and
instantaneous as the surface meaning itself.12  When this
is not achieved, when the beauty of denotative meaning
outshines that of the suggested, there is a fall in the quality
of poetry from first-rate to second-rate. Such is the magic
of poetry and such its logic (emitya) according to Indian
criticism. ‘/'?‘Criticism is a science inasmuch as it avoids the
a priori method and formulates the rules of amitya in
poetry inductively. Since such a study, to be authoritative,
demands on the part of the critic an intimate knowledge
of something of everything, criticism is regarded as the
sum of all learning:
“Samastib sarvasastrananm sabityamiti giyate’ .

It is no more a hunting-ground for the crazy, than poetry
is the vocation of dreamers.

11 Cf. yathd Sabdo’pi kasmimscit pratydpydarthe vivaksite, avivak
sitamapyartham prakdsayati sannidheh.

— Bhartrhari, Vakyapadiya (Benares edn.), IL.  303.

12 Cf. kavyadhvani dhvanervyangyam pradhanyaikanibandhanam

. — Dhvanyaloka, IIL. 42 seq.



III

THE NATURE OF MEANING IN POETRY —
AN INDIAN APPROACH

While semantics is a science of recent origin in the
West, we find in early Indian thought more than one sus-
tained attempt to solve the mystery of meaning in language.
Of these, the realistic conclusions of the time-honoured
Mimarhsakas and the idealist trend in the linguistic thought
of the grammarians headed by Bhartrhari may be regarded
as typical. The first writers on the art of poetry contented
themselves with analysing the structure of poetic language
and laying down formal canons of beauty under various
heads. They generally defined poetry as a unity (szbitya)
of sabda (expression) and artha (significance) without discuss-
ing the nature of these. Writers on drama developed the
theory of rasa (aesthetic emotion) in great detail without
raising the fundamental question of the aesthetic function of
language. It was only when these two cutrents of poetic
theory, viz., alaikira (beauty) and ragsa, converged in
Anandavardhana’s Dhvanyiloka (c. 850 A.D.) that the problem
of meaning in poetry came to receive a systematic considera-
tion for the first time. It was only then that Poetics in
India came to be raised to the rank of Aesthetics. An
attempt is made here to present the groundwork of
semantics on which Ananda-rears his aesthetic theory of
dbvani or suggestion in poetry.

I

The concept of szbhitya in Indian poetics is something
akin to the modern idea of ‘significant form’ and the early
writers like Bhamaha proceeded to the task of analysing
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that essentially indivisible whole into szbda (form) and artha
(content) for purposes of formulating theit aesthetic canons.
They assumed that both these elements partook of beauty
(alarikara) only under the conditions of absence of flaws
(dosa-s) and presence of excellences (gura-s), conditions
which were imposed by logical, grammatical and aesthetic
considerations. Their mistake was that they just listed them
“together without ttying to differentiate the aesthetic from
the logical and the grammatical. Why ‘cacaphony’ should
jar on the ear and why ‘sweetness’ (wadburya) is an excel-
lence in poetry as much as ‘lucidity’ (prasida) and ‘brilliance’
(gjas) ate questions they do not pause to answer. Though
they were dimly aware that different compositions have
different affective effects on the reader, they tried to explain
these more in terms of stylistic structure (sarighatani ot riti),
which in their analysis was the secret of ‘significant form’
and which varied from poet to poet according to his
insight (pratibhz), than in terms of the texture of meaning.
The theorist thought that since the individual variations of
poets were infinite, he could only distinguish between two
ot three broad types of style, viz., the Sweet (Vaidarbhi),
the Florid (Gaudr) and the Mixed (Paical7). Against this
analytical background, they undertook to explain some
clear-cut principles of beauty (4/erikira) relating to form or
content. They brought graces of rhyme and alliteration
which contribute to thythm under “form’ and graces of
metaphor, irony, allusion, fancy, contrast, etc., under
‘content’. Yet, nowhere do they state that these graces are
just ornaments which may be added or discarded at will by
the poet. On the other hand, they are convinced that there
would be no beauty in poetry without one a/arikira or an-
other, since, in their view, alankiras are integral elements
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of poctic beauty and form the very differentia of poetry.
‘T'he ornamental use of figures of speech is a much later
idea and the early theorists like Bhimaha and Dandin were
not aware of it, though many a modern scholar has mis-
judged them in this respect.

A correct appreciation of the position of eatly theorists
in regard to alaikara is necessary to understand their idea
of sabda and artha which forms the starting point for all
semantic investigation. Their outspoken emphasis on
vakrokti, or departure from the everyday use of language,
as the underlying principle of all aluikaras points to their
realisation of the fact that poetic language is fundamentally
distinct from everyday speech (v7r#7) on the one hand and
the language of science (s2s#ra) on the other; and they
happened to give this distinct feature the name of a/aikzra
whose field was theoretically as wide as to embrace all
shades of felt beauty in poetry. Naturally, all the possible
meanings in daily discourse and scientific writing, viz., the
informative or literal, the secondary or metaphorical and
the affective ot emotive, were not only included, but
imaginatively coloured so as to become aesthetic, in their
illustrations of arthilarkara-s. In their scheme, svabbivokti
or sensitive description of nature as it is, can be termed
alaikira only by way of exception; and emotional states
(cittavriti-s) become alatikira only when they ate rasa, ie.,
when they have undergone imaginative transfiguration.

The treatment of a/arikira by the eatly theorists is thus
practically useful and theoretically sound in its own way;
but it is deficient in philosopical investigation into the
nature of poetic meaning as such. On this question it
takes for granted the conclusions of Mimamsa philosophers
on the one hand and of thinkers on dramaturgy on the other,
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and accomodates them both in the broad category of
alanikira, laying, all the while, pointed emphasis on beauty
which is the index of the poet’s creative activity. None-
theless, it is clear that by ar#hz (content) they never meant
the dictionary meaning of words, as is often misunderstood,
or the objects logically denoted by wotds. The rhetoricians
understood by artha the meaning complex intended by
the poet, or, in other words, his theme.

II

Now we may turn to the Mimamsi school of philo-
sophy which provided the basic semantic material for the
researches of literary theorists. A serious consideration of
the problem of meaning was forced upon this school which
was concerned with vindicating the significance of assertions
in the Veda which was, apparently, 2 confused mass of
fact, myth and ritual. They laid down not only the
conditions of context, etc.,, which were necessary to
understand the meaning of sentences in the scriptures, but
also the theory that the meaning of a sentence (vakyartha)
is its whole purport (Zitparya). They wete the first in
India to hold that ‘potency’ (suk#) should be regarded as
a distinct category in ontology; and according to them,
every sentence has a potency for purport which may
admit of etror in the case of human speakers, but which
is infallible in the case of scriptural statements as they are
not of human origin (apanruseya).

As components of a sentence, they recognised words
which too have a potency to enter into relation with other
words and a potency to express their conventional meaning
as defined in the dictiopary ot their secondary meaning
as indicated by the context. The potency of words to

781
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signify conventional meaning is given the name abbidha
(primary power) and the potency to signify secondary
meaning is given the name /Jeksanz (indicatory power).
In the sentence ‘He is an ass’, the dictionary meaning of
the word ass is due to abbidhz; the figurative meaning of a
fool is due to /eksani. ‘The second is as much sanctioned
by usage as the first but individual speakers may use words
in their own private way also to suit their meaning as in
the language of lovers. Emotion does indeed play a part
in the metaphorical usage of words in life. But it is raw
emotion, and is not the same as aesthetic emotion in
poetry. Of the two schools of Mimarhsa, one (Pribhikara)
holds that the sentence as a whole expresses an undivided
meaning (anvitabhidhina), while the other (Bhatta) believes
that word-meanings get related before the sentence-meaning
is conveyed (abbibitanvaya).
III

The school of Grammarians (Vaiyakaranas) developed
a theory of meaning which is more idealistic than that of
the Mimarmsakas. Their best exponent was Bhartrhari
who propounded the theory of sphota (lit. butst’), a concept
which is primarily semantic. According to this theoty,
meaning is revealed in a flash by the whole and indivisible
aspect of speech, an aspect which underlies all distinctions
of syllables or sounds. When we say ‘cow’, the three
letters are uttered in sequence, howsoever unnoticeable;
and the total meaning of the animal we grasp is not the
result of any summation of the part-meaning of the three
letters. The words analysable into letters in varying shades
of tone and pitch must have, according to this school, an
abiding whole aspect which alone can reveal a whole
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meaning and this aspect is termed sphofa.  Since words can
have meaning only in the context of a sentence, the sphota
of the sentence as a whole should be regarded as the
revealer of meaning. This involves recognition of the
‘revealing potency’ in the whole sphota-aspect of words and
sentences. The sentence reveals the sphoza which in its
turn reveals the meaning in one unitary flash. The
revealer of meaning is thus the semantic aspect of szbda
and the revealer of this in turn is its own linguistic aspect.
The other schools of Indian philosophy generally regard
the sphotavida as a spurious hypothesis.

v

Bharata, the authority on dramaturgy approached the
problem of aesthetic experience from a purely psychological
standpoint. Recognising 7rasz as the goal of all art, he
said that the major function of the different art-forms was
only to evoke rasz in the percipient. Dance gestures,
musical notes, and poetic language, all shared this function
in common. He did not undertake to define this function
scientifically, but used descriptive terms like wispatti
(causation), bhgvani (stimulation) and abbivyakt; (manifest-
ation). His chief concern was in contrasting raw emotional
states in life (cittavrtti-s) with the rasz-s in art. In life,
moods are momentaty and fleeting; they change as situations
change and man has no control over situations. Even
dominant emotions like love and hatred obey no artistic
unity, and are often subordinated or accommodated to the
urgent claims of economic and social living. In life we
are involved in the emotions, and have no time to con-
template them dininterestedly. But in art man throws
away the thraldom of circumstances and turns to con-
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template the emotions; and this gives him aesthetic joy.
Even a passing mood may be given an artistic permanance
as in lyric poetry; and the dominant emotions, with the
complexity unknown to everyday life, might make the theme
of a whole epic. The emotional unity in the situation, plot
and characters is absent in life and present only in the best
literature. Therefore, the sympathetic heart of the reader
delights in rasa, only through literature. The rules of
Bharata are mainly devoted to lay down the conditions of
plot, character and style that contribute, towards rasa-s, in
all their wvariety. Even the tragic emotion becomes
singularly pleasurable in poetry because it is aesthetically
contemplated and not personally suffered. And even fiction -
comes to be termed as artistically true for the same reason.

\Y

It required a mastermind to propound a consistent
theory out of the tangled skein of these apparently discon-
nected strands of thought and the Dhvanyiloka of Ananda-
accomplished the miracle by a singular stroke of gentus.

Ananda-took his firm stand on the foundation of
rasa set up by Bharata and applying the criteria of potencies
propounded by the Mimissakas, found them totally
inadequate to explain the experience of 7asz which was s#
generis.  Neither the primary nor the secondary usages of
wotds could in themselves explain rasa (not even Zitparya).
A third potency which shines through them and yet rises
above them had to be postulated to explain rasz. But the
difficulty was that if everyday language could implicitly
convey affective meaning or the speaker’s content, and if
philosophers found no necessity of postulating a third
linguistic function, in poetty too there would be no scientific
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basis for such a postulate. Ananda- was up against all the
currents of traditional thought in this respect. Yet he
boldly vindicated that meaning in poetry was primarily rasa,
a thing quite different from the speaker’s intent or affective
meaning in life. Rasa, the sine qua non of poetry could be
realised only through the poet’s conformity to aesthetic
principles imposed by it, and could be felt only by men
of cultivated taste. The principle of unity of rasz and its
implications had never before been explained so pointedly.

The term dhvani of the grammarians came in handy to
Ananda- while designating this revealing or aesthetic func-
tion of language, exclusively found in poetry. He called
every good poem, taken as a whole, by the name dhvani.
The individual words would never cease to have their
primary and secondary senses; but they would only serve as
means to the end of aesthetic significance. In poetry, then,
the suggestive function was not confined to words, but ex-
tended even to primary and secondary meanings on the one
hand, and to every aspect of poetic technique on the other.

No doubt the eatlier writers on poetics had showed
vaguely their awareness of these considerations in their
ideas of guna, alatikira, iiti,etc. Ananda-’s complaint against
them is that they never cared to distinguish between the
pre-eminent and the perfunctory, between the means and
the end. He interprets that their artha-alaikira can only
mean ‘embellishments of subject’ and ‘subject’ can denote
only an ‘idea’, not rasa. So interpreted, all alwikira-s
become mere beautifiers (only ornamental figures of speech),
the beautified element being the poetic idea, and not rasa.
This involves logically the pre-eminence of primary mean-
ing, though by definition, the presence of rasa cannot be
overlooked in any instance of poetry. Ananda- admits
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that such instances of poetry too might prove popular, and
assigns them a second place in his scheme of classification.
First-rate poetry is only that wherein the pre-eminence of
rasa 1s assuredly fe/t by the man of taste. If in a pedantic
piece the effect of rasa is all but lost, it is, strictly speaking,
no poetry; it is but ¢itra or word-spinning.

Thus, in Ananda-’s review of eatly poetics, we have
a dual role assigned to figures of speech; one as promoters
of rasa and the other as important in themselves. One is
the way of genius; and the other of talent. Both are
desirable; but the first is better. Nor is it all. The art of
dhvani in Ananda-’s opinion is wider than that of rasz also.
It includes in its wide domain the limitless field of poetic
ideas (past#) and also figures which are not directly stated,
but indirectly implied. The obliquely suggested idea and
figurative idea come to be ranked on a par with rasa-dhvani
itself, when felt as pre-eminent, because in Ananda-’s
opinion thete is nothing that is not raised to the rank of
pure poetry by the magic touch of dhvani or the aesthetic
function.

The influence of Ananda-’s theoty of dbvani was far-
reaching in the history of Indian literary criticism. It
provided the much-needed cotrective in shaping the taste of
Sanskrit literary critics. In Indian criticism, appreciation
of the underlying tone of a poem as a whole unit, in which
all the elements of technique have their share to contribute,
is a truth which found its first spokesman in Ananda-. His
work contains hundreds of striking examples from the
very best in Sanskrit poetry which serve to establish his
theory of dhvani. His analysis of the nature of meaning in
poetry appears to be substantially sound even by modern
standards.
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BHATTA TAUTA’S DEFENCE OF POETRY

Poetry in India originated as a handmaid of religion; and
it ran for centuries in the groove prescribed by orthodoxy.
The celebrated epics of Valmiki and Vyasa were construed
as popular and pleasing presentations of the ethical codes
laid down in law-books (Swmrti ot Dbarmasastra).

The ends or values sought to be achieved by the
moral codes are the purusirthas—dbarma (tighteousness),
artha (wealth), kama (pleasure) and moksa (liberation).
While all the early codes (s7stras) are agreed on the primacy
of the first three (called #rivargs), philosopical schools
emphasize the fourth, which alone, according to them, is
the highest end of human life.

If Valmiki is extolled by Indian commentators as the
best poet, it is mainly because Rima, in their opinion,
represents a living embodiment of all the precepts in the
sastras regarding the triple values of life, and is a hero par
excellence. 'The Ramayana is great because it is both didactic
and poetic. Vyisa’s epic must be no less praiseworthy
for its wider canvas on the one hand and for its exposition
of moksa on the other. Even the Bhuddist poet Asvaghosa
readily admits that he has deliberately used the sugar-coat-
ing of poetry to popularize the otherwise dry truth.
Knowing the secret of popular appeal, he makes free use
of the erotic and shows rare skill in devising melodious
measures. But with all that he prefers to be known to
posterity as a preacher rather than as a poet.

Kalidasa and Bharavi, who are the two premier
representatives of the later form of court-epics (mabakavyas)
are no exceptions to the trend we noted above. Their
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concern with poetry as a fine art is only matched by the
didactic intent which underlies their plot and characterizat-
ion. Their works point to the necessity of keeping the
claims of artha and kima well within the bounds of dharma.
Even the lyric Cloud Messenger does not appeat to be an
exception, in view of its initial reference to the hero’s lapse
and the curse consequent.

The ““didactic tradition” in Sanskrit poetry was thus
followed by poets and patronized by kings until it
eventually came to be standardized by early rhetoricians
by the sixth century. Finding that poetty had been assigned
no place in the traditional schemes of study (vidyisthanas),
rthetoricians like Bhamaha began to claim for poetry the
highest place, inasmuch as it included in itself the essence
of all the arts and all the sciences, and could be relied
upon to instruct delightfully in all the values of life includ-
ing moksa.

Philosophets appear to have felt that the claims of
poetry were being pitched too high. In the golden age
of philosophical systematization (c. 500-800 A.D.), almost
every thinker was actively engaged in clarifying the
concept of moksa; and there was little chance of the views of
rhetoricians going unchallenged, especially when they were
encroaching upon the very raison d’étre of the philosophical
schools. Although the different systems of philosophy
(darsanas), like the eatliet Dbarmasistras, were not troubled
about poetty so long as it did not clash with their premises,
the inevitable clash between the immediate end of poetty
and the ultimate value of philosophy could not be long
avoided. So long as the theorists of poetry were content
to hold that poetic delight was an end subsidiary to moral
instruction, there was no conflict of interests. But when
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the apologists for poetry reversed their original position
and came to hold that Rase (aesthetic experience) was the
value of values, when they began affirming, on ostensibly
metaphysical grounds, that it was virtually on a par with
moksa (Spiritual Beatitude) itself, the clash with the
philosophers became unavoidable.

Many a battle must have been fought by the champions
of poetry and philosophy; but almost all the works that
arose in the heat of controversy have been lost, and the
curious student has to content himself with faint echoes he
might happen to hear in the course of laborious research.
Scholars know that the addition of Santa (Tranquillity),
first as a ninth rasz, and later its vindication as the ‘rasa’
par excellence, are to be traced to this period of hot contro-
versy. All that we know with certainty is that metaphysical
explanations of art experience were in the air some time
before the great Abhinavagupta wrote his magnum opus,
the _Abbinavabbirati, and finalized them once and for all.

Abhinavagupta himself has testified more than once
to the fact that he owes most of his ideas to his revered
gurn, Bhatta Tauta, who wrote a treatise called Kavya-
kantuka or “The Wonder of Poetry.” Among the stray
quotations from this lost work which are available to us
today, very few indeed have a bearing on the problem we
are considering here. Our regard for Tauta is mostly
confined to his celebrated definition of Pra#:bhi, which reads
almost like 2 Romantic’s account of the “Imagination”:—

/ Pratibha is the faculty of imagination which is freshly
creative. A poet is one who is skilled in the artistic expression
of that which is vivified by pratibka ; and his work is Poetry. //

One can catch here some glimpses of the new trend
in Sanskrit poetics. Poetry is now coming into its own,
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shaking off the accumulated shackles of extra-literary cate-
gories. Poetry is being looked upon as a “Wonder,” a.
thing of beauty, valuable in itself, for its own sake.

It emerges from another famous fragment of Tauta.
that he did not hesitate to raise the poet to the rank of a
“seet’” (rsi) and to declare boldly that the poet-seer was
greater than the seers of dastras, because of his creative
genius.  According to him:—

Two are the paths of Sarasvati: One, Science, the result of
intellect; and, two, Poetry, the product of pratibha.

One feels happy indeed to be able to read a few more
quotations from Tauta’s Wonder of Poetry in Sridhara’s
Kavyaprakasa-viveka, published recently for the first time.!
The four verses preserved in this old commentary (13th
century A.D.) throw interesting sidelights on the polemic
between the champions of poetry and philosophy.

Stidhara introduces the four verses by stating the
contention of philosophers who are prepared to concede,
in a way, that poetry might be of help in the attainment
of the first three values of life, but who demur when it
comes to admitting the eflicacy of poetry as a means
to moksa. ‘Their complaint is that poetry rouses the
very passions whose absolute restraint is demanded by
moksa. They point to the sensuous and erotic elements.
that are preponderant in poetry and ask how these, which
are really hindrances, can be of help in the achievement
of moksa.

The objection seems unanswerable indeed; but Tauta
makes short work of it in his ready rejoinder :—

1Edited by Professor S. P. Bhattacharya and published in
the Calcutta Sanskrit College Research Series as No. VII, 1959. P.9.
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Surely, there is no real existence of sense-objects in poetic
experience. How, then, can you complain that passions are
profoundly excited by poetry ?

Should you urge that the dominant state of mind (revealed
in poetry) is itself the object, well, your position contradicts
the nature of aesthetic experience wherin the state of mind is
not felt as an outside object. (Verse 1)

If you should say that <aesthetic experience’ itself is passion,
you fail to distinguish once again between aesthetic emotion
and passion for women. If you persist in holding that the
badness of the stimulus is inferred from the badness of the res-
ponse, we have only to ask you back how a character like Sitd
can ever have dual objects of love. (Verse 2)

Our position can be stated thus: Just as dust is used to clean
up a rusty? mirror, the mind of the critic is purified of passion
through passion itself!3 (Verse 3)

How can we ever have an all-inclusive experience (like that
of moksa) at a jump, without the aid of a like experience [viz.,
rasa in poetry] 24

Therefore the Sage (Bharata) is rather earnest in stressing a
delight known while discoursing on the ultimate values. (Verse 4)

This “purification” theory of Bhatta Tautta may well
remind one of the theory of “katharsis” in the Poezics of
Aristotle. In the history of Sanskrit poetics, however,
Tauta’s contribution is significant as coming from not only
an able advocate of poetry but also one who virtually
inaugurated true aesthetics in Sanskrit, petfected later by
his worthy disciple, Abhinavagupta.

2The original word male means both ‘‘dust” and ‘rust’”.
Polished plates of metal were used as mirrors in ancient India.

3The idea hasits close parallel in the Ayurvedic principle—
ugnamusnena $amyeati. COf. Milton’ explanation of <katharsis” in
homoeopathic terms: ¢As fire drives out fire, so pity pity.”

40f., «It is not the business of poetry to save souls; it makes
souls worth saving.”’—James Elroy Flecker.
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TRADITION AND EXPERIMENT
IN SANSKRIT POETRY

Sanskrit poetry is as old as the immemorial Vedas
raised by tradition to the rank of sacred revelation. 'The
poetry of the Rgveda represents an age when religion and
science, life and literature, were almost interchangeable
terms, when there was no sharp distinction yet between the
different aspects of human personality like feeling, reason
and imagination; when the functions of the poet and the
priest, of the mystic and the myth-maker, of the seer and
the worldling, still remained undivided. This vast body of
sacred literature in archaic idiom, with only occasional
gleams of secular interest, lies outside the scope of the
present article, which purports to survey in broad outline
the interaction of tradition and experiment in the long and
chequered history of secular Sanskrit poetry.

Though all are agreed that we step into poetry proper
in the Indian epics, viz., the Ramayana and the Mababhirata,
there is no unanimity of opinion among modern scholars
about their age or authenticity. If we turn to tradition, we
find that, though it distinguishes the epics from the Vedas
by regarding the former as of human authorship in contrast
to the latter which are divine revelations, it still reckons
the poets Valmiki and Vyasa as two hoary sages, entitled
to veneration. We find already in the epic age the cleavage
between the sophisticated life in cities and the saintly life
of sages in their forest hermitages. But the gulf is not yet
so wide as to shut out intercommunication. One might,
in fact, go so far as to say that the kernel of the two epics
is concerned with the commerce between the two worldss
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the one of courtly sophistication and the other of saintly
asceticism. Take away the forest of Dandaka from the
Réamayapa and you will have practically emptied the epic of
its essence. The important role of the forest-life in the
Mabhiabharata may not be so obvious at first sight; but it will
not take long to see that the epic really opens with the
citcumstances leading to the birth of the Pandava heroes
in a forest, that their equipment for *“the great watr” was
complete only after a long apprenticeship of twelve years’
stay in.a forest, and that the fimule of the epic too presents
to us a glowing picture of the ascetic ideal of forest-life.
The Aristotelian test of the “beginning,” “middle” and
“end,” or, in our own land, the principle of unity of rasa
enunciated by Anandavardhana, shows how the two epics
revolve round a similar axis and how Vilmiki and Vyasa
are deliberately devising their plots to bring out the mess-
age of an ideal synthesis between conflicting ideals of
worldliness and renunciation. Winternitz has discovered
these alternating currents of thought even in the numerous
ballads and episodes (#pikhyinas) which are imbedded in
the voluminous AMabibharata and which might well repre-
sent an earlier phase of popular poetry in India.

Our analysis above is confirmed by the general account
of these two ancient ideals preserved in ancient law-books
and codes like that of Manu on the one hand and in
Upanishadic literature on the other.

The dawn of court poetry, by about the beginning of
the Christian era, saw a growing split between the functions
of the poet and the sage. The poet became more and more
self-conscious of his art while the thinker began to forge a
new kind of laconic prose to record his reflections in. This
1s the age which marks simultaneously the birth of attistic
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poems as well as philosophical s#fras.  With characteristic
love of analysis, the Indian mind evolved—though the
beginnings ate hazy—in this age not only the guiding rules
of poetics but also the principles governing the universe;
and the theistic trends of popular religion were there in the
background.

No wonder if the two national epics served as models.
to the new poets in this formative stage of classical Sanskrit
poetty. But the wonder is that none attempted to imitate
them in entirety. A single heroic or romantic episode in the
epic was found to be more than enough for the new poet
to show his skill; and he borrowed, if at all, only the
mythology of the epics, their occasional lyric vein and their
way of treating Nature as suffused with human emotion
and feeling. But he was a bold inventor in other directions:
in devising a hundred new metrical patterns; in perfecting
schemes of thythm, thyme and assonance; in entiching the
Sanskrit vocabulary by discovering fresh turns of linguistic
usage to denote an identical thought or different shades of
thought through a variety of synonyms—e. g., the idea of
“sea,” to take an instance at random, can be conveyed by
no less than a hundred words in Sanskrit by employing
synonyms of “water” with different descriptive suflixes
(vari-dbi, jala-dbi, ambu-rasi, etc.) or synonyms of “river”
with the addition of “lord” (sariz-pati, apiam-pati, etc,) ox
synonyms of “gem” or synonyms of “salt” with the
addition of “home” (ratnikara, lavanikara, etc.), apart from
regular synonyms whose derivations are doubtful—thus
exploiting all the linguistic resources that a formally perfect
grammar like that of Panini could provide; and, above all,
in discovering new turns of imagery, at once striking and
artistic. It is because of the numerous experiments, in both
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form and substance, of these pre-Kalidasa pioneers that Sans-
krit became so refined and polished once for all as to extract
from a linguist like Sir William Jones the encomium:—
/" The Sanskrit language is of a wonderful structure, more
perfect than Greek, more copious than Latin, and more exqui-
sitely refined than either.!

To these anonymous pioneers, again, we owe the
genesis of more than one literary gewre—drama and lyric
(erotic and religious), prose romance and fable, panegyric
and parable, besides the time-honoured court epic (waha-
kavya). The rich harvest of the next period in all these
forms presupposes this seed-time of rigorous experiment on
the part of poets and critics alike. The beauty of the popular
Prakrits too had not escaped their attention: we find an
honoured place assigned to Prakrit in plays as well as lyrics.

This formative period of wvaried experimentation,
whose traces have almost faded away, leads us on to the
Golden Age of Sanskrit poetry, whose two peaks are
represented by Kalidasa and Bharavi, one in the North and
the other in the South.

What was just a hint in Valmiki flowers forth into a
perfect lyric, the Meghadata, in the hands of the master-
poet Kalidasa, while the genius of Bharavi is not at all
lyrical. In his court epics, 'Kalidisa also achieved a
sweetness of poetic diction and elegance of thought rarely
equalled. His genius left its indelible impress on every-
thing he touched, poetry or drama; and his writing remains
to this day the model of the best Sanskrit, combining ease
and grace, form and significance. Mote than his insight
into subtlest human emotions and his communion with the

1 Asiatic Reseasches, Vol. I, p. 422.
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secrets of Nature, what marks him out as the true heir of
Vilmiki is his underlying message, which is a happy blend
of the epic values, worldly and spiritual.

In this Bharavi bears a family resemblance to Kalidasa
though unlike him in every other way. Bharavi’s poetry
is vigorous and powerful, despite his pedantic diction; and
he prefers direct instruction to Kalidasa’s undertone of
suggestion. But what makes him stand out as a stylist is
his parade of acrostics. Unlike Kaliddsa, he often lets his
learning get the better of his poetry and the result, therefore,
is uneven.

Soon both Kailiddsa and Bhiaravi became “the poet’s
poets”; and the age-long tradition of the sages came under
a cloud. The spirit lost, the letter began to exercise
supreme sway over the the next generation of poets, among
whom Bhatti, Migha and Sriharsa deserve particular
mention. All these poets are more learned than the earlier
masters aud carry the process of external refinement and
polish to its acme. They revel in new coinages and quaint
conceits. Striving after effect, they not only utilize all
the paraphernalia of poetic conventions (Ravi-samayas)
known through books; they also invent new ones. In
their enthusiasm to arrest the attention of the learned, they
borrow their imagery from soutces such as the philo-
sophical systems, grammar and etymology. But the two
disciplines which held them in thrall were Erotics and
Poetics. They were, indeed the first to indulge in excesses
of description and to start the convention of set themes
for an epic. Even in these exercises, attificial to a degtes,
the spirit of experimentation is not wanting. They
narrowed the province of poetry in their love of formal
rules; but they also broadened the field of poetic conceits:
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and imagery. The poetic traditions of Kalidasa and
Bhiravi assume new shapes in their hands, more startling,
if less appealing.

Meanwhile the lyric tradition which developed apace
in the hands of masters like Bhartrhari and Amaru proved
mote and more popular and paved the way for revaluations

of theories of poetry. Anandavardhana (ninth century)

was the champion of a new theory of literature according
to which dhvani or indirect suggestion was the very soul
of poetry as well as drama, and without which the figures
of speech were of little or no value. In his treatment the
poet’s imagination was given the highest place in the
creative process; and not a bare mention along with

-equipment and practice as in the earlier texts of rhetoric.

This reaction of literary critics (sahrdayas) against the
artificial excesses of post-Kilidasa poets gained ground
throughout India; and we find again the poets of a later
period turning to fresh fields of poetry.

Poets like Padmagupta and Bilhana (eleventh century)
take contemporary kings as their heroes and try to
recapture the manner of Kiliddsa in their readable historical
poems. Despite their shortcomings as historians, judged
as poets, they merit praise inasmuch as they proved how
poetry could be distilled from current history itself. The
heritage of mythology was freely utilized by them to invest
contemporary kings with the glory of epic heroes. Bana’s

example of prefixing an autobiography to a wotk was also

emulated by Bilhana. These are indeed new experiments
which changed the course of the old poetic tradition
considerably without departing from it in spitit.

A noteworthy experiment in blending the lyric and
the opera through songs and stanzas is noticed in Jayadeva’s
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Gitagovinda, which provided the model for a number of
imitators. The impact of the rising literatures in the verna-
culars provided new themes; and semi-historical biographies
of great saints and teachers like Sarhkara found favour with
mote than one author of note. Many a poet was drawn to
the numerous hetoes provided by popular religion; and
the old tradition of epic poetry found new forms breathing
devotional fervour. But judging from the paucity of origi-
nal inspiration, one cannot help concluding that Sanskrit
came to pass through a period of decadence and decline.

It was, of course, the contact with Western literature
that brought the much needed aufklarung into modern
Indian literatures which were throughout basking in the
sunshine of Sanskrit. Apart from the long line of imitators
of Western models, two poets that stand out as true heirs
of Indian tradition are Tagore and Sri Aurobindo. Each
of these, in his own way, has succeeded in recapturing the
deathless spirit of Indian poetry in numerous forms.
Sanskrit poetry may be vivified yet by the infusion of such
new ideas from those who are both poets and sages.
Inspired men with poetic vision that can penetrate un-
erringly into the eternal truths underlying our ancient
mythology, might yet succeed in writing immortal epics in
Sanskrit in view of its unbroken and live epic tradition.
If the present crisis in civilization is to be immortalized in
an epic at all—who can foretell >~—Sanskrit might well
come in handy for the future poet. Sanskrit poetry has
always stood for the ideal, and in all its myriad forms, has
idealized the real and turned away from the starkly real.
It now throws out a challenge to poets to extract signi-
ficance from life today. Whether Sanskrit is a dead or live
language depends on how the poets take up the challenge.
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THE KEY TERMS OF SANSKRIT
LITERARY CRITICISM RECONSIDERED

We often find Sanskrit classics mentioned with respect;
but our interest in them, if we ate to be honest, is decidedly
tepid. Sanskrit critical theories are usually taken for
granted or ignored altogether. Though eminent scholars
have written histories of Sanskrit Poetics, very few have
undertaken the task of demonstrating the practical appli-
cation of these theories to living literatures. The demons-
tration, however desirable, is rendered difficult because
scholars themselves do not seem to be unanimous on the
precise meanings of even the key words in Sanskrit literary
theory. It is proposed to discuss the significance of a few
such terms in this short article.

Poetry, says Bhamaha, is szbda and ar#ha fused together
(sabitan). ‘The English equivalents usually provided ate
“word” and “meaning” and the matter is left at that.
None is any the wiser for this so-called definition of poetry.
Every cinema poster and every grocet’s bill may be poetry
at that rate. But the ancient writers themselves could not
have been vague; for from the eatliest critic, Bharata, down
to the latest critic of today these terms were used and
understood precisely. All the elements of the poetic art
directed to please the ear came under sabda while artha
embraced what we call the poetic theme or subject. The
fusion of the two was the poetic process. This was indeed
the foundation on which the theorists began to rear the
structures of their deeper analyses.

The first and foremost critical concept in Sanskrit
literary theory is a/arikira. Literally it means ornament,
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and is usually translated as “figures of speech” in English.
The critic of today at once equates it with the eternal
truism about the extraneous nature of all embellishment
and jumps to the conclusion that the ancient theotists were
engrossed in cataloguing or indexing a number of needless
tropes. But, as a matter of fact, ancients like Bhamaha
were trying to prove that beauty in poetry is distinct from
beauty in other arts, and they used the word alarikzra in its
widest aesthetic application to include imagery as well as
emotion (rasidi). 'They were aware that, more often than
not, imagery was itself the language of poetic emotion,
though they did not rule out the possibility that emotion
might sometimes succeed without imagery. In other words,
imagery (alaikara) was not, in the opinion of Bhimaha and
Dandin, a superimposed embellishment of poetry (other-
wise originated), but its integral constituent (Fsman).

They never pursued the trivial metaphor of body and
soul to explain sebdirthan and alaifaras, a metaphor which
became a convenient device in the hands of later writets to
bring the doctrine of a/aikaras into cheap disrepute. Rightly
understood, the doctrine of alasikiras in its dual aspect—
one relating to sound impressions and the other to poetic
images—will be seen to touch the very heart of the matter.
It emphasizes how the indirect use of language (gamakatva)
ot circuitous speech (wzkrokti) is of the very essence of the
poetic process. It also keeps the door open for a few
exceptions which may be putre poetry by sheer sweep of
personal or universalized emotion (rasavad, preyas, drjasvin,
samahita, and bhivika alaikaras).

Vimana shifted the emphasis from alasikira to what
he called r7# (translated usually as <style’) by narrowing
down the significance of the word alaikira. He wanted the
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metaphor of body and soul, sagely avoided by Bhamaha, to
work. It could not; he therefore had to posit that the
intrinsic beauty of poetic szbda and artha (a beauty designated
as alarikira by Bhamaha) was analyzable into gupas (usually
translated as “qualities”; “constituents” is better) which
certainly related not to the exterior body but to the interior
personality as 2 whole. For the vindication of the metaphor
a poetic soul was still needed, and Vimana announced with
triumph the age-old category of conventional styles! under
2 new name, 7%

R7t#i being itself an abstraction, Vimana had to exetcise
all his skill to distinguish, on the one hand, ten gamas of
Sabda to include such features of craftsmanship as verbal
felicity, dignity, compactness, and gradual ascent ot descent
in syllabic quality and quantity;” and, on the other, ten
gupas of artha to cover diverse elements of poetic art like
compactness of idea, looseness, clarity, wittiness, evenness of
thought, the creative spark, indirect manner, impressiveness
and emotional fervour. The ganas too being abstractions,
Vimana’s doctrine could hardly win any following. To the
extent that he inflated his gumzas—Bhamaha recognized only
three-—Vimana had to depreciate the a/mikaras. While this
theory fitted into the metaphor of body and soul very
conveniently, it switched off criticism from imagery to a
hundred elusive details. The essential and the insignificant
were all heaped together in a jumble. The statement that
all these twenty guuas are present in the best style, #77., the
Vaidarbhr, while a few alone are instanced in the other two
is a poor solution indeed of the basic problem. It is curious

1 Their number was originally two: 1, the Plain (Vaidarbh?) and,
2, the Florid (Gaud?), The Mixed (Paficalz) was added by Vamana.
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that even the question of the revelation of poetic personality
is well-nigh absent in this doctrine of styles.

The pursuit of the metaphor was continued, and it
was given to Anandavardhana to clear the jungle and point
to the essentials of poetry from all sides. He placed his
finger on the indirect element in all great poetry—a fact
already hinted at by Bhimaha-—analyzed it most minutely
and precisely for the first time and demonstrated that it was
the soul of poetry. Though he said “soul,” he did not, like
Vimana, equate it with the soul of man, but compared it
with the irresistible charm of lovely women. And in this
indirect or suggested wealth of poetry he included not only
poetic emotion but also imagery and ideas (vastz). He
expounded this first element of poetry under the name
dbrani. While emotions and feelings could not be appeal-
ingly communicated in any way other than the indirect, the
other two elements, viz., alwikira and vastu, could be
conveyed directly also. But, the moment the suggestive
element appeared in a piece, it would be poetry—of the first
order if pre-dominantly beautiful, or of the second order if
subordinate in beauty to the directly communicated meaning
( gumbbm‘azyangya) ~ If the indirect element were absent
altogether of almost absent, it would cease to be poetry and
be something like science or, if full of figures, something
like a painting (citra). We should not forget here that
images indirectly conveyed ate of the first class of poetry,
and even direct images having the undertone of suggestion
are of the second class mentioned.

Anandavardhana hastens to add that both classes of
poetry are equally charming in point of beauty. It is only
when imagery has no poetic purpose to serve that it fails.
It would be a mistake to think that Anandavardhana
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underrated the value of alarikira. In fact he explained its
function more searchingly than even its first propounder,
Bhimaha. He gave a decent burial to the medley of
Vamana’s ganas and retained only the original three of
Bhamaha (v7%., sweetness, lucidity and brilliance). And even
these three were associated by him, not with style primarily,
but with poetic emotion (rasa). The poetic personality
received due attention from him for the first time. Nor was
rasa overemphasized, though in theory it was raised to the
highest statas of dhvani because its almost universal associa-
tion with alaikiras was duly acknowledged. This is the
highest point reached by Sanskrit literaty criticism.

Then the word rasz was interpreted by Abhinavagupta
as a synonym for aesthetic experience, and the claims of
rasa so understood shoved away the claims of poetic
imagery. Poetic imagery came to be counted as less intrinsic
to poetry than rasz. If Mammata tried to hold the balance
even once again, Vi§vanitha pulled in the opposite direction.
To the latest writers the reconciliation between the two
became a dilemma.

Among the words in Sanskrit poetics whose meaning
changes from writer to writer, alarkira and rasa are the
most elusive and yet the most important. In the famous
definition of Bharata, 7asz is a thought-feeling synthesis
instanced primarily in art representation or acting (#izya).
By the combined effect of the characters in excitant natural

/setting (vibhiva), their emotional gestutes (anub/aava) and
 fleeting moods (qyabbzmrzb/um) rasa is said to be called

forth. All these are primarily bound up with dominant
emotions (sthayibhivas) as causes, effects and accessories.
Now the fundamental question is about the Jocus of these
bhavas which are transformed into rsse. Since all these
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ate bodied forth only in the imagination of the creative
artist in the first instance, it seems pretty certain that the
Jucny meant by Bharata was the artist’s mind.  That is why
Vilmiki, Kalidasa and Anandavardhana could repeat with
one voice that the poet’s sotrow (foka) transfigured itself
into poetry (sloka). The process whereby the poet’s bhava
is communicated to readers is perforce dhvani or suggestion,
hecause a direct statement of an emotional state ceases to
e emotive to the hearer.  Such is the essence of Ananda-
vardhana’s theory, which has been stretched to needless
lengths amid academic hair-splittings by Abhinavagupta.
To the latter, both the bbiva and the rasa are associated
only with the mind of the critic because he alone has
acsthetic experience (zsvida).

As an English poet-critic, William Empson, watns
us today:—

All conventions have their pomp
And all styles can come down to noise.

But the Sanskrit theorists were not content with laying
down conventions only. ‘They persistently grappled with
the eternal question of the relative importance of imagery
and emotion in poetry. The randomness or inevitability
of each in relation to the other has been the pivot around
which their discussions have turned. But for the fact that
the same key terms have been used in different senses by
different writers, leading to a good deal of confusion,
the findings of Sanskrit writers may be of great moment
even to literary criticism today. This article is a modest
attempt towatds clearing up some of the outstanding
misunderstandings.
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RASA AS A CANON OF LITERARY CRITICISM

Our ancient critics are agreed in regarding Vialmiki
as the father of Sanskrit poetry. There is the well-known
story of his overflowing pity for a bird in gtief assuming
the form of verse. Two of our greatest poets—Kalidasa
and Bhavabhati—refer to this incident as an evidence of
the tenderness of the poet’s heart. To serve quite a
different purpose, this incident is quoted by the author of
the Dhvanyiloka. He intends to rear a new theory of
literary criticism on its basis.

Now it is one thing to characterize poetry in general,
and a lyric outburst in particular, as a spontaneous overflow
of powerful emotions, and another thing to characterize a
whole epic like the Ramayana as an embodiment of a
particular emotion like pity or sorrow. Anandavardhana
does both—the one in his first chapter, and the other in his
last.  Again, it is not very clear in the first chapter whether
he is talking of the lyric outburst only (namely, the distich
“ma nisada...”’)y or of poetry in general. But the point does
not affect the main argument to be set out here.

If all our critics are agreed on any point, it is on the
high mission of poetry. To them, poetty is no amusement
for an idle hour. It is a serious art, which teaches through
pleasing. Poetry delights the reader with its emotions
and, almost without his knowledge, instructs him about
the values of life so as to bring about a healthy change in
his outlook. This dual aim of poetry can only be explained
in terms of our epic and dramatic literature, with its
flawless gods and heroes and their unfailing achievements.
The greatness of a poem or a play thus depended on the
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prcatness of the theme. But what determined the nature
ol cither as poem or play was, in the language of Bharata,
L RYATTR

I4uss is a term from dietetics, meaning taste or relish,
and ntroduced by Bharata into the field of dramatic
cntciym o denote the complex of aesthetic enjoyment.
Accanding o his analysis, it is a complex involving almost
the whole range of psycho-physical tresponses man is
capahle of. Drama or poetry is the stimulus by which
mnltple and ever-fleeting moods, feelings and responses
ae made to fall into a pattern around the mote or less
pornanent nucleus of an  emotion.  This  organized
tcponse-complex of the connoisseur is termed rasa and its
possible varieties are eight or nine, depending on the classic
number of nuclear emotions (s#h2yibbiavas). Though one
of the oft repeated remarks of Bharata is that a play should
have room for @/l the rasas, the demands of plot and
character determine the nature and circumscribe the number
of the rasas that can actually be made prominent in any
work. In a #dtaka, or the play par excellence, the plot has
for its end the hero’s achievement of one or more of the
iriple values of life, »iz., love, wealth, and goodness, and
the rasas that can conform to such a conclusion are only
the Brotic and the Heroic. The consideration that the
hero must be exalted and flawless rules out the possibility
of other rasas playing a dominant role. It follows that
the pathetic emotions can only appear as subordinate in
such a play. ‘The hero’s suffering has to be, in the nature
of things, both transitory and heroic.

Bharata’s formulae were adopted wholesale by literary
theorists like Bbamaha and Dandin in their definitions of
mabakayyas or epics. Surely, they had before them the

3

"W
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great epics of Vydsa and Valmiki, and it is not much to
expect that their definitions should be applicable to these
two works at least. They lay down in general terms that
the epic should provide scope for 4// the rasas, and that
unity of action must be secured by observing the fivefold
division of the plot laid down by Bharata. They mention
that the heroes must be dignified and noble, virtuous and
successful.t The need for a single dominant rasz in a work
as a whole which is implied by Bharata, if implied at all,
is not noticed by these theorists. We can, of course, take
each canto as a unit and point to one or the other rasa.
But what about the rasa permeating the epic as a whole?

At this point Anandavardhana comes forward with
his facile answer. He examines the beginning, middle and
end of the two Sanskrit epics—a procedure impeccable, no
doubt—and comes to the conclusion that the Pathetic? is
the dominant rasa of the Ramayana, as the Tranquil is
that of the Mahabhirata. This conclusion deserves some
consideration here.

From what we have seen of Bharata’s rules, it stands
out that neither the Pathetic nor the Tranquil can figure
as a prominent rasz in a drama. Since the same considera-
tions are applicable to the epic, mutatis mutandis, we
become hesitant in going with Anandavardhana the whole
way. When we remember that the Tranquil was most

1Bhamaha, in particular, emphasizes the demands of “poetic
justice” in the “logic of poetry”’ by branding the breach of this
rule as a grave defect called “‘pratijid-hina” (Kdvyalamkara, Ch.V).

2The word ‘“Pathetic’” is not used here in the the sense meant by
Aristotle when he divides epics into ¢‘ethical” and “pathetic’”> In
his sense all emotions may be “pathetic.”
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probably a late interpolation into Bharata’s original scheme
ol cipht rasas, our misgivings increase. Intrinsically
cansidered, the premises of Anandavardhana in characteriz-
g the Mababbarata as a moksa-Sistra or a “treatise on
cmancipation,” on the one hand, and an epic poem
permeated with the Tranquil rzsz on the other, are not
above cavil.  No one will deny that there is both poetry
and philosophy in this epic. But when we are to rate it as
poctry, we should not mix up our evaluation of it as
poctry with our evaluation of it as philosophy. Ananda-
vardhana wants us to believe that poetry and philosophy
are inextricably intertwined in the epic, and therefore, that
the moksa-santa equation is the only solution of the problem.
But, once again, one might feel that in the voluminous
epic poetry and philosophy rarely run into each other,
barring stray exceptions like the Bbagavad-Giti. The poetic
part is clearly distinguishable from the philosophical part;
and the former turns round the heroism of warring heroes.
‘T'he ruling passion of the epic gna poetry would then be
the Heroic (1/7ra), not the Tranquil (Santa).

Nor is Anandavardhana’s conclusion about the Rama-
yana grounded on any firmer foundation. No one can
gainsay the fact that Rama, the hero, is primarily heroic,
heroic even in his sufferings. Bhavabhuti could designate
him a mahavira or a mighty hero. The theory of critics is
faced with a baffling problem in the most unexpected
unhappy ending of the epic. If the ending is really
unhappy, then the very first rule of the Indian theorists is
broken and the intended instruction from the poem,
acknowledged by all critics, becomes a myth. If an ideal
hero like Rama ended his career in frustration and sorrow,
then why should anybody emulate him at all in his virtue?
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That is a question which would readily occur to the
traditional Indian mind, strange though it might appear
today.

There are only two ways out of the dilemma. The
first is to say that poets have theit licences (wirasiknsih
kavayah) and that critical theory may require readjusting in
the light of this. Then, the rasa of the Ramayana may
pethaps be the pathetic (Karmpa). Anandavardhana has
adopted this course. The other is to deny the genuineness
of the text, or the real intent of the “Uttarakands” (ot the
last canto) of the epic, in which the tragic twist is given.
Bhavabhiiti in the Uttarardmacharita chose to adopt this
course and gives us an inset play from his own imagination
as the original work of Valmiki, the tragic close of which,
once again, is made, by an adroit dramatic device, to
serve the purpose of a happy ending to the main play. He
has killed two birds with one stone here—avoiding the
unwanted tragic close and, at the same time, releasing the
rasa of Adbhuta or Wonder, as laid down by Bharata. But
the problem we are considering gets most tangled when
we find Bhavabhuti himself suggesting through a character
in Act III of his play that Karmpa is the ruling rasa
throughout, manifesting itself through multiple forms.
Most critics are wont to regard this as the playwright’s
analysis of his entire play. But, at least in the bouts of
fighting between the young heroes stretching over two acts
(IV and V) the thread of this rass gets very thin indeed,
and one is almost tempted to believe that, after all, the scope
of Bhavabhiti’s side-remark is confined to Act III, wherein
alone Rama’s sorrow overflows without let or hindrance.
We have hints, but no direct glimpses, of Rama’s agony in
any other act. Indeed, many of the ancient commentators
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themsclves prefer to take up this second stand and regard
the ruling rase of the play to be a variety of the Heroic
(1 7ra ).

Modern scholarship has done a gteat setvice to the
literary critic in proving that the «Uftarakands” of the
Ramayara is a later appendage to Valmiki’s composition.
But, though later than Valmiki, it must have been earlier
than Kiliddsa, who refets to its story, and outr inquiry
therefore is not entirely useless. Both Bhavabhiti and
Anandavardhana are referring to the Ramdyana wirh its
“Uttarakinda” .

The main point at issue is whether Anandavardhana
has rightly interpreted the spitit of the Ramayana in regard-
ing Karupa as its prominent rasa. We have seen that the
Sanskrit conception of literature, emphasizing the reward
of virtue, does not allow room for the hero’s failure ot
frustration. Is it a feeling of good over evil we get promi-
nently in the epic, or a sense of the unrewarded suffering
of the good? Do Rama and Sitd represent for us models
of heroic duty and feminine fostitude or just objects of
pity? If our answer is the latter, we are almost accepting
the practical success of Ravana, the embodiment of evil, in
inflicting irtevocable sorrow on Rama and Sitd; and this
eives the lie to the very credo of success as the core of
cthics.3 The present writer feels that the greatness of Rama
and SitZ stands out not so much in their passive sorrow as
in their positive heroism in the midst of sorrow. No one
can deny the presence of sorrow and suffering in the epic in

#This corresponds to rewards promised by religion to the virtuous
nned perhaps points to the religious background of ancient Indian
litorary criticism.
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a large measure. But one might say that the emphasis of
the poet is not sorrow but on the heroic attitude to sorrow.
That indeed is the secret of all great tragedies; and this
approach will make of Rama almost a tragic hero, though
apparently Anandavardhana’s stand might seem to do so
mote naturally. It is not the isolated unhappy ending alone
which contributes to the tragic atmosphere; more so does
the spirit of undaunted courage in facing sorrow.

Among rasas, the closest approximations to the tragic
emotions usually suggested are Karupa and Raudra. No
doubt, Pity and Terror are best translated by these terms.
But there appears to be a fundamental confusion in the
equation of pity with Karupa and fear with Randra. While
“Pity” and “Feat” are emotions in the process of “catharsis”
ot purgation or purification, leading to the state of ““calm,
all passion spent” in the spectator, our Karupa Rasa and
Randra Rasa are aesthetic experiences in their purified state.
Rasa is the name of that state of mind which represents the
very last stage in the interplay of various moods, emotions
and other responses. But pity and fear represent only
earlier stages in the spectator’s response, corresponding
more or less to our sthiyibhavs, and not his final state of
mind. If the excited state itself of pity and terror is to be
termed rasz in 2 loose way, then out Karwna and Randra
Rasas would more closely approximate to the effects of
sentimental sorrow ot sensational fury in melodramas than
to theit counterparts in great tragedies, where characteri-
zation plays a greater role. It follows, then, that the nearest
approximation to the “tragic’” experience will, if anything,
be a gamut of 1/ 7rarasa.

If we understand that in the Ramayama the poet’s
emphasis is on the hero’s stern sense of duty amidst trials
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and tribulations that might have unnerved another of a
weaker fibre, the poet’s natural ending of the story would
be a trial, perhaps the greatest trial, that ever man faced.
Such is the episode of the banishment of Sita culminating
in her descent to the Netherworld. On this view, the rasa
can be described as that variety of the Heroic known as
Dbarmavira (Heroic-in-Duty).

Anandavardhana has chosen to regard the episode of
the hunter and the bird as the significant begining in the
epic. Here agian, he appears to have followed a wrong
trail. The natural beginning of the epic is the account of
Ayodhya, and the incident of the bird is no more than a
prelude.

Our discussion has shown that rasz as a canon of
literary criticism is far from dependable in the estimation
of epics of vast proportions. Perhaps it is unnecessary.
The only theorist that has attempted it, Anandavardhana,
misses his mark more than once. In the determination of
the ruling passion of a work-—epic or dramatic—considera-
tions of character should assume at least as much
importance as consideration of plot. Anandavardhana has
confined himself to the latter to the neglect of the former;
and one cannot say that even in an epic the story alone is
exclusively important. Nor are attempts to appreciate
stray verses from epics or plays in terms of rasa likely to
be very successful, inasmuch as rasa telates mainly to the
unity of emotion or tone instanced in a whole work in the
midst of a variety of moods and feelings. In the estimation
of dramatic literature, however it may be of help if we
keep the above in mind. But its greatest applicability is in
the evaluation of lyrics; and the credit of having pointed
this out should go to Anandavardhana. But he could not
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hearld any “romantic revival” in Sanskrit, and the pure
lyrical form never found congenial soil for full-blooded
growth. There are lyric elements in our epic and dramatic
literature; they find greater expression in our epigrams
(muktaka ot anibaddha)* and they are strikingly present in
poems like the Meghaduta and the Gitagovinda. But even
these last are not unalloyed lyrics, like those of Shelley or
Keats. There is a tendency on the part of the poet to
view the subject-matter objectively—as existing outside
and apart from his personality—and not subjectivly—that
is, primarily as a personal experience. Kailidasa and
Jayadeva will give vent to the emotions of a Yaksa or 2
Ridha instead of their own.®~ The intrusion of didactic
and narrative elements mars the pure lyrical quality of
even Bhartrhari’s verses and the very best lyrics of love
in Sanskrit, like those of Amaru, become sensuous to a
degree because of the formal and rigid categories of rasa
theorists who enumerated types of heroes and heroines in
love.8, The classical theoty of rasa practically fails to leave
the poet a free choice in the expression of his emotions
and feelings in spite of its assertions that he is freer than
God Himself in the creative realm. Even theorists who
put rasa on a par with Absolute Bliss ( Brahmiinanda) are

4This is inclusive of forms of irony and satire as in the case of
“Anyokti”’ (Indirect Address.)

5These may perhaps come close to the <«Ode” and Idyll”
recognized as English lyrical types, and admitting of a certain
amount of objectivity in the poet and a thin thread of narration.

6 None of these can be really equated with the type of “Song” in
English literature because of their conscious artistry and limited
range of feelings conveyed. '
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often found illustrating it with sensuous verses. The
paucity of lyrical types and lyric output in Sanskrit is
itsclf an index of the limitations of the rasa theory.

Rasa, then, cannot serve as a sole canon of Sanskrit
literary criticism. It needs to be supplemented by the
more serviceable criteria of Gana-Ri7i (Qualities and Poetic
Diction and Style) and Alzikara (Figurative Imagery).?
We have refrained here from entering into niceties raised
about 7asa by commentators of Bharata’s text because they
are mostly abstract and metaphysical considerations valu-
able for theory, but of little use for practical criticism.

7A consideration of these we reserve for treatment in another
article,



VIII

‘THE RIDDLE OF RASA IN SANSKRIT POETICS

Rasa 1s one of those words in Sanskrit whose precise
significance is as indefinite as its usage is wide-spread.! In
the history of Sanskrit poetics, perhaps no other concept
has given rise to so much controversy. FEven Jagannitha,
the redoubtable author of Rasagaigidhara, who tries to
review in detail the diverse shades of expert opinion cent-
ring round Rasa, is driven to confess at the end that the
only common point that emerges is ‘Rasz is felt as that
which is invariably connected with the highest joy and
partaking of beauty in the world.”2  The classical interpre-

!In the Vedic literature ‘Rasa’ (from ./ ras ‘to taste’) means
‘taste’, ‘sweet juice’, ‘sap’ or ‘essence’. Cf.
() grEwEEl eeaafgbn @vF @y | ast gwEaEdr g e
gfoagesy 11— Rgveda, 1X. 67. 32,
(i) 7y 7: faagesy @ —fbid. X. 9.2
(i) <"y |7y —Satapatha Brahmana, VI. iv. 3-2-7.
(iv) 9o g1 FS=WAT | —Brhadaranyaka Upanisad, 1-3-19.
{v) geyem awE: —Chandogya Upanisad, 1-1-2
(vi) <=t § m: —Taittiriye Upanisad. 2-7-1,
The word Sragara’ as a Rasa is not found in Vedic literature and
the early Upanisads. 1t first occurs in a later Upanisad, viz.,

Samarahasya (Adyar ed.) 234:12; 243: 1; etc.; the old meaning of
rasa is clear in epic literature also.

Cf. THISEACH e g _-Gita VII. 8.
20f. i ATty aafaiarergaataastt gt

gqrategarfaaTafaaar gdmar: gosHsfeaq woigararagdifa
f‘a’f’a’a’ra:[ 1 op.cit.p.35(N.S. P. Ed)).
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tations of Bharata’s famous Rasa-siitra by Lollata, Sankuka,
Bhattanayaka and Abhinavagupta have been critically
examined by modern scholars more than once.d The idea
seems to be well nigh established now that the great divid-
ing line between the old (pracina) and new (mavya) schools
of Sanskrit Poetics is the attitude towards Rasez either as
vicya ot vyarg ya.* On the testimony of Anandavardhana,
Abhinavagupta and Ruyyaka, it is assumed that all the
ancients like Bhamaha, Dandin and Udbhata who regard
rasavad, etc.,® as alafikaras on a par with #pama, etc., imply
that Rasas are vacyopaskiaraka and not vyarng ya aroused for
the first time in the appreciative critic. After Abhinavagupta,
Prof. M. Hiriyanna interprets the word Rase as ‘integral
aesthetic experience’ (akhandacarvani ) and says—<According
to this explanation, then, emotions are not communicated
at all by the poet; he only suggests them and thereby helps
their waking to life in the mind of a competent person when
they will necessarily be experienced by him’-¢ } This state-
ment which has the support of modern psychology also,
may be a correct picture of Abhinavagupta’s theory; but
whether this was also the view of Bharata who propounded
the Rasa theory and Anandavardhana who formulated the

3 Vide—(i) Dr. S. K. De: A. Mookerjee Silver Jubilee Commemo-
ration Volume, III. pp. 207-253. (ii) Dr. P. V. Kane: History of
Sanskrit Poetics. (iii) P. Panchapagesa Sastri: The Philosophy of
Aesthetic Pleasure. (iv) Prof. T. N. Srikantaiya: ¢5288¢03> %%,
DoeFNIoR.

4 Vide—Prof. M. Hiriyanna: The Problem of the Rasavadalankara,
P. O. C. XVI Session, pp. 267-70.

5ie., Preyas, Urjasvin, Samahita, and Bhavika.

6 Prof. M. Hiriyanna, loc. ¢it. p. 269.
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principle of dhvani is a question which needs to be examined
further. An attempt is made in the sequel to go into this
question and also the related question about the view of the
ancients regarding the place of Rase in poetry. It will be
seen that there is no break in tradition regarding Rase on
the part of the ancients like Bhamaha and that their
idea of alankira—synonymous with saundaryaprakara ot
Sobbikaradbarma in the words of Dandin (II. 1)—is much
wider than is generally acknowledged.

I

We have the ditect testimony of all the ancients—
Bhamaha, Dandin and Vimana to the effect that they have
read the Natyasistra. While admitting drama as a form of
literature, they refrain from going into its details since these
can be studied best in Bharata’s great work.? In forms
other than drama also they declare in unambiguous terms
that great works (i. e., Mabakiryas) must be full of Rasas
and Bhavas and must have well-knit themes in conformity
with Bharata’s principle of sandbis.®  Is this not an open
admission of the primary importance of the Rasz principle
in poetry? A reading of the Natyasistra will show that
Bharata never indulges in metaphysical discussions about
the aesthetic response of the man of taste. In the only
passage® he devotes to the qualities of the ideal spectators
(preksakas ), he refrains in fact from using the words Rasa
and Bhava. He speaks of the ideal spectator as one who is

7Cf. Kavyalarkdra, 1. 24; Kavyadarse 1. 31 and Kavydalankara-
statravrtti 1. 3. 30-32.

8Cf. Kavyalankara, 1. 20-1; Kavyddarée, 1, 18.

9 Viz., Ch. 27 (N. 8. P, Edn.). '
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happy at the sight of happiness, suffering at the sight of
urief and full of pity at the sight of the piteous.1® This is
what later writers call Ardaya-sanwida ot varpaniya-visaya-
tanmayibbavanayog yata or emotional sensitivity. Bharata
tecognises how it varies from individual to individual.
He says that drama must please all tastes, the illiterate and
the learned, the wealth-seeker and the world-weary, the
heroic and the old. So it is that drama is meant for all sorts
of characters, high as well as low, young as well as old,
male as well as female.l® It will be seen that Kilidisa is
only echoing Bharata when hie says—nuad gyam bhinnarucerjanasya
bahudbipyekanz samaradhikarz (‘even to men of myriad
tastes, drema doth provide joy’).'2  With Bharata’s text

Logegee gftzamfy e gwdfa = 1+ &3 daawafy g aer
gara: T 1| SAVIL 52 Op. et

UL guemEgaerEl ggaesgifaam | goafa geom w1 A
SEEIECMT
FACaIaEad Hier are farfivon g ARy fragsaredy 7
AT ggregeat-a gaar 1 {bid. 56. 8.

We see here the interest of spectators being grounded on the four
values of life (purusdrthas), a point utilized by Alankdrikas also Cf,
Udbhata’s Kavyalankarasangraha:—

FIANT e qfegm)’ FAET: | FGFANLCATA T
gg: n LV. 5.

This clearly gives the reason why Srigdra and Vira alone appeal
to the audience as ruling sentiments. The reason is that they inspire
kama and artha respectively—two values universal to men. Didactic
poems inspiri{lg dharma and moksa can only have sectional appeal.
That is why S@rtarase had no importance in secular poems though
it was holding sway in didactic epics.

12 Malavikagnimitra, Act. 1.
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before us, we would not be justified in concluding that the
nature of the joy provided is of the same kind for every-
one. The conclusion reached is that Bharata does not givets
the name Rasa or Bhava to the entertainment (aradband or
ananda or dsvida) which a play provides for an audience.
What then is Rasa according to Bharata? Kalidasa’s
summary of Bharata’s views given above is once again
helpful. It is the emotional element in the theme or plot of
drama which falls into an organised pattern. In life too we
have the interplay of several emotions; but they do not fall
into any pattern; they are disorganised. The chaotic inter-
play of emotions in the world never brings exclusive joy
because the emotions in life are guided by the wayward
clements of saftva, rajas and tamas which are always at
loggerheads. Into the space of a single moment are packed
various activities very often arising out of clashing desires
and conflicting emotions. It is impossible to name one
single ruling passion as the source of all our activities of
even a single day, not to speak of our whole lives. The
imagination of the playwright brings law and order into
this lawless assemblage of indiscriminate diversity. It
keeps out the incoherent elements and picks out only the

18 Nor does Kalidasa. The expression hrdayasamvddi is used by
Bharata himself as an adjective to artha or artistic matter in
explaining how bhdvas become rasas when universalised therein:

s gEUEATEr TEF A& WA |
% s a7 qoF Frstaatfiaar 1 —VIL 7 Natya Sastra

Dr. Manomohan Ghosh’s translation reads: ‘The state proceeding
from the thing which is congenial to the heart is the source of the
sentiment and it pervades the body just as fire spreads over the dry
wood.” But Abhinavagupta appears to take this as an indication
of the ideal spectator. Cf. Dhvanydlokalocana, P. 78, (KSRI Edn).
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cmotions, primary and derivative (szhzyi-and pyabhicari-
bhivas), their causes—human and material (vibhavas)—and
their effects (amubbivas) for representation. The emotions
thus sorted cut by the poet become elemental or universal
and shed their individualistic peculiarities. It is in this
sense that Bharata and Kaliddsa speak of drama as an ideal
representation of the world’s bbavas.i¢  The primary emo-
tions (bhivas) are called szhzyi and are distingushed from
cmotions which are fleeting or syabbiciri. Since the former
alone are conducive to unity and development, they get the
name of Rasa when such unity has been achieved in a play
through the organic arrangement or successful fusion into
an artistic unity of their causes and effects.? This cannot
be done in thin air. This has to be achieved through all
the media at the disposal of the dramatist. So the characters
ina drama will fall into certain definite types in relation to
Rusa%; the plot will have links (sandbis) wherein each part
will form an organic element of the whole. Metre and
music, dance and gesture, voice and tone, dress and make-
up are all directed to achieve this Rasz. The unity of Rasa
in a drama does not warrant the exclusion of all other

14 Of, SYFgIMaEH FEINdaar Fay  —Dharata, 1. 112; and
FBAACATEd qaed qzd ArawAay  —1L 107, The word

anukarana shows that only emotion idealized by the poet
is meant and not his fell emotion. Cf. Aristotle’s idea of

mimesis,
o Cf. waaq ey A <@usrn: yeagieger: —{bid. VIL P, 112,
and...... gordl WY @ W —P. 107,

'or a fuller idea, read the English translation of Ndatyasastra by -
Dr. Manomoban Ghosh. Ch. VI and VII.

. ndyikd-ndyaka-bhedas.
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Rasas. On the other hand it implies the inclusion of diverse
Rasas since unity does not mean just uniformity. But even
in the delineation of subotdinate Rasas (aigarasas), the law
of propriety must be scrupulously observed. Mutually
opposite Rasas like hisya and karmpa cannot be placed side
by side. No arigarasa (even if avirnddha or unopposed)
should be over-developed. And of all the Rasas, srigira
and v7ra have the greatest popularity and have the best
claims for being aiigirasa (ruling sentiment). This is the
barest summary of Bhatata’s rules about Rase, rules which
are scattered all over his Natyasastra. While determining
the meaning of his famous Rasa-siitra, this background
must be kept in mind. When torn out of the context, the
satra may be interpreted to yield any meaning one likes.

Now it is pretty clear that Bharata is formulating all
these rules solely for the guidance of the artists—playwright
or actor or both—and not for the education of the
spectators, who, he assumes, have the necessary sensibility
or taste. He has not said anywhere about Rasaz or bhava
as arising first in the spectator; but on the other hand he
has underlined throughout that the poet should observe
certain rules in view of Rasa. He has not said that ‘emo-
tions are not communicated at all by the poet;” on the
othet hand, he indicates throughout that the poet’s only
task is to communicate Rasz as understood by him. All the
media described at length—music, metre, language, gesture,
voice etc.,—are nothing if not aids to this communication
by the artist. When the rules of propriety (ascitya) men-
tioned above are neglected by the poet, thete is rasabharnga
because communication has failed.

If we thus analyse Bharata’s rules objectively and
realise that Rase is the primary concern of the poet and
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that it is achieved by a systematic effort on his part in
different directions, we will be in a position to understand
his su/ra clearly. In Bharata’s psychological classification
all possible emotions of man are brought under 49 heads
of which the first 8 (7a# ctc.,) are permanent, the next 33
(nirveda ctc.,) are fleeting and the last 8 (stambha etc.,) are
mvoluntary and psychophysical. All these are bhavas or
states of mind (citta-vriti-visesd). Of these the first 8 alone
have the possibility of being treated at length as ruling
passions of diverse situations, antecedent and consequent.
When so treated the sthayibhivas themselves 'are described
as Rasa because then their appeal to the audience is certain.
‘Though it is an undisputed fact that sahrdayas also possess
these stayibhavas and that is why they can have hrdayasariada
and consequent @wada ot ananda, Bharata is not intent on
explaining that point.  What he wishes to explain is that
without an artistic and systematic representation of vibhavas
ctc., which he also calls artha (see note 13), no Rasa is
possible; and without Rasas the artistic attempt is as good
as useless (wahi rasidrte kascidarthah pravartate). I Rasa
is kept steadily in view, then all his other rules relat-
ing to it become indispensable. The si#ra says that by
ribbavanubhavavyabhicarisantyoga Rasa is called forth; or as
cxplained by Bharata himself later, szhayibhavas come to be
called Rasz.  But how the sazizyoga is to be effected is not
explained in the sitra. 1t is the subject of the whole
treatise, and it is the observance of these rules that makes
a theorist a supporter of Bharata’s doctrine of Rasa.

1I

So the question boils down to this: Did Bhimaha,
Dandin, Vamana and Udbhata openly recognise the canons
4
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of Rasa as enunciated by Bharata? If the answer is ‘yes’,
they must all have realised the supreme importance of Rasa
in poetry. No verdict of any later writer can change that
position. Considered in this light, all the ancient writers
will be found to be adherents of Bharata’s Rasa School.
Bhiamaha says in no ambiguous words that a wabakavya
should contain “noble characters and incidents like state-
discussions, marching armies and the hero’s success; its
story will have the five sandbis and it will not be recondite;
it will be grand in scale and though all the four parasarthas
(human values) are conveyed, the primary place is that of
artha or worldly good. It will represent the way of the
world and delineate each one of the Rasas”17 Are these
not rules of Bharata himself, with just a few modifications
to suit poetry, the literary form in question? These occur
at the very beginning of his work and show that Bhimaha
was petfectly alive to the demands of Rase in poetry.
Similarly, Dandin also echoes Bhamaha in the beginning of
his Kavyidarsa and his expression rasabbavanirantaran points
to the fact that he wanted the whole work to be permeated
by Rasa® Viamana admits that drama is literature par
excellence; and regards Rasz as a guwa of artha ot poetic
content; something more than a mere ornament (alarikira)

—

17 Vide— ...... R, I

AT TAAFTFIIART A |

g=afa: afrafidad mifrearaaafaad

FgEitaaTsiy yamEieRnEd |

TFd BIFCAATAT W 959 g 1l Kavyalankara, 1. 19-21.
18T, 31. Loc. cit.
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i its restricted sensei?® as distinct from its wider mean-
my, is also noted by him at the very commencement
of his work, that aluikzra is a synonym of saundarya
(heauty).

All the ancient literary theorists are thus agteed on the
fact that rules relating to Rasz though formulated by
Bliarata specifically for drama, deserve the study of poets
too for endowing their works with charm. This implies
that the total effect of a long poem like an epic (wabikavya)
is (0 be measured only in terms of Rase. But so far as the
smaller units of the poem ate concerned, their beauty is
cnriched by a number of alarikaras. Undetlying all these
aluikdras, there is the imaginative element or creative
clement (called sakrokti by Bhamaha and atisayoksi by
Dandin).20 The poet’s imagery in the different units of the
pocm has a charm all its own and even when these are
absent, if the Rasa element is strong enough, charm is not
absent. Then the &7yya will be only rasavad and if it is not a
heightened rasa like srugara, but only an agreeable bhava ox
¢motion like 747 in relation to gods etc., or barsa (joy), it
s preyasvar. If it is a spirited sentiment, it is #rjasvin.

190f. Srgasd wifsq: Kavyalankarasatravrtti, 111, ii. 14; segeq
ST FATA gt o ; sefenaRaanaegsr: [bid. L i 1-2 and
magasese 1 i 2. Rudrata is not taken into consideration
hecause he openly gives the highest place to Rasa inpoetry through-
out. his work.

 Dandin also calls it Vakrokti in Kavyadarsa, I1. 362. It should
b throughout observed that the ancients never regard anything
which is devoid of the imaginative element as artha or kavyartha.

in-24,
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The fall of an emotion is samahita2t All these are alaikaras
of poetry in the sense that they happen to be the soutces
of charm even like #pama and so forth, because both are
products of the poet’s creative imagination (kavisakti).
The word alaikara in both Bhamaha and Dandin is used in
the wider sense of sawndarya only and it thus enables them
to speak of rasa, bhava, etc., as also alaikaras in the parts
of a poem.22  But this does not mean that they could not
differentiate between the importance of the two since in
poetry Rasas ate expressly declared to be important.

Now we shall turn to Anandavardhana’s approach to
the question. He brings to the fore for the first time the
relation between the media of poetty—words and conven-
tional meanings (vikyirtha )—and rasa. He finds that it can
be at best indirect suggestion. Theoretically the conclusion
is fool-proof since Rasa cannot be part of the conventional
meaning of any of the aggregates or wholes that constitute
a poem. He renders explicit what was only implicit in
Bharata’s discussions on Rasa. So far so good; but he takes
all his predecessors to task for having laboured under a
misconception that Rass—which in its very nature can be

21 These are not recognised by Vamana, because he uses the word
alatkdre in the narrow sense as noted above. All these are concepts
of the Natyasistra which are assigned their place in poetry.

220f. [ 1] gyr g9= amfFqagmEt faaEad |

FEANSEAT FEAT FTA: FISSTFTASAAT faF1 10
Kavyalankdara 11. 85.
[ii] 759 greaggTagIoaonaraaR |
sarafnafag SseAeThiada 7@ 1 Kavyadorsa 11, 366.
The word alankdra is used in its wider sense even by Bhoja.
Cf. Dr. V. Raghavan’s Sragira Prokisa.
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nothing but alaikirya (what is embellished)—was just an
alunkara or an embellisher of Sabda and artha. When he
says this, the familiar words artha and alarikara are being
used by Anandavardhana in restricted senses possibly not
micnded by the ancients. To Anandavardhana artha is
mere dictionary-meaning; to the ancients it is the poetic
content.28  To Anandavardhana alaikira is vacyopaskaraka
only; but to the ancients it is samsdarya which may be
ryang yopaskdraka as well. Abhinavagupta lent his authority
to Anandavardhana; and Mammata accepted the interpre-
tation as correct. Ruyyaka in his Alankirasarvasva accepts
fully the stand of Anandavardhana24; but in actual practice
defines and  illustrates rasavadiadi alankaras also unlike

% Poetic content is to be distinguished from plain talk and
scientific writing, both of which are strictly kept out of the sphere
of poetry by the ancients as they are wanting in vakrokti, the raison
{etre of alasikdra. Anandavardhana is equating it with them in his
criticism.

Cf. «“Poets write ‘no language’ or none that can be learned in
advance of reading their poems. Being unique, poetic meaning neces-
sarily works by departure from the expected sequence of normal
spoken language. Not only is every trope such a departure but also
every elaboration, reticence or conciseness; all that distinguishes
poetry from ordinary talk.” Prof. A D.S. Fowler (Queen’s College,
Oxford) in Hssays in Criticism, July, 1956, p. 355. This truth
t+ ag much in line with the ancient concept of wvakrokti as the later
theory of dhvani, There is no justification for regarding that alanikara
is just sdgvikalpa or turn of commonplace talk as Anandavardhana
holds.  The poet’s vision is indeed the sheet-anchor of the concept
of alankdras also. For a fuller discussion of the meaning of
artha, see the present writer’s < Key-Terms in Sanskrit Literary
Criticism’.

tt Alankarasarvasva, Introductory section.
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Mammata who omits their consideration in strict conformity
with Anandvardhana’s position. Ruyyaka’s procedure
is thus an indirect pointer to the fact that Anandavardhana’s
explanation was not wholly acceptable to all critics.

Anandavardhana has considered at length the ancient
idea of rasavadalaikara before dismissing it as unsound and
revising it to suit his stand. ‘The arguments reviewed in
the Dhvanyaloka desetve greater attention than they have
received so far at the hands of scholars. In the beginning
of the II Uddyota he refers to two ideas of the ancients
about the rasavadalankara :—

(i) Delineation of direct emotional behaviour in senti-

ent beings; ot

(i) Delineation of emotional behaviour imputed to

insentient beings.

According to Anandavardhana the first alternative is
untenable because it will rob or restrict the scope of other
figures like simile inasmuch as the bulk of poetry relates to
emotional behaviour of sentient beings; and a great part of
poetry wherein emotional behaviour is imputed to insentient
objects like hill and river will have to be branded as #7rasa
(devoid of rasa). ‘'The second alternative is to be rejected
because it strengthens the first reason already mentioned.
Both these criticisms lose their force in view of the fact
that the ancients recognise both sasnkara and samsrsti as
alanikaras.

It is unfortunate that the reading of Bhamaha’s
example of rasavadalarikara?s is hopelessly corrupt. Nothing
can be made of it. But in Bbhattikivya2® we get the follow-

2534 guTrHgHaTHieafatfgar—1LL. 6, Loc. cit.
26 X, 48, .
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ing example of rasavadalankira :

agafuend faat fRavan
fageraanssawtagimg
sgqaFaad wAlsfam
frawtRefea warag 1

Here the subject of description is a high mountain. The
mountain is said to be a lover tendetly touching with
his peak the comely and bright curves of the disrobed
darling viz., Heaven, whose girdle is starry. Here we see
erotic behavior imputed to the mountain, an insentient
object. The commentary Jayamaiigali quotes Bhimaha’s
definition of rasavadalarikdra in this connection. This con-
firms the conclusion that Anandavardhana had before him
some such definite view of Rasavadalarikira which he sets
out to refute.

It remains to be consideted whether Anandavardhana’s
rejection of the title rusavad for such examples is strictly
warranted by his theory of dhwani. Anandavardhana him-
self has given three similar examples—two are from
Kilidasas® 1Vikramorvasiya in this context?’—and says that
they are treasure-houses of Rasa (rasanidbanabhiita). Accord-
ing to the narrow view of Rasavadalasikira attributed by
Anandavardhana to ancients, these will not be rasavad but
nirasa. But we have seen from Bhatti that they did include
such instances also under rasavadalarikira itself. The

2T et Wersrory . . . and gUEHAGT . ..

See the present writer’s English Translation of Dhvanyaloka
(Poona Oriental Series, p. 22-25). According to Anandavardhana,
Rasavadalarikdra is instanced only when one Rasa is subordinate to
another in a single passage. This idea in itself shows that the
reader’s asvdda is far from being intended.
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position of the ancients has been narrowed down by
Anandavardhana to suit his stand here also. Even granting
for argument’s sake that he has not distorted the older
notion of rasavadalankara, can we say that Anandavardhana
is justified in regarding these as examples of rasa-dhvani?
That Anandavardhana is innocently trapped into a self-
contradiction here will be evident by comparing his earlier
remarks about samasokti which is only a guyibbita-vyang ya-
alarikara according to him and not rasa-dbvani. 'The
example cited for samasokti also is very similar to the ones
we have been considering :

sqtETF fqEieans

aat 9gid it fRameg
a9t gaE fafaigs aa
gifa Timg wied 7 sfaag o

Here, according to Anandavardhana, what is of primary
importance is the zacya, viz., the moonlit night as the
subject of desctiption and erotic behaviour is imputed to it
through s/kse which only adds to the beauty of the vacya.
This same argument can very well be advanced in the
case of the instances cited eatlier. The line of demarcation
between them is far too slender; and if samasokti is just an
alarikara, imputed sentient behaviour of insentient objects
t00 (acetane cetanavrttantayojand) can only be an alankara even
according to Anandavardhana himself who has admitted
more than once?® that alarikaras which are gupibbutavyang ya

28See Dhvanyaloka, II1. 34, 35, 36, 37 & 39. Karika 40 says that
from the stand-point of Rasa, gunibhita-vyangya too will become
dhvani only. This shift of standpoint is very tricky. According to
Dandin, the cetanatvdropa on acetanas is semddhiguna which is
praised by him as the mainstay of poets. Cf. Kavyadarsa, 11. 98-100.
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are no less beautiful than dbvani-kavya. But in samasokt
Anandavardhana conveniently forgets that nzyikd-niyaka-
vyavabara involves rasabhivyakti which he brings to the fore
in acetane cetanavrttintayojana. From this we conclude that
Anandavardhana’s attitude towards Rasa changes when he
is criticising the ancients for their mistake in considering an
alankirya as alankara.  In his own example of samasokti he
says not a word about Rasz while in similar examples of
acetane cetanavrttanta-yojani he sees nothing but Rasa.

Now we come to the crux of the problem. According
to Anandavardhana Rasz is only wyasig ya; and when it is
intended as important by the poet it should be termed
only Dhvani and not alaikira in its narrow sense of
vacyopaskiraka. We have seen that the ancients too lay
down that the importance of Rase should be kept steadily
before his mind by the poet and even when alaikiras like
upamidi are absent, Rasas and bbhavas might partake of
charm and get the name of alaikdra in the larger sense.
When one considers a poem from the standpoint of Rasa,
it will always be rasavad, etc., according to the ancients2®
ot rasidi-dhvani in the language of Anandavardhana. Stated
thus, the whole controversy appears just a quarrel over
words. But it is much more than that. Anandavardhana
endeavours to show that the poet’s activity (vyzpara) must

29Cf. [1) wzmugfaE waasaiaey |
F15d wfacaa™ 7 Fwif=9a agar 91 |
Kavyalankara, V, 62,
[ii] sreqeegrgatfaaqid w@awar |
T garreafafy awd 9@ T FOEE 1
Jinasena. Mahdpurana, I. 97.
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primarily concern itself with Rasz and only secondarily
with alankiras. More explicitly than the ancients, he has
referred to each rule of Bharata regarding Rase and pointed
out its application in literary works. In the circumstances,
the difference between the ancients and Anandavardhana
ceases to be a difference in doctrine but amounts to only a
difference in the degree of emphasis on Rase. Leaving out
the logical implications of the dhwani theory, if we confine
our attention to this difference in emphasis on Rasa bet-
ween the ancients and Anandavardhana, we find that the
ancients spoke of Rasz mainly with reference to composite
works (prabandba); and for all manifestations of Rasa,
bhava etc., in component parts of a work they devised the
figures like rasavad. TFot shott catus or muktakas (self-
contained stanzas) though brimming wih emotion, the
ancients would appear to deny the full-fledged name Rasa;
they account for their charm through alaikiras like preyas
and #jasvin. Anandavardhana on the other hand goes the
whole length and says that there is as much Rass in a part
of a work as in a citu ot muktaka,3® and that all bhavas etc.,
ate more charming than wpami etc. 'This is the real
difference between the two view points. As we have
already seen, Bharata’s rules of Rase have in mind only the
plan of a whole work and it is difficult to imagine that he
would have quoted any single stanza out of a whole drama
as exemplifying this or that Rasz or accepted that bbavas,
etc., had an independent status equal to that of Rasa. At
the most he would say that there was a touch of Rasz ot

30 Dhvanyaloka, vrtti on 1. 7. But Abhinavagupta himself admits
in his Abhinavabhdrati that Rasas are possible only in prabandhas
and not in muktakas. Cf. V. Raghavan, Sragira Prakdsa. p.'79.
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rasavattva therein. Viewed in this light, even Vimana’s
procedure of counting di7pta-rasas as a quality (guna) of
artha or kayyartha as a whole, acquires significance. This
attitude of the ancients points to a period in the history of
Sanskrit Poetry when prabandhas were held in higher
esteem than muktakas. But by Anandavardhana’s time
Amaru and others had made this genre most popular and
Anandavardhana had no hesitation in giving them the
highest status. It appeats to the present writer that the
grammatico-philosophical discussions of dbvani are primarily
directed towards this end. In this process of enlarging the
scope of Ruasa to include mauktakas and individual parts of
a whole work, the word Rase has been given a restricted
meaning perhaps not contemplated by Bharata. It is only
in this restricted sense Rasz can be a wyasigya and not a
vacyopaskaraka. But in the otiginal unrestricted sense of
Rasa, it could be yangya only from a whole work ; and in
its parts it could only be a wZeyopaskiraka, since the vicya
was the poetic theme of the work as a whole, which it
embellished. Herein lies the key to the riddle of Rasa.
Anandavardhana was content only with enlarging the
scope of Rasa to include parts of a work and muktakas.
He did not attempt any philosophical justification of his
position. But Abhinavagupta who was more of an original
thinker than a commentator, gave the philosophical justifi-
cation by equating Rasz with the critic’s akbandinanda,
which is nothing but a burst of innate #¢minanda (mentioned
in the Upanisads) divested of its shackles of self-interest
etc.,31 temporarily though. The extreme implications of

31We do not come across this identification clearly anywhere in
the Dhvanydlokea itself.
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this theory deny Rasz to the poet himself and deny the
very process of Rasz-communication from the poet to
the critic.32 However great may be the importance of
Abhinavagupta’s conclusion in the history of Indian
aesthetics, it is not a sound criterion with which to judge the
ancients. Indian thought is chary of conceding that the later
a doctrine, the more progressive it should necessarily be.
In fact our best writers—Kalidasa and Bhavabhuti%s, Bana
and Miagha, and great lexicographers like Amarasimha—
are in line with the ancient tradition that Rases are relative
to the world of the poet’s imagination, which in its turn
may be assumed to find an echo (Jrdaya-samvida) in the

32 Anandavardhana never denies the possibility of such communi-
cation.
Cf. 11] =vs: wovweammm: L 5 and
L] ggardy Sefa: F1ed q@ 1@ad I |
T U AFTIETEHAIE a97F aq ||
Parikarasloka after I1I. 41
Since doka means ‘pity’ as well as ‘sorrow’, the word may well be
taken in its sense of ‘pity’ here. Thus understood, the difficulty
imagined by Abhinavagupta will disappear. See next note.
330f. [ 1] qaqrewdiem=n Taes ey wg:  and
Faed qfacaar wafl fargeaga @ity sAst
Uttarardmacarita.
(1] 7 grsot strfazamen swarstrece: 52y @ | Horsacarita
[iii] | EIITHRIERANTAAMS: |
drufedt s Freavmemaam | Ramayapa, 1. dv.
[iv] ggam<: gfaesas:, saamgadar d—Natyavarga,
As Ksirasvamin points out, these are descriptions of Srsgdra and
Vira respectively; not synonyms (parydyae). Amarasithha considers
that only pity at the sight of sorrow constitutes karunarase which

he explains as :
[NOTE CONTINUED ON NEXT PAGE]
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critic and result in his aesthetic experience. Even Ananda-
vardhana has spoken of Rasa primarily with reference to
the poetic content only 24

One mote point emerges out of this discussion. The
place of nature-poetry wherein there is no shade of
emotional behaviour, will be much lower than that of poetty

FTEIF FHEO 0T FAT SATAFFN EArETFHStT .

This either points to a tradition different frora that of Bharata
or describes the spectator’s response. Lollata, who is so much
criticised by Abhinavagupta and others, (and who is possibly earlier
than Anandavardhana) states in no uncertain terms even like
Anandavardhana himself that long descriptions of Nature by poets
irrespective of considerations of Rasa are to be regretted :

Of.  assaguaEwaageEaraRicaife aFafag |
gegnafy mifvags sFa@miad g 0
753 wfiaframigrgreanfzand o
wfaafsaenfaweat faaafyar w3 g 38 0
—Quoted in Kavyamimamsad Ch. IX. P. 45.
3¢ Of. His numerous descriptions of Rasa as vakydrtha and

qaf g aeqfy aregsrafn #ifafaq pp. 222, loc. cit.

Even svadabdavicyatvadosa which Anandavardhana makes much
of is possible only in this sense. But in fact the ancients including
Udbhata never said that svasabda was an independent mode of
conveying Rasas. According to them, along with vibh@vadi, svasabdas
too could usefully occur, e.g., in Kalidisa’s famous description of
the pursued deer in fright-—q']arqumf‘mzf ete. (Sakuntala 1). The
word bhiyd. .is serving a very important purpose to convey the
emotion of fright. If that svadabde is omitted, bhaydnaka-rasa will
not be communicated at all so successfully.

The rigid distinction between the body ($arira) and soul (@tman),
is to say the least, vapid. An extreme dualism between the two in
poetry is very misleading. Only an advaite or visistadvaite will
explain the relation correctly. ‘

ST
E
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tull of Rasa-dhvani. 'This point is recognised by Professor
M. Hiriyanna who goes to the extent of calling it the
contribution of Indian poetics to world criticism.35 That
poetry dealing with beauty in nature can evoke aesthetic
experience no less charming than that of Rasz is a well
established fact in modern criticism. As Ruyyaka puts it
thete is vastusanndaryasansvida in nature-poetty in contrast to
brdayasamwvida of rasavad. 1f nature’s beauty in all its
minute details is successfully communicated, it will be
svabhiavokti alankara; if the beauty transformed in the imagi-
nation of the poet is communicated, it will be bhavika
alaikzra. In fact there is no disputing the fact that these
are shades of beauty which do not deserve to be under-
rated in the domain of poetry. Thus the older notion
of Alankara in its wide sense of saundaryaprakira is as justi-
fiable as the later notion of Rasa-dbvani. While the later
school is forced to underrate all sources of poetic charm

35 Cf. ““There are two types or orders of poetry, according to this
school, one dealing with ‘emotional situationg’ in life, as we may
describe them and the other dealing with other situations in life or
with objects of external nature; and that the latter is reckoned as
relatively inferior poetry’.-Art Bxperience (Studies in honour of
S. Radhakrishnan, Allen & Unwin, p. 180). <«Here is another point
which is far more important, viz., the discovery that there is an
order of poetry which requires a deeper form of appreciation and
yields a higher kind of aesthetic experience than is ordinarily ack-
nowledged; and in this discovery we may say, consists one of the
chief contributions of India to the general philosophy of art.”’—op.
cit. p. 188.  Perhaps the Dhvanikira would not subscribe to such a
view since he says emphatically in I. 2.

Y TEIATSTE: FTHRAT J1 SAFTEAT: |
AT AATATEAY T FITIHT & 1
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other than that of Rasidi, the earlier school does not
understate the claims of Rasidi to the same extent in com-
posite poems:

THESTAY FATUCHT €IS MU0 |
Argutsitaasia afafaa sema o 3¢

36 Quoted by Pratihdrendurdja in his Udbhatavriti pp. 79-80. 1t
is not part of the author’s intention in this article to minimise the
importance of Anandavardhana’s searching analysis of the varities
of dhvani, unique in the history of Sanskrit Poetics. All that is
attempted is to show that the older doctrine of Alankdra was neither
ridiculously stupid nor devoid of poetic sensibility. The two schools
are complimentary rather than contradictory to each other.



IX

THE CONCEPT OF SUGGESTION IN
SANSKRIT POETICS

The concept of Dhvani ot Suggestion, was popularised
by Anandavardhana in the oth century A.D. Bhiamaha,
Dandin, and the other ancient theorists were mainly con-
cerned with evolving the principle of intellectual beauty in
literature; their aim was to guide the poet and educate the
critic by pointing to such examples in literature as could
be explained by intellectual categories. They were no
doubt aware that literature is mainly ‘a thing of beauty and
a joy for ever’; but they also believed that this beauty in
literature was not something elusive and indefinable, but
something that could be recognised and scientifically ex-
plained. It was this belief which made them distinguish
2 multitude of figures of speech and as many as ten qualities
of style.. Different modes of style too had been noticed,
and a list of flaws in composition had been furnished for
the benefit of the poets. 'This is in short the substance of
the doctrines of Alankara, Guna, Riti and Dosa.

The essential defect common to all those doctrines is
obvious. Enjoyment of literatuze is not so much intellectual
as aesthetic and our intellectual standards of judgment are
not often of much service in the matter of aesthetic appre-
ciation.- These early theorists often mistook wit for poetic
genius and tricks of style for poetic greatness. The themes
for an epic were categorically classified and one had but to
present them in the otthodox figurative way to be sure of
poetic fame. Time has now amply demonstrated the
futility of such attempts. The countless Campu-works in
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Sanskrit literature which obey these rules so implicity and
slavishly are anything but readable. Surprise is so essential
an ingredient of wit that no wit will bear repetition. When
it is overdone, a stock metaphor such as ‘mcon-face’ or
foot-Jotus’ becomes stale and repulsive to a degree, though
it may be in strict conformity with a hundred and one rules
of thetoric. Even pun which may be regarded as wit of
words, fails to send one to raptures after the first shock of
sudden discovery is over. It is an intellectual game at best
and can hardly claim an important place in a serious poem.

To most of us today, who have drunk deep at the
fountain of European literature, these may sound like so
many hometruths and commonplaces of literary criticism.
But by the gth century A.D., when there was no English
literature worth anything, when there was no literary
contact between India and Greece or Rome, India could
not only be proud of a rich possession of literature, but
also had made such rapid strides in the matter of literary
criticism that critics like Anandavardhana could propose
solutions to the fundamental problems of literature, which
have been only confirmed by the knowledge that has
accrued in the centuries that have rolled since his time.
There was no doubt a grain of truth in the investigations
of the eatlier theorists. Anandavardhana sifted this grain
from the chaff and ably promulgated a sound theotry of
literature in hls Locus Classicns of literary criticism,—the
Dhvanyiloka. "The Dhvanyzloka is an epoch-making work in
the history of Sanskrit Poetics for more reasons than one.
It not only differs from the previous works in its con-
clusions but deviates from them even in the mode of
approach to the subject and the method of treatment. The
established procedure of the ancient writers was to define

5
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succinctly, explain summarily and illustrate sparingly.
Individual bits of poetry would be selected to illustrate
one technical device or another.  Such bits strung together
with the help of a story—slender though—were supposed
to constitute a unit in literature (Szrgs), and a collection of
such units was called an epic Sargabandha).2 Hence the
early rhetoricians never for a moment doubted that their
procedure was just the right one to be adopted for explain-
ing the essential elements in poetry.

But Anandavardhana felt differently. He was of
opinion that no proper literaty estimate of a poem was
possible unless it was considered as a whole unit and until
the elements that accounted for its unity were traced down.
In order that the greatness and beauty of a composition
(Prabandba) be fully appreciated, Anandavardhana upheld
the intrinsic nature of Kasas and endeavouled to bring out

 their significance by means of a ‘brilliant and thorough-

golng analysls ~Bharata’s theory of Rase which so far had
been restricted in its scope to the field of drama, was now
extended to the province of poetry and, what is more, the
several factors that help or hinder the progress of Rasas in
poetry were exhaustively and scientifically treated for the
first time. Even in Mnuktakas or single, self-contained,
stanzas, the charm caused by the infusion of Rasas was
given a higher place than that derived by the inclusion of

Alankiras.3

The chief centre of appeal in all poetry is thus Rase
or aesthetic sentiment according to Anandavardhana; and

—

2 Cf. wuaeyt Agmwreag—Dandin’s Kavyadarsa, 1. 14.
Sgaeq qaad Aty W ardfisaga |
T w1 gafman afer fadifrany 1 —saee AL 17,
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they only ate critics of culture and taste whose minds are
_receptive to_the aesthetic sentiments delineated_in literary
“compositions. In other words, sabrdayatva ot rasajnati ase

Tintetchangeable terms.t The eatlier writers on poetics had
held babusratatva or vast erudition as an indispensable
qualification of a literary critic, and his culture had been
supposed to consist in the mastery of all the allied branches
of learning like Grammar, Metrics and Rhetoric. Ananda-
vardhana ridicules the idea and rejects it. He states that
not all the learning of these sciences will be of any avail in
the matter of literary appreciation. The secret of literature
will be open only to a few gifted souls. Only the
universal appreciation of the best minds can have weight in
literaty ctiticism, not the dogmatic assertions of any group
who accept and approve of certain conventional categories.
There can never be any finality about such categories since
they can be replaced by others at any time.

The supremacy of Rasz in poetry was thus maintained
by Anandavardhana and he demanded of the literary critic
responsiveness or sebydayatva. He also went a step furthes
and tried to show how even the poet should strain every
nerve of his in endowing his works with Rase. The
inseparable connection between poetic genius (Kavipratibha)

4;;{3{?{‘4 quqgam_lbid. p- 206 (Calcutta Sanskrit Series).

’sr—q'rwsrmasrmm%rwa q 3= 0
agy & fg woq\qdv‘q’ﬁia Fawq —lbid. L7,

ﬁ%fr—ra gaacd AT’ 5 T FTE i ATaaa R,
3T T@AETfRATFEEIEETIafEATgEE?  qafea g garfasy-
gamFEaTfaami geafaatot Secaftady 7 W, o aume-
Loeaetsf saesamEaTg | — Ibid. p. 206.
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and Rass was strikingly brought home by Anandavardhana.

From the legend about the origin of the Ramazyana,
Anandavardhana draws the conclusion that it was the
boundless pathos of the situation, when one of the happy
pair of linnets was shot down in cold blocd and the other
was shrieking piteously, that spurred the creative imagi-
nation of Valmiki to compose his immortal poem.? He
also traces the steady progress of Karupa-rasa or the
pathetic sentiment from the beginning, right up to the end
of the Ramayana® Anandavardhana waxes eloquent over
the salutary influence of Rasas in poetry. Though the
themes for poetry have always been the same, if there
is yet endless variety from poet to poet, it is exclusively
due to the multi-formed manifestation of Rasas. Rasas,
in short, endow ecternity of interest and charm to
subjects otherwise limited and circumscribed.® Even like
trees in spring, well-known themes put on a charm and
splendour altogether new and fresh, when they are asso-
ciated with Rass.10 That is why Anandavardhana appeals
to the poets never to become indifferent to considerations
of Rasa while writing their works.11

T HFTEEITAT § QATHEIAT A1feFA: G |
agrafaneTTn®: s@wcaama: 11—1Ibid. 1. 5.

8 For detailed information, see the present writer’s article: ¢«Val-
miki and Vyfsa, an Indian approach.” The Bharat Jyoti, Divali
Number, 1947.

o Cf. faqisadsaat grea: Freaum ggegarg 1 —Ibid. IV. 3.
logezgat sify graf: F1ea Tauleag
g3 qar sarrfa qgAT g9 gan 1—Ibid. IV. 4.
W zgrfeng asferq #fa: @rggaEar 1—Ibid. IV. 5.
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What then are these considerations of Rasz to be so
carcfully kept in mind by the poet and so attentively
appreciated by the critic?  The first and most important
consideration governing all compositions aiming at Rasa 1s
~lucitya or proptiety, and thete can be no greater failing of
a poet than 4nancitya or impropriety.’2 The demands made
by the principle of Aucitya are:—Firstly, the selection by
the poet of such themes only as are rich in situations that
admit of a free and full handling of the accessories of Rasa,
viz., Sthayibhiva, Vibhiva, Annbbiva and Sajiciribhiva.?
Secondly, the poet should not be blindly faithful to the
original stoty wherein conflicting Rasas may be found.
He should not hesitate to recast the story so as to suit the
dominant sentiment. Thirdly, the poet should construct
his plot with a view to evoking the sentiments, and not in
servile obedience to formal rules of Poetics. Fourthly, no
single Rase should be delineated incessantly. There should
be a variety of Rasas, and at the same time the unity of the
dominant emotion should not be impaired. Finally, the
poet should use Alaikaras sparingly, even when he is cap-
able of using them in plenty.14

When the poet pays deference to the demands of Rasa
and Aucitya, his poetty shines out supreme. He shakes oft
the artificial rules that enchain his creative imagination and
becomes a free and featless agent. Anandavardhana’s
language becomes poetic when he describes the poct’s

12 yAtfaeangd aragETgEed T |
sfagifacgaraeg weaafqweaw 1—Ibid. p. 186.
13 For an explanation of the terms, see the present writer’s article
on ‘Bharata’s Theory of Rasa’, The Poona Orientalist, Jan. 1948.
14Cf. Dhvanyaloka, IT1 10-14.
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mission and pr1vllege - ‘In the boundless realm of poetry,
the poet himself is to be régarded as the sole creator.
According to his tastes, the whole world will revolve. If
the poet is sensitive to emotions himself, the whole world
will be depicted by him as suffused with emotion; on the
other hand, if the should lack in feeling, the world of his
creation also will be dry and sapless. He is free to lend life
to inanimate objects and make even animate things look
inanimate in their behaviour. It is a rare privilege of the
poet that he can thus transmute anything and everything in
the wotld to solid gold of poetry. But in this he succeeds
just in the same proportion as he does justice to the claims
of Rasa’ 15
Having thus strikingly demonstrated the all-important
nature of Rasa in poetry and its superiority over other
formal excellences, Anandavardhana attempted to give an
explanatoin of the process by which Rasas are delineated
by the poet and enjoyed by the critic. It was in this con-
. nection _that he. brought forward his_ famous thoog( of
“Dhvani ot suggestlon We have so far postponed a discus-
sion of this concept because in the first place its significance
can be grasped only in its relation to the concepts of

153qR FEagar Ffaka gamafa: |
Farsed V= fagd gad af@dd o
HFT I Ffa: Fe8 I @A I )
q 7 fTIRA A gEHT I N
HAAFAAT T Fqaaqqaq |
A 798 gafa: Fed cagegar | v
AEAINTRAT TEEY a9 FATCHATT THARTAIA: FIQIG=SAT JETAAA-

TWIgal 499 | aNafag=qT a1 9 Frecataad gnfa.
—1Ibid. p. 293.
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Aankara and Rasa, and secondly because it is none too
simple.

The problem that Anandavardhana had to solve pre-
sented itself before him in some such way as this: “What
is the essence of literature? And how is this essence or
soul of literature connected with the skill of the poet on
the one hand and with the aesthetic response of the critic
on the other? Is it possible to formulate a principle of
literary criticism which is wide enough to explain all grades
of beauty in literature and by following which one can be
guided aright in the matter of recognising the multi-formed
manifestations of that life-bestowing essence of literature?
These questions had not occurred to the minds of the
earlier theorists precisely in this form. ‘They took it for
granted that literature is beautiful and they had tried to
analyse this beauty minutely and to propose a scheme of
Alaikaras which in their opinion was quite exhaustive.
All specific shades of beauty in literature were labelled as
so many .Alarkiras,1e and general excellances as so many
Gunas or Qualities of Sabda (sound), and Artha (sense) or
both. Anandavardhana saw clearly that these considerations
did not touch even the fringe of the fundamental problem.
The presence or absence of Alaikaras did not matter at all
in masterpieces of literature. There were poems devoid
of Alanikiras and yet highly beautiful. There were also
poems containing several Alarikaras and yet lacking in
appeal.  As regards the Gupas, R7ti, 'rtti and so on, they
never played any part in poetry by themselves, independent
of other considerations. The particular Gupas, etc. in a
poem were consequenced by the demands of Rasa only and

18 gy fg arfadeqmeaey T ua Arargrn—Ibid. p. 275.
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their value was thus not intrinsic but only conditioned by
the exigencies of Rasa.1?

Anandavardhana, then, could have easily settled the
problem of the ‘soul’ of poetry by saying that Rase is the
soul, neither Alzikara, nor Guya. But here again there
. was the danger of the principle of Rasz being interpreted
\ in a formal and mechanical way, and such an interpretation
‘ would surely have misled the aspiring poet and the budding
; critic alike by exercising the same stranglehold upon their
. minds as the categories of figures of speech had done
N before. Anandavardhana not only wanted to steer clear of
this danger, but he was also anxious to avoid the pitfalls of
the ancients who did not distinguish any varying grades of
excellence in different works of literature but thought that
all works contained a uniform kind of beauty. Both these
objects of Anandavardhana were satisfactorily accomplished
in the new concept of literary criticism that he formulated,
viz., Dpvani.

L\What ate the essentials of the concept of Dbvani?
The word Dhvani literarlly means “Tone’;_but it is used in
the techmcal sense of ¢ Suggestlveness in Anandavardhana $
book Itis the characteristic pare excellence of Rasa in poetry.
Rasas cannot be said to be objectively present in any work
ofﬂ art or literature. 1 Ihey are only present in a latent ffom
and in the abstract.!® The concrete raw-material of poetry

17Cf. quawaesa= astge g o wan |

srgitaarEEsgRT weasan: Fesfeag 11— Ibid. IL 7.

Cf. also segzrgicd Freaataiag a9ifed

e Warfgovﬁm frear: dataarn: 11— Ibid. TIL 47,
'ijf faafafagar fg Wk 1—p. 291
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consists in words and meanings. The former may please or
pain the ear of the reader; the latter may instruct or amuse
his intellect. But it is not for these things that man has
been taking an abiding interest in the pursuit of poetry
down the ages. The reason for this eternal interest and
universal appeal of poetry should be sought elsewhere,
should be sought in_man’s emotional inheritance and his
emotional behavior. Thus the cause is mote sub]ectlve
than objective, but it is not entirely subjective either.
In that case every work of literature, irrespective of the
greatness of its author ought to please and satisfy the
reader. It is not so. Only the works of a few master-
poets (Maba-kavis) happen to delight the critics of taste.
This is because Ruasas are inseparably bound up with the
works of literature in some way or the other.'® Now what
is the nature of this relation? How do the concrete words’
and meanings in poetry succeed in becoming the media for
the transmission of Rase ? How does Rasa, an experience
of the poet at the first instance, become the critic’s at the
final stage ?
_— Anandavardhana s reply to all these questions is em-
. 'bodied in his principle of Divani. | D/waﬂz is a unique
\f\'{ power that words and meanings acquire in the province of
poetry.20 In ordinary parlance, words have only two types
of meaning:—One is the conventional meaning, which is
standardized by universal acceptance (Saiiketitartha or

B Cf. a7 g wadmmfanad q Frage 7 gwgaa—Loc. cit.
20 Cf. gftaad guReaRy aecafed aviy wEgEFATAT |
g fazmrafatad fanfa samafrargag n—Ibid. L 4.
Cf. also—parizarsd) a1 aRIHIESAIFaeadr |
eqey: Freatany: g safafify afefa: sfag: 1—Ibid. 1. 13.
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VVacyartha); the other is the idiomatic sense in particular
expressions, sanctioned by usage ( Laksyartha). Even this
second meaning is but rarely utilized in life, since it is
resorted to only when the surface-meaning fails to be
coherent. There is no other import of words in our com-
mon parlance, and in the language of science too, these two
impotts serve our purpose quite well. But in literature,
they will be found to be totally inadequate since the
purpose of literature is not mere intelligibility or the edu-
cation of the reader. These may be there incidentally, but
its main concern is to evoke certain emotions which are
universally present in men. To accomplish this purpose,
language in literature takes the assistance of a new power
unknown to it in life and this is Dhvani or suggestion. A
passage in literature is richly suggestive of the various
emotions and the critic’s culture and talent are evidenced in
his ability to catch these subtle suggestions. A poet’s
greatness too lies only in the best service he can derive
from this unique process of suggestion while he composes
his work.2t If a poet fails to make his poetry suggestive of
Rasas, he stands condemned because Rasas cannot be de-
lineated in any other manner, and there is no poetry worth
the name witout Rasa.22
That is why Anandavardhana affirms categorically that

Dhvani is the soul of poetry.28 By admitting the truth of

A Cf. qis9: qEAFIATRATIN qe83T FZ9T |

geAq: weafasat aY asargt agrea: n—Ibid. I 8.
22 Cf. a7 g WidAfavaEd g FEavFQ 9 gyacaa—Lbid. p. 291.
Cf. also. Fzgeg == 7: QsTARN AZ FA: |
g yarHfaRa eareeaaTEgaee: 11—Ibid. p. 211
23 Cf. sremeaedt § gard: (wdvagrard: ) —Ibid. I. 15.
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this statement, the real nature of poetry will be grasped and
“the supreme 1mportance of Rasa realised. Y The next ques-

tion that arises is Whether the prmc1ple of Dbmﬂz is,

A

Guya, and the other well-known elements of poetry. Yes "

“it is more than adequate. Guided by the principle of
Dhvani, we can unerringly decide that Alarkiras will act as
ornaments only so long as they help the even flow of Rasa
and the moment they hinder it, they cease to be ornaments
and act as so many deadweights. When the principle of
Rasa as undetlying the adoption of Guuas is realised, we

know precisely when the particular Gaupas are merits and -

when they cease to be so, nay, when they become positive
demerits or Dogsas. ‘That Gunas are not stable and invari-
able characteristics, but only variable adjuncts, will be
clearly understood. The same is true of Ritis, Sanghatans
and U/r#ti too. Thus all the earlier concepts get added
significance by a clear grasp of the principle of Dhvani.
The principle of Dhvani will be found serviceable in
another direction also. No one can deny the fact that all
wortks of literature are not of uniform excellence but admit
of -varying degrees of excellence. The eatlier concepts of
Alankara, Gapa, etc. do not help us in the least in detecting
these degrees of excellence. With the principle of Dhyani,
it is not so; for Dhwani is not a watertight thing, not
admitting of varieties. The ways of suggestion are as mani-
fold as they are mysterious. Its best and most delightful
manifestation is in regard to Rass, and a poem where Rasas
ate evoked lavishly is bound to belong to the best class of
poetry (Dhvani or Uttama-kivya). But there are other ways
of suggestion too. Instead of Rasas being allowed to shine
out supremely, they may be over-shadowed by verbal skill
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and the poet’s extravagant imagery. Here the intellectual
appeal gets the better of emotional appeal and hence we
may say that it does not belong to the very best class of
poetry but to the next-best (Guuibhita-vyang ya or Madhyama-
kivya).  And of course there is the bulk of literature
which is the work not of first-rate minds but of third-rate
poets who mistake the outward glitter and polish of langu-
age to be the very soul and substance of poetty. The works
of such writers abound in figures of speech and particularly
teem with tricks of metre and style. To say the least, their
appeal is only pictorial since they are totally devoid of
Rasa-Dhvani; and they are to be brought under the category
of Citra-kivya.2*

Nor is it all. So far we have dealt with Dhvani only in
relation to Rasa. But the domain of Dhvani is so vast that
it is difficult to explain all its various manifestations
schematically. Yet Anandavardhana makes an attempt in
that direction, knowing full well the difficulty of his task.2
Beauty is an essential quality of suggestion, and’ as such,
even when there is no SLOgCStIOH of Rasa, only suggcstlon

| “otherwise commonplace ﬁourc of speech causes deli ght in
poetry.  Vastu-Dhvani and A/d;z,eam—[)/ymm too, have thus

an important place in literature; such instances are more

24 Cf. Fvaareafq wamzdsd wrarasfaaraay |
a7 a7 fagar sa: ggadsa: 1—Ibid. p. 294,
Cf. also wgwraifzfawafagenfag afa |
gwgriaaat o q faafawa wa: n—1Ibid. p. 292.
25 Cf. ud £34: TART: THINGTRH I qag+y |
ayeary fagam qwiwemsqeemfa: n—Ibid. 11 45.
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heautiful than ordinary commonplace ideas and mechanical
figures of speech; but at the same time they are not of
course just as beautiful as instances of Rasa-Dhvani. Yet
their beauty is nearer that of Rasg-Dhvani than that of
commonplace ideas and .Alwikiras. ‘That is why amongst
the countless Alaikdiras, not all are equally delightful and
pleasing, but only some; and these some (e.g. Samdisokti,
AprastutazPrasanisa, Paryipokta, etc.) will be found on
closer examination to contain an element of suggestion or
Dhvani.  'Thus the principle of Dbvani; will train the judg-
ment of the critic propetly and guide the activity of the
poet in the right direction. In the words of Anandavardhana
himself, it is an eye-opener;2¢ and it is in strict conformity
with the practice of the greatest of poets like Vialmiki,
Vyiasa and Kalidasa.2?

At about the beginning of the ninth century A.D.,
several schools of literary criticism prevailed in Kashmir.
And in Anandavardhana’s Dhvanyaloka, we see an attempt
made for the first time to set forth a theoty of poetry
assimilating all the essentials found in the various schools,
and at the same time presenting a new explanation of all
the problems. Being a typical product of that age of
polemics, the Dhvanyiloka was written in a contentious and
argumentative style. Though to an extent the Dhvanyaloka
accepts the conclusions of the earlier theorists, it doest not
go the whole hog with any one of them. It presupposes
the wodns operandi of Rasa taught by Bharata and adopts his

26 Cf. zfa wreardfaas aisd Iazawesfafagry |
aftfrragaarzenges 7 faemd: n—1Ibid. p. 183
21 eI FRsTRAENRT ¥ R FARA: |
aatwamaTgisy arembwatagr 7a: u—Ibid. p. 211
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very terminology; but at the same time it considers Rasa
only in relation to Guna, Alankira, Dosa, and othet rhetori-
cal concepts. It implicitly borrows the scheme of .Alasikiras
as taught by Bhamaha and Udbhata, recognises that they
are beautifying elements in poetry, but introduces one
_condition that they should be in harmony with Rasa.
Similarly the concepts of Gupa, R7ti, Vrtti, and Sasighatani
are referred to and accepted, subject to the consideration of
Rasa-Dhvani.  'The linguistic analysis of Grammatians and
Logicians is adopted only to be modified so as to suit the
unique nature of poetry. Other schools of thought too
come in only for review. Thus, in its very nature, the
Dhvanyiloka could not satisfy completely the sentiments of
any single school of thought or discipline of Rhetoric,
excepting a section of literary connoisseurs.28 And instead
of stopping the controversy about literary theories once
and for all time, it gave a fresh impetus for further discus-
sion with a greater zest.
Commentators on Bharata’s Natya-sasira like Bhatta
- Nayaka wrote eclabotate works2? to disprove Ananda-
vardhana’s theory that Rasz is always suggested. Followers
of orthodox disciplines of rhetoric like Pratiharenduraja
tried their best to defend their systems by bringing Dhvani
under one or another figure of speech. Logicians like
Jayantabhatta and Mahimabhatta too joined in the attack
against the dhpani-theoty and the latter wrote a long pole-
mical treatise with the only object of demolishing the
doctnng of dhvani in poetry. Independent writers like
s
' 3B CSf 3R gW: gEsaAasiay qeasd—lbid. I L
~ also ngarwmra“r watq swat gfassrfafa srah‘rsu%—V rtti thereon.
29Cf, The Hrdayadarpana.
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Kuntaka sought to show off their greater originality than
Anandavardhana’s by offering new explanations of dhvani.
There were text-book writers like Visvanitha and Jagan-
nitha who took objection to points of detail in the
D/ymigyz?/o/éa. That even such an iIﬁplicit follower of
Anandavardhana as Mammata thought it better to avoid.
the very mention of dhvani in his deﬁnltlon of poetry is clear
enough to show how this controversy had done considet-
able damage to the theory of dbvani as formulated by
Anandavardhana and elaborated by Abhinavagupta.

" The effect of these criticisms on the subsequent deve-
lopment of the Dhvani theory is cleatly evidenced in
Mammata’s masterpiece Kavya-Prakasa and a host of later
works modelled upon it. We may say that Mammata
almost fixed for all time to come the course along which
the Dhvani-theoty had to flow by his most systematic and
petfect treatment of the various topics of Aluarikira-sastra.
Following Abhinavagupta, he disproved the criticisms that
, had been levelled against the Dhvani-theory and demons-
.trated that it was intrinsically s sound. But at the same time
he did not lose himself in any exaggerated admiration of
the Dhvani-theory exclusively.

Anandavardhana had already tackled the problem
boldly y and squarely and ‘given Dhvani a status and a name
in the realm of poetry. The battle of words that immedi-
ately followed in the wake of the Dhvanyiloka was fast
subsiding in tempo. And Mammata gave the final death-
blow to the criticisms against Dhvani. The Kavya-prakasa
put an end to all the controversies that were raging earlier
about the validity of the dhvani-theory. In what Mammata
did, there is nothing much of an originality. He only
paraphrases either Anandavardhana or Abhinavagupta while
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giving an exposition of the Dhvani theory. /}:‘But his book
was so timed that it acquired great publicity and veneration.
Mammata, who was considered to be a very great authority
on all branches of learning, set the seal of his authority to
the Dhvani theory and was eventually able to disarm all
fastidious criticisms. Mammata at the same time, was cate-
ful enough not to start any fresh controversies; this he
could manage by giving an cqual, nay, a greater importance
even to the traditional concepts of rhetoric in respect of
detailed tréatment. In a word, Mammata produced a
masterpiece of a text-book, which people were badly need-
ing and it came to receive so much appreciation that it
became the fashion to write similar text-books in the period
that followed.

t The natural coutse for the development of the Dhvarni
theory was thus hampered in a way. Individual and
exclusive treatises on the Dhvani-theory like the Dhvanyiloka
went out of vogue. In the whole range_of Sanskrit Poetics
there is not a second work which exclusively treats of the
Dhyani-theory. Mammata followed the method of a text-
book writer, not of an original thinker. But Mammata’s
admirers imitated his method slavishly in later years and
entirely abandoned the noble path set by writers like
Anandavardhana and Kuntaka. The dhvani-theory is in-
variably considered in relation to the categories of Gupas
and Alankaras in the later works on Sanskrit Poetics. Even
the amount of space that Mammata gave to a consideration
of the Dhvani-theory goes on gradually decreasing until the
last stage is reached when Alzikiras alone, with all their
divisions and subdivisions, fill the pages of works on
Sanskrit Poetics. /| Ruyyaka’s Alajikara-sarvasva, Appaya
Dikshita’s Citramimansi and Kuvalayinanda, Jagannitha’s
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Rosapanoadbara and Kesavamista’s Alarkira Kaustubha illus-
frate this growing tendency to minimise the treatment of
Dhrani and revel in the subtleties of Alwikiras and
adding more to their number. But it is significant to
note that all these later writers swear to the all-important
nature of Dhvani in theory though in practice they indulge
only in the classification, distinction and illustration of the
Alasikdras. ‘Thus the mighty stream of Dbhoani, which
started with Anandavardhana was made to run in a narrow
channel prescribed by Mammata, and the channel went on
becoming narrower and narrower until at last the waters
almost dtied up in the sands of the formidable foray of
cadless Alaikiras. We can now conclude this essay with an
apt quotation from Anandavardhana himself:—

g At exfatadsa: saeAasagfa:
HFEA FQ a1 TG a1 GrEguragER: U
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THE CONCEPT OF RASABHASA IN SANSKRIT
LITERARY THEORY

In popular usage today the term rasibhasa is almost a
synonym for bathos. But as a technical term in Sanskrit
criticism, raszbhasa has specific implications which are
missed in the popular usage. It is intimately bound up with
the concept of rasz, which forms the very bedrock of
Sanskrit literary theoty; and serves, in a large measure, to
render explicit aspects of the latter which are fundamental
to Sanskrit literary criticism.

I

Bharata is indeed the Aristotle of India; and it is the
principle of rasz which forms the central thread of his
countless rules about plot, character and setting in drama.
His division of plays into ten kinds and his classifications
of heroes and heroines derive directly from his conception
of rasa. What Dixon Scott says about the ‘pattern called
the plot’ in Rudyard Kipling’s novels may be applied with
equal justice to Sanskrit dramas conformmg to Bharata’s
prescriptions : —

“The characters spring to attention like soldiers on
parade; they respond briskly to a certain description,
they wear a fixed suit of idiosyncrasies like a uniform.
A mind like this ust use types and set counters; it
feels dissatisfied, ineffective, unsafe, unless it can reduce
the fluid waverings of character, its flitting caprices
and twilit desires, to some tangible system. The
characters of such a man will not only be definite;
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they will be definitions. His hetoes will be courage
incarnate, his weak men will be unwaveringly weak;
and those who are mixed will be mixed mathematically,
with all their traits clearly related to'and explained by
some neat blend of blood and race and caste behind.
They are marked by a strange immobility. They strike
certain attitudes—and retain them.” 1
If the heroes in Sanskrit drama are cast in a single mould,
if they seem to obey a convention removed from the logic
of life, if they appear to be stowed into the interstices of a
pre-arranged design that relies upon their remaining fixed
quantities, it is because Bharata fixed once for all that
*Nataka ot drama par exvellence should present only a <high’
theme with noble heroes, noble in love, and noble in action.
Though the dramatic emotions (7asas) were counted as
eight (or nine), only two—Love (srigara) and Heroism
(vira )—were prescribed as fit asigirasas ot dominant emo-
tions.2 The reasons which Bharata had in mind in imposing
such restrictions become clear in the observations of
Anandavardhana and Abhinavagupta. Drama should be a
mirror of life3—not only of life actually lived by men (high,
low and middling), but also of the highest possibilities of
life as imagined by the artist and embodied in his hero. In
ancient India, literature, philosophy and ethics were all of a
piece, and the latter provided the moral ideal which
literature tried to propagate in its own way through the
medium of beauty and delight.# The recognised values of

1Dixon Scott, Men of Letters, p. 58.

2Cf. The well-known dictum: eka eva bhavedangi srigdaro vira eva v@

3Cf. avasthanukrtirndtyam —Bharata.

4Cf. saddcaropadesarapd hi natakadigostht vineyajanahitarthameva
munibhiravataritd-Dhvanyaloka (Chowkhamba edn.), pp. 398-399.
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life for men at large were three: Dharma (duty in the
teligious, social, individual and moral spheres), Artha
{ material gain in the personal, social and political spheres )
and Kzma (pleasure). Since the last is a value which people
naturally take to, drama addresses itself to the task of
presenting its best and most refined aspects only in the lives
of the hero and the heroine. That is why frigira is des-
cribed as pure (suei), bright (wjvala), and beautiful
(darsaniya) by Bharata, and as the sweetest and most deli-
cate (sukumaratara) emotion by Anandavardhana. ‘The
slightest touch of impropriety (amancitya) ot vulgarity
(gramyati) will debase it, as noted even by Dandin, not to
mention Anandavardhana, in whose opinion there is no
blemish (dosa) graver than anancityas in the delineation of a
rasa. 1t is thus clear that a serious drama cannot admit of
lower shades of love as the dominant emotion (i.e. as seen
in the principal characters). It is only ‘heroic’ ot lofty love
of ideal characters, love that can serve as a model for
humanity, love that can be a means to the ultimate end of
dbarma, that merits treatment in the hero of a nifaka.

Most Sanskrit dramas have a romantic theme, and
obey this injunction of Bharata in their treatment of love.
But there are a few, like the Mudraraksasa, which are not
romantic, which have no place for women as heroines. We
can expect here, according to Bharata, only heroism (v7ra)
as the principal emotion—heroism directed to the achieve-
ment of some ar/ha or good, temporal or spiritual, personal
ot social.  V7rarasa, in other words, is the sine gua non of
ndtakas mixed, or sometimes unmixed, with high srigara.

5Cf. anaucityadrie nanyad rasabhangasya kiranam;
prasiddhoucitya bandhastu rasasyopanisat para—ibid., p. 330.
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Such a stand shuts out from the principal characters any
trace of vulgarity and triviality and leaves no room for
what is fow and immoral. We find here the sovereignty
of the moral value claiming absolute allegiance even from
the poet and the dramatist. If it forbade freedom and
cxpansion, it contributed to depth and richness in a way
unknown to other literatures. Unless the moral back-
ground of the rasa principle is fully realised, we shall not
be in a position to follow the concept of rasibhisa.

Drama is, of course, the playground of many characters
and many emotions. It has place for low people as well as
high; for emotions morally pure as well as impure. What
is the place of these emotions (7asz) lower down in the
scale? ‘'The answer becomes simple when we grasp that
only the dominant emotion of the principal characters
(angirasa) is to be ‘high’ or noble. The emotions of the
characters ranged against the hero (prati-niyakas), of those
that occut in the sub-plots (pataka, prakari, etc.) and of
minor characters like the jester (vidisaka ) may be life-like,
and even low or vulgar; yet their artistic value is not
diminished on that account. There are, thus, two standards
for judging rasas in a ndtaka. While the artistic standard
alone is final in judging the asiga-rasas or subordinate
emotions, it must be supplemented by the motal standard
in appreciating the aigi-rasa or primary emotion. The
former can be many in a play; but the latter can be only
one. And in the opinion of Abhinavagupta, the one invari-
able rasa throughout is the heroic (v7ra).

What about the many play-goers who crowd the
theatre only for the sake of entertainment? Surely, they are
not in the least interested in instruction. Should there be no
recognition of their demands? Abhinavagupta anticipates
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this question in his classic of dramatic criticism, the
Abbinavabbarari, and answers that Bbarata has recognised
many forms of the drama other than nifaka, only as a con-
cession to popular taste. The forms, viz., Prabasana, Bhina,
and Ufsrstikdiika, are there only for popular entertainment.
Here, the principal emotion (arigi-rasa) itself may be un-
related to the moral standard. It is enough if they are
entertaining (rafijaka ).6 We have, then, rasas which may be
merely entertaining, or which may be both entertaining
and edifying. The former belong to plays other than #itaka,
when they are dominant; but they may appear in nitakas as
subordinate emotions.

6 The above exposition is based on the following text of Abhinava-
gupta:

FIEARIIEATANT ATed TH0 F qataifedic uF goarF e
FIY TIFAIY AATTRFAR | qHaFR g qafy g gmafs-
s qarfy 1T ga gt Qv ar, feremamaieay | Sgraasty
JFHTHARS, ATFCFAT TR TF T | TF 1A AT
797ed QRIATATOMAET FAAET QA FAWY; IR TEr g
TLEYHATARNTT 7 G AMHTAT Feafagufzans=aistasrr-
AEF WEHSTIHIT FaTATaeragar qafq am g9 fy
qar: gEyrEyaRaaaRfy AafEargusaEiEEeeTy | o
qraq gefawar srwcafava o7 g, qarfy fafagadacns-
greaTrarmsty aaguaar a7 wafa | od qeryrAaserATg 3f4-
Fgaifaaia | seftesgs-agaT — Ay sRngrafaeaggT-
@R ARG, J@ QA earogEifefaEd o3 ¥
faaaafiaay, shaaatesaafy q arfa |

—Abhinavabhirati on Natyasastra (vol. IL GOS. 1934) p. 451.

i
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In the light of the above, we might now try to under-
stand the various attempts made by Sanskrit theorists to
expand the concept of rasabbasa, i.e., emotion transposed”
or off key.

The wotd rasabbasa is conspicuous by its absence in
the Natyasastra of Bharata. But Abhinavagupta, in his
Locana, strives to find Bharata’s authority for this concept
in the expression anukrti, which figures in Bharata’s expla-
nation of the emotion of hasya (laughter).” The words
annkrti (imitation), amukhyata (subordinate position) and
abhasa (appearance) are all synonyms to Abhinavagupta.
Whenever the emotion of love (frigara) is pootly imitated
ot misplaced, Bharata has laid down that it will result in
the comic, or hasya.? What is meant by the playwright as
Srigara will turn out to be Adsya through improper hand-
ling. Abhinavagupta does not question this. But he
recognises srrgarabhdsa as an intermediary stage between
Srigara and hasya; and observes that Bharata too anticipates
it in his theoty of Aasya. The following is an example cited
by Abhinavagupta to make his point clear:

TUFRITHIGHT 39 7 awifer a1q =i
3T; Fewerafa ggga Arateafa ar f&aqr
waTgfeTer faaaarEiRasTg

YT F9 Jarrqgaracaas afd TgeEq
{ Quoted also in Kdvyanusdsana, p. 123 [N. S. Edn.])

7Cf. <$ragaranukrtiryd tu hdsyeh’ —quoted in the Locana, pp.
178-79.

8 Cf. anukrtiramukyatd dbhisa i hyeko’ rthah— Loc. cit.

9Cf. $rrgaraddhi bhaved hasyah —Bharata.
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The above presents Ravana madly in love with Sita.
From the point of view of Ravana it is srigdra all right.
His emotion is deep and his longing acute. The audience
too enjoy it as srrigara at first, when they see it acted on the
stage. But they soon realise its one-sided nature, and their
moral judgement disapproves of it. Thereafter, Ravana’s
further overtures fail to enlist their sympathy and only
excite their Jaughter. Their eatlier enjoyment of Rivaga’s
love is none the less true; but it cannot be pure §rigara,; nor
can it be hasyz, though it serves as a cause of hasya at a
later stage. What is the rase then? Abhinavagupta’s
answer is that it is not any rasz at all, but only a semblance
or illusion (@bbasa) of rasa. Loosely, one might call it
Srigara-rasa; but technically it would be incorrect. It
deserves to be reckoned only as srigara-rasabbasa. The
circumstances where pute love can spring are not present
here in their entirety. There is mad desire on the part of
Ravana, who does not even pause to consider whether the
woman likes him or no. True love (74#i) can spring only
after making sure of a favourable response from the woman.
The audience thus see rafyabhasa in Ravana, not rati; the
excitants he expetiences thus appear to the audience only as
vibhavabhasas. Hence, their delight (carvapa) cannot be
anything mote than carvanabbasa. ‘Therefore, the designa-
tion Srrgara-rasabbasa will help us to distinguish it from
instances of genuine sr7gara. Though anancitya (impropriety)
occurs, it does not become a blemish, because it does not
affect the principal emotion, being located only in the
villain and remaining but an argarasa. ‘The same is true
of other rasas too, when improptiety enters into their
treatment. Improper vira, for instance, will only be




T'he Concept of Rasabhdsa in Sanskrit Literary Theory — 121

rirdbbhasa1® But Abhinavagupta does not offer specific
illustrations of these. Moreover, the degree of impropriety
in rasabhasa is not so great as in the jumbling of diametri-
cally opposed emotions like love and apathy. It is almost
a replica of rasa, but for a slight deficiency. The deficiency
is so slight that it produces the illusion of a full-fledged
rasa for the moment, even like the illusion of silver pro-
duced by a shining shell. It will be found that the question of
impropriety, at least in the case of frigara, involves moral
besides literary judgment.

11

Before Abhinavagupta, the only writer on poetics who:
finds occasion to refer explicitly to the concept of rasabhasa

10 Vide... sitfacda g3t faagaearaea enfasar @y, safwarfoogr
qF:, AAfaaT garar:, Eueda SigEt @ L gafy @
gEaETaa gty wag gred)’ gfq awang ) qwfy areedd
AAMAFTAT IR, FRAWNIAET § WEARAREAT FMIET
arfq TafaafaasmadraaT guader. .. gearEt | aqE g

aq |
A 7 J FEAFFUEAFE: | A9 qrx faq: earfaarasta o

! fg @ s aawn o aepafas e afy
sfaafaged 7 wqacda | qoend qeaeEmfred A3g 1 7 =
wmwaeRcaft fazeds 7 FFaEAgg | qg T qEnrEe
FEIIETT AT AT TAAFAL | QAT FHAAFArEE
sg=a Afvafe giaaa | aagfasienar s sfagdisd:
T gaTfaeTy uhafae3sfa sy ax a7 AaAgIEagTAEaAr
FEged: | SR FEAAAATI AT RATT
... 7% gt EEaeaRT farTaETeR g arATE
sfq @ fawa: o
—Locana, pp. 78-79; and pp. 177-179..
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is Anandavardhana. His predecessors, like Bhamaha,
Dandin and Vimana, do not refer to it though they include
rasas and bhavas generally under some of their alarkaras
(soutces of charm). In Anandavardhana’s new scheme,
emotions in general (cittavrtti-visesas) may either form the
main substance (pradbana vakyartha) of poetry, when they
make for dhvani or first-rate poetry; or may play a sub-
ordinate role, making way for other emotions, when they
make rasavad-alankdra on the analogy of other aluikaras.
‘The function of all alaikaras in poetry is to serve as
effective instruments (azigas) or channels for the suggestion
of emotions which alone form the ultimate substance of
first-rate poetry. When the latter are subordinate, and
alarkdras begin to serve as ends in themselves, poetry
becomes second-rate. When the suggested emotions are
entirely absent—such a possibility, however, is very remote
since no expression can be entirely free from emotional
association—poetry assumes the shape of pictorial acrostics
(citra) and, strictly speaking, ceases to be poetry, though
classed as third-rate poetry as a concession to the taste of
pedants. In such a scheme, the function of alaikdras in
good poetry is not underrated; only the over-rating of their
importance is avoided. Alsikaras remain the most effective
instruments to serve the end and aim of poetty, viz.
emotion. But the emphasis on the end ensures that the
means should never invite exclusive attention of the poet at
the cost of the end. With this consciousness actively
present in the poet, all a/arkaras become truly alaiikaras of
dbvani, the soul of poetry, and not just outward embellish-
ments of its body.

The above discrimination is fundamental to the new
literaty theory formulated by Anandavardhana, who divides
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all alaikaras into natural (sahaja) and artificial (duskara).
Repeated thymes (yamakas) and alliterative effects (anuy-
prasas), too many puns and paradoxes, are sure signs of
artificiality, and these cannot, therefore, serve as free
instruments (a7igas) of the emotions (rasas) intended to be
portrayed by the poet. 1Itis in this connection that Ananda-
vardhana observes that this rule has an exception in the
case of rasabbasas or emotions transposed, which usually
are on a par with the rasas themselves. Even the use of
artificial figures is permissible in the case of rasabhasas.
While only natural figures are instruments of rasas in general,
and its best variety, viz., $rigara, in patticular, both natural
and artificial figures may become instruments of rasabhasa.11
One is struck throughout by Anandavardhana’s special
predilection for syrigara-rasa? and it may not be far from
the truth to guess that he perhaps had only srigarabhasa in
mind when he talked of rasabbasa.

I\Y

Mammata follows faithfully, in his Kavyaprakisa,
the tradition he inherited from the Dhvani theorists when
he describes rasabhasa as arising out of impropriety
(anaucitya )13 " He too contents himself with llustrating

1 TrTaITATaEY IRFTRT AT |
EFETANT PR AT Tq9ad 1| —Dhvanyaloka, p. 222.

12Cf. Karika 11 7 and the expression “‘dhvanyatmabhile srngdre”
which recurs in Karikas I1, 11, 15, and 17.

13 Loc. cit. TV. 13.
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only srrgarabhasa in just one versel* The poet, perhaps
unintentionally, leads the reader to think that the beauty, to
whom the verse is meant as a compliment, has more than
one lover. This suggestion smacks of impropriety and
renders the verse only an @bbasa of srigara. Mammata does
not enumerate any divisions of syigarabhasa, which his
commentators discuss at length.15

v

Bhoja, in his § rigara-prakdsa, brings out penetratingly
the implications of Bharata and explains only srigarabhasa. 1
He recognises three aspects of rasa :—

(1) Fully developed (prakrsta) in the principal hero,
and hence pervading a work as a whole.

(2) Partially developed in the work, being confined
to minor characters, and hence as good as bhava
(bhavariipa).

(3) Appatent (@bhasa) in as much as it is applied to
lower animals, villains, etc.1?

laggam: F ararfer, gomafy fqar 4 7 W
fad &: 9, wHEqE 4 gaad |
gw| F1 T afoafa, anfeafa g
qaesft: FEquT, AEAAI errafy g aq |
15These divisions were first noticed by Bhoja as we shall see in
the next section.
16This may be due to the fact that in his system drigdra is the
only rasa of which others are but variations.
17, .. .qgafuzErmESTanRTEl @ IFE, AR, JTERd | a7
a1 s faT: sgaTEwer aafay ua faua qaw g gFe: |
eguEy ¥ SOWIY, A GHINwRafd g wEeT | gz9 fawest

sfaaraFEAT oAy § YEIAIR: |
—Raghavan, <Bhoja’s Srigdraprakisa’, Vol. I, Pt. 11, p. 499.
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He also adds that, just as fire may be of different kinds,
carthly, heavenly, gastric etc., rasa too is of different kinds,
bbava, rasa, abbasa etc® He is aware of anaucitya also.1®
But most important is that he mentions here for for the first
time how love in lower animals leads to rasabhasa.2° This,
as we shall presently see, became the starting point for later
discussions.

In his other work, the Sarasvatikanthabbarana, Bhoja
gives a fourfold classification of sragarabhasa?! with illus-
trations for each:

(1) Subsisting in low characters (hinapitra), e.g.,

fateroorz wrgamafFa amQ arfe agearm |
fafy queq? aradter qug foe=gear 1 =
In midwinter, the rustic is described here as buying
sweet berries after selling his bullock, bewitched as he is by
the shapely bosom of the black beauty who is selling them.
(2) Subsisting in lower animals (#iryaksu), e.g.,
180p. cit. p. 530.
19 Loc. cit.
20i.e. Sragarabhasa.
21 aqray fadey amFsfaafg )
Yorsa qIrg qararg faara oo (V. 30.)
Op. cit. (K. M. Edn., 1925) p. 477.

22The verse is from Gathasaptasati of Hala, III 38. The reading
adopted here is the one given by Narendraprabhasiri in his
Alankdra-mahodadhi. He quotes Bhoja copiously (vide-op. cit.
GOS, 1942, pp. 198-99). The chdyd is —

el ATIATY qIAT FTaH JBEaRT |
gfez g wveean: A Fased
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qrarfest @R qFIg Sug MEASAR |

F3augeq g Af=w9e Fgadig 0 *

A cow’s singular good fortune in love is applauded
here as she is seen scratching the corner of her eye happily
with the hotn of the naughtiest bull in the fold.

(3) Subsisting in villains (#ayaka-pratiyogisu) e.g.,

Ravana’s passionate overtures to Siti.
(4) Subsisting in personified (insentient) objects
(gannesn ), €.g.,

SECEHRCRUE RS
VHATAIGATE T |
TIHGTE [ ATH -

zife afsafesan fasay &

The rainy season and the Vindhya mountain are here
personified as heroine and hero in love. 'The fresh-green
grasses are metaphorically spoken of as the hairs of the hero
standing on end in his joyful union with the heroine; and,
by a pun, the clouds become identified with the heroine’s
bosom. ‘

23The Sanskrit chdya is :—
ahfed GO 7T 95T ASA |
geaNTEy TAsfqE FugaATAAT 11
—Sarasvatikanthiabharana, p. 494.

24 The Sanskrit rendering is :(—
3zl FATUTSHI-
QA arfaaraEntT )
TTGEHEAT: G-
graai gfaafeat faea: w (Loc. cit.)
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'T'his last variety is indeed very popular among Sanskrit
pocts, including Valmiki and Kailidasa, who generally
describe nature in human terms. Though Bhatti’s example
of  rasavad-alarikara in his epic poem is of this type,??
theorists like Bhamaha and Dagndin do no appear to have
included them under rasavad-alaikara, since they bring
them under other alwikaras like samasokti (implied meta-
phot). Anandavardhana is, therefore, at pains to establish
that they are not void of a dominaat rasz and deserve to be
ranked on a par with rasa-dbvani and not on a par with
alaikaras like samdsokti26 'The beauty of poetic passages,
where nature is endowed with human emotions,—as in
descriptions of a river, a creeper, an elephant etc., by the
mad Puraravas in the UVikramorvasiya— lies primarily in
their emotional content, and not in the device of personi-
fication (acetane cetanatvaropa). In the figure of samdsokls,
however, the device itself strikes us as more charming.
All the same, it is clear that such passages cannot merit
consideration as real rasas, since real emotions are possible
only in the case of human beings. They can only be
regarded as pseudo-rasas or rasabbasas. Now, this is a
significant clatification by Bhoja, for the first time, of a
subtle point implicit in the dbvani theory.  Unfortunately,
none of the later writers took note of this important con-
sideration in their treatment of the concept of rasabbasa,

25For a fuller discussion on this point, vide- the present writer’s
«The Riddle of Rasa in Sanskrit Poetics’.

26 For a complete account of this view vide- the present writer’s
English translation of the Dhvanyiloka (OBA., Poona, 1955)
p- 11 ff.
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except two Jaina authors, Hemacandra and Narendra-
prabhasari.  Though little known for originality, the
latter gives some of the best examples of this variety of
rasabbasa in his work Alaikiara-mabodadhi (p. 198). They
are i—

L sttt Faas=d
aiere fafad aafafn
FEASTFAAUSS 97
TrgAra AT w0

Here we have the abbasa of sambhoga-srigara between
the Night and the Moon.

2. FFTEAT ey feagEmgaT |
#g! Faufatz=es qarfy 7 gamw o

We have here the abbdsa vipralambha-srigara between
Day and Twilight. Though a stray writer’s opinion,
readers will see that this is a logical corollary of the axioms
of the dhvani theory; and Bhoja deserves the credit of being
the first writer to point it out. Although, in the context
in which they occur, such verses can only have primacy of
vdcydrtha or beautiful moontise, sunset, etc., and hence can
be classed technically only as alaikaras, yet when appre-

27 Kumarasambhava, VIIT, 63 quoted by Vamana in his Kdvydlasi-
karasatravriti an an example of a compound figure—utpreksavoyava.

28 Quoted also in the Dhvanydloka, under I, 13; but as a figure of
speech. Abhinavagupta opines that it may be samasokt: (if
Bhamaha's view be adopted) or dksepa (if Vimana’s view be fol-
lowed); quoted also by Kuntaka, Mammata, Hemacandra, ete.
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ciated as mnklakas or self-contained lyrical gems, they
deserve to be reckoned only as rasabhasas.2?

VI

After Bhoja, the only major writer who gives us new
thought on the subject is Sdradatanaya. Unlike Bhoja and
others who werebusy only with the varieties of srigirabhisa,
Saraditanaya bestows attention also on @bbdsas of rasas
other than $riggra.30  He feels that as $rgdra turns out to
be syigarabbasa by the interaction of Aasya, so other rasas
like v7ra too become abhisas by their mingling with in-
compatible rasas. The disproportionate mixture of hasys
with bibbatsa, of vira with bhayanaka, of adbhuta with
bibbatsa and karupa, of randra with soka and bhaya, of karuna
with hasya and drigara, of bbayanka with randra and vira,
results respectively in the abbasas of the basya, vira, adbhnta,
randra, karuna and bbayanaka rasas.3t

This writer points out that actions of characters
involved in unteciprocated love (e.g., Surpanakha wooing
Rama) become comic and thus result in love transposed.
Similatly, the intrusion of filth and blood will spoil Aasya
and render it hasyabbasa. 1f one were to brag heroically

20 An equally charming illustration cited by Hemacandra is the
following verse of Kalidasa (Meghadita, I. 30):—
FuirEwaRafesT i fae:
qIIgSSAT ATTEATH (RIf ASTTOTqor © |
Frurd § gt fazgrasgay sasewT
F1=d g7 eaita fafyar @ @aaogrEn:

30 Saradatanaya says that he is only summarising the view of
Kalpavalli. Who the author of this work is cannot be ascertained
Now.

31 Bhavaprakasana (GOS) pp. 132-3.



130 Essays in Sanskrit Literary Criticism

before women (like Uttara in the Mahabharata) and take to
his heels at the very sight of the battle-field, it is virabhasa.
Bloody spectacles will spoil the emotion of adbbuta. 1f a
terribly heroic character, sworn to revenge, suddenly
begins to tremble and weep, we get raudrabhasa. 1f a
sorrowing person were to indulge in love and laughter, it
is a case of karupabbasa. A tepulsive person’s love for a
beautiful woman is bibbatsabhasa. When a man in fear
begins to talk heroic language, the result is bbayanakabhasa.
Thus, in all instances, Saraditanaya finds a mixture of
incompatible emotions. They all have the ridiculous effect
in common. But from the standpoint of the main emotion
which is caricatured, it comes to be termed @bbasa. Which
rasa is the main in a particular context, can be decided by
looking at its priority in appearance, or emphasis in
treatment.32 This view deserves to be regarded as a signi-
ficant contribution to the thought on rasabbasa.

The above view of rasabbasa is quoted with approval
by Singabhupila in his Rasarnava-sudhakara. He gives the
telling analogy of an unscrupulous minister who usurps all
royal powers so that the king remains no more than a
figurehead; so also in a literary work an aigarasa might
assume disproportionate impottance and overshadow the
angirasa .33

vil

The second variety of spigarabhasa noted by Bhoja in
his Sarasvatikanthabbarana, viz., that subsisting in lower
animals, provoked some criticism from medieval writers on

320p. cit. pp. 133-4.
33 Itid. (TSS) p. 202,
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Nanskrit poetics. The best illustrations for this variety are
provided by Kaliddsa in his description of the effects of
spring on the animal and plant world in his Kumarasambhava
I11, which ate quoted by mote than one writer3:—

7y flw: FgaFard ool ot EmdagaE: |

e ¥ eqafaHifeare] gnasead goar |
This i; a fine description of the bee’s love.

3q TRISHA LI TATT TUZISAS FL: |

srfoE (a3 S G9EAraTE LATEAArEr 0 e

Here we have the love-life of the elephant and the cakra-
raka bird.

A AYSTEITHEATEE: TECIATS (CSAAIZLET: |

FATAFIET LA S AR YA SRS 1) %
This portrays love between creepets and trees.

On the analogy of this, the emotions of lower animals
and rustics (hinapatra or mleccha ), etc., recognised by Bhoja
as the first variety of srrgarabbasa, were being regarded as
ineligible to the status of rasa. ‘The first writer who voices
an effective protest is Vidyadhara, the author of Ekavali.

He argues strongly in favour of their being regarded as |

rasas, and attempts to refute Bhoja’s theory. The following e

is his argument :

34 E.g., by Vi§vanatha in his Sahityadarpana, Narendraprabhasiri
in his Alaskaramahodadhi, and Singabhiipala in his Rasdrnava-
sudhikara.

35 Kumarasambhava 111. 36.

36 7bid., I11. 37.

37 [bid., TI1. 39.
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Lower animals, too, can become vibhavas etc. (objects
of emotion reacting to emotional stimuli) and are,
therefore, entitled to the experience of rasz. It might
be argued that they are not conscious of vibhava, etc.,
like human beings, and are hence unfit to have rasa.

But not all human beings either are conscious of
emotions. The emotions of such uncultured persons
will also become rasabhasa; and this is not acceptable.
The possibility of partaking in emotion is enough to
justify rasa; and conditions like conscious participation
are uncalled for.38
Some late commentators of Mammata’s text, like

Bhimasena Diksita, think that Bhoja’s view is opposed to
that of Mammata and so attempt to refute it with similar
arguments. Bhimasena observes39:—

In the case of lower animals, etc., we have only rase
and no rasibhisa, since no impropriety is involved.
Otherwise, our author (Mammata) would not have
pointed out the emotion of fear (bhayanaka) in verses
like grivabhangabhiramanm 4

38 ‘grqy g e foder gaad 1w gdeera | Jeafy feararfs-
gwarq | fawrafesragenfiadsat 7w wlageefa <aeaf
AW 1 waedsEfd Fgfaq qun@y  EfasareEwagr oo
favrnfegwaisfe <@ wfe saies:, 9 fewmarfeamy 1 qaw
o= @ 3@ 1 —Quoted by Singabhiipala, Ibid., p. 206.

B Fegaty YAFANANATET qAGT ArATEITIAISEY | fadar)y
@RISR O,  qerm: | 59 uF gfasr) ‘ daragn— '
zearR) faafavagar wams . . IqeRR |

—Sudhdsagara (Chowkhamba edn., p. 169.)

10 Abhijhiana-Sakuntala, I; quoted in Kavyaprakase IV.
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liven Jagannatha appeats to agtee with this criticism,
since he does not illustrate this variety of rasabhasa at all in
his Rasagangadhara*t

VIII

Bhoja, however, found a very staunch adherent in
Singabhupiala who ably silences these critics, derisively
designated by him as m/leccharasavadins.  He says :—

It is wrong to hold that the lower animals can serve
as vibhavas; for Bharata has laid down that, in Srigara,
only persons bright, pure and handsome, can setve as
vibhavas. No one can attribute these characteristics to
the lower creatures. If it be argued that, in their case,
behaviour natural to them is enough for constituting
their vibbavatva, this is refuted on the ground that
vibbavatva consists, not in animal natutre, which can be
called Aaruna (cause) at the most, but in such love as
can afford joy to cultured critics. The next argument,
that love of uncultured persons too would then cease
to be rasa, is in fact no criticism, but only a statement
of our own position.42

1Ibid., p. 119 ff.

127 qraq fawemi fawaameray, gzar g agssas gfaay
qRATaEda aEgAL A fraracEara e | faamgaanssAEe -
AR IssaagfagdraaragwaT sfaga ... fF =
sifgavaadasgar 7 fawnaed, afy g wasfagcemaggd Wafafar-
¥ o9 fawarfeaw amifeataes:, a9 geafaadsa 7
favraat mfia  afg famanfeamfedy Ay w@mamsEgT sfa
¥, A9 qm: | fEEdgaedigenuresoNag @IS

EETATR:
— Rasarpavasudhakara, p. 206.
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Vidyanatha in his Prafaparadriya, and Abhinava
Kilidasa in his Nafjjardja-yasobhnsspa adopt this view of
Singabhuipala without any discussion. They state in a
nutshell that the rasas, Srigara, vira, randra, and adbbuta,
are at their best only when subsisting in extraordinary
heroes; and become caricatured into Zbbisas when portrayed
in coarse characters.43

IX

There is one stray writer who holds the extreme view
that rasabbiasa is a dosa, or downright blemish. It is
Amrtinanda-yogin, the author of alarikara-sangraba. He
quotes a highly erotic verse from Kialidasa’s Kumdirasambhava,
viz., VIII 18, as an example as rasabhasa and adds that the
description smacks of obscenity, as a description of the
amours of one’s own parents.#¢ Both Anandavardhana
and Mammata had noticed this kind of anaacitya (impro-
priety) as a rasadosa, but they had not specifically brought
it under the class of rasibbisa, because while the dosa is
primarily repulsive to cultured taste, the @bbasa is not, and
might be quite appealing in spite of the impropriety.
The impropriety of dosa is thus different in kind from the
impropriety involved in @bbasa, and this discrimination is
wanting in the account of Amrtanandayogin.

3 gFAFNLA fadgFIeTEsta ar |
it agafFazaearafear 7a:

— Prataparudra-yasobhisana, (BSS), p. 227; Naijardja-yasobhisana
(GOS) p. 38.

“ fgAifears faaaatg geimaag |
—Alamkarasangraha (Adyar) p. 90.
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X

Govinda, the author of Pradipa, a commentary on the
Kavyaprakasa, and Jagannatha speak of rasabhasas othet
than srrigarabbasa even as arising out of the impropriety
involved primarily in @lambana-vibhavas, or characters, and
illustrate them as follows :—

When a preceptor, saint etc., is made the source of
laughter, when pity is portrayed with reference to a
hermit, when heroism and anger are directed against
parents etc., when fear is delineated in a mighty hero,
when disgust is described in instances of sacred animal
sacrifice, when wonder is attributed to spectacles of
magic and when tranquillity is developed in base
characters— we get gbbasas of emotions like hasya,
karuna, etc.45  Such emotions may be looked upon as
transposed ot misapplied emotions, which have their
place in the portrayal of subordinate characters in
literary works.

XI
Rasabhasas, thus, lie midway between noble senti-
ments and their comic degradation. They represent an

intermediate stage between the sublime and the ridiculous.
While such impropriety would mar the serious emotions

.o gd WaETEFAAAr  graey, fIAGgagr  FE0R,
frarareraaaar AT, ATIEAT AITHE, THAR TS
T Arcaed, TR raraaqagasd, IemiferaeaT araen
EIEICRC L
Kavyapradipa (KM Edn.) p. 93; cf. Rasagangadhara (KM Edn.)
p. 123. -
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when developed in the major characters4¢ it nonetheless
becomes a virtue in the portrayal of minor characters. The
concept of rasabhasa thus provides us rare glimpses into
Indian aesthetics and literary criticism. The region in
which the Indian poet wins his widest, if not his hardest,
triumph is one which John Morley significantly calls ‘the
region of the noble commonplace’. What he says of
Shakespeare can be applied with equal truth to Kalidasa :
“His popularity with the many is not due to those
finer glimpses that are the very essence of all poetic
delight to the few, but to his thousand other magni-
ficent attractions, and above all...to the lofty ot
pathetic setting with which he vivifies not the
subtleties or refinements, but the commonest and most
elementary traits of the commonest and most ele-
mentaty human moods.”*?
The Indian concept of rasa, with its counterpart in
rasabbasa, illustrates the ttuth of this remark and serves as
a guide-post for the appreciation of Sanskrit classics.

46 But Rapagosvamin, Kavi Karpapiira and other later represen-
tatives of Bengal Vaisnavism raised even rasdbhdsa in the eroticism
of Srikrsna and Gopis to the rank of the highest érigara:

Cf. gy zgryrg: 9z |

amfe safrafaszngas srads a9 o
—Quoted in Alankara-kaustubha, (V.R.S. edn.), p. 133.

This was objected to by traditionalists like Jagannatha. These
have heen left out of consideration here since they have been fully
discussed by Prof. S, P. Bhattacharya in his article on Ras@bhdsa,
in the Calcutta Oriental Journal, Vol. TI, p, 246 f, and gloss on
Alathkara-Kaustubha, pp. 127-8, and 131-36.

47J. Morley, Critical Miscellanies, Vol. 1., p. 206,
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A NOVEL VIEW OF MAHIMABHATTA: ON THE
PLACE OF METRE IN POETRY

Mahimabhatta’s 1/yaktiviveka has not received the
attention it deserves from writers on Alaikarasastra. While
mention is often made of Mahimabhatta’s polemical and
peremptory peregrinations in the realm of dialectics, his
positive contributions to Indian literary criticism have
been left either unnoticed or underestimated. Nevertheless
it remains a fact that a student who boldly ventures into
the wide wilderness of Mahimabhatta’s headstrong and
bypercritical argumentation, will be more than rewarded
for all his troubles. For, some of the observations in the
Vyaktiviveka are quite as significant as they are strikingly
novel. In the present paper, it is proposed to invite the
attention of scholars to one such original and significant
view of Mahimabhatta. In passing, a reference will be
made also to another illuminating observation of his in
connection with the propriety of samasas in poetry. The
main view discussed here, centres round the importance or
otherwise of mechanical conformance to given metrical
patterns in literary judgment.

The view that laws of metre are inviolable in poetry
and that the slightest transgression of them on the poet’s
part will be tantamount to a most serious dosa or blemish,
is a long established credo not only with writers on Metrics
but also with Sanskrit rhetoricians. And it acquires added
strength from the practice of poets themselves, who are
generally not open to the charge of metrical deficiency,
notwithstanding their innumerable other omissions, perhaps
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more significant.!  While it is true that mechanical perfec-
tion to metre is not an undesirable check on the bouncing
pagassus of poetic imagination, the fact cannot be for-
gotten that true genius will never allow itself to be
cabined and cribbed by any external stranglehold. Of
course no poet worth his name would try to ride rough-
shod over all canons of Grammar and Metre simply to show
off his /Jicentia vatum; nevertheless, poetic solecisms in
grammar and lapses in metre are far too common to
escape notice. Do they deserve unqualified censure by
literary critics? That is the point at issue. Conservative
critics of the traditional school had no doubts at all regard-
ing this question. As their foremost representative we may
see Dandin who dogmatically declares that bhinnavrtta or a
lapse in metre is one of the most execrable blemishes (¢sz
dosassuninditah) that can taint a work of literature.2 Nor

1Cf. Mallinatha’s remarks while attempting to explain away Kali-
dasa’s usage, Viz., datikrtamdrgadaréanah in Raeghuvamsa, XIX,
23:—
atra nibantasyapi datisabdasya cchandobhangabhayaddhrasvaivam
krtam, ‘api mdsam masom kurydcchandobhangam tyajedgiram,’
ttyupadesdt.
2Ct. varpandm nyanatidhikye gurulaghvayathdsthitih |
tatra tadbhinnavrtiam syddesa dosassuninditah ||
— Kavyadarsa, 111, 156
Cf. also Vamana's Kdvydlankdrasttravrits, 11, ii, 1.
Equally strong are the remarks of Bhamaha on solecisms in
Grammar:
sarvath@ padamapyekam na nigadyamavadyarat |
vilaksmana hi kavyena dussuteneva nindyate ||
— Kavyalankara, 1, ii

and bhinnavrtta is counted by him also as a dosa.
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was this view restricted only to the ancient school of
rhetoricians ; for even Mammata, a writer belonging to the
neo-school of criticism, shares it whole-heartedly.3

It is against this background that we have to read the
remarks of Mahimabhatta to realise their refreshing origi-
nality and importance. In the opinion of Mahimabhatta,
all blemishes can be brought under the general head of
anaucitya or Impropriety which, once again, is two-fold in-
asmuch as it is cither essential or intrinsic (artha or
antaraniga-anancitya) or merely mechanical and extrinsic
($abda- ot bahiranga-anancitya). In literary judgment, Impro-
ptiety can have reference only to the checks and hindrances
upon the smooth delineation of rasa or sentiment and rasas
are marred directly by antaraniga anancitya whereas indirectly
by babirariga-anancitya. As Anandavardhana had already
dealt in detail with the first class of anancitya, Mahimabhatta
does not like to go over the same ground. Surprising as
it might seem, he records his complete agreement with the
obsetvations of Anandavardhana on this subject® and pro-
ceeds to take up the latter only for purposes of detailed
exposition. At the outset he declares that sabda-anancitya is
fivefold:  Vidbeyavimarsa, Kramabbeda, Prakramabheda,
Pannaraktya and Vacyavacana and adds in the same breath
this illuminating statement:—

3 Vide the Kavyaprakidsa, ch. VIL. Instead of bhinnavrite he em-
ploys the expression hatavrita.

4 Cf. tatra  vibh@vanubhdvavyabhicarinamayathdyatham rasesu yo
viniyogah tanmdatralaksanamekamantarangamadyairevoktamiti neha
pratanyate. — Vyaktiviveka, p. 144 (Kashi Edn.)

For a detailed account of Anandavardhana’s treatment of
anaucityadosa, Vide my paper bearing the same title published in the
Festschrift presented to Sri K.M. Munshi, Bharatiya Vidya, Vol. IX.
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dubsravatvamapi vrttasya Sabdanancityamera; tasya-

Pyanuprasaderiva  rasanuguyena  pravriteristatvil.

Kevalan vacakatvisrayametanna bbavatiti na tattulya-

kaksyatayopatiam .

(Even jarring metre really deserves to be classed as verbal
impropriety only inasmuch as it is admitted that the
purpose of Metre also happens to be the same as the other
external elements of poetry, viz., serviceability towards the
evoking of sentiments. It has, however, not been included
in the above classification as it does not depend solely on
sabdas.)

What needs special attention here is the expression:
vritasya dubsravatvarz. Mahimabhatta is not here toeing the
line with the ancients because a dubsrava-vrtta is not the
same as a bhinnavrita or a hatavrtta. While the latter refers
to any and every technical deficiency in respect of con-
formance to a fixed metrical pattern, the latter has reference
only to the grating or discordant notes that jar on the
cultured ear. According to Mahimabhatta, then, it is not
so much a metrical lapse that becomes a real blemish in
poetry, but rather cacophony which may occur often in
metrically correct passages also. In other words, it is the
trained ear alone which can decide whether a given passage
is clothed in proper metre or otherwise; not the science of
Metrics.

Mahimabhatta’s viewpoint is brought out still more
vividly in connection with his proposed emendation of
Kalidasa’s verse:

5 Vyaktiviveka, p. 152.
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srastannitambidavalambamana

punab punab kesarapuspakaiciiz|

nyasikriam sthanavidd smarvena

dvittya manrvimiva karmnkasyal[®

'That samasas always involve considerations of primary

and secondary importance of the constituent members is
another significant doctrine of Mahimabhatta. According
to him, this consideration of pradhanyetarabbava which is
only of logical and technical interest in the matter of
grammatical explanation of the compound words, acquires
infinite significance in the realm of poetry, because it is only
in poetry that the full significance of words is very deli-
berately exploited and manipulated by the poets so as to
serve their poetic requirements. In ordinary parlance or
scientific writing, the use of compounds without any
special regard to the pradbanya or otherwise of the indi-
vidual membeis may be permitted so long as there is no
loss to sense, though there is bound to be some loss to
significance. But in poetry, such a loss becomes unpardon-
able because its very essence lies in the rich significance
attached to every word, nay, every member of a compound
even. Thus in a zatpurusasamdsa the idiom of the language
demands that the first member be rendered secondary in
importance and convey the pradhanya of the second member
only. And if a poet seeks to emphasise the first idea as
well as the second, it is his duty to avoid a semdasa at all
costs. In the example from Kilidasa cited above, the poet
is trying to offer a striking parallel to the kesarapuspakanicr
which Pirvati is wearing through the expression dvit7ya-
manrvimiva found in the second line; as such, the emphatic
pictuse of the dvitiyatva of manrvt must get equal empHasis,

¢ Kumarasambhava, 111, 55.
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which it does not get as the first member of a samasa.
Hence Mahimabhatta desires that the word should be
emended into waurvisz dvitiyar in the text so that the em-
phatic significance of the wotd as a parallel to £afic7 be
preserved intact. The altered teading would violate the
demands of metre according to Mahimabhatta as there
would be a mixing up of Indravajra and Upendravajra mettes
without any system. In the first half of the verse, we have
Indravajra in the first line and Upendravajra in the second
line. In view of rigorous symmetry, we would expect a
similar combination in the second half also, i.e. of Indra-
vajra in the third line and Upendravajra in the fourth. While
the reading dvityamanrvin would satisfy this condition, the
proposed reading manrviis dvitiyanz will not. But Mahima-
bhatta asserts that one need not be too touchy about mere
mechanical symmetry so long as there is no offence to the
ear. His own words are:
na caivari vrttabbanigasaiika karya, tasya Sravyatva-
matralaksapatvat; tadapeksayaiva 1V asantatilakadaviva
Gurvantatiniyamasya  sakarnaRairatrapyanadytatydr.
ata eva yamakinuprasayoriva vritasyapi sabdalankara-
tvamupagatamasmabhih.?

7 A perusal of the available treatises on Metrics, however, shows
that the verse in question is written in the Upajati-vrtta which can
include according to theory all the fourteen possible interminglings
of the Indravajra and Upendravajrd feet. Thus understood, even the
suggested reading of Mahimabhatta will not spoil the accuracy of
the Upajati-vrtta. This may lead us to think that in practice the
poets observed some principle, unrecorded though, in the mingling
of feet of these two metres. But this conjecture also is falsified by
the practice of Kalidasa himself in the IT Canto of his Raghuvamsa
and the IIT Canto of his Kumdrasambhava where we find almost all

) — Continued Next Page.

e B SR 525
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In fact, as we all know, the well-known metre
| ‘wsantatilaka has a final short syllable instead of the long
one in the works of almost all Sanskrit poets. The rigid
rulc of Metrics demanding a long syllable at the end of each
foot is obsetved mote in its violation than in fulfilment.®
No one who has an ear to harmony would object to such
usages of the poets. Mahimabhatta only pleads for an
cxtension of this universally recognised freedom in matters.
of Metre. He regards the various metres to be just on a
par with verbal figures of speech like Alliteration and
Rhyme; and allots them no higher place in the province of
poetty. Mahimabhatta would be glad to allow the poet the
same freedom in the choice of Metre and in their mani-
pulation as the poet has always enjoyed in the employment
of Yamakas and Anuprasas.®

— Continued from Page 142.

combinations of these. The only other alternatives we are left with
are: Either Mahimabhatta was not a good student of Metrics or
Metrics as he knew did not allow of such combinations, though they
were very much in vogue among poets. The latter possibility seems
to gain strength in view of the fact that later commentators gave
Upajati the widest significance by including even a combination of
vrttas other than Indravajra and Upendravajr@ under it. (Vide
Pingala’s Cchandassttra, VI, 15-17 and Vrita-ratnakara 111 4 with
the com. of Srinatha thereon).

sEven here the rule is not at all rigid if we take into considera-
tion such late works on Metrics as the Srutabodha which gives the
convenient rule:

vijfieyamaksaram guru padantastham vikalpena. (I. 2)

9 Even Bhoja whose conception of sabdalankara is the most com-
prehensive known to Sanskrit Poetics, does not include vrita under
it ; he speaks, however, of bhinnavrita-sargatva as a Sabdalankara of
Prabandha. But it is a point altogether different. (Cf. Dr. V.
Raghvan, Sragdraprakisa, p. 363 and p. 413).
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It is indeed a commonplace to students of English
Metse that the greatness of individual poets is often esti-
mated on the success of new modifications introduced by
them into well-known verse-patterns. In our own country,
such a view has never found favour ot following. All the
same, Mahimabhatta deserves due credit for his bold,
though forlorn, attempt at raising the issue and at indicat-
ing the direction in which the truth lies.

In the nature of things, Metrics can never be a positive
science. Indian writers on metre have always recognised
this truth as they indicate the inoumerable, though un-
worked, posibilities of metrical combinations alongside of
defining the well-known #r#7as or patterns. It is indeed a
standing challenge of Metrics to the genius of poets to
evolve new and evernew harmonies. As in Classical Indian
Music, so in Classical Sanskrit Poetry, can we not trace the
cause of decline and decadence to the refusal on the part of
genius to take up the challenge?




XII

THE DOCTRINE OF DOSAS
IN SANSKRIT POETICS

An attempt is made in this paper to trace the develop-
ment of the concept dosas in the history of Sanskrit
poetics.

Bbarata

The sixteenth chapter of Bharata’s Niatya-Sistra gives
us for the first time an outline of dosas along with other
topics pertaining to Sanskrit poetics. Here we meet with
a list of ten dosas—ierd, wratwz, sddm, fard, wam, afweem,
=rareda, faww, faafrg and wssdw. Bharata’s immediate con-
cetn was ndfya-Sastra or dramaturgy and his treatment of
aupas, dosas and alaikaras, comes in only incidentally, His
central theme is rase which is the all-important element in
any drama. The other elements such as guna are sub-
ordinated to the principal purpose of achieving rasz in a
drama. That the former elements came to be treated in his
work at all was by reason of the fact that they constituted
what he calls sicikibbinaya which in its turn forms an
important factor, the anubbiva, in awakening rasa.

It is clear, then, that Bharata’s conception of dojsas has
in view the rasas which it is his main aim to explain. One
other important thing to be noted in this connection is that
Bharata has expressly given the dosas a positive value
besides their inherent negative capacity. Bharata says that
the gupas are none othet than the opposites of dosas.t One

tarory faaaaraeA |
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would normally expect that gayas should be explained as
positive excellences whose negations constitute doszs. But
in Bharata it is the other way about. And this is quite in
keeping with the common-sense view of things. * For it is
not difficult for one to seize upon a fault instinctively and
realise its substance, while an excellence cannot be con-
ceived unless its essence is comprehended by differentiating
it from a fault which is generally more easily understood.

At this stage, it may also be noted in passing that the
classification of sabdadosas and arthadosas, a commonplace
of later theorists, is conspicuous by its absence in Bharata
though his definition of visandfbi has in its view Sabdas more
than arthas. Turthermore, the ten dosas are not called
rasadosas though, as we have seen, they are ultimately related
to rasa. On the other hand, they are merely called &avya-
dosas. ‘'This indicates the rudimentary nature of poetics in
the age of Bharata; and that is why we do not meet here
with a detailed treatment of anancitya, the chief deterrent of
rasa, which was highly elaborated later by the Dbvanikira
and others.

Bhamaha

Next we may pass on to Bhimaha, the author of
Kayyalankidra who, unlike Bharata, treats of poetics as an
independent subject. Bhimaha has enumerated two sets of
dosas—one in the first chapter of his work and the other in
the fourth. The first set consists of ten dosas—aary, oz,
=T, FATHF, TENRT A, FYHFTA, Hfrgse, srdgee and Fegrgse.
These are mentioned in a context whete he has been dis-
cussing the general characteristics of poetry. The statement
which immediately precedes the enumeration of these dosas
is:—amfadaasifrafcer ammaegfy « “A devious or artful
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presentation of meaning and words is desirable in virtue of
their constituting figures of speech.” Then he proceeds to
pivethe list of dogas, neyartba etc. If our interpretation of the
later $lokas is to be in keeping with the previous rematks
of Bhimaha, we shall have to say that these eleven dosas
represent faults in artful locution which in its turn has
heen described as the essence of ornament in poetry. Not
any and every peculiarity in the turn of expression will
acquire the status of ornament. Expressions too far-fetched
should be avoided scrupulously. In pasticular, neyirtha
and others ate the veritable pitfalls which a poet should
guard against. Thus, it will be seen, Bhamaha’s first list of
dosas may be more aptly described as vakroktidosas than as
kavyadosas.

The faults discussed by Bhamaha in his second list are
cleven viz., ¥ard, =09, THTY, JGAF, ATFH, A, Afqwee,
faafra, TaweFasEEnaEEaaty and sfasdeadeda. These
constitute the dosas par excellence in any Rivya, according
to Bhamaha. While the first list of dosas concerns vakrokti,
the inner nature or essence of poetry, the second mentions
only such defects as are more or less external.

A glance at the two lists of faults, given by Bharata
and Bhamaha respectively, will at once show that while
some of Bhimaha’s faults cotrespond generally to Bharata’s
in name ot in substance (e.g. ekartha, visandpi), Bhamaha in
bis elaborate system is cettainly ahead of his predecessor.

This is particularly illustrated in Bhadmaha’s elucidation
that a fault is not always a fault. Bharata, as we have
already seen, insists that dosas are positive entities which
can never be permitted to creep into a good kavya.
Bhimaha, on the other hand, makes some allowances even
with regard to technical defects. He does not agree with
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Bharata that they are positive entities universally marring
the poetic effect. Contrariwise, he even goes to the extent
of maintaining that a fault is sometimes converted into an
excellence. Forinstance, the blemish of ekartha (redundance)
will indeed heighten the poetic effect in special citcums-
tances instead of marring it when the word in question
(e.g. 7=3 =) is repeated under the pressure of fear, sorrow
and jealousy (Wastwgam) as also of delight and wonder
(gdfaewmarefy). It is interesting to note here that Bhamaha’s
successors found herein a broad hint regarding the imper-
manence in the character of dosa, and they carried the
scheme further, each in his own way, as we shall have
occasion to see below.

Regarding the vakrokti-dosas (as we have termed them)
also, Bhamaha allows some margin though he does not go
as far as assigning to them the high place of gunas. He says
that even flaws look well —though they do not become
positive merits— when placed in a particular context or
situation even as a blue flower acquires beauty when strung
in the middle of a garland. He also cites in support of this
thesis the instance of collyrium (a thing without beauty in
itself) acquiring charm in the eyes of a lovely damsel.2

Before we pass on to consider Dandin’s treatment of
.dosas, it may not be out of place to point out that even
Bharata has not given us any clear-cut classification of dosas
into qg, ar, meg and 14 as is done by later writers, And

2Cf. afedufamary gewmfs A
A IBRATTEHTOS FAMHT 1
frfsaaraagirealy g9 dramaamsafy o

FratgaIaR-acd asaatagr=aTq _
—1. 54-565, Kavyalankara.
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in his enumeration are included faults belonging to words
as well as to sense.

Bhimaha, it must also be observed, is very eloquent on
the disrepute which dosas bring an author. He says, “Not
even a single faulty word is to be allowed in a composition.
It verily brings discredit to the author even as a degenerate
son to the father. Abstention from poetizing is no crime
and it does not entail any punishment or disease. But
bad composition indeed is spoken of as veritable death by
the learned.”3

Bhamaha regards #pama so important in his scheme of

alaikiras that he goes to the extent of defining and illus-
trating the dogas that are possible in connection with it.
The number of these #pamadosas is seven and it appears
that Medhavin was their earliest propounder. The seven
dosas are—gxar, gavwE, fogde, a9z, faudy, goamiysa and
HYRAAT.

Dandin

Dandin is even more vehement and emphatic tham
Bhimaha in holding that even a slight defect is sure
to mar the effect of poetry just as a single leprous spot is
sufficient to fender a handsome body ugly and hence it
should not be endured.t He says, “A word well used

3 99T 939 S 7 fFRTRIATEE |
faweon fg e gegona fead W
arFfacanyAig g qUSE av |
@aﬁfaa! g mm‘agﬁm@ﬁ#‘[ﬁm; n—I. 11-12, Ibid.
4 qEeqAlY MY FTq g FI=99 |
R gazqf‘q A ity u—Kavyadarsa 1. 7.
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is declared by the wise to be the wish-fulfilling cow;
the same ill-used, however, declares the user’s bovine
nature.”?

In the third chapter of the Kayyaddursa, Dandin enume-
rates ten dosas which are, in name, substance and even the
order of enumeration, identical with Bhamaha’s second list
of dosas noted above, with the only exception of the
eleventh, namely, of defective logic which is recognised by
Bhamaha though rejected by Dandin as a fault difficult to
judge and unprofitable to discuss. The question whether
etrors in syllogistic conclusion probans and illustration are
to be regarded as blemishes in poetry or not is, according to
Dandin, 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 would be both
inappropriate and useless.® In view of the fact that Bhamaha
mentions and illustrates these dosas in this very order in
great detail, some scholars have tried to conclude that the
remarks of Dandin are directed against Bhamaha, his pre-
decessor in the history of Sanskrit poetics.

With regard to Bhamaha’s first list of faults (which we
have designated vakroktidosas)y which concern the very
essence of poetry, these cortrespond in general to the dosas
(or rather the opposites of gupas) which Dandin mentions
as absent in the Vaidarbbamarga and as characterising its
opposite or Gandamirga. For example the opposite of kanti
is atynkti, and neyatva is the opposite of arthavyakti. These

5 Y FIAHT SRR SRR g )
FSIFAT G HATET: §9 watq w—7Ibid., 4. 6.

6 BIREIES AR HIEER TG il :
=T FHammEEdAEE 6 wuq 1 —Ibid., Wi 127.
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latter are, as we have seen, regarded by Bhamaha as faults.
Thus though Dandin does not mention Bhamaha’s first list
of ten dosas as well as most of Bharata’s original ten dosas,
he could not very well avoid referring to some of those
essential dosas at least in passing, notwithstanding the fact
that he does not define and distinguish them. It follows
from the above that Dandin wanted to adhere to the con-
ventional number of ten dosas though he was aware of
other dosas of which he did not altogether disapprove.
Like Bhamaha, Dandin too does not enter into the
question first raised by Bharata as to whether the dosas in
poetics are positive entities or mere negations of gupas.
Bharata holds that gupas signify nothing more than the
negative condition of dogibhiva so that dosas are, in his
opinion, positive entities from which the gupas are known
by implication. It is clear from Dandin’s treatment, how-
ever, that he mentions (in chapter IV) the external faults
apparently as positive entities after the manner of Bhamaha.
In the case of upamidosas, Dandin has some improve-
ments to suggest over Bhimaha’s treatment of them.
Bhamaha blindly accepted Medhavin’s catalogue of #pama-
dosas without adding anything of his own. And to this
Dandin demurs. He is of opinion that the presence of such
inconsistencies as faqdw, stargza and swE in a piece of
poetsy entails as such the absence of #pama in them. Hence
it is meaningless to call them wpamidosas. They are im-
possible in any piece which is in accordance with the
definition of wpama as laid down earlier.” And even as
tegards the other four dojas treated by Bhamaha, namely

7 garFafsacagsd TNgd T )
IIET ATH g7 q€qT: qo=arsd yazgq n—Ibid., i, 14,
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gtan, stfyaaa, fogag and a=itig, Dandin declares that they ate
not always dogas or detractors of beauty in a simile, and sup-
ports his claim with apt instances. 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 refined-
If they offend the taste of the cultured, then alone can they
be termed as dosas, 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.?

Thus, though Dandin has here and there tried to
improve upon Bhamaha, he remains in essence a follower
of his, and like him, he does not venture upon any original
treatment of the subject of poetic flaws either with reference
to their nature or number. Though he criticises some older
views, and he views the whole thing from a different and
more original standpoint, still it will be in vain if we look
forward to find in his work any cleat-cut classification of
the dosas on scientific principles. In the main, he adheres
to the traditional number of the ten dosas and does not like
to deviate from it.

Vamana

Viamana’s work, in comparison with Dandin’s and
Bhimaha’s shows further progress and elaboration of the
ideas discussed above. The vague and unsystematic treat-
ment of dogas in the earlier writers now loses that character

8 Cf. 7 fogasd fasd a fmfysara ar |
JIHTENITATS FAEN T froary 11 —Lbid., i, 51.

°® Cf. igﬂa"a%raf@: arrtwasrﬁ-raanw '
LREIEC IR R i i—1bid., i, 56.
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fot the first time in Vamana in so far as the dogas are fully
developed and catefully set forth by him.

As the means of arriving at poetic beauty, in Vamana’s
opinion, is the avoidance of dosas and the utilization of
gunas and alarikdras, Vimana, like his predecessors, lays
down at the outset that poetty must be free from dosas.1®
Dosabina gains precedence over that of gupidina in achiev-
ing the poetic effect. The Kamadbenn finds a justification
for this. It quotes the well-known maxim “gearadargal-
arafasafaaday” in support of its position that the poet must
first endeavour to banish all flaws from his compositions
before setting about to add beauty to it. The removal of
the undesirable is indeed the pre-requisite which paves the
way for the desirable.1?

Then Vimana devotes a whole chapter (the fgaarfisor)
for the consideration of the dogas and calls it by the name
of dosadarsana: ‘A Notice of Defects’. The very first satra
in this chapter is “yofawdaramy fr:”  <Defects are those
elements whose characteristics are opposite to those of the
gunas.” ‘This goes flatly against the theory of Bharata who,
as we have seen, held just the opposite view. For the first
time in the history of Sanskrit poetics, Vimana has
expressly set at naught the authority of Bharata and as-
serted a contrary thesis. The positive elements in poctic
composition are gupas and not the dosas which are merely
negations of gaupas.

10 Cf. F1ed A | SFEATER: | § AWINSFIE-
gmarm-qrq__lfdvydlaﬁkdmsatm, 1,1 1-3.
N Cf. gemadargatmfrefagatafy dar EregRTERE
fvgmaa wfaar weafafs gufag vgmes yaadqr e

Fq: — Kavydlankara-kimadbenu, under 1. 1i. 3.
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At this stage one is apt to raise an objection that since
Quwas are positive elements in poetry, an exposition of them
in the first instance entails as a logical consequence an ink-
ling into the precise nature of defects, theitr negations, and
therefore a chapter need not be unnccessarily wasted on
dosas, and that too, to treat of the dosas before treating of
Lupas is highly unwarranted. Vamana anticipates such an
objection on the part of the reader and answers him by say-
ing that though the objection is well founded, practical
considerations demand that the dosas must be given separate
treatment.’2  The precise nature of dosas becomes clear to
students only when they ate enunciated, defined and classi-
fied scientifically, not otherwise.l3 Hence it is evident that
the main object of Vimana was to give a thorough-going
and well-defined treatment of the dosas as distinguished from
the rough and ready treatment of these by his predecessors.

Poetry may become tainted with flaws either because
“the communication is defective and the vehicle inoperative
ot because the expetience or idea communicated is worth-
less though the possibility of a presence of both the dosas
in a particular context is not precluded. The vehicle of
communication may become defective either by virtue of
the individual words comprising it or by teason of the
sentence as 2 whole which tepresents it. On the whole,
then, a four-fold classification of dosas is possible —viz., i.
pada-dosas (flaws relating to words), ii. padartha-dosas (flaws
relating to meanings of words), iii. rakya-dosas (laws charac-
tetising sentences) and iv. »@kyartha-dosas (flaws disfiguring

12Cf. wdaeaaa:; Feed qEFRIISATA TIAE —
‘drpata qas=:’ | —op. cit.
B Y. Sfger st fg S gaar wafa 1—op. cit.
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the sense of sentences). Such is the classification which
Vimana proposes. And it marks a notable improvement
over that of his predecessors. Later writers like Mammata
have appreciated the merits of this scientific classification
and adopted the scheme as standardized by Vamana in their
own treatment of the dosas.

The pada-dosas according to Vimana are five in
number—viz., @, ¥z, I, wwdrg and sFdw. The
padirtha-dosas ate also five viz., e, Jard, ETd, sz@e and
fese.  famga, afawse and faafy form the vakya-dosas while
a1, Usrd, afey, egad, o, Ffaeg and faenfasg constitute
the vakyirtha-dosas. It is clear that even Vimana is as
scrupulous as his forerunners in adhering to the traditional
number of ten inasmuch as his pads- and padirtha- dosas
on the one hand and his v7kys- and wakyirtha- dosas on
the other are exactly ten, neither more nor less.

A comparison of Vimana’s catalogue of dosas with
that of Bhamaba and Daqadin shows us that he has not
added anything new to the existing number of dosas. His
originality consists in his redistribution of them on certain
basic principles and that is all that can be said to his credit.
Though theoretically Vamana follows his predecessors in
his treatment of the dosas, he practically doubles their number.

At the close of Vimana’s chapter on dosas we read—
‘O ATPIEFTEIINIEATT FESAn | 4 @ [eAIAENT: gEET, o
aifaaT qaaed TR IR aATiEE T gfa 1
It is stated here that Vamana proposes to elucidate the
siuksma-dosas in connection with his consideration of the
gmas.  On the basis of this the Kamadhenu concludes that
all the dosas treated so far are to be taken as sthila-dosas 1+

T ACL. afemwfywth swoiar AT FETEATENREETIRE:  §49
ATy — Kavyalankarakdmadhenu, on I1. i, 3.
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It explains the word s#ksma-dosas as those which are not
competent enough to destroy the poetic effect. For instance
the opposite of gjognna is a suksma-dosa, a flaw which is
almost imperceptible and hence negligible.ls The sth#la-
dosas refer to those general defects which mar poetic beauty
in general in the same way as the gupas enhance it. The
Sitksma-dosas correspond to the opposites of the technical
grnas whose presence constitutes an element of charm in
poetry. Though they do not mar the poetic beauty in the
same way as the sth#la-dosas, they must be avoided in the
best kind of poetry. Here also Vamana is indebted to
Dandin who too speaks of dosas which are opposite of
gunas.  But (the fact of ) giving them the name of s#ksma-
dosas indicating thereby their negligible nature is Vamana’s
original contribution.

As regards the question of #pami-dosas also, Vimana
has nothing new to add. He merely enumerates and illus-
trates the dosas catalogued by Bhimaha, excepting one viz.
viparyaya. ‘'This indicates that he has been influenced by
Dandin in his rejection of the viparyaya-dosa.

Rudrata

The next writer of note is Rudrata, the author of the
Kavyalankara. A noteworthy feature of his treatment is that
he follows Bharata in holding that gumas ate contraries of
dosas as against the view of his immediate predecessor
Vimana. Hence gunas, as such, do not receive at his hands

15 geqT: FrEAgaaETAiqaT | a‘m‘rfawarm AT AT
AERTEROTICAZIGOHAT F&FA—op. cit.
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any analytical exposition. His so-called gwpas are all nega-
tions of faults1¢

In the enumeration of dosas also 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-desas or defects of sense. The first series includes nine
faults viz., (i) six pada-dosas—sawd, swdtq, fqafa, fFadaweEr,
gier and %@ and (i) three vakya-dosas—agin, afwa and
mat | The second series comprises (besides four #pama-
dosas) nine faults again viz.,, sagg, sweha, FRwm, g,
ygrag, 9177, favw, ag7 and swifgwrar 1 Some of these dogas
like tadvin, are, it must be noted, mentioned for the first
time by Rudrata.

Anandavardbana

After the advent of the dhvani theorists like Ananda-
vardhana and Abhinavagupta the dosas (like the gunas) came
to be related to the rasa, the poetic effect in a composition,
and began to be defined as that which prevents or hinders
the manifestation of rasz. 'The doctrine of dosa was taken
along with the doctrine of gwpa, of which it formed the
counterpart and was considered from the standpoint of rasa
alone. They were no longer absolute entities but attributes
or absence of attributes relative to the development of rasa,
and must therefore be governed by the theory of Awizya
or propriety which these theorists put forward in their
treatment of rasa.l? It is a triumph of the dhwani school

16 Cf. gegaraFaargaIAgseIqeeareqay |

sagaag ot gafqatsd g =—Kavyalankara, ii. 8.
17.Cf. gtfacargd AEa ge FOH |

sfagfacaarasg @eaafaea<r  \—Dbvanyaloka, ch. III.
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that it was able to define properly the place of the concepts
of rasa, riti, guna, dosa and alarkira in its comprehensive
theory.

In the theory of Anandavardhana much importance
was given to the individual taste of the sabrdaya which
alone was the criterion to judge dosas in pasticular contexts,
Hence he does not embark upon any hair-splitting distinc-
tion and classification of dosas. Such a procedure is not
only avoided by Anandavardhana, but he even goes to the
extent of saying that it would reflect on the rudeness of the
critic. Even in the works of masters, blemishes are bound
to creep in; but they need not be catalogued, overshadowed
as they are by the thousand and one excellences.1®

This is quite a happy idea and when we see that
pedantic poets blatantly disregarded the advice of the
rhetoricians in the avoiding of blemishes catalogued
by them, we feel that all the energy and zeal of the
ancients devoted in making nice distinctions of dosas
was mis-spent. There was a yawning gulf between theoty
and actual practice which it was futile to bridge unless
good sense dawned on the poets themselves. And it is this
which Anandavardhana strenuously attempts to do. He
wants to steer clear of the trash that had accumulated in
the course of centuries round the natural, fresh and
pellucid literature of old and to revive the original beauty
once again. He sheds a beacon of light on the poetic pieces

18 Y. 77 afrragmaifaaraat agenal QNGNOETET g gy
wadvfa 9 fawsg afoaw n—1Ipid., p. 94.

Cf. also Kalidasa's—
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of eatlier as well as later writers and makes the reader
grasp the essence of beauty in them. All the later theorists
were completely convinced of Anandavardhana’s theory in
the main and adopted it in their works. But it is once again
disheartening to notice that the theory did not have
any considerable effect on the contemporary writers in
Sanskrit. ‘The majority of them were revelling in the
intricate maze of tropes, figures and technical excellences,
as fully as ever. They did not hesitate to sacrifice poetic
effect at the altar of intellectual gymnastics. They wanted
to startle the reader by their supreme zowr de force rather
than delight him with aesthetic pleasure. This tendency
in the writers of the later classical Sanskrit literature,
indeed, was mostly responsible for the decline and fall of
the pellucid, sweet and fresh idiom of the Sanskrit langu-
age. The genius of the language began to be exploited for
pedantic ends rather than for aesthgtic appeal. The credit
of having sounded the timely warning to them undoub-
tedly goes to Anandavardhana although it fell on deaf ears.

Kuntaka

Next we may take up Kuntaka. His work is unique
in the history of Sanskrit poetics. He brought to bear on
his study a taste for delight and a gift of sharing his
delight, unrivalled in the range of Sanskrit writers. His
insight into literature is surprisingly sharp and he has the
vary rare capacity of analysing things and after a searching
examination of every element, laying his finger precisely
on the points which give rise to pleasure. As a natural
sequence, anything that is shoddy or misplaced at once
catches his eye. It is true that in the portions of the
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Vakroktijivita now extant, he does not treat at length of any
doctrine of flaws. But his shrewd obsetvations scattered
here and there throughout his book are enough to indicate
his point of view. - His idea of poetry is, indeed expressed
in such terms as might win universal acceptance. Kuntaka
describes the nature of the best road to poetty in these
words—

“The high road of poetry along which have trod the greatest
of poets is one where words and meanings acquire ever new shades
as a result of the fresh genius of the poet; which is embellished but
little by figures and where excellences are not strained; where the
skill and effort of the poet are made invisible by the abundance of
feelings and natural descriptions; which brings aesthetic delight to
the minds of men of taste; where the identity of parts is lost in the
enjoyment of the whole; which is comparable only to the ingenious
creation of Brahma in point of variety and beauty; and where,
whatever the poetic effect, everything is the result of the poet’s
genius,”’19

Kuntaka then gives the significant name of graceful
(sukumara) to this kind of poetry. Then he goes on to
define the various poetic elements to be found in this kind

W Ef. sramafraifgaTamEaTdaTy3: |

sacafafgmearrangfdam: »
AAETAAT AR AEEF D |
AT AEE A= M
sfawfaadearaaaeiiassas: |
fafragreafrsrafratmiagion: o
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—Vaksokti-jvita, I. 25-29.
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of poetry as wiegd, stawy, srfaste, atwra and sitfscr. . When
discussing the natuse of this last characteristic, Kuntaka
incidentally draws attention to two blemishes in the com-
position of Kailidasa, which, he says, are glaring. One of
them is in the Raghmwamsa (xiii. 52)

7% famarfyracagaaferaar difenfn fagm

ST AFTERTIgHAT: Sy Frn: Heawaata o
Here Kuntaka points out how the words ‘Kaikeyi, be
content now that your desites are fulfilled” in the mouth of
Riama, not an ordinary man, but a hero endowed with all
the virtues going with a noble hero, are highly out of
place since those words go to suggest the mean nature and
narrow outlook of the person speaking.20

The other passage in which Kuntaka points out a

defect of impropriety is from Kalidasa’s Kumarasambbava
(iil. 7):~—

FAFTA] Fag AT IS FARATEIar wfaeary |

faafradifusafa Taaesat #8 aagfeEaagT u

Here the context is this. Indra has called for Man-

matha to entrust him with the duty of sowing seeds of love
in the heart of Siva, the ultimate end in view being the
destruction of Tiaraka and his hordes. In the stanza in
question, as soon as he makes his appearance, Manmatha is
said to have boasted of changing the mind of even the
most devoted of wives so as to make her fall in instantane-
ous love with Indra. One will be led to gather the
impression that Indra takes it as a compliment since he

20Cf, 97 TATAAIAGIIRAATIGATAT  AWGATIEA  Hb(d  HAT:
weareay’ gaafaageaamgaenTy qehmd o yeaw-
TAtfacaamesfa 1 —Ibid.
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does not stop Manmatha from saying such impolite words.
This certainly takes away much of Indra’s prestige, the
lord of the three worlds as he is, and hence is highly
inappropriate.2t

Kuntaka for the first time tries to answer the question
whether the presence of defects, say anaucitya, in a particular
place, mars the poetic effect of that single part or the whole
poem as such. He is of opinion that the whole poem

becomes tainted as a result of a fault attaching to a patt of

it. ‘The illustration he cites is apt. A fine silk garment,
when it gets burnt though at a single spot, will itself,
as a whole, lose its beauty and merit. So with fine poetry
also.22

It is, further, very interesting to see how Kuntaka
justifies the fact of his having selected Kalidasa, of all the
Sanskrit poets, to point out dosas. He says that the works

of Kilidasa, abounding as they ate in high excellences of

every kind, admit of a glaring vision of the defects if any.
Wheteas the other poets have composed poems only by
dint of effort and no purpose will be served by wasting
time in pointing out flaws in those compositions since
there is no background of excellence in them against
which faults appear striking.28

nof zafgramasatrs  Afgeafarasfafoaate qafants-
BRI ERE R R R PR RIR R RO LI EFA T W

Ryggeqify FAfaawTRRIstRaf e aagg T aaT@ar
E5aA \—Ibid.

BugsHaEd F1: AEFEIFAMgFAgiaafErEtaier qatesa,
A ATANTRTEEATABIHF TR GBI, . .—Ibid.



/

/

The Doctrine of Dosas in Sanskrit Poetics 163

Mabimabhatta

" The next writer on Sanskrit Poetics who deserves our
attention is Mahimabhatta who wrote his wotk viz., the
Vyaktiviveka for demolishing the theory of dhvani promulga-
ted by the Dhvanyiloka. One of the severest critics of
Anandavardhana as he was, still Mahimabhatta does not
dispute the fact that the soul of poetry is rasz.2¢ He
only calls into question Anandavardhana’s doctrine of
dhvani. He also admits unhesitatingly Anandavardhana’s
doctrine of anaucitya (incongruity) but proceeds to analyse
the concept scientifically.

It is very surprising indeed to find Mahimabhatta, a
polemical writer himself, saying at the outset that good
manners forbid a lengthy discussion of others’ faults and
the office of the true critic is to understand the merits, if
any, in others rather than pick holes in them. This
procedure of being alive only to others’ defects, will,
according to him, fall only to the lot of unfortunate persons.
But he justifies his exposition of faults by remarking that
he had to transgress the path of the polite in order to
satisfy the request of his pupils who sought for enlighten-
ment as also to remove misapprehension in the minds of
men who might level against his head the unmerited
charges of muddleheadedness, want of etiquette in
ignoring their question, and reticence due to jealousy.2s

2 Cf. swreqeqrenfq sfwf wifesy 7 saafafeafa: o
—Vyaktiviveka, 1. 26
25 Cf. arfardrafast=Iam @oT 57 AT —

we: 5 frmayr gy W AvcadEtE 1 F
qe2t 7 Ffqafey a: fre sSaeaafa avwradg o
BTATHAATAT TAIST TgHaRgsa ART aqr
QRN IR ST RATgEaq W—Ibid. I1. 1.
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Mahimabhatta does not himself claim to be petfect and free
from every fault. He says that nothing prevents a doctor
who himself is addicted to unwholesome diet from
prohibiting others from indulging in it.26

The whole of the second chapter of Mahimabhatta’s
book is devoted to an exposition of the types of anancitya
amidst several digressions. According to him, it is of two
kinds—srdfawa and z=afaws. From another point of view
the division is into smawy and afgrg. The sty smifac
consists in the improper employment of fawr, sigyma and
=afwaifora in the manifestation of rasz and since it has
been ably explained by the Dhvanikira, he does not enter
into any discussion of it. The afgTg wmifaa (external
impropriety) falls under five heads—fasarfanst, sz, iz,
R and arsaTaE.

As far as we know this classification of dosas was for
the first time enunciated by Mahimabhatta. They ate as much
logical as literary defects. The commentator Mankhuka
(Ruyyaka?) tries hard to justify this classification on the
authority of Panini, Patafijali and Katyayana. This makes
very interesting reading.2?

26 Cf. wagfqeaaf=a: Fanafasnsramafafy 7 arsaw
arafa frergeRTfeaae =T aq il—op. cit.

27 Read—axafeg wrazar faarcafirmfica fagmfamaifedts-
TEAFAEIAd T AARIIRIATA G OTIATG A AT
FLOOF: | A WS graasTey faaren goiaEn |
qarfg—qrean: g’ SAREATRIR gesNT wow wiaqreaar
gagar fagarfawa: gfow wa 1 gur Cwarieauty-
gftemmer 'saT g3 “q f wafq wat et a@y = 'sf

FEAT  WrAFAT TeEAT  NEANRG:  wfqurled: 1 gan
— Continued Next Page.
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Bhoja

The next work gzeadFvsrwzmr of Bhoja is a voluminous
work which deals in the very first chapter with 16 dosas of
pada, 16 of vikya, and 16 of vakyartha. Thus though the
number of dosas reaches its climax viz., 48 in Bhoja, the
fact is worth noting that practically they are all dosas
mentioned in some context or other by earlier writers but
which are all given an independent status in this work.
With characteristic love of detail, Bhoja has treated these
defects. But the treatment did not receive any setrious
attention by later writers. It is just a compendium of
minute details and nothing mote.

Mammata

The last great work which deserves our notice is the
well known Kavyaprakisa of Mammata. Here has been
set the standard for dogas as for many other concepts once
and for all time to come. It is significant to note that he
includes in his catalogue of dosas, those mentioned for the
— Continued from Page 164.

‘FARTSTY fofe’ saAruaFEaTIaERTata =TT safgg-
qEYAN ‘g qraar ggware’ searst Mewar FEEr 7 afg
wafa ‘=7 9@ senfaar shofsaTeneda Qe FEaar
HEAIATANISAN: FANE: FaMfefd TF | qar FHIRI-
wegedfarar  agdifgsgeary wuifefa gfaered faeaaar
FRATAAT TAEFRIAT yFfgada | a97 L9TuHTaT ST
gtesaafed gaFdad srFeanad quaar gHay-
agel Feqarfzfryratafa afaaragai g saqedr-
TIATETHAT FTSATAIAANT NGART | GAT TIHTHIT-
arsaaaTufy @ifaada | qad wgifagal AEATET qg3-
farsreTE A iser agradd FEAEg @ RORNETaqT
ggqasqf‘aqqg\:;[ — Vyaktiviveka, Benares edn. pp. 151-2.
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first time by Mahimabhatta. He enumerates 13 pada-dosas,
11 vakya-dosas, 10 artha-dosas and 14 rasa-dosas. Almost all
the later writers slavishly follow Mammata in their treat-
ment, 'The concept of #itya and awitya-dosas found in
Anandavardhana was also fully developed by Mammata.
‘The marring or otherwise of the poetic effect by the dosas
is judged by him not on their own account, but in terms
of the part they play in the manifestation of rase. It is for
this reason that the division of the dosas into #itya and
anitya varieties arises, and some of the dosas cease to be so
when they are considered to be in consonance with the
delineation of particular rasas. .

Mammata was also responsible for the detailed distinc-
tion of rasa-dosas. The Dhvanikara dealt with only the
broad aspect of the subject and designated all rasa-dosas
under the general name of amamcitya. It was Mammata
who for the first time pointed out the various kinds of
anancitya as relating to rasa.

3
b
b



XIII
THE SANSKRIT CONCEPTION OF A POET

Faat wwd Atfa azfa afaweafa o
% gaanidta Yaaifa sgdm

The history of Sanskrit poetics has been a long and
chequered one. Tradition ascribes its origin to hoary and
prehistoric times. But leaving alone the question of age,
the incontestable fact remains that, from the earliest
beginnings, Sanskrit criticism has kept in view the educa-
tion and equipment of the poet side by side with the
initiation of the critic into the principles of literary
judgment. In the course of centuries of development in
this branch of study, the former theme, however, received
patticular attention at the hands of a group of writers
who made it their business to instruct the poet in his
profession. Notwithstanding this independent school of
writers on kavi-siksa (belonging to comparatively later
times) even the carlier writers on Sanskrit poetics like
Bhamaha have their own speculations to offer on this
question of the making of a true poet.

““The social position of the poet in ancient India was
a very honoured one. The poet enjoyed a highly privileged
and enviable status in the assemblies and concourses of the
cultured classes in those days. The gift of composing

poetry was considered to be the acid test of polish T speech

and manners. Right at the beginning of his work
Bhamaha asks—‘HOW can one have any ptetensions to
elegance in speech in the absence of good poetry”i It is

1 <fgar aewfacam Frgal arfagsaar | —loc. cit.

.
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clear that composing poetry must have been one of the
most cherished ideals of men of taste in ancient India.)
Bhiamaha and a host of other writers who have written
treatises on Sanskrit poetics thought it worth their while
to guide the prospective poets in the right direction as far
and as well as they could.
“Poeta nascitur non fit"—<A man is born a poet, not
_made one’—such goes the well-known Latin saying. This,
if accepted in full, would render all further discussion on
the topic in question (v7%., ‘the making of the poet’) absurd
as well as futile.” However, the saying should be understood
to mean only that innate genius ijs a mote essential re-
quirement of the poet than any other proficiency of an
~acquired kind. It no doubt assigns the first and foremost
place to inborn genius and power; but in so doing it does
“not exclude altogether from its domain the essentiality of
cultivated talent. The difference between the two exists
“only in the degree of the}'t importance and not in the extent
of their indispensability./ Innate poetic genius, when shorn
of all connection with good training and general environ-
ment, is sure to die in its infancy without producing
anything of value. There is, of course, no denying the
truth that mere training or drill, however intensive it may
be, will be absolutely fruitless if the person who is subjected
to it is innocent of all poetic feeling and imagination.) All
the same, it is as much the duty of the budding poef who
is gifted with genius to exploit it to his best advantage by
undergoing the right kind of discipline. Unbridled
imagination may rup riot and tender the whole work
ineffectual. But when drilled by discipline it is sure to
produce remarkable results. It was this discipline that the
Sanskrit theories set about regulating. Talent .is. that
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which is in a man’s power; genius is that in whose power
man is. / Doing easily what others find difficult is talent;
doing what is impossible for talent is genius.

Bhamaha, the eatliest Sanskrit rhetorician proper, lays
down at the outset that pratibhd (or poetic imagination)
is the sine qua non for the poet. ‘Even the untalented ones
are able to study the $3stra with the aid of the instruction

of the teacher, but not so with regard to poetry. A

kavya worth its name can be composed only by a man
who possesses pratibha.2  But that is not all.  An aspirant
to poetic fame must set to wotk only after having equipped
himself with all the knowledge that a poet is required to
have. A list of such studies as are essential to a poet, Is
ptepared by Bhamaha as follows:—grammar, metre, lexico-

graphy, epic stories, worldly affairs, logic and fine arts.‘éﬁ//

Though Bhimaha has not specifically used the words
pyutpatt; (culture) and abbyisa (practice or application) in
this context, a perusal of the following passage:
‘sabdabhidheye vijidya krtva tadvidupdsanim |
vilokyanyanibandhirh$ca karyah kavyakriyadarah | ’
[<After acquainting oneself with (the principles of)
word and sense, after having devoted oneself to the teach-

ing of the masters well versed in them, and finally, after

having studied the composition of other poets, one should
endeavour to compose a kavyal—will show that he re-
cognised in full the significance of those words which
became the stock-in-trade of later theorists.

2o g WA g weataexfaad: ~Kavyélankara, 1. 5.
8 qreazRRIstAaTATAT Sfagr@raan Fam |
a7 afF: FoRAla W FEmEEaa: o 7 —tbid., 1. 9.
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Bhimaha does not give us any elaborate analysis or
{tigagment of the concept of pratibhz, and it is but natural
in view of his antiquity. But the very fact that he re-
<Cognises pratibhi on the patt of the poet as the indispensa-
ble condition of good poetry is enough to secure him a
high place among those who sought to discover the secret
of good poetry. But we should not forget that though

Bhimaha believed in pratibbz, he also believed, as Dt. De

observes, “in making a poet into a poet.”

Dandin too, harps upon the same tune.* But he is
morse explicit than Bhimaha in admitting that even in the
absence of natural genius, one may turn out to be a poet
by dint of sheer study and assiduous practice. While
Bhamaha scems to insist on pratibbiz as the primary require-
ment in a poet, Dandin appears to differ from Bhamaha
in this respect. As stated by him, ‘Though there be lack
~of that wondrous genius, the product of preceding births,
‘et the goddess of speech, when worshipped by learmng

"and application, is sute to grant the boon of poetry.5 And
consequently, Dandin exhorts all poetic aspirants to ply
their studies diligently and pursue their practice patiently.
He says—“So away with sloth, let Sarasvati be ceaselessly
worshipped by those who would win fame. Men who
have earned the capacity of composing poetry with sustained
effort, though their poetic endowment be slender, are sure

+Cf. Fatrr 7 gfadr 57 T sgfmen |
FIEEAAARTISTIT: FII0 FUGIT: 1)
—Kavyadarsa.
59 famd aufy EamarenAafasfeamugEa
AT AR A JEAGAT $F FIEAT FAGTAZA |
—ibid., 1. 104.
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to shine in the assemblies of the learned.¢ In other wotds,
genius may live and thrive without training, but it does
not the less reward the watering-pot and pruning knife.
Labour and intent study joined with the strong propensity
of nature would, no doubt, produce the best results.

The matter is treated much more exhaustively by
Vimana. His views are not without originality. General
reflections about the kavi’ open the'second adbyzya of the
fitst adhikarana in his kgvydlanikirasitravriti. Vaimana knows
two sorts of poets—captious and~ non-discriminating
{Arocakins and Satmabhyavaharms) 7 Asexplained in the
Vrsti, these terms have been used in a metaphorical sense.
The first group of poets is very difficult to please in all
that appertains to poetics. In composing a kivya they
proceed with the greatest diligence. They discriminate
accurately between what is fit and what is not fit. ‘The
second group, on the other hand, does not differentiate
good from bad. In other words—the one is by nature vivekin
(discriminating) and the other avivekin or non-discriminat-

ing. Only poets of the former Class are worth being

instructed on account of their being endowed with the

~ ability of discrimination®, while those of the latter should

not be instructed, because they cannot discriminate.? The

6 geeaaea<fas geeady

STATIIEAT | difanregfi: |
4 Ffacasfy g1 Faumm:
fazmatedty faggatad o —ibid., 1. 105,
T Cf. sA=fET: FUTETEagfoERata Faa 1 —op. cit.
- 8Cf. g3 fasar: faafeang —op. cit.
9Cf. Aax Hﬁm 1 —op. cif.
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science of poetics is not meant for people of this latter
class. It will serve no purpose for them.1® Indeed the
katoka nut cannot clarify mire though it is used to clarify
muddy water,'?

AN N Next Vimana goes on to give a long list of the several
. branches of study that are essential for the proper equip-
£ ment of the arocaki-kavis in the third chapter of his book.
" _ They are designated by him as &ayyaigas or “ancillaries of
Poctry In this connection one is teminded of Bharata’s
91'3- remark that the wotld of poetry is concurrent with the
' whole world of science and art, logic and rhetoric. The
" sphere of poetry is indeed all-pervasive and all-embracing.12
¢ " Everything is grist for the poet’s mill. The entire human
expetience, observation of nature, scraps of scientific lore,
impressions from other, often hostile, phases of activity —
he absorbs all as the bee assimilates nectar; and he gives it
back sometime, somewhere, metamorphosed, accotding to

the gift that is in him, the true honey of the mind.
" Vamana, in the first instance, broadly divides &syariga
' into three sections—/ka (the wotld), vidyz (the sciences)
‘, and prakirnam (miscellaneous). Subsequently he devotes
much space for an examination of further classifications of
these. We need not enter into these details. It is, however,
interesting to note that Vamana brings pratibhi (which he
calls pratibbana) under the last head of prakipa in the
association of such other requisites as /aksyajiiatva, abhiyoga

10 Cf. q greaAgeasaaad | —op. cit.
NG 7 F3% agIaE g gwafq | - —op. cit.

Cf @ 9 g5y 7 qgr=4 T <A 7 41 F97 |
AT TT FTTFHE! WL AGEHA: 1 Ve
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and _vrddbasevi1® | The mention of pratibhi in the same

“breath as that of perception of aim, application, attendance

upon elders, etc. leads us at first sight to imagine
that like Dandin, Vimana too is assigning a secondary
“place to creative genius.  But strangely enough, the s#tra
which amplifies the nature of pratibhi runs thus—“Kavitva-
bijach pratibhanam” (<In genius lies the very seed of
poetry.”) This, of coutse, is more in consonance with the
“position of Bhamaha than that of Dandin. What is more,
Vimana has gone a step further than Bhamaha in attempt-
ing to determine the nature of pratibha. / The vr#t on the
above quoted suitra makes it clear that pratibhz is an inborn
talent, 2 mental impression, the cause of which is to be
sought in previous births.@is this that verily forms the
germ out of which poetry sprouts forth and without which
no literary composition is possible._/ If, nevertheless, a
man endeavours to produce poetry even in the absence of
pratibha, the effect will be nothing but ridiculous.ﬂjv amana
here secems to have hit at the truth about poetry for the
first time in the history of Sanskrit poetics. His description
of pratibhi came to be accepted verbatin in later times at the
hands of such standard writers as Mammata and Hema-

candras A poem without poetic flash contains no life;

-3 ZegscaafaNM agdatasy gfqaARayT
T FRH—ibid., L. iii. 11.
I xfaeaey dist wfacadst sFaraaaEeiaay: FE=g |

& A faar w1 7 oo | fRs aragraTaad 40 1—loc, cit.
Vadss afe: Ffaadioer: dearfaay: sfag af &G =9 a9
. TE FgA AT FIGHAT €T

~—Vrtti on Kavyaprakasa, 1. 3.
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it is a flower without fragrance. The credit for having
first sounded the warning “fee #ibil invita dices faciesve
Minerva’, (Beware of attempting anything in literary
composition fof ‘which nature has not gifted you, 7.,
against the grain) in Sanskrit poetics goes to Vimana.
Attention may also be drawn to the fact that Vamana’s
teaching does not merely end in the enumeration of the
various branches of learning necessary for the poet, but it
also takes into account practical details of instruction such

.85 the time and place suitable for the production of poetry.

’;\Vamana says that the poet must bring to bear upon his
_composition a perfect concentration of mind. It is only

then that he will be in a position to see through “the life
of things”. To achieve such a state of mind, the poet

“must first gain access to an atmosphere congenial to his

‘\/’j

aim. The suitable atmosphere can be procured only at
certain times of the day in specific places. The place
must be secluded and the time preferably the fourth watch
of the night.'¢ This gives us an insight into the practice
of Sanskrit poets in ancient India. Their attitude towards
poetry was that of a worshipper towards his deity. The
act of composing poetry was more or less sacred in itself
and had to be performed with a pure and concentrated
mind only at appointed hours. Thus approached, the
goddess of poetry would crown the aspiring poet with
success and not otherwise. Sanskrit poets like Kalidasa
and Magha too have corroborated this view. Kailidasa
says in Raghavanzsa (XVII)—

; ofaaFwanaaEy | qewenar (o GafeEt d

RUERIETS e HE R
—Kavydlankarasatravrtti, 1. iii. 17-20.
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“Pascimadyiminiyimad prasidamiva cetand’
indicating that the mind becomes tranquil only towards the
last watch of the night. Migha is more explicit when he
says that poets begin to visualise the entire world of poesy
after their mind has achieved tranquillity as a result of deep.
sleep during night.1? 'Thus, the cool hours of the early
motning seem to have been the time when the poets com-
posed their immortal poems. Yamana is the first writer
who gives us these interesting details. | h
" Rudrata, the next writer of note on Sanskrit poetics,
also accepts in the main the threefold requirement of the
poet laid down by earlier writers. His originality consists
in the fact that he gives each of them a convenient name
which came to be standardised later.

v, He says: ‘tasya (kiavyasya) karage/tritayarh vyapriyate
saktirvyutpattirabhyasah’—(I. 14). sekti and pratibba are
synonyms. Wotds and meanings flash on the mind of the
poet as a result of genius. Vyuiparti or learning assists
him in adopting the essential and avoiding the non- {
essential. Practice will lend excellence to genius.1# !
Sakti is defined by Rudrata as follows— }\
/ “The springing forth in many ways of the ideas tobe '

expressed and lucid diction in a well-concentrated }r
mind is indeed swk#7.” | /

17 Cf. TgAAURANTaafEvaRn: 599 57 AgiiaraaRad Ty ¢

—loc. cit.

18 Cf. a7 AT T_wAt wAfg gy 1 g gremTgetaEy

Fozar AT ) e TResy Al sf
et icicall]

—Commentary on Rudrata’s Kdvydlankire, N. S. Edn.
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L3

This Jsakti, also called by the name of pratibhi by
others is two-fold according to Rudrata—innate and
‘_acqulred Of these two, the innate is the better one
on account of its spontaneity. It needs but a little
practice to give rise to poetry; whereas the second
kind has got to be first produced by virtue of pyxtpatti
and then adapted to practice before it can help poetry.
Thus, since it entails much endeavour, this latter kind of
pratibba is inferior to that of the first. In other words, we
may say that there are two classes of @oets~the poets by

i

e@catlog_\a_r}g\gracgg_eﬂ,* these we respect; and poets by
nature, these we love. To borrow the words of E. R. B.
Tytton.

“Talk not of genius baffled, genius is master of man,

Genius does what it must, and talent does what we can.”

Rudrata we have seen, has merely repeated in other
words the ideas of his predecessors about the triple
tequisites of a poet. But as regards the distinction of
pratibhd into two vatieties, sabajz and utpadya, he is com-
‘pletely original. Dandin held that all pra#ibhz is of one
kind only and that it is #aisargik7, which means nothing but
sabaji. . Rudrata holds that in addition to this innate
genius, ‘there is another kind of genius which is produced
by virtue of learning. Whereas in the opinion of Dandin,
all genius can be only infate and can never be produced
by extraneous factors, Rudrata asserts that genius can be
‘produced in the poet by strenuous endeavour on his part.
However, Rudrata too admits that there is a difference in

[

"‘\\

degree though not in kind between the two varieties of
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pratibhz 1

So much for the earlier writers. In their disquisitions,
sometimes pedantic, the truth is brought home to the
reader that

«’Tis long disputed, whether poets claim

From art or nature their best right to fame.

But art, if not enriched by nature’s vein,

And a rude genius of uncultured strain,

Are useless both; but when in friendship joined, -

A mutual succour in each other find.”” (Horace).

Genius may shine without the help of art; cultivated by
art, it will produce more agreeable fruit. At the same
time it must also be borne in mind that study, precept and
observation will nought avail without the assistance of
nature. Yet even though nature has done het patt, by
implanting the seeds of taste, great pains must be taken,
and great skill exerted, in raising them to propet pitch of
vegetation. “The judicious tutor must gradually and
tenderly unfold the mental faculties of the youth committed
to his charge. He must cherish his delicate perception;
store his mind with proper ideas; point out the different
channels of obsetvation; teach him to compare objects; to
establish the limits of right and wrong, of truth and
falsehood; to distinguish beauty from tinsel, and grace
from affectation; in a word, to strengthen and improve by
culture, experience and instruction those natural powers of

19 Cf. wafa aar gawifufy faegoraamntagas

sfrsart aatfa fnfa aeamaat aife 1 )
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feeling and sagacity which constitute the faculty called
taste, and enable the professor to enjoy the delights of the
Belles Lettres’.  Such elaborate instruction in the ast of
taste and poesy indeed assumes that Nature has not been
equally favourable to all men in conferring upon them a
grain of genius which may be improved without much ado.

/At first sight one might be tempted to wonder if all
these theories have not missed in their discussion, some-
thing fundamental about the subject they are concerned
with. One would like to know more about the mainspr-
ings of true poetry and the characteristics of a good poet
rather than threadbare discussions about meticulous details
of his education. The science of poetics can never attain
completeness in itself without an attempt at answering
this most important problem of the nature of genius and
the various ways in which it finds expression. Poetry is
not merely an intellectual pussuit. Its value lies more
in the aesthetic pleasure it brings in the mind of the
reader. This naturally implies that the poet’s genius is
concerned with the emotional and imaginative aspects of
things. Poetry is the vehicle in which genins expresses
its mu6st sublime conceptions. /

/ This problem of the sources of poetry received
adequate consideration at the hands of later theorists such
as Anandavardhana, Abhinavagupta, Mahimabhatta and
Kuntaka. The primary object of these writers was, it
should be remembered, the promulgation of an acceptable
theoty of poetry in all its aspects. Hence we need not
wonder if the topic of the working of genius in a poet
comes to be treated of only incidentally. But all the same,
theit remarks are very valuable inasmuch as they shed a
flood of light on the problem in question.
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/A precise and comptehensive definition of pratibha
or poetic imagination was laid down by Bhatta Tauta, the
author of a work on poetics called Kavyakantnka (Whlch is

not extant now). This definition was reverentially accepted :
by Abhinavagupta in his Dhvanyzlokalocana and his authority |
influenced all the succeeding writers such as Mammata.,

The definition irself reads thus_—
/  “Poetic imagination is that gift of mind by whose aid

" one can visualise myriad things anew.20 It is by vittue of

“this gift alone that one deserves the title of “Poet’.”” Hence
‘it goes without saying that poetry abounds for the most
part in imaginative description. There are some more
verses of Bhatta Tauta which have come down to us as
quotations in the works of later writers such as Hema-
candra. These indeed go to the very heart of the question
“of poesy and bear quotation 2!

Tt has been remarked that no non-sage can be deservingly
called poet; and a sage will be worth his name only by virtue
of his vision. By vision we mean that insight into Truth about
all the manifold materials in the world and their various as-
pects. One can win the distinction of ‘poet’ in the sciences if
he possesses this vision of Truth. But in everyday speech the

/20 Cf. st AgAdERatet afrar gar |
AEAIATSIAZAATAGN: Fia: 0
T HH T FHreaw —loc. cit.
21 qrty: wfafasd wfea e sdwm
" fafrreitaTaReT T A 1l ‘
¥ geaRaiaTed qreAy qfsq: Fa: |
FATZVATSATT TET Bl a1
qut fg azia wa=9 facdsarfesanda: |
ifgar sfaar & qrasenar T 94T ) —loe. ¢it.

S



N

180 . Essays in Sanskrit Literary Criticism

world accords that title to him alone who possesses both vision
and imaginative description. Thus though Valmiki was highly
gifted with enduring and clear vision, he was not hailed as a
poet by people until he embodied it in a descriptive work,”
Here Bhatta Tauta has very ingeniously correlated the
ancient sayings “Nianrsih kurute kiavyam” and “Rsayah
krantadarsinah’ with his conception of the poet. /A poet
is first and foremost a seer.  His alert genius penetrates all
directions and he sees through the nature of every object.
But mere vision is not enough. It must be co-otdinated by
the creative faculty which enables the poet to translate into
words the numberless things that his imagination pictures
before his mind. Highest poetry, which is the product of
such genius, “lifts the veil from the hidden beanty of the
World and makes familiar objects be as if they were not
familiar™ (Shelley). Genius is
. . the mirror

In whom as in the splendour of the sun,
A1l shapes look glorious . . . (Shelley).

' The rare lovely essence in which we delight, the fragrant,

delicate breath of noble magnificent sublimity, must be
something which rises above ‘pretty little tricks of style’.
Poetry is not a mere mechanical art but something ovet
and above it. It is the outcome of real genius, and, as the
result of it, one can see—

«All the charm of all the Muses
Flowering in a lonely word.”

'7 S. T. Coleridge, one of the greatest English critics, des-

cribes it in these words—<Good sense is the body of poetic
genius, fancy its drapcry, motion its 11fe and imagination
the soul.””22

22 Biographia Literaria, Ch. 1.
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Thete is no work of such a genius which has not been
the delight of mankind; no word of genius to which the
human heart and soul have not sooner or later responded.
It was this confidence in the abiding worth of genius that
led Bhavabhiiti to make the daring remark—

Whoever there be that thinks of slighting me, (it is not my
concern here to call their competency into question) let them
remain snug in their pride. My composition is not calcnlated
to cater to their tastes. Some one may be born, or might have
already been born, who is akin to me in temperament. It is
indeed for such a person that I address my work. Time, for-
sooth, is endless and extensive is the earth!’’23

The correlation between the ‘poet’ and the ‘seer’ that
Bhatta Tauta has instituted appears to be doubly significant.
We have seen above at some length how genius demarcates
the poet from the scientist. On the other hand, we are also
reminded of the early compositions of the ancient Aryans
when we come across the word s/ or seer.  The origin of
Vedic literature is no doubt shrouded in mystery. There
is also no gainsaying the fact that many works belonging
to that hoary antiquity are more voluminous though by no
means luminous. Granting all this, it will have to be
admitted that early Vedic poetry as preserved to us in the
Rgveda Sarhhitd, sprang from inspiration and enthusiasm.
The Vedic bards must have been struck with sublime
conceptions, with admiration and awe, by those great
phenomena which, though repeated daily, can never be

237 qma afafsg T gga=gawt
SRy & frala arefa qw @
Fegcegasiea 7 Asfy waerat
Fen wy frafafager = q==t
—Prolague to Malatimadhova.
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viewed without intense emotion. These would break
forth in exclamations expressive of the feeling produced,
whether surprise or. gratitude, tetror or exultation.
The rising, the apparent course, the setting and seeming
renovation of the sun; the revolution of light and darkness;
the splendour, change, and circuit of the moon, and the
canopy of heaven bespangled with stars, must have pro-
duced expressions of wonder and adoration. In other
words, the muse would be consecrated to the purposes of
adoration.2* ‘Thus the most famous stanza of the Rgveda
which has been a daily prayer in India for more than
three thousand years is— |

‘May we attain that excellent

Glory of Savitr the God,

That he may stimulate our thoughts.’2?
Thus, with a little stretch of imagination, we may pictute
to our minds the significance attaching to the word 7s7 and
in its train the word avi.

So much for Bhatta Tauta’s contribution to the subject
of pratibhs. We have to regret that his Kavyakautuka
has not come down to us. As indicated earlier, his
pupil Abhinavagupta, who too was an authority on Sans-
krit poetics, accepts this view of his gww# as final. His
otiginality consists in the fact that he introduces the idea of
aesthetic emotion in explaining Bhatta Tauta’s position.

. :"kfkccprding to Abhinavagupta, “The gift of finding out

\°  newer and newer ideas and things is itself pratibhi. But

2 For a fuller account of this topic vide my article on the ‘Re-
ligion of the Veda’, Quarterly Journal of the Mythic Society, Vol
XXX1V, No. 1.

2 Ryveda, iii, 62, 10.
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what makes for poetry is an aspect of pratibhi that
is conducive to the composition of poetry suffused with
thrilling emotion and aesthetic beauty.”26  An attempt to
dlstmguish between the terms pratibha, prajiid, buddhi, mati
and smrt; is made in an oft-quoted verse——“Mmd when it
becomes capable of understanding all facts without any
temporal limit, comes to be called by the name of prajia; ~
‘and this itself acquires the name of pratibha with an addi-

tional qualification, namely invention of newer and newer

_images.2” It is such pratibha that is directed to the produc-
tion of aesthetic pleasute through the medium of poetry.

. Anandavardhana devotes an entire chapter (vig., IV)
in his Dbhvanyaloka for the consideration of pratibhi or
imagination. Even eatlier, he has eloquently praised
the poet’s creative power. He says—<“In the vast domain

of poetry, the poet alone is the sole creator. According to

~his whims and fancies the whole world of ours undergoes

transfiguration . . . If the poet be inspired by love, lo!

“the whole world becomes transfused with emotion ; but if
he be devoid of all sentiment, everything becomes dry and
insipid. , The creative magic of the poet is unparalleled.
He is free to fil] inanimate objects with life and take away
life even from animate ones according to his sweet

26 Cf. sferar sqdaegfaatoraar sar + qeqr fiw: -
ST AHTA T TAAAY )
—Dhvanydlokalocana.
27 efrsidtafagar afaatam=r |
gfaciwifosy Nyar 51 FFfEr 711 i
St A et sfaedt g oo
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pleasure’28 Mammata goes a step forther and raises the
poet to a height even greater than that of the creator. The
poetic world is said to be devoid of the shackles of destiny,
to be of the nature of ecstasy, and depending on nothing
extrinsic to itself and delightful by reason of the nine
sentiments which are depicted therein unlike the real world
of the creator, which is destitute of all these.22 Abhinava-
gupta goes even to greater lengths when he declares that in
poetry, there is not the operation of any causal pheno-
menon. By the poet’s deft touch, the hardest stone-like ( -
substances in the world are made to lose their hardness and
become soft and soothing and full of brimming sentiment.

' The process of literature, which hinges around the poet as
much as the sympathetic critic flashes before us in the
otder of poetic insight and creative self-expression, and it
is beautiful to a degree.30

28 3qyR FTeqEaAR Fiaq FyATIfa: |
ayred A fazd q9d af@aa o
TR THT: F1 T W F9G
¥ T AAERIAAE qI9T qq 1
AEATAAGAA(T AgTI=AqAAATAAT |
sgagTeata age Fed gHfa: @a-Aaar
Cf. also-qragarcas faed geaq afed faur 1
aagaed wtaayt fgdiasy gemafa: o
—Sabhdrafijanasataka, 26.
29 Cf. faafagataanfeal gramadrmasaatasan
) e qavgef=Tr fAiafaarea wd sasata o

) —Kavyaprakasae, 1, 1, 1.
V' 30 aud agg wuafy faar sromat
SuEvick i BEERCER R R
FARTE TG T wraafa a-
aEaT sfaageared fawa 1 —Dhvanyalokalocana-



The Sanskrit Conception of a Poet 185

1t is such pratibhi or creative imagination that receives.
special treatment in the fourth addyoza (lit. flash) of the
Dhvanyiloka. 'The several varieties of dhyani or suggestion
which have been described at length in the foregoing
chapters are rendered effective only by reason of the poet’s.
imagination. If monotony is to be avoided and variety to-
‘be achieved, the poet must have recourse to his imagi-
nation.3 Even old themes come to acquire new beauty
when they come out of the crucible of the poet’s pratibha.
Tt is like the fire which gives new shining to the faded
colour of pure gold. The phenomenon can also be com-
pated to that of the trees which put on new glory with the
advent of spriny:32 This fact is profusely illustrated by
Anandavardhana with the help of old stanzas dealing with
one idea and new stanzas dealing with the same idea,
yet appeating more beautiful as a result of the poet’s
imaginative touch. It-is this which accounts for the
fact that a smgle fheme will never become threadbare
‘ot worn out evén when it is worked upon by hundreds of’
“poets provided they are endowed with genius:33 The same’
idea is made dearer in a Priket stanza quoted in this
context3* by Anandavardhana from his own composition
Visamabinalilz, which, unfortunately, has not come down

~/Bl ey quNIAeEAEATET SR |

sl FaEr st o
—Dhvanydloka, IV, 1.

S2grzqat afy o #1ed w@aforg
- |F AT FATATRRT AYAE TT EE N —ibid., IV, 4.
435 st afk TS AT | —ibid., IV, 6..
34or & 07T ¥ WA O & A frafa 3 {7 gwEAm |
st faswat oot scaran gafaamig 1) —loc. cit..
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to us. It says—“No bounds can be fixed for them; never
are they seen to be repeated—the graces of lovely women
and the meanings of great poetic expressions.” Great
poetry in the last resort eludes logical analysis even as the
loving graces of a heloved. It transcends reason and has
a world of its own.t%ﬁe final effect, no doubt, may not be
amenable to reason. But the first material on which the
poets have to work must have firm foundation in the
world of reality. As Nilakaptha Diksita has strikingly put
it—“The poets charm the readers and hold them spell-
bound by their skill and dextetity in the handling of the
self-same material, which one and all are wont to use in
their day-to-day existence. The words employed by poets
ate none other than the ones current in everyday life. The
meanings attaching to them also are the same as in ordinary
parlance; only the magic is different.3s

35 TR TSTFAAHTHITHY
Fraa AT farfeaam: |1
&7 fa=gmfaawssd:
ARET-Y &A1 Srfeq U



XIv

OBSERVATIONS OF SANSKRIT LITERARY
CRITICS ON POETIC IMAGINATION

In this article we propose to considér in some detail
the remarks made by the later writers on the natute and
province of Pratibbz and to draw the readet’s attention to
some strikingly similar statemeats in English literary
criticist.

It is not without significance that Anandavardhana
speaks of Pratibhi or Imagination in connection with
Dhvani or suggestion, the chief varicty of which is Rasa-
Dhvani or suggestion of the emotions. In common life and
art alike, it is the emotions which set the imagination
in motion, and vice versa, the language of the imagination
which stirs the emotions. The processes which we call
imaginative are opposed to thﬂgiarocesses of reason, ]ust as
the appeal to the emotions is in contrast with the appeal to
reason. In particular, the imaginative processes treat
facts, the data of experience, in a way totally different from
the _processes of which the reason avails itself, dxscardmg
experlences Wthh the reason values, utilizing experiences
which the reason discards, and meamng by Truth “some-
thing quite different from the truth of science”. The poet
may, on the one hand, discard history for that “feigned
history” as Bacon called it, depicting “a mote ample great-
ness, a more exact goodness, and a more absolute variety
than can be found in the nature of things”, or on the
other, he may take familiar tealities, and seek to show
forth different meanings, which he has seen within them by
qualities of his own. Fither process is included in what we
call Imagination. We may quote a parallel passage from
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Wordsworth—
«If thou partake the animating faith
That poets, even as prophets, each with each
Connected in a mighty scheme of truth,
Have éach his own peculiar faculty,
Heaven’s gift, a sense that fits him to perceive
Objects unseen before, thou wilt not blame
The humblest of this band who dares to hope
That unto him hath also been vouchsafed
An insight that in some sort he possesses
A principle whereby a work of his
Proceeding from a source of untaught things,
Creative and enduring, may become
A power like one of Nature’s”.
(Prelude, Book xiiiy
This mterpretatlon of poetry as appealing to the
emotions by means of the imagination is so fundamental a
matter that, for many critics, it is the substance of the
definition of poetry even among English writers. Thus-
Theodore Watts Dunton says “No literary expression can,
properly speaking, be called poetry that is not in a certain
deep sense emotional”.t  P. B. Shelley says—<“poctry in a
general sense, may be defined to be the expression of the
Imagination” (A Defence of Poetry). Ruskin observes—
“Poetry is the suggestion, by the Imagination, of noble
grounds for the noble emotions. I mean by the noble
emotions those four principal sacred passions—Love,
Veneration, Admiration and Joy,—and their opposites—
Hatred, Indignation (or Scotn), Horror and Grief.2

* 71 Article on ‘Poetry’ in the Encyclopaedia Britannica>

2Modern Painters, Part IV,
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The word Imagmatmn suggests the making of
images, ~1mages in the mind’s eye which more or less
resemble the images which are there when an object is seen;
and in the simplest use of the term nothing more is
1rrphed From this standpomt the 1mag1nat1on is a peculi-
1mag1nat10n is more than memoxy It not only recalls past
sensations, but adds to them and subtracts from them,
making, from the materials thus furnished, new images

which have no precise counterpart in nature. (‘*‘ﬁ The poetic
imagination is creative. It not only reproduces the remem-

bered images of the senses, but compates them by a new

mgthod suggested by the emotions, combines them into
ne\‘{rmvwxd wholes and leaps to conclusions which remind
us of the laborious conclusions of the reason, yet ate quite
different both in method and results. It is this faculty that
makes the great poets akin to the prophets and teachers of
the race: for they not only recover for us our forever fleet-
ing pleasures of the senses, but interpret those in a way
that reveals the hidden significance of life.

A question arises whether there is one class of themes
with which poetry characteristically deals, and other classes
which are excluded from its territory. At first thought one
is likely to try to define some limitations of this sort
because of a general impression that poetry treats as a tule
only of lofty or dignified themes, more particularly such as
love, beauty and faith, and avoids the low and the common-
place. Yet further reflection will perhaps suggest that
what we have in mind is not so much the subject-matter
of. the poet, as it is what he makes of that subject-mattet ;
and the welght of the testimony of the cgitics is against
11m1t1ng him at all in the choice of materlal ’Ihuslmgh
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Hunt says of poety, after defining it as “the utterance of a
passion for truth, beauty and power”, that “its means are
whatever the universe contains”/And Emerson says of the
poet: “There is no subject that does not belong to him,—

much as sunsets and souls; only these thlngs placed in then'
true order, are_poetry, displaced or put in kitchen order,
they are unpoetic.’ / Shakespeare in his characteristic way
exclaims—
“Our poesy is a gum which oozes
From whence ’tis nourished. . ..our gentle flame
Provokes itself, and like the current, flies
Each bound it chafes.”
That is why the great German poet Goethe declared :
“Frei will ich sein im Denken und im Dichten
Im Handeln schrankt die Welt genung.”2
The creative magic of the Imagination is well brought out
in the following lines of Sir John Davies as quoted by
S.T. Coleridge.3
“Doubtless this could not be, but that she turns
Bodies to spirit by sublimation strange,
As fire converts to fire the things it burns,
As we our food into our natute change.
From their gross matter she abstracts their forms,
And draws a kind of quintessence from things;
Which to hes proper nature she transforms
To bear them light on her celestial wings.

1Poetry and the Imagination.

2¢«Free will I be in thought and my poetry:
In conduct the world trammels us enough.”

3 Biographia Literaria, Ch. XIV.
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Thus does she, when from individual states

She doth abstract the universal kinds;

Which then reclothed in divers names and fates

Steal access through our senses to our minds.”
or as another poet would have it, the poet’s spirit

«Shoots its being through earth, sea and air.”
: / These considerations about poetic Imagination are
reflected in the writings of later writers on Sanskrit Poetics

who accept the view of the Dhvani theorists as final and
authoritative. But among the host of such writers two
names stand out with great prominence. We mean
Mahimabhatta, the authot of the 1”yaktiviveka and Kuntaka,
the author of the Vakroktijivita.  Mahimabhatta’s work
occupies a unique place in the history of Sanskrit Poetics.
Avowedly it is a polemical work directed to refute the
doctrines of the Dhvanikara. His own thesis is that all the
manifold varieties of Dhvani and other important elements
of poetry can be brought under the more comprehensive
province of Anumaina or Inference. / In a thorough-going
fashion he sets about his business and points out no less
than ten defects in the very definition laid down by Ananda-
vardhana, in the first chapter of his book 1yaktiviveka. In
the second chapter, he proceeds to consider scientifically
the nature of Defects in the course of which he quotes
hundreds of illustrations from the masterpieces of Sanskrit
literature and successfully challenges the idea of Kuntaka,
Udbhata, and others.! His observations are always strictly
logical, thought-provoking and illuminating. [ Mahima-
bhatta’s position is that Aluikaras or figures of speech

1For a detailed consideration of this toplc, vide my artlcle on ‘“the
Doctrine of Dogas in Sanskrit poetics,” Supra.
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acquire worth in poetry only when they possess a special
charm. This naturally raises the problem whether Nature-
poetry ot svabhavokti can be called a figure of speech at all
worth the name. / He answers the question in the affirma-
tive and supporfs his position by advancing the following
arguments—“Things in the world of nature have indeed a
two-fold aspect—the universal and the special. The former
admits of varieties in contradistinction to the latter which
is unique in its own way. It is this special aspect which is
capable of being perceived by the senses and which also
/ forms the sub)ect of Imaginatjve poetry. Now what is this |,
] 'Imagination in the poet >§/ls the intuition Whlch arises,
! out of the acquamtance for the nonce with the real

nature of things, in the mind of the poet in concentration
as a result of the contemplation of word and sense in

keeping with the sentiment to be depicted, /It is indeed
extolled as the third eye of the great”god Siva who
1s known to perceive things, past, present and future, by its

; a1d So even common-place things, when they come out of
‘the poet’s imaginative mind, attain the high status of
poetry. So Svabhavokti can rank as a valid figure of speech
when the thing described is so picturesquely presented to

the mind of the reader that he feels he is actually beholding
it in every detail! Mahimabhatta is also of opinion that

1 fafirszwen agq aocasEr MAT: |
¥ UF genfair MEe SfaarET
TTORIERTE faeaT e faaag: |
v TgTIEqA AT gHa qfawr FA: 1

a1 fg sepmEasgdatafy fE |
— Continued Next Page.
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things in nature do not give the same pleasure to the
obsetver as they do when they are made the subjects of
poetry. ‘The reason he gives is that the poet is endowed
with a special gift of communion with nature.! He also
quotes with approval an ancient stanza which emphatically
declares that the truth about the art of poetry can never be
attained by one who has not pleased the elders by his
humble services to them. This could be compared to the
lot of a king who could never aspire to heaven unless he
performed the Rajasiya sacrifice which was ordained for
him.2

All this reminds us of the commonplace of Greek
hterary criticism that poetty, in common with all art, is
“imitation of nature.” That phrase is interpreted by some
critics to mean not the outside wotld of created things, but
<“the creative force, the productive principle of the universe.”
In the useful arts men catch whispers of Nature’s secrets
and turn the knowledge thus gained to good account.

— Continued from Page 192
I ATEATEHUAY HTATEAFTTafaT: |l
FATIWAEANFTAT ArorgrRaan war |
gq: grenfeararfa qarat: sfawifaar o
—Vyaktiviveka, II. 116-120.
Lyegeisfy =0 QIeTeqagqTT: guadr 7 a97 AqhIATaAT 97
0F eHfaAT qFaTEr At | agw—
Ffazrafaar wrarEarRAwEg ;|
qAT THETRAWT FTeqTH FATEAET: FFF 1)
—1Ibid., Ch. I, p. 73. Benares Edn.
2T qETETA T FgTEa faar |
FfeeaTy oA F: T gEAEd |
—1Ibid., p. 157, Benares Edn.
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Coming to what the Greeks called the imitative or liberal,
and we the fine, arts, we discover undetlying them, as
understood by Aristotle, the idea that man divines the inten-
tion of Nature and gives expression to it. In a statue the
artist endeavours not so much to reproduce every detail, as
to make his conception in its integrity stand forth and
speak. He will concentrate on the significant features as he
understands them and his success will depend on the happi-
ness of his choice and the execution of his purpose. The
imitation of Nature which art thus achieves is often, we
will not say an improving on Nature, but a mote lucid and
articulate presentment of her design in some given part of
it. And in poetry, whose proper matter, in the Greek view,
was the character, experiences and actions of men, success-
ful work is a presentation of these in their inwardness and
ideal compactness; not a meticulous labour on outsides,
but a recreating and an exhibition from within. Like all fine
art, poetry is ideal, not when it slights or contradicts
reality, but when it gives to reality a clarified and intensified
expression.

The higher truth and seriousness in the poet’s imita-
tion of Nature implies a peculiar ductility in him to the -
impress of the life of things and an exceptional capacity for
recording it. “The poet integrates and transfigures what the ,
wotld presents in a flux of jostling and changing elements. /
He captures the permanent substance, sifts the perennial
from the moment as it flies. Having the intuitive power to
penetrate Nature’s purposes and divine her message, he
becomes her spokesman. Nature is humanized in poetry :
the poet is the mind and tongue she enlists in her service.
. Bhatta Nayaka very well brings out this idea when he says
that poets are the beloved calves of the cow called Speech.
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The milk which she affectionately gives forth to these is
unparalleled even by that supreme bliss which Yogins claim
to enjoy. It is laboured on the part of ascetics but spont-
aneous as far aswp{dets are concerned.r  Schelling is said to
have remarked=“Genius is to aesthetics what the ego is to
philosophy, the only supreme and absolute reality.” Our
ancient theorists went even a step further and they not only
compared aesthetic bliss to Yogic bliss but also extolled
the former as being more easily attained in preference to
the latter. Thus Visvanatha in his Sahityadarpana points out
that Rase which is the essence of poetry is Brabmasvida-
sahodara. In dispelling the darkness of Ignorance, Sastras
or technical treatises act only as bitter medicines whereas
poetry is like delightful nectar. They please the palate and
at the same time cure the diseases also.2 In the words of

Keats— )
«“A drainless shower

Of light is poesy; *Tis the supreme power
"Tis might slumbering on its own right arm,
The very atching of her eyelids charm
A thousand willing agents to obey
And still she governs with the mildest sway.”
Now we may pass on to Kuntaka who is the reputed
author of the 1Vakroktijivita. We may go so far as to say
that his whole work is a continuous discourse having as its
/sole aim the exemplification of the several ways in which a
| poet’s genius finds expression in literature. In Kuntaka’s

lamgag & fg & Fgragear |
89 T1e7 gu: §@ erenttage g

2w eassrEAtaREAEaEy |
ATgrETaacrTnfaaFTaagy 1| —Vakroktijivita, p. 6.
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work we come across not only information and argument,
mastetly compatison and sustained intellectual effort, but
more than that—a wealth of imagination and a breadth of
outlook, a beautiful exuberance of fancy and language un-
paralleled in works on Sanskrit Poetics. We are provided
with something which by some subtle means brings us
closer to the Sanskrit classics than we could hope to get
unaided; something that creates in our mind the right
receptive mood. It is a unique type of criticism which
transports the reader and at the same time informs him. It
is artistic and at the same time intellectual. In a word it is
creative. Kuntaka so loses himself in the literary piece
he studies that his criticism gives us an artistic expression
of what are his own emotions. His work, itself a work of
art, illumines the working of the poetic process and of the
aesthetic sense. In Kuntaka, the old poets speak again as
it were, as though their spirits were but taking up a new
instrument and breathing through it. :
/¢ According to Kuntaka Pratibha ot Imagination is the
keystone of the poetic arch.! Whatever charm there be in
poetry, all that is attributable only to Pratibhi2 The
various elements of poetry such as Rasa, Bhava and Alaiikar,
have the poet’s imagination for their soul and particula
in the case of Alanikaras, this is very well pronounced.?

Kuntaka’s idea of 1 akrokt; (Lit. ‘tilted locution’) must
not be mistaken to mean an advocacy of an artificial ‘poetic
diction’ as different from that used by men in ordinary

1gxfagfaarifeda gmaraamafassa |« — Vakroktijivita, p. 13.

2 afcpsaaria "ivgd qead gfadrgay | Ibid, p. 48.

Sqafy @WETEERT gaul Ffawmend Sifad, qaraeged
fariwqeqaug famr . . wargamafy 7 afasaaeamg 1 Ibid, p. 146.
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patlance. His theory corresponds more with that of
Wordsworth who holds that «“While describing things in
language really used by men the poets throw over them a
certain colouring of imagination, whereby things shall be
presented to the mind in an unusual aspect.” <The poet
gives a significance to things around him to which others
are insensible./ As we saw earlier, the poet is by nature a

seer—to his “mind things are surrounded by a halo of

plentiful suggestion, “a gleam, a light that never was on
sea or land,”—and he can see into “the life of things.”
Being endowed with the power of imagination, the poet
can easily embody what he sees in concrete images ot
pictutes in which others can see what the poet sees and
thereby feel what he feels. / Thus he can make common
things interesting by making people see them in the light of
new and unsuspected meanings, making the commonest
thing to be a spring and centre of thought and feeling.!
It is by virtue of %act that poets come to deserve the
title of Creators,

/About the relative importance of Sa,éiz and Vyutpaz‘z‘z

|in poetry, Anandavardhana laid down that “the poet 8

‘ Imagln%thM‘such mag&l:hat shortQlengs in

|

itaste and want of learning might remain unnoticed in
articular contexts while the poverty of his imagination

1Cf. a3d gammug  qfegaa:  qemee Rsarefs: -
gafarrdt fafegfafaastaiay 49 qarsmmdfon araafaf-
fadrmasania fsraErgIfaadaeasiu qerreifcefad g9 qua9are-

o =

qfeeqranfgar afawes a7 ﬁmﬁoqm sfaues FAT: ) V’,

“—Tbid, p.
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vlggld at once and invariably catcb the z}ttention .of the
'rgel_dgs.i_’,l/ Anandavardhana substantiates his contention by
citing an instance from Kalidasa’s Kumarasaribbava, where
the poet describes the amours of Pirvati and Isvara. [The
critic seems to think, that this description is obscene and a
result of the poet’s want of pyutpatti. Yet the poet’s pratibha
has been able to elevate it to the level of literature. The
impropriety ceases to be glaring because it is shrouded in
the overwhelming flood of poetic Imagination. .~
{ Now the last critic that claims our attention is Raja-
sekhara, the author of the famous work, Kavyamimansa.
Rajasekhara’s attitude towards poets and poetry is very
interesting and original. He develops the conception of the
Kavyapurusa, the spirit of poetry, son of Sarasvati who
matries Szbityavidya or Science of Poetics. He distinguishes
minutely between S@stra and Kavya and divides and sub-
divides them. Then the relation of Poetic Imagination,
Culture and Practice in the making of a poet is elaborately
discussed and poets are classified on this score.
Rajasekhara distinguishes imagination as creative and
discriminative, the former having reference to the ability to

create and the latter to the faculty of appreciation./\ )

- lyegafagar AW gxar g F3 )
TEFAFIEAT 219 T FfEgawET Dhvanyaloka, Ch. III.



XV

THE OFFICE OF THE SANSKRIT POET
IN THEORY AND PRACTICE

In our two previous essays, we have considered at
some length the reflections of Sanskrit literary critics on the
qualifications and equipment of a first-rate poet. An
attempt is made in this paper to deal briefly with the end
of poetry as envisaged by writers on Sanskrit Poetics and
the success actually achieved in practice by poets. Almost
all the works on Sanskrit Poetics start with the formulation
of the aim or goal of their study in accordance with the
dictum “Prayojanarz anuddisya na mando’ pi pravartate’ which
was universally accepted by all writers in the various
branches of Indian Philosophy. It would appear that in the
initial stages poetry did not find support in orthodox citcles
and they looked at it with grave suspicion. This is eviden-
ced by the charge levelled by them at Poetry: ‘Kapyaliparisea
varjayet’. Writers on poetics ate at pains to refute this
charge before they enter into discussions about details. The
main point in the charge is that poetry is erotic mostly and
ministers to realisation of worldly passions and not spiritual
values. It is pointed out in reply that the argument does
not hold water inasmuch as all the ends of life accepted by
the various schools of thought can be realised by having
recourse to poetry. Poetry sublimes the passions and paves
the way for spiritual bliss. The four ends of life that were
universally accepted in India were Dbarma, Artha, Kama
and Moksa. Bhamaha and a host of other writers declare
with one voice that all these ends of existence may be
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realised by the aid of Poetry.2 Moksa or Release is the
summum bonum, and the other three purusarthas lead up to
it. 'These latter are worldy ends in contradistinction
to Moksa which is mostly otherworldly. One would wish
to know more about the fruits of poetry here and now
rather than hereafter. Writers on poetics are quite eloquent
on the worldly benefits also that they claim for poetry.

Thus Bharata observes —

‘The nature of Dharma is brought home to the righteous; those
who revel in pleasures of the flesh find their tastes catered to ;
the disobedient are tamed and the humble are taught self-control.
The timid are trained in manliness and energy is endowed to those
who consider themselves powerful. The ignorant are enlightened
and the wise become learned. Drama will provide rest for those
afflicted with misery, fatigue and sorrow.’3

Mammata enumerates in his Kapyaprakasa the several
results of poetry which are more ot less repeated by all
later writers. They are—“Fame, Wealth, Training in social
conduct, Prevention of the untoward, Instantanecus bliss,
and Pleasing Instruction in the manner of a loving wife”.+

2 Cf. wwigsTamiamT Yl Fo1g 7 |

sitfa #0fq Ffq = argwrEafrEray |
—Kavyalankara, I. 2.

Souf euwgAEAT FIA: FTHIATGATH |
frrgr gfadtart fadraram zafwar o
FAATAT ATSCATATHETG: FLATAT |
sguET faatzs g fagamaf
R AT MFTAAT qgfeaar |
fa=nfrasad @1 aeadagfasafa o
—Natyasastra, 109-113.

4T JIASAFA AFgIfas fraqeeay |

T qXfEaa FraEiHaaaTRas |
—Kavyaprakasa, I. 2.
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Mammata illustrates each of the above items by quoting
instances of poets such as Kalidasa. Thus it will be seen
that poetry was held to minister to the needs of the body as
well as the mind, to secure utilitarian as well as spiritual ends.
Poetry was not valued merely for the sake of delight that it
brought but also for the iastruction it combined. The
words of W.F.H. King—

«All votes he gains who can unite

Profit with pleasure, and delight

His reader’s fancy, all the time

He gives instruction couched.”
very well summarise the view of those ancient writets.

However, we have got to take stock of the actual
achievement of Sanskrit poetry before we come to a close.
In the early beginnings of Sanskrit literature we are faced
with fresh primeval imagination of great poets like Valmiki,
Bhasa, Asvaghosa and Kalidasa, flooding the reader with
feeling and fervour. What Theseus says to Hippolyta in
A Midsummer Night’s Dream can be very aptly applied
with reference to those poets.

“The Poet’s eye, in a fine frenzy rolling

Doth glance from heaven to earth, from earth to heaven,

And as Imagination bodies forth

The forms of things unknown, the poet’s pen

Turns them into shapes, and gives to airy nothing

A local habitation and a name.”

They did not strain after poetic effect. Sanskrit Muse
in their hands took a natural and at the same time limpid
course. It could be aptly said of them in the words
of Nilakantha Diksita—

‘Even the omniscience of God Siva who adorns his crest with
the moon is limited by his cognition of reality; the imagination
of poets, however, surpasses even that by virtue of its boundless
extension which pervades spaces that even Siva is not aware of.
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Poetry enraptures us in various ways and turns us away from
other pursuits. A long stretch of time is spent as if it were a
moment. In all this, poetry, indeed, stands comparison with a
clever wife.

Poets verily play upon language as musicians do on instru-
ments to produce effects which are appealing to the ear by the
melody of sound.’®

This praise of poets ot satkaviprasaizsa as it is famili-
arly known, forms an important subject of treatment in
many Sanskrit literary compositions. As representative of
these, we may select a writer »iz., Mankhuka, the author
of j{rz‘,édy.tba-mrz'ta. His obsetrvations are embodied in the
ornate language of poetry. We shall content ourselves
with translating some relevant verses—

‘That profound secret of poetic compositions which a scholar
who diligently labours at the feet of a teacher may rarely grasp is
traceable only to the efficacy of innate genius. Those that have a
desire to enter the field of literature without knowing the secrets of
sound learning are like those out to swallow the deadliest poison with-
-out first acquainting themselves with the hymns of Garuda. That
well developed power of composing verses, full of sentiments and
ripe with several meanings, unfolds itself to only a few.® One can

5 ARAATATGUITTANAT qawar arfq qargates: |
sear fawre sfaar st sarsifa agfa T afssast o
aratgae fafaeaaifwaaiaqaaasarg gfteq |
FTH Wgled Auasd=dr Fwaa a1 Hfaar fydifa
ar= fao==ifaa aeafa Foaa safaar sz o

—Sivalilarnava.
o wearfy affarwarawargafa aaTeaagIEEaT |
forset et weAy fred FfkEgasEaad T ar aq
FAAqIMISALZETZT & FTAAT FFASTHHTA |
T MESAAARA FATZGTRBIEATGAHTTHT 1|

agdfagr aftasafa: Feafa amoi w@aafT |
—Srikanthacarita, IT, 4-5; 8.
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find out the scholarly accomplishment of a poet from the energetic
way in which the poem is narrated. Only that emperor of poets is
deserving of praise who possesses the white umbrella of fame shin-
ing as far as the skies and at whose desire the array of soldiers in
the form of meanings and words issue forth at once.”

But the latter stages of the Sanskrit literary epoch saw

a rapid decline in the taste of the poets as well as the
critics. Mote emphasis began to be laid on outward
embellishments and consequently they missed the essence.
They began to revel in artificial fancies and conceits and
were very fond of wordplay and obscure elaboration. The
use of unwieldy compounds, incessant puns, alliterations
and assonances, tecondite allusions and other literary
devices became their favourite forfe. Thus all the works
written in this age of decadent taste may be said to be coins
from the same mould, since we find everywhere the same
literary flourishes and consummate conceits. The difference
can be discerned only in the theme which setves no better
purpose than a peg on which to hang their artificial display.
These writers handle their materials as with a gloved
hand; they shrink from a plain word without a decorating
epithet as from something coarse or undignified. There is
veneer and glittering gilt over everything. They speak
'through a muffler of artifice. They look at things through
gauze and turn away their face from the simple truths.
Thoughts trip through their verses with the mincing step

e R REIRIERIREEH
T g UF Sfquuseawadr |
RISEETEl SRR SRR FART
FATAIATAFAT: AT |
Ibid., 1. 39.
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of a minuet. They were the victims of a convention
(Kavisamaya) that sought in language a gaudy substitute
for the thing instead of its close fitting garment; and in the
realm of pure poetry, where we look for lofty thought and
vivid imagination, they were denied open vision and free
soaring flights. They sang in a cage and not upon a
branch. Though they wield language with such astonish-
ing skill, they seldom work the miracles with it that
proclaim the divine poet. 'The most brilliant electric light
is not sunshine.

Even Banabhatta who himself, in a sense, was partly
responsible for this love of artificiality in Indian taste, is
constrained to observe in his Harsacarita:

santi Svana wasankhyah jatibhajo grhe grhe |

utpadaka na bahaval kavayah $arabha wa ||
in connection with the low ebb to which spontaneity had
descended. This fact indeed provoked many good writers
to condemn the poetasters in unequivocal terms and it is
technically known as Kukavinindi. Here again Mankhuka
may be quoted at length in so far as he is the foremost of

such writers—

“How can one who has not suckled sufficiently long the
breasts—composition and learning—of mother Sarasvati, eat day
_after day the hard food of melodious composition, undeveloped as
he is in all the parts? What can those poets who have no know-
ledge of the terminations of words, who never had any acquaintance
with the meanings of words and who have very little of the poetic
faculty in them, produce, when they attempt at writing verses
worthy of praise ? If there be proper thoughts, the expressions are
not correct ; if the expressions are also correct, there is no style; if
there is a style, whence is the proper position of words to come? If
the words also are properly joined, there is nothing novel and
peculiar in the method; and even when one has all these there is no
appropriate depiction of sentiments. Alas! the art of writing verses

o e B e
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is very difficult of comprehension. A poem is not eititled to be
ranked with the best of poems if it is not brimming with the
flow of charming sentiments though it may be adorned with
hundreds of figures, and full of resounding words and excellently
composed. Those that have not studied the nature and qualities
of poems may have recourse to monkey-tricks every now and then
through a desire of getting distinction as poets. But they will fall
down perplexed at every step like the young birds which, with un-
fledged wings, make numerous attempts to fly up per force.8 Will
the Muse of poetry live in the ruined house of that poem, loose in
style, not clear in meaning and which cannot stand any criticism—
in a house which is set up by being fitted up with the pillars of
complementary verses composed by others who are competent and
who know the art of building?’’?

Mankhuka himself, it must not be forgotten, subs-

cribed to the view that

BgreEadgeafsat T 7 Ffaamieaaaeaaa: |
F4 q gatgAaraarsar fearfed sfefaazgeasm o
& A1 qafeafasy: Faa: Fafsaarayamota: gfomafan )
Freagen fradrafsaisty Ssaaedar frazaes aarqafa o
weisfeq 7 qagfgarfea aify M Qfazhea afz av gz gagam o
greafeq Jw AaaFafaeaaag a4 faar wagt 1gd Flacaq |
detraFfaaaadfadrsts =2 agafr a3 yagtssaisty |
77 faar gaagaafaes sreadaasaeagfa T sa
FAEATAMAR AT T FTIFAT: FfAqarierraeqgar |
ASTINA=BILET 9 Tfeqaman squ71 gagaaFaagaara |l

—O0p. cit.
9 gifqeaefy SaaEgTR enaratgent Fa: 4
I a7 aeadt fafama 5 seastoresfa |
TEPTEA I (ACTH TG WL OITF :
qiRreary: FAAATEFfaa: enfaeasad |
—Op. cit.
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“Mere grace is not enough; a play should thrill

The hearer’s soul, and move it at its will”
as is clear from the following stanza of his—

“The equivocation employed in the composition of poets of
great merit due to their erudition, obtained by a careful study of the
sciences, shines indeed brilliantly. For where has not the digit
of the moon obtained a pleasant and faultless state, though he be
waning, since he is in contact with the head of Siva who is the lord
of the moveable and the static?’’10
/7 Nilakantha Diksita, however, is not prepated to go to
this length. His remarks on the decadent taste that took
possession of Classical Sanskrit poetry in its later stages is
very striking and significant.

“Though figures of speech become beautiful by the peculiar
blend of imagery, they often are to be regretted when employed in
poetic composition devoid of suggested sense. It is this latter that
is the essence of poetry and in its absence, figures of speech will be
as absurd as ornaments put on a corpse whence life has departed.
By the unfortunate influence of the kali age, people are showing
more and more fondness in ostentatious play on words and mean-
ings instead of the Suggestive Pathway (of poetry) which is
appreciated by the learned. This can, of course, be compared to
their enthusiasm in colloquial speech in place of Vedic lore. Fools
are setting about to compose poetry imagining that it consists
in mere arrangement of words. They will certainly meet with no
better fate than that of children who drown themselves in water
thinking that swimming consists in mere movement of hands and
feet. Not only do such poetasters suffer a hell of strain themselves,
but they make the others also suffer as much and sometimes even

10grt afFagfa: afafgasgaafaarermm-
ETATHIOET g7 Ffaq: AearaurHiafa |
HTIgF@T FUATUIET TSI

TSEFHATT FF 7 Tar gaAaat feafaq o
—Op. cil.
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more. Only the pangs of labour which the mother of an iniquitous.

child suffers from the moment of its conception up to they
minute of its parturition, can stand comparison with this.”’11

We may borrow the words of an English poet to
describe the fate of at least some works in later Sanskrit
literature.

“Here is a barrenness of inspiration,

Here is a species of sterility of the mind,

An impotence and a glatulence combined with conspiration
of the brain

When every cerebral contortion’s vain.”

1 g i faaa e aTaaFia: geaa arEaar |
fredgsrar wfagfFaars fermasia agda aar 1
fagferd sagand sadicr werafaay FafaemEm |
TSI fraraTaes AroTSEes fead qrEaem )
qEFT qEUFATNT FT WAl T9F qrafq A |
qesfed aT@T g9 TITITRYETRATA cH A fage: 1)
sreufeq aracwa: qsfa sreafa arasa qarsfas = )
wafgwarfs: gaaraar: s fg gsgagar g1 0

Sivalilarnava.
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XVI
INDIAN DEFINITIONS OF POETRY

The abiding value of poetry is attested by the persis-
tence with which generation after generation of critics—
Indian as well as Western—have studied, discussed and
defended it. By poetry the average man means writings in
verse. But in Sanskrit Alankara works the word Kavya is
used in a wider sense to denote all varieties of literature
which claim primarily to be works of art and not contri-
butions to knowledge or science (Sastra). Every piece of
writing which seeks first of all to afford pleasure to its
readers—whether it is written in prose like Bana’s Kadam-
bar or in verse in Kalidasa’s Raghmarzsa ot in the form of
drama as Bhavabhuti’s Uttararamacarita—would be called
Kapya. «The antithesis of poetry is not prose. but science”
said Coleridge and the truth of this statement has been
realised by more than one writer of Alapkarasistra. 'The
question therefore, to which they attempt an answer is the
differentiation of the poetical from the prosaic.

A close study of the eatlier writers on Sanskrit poetics
like Bhamaha, Dandin and Vimana will reveal that litera-
ture was not considered, cultivated and studied in ancient
India as an end in itself. It was more often than not con-
sidered just a means to serve higher ends such as Dharma
(Righteousness) or Artha (Wealth), Kirti (Fame) or Priti
(Popularity). It is Mammata belonging to the 12th century
A.D. that gives due credit to the aspect of pleasure that
literature affords. He has expressly mentioned in his sr##
(gloss) on the second Kzriki of his Kavyaprakasa that
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aesthetic delight overtops all the other uses of poetry.t
Dhanafijaya, the author of the Dasariipaka has even gone to
the extent of making fun of ancient writers on the subject?
who did not recognise the importance of aesthetic pleasure
(Rasa). But even these writers appear to have thought
that the primary purpose of poetry is the edification of
kmgs As Kuntaka puts it, ‘the avowed object of p poetry
is the guldance of rulers and princes along channels con-
ducive to the he welfare of the state. For, otherwise,—if left
'BTB'mselves—they may misuse their power’.3 And in this
atmosphere, it is no wonder that we miss in Alankara
works subjective criticism of literary works. But great
poets are not of one age, but of all time. Sanskrit theorists
concerned themselves with the study of literature and
arrived at their own solution of essential or intrinsic
characteristics. The qualities of matter as well as of manner
were recognised and codified.

LCf. ssakalaprayojanamaulibhitam samanantarameva samudbhitam
vigalitavedyantaram anandam.
—Kavyaprakasa, p. 8, Jhalkikar’s Edn.
2 See anandaméyandzsu rapakesu vyutpattimatram
phalamalpabuddhih |
yopitihasadivadaha sadhustasmai namah svaduparanmukhaya !
—Dasaripaka, p. 2, N. S. Edn.
3 Rajaputrah khalu samasaditasvavibhavah samastajagativyavastha-
karitam pratipadyamanah Slaghyopadésasunyataya svatantrah santah
samucitasakalavyavaharocchedam pravartayitum prabhavantityetadar-
thametadvyutpattaye vyatitasaccaritarajacaritam tannidarsanaya wiba-
dhnanti kavayah.
— Vakroktijivita, p. 4, Calcutta Edn.
See also for the same idea Vi§vanatha’s Sahityadarpana,
p- 19, N. S. Edn.
12
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\\// But what is poetry? Answers to this question are
legion and most of the definitions of Poetry which are the
commonplaces of Western literary criticism such as “poetry
is a criticism of life,” “poetry is woven in the iridescent
tissue of immortal dreams,” “poetry is distilled from the
blood of a man’s heart”, leave the reader none the wiser.
No doubt they may satisfy the high-brow but they leave
the plain man still with his difficulty. On the other hand,
the definitions evolved by Sanskrit theorists have always
kept the plain man in view and they are singularly devoid
of this defect.

If we analyse the raw material of poetry into its
constituent elements we find that it consists of nothing
more than words which have some meaning. This analysis
served as the basis for many definitions of poetry at the
hands of Sanskrit theorists. Many of them are descriptions
of poetry rather than definitions. Some give prominence to
form, others to meaning intended such as Rasa. In the
history of Alankara literature, almost every author of note
has made his own contribution to the problem of the
essence of poetry, at the same time trying to pour ridicule
on the definitions of others and to justify his own position.
In this short paper only a very brief sketch of the chief
divergent views and their worth in the light of Western
criticism is attempted. For the sake of convenience, the
chronological order of the works will be followed.

Bharata’s Natyasastra is the earliest work preserved
which treats, though incidentally, of the problem of poetry.
Bharata is famous in the history of Sanskrit poetics as the
exponent of the theory of Rasa. His oft-quoted S#tra
relating to Rasa is—Tatra vibhavanubhavavyabbiciri-sarzyogad-
rasanispattih”. It should be noted in this connection that
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the Rasa theory of Bharata has in view such various sub-
jects as music, histrionics, and dramaturgy. It was left to
later commentators like Abhinavagupta to evolve a full-
fledged doctrine of Rasa particularly applicable to poetry as
such. It is interesting to observe that at the beginning of

the 21st chapter of the Natya-sastra Bharata says “Itivrttan
tu kauga:y@wlmmﬂ’. “The plot may be des-
cribed as the body of poetry,” and there can be no doubt

that Bharata meant Rasa to be its @tman or ‘Soul though
he has not mentioned it in so many words. = Thus the
controversies faging on the body and soul of poetry in
Sanskrit Alankara works seem to have taken their start with
Bharata. And when we find Coleridge saying “The essence
of poetry consists in the excitement of emotion for the
immediate purpose of pleasure through the medium of
beauty’, we cannot but think that this was anticipated by
sage Bharata hundreds of years ago.

We step into poetics proper in the Kavyalankara of
Bhamaha. His statement Sabdarthan sabitan kavyam’ (Word
and meaning together constitute poetry) sounds more like
a layman’s opinion of poetry. It appears so only at first
sight. Closer examination reveals to us that the definition
of Bhamaha is not so childish as it looks. Bhamaha never
means that any and every word expressive’of some mean-
ing or other makes poetry. It is only the right word
expressive of the right meaning that is suitable in the con-
text; and the beauty of such compositions is achieved with
the help of (a set of) figures of speech and qualities of
style. Avoidance of patent defects which are also cata-
logued, goes a long way in raising a piece of writing to the
level of literature. As W. Basil Worsfold says, “The three
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distinct and characteristic elements of excellence, the pre-
sence of which can be discerned in varying degrees in
works of literature, are—matter, manner and the capacity to
please”,! and Bhamaha seems to have taken into account all
these in framing his definition of poetry. The implication
and significance of the word sahitan in Bhamaha’s defini-
tion quoted above may vety well be summarised in the
wotds of Prof. A.C. Bradley thus:—¢If substance and form
mean anything in the poem, then each is involved in the
other, and the question in which of them the value lies has
no sense.”2 Poetry essentially consists of form and sub-
stance and just as thete is no substance apatt from form, so
there is no form apart from substances. It follows, there-
fore, that in poetry, form and substance must have a
mutual and innate relation.

Now the question arises whether Bhamaha was
thoroughly ignorant of the theory of Rasz so ably pro-
pounded by Bharata. A perusal of the Kavyalaikara will
reveal that he was aware of it but he did not assign the
highest place to it. As Ruyyaka says in his _4/zikira-
sarvasva, Bhamaha and his followers gave that paramount
position to figures of speech.8 Rasz was included under
one of them, Viz. Rasavat. But Bhamaha does not at all go
against the views of Bharata when be speaks of figures of
speech, for Bharata had also recognised and classified them.
It is not certain whether they part company even as

1 Judgment in Literature, p. 18.

2 Oxford Lectures on Poetry, p. 16.

3 Cf. tadevamalankara eva kavye pradhanam iti pracyanam matam.
—Alankarasarvasva, p. 7, Trivandrum Edn.
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regards Rasa, since Bharata nowhere treats of Rasz qnly in
respect of Kzvya to the exclusion of all other arts. Figures
of speech surely charm the reader and beautify the design;
but if they are overdone, they elicit at best mere admiration
and as a matter of fact, they most often create disgust:
Even as in the English Literature of the 17th century, in
the history of classical Sanskrit Literature also, the employ-
ment of the various figures of speech, both of sound
(Sabdalarkiara) and of sense (Arthilaskira), became the
avowed object of the poets—more often of poetasters—
after the period of Asvaghosa and Kalidasa. <Such pleasure
as they give is purely intellectual and is intellectually
frivolous’. But this was the pleasure sought and found by
the intelligentsia (Sabrdayas) of the period of decline and
fall of Sanskrit Literature. Simile and metaphor and a
host of other things quite inessential to poetry were their
great engrossing pre-occupation and were prized the mote
in proportion as they were far-fetched. The poets’ ideal
was to startle by novelty and amuse by ingenuity. This
school of Bhamaha which has come to be called the
Alankara school by modern writers on Sanskrit Poetics
had, in later times, many followers such as Udbhata and
Rudrata. These later writers—Dandin included among
them (?)—either add new figures to the list of existing ones
or classify them according ‘to some other principle. In
essence they do not differ from Bhiamaha in holding that
Alankaras are all in all in poetry.

The next important writer after Bhamaha is Dandin.
His definition of Kavya is—Sarirazi tavadistarthavyavacchinng
padavali.’  (With respect to the body it consists of a seties
of words, qualified by the sense which the poet wishes to
express.) One might be tempted at first sight to correlate
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it with Jagannitha’s definition of poetry in his Rasa-
gangadhara, viz. ‘ramaniyarthapratipadakab Sabdah kavyand
and say that he gives more emphasis to the word or the
form than to its substance which is given the subordinate
place of a visesana (adjective) in the latter definition. This
is what Sovani and Kane have actually done. But istartha
does not mean ramaniyirtha. It means vivaksitirtha as
Taruna Viacaspati has pointed out and should be translated
as ‘sought to be expressed’. Dandin gives a very wide
significance to the term Alarikira which indicates some
progress from Bhamaha. He says—<Kavyasobhakarin
dbarmanalarikaran pracaksate’. (All attributes adding beauty
to poetty go by the name of Alwikira). Thus the Guya,
and R7#/ or Marga ate also included under it. So to
differentiate him from the Alaikira school of Bhimaha
who assigns the first place to figures of speech, he has often
been accredited as the propagator of the R7#7 school, though
the word R7# itself never occurs in his Kawyadarsa. He
accepts the 1Vzidarbhi and Gawudiya styles whose essence
consist of Gupas which were later on well defined by
Viamana. Thus though Dandin is in the main a follower of
Bhamaha, he differs from him in mote than one detail.

As we have already seen, although the word serira
has been used both by Bharata and Dandin in their defini-
tions of poetry and though this implies that they must have
had something else in mind as the soul residing in that
body, they have not expressly mentioned it anywhere in
their works and the credit of having first tackled the pro-
blem of Atman or soul of Kayya undoubtedly goes to
Vimana. When he declares in one of the Sutras of the
Kapyalaikarasutravrtti that style or diction is the soul of
poetry (Ritiratma Kavyasya), it is nothing but Dandin’s
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position pushed to its logical conclusion. In minor mattets
of detail as, for example, the Ritis being Gunas, he gene-
rally follows his predecessors. Vamana’s doctrine of R7/
seems to cortespond to that of the English school of
literary criticism which held that Style is the man’. The
concrete features of a good style of writing enumetated by
Schopenhauer in his essay on “Authorship and Style” can
be brought under one or the other of Vimana’s Gupas and
as such under one of the R7z#s. According to Schopen-
hauer, thoughts must get their clearest, finest and most
powetful expression. Clarity, beauty and power are the
three qualities emphasised by him. By clarity he means
the expression of thoughts “as purely, clearly, definitely
and concisely as ever possible”. This is secured by the use
of wotds which are precise and apt.! The truth under-
lying the sharp distinction between 1Vaidarbhi and Gandiya
Ritis which is recognised by Dandin and Vamana seems to
be borne out by a passage found in Winchester.2—<«There
are, in general, two opposite tendencies in personal expres-
sion: on the one hand to clearness and precision; on the
other to largeness and profusion. The difference between
the two may be seen by comparing such poetry as that of
Matthew Arnold with that of Tennyson or such prose as
that of Newman with that of Jeremy Taylor. Minds of one
class insist on sharply divided ideas, on clearness of image,
on temperance and precision of epithet. Their style we
characterise as chaste or classic. The other class have...
more abundant and vivid imagery, more wealth of colour,

1Quoted by V. Raghavan in his article on Riti, Kuppuswami
Sastri Commemoration Volume, p. 107. /
2 Some principles of Literary criticism, Chapter 4th,
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but less sharpness of definition. Their thoughts seem to
move through a lush growth of imagery. They tend to be
ornate and profuse in manner, eager in temper.” But after
all is said and done, Vamana’s view of style as the'life of
poetry, empties, to borrow the words of Prof. A.C. Bradley,
‘poetry of its meaning. It is really a doctrine of form for
form’s sake. It is of no consequence what a poet says, so
long as he says the things well. The ‘what’ is poetically
indifferent; it is the ‘how’ that counts. Matter is nothing;
the form, the treatment is everything’.! In poetic experience
we never apprehend expression without reference to mean-
ing. It is a unified experience where both are cognised and
appreciated simultaneously. One cannot be abstracted
from the other. But in theoty it is interesting to note that
it has found support in the greatest poet-ctitic of Germany,
Goethe, when he regards poetry as primarily an art and
insists upon form, and power of artistic expression in all
poetry worth the name.

Next cownes Anandavardbana whose Dhvanyaloka is an
epoch-making work in the history of Sanskrit Poetics. His
unique contribution to the Alaikarasastra is the doctrine
of Dhvani or suggestion though he himself claims for it
previous currency among Indian critics.2 Dbhvanikavya is

efined as follows—“That kind of poetty in which the directly
expressed word and sense become subordinate to suggested
 sense is called Dhvani by scholars.”8 Suggestive poetry is

10xford Lectures on Poetry, p. 7.

2Cf. kavyasyaima dhvaniriti budbairyah samamnatapirvah...
(Dhvanyaloka, 1. 1).

Syatrarthah Sabdo va tamarthamupasarjanikria-svarthaw |

vyanktah kavyavisesal sa dhvanirite suribhil kathitah
—Ibid, 1. 13.
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poetry par excellence. But poetry devoid of suggestion is
also given a place under the class of Kavya. It is Citrakavya,
If Dhvani were the soul of poetry, then, nothing bereft of it
could be poetry. Then again, suggestion ot Dhvani is not
uniform. It is triple in character. 'The suggestion may be
of (1) Vastu (matter) ot (2) Alankira (embellishment) ot (3)
Rasa. 'The highest place is given only to Rasa-Dhvani and
not to the other two. But poetry where the plot ot figures
of speech are suggested is not excluded from the domain of
poetry but are given a subordinate position. This also
involves a difficulty as [isvanatha has pointed out.! Riddles
and conundrums, where also there is some suggested sense
other than the expressed one, will have to be brought
under the class of Vastudbvani. Further, when Ananda-
vardhana says—

J0’rthassabydayaslaghyab kavyatmeti vyavasthitah

vacyapratiyamanakhyan tasya bhedhavubban smrtann

—O0p. Cit, p. 12., N.S. Edn.
there seems to be contradiction of what he himself said
earlier. Here the author declares that <Ar#ha’ is the soul of
poetry and that 1Vacya (expressed) and Prat7yamana (sug-
gested) are two vatieties of Artha. It logically follows that
Viacyartha is as much the soul of poetry as the Pratiyamana-
ot Vyangyartha. Mahimabhatta in his 1 yaktiviveka has not
forgotten to point out this inconsistency, among many
others, in the Dhvanyaloka.

Despite all these contradictions (which are remedied
by later writers like '7fvanatha), the fact remains that the
docrine of Dhvani marked a great advance in the history of
Sanskrit poetics. The centre of gravity shifted gradually

1Cf. Sahityadarpana, p. 4, P. V. Kane’s Edn.
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from jaba’ﬁrtba, Alasikara, Guna and Riti to Dhvani and
indeed the doctrine is sound in its essentials. It is not
merely the presence of some excellence or of figures that
accounts for a piece being called great literature. Words
may be said to lie dead in a dictionary, skeletons without
flesh and blood. <But as soon as they escape into a living
sentence, they gain individuality and catch subtle shades of
meaning which no dictionary can define, 2 meaning not
putely intellectual, and capable of infinite variation accord-
ing to the genius of him that uses them. We say that such
language suggests more than it expresses.! One great merit
of Anandavardhana is that he fixed once and for all the
relative positions of Rasa, Guna, Dosa and Alasikara which
were tacitly adopted by later writers. If we consider
figuratively poetry to be a person, word and meaning would
consitute his body and Rasa his life; excellences of style
would be like the qualities of valour and wisdom. Defects
in style would be similar to the ailments like lameness and
blindness. Ri#is would be comparable to the harmonious
disposition of the limbs and poetic figures to the ornaments
to be worn on the body. ;

We may note in this connection that Dr. J. Nobel
appears to have made a mistake in thinking that “sahrdaya-
hrdayabladi-sabdirthamayatvameva  kavyalaksanam,” is the
definition of the Dhvanikara.2 The above quoted statement
which occurs in the 1/7# on the first Karikz forms part of
the doctrines of the objector. The paragraph starts with
the wotds Anye brayup. 1t is the view held by critics who
did not admit of Dhvani and not by the Dhvanikara.

1 De Selinconrt < Oxford Lectures on Poetry’, p. 10.
2 Foundations of Indian Poetry, p. 81.
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Another noteworthy definition of Kawya is that of
Mammata, a great authority on Sanskrit Aleikarasastra.
It is—““tadadosan sabdarthau sagunivanalanikr?i punah kvapi.”
It has been almost verbatim accepted by Hemacandra.
y Poetry consists, according to these writers, of word
and sense, both combined, free from faults, full of
excellences and sometimes even without figures of speech.
JThis definition, it will be seen, does not in essence,
differ from that of Bhimaha and Dandin. A noteworthy
feature of Mammata is the subordinate place he assigns to
Alaiikaras or figures of speech. In this he has been
influenced by the Dhvani-school. But it is a compliment to
his conservatism that he did not brush aside the theories of
the ancients though he was convinced of the truth of the
later Dhvani doctrine.

Visvanitha, though generally a follower of Mammata
has mercilessly criticised each and every word of the
latter’s definition. 'These criticisms, it must be noted, are
well-pointed and, for the most part, justified. The logical
conclusion of the theory of Dhvani meant giving the highest
place to Rasz in all poetry. Mammata and to some extent
even Anandavardhana felt shy of saying it in so many
words and evaded the issue. The credit of having boldly
come forward with his definition “vakyazs rasatmakan
\/ém/)wiz” goes to Visvanitha. What his predecessors had
"been tacitly taking for granted without acknowledging
it was given expression to in his definition which is
theoretically precise. But from the practical point of view,
descriptions like those of a flowing river or a blooming
flower, whete the chirm consists in the expressed sense or
the figures of speech present, do not come under the put-
view of poetry according to this definition. The definition
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serves little or no purpose from the student’s point of
view because unless he knows the doctrine of Rasz in all
its details, he cannot understand the full import of the
definition. It is but poor consolation to be told that in all
poetry where there is no Rasa, there is at least Rasabbasa, a
semblance of Rasa, which indeed helps us in calling it
poetry though not poetry of the highest kind. For all
practical purposes, Mammata’s definition is very serviceable.
Thus though Visvanatha’s definition is not immune from
defects it goes a long way in assigning the proper place to
Rasa which was faintly envisaged by Bharata and more
vividly elucidated by Anandavardhana. As against the R7/7
school, it opens their eyes to the fact that ‘there is a con-
ception of poetry which is not fulfilled by pure language
and liquid versification, with the simple and, so to speak,
colourless pleasure which they afford; but involves the
presence in them of something which moves and touches
in a special and recognisable way’.l The most serious
objection to the definition of V §vanitha is that a ban shall
have to be placed on a bulk of poetical literature which has
distinctly a charm in it but has not necessarily in it any
predominant sentiment. Such things have been generally
accepted as coming under the head of poetry by a majority
of literary critics of all ages and climes.
: Jagannatha, the author of the Rasagaigadhara is the
last great writer on Sanskrit Poetics. According to him a
Kavya is 2 word which conveys a charming sense (Ramani-
/ yarthapratipidakah sabdah). Thus the essence of Kavya,
according to this definition consists in charmingness or
! Ramaytyata. ‘'This charmingness belongs to an idea whose

1 A.E. Housman—‘The Name and Nature of Poetry’, p. 11.
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knowledge produces an extraordinary delight. And the
extraotdinariness ot lokottaratva is something which can be

known only by experience and which may be styled as
camatkiratva_ox._ stnkmgness This camatkiratva is the

————————

_essence “gf_p_getg which it is 1mg)351ble to define or des-
~cribe in_so so_many_ wotds, but which can be oniy f;l_ﬂgb ¥
person who is a sabrdaya, who has the faculty which sprmgs
from culture and ripe judgment. }
Against this definition, however, it may be said that it
does not help a student to recognise or distinguish what
composition deserves to be called Kavya. To say simply that
what is charming or striking is a Kazya does not take us
any further. Besides Jagannatha is of opinion that the
word and meaning (Sabda and Artha ) do not together
constitute poetry. According to him the words alone are
referred to by the name Kawya as is corroborated by
everyday-experience. People speak of poetry being read
loudly, of its meaning being understood and sometimes of
its meaning being not understood though poetry was heard,
all the while having in their minds the idea of words.2 It
has already been pointed out when considering Bhamaha’s
definition that questions of this kind pertaining to the
" relative importance of word or meaning in poetry are futile.

Lramaniyata ca lokottarahladajanakajiianagocaratia. Lokottaratvam
cahladagatascamatkaratvaparaparyayo’ nubhavasaksiko  jativisesah.
Karanam ca tadavacchinne bhavanivisesah punahpunaranusandhd-
nalmd.

—The Rasagangadhara, p. 4, N. S. Edn.

2Cf, “Sabdarthayugalam na kavyasabdaviacyam. Manabhavit ;

kavyamuccaih pathyate, kavyadartho'vagamyate, kavyam S$rutamartho

na jiatah, ityadi visvajaninavyavaharatah; pratyuta vidésasabdasyaiva
kavyapadarthatvapratipatteéca”. Op. Cit., p. 5.
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Before concluding, two other theories of poetry
advanced by Kuntaka and Ksemendra respectively may be
noticed. ‘These have been reserved to the last instead of
being treated eatlier in so far as they represent not so much
new theories of Kawya but attempts at bringing all the
specific conceptions of Ri#, Rasa, Guna, Alasikara and
Dhvani under a more general principle. /Kuntaka took the
cue from Bhamaha and highly elaboratéd the doctrine of
Vakrokti in his wotk Vakroktijivita. According to him
Vakrokti is the essence of poetry and by [akrok?i he
understands the peculiarity capable of producing extra-
otdinary charm (Lokottaracamatkarakarivaicitrya). Kuntaka
distinguishes six varieties of 17akrata under the one or the
other of which he brings in all figures of speech, Rasa,
Dhvani, Guna and R7ti.

Ksemendra in his Awityavicaracarca maintains that

Auwcitya or appropriateness is the essence of Rase which in
/  its turn constitutes the most important thing in Karya. He
" defines Aucitya as the character of that which is suitable or
appropriate in its relation to another.! In the doctrine of
Auncitya, Ksemendra appears simply to develop what had
already been hinted at in the Dhvanyaloka where we find—
; // anancityadrte nanyad rasabhangasya karanian |
pmﬂddbamzz_‘yabzzﬂdlmsm rasasyopanisat para
«“There is no other thing which mars Rasz than
1mproprlety The supreme secret of Rasa consists in observ-
ing the established rules of propriety.” Many varieties of

Auwcitya are enumerated and illustrated in Ksemendra s

-

/

N s

Lucitam prahuracaryah sadrsam kila yasya yat |
ucitasya ca yo bhavah tadaucityam pracaksate |
—Ibid. —Karika, 7, N. S. Edn.
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work. Rasa, Gupa, Riti, Alasikaras, etc., can be useful only
when there is Aucitya in them. It is worthy of notice that
Ksemendra has the sense of humour to quote his own
verses often to illustrate Anancitya.

To conclude: in Sanskrit Poetics the definition of
poetry forms a veritable battle-ground. With the utmost
subtlety and hair-splitting distinctions, every rhetorician
has come forward to justify his own definition of Poetry
and to reject the definitions of others. Even this rapid
survey of the different schools of Sanskrit Poetics has
revealed to us that there has been a steady growth in the
conception of the nature of poetry. From the beginnings
in Bhamaha, where the exterior of poetry receives considera-
tion at length, we come to attempts at solving the inner
core of it in Vamana and see their successful solution in
Anandavardhana. -Later writers like Visvanitha and
Mammata made explicit the suggestions embodied in the
Dhvanyaloka. Sanskrit theories of poetry do not in any way
suffer by comparison with the recognised theories of
Western criticism.



XVII

THE ESSENCE OF POETRY

I

We all know that poets have been honoured in all
cultured communities since the dawn of civilization, and
the abiding value of poetry has never been contested either
by apostles of religion in the past or by the votaries of
science in our own times. But the question, ‘What
is poetry?’ recurs/again and again in the history of
literary criticism and there is no end to the answers
that have been given., In general terms if we say that
poetry gives us delight which is unique or s/ generis, it
is perhaps begging the question; but it is nonetheless very
true. Poets and critics have all freely expressed their
views about poetry; their very diversity even with regard to
the ‘essence’ of poetry indicates that it must be something
very elusive, if not mysterious. Everyone can enjoy
poetry; but even masterminds may fumble when it comes
to defining its essence.! The few words that I might
say now can have no pretensions, then, to finality; they
can represent at the most an individual approach though
I would endeavour to base my remarks on the findings
of ancient Indian theorists.

II

/ It is easier, I believe, to indicate what poetty is not
than to explain what poetty is. ; Poetty is not common
talk on the one hand (ataf) and organised science on the
other (se=). “The sun has set; the birds ate returning
to their nests’ is just talk, not poetry, though couched
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in metre. (wAsEaHA: Wrdeg: arfeq arary afqom: | g@aEfR
#=9%). Such is the opinion of Bhamaha, our earliest
critic.  He goes on to add that by persistent study and
application one might master science; but poetry comes
only to the gifted (ewRangsag mex sefadisasy | F=d g
S S1g FEafaeAfaaTad:). Z‘ghat unique gift of the poet,
which cannot be acquited, is imagination or pratibha.

.

But readers too possess it in some degree, though

their ‘i@ééznggign \_is not creative like that of the poet.
They ate sahrdayas; that is why they respond to poetry. /
111
There are different kinds of poetry depending on
differences of temperament and culture, of tradition and
purpose, in the poets. There are simple ballads treating
of ‘old, unhappy, far-off things and battles long ago’.
For their enjoyment all that is required in the reader is
a simple taste for poetry. There are heroic epics which
ate narrative in theme and these also have a universal
appeal. The secret of their appeal is to be sought in
the fundamental passions of man which find a ready
echo in every heart, and which have found imaginative
and noble expression. Music and rhythm, metaphots
and similes, will be thete no doubt; but these will not
attract special attention. On the other hand we may have
satires where human failings are caricatured. We have,
of course, lyrics where music and mood mingle harmo-
niously. / Whatever the genre, if the poet is a highly
educated one, all his Tearning and wisdom will be distilled
in his lines and a corresponding deg;ee— of cultivated
sensibility is demanded of the reader./ If we agree that
in all these the ‘essence’ of poetry does exist, out

13
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definition of it must be as inclusive as possible, and not
exclusive.

v

Let us take an example:

I ATAfaa: 93 qar faremienT )
gErAATaey gfwgraan o [(Mahandtakal

Even a wreath I wouldn’t place on thy neck
Lest it should come between us;

But now between us stand, alas,
Rivers, oceans and hills.

Rama is addressing his lost Sitd in these words which
find a ready echo in our hearts. We share his poignant
suffering and we feel the beauty of the language simul-
taneously. The language of the poet is somewhat con-
ventional and figurative because the theme demands it;
and is not just decorative. We recognise the beauty of
poetic language by the out-of-the-way grace acquired by
words and meanings (msaraiagiz). And the haunting sweet-
ness of diction is unmistakable (i.e. argg), the hallmark
of ehe Graceful style (Fzffdfq). Such would be the
rough analysis of the literary theorist. But the very
starting point of his analysis is his enjoyment of the
sentiment, which is Rass, Love-in-separation (fagaeirgi)
here. ‘The poet has invested his expression with beauty
by his original use of figures and sung of a theme which
cannot fail to stir the sensitive reader to his very depths.

In India Vak or Speech has always been described
as swdq, the Celestial Cow that milks whatever you
ask for. The poet is indeed her pet calf since the best
part of her milk is got by him:—
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IR & fg @ agregenan |
a7 Tred ' g et g @

| The essence of poetry, then, is the enjoyment (rasa) of the
cultivated reader (sahrdaya) rich in poetic sensibility, an
enjoyment which is valued for its own sake and which on
' analysis involves the appreciation of distinct qualities
. (gunas) in style (riti)—qualities inheting in form (sabda)
as well as content (artha), and which more often than not
reveal turns of speech or imagery (alankira) deliberately
made remote from the common ways of daily talk or of
science. But how do words in poetry serve to evoke
aesthetic delight, the same words which we use for other
purposes in our lives? ‘That is indeed a question which
takes us to the depths of the poetic process on the one
hand and realms of psychology on the other. The answer
ably indicated by Anandavardhana is Dhvani or suggestion.
The dictionary use of words and the emotive use of the '
same words in poetry are to be carefully distinguished and

such a unique power is the very secret of elusive poetty.

That is the very test by which we recognise the true from
false in poetry. If figures of speech and high styles do
not subserve the central function (vyipdra) of poetry
which is Dhvani, they ring artificial on our ears and thete
is no aesthetic enjoyment which is of the very essence of
true poetry. . All that glitters is not gold though we all
know that gold does glitter. This comprehensive principle
of poetry has been called Awitya or Propriety and im-
propriety of any kind is another name for bad taste:—

AT AFARIIFE FIO |
sfagtfacaareg waeamfasaa

|

-
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We could now sum up our position in some such way
as this: The essence of poetry is tooted in the capacity of
man to find unequalled delight when what is significant
in life, i.e., the inmost experiences of the human personality
in relation to fellow-men, external Nature or God, is
presented in an organised way through the Imagination. A
true poet is gifted with this magic power of insight and
his wotk, when true to his inspiration (zamaar), will embody
insights as valid as, and pethaps complimentaty to, those
which are the object of the discursive and conceptual langu-
age. But poetty is an art, first and foremost. That is to say,
it embodies skill in the use of language; and the recognition
of this skill involves perception of qualities of style and
figures of speech.  They are, like so many labels, tenta-
tive, not final. / They should not lead one to a false dicho-
tomy between matter and manner which are interfused
inseparably (armaifaa dgaat..). It is this skill of the poet
which is responsible for rending the film of familiarity
from even the most commonplace things he may be
describing (gveqaf sft wrat: ®1e0 wWaforerg | &9 7 zannfa
agare 77 gar) and the measure of his success can only be
judged when the marriage between mannet and matter is
complete, when art does not outrun the demands made by
emotion. Poetty thus partakes something of the divine
mystery and truly the poet has been bracketed with the Seer
(arafiy: wieafeg). His genius brings a freshness of vision
and create an ideal world of beauty and joy even out of
the most unwholesome material’y and add ‘the gleam,

*Cf. i ftaanareaary =

are warfy wgR fawd o awg
Continued Next Page.
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The light that never was on sea or land,
The consecration, and the poet’s dream.’
Such is the essence of poetry, an amalgam of the )
imaginative, emotional, intellectual and artistic elements.

— Continued from Page 228,
agraaEq FiqATaFIanT
aTecdd aF Taar auIfy SF )
Whether beautiful or ugly, exalted or lowly, furious or tender,
profound or perverse, or even some airy abstraction, there is no

subject which does not become aesthetic, once it is transformed
by the imagination of the poet.
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RUYYAKA’S VIEWS ON THE NATURE
OF POETIC CONTENT

I

Early Indian rhetoricians like Bhaimaha were concerned
more with definitions and divisions of particular figures of
speech or excellences in poetry than with an investigation
of the general principle of beauty underlying the alarikaras
or gupas. ‘'Their scattered hints, however, served as a
starting point for philosophical enquiry in the succeeding
period (gth—r11th century) which saw the birth of great
classics of Sanskrit literary criticism like the Dhvanyaloka
and the Vukroktijivita. 'The sheet-anchor of the New
Criticism was the recognition of the primary importance of
Rasa as the life-infusing principle of poetty; and even great
critics of the Dhvani school—Bhatta Nayaka and Mahima-
bhatta, for instance,—were agreed on this crucial fact.
They differed only in their methods of logically explaining
rasa or aesthetic éxperience.

II

It would appear that these philosophical critics them-
selves regarded their activity as supplementing the analyti-
cal wotk of the Old School. Though they point out that
the ancients were lacking in a philosophical approach, they
at the same time recognise the utility of a/arikzras and gupas.
Due regard is paid to the rules of the older theorists in all
these matters, and their definitions of particular figures or
excellences accepted without hesitation by the new critics.



Ruyyaka’s Views on the Nature of Poetic Content 231

The credit of having first attempted a synthesis of all the
material in Sanskrit poetics goes to Mammata; and his
work Kavyaprakasa has long been accepted as an authori-
tative text-book. But we miss even in this book a real
fusion of the two approaches, the practical and the philo-
sophical. Some of the chapters in the Kayyaprakisa appeat
to hang loose, without any strong connecting link. And
this is true also of the Sahityadarpana, a later text-book by
Visvanatha.

But Ruyyaka, the immediate successor of Mammata in
the field of Sanskrit poetics, is free from the above charge
and deserves to be studied for the sake of his approach,
which does not mix up the Old and the New Schools, and
treats both separately acknowledging his debt to both. He
keeps the two attitudes apart and distinct in his work, the
Alankarasarvasva, and is faithful to the spirit of both the
schools in his treatment of figures. He could achieve a
measure of precision and clarity, rare in Sanskrit poetics,
by deliberately limiting his field to the treatment of figures
exclusively.

I

Ruyyaka starts his work by surveying the various
schools of Sanskrit poetics, and unmistakably shows how
the authorities on the subject of Figures of Speech are the
Old Critics (Cirantanas) and how the ideas of the Dhvanj
school provide the best logical explanation of the ‘essence’
or ‘soul’ of poetry, the soul which is the veritable alaikirya.
He next addresses himself to the task of expounding
the alankaras systematically, and groups the arthalarikaras
under the following heads:—
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bhedabbedatnlya—where both difference and iden-

tity are manifest between the things compared;

e.g., simile.

abhedapradbina—where identity between the two

is supet-imposed, e.g., metaphort.

() adbyavasiyamula—(siadhya ) where poetic fancy
1s prominent (though the thing described is
also mentioned) e.g., Gtpreksa.

(b) adbyavasiyamila—(siddha) whete poetic fancy
involves exclusive mention of the imagined
object, e.g. atisayokti.

gamyamana-anpamya—where likeness is just sug-

gested :

(a) through words, e.g., dipaka, or

(b) through the sentence as a whole, e. g.,

prativastiupama.
bhedapradhina—where difference is prominent e.g.,
vyatireka.

vyang yamala—where beauty is due to the sugges-
tive element of epithets, as in samdasokti and of
puns, as in slesa.

virodbamila—where contrast is the principle of
beauty, e.g., virodba, asangati.
Srhikhalabandha—where setial arrangement is strik-
ing, e.g., sara, ekavali.

tarkanyiyamila—where the logical mode of reason-
ing is poetically utilised, e.g., £avyaliiga.
vakyanyiyamila—where the rules of syntax are
poetically utilised, e.g., yathasanzkhya.
lokanyazyamila—where common experience s
poetically utilised, e.g., vakrokti, etc.
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v

Here, for the first time, the total number of sixty and
odd figures of speech is brought under an intelligible
scheme. It emerges from Ruyyaka’s treatment that the
sources of poetic beauty are mostly imagery, based on
likeness or contrast, explicit or implicit, and through ex-
pressions which are themselves ordered or patterned either
after the manner of the laws of rhythm, logic and syntax,.
or by conscious addition of the graces of speech in daily
usage, such as wit and humour, irony and paradox. The
element of oddity in worldly experience is also utilised to
advantage by the poet in figures like pratyanika. 1t is
clear throughout that the very measure of poetic genius.
lies in the artful wuse of alwikiras (whose general
name is, by the way, pakrokti), and that the poetic
process is nothing but a deliberate departure from the
usual mode of gossip (var#zz) and systematized thought
(sastra).

In other words, alaikiras are virtually made to appear
as the ‘natural’ language of poetry, and not just outward
‘ornaments’ to be added or discarded. This position is at
variance with the philosophical analysis of the Dhvani
school, according to which the very name alaikara loses
all significance unless the literary critic can point to some:
‘suggested’ (vyarig ya) alaikarya or soul, viz., Rasa, Alarkara
or Vastn, the three kinds of Dhvani. 1t is a credo of that
school that poetic beauty is felt only in proportion to the
beauty of the suggested emotion or mood, figure of speech
ot idea; and the first kind (viz., rasidi-dbvani) is the most
beautiful.
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v

We ate thus faced with the crucial question. of
literary criticism—can alasikaras contribute to poetic beauty
directly, or can they do so only by being instrumental and
paving the way for the suggested meaning? An acceptance
of the Dhvani theory will lead us inevitably to the
conclusion that all instances of alarikzras without appreciable
suggestion arc ‘inferior’ and third-rate poetry.? Conser-
vative critical thought in Sanskrit is not prepared to
concede this. The practice of our Mahikavya writers
and the opinion of orthodox commentators cannot be
left out of account in this connection. They point
unmistakably to the fact that aleikiras were deemed to be
direct agents of poetic beauty and not just external
appendages. While the Dhvani theory might highlight
the critic’s appreciation and refine his judgement by
making him alive to the significant contribution, to the
total tone, of even the minutest elements of language
like particles and pronouns, affixes, and suffixes, it does
not throw much light on the workings of the poetic mind,
because of its over-emphasis on Rasa. Aesthetic psychology,
founded on the experience of the critic alone, is bound
to be as partial as that grounded on the creative experience
exclusively. All the same, the latter is at least as much, if
not more, important to a sound literary theory. But Indian
poetics before Ruyyaka appears to have omitted a detailed
analysis of it. Kuntaka, whose endeavour was to explain
the workings of the poetic imagination, mote or less
followed the example of the masters of Dhvani and could

1 M. Hiriyanna, ‘Art Experience-2’, Art Experience (Kavyalaya)
p- 291
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not contribute much to this aspect of the matter. To the
philosopher-cum-critic Abhinavagupta we owe the exposi-
‘tion of the Rasa theory in a way which comprehends
both the poet’s creative moment and the critic’s aesthetic
experience, in one sweep of metaphysical or mystic
theory; but it almost ignores the fundamental difference
between the two.2 Although the poet and the critic may
be the twin faces of poetry, both entitled to similar
delight, no one can gainsay that the poet is a cteative
artist primarily, while the critic is a passive contemplator
of the given artistic beauty. The secret of the poet’s art
or technique cannot be laid bare until beauty due to
form is also considered, and related to the beauty of
content. How the impersonal emotion of the poet
objectifies itself in adequate form is the essential question
of literary criticism,? and Ruyyaka appears to be the only
Sanskrit theorist who offers an answer to this puzzling
question. His answer, naturally, takes him deep into
the nature of creative vision, with its parallels in the
borderland of mystic vision, accepted by almost all
schools of Indian philosophy (expect Parvamimarnisa) and
systems of theology (Agamas).

2Cf. The present writer’s monograph Rasolldsa in Kannada
{Mysore University).
30f. (1) “The only way of expressing emotion in the form of art
is by finding an ‘objective correlative’.”
—T. 8. Eliot, Selected Essays, p. 145.
(ii) “Great poetry may by made without the direct use of any
emotion whatever; composed out of feelings solely.”
—Ibid., p. 18.
(iii) ““The poet has, not a ‘personality’ to express, but a particular
medium...in which impressions and experiences combine in
peculiar and unexpected ways.”—Ibid., p. 20.
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V1

While all the armoury of alasikaras noted and
classified by Ruyyaka relate to poetic “form’, there are
three which relate primarily to the poetic ‘content’ and,
therefore, refuse to be included under any of the broad
heads of the former group.

They are: —

(1)  Svabbavokti,
(i) Bbavika, and
(iii) Rasavadad;.

The beauty of these does not derive from the struc-
ture of imagery etc., but inheres in the very texture of
poetry. ‘These represent the very stuff of poetry, and
their apalysis would amount to an account of the poet’s
vision to be embodied in the artistic form. Everything is
grist to the poet’s mill, and non-human objects, both
animate and inanimate, of ‘nmature’, like bird, insect and
beast, wind and cloud, plant and fruit—may become quite
poetic when their quintessence (‘s#ksma-svabhava) is distilled
by the poet’s penctrating visiont The poetic beauty
hidden in such objects is not within the reach of the insen-
sitive—the non-poets or bad poets.5 The extremely refined
sensitivity of the poet is evidenced by svabbivokti, which
may be regarded as one of the three levels of poetic vision.
Here, the poet’s vision is turned outside himself, to the

4 Stiksmavastusvabhdvasya yathavadvarnanam svabhavoktih—
Alarnkarasarvasva, TSS., p. 199.

5 Vide—Jayaratha’s Vimaréint on the above:—kavitvamatrasya
gamyah kuéagriyadhisanatvat. Evam sthiilamatinam kavinam
kukavinam tasyavagame’pi tatha vikalparoho na bhavediti bhavah.

—Op. cit. NSP., p. 223.
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wotld of Nature; and he alone has the unique sensitivity to
see into “the life of things”. In its own right, such poetry
is as good as any other.

The second noticeable strain in the poet’s vision is
bbavana. Tt is an intensely vivid perception of things, both
past and future. The poet’s insight is confined to the pre-
sent, but transcends the limits of Time and Space. Its
validity is not vouchsafed by its present intuitive intensity,
and hence it is not a case of error or delusion or idle fancy.
It is not even symbolic or hypetbolic fancy (atisayoks),
since the past and the present are nof felt by the poet
as different entities. On the other hand, he is aware of a
single, undivided entity. So, poetic truth is, if anything, a
higher truth, a closer approximation to Reality.

Ruyyaka takes us deeper into the nature of this
bbavani or poetic vision, and compares it with ordinary
perception on the one hand, and Yogic perception on the
other. Even ordinary perception, in his opinion, depends
as much on the subject’s sense organs as on the nature of
the object outside.® In Yogic perception, however, the
subjective vision itself is capable of vivid experience even
without the presence of the object.? Similar is the nature
of poetic vision’, says Ruyyaka.® In what, then, do they
differ> Only in the occasion that starts the activity of
vision itself. In the case of a Yogin, it is the assiduous
practice of Yogic discipline which culminates in bbavana,
and it has no ulterior aim of communication. But a poet’s

6 Na hi pratyaksatvam kevalam vastudharmah; pratipattya-
peksavaiva vastuni tathabhivat.—Adlankdrasarvasva,
p. 224-5. (NSP).
7Yoginamatindriyarthadar§ane bhivanaripa. —Loc. ci.
“Kavyarthavidam ca bhavanasvabhavaiva —Loc. c¢it.
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bhavanz is due to his sensitive and intense experience of the
Sublime (atyadbbntz).® Though personal in one sense, it is
also an impersonal intuition in as much as the poet is not
conscious of it, and that is why it is distinct from poetic
fancy where the poet is conscious of his personality.1® In
other words, the poet becomes but a spontaneous medium
for the expression of his intuition.

The third is indeed the highest moment of poetic
vision, where the poet’s personality is totally annihilated
by his becoming one with his artistic emotions.’t The
poet’s activity here is guided throughout by the emotional
aspect of his personality, an aspect which veritably lives all
the emotions it expresses. While the second element
of bhavani is mainly intellectual, this element of Rasa is
mainly emotional. Bhagvana has its analogue in the mystic
vision of the bhinna-sarvajia, the would-be Siddha, one who
vividly intuits both his own seeing self and the things
intuited.’? But Rasa is like the state of the perfected Yogin

983 ca bhiavana vastugatyityadbhutatvaprayukta —Loc. ¢it.

10Ngpi vastugata ivartha utpreksiprayojakah; tasya abhimana-
riipayah pratipattrdharmatvat. —Loc. cit.

11 Napyayam purahsphuradriipatays sacamatkaram pratiteh
rasavadalankirah. Ratyadicittavrttindm tadanusaktataya vibha-
vadinamapi sidharanyena hrdayasamvaditaya paramadvaitajfidna-
vatpratitau tasya bhavat. —Op, cit. p. 266.

32 Jayaratha observes:- ‘ata eva vidye§varaditulyatvam’—Vimar-
$in?, p. 226. The concept appears to be taken from the Pratyabhijiia
school of philosophy, where the state of $uddhavidya is described as
follows.—

Cf. also— Tatrddyah paramadvaita-nirvibhagarasatmakah |
Antyastu grahyatadatmyat na prthak pravibhavyate i
Upantyastatsvariipasya grahakah paribhavyate

—Continued Next Page.
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who is aware of the One, the Absolute, without any
duality whatever; and has the relish or gnanda of the All in
the One. While the first kind of creative vision, viz.,
svabhavokti, is limited to the wotld of present objects in the
world, the other kinds are unlimited in extension. What
is common to all the three, however, is ‘samvida’'® ot
intense feeling or sensitivity. When it is of the objects in
Time and Space, there is Jenkika—vastu-sarvida as in
svabbavokti; when it is of objects transcending the limits of
Time and Space, we have lokottara-vastu—saniwida as in
bhavika; when it is of emotions in all their infinite shades,
we have cittavrtti-sarivada, as in Rasavad etc. Of course,
Ruyyaka is awate that the boundaries of these are very thin,
and, more often than not, they run into one another.1¢

VI

Ruyyaka’s treatment of these three ‘@/aikaras’ opens

—Continued from Page 238
—Abhinavagupta, Malinivijayavarttika, p. 90 (Srinagar Edn.)

These two states of Yogic samddhi are designated asamprajiidita
and samprajfiatd in the Yoga system, and nirvikalpa and sovikalpa
in works like the Vedantasara. We find other names given to these
in the Prasastapadabhdsya and Nydya-mafijari.

(!f. also the ‘sub specie aeternitatis’ of Christian theology.

13" The word ‘samvada’ is deliberately used, to cover the critic’s
nlate of mind as well as the poet’s. The poet and the critic are
alike in the moment of aesthetic delight. This is an important
daoctrine of the Dhvani school. Ruyyaka is adding, however, that
there may be aesthetic delight even from wvastu-samvide—Ilaukika
or lokollnra—and that it is not confined to cittavrtti-samvada which
alone, properly speaking, is the province of Rasa.

t(!f. Ubhayasamhvada-darsane’pi saméave$o’pi ghatate— dlankira-
aarvasva, p. 227,
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out a vista of liteeaty criticism which is both original and
penetrating. These are not just ‘figures’ of speech like the
othet ones, confined to individual patts of a poem, but are
the very life-principles of poems as wholes. That is why
they ate treated separately and exclusively at the end of his
discussion of the other ‘alarikiras’ In Ruyydka’s analysis
we have hints and echoes of the dynamic critical theoties
of the Old School, in the light of the New School. If one
wete to think that the Old School in Indian Poetics was
static and stopped developing after Rudrata, Ruyyaka’s
observations, like those of Kuntaka, would prove the
unsoundness of such a view and would supply the necessary
corrective. Ruyyaka’s conservatism (cirantana-matanusyti )'5
was not blind, but based on ‘transvaluation of values’.
Poetry now becomes, in the wotds of an English poet, a
moment’s monument,

Memorial from the soul’s eternity

To one dead, deathless hour. ’

Ruyyaka’s standpoint will serve to reinstate the claims
of Nature Poetry and Epic Poetry to be regarded on a par
with Lyric Poetry. An exclusive adherence to the Dhvani
school will perhaps lead to an undervaluation of the first
two and to an overestimation of the last, or at least to a
laboured stretching of the first two to meet the procrustean
demands of Dhvani.

The only criticism that we might bring against
Ruyyaka is his use of old, outworn names even while ex-
pounding new thoughts. But this charge of new wine in
old bottles is true of him as of many others in the history
of Indian aesthetics.

15 This is the concluding expression in Ruyyaka’s work.

ST o s




XIX
THE GOLDEN AGE OF SANSKRIT DRAMA

Presumably, the Sanskrit drama is older than even
Greek drama. By the beginning of the Christian era we
find it already in full flower as 2 major form of literature
and a popular medium of public entertainment in India,
We know from the Natyasastra that it included ten kinds
of plays and was very rich in theory and possibly richer
i practice.  When we read the detailed rules of Bharata
about plot and character, with divisions and subdivisions
of cach, about dramatic sentiments and moods, style and
performance, dance and music, stage and costume, we
rcalize how vast must have been the range of plays
that formed the subjects of these rules. But unfortu-
nately all that vast body of literature is extinct; and in
their stead we have now nothing more than a few
surmises of scholars engaged in laborious research. The
carliest plays appear to have been staged during sacrificial
sessions and public fairs in the then spoken language of
the ¢lite, namely, Sanskrit, with due mergin allowed to
low characters to speak the different dialects of Prakrit,
Besides the palpable priestly and popular influences which
were quite indigenous, a third was perhaps the influence
of Greece at a later stage. The comic vidnsaka typifies
the ridiculous priest and survives in later drama; the
courtly atmosphere is evident in the enfosrage of princes
and princesses; while the popular love of sensation is
matinced in the villain of the heroic play.

‘Ihe unique characteristics of early Sanskrit dratma
haive (o be deduced from theory alone. To provide
cotertainment, along with instruction, was the declared

16
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object of the playwright. To achieve the former he
utilized themes of love and laughter; to ensure the latter
he indulged in social satire ot brought heroes, inspired
by ethical ideals, in sharp contrast to rivals lacking in
moral sense. A dramatic theme was hence either romantic
ot heroic (as in the #itakas and bbinas), or satirical or
farcical (as in prakarapas and prabasanas). Since unity of
emotional appeal (Rasz) was understood to be secured
best only in the midst of variety, a large number of
emotional moods had their contributory place in every
play. Songs and verses in different metres formed an
essential feature Sanskrit drama. Most of the significant
dialogues were in verse; and verse was used with advan-
tage to depict emotion as well as the different shades of
Nature’s setting.

Ancient references to the earliest plays like Karzsa-
vadba, Balibandha, Amrtamanthana and Laksmisvayarvara
indicate that the old plays mainly treated of the loves
and lives of gods and legendary heroes. The canon of
poctic justice was scrupulously observed and a wonderful
turn of events resulting in a happy conclusion was an
invariable feature of every play. A tragic close was
unthinkable because the ideal divine or semi-divine hero
could never fail. Any miracle was normal in such plays.
While common life abounded in tragedy, drama reminded
men that, in the divine order, good always prevailed
over evil. It was this dramatic principle which was
responsible for the absence of tragedies in Sanskrit drama.
In Indian mythology, unlike that of Greece, gods never
take sides with humans or fight with each other, The
conflict in the early Sanskrit plays is usually between
representatives of unmixed good and undiluted evil.
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Such were the beginnings of Sanskrit drama, which
reached its zenith in the golden age of Indian history that
followed. In the hands of masters like Bhasa and Sudraka,
Kalidasa and Bhavabhiiti, the drama gained in variety as
well as intensity. The gaping gulf between the human
wotld and the world of gods was bridged; the typical
characters were more and mote humanized and indi-
vidualized; and poetry became an instrument mote effective
than ever before. All these dramatists of the golden
age (c. 300-650 A.D.) were poets of the first order and
were deeply influenced by Valmiki’s sweet cpic style.
There is in fact a conspicuous consensus of opinion
among all the literary theorists—Bhamaha and Dandin
(7th century), Vimana (8th century), Anandavardhana
(9th century) and Abhinavagupta (11th century)—that
drama is the best form of literature. The best in Sanskrit
drama is due to the genius of these master playwrights,
and they inspired the original inventive power of Visakha-
datta and Bhatta Nariyana too. But, after the gth century,
decadence set in with imitation taking the place of invention
and pedantry that of poetry. A powerful cause for the
decline of interest in Sanskrit drama was also the rise
of a popular theatre with sensational shows in the
different spoken languages of India.

The achievement of Sanskrit drama in its heyday
descrves further consideration.  Like the Renaissance in
Furope, the Gupta age in India was an age in which “men
lived intensely, thought intensely, and wrote intensely.”
I"assions were strong, speculation rife; and there was scope
for men of genius to reach to their full stature. With
broadened outlook and widening horizons of knowledge,
there came an outburst of creative activity unparalleled in
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the history of India. The dramatists imbibed the spirit of
this age and brought the drama from divine heights to the
level plains of humanity. They showed in their wotks a
new sense of beauty and a new love of everything that
made for the enrichment of life. They showed a greater
spititual nature and a deeper moral earnestness. Their
characters are not just divine abstractions; they are intensely
buman figures. They are ancient kings and queens who
lived and moved in this world; whose passions are of the
wotld, worldly; who are softened by suffering and made to
learn the lesson that Fate is stronger than man. This senti-
ment of pathos as the ruling sentiment in drama is the greatest
contribution of our best Sanskrit dramatists. Though
the framework remains the same as ever, the dramatic
purpose changes outstandingly. Dusyanta, Puraravas and
Rima, Bharata and Carudatta, Duryodhana and Amatya
Raksasa—all these rise to sublime statures unknown in
their epic counterparts because of the dominating tragic
motif.

The happy conclusion is sometimes more than a mere
sop for the consumption of soft-livered spectators; it is an
affirmation of the traditional faith in the ultimate victory
of good and love over evil and hate. This tragic relief
is the secret of the appeal of Bhasa’s Svapnavasavadatta and
Pratima, Kalidasa’s Sakuntala and Vikramorvasiya, Sudraka’s
Myechakatika and Bhavabhuti’s Uftararimacarita, Harsa’s
Nazginanda and Visakhadatta’s Mudrariksasa. ‘The tragic
view of life, the power of Fate over man and the chastening
glow of love-in-separation mingle freely in these plays
and the human interest outshines that of blood and thunder.
The appeal is more to the softer sentiments than to fire and
fury. Even typical romance comes only as the background
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{ or the ordeal of separation.  The preference for pathetic

themes is found already in Bhisa, but it becomes wider and
deeper in Kalidasa and reaches its climax of intensity in
Bhavabhuti. Nature in these plays is agog with life and
serves almost as a character participating in the joys and
woes of the heroes. Bhavabhuti’s Izsant7 and Kilidisa’s
Kaypisrama are but.two familiar examples. The theme
could thus provide rich scope for the display of poetic
imagery and lyvric genius. Dialogues were racy and digni-
ficd; and descriptive poetry did not overstep the bounds of
propriety.

Alongside the above serious play, there was the natika
or light romantic comedy where the easy-going life of
kings in their large harems was generally the subject. The
crotic etiquette of a very refined class, treated in conven-
tional fashion, and the comic relief of the jesters, magicians,
cte., combined to make these plays popular at court, and
we find King Harsa himself writing two of them after the
manaer of Kalidasa’s Malavikagnimitra.

Social plays like the Mrechakatika and Mialatimiadbava
draw their characters from common life and treat of the
love-triangle with characteristic skill of dramatic construc-
tion. Here the interest in plot increases and there is ample
room for realistic characterization with a genial touch of
humour or harmless satire.  Skill in plot-construction has
reached  its highest point in the historical drama—
Mudraraksasa, whose appeal even today is irresistible.

We might conclude that Sanskrit drama at its best was
hoth scrious and light, imbued with the tragic spirit no less
than the comic, and for the most part partaking of epic
prandeur. It was intensely poetic and richly coloured;
psychological conflict had come to replace the old physical
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conflict of contending heroes. It had gained in width and
depth at the same time. In the period of decline that fol-
lowed, poetry became pedantry, drama was emptied of the
breath of real life in the midst of a hundred conventions,
and plays began to be written on set themes without novelty
of subject or treatment. A sensitive appreciation of the
splendour of Sanskrit drama may yet inspire modern
writers to produce plays of permanent appeal since these
classics have won encomiums from even Western critics
like Goethe and Wilson. The wide appeal of Pwrauic
plays to Indian audiences is a well-known fact even today.
There ate yet thousands of untapped legendary themes
‘which may provide wings to the imagination of a creative
playwright.




XX
MODERN SANSKRIT DRAMA

“Every Nation” in the words of Sir Francis Young-
husband, ¢has a different soul which, like a violin, conserves
its peculiar temper through all changes.” The remark is
particularly applicable to Sanskrit drama, which is still
surviving as an expression of our national genius and which,
with its history of 2,000 years, is a unique phenomenon
in the literary history of the world.

From the earliest times Sanskrit genius successfully
steered clear of the Scylla of popular taste and Charybdis
of individual idiosyncrasy. While the textbook of Bharata
on Dramaturgy provides detailed instructions to actors
and stage-managers, it offers only suggestive hints to the
playwrights. It does not lay down any rules like the
Aristotelian Unities which can cabin and crib the genius
of the playwright. It analyses searchingly the factors
involved in all dramas in general, »ig., plot, characters
and emotion, and brings out how everything must conduce
to the last, namely Rasa, because the actot’s art lies only
in giving relief to emotions with the aid of music, dance,
gesture, etc.  'To Bharata, then, the playwright was only
a script-writer for the stage and the script was nothing
more than a bare skeleton to which flesh and blood
were contributed by the actors on the stage. Bharata’s
analysis throughout is one of simple enumeration of all
logical possibilities; and it cannot cripple the imagination
of the artist and limit his choice. It only enables him
(o be aware of the stage conventions and educates the
spectators as to what they should expect from a drama.
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Bharata could therefore recognize as many as twenty forms:.
and sub-forms of drama in theory; and the variations were in
point of plot or characters or Rasz. 'The plot could be
legendary orinvented, idealistic or realistic. Characters could
be divine or semi-divine or human; high, low or middling;
Rasas could be one of the eight or nine primary emotions
of man standing out in the midst of numberless shifting
moods. This is not the place for me to enter into
more detail; but it should be clear that Bharata’s broad
theory cannot preclude any stage-production full of
emotion from the province of drama. The theme may
be idecalistic or realistic, the vein may be light or heavy,
the characters may be heroic or unheroic. Bharata held
that the impression left on the mind of the spectator of
a play should be one of peace and not of vexation. He
also felt that poetic justice where good always triumphed
against evil would implant a message of hope and optimism
in the spectator and make his faith in ethics deeper. This
is the very essence of Indian philosophy and Bharata is
only according it a high place in his scheme of drama
by banning tragedy. The theme of tragic suffering
is not excluded but only a tragic close. In the develop-

ment of the plot, whose very soul is a conflict of

interests, the dramatist was enjoined to stick to the rule
of inevitability of incidents and the element of sutrprise
was to be resetved to the last. The conclusion of every
Sanskrit play will embody a most unexpected turn in
the stoty and even the device of deus ex machina is freely
utilized at this stage. Since the dominant emotion was
the pivot of the drama, the playwright was expected to
be lyrical in his treatment of the characters and their
feelings in relation to each other and Nature. Sanskrit
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drama in its long and chequered history has throughout
conformed to these classical rules of Bharata,

The origins of Sanskrit drama might have been
religious. But we know it only after it had teached its
zenith, when it had become courtly and secular. The
existence of the Viduasaka ot the court-fool in the earliest
dramas we know indicates that drama was meant mainly
for princely entertainment and a select audience of critics
trained in the rules of Bharata. The Sanskrit stage was
never popular and we are unaware of any commercial
theatre which ever put a Sanskrit drama on the boards.
During religious congregations or yi/rds, they wete some-
times staged by temple-theatres for the benefit of the
learned few, and somctimes by courtesans in their esta-
blishments for the benefit of cultuted beaus. If the
performance of Sanskrit plays has survived professionally
up to the present time, it is only in Kerala, where also
the demands of the popular audience have so much
affected the Sanskrit original that a single act of it forms
the tail of a four-day entertainment in Malayalam.

Under the patronage of the court and the aristocracy,
Sanskrit drama flourished in its glory till the 12th century,
when the Mohammedan intrusion stifled the Sanskrit
stage. The golden age could give equal impetus to
social comedies like the Myechakatika and melodramas.
like the Mdilatimadhava, somantic tragi-comedies like
Sakuntala and heroic plays like Venzsanhira, historical plays.
like the Mudraraksasa and romantic plays like Ratnavali,
allegorical plays liks Prabodbacandrodaya and satirical farces
like the Mattavilasaprabasana. But all that variety became
a thing of the past in the period of decline or decadence
of Sanskrit drama when it was divorced gradually from
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the stage. Instead of poets, pandits took to play-writing
and produced works on stock epic themes in a highly
conventional way. In the absence of the chastening
influence of the stage, plays were intended for the learned
reader only and lengthy descriptions in the set pattern
abound. This decadent drama is more distant from life
in setting; in character it is stercotyped and artificial, in
language less close to the true workings of the human
heart. The Prataparudrakalyize of Vidyanatha provides
a patent example of this decadent taste.

Yet it lingered on under princely patronage, and
even in the period after the 1s5th century, isolated plays
by pandits in coutts were being written. This final
phase of Sanskrit drama represents its decay when diamatic
activity itself was at its lowest ebb and when the influence
of the folk-theatre made Sanskrit playwrights turn to
sentimental pieces like the Rdisa-kridi of Krishna on the
one hand, and the corrupt taste of the reading public
encouraged on the other hand bhinas or librettos on the
adventures of amorists, and prabasanas or fatces of a very
obscene ot indelicate nature.

The close of this petiod of decay marks the birth
of the modern age in Sanskrit drama. From the last
quarter of the 19th century, the influence of modern
ideas can be felt in Sanskrit drama to an appreciable
extent, alongside of the imitations of older plays. It is
an age of imitation, adaptation and experimenting in
drama mostly by the class of pandits whose importance
was waning and whose scholarship does not always keep
step with a keen literary sense: There is indeed a vast
bulk of dramatic writing which appeated in various Sanskrit
periodicals and an attempt has been made recently to
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give an idea of these by Dr. V. Raghavan in his article
on Sanskrit literature in the volume, Contemporary Indian
Literature, published by the Sahitya Akademi. Rummaging
into the files of these old periodicals, one may hit upon a
work of merit here and there; but it is like the search for
a needle in a haystack. Even among the plays which have
appeared in book form, the number of those that rise
above mediocrity is but small and their stage-value is again
open to question. It is therefore proposed here only to
refer to the broad trends in modetn Sanskrit drama and to
confine our attention to one or two outstanding and
representative works.

1. Dipacrtic MYTHOLOGICAL DrRamMa
Mandikal Rama Shastrin of Mysore wrote perhaps the
hundredth Sanskrit play on the popular stoty of Nala and
Damayanti under the title Bbaimiparinaya (1914). In his
English Introduction to this play, Karpur Shrinivasrao
makes out a good case for such imitative works:

“The aim of all good literature is to setve as a silent,
and yet very effective teacher of mankind. Such teaching
can only be possible through the delineation of well-known
characters, who can be taken as so many types of humanity.
Qur great popular heroes easily lend themselves to setve as
models to mankind for all ages and times.”

This reflects the traditional taste of the time, and we
have on the same theme full-length plays like Awnarghanala-
¢aritra (Bombay, 1908) by Sudarshanacharya Panjabi and
Naladamayantiyanz (Calcutta, 1926) by Kalipada Tarkachatya
in the other parts of India. On the theme of Rama’s
banishment of Sita, Chhubi Lal Soori wrote his Kusalavodaya
(Bombay, 1897) “under otrders of H. E. Bheemshumshere
Jung R. B., Commanding General of Nepal Army.” The
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only feature worth noticing about these plays is their
increasing avoidance of Prakrit varicties and Shri Panjabi
has used Hindi itself for all the speeches of the lower
characters. ‘These plays do not gain in comparison with
the classics of old.

2. IMITATIONS OF BHANAS AND PRAHASANAS
Under this class come works like 177fargjavijaya (Trichur)
by Koccunni Raja and Rasirwavataranigabhapa (Chittur,
1925) by K. Krishnamacharya of Tirupati. These one-act
librettos are hardly appealing to modern taste and Krishna-
macharya’s fears stated in his preface are only confirmed
by the passage of time. He says:—

“However ugly or feeble one’s child, one does not
generally wish it dead, before it can try its own chances in
the world. If, however, it should die, in spite of facilities
offered to this end, it shall at least have the consolation of
a decent burial”.

In point of morbid indecency wearing the mask of
poetry, pethaps there can be nothing equal to Holim.hotsava
by one Krishnarama Vyas of Banaras in the history of
world literature. The farce Hasyarpava by Jagadisha
Tarkalankara (Amarbharati, 1944), betrays again a bad taste.
Y. Mahalinga Sastri’s Kanudinya Prahasana shows a better
taste but is too trivial. Under this class, we cannot boast
of any degree of achievement.

3. CoUrRT-COMEDIES OR IMAGINATIVE PLAYS
We find 2 new genius and a new dramatic art in the
plays of Mahakavi Ambikadatta Vyas of Mithila. His play
Samavatarr (2nd ed. 1947, Banaras) combines the merit of
Bina’s manner and romantic theme with Sriharsa’s skill
and scholasticism. Its theme is an extravaganza where an
ascetic youth tutns into a maid owing to Durvasa’s curse
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and is married to his classmate. The scholar’s experiences
in the city during Holi revelries and his comic test at
court, his romantic approaches as maid and Durgd’s
appearance at the close, only to confirm his changed sex, are
all improbable no doubt; but this very improbability adds
to the literary quality of the piece and makes it an original
contribution to Sanskrit drama. There is not a word of
dialogue or a line of poetry without the poetic touch and
the authot’s skill, in turning out quips and quibbles and in
packing words with musical assonances almost artlessly, is
bound to appeal to the most fastidious classical taste. Such
original works reveal the live force of Sanskrit drama as a
pure literary form and give us hope for the future. Creative
writing in Sanskrit is still possible provided such genius is
recognized and rewarded. The number of such plays
is very small in the modern age in view of the absence of
court pattonage. Prasannakasyapiya (Mysore, 1951) by
Jaggu Venkatacharya, which treats of the later history of
Sakuntali, deserves mention in this connection. DPrema-
vijaya (Madras, 1939) by Sundaresha Sharma is an interest-
ing play in seven acts. It treats of the love of princess
Candralekha for the court-poet’s son Kaladhara, the
difficulties in the way of their marriage and a happy close
thanks to the military exploits of the hero. The influence
of Kalidasa’s Malavikignimitra on the author is evident
throughout.
4. HisTORICAL PrLavs

Sanskrit drama has broken new ground in this held by
focusing attention on Indian patriotism and valour whose
inveterate enemies have been disunity and treachery in
Indian history. M M. Haridas Siddhantavagisha’s VVangrya-
pratipa (Calcutta) is a powetful play which makes us
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re-live the troubled times of Muslim oppression, and the
successful attempt, though short-lived, of King Pratapa
Roy to bring peace to Bengal by overthrowing the yoke
of the Nawab and the Moghuls. In its appeal to the
spitit of Indian patriotism it teminds us of Shakespeare’s
Henry 7. The same author has also given us an equally
stitring and arresting play on Mevirapratipars (Calcutta,
1950), which deals with the heroic stand of the Rajputs
against the onslaught of the Moghuls. On the same
theme we have another drama, [7rapratapanitaka (Lahore,
1937) by Mathura Prasad Dikshit. Mention must also
be made of two plays on historical themes written by
Shri Mula Sankar Yajnik. His Savryogitasvayaricvara (Baroda,
1929) relates to the chivalrous story of Prithviraj matrying
the daughter of Jayacandra of Kanauj. The heroic career
of Shivaji is the subject of his second play, Chhatrapatisim-
rijyariz (Baroda, 1929).
5. Sociar. COMEDIES

It is undet this head that most of the modern experiments
in Sanskrit diama deserve to be placed. Not only learned
pandits, but lawyers, doctors and other public men have
tried their hand at this dramatic form and as a consequence
it is less pedantic than any of the other varieties noticed
above. _Aryadesasudhiraparz (Bombay, 1889) by a teacher,
Vinayaka Bhat, is called a mabinitaka but is in the narrative
manner of the epics; and even divisions into scenes and
" acts are absent. There is neither action nor dialogue which
is conspicuous. What we have is an allegory. India is
supposed to be married to a lady called Reform; and they
give birth to eight children—three sons and five daughters.
'The sons are named Patriotism, Perseverance and Treasure.
The daughters are Righteousness, Loyalty, Academy of
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Knowledge, Academy of Work and Academy of Arts. The
mother has a brother, Divine Favour, who preaches the
nced for education and for the eradication of social evils.
‘I'he thing appears today a complete failure, neither fish nor
flesh.

Sankaravivabanitaka (Bombay, 1934) by Dr. V. M.
Nulkarni is also written mostly in anustubh {lokas with
occasional mixtures of prose. As stated in the Introduction,
“its main object is to condemn the drink habit and the
custom of excommunicating the bride and the bridegroom
of mixed marriages.” The whole drama moves in a modern
sctting.  ‘The dispensary of Dr. Bhagirathi is the scene of
most of the action. She has divorced her first husband and
remarried outside her caste. Pleader Godbole supports her
forward views; and her daughtet’s falling in love with a
classmate not of her caste presents a problem to the mother
who is educating her for a medical career and who has fixed
her marriage with a prince. There are thus two variations
of the same theme deftly handled and we have sollicking
comedy in one Khan Bahadur who bites the lady doctor’s
cheek in a drunken fit and is tnade to pay Rs. 10,000 as
damages by the cunning pleader. The bridegroom’s parents
rctuse to recognize the love-marriage, which leads to an
attempt at suicide on the part of the loving couple. The
tragedy is averted at the close by the wise priest who con-
sents to convert the girl into the caste of the bridegroom.
This five-act play is modern in technique and ideas, racy in
style and lively in atmosphere. It shows how Sanskrit can
be handled to suit modern conditions and to secure a wide
appeal.

Paripartanan: (Banaras, 1956) is a fine five-act play by
Shri Kapiladeva Dvivedi, Retired from Government Service.
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It deals with the social evil of the dowry system and the
inadequacy of law courts to mete out justice. The hero of
the play, who is forced to sell and pledge away his parental
property to get his daughter married, suffers untold misery
first at the hands of the unscrupulous creditor and next at
the hands of the helpless judge. His miseries are at an end
thanks to the decree of the State after Independence that all
local cases must be tried by the village panchayats. 'The
directness and simplicity of the author’s Sanskrit makes it
-eminently teadable.
6. Poritican PrLAvs

The political struggle of the modern age has also left an
indelible impress on the Sanskrit drama and at least one
pandi’s imagination was fired to produce a very spirited
Sanskrit play which echoes the spirit of the time. The
Bharata-vijaya-nataka (3rd Edition, 1952, Banaras) by
Mathuraprasad Dikshit presents the pageant of Indian his-
tory from the days of Clive up to modern times in
striking colours. The Britisher is the villain of the piece
and all the evil done by him is movingly, if exaggeratedly,
brought out in symbolic fashion. Mother India is
presented as an old lady bound in fetters. Each fighter for
freedom loosens her fetters while each representative of
British rule tightens their hold on her. The drama ends
with the change of heart of the Britisher, who quits India,
placing the power in the bands of Gandhiji. The play was
written in 1937 by the Pandit at the court of the Baghat
Prince and the Ms. was confiscated by the State private
secretary as seditious. It could be published only when the
playwright’s prophecy had come true. In patriotic fervour
the drama remains unequalled and it deserves a high rank
as literature by the irresistible power of its poetry. It is
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throughout one-sided in its presentation, but this may not
be mentioned as a defect in an admittedly propagandist
piece. Vaurvilasam (Banaras) by Vindhyeshwari Prasad
Shastri is another short one-act play which mirrors the woes
of India in bondage and closes with a plea for the revival
of ancient Indian culture. The Satyagraba movement is
beautifully mirroted in Pandita Kshama Rao’s Katuvipaka
and other playlets.  Kashwira-sandbina-samndyama (Banga-
lore, 1954) attempts to sketch the Kashmir problem in
dramatic form. Leaders like Dr. Khare, S. P. Mukherjee,
Jawaharlal Nehru, Liagat Ali Khan and Sheikh Abdulla
come as characters here and they are made to talk the
highly impassioned language of epic heroes. Their argu-
ments too are incredibly simple and the play only serves to
llustrate that the conventional graces of Sanskrit drama are
misplaced in sketching the contemporary political scene.

7. RELIGIOUS AND PHILOSOPHICAL PLAYS
Under this category come numerous productions written
by religious heads of Maths and theit proégés. Their
literary value is not always commensurate with their
religious importance. Mathura Prasad Dikshit’s Swzkara
rijayandtaka (Banaras, 1953) is a play of pure intellectual
ideas. The great teachet’s successful debates with materia-
lists, Buddhists and so fotth are re-enacted before us. By
treating the incidents of human interest in Sankara’s
career, the play could have been made more appealing.
The conflict of modern ideas with religious practices is
humorously and finely sketched in Sawafjasasanitanars
(Srirangam, 1940) by Rajagopalachatya.

8. TRANSLATIONS
As Dr. Raghavan has noted, Shakespeare’s plays like
A Comedy of Errors, A Midsummer Night's Dream and
17
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As yon Like It have been rendered into Sanskrit by writets
like Rajaraja Varma and R. Krishnamacharya. A perusal
of these will show that they are all more or less adapta~
tions and Sanskrit has not yet forged an effective
equivalent to English blank verse. The poetic force of
Shakespeare has not flowed into the translations.

Dr. R. Shama Shastri of Mysore realized these
difficulties of translating Shakespeare and turned his
talents to the task of translating the prose tragedy of
Emilia Gallotte by Lessing, the German playwright. He
has achieved a measure of success in his translation
though the foreign atmosphere may leave the Indian
reader cold.

Shri S. N. Tadpattikat’s 17isvamobanam (Poona, 1949)
is only a free Sanskrit adoption of the first part of
Goethe’s Fanstz. It conforms to the conventions of
Sanskrit drama and reads like an original. But there is
not even a glimmer of Goethe’s genius in the Sanskrit
piece.

In conclusion, it might be stated that though the
modetn age has produced no masterpiece in Sanskrit drama,
its achievement is neither negligible nor disheattening.
Sanskrit drama has certainly gained in Jength and breadth,
thanks to the various experiments, and the Sanskrit
language has been made to come out of the old palace
and walk the streets of common humanity without losing
its essential majesty and dignity. What we lack is depth,
depth of psychological insight. Characterization is not
the strong point of modern Sanskrit drama and, in the
hands of imaginative playwrights, Sanskrit poetic drama
may yet teach heights unequalled before. There is room
for hope because Sanskrit is again attracting today the
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best minds of the country as in its golden period and
its study is open to one and all instead of being confined
to a small coterie. Sentimentality and sophistication ate
fast disappearing and giving place to a balanced outlook
on life, and a fuller understanding of reality. The words.
of T. E. Hulme describing the sunset are somewhat
applicable to the Sanskrit Muse, who is like

A cotyphée covetous of applause

Loth to leave the stage

With final diablerie, poises high her toe

Displays scarlet lingerie of carmin’d clouds

Amid the hostile murmur of the stalls.

Burt the stall-eyed view is only one view. As a pure
literary form, Sanskrit drama has greater claims for re-
cognition than many of the commercial successes on the:
Indian stage today.



XXI
A NEW PLAY BY ASVAGHOSA?

"

1

It is well-known that many a Buddhist classic in
Sanskrit has been irrevocably lost in the land of its origin,
and that some of the texts are being reconstructed by
patient [ndologists of the present century from old
Tibetan and Chinese translations. Outstanding works like
Dhatmakirti’s Pramapavirttika are seeing the light of day
only in recent times.

What is true of Buddhist texts is true, in a Jarger
measure, of Jaina classics in Sanskrit. Jaina philosophical
and literary classics have not attracted the attention of
Oriental scholars abroad to the same extent as Buddhist
texts; and it is only in the last two decades that some
Jain Institutes like the Bharatiya Jidna Pitha (Ka$i) have
been btinging out some valuable works like the commen-
tary of Vadirdjasuri on Akalanka’s Nyaya-viniseaya?  As
Dr. Satkari Mookerjee observes in his leatned Foreword
to the second volume of this work (viz. Nyaya-viniscaya-
vivarana):—“Bhatta Akalanka is an author of stupendous
scholarship and superordinary insight. ... The commentary
of Vadirzjasuri on the Nydya-viniscaya seems to me the
most elabotate, exhaustive and comprehensive of all. ...
The value of this work is particularly augmented by the
elaborate criticism of Dharmakirti’s Promanavaritifa and
the exposition of Prajazkaragupta.”

1Published in two volumes; Vol. I-1949; Vol. 11-1954. Edited by
Prof. Mahendrakumar Jain. Bhiratiya Jianapitha, Kasi, Nos. 3
and 12. '
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I

The present writer had occasion to consult this
work of Vadirdjasuri, a Digambara Jaina gwrs, in connec-
tion with his introduction to the critical edition of the
Yasodharacarita, a poem in four cantos by the same
author (published by the Karnatak University, 1963) who
held the significant titles of “Syidvidavidyipati’ (“Master of
Jaina Thought™), ‘Sat-tarka-sapmnkha’ (The Six-faced God
of Six Philosophical Systems™) and ¢Jagadekamalla-vadi®
(“Master Dialectician in the court of the Later Calukya king
Jayasimha a/ias Jagadekamalla (1015-1042 A.D.). Eulogies
of this Vadirdja appear in a number of inscriptions in
Karnataka,? including the famous Mallisena’s Epitaph at
Sravanabelagola;3 and one of his poems, »7%., the Parsva-
ndthacarita is dated 1025 A.D.4 Vadirdja is always glorified
as a formidable dialectician and a mastet-poet, a veritable
terror to disputants of rival schools.

III

Tt is not the purpose of this note to give an idea
of the polemical acumen of Vadiraja’s locus classicus, ot
an exposition of his pointed critigue of Dharmakirti’s

2Ct. Epigraphia Carnatica, Vol. VIIT, Nagar 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40,
44; Belur 117 ; Shimoga, Pt. I, No: 126; Vol. X1, No: 90; Mysore
Archaeological Report, 1926, p. 49, etc.

3CE. verse 40 (loc. cit.) of this epitaph (translated by Hultzsch in
the Ep. Indica, Vol. II1. p. 184ff.):—

“A speech which illumined the three worlds has issued only
from two persons on this earth; one was the king of Jinas
(Jinardja), the other Vadiraja.”

4 Published in the M. D. J. Granthamala, Bombay. 1917.
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system of thought. All that is intended is to draw the
attention of scholars to a stray reference iz extenso which
appears in this work to a lost play of Asvaghosa, #i.,
«“Rastrapala”; perhaps an only reference which has been
preserved in literary tradition, and most valuable in so
far as the reference is contained in the actual wotds of
Dharmakirti himself in the course of his exposition of
‘the rules of philosophical debate’ in the treatise “/Zda-
nyaya’ B

Akalanka, the author of the text of the Nyaya-
viniSeaya, is himself criticising the views of Dharmakirti;
and the two authors ate not larer than the eighth century
A.D. Perhaps Dharmakirti was at least a century earlier.
Thus the tradition recotded by Dharmakirti, himself a
great Buddhist thinker, about Asvaghosa’s authosship of
a play, becomes reliable and deserves the attention of
scholars.

v

A word about the context in which the passage
appears may not be out of place here. Akalanka,
and after him, Vidiraja are discussing the nature of
nigrabasthanas or vulnerable points in argumentation

5The editor of Nydyavinidcayavivarana has noted some parallel
passages in Dharmakirti’'s Vadanydye, p. 656ff. (published by the
Mahabodhi Society, Sarnath). The present writer could not get a
«copy of this edition to check up whether the passage in question is
substantially found therein. But judging on the basis of other
passages from Vadanyiye quoted in extenso by the editor in this
context, it can be concluded that the exact wording of Dharmakirti’s
alternate explanations of nigrahasthdnas (vulnerable points in argu-
mentation) is preserved here and not in the published work.
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which will decide the victory or defeat of the contestants
in a philosophical debate (ka#/@).6 Dharmakirti appeats to
have severely criticised the Jaina amekantavada; and the
Jaina logicians like Akalarika are naturaly joining issues
with him on the very fundamentals of procedure.?

According to the Jaina logicians, what really clinches
the issue in a philosophical debate is the establishment of
the one or the other of the theses. The defective or
irrelevant arguments advanced by either party cannot be
deemed decisive. Though they may serve to break up
a particular debate (&atha-viccheda), they cannot conclusivly
prove the strength of one view as against the other (&azhi-
siddhi ); and are, therefore, indecisive. A true nigrabasthina
should establish the soundness of either the one or the
other of the rival positions of the two disputants.

In this context, Vidirdja quotes in his commentary
parallel passages from Akaladka’s Siddbivinifeaya and
proceeds to review some of the alternate explanations

6 According to the Nyaya system, which first makes use of this
tochnical term, the judges will pronounce their verdict regarding
the victory of one of the debators when they come across ‘the
vulnerable points’ in debates occasioning the jundesirable and taking
vither of these two forms:—(i) Silencing the opponent and prevent-
ing him from holding forth any further; (ii) Making the opponent
accept a position contrary to the one he holds. The Nydya has
classified 22 nigrahasthdaras.

7 Dharmakirti tries to explain them all under the two broad heads
ol asadhandsigavacana on the part of the proponent (vadin) and of
wlosodbhdvana on the part of the opponent (prativddin). While no
one ean dispute this broad division, Dharmakirti also appears to
hiwve tried to bring in other forms of itrelevant or weak arguments
nnder these.  This is objected to by the Jain logicians.
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proposed by Dharmakitti on his own view of wigraba-
Sthanas.®

v

The following is the citation:—

qeEeqd ATRAR— ‘HaEfafeacaT gfquas aad Fwee W
segafaymTg, 8 TEed T JEEATE [Aadgs  areawd, qEnr-
TAIATIATY, T q974H | TIIT—

‘greafa faame amenEnf @ atan

‘& dten?’

‘F FFIFAYTIET: |

4 .? y

F1 g3
‘ hal —. . .
TEG ATEA ARG : S |

‘¥ gmiEmaREE: 7

‘gEq IACTATSE AT AEE )

‘sreel W gAETEEY 7

zfa wagArEzy ‘Aarae aa gfaafs grer s gwft gaf
TEfy =@, quTEr sarHIgHANIE whRTEATAE 9 fAfa, dsfa arfeEr
Frogearaasegartwemamg 0

’
’

13

“A valid reason is only that which is free from
doubt, etc.; for the grammatical termination here (in the
wotd si7dhana) indicates its adequacy to prove the thesis.
(Taking it as Bahuvrihi) that which is of the nature of
sadhana comes to be called sadhananga viz, the disputed
thesis itself. And whatever is other than that is asadbanzriga
(or irrelevant). And a mention of the irrelevant is a
vulnerable point of the proponent as in the following:
example: —

8 Nyaya-vinidcaya-vivarana, Vol. I, p. 239. Vadiraja has not
explicitly stated here that the words are Dharmakirti’s’ but the con-.
text, as indicated by the learned editor, leaves little room for doubt..
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‘When the existence of the soul (atmar) is under
dispute, we, Buddhists, hold the thesis that there is no
soul.’

‘Who are the Buddhists?’

“Those who accept the teachings of the Buddha.’

“‘Who, then, is the Buddha?’

“The Buddha is he as a result of whose teaching, the
Bhadanta Asvaghosa renounced the world.’

“Who is Bhadanta Aévagosa?’

‘He is the author of the play “Rastrapala.”’®

‘What is the nature of that play?’

Building up a context like this, one might start
reading, dancing, and singing the whole play, right from
the first sentence:

‘Enter the Stage-manager after the close of Invocation
(nandi)’1° and cause utter confusion to the rival and make
it imposslble for him to quote anything exactly.

But since it is all an irrelevant digression, it should
be deemed as a vulnerable point in the arguing proponent
(indicating his defcat).””1t

?Variant readings noted by the editor are ‘svardstrapialanam’ and
‘surdastrapalanam’.

107t is interesting to observe that this same opening sentence is.
deemed by Bhésa scholars to be a peculiarity of Bhisa’s dramatic:
technique,

1Vadirdja comments on this that the view is not acceptable
because such an irrelevant series of digressions (prasanyga-parampard)
might lead only to a break up of the debate (Lkathd-viccheda} but
not to the defeat of the Buddhist proponent (na pardjayasya). Real
defeat of the one is consequent upon the other’s establishing a
counter-thesis; and in this case no such thing has happened.
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VI

A few things clearly follow from the above quotation,
which ate of scholarly interest:—

(i) Asvaghosa, the Buddhist monk, was a famous
playwright and the name of one of his plays
was “Rastrapala.”

(i) As$vagosa’s dramas were being recited, sung,
and danced (i.e., staged) by Buddhists, (possibly
because these were religious and philosophical
plays).

(iii) At least one play “Rastrapila” began with the
words: nindyante tatah pravisati sitradharah, like
the plays ascribed to Bhasa.

Tt was the German savant Luders that published
fragments of Aévagosa’s plays from the ‘Turfan Manu-
scripts.”12 The title of one of them was read as
Sariputraprakarana but those of others could not be
decided. From the published fragments, it is not clear
whether any of them are parts of “Rastrapala’’ the
play mentioned by Dharmakirti, as quoted by Vadiraja.
In the present state of our knowledge, it is difficult to
say anything more about the lost play. One may, at
the most, hazard the guess that it was perhaps a religious
or morality play like the fragments recovered in patt.
Possibly, scholars in Tibetan and Chinese may be able
to throw some light on this work of Asvaghosa if they
come across references to Ristrapala.”

12T iders, Briichstucke Buddhistischer Dramen, Berlin, 1911; Das
iSariputraprakarana, ein Drama des Aévaghosa, SBAW, 1911 and
1912,
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Addendum

Since writing the above, the present writer has
come across some earlier studies bearing on this question,
which desetve to be recorded here:—

I.

A 2

Sylvain ILevi has collected all references to the
story of Rastrapila in the Chinese version of the
Tripitaka in his article, “Encore Asvaghosa in
the Journal Asiatique, 1928 (p. 193f). It emerges
that Rastrapala is the name of the hero of the
play since the story may reasonably be taken as
identical with the story in the Ratthapila-sutta of
the Majjhima-nikaya.

Vidhusekhara Bhattacharya has succeeded in
tracing the quotation from Dharmakirti (referring
to (Ratsapiala-niataka) to the source, viz., VVada-
nydya in an article, ‘A new drama of Asvaghosa
published in the Journal of the Greater India
Society, Vol. V (p. 15f).

Dr. Bagchi has drawn the attention of scholars
to this very passage quoted also in Cakradhara’s
Nyaya-manjari-granthi-bbayga, a work on Buddhist
logic, noticed in the Jessalmere Catalogue (Gackwad
Oriental Series, No. XXI, p. 40) with the
reading Rajyapale in the place of Rastrapala.
He has also added a reference to it in the Chinese
translation (472 A.D.) of Dbarmapitaka-nidana in
his article, “The Rastrapilanitaka of Asvaghosa’
in the Sardesai Commemoration Volume (pp.
261-263)

A reference to the play in Jain canonical sources
is indicated by Prof. Sekhar in his recent book
on Sanskrit Drama.
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THE MESSAGE OF THE SANSKRIT EPICS
— An Early Estimate by Anandavardhana

If we try to understand the true national genius of
India in the past and the rich legacy of culture and tradi-
tions handed down to us through the centuries, we
naturally turn to the two outstanding epics—Ramayana and
Mahabhirata—for inspiration and edification. But at the
very outset we will find that the two epics are unlike each
other. While the Ramayana transports us into a region of
pure poetry, the Mahabbarata stuns us with its encyclo-
pacdic proportions and variety of themes. It defies, as it
were, all attempts at determining the essential undercurrent
of thought that permeates the entire work.

But even as early as the gth century A.p., Ananda-
vardhana, a literary critic of Kashmir, tried to discover the
central thread running in the works of Valmiki and Vyasa.
His main conclusions embodied in his celebrated wotk, the
Dhvanyaloka, are original and brilliant and of more than a
passing interest even to a modern student of the epics. In
what follows, an attempt is made to summarise Ananda-
vardhana’s observations on the two national epics of India.

Valmiki and Vyasa may be characterised as the two
greatest poet-sages India produced. Of these, as regards
Vialmiki, thete are no two opinions that he is first and fore-
most a poet, that in fact, he is the gdi-kavi, the father of
the poetic tradition in India. His epic is a mabakavya as
also the adikayya. ‘Therefore the RZmiayana deserves to be
estimated only by literary standards. But Vyisa is not on
the same footing as Valmiki. His work is more than a uni-
form epic (kavya ), it is a systematic exposition of scriptural
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traths (sastra). Not only is tradition quite emphatic
on this point, but he who runs may read. Hence the
criteria of literary estimate that would serve to explain the
greatness of the Ramayana cannot adequately explain the
greatness of the Mahidbhirata, when taken in themselves.
They must be supplemented by other criteria but in such a
way that they will not conflict with the conclusions artived
at on the basis of literary criteria. It is in drawing this
happy synthesis between the two conclusions that Ananda-
vardhana’s greatness lics.

Now what are the substantial literary criteria that one
would resort to in evaluating any poem (&ayya) par
exceellence? According to Anandavardhana, considerations of
metre and music and even imagery (alwikira) are purely
extrinsic. The intrinsic factors are Rase and Dhvani. The
former is the name given to poetic content while the latter
indicates the suggestive manner in which feelings and
emotions are aroused in the reader. In othet words, the
aesthetic emotions in a poem ate far more pivotal than
tricks of style and glitter of ornament.

The sccret of the appeal of a poem of magnitude
(mahikavya) consists in the clever infusion of the various
rasas by the poet in a suggestive way; but lest the funda-
mental unity of the poem be impaired, it is necessary that a
single rasa or sentiment should be made dominant through-
out. Now nebulous and hazy, now outshone by another
rasa, yet standing out pre-eminently at all significant points
in the poem-—such is the nature of the dominant sentiment
(aigi-rasa). A clever critic should be able to trace its
cxistence from the outset right up to the close of a maba-
Lapya. ‘This then is the key to the secret of a successful
poem according to Anandavardhana.
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Applying this formula to the Rimayana we find that
pathos (karupa-rasa) is the ruling sentiment. From the
moment of Vilmiki’s sorrow at the sight of the shrieking
curlew (Fraupea) when its mate is killed by the hunter’s
arrow, we can discover this &aruya-rasa constantly in the
Ramayana; now in the pathetic lamentations of the blind
parents whose only son and support has been shot dead by
Dasatatha, now in the old King’s grief at the unavoidable
exile of his fond son, now in the sobs of the queens at his
sad demise, now in the pitiful cries of Sita as she is help-
lessly carried away by Ravana, now in the dying groans of
Jatayu, now in the pangs of Rama totn by separation, and
finally in the untold suffering of Sira discarded by her hus-
band to the mercies of the wild. Such is the steady and
even flow of pathos ot karupa-rasa in Valmiki’s great epic.

What about the Mahabharata? The critic cannot as
easily pronounce his literary judgment. His task is more
difficult here than in the case of the Ramiyana because of
the gigantic dimensions of the epic. But even so, Ananda-
vardhana tackles the problem boldly and his remarks are
very illuminating. At the outset he draws our attention to
the fact that the Mahabharata embodies heterogeneous
elements, that it is both a 57577« and a &avya rolled into one.
Nevertheless he secks to apply the canons of literary
criticism explained above and his conclusion is that in the
Mahabharata also the closing note might serve as an indi-
cator of the sentiment intended by the poet as dominant
throughout the work.

The Mahabhirata, as we all know, ends in a note of
despair, all the victors too meeting their end as victims of
fate ultimately. The great Pandava and Visni heroes of the
cataclysmal wat themselves die in ignoble circumstances.
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Not even Krishna can escape his doom. Bhima’s gigantic
strength and Arjuna’s unmatched valour, Yudhisthira’s
righteous conduct and Krishna’s divine diplomacy—all tutn
out to be as much a waste as Duryodhana’s determined
tesistance with such redoubtable warriors as Bhisma and
Drona, Karna and A$vatthiman, fighting on his side.

Tt is of course easy to dismiss the whole thing with
the remark that in a conflict between right and wrong,
between good and evil, the side of the right and the
good does emerge triumphant according to Indian ideas.
But a little more reflection will show that neither of the
parties who take part in the fight is wholly wrong. If
Arjuna is a great hero, does not Karna at least on the
other side lay claims to an equal, if not greater, greatness?
Karna in his own way reaches to towering heights of self-
sacrifice and grandeur, and there is hardly a foible in his
majestic and imposing personality.  Is not Bhisma, the
old lion-like warrior, also a saint, an embodiment of
truth and wisdom? Does not Drona, the teacher, elicit
profound respect from Pandavas and Kauravas alike in
respect of his learning and age? Were the means adopted
by the Pandavas in killing these saintly heroes wholly
just? If we say that Abhimanyu was unjustly killed, did
the Pindavas also not pay it back in the same coin a
thousandfold? In the material plane, again, how far do
Krishna’s actions merit the term just, whatever their
mysterious implications may be in the spiritual altitudes?

Even if we suppose that the beastly insult to Drau-
padi at the hands of the Kauravas and their persistent
refusal to share the kingdom with their brethren accounts
adequately for all the retribution that followed, how are
we to account for a similar fate that overtook even the
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Pandavas? Did not Draupadi herself lose all her children?
Such, in short, are some of the insoluble problems that
confront us as we complete a reading of the Mahabharata.
The problem of fate and freewill, the problem of good
and evil, the problem of justice and injustice, and a host
of other perplexing dichotomies are posed prominently
throughout the Mahabharata.

Now the question is whether Vyasa is contented
with posing these problems without bothering about
their solution. It is Anandavardhana’s firm conviction
that Vyasa has also indicated unmistakable solutions to
these problems, and our estimate of Vyisa is bound to be
defective so long as we do not take pains to discover
the solutions proposed. These solutions are sometimes
indicated after the manner of fisfra but most often they
are brought out poetically. It should be our endeavour
to take note of both and to see their essential identity.

Anandavardhana thinks that the final note of the
Mahabharata is an unmistakable pointer as to the intention
of Vyasa, which is to emphasise the need for cultivating
a sense of detachment towards worldly pleasures. How-
ever promising they may look in the beginning, they are
bound to land one in an abyss of despair in the long
run. When the greatest heroes could not escape their
inevitable doom, how much mote true this must be in
the case of ordinary men! To get over the inevitable
doom, there is only one succour, and that is in following
the path of woksz or supreme Beatitude.

Such is the impression one gets finally by reading
the concluding episode of the Mahabharata. When we
look upon the epic as a §7stra, we say that its central
teaching is moksa as parama-purusirtha or ultimate value.
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XXIII

INDIAN POETICS AND
T. S. ELIOT’S THREE VOICES OF POETRY

I

Poetry has always been something of a mystery. Its
appeal is as real as its nature is elusive. Why does a poet
write at all? For whom does he write? What are the
things that make for poetry? What are the outstanding
qualities that distinguish the various literary forms? Such
questions have been raised by literary critics from time
immemorial and the result is a bewildering bulk of literary
theory in the East as well as in the West. Occasionally, a
poet steps out of his ivory tower of creation and turns the
search-light of critical introspection over the creative
process to make new pronouncements in the world of
literary theoty. The flair for novelty is universal; and it is
not rare to find men of letters making claims of cent per
cent originality for their views and critics holding them
high on that very scote. T.S. Eliot, for instance, states in
one of his recent lectures eatitled THE THREE VOICES OF
PoeTrY (National Book League, 1953) that he has two
aims in choosing his subject: “One is, to avoid saying
anything that I have said before; the other is, to avoid
saying anything that somebody else has said before.” He is.
aware mote than anyone else that ‘these aims together are
almost impossible of realisation’; but he justifies himself on
the plea:—-if there is no truth that has not been discovered
by our ancestors, there is also no possible errot by which
they have not been deceived’. The following is an attempt
to show that at least a school of critics in ancient India
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were not so deceived and that T.S. Eliot’s ideas, whatever
their originality in the history of English critical thought,
have their echoes in an ancient Sanskrit text of literary
criticism dating back to the ninth century A.p., viz., the
Dhvanyaloka of Anandavardhana.

11

Let me explain the three “voices’ of T. S. Eliot in his.
own words as far as possible:~— “The first is the voice of the
poet talking to himself or nobody. The second is the
voice of the poet addressing an audience, whether large or
small. The third is the voice of the poet when he attempts
to create a dramatic character speaking in vetse; when he is
saying, not what he would say in his own person, but only
what he can say within the limits of one imaginary
character addressing another imaginary character.” Poetry
of the first voice according to him is verse which does not
attempt communication with anyone. It is concerned only
with self-expression of the poet. All lyrics are examples of
it if we attach the widest possible significance to the word
‘Iyric’.  'The second voice is dominantly found in the epic
and in all poetry that has a conscious social purpose—
poetry intended to amuse or to instruct, poetry that tells a.
story, poetry that preaches or points a moral, or satire
which is a form of preaching. The third voice is unique
to poetic drama. Here the author not only imparts some-
thing of himself to his characters but is influenced by the
characters he creates. Of these three voices, while only the
first or the second are heard dominantly in other forms of
literature, it is the unique gloty of poetic drama that all the
three voices are heard and heard harmoniously thetrein. It

o
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demands of the dramatist that the creator be everywhere
present and everywhere hidden.

The implications of T.S. Eliot’s position sketched
-above ate profound and far-reaching. He not only indicates
why poetic drama is the best and most enduring form of
literature, but also provides the means whereby the critic
can distinguish between the diffetent levels of literature. If
the concern of the critic is to reach the core of the poet’s
-experience, he will have to keep himself alive in different
ways to lyric, epic and drama. The new approach of T.S.
Eliot is calculated to assist the critic in his literary appre-
ciation by imparting to him the very secret of the poetic
process.

III

Now the New Sanskrit literary theotry of Ananda-
vardhana known as Dhvani not only says much the same in
essence, but was propounded by its author to remove the
very prejudices sought to be cleared by T.S. Eliot. In the
Old School of Sanskrit Poetics, the social and didactic
purpose of poetry was so much emphasized that only epics
‘wete regarded as poems par excellence. Lyrics were given
recognition only to the extent they served the above
purpose. ‘They did not distinguish at all between fiction
and poetic drama though all drama in Sanskrit practice had
a strong poetic element. Instead of recognising that the
-question of communication was no part of the poet’s
primary concern and that his self-expression might succeed
most when it defied normal ways of usage, they attempted
the impossible task of reducing such poetic usages (1 akrokt?)
into so many set patterns of a/aikiras or figures of speech,
‘Thus we might say in the words of Eliot that the second
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voice had come to receive greater attention, setting limits.
even to the first voice. They never paused to reflect on
the third voice in poetic drama since in their opinion it
was not on a pat with poetry, being primarily intended for-
the stage.

Anandavardhana found these conventional principles
unsound on almost every count since the primacy of
Pratibha (= creative imagination) or the first voice becomes
the very bedrock of his new theory known as Dhvani. He
devotes one whole chapter (viz., the IV) for a full exposi--
tion of the principle of Pratibhi. In the course of this
exposition is proved the hollowness of the second voice
when emptied of the first because it leans far too much on
external figures for its effect. It is shown how the first
voice obeys no laws except the genius of the poet and how
there can be no poetry when it is unheard. A new analysis.
of the Sanskrit epics is made and the original conclusion
drawn that the epics are great poetry only in so far as the:
first voice is heard in them no less distinctly than the
sccond. Finally the artificial barrier that existed between.
drama and poetry is demolished and the principle is.
demonstrated that poetic drama is the best form of literature
since the poet commands there a third voice in addition to
the first two. Anandavardhana’s Sanskrit equivalent for:
‘voice’ is the significant term Dhvani which literally means.
‘tone’.

Just as T.S. Eliot speaks of ‘the first voice’, ‘the:
second voice’ and ‘the third voice’, Anandavardhana also
speaks of three kinds of Dhwani. He even goes a step
further and gives the three Dhvanis three distinct desig-
nations. Like Eliot, Anandavardhana too holds that there
will be no poetry when all the ‘voices’ or Dhranis are

.
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absent. Since Eliot’s ‘first voice’ is the common condition
of all literature, it comes very close to Anandavardhana’s
Rasadhvani. | Rasa is a poet s mental state Wthh is 1 ne1ther

of Pratibhi or creat1v1ty, d1ctatmg matter as well as form
simultaneously and_is instanced in Valmiki whose foka ot
‘sensitivity led to the sloka or poem, viz., the Ramayaya.
"We have only this first voice or poet’s self -expression in
pure lyrics or Muktakas while the second comes to the fore
in epics which aim at communication. In these very epics,
When an episode is dramatically treated, When the - poet is

loolg»for the thlrd volce But we will miss it so long as the
poet’s purpose is to present narrative of event as it
happened (##ihisa) historically. It is only in the wotld of
drama that the poet’s creation becomes supreme since
he identifies himself imaginatively not with any single
character, but with all characters whose natures may be
mutually opposed It is only then that the author’s best
expression of his inmost personality is achieved. To use
Anandavardhana’s words, in lyrics, etc.—in Sanskrit theory
lyric does not relate to the personal emotion of the poet
but only to universalised experlence——there is Dhvani of a
single Bhava or Rasa; in epics, etc., there is Dhvani of more
than one Rasz and Bhava, not necessarily falling into
a unity. But in poetic drama there is Dhvani of several
Rasas and Bhivas which necessarily fall into a unity. From
the poet’s angle, this will be like saying that his speech is
intimate in lytic, communicative and rhetorical in the epic
‘but most significant and expressive in poetic drama. Since
the essential core of the “first voice’ or Pratibhi can be
recognised only by a trained man of taste, Anandavardhana
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says that only a Sahrdaya is a literary critic. Since aliveness
to the creative heart of the poet is the sime guna non of the
critic, his intellectual judgments extend beyond the realm
of the first voice though strongly grounded on it. So in
Indian theory, Dhvani is not only related to Rasidi, but
extends fatther to Vastw and Alaikara, i.e. matter com-
municated and manner of communication. While the first,
i.e. Rasadi-Dhvani, is most rapid in its appeal and does not
admit of graded study (Asazzlaksyakrama) the other types
of Dhvani relating to sense (_Arthasakti) can be sepatately
studied (Saitlaksyakrama). And Anandavardhana gives
three significant names for these varieties :—
1. Svatah-sambhavi: lit. natarally possible.
2. Kavi-prandhokti-siddha: lit. imaginatively possible
when the poet speaks in the first person.
3. Kavi-nibaddba-prandhokti-siddba: lit. imaginatively
possible only in a character invented by the poet.
If the first relates to the objective and conventional manner
of the epic poet, the second refers to the subjective and
unrestrained nature of lyric inspiration while the third has
reference to dramatic invention wherein the poet lives
in all his characters. Anandavardhana points out how the
proper harmony between freedom and convention is
reached only in Rasa-ancitya ot the higher canon of unity
of sentiment which is invariably illustrated in poetic drama.
Another point noted by him is that the poet’s imaginative
sympathy or Rasa-bhiva-samahitatva is mote often than not
accompanied by a swell of striking imagery and great
poetry will be great because of all the Dhvanis acting in
consort. Though the Dhvanis may be inter-mixed, yet their
shades can be recognised as dominant or recessive in each
passage. While Rasadi is the constant undercurrent, asta




280 Essays in Sanskrit Literary Criticism

and Alankara take all possible hues and colouts in a given
instance, the logical possibilities noted being: 1asts-
Vastn, Vastu-Alapkira, Alaikara-Aleikara and Alaikara-
Vastu. The poet speaks like a possessed man in lyric, etc.,
like a friendly counsellor in the epic, etc., while he is
a true creator only in poetic drama. In Sanskrit poetics,
the poet was honoured solely because of this last virtue of
his, he being regarded as even superior to god Brahma.

From the above account, one might see that the
essential secret of the poetic process so ably expounded by
T.S. Eliot today was not unknown to ancient Indian
literary critics. Though there are differences in detail, one
cannot mistake the identity of approach.



XX1v
SOME THOUGHTS ON SANSKRIT LITERATURE

Today we owe much of our knowledge about Sanskrit
literature to Western scholarship. At a time when Sanskrit
was practically unknown beyond the borders of India, the
value and importance of Sanskrit for all students of
literature and culture in the world were singularly brought
out by the tireless efforts of European scholars. Their
critica] method has indeed been successful in giving a
connected and systematic account of the various phases of
achievement in the history of Sanskrit literature. But at
the same time their literary judgments, mote often than not,
betray a woeful ignorance of the spirit and genius of
Indian culture. Thus in their opinion the vast collections
of Vedic hymns are just curios in the realm of primitive
religion, with an occasional gleam of poetry or a flash of
intelligence; the Upanishads preach no consistent philosophy
teeming as they do with widely divergent doctrines, and
their interest lies only in so far as they may be characterised
as the starting-points for future philosophical systems; the
Giti is a revolutionaty work which challenges the sacerdotal
tyranny over a caste-ridden society and which introduces
the idea of Bhakti, a cult of the Bhagavata sect, into the
old Upanishadic conception; the Ramayana and the
Mahabharata are epics of the Heroic Age in India without
any striking unity either of authosship or arrangement.
They are vast in range and varied in situation; but the cul-
ture depicted is poor and primitive. ‘The Classical
tradition of Sanskrit Kawya-Literatutre is too artificial and
mechanical to merit any praise and even the occasional
flickers of simplicity and originality are tainted by a didactic
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and religious outlook which is extraneous to true poetry.
And even the history of Fine Arts like Music and Painting,
Sculpture and Architecture, shows the same normative
tendency at work of blindly conforming to external stan-
dards, and realism is conspicuous by its absence, thus
holding out for a modern student nothing but an anti-
quarian interest. As regards Indian Aesthetics, there is no
such thing at all and a study of Alwikira-sistra is like
studying the index of a book and not the book itself. Such
are some of the commonplaces of Western judgment
regarding Indian culture and they are often slavishly echoed
even by Indians who have been educated along Western
lines.

11

If for a moment we try to forget with a determined
will these pieces of critical judgment so conveniently
served out to us, and undertake an impartial survey of
Sanskrit Literature which is representative of all great
achievements truly Indian, we should turn towards our own
traditional standards for light and guidance. There is
nothing surprising in a Western branding Sanskrit as a
dead language, in dismissing the fine flowers of Indian
thought as so many lifeless dogmas or in passing a derisive
-estimate over Art and Literature, as his nature and nurture
cannot be changed. But it behoves us Indians, the present
custodians of all this rich legacy bequeathed by our
ancients, not to toe the line blindly with the Westerners
but to address ourselves to the task of reinterpretation and
revaluation, which will serve to remove the many un-
deserved censures that have been heaped upon our culture.
The task is a noble one but it is beset with several
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difficulties. Before we teach, we must learn. The duty of
discovering for ourselves the secret of our culture, the very
life-informing spirit which gave birth to such varied mani-
festations of the Indian mind, devolves upon us and, it
appears to the present writer that this golden key which we
are now sccking lies in mysticism taken in its broadest
sense, and a proper grasp of it as the undercurrent of all
-our cultural achievements will provide the right perspective
for study and will enable us to correct the prejudiced
and erroneous judgments that have been pronounced so
often.

I

While the intrinsic relationship between mystic experi-
ence and religion is obvious and readily admitted, no such
relationship is recognised by the moderners between
Literature or Art and Mysticism. Nonetheless, it was a
cardinal article of faith amongst our ancients. It was an
established practice of all writers in Sanskrit, whether
literary or scientific, religious or secular, to begin their
compositions with a marigala or prayer to God. Even when
no initial mangalicarana was available in a given work, the
usual explanation was that it had certainly been performed
by the author at the commencement in his own way
though not left on record. This procedure is very signi-
ficant indeed inasmuch as it embodies a thoroughly Indian
attitude towards all Literature and Art. This religious
attitude may be recognised not only in the procedure of the
poets, scholars and artists, but in that of the laymen also in
their day-to-day affairs. Prayers to God were addressed by
farmers before they ploughed or sowed or reaped; by
traders and labourers when they began their day’s work.
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No one who neglects or underestimates this essential
religiousness of the Indians can do justice to their achieve-
ments. While it is true that this land of millions harboured
countless religions, creeds and sects, it is also true that
there was an essential core of beliefs common to all these
and a core which had become the very warp and woof of
every individual that lived in India. While the externa
differences have been strongly underlined, the intrinsic
factors of unity and agreement have been neglected by
foreigners.

v

Our chief concern here is to examine this religious
attitude at some length and show how it has helped the
Indians in the past to rise to their full stature of personality
in all cultural fields, but with particular reference to
Literature. Man’s life on this planet has been one long
quest for enduring happiness and peace of mind. By
merely leading an animal existence, neither his intellectual
curiosity is satisfied, nor his spiritual craving stilled. Man
is essentially driven to action by his innate instincts,
emotions and desires, and he forges a society whete he tries
to attain the fullest measure of individual happiness with-
out conflicting with the happiness of other individuals.
Man’s life thus becomes one long story of social adjust-
ments but the discovery is made by some individuals at
least whose spiritual sensibilities ate strong, that this
mundane, materialist way of life is not enough to ensure
them lasting happiness and they yearn for finding out a
solution of the problem. They stop not till the goal is
reached and when they attain spiritual contentment, they
preach what they know to be Truth from personal experi-

e am
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ence for the benefit of common men. The gospel may be
one which is addressed to the intellect or one which
appeals to the emotions. Thus the ultimate goal of human
life is admitted by one and all to attain spiritual bliss or
Moksa, though the paths may vary according to the nature
and training of different individuals. This is how we may
reconstruct the mental horizon of ancient India.

Even before the dawn of History, as eatly as the
undated Vedas, this was the belief in India held by one and
all. The Vedas were looked upon as sacred revelation
containing all that there was to be known regarding ulti-
mate Reality. The hoary sages were all persons of great
spiritual eminence and the business of the individual was
to exercise all his parts on these texts of undisputed
authotity in such wise as to find his self-fulfilment. 'The
individual’s greatness could be measured only in proportion
to the degree of his spiritual advancement. This held
good in all walks of life, in all castes and in all the profes-
sions.

But can we at this stage of human advancement in
Science and Industry, justify such an outlook? Does it not
stand more to reason to say that any such outlook stifles
and stultifies real growth of the asrts and the sciences?
Indeed this has been the chief charge levelled against Indian
culture from various quarters.

The problem must be faced squarely before any
explanation can be attempted. Art and Literature at any
rate, not to speak of the sciences, are activities of the
human mind involving in their creation certain significant
ideals and attitudes towards human life and calculated to
awaken similar attitudes and ideals in the responsive
connoisseurs. Indeed it will appear at first sight that the
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genius of the poet or the artist proceeds ordinarily in

a natural and spontaneous manner, and any conformity to
external rules can only be taken as an obstruction to its

smooth and even progress.  This is the idea which lies at
the bottom of the charge against Indian culture noted
above; and it has become almost a commonplace of criti-
cism. Hence this idea deserves to be subjected to a
searching sctutiny and, if possible, the converging sphetes
of poetic experience and mystic experience noted.

v

The precise relationship between Man’s experiences at
different levels—Life, Art and Literature, Religion—should
be examined at the outset. Life is indeed so complex and

so varied that it provides innumerable possibilities of

experience with varying degrees of pleasure and pain. But
in the broadest analysis, we can only note the categories of
pleasure and pain and there need be no fear that the other
subtler shades omitted will mar the force of our argument;
for we are concerned here with degrees of self-satisfaction
attained at various levels of experience. At the lowest
level, we may distinguish such types of pleasure as are

instinctive or animal; we characterise such experiences of

pleasure as higher that transcend the lower states not only
in degree, but also in kind. Man is not a mere animal; he
is a rational animal and he is also an imaginative and
spiritual animal. It is the burning zeal for understanding
his own true nature and the world around him that account
for the sciences and systems of philosophy. These bring
him a type of satisfaction which may be termed intellectual.
But when he becomes acutely conscious of the limitations
of Science and Logic, his pleasure ceases to be abiding and

e o i
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he turns his efforts in the field of Religion which vouch~
safes to him spiritual pleasurte and brings in its train
everlasting peace and a sense of self-fulfilment. When he
becomes keenly aware of the imperfections of instinctive
pleasures, the short-comings of the things around him, the
disorder and chaos in the scheme of things in the universe,
he tries to manipulate them imaginatively and weave an
ideal pattern of perfection through Art and Literature.
Nor is this the only possibility. Art and Literature derive
their inspiration from things of beauty in this work-a-day
world too, but subject to one condition; and that is:
the dry and limited associations of these must be completely
removed and only the infinite aspects allowed to shine out
supremely. What is very rare and but dimly felt in the ordinary
wortld becomes the very stuft out of which poetry is woven.
In either case, whether it is an imaginative construction or
a re-construction of Reality the common element in both is
unmistakable and it is the ideal transfiguration or mani-
pulaticn of common values. Our ancients recognised this
truth when they said that a#iszya or poetic exaggeration is
the very soul of Literature.

If Art and Literature derive their inspiration from
Life, it must be admitted that in a sense they are mirrors of
Life at the ordinary level. But it does not mean a photo-
graphic representation; for these things do suffer a sea-
change in the creative imagination of the artist which is
fundamentally idealistic as we already saw. In the realm of
Art and Literature the laws that prevail are not identical
with the laws we are familiar with in ordinary life. They
are mote systematic and more universal. Aesthetic joy,
too, is not on a par with instinctive pleasure. It is im-
personal, idealised and more abiding than the personal and
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limited joy in actual life. As such, it bhas been valued
higher in Man’s estimate throughout the centuries.

We saw above how Art and Literature enable Man to
catch a wider glimpse of men and the universe, and the joy
they bring is consequentially greater than that of life lived
at the ordinary plane. If literature helps a man to rise
above his selfish interests and broadens his mind and spirit
thus bringing him higher joy, this function is achieved to
its fullest only in spiritual pursuit of religion, where joy of
the highest kind is vouchsafed. The mind of Man, which
is almost a bundle of instincts, emotions and impulses
at the animal level, is generally at war within itself and also
torn asunder by conflicting interests from the outside. The
conflicts are resolved and a sort of harmony is reached in
enjoying a work of Art or Literature. This is the Indian
view of Rasa wherein saftvodreka or spiritual purity pre-
dominates over the other Guuas which are the soutces of
stress and strain, viz., Rajas and Tamas.

Thus understood, there will be no antagonism between
the sphere of Art and Literature on the one hand and the
sphere of religious experience or mysticism on the other.
In fact spiritual Bliss (Brabminanda) and aesthetic joy are
the same in kind though they differ in degree. The degree
of happiness is greatest in the beatific vision when all the
contradictions in the world of experience are resolved and
the true nature of Ultimate Reality is experienced; a vision
where the spirit shines out supreme and the mind is
broadened to its highest dimensions which are divine. It
is indeed a foretaste of this divine bliss, supernal and
sempiternal, that can be had in @sthetic experience, in how-
ever small a degree.
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This truth was subscribed to by all sections of thought
in ancient India and they held that a man’s work gains in
intensity and breadth only in proportion to the steady and
sustained advancement of the spirit alongside of intellect.
‘Thus the greatest Sanskrit poets, Vydsa and Valmiki were
also Ryis or sages, whose vision was perfect. Even secular
poets considered it a proud privilege to train their imagi-
nations in the way of the sages before they started writing.
It was in a mood of devotion, of consccration, of concen-
trated mind, that they took to composing. This explains
their procedure of Masigalicarana.  As for composition, so
for appreciation. Nothing profane could have any place in
the realm of culture as in the realm of religion.

Having thus indicated the spirit that has been permeat-
ing Sanskrit Literature throughout the centuries, we may
now notice the art instanced therein. In religion, our
ancients perfected several paths of discipline for the control
and conquest of the mind. In Literature, too, which they
fundamentally viewed as an Art, they propounded and
followed several minute laws that are especially directed
towards securing universal appeal. The art of the poet
consists, accotding to our Alaikarikas, in devising such
ways and means as bring novelty and charm to the style
without forgetting the primary object of awakening sym-
pathetic aesthetic response from connoisseurs. In other
words, Alaikdras in conformity with Rasas was theit
dictum. Over-claboration of the formal aspects of poetry
is not rare anfongst some poets like Magha and Sti-Harsa,
but it is only from our point of view whose minds are
underdeveloped, relatively speaking. The poets in those
days demanded of the critics a taste and education of the

highest order and in the world of Art or Literature, no
19
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amount of skill is really too much in absolute terms. When
the skill or art becomes so universal and so subtle as
to elude every ordinary mind, it might almost be taken as
approximating to divine perfection. The work of the
expert is always considered a waste by a layman and even
the expert might fail to adjudge properly if the culture and
mental advancement of the poet he is reviewing far out-
shines his own. Indeed it appears more decent to adopt a
humbler attitude towards the stalwarts of yore in the field
of literature and not to commit the fallacy of underestimat-
ing them with the unsaid pride of flattering ourselves as
knowing much better. In Science and Industry we have
certainly taken very rapid strides; but in cultural fields and
religion, we need not overestimate ourselves. If our
theorists tried to exhaust the various turns and twists that
might be given to expressions to make them appear charm-
ing provided that the idea was poetic in itself, we need not
call it a waste. It shows their power of keen analysis and
a mind which knows no halting before achieving complete-
ness and perfection.

VI

It might be said that the mystic element in Sanskrit
Literature has not been propetly appreciated by our critics.
All our greatest poets have been uniformly regarded as the
favourite children and chosen mouthpieces of Sarasvati,
the Goddess of Learning, in Indian tradition, even when
they have been authors only of secular writings. Poets like
Kazlidasa prayed: <May the tribe of poets increase whose
gteatness is built on the shining light of the sacred
sctiptutes” (Cf. Pravartatin prakrtibitaya parthivah, Sarasvaty
Srutimabasiie mahiyatim—ihe Bharata-vikya of Abhijidna-
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Sakuntala). It was this shining light of sctiptutes that
shaped the personal life of the artists and that was also
responsible for endowing their poetry with an immortal
charm, This faith in God and spiritual values determined
the procedure of the poet in everything—in the choice of
theme, in the depiction of character and incident, in the
delineation of emotions and sentiments, in the use of
imagery and in the employment of diction. Another factor:
which influenced the literary art was their didactic or
educational purpose; but it is also closely bound up with
the former. All human pursuits were valued only in so far:
as they served as means to the acquisition of one or more
of the four-fold fundamental end-values (purusarthas)
of existence, viz., Dbarma, Artha, Kima and Moksa, and
Literature was no exception. The last was the chief con-
cetn of Moksa-sastras, no doubt; but no human activity
could be justified when there was no harmony of the other
three values (#rivarga) with that of Moksa, and it was pre-
cisely this harmony that Literature and Art endeavoured to-
bring home to everyone in an appealing fashion. Hence a
judicious presentation of the concepts of Jiana, Karma and
Bhakti is also common in Sanskrit Literature alongside of
literary sentiments and information of educative value.
But the mainspring of literary creation was always spiritual
advancement, alongside of cultivation of the intellect and
refinement in tastc.

Judged in this light, some of the objections raised’
regarding the open procedure adopted by Sanskrit poets in
describing Woman, Wine and so forth, will appear wide of
the mark. In Literature they considered it no sin to dwell
at length on all aspects of the ideal cteations and if the
grosser aspects are openly and even sensuously brought
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out, it is just an admission of an important truth that these
things affect our lives most in the lower level of life.
Frankness and candidness cannot be called a vice in the
same sense as morbidness, and morbidness is something
foreign to Sanskrit Literature. But ordinarily these are
never treated as ends in themselves, but only as a back-
ground against which other equally or perhaps more
important values like herojsm are stressed. In the works of
-our masters, passion sheds all its earthly repulsiveness and
offensiveness and partakes of a divine universality and
purity. Sentimentality and impurity have no place in Sans-
krit masterpieces and those writings of small men in which
they abound stand self-condemned for that very reason.

Vil

One word more regarding the art of Sanskrit Poesy.
‘The verbal Figures of Speech like S/sa and Anuprasa have
come in for much criticism. The truth of the matter seems
to be that the Aryans petfected a language with an ear for
music unprecedented in the histories of other peoples. And
in the realm of Literature this genius of the language was
richly exploited and new and newer shades of beauty
achieved by them by persistent practice. One ought to be
proud of this singular achievement which is the unique
gloty of Sanskrit literature. Similarly, wit, epigram, and
antithesis contribute in their own way to intellectual alert-
ness and strikingness. Our disciplines of rhetoric spoke of
the several possible elements of grace only in relation to
individual units that go to form the composite work and
the place of Figures of Speech in judging a work as a
whole was never ovet-emphasised though it is so made
out by the critics.
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VIII

We have often digressed in the course of the above
discussion; but in spite of the digressions, it is believed that
the central truth will stand out, that the atmosphere and
achievement of Sanskrit Literature can be adequately appre-
ciated only by a careful grasp of the Indian genius as
essentially embodying spiritual advancement, not in opposi-
tion to worldly values as is often alleged, but in harmony
with it. A deep study of Indian Art will reveal that the
principles evolved are not merely futile exercises of cold
reason unrelated to Life, but represent the heights of
artistic perfection that have ever been reached by the
human mind formulated in terms of the understanding.
The fact that during the truly long period of a thousand years
and more Sanskrit Literature exercised a living influence
over all the provincial literatures is enough to combat the
charge that it was a dead language long, long ago. Amidst
the apparent diversities we have to discover its essential
unity and the life-informing spirit which was able to
nourish and sustain several literatures for long. It is only
such a discovery on our part that can do justice to the
deserving claims of Sanskrit among the great literatures of
the world.
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XXV

THE CONTRIBUTION OF KARNATAKA
TO SANSKRIT LITERATURE

Thanks to the researches of scholars in ancient Indian
history and archaeology, we are now in a position to state
that the datable history of Karnataka goes as far back as the
'Christian era, and the achievements of the Karnataka rulers
form one of the most glorious chapters in Indian history.
Not only the famous kings among the Satavihanas, Gangas
Rashtrakitas, Chalukyas, Yadavas, Hoysalas and the Vijaya-
nagara rulers, but even feudatories like the Nayaks of
Ikkeri were great promoters of learning and very often
great contributors to literature themselves. Whatever the
religious persuasion of the rulers, the orthodox Vedic
religion, Jainism and Saivism, all received equal encourage-
ment at their hands; and as one might naturally expect,
Karnataka did throw up great writers in Sanskrit, Prakrit
and Kannada in the long period of its recorded history.

For a few centuries (1st to 4th) in remote antiquity,
Prakrit was the language preferred by the Satavahana kings
who ruled over the present Maharashtra and North
Karnataka (known as Kuntala earlier), and we have the rich
anthology of 7oo Prakrit lyrics known as Sattasai ascribed
to Hala Satavahana. It was during this period that
‘Gunadhya wrote his great romantic tale, Brhatkathz, in a
dialect of ancient Prakrit known as Paisici, a work which
won unstinted praise from great Sanskrit poets like Kali-
disa, Bana and Dandin, and proved a veritable source-book
to Sanskrit poets and dramatists in later times. Though the
work in the original is lost, three of its late (c. 12th
century) Sanskrit renderings—the Kathasaritsigara of
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Somadeva, the Brhatkathaslokasarmsgraba of Budhasvimin and
the Brbatkathislokamanjart of Ksemendra ate available today.
Hala’s anthology found an able translator in Govardhana
of Bengal (12th century) whose work was in its turn further
translated into other languages like Hindi.

Even in those eatly days, Sanskrit remained the undis-
puted all-India language of the learned, and the Sitavzhana
court arranged for the first simplified grammar of Sanskrit,
known as the Katantravyikarapa. 'This work by Sarva-
varman was indeed such a boon to beginners, who are
easily deterred from the complexities of the Paninian system,
that it became the basis for similar attempts in Bengal and
Kashmir as late as the 14th century.

Under the rule of the Gangas, we have inscriptional
records —whose genuineness however is not beyond ques-
tion—which credit Durvinita (6th century) with the
authorship of a Sanskrit rendering of Brhatkathi, a commen-
tary on the difficult Fifteenth Canto of Bharavi’s great
poem, Kiratarjuniya, and a grammar known as Sabdivatira.
None of these are available now. But the extant Jainendra
Vyakarapa by Pujyapada, afias Devanandi, was petrhaps
written under the patronage of Durvinita. Two works
published in fragment— Avantisundarikathi (ascribed to
Dandin) and Avantisundarikathisara—corroborate the fact
of Bhiravi’s contemporaneity with Durvinita; but the
genuineness of even these works has been called into ques-
tion by scholars. Yet the fact stands out that Bharavi was
a southerner, and he is expressly praised along with Kali-
disa in the famous Aihole inscription of Ravikirti (A.D. 634).

One is in the dark about the province from which
Kalidasa hailed; but we have clear proofs (cf. Kuntesyara-
dantya) that he did visit the Kuntala court as a messenger of
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his king, Chandragupta Vikramaditya. Bina, in his review
of the chief characteristics of different Sanskrit styles, lays
his finger on poetic fancy as the hallmark of the southern
style (utpreksa diksinatyess) and Bhiravi’s poetry, abound-
ing as it does in happy flights of fancy, amply bears out the
temark of Bana. The Kiratirjuniya indeed may be regarded
as the first ornate epic which provided the model for the
definitions of mabakavya framed by Bhamaha and Dandin at
a later date. Descriptions of set poetic themes—these are
said to be 18 in number—like moonrise and sunset, ocean
and mountain, seasons and sports, battle and city—at great
length in a style bristling with conceits, both verbal and
figurative, are seen in Bharavi alongside of precepts on
polity; and the meagre story serves as no more than a peg
to hold all these in position. This is the new ornate tradi-
tion in Sanskrit poetry which Bharavi initiated from the
South, and it has remained the all-India poetic tradition in
Sanskrit ever since.

In the field of drama, the renowned Mrechakatika by
Sudraka has been ascribed to the Ganga court (A.D,
670-750) by scholars like Dr. Saletore. The popularity of
that play even on the modern stage has been demonstrated
by its recent performances in the U.S.S.R. Again, one is
not sure of the province of the eatlier dramatist Bhasa,
admired even by Kailidasa. One scholar from Madras—
Prof. U. Venkatakrishna Rao—recently suggested that Bhasa
must be from Karnataka on the basis of a Sanskrit in-
vocatory verse of his containing dvitiyaksaraprasa (thyming
second syllable in each line of verse) and some Kannada
idioms in the dialogues of the plays.

Among Jaina contributions in ancient KKarnataka to their
sacred literature in Sanskrit, Samantabhadra’s Mabibhasya
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on the Tattvirthasitras of Umasvati and Adptamimanmsa, 2
polemical work, desetve particular mention. This divine
(c. 4th century) is credited with the authorship of secular
works also on medicine and grammar. The oft praised
work of Sri Vardhadeva, known as Cadiamayi, (Vardhadeva
is said to have elicited praise from Dandin himself!) is
however Jost.

On the strength of references in the bshasyas, Dr.
S. Srikantha Sastri concludes that the great Samkaricharya
“wrote his commentaries in the dominion of the Chalukyas—
Balavarma and Jayasimhha” (Sowrces of Karnataka History,
pp. xxi-xxii). Farly Chialukyan history is shrouded in
mystery, and this is yet to be corroborated by other evidence.
If it be true, this will go down in history as the greatest
contribution of Karnataka to Indian philosophical literature
in Sanskrit; for Samkara was the first thorough-going
exponent of Upanisadic Vedanta, by writing bhzsyas on the
prasthinatrayi. Samkara’s philosophy has found admirers
not only in India but also in the West.  According to the
same scholar, the Sazmksepasariraka of Sarvajiiitman, which
is a reputed treatise in post-Samkara Vedinta, was also
written in the realm of the Chalukya King Adityavarman_
son of Pulakesin II (Ib7d., p. 56). Perhaps the guess may be
extended with equal force to the equally authoritative work
Paficapadika by Padmapida, said to be a direct disciple of
Sarpkara. ‘The quality of poetry instanced in Ravikirti’s
Aihole inscription makes us conclude that Palakesin must
have, like Harsa in the North, patronised a number of
literary luminaries, though their works have not come
down to us.

Coming to Rishtrakuta times, we are more fortunate
inasmuch as important works are extant. We know reliably
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that Amoghavarsa (9th century) was himself a great poet
and patron of lefters. Jinasena, his teacher, brought into
being what was almost a new genre in Sanskrit literature by
writing his magnum opus, the Mabipurana, which is at once
a charming epic and a religious work. (He left it in-
complete, but it was completed by Gunabhadra, his pupil,
who was, however, less gifted than the teacher.)) The
Sanskrit orthodox Pwrapas used to be devoid of poetic
finish, and it is to the credit of Jinasena that he could infuse
the charm of poetty into an otherwise arid narrative of
religious myth. He became the forerunner of a new literary
tradition for both Sanskrit and Kannada. We have also
from his pen the Parsvibhyndaya, which is a poetic feat of
adding three more lines to each line of Kalidasa’s Meghadita
giving, in the result, a poem about the Jaina saint Parsvanitha.
This Jinasena is to be distinguished from an earlier Jinasena
who is the author of an equally voluminous work in
Sansktit—the Harivarizsa. A new system of Sanskrit gram-
mar known as Sakatdyana-vyikarapa (this author being
different from his namesake mentioned by Pinini) was also
initiated in this king’s court. Sadkatdyana has himself
written the gloss thereon known as Amoghavrsti, after his
patron. Another protégé of the king was Mahavira who
wrote Gayitasirasarigraha, an interesting mathematical work.
Amoghavarsa himself is sometimes regarded as the author
of a Prasnottararatnamadliki, a collection of pretty didactic
lyrics in the form of question and answer. A work on
medicine known as Kalyipakiraka by Ugriditya also be-
longs to this period.

A very significant contribution to Sanskrit literature in
the Rashtrakita petiod was in the Campd form. The first
Campu-kavya in Sanskrit we have is the Nalacampu by
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Trivikramabhatta in the reign of King Indra III. In this
form we see the happy blend of Bana’s brilliant prose with
majestic measures found earlier only in lytics and plays. In
fact Karnataka writers had a special fascination for this
genre and it is even supposed by some scholars that the
word Campu itself may be of Kannada origin. The second
great Campu in Sanskrit is also from Karnataka, the
Yasastilaka to wit. Its author, Somadeva (c. 960 A.D.) is not
merely a great poet but aJso encyclopaedic in the range of
the subjects in which he took an interest.

Halayudha’s Kavirahasya is an interesting work illus-
trating Sanskrit roots in graceful verses, and it was written
in the reign of King Krishna III. The powerful play
Candakansika by KsemiSvara was again a work of this
period as is evident from its prologue. So too is Asaga’s
Vardbamanacarita. Asaga is a great name among the
pioneers of Kannada literature.

Under the Western Chalukyas also we see great works
in Sanskrit being produced. It was in the court of King
Jayasirhha IIT (A.D. 1018-1042) that the far-famed Vadirzja
flourished. On him every superlative has been heaped in
Jaina inscriptions as a poet and debater. His Yasodbaracarita
and Parsvanathacarita are very good poems after Kalidasa’s
manner. A contemporary of Vadirija was Vidibhasimha,
alias Odeyadeva, the author of two readable prose romances
in Sanskrit—Gadyacintimani and Ksatrachidimani, the latter
containing some historical matter also. To this period
again belongs the Chandonnsisana of Jayakirti, edited recently
by Prof. HD. Velankar. This is an important work on
Sanskrit prosody standing midway between Kedarabhatta’s
Vrttaratuikara and Hemacandra’s Chandonnsdsana. The
Konkan ruler Mummuniraja (c. 1060 A.D.) patronised
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Sodhala, the authot of Udayasundarifathi, 2 Campt work of
note in view of its references to earlier writers. In his.
Rashtrakntas and their Times, Dr. A.S. Altekar writes: It
was during our period that the literature on poetics
flourished luxuriantly in the valley of Kashmir. The rugged
Deccan had, however, hardly any contribution to make to
that department.” A stray exception is provided by the
short but interesting Alarikaracintamani of Ajitasena, dated
980 A.D. by Dr. S. Srikantha Sastri, but actually as late as.
the 14th century.

The Chalukya ruler Vikramaditya VI (1076~1126 A.D.)
was a patron of the Kashmirian poet Bithana who wrote in
his court the semi-historical poem Vikramaskadevacarita.
It was in this king’s court that the renowned Mitzksarg was
written by Vijiinesvara. As Dr. Kane observes, “the
Mitaksari occupies a unique place in the Dharmasistra
literature. Its position is analogous to that of the Maha-
bhasya of Patafijali in grammar or to that of the Kavyaprakasa
of Mammata in poetics. It represents the essence of
Dharmasidstra speculation that preceded it for about two.
thousand years and it became the fountainhead from which
flowed forth streams of exegesis and development.” (History
of Dharmasastra, Vol. 1, p. 287). It is not merely a com-
mentary on Yajhavalkyasmrti. It is a digest of smrtis
explaining contradictions among them by following the
rules of interpretation laid down in the Purvamimamsa
system. It has continued to be held in high esteem, and
indeed is still accepted as an authoritative source of Hindu
law.

In the field of Purapas too, some scholars opine that
the far-famed Bhigavata, though ascribed to Vyasa, is really
the work of a Southerner (of about the 1oth century) as
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there are clear passages in the XI Book in praise of the
River Kaverl.

The Chilukya emperor Somesvara IV got up what s
pethaps the first encyclopaedia in Sanskrit—the Abbilasi-
tarthacintamani or Rajamanasollisa. 1t is a work in 100
cantos and “throws valuable light on almost all aspects of
Karnitaka culture, from cooking to kingship. It deals with
all the arts, sciences and amusements of kings.”” Apararka,
another significant commentator on Yijaavalkyasmyrti, was a
protégé of this ruler, Somesvara.

The disappearance of the Chalukya power was
followed by the rise of the Yadavas of Devagiri and the
Hoysalas of Dorasamudra. Under the Yadavas we find
reputed writers like Hemadri who wrote smrti digests like
the Catnrvargacintamani and Vratakhanda. The Siktimnktavali
of Jalhapa, which is an anthology of subhasitas, and the
Saigitaratnikara which is an authoritative work on music
by Sirngadeva, were inspired by the Yadavas.

Tradition has it that the great Srivaishpava teacher,
Ramanuja, was given asylum by Hoysala Vishnuvardhana
and that his great philosophical works were written in the
Hoysala State. Confirmatory evidence, however, for the
tradition is not yet available. A gieat Sanskrit poet who
adorned the Hoysala court (13th century) of King Vira-
ballala was Vidyacaktavartin. He held such titles as
Samskrta-sarvabhanma and Sabajasarvajiia. His works in-
clude: Saijivini—a commentary on the Alankdrasarvasva,
Sanpradayaprakasini—a commentary on the Kavyaprakasa,
Virapaksapanca sika —a poem, and Rukmintkalyana—a play.
His son, Sakalavidyacakravartin, wrote Gadyakarpamria, a
prose panegyric of his patron. A sample of the Sanskrit
poetry cultivated by the Hoysala court, in Dr. J. D.
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Derrett’s English rendering, is given below :
A forest-dwelling maiden shy
Roams in the city of thy foe—
Ballala, who art lord of all!—
A noble city left to die.
Her eye is caught by flashing fire
From gems dropped heedless on the ground—
She fancies charcoal embers spread,
And quickly, lest they first expire,
Blows on them tiny sandal-chips,
Her eyes half-closed against the ash:
No incense rises, but a swarm
Of bees seeks fragrance from her lips.
They hover close: she thinks them smoke.
(Strange errors thy just wars provoke!)

Among ViraSaiva writets too there was great literary
activity during the 12th century, and in case some late
author has not fathered the work on Sripatipandita, his
Srikarabbisya will rank as the earliest contribution of the
Virasaivas to Sanskrit philosophical literature. But the
genuineness of the authorship has often been impugned by
modern scholars. We find Kavirdja, a poet from Banavasi
(c. 1200) popularising the tradition of dvisandhinakavya,
or poetty which can yield two stories in one wotk, by
writing Raghavapandaviya.

If Karnitaka provided an asylum for the Vedantic
teachers, Safkara and Raminuja, it was the very birthplace
and home of activity of the celebrated champion of Duaita,
Madhvicarya, whose date has been worked out to be
between A.D. 1239 and 1317 by Dr. Saletote (. Ancient
Karnataka, Vol. 1, p. 432). Some 37 works are asctibed to
Madhvicirya, the chief among them being Gitabhisya,
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Griatitparya, Sutrabhasya, Auubbisya, Mababbaratatitparya-
nirpaya, Pramanalaksana, Tattvasankbyana, Miyavadakbandana,
Tattvodyota, Vispntattvanirnaya, the others forming glosses.
on Upanisads mostly.

But it was with the establishment of the Vijayanagara
empite in 1336 that the heyday of Karnatak history was.
reached in every department of life and cultute. Naturally,
the Karnataka contribution to Sanskrit reached its zenith
under the unstinted patronage of these rulers up to the end
of the 16th century.

The most notable literary figures in this golden age of
revival of old learning were the brothers Madhava and
Sayana. Both held ministerial posts in the teign of Bukka,
and under their guidance available knowledge in all
branches of Sanskrit study, secular and sacred, was syste.
matised and written down in the form of manuals and
textbooks. The following standard works are from the pen
of Midhava on Brahmanic religion :

Pardsarasmytivyakhya, Kalamadbaviya, and Jaiminiyanya-
yamalavistara. He istraditionally identified with Vidyaranyas
the great Advaita philosopher-statesman, while some
scholars are chary of accepting the identification as genuine.
If the tradition be true, then the classical works of the
Advaita system, viz., Vivaranaprameyasangraba, Jivanmuksi-
viveka and Pasichadast will all be from Midhava’s pen after
he assumed sarhnyasa and took the name of Vidyaranya.
The popular biography of Samkara called Sarmkaravijaya
is also ascribed to Madhava; but internal evidence shows it
to be the work of a much later author known as Abhinava-
kalidasa in the Vijayanagara court.

The work of Siyana is more than amazing. For the
first time in the history of India, all the Vedic scriptures—
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the truly extensive Saszhitas and the major Brabmanpas of
the four Vedas—were fully explained and annotated word
by word in classical Sanskrit. For Vedic exegesis, Sayana’s
Bhasya is an invaluable key embodying ancient tradition,
and even modern scholars who differ from him in details of
interpretation have recognised the indispensable help of
Sayanabbasya. This in itself is more than a life-work ; but
we have also from Siyapa’s pen the following standard
works, each a compendium of merit and really astounding
in size: Subbasitasudhanidhi (anthology), Karmavipaka (smrti)
Yajiatantrasudbanidhi (ritwal), Alankarasudbanidhi (poetics),
Purusarthasudbanidhi (Purana), and Mdadbaviya Dhatmortti
(on roots). Some scholars have suggested that Sayana must
have utilized the services of a number of pandits who
wrote works in his name. One cannot easily decide this
issue one way or the other. Sayana’s son, whose name is
again Madhava, wrote the most popular history of Sanskrit
philosophy, the Sarvadarsanasaigraba. At the same time we
have another Miadhava (manttin), a disciple of the Saiva
teachet Kriyasakti, who wrote a commentary on the
Satasarshita.  Nandrtharatnamala, a lexicon, was written
by Irugappa, minister of Harihara II.

We find a woman writer too in this period, Ganga-
devi. She was the queen of Kampana, son of Bukka, who
conquered the Cola territory for Vijayanagar, and in her
charming poem, Madbnrivijaya, she eulogises the conquest
of Madura by her husband. Its poetic merits are of a very
high order.

Praudhadevariya I (1422-48 A.D.) wrote Ratiratna-
pradipiki, a test-book on erotics. Under Devaraya, we
find the court-poet Dindima writing the ornate epics
Saluvabbyndaya and Ramabbyndaya, and in the reign of



The Contribution of Karnataka to Sanskrit Literature 306

Achyutaraya was composed the Achyutarzyibhyndaya. All
these are semi-historical poems. A poetess, Tirumalimba,
wrote the Varadambikiparinayacampi in praise of her patron
Achyutaraya. Krishnadevaraya himself is reputed to have
been the author of poems like Maddlasacarita and plays like
Jambavattkalyana. His court-poet ILolla Laksmidhara
wrote the Daivajiavilzsa, which is an encyclopaedic work,
besides a commentary on Samkata’s Saundaryalabari.

Great names in the history of Sanskrit literature like
Vedanta Désika (Stivaisnava), Appayya Diksita (Saiva and
Advaita champion), and Vadiraja (Dvaitin) were all
patronised by the Vijayanagar Court, now at the height of
its glory. A number of commentaries and scholia wete
written duting this period by the adherents of different
religious sects, which cannot be mentioned here. We may
note in passing that the age of creative writing was over
and had given place to an age of manuals, tracts and
compendiums in every branch of study.

That the cultivation of Sanskrit learning continued
even in the coutts of feudatories is evidenced by the vogue
of encyclopaedic works like Basavappa Nayaka’s (a.p.
1696-1714) jiﬂaz‘aﬁmmtﬂ@éara. The work consists of 108
chapters and is the essence of all sciences of knowledge
coming within the purview of the Vedas and the Agamas.
There is material of interest to historians also, as it gives
accounts of the biography of Basave$vara and the founding
of the Vijayanagara empire. It deals, like Manasollzsa
poticed already, with varied topics like the geography of
India, town-planning, architecture, iconography, music,
army manoeuvres, theatres, painting, dancing, astrology,
the training of horses, cows, elephants etc., besides matters
of religious interest culled from various Saiva Agamas and

20




XXVI

THE DATE OF AJITASENA’S
ALAMKARACINTAMANTI*

While surveying ‘Karnataka’s contribution to Sanskrit
Literature’, I was drawn to the Alamkiracintamayi of Ajita-
sena as a singular contribution of Karnitaka scholarship to
the field of Sanskrit Poetics. From the earlier notices of
scholars which I had occasion to consult in this connection,
the work appeared to hail from the reputed poet-scholar-
pontiff Ajitasena (of the 1oth century A.D.), the giru of illus-
trious Ganga kings like Marasirhha I, glorious ministers like
Ciamundariya and well-known Kannada poets like Ranna—
all unforgettable names in Karnitaka history. When 1
found that an old palmleaf manuscript of this very work
was available here in the Library of the Kannada Research
Institute (No. 797), I took up the task of studying the
same! alongside of the printed copy received from Dr.
Upadhye. I find that the earlier views regarding the author
and his date need revision and I proceed to show how the
work cannot be earlier than the 14th century A.D. in the
light of internal evidence furnished by the work itself.

suggestions and also for sparing for my use his personal copy of the
now rare edition of this work printed at Kolhapur in 1907 as a work
of Jinasena.

1T am thankful to Dr. B.A. Saletore, the Director of the Institute,
for giving me facilities to study the Manuscript. .
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11

The first scholarly account of the Aluskaracintamani
appears in Dr. S. K. De’s Studies in the History of Sanskrit
Poetics?:—

« « Alamkaracintamani Edited by Padmaraja Pandita in
the Kavyambudhi, 1893-94’.3 The author was the Jaina
priest of Caimundariya, minister of the Ganga king Raca-
malla, and flourished in the latter part of the roth century.
He was the teacher of Nigavarman, a Kanarese poet, who
lived under the protection of Rakkasa Ganga, younger
brothet of Racamalla. Ajitasena also wrote Cintamani-
prakasiki on Yaksavarman’s Cintamani which is itself a
commentary on Sakatayana s Sabdinusisana.’t

These two works wete first noticed by Rice® and
it was Hultzsch who fitst ascribed them both to the

2Vol. I, p. 283.,

8Dr. A.N. Upadhye informs me that Kavyambudhi is the name of
:an old (now defunct) Kannada journal published from Mysore or
Bangalore. My attempts to secure this edition proved unsuccessful.
4Dr. De also notices another work of Ajitasena, viz., the Sragara-
mafjart, written at the instance of a Jaina prince of the lunar race
named Raya or Kamirdya for his instruction. It consists of 3
=chapters and 128 stanzas dealing with Dosas (I), Gunas and only ten
alarkaras—3T9T, ®IF, SIg, wfae, ¥, 934, afqaegaHr, Ay,
‘grera and FeAAIRAT—(op. cit. p. 284). Even this is not the work
of the great Ajtasena of the 10th century, as some times supposed.
In this connection, Vide- Seshagiri Shastri, Report on Search for
Sanskrit and Tamil Mss. for 1893-94, Madras, p. 83; & Krishnam-
.achari, History of Senskrit Literature, p. 752.
5 Sanskrit Manuscripts in Mysore and Coorg, p. 304, No. 2795; p,
308, No. 2818.
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far-famed Ajitasena, eulogised in the Mallisenaprasasti of
Sravanabelagola.® Hultzsch says:—He may be identified
with Ajitasenicirya, the author of the .Alarmkaracintaman:
and Maniprakasika.” That the full title of this latter-
work—which we shall not discuss here —was Cintamani--
prakasika is corroborated by Hiralal® and that this was a
gloss on Yaksavarman’s commentary called Cintamani on
the Amoghavrtti of Sakatayana-vyakarapa is noted by.
Belvalkar.o

Prof. H. D. Velankar1® and Dr. P. V. Kane!! notice
the Alamkaracintamani but do not add any further details.
about its author.

Dr. V. Raghavan, however, notes the following infot-
mation in his New Catalogus Catalogorum about the work
under consideration: —

“ Alamkiracintamani—by Ajitasena, a Jain gurn

of the Sintisvara temple at Bangavadi. Arrah, L.A. p.

22—author given as Jinasena probably wrong . . .

commentary Mysore 1. p. 295 mentions that Ajitasena

wrote the work in the Santi§vara temple at Bangavadi-
pura”.

6In this eulogy we find that Ajitasena held the title Vadibha--
simha, cf.

ghNATIETAAgaagepRangeaseeaErfaa: | b

AagafEwarEraagerTadl Tafaaaar wifs adafag: o

—verse 57 (1bid)..
7 Epigraphia Indica, Vol. III, p. 184 ff.

8 Catalogue of Sanskrit & Prakrit Mss. in C.P. and Berar, p. xxv..
9 Systems of Sanskrit Grammar.

10 Jinaratnakoga.

11 History of Alarmkara Literature, Index.
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The edition of the work printed at Kolhapur also
ascribes the work to” Jinasena instead of Ajitasena, and the
same is the conclusion of L.B. Gandhi.?2 Dr. S. Srikantha
Sastri too thinks that <this Ajitasena was also called
Jinasena”,13 adding that ‘this work may be dated c. 980
A.D. on the basis of an inscription from Mulagunda.

The above survey shows that no scholar has seriously -
.doubted the ascription of _4lamkiracintamani to the
famous Jaina pontiff of the 1oth century in Karnataka
history.

I

In spite of the consensus of opinion seen above, the
internal evidence, to be set out presently, will leave little
doubt about the .Alamkiracintimani as coming from an
Ajitasena of a much later period. Much of the earlier error
in ascription is due perhaps to the prefatory remarks made
by Santardja, the very late author (1808 A.p.)!* of what is
just a fragment of a commentary—running to just four
pages—on this work. 'This commentary is found in the
Manuscript (in Kannada characters) No. A. 67 belonging
to the Oriental Research Institute, Mysore. The remarks
are :—

12Introduction to Narendraprabhasiuri’s Alemkiramahodadhi’
‘Gaekwar Oriental Series.

13 Sources of Karnataka History, pp. 168 & 171.

14 Cf. qrdsex FPTE((‘TWTFGT .... (colophon of commentary). =0
{or 5), =3, §=7a=1 (SS 1730478 = 1808 A.D.(?) I owe this
-explanation to Pandit Narayanaswami Sastri of the Mysore Orien-
tal Research Institute.
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wfeq  simeTawiaanaaaeraiaacanfrmasafraoradg-
FAGT=A (GTEF AT ARG (A (AR aeA® - GAT-
saTFRfragagaTafavsaSAgIaegR - TEEHAigER e fGEaE-
HIAIFF TR agaeqaifericragaagacgiommaam - grenguEfas
AT - AT A A AT AT -G HET ST T THRA AT A LN
qrw:  AfNaTAIRaT A AR RA TS ST g AT
faargeas AgaaEda-simaafs |

This late commentator wants us to believe that the
author Ajitasena is none other than the gwrz who was wor-
shipped by great emperors of yore and was reputed for his
learning in all the systems of Indian Philosophy, and that
he composed his work in the famous temple of Santisvara
in Bangavadipura. While it is true that towns of the latter
name are mentioned in some inscriptions,’> we ate not so
sure that there was any shrine of Santinatha in any of these
out-of-the-way towns. On the other hand, we are pretty
certain that the scene of activity of the famous Ajitasena-
charya of the 1oth century was the celebrated city of
Bankapural® where the shrine of Santinatha was situated.
This late commentator thus appears to be confused in his
tradition, mistaking as he does Bankapura with Bangavadi-
pura, and cannot therefore be taken very seriously in his
other statement about the identity of the author.

Iv
The Kolhapur edition of the Alwikaracintamani,
mentioned already, contains the following statement by the
scribe: —

15¢, g., one in Kolar taluk and another in Mulabagal taluk; vide :
Epigraphia Carnatica, Vol. X. Bangavadi, however, isknown tradi-
tionally to form a division of the Tulu country on the West Coast.
16Vide: Epigraphica Indica, Vol. X111, No. 14, p. 168 ff.
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" seregeafaesAT gEAEAET, |
gugfeaeiie JEea Fawagd |
REHEREEIELSE IR SIERESE
acqR feaaamt aresriqafreaaif@mg o
coFEaTal A ES F garLEar |
anfeas T FgRzAt FFEAAT TEATER
vaferwasgrRiaamitadrgaq |
g qfscar Heatg arqel qATeg T U
Freay I MF T gF A 7 )
TAAATRTGTTT qOHAT = )
TAFAY RIS+ v v ”

This date, according to the Indian Calendar, appears
to correspond with the date 10-10-1412 of the English
calendar.l? And that supplies us the zerminus ad quem of the
work.18

v

Bhujabali Sastri is of the opinion that Vadibhasirhha,
alias Odeyadeva, the author of two interesting prose
romances——Gadyacintamani and Ksatracidamani—is identical
with the famous Ajitasena eulogised by Mallisena.’® But
Natha Rim Premi is chary of accepting this identification.2

17T am indebted to Pandit Sri Narayanaswami Sastri for this
calculation. But there is room for verification of the suggested
correspondence.

18 The edition seems to be based on a single Ms. runningup to the
end since the editor, Sakharam Nemicandra Dosi remarks at the
end—QaTaEdFaad IrAAgEa® s¥ad | There is only one variant
reading suggested in the whole book (on p. 70) which is ostensibly
based on another incomplete Ms.

19 §-fagTea-wrEsT, Vol. VI, No. 2 and Vol. VII, No. I.

20 5rr-fagrea T fagia, (1956), p. 314f.
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There is also one Ajitasena in the Pattaval? of the Senagar}a
published by Dr. Upadhye.2* But these are not of much
help in determining the authorship of the .4lwikaracinta
man.

VI

In the absence of decisive external evidence, we shall
turn to internal evidence. After salutations to Santinatha,
Sarasvatl and ‘Samantabhadradi-Kavikuiijaras’, the author
plunges into the subject direct with the observation that
his illustrative verses, being mostly culled out from works
like “P#rvapnrana’ and in praise of merited souls, would, in
a way, endow his own work with something of the worth
of a sfofra.22 ‘The work alluded to seems to be Jinasena’s.
Clearer is the reference in the verse:—

SRR BB HRINEEE NS TR SR

weaurs featta saqragfaqeasy i

(AC II, 28)
where both Jinasena and Samantabhadra are mentioned.
Twenty verses set out as illustrations of riddle (prahelikas )
in this context are from Jinasena’s Purvapurina.2s The

21 Jaina Antiquary, Vol. XIII, No. 2, p. 6.
22 ATRTEIO qHILIORGHTIAH |
TEOIETEEIAIT TIACAT qq: |
—(15) References are to the printed edn.
23 One example may be noted :
Feqer 1 QU T w919 : feqar 78
wgFRIs 7 & =7 fora: st aReE n—
—AC (Alaimkaracintdmani), IT 29 & Parvapurana, X1I, 226.
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latter’s invocation2 too is quoted in the chapter on figures
of speech (IV).
Samantabhadra’s verse: —
sazgenzia afefd speagammzgsefagr
arfafa gaeqas feaaafq &1 FaraaE o
is given as an instance of arthipatti alaikdara ;2> and at the
close of the section on Cakrabandha or diagram-poetry,2® we
have a reference to Samantabhadra’s [inasataka.
Amoghavrtti is referred to once.??
A sly but deliberate reference to Vidyananda, the
author of Agtasabasr7, is unmistakable in the puzzle:
FECZTEH] H1 Afgearew! 7T |
AAqUGH cqFAT 1 q1AA FRERE 0 fagmee s
But all these authors are earlier than the 1oth century,
and these allusions do not militate against the ascription of
the work to Ajitasena of the tenth century.
But there is at least one other equally unmistakable
author referred to; and that is Vigbhata, who is mentioned
twice. The two passages are:—

1. SaranlaEsadaly araeradsar 128

2. qETATAATEATCTTARAZAL: |
fafeamar aza qtard &qd aqr 12

24 1Y FRSAAGIHSATIAGY |

HAFAT WA FACHATCHT 1)

The figure is declared to be Riipaka here.

2 AC 1V, 83.
20 AC' II, 64 f.
2Tyaq WAy wa srarfafofdd

FHAFATTFIATIRATIZA. 11— —ACTII, 14 1.
28 40V, 8f,
29 AC V, 95 f. and Vagbhatalamkara, III. 4,
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Though there are two Vagbhatas in the history of
Sanskrit Poetics, the one alluded to here is cleatly the first,
the author of 1Vigtbhatilariikira, who is positively known
to have lived in the 12th century A.p., as he was a con-
temporary of King Jayasimha (1093-1143). These passages
go to prove that our Ajitasena was not earlier than the
12th century. An idea of how much later he might have
been is furnished by the following considerations.

vl

That the author’s name was only Ajitasena, and not at
all Jinasena, is proved by another verse in Cukrabandha3® in
which the author has cleverly, but clearly, mentioned his
name as also an alternate name of the work as a whole.
The author has supplied the key also in the words:

“ax uwragHAw afsy afy sifsadsafaeamin . weaamdty

NE R
Tt emerges that the name of the composition was ¢Bharata-
_yasas’ and that the authot’s name was Ajitasena.

The name ‘Bharata-yasas’ suggested as an alternative
title of the work makes us suspect some model for his pro-
cedure; and one need not be surprised that the model
is furnished by the Prataparudra-yasobbiisana of Vidyinatha,
who lived in the 13th century. In fact, it is the only work
whete both the authotr’s name and the name of the work

30 gregeaASt A AagA: FAALT aray
gearfacaafataar aa faq: sqareatfon g
fromaegatgaramy . gAsta? qued
T €797 Af g AT F FHATATREY W
AC, T11. 179,
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are found imbedded in an identically same Cakrabandha
with an identical formula for reading the letters in the
required order so that the concealed names may be got at.
There the form of the message is:31
‘g gwaed qorFa-a e gfa avreag 1
Of coutse, one might argue that Ajitasena might himself
have provided the model for Vidyanitha to follow. But
such a view is silenced by a perusal of the innumerable
examples of similarities that extend to definitions of con-
cepts like dayya, paka and sarighatana on the one hand and,
on the other, exposition, division, classification and illus-
tration of practically every alusikara and guna. Anunbiased
scholar can easily see which way the borrowing lies, and
that in this case it is Ajitasena’s and not vice versa. A few
typical examples are set out below in opposite columns:—
Prataparudriya [ Alamkaracintamani

1. on Fignres: T@acqasifeaqat- | dai@agstaaarfgawiasy  @-
fearaeamaafraaagasarg @ | wrarfe: gdiay | seafaifafad-
wranfeaisad | syafaraatar- | aetaermmtaraastai

arafatafamadaamtfm - | Gantcfaeraateatfusrnag -
faamifrafarmgafaaifasrara - | FOMGFESEOFATHIAST -

FROAISHIIFATNAASTETF - | Fleafograamaaraeraiafagr

FraafegramarEEeanty - | qataafafaarsiaeifa -
qataufeafaufaenfaseraT== gafasead s fasieagmarar -
geafaeatFTdafafadier - | agfagmmagueasifasde -

grTATa g faagagearsiiyg - | anfEacenaiFaasETy fbe-

FRfFmEaEifaTfasay §- | fesqResd g gdaaE T

gagRaTgife ¥ wamAE | fEEra

aifeg 1. .. —p. 52
—p. 245 |

31Cf. Prataparudra-yasobhiisana (Balamanorama Edition), p. 252.
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2. definition of Upama.

aq : fagq fada gaaT 7 yHa:|

FIEHAA JUIET qT=0 FITHITAT |
—p. 254.

3. example of absence of ny#no-

pamd:
Jaearfaa i gauiiziEea: |
fegwgw 3 A RE: FEdiEai

4. definition of sayya:

g1 qFIAT qUEAFAAAT 9T Fead
—p- 49

5. definition of draksipaka:

FTATYTE: § Fiaa] afgTT: TpLEa: |
—p. 49

6. example of ajaballaksana:

T FIHAATHET TRIBIAARI |

TFEATNGLG AT Aod : )
' ~—p. 36

JuIEy grgaIT T9a: fagT a6a:)
fs gaiee ared AgATaT
—p. 54

% 79 AT gERiE g |
favzedia 7 qe@ueEIEl AadaRas: 1)
—Fp. 55

JIIUAETT AT {7 AT F2 |
—p. 116

ZETOTH: @ WA TR

THEY &
—p. 117

g gRIgeAaaiad fagfaseT |
gFwn  fEdefy amrEad-

fafy: 1o
—pp. 119-120

What is still more clinching is the fact that at least
one verse is quoted by Ajitasena—and that no less than
three times32—from Arhaddasa’s Munisuvratakavya, also
known as Kawyaratna. 'The verse in question:

T At aggaia soesfa wear gadiegaea: |
e faafa epefa Fonsfr agt foe sxarfr
is the second benedictory verse of Arhaddisa in his work
already mentioned. Arhaddasa has mentioned with respect
the prolific writer Asadhara Pandita of the 13th century.

52 A, pp. 56, 69 and 89.
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Since one of the latter’s works is said to have been
BbarateSvarabhyndaya, and since most of the illustrative
verses in Ajitasena’s work are in glorification of Bharatesa-
cakrin, we may not be far from the truth in concluding
that many quotations in the Alukkaracintamayi may be
traceable to that work, now unfortunately lost.
The following is a citation from an unnamed lexicon

which we find in the Alewkaracintz mamni: —

AFTY FRIfIevTEHHSTAT T |

TRASA IR AT qUOSTHTIASIAL 1133
It is traceable as the first verse in the ekaksara-Rinda
of Irugapa Dandanitha’s Nangrtharatnamdilz.3* This Irugapa
was a protégé of the Vijayanagar ruler Harihara, who ruled
between 1379 and 1406. We are thus forced to conclude
that the present Ajitasecna could not have composed his
work much earlier than 1421 A.D., the date perhaps of one
of the Mss. of Alarkiracintaimani. 1t would appear that if
the said date of the Ms. is correct, it should have been
copied in the author’s own lifetime.

VIII
There is no doubt, however, regarding the mother-
tongue of our author Ajitasena. It was definitely Kannada,,
since he gives an interesting line of verse which is putre
Kannada, while illustrating Saszskrta-Karudta-jati, or pass—
age which can yield meanings in both the languages,
Sanskrit and Kannada. The passage is:
stgtfa sreal g a9 :, weeaar kg
T X9 A FEY qaaEts 18

33 AC, p. 50.
34 Deccan College Publication, Ed. B. R. Sharma.
3 In the Kannada line vowels in &, ¥, &, & are pronounced short.
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Thete are three questions in this verse, the first two in
Sanskrit and the thitd in Kannada. The answer to all the
questions is furnished in w7ratire which makes sense in
Sanskrit (nivati-tare) as well as in Kannada (wira tire=
‘fetch me water’).

Conclusions

1. Ajitasena, not Jinasena, was the author of the . Alwikara-
cintamayi.

2. This Ajitasena cannot be identical with the famous
pontiff of the tenth century a.n.

3. He should be distinguished also from the author of
Cintamaniprakisa, and might have been the author of
stngara-mafijari also.

He hailed from Karnitaka.

s. The work Alwikaracintimani belongs to the class of
Yasobbusanas in Alaikirasastra which became popular
in South India after Vidyadhara’s Efaval7 and Vidya-
natha’s Pratiparndrayasobbusaia.

6. 1t is perhaps as late as 1420 A.». The large number of
Alarekaras treated—about 70 in all—also confirms this
conclusion.
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