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PREFACE

An announcement was made long ago, in the
Grundriss der Indo-arischen Philologie, of a treatise
on Sanskrit Poetics and Metrics from the able pen
of Professor Hermann Jacobi, which would perhaps
have rendered the writing of this work superflu-
ous. On being informed, however, that the learned
Professor has now abandoned the project of writing
it, I have ventured to set forth, in the following
pages, the results of some of my researches in the
subject, with the hope of drawing the attention of
scholars to a discipline which has not yet been
systematically investigated, but which, forming as
it does the tfoundations of a study of Classical
Sanskrit Poetry, is not without its importance in
the general history of Sanskrit lite e. These
investigations were originally embo K4l in my thesis
for the Doctorate of the Univerdty of I.ondon
(1921) ; but the present publication; though not
altogether divested of the form of a dissertation,
has beeu so considerably altered, re-written and
supplemented that it may be taken as an entirely
new work. A

My original intention was to write a comprehen-
sive history of Sanskrit Poetics ; but in the course
of my studies I realised.that the available materials
_ were not, enough for such an ambitious undertaking.
In the f(}llowing pages, however, 1 have attempted
to approath the subject from the historical point
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f view, instead of presenting a mere epitome of the
different topics of Alamkara, as Regnaud’s Rhétorigue
Sunskrite (1884) does.  Presuming a general know-
ledgé of the details of Sanskrit Poetics, which
may be gathered from any standard text-book or
even from Regnaud’s useful résumé, and taking the
Yrepi‘esentative writers (and, as far as necessary, the
neglected commentators and so-called minor writers),
I have made an attempt to trace the development
of the discipline through its fairly long and varied
course of history which covers more than a thousand
years. The first volume of the work, therefore,
deals with the preliminary but important question
of chronology and sources, on the basis of which
the second volume proceeds to set forth the history
through its divergent systems and theories.

* Although the subject posgesses great intercst
and importance, workers in the field cannot be said
to be too“nry lerous, Since Biihler's memorable
discovery (1877 ¢ Kashmir of the bulk of the old
forgotten Adamkdra literature, the devoted cnter-
prise, however, of a small but excellent band of
scholars has brought to light and given us useful
editions of most of the important texts, besides
collecting a great deal of valuable information on
the subject. There canbe no doubt that much yet
remains to be done in this direction, but these
additions to our knowledge have shed so much light
on the whole subject that little room is left for mere
guess-work with regard to the general theme, and
the historical method may be tentatively applied
to a systematm presentation. It is nowsclear that
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the works on Alamkara are not sporadic or isolated
“productions, but constitute an extensive literature,

ranging over a fairly long period of time, and em-.

bodying, with an abstruse technique and ingenious
theories, a systematic discipline which possesses
an interesting course of history.

It is needless to say that I have made, as the
reterences will indicate, a careful use of the accumu-
lated but scattered labours of previous workers,
supplementing them with my own studies. But as
some of the problems still require elucidatiop, while
‘the proffered solutions in some cases have not
received recognition, I have taken the opportunity
of re-examining the disputed points, re-arranging
the available data and re-thinking the entire subject.
I have, however, avoided useless discussions as much
as possible, confining myself to stating my own view
and leaving it to speak for itself  Regarding
questions of chronology, I have made extgnsive use of
the chronological materials scatteyeg®throughout the
various reports, journals, catalo and notices of
Sanskrit MSS. I have also enjoyed the privilege
of utilising the manuscript-materials in the India
Office, British Museum and elsewhere ; and I take
this opportunity of expressing my obligations to
the authorities concernedsfor extegding this privilege
to me. My thanks are also due to Dr. Ganganath
Jha for getting the entire MS of Abhinavagupta’s
bulky commentary on Bharata copied for my use,
and to Dr. Thomas and the Curator of Madras
Government Oriental MSS Library, as well as to,
my fridad and colleague Pandit Anantakrsna Sastri,
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for procuring for me transeripts of the rare MSS of
Abhinava’s Locane IV and Kuntala’s Pakrdkti-
Jwita.  With the help of these ‘transeripts I have
been able to publish the texts of the last two works ;
and T have also in contemplation an edition of
Abhinava’s erndite commentary on Bharata, " 1
can collect sufficient materials towards it,

In this work I have confined myself to Sanskrit
Poetics and have not taken into consideration the
numerous vernacular works on the subject which,
together with the theme of Dramaturgy which I
have also omitted, deserve more room for a detailed
and separate treatinent. The Bibliographies, which
are meant to supply information about editions and
MSS of texts and commentaries, do not pretend to
be exhaustive ; but it is hoped that no useful or
“important point has been overlooked. Instead of
merely repeating the entries of different MSS in
Aufrecht (gs Dr. Haricand - Sastri does), I have, in
compiling thest jconomlsed space by simple referen-
ces to his indisgidsable Catalogus Catalogorum, at
the same tlme consulting the original catalogues
when necessary and the original MSS when available,
and correcting in this way what seemed to me wrong,
misleading or superfluous entries. T have also tried
to supplement them by entries from catalogues and
reports published after the date of Aufrecht’s monu-
mental work. S

A word of explanatxon may be deemed necessary
regarding the use of the term “Poetics” to designate
. & half-theoretical and half-practical disciplinoe which

‘8 known in Sanskrit as the Alamkara~dastra or
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the Sahitya-sastra. Prot, Jacobi, who seems to
have been the first to make this term current, has
sufficiently explained its scope in ZDMG lvi, 1902, "
p- 393, fn 1. It may be remarked that the commonly
used term “Rhetoric” is inadequate in explaining
the standpoint of a study which includes a great
deal more than a mere practical treatment of rhetorie-
al categories ; while the expression ‘Aesthetics”
is misleading in this connexion, inasmuch as the
theoretical scope of Alamkara is not fully co-extensive
with what is expressed by that term in modern
philosophical studies.

There remains for me now the pleasant duty of
recording the manifold encouragement and help I
have received in the course of these labours. I am
greatly obliged to some scholars for their kind and
prompt reply to my queries, especially to the late
Professor Rhys Davids, and to Professors Keith
and Jacobi. On learning that I wag st g Sanskrit
Poeties, Prof. Jacobi evinced a gNgiine interest in
my work and encouraged me with uggestions from
his expert knowledge of the subject. *After I had
finished my work in England, he invited me very
kindly to Bonn, where I had the privilege of working
with him and prosecuting these studies further, as
well as of enjoying his genial friefdship and hospit-
ality. I had then the opportunity of laying the
rough outlines of this modest work before that veteran
scholar and profiting by his criticism. I must also
thank Dr. Thomas of the India Office Library for
his keen ipterest in my work and for his uniform
courtesy _gnd kindness in rendering me all facilities
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I required. I cannot also omit acknowledging my
obligations to Sir E. Denison Ross for his many
acts of kindness during the time I studied at the
London School of Oriental Studies. I am also deep-
ly grateful to Dr. L. D. Barnett, under whom I
worked in the same School and with whom it was
always a pleasure to work, for his goodness in watch-
ing the progress of this essay and reading patiently
through its first draft, as well as for his unwearied
help, kind sympathy and steady encouragement.
It is a pleasure and privilege also to return my heart-
felt thanks to many friends in England, Germany
and elsewhere, whose kind words of sympathy never
failed to cheer me in a foreign land.

In a work like this, errors, both of omission and
commission, are hard to escape ; all suggestions for
correction or improvement will, therefore, be thank-
fully received. To avoid unnecessary delay in
printing afi~transmission of proofs, the book had to
be printed in erldia but those who are acquainted
with the condftions of printing here will realise its
~ difficulties and condone its imprefections.  Although
care has been taken to make this work free from
errors of pen and print (and in this connexion 1 must
thank the promptness and zeal of the Calcutta
Oriental Press), 8 few obvious but unweleccme mis-
prints and slips, especially with regard to diacritical
" marks, have unfortunately crept in, for which I
. express my apology to the generous reader.

‘ QALCWTA | } S, K. Dé
May 15, 1923.
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[ BEGINNINGS
(1)

There is an interesting passage in the Kavya-
mimdimsa in which Rajasekhara, while giving us a
somewhat fanciful account of the divine origin of
Poemcs, mentions at the same time the names of the
éubued original exponents of the discipline. It
15 said that the Spirit of Poetry (£avya-purusa),
born of the Goddess of Learning (sarasvati), was
set by the Self-existent Being to promulgate the
study of Poetics in the three worlds ; and he related it
in eighteen adhkikarapas to his seventeen will-born
-pupils. These divine sages, in their turn, are said to
have composed separate trqatises“ ot the portions
respectively learnt by them. Thus‘i‘ahagrﬁksa wrote
on kavi-rahasya, Uktigarbha on auétika Suvarnpa-
nabha on 7, Pracetiyana on anuprasa, Cltré,nga.da.
on yamaka and citra, geqa on $abda-slesa, Pulastya
on vastava, Aupaka,yana on wupamd, Parasara on
atisaya, Utathya on artha-slesa, Kubera on ubhayd-
lamkara, Kamadeva on vainodika, Bharata, on rapaka
Nandikesvara on rase, Dhisana on dosa, Upamanyu'
“on n gune and Kucamara on aupanisadike. This ten-
dency on the part of a Sanskrit author towards
glorifyirg his science and thereby investing it thh
an ancient;, unalterable authority is not unusual and
such legendary accounts are often fabricated where
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the actnal origin is forgotten ; but it is curious that
we do not meet with them elsewhere in Alamkara
literature, although they find expression in Bharata
and in Viatsydyana with regard to the origin of the
allied disciplines of Dramaturgy and Erotics respec-
tively. The historical value of this passage of le:ja
sekhara may, indeed, be well doubted ; but it is
possnble that this unigue account, 1part from its
obviously mythical garh, cinbodies a current tradition,
implying the actual existence, at some remote and
forgotten period, of early expounders of poetic theory,
some of whose names are still familiar, but most of
whose works have apparently perished. Thus Su-
varnanibha and Kucamara (or Kucumara) are also
cited with reverence by the author of the Kama-suira
(I. 1. 18, 17), both of them as authorities on Erotics,
but the latter especially as well-versed in the parti-
cular subJect of aupanisadifa, which is thus included
in Erotics s *vekl as in Poetics.? The present-day
text of the NNaj, G-éastra, which goes by the name of
Bharata, deals in an encyclopaedic manner with vari-
ous topies, but Bharata is well known, as described by
Rajasekhara, ag an authority on r#paka. No work of
Nandikesvara on »ase has yet been discovered ; but
his name is associated with a number of works, mostly
late compilations, on erotics, music, histrionic art,
grammar and fantra.?

1 CL. Journal of the Department of Letteys, Calcutta Univer-
‘gfty, ivp. 95. .

- 2 Aufrecht i 276, ii 59, iii 206. The writer on Erotics

is cited as Nandisvara in Paica-siyaka (Bik, ‘533, Pcter-
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This traditional account may lead one to make
the tempting suggestion of a very early systematic
nvestigation of rhetorical issues but for the serious
difficulty that there is hardly any material in the
ancient literature itself to enable us to trace the
origin_of Poetics to a very remote antiquity. The
Al«unkara—sastra 1s uever mentioned among tha ortho-
dox disciplines which constitute the so-called wvedd-
ngas, nor do we meet with any passage in the Vedic
Samhitas, Brahmanpas or the earlier Upanisads in
which we may find a real basis for a system of Poet-

son ii 110), whom Aufrecht is inclined to identify with
Nandin quoted by Vatsyayana ( 1.1.8 ); but the name Nandi-
kesvara is given in Rati-rakaspa ( ABoZ 218a, Schmidt
Ind. Eyotif 1911 pp. 46, 59 )» The work on histrionic art,
attributed to Nandikesvara, is known as Adkinaya-darpana
(ed. Poona 1874. MSS: 70C 3028, 3090 ; Opperti 16, 950,
2503, 7264, ii 450, 2205, 5473 ; Burnell 436; S¢S ii 304 ;
IWVRAS 109 ; Madras Cat. 12980-85 ). Nandikedvara is better
known as an authority on music, and-4s cited as one of
his sources by Sarngadeva ( 13th centur;\) in his Samgita-
ratnikara (1. 1.17) and by his conmzntater Kallinatha p.
47. Works on music attributed to Nandikedvara are : Nandi-
kesvaramate Tilddhyiya in Webzr 172), and Bharatirpava
Andhra-tiki-sakita (Madras Cat. 13006-08), supposed to be a
condensed version of Nandikedsara’s work by Sumati, treating
of dramatic gestures and zi/a. This probably explains why the
last chapter in the existing version of Bharata’s Natya-sastra
(ed. Kavyamala) is dessgnated nandi-bharata-samgita-pustaka,
The other names mentxoned by Rajasekhara cannot be conne-
ted with works, actual or traditional, on Poetics or kindred
topics. Cunously enough, an Alamkwra-swtm, consisting of 75
sTtras, is ascribed to Vatsyayana himself in Hultzsch 269,
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ics. The word wpama, for instance, is found as .
early as the Rg-veda (V. 34. 9 ; 1. 31. 15), and Sayana
éxplains it in the sense of wpamdna (asin Panini
1. 8. 72) or drstdnta ; but there is nothing unusual
in this use of the general idea of similitude, which
need not be interpreted as having a particular specula-
tive significance. It is conceded, on the authority
of Yaska and Panini, that the conception of upama or
similitude considerably affected the Vedie language
as well as its accent ; but beyond this grammatical
or philological interest, there is no indication of a
dogma, much less of a theory, of Poetics in the Vedic
times. Nor should undue emphasis be laid on the
m of poetic figures in Vedic literature ; for between
"q unconscious employment of figures of speech
‘and the conscious formulation of a definite system,

there must necessarily be a long step. |

(2)

"'I'he first "evidence of a definite, if somewhat crude,
‘actmty in this direction is traceable in the Nighanfu
and Nirukta. From the investigation of the pecu-
liarities of the general form of language, which began
early, attention was apparently directed to the
analysis of the poetic forms of speech; but the
question was still regarded entirely from the linguistic
point of view. The term alamkara in the technical
sense does not oceur in the Nsrukta, but Yaska uses
the word alamkamqnu in the general sense of ‘one
Ln the habit of adormng, ‘which Panini explains in
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III1. 2. 1836 and which is apparently the meaning of
the word occuring in the Satapatha Brakmana
(xiii. 8.4.7; iii. 5. 1.36), and in the Chandogya
Upanisad (viii. 8. 5). But in the _Nighantu iii 13,

a list is given of pwrtlcle% of comparison relating to
the Vedlc upama, comprising twelve varieties, which
are illustrated in the Nirukta 14, 1iii 13-18 and
ix 6. Six of these varieties, viz., those indicated
I)y the particles iva, yatha, na, cit, nu and @ are
discussed in connexion with Yiaska's treatment of
upamdrthe nipatas or particles indicative of compari-
son (i4), and partly included in what he designates
as karmdépamé@ in iti 15. Then Yaska mentions
b[ﬂu;ama, in which the upamita becomes the upa-
mine in character, and rapopama, where the upamita
resembles the upamana in point of form. The fourth
‘variety occurs where the particle Yazhd is used.

Then comes siddhépami, in which the standard of
comparison is well established and knowre to surpass
every other ohject in a particular quahf; or act, and
is characterised by the suftix val. VThe last variety
is luptdpama_or suppre essed simile, also called arthd-
pama (equlvalent‘ to the rapaka of Iater theorists),

which is illustrated in iii 18 (also ix 6), where
the example is given of the popular application of the
terms simha and vyaghra'in a laudatory and $van and
faka in a derogatory sense. The term wpamanda
itself is used by Yaska, but only to denote these
particles of comparison (vii 31). The significance
of compamon in general is also referred to in
i 19,ii.6, iii 5, iv 11, Vv 22 and vii- 13. Inci-

dentullv Yﬁska quotes (lu 13) _the grammarmn
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‘Gargya’s definition of upama', which is important
from our point of view. As explained by Durgh-
carya, it lays down that Upama occurs when an object
which is dissimilar is reckoned, through similarity,
~with an object having similar attributes?. Tt also
states as a general rule that the standard of com-
parison should be superior in merit and better known
than the object of comparison ; hut the reverse ease
is also admitted and illustrated (iii 14-15) by two
exafuples from the Rg-veda. The definition, too wide
as it is, recalls Mammata’s similar dictwin, and un-
‘doubtedly establishes ;—_vei'y early, but more or less
definite, conception of the poetic upama.

By the time of Panini, this conception of npama
seems to have heen tacitly recognised, and we find
~him using in this connexion the technjcal terms
npamc'ma:‘, upamita* and samanya’s as well as
- general expressions like upama® (used in the sense of
the rhetorician’s upamana), aupamya’, upamdrthe’

N

1 athita ;:paw' yad atat tat-sadrdam iti gargyah, tad
asingy karma jyiyasi vi gunena prokhyitamena vi kaniyim-
- sam viprakhyatim Vopaminiite' thipi kamipasi Jyayamsam.

3 cvam atat  tat-svaripena gunena  guna-samanyad
upamiyate ityevam girgydciryo manyate,

3- IL 1.55; IIL 1. 10, 2. 79:4-45;V.4.97,137; VL 1.
' 204, 2. 2, 72, 80, 137, 145, 169.
IL. 1. 56.
IL 1. 555 IL 4. 5; VIIL 1. 74.
IL 3. 72,
L4 74; IV, 1. 69; VL 2. 113. |
VIIL 2. 101

WY OoOwm o
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and sadrsya’. 1t is noteworthy that iu nearly fifty
sutras distributed all over his work, Panini mcldent-'
ally discusses, from the grammarian’s pomt of view,
the influence of the conception of comparison on the
langaage, in the varied dominion of affixes, including
case and teminine suffixes, Zp¢, taddhite and sanasdnta
terminations?, in the makhg of compounds® and in
.accent*.  The same influence is also, traceable in the
idea of otidesa, a term which is not used by Panini
himself but which is made clear by his commentators,
and which may be translated as ‘extended application
by analogy or similarity’. Katyayana, in several
varttikas®, follows Panini in noting the same influence
of the idea of similitude, while Santanava in his Phit-
swérq  discusses it in connexion with accentuation.®
In the Muhabhasye on IL. 1. 55, Patafijali has defined
and illustrated Panini’s use of the term upumanw. A
mane or measure, he says is that which 1 is employed
in ascertaining a thing unknown 5 UPMTce is approxi-
mate to the mane and determines the thing not abso-
lutely (but approximately), e.g., when we s.ay ‘a gavaya
is like a cow’”. Strictly speaking, a wrlter on Poetics
will not aceépt the example adduced by Patafijali as

——

II. 1. 6-7; VL. 2. 11.

L.4. 795 IL 3. 725 11} 1. 10, 2. 79, 4. 45; IV. 1. 69,
4953 V. I 11516, 2. 30, 3. 96, 106, 4. 97, 137.

Il. 1. 7,31, 556; VI.2. 11,

4 V. 1.18; VL 1. 204, 2. 2, 11,72, 80,113, 127, 145,
: 169 etc. :

onl 3 2r; IL 1. 35, 2. 24,4 71; LIl 1. 10 ete.
eg. 11.16, IV. 18. -
7 Minam ki namdnivyiatagrandriham upadiyale nivy-

W

(933
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an instance of poetic npwmwl inasmuch as the
characteristic charmingness essential in a poctic
ficure is detmﬂ' in such a plain expression ; but
this grammatical analysis of the ceneral idea of. com-
parison is an carly and near approach to the technical
conception of Poetics. ?

(3)

A special interest attaches to these rules of Panini
and the dicta of early grammarians, inasmuch as they
form the basis of what may be termed the gram-
matical sub-division of the figure upama into direct
(§rautty and indirect (@r¢hi) simile as well similes
based on £7¢ and taddhite suffixes, recognised as early
as Udbhata’s time. Thus the authority for the ércuti
upama, in which the notion of comparison is conveyed
by particles like yatha, iva, va or by the suflix wvwl,
when vat s equivalent to iva, is supposed to be based
on two rules of Panini (V. 1. 115-16), which lay down
that the suffix vat is applied to the standard of com-
parison in thee locative or genitive case and takes the
place of the case-ending and dva, as well as to a noun
which should otherwise be in the instrumental case in
the sense of tena tulya (like that), if the similarity
consists in an action and 1ot in quality. Thus we get

fiatam  artham Fhiasyamiti, lat-sandipe yan ndtyantiya
‘mintite tad ﬂpam«mam, gour wa gavaya iti, ed. Kielhorn
Ip. 307.

1 go-sadréo gavaya iti nopami, Cztr. mwz. p. 6.
2 Theconception of upami appears to be fully eStainshcd
‘in Bhartrhari's Vakyapadiya, e.g. i. 63.
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the forms mathuravat (=mathurayam iow) piioli-
‘putre prakarah, caitravat (= cailrasya iva) meitrasyca
gavah, as well as brakmancwoad (= bralmanenw tulyain)
adhite, but not caitravat £rsaf. In the samec way,
we have compounded simile like Zumbhavica slinamw,
according to the warttika (ivena swmiso vithaklya-
lopak) on Panini IL. 4. 71, which is, therefore, taken
us an instance of compounded direct simile (sumisaga
grautt wpama).  Similarly, the ending £yue. accord-
ing to Panini IIL 1. 10, is applied to a nown in the
objective case, which is expressive of wpcinane in the
sense of ‘behaviour’ (@cara), and gives us a simile in
phrases like pawram janam sutiyasi ; while the next
rule of Panini lays down that the suffix £y« may be
applied to a noun in the nominative case in the sense
of ‘behaving like’ and forms the basis of a simile in
such expressions as fwow sada ramaniyaie srip. T is
needless to cite more examples, for this will be suffi-
cient to indicate that some of the speculations on
poetic speech can be traced back to the early gram-
matical analysis of the same ideas, as well as the fact
that even in the age of Panini, some ®f these con-
ceptions appear to have been well established and to
have considerably influenced his enquiry. It must be
admitted that these tentative sallies of the gram-
marians are not definite *enough to indicate the
existence of a sys tem but the stock of notions, thus
mdlrectly relating to Poetics, though not large, yet
throws an interesting light on the genesis of ldterm

specgl&t&gps on poetic speech. _

If any deduction is permlsmble from the name
‘Alamkaga, (lit. embellishment) given to the disci-

2
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pline as well as from the contents of the earliest exis-
ting works on the subject, it will appear that the
science started « posteriori out of the very practical
object of analysing poetié cbellishments of speech
with a view to preseribe definite rules of composition ;
but it caunot be doubted that it received a great im-
petus from the highly developed enquiry into the
forms of language made by the grammarians. Fromi
internal evideuce as well as trom the testimony, which
admits of little doubt, of some of the ancient authori-
ties on Poeties, it is clear that the theoretical back-
ground of the discipline was, to some extent, founded
on the philosophical speculations on linguisties, so that
Grammar, one of the oldest and soundest sciences of
India, was its god-father and helped it towards ready
acceptance. Anandavardhana speaks of his own system
as being based on the authority on the grammarians, to
whom he pays an elegant tribute as the first and fore-
most thinKers (prathame hi vidoamso vasyakaranah,
vyc’&éarcu_m-mnlwtvét surva-vidyanam, p. 47) ; while
Bhamaha, one of the carliest known formulators of
poetic theory,' not only devotes one whole chapter to
the question of grammatical correctness—a procedure
which is followed by Vamaua—but also proclaims
openly -the trimmph ot the views of Panini (vi 63).
Apart from such details as the linguistic analysis of
the idea of comparison referred to above, it can be
easﬂy shown “that some of the fundamental concep-
‘tions of poetic theory, relating to speech in general,
are avowedly based on the views of the grammarians ,‘
to the exclusion of other schools of opinion. :ﬂgus
the question whether the convention (samketa), where-
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by the expressed meaning of a word (abhidha) is to be
understood, is accepted by a reference to the views of
the grammarians on this point. The grammarians
hold, in opposition to the Naiyiyikas, Saugatas and
Mimamsakas, that the import of a word is either jati,
dravya, kriya or gupa, as expressed by the dictum
ratustayt Sabdanam pravyttih, cited from the Maha-

kasya® by Mukula (p. 4) and Mammata (Szp. p. 2.)
Indeed, the whole analysis of the two functions of
word and its sense, called abhidha and laksana?, are
borrowed from the grammatico-philosophical ideas
already elaborated by the grammarians ; and even the
new aesthetic system of Anandavardhana, in establish-
ing the third function of vyaiijand attempts to seek
an authority for its theory on the analogy of the quasi-
-grammatical theory of s;ikofa, which is associated with
the name of the pre-paninian grammarian Sphotiayana,
and which we find fully developed in the Fakyapodiya.

, .

(4)

Some of these ideas, again, are more or less re-
cognised in the different philosophical systems, which
concern themselves with éabda or speech in general,

L]

1 I have not been able to trace this sentence in the

- Mahablasya, but its purport has been sufficiently explained

at the yery commencement of that work. Cf. also Kumara-

vsamblzava ii 17, where this view is clearly mentioned, ‘al-

{though Mallinitha would explain the cafustay /)rawm

with reference to the four vzvarsas of vic. -
2 Cf, Makhabhagya on V111, 1. 13
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“in connexion with the question of scriptural revel-
ation and interpretation. The theory of sphota,
which, however, has only a far-fetched relation to
Poetics, has also its significance in some systems of
philosophy ; and the idea of manifestation, implied in
the vyailjand-vriti, which consists not in the express-
ion of something new but in the manifestation of
something already existing, is not altogether un-
familiar to Indian speculation. A similar train of
thought meets us in the Samkhya idea of causation
(1117-18), in which the effect is not produced but
is already comprehended in the cause and therefore
can only hecome manifest.  We find another analogy
in the general idea of the Vedintin’s moksa or libera-
tion, which consists of a condition, not to be produced
but to be made manifest or realised, by the removal
of enveloping obstacles.! The theory relating to the
other two functions of words (« Qizzdlza_ and lakgand),
which play such an important part in poetlc specula-
tion, had already engaged the attention, not only
of the phllosophlcal grammarians, but also of the
philosophers® themselves, especially the Naiyayikas
and the Mimaisakas. The Naiyayikas, for instance,
hold that by denotation (a@bhidhd) of a word, we
understand not only the individual (vyakti), but also

-1 It is noteworthy that the Vedinta-stitra makes a direct
use of the term #¥paka in the technical sense ( I. 4. 1 ), upon
which Appayya Diksita remarks : bhagavati bidagiyanena
“nanuminikam apyekegim iti cen na Sarira-ripaka-vinyasta-
griater daviayati cd” iti 8ariraka-sutre rupakam angikytam
(Citr. mvm. p. 54 ed Kivyamild 1907). cf also Veddnita sitra
iii. 2. 18,
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the genus (jati) and the quality (guna)? ; while the
Mimatsakas maintain that it signifies primarily,
(jati), and the vyakéi is understood by implication
(aksepa) through its inseparable connexion with
jati.? The Nyaya-sitra, again, cives an exhaust-
ive list of the relations through which a word may
be used in a secondary sense, the idea of secondary
sense, vartously called gawnce, bhaktco, laksapika or
aupacirike artha, being tacitly admitted in almost all
the systems.® Indeed, the theories of Poetics on these
points are considerably mixed up with the doctrines
of the Nyfya and M_i_lgﬁ_l’ilﬂ schools « and  even
Bhamaha’s early work devotes a considerable space to
the discussion of the logic of poetry and the express-
ive functions of words,

We shall note in its proper place the influence of
the Nyaya, Samkhya and Vedinta doctrines on the
poetic theory of 7c rasa : but xt‘;na\; be pointed out here
that the conception on of upama (herg termed upamana),
by which is implied the general idea ¢f analogy or
comparison, plays an 1mportant. part in the different
I)hll()‘i()l)h ical systems in the dlscussmn o{ the natme‘

RSP e

instance, treats of three Pramanas &w 10, 14 ), viz.,
perception, (drsfa or. prat yaksa), interence (linga or
anumana) and analogy (upama or upamanc). Kanada

and Kapila, no doubt, reject amlogy as an indepen-

I J\Zy:'iya-sﬁtm I 2. 68
2 Rurva-maimamsa 1. 3. 33 ff.
3 Veddnta-sutra 11.3.16, 11117 ; Nyaya-sutm II 2 64,
also La.11, 14, 15 5 Samkhya-sttra V 67 etc, '

N
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dent and authoritative evidence ; but the Naiyayikas
‘admit it, the purpose served by it being, in their
opinion, the perception of a likeness in an object not
perceived before. Vatsyayana, commenting on I.1.3,
defines it in terms almost similar to those used in the
already quoted passage from the Mahabhasya,® as
samipya-manam upamanam. According to the Naiyayi-
kas, therefore, the object :attained by analogy or
upamane consists in the recognition of the con-
‘nexion between the appellation and the thing de-
signated by it, and thus it forms the very foundation
of expression. The idea of atidesa-vakya reappears as
the means of analogical cognition, i. e,, as a helper of
the actual perception of similarity between the well-
known and the novel object at the first sight of the
latter. The co-operation of the upamana is also main-
tained to be essential in syllogistic reasoning, where it
appears in the form of the syllogistic factor, called
upandiya (1.1.82) or statement of the minor premise.
A relic of thjs idea of upamana survives in Poetics in
the treatment of Bhoja (iii 50), who distinguishes
the figure wpama from the figure upamina, although
this view finds no supporter except Appayya Diksita,
who adopts wpamdna as a separate poetic figure.?
It is needless to dilate more on this point; but

1 P.7ante

2 Kuvalay. ed. N. S. P, 1913 p. 174. Nagesabhat{g takes
it as included in the figure wpama itself, and Vamana appears
to deal with one of its varieties (viz., ananudhtita-visaya) as an
instance of what he calls Zattvikhyandpami or descriptive
simile (IV. 2. 7),
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the idea of upamana, together with that of atidesu,
s similarly dealt with by the Mimamsakas. They, -
however, consider that the upaman« refers to an object,
already familiar to us, as being similar to another
object which is seen for the first time; or in the
words of Upavarsa, quoted by Sabarasvamin, the
upamane or analogy, being  similarity, produces an
idea respecting an object that is not present, just as
the sight of & gavaya revives the memory of a cow.!

Although these speculations have an indirect
bearing on Poetics and might have suggested and
helped to develop some of its fundamental theories,
they cannot be taken as a definite basis of any deduc-
tions as to the antiquity of the discipling itself. . It
is striking indeed that we have no \direct or indirect
reference to Poetics as a sastre in eayly texts, al-
though at the end of the 9th century Rajasekhara
speaks of a tradition which makes it the seventh
anga. Poetics is omitted in the enumeration of the
different branches of study in the well-known passage
in the Chandogya Upanigad (VIL 1. 2. 4, ed. Boht-
lingk). Apastambha (II. 4, 11), speaks of the usual
six angas, but Yajiavalkya (i 3) enumerates in all
fourteep sastras, to which the Vispupurane adds four
more, In  which Poetic is not mentioned at all. In a

I upamanam api sadyiyam a-sannikyste'vthe buddhim
utpadayati, yathi gavaya-darsanam go-smaranam, on L. 1. 15.
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similar list in the Lalita-vistara®, there is a reference
‘to, kavya-karapa-gronthe_and _ndfya, which may be
mlu,n to tmply Pog_'w and Dramnaturgy respectively,
but the designation ‘ALunk(wa is not met with until
we come to Sukre-nili which includes it, in compauy
with  Artha-istra, Kamasastra and Silpa-sastra,
among  thirty-two ditferent $aséras. It has been
pointed out by Rhys Davils ? that the old Pali
texts, Anguitara (1 72, il 107 ) and Sapyukic
(i 38, il 267 ), there arc references to a similar
study. These passages are interesting historically as
being opposed to the science, but they do not
expressly or by implication mention it as Alamkara-
sastra.3

It seems likely, thercfore, that Poetics as a techni-
cal dlsmphm, must havé heen of compamtlvely late
origin, and pmlmbly began to develop in the first few
centurics af the Christian cra.*  With the flourish-

— -

V1 Ed. Lefmann Lp 1356 .
In a letter to me dated 24. 2. 1921.
In Kautilya’s Artha-sistra there is a chapter devoted
to the procedure of writing &fisayzas, where mention is made

of arthokrama, paripirnata, nmdlzm e, andarya, and spastatva
as excellences which should be attained. These do not
correspond _to the gunas defined in earlier Alamkara-works,
but perhaps. represent the common-sense view of the matter,. .

~ 4 _Pataiijali_refers toa large number of _poetical _works
(ed Kielhorn 1 283, 340, 426, 444 ; 11 34, 102, 119, 167, 313,
315 ; I11 143, 338 etc.), which fact apparently indicates a con-
siderable poetical activity in his age, preluding a systematic

investigation of poetic principles ; but there is no reference
to Alamkara literature in his time.

(&

(@3]
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ing of Sanskrit learning and literature in the 4th and
5th centuries under the Gupta Emperors, its develop-
ment probably proceeded apace. Bithler’s epigraphical
_researches ! have confirmed the indication, first given
l)y Lassen as rumrds the development of Sanskrit_

\___' et coman B s

Brelugc to a I‘hthI‘lGdl _activity which bore rich
trunt in the 5th and 9th centuries in syétem@tlc m-

\eetloetlons ot poetic principles. His examination of

the early inscriptions, not only proves the existence of
a body of highly claborate prose and wctrical writings
in the Zavyu-style during the first five centuries A.D.,
but 1t also establishes the presumption that most of
these _prasasti-writers were “acquainted with the
rules of Indian poetics” 2. Bithler attempts to show
that the manuer in which these writers conform to the
rules of Alamkara, crystallised in the oldest available
manuals like those of Bhamaha and Dal}(l.ill, would
go to indicatec “the existence of an Alankara-sastra
or some theory of poetic art”3.

~ From this period of *time, we get more or less
definite indications of the existence of *doctrines of
Poetics in the Lavyua-literature itself. In the two

-

1 Die Indischen Inschrifien, trans. I4 xiii, pp. 29f.
2 1bid, p. 146. °
3 p.243. This conclusion i 15, to some extent, supported
by a paesage in the Girnar inscription itself (2nd century
A. D), which contains a reference to “prosec and poetry
embellished (with poetic figures) and rendered attractive by
poetic conyentions and expressions which are clear, light,
pleasing, varied and charming” (sphuta-laghu-madhuya-citya-
kintasabda-samayddivilamkrtagadyapadya) EI viii p. 44.
g
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carlier epics, ‘no doubt, some of the more general
terms of Alamkara (like upama, kavya, nataka, kathd
and - @khyayika) ave used, but mno chronological
conclusion is safe from the admittedly composite
character of the present-day texts. “But in the
Buddhacarila of Asvaghosa, as Cowell notes, we
have the use of common poetic figures like upama,
utpreksda or rupaka, as well as of claborate ones like
yatha-samkhya and eprastuta-prasansa in an ingeni-
ous way, which presumably betrays an acquaintancc
with the teachings of Poetics. The very first versc
uses the word upam in a some what technical sense,
and we have also in iii 51 the use of the term rasdntara
to indicate a counter-emotion which cancels an alread)
prevailing one. Cowell, therefore, is justified in re-
marking that a peculiar interest attaches to such
poems ‘“from their importance in establishing Prof.
W;,,E’.j‘.’1]‘;).],@1;"sw views as to the successtul cultivation, in
Northern*India, of artificial poetry and rhetoric—£avye
and alomkara—ift the early centuries of our era.”
This remark applies with greater force to the works
of Kalidasa, which appear with all the polish and per-
fection imparted to them by a trained and ecareful
artist. To the later theorists they supply an in-
exhaustible store-house of quotations for the illustrat-
ion of different poetic figiires, expressions and princi-
ples. This conscious employment of varied and ela-
borate poetic figures and general observance of poetie
rules in these early Zavya-poets are not without their
significance, and we may reasonably presume froni
| _‘them a general dlﬁ'uswn of the knowledge of Poetlcs
in this age.
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- The same tendency towards the artificial or factiti-
ous composition is shown also in the prose romances
of Subandhu and Bana. Subandhu prides himself on
his skill in the use of §lesa in every letter of his com-
position!, and his Vasavattada justifies this hoast as a

tour de force of extraordinary verbal jugglery. . In
the work itself Subandhu speaks of poetic composi-
tions adorned with poetie figures like $lesa, divided
into ucchvasas®, and displaying skill in the employ-
ment of vaktre metre. He specifies also two import-
ant peetic figures, viz., uipreksa and aksepa.® Equally

L pratyaksara-dlesamayaprapaiica-vinyisa-vaidagdhyani-
dhim  prabandham | sarasvati-datta-varaprasidas — cakye
subandhul sujanaika-bandhuh, ed. Srirang gam, 1606, p. 357-8 ..

2 Cf Bhamaha i 25—’6 : Dandin i "6-2/

......

dirg‘hoacfwam—mcmmkulam, w-slem-va/ltm-g/%afmmy)atu salg_,
kdwa—vimcarmm wwa, pp..238-39; uipreksikscpan /aavyalavw
_karesu p. 146. The reading of the he fist of these passages
in the Calcutta edition is bauddhasamgalin ivilamkara-
blugitam, and the commentary of vaardma explains it as
alamkaro nama dharmakivti-krito wrmzz‘/m—wsemh implying
th'at Subandhu here refers to a work on “Alamkara, so
designated, by the Buddhist Dharmakirti. If this were so,
and if this Dharmakirti can be identified with the Buddhist
logician, who appears also te be quoted in the DAwv. pp.
217, then he is apparently one of the carliest writers on
Alamkira whose work is now lost ; for he is generally placed
in the first half of the 7th century. This conflicts with the
accepted date of Subandhu, and undue reliance need not be
placed ofi an unauthenticated statement of a very late com-
| ‘mentator, Levi is probably correct in denying that Subandhu



20 . SANSKRIT POETICS

definite is Bana’s references to rhetoric in his men-
tion, in one of the introductory verses of his Kadam-
bari, of the poetic figures upama, jati (=svabhivdkti),
_dipaka and §lesa as well as of poetic rase.and -
sayya. Bana also refers to verbal puzzles, such as
aksam-cyuta bindumatt, gmllm—caturtImparla and,  pra-

ey

'dlqtlnctlon hetween ,éatba and alk yayika. 2.

From all these indications, the inference is not
improbable that with the growth of a body of highly
finished prose and poetical literature, the science of

Poetics or at least the investigation of rhetorical rules
made considerable progress by the end of the sixth
century A. D. The earliest known writers on
Poetics, - who lived somewhat later, themselves
refor- to still earlier authorities. Thus Bhamaha
speaks of Medh#vin and others, whom he cites and
whose worl he avowedly utilises. Similarly Dandin
“refers to earlier writings, and one of his comment-
ators mentions in this connexion two theorists before
Dandin, viz, Kasyapa and Vararuci, who are othet-
wise unknown to us as writers on Alamkara. ~Apart
from this fact of their owa citation of earlier views,

makes any allusion to Dharmakirti’s literary ‘.activity
(Bulletin de I Ecole & Evtreme Orient 1903, p. 18).

1 ed. Peterson,p. 7
.2 1bid, p. 7 and Harsa-c. p. 7
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-

it caunot also be maintained with any cogency that

_the relatively developed style and treatment of even

these early writers could have been eyolved by them-"
selves in the absence of carlier tentative works,
the _existence of which may be preswned, for instance,
by the employment, by these writers, of certain techni-
eal words and formulas (‘e. . vakrékti, riti, guna eto)
without a previous e\:p]anatlon
As a cognate branch of study, however, which
probably supplied Poetics with a model and the poet-
ie theory with the important content of rese, Drama-
turgy (adlya-§astra) appears to have established itself

A little ... earlier, - Compartively early texts, both

“hrahmanical and buddhistic, speak of some kind of
dramatic representation, and we have a ‘very early
reference in Panini to Krsasva and Silalin as authors
of nata-sutras (IV. 8. 110-11)1. The early existence of
treatises on the dramatic art is also evidenced: by the
fact thet all the early authors on Poetics, “Bhamaha,
Dandin and Vamana, omit a discus¥ion of this subject
and refer their readers for information to such special-
ised works. The older specimens of these are perhaps
lost ; but, Bharvata’s Nadya-sastra, which is cited as the
oldest known and most aunthoritative, cannot possibly
be put, even in its present version, at a date lower than
the 6th century A. D. Bharfata himself, however devot-
os a whole chapter to the treatment of poetical gunas

et i s e

r It is interesting to note that both Amara and Sagvata
in their lexicons do not explain the technical terms of Alam-
kira, altllough they have distinct references to dramaturgxc

techmcahtxes and to 7asa.
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and alambaras as decorative devices of dramatic speech,
It seems, therefore, that the study of Alamkara was
alder than Bharata; and the tradxtlon of opiniop, folloyw-
.ed _by. Bhamaha and Dandin, may have been post-
Bharata in_date, but was’ probably pre-Bharata in
substance. Indeed, the different schools of opinion,
represented by the alamém'w riti- and  dhvoni-
theories, probably flourished some centuries_hefore
their views became crytallised in the present works of
‘Bhamaha, Dandin and the Dhvanikira respectivly.
none of whom, as we shall see, cun be taken as
the "absolute. founder of the system he represents.
This process of ecrystallisation must have covered
& tentatlve stao'e, whose productions, il they had
been ¢ extant today, would have shown Bhamaha,
Dandin and the Dhvanikira in the making. We
not, therefore, start with the works of these
writers as the absolute beginnings of the science,
although «vith them we enter upon the historic and
the most creativd stage of its existence. Taking this
fact into consideration, we may presume without
dogmatising ,that the Alamkara-sastra started asa
separate technical discipline from about the commence-
ment of the Christian era and probabably flourish-
ed in. a relatively developed form in the 5th and
6th centuries A.D. The‘course of this development
is unfortunately hidden from us, until it emerges in a
more or less self-conscious form in some chapters of
Bharata and in the Kdvydlmpbam of Bhamaha.



It BHARATA
(1)

Although Indian tradition glorities ' Bharata, the
reputed author of the Nafya-dastra, with  the title
of muni aud places him in a mythie age, the widest
possible divergence of vpinion exists among scholars
as to his actual date; and he has been variously
assigned to periods ranging from the 2nd century B.C.
to the 2nd century A.D.) That he is the oldest
writer on dramaturgy, music and kindred subjects,
whose work has survived, is (renelal]y admitted; but
at the same time the question arises as to how far
the extant version of his work represents his original
text. As there are indications that it has been
subjected to considerable rehandlingy in later times
before it assumed its present shape, thls question
has an  important bearing on the date of the
supposed author.

There are several passages in the present-day
text which probably throw some light on this process

1 Regnaud in Awwales du Mus. Guimet ii p. 66, also
mﬁrod to Grosset’s ed.; Pischel in GgA, 1885, pp. 763 f;

. R. Bhandarkar in 14 xh, pp. 157 £ ; HoP. Sadti1 in JASE
v pe 352 f; Sten Konow in Jwed. Dyama p. 2 ; Rapson in' art.

on Indiane Drama m Encyclop. of Religion and Etlms, vul.-‘
v p. 886.
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-of gradual iuterpolati;n and recasting. The curious
colophon at the end in the Kavyamala edition, which
“appears to have puzzled its editor, designates the
latter portion of the work as Nandi-bharata.®  Riee
mentions® a work called Nandi-bharata on music:
while a chapter, apparently from a work on dramatic
gesture, is referred to as nwrdibharatohia-swinkara-
hastiédhyaye in a manuseript of a treatise on musie
and abhinay«, noticed in Madras Cadologue no. 13009.
These works, probably late compilations, reter to
Nandi or Nandike$vara, whom tradition acknow-
ledges as an ancient authority on music and histrionio
art3. This designation, theretore, of the latter part
of Bharata’s text, a part of which deals, among other
things, with music, probably implies that™ it was
compiled or recast at some later period in accordance
with the views of Nandikesvara. The last chapter,
to which this colophon is appended, also coutains a

prediction‘that the rest of the  topic will be treated
’

e e medey s )V U VU USROS P

r smmiptz;é ciyam [granthal) nandibharata-samgita-pusta-
kasm. ¢
2 Mysore and Coorg Catalogue, p. 292.

3 Seeabove p. 2 /. Similarly we hear of a work called
Matavgabharata by Laksmana Bhaskara, which apparently
sets forth the views of Matanga, who is another old - authority
cited by Sarigadeva and his commentator, and by Singa-
bhiipala (i 51). It appcars that the term b&karata in course
of time came to mean the dramatic art ‘generally, as it also
“came to mean the actor ; and Rarrhavabhatta on ba'{untala
expressly refers to aalz-b/zamta, by whom he ma&ans our
-author, in contra-distinction to these later &karatas.

e
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in detail by Kohala! (who apparently belonged to the
same school?), plainly showing that the rewriting of
the portion in question was done some time after
Kohala, as well as Nandikesvara, had spoken on the
subject. = Nandikesvara's date is unknown; but
Kohala, side by side with Bharata, is recognised as
an ancient authority, as early as the end of the 8th
century A. D., in Damodaragupta’s Kuttini-mata
(2. 81). It is interesting to note in this connexion
that Abhinavagupta, commenting on Bharata vi
10, says® that although #dfye is usually said to

1 Sesam p;'astcim-tam‘re@a kolalah kathayisyati (emended
for kolahalal. kathisayti in the text), xxxvii 18.

2 see xxxvii 24. Kohala is cited as one of his sources
by Sérr’xgadeva (I. 1. 15); and Hemacandra, with reference
to the classification of the different species of the drama,
says: prapaiicas tu bharata-kohalddi-Sastrebhyovagantavyah
(p- 329; also p. 325). Siagabhipala (i 51) ackngwledges him
as an authority on the drama and allied arts. "A work on
music called 7a/a-laksana, probably a late compilation, is
attributed to him (Aufrecht i 130b, JOC 302%,3080 ; Madras
Cat. 12992 with a Telegu comm.), and a Kokaliya Abkinaya-
Sastra, purporting to embody his views, is also entered in
the last named catalogue (with a Telegu comm. no. 12939).
Another work on music, entitled Daztila-kokaliya, is men-
tioned by Burnell p. 60b, apgarently a compendium of the
opinions of Kohala and Dattila’ (or Dantila), who is mentioned
by Damodaragupta (5. 123), and cited as an old authority
by Sirngadeva (I. 1. 16) and his commentator Kallinitha

(p. 49), by Smgabhﬁpala (i 51), as well as in various works‘
on music (Peterson-iv p. 43 extr. ; 4Bod 199b ; 201a). ‘

3 ablinaya-trayam gitidodye ceti  pancimgam - natvam
covssnanena tu Slokena koﬁalddz-matmazkadasawg'atvam ucyate.
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consist of five angas, the enumeration of eleven
‘aﬁgas in the text is in accordance with the view
of Kohala and others, to whose opinions the
commentator makes many other incidental refer-
ences. It is likely, therefore, that between Bharata’s
orwmal work and its existing version, there came
‘.“Kohala and others” whose views found their way*
into the compendium, which goes by the name of
Bharata and which indiscriminating posterity took as
genuine and unquestionable.

The process of incorporation must have occurred
very early and was apparently complete by the end-
of the 8th century, when the work assumed more or
less its present shape. Udbhata, about this time,
actually appropriates (iv 4) the first-half of the verse
vi 15 of the Natya-sastra, and makes only enough
verbal change in its second-half to admit §@néa as the
ninth rase in the category of eight recognised by

Bharata.!  Abhinavagupta, who commented on the
{

1 It may be noted that Abhinavagupta, immediately
after the passage cited above, goes on tosay: zanu bharate
tat-samgrikitasydps punar atroddesanivdese caitat krama-vyaty-
E.‘mnd;iz”z{yudb/mﬁab, nets loZlaf_fa}_b.. ............. vayam tvaira
tattvam agre vitanisyima itydstam tivat (on Bharata vi 10).
This difference of opinion betwcen Udbhata and Lollata on
a question of textual mterpretahon supports our conclusion
that Udbhata was probably familiar with the text of Bharata,
as Abhinava knew it and as it has come down to us. Itis
not clear, however, if this evidence is sufﬁcxent to conﬁrm the
tradltxon, xecorded by Sarnqadeva (L 1. 19), that Udbhata
‘was one of the early commentators on Bharata. © Abhinava
" himself refers to Lollata, Sankuka aud Bhatta Nayaka as
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-l

existing text at the end of the 10th century, himself
mentions several other previous commentators, of
whom Lollata and Sankuka in all probability belonged
to the 8th and the 9th centuries. These indications
will make it clear at any rate that the text existed
in its present form in the 8th century A. D., if not
“earlier.

(2)

We have, on the ‘other hand, the tradition as
well as the statement of Bhavabhuiti, who refers to
to the mythical Bharata as the tawryatrikasutra-
kara', that Bharata’s work existed originally in
the s@éra-form, which is also made likely by Panini’s
early reference to such wnafa-satras in his own
time. Reminiscences of the suéra-style may indeed
be presumed in the Nafya-§astra vi and vii, which
deal with rase and bhave ; for in eh, vi we find a

the principal commentators whose views fe sometimes
thought worth refuting in detail. Sarngadeva omits from
his list Bhatta Nayaka but adds Udbhata, as well as one
Kirtidhara who apparently flourished after Abhinava
(wyikhyatiro bhiratiye lollatodblata-tatvkukal | bhatldbhinava-
guptas ca §rimat-Kirtidharoparal).  Abhinava also cites
Rihula (or Rihala) and Bhatta Yantra, but it is not clear
whether they were also commentators on Bharata. éarnga—

dcva mentions Rahula elsewhere as one of his authorities,
apparently.on music (cf Hemacandra p. 316).

- Uttara-carita, ad iv 22 (ed N. S. P, 1906, P Izo)
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dictum® on the genesis of rasa, put in the concise
~ form of a swtra, to the elucidation of which, after the
’ fma\nner of a bhagya or vrtts, the rest of the chapter
(written in prose with verse-quotations) is apparently
devoted. It should also be noticed that a prelimin-
ary explanation is added at commencement of the
chapter to reconcile this curious portion of the text
with the rest of the work. Bharata, we are told,
being requested by the sages, explains the character-
istics of a samgraha, kariks, and nirukta, and
incidentally gives an llustration of a sutra-grantha
by putting a part of the text in that form. This
discussion of the nature of a samgraha, karika, ni-
rukta and sutra would not have been relevant to
the ‘subject in hand but for thig flimsy explanation,
which, however, affords g device, far-fetched
a8 it i3, to introduce into the Zarifatext
some vestiges of the older satra-form. Tt is not
maintainéd that a sitra-text iy necessarily older
‘than a text in the kariki-form; for in our sitra-text
itself there are quotations i the vytti of anuwbaddho
or  anuvamsya slokas, betokening the existence

n . ‘ : x . ) - ‘ N ‘ B
I 14?”"" wéﬁwﬂdnaé/zﬁwvvya&kicﬁrz'-samyogzid‘ rasa-
”QMW}‘;" ed. Grossgc“p.\‘sy, L 8; ed. Kavyamils P.62,1 6
fl\'\his*dictum is cited as a surrg by all later writers, includ'
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posed.in the satra-form be accepted, then this por-
tion of the existing version may be presumed to
have been a survival of the original form.

If we get the lower limit to the date of Bharata’s
work at 8th century A.D., the other limit is
very difficult to settle, when we consider that there
were apparently two versions, one based on the
other. But it is not clear what weight should be
placed on the testimony of Bhavabhati; for if in
the first quarter of the 8th century Bharata . was
known to him as a sutra-kare, it is not intelligible
how at the end of the same century, Udbhata
makes use of Bharata's lLarit@, and Lollata and
others, immediately following, apparently comment
on the same text. The short space of less than
half a century is not enough to obliterate all signs
of the older version and replace it entirely with a
new farika-text whieh, to all intents and purposes,
is taken ns the only authoritative versiorr in later
times, and in which, strangely endugh, we find still
lingering traceg of the earlier satra-text. Theonty
possible explanation of Bhavabhuti’s, reference ' is
that the historical Bharata, who was the satra-kara
on the three arts of dancmg, singing and instrumental
music, had already, in Bhavabhutls time, become
identified with the mythica#] Bharata ; for the passage
in the Uttara-carita gives an obviously mythical !
account, through the mouth of Lava, that bhagavdn
Valmiki, havmo composed his story of Rama, gave
it to bhagavan Bharata (the swéra-kara on the three
“arts anfl apparently the.natydearya of the. gods)wm |
 revised. it and got-it aoted‘*bhroughﬁcehsml nywphe:
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" But this does not, exhaust all our textua] difficulties,
‘ Independent Prose-passages also survive, in the midst
* of karikas, in chs, &Vil, xxviij, XXiX, xxxi and XXxiy,
which, forming an integral part of the text, cannot be
taken as mere ortti, but which resemble, in gome
respects, the prose smpti-fragments or, more c]osely,
the prose-fragments in the recently publisheq Bhela-
Samhita. Again, the anubaddha or wnuvamsya §lokas,
referred to above, correspond to the parikarg- or
samgraha-slokas in later writings, and certainly indi-
cate the probability of earlier Speculations on the gyb.
Ject. These verses are generally taken from two
distinet sources, for some of them are in ary@ while
others are in anustup metre, .
From the factg adduced above, we are confront-
ed with the problem of the nter-relation of these
apparent survivals in oup text, which contajns vestiges
of (1) independent prose-fragments (2) RNy
$lokas i arya and @nustup  metres and (3) satra-
- bhasya style, ag ell as (4 ) the present systematic
karikas.  We have N0 room to (ilate upon
this point, hut an examination of thege passages
will reveal that these difforent styles do not belong
‘to ‘the same period, but they probably indicate
several stages in the growth of partieulay Jorms of
cdmpositidn of dmmaturgie& works in general, eaéh
stage  betraying its  own partiality towards g
particular form, “Taking the present £ariki-text ag
the starbing point, we find in it traces of an earlier
satra-bbdqu style, of which it ;g présumépbly a
recast. In the gﬁ#ﬁquﬁ@ya, again, thére are
f‘f‘ragme‘nts‘of metrical‘quobatio“ns, which indicate, in
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their turn, another and still earlier karika-stace ;
while the independent prose-fragments perhaps
represent the earliest form taken by such technical
treatises, We can, therefore, distinguish in their
order of development (1) a stage of prose-treatises
(2) a tentative period of karika-writing (3) the satra-
bhasya stage and (4) the final period of compilation of
compendiums, which reverts again to the karika-
form:?  This conclusicn perhaps finds some support
in the repetition, more or less, of a similar pheno-
menon in the sphere of the Dharma-sastra, the Artha-
Sastra, the Vaidya-sastra and probably the Kama-$astra.
The loss of earlier tentative treatises makes it difficult
to dogmatise ; but if this conclusion is correct generally,
then our text may be supposed to contain remnants of
all these styles and forms. It is not argued here that
Bharata's work itself passed through all these stages
or forms, from a rudimentary prose-version into a
systematic metrical manual ; but our text contains
enough to betray the existence ~of  previous
speculations in prose and in verse, as well®as indicate
the fact that it might have itself been once written
in the satra-bhisye form, which was recast, with
considerable additions from other sources, into a
convenient metrical compendium. B

1 This conclusion does not apply to the more or less
imitative periods after the 1oth century in which we find
the karikg and the sTtra-style, existing almost side by side
e. g we find in the respective works of Mammaga. and
Ruyyaka.
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(3)

"Taking the substance of the work, apart from the
vexed question of different versions, the portion of the
"thya-‘édstra, which deals principally with musie, has
been conjectured ! on internal evidence to have -
been compiled about the 4th century A..D.;and
it may appear likely that the other portions were
also put into their present shape about the same time.
Pischel’s argument, however, on the date of the work,
derived from the reference to Pahlavas in a text of
such -composite character is of doubtful value in
determining the question finally ; but it perhaps makes
it probable that the upper limit of its date cannot
be put too early. On the other hand, Raghavabhatta
on Sakuntald® and Vasudeva on Karpira-mafijori’
quote one Matrgupticarya as a writer on dramaturgy ;
and Sundaramisra in his Natye-pradipa (dated 1613
A.D.), commenting on Bharata’s remarks on nands,
says asya vydkhyane matrgupldcaryail......... iyam
‘wdahptat. This has been taken by Lévi to imply
that Matrgupta wrote a vyahyana or commentary on
‘Bharata; and that, assuming him to be same as the poet
‘who hved under Harsa-vikraméditya (Raja—tamng

¢ TAxiip 158

‘2 ed.N. S. P, 1922, pp.5,6,7, 8,09, 13,15, 20, 57, 62,
; 74, 110, 123, 126, IS1, 154, 199 etc.

3 ed. N. S. P., 1900, p. § ; cfAufrecht1448a A

4 quoted in JOC iii p. 347. This Matrgupta is also cited
‘by Ranganatha gm Vzkranwwaaa (dated 1656 A. D, see AF/
‘444)ed. N.S. P, 1914, p. 5.
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11 125-252), we get in him a very early commentator
on Bharata. But this evidence does not appear to be
conclusive ; for our Matroupta, as Raghavabhat{a’s
profuse quotations shew, probably wrote an indeperi—
dent metrical work on dramaturgy, in which he might
have in the usual course commented on Bharata’s pre-
cepts 1 and the word wyakhyane need not be construed
to mean a comnmentary. This author, cited only by
late commentators, is therefore to he distinguished
from the poet of that name ; and probably he belongs
to  comparatively recent times, being . certainly
unknown to Abhinavagupta, Dhanika and other older
writers. But he must be carlier than Samgadeva
(beginning of the 13th century) who mentions him m
his work as an authority on music.

We are in a position, however, to infer that the
substance of Bharata’s work is probably much older
than that of Bhamaha',who may be assigned to the
last quarter of the 7th century. Bhamaha, in his
treatment of poetic figures (Aavyd angggras), groups
them in a curious but suggestive way, g#fiich probably
indicates the different periods in the growth and
multiplication of such figures 2. At the outset, he
names and defines only five poctic figures (il 4), re-

9

1 Besides showing himseif conversant with some theory
of rasa (ii 281, 283 f), Dandin mentions the dramaturgic
technical terms sandhi, anga, vriti and /laksana and refers
to dgamdntara for their discussion (ii 366).

2 Ct Jacobi in S§ der Preuss. Akad. xxiv (Iga:a) Pp-
220 f.

5
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cognised, as he says, by other writers, viz., anuprasa,
yamaka, rapaka, di_pakd and upama. This representq
the first stage; but in course of time, six other
figures appear to have been added, and Bhamaha
mentions and deals with them next in il 66. Then he
goes on to enumerate, two (or three, including
svabhavékti) more figures admitted by writers like
Medhitvin (ii 88), who also appears to have dealt
with upama ete. (i1 40). Finally, Bhamaha defines
and illustrates a further long list of twenty-three
more figures in a separate chapter (iii 1-4). The
differentiation . and multiplication of poetic figures
with the progress of speculation is a tamiliar fact in
Alamkara literature, and the way in which Bhamaha
successively enumerates and groups these figures
probably shows that to the original five mentioned by
‘him at the outset, others were added in course of time
as the study itself advanced. Now Bharata, in his
treatmen} of alamkaras, names (xvi 41) only four
such figures knogwn to him, viz., yemaka, rupaka,
dipaka and upama. These four in reality correspond
to the five mentioned by Bhanaha ; for anuprasa may
be taken as Talling in the same class as yamaoka, the
one being varndbhyasa and the other puddbhyasa. At
‘the same time the very fact «nuprasa is thus differen-
tiated from yamake may indicate further refinement
in the analysis of these poetic figures. TItis clear,
therefore, that Bharata’s work belonged to a period
when the number of figures had not yet multiplied ;
and one, if not more, stages must have mtervened‘
between it and Bhamaha's Kavydlamkira i which
the number had already swelled into nearly forty in
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all. * To this intermediate stage belonged Madhavin
and others, whom Bhamaha cites, and the loss of
whose work makes it difficult for us to trace the
development thus indicated by Bhamabha.

There are also indications that DBharata’s teach-
ings are probably older than Kalidasa, who general-
ly adheres to Bharata’s dramaturgic prescriptions?.
Kalidasa refers to Bharata as the mythical natyd-
carya ; but apart from this, it may be pointed out
that while Bharata ignores Maharastri as one of
Prakrits used in the drama, it iy well known that
in Sanskrit dramatic works, including those of
Kalidasa, Prakrit verses are in Maharastri and the
prose-parts are in Sauraseni anl other allied Prak-
rits. In Raghy xix 36, again, Kalidisa speaks of anga-
sattva-vacandsraye  nrtye, which, as Mallindtha
rightly points out, agrees with Bharata’s dictum
samanydbhinayo nama jieyo vc”cgcu’tgco-scvttvaj.alﬁ'.

1 By the end of the 6th and be’ginning of the 7th
century, Bhatti illustrates as many as 38 different species
of poetic figures, indicating that the process of gefinement had
proceeded very far indeed even in his time.

2 The discovery of the dramas, ascribed to Bhasa, does
not invalidate this argument for it is possible that they
follow a tradition or a system) of opinion of which all traces
are now lost, and the date of Bhisa itself is uncertain.

3 The Amara-kosa only mentions asigika and sattvika
abhinaya. This lexicon, which is said to have been trans-
lated into Chinese about 561-66 A. D. (see Nandargikar’s
introd. to Meghaduta, 1894, p. 73), admits after Bharata
the eight ‘7asas, and explains some of the dramaturgic.
technicalities, giving three synonyms of the actor (8@i/alin
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' Tbe lower limit of the date of Bharata's work, there-

fore, can be provisionally shitted back to the fourth
or fitth century A.D., while it is almost certain that
it existed in its present shape in the 8th century
AD. The upper limit cannot be put too early,
because of the mention of Sakas, yarvwias, pahlapas
and “other tribes, and probably does not o beyond
the commencement of the Christian era. It is difli-
calt to settle the relative age ot the swlre and the
karika-texts ; but if the teudency towardssialra-bhasya
style may be presumed to lhave been  generally
prevelant in the last few centurics B.C., then the sus-
pected sutra-text of Bharata bolongs apparently to
this period!. It was certainly much earlier than
the present karifd-text, in which Bharata already
appears as a mythical sage as an expounder of the
natya-veda.

Lrsasvin and bharata) from the names of the three well-known
teachers on dranfaturgy. Panini refers to the formation of
the first twq terms, but not that of the third ; but this silenee
of the grammarie’m does not prove anything. The Jaina
Anuogadarasutta (ed. N. S. P. 1015, fol. 134- 145, also quoted
in Weber ii 2, pp. 701-02) which, \Vinternitz thinks, was
probably put together by the middle of the sth cehtury,
mentions nine rasas, which, however, have hardly any
reference poetic or dramatic rasas ; but the erumeration is
interesting from the inclusion of pmvimz r (not mentioned
by Bharata), apparently from religious motives.

‘ }1.‘ It will be shown later that the tradition that Bharata
was thc author of a Kavya-lakmna, which forms in substance
~of the kariki-verses of Mammata’s Kav. prak.) is entirely
‘erroneous, as is also the statement made use of by Lévi
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(4)
THE COMMENTATORS ON BHARATA -

The names of the reputed as well as actual com-
mentators on Bharata mentioned by Abhinavagupta
and Sarngadeva are:

1 Udbhata”
2 Tollala
Nankuka
4 Bhatta Nayaka
~ 5 Rahala or Rahula ?
6 Bhatta Yantra ’
7 Abhmavagupta
8 Kirtidhara
4 Matrguptheirya

.
~

OFf these, we  have already discussed the un-
nuthenticated or doubtful nanes marked hgre with an
interrogation.? Of Kirtidhara we know nothing. No
commentary on Bharaty exists today except that of
Ablinavagupta, which, voluminous as it is, certainly
desevrves to he published.

that these /Larikis are abridgéd trom the Agni-purina.
Somadeva in his Yadastilaka (9509-60 A. D.) refers, indeed,
to a bharata-pravita kavyddipaya (Peterson i p. 45) which,
.considering Somadeva’s date, could not have alluded to
this tradition of Bharata’s authorship of Mammata's &arikds,
but possibly, from the terms of reference, to ch. xvi of the
Natya-sastra, which deals with' Azvydlamkaras and gzmas
as embellishments of the dramatic speech.

I see above p. 26 fn
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LOLLATA AND SANKUKA

Lollata and Sankuka are known definitely as
commentators on Bharata not only trom Abhinava-
gupta’s references to them as such, but also from
numerous  other writers following him . To
Sankuka, who is also cited as Sanku, are also aseribed
several verses in the anthologies of Sarngadhara,
Jalhana and Vallabhadeva2?, which indicates that
there was also a poet of the same name. Kalhana
mentions (iv 703-5) a poet Sainkuka and his poem
Bhuvandbhyudaya. The reference is to the time of
Ajitapida, whose date is given as 813 by Cunning-
ham and as 816 A.D. by S.P. Pandit. If our Sanku-
ka is identical with this poet, then he may be
assigned to the first quarter of the 9th century. Ax
to the date of Lollata, we have no materials to decide.
but all later citations agree in supporting the tradi-
tion that ke was earlier than Sankuka, whose theory
on rasa is said tochave been directly levelled against
that of Lollata. Judging from his name, Lollata was
probably a.'I('asmirian ; and if any chronological infer-
ence may be drawn from Abhinavagupta’s reference
to an opinion of the Kasmirian Udbhata bein.

L}
1 ¢ g Mamata Aav. /)r;zk. adiv i, p. 87 (@l RS S
1917) ; Hemacandra p. 67 comm., p.215 : 7aralz pp. 83, 88 ;
Govinda in Pradipa ad iv §, p. 63. etc.

2 inthe first two, Satikuka is called the son of Mayiira,
who is identified by sotme with the author of the Sazyo-
sataka, a contemporary of Bana.
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controverted by Lollata', he may have been later
than or contemporancous with Udbhata, whose latest
date is 813 A. D. These hypothetical facts give us
the curious conclusion that Udbhata, Lollata aud
Sankuka werc probably contemporaries or lived
sufficiently near one another in point of tinie.?

BHATIA NAYAKA

Besides referring to him as a comnuentator on
Bharata, Abhinavagupta (Locana p. 27), as well as
Jayaratha (p. 9), quotes under the name of Bhatta
Nayaka a verse subda-pradhanyam déritye, which
Hemacandra™ (p. 4) gives as a quotation from a work,
entitled Hydaya-darpagae, which is also cited without
the name of the author by Mahimabhatta and his
commentator. This makes it probable that some lost
work of Bhatta Nayaka's probably bore that title,
and also indicates the probable source of the quota-

1 The passage is cited above p. 20 fSotnote.

2 The theory of rasa advocated by Lolldta probably
obtained in the schools before he definitelye formulated it
and became its first noted champion ; for Abhinava in his
commentary on Bharata (ch. vi, the same passage utilised
later by Hemacandra, Comm. p. 37, 1. 18-19) says that Dandin
in his idea of rasa follows the same view. Unless we
presume Lollata’s priority to *Dandin, we should take this
passage to indicate that this theory, or a dogma similar to
it, had already been known to Dandin, even before Lollata
brought it into prominence. It may also be noted that
Lollata is also taken by most later writers (e. g. Hemacandra
p- 215, Mammata pp. 225 f; Mahimabhatta p. 27 etc)as
as what is technically known as dwrgha-vyapara-vadin with
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tion which occurs “immediately before the verse in
question in Abhinavagupta. It is, however, not clear
whether this Hpdaya-darpoage is in reality his lost
conmuentary on Bharata, Mahimabhatta’s anonymous
commentator tells us that this Zrdaya-darpaya, like
the Vyakti-viveka, was composed with the special
object of demolishing the divani-theory formulated
by Anandngardhana’ o and  this  statement may
explain why Abhinavagupta, the great champion of
the dhvani-theory, takes so much pains to coutro-
vert Bhatta Nayaka’s views in his Locana as well as
in his dbhinava-bharati. This also adds a signi-
ficance to the fact that Mahimabhatta, who had a
similar object of combating the divanri-theory, claims
entire originality for his own treatment, boasting that
he had never looked in the Darpanc at all2. The
citations from the Hyduyu-darpane also indicate

reference to the controversy about the function of adkidia .
for he is said to havwe maintained that the primary function
of Denotation of a word is so farreaching that it is
competent in itself to express all other implied or suggested
sense. The Mimamsakas and grammarians had alrcady
discussed  the .qucstion of adlidha ; but it must not be
forgotten that several attempts to cxplain the fact of
suggested sensc (dhvani) obtained before the Dhvanikara
‘himself. It is probable thgt Lollata was one of those who
offered one of the several early solutions to the question,
alluded to in the first verse of the Dhvanydloka.

I darpane............ hrdaya-darpanikhyo  dhvani-dvamsa-
granthal. p. 1, eXplammg the pun in the word darpana
u'{ﬂ by Mahiman in i 4.

2 adr sta-dm;bana mama d]mh i4.
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that it was probably composed in a wmetrical form,
and apparently never took at all the shape of a
prose commentary. '
A careful examination of the very few passages
apparently referring to this work will shew that the
topies dealt with in it centre round the question
ot dhwani in poetry, in corvelation with the theory
of rasa intinately connected therewith. Abhinava,
tor instance, while discussing the verse bhama  dicom-
mia visattho, which is given by Anandavardhana
as an instance of suggestion with an expressed injunet-
ion implying a_prohibition, refutes Bhaita Nayaka’s
opinion as to this negative implication. In another
place, Abhinava criticises the significance attached
by Bhatta Nayaka to the word aham in the verse
wbta ettha wimajjai, which is discussed by Ananda-
vardhana as an example of suggestion of a contrary
kind where the expressed prohibition implies an in-
junction. It is evident from these, references that
Bhatta Nayaka's work, like Mahimablmfta’b, was
designed not mcerely as a refutation of the ceneral
theory of dhoani, but also as a bpbu(ﬂ attack on’
Anandavardhana’s exposition of the same. To take a
minute point, the Dhvanikara in i 18 uses the verb
oyankéal in the dual number with a special object in
view, as Anandavardhana’s*( as well as Abhinava’s)
explanation rightly indicates. Bhatta Nayaka seems
to have attacked this use of the dual number, upon
which Abhinavagupla remarks r bhatta-nayakena yad
dvi-vacanam dasitam tad gj a-mimilikayaiva.t

I 'Mahimabhatta also refers (p. 19) to this discussion,
quoting these words of Abhinava from the Locana.
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It is apparent, therefore, that the Hpduya-
 darpape was not a commentary on Bharata, but a
‘metrical treatise in the anus/up metre, dealing with
the question of dhvani, and incidentally with the
question of ras«-dhvani. No doubt, Abhinava in his
own commentary ou Bharata, as well numerous other
later writers taking their cuc from Abhinava, criticiscs
at some length Bhatla Nayaka's thicory of rasa, alouyg
with those of Lollata and Sankuka and with special
reference to Bharata’s particular saira on the sub-
ject ; yet Bhatta Nayaka is nowhere mentioned dircet-
ly as a commentator on the same text. It is probable
that Bhaita Nayaka’s peculiar theory of rase (which,
“however, bears a resemblance to Abhinava’s own)
called for a special refutation in the haunds of this
champion of the dhivani-theory, Dhecause Bhuatta
Nayaka denicd the expressive tanction ot dhownis and
attempted to explain the coucept by postulating the
function of Lhogikarena. But there is no definite
“indication to shew that this theory of rase, being a
corrollary “to Bhatta Nayaka’s general theory of
‘expression, wWas not incidental to his main thesis,
directed towards the demolition of the new idea of
the dhvani and establishment of another explanation
of the fact of Su«rge%tlon (dhvam) This may be the
reason why ba,mo'adevu, in his  enumeration of
Bharata's commentators before his time, omits the
name of Bhatta Nayaka. ! B

I, See‘p. 26-27 above, .footnute. Similarly Ruyyaka, while
reviewing the different systems which obtained before his
time, mentions Bhatta Nayaka not as a commentator but
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There can hardly be any doubt that Bha,t;t,a,‘
Nayaka was familiar with the text of the Dhvanyd-
loka, including Anandavardhana’s wvpéti, and should,-
therefore, be placed in a period later than the date of
Anandavardhana. This conclusion is supported by the
statement of Jayaratha (p. 12) that Bhatta Nayaka
lived after the Dhvanikara, by whom Jayaratha, like
many other later writers, invariably means Ananda-
vardhana without distinguishing him from the so-
called Dhvanikara. On the other hand, the oldest
writer to cite Bhatta Nayaka, is Abhinavagupta,
from whom he does not appear to be "chronologically
very distant. Bhatta Nayaka, therefore, flourished
between the last quarter of the 9th century and the
last quarter of the 10th : and it will not be wrong if-
we agsign him to the end ot the 9th ceutury and the
beginning of the 10th. This date makes it likely
that he is identical, ax Peterson suggested, with the
Bhatta Nayaka who is mentioned by Kalbana (v 159)
s having flourished in the reign *of Sankaravarman,
son and successor ol Avantivarman of Kasmir.

ABHINAVAGUPTA®

Although Abhinavagupta contented himself ‘with
the writing of commentaries in the field of Sanskrit
Poetics, his works have almost the value of indepen-
dent treatises for their profound erudition and critical
acumen, and deserve a separate treatment. As his

as an independent author who advocated a new system in
common with other explanations of the dkvani-theory
(p. 9, ed. Kavyamala). |
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| reputation in Poetics rests on. his exposition of the
dhwani-theory, it will be better to take him up in
- connexion with the Dhvanikara and Anandavardhana.
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(1)

The carliest direct citation of Bhamaha in later
Alamkara literature is to be found in two passages
in Anandavardhana’s vptti on the Dheonydloka (pp-
39,207). The unext interesting reference occurs in
the commentary of Pratitharendurija, who informs
us (p. 13) that his author Udbhata eomposed a work,
presumably a commentary, on Bhdmaha, which
i1s  described here as  Dhamcha-viearanpa.  This
statement 1s confirmed by Abhinavagupta (Locana
pp- 10,40, 159, vivarayakrt) and Hemachandra (Comm.
pp. 17,110) ; while Ruyyaka cites the commentary
generally as bhamaliya wdbhata-laksana (p. 183) and
Samudrabandha discribes it as havydlomlara-viorti
(p- 89). There are also numerous passages in Ud-
bhata’s  independent work, Karydlamkard-scingrahc,
which unmistakably copy some o theedelinitions of
poetic figures directly from Bhamaha, and do not
hesitate to repeat the very language of the earlier
work?.

Vamana, Udbhata’s cc.mtempora.ry, also appears
to betray an acquaintance with Bhamaha's text.

1 see, for mstance, the deﬁmtxom of the ﬁgures rasavat,
m‘z’éayokﬁ, sasamdeha, saldkii, apalnult, utpreksi, yatha-
- samkhya, aprastuta-prasansi paryayokta, aiaﬁepa, mb!mvana,
virodha and bhavika, ‘
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Bhamaha, for instance, defines the figure upama (ii 30)
as virudhendpamanena......upameyasye yaub samywn
guna-lesena, sdpama ; and Vamana seems to para-
phrase this definition in the concise form of a sutrea
upamanendpameyasyc. guic-lesatal  samyam  wpama
(IV.2.1). ' Again, speaking of effective implication
(atisayavan arthal) to be found in wpama, Bhamaha
lays down (i1 50) ' :
yasydatisayvan aithal katham so’sambhavo malol
istam cdatisaydrthatvam upamotpreksayor yatha.

Reading together Vamana IV.2.20 and 21 (anwpe-
pattir casambharal and wo vivaddho’tisayah), we find
that Vamana,is apparently repeating the same view;
‘and in his ogtti on the first siitra, he adds upamayam
atisayasyéstatvat , making it clear in the next satra
that an effective implication (atiscy), which is con-
tradictory, should be avoided. Vamana also re-
produces anonymously a verse. of «n unknown poet
whose fame is viven by Bhimaha (ii 46) with the
vame verse as wakhavardhann,  Such repetition  of
views in®more or less standardised phraseology in a
technical tmeatise, or the quotation of the same illustra-
tive verse in a similar context need not be taken as
conclusive ; but Vamana, in his vptti on V. 2.38,
actually though not accurately quotes, a part of a
verse from Bhamaha i 27, and commeuts on the
peculiar usage of the word bhaiguram employed
therein. 2

1 Cf Bharata xvi 4I.
- -2 The verse is quoted with Bhamaha’s name in Jaya-
mangala on Bhatti x 21, and anonymously in the Vakrokti-
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This will justify us in placing Bhamaha chrono-
logically before Udbhata and Vamana who, as we
shall see, flourished in the last quarter of the 8th
century A.D., and will give us one terminus to the
date of Bhamaha.

With regard to the other terminus, controversy
has been keen and busy.  Pathak finds ju the mention
of a wyasckare in Bhimaha vi 36 a clear refterence
to the Buddhist J inendrabuddhi, author of a comment-
ary (ed. Varendra Rescarch Society) on the Kasika,
and comes to the conclusion that “as the wyasakara
(meaning Jinendra) lived about 700 A.D., Bhamaha
must be assigned to the 8th century”.?  Against this
K. P. Trivedi has demonstrated 2 that the allusion
to the opinions of the wyaswkara cannot be taken as
an unmistakable reterence to Jinendrabuddhi’s views,
and that the cxistence of some other wyasaharas are
also made probable by the citations of \/Iadhava, as
well as by a punuing passage in Banas Harsa-corita.
Jacobi * has joined issue by (delng a doubt on the
‘correctness of the date assigned by Pathak to
Jinendrabuddhi who, on the authority®of Kielhorn,
was probably later than Haradatta (d. 878 A.D.).

7iwita (along with other verses from Bhimaha,) and in Locana
p.' 40 anonymously. . .

1 74 xli p. 232 ff, at*p. 235: sce also /RASBom
xxiii pp. 23-26.

2z 714 xlii pp. 204 f, and at pp. 260-1.

3 Avta-guru-padanyaseh (ed N. 5. T p. 90), L\pldlﬂ(:d
by Sankara as & tobhyasto guru-pade durbodha-sabde nyaso
vritiy vivarano yach. ‘ .

4 Sb. der Preuss. Akad. xxiv (1922 ) pp. 210-11.
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~ No fresh light is thrown on the question by the
conjecture! that Bhamaha in 1 42 refers to the
" Meghaduta by his condemnation of the poetical device
of employing clouds, among other things, as messengers;
nor by Pathak’s other ecqually fanciful supposi-
tion that Magha ii 86b refers to Bhamaha i 162
Nothum again, is gained by the controversy over the
question whether Bhamaha, the son of Rakrilagomin
and worshipper of Sarva, was a Buddhist, as indicated
by the opening and closing verses of his work.?
Jacobi’s recent researches, however, have shown?* that
Bhamaha has made considerable use of the teachings
of Buddhist philosophers in ch. v, and that the upper
limit to Bhamaha's date should be determined with
reference to that of Buddhist Dharmakirti, some of
whose philosophical doctrines Bhamaha has utilised,
even to the repitition of Dharmakirti’s actual phraseo-
logy. Dhal makirti is placed by Jacobi between
the sojourn in India of Hiven Tsang and I-tsing
respectively (630—643 and 673—695 A. D. ), ax he is
not known %Yo the former, while the latter refers to
him among sthose of late years®. The upper limit,

1 Haricand, L’ Art Poétique de P Inde ). 7.

2 But see Dandini 10; Vamana L. 1. 1 (v72#) ; Rudrata
ii 1; Anandavardhana p. 3,.for the samec idea of &abda
and artha as constituents of pdetry.

3 On this controversy, see JRAS, 1905, pp. 535 f;
JRAS, 1908, pp. 543f: Trxvch introd. to Prataparudra ;
Haricand in gp. cit. p. 715 Brahmavadin 1911 etc.

4 op. cit. pp. 211-12.

5 see Takakusu, Record of the Buddkist Religion, 1896,
p. 181, cf p. lviii. Taranatha in his Geschichte (tr, Schiefner
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_thereforc, of Bhamaha’s date should be fixed at the
third quarter of the 7th century A. D. o
This will place Bhamaha a Jrox1lnately in the
period between the last quarter of the 7th and the
ldst quarter of 8th century ; and as it is probable that
he ‘might have been a younger contemporary of
Dharmakirti’s and also presumably lived some time
before his commentator Udbhata, it will not be wrong
if wo place Lim towards the eud of the, 7th and the
commencement of the sth century A. D. o

We have alveady discussed the relation which
Bharata’s treatment ot alamkaras might have borne to
Bhamaha’s much fuller and later disquisition. What
we find in Bharata constitutes the carliest specula-
tion on the subject that we possess : but Bhamaha him-
self tells us that he had predecessors whose work he
apparently utilised. While referrite to these prede-
cessors (or contemporaries) generally as anlyel, apare®
or kecit®, Bhamaha cites twice by namee«ne Medha-

pp. 184-5) makes him a contemporary of the Tibetan king,
Strong-bstan-sgam-po, who died about 650 A. D. Cf Kern,
Manual of Indian Buddhism, p. 130. |

1 113,24 ; ii 4,57 ; iii 4;"iv 12 etc.

2 i14,15,31;1i6,8;1iii4; iv6etc

3 i 2, 37, 93; iii 54 etc. He also cites one Ram;»
farman in ii 19, but from ii §8 this author appears to bea.
poet. The Rajamitra .cited in il 45 appears from iii 10 to
be a ﬂazmz. ‘ '

7



50 SANSKRIT POETICS

vin in ii 40,88. One of these passages is referred to
by Namisadhu on Rudrata xi 24, where (as well as in
two other places oni 2, 1i 2)) the full name is given as
Medhavirudra, which form also occurs in Rajasckhara
(p- 12)*.  This writer, who was carlier than Bhamaha
but probably later than Bharata, is also cited by
Vallabhadeva on Sisu xi 6.

At one time it was believed 2, on the indication
given by the Jayamangala on Bhatti, that the alam-
kara-chapters in that kaopa. especially canto x, was
meant to illustrate the rhetorical teachings of
Bhamaha in particular ; but the date now assigned
to Bhamaha will readjust Lis relation to Bhatti in a
new light. Bhatti tells us in xxii 85 that he composed
his poem in Valabhi ruled over by Sridharasena. 8 1t
appears that no less than four Sridharasenas ruled
at Valabhi roughly between 350 and 650 A.D., of
whom the last flourished, as his latest grant shows,

<

I Rajasekhara &ouples Medhivirudra's name with that
of Kumiaradasa and adds the information that he was a
born-blind poet. The name does not constitute the names
of two different poets, Medhavin and Rudra, as some writers
unfortunately suggest, nor neced we take it on the late
‘authority of the 7rikanda-tcsa as a name of Kalidisa.

2 Jacobi in ZDM G Ixiv.

'3 Ravyam idam vikitam 5)1:15@ valabhyam | &vidharasena-
naréndra-palitayam.  Jayamangala reads Sridhara-sinu-
naréndra® in the second line, but this cannot be supported
in view of the fact that we do not hear of any prince of the
‘name Narendra, son of Sridhara, in the list of Valabhi
princes known to us. Mallinatha and Bharatamallika do
not comment on this verse, |
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i 651 A. D. Bhatti, therefore, at the latest, lived
in the first half of the 7th century ; and if, as his
editor concludes,® he may be assigned to the end of
the 6th and the bheginning of the 7th century, he
was certainly older than Bhamaha by almost a
century. Bhamaha probably knew his work and
therefore remarked, while dismissing verbal jugele-
ries like prafelila (it 20):
kavyanyapi yadimani vyakhya-gamyans sastrarat
wtscevaly sudhiyam eva hanto durmedhaso hatdl
with a pointed reference to DBhatti’s self-boasting in
XX 34 @1
vyakhya-gamycm idam kavyam utsavah sudhiyam
alam
hatd durmedhasas edsmin vidoat-priyatayd mayd.
The treatment of alamiiras in Bhatti may, there-
fore, be presmned to supply one of the missing links
in the history ot rhetorieal speculations anterior to
Bhamaha. A remarkable coincidence of freatment,
which probably started the theory of Bha‘rtl $ appro-
priation of Bhamaha’s teachings, is at once noticeable
not only in the order, number and naming of the
different poetic ficures, but also in their respective
characterisation : but o defailed examination will at
the same time shew that beneath this' general agree-
ment, there are enough fhwcrepnncm~. which will indi-
cate that neither of them [ollows scrupulously the
views of the other. The agreement apparently shows
that the two authors were not chronologically distant
from each other by such a consideralile length of time

1 ed B, S, S, introd. p. xxii,
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as might betoken a material difference in the number,
order or definition of the poetic figures ; while the
" discrepancies may be reasonably explained as-indicat-
ing that they did not probably draw from the same
source. -

The speeial object of this particular canto in
Bhatti being that of illustrating the various forms of
poetic figures prevelant in his time, we may
presume that it was probably based on a particular
treatise on Alamkara to which the poet faithfully
adheres. He mentions in all 38 such independent
figures, along with 39 sub-species of some individual
figures. He does not himself give the names of these
figures, but they are indicated by the Jayamangala,
as well as in some MSS which apparently preserve
the traditional nomenclature. These, with one trifling
exception (ndara=udatia), correspond to the parti-
cular names given to them in Bhamaha. As to the order
or sequence of treatment, a comparative table will
show that Bhamaha gives the first 23 figures (up to
vides6kti] in the same order asin Bhatti with the
exception of the pairs, rupaka and dipaka, arthintara-
nyase and aksepe, which are given in an inversed
order. The rest of the figures appears with a slightly
different arrangement, because Bhamaha admits
aprastuta-prasamsa omitted l)y Bhatti, and adopts a
somewhat different order in mentioning the five
figares here treated in common, until we come to
virodha. From here, again, the order is the same, ex-
cepting that Bhamaha mentions bkdvika (which is
‘separately illustrated in another canto by Bhatti) and
‘Bhattl admltﬂ an ‘unknowh figure nipana, and adds
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Letw which is expressly rejected by Bhamaha, As
the exposition of Jayamangla shows, Bhatti generally
follows the definitions of Bhamaha, where the figures
are common (ceven in the cases of sub-species of these
figures 1), with only a few exceptions.

These exceptions, though few, are yet significunt.
They refer in partienlar to the figures yamaka (of
which Bhatti mentions 20, while Bhamaha only 5
sub-species), wpama (where the treatment of sub-species
is slichtly divergent), rapaka (of which the four sub-
species of Bhatti do not correspond to the two of
Bhamaha), aprastuta-prasamsa omitted by Bhatti,
and nipuya omitted by Bhamaha. At the same time,
Bhamaha mentions but rejects prakelika, hetu,
siiksmet, lesa and vartta, of which Bhatti  admits only
hetn (probably as an after-thought) and »ariia. Bhatti
does not recoonise  spabhavdlti, which is mentioned
hut :q)]w('mlv distavoured by Bhamaln, It s possi-
ble that Bhatti's orizinal ended n: unmlly “with asis,

1 e g the figure aksepa, of which the two syb-divisions
ukta-visaya and vaksyamiana-visaya are found in  both
Bhamaha and Bhatti, they being unaware Sf the different
interpretation of Vamana and the somewhat fine differentia-
tions of Dandin. The same "remark applies to dipaka and
its three sub-species, which do not agree with the exposition
of Bharata, Dandin or Vﬁmaﬂg. Cf also the three sub-species
of &lesa, viz. sahokti-5° wupama-l°, and hetu-5°, illustrated
by Bhatti and mentioned by Bhamaha in iii 17, although
later writers, like Dandin and Udbhata, speak of §lesa as
coming with many other figures. Pratiharenduraja distinétly
alludes to this division admitted by Bhamaha : bhdmahs hi
“tat sahOktyupama-hetu-nivdetat trividham yat/a“” itf Bligkasya
tratvidhyam 3ha (p. 47). R
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as Bhamaha's work itself does; but he tacked on
‘hetu and nipuna ' as two supplementary figures
popular in his time. The &havike, which both
Bhamaha and Dandin eall a pradendho-guna, is illustrat-
ed by Bhatti in a separate canto (xii), entitled
bhavikatoa-pradarsand.  But by far the greatest
divergence is noticeable in the treatment of the sub-
species of yamala, riapaka and  wpamda.  No two
writers are indeed agreed with regard to the treat-
ment and classification of yamalka, and Bhatti on this
point is scarcely in agreement with any of the known
writers on the subject, such as Bharata, Dandin
Rudrata, the author of the Agai-purane and Bhoja
among earlier authorities. Probably he is drawing
from some old author whose work is not known to
us 2 1In the classification of rapake, which Bhamaha
sub-divides into samastavastu-visaya and ekadeso-
vivarti, Bhatti seems to follow a different tradition,
which mentions four sub-species, respectively designat-

[ ] “e -
ed as lkamalaka (visistépama-yukia), avatamsaka
w.tx 8

1 This figure is included in #dira or wditta by Jaya-
mangala, while Bharatamallika and Mallinatha take it as
an illustration of prevas on the authority of Dandin and
Devanatha (the latter probably a commentator on Mammata
having the same name). .
2 The names of some S these sub-species of yamaka
are now lost but for the naming of them in Bhatti, and later
authors speak in altogether different terminology. Some of
these are apparently preserved in Bharata, who mentions as
'many as ten sub-species, but in most cases they are differ-
ently defined. For instance, the samudga of Bhatti may be
the same figure as defined by Bharata, but the yukpada of
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(Ses@rthdnvavasita  or  khanda-ripake'),  ardha-
rupaka and ldlamcke (anvarthopana-yukéa). In
the sub-species of wpama, Bhatti illustrates wpamg
with iva-and-yatha (in common with Bhamaha); and
his luptépama and toddhitdpama probably correspond
to some extent to samasdpama and wpama-with-vat
mentioned by Bhamaha: hut Bhatti does not illus-
trate prativastapama of Bhamaha nor does he  refer,
to nindo®, prasamso®, acilhyaso® and malo®, criticised
by Bhamaha but recognised by Dandin®. At the
same time, Bhaili's seo® and samo® have nothing
divectly correspouding to them in Bhamaha.

It will be ¢lear from this brief exposition that,
leaving aside the sub-species, there is a general agree-
meut between the treatments of Bhiatti and Bhamaha
with regard to the independent poetic figures. It

Bhatti x 2 is called vikranta by Bharata and is known as
sandasta in Rudrata. Similarly the piddnta illustrated in x
3 is called ®@mredita in Bharata ; while szmzr&la of Bharata
is differcnt from  the figure so named in Bhatti and scems to
coincide with the Zaindi of the latter, while tBT Aadii of
Bharata is an altogether different sub-species ¢ appears that
names like vruia, mithuna, or vipatha cannot be traced in any
of the existing works, but some of the kinds illustrated by
Bhatti under these strange names may be found under differ-
ent designations in other writerg later than Bhatti. In nam-
ing thesc in Bhatti, Jayamangala is probably following a
tradition or an authority entirely unknown to us.

i mentioned in Fagbhalilamkira iv 66.

2 Bharata (xvi 49-350) mentions #indo® and prasamse®,
while his Zalpizo® probably corresponds to acik/yaso®. The
kalpito® is admitted by Vamana (IV. 2.2) but apparently
defined in a different sense.
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may be noted that Bhamaha agrees with Bhatii in

taking ananvaya, sasamdeha, wpama-rupake and
utpreksivayava as self-standing figures, while Dandin
includes the {first two in the sub-species of upamd,

and the last two iu those of rapaka and wtpreksd
respectively.!  Bhamaha also agrees with Bhatti

in rejecting prakelika, suksma and lesa ; but vartta

and ketw, also similarly rejected by Bhamaha, are ad-
nmitted by Bhatti. Dandin expressly recognises all
these, excepting vairitd, in place of which he probably
admits the more comprehensive svabhavdkti, which is
disfavoured by Bhamaha and not illustrated by
‘Bhatti. The most material discrepancy with refer-
ence to independent figures occurs in the remarkable
omission in Bhatti of aprastuta-prasaemsa (which, like
svabhavokti, is a recognised figure in later times) and
in the occurrence of uwipuna unknown in later litera-
ture. Coming to the sub-species, however, the dis-
crepancies are more striking.  Admitting that some
of the fine differentiations, as in the case of Dandin’s
inumerghle sub-varieties of independent figures, may
have been jnvented by the ingenuity of the author
himself, this argument does not seem to apply very
well to Bhatti, who was himself no theorist but only
professed to illustrate the poetic figures popular in his
time and presumably based his treatment on some
standard treatise. The conclusion, therefore, is likely

1 Dandin is followed in this .view by all later writers,
except Vimana, who still regards these as independent figures.
It seems therefore that Vamana V1. 3. 33 is a criticism of
Dandin ii 359, and not vice versa, as Peterson supposes.
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that Bhatti made use of a text unknown to Bhamaha
but not materially differing from Bhamaha’s own
sources; and that the Interval between these two
authors did not witness much change in the discussion
of poetic figures, except what is apparent in the sim-
plification of the treatment of yamalke and ripaka,
in the dropping of a figure like nipune and adding an
important figure or an important sub-figure like
uprastuta-prasaisa or prativastipama respectively.
The progress is not so remarkable as that indicated
by the enormous stride made in the interval between
Bharata, who mentions only four independent figures,
and Bhatti ,who mentions thirty-eight.?

BisrioGgrarmy

Edition. By K. P. Trivedi as Appendix  viii to his ed.
of Pratipa-rudra® in B.S.S. 1909. The work
is named Bhamahdlankara.

Mss.  Oppert 3731; Jadras Cat. 12920.

Commentary. The only known comm. is " Bhamnaha-
vivarana by Udbhata, which is now lost. See
above p. 45. -

1 Although the name Bhamaha is nct a ¢c®mmon one in
Sanskrit, it attaches itself (besides two verses in Swubkas.
1644-1645 that arc also found in our text ii g2, iii 21) to a
commentator on Vararuci's Prakrta-prakisa, who is probably
a different author. The Kamsdhenn comm. on Vamana also
cites several .verses from a trdatise apparently on the kalas
by Bhimaha (p. 29, ed. Benares); but as our Bhimaha, as well
as his Bhawmahdilamkara (p. 39), is also cited in several places
in the same commentary, it is possiblethat these verses occurr-
ed in some lost chapter of his work where he mentioned the
names of the kalis (atra kalanim uddesah,” krto bhamakena

preceding the verscs cited).
8



[V DANDIN
(1)

The date of Dandin is onc of the most difficult
problems in the chronology of Alamkara literature.
Anandavardhana does not directly cite him, as he
cites Bhamaha, and the earliest mention of Dandin’s
name occurs in Pratiharendordja (p. 26). Dandin’s
own work oives us hardly any clue.  His references
to the Brhathatha written i bhatalbhase (1 38), or
to the Setwlandha known to him in maharastri
version (i 34) throw little light on the question;
and no definite chronological conclusion is deducible
from the verses 11 278-79, which express under
the form of the figure preyas, the, supreme  gratifica-
tion of a certain king, Rajavarman (or Ratavarman).

on the oceasmn of his obtaining the much-coveted
beatlﬁc Vision of his adored de.ty The solution

I RaJavarman is conjectured bv some (Raug&carya s
ypreface p. 8; also Agashe’s preface to Dakakumiara® ed B. S.
S. pp. lvii f)to be Rajasinhavarman, otherwisc known as |
Narasimhavarman Il of Kaiict (end of the 7th century), one
of whose dirudas (viz, /ec’claf;&!a which is also a name of
Siva), Dandin is supposed to have alluded to in iii 30 while
iii 25 is presumed to imply a pun referring to the reyal token
(maha-varika) of Calukya Dulakesin 11 But the passage
under discussion looks like a rcference to a legendary rather
~ than a contemporary prince; and, as Pischel suggested, the
entirc verse 278 may have been taken directly frot a work
referring to his story.  Cf Jacobi op. cit. p. 214.
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proposed to the prahelika in iii 114 (also cf iii 112) by
Tarunavacaspati and other commentators that it refers
to the Pallava kings of Kaici' only supports the
Tamil tradition that Dandin was probably a South
Indian author. The a]]uqion to D;u,l(lin 11, agaln, in
a verse attributed by Sirngadhara (ne. 180) to Vijja or
Vijjaka (whose date is unknown but who 1s tenta-
tively supposed by some to be Vijayd, wife of
Candraditya and daughter-in-law of Palakesin 11, about
659 A. D.)2, implics mevely a pleasant raillery at the
cxpeunse of Dandin by some later boasttul poetess.
The only definite terminus to Dandin’s date is
obtained from references in South Indian vernacular
works on Alamkara, belonging in all probability to
the 9th century A.D., whicheite him as an established
authority. The Sinhalese treatise Siya-las-lakara,
which Barnett thinks cannot “in any case be later
than the 9th century A.D.”?, cites Dandin in v 2 as
one of its authovities. The Kanarese work Koavi-
rajamarge, attributed to the Rastrakiita prince
Amoghavarsa Nrptunga (who Hourished fout the

first halt’ of the 9th contury), gives six verses' which

1 The phrase agfae-varpa occurring in the pralelika is
also found, as Mr. G. K. Sainkara points out in the Mamandur
Inscription of Mahendravarman . Premacandra on Dandin
intcrpr\ets pundraka instead of peflava in the verse, which fact
indicates that it is capable of a different interpretation.

> See Agache op. cit. pp. lix f

3 JRAS, 1905, p. 841. T hf& work has been edited by
Hendrick Jayatilaka, Colombo 1%2

4 viz., those defining asidkiranipami, asamblmvopam(‘i
anubaydksepa, visesokts, hetu and a(zaayokn respectively.
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are exact translations of corresponding  verses in
Dandin. " Pathak, in the introduction to his edition
of this work (p. 19), further adds that in ch. 11 most
of the verses “are either translations or adaptations
from the Kavyddarsa”, and that there are also con-
vineing indieations ot Dandin’s “influence on other
parts of the work ” as well.

This will give us the 9th century as the lower
limit to Dandin’s work, a conclusion which may also
be established by showing that Dandin was probably
earlier than Vamana, who may be assioned to the
beginning of the same period.  We need not enter
into this point in detail here, but there are several
unmistakable indications which show that Vamana’s
work betrays a further progress in the elaboration
of some of the fundamental ideas which are dealt
with by Dandin. The stress which Dandin puts on
the theory of 7iti (which he ecalls mirga) is carried
to its furthest extreme by Vamaua, who elevates
73t to the rank of the very essence of poetry. While
Dandin “hentions two types of marga, Vamana adds
an intermediate third 72t;; and trom Mammata ix 4
we learn that Vamana was the first to suggest this
three-fold division.t  Agaim, while Bhamaha and
Dandin apparently engage ina controversy over the
clagsification of Zavya einto Zatha and akhyayika,
Vamana peremptorily brushes aside all discussion and

1 It is noteworthy also ;f:hat Dandin is unaware of the
more or less technical term }m’ made so familiar by Vamana,
but uses the almost ﬁynomymouq e‘cpre:smn mirga, also
used by Vimana in 11, 1. /12. ‘
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refers the curious reader to the works of “ others.”?
Dandin is also anxious to show, in the course of a
long digression, that the word éve is indicative of
utprelsa (which figure itself is admitted hy Bhamaha
only in deference to the views of Medhavin?); but
to Viomana (IV. 3.9, ¢p06d) it ix already an established
fact. Nuch instances can he easily multiplied, but
what ix ¢iven here will he enough to indicate Dandin’s
priovity to Vimana® and fix the lower limit of his

1 vae ca kathdbhyavika waka kavyam iti tallaksanam
ca wiliva hrdavaigamanm ilvupcksitam asmabld, tad anyto
ordfivan, om 130 32,

2 1 S8

3 It is supposed by Kielhorn (with whom Peterson in
his pref. to Datakumira® agrees) that Dandin ii 51, in which
some of the upanii-dosas are justified, is directed against
Vamana IV. 2. 8f, implying thereby that Dandin is later
than Vimana. But if we take the texts of Bhamaha, Dandin .
and Vamana together on this point, we can only make out
the following facts.  Bhamaha, in accordance with the opinion
of Medbiavin, brings forward (il 39-40) seven upaifizdosas, viz.,
deficiency (hinatva), impossibility (asamébhavg) disparity of
gender (/inga-Olieda), disparity of number (vacana-bheda), con-
trariety (v7paryarva), cxcess (adhikatva) and  non-similitude
{(asadriva).  Dandin, tacitly assuming these, only remarks
about two pairs of them (viz., djisparity of gender and number,
cxcess and deficiency) that thew do not necessarily disturb
comparison if they do not wound the cultivated sensibility.
In this he is substantially following Bhamaha who says
gererally that the #paneya cannot in every respect be similar
to the zpamina (i 43), a dictum which is implicitly accepted
by most later writers, who define upamia as bheddbkeda-
pradhiane upami. Therefore, deficiency etc. become, faults
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date at the end of the 8th and the commencement
of the 9th centurv!. |

only when they disturb the sense of appreciation of the man
of taste. Vamana, on the other hand, mentions six #pami-
dosas instead of seven, including viparvara \n adkilatva and
Mnatva (IV. 2. 11 o247), with the final pointed remark :
ata evismakam mate sad dosal. Tt appears, therefore. that
Dandin ii 51f isa link in the chain between Bhamaha ii 30f
and Vamaha [V, 2. 8f.

1 Pischel’s argument (pref. to Nri g. ¢2f.) that Dandin is
identical with the author of Alycchakalika on the ground that
Dandin ii 362 (ed. Bibl. Indica) occurs also in that drama
{ed. N.S.P. 1916 1 34) lands us, apart from other objections,
in the absurdity of identifving Dandin with Bhasa as well,
inasmuch as the same versc is also found in the Carudatta
(i 19) and the Balacariza (i 15). The attribution, again, of the
same verse in Sﬁrr‘lgadhara 3603 and Vallabhadeva 1890 to
Bhartrmentha and Vikramaditya further discredits Pischel's
theory. The occurrence of the verse in Dandin ii 226 with
an introductory 77z (cf Premacandra’s remarks on this point;
only shows that Dandin did not disdain to borrow well-known
verses for 'Sﬁrposes of illustration and criticism, as hc himself
admits in a gencral way ini 2. Tt should also be noted that
in the Bibl. Indica ed. of the text, the verse is given twice (1)
as a half-verse quotation in ii 226 and (2) in full in ii 362.
But this reading, on which apparently Pischel's theory was
‘based, is doubtful, and is congrary to readings in other MSS,
In the Tibetan version of the text ( /RAS, 1903), as well as in
the Madras edition, the verse occurs only once as a hﬂa.lf--versc
quotation in’ii 226, the full verse being omitted in ﬁ\e text
and given in the latter only in the accompanying comment-
ary. This reading is also apparently followed in B.S.S. ed.
of the text which is in course of publication. Pischel is hardly
‘dccuratein - stating that Pratihirendu attributes this verse to
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The upper Il is not so casy to settle.  Peterson,
tollowing Mahesacandra Nyayaratua, points out? that
Dandin ii 197 is a reminisceunce of a passage in Bana's
Kadwmbart p. 102, 1. 16 (ed. B. S. S.), and Jacobi is
inchined to accept this view. Bana lived about
606-647 A.D. in the reign ot king Harsa, whose
ographer he was.  Jacobi also points out a resembl-
ance between Dandin ii 302 and Magcha ii 4. Pathak,
again, remarks? that Dandin's three-fold classification
ot karinan inko wiroartya, vikarye and prapya (i 240)
i taken from Bhartrhari's Fakyapadiya i 45f,
Bhartrhari, according to [-tsine, died about 651 A.D.
while Magha probably belongs to the second half to
the 7th century®. Thus Bana, Bhartrhari and Magha
probably all helong the saine age and  Hourished in
the first halt or the widdle of the 7th century.

3

Dandin : for the commentator. in the cour8e of his discussion
on ulprekya, simply says that Dandin has alreadg.discussed
at great length that the verse Zmperva is an 111ustrat10n of
utprekse containing aZzsaya, p. 26.

1 Pref. to Dasekumiara®, new ed. 1919, p. ix. Other such
reminiscences arc presumed in Dandin 1 435 (=S7a,{’zmml(’i
i 20, ed. M. Williams; Cf. JRAS, 1903, p. 841f), ii 286
(=Raghu viii 57), il 129 (=S8gkuntals i 26) etc. Tarupa-
viacaspati is of opinion (on 1 2) that Dandin consulted
the usage-of pocets like Kiliddsa. Sec other parallel passages
collected together by Agashe (preface to Datakumara,® pp.
liv f).

2 LA xlip o z37.

3 See Kielhorn in GN, 1906, heft ii. Cf Maﬁha ii 83
where he shows himself fully conversant with Poetics.
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These evidences, although suggestive, do net in
| their nature appear to be decisive ; and we are ulti-
‘mately threwn upon the question of Dandin’s relation
to Bhamaha, which might support these evidences
and with reference to which, indeed, the chronology

of Dandin should be settled. 1f Bhamaha’s priority

to Dandin can be definitely established, then we

arrive with this at a more or less satistactory linng

to the date of the latter. The gnestion is, no  doubt,

beset with many difficulties; but so tar as a compara-
tive study of their respective texts indicates, the pre-

sumption is strong in favour of Bhamaha’s priority ;

because, while Dandin criticises Bhamaha's innovations,
Bhamaha apparently never does so in case of Dandin’s

innovations which arc indeed much more numcrous.

The materials for such a critical study (apart {rom a

consideration of their general theorics) consist of

several passages occurring in their respective texts, .
which dre either (1) identical or very similar in

phraseology, or (2) so closely related to each other that

the one~author appears to be criticising the other.

As the question has already engaged a great deal of
eontroversy?, which has thrashed out almost all the

details, we will here discuss it very brictly.

As ingtances of the first group of passages, we
may cite Bh ii 81 and, ‘D ii214, Bh iii 52 ana D iii

1 74, 1912, p. 90; 2bid, p. 232; JRAS, 1905, pp- 53§ f.,
ibid, p. 545; JRASBom xxiii p. 19; Trivedi, introd. to
Pratapa-vudra®, p. 32; Rangicarya’s pref. to Kavyidarsa ;
Ananticarya in Brakmavadin 1911 (also publnshcd as a pam~
phlet) ; Jacobi in the article cited, etc.
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363, Bh it 5 and D11 276, Bh iii 8 and D i1 295, Bh
iv s and 1) iv 5. The verbal coincidence, indicated
by these passages, is so striking that there can be no
doubt that it should e takén as something more than
mercly aceidental. It does not, however, preclude
the possibility of their being taken from a common
source, or beine  standardised  definitions  common
enough in =ach technical treatises. ‘

The sceond  aroup of passages, also betraying
cnonch verbal similavity, s more interesting and
tportant: because they certainly express contradict-
ory views of their respective authors, it not actually
meant as direct mutual eriticism,  In two of these
passages, Bhmaha and Dandin are, each in his turn,
rejecting an illustration which is adduced by the other,
but both citing the illustration in question in exactly
identical phrascology.  Thus Bhamaha rejects (i1 87)
the ficure hetn, citing the illustration gotd’stam wrko
bhatindur yiuli vasaye  palksiiah. characterising it
as bad poetry, to which, he says, SOMIE Writers give
the name of gartt@.  Dandin does not mention eartta,
but, approvingly eites (i 244) the same half-verse
under the figure Zetu, poimtedly remarking that the
illustration uuder discussion is gooa. Sinvlarly, the
halt-verse himdpahdmitra-dharair s given as an
instance of the fault evieaky by Bhamaha (i 41), but
Dandin gives the verse in full in a different context
(i1 120) as an example of a variety of prahelika:
Bhamalia apparently condemning it as faulty, while
Dandin taking it as a piece of ingenious construction.
Taking the examples in their contexts as quoted from
a common source, the passages apparently mdicate

]



66 . ’ SANSKRIT POETICS

that Dandin is not in agreement with Bhamaha (who
condemns these) but expressly justifies their propriety.

A closer contact of views and similarity of
expression are to be found in those passages in this
group, which relate to (1) the discussion of the
comparative merits of the gaudiya and vaidarbha
margas (Bhi31-35 and D i 40 f) (2) the distinction
between prose Latha and akhyayika (Bh i 25f and
"D i 23f) and (3) the enumeration of the ten dosas
(Bhiv 1-2 and D iv 2-4) ; and those who maintain
Dandin’s priority to Bhamaha hold that in these
cases the latter 1s undoubtedly criticising the
former. In the first of these instances, Bhamaha's
remarks merely show that he is more or less in-
different to the literary value of marge or ribi as
modes of composition, and laughs at the distinction
which some writers make between gaude and
vidarbhe types, himself giving preference, if any, to
the former. In his opinion, as he says in the next
verse (1 86), what is important in poetry is not riti
but vakroéti. It appears that the view which
-Bhamaha is criticising was traditional or referred
to as a matter of common controversy, as he himself
says in this connexion : gaédnugyatika-ayayin nand-
khyeyam amedhasam. Jacobl points out that the
ganda marge, long betore Dandin, could never
establish for itself a good reputation, and Bana
had already condemned it as aksara-dambara
(Harsa-carita 1. 5. 7). Dandin, on the other hand,
attaches great importance to #i# in poetry, which
under the name marga, vccupies a considerable part
of his treatment ; but he acknowledges, in wspite
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of his own distinguishing of two such extreme
types as gauda and vaidarbha, that there are various
other intermediate modes finely differentiated (i 40),
and that the types adimitted by him are not capable
of exact definition (i 101f), although he himself
prefers the waidardha. It may also be added that
Bhamaha i1s unaware of the peculiar analysis of marge
given by Dandin with reference to the ten essential-
gunas, but he mentions casually (and not in
connexion with #%¢) only three gunas which may
be admitted in all good composition. The respect-
ive characterisation, again, of the two «ifis has
hardly any point of contact, and Bhamaha’s remarks,
if supposed to he levelled against Dandin in
particular, are certainlv off the mark ; for each of
them approaches the subject from the standpoints of
entively different sehools of opinion?.

Similar vemarks apply to the other two cases,
in which one hardly finds any direct reference by
Bhamaha to Dapdin. Dandin " does not accept
as characteristic or essential those marks ot distinct-
ion between a Latha snd akhyayika which Bhamaha
enumerates, and apparently quotes in this connexion
the halfverse i 29a from Bhamaha i 27b. The
distinction, denied by Dandin, is admitted, along
with Bhamaha, by earlier %s well as later writers ;
for Bana designates his Harsa-carite as a katha
and his Kadambari as an akhyayika®, and some
such distinction is also implied by the Amarekosa.
With regard to the other passages which enumerate

x This point will be discussed in detail below in Part II.
'IP runavacaspati’s remarks on Dandin i 25. -
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the dosas, it appears that Bhamaha, following the
traditional recounting of ten orthodox gunpas (cf
Bharata xvi 841!), mentions the same number, but
adds  that  pratifia-hetv-dpstanta-hinalva  is  not
desirable in poetry (iv 2). At the same time this
eleventh defect is interesting to him from the
standpoint  of logical exposition, and he deals with
it in v 1. apparently considering  that defective
logic is also to be looked upon generally as a notable
flaw in  composition. Dandin  enumerates  the
same ten gupas n exactly similar phraseology,
and conservatively mamteins the view that the
so-called eleventh fault is difficult to judge and wn-
profitable to discuss?.

1 The definitions, however, do not agree. See Jacobi
op. cit. pp. 222 f.

2 Emphasis is also put on some verbal resemblance
between Bhi 22 and D i 21-22. In these passages, however,
the standpoints of the two theorists arc quite distinct,
although they use sjmilar phrases, Bhimaha here ¢xpresses
his disapproval of a disastrous ending, perhaps in conformity
with a similar conventional prohibition in the drama. Dandin.
on the othes hand, takes the ultimate triumph of the hero
for granted, and does not trouble himsclf about the
admittedly forbidden tragic ending. He only means to
express the view that it will be artistically more effective
if the rival of the hero is .set forth at the outset in all his
glory and then his downfall is secured through the superior
virtue of the hero himself. One does not also find any
point in Bhamaha ii 37-38, which criticises the classification
of the figure #pama into many sub-varicties (like #indo®,
pradamso® and acikhyiaso®) but which is taken by some to
imply an attack on Dandin’s elaborate sub-division of the
same figure, The ¢riprakiratvam cannot possibly refer
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From the above discussion, the conclusion is
very probable that Dandin was familiar with the
text of Bhamaha whom, as a notable predecessor
expresssing contrary views, he could hardly ignore.
On this point we have the almost unanimous testi-
mony of Dandin’s  commentators', who expressly
state that in most of these disputed passages Dandin
controverts the carlier opinions of Bhamaha. It
will not he necessary, therefore, to enter into the
details of their respective theories, which not only
indicate some fundamental and important differences,
as one  should expect in writers belonging to two
different schools of opinion, but also the fact that
Dandin, in dealing with most of the topies, has
oone into creater details and finer distinctions,
apparently Detokening that in his acge the study
was  more advaneed and fraught with greater
complexity than in that of Bhamaha?.

x

to  Dandin, who mentions not three but thirty-two sub-
varicties ;. while #/ndo®. prakamso® ctc. arc also mentioned
by Bharata. ”

I e g ‘larunavicaspati on i 23-24, 29:eii 235, 237,
358 : iv 4 etc ; Harinatha on i 15 (cited in ABod 206b) ;
Vadijanghila on i 21.

2 sec, for instance, their respective views on #14, guna
and dosa, on alamkara (which last element Dandin does not
distinguish fundamentally from gunas, ii 3), on vakrokt; (Bh ii
85 and D ii 362), their respective order of treatment of alam-
kiras (which Bhamaha deals with in successive groups, while
Dandin’s thirty-five independent poetic figures are given as
if they are well recognised), Dandin’s minute and fine
differentiation of infinite sub-species of individual figures,
their respective treatment of yamaka, upami, uipreksa,
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It this conclusion of Bhamaha's probable priority
18 accepted, then we get his date as the upper limit
to that of Dandin, the lower limit being, as alreadv
discussed, the same as that of Bhamaha, namely
the date of Udbhata’s contemporary, Vamana.
Dandin, therefore, flonrished probably in the heoin-

nine or in the first half of the 8th ecentnry.
(3)

There cannot be any doubt that Dandin, like
Bhamaha, must have been indebted to his prede-
cessors ; and if he does not mention any one of
them by name. he gives enouch evidence of his
havine  atilised  their works, ineladine  that  of
Bham:ha. Dandin, however, makes a  veneral
acknowledgement, in i 2, and refers to the opinions

v
of “others” and of “learned men” (e. ¢. 1 9, 10, ii H4) :
while he makes no seeret of his having “observed”
and probably borrowed his illustrations tfromn earlicr
poets, to whom reference is made in 1 30,100 ; ii 63,
223, 225, 863, iv 7, 32, 42, 571, The Hyduywigame

“commentary on i 2 mentions in particular two
authors, named Kasyvapa and Vararuei, whose
works  Dandin ix supposed to have utilised. These
may be mythical or traditional names : but, Kasyapa
is also mentioned by another admirer of Dandin’s

ananvaya and sgsamdeha, wpamia-rupaka and utpreksivayava
(which last four Dandin does not accept as independent
figures) etc. These points will be discussed in detail in
the next volume.

"1 ' See this point discussed in Agashe o9p. ciz, pp. liii f.
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who composed the Sinhalese rhetorical work already
referred to. One Kasyapa is cited by Panini in
VIIL.4.67, and a grammarian Kasyapa, as Aufrecht
notes, is quoted by Madhava.

Pischel! has already negatived the suggestions
of Premacandra Tarkavagisa®?, Peterson® and
Jacobi* that Dandin in i 12 refers by the word
chando-viciti to a treatise of his own, so named,
on the subject of prosody. The word, however
as indicated by Dandin himself in the same verse,
by his refercuce to it as s@ vidya, does not necessarily
mean any particular treatisc but the selence of
]';?i‘bsody in general ; for which, in addition to the
references  given by Pischel, one need only cite
Rajasckhara p. 6 and Hemacandra, Comm. p. 3.
In iv 49, again, Dandin refers to a kala-pariccheda,
which  Peterson takes to be a clear reference to
another work of Dandin’s ; but it is more likely that
this  was an additional or supplementary chapter
to his Kavyddarse, as Tarunavacasphti suggests (p.
252). It is noteworthy that the Kamadhenw
comientary on Vamana similarly quotes from a
lost work or chapter of Bhamaha's ou the kalds®

(4)
THE COMMENTALORS ON DANDIN

The commentaries on Dandin, as the following
Bibliography will show, are numerous. Most of

1 Pref. to Srig. 240, p. 14f. 2 On Dandini 2.
3 Introd to Daéakumara p. ix-x 4 Ind. Stuei xXvii p. 44.
5 See above p. 57 footnote.
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these are comparatively modern, excepting perhaps
that of Tarunavacaspati as well as the anonymous
commentary called Hpdayaigama. hoth printed in the
Madras edition. With this exception, they are hardly
useful for a historieal or eritical study of Dandin.

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Editions. (1) Bibl. Ind. 1863, by Premacandra Tarkavagisa,
reprinted by Bhavadeva Cattopadyaya, Cal-
cutta 1881 (2) by Jivananda Vidyasagara 1882
etc (3) edited and translated by Bohtlingk,
Leipzig 1890 (4) with two comms. (one of
Tarunavacaspati and the other entitled Hrday-
anigama) by Rangacarya, Madras 1910 (5) by
S.K. Belvalkar and Rangicarya B. Raddi with
Sansk. comm. and English notes in B.S.S. (in
course of publication : pt. i (1919) and pt. ii
first half (1920), already published). Our re-
ferences are to the Madras edition unless
otherwise indicated : this edition divides the
workeinto four chapters instead of three.

MSS. Aufrecht i 102b, 779a, ii 20a, 103b, iii 22b; S¢(C vii

20, 22, 33. KPBod 485, 486 . Madras Cad.

12830-33.

Comimentaries. (1) by Tarunavacaspati, Madras Cat. 12834
(printed in Madras ed). [t appears to be an
old comm. It does not refer, as other comms.
mostly writteri in comparatively 12cent times
do, to very late authors. But as it cites (oni
40) Bhoja ii 28,as well Dadaripata i 8 (in
comm. on i 3I), it cannot be placed very
early. This commentary;(on i 30) also refers to
a poet Hastimall who may be the Jaina poet
Hastimallasena whose dramas and pocems
arc mentioned in Oppert.

AN
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(2) HUrdayangama by an anoninnous author,
Madyras Cat. 12833 (printed in the same).

(3) *Marjana by Harinatha, son of Visva-
dhara. ABod 206b ; Peterson vi p. 30 (extract).
Harinatha also wrote a comm. on Bhoja’s
Sarasvari-£°. He must be later -than Kesava
Misra whose work on Alamkara he cites.

(4) “Muktivali by Narasimha-siri, son of
Gadadhara and grandson of Krsna-Sarman. Mitra
2394 (Aufrecht i 102b).

(5) “Candrika by Trisaranatatabhima. Men-
tioned in Hall’s /ndex p. 63.

(0) Rasika-raijani by Vidvanatha., Oppert
4112 (Aufrecht i 103a).

(7) *Vivrti or Kavya-tattva-viveka-kausnndi
by Krsnakimkara Tarkavagisa Bhattacirya of
Gopadlapura in Bengal. 70C 1497.

(8) Comm. by Vadijanghala (or °ghanghala).
Stein pp. 61, xxviii, extract no 1179). The Repors
of Peyipatetic Party of Madvas MSS Lib.
I9I7-19 mentions a recent acquisition of this
comm. for the Library.

(9) Comm. by Bhagiratha, Aufrect i rozb.
(r0) Comm. by Vijayinanda. Aufrechti 1ozb.
(11) “Vaimalya-vidkayini by Malljnatha, son of

Jagannatha. Aufrecht ii 2oa. This is perhaps the
same Mallinatha as is referred to by VisveSvara
in  Alamkaus®, p. 69 as a commentator on
Kavyidaria ; and he should be distinguised
from the better known Kolacala Mallinatha.

(12) Comm. (incomplete) by Tribhuvancandra,
otherwise called Vadisimha, a Jaina. APS
ili, no. 57.

(13) anonymous comms. in Mitra 297, Oppert
7903 ; SCC vii 21. A comm by Dharmavicaspati
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in Oppert 2581 is probably a mistake for
Tarunavacaspati. Regnaud (Rhétorigue, p. 367
fn) also mentions a commentary by Vacaspati
and refers to Taylor ii so1: which probably
refers also to this commentary.,



V UDBHATA
(1)

Udbhata, who wrote a commentary on Bhamaha
as well as utilised the latter’s work in his Kavydlan-
kara-samgraha, certainly lived before the final ex-
position of the dhvani-theory by Anandavardhana!
who, in the middle of the 9th century, actually cites
Bhatta Udbhata twice at pp. 96, 108. Udbhata’s
name indicates that he was probably a Kashmirian.
Kalhana (iv 495) mentions a certain Bhatta Udbhata
who was a sabhkapati of king Jayapida of Kashmir
(about 779-813 A.D.); and Biihler,? to whom we owe
the discovery of Udbhata’s work in Kashmir, identifies
him with the author of the Kavydlamkara-samgraha.
Accepting this identification, we should, however,
place the most flourishing period of Udbhata's acti-
vity, as Jacobi points out, in the first part of
Jayapida's rather long reign; because this sovereign
in the latter part of his career appears to have alien-
ated the Brahmans by his oppression of the people.
Udbhata, therefore, should he assigned to the end of
the 8th century, and he may have lived into the
heginning of the 9th.

1 Cf the opinions of Prattharenduraja (p. 79, L18f),
Ruyyaka and Jayaratha (p. 3) and Jagannatha (pp. 414-5).

2 Kashmiy Rep. p. 65.
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Besides a lost Bhamaha-vivarana, Pratiharendu
tells us (p. 15) that Udbhata wrote a poem, called
Kumara-sambhava, from which are taken most of the
illustrations in the text.

(2)

MUKULA AND PRATIHARENDURAJA.

Prattharenduraja Udbhata’s commetator, was, as
he himself tells us, a native of Konkana and a pupil
of Mukula., Mukula is known to us as the author of
Abhidha-vptti-matrkd, a work on the grammatico-
rhetorieal question of abhidha. From the last verse of
this work we learn that the anthor’s father was Bhatta
Kallata who lived, according to Kalhana v 66, in the
reion of Avantivarman of Kashmir (855-884 A.D.)!,
and wag therefore a contemporary of Ratnakara and
Anandavardhana.  Accepting Kalhana's statement,
Mukula shouldebe placed roughly towards the end
of the 9th century and the beginning of the 10th.
His pupil, Pratiharenduraja, theretore, helongs ap-
proximately to the first half of the 10th century.? 1In
his commentary on Udbhata; called °Laghuvytti,
Pratiharendu quotes from Bhamaha, Dandin, Vamana,
the Dhvanydloka and Radrata, actually naniing the
first three, and appears to be fairly familiar with the
dhvani-theory, as explained by Anandavardhana, to
which, however, he does not subscribe.

1 Biihler op. cit. pp. 66, 78.
2 Cf Pischel, Pref. to ;Sirﬁg.tz'l. p. 12,
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Peterson appears to suggest! the identification of
Prattharenduraja with Bhattenduraja, whom Abhi-
navagupta refers to as asmad-upadhyaya in his Locana
(pp. 25, 48, 116, 207, 213) as well as in his commen-
tary on Bharata, where this teacher is quoted some-
times simply as upadhyaya. At the commencement
and close of his Locara?®, Abhinavagupta indicates
his immense indehtedness to this teacher, and in one
place (p. 160), we tind in his praise the somewhat
grandiloquent  epithet  rideat-kavi-sahpdaya-cakra-
vartin; which together with the fact that Abhinava
also indicates that he learnt kavy«a from Bhattenduraja
will go to support the conjecture that this preceptor
was apparently well-versed in both the theory and
practice of poetry. Although chronology does not
stand in the way, there are several reasons which
might induce one to distinguish the two Indurajas.
From Abhinava’s commentary on the Bhagavadgitad,
we learn that Bhattendu was the son of Sribhfitiraja
and grandson of Saucuka of the Katyayana-gotra,
but of Pratiharendu’s genealogy or personal history
we know nothing, except that he wash Kaunkana
and a pupil of Mukula*. Bhattendu appears chiefly

1 Introd, to Subdkas®, p. 11 ; but contra in Aufrecht i 59a.

2 ed. Kavyamald p. 1: an(ich iv(p. 42) in the Journal
of the Dept. of Letters, Calcutta University, 1923.

3 Biihler op. cit. pp. 80 and cxlvii-viii.

4 It is curious that Abhinava, who takes care to refer
to most of his teachers and “ teacher of teachers” ( parama-
gurw), should have omitted a reference to Mukula, whose
work, if he was a parama-gurs, should have been important
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as a poet, who wrote, as Abhinava’s quotations show,
in Sanskrit and Prakrit, and whose verses apparently
supplied a ready source of apt poetic illustrations to
his pupil’s works, probably inspired by himself. If
some of his opinions on #»ase and allied topics are
quoted by Abhinava in his commentary on Bharata,
they bear no kinship to Pratiharendu’s views, as ex-
pressed in the latter’s commentary on Udbhata.
Although the prefixes Bhatta and Praththara, being
mere honorific titles, need mnot make any scrious
difference, Abhinava’s citation of his teacher always
as Bhattenduriaja (and never as Pratiharenduriija) is
somewhat remarkable: and in view of the fact that
these two Indurdjas were probably contemporaries,
might this not indicate that Abhinava meant to
imply a diffterence { The two writers are never
confused even in later anthologies, for the poet iz
always designated as Induraja or Bhattenduraja.
The conjecture,, therefore, is not unlikely that
Abhinava’s teacher may have been the poet Bhatt-
enduraja, who is quoted under this designation in
Ksemendra’s two works? as well as in the poetical
anthologies? of Sarngadhara, Vallabhadeva and

to him, inasmuch as it is deals with the quasi rhetorical quest-
ion of the functions of word and its sense.

1 Aucit. vic. under /. 20: 315 Swuortta-i/° under ¥. 2, 24,
29, 30. '

2 The verse pardrthe val. pidam, ascribed to Indurija
in the Paddhati of Sarngadhara (1052) is quoted anonymous-
ly twice by Anandavardhana (pp. 53, 218). a fact which,
however, is not decisive ; because Abhinava's commentary is
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Jalhana. The commentator Pratiharendurdja, on
the other hand, was never known for his poetical
pretensions, and was chiefly a writer on Poeties, who
obviously belonged in his views to the older system
of Udbhata, and did not, like Abhinava, believe in
the newly established doctrine of dhvani, with which,
however, he appears to be fully conversant. Referring
to this new theory of Anandavardhana, Pratiharendu
states in one place (p. 79) that what is known as
dhvani and taken to be “the soul” ot Poesy by
some thinkers 1s included implicitly by his author
Udbhata, m the treatment of some of the poetic
figures under discussion, and therefore need not be
separately considered.  The standpoints of Pratihar-
endurdja and Abhinava arc so divergent that it is
difficult to admit any spiritual relationship hetween
the two; for the tormer was in no way an adherent
of the dhvans-theory, of which Abhinava was a recog-
nised advocate.

BIBILOGRAHPY

Udbhata

Editions. (1) Text ed. by Jacob in /RAS, 1897, pp. 829-53;
(2) Text with Pratiharenduraja’s comm. by
M. R. Telang, N, S. P. 19135 (this edition is
useful for its comin., but some verses occurring

silent as to the authorship of this verse, which occurs in
Bhallata-sataka 56 and is ascribed to another poet Yasas
in the Subhas® 947. The Sadukti-karpam' ta attributes it to
Vakpati, while Hemacandra (Comm. p. 257) and -Jayaratha
(p. 108) cite it anonymously,
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in the comm. are given mistakenly as karika-
verses; (3) by Banahatti, announced in B. S. S.
Our references are to Telang’s edition. unless
otherwise indicated.

MSS. Aufrecht i 66b.

. Mubkula
Edition. By M. R. Telang N. S. P. 1916.
MSS. Aufrecht i 24b, ii 5a ; Wh5od 1164.

Pratiharendurija

Edition, With the text of Udbhata in N. S. P, 1913,
MSS. Aufrecht i 59a.



VI VAMANA
(1)

The upper limit to Vamana's date is given by
his own quotation (IV.3.6 vptti) from the Uttara-
rama-carita (i 38) of Bhavabhuti, who is known to
have flourished under the patronage ot Yasovarman,
king of Kanauj, in the first quarter of the 8th cen-
tury!. The lower limit is given by Rajasekhara’s
quotation (p. 14) from Vamana 1.2.1-3, and his refer-
ence to the Vamaniyas, which indicates that by the
end of the 9th century Vamana had a respectable
number of followers g¢oing by his name. We learn
also from Abhinavagupta (Locanc, p. 37) that Vamana
was probably known, in the middle of the 9th cen-
tury, to Anandavardhana who, howeyer, never direct-
ly cites Vamana but seems to refer, in a manner not
to be mistaken, to the latter’s riti-theory in his vptée
on iii 52. Like Bhamaha, Dandin and Udbhata,
Vamana probably lived before the dhvani-theory,
“under Anandavardhana, camme into prominence; and
Pratiharenduraja, who professes a great reverence for
Vamana's views, expressly states (p. 81), while dis-
cussing alamkara-dhoani, that in such cases Vamana

1 Raja-tarang® iv 144. Bhandarkar, pref to Malati-
midhava pp. xiiif; S. P. Pandit in pref. to Gaudavako p.
Ixviif; WZKM ii 332f. Vamana also quotes Subandhu and
Bana (ed. Cappeller pp. 38, 68). '

11
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has employed the term vakrokti (IV.3.8)". We will
not be wrong, therefore, if we fix the lower limit of
Vamana's date at the middle of the 9th century?.

These considerations make it probable that Vamana
lived between the middle of the 8th and the middle.
of the 9th century, and justify Bithler’s identification,
in deference to Kalhana iv 497 and “the tradition of
Kasmirian Pandits”, of our Vamana with the
Vamana, who was a minister of Jayapida of Kashmir
(779-813 A.D.). This conclusion makes Udbhata and
Vamana contemporaries and rivals ; and the way n
which Rajasekhara, Hemacandra and Jayaratha refer
to the two rival schools of Vamaniyas and Audbhatas
lends colour to such a supposition.

The vrtti on the sutras, called Aavi-priya, is com-
posed, as its mangala-§loka indicates, by Vamana
himself (cf IV. 3. 33).

(2)

It has already been noted that Vamana, in many

1 Even supposing with Jacobi that Vamana was con-
temporaneous with the anonymous Dhvanikara, he cannot
yet be shown to have been influenced in any way by the
opinions of that school. The remarks of Ruyyaka (p. 7) and
Jayaratha apparently support the trend of Pratiharenduraja’s
opinion, and Jayaratha expgessly says, with reference to these
old writers, that they were unaware of the views of the
Dhvanikara (dhvanikara-matam cbhir na drslam, p. 3), Dhvani-
kira being, in Jayaratha’s opinion, the same as Anandavardha-
na himself.

2 Cappeller’s thesis propounded (in Vinana's Stilvegeln

pp. iiif; also pref, to his ed. pp. viif) that Vamana should be
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respects, attempts to improve upon the system of
Dandin. Vamana does not claim entire originality
with regard to the illustrations he cites, and many
of them may be traced to well-known sources. The
riti-theory itself, which Vamana for the first time
clearly aud systematically enunciates, is probably
older that Bhamaha, who alludes to the classification
of the gaudi and wvaidarthi; and Vamanua himself
cites from unknown expositors of the past, e.g. in his
opéti on 1. 2. 11, 12-13, 3. 15, 29, 32; IL. 1. 18,2.19;
I1L. 1. 2,9, 25,2. 15; IV. 1. 7 etc., with atra slokah
or tatha cdhukh. While Dandin supplies an import-
ant link between these unknown authors and Vamana,
we find the theory in its completely self-conscious
form in the latter. But it appears to have languished
after Anandavardhana came into the field, in spite of
the fact that Vamana’s influence apparently created
a school known in later times as the Vamaniya.
To this school probably belonged Mangala, who must
have been a comparatively early writer, being cited
by Rajasekhara (pp. 11, 14, 16, 20). Mangala, we
are. told by Hemacandra (Comm. p. 195),°agrees with
Bharata in his definition of gjas, and maintains with
Vamana that Dandin is not right in emphasising it
in the gaudi riti, inasmuch as it is common to all
the 7%tis. This is all we. hear about this writer,
but all these indicate that in his opinions he leaned

placed later than 1000 A.D. is disproved entirely by the
quotations given above. Cf Pischel op. az pp. 23f The
mention of Kavirija need not, as Pischel shows, of itself
place Vamana as late as 1000 A.D.
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towards the system of Vamana. A poet Mangala
18 quoted in the Sadukti-karpdmyta.

—
v}
S

THE COMMENTATORS ON VAMANA

The existing commentaries on Vamana are mostly
late, and are therefore hardly acceptable to a historie-
al and eritical student. The  Kdamadhewa by o South
Indian prince, Gopendin Tippa Bhupalao i o hueid
exposition of the text, and its populavity i= indicated
by its frequent publication in India,

BIBLIoGRAPITY

Editions, (1) by Cappeller, Jena 1875 (2) Kavvamali 13,
1880 (3) by Borooah, Calcutta 1883 (4) Gratha-
pradarfini, 1895 (5-6) with Kamadhenu comm.
Ben. S. 5., 1908, and Srivani-vilisa Series 5,
Stirangam 190g. Eng. Transl. by Ganganitha
Jha, Allahabad (no date), ‘published origin-

. ally in the Indian Thought vol iii-iv. Our
references are to the Benares edition, unless
otherwise indicated.

MSS. Aufrecht i 103a, 779a, ii 20b; iii 22b; HPS ii 28
(Kavipriya entered here is apparently the
vrtti so named); SCC vii 24. ABod 437
Madras Cat. 12837-12845.

Commentaries. (1) Kamadhenu by Gopendra (or Govinda)
Tripurahara (Tippa) Bhiipala, apparently a
South Indian prince. He cites, among numer-
ous other authors, Vidyadbhara, Vidyanatha,
Bhatta Gopala (the commentator on Mam-
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mata ?), Ghantapatha (apparently of Mallinatha)
and Dharmadasa Suri’s Vidagaha-mukha
mandana. e is thus later than the 1.4th centu-
ry. He cites a work called Kavi-gajiituta. Fd.
with the text in Grantha-pradars§ini 1895; in
the Ben. S.S.and in the Srivani-vilasa Press.
Our references are by pages to the Benares Iid.
MSS: Aufrecht i 103a, ii 22b; dadras Cat.
12842-45.

2) Sahitva-sarvasva by Mahesvara [ /0( 566,
ALod  20712). See  under SiTvat-al inchana
qauder Commentators on Mammaia below



VII RUDRATA AND RUDRABHATTA
(1)

The lower limit of Rudrata’s date is furnished by
the citation of Rudrata and the reference to his
kaku-vakrokti figure (ii 16) by Rajasekhara (p. 31)
at the end of the 9th and beginning of the 10th
century. This conclusion is supported by two con-
siderations. Vallabhadeva who, as we shall presently
see, flourished in the first half of the 10th century,
mentions twice in his commentary on Magha (on iv
21 and vi 28) that he also composed a commentary
on Rudrata’s treatise on Alamkara, where he had
discussed in detail the points in question; while in
the same commentary Hultzsch notes numerous
references, mostly anonymous, to Rudrata (ii 44,88 ;
viii 26,37 ; ix 6; x 38; xil 55; xiii 40)l. Again,
Pratiharenduraja, about the same time, quotes anony-
mously (pp 42, 49) Rudrata’s Aarika-verses vii 35
and xii 4, as well as cites (p. 43) the illustrative
stanza in Rudrata vii 362. This sets aside altogether
the conjectural date, viz. the second half of the 11th
century, assigned by Birhler3, as well as his revised

1 See Hultzsch’s pref. to his edition of Meghadiita
with Vallabha’s comm., London 1911, p. x-xi. This Valla-
bhadeva must be distinguished from the compiler of the
Subhis® who bears the same name.

2 Cf Pischel in Gg4, 1885, p. 764.

3 Kashmir Rep, p. 67,
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date', viz, the middle of the 10th century, which
Peterson® first put forward.

The upper limit cannot be so definitely settled;
but it seems probable that Rudrata was younger than
Bham iha, Dandin and Vamana, with regard to whose
date his own time to be settled. We need not go so
far as to hold with Jacobi® that Rudrata derived his
idea of vakrdkti from Ratnakara’s well-known poem
Vakrékti-paiicasika, and therefore was later than
Ratnakara, son of Amrtabhanu, who lived under
Brhaspati and Avantivarman; but it is clear that if
this new idea of vakrékti did not originate in Ratna-
kara or even in Rudrata, it was defined for the first
time by the latter and illustrated by the former as a
particular poetic figure. This verbal figure is des-
cribed as resting on §lesa (paronomasia) and kaku (into-
nation) and is based on a deliberate misunderstanding
of one’s words for the purpose of making a clever
retort (Rudrata ii 14-17). Bhamaha (ii 85), on the
other hand, had taken vakrékti, 1ot as a particular
poetic ficure, but as a certain strikingness of ex-
pression which characterises all poetic figures; while
Dandin had limited the range of vakrdktiand made it a
collective name for all poetic figures with the exception
of svabhavékti (ii 362 and comm. thereon). Vamana

— -

1 /A4 xii 30.

2 Peterson, i p. 14; also introd. to Swbhase p. 105.
Their arguments are based on the date of Nami sadhu’s com-
mentary on Rudrata, which is now known to be dated in 1069
A.D. See below on Nami-sadhu.

3 WZKMiiistf.
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was the first to regard vakrékti as a special poetic
figure (arthdlamkara), but he too used the expression
in a more or less general sense to denote a particular
mode of motaphorical expression based on laksana or
transterred sense (IV. 3. 8)!. From this it appears
that (1) the term vakrékéi travelled through all these
writings from a very broad sense as the distinguishing
characteristic of all poetic figures to the precise and
narrow signification of a specific verbal poetic figure
in Rudrata’s definition ; a definition which, however,
unquestionably established itself in all later writers
(except in Kuntala who developed his idea directly
from Bhamaha); (2) the order of development points
apparently to the conclusion that Rudrata was pro-
bably later than Bhamaha, Dandin and Vamana ; for
in his time the broader and older connotation of vak-
rdkti was out of date, and it came to be looked upon
as a defined species of sabddlamkara ; and (3) its illus-
tration by Ratnakara indicates its existence, indepen-
dently of Rudrata, in the 9th century A.D. These
indicationd make it probable, apart from a detailed
examination of Rudrata’s other theories in relation
to those of Bhamaha, Dandin and Vamana, that the
substance of Rudrata’s teaching was probably later
than that of these older writers. 1f this conclusion is
accepted, then Rudrata should be placed after
Vamana, who is the latest member of this group ; and
this ‘gives us the upper limit to his date.

It seems probable, therefore, that Rudrata should
be placed between the first quarter of the 9th century

1 Cf Jacobi in ZDMG 1xiv.
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and its end; and it will not be wrong if we accept
the most plausible date assigned to him by Pischel?,
viz., the middle of the 9th - century?. This date
makes him a contemporary of Anandavardhana, who
never cites or refers to Rudrata, as he does to other
well-known predecessors, and by whom this peculiar
alamkarika conmotation of vwkrokti, if kuown, was
not apparently recocnised.

What is said here about Rudrata does not apply to
. Rudra or Rudrabhatta, although Pischel®, Weber*,
Aufrecht® and Biihler® take the two authors to be
identical. This identity is declared doubtful by
Peterson” and is not admitted by Durgaprasada® and

1 Pref. to Srag.zil, pp- 12, 20.

2 The suggestion of Jacobi that Rudrata, whose name
implies that he was a Kashmirian, wds a contemporary of
Sankaravarman of Kashmir, successor of Avantivarman, does
not make any essential difference to our conclusion, although
it is not certain that the example of vakrokti, given by
Rudrata in ii 15 was at all prompted by Ratnakara, whose
work contains similar railleries between Siva and Gaurl.

3 Pref. to Srfw' til.; Z DZ!/[ G xlii, pp. 296-304, 435

4 Ind. Stud. xvi.

'§ ZDMG xxvii pp. 86-1, xxxvi p. 376; Cat. Bod. 209b ;
Cat. Cat. pp. 528b, 530a.

6 Kashmir Rep. p. 6.

7 Rep.ip. 14; pref. to Subkas® pp. 1045 ; but contra in ii
19 footnote.

8 Footnote to the ed. of Sywng.zid. p. 1.

12
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Trivedil. Finally, Jacobi has sct at rest this contro-
versy by showing elaboratcly, from an examination
of their respective texts, that these two writers were
in all probability different persons?.

From v 15 of the Kavydlumkdra of Rudrata, as
interpreted by Nami-sadhu, it appears that Rudrata,
also called Satananda, was the son of Bhatta Vamukha
and a follower of the Sama-veda. Rudrabhatta’s
genealogy or personal history is unknown. But much
has been made of the apparent similarity of the two
names. The last verse of the Spngara-tilaka, how-
ever, expressly vives the name of its author as
Rudra, with which description most of the MSS
agreed ; while both Nami-sadhu and Vallabha call
the author of the Kawydlamkare by the name of
Rudrata. They belong, again, apprently to two
different religious persuasions, Rudra being a worship-
per of Siva, and Rudrata omitting a reference to this

1 Notes to his gd. of Ekavali p. 3.

2 WZKM iipp. 151-56; ZDM G xlii pp. 425f.
3 With the curious exception of a Kashmirian MS in
Sarada character (Biihler's Kashmir Rep. no. 264) where the
name in given as Rudrata. This unique testimony raises a
legitimate suspicion, but it can be explained as a piece of not
unnatural confusion made by a Kashmirian scribe, to whom
the more famous name of Btudrat:a must have been more
familiar. The same remark applies to the South Indian
MS in Madras Cat. 12955, in which, however, thes last verse
gives the name as Rudra. This evidence, however, of the
colophons of MSS is not decisive; and it is well known the
that even later anthologies and writers of note make a
similar confusion between the two authors.
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deity and mentioning instead Bhavani and Murari
(besides the usual Ganesa).

Taking the works themgelves, Rudrata’s text
covers a much larger ground than Rudra’s, and
presents a distinetly different outlook. Rudrata puts
a greater emphasis on the kavydlamkaras or poetic
figures, which supply, as Nami-sadhu points out, the
name of the work itself, and which absorb its eleven
chapters, leaving only four concluding chapters for a
brief supplementary treatment of +asa, the cognate
topic of nayaka-nayikd and the general problems of
poetry. The key-stone of Rudra’s system, on the
other hand, is the idea of rasa, having special refer-
ence to §rngara, with just a summary description of
the other rasas ; and the chief value of his work con-
sists in his minute poetical treatment of the theme of
spigara-rase and nayaka-ndyika. 1t will appear,
therefore, that while Rudrata’s scope and method
are more ambitiously theoretical and comprehensive,
Rudrabhatta merely singles out a pmt of the whole
subject, and not troubling himself about definitions
and rules (which appear almost word for word as in
Rudrata) gives us, in his apt and finely composed
illustrative verses, a practical poetical manual on
the subject of love and other sentiments. Jacobi,
therefore, rightly remarks “that *Rudrata appears
as an original teacher of poetics, while Rudra, at
his best an original poet, follows, as an expounder
of his §astra, the common herd.”

With regard to the common topics, there is,
however, a general agreement, even to minute details,
which has misled some scholars to attribute the two
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works to the same author. But beneath this general
agreement, the two works reveal many points of
difference which affect some of the f ndamental con-
ceptions of their respective authors. Taking, for
instance, their treatment of rasa, we find that while
Rudra (i 9) follows the general tradition, prevailing
from Udbhata’s time, of mentioning nine 7rasas,
Rudrata adds one more, viz. preyas (xit 3), treating
them in an order somewhat different from that fol-
lowed by Rudra. Rudra enumerates and discusses
at some length the &kavas (i 10-16), which are
summarily referred to by Rudrata in one verse only
(xit 4). A similar difference will be noted in the
treatment of vpttis, of which Rudra (i 12) mentions,
after Bharata (xx 24f), the usual four (viz. kaisiki,
arabhati, sattvati and ULharati), originally taken as
styles of dramatic composition but borrowed here
apparently with a similar purpose from dramaturgy
to poetry (cf Bharata loe. cit. 21). Rudrata, on the
other hand, spéaks (ii 19{), after Udbhata,? of five
vpttis  (Viz. madlnrda, proudha, parusa, lalitd and
bhadra), which have nothing to do with the above
four, but being comprised under alliteration (anu-
prasa) refer primarily to suitable sound-adjustment
by special arrangement of letters. With regard to
the cognate topic of w@jaka-nayika, similar material
discrepancies can be detected. While Rudra des-
cribes at some length the eight conventional avasthas

1 Udbhata mentions only three vr#is in connexion with
anuprasa, Viz. parusi, upanagarika and gramya (i 4-7).
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(conditions or situations) of the nayika (i 131-32),
Rudrata . really mentions four (viz., - abhisarika,
khandita, svadhina-patika and prosita-patika, xii 41f),
although to make up for this unwonted divergence
there is in some MSS a long passage (between xii
40 and 41), describing the usual eight conditions
but irreconcilable to its context, and rightly stigma-
tised by its editor as interpolated. The third
class of heroine, again, viz., the courteszan (vesya).
appears to be favoured by Rudra (i 120-30), while
Rudrata dismisses her in two verses only (xii 39-40)
with an apparent note of condemnation. The tenfold
state of a lover, beginning with desire and ending
in death, is mentioned in passing by Rudrata (xiv
4-5), but Rudra defines and illustrates each of these
states in detail (ii 6-30). While the trespassesin
love, according to Rudra (ii 53), depend on time
(kalw), place (desn) and circumstances (prasango
Rudrata thinks (xiv 18) that a fourth condition, viz,
the person concerned (yatra) should be added.

All these indications make it highly probable
that Rudrata and Rudra were two different persons ;
but if this is 8o, how are we to explain the fact that
most of the verses in the Spagara-tilaka are, but for
their difference in metre (anustup and Grya respectively)
identical almost word for word with the corresponding
verses in the Kavydlamkara? This point has been
emphasised with some plausibility by the advocates of
the identity of the two writers. But it should be noticed
that this extraordinary verbal coincidence does mot
extend beyond those verses which give the rules and
definitions ; for the illustrative stanzas in the Spigara-
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tilaka, composed in a variety ot metres, and forming
a distinctive feature of this more poetical work, do
not occur in the Kavydlamkara at all. It is not
unusual to find similar treatment and terminology
in technical treatises, abounding in standardised and
conventional rules and definitions; but this is not
enough to explain this extraordinary plagiarism, tem-
pered, it is true, hy the presence of highly poetieal
and presumably originall stanzas composed to illus-
trate these dry rules and definitions. Nor is the
explanation, which is based on the supposed identity
of the two writers, at all free {rom considerable doubt
in view of the discrepancies noted above. The real ex-
planation probably lies in the supposition that Rudra,
apparently a later writer and chiefly a poet, and
never pretending to be an original teacher of Poetics,
found in these ready-made rules of Rudrata enough
poetic possibilities, as well as an opportunity of dis-
playing his own poetic powers, and proceeded forth-
with to furnish the missing poetic illustrations.2  As

1 Some stpnzas in the Npig.zil. are taken from earlier
works like the Amaru-tataka.

2 These chapters in Rudrata are purely expository,
and are not fully illustrated as the preceding chapters are.
One may be led to suppose that Rudrata himself composed
the Srngam-tzlaka to supply this deficiency, but thie hypo-
thesis does not sufficiently explain the divergence of views
on the points noted above, which apparently indicates that
the task of supplementing could not have been undertaken
by himself but by some other author, who held some views
different from his own. It cannot be argued that chapters
xii-xvi in question, which contain this deficiency, is a later
addition by some other hand, on ground that the closing

A e
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he did not apparently aspire to write an original
thesis on the topics concerned, he did not trouble
to alter the wording of the fixed canons and made
only enough changes to suit the metre. While
Rudrata is concerned directly with rules and pres-
criptions, Rudra is more practical in his object and
treatment, and intends his treatise on love apparently
to serve as a psychologico-poetical guide to the gay
science, furnishing it, as he does, with and elaborate
analysis of the various moods and sentiments, which
belong to the province of Erotics as well Poetics?.

verse of ch. xi reads like the end of the work itself; for a
similar remark -applies to the closing verses of chapters iii, iV
and v.

1 The quotations from these two writers in later litera-
ture are unfortunately mostly anonymous, and do not
materially help us in this question. Among the very few
cases where the author’s name is cited along with his verses,
Mammata, himself a Kashmirian, correctly refers (ad ix 8a)
the verse sphulam arthdlamkaram to Rudrata (iv 32). Samu-
drabandha (p. 6) and Hemacandra (p. 280 Comm,) refers
rightly to Rudrata vii 38-40 and vii 27 respectively. Ruyyka,
which discussing Rudrata’s views, does not sefer to his
treatment of the zasas at all. On the other hand, Baladeva
Vidyabhtsana (p. 35) cites vanala durlablatvam from Syigra-
], (ii 41), and correctly rcfers to the author as Rudra.
Vallabhadeva in his anthology cites a number of verses from
the Kavydilambara (421=il 17:¢ 730=iii 57; 1387=vi 10,
1667 =ii 30; 2047 =Vil 71; 2061 =vii 33; 2234=vii 4I;
2409=vii 32), and with two exceptions, gives the name of
the author correctly as Rudrata. Similarly Sarngadhara
quotes eight verse from the ;§:'obgﬁra-tz7. (3400=1i95; 3567=
i 35; 3568=i 81; 3670=ii 107;3578=ii 12; 3579=ii 50;
3675=1i51; 3754= i 30), and with two exceptions, again,
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(3)

Rudrabhatta’s date is uncertain ; but as Hemacandra
(p- 110) ix the oldest writer to quote and ecriticise
his mangala-verse (i 1), we should place him between
Rudrata and Hemacandra, i.e. later than the 9th
century but earlier, probably not much earlier, than
the 12th. One verse, however, of hudra, which
cannot be traced in his Spagara-tilake, is quoted by
Dhanika (iv 60, ed. N. S. P. 1917, p. 103) ; and if
this Rudra is the same as our author, he should be
placed hetore the end of the 10th century.?

(4)
THE COMMENTATORS ON RUDRATA
VALLABHADEVA

Voallabhadeva’s commentary on  Rudratlamkara,

refers them correctly to Rudra. The two exceptions of
Sérr’lgadhara (viz. .3773 and 3788) are wrongly attributed to
Rudra : but Vallabhadeva quotes the very same verses (2234
and 1667), and correcting the mistake refers them rightly
to Rudrata. Vallabhadeva’s two exceptions: (2247 and 3122)
cannot be found in Rudrata to whom they are attributed,
nor in Rudra. Jalhapa attributes 21 verses to Rudra, of
which 5 cannot be traced in his work. Of these, £im gauri
mam occurs in Rudrata ii 15 ; améba Sete'tra occurs in Kave.
vacana-samuc. 505=Subhas® 2247 (attributed to Rudrata)=
Sadukti-karna® ii 73 (attributed to Bhatta); ekakini yad abala
is attributed wrongly to Rudra (as in the Paddhati 3773) but
correctly assigned by Vallabhadeva to Rudrata.

~ 1 Dhanika also quotes anonymously from Rudrata (xii
(%) in his-comm. on iv 35, ed. N. S, P,
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referred to by himself in his commentary on Magha
(on iv 21, vi 28) is the earliest known commentary
on Rudrata and is still to be recovered. Vallabha-
deva, who bore the surname of Paramiratha-cihna
and who deseribes himselt as the son of Riajanaka
Aunandadeva®, is a  well-known commentator on
several standard poetical works, including those of
Kalidasa, Magha, Maytira and Ratnakara. He was
apparently a Kashmirian and probably belonged to
the first half of the 10th century ; for his grandson
Kayyata, son of Candraditya, wrote a commentary
on Anandavardhan’s Devi-sataka? in 977-78 AD.,
during the ieign of Bhimagupta of Kashmir (977-
82 A.D.). His preceptor was Prakasavarsa who,
Hultzseh  thinks, is perhaps identical with the poet
Prakasvarsa, who is quoted by Swlhasitdvali and
Saritgadhoara-paddhti and who wrote a commentary
on Bharavi (Autrechit i 347). Our author must be
distinguished from Vallabhadeva, the author of the
Subhasitavali, who i1s assigned by Aufrecht to the
16th century3. From Hultzseh's list of Vallabha’s
quotations in his commentary on Magha, if, is interest-
ing to note that he cites Medhavirudra, Bhiamaha,

1 In the closing verse of his comm. on Vakrokti-pancasika
Anandadeva seems to have held some high appointment
in Kashmir (colophon in Kavyampala pt. i, p. 114: Mitra x
Nno. 4004).

2 See footnote to the ed. of Vakroktipaicisika in
Kavyamala, pt i, pp. 1c1-2: and to ed. of the Devi-fataka
in 7bed, pt ix, p. 1. Cf Hultzsch’s pref. to Meghaduta p. ix.

3 Bihler (Kunst Poesie p. 71) however thinks that this
Vallabhadeva flourished between 1400 and 1450 A.D.

13



98 SANSKRIT POETICN

Udbhata, Bhatti and the 7 iwmwb&aw-ﬁld (apparent-
~ly the Prakrit poem of Anandavardhana).

NAMI-SADHU

After Vallabhadeva, comes Nami (known as
Nami-sadhu or Nami-pandita), who 1s  desecribed
as a Sveta-viksu, indicating that he wax a Jaina be-
longing to that persuasion.  He describes himself
as “ the bee that sucked honcy from the lotus-fect
of Sri-galibhacea Suri, the ornament of the gacehe of
the city of Tharapadra”.  We huow that Jinabhadra
Suri, who was a pupil of Silibhadra, wrote in swiwcl
1204=1148 A.D.!  Salibhadra is also referred to
as Srigali-stri in another work of Namis called
Saddvasyaka-tika, ol which the date 1s given in the
work 1tself as sameal 1122=1066 A.D.2 In one of
the concluding verses of his commentary on Rudrata,
Nami states that this commentary was composed in
samvat 1125 = 1060 A.D.® Among the writers on
Poeties cited by Nami on Rudrata, we find the names
of Bharata (p. 150, 156, 164), Medhavirudra (pp. 2,
9, 145), Bhamaha (p. 2, 116), Dandin (pp. 2, 5, 169),
Vamana (pp. 11, 100, 116), Udbhata (pp. 69, 82, 150)
and the Arjuna-carita by Anandavardhaua Hc also

13

1 Peterson i p. 68.
2 Peterson iii p. 13.
3 paiica-vimdali sapyuktaly  ckidasa samasatal ' vikra-
mie samatikrantail pravrsidam samarthitam. The reading
paica-vimdats® in this verse is doubtcd on the authority of
Kicthorn’s palm- lcaf MS (Report 1880-81, p. 63) which reads
nstead gal-saplats®,  This new reading will place Nami much

€
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cites Tilaka-maiifart (on xvi 3) apparently of Dhana.
pala, and one Jayadeva on prosody (on i 18, 20)1,

ASADHARA

Peterson (ii. p. 85) brought to our notice another
Jaina commentator on Rudrata, called Asadhara, son
ot Sallaksana and Ratni. He was a Jaina teacher
who lived till samvat 1296=1240 A.D. He should
be distinguished from Asadhara, sou of Ramaji
Bhatta, a very late writer who composed a comment-
ary on Appayya's Knvalaydnanda®. At the end of
his Dharmdmypta, our Asidhara gives his own history.
He belonged to the family of Vyaghreravala and was
the son of Sallaksana (or Tiaksana) and Ratni. He
was born in the fortress of Mandalakara situated in
the country round the Sakambhari (Sambhar) Lake.
He had by his wife Sarasvati a son named Chahada,
who was a favourite of Arjunavarman of Malava
(first quarter of the 13th century). After the inva-
sion of Sahibadina, king of the Turuskas (apparently
Shahabu-d-din Ghur, Sultan of Delhi, who Yanquished
Prthuraja in 1193 A.D.), Asadhara omigrated to

later; but it is not supported by other MSS (e.g. Mitra 3102 ;
Stein 61 Peterson i p. 16), as well as by the evidences
adduced above from other sowrces. Kielhorn’s reading is
obviously incorrect in itself, because it makes the verse
deficient in metre.

1 Also quoted by Janirdana, ABod 198a. Wrote a
Chan dah-sastya, Kielhorn Report 1890-81 p. 87.

2 The two are confused by Aufrecht i 54b and, following
him, by Haricand Sastri p. 18.
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Malava and lived in Dhara, where he learned the
doctrines of Jaina faith and Jinendra-vyikarana from
Pandita Mahavira, pupil of Dharasena. Asadhara
was reputed for his learning, being praised by the
sage Udayasena, the poet Vilhana (sic) and the
oreat yati, Madanakirti., He wrote more than 15
works, of which he gives a list, referring also to his
commentary on Rudratal. His Zrisasti-smpti-Sastra
was composed in 1236 A.D.?

1 Peterson ii p. 85 and fn: Bhandarkar Rep. 1883-84,

pp. 103-4.
2 Aufrecht i 54b.

BIBLIOGRAPHY
Rudrata

Edition. Kavyamala 2,1886, with Nami’s comm. Our refer-
ences are to the second edition of this, 190g.
MSS. Aufrecht i 103a, ii 20b.

Nawmi-sadhu

Edition. Kévyamala 2, 886, 1909, with the text (see above).
MSS. Aufrecht 767d.

Asadhara

MSS. Aufrecht i 103a, 7Zbﬂ- No MS of Vallabhadeva's
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MSS. Aufrechti 660, ii 158a, 230b, iii 1372 ; KBod 491:
Madras Cat. 12955.

Commentary. Rasa-tarangini by Gopala Bhatta, son of
Harivan'sa Bhatta Dravida. See under Com-
mentators on Mammata and  Bhanudatta,
below. Mentioned in Kavyamala ed. of the
text (p. 111). He calls his author Rudra. If
the Gopala Bhatta, cited by Kumarasvamin, be
the same person, then he is earlier than the
beginning of the 15th century. As Gopila
Bhatta. appears to be a South Indian writer,
this conjecture is probable. Oppert’s entry
of Vana-taraigimi Gi 2711, 1788 on Rudrata
is apparently a mistake for this work, and the
name Rudrata is a confusion for Rudra.



VIIT THE WRITER ON ALAMKARA
IN THE AGNI-PURANA

The writer on Alamkara in the Agni-puran
(chs. 336-346) attempts to treat the subject in what
may be desecribed roughly as an eclectic fashion, but
apparently follows at the same time a tradition which
is distinet from and probably older than that of the
Kashmirian school of Anandavardhana. The date
of this apoeryphal work is uncertain: but there is
enouch evidence to show that the Alamkara-seetion
in it is chiefly a compilation by a writer, who was
himself no great theorist but who wanted to collect
together and present a workable epitome, conforming
in essentials to the teachings of no particular system,
yet gathering its material from all sources. This is
apparent not only from its independent, if somewhat
loosely joined and unecritical treatment, but also from
the presence of verses culled from Bharata, Bhamaha,
Dandin and probably other old unknown writers!.
Bharata is cited by name t dgni 339, 6, and a large
part of of its treatment of ‘watya, nrtya, abkinaya and

1 Thus the verse abhidkeyena sambandhiat (Agn: 344,
11-12), which is also cited anonymously by Mammata (Széda-
vyapa® p. 8) and in the Kamadhenu on Vamana IV. 3. 8, is
attributed to one Bhartrmitra by Mukula (p. 17). The verse
is not traceable in Bhartrhari,
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rasa follows Bharata’s exposition, even to the literal
borrowing and paraphrase of some of his well-known
verses. Thus Adgne 338, 12=Bharata vi 36, dgni
338, 7-8=DBharata vi 39. Tne definition of poetry
(«Igni 336, 6) and of poetic tigure (dgni 341, 17) are
copied literally from Dandin i 10 and ii 1 respectively.
Ct also dgui 336, 13=Dandin 1 29 = Bhamaha i 27 ;
Agni 336, 23, 25, 26 =Dandin 1 12, 15, 17 = Bhamaha
1 20. This will be enough to indicate not only the
veneral nature of the work, but also the probability
that these chapters of the Purane were compiled
later than Dandin. Thus we get one terminus to
its date at tie first half of the 8th century. The
other terminus is given by the anonymous quotation
of dgni 338, 10-11 by Anandavardhana (p. 222), who
lourished in the middle of the 9th century!. We can-
not draw any definite inference from the dgni-purana’s
omission oY a direct reference to Vamana’s teachings,
although the definition of the term vakrékti bears some
resemblance (341, 33) to Rudrata’s novel characterisa-
tion of the same figure (it 14-16)2. On the other
hand, this section of the Adgat-purana -is not cited
as an authority in the sphere of Poetics (if we except
Bhoja’s anonymous appropriations) until we come to
the time of Visvanatha. Whatever may be the date

I The tradition of opinion embodied in the Agnipurana
is followed and further developed by Bhoja in his Serasvati-
£°; and this fact will certainly place the former work at least
carlier than the 11th century.

2 This point need not be emphasised: for this idea of
vakyokti was prevalent, as Ratnakara's poem shows, in the
gth century.
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of the Puranc as a whole, which is a kind of an am-
bitious eyelopaedia, incorporating sections on various
departments of knowledge, we may, from what has
been said, be justitied in assigning the alamkara-
section to the beginning of the 9th century. This date
ix support orted also 1;3:_“—‘;3 of the most striking features
of the work, which consists in the omission of all
refercuces to the dhvani-theory, although the concept
of dhoani s casually included in the figure aksepal,
after the manner of most old authors, who flourished
before that theory came into prominence?.

1 The word dhwvani is also used in the opening verse of
this scction (336, i: cf Bhoja i 1); but apparently it alludes
to the grammatical word, which reveals the sphota and which
is indicated by the same term in the Vikyapediya. Bhoja,
in following this work, makes the same omission; but he
betrays, in many places, a knowledge of the views of Ananda-
vardhana and his followers.

2 Cf Ruyyaka pp. 3f.

BIBLIOGRAPHY
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Datta, Calcutta 1903.

MSS. See Aufrecht.



IX THE DHVANIKARA AND
ANANDAVARDHANA

(1)

Anandavardhana has been assigned by Biihler
and Jacobi to the middle of the ninth century,
on the strength of Raja-tarangini v 34, which
makes him one of the ornaments of the court
of Avantivarman, 855-84 A.D. We are pretty certain
of the time of Abhinavagupta, Anandavardhana’s
commientator ; tor, as he himself states, his Brhati
Vytti on the Isvura-pratyabhijia was written in
1015 A.D., while his Krama-stotra was composed
in 991 A.D. From Abhinavagupta’s remarks at
the end of his °Locan« commentary on wuddyotas 1
and iii of the Dhvanydloke, it appears that the study
of this famous work was traditional in, his family,
and that his own commentary was composed as a
rejoinder to another, called the Candrika (p.
60), written by one of his predecessors in the
same gotral; and four times in his ° Locana
(pp. 123, 174, 185, * 215) -he discusses or
controverts the views of this earlier commentator,
who is specifically referred to as the Candrika-

U candrika-karas tu pathitam...ity-alam parva-vamsyails -
saka vividena bakuni, p. 185; ity-alan nijaplrogjas
sagotyail, sikany vivadena, p. 123, et

14



106 SANSKRIT POETICS

kara av pp. 178 and 185.! This should certainly
allow some generations to lie between %nanda—
vardhana and  Abhinavagupta, and  negative
completely  Pischel’'s  contention that in three
passages  Abhinavagupta speaks of Anandavardhana
as one of hix teachers. These passages occur at
pPp- 87, 183, and 214 of the printed text but a
perusal  of them with reference to their context
will show that the honorific  word gure, if it
at all vefers to Anandavardhana, must refer to him,
not literally  but figuratively, as  parampara-
gurie, whose work was held 1n esteem in his
family? : or (which i1s  more likely) the reference
is to one or other of Abhinavagupta’s teachers,
such  as Bhatta  Tauta, or Bhattenduraja,
the  former  of  whom s cited as asmad-
upadhyayah — ov  asmad-guwraval very often i
Abhinava’s conumentary ou  Bharata. Again,
Kayyata states that he wrote his commentary on
Anandavardhana’s  Devidatake  (ed. Kavyamala,
pt. ix) at about 977 A.D., so that by the end of the
teuth century Anandavardhana was  well  enough
established n fame to have two such learned com-
mentators.  Finally, Rajasckhara, who lived about

1 TW¥s Candrika is also 1eferred to in a punniag  verse
at the beginning of Mahimabhatta’s Vyakti-viveka (i 5):
dhvani-vartmany-ati-gahane skhalitan, vanyal pade pade
sulabhiam | vabkasena yat pravrita prakiasakam candyikdidy-
adrgtaiva, on which the commentator remarks: candrika
Jyotsna dhvani-vicirana-grantho'pt (p. 1).

2 Jacobi, WZKM iv, pp. 237-38.
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the end of the 9th and the beginning of the 10th
century, mentions and cites Anandavardhana by
name in his Kavya-mimamsa (p. 16), and this should
certainly clear up any doubt as to the authenticity
of the date assigned by Kalhana and accepted hy
Bithler and Jacobi.

(2)

The celebrated  work on Poeties  known  as
Dhoanyilola (also ealled Kavydloka® or Sahpdayd-
lok«), of which or a part of which, Anandavardhana
is reputed to be the author, may be distinguished into
two parts, viz. (1) the Karika, consisting of verses and
treating of dhvani, and (2) the Fptti, or exposition,
generally in pros: with illustrative verses, of the
above Rarika. Now the question has been raised
whether the A7rika and the Fyptti are of the same
authorship or should be attribuged to different
authors.

Abhinavagupta, who is followed in this respect
by several later writers on Poeties, carefully disting-
uishes between the Karikdkara and the Vrttikara,
by directly opposing them, and also by using  the
term wpiti-grantha n contradistinetions to  the
Rarika?. In three ot these passages (pp. 123, 130-1 ; ch.

‘1 The work is called Aariloka by Abhinava.

2 pp. I, 59 59-60, 6o, 71, 78, 85, 104, 123, 130-1 ; ch
iv pp. 25, 29, 37, 38, 39, 40 in the Journal of the Dept. of
Letters, Calcutta University. Lor these passages collected
together, see S. K. D¢ in the Bulletin of the Sch. of Ovrient.
Stud. i, pt. 4, p. 3, and Haricand Sastri op. cit, pp. 86-87.
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iv p. 29) Abhinavagupta expressly tries to recoucile
the conflicting views expressed by the Karikakara
and the Vettikira,

Bithdor ¥ first drew avtention Lo this point @ and
Jacobi 2, relying on Abhinavagupta’s testimony,
put forward the suggestion that the Dhvanikara,
the supposed author of the Karika, was a different
and older writer who should be distinguished from
Anandavardhana, the author of the Fyptti. 1In
support of this, it has been pointed out that one
does not find complete agreement of opinion between
the two parts of the work, although the one is an
exposition of the other. On the other hand, it seems
that the system as given in its bare outline by the
Karikakara in his concise verses has been considerably
expanded, revised, and modified by the Vrttikara :
and many problems not discussed or even hinted at
by the former are elaborately treated of by the
latter. In one place, for instance (p. 123), Abhinava-
gupta clearly p(')ints out that the classification of
dhoani according to vastu, alamkara, and rasddi
is not expressly taught in any Aarika; while in
another place in ch. iv, Abhinavagupta states that
the question as to the source of the endless variety
of artha in poetry is mentioned by the Vrttikara
but not touched upon byf the Karikakara. Indeed,
it seems that Anandavardhana in his classical Pptts
attempted to build up a more or less complete
system of Poetics upon the loosely joined ideas

1 Kashmir Rep. p. 65.
2 ZDMG, 1902, p. 405f.
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aud materials supplied by the briet Zarikas ; and
his success was probably so marvellous that in
course of time the Karikdkara receded to the
background, completely overshadowed by the more
important figure of his formidable expounder ; and
people considered as the Dhvanikara not the
author of the few memorial verses but the
commentator Anandavardhana himself, who for
the first time fixed the theory in its present form.
The term “Dhvanikira” itself came gradually to
be used in the generic sense of ‘“the creator of
the Dhvani School”, and therefore indiscriminately
applied by later writers to Anandavardhana, Wwho,
though not himself the founder of the system,
came to receive that credit for having first
victoriously introduced it in the struggle of the
schools.

It is not surprising, therefore, that in the
apocryphal verse aseribed to Rajasekhara in
Jalhana, Anandavardhana is regarded as the
founder of the dhvani-theory. Similarly, Samudra-
bandha (p. 4), passing in review the feve schools of
Poetics before Ruyyaka, mentions Anandavardhana
as the founder of the fifth or last Dhvani School.
This would also explain the two groups of
apparently puzzling citatigns from the Dhvanydloka
met with in the works of later writers, in which
they either confuse or identify Anandavardhana
with the Dhvanikara. On the one hand, we have
several karikas cited under the name of Ananda-
vardhana, while on the other, several passages
-which' occur in the Vrtto are given, under the name
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-of the Dhvanikara. This confusion was so complete
in later writers that even in the latter part of the
‘eleventh eentury Mahimabhatta, who professed to
:demolish the new theory by his fierce onslanght
in the Fyakti-viveka, quotes from the Karika
and the Pptti indisecriminately under the generic
appellation of the Dhvanikara. In the same way
Ksemendra, in the last quarter of the eleventh
century, and Hemacandra, in the first quarter of
the twelfth, make Anandavardhana responsible
tor karikas iii 24 and i 4 respectively, while still
later writers like Jayaratha, Visvanatha, Govinda,
and Kumarasvamin regard Anandavardhana him-
self as the Dhvanikara, to whom the Karila, as
well as the Pptti, is attributed !'. Mammata,
cenerally a careful writer, distinguishes Ananda-
vardhana from the writer of the ZAdrikds, whom
he styles dhvanikarae ov dhvaniket (pp. 213 and
214), but in one place (p. 445) he apparently falls
into confusion and ascribes to the Dhvanikara a
verse which undoubtedly belongs to the Pptt.

(3)

If the Dhvanikara, is thus distinguished from
Anandavardhana, the question naturally arises- -

-1 Ksemendra, Aucityaviciva, p. 134 = Dhvanvi-
loka iii 24 ; Hemacandra, Comm. p. 26=Vallabhadeva,
Subkas® 157 = Dhvanydloka i 4 ; Govinda Thakkura, p. 16=
th{anjdloka p- 221 ; -Visvanatha, p. t14=Dhvanyiloka,
p. 130 ; Jayaratha, p. 119=Diwanydloka p. 111 ; Kumira-
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who was this Dhvanikara, and what date should-
be assigned to him ?  Abhinavagupta does not
give us any information on this point.  Jacobi,
in  the learned introduction to his translation of
the Divanydloka, and following him, Haricand
Sastri pose the question very ably without, however,
furnishing a precise solution.  Sovani's hypothesis!
that the name of the unknown Karikakara was
Sahrdaya, is hardly convincing, for his grounds for
this identification are that (1) one of the alternative
names of the work itself is Sakypdaydloke and that
(2) the use of the words sakpdaya and kavi-sahyday
at the end of chapter iv of the Dhvangydloks and
in the beginning of Abhinavagupta’s commentary is
significantly corroborative. It is well known, however,
as Haricand Sastri points out, that the word sakydeay
(lit. a wan with a heart) is used in innumerable
places in Alamkara literature, as in the verses in
question, to designate a man of taste, a judge of
literary beauty, a connoisseur of rasa.  Ananda-
vardhana himself discusses sakrdayatva at some
length in his Zptti (p. 160), and Abhmavagupta
arrives at a concise definition of a sakpdaye thus :
(p. 11) yesam kavydnusilandbhyasa-vasad vidadi-
bhate mano-mukure — varpantyoa-tanmaoyi-bhavana-
yogyatd, le Izvrdaya-samvd;labkt’zjaﬂ sahydayah, a
definition  which became so much standardized that

svamin, p. 64=Dhvanyiloka iii 3. All the passages are
collected together and arranged in Haricand Sastr1 pp.
84-86.

1 JRAS, 1910, pp. 164-67.
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Hemacandra does not scruple to copy it literally
(Comm. p. 3)!.

In the absence of materials it is very diflicult
to decide the question finally. Jacobi muaintains,
on the indication of a passage in Abhinava, that
this unknown Dhvanikdra was a contemporary of
Manoratha, who is placed by Kalhana's Raja-
tarangini (iv 497 and 671) in the reign of Jayapida
and his successor Lalitapida, ie. in the first part
of the ninth century (about 780-813 A.D.); but
there are difficulties which seriously stand in the
way of our arriving at a definite decision on this
point. While discussing the various theories which
deny the existence of dhoani, Auvandavardhana
quotes a verse auonymously with the romark, tetha
canyens kpta evdtra §lokah, upon which Abhinava-
gupta in his gloss remarks: {(utha cényena iti.
grawthakpt-samana-kala-bhaving  manovatha-n@mna
kavind. If we suppose that by granthaket
Abhinavagupta means Anandavardhana,  then
Manoratha, who is thus made a contemporary of
the latter; lives in middle or secomd part of the
ninth century, i.e. somewhat later than the date
assigned to him by Kalhana, presuming of course
that both the Manorathas are identical persons.
If, on.the other hand, we suppose that granthakyt

I Mammata begins his work (p. 10) with a reference to
kavi and sakydaya, who arc ectymologically distinguished
by Vidyadhara (p. 21): and both Mammata and Visva-
nitha declare that the sekrdaya alone can have a true percep-
tion of rasa in poetry.
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)

refers, as  Jacobt  coujectures, (0 the anonywmous
Dhvanikara, we are confronted with the f{resh diffi-
culty that by the term gramthakst Abhinavacupta
invariably means Auandavardhana (pp. 12, 27, 90,
etc.). To remove this difficulty we must suppose
either (1) that Kalhana is wrong, as Pischel argucs,
in assigning  Manoratha to the reign of Jayapida
and Lalitapida, (2) that the two Manorathas were
not identical persons, or (3) that Abhinavagupta
himself’ has  confused the Karikakara with the
Vrttikira in a manner not usual with him.  As
there are no definite means of deciding any oue of
these equally plausible propositions, the conjecture
that the original Dhvanikara was a contemporarv of
the Manoratha of Kalhana cannot be taken to have
been detinitely proved.

(1)

It seems, on the other hand, that the fkarikas
date back to an earlier time than the first quarter
of the ninth century, in which the Dhvanikara is
placed by Jacobi as a contemporary of Manoratha.
The allusion to Manoratha and the apparent *dis-
crepancy in Kalhana’s statement need mnot trouble
us, nor need we challenge*the otherwise trustworthy
testimony of Abhinavagupta ; for it is quite reason-
able to suppose that the Manoratha under discussion
is perhaps a poet who was, Abhinavagupta says,
" contemporaneous with Anandavardhana, and there-
fore quite a different person from the well-known

15



114 SANSKRIT POETICS

Manoratha of Kalhana. This is perhaps a much
simpler  explanation  than  straining the word
granthakyt to mean the Karikakara in the face of
Abhinavagupta’s own distinet indication to the
contrary ; and in this way we are not affected in the
least by XKalhana's Manoratha, with whom we havo
nothing to do. If, on the other hand, we place the
Dhvanikara in the time of Kalhana’s Manoratha, this
would only leave a bare margin of two generations
between the Karikakara and the Vrttikara, which
does not seem to be cnough to make room for a
period of scholastic exposition of the former, of
which undoubted traces are preserved to wus inthe
tew memorial verses—parikara-slokas (pp. 34, 130,
137, 147, 163), swpgraha-slokas (pp. 87, 223),
samksepa-§lokas (pp. 44, 74, 243)—incorporated by
Anandavardhana in his 7yt¢i, which itself, therefore,
is not likely to be the first of its kind. These §lokas
are a sort of recapitulation-stanzas which are
adduced by the Vrttikara from unknown sources,
sometimes to explain the meaning of the karikas,
but mores often to amplify and supplement them.
But at the same time we need not suppose a very
long intervening period between the original dog-
matic formulator of a theory and its first thought-
ful expounder : for it is not necessary that a system
should always require a long stretch of time in
forming itself.- The phenomenon is not unusual
that if a literary or intellectual movement is already
afoot and is, at it were, in a fervescent state, a few
generations, or at most a century, are enough to bring
it to the inevitable culmination, or at least to scme
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preliminary completion. If we suppose that a system
of dhvani had been in existence at a very early
period, we should expect to find, as we do find
to a certain extent, in the case of the rasa-theory,
1ts influence working, at least indirectly, on the earlier
writers who preceded Anandavardhana, although
this argument in itself does not carry with it a
decisive force. It may be admitted, on the other
hand, that the Dhvanikara apparently shows himself
conversant with some theories ot rasa, +it¢ and alap-
kirce.  Buat this ncither proves nor disproves his own
antiquity or that ot his system, for there is no evidence
to show that he was aware of the particular views
of Bhamaha, Dandin. or Vamana who championed
these theories ; nor are these writers to be taken,
like the Dhvanikara himself, as the absolute founders
of the systemsthey individually represent. It only
goes to establish that the theory, enunciated by
the Dhvanikiira, may have existed side by side with
these systems, as we find them in the extant works :
for it could not have been much later, inasmuch as
such a supposition would bring it too near the time of
Anandavardhana himself. If the Dhvanikara was
contemporaneous with Daundin or Vamana, he may
be placed at most a century earlier than his commen-
tator in the first half of the&th century.

If Anandavardhﬂﬁa gave the final authoritative
shape to the dhvani-theory (only the details of which
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were worked out by Abhipavagupta and others),
the anonymous Dhvanikdra was not its absolute
creator. ,This is made clear by the first karika,
which tells us that the theory was already taught
by earlier thinkers, and that it existed even at the
time of the Dhvanikara himself in various forms,
handed down, as Anandavardhana explains, in un-
broken tradition (paramparaya yah semamaatak),
although it may mnot have been explained, as
Abhinava adds in his gloss, in  particular  books
(avicchinnena pravahenc iwir etad ukiam, vindpi
visista-pustakesw  vivecunddityalbliprayak, p. 3).
This implies without doubt that the school existed
from a very early time, but some unknown writer
gathered together, summed up, and fixed the theory
in a form which -obtained considerable literary
esteem for his work and the honoured but some-
what vague appellation of the Dhvanikara for him-
self.  But his name and fame, in course of time,
were eclipsed by those of his great Vrttikara, who
succeeded in establishing the theory for all time
and to whom posterity began to ascribe, not al-
_together undeservedly, all the honours of his
predecessor, so that one of the latest writers on
Alamkara, Kumarasvamin (p. 288), glorifies him with
~ the curious but significant epithet—Dhvanyacarya.

(6)

Very little is known of Anandavardhana’s per-
sonal history. The colophon at the énd of ch. iii of
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his work in the India Office MS calls him nondpadh-
yaydatmajc, while the hcolophon to ch. iv gives the
form joundpadhyaya. Of these two forms of the
name of his father, the former seems to be correct,
for referring to Anandavardhana’s Devi-sataka, Hema-
candra (Comm. p. x25) cites its author as nopa-sutal
srimad-anundavardhana-nama.  Kayyata also, com-
menting on the last punning verse of the same work,
refers to the author as the son of Nona, and mentions
hig two works, the Flisconalana-lila and A‘rju:na-cm'im,
supposed  to. have been punuingly alluded to in that
verse.  Both these works are cited in Anandavar-
dhana’s Pptti, and the former appears to be a Prakrit
poem.  Anandavardhana himself refers to another
work of his own at p. 233, on which Abhinava adds
the gloss : granthduntara iti viniscaya-{ikayam dharmo-
ttamayam [dharmottamaya?] ya vivrtir  amunc
grantha-krta Arta. Abhinava in © Locana iv (p. 31)
refers to another work of Anandavardhana’s, called
Tattviloka, in which the latter is said to have discuss-
ed, among other things, the relation between kavya-
nayo and Sestra-noayce.

(7)
ABHINAVAGUPTA

Abhinavagupta’s fame rests chiefly on his philo-
sophical works on Kashmir Saivaism, but he appears
also to have. attained a considerable reputation in the
realin . of Poetics by his two remarkable commentaries
on Bharata and on Anandavardhana, called respect-
ively Aihinava-bharati and Kavydloka-locane. He
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also cites in his © Locana (p. 178, also p. 29) another
commentary (vivarapa) of his own, now lost, on the
Kaivya-kaututa (apparently dealing with Alamkara) by
one of his teachers (asmad-upadhyaya) Bhatta Tauta.
Nothing is known of this Bhatta Tauta (also called
Bhatta Tota); but it appears that Abhinava’s com-
mentary on Bharata was probably inspired by this
teacher, who is cited there very frequently, just as
his © Locana was inspired by ‘his‘other teacher Bhatte-
nduraja. The Kavya-kauwtuka is also referred to in
the anonymous comwmentary on the Pyakti-viveka
(p. 13); and Hemacandra (p. 316) quotes three verses
from Bhatta Tauta in his text and reproduces (p. 59)
in his commentary (appropriating the passage directly
from Abhinava on Bharata) an opinion of this teacher
in connexion with the theory of rasa. Ksemendra
in his Aucitya-vicara (under §l. 35) attributes to
Tauta a fragment of a verse which is given in full
but anonymously by Hemacandra (p. 3)!. Tauta
is also cited by Candidasa in his 9 Dipika commentary
on Mammata,

Bhatta Tauta, together with Bhattenduraja, who
is extravagantly praised in the °Locane and whose
relation to Abhinava we have already discussed, were
probably his preceptors in Kavya, and Alamkara,
His references to his instructors in phllosophy, like
Sidhicela?, Laksmanigupta and others, in his philoso-
phical works possess no interest for us; but it may be

»

noted that Abhinava, in his Pratyabhijia-vimarsini

1 This verse is ascribed, perhaps wrongly, to Maiamaha
{or Bhimaha?) in Kamadhenu on Vamana, p. 4, ed. Benares.
2 See Pref, to the ed. of ch iv, cited above,
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laghu-vrtti, refers to Utpala as his paramae guru, the
teacher of his teacher. This description of Utpala is
repeated in his Locana (p. 30), where Abhinava
discusses the term prafyabkijia, used in the text
(i 8), and refers to what is said on this point by
Utpala. This Utpala is well known in the history
of Kashmir Saivaism as the author of the lsvara-
pratyabhifi@ (on whose sutra and Fpt¢i, Abhinava
wrote a laghuvytti and a bphati vptti respectively) and
is assigned by Biihler (op. cit. p. 79) to the first halt
of the 10th century. ¥rom what Abhinava himself
says in his numerous works of Kashmir Saivaisi,
we may indicate the line of spiritual succession (geru-
perampara) thus: Somananda—Utpala— Laksmana-
gupta=>Abhinavagupta ; Somananda being probably
a pupil of Vasugupta who is taken as the carliest
tfounder of the Pratyabhijiia-sastra.

In the concluding portion of his Paratrinsika-
vivarans, Abhinava gives us an interesting personal
and genealogical account, in which he tells us that
he was the son of Kasmiraka Cukhala® and grandson
of Varahagupta, and had a brother named Mano-
rathagupta. As already stated, Abhinava’s date is
casily gathered from his own dasing of some of his
works, and may be fixed  with certainty at the end
of the 10th and the beginning of the 11th century.

1 Biihler's MS has kaémiraka viculaka (op. cit. p. clv) as
well as °cukhala (p. clvii).
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N RAJANEKHARA
(1)

Rajaseklura, son ol mahdinaid rae Durduka or
Duhika and Silavati! awd wreat-grandson of the poct
AKalajalada ol the Yayavara Family. is botter known
as a poel and dramatist than as o writer on Pocties.
In his Bala-ramayapce i 12, Rajasckhara  describes
himself as the author of six works which must have
existed even hefore this presumably carly production
of his2. It 1s not known whether his other three
well-known dramas belong to this period, but it
appears that he probably composed more than six
works. Hemacandra (Comm. p. 335) cites a work
of Rajasekhara’s, entitled Hara-vilase, as an example
of a poem which bears the name of its author
(svanamdnfkta), and quotes two verses from the same
(Comm. pp. 334-335); from which Ujjvaladatta also

I Bala-rvama® ad. i7,13; Bala-bhi® ad.i8; Viddha-$ale®
ad i5. Rajasekhara calls himself a Kaviraja (Karptira-maiis®
i 9; Viddha-sala® 1 3), which is, according to Kav.niim., the
seventh, out the ten stages, of poetic skill, one degree higher
than that of a makakavi.

2 In Karpra-maiij® i 9 we arc told that Rajasekhara
began his career as a dala-kavi, so called apparently from
his two works Bala-rama® and Bala bha® ; while in this Prakrit
drama, as well as in Viddha-%ila®, he appears to have attained
the dictinetion of a Kavirasa.
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(ii 28) gives a half-verse. Tn the Kavya-intinigsd,
again (xvili p. 98), there is a reference to another
work of his own, called Bhuvana-kosa, for informa-
tion on universal geograghy. Ujjvaladatta (ii 76)
also quotes a line from Rajasekhara on the synonyms
of’ Siva, which, it not oceurring in the L ara-vilasca,
was probably taken from an unknown lexicon hy him.

In the two anthologiex of Vallabhadeva and
Sarngadhara, we get a considerable number of verses
aseribed to Rajasekhara.  Of these, about 24 have
been identified by Sten Konow in Rajasekhara’s four
playst, but about 10 have not yet heen traced in
any of his” known works, nor are thev to he found
in his Kavya-mimipsi.  These untraced verses, in-
cluding most of the memorial verses on the poets,
probably belong to another and  vounger Raja-
sekhara?

There can he hardly any doubt that the Kavya-
mumanisé should  he aseribed to  the dramatist
Rajasekhara, although it is not mentioned in these
enumerations of Rajasckhara’s works3.  Our author
oives his own name at the end of the first chapter
as yoyavariya Rajasekhara, which agrees with the
description given in the dramas and which makes

1t cd. Karptira-maig®, pp..ISQ-QI.

2 This other Rijadekhara pay or may not be the Jaina
Rajasekhara, author of the Prabandhakosa (1348 A.D.). Rice
282 mentions a work called Karptivarasa-matjary by Bala-
kavi, which 1pparentlv refers to Rajadekhara and his well-
known Prakrit drama, and not to any work on Alamkara.

3 Aufrecht notes (ABod 135a) that the Kav. mam. is

cited by name by Sarkara in his commentary on Sakuntala.



124 SANSKRIT POETICS

the later writers cite our author simply as yayavara®.
The opinions of this yayavare family, to which he
belouged and in which were born poets and scholars
like Sur@nanda?, Akalajalada®, Tarala* and Kaviraja,
are cited frequently by him under the general desig-
nation yayavariya®, as well as under the individual
names of these famous members who are enumerated
in the Bala-ramayona 1 18 and elsewhere. He also
quotes with respect the views of his wife Avantisundari
(pp. 20, 46, 57), for whose pleasure, we know, he
wrote his Karpura-maijari (i 11) and who seems to
have been an accomplished authoress. The present
work dves not also omit a display the author’s love

1 Bala-bha® i 6, 13; Viddha-8ala® i 5, and Dhanapila
in Zilaka-many® ed. Kavyamala 83, 1903, 8. 33. Nariyana
Diksita on Viddka-3ala. i 5 quotes Devala to show that
yayavara means a kind of a householder (dvividko griasthal,
yayavarah 3alinasé ca).

2 an ornament of the country of the Cedis (cedimandala-
mandana, Rajasekhara in Jalhana). His patron Ranavigraha
is supposed by Bhandarkar (Regore, 1887-91, p. xix) to have
been the brother-in-law of Krsna 11 of the Rastrakiita dynasty,
whose dates range from 875 to 911 A.D. Quoted also in Kav.
mim. p. 75.

3 Rajasekhara’s grandfather.  Cited in Sr.Paddhati
777=Subhis® 843 (dakginatya). Famous for his poetical
jems, some of which were plagiarised by Kadandarirama
(Jalhana 23a and b). Called maharagtra-cadamans in Bala-
rama® ; also see Viddha-8ala® i 5.

4 Cited by Jalhana. Author of a work, called probably
Suvarna-bandha.

5 pp-2 34,10, 11, 13, 14, 16, 17, 20, 23, 26, 27, 30,

3L, 35, 42, 43, 46, 50, 56, 58, 61, 62, 63, 78, 90, 91, 94, 99,
100, ‘
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for Prakrit dialects, as well as his knowledge of veo-
graphy (ch. xvii), ot which he gives ample evidence in
Act x of the Bala-ramayane. These and other
details, on which we need not dwell any further, show
that our Rajasekhara is no other than the well-known
dramatist.

The published rext of the Kavya-mundis is appa-
rently the first part of a projected extensive volume,
of which a general summary or scheme is given in the
firet. chapter and whieh is also indieated by oceasional
remarks (like »t/ayas lisras s (v purastad p. 10 and
tam aupanisadile vaksyamal p. 11) relating to topies
to be dealt with in other succeeding parts. If the
complete work, as projected, consisted of eighteen
adhikarayas, we have now only onc volume surviving
on the preliminary topic ot kavi-rahasya alonel.
Kesava Misra (pp. 82, 67) quotes three verses trom
an  Alamkara-work by Rajasekhara, which, if they
belong to our author, were apparently taken, as their
contents indicate, from some lost chapters on
ubhaydlamkarike and vainodika respectively.

The popularity of the Afvya-mumamsa with the
later writers is indicated by the extensive use made
of it by Ksemendra, Bhoja, Hemacandra and the
younger Vagbhata. Hemacandra, for instance, has
literally copied long passages from chs. viii, ix, xiii-
xviii ; while Vagbhata has borrowed the same (as

1 Cfintrod, to Kav, mim. p . xvii-xviii,
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well as other) portions either dircetly from the same
source or indirectly through Hemacandral.
Rajasekhara himself is indebted to many old
writers and cites directly the opinions of Medhavi-
rudra (p. 12), Udbhata and  Audbhatas (pp. 22, 44),
Vamana and Vamaniyas (pp. 14, 20), Rudrata (p.
31), Mangala (pp. 11, 14, 16, 20) and Ananda (p. 16),
besides unnamed authors who are cited under the
general designation acarya.?.  We also find the names
of Aparajitp (who is quoted in Sublasitdvali 1024,
and me\\ntiohed as a contemporary poet and author
of Mygdikalekha-katha i Kearplra-maijort, ad i 8
but given in our text as Aparajiti), Surinanda, one
of his ancestors, his wife Avantisundari, Palyakirti
(p. 46), Syamadeva (pp. 11, 18, 17) and Vakpatiraja®
(p. 62), all of whom, as the citations show, seem to
..’héwe expressed some opinions on the topics under
discussion.

(3)

The date of Rajasekhara has been settled with
some exactitude. We learn from his four extant

1 A comparative table is given of these wholesale borrow-
ings at the end of the notes in the Gaekwad ed. of the text.

2 pp. 39 I3, 16, 20, 23, 30, 35, 50, 51, 56, 57, 58, 61,
62, 78, 94, 99

3 This Vakpatiraja (Bapai-raa) is apparently the author
of the Gaudavaha (middle of the 8th century: Kalhana
iv 144) and must be distinguished from Muiija-vakpatirija, the
7th Paramara king of Malava, who reigned from g47 to

095 A.D, See below under Dhanafijaya,
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plays! that he was a teacher (wpadhyaya) to a king
named Maheudrapala (otherwise known as Nirbhaya
or Nibblhiaya), and was also patronised by his son
and  successor  Mahipala®,  We also understand
that one of his plays, the Bala-bharata, was performed
at a place called Mahodaya, for which he shows a
partiality also in his Kevya-mimamsa. Fleet has
shown3 that this Mahipala should be indentified
with the Mahipala of the Asni inscription, dated
917 A.D., and he agrees with Pischel* that Maho-
daya is another name tor Kanyakubja or Kanauj3,
with which place this king, as well as Mahendrapala,
is counected in the Siyadoni mseription®. It has
also been shown by Autrecht? and Pischel® that
Malendrapala, whose date appears to be 903-07 A.D.
{from Kielhorn's summniing up ot the names of the four
sovereigus of Kanauj as presented by the Siyadoni
inseription, went also by the biruda of Nirbhara or
Nirbhaya (Nibbhara or Nibbhaya in the Prakrit form),
a tact of which Flect seems to have been unaware?.
blom these cvulences it is clear that Rajasekhara

U Viddhasala® i 6; Bala ramw" i 5 Bala-bhara® 1 7,
11; Karpura-maiy®i §, 9.

2 Bala-bhira®ij.

3 1A xvi175-78.

4 Gged, 1883, pp. 12175

5 Cf. Bala-rama® xad 87,8y, go. Rajasekhara’s partiality
for Mahodaya is also apparent in our text at pp. 8, 94.

6 Elirjof.

7 ZDMG xxvii.

8 op.cit. p. 1221

9 Fleet further shows (op. cét. p. 175f) that this Mahendra-
pala must not be taken, as Peterson and Durgaprasada
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must have flourished in the beginning of the 10th
century, and probably also lived towards the end of the
9th. This is also supported by the fact that the
latest writer quoted by Rajasekhara are Ratnakara
and Anandavardhana, who belong to the middle or.
second half of the 9th century, while the earliest writer
to mention Rajasekhara appears to be the Jaina
Somadeva, whose Yasastilake is dated 960 A.D.1.

are inclined to take him, to be identical with the feudatory
Mahendrapala, whose inscription from Dighwa-Dubauli, dated
761-62 A.D., he has edited in 74 xv 103, and who is distinct
from the pupil of Rajasekhara. -

1 For other details about Rajasekhara see Sten Konow’s
edition of Karpiira-maiy® (Harvard Orient. Series 4, 1901)
pp. 175f, which gives a full bibliography.

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Edition. With introd. and unotes by C.D.Dalal in Gaekwad
Orient. Series 1, Baroda 1916.

MSS. Peterson v p. 19(fragment) ; Sridhara Bhandarkar, Rept.
of Two Tours in seavch of Sansk. MSS, 1004-6,

PP- 23-24.
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(1)

The date of Dhanafijaya may be taken as ap-
proximately settled. The author informs us (iv 80)
that he was the son of Visnu and that he flourished
in the circle of distinguished literary men surround-
ing king Muiija, who himselt seems to have been a
man ot taste and learning, as well as a patron of
letters. We should not, with Peterson!, confound
this Muiija, better known as Muifija-vakpatiraja,
with Vakpatiraja (or Bappai-raa), the author of
Gaudavaha, who lived in the first half of the 8th
century under king Yasovarman of Kanauj and is re-
terred to by Kalhana (iv 144) and Rajasekhara.  Our
Muiija appears to be the seveunth ruler of the Para-
mara dynasty of Malava, who, as his own inscriptions
record?, came to the throne in 974 A.D., succeeding
his father Harsadeva Siyaka, and reigned till about
995 A.D., when he was defeated, imprisoned and
executed, as the Calukya inscriptions attest®, by the
Calukya Tailapa II. Besides being known as Vak-

1 introd. to Subdhas® p. 115. '

2 Awch. Survey, Western Ind. iii 100=1A4 vi 48-51; [4
xiv 159-60. Sec Biihler, Das Navasihasinka-carita (transl. in
T4 xxxvi pp. 624-25), 1888, p. 116f.

3 T4 xii 270, xvi 18, 23, xxi 167-68; L/ it 212 f All
the references (regarding Muiija’s date) are collected togcther
in Haas’s introed. to his ed. of the‘Daéz;rﬁp(z/e(z (¢g. v.)

17
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patirajal, owing perhaps to the fact that he was
himself a poet, he had several other birudas, such
as Amoghavarsa, Prthvi-vallabha, and Sri-vallabha ;
and one of his inscriptions calls him Utpalaraja?, a
tact, overlooked by the editors of the Kavyamala
Series (pt. 1 p. 131), made them confound him with
Utpala, the Saiva philosopher ot Kashmir, who was
Abhinavagupta’s parama-gure. This ruler is men-
tiondd by Sambhud, as well as by Padmaguptat, as
“a friend of poets” (kavi-bandhave or kavi-mitra) ;
and Bhoja, his nephew and successor, appears to
have inherited these traits of his character.

(2)

The Dasaripake of Dhanafijaya, in its treatment

1 Dhanika cites (on iv 54-55) one of Munja’s verses twice,
citing him in the first instance as Mufja and in the other
case as Vakpatirdja-deva; while Dhanapala in his Zi/aka-
maiyari uses both the names with respect to the same person.
One of Muiija’s descendants, Arjunavarman, who ruled in
the beginning of the 13th century, reproduces one of Muiija’s
stanzas, with the remark that it was composed by one of his
ancestors, ‘“Muiija, whose other name was Vakpatiradja”
(Comm. on Amaruw-sataka, ed. Kiavyamali 18, 1916, p. 23).
This verse is attributed to Muiija also by Jalhana 106a.

2 Ksemendra quotes ‘{ferses from Muiija, in his three
works (Aucit.vic. ad 8. 16 szz'—/mnéh{i" under ii 1 ; Sxvrtta-til.
under ii 6) referring to him as Utpalaradja. See also Sﬁrﬁga-
dhara (126 vakpatirijasya; 1017 utpalarajasya), Vallabhadeva
(3414 $ri-harsadevitmaja-vakpatirijasya), and Jalhana (P 25b,
1062, muiijasya). ‘

3 Rajéndra-karna-pliva, 8 17, 36.

4 Nivadzhasdhba®i7, 8, i1 93.
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of Dramaturgy, is apparently based on the time-
honoured authority of Bharata; but as Bharata's
huge compendium, both trom the practical as well as
theoretical point of view, is discursive and cumber-
some with its load ot histrionic and other matters,
Dhanaiijaya attempts to sift the mass of details,
and, limiting himself only to Dranaturgy, restates the
ceneral principles in the form of a practical, conden-
sed and systematic manual. These features of the
new contribution apparently obtained for it such
reputation ond currency that in course of time it
seems to have superseded not only all other treatises
on the subject but also the basic work of Bharata
himself. Visvanatha, for instance, refers now and
then to Bharata and gives one or two (mostly con-
ventional) quotations from his work ; bat in the main
he bases his treatment of dramaturgic topies on
Dhanafijaya ; while Vidyanatha admits, in the nataka-
prakarana ot his own work, his indebtedness to the
latter, with the remark esa prakriva dasarupékia-
rityanusarena (p. 131).

(3)

Dhanika, also described as the son of Vispu, and
anthor of the © Apaloka cornmentary on Dhanafijaya,
was probably one of Dhanafijaya’s numerous illus-
trious contewporaries ; for he may be assigned to the
same period. Dhanika quotes from Padmagupta
(also known as Parimala)?, who wrote about 995 A.D.,

1 on ii 37b=Navasahasiinka® vi 42.
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as well as from Muiija, and is quoted in his turn
by Bhoja in his Sarasvati-kanthdbharana in the first
half of the 11th century. He is also described in
one of the MSS! as holding the office of mahasadhyc-
pala under king Utpalaraja, who is apparently our
Muiija-vakpati, the patron of Dhanafijaya. The su-
. ggcstion that the author and commentator of the
Dasarapaka are one and the same person, chiefly on
the ground of the apparent similarity of names and the
identity of the patronymic, as well as the inadvertant
attribution of a verse of Dhanafijaya’s to Dhanika
in some later works like the Sakitya-darpana (ad vi
64a=Dasarupake iii 29), need not be seriously con-
sidered?. Jacobi, however, supports this suggestion3

1 Wilson, Select Specimens, 3rd ed. I xx, xxi, endorsed
by Hall p. 3.notes. It is curious to note that Dhanika (on
iv 23 ed Parab) quotes nidrdrdia® which occurs in the Caura-
paiicasika (ed. Solf no. 36) attributed to Bilhana: but this an-
onymous quotation (which also occurs in Kuntala) does not
of itself place Dhanika later than the middle of the 1rth
century, the date of Bilhana ; for the anthencity of the verse is
not beyond question, as it is attributed to Kalasaka in Sué/Aas®
1280 and Jalhana 74a, and Bilhana’s authorship is still open
to question. It is not safe, therefore, to base any chorono-
logical conclusion on this quotation. Haas has not noticed
the verse at all. .

2 Haas (Pref. to ed. DaSariipaka xxxiv) is inaccurate
in stating that there are in the commentary “a number of
indications of a difference of authorship,” and in support
of this he cites ii 20b-21a, iii 32b, iv 43c. Jacobi elaborately
shows (Gg4, 1913, pp. 304f) that Haas has entirely mis-
understood these passages. L e

3 Op. ait. p. 303.-Also Lévi in /A, 1886, p. 22%,
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by pointing out that there is no seperate mangald-
carana to the commentary. This hypothesis, how-
ever, cannot altogether get rid of the fact that
Dhanafijaya and Dhanika are indeed distinguished
by some later writers. For instance, Vidyanatha, in
his numerous references to the Dasarapaka, cites the
the karika-verses and never from the commentary?,
although his commentator, Kumarasvamin, falls in
one place? (p. 29) into the error of attributing one
of Dhanafijaya’s verses (ii 23b) to Dhanika. It may
also be urged that a mangala-verse to the °Awvaloka,
occurring in one of the MSS, is rejected by Hall as
spurious, chiefly on the ground that its style is “too
pedestrian for so ornate a stylist as Dhanika” (p. 4
‘note). This ‘pedestrian’ stanza is apparently the
same as that which occurs at the outset of Aufrecht’s
Bodleian MS, noticed by him in his Bod. Cel. 203
On the other hand, the absence ol the mangali-verse
need not in itself be taken as decisive; for while
Mammata has no separate maigala-verse to his vyiéti,
we find them in Vamana and Ruyyaka. Sarngadhara
in his anthology attributes to Dhanika several verses
(3417 and 3973), which the latter gives as his own
in his commentary (on iv 3a and ii 10a). If, therefore,
we suppose, as it is more likely, that the author
and the commentator were not identical, then

I p; 46. 101, 102, 104, 105, 114, 124, 131, 219, 221, 228.

2 in other passages the citation appears to be correct,
pp- 47, 128, 130, 221, 233, 235, 259 Ranganatha on Vikra-
mo#° (about 1656 A.D., p. 31 ed N. S. P. 1914) fall’s into the
same mistake. Mallinatha on Kumara® i 4 and Sisu® vii 11
quotes Dasartpaka correctly (ii 36b and ii 243).
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Dhanika ma; be taken as a brother of Dhanaiijaya
(a supposition which explains the apparent similarity
of names and the identity of patronymic), who colla-
borated in the production of the work! by writing
the commentary.

From the ©°dwvaloke we learn that its author
composed poems in Sanskrit and in Prakrit, and
also wrote a treatise, entitled Kavya-nirpaya (on v
35), which alludes to the Dhvanydloka and apparently
deals with the general topics of Poetics.

For other less known commentaries on Dasarupaka,
see Bibliography given below.

1 This supposition does not militate against the passage
(on iv 33), referred td by Jacobi, in which the commentator
intimately identifies himself with the author saying asmabkih
......... nisidhyate, meaning that the prohibition is made both
by his author and himself.

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Dhanafijaya

Editions. (1) Bibl. Indica by Hall, 1865 (with °Avaloka)
(2) by Jivananda (a mere reprint of the above)
Calcutta 1897 (3) by Parab, N. S. P., Bombay
1897, 1917 <with °Avaloka). Trunsl into
English, with introd. and notes, by Haas in
Indo-iranian Series (Cplumbia Univ.), New
York 1912 (not very reliable, but exhaustive
introd. and index). Our references are to
Hall’s edition. On Haas’s ed., see criticisms of
Jacobi in Gg4, 1913,p. 302f, and Barnett in
JRAS, 1913, p. 190f. -
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MSS. Aufrecht i 247b, 78gb; ii 53b; iii 33b; " SCC vii 33, 34;
KPBod 484 ; Madras Cat. 12887, 12888-91 (with
° Avaloka).

Dhanita

Editions. Printed in Hall’s and Parab’s editions, with the
text.

MSS. Aufrecht i 248a, ii 53b, iii 33b; SCC vii 33, 34 (no
mangalicarana); Madas Caf. 12883-g1 (no
mangala-verse). Dhanika’s Kavre-nirnaya is
probably lost.

Other Cominentaries on Dhanaijaya

(1) comm. by Nrsimhabhatta. Oppert 2615.

(2) ®7T1kZ by Devapani (cited by Ranganitha on
Vikramorva $7 ed. N. S. P. 1904, pp. 6, 31;
cf AFl 444 and .ABod 135b). No MSS
discovered. This is the author who is wrongly
called Pani by Wilson (Select Specimens) and
Aufrecht. Being anterior to Ranganitha, his
date should be earlier than 1656 A.D. Ranga-
natha also refers to a Sakasdnkiya-tiri in the
same context (p. 31).

(3) °Paddhati by Kuravirama. Ms in “Hultzsch 554
(only three pages) Kuravirama is a modern
but fertile South Indian commentator who
lived at the court of Zemindars of Karvéti-
nagaram in Norfh Arcot District, and wrote
comms. also on two well-known poems,
CampT-bharata of Anantabhatta and Visva-
gunddarsa of Veikata. He mentions in his
comm. on the last named poem a commentary
by himself on Appayya’s Kuvalay®, as well
on Dhanafijaya. See Hultzsch i p. xi.



XII KUNTALA
(1)

Kuntala, also ealled Kuntaka', s better kunown
in Alamkara literature under the descriptive desig-
nation of the Vakrokti-jivita-kara? from the peculiar
name of his work PVakrokti-jivita, which itself is so
called because of its central theory that the wvakrokti
is the ‘soul’ or essence of poesy. A MS of this work,
long supposed to be lost, has been discovered in
Madras and is being edited by the present writer for
the Calcutta Oriental Series.

Kuntala’s date3 is fixed approximately by his quota-
tion from the dramatist Rajasekhara, on the one hand,
and by Mahimabhatta’s citation of Kuntala and his
work, on the other. As Mahimbhatta flourished, as
we shall see, towards the end of the 11th century, we
may place Kuntala between the middle of the 10th
and the middle of the 11th. As this date falls in
with the known dates of Abhinavagupta (whose

1 by Mahimabhatta p. 58 and his commentator p. 16;
Vidyadhara p. 51. ‘

2 Ruyyaka, ed. Kavyamala p. 8, with Jayaratha (also pp.
12, 150 etc) and Samudrabandha thereon (p. 4); Visva-
natha ed. Durgaprasada p. 14 ; Kamadhenu on Vamana I, 1. 1,
ed. Benares p. 6, etc.

3 This question has been dealt with in detail in the
introd. to my edition of the work, and is only briefly referred
to here.
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latest date 1s 1015 A.D.), we may take Kuntala as o
contemporary of this commentator on Anandavar-
dhana.  Although Abhinava refers to various views
about vagrékti held before his time, it is remarkable
that he never alludes to the Vakrokti-jivita-kara, who,
as his title rdj@nake indicates, was probably a Kash-
mirian, and whose work, if written before Abhinava’s
time, ought to have been, from its nature and contents,
important enough to be thus entirely ignored by a
rival theorist. '

(2)

The first two chapters of the work, which is
being published, give a general outline of his main
theory ; but it 1s not known how many chapters his
original treatise comprised. The fourth chapter in
the MS, however, which breaks off without completing
the work, may be presumed to have formed its natural
conclusion, inasmuch as it deals with the last variety
of vakrata enumerated by the author. The running
prose ortti, accompanying the karika-élokas, and
forming an integral part of the work itself, appears
to have been composed by Kuntala himself; for
not only the commentator expressly identifies himself
with the author, but the gitations of later writers?
indicate that the Aarikas should be taken exn bloc
with the wptti. Besides quotations from Kalidasa,
Bhavabhuti, Anangaharsa (author of the Tapasa-
vatsardja), Hala, Bana Magha, Bharavi, Bhallata,

1 comm, to Vyaktz'-{'z'veka p. 16 ; Kamadhenu on Vamana
p. 6.
18
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Amaru, Mayfira, Sriharsa, Bhatta Narayana, Raja-
sekhara, the author mentions by name Sarvaseua,
Maiijira, Mayuraja (?), and the author of Udatée-
raghaoa, and quotes from Bhamaha, Rudrata and
the Dhvanikdra (=Anandavardhana). The work
stands  unique for its exposition of the theory of
vakrékti, which is apparvently developed on the lines
indicated by Bhamaha, as well as for its analysis
of u poetic Jigure on its basis, which is implicitly
accepted by all writers from Ruyyaka to  Jugan-
nathat.

1 See Jacobi, Ueber Begriff und Wesen der poctischen
Figuren in GV 1908,

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Edition. by 5. K. D¢, in the Calcutta Oriental Series, 1923
(first two wummesas only; the third and the fourth
ummesas in preparation).

MS. Madras Government Oriental MSS Library, as noticed
i their Report of the 1orking of the Peripatetic
Party, 1916-19.



NI KSEMENDRA
(1)

The industrious Kashmirian polygrapher Ksem-
endra, with the surname Vyasadasa, is notable in
Sanskrit Poetics tor his two interesting treatises,
Aucitya-vicara and  Kavi-kanthdbharane. He refers
to another work of his?, devoted to the treatment of
poetic figures, entitled Kowvi-karpika.

Ksemendra himself gives us an indication of his
date. The concluding verses of his two works, as
well as of his Swupptta-tilake (ed. Kavymala pt. 2,
1886), state that he wrote in the reign of king
Ananta of Kashmir; while the colophon to his
Samayamatyka tells us that it was finished in the
reign of the same king in 1050 A.D. His Dasdva-
{ara-carita, on the other hand, is dated hy himself
in 1066 A.D., in the reign of Kalasa, soh and suee-
ossor of Ananta.  Bithler? is right, therefore, in
fixing the period Ksemendra’s literary activity in
the second and third quarters of the 11th century?.

1 in Aucit. vie, 8. 2.

2 Kashmsr Rep. p. 46.

3 Dhanika, who lived towards the end of the 10th and
the beginning of the 11th century, appears to quote (on i 61)
two verses which occur in some MSS of Ksemendra’s Brhat-
katha (ii 216, 217), and this apparently militates against this
conclusion of Ksemendra’s date; but we know that the
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Peterson proposed?, against the opinion of Biihler,
who appears to have left the question open, the iden-
tification of Ksemendra with Ksemardja, the Saiva
philosopher of Kashmir, who was a pupil of Abhinava-
gupta, and who wrote, among numerous other works,
a commentary on the Sivasaéra and on Abhinava’s
Paramdrthasara. Stein supports this identification,
but Peterson himself appears to admit later on? that
his own theory is doubtful. 1In his Adwcitya-vicara,
Kgsemendra pays homage to Aecyuta or Visnu ; but
we know that he was, like his father, a Saiva in his
youth but was converted afterwards into Vaisnavism,
as he himself indicates, by Somacarya. This fact,
as well as chronology, does not stand in the way of
the proposed indentification, but there is no direct
evidence to support it. Ksemendra describes him-
self as the son of Prakasendra aund grandson of

Brhatkathia-maijari was composed about 1037 A.D., and as
the four lines in question occur in one of the MSS only,
it is generally admitted now, for this and other reasons, that
they are later interpolations. Ksemendra (duciz. vic. ad &
11, 16, 20) quotes Parimala (ptherwise known as Padmagupta)
who was a contemporary of Dhanaiijaya and Dhanika.

1 ip. 11,85 and Biihler in /4 xiii, 1884, p. 29. Biihler
really proposed the indentification of Ksemaraja, author of
Simbapancasiki with Ksemendra who wrote Spanda-samdoka,
but distinguished both from the poet Ksemendra Vyasadasa
(See Kashmir Rep. p. 81 and fn). . .

. 2 v p. xxiii,
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Sindhu'!, and the name of his preceptor is given as
Gangaka?. He was also the father of Somendra,
and preceptor of Udayasimha and rajaputra Laksa-
naditya®. We know nothing, on the other hand, of
Ksemaraja’s genealogy or personal history. But
we are told at the end of the Bphatkatha-maijori
that Ksemendra learnt sakitye from Abhinavagupta,
while Ksemaraja at the end of his Svacchands-
ddyota* (as well as in the colophon to his Stava-cinta-
mani) is described as §isycc of the same oreat philoso-
pher. It is worth noting, however, that while
Ksemendra’s surname Pyasadase® is given in all
his works (with the exception of his Kala-vilasa), it
does not occur in any of Ksemardja's philosophical
treatises. Ksemendra has taken care to let us know
a great deal about himself, but Ksemaraja always
hides his light under the bushel and is apparently free
from this trace of natural vanity. The question,
therefore, cannot be taken as definitely settled, and
can be satifactorily solved when, as Biihler long
ago pointed out®, the name of Ksemaraja's father
is found.

A list of Ksemendra's numerous works is given
below.

1 concluding verse of the Raddvatara.

2 Aucit. vie. ad 8 31.

3 Kavi-kantha® ad v i (pp. 138, 139).

4 Biihler op. cit. App. ii p. clxix (extract).

5 Three stanzas are attributed to Vyasadasa in Subhis®

(460, 16538, 3039).
6 TA xiii, loc. ert.
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BIBLIOGRAPHY

a. Awcitva-vicara-cara

Editions. (1) Kavyamala pt. i 1886 (2) with comm. Sahrdaya-
tosini. Madras 19o6. Our references are to the
former. For an account of the work, see Peterson
in JRASBom. xvi pp. 167 f,, where all the quota-
tions in the worik are collected together and discuss-
ed.

MSS. Aufrecht i 76b, 776b. iii 17a.

b. Kavi-kaplhibharapa

Editions, Kivyamala pt. iv 1887. A monograph on the
work with analyais and German translation by
Schénberg, Wien 1884 (in Sé. der Wiener Akad.)

MSS. Aufrecht i 86b, iii 18b.

There is no trace of Ksemendra’s Kavi-karnika.

The Works of Ksemendra. A\ revised list of the works
of Ksemendra, as mentioned by Peterson, Schinberg, editor
of the Kavyamala (pt. i pp. 35, 115) and Aufrecht may
be given bere. Those which are quoted in Aucitya-vicara.
Kavi-kapthibharana and the Suvrtta-tilaka are marked res-
pectively with the signs (A), (K) and (S).

1 Amrta-taranga (or °turanga) (K) 2 Aucitya-vicara 3
Avasara-sara (A) 4 Kanaka-Janaki (K) ; Kala-vilisa (ed.
Kavyamala pt. "I) 6 Kavi-kangjhﬁbharar_’na 7 Kavi-karpika (A)
8 Ksemendra-prakasa (mentioned in 4Bod 38b) 9 Caturvarga-
samgraha (A and ed. Kavyamala pt. 5) 10 Carucarya (ed.
Kavyamala pt. 2) 11 Citrabharata-nataka (A and K) 12
Darpadalana (ed Kavyamaila pt. 6) 13 Dasivataracarita-
kavya (ed. Kavyamila 26) 14 Desbpadesa (K) 15 Danapari-
jata 16 Niti-kalpataru (may be the same as Niti-lata quoted
in A) 17 Padya-kiadambarr (K) 18 Pavana-paiicasika (S) 19



KSEMENDRA 143

Brhatkatha-maijari (ed. Kavyamalda 69) 20 Bauddhivadana-
kilpalatd (A) 21 Bharata-manjari (ed. N. S. P.) 22 Muktavali-
kivya (A and K) 23 Munimata-mimamsad (A) 24 Rajivall
(mentioned in Kalhana i 13) 25 Ramiyvapa-katha-sira (ed.
Kavyamaila 83) 26 Lalitaratna-mala (A) 27 Lavanyavati-kavya
(A and K) 28 Vatsydyanasutra-sira (A aud quoted in the
Lancasayaka) 29 Vinaya-valli (A) 30 Vetala-pancavimsati (from
the Brhatkathi-manjarl) 31 Vvasastaka (A and K) 32 Saéi-
vamsa-mahikivva (K) 33 Samayamatrka (ed. Kavyamala 12)
34 Suvrtta-tilaka (cd. Kavyamila pt. 2) 35 Sevvasevakopadesa
(ed. Kavyamald pt. 2).  The Hastijanaprakasa, mentioned by
Schonberg and Peterson is by Ksemendra, son of Yadu
Narman (see Kavvamala p. 113 fn and Aufrecht i 763). The
Navaucitya-vicara in Schonberg is probably the same work as
Aucityavicara. The Kalavilisa has been translated into
German by R. Schmidt in WZKM xxviii, 1914, p. 406f ;
the Darpadalana by the same in ZDMG Ixix, 1915, p. if
(also ed. and transl by B. A. Hirszbant. St. Petersberg, 1892).



XTIV BHOJA
(L)

The earliest writer on Poetics who quotes Bhoja
seemis to be Hemacandra!, who flourished as we shall
see, in the first half of the 12th century; while Var-
dhamana, who however did not write till 1140 A.D.,
mentions Bhoja in the second verse of his Ganarativ,
the vptti on which explains this Bhoja as the author of
the Sarasvati-kapthdbharana. The latest writer quoted
by Bhoja appears to be Rajasekhara?. whose latest
date is the beginning of the 10th century, although
some verses from the Cuura-paicasika (no. 12, ed.
Bohlen), attributed to Bilhana, occur in the Saras-
vatt-k® (ad. 1 152)3. Bhoja appears also to reter in
one verse (ad 1 71, p. 22) to Muiija, appearently
Muiija-vakpatiraja of Malava. Jacob* in misleading
in putting down the name of Nami-sadhu, (who did
not write his commentery on Rudrata till 1069 A.D.)
in the list of authors quoted by Bhoja ; for the verses
in question, though found in Nami, are not Nami's

1 p. 295 Comm., besides anonymous quotations.

2 From Karpura-mans®, Bala-bka®, and Viddhasala®.
See Sten Konow's ed. of Karpiira-maiy® pp. 198 f., for the
quotations : also Jacob /RAS, 1897, p. 304f.

3 We havernot based any chronological inference on this,
because Bilhayu's anthorship of the work is not beyond

question and Solf tries to demonstrate the existence of a
poet called Cora or Caura, whose dqte is not known.

4 ap. al. p. 304.
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own but really quoted by him from previous authors?.
Bhoja also quotes about sixteen times trom the
Dasarapaka and its commentary, which belong to the
time of Muiija, i.c. the end of the 10th and the begin-
ning of the 11th century. The internal evidence of
the text, therefore, places the author of the Sarasvati- -
£° in the period between the second  and thbf
fourth quarters of the [Ith century ; and as this date)
fits in casily with the known dates ot the 9th Para-

mara ruler Blhoja of Dhard, one of the well-known

princes of the 11th century, noted for his patronage

of letters, the two may be taken to have been reasoun-
ably identiticd.  Our Bhoja is frequently cited in
later Alamkara literature as Bhojaraja, and somc
times simply as rajon?® which designation, like that

i For instance, the verse avam padmuisandsina® (Bhoja
ad i 51 p. 15)is found, no doubt, in Nami on xi 24, but it is
really a quotation, along with several other verses in the
same context, from Bhamaha ii 5. Similarly the two verses
s maruti and sa pitavasa, quoted by Bhamaha himself (ii 41,
58) from some previous authors (one of whose names is given
as Ramasarman) occur in Bhoja anonymously (adi 121,
pp- 43, 44), but they are also quoted by Nami in the same con-
text. There is no reason tp suppose that Bhoja took these verses
from Nami’s comm. instead of going directly to Bhamaha,
from whom he quotes several, other verses directly (e.g,
@krotan nihvayan, Bhoja ad iii»8, p. 144=DBhamaha ii 94;
Bhamaha ii 92 = Bhoja ad iv 51, p. 226-7 = Subkis® 1645 bhama-
hasya). Similar remarks apply to the other supposed quota-
tions given by Jacob, whose mistake is probably due to the
fact that Bhamaha’s text was not available to him.

2 cg. Vidyadhara pp. 98, 150, 192, 287, 304, and Malli-
natha pp. 287, 304 ctc.

19"
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of muni applied to Bharata, seems to mark him -out
par excellence in this literature.

Kalhana states (vii 259)! that king Bhoja of
Dhara was the true friend of poets; and it is possible
that he had himselt literary predilections. He was
the son and successor of Sindhurdja and a nephew
Muiija-vakpatiraja who was also, as we have secu
a great patron of letters. The date ot Bhoja is well
known from his own and other inscriptions®. Alberuui®
mentions him as still reigning in 1030 A D)., while the
date saka 964 =1042 A.D. is given by the Raja-
inpgdnka which is attributed to Bhoja. We know also
that he fought with Calukya Jayasimha I1I between
1011 and 1019 A.D., and with the latter’s sucecessor
Somesvara (1042-1066  A.D.), who according to
Bilhana took Dhara by storm and toreced Bhoja to lec.
Bilhana himselt speaks of Bhoja as of « contemporary
“whom hg did not visit though he might have done
so’*, In Kalhana's assertion, referred to above,
with respect to Bhoja and Ksitirdja, the phrase
tasimin ksane is taken by Bithler to retfer to the period
when, after the nominak coronation ot Kalasa in 1062

I saca [)/zo;}z-uzzrcmz’m‘.-(' ca dandtharsena visrutaw | supi
tasmin ksane tulyam dvdvastim kavi-bandhavau.

2 [A vy, 318f vig3l; E/i 230f

3 ed. Sachau i 191. According to Mecrutuiiga, Bhoja
succeeded Munja in samwvat 1078 =1022 A.D. Sce, however,
Bhandarkar, Rep. 1882-83, pp. 44-45. ‘

4 Bihler’s ed. Vikramdnka® p. 23 fn, also text xviii g6,
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AD., Kisitiraja beeame a sanapdsin and sometimes
visited king Ananta in order to console him. If this
interpretation is correct, we get a limit to Bhoja’s
date at 1062 A.1D. A copper-plate ot his successor
Jayasimha, however, is  dated 1055 AD., and
throws doubt on Babler's conjecture.  But all this
will justity us in fixine Bhoja’s date with gré_at
probability hetween 1010 and 1055 A.1).; i.e. roughly
covering a part ot the first and the whole of the
second quarter of the 1l1th century, and he may have
livedd into the third (uarter of the same century.
The exact datex of his acecession and death are
unknown,

Besides his well-known  Sarasvoti-kaplhdbharana,
Bhoja appears also to have written a work called
Sragara-prakisat, a MS of which has been recently
acquired by the (tovernment Oriental MSS Library,
Madras?. It is composed in 36 prakases, and is
described as the largest known work nt Sanskrit
Poetics. The first eight chapters are devoted to the
quasi-grammatical question relating to word and its
sense as the means of expression, and the theory of
vrtti. The ninth and the ,tenth chapters describe
the blemishes and excellences of expression (dosa

1 This work is mentioned by Vidyadhara p. 98, Kumara-
svamin p. 114, 221 ; Raiyamukuta and Sarvananda on Amara ;
Hemadri on Ragu etc.

2 mentioned in the Rep. of the Working of the Perzjmtetzr
Party of the Librery, 1916-19. ‘
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and guia); while the eleventh and twelfth chapters
deal respectively with the maia-kavye and the
drama. The next twenty-four chapters treat exclu-
‘sively of the rasas, of which the §pigara or love is
maintained to be the principal and essential, and the
work derives its name from Bhoja’s theory that
§pngare is the only one rase admissible!.  As in the
Sarasvati-1:°, this work, in the manner of a cyclopaedic
compilation, gives a large number of quotations to
illustrate the rules and principles laid down. Saradi-
tanaya’s Blavapralase, which deals with the same
‘subject, constitutes really a summary of the important
chapters of Bhoja.

(4)

The Strasoati-kaplhdbliarapo is not a very original
work, but consists chiefly of a patient compilation in
an encyclopeadic manner from earlier treatises, especi-
ally from Dandin, from whom he takes, according
to the calculation of Jacob? no less than 164 illutrat-
ions. From the index of citations given by Jacob,
we find that Vamana is quoted 22 times, Rudrata
19 times, the Dliavanydloke more than 10 times (six
of the karikas being reproduced), while it is curious
to note that Bhoja rhakes a good use of Bhatti’s
illustrations of the figure yamaka and its numercus

1 Cf Vidyadhara 747 tu &igaram ekam eva 3yngara-
prakite rasam wuraricakira p. 98; Kumiarasvamin p. 221
& 0gira eka eva rasa i1 Srigaraprakasa-karah.

2 o, cit, .' |
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sub-species. While the chief value of Bhoja's work
consists in its abundant wealth of illustrations and
examples, numbering about 1500, to every rule and
prescription, it is nevertheless interesting as embody-
ing, in the main, a tradition of opinion. which is also
represented in the Aguni-purana, but which in many

respects stands apart from the orthodox Kashmirian
school,

"The commentators on Bhoja, as noted below,
are not mumerous, nor are they of much importance.
Ratnesvara's commentary has been published several
times together with the text, hut so far only three
chapters of it have heen printed.

BIBLIOGRATITY
a. Sarasvati-kanthdbharana

Editions. (1) by Borooah, Calcutta 1883, 1834 (2) by Vires-
vara Sastri, Benares 1888 (chs.ivand v) (3) by
Jivananda, with comm. of RatneSvara (on chs.
i-iii), Calcutta 1894 (4) Kavyamala (partly pub-
lished). Our references are to ed. Boorah 1884.

MSS. Aufrecht i 699b; ii 167ay 232b;iii 1453 ; SCC vii 47,
48; KBod 489; SC8 34 (with comm.); Madras
Cat. 12962.

‘Commentaries. (1) Ratna-darpana by Misra Ratnesvara. (ed.

 with the text by Jivananda, Calcutta 1894 ; ed.
Benares as above. MSS. Aufrecht i 6ggb, ii 167a,
232b, iii 145a; KBod 490 ; SCC vii 49; Madras Caz.
12963). The nominal author Ramasimhadeva,
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mentioned in the introductory stanza 2, is apparent-
ly the author’s patron. In the colophon, the
author’s name is given as Misra Ratnesvara and
in Benares ed. of the text, the commentary is said
to have been written at the command of Rama-
simhadeva. In the Catalgues, the work is sometimes
inaccurately given as by Ramasimhadeva. The
author refers to a comm. on the Aaz. prak. by him-
self. Only the first three chapters of this Kazna-
darpana have been published in the editions noted ;
and both the Madras and Bodleian MSS contain

these chapters only.

(2) °Marjana by Harinatha, mentioned by himself in

his comm. on Dandin (A4 Bod 206b),

(3) Duskara-citra-prakasika by Laksminatha Bhatta.

Aufrecht iii 145a. He may be indentical with
Laksminatha who according to Kielhorn Report
1880-81 p. 71, wrote his Pingala-pradipa in 1601
A.D. Kielhorn’s MS of this latter work appears
to have been copied in 1660, while Burnell’s (#77:-
galdrtha-dipika pp. 53b, 175b) in 1632 A.D.

{(4) ®7%ka by Jagaddhara, son of Ratnadhara and Dama-

vantl.  Aufrecht ii 167a, 232b ; extract is given in
Ulwar 1086. This work is probably earlier than
the 17th century but later than the 14th (see
Bhandarkar Pref. to Malatimadhava pp. xviii-
xxi). Jagaddhara’s%genealogy is given thus: Candes-
vara—Vedesvara (Vedadhara)-»Ramadhara (Rime-
$vara)—-Gadadhara-—+Vidyadhara—-Ratnadhara—s
Jagaddhara. . He wrote several commentaries
(Aufrecht i 195) on the Meghaduta, Visavadatta,
Vepisamhara, Malati-madhava etc.

...~ (5) Comm. by Harikpgna Vyasa. SCB 34.
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b. Srigara-prakasa

The only MS known is in the Government Oriental MSS
Library, Madras, mentioned in their Repors quoted above,
See above p. 147.



AV MAHIMABHATTA

(1)

Rajauaka Mahiman, Mahimaka or Mahimabhatta,
who 18 cited generally as the Vyaktiviveka-karal
from the name of his work, was, as indicated by his
title, probably a Kashmirian writer, who describes
himself as the son of Sri-dhairya and disciple of
mahakavi Syamala. He informs us at the outset of
his work (i 3) that his principal object is to consider
the views of the Dhvanikara; and as in the course
of his discourse he examines the text of the Dhoun-
yaloka, quoting from the £arika and the vptts, with a
minuteness which cannot be mistaken, we may infer
with certainty that he was later than Ananda-
vardhana?. It is also probable that Mahimabhatta
was later than Ananda’s commentator, Abhinavagupta ;
for in some places he betrays an acquaintance with
the latter's work. At p. 19, for instance, Mahima-
‘bhatta quotes directly a long passage from the
Locara (p. 33), and shows himself alive to the point

I Visvanatha, ed. Durgaprasada N. S. P., 1915, p. 18,
249; Mallinatha on Kirata iii 21; Ruyyaka, ed. Kavyamala,
p. 12; Kesava Misra p. 80-81; Jagannatha p. 13; etc. Kesava
mentions his name as Mahiman.

2 Cf Jayaratha p. 12 ; dhvanikarintarabhavi vyaktiviveka-
kara iti, the Dhvanikara being, to Jayaratha, Ananda-
vardhana himself,
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involved in Abhinava’s discussion by criticising it.
The passage refers to Divanydloka i 13 where the
Dhvanikara uses the verb wyaakéah in the dual
number with the express purpose, as Abhinava ex-
plains, of indicating a duality of sense. Bhatta
Nayaka appears to have taken exception to this use
of the dual number, upon which Abhinava concludes
by remarking tenc yad bhatta-nayakena doi-vacanan
dagitay  tad  gaja-nimilikayaive.  Mahimabhatta,
referring to this discussion, quotes anonymously the
remarks of Abhinava (not only the above line but
the whole passage), with the statement Aecid vima-
ninak...... e yad ahus tad bhranti-mulam.  The
terms of reference apparently indicate, as Narasimha
Iyengar rightly points out!, that Mahimabhatta is
here referring clearrly to Abhinava as a theorist of
a rival system who, if not contemporaneous, could
not have flourished long before his own time. This
gives us one terminus to Mahimabhatta’s date. On
the other hand, Ruyyaka who, as we shall see, flour-
ished in the first half of the 12th century and pro-
bably also wrote the anonymous commentary on
Mahimabhatta, printed in the Trivandrum edition
of the text, is the earliest writer to quote and criticise
Mahimabhatta?. We may, therefore, assign Mahima-
bhatta to the period betweep Abhinava and Ruyyaka,
i.e. later than the first quarter of the 11th but earlier

1 JRAS, 1908, pp. 65f.

2 lIyengar (0p. cit.) and Haricand (9p. cit. p. 105) think
that Mahimabhatta is ‘“ quoted or criticised ” by Mammata ;
but, as Kav. prak. v p. 252 (B. S. S. 1917) shows, Mammata
does not at all cite Mahimabhatta or his work, but only

20
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than the first quarter of the 12th century, and ap-
proximately fix his date towards the last half or the
end of the 11th century. This date will" be in
harmony with the probable date of Syamala, who is
mentioned by Mahimabhatta as his preceptor, it
this Syamala is the same poet as is quoted by
Ksemendral.

It is difficult to determine what relation Mahun-
bhatta bore to Sankuka’s who was also, like Mahima-

criticises an anmumana-theory which tries to explain the concept
of dhvani by means of inference. No chronological conclusion
can be based on this; for Anandavardhana also refers to a
similar theory long before Mahimabhatta wrote.

1 Aucit.vic. ad 8. 16 ; Suvrita. til ad i 31. Also Subhis®
2292 and Jalhana 165b. Ksemendra’s Syamala appears to be
identical with Syamilaka, who wrote the d/kina entitled Pada-
tiditaka (ed. Ramakpsna Kavi and Ramanatha Sastr,
Madras 1922); for the verses, attributed to éyimata in the
two works of Ksemendra noted above, occur as &/, 33 and
the 125 respectively in the printed text of the bkana. The
colophon describes the author as son of Visve$varadatta
and an udigya (northerner), which makes it probable that
he is the Kashmirian Syéu‘mala, éy{smalaka or Syamilaka,
also cited by Abhinavagupta. Both Abhinava and Kuntala
quote anonymously verses from this édkina. The verse
ascribed to Syﬁmalaka in the Subhis® (prayascittame-wssgayate
vale priya-pada-taditam | ksilaniyam éirvas tasya kanti-ganduiza-
Sidhubhil) refers unmistakably to this b4ina, and the second
line occurs in a slightly medified form in the dhina itself
(ad 81 132). Rajasekhara cites a S‘yamadeva (pp- 11, 13, 17)
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Je

bhatta, an arumiti-vadin' in his theory of rasq, for
Sankuka’s work has not yet been recovered. Our
author claims for himself originality of treatment
and freedom from slavish imitation?, and his omission.
of all references to his predecessor need not, there-
tfore, appear strange. The only testimony of Rama-
carana, an 18th century Bengal commentator on
Visvanatha3, need not be seriously considered ; but
it is probable that the theory developed by Mahima
did not originate in himself. Anandavardhana refutes
at some length some theory of awnumana (pp. 201f)
which attempted to explain that the suggested sense,
posited by the dhovcii-theory, can be arrived at by
the process of logieal inference. Mahimabhatta pro
bably worked out systematically some such thesis
(anticipated, it may be, by Anandavardhana), as a
direct rejoinder to Ananda’s classical expositiqn; but
there is no evidence to connect him with the theory
accredited to Sankuka by Abhinavagupta and others.

(3)

From the Pyaktiviveka itselt (p. 108) we learn
that Mahimabhatta also wrote a work entitled

1 Heis so called by Mallinatha (Zara/a p. 85) and
Kumarasvamin (p. 219). *

2 He says, for instance, that he has written his work
without looking at Candsikd and Darpana, which apparently
had the same object in view as the demolition of the
dhvani-theory (i 4, §)-

3 ed. Durgaprasada p. 248: ed. Roer p. 121 note,
sankuka-matinuyaysinam vyaktviveka-kiridindm matam dusa-
yati,
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Tattvoékti-kose, where he is said to have discussed
what he calls pratibha-tattval, in connexion with
the poetic conception of an idea,

Mahimabhatta’s work which recognised the new
concept of dhwani, but tried to explain it by the
established process of auwmd@na (and not by the
separate function of vyailjand explained by Ananda-
vardhana), never found any recognition in the hands
of later theorists, most of whom became partisans of
the latter. Even his commentator does not appear
to possess much sympathy for his somewhat extreme
view, and Mahimabhatta is rather unique in having
no followers in later literature.

The commentator referred to has been identified
with some reason with Ruyyaka, who has another
commentary on Mammata to his credit, as well as
severfl independent works on Alamkara. We shall
deal with him hereafter as an independent writer on
Alamkara.

1 Cf Jacobi S&. der Preuss. Akad. xxiv 225 fn,

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Edition. by T. Ganapati Sastrl with introd, and notes and
anonymous comm., (attributed to Ruyyaka) in the
Trivandrum Sanskrit Series no. 5, 1909,

MSS. Aufrecht i 616a.

Commentary. As noted above.



AVI MAMMATA AND ALLATA
(1)

A great deal of uncertainty exists with regard
to the exact date of Mammata whose name!, as well
as the title rajancla, indicates that he was probably
a Kashmirian. The story relied upon by Hall? and
Weber3 that Mammata was the maternal uncle of
the author of Naisedhae may be relegated to the
region of fantastic fables which often gather round

1 Aufrecht (i 432) notes that Mammata’s original name
was Mahimabhatta on the mistaken authority of KeSava
Misra’s erroneous citation (p. 82-81).  The passage iy which
Kesava cites Mahimabhatta clearly refers not to Mammata
but to Mahiman, author of the [’yak#/viveka, mentioned in
the same context. The verse anaucityad : te, however, which
is thus quoted and attributed to Mahiman by Kesava, occurs
originally in the wor/2/ of the Divanyiloka (L)‘ 145) from
which apparently it is also cited in the Vyakti-viveka (pp. 31,
114) with a sa evdka, along with many other verses similarly
quoted from the same text. Kesava might have taken the
verse directly from the I{V(z./ﬁz‘z'w'vek(z’s citation, without
knowing the original source, :;md wrongly attributed it to
Mahiman himself. It does not occur at all in the Kav. prak.
Aufrecht’s suggestion, therefore, that Mammata is a corruption
of the name Mahimabhatta, like his other supposition that
the name Rudrabhatta xields Rudrata, is unwarranted. Cf
Peterson ii p. 19.

2 introd. to Vasevadatta p. 55.

3 Hist, of Sansk. Lit. (Eng. trans, 2nd ed.), p. 232 fn,
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celebrated names. The lower limit of Mammata's
date, however, may be fixed with reference to two
commentaries on the Kavya-prakase, of which the
date can be ascertained. The commentary of Ma-
nikyacandra is expressly dated in swpwaf 1216 =1160
A.D. The exact date of Ruyyaka’s commentary
is not known, but we know from other sources that
Ruyyaka flourished in the second and third quarters
of the 12th century!. Mammata, therefore, cannot
be placed later the beginning of the 12th century.

1 Jhalakikara maintains, on the authority of Parama-
nanda Cakravartin and Nagoji on Mammata, that Mammata
in several places criticises Ruyyaka, who therefore must be
placed earlier than Mammata. But the passages he cites do
not support his contention. Thus the verse rdjat7 tativam
(Kidz. prak. p. 7358) is supposed to be directed against Ruvyaka
p- 199, where the same verse is quoted in the same context.
It appears, however, that Mammata gives this verse as an
instance of fadddilamkira-sankara without any comment but
with the simple statement that here we havea commixture of
yamaka and anuloma-pratiloma-citra dependent on one another.
Ruyyaka, on the other hand, citing the same verse and referr-
ing to the opinions of “ other authors” comments on it at some
length. He remarks that though the verse is given by some as
an example of ftabdilamkara-samkara, such commixture of
Sabddilam#karas, in his opinion, is not possible, and the ex-
‘ample is faulty. The verse itself occurs in Ratnikara’s Hara-
vijaya (v 137). Jayaratha and Samudrabandha also remark
in this connexion that the anonymous authors, referred to
by Ruyyaka in his criticism, allude to “ Mammata and others.”
Besides, Ruyyaka himself quotes (p. 102) Mammata’s Aarika
iv 15-16. Jayaratha expressly says that Ruyyaka wrote a
commentary on Mammata called Kayyaprakasa-samketa (p.
102). In several other places, both Jayaratha and Samudra-
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The other limit cannot be settled so satisfactorily.
It has been maintained that Mammata in one verse
(bhoja-nypates tat-tyaga-lilayitam x ad 29h ; B.S. S.
ed. 1917, p. 681} culogises Bhoja with whom he should
be presumed to have been contemporaneous. This
13 sought to be supported by the story, related by
a very late commentator Bhimasena?, that Mamwmata
was the son of Jayyata and had two brothers Kayyata
and Uvvata, of whom Uvvata is taken to be
the well-known commentator on the Vedic works,
some of which, as he himself tells us, were composed
in Avantl while Bhoja was still veigning. Tt is
suggested on this ground that Uvvata was probably
the medium of the quotation referred to above relat-
ing to his royal patron ; or, assuming it to have been
composed by Mammata himself, it might have
obtained for its author an introduction into the
munificent court of Bhoju? But this theory is
untenable ; for Uvvata tells us that his father’s name
was Vajrata and not Jayyata; and it is not clear that
the stanza in question, given anonymmisly as an
instance of the figure wdatte (which consists in a
description of the wealth and prosperity of an exalted
personage) was composed by Mammata himself, who
certainly borrows similar Jllustrative verses from

bandha point out that Ruyyaka fs criticising Mammata (e.g.
Jayaratha pp. 77, 102, 107, 150, 163, 199, 204; Samudra-
bandha pp. 23, 25, 119, 156, 243, 249 etc.).
1 introd. to ed. Kgv-prak. in B.S. 5. (3rd. ed. 1917) pp.
6-7: also extract in Peterson i p. 94.
2 Ganganatha Jha in his introd. to his trans. of Kaw.
prak. pp. vi-vii,
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various sources. All that this anonymous verse may
be taken to establish is that its allusion to king
Bhoja indicates that Mammata was not probably
earlier than Bhoja.

We may, therefore, place Mammata between
Ruyyaka on the ore hand and Bhoja on the other,
it we may assume, on the authority of the commen-
tators, the identity of this Bhoja with the Paramara
Bhoja ot Dhara, the reputed author of the Sares-
vati-k°.  In other words, Mammata probably belongs
to the period between the middle of the 11th and the
first quarter of the 12th ceutury. Allowing two
cenerations to intervene between him and Ruyyaka,
we may assign Mammata’s literary activity ronghly
to the last quarter of the 11th century.

(2)

Although  well-known  tor his  Aavyu-prakasae,
which helped to establish finally and exclusively
the doctrines of the Kashmirian school of Ananda-
vardhana, Mammata 1s also the author of a less
known work entitled the Subdavyapara-paricaya
which, as its nawe implies is a short dissertation on
the expressive functions (oztti) of words. Mamumata,
like most writers on Paetics, was also well-versed in
the allied science of grammar, proficiency in which he
also displays in the larger work.

On a summary examination of the contents of
the Kavya-prakasa, it will appear that the work is
carefully planned and systematically worked out.
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Peterson, however, on the indication given in Raja-
naka "Ananda’s © Nidaréana commentary, first called
in question the unity of the work, although his first
erroneous impression?, corrected afterwards by him-
self, was that the karika-text was composed by
Maumnnata, while the running prose-vyéti was added by
some other hand. There is enough evidence now to
show that Mammata composed nearly the whole work
(Rarika and optti), and only a small portion of the
last chapter, left incomplete by him, was completed
by another author, whose name is given by Ananda
as Alata or Aluka. That the fact of joint-authorship
1s skilfully concealed is supposed to be alluded to in
the last verse, given in most of the MSS#%, which
apparently says that “this way of the learned,
though different yet appearing identical, is not
strange, for here the only cause is a properly construet:
ed (plan of) combination.” This may be explained,
no doubt, as meaning that the author here claims
the credit of having skilfully removed, in his system-
atic work, all conflict of opinions held by different
authors on Poetics; but most commentators agree
in finding here a hint implying that the work left
incomplete by Mammata was completed by some
other person, and the traces of joint-authorship are

1 The name of this comm. is Sz'tz'kamjka-w’bod/mna as well
as Kavyaprakasa-nidardana.

2 Repip. 21f.

3 Rep. ii p. 13 f. Cf Biihler in /4 xiii 30.

4 ityesa margo vidusam vibhinno- | pyabhinna-riipah
pratibhiasate yat | na tad vicitram yad amutra samyag | vinivmita
samghatanatva hetuh.
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ingeniously obliterated. Manikyacandra Siri, one of
the earliest commentators, doés not comment on this
verse!, but Ruyyaka remarks in his *Samketa com-
meuntary: esa grantho grahtkakz'tdnena katham apyc-
samaptatodd aparens ca puritdvasesatoad dvi-khawdo'-
pyakhandataya yad cvabhasate tatra sumghatanaiva
hetuk. In this view Ruyyaka is tollowed by Jayanta
Bhatta, Somesvara, Narahari Sarasvati-tirtha, Kama-
lakara, Ananda, Jajiiesvara and other early as well
as late commentators. Rajanaka Ananda, however, is
more explicit and quotes a traditionary verse? to show
that Mammata composed the work up to the treat-
ment -of the figure purikara (x 82), while the
rest, consisting of a small portion of the concluding
chapter, was completed by Alaka, Alata or Allata3,
This statement about the joint-authorship of the
Kavya-prakase receives confirmation from an indipen-
dent source, Commenting on _dmaru-satake (ed.
Kavyamala 18, 1916, §. 30), Arjunavarman who,
Hourished in the first quarter of the 13th century,
quotes from the Kavya-prakase vii ad 14 (the verse
prasade’ vartasva* cited therein) with the remark

1 Peterson iii p. 19.

2 krtale $vi-mammaticirya-varyail, pavikarivadhil, | pra-
bandhal ptritah seso vidhayilata (°laka or °lata) sturiva.

3 This is perhaps th§ reason why in some MSS of the
work, the colophon puts down the names of Mammata and
Allata (or Alaka) as the authors, e.g. Bodleian MS (Hultzsch
collection 172), which is a Kashmirian MS in Sarada character,
reads: it kavyaprakasibhidhinam kavya-laksanam sama-
ptam, kytih 8vi-rijanaka-mammatakdlakavoh,

4 Thisverse is ascribed to Candraka in Sarngadhara
3505.—On this question, see Kane in /4, 1911, p. 208.
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yadhodahptam dosa-nirpaye mammaldlakabhyam. In
the same chapter on dose in the Kavya-prakasa, Amara
72 is quoted as instancing the fault technically known
as jugupsdslila (vulgarity causing disgust), because the
word »dyu in the verse is supposed to connote vulgar
associations. Arjunavarman defends Amaru from this
fastidious criticisin with the pointed remark: Zim tu
kladaikamayt-vara-labda-prasadan kavyaprakasakiran
prayena dosa-drsti, yenaivasnvidhesvapi paromdrtha-
sahpdaydnanda-padesy sarasa-Farvisamdarlhesu dosam
coa  salsat alurutam. Both these passages, which
mention the dual authorship of the Advya-prakasa,
refer in particular to ch. vii where the dosas or faults
of composition are discussed  Unless the remarks
be taken to imply a general reference to the fact
of joint-authorship without particularly meaning
collaboration of any special chapter, one may be led
to the conclusion that Allata (here mentioned as
Alaka) had a hand not, only in the 10th, as the the
tradition makes it out, but also in the 7th chapter.

(3)

Of the three forms of the name, Alaka, Alata
and Allata, the last, which is given in Stein’s Jammu
MS, seems to be the most awthentic. The ta is a
well-known suffix to Kashmitian names, and Stein
says thas “this form of the name is the only one
known to the tradition of Kashmirian Pandits, to
whom the double authorship of the Kavya-prakasan
is otherwise perfectly familiar.”’* This Allata or

1 See Jammu Cat. pp. xxiii f.
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Alaka is supposed to be the same as Rﬁjﬁnaka Alaka
who wrote a commentary on Ruyyaka, and is quoted
by Ratnakantha as such?, If this identification, which
was suggested by Peterson but disfavoured by Stein,
is correct, then we must also ascribe to him the
Visamapadéddyata commentary? on Ratnakara's
Haravijayo, where Alaka is described as the son of
Rajanaka Jayanaka. It appears strange, however,
that Allata, the continuator of the Kavya-prakasa,
should also be the commentator of Ruyyaka, who in his
turn commented on the same work. This will make
the two writers commentators on each other’s text;
and if this were so, we may naturally expect a refer-
ence to this fact by Ruyyaka, who otherwise alludes
to the dual authorship of the Kavya-prakase, but
does not mention the name of Allata as the conti-
nuator3.

(4)

A tradition, chiefly obtaining in Bengal, as we
find it in Baladeva Vidyabhiisana and Mahesvara

1 Peterson ii p. 17f.

2 i pp. 13 17. Cf. Biihler, Kashmir Rep. p. 45. The work,
extending over 50 cantos, has been printed in Kavyamala 22.

3 It is clear, however, that the combination of names
in the colophon to a MS of the Kav. prak. (containing, in the
same codex, the text and Ruyyaka’s ®*Samketa commentary),
viz., iti srimadrijinakdillata-mammata-rucaka-viracite nifa-
grantha-kivyaprakisa-samketz prathama wllisah, should not
lead us to think, as Peterson and Stein do, that the Kav,
prak. is a joint-compilation of Allata, Mammata and Rucaka
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Nyaydlamkara, two very late Bengal commentators
on the Adavya-prakasa', imputes -the authorship of
the karikas (here called satras?) to Bharata and the
prose-vptti to Mammata, while Bharata himself is
said to have drawn upon the Adgni-purana. While
the last assertion about the Agai-purapae has no
foundation in fact and is apparently prompted by the
amiable but unhistorical imagination of late writers,
which delights in exalting the antiquity of the
Puranas, the suggestion of Bharata’s authorship
of the karikas is too unauthentic and fancitul to be
accepted. Mammata’s authorship of the karikas has
been declared by Hemacandra (Comm. p. 109 = Kav.
prak. v 1-2b ) in the first quarter of the 12th century,
as well as accepted by a succession of authors and

(or Ruyyaka), but it only indicates the names of the authors
of the original work (viz, Mammata and Allata) as well as the
name of the author of the “Samketa commentary comprised
in the codex. ‘

1 Vidyabhusana’s  Salitva-kamwmudi  on  Mammata,
ed. Kavyamala 03, 1897, p. 2, and comm.; also comm. p. I.
and text p. 18g. Cf. Peterson ii p. 10f. Mahesvara’s comm.
(ed. Jivananda, 1876) p. 1. This view is also endorsed by
Jayarama Paficanana, another Bengal commentator on Mam-
mata (see Peterson ii pp. 21-2°, 107).

2 The term s@¢ra should not mislead us to think that
the work might have been orjginally composed in that form,
upon which the later £iriki-verses were based; for it is not
unusual for the commentators to refer to Mammata’s zarikas
themselves as sttras: e.g. °Pradipa, ed. Kavyamala 1912,
p. 378 sttre vibhiga wupalaksanaparal; p. 384 sutram
copalaksanatayi yojyam ; °Prabhi p. 381 sutriskarinusa-
ratah ; ®Uddyota ed. Candorkar, x p. 123.
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oommentators like Jayaratha, Vidyadhara, Malli-
natha, Kumirasvamin and Appayya. Vaidyanatha,
commenting on ° Pradipa (I 1), alludes to this tradi-
tion and rejects it expressly!; and in this view most
of Mammaty’s other commentators agree. Apart
from this, the evidence of the text itself goes directly
azainst such a hypothesis. The karikds iv 4-5 are
expressly supported in the wvptéi by a dictum of
Bharata (vi p. 87 el. Grosset), and thus imply a dis-
tinetion batween the author of the ZLarika and that
of the Nailya-sastra.®. The Larikid x 8h, again, says
mala tuw prrvapat, implying from the context that
the ficure mala-rapcakna follows the rule laid down
for the fixurs maldpama, which, however, is not taught
in any of the previous k@rik@s, but explained in the
vptti.  This apparently indicates that the karika and
the vptti form one block which should be attributed
to one and the same author3.

The source of this tradition is probably the un-
questioned reverence paid to the sage Bharata, but
it may also be due to the fact that Mammata him-

1 °Prabhi ed. Kavyamala p- 2.

2 Cf Vaidyanatha oni 1 ; granthakrd iti mammatabhatld-
khyasya karvikikariur nivdesal............ bharata-samhbitayam
kasamcit karikanam darsanit sa cva granthakrd iti na yuktam ,
caturthe—* karaninvatha /ec‘vm./'inz' sahakavini® (iv 4) itydd:
karikivthe ““tad uktam bharatena” iti bharata-sammati-pra-
darsanasydsamgatitvipaiteh.

3 To the same effect Vaidyanatha commenting on this
passage, ed. Kavyamala 1912, p. 329: efad eva sutram sttra-
vrttikrtor ekatve jhipakam, malopamayih  sutrivanukta-
ya vrttdveva kathanat. Also cf other agreeing opinions
quoted in Jhalakikara’s comm, ed. B, S, S. 1917, p. 599
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selt has made a considerable use of Bharata's karikas.
Thus Bharata vi 15, 17-21 =Mammata iv 6-11.
Mammata, however hasalso made a similar use of harikas
and illustrative verses of many of his predecessors,
Thus the karika in Mammata vii 10 (karpdvatamsddi-
pade) appears as a  samgraha-sloke in  Vamana's
optti on 11, 2. 19 ; while the definition of the figure
ahksepa in Mammata x 20 is taken from Bhamaha
11 67a and 68a, or Udbhata ii 2a and 3a as found
quoted in  Abhinava’s Locane p. 86. Again,
Mammata iv 1 and 3 are clearly paraphrases from
the Dhvanydloka i1 1 and 3. Mammata slso makes
a large use of Rudrata’s illustrations.
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XVIT THE COMMENTATORS ON MAMMATA
(1)

There is hardly any other techuical work in
Sanskrit which has been so much commented upon
as the Kavya-prakase, and no less than fitty different
glosses will be found noticed in the various reports,
catalogues and journals relating to Sanskrit MSS.
They count as their authors not only independent
and noted writers on Poetics like Ruyyaka and
Visvanatha, but also men having other literary inter-
ests, like the Naiyayika Jagadisa and Narasimha
Thakkura, the grammarian Nagoji Bhatta, the
Mimamsaka Kamalakara Bhatta, the Vaisnava
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