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gunah priyatve'dhikrta na saristavah |

upakarakatvad alarhkarah saptamam angam |
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guna gunajiiesu gunibhavanti |

kascid vacarh racayitum alarh srotum evaparas tirh
kalyani te matir ubhayatha vismayarh nas tanoti |
na hyekasminn atisayavatarh sannipato gunanam
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PREFACE

The following pages present substantially my
Doctorate Thesis submitted in 1934. The object of the
" investigation is to study two of the Concepts of Sanskrit
Alarakara, vix, Guna and Riti, which are intimately
allied to each other, in the different creative writers of
the Sastra. This has involved a close and minute study
of the texts themselves some of which (¢.g. Bharata’s texts
as well as those of the Agnipurana) are indeed difficult
and obscure. No pains have been spared to examine
the Concepts critically from the available sources and
as the subject has not been studied in such detail by any
previous writer, it is believed that the present thesis
will serve to extend, to some extent, the bounds of our
knowledge of the topics treated. An attempt has been
made to trace the historical development of the "Concepts
as they unfold themselves in the works of all standard
writers down to the time of Jagannatha. An historical
development of a subject essentially requires a know]edgé
of the chronology of the period treated. But in view of
the fact that in the present case the chronology
has already been ably discussed by previous scholars
and that there is a general agreement among them all,
except in ome or two points, I havs not thought it
necessary to take up the whole question anew. In course
of my study, I have incidentally touched upon the
chronological relation of Kuntaka and AbhinaVa,gﬁpta,
and have tried to show from internal evidences that
the Vakroktijivita appeared earlier than the Abhinava-
bharati and regarding the date of composition of
the Alamkara section of the Agnipurina I have sided

with those who would place this section of the work later
than Bhoja. '
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In a detailed work like this, it is not possible to explain
all allied matters afresh. I have, therefore, restricted
my study to the critical exposition and historical
development of the Concepts of Riti and Gupa and
have assumed, without explanation, certain commonly
known facts of the Sastra. Generally it has not been my
“aim to decide between contflicting opinions except when
they have a direct bearing on my subject. It is hoped
that the present work will be judged on its own merits
and too much importance will not be assigned to the
question whether or not it follows a particular view-point
regarding a particular connected topie. By the time
when I completed my investigation the (Gaekwad
Oriental Series published its second volume of the
Natyaéastra. But since the texts of the Abhinava-
bharati in the said book do not differ materially from
those in the manuseript which 1 have used, I have
not thought it necessary to quote texts therefrom.

I must take this opportunity to express my gratcfulness
to the authorities of the University of Dacca specially
to Mr. A. ¥¥. Rahman, the present Vice-Chancellor for
kindly publishing my thesis as a University Bulletin.
To Mr. Sivaprasad Bhattacharyya, M.A., BT, Kivya-
tirtha, Sahitya$astri, Professor, Presidency College,
Calcutta, I must express my deep sense of reverence
and gratitude. Himself a genuine worker in Alamkara
Sastra—he first advised me to take up the comparatively
uncxplored field of Indian Poetics as my subject for
study. He not only permitted me to use the transeript
copies of two of the earlier commentaries of the
Kavyaprakasa (i.e those of Sridhara and Canpdidasa )
but also helped me ungrudgingly with valuable
suggestions whenever I approached him in connection
with the present work. In spite of serious personal
inconveniences he kindly gave me an opportunity of
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revising’ with him a greater portion of the work before
it was sent to the press. :

Although I had my first initiation into the Alamkara
Sastra before I joined the Dacea University, my real
interest in the Sastra was created when I read it as
my special subject for the M. A. Examination of that
University. There I had the rare privilege of studying
the Sastra with Dr. 8. K. De who is universally recognised
as a pioneer worker and an authority on Sanskrit Poetics.
It was he on whose recommendation I was awarded a
" research scholarship by the Dacca University for the study
of ‘Some Fundamental Concepts of Sanskrit Alamkara
in Their Historical Development’ under his able guidance.
His monumental work, ‘Studies in Sanskrit Poetics’ in
two' volumes has considerably facilitated the work of
sueceeding scholars and in spite of some minor blemishés,
unavoidable in a pioneer work of this kind, it will long
continue to be a standard work of reference. To say that
he watched with interest the progress of this thesis
would be to say little because he not only read almost
through the whole of this work, discussing and correcting
its first draft but also placed me under deep obligation
by making, from time to time, valuable suggestions
for improvement from his expert knowledge of the
subject. To him T am also indebted for his readily
lending me some of the texts or editions of works on
the subject out of his unrivalled collection specially the
transcript copy of the manuscript of the Abhinavabharati.

During the period when the major part of the
I‘Jrebsent' work was done I was a resident student as a
research scholar of the Jagannath Hall. In this
connection I must express my gratefulness to Prof.
R. C. Majumdar, M.A., Ph.D.,, Provost of the Hall who
took a personal interest in the progress of my work,
extended to me all facilities as a boarder and an Assistant

»
>
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House-tutor and helped me to proceed with my work
undisturbed.

But, so far as the actual completion of the present
work is concerned, I am indebted in the highest degree
to Mr. H. D. Bhattacharyya, M.A., B.L., Head of the
. Department of Philosophy and Dean of the Faculty of
Arts, Daceca University, but for whose manifold assistance
and words of hope and encouragement at a time
when they were most needed the work could not have
been expeditiously completed. He laid me under decp
obligation by going through some portion of the work
in manuscript and suggesting improvements in its style
of composition. To my teacher Mr. G. P. Bhattacharyya,
M. A.,, Vedantadastri and my brother Dr. P. C, Lahiri,
M. A, Ph. D., Kavyatirtha, Sahityaéastri,-~both of them
Lecturers in Sanskrit at the University of Dacea, I am
considerably indebted for occasional helps in elucidating
some difficult texts.

Besides Dr. S. K. De’s Sanskrit Poetics and articles
in Oriental Journals, I have utilised the works of almost
all other previous scholars on the field. In this connection
I should note that T have been specially benefited by
the works of Mahamahopadhyaya Dr. Ganganatha Jha,
M.A., D.Litt., Mr. P. V. Kane, M.A,, LLL.M,, Dr. J. Nobel,
Ph.D. and Dr. A. Sankaran, M.A., Ph.D.

Chittagong College,
Praras CHANDRA LAHIRI

November, 1936,
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Kavyadaréa ; the Roman number
stands for the chapter and the
Arabie number or group of numbers
for the verse so marked in the
edition hereafter mentioned.
Kavyamala Text of the Nitya-

éastra of Bharata; the Roman

number denotes the chapter and the
Arabic number or group of numbers
the verse so marked in the text.

Kavyaprakisa ; the Roman number
( where used ) denotes the chapter
( wllase) and sttra denotes the
section so marked before the text
in Vamanicarya’s edition.
Kavyaprakasa-satnketa of Manikya-
candra in the Anandairama Series
edition of the Kavyaprakasa.

Sahityadarpana ; the Roman number
( where used ) denotes the chapter
( pariccheda ) and kar. before the
Arabic numbers denotes the section
so marked in Jivananda’s edition.
Kavyaprakadaviveka ( transcript
copy of the A.S.B. manuscript ).
Vakroktijivita, the Roman number
stands for the chapter (unmesa) and
the Arabic number or group of
numbers for the karika so marked
in the text.

Besides an author has sometimes been cited by name
for his work. For instance Vamana, iii, 1, 1 has been used
forKavyalamkarasttravrtti, third adhikarana,first adhyaya,
first swtra. Uses of this nature will be easily understood.
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a, b, ¢, and d at the end of sutra, karikd or vetse
denote respectively the first, second, third and fourth
feet of the swira ete.

In a work which contains both the text and the
commentary, the line mentioned in connection with the
commentary has been counted from the place where the,
commentary actually begins (i.e. the text has been
excluded ).

For editions of the different works used, see Biblio-
graphy at the end of the thesis. When referred to for
the first time (in the thesis) the full title of the particular
work has generally been given.

For transliteration the system of the Royal Asiatic
Society has been followed.

Words which admit of alternative spellings have been
retained as found in the particular texts, e.g. ulvana,
ulbana ; nivida, nibida ; vikaéa, vikasa ; vindu, bindu ;
vija, bija ete.

In some places words in Sanskrit have been quoted
in their pratipadeka forms to suit the English construction
in the body of the thesis.

Dr. 8. K. De and Mr. S. P. Bhattacharyya have kindly
enriched my work with the following foot-notes of their
own :—

S.K.D. p.67.fn. 20; p. 69. fn. 27-28 ; p. 70. fn. 32,
p.75. fn.39; p. 85. fn.1; p.87. fn.3; p.101. fn. 20;
p. 105. fn. 23.

S.P.B. p. 97. fn. 13; p. 221-22, fn, 4ab p. 233.
fn. 21a.



CHAPTER 1.
GENERAL POSITION OF DOSA

AS RELATED TO GUNA
AND ALAMKARA.

It is well-known to students of Sanskrit Poetics
that the main object of the writers of Alamkara-§astra
has been to search for poetic beauty and to formulate’
theories by way of guiding aspirants to poetic fame and.
young critics to judge poetry with precision. This led
them to analyse the different aspects of poetry in order
to find out the various means of its embellishments
which they comprised under some broad technical names .
such as the elements of Rasa, Dhvani, Riti, Gupa and-
Alamkiara. Wide divergence of opinion has- prevailed
among theorists about the conception and execution of
‘these ‘embellishing factors of poetry and their great.
importance has. quite naturally made them subjects for-
special study by different scholars.! '

Whatever .controversy might have . existed amongst
theorists of different ages and schools regarding the
character and relative importance of thes¢ embellishing

.1, Dr.S.K.De has traced the full history of the Concept

of Rasa in Sir Ashutosh Mockerjee Silver Jubilee . Volumes
(Vol. 11L. pp. 207-39) besides his treatment of the question in |
his Sanskrit Poetics, Vol II, pp. 135~74. Dr, A Sankaran also f
studied the same Concept along with the Concept of Dhvaniin
his ‘Some Aspects of Literary Criticism’. And Dr. J. Nobel has
given a brief treatment of the Concept of Riti in one of the
chapters of his ‘Foundations of Indian Poetry’ (pp. 98-125).



2 CONCEPTS OF RITI AND GUNA

clements in their theory of poetry, they have all agreed
upon one fundamental point, namely, that they have
insisted upon the avoidance (hana or heyata) of Dosas
or poetic flaws since Dosa, as the very name indicates,
has a deterring effect on poetry inasmuch as it mars
,its beauty. Dandin® emphatically enjoins that even a
slight defect ought not to be tolerated in poetry as even
a single leprous spot is sufficient to render a handsome
body ugly. Govinda® is more explicit when he states
that if poetry is defective in any form, the presence of
technical excellences and figures of poetry fails to create
the necessary poetic charm: on the other hand, if itis
free from poetic flaws, it can produce at least some
amount of charm even without technical excellences.
In this view Govinda appearsto have been anticipated
by Abhinavagupta who lays a greater emphasis npon
the absence of Dosas than on the presence of Gunas
and Alarmkaras when he remarks in connection with
Bharatas Dosas® :—etad-dosa-vihinam  Sruti-sulhom
dipta-rasein  ca  yadi  bhavati tavatd  gunéntarair
alamharaidca hinam apl kavyem laksana-yogacyabhi-
carityuktam. These theorists, therefore, ( excepting
Dandin who is not so explicit ) appear to hold that

2. tad alpam api nopeksyarn kavye dustam kathaficana |
syad vapuh sundavam api Svitvenaikena durbhagam 1
(Kawyyadar$a, i. 7)

30 e dosabhavadini laksanasthani viSesanini wvivecaniyant,
tesu (=adosagunalamkaresu) ca dosabhavah pradhanam. sati
dose gunader apyakiFicitkaratvat., yad aha ‘syad vapuh sundavam
api... 1ti. sati tu dosabhave gunadikam vind'pl kmadahlada-
sambhavat. ‘apadosataiva vigunasya gund it nyayat.

Kavyapradipa, introduction to VII, 1 {p. 168).

4. Abhinavabbarali on Natyasastra XVI, 83 (K. M. ednl,
p. 312 of the Ms. in possession of Dr. 8. K. De.
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absence of poetic blemishes (adosa or apadosata) is
itself an excellence, so to speak. As an analogy, we
may just take an instance from ordinary life. Man is
hardly immune from defects. The less his faults, the
greater his estimation among his fellow beings. To be
faultless—is one of the highest certificates that he can
expect to have from the society. Similar is the case
with these theorists’ conception of poetry with regard to
its flaws. o

But from this it will be unwise to understand the .
theorists to imply that the poet’s duty is finished if
he engages all his attention towards avoiding the technical
faults mentioned by them. Theorists themselves have
hardly concurred with regard to the nature and scope of
the individual Dogas—their classification, number and
nomenclature and their relationship with other poetic
factors. These have more or less changed with the
advent of new schools of theorists and with the change
in their poetic outlook. And what was considered to be
a Doga by a particular theorist or a school of opinion has,
not infrequently, been looked upon as a Gupa or
Alarhkara by another®. What standard would one follow
in such a state of mutual disagrecment among theorists ?

5. For instance, Bhamaha's Saszmsaya-dosa (iv, 17-18) which
consists iti 4 doubtful state of mind due to the use of common
attributés of two objects without any differentiating quality,
tends to approach élesélarﬁkira of Rucaka (Alathkarasitra, 33,
ps tot) and Mammata (s@ira 119, p, 509)  His illustration of the
same Dosa (iv, 19) has.'been cited by Hemacandra in his
comimentary on the Kavyinuéisana (p. 279. l.21) as an example of
Sasandeha Alarikdra, Vamana's illustration of the first variety
of his arthaguna Ojas (nayanasamuttharn jyotir atrel under iii,
2, 2, p. 84) corresponds to that of Mammata's Klistadosa
(atri-/ocana,samb}zﬁta-]:yotirudgamabh:‘zsib}zih, verse No. 158 on
p. 284, under s@ira 72). Instances of this kind are not rare i
Alarhkara works, . ’
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And is it really a matter of high commendation if the
poet only keeps his composition free from the technical
blemishes ? Does it not require a positive individual
merit of its own (no matter whether it is due to Gupa or
Alaimkara or to any other factor) in order to receive wide
appreciation ? These are questions to which theorists
“must have becn alive as a result of which they could not
rest satisied with formulating the character and
application of Dosas alone but had to look elsewhere for
positive poetic beauty®. Dosahiana as such has no positive
valne. It relegates poetry to a position in which poetic
beauty is neither marred nor brought into effective relief’.

On the other hand it is equally wrong to hold that
the fault universally mars the poetic effect for it will be
seen hereafter that what is ordinarily understood
to constitute a fault serves to enhance the poetic charm
in certain circumstances when, for instance, it is quite
in keeping with the situation depicted or, in the words of
the later theorists, maintains the rules of propriety
(aucitya). This is how the later classification of Dosas
into nitya and anitya (classes) arose. We shall have
ample opportunity to discuss it afterwards but here
we may take a single instance in passing. Punarukia

6. Thus Vimana lays equal emphasis upon the avoidance of
faults (dosahana—uvyiti under i, 1, 3. p. 9) as well as the utilisation
of Gunas and Alamkaras (gunalaskaradana-ibid) in the matter of
creating ‘poetic beauty. Some of the later writers, e.g,, Mammata,
Hemacandra, Bhoja aud Viagbhata, follow him when they
incorporate at the same breath the absence of poetic faults and
the presence of paetic excellences and figures in their definition
of poetry.

7. Strictly -speaking, poetry is not worth the name unless
We may remember in this connection

it possesses poetic beauty.
alatnkbytasya kavyatvam it sthitih, na

Kuntaka’s well-known line......
punah kavyasydlainkarayogah. (V.1 p. 7. 1L 3—4).
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‘(repetition or redundancy) is ordinarily a poetic fault
but it ceases to be so, nay, it suits the circumstances
‘admirably® when the speaker is in a fit of compassion
for somebody or is engaged in attracting another’s notice
to some particular object and so on. What is actually
meant, therefore, is not that absence or presence of poetic
flaws as such determines the acceptability .or otherwise -
of a particular composition but that it is the intrinsic
beauty of a poem (no matter whether it is due to Rasa,
Alamkara or any other poetic factor) that makes it fit
for the reader’s appreciation. And when this is existing,
the absence or presence of Dosa generally serves to
produce a difference in the degree of charmingness—the
former always helps its appreciation in the sense that -it
never hinders it: the latter definitely hinders it unless
sometimes it suits the circumstances which have been
depicted. But, although we may not accept the absence
of Doga as the single criterion of poetic beauty, its
essential importance in the theory of poetry can never be
too highly enjoined. The priority of the treatment .of
Dosa, to the other poetic elements, by almost all theorists
is perhaps not without some significance. When this is
explained, as Gopendra Tripurahara has rightly done, by

8. anukampadyatiSayo yadi kascid vivaksyate |
na dosah punarukto’pi, pratyuteyam alatnkriya |
hanyate st vararoka smarepdhinda-vairina |
kanyale caru-sarvangi hanyale masijubhasini |
' (Kavyadarsa, iv. 14-18).
Here the word kanyate is repeated to imply excessive pity,
Kim cintayasi sakhe tvam, vacmi lvam asmi pasya paSyedam |
- nanu kith na pasSyasidyk pasya sakke, sundavas stvainam, I
, (Rudrata, Kavyalamhkara VI, 35. p. 70),
Here notice of the friend is attracted to an -assembly of
beautiful ladies and so the repetition of the word pasyq is not

faulty.
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the popular maxim that evils should be averted prior to
one’s pursuit of welfare®, the propriety of the theorists’
advocacy for the avoidance of poetic Dosas with all the
emphasis they conld command, is very clearly understood,
Man’s first instinct is to live and to be safe from danger,
the question of attaining power and eminence comes next.

This appears to be the general position of Doya in the
treatment of all theorists—old and new. But the ecarly
writers’ treatment of the theory of Poetry being itself of a
rudimentary character, they naturally conceived Dosa
from a more or less limited point of view ‘e. only so far
as it was connected with the $abda and the artha. The
Rasadosa did not naturally find any place in their system
althongh some such idea of aucitya or propriety, the
breach of which lies at the root of all Rasadosas, appears
to have struck them when they spoke, as has been already
noted, of Dosas ceasing to be such. They did not, of
course, mention the word aucitya explicitly but, neverthe-
less, the spirit was there and it is not improbable that they
supplied crude materials for the logical development of
the idea of aucitya in the later theory of poetry.
Moreover, they could not clearly discern to what extent
Dosa mars the poetic beauty —whether it stands as a
solid block to its appreciation or it lessens the poetic
charm existing in a particular composition or it completely
destroys that charm so as to exclude the composition
concerned from the range of poetry. The question of these
finer distinctions in the nature of Doga did not arise
till the Post-dhvani writers'® Candidasa and, following

9. ‘stanuvartandt kuryat priganista-nivartanam’ it nitya
gunalamkiradanat pArvvah dosah@nam eva kavina kartavyam it
sucayituim dosahanasya prathamato nirdeSah kylah. Kamadhenu,
on Vamana i, 1, 3. (1. 3=5,p. 10).

10. Kavyaprakasadipika, p. 13, Kavyapradipa, p. 170, ll-i-19
and Sahityadarpana, p, 9.1l. 3-10 and p. 11. 11, 1-8,
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him, Viévanatha and specially Govinda took it up. The
Pre-dhvani theorists appear to deal with the broad aspect
of the subject from only a commonsense point of view,
namely, that the Dosas are bad and as such they should
be avoided and in .their treatment Doga generally
possesses a character. opposite to that of Guna. This
will be explained as we proceed with the. Guna Doctrine
.of different theorists of this period. The Post-dhvani
writers, however, judge Doga to be a poetic element
that remains subordinate to Rasa (just like Guna and
Alarmkara) but since the word and its sense are means
for the manifestation of Rasa they could mot avoid
reckoning the Sabda- and artha-dosas as well.



CHAPTER Il.

PLACE OF LAKSANA GUNA AND
ALAMKARA IN BHARATA’S
NATYASASTRA.

~

Bharata’s Liaksana as read by Abhinavagupta.

In the previous chapter we have briefly discussed the
general position of Dosa in the treatment of poetic
theorists—old and new—in order to examine how far the
absence of Dosa can be treated asa source of poetic
charm. Now, before we take up the subject of our
study proper, namely, the historical development of the
Concepts of Riti and Guna, we propose to explain, in this
chapter, the broid character of the elements Guna,
Laksana and Alarmkara as they are found in the Naitya-
§astra of Bharata, the earliest extant work on Dramaturgy
which contains materials for the later development of a
systematic #heory of poetry. This will involve a discussion
about the mutual relationship, if any, of these elements
and the context in which they occur i. e. their relationship
with the main current of Bharata’s treatment. Incidentally,
we shall discuss an important and interesting topic,
namely, the peculiar nature of Bharata’s Laksana as read
by Abhinavagupta and deduce therefrom the chronologi-
cal relation of Kuntaka and Abhinavagupta.

Bharata’s Natya$astra, as the very name of the work
shows, deals with dramatic techniques and as such his
Gunas, Alamkaras etc., have ultimately to be judged
according to the part they play towards producing the
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dramatic effect i. e. towards the realisation of (drématic)i‘
Rasa. Ablinaya (vepresentation) is, in Bharata’s' theory, -
a very important factor in the realisation of Rasa because
it- very clearly brings out the respective funotlons of
vibhawe and anubhiva® of a partlcular Rasa. Bharata
and, following him, later writers of Dramaturgy enumerate
four different types® of abhinaya, viz, (1) @hgika (gestgrgl Y
(2) wacika (vocal), (3) sattvika (internal—conveyed by
the manifestations of internal feelings) and (4) Gharya
(extraneous—conveyed by dress, ornaments ete.) Of these
four, the first three are very intimately associated* with

1. 'Strictly speaking, no distinction is possible belWeén the
dramauo Rasa and the pOeth Rasa because Rasa is a. pecullar:
cittavytti which the spectator of a dramatic performance and thev
Reader of a Zavys may equally experlence Here the expression -
is used loosely in consideration of the special branch . -of S;udy"
(Dramaturgy) which forms the subject at hand. '

-2, bhavabhinaya-sambandhan sthayibhavais tatha éudhah i
asvadayanti manasa, tasman nagyarasal smytak. |
Nityasastra (K. M, edn.), VI, 34.
loka-svabhdvasamsiddha loka-yatranugaminah, |

anubhavg bibhavaca jFeyastvabhinayair budhaik. |
ibid, VII, 6.

The Chowkhamba text {vi, 33) reads b}zZwﬁbhinaya-sairzyuktﬁh_'
and sthayibhavah (in the first two feet of verse 1 above) which are
apparently incorrect. The terms widhava and anubhdva need
hardly be explained to an advanced student of Sanskrit Poetics,

3. angiho vacikaScaiva hyaharyah sativikas tatha.
JHevas trabhinayo vipras caturdha parikabpital |
‘Should not viprah be vipraih ? ibid, VIIL, 9
4. wblmveuaddl:rlo yo'rthastvanubhavaisca gamyate. |

vaAgaAngLa- sa/lvaé/zmayath sa bhava iti sarmgRitah. |
ibid, VIi, 1.

vibhava iti hasmad ucyate, vibhawo vifkanarthah, wblzavyanle’

nena 7‘auang{zsall'vab/ltlmja ityato vibhavah.
ibid, under VII 3.

Smnlarly...anubhava...z/z kasmal.....yad ayam anubhavayati,
vagarigasativakylam abkinayan, ibid, under. VI, 4.-

2
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bhava, bibhava, onubhava ete. The ohgabhinaya has been
discussed at great length in six chapters (VIIT-XIIT).
Then begins the treatment of cacikabhinaya or cahya-
bhinayo in ch. XIV of the K. M. text and ch. XV of the
Chowkhamba text’. One would curiously note the
strikingly small number of verses in ch. XIV of the K. M.
* text compared with the number in ch. XV of the other.
This is due, as the editors of the Ch. text have noted in
the foot-note (p. 169), to the fact that 108 verses from the
beginning of the chapter are found only in the Ka pustuka

5. Itis very interesting to note that the two printed texts of
the Natya-§astra, which we have mainly consulted, maintain
considerable difference in reading and arrangement in many places.
The Chowkhamba text appears to have a greater number of verses
in all the chapters (except in ch, VI where both have 83 verses)
than the Kiavyamald text. The principle of arrangement is almost
the same upto chapter VIII in both the texts, But a variation
continues from chapter IX, The Chowkhamba text has 207 verses
in this chapter named as Akastabhinaya and the next chapter that
deals with $arirabdhinaya bas got 55 verses. The K, M. text, on the
other hand, includes the matter of both these chapters in a single
chapter (.. e. ch. IX named angadhinays) which is a very long
one comprising in all 247 verses (i, ¢, 194 against Chowkhambu’s

" 207 plus §3 against Chowkhamba's 55). The arrangement in some
of the subsequent chapters is as follows ;—

Ch. text K. M. Text
Chapter name number of | Chapter name number of
verses verses
XI. Carividhana .. 100 | X. Carividhina .. €9
XII. Mandalavidhana ... 357} Xl. Mandalakalpana ... 8
XI1I/. Gatipracira ... 227 | XII. Gatipracara .. 192
XIV, Pravrttidharma- XII.  Karayuktidhar-
vyafijaka .. 83 mivyafijaka . b4
XV. Vacikabhinayacchan- X1V, Viacikabhinaye
dovibhaga PR § 1] chandovidhina ... 11
XVI. Chandoviciti ... 169 | XV, Chandovrttavidhi ... 167

XVIIL. Vagabhinaya .. 123 | XVL Alarhkaralaksana ... 118
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probably corresponding to our Ch. text. The first few of
these 108 verses emphasise the importance of vagabhinaya
(tasmad vacah parain nasti vak hi sarvasya karanam
XYV, 3c-d, Ch. text) on the ground that it is words which
make up the body of all sastras (vanmayanihe Sastrani
XYV, 3a) and that other kinds of representation serve only
to help the vagabhinaya by giving a poignant effect to it
(anga-nepathya-tattvans vakyarthaim vyaijeyants hi XV,
2a-b) implying thereby that they are all subordinate to
the vacitkabhinaya. The latter portion of this chapter,
however, deals, rightly according to Bharata’s pronounce-
ment in the last verse of the previous chapter (punadco
vakyabhinayam yathiwad vaksye svara-vyaFijana-varna-
yutanm X1V, 83c-d, Ch. T.), with vowels and consonants
as well as their place of utterance and the different types
of words (n@ma, akhyata ete). As letters are the units of
words and words constitute the units of language,
Bharata proceeds to discuss these together with a
scheme of metres (chandas) which covers the last portion
of this as well as the whole of the subsequent chapter.
These are, after all, merely an elementary discussion about
vactkabhinaya of which the treatment of Laksanas,
Dosas, Gunas and Alarmkaras in chapter XVII (Ch. text)
constitutes the literary aspect and therefore the most
important part. The general theoretical position of these
elements appears to be that they constitute the beauty
or otherwise of the language in which dramatic charac-
ters speak, and this is the only way in which their
inclusion under the vacikabhinaya can be justified.

But it must be remembered that the part which these
elements, as embodied in vacikabhinaya, play in calling
forth Rasa in Bharata’s treatment, has been very remote
and it is probably for this that Bharata’s successors in
the Pre-dhvani schools judge their position on their own
merit-and not in relation to Rasa, which had not been



12 CONCEPTS OF RITI AND GUNA

assigned much importance in their theory of Poetry.
Even Bharata himself does not appear to have been
particular about the application of these elements
exclusively in connection with drama. His indiscrimi-
nate use of the terms kdacye and rifaka® in the same
context in many cases goes directly against that position.
It possibly shows that either the later theoretical distinct-
tion between the dr$ya and §ravya varieties of kacya was
not much favoured by Bharata: or even if it were, he
expected his readers to understand the term kzcya as used
by him to mean nafaka from the context ie. the subject
of his treatment. The first assumption justifies the
position that he did not maintain any great theoretical
distinetion between the aforesaid types of poetry and
quite naturally the technical elements of Dramaturgy, as
advocated in his school, found a permanent place in the
theory of poetry : the second is unwise, for a scholar who
himself understands the peculiar character of two distinct
objects would never ask others to ignore it.

No attempt has, however, been made by Bharata to
connect the elements of Laksapa, Alamkira, Dosa and
Guna either mutually or with the main current of his
treatment. These are brought in abruptly without any
sufficient introduction, except that in the last verse of the
chapter dealing with metres, he remarks :

vrttair evam tu vividhair nandechandah-samudblocail
kavya-bandhas tu kartoeyah sattrimSallohsananeitah

(XVTI, 169. Ch. T.)

6. wavi yatnastu kavtayyo natyasyeyam tanuh smyta| (X V,2a-b)
kavyabandhas tu kartavyah sattrimsallaksananvitah | XVI.
169.
...... Sabdacyutai vai dasa kawvyadosah | XVII, 884.
ete dosastu vijfieyah saribhir natakasrayah | XVIl, 95a-b.
(ali in Ch. T).
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At the commencement of the - next  -chapter, Bharata
discusses in some detail - 36- varieties -of- dramatic
Laksanas’. Next in context comes the treatment- of
Alamkaras or figures of poetry of which four (namely,
wupami,. rigpoka, dipaka and .yamalm) are mentioned,
defined and classified. They are followed by the treat-
ment of nafakasrayae dosas, which are also called kavya-.
dosas, and . which, like the Gunas that come ‘after them,
are enumerated as ten in number. - Here, Bharata’s text
runs thus :—
' ebhir arthakriyapeksaih kabyam Iom"yam tu lak sanazh I
ata urdhram tu voksytme kavyadostmstathavidhan® i
~ (XVII, 87. Ch: T.)

From this, one may aptly be "led to understand that
Bharata has included the Alarmkaras under the scope of

7. The Laksanas do not separately exist in the treatment -of
pbet_ic theorists, except in Jayadeva’s Candriloka and in the chapter
on Dramaturgy in Vidvanatha’s Shitya-darpana, The functions and
characteristics of some of the Laksanas (as mentioned in the K. M.
(éxt) are attributed to Gunas and Alarhkaras by some of the pre-
dhvani writers ; while later writets like Vidvanitha include some
of them under the Natyalarhkdras, It is remarkable at the
same time that the . Laksapnas, as mentioned in the Ch, téxt;
are almost the same as those found in Vi§vanitha, é_x'cepting prapti
and ksobha which receive the names of j%apsi and sasmksepa in the
$3hitya-darpana, (Ch. VI, Kar. 434, pp. 365-06).

8. The K. M. text reads, (XV], 83)

ebhivarthakriyapeksam kavyain karyam tu laksanaih |

ata @rdhvar pravaksyami havyadosal samasatak |
Kavyadosah is evidéntly corrupted in place " of- kavyézdo;z‘zn.
another difference is noticed with regard to the word artha-
kriyapeksam. The K. M. text appears to have the sanction of
Abhinava on this point, However, it is Immaterial. whether
arthakriyapeksa refers to kavya or Laksana so long as we generally
accept Abhinava’slikely mterpretatlon of this word as art}zakrzyayam
| 7asacarvapayaTn yuklant..... (p 311, 0p. czt) - .
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his Laksanas and there is no denying the fact that his
own treatment has left no elue for the distinction of one
set from the other. On the contrary, he appears to
confuse the issue still further when he defines a particular
Laksana in terms of Gunas and Alamkaras®. It seems
that Bharata’s definition and classification of Laksana,
s Alarmkara and Guna are somewhat dogmatic. The funda-
mental distinction between these three classes of poetic
elements is hardly apparent, and some of the characteris-
ties of Laksapas may as well be considered as belonging
to Alamkdras and Gunas. Apparently an early writer
like Bharata does not mean to imply any theoretic
distinction between Laksanas, Gunpas and Alamkaras,
but accepts and repeats traditional nomenclature and
takes them all as beautifying factors of poetry generally,
just as in Bhamaha and partly in Dandin the distinction
between Gunas and Alamkdras is not very sharply
indicated.

In this connection, we may note Abhinava’s peculiar
views on DBharata’s Laksanas. While commenting on
Bharata’s Laksapas in ch. XVI of the Abinavabharati,
Abhinava refers to a number of views on the position of
the Concept of Laksanpa in poetry'®. He remarks in
connection with the verse XV, 167 K. M. T. (=XVT, 169
Ch. T. quoted above) that the Laksanas are the most
important factors in kavya-bandha and the treatment of
other elements comes as a mafter of course in their

9. alambarair gugaiscaiva bahubhih samalarkytam.
bhuisanair iva citvarthais tad bhiisanam iti smytam.
(XVI, 6,Ch. T)
Does this indicate, to some extent, the comprehensive
character of Laksana ?

10. Mr. V. Raghavan has fully dealt with these views in his
paper on “‘The Concept of Laksapa in Bharata’ in Journal of

Qriental Research, Madras (Vol., VI, pp. 54-82),
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connexion'. Later on, while he introduces Bharata’s
treatment of Alarmkaras, he says that Laksanas constitute
the body of kawya i.e. poetic expression which is embel-
lished by the Poetic figures on the analogy of human body
being adorned with ornaments*®. Then again, while
commenting on the verse yathificit kavyabandhesu
sadysyenopamiyate etc. (XVI, 42, K.M. text) that
defines Upama, Abhinava remarks: Fkavyabandhesu
kavya-laksanesu satsu tlyanena gauriva gavaya it nayam
alasnkara ttc darSitam  (p. 308). Here the Laksana has
been clearly identified with kavyabandha i.e. poetic speech
itself and naturally it involves all the necessary charm
that makes poetry what it is. This view has been more
clearly set forthin the lines that come immediately after-
wards and run thus :—bandho gumpho bhanitir vakrokich
kavivyapara®® it hiparyayat laksanpain tvalainkaradanyam

11. Laksananyeva hi pradianam. latprasange graha(guna )~
lamkara i, (p. 289, op. cit,)

12, evarn kavisvyapara-balad yad o1thajatain loukika: svabha-
vad wvidvamanar tod eva laksanam ityuktam. latra (tesya 7))
$urivaka’pasyalamkara adhund wvaktawyah. lannirfpayitum uddis it
upametyadi ( XVII, 43, Ch. T, ). kavye tavallaksananm Sariram.
tasyopamadayas trayo’vihabhagah. yatha ki pythagbhfitena havena
ramani vibhusyate tathopaminena Sasind etatsadySyena va kavi-
buddhi-parivariamanatval  pythaksiddhenaiva prakyta-varpaniya-
vanilavalanadi sundarikriyata iti tadevalambarah (p. 307. op cit.)

13. Anticipating an objection that if Laksana is equated with
kavivyaparae, it should have innumerable varieties instead of
thirty-six, Abhinava replies that these are the principal varieties,
others may be similarly enumerated if the poet so feels ( sattritsad
iti ca nanyadi-varana-para(l), kavi-kydayavarttinam api parisain-
khyeyalval kinin bahulyena tavad iyatapaksavyaptam(?) iti ca-
kavin@ vadhatavyam p. 289, op. ¢it.). Indeed, such a comprehensive
poetic factor brooks only two types of enumeration—either a
single variety having a very wide sphere or innumerable
varieties—each occupying a narrow scope.

10231
3-MAY 1565
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apt na nirarthakam (p. 308, op. eit.). This remark
undoubtedly reminds one of Kuntaka’s theory of poetry
and the individual skill of the poet that underlies it. In
another place Abhinava refers to the view of his
upadhyaya'* (meaning Bhatta Tauta, author of the
. Kavyakantuka) in connexion with the relationship
between Laksana and Alaibkara and remarks upadhyaya-
matanty  d Daksanobol@t  alarnkaranam  caicitryam®®

14. Abhinava  often mentions  Bhattendurdja  (%locana
p 160, 1 6)and Bhatta Tota (or Bhatta Tauta...%locana p. 29,19
and p. 178, L 7) as his wupadiyayas. Who is being specifically
referred to here It is interesting to note in this connection
that Bhatta Tauta’s name is found very frequently mentioned
in the Abhinava-hharati, In the present case Abhinava does not
mention him by name but later on he has told us in one place
(ch. X1X) that in the opinion of Bhatta Tota Laksanas along with
other poetic factors, Alathkdra, Gupa, etc. help the suggestion
of Rasa. He says :—tathd coktarh bhattatotena,
laksapalatmbytiguna dosal Sabdapravyttayah |
Vrttisandhyanga-satnrambhah satmharvo yah kavely kila :
anyo' nyasyanuktlyena sambhiiaiva samutthitaih |
fhatityeva rasa yatra vyajyante hladibhir gupaih 1

We kunow nothing about the treatment of Laksana by the other
guru of Abhinava, namely, Bhattendurdja. It appears, therefore,
that Bbatta Tauta, and not Bhattendurija is referred to by
Abhinava here.

15. Here, the term vaicitrya may have two meanings—
(1) manifolduess and (2) charmingness. Abhinavagupta apparently
uses it in the first sense when, following his upadkyaya, he
understands the Laksanas to be factors that serve to multiply
three of the four Alarhkaras of Bharata into many., But when
we go through his remarks in connection with the individual
Laksanas it appears that he has accepted the second meaning too.
While explaining the technical Laksana, Gupakirtana, he says :
laksapani hi alathkaran api citrayanti. Here, Abhinava is taking
cilrayanti to mean beautify (as his use of the word api would
imply). Now, if the Laksana is to be kiwyasarira or poetic
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agacchoti. tatha hi gunanuvada-namna laksanend yogat
prasamsopama, atisaya— namno (@ ?) tisayokith, manora-
thakhyenaprastuta-pradainsa, vmthyadhyawsaye?zupalmu-
Eleereninainen v vennns o..{ p. 308). ,

Now although such peculiar views, namely that ‘(1) the
Laksana is identical with kgvyabandha instead- of being
one of its beautifying factors and that (2) its presence
accounts for the multiplication or charmingness (vaicitiya)
of the Alamkiras may not strictly fit in with the treat-
inent of Bharata where there is a clear tendency for embel-
lishing the k@vyabandha as much by the Laksanas! ® as by

expression, it itself stands in need of éxtraneous decoration and
as such it cannot be taken to beautify the Alarhkara. Either
it must not be looked upon as Azvya-Sarira or, if it should, it must
cease to be a beautifying factor. Abhinava wotild probably
justify bimself by saying that an object, which has an exquisite
grace of its own, may serve to cast into the background even'tha
beauty of its decorating factor. In that sense Laksana may be
said to beautify even the Alamkira. In this connection we may
remember the well-known lines of the Kumarasambhava':

. anyo'nyasobhajaninad babhiva | . |
_-sadharano bhusanabhiisvabhavak | (3, 42 cd.) l,
Where Parvati's necklace and her breasts have been taken to
beautify each other., ’
16, When Bharata explicitly said that kavyabasdhéa should
b¢ endowed with 36 Laksanas (saplvitSallaksapanvitih XVIi, ié‘g;
Ch. T.) it appears strange how it can be’ identified with that postic
factor. It should be noted, in-this connection, that after we had
" studied Abhinavagupta’s treatment of Bharata’s Laksapas and
written out this chapter of our work, we had the kind privilege of
discussing it with Prof, S. P. Bhattacharyya ih order to be fortified
in our finding. He then closely studied the individual Laksanas
of Bharata and told us that Bharata’s Laksana might well be taken
as an ‘elastic Poetic Principle’ which, like Kuntaka’s Vakrokti,
includes, within its wide scope, other poetic elements, He
expressed his willingness to write a separate paper on Bharata’s
Laksapas, where he would maintain Abhinavagupta’s position
that Bharata’s Laksana is much more than a poéti¢ elemiént like
Guna and Alathkdra. We are eagerly waiting to see an indepé‘ﬁi‘leﬁt
papér from the learned  pen of the venerable professer,

3
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the Alaskaras and the Gunas and where many of the
Alarmkaras mentioned under the name of _Abhinava’s
upadhydya are conspicuous by their absence, they un-
doubtedly carry some amount of historical importance
since they tend to show the relationship of Abhinava’s
Laksana with the theory of Vakrokti and to determine
the chronology of Kuntaka and Abinava as well as the
ultimate source upon which both of them are probably
drawing. Considering all the remarks of Abhinava
quoted above, one would form some definite idea of
the characteristics of Laksana. They are :

(1) Laksapas are essential in k@rya : other poetic
elements stand subordinate to them.

(2) The scope of Laksana is as wide as karyabandha
or poetic expression in general.

(8) Alammkaras augment the beauty of the lavya-
bandha, hence of the Laksanas.

(4) Laksana has got a natural grace of its own
due to the peculiarity of the poet’s individual power by
reason of which it serves to make poetry acceptable
even without further embellishments and in absence of
which poetry becomes flat and vapid and consequently
unworthy of the name of it.

() The presence of Laksanas adds to the charm
of the Alamkaras ie. Laksana is also a beautifying
factor of Alamkara.

Now, in the wide range of Abhinava’s Laksana, one is
naturally inclined to read the comprehensive character
of Kuntaka’s Vakrokti. Secondly, the peculiarity of
the poet’s skill involved in the natural grace of Abhinava’s
Laksana or ldvyabandhe has its counter-part in the
vaidagdhyabhangi of Kuntaka. And lastly, the capacity,
which Abhinava’s Laksana possesses for giving a poignant
effect to the charm of the Alamkaras, clearly reminds
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one of Bhimaha’s Vakrokti which lies at the basis of
all Alamkaras (ko’lainkiro'naya vind—Bhamaha, ii. 85d.)
Moreover, Abhinava’s quotation of Bhamaha’s line savsa
sarvaive vakroktir anayartho vibhavyate ( p. 289, op.cit. )
in support of his description of Bharata’s Laksana and
his explicit use of the terms gumpha, bhaniti, kavi-
vyapara ete. ( so well-known in Kuntaka ) adequately
testify to the fact that Abhinava was thoroughly acquain-
ted with the theories and principles of either Kuntaka
himself or some earlier theorist who formulated the
same line of opinion. Now, amongst the earlier theorists,
we know that only Bhamaha expounded a theory of
Vakrokti as the basis of all Alamkaras but it may be
easily seen that his conception of Vakrokti was not so
mature or developed as could be utilised by Abhinava
in connection with his treatment of Bharata’s Laksanas.
The terms and expressions used by Abhinava are
undoubtedly those of Kuntaka and this makes it highly
probable that the Vakroktijivita appeared earlier than
the Abhinavabharati and Abhinava quite consciously
identified  ( Bharata’s ) Laksana with Kuntaka’s
Vakrokti. When, in ascertaining the date of Kuntaka,
Dr. A. Sankaran noted the similarities in Abhinava’s
works and Xuntaka’s Vakroktijivita (p. 119. Some
Aspects of Literary Criticism) and remarked (p. 120)
“probably the Vakrokti-jivita appeared late in the life
of Abhinava,” he probably did not go into the details
of Abhinava’s treatment of Laksana. The truth, however;
seems to be that Abhinava utilised portions of the
treatment of Kuntaka but did not quote him anywhere
by name because he was not much earlier than himself
and the views expounded by him had not, stﬂl then (and
in fact never), been established in the Sastra. Dr.
Sankaran rightly observes that though the Vakrokti-
jivita “put forward a different theory, it did not demand
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sertous consideration from a greater thinker like Abhinava
because it recognised adequately the importance of Dhvani
and Rasa in poetry...... " (ilid ). Another probable
conelusion is that both Abhinava and Kuntaka are drawing
upon one and the same source and this is the Kavyakan-
tuka of Bhatta Tauta whose work is unfortunately lost
to us but whose views are quoted by later writers like
Capdidasa (°dipika, p. 7), Ksemendra (Kar. 35
Aucityavicaracarced ), Hemacandra (pp. 3 and 316
Kavyanuéasana ) and Rucaka (p. 13, L 23. Vyakti-
vivekavyakhya).

It is clear from their remarks that Bhatta Tauta
emphasised the individual power of the poet in the
composition of poetry ( tasya karma smrtaie kaeyam ]
and certainly he was the first to note this fact and
Kuntaka only derived it from him. Now, the close
similaritiecs between the character of Abhinava’s
( interpretation of Bharata’s ) Luksana on the one hand
and Kuntaka’s Vakrokti on the other make it probable
that both of these theorists are indebted to Bhatta Tauta
for the formulation of the theories of Laksapa and
Vakrokti, in both of which kevivyapara plays the most
important part. Kuntaka appears to have been inspired
by the teaching of Tauta which he critically cowbined with
the views of Bhamaha in order to expound his theory of
Vakrokti. Abhinava naturally subseribed to his gure’s
views on Laksana and did not mind borrowing the
expressions and terms of a theorist who humbly accepted
one of the main teachings of Abhinava’s venerable guru
although he used it for a different purpose, namely, the
formulation of a/theory which deviated from the beaten
tracks of the Sastra. By utilising the treatment of
Kuntaka, he has indirectly glorified his own guru Tauta,



CHAPTER IIL

'THE GUNA DOCTRINE IN
BHARATA. -

The general theoretlcal position of Guna‘in Bharata’s -
scheme’ of Dr amaturgy has beén already determined.
We have seen that this element theorétically constltutes,'
]ust like Laksana and Alamkara, the beauty of ' thg
language in -which dramatic characters speak, justifying:
thereby its inclusion .under the vactkabhinaya. It has,
at the same time, been suggested that Bharata’s Gunas
(as -well as other embellishing elements of drama) have
nothing peciliar -in them so as to make their. presence:
impossible in poetry. With this assumption ‘we now'
proceed to examine, with the help of available matenals,
the Guna Doctrine in Bharata’s Natyasastra :

Tt'is somewhat remarkable that no .writer of the pre-:
dhvani schools, with the exception .of ‘Vamana, offers a
gencral definition of Gupa. All these early writers have
thought it sufficient to mention the different Gunas as
uﬁdeﬁned excellences of poetry, assign a place to them in’
their systems and merely describe and ‘classify vanous
kinds of such excellences.

Of Vamana’s 'predecessors, Bharata, as we have’
already noted in the previous chapter, makes the Gunas
(along ‘with Dosas and Alamkjras ) - theoretically
subordinate to Rasa not .directly but only through an.
indirect association (parampara-sembandha). His Dosas,
however, unlike those of Vamana and others, constitute:
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positive entities' and the Gunpas are described as the
negations of these Dosas®. In this conncction, it may
be noted that each of the Gunas of Bharata is not, in fact
the opposite of a corresponding Doga although Gunas
like his Madhurya (XVI, 98, K. M. T.) and éli..sta (XVI,
94, K. M. T.) may be construed in some of their aspeets,
* as the opposites of Dosas like Ekartha (XVI, 88, K. M. T.)
and Arthahina (XVI, 86, K. M. T.). Perhaps it is not
meant that each of the Gunas should be strictly regarded

1. Jacobi is probably right in remarking that the Dosas have

been treated as positive entities from the commonsense point of
view, for it is easier to find out a fault and grasp its function,
while an excellence is more conveniently apprehended by consider-
ing it as a negation of an easily understood fault. (Sb. der
preuss, Akad,, xxiv, 1922, p. 223 referred to in S, K. De,
Sanskrit Poetics. Vol. 11, p. 14)

2. The K. M. text, after mentioning and defining the Dosgas
(XVI, 84-90) reads : gun@ viparyayad esam madhuryaudaryas
laksanah (XVI, gt c-d). The reading has the sanction of Abhinava-
gupta, but what should be the exact meaning of the term vigaryaya
here 7 If viparyaya is to mean ‘opposite’, it is difficult to see why
Mzdburya and Auddrya only should be specifically mentioned here
leaving all other Gunpas, The Ch. text reads : efa eva viparyasia
gunah kavyesu kirtitah (XVII, 95c-d). From Abhinava’s comments
it appears that we should understand by the teim wiparyaya
negation i.e. absence or ‘non-existence’ and not ‘opposite’.
Abhinava distinctly remarks etad-dosa-vighaia eva gupo bhavatit-
yarthah, hit-viSesapair ilyBha madhuryaudarye laksape=ankau
yesam. It is probable, therefore, that Madhurya and Audarya are
mentioned to restrict the scope of the Gugas. It should not be
understood that wherever these Dosas are absent, there exist
Gunas. guna viparyayat etc., means that Gunas must keep clear
of these blemishes and they must be restricted to that special set
of ten »éz, Madhurya, Audédrya etc,, which has been enumerated
here. When viparyaya is taken to mean ‘opposite’ the names
Madhurya and Audirya are not necessary ; When it means abhava
they have a significance,
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as an opposite of an already defined Dosa. For in that case
1% would hoawe heen encugh i the defimition of o Dasa werxe
given, and there would have been no need for deﬁning the
corresponding Guna separately, as the Guna could be
easily dedvced from the Dosa defined. It may be
suggested that each Gupa is to be regarded as the
opposite of some Dosa or other, and not necessarily of
those alone which are defined. Thus, it is possible to
imagine a set of ten Gunpas, corresponding to the ten
Dosas, and these may or may not correspond to the ten
Gunas formally enumerated by him. This, perhaps, finds
a parallel in the two sets of Dogsas and eiparyayas
respectively, hinted at by Dandin and explicitly stated by
Bhoja®, one of which constitutes the formally defined
Dosas -and the other constitutes the wiparyayas of the
defined excellences. Butsince Bharata has not given us
any slightest suggestion to that effect it does not appear to
be wise to take recourse to an ingenious way of conceiving
an imaginary set of Dosas or of Gunas simply to ascribe
the ‘meaning ‘opyosite’ to the word viparyaya ss sowme of
the later writers have done. It will, therefore, be more
reasonable if we agree with Abhinava that wiparyaya
should meap vighdia i.e. absence or nonexistence.: From
Abhinava’s remarks® in connection with Bharata’s descrip-
tion of the Dosas itis clear that poetry, in Abhinava’s
opinion, satisfies its definition, even without further
embellishments, provided. it be marked by a conspicuous

3. Sarasvati-kanthibharaya, p. 24. The second set of Dosas
which are the opposites of corresponding Gunas has been termed
arili}nat. (gupanam  dySyate yatra | $lesadingi  viparvayalh ),
Prak3éavarsa also follows this procedure. Rasarpavalamkara, a
work of the last-named writer, was published (in Vol. V. No. 1
of the I. H. Q) by Pandit V. Venkatarama Sarma,

4. etaddoesavihinam etc. quoted above on p. 2. Ch. I,
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presence of Rasas, free from the faults” mentioned
before, arid it succeeds in giving pleasure to the reader.

Tt ‘may -be asked that since the Dosas, as the very
riame suggests, constitute' factors which -should be
carefully avoided; how is'it'that they have been treated by
Bharata in 2 context whick deals exclusively with those
-elements that go to enhance poetic beauty ? The reason is
not farto- seek. We: have only to remember that the
Dosas in Bharata’s wotk precede 'in context the Gunasi:
it 'is enjoined at the- outset that  the composition should
be ‘faultless’, so that the reader may stand on a standard
basis and ‘prepare himself for the appreciation of’ poetic
excellences that are described immediately afterwards. The
post-dhvani writers, too, suggest in: more than one placé
that absence of fault itself is a great merit:® The
Katadhenu states that it is- admitted on' all' hands - that
the Dosas have a deterting effect on-poetry; but how can
they be avoided -unless their nature hias been fully vndei-
stood'?® Tt is also necessary to remembler in this cornnection
that- later  writers like Bhoja, Prakifavarsa and’ othets
have divided Giipas into three classes, of which one deals
especially'with Dosas that have ceased’ to be such on
décount of their not marring the poetic effect under special
t’:’_i’rcum;s’oanc‘es_f With reference to’ such Dosas Govinda

s anyo giino Stu vE mE stu nmhan mrdo;alu gunah (Kesaxa-
fiigra’s - A)amkaza%ekhara, i, Ii p 14)

apadosataive vigunasya gupah (Kavyapradipa,..introduction to.
to VII, 1, p. 168).

6. sauidaryasya’ ~ pundlamkara-ghatita-cavuivasva-  aksepak
swdsthanat pracyRvanim - lasyd- hetavids . (alhavidha: dosah kavina
jRataey B ilysiEna  dosa-jRaiasyavalya-kariavyatokta, -tésant
dsfiané parityagalmanall phalasya durlabhawad i dhavak,

Commentary “'ou Vaniana’s introdaction to -13fif1; Il 46,
p- 39)- : i

i
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and Viévanitha, however, use the term Guna by upacara
(2. e. secondarily )’ ; but in their opinion such Gunas do
not fall under the category of the technical excellences.
It will thus be clear that theorists of all ages have dealt
with Dosas and Gunas side by side, and have even
tried to establish a relation between the two elements ; and
readers and aspiring poets had to study both carefully, so
that the one might be avoided and the other utilised.

The early writers on Poetics apparently regard Dosas
and Gunas as absolute entities,—that is, they are taken by
themselves, and not in relation to Rasa as attributes or
absence of attributes, conducing to its development or
non-development. Although some of these writers take
Guna as dosabhava and others consider Dosa to be
gunabhava, they all agree in this that both these elements
constitute entities which can remain independent of any
other constituent element of poetry. The term wviparyayae ©
which almost all of these early writers use in connection
with Gupas and Dosas, has puzzled commentators and
scholars. Our task, however, will be simplified if we take
the word to mean abhava, anyathabhave or wvaiparitya
according to the tenour and treatment of the writer who
uses the term. "

As has been already said above, it would be an useless
attempt to find in the specific Gunas of Bharata always
a direct opposite of the faults previously mentioned by
him ; for while presenting, in a few cases, the opposite
of some of the aspects of the Dosas, his Gunas have often
been given independent definitions. These definitions are,
however, not always easy to grasp. Bharata’s text itself
is uncertain, and as is generally characteristic with an

7. dosasyapi...kvacil tu bhakio guzmv_yéw/tﬁrah (Kﬁvyaz,,.a:_
dipa, p. 352, Introduction to wvii, 11). See also Sahityadarpana,
vrttt under Kar. 589. p. 487.

4
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early theoriser, his treatment is often unsystematic and
confused. The later sources which now exist to enlighten
us as to the views of Bharata seem to have lost the spirit
of Bharata’s treatment. As for instance, Abhinavagupta,
on principle, reads the views of Vamana into the Gunas
of Bharata. He has tried systematically to attribute to
Bharata’s treatment the twofold character of each of
Viamana’s Gunas, both as a Seldo-gupae and as an artha-
guno. It is possible that Abhinava thinks that Vamana
deduces his two classes of Gunas, relating to Sefda and
artha, from Bharata’s composite detinitions which, in his
opinion, give indication of this twofold aspect in each
Guna. Both Hemacandra and Minikyacandra, agzin, who
criticise the Guna-Doctrines of Pre-dhvani  writers
adhering, in the main, to the views of Mammats, scem,
in spite of minor diffevrences, to have drawn upon one
ultimate source which cannot now be traced. Their
words and expressions coincide cerbatiin in  many
places.  Both refer to the views of Bharata in
conmection with cach of the Gunas of Vamana
and Dandin. They do not always quote Bharata but
often summarise his views™, In their attempt to tracce
the development of the Concept of Guna, Hemacandra
and Manikyacandra apparently indicate that Vamana
establishes his own view by a criticism of Bharata’s

8. So long as we had to depend entirely on the K M. text
of this chapter of the Natyasastra, the views of Bharata on
some of the Gunpas, as referred to by Mainikyacandra and
Hemacandra, appeared strange and could not be reconciled with
the readings of the only available text. The definitions of
Bharata’s Samat3, Samiddhi, Ojas, Arthavyakti and Udarata
as presented by Manikyacandra and Hemacandra are different
from those found in the K. M. text. The recent publication of
the text in Chowkhamba, Benares Series, has thrown further light
on these points and made most of their remarks intelligible,
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treatment, and that Vamana himself has sometimes® been
similarly criticised by Dandin. Thus Abhinava, on one’
hand, and Hemacandra and Manikyacandra, on the other,
seem to have viewed differently the relation hetween
Bharata and Vamana, inasmuch as in Abhinava, the two
theorists are made to represent identical views about the
Gunas, while in Hemacandra and Manikyacandra, Vamana
is supposed to criticise and oppose Bharata in establish-
ing his own system, sometimes to prepare the way for
Dandin. In thelatter case, however, we are confronted
with chronological difficulties, for here we have to accept
the position that Dandin came after Vamana,'° ’

9. While discussing the development of the Gunas Samadhi,
Arthavyakti and Kaati, Hemacandra and Manikyacandra appear
to hold that Dandin established his definitions of these Gunpas by
overthrowing those of Vamana. Tous, Hemacandra remarks
(commentary on Kavyanus$dsana, pp. 197-98) :

arthasya gupantara-samadhanat samadhir ifi bhavetak, ...so'yam
atiSayokti-velesa iti vamaniyah. lasmad arokavarohakramal samadhih
...... tadidatn  guru-laghu-sa¥cayayor anyd'nyantarangam iti dandi,
tasmmad anya-dharmasydnyatra samadhanat samadhily.

Similarly, Manikyacandra remarks ( °sarthketa, p, 193) in
connection with the Guna, Kanti :

Srotramanal—pritikyt kanlam iti bharatah. madhuryam evecam.
tasmad awgrvayam kantir it vamanal......ofasi augjvalyatas ( Hem-
candra reads o/o'pi aufjva.yajogal) tarki kantik. tasmal lokasimanati-
kramah kantir iti dopds.

We shall see later on that the character of the Gunas ascribed
here to the treatment of Vimana and Dandin really correspond to
the definitions given by these theorists. ‘ ‘

1o. In fact, these two theorists do not at all care for the
chronological relationship between Vamana and Dandin, In
connection with their remarks on the Guna Samata, however, they
appear to observe the order all right wis, Bbarata—Dandin—
Vamana (°sarhketa, p. 192 and Kavyanusasana, com, p. 197).
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But a perusal of the texts of Dandin and Vamana does
not convinee us that each eriticised, on principle, the views
of his predecessors. In some places, these later writers and
commentators have the habit of reading their own views
into the works of older theorists like Vamana and Dandin.
We shall try to make this clear as we go on with Bharata’s
(Gunas and the treatmeat they reeceived at the hands of
theorists who came after him.

We have already said that Bharata deseribes Gunas  as
negations or absence, or more accurately the avoidance of
Dosgas.

He enwmerates the Gunas thus:
Slesal prasiadah samatid samadhir
madhuryamn ojal pada-sakaindryame |
arthasya ca cyaktir wiirotia ca
Lanti§ en karyasya gund dasaite®? :
{XVII, 96, Ch. T
We propose to consider, in detail, Bharata’s conception
of cach of these Gunas along with the comments made by
later writers :

1. éLESA is defined in a twofold way in two separate
verses: (i) The Gupa consists essentially of §lest or
coalescence, and involves a coalescence ($lisfata) of words
connected with one another (sambaddhanuparainparam)
through the collection of meanings desired by the poet
(ipsiteniirtha-jatena). (it} This  naturally  well-kuit
(svatak supratibaddham) coalescence is in  appearance

11. The K. M. text reads kavyariha-guna dasaite. This
does not seem to be the right reading, for the definitions show
that they cannot be regarded merely as artha gupas, unless
we separate fayydrtha and take it as “the sense of poetry”,
which phrasing is really redundant, Our reading here (kavyasya
gunah) has the sanction of the Abhinavabh3rati,
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clear (sphutain svabhawvatal) but is to be comprehended
by means of a subtle discernment (vicara-gahanam.)**.
Abhinavagupta explains the first of these verses as:
kavisamutpreksitaya  paraspara-sambaddhaya  yojanaya
sampannam yod ipsitam artha-jatam, tenopalaksitasyar-
thasya  wpapadyamianasye  upapadyamanatatma gunal
§lesah. For illustration, Abhinava takes the same verse
as has been given by Vamana to illustrate his own
artha-guna élesa. In explaining this illustrative verse
(dystvaskasana-sainsthite priyatame),'® Abhinava remarks :
alra  manorathatito’py elca-lvdla—ndyik@;yugjala-hrdaya
grahana-laksonarthas tathopapadito  yenasambhava
naspadain na bhavati, tena kutilo'py ayain kramo na
hrdaye wlvanatvain bhajate - magjiate hrdaye yatol
sarvasyetr. The last part of the remark seems to follow
and explain Vamana ITI, 2, 4, where the artha-guna élasa
has been defined as ghatana §lesah with the remark :
© krama~kautilyanulbanatvopapatti-yogo ghatand, where
the idea of upapatic or wpapadyamanata —suitability as
Abhinava putsit) of many ideas occur. Again, by
Bharata’s supratibaddha Abinava is reminded of Vamana’s
$abda-guna Slesa which has been defined ( iii, 1, 10 ) as

12, ipsitendrtha-jatena sambaddhanuparamparam |
$listata ya padanam hi Slesa ity abhidhiyate |
vicara-gahanan yat syat sphutam caiva svabhavatah |
svatah supratibaddham ca $listaw tat parikirtitam §
. (K. M. T, xvi, 93-04).
The Ch. Text (XVII, 97) reads vicarya grahanarm -vrtya in the
first quacter and svatah supratibandha$ ca in the third quarter
of the second verse. Supratibandhas$ ca is a doubtful reading, For
‘vicaragahanam Abhinava appears to note an alternative reading,-
which the printed texts do not give : wic@ropanatam, which he
explzains as vatra (th) ghatamanain vetyavihah. In the Ch. text
the order of the above two verses has been interchanged.
13;- This well-known verse is found in, some versions ,of
the Amarusataka, ' .
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masrpateam ; for Abhinava expressly remarks: fad era
misrpyam ueyate, the mosrpatd being, in his opinion, the
effect of sandhi and the use of unupriisa. Vamana explains
masrpotea as @ yoasmin sati bohiiny apl padieyekacad
bhasante ; Abhinava echoes this and says: padanii
Slistata parasparam...sambaddho-bandhanataya  anekam
eka-padarn  iva bhati** Thus, Abhinava attempts to
approximate the twoford definition of élvsa given by
Bharata to the artha—and Sobda-guna éle&a defined
respectively by Viamana. Without holding that the
approximation is in every resp(:ct justifiable, we may
say that in the two definitions of Slesa given by Bharata
it is not impossible to distinguish with Abhinava two
aspects of the Guna relating respectively to Subda and
artha,—the one consisting essentially of a more smooth
arrangement or coalescence of words, and the other
emphasising the well-knit diction which makes a suitable
meaning clear on the surface by a commingling of ideas.
Hemacandra (p. 196) and Minikyacandra ( p. 191 ),
however, take only one aspect of Bharata’s treatment
remarking :  svabhava-spastain  vicarogahopane  varak
Slistam iti bharatoh. It is evident that while reprodu-
cing Bharata’s views, they leave out, the idea of
Vamana’s Sebda-gunpa which, Abhinavagupta thinks, is
involved in the expressions §/istata and supratibaddha
mentioned in Bharata's definition above. They represent
Vamana as rejecting Bharata’s definition on the ground
that the qualification wvécdra-gohonn is mere dexterity
in the use of expression ( so as to hint ) at a recondite
sense and so it is not an excellence of diction.'® It

14. This passage in the commentary is corrupt.

15. vicara-gahanam  gabhiri:tham abhidhanabhilheya-vyava-
harauaidagdhiyam, na (u gumpha-dharmah, gumphadharma ki
gunah. tasman masppatvain Slesak. oo iti vamanah {)samketa,

Pp. 101),
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i/s for this reason, they hold, that Vamana characterised
Slzsa as masrpatve or smoothness. We may note that
even Vamana’s definition was, according to Manikyacan-
dra, rejected by Dandin, as being unsatisfactory.

II. PRASADA. Of this excellence Bharata gives
only one definition, but apparently it has reference both to
$abda and to artha. It consists'® of a clearness through
which the sense, which is not directly stated, appears from
the word used'” from the relation of the easily understood
word and sense?®.

Abhinavagupta, however, regards Bharata’s Prasida
as equivalent to Vamana’s artha-gupa of the same
name, for he remarks : so’rtho vaimalyasrayo’ps vasma-
lyam wupacirat. The artha cannot itself be vaimalya ;
the qualification is used in a metaphotical sense.
This certainly corresponds to Vamana’s artha-gunao

t6. athanubto buhdair ydtra $abdad arthah pratiyate |
sukha-$abdariha-sarnyogat prasadal parikirtyate |
(XVI, 95, K. M. T. ).

apyanubto budhair yatra §abdo’riho va pratiyate |
~~~~~~ sukha-$abdartha-sambodhat prasadah parikivtyate |
- (XVIi, g9, Ch, T. )

17. We accept the reading $ebdad arthah of the K. M, text
instead of $abdo’rtho va of the Ch, fext, althoigh the lattef is
supported by the explanation of Migikyacandra and Hemacandra,
Our reading appears to have been accepted by Abhinava,

18. We accept the emended reading sukha-sabdartha sasyogat
(K. M. T.). The actual reading mukka for sukha is apparently a
mislection, as Abhinavagupta’s reading as well as the Ch. text, on
this point, makes it clear. Abhinava explains : sukkayat: na
prayatnam apeksate yah Sabdavthah. Jocobi proposes to read
mukhya and thinks that Sharata’s prasada dorresponds to Dandin’s
Samadhi ; but this is hardly justifiable: _Se"\ Sanskrit Poetics, ii,

p. 15, fn 3i.
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Prasada, which has been defined as artha-vaimalyam*®.
(iid, 2, 3).

Manikyacandra and Hemacandra, however remark :
cibhakta- vacya-cacaka-yogiat anvktayor api Sakliirthayoh
pratipatterh  prasado (8 Gharatol (Kavyanuéasana, com.
p. 196), to which Manikyacandra further adds : prasiddha-
rtha-padata iti  bhacah, pada-pareila tad-arthavagatir
iti Sabdarthayor grahapam (Csatnketa, p. 190). In this
connection Hemacandra cites, anonymously from the
Kicaka-vadha®®, the illustration

yasyaler ati-gambliragalada-pratimain galam ¢
sa rah karotu ichsaigam udeyai prati mangalam

Here, the qualifying words yasya jolada-pratima ete.
are so well-known (prasiddhartha-pada) that they at
once mukes it clear that Siva is here meant. Ience he
remarks :  seyam viSesapidhiro z'[§c:§yd(z&m/ wktih, for
here we have a mention of the wviSesya Siva by the
very qualifying eiSesano itself, vés. yasya  jolada-
pratema.

IIT. SAMATA or evenness, consisting of expressions
which are not redundant or difficult to understand and
which do not contain an excess of c@rpa-padas**......
Vamana explains c¢@rpa-pada as adirgha-semasa and
anuddhata-pada (vrtti under i, 3, 24)—short compounds
and soft vocables ; while Bharata defines it as :

19. Abhinava, as usual, approximates this definition also to
Vamana's §abda-guna Prasada, remarking :—...... ata eva Saithi-
lyatma Sabda—gunah prasadak, but onr manuscript is so corrupt
here that it is difficult to follow what arguments lead to this
conclusion.

20. Ed. S, K. De, i 3.

21. aaticirpa-padair $ukta na ca vyarikabhidhayibhih \

na durboaha tai$ ca kyt@ samalval samata mata |
(K. M, T.; XVI, g6)
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anibaddha-pada-cchandas tatha caniyatahsaranm |
arthapeksaksarasyitarn jheyain curna-padain budhaih A

(XVI, 51, K. M. T)
which also emphasises a composition of short com-
pounds and the use of letters depending on nothing but
the sense.

Abhinava makes Bharata’s Samatd equivalent to the
Sabda-gune Samata of Vamana, remarking : Sabdandin
samatvat  samota......dirgha-samaso’ tyanta-samasas  ca
visamata, tadviparyayepe samatd  wpakrante-marga-
parityaga-rupetyuliain bhavats. Thisis an approximation
to Vamana’s S$abda-guna Samata defined as margabheda
(iii, 1, 11) and explained as yena margenopakramas tasy-
atyagah. Then again, Abhinava seems to read durbodhan-
ablidhanaiSca in place of na durbodha taisce krta of the
K. M. text, and attempts to find in Bharata’s Samata
the idea of Vamana’s artha-guna Samata as  well
Commenting on wyarthabhidhayibhih in  Bharata’s
definition, he remarks: wspraygjanom artham ye
bhidadhati Sabdanain na tvetad varmalyam it prasadena
nirastam etat. Therefore he proceeds to explain,
referring to the next pada of the definitive verse: na he
sarvatha  wisprayojanatd, apt tu sad api prayojanwin
durbodham, tad ahe durbodhe ( nabhidhd ) nairt'® ite
After this he goes on to say: abhidhiyate asmar
ttyabhidhimain  prayojanam.. In  this  connection,
Abhinava cites the verse -cyulo-sumanasah kundah

21 a, It appears that the scribe has left out three letters, :
namely, na, bhi and dha from the actual reading of Abhinava here,
Judging from the pratike of words commented upon there is left
no room for doubt that the original text bad the two words
durbodhana and abhidhana. The only possible combination of
these two words gives the reading durbodhanabhidhanath which
is to be connected with padaih in the first foot of the verse.

5



34 CONCEPTS OF RITI AND GUNA
puspodgamesvalasi druma maolayamarutah sarpontime
etc. quoted by Vamana (vrtti under iii, 2, 5) with the
comment that here (in the second foot) there is some
amount of waisamya as involved in prakramabheda.
This verse is a description of riu-sandhi, and as such
the mention of malaya-marui, which belongs peculiarly
to. the spring, is out of harmony in the context.
Yet its mention is not absolutely redundant since it
bhelps to awaken wipralambha Srigdre. -Abhinava
goes on vremarking : kinfu prakaronpain sphutam ne
pusnatiti visamata. This (particularly the word sphutam)
explains the term durbodhanaih or durbodharh in
Bharata’s definition. The prokrama-bheda here can be
avoided, as Vamana himself shows, if we replace the
second foot of the verse by manasi ca giram badhnantime
Lirantt na kokil@h and then the verse would be. an
instance of avaisamya or Samatd as an artha-guna.

Hemacandra (p. 197) and Manikyacandra (p. 192),
however, read : parasparavibhiisano gunalamkaragramal
samam 1%t bharatal, which corresponds to Bharata’s
definition of Samatdi as found in the Ch. text®®.
They indicate that Dandin rejects this definition on the
- ground that Gunas and Alarhkaras, which are themselves
blinnadhikarana, cannot adorn each other®®. This is
certainly not the view of Dandin, but the commentators

23 anyo'nya-sady$awi yatra tatha hyanyo'nya-bhiisagam i
alamkara-gunas caiva samasat semats yatha | (XVII, 100)

Samasat is to be preferred to the reading samatvat of the K. M, .
text, . ) oo
, Obviously the reading yat#a is a mislection hefe.. It should.
be mata as in the K. M. text. A definition. ending.in yatha is
always followed by.an illustration of it, .

23. bhinnadhara gupalamkarah katham anyo nyam bhiisayeyur .
it1 dandi. . $lesa-yamaka-citrant bhiivyanuprasasca prastuta~gunan:
vigrhnanti.. tasmad bandhesvavisamam samam (°satiketa, p. 192),
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réad their own view here in accepting the Alamkaras
as related to the kdvya-Sarire and the Gunpas to
kavyatman. In Dandin’s work, however, these entities
are not bhinnadhira, since they both adorn the
kavya-Sarira.

IV. SAMADHI consists in thé presence of that
peculiar or distinguishing embellishment of sense which is
understood by men of critical discernment®*. Abhinava-
gupta remarks in this connection : yasyarthasyo
abhiyuktaih  pratibhanatiSayovadbhir vtseso’parvah
svollekhita wpalabhyate sa  samahita-manah-sampadya-
viSesatvad artho visistal semidhip. This explanation
closely follows Vamana’s wrife: samadhi-kiaranatvat
samadhih (iii, 2, 6) in connection with the definition of
Samadhi as an artha-gune. In the fourth foot of
Bharata’s verse on Samadhi, Abhinava reads parikirtitah
and not parikirtyate. He' remarks samadhi-Sobdasya
yo'rthah parthara-laksonas tena yah parikirtitah paritah
samontad akrantya uccarane (?) sampannoh sa co
samadhih.  akrantyoccarane - arohdvarohakrama  eva.
This explanation arohavarcha-kramea, depending on
ucchrana, is meant to make the definition correspond to
Vamana’s éabdaguzw samadhi defined as arohavarohakia-
mah (I, 1, 13).

Hemacaridra (p. 197) and Manikyacandra (p. 191)
explain Bharata’s definition of this Gupa simply as:
arthasya gunantara-somadhanat samadhih : but the texts
of the Natya-éastra which we at present possess do not
lend support to this definition®®, Of course it is somehow

24. abhiyuktair visesas tu yo'rthasyatvopalabhyate |
tena carthena sampannak samadhih parvikirtyate ]
o (XVL,g7. K. M. T.)
25. Hemacandra and Manikyacandra’s explanation speaks of
superimposition (samz"zd/;ﬁna) of some special or distinguishing
qualigy on the sense, and really corresponds to Dagc'iin’s Sam3dhi,
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possible to arrive at this position from the definition of
Samidhi given in the K. M. text, because the apprehension
of the charms of metaphorical expressions is possible only
for intelligent people. But this is far-fetched and it
cannot be taken in any way as the direct summarisation
of any of the definitions found in the printed texts.
Hemacandra and Minikyeandra think that Vamana does
not accept the definition of Bharata as referred to by
them, since it is nothing but a special case of AtiSayokti
(so’yam  atiSayokt/-viSesah., tasmad drohacarovhakramal
samadhis it viimanak—"satmketa, p. 192 )

V. MADHURYA consists of sweetness, where a
sentence heard many times or repeated again and again
does not produce weariness or disgust.*® The text of
Abhinava’s commentary on this passage is corrupt in
which consists of the transference of the qualities or actions of
one thing to another, that is, metaphorical expression generally,
Dr, 8. K. De (Sanskrit Poetics Vol. I}, p. 16) was apparently
relying on the commentaries of Manikyacandra and Hemacandra
when he tock Bharata’s Samadhi to be “superimpositinn of some
thing special or distinguishing in the sense”. The Ch, text reads
the definition as :

upamasviyahistanam (?) avthanam yatnatas tatha

praptaniin cati-samyogal samadhil parikirtyate | (XVII, 1o1)

which is certainly a corrupt text and does not give us any
solution here. Should we understand that the expression
atisamyoga here implies superimposition 9 And does the first foot
read wpamasviva histanam ? In that case Hemacandra and
Minikyacandra’s defizition may somehow be deduced from the
one in Ch, text.

26, bahuso yat kytam kavyam uktem va'pi punap punah |

nodvejayati tasmaddii tan madhuryam udahytam ;
(XV1,08. K. M. T.}
bahuso yacchrutam vakyam uktam va'pi punah punah |
nodvejayati yasmaddhi tan madhuryam iti smytam ;
' (XVII, 102, Ch. T}
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many places, but it is clear that he reads Srutam for
krtam and wvakyam for kavyam of the K. M. text.
This reading is supported by the Ch. text, as well as
by the remarks of Hemacandra and Mainikyacandra on
this point. It is clear that Abhinavagupta here, as else-
where, reads the views of Viamana into Bharata and-
presents Madhurya from two views-points, vz, as a
Sabda-guna and as an artha-gune. He remarks: yad
yasmaddhetor vakyam Srutain samdaya-viparyayayor (2)
aspadam na bhavate tan madhuryarmn draghiyasi samase
tan (=samSaya-viparyayow) avadyain bhavata iti lad-
viraha eva madhwryarn Sabda-gunah. This is undoub-
tedly an elucidation of Vamana’s prthak-padatva (i 1,
20 ) which has been explained in the vrtfé as samasa-
“dairghya-nivritd, In  Abhinava’s  opinion, ‘Bharata’s
Madhurya is also an ortha-gunpae consisting of wkti-
vaicitrya, as defined by Vamana. Thus: punak punar
apy wktom arthajatarn yad yasmaddhetor...... avagahanena
varrasyena (2)...tad vacana-vaicitryatmaokai madhuryam
artha-gunah......vacanantarabhidheyataya hi sa  evartho
victiro bhavats.®”

Hemacandra (p. 198) and Mapikyacandra (p. 189)
think that the definition given by Bharata is too wide,
for it would include even the harsh utterances of a
beloved person which do not produce disgust. It is for
this, in their opinion, that Vamana defines the Sabda-guna
as prthak-padatva, which too has been later on discarded
as 100 narrow a definition.”®

27. ‘T'he text of the commentary is extremely corrupt and
incorrect here, Perhaps Abhinava meant to explain it thus.........
yasmaddhetor avagahanena vairasyena na yojayati.

28.  bahudha Srutam api yad anudvejakai vacas tanmadhuram
1t bharatoktan tu laksanai priya-jana-viksaksaraksepa-vacane pi
tulyatvad ativyapakam. pythakpadatvam tu madhuryam vamanok-
tam avyBpakam. samase'pi madhuryasya dysteh.

(Psatnketa. p. 18g).



38 CONCEPTS OF RITI AND GUNA

VI OJAS: (i) Strength, where the composition
is characterised by the use of varied, striking and
dignified compound words, having letters agreecable to one
another.?® (K. M.T). (ii)) This excellence occurs
where there is richness of word and its sense and where
«a low or censured object becomes an object of exalta-

tion.®® (Ch. T ).

Abhinava accepts - the first definition, reading $anura-
gash for the obviously corrupt sa tu svaraih of the K. M.
text, and explaining sanwrage as yatra varpasr varpin-
taram  apeksyate latra sanuragetvam. He takes the -
example quoted by Vamana (under iii, 1, 5) to illustrate
Ojas as a Sabdo-guna (vilulitamakaranda mavjarir
nartayanti) and remarks in this connection : atra ra te
Sabdo nda Sabda sva-gurutvayapeksaie...etad eva gadhat-
vam ucyate. Butif the reading is altered to wilulita-
madhudhara mafigarir lolayanti, it would be no instance of
gadhabandhatva, ‘since the letters dha and lo are by them-
selves guru ; hence they are jatyapeksa or dependent on
themselves, and unlike the letters ra and na'in the former
reading they have no samwragatve or Ojas. Abhinava
further remarks : nibidavayavatayarva samasena saimkse-
pena yulktani padani yotrarthe-bhiyan (2) it saimksepo
namartha-guna ojah...... ekam api vastu udaravr bahubhih
padatr upambadhyate vistaratmakam apybjo’rtlza-gunalz.

20. samasavadbhir vividhair vicitrais ca padair vulan: |
sa lu svarair ndarais ca lad ojah parikirtyale §
,- (XVI, 99).
30.  avagitavikine ‘pi syad udaliavabhavakal | )
yatra $abdariha-sampatiis tad orah parikirtilam |
: (XVII, 103).
The first line is probably currupt. From the remarks of
Hemacandra and Manikyacandra (though Manikyacandra’s text
itself is a bit currupt here) the reading would apparently be avagito’
P hind’pi.
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This explanation of the terms samase and wvistara
is certainly after Vamana’s remark in connection with
the artha-guna Ojas defined " as arthasya praudhih
(iii, 2, 2) and it agrees with the memorial verse which
Vamana quotes :—

padarthe vakya-raconain vakyarthe ca padabhidhi |
praudhir vyasa-samasou ca sabhiprayotvam asya tu 1
' (vrttz under iii, 2, 2)

Hemacandra and Manikyacandra accept the definition
of Bharata’s Ojas found in the Ch. text. Hemacandra
paraphrases the verse thus: avagitasya hinasya va
vastunah Sabdartha-sampada yad uddtiotvarm nisthcants
kavayas tad ojo itt bharatak (pp. 194-95), In other words,
this excellence consists in imparting loftiness to' an
object which is low or treated with contempt; that is,
glorification of the inglorious. They criticise it remarking
that this cannot be a special excellence, since even the
depreciation of a noble object may equally constitute a
case of Ojas, and Manikyacandra distinctly remarks :
alindnavagitasyapakarsanenqujaso’pr gunasye prapieh. In
this connexion Hemacandra refers®® to the view of
Mangala, who is reported to have criticised Bharata’s
Ojas to the same effect. He also remarks®?, under the
name of Dandin, that poets have got three sorts of liberty
in their treatment of a subject. Sometimes they extol
an insignificant  object, sometimes they depreciate an

31. anavagatasya (=’gitasya) ahinasya va vastunah Sabdar-
thayor arthasampada yad —anuddtlatvar ‘nisiFicanti  kavayas
tavhi tad anojah syad iti mangalah ( KawyGnuSasana, com.
. 195), ' ’

32. kavinam abhidheyain prati tvayah panthanak, ete nyinam
utkarsanti, adhikam apakarsanti, yatharthain vastu khyapayanti,
tat katham ivayam guna iti dapdi, tasmat samasabhuyastvam ojah,
(ibid)
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elevated character, and in other cases they see the thing
as it is (with the poets’ eye) and describe its true nature.
Hence, he says, such a characteristic would not constitute
a special Guna in Dandin’s opinion.

VIL. SAUKUMARYA consists of an agreeable sense
which results from agreeably employed words and from
well-connected  cuphonic  combinations®®.  Abhinava,
as usual, equates this with Vamana’s Saukumarya, both
as a Salbda-gupa and as an artha-guna. The phrase
sikha-prayojye $nbda brings in the idea of Dandin’s
anisHovraksora-prayatd (i, 69) and of Vamana’s ojora-
thatea (iii, 1, 21). Again, the aparusye (iii, 2, 11) of
Vamana, which consists chiefly of the avoidance of
disagreeable or inauspicious statements, is said to be
implied in Bharata’s  subwmmarartha or  agrecable
sense.

Manikyacandra (p. 193) and Hemacandra (p. 198)
still see a difference between the characteristics of this
Guna as sct forth by Bharata and Vamana, for they
remark :  sukha-3obdarthase  sulwmaram 6 bharateh,
sukha-Sabdam eva 7t tu vamanah. 1t is needless to add
that they have not correctly presented the views of
Vamana, each of whose Gupas clearly possesses a two-
fold character.

VIII. ARTHAVYAKTIL Explicitness, (i) in which
the meaning is apprehended as soon as the word is

33. sukha-prayojyaiv yac chabdair yukiam su-slista-sandhibhih |
sukumarartha=samyuktam saukumaryain tad ucyate *
(Ch. T XVII, 104),

This reading is accepted by Abhinavagupta, The K. M. text
reads (XVI, 100) mukhya-prasojyair yacchandaih (?) or mukhya-
prayojyais chandobhih as a more correct alternative reading in the
footnote,
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employed®* ; (ii) which describes the nature of things
as they appear in the world by means of well-known
predicates®®. It is clear that the first of these definitions
corresponds to Vamana’s Sabda-gunc  Arthavyakti
(ITL, 1, 23) which is explained by him as jhatityartha-
pratipatti-hetutva, while the second would approximate
to his artha-guna of the same name (iii, 2, 13) which
has been defined as wastu-svabhava-sphutatva. The
K. M. text hereis obviously corrupt. Abhinava reads :
suprastddhabhidhayina®®® in place of suprasiddha dha-
tund tu, which latter 1is unintelligible.. This phrase
he explains as suprasiddham abhidhanam ablidhi-vyaparo
yasyanm htvya-kriyayiam sa  arthovyektth Sabda-gunah.
In his opinion, this excellence occurs where the expressed
sense, containing well-known and  well-understood
predicates, prevails, and therefore it is a Sabda-guna.
Abhinava considers it also as an artha-guna ; but his
remarks in this connection are not sufficiently clear.
The verse prsthesu Sankha-Sakala-cchavisu cchadanam ete.,
which he cites as an illustration, is taken from Vamana
where it is given as an example of wastu-svabhava-
sphutatva, ©. e. of his artha-guna Arthavyakti.

34. yasyavthanupraveSena manasa pavikalpyate |
anantarain prayogasya sa rthavyaktir udahyta |
(XVII, 105, Ch. T).

The text is defective as the verse is wanting in the object of
the verb parikalpyate. Should we read the first foot as yasyartho’
nupravesena { It then gives some sense,

35. suprasiddha dhatuna tu () loka-karma~vyavasthita )
Y@ kriya kriyate kavye sa'rthavyaktiy udahyta |
(XVI], 101, K. M. T\),
Should not loka-karma be loka-dharma ?

352, Abhinava’s reading is metrically defective, Could it be
read as suprasiddhabhidhana tu ?

6



42 CONCEPTS OF RITT AND GUNA

Hemacandra (p. 199) and Manikyacandra (p. 192),
however, attribute quite a different definition to Bharata,
remarking : yasminn a-tathia-sthito’'ps  tatha-sthita ccar-
thal pratibhat! so'rthavyaktic gupa iti  bharatah.”°®
They consider that this Guna is only a special aspect of
. Bharata’s Prasada and that Vamana’s school rejected
the above definition for that reason.

IX. UDARA or UDATTA. (i) An exaltedness
which is marked by superhuman and other varied feelings
and by the erotic (§7igara) and the marvellous (adbhurta.}™"
(ii) An excellence which characterises a composition
by the presence of diversified or charming sense
(cetrarthaih) and of well-spoken words (s@ktaik), which
have morc than one particular sense and which are
marked by elegance (saustharva-samyutaih).®’

Abhinavagupta, who accepts the first definition,
explains the excellence thus: yatra manusocitam opi
divyataya, akarunadi-yuktam apl Syigrena, avismaya-
sthanam apy adbhutena yuktom carnyate tad-gatair va
vibhavanubhavadibhily, tad wdaram, tatra  ouddryom

35b. Prof. S. P. Bhattacharyya kindly suggested to me
that the definition of Arthavvakti attributed to Bharata by
Manikyacandra and Hemacandra comes directly from the defini-
tion given in the Ch. text if anantaram in the third foot of that
text ({n. 34) is read as arthantaram. The definition in the Ch.
text would then mean:— Arthavyakti consists in the positing
of a sense different from that actually attaching to the words
thereof through a fancied mental (as opposedi to verbal)
function.”
36. diyya~bhava-paritam yacchihgaradbhuta-yojitam |
ancka-bhava-sawmyuktam udarai tat prakirtitam
(XVI, 102, K, M. T.)
37. anekartha-visesaiv yat siktaih sausthava-saiyutaih |
upetam ati-citvarthaih udattam tac ca kirtyate

(XVII, 106, Ch, T,)
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artha-gunah. In other words, the excellence consists_;i'ﬁ -
describing what is not divine as divine, what is not mar-
vellous as marvellous, what is hardly tender as full of erotic
sentiment, either by the delineation of these sentiments
of the erotic and the marvellous or by the wibhavas
and anubhdvas thereof. This, he goes on to say,
has been called agramyaiva by others (etad eva
cagramyotvam anyair wkiom) and explains agramyatva
as follows: gramyam hi wvastu yathasthitam ayojita-
racand~visesarn prastddhi-matra-pramanam ucyate, tato’
nyad agramyam. In his opinion, therefore, this aspect
of Udara corresponds to Vamana’s artha-gune Udarata,
which the latter defines as agramyatva (iii, 2, 12).
Abhinava means, perhaps, as his citation of Vamana’s
illustration on this point shews, that what is gramyae or
vulgar must not be entertained in poetry. The illustra-
tive verse from Vamana (vt under iii, 2, 12.) tvam
evamsoundaryd sa ca ruciratdydm paricitah ete. is free
from vulgar effects, which have been removed by a
careful depiction of suitable feelings and sentiments in
a dignified manner. It is interesting to note, however,
that the reference to feelings and sentiments in this Guna
of Bharata approximates it partly to Vamana’s artha-guna
Kanti. “The implication of adbhuta rasa,’ as Dr. De
points out ** “and the characteristic that it deals with
divya-bhive indicate probably certain wikarsavan dharma,
causing wonder, such as Dandin’s Udara *° would
contain.” The use of the expression aneka-bhava-
sawinyukto leads Abhinava further, by a great deal of
forced interpretation, to read the idea of Vamana’s
$abda-guna Udarata ( vikajatva—iii, 1, 22 ) into Bharata’s |
definition, remarking : fatra he tulya—jdta-érnga-lingc‘id@’-" B

38, Sanskrit Poetics, Vol. 11, p. 18. (fn. 38),
39 Kavyadarsa, i, 76-77.
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bhedena ttthambhwto  nartaki-sannivesah, bharate tad
uktamn vikatatvai narinrtyamanatvam .

"Hemacandra (p. 199) Mapikyacandra (p. 192) remark
with reference to Bharata’s Uddra : bahubhih swksmaois
ca viSesaih sametam udaram iti bharatah, which is some-
what akin to the second Udara of Dandin as well as to the
definition given above from the Ch. text, with the difference
that they apparently read smksmaih for sukiaih of the
printed (Ch.) text. They think that Vamana’s school
rejects this definition of Bharata on the ground that it
does not constitute a special Guna ; it is only an wllek-
havan arthah or a meaning of a descriptive or allusive
nature. (wllekhavan ayam arthah  katham guna ot
vamoniyah—(Kavyanuéasana. com. p. 199).

X. KANTI or loveliness which delights the mind and
the ear, or which is realised by the meaning conveyed by
graceful gestures*® (lilads).

Abhinava apparently accepts this reading of the K. M.
text and explains l#ladi as liladi-cesta : but the reading
in the Ch. text*® is somewhat different. According to this
latter text, the Guna Kanti would consist of a composition
of words (Sabda-bandha) which, by its special device
(prayogena), appeals to the mind and the ear and causes
calmness or limpidity (prasada-anaka). Abhinavagupta
thinks that the delight is the outcome of the conspicuous
presence of Rasas like the erotic, and as such Bharata’s

40. yan manah-Srotra-visayam ahladayati hinduwvat |

Gladyarthopapannaim va tam kantifm kavayo vidulp |

(XVI, 103, K. M. T\)

41. yo mana$évotra-visayah prasada-janako bhavet |

Sabda-bandhah prayogena sa kanta iti bhapyate |

(XVIY, 107, Ch. T.).
The reading $abda-bandho in the printed text is evidently
incorrect since it shows a faulty sandhi.
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definition corresponds to that of Vamana’s artha-guna
Kanti, which is defined as diptarasatvam (iii, 2, 14).
Abhinava too clearly remarks—diptatvam - it yaval.
Abhinava, morcover, thinks that this Gupa also corres-
ponds to Vamana’s $abda-gune Kanti, which is defined
as brilliancy or awgjealye (iii, 1, 25) without which a
composition would be merely reproductive and stale
(yadabhave purana-cchayetyucyate— vrtte onthe above).

Hemacandra { p.200) and Manikyacandra (p. 193)
think that Vamana does not accept the definition given
by Bharata because the Gupa Madhurya too has been
defined as pleasing the ear and the mind. Hence, in
their opinion, Vimana defines Kanti differently.**

It will be seen from this enumeration of Bharata’s
Gunas, both by themselves and with reference to the
interpretation of later writers, that in spite of the
attempts made by Abhinavagupta and others, a great
deal of obscurity still remains, and it is difficult to
understand what Bharata sometimes means exactly by
a particular Guna.*® The conception is often not very
definite, and individual Gunas are not kept strictly apart
from one another or saved from overlapping. Nor is
his enumeration exhaustive and his distinctions convincing.
It would be perhaps too much to expect such strictly
accurate theoretical definition and classification in an
early writer like Bharata. On such definitions and
classifications even later writers have not always been
clear and consistent, and wide divergence of opinion

43, Svotramanah-pritikyt kantam iti bharvatah. madhuryam
evedam. tasmad aujjvalyam kantiv 1ti vamanah (Osasbketa,
p193)

43- The obscurity is partly due to the uncertain nature of the
text and partly to the inchoate cornceptions natural to an early
theoriser on the subject, '
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has prevailed over the question in the history of Sanskrit
poetics.  One need not be surprised, therefore, that
Bharata’s Gunas, even if they agree in nomenclature
and sometimes in substance, do not really correspond to
those of his immediate successors. Nevertheless, with
the exception of Bhamaha, the scheme of ten Gunas,
outlined by Bharata, is conventionally adhered to by all
later writers, until we come to the Dhvani school ; and
in some cases even the conception of his Guna is
substantially accepted. For instance, Bharata’s definition
of élesa in the two verses may be said to be present in
some form or other in the twofold character of Vimana's
Guna of the same name. The fundamental principle
involved in his Prasida Guna appears to be a permanent
contribution of Bharata to the later theory of poetics.
The exuberance of compound words which constitutes
an important aspect of Bharata’s Ojas has not only been
substantially accepted by the pre-dhvani writers like
Bhamaha and Dandin but also fignres prominently in
the ojogumpha of post-dhvani writers like Mammata
(K. p. Sutre 100. p. 485) and Visvanatha (Sahitya-darpanpa,
Kar. 610, ch. VIIL, p. 514). And lastly, it may be safely
assumed that the principal character of Bharata’s
Saukumarya appear in Dandin and Vamana in a modified
but developed forni.

It would also be clear from the above detailed
consideration of Bharata’s Gunas that Abhinava attempts
throughout to approximate Bharata’s Gunas to those of
Viamana, and consequently splits up each of Bharata's
Gupas into a Sabdu-gune and an artha-guna. To attain
this specific end, his interpretation naturally becomes
strained and far-fetched in more than one place. When-
ever he thinks it difficult to make out the point he
wants to emphasise from Bharata’s text, he unhesitatingly
modifies or interprets the reading of the text so as to
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get his point somehow established. As illustrations of
Bharata’s Gunas Abhinava selects exactly the same
verses as are given by Vamana for the same purpose,
and explains them in the light of Vamana’s definitions
and interpretation. Judging from such cases, it would
be evident that Abhinava’s peculiar treatment of Bharata’s
Gupas would not very materially help the critical reader
in the way of comprehending the original views of
Bharata himself.

Although it is not possible to accept Abhinava’s
system of splitting up each of Bharata’s Gunas into a
Sabda-guna and an artha-guna, corresponding to those
of Vamana, it would not be wrong to hold that Vamana
might have received the hint of his twofold classification .
of the Gunas from Bharata’s treatment. While Bharata’s
texts, as we have it now, would not allow us to infer
that the division of the Gupas into Sabda-gupa and
artha-guna was noteworthy, yet the dual concept was
not entirely unknown to him as is evident from his
unambiguous treatment of particular Gupas. Taking
his definitions as they stand in both the editions
of his text mainly used by wus, it would seem that
most of Bharata’s Gupas are of the nature of
what Vamana would ecall artha-guna, while some
of them can be well interpreted as comprchend-
ing aspects of Sabda-guna as well.  Thus, some
of his Gunas refer to Sabda, some to artha,
while others to both these factors. If we depend
upon the Kavya-mala text, Bharata’s Slesa, Samata and
Sukumaratd seem to possess a twofold function on the
very face of the definitions given, and cannot in any way
be mistaken. This could not have been lost on Vimana,
who perhaps developed the ideas further, probably in
accordance with a tradition obtaining in his Riti school
and divided systematically each of his Gunas into that of
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Sabda and ortha rvespectively. As a rvesult of such an
elaborate procedure, he had to give a thoroughly new
shape to all the Gupas of Bharata, which, though out-
wardly the same in name and number, received new and
different connotations at his hand and are in reality
doubled in number.

With this assumption and restriction there would be
no difticulty in accepting generally the view represented
by Manikyacandra and Hemaeandra that the saccessors
of Bharata established their own definitions by scrutinizing
and improving upon Bharata’s conception of the Gunas,
but treating them in connection with the later theory of
Riti, of whick there is no trace in Bharata’s work. At
the same time, we must not be led away by every dtail
of the views represented by Manikyacandra and Ilema-
candra, for these are often extremely coloured by the ideas
of the post-dhvani period ; and some of the opinions that
they pass under Bharata’s name in their works are oot
to be found in the texts of DBharata which we now

possess.



CHAPTER IV

BHAMAHA’S TREATMENT OF RITI
AND GUNA

Bhamaha is the earliest-known writer on Poetics
proper whose work has come down to wus. The
activities of the Poetic theorists during the period which
intervened between Bharata and Bbamaha are unfortu-
nately hidden from us. No definite information is
available about the writers and their works during this
period, but from stray references in the earliest extant
literature® it can be inferred that the period saw the
growth of Sanmskrit Poetics as an independent technical
discipline. To Bhimaha belongs the credit of bringing to
a deﬁnit/e focus the tentative speculations of a period
of the Sastra of which we know nothing. We have
seen that Bharata belonged to the Rasa school of
Dramaturgy and his treatment of the elements Guna,
Alammkara, efc. was only incidental, occupying a
very insignificant portion of his huge work. Bhamaha,
on the other hand, who was an avowed exponent of
the Alamnkara system, devoted the whole of his work to a
comparatively systematic elaboration of Poetic embellish~
ments which themselves formed the principal object of his
study as could be expected from the very name of the
work—Kavyalamkara.

1. e. g Bhamaha’s reference to a discussion about the
comparative merits of the Gauda and Vaidarbha Kavyas to which
we shall presently turn and also to some previous writers and
works—Medhavin (i, 40) and others (i, 33 ; ii, 19 ; ii, 45; 1i47;
ii, 58 ; iii, 8, iii, 10).

7
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He does not appear to attach much importance to the
elements Guga and Riti. To him the Alarakaras under
the general name Vakrokti (a striking mode of speech)
constitute the essence of poetry. He nowhere uses the
term gupa in his work except in conncetion with the
poetic figure Bhavika (ed. Trivedi, iii, 52) which, as in the
Kacyadaria of Dandin (ii, 363-65), has been described as
prabandha- visnyam gupain, where the term grepa does not
seem to be restricted to the technical poetic excellence
that we are dealing with but refers in a wider sense, to
poetic beauty in general.?

In the beginning of the second chapter of his Kiivya-
lathkara, Bhamaha enumecrates three entities 7.,
Madhurya, Ojas and Prasiada, which e2re the names
assigned to some of the Gupas of Bharata and of other
pre-dbvani writers and which constitute the only three
Gupas accepted by the Dhvani and post-dhvani theorists.
But unlike Dandin, Vamana and others, Bhamaha does
not treat them in connection with what we call Ritis
(called by him AGryes, such as Gaudiya and Vaidarbha.'
Thus, be does not think that particular Gupas constitute
the characteristics of particalar classes of kicyns (namely
Gaunda and Vaidarbha) but holds that these three entities
should be present in good Advya generally.  So his Gunas
are absolute entities bearing no relation to any other
poetic element.

So far as his conception of the Ritis is concerned, he
does not appear to entertain any theoretic distinetion
between the one type and the other. He refers to the
views of some earlier theorists, unknown to us, who meant
to imply some distinction of manner and {rcatment

2. The question has been fully dealt with in S. K. De’s article
on ‘Bhamaha’s views on Guna' in the Pathak Commemoration

Volume (pp. 353~—358).
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between the Gaudiya and Vaidarbha kavyas® but his
remarks make it clear that he himself does not place much
importance upon those alleged differences®®. In brief;
the Gaudiya and Vaidarbha classes of poetry as such
are considered by him to be neither superior nor inferior
to each other. The most important factor in terms -of
which he is inclined to judge poetic beauty is a striking
mode of speech together with a cleverness of ideas®
which forms the character of his Vakrokti, the fundamental
principle of all Alaihkaras in his theory of poetry. And
if that is existing in the Gaudiya poetry, he has no
objection to accept it in preference to the Vaidarbha.
In his opinion, that type of Vaidarbha, which although
“clear (prasamnam), smooth (yju) and soft. (komalam),
is neither rich in ideas (apustartham) nor possessed of
Vakrokti (avakrokti), does not deserve any high amount of
estimation simply on account of its being agreeable to

3. For instance, he mentions a- class of wise men who used to
regard the Vaidarbha kind of poetry as being superior to the other
(implying of course the Gaudiya kind) even though the latter
might have an elegance of meaning. He says : '

vaidarbham anyad astiti manyante sudhiyo’pave |
tad eva ca kila jyayah :adavtham api napavam
‘ (Kavyalamkara, i, 31).
3a. gaudiyam idam etat tu vaidarbham iti kish pythak |
gatanugatika-nyayan nanakhyeyam amedhasam |
ibid, i, 32.

4, vakrabhidheya-Sabdoktir ista vacam alawckytih | ibid, i,
36c-d. We shall explain on (in ch. VII, B) the full import and
application of Vakrokti as implied by Bhamaha and Kuntaka,
Here we shall just remember that Vakrokti which literally means
‘crooked speech’ consists of some peculiar and charming way of
expression deviated from a matter-of-fact speech. - Abhinavagupta
too explains the above couplet thus: S$abdasya hi wakrata
abhidheyasya ca vakrat_ﬁ lokottirnena r#penavasthanam (‘locana,
p. 208. 10), '
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the ear (keralain Sruti-pe$alam). On the other hand,
even the Gaudiya (which Bhamaha’s predecessors
presumably seemed to disparage) is regarded by him
as the better class of poetry® if it is endowed with
Alamkara {adlamlararat), is free from vulgarity and
inconsistency (agramyamn, andkilam) and possesses proper
and mature ideas (nyayyam, arthywn). In fact, these
constitute, according to Bhamaha, the characteristics of
good poetry and if the Gaudiya contains them there is no
need of reckoning Vaidarbha as a scparate class of
composition.

Bhamaha’s remarks in connection with the Gunpas
are very cautious because he presents the views on the
(so-called) Gunas of previous writers but scrupulously
refrains from giving his own in the matter. He says
that there are some who want to apply long compounds
in Ojas (as in Dandin 1, 80) whercas those who wish
to achieve Midhurya {(sweetness) and Prasada (lucidity)
do not use many compound words®. The Prasada appears
to be equivalent to Bharata’s Guna of the same name
inasmuch as the sentence conveying the same should be,

S. apustdrtham avakrokti prasannam yju komalam |
bhinnam jHeyam ivedam tu kevalam Sruti-peSalam 1
alamkaravad agramyam arthyaim nyayyam anghulam |
gaudiyam api sadhiyo vaidarbham it nanyatha

Kavyalamkara, i, 34-35.

We accept the reading s#eyam in place of geyam (in the third

pida of the first verse) as suggested by S. P. Bhattacharyya in

his article on ‘I'he Gaudi Ritiin Theory and Practice’ in 1. H. Q,,
June, 1927, p. 378

6. madhuryam abhivaFichantah prasadath ca sumedhasah |

samasavanti bhliyamst na padani prayusijate i
Kavyalamkara, ii, 1.
kecid ojo'bhidhitsantah samasyanti bahvinyaps |
ibid, ii, 2a-b
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according to Bhamaha, clear to all, even to women and
children. His description of Madhurya (or more strictly
~ madhure kavya) which should be pleasing to the ear
and free from long compounds’, has been rejected by
Anandavardhana and Abhinavagupta on the ground that
this definition is not applicable to Madhurya exclusively
since even in Qjas there is nothing to prevent the
composition from being agreeable to the reader and being
marked by an absence of compound words®.

We cannot lose sight of one important fact that
Bhamaha’s brief treatment of the Gunpas precedes in
context the Alarhkaras or poetic figures and this perbaps
goes to imply that to Bhamaha these two elements
are contiguous to each other and co-extensive. In other
words, Gunas are specific kinds of Alamkaras and
consequently there is no criterion for distinguishing the one
element from the other. ‘The Gunpas’, remarks
S. P. Bhattacharyya®, “are appreciated inasmuch as they
form a plank of the alamkaras” and as such they do not
“form the veritable crucial test of poetry” as they
have done, being the essential constituents of the all-
important Riti, iz the works of the propounders of the
Riti school. Bhamaha, belonging as he did to a
different school of opinion, #iz. the Alamkara school,
hardly assigned any theoretic importance to the elements

7. Sravyamn nati-samastavtham kavyarn madhuram isvate |
avidved-angana-bala-pratitartham prasadavat |
ibid, i, 3.
8, Sravyatvam punar ojaso’pi sadh@vapam iti {(vrtti on D. K,
ii, 8) The ®locana (p. 79.1l. 10-13) has on this: nanu ‘srayyam
natisamasta-Sabdartham madhuram isyatd it madhuryasya
laksanam netyaha—Sragyatvam iti...... ojaso’piti. ‘yo yah Sastram
(Dhvanyaloka p, 8t under D. K. ii, 10y dtyalra hi $ravyatvam
asamastatvarm castyeveti bhavah.,

9. loccit, p 379.
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of Riti and Guna. His casual and half-hearted treatment
of these poetic elements, in spite of his notice of their
earlier existence, left an.extensive field for the Riti
theorists to work upon®°. '

-10. It is true that in the treatment of all pre-dhvani theorists

poetic beauty has been judged chiefly in terms of the technical
elements Guna and Alarhkdra, At the same time it is interesting
to note that even some of the Dosas mentioned by them serve,
under special circumstances, to enliance the poetic effect instead of
marring it. This particular aspect of Dosa was noticed first by
Bhamaha and bis conception of it was only rudimentary as-
could be naturally expected. He remarks in connection with
his Ekartha-dosa (IV, 14) that when the same word is repeated
(e. g. gaccha, gaccha=go away, go away) under the influence of
fear, sorrow and jealousy (b/aya-Sok@bhyasuyasu) as also of delight
and wonder (harsa-vismayayor api), it is not said to constitute the
Dosa punarukta (punarubtain na tad viduh) or, more strictly,
Ekartha. This is the only verse devoted by Bhamaha to the
treatment of the subject under discussion and even here he is
not clear whether particular circumstances can make a Dosa fit
to be treated as a positive source of poetic charm. But Bhimaha’s
successors found herein 4 broad hint regarding the non-deterring’
character of Dosa and they carried the schemé further, each in
his own way,



CHAPTER V

DANDIN’S CONCEPTION OF THE GUNAS
AS RELATED TO THE MARGAS

By the time when Bhamaha expounded his theory of
Vakrokti as the basis of all Alarkaras, and probably
even earlier than that, there appeared a class of writers
who taught, directly or indirectly, the essential importance
of Gunas (as distinct from Alarmkaras ) not by themselves
but as the constituent elements of Ritis, from- which
these writers came to be called the Riti theorists. The
Ritis were, perhaps, at first regarded as particular classes
of composition prevalent in or practised by the people
of particular localities from which they derived their
individual names. KEven in the later history of Sanskrit
Poetics, when their nature and conception came to be
modified at the hands of novel theorists, they continued
to bear the names given to them by the earlier masters.

Dandin is one of the earliest known writers who treat
of the Gunas in connection with Riti, although the term
Riti itself, standardised by Vamana, is never employed
by him. The professed object of his work® is to describe

i. Our references throughout are to the edition of Ranga-
carya,with the commentary of l'arunavicaspati and the anonymous

Hrdayangama commentary ( Madras, 1910), unless otherwise’
indicated. The editions of Premchandra Tarkavagi§a with his’

own commentary ( Calcutta, Saka 1803 ), and of Belvalkar and
Reddi (with a new Sanskrit commentary and English notes)
in the Bombay Sanskrit Sevies (1g20), as well as Belvalkar’s
English transiation (Poona 1924) have also been consulted. It is
rarely that Bohtlingk’s edition has been of use ; its text follows
generally that of the Calcutta edition, ' ’
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what he calls ‘the body of poetry and the embellishments
thereof’.”  These embellishments consist of certain
external modes of expressions and are covered by the
general term Alarmkara (which is described as kavya-
Sobhakara dharma...... ii, l.a), applicable as much to the
technical Gunas that form the essence of his postulated
“ways of speech” (giram wmargah......i, 40. a. which is
equivalent to Riti of other writers) as to the so-called
Alammkaras or poetic figures. Whatever enhances poetic
beauty (kdvya-Sobha) is its Alarmkara, and in this view
Dandin’s position is not fundamentally different from
that of Vamana who explains the term Alarthkara broadly
as beauty (saundarya..kavyilamkarasttra-vrtti, i, 1, 2) in
a non-technical sense. '

In the first chapter of his work Dandin defines and
classifies poetry and discusses at some length the special
characteristics of the two extreme modes of composition®

2. tath SavivaFica kavyanam alamkaras ca darSitah |
K3vyadarsa, i, 10, a-b.
purva-Sastvant samhytya prayogan upalabhya ca |
yathi-samarthyam asmabhih krijate kavya-laksagam |\
ibid, i, 2.
3. Jni, 40, Dandin tells us
asty aneko giram margah siksmabhedah pavasparam |
tatra vaidavbha-gaudiyau varpyete prasphutantarau |
Dandin is apparently aware of the existence of diverse ‘ways
of speech’, He himself takes up only two of them which possess
clearly distinctive characteristics and leaves out the rest because
these latter have, in ‘his opiuion, very subtle points of distinction
and as such they do not deserve any special consideration. It is
difficult to say what particular theorist or school of opinion is
being roferred to by Dandin heré. J. Novel ( Foundations of
Indian Poetry. p., 100) surmises that this verse is pointed at
Bhamaha in whose opinion the Gaudiya and Vaidarbha classes
of Poetry have nc distinctive features. But P, V. Kane (p. XXXV,
Introduction to Sahityadarpapa) does not admit the very question
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(Marga), viz, the Vaidarbha and the Gauda, explaining
the application or otherwise of the ten standard excellences
or Gupas which form all the while the criteria for their
distinetion, and giving throughout a preferential treatment
to the Vaidarbha. In the beginning of the second chapter,
he first offers a general definition of Alamkara as
embellishment per se, and then goes on to remark that
in the previous chapter he has spoken of alasrkriyak in
connection with the classification of the margas. The
term alaimkriyal in this passage has thus a clear reference
to the ten standard excellences which he has already
dealt with as the essence of the Vaidarbha Marga. Next,
he says that he would now deal with the general®
(sadharana) Alarmkaras, which term obviously refers to
the poetic figures that he is proceeding to treat of in the
chapter under discussion. Thus, the Gunas are generally
laid down as pertaining to the excellent diction and
therefore viSista alaimkdras, while the so-called poetic
figures or Alamkiras in the narrow sense are sadharana,
because both the Margas abound in such decorations
as the upamai, rupake ete. Tarunavicaspati comments
on this : Sobhakaratvarn I alaimkaro-laksanam, tallak-
sana-yogat te'pi |=Slesadayo dase guna api | alamkarah
«..guni alamlara eva 1ty Gcaryah. ,
From this we are not to understand, with P. V. Kane, -
that “Dandin’s work......makes no distinction between

of the priority of Bhamaha over Dandin. It will, indeed, be a
fruitless task for us to attempt at finding out- what theorist is -
exactly referred to here. Our purpose will, bowever, be amply
served if we take note only of the simple fact that the Riti Theory
had made a tradition of its own even before the time ot Dandin
for this much and nothing more can be definitely said from the
verse in question,
4. kascin marga-vibhagartham uktih prﬁ‘g;apy al'arhkriyah |
sadhavanam alaimkara-jatam anyat pradar$yate | i, 3.

8
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gunas and alaimharas” ( Introduction to Sahityadarpana.
p- CL1L) for while to Dandin every Gupa is an
Alamkara, he nowhere suggests that every Alamkara
is a Gupa. What is meant is not that the Gunas and
the Alamkaras are identical, but that the embellishments
like §lesa, which are technically called Gunas, form the
stne qua non of a diction par ercellenre, which cannot
go without them; whereas the figures of speech or
Alamkaras like «pama, are not the special characteristics
of a specific diction but they may reside in all kinds of
diction. ¥rom this, we may conclude that so far as a
good composition is concerned Dandin makes the
presence of Gupas ( and not of poetic figures ) its absolute
condition. This is a position approximating that of
Vamana who, however, commits himself to the clear
statement that Gunas constitute inseparable attributes
of poetry,® implying thercby that it can do without
Alamkaras or poetic figures. Thus, when the technical
excellence and the poetic figure are both termed alandkara
in a non-technical sense, and yet a technical distinetion
is implied between them as characteristics of a diction,
we may well hold that Dandin, as 8. K. De remarks,®
“practically fore-shadows, if he does not theoretically
develop, the rigid differentiation of the guno and the
alainkara of the Riti school”.

We have scen that Dandin treats of the Gupas in
connection with his Mérga, which is equivalent to Riti,
and not in relation to Rasa (as writers on Rasa and
Dhvani theories do ), the fundamental importance of
which had not yet been recognised in the theory of poetry.
Proceeding to describe the distinctive characteristics
of the two extreme ways of speech ( marga or vartman ),
Dandin lays down :

5. Kavyalarhkara-sttra-vrtti, iii, 1, 1-3.
6. Sanskrit Poetics, 11, p, 106,
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Slesah prasadah samatn madhuryain sukumarota | -, .
arthavyaktir wdaratvam ojah-kinti-samadhayah
o8t vaidarbha-margasya prand dasa gunil smrtah |
es@in viparyayah prayo dr$yate gouda-vartmant |

i, 41-42.

It will be well to recollect here that Dangin, like
his predecessors, does not give a general definition of
Guna. In the beginning of ch. IV of the Madras edition
of Dandin’s text, Gupa has been characterised broadly
in connection with Dosa by the statement that Dosas
mar the poetic effect just as Gunas heighten it.” In the
two verses cited above Dandin mentions ten Gunas,
which follow those of Bharata in their number and
nomenclature but differ from them in their content.
They are described as the very “life-breath” of the
Vaidarbha Marga. If we accept the term waidarbha-
margae to be an wupolaksana, standing for a standard
good diction, as S. P. Bhattacharyya has suggested,®
Dandin’s position is that the excellences just mentioned
are essential in any good composition. But the Gauda-
vartman often (prayah) presents a different aspect, the.
conception of the Gaudas about the essentials of a digction
being apparently- different from that of the Vaidarbhas.
Some controversy exists over the meaning of the term
viparyaye in this verse. Those who accept Tarunava-
cagpati’s interpretation would take it to mean vagparitya,

7. dosa vipatlape tesam gunah sampatiaye yatha. iv, 1. c-d.

This verse is missing in the Calcutta ( Premchandra) and
Bombay (Reddi and Belvalkar) editions, as well as in the edition
of Bohtlingk. It is also missing in the Tibetan versien (J.R'A.S.
1903, p. 349). As this extra verse is found in the Madras
edition only, it is better not to deduce any definite conclusion
therefrom. o

8. The Gaudi Riti in Theory and Practice in II.H.Q.,'Jur';e_,
1927, (p. 379. fn. 2. -
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t.e. opposition or contrariety, while others, following the
Hrdayangama, mean by it awyathitca, dc. difference
or divergence. The ten fixed excellences, ¢it., S‘le@a ete.,
are said to constitute the essential characteristis of the
Vaidarbha Marga, but if it is asked what coustitutes the
essential characteristics of the (Gauda Marga, we cannot
reasonably answer that the opposites of these excellences
( which would really be Dogas or faults )doit; ie. if
“es@urn” in i, 42 is taken to refer to the essentials (pranad),
then the term vipuryaye should mean anyuthitra instead
of vaipuritya.

The point requires some explanation. If, in this case,
ceparyaya is interpreted to imply ‘the reverse’ or “the
opposite”, the fundamental characteristies of the Gauda
Marga are relegated to the position of something like
Dosas and  would  correspond  to such Dosas as are
actoally defined as  Aritimat by Bhoja.® We  cannot,

9. Sarasvati-kanthabharana (K. M. edition ) p, 24. In the
enumeration of this set of negative guna-viparvaya-doses, besides
technically defined positive Dosas, Bhoja was, perhaps, influenced
by Vamana’s dictum gugpa-viparyayatnano dosah (ii, 1, 1) as well
as by the treatment of Dandin’s viparyayas. Bhoja's viparyayas
mean certainly wvaiparitya, since each of a set of mme out of
twenty-four of his Gupas has, on principie, been shown to have
a particular Dosa corresponding to it (pp. 24-30), and the Dosas
which thus arise do not attach themselves to a particular Riti,
so that by reason of these wviparyayas the Gaudi Riti, or for the
matter of that, ary other Riti does not unnecessarily suffer fiom
deficiency. Bhoja, on principle, invents a wviparyaya of each of
the ten Gunas (excepting Samadhi) of Vamana or of Dandin,
while Dandin names or characterises the wviparyayas of only some
of them, the other Gunas being common to both the Margas.
Bhoja calls the viparyayas distinct Dosas, and as such they are not
the characteristics of a particular Ritl, whereas Dandin’s
viparyayas are sometimes the characteristics of the Gauda Marga,
and he does not use the term JDoga in their connection, excepting
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however, hold that the Gauda Marga could have been
defined as something essentially marked by the opposites
of the excellences constituting the *Vaidarbha Marga,
for these would be devoid of all charm and would hardly
constitute a poetic diction. Dandin presents to us the
type of the Gauda Marga which is not, really speaking,
devoid of charm, nor condemned outright. In spite of
his decided partiality for the Vaidarbha and a mild
aversion for the Gauda manner, we are not convinced
that he meant to deprive the latter of the recognition that
was its due. S. P. Bhattacharyya has already shewn®®
that even long before the time of Dandin the Gaudi Riti
had, side by side with the widely accepted Vaidarbhi, an
established tradition of its own, which Dandin himself
could not ignore. ,

On the other hand, if viparyaya is taken to mean
anyathitva, the utmost we can hold against the
(Gauda Marga is that its standard of a poetical composition
differs from that prevalent in the very widely recognised
Vaidarbha : and that in their attempt to attain that
standard the propounders of the Gauda diction did not
mind if they sometimes deviated from the practice
prevalent in the other mode?*.

The controversy about the exact meaning of wiparyaya
really raises some distinctions but the ultimate conclusion

once in 1,60. Thus Bhoja’s ziparyayas are negative entities,
being always the exact opposites of some correspondings Gunas,
whereas Dandin’s viparyayas are partly the characteristics of his
Gauda Marga, and as such, they constitute positive entities.

1o. Loc. cit.

11. Tarupavacaspati, who explains wviparyaya as ‘opposite’
(i, 42), remarks in connection with i. 88 ; kanti-viparvayam atyuhti-
nama gunam gaudabhimata darSayati. This statement confirms
our point that the Gaudas could not have taken wviparyayas as
positive blemishes since they were supposed to add charm tq
their composition, '
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derivable from the different views is almost the same.
Thus, we may distinguish three different views :

(1) The Gauda Marga generally presents a different
aspect as regards the essentials of a diction.
The word es@m in this case would refer to the
essentials (pragah) and viporyaya would mean
anyathitea or a different aspeet.

(2) Far-fetchedness, unevenness ete. which are
themselves the opposites of excellences like
lucidity (Prasada), evenness (Samati) ete., are
sometimes noticed as existing in the Gauda
Msarga. The word esam in this case would
refer to Slesadiniiin gupdanim and viparyaya
would mean ra/paritya or opposite.

(3) The conception of the Gaudas regarding the
excellences of composition generally differs
from that of the Vaidarbhas. This view may
be arrived at from the hint given in the
Hrdayangama, where esine has been taken to
refer to §lesadinaim gunanam and viparyaya to
mean anyathatva.

All these interpretations, though seemingly divergent so
far as the terms esam and viparyaya are concerned, lead
us to some important conclusions on which there appears
to be general agreement. No one would perhaps deny
that (i) the ideals of composition differ generally in these
two types of poetry, i.e. if the Vaidarbha Marga demands
compactness of structure, clarity of expression, a sense of
proportion, cvenness of syllable-structure etc., the Gaudas
are satisfied with hyperbole and verbosity, alliteration
and bombastic expressions, and such other characteristics.
(i) In order to attain this standard the Gaudas do not
eare if they have sometimes to have recourse to Saithilya,
vaisamya etc. But it must not be understood on that
account that looseness, harshness, unevenness of syllable-

UNIVERSITY OF NORTH BENGAL
LIBRARY
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structure etc., which are deviations from or even opposites
of qualities like élesa, Sukumarata and Samata, form the
inseparable characteristics (pranih) of the Gauda Marga,
as the excellences like élesa, Prasada ete., do of the
Vaidarbha Marga. (iii) Far-fetchedness, _exaggeration,
looseness ete., are looked upon as positive excellences by
the Gaudas, who sometimes entertain them in poetry for
a particular purpose, viz, the achievement of their standard
of poetry which differs!® fundamentally from that of the
Vaidarbhas,—the one emphasising the chaste and classical
manner and the other preferring the fervid and the
bombastic. That Dandin meant to imply all this will be
clear as we proceed with his treatment of the individual
Gunas, which we now propose to take up in detail.

(1 éLESA. It is found in a composition which is
free from looseness (Saéthilya), and this looseness
consists*® mostly in the use of alpa-prana syllables, i.e.
syllables containing unaspirated letters which require
little effort in pronouncing, or more technically, the first
and third (non-conjunct) letters of each warga, and the
semivowels and nasals, the rest being mahaprina-
syllables**. The Vaidarbhas are fond of compactness

12. The word prayas, in i, 41 is important in this connection.
The characteristics ot these two types of poetry often differ but
sometimes they agree. The Gauda Mirga sometimes presents
opposites of and deviations from the excellences prevailing in the
Vaidarbha, but qualities such as Samiadhi, Arthavyakti, Audarya,
Madhurya and Ojas are mote or less common to both the Margas,
as we shall see hereafter.

13. Slistam aspysta-Saithilyam, alpa-pranaksaroftaram |
$ithilam. ... 1, 43, a-c.
14, ayugma varga-yamagd yawascalpasavah smytah, quoted by
Bhattoji Diksita, under Panini, viii, 2, 1. On these technical
terms, see Belvalkar's notes on Kavyadar$a ( Bombay edition ),
pp. 55 £ B
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of syllabie binding (bandhn-gourava...i, 44b), which is
illustrated by examples like swalati-daing laighitamn
bhramaroih (i. 44 c-d), where though soft syllables like ma
and la are present, the etfect of looseness or Saithelya
has been removed by the use of makiiprapa syllables
and conjunct consonants, and as such the passage
illustrates the excellence élosa. A fondness for alliteration
inclines the Gaudas to accept instead a composition like
malatimala  lolalikaliln (i, 43. c-d), though it contains
alpaprina syllables and consequently involves Sucthilya.
It is, however, not meant that Saithilya'’ in itself is a
blemish. From the point of view of the Vaidarbhas
it may appear so, and Dandin elsewhere says that all-soft
syllables constitute a blemish of looseness (bandha-
Saithilyn-doso hi dnr§itah sorvakomale, i, 59). But to
the Gaudas it is a preferable excellence of diction
inasmuch as it gives more scope to alliteration.

(2) PRASADA. ltis the excellence which conveys
a sense which is well-known (praseddhartha...i, 15, a) and
easily comprehended {(pratité-subhaga..i, 45 d). Theorists,
old and new, define and emphasise this special excellence
almost in the samec way. Too much strain required to
arrive at a meaning spoils the charm of poetry. The
illustration given by Dandin is indor (ndicara-dyuti
laksma laksnam tanoti (1,45 b-c ), “the moon’s spot
resembling the glow of a blue lotus increases its beauty”.
Here the words indu, indivara, laksmi and laksma are so
well-known that the expression conveys its sense without
any effort. Here, as elsewhere, Dandin speaks of the
characteristics of the Gauda Marga side by side with

15 We do not think $eétkilya is exactly the opposite of
élesa" which is an admixture of alpa-prina and makaprane
syllables. A composition copsisting exclusively of makapraga
syllables would constitute the exact opposite of Saithilya.
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‘the excellence attached to the Vaidarbha. The Gandas
who aim at learned expressions prefer even what is not
conventional (ﬁdtim‘zdha)”. Since their idea of poetic
excellence differs from that of the Vaidarbhas they appear
to hold that poets can achieve distinction only when they
have mastered etymologies and vocabularies * and ean
use difficult words and round-about expressions, while
the Vaidarbhas aim at making their composition lucid
and easily intelligible to every reader by the use of well-
understood expressions. Here we would like to maintain
that the term wyuipanma is not the name®’ of the:
veparyaya corresponding to prasada, but we follow the
Hrdayangama in interpreting it as vyutpannam iti (hetoh),
1. e. by reason of its being learned. The example given
of the Gauda mode (anatyarjunabjanma-sadrksanko
balaksaguh...i, 46. c-d) contains difficult expressions, the
meanings of which are not clear on the surface. Arjuna
is generally used to denote the third Pandava and it is
not 7#dha in the sense of ‘white’ : the expressions
balaksagu ( white-rayed, i. e. moon ) and anatyarjuna
(anati-dhavala) are round-about and unusual.

(3) SAMATA. Tt consists in the absence of uneve-
nness in syllabic structure (bandhesvavisaman: i, 47a) or
rather in the arrangement of letters (varna-vinyasa
i, 47d). There must be an evenness between the beginning
and ending of a stanza as regards the arrangement of
letters or syllables, i.e. if a passage begins with soft
vocables it must end similarly. There are three kinds of
such structure (bandha), namely, (i) soft (mydu) (ii) harsh
(sphuta) and (iii) temperate or mixed (madhyama),
arising from the grouping together of soft, harsh or mixed -

16, wyulpannam iti gaudiyair nati~rudham apisyate | i, 46. a-b,
17. See Sanskrit: Poetics, Volll,p 101 and also -Belvalkar’s

notes.

9
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letters'®. The examples of Samatd conmsisting of three
structures (bandhas) and that of the uneven structure
(vaisamya) are given in the two verses :

kokilalapa~cacalo man eti malayanila |
ucchalacchibaracch@ccha-raijjharambhah-kanoksitah |
candana-pranayodgandhir mando malaya- marutal |
spardhate ruddhamaddhairyyo varargma-mukhani-
laik © 1, 48-49,

Here each half-verse is supposed to consist of the
illustration of a particular bandha in the order mentioned
in i, 47, whereas the latter half of the second verse
illustrates vaisamya'®. The Gaudas, we are told, admit
such compositions (even though they lack uniformity of
syllable structure) for the sake of richness of ideas and
Alamkaras ( arthalaimkara-dambarauv...i, 50b ), which
being their specific aim, they do not care whether they
find it in an even or an uneven structure. Tarunavacaspati
suggests that, even though cach half-verse contains an
example of Samatd, the soft (mydu) and harsh (spleta)
bandhas are not accepted by the Vaidarbhas, for the soft
structure is devoid of distinetion and the harsh one of
agreeableness. This probably implies that the Gundas
would sometimes [(dke the Samatd displayed in soft and
harsh structures, and hence they would not have recourse
to vaiswmya as a matter of principle. In certain cases,

18, On the variant reading samarm bandhesu visamam
( Bombay ed. ), see Belvalkar’s notes in his edition at p. 45 ff,

19. Belvalkar and Rangdcdrya reasonably suggested that to
avoid syntactical difficulties these two verses should be taken as
separate examples of visamya, whereas “‘the halves are by them-
selves examples of Samatd.” Thus, we should connect the
word 4 in the beginning of i, 50, with the two previous verses,
and not with the latter half of the sccond verse 4, ¢ i, 49
c-d only.
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however, they would sacrifice evenness for the sake of
artha-dambara and alainkara-dambara®®, '

(4) MADHURYA. It consists in the establishment
of rasa in the word and in the theme®' (vaci vastuny api
rasasthitih, i, 51a-b). S. K. De has already shown?? that
the term 7asa as found in Dandin’s treatment does not
involve the technical sense in which it is used by the
Rasa and Dhvani-theorists, but should be taken in the
non-technical sense of pleasing poetic flavour generally.
But in Dandin’s Madhurya, as S. K. De further points
out,>® the term rase seems to bear another distinct
technical connotation which is different from that given
by the Rasa and Dhvani schools; and this is implied
in the special meaning attached by Dandin to the
vag-rasa and vastu-rase involved in his Madhurya, the
former consisting of repetition of sounds belonging to the
same §ruti (Srutyamuprasa) and the latter connoting
absence of vulgarity (agramyatva). Tarupavacaspati
rightly gives them the names of (Sabda-madhuryya)
(i, 52) and artha-madhuryya (i, 62) respectively, sugges-
ting thereby a two-fold characteristic of this special
excellence. Dandin himself recognised the two-fold aspect

20. The terms artha-dambara and alamkara-dambara should
be explained as indicating a partiality for excessive ornamentation
wnd for exaggerated conceptions, which latter cannot be strictly

ed ornamentation. The aksara-dambava i. e. Sabda-dambara,

ch Bana refers to as a characteristic of the Gaudas, must
wn a certain leaning towards verbal bombast, while artka-
is not exactly verbal bombast but has an implication of
he called ‘mental bombast.’
sense (artha, i, 62.)
iskrit Poetics, I1, p. 137. fn,
> Theory of Rasa in Sir Ashutosh Mookerjee Silver
imes ( Orientalia, Vol, HI ), p. 212 ff, where the subject”
ul}!y treated,

*
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of this particular Guna, as will be uvnderstood from his
remark vibhaltaw: it madhuryam noi, 68 ¢, Tt is
noteworthy that he has nowhere else 1aade any  distinetion
between a &uhdu-guya and an artho-grpe as Viamana
has done ; nor like Bharata, does he expressly state that
. he looked upon any Guna as relating either to Sabda or
to aitha. The standard of distinetion between a Sabda-
gupo and an artha-gona, which the later writers deseribe
as adrayaSrayibhira and which we find first fully esta-
blished in Vamana’s work?* leads us to judge that some
of the Gunpas of Bharata and Dandin belong to Sabdo,
some to nrtha and others again to both,

The vag-rasa or Sabda-madhuryo is =aid to consist of
what may be called Srvtyanvpriisa This is not  allitera-
tion consisting of repetition of the same or  similar
syllables, but it is the name given to the specific  grouping
of similar sounds ** (§ruti-sdmya) which exists in letters
belonging to the same sthina or place of utterance and
effort (e. g. kantha, tilu, dauta, ete), or homogenocus
letters to which Pinin
which is defined as Hilyiisya-prayatna.  The example
given in this connection is esa r@ji yodii laksmim  propta-
van brakmana-priyah (i, 53 b), where the use of s and
r, yand {, f and d as well as p and & produces Srutyanu-

i** gives the name sucorpga and

priasa. It involves an economy of effort in articulatior
and thereby gives a special pleasure to the Vaidarbha:
who avoid, for fear of incurring monotony, mere carpinu
prasa or the alliteration consisting of repetition

24. Gopendra Tripurahara remarks clearly : Saduarthaguni
namalo bhedabhave pi $abdarthopaslesa-vasad asti bhedah.
(Kamadkenu, p. 84.)
25.  S. K. De, Sanskrit Poetics, I, p. 101, fn, 8,
is excluded expressly (i, 6I) as being not conductive to
Dandin treats of yamaka later on in ch. III as a Seddalamka

26, Astadhyayii, 1, 9 (s@tra 10, Siddhantakaumudi).
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similar letters.’” The Gaudas, however, - are” ‘fond’
of ~ warnanuprase  displayed in  examples®® . like
ctiru candramasaim bhiru bimbain paSyaitad a,mbm*e,'
manmano  menmathikrantam  nirdayam . hantum
“udyatam (1, 57),

where the repetition of ca, ba, ma, and na in the words
produce the desired alliteration.  Here the Gaudas take
special care to see that too many syllables do not intervene
the repetition of similar letters for that would destroy
the. immediateness of the effect. B

Hemacandra (p.198) and Mainikyacandra (p. 189)
remark that vag-rase (or Subda-madhurye as Tarupa-
vacaspati calls it ) consists both of Srutyanuprasa and
varpanuprasa, and as- such it appears . that Madhurya,
as a Sabda-guna is admitted in both the Vaidarbha and.
Gauda modes. The only difference is ‘that the character
of alliteration slightly differs in the two Margas, the.

27. The respective effects produced by the two kinds' of
anuprasa are described in i, 52 and 1, 55. When within any group
\of vocables is experienced a similarity of .sounds, juxtap_osition‘ of
words (padasatsi) exhibiting that kind of similarity apparently
S.produces the specific kind of . alliteration called $rutyanuprasa,
“thich invalves an economy of effort due to a restriction to the
e sthana of articulation. The varnavpiti, on the other hand,
s contiguity (ad@ratz) which awakens latent impressions from the
immediately earlier cognition of the same sound produced by the
same letters {purvanubhava-samskara-bodhini), Here also there
is an economy of effort, but since one and the same letter is
repeated the economy is supposed to decline into a weariness.
caused by the employment in the same way of the same organs of
articulation.

28. Two kinds of varpanuprase appear to be distinguished in
the two examples (given in i, 57), viz., in metrical feet (pada) or in
word (pada). They must be of sufficient contiguity to awaken the
impression.
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one emphasising §rufe and the other rarpa. Tarupava-
caspati suggests (i, 60) that the word prayah in i, 54.*°
signifies that Srutyeruprase and varpanuprasa are both
accepted in both the Margas : only in i, 58-60 it has
been stated that the Vaidarbhas do not admit specific
kinds of alliteration like swmarah kharah etc., where the
alliteration is not accepted on account of its harsh struc-
ture in the first half and loose structure in the second
half.®°

Coming to vestu-rasa or artho-madhurya, Dapdin
appears to imply *' that since embellishment is the general
source of poetic charm and since all Gupas and Alarmkaras
go to embellish poetry, it may be granted generally
that all embellishment imbues the sense with vastu-rasa
or artha-madhurya : yet what specially does this is the
absence of gramyatd, in which is also included the idea
of adlilatva®® of later writers, and which belongs both to

29. anuprasid api prayo vaidarbhaiv idam (= Srutisamyam)
isyate i 7, 54 c-d.
30, smarah kharah khalah kantah kayah kopasca nah kysah |
cyuto miano'dhiko vago maho jato’savo gatah
ityadi bandha-parusyar $aithilyafica niyacchats |
ate naiyam anuprasam daksinatyah prayudijate |
i, 59-60,
31,  kamam sarvo'pyalambaro vasam arthe nisiFcati |
tathapy agramyataivainai bhavam vahati bhiiyasi |
it 62.
32, It is rather curious that Dandin should bring in the idea
of aslilatva or indecency in this Gunpa. This apparently shows
that the rasq in this Guna is taken not in the technical sense of
the Rasa-theorists, but in the general sense of pleasing poetic
effect produced by a certain arrangement of word (vac) or matter
(vastt).  Such pleasing effect in the mind of the Sakpdaya is apt to
be marred by anything which is grampye. The gramya is not
vulgar in the restricted sense, but Dandin brings under its
conrotation the a$/ila (both in word and sense, and not in sense
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Sabda and to artha.®® This vastu-rasa or artha-ma-

dhurya which can be induced by all embellishment but

which is specially marked by the absence of coarseness

and vulgarity is accepted both by the Vaidarbhas and by .
the Gaudas. Indecorous and vulgar expressions and ideas

are rejected by both, for Dandin clearly lays down:

evamads na Sainsanti mirgoyor ubhayor apt (1,67 c-d.)**

alone) which equally disturbs a good and pleasing sense.  Bharata
appears to comprehend the a§lzle in an aspect of the fault
bhinnartha, while Bhamaha includes it under dustata (in $ruti and
artha) in his first list of general dogas. This first list of Bhamaha’s
ten dogas appears from the context to mention those which concern
the inner nature of poetry, for it is dealt with in connection with
the classification and general characteristics of poetry ; while the
second list of another ten dosas includes faults which are more or
less external.  This second list of Bhimaha is accepted and
verbally repeated by Dandin, but he does not mention the first
list of ten dogzs, as well as most of Bharata’s original ten dogas
which includes the idea of the a$lila, In treating the gupnas taken
as essential characteristics of good poetry, Dandin could not very’
well avoid referring to some of the essential dosas ( e.g. neyaiva in.
arthavyatti ) although he does not define and distinguish them
properly ; and in madhurya it was natural for him to bring in the
idea of the avoidance of the aslila. _

33. 1ni, 63-67 two kinds of indecorous expression are distin-
guished. The proposal in i; 63 is direct and therefore vulgar;
in i, 64 it is reached by implication and therefore taken as quite
decorous. In i, 66 words are used which, if united together, give
rise to a new word in Sanskrit by combination, which conveys a
vulgar meaning. In i, 67 the words used, possessing more than one
meaning, give rise to an uadesirable and indecorous suggestion,

34. Hemacandra (p. 198) and Manikyacandra (p. 189) remark
that Dandin establishes this definition of Madhurya by rejecting
the one given by Vamana (pythak=-padatvam), since this excellence
consists in alliteration (in its verbal aspect) and as such it may as
well be present in compound words. But this unhistorical
statement ignores the chronological relation between Dandin
and Vamana, and therefore possesses little value,
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[

(5) SUKUMARATA. It consists in the absence
of harshness due to the use of mostly soft syllables
(anisthuraksaraprayain i, 692,  But it has been remarked
in connection with élew (p. 82) that in Dandin’s opinion,
the presence of all soft syllables in a composition makes
it &thila, and as such it ceases to be an excellence with
the Vaidarbhas. What is implicd here is that soft
syllables must remain mixed up with slightly harsh ones
and conjunct consonants here and there, and that the total
effect must be a certain elegance. It might be argued
that such an admixture is not a distinctive criterion ;
§ukum:‘1ratﬁ. might have a chance of being confused with
Slesa. To meet such an objection Tarkaviagia remarks
(eom. on i, 69, p. 69, 1L 12-19) that the admixture of
alpaprope  and makiprine syllables  constitutes Slew,
whereas Sukumirata consists in tenderness as a total
effect arising from the admixture of soft (komala) and
harsh ‘porusa) letters.  Nor should we understand that
what is alpaprign is necessariy homnlo and what is
mthiipritga, pacusa.  FEven unaspirated letters may give
rise to harshness by reason of a specitic admixture
(alpapri gasyiap:  corpa-viesa-samyogatcena  parusotra-
sambhaciit, (bed). Similarly aspirated letters too may
give rise to komalatve as a total effect under special
circumstances  evam  mah@iprano’pi  rinyisa-ciiesena
kowalateam bhajati...ibid.) Thus, it is the general effect
that forms the critertion of parusetea or komalatrae of
syllables. In a Sithela-bandha  the syllabl(@ are ull
alpapripa and the general cffect is ‘loose’. In Slesa this
looseness is overcome by the presence of snahdprina
syllables, appearing side by side with the a/papriige ones
and making the general effect compact. In the example
malatidama langhitain bhramoraikh (i, 44) the conjunct
consonants shine prominently and seem to tnake the
structure generally compact. But the example of
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Sukumarats (mandalthrtye barhani kanthair maedhura-
gitibhily ete. i, 70) consists of an admixture of alpaprane
syllables slightly with mahaprana ones, as well as
conjunct consonants, but the general effectis not harsh
or inelegant.

Here, too, Dandin presents the Gauda ideal side by
side. Whereas the Vaidarbhas accept Sukumirata in which
expressions consisting of unharsh vocables generally
predominate, the Gaudas have an eye to' a ‘glaring
composition’, and consequently they do not mind if their
poetry involves harsh vocables requiring much strain for
pronouncing them. The example given here (nyaksena
ksapitah paksah etc. i, 72) consists of harsh vocables,
but to achieve a glaring or grand effect, as well as an
exuberance of alliteration, the Gaudas do not care if
they have to sacrifice the general tenderness of structure
so welcomed in the Vaidarbha-Marga. We would like
to interpret the words diptam it as diptam b0 (hetoh),
following the indication in the Hrdayangamia with
reference to vyutpanna in i, 46. These terms vyutpanna,
dipta etc., give us some of the standard characteristics
which the Gaudas aim at, and they also serve as an
apology for the Gauda poet’s deviation from some of the
Gunas prevailing in the Vaidarbha mode. Such an
interpretation suits the context admirably, since Dandin
has all along been presenting the fundamental charac-
teristics that distinguish the two types of poetry.

(6) ARTHAVYAKTI 1t is the explicitness of
sense which consists in the absence of neyatva®®, that

35, arthavyaktir aneyatvam artkasya...... {i, 73.2). Dandin does
not recognise neyafva and gramyatva in his treatment of ten
technica) Dosas, The Post-dhvani writers enumerate a fault
called weyartha where a secondary (indicated) sense is taken
recourse to without any established usage (»%d#i) or special motive
(prayajmzé) oune of which is absolutely necessary in “Indication.”

10
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is, in the absence of extrancous matter to be brought
over for the completion of the seuse. In other words,
it is that excellence in which the idea of a passage is
quite clear from the words actually uwsed, and no
itnplication is necessary for the completion of the sense.

» The example given here...... harinoddhrta ) bkl Fhura-
ksunnpa-nagasyg-lohitad wdadheh...(i, 73. b-d ) contains
Arthavyakti since the redness of the ocean has been
explicitly stated to be due to the blood of the snakes
that were crushed by Hari’s claws. Neyatea is illustrated
in the next verse®® where the reader requires an
implication to be understcod as to why the ocean was
reddened. The Vaidarbhas and the Gaudas both reject it.
Dandin says : nedriam balu manyante mirgayor ubhoyor
api (i, 75), because the sense is not apprehensible where the
Subda-nyaya®’ (i, e. the law of the expressive power of
the words) has been violated. Thus, Arthavyakti as an
excellence is admitted in both the Margas.

We must not think that since Dandin’s Prasada and
Arthavyakti both involve cxplicitness of sense, these two
Gunas should be identical. A distinetion, though very
subtle, can be made in this respeet between these Gupas.
J. Nobel rightly points out {Foundations of Indian Poetry,
p. 111) that in Prasada the sense must not be too unusual,
words should be used in their obvious or generally under-
stood senses ; whereas in Arthavyakti the conncetion of
ideas must be apprchended from the words actually used,
there must not be any expectation (akaiksd) of further
word or words to complete the sense,

36. mahi mahavarahena lohitad uddhytodadheh |
itiyatyeva nirdiste neyatvam uragasyioh @ i, 74.
37. The Hrdayangama explains S$abda-nyaya thus: yavad
artho’bhimatas  tavac-chabdena bhavitavyam, Sabdasyapi yavad

arthapratipadana-Sakiis tavadarthena bhavitavyam 1t7  Sabda-
Sastra-nyayal.



DANDIN’S CONCEPTION OF THE GUNAS 75

(1) UDARATA. Ttimplies an elevation consisting
of the expression of some high merit ; literally, upon the
utterance of which (yasmin ukite) is suggested (pratiyate)
some excellence possessing elevation (utharsavan gunch
kaseit i, 76). Udarata is said to be present in all the
Margas®®. ‘ .

The example of this excellence is given in i, 77, which
runs thus :—

arthinai krpana drstis tvanmukhe patita sakrt !
tadavastha punar deva nanyasya mukham thsatel

This implies the eminence of the king’s liberality
(tyagasya wutkarsah), which is not expressed in 'so many
words. It cannot be definitely said what Dandin really
means by this definition. Only some probable surmises
can be made®®, The use of the expression pratiyate in

38. The Madras edition reads: fad udarahvayam tena
sanatha sarva~paddhatih | i, 76.

* 'I'he other editions read kavya in place of sarva : yet we can
take it that this Guna is entertained in both types of poetry
in the ahsence of any mention of the corresponding characteristics
prevalent in the Gauda mode.

39. It does not certainly refer to any clevated way of expres-’
sion but to some implied high merit or wikarsavan dharmae of the
subject-matter described. Thus, it is -not equivalent to the
uttanapadata of the Agni-purdna (346, 9). It must, however, be
distinguished from the poetic figure wdaffa in ii, 300, where the
greatness, high merit or prosperity of a personage is directly
expressed or described : and in this light the use of the word
pratiyate in the definition of the Guna is important. As the
illustration shows, Dandin appears to think that the wvarpana-
bhatrgi is essential : otherwise, the wudarata could hardly be an
excellence of diction. But it need not mean any technical
suggestiveness or pratiyamanata of the Dhvani-theorists, although
the word pratiyate is actually used. The alternative definition
of the gupa cited by Dandin speaks of praiseworthy epithets
(§laghya visesana) : but this, as the example shows, only refers
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the definition reminds us of the pratiyamnana artha of the
Dhvani theorists*®. But we are not certain if the concept
of Dhvani as such was at all recognised so early.

Dandin mentions an alternative definition of Udara in
deference to the view of “some” (kaiseid isyate......i, 79,
*b ), which is “something characterised by commendable
or culogistic epithets” (Slaghyair viSesanair yuktam...... i,
79a) such as llambuja, krida-saras ete. Tarnpavicaspati
interprets §laghya as vaiSistya-pratiti-krt, ie. bringing
into  comprehension the particularity or distinctive
character of an object and this is supported apparently
by Dandin’s examples. But we need not take it in this
restricted significance alone.

(8) OJAS. Tt consists in the super-abundance of
compound words and it appears to be accepted in both
the Margas. In the Vaidarbha Marga it is the soul of
prose (gadyasya jivitam. i, 50 b); even in verse this is

the soul resort of the Gaudas (adaksinatyanim......
ekarn parayanam i, 80c-d). It is said to be of manifold
variety (vccavacaprakaram......i, 8le) according as there

is a profusion or paucity of heavy (guru) or light (lagha)
syllables or an equal mixture of both. This apparently
refers to the prosodic long and short syllables. It is
further added that this excellence is met with in composi-
tions like akhyayika (drSyamakhyayikadisu...... i, 31d).
But since the fine distinctions between kathd and
alkhyayika are not favoured by Dandin, we may presume

to epitheta ornatia of a distinguishing character, like ‘toy-lotus’, etc.
The pregnancy of meaning implied in the first as well as the
second definition must therefore be taken in an extremely narrow
sense ; and the xdarata is a guna in so far as it depends upon a
particular way of description or varpanabhaig?).

40. Premacandra interprets in thjs definite sense, (Com., on
i’ 76l p' 76)'
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that Ojas of manifold variety is acceptable as the life of.
prose (gadyasya jivitam) in all kinds of prose composition,
The employment of compounds** was probably meant to
add force or energy to the diction.

The Gaudas, we have been told, use long compounds
even in metrical composition.*®* The Vaidarbhas, too,
use compounds in verses. But whereas the Gaudas are
indiscriminately fond of long compounds, the Vaidarbhas
would admit them in verses only when they serve to afford
charm without much strain, and do not produce confusion
(anakularn hrdyam tcchantyojo giram.. i, 83 c-d). Thus,
in brief, Ojas, is particularly a characteristic excellence
with the Gauda poets, who use it to any degree in any
composition, while the Vaidarbhas employ it with greater
discretion and with certain restrictions.*®

41. In the treatment of Anandavardhana (Dhvanyiloka. p. 133)
compound words counstitute the criterion of saimghagana and not of
Guna. The primacy of Rasa having been admitted, Ananda could
not maintain that any amount or variety of compound words
might be used in any kind of prose composition. Long and
middling compounds may be employed in the akkyayika, but
since the depiction of sentiment, particularly $y#gare, predomis
nates in the Zatha, the compounds must be used with an eye to
its awakening, and too many long compounds would be
detrimental,

42.. Ojas and, for the matter of that, long compounds have
all along been accepted as the sine gua non of the Gaudi Riti, and
even in the twelfth century ériharsa regaled the scholarly Indian
with his brilliant and sonorous verses, See S, P, Bhattacharyya,
loc, cit.

43. Hemacandra (p. 195) and Manpikyacandra (p. 190) refer
to the view of Mangala along with Viamana, and remark that
they reject Dandin’s definition of Ojas on the ground that long
compounds cannot be the special characteristics of Ojas, since
this excellence resides in all the three Ritis whereas long
“compounds are met. with only in the Gaudt Riti- (riti-traye'pyojasat
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(99 KANTI. Ttis said to predominate’* in a com-
position which is agreeable to the whole world on account
of its not transgressing the general usage of ordinary
possibilities. Briefly, it is the absence of the unnatural.
This excellence, we are told, is generally found in Tartta

« and Varpara. The weaning of the term viirftd is not
clear ; but the Hrdayangami explains it as aryonya-
kathanam, and corpand as proaSamsacaconem. Prema-
candra TarkavagiSa quotes a definition of Virtia :
andmayn-priyalapo carttd vartta co kathyate, and explains
it thus : prayalape ke loka~prasiddha- casteablidhinam
evocitam (comm. on i, 83 pp. §2-3) He further refers to
another explanation of carttablidhanesu vi.., dtikdsa-
rarnanesi Le. in legendary accounts. Bhamaha uscs the
term «a@rtta in cases where Vakrokti is abseat, and it falls
short even of Dandin’s Svabhavokti. It consists of such
bald and matter-of-fact expressions as gafo’stamarko*?®
bhatindur yanti vasaya paksinah ete. (i, 87, a-b). It is

sadhgranaivad gaudiya-nivdeSo na yuktiman iti vamano mangilagca
Kavyanuéasana, com. p. 195). We must not, however, place much
reliance on these remarks of later writers with regard to Gunas
of the Pre-dhvani theorists. About Mangala we know nothing
except what we get in such references : but all the three Kitis of
Vamana do not contain Ojas, for his Paficali has not been defined
as possessing it,

44. Fkantarr sarva-jagat-kantamn laukikarthanatikvamat |
tacca varitabhidhanesu varnanasvap: dySyate i, 85.
45, It is interesting to note that although the expression
gato'stam arkah is left out of the range of poetry by Bkamaha
(i, 87 c-d), it is considered by the Post-dhvani writers to have
at least sume amount of charm by reason of the varieties of its
suggested meaning, Thus, the expression bears only one meaning,
viz. *The sun has set’ by the power of its ‘‘denotation” while several
meanings are possible by ‘“suggestion” according to the nature
of the speaker and of the person spoken to. To mention
a few, it may mean ;—(1) It is time for prayers (speaker—a
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rejected by Bhamaha and there is no indication for
supposing that it is accepted by Dandin, whose Svabha-
vokti too (i, 9-13) involves at least some amount of charm.
So far as Dandin’s treatment is concerned, the meaning
anamayapriyalapa may well serve our purpose. The
varnand may be taken to mean vaStu-svarapa-nirapoana,
but even in that case it would be different from Dandin’s
Svabhavokti.*® It must be noted here that though the
illustrations of Kanti given by Dandin are theoretically
said to conform to general usage, they are yet tinged with
a slight touch of exaggeration: but this is probably’
necessary for the sake of a certain hejghtened expression
without which a dry svarapa-varpana (such as involved
in Bhamaha’s vartta) might become an example of Kanti.
It is thus a heightened expression in the shape of a slight

exaggeration that makes Dandin’s var#f@ fundamentally
different from that of Bhamaha.

. The Gaudas*” however, are satisfied with exaggerated
ideas transcending ordinary possibilities. These highly
exaggerated descriptions are called afywkti, which, as
Tarunavacaspati remarks, is not a blemish but an -exeell-
ence pleasing the Gaudas. The examples : |
" devadhisnyam wwaradhyom adya prabhyte no grham |
yusmat-pada-rajah-pata-dhouta-rahsesa-kilbisam g
alpain nermitam akasam analocyoaive vedhasa |
wdam evarnvidhain bham bhavatyal stanajrmbhanam i
1, 89-90,

.religious student), (2) no anxiety, your lover is just coming
(spoken to an impatient lady-love), (3) there is no trouble
. from heat now {speaker a wayfarer), (4)  take the -cows
in (spoken to a cowherd) and so on. See K. P, nllasa V. p. 240).

46. Compare the illustrations in i, 87 and ii, 10,

47. We would accept the order of verses as in the text in the
Bombay and Calcutta editions (i. e., place i, 91 of the Madras
edition immediately after i, 87 and not after i, go).
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contain indeed highly exaggerated statements, since (1) the
dust from the feet of a great man cannot really wash away
the sins committed, and (2) to say that the creator created
the aerial space as small, because he was not mindful of
the extensive expansion of the heroine’s breasts is certainly
a flattering but an excessive statement. This is not merely
a heightened expression, but it indicates®® a preference
for the exaggerated and the unnatural. Yet the Gaudas
are said to make much of such descriptions, and this
is really due to the difference of ideals aimed at in the two
types of poetry.

(10) SAMADHI. It consists in the transference of
the qualities of one thing to another.*® The transference
may be manifold, and five different cases are distinguished
by Gopendra Tripurahara in his commentary on Viamana
iv, 3, 8, vix., abhidheya-sombandha, sadrsya, sanavoya,
vaiparitye and kriya-yoga. But Dandin speaks of three
cases : (i) superimposition (adhyisa......4, 94) of the action
of one object on another, (ii) transference of the original
sense of a word, which may not in itself be very pleasing
(e.g. nisthyuta, udgirna, vanta ete. i, 95 a-e¢) to a secondary
sense (gaunavrtti-cyapasrayam i, 95b) for the sake of
some pleasing effect, and (iii) simultaneous super-
imposition of many qualities (yugapannaika-dharmanam
adhyasah ii, 97).

Since transference lies at the root of this particular
Gupa, it may be difficult to distinguish it from poetic
figures like Ripaka etc., which also are based on similar
transference of an object or its functions to another object.

48. In i, 88, the Vidagdha is a reference to the Gaudas, imply-
ing a certain love of learned display, as opposed to the general
simplicity aimed at by the Vaidarbhas.

49. anyadharmas tato'nyatra lokasimanurodhina |
samyagadhiyale yatva sa samadhik smytah...... I, 93,
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As suggested by S. K. De®® the distinction may be
explained by supposing “that in the guna there isa
transference only of the qualities or actions of one thing
to another while in the alaimkara cither one dharmin
itself is substituted for another, or the new dharma
entirely supplants the existing dharma”. “But the process
of poetic transference”, he goes on, “is essentially a mode
of figurative expression, resting finally on laksen@ and
Vamana would (partially) regard Dandin’s definition of
the somadhi-guna as constituting the figure wvakrokts,
which, in his opinion, consists in a similar transference
based on resemblance”.

This excellence is said to be followed by all poets
(kewisarthah samagro’'pi tam enam anugacchati i, 100)
by which Dandin probably means that it is accepted in
both types of poetry, Vaidarbha and Gauda. But he may
also imply that such a mode of figurative expression is
the basis of all poetic expression and no poet (whatever be
his ideal of poetry) can do without it°*.

5o. Sanskrit Poetics, Vol. II. p. 103.

51. We have thus studied Dandin’s treatment of the technical:
poetic excellences. In this connection, we may note.certain Dosas
which, in Dandin’s opinion, serve to afford poetic charm in special.
circumstances. We have seen that Bbamaha was the first writer
who noticed a non-deterring character of Dosa under particular
circumstances. Dandin developed this aspect of Dosa more
systematically. In his opinion almost all the technical Dosas,
mentioned by him, may turn to be poetic embellishments (Guna
or Alarhkira) or at least cease to be Dosas when they suit the
circumstances in which they exist. We shall just mention here
some Of the important cases discussed by him,

(1) Apartha-dosa which consists in absence of a connected
idea (samudayartha-sunya K, D, 1V, 5) is not considered to be a
defect when the speaker is (i) a mad man («nmaita), (i) a drunkard
(matta), (iii) -a child (8a@is) or (iv) one in a distracted state of mind
(asvasthacitta) (1V, 7).
11
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From the above sketch it will be clear that in spite of
Dandin’s professed partiality for the Vaidarbha-Marga,
he gives the Grauda its due recognition as a Marga of a
different type, which might not have been totally
acceptable to himself, but which must have an established
tradition of its own, ditfering in many respects from
the widely preferred Vaidarbha. To him the Vaidarbha
represents the mode of the standard good idryae, but
at the same time he could not help accepting Gauda as
a Marga posscssing a distinctive value of its own. If the
fixed excellences are considered to be e¢ssential in standard
good poetry, the Gauda does contain some five or six of
them. The Samadhi and [darata are aceepted in both the
Margas. The neyatea and gramyatea, as defects of poetry,
are rejected by both ; and as a corollary, both cherish an
equal amount of regard for arthacyalti and artha-
midhurye which consist in the avoidance of these faults.
The Sabdu-mddhirya  consisting of alliteration finds a
place in both these types—only the ideas about alliteration
differ. Hemacandra finds ca@g-rasa (or Sabda-madharya)

(2) Vyartha-dusa which  coussis  in ciuconsistent  and
contradictory statements’ (viruddhartha and phrvapara-pardhatie
1V, 8) may be entertained (bhaved abdhimata iv, 10) in poetry
when, for instance, the speaker is in a peculiar state «f mind
(asti kacidavasthd sa iv, 10a) of love (sabkisangasye cetasal iv, 10b),

(3) Sasarh$aya or the doubtful (iv, 16) turns out to be an
embellishment (syad alamkara evasan iv, 18c) when it is employed
with a definite purpose of producing a doubt in the mind of the
person spoken to (sa/sayayaiv: yadi va tu prayujyate iv, 18a),

(4) Violation of facts with regard to (1) place (desa),
{2) time (kala), (3) technical arts (Za/z), (4) popular usage or
practice (loka), {5) established philosophical dicta or truths (nyaya)
and (6) sacred scriptures (@gamal=sasmyiih S$rutih)—all these
Dosas may, by reason of the peculiar genius of the poet
(kavikausalat iv, 56b) cease to be Dosas (utkramya dosagapanam
iv, s6c) and be regarded as poetic excellences (gunavithin
vigahale iv, 56d) under certain circumstances {4adacit iv, 56, b),
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in $rutyanuprase and varndnuprise®® which are accepted,
in Dandin’s opinion, by the Vaidarbhas and the Gaudas
respectively. The Ojas is accepted by both, with this
difference that it is the sine qua non of the Gauda Marga
where it is indiscriminately practised, but the Vaidarbhas
use it with some restrictions, Of the three kinds of sama-
bandhas the Vaidarbhas practise only the mixed or middle
type, the other two extreme types, viz, myrdu and sphuta
being practised by the Gaudas. Herce the latter do not
aceept varsamya on principle, but if it is sometimes found
in their composition we are to understand that it is there
for the purpose of attaining a different ideal. Similarly, if
the Gauda deviates from other excellences prescribed for
the Vaidarbha as the standard good composition, it-is done
for the achievement of the same purpose, v#%, for attaining
a different poetic standard, which had independently
developed even long before Dandin expounded his theory. -

Judging independently, the treatment of Dandin’s
Gunas does not seem to be quite clear and consistent.
Some of his Gunas are somewhat obscure in their concep-
tion or definition. “The definition of wdaratva” remarks
S. K. De®® “is rather vague, so alsois that of kanti, in
both of which Dandin apparently admits subjective valu-
ations not clearly indicated”. The distinction between
certain Gunas does not appear to be very clearly marked
(eg. élesa and Sukumaratd, Kanti and Udarata). The ten
excellences shown above, having been described as the
life-breath of a standard diction, it is natural to expect
that they would all present a positive aspect and should
not be defined in negative terms. But in the case of
certain Gunas, viz., Artha-vyakti and the second aspect of
Madhurya, the faults to be avoided are first characterised,
wherefrom the characteristics of the corresponding Guna

52. s ruti-varpanupvasabhyam vag-rvasah (p. 198),
53. op. cit. p. 102,
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are to be comprehended by implication. Thus, so far as
these two excellences are concerned they are negatively
conceived (while others present a definite positive meaning)
and consequently they give rise to a lack of uniformity
in Dandin’s conception of the Gunas.

We have already noticed that the splitting up of cach
Guna as relating to §abda or to artha did not, as a theory,
develop till the time of Vamana. For the first time,
Vamana offers us such a standard for distinetion (véx.,
asrayadrayi-bharva) which was later on utilised by writers
like the author of the Agnipurapa, Bhoja and Prakasa-
varsa who added a third variety of Gunpas, namely, the
Gunas appertaining to both the word and the sense or
referring to Dosas which do not disturb the readers’ mind
under special circumstances. Dandin, like Bharata, is
not explicit on this distinetion. Now that this standard
of distinction came to be definitely established since
Vamana’s time up to the systematic development of the
Rasa-dhvani theory, we can apply it to ascertain whether
the Gunas as characterised by Bhkarata and Dandin can
be taken as belonging to the word or to the sense or to
both. This procedure leads us to conclude that Dandin’s
éle&ja, Samatd, Ojas and Sukumairati are prominently what
are called Sabda-ginas; his Prasada, Arthavyakti, Uddrata,
Kanti and Samadhi belong to artha, whereas his Madhurya
has an implication of both Sabda and artha. The two-fold
aspect which Dandin imparts to his Madhurya is a more
direct evidence justifying the conelusion that this is a
(Gluna having a double character, Vamana’s was an original
move on this direction, and with the eye of a novel theorist
he read a new aspect in the Gunas of his predecessors from
which he shaped a system of his own. What was naively
treated in the works of Bharata and Dandin rceceived
a systematic development at the hands of this earliest
known expounder of the Riti school, properly so called.



Chapter VL.

VAMANA’S THEORY OF RITI
AND GUNA.

In Dandin Marga is apparently a resultant and mot
an independent element. Of known writers whose works
have come down to us, Vamana is the first and fore-
most to develop the conception of Ritiand to giveit a
proper orientation. He is also the earliest known' writer
who gives us general definitions of the terms Guna and
Riti. His treatment of the Gunas is inseparbly associated
with the Riti which is defined as a special arrangement
of words (wsista padaracond...Kavyalamkara-...sttra-
vrttii, 2, 7) and described as the ‘soul of poetry’ (@tma
kavyasye i, 2, 6). The speciality consists in the harmo-
nious unification of some standard fixed excellences which
are technically called Gunas -and which . have been
generally defined as ‘those elements of poetry that serve
to embellish it’ (kavyadobhayah kartaro dharmak iii, 1, 1.
Thus, in order to endow poetry with a ‘soul’ Vamana
insists upon imparting a speciality to word-arrangement
which speciality is effected chiefly by the harmonious
‘blending of the technical embellishments called Gunas.
And these Gunas, unlikc the poetic figures (i. e. Alarmkara
in the restricted sense), constitute inseparable attributes
of poetry (purve nityah iii, 1, 3) since they go to make
up the Riti which is the essence of poetic composition.
Without them the composition is devoid of any “vaisistya’
and consequently becomes “soul less.”*

1. So much about the soul which term however must be
taken as denoting strictly an analogy ; but it is not clear what
Vamana means by “lavpa-Sarire”. What Vimana actually says
on this point ( vrtti on i, 1, i) is that- the word ‘kavya’ in hig
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It will thus be seen that Vamana logically and more
systematically develops the erude teachings of Dandin in
establishing a very intimate nay, inseparable relationship
between the two poetic elements, namely, Riti and Guna
though all the while, as much as his nredecessor, he  classi-
fies the Ritis on the basis of the Gunas--the presence of all
or some of which constitutes a particular Riti. But while
Dandin discusses at some length the prominent characteris-
ties of only two clearly distinguishable types of Marga e. g.
the Gauda and the Vaidarbha, Vamana enumerates’ them
as three and only three adding Paficali to the former’s
enumeration—and he has not in mind any other Riti which
he has not explicitly mentioned. Thus, from the very
outset one would mark in Vamana an attempt to be more
clear and outspoken-which in itself is a decided advance
made upon Dandin. His Vaidarbhi is, like Danpdin’s,
endowed with all the technical excellences swinagra-~

opinion, applies to word ($adde) and sense (artha) adoraed with
Gupa and Alamhkdra; but he adds that it is employed in a
secondary sense (bhaketya) to word and sense. By kavya-Sarira he
elsewhere (i, 3, 10 vyit1) means izvprtz, apparently applying the
word to the actual contents of poetry, But the first chapter of
his work is designated $arira and he again uses the word $arira
in his z¢2ti on i, 2, 6 where he says that this word must be
understood after the sentence of the s#tre (ritir atma kavyasya),
probably meaning thereby (as explained also by his commentator
Gopendra Tripurahara) that the #4awzya consisting of fabdda and
artha (cf. vptti on i, 1, 1) is the $arira of which the arma is Riti,
And yet he would regard (as the Dhvani theorists rightly point
out) the Guna as the essence of Riti and Dosas as the prope ties
of Sabda and artha. Thus Vamana’s quest after the soul of
poetry is somewhat illusive, and his apprehension of the
essence of poetry is, as the Dhvanikara criticises, external and
somewhat vague; for he would still view the whole matter from
the point of external form, Jaganndtha (Rasa-gahgadhara, p. 53)
appears to realise this difficulty,
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gunopetd 1, 2, 11), his Gaudiya contains Ojas and "Kanti
(ojabkantimatt, 1, 2, 12), while his Paficali is marked by
the presence of two other Gunas, namely, Madhurya and
Saukumarya ( madhurya-soukumaryopaponna, 1.2.13 ).
Of these three Ritis Vamana assings the highest place to
the Vaidarbhi inasmuch as it unites in itself all the poetic
excellences that serve to make poetry fully relishable
by imparting to it the maximum amount of speciality or
vaidistya. The other two varieties have been relegated
to an inferior position® in this sense that they lack
in one or ather aspect of poetic excellence—the Gaundi in
Madhurya and Saukumdrya, and the Paficali in Ojas and
Kanti.

Though not free from the undeveloped character which
is natural to the treatment of an early theorist, Vamana’s
ideas mark a great advance in the history of Sanskrit
Poetics. No doubt the subjective aspect of poetry as such
did not engage attention till the advent of the Dhvani-
theorists (and even then not to its full extent), and that
the word ‘soul’ in Vamana’s ideology at least must be taken
as nothing more than an illuminating metaphor, yet it
should be admitted that it was Vamana to whom for the
first time occurred the idea of a” deeper significance of
poetry. Anandavardhana’s criticism of Vamana’s stand-
ffoint { rite-laksona-vidhayinam hi  kivyatativam efod
asphutataya manak sphuritam asit...... under D. K. iii, 52,
p. 231) is significant only in the light of the evolution of a
clear-cut, coherent and penetrative analysis of these later
writers,” who would grudge the honour paid to the earlier

2. tasam purva grahya gupa-sakalyat. i, 2, 14.
na punav. itarve stoka-gunatvat. i, 2, 15,
3. There is one fundamental point in which- the: Dhvani
theorists differed from Vamana zéz,, that while Vamana considered

the Gupa and the Dosa to be properties of $abda and artha the
Dhvani theorists regarded them as the dkarma of the unexpressed
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theorist. Moreover, Vaimana’s influence on the later concep-
tion of poetry is patent and undeniable.* In the first place,
his quest after the essence of poetry was more assiduously
and effectively realised by the Dhvani theorists. Secondly, it
was he who following perhaps the tradition prevailing in his

sense which takes the form of rusadhvani. In this they, no doubt,
mark an advance upon the merely formal analysis and from their
own point of view they could characterise Vamana’s scheme as
inadequate, But even their own scheme was, in a sense, as formal
as Vamana's, When they insisted upon dhvani or suggestion as
the essence of poetry they no doubt went a step further and
clearly realised that there was something in poetry beyond what
is merely expressed, and this unexpressed sense is the most
essential. When this unexpressed element is a mood or feeling
they thought it to be the most desirable, in deference to their
preference of sentimental poetry. But this mood or sentiment
they considered to be nothing more than a relishable condition
of asthetic pleasure in the reader’s mind, produced by the effect of
the poet’s representation, They clearly realised, no doubt, this
@sthetic fact but they still measured the essence of poetry by its
effect, and presented external means for producing it, They never
considered poetry as a production of the poet’s mind, as an
externalisation of an internal wsthetic fact, conceived and shaped
by the poetic imagination and irreducible as a separate asthetic
fact to a cut-and-dried scheme prescribed by poetics. No doubt
externalisation is an important fact and as such deserves the
attention of the theorists, for the poet must express his conception
through the external medium, But the internal poetic idea as an
@sthetic fact cannot be ignored, and the analysis of this process
of poetic creation is as important as an aralysis of the process of
externalisation,

4. We may note here Gopendra Tripurahara’s comments on
the difference between the poetic ideals of the Riti school and
the Dhvani school. He says “riti-dhovani-vada-matayor iyams tu
bhedah, tatra prathame ritiv atma kavyasya, tadvyavahara-prayojaka
gunah. Carame tu dhvanir atma, sa eva tadvyavahara-prayofaka
iti. ubhayatrapyatma-nistha gunak. Sebdartha-yugalam Saviram ;
tannistha alamkara iti ca savvam avisSistam. (p. 72, 1. 11-14),
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Riti school clearly analysed for the first time the different
elements of poetry considering some of them to be essen-

tial and others non-essential. In a word, a unifying
central principle has first been posited by Vamana in the
history of Sanskrit poetics.

Bearing in mind the limitation that Vamana’s scheme
is more or less formal, we must note that unlike his’
predecessors Vamana insisted upon a clearcut distinction
between the Guna and the Alarhkira. We have seen that
Dandin offers a general definition of Alarmkara as embell-
ishment per se. and in this view be influences Vamana
to whom poetry is charming by reason of its alamkara
which term is employed in the general sense of poetic
beauty (saundarya).® If it is asked how this saundarya
arises, Vamana would reply that it arises from the avoid-
ance and utilisation respectively of the fechnical poetic
faults (Dosas) on the one hand and the technical poetic
excellences (Gunas) and figures of poetry (Alarnkaras)
on the other®. The poetic figures like Upama,
Riupaka ete. for which the term alamkiara is used in a
narrow sense are employed in poetry in so far as they
help the realisation of poetic beauty or alaskare in the
wider sense by which criterion alone poetry is acceptable.
Thus, Vamana gives a definite and clear shape to the
position of Dandin who describes the term alankara
generally as kavya-Sobhakara. dharma (i, 1) which
has been applied to the Guna as well as to the technical
Alamkara. The only differénce in Dandin’s opinion

5. kavyam giahyamn alakmkarat, i,1, v saundaryam alamhbarah
i, 1,2. It should be noted that this seundarya Vamana never
attempts to define or describe but he merely considers the means
by which it can be attained.
6. sa do;a uunalamkam-hz‘znad&'m'z'blzyam (1, 1, 3). sa
(v_rtlt on the above)
12
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lies in the supposition that the Gunas are essentially*
important in the best mode or Marga whereas the
Alarnkaras may exist in any Marga; or as Vamana
puts it, the Gunas are permanent or essential (nitya......
iii, 1, 3) and the Alamkaras are variable or non-essential
(anitya) characteristics of poetry. All this naturally
prepares us for Vamana’s teaching in the beginning of
the third chapter, where the Gupas are defined generally
as those elements which go to embellish poetic beauty
(l_cc‘wya—éobkayal_z kartaro ‘dharmc‘zl_z...,.l(ii, 1, 1) while the
Alamkaras like Upami, Yamaka etc., are said to heighten
the beauty thus produced (fad-atisaya-hetavas tvalarn-
karah...... iii, 1, 2). And hence the Gunas are taken as
inseparable attributes of poetry and consequently the
Alamkaras which are not absolutely indispensable for
the production of the poetic charm but may serve to
heighten it when produced, are relegated to a subordinate
position as an element of poetry. The analogy which
later writers found between the Gunas and qualities of
energy, sweetness etc., residing inseparably as virtues
of the human soul as well as the analogy between the
Alarmkaras or poetic figures and ornaments on the human
body (which embellish indirectly through the sound and
sense the underlying soul of sentiment but not invariably)-
has been noted by Vamana in the two illustrative
verses cited under, iii, 1, 2. But it must be clearly
understood from Viamana’s treatment that he would

7. (1) swwaler tva riupam anga kavyarm
svadate Suddhagunaim tad apy ativa |
vthita-pranayam nivantarabhih -
sadalamhkara-vikalpa-kalpanabhih |
(2) sadi bhavati vaca$ cyulam gunebhyo |
vapur iva yauvanabandhyem anganayah.)
api fana-dayitani durbhagatvam
niyatam alambarans samsrayante §
(l;.ylti under iii, 1, 2. p. 70)
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regard both the Guna and the Alatnkara (although in
different degrees) as the properties of Sabda and artha.
As the means of arriving at poetic beauty, in Vamana’s
opinion, is the avoidance of Dosas and the utilisation
of Gupas and Alatmkaras Vamana, like his predecessors,
lays down at the outset that poetry must be free from
Dosas. The Dogas are generally defined as “guna-vipar-
yayatmano dosak (i, 1,1): they are those elements of
which the characteristics are opposite to those of the
Gunas . e. if the Gunas produce the poetic charm the
Dosas destroy it. They are classified under four heads
according as they belong to the word (pada) and its sense
(padartha) or to the sentence (vakya) and its sense
(vakyartha). These are again conceived under two
different aspects wiz., (1) sthula dosas which are Dosas by
themselves, and (2) swksma® dosas which are such only
it reference fo particular Gunas. Bearing in mind
Vamana’s definition of Dosa as the opposite of the Guna
as an element, the first of the two scts of Dosas spoken

8. This classification based on such a terminology is not
expressly discussed. Vamana only states at the end of his treat-
ment of Dosas that he shall mention s#ksma dosas in connection
with bis considerafion of the Gunas (ye wanye $abaarthadosah
siksmas le gunpa-vivecane vaksyanie..vrtti on ii, 2, 24. p, 67
—68). From this Gopendra Tripurabara temarks that the
Dosas treated in ii, i are to be known as sth%la ( asminnadhikararie
laksaniya dosah.....sthwla ityavagantovyam (com. on ii, 1; 3).
saksma dosas would fall under what the later writers would call
anitya dogzis. The kamadhenu explains the word szkgma as
kavya-saundaryaksepanatiksama, Viamanas opti  etc....... dosas
tyByaya jRiatayyak ( p. 67 ) shows that the nityanityatva of Dosas in
the later theory was also advocated in a way by Vamana.
These Dosas do not detract so much from the poetic beauty but
best types of poetry should be free from them, Vamana also
refers to #pamé dosas following in general the tradition associdted
with Medb3virudra (ct, Bhamaha, ii, 44).
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of would refer to those general defects which mar poetic
beauty in general just in the same way as the Gunas
create it. The second set, on the other hand, would
correspond to those wiparyayas of Dandin which may be
considered as “opposites” and are marked by characteris-
tics which are exactly contrary to those of the correspond-
ing Gunas. Thus $aithilya which is a characteristic of
excellence Prasiada would become a veritable riparyaya-
dosa contrary to the Guna Ojas, if it is not used along
with that Guna (iii, 1, 7) Similarly all the other $abdagunas
excepting Samadhi and two of the arthagunas, namely,
Prasida and Samata have been shown to possess some
corresponding szksma or wviparyaya-dosas, although the
names of the viparyayas are not clearly mentioned. Thus
Vimana, unlike Bharata and Dandin, would apparently
employ the term wviparyaya as “opposite” In connection
with both sets of Dosas ; and in thus clearly enunciating
and enumerating these technical and ceparyaya sets of
Dosas he anticipated and influenced later writers like
Bhoja and Prakaavarsa.

Information is lacking as to how far exactly the Riti
and Guna theories may be traced back in the history of
poetics. We have seen that Bharata’s Gunpas, which are
the same as those of Dandin in name and mumber, were
treated theoretically in connection with the drama just
like the Laksanas and the Alarbkaras. But at the same
time we should not forget that even in Bharata’s time the
kavyagunpe must have been known, though we do not
meet with any discussion about the nature and character
of Riti in his treatment. So far as our present knowledge
goes Dandin is the first to enumerate and discuss the
Gupa in connection with Riti. Vamana, in support of
his definitions of Ritis utilises some verses probably from
some unknown source where the Ritis are found to have
been defined, amongst other characteristics, in terms of
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the Gunas® and which was later on appropriated by
Bhoja (ii, 29-31. p. 134) in his definitions of Ritis both in
sense and in expression. At the end of the -chapter
(iii, 1, 1-28) dealing with Sabda-gunpas Vamana cites a
series of verses which correspond to his own definitions
of the $abda-gunas {p. 82). Tt is evident from these and
also from the finished form of the treatment of Dandin
and Vamana that the Riti and Guna theories had had a
long history behind it even before Vamana came into
the field, and that he was following a tradition prevailing
in the school to which he belonged. Works embodying
this tradition which would have shown us the history in
the making have not yet been discovered.

"Although Viamana theoretically follows his predeces-
sors Bharata and Dandin in the number and nomenclature
of his Gunas, yet he practically doubles the number by
splitting up each of the Gunas as relating to the Sabda
or to the artha. The distinction between the Sabda-guna
and the artha-guna the $abda-dosa and the artha-dosa and
the Sabdalamkara and the arthalamkara as standardised

9. aspystd dosa=matyvabhih samagra-guna-gumphita |
vipaFici-svara-saubhagya vaidarbhi vitiv igvate |
(under 1, 2, 11)
Bhoja reads asamasa...... in place of the first foot of the
above verse,
samastatyudbhatapadam ojahkantigunanvitam |
gaudiyam api gayanti vitim viti-vicaksanah |
(under 1, 2, 12)
aslista-Slatha--bhavam tu purana-cchayayanvitam |
madhuram sukumariam ca pancalizm kavayo viduh |
(under 1, 2, 13)

It is interesting to note that later on Vamana denounces
puranacchaya (— reflection of conventional things : wvr#ti on iii,
1,25 ) as arising out of the absence of the Sedda-guna, Kanti which
consists in auj/valya ( richness of words), A
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by Vamana, was accepted and developed by later writers
till the Rasadhvani theorists like Mammata and Vidvanitha
criticised the inadequacy or uselessness of such a
distinction. It is worthy of note here that Vamana does
not quote any verse in support of the definition of his
artha-gunas, as he does in the case of his Subdagunas.
Hence, in the absence of any previous work dealing with
such an analysis of each Gupa, we are inclined to conelude
that Vamana was the first to evoive this two fold division
of each of the Gupas. Iis insight read a new meaning
in the Gunpas of his predecessors as a result of which he
analysed this Gupa Concept, formed a new theory of
classification and consequently influenced the later writers,
some of whom evolved even a third set of Gunas belonging
at once both to the Sabda and the ar'ha.

Each of the ten Gunas of Vamana has been treated
under two heads as (i) a Sabda-guype and (ii) an ortha-grpa
respectively :—

I. OJAS:-(i) Gadha-bandhatva (iii, 1, 5.) or com-
pactness of word structure, by which is meant perhaps
the cohesiveness due to the frequent use of conjunct
consonants specially of the letters of the same varga or of
any other letter conjoined with r or y. In the example
given vilulita-makarandd mofjorir nartuyanti, Vamana
probably thinks that there is compactness of structure
due to the conjunction of consonar ts like # and d, » and
¢, r and n. The contra-indication w. 1 be if this sentence
is put as cdulita-madhudhara maZjarir Iolayanti where
the conjunct comsonants noted above are absent. There
are indeed two conjunct consonants in this latter
illustration : but they are apparently taken to have
created a looseness in the structure which is the charac-
teristic of another Gupa wvix.,, Prasada. Vamana does
not go to details. He seems to insist on compactness of
structure in which loose syllables are avoided or if they
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appear they do along with comparatively harsh ones,
producing as a total effect, a cohesiveness in the
structure.'® It is probably because of this consideration
that S. K. De'? has taken Vamana’s $abda-guna Ojas to
correspond to Dandin’s élesa.

(ii) Arthasya praudhih (iii, 2, 2) or boldness in the
‘expression of ideas, which has been explained in the
vptti in five different ways. These are (1) padarthe
vakya-racanami.e., the use of a series of words instead of a
single word e.g. nayana-samutthain jyotir atrely instead
of candra. '

(2) Vakyarthe padabhidhia or the use of a single
word in order to convey the meaning of a sentence eg.
the word némisatr instead of using dévyeyain na bhavatt
kitntu manus? from the convention that. gods never
"'wink. ‘

(3) Vyasa or sanalytic expression of ideas by a
diffuseness in which the self-same idea is sought to be
expressed in more ways than one. The illustrative
verse : ‘ )

ayam nanakaro bhavati sukha-duh kha-vyatikarah

sukham va duhkhain va na bhavati bhavatyera ca

' tatah |

10. Go‘pendré Tripurahara ( Kamadheru p. 73. 11, 9-11)
remarks that compactness of structure (gadha-bandhatva) arises
from the following :—sasmyuktaksaratvam, nirantava-vepha-
Sivaskair varganam pra:!hammdvitiyais triiya-caturthaih pratha-
mais tytiyai§ ca samyogah, visarjaniya-jthvamuliyopadhmaniyah,
gurvantata, samiasas ca.

In the example of Ojas (quoted in the text p. 94 above) Vimana
seems to emphasise more the use of conjunct consonants than
the presence of compound words. But his illustration of Gaudi
Riti (p. 20, under i, 2, 12), in which Ojas plays a prominent part,
consists of an abundance of compound words,

11.  Sanskrit Poetics, Vol. II, p, 110.
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punas tasmad wrdhvain bhavati sukha-duhl:hain
ktmapi tat

punas tasmad wrdhvai bhavati na ca dubkhain
na ca sikham
(nader iii, 2, 2. p. 86)

, consists of as many as five sentences used to denote
a single idea, namely, happiness and sorrow revolve in
a cycle according to destiny' 2.

(4) Samasa or syuthetic expression of ideas by a
brevity in which several sentences are joined together
in one integrated whole throngh the use of suffixes
sanctioned by grammar, In the verse :

te i maloyam amantrya punah preksyo co
Sualinam '

siddhaim cdsmai névedyartham tod-visrstah
kham wdyayuh @ (ihid)

We have asingle “simple” sentence in place of the
following several sentences : they took leave of
Himslaya—they saw Siva-—they rjeported their success
to him—they were dismissed by Siva—they flew away
to the skies.

(5) Asya (arthasya) sabhiprayatvasn ie. the appro-
priateness of meaning dune to the use of particular
epithets which, through ellipsis, bear a special signiticance.
The Kamadhenu explains the word sabhipriyatvam as
padantara-prayogam  antarena  tad-artho-protyiyara-
pragalbhyam (p. 86, 11. 6-7). In the example given :

12. On this Candidisa (K. P. dipika, fol. 115a) remarks :—
atya yena sawsaripd yadrSarm karma kytarr tad-anusarvepaiva
tathavidho misrita-sukha-dubkhadi-bhogah kriyate. yadi kutascid
Gtmasaksatkarak syat tadaivasya pravahasya Santiv ilyeva hi

vivaksitain vaicitryenocyate,
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so’yamn samprate candraguptatanayas cdndmpmkaéo
yuva |
jato bliapatir aSrayakh krtadhiyain distya kytartha-
Sramah 1 (ibid)
This very son of Candragupta, bright as the moon (?)
and the patron of men of letters has, by good luck,
succeeded in his labour : the expression, asrayal kyta-
dhtyam has been added with the special purpose of
indicating the fact that the prince had Vasubandhu
(or Subandhu)*® as his minister. Similarly the*example
‘on the loosening of the hair of the lady’ (vigaletabandhe
keSahaste) who possesses beautiful hasr (sukeSyal); the
‘qualifying phrase has been inserted with a special
significance® ®*

13. This verse has been the subject of much keen contro-
versy amongst scholars—the point of discord centring round the
reading wasubandhu-sacivya or ca subandhu-sacivya in Vamana’s
vitti, (Vide the paper on “Vasubandhu or Subandhu ?” in the
proceedings. of the second Oriental Conference, Calcutta,
PP 203-213).

- 13a. Vaidyanatha Tatsat (com. on Kavyapradipa, p. 282)
explains the word sabkiprayatvam as prakpiarthopa-yuktatvam i.e.
suitability to the subject-matter in hand and remarks that the
qualifying adjectives makausasah (highly vigorous) manadkanah
(rich in selirespect) etc. in the verse

mahaujaso manadhanad dhanarccita

dhunurbhytah sainyati labdhalivtayah |

nasaimhatas tasya nabhinna-vyttayah

priyant vaFichanty asubhih samihitum |

_ (Kiratarjuniya, i, 18)
.go to support the statement in the last line of the verse wvrz,
that they tried to do good to him even at the cost of their own
lives. Other commentators of the Kavyaprakdsa are inclined to
explain the word asya in the vpsif as referring to Sudda ; but the
difficulty is that the context in Vamana hardly permits us to
interpret the word aspe in that way. [ It should, on the other
hand, refer to arthiawhose Gupas Vamana is discussing in _the

13
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Il PRASADA () Suithilyom (i, 1, 8) or loose-
ness of strueture, Meeting the possible objection that
this constitutes a veriable Doga since it is the opposite
of the Gana Ojas, Vamana holds that Prasada as a Subda-
guna is an excellence only when it appears along with
Ojas (gunal saiplacat...... iif, 1, 7) and not by itself
(Suddhas tu dosa eca). Again, if it is asked how can
these contradictory attributes appear together, Vamana
would appeal'* to the common experience of persons
who enjoy pleasure and pain simultaneously when they
witness representations of pathos'?,

(i) Arthaenimalyan  (iii, 2, 3) or clearness of
meaning, arising from the use of such words as are

chapter under consideration, ] Mianikyacandra (p. 193) seems to
be of opinion that the «bkzpraya belongs primarily to the speaker
or the hearer and that when it is said that this relates to an
excellence belonging to the sense we are to understand that this
is due to a secondary usage, The difficulties with which Manikya-
candra was confronted wiil probabiy be solved if we do not take
abhipraya too lteraily but understand it, like Tatsat, to mean
prakygrthopayuktatva, It appears that these commentators are
anxious to approximate this aspect of Vamana's ertha-gupa Ojas
to the poetic figure Parikara of later writers which has been
defined by Maminata as vésesapa-sabhiprayatvam.
14. sa tu saimplavas tu () anubhava-siddheh tadvidah
ratndd eisesacat,  atra Slvkah —
tarugapre i supiyesu saiplavah sulha dnhkhayoh |
yathanubhavatah siddhas tathavav ahprasadayoh ;
Cunder b, 1, 8)
15. Hemacandra (p, 196 ) and Ménikyacandra ( p. 191)
however, would reject such an appeal remarking, in accordance
with the views of the Post-dhvani theorists, that the audience
derive only pleasure and not pain from such exhibitions, Vamana
adds that in such cases oi combination of the two excellences
there is sometimes equality between the two and sometimes
superiority of the one to the other (samyotharsate,...iii, 1, 9),
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absolutely necessary (prayojaka-matra-pada-parigraha).
In the example savarpa kanyaka rape-yauwvana-rambha-
$aling, (a maiden of the same caste endowed with beauty
and budding youth), the qualifying adjectives are not
superfluous. In the illustration of the wviparyoya-dosa
arising therefrom, upastain hasto me wvemala-mani-kazici-
padam idam (let my hand approach the girdle zone of
beautiful gems) the mention of girdle zone only is what
is necessary and the epithet ‘of ‘beautiful gems’ is
superfluions. The Kamadhenu (p. 87) distinguishes
between this artha-gupa and the fifth variety of the
artha-praudhi thus :—In the one some words are abso-
lutely necessary in order that the passage might fit in
with the context instead of being meaningless ; in the
other, they carry a special significance without which,
however, the composition would not be defective.
Vamana’s artha-vaimalya is really the excellent literary
quality which avoids superfluity.

111, ;§LE§A :—(i) Masrpatvam (iii, 1, 10) or smooth-
ness, resulting from such a clpse proximity or,coalescence
of several words by virtue of which they all appear to
constitute a single whole (yasmin sati bah@nyapi
padany ekavad bhasante). The definition is generally
intelligible but not so all the illustrations that Vamana
gives. It is difficult to understand why of the illustrations
given some (in the opinion of Viamana) contain élesa
and others do not. Should we be led by the hints given
in the Kamadhenu'®, to understand that in the defective
satram brakmam wrahsthale and taditkalilam akasam,
the characteristic, namely, ekavad-bhasamianata is lacking
due to the difficulties of smooth pronunciation, and
also that in the defective example bhramari-valgugitayuh

16, sutram br@hmam ityatra para-savarne’pi parusaksarottha-
nan ne Slesak (p. 75. 1L 10-17 com)
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the effect of smoothness has been spoilt by reason of
the use of the word valgy wstead of inaiju? Even
then we arc inclined to ask on what standard the cffect
of smoothness is to be judged except by the rather
uncertain  and  variable standard  of  individual
appreciation ?

(i1) Ghatana (iii, 2, 4) or commingling or congruity
of ideas. (thatani has been explained by Vamana as
krama-koutilya-nulbanotvopapatti-yogah (effecting
congruity between incongruous ideas by means of a
crooked or clever procedure ) which Ramasinha* analyses
as kramena kautil yendinulbanataye  upupattyds yojanam
arthasya $lesah ete. aud/ in the course of equating which
with Bhoja’s arthagiuna Slesa remarks : —aghatamninasyera
vakyarthosye  buddiicaturyepa  ghatfona it (2 clever
bringing about of congruity between apparently incon-
gruous ideas),

In the illustration given by Vamana'® there is ghatana
or congruity of ideas, since the hero cleverly manages
to please two heroines simultancously which is otherwise
a difficult task. Abhinava.gupta, in his attempt to
approximate Bharata’s é}osa to Vamana’s takes the same
verse as an illustration and remarks :—afra  manorathif-
to’ py ekakila-uivyikii-yugalo-hydoya-grahana-laksaparthal
..... coasmipbhiivanaspadain no bhavati ;. tena kutilo’pi

1. The way in which the »p#i text has been sought to be
explained by Gopendra Tripurahara is indicated in fn. 20,
Abhinava takes krama-kautilya to mean kutila-krama—the word
ia the vrtti text being an instance of abstract for the concrete,

18. SarasvatikanthBbharana (comm. on p. 63)

19. drstvaikasana-sathpate priyatame pascad upetyad.rad
ekasyd nayane nimilya vihita-kridanubandhacchalah |
isadvakrita-kandhavah sapulakak premollaSanminasam
antarhasaslasat=kapola-phalakam dhdirto’param cumbati |

{ under iii, 2, 4.)
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yam kramo na hrdaye wlvanatvain - bhojote  magjati
hardaye yatah sarvasyeli®®. - :

IV. SAMATA :—(i) Margabhedah (i, 1, 11)—
yeno margenopakramas tasyatyagalk or homogeneity of
diction from the beginning to the end. The viparyaya
which arises from riding roughshod over this excellence is
illustrated in the verse prasida candr tyaja manyum
anjasi ete. Here the verse begins in the active voice but
ends in the passive (lvaya lupta-vilasam asyate). The
Kamadhenu explains margabheda as adi-madhytvasanes-
vatkarapyam, uniformity throughout—in the beginning;
the middle and the end. :

(1) dvatsamyam (iii, 2, 5) (1) prakramabhedah, i.e.
pon-relinquishment of proper sequence of ideas. (2)
sugamatvam t.e. ease of comphrehension. The illustrative
verse :

cyuta-sumanasal kundah puspodgamesvalasa dyruma

" malaya-marutal sarpantime ete. Cos
being a description of ytu-sandhi (the period When the
winter has just ended and the spring has just set in), the
mention of malaya-marut, which  belongs exclusively to
the spring, has given rise to some inconsistency. This
inconsistency, however, can be avoided if we replace the.
reading in the second foot by manast ca giram badhnan-~
time kiranti na kokilah (The cuckoos have prepared their
melodies but have not yet poured them in), which clearly
indicates the end of winter and the beginning of spring.
We may note here that Dandin’s definition of Samata
is only partially akin to that of Vamana. It refers
only to the uniformity of syllable structure, whereas

20. Probably Ghatana may suggest, from the definition,
“the fitness or propriety arising out of a judicious balance ( neither
more nor less ) of order and irregularity of ideas. Th'e”difﬁculty
is with regard to the word anulvapa which means “not excessive,
neither more nor less” but it may also mean “not manifest.”
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Vamana’s Samati as a Sobda-guna refers to the uni-
formity of diction and as an artha-gupa it insists upon
a proper sequence of ideas. Hemacandra (p. 197) and
Manikyacandra { p. 192 ) attribute to Viamana’s school,
a view-point which, in the present state of our knowledge
about the following of Vamana, we are not in a position
to corroborate—that the uniformity of syllabic structure
which Dandin regards as the sine qua non in his
definition of Samati can be included in the e¢rttis and
as such Dandin’s Samata ceases to be a Guna and there
arises the necessity of a new definition of this Gupa by
Jamana. In fact, Vamana's Samata may be taken to have
been developed direetly from Dandin’s inasmuch as the
latter speaks only of the symmetry of structure, while
the former includes symmetry of structure, of diction and
of ideas in this Guna.

V. SAMADHI:—~@) Arohavarohakramah (i, 1,
12) which admits of two ways of interpretation. In the
first place, it may occur when the wording is such that
the heightening effect of the vigorous diction is toned down
by a judicious sprinkling of softening words and wice-
versa (@rohasyavarohe sati parihirah, avarohasya va@ arohe
safiti). Secondly, it means symmetry due to the orderly
sequence of ascent or descent. This occurs when there
is a gradual rise from the feeble to the vigorous and
a gradual decline from the vigorous to the feeble; /e.
an alternating graduation of the soft and the foreible
diction (kramenarohanam avarohanain ca'.

It may be argued®? that Samadhi thus defined caunot
be a separate excellence by itself because the ascent and

21. This so-called s&ksma-dosa has an analogue in the
blemish Prakrama-bhatiga of later writers.
22. na prthak, aroh@varohayor ojak-prasadaripatvat
(i, 1, 13.)
nasamprktatvat (i, I, 14)
anaikantyacca (1ii, 1, 15)
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descent are nothing more than the excellences of Ojas
and Prasada. To this Vamana answers that it is not
invariably true that in Ojas there is ascent, or in Prasada
there is descent. Ojas and Prasada are often interwoven
in Samadhi and exist like the two currents of a single
river., Vamana, however, would accept the position if
it is conceded that the ascent and descent occurin a
certain heightened stage ({Zvravastha...iii, 1, i6) of Ojas
and Prasida because in this case the ascent and descent
depend upon a particularity quite its own (widesa) as
distinet from the general nature of Ojas and Prasada.
Hence, there can be no objection to accepting Samidhi
as a separate excellence on the basis of ascent and descent,
it being understood that the ascent and descent depend
upon’ these excellences which in their turn do not consist
in them. In other words ascent and descent are not
the essential but accidental or specific characteristics of
Ojas and Prasida, whenever these two excellences attain
a special heightened stage the ascent and descent may
occur n some of their paris. Nor can ascent and
~descent be explained away as referring to the way or
tone of reading.

(i) Artha-dysth (iii, 2, 6) or the excellence which
leads to a concentration of the mind for the proper
comprehension of the meaning. From this point of view
Vamana classifies the artha or the meaning broadly into
two classes, namely :—(1) Ayon¢ or absolutely original
and (2) anyacchaya-yoni or borrowed from some other
source. The two varieties of artha have been illustrated
respectively in the verses :— '

(1)  asvapehi mama Sidhubhajanat \
yavad agradesanatr na daSyase
candra mad-dasenamandalankitah |
khain na yasyasi hi rohintbhayat
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(2)  ma bhaih $asaika mamao Sidhini nastc il |
khe rolunt vasati itara Lim bibhesi
prayo vidagdha-vanita-iara-saiigamesi |
puinstin manal pracalatite ine atra citram |

Here the second verse has no doubt been put in
a more charming way, but the idea has been borrowed
from the first, and hence it is anyarchaya-yoni. In the
first, the moon (as reflected in the wine-vessel) is being
asked to go away lest bearing the marks of tecth of the
speaker he should have reasonable grounds of apprehen-
sions from Rohini, his wife. In the second, the moon
is being implored to come down to the speaker
entertaining no fears from the quarters of Rahu and
Rohipt. Yet, the moon does not condescend to come
down. May be, he is adamant and shirks because of
the fact that people get nervous at their first expericnces
in the company of clever ladies (in which class the
speaker would fain include herself to be.)

The artha is farther classified into (1) the ryakta
or explicit and (2) the siuksma or the subtle, of which
the latter is again of two kinds, namely, (2a) bhavya or
that which is comprehended after a little thought and
(2b) vasanzya or that which is more abstruse and is
comprehended only by deep thought).

VI. MADHURYA :—(1) Prthak-padatea (iii, i, 20)
or distinctness of words associated with the exclusion
of long compounds {(samisa-dairghya-nivyiti-paraie
caitat). The example, which Vamana cites of the
viparyaya of this excellence contains a long and cumbrous
compound. Herein we meet with an appreciable
difference between the views of Dapdin and Vamana.
While according to the former, the profusion of compound
words which add force and energy to the diction,
constitutes a special excellence, according to the latter,
it is a suksma doga which is better cschewed. It
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may be that in Viamana’s characterisation of the sabda-
guna Ojas where compound words are not explicitly

spoken of, these are implied more or less as a part and
parcel in his conception of compactness of structure.

(i) Ukte-vaicitrye (iii, 2, 10) or strikingness of
utterance by which is meant perhaps a statement in an e
impressive but periphrastic manner in order to give
a special charm thereto. In the illustration given of this
excellence :

rasavad amrtam kah sandeho madhiinyapt nanyathd
madhuram adhikain catasyapt prasennarasain phalam |
sakrd apt punar madhyasthah san rasantaravij jano
vadatu yad thanyat svadu syat priyadaSanacchadat |
, (cited under iii, 2, 10, p. 92)
the whole verse wants to say that the lips of the heroine
excel all standards of comparison and this has been
expressed in an indirect though charming way?*®.

VII. SAUKUMARYA :—(i) ajarathatve (Gii, 1, 21)
or freedom from harshness which generally arises from
the use of parusa®* or harsh syllables and conjunct
consonants. Here Vamana does not differ essentially

from Dandin.

(i) Aparusyaem (i, 2, 11) or avoidance of statements
that convey disagreeable or inauspicious ideas eg. the
use of yaSahlesain gatam instead of mytam, or of
devaladvitiyam in place of ekakindm. This agreeableness
of sense is also implied in Bharata as the Guna of the
same name,

23. This wkti-vaicitrya must not be taken in the
specific technical sense in which Kuntaka takes it as an
element of his Vairokti, nor in the sense of waiciirya which
Mammata ( ¢/ on viii, 2 also on x, i,) finds in poetic figures, '

24. Asfor the parusa and Zomala syllables see the discus-
sion in Ch. V in connection with Dandin’s Sukumarata,

14
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" VIIL. UDARATA :—() Bandhasya  vikatatvam

(i, 1, 22) or a certain liveliness of the composition
‘in- which the words seem to be dancing (yasmin sati

nrtyantiva padani) enabling a graceful turn (l#la) of

“words and syllables. In other words, it is Tlayamanatve

which enlivens the compos1t10n Wlth a pecuhar swing of
words. :
(i) Agramyatvam (111, 2, 12) or avoidance of
vulgarity in the manner of the sense when there is the
risk of perpebra’mng it. In the verse :

i tvam evain- saundm"ya S CO TUCEY atayam paricitah

Lalamain stmanain param tha yuwvam eve bhajathal |
. oyt dvandvam distya tad ite subhage sainvadaty vam
atah Sesain cet sydy jitam sha tadaniin. gunitaya |
(under iii, 2, 12, p. 93)
the union of lovers has been dehcately hmted at; but
the example of the corresponding viparyaya®® smacks of

lack of. refinement and vulgarity in expression. It is
rfo be noted here that like Dandin’s Arthavyakti and his
second aé-péct of Madhurya, Vamana’s Saukumarya and
“Udarata (artha) have been negatively conceived, resulting

in an absence of uniformity in Vamanas conception
and treatment of the Gunpas.

IX. ARTHAVYAKTI —(i) Arthavyakti-hetutvam

'(111, 1, 23) or explicitness of words whereby the meaning

is easily comprehended (jhatityartha-pratipatti-hetutva).
The later writers do not enumerate Arthavyakti as a

‘separate Guna, ineluding it under Prasada.

(i) Vastu-svabhava-sphujatvam (iii, 2, 13) or

>‘(_‘e‘1'_cpl_i(7:itm;ss_‘ of ideas which makes the nature of things

. 25.0 svapiti vavad ayaim nikatejanah
~ svapimi tavad ahaw kim apaimi te | Ce et
iti nigadya Sanaiv anumekhala ' -
.mama karam svatarena rurodha sa .
(undex iii, 2,. 12, p 04): .
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clear. This corresponds more-or less ‘to Dandin’s *-’poe.tic'
figure Svabhavokti, as has been shown by S.K. _D'e“(
In later literature on the subject also it is reo"a,rded not"
as a Guna but as an Alamkara.

X. KANTI :—() Augjvalyam (i, 1,25 ? ) or ricli—li
ness (of words) without which the composition is stale
and a reflection of conventional things (yadabhiave purana-
cchiyetyucyate). The quality consists in the avoidance
of the commonplace which a true literary instinet always
obeys. The kamadhenw too suggests (p. 81, 1. 7-9)
that this lies in the use of more polished and elegant
turns of expression instead of ordinarily used ones, e.g.
kisalaya for patra and so on. In the illustration given
by Vamana the use of the words kurangs, a@lz and
stabakita goes a long way in producing a polish in the
composition which would have been flat if more common-
place words like harini sam@ha ete., were used. - This
excellence would approach very nearly to some aspects
of Kuntaka’s Vakrokti.

(ii) Dapta-rasatvaem (iii, 2, 14) or .conspicuous
presence of the Rasas. Abhinavagupta explains dipia-
rasotva as vibhavadinam diptatvam i yavat. In other
_wor_dv_s, the excitants which bring out the emotional
elements of a poem are vividly represented by this
excellence. Vamana’s illustrative verse.
preyan sayam- apakrialy sasapatham padanatah Eantaya
dvitranyeva padans vasabhavanad yavanna yalyunmanil
favat pa'a'cyﬂutapanisampzqualqsan—nivim'tambm’n dhrto
dhavitvaiva krtaprangmam ahahi premno vicitra gatih |
) ‘ (under iii, 2, 14. p. 95)

Vividly depicts the emotional situation and would,
in accordance with the views of later theorists, be classed
under the category of Rasa-dhvani.

26, Sanskrit Poencs,‘ Vol. II, p. 119y
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Now that we have studied all the Gunas of Vamana,
belonging to both Sabdaz and artha, we are in a position
to judge the intrinsic value of his treatment. We have
seen that Vamana reads a new meaning in the Gunas of
his predecessors especially in the light of the standard of
distinction, evolved by him between a sabda-gupa and an
artha-guna. This standard--as we have also seen—-is
a$rayasrayibhive i.e. a (tupa is to be called a Sabda-guna
or an artha-guna according as it belongs to the Sabda or
to the artha. But it may be said that the distinction is
not always definite and consistently maintained. It is
difficult to see, for instance, why the clearness of meaning
lartha-raimalya) in artha-guga Prasada which depends
upon the mention of what is absolutely necessary
(praymjaka-maira- pada-parigraha) should be taken as a
distinguishing characteristic of an ortha-gupe when it
clearly restricts the use of words. Similarly the arstha-
g e Saukumirya and the first four varietics of wrtha-
prandhi raise a doubt whether they are related really to
the sense or to the word. It is also not convincing why
Arthavyakti should be taken as a Sabda-geuna in spite of
the fact that even here the question of artha is involved
and there 1s no reference to the bandha at all. On the
other hand, we have the clear and unambiguous definitions
of the two kinds of éle@a, Samata, Madhurya and Udarata
in each of which the two-fold character of the Gunas has
been distinetly preserved. While it may be argued that
Sabda and arthe cannot be strictly kept apart, like body
and soul, and that we are to apply the designation in
accordance with the prominence of the one or the other in
each aspect of the Gunas. Still in order that there is
to be a standard of distinetion worth the name there
must be a uniformity in the principle of its application,
the violation of which proves the defective nature of the
scheme, as well as of the standard itself.
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It may also be urged that inasmuch as the Riti of
which the Guna forms the essence has been defined as
pada-racand, what is the use of enumerating artha-gunas ?
This objection is easily met for we must not forget that
the Gunas serve to impart a special charm to the word-
structure ; and so far as that is concerned, it does not
matter whether the Gunas belong to the word or to the
sense, provided that the one does not go without the
other. In the case of a particular artha-guna we are to
understand that the Guna serves to impart a speciality to
that word-structure to whose sense the particular Guna
belongs ; or perhaps, it embellishes the sense primarily
and directly and the word-structure only secondarily and:
indirectly. Thus so long as a formal view of poetry
and consequently of its elements is taken, it is immaterial
whether the Guna embellishes the word or its sense ; if it
adorns the word it can also adorn its sense through
association.

Tt appears that Vamana’s scheme of the Gunas is no
less mechanical than that of his predecessors Bharata
and Dandin. The distinction between one Gupa and
another is not always convincing nor is the definition
of a Guna always clear. The characteristics are often
not exclusive, and therefore not distinguishing. When
Vamana expounds the smiras with expressions like
yasmin safe nrtyantive padane or yasmin sats bahuny
apt padany ekavad bhasante it is difficult to follow
what is really meant. They are rather vague explanations
of the particulars sufras®’. May not the property of
ekavad-bhasamanala be also present in Ojas? Do not
the examples given under the $abda-guna Prasada also

27. Or shouid we understand that the very attempt of .an
early theoriser like Vamana to express himself in all possible ways
. has a particular merit of its own and as such it deserves our
commendation ¢



110 CONCEPTS OF RITI AND GUNA

contain lilayaminatd, the characteristic particularly
spoken of as belonging to Udarata*® ? The illustrations
do not help us always in marking the characteristics
which differentiate one Guna from the other, and
sometimes the same verse is cited as illustration in
connection with several Gunas®®. The four characteristics
of arthapraudhi in Ojas might also be taken as forms of
the strikingness of expression which is singled out as a
prominent mark of the arthagunpa Madhurya. Swugamatea
or ease of comprehension as an alternative explanation
of acaisomya in the artha-gupa Samati might be
comprehended in the artha-guna, Samadhi. Tn presence
of this latter Gupa there was no need perhaps of the
Sabdu-guna Arthavyakti when both aim at comprehending
the meaning, although his Samadhi itself, as 8. K. De
remarks,®® “is hardly an excellence”. In Sabdaguna
Samadhi the expression arokirarohakrama receives more
explanations than one which serve to a certain extent
to cloud the point at issue. Viamana’s attempt to clarity
the Sabdaguna  Prasada in the vrtti indicates, as
S. K. De has already pointed out “that Viamana himself
was perhaps conscious of the defective nature of some of

his definitions”.**

28, The examples of $+8da-guna Prasada (pp. 74-75) are all
composed in the same metre (Harigi). It is also to be considered
if the Gunas have any relation to particular metres. We should
note here the views of one class of theorists who are of opinion
that special metres are exclusively meant for particular Gunas,
(Manikyacandra’s Sasketa, p. 195.) :

29. The verse astyuttarasyam di§i devatatma etc. has been
taken to serve as the illustration of as many as four $abda-
gunas namely, élesa, Madhurya, Arthavyakti and Saukumdarya
as suggested in the Kamadhenu (pp. 79+80)

30, Sanskrit Poetics, Vol. 11, p. 120.

31. ibid,
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The importance of Vamana’s theory, however, does
not consist in the detailed treatment of his individual
Gunpas. His general doctrine of Riti and Gupa also has
been criticised as too crude and formal an explanation
of the charm of poetry, and the defective and . unprofitable
character of his scheme has been commented upon.
But it was Vamana, who first emphasised the importance
of diction in poetry, which sharply separates literary
works -from philosophical or technical writings, -and
thereby - suggested a line of enquiry into the essence of
poetic charm. Some may be disposed to challenge the
view that the beauty which Vamana sets forth as the
ultimate test of poetry, is capable of realisation by a
carefully worked-out diction. ~Nevertheless - due credit
must be given to him as he was the first known theorisf
to emphasise the proper disposition of word and, sense
and enquire into the flaws and -excellences of expression,
_the facts of externalisation being, in his opinion, an
ﬁtpportant factor in every consideration of poetry. But
since he conceived poetry from a decidedly formal point
of view, his system and treatment had to go through the
‘adverse criticism of the Dhvani and Post-dhvani theorists,
who analysed the Riti system and modified it 1n their
'more developed conception of poetry.
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elements of poetry. We now propose to trace the develop-
ment of the Riti and Guna theories as treated by writers
like Kuntaka, Bhoja and the author of the Alamkara
section of the Agnipurana all of whom stand apart from
the orthodox schools of Sanskrit poetics, although acknow-
ledging the inevitable influence of their predecessors
belonging to these schools. Thus, Kuntaka elaborately
expounds Bhiamaha’s Theory of Vakrokti but his
Vakrokti comprises under its wide scope almost all the
poetic elements and not Alarhksra alone. Both Bhoja
and the Purina-kiara incorporate to a great extent® the
views of their predecessors in their own treatment—some-
times even in expressions and phraseology, but none can
be said to be a direct follower of the earlier orthodox
system. It is possible that both of them are following
some un-orthodox currents of thought; but since their
treatment is sometimes individual and original and as we
have lost all traces of previous un-orthodox speculations, -
if any, it is difficult to say what particular tradition they
individually represent. These writers were, no doubt,
cognisant of the various Concepts of Sanskrit poetics vix.,
Riti—Guna—Alamkara—Rasa and Dhvani analysed and
established by orthodox speculation, but their conception
and execution of these elements often differ from those
of the orthodox writers and they (the elements) appear
in a more or less modified form in the peculiar scheme
of poetry of each of these writers.

1. For similarities between the treatments of Bhiamaha and
the Agnipurana and of Dandin and the Agnipurana see P. V,
Kane's History of Alankara Literature in his edition of the
Sahityadarpana ; for Agnipurina and Bhoja see S. K. De's
Sanskrit Poetics Vol 11, p. 262 and for Bhoja and Prakasavarsa
see S, K. De’s article on ‘The Rasiarpavalatmbara of Prokasavarsa
in the I. H. Q. December, 1939,

15
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A
KUNTAKA

The first of the known writers who have kept apart
from the orthodox schools of Sunskrit Poetics is Kuntaka,
author of the Vakroktijivita. His main object has been,
as the very name of his work would imply, to establish
the essential importance of Vakrokti in his theory of
poetry. We have already touched upon {p. 20, ch. II)
the fact that the individual power of the poct plays the
most important part in Kuntaka’s Vakrokti and that for
the formulation of this particular aspect in his conception
of poetic beauty Kuntaka is indebted to Bhatta Tauta
whose view he critically combines with the teachings of
Bhiamaha in order to build up his theory of Vakrokti.
He has thus developed in a way the teachings of earlier
masters but the originality, with which he includes the
poetic  elements  of the different orthodox systems
in his comprehensive theory of Vakrokti, has made
his position unique in the history of Sanskrit Poetics.

{t has been scen that Gupa and Alamkara, the
technical poetic elements with which the earlier theorists
were mainly concerned, have got the same origin
inasmuch as they arose out of az wmechanical analysis of
the word and the sense and consequently served as the
means of arriving only at the forinal beauty of poetry.
Its deeper aspects, wix., the beauty of suggestion,
specially the delectability of Rasa, hardly flashed upon
their minds. Some of the Pre-dhvani theorists, such
as Dandin and Vamana, attempted at drawing a
distinction between these two poetic elements, but they
could not find out a clear-cut standard of this distinction.
As a matter of fact, it was not possible for them to do
it for whatever slight distinction could be sought,
the fact remains that in the treatment of all theorists
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from Bharata down to Vamana, both these two elements,
Gupz and Alamkara, have reference only to the
arrangement of letters and words or to the formal ways
of expressing a particular idea. Thus, when the
fundamental characteristics of these two elements
were not different, there was nothing to prevent certain
Gunas from being called Alarkaras and vice versa.

The standard of poetic beauty underwent a change
with the advent of the Dhvani theorists who held that
true poetry should be judged by its suggestiveness
(dhvani) where something more charming is meant than
what meets the ear. This inner meaning, which depends
upon the reader’s power of appreciation and comprises
vastu, alamkara and rasa, is distinctly different® from the
expressed sense (va@cyartha) which is subordinate to
itself. Of these three kinds of suggestion their inclination
is, really speaking, towards extolling the Rasa-dhvani
alone. The disinterested joy that the reader derives
on reading a poem, being completely absorbed in the
situation depicted, is the real test of all good poetry ;
or more technically, true poetic charm lies in the
successful delineation of Rasa, which ought to be the
predominant factor in poetry and to which everything else
should be subordinate. If, therefore, Rasa is taken
to be the soul of poetry, in pursuance of the injunction
of the Dhvani theorists, it is excellent as a theory—as an
ideal of poetic beauty. But it has not always been
possible for poets to maintain this high standard of
perfection—to identify poetic beauty only with the
aesthetic principle involved in the technical emotional
element, Rasa. Such an injunction considerably narrows
down the scope of poetry. The lucid, smooth and

1. pratiyamanam punar anyad eva |
vastvasti vapisu mahakavinam |
Dhvanikarika i, 4.
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melodious verses of Afvaghosa and Kalidasa, the
grandeur and eloquence in some of the best writings of
Bhavabhiti and Banabhatta are invaluable treasure
in Sanskrit literature. But it would be a futile task
to try to explain their special charm always in terms
of any technical Rasa enunciated by these theorists®.
Some  of them may be instances of verbal poetic
figures only, yet they serve to atford delight to the readers’
mind while others fill the sense with a transcendental
charm  although they may rot ordinarily satisfy the
conditions for the perception of any of the technieal
Rasas.

Such a line of argument appears to have been
favoured by Kuntaka who conceived that in capable
hands even external beauty arising from a proper
disposition of words and ideas serves to give delight to
the reader although, at the same time, he fully realised
the importance of the flow of pleasurable feelings
brought forth by vivid representations in Rasa. He
was a very sympathetic ecritic; he would appreciate
whatever power a poet might display through his work.
Any strikingness in utterance, any embellishment of

2 (i) eram  Bha medh@uvinam  svami .—jfanatyeva manyoh
vathaikagotrats va, sam@na-jatite va, samar samvardhanam va,
etadeSa nivaso va, davsan@bhyaso vid.....snehasya hetavah.....
bhavantam antaren@nyathd canyatha caya cakravarti durjanair
grahita asit, na ca tat tathd. na sentyeva fte yesdm satam api
satam na vidyante mitrodasinag Satravalr.... salilaniva gatagatikan:
lolani khalu bhavantyavivekinam manamisi. bahumukha Srovana
niScaltbyta-niscayal kit karvotn pytrivi-patih  (Harsacarita ch. ii,
p- 53)

(iiy ekatapatrai jagatah prabhutvarn
navam vayah tantam idath vapusca 1
alpasya hetor baiu hatum icchan
vicaramadhah pratibhasi me tvam |
Raghuvarisa ii, 47.
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poetry, either internal or external, would give him
poetic pleasure provided there is a certain manifestation
of skill. This skill consists in the use of Vakrokti
which has been defined as vaidagdhya-bhangi-bhanite
(i, 10c-d) 7.e. a striking mode of speech which charms
by the peculiar turn imparted to it by the power of
the poet’s imagination. Kuntaka appears to hold that
if the achievement of a transcendental delight is the
only object of poetry, then the arrangement of letters,
the jingling of sounds, the depth of sense and the
vividness of the situation as a whole may serve equally
to afford pleasure ; for the peculiar turn of expression
that the poets’ genius produces is different from and
far superior ‘to the ordinary matter-of-fact speech which
lacks the polish and grace of the poet’s fancy. Poetry
is a deviation from ordinary speech only by reason of
the strikingness or the clever turn of expression given
to it by the skill and fancy of the poet. Thus, by
admitting that vakrokti, which in his theory is the very
life of poetry, is the product of the poets’ fancy, the
ultimate emphasis is laid by Kuntaka upon Levivyapara
{or the genius and skill of the poet) which alone deter-
mines the excellence of a poem. And in this position
there is an ample justification for the very wide conception
which he has taken of poetry, for the skill and poetic
fancy of different poets work differently and it would be
difficult. to -secure a uniform theory of poetic beauty
among different writers® and from the view point of - all
different critics.

3. This would partly explain why wide - divergence of
opinion has prevailed amongst the writers of Sanskrit Poetics
over the question of the definition of poetry which aims at
incorporating in a nutshell the essential features thereof.
It is not at all unnatural that each - orthodox school of
Poetics, advocating as it does the importance of a particular
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Of all the writers of Sanskrit Poetics Kuntaka
appears to have been fully alive to this fact and this
is why he has tried to explain his theory of poetry as
broadly as possible, keeping himself free from the
hard-and-fast technicalities of the orthodox schools,
accepting them only so far as it was necessary for the
sake of maintaining a continuity of the Sastra—harmo-
nising his theory with the main teachings of the
different schools of speculations and of securing for his
work a definite place in the history of the discipline.
In other words, he has formed a novel theory out of the
existing systems*—a theory in which ample scope

poetic element, viz. Gunpa-Alarhkara or Rasa, should differ from
the sister schools in its conception of poetic beauty. In
other words, the conception about the essential features of
poetry varies in the treatment of the different theorists and the
student of Alarhkdrasastra has never found a satisfactory defini.
tion of poetry, harmonising the teachings of the various schools.
Leaving alone the question of the definition of poetry, the
writers of the Alarikaradastra themselves have had to work
under a great disadvantage, namely, that they had to undertake
a very difficult, nay, an impossible task of formulating some
definite thevries about the excellence of poetry which inevitably
manifests itself in thousand and one ways according as it
emanates, from the pens of different writers and is reflected upon
the minds of countless critics.

4. P.V.Kane’s general remarks that “the Vakrokti school
is really an off-shoot of the alaskara school” (Int:oduction to his
edition of Sahityadarpana, p. CLV)and the specific statement of
Dr, De that “following the tradition of Bhamaha's Vakrokti,
Kuntaka develops a system of Vakrokti of his own” (Sanskrit
Poetics, Vol. Ii, p. 235) ought to be noted in this connection.
Kuntaka has the advantage of one who speaks last of all—who
gets an already created field to work upon and at the same
time to make further valuable contributions with the power of
his own genius, Bhamaha’s work bears proof of the inchoate
nature of the Sastraitself, But Kuntaka fourished at a period
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has been preserved for the display of the poets’
individual skill and ability and for the application of
the critics’ own power of judgment. This will be
corroborated by some of his own remarks eg. efacca

when the Sastra had almost reached its final stage of develop-
ment—when the Riti school had developed and declined-the
Alammkara school had made a considerable progress under
Udbhata and Rudrata—and the Dhvani theorists had finally
established the importance of the concepts of Rasa and Dhvani
shadowing all earlier speculations. Bhamaha, being an early
adherent of the Alarhkira school, in which the theoretic importance
of Rasa had not been realited, couceived Vakrokti as a
characteristic mode of expression underlying the poetic figures
ouly, DBut Kuntaka, with a record of all the orthodox branches
of poetic speculations before him, could conceive of Vakrokti
from a considerably broader point of view not merely as the
fundamental principle of the poetic figures (Alamkaras) only
but. as an all-encompassing poetic factor including within its
wide scope the various concepts, namely, Rasa, Dhvani ard
Alamkara advocated by the orthodox systems of thought,
Regardiug the implication of the term Vakrokti (which literally
means ‘crooked speech’} as some peculiar and charming way of
expression and the fact of some amount of atifaye or a
departure from ordinary speech being involved in it, there
appears to be a geueral agreement in the ‘treatments of Bhamaha
and Kuntaka, But while the former had not a word to speak
by way of explaining the term Vakrokti as well as szhitya of
word and sense which constitutes poetry in the opinion of both,
the latter took great pains to explain the terms over some
length (see meaning of the term Vakrokti and Kuntaka’s theory
of poetry in the introduciion to Vakroktijivita) emphasising the
ultimate importance of ‘tavivyapare and tadvidakladakaritva
(i,7 and i, 23). The real difference lies not so much in sense
and spirit as in the sphere of Vakrokti which has been made
enough comprehensive in the treatment of Kuntaka and to
which the Rasadhvani theorists made no mean contribution,
To Kuntaka, therefore, belongs the credit of harmonising his
own views with the teachings of the different orthodox schools
without himself being a follower of any one of them,
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bhapitivaicitryaie sahasraprakiraie sambhavatiti seoyam
evotpreksapiyam (p. 62, 1. 13-11). pratipadam  punaes
chayaraicitryom  sahrdaynih  svayane  evitnusarctovyom
(p. 71, 1L 9-10) ete. These undoubtedly indicate that it
has never been his presumption to formulate some binding
principles for the guidance of pocets and critics and to
encompass in a nutshell poetic beauty in its entirety—but
that he has merely shown in his own way how to grasp
the charms of poetry, the full comprehension of which
depends upon the individual skill and ecualture of crities.
The most striking point of divergence between the treat-
ment of Kuntaka on one hand and that of the adherents of
the orthodox schools of Poetics on the other is this.
The orthodox theorists established the essentiality of
a particular poetic element (Riti, Alarmkara or Dbvani)
making others subordinate to it and thus broadly
recognised only one aspeet of poetey ¢/:., either the
external beauty arising out of a proper disposition of
word and sense (as in the treatment of the Riti and
Alamkira theorists) or the charmingness of a suggested
sense specially the acsthetie pleasure involved in Rasa.
Kuntaka understood the importance of each of these
elements as constituting a particular aspect of his all-
inclusive theory of Vakrokti., From an analysis of the
principal varieties of Vakrokti®, it wili be seen that in
Kuntaka’s comprehensive scheme of  poetry  poetie
beauty was recognised in its manifold aspects. The
formal beauty arising out of the juxtaposition of letters
and the proper dispousition of word and sense, the beauty
of an unexpressed element as well as the delectability
arising from the proper depiction of the emotional
element, called Rasa, were equally recognised in his

5. See Dr, 5. K. De's introduction to THE VAKROKTI
JIVITA, pp. XXXI and XXXV and also Dr. A, Sankaran’s ‘Some
Aspects of Literary Criticisa’, p. 122
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theory. In other words, Kuntaka did not ignore the
broad features involved in any of the fundamental
Concepts of the orthodox schools of poetics nor did he
recognise each for its own sake but he harmonised all
of them in his peculiar conception of poetry, making
them subordinate not to one or other of those orthodox

poetic elements but to the comprehensive character of
his theory of Vakrokti.

It is interesting to note that Kuntaka has never
explicitly stated that Vakrokti is the life (jivita) of
poetry : but the prominence he has given. to Vakrokti
throughout his tfeatment leaves not a shadow of doubt
that he regarded this particular poetic factor as the

sine qua non of true poetry. This will be clear if we

carefully consider his definition of poetry. Kuntaka
defines® poetry in three different ways, namely, (1) kaveh

‘karma kavyam (=The poets’ achievement...vrtti under

i, 2), _
(2) salasnkarasya kavyata (Kavya consists in
ornamentation i, 6d ) and
3) Sabdarthau sahitau vakra-kavi-vyaparasaling |
bandhe vyavasthitau kavyarm  todvidahlada-
karingn (G, 7)

Of these, the first two appear, at the first sight, to be

merely general statements and the last to involve the
technicality of Kuntaka’s theory of poetry; but they
jointly lead us to some important conclusions: These
are :—

(1) alamkara is an essential factor in poetry,

(2) it dépends upon the individual power of the
poet,

6. We do not enter into the question as to whether these’

are definitions or mere descriptions of Kavya.

16



122 CONCEPTS OF RITI AND GUNA

(3} it helps poetry to impart an unspeakable delight
to the connoisseur’s mind and it is for this that

(4) it sharply distinguishes poetry from matter-of-
fact speech.

Theorists of all ages and schools of poetic thought
look upon Sabda and artha as the two main pivots
on which the theory of poetry revolves. Kuntaka is not
an exception. Like his master Bhamaha he holds that
word and sense (Sabdarthau) blended together (sakituw)
constitute poetry (k@cyam). The use of the expression
sakitan ought to be noted in this conncction. Kuntaka
does not remark Sabdarthaw LGryamn apparently on two
grounds : (1) There is hardly any word that does not
bring a definite sense and (2) any and every word,
whatever sense it might bring, does not create poetic
charm. The real excellence of a poem, therefore,
depends upon the s@kitya or the act of blending together
the sound and the sense or more broadly the use of
such expressions as would be exactly suitable to the sense
which the poet aims at bringing out in order to produce
the necessary poetic charm. The word and the sense
are equally important ; the true excellence lies in their
organic presentation. In order to achieve the end of
poctry there must be some amount of peculiarity in
this sakitya”™ and we shall presently see that this
peculiarity consists in the use of Vakrokti by which
the poet serves to give delight to the connoisseur’s mind
(tadvidahladakari) by imparting some liveliness to the
composition (bandha) with the aid of his peculiar
individual genius (vakra-kavi-vyapara). It would appear,

7. mnarwu ca vacya-sambandhasya vidyamanatvad etayor na
kathaficid api sahityavirahah, satyam etat, kintu visistam eveha
sahityam abhipretam.

Vakroktijivita, @p#ti under i, 7 (p. 10. ll. 17-19)
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therefore, that in Kuntaka’s third definition of poetry
the clause wvakro-kavi-vyaparasaling tadvidahladakoring
bandhe vyavasthitaw may be generally taken to be an
elucidation - of sahitone for it is kavivyapare and
tadvidahlada-kariiva which are of ultimate importance
in blending- together the sound and the sense. In other
words, while selecting words in exact suitability to the
sense intended, the poet displays his individual power
with the sole object of imparting tadvidahlada-karitva. The
second definition emphasises embellishments (alasiskara) as
an essential element of Kavya. If the second and third
‘definitions aré read together, Kuntaka’s theory appears
to resolve itself into the position salamkaraw 3abdarthaun
kavyam. Thus arises the question of poetry and its
relation to embellishments. In i, 2-5 Kuntaka lays down
that the aim of poetic embellishments is to create a
transcendental delight (lokotiara-camathiarokari-vaicitrya. ..
i, 2a-b)—a view on which all writers of poetics appear
to agree. In the next Karika® he says that in order
to understand the true character of poetry he is trying
to analyse poetry (which is alasnkarya) and its embellish-
ments (alasnkara). Proceeding on with a detailed
discussion about the sakitya of Sabda and artha he
remarks in i, 10 that both the word and the sense are
alasnkarye (ubhaw etav alaimkaryau) i.e. they stand in need
of embellishments and what embellishes them is
Vakrokti (fayoh punar ol@inkrter wvakroktir eva) which
he defines as vaidagdhya-bhangi-bhanitih or a speech
(bhanstih) which is charming (bhasigi) by reason of the
skill of the poet (vaidagdhya). Then in the vritz under
i, 23 Kuntaka explains Vakrokti as alaimkaranam which
shows that the term ala/mkira as used by him in
connection with - poetry in general does not connote the

8. alamkytiv alainkaryam apoddhytya vivecyate |
tadupayataya, tattvam stlaikarasya kavyaia | i, 6.
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poetic figures but it is of a broader connotation ; it is
another name for the all-encompassing Vakrokti, the
poetic figures constituting only one of the many varieties
there-of, wvi<., cakya-vakrata (i, 20). Hence Vakrokti is
the general name of all poetic embellishments and not
merely of figures of Poetry., Now from Kuntaka’s
vrlt” oni, 6 it would be clear that he cannot imagine
a position in which poetry can be seen dissociated from
its alumkaras. It is never possible to compose poetry
first and add its embellishments afterwards. In other
words, poetry must appear along with its alodkaras
whatever decoration the poet can impart te poetry must
be done in course of blending together the sound and
the sense?® It follows, therefore, that the term
aloimkira in Kuntaka’s second definition of poetry in i,
6 and the peculiarity involved in the sah/tyo in the third
definition in i, 7 tend to empiasise the same thing,
namely, the essentiality of Vakrokt!, And the scope
of Vakrokti which is a kerécyipare is as wide as that
of Kavya itself (kareh karma). Without Vakrokti, there
is no ckarm of poetry.  Vakrokti alone makes poetry what
it is. [t is the very life (jirita) of poetry (kirya).

If the poet’s genius stands at the root of Vakrokti
and, for the watter of that, of Aacyae itselt, then there
would be infinite varieties of kitryn. Kuntaka is fully

9. tenalankytasya kdvyatvam i sthitth, nra  punah
kavyasyalamkara-vogah. (p. 7, 1. 3-4).

10. It will be seen that Kuntaka’s third definition of poetry
is a direct and logical development from the other two, The
first one lays down that poetry is a product of the poet’s genius ;
the second implies that Alarhkdara or Vakrokti is an essential
factor in kawye and he has already remarked in i, 2 that the
aim of poetic decoration is to give trannscendental delight
(alauk/ka-mmatkarak&ri-waicﬂ;ya) to the reader’s mind. ‘T'he third
definition endows poetry exactly with these characteristics.
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conscious of this fact but, doing away with all minor
distinctions®* he broadly enumerates only three varieties
of Kavya on the basis of the nature of poets vix.,
(1) svabhava-sukumdara or naturally graceful .(2) wicitra
or artistic and (8) wbhayatmaka or an admixture of
these two. He clearly indicates that all the three classes
of poetry serve equally to afford pleasure to the reader ;
one is never inferior to any other in this respect,
becanse each is a product of the poets’ skill and
consequently has a particular merit of its own'?. And
in order to achieve success in one of these varieties of
poetry the poet sets to work on a particular way of
poetic speech which Kuntaka, following Dandin, calls
Marga and which ought to be understood as being
equivalent to Riti of other writers. These Margas
are called kavi-prasthana-hetarak**® or the modes of
poetic practice. Three Margas have been classified,
namely, Sukumadra, Vicitra and Madhyama or
Ubhayitmaka on the basis of the above three varieties
of Kavya. It will be seen later on that this distinction
between the means and the end, namely, the Marga
{(path) and the Kavya, is only theoretical and for all
practical purposes they will be identical. In fact
it may be said that the characteristics of the Kavya
itself have been attributed to the Marga by upacara.

Unlike the other poetic elements of the orthodox

schools, namely, Alarmkara, Rasa and Dhvani, the two
elements Riti and Gupa do not constitute a particular

11, yadyapi kavisvabh@va-bhedae-nibandhanatvad ananta-
bheda-bhinnatvam anivaryain tathaps parisathkhyatum aSakyatvat
samanyena traividhyam evopapadyate. p. 47, 0. 3-5 (vrétd on
i, 24 ).

12. tasmade sam pratyekam asthalita-sva-pavispanda-mahim-
na  tedvid-ahlada-karitya-pavisamapler n@ lkasyacin  nyanala.
Ibid. 1. g-1o.
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variety of Vakrokti in Kuntaka’s theory of poetry but
they come in his treatment as a matter of course, for
every poet takes recourse to one or other of the modes
of poetic composition according to his own natuore.
Kuntaka has dealt with the Riti from the common-sense
point of view ; unlike Vamana and his school he does not
regard it as the soul of poetry for the Marga or Rit,
the way or the mode, is theoretically only a means to an
end and not the end itself. And when the two appear to
be identical we must understand that a figurative use
underlies such identification. Vamana definitely looks
upon the Riti as an essential aspect of the Kavya or the
end itself and not as the way or the Marga through which
one has to arrive at that end. Dandin has never explicitly
stated what theoretical position he assigns to the Riti in
general but his conception of this poetic element as girain
margah or a particular way of poetic speech appears to
be effectively appropriated in the treatments of Kuntaka
and Bhoja (ii, 27).

The Dhvani theorists do not entertain the idea of Riti
in poetry on the ground that it ultimately merges its
identity into Rasa which they consider to be the soul of
poetry. It is evident, therefore, that by the term Riti
they mean, following Vamana, a definite arrangement of
syllables and not Dandin’s mode of poctic speech.
Kuntaka, who follows Dandin in his general conception
of the Riti, naturally looks at it from a broader point of
view. The theoretical position of his Riti being “the way
in which aspiring poets practise”, it does not merge its
identity into Rasa but on the contrary, when every one
who undertakes to write poetry has to take recourse to
one or other of the Margas, it is quite possible that all
the poetic elements like Rasa, Dhvani, Guna and Alar-
kara (which the poet has often to handle) should come
within the scope of his treatment of the Marga.
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Kuntaka criticises the names and classification of the
Ritis as prevailing in the treatments of the Riti theorists.
He does not entertain the idea that Ritis should be named
after the localities in which they are said to flourish for
in that case there would be no limit to the number of the
Ritis inasmuch as there are innumerable localities where
different Ritis may flourish.!®* Nor does he admit that
the composition of a poem can be regarded as a provincial
custom like marrying one’s cousin (matuleya-bhagini) for
a custom often depends solely upon a tradition prevailing
in a particular locality from time immemorial possibly
due to a social convenience, whereas a poem must be a
perfect product of the poet’s genius, culture and
practice.** Kuntaka objects to the classification of Ritis
into good, bad and middling on the ground that proper
diction can be only one, namely, the best and think that if
the classification has been sanctioned by uniform usage it
would be wise to associate it with the names of different
localities without reference to merit,*?

13, ,+eeeeeciranianair vidar bhadi-deSa-viSesa-samasrayanena
vaidar bhi-prabhiytayo 1itayas tisvah samamnaiah, tasam cottamadha-
mamadkyamatva-vaicitryena  trawidhyam. anyai§ ca  vaidarbha-
gaudiyalaksanam  marga-dvitayan  akhyatam.  etaccobhayam apy.
ayukti-yuktam. yasmad deSa-bheda-nibundhanatve  riti-bhedanai
deSanam anantyad asaimthyatvam prasayale.  p. 45, vpiti on i, 24.

14, na ca viSigta-riti-yuktatvena kavya-karapain matuleya-
bhagini-vivahavad deSa dharmataya  vyevasth@payituti  Sakyam.
de$a-dharmo ht vyddha-vyavahara-parampara-matra-Sarapah
Sakyanusthanatam nativartate. latha-vidha-kavya-karagam punah
Saktyadi-karana-kalapa-sakalyam apeksya (?) mana na Sakyate
yatha-katha¥icid anusthatum. Ibid.

15. na ca 1iinam  wtlamadhama~madhyamatva-bhedena
traividhya vyavasth@payiluin nyaypam...... vaidarbhi-sadySa-
saundarya-sambhavan  madhyamadhamayor  upadeSa-vaiyarthyam
ayati......tad  evam  uirvacana-samakhyd-malra-karana-karapatve
deSa-viSesaSrayanpasya na vayar vivadamahe. D, 46, vpiti on i, 214. .
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The true criterion for the mode of poetic composition,
however, is, in Kuntaka’s opinion, the nature and tempera-
ment of the poet. “Kavisvabhdva alone”, as S. K. De
remarks,’® “furnishes the criterion for kaviprasthiia-
ketu”. Some writers are by their very nature competent
to impart to their composition a spontaneous grace
without any special effort and the poetry they compose
belongs to the Sukwmira or naturally graceful variety.'’
This probably corresponds to the Vaidarbhi Riti of the
Riti theorists. Kalidasa (and possibly Asvaghosa) who
are masters of easy flowing verses and adepts in composing
in a lucid and smooth style come under this class. There
are others who have got a natural tendency to compose
in a decorative style, which is amply qualified to charm
the reader although the spontaneous grace of the Swlku-
mira class of poets appears to lack in their compusition.
This is the Vicitra Marga corresponding to the Gaudi
Riti of the Riti theorists. Bhavabhiiti and Bhatta Bana
have been mentioned by Kuntaka to be past masters in
the art of decorative style. There is still another class,
the Madhyama Marga, where the composition is an
admixture of the former two classes of poetry.

In the opinion of Kuntaka, therefore, poetry ought to
be classified according to the genius (3ak#/), training
(zyutpatti) and practice {abkyasa) of different writers. Of
these again Sak#/ or for the matter of that, seabhara is
the most prominent factor for it prompts a poet to follow
that particular track in which his culture and practice
bring into play his inborn quality, facilitate the scope of
his work and help him to achieve success.

16. Introduction to V. J. p. xxxiii.
17.  sukumara-svabhavasya kaves lathavidhaiva sahaja $akiih
samudbhavali...... taya ca  tatha-vidha-saukumarya-ramaniyan
vyutpattim abadhuati. 1abhyar ca sukumara-vartmanabhyasa-tatparal
kriyate. p. 46. Vriti, on i, 24.
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Kitntaka next goes‘_ on to discuss in detail the
characteristics of each Marga and the Gunpas attached to
it. The Sukumard Marga implies a natural grace and a
serene charm prevailing throughout the ¢composition
(saukumarya-parispanda-syandi yatra virgjate i; 28c-d).
which must be free from all external- or artificial decora-
tions. The charm with which it imbues the feaders’
mind flows direcfly from the inmost recess of the poet’s
heart (yat kifican@pt vaicitryain tat sarvai pratibliodbha-
vam 1, 28a-b) so that the reader plunges himself in an
atmosphere of lucidity and transparency ; he is in direct
communion with all the wealth of the poets’ inborn
power. The style is smooth and limpid, plain but lively.
The charming expressions that the poet uses are well=
matched to the ideas (nava-S$abdartha-bandhurak, i, 25b)
and they emanate spontaneously without the least exértion
on his part. Figurative expressions are very seldom
used and even when they are present, they do not appear
as external factors, they fit in aptly with the context in
which they are found and make the situation depieted
more  vividly felt (ayatna-vihita-svalpa~-mariohri-
viblaisanal -1, 25¢-d).- To illustrate this Kuntaka cites
( pp. 49-50 ) the verse : :

balendu-vakrany avikasabhavad |

babhuh palasany atilohitans |

sadyo vasanteng samagalanin |

nakhaksataniva vanasthalinam
Kumarasambhava iii, 29.

from a context where the spring season is being
described. Thus the epithets balenduvakrani, atilohitarni
and sadyo dvasantena samagatanam belong to the
objects -of nature, namely, palasans and vanasthilinan,
yet in this. particular context the association of the
buman attribute nakha-ksata with vanasthali has not at all
been out of place, on the contrary, the poetic figuré
17
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utpreksa involved in nakhaksatoriva has considerably
added to the vividness of the situation. Kuntaka
further emphasises in this Marga the prominence of the
natural characteristics of all objects as seen through the
poets’” eye and appear to hold that a successful deli-
neation of the svabhidva of objects affords greater charm
than extraneous ornamentation conferred by the poets’
training and practice ( bkava-svabhava-pradkanya-
nyakkrtoharya-kausalah...... i, 26a-b). In Kuntaka’s
opinion, genius, ( $akti or svabhiva ) being itself the
ingrained quality of the poet, it is better suited to portray
the svabhava of objects than depicting a situation where
ornamentation plays a prominent part for this latter
depends not only upon the genius of the poet but also
upon some amount of culture and practice. This
Sukumara Marga is all the more charming because the
poet successfully depicts and creates a situation as a
result of which the reader feels a thrill of pleasure
( rasadi-paramirtha-)Tia-manahsamvada-sundarak i, 26¢-
d ) but heis so lost in the atmosphere that he can never
account for the transcendental delight he achieves
( avibharita-sotesthana-ramoniyaka-rafijakah. 1, 27a-b ).
The poets’ art is by its very nature as abstruse as the
creation of the creator which fascinates the beholder
but does not enable him to understand the skill which
produces it'"  ( widhi-vaidagdhya-nispanna-nirmanati-
Sayopamah. i, 27c-d ). Some external elements, namely,
the bee and its forest tract, have been brought in just
to show the inherent grace of the Sukumara Mairga.
Just as the wild flowers grow and blossom without any
human care and supply the bees with nectar, so the
Sukumara Marga or more correctly its corresponding

18. It is worthy of mention here that critics like Mammata
take the poets’ art as being wiyati-kyta-niyama-rakita. It is even
better than the creation of the creator,
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class of poetry is composed without any special efforts
on the part of the poet whose genius works absolutely
unaided by any artificial training.*® Tt is thus seen that
the Sukumara Mairga (i) demands an all—ljouhd natural
grace due to the full play of the poets’ genius, (ii) leaves
alone all artificial decorations possible only to wide
culture and practice, (iii) lays emphasis upon the
portrayal of the svabhava of objects and (iv) regards
the depiction of Rasa as a very important factor so as
to create situations with which the capable reader finds
it easy to identify himself without much previous
training and to make them as it were, a part and parcel
of his own experience.

The Gunas have been treated along with the Marga
to which they belong. A group of four Gunas of the
same name but with different characteristics has been
attached to each of the Sukumara and Vicitra Margas.
These are Madhurya, Prasada, Lavanya and Abhijatya.
Two other Gupas namely, Aucitya and Saubhagya, are
said to be present in all compositions. The characte-
ristics of the Gunas are in conformity with those of the
Mirgas to which they belong. In other words, the
main features of all the Gupas of a particular Marga
taken together should be, in Kuntaka’s opinion, favourable
to the characteristics of the Marga itself.?® Accordingly
in the Sukumara Marga, the Gupas have been thus
characterised. '

(1) MADHURYA*'—a proper disposition of charm-
ing expression is the remarkable characteristic of this

19. sukumarabhidhah so ’yam yena satkavayo gatih |
margenotphulla-kusuma-kananeneva satpadah \ i, 29,

20. margesu gupanam samudsya-dharmata ( p. 71, 1. 20)

21, Kuntaka explains under i, 33 that although Madhurya
and Prasada are, really speaking, the properties of molasses,
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excellence. The expressions should preferably be free
from compound words (asamasta—manorzam pada-vinyasa-
jzwmm L 30a—b) and miist be arranged In a way: that
they may serve to give dehght tg the readers’ ear and
mmd (smtwamyatvena arthammamyatvena ca hv"daya—
kladakam Vrtti on i, 80). It should be noted that the
charaetenstm features §ruti-ramyatve. and  artha-ramani-
yatva tend to make Kuntaka’s Madhurya (Sukumara
Marga) equlvalent to Dandm s Guna of the same name in
1ts two- fold aspect, ;

(2) PRASADA—Tms excellence res,1des Where the
meaning of the Words and, for the ma’c’oer of that, the
intention of the speaker is qulckly understood W1thout
any - difficulty and where Rasa and Vakrokti are playmrr
an important part 22 The ease of comprehensmn is due,
Kuntaka thlnks, to paucity of compound words (padanam
asamastatvmn) the wuse of  well'’known  epithets
(pmszddkabh@dkanatvam) directness of association amongst
the words used (avyavahita-sambandhatvam) and absence
of dlfﬁculty in understandmg the connection of words if

water or crystal yet .they can be taken to be kzvyadharma by
upvaczim or transference, the motive of the transference being to
establish the character respectively of delighting the reader
(ahladakaritvs) and of shining clearly (sphutavabhasitva). Similarly
in the case of Lavanya and Abhijatya, the motives are fascinating
the mind of the reader (cetmzammatkﬁritfva) and  the
eharactensuc of possessing a natural grace reepectwely

22. akle§a-wyan/1takutam Jhagityartha samarpanam |
rasa- -vakrokti-visayam yat prasadah sa kathyate| ii, 31.

It will appear from Kuntaka’s exposition vakroktih
sakalalaimkara-samanyam) " that the term Vakrokti as used here
is onlyasyrnbol for poetic figures and it is idle to read in it its
usual all-encompassing character for When it has ‘been already
en]omed that no . poetry is charming without Vakrokti, there is
ne point in advocating @ts presence in connection _:with a
pirticular Guna,
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and when compounded (samisq-sadbhive’pi gamaka-sama-
sa-yuktata). It is interesting to note that almost -all
writers of poetics agree with regard to the one important
character of Prasida, namely, ease of comprehension
whatever it may be due to.

8) LKVANYA—éonsists in the beauty of structure
arising as a total effect out of a proper disposition of
charming words and syllables®?.

(4) ABHIJATYA —is a natural grace belonging to
the composition (svabhava-masrpacchayam. i, 33b) which
regales the ear (§ruti-pedalata-3ali. i, 33a) and at the same
time enraptures the heart (susparsam iva cetasa. i, 33b).
This Guna, therefore, combines within it the rare
character of giving the reader both mental and sensuous
delight. Thus the verse,

Jyotir-lekha-valaye galitamn yasya varham bhavang |
puttra-pritya kuwvalaya-dala-prap: karne karoti

23. varpa-vinyasa-vicchitti-pada-sandhana-sampada |
svalpaya bandha-saundaryar lavanyam abhidhiyate
i, 32.
The indispensable relationship of this particu}ar Gu‘gﬂa
Lavapya with word-structure (dandkha) ought not to be lost
sight of. Ini, 22 Kuntaka has demanded the presence of two
qualities, namely, Lavanya and Saubhigya in bendka or
structure which has been defined thus :—
vacya-vacaka-saubkigya-lavapya-pariposatah |
yyapara$ali vakyasya vinyaso bandha ucyate. ||
Here too, the excellence has.been identified with beauty . of
structure ( bandha-saundarya ). An analogy of word-structure
with the human body appears to underly Kuntaka’s conception of
this particular Gupa. The charmingness belonging to every
word and syllable contributes to the beauty of the composition
as a whole just as the neat delicacy of every particular limb
of the human frame gives rise, as a total effect, to a profound
but unspeakable grace that reigns supreme over thg beauty of the
particular limbs, : '
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Cited as an illustration from the Meghadiita, i, 44
regales the ear of the reader by presenting a jingling of
sounds in the form of the alliteration of the several
syllables ¢, 7, [, k and p and at the same time the life-like
picture of the Goddess wearing the bright plumes of the
peacock on her ear brings a flood of delight to his mind.

The Vicitra Marga, according to Kuntaka’s opinion,
is very difficult to travel on (ati-duhsaicarah...i, 43a) and
very few learned poets could compose the Vicitra or
artistic ‘variety of poems. This Mirga has been compared
to a road strewn with the cdges of swords (bhadgadhora-
patha, i, 43c) which is taken only by brave heroes. This
suggests, as Kuntaka himself holds, that this class of
composition is extremely difficult to handle and those,
who venture to take recourse to it, certainly possess the
necessary power arising from wide culture and practice
(tad anena miargasya durgamatvain tatprasthitanam co
viharana-praudhih pratipadyate p. 58, 1. 8-9). In this
Mairga the word and its sense appear to be endowed with
a certain vakratd even in the first expressions of a
poet’s genius, 7. e. before it has had the advantage of
being backed by training in his art (pratibha-pra-
thamodbheda-samaye. i, 34a). Here, the poet has such
a fondness for the use of poetic figures that he is not
satisfied unless he can file one Alammkdra upon another
like the setting of jewels at intervals in a necklace®*,
One of the verses which Kuntaka cites as illustrating
this character of the Vicitra-Marga is :

namapyanya-taror nemilitam abhiit tat tavad
unmilitam |
prasthane skhalatah sva-vartmani vidher anyair
grhitah karah ¢

24. alamkarasya kavayo yatvalamkavanantaram |
asantusta nibadhnanti harader mani-bandhgvat ) i, 35.
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lokas caywm-adysta-darsana-krta drg-vaisasad
uddhyto |

yuktam kasthika lanavén yad asi iam amralim
akalikim
V. J. pp. 59-60, cited also in Subhasitavali, No. 1017.
This verse brings two distinct ideas—one expressed
and another unexpressed. The ultimate object of the
speéker is to condemn a man who is hazarding much
to gain a trivial object. This is the suggested idea
which arises from the one expressed, namely, censuring
the woodman for the wrong course of action he has taken
in cutting down a mango tree that bears fruit out of
season (which is certainly a rare and therefore coveted
object). Thus the suggested sense here involves the,
figure Aprastuta-pra§amsi where the matter in context
(prastuta) is arrived at from one foreign to it. But
the peculiarity of the poets’ skill in this verse lies
in the fact that even the expressed sense 1tself namely,
condemnation of the woodcutter, has. been arrlved
at not directly but through another figurative expression,
namely, Vyaja-stuti where there is seen apparent praise
for the object that is really desired to be condemned
and wvice versa. Though in this particular = instance,
the intentien of the speaker is clearly to censure the
woodman, it does not seem so from the expressions
used ; on the contrary, there is a garb of admiration
for the woodcutter who has been apparently depicted
to be invested with the credit of conferring great benefit.
upon all concerned by extirpating -the mango tree
which was alleged to have (1) overlapped other trees
(2) checked the free course of the sun’s rays and
(3) obstructed the sight of the horizon. Thus, the’
expressed Alamkara Vyaja-stuti may be taken to have
heightened the charm involved in the suggested Alamkara.
Aprastuta-pra$ainsa. Kuntaka also remarks in connectmni
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with the position of poetic figures in this Mirga that
they shine so conspicuously by themselves (bhrajamanair
ngatmand, i, 37b) that they appear to render the ideas,
which they adorn, subordinate to them just as the
outstanding glory of the rays of gems serve to decorate
the body of ladies even casting their natural beauty
into the background. In fact, it is the Alamkaras
which make up the reason why the alamkiirya (the word
and its sense) that has been rendered subordinate to it
(sva-Sobh@’tisayantahstham. i, 37¢) should come to light
(prakasyate. 1, 37d). This amounts to saying that the
alaimkarya is so much overshadowed by its embellishments
that the former seems to have no separate existence
gxcept when it appears along with the latter®®. The
illustrations katamaly pravijrmbhita-virahavyathal §tnya-
tam nito deSaly and kani ca punyabhavgi bhajantyabhi-

25. We would do well to recollect here Kuntaka’s dictum
alaikytasya kavyatvem iti sthitih etc. (quoted in fn,g). That
being Kuntaka’s conception of poetry—it is easy to understard
that the Alamkara (vatya-vairata) aspect of Vakrokti is all-in-all
in the artistic variety of his conception of poetry (Vicitra Marga},
Rasa and Dhvani occupy a definite place in the Vicitra Marga no
doubt, but we should not forget that they do not belong exclusively
to this M3rga inasmuch as there is scope for them in the Sukumiara
Marga too. What really counts in this Mirga is, therefore, the
exuberance of poetic figures before which the svarZipa or svabhava
of objects dwindles into insignificance. a@harya-kavi-kausala or the
product of the poets’ culture functions more prominently than
sahaja~kavi-kausale or the product of the poets’ genius. In fagt,
the poets’ genius works behind all classes of poetry but whereas
the Sukumira (plain or artless) siyle emanates exclusively from
the inborn resources of the poet and as such it appeals to the
capable reader without any difficulty, the Vicitra or decorative
style abounds in ornamentations and naturally it presupposes a
certain amount of culture both on the part of the poet and the
connoisseur. This is the most important point of distinction
between the Sukumira and the Vicitra Margas,
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khyam aksarant ( p. 61 V. J.) cited from the Harsacarita
( ch. i. p. 25 ) will show that the Alamkara (Aprastutapra-
§arhssi ) alone imparts to the sentences in question
whatever charm they possess. Otherwise their plain
meanings in the form of the enquiries ‘whence do you
come ? and ‘what is your name ? would have been
a matter-of-fact speech devoid of all  poetry. A
strikingness in the speech (wuk#vaicitryamaira 1i. 38c)
imparts an excellent charm even to an objeet which is
stale and tasteless (yad apy an@ianollekham i, 38a). A
free play.of the poets genius (pratibhollekha-mahativena
1, 39 c-d) enables him to conceive according to his sweet
will, a certain object in a different way from what it
really represents. In fact, this is the only principie
underlying the Vieitra Marga, nay, poetical composition
itself?®,

The true skill of a poet lies in his power of conception
and depiction. Poetry is poetry because the poets’ skill
endows even a fact of common expericnce with a
fascinating garb so that it enraptures the reader’s heart.
We have seen that Kuntaka’s Vicitra Marga demands a
considerable amount of artistic decoration (vaiciirya or
atiSaya) but it is also worth remembering that some
amount of a#iSaya prevails throughout his theory of
poetry. Even in the Sukumara Marga where prominence
is given to the svabhava of things there is some scope
of this factor for “the poet, as any true artist, sees or
conceives the very same thing not in the same way as
the common people®’”. A description of the svabhive
of objects charms us only because we see it through the

26. We ought to read in this connection  the memorable
verse of the Agnipurana :
aparve kavyasamsave kaviy eva prajapatih |
yathavai (smai ) vocate visvas tathedain parvivartate |

; . 339 10
27. S. K, De, Introduction to V. J. p, X1X, fn. 19.

18
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poet’s eye. The Vicitra Marga has been further
charaCterised as  possessing an unexpressed “sense
beyond the expressive word and the expressed idea
(m‘zcya_—vdcaka-/Ug‘ﬁibhym’n vyatiriktasya  vakyarthasya,
i, 40). Tt also depicts (badhyate) the nature of objects
as full of emotional intentions (svabhavah sarasakutah,
i, 41a) stimulated by superior skill on the part of the
poet. In short, all phases of striking embellishments
' are conspicuously present in this Mirga and some
indescribable artistic excellence prevails throughout
(kenapi kamaniyena vaicitryenopabyrinkitah i, 41c-d).

It will be clear from the above that wide scope has
heen preserved in this Marga for the poets’ depiction
of Rasa, Dhvani and particularly Alarmkara. The -first
four verses, i, 34-37 discuss the important part - which
the figures of poetry play in this Marga. Verses
i,. 40-41 determine the place of Dhvani and Rasa
respectively. From what can be gleaned from the
character of Dhvani and Rasa here, it appears that
Kuntaka doesnot differ fundamentally from the Dhvani
theorists in his conception of these two elements. To
the process of abhivyakti he explicitly agrees as will be
clear from his remarks :—tad-atertkia-vriter anyasya
vyangya-bhitasya-blivyaktih  kriyate (p. 64, 11. 7-8).
And last of all Kuntaka appears to admit in i, 38-39
and i, 42 that sometimes the beauty of a poem may
not be explained in terms of Rasa, Dhvani or any poetic
figure but the fact remains that the poem imparts a
profound delight to the reader’s mind. This, Kuntaka
thinks, is due to the peculiar power of the poets’ skill
which he calls wkti-vaicitrya and vakrokti-vaicitrya. - This
vakrokti-vaicttryo, as we have previously seen, runs
throughout all poetic compositions but it is better felf
when the beauty of the composition cannot be explained
in terms of any of the orthodox poetic elements.
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The four Gunas, which belong to the- Vlcltra Marga,
have been thus characterised :— - :

(1) MADHURYA—being itself free from 'loose-
ness?® (tyakto-Saithilyam i, 440), it contributes to. the
charmingness of diction (bandha—bandlmmtc‘w'zgatdm'yatz' i,
44d) and displays a certain amount of the poets’ pecuhar .
skill (vaidagdhya-syands i, 44a). ' : ’

.(2) PRASADA—Tt has been deﬁned in two dlﬁ’erent
versos. The first verse appears to be a curious blending
of two ' contradictory’ characteristics®°*—namely, this
excellence consists of uncompounded expressions {perhaps’
to ensure a quick grasp of the sense) as well as some
amount of compactness ojah sprSan=uttanatoya vyava-
sthitah) which he attributes to the presence of compound
words (ojasah samasavats vritih... vyt on i, 45, p. 66)."
The second definition implies ease of comprehensions
due to the close connection between sentences just like
the association between the words®®

It will be seen, therefore, that there is very slight
distinction-between the different aspects of the Prasada
as found in the two Margas. The characteristics involved
in' both of the verses here are almost equivalent to-
those enumerated in the w7ff2 under i, 31, in " connection
with the Sukumara Marga. Kuntaka himself explicitly-
lays down that Prasada as found in the first verse in
Vicitra Marga is almost the same as that in the
Sukumara Marga, a touch of Ojas or compactness of

_ 28, This corresponds partly to Dandin’s élesa.
29. asamasta-pada-nyasah prasiddhah kavi-vartmani |
kificid ojah spySan prayak pradsado 'pyatra dysyate|
Sl . : s
30. gumakani nibadhyante vakye vakyantarany api |
padanivatra ko'pyesa prasidasyaparah krvamah | .
Co e i, 46,
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structure due to the presence of compounds words being
only an additional characteristic here (p#@ireasnse
prasada-laksane saty ojahsaimsparseinddram (ha codhiyate
p. 67).

(3) LAVANYA—is conspicuously present where the
words (padaik) which are made up of short and long
(due to their being immediately previous to some
conjunct) syllables (krasevaih sainyogpiirvaisen, i, 47¢), do
not drop the wisarges (alupta-visargantaih i, 47a) but are
closely connected with one another (profail parasporam
i, 47%).

(4) ABHIJATYA—is found where the composition
is neither too soft (nati-komalacchayam, i, 48a) nor too
harsh (nati-kathinyam udvahat, i, 48b) but it is charming
by reason of the profound skill of the poet ( prawudhi-
rdridtain, i, 48d),

Kuntaka remarks that the Gunas attached to the
Vicitra Marga are practically not much different in
character from those of the Sukumara Mirga.®** On the
other hand, these are the selfsame Gunas with some
additiona! characteristiecs such as have naturally crept
in on account of the emphasis laid upon the poets’
aharya-kouiola.®® But judging independently, it is
difficult to see how excepting Priasada (which may
somehow be taken to have developed from the character
of the same QGuna as attributed by Kuntaka in the
vriti under i, 31), the other Gunas of the Vicitra Marga
have any likeness with the corresponding Gunas of the
Sukumara Mirga unless it is conceded that (i) the

31. For a comparative study of the Gunas in the two Margas,
Haradatta Sarma’s paper on ‘Kuntaka’s Conception of Gunas’ in
1. H. Q. June, 1932, p. 265.

32, ewvam sukwmara-vihitanam eva gunanam vicitve kascid
atisayah sampadyata iti boddhavyam (p. 69).
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characteristics of Lavanya as shown in i, 47 (Vicitra
Marga) illustrate the aspects varna-vinyasa-vicchitti and
pada-sandhinasampat as referred to in i, 32 (Sukumara
Marga), (i) the character of Abhijatya as_ found in the
first two feet of i, 48 (Vicitra) illustrate the Srutipedalata
referred to in 1, 33 and (iii) the epithet praudhi-nirmitam
in i, 48 stands 'in contrast with svabhava-masrnacchayam
in i, 33 because the one demands the poets’ aharye
kau$ale and the other sahaja. S

The Madhyama Marga, as we have: -already  seen,
is an admixture of the other two Margas. Here, both
the poets’ natural skill and the power of his artistic
ornamentation shine equally (sahajaharya-$obhit’ tésaya-
$alinaw i, 49c-d). All the charms that are derived from
the two extreme types of poetry vie with one another
in this type (spardhayd yaitra vartante marga-dvitaya-
sampadak..i, ble-d) and it is equally attractive to readers
of all tastes (ranaruci-manoharak i, 51b). All the Gunas
like Madhurya and others manifest their twosfold charaeter.
(as found in the extreme Margas) and consequently
enhance the structural excellence. Those who want to
maintain a high standard of poetic beauty in which a
natural grace as well as the art of decoration should
equally thrive, take a special delight in this mode of poetic.
speech like a gallant fellow who practises a neat toilet®®.

33. atravocakinah kecicchaya-vaicitrya-vaFiake |
vidagdha-nepathya-vidhau bhujanga iva sadarah i i, 52
avocakinak literally means ‘the disconteanted’. The simile
has been very suitable here. Justas a gallant fellow frequently
changes his toilet, tests this and that till he thinks himself to be
properly dressed, the discontented writer also cannot rest satisfied
with a particular kind of composition. His very nature prompts
him to follow whatever he finds convenient for him,.it being
understood, that he possesses the necessary: power to adopt - both

the modes of poetic speech according to his sweet will,
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Besides the group of four Gupas characterising the
Sukumira and the Vicitra Margas, Kuntaka cpumerates
two other Gunas, namely, AUCITYA and SAUBHAGYA
which, in his opinion, should be present in all compositions.
They are common to the three Margas.

(i) AUCITYA or propriety is the striking
expression in which the excellence of an object is rightly
depicted®*. To observe propriety is an essential factor
in describing any object and, as a matter of fact, without
it the poets’ art fails to impart charm.

In the verse :
upagird puruhtasyaisa sendnivesas
tatom aparam it odres tead-balany avasantu |
dhruram iha karinas te durdharah sannikarse
sura-goja-mada-lekha-saurabham na ksamarde -

V. J.p. 72

the speaker wants to express the Majesty of the king
concerned and this has been done in a fitting way by
the figure Vyatireka which does not really establish the
superiority of the king to Indra but describes his
Majestic glory. Ilence, the atiSaye involved in the
figure Vyatireka has not been taken rccourse to for its
own sake but merely to observe the propriety in describing
the king’s glory.

Aucitya has been further defined as that quality
where the object of description is overshadowed, as it
were, by the excellent or superior character of the speaker
or the person spoken to®°., It consists in imparting
such peculiarity to the matter of discourse as may appear

34. aiyasena svabhavasya makattvain yena posyate |
prakarena tad aucitvam wcitihhyna~ivitam 11, §3.

35.. yatra vaktuh pramatuy va vacyam Sobha’tisayina |
acchadyate svabhavena tad apy aucityam ycyate } i, 54.
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to be infull conforrnity with the character of the speaker
or of the person spoken to. In the verse,

Surira-matrena nay endra tzsﬂzan—

nabhasi tirtha-pratipaditar ddhzk l
aranyakopatta-phala-prasatih |

stambena nivara twavosistal | o

V. J. p. 73 cited from Raghuvmmsa V, 15.

the _speaker is the sage Kautsa and consequently the
comparison of king Raghu {(who has completely exhausted
his wealth) with the stalk (from which the corn has been
taken by the sages) is very apf in his mouth. In fact
Raghu’s comparison with anything else would have been
out of place under the circumstances described. It is
necessary to bear in mind that the Dhvani theorists
judge the importance of auciiya in connection with
Rasa alone. They frame some binding rules for the
observance of aucitya or propriety so that the poet
is not free to write anything he likes but he must carefully
consider the situation that he wants depict and anything
that is likely to  prove detrimental to it must be
rigorously abandoned. Thus arises the necessity of
regulating the character of the waktr, the vacya, the
bhiwa, vibhave and anubh@ve etc., in conformity with
the Rasa which the poet wants to-depict. Any violation
of this rule of propriety gives rise to a violation of
Rasa  (rasa-bhanga) or (rasabhisa)®® and therefore, ¢
it is to be discredited by all means. Even the style of
composition must be in harmony with the nature of the
subject. Ksemendra was so much impressed with the
necessity of the observance of propriety that he wrote
a separate book, the Aucitya-vicara-carcea, in which he

36. anaucityad yte nanyad vasabhangasya kdvanam |
pmstddhaucztya -bandhas tu rasasyopanisat para )
: oo Quotéd in the Dhvanyiloka, p. 145.
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boldly laid down that awuréitya is the very soul of poetry.
Although Kuntaka’s definition of eucitya is not very
precise, yet he has maintained its all-important character
by regarding it as an excclience present in all the
varieties of kaeya.

(i) SAUBHAGY A—has been defined under i, 22
as  pratibha-soinrambha~phalabhiitam  cetana-comathar-
tealaksapam—the quality of giving a peculiar delight
to the mind as a result of the full play of the poets’
power. In i, 55 the same thing is meant although in
an abbreviated form®’. In the next verse Kuntaka,
remarks that this Gupa results from the poets’ knowledge
of all the resources of good composition and as such
it is an essential factor in poctry.

It will appear from the above although Kuntaka treats
of the Gunas in connection with Riti or Marga, he does
not restrict them to that element alone as has been done
by the Riti theorists. In fact, his conception of Riti
itself is much wider than that of Vamana. Thus, he
enumerates three Ritis corresponding to the three distant
varieties of karya, classified on the basis of the poets’
Sakti, cyutpatti and abhydsa. Vakrokti, which, in his
opinion, is the very life of poetry, naturally predominates
in all the varieties of k@vya and for the matter of that in
all the Margas or Ritis, Vakrokti, in its turn, has becn
classified into six different wvarieties, including within its
wide scope all the important poetic elements of the
orthodox schools wvix Rasa, Dhavani and Alamkara.
It follows, therefore, that all the poetic elements (Rasa,
Dhvani and Alankara) cannot but attach themselves to
one or other of Kuntaka’s Ritis—a position apparently
in conflict with that of most of the orthodox theorists.

37.  .....yadartharm pratibha kavep |
samyak, satnrabhate tasya gunah saubhdgyam ucyate
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Kuntaka does not appear to havé observed any theoreti-
cal distinction between the different elements of kawya
as such and considering the all-important character of
his theory of Vakrokti, it is idle to expect him to have
drawn such a clear-cut distinction. Thus, @harya-$obha
which is the characteristic feature of the Vicitra Mérga
depends mostly upon the employment of poetic figures or
Alarkaras. Dhvani and Rasa are elements which have
unhampered scope in all the Margas. The Guna Prasada
as belonging to the Sukumara Marga has been defined in
terms of Rasa and Vakrokti. The Gunas, Saubhagya
and Aucitya, are said to be present in all compositions
irrespective of the fact that they contain Rasa or' Dhwani.
These are facts which will bring home to us the futility’
of looking for a’clear-cut distinction between one poetic:
element and another in the treatment of Kuntaka. He
has never ignored the othodox elements. - On the contrary, ;
he has recognised them whenever they came in his way
but at the same time he is very particular not to establish )
the ‘superiority of one over the others. So long as the :
different poetic elements of the orthodox schools consti- -
tute a particular aspect of his theory of Vakrokti, they
all stand on the same level—one is never superior to the
others. In his opinion beauty is beauty ; it ought to be
judged in its entirety. You may call the decorating element
of the kawya a Guna or an Alamkara, that is not of.
essential importance.

It is'also worth mentioning that Kuntaka has tried
to keep his Gunas generally free all touch of minor -
technicalities. He has attributed to them broad character- -
istics as far as possible and has enumerated only ‘a few -
of them, leaving it for the readers to judge for themselves -
the various poetic excellences which' the poet might
display. He characterises the Gunpas as chayavarcitrya
(p. 71) or striking varieties of poetic beauty. He- appears

19
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to hold that by the term gwpa we should understand
‘excellence’ which is the usual connotation of the word.
In the theory of poetry we should mean by it ‘poetic
excellence’ which inevitably varies according to the fancy
and imagination for different poets and the taste and
power of appreciation of the readers. It does not brook
rigid definition or hard-and-fast and stereotyped -classifi-
cation. The merit of a poem depends entirely on the
individual power and skill of the poet concerned.
Kuntaka himself has clearly remarked na purah
sikalyena  sat-kavi-kausdla-prakiranim  kenacid — api
svorapam ablidhatum paryate {p. T1).

We should note here that with all his attempts at
demonstrating this fundamental fact with regard to the
standards of poetics, Kuntaka’s characterisation of the
Gunas and for the matter of that of the theory of
poetry itself lacks precision. We have already seen that
it is difficult to understand how the second set of his
Gupas belonging to the Vicitra Marga is a direct
development from the first set. And even the indivi-
dual Gunas do not always bring a definite idea of the
characteristics they represent. It is sometimes difficult
to distinguish a particular Guna from another in the
same Marga. For instance, in Sukumiara Marga, the
Gupa Abhijatya serves equally to regale the ear and
enrapture the heart of the reader and as such it is not
theoretically different from Madhurya where the word
structure possesses, amongst other characteristics,
Sruti-ramyatva and artha-ramapiyetva. Then again, in
both the Gunas Madhurya and Lavanya are involved the
beauty of word-structure and the charm it affords, ome
would like to understand wherein the beauty of structure
lies and in what different ways the two Gupas work so
as to delight the reader. The sweet and melodious
verses which embody the karikas and the grand literary
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style of the vrfti which contains an exposition of then
do not always help the reader to form any definit
impression except that Kuntaka combines in him the
rare qualities both of a critic and of a poet. He has
of course, spared no pains to form a definite and uniquc
theory of poetry. Yet his theory has remamed mdeﬁmtx
to his readers.

But this is not the fault of Kuntaka alone. If his
theory is indefinite, the treatment of some of the writers
of the orthodox schools is equally mechanical an¢
confusing. = The earlier theorists, in their attemp:
at precision, had made their treatment narrow and toc
much mechanical (as will be partly evident from the
individual Gunas of Vamana and Dandin). Kuntaka
while trying to keep himself free from such narrownes:
and to form a comprehensive theory of poetic beauty, has
allowed himself to be drawn into grandiloquent expre
ssions and vague generalisations. The exposition of the
Dhvani theorists, in spite of their attempts to explair
the deeper aspects of poetry, is sometimes so confusing
that the student of the Alamkara-§astra finds himsel:
puzzled when he is lost in the ten thousand four hundrec
and fifty five varieties of Dhvani and the divisions anc
" subdivisions of - Utpreksa.®® We must not forget that ir
the treatment of one who, on pi'inlciple, keeps an eye or
the scope of individual power, some amount of Vagueness'
and lack of precision is bound to come in just as, or
the contrary an attempt at precision inevitably shuts
out the scope of broad generalisation. It is, therefore
fair to admit that each theonst has formulated his
theory in the best possible way he could and we shal
be easily reconciled to all minor defects of every
writer if we remember a plain but indisputable fact that

38. cf Kavyapraka$a, s@ira 65, ch. 1V, and Sahityadarpana
(Kars 686-91)-ch, X, respectively. .
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the writers of the Alamkara-§astra undertook the difficult,
nay, impossible, task of formulating a definite theory
about something which is by its very nature indefinable.
It may be safely asserted, therefore, that the defects
spoken of do not greatly minimise the importance of
Kuntaka’s treatment. On the other hand, due credit
must be paid to him for being the only writer in the
whole range of Alamkara literature to have touched
upon the element of individuality in poetic composition
—a question altogether ignored by the orthodox theorists.
But the sturdy independence, which prompted him to
formulate a novel theory of Poetics without adhering to
the teachings of the orthodox schools, was responsible
for his failure to attract any following in the later history
of the discipline,

B
BHOJA

Bhoja, author of the Sarasvati-kanthabharana® appears
to follow a tradition quite different from the orthodox
speculations although his treatment maintains in many
places, unmistakable traces of the influence of most of
his predecessors of the pre-dhvani schools. His work
is undoubtedly a compilation like the Alamkara portion
of the Agnipurana of which we shall treat later on.

1. Here we shall discuss Bhoja’s treatment only so far as
is found in this book. It has not been possible for us to utilise
-his other work, the égfxgara—'prakés’a, a manuscript of which is
lying only in the Govt, Qriental Mss, Library, Madras,
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But. although he has not been able to weave any theory
;worth_the name due credit must be given to him for
-presentmtr us with * the traditional information and
.explaining it profusely with copious illustrations chosen
from.the earlier texts of Sanskrit Literature.

" In his definition of kavya (nirdosarn gunavat ka@yam ‘
alamkararr alainkytarn rasanvitem......1, 2) he mentions
the different elements of poetry somewhat uncritically.
‘Although he mentions Rasa in his definition, he does
not, appear to assign to it a more important place than
to Guna and Alamkara. It is needless to mention that,
like all other writers, he requires karya to be kept clear
'of Dosgas. and in the very first chapter of his work he
deals with Dosas that are to be carefully avoided. As
a matter of fact he would recomimend no one to the
composing of poetry who has not qualified himself by
properly understanding- the = characteristics of - the
different Dosas belonging to pada, vakye and vakyartha'
The Dosas are enumerated as sixteen under each of
these three classes, but we are not directly concerned
with them here excepting the Aritimat set of vakyadosas
i, 19-20. The Aritimat, as the very name indicates,
serves to make R1t1 defective by the prominence given to
the wiparyayas or opposites of some standard excellence
in a composition. This set of Dosas has been divided
into three classes according as they belong to the sphere
of the word, the sense or'both®.” To each of these three
classes belong thres individual Dosas so that we have

1. evanm padandim vikyanam vakyarihanam ca yah kavik |
dosan heyatayd vetti sa kavyarmr kavtum avhati | i. §8.

2. gunanim dy$yate yatra Slesadinim wparyayah |
aritimad it prahus tat tridhaiva pracaksate \

. $abdarthobhaya-yogasya pradhanyat pmthamam trzdlza |
bhiitva Slesadi-yogena punas tred/;opaja)'ate 11, 28-29.
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altogether nine wiparyaya-dosas corresponding to the
nine out of ten standard excellences of Dandin. It is
interesting to note, in this connection, that Bhoja really
deals with two sets of Gunas, ¢it, (1) one set of nine
Gunas in connection with the Ritis and (2) an indepen-
dent set of twenty-four Gupas, The first set of nine
Gunas, however, also appears enumerated by the same
names in the other set but that it forms a separate set
by itself is clear from the fact that the nine Gunas
mentioned under this set do not often bear the same
characteristics as the nine enumerated in the other
set. These nine Gunpas mentioned in connection with
the Ritis have not, however, been exactly defined or
characterised but their nature and function have to be
comprehended by implication from the Aritimat set
of Dosas which are said to be the viparyayas of these
Gunas.

From the manner of Bhoja’s treatment of the
Aritimat set of Dosas, it will appear that regarding the
(Gtunas that are attached to the Ritis, Bhoja’s views are
almost similar to those of Dandin. The following
table of Bhoja’s viparyayas will show to what extent
Bhoja has been directly influenced by Dandin in the

matter ;—

viparyaya-dosas Corresponding Grunas
deducible from them.

I Sithila (looseness) )
(illustration—same as Slesa (compactness)

Dandin’s i, 43.)

II. Visama (un-evenness)
(illustration—same as Samata (evenness)

Dandin’s i, 48.)
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ITI. Kathora (harshness)® , , :
({lustration—different Saukumiryya (soft-
from Dandin’s)* ness to be distinguish-

ed from looseness)®
‘IV. Aprasanna (Farfetchedness) :

(iHlustration—same as = ' Prasada (Lucidity)
Dandin’s i, 46) '
V. Neyartha (inference of sense) ,
(illustration—same. as Arthavyakti (explicit--

Dandin’s i, 74) - ness-of sense).

VI. Gramya (vulgarity) '

’ - (illustration—same as ‘Kanti (:dignity - or:
Dandin’s 1, 63) agreeability)

VII. Asamasta (absence of com-
" pound-words) Ojas ( abundance of
" (illustration—taken " from compound Words)
(Dandin’s madhurya-
“‘viparyaya i, 59)
VIIL Anirvyidha (incompletness) _ _
" (illustration—own)® Madhurya (sweetness)’

3. Saukumiarya-viparyasat kathova upajayate i, 32.
© 4.7 asttartitug adricchit svah-ksitam patir advidyhk
amidbhih Subhradygdystair dviso jeghniyisista vah |
i, illustrative verse 43.
atrati-kathavatvad asaukumaryam supratitam eva, »
The above verse has been cited from Bhamahg i, 46, where
it appears as an illustration of a non-technical Dosa, vix,, Gugdha-
$abdabhidhina, The meaning is hidden in the sense that it is
arrived at in a round-about way. For instance, asitarfitub means
“the son (¢uk) of one who has (i. e, leaves behind ) a black (asita
=inot white) path- (7#7)). Bhoja, however, judges the Dosahere
from the point of view of bandha alone,
5. See pp. 72-3...ch. V_ where the question has been dis- .
cussed in connection with Dandin’s Sukumarata, :
6. nakhingt ¢a nadinaiv ca Syuginam Sastva-paginam |
_vi§vaso naiva kartayyah strisu n‘zja-kule;'u ca i, ill. v, 48.
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IX. Analamkira (want of strik-
ingness)
(illustration - own)’ Audarya (elevation)

It may be seen from the above table that the Aritimat
set of Bhoja’s Dosas numbers nine instead of ten
because of Dosa corresponding to the Samadhi-gupa of
the Riti theorists is lacking in his enumeration. Most
of the wiparyaya-dosas of Bhoja correspond generally
in form and spirit to the viparyayas of Dandin and he
quotes very often the illustrations of particular viparyayas
from the latter’s treatment. Danpdin’s Gramya-dosa is
the wiparyaya corresponding to his arthamadhurya,
whereas Bhoja treats it as a veparyaye of Kanti which
could not be justified if Bhoja’s Kanti were to imply,
like Dandin’s, absence of the unnatural. It is likely,
therefore, that in Dandin’s Kanti Bhoja lays emphasis
upon the expression sarva-jagai-kantan: (=-agreeable to
the whole world...... Dandin, i, 85), whereas Gramyati
implies 2 manner of expression in vogue the unsophisticated
people, creating a sense of aversion in the cultured
class alone. We have seen that Dandin did not mention
any viparyoaya corresponding to his Audirya-Gupa
since the particular Gupa was, in his opinion, to be
seen in both the Gauda and the Vaidarbha modes. The
want of striking charm involved in Bhoja’s Analamkara
has been explicitly stated (a, i, i, 42-43) to be due
to the absence of any expression of some high merit
or of any praiseworthy epithet as involved in Dandin’s
Udarata G, 76 and i, 79). Bhoja’s illustrative wverse
dirghapiccha ete. of this Dogsa contains some insignificant
epithets and in this sense it may be justified as an

7. dirghapuccha$ catuspadal kakudmati-llamba-kambalah |
gorapatyarm balivardas tynam atti mukhena sah i
i, ill, v. 49,
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.appropriate illustration of the wviparyaya of Audarya.
‘Bhoja’s .idea of Dandin’s Madhurya was surely ill-
.conceived. If Dandin’s Madhurya - clearly implies
(i) absence of vulgarity and (ii) a special type. of
Anuprésa, it is really difficult to say how the illustrative
verse nakhindin ca etc. in connection with Bhoja’s
Anirvyidha-dosa contains viparyaya corresponding to
that particular Guna. Is it to be understood that the verse
in question is defective because it contains verpanuprasa
-accepted, according to Dandin, in the Gauda mode instead
-of Srutyanuprase accepted in the Vaidarbha ? Thisis a
“fine logic indeed! Surely Bhoja does not specifically
mention that a- deviation from the Vaidarbha mode
~gives: rise . to the Aritimat set of Dosas! From Bhoja’s
vertft® it seems that he does not take Madhurya in the
techical sense in ‘which Dandin has . understood : it
but generally means by it ‘a sweetness of sense’ which
in his opinion, is lacking in the verse in ‘question.
Besides, the verse possesses, in Bhoja’s opinion,
a lack of uniformity due to the use of different vebhakiis
in connection with the same word eéévasa.  This
appears to correspond rather to the wiparyaya of
“Vamana’s Samatd ( p. 101 above ) and not at all to that
of Dandin’s Madhurya. Bhoja’s quotation, therefore, of
"Dandin’s definition of "Madhurya in this connection
" becomes altogether meaningless. It only shows that
"he has lost the spirit of Dandin’s treatment. Lastly,
it is also difficult to see why absence of compound words
involved in the wiparyaye of Ojas should be a defect
of poetry. Even if it be so, Bhoja’s attempt to support

8. ...makhinarm ca nadinam ceti sasthyantic. cakarena riter
T upakrame Srnginai fasgra—pﬁzzim‘zm.iti cakara-nirvahat strisu
«rajakulesu ceti sasthi-parityagad. amadhurarthatvacca madhurya-
viparyaya-namayar Sabda-pradhano guna-viparyayo dosal.
. p+ 39: under. ill, v, i,.48,
20
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his position by the particular quotation from Dandin
(Bh. 1, 37:=D). 1, 60) is curious. Why should the verse
smarah kharah khalah kaotah ete. (Bh. i, ill v, 47-=D.
i, 59) be discarded as an example of Asamasta-dosa on
the ground that there are bawdhu-parusye and  bandho-
Saithilya involved in it ? It is likely that Bhoja himself
was conscious of his weax point that abscnce of
compounds as such does not render a poem defective
and so he rvejected Dandin’s verse smaral kharak ete.
in consideration of the fact that it gives rise to some other
defects, namely, bawdhu-Sartlhilye  and  Landho-parusya.
But admitting the fact that these riporyayas, as a elass of
veritable Dosas, do not attach themselves to any
particular Riti, why should the d@ktsinityas be specially
mentioned as disapproving of this kind of composition
(ato nadvam...daksinatyah prayuiijate.. i, 3Tc-d) ?

In spite of such discrepancies there can hardly be any
doubt that Bhoja was indebted to Dandin in evolving
this set of Dosas and in his conception of the corres-
ponding set of Gupas. These Gunas, in  Bhoja’s
treatment do not appear to form the Inseparable
characteristies of any particular Riti but they are common
to ail the Ritis. The Ritis in general would suffer
from deficiency if, instead of the Gunas, there viporyayas
were present in them. It is for this that these riparyayas
constitute a set of Dosas of which the name has been
rightly given as Aritimat. We have already seen (Ch. V.
pp. 60-61 fn.) that there is a marked difference between
the treatments of Dandin and Bhoja regarding the
application of the ripairyayas. Bhoja accepts wvaiparitya
or opposite as the only meaning of wiparyaya and
whatever possesses a characteristic opposite to that of
a Gupais a Dosa. On this point Bhoja’s indebtedness
to Vamana also cannot be doubted. Vamana’s dictum
guna-viparyayatmano dosih influenced him to a great
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extent and led him to the extreme position that the
viparyayas of the standard Gunas do not sometimes
create a separate Riti as Dandin thinks, but form a
distinct set of Dosas which are detrimental to all Ritis.

Bhoja’s treatment of the Ritis is somewhat unique.
He does not treat Riti as a separate clement of poetry
but includes it under the Sabdalainkiras® which appear
in chapter II of his work. He gives a derivative defini-
tion of the term Riti and takes it to be synonymous with
Marga which he describes as the way or manner of
composition which the people of Vidarbha and other
lands {follow.'® The spirit involved in Bhoja’s Riti,
therefore, partly approximates Kuntaka’s Marga which he
understood to be kaviprasthana-hetw oft ‘mode of poetic
practice’ although the scope of the element differs in the
treatment of the two writers—Kuntaka’s Marga being
clastic in character, Bhoja’s Riti comparatively limited.
He maintains a larger number of Ritis than any other
writer of repute. We have seen that Dandin dealt with
only two amongst many ways of speech viz. Vaidarbha
and Gauda. To this Vamana added a third—Paficali,
all the Ritis in the treatment of both being determined
by the absence or presence of certain standard ‘Gunas.

9. This perhaps indicates Bhoja's sense of consistency as
compared with the writer of the Alarhkdra portion of the
Agnipurina. We have seen that in his definition of poetry
Bhoja mentions all the main poetic elements excepting Riti and
Dhvani both of which have been, in fact, included under the
Alarhkiras, This procedure, although open to criticism is not
without its own merit, for admitting the fact that a. proper
definition of poetry requires a mention of all the essential
elements. Bhoja’s treatment later on has been quite in confor-
mity with his definition of poetry.

10. waidarbhadikrtah panthah kdvye marga iti smytah |

vin gatav iti dhitoh s@ vyutpaltys ritiv ucyate | ii, 27.
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Rudrata enumerated four Ritis adding one Latiya to
Viamana’s enumeration but his Ritis were  determined
chiefly by the absence or presence in varying degrees of
compound words. Bhoja’s Ritis are six in number,
namely, Vaidarbhi, Paficali, Guudiys, Latiya, Avantiki
and Magadhi, the last two being added to the enumeration
of Rudrata. Tt is to be noted that Bhoja’s Ritis are
determined both by the presence or absence of certain
standard excellences as in the treatment of the Riti
theorists and of compound words as in Rudrata. This
is not surprising because his work being encyclopaedice
in character attempts at compiling the views of different
theorists. Thus (1) the Vaidarbbi Riti is marked by a
few compound words and presence of all the Gunas.'t.
{ii) The Paficali may contain compounds of not more
than five or six words. The Gunpas Muadhurya and
Saukumarya should predominate therein, but in any case
Ojas and Kanti must not be present in it.'* (iii) The
Gaudi Riti should contain long compounds and the
Gunas, Ojas and Kinti should prominently shine in it.'*
(iv) The Avantika again is an intermediate type between
11 latrasamidsd nihlesa-$lesidi guna-gumphiia |

vipafici-svara-soubhag1a verdarbhi vitty isyate 1, 29,

The attribute wipadicivarasaubhiyya is probably to imply a
harmonious unification of all the poctic excellence in this Riti.

12. samasta-paiicasa-padam ojah-kanti-vivar/itam |

madhuramn sukumariin ca pavicalim kavayo viduh 1 4, 30.

13 samastatyudbhatapadam ojah-tanti-gupanvitam |

gaudiyeti vijananti ritir viti-vicaksanah 1 i, 31.

It is interesting to note that Bhoja’s definitions and inter-
pretation of the Ritis Vaidarbhi, Gandiya and Paficali are almost
similar to the characteristics of these Ritis cited by Viamaona
(underi, 2, 11«13 ) in support of his own definitions, The
fikakara was also rightly under the impression that Bhoja
maintained fully the tradition of Vimana,
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Vaidarbhi and Paficali—it admits of compounds of three
or four words and there is perhaps no hard and fast rule
regarding the presence of Gupas.’* (v) Latiya is a
peculiar admixture of all the Ritis. - It is perhaps meant
that a particular few or all the Gunas may be present in
it, and may be marked by compound words of all variable
length.'® (vi) Magadhi is a defective mode of speech
where uniformity is lacking throughout the composition,
7.e. where the composition begins with a particular Riti
but it breaks in the interval, making place for some other
Riti.®

From the above sketch it seems that by the addition
of the last three Ritis, namely, Latiya, Avantika and
Magadhi Bhoja has practically made no improvement
upon any of his predecessérs. The first three Ritis,
Vaidarbhi, Paficali and Gaudiya have been distinctly
characterised but the nature of the last named Ritis is
not clearly understandable. The remark that a particular
Riti is the admixture of all other Ritis or that it stands
midway between some other Ritis is either meaningless
or it unnecessarily enlarges the scope and classification
of Ritis indefinitely. It appears that some political
significance has been attached to Bhoja’s Ritis. Bhoja
was himself the Lord of Avanti and probably this was
the only reason for naming a Riti after the land ruled
by him.*’

The distinction between Bhoja’s Gunas and Alamkiiras
is not at all well-marked. Although he remarks that

—r

14. antarale tu pawcali~vaidarbhyor-ya'vatisthate |
sa’vantika samastaih syad dvitrais tricaturaih padaih |
ii, 32,
15. samastaritiv vyamiSra latiya vitir ucyate | ii, 33a-b.
16. purva-riter anir vahe khandaritis tu magadhi § 1, 33c-d.
17. wide S. P. Bhattacharyya, The Gardi Riti in Theory
and Practice (1, H, Q. June, 1927, pp. 376-394)
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the Gunas occupy a more important place in poetry
than the Alarkaras'®—his treatment does not in any
way support his position. ¥rom his definition of poetry
it does not appear that he assigns any special importance
to any particular element of poetry but that he is going
to incorporate somehow all the elements in his treatment.
He has, of course assigned a definite place to Rasa in
his definition of poetry. With the developed scheme of
Poetics of the Dhvani school before him he could not
be so indifferent as to ignore entirely the prominen<e
of Rasa, but he does not seem to give to Rasa
a theoretic and systematic position in  his  scheme
of Poetics. He does not admit its connexion with Dhvani
which he included under a particalar Guna, wviz.—
Gambhirya! His nonacce\pta,nce of the importance
of Dhvani, his detailed treatment of external of poetry
and consequently his failure to correlate Rasa with other
elements of poetry, his borrowing from early writers
but failure to realise the spirit of their treatment made
his work so unsystematic and uncritical that he could not
create a school of opinion nor attract any following

in later times*®.

18. alainkytam api Sravyamn na kavyain gupavavjitam. |
guna-yogas tayor mukhyo gunalainkava-yogayoh 1 i, 59.

19. Vidya’mit‘ha and Prakasavarsa are the only writers
who have followed Bhoja’s scheme of the Gunas. In the chapter
entitled Gunaprakarana of his work, Vidyanitha repeats both
in spirit and expressions the definition of Bhoja’s twenty-four
Sabda-gunas discussed by him to belong to the artha as well
(etesain gunanam artha-gatatvam api kecid icchanti p, 334. 1.3).
Kvidently he is referring here to the treatment of Bhoja and
it appears that he himself does not like to discuss the aerihagunas
separately. It deserves to be noted in this connection that
Vidyanatha makes a very pertinent remark that all the Gunas
enumerated by him are not univérsally treated as positive
excellences (gunatvam na sarvasammatain p. 322, 1.9) because
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Bhoja has nowhere given a general definition of ‘Gunas
or of Alamkaras but they have been roughly treated as
embellishments of poetry generally. We are not told

which clement in what particular way adorns poetry so-

that there is nothing to prevent us. from treating certain
Gunas as Alamkaras and vice versa. On this point

Bhoja’s -peculiar position will be still. more evident if -

we just consider his treatment of the Ritis. The Riti

has been treated as one of the 3Sabdalainkaras and the .
Gunas play an important -part in his conception of Riti .

but the term has been used alto in connection with. a

particular Guna. Thus, Bhoja’s position clearly resolves.

into the curious proposition that some ,particular

Alamkara 7.e. the Riti is determined by the presence.

of certain Gunas, which is an .impgssibility if the two,

elements are taken to, embellish poetry in two different
ways. It would appear, therefore, that in spite of his
direct assertion to the contrary and his quotation of
the verse wadi bhavati vaca$ cyutain. gunebhyal -ete.
following the lead of Vamana, Bhoja really observes no
theoretical distinction between Gunas and Alamkaras
as external embellishments of poetry.

He classified the Gupas into three classes (i, 60)
namely (1) bakya, (2) abhyontara and (3) waidesika.
The first set corresponds to the Sabdaguna of - earlier
writers ; the second to arthaguna ; and those_ that come

some of them contain merely ‘absence of fault’ (dosa parikara-
katvene gupatvam ibid, 1.7) and as such they are less charming
than those which enhance the poetic effect on their own
account (svata eva carutvaliSayahetavap—ibid, 1.8). Prak3savarsa
appears to follow Bhoja closely throughout his work. But
he accepts twenty-two Gupas each of Sabda (ii, 7-23) and artha
(ii, 24-35) in place of Bhoja’s twenty-four ‘omitting Gati :and

Praudghi fiom.. his enumeration. The number, of Bhoja's :

VaiSesika-gunas however, he has retained all right, . .
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under the third set have not been treated by the orthodox
writers as a class of technical Gunas. They were
originally Dosas and have now ceased to be such owing
to some special circumstances for which they are called
specific  ( vaiSesita ) Gunas®®. In the enumeration of
this third set of Gunas one cannot doubt Bhoja's
indebtedness to early writers like Bhamaha and Dandin
who had already admitted the possibility of accepting
certain Dosas in poetry as valid under partico’ar
circumstances. Vamuna's teaching that Gunas and
Dosas of poetry stand in opposite relation to each
other led Bhoja further to understand, by implication,
that whatever ceases to destroy the effects of poetry
becomes a Guna. The number of the technical Gunas
treated by Bhoja is twenty-four and each of them belongs
to Subde and artha. They may be given as follows : —

éabdngu(c.a Arthagupa
(i) élesa-——coalcscence (i) the quality of be-
of words (suslista- ing well connected
padata i, 66a) (susttrata) in the
sequence of events
(sarmridhine i,
78d,2*
(ii) Prasada :—use of iif) Clarity of sense
words of which the (prakatyam artha-
sense is well-know sya i, 79)

( prasiddharatha-
padatvan i, 66¢)

20. bahyah Sabdagunas tesu cantaras tvartha-samsrayih |
vai$esi?as tu te ninanm dosatve’ti hi ye gunah :
i, 61.
21. The spirit involved in this Gupa and the illustration
given of it correspond exactlyv to those of Vimana's artha$'esa
(see ch. VI, pp. 9o-101 above).



(iii)

(iv)

‘the

(v)

(vi)
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Sabdaguna
Samata—absenceof
unevenness (avars-
emyena bhananam)
in the three struc-
tures®®

Madhurya— distinct-
ness of words
(prihakpadata i,
68a, Vamana iii, 1,
20 ) arising from
absence of
sandhi.
Sukumarati—abse-
nce of harshness
due to the use of
mostly soft sylla-
bles. ( anisthura-
ksara~prayam i,68¢
=Dandin i, 69)
Arthavyakti— com-
pleteness of the
sentence from the
words uttered (sam-
phrpa-rakyatvam,i,
69a)* ¢

(i)

161"

Arthaguna

Nonrelihquishnienf
of the sequence of
ideas (avdisamyarie

- kramavatam, i,

_(iv}

79c)?*®

Placidity ~ (lit—
absence of severi-
ty ) even under
the influence of
‘anger ete. (krodha-
davapyativratd - i,

" 80b)**

(vi)

Absence of harsh-
ness %.e. tenderness
of ideas (anisthu-
ratva i, 80c)

Taithful desecrip-

tion of the nature

of things ( svara- -
pasya saksathkatha-

nam i, 8la-b)*°

22,

above).

23.

24

T 28,

. cf. Agnipurana, ch, Vllc, below.

pp. 166ff. above.

21

This reminds one of Dandin i, 47. (ch. V, pp. 65-67

cf. Vamana, ch, VI, pp. 101-2 above,

It corresponds partly to Dandin’s Guna of the same
name (see ch, V. pp. 73-76 above). ' o
" 26.. cf, -Vamana's - arthggupa of' thé -same name;

ch. VI,
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Sabdaguya

(vii) Kanti—Richness of
words giving rise
to a dignity in the
composition vjjrala-
tvam bandhasya i,
69¢)*7

(viii) Audaryya— liveli-
ness in the compo-
sition (eékataksara-
bandhatean 1,70)*°

(ix) Udattata—mention

of worthy epithets
($laghyair  ctesa-
nair yogah i, 10c—
Dandin’s Udara in
i, 79a).

(x) Ojas-—superabund-
ance of compound
words (samasa-bhi-
yasteam i, Tla=-
Dandin, i, 80a)

(xi) Aurjitya—compact-
ness of structure
( gadhabandhata i,

71 b = Vamana's
Sabdaguna Ojas iil,
1, 5)

(vii)

(viti)

(ix:

kv

(xi)

Arthagine

Conspicuons pre-
senee  of  Rasas
dipta-rasnteam i,
8lc¢ - Vamana iii,
9, 14)

(irandeur of glory
{ bhatyutkarsa i,
s1d)

Nobleness of  in-
tention (Adaynsya
wtharsal i, 82a)

Emphatic  asser-
tion of a certain
statement (scadh-
Ya=rasayasya  ar-
thesu  riSesal |
i, 82 c-d;
Expression of
anger gone to
excess {(radhiha-
mkarota 1, 83a
Dandin’s  Urjasvi
Alamkara i, 275

¢)

27. This is akin to Vamana's Sabdakanti (1bid).

28, It reminds one of Vamana iii, 1, 22 (ch. VI, p. 106

above),



NON-ORTHODOX WRITERS - 163

Sabdaguna

(xii) Preyas—an agree-

able statement
(preyatarakhyanam
i, T7le=Dandin’s
Alamkara of the
same name ii, 275a)

(xiii) Suéabdata— proper

use of nouns and
verbs ¢.e. gramma-
tical  correctness,
(suptinam vyutpat-
tehi,72a=DBhamaha
i, 14¢)

(xiv) Samadhi — Trans-

ference of the qua-
lities of one to the

other (enyadharma- =

nam yad anyatri-

dhiropanam 1,72¢c-d

=Dandin i, 93)

(xv) Sauksmya—Use of =

words in which is
involved a subtlety
of sense (antahsain-

jalparapatvam 1,

78a)

{xvi) Gambhirya — The
“quality of contain-

ing all concepts of

Arthagune

(xii) Preference of a

" particular object
( arthesvabhistata
i, 83b)

(xiii) Use of auspicious

expression for
inauspicious idea
(darunesw adaru-
narthaparyayoh i,
83 c-d)*®

{xiv) Recourse to a

pretext ( vydyava-
lambanam i, -84a)
in order to justify
one’s position.

(xv) Comprehension of

one’s inner feeling
“from external
gestures suksma-
rthabhidarSanam
i, 84¢)

(xvi) Dependence upon

f;he' rules:  of
Sastra. (§astrartha

29. It-corresponds to-one of the Gunas in the Agnipura‘x_ja

i.e; the ubhaya-guya Pradastya in 346121’-22 (cf. ch. Vli¢ below),
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Sabdagzma Arthaguna
~. Dhavni ( dhvani- - . savyapeksatvam, i,
“ mattd i, 73¢) ' - 8Ba)s0.

(xvil) :'Vista:ra — analytic ~(xvii) a gradual mani-
expression of idea -+ festation of the
(vyasena ukizh i, ‘ _intended = sense

- 73d)** Aarthavikasah 1,
' 85¢c)

(g{dii) Sanksepa—Synthe- (xviii) Brevity in which

‘ tic expression of . an extensive topic
idea (samasenabhi- is- expressed in a
dhanam i, T4a)>*? . single - sentence

(arthasya  satn-
vriel 1, 85d)

3o This perhaps refers to a composition Where the
meaning is clear to the reader only when he knows the
technicalities involved in the injunctions of S$astra. As for
instance the meaning of the given verse

maitryadi-citta-parikarmavido vidhaya
blesa-prahanamiha labiha-sabijayogah |
khyatim ca sattva-purusanyatayadhigamya.
vafichanti tam api samadhibhyto niroddhum |
i, ill : v. 114 cited from éiéupilzwadha, 1V, ss.

will not he intelligible unless one knows the meaning of the
philosophical terms maitrya-klesa etc, .

31, It is akin to Vamana's third variety of ar//z‘a,pmm.lhi
(see ch. VI, p. 95 above),

32. This is partly equivalent'tq fourth - variety (samasa)
of Vamana's arthapraudhi with this difference that whereas in
Vamana's Semase several complete sentences are shortened
into a single sentence by convenient grammatical forms, here

* great .incidents which would othérwise have been. described
at length are expressed briefly in a single sentence or a half verse, .
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- S/ubdagu@a

(xix) Sammniitatva == the

- (xx)

use of exactly as
many words as are
required to under-
stand - the sense
( yavadorthapade-
team i, T4c)®*

Bhavika— utteran-

~ce out of a deep

(xxi)

(xxii)

emotion  (bhavalo
vakyavritih i, 15a)

Gati—orderly  se-
quence of ascent
and descent (@roha-
varohayok kramah
i, 75c~-d=Vamana’s

Sabdaguna Samadhi,

iii, 1, 12)

Riti — continuance
or maintenance of
the original manner
(upalramasya ner-
vahah, i 76a)®*

- Arthagunae

(xix) Suitability: * or

exact matching of
word  and sense
(Sabdarthaw yatra
tulyaw stah i, 86a)

(xx) A trend of speech

having a particu-
lar intention in-
volved in it.

( sabhiprayokti-vi-

" nyasah, i, S6¢)

(xxi) Comprehension of

one meaning from
another  (arthad
arthanalerasyav-

agamah=i, 87a-b)

(xxii) The sequence of

actions from the
very  beginning
( wipattyadikriya-
kramal i, 87d)

33. It appears to correspond to Vamana’'s arthaguna Prasada
(see ch. VI, pp. 99 above), o

34.

It possibly contains an absence of Prakrama-bhangadosa,

and it appears to approximate $abca-samaiz of Vamana (ch, VI,
PP. 101-2 above) which involves a uniformity in the beginning, in
the middle and at the end,
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ga//dugu'/_m Avthagunn

(xxiii) Ukti— a particular (xxii1) Bringing out the
cleverness of sCnse intended
speech (veSista with sonwe amount
bhandtih 1, 76¢) on of delicacy so as
which perhaps a to avoid any wvul-
statement can be garity ( yads sriir-
made to the point. tHo bhahgya

bhneyo’ Ulidhiyate
i, 3Ra-h)*®

(xxiv) Prauihi — expres- (xxiv) Bringing out the
sions involving a intended meanings
depth or maturity of (ervaksitirtha-nir-
sense { alteh part- vidthal, i, 88e) in
pakah, i, T1a) short clauses con-

sisting of  finely
chosen words and
expressions* ¢

Bhoja then proceeds to discuss the third set of his
Gunas, namely, those that are Gunas in spite of being
faults. Like the Dosas, the waiSesila Gupas have been
classified into three classes according as they belong to
(1) the pada, (2) the vakye and (3) the vakyartha, We
shall discuss here the radSesika Gupas corresponding
only to the pudadogas just to ascertain the general
character of this set of Bhoja’s Gunas. The other two

35 This seems to correspond o Vamana's arthagunpa
Udsarata, defined as agrampatvam (ch. VI, p. 106 aboie) Bhoja's
illustration too, (fvam evarmssaundaryd etc ), is the same as that of
Vamana’s Guna just mentioned, It appears that his expression
bhvaya in Bhoja's arthaguna Ukti brings in the idea of absence of
vulgarity.

36, Ramsinha  explicitly remarks: Zaver abhimatasya
bhuiyaso'py arthasya slvapenatve vakyena prafipadinain proudiiih
{com, on i, 88¢, p. 74).
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classes may better be studied in connection with the
concept of Dosa. As these do not constitute a technical
set of Gunas, later writers call them Gunas only
secondarily and they rightly treat of them in the chapter
of Dosas the character of which should be first ascer-
tained in order to understand the secondary Gunas.
In ordinary circumstances harshness, superfluity, vulgarity
etc. should be avoided in poetry as distinct faults but
when expressions involving them are used in anger or
for the sake of a particular metre or when uttered by
vulgar persons respectively, they do not produce the
sathe amount of aversion in the reader; they rather fit
in with the character and temperament of those who
use them. Since the propriety (sucifye) which is -the
most important thing in poetry is not disturbed, later
writers called these not' Dosas but Gunas, although they
did not mean to include them under the technical class
of -Gupas. But Bhoja has gone one step further and
has boldly asserted that these are Gunas not by
sufferance but in reality since under -circumstances
already noticed they do not destroy poectic effect but
rather enhance it, and whatever enhances poetic beauty
is its Guna. We should remember in this place that like
the $abda—and aﬁka-gunas; the. Vaidesika-Gunas too are
twenty four in number under each set. The . following.
table will show under what circumstances the padadosas-
constitute the waiSegika class of Gunas in  Bhoja’s
opinion. ‘

Name of Its character When it becomes

-the Dosa ' o Guna
I Asadhu  grammatically in-  in imitation
correct ( Sabda~ (anukarane i, 91 ¢).

sastra-viruddham |
i, 7 a)
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Name of 1ts character When it becomes
the Dosa a Gupa

II. Aprayukta that which isnot  in imitation (anwka-
admitted by poets rape i, 92b)*’
in usage (karithir
na  prayuktam i,

1)

ITI. Kasta unpleasant to the in abuses or harsh
ear {(Sruter asu- utterances (dwrva-
Fhadam i, 8a) cokadisu i, 92d)%*

IV. Anarthaka a particle which is  inconnection with

used  only to verbal figures like
complete a foot yamaka (gunalcam
of a verse (pada-  anumanyonte
puranamitra tosyapr  yomaka-
rtham i, 8Se) ie, digie 1, 93 c-d),
redundant  or

superfluous.

37. In the opinion of Mammata, Aprayukta, involves a word
which, though formally correct, is not admitted by poets into
usage (under siitra 72, p. 270). He /does not consider it to be a
fault if it occurs in the poetic figure Slesa (under sztra 81, p. 414).

38, Mammata calls this Dosa Srwtikatu (s@ira 72) as also
kastatva (vytti on siira 81, p. 423). In his opinion this Dosa
bec;)mes an excellence (1) when the speaker (vaksy) or the person
spoken to (pratipadya) is a grammarian (vaiy@kerana) and (2) when
Raudra Rasa is being depicted in the composition (vp/r7 under
satra 81, p. 423), Visvanitha further narrows down the scope
of this Dosa by remarking that it is also a Guna when the speaker
is overcome with anger. (krodha-samyukte...kar §8ga) or when
the subject matter is of a dignified nature (vdcye samuddhate...

kar 589 b).
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Name of Its character. When t becomes

the Dosa. a Guna.

V. Anyartha having a sense that inriddles or coun-
does not con- drums (prafelila-
form to the esta- disu i, 94. c).

blished  usage
(radhicyntam i,

"9, a).
VI Apustartha useless expansion for the sake of
' of epithets . metres ete. (chan-
(tucchabhidheyam  do’'nurodhadaw i,
i, 9e) 95 ¢).

VII. Asamartha A word whichis when, for instance, it
not ordinarily is sanctioned in
employed in the erotic science (kama-
sense in ‘which Sastre *numatatvad

_ it has been actu- gunatvam, vrtti, on
ally used (asasi- 1. 96)2°. '
gatain padam i,
10a or avacakam
i, 96Db).

39. pratipaditam adau (i.e.in i, 105ad asamartham avacakam |
tasyapi khalu manyante guzma sitkptadisu | i, 96.

Bhoja appears to hold thatpjs Dosa is asemartha (incapable
of giving the sense requirej because it is avaceka (ie. the Sabda
does not usually éXfegs that sense). Mammata, . however,
enumerates Asamarth and Avicaka as two distinct Dosas and a
différence, though fbtle, is noticed in their respective nature.,
He defines the firsgg yat tadavtham pathyale na ca tatrasya Saktih
(under s#@ira 72, Ta71) and the second as latra ca nabhidhayakam
(ie. that partiglar sense cannot be conveyed by the denotative
power of the word., ibid, p. 275) MM. Ganganath Jha rightly
. remarks tha Aqamartha ‘though incapable of expressing the
intende_d Maning in its enurety, does express a portion of it’,
. Avacaka [ absolutely unable to express any portion of it at all”
Translajoy of Ravyaprakasa, Allahabad, 1925.

22
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Name of
the Dosa.

1Iis chararcter.

VIII. Apratita what is frequently

IX. Klista

used only in the
Sastras { prasi-
ddham Sastraeva
yat i. 10d), and
as much it is un-
intelligible ( a-
pratita) to ordi-
nary men.

A word of which
the desired sense
is impeded by
the intervention
of certain words
(dure yasyartha-
sagwerli7h i, 11a).

X. Gudharth, use of a word in a

less known mean-
infaprasiddhar-
tham 11 ¢).

XI. Neyartha where the meanin,

is arrived at not
directly  but

through  syno-

nyms (scasavinke-
tapralklptiethan

i, 12 ab.

When it becomes
a Quna.

in a conversation be-

tween persons who
are acquainted
with the technica-
lities of the Sastra
{ tadvidya-sambha-
s@’dau i, 97 e-d)*°.

when the sense is

quickly understood
in spite of such
intervention (iha-
tityartha-pratitau
i, 98 c).

when that less-known

meaning is expli-
citly hinted at
(ryakhyanadiso 1,
e,

in riddles or conun-

drums (prakelili-
disu 1, 100 ¢).

40. Visvanitha too understands this Dosa to be a Guna under
similar circumstances ( j#atvam ced vably-vacyayo, kar., 58z2.

P. 490).
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Name of
the Dosa.

XII. Sandigdha a word which does

XII1. Viruddha

XIV. Aprayojaka

XYV. Desya

XVI. Gramya

Its character.

not produce a
definite meaning
(nn yat padam
nascayakrt i, 12 ¢\,

conceiving a mean-
ing contrary to
what is  desired
(viparitaprakalpa-
nam i, 102b)

use of an epithet
which is without
any special signifi-
cance (avisesavidha-
yakam 103b )
with reference to
the object to which
it is applied.

i,

A word which has
no etymological for-
mation ( yad avyut-
pattimat padam 1i,
14 a-b)

It involves words
that give rise toa
sense of (1) aver-

171

When vt becomes
a Guna.

when the particulars

are known from the
context ( bhaved
viSesavagamo yadi
prakoaranadibhih i,
101 c-d).

when uttered with
the precise object
of producing a
contrary  effect
( tathabhutabhi-
dhanena  guna-
tvain pratipadya-
fe i, 102 c-~d)

when the epithet
is used on its
own account i.e.
possesses a signi-
ficance of its own
svarapamatre va-
ktavye i, 103c)

If it is employed
by a first class
poet (mahdkavi-
nibaddham
104c)

i,

When  these (1)
are accepted by
people  without
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Naine of 1ts character When it becomes
the Dosn. n (Guna.

(Grimya eonti.)  sion, (2) indecency any sense of
and (3)inauspicious- aversion (sameri-
ness ( ghryiieat, ta), (2) indecent-
adliloandanrigala ideas  do  not
1, 14 e-d) shine prominent-

Iy (gupta ) and
(3) they are used
in a secondury
sense (lakgita) i,
105 e-d.

Bhoja divides each of ghrra, aslile and amangnla into
three sub-divisions so that the eaéSesiha Gunas corres-
ponding to the Gramyadosa alone number nine. This
together with the other fifteen varieties makes the
number of the raiSesiba Gunas corresponding to the
padadosas  twenty-four, It will be a useless task to
follow in detail Bhoja’s conception of the forty-eight
vaisesika Gunas corresponding to the two sets of rakya—
and cakyartha-dosas. He hardly displays any appreci-
able amount of originality of treatment therein. Of
the raiSesika Gupas corresponding to his ra@kyadosas,
those in connection with Sabdavihina (i, 111), Krama-
bhrasta (i, 112}, Visandhi i, 118-114), Punarukia (i, 115),
Bhagnayati (i, 124) and the Upamadosas (i, 120) have
been clearly conceived after Dandin whose karik@s and
illustration he often atilizes. Then again the vaiSesika
Gunas corresponding to Bhoja’s  Aritimat set of
vitkyadosas (1, 126-134) generally follow Dandin’s
conception of the Ganda ideal. Only in two instances
a karika of Bhamaha (ie. definition of Prasada, Bhoja
i, 129=Bhamaha ii, 3 c-d) and an illustration of Vamana
2.e. illustration of Vamana’s Samata-viparyaya iii, 1, 11
=that of Bhoja’s Anirvytudhadosa turning to be a Guna
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1,111, v. 174) have been cited. Of the Gunas correspon-

ding to Bhoja’s wakyarthadosas again, those in connection
with Apartha (i, 136), Ekartha (i, 138) and Sandigdha
(i, 139) clearly display Dandin’s influence upon Bhoja.
These last cases we have already discussed (ch.V.
pp- 81-2 fn. 51)

It will appear even to a superficial reader that
Bhoja’s treatment of the Gunpas is lacking a definite
system. Thus, there is an apparent confusion in the
classification itself of the Gunas. Bhoja himself devides
his Gunas into three classes namely, bahya, abhyaniara
and wvatSestkea and in his opinion they all possess the
dignity of positive excellences. But, really speaking,
three distinct sets of Gunas are traceable in his
treatment—one constitutes by itself a technical set and
therefore possesses a positive value, while the other
two presuppose a knowledge of the Dosas to understand
them and therefore they may be said to be negatively
conceived. The first set consists of Bhoja’s general
Gunas numbering twenty-four each of which belongs
separately to the word and the sense .e. is both bakya
and abhyantara. The second set of Gunas is mentioned
in connection of the Ritis, but it is curious enough
that the character of these Gunas has not been deter-
mined. They are to be comprehended by implication
from the Aritimat set of Dosas. The Gunas so deduced
appear to be different from the general Gunas of the
same name most of which have been difined after Vamana
and some after Dandin, The third set constitutes the
vaidestka Gunas which are excellences, in spite of their
“being positive blemishes. This is a defective position
of which the later writers appear to be conscious when
they take these to be Gunas only secondarily. Mere
absence of a fault cannot be a positive excellence just
as absence of diseaseis not health and a boy whe is
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‘not bad’ does not necessarily come under category of
‘good’ boys. Then again, the number of the Gunas of
earlier writers has been unnecessarily multiplied.

The distinetion between the Sabdaguna and the
arthagiuenpa has been observed more in theory than in
practice ;  otherwise how could the Sabdagunas
(1) Gambhirya which includes all concepts of Dhvani
and (2) Praudhi which involves a maturity of conception
(both having therefore a direct reference to the sense)
be treated as &abdagunas? To the Sabda-guna Preyas
and the artha-gupa Aurjitya belong the same charac-
teristics as to the figures Preyas and Urjasvin respee-
tively of Dandin both of which involve the sense. It
is, therefore, difficult to see if one is a Sabda-guna
why the other should be an artha-guna. Besides, there
are some other Gupas, namely, Sauksmya (Sobda), Praudhi
(artha®, Vistara (8abda), Sanksepa (Subda) and Sammitatva
(artha) ete. in which the word and sense seem to be
equally important : yet they have been treated as
belonging to the one or the other. The standard of
asrayasrayibhiiva in determining the Seubda-guna and
artha-gupa has been considered by the post-dhvani
theorists *! to be defective in itself ; and even when
this standard is not rigidly followed there is no end of
inconsistency. If after Bhoja a separate Guna has to
be evolved for every subtle intention of the speaker,
for each of his gestures and for every manner of
speaking, the Gunpas will far exceed the number twenty
four and they will practically be innumerable. Bhoja
is greatly influenced both by Vamana and by Dandin
but very rarely has he been able to harmonise their
views with his own. As for instance, Vamana does
not treat Rasa as an important element of poetry
and so he has included Rasa under his arthaguna

41. See Sahityadarpana, p. 548, vrézi under Kar. 644.
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Kanti; Bhoja treats Rasa separately and in detail
as an important element of poetry with all its acces-
sories and his inclusion again of Rasa under Kanti,
under Vamana’s influence, serves to make his incon-
sistency more marked. The element of Dhvani, of
which he must have been fully conscious, has not been
given any independent treatment but some aspects of a
‘suggested sense’ have been included under the Sabda-guna
Gambhirya and the artha-gupas Bhavika and Gati.
Sometimes he borrows the definition of a particular Gunpa
from either Vamana or Dandin and the character of the
same Guna of the other writer gives him an opportunity
of evolving anew Guna. Thus, his Sabda-guna Ojas is
the same as Dandin’s Ojas (samdasa-bhayastva), whereas
the character of Vamana’s Ojas (gadka-bandhatva) is found
in his Sabda-guna, Aurjitya, His $abda-gune Audarya
(vikataksara-bandhatva) corresponds to Viamana’s Guna
of the same name, and Dandin’s second Udarata appears
in his treatment as a separate Guna, Udattatd. Then
again, the different varieties of Vamana’s artha-praudhi
have formed separate Gunas in Bhoja. Al this led to
the unnecessary and illogical multiplication of the Gunas.
It is probably apprehending this that the Dhvani theorists
limited the number of Gunas down to three, characterising
them on quite a novel basis. Bhoja was considered by
their followers to be so uncritical that they completely
ignored his treatment. ‘

Although Bhoja’s treatment is not free from the
defects of an unsystematic compiler, it is, no doubt,
clear and intelligible unlike the Agnipurina to which
~work we shall presently turn. It will be seen that
whatever the Purana-kara says is ‘at best vague; it
lacks directness and system making it thereby almost
impossible for his reader to understand exactly his
definitions and theories. Bhoja, on the other hand, is
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free from this vagueness ; what he means to say he says
with boldness and some amount of system so that there
is no difficulty in understanding his treatment and views.
He may be uncritical but he is vot vague. He has spared
no pains in trying to make his treatment elaborate and
intelligible by means of copious illustrations which are so
sadly lacking in the Purfna. Bhoja’s treatment, consi-
dered onits own merit, is unsystematic and uncritical,
but this is due not so much to his lack of boldness and
ability of presentation as to his attempt at compiling
traditional views without their original spirit and advocat-
ing a line of opinion which does not generally follow the
treatment of any particular orthodox school.

C

The author of the Alamkara portion of the Agni-
purdna is the last of the remarkable writers who have kept
apart from the orthodox schools of thought. The serapy,
vague and often unsystematic and chaotic character of
this section of the Puriana, the want of reference to any
particular view thore-of in any well-known Alamkira
work, the curious coincidence in thought and expression of
the section specially of the riti-niripana chapter there-in
with the érﬁgéraprakﬁéa of Bhoja as noted by V. Baghavan‘
and the very cogent argumeut regarding Srigara as
the Rasa and of the other Rasas as subsidiary thereof—a
point emphasised by Bhoja in his own statement®

i. LH.Q. Vol X, No. g, p. 774.
2. amnasisur dasa gunan sudhiyo vayantu |
Srigaram eva vasanad rasam amandmah

Sgﬁgaraptakééa. ch. L.
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and already pointed out by S. P. Bhattacharyya®
would lead us to place the date of this section of the work
later than Bhoja.

. In his definition of kavya—kavyesn sbhuradalaikirain
gunaved dosavarjitam—the author mentions some of the
established elements of poetry. The figures of speeche
must be conspicuously present in it—the poetic excellences
(Guna) must be there but it must be free from the poetic
flaws (Dosa). The other elements, namely, Dhvani, Rasa
-and Riti have not been mentioned in the definition
but the writer has treated of them elsewhere in his
work. Rasa has been mentioned in connection with
the mahakavya (special variety of poetry ch. 337) as well
as-with the drama (ch. 339). ~ Although Rasa has not been
included in the definition, it has been later on described
as the life ( jivita ) of a kavya* and treated in some detail
in the chapters 339-342. Riti has been once mentioned
along with Vrtti, Pravrtti, Bhava, Rasa and Gupa
in connection with mahakarya (337/31-32) and has again
been treated in fuller detail in connection with the drama
(ch. 840) where Riti, Vitti and Pravrtti constitute
special cases of Anubhava. We have seen that Bharata’s
Gunas, Dosas and Alamkaras constitute vacikabhinaya or
anubhava -which calls forth Rasa. The Purana generally
follows the same process in the treatment of the Ritis, the
“Vrttis and the Pravrttis : but accepted though they are as
anubhavas® they do mnot all constitute @dcilcdbkihga.

‘3. Psychological Basis of Alafikara Literature in the Sir
Asutosh ‘Mookerjee Silver Jubilee Volumes, Orientalia, Part, 2,
p- 675. :

4. vag-vaidagdhya-pradkane’ pi rasa evatra jivitam (337/33). .

This couplet has been quoted by Visvanatha in support of
hls definition of 4awya (S.D. ch. i, p, 17).

5. The awubhava has been generally defined as manovag-
buddhi-vapusam...... arambhah...(339/44-45) implying (i) external
manifestatsons‘due to peculiar mental action (mena Grambha 339/46"

23
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They are characterised as buddhyirambha or intellectual
effort which helps the comprehension of the art of
dramatic speech, (varoyulktih=rvagirambhal 339/51). The
expression  eaguidy@-sanepratgiine  (in the matter of
understanding the art of speech 340 1) is a more direct

o evidence justifying® our interpretation that the Ritis ete.
help the proper understanding of a@lapa, pralapa ete.
{339 51-52) which are special cases of vagirambha {339 51)
or vageidya (340 1) or the art of dramatic speech,

(ii) mode of dramatic speech (vacoyultih=vigarambhalk 339 51)

(ii) intellectual effort giving rise to the striking mode of
dramatic speech (buddhyarambhe 339.54) and (iv) physical
movements of the actor (§usir@rambia 3411) which represent
respectively (i} satvika (i) vacite (i) akarya and (iV) angiia
abhinayas (342'2). Itought to be noted, in this connection, that
all the buddhyarambha anubhavas do not come under zharyabiinara.
Riti comes under vacit@bhinaya, Pravrtti under akaryabhinaya,
and the vrttis under different adhinayas according to the peculiar
nature of its different varieties. The reading buddhyarambha-
pravyttayal in 3422 is a defective one and it cannct lead us
to any definite interpretation. V. Raghavan’s exposition
(buddhyarambhesu trisu, y@ tytiyad, pravyttir iti etc. 1. H. Q. Vol.
X, No. 4, p. 770; is open to objection in more ways than one,
How can this word be singled out from the entire compound word
ein order to connect it with the word ataryah 7 Why should
Pravrtti be in the plural number? 'The compound of the
seventh case-ending buddhiarambhesu (nirdharana) with this
word, though permissible, stands condemned on that score.

6. The reading bodkava esa vydparah subuddhydrambha
isyate (in verse 54, ch. 339) seems to be corrupt. Maintaining
the reading as it is, it is difficult to connect the word bdodhaya
with zagarambha (verse 51) with which it should bear, from the
context, a clear relationship. Should the reading be esam bodhaya
vyaparo buddhy@rambha ilisyate so that esam may refer to the
different varieties [alapa etc. ) of buddhydrambhe ? This reading
appears to be in conformity with what the author has said in
330.44=45 (manovag-buddhi-vapusam..... arumbhak) and mn 3422
(stambhadih sattvika.....aharyo buddhyarambha-pravyttayah.)
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But while the Puranakara’s Riti, Vrtti and Pravrtti
all ultimately go to constitute anubhava, the writer, does
not explicitly state whether these call forth Rasa. Of
course the manner and context,” in which the treatment
of vibhavas and anubhivas has been brought in, undoubt-
edly show that these are factors in the realisation of Rasa.
But the Purdnakara does not explain the process of this
realisation nor does he clearly discuss the relation between
the Ritis and Rasa which can be understood only
indirectly from the use of the vagvidya-sampratijngne in
beginning of the chapter of Ritis.

The Ritis here have no relation with the Gunas which
have been treated afterwards as absolute entities. They
constitute such poetic factors as help the proper under-
standing of wagarambha or mode of dramatic speech
which must be differentiated from the mode of poetic
speech ( giram marga ) of Dandin. Dandin’s treatment
of giram miarga is general whereas the Purapakara’s
treatment of Riti comes in connection with his
discussion about abhinaye which applies directly and
explicitly to the drama. But this theoretic distinction
is more apparent than real, for the fundamentals
of poetry and of the drama have not been very
sharply kept apart. The Rasas as well as the Ritis
‘appear to have been equally associated with poetry and
drama. And as a matter of fact all the elements, namely,
Vrtti, Pravrtti, Bhava, Riti, Guna and Rasa have been
mentioned as belonging to mahakdvye also®. Moreover,

7. In 336/35 it has been remarked that poets should deal
with Rasas and Bhavas in poetry (lavibkir yojaniya vai bhavah
kavyadike rasah) and immediately after that the vidhavas an:i
anubhavas have been defined and discussed in detail,

8. sarva-vrtti-pravyitadica sarva-bhava-prabhavitam |
sarva-viti-vasaiv. justam pustam gupa-vibhiisanaih |

337, 31-32.
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the treatment of Alamkaras which have been  defined
as kavyosobhikaro dharma (332 17) commences at  the
middle of a chapter that begins with dramatic
representation (abbinayo). Al this tends to show that
the purapakira did not observe a theoretical distinction
between the fundawmentals of poetry and  drama- the
characteristics of both having been dealt in a more
or less confused and uneritical wzy without any sharp
line of demarcation. This lack of consistency was
perhaps due to a merely eclectic and uneritical attempt
to make a compilation of previous speculations, both
orthodox and unorthodox.

The Purdna mentions four Ritis, namely, Paficali,
Gaudi, Vaidarbhi and Lati, the last being added to
Vamana's enumeration of three Ritis. The use of the
expressions like goududeSiya and 1atajn” clearly indicstes
that the writer, like Vamana, held the same view that
the names of Ritls were derived from the names of the
countries in which they were specially favoured. We
have already seen that the Ritis in the Puringaz have not
been distingnished from one another by the presence or
absence of certain poetic  execellences (Gunas). They
have bern  classified aceording to (1) the absence or
presence in varying degrees of compound words'” (2) the

9. wvagvidyd-sampratijiane vitih s’ p1 caturvidhi

paFicall guudadesiya vaidarbhi lutaja tatha | .
340, i.
1o. Rudrata is the first writer to bring in compound words
in connection with the Riti, He mentions four Ritis of which
Vaidarbhi does not contain compounds (wyiler asamasara vatdarbhi
¥itiv ekatva...... Kavyalathkiara, 11, 6¢-d), while varying degrees
of compound words are found in Pafcili—Latiyd and Gaudiya.
He says 1~
dvi-tri-pada pasicali, latlya pavica va sapta va yavat |
Sabdah samasavanto bhavati yathasekti gaudiya
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or paucity of metaphorical expressions and
jations in the degrees of softness, if present.
Paficali must be soft in diction (mydvi......
lowed with metaphorical expressions (upacarae-
p, 2a) and must contain short compounds
vahi......340, 2b). The Gandiya, on the other
18 long compounds dirgha-vigraha...... 340, 2d)

be noted that Rudrata makes no mention of the
is accepted by other writers but in connection with
1 of vakya (ii, 7-8), he emphasises the characteristics
a ought to possess. There it is implied that a
d contain words which

, + agreeable, (carupadam),

T2) are not meaningless in the particular context
(pustartha-),

(3) are quite expressive of the sense required (vagaka-).

~ (4) are capable of standing a scrutiny (ksodaksamam
probably suggesting the absence of what is vulgar and
commonplace).

(5) free from any touch of blemishes (aksunnam).

(6) stand in exact need of the sense (ie. are neither more
nor less than what are required =anyznadhika-)

(7) maintain the proper sequence (sukrama-)

In the next karika (f.e. 1, g) Rudrata names these characteristics
as excellences of words (padagunpa) and remarks that besides
possessing the above excellences, the sentence should be elegant
(racayet tameva Sabdas racanaya yah haroti carutvam | satyapi
sakala-yathodita~padagupa-samye bhidhanesu v ) And what does
this elegance contribute to ? He says that it contributes to a
‘grace of structure’ (sannivesa carulvam...... ii, 10) which is present
in expressions like farupanktir asamkataiva mune (the row of
trees occupies a wide space, oh sage ! instead of lervalyurvevarse
(tarutalituruteva+pse). 1t will appear, therefore, that what
Rudrata values most is the beauty of wordstructure, free from
any touch of poetic defects. He seems to be one of those
who consider absence of fault to be an excellence in itself,
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and is of uncertain import (anavasthito-sand
340, 2¢)'*. The Vaidarbhi must be absol:
from compound words (mukta-vigraha...... 34¢
the composition should not be too soft (n
sandarbhi...... 340, 3¢, it should usually be
metaphorical expressions and even when these

there must not be too many of them (up
bakubhir  upac@rair vivarjita......340, 3o-

11, anavasthilu-sandaybha literally means
composition is of an unsettled nature’. It may also
a regular conmection is lacking’. It is not fully ¢
expressions like anravasthita-sandarbha or sphuta-sa.
mean or what this uncertainty or clarity is
uncertainty may be the effcct of either playing apo.
the form of intonation pun or paranomasia or if strictly applied
to drama it may be due to what we call ‘dramatic irony’ where
the poet aims at presenting some fact beyond what is actually
understood from the words used by the speaker, Here the
sandarbha (composition or speech) is anavasthita (unsettled or
uncertain) because it produces one effect upon the person
spoken to and another on the audience. But the difficulty of
explaining the expression, as referring to dramatic irony is that
this latter is not limited to any particular Riti eg. Gaudi (and
for the matter of that to a mode of dramatic speech) as
belonging to a particular country but it s a special case of
dramatic technique which may occur in any drama of any couatry.
If, on the other hand, these expressions (enavasthita-sandarbha
and sphuta~sandarbha@) are explained in connection with poetry
in general the latter expression may bring in the idea of a
clarity of sense such as is involved in Dandin’s Prasida and
Arthavyakti Gonpas and the former may stand for the reverse of
that, But then should clarity of sense be present only in Lag
and in no other Riti? And why should Gaudiya be marked
by a veritable defect 7

12. The reading appears to be corrupt. Our interpretation
has been based upon taking the first upacarail as wpacarair
laksitg. :
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lastlysanc(Latiya the compound words must not shine
too 12 vamently (nati-visphutavigraha...... 340, 4b)—the
compthe n should be clear and easily understandable
(spha) encidarbha...... 340, 4¢) and there should not be
,,,,,,, S4res of metaphorical expressions®®. =~ As’ of the
Reasva-vigit the Vrttis the Purapakira gives no general
zand, contaibut the characteristic feature of. the Vrtti
—described as Kriyasvavisamd (=keeping in

It is tordance with the action of the drama......
technical Guni No sharp distinction has been drawn between
his descriptiond the Vrtti, Not a word has been spoken
;‘::tcel;c: S;’I‘Zi’_ escribe or explain Pravrtti which has been
: as a division of buddhyarambha like Riti

() a2 339 54 This makes it highly probable

“tHat the pre.;;.ent chapter of the work has not come down
to us in complete form as noted by V. Raghavan (loc. cit).
Judging the Purana’s Ritis as they are it would appear
that they are not themselves the intellectual efforts
(buddhyarambha) of the actor but their inclusion under

13. The reading parityakiabhi bhuiyo'pi rupacarvair udahyta
as found in the printed text is undoubtedly obscure. We would
accept V. Raghavan’'s emendation parityaktatibhiiyobhir upacarair
udahyla, (1. H. Q. Vol. 1X, No. 4, p. 774) which gives a definite
sense. We have explained the Ritis as they appear from the
text of the Agnipurana studied independently. 1f they are read
in the light of the Ritis in Bhoja’s éyﬁgiraprakis’a as quoted by
V. Raghavan (loc. cit.) it appears that the first foot of 340/3
(upacarair na bakubhil) should be taken with Gaudiya. So that
it may be equivalent to the expression nalyupacara-vytlimat
one of the characteristics of Bhoja's Gaudiya. The last three
feet of 3403 would then give us the character of the
Puranakara’s Vaidarbbi and the expression wupacdrair vivarsila
(A.P.) would correspond to anupacira-vyltimat (é.P. as quoted
by Mr. Raghavan...... loc. cit,)

14, We shall see herearter that the Riti depends for its
effect on words and the Vitti on action.
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the buddhyiriiubha variety of anbhiico may be justified
in the sc se that they are the external mwunifestations
of the intelic. ual skill of the writer.  One who is versed
in these may uad rstand the art of the deamatic speech
since the function of the Ritis has been explicitly
mentioned as helping understanding of that art  (cdg-
vidya-sampratifide...... 340, 1), Now, although the
Ritis here stand somewhat like weans to an end yet
it is probably implied that dramatic  speceh  itself
is restricted to some or all of these Ritis @ in other words
the different varicties of dramatic speech edgirrambha)
like @lapa pralipa ete. (334, 51-533) find thelr expressions
in short or long compounds, soft or hard syllables
and metaphorieal expressions which all form the basis of
the Ritis. If one, with a knowledge of the Ritis
which consist of nothiug but the absence or presence of
compound words and metaphoricul expressions, is entitled
to the proper understanding of dramatic specch the only
conclusion possible is that the Ritis form a pert and
parcel of the different varieties of dramatic speech even
if they are not identical with them.  In brief, the Ritis as
treated in the Agnipurana may be taken to mean the
particular mode of diction in which the dramatic charse-
ters speak. But the Puranakara’s treatment of the Ritis
along with Vrttis and Pravrttis in conncction with the
drama stands unique in the history of Sanskrit poetics
and dramaturgy and in  spite of explaining them in
connection with drama they can unhesitatingly be regarded
as having a wider application to poetry in general,

As for the classification of the Vrttis, he follows partly
the principle in Bharata’s Nityaastra (ch. XX. K. M.
Text) with this differcnce that the Vrttis here have not
been assigned to any particular Rasa.  We have seen that
Bharata and following him other writers of dramaturgy
assign the KaiSiki Vrtti to é,rflgara, Hasya and Karuna.
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The Purapakara’s deseription of Vrtti as kriyasvavisama
(340-5a or kriyasu niyamah=that guides the action -of
the drama) appears to imply that they depend for their
effect upon the action of the drama and not upon the
words or style thereof, and it is here that the Vrttis are
distinguished from the Ritis. :

Coming to the Gunas the Puranakira remarks'® at
the very outset that poetry, without Gupas cannot be
charming even if it is endowed with Alamkaras which
would lead the reader for a moment to believe as if he
assigns a more important place to the Gunas than to the
Alarnkaras like his predecessors of the Riti school. But
his definition of Guna as ‘that which imparts a great
charm to poetry (yak kivye mahattin chayam anugrhnats
...346, 3a) is not fundamentally different from that of
Alammkara as ‘attributes that beautify poetry ( kavya-
Sobhakara dharmah...342, 17). The latter definition is
borrowed verbatim from Dandin but taking the two
definitions together it is not clear whether the Gunas’
constitute a more important element than the -Alamkaras
in the treatment of the Puranakara. As regards this
distinction between the Guna and the Alamkara the
Puranakara does not seem to have availed himself of the
more clear-cut treatment of Vamana and Dandin. As a
matter of fact the fundamental distinction between Gunas
and Alarukaras is not at all apparent in his treatment, and
he has incorporated in some .of his Alamkaras such
characteristics as have been associated with Gunas by
other writers,'® '

15, alawkytam api prityai na kdvyam nirgupam bhavet |
vapusyalalite strinam haro bharayate param |
(346, 1).
16. He borrows the definition of Dandin’s Samidhi Gupa
word for word but treats it in connection with Laksana which
comes in the process of dealing with ebkéyyakti as one of the six

24
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The relation between Gunas and Dosas in the Purana
appears to be the same as in the treatment of other
writers. The Dosa has been deseribed as  aderga-jonako
dosah sabhyanam (347, 1) i.e. Dosa crestes a sense of
aversion inthe readers—which is evidently the result of
its destroying the poetic effect which the Guna serves to
heighten. Thus, the Purapakara’s position is not at all
different from that of Vamana in whose opinion the Dosas
bear characteristics opposite to those of the Gunas and
vice versa. If so, it may be argued that there is ‘no
necessity for mentioning the Gunas separately’ meaning
thereby that the Gunas should be understood by implica-
tion from th(: Dosgas. To this the Purdanakara replies that
Gunas like Slesa and Dosas like Gidbartha have been
clearly distinguished.'” By thjs he perhaps suggests that
it is not to be understood that Slesa and such other Gunas
are always the exact opposite of Dosas like Gudhartha
ete. but that the Gunas as a class ought to be distin-
guished from the Dosas as such in this that the effeet
of the one upon poetry and consequently upon the reader
will be quite opposite to that of the other. The simple
fact deducible therefrom will be that the Gupas adorn
poetry and please the reader, while the Dosas mar the
poetic effect and produce a sense of aversion in his mind.

Sabdarthalamkaras (345, 2) Dandin’s Samadhi Guna, as we have
previously seen, ‘is a mode of poetic transference resting finally
on Laksand’. But Laksand itself is treated by the Post-dhvani
writers iike Mammata neither under the Gunas nor under the
Alathkaras but separately as a mode of comprehension of the
meanings of words and expressions,

17. na ca vacyawm gune dosabhava eva bhavisyati |
gunah Slesadayo dosa gudharthadyah prthak-kytah :
(346I 2C-d)

The reading in the printed text is evidently corrupt,
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The Purana-kira’s classification of the Gunas is some-
what remarkable. We have seen that neither Bharata
nor Dandin gave us any classification of the Gunas. It
was Vamana who for the first time classified each of the
Gunas under two heads according as it belonged to the
word or to the sense, thus doubling the number of the
traditional Gunas. But the Purina-kara deviates from that
traditional number and sometimes from nomenclature,and in
addition to Vamana’s classification he evolves a third set of
Gunas belonging to the word as well asto the sense. We have
seen (p. 159) that Bhoja and Praka$avarsa also enumerate
three sets of Gupas but their classification differs from
the Purana-kara’s in this that the third set which they
enumerate is not restricted to those Gunas that belong both
to the word and to the sense but it deals with Dogas which
have ceased to be such on account of their not marring the
poetic effect. It is remarkable that the Purapa-kara also
speaks of Dosas ceasing to be such under special
circumstances*®  but unlike what .we find in
the ““treatment of Bhoja and PrakaSavarsa  this
particular type of his Dosas does not constitute a
technical set of Gunas. The Puranakira classifies the
Gunas first under two heads : Samanya and VaiSesika (346,
3c-d). The Saminya has further been classified (346, 4c-d)

18, The following shows some of the instances where
Dosas do not disturb the poetic effect in the opinion of the
Purana-kara, (1) Gudharthatve or hidden meaning does not
produce aversion (na duhkhdkavoti...347, 25a-b) in a difficult
composition ( duskare 347, 25b ) which possibly refers to puzzles
and conundrums, (2) Gramyatd or inelegance is not a fault
( na gramyalodvegakari 347, 25¢c ) when it occurs in the speech of a
vulgar or illiterate person or its use is sanctioned in the $3stra
( prasiddher loka-Sastrayoh 347, 25d). (3) Difference in number,
gender and case-endings ( vibhakti-satkhya-linganam bhinnatvam
347, 20a-d ) between the wpamana and the wupameya (upamano-
pameyayok 347, 20d ) is sanctioned where such difference does not
disturb the wise mind { yatrodvego na dkimaiam 347 [ 29.b.).



188 CONCEPTS OF RITI AND GUNA

into (1) the Sabdo-gupa (2) the wartha-grpo and (3)  the
ublurya-gunan.  The Sulda~gupas have been enunerated
as seven. Sati and Yaugiki appear like two technical
Gunas but Mr. Raghavan iloe, rit.) has aiready shown that
the reading here is corrupt. These are not found in the
list of definitions where Ojas (348, 10a-b! replaces then.
Thus the total number of Sabda-gripas is really six.

L. élegr-'lt is defined to be a particular arrangement
of words which produces a coalescence or cohesiveness
in the structure (suslista-sanniveSatvain Sabdandin... 346,
6e-d).  Although it has not been made clear what this
cohesiveness is due to, yet it may be generally assued
that this Guapa of the Purapa iccorporates in it
characteristics of Vamana's  Salulu-guyo Ojas which
appears to correspond partly to Dandin’s Slesa.

II. Lalitya—It is said to exist where the letters are
already combined in the words by grammatical gepn,
adedn ete. and there Is hardly any necessity of further

a

euphonie¢ combinations'?.

19, gunpaddeSading parvoin pada-sambaddham aksavam |
yatra sundiiyat. naiva tallalityam sdahytam -
(346,7).

It is not Lncwn what the author really means. I the
changes due to grammatical gupa, @dese etc. be accepted, it is
difficult to see why rules of euphonic combination, if applicable,
should be debarred from being used. Dees this Gupa bear any
idea of the negation of Kastatva-dosa which consists in inconven-
ience of pronunciation (aesuthoccaryamanatvam, 347, 10) due,
for instance, to bad sand/ii ? In that case Lilitya would exist in
compositions where sundhi is permissible only where it is absolutely
necessary, (e.g. where the syllables combine into a single word or
where the combination tales place between the root and its prefix
etc.), or where it, being optional, does not give rise to the Kastatva-
dosa. 1t would appear, therefore, that in Uttara-ramacarita V1, 19
viro rasal kimayam aityuta davpa eva, the sandhi in aiti (a+tefi)
is absolutely necessary but the word-structure is such as to
create a difficulty in utterance if as#/ is further combined with w/q.
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IIT. The printed text appears to be corrupt in this
place. The definition of Gambhirya should probably be

vidista-laksanollekha-lekhyanuittana-sabdagam, |
gambhiryam kathayantyaryas tad evanye sulabdatam i

Here laksone evidently refers to the entities sup and
tin—the two well-marked divisions of pada. vi8istollekha
means ovyuipatte. lekhe means camatidrakare. wuttana
is open or, spreading out over the surface.

The definition would then mean that Gambhirya is
that Guna which is beautiful on account of the particular
mention of sup and #7 and which does not lie on the
surface of the expression ( anuttana-Sabdagam ) or the
direct meaning of words. Thus, Gambhirya of the
Agnipurana appears to correspond partly to the $abda-guna
Gambhirya of Bhoja (VIL. B. p.163). The expression
vi§ista-laksanollekha would remind us of another Guna
Suéabdata of Bhoja (p. 163) which the Agnipuripa thinks
to be covered by the expression tad evanye suSabdatam. It
is quite possible that the Puranakara includes two different
Gunas (Gambhirya and Sufabdata) of Bhoja in his
Gambhirya and tries to do away with the twenty-four
Gunas found in Bhoja’s Sarasvati-kanthabharana.

IV. Sukamarati—It consists in words composed
mostly of unharsh syllables (anisthuraksara-praya-
Sabdata......346, 9a-b). Tt ought to be noted that this
definition bears proof of the Purdna-kara’s close borrowing
from Dapdin and therefore it may be explained in the
light of the latter’s Guna of the same name. (ch. V. p. 72).

V. Audarya—It consists of clearness of expressions
(uttampadata... ...346, 9c) and of praise-worthy epithets

(yutam Slaghyair viSesanaih...... 346, 9d). This appears
to include Bhoja’s Prasada p. (160) and Udattata. (p. 162).

VL OjQS“It consists in the super-abundance of
compound words and it forms the life-breath of metrical
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and other composition. As in some of the previous
instances, the definition of this Guna is not the
PurAna-kara’s own but derived from Dandin®°.

The artha-gunas are enumerated as six in number and
they have been thus characterised :—

I Madhurya—It consists in maintaining tranquil for-
bearance and calmness of appearance under the influence
of anger and malice®’.

II. Sarmvidhina—It exists where there is effort (pari-
korah...346, 13c ) to gain a wished-for object ( upeksita-
siddhaye ..346, 13d).

III. Komalata—It is characterised as a special
arrangement of words ( sanniveSa-viéistata... 346, 14b)
which is free from harshness and inelegance {(kathinyadi-
nirmukia...346, 14a) and which does not at the same time
give rise to laxity (Hraskriyaiva myduinin  bhat:...346,
14c-d). It is difficult to see what this difinition exactly
means. As it is, it appears to stand midway between the
two extreme structures of composition—harsh and
loose.

IV. Udarata—It exists where the exact inner signi-
ficance ( @Sayasyatisausthavam...346, 15 ) is very easily
comprehended (literally : falls to one’s comprehension at

20. Qjah samasa-bhiyastvam etat  padyadi-jivitim...... 346,
toa-b), For padvadi an alternative reading gadyadi has been
suggested in the foot-note.

21. The construction of the verse ( krodhersyataragambhi-
ryam madhuryam dhairyagahita...346, 13a-b ) is peculiar. The
seventh case-ending appears to have been dropped in
krodhersya. Bhoja, in his definition of artha-madhurya, appears
to make the construction clear (#krodhadavapy ativrata......i,
8ob, ). MM. Panchanan Tarkaratna's reading : krodhersya-
kara-gambhiryarn madhuryam  dhaivya-gahita...( 346, 13. ed.
Vangavasi Press, Calcutta) is also not justifiable.
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even a superficial attempt -leksyate sthula-loksatva
-pravriteh...346, 15a-b).*®

V. Prandhi—It is said to consist in mature logical
reasonings proudha yuktayo hetugarblinyak...346, 16c¢-d)
that help the completion nirvihasyopapadikih...346, 16b)
of the subject of discourse.??

VI. Samayikata—consists in the apprehension of
that particular sense where the convention is applied
cither by itself 7. e. independently or otherwise (as for
instance on the basis of something like a derivative
meaning. )**

The Ubhaya-guna again has been classified under six
different heads as follows :—

I. Prasada—It consists in the use of words of which
the meanings are too well-known suprasiddharthapadata...
346, 19¢).

22. MM. Panchanan Tarkaratna (op. cit.) rightly reads
®laksyatva. ’

23. The reading abhipretam prati hatam......( 346, 16a) is
corrupt. MM, Panchanan Tarkaratna ( op, cit. ) reads abhipretasm
prati yatah.. which appears to be correct,

24. The reading in the printed text is very corrupt, Should
we accept the reading raddhantah ( as suggested in the foot note )
for bakyantah ? samaj'og‘atah should probably be samayo yatah.
The text would then stand thus :—

svatantvasyanyatantrvasya raddhantah (?) samayo yatah

latra vyutpattir arvthasya ya samayikateti sall 346 | 17.
As hinted by Mr. Raghavan (loc ¢cit) this Guna may be illustrated
by verses like

(1) wvirahiyi-gana-carvana-sadhanam vidhuy ato dvijaraja

iti smytah (Naisadha, 1V 72 c.d),
(2) sa ksatriyas tranasahah satam yas
tat karmukai karmasu yasya Saktih 4 kirdta, 111 48, a-b,



192 CONCEPTS OF RITI AND GUNA

II. Saubhagya—It implies, like Dandin’s Udarata,
an elevation consisting of the expression of some high
merit.>® It is evident that in his attempt to follow
Dandin’s  definition our auathor has lost all sense of
consistency and the mention of wdarat@ in this connec-
tion raises a doubt whether this Guna is to be named
Saubhagya or we are to understand that the Gupa
Udarata has a three fold characteristic according as it
belongs to the Sabda, to the artha or to both.

III. Yathasammkhya-—implies subsequent mention of
things in the order of things previously mentioned /. e.
respective statement, first for first, second for seecond

and so on. This corresponds to the Yathasarmkhya

alarhkara of later writers *°

IV. Pralastya—It consists in describing in appro-
priate time even horrible objects in unharsh /. e, agreeable
words and expressions.*” It may partially approximate
to Vamana’s arthaguna Saukumirya, where inauspicious
statements like mrtam ete. are avoided by the use of
some agreeable expressions like yoSalkSesain gatam ete.
This corresponds to the arthagupa SuSabdata of
Bhoja (vii B. P.).

e o = —_— ——

25. utkarsavan gupal kaScid yasminnukte pratiyate |
tat saubhigy am udaraivan pravadanti maniginal
349, 20

26. 1he printed text gives the definition as yathasamkhyam

anuddesal samanyam atidiSyate 346, 21a-b. anuddeal is
apparently cotrupted for en@iddesel. samanyam atidisyate is

also not a happy reading.

27. Samaye varpaniyasya darunpasyapi vastunah |
346, 21c-d
adarunena $abdena prasastyam wpavarganam |

346, 223-b )
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V. Paka—maturity which implies the highest stage
of perfection of a poetic composition.?® It has got four
varieties of which two only, wiz, mrdvika-paka and
narvkelapnka have been mentioned or defined. The
myrdvikapaka is said to exist where a particular composi-
tion is sweet—both at the beginning and at the end
(adac-ante ca sourasyam, 346, 23c).

VI. Réaga—Itis a particular quality used with a view
to attain ( the beauty of ) poetry. *°

From the above it will be evident that the author’s
treatment of the Grunas as of all other poetic elements is
vague, unsystematic, eclectic and uncritical. It is really
a matter of surprise that in spite of having before him
such developed schemes of Guna and Riti as enunciated

28. wuccaik pavinatih ka'pi paka ityabhidhiyate.
346, 22c-d

The npaturally vague aud unsystematic treatment of the
author makes difficult to grasp what this maturity is due to.
He includes P3aka under the Gunas but R&jasekhara, who has
given a very interesting history of the earlier views on Paka,
means by it sguSabdya ( Kavyamimassa p. 20, 1.6) or general
excellence of language ; and in one of the views that he cites
the scope of Paka is given as very wide, inasmuch as it forms
the basis on which the different poetic elements like Guna,
Alathkara and Riti as well as the process of the exact choice of
words according to their sense ( guna@lamkara-vityukti-sabdarvtha-
grathana-kramah—ibid, 1.17 ) stand. For a connected history of
Paka the reader is referred to Sanskrit Poetics ( Vol. II, p, 300)
where its author has given a comprehensive treatment of this
poetic factor.

29. kauyecchayn viseso yah sa vaga iti giyvate | 346, 24a<b,

This definition is extremely vague. Thisis the character-
istic of all the different embellishing elements of poetry. Broad
characteristics are attributed to the general terms like Gunas
and Alamkaras and the individual Guna bught to show in what
particular way it helps to accomplish poetical objects.

25
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by the adherents of the Riti school, he did not avail
himself properly of their system nor did he attempt to
improve upon them. Should we understand with some
scholars that the Agnipurana was the first treatise to
supply crude materials to the writers of the different
schools of Alarmkara Sastra, cach of whom might
have developed his own system in his own way ? But
his lavish borrowings, cither in letter or in spirit in a
regularly unsystematic way from all the ecarlier works
of poetics and dramaturgy, exclude that possibility.
A work, which is claimed as the source of an important
branch of knowledge, should possess an individual tone
and a system of its own, however erude and undeveloped
its treatment and ideas might be, and it is impossible
to believe that such a store-house of heterogencous and
conflicting views could have formed the starting point
of a technical Sastra.

The classification of the Gupas again in this work
is somewhat vague. For instance, it has not clearly
explained the distinetion between the Samanya and
Vaibesika®® sets of Gupas. The definitions that have been
given elear nothing but leave the reader to judge for
himself the character of these two sets of Gunas. The
Samanya Guna has been defined as Sarcasadhiranibliiital
(=~ that which belongs to all, 346, 4a) implying perhaps
that the different varietics of Samanya Gupa eg.,
Sabdagata, arthagata and wbhayagata, which are being

30. The terms samanya and wiSesa he uses also in
connection with the drama ( 338,4-5). The samanya embiraces
all the general characteristics of a drama, wviz. Rasa with all its
accessaries, abhinaya, aftka, etc. which scatter all over the drama
( samanyar Sareavisayam... ... sarvatraivopasarpanat 338, 5-6 )
while wifesa appears to be applied in connection with the
nandi—the arthaprakytis (like bija—vindu etc. ) which occupy
any specific part of the drama.
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characterised here may be practised by all classes of
writers. But with regard to the VaiSesika Gunpa the
author has got nothing to say except giving a general
definition which runs as VaiSesikah parifieyo yah
svalaksana-gocarah (346, 25c-d). It probably mears
that these cxcellences are based upon the particular ,
(videsa) characteristic of an individual author and
must be defined in terms of his own peculiar ideas
(sva-laksana-gocaralh) for what lies in the power of a
particular individual cannot be brought under the scope
of hard and fast rules.

Amongst the Gunas enumerated and defined by the
Puranakira we have seen that some follow closely the
treatment of Dandin or Vamana or Bhoja and as such
they have to be interpreted in the light of their treatment
while the rest of the Gunas must either have been
borrowed from sources unknown to us or characterised
by the author himself. Even if the latter be taken to be
his original contributions, the isolated borrowings,
in which he has evidently lost the spirit of the earlier
sources, make his position still worse. If he has borrowed,
he has done it uneritically ; if he has at all made original
contributions he has proved a failure. Most of the
definitions are unintelligible ; they leave the reader to
guess what they mean. Even illustrations have not been
given so as to help the reader in understanding their
characteristics. The character of the arthagunas have
not been distinetly kept apart from those of the $abda-
gunas or ubhayagunas. Thus, the question of arrangement
(of words or letters) have crept even in the treatment of
arthagunas. Two of his Sabdagunas namely Sati and
Yaugiki are given only in name, they have been neither
defined nor characterised. Ojas has stealthily crept in
the course of the definitions of the Sabdagunas although
it is not mentioned in the general list of enumeration of
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the Grupas.  Nothing more need be added to prove that if
the author is systematic in anything it is in inconsistency.
To explain this inconsistency we have only to admit that
‘the Alamkara-section in the Agnipurina is chiefly a
compilation by a writer who was himself no theorist but
who...wanted to collect together aud present a workable
epitome...conforming in essentials to the teachings of no
particular arthodox school” for no troer statement appears
to have been ever made in connexion with this work.



Chapter VIII

TREATMENT OF RITI AND GUNAI BY
THE DHVANI AND POST-DHVANI
THEORISTS.

It has been seen in the previous chapters ‘that the
Concepts of Riti and Guna received a different treatment
at the hands of different writers of different periods in the
early history of Sanskrit Poetics. Some of these writers
dealt with only one of these Concepts while others knew
and treated of both, either correlating one with the other
or assigning to each of them an independent place in their
system. Thus, Bharata dealt with the Concept of Guna
only and he understood its importance so far as it
constituted the anwbhdvae which helps the realisation of
Rasa in the Drama. Bhamaha referred to both Riti and
Guna but he did not express clearly his views about these
two clements. Rudrata treated of Riti only and he
understood by the term Riti a definite arrangement of
words, compounded or uncompounded. He entirely
ignored the Concept of Guna as accepted by other
orthodox theorists. It was Dandin and Vamsana, the
adherents of the Riti School proper, who assigned to the
Ritis and their constituent Gunas an important place in
their respective systems. A proper disposition of words
(according to their sense) was, in their opinion, the main
thing to be considered in poetry; and in order to endow
" this disposition with a special (viSesa) charm they had to
conceive a number of Gunas which were considered by
them to be the most important element of poetry. There
appeared also a class of writers who, though later in date
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than the early Dhvani theorists did not follow the line
of opinion formulated by them but propounded their
theories of Riti and Guna —some (¢.g. Kuntaka) correlating
them and characterising them in a manner peculiar to
himself and others (eg. Bhoja and the author of the
Alamkara portion of the Agnipurapa) treating them
independently although conforming in a way to the
manner of the earlier theorists.

A

ANANDAVARDHANA AND
ABHINAVAGUPTA.

Prior to these last named writers the Dhvani theorists,
came into the field headed by the Dhvanikiara and
Anandavardhana. We have seen that the one fact
common to all the early writers was that they treated of
the Concepts of Riti and Gupa as means of external
embellisments of poetry. Even when Vimana calls Riti
the @atna or essense of poetry he means by it only
external beauty of objective representation realised by
means of certain standard excellences. The sole function
of these elements as well as of Alamkaras was, in their
treatment to embellish the external aspeets of poetry,
namely the word and its sense, and for this the Dhvani
theorists rightly called them va@cya-racaka-carutca-hetu.

The Dhvani theorists, however, judged poetry from
quite a different angle of vision. Their changed outlook
regarding the conception of poetic beauty itself naturally
led them to reconsider the position of the different
poetic elements. The Rasadhvani is considered by them to
be the most prominent factor in poetry and in their opinion
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other poetic elements stand subordinate to it.' The charm-
ingness or otherwise of the Gunas, Alarnkaras or Dosas is
judged by them not on their own account but in terms
of the part they play towards the realisation of Rasa. It

1. wvdcya-vacaka-carutva-hetanam vividhatmanam |
rasadi-pavatd yatra sa dhoaner visayo matah | D.K. ii, 4.
‘The above occurs in a context ( 7z.e. in the beginning of uddyota ii)
where the authors of the Dhvanyiloka are discussing the
subdivisions of Dhvani ( suggested sense ). Rasa (as alto Bhava
etc,) comes under the akrama or asamlaksyakrama (as distinct
from the samlaksyakrama) variety of one of the two broad
classes of Dhvani oiz., vivaksitanyaparavacya (as distinct from
avivaksitavacya ), Rasa is asamlaksyakrama (i.e. the process of
of which cannot be clearly discerned) because it is realised
simultaneously with the oacyartha or denoted sense (vasadir
artho hi sahaiva vacyen@vabhasate, vyttd on DK, ii, 3). When
it occupies the principal position, rendering the wacyartha
subordinate to itself, it is a case of Dhvani (se cangitvenavabha-
samano dhvaner atma, vytti on D, K. ii, 3) and it is then rightly
called mukhya or angi avtha. But, when the vacyartha occupies
the principal position and the Rasa, Bhava etc, stand subordinate
to (7. are less charming than) it, then Rasa, Bhava etc, do
not constitute a case of Dhvani but of Alarhkaras like Rasavat,
Preyas etc, This is set forth in the memorable verse :
- pradhane' nyatra vakyarthe yatrangam tu vasadayal |
kavye tasminnalamkaro rasadir iti me matih | (D.K. ii, 5)
that comes immediately afterwards,

‘This is by the way to show that Rasa does not necessarily
occupy a principal position in Kavya. It may sometimes become
an alamkara of the denoted sense, ceasing to be a case of Dhvani,
But when Rasa is spoken of as the predominant factor, it appears
to be taken as an instance of poetic ideal. Now, a question
may arise~how far js it correct to say that the Rasa, which
owes its very existence to the process of suggestion, ( Dhvari,
Vyziﬁjana or Abhivyakti) sometimes ceases to be a case of
Dhvani ¢ In this connection, if we consider the different
meanings of the term Dhvani, the question would not present .
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is for this reason that the division of the Dosas into witya
and anitya varieties arises and some of the Tdosas cease
to be so when they are considered to be in consonance
with the delineation of particular Rasas.? But when it
is said that all these elements zre subordinate to the
mukhya artho, Rasa, it must not be understood that
they all stand on the same level or in the same relation-
ship with Rasa. 1t will be presently seen that the

any dificulty. (1) Dhvanikara's definition of Dhvani as that
class of poetry where the expressed sense is subordinate to the
suggested sense (D.K, i, 13) is very well-known and it has been
utilised by Mammata (K.P, siitra 2, p. 19} and Visvanitha
(S.D. kar 251. p.213). DBesides Candidasa has shown clearly
(after Locana p. 33) that the term may also imply (2) the
suggested sense itself, (3) the process through which that sense
is realised, (4) the expressed semse or the suggestive word and
(5) the apprehension itself of Rasa ( ®dipika. p,17). Hence
it would appear that although Rasa is realised through the
process of Dhvani (suggestion}), yet it may constitute the gupni-
bhiitavvangya (ie. the second ) class of poetry instead of the
dhvani [d.e. the highest) class, specially when it is conceded
that the Rasa may in certain cases be less charming than the
vacyartha. Abhinava also remarks; ( Locana pp.70-71) abii-
vyajyante rasih protityaiva ca vasyanta iti, tatrabhivyakiih
pradhanataya bhavatu, apradhanatays va. pradhanatve dhwvanih,

anyatha vasadyalamkarah.

2. Srutidustadayo dosa anitya ye ca davsitah |
dhvanyatmanyeva syhgare te heya ityudahytah

(D.X. ii, 12)
Ananda’s vptri runs on this :—.. .. dhvanyatmanyeva Sriagare -
figitaya uvyangve te heya ityuddhytah. anyatha hi tegam
anityadosataiva na syat. We have seen ( p, 168. fn. 38) that
in Raudrarasa érutidusgn (or érutikagu as Mammata calls it)
is treated as a source of charm because there it fits in with the
situation depicted. But we should note that in éghgara ( as
also in éanxa, Adbhuta and Vira, %locana, p, 82 ) it is a veritable
defect. :
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Gunas, according to the Dhvani theorists, concern
directly the inner nature of poetry while the Alarmkaras
constitute such factors as are more or less external. It
will be of some interest to note that the most common-
sense interpretation of the terms Gupa and Alathkara
on the analogy of human virtues and ornaments, partially
struck the earlier theorists when, for instance, Vamana
quoted a pair of verses where the Gunas were likened
to the youth ( yeuwvana ) or the natural grace (rupa)
of alady and the Alammkara to the artificial ornaments
of her body®. DBut they brought in this analogy simply
to demonstrate the essentiality of the element Guna in
poetry, and they failed to explain the elements in
relation to the underlying sentiment of a poem which,
however, they totally ignored.

The Dhvanikara, however, draws a distinction between
the Gunas and the Alarmkaras in the following verse :—

tam artham avalambante ye'iiginam te gunah smrial |
angasritas tealamkara mantavyah katakidivai
' (D. K. i, 7).

implying thereby that while the Gupas belong to and
are properties of Rasa the ang? artha, the Alammkaras are
related to the $abda and artha (angaséritah.) Anandavar-
dhana makes the character of the Guna more clear when
he takes it to be analogous to the human virtues like
heroism in his v7## on the above Karika :—ye tamarthain
rasadi-laksanam santam avalambante te gunal Sauryadi-
vat. The larikda quoted above gives us simply what
may be called the samanya laksana of the Gunas and
the Alamkaras i e. it deals only with the fundamental.
point of distiction between the two clements. But if this
karika is judged by itself, it scems that the respective
scopes of the Gupa and the -Alarakara are restricted and

3. Seech, VL p. fn, 5.,
26
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confined herein, as if the Guna had nothing to do with
the Sabida and  arthy and the Alamkara nothing with
the Rasadhvani.  We shall therefore recollect at this stage
Dhvanikara’s attitude towards the relationship between
the Alamkara® and the Rasa, namely, that the existence
of Alamkara is justified according to the part it plays
towards the ultimate realisation of Rasadhvani and shall
then pass on to the definition of the individual Gunpas
videsa laksapa to understand fully the position of that
element in the new theory of poctry.

Now it is a fact of common experience that the
ornaments adorn the (external) body of a man. It applies
similarly in the case of poetry of which word and sense
constitute the body. But what relation may the Alamkara
possibly bear to the underlying sentiment of a poem which
is, just like the soul of 2 man, beyond the direct grasp of
any Alamkdra ? To understand this we must take
recourse to Abhinava’s comments (on the position of
Alamkiraj which must have been utilised with some
modification by iater writers like Mammata when they
explained clearly the ditferent ways in which an Alarikara
may function in a poetic composition. Abhinava means
to say that the real cause is the dheanyatma (ie. Rasa-
dhvani) which the poctic figure ultimately decorates.
Although the ornaments like necilace ete. are put on the
body yet it is the soul which they really glorify by way of
standing in propriety to the particular mental conditions
of the man. Ior instance, a dead body does not shine
with carrings and such vther ornaments because here the
soul, the real aluimkarya, is non-existent. Then again,
if the body of a hermit is decorated with an ornament, it
only creates laughter on account of a lack of propriety,

4. rasebhavadi-tatparyam asvitya vinivesanam |
alanckytinain sarvasam alamkaratva-sadhanam |

(D.K. i, 6)
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And since there is nothing (proper or) improper with
regard to the body as such, it follows that the soul is in
fact the alaikarya because it is this latter that feels
ultimately glorified by reason of the external decoration.? e
'Here Abhinava appears almost to have ignored the impor-
tance of the wacaka Sabda or of the vacya artha as an e
alainkdrya and his extreme position with regard to Rasa
was probably responsible for this attitude. His immediate
successors however consider the issue from an ordinary
point of view, namely that, it is the haman body which is
directly adorned by the ornament and consequently they
clearly lay it down that the Alamkaras are characteristics
chiefly of the $abda and the artha and if they embellish
Rasa they do that only #ndirectly through the word and
sense. The case with the Guna is just the reverse because
it will be presently seen that the Gupas are primarily the '
properties of Rasa and they may be said to belong to
$abda and artha only secondarily.

The Dhvanikara mentions and characterises only three
Gunas, namely, Ojas (energy), Prasada (lucidity) and
Madhurya (sweetness), instead of the usual ten of Bharata,
Dandin and Vamana, and éven more of other writers.
The authors of the Dhvanyaloka put forward their own’
theories and establish these three Gunas, but they do not .
attempt at criticizing or refuting the theory of ten Gunas

5 Abhinava remarks in connection with the above /em;m
(%locana pp. 74-75). etad uktam bhavati—upamaya yadyapi
vacyo'rtho’laikriyate tathapi tasya tad evalaikaranarm yad
vyangyarthabhivyadijana-samarthyadhanam iti, vastuto dhvan-
yatmaivalamtaryah.  katakakeyBradibhiv api  hi  Sarirasama-
vayibhiScetana  @tmaiva  tattacittavyttivisesaucityasicanatma-

taya’ lamkviyate, tathahyacetanam SavaSarirain kundala-
dyupetam api na  bhati, alamkaryasyabhavat,  yatiSariram
katakadiyuktarn lLasyavaham bhavati. ulaﬁz/ez‘zryas_y?mauci{yat

na ca dehasya kiticidanaucityam iti vastuta atmawalamka;yah
aham dlamkrta ityabhimanat.
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of earlier writers, which later theorists like Mammata,
Vidvaniatha and others have taken upon themselves to do.
These three (tunas have been elassiied on the basis of
the particular mental conditions involved in the perception
of Rasa. The general definition (s@minyu laksapa) of
the Guna has presented to us the element only in its broad
character, namely, that it belongs to the Rasa and
naturally further light is necessary in the eiSesor  laksana
to form a definite idea about the unature of the element
on the basis of the s@manyn laksona.  Now, since  there
are eight or nine Rasas® the question arises: Does a
particalar Gupa belong to ail the Rasas or only to some
of them ?  And in what sense ecan it be said to belong to
the Rasas ? This is what is proposed to be discussed
in the cééesa laksapa. Thus, Srigara i= a Rasa which
softens (lit. gladdens - prabiadarak, D. K. ii, 3b) the heart
to a great extent and Madhurya resides in » poem where
this Rasa prevails.” Similarly, dipt/, which s a mental
condition involving a brilliant expansion of the heart, is
taken to be the character of Rusas like Ruadra. Ofas

6. Divergence of opinion bas prevailed among theorists
over the exact number of Rasas and the whole issue bas
ultimately rested on the question whether §anta is to be
reckoned as a separate Rasa. In theory of poetry however, this
Rasa is accepted by almost ali writers. Writers of dramaturgy
object to its admissibility on the ground that a feeling of cessation
from all activities cannot be represented on a stage. Jagannitha
contends this by saying ( Rasagahgadhara, p, 30 ) that since Rasa
is realised by the audience and not by the actor, Santa can well
be admitted in drama also.

7. Syigira eva madhurah parah prahladano rasal |

tanmayam kavyam aSritya madhuryam pratitisthats
{D. K.ii, 8)

Srhgara eva rasantar@peksaya madhural  prahlada-hetuivat
pratasanaparah.  Sabdarthayok kawvasya  sa madhur valaksago
gunah (vpti on the above, p. 79 Dhvanyaiokaj.
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resides in the Sabda and arthe which are suggestive of
these Rasas.® And lastly, that quality of Kawvya which
prevails through all Rasas and functions in all composi-
tions (hence transparency of $abda and "artha) is known
as Prasada.’

It will appear that the definitions given by Dhvanikara
and Anandavardhana’s vrtte on them do not help us to
form any clear conception about the element and here,
as elsewhere, we have to look upon Abhinava as an
infallible guide in understanding their view-points. Thus,
some Importatnt questions arise in this connection,
namely.

-

(1) When it is said that the Gunas reside in the
Kavya (tanmayain kavyam asritya..di, 8c implying
Sabdartha=IkavyaSarira} is it not inconsistent with the
general definition of the element wé¢x., that it belongs to
the angi artha ? '

(2a) What is the relation of the mental conditions
like druti, dipti ete. with the Rasa ? Are they identical
with it 2 Or are they produced as its effect so as to be
distinet from it ?

8. Raudradayo rasa diptya laksyante kavyavartinal |
tadyyaktiheln Sabdarthav asrityaujo vyavasthitam |
(D. K., ii, 10)
raudradayo hi rasah parai diptim wjvelatam janayantiti
laksanaya ta eve diptir ityucyate. (fatprakdSanaparah  Sabdo
dirghasamasi-tacana-lamkytatn vakyam (vpiti on above, p. 8o
op. cill)
9. samarpakalvaih kauvyasya yal tu servarasan prati |
sa prasado gunpo jFEeyak sarva-sadharana-kriyoly |
_ (D. K. i, 11.)
prasalastu svacchata Sabdarthayoh. sa ca sarvavasasadharano
gunah sarva-racangsadharana$ ceti...... (vpeti on above. op. cit,

p. 82.)
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(2b) In any case how does the question of conceiving
a separate element ‘Grupa’ arise at all 7 When its existence
cannot be clearly and indepeundently felt, may it not be
taken to merge its identity in Rasa ?

We may just attempt at a discussion of these issues

,on the basis of the teachings of Abhinava. The mental
condition itself is primarily the Guna.?® Thus, the Gunas,
Ojas, Prasada and Madhurya exist respeetively in the
form of the three mental conditions dipti (expansion),
samarpakatea or wvyapakatve (pervasion) and a@rdrata
or drut! (melting) which are evoked only in the process
of the realisation of Rasa and so the Guna has, according
to the Dhvani theorists, an inseparable association with
that element /. e. the question of the Guna does not, in
their opinion, arise when there is no Rasa. Hence, Rasa
is the ultimate cause (k@rapa) of which the Gupa (in the
form of the mental condition drufi or dipti or vyaptd) is
produced as an effect (k@rya) So, when it is said that
expansion or dipti is the character of Rusas like Raudra
ete. there is apparently a merging of the Guna into the
Rasa or superimposition of the karya on the karapa.
But this merging or superimposition oceurs as a matter
of course in the realisation of Rasa, which, involving as
it does an absolute state of mental relish, renders it
impossible for the relisher at that stage to distinguish
between the cause and the effect.

This may no doubt lead one to doubt the necessity of
recognising the Guna as a separate poetic element. But
since the Dhvani theorists appear to have made it a point
to give full recognition to all the poetic clements accepted

10. diplih pratifaitur hydaye vibha(kd)sa-vistara-prajvalai-
svabhava, sa ca mukhyalaya ojah-Sabda-vacya.  tedasvddamiari
raudradyas taya diplydsvada-viSes@imikaya (Yalmalays) Harya-
rapaya laksyante vasiniardl prthaklaya, lema karane karynpacdrad
raudradir evaujahiabda-vacyah (®locana, p, 80, 11. 7-10).
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in the earlier sheools (characterising them in the light of
their revised conception of poetry), they could hardly
deny the Guna the status of a separate element of poetry
specially when this element constituted the most essential
point of interest in one of the earlier schools, namely, the
Riti school. Moreover, when one understands the view-
point of the Rasadhvani theorists and judges poetry on
the complete analogy of a human body, as they have
done, one fully appreciates the propriety of attributing
to the Guna the dignity of a separate poetic element just
like Rasa, Alamkara and Doga. A supreme disinterested
pleasure is admittedly the svarZipa of Rasa but is not
this pleasure realised in the form of one or more of these
three mental conditions ? It is true that a peculiar
association with the wvibhava, anubhave and wvyablicari
bhawa rouses the sthayin to a stage of relish. But when
is it actually relished ?—not until it transforms itself.
into one of these mental conditions although the process
of transformation is very rapid and abrupt. Is not then
the Guna as essential in the realisation of Rasa as the
sthayibhaiva itself ? If:it is true that the Guna comes
into existence on account of the Rasa, it is equally true
that the Gupa (in the form of the cittarrtiz) constitutes a
part and parcel in the actual realisation of Rasa. Nay,
in the ultimate stage of relish émgﬁra has no other
existence except a supreme delight in the form of the
melting of the heart which is the character of the Guna
Madhurya ; Raudra has no other existence except in the
form of a brilliant expansion of the heart which is the
character of the Gupa Ojas. Similarly, Prasada in the
form of a pervasion of the heart is an essential character
of all the Rasas. Thus, although in theory the Guna is
awallowed up in the Rasa, in practice it makes the Rasa
what it is. This adequately explains the propriety of
recognising the Guna as an element of poetry and when .
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the Gruga plays so important a part in the realisation of
Rasa, it appears that the Dbvani theorists would have
dime well to recognise it explicitly as such when they
explained the principle involved in the relish of Rasa.'!

It has been seen above that the Gupa is a property
of Rasa bat of Rasa itself the realisation is not possible
unless one is able to appreciate the situation depicted
in the composition, in which some of the aceessaries of
Rasa find their expression. This proves the utility of
Sabda and arfho in the awakeniug of Rasa and ultimately
of producing the Gupas 1. e. the mental conditions
spoken of.  Abhinavagupta does pot take up in detaii
the (uestion as to what particular letters are specially
favourable for particular Gupas.  This s discussed
first by Mammata (K. P. safres 99-100, pp.  451-583).
But while commenting on Dhvanikara’s  definition of
Madhurya, Abhinava remarks that Madhurya is that
capacity of the word and the sense which awakens the
sweet!  Rasa  Srigara  (madlearaérigara-rosibhi ryabti-
sty thola Sabdarthayor madbuaryamn 67 Wi lalsogan.
“locana on D.K ii; 8 p. 79). If Miadhurya and Srflgﬁt‘a
here are taken to be wpalaksanas respectively for Guna
and Rasa in general (just like Ojas and Raudra above),
this remark would imply that letters and words may
be so arranged in a particular composition that when
read or heard they are eapable of producing one or other

11. ltis interesting to note that Bhattanayaka recognised
these three mental conditions in the vrocess of the é4osa of Rasa,
although he did not use any technical name for them, such as
Gupa. His views on this point have been quoted in the Y.ocana
{p. 68 11. 16-18)...... uktarh bhattandyakeaa (p. 67)...... bhavite ca
rase tasya bhogah. yonubh@va smarvapa-prafipattibiye wilaksana
eva druli-visiara-vikAsa-n@ma rajas-tame-vaicttryananuviddhasattva-
maya-nija=-cit~svabhava-nivytii-dvuti-visranii-laksaygah parabrakmia-

svada-sacivah.,
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mental condition involved in the realisation of any
particular Rasa. In the opinion of these theorists the Guna
resides primarily in Rasa and it is said to belong to $abda
and artha only secondarily i.€. in the sense that these latter
possess the capacity for producing it. Abhinava distinctly
remarks {op. cit. p. 79, 1. 8) vastuio madhuryain niama
Sriwgarade rasasyaive gunah. ton nedhurabhivyaiigaka-
yoh Sabdarthayor upacaritam. Thus, when the Dhvanikara,
and Anandavardhana took Sabda and artha to be the
substrata of Gupa they only recognised their importance
in the perception of Rasa in which the Gupa, in their
opinion, actually resides, We shall see later on
(ch. VIIIC) that Jagannatha considers the Guna to be
the property as much of the Sabda and artha as of the
Rasa. He does not admit that one has to take recourse
to any secondary usage when one says that the Gupa
belongs to Sabda and artha.

Coming to the details of the mutual relationship
between the Rasas and the Gunas, these theorists deal
with the question from two different points of view
according as (1) a single Guna belongs to different Rasas
and (2) different Gunas belong to a single Rasa. Thus,
Madhurya or sweetness is present generally in the émgira
Rasa, but it also resides in increasing degrees in the
Vipralambha émgﬁra and the Karuna, because.the mind
undergoes the process of melting in a. greater degree in
Vipralambha én’lgira (than in Sambhoga) and in still
greater a degree in Karupa.”® Similarly, Ojas or energy

" 12, Srigare vipralambhakiye karune ca prakarsavar |
madhuryam ardvatdm yati yatas tatradhikam manah |
(D. K. ii, 9.)

In this connection Abhinava raises an important objection to
the effect that if there is sweetness even in Karuna what is the
significance of ¢ (only) in the previous XKarikz beginning with
$yigava eva madhurah etc.? He replies by - saying that eva
here does. not imply.-exclusion of other Rasas., He apparently

217
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which involves an expansion of the mind resides generally
in the Raudra Rasa, but Abhinavagupta remarks that it
may also be present in the Vira and Adbhuta'® Rasas.
Aad lastly, Prasada is a Gunpa which is common to all
the Rasas. It has been seen that the perception of
Rasa depends on understanding the composition in which
some of the accessories of Rasa find their expression,
and thus the quality of pervading is the character of this
Guna in the sense that in every Rasa the mind must be
prepared to grasp at once the situation depicted in the
conception. On the other hand, each of the four Rasas,
vix., Hasya, Bhayanaka, Bibhatsa and Santa, displays in
" jtself a peculiar association of more than one mental
condition 7.e. each of them contains more than one Guna*.
Thus, Madhurya and Ojas are equally present in Hasya
(the Comie) for, in the first place, this Rasa is subordinate
to én’lgﬁra and in the second place (it is a fact of common
experience that) an expansion of the heart is invariably
associated with Hasa®. Similarly, in Bhayanaka (the

takes égﬁgira to be an wpalaksape for Rasa in general and
understands by the Karika-portion quoted above that Gunas
like Madhurya are really the properties of Rasa, Hence evu
does not mean ‘only’ but it means ‘really’ or ‘primarily’,

13. [ raudradaya  ityatra ]  adiSabdak  prakare, tena
viradbhutayor api grakapam (Clocana, p. 8o, 1, 1-3)

14. evam madkuryadipti  parasparapratidvandvitaya  sthite
§yhg[zr&dz’raudradigate iti pradarSakalaya tal-samavesa-vaicitryain
hasyabhaydnaka-bibhatsa-Santesu darsitam. 1bid, p, 82, 11, 1-3),

15. hasyasya Syngarangateyn madhuryam prakystaim vikasa-
dharmataya cawo'pi prakystam iti samyein dvayok (Ibid, p. 82,
I, 3-4). Abinava evidently means after Bharata (§pigaraddhs
bhaveddhasyah—Natyassastra VI, 44a, K, M. T,) that zmorous
gestures etc. lie at the basis of the Comic but when it is ultimate-
ly realised it is transformed into a drilliant expansion of the heart,
So remarks Candidasa ‘“@/manah parasya va vag-vesa-rapa
cesta~vaikyla-vilokanac celovikaso hasah. (°dipika, p. 12.3. 1.11)
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Frightful) as well as Bibhatsa (the Disgustful) Rasa are
present both Ojas and Madhurya but the former exists
in a greater degree than the Yatter does'®. And lastly,
in Santa {the Quietistic) either Ojas or Madhurya
predominates according to the variety and individual
tendency of its accessaries’’. It deserves to be mnoted
here that in the opinion of Mammata (viii, stra 91) it is
Midhurya that exists in an excessive degree in the Santa
Rasa. Govinda, however, remarks that this is slightly
mixed up with Ojas in view of the fact that a feeling of
aversion (which involves an expansion of the heart! lies
at the very root of this Rasa (§ante -tu jugupsadyanvayad
ojolesanuviddham*®.” Kavyapradipa, ¢rif¢ under viii,
4a-b, p. 279). We have thus seen that the three mental
conditions druti, dipte and vyapl are enough to help the
manifestation of all the Rasas and hence they justify only
three Gunas corresponding to them and not more.

16. , bhayanakasya wmagna-citta-vytti-svabhavatve' pi vibha-
vasya diptatavia ofah prakystaimn madhuryam alpam. bibhatse
‘pyevam ( locana, p. 82, 1. 4-5). At the stage of the actual
perception of these two Rasas the mind, no doubt, softens down
in fear and in disgust respectively, but Ojas is said to predominate
in the sense that the ferocious look and the loud roar etc. of
the object of fear and the loathesome appearance etc. of the
cbject of disgust produce at the very outset, an expansion of
the mind to a considerable degree.

17, Sante tu wvibhavavaicitryat kadacid ojah  pralystam
kadacin madhuryam...(Ibid p. 82, 11. 5-6).

18. But a man of experience would probably say, with
Mammata, that gruzi is the only condition which the heart
undergoes in the realisation of the Santa Rasa. The aversion
to worldly objects involved in this Rasa softens down to a
chastening stage of mental calm and it is clearly distinct from
the loathing (jugupsa ) involved in the Bibhatsa Rasa. So there
appears to be little scope for an expansion of the heart in- the
Sinta Rasa,
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It is remarkable that the authors of the Dhvanyaloka
do not entertain the element of Riti in poetry thinking it
to be unnecessary. The Dhvanikira remarks that the
Ritis were introduced by theorists who only dimly under-
stood the true significance of poetry'®. This implies that
when Rasadhvani is accepted as the all important element
of poetry (in view of the fact that it serves to afford the
poetic charm from within by identifying the mind with
the situation depicted in the composition), there is no
need of conceiving a separate poetic element as Riti
which, at its best, produces no more than a sensuous
delight. Abhinava makes this more clear. He distinetly
remarks®® that the Ritis are made to resolve into the
Gunas ; and since the Gupas are subordinate to Rasa, the
Ritis merge their identities in Gupas and ultimately in
Rasa. From his commentary it scems that he has no
objection to assume the position of Viamana that Riti is
a special kind of verbal arrangement, and that its
speciality consists in its intimate association with the
Gunas. But he differs from the Riti theorists with regard
to the nature of the association of the word-structure
with the Guna. Thus according to the Riti theorists :—

(1) Gunas make up the Riti and as such they are the
essential characteristies of it.

(2) They produce the poetic charm on their own
occount. The primacy of Rasa being not recog-
nised, the Riti theorists’ conception of Guna and
for the matter of that of poctic charm itself was
only formal. The word-structure, therefore,is of
the highest importance in their theory of poetry.

19. asphutasphuritam kavya-tattvam etad yathoditam )
aSaknuvadbhir vyakartuin vitayah saimpravartita) )
(9K iij, 52, p. 231)
20. ritiyr hi gunesveva pavyavasiyita. yadaha—uviSeso

gunatma. gunasca vasaparyavasayina eva...(%locana, p. 231, 1.7)
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But we have seen above that in the poetic scheme of

the Dhvani theorists, '

{1) Gunas are primarily the characteristics of Rasa
and only secondarily of the word-structure.

(2) The importance of the word-structure is not
altogether lost sight of, but is recognised only soe
far as it helps the production of the Guna in the
form of the mental condition involved in the
perception of the Rasa.

Thus, when the verbal arrangement or the word-
structure does not reside on its own account but merely
serves as a means for the apprehension of the inner charms
of a poetic composition, the Dhvani theorists do not think
it worth while to regard it as a separate poetic element
and so they do not assign to it any particular name such’
as Riti. So long as the verbal arrangement is allowed the
recognition that is its due, it is really immaterial whether
or not it is endowgd with a technical name. Similarly,
the conception of Sabda-Vrttis like Upanagarika, Parusa
and Komala of earlier writers like Udbhata,®® and the
Artha-Vrttis like Kaidiki, Bharati ete. of the dramaturgic
writers need not, according to these theorists, be accepted,
since just like the Ritis they too merge their identities
in Rasa (fadvadeva rase-paryovasayiteat —°locana p- 231, *
1.9). It will be seen hereafter that later writers like
Mammata, younger Vagbhata and Viévanatha, enter in
detail into the functions of the word-structure and admit
it as a technical poctic factor, (viz. Vytti) or a separate
poctic element, (vez. Riti).

21. Abhinava’s remarks that the Vrttis (of Udbhata) reside
ultimately on account of the Rasg (nagarikaya hi. anuprasa-vyttih
Sphgaradan viSramyati, pavuseti diptesu vaudradisu. komaleti
hasyadau...... Olocana p. 232. 11.1I-2} helped Mammata to a great
extent in appropriating Udbhata’s Vrttis effectively in- his own
theory of poetry. v
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It 1s also remarkable that although the authors of the
Dhvanyiloka do not admit Riti in poetry they admit
another poetic factor ¢7:. : Samghatana, which corres-
ponds in its characteristics partly to the Ritis of Rudrata.
It is classified according to the absence or presence in
o varying degrees of compound words + Thus, Samghatana
may be asamiasa (uncompounded) madhyama somasd
(having middling compounds) and dirgha Samasa (having
long compounds). The ultimate function of Sarmghatani
is to help the manifestation of Rusa, but it eannot do this
independently. It reaiises this object through the Gunas
and in manifesting Rasa the nature of the Samghatana
should be determined by its appropriateness to the speaker
and to the theme of discourse.?®* The poet has first to
consider ~—What is the nature of the speaker? What
does he mean to say > What is the naturc of the sitaation
to be depicted in the composition ? Through what (una
is that situation best depicted ? In other words, which
of the mental conditions spoken of is specially favourable
for the enjoyment of the Rasa depicted ? Now, if a
particular Samghatand proves to be suitable to that Guna,
one is at liberty to use that Samghatana in connection
with the Rasa where the Gupa in question prevails. I
*not, that Sarghatana should be avoided in the said Rasa.
Now, since the Sarhghatana awakens the Rasa through the
Guna, a question arises :—What 1is the relationship
between the Samghatana and the Gunas? Two clear
courses are possible. The Samghatana and Gupas may
be identical or they may be different. In the second
case i.e. when the Samghatana is different from the Gunpas
they can remain in two ways. (1) The CGunas may
reside in the Samghatana (samghatanasryi gunah) or (2)

22. gupan asritya tisthanti madhuryadin vyanalti sa |
rasamstanniyame hetur aucityam va‘ty-vacyayoh
(D.K. iii, 6)
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the Samghatani may remain subordinate to the Guna
(gunasraya  sainghatana)”® Now, if the Gunpas are
identical with Samghatana, or the former belongs to the
latter, then we have to admit the position that like
Samghatana, Gunas too have no hard and fast rule for
their application, 7.e. any Guna may be attributed to any
Rasa.?* But since in real practice we see that particular
Gunas are attributed to particular Rasas, whereas any
kind of Sarighatani may be present in any Rasa,®®
(provided that it be in keeping with the character of the
speaker or of the theme), it follows that the Sarmghatana
cannot be identical with the Gupas (na gundk saingha-
tanasvarapih...vrtti p. 135) por can the Gunas belong to
the Samghatana ( na ca saimnghataniasrayc gunah...ibid).
What do then the Gunas belong to 2 It has been alveady
seen that the Gunas belong primarily to the Rasa and
secondarily to the word or its sense, Taking advantage
of this latter position the opponent might try once more
to establish his point by raising an objection to the effect
that if it is conceded that the Gunas reside in the word,
is it not thereby accepted that they reside in or are even

23. If Sarhghatana be taken to be the zéraya of the Guna,
then a$raya would imply adharadheyabhava i.e. the container
and the contained (...sasghatanasraya-guna-pakse...gunan...adheya-
bhautan asritya tisthantl satmghatana vasadin wvyanakti Vrtti on
D. K. iii, 6; p. 134). But when Gupa is the asraya of the
Sarhghatand, then a$raya would mean ‘an object on
something else depends or to which something remains
subservient”. (fad@yatta tanmukhapreksini, ®locana, p. 134, 1. 10).

which

24. padi gunah saimghatana cetyekain tattvam samghatana-
$raya va gunas tadd sainghatanays fva gunanam aniyata-visayatva-
prasangeh. vrtti on D, K. iii, 65 p.134).

25, gunanam hi....... visayaniyamo vyavasthitah saimghata
nayastu sa vighatate. tathahi Syhgave'pi divghasamasa dyé
raudradisvasamasasceti. (I1bid). “
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identical with the Samghatana? For, words cannot
produce the Guna (and for the matter of that poctic
effect itself) unless they are united together in a sentence
where however they may remain either compounded or
uncompounded. In any case they do come under certain
. Sarmghatani which term as has been already scen, involves
absence or presence (in varying degrees) of compound
words. It follows therefore that sainghafita words and
consequently Samghatand itself can well be the asraya
of the Gupas.?®  Anandavardhana replies that it is not
true that words must necessarily be samghatita in
order to produce the poetic effect for (i) suggestion
of Rasa may take place even through a single word
or part of a word where the question of Samghatani
does not arise at all, and (ii) even in the case where
suggestion takes place through a sentence, there is no
hard and fast rule that a particular Samghatani
should be employed in connection with a particular Rasa.
Thus, the Gupa may be said to belong (only secondarily)
to the word but on no account does it belong to a fixed
saimghatana of words and far less can it be identical
with the Samghatani. So it is seen that the spheres of
the Guna and the Sarhghatana are different (fasmad anye
o gund anyd ca swinghatand...ertti p. 137) and that it is
the Samghatana which remains subordinate to the Gunas
through which it helps the awakening of any particular
Rasa. The Rasa is the main thing to be considered
in poetry, whatever hinders the awakening of it must be
dispensed with. As for instance, long compounds are
generally detrimental when the sentiments of love and
pathos are to be depicted for the strain required in

26. nanw yadi $cbdasray@ gunas tat samghatenaripatvan

WSrayatvar vE tesar praptam eve, na hyasaimghatitah Sebda

esam pratipddya rasadyaSritanaih gupanam avacakatvad
\@tz‘ (p. 136).
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understanding the involved constructions fails to produce

a melting of the heart which is a mental condition’

particularly favourable for awakening the sentiments in

question®’. And in Rasas which are -best realised

through an cxpansion of the heart, madhyama and

dirghasamisa would prove to be specially favourable. ®
Anandavardhana insists upon the presence of the "quality

of Prasida in all compositions. If this is absent, then-

even asamasi Samghatana fails to awaken the érfigara'
and Karuna Rasas and in case of the presence of this-
Guna even madhyamasamasa can awaken them®®. Hence-

the whole issue leads to the only conclusion that

compound words can be sanctioned in Madhurya, and

even Ojas can go without them provided the propriety

is not lost, the awakening of Rasa is not in any way

hindered and they are guite in keeping with the character.
of the speaker and the situation to be depicted.

B.

The postdhvani period of Sanskrit Poetics ~hardly'
produced any work of remarkable originality ‘with regard-
to the general principles of poetry which were formulated
once for, all by the aunthors of ‘the Dhvanyiloka. The-
implicit adherence which the Dhvani theorists received.

27. lcam;gza'z/ipwZambhaéyﬁgﬁr:z_yos_tvasamz’zsqiva samghatana.
...... divgha-sainghatand samasanam aneka-prakara-sambhavanaya’
kadacid rasa-pratitim vyavadadhatits tasyarm natyantam abhini-
veSah Sobhate...... viSesatah karunavipralambhasSyngarayoh.,
tayor hi sukumarataratvat svalpayam apy asvacchatayam -Sabda-
rthayol pratitir mantharibhavati (pp. 139-140).

. 28, sarvasu ca- siighatanasu’ prasidakhyo guwo vyapl.

sa hi sarva-rasa-sadhirapah sarva-samphatana-sadharanas ce-
tyuktam.  prasadatikvame hyasam@s@'pi samghatensd ‘rarumpas
vipralambhaSyhigaran na vyyanakti. tadaparvityage ca madhyama-
samasa’pt prakaSayats (p. 140). PR '

28
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from the later writers in regard to the fundamental
principles and theories of poetry could not probably
be explained®, unless a profound reasonableness underlay
their conception of poetry as well as the respective
position assigned to the different poetic elements. The
°recognition of the deeper aspects of poetry in the
delineation of the technical elements, Rasa and Dhvani,
was no doubt the greatest achievement of the Rasadhvauni
theorists. But that was not all. The other poetic
clements had also to be brought into effective relation
with the underlying sentiment of composition, ¢7z., Rasa.
This probably they could do in no better a way than
taking recourse to the analogy of the human body and
soul—their respective decorations (Alamkéra) and virtues

1. Dr. S.K. De has rightly poiated out that the age in
which the Post-Dhvani theorists began to flourish, being also the
period of early Muhammadan incursions, was marked by a
general decadence of all investigations (Sanskrit Poetics, Vol. I,
p. 297). This isno doubt true to a great extent. HBut we must
remember at the same time that even this period produced
writers of no mean ability and some of the commentators of the
Kavyaprakasa (specially the earlier ones like Rucaka, author of
Kivyaprakasa-sarhketa, Sridhara, author of Kavyapraiasa-

e viveka and Candidisa, author of Kavyaprakia-dipika) display
such a considerable amount of originality in detail that they may
very well be said to have been alamkarikas themselves instead
of mere fikakaras. Hence, the fact, that the general principles
laid down by the Dhvani theorists were accepted in the main by
Postdhvani writers, does not necessarily prove the lack of a
creative genius on the part of these latter but it possibly shows
the soundness of the broad theories which their predecessors
prcpounded, Even Jaganndtha who vigorously criticised wany
of his predecessors in matters of detaii {P. V. Kane, PCXXXII,
Introduction to Sahityadarpaga) had to admit (iu connection with
the Aksepalarhkira, p. 425 Rasagangddhara ) that the Dhvani
theorists settled the main principles to be rollowed by an
alamkbarita ( dhvani-kytam @laskarita-sarapi-vyarasthapakatvat ).
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(Guna)?. The analogy proved quite suitable for the
purpose and it could carry away most of the later writers
only because it served to explain the fundamental
principles of a technical subject quite easily and clearly
from a most reasonable and common sense point of view,
The respective position of the different poetic elements
in the Dhvani-theorists’ revised scheme of poetry was®
thus determined once for all and there was hardly any

- 2, The authors of the Dhvanyaloka do not take up a
detailed treatment of the concept of Dosa but merely hint at
the nitya and anitya varieties of this element (see D.K. quoted
above in viii A, fo. 2 ) according as it bars or helps the awakening
of Rasa. And it has been seen above that the concept of Riti
has not been admitted in their poetic scheme. So, when they
left these ‘two elements out of their consideration and utilised
the analogy of the human body only in connection with the
elements, Guna and Alarhkara it was quite natural that the
analogy could not be full in their treatment, Yet, the fact
remains that they wete the first to introduce this analogy
effectively in the new theory of poetry and it was left to their
successors to make it complete by carrying the scheme further. .
What they utilised in respect of Guna and . Alarthkara, was
employed by their successors tu other poetic elements as well,
Visvanatha, who, following Candidasa introduced the concept
of Riti in his poetic scheme, explains the analogy fully thus,
folldwing some earlier authority :— )

kavyasya  Sabdarthaw  Sariram,  vasadiSc@tma,  gunah
Sauryadivat, dosah kapatvadivat, ritayo’ vayava-samsthana-visesavat,
alamkarah katakakundaladivat ( vptti on i, 2. pp. 12-13)
Kavikarpapura, made a distinction between the ‘life’ ( asu-prana )
and ‘soul’ (a#me2) of a man aad tried to be more accurate when
he explained the analogy thus :—

Sarivaw Sabdavthan dhvanir asava atma kila rasah

gund madhuryadya upamitimutho’ lamkytiganah | .

susamsthanam ritih sa kila pavamah kavya-purusah

yadasmin dvsah syac chravapakatutadih sa na pavah |
(Alahkara-kaustubha, p. 5, Kar. 1), .



220 CONCEPTS OF RITI AND GUNA

scope left for a mutual controversy amongst the later
writers in respect of matters of general theory’.
Naturally, therefore, the Postdhvani writers took upon
themselves the task of explaining, expanding or restricting
the already established rules and theories. They repeated
more or less the same idea—each in his own way and
®if they at all chose to ditfer from their immediate
predecessors, they did it only in point of minor details.

MAMMATA AND HIS FOLLOWERS.

Foremost amongst the later writers stands Mammata
whose Kavyaprakdéa is considered to be the standard
work which systematised the teachings of the Dhvani
School. It is remarkable that although he was an avowed
follower of the Dhvani theorists and as « matter of fact
accepted the essentiality of Rasa in poetry, his definition
of Kavya (tad adosau Sabdirthau sagundv onaloikyti
punal keapi)* does not make any explicit mention of

e - - - —_ - e e ——

3. Many of the later writers though* it to be unprofitable
stick to the beaten tracks and consequently they took up works
of new type such as the treatment of some fixed Rasas in all
their varieties and details (Sanskrit Poetics, Vol. II. pp. 333-43)
or of special topics like Auawvisiksa (op. cit, pp. 356-75 and the

o article entitled “The Making Of The Sanskrit Poet” by Dr, F. W,
Thomas in the Bhandarkar Commemoration Volume pp. 375-86).
The only subject which occupied an important position in the
trestment of the later orthodox theorists was the discussion of
poetic figures which were not explicitly treated but incidentally
touched by the authors of the Dhvanyaloka, This was a field
where powerful writers of the later period got an opportunity of
displaying a considerable amount of originality in their attempt to
supplement the treatment of earlier authorities,

4. FPollowing the lead of Rucaka, the earliest known
commentator on the K. P, Professor S. P. Bhattacharyya has
seen in the Karika-portion tad adosau etc. a summary of
the contents of Mammata's work and not a definition as s
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the elements of Rasa and Dhvani. He starts with $abda
and artha following the usual method of the older
schools. TRasa comes outb only incidentally as a particular
type (asamlaksya-krama) of one (vyangya) of the three
kinds of artha. The $abda and the artha which constitute
Kavya must be free from Dosa (adosau) and endowed
with Guna (sagupaw). They may or may not posses_s.
Alarmkara (enalankris punah kvaps). Thus, the definition
indicates the unmistakable influence which the older
Riti school exerted on Mammata in considering the
Gunas to be essential (nifya) and Alamkiras® to be
non-essential (aniliya) elements of poetry. This would
apparently imply that in Mammata’s opinion Gunas and
Dosas can remain independently in Karya ; they need
not, as it were, be subservient to Rasa. But later on
when he defines these elements in terms of the part they

the generally accepted view ( Kavyaprakasa-sarhketa in the
Calcutta Oriental Journal, Vol Il pp. 1-75. He also¢ holds that
the very first Karika of Mammata's work.

niyati-kytaeniyama-vahitam hladaitamayim ananya-povatantram |
nava-vasa-vucivam nivmitim adadhati bharati kaver jayati |

contains his conception about the essence of poetry and as such
it may be treated as his definition there-of. This view is, no doubt,
interesting as Mammata is thereby understood to have admitted *
explicitly the fundamental importance of Rasa in his conception of
poetry in accordance with the tradition obtaining in the school
to which he belongs, We shall not, at this stage, make any
difference between ‘the definition of peotry’ and a summary of
the contents there-of.

(4a) It may, at the same time, be held that the Alarhkara
school, which had its most redoubtable champion in Udbhata,
was no less honoured for the hold of Udbhata on Mammata, as
Kashmirian tradition would lead us to believe, was quite a potent
factor in the making up of his scheme and concept of poetry,
The phrase anralarlkyti punah ivapi may reasonably indicate that
Alamkiras were the rule rather than an exception.
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play in awskening Rasz, he makes himself liable to a
glaring inconsistency. This inconsistency, as has been
already shown by Dr. 8. K. De  (Sanskrit Poetics, Vol. 1T,
pp. 275-82), may be explained by the faet that in spite
of accepting the general scheme and theory of the Dhvani
'Schoul, Mammata could not skake off the influence of
the earlier Schools and it proved tuv be the hopeless
result of an attempt to “find a comprehensive formula
to cover the old ideas as well as the new in a standard
text book.” *

The first six chapters of Mammata’s work are devoted
broadly to the definition and sub-divisions of Kaeya and
the various functions of Sabde and artha.® Keeping
close to the order in which the elements are mentioned
in his definition, he then proceeds to discuss the Dosas
iu chapter V1II and the Gupas in chapter VII., The last
two chapters are devoted to the treatment of Alammkaras—
IX to those of $nbda (including three Vrpttis which are
taken to be equivaleut to the three Ritis of Vamana)
and X to those of artha. But before entering into a
detailed  discussion of the individual (Gupas and
Alarakdras, Mammata draws a clear-cut distinction between
the general character of the two elements in the first two
a Kiikas of ch. VIII, which ran thus ;

(1) ye rasasyanginn dharmah Saviyadaya ivatmanal t
utkarsa-hetavas te syur acala-sthitayo gunah -

(2)  upakurvanti tain santam ye'igadearena jotuclt i
haradivad alainkidras te ’iwprasopamadayak .

(4b) This point has been repeatedly pressed in the commen-
tary of Candidasa first in connection with the definition of poetry
and then in connection with the Dogas.

5. P. V. Kane has given an analysis of the different chapters
of the K. P. in his Introduction to the Sahityadarpana (pp. XCIX
and C).
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Unlike the Dhvanikara, he does not rest satisfied with
only ascertaining where the elements spoken of reside
but he goes further and explains, with some amount of
exactitude, the nature of the association = between the
element and its substratum. Thus, his definition, quoted
above, would imply that Gupas not only belong to
Rasa but are inseparable characteristics (acala-sthitayo *
dharmah) of it and as such they invariably help its .
realisation (utharsa-hetavalh). And these are exactly the
points that distinguish them from the Alamkaras which
can, on no account, be said to reside in Rasa but may only
occasionally embellish it. Fven this they can do only
indirectly through  $abde and arthe, which they
chiefly adorn. Govinda has set forth in very clear terms
the distinctive characteristics of the two elements thus :—
evam ca rasasyotkarsa-hetutve sate (1) rasa-dharmatvan
tathatve sati (2) rasawvyabhicaristhititvam®, (3) ayogavya-
vacchedena rasopakarakatvain cety laksanatrayam gunaram
drastavyam (Kavyapradipa, vritd, under VIII, 1. p. 274).
As for the Alamkaras he says :—rasopakarakatve sati
(1) tadavrttitvarn, tathatve sati (2) rasavyabhicaritvam,
(3) amiyamena rasopakarakatvain ceti samanya-loksana-
trayam alaimkaranam (op. cit. vriti under VIIL, 2, p. 275).

6. We should mark the propriety of the expression aca’a-sthi-
taysh in Mammata's definition of Guna against that of jatucit
upakurvanti in his definition of Alamkira. Govinda brings out
two prominent characteristics of Gupa from the single epithet
acala-sthitayah. He explains it as apythaksthitayah or avyabhica-
risthitayah. avyabhicdra which means non-separation or constancy
is, in his opinion, to be judged not only in respect of ( the
existence of Gupa in) Rasa but also of the capacity of
Guna for embellishing Rasa. Thus he remarks :—awyabhicarasca
rasena tadupakirena va. rasain ving ye navatisthante, avatisthamanas
cavasyarn rasam upakurvantityarthah. (vrtti under VIII, 1, p,
274 ). The Gunas cannot exist without Rasa and existing in it
they inyariably help its awakening.
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In his Vytti on Karika 87 (p. 462 ) Mammata clearly
explains the poetic Gupa on the analogy of human Guna
and sets forth the views of Abhinavagupta regarding the
relationship between Gupa and the varpa (letters),
by overthrowing the teachings of the Riti School on this
point. His main contention is that just as qualities like
¢ bravery ete. belong to the human soul and not to the
body, so the poetic excellences like sweetness ete. are
properties really belonging to Rasa, not to the letters.’
In this connection he observes that those who hold
Guna to belong exclusively to the warnpa have no insight
into the deeper charms of Rasa ( rasa-paryanta-vi §ranta-
pratitivandhyah-l. 5, p. 464). The common people,
unable to look into the true nature of things (evisranta-
pratitayak-1. 3, p. 464) are often carried away by
the mere size of a man and call him brave or not brave
according as his body is bulky or small, irrespective of the
fact whether or not he really possesses the virtue of bravery
at heart. To this assumption they are led by their un-
guarded observation for the quality of bravery is sometimes
found to be co-existent with an impressive appearance.®
But we must remember that this s not always the case
for even a man having a thin body may be brave at
heart. And even when it is so expressions like ‘the
body itself is brave’ (akara evasyo $urah ) cannot
be justified unless one takes recourse to a secondary
asage. The right use would probably be ‘the appearance
is suggestive of bravery’ (ak@rak Suwryavyijakah) for

7, @lmana eva hi yatha Sauryadayo nakarasya, tatha rasa-
syaiva madhuryadayo guns na varpandm (1. i, p. 463).

8. kvacit tn Seuryadi-samuciltasydkara-mahattvader dar$anad
akara evasya ‘Sarah, ilyader vyavah@rad, anyatrasure'pi vilatnky-
titva-matvena ‘Sira’ iti, hvapi surépi  murti-laghava-matrena
“qSlira iti avisranta-pratitaye.. vyavaharanti, (Il 1-3. p, 464).
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this much we can reasonably say- of. a man . from  his
extemal features. s

~ Similar is the case with letters in rehtlon to tho
poetic Guna.  Those theorists, who cannot dive so far
as to comprehend the delcetability of Rasa, speak of the
lettelu themselves as being sweet or not sweet (Whel(,dS
in- reality qualities like sweetness ete. belong to R‘ISJ,
th(, soul of poetry). The only consideration, that Wemhs
Wlﬂl them, is whether the letters are SO'Lt,-SOlllldlllU‘ or
high-sounding and this they take to be the- sole criterion
for judging the presence of Madhurya or Ojas in- a parti-
cular composition. But this criterion is defective, since
it is apt to confuse the real issue and if it is accepted,
there is just the risk of calling such Rasas and their
accessorics as are mnot really sweet as siveet Slmpl\ by
réason of the softiess of the letters that express. them.
At the same time, it is also possible ‘that Teally sweet
passmns ‘and their accessorics will be treated as  ‘not
sweet’ if they' are expressed in letters that ‘dre not soft-
$ound1m Of course it appears from two of ‘Mammata’s
bubuquent sitras (viz. 99 and . IOO) that sweetness
(Madhurya) is generally co-existent with soft-sounding
letters and energy (Ojas) with lugh aoundmg ones, but we
shiould remember that that is not the last word spoken by
him on this point. For, he himself has stated immediate-
Iy afterwards ( in s@itra 102 ) that letters. (and for the
matter of that ) compounds and diction are sometimes
altered in order to suit the na’oure of (1 } the speakel,
(11) the Sub]cct matter and (iii) the form of composition.
This shows, therefore, that when the letters are’ properly

9. madhuradi-vratijaka-sukumaradi-varpanam madhuradi-
vyavah@ra-pravytier amadhuradi-rasanganam varpanam saukiu-
maryadi-matrena madhuryadi, madhuradir asopakarananam tesam
asaukumaryader amadhuryadi rasa -pmymzta-mf;anta pratitivan-
dhya vyavaharanti (p. 464. 11, 3-5).

29
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selected they can, like the appearanec of 5 man, only
suggest a particular Guux but on no account can  the
{31na subsist in the letters cntirely.  Later on (in sitro
4} Mammata ha~ told us that the Guuyas may  be spoken
of as subsisting in words and their meanings only indiveet-
oly L. e by taking reconrse to a figurative use in the same
manner as human virtaes have been attributed o the
body. It may bhe noted here that in all  that ha~ been
said above Mammata does not propound wny strikingls
novel theory himself. He simply  eaplalns by means of
4 forth by
Nuvandavardhana and specially  Abhinavagupta.

@ suitable analogy  the nain prineiples s

Maimata neat goes o to eritieise two curlier views
on the respective position of Guopa and  Alarikara.  The
first of these views is that there is absolutely no  ditference
betweeu the Gupa and the \lamkira. Both these element-
are inherent qualities of Kdvya. Those who like to draw a
distinetion between them are led by merely a blind
tradition.  Virtues like bravery may well be sald to
subsist in a man by inherence swmarayu-orityd and
ornaments like necklace on his  body by conjunetion
(sumyoyorritya).  But what is true in the case of Taukike
guna and aloinkara is not so in the case of Kavyogupe

® and Aarvyalambkarn, both of which subsist by inherenee
alone!®. It is not directly known what particular theorist
set forth the above views but, Manikyacandra (°saimketa,
p. 187) and some other commentators of Kavyaprakada
hold that this was the argument advanced by Bhattodbha-
ta'' in his Bhamabavivavapa.  Manuuate himself, how-

10, sama dya-vrttya sauwr yadave i sohvogaupdpi e litraday o
iastu gupdlamkaragain bhedal. vial-prothpiinim anuprasopa-
macinam cobhayesam afi samav@ya: prtya hortie (1 gaddalila
pravahegeicaisin bl da it abhal Baom wset, (K P.p 470, I 2-3)

11. We have no ditect source tor ascertaining the views of

Udibuta regarding the exact nature of the Gunas and  Mehkaris.
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ever, fully accepts the analogy of laukika guna and _
alamnkara, as has been scen ahove.

The other view that Mammata disproves is the one
held by Vamana who opines that the Gunas are sufficient
to produce poetic beanty whereas the Alamkaras heighten
the beauty thus produced (pp. 89-91, ch. VI). Mammata
argues'® that if all the Gupas together be taken to

His main treatise, Bhamaha-vivarana {referred to in leghuwvptti
on Kavyilathkara-sara-sathgraha, Ed. Banhatti, p. 14) is now lost,
In his Kavy3lathk3ra-sara-sathgraha which now exists, he has told
us nothing regarding his views on Guna. But Induraja, while
commenting on Udbhata’s definition of the poetic figure
Kavyalifiga (vi, 7), brings in a curious discussion about Gunas
and Rasas. N. D. Banhatti (notes on Kavyilarhkira-sira-
sathgraha. pp. 154-59) has already shown the unprofitable character
of this discussion inasmuch as it is hopeless attempt at reconciling
the views of Vamana with those of the Rasa-dhvani theorists,
Udbhata’s views can be gleaned only from second-hand sources,
e.g. Alarmmkarasarvasva (p. 7) and Pratiparudra YoSobhiisana
with its commentary Ratn3pana (p. 334, ed Trivedi). These show
that Udbhata maintained very slight distinction between Gunpa
and Alamhkara. - The former in his opinion, belongs to sasgkatana
only, whereas the latter belongs to $abda and artha (udbhatadibhis
tu punalamiaranamn prayasal samyam eva sucitam, bisaya-malrvena
bhedapratipadanat. samghtana-dharmatvena Sabdariha-dharmatvena
cesteh. Alamhkdrasarvasva, loc cit). The view quoted by Mammata,
however, makes absolutely no difference between the two elements,
Banhatti is probably right when he says that these views agree in
the main point, namely that, there is no essential difference between
the Guna and the Alarhkara in Udbhata’s theory of Poetry,

12, yad apyutlas kayya-Sobhayal kavtaro dharma gunas tad-
atiaya-letavas tralashkara iti tadapi ne yutiam  yatah ki
samastair gunath tavya-vyavahara uta katipayaih. yadi samastaih
tat katham asamasta-gunpa gaudi pawcali ca ritih kavvasvatma.
atha tatipavail tatal

adrav atra pragjvalatyagniy uccaih
pragrah prodyannullasatyesa dhimakh |
ityadavojah-prabhytisu gugesu satsu kavva-vyavahara-praptih
(Pp. 471-72)
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account for poetry, as such, then the Gaudi @nd Paticali
Ritis (a~ accepted by Vamana) cannot be regarded as the
essence of poetry because they are oot marked by all
the Gunas,  On the other hand, if the presence of only
one or two Gupas can produce the poetic charm, then o
.pm‘()ly unpoctical passage g, one  contaiuing  g@dfioe-
haudhatea has to be regarded as poctry,

Following the authors of the Dhvanyaloka, Mammata
enumerates  and  defines  only  three  Gunas, namely,
Midhurya, Ojas and Prasada.
(1) Madhurya gladdens the heart by way of producing
a melting thercof. It resides ordinarily in érﬁgﬁl‘a
{sambhoga), but 1t is also present in increasing
degrees in Karuna,  Vipralambha Sragara and
Santa Rasas'?. :

(?) Ojas which leads to a glow in the form of an
expansion of the heart, resides generally in the
Vira Rasa and it is felt in increasing degrees in
Bibhatsa and Randra Rasas®*.

(3} And lastly, Prasada is that quality which pervades
the mind like fire among dry fuel or like a clear
<tream of water, It is present evervwhere /e
in all Rasas and in all compositions?’.  The

15, aldadakatvin madiniyam Spagare druti-kiragam
karine Tf/>7'u/nmb/ze tacchande catiSavantiton 1
(s@ttras 9u-9t, pp. 474-75)
14. (/if)tyt‘zz‘ma»z»z'sz‘_rter hetur ofo vira-rosa-stiiti |
bibiratsu-raudra-rasayos tasyadhikpain tramenpa tn
(sTitras 92-93, pp. 475-76).
3. Suskendhandgnivat svaccha-jala-vat sahasaiva yal |
wyaproty anyat pmﬁ?‘ui’o'sau savvatra viliita-sthitih "
(stitra 95, p. 477 ).
‘The analogy of clear water and of fire among dry fuel was
brought in first by Abhinava {/hag it Suskn-tasthag wi-dystanteny-
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crucial character of this Gupa is its capacity for
" bringing out clearly the sense of a passage as

" soon as it is read-out® “. '
Mammata studies critically the ten .§a7jdagm.ms of
Vamana'" and limits them down to the three mentioned
above. He holds that some of the ten Gupas can very
well be -included in these three (kecid antarblivantyesu),
some arc considercd to be merely absence of demerits
(dosa-tyagat pare §ritah) while others are positive. demerits
in certain cases (anye bhajanti dosatvaimn lutractt, sutra
96. p. 478). Thus, Vamana’s (1) é]eszm {coalescence of
\'x’:01‘ds)"(9) Samadhi (adjustment of structural ascent and
descent)(3) Udarata (liveliness of the composmon) and
(4) Prasada (Iooseness of structure “mixed up with certain
éohesiveness)—all ‘come under the single quqhtv O]’lS
in the new theory. - (*)) Madhurya, which ‘consists in
distinctness of words can, in a'sense, be 1ncludcd ander
the same Guna in the new theon for it will be seen later
on that a diction, if it is to be - favourable to the  quality
of .Madhurya, must either be free from componnd words
(avrttih) or contain compounds of Gnly medium’ length
(madhyavrtiir va) (6) Arthavyakti or explicitness of sense
comes under ‘Lueidity’. (7) Samati, which consists in

kalusodaka-dystaniena ca tad akalusyam prasannatvar nama sarva-
rasandie gunal...... Olocana, p. 82, 11. 7-8) Bharata, of course,
mentioned in a different context (VII, 7, K. M. T.) the first analogy
met witk in Mammata’s text,

16, Srutiematrena §ab(i{u‘ tu yenartha-pratyayo bhavet | -
sadharangah samagranam sa prasado guno matakh |
N (s7itra 101, p. 468).
17. It ought to be noted that Mammata never mentions
Vinizma by name in connection with his “treatment of the Gunas
but the definitions of the ten Gunas (each of- $edda and artha)
scrutinised by him leave no room for doubt that he xs refeumv to
the treatment of Vimana,
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a aniformity of diction, s sometimes a positive defect.
And lastly (8) Saukumarya and (9) Kanti which consist in
freedomi  from  harshness  and  richness of words (7.,
avoidance of the commonplace) respectively are, really
<peaking, the negations of the technicai defects, Kastatva
and Gramyatva (rett/ on B 96, p, 179 (10) Vamana's
Ojas is of course incladed mder Mammmata’s Guna of the

same name,

Mammats then explains  away the so-called artha-
genas of Vamana.  In his opinion Vamana's artha-gupa
(1} Ojas, defined as boldness in the expression of ideas,
is nothing but a strikingness of utterance and as soch it
is not a Guna at all.  K@eya can well exist without such
trikingness, «kticaicitrya itself being the opposite of
the technical Dosa, Anavikrtatva, Vamana’s (2} Madharya
need not he enumerated as a positive excellence. His
(3) Prasada, which involves mention of what i= absolutely
necessary, is only the opposite of Adhika-padatva Doga.
Similarly, his (4) Saokumdrya aud (5) Udarata are merely
the negations of Amangaladlila and Gramyatva Dosas
respectively. Commingling of id(',as (ghatani) is only
strikingness and so (6! Vamana’s Slesy stands outside th
range of excellences (7) Prakramabheda is merely a
dosibhivn, hence his Samata is not a Gupa.  (8) Samadhi.
which consists in comprehending the meaning of o poem
{as being original or borrowed), cannot be regarded as «
speeial Gapa, A composition cannot certainly be regarded
as poetry at all anless the reader nnderstand~ the weaning
of it and axcertains whether it ix original or borrowed.
Then again, Vimana’s (9) Arthavyakti, characterised as
rastu-svabihitra-sphutatra, comes under Mammata’s poetic
figure Svabhdavokti and his (1) Kanti, defined a~ dipta-
rasatra, s included under Rasadhvani ¢ither predominant
or subordinate (r#fti on s@itra 96, pp. $81-33). Thus it is
shown that (unas that pertain to the sense in the opinioy
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of Vamana, ought not to be mentioned separately {{ena
narthaguna ©acy@h...sitre 97, p. 483).

Each of the three Gunas accepted in  the new theory
is produced (or suggested) by a particular arrangement
of letters (rarpa); compounds {(semase) and style of
composition (racana). Thus, (i) all sparse letters or e
(mutes from £ to »z) excepting the letters of the la-varga
combined with the last letter of their respective varga,
(ii) the consonants » and 72 with short vowels, (iii) absence
of compounds or presence of short compounds aund (iv)
soft diction...these are specially favourable for the quality
of Madhurya.'® Similarly (i) compound = consonants
formed by the combination of the first and third letters
of a varga with the letters immediately following them
{Z.e. with the second and fourth letters respectively) (ii)
as also those formed by any sort of combination with 7
(iii) combination of similar letters (iv) all the letters of
the fa-vorga excepting » (which is favourable for
Miadhurya), (v) palatal and cerebral ~sibilants (vi) long
compounds and (vii) bombastic style...these are suggestive
of the quality Ojas.*® No particular letters or compounds
have been fixed for the Gupa, Prasida. Any letter or
compound may be employed herein provided that
perspicuity, which is the sine qua nwon of this Guna, is
not lost. Thosc that are detrimental to it ought to be
rigorously abandoned. '

It will be interesting to note that, while Mammata does

not admit Riti as a separate element of poetry, although he
does not altogether leave out of consideration the question

18, murdhni vargantyagah sparsa atavarga ranau laght |
avyttir madhya-vyttir va mﬁd/mr‘yé ghatana tatha |
( stitra 99, v. 484 ).
19. yoga adya-tytiyabhyam aniyayo, renpa tulyayoh
tadih, Sasau, vytti-dairghyai, gempha uddhata ojasi |
) ( sfitra 100, p. 485, see also the vpiti)
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of structure or diction.  This has been covered by his
conception of Vreetl, which  comes in course of  his
treatment of the Sabdafumddara  Anuprasa in ch. IN. Vrtti
has been defined as that function of some fxed letters
which (comes within the provinee of /.e.) remains subor-
dinate to Rasa (eiynla-virna-gato rasa-viseyo ryiparaly...
erttion siifre 105, po 495). Manumata  enumerates and
defines three difterent Vittis, namely, (1) Upanagurika,
(2) Parus and 3) Komala or Gramya aud remarks  that
these three Vittis have been called Vaidarbhi, Gaudi and
Pancali  Riti~  respeetively by some carlier  theorvists
like Vamana.®” The diction  which ix  characterised
by letters suggestive of Madhurya is called [Upandgarika
{edrdlerge=rgaiigalnle rarpnir aponiymeidoryate. . sitro
105, p.o 497);  that which is characterised by letters
~ugeestive of Ojas 1s known as Parosa ( ojal-pralasae-
kais tals to parasa. .satra 109, loe. it ) and that charac-
terised by letters other than those mentioned above is
Komala or Gramya { kowedda povail...satra 110 loce. cit.).
Mawmata has no  doubt been considerably influenced
by Udbhata in respeet of his nomenclature and definition
of individual Vrttis  but they view this poetic factor
from ditferent angles.  Udbhata looks upon the Vrtti
as a- definite arrangement of letters,”t which may impart

20. kesaficid eta vaidarbli-pramukha ritayo matal
Vstitra 111, p. 498 ),
etds lisro  wvyliayah v@manddindwm  male vaidarbhi-
gaudi-paiicalyakhya rvitayo matah.
(zytti on the above).
21, Sasablyan repha-samyogais ta~vargena cu yorita |
parusa nama vytti syat hila-hva-hyadyaisca sanyuta .
svariipa-sarmyoga-yutdimn murdhni cargantya-yogibhil |
sparSair yuwiti ca manyante upanagavikamn budhalk ;
Sesair varnatr yatha-yogam kathitan komalakhyaya |
gramyan vrttim prasamsanti kavyesvadria-budhhayah -
(Kavyalamkara-sara-sathgraha i, 4-6 ).
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poetic charm on its own account and which is not
theoretically related to any other poetic element.’’a
Mammata’s Vrtti, on the other hand, is a definite
arrangement of letters, no doubt, but it cannot produce
the poetic charm on its own account because it has
explicitly been said to be a rasa-visaya vyapare. It is
true that Mammata’s Vrttis have not been definitely
mentioned to be connected directly with the Rasa. They
are determined primarily by their capacity for sugges-
ting particular Gupas. But since the Gunas reside in
Rasa, the Vrttis may be taken to be subservient to
Rasa through indirect association or parampara-
sambandha. This would remind us of Dhvanikara’s
Satughatana, which has been characterised as manifesting
Rasa through the Gunas (VIII A, pp. 214-6 above). But in
spite of their apparently similar nature, we should not
identify, ‘Dhvanikara’s Samghatana with Mammata’s
Vrttis. We must note that Anandavardhana does not
fix a particular Samghatana for. a particular Gugpa, while
Mammata defines each of his Vritis -in terms of a
particular Gupa.  Anandavardhana’s Samghatana is
determined by the absence or presence of - compound
words ‘whereas in Mammata’s treatment of Vrtti the
questlon of compound words is not at all touched upon
but the presence of partlcular letters suggesting partl-’
cular Gunas is discussed. We must also note that the
sphere of Mammata’s ghatana or gumpha ( sttras 99-
100 ) is wider than that of Dhvanikara’s Samghatana.

21a, This is what we can gather from the Kavyalarthkarasara-
sarhgraha, Whether Udbhata, who is also- known to have
commented on the Natyasastrd (where the Natya\rttls eg. kaigiki,
Sittvati are connected asa “inatter of course with Rasa), was
influenced in nomenclature as well as in conception to a certain
extent by Bharata’s view is a question that can not be answered-
in the absence of the commentary referred to, T

30
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The respective position of the concepts of Riti and
Guna came to be finally settled by the authors of the
Dhvanyaloka on the basis of the part they play towards
helping the realisation of the underlying soul of poetic
sentiment and not as an external element belonging to

o Sabda and artha. Mammata, in his attempt to establish
a clear-cut scheme of poetics, accepted the views and
principles of the Dhvanikara and Anandavardhana, but
he thought it necessary to examine critically and refute
the Riti-Guna theory of the early writers before estab-
lishing his own. Later post-dhvani writers generally
elaborated the teachings of the new school, taking
Mammata as a type. Some of them curiously adhered to
the teachings of the predhvani schools.**

22. The older Vagbhata follows Rudrata in classifying Rius

in terms of compound words (Vigbhatilathkara, 1V, 150-51).
Properly speaking, there are two Ritis, vz, (1) Vaidarbki, when
the letters are not compounded and {2} Gaudi, when they are
compounded. [I'he types Pafcdli and LAtiyd are not recognised
by commentators as being set forth by Vagbbhata (fn on p. 61, op.
cit,) although these two Ritis are actually found in the text (1V,150)
defined exactly after Rudrata. Gunas and Rasas have absolutely
no part to play in the older ‘Vigbhata's Ritis. Ten Gupas are
» enumerated. They generally correspond in nature to the $abda-
gunas of Vamana excepting (1) Madhurya which is defined as
savasirtha-padatva (iii, 15a) and (2) Samadhi (iii 11) which bears the
character of Dandin’s Guna of the same name., Vidydnatha defines
Riti as gupaslista-padasarghatana(Prataparudia®, Kivyaprakarana,
p. 63) which is akin to the old definition given by Vamana, He
defines Gaudiya Riti in relation to Gunas (ojah-fanti-gunopeta. ..
op. cit. p.65). But curiously enough bis Vaidarbhi :s not defined
in terms of the Gunpas, This is marked by an absence of {1) harsh
structure (bandha-parusya), (2) difficult words ($abda-tathinya} and
(3) long compounds (atidirgha-samasa...op. cit. p. 64). His Pafcali
possess the characteristics of both Vaidarbhi and Gaudi (ubhayatmika
...0p. cit, p. 66). We bave already seen (V11 B. pp. 158-9 above)
that Vidyanatha follows the scheme of Bhoja's twenty four Gupas.
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Hemcandra, follows Mammata closely in (i) his
conception and execution of the Gunas, (i) his non-
acceptance of Riti as a separate poetic elements and
{iii) his enumeration and characterisation of the Vrttis. He
defines the three Gunas after Mammata...(1) Madhurya,
as the cause of a melting of the heart (druti-hetuh...
Kavyanuéasana p. 201), (2)'0”jas,. as the cause of its
expansion (dipti-hetuh...op. cit. p. 202) and (3) Prasada
as the cause of pervasion (wikaSa-hetul...op. cit. p. 203) ;
but he differs from the latter in holding that a greater
degree of Madhurya exists in the different Rasas in the
order Sambhoga, éz‘m’sa, Karupa and Vipralambha
{p: 201). The letters and ‘compqunds that suggest these
Gunas are in his opinion, the same as those discussed
by Mammata.

Vidyadhara enumerates and defines three Ritis after
Vamana ( Ekavali V, 9-12, pp. 149-50 ) remarking that
Avantika and other Ritis are not separately mentioned
in view of the fact that they constitute special cases
only by the admixture (saskarya) of the three orthodox
Ritis ( op. cit. V, 13, p.150 ). He accepts and ‘defines
three Gunas and explains away the dada-guna theory
of the Riti schiool after the manner of Mammata ( V, 7-8,
p- 48). But although Vidyadhara accepts only three
Gunas and does not admit Kanti as a separate Guna,
it is strange that he defines Paficali and Gaudi Ritis
in terms of Kanti (along with Ojas in V, 11-12, pp.
149-50 ) |

The younger Vagbhata adheres to the dasa-guna
theory of the Riti school but he defines Madhurya, Ojas
and Prasada in the light of the . definitions given in
the Dhvani school®® and classifies his Ritis on the basis

23. (i) yatranandam amandain mano drvavati, taw madhu:-
yam. §vnga1 a-Santa-kavunesu kramenadhikyam.

(Kavyanusasana ch, 11, p. 30).
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thereof. His Samadhi ( p. 30 ) is the same as that of
Dandin and each of the remaining six of his Gunpas
(pp. 29-30) partakes of the nature of the corresponding
Sabda-gupa of Viamana. When he accepted in fofo the
character of all the three Gunas of the Dhvani theorists,
it is really strange that he ignored the latter’s criticism
of the earlier daSa-guna theory, but kept the number
intact instead. This proves that these minor writers
were mever great theorists and so it is idle to expect
always a systematic treatment at their hands.

The younger Viagbhata has assigned a place to the
Ritis in his system—Ritis conceived in relation to Gunas
as well as speeial letters, structures and compounds.
The Ritis are enumerated as three—Vaidarbhi, Gaudiya
and Paficali which possess respectively the Gunas,
Madhurya, Ojas and Prasada and ecach of which is
composed of a special structure.®* It is interesting to
note in this connection that the younger Vagbhata
was not the first writer in the Postdhvani period to
bring in the idea of Riti in his scheme of poetry. We
have already seen that Mammata was not much for

(ii) diptiketur ojak. wira-bidbhatsa-raudresu  kramena
viSesato ramyam. (ibid).

(iii) shagity artharpanena ceto-vikaSa-janatal  sarva-
vasa-vacanatmakah prasadah. (p. 31).

24, () madhurya-gupopayukta waidarbli vitch. asyan ca
prayena (1) komalo bandhah (2) asamasak {3)ta-varga-
vahita nijapaFicamakrants vargah 4, rapaw  hra-
svantaritau ca prayojyan. (p. 31).

(i) ojo-gunayukta gaudiyi ritih. asyam ca (1) ban-
dhauddhatyam (2) samasa-dairghyam (3) samyukta-
vargalvam (&) prathama-trtiyakrvantiu  dvitiya-
caturthau yuktan (5) vepha$ ca karyak  (ibid).

(iil) prasada-guna-yukta pavcali. atva suslisto bandhah
pmsidd/n’mi ca padﬁni. (Ibid),
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admitting Riti as a separate poetic element (p. 231 above).
It was his commentator, Candidasa, who was perhaps
the first among the followers of the Dhvani theory to
devote some attention towards a separate treatment of
this element. Although he remarks that Ritis are
nothing more than particular arrangement of - ;lettexts,‘
which need not have any technical name because they
have no peculiar characteristics®®, he himself offers a
separate definition of each of the three Ritis ( referred
to by Mammata ) in terms of a particular Gunpa and a
special structure of composition?®, ' :

Viévanatha follows, in the main, the teachings. of
Mammata {and sometimes the latter’'s commentator
Candidasa, whom he introduces to us as the younger
brother of his grand-father )*’. In the first chapter

e

25. eta ereti.. tasa¥ca Sabdavinyasapythagrapatvat. vinyasa-
matve ca naliSayini vilaksananamayogat,
(K. P. dipika, fol, 120a, India Office ms.)

26. prasada~vyasijaka-tomala-praya-varnpamayi - vaidarbhi,

ojovyaFijaka-parusap: aya-varpamaeyi giudi. madhury.-
vyanjaka-masypa-praya-varpamayi pavicali, (Ilbid)

27.  asmat-pitamahanuja-kavipandilamukhya-Sricandidasa-
padanam:+-...S. D. P. 506. v#¢ti on Kar 6o1.

Vigvanatha's indebtedness to Candidasa is clearly seen in
several places of the latter’s Odipika. The most important
instance is Visvanatha’s definition of poetry as well as the manner
of his criticism of Mammata’s definition. Viévanitha’s definition
vakyam rasatmakai kavyam (k7. 3. p. 19) is only another form of
Candidasa’s remark......asvadajivaiul  pada-sandarbhah kavyam
(°dipika, ed, S. P. Bhattacharyya. p. 13), Besides, the folluwing
lines of Candidasa will show to what extent ViSvanatha had drawn.
upon him when he established his definition of poetry by over-
throwing the oue -given .by Mammata, Says candidasa *
dosa-taratamyaccasvadabhava-taratamyam, na tu kavyatva-hanih,

..........

tesar sarvatra vyapakatvat. gunaSchsvada-Savirantargata  eva,
na tu Sabdarvtha-vacana-dharma iti. ye tvadosav 1t laksapamsam
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of his work he has explained poetry ( strictly the
different poetic elements, 2¢x., Rasa, Guna, Dosa, Riti
and Alahkdra ) in analogy with a human being ( cf.
his remarks in fn. 2. p. 219 above! He is the
only post-dhvani writer who has given a systematic
Jtreatment to the Ritis in relation to Rasa and Guna
and in so doing he is evidently indebted to Mammata
and Candidasa. His definition of Riti shows that it is
a suitable arrangement of words (more strictly of letters)
which directly adorns the body of poetry and ultimately
helps the realisation of Rasas and the like®> just as
a proper adjustment of the different limbs of a man
directly beautifies his body as a whole and indirectly
his soul. Four different Ritis have been mentioned
and detined. They are (1) Vaidarbhi (2) Gaudi (3) Pin-
cali and (4) Latik4, the last being added to the orthodox
enumeration. They clearly comprise in their wide
sphere Mammata’s conception of (1) the Vrttis and
(2) ghatana or gumpha (special structures that suggest
particular Gunas). In Mammata’s Vrtti which constitated
only a particular aspect of the verbal figure alliteration
(Anuprasa), it was npot possible for him to deal with
anything beyond an arrangement of [leffers. But since
o Visvanatha admitted Riti as a separate poetic element,
he could conceive of it from a much broader point of
view, including therein everything that can be meant
by the expression ‘structure of words’, ri1., the arrange-
ment of letters, the use of compounds and the total

(K. P, stitra 1. p.13) icchanti tesam kavyatvarn nirvisayam
atyanta-pravirale-visayam va syad, ukrtad eve nyayat. yas tu
rasadi-hine'pi  kvacana Ravya-vyapadesah sa bandiadi-samyad
gauna eva. (Joc.cit. Compare this with Visvanitha's vperi on
pp. 11 and 18.)

28. padasamghatand vitir anga-samstha-visesavat upakartri
rasadindm...... ch. IX. Kar 624. p. 526.
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effect which these impart to the structure as a whole.
Thus, his Vaidarbhi contains (1) either absence of
compounds or presence of only short compounds, (2) letters
suggestive of the quality of Madhurya which serve
to make the nature of the composition sweet and
tender®®. And since this Riti is related directly with
the Madhurya Guna®®, it ultimately helps the manifesta-
tion of élgr‘xgﬁra (both Sambhoga and Vipralambha
varieties), Karuna and Santa Rasas in which that Guna
resides in different degrees (VIII, Kar. 607. p. 512).
Similarly, his Gaudi is marked by (1) long compounds
and (2) letters suggesting the quality of Ojas! which
lend to the structure of composition gaudiness or
grandiloquence®®., This Riti is specially favourable
for Vira, Bibhatsa and Raudra Rasas in which Ojas
resides in increasing degrees (VIIL, Kar. 609. cd, p. 513).
His Paficali is composed of (1) letters other than those
used in Vaidarbhi and Gaudi Ritis and (2) compounds
of some five or six words®*?. Viévanitha has not

29. madhurya-vya¥jakair varyaiv racand lalitatmika |
avyttir alpa-vrttiv va vaidarbhi vitiv igvate |
8.D. IX, Kar, 636, p. 526,
30. It ought tobe noted in this connection that Candidasa
defined the Ritis Valdarbhi, Gaudi and Pafcali in terms of the
Gunas Prasida, Ojas and Madhurya respectively. Visvanitha’s
characterisation of the Ritis approaches that of the younger
‘Vagbhata (P. 236 above). '

31.  Ojah-prakasakair varpair bandha adambarak punak |
samasa-bahula gamﬁ ........................... 1

op. cit. 1X, Kar 627. p. 527.

320 rereereeriioeniiirnenns varpaih $esaik punar dvayoh |
samasta-paiica-sa-pado bandhah Pa%calika mata |

op. cit. 1X, Kar 628, pp- 527+28.
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explicitly determined the nature of the composition in
this Riti, but the verse :—
madhuraya wmadhu-bodhita-inadhari-
madhu-samyddli-samedhita-medhaya |
madhukaranganaya muhur-unmada-
dhvaiibhrita )u'bhrtd/:guuzn ujjage
(Sisupalavadha VI, 20)
which he ecites (p. 328) as its illustration, shows that
it has generally a tender effect on the mind of the
reader and as such it partly partakes of the nature of
the Vaidarbhi Riti. It should be observed in this
connection that Viévanatha’s quotations from the earlier
writers like Rudrata and Bhoja in connection with his
Vaidarbhi and Pafcali Ritis respectively appear to be
quite out of place. Instead of supporting his own
position these quotations display a bit of his uneritical
nature for they present a poetic ideal altogether ditferent
from the tradition which he is following®*. TIf it is
argued, that he has presented the carlier writers’
view-points in contrast to his own (as his use of the
particle fu in bhojas tu, rudragas tu would imply), why
should he specifically select these two writers (along
with Purusottama whom he cites in connection with
Gaudi) specially when they were not known to have been
theorists of any remarkable order? Viévanatha’s

33. He quotes the following verse under the name of
Rudrata (rudratas tviha) but curiously enough, it is not traceable
in the Kavyalarhkara of that author :

asamastaitka-samasta yukta dasabhiv gunaisca vaidarbhi |
varga-dvitiya-bahula svalpapsr anaksara ca subidheya
op. cit. p. 527.
Bhoja’s definition of Paificali, as we have already seen (ch.
VII B, P. 156 above), involves inler alia the Gupas Sukumara
which Viévanitha himself has explained away after the manner

of Mammata,
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Lati Riti, defined as that which possesses the characteris--
tics of both Vaidarbhi and Paficali®*, appears to
have been practically an unnecessary addition, for, if
this is accepted as a separate Riti, one may equally
expect two other new types, standing midwaybetwe_eﬁ
the Ritis (1) Vaidarbhi and Gaudi and (2) Gaudi and
Paficali. '

It is worthy of note that just like Mammata, Viévanatha
sanctions a change in the fixed nature of composition.
( shown above) in accordance with its suitability to the
nature of (1) the speaker, (2) the person spoken to and
(3) the theme of discourse ( kvacit fu vaktradyaucityad
anyatha racanadayal...... IX, Kar 630. p. 530). For
instance, it has becen seen above that Ojas resides in
Raudra Rasa and long compounds as well as bombastic
style are favourable for Ojas. But still these should
be abandoned in a drama ( where even this Rasa is
depicted ) lest they hinder, in any way, the production of
the dramatic effect ( natakadau raudre pyabhinaya-pra-
tikalatrena na  dirgha-samasadoyoh...orttc  p. 530 ).
Similarly, soft letters should not be used (even) in
érﬁgira Rasa when that is being depicted in an
akhyayika (evam akhyayiktydsn Sriagarepi na MASTNRA- .
varnadayah (ibid ). For, this kind of work possesses
some amount of historical interest and consequently the
grand effect of the subject-matter must be preserved
by all means. It 1s needless to mention that in
prescribing the above rules for a change in the
stereotypea nature of the structure of composition
Viévanatha is indebted directly to Mammata and indirectly
to Anandavardhana.

If we analyse our study of Mammata’s treatment of
the Gunpas, it will be seen that we have discussed the

——

34. lati tu ritiv vaidar bhi-pasicalyor antard sthita | :
op. cit, 1X, Kar-629. p. 523,

31
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question under four broad heads, viz, his (1) sa@mdnya-
laksana, (2) his ciSesa-laksana, (3) his criticism (3a) of
the treatment of carlier writers regarding the general
position of Gupa and Alamkara as well as (3b) of the
dada~gune theory of Vamana, and lastly (4) his ascertain-
ment of special structures of composition in relation to
particular Gunas. Viévanatha, however, does not touch
upon the question of earlier writers’ views on the respective
position of Guna and Alamkara. Otherwise he has been
an out-and-out follower of Mammata in respeet of the
main principles involved in the last two points mentioned
above. Thus, he has proceeded on the same line of argu-
ments and has generally expressed the same ideas in his
own way. He has explained away Vamana’s artha-gunas
and has resolved his Salda-gunes into the three new Gunas
exactly after the manner of Mammata. e has some-
times converted the vrifi portions of the K. P. into
kartkn forms in his own work : *° but hardly has he
given us any novelty of treatment regarding the two
points just spoken of.

And so far as the first of the above four points
(i. e. general definition or s@manya laksapa of Guna)

35. To witness one or two specific instances, we may just
compare Visvanatha’s Karikas :
$losak samadhiv quadryarn: prasada it ye punak |
gunas cirantanaiy uktd ojasy antarbhavanti te "
madhurya-vyaijakatvarn: yad asamasasya varpitam |
prthai-padatvain madhuryat tenaivangilytam punah |
artha-vyakieh prasaddkhya-gupenaiva favigrahah |
( 8.D. VIII, Kars 614-16, pp. 515-18 ).
with Mammata’'s vps7 :
bah@nam apt padarnam ekavad-bhasanatma yah Slesah, yaScaroha-
varohakrama-vapak samadhik, 3a ca wvikatatva-laksanodarata,
yascaujomiSrita Satthilyatma prasadal, tesim ojasy antarbhavah.
prthak-padatvaripam  madhuryam  bhangyd  saksad  upaitam.
prasaienartharyaktiv grhita...... ose.. (On siitra g6, p. 476 ).
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is concerned, Vi$vanatha does not appear to have been so
explicit as Mammata and to have analysed its nature
and scope as the later writer Govinda (pp. 281-82) has
done. He characterises Guna as merely a virtue of
Rasa, the angt artha, just as heroism efc. are of the
human soul.®® But he does not think it to be necessary
to explain the nature of the association between Gunpa
and Rasa.

This is probably more than made up in his definition of
the individual Gunas (viSesa-laksana) where he has thought
fit to differ from his master Mammata. While the latter
understands the Guna to be a cause of the mental condition
involved in the realisation of the Rasa in which the
Guna in question resides ( fn. 13-14. p. 228 above,) the
former suports Abhinava (p. 206 above) and boldly lays
down that the Guna is identical with the mental condition
and not the cause thereof.?’”  He explains away
Mammata’s s@tra miadhuwryein  druti-karanam by
remarking that the melting of the heart cannot be
regarded as an effect of Madhurya because it has got no
separate existence except in the aesthetic bliss®® in the

36. rasasyangitvam aptasya dharmal Sauryadayo yatha
guna madhuryam 9o'tha prasada 14l te tridha |
{ S.D. Kar. 004-5 pp. 510-11 )
37. citta-dravibhava-mayo hiado madhu Uxarﬁ ucyate
(op. cit. Kar, 666 p. 511
ojas citlasya vistara-rapam diptatvam ucyate . .
’ ( Kar. 609 p. 513 ).
38, yattu kenacid uktam ‘madhuryam dvuti-kavanam’ iti tanna.
dravibhavasyasvadasvaripakladabhinnatvena fa/-karya-
tvabhavat 000 e (Vrtti on Kar, 606 p. 511),
It ought to be noted that bere too ViSvanitha has been
considerably influenced by the teachings of Candidasa Wl:lo,
while commenting upon Mammata’s definition of Madhurya,
remarked :—drutikaragam iti lyut-pratyayalh bandhadisahakaritoa-
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form of a mental relish. The realisation of Rasa is
possible only through and inthe form of ( a mental
condition like ) the melting of the heart, so that it is
absolutely idle to try to feel the existence of the ittarrtts
{dravibhara), the Guna and the Rasa sepavately. We
ehave already cxplained this point of view in detail
(pp. 206-8 above ) and need not dilate upon it here
ancw. Visvanatha's subtle power of poetie realisation
prompted him readily to appreciate the view-point of
Abhinava and following the wake of Capdidisa to do
away with any artificial distinetion between the citfoortt
and the Guna.

C
JAGANNATHA.

Jagannatha has never been explicit upon the point as
to what position exactly he assigns to the Gupas in his
theory of Poetry but he has left his views to be inferred
by the student of the Sastra from a study of his treatment
which is, as we shall see later on, mostly an attempt at

e harmonising the teachings of the old school with those
of the new. Jagannatha’s treatment of the Gunas proper
as well as of the structures favourable for and detrimental
to them cxtends over a considerable length (Rasagangi-
dhara, pp. 53-74) and throughout this one would apparently
mark in him a tendency towards avoiding the question
as to the views of what school of opinion he isreally
subscribing to. Thus, his remarks at the very beginning

pmku;anapamh. laksapantu citta-dravibhava-mayr  dhlado
madhuryam ityeva. na tu Farapaim hetur iti vyakhyanam fjyayah.

( odipika, India Office Manuscript, fol. 112 a-b »
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of his treatment of the Gunas (rasesu cadtesu nigaditesw
madhwryaujah-prasadakhy@is trin gunan, dhuh, p. 53)
would probably lead one to understand that he is adhering
to the teachings of the early Dhvani theorists. DBut
shortly after, when he proceeds to deal with the question
of the substrata of the Gunas, one certainly considers him
to be leaning towards the views of the Riti school.

We have seen that the theory of Guna as conceived
by the authors of the Dhvanyiloka was developed further
ou the same line by Mammata. His views were accepted
with slight or no modification by almost all the later
writers till the advent of Jagannatha who was the first
{and indeed the last) to raise his finger against this
ungualified acceptance. While Jagannath does not totally
reject the position of the Dhvanikara that the Gunas
belong to Rasa, his main objection against the theory of
his predecessors of the Dhvani school is that the Gunas do
not belong exclusively to the Rasas but they belong to the
word and its sense as well—not secondarily but primarily—
a view which bears adequate testimony to the influence
which the teachings of the school of Vamana worked
upon Jagannatha. Next he proceeds to discuss the twenty
Gunas of Vamana within the remarks jarattaras tu (p.
55)...... ityahuh (p. 62) with his own views here and there,
and immediately after that he criticises these Gunas
exactly after Mammata beginning with aepare tu...... na
tavatah svikurvants (p. 62=others do not admit so many
Gunas) and ending this criticism with “afas #raye eve
gund tte mammatabhattadayak (p. 64). Last of all he
takes up the question of the word-structures (pp. 64-73) in
which he displays unmistakable traces of the influence of
the Dhvani theorists. We shall discuss these as far as.
necessary in their proper places.

It is interesting to note that Jagannatha has not giVen

“us any general definition of Guna nor has he accepted the
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one given by the carly Dhvani theorists but he has
presented the character involved in the latter’s individual
Gunas in snch a way that it appears to constitute some-
what like a general definition® in his treatment. The
carly Dhvani theorists’ definition of Guna, as we have
® already secn, implies that (1) Gunas are (primarily) the
properties of Rasa, (2) they reside invariably in Rasa and
as such (3) they help the manifestation of Rasa ; and the
question of the production of some mental conditions
through or by the Gunas comes in their treatment after-
wards, as rifesa laksana, in connection with the individual
Gunas. But Jagannatha has observed the fundamental
character (vis, the production of one or other mental
condition) underlying these individual Gunas and appears
to have utilised it in connection with the Doctrine of Guna
in general so as to assign a definite independent character
to that element.? In other words, he judges Guna

1. Jagannatha’s remarks in this connection are interesting
though not explicit :—ewvarh farki dvutyadi-cittavytti-proyojakatvasn,
prayojakatasambandhena drutyadikam eva va madhuryadibam astw”,
(p. 55.) It will be seen that he has nct expressly stated “drutyadi-
cittavytiiprayojakatvain gunak” and as such his remarks noted
above cannot, strictly speaking, be looked upon as a definition of
the element, But his very attempt at characterising all the Gunas
together, instead of defining them separately like the earlier
Dhvani theorists, gives the student sufficient indications to under-
stand that it was his intention to incorporate in the above remarks
the fundamental character of the element itself,

2. This is, in a sense, an advance made upon the treatment
of his predecessors whose Doctrine of Guna, having no separate
existence excepting in Rasa, does not naturally bring a definite
idea as to its own character, for, when it is remarked that a quality
belorgs to some known factor (e.g, Rasa here) or is a dharma of it,
nothing is thereby said so as to give one a clear and definite idea
of the quality itself. We should remember, in this connection, that
towards this advancement Jaganpatha had not to explore any
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fundamentally in terms of the mental condition it
produces and when this is admitted, the fact, as to
which factor the Guna belongs to, does not present much
difficulty. Jagannatha appears to solve it from a more
or less common-sense point of view even if this is really a
matter of individual experience and opinion. If Guna
is understood to be an element having the capacity
for producing some mental condition, Jagannatha cannot
maintain that that capacity is restricted to Rasa alone;
but, on the other hand, he appears to hold that even the
external aspects of poetry, namely, the word and its sense
and the composition as a whole may equally possess that
capacity® and as such, he refuses to accept the position of

appreciably new field of thought nor had he any new materials to
utilise, but he had only to present the sel-fsame treatment of his
predecessors in a different way applying his remarks (noted in fn, 1)
as much to the individual Gunas as to the element itself and these
remarks at once satisfy the samanya—as well as the visesa-luksana
of Gupa as an element of poetry.

3. Prayojakatvamn  cadystadi-vilaksanaim  Sabdavtha-rasa-
racand-gatam eva grakyam (p. 55). Note adrstadi-vilaksanam
where under adi Nagesa includes %@le and possibly desa and such
other factors. This appears to imply that even in ordinary life—
apart from the sphere of poetry—particular circumstances give rise
to mental conditions like druzi etc. For instance, some people are *
extremely sentimental by nature and they are very easily moved ;
similarly when a man reaches a particular place, he may burst into
tears if the place is associated with some sad remembrances. But

"we are not concerned with the above circumstances. Note also
the spirit of harmony with which Jagannatha read the views not
only of the different schools of thought (e. g&. the Riti school and
the Dhvani school) but also of the different writers of the Dhvani
school itself. This spirit is clearly traceable in two cases, firstly
with regard to the qutj.stion of the factor to which Guna belongs,
and secondly with regard to the relationship between the Gunas
and the mental conditions with which they are associated. We
have seen (p. 228, fn. 13} that Mammata takes the Guna to be the
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the early Dhvani theorists that one has to take recourse to
upacara (secondary or extended use) when one says that
Guna belongs to Subda and its artha or isa dharma

cause of the citfavpsti, while Visvandtha, who is anticipated by
Abhinava, identifies the Guna with the céittavptti (p. 243 above),

'Jagannitha (p. 54) generally accepts the position of Mammata

when he conceives of the relationship of prayojya and preyojaka
between the citiavyttis and the Gupas but his difference with the
treatment of Mammata appears to lie in the fact that while the
latter’s Gupa produces the citfavptti only on account of Rasa in
which it always resides, the former’s Gupa can produce the
cittavy!ti even on its own account Ze. quite independently of Rasa
in which it does not invariably reside, The spirit of harmony
is also patent from Jagannatha’s remarks later on (quoted in fn. 1)
where he first takes the Guna to possess the capacity for producing
the cittavytti and then identifies the one with the other. Now,
when Guna is cittavytti-prayojaka it may reside in Saubda, artha
and racana, and this is explained by the fact that the reader’s
mind undergoes the process of melting, expansion etc. on the
perusal of the composition as a whole or of the word and its sense,
Thus, $abde, artha and racang, which are some external factors
responsible for the production of particular mental conditions of
the reader, are said to be ciutavytti-prayojaka or ©prayojakatva
may by said to reside in them., But when the Gunpa is identified
with the ciidavytti, it must reside only in Rasa because a
citigupiti cannot veside in $abda, artha or racanaz (and Jagan-
natha fights shy even to take recourse to wpacara). And
contrarily, when Guna resides in Rasa, it is not possible to
conceive of the relationship of praygiya and prayojaka between
the cistravyiti and the Guna because both merge their individuality
in that state of aesthetic bliss and consequently one has to be
identified with the other. 'The production of druti and the
apprehension of the aesthetic bliss take place simultaneously.
So it is that the Guna is generally citlavyiti-prayojaka but in the
case of Rasa it is ¢it/qupttir eva, for here the relationship of
cause and effect disappears and this will also be justified by
the fact that Rasa has been classified as asamiabsya-krama

vyangya.
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of them.* Tt will appear, therefore, that Jagannatha lays
no mean emphasis upon the structural beauty of compo-
gition ; and this will also be justified by his very
elaborate treatment, with copious illustrations, of struc-
tures specially favourable for particular Gunas ( {ai-
tadguna-vyarjanaksama nirmitil p. 66) as well as the
defects which are detrimental to structural beauty. These
extend over a great length (pp. 64-74) in Jagannatha’s
treatiment, but it is not necessary for us to study them -in
detail in this connection. d

From what has been said above, it will not be
difficult to ascertain Jagannatha’s attitude towards the
question of the relationship between Rasa and Guna.
Naturally, he cannot regard Gupa to be the inherent
property of Rasa alone (rasamatra-dhorma). But his
arguments in support of this position are interesting not
only because they are mixed up with his knowledge of
philosophical technicalities but also because they appear
to afford a fine example of what Dr. De calls his “subtle
reasoning” and his “tendency towards controversy...
combined with an aptitude for hairsplitting refinements”
(Sanskrit Poetics, Vol. II, p. 318). He holds that the
theory of the early writers of the Dhvani school that

4. tathaca Sabdarthayor api madhuryader idySasya sattvad
upacaro naiva kalpya iti tu madysak. p. 55, 1. 9-10.

It is interesting to noté, in this connection, that South Indian
writers like Vidyaratha and Vagbhata and those under their
influence subscribed whole-heartedly to the Rasa-dhvani creed,
Yet they did not try to fit their idea of Guna with that of the
Dhvani school. Since Jagannatha has tried to reconcile the
views of the South Indian theorists who flourished before his
time with those of the Dhvani School in his usual ingenious manner
( whence resulted his treatment of the Gunas in their dual
nature ) his views appear to suffer from want of clearness in
some places.

32
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Guna is rusa-dharma can be proved neither by perception
nor by éuference {pp. #4-53). In the first place, he
remarks that unlike wspasparsa, the analg-dhoyina, which
can be felt independently of daka, the avala-kinrya, Guna,
the so-called rosa-dhuria cannot be perceived indepen-
dently of dreti ete. the rusa-kitryn.  Speaking plainly it
stands thus : it is quite possible for us to feel the heat of
the fire (anale-dharma) even when it does not actually
burn us. But Guna is not capable of being perceived
independently because its existence is, according to the
Dhvani theorists, inseparably mixed up with the particuiar
mental condition which the reader undersoes in the
process of the realisation of Rasa.  On the other haud, if
it is assumed that Rasa along with Gana vroduces druti
ete. as its etfect, and argued on that strength that Guna
is to be inferred as the determinant of the cansality in
Rasa (karanotavarchedakatoya),® Jagannatha would reply
by saying that when Rasa can, by itself, produce the
particular mental condition, it is superfluous to admit
the existence of another element ¢ds., Gunpa, in it.*  Next,
Jagannitha argues that Gupa cannot be regarded as the
property (guna or dhurmn) of Rasa (the dlman of poetry)
because the dlman iy, according to the Vedantin’s con-
ception, without any attribute.” XNor can Guna be

5. This refers to the tieory in Vaiscsiva philosophy that a
thing cannot be regarded as a csuse unless it is associated with
a number of conditions which must exist in the cause 1 order
that it might produce the cffect. In the present cace it resolves
into the position that the Rasa can produce druti because of
the Guna which exists in 3t as i 8 AGragata.

6. tadysa-gunpa-visista-rasguam drutyadikaragatal karopa-
taracchedakataya guganam wiamanam it cel, {na), pratisvikari-
penaiva rasanai karanatofapattan gunakalpane gauravat. (p. 54).
7. paramatma gunasinya cveti mayavadino  manyaife.

Jhalakikar, Ny&yakc$a (19z8) p. 473
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attributed to the permanent moods like 7a#i etc. because
these, being some limiting conditions (upadht) of the
Rasas, are to be looked upon as their differentia and as
such further attributes cannot be associated with them.’®
It will appear, therefore, that Jagannatha’s intention was
to treat the Gunas as absolute entities. But his own
characterisation of Rasa along with $abda, artha etc.
as one of the substrata of the Gunas (=the capacity
for producing the mental conditions) leaves at least
some scope for considering his Gupa to be a property
of Rasa. The Dhvanikara’s use of the expressions like
“$rngaro madhural” (D.K. i, 8) is, according to
Jagannatha, analogous with the ordinary use of an
expression like tajigandhi wsna, where uspatve is not
the exclusive but accidental quality vajigandha,” since it
may reside as much in vajigandha as in other articles like
onion, musk and wine. '

It ought to be noted that although Guna ( like
any other poetic element) does not find any express
mention in Jagannatha’s definition of poetry (ramani-
yartha-pratipadakah $abdak p. 4),*° his broad conception

8. ki catmano nirgunatayatma-riparasa-gunalvan
madhuryadinam  anupapannam. ‘evam tadupadhiraty adi-guna-
" tvam api. manabhavat, pararityn gune gunanlarasyanaucityacca.
(p. 55). '

9. ‘The Vajigandha ( Withania somnifera ) is an Indian
plant famous specially for its stimulating character,

10. laksane gunalamkaradi-nive$o’pi na yuktah ‘uditarm
mandalain vidhol’ iti kawye...'gato’stam arkal' ilyadau cavyaptyapatich
(p. 6). These two specific instances are, he holds, charming by
reason of their suggested sense, although they contain neither
Guna nor Alarhkara, Thus, he appears to support his position
on the ground that the practice of mentioning a particular
poetic element in the definition of poetry is defective since it
excludes the scope of other poetic elements, Two courses are
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of this element is quite in harmony with the definition
and to some extent helps us to understand the propriety
of his classification of poctry.  Dr. De has already
noted** the wide scope of Jagannatha’~ definition of
poetry, namely, that the samaniyota involved therc-in
includes in its comprehensiveness all the orthodox
poetic clements. In the case of nis Gupas, the mental
conditions evoked account for the poetic charw (romani-
yaia) and their presence raises even Salwln, artha and
racand (oot to speak of Rasa) to the standard of the
reader’s appreciation. This adequately justifics the fact
that Jaganniitha, like Kuntaka, does not look upon the
presence of Rasa as the only test of a poem’s appeal
to the reader.*? In bhis opinion, remaniyaia which is

then open. Either all the elements that can afford poetic
charm should be explicitly embodied in the definition of poetry
or it must be defined in terms of some such factor as may be
regarded as the essence of all of them, It, may, therefore, be
generally held that Jagannatha thinks his definition to be an
improvement upon that of his predecessors of the Dhvani
school { not excluding Mammata ) in the sense that these !latter
could not effectively utilise a factor like Jaganndtha’s ramaniyaiic
{ or their carutva, camatiara, vicchitti ewc.) which stands like a
symbol for all the orthodox poetic elements. NEgeda
appears to be cowrect when he remarks “evasn ca vifesas
laksane tesanm | gunalamkaradin@m | niveSdpi samiunyalakgine tesam
na nivesa itd na ko'pi dosah (P 7, ).

t1. Sanskrit Poetics, Vol. 1i, p. 319, where the term
ramniayaia and its scope ( specially with reference to Rasa)
have been explained. The different heads of classification have
also been explained in pp. 320-21 of the same book.

12, yattu ‘vasqvad eva kayyain' it sahityadarpage nivpitam,
tan na, rastvalamkara-pradh@nanai: kavyanam alkavyatvapatteh.
na cestipattih. mahakavi-sampradayasyntulibhavaprasangat. ...
(p- 7. li. 9-11). Jagannath’s main objection against Visvandtha’s
definition of poetry is that the latter, in his attempt at perfection
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taken to be the sime qua non of true poetry, is due to
the presence not only of Rasa but also of one or more
of other factors, namely, vastu-and alaimkara-dhvani,
vacyalamkara ete. The contribution of his Gunpas, too,
is not insignificant in this connection. His classification
of poetry into four different classes, namely, (1) utfamot®
tama (2) uttama, (3) madhyama and (4) adhama (p. 9)
also bears testimony to the above fact. These - heads
of classification will show that the presence or otherwise
of Rasa serves only to effect a gradation in the degree
of charmingness ; nevertheless, he admits of the
existence of some sort of poetic charm in all of them.
His later discussion about word-structures specially
favourable for particular Gunpas,® with copious illus-
trations in all possible detail, tends to show that the
scope of his Gupas is scarcely limited and that he
views poetic charm belonging to a wide rarige of
linguistic composition.!*

by directly refering to Rasa in his definition, considerably
narrows down the scope there-of. (See Sanskrit Poetics Vol, ii,
pp. 283-84 for Jagannath’s objections against Visvanatha in
detail).

13. madhura-rasesu ye viSesato varjaniya anupadaim vak-
syante ta eva ojasvigvanuk@lah, ye canukiilatayoktas te pratikilae
it samanyato nivpayak (p. 69). Thus,the word-structure, which is
detrimental to one Guna (Madhurya), is favourable for another
(Ojas) and wvice versa. Hence the presence of one or the other
Guna can be felt in any of the two types of composition. And
as for Prasada, it has hardly any restriction, quick apprehension
of the sense being its essential character, Jagannitha himself
has remarked (p. 54) prasidas tu sarvesu vasesu sarvasu racanisu
ca sadharanah. In a word, the very fact that Jagannath has
admitted the presence of Gupa in and also outside Rasa has
theoretically enlarged the scope of this element and consequently
of poetic charm itself.

14. We must emphasise here that this again is a matter of
individual appreciation, In any case, it should be admitted that
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‘We shall now briefly discuss dJagannatha’s reading
of the Gunas of Vamana under two sections, according
as they belong to 3abde or artha, and note the
discrepancies, between the two theoristsin their respec-
tive treatment of these Gunas. We have already studied
o{Ch. VI) Vamana’s Gunas, but for the sake of convenience
we shall here arrange the readings of both in a tabular
form :—

I. SABDA-GUNAS

Vamana ) Jagannathe
(1) élesa —masypatvam Sabdanam  Dlinnanamapy
ekatva-pratebhana-prayoja-
kah samhitayd ekojatiya-
varpavinydsavieso gadha-
tvapara-paryayak (p. 56)
Jagannatha’s Sabdandm bhinnanamapy ekatva-pratibhana-
prayojaka is equivalent to Vamana’s vptti :—yasmin sate
bahany apt padany ckavad bhasante. The formation of
many words into a single whole is the character of the
Gupsa in both., But while according to Vamana, this
is due to masrpatve or ease of pronunciation, Jagannitha
thinks this to be due to the presence of many words

poems, which are sarasa do not produce the same amount of
poetic charm as those which have in them, according to
Jagannatha, Gunas independently of Rasa. 'Jagannitha would
naturally say that the degree of the mental condition produced
makes all this difference. Even in the case of Rasa, Jagannatha
has referred (p.53) to a controversy among two classes of
theorists over the question whether a greater degree of druti is
produced in the order Sambhoga, Karuna, Vipralambha and
Sinta or in the order Sambhoga, Karuna éama and Vipralambha.
Such a controversy is absolutely unprofitable and Jagannatha
himself has appealed to the experience of the connoisseur for a
decision over the matter (..... yadi sahydayanam anubhabo’sti
saksi tada sa pramagam. (p. 54. 1. 3-4)
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compounded together, in which alliteration (ekajatiya-
varna-vinyhse) plays a prominent part. The gadhatve is
also the character of Vamana’s Ojas. Jagannatha is
inclined to appoximate his élesa to Dandin’s, as_ will
appear from his citation of Dandin’s definition of Slista
(=aspasta-Saithilya), but we ought not to ignore onee

pd
important fact that Dandin’s Slesa involves no compound
words which one sces in Jagannatha’s.

Vamanao Jagannatha
(2) Prasada :—Sasthelyam gadhatva - Saithilyabhyam
(gunah sarnplavat) vyutkramena  nusSranamn
bandhasya (ibid)

Vyuthrama literally means “inversion.” Jagannatha uses
it in the sense of admixture or “alternate appearance” as
his wréte on the illustrative verse shows.'® Both these
theorists mean the same thing by this Gupa but
Jagannatha states his point more clearly.

(3) Samata :—margabhedal  wpakramad — asamapteh
rityabhedah™® (ibid)
(4) Madhurya :—prthakpada- sainyoga-para-hrasvatirikta-
team varna-ghatitatve sati prthak-
padatvam (ibid)

15. The verse runs thus :— ¢

kitn brumas lava viratam vayam ami yasmin dharakhandala-

krida-kupdalila-bhru-Sopa-nayane dormandalath daSyati | etc.

atra yasminnilyantaw Saithilyam, bhvasabdantam gadhatvam,
punar nayanetyantaimn prathamam ilyadi bodhyam (p. 56).

16. It ought to be noted that Jagannitha has not treated
of the Ritis separately. But his reference to Upanagaritd in the
vrtti (upanagarvikaya eva upakrama-sasmharau) as well as Nigeéa's
commentary on the definition of this Guna (vitayascopanagariba
parusa homala ca. ets eva kramena veidarbhi-gaudi-pazicalya
wcyante...p. 56) leaves no room for doubt that Jagannath holds
the same view as Mammata, who follows Udbhata in his concep-
tion of the Vrttis.
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Jagannitha urges the necessity for the absence of conjunct
consonants. Nagefa remarks on prthak-pudatea @ ~padans
bhinniny opeksitand, na tu Slesaral. 1lle appurently
insists upon the absence of compound wurds which has
also been explicitly demanded in Vamana’s eyptti’

* Vamaita Jagaiitha

(5) Sukumarati :—ajarotha- aparusa-varpa-ghatitatyan
team (-—aparusyam) {p. 57)

(6) Arthavyakti :— Jhagite pratiyaswandrthine-
arthacyakti-heletram ayakateam  ( quick appre-

hension of the connection

of ideas......(ibid)

Nigefa understands this quick apprehension to be due
to the fact that the composition is complete in itsclf.
Oune has not to depend upon any extrinsic matter in
order to understand the sense ( akiikyidi-sakala~karana-
simagri-sottead (6 bhawak ). Vamana, however, does
not make it clear what this explicitness of the sense is
due to.

(7) Udarata =— edkatoteam kathina-varpa-ghataa-
( yasuein sate nrtyantiva ripa-vikatatva-laksana
padd ) (Liveliness in the form of

an arrangement of harsh
syllables*>...... ibid ).

17. samasa-dairghya-nivyttiparaficartat (under iii, 1, 20)

18. Jagaundtha does not accept that the vitafatva involved
here is due to a swing of words (padindr nyptyalprayalvam) as
enjoined by Vamana, He appears to hold that Mammata could
not have inctuded the earlier theorists’ Uddratd under his Ojus, had
he understood this wvikataive to be due to a peculiar swing of
words ; for, the verse sva-carapa vinivistadr wipurair raitiakinam
etc. [which Vamana selected as an illustration of his ($edia)
Udarata but which has been wrongly ascribed by Jagannatha
to the commentators of the Kavyaprakada] is, in Jagannatha’s
opinion, hardly favourable for the structure of Mammata’s Ojas,
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Vamana Jagannatho
(8) Ojas : —gadha- samyogapara-hrasva-
bandhatvam pracurya-ruparn gadhatvam
(p. 58)

On the other hand, it contains, in his opinion, Madhurya in
some of its parts, Now, it is probable that Mammata included
Vamana's vikstatz under his uddhata-gumpha without taking into
account Vamana's illustrative verse, But if he included Vamana's
nytyal-prayaiva under his Ojas without being satisfied that the
verse in question was favourable for the structure there-of,
Mammata himself was to blame and not his commentators, -
Further, Jagannitha does not think that the verse in question
contains a swing of words at all. This is of course a matter of
opinion and even the last two feet (specially the last foot) of his
own illustration of Udaratd viz., kathoddhala-jatodbhafo gatapato
nato nylyati may, in a sense, be also said to contain a swing of
words. His modification of Vamana’s treatment with regard to
the definitions of three S$abda-gunas, viz. élesa, Samadhi and
Prasida,. simplifies and to some extent strengthens the weak
position of Vimana ; but it must be said that he has sadly betrayed
himseif in his treatment of Vamana’s ($abdz) Udarata, where he
mysteriously . ascribes Vamana's views to the commentators of
the K. P, This admits of no doubt that he had not before him’
Vamana’s work but he gathered the latter’s views from some
second-hand source. The manner of his ascription of the definition
of Videsokti (p. 439) to Vamana does not militate against
the view put forward here ; for, he might have taken this from’
Sridhara’s commentary on the Kavyaprakasa where Viméﬁa’s
definition of Videsokti has been criticised. (A.S. B. Manuséript’
of the K. P, Viveka, fol. 194b). In this connection, another fact
should also be taken into-account, Jagannitha has uowhere.
mentioned the name of Vamana or of Dandin with reference to-
the older theorists’ ( jarattarah ) treatment of Guna and he dppears
to have confused the treatment of these two theorists when he
speaks of the two-fold aspect of each of the Gunpas and at the
same -time enumerates -them by quoting th_e Welll-kno“«rhwgrnér'se'
Slesah prasadal etc.. of Dandin ( Ch. V, p. 59 above ) to whom,
however, such an idea of the two-fold aspect of a Gupa did not
occur so clearly, - ' o

33
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The use of the expression sammyogapara-hrasva-pracurys
( abundance of vowels followed by conjunct consonants )
raises a doubt whether Jagannatha takes gadhatva here
to mean sdnuragatva after Abhinavagupta (ch. ITI, p. 38).
In fact, the gadhatra as referred to here and that
explained. in connection with éle@a do not_appear to be
much different. Even safnyogapam—hmsv/a—pvﬂdcmya does
exist in the illustration of Jagannatha’s Slesa. It seems
that the character of these two (Gunas have not been
clearly kept apart by Jagannatha.

Vamana ) Jagannatha
(9) Kanti :—augjvalyam avidagdha-vaidikadi-prayoga-
( bandhasya) " yogyanam padindm  pari-
© harena Prayujyamanes
padesu lokottara-Sobharuapain
avugivalyam (ibid) ‘

Jagannatha’s definition is merely an elucidation of
Vamana’s stitra and vytte'®. '

(10) Samadhi: - arohavaioha~  bandha-gadhatva-Sithilo-

' kramah = tvayoh kramenawasthamam

(ibid)

Jagannitha appears to take aroha and avaroha as
synonYmods respectively with gadhatva and §ithilatea,
a position not on a par with that of Vamana who takes
aroha and. avaroha to be particular aspects (Hvravastha)
of Ojas (gadhatva) and Prasada (Sithilatva) respectively
and not identical with them. He distinguishes Samadhi
from Prasida on the ground that while' in the latter
gadhatve. and Saithilya appear alternately more than

19. Candidasa explains ;. awjjvalyeripa halitadi-prasiddha-
pdda-vinyﬁsu,-janyagw‘zhzyan'zbi&ddhz’-vaipm ityendlantiha- Sobha-Sali-
ri"{bet_yartkalz {fol. 114b, India Office Manuscript), ' )
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once (vyutkramal, in the former both appear only once,
one being toned down or heightened by the other®®

1. ARTHA-GUNAS

, Vamona - Jaganniithe
(1) Slesa :—ghatana -kriya-paromparaya vidagdho-
. cestitasya tadasphutatvasya
tadupapadaka-yuktes' ca
samanadhikaranyaripah
sm’nsm*gai_z {p. 59)

Jagannatha’s definition would mean “identical association
of an artful demeanour—its incongruity {(lit. indistinct-
ness) as well as a well-reasoned combination by means
of a series of actions.” Nigefa rightly reads kriyapa-
ramparayd, instead of *paramparayah. He refers’ to
the well-known verse dystvatkasana-samsthite priya-
tame ete. (quoted in Vimana, Abhinava and Bhoja) as
an illustration. Vamana’s ghatand we have already
explained (ch. VI, p. 100). Jagannatha has probably
given this definition purposely, in order that it might
fit in with the sense of the verse in question.

(2) Prasada :—arthavaima-  yavadarthake-padatvorapam
lyam ( prayojakamatra-  artha-vaimalyam (p. 59).
pada-parigrahal)

(8) Samata :—avaisamyam . prakramabhanigendrthagha-
=(prakramabhedal) tanatmakam avaisamyam-

(ibid)®?

20. krama eva hi tayoh prasadad asya bhedakah, tatra hi
tayor vyutkramena vriteh (p. 58). '
21, It should be carefully noted that Jagannatha's illustrative,
vers : .
o harih pita haviv mata haviv bhvata harih subyt |
hayvin savvatre paSyami haver anyan na bhati me |
is an example more of a $gbda-guna than of an artha-gupe. In

Vamana's illustrative verse, however, which deals with rtusandhi
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Vamana Jagannatha
(4) Madhurya :—ukti-vaici-  ekasyl evolter bhangyania-
tryam rena punal kathanatmakam

wkti-vaicitryam (ibid).
Gopendra Tripurahara, in his commentary on Vamana
o (vrtti, p. 92) takes this wkti-vaicitrya to mean varpyama-
nasyarthasye pratikarse protipadye bhangyantarenoktih
Jagannatha, following Mammata, remarks in his
vty that but for this strikingness of utterance, there
would appear a fault®® called anaeikrtatva which the

and which we have already discussed in its proper place, (P, 101)
the Guna may rightly be said to belong to artha.

22. Jagannatha has not dealt separately with the Concept
of Dosa except incidentally in connection with the Gunas ; but he
has given, after Anandavardhana, a comprehensive treatment of
the mutual contradiction of the Rasas (pp. 56-63). He has named
two technical faults anavikytaiva and aslilata here in connection
with his discussion of Vimana’s (runas and these appear as opposites
of the arthagupas Madhurya and Sukumizrati. Next, all sorts
of faults that arise in connection Wwith word-structure have been
included by him under a single technical name asravya (evam ims
sarve'py aSravyabhedah kavya-samanye varjaniyah p. 69). Pesides
this, he has also referred to some other faults which are to be
particularly discarded (viSesalo varjaniyalh) inasmuch as they deal
with structures which prove to be particularly detrimental to the

® realisation of Rasa. It will not be profitable for us to discuss
these defects of structure in all their detail, We would do well
only to remember that Jagannitha has generally followed his
predecessors in the post-dhvani school in his treatment of this
section. It cannot be said with any amount of certainty whether
the unfinished nature of Jagannitha’s work was to any extent
responsible for his omission of a separate treatment of the Concept
of Dosa. His incidental reference to Dosa in connection with
Guna and Rasa and his elaborate treatment of Rasa-virodha (pp. 46-
53) prior to it make it probable that, like Anandavardhana,
Jagannatha did not think it necessary to treat of the Dosas very
elaborately but considered the Rasadosa (roughly anaucitya) to be
the main factor disturbing the poetic effect,
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pre-dhvani . theorists call ekarthatva ( useless repétition
of the same expression ).

This bhangyaniara-katharna would, therefore, not only
keep the poem free from the fault mentioned abave but
also add a definite charm to it

Vamana Jagannatha

(5 ) Sukumamta .-apwusyam akande sokadayztwblmva—
' : Tapam apar usyam (p. 60)

Jagannatha (as also Gopendra Tripurahara in his commen-
tary) - considers the Adlilata-dosa to be a negation of this
Gupa. It may be noted that the amangala variety .of
Aflilata-dosa specifically constitutes the corresponding
fault.. :

(6) Arthavyakti:—vastusva- vastuno varpaniyasyasadha-
.bhdva-splz'ugfatwm rapa-kriyaripayor varna-
' ' : nam (ibid) _
As before, Jagannatha follows Mammata and. states
expl1c1tly in _his vrtti that this. Gupa comes under the .
Svabhavokti Alaikara of the new school.

(7) Udarata —agramyatvam. gramyarthapar zhamh
[ ]

(8) Ojas:—m*thasya ekasya padarthasya baku--
praudhih, - blih padeir  ablidhanam
(its five varieties have .  bahuinase caskena, tathai-
~ been already noted, kasya wvakyarthasya bahu-
Pp- 95-96). bhir  vakyarr  bohwwalky-
arthasyatkovakyena  abhi-
dhanam, viSesanandin
... - . sobhiprayatvai ceti pafico-

G - wvidham ojah. (1b1d)

: Jagannatha ‘ explalns sablmﬁ ayatva .'as P alcrtm ﬂza-
posakata which is later on taken (after Mammata) to be 3.
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negation of the fault epustartha (use of unnecessary
epithets).

Vitiana Jagannatha
(9) Kanti ~—dipla-rasateam  dipta-rasatram (p. 62)

o (10) Samadhi :—artha-drstih avarnitapareo’yam arthah
purva-varnitaccliyo  velt
kaver alocanam (ibid)

It is needless to mention that Jagannitha’s definition
is nothing but an elucidation of the two kinds of artha
mentioned by Viamana. Jagannitha afterwards (p. 63)
remarks, in the name of Mammata, that the poet’s
consideration (kaver @locanain) about the artha, being
absolutely necessary in his production, need not be
regarded as a separate Gupa; otherwise the poet’s
genius too would have to be regarded as such®®.

Similarly, Jagannatha eriticizes all the above Cupas
of Vamana under the name and after the manner of
Mammata, ultimately admitting, like all Dhvani theorists,
the existence of only three Gunas on the basis of the
mental conditions. It will be mere repetition to study
here this criticism in detaill but we may show in a
tabular form, that all the above Gunas can, according to

® the ncw theorists, be ultimately resolved into three,

including some under one of these and some under

Rasa-dhvani or the Alaimkaras, and characterising others

as mere dosabhavas or even positive Dosas. Uktivaicitrya

peed not be treated as a separate Gupa since there
may be innumerable varieties of strikingness in different
poems according to the power of the poets.

23. samadhistu kavigatah ktavyasya karapem, na tu gunah,
pratibhaya api kavya-gunatvapatteh. We have seen (p, 230) that
Mammata does not criticise the Guna exactly in this way but it
must be said that Jaganonatha’s criticism is quite an interesting
and pertinent one,
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From all that has been said above it will be easily’
seen that the most important and original contribution’
of Jagannatha, so far as the concept of Guna is concerned,’
lies in his discussion about the substrata of this clement.’
Otherwise he has accepted the teachings of the Dhvani:
theorists only with slight modification here and there.
In spite of all his attempts to conceal his own views
under the garb of reference to the teachings of the’
different theorists, one can clearly mark in him a
leaning towards the position taken by his predecessors
v2%. those of the Dhvani school. Thus, he has accepted
the definition and character of individual Gunas of the
Dhvani theorists but has treated them in a different
way to strengthen his own position. He has also adhered
to the number and nomenclature of the mental conditions’
and has characterised the Gunas on the basis thereof. Then
again, Guna, in his theory, comes in the course of his
treatment of the Rasas and that portion of chapter I,
which deals with the Gunas and their structures, ends.
with the remark “iti sanksepena wirupita rasah’ (p. 74).
This proves that, in spite of his widening the scope of
the Gunas, Jagannatha was unconsciously dragged into-
the position of the early Dhvani theorists in presenting
Guna as a subsidiary element. And lastly, his description
of the letters (varpa), composition (racand) and structures
(nirmite or gumpha) as the suggestors (vyafijaka) of
particular Gunas®* shows - another clear instance of
Mammata’s influence upon him. In the treatment of
Mammata, whose Guna resides in Sabde and artha only

‘ 24, ... vargasthanam paficanam apyavisesena madhurya-

vyatijakatam ahuh (p. 64) bhagaved-dhyanautsukyasye.... santa cva.

Pparyavasanat ladgata-madhuryasyabhivyaiijika racaneyam (p. 64).

tattad-gunavyafijana-ksamaya nivmiteh paricayaya...... varjaniyam

...... niviipyate (p. 66), ’
34
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secondarily®®, the relationship of ryoigya and ryasjaka
between Guna on the one hand and $abda, racani®® ete.
on the other is quite justified ; but in the case of
Jagannatha who is an adherent of the theory of Gupa as a
primary virtue of the $ubrla, such a procedure is absolutely
unwarrantable. This, together with the more important
position of Jagannatha regarding the question of the
substrata of the Gunas, may be explained by the fact that
he was trying to effect a synthesis of the views of the old
schoo!l and those of the new by borrowing materials from
both. This was to a great extent responsible for the
curious combination and apparent contradiction.

But the real importance of Jagannatha’s work does
not le in his treatment of the Concept of Guga alone. It
is true that he has generally been an adherent to the main
teachings of the Dhvani theorists but, in spite of that, a
careful observer would not fail to sec that he displays
a spirit of sturdy independence throughout his work. Thus,
some of the well-established views of eminent theorists
of the Dhvani school he dismisses unceremoniously as
incapable of standing criticism ; and even those that he
accepts had to pass through the erucible of his strong
scrutiny. He has a peculiar way of reproducing things
in a forceful language, on account of which even long-
accepted views appear to be newly set forth by him.
This is traceable not only in his treatment of the Gunas
but also in that of the Alamkaras which constitute the
greater portion of the present work (Rasagangadhara) as
well as the whole of his Citramimamsakhandana.

25. madhuryain tu pavesim ramanddindis pracindndm )
asmad [mammatabhattady] abhyupagata-madhuryavyadijakam eva.
evam ca savvatra wydFjake  vyangyva-sabda-prayogo bhaktah
(p- 62)-

26, proktah Sabda-gunasca ye | varpah samaso racana
tesaim vyaijakatam itah © (AP, sfitra 98, p. 484).
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Jagannitha tells us that he received his training at
the feet of his father, Perubhatta, who became a
master of all the different branches of Hindu Philosophy.*’
Jagannatha imbibed from him the spirit of an intensive
scholarship, and quite naturally, his knowledge of
philosophical technicalities has crept in even in his
works on Alamkara. His involved language and his
line of argument bear proofs of an inevitable influence
of his deep study, specially of Nyaya and Vedanta
systems of Philosophy. But he appears to deviate from
the traditional treatment of the Sastra when he brings
in the technicalities of Philosophy to establish his thesis.
Thus, he argues, that the @#man being nirguna (without
any attribute), Gunas like Madhurya ete. should not be
attached to it and that these Gunas cannot even be
properties of the sthayibhivas like 7at? which them-
selves serve as the differentiating characteristics of
particular Rasas. For, in the first place, we must not
forget that the propounders of the Rasa theory never
understood the realisation of Rasa to be identical with
the philosophical contemplation of Brahman but only
analogous with it (brakmasvada-sahodara) ; and as such,
they must have considered the atmun of Kavya to be
distinct from the object of the Vedantin’s realisation.
And, in the second place, the Dhvani theorists’ treatment
has left no scope for such a criticism, since the Guna,
which, in their theory, represents the mental condition
involved in the realisation of Rasa, has got nothing to
do with the permanent mood (like 7af2) unless and
until this latter is raised to a state of relish through
certain co-operation of the vibhavas ete. Jagannitha
completely overlooked the Dhvani theorists’ analogy

27. Rasagafgadhara i, 2-3 ; Sanskrit Poetics, Vol. I, p. 276
and P, V. Kane. (History of Alankadra Literature in his Introduce
tion to the Sghityadarpana, p, CXXXIII)
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between the A@wvya and the human being. Otherwise
he would not have missed their analogy between
Rasa possessing the Gunas as its properties and the
human soul possessing human virtues. And so far as
Rasa is concerned, what appeared to be inconsistent in
the eye of a Naiyayika would not have been so from
the view-point of an Alammkarika, to whom the enjoyment
of the aesthetic bliss is beyond ordinary canons of
inconsistency and irregalarity (ef. a/aukika-siddher bhiisn-
nam etat, na dusanam). The study of Nyaya Philosophy
sometimes tends to make the scholurs concerned careless
abont broad facts and mindful about minute details,
Jagannatha probably could not-—as he could hardly be
expected to—prove any exception.

But whatever objection might be raised against
Jagannatha’s twisting of language, his subtle distinctions
and his peculiar way of using philosophical technicalities
in arguing a point, it must be admitted that the ultimate
result which he thus arrives at (#ix. that Gupa is a
property of Sabda, artha, rase and racana alike) is
valuable since it makes out a strong case for a compre-
hensive conception of  poctry, as he has done. As
regards the allegations made against him, we should
bear in mind that the spirit of the age in which he
flourished and the environment in which he was educated
were to a great extent responsible for them. We know
that Jagannitha fourished at an age when linguistic
precision and logical exposition were accepted as the
ideal of scholarship, and this natarally influenced not
only Jagannatha and his work on poctics but all the
different branches of Sanskrit learning. This influence
was not without some benefit. He argues like a truc
logician, expresses his ideas with force and dignity and
presents his theory with a great amount of boldness
and confidence—a character essentially required of all
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true scholars and honest thinkers. His manner of
argument, in spite of all its defects, undoubtedly
indicates what a profound amount of thought he bestowed
on the subject. And when the theories and principles
of Poetics as set forth by the Dhvani school, came to
be finally established and widely accepted casting’ mto
the background all earlier speculations, any further
development of the Sastra could; if it was. at “all to be
expected, probably be brought about only by a reactlonary
of the type of Jagannatha.



Concluding remarks.

We are now at the end of our present investigation.
*We have made a comprehensive study of the Coucepts of
Riti and Guna in the different stages of their development
‘.. in the works of all writers of repute, Bharata down to
Jagannitha. The works of most of the writers who came
after Jagannatha are merely short-cuts or manuals for
beginners rather than original treatises. Some are
occupied with the mechanical elaboration of all topics
connected with particular Rasas, specially érﬁgﬁm, and
others deal with subjects like kavi§iksa or the manuals
for the guidance of poets. They do not display any
strikingness of treatment in respeet of the general
principles of poetics nor do they put forward any new
theory with regard to the position of the technical poetic
elements. They do not, therefore, come within the
purview of the present work.

In tracing the development of the Riti-Guna Theory,
it has been our aim to utilise all available spurces —printed
texts as well as manuscripts—and to make deductions
*from the writings of different theorists only after close,
careful and critical observation of the various points in
their treatment of those topics. We have entered into the
details of all ditficult problems and have left no point,
worth notice, untouched. In many places we Lave
attempted to arrive at definite interpretation of obscure or
corrupt texts, suggesting likely emendations where
necessary. An attempt to determine the position of the
two concepts in the theory of poetry of different writers
has often led us to explain fhe theory itself and in so
doing, we have perhaps gone sometimes beyond what was
strictly needed. But the topics were so interesting and
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our desire for making ourselves clear so strong that we
could not resist the temptatlon of walking into dlgressmns
here and there.

But still it is hoped that we have been able to do
justice to the Concepts of Riti and Guna proper which
are the subjects for our study. We have indicated thee
general development of the two theories in the body of
the work mostly as we advanced from one -chapterj to
another. Here we. would invite the special attention
of our readers to the following points in the present
work :—

(i) "As a result of ‘comparing - the two texts of the
Natyaéastra as represented by the Kavyamala and
Chowkhamba editions regarding Bharata’s treatment of
the Gunas, we have seen that Abhinavagupta received
and commented upon a text which has been preserved
in K. M. edn. and Hemacandra and Manikyacandra pass
under Bharata’s name definitions of particular Gupas
which can be deduced from those of the Ch. text (ch. IIT).
This, together with other differences of arrangement of
the two texts (noted in ch. II), tends to prove that the
work existed in two different recensions. The definitions
of some of the Gur)as, however, are identical in both
the texts. . .

(i1} We have proved with the help of facts and
figures that the Gaudi Riti, as we find it in the treatment
of Dandin, possesses a distinet value of its own ‘and it
need not be discarded as being essentially marked by the
opposites of the standard excellences as has been hmted
at by certain scholars (ch. V).

(iii) Proceeding on the lines of the characterisation
of the Gunas by Abhinavagupta and his followers, we
have attempted at a discussion of the place of Guna in
the realisation of Rasa and have noted thsit the Dhvani
theorists might even have recognised explicitly this
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particular aspeect of the Guna as Bhattanayaka has, as a
matter of fact, done (ch. VIII A).

{iv} We have also discussed the _Agnipuranakara’s
treatment of Riti in connection with drama. (VII )

. Besides, we have utilised to our advantage threc
valuable manuscripts, ¢4+ (1) The Abhinavabharati (2) the
°dipika of Candiddsa and (3) the "viveka of Sridhara and
have noted some striking points resulting from their study.
Thus, we have shown from internal evidences that :—

(i) TFollowing the lead of Bhatta Tauta, Abhinava-
gupta treated Bharata’s Laksana not as a particuiar poetice
element but as an elastic poetic principle covering the
whole domain of poetic expression. In this respect he was
to a great extent influenced by not only the main teachings
but also the expressions and phraseology of Kuntuka
whose theory of Vakrokti has ultimately come to be
identified with (Abhinava’s treatment of) Bharata’s
Laksana (ch. II).

(ii) While commenting on the Guna Doctrine of
Bharata, Abhinava made an ingenious attempt to approxi-
mate ecach of Bharata’s Gunas to the corresponding
Guna of Vamana in its double aspect but his interpreta-
tions have sometimes proved to be far-fetched. (ch. I11).

(i) Vifvanitha, who is held in high esteem as a
theorist of remarkable merit, was indebted considerably
to Candidasa, (author of the dipikd commentary of the
K. P.) for some of the views where he ditferred from
his master Mammata and for which he has so long been
regarded as somewhat an original writer (ch. VIIIB).

(iv) Jagannitha, the last great writer on Poeties, had
not, before him, the original work of Vamana but received
the latter’s views from second-hand sources, possibly
some of the commentaries of the K. P. eg. viveka of

pd
Sridhara.
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The Concepts of Riti and Gupa which we have
studied here are only two of the several technical
elements in terms of which theorists have judged poetic
beauty. These two elements, therefore, analyse only a
part of the poetic expression—not the yvhole of it.
The Riti theorists, who advocated the essential importance
of- these two - elements in their theory of poetry, are
rightly regarded as having taken only a formal view
of poetic beauty in consideration of the fact that they
entirely ignored the deeper aspects of poetry. But still
they deserve a considerable amount of admiration for
apart from other merits of their treatment already noted
(ch. VI) they hit upon one very important faet, namely,
the correlation of the two eclements, Guna and Riti.
For, when he speak of the ‘excellence’ of a particular
literary composition, what we primarily understand is
the excellence of its style and in this sense the Riti
theorists were, in their own way,?® right in treating
the Gunas and Alammkaras as properties of Riti.
But while they stopped here, the Dhvani theorists
went further and reconsidered the whole issue on
the basis of their changed conception of poetic beauty.
Any way, the importance of the word-structure [ roughly
Riti of the older school 1 was recognised by them although
some did and some did not assign any technical name
to it. They could not altogether explain away the

28. Of course the term ‘Riti’ does not involve ‘the
expression of poetic individuality’ and as such it cannot be
regarded as strictly equivalent to the English word *style’ (S.K. De,
Sanskrit Poetics, Vol II. pp. 115-16), but scholars have often
used the latter term loosely in connection with the former
specially in view of the ' fact that Sanskrit Poetic theorists have
seldom considered this particular aspect, »iz. the element of
individuality in poetic composition excepting probably Kuntaka
who classified his Margas on the basis of individual nature and
culture of poets.

35
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intimate association between the word-structure and the
technical poetic excellence [Riti and Gunal. All of them
were, however, unanimous on the point that both the
Gupa and the word-structure must ultimately remain
subservient to Rasa, the underlying soul of sentiment.

o This position is not far removed from the common-sense
point of view that the style of a poetic composition
should be suitable to its theme.
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Vilulita-madhu-dhird mafijarir lolayanti 3%, 94,
Vilulitz-makaranda mafijarir nartayanti 38, 94,
Virahinigapa-carvana-sadhanam 191 fn.

Yadi bhavati vacad eyutarn gapebhyah 40 fn,
Yuvater iva rapam anga kiavyam 90 in.

D
SUBJECT—INDEX

[ The foliowing abbreviativns have been used :—
Bh=DBharata, Jag=Jagannitha
Bha=Bhamaha
D=Dandin, con—connection
V=Vamana
K.D.-~Kavyadara
Bhj = Bhaja, Dhv=Dhvani
def=definition, comp. = comparative, imp= impurtance
K=Kuntaka
AP.= Agnipurana |
Abhijatya-—a Guna in K 183, 140 ;
Abhinavagupta- on comp. importance of avoidance of
¢ Dosa and presence of Guna 2. _
abhinaya-——in Bh important factor in realisation of
Rasa 9 ; classifications of 9.
abhivyakti—~ process of the realisation of Rasa 138, 199 fn,,
one of the six §abdarthalathkaras in A. P., 185 {n.
abhyantara—division of Bhj’s Gupas==artho-guna of
carlier writers 159.
Adbhuta Rasa 2i0
Agnipurana-—comes after Bhj 176 ; def. of poetry 177 ;
its Riti theoretically different from that in D 179,
associated with ablkinaya in drama 179 ; enumerates
four Ritis 180-3 ; Gupas and Alarmkiras—distinction
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not well marked 185 ; classification of Gunas 187-8;
characteristics of Gunas in detail 188-93 ; classification
of Gunas discussed 194 ; his treatment criticized
195-6..

Agramyatva-—-character of Bharata’s arthaguno Udar.lta
as read by Abhinava 43=same of Vamana’s 106=
arthaguna Madhurya of Dandin 70, e

gharya—one of the four types of abhinaya 9.~ *

aharya-éobhi—involved in K’s Vicitra Marga 145.

Akhyayika—variety of kivya 76 ; 77 fn., 241.

Alarnkara—wide implication of the term 56, 89; its
restricted sense 56, 89, 90; General def. by D 57 ;
distinction from Guna in V 90; position of.........
in K’s Vicitra Marga 136 ; not sharply distinguished
from Guna in Bhj 157 ; distinguished from Guna in
the Dhvani theory 201 ; its relation with Rasa in the
Dhv. theory 202. - .

alathkara-dambara—entertained by the Gaudas 67 ; its
‘nature 67 fn.
Alamkara-§astra—the main object of the writers 1,
difficulty of their task 117-8 fn. ; Agnipurana~—contains
. the first treatise on—a wrong view 194.
alpaprina syllables— their application in D 63, 72.
Apalamkara—in the aritemot set of Bhj’s Dosas—its
corresponding Guna 152,
Analogy—bet. the kivya and the human body 218-19,
219 fn. 238.
Anarthaka—padadosa in Bhj —its correspondmg @a@seszka
Guna 168. '
angabhinaya—in Bharata 10.

angika—one of four types of abhinaya 9. ,

Anirvyadha—in the aritimat set of Bhj’s Dosas—its
‘corresponding - Guna 151; corresponds partly to Vs
Samam—mpm yaya 153.
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anitya—Alarmkaras so characterised in V 58, 90a ; variety
of Dosas in the new theory 200.

anitya-—221

Anubhava— a factor in the realisation of Rasa 9 fn. 179,
207 ; its fourfold character in the A.P. 177-8 fn., 197

®Anumana—a pramiane used by Jag. in con. with his
treatment of Guna 230.

Anuprasa—difference of nature in Gauda and Vaidarbha
modes 69-70 ; its two varietiesin D 69 fn.; a 3Sabda-
laikare 232

anyacchayi-yoni—a division of arthe in con. with V’s
arthagunae Samadhi 103,

Anyirtha—padadosa in Bhj,—its corresponding VaiSesika
Guna 169.

Aprasanna—in the aritiinat set of Bhjy’s Dosas—its
corresponding Guna 151,

Aprastutapraamsa— a poetic figure 135

Apratita—padadosa in Bhj—its corresponding Vaisesika
(uno 170.

Aprayojaka— padadosa in Bhj—its corresponding Vai-
Sesika Guna 171.

Aprayukta—padadosa  in Bhj-its corresponding Vai-
Sestka Gupa 168 ; Mammata’s treatment of...... 168 fn.,

*Apartha Dosa—when not a Doga in D 81 fn..

Apustartha - padadosa—in Bhj—its corresponding Vai-
Sesika Gupa 169.

aritimat—set of Dosas in Bhj 60 fn., 149 ; propriety of
the name 154 ; Gunas corresponding to this set of
Dosas in Bhj 150-1.

arocakin—in con. with K’s Madhyama Marga 141.

arohavarohakrama in con. with V’s Sabdaguna Samadhi
—its two ways of interpretation 102,

arthadambara—entertained by the Gaudas 67 ; its nature
67 fn.
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arthasya praudhlh——character of Vs artlwguna Ojas—-
its five varieties 95-6. ,

'Ar’ohavvaktl—Guna of Bharata in KM. and Ch. texts
40-41; of Dandin 73 ; distinguished from I’s Prasada
74 ; of Vamana 106, its artha—variety corresponds to
Dandin’s poetic figure Svabhavokti 107; of Bhj®
161, his Sabdaguna=1’s Arthavyakti and arthaguno.
=V’s Guna of the same name 161 ; in Jag 253, 257.

Arthavyakti—s$abdaguna included under Prasada and
arthaguna  included under Svabhavokti in the new
theory. 229-30. :

Asadhu—padadosa m Bhj—its corresponding Vaiestka
Guna 167. ’

Asamartha—padadosa in Bhj—its corresponding Vazgeszka -
Guna 169 ; distinguished from Avicaka Dosa in -

Mammata 169 fn.

Asamasta—in the aritimat set of Bhj’s Dosas—its
corresponding Guna 151

-Aélilata—Dosa comes under gramyata in D 79, blmmm tha
in Bh 71 fn. and dustata in Bha 71 fn. ;

afrayasrayibhava—the standard of distinction between
Sabdaguna and arthaguna etc. 68, 84 ; D’s Gunas
judged in the light of this standard 84; Vamana
evolves it 84, 108 ; his consistency with regard to this®
standard discussed 108 ; the same of Bhj 174 :

atman—of Kavya first sought by V—its implication in
V 8r.

Atyukti—in connection with D’s Kanti 79,

Aucitya—a Gugpa in K—present in all compositions 131 ;
its characteristics 142-3 ; in Kgsemendra it is the soul
of poetry 144 ; its treatment by the Dhvani theorists
143, 167,

Aurjitya—Guna of Bhj, its Sabda-variety=V’s $abda-guna

. Ojas and artha-variety=D’s poetic figure wrjasyi 162

Avantika—Riti in Bhj. 156,
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ayoni—a division of arthy in con. with V’s artha-guna
Samadhi 103.

bihya—division of Bhj’s Gunas Sabdagunr of earlier
writers 159.

Bhattanayaka—rccognises, irr a way, the place of Guna in

o  the realisation of Rasa 208 n.

bandl/ur—Three kinds in D 63 ; particalar types entertained
in Gauda and Vaidarbha modes 83.

Bhavika-~Guna of Bhj 163, Alarmkara in Bhi and D 30,

bhiavya—-subdivision of artha in con. with V’s artha-guna
Samidhi 104.

Bibhatsa—Rasa 210, 239.

Bhamaha 46, does not attach much importance to Riti and
Gupa as elements of poetry 50 ; does not use the term
guna in con. with Madhurya cte. 50; his so-called
Gunas bear o relation to other poetic elements 50 ;
his remarks on Guna very cautious 32 ; His Gunas
and Alamkaras contiguous to each other and co-
extensive 53 ; is the first to note a non-deterring
character of Dosa 54, 81 fn. ; similarities of treatment
with the A. P. 113 fn. ;

Bharata—his Laksana as read by Abhinava 18;
treatment of his Gunas serutinized 45 ; his Laksana,

®*  Gupa and Alamhkira=Dbeauty of the language in
which dramatic characters speak 21 ; Dosas ~positive
entities 22 ; Gunas—negations of Dosas 22.

Bhayanaka Rasa 210

Bhinnartha—Dosa in Bh. 71 fn,,

Bhoja—deals with two distinct sets of Gunas 150 ; Gunas
corresponding to the aritimat set of Dosas 150-1; his
viparyaye Dosas mostly correspond to the viparyayas
of 152; his idea of D’s Madhurya ill-conceived
153 ; ignores the spirit of ' D’s treatment 153-4; V’s
influence on him 154 ; his treatment of Ritis unique
155 ; their relation with K’s Margas 155 ; enumerates
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as many as stz Ritis 156 ; characteristics of his Ritis
156 ; they are similar to those of the Ritis cited by
V 156 fn. ; scheme of Ritis discussed 157 ; reason of

- his failure to attract any following 158 ; includes Riti
under the Sabdalamkaras 159, observes' no theoretical
distinction between Guna and Alamkara 159 ; classificag )
tion of his Gunas, 159 ; characteristics of his individual
Gunas of Sabda and artha 160-66; his VaeSesika
Gunas 167-72 ; propriety of his classification of Gunas
discussed 173 ; defective standard of distinction
between the Sabdaguna .and the arthaguna 174 ;
unnecessary multiplication of his Gunas 174-5 ; merits
of his treatment 175-6.

Concluding remarks 270-4,
Curnapada—Vamana 32, Bharata 33,

Dandin—Condemns Dosa in any form 2, the school to
which he belonged 112,—the professed object
of his work 56, implication of the term Alarmkars
in his work 56; distinction between his Gunpas
and Alarmkaras 58; enumerates the ten Gupas as
the special characteristics (or life-breath) of a good
diction 59 ; his well-known verse differently interpreted
62 ; detailed characteristics of his Gunas 63-80 : his
bandhas 65-66 ; includes AS$lilatda under Gramyata
70 fn. ; his treatment of Guna scrutinized 83 ; his
Mirga a resultant and not strictly an independent
element 85.

Definition of poetry—a very difficult task for the theorists
117-8 fn.; by K. 121; by Bhj. 149, 158; in the A.P.177;
Mammata 220, Jag 251, his broad conception of Guna
judged in the light of this def. 251-53.

Degree of Gunas in the realisation of particular Rasas 211.
228, 239, 254 fn.

DeSya—pada-dosa in Bhj—its corresponding wvaiSesika
Guna 171,
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Dhvani —different meanings of the term 209 fn.

dipta—not the name of the viparyaye in 1’s Sukumairata
73,

dipti—mental condition involved in Rasas like Raudra
204, 206, 211 fn. ‘

oDosa—general character 2, 7, avoidance insisted 2, in
Pre-dhvani schools judged from a limited point of
view 6, Dosa in one treated as Giuna by another 3, to
what extent it mars poetic beauty 6, finer distinctions
in its nature 6, serves, under special circumstances,
to enhance poetic beanty 4-5, 54 fn. : 81-2 fn ; 167-72;
187 fn. Bha’s treatment of 71 fn.; this repeated in
D. 71 fn ; property of Sabda and ertha in the early
writers 6, 86 fn, 87 fn.; general def. by V 91;
A P. 186 ;

Dosahdna—its real importance 4, 5, 6,

druti or ardrati—mental condition involved in the
realisation of Rasa 206, 207, 211 fn.,

Element of individuality in poetic composition 273.
gadha-bandhatva in connection with Abhinava’s reading
of Bharata’s Qjas 38==same in Vamana 94.

Gambhirya— Guna of Bhj. 163-4, its $abda variety includes
all concepts of Dhvani of the Dhvani school.

.(}ati— Guna of Bhj 165, sabde-variety=V’s Sabdaguna
Samadhi 165.

Gaudi—Riti in D 59-62 (strictly Gauda Marga) its
established tradition 61, 82 ; its broad characteristics
62-63, qualities more or less common with the
Vaidarbhi 63 fn., 69, 71, 74, 76, 81, 82, 152 ; ideals con-
trasted with those of the Vaidarbhi in D 65; 66 ; 69 ;
78 80; 83; its character in Bhj 156; in A. P, 181-2,
def. by Viévanatha 239.

Gaudiya kavya— what particular type liked by Bha 52;
Gaudiya Riti in V. 87 ;



INDEXES 295

Gaudiya and Vaidarbha Kavyas—distinction not much
favoured by Bha 51 ; 3

Ghatand in connection with V’s arthaguna Slesa 100,
101 fn.; spirit involved in it corresponds to Bhj’s
arthaslesa 160 ; :

Gramya—in the aritimat set of Bhj’s Dosas—its corres-®
ponding Guna 151, 152, Aédlilatd included under it
like I’s Guna of the same name 172 ; when not a fault
172, 187 fn. .

Gudhartha— padadose in Bhj—its corresponding vaisestha
Guna 170, when not a fault in .A. P. 187 fn.

Gupa—Vamana the earliest known writer to give a
definition 85, in Bharata included under wacékabhinaya
along with Laksana Dosa, Alamkara 11, general theore-
tical position 11, mutual relationship of these 4 elements
not explained in Natya-§astra 12, this term in Bha not
restricted to a technical poetic excellence — but means
poetic beauty in general 50; its Sabde and artha
varieties not expressly distinguished Bh. and D. 68,
84 ; Bh’s treatment of...scrutinized 45 ; D’s treatment
of...scrutinized 84 ; def. by Vamana 85; property of
Sabda and artha in V 91; standard of distinction
between its Sabda and artha varieties 84, 108; V’s
treatment  of...scrutinized  109-10; propriety of®
enumerating its arthe variety in the light of V’s def.
of Riti discussed 109 ; its broad character in K 145-6,
K’s scheme of...... scrutinized 146 ; distinguished
from the Alamkaras in the Dhvani theory 201 ;
enumerated as three by the Dhv. theorists 203,
mental conditions involved in them 204, 211;
their relationship with the mental conditions 206-7 ;
necessity of recognising...as an independent poetic
element 207, its part in the realisation of Rasa 207 ;
its substrata in the new theory 209 ; which Gunas
belong to which Rasas 209-11, ten Gupas of earlier
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writers  scrutinised and reduced to three by
Mammata 229-30, the same by Jag. 263-4.

Gunibhatavyangya—a class of poetry in the new theory
200 fn..

Govinda—on relative importance of avoidance of Dosa

®  and presence of Guna 2.

Hasya—Rasa 210.

Hemacandra—follows Mammata re: the treatment of
Guna, Riti and Vrtti 235.

Hemacandra and Manikyacandra draw upon a common
source re. the treatment of Gunas 26.

Jagannatha—not explicit re: the position of Guna in his
theory 244 ; his discussion of the substrata of the
Gunas 245, 247-8 ; his def. of Gupas discussed 246,
246 fn; marks an improvemet upon the treatment
of his predecessors 246 fn ; harmonises the teachings
of the Riti and Dhvani schools re : the treatment of
Gunas 247-8 fo ; influence of south Indian theorists
on him 219 fn. ; his discussion of the relation between
Rasa and Guuas 249-51; applies technicalities of
philosophy to refute the views of the Dhvani theorists
249-51, broad conception of Guna judged in the
light of his def. of poetry 251-53 : follows Kuntaka
re. the place of Rasa in his theory of poetry 252 ;
his objection against Vivandtha’s def. of poetry
252 fn., comprehensive character of his ramaniyaia
252, 252 fn.; his reading of V’s Sabda-gunas 254-8
and artha-gupas 259-62 ; his ref, to Ritis 255 In.;
receives V’s views from second-hand sources 257 fn. ;
his views re: Dosas 260 fn; reduces ten Gunas to
three 263-4; result of his attempt at effecting a
synthesis of the views of diff. theorists 265-6;
deviates from traditional treatment of the Alarmkéira-
§astra 267-8 ; importance of his treatment discussed
266, 268-9.
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Jugupsi—sthayi-bhava in the realisaton of Adbhuta
Rasa 211 fn.

Kaiéiki—vrtti 184.

Karuna—Rasa 98, 209, 216.

Kasta——padadosa in Bhoja—its corresponding Valéesﬂ{a
Gupa 168 ; brutlkatu or Kastatva in Mammata 168 fn.,*

Kathora—in the aritimaf set of Bhy’s Dogas—its corres-
ponding Guna 151.

Katha—variety of Kavya 77 fn.

Kavya—dyrsya and $ravya varieties—theoretical distinction
not much favoured by Bharata 12.

Kavya-§arira—its implication in V 86 fn,

Kavi-vyapara—involved in Bl’s Laksana as read by
Abhinava and in K’s Vakrokti 19 ; its importance in
K’s theory of poetry 117, 123.

Klista—padadosa in Bhoja—its corresponding Vaxses1ka
Guna 170.

Komala varpa-12.

Komalata—arthagunae in A. P. 190.

Komala—Vrtti in Udbhata 213 fn. Komala or Gramya
vrtti in Mammata 232,

Kuntaka—expounds Bha’s theory of Vakrokti 113 ; main
object of his work 114 ; indebted to Bhatta Tauta
for the formulation of his theory 20, 114; a very
sympathetic critic 116 ; his treatment compared with
that of the orthodox theorists 120 ; his definitions of
kavya and his poetic outlook explained 121-24 ; place
of poetic figures in his Vakrokti 123-24;.classifies
kavya on the basis of the nature of poets 125, 128 ;
classifies Margas on the basis of the three varieties
of kavya 125; his conception of Marga (or Riti)
compared with that of Vamana 126 ; criticizes the
name of Ritis after localities, discusses the characteris-
tics of each Marga and the Gunas attached to it 129-44,
imparts broad character to the Gunas 145-6 ; merfté

38
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and defects of his treatment discussed 146-7 ; credit
due to him for touching upon the element of indivi-
duality in poetic composition 148, 273. factor respon-
sible for his failure to attract any following 148.

'Kﬁnti Gupa of Bharata in K. M. and Ch. texts 44 ; of
Dandin 78 ; of Vamana 107, its Sabda-variety appro-
aches to some aspects of K’s Vakrokti 107 ; of Bhoja=
V’s Guna of the same name 162, in Jag 253, 257 ;
Sabda~gune included under rasa~-dhvani cte. artha-
guna or treated as mere negation of the Dosa gramya-
fva in the new theory 230, 264.

Laksana in Bharata—its relationship with other elements
12-13 ; its peculiar nature in Abhinava-bharati 14; 18 ;
Laksana identified with Kavya-bandba 15 ; synonymous
with bandha, gumpha, bhaniti, vakrokti, kavivyapara
15 ; its relation with Alamkara 16-17.

Laksanai—a particular mode of comprehension of the
meaning of a word 185-6 fn,

Lalitya—3$abda-guna in A, P. 188,

Lati—Riti def. by Vi$vanatha 241.

Latiya—Riti in Bhj 157 ;i n A. P. 183.

Lavanya—a Gupa in K 133, 140 ; its intimate association

e  with beauty of structure 133 fn.

Madhyama Marga in K 141.

Madhurya of Bharata opposite to his Ekarthadosa in some
of its aspects 22.

Msadhurya of Bharata 36 ; in Bha’s Kavyalamkara 53 ; of
Dandin 67, Vag-rasa and Vastu-rasa involved therein
68-70 ; of Vamana 104 ; of Kuntaka in the Sukumaira
Marga 131-2, this approaches D’s Guna of the same
name 132 ; in the Vicitra Marga corresponds partly
to D’ élesa 139 ; of Bhoja 161, his arthamadhurye
=game Gupa in the A. P, 161; of A. P. 190 ; in Jag
253, 257, Sabda-guna included under Madhurya-
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vyafijaka  ghatana artha~-Guna treated as. mere
negation of the Dosa anavikriatve in the new theory
229-30, 263, in the Dhvanyaloka 204 ; 207, 208 ; def. by
Mammata 228. T .

Maiagadhi—Riti in Bhj 157,

mahapranae varne—application in D 63-64 ; 72. o

Mammata—his def. of kavya 220 ; its nature and in.consis-
tency with his treatment 221-22, his treatment
analysed 222 ; Vritis in his theory of poetry 222 ; his
clearcut distinction bet. Guna and Alamkara 222-3 ;
discusses the relationship bet. the letters and the Gunas
224-6 ; criticises earlier views on the position of Guna
and Alamkara 226-8, his def. of Gunas 228, reduces. the
number of $abda-gunas to three 229-30 ; explains away
the arthagunas 230; discusses the letters favourable for
particular Gunas 231, does not admit Riti as a separate
element 231. ‘

Natya$astra of Bharata,—deals mainly with dr." techniques
—contains materials for the later development of a
theory of Poetry 8; Laksana, Guna, Alamkara, Dosga,
to be judged as subservient to producing the dramatic
effect 8.; arrangement of some of the chapters in Ch,
and K. M. texts 10; importance of wvag-ablinayo
discussed 11, place of Laksana, Guna, Alarhkara—the
context in which they occur 12-13 ; their fundamental
distinction 14.

Neyatva Dosa—in connection with D’s Arthavayakti
Guna 74. G

Neyartha—in the aritimat set of Bhj’s Dosas—-its corres-
ponding Guna 151—padadosa in Bhoja—its correspond-
ing Vaiesika Guna 170.

nitya—Chunas so called in V 58, 90 ; variety of Dosas in
the new theory 200, 221.

Non-orthodox writers—their general theoretical position

113|
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Ojas of Bharata in K. M. T. and Ch. T.338; in Bha’s
Kavyalammkara 52 ; of Dandin 76 ; of Vamana 94-97,
of Bhoja 162, his $abda-guna Ojas the same Guna D
162; of A. P. same as D’s 190; in Jag 253, 257,
Sabda-guna included wnder Ojo-vyatijaka-ghatana

e artha-guna or treated as mere negation of the Dosa
vaicitrya-matra in the new theory. 230, 264 ; in the
Dhvanyaloka 204, 207.

Ojas—def. by Mammata 228,

Paka—ubhayaguna in A, P. 193.

Paficali Riti—enumecrated first by Vamana 86, def. V. 87 ;
Bhj 156 ; A. P. 181,

Paficali—Riti def. by Viévanatha 239.

Parikara—Alarmkara 98.

parusa varpa—712, 105.

Parusi—Vrtti in Udbhata 213 fn,

Parusa—in Mammata 232,

Preyas —~Guna of Bhj, its §abda variety D’s Poetic figure
Preyas 163.

Poetic beauty—Predhvani theorists judge it chiefly in
terms of Gtupa and Alarmkira 51 fn. ; its general source
70 ; a uniform theory of...... difficult to secure 117.

Poetic ideals of Riti and Dhvani schools compared 88 fn. ;

oPoet’s liberty —three sorts of 39.

Poetry—a deviation from ordinary speech 117.

Post-dhvani writers—nature of their task 219-20, 220 fn. ;

Prakasavarsa—follows mostly Bhoja’s scheme of Gunas
159 fn.

prakramabheda in connection with Bbarata’s Samata 34,
prakramabheda involved in V’s arthaguna Samata 101,

Praudhi—Guna of Bhoja 166, arthagune in A. P. 191.

Prasida of Bharata 31 ; in Bha’s Kavyalamkira 52=the
same Guna in Bh 52 ; of Dandin 64, of Vamana 98-9 ;
of Kuntaka in the Sukumara Marga 132 ; in the Vicitra
Marga 1389 ; of Bhoja 160 ; ubhkaya-gunpa in A. P. 191,
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JnJag 253, 257 ; Sabda-guna included under Prasada-
vyafijaka-ghatana artha-gupa or treated as ,mere
negation of the Dosa Adhika-padatva;in the new. theory
229-30, 263 ; .Prasada—in the Dhvanyiloka 205, 207,

Prasada—defsby Mammata 228. ’

Prasastya—ubhaya-guna in A, P. Vs artha-saukumary®
andsBhy’s artha-suSabdatai192.

pratyaksa—a pramane .used by .Jag. in -con. .with his
treatment of Guna 250,

Pravrtti—177, 183, 184.

prthak-padatva in Vs Sabda-gunpa Madhurya, 104,

_Punarukta—when not a fault"54 In.

Raga—ubhaya-guna in A. P, 193.

Rasa—The soul of Poetry 115,1177. . place. of . Guna in its
realisation 207, “its depiction.in poetry—high. standard
of perfection 115,; a .very important factor in K’s
Sukumara Mairga 131; included under the akrama
variety of Dhvani ace. to the Dhvani , theorists 199 fn,
Rasas—how many ? 204 fn, used not in the above
technical sense in D 67. 7

:Rasavat—Alamkara in the,Dhvani school;199,fn, 200 fn.

"Raudra—Rasa 168 fn,; 200 fn, 204, 207, 210, 239, 241,

Riti—the -term standardised by Vamana 55; soul 8f
Poetry 85 ; no trace in.Bharata 48, 92 ; -Antiquity of
the theory 55, 92 ;“Vamana, :the earliest "known swriter
to give a def. 85; propriety of enumerating artha-
gunasin the light of V’s def. of Riti .discussed 109 ;
.Bhj’s unique treatment.175 ; his derivative def. 155 ;
number goes up -in *Bhj 156 ; -in -A. P. "177, not
connected with: Guna®179 ; - this element not-recognised
as such in the "Dhvanyaloka 212. its justification of
its inclusion under :the :buddhy-arambha -variety
of anubhava 184; its general theoretical .position in

A.P. 184,
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Gambhirya—3abdaguna in A. P. Sabdagunas Gambhirya
and Susabdata of Bhj 189,

Riti—Cuna in Bhoja 165, $abdaginae Samata of V.,

Riti theorists—importanee of their treatment 87-9, 273-4.

rtusandhi—in connection with Bharata’s Samata 34 ill. v.

® in Abhinavagupta 34=the same in Vamana 101,

Rudrata—the first writer to bring in compound words
in Riti. 180 fn.; makes no mention of the Gunas as
such 181 fn,, considers absence of fault to be an
excellence in itself 181 fn,

$abda-nyaya—in con. with D’s Arthavyakti 74.

Sabda and artha—their utility in the awakening of
Rasa 208.

sabhiprayatva—in connection with V’s artha-guna Ojas 96 ;
the same in Jag 261, in com. on Kéavyapradipa 97 fn.;
distinguished from V’s arthaguna Prasada 99.

sihitya of 3abda and artha constitutes kavya in Bha and
K. 119 fn ; 122.

$aithilya—in connection with D’s élega 63-64 ; character
of Prasada Guna in 'V 92, 98,

Samadhi of Bharata 35, of Dandin 80 ; of Vamana 102,
of Bhoja 163, his Sabda-guna—Ds Samadhi in Jag 253,

* 257; §abda-guna included under Oja-vyafijaka artha-
guna included under Ghatana in the new theory.

samanya—division of Gunas in A.P. 188, 194.

samanya laksana 201, 204 ; 242,

Samata of Bharata of 32; of Dandin 65; of Vamana
101 ; of Bhoja 161 ; his Sabda-guna=-D’s éabda-samata
and arthagrna==V's arthasamata 161 ; in Jag 253, 257 ;
Sabda-guna treated as mere negation of the Dosa;
sometimes a veritable Dosa; artha-guna treated as
mere negation of the Dosa Vaisamya in the new
theory.

Samayikata—artha-guna AP, 191,
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samasa—a particular aspect of Abhinava’s artha-gune

Ojas 39=the same of Vamana 96 ; partly equivalent to
Bhj’s Sanksepa Guna 164.

Saimghatana— somewhat equlvalent to Riti in Dhvanya-
loka 77 fn.

Samghatani—a poetic factor in the Dhvanyaloka some#
what akin to Riti 214; its classification 214, its
ultimate function 214, awakens Rasa through Guna
214 ; relationship bet. the Samghatana and the Gupa
215-7.

Sammitatva— Guna of Bhoja 165 ; its §abda varlety =V’s
arthagupa Prasada 165. -

Samvidhana— arthaguna in A. P, 190.

Samdigdha~—a padadosa in Bhj,—its corresponding Vai-
$esika Guna 171.

Sanksepa—Guna of Bhoja 164, see samase

sanuragatve in connection with Bharata’s Ojas 38. °

Santa—Rasa 204 fn 210 fn,, 211, 239,

Sasarméaya Dosa— when not a Dosa in D 82 fn.

savarpa—in connection with 1’s vag-rasa 68.

Sanbhagya—a Guna in K-present in all compositions 131,
its characteristics 144.

Saubhagya—ubhaya-guna in A. P, 192.

Sauksmya—Guna of Bhj 163. .
Saukumirya of Bharata 40, Sukumirata of Dandin 72 ;
distinguished from QIesa 72; of Vamana 105; of

Bhoja 162, his $abda-gunpa=same Guna in D 162 ; of
A.P.same as D’s 189 ; in Jag 253, 257 ; $abda-guna
included under Kastatva artha-guna or treated as
mere negation of the Dosa Amangala-rapadlila in
the new theory 230, 263.

Saundarya=Poetic beauty=general def. of Alarmkara in
V 89 ; means of arriving at §9, 91.

Sithila—in the aritimat set of Bh] S Do$as—1ts corres-
ponding Guna 150.
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élesa-—of Bharata opposite to his Arthahina Dosa in
some of its aspects 22,—its two-fold definition 28 ;
—of Dandin 63 ; of Vimana 99-100; of Bhoja 160,
his artha-guna=V’s Artha-$lesa 160 ; of A. P=V’s
Ojas=D’ élesa 188 ; in‘dag 253, 237. Sabda-guna

* included under ojo-vyadjaka ghatana, artha-guna
included under vaicitrya-matra in the new theory.

Srngara—Rasa 204, 207, 209, 216, 217, 239, 241,

Karupa—Rasa 2}7, 239,

éruti—dusga or Srutikatu Dosa—when not a fault 168 fn,
200 fn.

éruty-zmuprﬁsa—involved in D’s Madhurya Guna 67,
68, 83.

sthula—particular aspect of Dosa in V 91,

sthayi-bhava involved in the realisation of Rasa 207, 267.

sugamatva in connection with V’s arthe-gupa Samata
101.

suggested sense—its three broad divisions 115.

stiksma—particular aspeet of Dosa in V, 91; sub-division
of artha in con. with V’s artha-guna Samadhi 104.

Sukumara—maiarga of K=Vaidarbhi Riti of the Riti
theorists 128 ; its characteristics in detail 129-31;
distinguished from the Vicitra Marga 136 fn,

Su$abdata—Guna of Bhj, its Sabda variety Bha’s Saufa-
bdya and artha variety wbhayu-gunpa Prasastya in
A. P. 183.

Transference—involved in D’s Samadhi 80—its three
varieties 80.

Udara or Udatta Guna of Bharata in K. M. and Ch.
texts 42 ; of Dandin 75-6 ; of Vamana 106 ; of Bhoja
161, his abda-guna V’s Guna of the same name 161 ;
Audarya of A. P. includes Bhj’s $abda-gunas Audarya
and Udattata 189. Udarata, an artha-guna in A. P,
190 ; in Jag 253, 257.
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Udarata—3$abda-guna included under ojo-vyafijaka-
ghatana, artha-guna. or treated as mere negation of
the Dosa Gramyatva in the new theory 229-30, 264.

Udbhata—his view re : the nature of Gunas and Alarn-
karas 226-7 fn. ’

‘Udattata—Guna of Bhj=second Udara of D 162.

Ukti—Guna of Bhj 166, its artha variety=V’s artha-
guna Udarata 166.

uktwateitrya—character of Vs artha-guna Madhurya 105.

Upalal:sana 59, 208, 210 fn,
Upanagarika—vrtti in Udbhata 213 fn., in Mammata 232,
Utpreksa~—poetic figure 130, 147.

‘Vamana—the earliest known writer to give a def. of
Riti and Guna 85, develops the crude teachings of
D. 86, 87, quest after ‘soul’ of poetry original with
him 88 ; first to judge the relative imp. of the poetic
elements 89 ; def. and classification of Dosa 91, his
treatment of wiparyaya or siksma Dosas 92 ; doubles
.the Gunas of Bh. and D. 93 ; detailed characteristics
of his Gunas 94-107 ; his Samata developed directly
from D’s 102 ; his arguments for accepting Samadhi
as a special excellence 103 ; reads a new meaning in
the Gunas of his predecessors 84, 108 ;*importance of
his theory discussed 88-9, 111.
varnanuprase in connection with D’s vag-rasa 69, 83,
vartta in connection with D’s Kanti Guna 78 ; in Bha
78; 79.
vacya-vacaka-cirutva-hetu—Gunas and Alainkaras so
called by the Dhvani theorists. 198.
vikotatva—character of V’s $abda-guna Udarata 106.
_Vagbhata I—his treatment of Riti and Guna 234 fn.

-Vagbhata IT—adheres to the daSa-gupe theory 235, his
- inconsistency re: his treatment of Guna 236, admits
Ritis following Candidasa 236-7.
39



306 INDEXES

Viagabhinaya—importance in NityaSastra discussed 11.

vag-rasq—involved in IY’s Madhurya Guna 67-68 ; another
name Sabda-madhiurya 63 5 82.

Vaidarbha—what particular type not liked by Bha 51.

Vaidarbhi—Riti in D 39.( strictly Vaidarbha Marga ) ;
its broad characteristies 62-63 ; ideals contrasted
with those of the Gaudi 65-66; 69; inV 86; in Bhj
156 ; in A. P. 182 ; def. by Viévanitha 239.

vaisamya—in connection with 1’s Samata 66.

Vaidesika—division of Bhjy’s Gupas 159 ; its character,
propriety of the name 160; its classification 166 ;
later writers regard it as Gupa only secondarily 167 ;
°Granas corresponding to the pada-dogas of Bhj 167-72,
those corresponding to the ea@kyadosas 172 ; division
of Gunas in A. P. 187-% ; these cxplained 195.

Vakrokti—literal meaning 119 fn. ; in Bha 19, 50, 31 fn. ;
individual power of the poet involved there in 18, 20,
114 ; K. expounds Bha's theory 113 ; def. by K. 117,
123 ; life of poetry in K. 117, 121-24; 144; Bh’s
Liaksana as read by Abhinava identical with it 19; in
K. it is an all encompassing poetic factor 119 fn. ;
includes the various poetic elements of the orthodox
schools 119 fn., 144, 145, its character and scope in Bba
and K compared 119 fn., poetic figures—a particular
variety of Vakrokti in K 124.

vasaniya—subdivision of astha in con. with Vs artha-
grrna Samadhi 104,

vasti-rasa—involved in I’s Madhurya (GGupa 67 ; another
name artha-madhurya 70,

ribhiiva—involved in the realisation of Rasa 9 fn., 207 ; 267.

Vicitra—marga of K=Gaudi Riti of the Riti theorists
198 ; its characteristics in detail 134-8; distinguished
from the Sukuméara Marga 136 fn. ; Gunas in...... how
far common with those in the Sukumira Marga 140-1.

Vidagdha—ref. to Gaudas 80 fn.
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Vidyadhara—follows Vamana in his treatment of Ritis
235, his curious treatment of Gunas 235.

Vidyanatha—follows Bhoja’s scheme of Gunas 158 fn. ;
his treatment of Ritis 234 fn. and Gunas 158, 234.

Vipralambha Srigara, 34, 209,219 fn. 239, 254.

viparyaya—its implication in Bharata 22, fn. 2, 23, in
other early writers 25; in D 59-62; D’s difference
from Bhj 60,154 ; in V 92; in Bhj 149; Gunas in
Bhj corresponding to the viparyaya dosas 150-1,

Vira Rasa 210, 239.

Viruddha—pada-dosa in Bhj, its corresponding Vaiéesika
Guna 171. ’

Visama—in the arifimat set of Bhj’s Dosas—its corres-
ponding Guna 150.

viSesa laksana 202, 204, 242, - .

Vistara— Guna in Bhj 164, see Vistara

Vistara—a particular aspect of Abhinava’s artha-guna
Ojas 89—wyasa in the same Guna of V 95=the
Guna Vistara in Bhj 164 ; mental condition involved
in the realisation of Rasa—also called wvyapakatva or
samarpakatva or vyapts 206, 207.

Vrtti—in the A. P. 177, 183. distinguished from Riti
183 fn., 185, its classification 184 ; Sabda-vritis and
artha-vrttis 213, included wunder Anuprasa by
Mammata 232 ; identified with Ritis of the earlier
writers 232, Mammata’s conception of—in what way
diff. from Udbhata’s 232-3 ; diff. from Samghatana in
the Dhvanyaloka 233.

Viévanatha—follows Mammata and Candidasa 237 ; his
borrowings from Candidasa 237-8 fn, 243-4 fn.;
his systematic treatment of Ritis 238; enumerates
four Ritis 238 ; his Ritis distinguished from Mammata’s
Vrttis 238 ; his def. of Ritis 239 ; his quotation of
early writers sometimes display his uncritical nature |
240; sanctions a change in the fixed nature of
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composition 241, converts the vrtti portions of the

K. P. into kirika forms in his work, 242 fn, ; differs

from Mammata in characterising the individual

Gupas 243, identifies these with mental conditions

243. :

vyabhiciri-bhava—involved in the realisation of Rasa
207.

ryakta —subdivision of artha in con. with Y’s arthaguna
Samiadhi 104.

Vyartha Dosa-——when not a Dosa in D 82 fn.

Vyatireka—a poetic figure 142.

Vyaja-stuti—a poetic figure 135.

vyutpanna—in connection with the Gauda Marga in D
65 ; not the name of the viparyaya of 1Ys Prasida
65. '

Yamaka—§abdalarhkara in D 68 fn.

Yathasamkhya—ubhaya-guna in A. P. 192, corresponds
to the poetic figure of the same name of the later
writers 192,
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