CHAPTER — 1
INTRODUCTION

Metaphor is primarily a poetiq expression. Whenever we
come across a metaphorical expression, it invariably sounds to us
more poetical than ordinary language. For this reason, metaphor is
considered as one of the vehicles of poetic expression. In Indian
tradition, the use of metaphor is found in the Vedic literature as well
as classical Sanskrit literature. Let us see what the rhetoricians
mean by the term ‘Kavya’, in which metaphor plays a significant
role. When we express anything metaphorically in our everyday life
in ordinary language, we borrq_w the technique from the world of
poetry consciously or unconsciously. The Kavya’ itself has got
some metaphorical meaning. Rhetoricians have interpreted
“Metaphor’ in different senses, — some in the sense of Alamkara
(rﬁetoric or embellishment), some in the sense of Laksana
(implicative meaning), some in the sense of Vakrokti (crooked
utterance or deviation), and again some in the sense of Dhvani

(suggestive meaning). In short, it can be said that all the



Alanikarikas have adopted metaphor for poetic expression with a
view to arousing KRasa (aesthetic pleasure). In the following pages,
an effort has been made to trace the historical development of In.dian
Pqetics and to bring out; the roi-e of metaphor in its various forms in

producing aesthetic sentiment.

The terms ‘Kavya’ and ‘Sahitya’ are synonymous in Sanskrit
rhetoric. ‘Kavyaprakasa’ aﬁd ‘Sahityadarpana’ are the names of the
same type of books. In the very ancient period only the term ‘Kavya’
was used in ‘Sanskrit. The term ‘Sahastya took the place of ‘Kavya’
during the medieval period. Both the terms ‘AKavya’ and ‘Sahitya’

mean poetry, drama and all forms of fiteréry ari.

We can learn from the Rks of the Vedas and the texts of the
Upanisads the invaluable opinion of the ancients about the name and
nature of poetry. The Vedic texts looked upon the poet as ‘Rsi. The
term Ks/ means seer, i.e., one who sees the past, present and future
through his transcendental vjéion. Such vision is just like a
searchlight and all objects corr;e within its focus.! So he: can alone

know the truth manifested in all objects. That is why Rs/ is



described as Kavi in the Upanisad? Thus, Kavi is regarded as
Krantadarsi as he possesses a very subtle, profound and penetrating |
consciousness. He was looked upon as the creator or maker in as
mugh as he was the builder and fashioner. He embodied the principle
of delight. He saw the principle of beauty in all things, was filled
with utte;l"q .eéstasy,-- raiséd the‘_ .earth to the level of heaven, and
established this principle of joy everywhere by the touch of his
poetic genius. He creates a new world. The Agnipurana says-

“Apare kavyasamsare kavireva prajapatih

Yatha vai rocate visvam tathedam parivartate //” 3
The poet is indeed the sole creator in the infinite world of poetry.
He transforms the world as it pleases him. In this matter, he is
guided by his poetic visi(;n. But how does he give his vision a
concrete shape? He is alsb equip;)ed with the power of word and the

rhythm. In this inspired state, the poem is born.

Thus, all the aspects of poetry, namely its creation,
manifestation and its effect on the readers have been dealt with in

the Vedic concept of a poet. The poet had conscious control over
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the word, — he had the _Vék, hg: knew the four levels of Vak, — and

Vak chose to reveal herself to him.

The most significant example of Kdvya is Valmiki's Ramayana.
This Kavya sprang out spontaneously of the poet’s heart filled with
pathos. He says,
“Pa'dabadd]zbk._sarasama]g tantrilayah samanvitah

Sokartasya pravrtto me $loke bhavatu nanyatha //”

(Genuine great poetry cannot be made out of 6ne’s cleverness.
It is rather a spontaneous efnanation from AKRasa-filled heart -
“Rasavesavaisadya-nirmanaksamatva”, i.e., an individual beéomes
ehdowed with the power of creativity arising from the expertisation
achieved through the heart filled with aesthetic enjoyment. In other
words, an vindividual saturated with the aesthetic pleasure is
endowed with the expertisation of creating something original. In
any piece of literary art, i\.e., Kavya, aesthetic _enjoyment (Kasa) is -
the cornerstone. It is the aesthetic pleasure that controls‘ the story,
characterisation, style etc. The aesthetic pleasure, which arises

from literary art, cannot be appreciated by all, but only by the
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connoisseurs (Sah;’dayas;'). A Kévya can be truly appreciated by the
Sahrdayas alone. Those who enjoy a Kavya (either in the form of
poetry or drama) become hapgy or unhappy with the protagonist as
thé_y share his happiness or misery. This happiness or misery on the
part of the audience cannot be suitably explained by any argument
or logic. Let us take the example of Sita, a character of the
Ramayana. She might be happy or unhappy, but there is no logical
reason on the part of the a{Jdience behind their emotional in.volvme‘nt.
with her character and become happy or unhappy. Nevertheless, the
emotional involvement on the part of the audience with the
protagonist, however illogical it may appear to a logical mind, can be
perceived in each and every case. It is duite rational/to search for a
cause of this particular effect, which cannot be found thrﬁugh
ordinary sense organs and ‘_1-'easoning. It can be regarded as
mysterious as the cause lies beyond the grasp of human intellect. In
our mundane life, sorrow produces sorrow and fear follows fear; but
in the world of poetry, we find pleasure arising from the painful and

terrible situations.



In the cases of literary aft, t.I;ere" v;orl;'.sma sense of .identity
between the audience and the protagonist. This notion of identity
emerges from the audience’s self-involvement (Ekatmati). Let us’
take for example the scene where Dusyanta enjoys happiness in
S’akuntalé’s company. The spectator also expériences the sarﬁe bliss
as Dusyanta does because, for the time being, he identifies himself
with the protagonist. It is due fb this identification that the spectator
loses individuality for the time being and forgets his mundane life.

This shows the mystic power of the aesthetic pleasure.

The real appreciator of a KZvya is a connoisseur (Sahrdaya).
A Sahrdaya possesses the capability to identify his own feelings with
those of the poet. The poet creates a Kavya. Sahrdaya realises; it
and he recreates the Kavya in his own self. As fire covers thé dry
wood, the aesthetic pleasure arising in one’s heart éngulfs his whole
body. This aesthetic pleasure is produced if the object is
appreciated by heart (Hrdayasamvadi). (“Yo'rtho hrdayasamvadi
tésya bhavo rasodbhavah / Sarirar vyapyate tena suskam

kasthamivagnina. )4



This may be argued why this-worldly pleasure is not
ae.sthetic. This pleasure is ‘not aesthetic because aesthetic pleasure
must be impersonal, disinterested and universal in nature. When an
individual beéomes happy at the happiness of the dramatic‘character, '
his happiness or pleasure is not his own (i.e., arising out of his
personal life) and so it is ;mpersonal. This pleasure does not arise .
out of the fulfilment of his sélf-interest, so it is disinterested. Such
feeling does not occur in the case of one individual only; rather it
occurs in the case of all individuals. Therefore, it is universal.
Complete absorption in- the aesthetic pleasure makes a man forget
his individual love, fear étc. There prevails a universal love, which is |
aesthetic;--pleasure.“When. a tert;ific sceﬁe is represented, it produces
an aesthetic pleasure called ‘Bhayénaka’. We forget for some time
that the fear experienced by us belongs to the dramatic character
and we enjoy the universal character of fear that is free from other
barriers like individualistic elements. This universalisation is the.
process of idealisation through which an individual moves from his
personal emotion to the serenity of contemplation of a poefic

sentiment.




The poet and audience must have capacity of idealisation. He
can present personal emotion :as an irﬁpersonal aesthetic pleasure,
which is enjoyed by others.® As tﬁis pleasure transcends the
limitations of personal interest, it is disinterested universal pleasure.
A pleasure, which transcends this-worldly interest, is surely
transcendental and hence mystic. As this—worldly pleasure ari.sing
out of this-worldly affairs like the birth of a son, attainment of
prosperity etc. is not impersonal, disinterested and universal; it

cannot be described as aesthetic.®

Aesthetic pleasure is the
emotional mood revealed in a blissful knowledge free from all
barriers. The great artist is also a great art critic — Kavi and
Sahrdaya is one and only the most sensitive cfitic can respond to the
charm of great poetry. ‘The artist is thus both an imitator and
creator. The starting point is perhaps the imitation of life-
experience but the artist’s imagination (‘Pratibhi’, as it was called
by Indian aestheticians) is a kind of Drs#/ that helps him to see

differentiy and transform. Such type of Pratibha (intuition) is of two

types: creative (Karayitri) and appreciative (Bhavayitri).



When an individual shares the feeling of the hero, he becomes
sensitive due to having his heart saturated with aesthetic pleasure.
generated within him through his self-involvement (Ekatmati) as
stated earlier. This situation being conditioned by Rasa (Rasavesa)
enjoins the individual with the power of creativity (NVirmana—
ksamatva). ’fhis aesthetic pleasure that comes as a result of sharing
the pathgs of others in a drama, gndqys h??‘.‘_.With the power of.
creativity. On the other hand, pathos arising out.of thé sad demise of
his dear one makes him handicapped instead of conjoining him with
the power of creativity, which is called Karayitri Pratibha. An'
individual can enjoy aesthetic pleaéure by shéring his own self with |
the character of the drama as he shares some common feeling |
existingwirul the dfamaﬁist and.“drarne-l-tic-:. characters. This common.‘
experience is possible due to ﬁaving the same feeling, because they
are Sahrdayas (literalIy, having common heart or sensitivity). Wi'len_
the hearts of the people are expanded having clear mind due to the
habits of practising literature aﬁd gather the capability of being

identified with the characters of the drama as described
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(Varnaniyatanmayibhavanayogyata), they are called Sahrdayas, as

they all possess the same feeling.’

If the above—mentioned view of Sahradayatva is accepted, the -
aesthetic experience would be regarded as universal. The success
of an art—-object depends on its universalisation (Sédhérapikaraz_)a),
which again depends on the concept of Sahradayatva. If each and |
every reader or aﬁdiedce has got the same sensitivity or feeling,.
there is a correspondenee regerding the fact that is going on in all
the hearts of the audiences (Sakala-sahrdaya-sanivada-salita). 1t
may also be called transparency of experience in all spectators. This
phenomenoh is otherwise described.as ‘one pointed concentration of

all the audiences’ (Sarvasamajikanam ekaghanata).®

This - universalisation is possible ti’lrough the melting of. the
state of being a knower (Pramatrbhavavigalana). This cah be
explained in the following manner: a knower or Pramété has gotl
some elasticity throvzh which he can extend himself. This may be

called ‘subjectification’. As a subject is no more confined within
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himself and is extended to the objects after covering their essential

characters, it is called subjectification of the object.

Universalisation (Sédbéragikara{za) is one of the characteristic
features of aesthetic pleasure that leads a man to the world of
creativity. After perceiving the separation of the curlew-couple,
Valmiki became very much moved and out of his grief, he created a
Sloka. He had intense feeling of pathos in which he had lost himself.
Due to this complete loss of personality, he had a sense of joy out of
grief. This joyous experience of pathos provided him with the power-
of creating .a S}Oka spontaneously. Vélmiki’s grief was not this
worldly. If it were so, he would have some sympathy with the birds
from Wh;;:h the creation of Kavya would have been impossible. This
worldly grief makes a man handicapped. When a poet’s vision
becomes véry deep and clear, he will surely get an inspiration from
within and the materials for writing a Kavya (like characte;‘isation,
plot etc.) would follow automatically just as water overflows
automatically from'k' an over—filled jar. Thus, a poet’s genius depends
on the absorption of the aestﬁétic enjoyment and this absorption is

endowed with capacity of creating a Kavya spontaneously. When a
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poet’s heart is filled with emotion, it (emotion) spontaneously
emanates itself in metrical form. This spontaneity comes only when
there i1s no impedifnent (like personal interest etc.) for the
realisation of aesthetic plﬂeasure. This spontaneous emanation of
poetry from a man, who was otherwise idle before having aesthetic
absofption, again shows the mystic character of aesthetic pleasure.
This spontaneous poetry is called Slloka because it arises out of the

grief due to the separation of the curlew couple (Krauficadvandva-

viyogotthah sokah slokatvamagatah).’

From the very ancient times, the union of words and meaning
is re‘garded as Kavya. In Kavya, sense is expressed through
language. In ancient poetic literature and in the works: of old .
Alamkarikas (rhetoriciéns), one could easily see the great
importar;é “attribu-t-ed to this §.).fnthes.i's; -between S:abda (word) and
Artha '(meaniné). Rhetorician Bhémaha described Kavya as
‘S:'zbda'rtbau sahitau kavyam’. Following this view, Acarya Rudrat
said - ‘Sabdarthau kavyam' Acérya Dandin also described
Kavyasarira or body of literature as ‘Ig_tértbavyavaccm}mé padavalr’,

i.e., the collection of words characterised by the desired meaning
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capable of providing disinterested pleasure. From this it is clear that
neither word nor meaning is separately regarded as Kavya. Kavya is
only the synthesis of word and meaning. The word and meaning are
complementary to each other. The word does not exist without
meaning and meaning cannot be expressed without words. The
ancient I?flnign culttfre Iqqks upqn Sébdfa. gnd Artha as an inseparable'
pair representing the divine father and mother; of the world. When
the poet Kalidasa invokes Parvati and Paramesvara for Végartha—'
pratipatti, ie., introduction of the literature revealing ideal
combination between a word and its meaning, he is only praying to
our primordial parents to enable hirﬁ to aéhieve a synthesis between
Vak and Artha. Vak and Artha both are equally important in Poetics.
Both are excellent (Camatkari). A literature cannot be called- a
sublime literature if the charms of the words used in it transcend the
charm of the meaning and the viée versa. There are charms of
words in Jaideva's GitagOVJhda, but the sense is not so charming.
Again, Bharavi’'s Kiratarjunivam, though excellent in .sense
(Bbéraverarthogauravam)," lacks the charm of words. So, none of

them can be treated aé example 6f sublime poetry. There is no
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comparison between them and Kalidasa's “Meghaditam’,
“Kumarasambhavam”  and ‘Mbbbﬁénéé’akuntalam " Similarly,
Tagore’s creation of poetry is not comparable to the poetry of
Satyendranath, Karunanidhan and Jatindramohon. They are excelleht
because the importance of Sabda (word) and Artha (meaning) are
equal in their creation éf poet;y. Camatkéri-té. (excellence) of both :
are Anyunantirikta, i.g., the place of meaning in a word and the vice

versa is neither over extensive nor less extensive but accurate.

Observing this alliance of word and meaning, Acérya Kuntaka
said that they were like two friends who have equal quality and their.
beauty is enhanced by each other. Similarly, in poetry S/abda and
Artha enhance the beauty of each other. Kuntaka called this
characteristic as Parasparaspardhi, i;e., és if cﬁéilenging eabh other. |
Genuine poétry is composed of the balanced synthesis of words and
their meaning. S. Kuppuswami Sastri in his essay “Highways of.
Literary Criticism in Sanskrit” says — ‘Genuine poetry is always
looked upon as spontaneous emanation from a Kasa-filled heart. A

beautiful . heart clothes itself. in a. beautiful garb without any
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conscious effort on the part of the poet. This is the highest test of

true poetry’.

The relation of Vacya (denoted) and Vacaka (denoter), which
are generally found in Kavya, is not grammatical or logical. It is’
different from ordinary relation. Alamkarikas widely differ in their
opinions regarding the special characteristics of this special relation -
of Vacya and Vacaka, which transforms ordinary language into

poetry.

Indian tradition glorifies Bharata, the reputed author of the
Natya —s’éstra and the oldest Writer_ Qf dramaturgy, music and kindred
subjects, with the title of Muni’ and places him in the mythic age.
Bharata’s Natya-dastra. gives us for the first time an outline of
Poetics, which is probably earlier in substance, if not in date, than

the earliest existing Kavya.

In the Natya-sastra Bharata is principally concerned with
Dramaturgy and allied topics, and deals with Poetics in so far as it
applies to the theme in hand. In later poetic theories, Dramaturgy is

taken as a part of the discipline of Poetics and the drama is



16

accordingly considered a species of the Kavya. But there are
reasons to believe thgt in Q}ger times Dramaturgy aﬁd Poetics
formed separate disciplines; the former being probAably the earliest
in point of time as well as in substance. It seems, therefore, that the
school of Dramaturgy had a separate existence from the orthodox
school of Poetics. It is thus not surprising that Bharata should set
apart, as he does a chapter of his work for dealing with the
ornaments of poetry, so far as they apply to the drama-
(Natakasraya). While discussing the application of Gunas and Dosas
to the drama, Bharata expressly deéignates them as Kévya—g@as '
and Kavya-dosas respectively. With reference to the A]azﬁkéfas hé
says Kavyasyaite hyalamkarah, and, at the same time, makes it
amply clear that he considers them only as embellishments of the

dramatic speech.

Bharata operis the chapter on Poetics with the discgssion of
Laksanas that appear to be : partly formal and partly material
elements of poetry. He mentions thirty-six of them, devotes a
considerable part of the chapter to their definitions; and the whole

discipline appears to have received from them the designation of
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Kavya-laksana. From his treatment, it appears that he considers
Laksanas to be of great importance than Alamkaras, which are few
in numbers. Laksana is not only the ornament of Kavya-sarira, i.e.,
body of literature, but also a part and parcel of it. Although Alamkara
is also the ornament of Aavya—-sarira, Lak§aqa is not included in the
category of Alamkara. Alamkara enhances and modifies the beauty
of poetry and it can be separated fr(')rn' the body of poetry; ‘but
Laksana, which steeps the poetry in essential beauty, cannot be .
separated from the poetry. The difference between Laksana and
Alamkara is so subtle that later on A/amkara takes Laksana within

its own fold.

The next critic Bhamaha makes the grammatical connection of
sound and sense his starting point. He defines Poetry as word and
meaning takén together “ S/abdérthau sahitau kavyam”'° Later
rhetoricians are of opinion that this definitioﬁ_j,? q_qmpete{'n.t enough
to differentiate a piece of poetic creation from the Vedic texts and
historical works, because while in a work of poetic art sound and

sense are of equal importance, in the Vedas and /fihasas the sound

and sense elements are of greater importance respectively.

172832
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Bhamaha himself introduces the viewpoint of those, who regard the
sound-element as of more importance and as such the figufes'
belonging to sound as essential to the very existence of Ka’v_;;'a. He
als_o considers the Viewpoint of those who. hold .the sense~element -
as of prime importance and consequentially, the figures belonging to
sense confer the status of poetry upon a combination of sound and
sense. He finally gives his own judgement that, as in a work of
poetic art both the sound and sense elements are of equal
importance and figures ‘belonging to both are covetable in it. The'
decision of éh?a'mal';a shows eqqal prominence given to language and
meaning in his system. Nevertheless, it betrays his greatest regard |
for the principle of embellishment, to signify which he uses the term
Vakrokti. Bhamaha's Alamkara depqtes the assemblage of poetic
figures, like Anuprasa, Upama and the like and Vakrokti refers to a
strikingness of expression that under_lies all figures of speech. He
thinks that in order to constitute a poetic expression an ordinary
expression has got to deviate from its normalcy with a viéw; to
acquire charm. This deﬁfi_ating s;;'ikingness of expresSion is connoted

by the term Vakrokti as opposed to Svabhavokti, another Alamkara.
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Thus, Vakrokti is an essential principle of an Alamkara and

necessarily of Aavya itself.

According to Dandin, who was contemporary to Bhamaha,
lucidity, sweetness, richness and grandeur are the essential features
that constitute poetry. To him poetry appears under the metaphar of‘
a body of words determined by the sense, which it is desired to set-
out and the body ié ornamented. The term Alamkara here being used
in most general sense to cover anything that lends beauty to the
poems as ornaments do to the human body. Instead of a definition,
he gives us only a description of Kgvyasarira. According to him
Kavyasarira-is comprised of well-arranged words, expressive of an
intended idea “Sariram ‘téva/di..s_ta'ritha vyavacchinna padavali”'' He
used the term 7sta’ to signify this desired sense and in explaining
this his commentators say that, this is"é'ch”é't:rlniﬁg idea..Although‘
Dandin recognises the necessity of a beautifying principle in Kavya,
he does not, like Bhamaha, regard the individual poetic figures as:
the sole means of beautifying a Kavya. In this connection, he
introduces a dissertatioh on the two modes or kinds of poetié diction

that are supposed -to di~ffer widely from each other. On the essential



20

of a poetic creation,. the up-holders of Vaidarbha-marga hold a
completely different view from that followed by the champions of
Gaudiya-marga. The former prefer grace anld lucidity in Kavya
whereas the latter are much in favour of grandeur and verbosity.
Dandin showé partiality towards Vaidarbha-marga, whose essence is
said to consist in employment of ten Gunas, enumerated by him and
it is asserted that, a contrariety to these ten excellences is often
traced in Gaudiya-marga.

“S;e.;;a{J prasadah samata madhuryam sukumarats /

Arthavyaktirudiratvamojahkantisamadhayal //

Iti vaidarbhamargasya prééé@ dasagunah smrtah /

' Esani viparyayah prayo drsyate gaudavartmani //” ‘2

He defines an Alamkara as a duality that imparts beauty to a poetic
creation and maintains that, some of these Alamkaras are competent
enough to differentiate these two types of poetic diction. This
observation shows that Dandin regards a Guna and an Alamkara as
identical in nature, both being means of the same beautifying

principle. The only difference between them lies in the fact that,
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while a Guna is an Alamkara peculiar to Vaidarbha-marga, a poetic

figure is an Alamkara common to both the types of diction.

The Doctrine of Dandin found an echo and completion in those
of Vamana who is doubtless to be placed at the end of eighth
century.. Indeed, what is.vague. and unsystematic in Dandin appears
fully developed and carefully set forth in Vamana, who may thus be
fittingly regarded as the best representative of the Riti-system. The
credit of being the first writer o‘n Poetics goes to Vamana who,
before Dhvanikara and Anahdavardhana, gave us a well thought out
and carefully outlined scheme of Poetics, no longer naive or
tentative, which in spite of its theoretic defects, is in some respects

unique and valuable.

Vamana for the first time systematically worked out as to
what is the ‘soul’ or essence of poetry. Vamana’s predecessors, who
considered the body of " poetry more important, never troubled
themselves with what Vamana lays down in clear terms — “Ritiratma

13

kavyasya” *° i.e., the Riti is the soul of poetry. Working out this

/
figurative description, he points out that the word (Sabda) and its



2
sense (Artha) constitute the ‘body’ of which the éoul is the Rm'.'He
defines the Riti as Viéistapada-racana or particular arrangement of
words. This particularity (Vaisistya) of arrangement again rests upon
certain definite combihation wof the différént Gunas or fixed
excellences of composition. For instance, of the three kinds of Rit/
propbsed by Vamana, the V.'az'darbba unites all the ten Gupés, the
Gaudi abounds in Ojas and Kanti, and the Pgrcali is endowed with
Madhurya and Saukumarya. This is how Vamana would distinguish
the differenf Ritis from one another. On these three Ritis, poetry
takes its stand just as painting has its substratum in the lines drawn
on the canvas. The Vaidarbhi is of course recommended, for 1t
contains all the excellences; and as the genius of each diction is
peculiar to itself, Vamana rejects the view that the other two inferior
dictions ought to be practised as steps leading up to the Vaidarb]zi.ﬂ
He argues that one who begins with the improper cannot attain the
proper diction. If the weaver practises weaving with jute, he cannot
attain pl:'afiéiency 1n the wea\(ihg of éilk. It will be seen from this
analysis of the three kinds éf diction that the Vaidarbhi is the

complete or ideal one that unifies all the poetic excellences whereas
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the other two encourage extremes. The one lays stress on the
grand, the glorious or the imposing, whereas the other on softness
and sweetness, whereby the former looses itself often in bombast,.
the latter in proximity. It will be noticed also that the names of
different Aitis are derived from those of particular countries and
Vamana expressly says in this connection that the names are due to
the fact. of particular excellenées of diction being prevalent in the

writings of particular countries.

It should be observed that the term K¢/ is hardly equivalent to
the English word °‘style’ by which it 1s often rendered but in which
there is always a distinct subjective valuation. Although Artha (i.e.,

sense or idea) is admitted as an element by Sanskrit writers, the Rit/

intended idéa) arising from a proper unification of certain clearly
defined excellences or from an adjustment of sound and sense. It is,
no doubt, reco‘gnised that appropriate ideas should find appropriate
e#pression; or in other words, the outward expression should be
suitable to the inward sense. Rt/ is not like the style, the expression

of poetic individuality, as Western Criticism generally understands it.




It is merely the outward presentation of its beauty called forth by a
harmonious combination of more or iess fixed literary ‘excellences’.
Of course, the excellences are supposed to be discernible in the
sense or import, as much as in the verbal arrangement, but this
subjective content is not equivalent to the indefinable element of
individuality, which constitutes the charm of a good style. If Awe'
accept the nomenclature of a modern analyst of style, we may say
that the-Sanskrit authofs admit' what he would call the ‘mind’-in-
style, as a subject of technical formulation, but not the ‘soul’-in-
style, which is elusive and which they leave to individual writers/to_

I
evolve their own way.

Vamana therefore teaches that the Gunas are essential in
poetry, as they go to make up the Rit;, which is the ‘soul’ of poetry.
Like Dandin, Vamana enﬁmera£és the 'Guzgas as ten, which appears to
have been the standard number from Bharata’s time, but he really
doubles the number by clearly differentiating between the S,abda—
gunas and Artha-gunas and regarding each Guna as belonging
respectively to S;bda and Artha. In other words, each Guna is

looked at from two different points of view and the distinction thus
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proposed between verbal and ideal excellences comes in, as
technically put, according as the word or the idea is the denoter
(Vacaka) or the denoted (Vécjfa). We find in Vamana for the first
time the definite classification of G@as of Sabda and Artha
respectively. This sharp distinction clears away some of the
vagueness surrounding definitions of  Bharata’s and Dandin’s
individual Gunas and Vamana, though widely differing from his
predecessors in the peculiar connotation by way of attaching to

some of them, is careful in distinguishing the allied Gunas from one

another.

After the Gunas, Vamana deals with the poetic figures or
Alamkaras as elements of subsidiary importance. We meet this
definite differentiation of ‘Guz_Ja from Alamkara for the first time in
Vamana; for Vamana was indifferent to it, Dandin does not accept it
and Udbhata appears to have denied any difference. At the outset,
Vamana states that poetry 1s acceptable from embellishment
(Alamkara); but he is careful to explain embellishment, not in the
narrow sense of poetic figure but in the broad and primary sense of

beauty or charm (Kavyam grahyam alamkarat, saundaryam
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a]arﬁkéra{z).“ He also points out that it is only in the secondary
instrumental sense that the term A/amkara or embellishment is
applied to simile and other poetic figures (Alamikrtir alamkarah
k_ara{za—vyutpttyépunar alamkarasabdo vam upamadisu vartate). In
this view, Vamana apparently develops Dal}glin’s teaching logically;
but Vamana does not make the presence of poetic figures a
necessary condition. What makes poetry acceptable, in his opinion,
is the presence of charm or beauty (i.e., Alamkara in the broad
sense of Saundarya) which he doeIs not define and which is in some
respects undefinable. Vamana simply says that this beauty is to be
attained by avoiding Dosas and émp’loying Gunas and Alamkaras.
The Riti and its constituent é?ugas are indispensable iﬁ the
productinon of this beauty and the p-c.)'etic“ flgures .only contribﬁte to its
heightening. Vamana, for the first time, fully developed this
distinction between the Guna and the Alamkara as to their respective
position in a formal scheme of Poetics, which is vaguely hinted by
Dandin. The Gunas being essential to Riti are defined ﬁs those
characteristics which~creaté the éharm of poetry (Ké'vya.s(obhéyél_z

kartaro dbarmé]g) 15_ g functibn which is assigned to both ngas and
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Alamkaras by Dandin — but Alamkaras are such ornaments as serve
to enhan<>:"e the charm already so prot.luce.d.. Thé buzgas are stﬁd to be
Nitya (permanent) implying that the Alamikaras are Anitya
(tr_ansitory) for there can be charm of poetry without the Alamkaras
but no charm without the Gunas. In other words, Guna stands to the
poetry in the Samavaya (inherence) relation while the Alazz'tkéra in
Samyoga-(contact) relation, Samyoga being explained as mere’
conjunction capable of being: separated and Samavaya implying
inseparable connection (Ayutasiddha) or inherence (Nitya-
sambandha). To t)ut it in the usual figurative language, the Guna is
related to the ‘soul’ of poetry (viz., Rit;) while the Alanikéré rests
merely on the ‘body’ viz., S;bda and Artha). The Alamkara without
the Guna cannot by itself produce the béauty of a poem, but latter
can do so without the former. But Vamana justifies at the same time
the existence as such of the A/amkara as an element of poetry and
supports a phrase of poetry, which is indeed admitted by
Anandavardhana but not properly dealt with by him and which is
elaborated only by his follower Ruyyaka who however takes his

inspiration on this point from the Vakroktijivitakara.
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Whlle the c;rtho;ipx scﬁools of Pogtics were elaborating
systems of Alamkira and Riti, fhere flourished several writers who
discussed the question of the dramatic Rasa after Bharata and
formulated explanations of the latter’s much discussed Sitras on the
subject. Their exposition, however, concerned the dramatic art and
their theories did not yet come properly within the sphere of
Poetics, which was entirely dominated by the Alamkara and Iéj'tz'
systems. The aesthetic importance of the Rasa, therefore, was péver

realised until it was taken up and worked into Poetics by the"

Dhvanikara and his followers.

This will be obvious from a reference to the views of Bhamaha
and Dandin on this subject." To Bhamaha, the most important element
in poetry is Alamkara or Vakrokti. He does not seem to possess any.
clear notion of the function of Kasa in poetry, the only direct
reference to it occurring in the definition of the figure Rasavat,
which, in" his opinion, mﬁst manifest the Rasas clearly. The Rasais
thus included in the scope of a particular figure only and given a

very subordinate place in his system.
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The same remarks with regard to the recognition of Rasa
apply more or less to Dandin; but Dandin seems to have been more
alive to its importance than Bhamaha. Like Bhamaha, Dandin allows
the KRasas to be included in figures like Rasavat which appear to
have been the only means. by which they could permit the Rasa to
play any rol_e in their systems. It may be contended that Dandin
gives prominence to HRasa by including it in one of the essential
excellences (Gunas) of the diction (Rit) viz., in Madhurya, which is
defined as the establishment of Fasa in the word and iﬁ the object.
From this it appears that by the term Kasa in the Madhurya—-guna
Dandin means absence of vulgarity and he does not contemplate the

inclusion of Kasa in the technical sense.

Although Vamana improves upon Dar;(jin’s system in other
respects, he does not seem to have gone further in the treatment of
Rasa. His idea of making'all poétic figures an aspect of rr}g-:'taphorical-
expression precludes him from defining the figure Rasavat, but the
attempts to include Rasa in one of the essential (Nitya)

characteristics of poetry viz., in the Artha-guna—kanti which he
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defines as an ‘excellences of sense’ in which Rasas should be

conspicuously present.

The older w‘riters on Poetics before the advent of Dhvani-
theorists content themselves with the working out of the outward
form of expression, the ‘body’ of poetry ‘and hardly troﬁble
themselves with the question of an ulterior aesthetic principle, the
‘soul’ of poetry; nor do they identify, as some later writers do, this
‘soul’ with the psychological factor known as Kasa. Vamana, no
doubt, starts the question and offers to solve it by declaring that the
diction or Riti is this soul; but we have seen that in Vamana’s view
Riti is not the expression of poetic individuality but the objective
beauty of representation called forth by a definite' adjustment.'of
certain fixed literary excellences. The older writers, therefore, put
the greatesf emphasis on the Alamkara (poetic figure) or on the Riti
(diction in the objective sense) the advantages of which were
considered sufficient for poetry. It is partly for this reason that the
Dhvanikara condemns earlier theories as crude and insufficient for
explaining the nature of poetry. He expounds his own system in

which the suggestion of Rasa (Rasa-dhvani) plays such an important
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part. The Dhvani school, in its analysis of the essentials of poetry,
found that the contents of a good poem may be generally
distinguished into two parts. One is expressed and includes what is
gi\{en in so many words; the other is unexpressed but must be added
to it by the imagination of the reader or listener. The uﬁéxpressed
or suggested part, which is distinctly linked up with the expressed,

is developed by a peculiar process of suggestion (Vyanjana).

Now the unexpreésed, th;'ough the sugééstife power of sound
or sense may be an unexpressed thought or matter (Vastu) or an
unexpressed figure of speench (Alamkara), but in most cases, it is a
mood or feeling (Rasa), which is directly inexpressible. The DhAvani
school, therefore, took up the moods and feelings as an element of
the unexpressed and tried to harmonise the idea of Rasa with the
theory of DAV&IHZ Anandavardhana himself says that his object is not

merely to establish Dhvani but also to harmonise_e: it with Ras_a. .

"The origin of the Dhvani school like that of other schools of
Poetics is lost in obscurity. Nevertheless, the first clear formulation

of its theory of Dhvanr as a whole is to be found in the memorial
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verses of the Dhvanikara whose date is unknown but who could not
have been very far removed from the time of his commentator
Anandavardhana. The very first line of the first verse of the
vaanya']oka itself states that the theory that DhAvans is the essence
of poetry - was traditionally maintained by earlier thinkers
(Kavyasyatma dhvaniriti budhairyah samamnatapurva).'® Accepting
this statement of the Dhvanikara, it is difficult, however, .to explain
why the-"thanz'—theor;y did not in the leéAstA >as the Rasa—thebry did to |
a certain extent, influence such early writers on Poetics as
Bhamaha, Dandin or Vamana. It is easy to maintain, on the other
hand, that the Vyanjana as a function must have been evolved by the
school that set up a theory of Vyangartha or Dhvani as this fu_nction

is not traceable in rhetoricians before the time of Anahdavardhana.

After Vamana, the most important critic and aesthetician was
Anandavardhana, the author of Dhavanyaloka. He shifted the.
emphasis from the external elements of poetry to a much more
intimate féctor - from Gunas aﬁd Alamkaras — to Dhvani. This
learned critic, like Dandin, realises the difficulties' involved in

formulation of a definition of poetry -and avoids this question
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carefully. In reply to the question as to what constitutes the sou} of
Poetic creation, Anandavardhana points to the unexpressed content
and has_mt_he_ opini_pn that mar_lifestati.on of this content alone is
sufficient enough to extend: recognition as good poetry to a
combination of sound and sense, although it is bereft of figure of
speech and charming expressions. In explaining his doctrine, his
commentator Abhinavagupta says that words and expressed
meanings being comprehended by all coﬁstitute the body of poetry.
The very fact that an ordinary expression, though consisting in an
association of words and expressed meéning 1s not regarded as a
specimen of Kavya shows that there is a factor other than these two
that constitute the true essence of poetry. This féctor, he says, is
nothing other than an implicit idea. According to Z\nandavardhana, a
suggestedtsense manifests itself iﬁ any of these three aspects: (a)
féct (Vastw), (b) an imaginative mood (Alamkara) and (c) an
emotional mood (Rasa). Although from the point of view of the
theory he considers each of these three aspects ofl suggeéted
meaning as imparting life to poetry, his real leaning is towérds

Rasadhvani. It is not incorrect to draw- such a -conclusion from his
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observation that practically he regards a suggested emotional mood
as the correct secret of Poetic Art. The creative artist recovers
from the Vacya (denoted) through his significative power the
experience in its entirety and the joy that followsj Suggestioﬁ_.or
Dhvani is, therefore, the link between the. words on the page on the
one hand, the vision or experience on the other. It is called
Vyafijjana, more appropriately rendered as the significative power of
words. This Vyamjanavrtti creates Kasa in the heart of Sahrdaya
(qonnoisseur) and poetry becomes charming. The relation between
the expressed and the sﬁggested sense 1s that of the leoa—s'ikhé
(flame of a lamp) and Prakasa (its illumination). In poetry, more than
denotation, it is connotation, suggestion and rhythm that help us to
get at the expel;ience. The word that can be articulated (Vacya) can
express-only a fraction of the experience. It is their capacity for
‘suggestion’ that takes us to the experience in its entirety. Dhvani
functions through denotative and connotative meaning of words even
as /itman- functions through the S;rfra or the body. Dhvanrs is the

soul of Kavya (“Ka Vyasjfétmé dhvanih”).
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According to Anandavardhana, Rasadhvani is the best and real
Kavyatma. ’I.‘hek epic Ramayana is the expression of pathetic
sentiment_ (Karuna rasa) aroused in the rpir_ld of __the poet on hearing
the lamentations of Kraufca, separatéd from its consort -
“Karunadavapi rase jayate yat param sukham sacetasamanubhavah
pramanan tatra kevalam.”"" 1t is true that there is an experience of
pleasure even in the case of pathos. Only proof for its existence lies
in the experience of a connoisseur. Had there no such experienc'e,
none would have been incliﬁed to read literature. It may be
compared to — “Our sweetest Songs are those that tell of saddest
thoughts.”'® According to him, Guge;s and Alamkaras are related not
to sound and sense but to emotional mood alone. In sharp contrast to
the view held by writers belonging to pre-Dhvani school that, Gunas
are Dharmas of S.;bda and Artha, Anandavardhana holds that really
they are qualities inhering Rasa — the soul of the poetry and when
one describes them as qualities belonging to sound and sense, he.
only says so figuratively. In Aﬁandévardhané, we find an attempt to

hold a psychological analysis of an appreciator; as he says, the three

qualities — Madhurya, Ojas and Prasada postulated by him lies at the
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root of production of three types of mental states produced from
perception of poetry, delineating different sentiments. Similarly, he
hoids that the poetic figures, though belonging to S/abda and Artha,
go‘rea'lh‘f to augment the beauty of the emotional mood that creates
them in its urge to manifest itself. Although Anandavardhana betrays
his partiality for Rasadhvani, he takes care to maintain his original
position that Dhvanr in genéral constitutés the soul of poetry and

accordingly quotes copious illustrations of Vastudhvani and

Alamkaradhvani alike.

Abhinavagupta, a commentator of Dbt)ébyéloka, declares that .
Rasadhvani alone forms the soul of poetry and maintains that Vastu
and Alamkara ultima“tely terminate in Rasa.! He describes this
Rasadhvani as Visrantisthana (i.e., place affording the readers
aesthetic .repose). He has discussed in his Locana and
Abhinavabharati the nature of Rasa, the barriers to the realisation of
Rasa, how the Sahrdaya gets over the obstacles and realises the
experience. This realisation is considered Alaukika or
transcenéental. It is ineffable and“ cannot be expressed. It is a

peculiar kind of cognition similar to but not identical with yogic
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knowledge or realisation which is universal, disinterested and
impersonal. Due to peculiar character of such experience,
Visvanatha has described it as Brahmasvidasahodara (i.e., dwarf
sample of the taste of the realisation of Brahman),?° which is also
supported by Abhinavagupta. @ The experience is disinterested,
universal and impersonal like the taste of Brahman who is also
disinterested, universal an\d impersonall.__ But both are not identical
due to having quantitative difference between them. Brahmananda is
permanent while bliss arising from aesthetic enjoyment is
temporary. It continues till the absorption breaks up. Hence, the‘
latter, though qualitatively same, 1is quantitatively different.
Following the footsteps‘(.)f this great commentator, all later writers

show a decided partiality for Rasadhvam'.

It is curious to note that though Abhinavagupta declares the
essentiality of Rasa in poetry, without which there could be no
Kavya, he criticises Bhattanayaka, when the latter attempts to
explain away the Prakrta stanza - ‘Bhama Dhamimia’ etc. as an
example of manifestation of Fasa. Bha‘gt_an?iyaka is of opinion that in

the stanza under consideration, it is the realisation of Frightful
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sentiment that leads to cognition of the much talked of negation,
because the religious-minded person who is afraid of the iion
naturally keeps away from the groves infested with lions. In reply to
this, Abhinavagupta points out that the Frightful sentiment is not
reélised by the religious—rrﬁnded person who become a victim to its
basic feeling ‘fear’ only. A man of poetic sensibility alone
experiences this Frightful sentiment, if it is realised at all. He further
points out that a semblancg'of erotic emotion is experienced in this
stanza. He méintains that by affording ré’COgnition of Kasa,
Bhattanayaka practically accepts the position of the Dhvanivadin.
The difference between the stands of the two is that while a
Dhvanivadin recognises that the centre of gravity in a poetic
creation may lie in its material and imagination as much as in its
emotional element, Bhaﬁan’éyaka holds that it is an emotional
element that is of prime impor_tancé in poetry. Bhattanayaka is of
opinion that though S:?bda predominates in S;?stra and Artha in the
Akhyana, yet in the Kavya both these elements are subordinated to
the Vyapara. This he says, is of three fold in nature: Abhidha,

Bhavakatva, Vyapara and Bhojakatva: Abhidha presents the
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Vibhavas, Anubhavas and Vyabhicaribhavas -~ Bhavakatva
accomplishes generalisation of three factors as also of others, —
Bhojakatva brings Sattvaguna into prominence and ultimately leads

to manifestation of one’s pure consciousness.

Ksemendra takes tile essentiality of Kasa for granted and
assumes propriety as constituting the very life of a poetic creation.
The literary excellences and poetic figures beautify only the
external form of poetry. The principle that enlivens all these
elements is that of appropriateness or Aucit)-fé:'ln elaboréting this
doctrine, he further states that a poetic figure augments the beauty
of a poetic expression only when it is inserted properly in an
appropriate place. In this respect, it is similar to an ordinary
instrument of decoration that gives a body a beautiful lodk only
when qu_ﬁ in proper place. Thus, a girdle placed on neck or a
necklace worn in waist makes a body look ludicrous; but if worn in
proper blaces they would enhance the beauty of the human body.
Ksemendra remarks that the same thing happens in case of Gunas
and Alamkaras belonging to poetry. Without Aucitya, they fail to

become instrument of embellishment. The proper placing of things in
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such a manner as to suit-Rasa and the avoiding of things not suitable

to it form the essence of artistic expression. This is propriety,

Aucitya.

Aucitya is harmony and in one aspect, it is proportion between
the whole and the parts,; between the chief and the subsidiary. This
perfection 1s all 'the ‘morals and beauty in art. This Aucitya,
proportion and harmony on :one side and appropriateness and
adaptation on the other, cannot be understood by itself. It
presupposes Fasa, the soul of poetry, to which all other things are
harmonious and appropriate. Although Ksemendra mentions
sentiment or Kasa as one of the numerous elements pervaded by
propriety, a careful analysis of his work .reveals his firm conviction
that the test of Aucitya lies in suggestion of FRasa. Thus the principle
of propriet'y, based as.it is on the contention of Anandavardhana that
there is no other circumstance that leads to the violation of Rasa
other than impropriéty. The supreme secret of Kasa consists in
observing the established rules of propriety. To depict Rasa it is
necessary to observe the rules of propriety and the subject, which is

anticipated by Bharata, may take various forms according as it
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relates to the subject matter, the speaker and the nature of
sentiment evoked or the means employed in evoking it. Ksemendra
develops and pushes the idea to its extreme and speaks of Aucitya
as the essence of Rasa (Rasa-jivitabhuta) and as having its
foundation in the charm or aesthetic pleasure (Camatkara)

underlying the relish of Rasa.

In his ‘Kaw'kag;hébbaraga Ksemendra expresses his opinion
that Camatkara constitutes the very life of poet and poetry.
According to him, a comp(\)sition bereft of this element is like gold
without any priceless gem.to illuminate it and is as .unattractive as
the youth of a woman devoid of grace. He speaks of ten kinds of
Camatkara. The concept of Camatkara is not a novel one, because
the learned Dhvanikara and Abhinavagupta used this expression
several times in their éomposition. Thus it refers to delight that
arises lnthe mind ”of a£1 apprec_:iator oﬁ reading a poem and as such
comprehends all the poetical elements — Guna, Alamkara, Riti, V(tti,
Dhvani and Rasa. He recognises the essentiality of Camatkara or
literary delight and makes a new approach to the problem of Poetry.

He thinks that in order to constitute poetic expression, a
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composition has got to be relished or enjoyed, whether this
enjoyment is due to sound-effect or depth of meaning or insertion of
poetic figures or depiction of moods. He is of opinion that it is this
abi_lity to generate artistic delight that differentiates a poetic

expression from an ordinary linguistic one.

Kuntaka must have been a contemporary of Abhinavagupta.
Coming to Kuntaka, we find the emphasis shifted from external
appendages and even from the unexpressed content to the
imaginative faculty of the pOe.t. This gives a new turn to an
expression and enables it to bloom info the flower of poetry. In the
whole range of Sanskrit Alamkaras Kuntaka is the only critic to give
the creative faculty of the poet its due share. He includes it in the
definition of Kavya. Others only mention it as one of the casual
factors of | poetic creation. He makes Bhamaha's conception .of
Poetry his starting point. He defines it as a combination of sound and -
sense arranged in a composition, shining with strikingness (Vaicitra)
of expression and effected by the skill of the poet — a composition
that causes delight to the connoisseurs of poetic art. In explaining

this definition he, first, sets at rest all controversies concerning the
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problem whether word alone constitutes poetry or meaning alone
does it. He maintains that the ability to cause delight is present in
Both language and idea and that both- are of equal importance in
poetry. He points out to ‘V‘akrokti to explain as to what lies behind
the harmonious blending of language and meaning, as is found in
poetry. Vakrokti is explained és a mode of expression, to which
charm is infused by the skill of the poet. Thus, in the doctrine of
Kuntaka, ultimate eml;hasis is laid on imaginative faculty of the poet
that gives a new turn to. expression and arranges language and
meaning in unison. Taking this broad connotation of Vakrokti,
Kuntaka maintains that this Vakrokti constitutes the only possible
embellishmént or Alamkara of poetry —

“ Ubhavetavalamkaryau tayoh punaralamkrtih /

Vakroktireva Val'dagdbyabhazigibha{zitz}‘ucyate Ve
For the sake of convenience of treatment, one speaks conventionally
of Alamkarya (that which is to be embellished, viz., S;bda and Artha)
and its Alamkara (embellishment viz., poetic figure) but this

distinction, in his opinion, is not essential. The embellished speech

itself in its entirety is poetry and-the addition of poetic figures is not
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adventitious. He maintaihs that embellished word and sense
constitute poetry. It is not proper to say that Alamkaras belong fo
Kavya, for this statement would suggest that Aavya may exist
without them. Indeed, qurokti as a mode of expression being
essential in poetry, underlies and forms the substance of all poetic
figures so called. As éuch, the Vakrékti is, as Kuntaka holds, the
only Alamkrti (embellishment) possible to S:qbda and Artha and all
so—-called poetic figures are but different aspects of Vakrokti. In

fact, Kuntaka includes the Alamkaras in the province of Vakya-

vakrata. o

The Vakrokti being the: only Alamkara admissible, all other
Alamkaras or poetic figures so analysed by other rhetoricians can be
properly included in its comprehensive scope. Kuntaka is conscious
of the fact .that the Kavi—-vyapara, which is the source of Vakrokti, is
undefinable in nature. Yet, one can distinguish and classify its
function into six different spheres. The Vakratva created by KaVE :
Vya'péra, may occur in the following cases: (i) in the arrangement of
letters, which is termed Varna-vinyasa-vakrata; (i) & (iii) in the

substantive (Pratipadika) or the terminal (Pratyaya) part of a word, it
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is éalled Padapurvardha and Pada-parardha (or Pratyvaya) Vakrata
respectively; (iv) in a sentence it is called Vékya—vakratfa’. The
Vékya—vakra(z? may be of infinite varieties for it depends on the
fertile fancy of the poet. (v) In a particular topic (Prakarana), it is
called Prakarana-vakrata. (Vi) In the composition as a whole, it is
called Prabandha-vakrata. But Kuntaka himself admits that Vakrata
may be of infinite kinds depending on the creative genius of
individual poets. The emphasis laid by him on Vakrata of which léasa
is only one aspect leads the scholars to believe that Kuntaka
develops an altogether new system, opposed to the doctrine of
Dhvani. In fact ﬁuyyéka ca(;egorically mentions that Kuntaka
comprehends the concept of DAvani under such varie_tigs of Vakrata
as Upacaravakrata and the like. ‘I-Ie thereby throws open the
suggestioﬁ that he belongs to that group of scholars opposed to the
theory of Dhvani, who like to equate: Dhvani with Laksana. A careful
analysis of Kuntaka's work, however, reveals him to be an out and
out Dhvanivadin, who not only recognises the supreme importance 6f
Rasa and Svabhava, but also at the same time realises the truth of

Anandavardhana’s doctrine that propriety constitutes the secret of
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all composition. For this reason while defining Varna-vinyasa-
vakrata, he expresses his opinion that letters appropriate to the
context only are to be inserted and certain sounds, though unsuited
to certain situations, are capable of helping the idea and Rasa in
other situations. Anandavardhana mentions suggestiveness of a
suffix and following him Kuntaka enumerates Pratyaya-vakrata és
one of the varieties. of Vakrata. This Vak{'ata’, he says, consisfs in
use of proper suffixes,-as are competent to suggest the intendéd
idea or emotion. Kuntaka thinks that of a number of synonymous
words used in different genders, the one used in feminine is to be
préferred, because the gender itself 'is charming and is able to bring
Kasa into comprehension, even though other forms of strikingness
are not there. He introduces in this connection the topic of Linga-
vakrata, which consists in use of a gender that suits the occasion by
means of its effectiveness‘in suggesting the intended emoti;)n. It is
interesting to note that a number of verses quoted by
Anandavardhana as examples of different types of Dhvani are cited

by Kuntaka to illustrate different varieties of Vakrata. This leads to
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the inevitable conclusion that Kuntaka proceeds to formulate the

doctrine of Vakrokti after taking the existence of Dhvani for granted.

Again, Kuntaka recognises Pratiyvamanata generally in those
cases of Vakya-vakratd where the Svabhava of an object forms the
theme and guardedly uses the term Gocaratva (being the object of
expression) instead of Vacyatva (express denotation) to include the
possibilit}-'- of Vyangyatva (suggestivéness). He tﬁﬁs clearly indicates
that such descriptions are possible not only through express words
but also through suggestive expression. In other words, he accepts -
in a general sense what is kﬁown as. Vastu—dhvani. In this way, he
appears to acknowledge Alamkara-dhvani, as elsewhere he
acknowledges Rasa-dhvani and Vastu—-dhvani. In one passage, while
discussing the figure Pariv;tt)', which he would consider to be
Alamkarya (and not an Alamkara), he gives his opinion that the so-
called figure is charming when it involves suggestion. He speaks
categorically in this connection of the three forms of suggestion of

Vastu, Alamkara and Rasa recognised by the Dhvani school.
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Indeed, Kuntaka belongs to the group of authors who, having
flourished after Anandavardhana’s time, do not deny the concept of

Dhvani but try to explain it in terms of already recognised idea.

The close relation existing between DhAvani, Aucitya and
Vakrata is noticed by Mahimal;hat‘_ca whose comments throw a new
light on Kuntaka's doctrine. Mahimabhatta accepts the essentiality of
Rasa in Kavya. He holds that Rasa constitutes the soul of a poetic
creation and on this score he agrees fully with Anandavardhana. He
- differs from the learned Dhvanikara only in point of its process of
comprehension. While the latter postulates a function of suggestion
in order to explain its cognition, he thinks that Anwmana is.
competent enough to bring Kasa ihto comprehension. Mahimabhatta
is of opinioﬁ that Aucitya of Rasa and Prakrti is the greatest Guna —
most essenfial fér a Ka'vya. Absence of Aucitya, on the other hand,
constitutes the greatest defect and forms the basis of all flaws that
flow from it. In criticising the theory of Kuntaka, he says that the
peculiar turn given to an expreséion by the skill of the poet, to which
so much publicity is given by Kuntaka, is capable of being resolved

into Aucitya or into Dhvani. To state more clearly, Kuntaka's
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doctrine ;night me;m t};at Auc_ifya, wﬁich figures so largely in his
treatment of Vakrokti, constitutes the soul of Poetry or it might
mean that Dhvani forms the essence of Poetry. No thir_d alternative
is possible because a specimen of Poetic Art that conforms to the

principles of literary criticism cannot do without these two elements.

Jagannatha's Rasa-gargadhara is the last remarkable work on
Poetics. We do not, however, find in it 'c; complete presentation of
the subject, as the available text forms about two-fifths of what the |
work was originally designed to be by its author and is thus extant
only in an unfortunately incomplete shape. Jagannatha defines poetry
as a word or linguistic composition, which brings a charming idea
into expression (Rama{ziyértha -pratipadakah s’abdal.z kavyam) %, a
definition that reminds us of-Dar.lc.lin’s well-known description of
Ka Vyas/ariré -as Istarthavyavacchinna padavali. The charmingness
belongs to an idea that causes unworldly or disinterested pleasure.
This quality of disinterestedness is an ésééhtiaI"éharacteristiié, which
is a fact of internal experience and which is an attribute of pleasure

being synonymous with Camatkara or strikingness.
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The beautiful (Ramaé[yaté’) in poetry, therefore, is that which
gives us impersonal pleasure. This pleasure is specifiéaily different
from that which one finds in the actually pleasing, and depends upon
taste formed by continued contemplation of beautiful objects. It will
be noticed that this definition not only give-é us a remarkable
analysis of the beautiful but also includes in its generality and-
comprehensiveness all the elements of poetry recognised by
previous theorists, without specifically naming them. We have
already noted that the poetic sentiment or Kasa, excited in the
reader’s mind, is peculiar in its nature. It is, no doubt, a fact of one’s
own consciousness but it is essentially universal and impersonal in
character, being common to all trained readers and possessing no
significance to their personal relations or interests. A distinction is
made between a natural emotion and a poetic sentiment. The former
is individual and immediately personal and, therefore, may be
pleasurable or painful; but the latter is generic, disinterested, and
marked by impersonal joy. The poetic éentiment in this sense is
supernormal (Alaukika). The things that cause disgust, fear or

sorrow in ordinary life and the normal emotions that are far from
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pleasant in actual experience, when conveyed in poetry, become
ideal and. universal.and bring about this supernormal pleasure, which
is not to be compared to the very mixed pleasure:experi'epced in
ordinary life. This pleasure, dissociated from all personal interests,
is the essence of the mental condition involved in the enjoyment of

Rasa. It is also the essence of all poetry, as conceived by

Jagannatha.

The aesthetic pleasure (Camatkdra or Lokottaratva) into
which this Ramaniyata resolves itself is an essential element in the
poetic figure. Jaganne‘ltha thusﬂ harmonises his own conception of
poetry with Ruyyaka’s theory of Alamkara (which he accepts and
elaborates) as involving this Camatkara (also called Hrdyatva,
Carutva, Saundarya or denoted by the technical terms Vaicitrya,
Vicchitti—visie..s‘a or Bhaqiti—prakéra-{) imp.arted by the conception of
the poet (Kévi—pratiibbé). Kuntaka, who appears to have derived his
analysis frorﬁ Ruyyaka, laid down fhat in every poetical production
the activity of the poet, which consists in an a_qt of the productive
imagination (Pratibh3), is the principal po_int and it should result in

poetic expression. Jagannatha asserts that the Pratibha alone is the
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source of poetry and therefore of poetic expression, and as such it -
fixes the nature of Alamikara. The special charm ( Vicchitti—vise'.sa),
which is thus imparted to poetic figure by the imagination of the
poet, is taken as the basis upon which the poetic figures
distinguished themselves in their special peculiarities. It is explained
as an act of imagination on the part of the poet in so far as it is
produced in the poem or as that aesthetic pleasure which is thereby
brought into being. Ae to how this Vicchitti is determined,
jagannétha settles the question by resting it not only upon.
established usage (Samipradaya) but also upon one’s own internal
experience (Anubhava). On this fundamental principle, the various
figures are minutel}' defjned, differentiated, illustrated and classified.
This portion of Jagannitha's - work, in spite of its subtlety and
polemic attitude, is one "of the most acute, though unfortunately

incomplete treatment of the subject.

The prime outcome of Kévjfa 1s the enjoyment of Vigalita-
vedyantara alaukika ananda, non—-mundane pleasure arising from the
melting of cognition of oneself. It may be described as pleasure out

of one’s own cognition (Svasamvidananda). The pleasure, which we
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enjoy in our mundane life, is not the same as .th—é pleasure,. whiéh is
enjoyable from Kavya. The first one is Laukika (worldly) whereas
the second is Alaukika (transcendental). Aesthetic emotion,.thus, is-
not born of practical encounter. It is not to be identified with the
emotion that is aroused by that type of involvement. The essence of
aésthetic...experience, its life, consists of the activity of relishing:
(Carvyamanika-pranah). 1t is a relish in which the Rasa alone, apart
from its constituent elements, is raised to consciousness. It is
therefore described as the relish in which the contemplation of any
other thing but the Rasa itself is ‘éliminated (Vigalita-vendyantara)
or which is free from the contact of aught else (Vydyantra—sparsa-

stinya).

Beauty (Camatkara) is generated by the poetic action (Kavi-
karma) or poetic imagination (Kavi-pratibha) and comes to dwell in
the poetic tissue (Kavya-sarira). Beauty means Rasa or aesthetic

experience.

In literature, truth is expressed through metaphor. Poetic

language or metaphorical language is used in literature with a view
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to arousing the aesthetic experience or sentiment of the readers.
Ordinary language has the power of denotation and it cannot
properly arouse the aesthetic experience. Naturally, poetic language
needs metaphors in order to arouse the aesthetic feelihg of the
readers or connoisseurs. As a result, metaphor is mostly looked
upon as a device of the poetic imagiﬁaﬁon and the rhetdrical floufish

as opposed to the ordinary everyday language.

Literature aims at evoking certain emotions, which are
universally present in men and thereby leads them to catharsis. In
order to accomplish tﬁis purpose the language in literature takes fhe
assistance of metaphor. The poet makes use of the unique process
of suggestion with the help of metaphor while he composes his
work. Poets do not communicate emotions 'Fhrough ordinary
language. They oniy suggest them through metaphorical language. In
fact, poets make feel the truth f:hrough the use of metaphors, which

act as stimulators.

In Sanskrit, metaphor is called Ripaka. Ripaka or metaphor is

based on an element of identity. Though this element of identity is
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quite distinct from the; element of similarity discernible in simile, yet
it cannot be denied that the basic element of similarity underlies this
identity. Indian rhetoricians hold that the function of Ripaka is
Uparaﬁjékatva (an imposed property). The pretty face of the heroine
is generally identified by the poet with the moon, one of the |
conventional standards of comparison, with a view to impreés upon
the mind of the appreciative readers the e_xquisite beauty of the
heroine’s face. However, the quality of being pleasing in itself
cannot be the sole criterion of metaphor. Even when metaphor is
used in derogatory sense, it is highly effective, e.g., calling a person
‘black sheep’ etc. Here the element of pleasingness is absent. The
metaphorical expressions have assumed such anv important place in

everyday speech that they have become indispensable.

Metaphor is primarily used for stimulating the imagination and
enriching the languége, - literary as well as everyday language. Its
most basic use lies in enhancing everyday speech. It is intertwined
in language. The poet alone is not gifted with the ability to discern
similarity in dissimilarities; rather we all dre gifted in this respect to

some extent. Perhaps in all of us, a poet lives somewhere and we all
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possess -poetic insight in greater or lesser degree. However,
metaphor does not remain confined in similarity itself; it moves
beyond similarity and encompasses identity. Two object.s then are
no longer similar; they are the same. When we read a piece of
literature or watch a play being performed, what actually takes place
in us is the process of identification and not mere perception of
simila-rities. In fact, one does not have the slightest similarity with
Bankim Chandra’s renowned characters like Indira or Kapalakundala
or Tagore’s Nandini. Yet, one e—én hardly deny-the sense of identity

with the characters and the situations that come from these pieces

of literature.

Metaphor is an essential part of speech. We can say after
Aristotle that metaphor is essential to language since “it is metaphor
above all fhét gives perspicuity anid pleasure and a foreign air”.?
However, excessive and dispropélftionate use of metaphor would
bring imp}'opriety to the language. The best Way to use metaphor is
in juxtaposition with ordinary words. The metaphor saves the
language from becoming mean and prosaic, while the ordinary words

\

bring in the necessary clarity of expression.



57

The proper use of metaphor in language is a great thing for a
poet in particular, as Aristotle sees it, “But for the most important
thing to master”, he says, “is the use of ‘metaphor. This is the one
thing that cannot be learned from anyone else, and it is the mark of
gréat natural ability, for -to use fnetaphor well implies a perception of
resemblances”.?* However, metaphor is used not by the poet alone.

It is an integral part of language and we all use metaphors when we

spéak.

In our above discussion regarding the role metaphor plays in
poetry, we have also become aware of the indispensability of
metaphor in our everyday speech. It would not be an exaggeration to
say that we use metaphors from oﬁr éhildhdda in our éveryday
speech. The truth about metaphor is that it is a part of language
itself. Accof‘ding to P.B.Shelley, language is virtually metaphorical
and one cannot deny his standpoint. In fact, metaphor is the most

primitive figures and it is inextricably intertwined in language.
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