


5ÄNTARASA & ABHINAVAGUPTA’S
PHILOSOPHY OF AESTHETICS
J. L MASSON AND M. V. PATWARDHAN 
Abhinavagupta is generally considered to be the 
greatest o f the many Indian writers in the field o f 
poetics. The breadth and profundity o f his intellect, 
and the originality and brilliance o f his critical 
insight, entitle him to a distinguished place in the 
ranks o f philosophers o f aesthetics o f all lands 
and all periods o f history.

This tenth century Kashmiri scholar advanced 
ideas in every way as interesting and sophisticated 
as those propounded by Aristotle, yet his work is 
virtually unknown in the West beyond a very 
small circle of Sanskritists. It is to remedy this 
situation by making some of the central insights 
of Abhinavagupta available to literary critics and 
the interested layman that the authors offer the 
present volume. Most o f the material they present 
has never before been translated.

The introduction is meant primarily for students 
o f comparative literature and the general reader. 
The body o f the work is divided into two parts. 
In the first, the authors examine the various in- 
fluences'which went into the shaping of Abhinava- 
gupta’s philosophy o f aesthetic experience, a unique 
synthesis of original insights into traditional Indfan 
poetics with the éaiva philosophy of Kashmir. They 
deal with[such problems as : the nature o f obscenity, 
the aesthetic enjoyment o f tragic literature, the 
nature of poetic imagination, Tantric rituals as 
drama, and, above all, the relation between ima
ginative experiences and transcendent mystical 
experiences. In the second part of the work, the 
authors reproduce and translate everything written 
on the subject o f sànîarasa ( “  the aesthetic ex
perience of tranquillity ”  ) prior to Abhinava
gupta.
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PORW ORD

I have great pleasure in writing a Foreword to this book by Prof*. 
M . V. Patwardhan and Mr. J. L. Masson and in introducing the latter whom 
I have known intimately for some time and who was struck me with his flair 
for Sanskrit and its cultivation and for the literary study o f  Sanskrit liter
ature, qualities which, undoubtedly, he has imbibed from his chief teachers 
L. Renou o f the Sorbonne and Prof. D. H. H. Ingalls o f  Harvard. His asso
ciation with these two scholars explains his association with me.

/
This monograph is on Santa Rasa and Abhinavagupta’s aesthetics as 

it emerges out o f  the philosophy o f  Rasa as expounded by him. It stems out 
o f  my Number of Rasas which at the time o f  its first appearance in the middle 
o f  the forties, was the first detailed exposition o f  this important subject. In 
that work, 1 had also offered a critical edition o f the section relating to the 
Santa from Abhinavagupta’s commentary on the Nàtya Sàsîra. Naturally, 
while the material given in the present study has already been known, the 
treatment o f  the authors has given it a freshness, illustrating the principles o f  
novelty elucidated by Anandavardhana in Uddyota IV o f Dhvanyäloka. As 
Max Müller said, at every stage, a fresh study o f a branch o f knowledge is 
required. In the introduction, as also in the main part o f  their work, the 
authors have traversed a wide ground in respect o f  literature and response to 
it, and on the background o f  the latest writers, critics and philosophers in 
the West and the attempts o f  a few o f them to interpret or understand the 
contributions o f  the Sanskrit writers, they have highlighted some o f  the most 
important ideas o f  Anandavardhana and Abhinavagupta. The thought o f  
these two masters o f  Sanskrit literary criticism, particularly o f  the latter, is 
examined on the background o f  their school o f philosophy, Kashmir éaivism. 
But as they go, the authors take in their stride many other related concepts 
which involve parenthetical treatment; added to these are the very large 
number o f  references to works and authors, but the reader should be able to 
follow  the main theme o f the authors namely the conception o f  Rasàsvâda as 
elucidated by the two great aesthetes Anandavardhana and Abhinavagupta.

It would not be possible to fall in line whith the authors on some o f  
the literary judgements that they have passed on Sanskrit poems and plays, 
e. g. those on p. ix o f  the Introduction. Also in some contexts o f textual 
interpretation, the authors have expressed their disagreement with earlier 
writers and have given their own interpretation. However this is not the 
place to enter into discussion o f  details.
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Not only does the study in the following pages show the extensive 
reading o f the authors, but it also expressly mentions a chain o f  further 
studies, connected with the present one, which the authors have prepared. 
As a member o f  the Indian Advisory Committee o f the American Institute o f  
bidiam Studies, I am pleased that a Grantee o f  the Institute, one o f the 
joint-authors o f  the Volume, has done remarkably well on his grant-programme 
in India. Quite a few o f the younger generation o f American scholars are 
engaged in pure Sanskrit and Sàstraic studies, and by assisting them, the 
Institute is giving a fillip to Sanskrit studies.

Vijayàdas'amî
20-10-1969 (  V. RAGH AVAN

Madras. J



P R E F A C E

The present study grew out of a much larger work that the 
authors are presently completing. W e  have both been long interested 
in Sanskrit literary criticism. Professor Patwardhan has taught 
the Dhvany dioica and the Rasagangätlhaoxi over a period of fifteen 
years to students in F ergusson College. Mr. Masson has translated 
and annotated the Dhvanyäloka and the first chapter of the Locano 
for his Ph. D . thesis at Harvard.

• W hen we met we discovered a deep mutual interest in-Abhi- 
navagupta’s Locano,, the greatest Indian work on aesthetics, but 
a text so difficult that even the Pandits hesitate to teach it in the 
Päthasäläs. W e  began meeting twice a week for 3 -4  hour sessions 
to read and discuss textual difficulties in the Locano. W e soon 
found that we shared nearly identical views on the major problems 
in this work. Gradually most of the textual mysteries began to 
yield up their secrets, and we decided to translate the entire 
Locano, as a joint work.

The section on éântarasa was originally to have been ah 
appendix to this three-volume annotated translation. But we found 
that so many issues in the Locaiva had a direct bearing on the 
problem of éântarasa that it really required a more extensive and 
separate treatment. Especially in reading the s'ântamsa passage 
in the Abhinavabhärati, a text of notorious difficulty, we found that 
our readings in the Locano, were a great help to its elucidation. It  is 
primarily as an aid to understanding this säntarasa passage of thé 
Abhinavabhärati that we are publishing the results of our research. 
W e regard this as an introduction to our translation of thè 
Dhvahyälokalocana which will be published along with the Dhvanyä
loka in the Harvard Oriental Series.

It is a pleasant duty to thank those who have helped us": 
Mr. Masson first read the Dhvanyäloka with the late Professor L . 
Renou in Paris, who maintained a lively interest in Sanskrit literary



theory and urged on him the necessity of doing serious work in 
this field. Professor V . Raghavan was kind enough to read with him 
daily the fourth Uddyota with the Locava. His pioneering work, 
“ The Number of Rasas ”, and his magnum opus, “ Bhoja’s Srngära- 
prakäs'a", provided much of the stimulus for writing the present 
volume. Professor D. H . H . Ingalls read Mr. Masson’s translation 
of the first and fourth Uddyota of the Dhvanyäloka and made many 
valuable suggestions on method which we have followed here. 
Mr. Masson also wishes to thank his old friends, Professor B. K . 
Matilal of the University of Pennsylvania, and Professor K . Bhatta- 
charya of the Centre Nationale de la Recherche Scientifique in 
Paris, for stimulating discussions over the past years on many of 
these very topics. Several Pandits of the Deccan College have 
always been very happy to discuss many of the issues with us. W e  
wish to thank especially Dr. V . W . Paranjpe and Pandit Srinivasa- 
shastri for their help. Mr. R . P. Goldman from the Sanskrit depart
ment of the University of Pennsylvania helped us to clarify many 
of our ideas on Sanskrit and general literature while reading the 
entire work in manuscript. W e wish also to thank Mr. J. Losty 
of the Sanskrit Department at Oxford University for reading 
through the work and making numerous corrections in the English 
text, and for his pointed questions. Mr. Masson wishes to thank the 
A . I. I. S. for a fellowship from 19G8-69 which made this study 
possible by supporting his research, during which time the present 
work was published. It is a great pleasure to thank our good friend 
Dr. S. D. Joshi for his constant encouragement. Dr. R. N . Dandekar 
kindly accepted the work for publication in the B. 0 . R . I. Oriental 
Series for which we are grateful. W e wish to thank Dr. V . Raghavan, 
whose work in Sanskrit poetics is well-known to all scholars in the 
field, for writing the foreword to this volume.

Finally, Mr. I. R. Walavekar and his staff very efficiently and 
pleasantly saw this work through the press in the short time of 
two months, for which we remain indebted to them.
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INTRODUCTION1

A word on methodology :2 Philip Rawson in a recent article on Indian 
aesthetics writes : u In fact I believe that in the field o f  aesthetics (as in the 
field o f  logic ) a great series o f  thinkers who lived in India and wrote in 
Sanskrit between the fourth century a . d . and the thirteenth have put many 
ideas which must be brought into our present-day debates on art-ideas which

1. It might be asked why we use the term “ (esthetics”  in the title when surely 
“ poetics” would have been more correct* since aesthetics is a wider concept, including 
reflections on the experience of the beAutiful in a 11 Art forms, and not only in literature. 
This would be true were we to confine our attention only to the Dhtanyàlokalocand. But 
the Abbina cabhàratì iucludes considerations of music and of dnnce as well as of litera
ture, and it is clear, even if nowhere explicitly stated, that Abbinava intends his remarks, 
on the nature of imaginative experiences in dramu and poetry to apply to other art 
forms as well. If we were to sum up Abhinava’s theory iu one phrase as “ great art 
demands the transcendence of self” then we could surely apply this to music as well.

2. We presuppose on the part of our readers a certain familiarity with the 
technical terms of Sanskrit poetics. Forthose who are reading about the field for the 
first time, we would recommend the following works :

For a general introduction to Sanskrit poetry the reader cannot do better 
than read D. H. H. Ingalls’ humane study i An anthology o f Sanskrit Court Poetry 
Harvard Oriental Series, Cambridge, 1963. The two standard works on Sanskrit literary 
criticism are : S. K. De, History o f Sanskrit Poetics, Firma K. L. Mukhopadbyaya, 
Calcutta, 1960, and P. V. Kane, History o f  Sanskrit Poeties, Motilal Banarsidass, 
Delhi, 1961. Kane is better than De on textual problems, but less full on the actual 
theories. A concise bub intelligent overview of the theory of suggestion can be found 
in an article by J. Brough, “ Some Indian Theories of Meaning” , Transactions o f the 
Philological Society, 1933, Oxford. An excellent book, which contains a very fine 
chapter on the theory of dhvani is K. Kunjunni Raja, Indian Theories o f Meaning, 
Adyar Library and Research Center, Madras, 1963. A clear account by a good 
modern Indian philosopher of many of the issues will be found in M. Hiriyana’s Art 
Experience, a collection of his essays on such questions as “ Art contemplation” , “ Art 
and Morality”, “ The Philosohhy of Æsthetic Pleasure” and so on, Kavyalaya 
Publishers, Mysore, 1954. For those who read French, we would recommend the pioneer 
study of the Indian theatre by Sylvain Levi, Le Théâtre Indien, reprinted with 
Renon’s article, “  La Recherche sur le théâtre Indien depuis 1890” , Paris, 1963. The 
Introduction to R. Gnoli’s The Aesthetic Experieiice according to Abhinaragupta} Rome, 
1965 and now reprinted by Chowkhamba, Banaras, 1968, is excellent, though readers 
might find the actual text difficult. K. C. Pandey’a two works, Abhinavagupta, an 
Historical and Philosophical Study Chowkhamba, Banaras, 1966, and Comparative 
Aesthetics, vol. I, Indian Aesthetics (both second editions), Chowkhamba, Banaras, 
1959, are also likely to prove difficult, though both works contain much valuable 
information. The reader would also be well advised to read one or two of the texts 
in translation. The most important work on theatre and on dramatic theory is the 
Nâtyakâtra ( ca. 3rd century a . d. ? ) of which there is a new edition and trans
lation by M. UhosL, Maqisha Granthalaya, Calcutta, 1957. Available translations are

(  Continued on next page
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we can use on works o f art as one uses a can-opener on a can, to get at the 
meat. Their writings could extend our conceptual armoury ” .1 While we 
agree with the sentiment, we disagree strongly with the method. In an article 
subtitled : “  A Study in Indian Aeshetics ” , there is no mention o f  a single 
Indian critic ! One could contribute an entire negative bibliography on 
Sanskrit poetics which would illustrate the same fault : an insufficient acquata* 
tance with the basic texts o f  Sanskrit literary criticism. Instead o f vague 
generalisations ( or reinterpretations such as are found in the special issue o f  
the Journal of Aesthetics and Art Criticism on Oriental Aesthetics, Fall, 1965), 
we need detailed studies* 1 2 and especially translations into modern English o f  
the major works o f Sanskrit æsthestics. It is disturbing to think that there are 
no English translations at all o f  many of the most important works : the 
Vakrotkij'ivita, the Kävyamlmämsä, the Abhinavabhàratï, the Dhvanyäloka- 
locano, the Vyaktiviveka or the Rasagahgädhara.3  There is no readily availa
ble translation o f  Dandin, or Bhàmaha, or Vàmana, and Ànandavardhana’s 
Dhvanyäloka is sorely in need o f a new and better translation. We know 
that the Indians have creative ideas on such important issues as “  the nature

Continued from previous paye )
rare : The Dhranyäloka the most important text on poetics will soon be published 
with a complete translation of Abhinavagupta’s commentary, the Locana, by the 
authors. Meanwhile there is Jacobi’s excellent German translation, Z. D. M, O, 
no. 56, Leipzig, 1902 and the translation into English by K. Krishnamoorthy, Poona 
Oriental Series, Poona, 1965. There is a French translation of Rfijaéekhara’s Kâvya* 
mimànisâ ( 9th oentury ), a fascinating and eccentric work, by N. Stchoupak and 
L, Renou published by Société Asiatique in 1946 that is still in print. The second 
most important work on drama, though much later ( 10th century) than the Nâtya- 
éàstra9 has been translated by G. 0. Haas, The Dakarüpaha o f Dhanamjaya : A Treatise 
o f Hindu Dramaturgy, Motilal Banarasidass, Delhi, 1962. A good translation of 
Mammata’s Kdnyaprakâêa ( 11th century) has come out by G. Jba, Bharatiya Vidya 
Praka8han, Banaras, 1967. Mammala follows Abhinava very closely, though he is more 
conventional in his opinions. It ie by far the best of the “ text books” that became so 
popular in the Sanskrit tradition. Similar to it, and even fuller in treatment, 
though less interesting, is the Sâhityadarpana of Visvanâtha, translated by J. R. 
Ballantyne and P. Misra, Motilal Banarasidass, Delhi, I960. An excellent and 
readable French translation of one of the later texts is Le Pratâparudriya de Vidyâ• 
nâtha by Pierre Filliozat, Institut Français d ’ indologie, Pondichéry, 1963.

1. “  An Exalted Theory of Ornament” , published in Aesthetics in the Modern 
World, edited by H. Osborne, London, Thames and Hudson, 1968.

2. Such detailed studies are to be found pre-eminently in the works of two 
modern Indian scholars, V, Raghavan, and the late Sivaprasad Bhattaoharyn. For 
details, see Bibliography.

3. A four-volume work is soon to appear on readings from literary criticism 
throughout the world. One volume will be devoted to Indian Aesthetics. It is 
being edited by B. K. Matilal of the University of Pennsylvania and will contain 
translations of all the major texts (excerpts only of course) by B, K. Matilal, V, 
Raghavan, M. Ghosh, M. V, Patwardhan and J, Masson,
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of poetic imagination ” , “  the dichotomy between learning and inspiration ” , 
“  linguistics and poetics ” , "  the tension between pleasure and didacticism ” , 
“  poetry and philosophy ” , "  effort and spontaneity ” , and so on. But what 
exactly did the Indian writers have to say on each o f these issues ? We have 
taken up one o f these issues, käntarasa, for detailed discussion in this volume.

Säntarasa might be translated as “  the imaginative experience o f  tranqui
lity ” . It is an issue on which there exists some confusion. Edgerton was able
to write, astonishingly, o f  käntarasa : " ___ that it is forbidden to use it in the
drama ; it is inherently opposed to the very nature o f the drama ” .1 This is a 
simple misunderstanding o f the texts. Such misunderstandings arise because 
many modern writers are not taking the trouble to see just what the Sanskrit 
writers on poetics have said. They are relying on secondary literature instead 
o f going directly to the original sources. In this way errors only compound 
themselves. How will one be able to appreciate Sanskrit literature properly if 
one is unware o f just what it is that a cultivated audience expected from its 
literature? And how can one know this,unless one reads Sanskrit literary criti
cism ? Here we must take sides in what seems to us a major issue concerning 
the proper method o f understanding Sanskrit poetry : Professor D. H. H, 
Ingalls has written o f  A. B. Keith, whose two works, “  A History of Sanskrit 
Literature ”  and “  The Sanskrit Drama ”  are standard reading in the field, 
“ that for the most part he disliked Sanskrit literature.”  After illustrating this, 
Professor Ingalls remarks : “  What is unjust in these judgments is that not once 
does Keith apply the remarks o f a Sanskrit critic to any o f the Sanskrit works 
he is judging. ” 1 2 Professor J. Brough, a former student o f  Keith, responds 
to this criticism by quoting a paragraph from Keith’s “  History of Sanskrit 
Literature ” , after which he remarks : “  I have re-read this paragraph with 
close attention, but I have not been able to discover any hidden meaning in 
it ; and 1 do not understand how such words could be written by one who 
4 for the most part disliked Sanskrit literature. ’ ” 3 Professor Brough may 
well be correct, for it is perfectly possible that Keith did in fact like much o f 
Sanskrit literature. But surely this is irrelevant. The point is not whether 
Keith did or did not like Sanskrit poetry ( since one can certainly understand 
something for which one does not have great admiration ), but whether he 
understood it or not. Brough does not answer Ingalls’ second charge, by far 
the more important o f the two. Did Keith judge Sanskrit literature accord
ing to the highly developed canons o f its own texts on literary criticism ?

1. F. Edgerfcou, “ Indirect Suggestion in Poetry ” , Proc. o f the American 
Philoaophicul Society, voi. 76, 1936, p. 704.

2. An Anlholoyy o f Sanskrit Court Poetry, p. 50
3. J. Brough, Poems from the Sanskrit, Penguin, 1968, p. 21.
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Judging from his chapter on the theories o f  poetry in ancient India, one?
^would guess not. He seems for the most part innocent o f  their more detailed 
doctrines.1 This is an important point o f  methodology. Before we can 

ju d ge  or even appreciate Sanskrit literature, we must understand it. As I. A . 
Richards often remarked to his students at Harvard : “  We do not admire 
what we do not understand. ”  No amount o f  theory on methodology will 

'help one to understand Sanskrit literature. There is only one method that 
counts : exposure to, and familiarility with, the texts. There is a perfectly 

^straight-forward use o f  the word “  understanding ”  which is too often ignored
• in the elaborate treatises now fashionable on “  methodology ”  ( often, it seems 
Ho us, merely excuses for not dealing with the texts themselves ). The difficul
ties  o f  interpreting a Sanskrit poem are considerably less in India than in the 
'West. The meaning o f  a Sanskrit poem is rarely subjective. Either you have
• understood a verse or you haven’ t. In a traditional Sanskrit class, the Pandit 
will ask a student after he has read a verse : artho jrnto va na vä, “  Have

cyou understood the meaning or not ? ”  This makes it far more easy to reach 
•a concensus about a poem’s worth in Sanskrit than would be true in English 
literature.2 When we read a passage in one o f these Sanskrit texts we know

V* . . 1. For instance, on p. 38G-397 of A History a j Sanskrit Literature, ( Oxford ̂
1928) Keith is supposed to be explaining the thoories of Jagannâtha’s Rasagantjü- 

' dhara, but everything he quotes is actually taken by Jagannätha from Abhinava- 
'gupta’s Locana, a fact of which Keith seems totally unaware. Thus, he writes : “ The 
; causo of this form of pleasure is a form of meditation {bhâeanâ ), consisting of continued 
» application to the object characterized by the pleasure. It is quite different from the 
joy produced by the thought of the meaning of what is said to one, e. g. “ A son is 

ubòrn to you But this example actually occurs several times in the Dhranyâloka- 
'locanti, ( e. g. p. 80, Bälapriyä Edn. ) 600 years earlier 1
L 2. Not that the Indians ever made the fallacy of thinking that a poem was
•.exhausted by what it meant. Far from it, thoy were likely to sin in the opposite 
^direction, and suppose that a poem derived all its worth from how it was said 
( vyafljami ) rather than what it said. As I. A. Richards puts it : “  It is never what a 
poem says which matters, but what it is ”. John Wain speaks of the difficulty of pin

pointing the elements in a poem that make for its success : “  But to illustrate these 
. things in the concrete is to approach the vanishing center of literary criticism, which, 
, not being an exact science, is bound sooner or later to reach a point at which demon
stration breaks down and is replaced by a shared sensibility; though, of course, 

'-this point is very much more distant than the anti-critical writers on literature 
*; would have us think” , Interpretations, edited by J. Wain, Routledge, London, 1956. 

For the Indians it was not only distant, but actually beyoud the horizon. This is an 
important point to stress : the Indians simply cannot conceive of arguing ovor the 

•final worth or even interpretation of a poem in quite the same way as can be done to
day in Western literary criticism. It is of course true that finally the sahrdaya, the 

, intelligent and responsive reader, is the final criterion. But generally, sahrdayas tend 
to agree amongst themselves to an astonishing degree. One has only to look at the 
interpretations of poems advancod in Sanskrit commentaries. They are usually very

(  Continued on next paye
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immediately whether we understand it or not. If we do not, no amount o f  
“  methodology ”  will give us instant and magic insight into the meaning. It 
is only by reading further in the literature that understanding will be gained.

* We feel that we have to speak o f this because in a sense we are deal
ing with religious material, and the familiar criticism comes to mind that in 
order to understand Buddhism one must either be a Buddhist or at least be
long to some religious tradition. Similarly, the argument goes, one must be 
“  personally ”  concerned with the problems raised by säntarasa and by religious 
ecstasy in general in order to understand the issues properly. To this belief we 
cannot subscribe. We can sympathise intellectually with the problems raised 
by säntarasa without being personally moved by the issues in our everyday 
life. Certainly to have a profound understanding o f  Dante it is not necessary 
to be a believing Christian. We can respond to the power and grace o f  a 
mind without necessarily agreeing with what is said. Were it necessaryj to 
hold firmly to a set o f  immovable beliefs, then the whole o f  surrealism, 
in which our common expectations are constantly arrested, should possess no 
aesthetic significance. Literature does not depend for its power on a set o f  
beliefs. Is the ghost o f  Hamlet real ? How can this matter for a proper 
appreciation o f  the play ? The important point is that it is real for the play. 
Are the punishments that Dante describes “  real ”  ? They are real in the 
.poem. Whether we believe in their objective reality or not has nothing what
ever to do with our appreciation o f  the poem itself. Similarly, säntarasa 
exists within the context in which we discuss it. We must judge these beliefs 
in the context o f  the works o f  literature in which they appear, and not in the 
light o f  our personal convictions, or we seriously restrict the possibilities o f  
our own literary appreciation. We have elucidated certain difficult texts 
which describe ecstatic experiences. It should not be relevant what our own 
belief is as to the objective nature o f  these experiences.

A  more important dichotomy than that between belief and scepticism 
has to do more directly with our method o f  work. This is the dichotomy 
between modern Western methods and the more traditional method o f  under-

Continued, from previous page )
similar to one uuother. ( This is surely why plagiarism in such matters was never 
considered to lie a serious matter. Witness Heinaeandra, who uses Abbinava’« expia* 
nations of innumerable stanzas. He is not “ cheating ” , he is “ agreeing ”. ) When a 
modern commentary like the Bàlapriyâ follows Uttungodaya’s Kaumndi on the Locanay 
Räinagäruka is not being lazy or dishonest. This simply points to shared values in 
Sanskrit literary criticism. We know, for example, that MahimabkaUa and Kuntaka 
both disagree sharply with the views of the dhoani school, and with Ânandavardhana 
in particular. But their disagreements concern principles, and do not really extend 
to the interpretation of individual poems. When they explain the rasa of a poom 
there is remarkable agreement.

•V
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standing texts used by the Pandits. There need exist no opposition between 
the two methods. In our cases, we have both profited greatly from our 
study among the Sàstrins, and we both possess an unqualified admiration for 
the depth o f  their knowledge into a given kàstra. On the other hand the 
major part o f  our education has been along Western lines, and we see no 
reason to abandon the critical principles it has instilled in us.
abhinava ’s achievement

Abhinavagupta was without a doubt the greatest example in Indian 
history o f  a literary critic who was also a philosopher o f  repute. Pandits will 
often say o f  him that : alamkàrakàstram tenaiva sàstratvam pràpitam—“  He 
alone turned poetics into a science. ”  There are virtually no important ideas 
in later Sanskrit poetics that do not derive from him (o r  from his influ
ences )*. In his two famous commentaries, the Locana on the Dhvanyàloka, 
and the Abhinavabhàratì on the Nàtyakàstra, he has dealt with almost every 
important issue o f Indian aesthetics. Neither work is meant to be primarily 
philosophic— he deals rather with specific verses, and especially in the Locana 
he performs brilliant feats o f understanding and interpretation in discovering 
the hidden “  suggested ”  meaning in verses. ( There are numerous examples 
o f  this ; one thinks in particular o f  the enormous range o f suggestion he is 
able to derive from a single case o f  vastudhvani in the Dhvanyàloka )1 2 3 * * *. His 
linguistic acumen is no less astonishing, and he often points to the suggestive 
use of a case-ending, or even a particle. But we are concerned in this volume 
with those passages, by no means rare, where he deals more with theory 
than with its practical application. In extracting Abhinava’s philosophy o f  
aesthetics, we have discovered that he is deeply concerned with religious 
Values in literature. In this he marks a decided break with his predecessors. 
There is nothing particular religious about the Nàtyasàstra. As for the 
Dhvanyàloka, which we believe to be the work o f two different authors,8 the

1. Many of the ideas of later writers (especially Mamma ta ) which modero 
writers mistakenly think to he original, derive ultimately and often literally from 
Abhinavagupta. Thus S. K. He, “ The theory of Rasa ”, in Some Problems o f Sanskrit 
Poetics, Calcutta, 1059, p. 200, attributes to Viévanâtha the doctriue that “ those very
things which are called cause of pain in the iworld......when consgined to poetry and
dramatic representation possess the right to be called, in consequence of their assuming 
euch a function, alanhika ribhävas etc., and from them only pleasure ousues, as it does 
from bites and the like in amorous dalliance” . But this doctrine is found first in the 
Abhindrabhdrati, Voi. 1, p. 202.

2. One thinks of his long explanations of the two last Prakrit verses quoted 
uuder I. 4, on pp. 74-78 of the Locana ( b. edition ).

3. This ip of course a very complex issue. Mr. Masson has written a long
article on the problem, arguing from iuternal evidence, that A nandavurdhana wrote
only the Vrlli, and that the Kàrikûs boloug to an earlier author. The article will
appoar soon.
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kârikàs present absolutely no religious aspect at all. There are no religious 
terms used, and no analogies drawn from religious literature. Even the term 
säntarasa is never used.1 Änandavardhana is a different matter. In his 
Vftti religious preoccupations are evident. Unfortunately, his Tattväloka* 
a work that dealt with the relation between poetry and philosophy, is lost, so 
that we cannot know how great its influence upon Abhinava was. At least 
his concerns within the Dhvanyâloka never culminate in a philosophic theory. 
It is only with Abhinava himself ( preceded, in all likelihood, by Bhattanäyaka 
in his lost Hrdayadarpana) that specific religious doctrines are applied to 
aesthetics ( we do not o f  course distinguish sharply between religion and 
philosophy, for in Abhinava’s case, as in much Indian writing, the two are 
nearly coterminous ).

Abhinava is concerned with providing a stable philosophical founda
tion for his theories. We have tried to show in this volume how often 
Abhinava draws on säntarasa for his major contribution to Sanskrit aesthe
tics, the theory o f rasa. Reduced to its bare essentials the theory is as 
follows : watching a play or reading a poem for the sensitive reader (sahrdaya)  
entails a loss o f  the sense o f  present time and space. All worldly considera
tions for the time being cease. Since we are not indifferent ( tatastha) to 
what is taking place, our involvement must be o f  a purer variety than we 
normally experience. We arc not directly and personally involved, so the 
usual medley o f  desires and anxieties dissolve. Our hearts respond sympatheti
cally ( hrdayasammda ) but not selfishly. Finally the response becomes total, 
all-engrossing, and we identify with the situation depicted ( tanmayibhavana ), 
The ego is transcended, and for the duration o f  the aesthetic experience, the 
normal waking “  I ”  is suspended. Once this actually happens, we suddenly 
find that our responses are not like anything we have hitherto experienced, for 
now that all normal emotions are gone, now that the hard knot o f  “ selfness”  
has been untied, we find ourselves in an unprecedented state o f  mental and 
emotional calm. The purity o f  our emotion and the intensity o f  it take us 
to a higher level o f  pleasure than we could know before -  we experience 
sheer undifferentiated bliss (änandaikaghana) for we have come into direct 
contact with the deepest recesses o f  our own unconscious where the memory 1 2

1. Those rasas with which the Kârikàs of the Dhvanyâloka are concerned are 
actually mentioned at some point or another. Thus Karunarat'i is montiouedat II, 8; 
Bibhatm at III. 4; Jiaudra at II. 9; èrnyâra time and again, e.g. II. 7,11. 15, etc. But 
nowhere is Éântarasa mentioned by name in the Käriküx. Änamla, however, does 
interpret III. 30 ( p. 397 ) to be a reference to Säntarasa, but it is possible that he has 
misinterpreted the verse.

2. Abhinava infers to it on p. 07 of the botanofili the first Uddyota? anc} 
again in the fourth Uddyota, p .  533,
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o f  a primeval unity between man and the universe is still strong. Inadvertent
ly, says Abhinavagupta, we have arrived at the same inner terrain as that 
occupied by the mystic, though our aim was very different from his. Such 
an experience cannot but make us impatient with the ordinary turmoil o f 
emotions that is our inner life, and though Abhinava never explicitly says so, 
one cannot help feeling that he expects the reader to search out now these 
experiences on a more permanent basis.
t We would be justified in asking why Abhinava felt it necessary to 
provide such a unified theory o f rasa ( when Ànandavardhana for instance 
never felt the need to philosophise about rasa ), and especially a theory that 
depended so heavily on notions involving kàntarasa. We think there is a 
good reason : as a religious man, Abhinava must have been under a certain 
amount o f  at least internal pressure to justify his deep interest in purely 
secular literature. There has always been among Indian philosophers ( and 
Western ones too ; one thinks o f Plato ) l a certain distrust o f  poetry. There 
is the attack o f  Jayantabhatta, the great logician, on Änandavardhana’ s 
theory o f suggestion : “  There is no point in arguing with poets, ” 2 or the 
famous remark with which Mîmâmsakas3 were known to rebuke those 
interested in poetry : “  One should avoid the useless prattle that is poetry.’*4 
Abhinava undermined such opposition by attempting to show that the states 
o f  mind during religious experiences and during literary experiences bore a 
basic affinity to one another. Literature, he wished to prove, at least the 
best literature, is just one more expression o f an ineffable transcendent experi
ence. This was a daring move and one which might legitimately have been 
expected earlier.5 It is rather odd when one considers it, that nobody before

1. As Blake puts it so well: “ This was the fault of Plato. He knew of 
nothing but virtues aui! vices anrl good and evil ”.

-■ Jrèr «rftrc; i

*1£3.fl ■'HÌ WT I Ni/âijamriùjtiri, p. 45.
3. Abhioava can use his wit very trenchantly when ho desires. He has no

liking for Mîmâmsakas and loses no opportunity to amuse himself at the expense of 
what he calls their dried-up minds. See for ex. Locana} p. 65, paêyaOt krotriy'tsyokli- 
hankalam. One thinks of the very funny verse manufactured by the Mîniâmsâ pandits 
in the Bhojaprabandha> 1 “ Give us, great king, food
with butter and soup.”

4. I Se© Mallinâtha on RV. I. 1.
5. All large generalisations arc dangerous, hut we cannot refrain from 

mentioning what we consider to be a fundamental dichotomy that runs through 
8&nskrit literature. That which is trivial and which does not look beyond itself is 
contrasted with that which is significant and transcendental. Witness the hatred 
most philosophers have envinced for the cârvâlcas who stress the absence of any 
numinous experience in life.
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the Kashmir Saivas thought o f associating aesthetic experience with states o f 
religious ecstasy, since the two have always been closely allied in India. 
Perhaps it was because the philosophical atmosphere o f  Kashmir Saivism 
was so saturated with literature : we have only to glance at any single page o f  
the Yogaväsistha to see how true this is. The most philosophic texts from 
this school bristle with terms taken from literature and literary criticism, 
just as conversely a work like the Dhvanyàloka is rich in philosophical impli
cations and learning. For the Kashmir Saivas generally, with their interest 
in Tantric ritual, sexual pleasure, indeed, aesthetic pleasure in general, was 
much less repugnant to them than it was to the Advaita tradition ( though 
we must not exaggerate this either, for did not the orthodox tradition itself 
ascribe to Sankara the Amarusatakal).

What are the advantages that such a theory provides for Sanskrit 
literature ? They are many. ( 1 ) Such a philosophical justification must 
have helped to explain to Abhinava himself the nature o f  his interest in 
Sanskrit kàvya. If, as Kafka said, poetry should be a pick-axe to free the 
sea frozen within us, then most o f  Sanskrit poetry fails utterly. Most kàvya 
cannot reach us in our most primitive minds the way that Proust, or* 
Lawrence, or Joyce can. In reading through the Dhvanyàloka, one is struck- 
by the disparity between the theory and the literature to which it is applied. 
The poems themselves do not represent values more universal than their time. 
But the refined and subtle theories which Änandavardhana employs, clearly 
do. For a modern scholar, it is easier to view these principles sub specie 
aetemitatis than to do so with the literature which illustrates them. The 
doctrine, oddly enough, is not significant merely as cultural anthropology, 
whereas many o f the poems can only interest us for reasons other than their 
literary appeal. Abhinava surprises us by ascribing the fault to us and not 
to the poetry. He could hardly have been unaware o f  this more or less un
spoken complaint o f  sensitive critics, that a certain amount o f Sanskrit poetry 
was mere trivia. The criticism would apply equally to Sanskrit plays. If we 
demand o f our best literature transcendence, then these works seem to fail us. 
But Abhinava, in order to prove the lack o f  sensitivity in such a view, uses 
a very new argument : he brings in the example o f  sàntarasa. The one thing 
that sàntarasa does that no other rasa can, is that it disturbs us. If we really 
believe the message that any successful play dealing with sàntarasa tells us, 
we hear what Rilke said was the final lesson of all great literature : “  You 
must change your life.”  By powerful arguments, Abhinava attempts to show 
that this quality o f  transcendence, which we must admit in sàntarasa ( though 
his critics o f course did not ), applies equally well to good literature. The 
greatest example, which Änanda was apparently the first critic in Sanskrit 
literature to notice, is the Mahàbhàrata. Before Änanda nobody ever consider- 

U
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ed the possibility o f  looking at a piece o f  literature as a unified whole, with 
a single dominant suggestive atmosphere, and certainly not something o f  such 
gigantic proportions as the Mahàbhàrata. But both Ananda and following 
him, Abhinava, insist on the overwhelming experience that reading the Maha- 
bhärata provides. As unhappiness and doom  succeed one another in a seem
ingly endless display o f the vanity o f  this world; as we slowly become aware 
o f  the folly o f  trusting to the external world to bring happiness ; as one after 
another the heroes o f  the epic whom we have come to know over volumes 
and volumes fade from existence and everything seems to dessicate and near 
its end, the reader is invaded by a sense o f  doom, a sense o f the uselessness o f  
strife, and he is eventually instilled with a craving for tranquillity, for an end 
to human suffering and misery. If our reading is extensive enough, concen
trated enough, with no distractions from the outside world, then we can 
induce in ourselves a profound imaginative experience o f  tranquillity, sàntarasa. 
The Mahàbhàrata remains for Sanskrit literary critics the supreme example o f  
this mood, this imaginative creation. It is not surprising that Ananda is at 
his most eloquent when he describes this experience in great detail in the 
fourth Uddyota o f  his Dhvanyàloka. The passage was clearly a powerful 
influence in Abhinava’s theories.

( 2 ) If Abhinava was struck by the poverty o f  much Indian kàvya 
( which, through a reinterpretation o f  its purpose, he felt need no longer be 
considered trivial ), he must have been equally disturbed by the lifeless quality 
o f  much Indian philosophy. By eschewing the real world, it often found it
self in the arid territory o f  the purely theoretic, with no tap-root leading into 
the rich soil o f  real life as it is lived by men and women in a real world. An 
English literary critic has recently berated this arid quality in surrealism : 
“  . .  reading surrealistic books, as in talking to hermits, one is often struck 
by the impoverishment o f  fantasy when not continually cross-pollinated by 
the external world. Paradoxically, fantasy is not enriched, but etiolated by 
resolute subjectivism. Ml Abhinava, by importing literary issues into 
philosophy, was able to provide philosophical thinking with a literary quality 
it previously lacked. Aesthetics now becomes a legitimate concern for the 
philosopher.

( 3 ) Abhinava discovered that great poems such as the Mahàbhàrata, 
reach us beyond the conscious mind. One is reminded o f  Freud’s great study 
o f  Leonardo, when he speaks o f the effeminate forms o f  Leonardo’s “  John 
the Baptist ”  and “  Bacchus ”  : “  They are beautiful youths o f  feminine 
delicacy and with effeminate forms; they do not cast their eyes down, but 1

1. Miles Burrows, reviewing Surrealism and the Novel, by J. H, Mathews in 
the New Statesman, December, 22, 1967.
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gaze in mysterious triumph, as if they knew o f  a great achievement o f  happi
ness, about which silence must be kept. The familiar smile o f  fascination 
leads one to guess that it is a secret o f love.” 1

( 4 ) Abhinava was not only a philosopher, he was also an authority 
on Tantric ritual. The rites he practised, probably even before he became 
interested in literary theory, must have provided him with his first contact 
with the kind o f play-activity that he later found once again in the theatre. 
It seems to us no accident that Abhinava was more fond o f the theatre than 
o f  any other form o f  literature. By establishing the intimate connection 
between theatre and ritual ( and thus by implication mythology as well ), 
Abhinava foreshadowed certain modern theories, even though he was not 
followed in this brilliant insight by any o f  his successors. The ramifications 
are many, and Abhinava often draws them in scattered places throughout 
his works. He is fond o f  the comparison o f  life with a drama and the 
resultant sense o f  unreality this gives. Dreams come up again and again in 
his works. In his Tanlraloka he speaks o f man, the creator, as destroying 
the produce o f his life, a dream. The external buildings, he says, are razed 
in the fire o f  his sudden awareness that he is Siva, the great destroyer. Then 
follows the purely joy-filled dance o f Siva, the Tandava, that has no purpose 
other than to give expression to a sense o f  freedom and joy .1 2 On the other 
hand, one feels that Abhinava was not unaware o f  the enrichment that results 
from imaginative experiences. Even one’ s own childhood becomes an aesthe
tic object, something viewed with the dual detachment and involvement 
( hrdayànuprave'sa, or hrdayasamvàda) o f  the perfect spectator, the sahrdaya 
who is both moved and yet distanced from the object he contemplates. Has 
Abhinava in fact had an insight into the unconscious, and the value o f imagi
native understanding which Freud stressed as being essential to any true 
freedom from our own childhood traumas ?

( 5 ) Abhinava is able to restore to poets an important place in the 
intellectual hierachy by showing their underlying philosophical seriousness. 
One thinks he would have approved o f  Andre Malraux’s comment : “  Les 
grands artistes ne sont pas les transcripteurs du monde ; ils en sont les rivaux. '* 
An advantage which might well pass unnoticed that Abhinava’s system 
provides is the following : in Indian society, curiously enough, it was always 
the religious mystic who has been considered the maverick, who has been 
allowed the eccentric freedom that in the West we tend to associate with

1. S. Freud, Leonardo, pp. 162-163, Pelican Books, 1963.
2. See the very lovely verse from Vol. II of the Tantrüloha, p. 257, verse 286 i

For the dauco image, seo A.B1i. Vol. I, p. 21.
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-poets. Edmund Wilson, in “  The Wound and the Bow documents the 
i neurotic elements in many o f the great poets o f the nineteenth and 
twentieth century. The striking phrase o f  the title refers to the myth o f 
Philoctetes, the Greek warrior who possessed a magic bow, but was forced 
to live in isolation on an island because o f the insufferable odour that 
emanated from a suppurating wound on his ankle. Eventually his country
men had to call him back, in spite o f their disgust, because o f his un
erring weapon. Art extracts its own price. Of course in India the mystic was 
never both loathed and venerated, he was simply venerated. Nonetheless 
already in the Upanisads we hear o f the mystic as being similar to a child in 
his unrestrained behaviour.1 The adjective sometimes applied to him is 
unmatta, mad. One thinks o f the extraordinary passage in the Chändogya 
Upanisad dealing with Raikva o f the cart, who dares to call King Janaka but 
a sudra, and who finally agrees to teach him for the pretty face of his daughter. 
He received his name from where he lived, underneath a cart. This has not 
generally been true o f the artist. The poet has always been far more integrat-

* ed into Indian society. India has not developed the sense o f the loneliness 
o f the writer, shunned by, and shunning, society. But Abhinava, by restor
ing to him his more important functions, also enables him to preserve his 
independence. It is now not only the mystic who opens himself to numinous 
experience. Is it significant that the only description of the poet as a man

* out o f  his ordinary senses that immediately comes to mind is from Uttungo- 
daya, Abhinava’s commentator, in his fourteenth century commentary on the 
Locana, the Kaumudi ? There he says o f the poet : “  . . .  the poet wants to 
write poetry in order to instruct those o f  delicate minds, people who are for

- the most part similar to princes, in the means o f attaining the four goals of 
life through aesthetic enjoyment. First, by the stream that is rasa, to be 
aesthetically enjoyed by the presentation of the vibhàvas etc. that are at the 
root o f the poem he wishes to make, his own heart which is like a great and 

, immeasurably deep lake ( o f  rasa) becomes filled, then he becomes as if 
possessed by a planet, as if mad, and finally he pours out his poetry, and 
turns the listener, the sensitive reader ( sahrdaya ), into the same ( sort oi 
madman as he has become ). ” 2 But o f course the artist is never in Sanskril

1. Cf. Abhinava’s Paramârthaêûra, verse 71 :
^  53

( Silburn, It Parmarthasära, P. I. C. 1., Paris, 1957, p. 60 ).
2. Kuppuswami SaatrPa edition of the Dkvanyaloka, p. 170:

irarâ «topurfa b ç i
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society an alien figure. When we read o f  Abbinava ( see below ) sitting in a 
grape garden, a single golden earring hanging from his ear, surrounded by 
magicians and "women Yogins, playing on a lute with ditiis by his side 
with cups o f  wine and lemons in their hands, this in no way makes him 
eccentric, at least to the Indian public. Even in the legend o f  his death, 
how he entered a cave with twelve hundred disciples and never returned, there 
is nothing “  asocial ”  to shock the Indian.

( 6 ) One corollary o f  his theories, though again it does not seem to have 
been realised either by Abhinava or by his successors, is that rasa becomes 
available not only to poetry and the theatre but to all literature. Generally 
rasa is only possible in kavya or nàtya. But the Mahàbhàrala is after all already 
an exception since it cannot be considered kävya in the strict definition o f the 
term. Yet both Ananda and Abhinava give it the careful literary attention 
it deserves. The claim was made by Kalhana at the beginning o f his Raja- 
tarangini that his work on history contains säntarasa :

“  Considering how the life o f  creatures cracks after a few moments, 
one should understand ( why ) säntarasa has been given the most impor
tant position in this work ( atra ). ”  1

It is all the more surprising then that Abhinava never thought o f  
extending his theory to purely religious texts. After all the most obvious and 
in a sense the best examples o f  säntarasa are to be found in religious and 
philosophical literature, and not in belles lettres. The Upanisads. for example, 
would surely have provided Abhinava with his finest examples. Today we 
can consider the Upanisads to be among the finest examples o f  world “  litera
ture ” , though no text on literary criticism in ancient India ever thought o f  
quoting them or deriving support from any o f  their beautiful lines. As the 
rhetoricians define literature, the Upanisads do not qualify. Abhinava’s 
brilliant insight that what makes for literatureis the quality o f  the sentiment 
and not adherence to formal rules, provided the opportunity for a re-definition 
that was curiously never taken advantage of. Even Jagannàtha Panditaraja, 
who gives a more liberal definition o f literature,2 does not depart from 
standard examples in his illustrations ( indeed he even regresses in including 
only his own works, thus furthering the greatest single misfortune o f  Sanskrit 
literary criticism, the divorce between what actually was written and what 
was supposed to be written ). No better example o f  säntarasa could be found

). litljataranyirn, 1.23, 4 (Viéva Bandhu’s edition, Hosbiarpur, 19-̂ 3 ) :

2. Rasafjantjâdhara, KM edition of 1939, p. 4 :
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than the Pàli Mahàparinibbànasutta, the sober, moving account o f  the death 
o f  the Buddha. Or even such prosaic but haunting lines as that o f  King 
Janaka when his kingdom went up in flames : miihilàyàm pradïptayàm na me 
kimcana dahyate— ' ‘ Nothing o f mine is burned when Mithilà is in flames.” 1

( 7 ) Abhinava insists on the epiphany that poetry provides, on the 
sense of camatkàra, o f having our breath taken away. He compares it at one 
place“ to a wondrous flower that suddenly bursts into bloom. He is parti
cularly fond o f a fine image in the Nàtycsàstra :

“  The externalisation ( bhàva ) o f  that emotion ( artha ) which makes 
an appeal to the heart is the source ( udbhava ) o f  rasa. The body it 
suffused by it, as dry wood is suffused by fire. ”  3

( 8 ) An advantage that Abhinava’s philosophy provides for Sanskrit 
literary criticism is that there need be no disagreements over significant lite
rary experiences. Since the emotional experience in great literature is for 
Abhinava and later critics who follow him ( Mammata, Vis'vanâtha, Jagan- 
nàtha, etc. ) always the same, namely àtmànanda, 47 the bliss o f  the se lf” , an 
insoluble problem for Western literature has been solved. The problem is 
that there is no guarantee that two spectators fed the same thing when view
ing a work o f art. To say 74 it depresses m e ”  or “  it thrills m e ” , or 44 it 
excites me ” , is often a comment on the viewer’s own state o f  mind and not 
on the work o f art itself. Usually it is discovered in later conversation that 
the work of art has acted as a catalyst, releasing some emotion long consci
ously forgotten, dislodging it from its undercover. One might object that 
Abhinava too is no longer speaking about the work o f art on its own, but 
about certain universal states o f mind. This is true, but at least, if all literajy 
critics accept that this is the true function o f  literature, namely to induce 
such a state o f  euphoria, then they have a common ground on which to argue 
whether a particular piece o f  literature has been successful or not. And in 
fact it is astonishing to note how great a concensus o f  opinion there is 
in Sanskrit literature over what is good. The concensus lasts over the 
centuries. There are few poets who have been considered great in the tradi
tion long ago, but now forgotten. If one looks through the names o f  poets 
that Abhinava constantly quotes, one is struck by how many o f  these are 
poets we still read and admire today, 1000 years later. We are all aware how

1. Mabäbbfirata, XII. 178. Quoted by Sankara in his bbfi*ya on Brhadâ- 
ranyaka Up. I. 4. 15.

2. Locana, p, 160, { B. P. edition ).
3. XS. VII, 7, Vol. I, p. 348. Quoted also in the Locami, p. 39, It is erronea 

oualy ascribed by the editors of the ed. with Hâlapriyâ to Bbattanäyaka.
^  »nfr w ï* « : I
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in the West even thirty years ago “  great poets ”  are now not much more 
than footnotes in college textbooks. Goethe is reported to have said that 
he found 44 the Inferno abominable, the Purgatorio dubious and the Paradiso 
tiresome. ”  One thinks too o f  Donne, eclipsed for three centuries and only 
restored to honour through the critical efforts of T. S. Eliot. Such ups and 
downs in Sanskrit literature are more or less impossible. ( There are o f 
course other reasons for this as well. )

These are just some o f the more general results o f  Abhinava’s theories. 
The details will be found in the body o f this work. We think it is clear that 
the way for later writers on poetics to expand on religious and philosophical 
themes was provided by Abhinava. ( Surely, for example, the Bengal 
Vaisnavas, especially the two Gosvâmins, were inspired to their elaborate 
theories by the climate Abhinava created ). Abhinava’s final theory bears a1 
remarkable similarity to what Aldous Huxley developed in his work “  The 
Doors o f Perception H. Osborne writes o f this work as follows : 4£ Finally 
it is sometimes asserted that works o f art symbolize a metaphysical reality o f 
which by our appreciative commerce with the work of art we become directly 
and immediately aware. This is a view which many modern artists have 
themselves alleged. In his essay “  The Doors o f  Perception ”  Aldoux Huxley 
describes how under the influence o f mescalin his ordinary perceptions were 
accompanied by an intense and inescapable feeling o f revelation. He develops 
the theory that artistic vision in general has this revelatory character and that 
the works o f art which artists create communicate to us imperfectly the 
revelation o f ultimate reality which they have enjoyed. ' What the rest o f us 
see only under the influence o f mescalin \ he says, 4 the artist is congenitally
equipped to see all the time___ It is a knowledge o f the intrinsic significance
o f  every existent. For the artist as for the mescalin taker, draperies are living 
hieroglyphs that stand in some peculiarly expressive way for the unfathom
able mystery o f  pure being The statement that in the act o f  appreciating 
a beautiful work o f art we have immediate intuitive awareness o f ultimate or 
pure being, takes us outside the confines o f  aesthetics proper. As £ emotive * 
descriptions o f the artistic experience such affirmations are significant and 
must be treated with respect ” .A

We have seen some o f the advantages that Abhinava’s philosophy 
provided for literary criticism, all o f  which derive from his brilliant insights 
into what lay behind imaginative experiences in literature. Let us now look 
far more briefly ( for they are less important ) at some o f  the disadvantages. 
The chief danger, it seems to us, is the reductionism in his theories; how all

1. u Aesthetics as a Branch of Philosophy ” by Ruth Saw and Harold 
Osborne, p. 31, in “ Aesthetic* in the Modern World ” , London, 1068,
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literature becomes reduced to a single experience. A similar criticism has 
been made o f Coleridge : “  Coleridge’s demand for unification and harmony 
entailed the conversion o f  the poetic into something other than the poetic, its 
subordination to philosophy and ultimately to religion ’V  Perhaps the reason, 
in Abhinava’s case, was that he was not himself a very good poet. He did 
o f  course write a good deal o f  poetry, but there are at the most three or four 
memorable verses in all o f his work,* 2 and his poetry goes virtually unquoted 
in later critical literature. Perhaps he was prevented by his own intelligence 
from being direct and concrete.3 Had he been more o f a poet, and more 
interested in the particular, would he have preached quite so reductionist a 
theory ? There are o f  course advantages to this ( a unified theory for one ) 
but it means forgetting what I. A, Richards has taught a generation o f  
literary critics, namely that “  a poem does not stand for something else” .4 
Abhinava’s strength lay in ideas, in conceptual thinking. He was not himself 
an artist, and one cannot help being reminded o f  Eliot’s famous remark à 
propos Henry James, that he had a mind so fine that no idea could violate it !

There is a sense in which Abhinava confuses art and life when he 
insists on the primacy o f säntarasa. Tt is o f  course true that dramatists can 
be concerned with anything they like, including the experience underlying 
säntarasa; but the point is not one o f  theoretic possibilities, but o f what 
actually succeeds in the theatre. Abhinava’s weakest point was that he did 
not really have any example o f a great play in which säntarasa was dominant, 
to lend credence to his theories. The Nägänanda is the sole exception, and 
this could hardly be considered great literature. By seeing beyond literature 
to the universal experience that lies behind it, Abhinava is undermining the 
autonomy, the uniqueness o f literary experience. He is in danger o f turning 
literature into an icon, a representational object, an aid to devotion rather 
than an experience unique and precious for its own sake. "  Art ” , in C. S. 
Lewis’ fine phrase, "  must be received, not used ” . Religion is not, after all, 
the same thing as literature, unless we dilute the definition o f these two terms

, 1. Roy Park, a Poetic Imagina tiou in Coleridge and Kant.” , lirithh Journal
o f Aesthetics, Vol. 8, no. 4, Oct. 1968, p. 343.

2. The one really tine verse in the Locami is quoted under III, 3U, p. 397 :
?*r t  wot

STT'Wt WfW'RTOT I 
OT

in which be puns very effectively in comparing sexual love and êânta.
3. Cf. the verse he wrote on p. 127 of the Locano, and the absurdly long and 

tortuous commentary he writes on it.
4. Quoted by A. Alvarez, “ The Phoenix and the Turtle ” p. 5, in the work 

ed. by J. Wain already cited.
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into harmlessness. The descriptions that Huxley gives o f  what he felt under 
mescalin are interesting pyschologically, but to claim that they are essentially 
literary is to forget the fact that great literature can never he unconscious and 
ephemeral. The efforts and pains o f creation are conceptual, concrete and 
external. Dreaming is not, after all, making. That literature could point 
nowhere except to itself, must have somehow proved disquieting to Abhinava. 
He was too religious to allow that literature might be somehow “  useless ” , 
a goal in itself. ( Though rasa does involve surrender to the work o f  art, 
and Abhinava insists that one’s own self must be got out o f  the way before 
the work o f  art can truly be appreciated for its own sake. ) It is significant 
in this respect that Abhinava shies away from the terms priti “ pleasure”  
and vinoda “  entertainment ” , to express the purpose o f poetry. He prefers 
the religious word ananda “ .bliss” . By insisting on putting such significance 
into poetry Abhinava is in danger o f  making much o f Sanskrit literature top - 
heavy ; one is wary that it simply cannot bear the philosophical burden he 
places on it. One’s mind is irreverently invaded by an image o f  Kalidasa 
sitting politely bored, listening to Abhinavagupta explain to him the deeper 
significance o f  his plays, his ears really attuned to the joyous shouts o f  the 
spring festival taking place outside.





SANTARASA
PART I

Abhinava’s Philosophy of Aesthetics

I n f l u e n c e s

Abhinava seems to us deeply concerned with four or five basic ideas : 
the relation o f  poetry to philosophy; the nature o f  suggestion; religious 
ecstasy ( and its bearing on literature ) ; drama and poetry, and ritual and 
drama. The question that must have helped him to bring all these elements 
together is one still asked today ; bow is it that we “  enjoy ”  literary situa
tions that are sad or tragic? He sought the answer to this basic question in 
extraordinary states o f  mind, in ecstatic experiences. Nobody denied these in 
poetry or in religious literature generally, 1 but in drama their existence was 
still debated. Säntarasa was not universally acknowledged as a legitimate 
element in drama. For Abhinava the question was not merely academic, for 
if he were not able to provide convincing arguments in its favour, he could 
hardly justify his interest in drama. Moreover he had no examples o f  a play 
in which iäntarasa played an important part, with the single exception o f  the 
Nàgànanda, largely a Buddhist drama, and o f  questionable literary excellence. 
By synthesising all o f  his pre-occupations into one system, a theoretical justi
fication for säntarasa could be made, with the ultimate result that the type o f  
otherworldly or transcendental experience which the spectator undergoes 
during SR ( säntarasa ) would be basic to all aesthetic experience. Such a 
system was not to be found ready-made. But Abhinava was able to take 
what he needed from different sources ; from the Dhmnyäloka he took his 
theory o f  suggestion ; from Bharata he took the starting point o f  his ideas on

I t

rasa and drama ; from speculation on SR and from Kashmir Saivism and 
Tantric works he took ideas on the relation o f religious ecstasy to literature. 
The final end product was his theory o f  rasa in which he combines philosophy
and poetics. There are, therefore, four major influences in his theories ;/
poetics, philosophy, speculation on SR and ritual.

Before examining these influences more closely, we must "note that 
while open to all o f  them, Abhinava had an extremely independent mind.

1. S iu c o  ti g r e a t  an d  u n d isp u te d  lite ra tu re  a lre a d y  e x is te d  aloDg th ese  lin es . 
O no h as o u ly  to  th in k  o f  B h a r trh a r i ’ s Vairâtjyaêtitaka.
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Not only is he not afraid to disagree with his own teachers, 1  he is even able 
to disregard the great texts o f  the tradition : “  We don’ t care in the least if it 
is described in this way in the Rämäyana itself. In fact, it might be described 
in the Veda itself, and we won’ t be stifled by this fact ” . 2 There are very 
few ideas which did not “  suffer a sea-change ”  when immersed into the 
depths o f Abhinava’ s mind. On the other hand, he belonged to a tradition 
in which a careful grounding in the past was de rigeur, and it is not surpris
ing to find that he has been greatly influenced by a large number o f writers. 
To consider this plagiarism3 is as absurd as demanding that Coleridge ( like 
Lowell in “  The Road to Xanadu ”  ) footnote all his allusions and quotations ! 
Abhinava has a very fine verse in the Abhinavabharati,. right after giving 
elaborate expositions o f  his predecessors’ views on rasa, in which he justifies 
his urge to proceed further :

“  When intellectual curiosity ( dli'i/i ) climbs higher and higher and seeS 
the truth ( arthatattva ) without getting tired, this is because o f the ladders o f 
thought built by earlier writers ” .4

Poetic Influences

Abhinava was o f course familiar with all the works on poetics extant 
at the time o f  his writing (many o f which are no longer available). He is 
particularly fond o f Bhämaha, whom he often quotes in the Locand.

1. On p. 314, A . B h . V o l. I, A b h in a v a  seem s to  d is a g re e  w ith  B h a ra ta  c o n 
c e rn in g  th e  d e fin ition  o f  hmya. N o te  K a n e , / / .  S. /\ ,  p. 55. “  On p . 435 ( o f  th e
B. O. K. I. c o p y  ) A b h in a v a  a p p e a rs  to  d iffe r  from  him  ( U tp a la d e v a , th e  a u th o r  o f  th e 
P ra tyabh ijfiä , A bhinava\s t e a c h e r s  te a ch e r  ) dd q

5 I
2. A» Bh . V o l .  Ill, p. 74 :

Tmpmsfr r̂fmcrnrî  i q^sPr w r r  a ^r*rar i
3. A n a n d a  has som e  v ery  p e r o o p t iv e  rem a rk s  on p la g ia r is m  in th o  fo u r th  

Uddyota  o f  th o  J). A t*9 s ta n za s  M -1 7 . I t  seem s to  us p o s s ib le  th a t  ho w as in flu e n ce d  
b y  Gaädaoaho. W o  th in k  in  [»a rt icu la r  o f  v erse  06 o f  V f ik p a t ir ä jn e , w h ich  is id e n t i 
ca l in s e n t im e n t w ith  th e  P r a k r it  verse  th a t  A n a n d a  q u o te s  on  p. 527. V e rse s -8 5 a u d  
86 o f  tho Gandaraho a lso  p r e fig u re  sev e ra l o f  th e  id ea s  in th e  fo u rth  U d d y o ta . 
T h ere  seem s no reasou  fo r  q u e s t io n in g  th e  d a te  o f  700 A . D. ( P a n d it , p. 0  o f  h is <ed, 
o f  th e  G a iid a va h o  ) and i t  is th e r e fo r e  p e r fe c t ly  p o ss ib le  th a t A n a n d a  k n ew  th e  w ork . 
R â ja éek h a ra , w ho kn ew  A n a n d a  b y  n am e ( seo  p. 16 o f  th e Kâ^yamîmümsâ  ) s y s te 
m a tised  Ä n a n d a ’s v iew s on  p la g ia r y . S ee  KAf} p. 62.

4. A . l ih .} I, p. 278. A ls o  Guoli, op. c it. p. 12 :

'ft: Tarier I

II
The verse is quoted by Uttungodaya in his Kau7nndii p. 102 with some variation.
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Udbhata, 1 Vamana and Dandin all o f  whom Abhinava quotes, do not'seem to 
have provided him with any o f  his major doctrines. Bharata’s Natyasastra was 
o f  course a major influence or rather stimulus,; to his ideas on rasa * Much o ft
hjj$ technical terminology, derives directly from the NS, as well as several more 
advanced ideas. All this is well-known so there is no need for us to provide 
illustrations. * There is ,one “  influence -however, which seems to us to have 
been overlooked. This is Asvaghosa’s Saundarananda. There is o f  course 
uow ay^of knowing whether Abhinava knew this work or not.3 However, 
in, the light o f  his pre-occupation with SR, and o f  his good knowledge o f 
Buddhism generally, there seems no real reason why he should not. More
over, there seems some evidence, in the form o f certain striking similarities, 
which suggests that he did know this remarkable poet. The dominant rasa in 
both the Buddhacarita and the Saundarananda ( and most probably the dramas4 

as well, to judge from the meagre fragments pieced together by Lüders) is

1. K. g . U rfb h a ia s ' ' l o s t  llh tim ahnritn rana  ( s e c  p. CS, K .  S a s tr i ’ s e e l.) . 
R e c e n t ly  P r o fe s s o r  G n o li has p u b lish ed  “  U d b h a ta ’s co m m e n ta ry  on  th e  K âryâ lanküra  
o f  Bh&muhn ” , lS M B O y Horne, 1902, e d it in g  th e  fra g m e n ts  fou n d  a t K if ir k o tb  w h ich  
he id en tifies  w ith  th e  co m m e n ta ry  on th o  KâryTdankàra. _ I f  G ito li is c o r r e c t ,  f r a g 
m en t n u m b er  10 ( p. 7 -S  ), w h ich  d ea ls  w ith  th e  Lovina  p a ssa g e , sh o u ld  h av e  been  
( .w ith o u t  th e  p ra ti ka ) b e tw een  abhidhäntlrthäh  an d  guitti (Intim abititihânnm. B u t  th e re  
is no ro o m  in th e  MS fo r  su ch  a rea d in g . T h e r e fo r e , i f  w e a re  t o  re ta in  G n o l i ’s th e o r y , 
th is  w ill h ave to  h ave o c c u r r e d  in th e  s e co n d  h a lf o f  lin e  2 o f  fr a g m e n t  10. T h e  o n ly  
p r o b le m  is th a t th ere  d o c s  trot seem , if w e  h ave c o r r e c t ly  u n d e r s to o d  th e  a c c o m p a n y in g  
p h o to g r a p h s  o f  th e  m a n u scr ip ts , an y  room  fo r  th is  p a ssa g e  in th e  fr a g m e n t  in q u e s t io n . 
T h e re  seem s to  us no g o o d  reason  w hy th e  jn*a(ïka, abhidliânârlhâh  sh ou ld  bo ro p o a te d , 
n ör  ca n  w e  seen  an y  ju s tif ica t io n  fo r  th e  s e co n d  m em b er  o f  a c o m p o u n d  b e in g  e x p la in e d  
b e fo r e  th e  first m oinL or. I t  is tru e  th a t il io  a u th o r  o f  th ese  fra g m e n ts  a c c e p te d  
abh idh iiv rtti and tjunarrU i as iabda tytip tirax, luit w h y  m u st w e assu m e • t lm t th e  
p erson  h o ld in g  su ch  a v iew  is l -d b h a ia ?

2. K. g . A\S, vo l. I, p. 272, G. O . S. ed . :

ÏT ; th e  defin itili!) o f  n u it:  p. 2.88, ÇfT tFTTüf: ?
V 1 .3 8  ( p .  204 ); p . 200 : .

3. T h e re  is no q u o ta t io n  from  A 3vugho$a in a n y  o f  A b b in a v a ^  w o rk s . T h e  
q u o ta t io n s  from  A évagh o$a  in th o  a n th o lo g ie s  ( see  Kavindravacanasamuccaya^ p . 29 ) 
are  n o t fo u n d  in any  o f  b is  e x tn n t  w o rk s . R n jn iek h a ra  ( K M y p. 18 ) q u o te s  a vorçe  
fro m  th e  Buddhacarita  ( V i l i .  2 5 ) ,  b u t  th is  is n o t  A scr ib ed  b y  him  to  a n y b o d y . 
S im ila r ly  th o  Bhojaprabandha  ta k os  o v e r  BC IV . 59. N e ith e r  o f  th ese  p a ssa g es  is 
su ffic ien t e v id o n c o  to  say  tlm t the a u th o r  a c tu a lly  k n ew  A sv a g h o ça ’ s w o rk , s in c e  th e 
q u o ta t io n s  c o u ld  h av e  co m e  d ow n  th o u g h  th e  w o rk  he lo s t . N o te  th a t  BO V I I I .  25 is 
s im ila r  to  Batjhucawé'i I I I . 15, b u t th e  w h o le  p r o b le m  o f  K a lid a s a 's  b o r r o w in g  fro m  
A . is n o t s e tt le d . On th e  w h o le , w e are in c l in e d  t o  th in k  th a t  K a lid a s a  d id  k n o w  
A év a g h oça , a n d  w as in flu en ced  b y  him. J o h n s to n  {op. city lu t .  to  th e  E n g lish  T r . o f  
th e  BCy p. L X X I l  ) th in k s  th a t D a n d in ,  ̂ K D ,  II . 44 lias BO I V  3H in  m in d , and  th a t 
B h äm ah a , in c r i t ic is in g  a jih lad a l ( used in  £ . I I .  30 ) m a y  be r e fe r r in g  to  A 3vagh o$a.■ I r I • ■ I

. 4. T h e  fra g m e n ts  from  th e  th r o e  d ram a s w ore  e d ite d  by  H. L ü d e rs , “  Bruch -
stücke Buddhistischer Dramen  ” , B e r lin , 1911, an d  P hìlo lo tjica Ind ica  G ö tt in g e n , 1940.
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tónta. The words santa and tónti occur constantly in both works. 1  Further, 
at the end o f  Saundarananda2 there are two remarkable verses which might 
well have influenced Abhinava :

“  And so this work, whose essence is liberation, ( was written ) so that 
people might obtain peace o f  mind, and not for amusement ( rataye ). I 
have written it in the form o f  a poem in order to engage the minds o f  
readers interested ( primarily ) in other things ( and not in liberation ). The 
fact that I have dealt with things other than liberation is because o f  ( the 
book ’s ) poetic nature, and in order that it might appeal to the hearts o f  
readers, just as a bitter medicine is mixed with honey in order to induce the 
patient to drink it ” .s

Abhinava has used this very simile o f  medicine and honey in the 
Locano. Moreover, he insists, time and again, that poetry is more gentle 
than tóstra ( which can be loosely translated as “  philosophy ”  ), but that it 
leads to similar results. The last verse of the work is no less important :

“  Since men are, for the most part, engrossed in sensual pleasures, and 
totally disinterested in moksa, I have said in this work, under the ( sweet ) dis
guise o f  poetry, that moksa is the highest ( truth ). Knowing this, ( the 
reader ) should with attentive mind ( avahitam ) accept from the poem that 
which leads to peace, and not ( only ) that which is pleasant. For gold is 
surely separated from mineral dust-particles ” .4,

I f we suppose that Abhinava did know this poem, how do we explain 
the fact that he did not use As'vaghosa’s works, seeing that he could certainly

1. E . g . Saundarananda  V I I .  22; V i l i .  5 6 ; X I ,  5 ; X I ,  3 3 -3 4 ; X V ,  4Ô, a lo v e ly  
verfle th a t  c o u ld  be  e n g r a v e d  on th e  to m b s to n e  o f  th e  tw e n tie th  c e n tu r j\

2. N o te  th a t  in Saundarananda , X I V .  50, A avagh o$a  u ses  th e  e x p re ss io n  
sama&nkharaxa ! B u t  th e re  is n o  e v id e n c e , a s id e  fr o m  th e  d u b io u s  e x p re ss io n  raaântara  
at BG V I I .  51 , th a t  he k n e w  e ith e r  th e  N &  or th e  raaa th e o r y .

3. Saundarananda , X V I I I ,  63 :

«T msTTwrr fïfcr: 

f f  w

4. S. X V I I I .  64 :

faw faiR  ffejFWfàScf 
3Tls lSlii ac'i ^flrcTfhf *4W( *Tt8j: ’TÇfffà l 

STTfirâ fcifffêcrfw t ms! ^ 
cril»n ^riftoWcr n

A c c o r d in g  to  J o h n s to n  ( p. 164, n o tes  ) th e  w o r d  upakaram  is  h a p a x  s in c e  i t  
o c c u r s  n o w h e re  e lse  in  th e  lite r a tu r e . P erh a p s  l ik e  npakâra  it  m eans s o m e th in g  l ik e  
°  u se fu l ” , “  v a lu a b le
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have argued with perfect justification that they are all good examples o f SR ? 
We think there is a plausible reason : although there are passages o f  real santa 
poetry , 1 nonetheless on the whole As’vaghosa’s position is directly opposed 
to the enjoyment o f  poetry for its own sake ( a position Abhinava defends, 
see below ). The whole o f  his work ( even the Saundarananda ) can be seen 
as a tract against just such frivolous activities as reading poetry and watching 
plays ! Santa is seen therein to be opposed to literary enjoyment, which 
after all implies a certain delight in the senses. Both Abhinava and Ananda 
(see below), extol the great variety o f  this world. Two other, less probable 
reasons, suggest themselves : (1) As'vaghosa was after all a Buddhist, and to 
quote him with approbation might have seemed odd. (2 ) In the verses quoted 
below there is real poetry. But there is a great difference between being 
told something, and actually experiencing it ( a problem which Abhinava 
and Ananda are greatly concerned with, under the name o f  sva'sabdanivedi- 
tat va). Preachers inform us; only poets invite us to experience. Asva- 
ghosa is more often than not a preacher. Thus, the same ideas from the 
fine verses quoted in the notes are repeated time and again, especially 
in chapter XIV. But they make no impression, for they are merely bald 
statements —  ideas rather than poems. As George Boas puts it, bluntly, in
a lecture on philosophy and poetry : " ___ the ideas in poetry are usually
stale and often false, and no one older than sixteen would find it worth his

1. Saundarananda , X V ,  32 :

3Tcffàs«rfïr äfrT: ffc i
aumt SR: II

“  F u rth e r  b a ck  on  th is  lo n g  p ath  th ose  c lo s e s t  to  y o u  w ere  s tra n g e rs , an d  as 
y o u  w alk  fu r th e r  in to  th e  fu tu re  th ose  w h o  are n ow  s tra n g e rs  w ill b e com e  c lo s e  to  y o u .”

S. X V , 33 :

fwiHt q*n hr ?pi eum: i
Weft cTUT W f W  ^ II

“  J u s t  as in th e  e v e n in g  b ird s  g a th e r  to g e th e r  in sm all g r o u p s , so  a lso  in 
v a r io u s  l iv e s  d o  p e o p le  com e  to g e th e r  w ith  th e ir  re la tiv es . ”

S. X V , 34 :

irfcr*$ ïtsfa'T Hwrfor i
ëT5>?1lfàW H lH : II

ct J u s t  as tra v e lle rs  m eet fo r  a few  m om en ts a t v a r iou s  re s t in g  p la ce s  a lo n g  th e  
ro a d  a n d  th en  sep a ra te , so  a lso  d oes  on e  c o m e  to g e th e r  w ith  th ose  on e  lo v e s  ( o n ly  fo r  
a m om en t. ) ”

In  th e  n e x t  v erse  su ch  m eetin g s  are co m p a re d  to  a fis t fu l o f  sa n d , h e ld  to g e th e r  
o n ly  b y  th e  h and : vàiukàmustivaj  jag a l.  C f. M B h , X I I .  28. 36 :

3118 ^ ^ oWcrt htM I I
^ ô Ĥ icii as,-£n«H|MH: II
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while to read poetry merely for what it says ’ V  On the other- hand, the real 
poetry o f the Saundarananda becomes “  part o f  the furniture o f  the mind'-” , 
and nobody who has read the fine verses from XV, 32-30 is likely’ to forget 
them. But such verses are rare, and Abhinava may well have classified the 
whole poem as "  didactic ” , thus dismissing it from serious literary considera
tion, for the philosophical passages are o f  interest to the believer and to the 
scholar, but not to the sahrdaya. But this is mere speculation.

With Ànanavardhana, however, we pass into the realm o f  certainty. 
The influence o f  the Dhvanyähka on Abhinava cannot be exaggerated. "W e 
can safely say that the two greatest works in Indian literary criticism arè the 
Dhvanyàloka and Abhinava’ s commentary on it, the Locano. There are few 
ideas in the D. Al. which Abhinava has not assimilated, often by dealing with 
them in a more subtle manner. Those ideas however for which he owes less 
to  Ânanda, will be dealt with in the section on Abhinava himself.' Here we 
Should like to call attention to certain key terms, which stand for important 
concepts, from the D. AL which might-escape the notice o f  a hurried readei*.. 
These are the terms which seem to us most important to Abhinava’s theo
ries. Before doing so, wc should remember what dhvani is not. There; is  
nothing imprecise, or vague about dhvani, as many Western, writers have 
erroneously supposed, misled by the connotations o f  the word “ suggestive’ ’ 
in English. The concept is not a subjective one. There is nothing ineffable 
about dhvani. It is important to realise this. Ânanda in fact spends a good 
deal o f energy in refuting the anäkhyeyavädins, those who claim that, if 
suggestion exists at all, it is beyond the realm o f  speech. 2 Both vasludhvani 
and alankàradhvani can be paraphrased, without losing their status as 
poetry ( though of course they are no longer cases o f  dhvani by definition ), 
but rasadhvani cannot. In fact, if we were to state what is the single most 
important characteristic feature o f  rasadhvani, we would say that it is the 
inability to lend itself to paraphrase. The' reason this is so. has to.do with

-  ̂ J . ,-.v
1. G. B o a s , €t Philosophy and Poetry  ” , W h e a to n  C o lle g e , M ass. 1932, p. 9.

2. T h e  p o s it io n  o f  th o  anühhytyavâdim  is g iv e n  a t th e  b e g in n in g  o f  th e D  .
A l.  p . 33 ( B. ed. ) : î [ [ f i Kî i pf r ^t
frW 1 I “  S om e  w h oso  m in d s  sh ied  a w a ÿ  fro m  a tt e m p t in g  a d e fin it io n  d e c la r e d

th a t th e truth  o f  dh ran i la y  o u ts id e  th e  rea lm  o f  s p e e c h , and c o u ld  o n ly  be  in te r n a lly  
re a lis e d  b y  a  so n s it iv e  re a d e r . ”  A n a n d a  r e p lie s  to  thiis a t th e  v e r y  en d  o f  th e  first 
Uddyota ( a ft e r  K. 2 2 ) .  A g a in  a t th o  en d  o f  th e  th ir d  Uddyota , Â n a n d a  òÓraea t a c k  
to  th e ir  v iew s , in fo r m in g  us th a t  th e  B u ddliU L s c la im  th a t  a ll th in g s  are  b e y on d  d e f i 
n it io n  ( p. 519, B. ed . ). N o te  th a t  th e  hârihàs th em se lv e s  n e v e r  r e p ly  t o  th e  anàkhÿbÿit* 
Vf%da. In  th e  th ird  Uddyota  ( p . 403 , an d  a lso  p. 5 1 7 -518  }  Â n a n d a , p e rh a p s  b o r r o w in g  
from  Vë kyapadiya  I. 35, sa y s  th a t  o n ly  a je w e l le r 'c a n  r e c o g n is e  th e  tr u e  v a lu e  o f  g e m s  
^ au d  w h eth er  th e y  aro g e n u in e  o r  s y n th e t ic  ).
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Ànanda’s theory o f  the different functions that words fulfill in literature. We- 
will deal with this only briefly, for while it is essential to Abhinava, it is an 
area about which the reader can find reliable information with no great diffi
culty. 1 In essence it is this : Ànanda inherited from older works, two 
functions o f  words, abhidhà and laksatp. Abhidhä is denotation, the literal 
meaning o f  any utterance. Laksam is more complex ( it has often been mis
understood ), but can be translated as secondary usage, including metaphori
cal usage. The time-honoured example, unfortunately not so simple to under
stand as has been thought, is : gamgayhm ghosah, literally : "  In the Ganges 
is a village o f  cow-herders. ”  If this sounds absurd in English so does it in 
Sanskrit, for the locative is not normally used in the sense o f proximity. By 
“  in the Ganges ”  is therefore meant “  near the Ganges ” , i. e. "  on the banks 
o f  the Ganges ” . This meaning ( known as the laksyàrtha, as opposed to the 
abhidheyàrtha ) is reached through laksanâ. Until the time o f Ànanda, these 
were the only two functions ( apart from tàtparya with which we are not 
concerned here) which writers, either on literature or philosophy, recognised. 
Änandavardhana revolutionised the field o f  poetics by adding a third func
tion, hitherto completely unsuspected : vyanjanä or “  suggestiveness This 
sabdavyäpära or “  linguistic function ”  is active in all the three types o f  
suggestion mentioned above. Both Ànanda and Abhinava spend a great deal 
o f  time justifying this function and defending it against detractors. 1 2 3 They 
did this so successfull that, after one or two major critics ( Kuntaka and 
Mahimabhatta ), this function was universally acknowledged, and one finds 
no major work written after the eleventh century in which the author does 
not use it as an important element in his own theories on literature. To our 
mind, Abhinava’ s major contribution to this doctrine was to show that rasa 
is not niyata, i. e. "  necessary ” , thus differing from arthapatti ( presumption, 
as used by Mukulabhatta in the Abhidhàvrttimàtrkà) and from anutmna, 
which are logical processes. Direct statements “  produce ”  results. Thus the 
phrase putras te jätah? “ A son has been born to you ” , "produces”  delight. 
This is not the case with aesthetic delight, which, according to Ànanda and 
Abhinava, can only be “  suggested ” . But there are a great many other 
ideas in the D. AL not nearly so well-known, which must have exercised a 
certain fascination for Abhinava, as they still do for us, one thousand years 
later. The most important o f  these ( and certainly the least recognised by 
modern writers ) goes by the name o f svasabdaniveditatva. It is closely relat-

1. S ee th e  e x c e l le n t  c h a p te r  on  m e ta p h o r  in  K . K u ju n n i R a ja , In d ia n  Theo
rie» o f  Meaning, M a d ras , 1963.

2. A b h in a v a  has a lo n g  d e fe n c e  in th e  Locana, p. 5 5 -7 0  ( B . ed . ). T h e  v e r y  
lo n g  c o m m e n ta r y  ( p. 401 -457  ) in  th e  D. A L ,  th ird  Uddyola, a lso  is c o n c e r n e d  w ith  th is .

3. Lootma, p . 79, 80, 83.

IV
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ed to the idea o f vyahjam. Can an emotion be conjured up by simply nam
ing it ? 1 When an author attempts to charge a situation with sensuality, for 
example, is it sufficient for a man to say to a woman : “  I want to sleep with 
you ”  ? If a character says to someone : “  I love you ” , 2 this may or may 
not be the case, but as readers o f literature we demand proof, and the only 
proof relevant to literature is the actual suggestion o f the emotion in the work. 
Simple profession is not enough. Surely the great fault o f  Thomas Mann’s 
46 Magic Mountain ”  is that while the first half o f  the book successfully 
creates the atmosphere o f a sanatorium removed from the preoccupations o f  
ordinary existence, the second half, in which Mann deals with philosophical 
and political ideas, fails to come to life. It is too intellectualised, too explicit- 
Mann seems to be writing essays, not literature. Settembrini’s long dis
courses only arouse impatience to get on to the real fictional elements o f  the 
work. Änanda saw this clearly ( is he perhaps the first recorded literary 
critic to do so ? ) : “  In a poem in which there is no description o f the 
vibhàvas, etc., but a simple use o f  the word “  love ” , etc., how can there 
possibly be the slightest imaginative experience (on the part o f  the reader) ? ” 3 

Abhinava was deeply impressed by this doctrine, as he tells us in the A. Bh. : 
"  It has been shown by the author o f  the dhvani (-àloka) and others, that rasas, 
etc., are never conveyed by the mere naming of the emotion ( to be suggest
ed ). This can be ascertained from my exposition called the Locana on the 
Sahfdayhloka.”  4 It is this doctrine that has led Änanda to emphasise the 
extreme importance o f the suggested element ( vyahgyartha ) in literature, over 
and above the explicit element ( väcyärtha ). The whole first Uddyota o f  the 
D. AL is devoted to establishing the existence o f this suggested element, and 
to underlining its supreme place in poetry. At times, in fact, this seems 
excessive, for it often leads Änanda to give critical acclaim to a poem that 
we should judge less satisfactory5 and to deride a poem that we should

1. N o te  w h a t A b h in a v a  says in th e  Locana,, p . 51, th a t  rasa is a n ev er  even
in a dream  svaéabdaviìcya, ”  I

2. T h ere  is a w h o le  c la ss  o f  lite ra tu re  d e v o te d  to  s a y in g  th is sam e th in g , on  
th e  p a r t  o f  w om en , b y  su g g e s tio n . T h e y  are  a lw a y s , as in D . AL  p. 71, ca ses  o f  
vastudhvani.

3. D. A l.  p . 83 : ^  1% K IK  i.l I 'A

4. a . n i,., V o i. I , p. 343 : ^ ìj ^ m P 'T W ì  w i < k r  I
1 T h e  o n ly  nam es th a t  A b h in a v a  

uses fo r  th e  D. AL  are kâvyâloka ( “  l ig h t  on  p o e t r y  ”  ) and sahrdayâloka ( “  l ig h t  f o r  
th e  sen s it iv e  rea d er  ”  ). T h e  nam e dhranyäloka  is th u s  a c tu a lly  a m isn om er.

5. W e  th in k  o f  th e  v erse  : ^ u j j  1 efcc* g iv e n  on
p, 137 o f  th e  / ) ,  A L  as an e x a m p le  o f  avivaksitavacyadhrani, an d  w h ich  is s u r e ly

(  Continued on next page
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prefer aesthetically, on the simple grounds that one contains suggestion and 
the other lacks it. But as Ânanda was the very first critic in literary history 
to have perceived the existence o f the suggested sense, we must not complain 
if he is carried away by enthusiasm at his discovery. 1 There is however one 
place in the D. AL where Änanda makes a very significant concession which 
has been for the most part overlooked by the later tradition : in the first 
Uddyota o f  the D. AL he says that an emotional evocation can be “  directly 
and explicitly stated”  if this statement is merely a recapitulation ( anumda•) 
o f what has already been suggested.2

' A doctrine which Änanda never developed into a specific theory, but 
which is nonetheless discernible from various passages and their underlying 
assumptions in the D. AL is the autonomy o f  literary experience. A  poem 
creates its own world, and must be consistent only with itself. It owes only 
token allegiance to the outside world. The values o f life are not necessarily 
the values o f literature. Änanda says, very explicitly, in an important passage 
in the third Uddyota, that questions o f truth and falsity simply do not apply 
to imaginative literature :

“  In the field o f  poetry where we perceive suggested elements, truth 
( satya ) and falsity ( asatya ) are pointless. To examine ( literature ) through 
( the usual ) valid means o f cognition would simply lead to ridicule. ” 3

The criteria by which we judge literature, he explains, are not those 
which we apply in our everyday life. This theory culminates in the famous 
doctrine o f  aucitya, literally "  propriety ” . He develops this concept at very 
great length in the third Uddyota, and culminates by saying :

“  Except for impropriety, there is no other source o f harming rasa. 
The highest secret ( upanisad) o f  rasa is following well-known (canons) o f 
propriety. ” 4

Continued from previous page )
in fe r io r ,  aB lite ra tu re , to  th e  verse  q u o te d  ou  p. I K  :

Wrier: cT̂ ntr «T WT*m: n
w h ich  is o n ly  an e x a m p le  o f  gunibhfdavyangya.

1. A c r it ic is m  le v e lle d  b y  his d e tr a c to r s  in an a m u sin g  lin e  in th e  D. A l f>
p. 25 ; enr fasr: i

2. I). A l.  p. 81 : çn  ( n am ely  g  cTcfcTT I

3. D. -42. p. 455 ; ^  ^SflìRTlcTRT

4. D. A l.  p . 330 :

s r f H S l f ^ R i g  W f'TW f-T O TO  II
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What Ânanda means by aucitya is not however what we associate 
with the word “  proper Space does not permit us to go into the issue 
here, 1 but at least one application o f the theory, o f great relevance to modern 
literature, should be briefly touched upon. This is the question o f  obscenity. 
The problem centres around the very beautiful eighth chapter o f  the Kumära- 
sambhava in which Kalidasa describes the love-making o f  Siva and Pàrvatî. 
Now Ânanda points out that this is tantamount to describing the love-mak
ing o f one’s own parents, 3 4 since Ssiva and Pârvati are considered in mytho
logy to be the father and mother o f  the world. Ânanda, from the same 
passage, 3 leaves us in no doubt that the passage is "  obscene ”  ( asabhya ). 
But this does not mean either that it should be censored ( a question Ânanda 
never even considered, for it would be considered hubris to do more than 
make literary judgments; an actual “ judge ” , deciding what people should or 
should not read, would be distasteful and indeed unthinkable in ancient 
India, as hopefully it is coming to seem to us today ) or that it is not great 
literature. The description may be obscene ( asabhya ) but it is not vulgar 
( gràmya ), i. e. it may offend some people’s notion of propriety, but it is not 
on that account unrefined or without value. The reason, Ânanda tells us, is 
the literary skill with which the description is made. Kalidasa was a consum
mate artist, and this is all that need concern the literary critic. Questions o f  
morality are simply absurd. (Though one might sympathise, partially, with 
Kenneth Tynan when he pleads that he should be allowed to criticise a play 
o f  Ionesco on moral grounds : “  If a man tells me something which I believe 
to be an untruth, am I forbidden to do more than congratulate him on the 
brilliance o f  his lying ? ”  2 i ) Here is Ànanda’s remarkable passage : “  How 
is it that in such cases sensitive critics do not find the subject-matter utterly 
lacking in literary beauty ( càrutva) ? It is because (what would ordinarily 
be considered a blemish ) is cancelled out ( lit. concealed-tirohita ) by artistic 
genius ( kavi'sakti ). For there are two kinds o f  blemishes ( dosa ) : ( 1 ) that 
due to the lack o f intellectual refinement ( avyutpatti ) on the part o f  the poet, 
and ( 2 )  that due to the absence o f  genius ( sakti). Now the fault that is 
due to a lack o f  intellectual refinement can sometimes be passed over by 
grace o f ( the poet’ s inborn ) genius. But a fault due to lack o f  genius will 
very quickly obtrude itself (o n  the attention o f the reader) . . .  And so for 
example, great poets can describe the well-known sexual love, etc., among 
the very highest gods, and although they are improper, nonetheless, due to

]. See R a g h a v a n , “  Some Concepts of tho A la n k iira  Sä s tra ” , “ A u c i t y a ” , 
p. 194-257 , M a d ras , 1942.

2. 2). A i.  p . 332  : ^  fà îf  I

3. D. Al. p. 332 : g r K T W w p i ;  1

4. See the Loudon Observer for the week of June 5, 1968,
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the saving power o f their genius, such descriptions do not strike us as ( at 
all ) vulgar. An example is the description o f the love-makiug o f Pàrvati 
(  and Siva ) in the Kumärasambhava. ” 1

Another semina! idea o f  importance for Abhinava’s later theories was 
the critical equipment necessary to appreciate this “  suggested sense Kàrikà 
7 o f  the first Uddyota, has this remarkable verse :

“  ( The suggested sense ) cannot be known merely through lexicography 
or through grammar. Only those concerned with the very essence o f poetry 
have access to it. ” 2

Here the author o f  the Kàrikàs is criticising what was until his time 
the very staple o f  the literary critic : technical knowledge. Reading through 
the works written before the D. AL, one is struck by the extraordinary percep
tion o f  this remark. Dandin, Vâmana, Udbhata and Bhàmaha are unbend
ing in their concern with the technicalities o f  the language, with metre, with 
grammar,3 and, especially, with figures o f speech. One is reminded o f  the 
situation today, where the battle still continues between the “  academics ”  
.who insist on the importance, for understanding a work, o f  peripheral know
ledge, and the “  new ”  critics ( a term Ananda uses o f  his school ) who insist 
on the autonomy and self-sufficiency o f the poem. The difference, o f  course, 
is that it could be taken for granted that anybody in ancient India who was 
interested in Sanskrit poetry automatically came armed with elaborate train
ing in purely formal disciplines : grammar, prosody, logic. But Ananda 
was the first to demand that another element be introduced : literary sensiti
vity. He was concerned with essentials, with the aesthetic impact o f  the work 
o f art. This was revolutionary, but in a sense it never had the impact on 
later critical writers that one would expect it to have. The one great critic 
to assimilate this principle into his own literary criticism is Abhinava him
self. For only Ananda and Abhinava concerned themselves with wider 
issues o f  literary criticism. Thus in the fourth Uddyota4 o f  the D. Al.

1. D. At. p. 316-317 :

ft  l ri^nsgc'iftificft tfa: ic-Kifa^r sreqft i
q w ifo fê f i  thr: b n'fctcf stcfNm...........cr«rr ft

ït r «r^  *  irfeprrafr i qwr jirrcw t ttfrpfFr- 
I
2. D. Al. p. 93 :

*T t«let I

. 3. S ee "  G ram m aire  e t P o é t iq u e  en S a n s k r i t ”  b y  L. R en ou , Etudes Védiques
et Päniniennea, T o m e  V I I I ,  P u b lica tion s  d e  l ’ In s t itu t  d e  C iv ilisa tion  In d ien n e  
P aris , 1961.

4. D .A l. p. 529.
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Ànanda judges both the Ràmàyana and the Mahàbìiàrata as whole works o f  
literature. :

Later authors were content to simply enumerate once again the various 
technical factors in a given poem. Abhinava o f course carried on the 
tradition o f  Ànanda by focusing on fundamental questions o f  the philosophy 
o f  aesthetics. Though he was followed in this by all later writers, he was 
the last to make any contribution to the field. What he had to say was new 
and intellectually daring. Later writers simply repeat his ideas, usually in a 
simplified form. But it seems to us very likely that Abhinava was encourag
ed to take this wider view because o f the example that Ananda set for him.

Another idea which Abhinava must have first assimilated from Ananda 
is the extraordinary importance ascribed to the poet. Not importance in the 
worldly sense o f  the term, but his autonomy, his ability to create new worlds'. 
This too was an idea barely foreshadowed in earlier criticism. Ananda states 
his position in two very exceptional verses, which have impressed themselves 
on the imagination o f  all later writers :

“  In the shoreless world o f  poetry, the poet is the unique creator. 
Everything becomes transformed into the way he envisions it.

If the poet is emotionally moved (lit. “  in love ” ) in his poems, then 
the whole world is infused with rasa. But if he be without an interest in the 
senses ( vitaräga ), then everything will become dry ( nirasa ) . ’ * 1

1. D. A l.  p . 4 9 8 :

^ffofo;: inmrfrr: i 
2 4̂7$ fo4  cTH Mfadcl II 
5WTÛ r̂Tifo: -Jtlci Ctl*  ̂ -»iMn. I
F ^icron^îfRH *foïfo gg. n

T h e se  v e rse s  are  q u o t e d  in  th e  A gnipnrâna  339 , 10 -11 , Â n a n d â g ra m a  ed . 
A b h in a v a  e x p l i c i t y  9 tates th a t  th ese  verse9  are  b y  A n a n d a  in th o  A . Uh. V o l .  I , p . 296 :

cf?T —1 3EWTÛ 9 NHfa 1
So th ere  can  b e  no d o u b t  th a t  th e  A g n ip u r â u a  h as b o r r o w e d  th e  v erses  from  

Â u a o d a  an d  n o t  v ic e  versa .
N o te  a lso  th e  fine  verge  q u o t e d  im m e d ia te ly  a fte r  th e se  tw o  :

«isrfRTfcr qîfë grifo: rrfo ç r f t w  h
“  A  g r e a t  p o e t ,  a t h is o w n  w il l ,  ca u ses  ev en  in a n im a te  o b je c t s  to  b e h a v e  as i f  

th e y  w e re  a n im a te  o b je c t s  an d  a n im a te  o b je c t s  to  b e h a v e  as if  th e y  w e re  in a n im a t e ” *
N o te  th a t  A b h in a v a  ( p . 499 ) ta k es  Srùgûra  iu th e  s e c o n d  s ta n za  to  be an 

upalaksana f o r  a ll th e  o th e r  rana*.
W e  sh o u ld  n o t  in te r p r e t  vita ràga  to  m ean  cairàgyavat an d  ta k e  it  to  b e  a 

c o v e r t  r o fe r o n c e  t o  &7n£circ*$n. F o r  i f  th is  w ere  s o ,  nirasam  w o u ld  m a k e  n o  sen se  e v en  
in  its  p u n n ed  m e a n in g . Vitaràga  h ere  s im p ly  m oa n s  a p o e t  n o t  in te r e s te d  in  rana9 
e m o t io u a lly  u n in v o lv e d . T h e  s e c o n d  h a lf  o f  th e  v e r s e , t h e r e fo r e ,  m ean s th a t i f  th e  
p o e t  is n o t  v e r y  g o o d  ( n o t  a liv e  to  th e  e x te rn a l w o r ld  ) ho w ill  n o t  bo  a b le  to  in v e s t  
h is  p o e t r y  w ith  a n y  rea l in te r e s t .



a b a in a y a ’ s p h il o s o p h y  o p  a e s t h e t ic s 13

Abhinava echoes this in his famous remark on poetic imagination 
( pratibhà) in the Abhinavabhàrati :

“  The poet is like Prajapati, from whose will this world arises. For the 
poet is endowed with a power to create wondrous and unheard o f  things. 
This power arises from the grace o f  Para Vak ( “  Highest Speech ”  ), which is 
just another name for poetic imagination ( pratibhà ), which has its seat in 
the poet’ s own heart, and which is eternally in creative motion (udita)."1 
It follows from this that for both Änanda and Abhinava, there could be no 
end to this creative imagination and to the actual poetic situations it could 
envisage. This is the theme of a whole section at the beginning o f the fourth 
Uddyota o f the D. Al., where we are told that there is no end to the 
themes o f poetry, as long as one is endowed with poetic imagination. 2 He 
gives a beautiful simile :

"  Even though subjects may have been already used, thanks to the fact 
that they are associated with imaginative experience ( rasa) in literature, they 
all appear new, just as trees appear new during the honey-m onths 
( spring ). ” 3

c. There is no end to the novelty o f poetic themes,4 no way o f exhaust
ing the subject-matter o f  poetry :

*' Thousands upon thousands of poets as eminent as Vàcaspati himself 
might use ( various ) subjects ( in their poetry ), and yet, like primordial 
world-matter, they cannot be exhausted. ” s

This is a healthy emphasis on the primacy o f the external world, and 
how it must always form the poet’s major source of material. 8

One is reminded o f the passage from the Avimàraka : "  How lovely is 
the great variety o f  this world ! ” 7 This agrees with the emphasis the kàrikâs
-3= . -------

1. A. Bh., V o l. I ,  p. 4 :

SMIMrlT'H y  f a c i l i t i :  I
S ee  a lso  th e P ra k r it  verse q u o te d  b y  Ä n a n d a  ìq  th e  lourfch Uddyola, D. A l. p .527 .
2. D . A l.  p. 537 :

*r i iv. 8..
3. D. A l.  p. 528 :

arfa ^h m k ì is t ^  I

H t  H3T HgHTH 53 5*TT: II I V .  4.
4. D. Al. I V ,  6.
5. D. Al. I V . 1 0 :

T»R3TT HT ÇHT HTH ST fm ^ T rlIfrcf II
6. S ee  a lso  N&, I. 119 ( G. O. S. e d it io n , p . 42 ).
7. D o v a d h a r ’s e d it io n  o f  the B hûsa p la y s , p. 132 : aho vicitrasvabhävatä

(  Continued on next page
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place upon love, o f  all the rasas (note that SR is never mentioned specifi
cally in any kärikä o f  the D. Al. ). In the second Uddyota when the gunas 
( linguistic qualities ) are being discussed, madhurya “  delicacy ”  is emphasis
ed : *' love alone is very delicate, for it is the most pleasing among all the 
rasas. ” 1 This is so, we are told, because "  the mind, in love, becomes 
exceedingly sensitive (is  m oved ) . ” 2 It is surely this emphasis3 that has 
led Abhinava, in the A. Bh., to make a profound philosophical definition o f  
love. This occurs under NS. VI. 45, where Abhinava has a very long 
comment on Bharata’s definition o f srhgararasa. The section is, for the most 
part, very corrupt. However one passage can be translated :

“  Someone objected as follows : how can there be only one rasa 
( srhgara ) when there are so many different kinds o f  love ( rati ) according 
to the literary character in whom ( love ) exists ? The person objecting thus 
is not ( really ) acquainted with love. For all love is only one. It (ex ists) 
where there is not the separation o f the one ( 7-ekaviyoga) ( from the other ), 
because there is a mutual ( commingling ) o f  consciousness. This is why 
( Bharata ) said : uttamayuvaprakrtih ( this refers to p. 301, Vol. I o f  the NS : 
sä ca stripurusahetukä uttamayuvaprakrtih ) : “ he is noble ”  and “  she is 
noble ”  and so we get the dual compound uttamau. The same is true o f  
yuvànau ( i. e. “  he is young and she is young ”  and so the dual compound ). 
Now the word uttamayuva in this context refers to their consciousness ( i. e. 
their minds ), and not to their bodies. For this concept ( viz. nobility ), from 
the highest point o f  view, applies only to consciousness.. . ,,4:

Continued from previous page )
jagatah. Cf. A u d e n , in th e  Neio Republie, Dec. 9, 1967 : “ If to d a y , it  seem s t o  m e, 
th e  w o rd  “ r e a l ”  can  be U9ed a t a ll, th e  onlj* w o r ld  w h ich  is  real fo r  u s, as th e  
w o r ld  in  w h ich  a ll o f  n st in c lu d in g  s c ie n t is ts , a re  b o rn , w o r k , lo r e ,  h a te , a n d  d ie ,  is 
th e  p r im a ry  p h en om en a l w o r ld  as it is and a lw a y s  has been  p r e se n te d  to  us th ro u g h  
o u r  sen ses , a w o r ld  in w h ic h  th e  sun  m o v e s  a cro s s  th e  sk y  fro m  ea st to  w e s t , th e  
s ta rs  a re  h u n g  in th e  v a u lt  o f  h ea v en , th e  m ea su re  o f  m a g n itu d e  is th e  hum an 
b o d y , a n d  o b je c t s  are e ith e r  in m o t io n  o r  a t r e s t ” . I t  is c le a r  th a t th is lo v e  f o r  th e  
h u m an , fo r  th e  p a r t ic u la r  a n d  th e  im p e r fe c t  ( c f .  B a lza c  : °  B le sse d  a re  th e  im p e r fe c t  
f o r  th e irs  is th e  k in g d o m  o f  lo v e  ”  ) is m u ch  c lo s e r  to  th e  h ea r ts  o f  In d ia n  p o o ts  th an  o f  
In d ia n  p h ilo s o p h e r s .

J- w  ç?  irgr: TC sr$K«ìl l D■ Al->u -.7-
2- 3TT̂ m i D- At., 1 1 . 8.
3. See a ls o  III. 28 :

“ Especially in Srngâra, for it is the most delicate of all the rasas” , See 
also D. Al. II. 11 and II. 15.

4. A. Uh. Vo). 1, p. 302 :
w  I I cefq- uraî m wr w :  i o^ fW îr  *  i 3Ft sfr-

(  Continued on next page
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The above is meant only to give an idea o f  Ànandn’s influence. The 
actual influence o f  the D. Al, has been far more extensive than we are able 
to indicate here. We have not, for instance, dealt with such important 
themes as pràdhànya, “  predominance ” , and its importance for judging the 
status o f  a given poem, or o f  Ânanda’ s new ideas on figures o f  speech, or on 
sahghatanä ( linguistic structure ). But what we have said should suffice to 
give the reader an idea both o f the remarkable profundity o f  some o f the 
views o f  the Dhvanyàloka, and o f their importance for Abhinava’s philosophy 
o f  aesthetics.

B h a t t a t a u t a

Bhattatauta, Abhinava’ s teacher1 o f  dramatic theory, wrote a work 
entitled the Kàvyakautuka,* 2  now lost. On this work Abhinava wrote a 
commentary, also lost. It is thus not possible to determine just how many 
o f  Abhinava’s ideas come from Bhattatauta. He quotes him often in the
A. Bh., but many o f  the passages are too corrupt to understand. However, 
it is clear that Bhattatauta emphasised the drama ( over and above lyric 
poetry ). Thus Abhinava says :

”  ( Our ) teacher says that rasa arises in a poem when there arises an 
experience ( on the part o f  the reader) that is similar to direct perception 
( pratyaksa ) (o f a drama ). Thus he says in the Kàvyakautuka :

Continued fro m  previous page )
i srw siÌT rirT  i ^  i i h  3  1

Cf. A b h in a v a g u p ta ’ s rem ark s  a b o u t  lo v e  in th e  Loçana , p . 205 :

tÂTT fç 4 I*HIW flcT ^ «T
Ti" i 3ï^t i f f *  I i r g f r  f r  * i< k r î« w i

f4n%TTÎSfWRvTT 3T 3T 1 HKIcitri l <=l rM 'X vfl ^  ST̂ Tcf |
“  F o r  th ere  is  an u n b rok en  p r o p e n s ity  fo r  lo v e  in a ll c r e a tu r e s , g o d s , a n im a ls , men e t c .  
A n d  so  th ere  is n o  c re a tu re  w h o  is n o t  (c a p a b le  o f )  r e s p o n d in g  s y m p a th e t ic a l ly  to  lo v e . 
E v en  an a s c e t ic  can  find a e s th e t ic  d e l ig h t  in ( d e s c r ip t io n s  o f  ) lov e . A n d  so  it  is c a lle d  
“  d e l ig h t fu l  ”  ( m a d h u ra  ). F o r  a sw ee t d ish  su ch  as su g a r  c a n d y  e t c . ,  w hen it  fa lls  on  
th e  to n g u e  o f  a d is c r im in a t in g  p erson  o r  a n o n -d is c r im in a t in g  p e r o sn , a h ea lth y  m an o r  
a s ick  m an , w ill im m e d ia te ly  b e  p lea su ra b le

1. G e n e ra lly  w h en ev er  th e term  upâdhyâya is used in th e  A. Bh. it re fe rs  
to  B h a tta ta u ta .

2* 1 A . Bh. V o l. 1, p. 37 ; th is  is
in th e  c o n t e x t  o f  w h a t c o n s t itu te s  “ im it a t io n ”  in th e  dram a. A b h in a v a  a lso  w r o te  

a co m m e n ta ry  on  th is  wrork  : B  ^

cR ^cìf^FT C  i. e. f ) TJ^1T^rl%5rRT Locana, p. 394.

S ee  V. R a g h a v a n , (< A u th o rs  Q u oted  in  th e  Abhinavahhûrati J. O. /?. V o l . 6, 
M adras, 1932.
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“  In a poem that is not enacted, it is not possible to have a ( true ) 
aesthetic experience ( äsväda ). When things ( bltäva ) such as gardens, one’s 
beloved, the moon, etc., are well and elegantly described by a polished ima« 
gination, then they appear as if they are actually taking place before our very 
eyes ( i. e. as if we saw them acted out )

Abhinava improves on this :
“ ___ the actions o f  the actor have been devised in order that the

spectator might obtain an aesthetic experience that is appropriate to direct 
perception ( as in the drama ), This is why Bharata has sanctioned the use 
o f  music, etc., in order to break the knots o f  the heart that is filled with the 
anger and sorrow indigenous to it. For the text ( the Nätyasästra ? ) includes 
everything ( or : is meant for all people ). Therefore, rasas are only found in 
dramas, and not in the everyday world. This is what ( Bharata ) means ( to 
say ). And poetry is nothing other than drama ” . 2

But what is most significant for us, is the term pratibhä. It is clear 
from the quotations by later writers that Bhattatauta was greatly preoccupied 
with this term and the concepts that lay behind it. Hemacandra quotes three 
verses from Bhattatauta :

“  It has been said that there can be no poet who is not ( also ) a seer. 
And a man ( becomes ) a seer because o f his “  vision ”  ( darsana ). Vision is 
the knowledge o f the truth o f  the nature and properties o f  various things. 
A man is said in the iâstra to be a poet only because o f vision. A man is said 
to be a poet in the world when he has both vision and (the power o f )  
description. This is why, although the first poet ( Vàlmïki ) was always gifted 
with a clear vision, as long as he did not actually describe ( things ) he was 
not known as a poet ( but only as a sage ) ” . 3

1. A . Bh. Voi. p. 290 s

‘ s«PTfqm: i
y«rM<fiRTP=i-5 isti w t : n ’ fieri

2. A. Bh. Vol. I, p. 291 :

ïhrt<T*ri( % > * ? miWH«rièn4rq«îwrarai «ri*wssr»i: r p  w i  ^

ïfrêïïftTÎ̂ rr ^ gfwT fttfw  i It vraifriri «w it  i
îf êffa l ^  «rr*lîrq I See Addenda.

3. Hemacandra, Kâvyânuêâaana, p. 432, Parikb and Kulkarni’s second edition, 
( Bombay, 1964 ) :

( Continued on next page
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TheJKaumud'i on the Locana quotes a very important verse that might 
well come from the Kävyakautuka :

“  There are two paths o f  the goddess o f  speech : one is the hàstra, and 
the other is poetry ( kavikarma ). The first o f  these arises from intellectual 
ability ( prajm ), and the second from genius ( pratibhä ) ” .1

This propels us to the heart o f a great controversy, the tension between 
** inspiration ”  and “  learning ” .s For pratibhä not only means creative, or 
poetic imagination, it also means “  genius ” , or “  inspiration The term to 
which it is generally opposed is vyutpatti, “  learning ” , “  intellectual refine
ment The dichotomy is very old in Sanskrit poetics. It held a particular 
fascination for Abhinava, for it involved him in one o f  his life-long pre
occupations : the relation between philosophy and poetry. In a sense one can 
look at this dichotomy as finally touching the most famous dichotomy o f  
all, that between the followers o f the old school o f poetics who believed in 
the paramount importance o f  alahkaras and gunas, and the new dhvani 
school. For the older school emphasises the hard work that must go into 
creation, the need for being properly schooled. The new school on the other 
hand, emphasises imagination, 3 inspiration, rasa and dhvani. This is expressed 
in the famous kärikä o f  the Dhvanyäloka where it is said that figures o f

C on tin u ed  f r o m  p r ev io u s  p a ge )  

rT*TT ( sic ) :
ïTFïft: SftàfcfrfPîftAI fäR5T I

H clT«K*î«l&>t 3 TF§lg vfeîl: 1

?r*n f t  i
«ÎYÎHfll1 JffàcTT qWwlMI H II

1. K a u m u d ï , K . Sastri’s edition of the D . A l . p. 170:
è fro  ^ ïï: ^ ^ i
Miit'Tîî îrîcnhwrf^îirt u

This verse is quoted as the motto to a very tine article by T. N. Sreekantiya, 
“ Imagination in Indian Poetics ” , I ,  / / .  Q. Vol. X III, No. 1, p. 1937. There he says: 
“ Quoted by Vidyâdharacakravartin in his commentary on the K â vyap ra kâ ka  (T rivan 
drum Edition Part I, p. 14). I am indebted to Dr. V. Raghavan of Madras for this 
reference. ”

2. E. I. Dnndin K D t I. 103. M a h â b h â ra ta } X II. 260. 1. W e even find the 
dichotom y in the Pali texts, e. g. Aiigutta7'a  N ik â y a  IL 230 where four types of poets 
&Fe described ( Gintakavi, sutakavi, atthakavi and p atibhânak avi ) of which the last type, 
naturally superior, writes from “  seizure ”  as it were.

3. The term pratibhä  is often used in the D . A l . e. g. I. 6 :

also, IV . 6 : liiuU 1
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speech will come without any effort to the poet concerned with rasadhvani} 
O f course Ànanda himself was not unaware o f the importance o f  gunas and 
alahkaras ; it is only that for him and for Abhinava, they constitute the body, 
the externals o f  poetry. The argument is not confined to India. It is a 
matter o f  controversy whether a "  creative writing course ”  is o f  any use to 
the young writer or not. There are those who argue that nobody ever learns 
anything from such artificial attempts to instil talent into students. Howard 
Nemrov once said in conversation that the only thing he really felt he should 
tell his class on creative writing was : "  Why don’ t you write well ? Why 
aren’t you good ? ”  On the other hand, there is general agreement that such 
classes do often manage to teach the already gifted student certain technical 
skills.

The most famous line on pratibhä, first quoted by Abhinava and later 
by a great many writers, belongs to Bhattatauta. 2 It is : 8 “  Poetic imagina
tion is that ( form o f )  intelligence which shines with ever new scintillation ” .4 

The whole verse is quoted as far as we know, only by Vidyacakravartin, in his 
Sampradàyaprakàsini :

“  Remembrance is that which refers to an object o f  the past. Moti refers 
to something that is still in the future, buddhi deals with that which is present 
and prajm belongs to all three times ( past, present and future ). But pratibhä 
is that intelligence which shines with ever new scintillation. The poet is he 
who is skilful in descriptions animated by that ( pratibhä ). Poetry is that 
which the poet does ” . 5

There is o f  course a long tradition behind this word. The most famous 
quotation is perhaps the verse from Bhämaha that Abhinava quotes more 
than once :

1. II. 16 and vrtti thereon.
2. Several stanzas on p ra tibh ä  have been ascribed by Gnoli to Bhatlatanta : 

"  Three stanzas, quoted by Hemacandra and probably taken from Bhatta Tota ” , Gnoli( 
op . cit. p. X X X , Inb. But this is incorrect, since the verses are from Wahimabhatta’s 
V ya k tiv irek a , II. 117-119.

3. See also L o c a n a , p. 92 :
5Tl%vrr ST'i'NçjfaMtaScWT ÏT^T !

4. Hemacandra, p. 3 quotes the whole passage :
srsn sforni hwt i

cTpr
5. Vidyàcakravartin’s comm, on the K I \  the S a m p ra d â ya p ra k à a in ïi TSS. 

nos. 88 and 100, part I, p. 13 :
ïtfaçiniftjrHu I 

t o  îtqïï #hn$4ü u
The rest is as given in the preceding noto.
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“  Even a stupid man can learn the sàstra from the teachings o f  his 
professor. But poetry is only given to the person who has imaginative genius 
{pratibhà ) and that only once in a while ” .x

Abhinava and Bhattatauta must have known the fourth chapter o f  the 
Kàvyamimàmsà, most o f  which is given over to various views on pratibhà.2 
Râjasekhara defines it as : “  That which causes to appear in the mind the 
collections o f  words, the technique o f  alankàras, the caravans o f  meanings, 
the path o f  ( poetic ) expression, and other similar things as well ” . 3 He 
divides pratibhà into two sorts : ( 1 ) that which applies to poets ( kärayitri, or 
'* creative ”  ), and that (2 ) which applies to critics or readers ( bhàvayitrî ). 
“  Creative imagination is o f  three sorts : sahajà, “  inborn ” , àhàryà, “  ac
quired ” , and aupadesik'i, “  learned Poets too are divided into three 
classes, in accord with this scheme ( sàrasvata, àbhyàsika and aupadesika ). 
He has many interesting and unusual observations on critics and poets 
in the rest o f  the chapter as well. One thinks in particular o f  the two 
poets, blind from birth,4 who are nonetheless endowed with “  vision ”  
( pratibhà ).

But it is really only Abhinavagupta who enables the various insights 
into the nature o f  imagination to be coordinated into a philosophical whole, 
as we shall see when dealing with his philosophy o f  aesthetics in the next 
section. The fine image o f  Mahimabhatta was surely inspired by Abhinava’s 
philosophic views on imagination :

•* Pratibhà is that intellectual function o f the poet whose mind is con
centrated ( stimita ) on thinking about words and meanings that are appro
priate to rasas. It arises for a moment from the contact o f  the poet’ s mind 
with the essential nature ( o f  the Àtman ) .”

Ab h in a v a ’ s p h il o s o p h y  o f  a e s t h e t ic s

1. Bbâmahu, K â v y â la n k â ra , I, 5 :

5TF3T i

2. On pratibhà see also : V â m a n a t I , 3. 16; Y o g a s ü lr a , II, 36; also Kashmir 
Baiva literature, e. g. Somâuanda’s S iv a d r sti , II, 64 ( p. 76, K ST S , L IV , 1934); Vasn- 
gupta, S p a n d a k tìrik à , IV , 7. S e e  also L. Silburn, u V àlu la n â th a  b ü t r a ”  ( Paris, 1957 ) 
p. 14 and p. 38. See also Int. to Do’s ed. of the V a k ro k tijiv ita , pp. X X IV  IF. For the 
term in philosophy, see G. K aviraj, “  The Doctrine of P r a tib h à  in Indian Philosophy ” , 
A n n a ls  o f  the B . 0 . l i .  I . V ( 1923-24 ), p. 1 AT. and 113 ff.

3. K M .  ed. by C. D. Dalai and R. A. Sastry, revised ed. by Ramaswami 
Sastri Siromani, 3rd ed. Baroda, 1934, p. 11 :

err ht srfrnn i
U k lim d rg a  m ight also mean vacando r i t i , i. e. style.

4. op. c il . p. 12 sìtcF'TT: ^ r :  I
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“  It is that which makes the things that exist in all the three worlds 
seem as if they were right before our very eyes, and ( hence ) it is known as 
the third eye o f  Siva ” . 1

It is clear that the striking image in this verse is borrowed from 
passages in the D. ÀI.* Abhinava is also greatly concerned with pratibha 
as a philosophic concept. Thus we find it defined1 2 3 and very often referred 
to in his Tcmtràloka.4 5 6

BH ATTAN ÀYA KA

As we have noted under the passages quoted from Bhattanàyaka in 
the Locano passage from the second Uddyota,s Abhinava has very obviously 
taken many o f  his key notions on poetry from BN. The most important o f  
these is sàdhàranìkarana, the power which enables a situation in literature to 
abstract itself from its unique application to one individual, and to be univer
sally applicable. This is not a concept found in Anandavardhana, nor in the 
Nàtyakàstra. The word that BN uses for it is bhävanä. Abhinava® quotes 
the first line o f a verse that Hemacandra7 8 and Jayaratha* give in full :

“  ( There are three functions in poetry : ) abhidha ( denotation, which, 
for BN, includes laksanä as well ), bhävanä ( generalisation ), and the enjoy
ment that ensues. Both word and sense-figures belong to denotation. The 
whole collection o f (primary emotions such as) love, etc., arises from bhävanä.

1. V ya k tiv ivek a , II. 117-118, p. 452-453 ( Kashi Sanskrit Series 121 ) :

SFT <51 twRMdTT ïïffW îrfcPIT II
ht It  tffacr i

2. D . A l . p. 508 where the nana drsti is referred to, and also D . A l . p. 498, 
third verse.

3. T . A l . X III , 87.
4. G noli, quoting four very difficult stanzas from the T . A l .  ( X I, pp. 60-62 ),

remarks : 41 Abhinava .......stress (es ) the fact that p ra tib h ä  does not exhaust itself
in the poetical intuition, but is, iu a broader sense, the same consciousness, the 
same Self. In the majority of men it does not succeed in liberating itself from the 
chain of relationships and practical interests which condition and constrict it, but, in 
the poet, it burns with a purified light -  to shine out finally iu all its fullness in the 
intuition of the saints. ”  Gnoli, op. cil. p . LI. Further references in the T a n lrâ lo k a  
are X III . 90; 97; 101; 106; 112; 120 etc.

5. Below, we translate Abhinava’s brief summary of Bhattanàyaka^ views
on rasa.

6. A . Uh. Vol. 1, p. 277.
7. See Hemacandra, o p . ciL  p. 96. See also Chintamani, «  Fragments of 

Bhattanàyaka ”  J. O. R . vol. L p. 271. It is quoted in the R asaga n gâ dh a ra  p. 25 ( with 
the variant reading ta d b h og ik rtir e ta  ca. )

8. A la û h â r a sa rta sv a , p. 9.
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The accomplished man ( siddhimcmnarah ) is permeated by the form o f  the 
enjoyment o f  that. ” 1

O f course Bhattanàyaka2 was himself influenced by the D. Al. 
( though he is supposed to have written his Hfdayadarpana to demolish the 
idea o f  dhvani) in granting that there is an element in poetry beyond denota
tion and secondary usage. In one passage in the Locano, 3 Abhinava even 
says that BN is simply giving suggestion another name. But far more import
ant for Abhinava was BN’s views on religious ecstasy and poetry.

It may well be that Bhattanàyaka was the first person to make the 
famous comparison o f  yogic ecstasy and aesthetic experience. Unfortunately 
his Hrdayadarpam has been lost, and only quotations survive in the later 
Alahkära works. The Hrdayadarpana appears to have been either a com* 
tnentary on the Nàtyasàstra or an independent work criticising the theory o f  
dhvani in the course o f  which he had occasion often to quote from the NS, 
Abhinava quotes Bhattanàyaka frequently in the Locano,4 not always to 
disagree with him. It is clear from many o f  his remarks that he had a high 
respect for him.

The first passage we quote and translate is one o f  exceptional interest, 
that must certainly have been o f  great importance for Abhinava’s own theo
ries. It is found on p. 5 o f  the Abhinavabhàratì ( G. O. S. vol. I, 2 nd ed. ) 
and is a commentary on the opening verse o f  the Nàtyasàstra : 5

“  Bhattanàyaka8 however ( explains the verse as follows ) :

1 . w f w  =éTRTT ^ I
arfîm'T'ïPTïït cìct: ii

GTftsfr ^  i

W e are not certain about bh â va n â bh â vya h . Perhaps it should be translated 
as ** to  be reflected on in the mind by means of bhâvanü  ” , i. e, bhdpyah  would mean 
w to  be reflected on ” , bh â ran a yâ  b h â vya h .

2. On Bhattanàyaka see Gnoli, op. t i t ., p. X X . A lso Kane, H . S. P . p. 221- 
225. The date Gnoli gives is around Ô00 A. D. In any case he certainly lived after 
Anandavardhana in response to whose theory of d h va n i his own work seems to have 
been written.

3. See L o  ta n a  p. 188.
4. For all references in the L oca n a  to BN, Bee Kane, op . cit. p. 223.

5- f$iwr M t i
51̂ m %  sn?TÏÏT Il

6. U d h à h ria m t which simply means “ spoken”  is taken to be a pregnant use 
of the word by BN who interprets it as n d â h a ra n ïk rta m . The drama is like life. It 
is essentially unreal, and yet it affects us profoundly. Most im portant of all, it is

(  C o n tin u ed  on  n e x t page
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“  I shall ( now ) expound that drama which was promulgated* 1 by 
Brahman -  the highest Self -  as an illustration such that people might under
stand that worldly objects are insubstantial ( nissàrabheda ), fabricated ( as 
they are ) by ignorance ( o f  the identity between the Self and Brahman). 
Just as the unreal actions o f  Rama, Ràvana and others, which are essentially 
a figment of one’s imagination and hence do not possess a single fixed form, 
butin a moment assume hundreds and thousands o f  forms; which though 
different (in  their unreality) from dreams, etc., are still the outcome o f 
mental imagination ( hrdayagrahanidàna ) ;  which are enacted by actors who 
are almost like the creator o f the world ( Brahma ) and who have not relin
quished their separate identity ( as persons in real life ) -  those actions ( o f  
Rama and Ràvana, etc. ) appear ( to us ) in a most unusually wondrous way; 
and though appearing like that, they become the means o f attaining the (four) 
goals o f  life -  in exactly the same way this universe consists o f  a display of 
unreal forms and names and yet through listening to and meditating on 
spiritual instruction, it leads to the realisation o f the highest goal o f  human 
life ( namely moksa ).

Thus this stanza, by suggesting ( the attainment o f )  the other-worldly 
highest goal o f  human life introduces sàntarasa.

‘ Depending on their respective causes the different rasas originate 
from sàrìta ( a state o f  mental calm ). *

Thus the present stanza ( NS, I. 1 ) conveys the higher purpose ( o f  
drama ). ”  This is the explanation that Bhattanàyaka has given in his 
Sahrdayadarpana. As he said :

C on tin u ed  fr o m  p r e v io u s  p a ge )

the means whereby we may attain bliss, which is after all the samo as the Self and 
therefore the same as m okta. A. f ih .V ol. 1, p. 5 :

“ ZTSmT 'JOfMTflT fT5TT̂
t T i P ^ l l l + t  I * T * J T  f t r  C R T  “ . q M l
» T f a  Ü T O W t f c W f  f m S ’a T ^ c T -

15T*rr *rrwRtrpr ^ i w*n <1 t3*j ukhim w *r
^  'RTT3iTiihmnrfìn% vrf̂ wrf?r i

‘ ^  & MftRPTITT«r TO: I ’ TRT II
qrwifinK nq'Mns#; i ” i

W f —

ÌH f r l S f P Ï Ï  ' » H :  I I  * Ç l r r
1. It is not cloar whether Ahhinava accepts this justification o f i>Ä or not. 

Most likely he doo9, at least in groat part, for ho also quotes this stanza ( N S . V I, 
p. 335, in the interpolated iù n ta ra sa  section ) and also uses it in the third U d d yo ta  of 
the L oca n a , p. 3U1, as a proof of tho existence of iStintaraaa,
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“  I pay my homage to Siva the poet ( also the omniscient one -  kavi ) 
who has created all the three worlds and thanks to whom ( y a t a h ) (sensitive) 
people are able to attain aesthetic bliss by watching the spectacle ( prayoga ) 
o f  the play that is our life in this world. ”

W e can see prefigured in this fascinating fragment ( from a commen
tary on the Nâtyasàstra1 itself?) many o f  the themes that were to occupy 
Abhinava so closely2 : the world as a drama, the individual as the actor, the 
illusion o f  drama and the illusion o f  existence, the acceptance o f  säntarasa, 
the importance o f moksa, &va as the cosmic poet, etc. How many more 
ideas would we find that Abhinava is indebted to BN for, if the Hrdaya* 
darpana were extant ?

The second passage from Bhattanàyaka is quoted in the Locano, under
I. 6  ( p. 91, Bàlapriyà ed. ) :

*' The cow in the form o f  speech gives a unique drink ( rasa ) out o f  
love for her young . 3 That ( rasa i. e. bliss ) which is ( laboriously ) milked 
by the Yogins cannot be compared to it. ”  4

Abhinava comments : '* Without being possessed by rasa, the Yogins 
laboriously milk out ( bliss ) . ” 5

1. Note that in the L oca n a , Abhinava speaks of Bhattanayaka’s. H r d a y a *  
d a r p a n a , whereas here he refers to the S a h rd a ya d a rp a n a . Are these just variant names 
for the same work ? K. C. Pandey ( A b b in a  ra g u p la , p. 200 ) suggests that the H r d a y a • 
d a rp a n a  refers to a book that refuted Ananda’s theories, whereas the S a h rd a ya 
d a rp a n a  would have been a commentary on the N lS. It is true of course that h r d a ya  
and sa h r d a y a  mean very different things, but Abbinava seems in the habit of calling 
a single work by different names. Thus he speaks of the K â v y â lo k a  (i. e. the 
D h oa n yd lok a  ) of Änandavardhana ( L o c a n a , p. 2 and again L o c a n a % p. 554 ) and later 
in the A b h in a v a b h à ra tï, Vol. I, p. 343, he calls the same work the S a h rd a yâ lo k a . This 
is the name he uses in the second voi. of the A .  B h . as well.

2. It  is clear that Abhinava has used the ideas contained in this im portant 
passage. But how did he feel consciously about it ? Did he accept the views or n ot?  
It would seem that he does, and yet on p. 3, Vol. I of the A .  Bh, he quotes the inter
pretation of his teacher ( Bhattatauta ) on this vetse from the N S  !

3. Surely U ttu n g o d a ya  is wrong in saying that ignorance is suggested by the 
word bàia  :

37^ ^  l
The point is that the bàia ( child ) is like the sa h r d a y a , There can be no 

question of the sa h rd a ya  being ignorant,
«RTC

cdt vrrcr w .  h u
5, L o c a n a , p. 91 :

f^rr«n^F?rr i
’ VI
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The point o f the verse1 must be that rasa is superior to the bliss that 
Yogins achieve. The reason is that the Yogins must go through an elaborate 
process. 2 But note that the verse could mean just the opposite, namely that 
the rasa the Sahrdaya enjoys is not equal to what the Yogin enjoys. Tena 
nàsya samah does not specify whether it is superior or inferior. The verse is 
quoted in the context o f  poetry, and so the first interpretation ought to be the 
correct one. Furthermore, if it were not, Abhinava’s quoting it here would 
be out o f place.3
t
P h il o s o p h ic a l  I n flu en c es

Vedänta :
Not only was Abhinava, along with Anandavardhana, assuredly thé 

greatest thinker on aesthetic theory in India, he was also one o f  the greatest 
philosophical minds o f  mediaeval India. In Kashmir Saivism, to which school 
he belonged, his word is considered authoritative in all philosophical issues. It 
has been suggested4 5 that he wrote his works on poetics after his major works 
"on philosophy. One would, therefore, expect his aesthetic theories to have 
been influenced by his readings in Kashmir Saivism. But probably even prior 
to his writings on Kashmir Saivism, Abhinava was exposed to earlier Advaita 
literature. There is o f  course his own commentary on the Gita,6 and though

1. According to the K . the word vâg here means poetry :
îtpç mRuhwhi i

K . Sastri’s ed. p. 168-169.
2. As the K a u m n d i  on the L oca n a  says : 

3TFh|r̂ r
3. However, there is no doubt that in the third U d d yo ta , L o c a n a } p. 510, 

•Abhinava speaks o f ra sâ svâ d a  as being only the reflection of a drop of the bliss that 
is p a ra m eêva ra viêrâ n tyâ rta n d a . See our translation of this im portant passage
below.

Note also the line that Abhinava quotes in the L oc a n a  ( p. 39 ) from Bhatta- 
näyaka :

^  ït i
4< In ( the realm of ) poetry anyone who feels aesthetic pleasure ( r a s a y itr  ) ( is eligi
ble for reading ), but not the cold rationalist ( hoddha ) nor the man willing to take 
orders ( from religious w orks— n iyogabh äk  ). ”

Abhinava makes this very charge against BN himself in the L o c a n a  ( p. 173 ), 
accusing him of being more a philosopher than a poet : ^ ...........cfröqvf[ ĝ fcTT \

è ?  ît îfirôsfa I
4. See K. C. Pandey, A b h in a va g u p ta y  p. 30 for the chronological order o f 

Abhinava’s works.
5. The O ilä rth a sa n g ra h a , published in the NSP edition of the B O  edited 

by Wasudeva Laxman Shastri Pansikar, with 8 commentaries, Bombay, 1912. It  seems 
clear though that Abhinava was reluctant to comment on the O itâ . N ot only is his

(  C o n tin u ed  on n e x t p a ge
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he himself does not often quòte the Upanisads, there is little likelihood that 
he did not know them. He could not fail to have been deeply impressed with 
certain'remarkable passages that have a direct bearing on his own aesthetic 
doctrines. We think o f  the beautiful simile in the Brhadàranyaka :

“  Just as a man, when closely embraced by a woman he loves, knows 
nothing o f  the outside world, nor even o f  the inner one, so also does the ego 
(purusa) know nothing o f the outside or o f  the inner when it is closely 
embraced by pure consciousness, the Self

Then there are the passages from the Taittiriya Upanisad2 which are 
also quoted by Sankara3 in the Brahmasütrabhàsya.4

The phrase änandaghana, used constantly in Vedànta works, obviously 
made an impression on Abhinava, for he uses it several times. One also 
thinks o f  such works as the Gaudapàdakàrikàs ( Àgama'sastra), which Abhinava 
must have known ( in fact, the doctrines in Kashmir äaivism take over most 
o f  the major views o f  Advaita), for example III. 42 -4 5 / where the four 
impediments in controlling the mind are mentioned. The four impediments 
are : viksepa (distraction); laya (which MadhusOdanasarasvati takes to mean 
susupti, in which he is supported by Gaudapàda himself under III. 35 ) ; kasäya

C o n tin u e d  f r o m  p r e v io u s  p a g e  )

com m entary unusually devoid of interest, but he himself hints that he did not really 
feel any inward compulsion to w rite’ it :

il
am w w i  I pt I

In other words, he felt pressured to write it, and did it only for the sake of bis 
relatives. ( op . cittJ pp. 775-776 ).

1. B rh a d à r a n ya k a  U p a n iia d , IV , 3. 21 :
. «T f W r  utIr r i r t  * 2 3 4 5

«T w  försR ̂  îtfcrh; i
A  somewhat amusing verse on this very passage is quoted in the com m entary 

to  the V ijûânabhairava^  under verse 69, p. 59 :

Sfcf: JTTf II

2. W t % HI and i t  S R R  sTSRÎîïRft and SW.
T a it t i r i y a , II , 7.

3. 1 1 ,1 .1 2 :  ( a q v K iR tsw m n cO
4. Note though how S'ankara understands ra sa  :

R H  srftrëï i .
5. Madhusûdana Sarasvatï in his G ûdhârthadipikd^  N. S. P. G ita  with è  

comma., Bom bay, 1912 quotos the verses and clearly explains them.
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( stiffening o f  the mind ) ; and sukha, which Sadänanda in the Vedäntasära 
(33) explains as rasäsväda 1 Here is the first half o f  kärikä 45 on sukham :

" I n  Yogic practices, one must not indulge in aesthetic pleasure 
( sukham ). One should, through wisdom, remain unattached ” . * 3 4

It would not be difficult, especially in a reductionist system ( where all, 
from the highest level, is pure Brahman ), to see how Brahman and rasa, or 
rasa and the säksirt, the "  witness ”  in the sense o f  pure consciousness, were all 
one, and identical with ananda itself ( since Brahman is characterised as 
saccidänanda ). This may o f course have something o f hindsight in it, but it 
is doubtful whether Ananda and thus Abhinava were not inspired to their 
doctrine o f  vyanjanä, at least in certain aspects, by the Vedanta notion o f  
mukti, 3  which is not produced, or created, but is made manifest (abhivyakta) 
through the removal o f  the ävaranas.

Already BhavabhQti had used an important Vedanta simile in regard to. 
rasa. In the Uttararämacarita III. 47* he speaks o f  karuna as the one rasa 
o f  which all the others are simply vikäras, just as the bubbles and waves o f  
the ocean are all forms o f  water. 5 Abhinava applies a very similar notion 
to SR6

1. Jacob ’s ed. p. 51, under number 33.
2- 011 wl|ich Madhusüdana com m ents

( under O tta  V I, 313, N8P ed. ) :
rT5T ÏWPTt I tRTFRI +I<W$

n% h I
There is a very interesting variant, quoted in the Vedântaaàra  ( Jacob ’s ed., 

p. 51, under 33 ) : cHT 1 Sadänanda says :
W Ï W C  I W e can>t b«lp  feeling that Sadänanda must have been 

aware o f the famous comparison, b rahm  ânan da  (or even b ra h m d svâ d a )9 and ra sa svd d a  
and this is his way of answering it. His point then, as Nrsimhasarasvatl notes, is that 
the distinction ìb between n irv ik a lp a sa m ä d h i  and savika lpa aa m dd h i, two terms which 
must have influenced Abhinava’s owrn thinking on raadavdda. For in 8av% kalpaaam ddhit 
the tr ip u ti  ( subject, ob ject, knowledge ) is present, as it must be in rnaäaväda9 but 
it ìb abseut in bra h m ä svä d a , where there is only one sciiMn, with no ob ject to cognise, 
pure consciousness.

3. This similarity was already noted by Jacobi in his introduction to the 
D h v a n y d lo k a  translation, p. 398.

4. Raghavan, “  T h e  N u m b e r  o f  R a a a s, ”  p. 165 quotes this verse and ex
plains it.

6. «SKt TO SRTJI OTT fafìw ìfcr-

f^ K I -
2T*TT II

6. Cf. A . B h .V  ol. I, p. 335, basing himself on the famous verse in the 
Vol. I , G. O. S. p. 335 s

(  Continued on next page
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r
•'-* When we corae to the influence o f  Kashmir >Saiva texts, we are on 
firmer ground. A work which seems to us to have had a decisive influence on 
Abhinava is the Vijmnabhairava, a work he often quotes. 1 What is unusuat 
about this work3 is its preoccupation with ecstatic experiences, and with 
exercises for inducing them. Here are some o f  the verses that undoubtedly 
captivated Abhinava :

"  One should cast one’s glance out into space, where there are no 
trees, no mountains, no walls ( to obstruct one’s vision ), for when the nature 
o f the mind ( which is to think about various objects presented to it ) is 
suspended, all activities come to an end ” .s

“  Meditating on the knowledge ( that exists on its own ) between two 
thoughts, one should fix ( the mind ) on that ( empty ) middle ( space ). 
Suddenly abandoning both o f them, truth will appear in the middle ” .4

In these verses, one finds a certain preoccupation with aesthetic themes 
— a feature that is lacking in Advaita works. It is carried even further, when 
sexual comparisons, for which Kashmir £aivism has a definite sympathy, 
begin to appear :

“  Wherever the mind finds pleasure, one should firmly fix it on that 
object. For there the true nature o f  absolute bliss will manifest itself’4.*

C on tin u ed  f r o m  p rev io u s  p a g e  )

^  & M hxrm wr çiPcnsm: mrôft i ,
a verse be quotes also in the L o c a n a i p. 391. Note the preceding verse ( p. 334, A . B h é 
Vol. I ) :

*nrr farcir î rrerr: srtfa*fa: i
farci: snsfafa: sHirm ifcfa u

1. Only, as fas as we are aware, io the îêra ra p ra tya b h ijr iâ rip rtiv im a réin i  
( edited in three volumes by Madhuaüdan Haul S'àstrï, NSP, Bom bay, 1938, 1941 and 
1943 respectively ). The work is quoted in Vol. I, 77, 80 and 287 and in Vol. II on 
p. 50, 179, 214, 262, 311, 427, and Voi. I l l ,  on p. 30, 52, 169, 346 and 386.

2. There is an interesting French translation of this remarkable text by 
L. 8ilburn, L e V ijiiâ n a bh a ira ra , Publications do V Institut de Civilisation Indienne.

3. V B , 60 ( p. 50 ) :
fatyfrftfarm ìW ì ffè  faSfàjTfal
fa ffa  JTTH% *TT% ÎRRÊffa: JMMrT II

I d fact Abbinava quotes this very verse in the Ì P V V  twice, once on p. 311 of Vol. I I ,  
and again in the same volume, p. 427.

4. F/i, 01 ( p. 50 ) :
« im i Ji«i imi?fai.i 

gmra g? grem tifa ii
This verse too is quoted by Abbinava in the Î P V V ,  Voi. I l l ,  p. 340.

5. V B , 74, ( p. 62 ) :
m  vrcfai i
rPI r n  (m W  II
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:• . -The commentator explains this to mean that one can fix one’s atten
tion on any attractive object, such as the lotus-like face o f  a beautiful woman;
and find bliss o f  a transcendental nature therein. 1 
• • » „ 

“  After the manifestation o f the happiness resulting from the nourish
ing moisture produced in the body by eating a good meal and drinking, one 
should meditate on the state o f  fullness o f  the body ( at that time ). From
this; absolute bliss will arise ” . 3
* •* *

*. , The commentary explains rasa to mean the sense o f "  I -  conscious
ness ”  and quotes the famous line from the Taittirîya already mentioned 
above .8

"  The pleasure which terminates in the infusion o f the power o f  bliss 
in a person on the achievement o f  sexual intercourse — that pleasure is one’s 
own pleasüre on the realisation o f  the essence o f  Brahman ” . 4

Here the comparison that Abhinava will make between sexual 
experiences and ecstatic experiences, is explicitly stated. Note that the 
commentary speaks o f the pleasure o f  knowing Brahman as being o f  the 
form o f  the resonance o f  a bell ( ghantyanuranana ), a term that Ânanda 
applies to dhvani. He also speaks o f  sexual intercourse as the abhivyakti- 
kàrana ( i .  e. that which manifests or suggests) bliss, 5 again a term that 
Abhinava uses o f  rasa. Verse seventy0 is another sexual verse where we 
are told that there is mandasamplava, immersion in bliss, simply by remember
ing the various acts such as sucking ( lehana), fondling etc., indulged in 
during love-play. The interesting thing is that the commentary gives a

farfaR: I
2. V B , 72, ( p. 60 ) :

Thia verse too is quoted by Abhinava, in the I P V V y  Voi, II, p. 179.
3. V B , p. 61 :

str^ :  i
4. V B , 69, { p. 58 ) :

6. VB y p. 59 : the first passage is : 

The second is :
4

6. The verse is :
»ruct. l
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complex Trantric explanation, which, it says, is Abhinava’s ! 1 Could this 
mean that Abhinava had himself written a commentary on the Vijwna- 
bhairava, now lost ? Reading through the commentary on these verses by 
Sivopâdhyàya, one is struck by the fact that he too uses the terms o f  Abhinava 
from aesthetics. Clearly he also felt their relevance here. Surely it is the 
kind o f speculation found in these remarkable mystic verses o f  the VB that is 
responsible, at least in part, for Abhinava’s own philosophy, where worldly 
pleasures are not to be rejected.

Another work, o f  perhaps even greater importance, is the Yogaväsistha- 
mahàrâmàyana.1 2 This is one o f  the most extraordinary texts o f mediaeval 
India. To claim it for Kashmir éaivism would be unjust, since the work 
itself stresses the fact that it belongs to no one school. The terminology is 
clearly heavily influenced by Kashmir Saivism, but it is just as deeply marked 
~by Buddhism and by Advaita Vedanta. What we cannot know for certain is 
whether Abhinava knew this text or not. There is a tradition current in 
Kashmir that he commented on the YV.3  4 Dr. K . C. Pandey informs us that 
lie has seen parts o f  this commentary in manuscript form in Kashmir.

There is some likelihood that the author o f  the YV knew the Dhvanyä- 
loka * and we already have quotations from the work by the thirteenth 
century,so that it appears reasonable to say that it was written in Kashmir, 5 6 

sometime between the nineth century A. D. and the twelfth.® The work is

1. V B , p. 00 :

2. Y og a v â a ifth a m a h â râ m â ya n a i edition with the commentary V ä sifth a m a h ä — 
râ m â ya n a tà lp a ry a p ra k â sa  ( a singularly uninteresting commentary of very little  help 
in real difficulties ), by Wfisudeva L a x m a u  S'âstrî Panéîkar, NSP, Bombay, 1918, in two 
Volumes.

3. See K. C. Pandey, A b h in a v a g u p ta t p. 28-29 : “  There is enough evidence to 
show that he wrote many other works besides the above...H is commentary on the Y o g a -  
v â sifth a . W e have no other source of information about it than a tradition current 
among Kashmirian Paudits

4. This was first pointed out by V. Raghavan, “ The Date o f the Yogavâsiçtha” , 
J • O. Jì. Voi. X III, Part II, 1939, p. 121-123. The important verse of Änanda that we 
quote and translate later is copied almost identically in Vol II, p. 1521 ( V IB , 190, 
verse 89 ). I T ,  V I B, 197, verses 15-17 are very similar to the D . Ä l. I, 4. There can 
be" little doubt that the Y  V  is the borrower here.

5. See Raghavan, “  The Yogavüsiçtha and the Bhagavad Gita and tho place 
o f origin of the Yogavâsiçtha ” , p. 73, J . O . K . Vol. X III , Part I, January-M arch 1939. 
“  Hence the suggestion that Kashmir was the place where the Y ogavü sipth a  was 
»produced deserves acceptance, ”  op. c i/., p. 82.

6. See Raghavan, op . c it .% p. 128 : “ W hat is the lower lim it to* the date of
the Y ogavA sifth a  is a question which I can answer here. Scholars have up till now 
pointed out Vidyâranya as the earliest to cite the Yogavciaisthn. W o can take up the

(  Continued on next page
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unique in many ways ; one in particular interests us here : it is the only work 
in Sanskrit ( apart from the Mahàbhàrata ) that illustrates one o f  Ananda’s 
and Abhinava’s pet doctrines : the relation between sàstra and kàvya. The 
work itself1 says that it is meant as both, and all o f its thirty-three thousand 
verses bear out this boast. Not only does it contain remarkable philosophi
cal doctrines, but many o f  the passages are as complex and literary as any o f  
the Mahàkàvyas. The philosophical stories are replete with lyric descriptions 
o f  great beauty, 8 and the very language itself gives evidence of a highly 
literary mind.2 3 The author was clearly aware o f all the terminology 
from literary criticism,4 * * * and makes use o f  it, thus illustrating Abhinava’s 
very philosophy. If he preceded Abbinava, then we can be certain that

C on tin u ed  f r o m  p reviou s page )

lower limit to the date of the Yogaväsißtha  by a century. The Sûktim ukfâvâlî ( G. O. 
8 . edn. ) was compiled by Vaidya Bbàmi for Jalhana in a . d . 1258. On pp. 412, 417, 
439, 448 and 451 of thi9 anthology, the Y ogavdsistha  is extracted.*’ Raghavan opt« 
for between the 11th and the middle of the 13th century as the date for the Y V . This 
is much closer to the truth than the unconvincing arguments of Atreya ( P h ilo s o p h y  o f  
the Y ogavâsifth a  ) and Dasgupta’s claim that it should be dated before S'ankara. 
Had Abhinava known the work, it seems odd that he would not have quoted it any
where. It is interesting to note that in the preserved portion of the commentary on 
the V B  by Kçemarâja, the direct disciple of Abhinavagupta, there areno quotations 
from the Y V ,  whereas in the later commentary ( 18th cen. ) by S'ivopâdhyâya, there 
are numerous quotations. This seems to us to point to the fact that Kçemaràja did 
not know the work,

1. Y V ,  11,18, 33 :

3TT̂T I

2. On this aspect of the work, see J, Masson and B. K. Matilal, M A love- 
story from eighth-century India ** In the J a d a vp u r J ou rn a l o f  C om p a ra tive  L ite r a 
ture, 1966.

3. W e think of such passages as III. 16. 1-17, with its descriptions of artistic 
delights. Also VIA. 104, 15-21 for a fine discourse on the ill luck of a woman in spring 
who is not able to make love with a man. The remarkable story of Gädhi ( V. 45-50 ), 
who dreams, in one second an entire life that turns out to have actually taken place in 
another dimension, is replete with the most extraordinary literary passages. There is 
no finer example in world literature of a profound philosophical mind with a genius for 
artistic description, even though many of the verses betray a certain lack of tradi
tional literary education ( odd syntax, unorthodox similes etc. ). There is a fullness and 
an overflowing of the creative spirit in this work such as we have never come across 
in any other Sankrit text.
• ’ j •.>

4. The word êama and its derivatives are to be found on virtually every page
of the Y V  ( e. g. VI. 68. 29; V. 25. 4 ) ; vibranti also occurs constantly ( 0. g. IV, 39,
20; VI. 42. 3 ) ;  cam atkdra  is also very common ( e. g. III. 14. 45 ) ; ta n m a yi is not a
rare expression ( e. g. IV. 42. 11 ). Clearly the author is aware of the terms of literary 
criticism, for we find at VIB. 83. 6 : ^  ïî | VIB,. fi«.. 1-6
contains a number of puns on rasa  and ra sik aja n a ,
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Abbinava derived a great deal o f  his inspiration from the YV, and if the 
author o f  the YV succeeded Abhinava, then it is just as clear that the YV 
derived its inspiration from Abhinava. In any case, both authors are closely 
related. One doctrine which is remarkably similar to passages from the VB 
and to passages in the Tantràloka that we shall shortly examine, is the 
emphasis on being unfettered in one’s enjoyment o f  life. Thus there is 
a passage where Vasistha tells Räma that he, Rama, is now a jivanmukta, 
who knows that his consciousness is ever pure, and so he should : “  Drink, 
live, make love, for you have obtained the far-shore o f  worldly 
existence. ” 1

Such verses are not rare in the YV, e. g. :
“ It is all the same ( i f  the realised man) be, with unbridled passion 

( uddamamanmatham ), given to heavy drink, or dance, or if, on the other 
hand, he abandon all society and go off alone to the mountains. ” 2

The number o f  verses in which ànanda is described in terms to which 
we are now used from Abhinava, are legion. Here are just a few examples :

“  That is genuine happiness wherein the mind ceases to function. Such 
happiness is not possible in heaven, just as it is not possible for a house o f 
ice to exist in the desert. ” 3

And on a theme that Abhinava will develop himself :
“  Higher than a kingdom, than heaven, than the moon, than the status 

o f  Maghavan and even than the delight that arises in making love with one’s 
beloved is the happiness proceeding from the extinction o f  desires. ”  4

The YV tells us that “ all beings strive for bliss” . 5 Speaking o f 
ätmänanda, a term o f  which the book is very fond, it says :

1* Ppr f a i r  I Y V .  V. 50, 75.
2. Y V .  V. 56, 5 3 :

TOWtff înfa ^ 3  1 

m tnpriW ft TT fart 11

3. Y V . V IA  44, 26 :

»r çmKt tbrricT KU 11

4. Y V . V. 74, 44 :

arfa 3 ^ 1 1

W e suppose that indu  here means something like candraloka.

6. Y V . V IA  108.20.
vu
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“ That is the highest place, the peaceful way ( i. e. state), the eternal 
good, happiness ( biva ). Delusion no longer disturbs the man who has found 
rest ( vibranti ) there. 551

Such verses, many o f  them very lovely, could be multiplied indefinitely. 2

1. r r ,  V 54, 70:
HT 1̂ ici I ÎITII T̂T*RT 1

2. Wo have hardly done justice to the importance of this fascinating work. 
There are many more passages relevant to the issues we are considering here. We think 
of the extraordinary explanation at VI B 83, 18 of S'iva at the end of time dancing and :

crfcfe I It is almost identical with the explanation
that Abbinava gives in the A % Bh. Vol. I, p. 21. The dance of Devi (at VI B, 85) 
is similarly explained and again linked np with the concept of spanda ( one of the key 
terms in Kashmir S'aivism ), so often used in the TV  ( e. g. at III. 67. 6 it is equated 
with einmdtra ). Many other passages briDg to mind Abhinavagupta and his ideas on 
àântarasa. Thus at VI B 39, 36 we are told : 2T*TT HOT H I
“  when the world and the “ I ”  disappear, only tranquillity is left. ”  A verse that 
roccurs frequently ( with minor variations ) is : H JMsFïfef H 1
( VI B 37, 39 ) which we can compare with the NÜ, Voi. I ,(G . 0. 8 .), p. 334 and 
with'the verse quoted below from the Visnudharmottarapurâna, ibânta is said to 
be the end of desire for which there is nothing comparable in the universe :

5T*TT 5:^^tir^TTI^4*TT I 
Çf*TT «T 'll (h Il

( VI B 36, 24 ) on which the commentary quotes the verse yae ca kâmasukham loke 
etc. ( p. 1139 ), which Änanda quotes in the Dhvanydloka, p. 390. The tree that gives 
rifrànti is said ( VI B 44, 20 ) to be vairâgyarasapuftàtmà. A passage very interesting 
in the context of rasa is VI B 41, 5-6 :

rH=dHc<H<HMIM*5qHI<iKSHI: I 
ÇK«ug 3K % 'jwfèMSfàw: II

WmprtW UK: $  II
Note the commentary on this ( p. 1150 ) : ^ 4><?qHI-

4L*KlfeHI HMI<<H<SIHI I tft-
<nf k : I <& W K ikf^H K : Krf^mlrfKnt: hmhh* i «r»rr ktttot i
A similar verse, betraying the same knowledge of aesthetic theory is VI B 1,18-19 : 

17ETHNHH-cUä HI** HW3 I

3TKRÏTKWKT fKxicff *KT K  II
on which the commentary ( p. 1070 ) reads : ij^rf <^3*1# fHcî K  f̂ RTHT

HiH^^Klf'KHHI-IH *K W fq  fWcfT faKl^sT ijjsll#? «HHIHH
îJ7^T-4: I

(  Continued on next page



a b h i n a v a ’ s  p h il o s o p h y  o f  a e s t h e t ic s 33'

There are many passages from Kashmir Saiva literature that helped to 
stamp Abhinava’s philosophy. Here, for example, is a fine passage from the 
Paràtrimhikà1 :

“  He sees, without any doubt, through the saktis o f  Siva ( as i f  things 
were )  right in front o f  him. This is the attainment o f  immortality, thé 
experience o f  the Self. This is the initiation into Nirvana, and that which 
establishes the existence o f  the world. ” 2

And here is an important verse from Somànanda’s Sivadrsti3 :
“  When one attains great bliss, or when one sees a friend after a long 

absence, meditating on the joy  that arises, one merges into it, and one’s mind 
becomes one with it. ”  4

It is impossible to say how influential for Abhinava was the Tattvàloka 
o f  Anandavardhana. The work has been lost, and unfortunately no quota
tions at all have been preserved. All we know o f  this work is what Abhinava 
tells us in the fourth Uddyota o f  his L ocan o : that it dealt, in great detail, 
with the relation between sastra and kävya, poetry and philosophy. Most

C o n tin u e d  f r o m  p r e v io u s  p a g e  )

On trsn â sa n tyà g a  ( c f. Anatida’s sth û ytb h à o a  for ê à n ta ra sa , namely 
k saya  ), see V  24,52. N ote bow dolls sing and talk with god d esses: V I B 6, 4 l # 
On the mirror im age, c f. II  15 ,6 ; II  13,75. Note V I A 26-36 : H
H R«TT H ^  which is a vorse quoted in the T a n tr â lo k a 9 Vol. 11, p. 44. Cf.
Tantrâloka, II  p. 173. The Y V .  stresses the relativity of time (an d  how profound ex 
periences escape from ordiuary notions of duration ) : II I  60, 22 : ÇPïï:

ÇJïïï: . F inally one thinks of the awesome : m d n n a m  ev d v a & sya te  ( V I  B 
83, 29 ). “  Only silence remains. ”

1. P a r à tr im ê ik d v iv r t i  o f  A bh% navagupta} ed. by M. R . 8hastri, K STS. No. 
X V III, Bom bay, 1918, p. 258^269.

2- i

H?: I
*4 farrvRfärT ^ fw w srw rfW t n

W e are not sure how to take d k rftih . Is it the subject o f sdkfdt .p a y a it  or its ob ject ?
3. U lp a la d e v a 's  t i iv a d r ftiv r U i, ed. by M. K. Shastri, K ST S , L IV . Srinagar, 

1934, p. 12. The verse is also number 71 of the V ijild n a bh a ira va . p. 60. Abhinava- 
gupta quotes the verse in the Ì P V V .  Vol. II , p. 60.

4. arr^T  STH £ 2  3T f W d ;  I

5. L ocanda  p. 533 : ÇcpÉT ( i . e .  Anandavardhana)
«i 1 tHI f t  R id ^  . It is clear from the V r tti  passage on p. 533

of the D . Â I .  that the work dealt with what Änanda calls the éd s tr a n a y a  and the 
k d v y a n a y a . The T a ttv à lo k a  is also roferrod to by Abbinava in his L oca n a  on Udd. I
( p. 67 ).
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likely Ànanda was inspired to this from his speculations on the nature o f  the 
Mahàbhàrata as both a work o f  philosophy and a work o f  poetry. We can 
justly presume that many of Abhinava’s ideas come from this text.

Another question that must go unanswered, though it is rich in possi
bilities. is Abhinava’s debt to Buddhism. We simply do not know anything 
definite on this problem at all, though it is very tempting to speculate. 1

t

I n f l u e n c e s  f r o m  s p e c u l a t i o n  o n  S à n ta ra s a

It is clear that Abhinava did have access to certain old manuscripts o f 
the Nàtya'sàstra in which nine rasas were enumerated, including sàntarasa, 
and not the usual eight. Apart from the famous Kâlidàsa passage2 which 
mentions only eight, there is reason to believe that Abhinava himself realised, 
with an extraordinary display o f  intellectual integrity, that eight was the 
older and more genuine reading. We say this because when he quotes the 
verse from the NS3 enumerating the rasas, in the Locano, he quotes the
J______

1. Abbinava of course knew Dharmaklrti whom ho referB to with groat 
respect in the Ï P V V , e. g. Vol. II, p. I l l  :

^  Tri. He again refers to him by name at
Ï P V V , I, 279; II, 46 and 174. He moutions the P ra m ü n a oârttik a  by name at several 
places in the I P  V V, K. g. Vol. II, 220; 223; 228; 234; 400; Vol. III. p. 11; 72; 103; 127; 
138; 140; 200; 389 and 397. In defending d h va n i against those who claimed that it was 
ineffable, Ananda has the following lino : «IÎ&MI cTrT-

I Abhinava, commenting on this passage ( L o c a n a , p. 519 ) remarks : $T?$T1?3T 
sfa I W Ï tPîÎ  *ÏT î^frRgH T ^rfl cT^- cfS^ÎT^TTïï^l H is really moBt
unusual that Ananda should write a commentary on a Buddhist text. This certainly 
shows that Buddhist doctrines must have exercised at least a fascination for Ananda 
and thus for Abbinava us well. Under AtaS\ V I. 45 (O . O.S. p. 299),thero is Abbi- 
navu’a odd remark that some who believe in ò’iintaraaa  add the Buddha as the d eva td  : 
3 4 .’ <rFffS^5T^ts^^ l He theu goes to remark : J ä£T f̂ TH;

| Is it not significant that the only drama that Abhinava quotes 
from in support of m n la ra sa  is the Buddhist drama, the N â g ü n a n d a  ? Oddly enough, 
however, there exists at present no Buddhist text on alankura& telra. It seems rather 
unlikely that Dharmakirti w rote a work entitled simply “ A la n k à ra  ” , as Kane has noted 
( I I , S . P .  p. 05 ) : 44 So the Buddhist logician and philosopher Dharmakirti may have 
been a poet, but there is nothing to substantiate the claim to regard him as a writer 
on A laûhâra. ”  Seo Sivaprasada Bhnttaoharya,44 S tu d ies  in In d ia n  P o e tic s  ” , Calcutta 
1964, which contains the reprint of an article entitled 44 The Neo-Buddhist Nucleus in 
A la n h âra êA stra  ” , though as Kane points out, the quotation from the V ûsavtidaU iï is 
at the most ambiguous inspite of what S'ivarûma says. There seems to us no likeli
hood that the kârihâa of the A laïikàraéekhara  could be by Dharmakirti though we 
have no spaco to give our arguments. Note finally that Abhinava often quotes one 
Kâhnla, a commentator on the N ü ty a îû s tr a , and that this is a Buddhist name.

2. V ik r a m o rv a & ya ì II . 18.
3. N &  VI, 15, quoted in tho L  oc ana on p. 83.
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verse J with only eight rasas. Moreover, throughout the A. Bh} he speaks, 
whenever he mentions sànta, o f  those who “  read ”  sànta. We cannot there
fore know how old the doctrine o f  SR is. The first author o f  known date 
to mention SR is Udbhata, 1 2 who simply includes it in his enumeration- 
o f  all the rasas without further comment or explanation. The interpolated 
käntarasa passage in the Nàtyasàstra, whatever it was ( for it is clear that the 
present passage is not likely to be precisely the one that Abhinava commented 
on3 4 ), is nonetheless likely to have been the earliest reference to SR that 
Abhinava knew. If we, purely tentatively, place the core o f the NS around 
the fourth century A. D., then all we can say is that SR must have been add
ed to the text sometime before the time o f Udbhata, i. e. the eighth century 
A. D. (unless we are to argue that it was Udbhata who first spoke o f SR., 
which seems most unlikely in view o f the fact that he has nothing whatever 
to say about it, beyond naming it). However, it is clear that for Ananda, 
SR was a matter o f  controversy. Had the passage from the NS already 
existed, and had Ananda felt that it was genuine, there would be no reason 
for him not to have mentioned this fact in his D. ÀI., while discussing SR. 
The fact that he did not, makes us suspicious o f  its existence in his time.* 
But if it was not existent, this means that it was added between the time o f 
Ananda and Abhinava, i. e. only a space o f  about one hundred years. Is 
this sufficient for Abhinava to speak o f “  old ”  manuscripts which contained 
the SR additions ?

The influence on Abhinava o f Ananda’s speculation on SR will become 
clear from the passage we translate below. The importance o f the NS passage 
( and related verses, which though they do not specifically mention SR, yet 
seem to Abhinava to imply it ) will also be clarified in part II o f this volume. 
But here we should say something o f several passages1 which claim to be 
old, but which can at best be described as suspect.

1. E. g . A .  B h . V ol. 1, p. ‘299 unci 332.
2. Udbhata, K à vyâ la n k â ra sâ ra sa n tjra h a , IV . 4.

Note that Vararuci’s Cbhayctbhisârikà  mentions a drama contest in which the 
phrase a?tau rtisdh occurs ( Caiurbhdviy Madras, 1922, p. 13 ). Fee A. K. Warder and^ 
T. Venkatucharya’a recent translation, Madras, 19(57.

3. For one thing he docs not comment on all of the passage, ami for"another, 
the terms used contradict his own. Thus the H h âyibh àva  is kama ( which Abhinava 
attempts to interpret ), and lutt raj flâna is given ( p. 332, AT&. Vol. 1, G. O. S. ) as a 
vibhâva  of känla !

4. One should note too the passage from the VJ  of Kuntaka. In his résumé 
of the fourth unm e$a, S. K. Do quotes a line on this subject ( p. 239, second edition ) :

i
u Ancient sages have doscribod kdnta as the main ra sa  of both the R â m â ya n a  and the

(  C on tin u ed  on  n ext p a ge



36

In the twentieth chapter o f  the Visnudharmottarapuräna, we find the 
following stanzas :

"  Sànîarasa is to be considered as independent and as standing 
separate. ” 1

The point here is that four o f the other rasas give rise to four others, 
according to Bharata. Since Bharata does not mention santa, and since there* 
are only an even number o f eight rasas, there is nothing it could come from.

“  O King, they say that santa arises from vairàgya. It can be enacted 
by means o f taking on religious paraphernalia and through such means as 
compassion for all beings, meditation, encouraging others towards the path 
of moksa etc. ” * 1 2

“  Sànîarasa is that wherein one feels the same toward all creatures, 
where there is no pleasure, no sorrow, no hatred and no envy. ”  3

It is clear that these lines are simply a pastiche o f  the various passages 
which the reader can see in Part II. It seems to us unlikely that this passage 
antedates Abhinava. The editor, Miss Priyabala Shah, thinks differently : 
"  Thus in the present stage o f our knowledge, it would be safe to put 
Visnudharmottara somewhere between the first or rather the second half o f  
the fifth century a . d „  and the first half o f the seventh century a . d ., i. e. 
between circa 450 and 650 a . d . ,,4r But in dating any Purana text, to date 
more than single sections ( and indeed, perhaps more than single stanzas ! ), 
even very roughly, is a hazardous undertaking. It is perfectly possible that 
certain sections o f the VDP are as old as Miss Shah claims the whole is, but

C on tin u ed  f r o m  p reviou s page )

M ahdbhdrata  ” . This can only be a referonoe to Ananda’s fourth U d d yo ta  ( KOrikâ  5, 
the vrlti on this ). The puzzling thing is that Ananda describes karuna  as th e  angirasa  
of the R d m d ya n a , and not kdnta I ( Moreover, is it not a bit odd to refer to Änanda 
as pûrvaaûrihhili ? ) Note that the MS of the V a k rok tijivila m  breaks off in the middle 
of a sentence discussing the N âgâ n an d a  ( De, op. c il., p. 246 ) ( although Dr. Nagendra 
in his “ H in d i  V a k rok tijivita  ”  claims that the work cannot be said to be incomplete 
since it deals with all the six topics it mentions at I. 18, although of course there Ì9 no 
colophon ) and we cannot kuow, therefore, what rasa  Kuntaka held to be the major 
one in the N â g â n a n d a .

1. Vi snudhar mo tia ra p u r âna { V D P  ) p. 100, Vol. I, 9-11.
5TT̂ I ^r: ÇRFWtSïf I

«  T̂T*T̂ T«ft II

3. *T l ’ÏT I
ïw : ^  H STFcf: tffacfr w : l 

V D P , third K d n ia , Vol. 1, O. I. Baroda, 1958, p. X X V I.4.
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there is no likelihood that the same is true o f  the Alankara sections. It 
would be preposterous to hold that such a composite and clearly derivative 
work as the VDP ( indeed any Puräna ) actually originated an idea such 
as SR.

This same reasoning can apply to the Jain text, the Anuyogadvâra- 
sütra.1 We cannot o f  course say for certain that the followiug passage is 
interpolated, and thus it could, in theory, be as old as the fifth century a . d . 

•But the possibility o f interpolation, especially in the case o f  a text that 
provides examples of numbered objects, is not unlikely. In any case, this 
could not possibly lie at the origin o f  SR, especially since it is the only 
reference to säntarasa in Jain literature before the tenth century a . d .

^ 5 ^ 1  IDOItTT, cf STÇT—

fêPTKI 3F§3 îÎ 3T aï çt? I

f o r ò  ^  I

è  m  v m  f% il

TOcTÎ —

t t  ^re sfornir n t f f  g c ^  fà R fà fo t  il

There are nine1 2 rasas in poetry. They are :
* The heroic, the sexual, the wondrous, 

the wrathful, as well as shyness, 
the disgusting, the comic, 
the pathetic and the calm ’ .

t
Säntarasa is to be known as characterised by an absence o f ( mental ) per-

1. W e have used the Ägam odaya Saraiti edition, Pothi form , Bom bay 1924, 
with Maladhfiri Hemacandraaiiri’a ( not Hemacandra, the author o f K â v yd n u éâ sa n a  ) 
Sanskrit commentary. W e have just received a very fine edition of the N a n d i-  
sn tla m  and the A  n u o ya d d ü r ä m , ed. by Muni Punyavijaya, Pt. Dalsukha Mälvania 
and Pt. Amritläi Mohanläl Bhojak, Jnin-Ägam a Series No. 1, Sbri Mahâvîra Jaina 
Vidyâlaya, Bom bay, 1968. See p. 121, St. 262. For the date of this text aee the exce
llent introduction to this volume.

2, Note that bhayànaka  is not included in this list. Iu its placs is velanao  
(vr id a n a k a  ), the sth äyibh äva  of which is v r id d , or la jjd  ( p. 137-138 ). A ccording to 
the com m entator, bhayànaha  is included under r a u d r a r a s a .
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turbatimi ; as arising from composure o f the mind divested o f  all passions 
,and as marked by tranquillity. 1

Here is an example : 1 2

‘ Oh, ( look ) how the lotus-like face o f the sage shines ! It is-full o f  
the beauty ( o f  mental calm) and genuinely devoid o f  any contortions ( due to 
the upsurge o f passions), with its calm (devoid o f all urge to look at beautiful 
objects ) and gentle eyes unperturbed (by  anger, lust, etc. ) ’ . ”

Even if both o f  these passages were older than Abhinava, there is little 
^likelihood that he would have seen either.

T a n t k i c  I n f l u e n c e

The only contemporary description we have o f Abhinavagupta is one o f  
exceptional interest. Allowing o f course for stylisation, the picture is none
theless extremely vivid. Abhinava is presented as a mystic o f a most unusual 
sort : he is surrounded by women, playing a musical instrument ( it is not un
likely that this was at the time o f Abhinava’s life when he was expounding 
the text o f  the NS on music ), drinking wine and yet engaged in the most 
intellectual o f pursuits, commenting on a text. The work is called the 
Dhanyasloka, and consists o f  only four verses. According to Prof. Pandey,3 

the man who wrote them was a direct disciple o f Abhinava, and actually saw 
him as he describes him in the verses. Here is our translation o f  this impor
tant passage :

“  May the glorious god Daksinamfirti ( Abhinavagupta ), who is an 
incarnation o f £iva, protect us ! Out o f  his deep compassion he has taken a 
new bodily form and come to Kashmir. He sits in the middle o f  a garden o f 
grapes, inside a pavilion made o f crystal and filled with beautiful paintings. 
The room smells wonderful because o f flower garlands, incense-sticks and 
(oil - )  lamps. Its walls are smeared with sandal-paste and other such things. 
The room is constantly resounding with musical instruments, with songs and

1. Hemacandra explains n ird osa  as h im sû d id ofa ra h ita . Sa m â d h â n a  is
.composure of the mind : I M % PO & I He takes praêânlabhâvena
in the sense of k rod h ä d ip a rityä g en a  jä ya m ä n a h , “  arising from the renunciation of 
anger, etc. But this involves repeating the idea conveyed by n ird osa . W e, 
therefore, understand it as standing for praéâ?Uabhüvena npalaksitah ( the instrumental 
of characterisation -u p a la k sa n e  trtiyTi ), and take p ra U m ta b h d r*  to mean praL dntatva ,
i. e. the same thing as sam a.

2. Our translation of this stanza follows the commentary, p. 130. There Ì9
.one puzzling word there ; on p. 140 the commentary writes : ^  J

ojlnd I ? I H fcldcfì ïf Now what does this m ätrsthän^tah  stand
«for ? Perhaps m âtrsthâna  is a wrong sanskritisation of m àitthâna  for mCkyâ8lhünai 
i. e. Cf not with deceit, sincerely. ”

3. K. C, Pandey, Abhinavagupta^  p. 20,
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• with dancing. There are crowds o f  women Yogins and realised beings 
(  slddha ) with magic powers. It is equipped with a golden seat from which 
pearls are hanging. It has a soft awning ( talima ) stretched over it ( as a 
canopy ). Abhinava is attended by all his numerous students, .with Ksemaràja 
at their head, who are writing down everything he says. To his side stand 
two women, partners in Tantric rites ( dût} ), who hold in one hand a jug o f  
wine ( sivarasa ) and a box full o f  betel rolls, and in the other hand a lotus 
and a citron. Abhinava has his eyes trembling in ecstasy. In the middle o f  
his forehead is a conspicuous tilaka made o f  ashes. He has a rudràksa bead 
hanging from his ear. His long loose hair is held by a garland o f flowers. 
He has a long beard and golden (reddish-brow n) skin; his neck is dark 
with shining yaksapanka powder. His upavita string is hanging down loose 
from his neck. He wears a silken cloth ( as a dhoti ) as white as moon
beams, and he sits in the Yogic position called vïràsana. One hand is held 
on his knee holding a rosary with his fingers clearly making the sign ( mudrâ ) 
that signifies his knowledge o f  the highest Siva. He plays on his resonating 
lute with the tips o f  the quivering fingers o f  his lotus-like left hand ” . 1

Clearly this is a picture o f  a Tantric rasika. It would be a grave 
error to suppose that Abhinavagupta accepted only a token form o f  
Tantrism . 1  The Kaula system on which he comments so elaborately in

1. The text has been edited by Pandey, o p . c i t . p. 738 from a single manu* 
script preserved in Banaras :

BRftâ BïtJÎTfè II

atldfa: fB**H*ï:
MKÎTRl faqou’K̂ fètfTT'^ 1  I
K T«rt

arot quR: fn^Firarret: u

^^Mir«IM^^RdH<q>î<qdkJ-l7lK<t'Îu|IH.I 2

2. For good  bibliographies on Tantrism , see M. E lia d e ,"  Y o g a , I m m o r ta li ty  
and F r e e d o m ” , Bollingen Series, Pantheon Inc. N. Y. 1958, and A. Bharati, M T h e  
T a n tric  T r a d itio n  ” , Rider & Co., London, 1965,

VUI



his Tantràloka repelled all Westerners and most Indians who knew anything
about it. This is a great pity, for it is surely one o f  the most interesting forms
o f practical mysticism ever invented. What concerns us here is the àdiyàga,
the rahasyavidhi ( secret ritual ) belonging to the Kaula school. Abhinava
devotes the whole o f  the 29th ähnika o f  the Tantràloka1 to very elaborate
explanations o f  this ritual. The text is extremely obscure on those passages
that interest us the most, partly on purpose2 and partly because this subject

•has been rarely seriously studied, so that one is ignorant o f  most o f  the
technical terms. In fact, apart from K. C. Pandey’s use o f the Tantràloka
in his work on Abhinavagupta, nobody else seems to have used, for any
extensive purpose, this massive text. 3 What is o f  interest to us is the
similarity this process bears to a dramatic performance and the influence
that this must have exercised on Abhinava’s incipient theory o f aesthetics. 4

•The ritual is in fact an elaborate play that takes the greater part o f  the day.
The goal is the same as the goal in any ordinary drama, to reach a state o f
perfect equanimity, blissful repose, where the Doti identifies herself with / /
Sakti, and the male identities himself with Siva. As Abhinava puts it in an 
extraordinary verse in this section :

“ I do not exist, nor does anyone else. Only as saktis do I exist.” * “ I f  
one meditates, for even a moment, on one’ s real natural ( Self) that is pure rest, 
then, one bocomes ( like ) a great bird, and finds a woman to make spiritual

1. Tantrà loka , Vol. X I , part II, p. 1-172.
2. O p . c it ., p. 115, verse 169 :

*T TZSTcT t o :  } l A 4 * T T  3^ :  I
See also p. 19, Jayaratha :

H  ( W H i t i ;  « i f i l 'W f f a : ï r TSr t : l
3. Professor R .G noli writes to me (June 11, 1969) : “ I  have just com pleted the 

translation of the T a n trà loka  by Abhinavagupta, which has kept me very busy for 
several years. The book will be shortly published by a Firm of Turin, in Italian *\

4. Although Kane (77. S. T3., p. 212) aud K . C. Pandey ( A b h in a va g u p ta  t p. 33 ) 
place the T a n trà lo k a  earlier than the L oca n o,, this is due to what must have been a 
wrong reading in the early editions of the D h v a n yâ lo k a  in the K à v y a m â lâ  edition. 
There the reading was given as—

These readings do not fit the context as well as the reading given by Kuppuswami 
Sastri in bis edition, p. 125 :

This is also the reading given in the edition with B â la p r iy à .

5. Verse 64, p. 44 :
« i i t i u f à  «t =^=4tsftcî I

(  * K H Ì  W fc R T W c î: II )
Note that the first part of this verse ( nàham  a sm i na cà n yo  *sli ) is identical with a 
stanza in the Y og a v à sifth a , V I A, 26, 36, p. 828. It is found with variations, through
out the Y V .
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love to ” . 1  Abhinava uses the same terms for both experiences. 51 The 
whole ritual, according to Jayaratha, in his remarkable commentary on the 
Tantraloka, is to “ reveal”  or “ suggest”  ( abhivyakti) 3 àtmànanda. The 
strangest and the most disturbing element in the ritual involves the DQti 
( note the similarity to love-poetry, where every Nàyikà must have a D ûtï). 
The culmination o f the ritual is concerned with this Doti, who identifies 
herself with Siva’s Sakti. Jayaratha quotes a text to the effect that this Dütî 
should be :

“  One’s own wife, one’s sister, one’s mother, one’s daughter or one’s 
beautiful friend ” .4

But Jayaratha points out that Abhinava ( ? )  did not accept one’ s own 
wife as a Düti, for one might conceive purely carnal lust in her case, 5 which 
goes against the whole ritual6 where the goal is to enter a state o f  pure 
consciousness.7 The Dütî is very elaborately described in fourteen verses 
from the Srïtantraràjabhattàraka, with all the paraphernalia o f  a maha- 
kävya.* Now follow the ordinarily8 forbidden acts, 10 the three makàras :

1. The rest of the stanza is taken from Jayaratha, p. 45 :

tw  H «TÌTrf II
2. Thus on p. 118, verse 176,the words camatkrti, rasa and ânanda are all found.
3. The same idea is found in the K u ld m a v a la n tr a , under V. 80 ( Jivananda 

Vidyasagara’s ed. ) :
T̂°TT cTW ^  \

W T WZ Il
Cf. what Jayaratha says on p. 102 :

ïRÏTxRilTf^^ilîtFPÎ: I
4. Jayaratha, p. 72 :

'« W i  ^fïïïfr mm ffèrn m i
5. Jayaratha, p. 73 :

f f  tWramrnmr arft i
ĉfr «r 3 m ^rnmWr: i

6. Cf. p. 67, Jayaratha : 

( not out of greed ).
w 3  I

7. Jayaratha, p. 72 : I
8. Jayaratha, p. 68-09.
9. Jayaratha often quotes verses in support of the seriousness of the aspirant, 

e. g. on p. 67 ( uuder verse 99 ) :

1«i<!h ,t<nw  «t ( 131m n
10. Verse 10, p. 7 :

ara #  f  M W  i
h
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wine ( madya also called Sivarasa at V. 17), meat ( mhmsam ) and love- 
making ( maithuna ). These three, when combined together, give the highest 
bliss ( änanda ) and the highest bliss is none other than Parabrahman. 1  

Abhinava points out that this ritual expands ( vikàsa) the heart, by inducing a 
state o f  complete freedom from desire ( nairàkànksya), since one’s body 
( through the use o f  perfume, incense and flowers, verse 108, p. 77 ) and mind, 
are mutually satisfied. The actual sexual union, 3 described in verse 50 is 
said to give rise to ànandavì'srànti, “  rest in bliss ” , on which Jayaratha has 
the significant gloss ( p. 36 ) o f  svätmacamatkära. In his exposition, Abhinava 
uses the term sàrtia several times (e. g. verse 133, p. 95 ) and many other words 
and concepts which were to form his theory o f aesthetics. Finally one o f  the 
major verses makes this comparison that we have been drawing inevitable :

“  Because o f the flow ( rasa ) o f  desire, through the force o f  the relish 
( carvanà ) o f  outward things, which are filled with one’s own flow ( ? ), one 
attains the state o f  complete repose ( visräntidhäma ) and all phenomenal 
objects ( comm, bhävajäta ) are merged into one’s own Self. ”  3

1. Verses 49-60. The verses actually dealing with intercourse ( e. g. 111-117)
are deliberately couched in obscure and symbolic terms, so that it is very difficult to 
understand precisely what is meant. There is no doubt that the soxual act is preceded 
by elaborate fore-play directly acted out, but symbolically interpreted. Thus Jaya
ratha on verse 114, p. 83 writes : |
The passages concerning the actual ejaculation of semea are the most obscure of all. 
It is clear from p. 89 and elsewhere that the face of the éakii is the most important 
cakra of all, and it would seem, though we are not certain if we have understood the 
passages correctly ( e. g. p. 88 ), that the man ejaculates in the mouth of the woman. 
From the many quotations that Jayaratha cites, it is obvious that there existed a very 
elaborate and serious literature on this subject, unfortunately lost today. In explain
ing the difficult verse on p. 91, ( verse 128 ) Jayaratha explains that the semen 
should be passed back and forth from the mouth of the woman to the mouth of the man, 
and finally poured into a consecrated vessel. Several verses from tc the ägamas ** 
are quoted in support, e. g. p. 93 :

Abhinava himself discusses various forms of ejaculation, all supported by ancient 
authorities. The subject, of enormous interest to students of religion and of pyscho- 
logy, deserves a close and impartial investigation.

2. T. ÄI. verse 97, p. 64 :
srçr 'Rit cr*r 'tit f w  i

'iM'tilPt ZÂ cR II
Dvayam  in this verse is explained by Jayaratha as wine and meat. Anyad  is sexual 
intercourse. Note that Abbinava himself, verse 99, and Jayaratha as well, are careful 
to point out that the reason for engaging in such rituals must be transcendental, and 
not lust or greed, p. 66-67.

3. T .À I . 137, p. 97 :

faînfënïm 11
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Abhinava uses very similar terminology1 when speaking o f srngàrarasa 
in the Abhinavabhärati :

“  The joys o f  sex really apply to those who are in love with one an
other. Because it is only when one is in love that there is continual ( dhàrâ )  
repose in sheer happiness. ”  2

Leaving aside the extremely curious sexual contacts with one’s own 
family ( which require a very careful pyschological, or pyschoanalytic analysis 
if the significance is to be found ), there is nothing in the rest o f the ritual that 
does not bear a close resemblance to the theatre. Surely such Tantric rituals 
affected Abhinava’s views on the eventual goal o f art, and led him to his 
transcendental theories on the aim o f the aesthetic experience. The combina
tion was unique in all o f  Indian history, and has produced one o f the great 
monuments to the complexity and profundity o f  the human mind. If we 
sneer at the sexual elements, we reveal more about our own inadequacies and 
parochialism than about the ritual itself. It is only a lack o f respect for the 
texts that will allow us to dispense with such passages under the excuse that 
they are “  indecent ” , for this they are surely not.

abhinava ’ s philosophy of aesthetics

It is o f  course impossible to give more than a brief sketch o f  Abhinava’s 
amazingly rich range o f thinking on aesthetic topics. What we wish to do 
here is to quote two long passages from the Locana with a translation. In 
the first, Abhinava gives a brief survey o f his own philosophy o f aesthetics, 
the earlier draft o f  his famous statement in the A. Bh. on the rasasutra o f  
Bharata. The second passage we chose because it serves to illustrate how 
these principles will apply to a concrete literary situation. Before giving the

1. Noto how similar this is to XXVIII. 20, p. 10 vol. XI of the Tantràloìca 
where the actual comparison with the theatre is stated :

WT "Srçnrç#; i
w l W  ^  ^  ïï^ rtcî: i

cî*rr Tjytî n
Note also the preceding verso, no. 18, where the participants in the mystic cakra must 
be pftrnaaamvid and capable of tanmayibhavana, again the very terms used by 
Abhinava in the Locana and the Abhinavabhärati :

The next vorse ( p. 10 ) speaks of tanmaya»
, 2. A . Bh.t Vol. I, p. 302 :

^ ( TfcT: l HT ^ ) T W W :  wfÌKÌlV I

The next line, beginning aparasya lu and ending paramo bhogak Ì9, we feel, 
important, but unfortunately wo are unable to make good sense of it.
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passages however, we thought it would be helpful if we indicated certain 
important ideas o f  Abhinava from his philosophical and literary works that 
will serve as an introduction to the two difficult passages to follow. ( As 
the ' reader has probably already recognised by now, all o f  Abhinava is‘ 
more or less difficult. It is impossible, unfortunately, to read his works the 
way one reads the Dhvanyäloka, with immediate comprehension. Almost 
every sentence o f  Abhinava’s is a puzzle which must be carefully pondered 
before it yields up its meaning, and even then we are not always certain to' 
have understood correctly. ) ’

In his philosophical works, we find Abhinava moving towards a, 
synthesis o f  aesthetic pleasure and philosophy. The most important passage 
in this respect is from Abhinava’s commentary on Utpala’s vivrti on the 
Jivarapratyabhijmkàrikà.' Parts of it are corrupt, or at least we have not been 
able, to make perfect sense o f  every sentence. Here is a tentative translation3 :

“  And so it has been said by Òri Bhattanàràyana : 3 “  Whatever bliss 
is to be found in all o f  the three worlds is only a drop from the ocean o f

t
bliss that is the god ( Siva ) to whom I bow down.”  And so when a gourmet 
tastes drinks ( rasa ) such as a delicious beverage, he behaves very differently 
from a glutton, and distinguishes carefully : “  Ah, this is like this. ” 4 As he 
âoes so, since he takes rest in his Self as the knower, and takes into account 
predominantly only that element, namely the knowing subject, he is called 
bhunjäm ( “  one who enjoys ”  ). Whenever one completely passes beyond an 
ordinary state (anyathàbhâva) and enjoys happiness, because such possible 
obstacles as (the desire fo r )  material gain, etc., have been excluded, as for

1. ÌP V V . Vo!. II, p. 178.

f f à  I tT*TT W fa lci

mnïïft sptRtrqT i
Ü | fqH Kl'i'i »11 IR ft <|ìt,

-q4,ju sratffi: M+lKirllRsilPcK't, cKT

r»i f4w i s i < w »i i ci â"1 ^  ( i  '-ii i i f%i t i  i x i  i <tii «î^ ? :n n T i!r ts fiT « ï? m T 5 r r  P m «
s g r g T l^ T T Î S y n M t f r !  I c T T ^ T W f ^ ^ i ;  I ^  3  PpTW : I f T O T T f f ? -

w w c t î  w m :  w n îN t  ffitfcr-
«IMrtvK I d l̂«JT*>*llf ‘ ’ t *T^<lRWK«tK 1  I

5WtT ct? I
3. B h a tta n â ra y a n a ’s iS la w scin lä n ia m , 61.
4. This phrase oocuvs often in bbe Locanu , e. g, p. 97.
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.instance in the context o f  a play or a poem where srrìgàra, in which the 
pleasure experienced is different from the kind o f  pleasure we derive from 
objects in the world, (is the subject matter), because of the very disappearance 

.o f  obstacles ( such as desire for material gain, etc.,) this is called rasanà, 
carvanà, nirvrti, pratïti and pramàtrìàvikrànti ( rest in the Self ”  ). And then 
because o f not caring for the established element o f  illumination which rests 

' on the object to be known, there is said to be sensitivity — the aesthetic 
experience whose nature is undisturbed relish, and which is designated ( as 
sahrdayatà) principally because o f  the hrdaya ( heart ) consisting in conscious- 

,ness (paràmarsa). And so aesthetic experience ( rasanà ) consists in tasting 
( àsvàda ) without any obstacles. The idea that the states o f mind which 

.are the objects o f  this aesthetic experience are the nine rasas has been 
examined at great length in my commentary on the Nätyaveda, the Abhi- 
navabhärati. Anyone interested in this question should, therefore, consult 
that book. Since it is not really germane to the present issue, I have not 

•examined it at length ( here ). Therefore, paràmarsa, ( consciousness ), para- 
rmnanda ( highest bliss ), nirvrti ( happiness), are all called camatkara, because 

. o f  the completeness ( or compactness —  ekaghanatà ) 1 o f  the aesthetic 
experience ( rasanà ). Therefore, he correctly said : “  Because o f  the absence 
o f  camatkrti". In the tasting o f  a delicious beverage and other liquids, 
however, there intervenes a contact with an object o f the senses, whereas 
in poetry and drama there is a far greater absence o f  such intervention, 
although even there, the latent impressions ( samskàra) o f  such sensory 
contacts permeate the ( spectator ). Still, those whose hearts are careful 
to dispel the part o f  the customary intervention o f sensory contacts will 
attain the highest bliss ” . 2

This passage3 is quoted in the context o f  ca m a tk rtione o f the 1 2 3 4

1. On ekaghanatà  see Gnoli, o p . cit. p. 58.
2. There are several difficulties in this text, and we are not certain of having

understood the exact implication of some of the phrases. E. g. vyap ad e& ydvya va sth ita - 
s y d p i  p rak dêa bh d ga sya  ved ya viêrd n ta sya  is not clear. In the oxpression ta to 'p i k d vya - 
n d tyd d a u  ta d v ya va d h d n a siin ya td . we take ta to ’p i  to mean tato'pi adhikd  and have 
translated accordingly. The words ta sm d d  a n n p a ca rita sya  ... soa ta n tra sya ica  r a sa - 
n a ik agh an ata yd  are ballling. -

3. After translating the above passage, we have found that Gnoli, in the 
second ed. of his “  T he A esth etic  E x p e rien c e  A c c o r d in g  to A b h in a v a g u p ta  ” translates 
the very same text in his Introduction, p. XLIII-XLV, but, oddly enough, he does not 
give the reference. We are afraid that we cannot follow his translation. See how
ever hi9 E ssen za  d ei T a n tra  (Torino, 1900) an Italian translation of Abhinava’s 
T a n tra 8d ra . Attention was first called to this important passage by K. C. Pandey in 
his C om p a ra tiv e  A e s th e t ic s , Vol. I, first ed. 1950, on p. 94. The reference he gives is 
B rh a t V im a rêin i ( Ms. ) 407 ( I. 5. 11 ), to which he provides the text on p. 421-422,

4. See in V. Raghavan, “  S om e C on cep ts  of. the A la h k d ra  iidstra  ” , the ßhorfc 
essay on C a m a tk a ra , p. 208-271.
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key terms for Abhinava. 1 He gives, in the A. Bh. a very lovely example o f  
its use :

“  Visnu is still in a state o f  wonder ( camatkaroti ), for, how strange, the 
thighs o f Laksmi as white as a sliver o f  the moon, were not broken by 
( the churning o f the ocean with ) Mt. Mandara.”  8

He then provides the definition o f camatkara : 8 “  It is defined as a 
seizure by joy ( hhogàvesa), unbroken ( aviccinna) and continuous satis* 
faction ( atfptivyatireka ). ”  4

Another important concept found in this passage is the idea o f  vighnas, 
which Abhinava develops at some length in the A. Bh* In brief the theory 
is this : all the synonyms for aesthetic pleasure ( e. g. camatkàra, rasano, 
àsvada, etc, ) are just another name for consciousness that is devoid o f  any 
obstacle ( sakalavighnavinirmuktasamvittir era ). It is only by removing 
these obstables, seven in number, that we become totally receptive to a 

'drama. These seven are: (1) lack of credibility ( ayogyatä). One must be

1. Cf. Stihilya-darpana III, 2-3 ( Vrtti ), BRawvtilC, asoribed to Närlyana, 
Cf, Bhäskara’s versified commentary on the tSivaifUra, I. 12 ;

S3 qffcrefa îrfcWl'HT't, II
There ia no doubt that this notion of being fìHed with wonder, of surprise, had a great 
appeal for Abbinava. He himself never tires of using the expression cam atkàra^ though 
it occurs only once in the Dhvanydioica itself. There is no doubt that the 
exercised an important influence on Abhinava. One thinks of the definition of 
êalUi, I. 13 :

cÿqpffj on which K$emaräja comments :
r ? m  trbr fm t r  i ( p - 4 >•

K$em a raja’s commentary will be found at the back of the volume which contains 
Bbatta Bhäskara’s commentary, KSTS, Vols, IV, and V, edited by «T. C. Chatterji, 
Srinagar, 1916.

2. A . B h Vol. I, p. 279. The Prakrit text reads :
3T«T fk ^  M̂XU\ ^fe3Tït I

For which the Sanskrit translation is :

3. Op. cit.t p. 279 :

■dHc+Kfafa i
4. See also the Alatikarakauslubha, Sivaprasad Bhattacharya’s ed. p. 137 :

^  A ^ w t w ; i
which is quoted from another, untraced, source.

5, A , Bh,t Vol. I, pp. 280-284,
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able to sympathise ( hrdayasamvâda ) with the events being portrayed. They 
cannot be completely beyond our scope o f knowledge, whether that 
knowledge be acquired through our own past experiences or through our 
acquaintance with literature. 1 ( 2 )  Too personal an identification. One 
must not feel that the drama is an actual event in the world. A certain 
aesthetic distance is necessary. This is the purpose o f  the mtyadharmis, 
those conventions found only in the theatre, e. g. unusual speech habits, 
dress etc. (3) An absorption with one’s own feelings ( nijasukhàdivivasîbhàva). 
One must overcome personal feelings in order to enter another person’s 
feelings ( vastvantare samvidam visràmayet), Music, decoration in the 
theatre, etc., all help to soften the spectator’s hard sense o f ego. The setting 
works on him and enables the spectator who is willing to respond to become 
a sahrdaya, a man sensitive to literature. (4) Lack of proper means o f per
ception ( pratìtyupàyavaikalycim ). (5) Lack o f clarity ( sphutatvàbhàva). Just 
as Abhinava insists on certain conventions in the theatre ( mtyadharmi ), so 
also he insists on their opposite as well, a certain realism ( lokadharmi ). 
Thus he says the acting ( abhinayana ) is in many senses very close to direct 
perception {pratyaksavyäpärakalpa). (6 ) Lack o f pre-dominance ( apradhànatà ). 
Abhinava feels that there are four major mental states, more important 
( pradhana ) than any others. 1 2 He associates these four with the four goals 
o f  life. Rati, love ( the sthàyibbàva o f srrigàra ) corresponds to kàma. Krodha9 
anger ( the sthàyibhàxa o f  raudra ) corresponds to artha. Utsàha, energy
( the sthàyibbàva o f  vira) corresponds to three ( kama, dharma and artha).

1. Cf. Abhinava, in the L oca n a , p. 331 :
^ r̂rarr i ^  4 4 ^ 4  i j w

3TcT cTWfa 1 ïî  c4tì<-+U«Mm<Ì 1
cc This comes to the following : one should only describe such incidents as do 

not destroy the enjoyment of tbe audience. So that if ( one should say that ) a simple 
man crosses the seven oceans in one step, because it is impossible, it will strike the 
mind as untrue and so will cause even the teaching consisting in the means of attaining 
the four aims of life to seem false as well. But in the case of Rama etc., even such 
( inherently unreal ) feats as the one just described ( namely crossing the seven oceans ) 
do not seem false because 9uch deeds are busod on ( our ) trust that is generated by 
a series of earlier well-known narrative events And so even other extraordinary 
feats of Rama, when imaginatively described, will not seem false. But in any case 
one should avoid describing unlikely events ( unless they are vouchsafed by a narrative 
tradition ). ”

2. Note that Bharata ( N JÌ.y VI. 39-40 ) too has this doctrine of four promi
nent rasas  which give rise to the other four in turn [8 r n g d r a t r a u d r a , rira and 
bibhatsa ). But he does not include êâ n ta y & fact of which Abhinava could hardly have 
been unaware, sìdcò in his commentary on the NiS  verses ( p. 295 ) he does not even 
give a variant reading that would include êûnta.

IX
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Finally nirveda, world-weariness ( given here, then, as the sthäyibhäva o f. 
kànta, as opposed to the Abhinavabhàratï, kantarasaprakarana passage ! ) 
corresponds to moksa. One o f  these must predominate in every drama. 
Abhinava explains that all o f  them contain a predominance o f bliss ( sarve'mi 
sukhapradhänäh ), since in experiencing them, one is tasting one’s own con
sciousness, which is a single compact mass o f  bliss ( svasamviccarvamrupa-
syaikaghanasya..........änandasäratvät). (7) The presence o f  doubt ( samsaya-
yoga ). This refers to the fact that we cannot be certain what the anubhävas 
are meant to represent. Tears, Abhinava tells us1 might be due to joy 
or to sorrow, and anxiety {cinta) might refer to virarasa as well as to 
bhayanaka. But when properly combined ( samyoga ) such doubts will not 
arise.

We can see from this that Abhinava places emphasis (and not only 
here, but throughout both his major works on poetics) upon the transcen
dental ( alaukika ) nature o f our feelings during a drama. He has stressed over 
and over that there is not a direct correspondence between karana and 
vibhàva, or between kàrya and anubhäva, for one refers to the world, and the 
other to art. Ordinary means of knowledge play no role in rasa :

“  The enjoyment o f  an aesthetic experience consists o f  a transcendental 
wonder ( alaukikacamatkära ) and is decidedly ( eva ) different from ordinary, 
( laukika ) knowledge such as ( is produced ) by memory and inference ” .a

The sthäyibhäva that Abhinava speaks o f  is the same as väsanä, an 
important word in his philosophy. It means the same as samskära, latent 
impressions that we carry with us from birth to birth. In a sense it corres
ponds to the Freudian unconscious. The sthäyibhäva would correspond to 
the conscious, for the väsanä is aroused, awakened, and we then call it a 
sthäyibhäva. Now this doctrine enables Abhinavagupta to answer one o f the 
great puzzles o f literary criticism in the West. How do we explain the fact 
that we can appreciate a drama which deals with emotions beyond the range 
o f  our experience ? E. g. how is it that incest dramas grip those o f  us who 
have no experience ( at least consciously ) o f such emotions ? The answer 
that Abhinava gives is ingenious. He claims that in our beginningless (fo r  
it is an axiom of Sanskrit philosophy that samsära is anàdi9 though o f course 
it has an end ) wanderings through the universe, we have had every con
ceivable experience, been open to every possible emotion. “  Nothing human 1 2

1. A .  B h ., Vol. I, p. 284.
2. A .  Bh.f Vol. I, p. 284 :
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is foreign to us In a brilliant passage, 1 Abhinava examines each o f  the 
nine sthàyibhàvas, and shows how we all possess each and every one o f them. 
For example, we all seek pleasure, and avoid pain, and are thus open to rati 
( sarvo riramsayà vyäptah ). He concludes : “  There exists no living being 
who is devoid o f  the latent impressions o f  these mental states ” . 2 What 
happens after this sthàyibhàva is activated is hrdayasamväda, a word o f which 
Abhinava is very fond. It means “  sympathetic response”  and he uses it to 
represent the state just before identification. It is made possible through the 
existence o f  sädhäranikarana, the factor in literature that makes all events 
impersonal and universal, an idea that Abhinava borrowed from Bhatta- 
nàyaka as we have already seen. This identification which then takes place is 
what Abhinava calls tanmayibhavana, another key term. The word is already 
used in a difficult verse from the Tantràìoka :

“  Those who do not identify ( with the object o f  contemplation ), who 
do now know the merging o f  the body, etc., ( in that object ) and whose 
intellect as a means o f cognition is not merged ( in that object ) — they are 
known as insensitive ” . 3

It is defined elsewhere in the Tantràìoka, where we are told that 
"  identification is the attainment o f  one’s highest Self. It is the highest stage 
o f  fulfilment, and there can be no further fruit after that ” . 4 By “  further

1. A . Bit., Vol. I, p. 282.
2. Op. eie., p. 282 :

*T HTJft ^?fcf I
3. T. A t. ( Vol. II ) III, 240, p. 228 :

Note the commentar)' ( Jayaratha ) :
fç  « lic itò  ïfhn^r qpwwn

( 3i^«n: ) çfcr i
In order to overcome the difficulties in this obscure verse we construe : dehädi* 

nimajjanam  with avidanto as its object, and we dissolve the aandhi as avidanto 
amatjnasamvinmânâh. We understand sat/tcii to mean intellect and müna to mean 
“  a means or instrument of cognition But in spite of these interpretations, we are 
not really certain that we have correctly understood the meaning of the stanza.

4. T. Â l.y IV, 209, p. 237 ( Voi. I ll  ) :

TO’ T̂ST ffrTO H lĥ >lrcK^ II
Abhinava gives this definition in order to explain an exorcise for inducing ecstasy 
that he gives in the preceding verse, where we are told that just as one examines one’s 
own face again and again in a mirror and knows it to belong to oneself, so also examin* 
ing oneself in tho mirror of consciousness that consists in meditation, worship eto. one 
sees Siva and then one merges with him : ‘

(  Continued on next page
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fruit ”  (phalàntaram ), Jayaratha explains that Abhinava means the following : 
generally when we obtain something, we are left with further expectations. 
When we get what we want, we have further wants. Not so with this, 
for we have attained ourselves, and there is nothing further to desire. 1  

Immediately after tanmayibhavana, the last stage in the process o f  aesthetic 
experience, we come to the actual experience itself : rasa. Abhinava has 
played down both alankäradhvani and vastudhvani in his Locano commentary, 
to give unique perference to rasa. Time and again he will say things like 
the following :

"B y  the word ucita (proper), Änandavardhana shows that the only 
propriety ( relevant to poetry ) is the one with regard to rasa, and thereby he 
suggests that rasadhvani is the essence ( o f  all poetry ) ”  .*

His definition o f  rasa occurs in such a context :
“  When the suggested sense does not take the form o f  an alankàra, 

then we say that it is plain vastu. The word plain ( màtra) rules out its 
being anything else ( i. e. alankäradhvani or rasadhvani ). Now rasadhvani is 
something else altogether. It belongs ( gocara) only to the (suggestive) 
function in poetry. It is never included under worldly dealings ( vyavahära ) 
and is never even to be dreamed of as being revealed directly through words. 
No, quite the contrary, it is rasa, that is, it has a form which is capable o f  
being relished ( rasaniy& ) through the function ( vyäpära ) o f  personal 
aesthetic relish ( car vana), which is bliss ( ananda) that arises in the sahrdaya's 
delicate mind that has been coloured ( anuràga) by the appropriate ( samucita ) 
latent impressions ( väsanä ) that are deeply embedded from long before 
( präk ) ; appropriate that is, to the beautiful vibhävas and anubhävas, and 
beautiful, again, because o f  their appeal to the heart (samväda), and which

Continued, f r o m  p r e v io u s  p a ge )

3T5T
Irftr il

<r*TT 1

1. In the commentary, p. 237, there seems to be some sort of misprint : anu- 
tta rù tm a n i p r ä tlh ä p i kirn bhaoet ? This must stand for something like a n n U a rû tm a n i  
p r â p ty â p i  him bhavet ? The commentary on this verso is particularly fine ( though 
we cannot make sense of the aàkànk$atre'pi la sya  tatkâknlpanàt ). It ends thus :

3RT3Ï ^  +1737̂ , zfrJïT:

2. L o c a n a , p. 45 :
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are conveyed by means o f words. That alone is rasadhvani, and that alone, 
in the strict sense o f  the word, is the soul ( o f poetry ) ’ V

His definition o f drama is equally difficult and philosophic :
“  A drama is a thing ( vastu ) whose essence, so far as the spectator is 

concerned ( tadgrähaka ) consists o f  rasa that can only be known by direct 
experience ( samvedana ) in the form o f aesthetic enjoyment which is altogether 
different from correct knowledge ( samyagjmna ), erroneous cognition 
( bhranti ), doubt, uncertainty, non-determination ( anadhyavasàya ) and ordì* 
nary knowledge ( vijnàna ). It is distinct from worldly objects, and also 
different from such things as their ( i. e. worldly objects’ ) imitation, reflec
tion and pictorial presentation ( alekhya), determination ( adhyavasäya ), 
fancy, magic shows, etc. ” .a

Abhinava likes to insist on the autonomy of a work o f  art, on the fact 
that it is sui generis and need have no object corresponding to it in the real 
world. Thus he remarks o f the dance that it imitates nothing in real life, 
but is pure creation, with no practical aim ( to be free o f  practical aims is 
for Abhinava one o f the defining characteristics o f  drama, as indeed it is o f  
all art ). Thus he remarks, d propos o f  Siva’s famous cosmic dance, that it 
is the spontaneous expression o f  his overflowing bliss, in which no thought 
other than sheer creative beauty exists. 3 The poet is very much like Siva; 
in fact, Abhinava often associates the poet, Siva and rasa all together. For

1. Locanat p. 51 :

2. A .  B h . Vol. I, p. 3 :

For an elaboration of this passage ( and an explanation of how drama differs* 
qua anukära  from other imitative objects ) see A. B h . 1. p. 35-38, edited and translated 
by Gnoli, op . cü. p. 88-101, appendix I. v

3. A . B h , I, p. 21 :
( f )  3RT ĜT

AL 1C Venngopalan suggests to us that perhaps the reading should be
n irvä h a .

Abhinava is very fond of the notion of overflowing (see Locana, p. 86 ) with 
one’s own bliss. He uses it ofton in the Tanirdloka and in the very first verse of the 
Locana he spoaks of nijarasabhartii, the same expression.
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instance in the Mangala'sloka to the fifth chaper o f  the A. Bh., he has a very 
fine verse with a remarkable simile :

“  We bow down to that sky-form o f Siva which acts as a preliminary 
to the production o f the play that is the creation o f this world by providing 
the proper moment ( avakasa ) ( for the play ) ( also : by providing the space 
in which creation is to be projected ) ” . 1

Here samsara is compared to a drama. The creation o f samsara is by 
Siva,* the poet ( note the implication : both are unreal ). Reductive state
ments dealing with identification are not uncommon with Abhinava. 3 His 
commentary on the NS. VI. 38, provides a good example and is itself intrin
sically interesting. The verse from the NS reads :

"  Just as a tree grows from a seed, and from the tree come flowers, 
and from flowers fruit, so also rasas are the root, and from them are all 
bhävas derived

After a very involved commentary which we translate in full below4 5 

Abhinava ends by saying : “  The tree stands for poetry. Flowers, etc.,

1. A .  B h . I, p. 207 :

■ì-forRt saftïpjrt êrf «pr: Il
2. There uro said to be eight forms of S'iva, among which the last five are 

the paûca m a h â b h û t a Y  y  orna is the fifth. It is the p ü r v a ra n g a } the preliminary to 
creation. The p ü rv a ra n g a  forms a natural introduction to drama. Similarly S'iva’s form, 
namely âkâsa (sky) forma a preliminary to creation, because it provides the space 
in which creation is projected.

3. E. g .  A .  B h . I , p. 342 :

3Mcfi§ I

4. «m  *1% ISTt ISTTcI. ’fi'* *PTT l
ct*TT 3 ?  WK ïpf rtcfr *TRT 3<MÎÎhai: II

5. A .  B h . I, p, 294 ( N S , VI. 38 ). The text has been edited by Raghavan 
In “  Bhoja's èrûgâra Praìcàia ” , Madras 1963, p. 532. The passage is extremely 
important, and warrants a full translation. The text, as given by Raghavan reads :

*T%**it w r e r i t  $ » * 3 ^  ‘  «T f e  SRêîêT ’  çfrr I cl^T ^
?r çwTxnpr :̂— qW rf^n i ^  i ^ ï^ t fera ct*tt wr:, êP3 <*r fe jfifcpjfera

I era ^  ^  i
fi? A m m ira r  w  i ?rrarf*raR*r ^ èreièfférr feraci Irretì fà RRi
$ n ft^  raraO-iifrfa ^  i êr ( êi\? ) <râ ( 3: ? ) sRi%rêfï i
«Ritft tra I era rairfi ‘ s r w û  i èraì isirarafä

(  C on tin u ed  on n ext page
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C o n tin u ed  f r o m  p rev io u s  page )

I ?PT y T O I I V- I cW W^nWr^T: «IHlpai-MyiWIC I 
1

Here is our translation :
“  Objection : if the rasas arise from the bh âvas, how was it snid, * without 

ra sa  no ( dramatic ) matter can arise 1 ? Hence they alone ( i. e. the rasas ) deserve 
to be mentioned first ( and not the bhâvas ).”  Anticipating such an objection he says : 
just as the tree etc. Just as the seed stands as the root-cause of a tree, so the rasas 
( stand as the root cause of the bhâvas ), for moral instruction and intellectual train« 
ing, which are preceded by entertainment, arise from them ( i. e. from the ra sas  ).
( The follow ing words— tata era ca vyâk h yâ n â rh â t are obscure, and we are not able to 
follow  what Abhinava means. ) The functioning of the actor which is preceded by 
{ i. e. which is based on ) the ( dramatic ) poem, is ( ultimately ) based on the thought 
arising in the poet’s mind -  which thought is attuned in sympathy ( t o  that of the 
original characters ). It  is that very thought ( arising in the poet’ s mind ) that is 
really speaking the ra sa . The spectator who is carried away by the perception of 
that ( rasa  ) later on perceives the vibhdvas etc. ( only ) on analysis ( of the aesthetic 
experience -  a p o d d h â ra h n d d h yâ  ). ( The following words : iti  p r a y o ja n e , n d ty e ,
k â v y e 9 s ä m ä jik a d h iy i  ca, are obscure and we are not able to follow  what Abhinava 
means by them. ) Thus the rasa existing in the poet ( kavigato rasah  ) is like the 
seed which is the root ( i. e. cause ) ( of a tree ) ( we propose reading m ü la bija sth d n iyd h  
for the G. O. S. reading of m fd a bija sth ä n iyä t which makes no sense ). For the poet 
is just like the spectator. For this very reason it has been said by Ânandavardhanâ- 
cârya “  If the poet is full of êrn gâ rarasa  ”  etc. ( D h v a n yd lo k a  III, p. 498 ). Therefore a 
( dramatic ) poem is like a tree. The activity ( functioning ) of the actor such as 
gesticulation, is like the flowers etc. The aesthetic experience on the part of the 
spectator is like the fruit. Consequently everything is full of ra sa ,”  W hat follows is 
no less interesting. Here is the text as corrected by Raghavan ( o p . cit. p. 532) : 

an* Tf fa iiT ^ K T , w rfT W «:, =3
I g  q «qirftn' IrcT' j fä’JT i 3  ^ ît-

fc?  *ng: sra'i t̂ 1 %■;

( The first sentence is obscure. ) a But we have not been taught to take the 
fruitless trouble of parading bits of wisdom wrhich are not useful to the matter in 
hand. And so let it rest at that. ( This seems to be a reference to an earlier commen
tator on the N S  who must have made a display of his acquaintance with the V ij flâna» 
ràda, the S a tk ä rya v d d a  doctrine etc. while explaining this stanza ). Others however 
explain : the tree in the form of rasa  arises from the which is like a seed; and
from that ( tree of ra sa  ) which is lovely with its blossom in the form of a b h in a ya , 
the bhdva  like a fruit, is enjoyed by its perception ( p r a tilyd  ). Now these people ( in 
explaining the passage in this way ) have explained the whole thing in a manner 
repugnant to the matter in hnnd. For in explaining the passage in this manner, 
they are saying that bhäva exists both in the beginning ( u p a k ra m a  ) and in the end 
( p a rya va sâ n a  ) ( in as much as they claim that bhdva  is both the seed and the fruit ). 
And so enough of that.”

Thus the idea is that all three views ( namely ) l , ^TT%̂ fT ,
and )  are acceptable { upagatdh  ) according to the diversity
of the intention ( a b h ip râ ya v a ic itryen a  ) ; ^TSFT ffiff^ M ^ lell ~

gw fa ; I
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stand for such activities o f the actor as abhinaya, etc. Fruit stands for 
the aesthetic enjoyment o f  the spectator. Thus everything ( or : the whole 
world ) is made o f  rasa ! ” 1

For Abhinava, poetry and drama are essentially the same thing.® 
Thus rasas are only to be found in drama, and not in the real world.® And 
what does Abhinava consider the purpose o f  drama and poetry to be ? What 
is his stance on the largely unspoken but constant controversy between 
vyutpatti ( in the sense o f moral or intellectual instruction ) and priti (pleasure) 
as the goal o f  literature ? Basically Abhinava holds that the major purpose 
o f  art is pleasure. Thus in the Locano* he says :

“ Although knowledge and pleasure for the reader are both present, as 
Bhamaha® has said :

‘ Study o f  good poetry confers fame and pleasure, as well as skill in 
dharma, artha, kama and moksa, and skill, too, in the fine arts, ’ 
nevertheless pleasure is the main thing. Otherwise, how would poetry, a 
source o f knowledge, comparable to a ( loving ) wife, differ from the Vedas, 
etc., which are also sources o f instruction,® comparable ( in their manner o f 
instruction ) to a master, or from sources o f  instruction such as the itihasas, 
etc., which are comparable ( in their manner o f  instruction ) to a friend ? T 1 2 * 4 5 6 7

1. Further on the tree analogy, cf. v. 24, p. 13 of the Parâtrim & ikâ  o f 
A bbinava,edited by Pandit J. Z. Shastri, Srinagar, 1947, K STS L X V III :

q*rr « ra w fa w  i
cT*TT 'I

2. r|K-ü«KRît 5 T W T W H V ?  I A - Rh > T- P- 291-

3- êFt ttpsi ^  WT st sfa; I  ̂ srrsrò? u A • Rlt-, i- p- 29>-
4. L ocan o ., p. 40 :

îThfïït ^  sspsfxPhcfr çr:, spffäRH;—
‘ ^ I
TOffi JtffcT ^ TTTjJ:Trr5?f»TWir^ it ’ |̂q

<r*nfir sptttto; i 3t̂ t4t ìnprfìm«fr wrrRrvsft fa ttoc i wrâfwsia r-
fcw fT  ^ T fr l lc J V J r : f a  fitcW?S8jPiTt fatPT *1%

»ttsf̂  wìttì: I w  qitffcnr 3^  1
5. Bhâmaha, K m y â la n k â r a , I. 2.
6. V yu tp a tti  mo9t often means ba h u fru la ta , learning. See Rudrata I, 18;

Mammata, K P . I. 2 {vyavah äravid^  explained in the Vrtfci as rä jä d ig a ta -u c .itä c ä r a p a r i- 
jflä n a m  ) and I. 3 ( where the Vrtti explains the word nipnnatd  of the K â rik â  by 
v y u tp a tti  t which is said to arise from flçj'hfdÛ dPddl «h 1 i «i ( f̂ -1 TO f<7 «i Ì ^  ) ,
and P asogan gtid h a ra  pp. 9-31 ( 1939, KM od. ).

7. Cf. p. 8 of the D ïp ik â  comm, on the K û ty a p r a k â k * ( ed, by Sivaprasad 
Bhattacharya ) :

(  Continued on next page
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And so delight has been mentioned ( here ) primarily ( as the purpose o f 
poetry ). Even o f  instruction in the four goals o f  life delight is the final and 
major result. ”  ,

Abhinava has an interesting passage in the third Uddyota o f  the Locano1 
in which he repeats this fundamental distinction in method between history, 
philosophy 'and poetry. Since, he says, people, and especially people in 
important positions,: must be made sensitive ( lit. “  instructed ” , vyutpädya ), 
the best way to provide them with this ethical and intellectual education 
( vyutpatti ) is through poetry. The way to instruct people in the four goals 
o f  life is by entering their hearts ( hrdayàmpraveha ), which is just another 
name for imaginative experience in general ( hrdayanupravekas ca rasäsväda- 
maya eva ). Abhinava ends by saying that priti, pleasure, is the cause o f 
vyutpatti ( prit ir eva vyutpatteh prayojikä ). His concluding phrase leaves us 
wondering whether this whole doctrine was not inherited from his teacher:

“  Rasa consists o f  pleasure, and rasa alone is drama, and drama alone 
is the Veda. This is what our teacher says ” . 2 Ahhinava goes on to make 
this important remark : “  Nor are pleasure and instruction really different 
things, for they both have the same object ” .s

C on tin u ed  fr o n t  p r e v io u s  p a g e  )

“  ( Readers ) use ( i. e. read ) even tbe éâstras if they are mixed with sweet poetio
rasas ( jnst as children will ) swallow bitter medicine if they first lick honey. 11

Curiously enough, according to Professor Bhattacharya, this is a quotation 
from the H r d a y a d a r p a n a  ( see p. 8, fn. 1 : M ^ f f c T  ). But
this cannot be correct,since the stanza is found in Bhätnuha,V. 3. What are the works in 
Skt. that can be considered àâatraa as well as Jcdvyas* Really only two : the Y og a vä sifth a  
and the M a h â b h â ra ta . It is a great pity that Ânandavardhana’s T üttvâloka  is lost, for it 
very probably dealt with this fascinating topic in detail ( see L o c a n a , p.67 and p. 633 ).

1. L o c a n a , p. 336.
2. L oca n a , p. 336 :

3. L o c a n a  p. 336 :
' >  nWl-^cMTfî I

W hat Abhinava moans by ek a v im ya tvâ t is brought out in the next sentence : 
f t  ffcüff: I The ancitya. of the vibhâva$

etc. is the cause of the pleasure that we do ive f/om  poetry. Similarly the a u citya  
of the vibh&va etc. is the cause of the edification that we derive from poetry. 
This is stated by Abhinava in the next sentence ( p. 337 ) : f^ ld l^ T d l Ml
( for which we should perhaps read cras^tflftriMl ) ^

1 Thus both p r it i  and v y u tp a tti  depend on v ib h ä ra d ya u c itya . Both 
are the result of uibhävädy a u citya . Abbinava’s phrase d v a y o r  ap t ekavipayatvät there* 
fore.means d y a y o r  a pi ekaheÇukatvât. .Since both are the outcome of a single cause? 
they are not different from one another.

X
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In this connection1 and in slightly more concrete terms ( the reader 
should not feel that the passages we translate in any sense exhaust the range 
o f  Abhinava’s interest. For most o f  the Locano consists o f  very close textual 
remarks on specific verses. We have simply extrapolated the more abstract 
passages, since it is here that Abbinava deals with his philosophical views ), 
Abhinava has a very interesting passage in the A. Bh. on the NS. I. 108-110, 
on what drama does for the different kinds o f  spectators : 2

“  Drama thus described 4 creates mental repose ’ ( vi'sräntijanana, NS. I. 
114), that is, it destroys the flow of pain for all spectators who are overcome 
either with pain such as comes from illness, who are afflicted with tiredness

* 1. One should compare the very interesting passage in the D aêarüpaka i, and
especially the commentary of Dhanika ( I .  6 ) :

zfrs^rteTcrarf^TE m g  w -  ç n g w s E S w r  n

Avaloka : ^  —

SRtfrT stftfcf sfîffr ^  II

r?TTf̂ TT WWWÌ <3I^MIuli
^  h  i ?rc der i

“  The silly man who says that as in the case of Uihâaa, etc., so in the case of the different 
types of drama, which overflow with bliss, the only purpose is to impart moral and 
secular instruction — I bow low to him, who is averse to the pleasure arising from 
literature

( Note that the word addhu can be oonstrued with both nam ah  and with ta sm a i ; 
ta sm a i sudhu n a m a h , (i I bow low ( sâdhu  ) to him, and taam ai sädh u 9 ta sm a i nam ah  
<■ May he fare well ( i. e. may god bless him ), I bow to him ” , W e think the oorrect 
reading is sâdhu  as an adverb and not addhnk as an adjective going with a lp abu dd h ih . ) 

0 In that connection some ( claim ) : “  Heading ( and study -  nisevana ) of good 
poetry bestows pleasure and fame and skill in the fine arts ( Bhämaha, I. 2 ).

By this and other verses they wish to show that the purpose of poetry is to 
give knowledge of the three goals o f life etc. By refuting this, the author shows 
that the purpose of the ten dram a-types is aesthetic enjoyment, which is of the form 
of the highest bliss that is inwardly experienced ( sva sa m v ed ya  ) and not merely 
knowledge of the three goals of life etc. as is the case in itih âsas  etc. * I bow low * 
is of course meant sarcastically 

2. A .  B h .t Vol. I, p. 39 :

W lfed M i cT*TT cl q fW'H I ^  l frt ̂ l'4M*ÌVP*5l'sT-

p j « n  i «m rfor  I ç p flm r  n f W m îK 4
IFcîŝ  I îT WRrtW f  :fisRTRt R5T5R-
g<slfarliyi+TSTRUTgisItfr<tt: l 5 K̂g:fifRTT: W

w y n w f  i «l<Rï*rg; i ^  i
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which comes from the inconveniences caused by a long journey etc., or are 
suffering from sorrow as when one’s relations, etc., die, or for ascetics whose 
minds are distressed by excessive weakness resulting from constant ascetic 
practices and from the càndràyana. and other vows. When their sufferings are 
overcome, drama becomes the cause o f dhrti, etc., according to suitability 
{yathhyogam ) ; thus dhrti etc., ( verse 113), having delight for their essence, apply 
in their proper order to the spectators afflicted with sorrows etc. For instance, 
( drama ) gives courage to the person overcome with sorrow. For the man 
afflicted with illness it distracts his mind. For the weary man it creates happi
ness. The word *' etc.”  ( in verse 113 ) stands for such things as awakening 
o f the mind, etc., in the case o f the man who practises tapas. Not only ( does 
the drama achieve ) this, but it also gives rise at a later date ( kàlàntare ) to the 
result ( paripäka ) in the form o f  happiness that stems from instruction. In 
this manner the purpose ( o f  the drama ) for those who are unhappy ( is three
fold ) : it calms the pain o f  those who are grieved, it gives immediate pleasure, 
and it gives happiness later ( through instruction, which if followed leads to 
happiness ). As for those who are not in sorrow, but are almost always happy, 
such as princes, etc., even for them the drama provides instruction in the 
ways o f  the world and in the means leading to the ( fo u r )  goals o f  life, such 
as dharma, etc. The word “  world ”  means “  ways o f the world ” . Question : 
does the drama instruct the way a teacher ( or an elderly person ) does ? 
( Answer : ) No. Rather it causes one’s wisdom to grow.

In his commentary on the rasasütra o f  Bharata, just before com
mencing a detailed statement o f  his own position, Abhinava quotes the first 
line o f  a very famous verse from the Sàkuntaìa}  Abhinava considered this 
verse to be the ideal introduction to his exposition o f  rasa. Since its exact 
significance has proved somewhat mysterious, we feel we are justified in intro
ducing the two passages from the Locano with a short discussion on this 
passage. The verse reads :

“  Seeing moving sights, and hearing soft sounds, even a man who is 
happy is filled with strange longing. Surely it is because he vaguely remem
bers, though he is not fully conscious, affections formed in an earlier life that 
are fixed inside him through the latent impressions they leave behind. ” 3

1. A good summation of this whole theory is Abhinava’s account at the 
beginning of the A .  B h ., of what takes plaee when we actually witness a drama,
O. O. S., p. 36. The passage has been edited and translated by Guoli, op. cit. ( p. 96 ).

2. The verse is quoted in the A .  B h ., p. 279-280, ( Vol, 1 ).
3. à âk u n tala , V . 2 :

îffar JTgÛaj farsi»!

SRHFrRffWfîf 11
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Why then does Abhinava quote this ? 1 - The reason Ave feel is'this : 
Dusyanta has an experience o f  rasa. * But it is not like any other ex
perience in the world. He is not directly experiencing any kind o f sexual
pleasure, but the vibhavas ( music and perhaps paintings as well ) call up to 
him some vague memories. This in its turn produces longing ( autsukya ) 
in him. It is an aesthetic experience. The memory involved is not o f course 
like any other kind o f memory, for it has no object. The bhàvasthiràni in 
the verse are the actual vàsanâs. These vâsanàs ( latent impressions ) are 
brought to life by his hearing the music, and they then bring to his aesthetic 
attention ( i. e. his deeper unconscious) intimations o f  a pleasure he formerly 
had. But this pleasure is now no longer direct, it is purified, not directly
stateable. It is thus a higher kind of delight than the original.3 So
Abhinava regards this verse as proof o f  rasa*

1. Hemacandra, K â vyà n u sâ sa n a , 11. 1. p. 99 :
ar? w a r ie r  «ir s i  *  rnffawfiiST i i

What Hemaohandra means by saying that Du$yanba has not experienced this 
love is that he is not now remembering something ho has experienced. In other 
words, ordinary memory of happy experience does not constitute aesthetic experience. 
Thus a play does not bring up in our memories similar experiences. What is conjured 
up in us is the more general emotion, purified of any actual memory. This interpreta
tion is confirmed by the passage from in the Ì P V V . quoted in Note 3.

2. For Räghavabhatta, the verse is a case of êrn gû ra .
3. On p.252 of the third volume of the Ï P  V V , Abhinava quotes the last lines of

the same verse : bhâvasthitâni ja n a n â n ta ra sa u h rd à n i (th is reading of b h à m sth itâ n i  
instead of bh àvasth iràn i is confirmed by Räghavabhatta, who says that it is a w ell- 
established reading ). The context is extremely difiicult to make out, since the text 
on which Abbinava is commenting is nob extant, and none of the prutik as make sense. 
But it is clear that he is quoting this as an example of an emotion ( he seems to be 
discussing the distinction between various kinds of love ; k(ìma9icchù\ ab hit à? a , a u tsu k ya , 

etc. — l%$ïïfcPTT«I *11 f « f $ |  HH 9 HT l
3  cfipT I ) that has no direct object, but is aetherealised as it 

were, that is, in his terms, «  generalised ”  : ^  Wn^TT-

............. i

Clearly then these vàsanâs bring us to a state of generalised love, which is why 
it is called a u tsu k ya , for it would seem that autsukya  is a longing with no particular 
object. This is in fact what takes place during a dramatic performance of the 
Ü äkunlala , for we do not wish to actually possess herself.

4. Note that according to Räghavabhatla, the verse is a case of a p ra stu ta - 
p ra êa m sà , aud this figure of speech further suggests the sth âyibhâva  of uninterrupted 
love ( a p ra stu la p ra êa m sâ , U na sth àyinah rater avicchedo dhvanitah  ). He also sees this 
as kä vyalin ga , and hence as satnsrsti. There are also three types of a n u p rä sa  (c h ek a , 
Vrtti and êru ti ). He notes that the verse must be a case of ra ti  ( i. e. érn g â ra ra sa -  
dh va n i ) for otherwise there will be the dosa of having the major rasa  cut midway ;

3^*n *r«r i



59

All o f  this culminates in what is lacking even in Änandavardhana, a 
philosophical scaffolding on which to raise the structure o f  rasa. We are 
now ready to read the two important passages from the Locano.1

1. W e have barely couched the surface of Abhinava’s aesthetic philosophy. 
There are of course a great deal o f interesting passages from his philosophical workB 
which shed light on the issues discussed here. Lack of space prevents us from  
.examining all of these passages here, but we cannot refrain from noting briefly at 
least some of them. The first verse of the last chapter of Utpalâcârya’s J êo a ra - 
p ra tya b h ijflä  ( B häakariy vol. II, p. 280 ) reads :

tST I
Il

“  The one highest God is the very Self of all beings. He assumes the form of 
everything. He is filled with the unbroken notion : ‘ I am this ( universe ) \ ”

In his commentary to this Abbinava speaks of the consciousness that is not 
restricted by time and space, just as he speaks of the consciousness in a play that is 
not restricted by time and space ( e. g. A b h in a v a b h â r a ti , p. 280 ) : *ï?r:

«T «T I And later in bis Vrtti : p a râ n u n m u *

k h a a vû tm a v i& rû n tirû p â h a n ivim a rfa p a rip û rn a h . “ Filled with the notion of 11 * ness 
"which takes the form of rest in the self which is not directed towards anything else. 11 

These are precisely the terms in which Abhinuva speaks of the aesthetic experience.
See also Abhinavars T a n t ras â ra , p. 19, where two interesting verses sum up 

the third o h n ik a . The verses, oddly, are in Prakrit. Note that saim  bhâi in the 
Prakrit should be tianslated into Skt. as sv a ya m  bhâli and not as ea tya m  bhâti as in 
the ch ä yä  given in the footnote on p. 19. Also, sarahana  in the Prakrit should be trans* 
lated as sa ra b h a sa  and not as sarah a n yo. Perhaps too oue should emend v im rfta • 
T ûpam  into vim rstarttpe  to agree with d a rp a n e  in the first line. The verse reads :

y ^ u iP iu ^ u i'J if ì- fT  H t II >
( W ith slight changes in the text. )
“  The whole of one’s very own essence, vibrating in the pure mirror of consci* 

ousness becomes manifost by itself; its ( the m irror’s ) form having been rubbed quick ly  
with the fluid in the form of a m a r fa n a . ”

One of the finest verses is found in the T a n tr ä lo k a , Vol. II, p. 200 :
^  «TT I

çNl’ctil T̂rT* Çrp^rT I
€% That vibration which arises in the heart when one touches sandalwood etc. 

or hears so ft singing — when one is no longer indifferent, that is known as the É a k ti  
( force ) o f bliss through w hich one becomes u sensitive ”  ( lit. “  endowed with a
heart ”  ). ”

Note that Jayaratha quotes V ijü â n a b h a ira va , 73 ( g ïlâ d ivisa yâ sv â d a  etc. )„
When Abbinava speaks of the sense o f the “  I ”  changing, deepening, we are 

irresistibly reminded of a very moving and pow erful poem :
“  I have to tell

y o u .......your son is a m ongol ”
the doctor said.
How easily the word w ent in —

a d h in a v a *s  p h il o s o p h y  o p  a e s t h e t ic s

(  Continued on next page
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The first passage is extracted from the Locano on the second Uddyota 
o f  the Dhvanyäloka.1 As far as we know this is Abhinava’s first systematic 
exposition o f  his own and earlier views on the nature o f  aesthetic experience :

Locano pp. 180-190.

fRJrfi ïtFTFI^T—
m  *Ï5T qWTcTCT ÌTrfìqq f l it  cTfì^qqq | q  =q 

twi^f^qr?qqsqrctfr srcft̂ cr i q̂iqpTcròq =q srcftm ^wFqf%>qi- 
^ qïïcii *qrq I er =qrgw Starci: i e i m f ^  5pqTq*nqrqrg- i q^crrö 
qRHifqqiret#mqfnqi sntìjqfàfò cRft qrcqj q =q
^ IR Ï ÏW 'Ï Ï  I 3i^l=fi^mRHi =ET ARIETI ^  ^ 9 ?%gq^qKqr

q?-i ÇÎNT̂ q | R flR; WRcf, 3f'T3 ‘4l'iHlds I
cT?iiTfrq̂ t r i îRq r̂fèq Riqqq%q5rfòqrat I 3<qf%q% =q

q^çqR qisi^fèà q^*Tifar§ wirt I ^  qi'qfa-
w frfi:, îTi%wqw f f  p :RWifq5q^T ftqqrSïïciKcFqqtfêr: *qra i f ë  
wiqtsfqsqsqii <9: qwcìi <j;qq̂ q çqq: | èw q srrfm w q ìi qifa- 
stpqcT qq^qq *9: I Sl; qqT ^% 5^q cRTsqTcJFr: q i^ w  I
çnm q̂rqqqq qrwfwT, Riqqrq teTf3:fqqq, w \%m  s^qfqqqfafq qqiŝ r- 

* ĉTT »m m : I cTqrfqqiRTqt qfè; wm ^wrf^q: SireRTT^q: > k q -

C on tin u ed  f r o m  p r tr io u s  p a g e )

cle&u as a bullet
leaving no mark on the skin
stopping the heart within it.
This was my first death, 
the “  I ”  ascending on a alow 
last thermal breath 
studied the man below 
ns a pilot treading air might 
the buckled shell of his plane.

The poem ends with the grave insight this new “ I ”  bestows :
You have a sickness they cannot heal,

* the doctors say; locked in 
your body you will remain.
W ell, 1 have been locked in mine.
We will tunnel each other out.
You seal the covenant with a grin.

( Jon Stallworthy, “  R oot and B ra n ch  ” , Hogarth, London, 1908. ), 
which is the same kind of pure and beautiful reconciliation that Abhinavagupta 
achieves in his finest moments of philosophy, a wisdom we appreciate in literature, but 
hope for in vain in life.

1. D h ra n yä lok a loca n a , p. 180, Banaras edition with B â îa p r iy â } under II. 4.
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? fïr îH ^ I% 5 q  q i f s t f q q ^  | ìrò ^ s r fq q q q  q  fq w fo  ? 
qq ^qqrqqiròì fscfrqi sqm :, qssrròròi fqqgqq i q|q:£Tqq*q qw 
{qî^ RTcT qqqsqqï crfpïïqTÇW qTqROTqTqî̂ q qïïT | qrfrò %T:
qìsg*Tq^qi8Tcìq1%¥qT qq jfiqròqròqiTqiqn ^w qìq^qigf^5-
grqqqi^n%q5r*nqi%fr^i?«m^^rq: qqrariqrrcqfqq: i «  ^  q  m  
'i^TS^T: f e r  |T% I ^ cq M q F n q -q R W q  | a ^ p q q - ^ q ^ q  qq q jq fè - 

alqpTTrq: ìffròTròng I ct«tt Tc-gqqqrraì q: wr4t q qq sqfìrqTTrò r̂qrfèqT 
Rraròqròsqqròrq qq *q: i qròr g agawRcsiraTarcq ?îq %fqq; I ïh iï- 
q fà r ò  m p  f a q f q :  T qqftqqròT  m-, # W h  ? T q w q s T t^ Ä n ^  
ròq  q q q  qfqrò ?fq qìgqrò *q: I aigqqq q  q^Tq sqTqqqqrò w g. | 
qmn%qròt qi w t e r *: ? irgq q ^ ir ò  :̂«asn%: i qqrrarc w . i 
qfsrft ? pqqqqn^qrRqiqq^Ri q  sreq:, R 'r ò ì q q ^  fqi%Miacfìqr q iz q q q  
^ x q q r q p  i

r î ^ d q q m q w q q ;  qnfàqgfiròr fàqTqrqqqaqfìrqròfq: qga q *ròq i
qq. gròfq qjfìfq^a^RT Fnfàfq qcfriqqrqqrqRqTqq^T qfqqrrògqqròqqì 
qròròqrfqqì *q: i q  q  q sròrrcqsqpTKrò# i rò qqq^ifròirfw r qfèfco
3mqTT^qTHTqifqq[^qqiq;qiqq^: i ^qqi^T qq, qTqqüqföfqfq qf%q i 

arò g ----3fqq^K q; qC T^qT^sfròqifcqi^ifèfrò fqxïïRqO
fférrqiròn arsrmrq:, q cq ^iqnqrqqqiqrRjqWqT Rcròn qqqqT *q 
'ffq qT ^qT  qr^qqr: i arò gqfiqqqqm rarò qT$isqi*qqr qqqqM 
qf|qTq^qTqm q#T^qTrq^7^qtTgf% qqTqq[qqrs ^rfqffcrqqqn%RT2 qq
qr. I qq^qitq qrn 1arò g ^  iròm ., arò nqqqqq, %%q qnfàqm^’ 
frò «qfqqTRqq ,̂ arò qqròqq., ^%sqqqq, %qq qqĵ ^q qgu q  qqqrgfrò^ 
q^qï I

■qqsqsfq q  ^ròqr^qiròqrqìrò qrvfròfqiq^fqsrqq^qqròiqqCTqq- 
qg^qf^iKqq^qrqfqqiqi^qìqrRq^q qqiqì i 3jqj m  qisnisiqq^TT 
qqqqriq: ; qq iq^ ^ q jq  i pqq qrqp qròì: i rò fa?r R w rq qqqifq ^q^iìq, 
flcficf: qqqqqqqii^fqq^qqq i qqqgg q  Rqtfròr%m qrqr i aisrcfìq % 
ròTrqqqsqqcr^ i frò: g qqr ^ròqTqqqrTqfqròqsfqqfcqf^! qHqiqgft 
aqiwicqi qfqqrqfqi q  tf^ìfqwrò^KTirò'i, qsfèqjrfq
qcfrò^'Wqn^qrònqqfmr qqg i qfägrqggm  ^qqqrqrqq^qrqr fròqjfq- 
W ffffj  â # q ^ q q r q x i q q  q # r q  ^ q  aïreg q q q ìirò ^ q q fiq , qrftqqrq
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^  Tf ^ î : I sîcftW t f^ iu i  TrRf I *n =q qrè i ai
R  5Tg^ ^RcTRT *fcïH T I 3pq^^^% TW tftfTT, fit R  5 T ^

yq w w iW n o n  l
cRHr?f«fRÎTfcî: q ^ T : I Ü ÏÏTfèW Ï g ÏT ÇRFI RfRT-

I f^ R R p n ^ to q iiftR î: ; —  “  s re n w ilM  3nfèiqr r r r r ; i
s q fä j^ ^ q q ^ iJ T T R 'q R R q  ^ i g  ”  ^  | ç r  Rcfifè^cn-

« R ^ T  fm j  I Çïï ^  ^ R l ^ ï ï  îlêB çcC ^à | q ^ 4 N ^ t d 3 l f i w l f i f ä f ^  
« œ r ir t  R ïTïïsqm  qq I RÎ#R>q^TqR*î qq^qgr Tgfôqqr RïRTRq, 
k F ifW r g  I Rqqrqqfq g g fàc ig nn^ Tq fa fTR q R w fàq  f e r  | 
fà fe rç q g  ? r  ^ ng  îtr  q fe q fä  q^^R, cr w  qpRPgqfeg 
IR % 33T tl% : I R R  fe ^ T R  i W q % ^  c^R TR g |
V  % ^Bf^RIRîfHt, q i^ lfe llR R R R  fe ÌR g  I ÇRl̂ g RqRRRRlfà^nTW I 
‘  *RT*T: WZJ R  cRR 5*ï^: ’ ?R q  I ïïWTSRSRTRRqR SRITO g a U ç fe f -  
ffe fe q fà fe q c ïq T  RiPR înq^ TRTg RRRR, fTcT fe R R iq  VĤ RTRÎ 
«b<uli£l 'RïRRq RH ci (ci I HIRTSTT *T qïïôqqiRg RRR, 3îfq g ERïïnTFR-
t t f id  I Pi ife fe q R T q R T T R  3ïél%#; q ft R&af
# f e  ïtR'RôRTTR qq q w ï ï f e  i t b r  RHïfrqcq rag

^ r r è g g  I ^ q q R ^ f ë f l R H R q g R q ^ f e q ^ f à '  I ö r r r I  R T ^ r% R q q fe r -
W H ;R1 q jR ir fe lR T q J F ìR  ÏT grfil I qWTRÏÏTTM§TRTKR R l^ R R  R ïï- 
r r r  I sg^n^ r  üT^rsrRqRTn^i ^ à w R T fR P R f f e ls ig  i qqr 
TwaqTff^gqqRTRKrTif RnRTqrqrcRqRRrfeiiRRT g p q fe R  s r ä  
qrgqôîïïTRÎ; i
Here’ is our translation o f this complex passage :

Objection : 1 It has been said by Bhattanàyaka:1 2 “  Were rasa3 to

1. In the second edition of Gnoli’s work, “  T h e A esth etic  E x p erien ce  a ccordin g  
"to A b h in a v a g u p ta '\  Chowkhamba, 1968, which has just appeared, he has added an 
appendix in which he translates the passage. However, our interpretations differ so 
often and so radically from his, that we felt we were not duplicating any labour by 
translating this important passage. It did not seem to us necessary to point out all 
the places where we differ.

2. This is an earlier version of what Abbinava later expands into the famous 
commentary on the ra sasü tra  in the A h h in a va b h â ra tï, Vol. I, p, 277 ff. This passage 
forms the core of Gnoli’s book. See also, for details on the views of Abhinava’s prede
cessors, Sankaran, “  S om e T h eories a f  R asa  and D h v a n i ” , and V. Sinistri, “  T he  
P h ilo s o p h y  o f  A esth etic  P lea su re  ” .

3. W e have foimd the following texts useful, either because they reproduce, 
pr,because they expand these very arguments :

(  Continued on next page
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be apprehended as belonging to someone else ( and not to the spectator ), 
then ( the spectator ) would remain indifferent ( tàtasthya ). Nor can rasa, 
which stems from a poem dealing with a subject like the life and deeds o f  
Rama, etc., be apprehended as belonging to oneself. For if it were appre
hended as belonging to oneself, we would have to say that real emotions ( such 
as sexual desire, etc. ) arise in one’s own self ( while witnessing a dramatic 
performance ). And that would be most improper in the case o f  ( somebody 
like ) Sita.1 For ( she ) cannot be the ( älambana ) vibhäva2 with respect 
to a spectator.* 1 2 3 Should it be argued that what causes ( prayojaka) her 
to become a vibhàva ( cause ) o f  arousing ( vikàsa ) latent emotions ( vàsanà ) 
( o f  love, etc. ) ( in the spectator ) is the fact that ( she stands as a symbol 
for ) non-personalised ( sàdhârana ) womanhood ( käntätva ), we reply : how 
would such a process be possible in the case o f the description o f gods, etc. ? 
Nor can it be said that during’ a dramatic performance ( madhye) there is 
( on the part o f  the spectator ) a recollection o f his own wife.4 How can

C o n tin u ed  f r o m  p rev io u s  p a g e  )

( For full bibliographical information on each item consult the bibliography at 
the end o f the volum e): (1) S'ridhara’s commentary on the K â vya p ra k â êa  ;  (2) Mànikya- 
candra’s commentary on tho K P . ; (3) Candîdûsa’s commentary on the K P . ;  (4) Heina- 
candra’s K â v yâ n u êâ sa n a  ; (5) Prabbäkara’s R a sa p ra d ip a  ; (6) Vidyâdhara’s E k â va li ; 
(7) Vidyftüâtha’s P ra tà p a ru d ra yo & o b h û sa ya , and finally (8) Jagannâtha’a Rasa*  
g a iïg â d h a ra .

1. Abbinava, follow ing Bhattatauta, uses this same argument against 
S'ahkuka, A .  B h ., p. 277 ( Gnoli, p. 7 ) :

«T f t  tfrcïT « f r i f a - U «  I
“  The actor does not think to himself : 4 Sita belongs to me ’. ”
2. BN means tlmt Sita is onljr a vibhäva  with regard to Rama, not to the

spectator. But what can this mean ? V ibh ä va a are all in regard to ra sa . A fter all, it 
is not Rama who experiences rasa  in regard to Sita, so how can she be his vibhäva  ? 
W e must take the word vibhäva  to be a loose usage for k ä ra ya  o f  true ra ti in Rama,
but this has to do with the real world and not with rasa.

3. Bhattanäyaka ( BN ) uses sophistry to prove that ra sa  is perceived neither
aB located in the säm ä jik a  ( â tm a gn ta  ) nor as located in someone else ( e. g. the
character portrayed or the actor who presents that character ). By ruling out both 
the possibilities, âtm a ga ta tva  and p a ra g a ta tv a  of r a s a p r a tlt if he oomes to the conclu« 
sion that rasah 11a p r a tic a te , “  rasa  is not perceived at all ” . A ccording to BN we do 
not have any p e rc ep tio n  ( p r a tit i  ) of r a s a , but only its enjoym ent ( bhoga  or bh ogi. 
k a ra ya  ). BN is not against admitting ra sa  in the säm äjika  — he is against adm itting 
its p r a ty a y a  ( perception ) in the säm ä}ik% . Iusteiid of p r a t y a y a t BN uses his own 
term inology bhoga  and b h og lk a ra ya . The difference between the two ideas seems to 
us only one of term inology.

For the same arguments, see the A .  Bh.y p. 278, ( G noli,p . 10 ).
4. We have translated this sentence as if it were a serious observation, 

namely that when the spectator sympathises he does not remember his own personal 
life. However, it is possible that it is meant humorously as well : “  for God’s sake, you 
do not want to have to remember your own wife when watching love scenes ! ”

XX
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( uddïpana ) vibhàvas in the form o f such deeds as building a bridge over the 
,ocean, etc., by extraordinary heroes like Rama ever become generalised, 
' ( since nobody else could ever do them ) ? Nor can it be said that Rama, etc., 
as full o f  energy, 1 etc., is remembered, 2 because he has never actually 
.formed a part o f our ( past ) experience ( such that now we could remember 
him ). To perceive ( Rama’ s ) energy ( utsäha, the sthàyibhàva o f virarasa ) 
from a verbal source o f  knowledge ( sabda) is not to experience rasa? 
just as when we directly watch a couple making love there is no aesthetic 
pleasure.4 As for the theory that rasas arise ( utpatti)y (the difficulty is 
that) because o f  the (spectator’s ) (rea l) sorrow ( karma, i. e. soka) he 
.would be genuinely unhappy and would no longer return to watch such 
dramatic performances in which (there was) karuna {rasa) ever again. 
Therefore rasa does not ' ‘ arise”  ( utpatti), nor is it induced by suggestion

1. The important word is Rama, to which nisâhâdimân  is simply an adjective. 
The âd i stands for ra tim ân, etc., depending on the rasa. But none of these states form 
part of our own experience of Rama, since we never knew him. Even though the 
spectator might apprehend the sthâyibhâvas like utsäha, etc., in Rama, etc., from the 
words actually used in the poem, still it will be only Sabdaj any a j flâna of the utsäha in 
Rama. This kabdajanyajftâna cannot lead to raso tpa tti in the sahrdaya. The reason 
for  this is given in the form of an analogy in the next sentence : "  Just as when a 
:couple is actually observed ( pralyaksa  ) making love to each other, there is no 
rasotpatti in the observer ( rasopajana  means ratibhïivâsvâdana -  an aesthetio experi
ence of love ). ”  But we cannot quite see the point in the argument, in spite of the 
analogy. However, to have seen this “  generalised ”  nature of drama was one of the 
great moments of literary criticism, and it appears that this view belongs to Bbat- 
tanâyaka, for Abhinava simply takes it over. Bhâvanâ is the same as sâdhâravïkarana. 
Änanda does not use this term.

2. The reason we cannot remember Rama is that the definition of memory 
in Sanskrit logic involves anubhava, direct experience.

3. The expanded version of this, A .  Bh., p. 278 ( Gnoli, p. 10) reads :
H ^  —  ( whero ^  refers to ) —  Maim

ç r w r g w  ïïFRpfcri
W hat is BN ’s point ? Does he mean simply that we cannot have rasapratlti 

through annmâna and êabda ?
4. Abhinava ( A .  Bh. Vol. I. p. 278, Gnoli, p. 10 ) expands the analogy of 

wafcohing a couple making love by adding :

“ On the contrary, because one becomes preoccupied ( v y â g r a ta y â  ) with one’s 
own mental moods that arise, Buch as ombarassment, disgust, or even sexual desire, 
we cannot say that this is an aesthetic experience. ”  Cf. also Daxarùpalca  IV. 39 and 
the A v a lo k a  thereon. Abhinava makes the same point on p. 35 of the A .  B h . ( Vol. I ) :

ca (?)-

W e take ta tp ra tip a tla u  in the last sentence of p. 181 to refer to utsäha  

of the preceding sentence : H ^  UH- tttqcf, as opposed to Gnoli who takes
it to refer to Rama,
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( abhivyakti), for if (such emotions as) love, existing in a dormant form ' 
( saktiriipa ) ( in the spectator ), were to ( arise or ) be induced by suggestion,-, 
then there would occur the difficulty that to a greater or lesser extent- 
( tàratamya ) the spectators would make actual physical attempts to possess 
the object (presented before them on the stage) . 1 And if we held that. 
rasa was aroused ( i. e. induced ) 1 2 by suggestion, ( we could ask the same, 
question as before: ) is rasa existent in the spectator himself, or in someone 
else ? The same difficulties would arise now as arose before. Therefore rasa 
is not ( directly ) perceived {pratiyate ) , 3 nor conjured up ( utpadyate ), nor. 
suggested ( abhivyajyate ) by poetry. But poetic words are o f  an altogether 
different nature from ordinary words, thanks to the three functions (tryamsatä),■ 
possessed by them. Denotation ( abhidhàyakatva) is concerned with the.i 
literal meaning; universalisation ( bhàvakatva) is concerned with rasa, etc. ; 4 

and aesthetic enjoyment ( bhoktrtva ) is concerned with the sensitive reader 
( sahrdaya ). These are three ( separate ) functions which are the constituents 
o f  words used in poetry ( or literature ). If one were to claim that in

1 . All later writers reproduce this phrase, visa yärja n atä ra ta ??iya  but ' 
without explaining it or paraphrasing it. It is thus clear that nobody really knew 
what Abhinava meant. Guoli takes it very diflerently from the way we have ( see o p . 
cit. p. 45, 108 ). We take it to mean that the spectator would actually feel the need 
to  acquire (  a rja n a  )  the object (  v ifa ya  )  on tbo stage, i. e. he would want to get 
up and take Sita away. But the expression tà ra ta m y a  is, we admit, inconvenient. 
We suppose the idea is that some people will make a greater effort ( i. e. will be more 
excited ) to attain the object, and others less. See JJasarüpaka  IV. 39 and A v a l oka on 
the same : ^^erf a n i f l l 1 fche story of the backwoodsman 
in tho gallery who shot the “  villain ”  on the stage.

2. It is not clear to us just what Bhattanâyaka intends by the term abhi
vya k ti. He must of course have known the doctrine of vya iija n â  as put forth by 
Ânandâvardhana. Abbinava uses tbo term a bh ivya k ti as synonymous with e< sugges« * 
tion Bhattanâyaka however understands w a b h ivya k ti 71 to be a sort of production 
which he places on tho same level as n tp a tti , since his argument érn g â ra sya  abhi• 
v ya k ta u y etc., really applies to u tpa ttip ak sa . Abhinava points out that in a verse which 
he quotes from BN, the expression vyarigya  occurs. The verse is :

3Tr<sr«*n<qi3w OT ^F*rr*f 3^  n
( Gnoli, p. II , A . U h. I, p. 279 ) on which Abhinava comments : ^
æfïFÎ ( surely, though, the correct reading is la k sya te  ).

3. B N ’s stand that rasa  is not perceived at all ( rasali na p r a tiy a te  ) is not 
reasonable. It is the same Bophistic argument used in sva ya la tva  and p a ra g a la tv a , 
meant only to silence the opponent. Unless ho could mean by p r a tiy a te  M direct 
experience ” , which is of course not what takes place in the theatre, since, as BN 
already pointed out, we do not know the people on the stage and are thus not 
personally involved.

4. R a sd d ioi;.a ya m  is problematic. We must understand ra ty â d ir isa y a m y which 
is confirmed by the B a s a p ra d ip a y p. 20.
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literature ( latra ) denotation alone held sway, then what would differentiate 
slesa and other figures o f  speech from such devices as the use o f  words in two 
senses ( tantra ),* etc., in scientific works ? 2 Moreover ( if this were true ) 
then the different varieties o f  alliteration ( vr///) would be' virtually useless. 
And what purpose would the avoidance o f  such faults as cacophony 
( srutidusta ) ?  etc., serve ? Therefore there is a second function4 known as 
generalisation ( bhävanä ) ( responsible for bringing about the experience ) o f  
rasa ( i. e. o f  the sthâyibhàvas ), thanks to which, denotation ( abhidhä ) 
assumes a new dimension ( vilaksanà ). This function o f universalisation 
( bhàvakatva ) with respect to the rasas ( i. e. sthâyibhàvas ) is in fact ( mma ) 
what is, in poetry, responsible for making the vibhàvas, etc., universal. Once 
a rasa ( i. e. sthàyibhàva ) has been thus universalisée! , 5 its realisation 
( bhoga, i. e. säksätkära ) ( is possible ), a realisation which is different from 
the perceptions derived from memory or direct experience, which takes the

1. The B à la p r iy d  ( p. 182 ) explains ta n tra  as follows :

rFïï i ................. snà “
»rrfaîfcrgîrnrffinr “  rmrr u w  ”  ft «f 13 =m ^

I The point is th is : In the sntra of Panini (I . 3-3 : h al an ly am ), “  hai 
stands for two com pletely di fiere nt th ings: it means ( 1 ) the kivasiitra ( no. 14 ) hai, 
and ( 2 ) any one of the consonants. There is of course no camatkdra in this. Cf. CJdd. 
I l l ,  Locana , p. 472. Cf. Väraana’e Kdvyalaûfoira8ütray IV . 3. 7.

2 . A t this point in the exposition of BN ’s views, the Sriclhara commentary
odds : (  cTqrfWT ) fe fàv : I «

«h tf, W q q i fa  s q ^ T e t : I ( S- Bhattaoharya, op. cit . voi.
I^p. 68 ). This makes it likely that this famous distinction of teaching like a master» 
and like a w ife, was first invented by BN and not by Abhinava. Abhinava first 
mentions this on p. 40, o f the L o c a n a , and again on p. 336 and 399. The distinction 
between êâ stra t d k h yd n a  and k d vya  has already been made by BN in a verse that 
Abhinava quotes on p. 87 of the L oca n a  :

cnr 1
arô cTf̂ sT 3  ||
s:qT3 « i^  sqrTTCsrPTT^

[ We Should read arlhe tatlvena as done by K. Sastri ( p, 161 ) ]. This is surely 
the inspiration for Abhinava’s famous distinction, taken over by all later writers.

3. èrnlidusta  is mentionod by Bhümaha, I. 47, and by the Dhvanydloka II. 
14 and the Vrtti thereon. Abhinava ( p. 214-21Ö of the Locana ) speaks o f it as anitya 
because there are cases in which harsh sounds are appropriate, e. g. in raudrarasa. 
See also Uddyota III, parikaratfoka no. 1, on p. 302. Abhinava also refers to nityâni- 
lyadofa  on p. 16 of the Locana.

4. N ote that BN is arguing for a further powor in poetry, beyond the literal 
sense. Most probably he derives this doctrine from Anandavnrdhana.

5. Bhdrite ca rase is ronlly speaking an improper usage. Bhâvanayâ damar- 
pile rase is what BN means.
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form o f druti, vistara and vikäsa,1 and which approximates the bliss that 
comes from realising (on e ’ s identity) with the highest Brahman ( para- 
brahamàsvàdasavidhafy ) , 2 for it consists o f  repose in the bliss ( nirvrtivisrànti) 
which is the true nature o f one’s own Self, and which is permeated with 
sattva ( gum ) intermingled with the diversity o f  rajas and tamas. It is this 
aesthetic pleasure ( bhoga ) alone that is the major element ( i. e. purpose o f  
poetry ) , 3 and it is an accomplished fact ( siddharupa) (since it consists in 
blissful repose in the pure consciousness o f  the Self which is an accomplished 
fact ) ( even though in relation to abhidha and bhàvanà it is sàdhyarüpa, i. e. 
to be accomplished). ( All forms o f )  intellectual and moral instruction (vyut- 
patti ) ( in literature ) are in fact only subsidiary, ( pleasure being the major 
goal o f  literature). We reply (t o  these views o f Bhattanâyaka) as fol*

1 . N ote the H a sa ga û g û d h a ra , p. 6 6 (K M  ed. o f 1939) : 5IJIRj  
i: ïfiTpJT I R M I : I

These terms ore exp lod ed  in the D tt . IV . 43. Ânanda speaks of d ip li  on 
p. 209. See also tü irik ä  II. 9 ( p. 208 ). Abbinava speaks of d ip ti  as being v ik ä s a -  
rista  r a p  r a j j  m ia  nasvabhâvà ( p. 208-209, L o ta n a  ). He also uses the verb d r a r a ti  in 
connection with ka ru n a. Ânanda says that the mind, in barano., is exceedinglv moved 
( ârdratàifi y ä t i , which Abhinava ( p. 207-208 ) explains as k ä th in ya m  ty a ja t i )  This 
certainly prefigures the theory. Is BN the first to use these term s? We think it 
unlikely. See also Gnoli, p. 46, and Rughavan, P r t p. 436.

2 . Note the importance of the term sa rid lm h , which means literally “ near ”
W e don ’t think it  can be taken to mean simply “ sim ilar”  here, since surely the* 
im plication is that it is inferior. I f  this is the correct interpretation, then perhaps 
the passage about the Yogins milking the cow of mysticism ( L o c a n o , p. 91 ) should 
be reinterpreted, in spite of what Abbinava says. (N o te  that this ag’ rees with the 
extraordinary passage in the third U d d y o ta , p. 510, where Abbinava unambiguously 
states that rasàuvàda  is inferior to ftrahm âsvâda  rrr^arr^or,__r,______  . .......... y
rl5 H sd W * T T W m S T  W  1 See also S'ridhara :
ïT Ç R W U fatZ : I But not everybody thought that BN meant “  inferior ” . Mammata, p. 60 
( 8 . Bhattacharya’s ed. from which the above quotation by S'ridhara is tuken ) 
paraphrases us : b ra bm â svâ d a m  iva . N ote Hemacandra, p. 88: p a r a b r a b m ä sr ä . 
d a so d a ro  n im U ita n a ya n a ih # which reminds one of tho humorous passage in t h è  
D h c a n yâ lo k a , p. *26 : which A bbi,
navagupta will later defend as being one of the signs of ecstasy.

3. This is very important, for Bhattanâyaka may have been the first to 
clearly say that r.yu tp atli is secondary to p r it i . In this he is followed by Abhinava { p 
41 -â n a n d a  eva  p A rya n tik a yi p h a la m ; aud third U d d y o ta , p .336 where v y u lp a tti  is 
said to be an incidental result of p r i t i ,  though tho passage is somewhat ambiguous ).

4. Govinda, in his K ô r y a p r n d ip a , ( p. 60) actually says that this view o f BN is 
in accord with the Sànkhya doctrine : g j f c *

I S a tir a , r a ja s  aud lam a s  are of course the three constituents o f  human nature. 
As Jaganoätha says ( p. 29, RG ), during ra sa p ra titi , ra ja s  and lam a s  are suppressed 
by the preponderance of sa tira , because of the power of the function called bh ogak rttva .

(  Continued on next page
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lows: the true nature o f rasa is the subject o f  many different and controversial 
views. For instance, some ( Lollata for example ) believe that that which is? 
known as a permanent emotion (sthàyibhàva) in its prior ( undeveloped ) form 
( pûrvàvasthà ) becomes nourished ( i. e. developed, pràptapariposa ) through 
the introduction ( sampäta ) o f  the vy abbicar ins, etc., and ( then becomes) rasa, 
located in the character being portrayed (anukârya). Rasas are called nàtyarasas 
because they are used in drama. ( Objection to this view by Sankuka: ) 1  

what can it mean to say that one state o f  mind ( cittavrtti) is “  nourished 99 
by another state o f mind, seeing that mental moods are in a constant state o f 
flux ( pravàhadliannin ) ?2 Wonder, grief and anger, etc., are not gradually 
augmented ( pariposci) (on  the contrary, they diminish with time) . 3 There
fore there is no rasa in the character being portrayed.4 If one were to say 
that it is in the actor ( anukartr), (the difficulty is that) the actor would 
then be unable to follow the tempo ( l a y a ) f  etc., (since he would be

Continued from, previous paye )
An excellent account of BN’s view and its similarity to the Öänkbya is to be found 
in Hiriyana, “  Indian Aesthetics ” , Proceedings and Transactions o f the first Oriental 
Conference, Poona, 1922, p.246-247. “ The purpose of evolution in the Sänkhya is 
bhoga and apavarya, and the use of this word bhoga in this passage constitutes a link 
connecting the present theory with the Säukhya. ”  ( op. cit. p. 247-248).

]. Here is a one-sentence summary of S'ankuka’s position by Prabhâkara, 
lla sa p ra d ïp a . ]>. *22 : WtëPTTft W

2. It Ì9 not clear what S^ankuku intend» by p ra rd h a d h a rm in . What does he mean 
when ho says that one mental state cannot nourish another, since any mental state is in 
constant flux ? The analogy of a river does not hold good, for while it is in a constant 
state of Hux, it is nonetheless augmented by minor streams. Why should not a major 
( or abiding, sth â yin  ) mental state be intensified by subsidiary and fleeting mental 
states? Does S'ankuka mean that there is no question of any mental state being 
strengthened by any other mental state, since all of them are after all in a state of 
f l u x - always changing -  diminishing in their intensity with the passage of time? But 
this does not seem true. Does he mean that it is ouly in the theatre that one has a 
coucentrated meutal mood, not iu real life? If so, would he argue that Rama’s love 
was constantly changing? Unlikely. What then could he mean ?

3. This passage has been expanded in the A . B h. p. 274:

1 T h *8 *9 very fcrue> and wel1 observed, but what doe9 it prove ? 
Perhaps the point is that a mental state becomes intensified or weakened because of 
the external objective stimulants, and not because of other mental states ( like the 
vyabhichâribhtïvas ).

4. The sentence iti nânukàrye rasah is elliptical. It should be explained as 
follows : argîfirâ (  ^WlTf ) ÈRJfH : OT H m itó d U tfN cl ÎT g r f ^  I According to 
Lollata, the spectator relishes the rasa ( i. e. ralyàdislhâyibhâva ) which is located in 
the character portrayed. Now Sankuka’s view is that the spectator cannot be said 
to enjoy the ratyddibhdcil which is after all located in the character portrayed, who 
is removed both in space and time from the spectator.

6. Note how the BP takes la ya  ( p. 184 ) :
i But we feol that Gnoli’s interpretation, which we follow, is better ( seo his 

lut. p. X V III ).
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absorbed in an aesthetic experience and unable to concentrate on his duties 
•as an actor ). If one were to say ( that rasa, i. e. ratyàdibhàva exists ) in the 
spectator, how could there be delight ( camatkära ) ?  On the contrary, in 
karuna ( rasa ) ( i. e. in tragic situations ), etc., the spectator would experience 
(o n ly )  pain. Therefore this thesis is incorrect. What then is the 
correct view ? It is not possible ( precisely ) to imitate any one particular 

■mood because o f  the endless and ever-changing ( aniyata ) degrees o f  intensity 
( o f  the mental moods ). Moreover it would be useless to do so, for if they 
.were reproduced exactly ( vi'sistatä ), because (the spectator) would not be 
moved ( tâtasthya), there could result no edification ( vyutpatti).
- ' Therefore, (here is Sankuka’s view : )* when this sthàyi(bhàva), whose 
nature is not definite ( as regards its particular intensity ) is combined with 

.the vibhâvas, anubhâvas and vyabbicàribhàvas, there results an experience 
( pratipatti ) o f  the the stbàyi(bhâva) ( love, etc. ) which is inferred as existing 
in the actor ( because he is for the time being the locus o f  the rati, etc. ) and 
is ( therefore ) confined only to the drama. The nature o f  this experience is 
the enjoyment o f  the sthàyibhàva ( love, etc. ) ( thus inferred as existing in the 
actor ) and it is different from memory, because it is the object o f the appre
hension that "  this Rama ( standing before me, as represented by the actor ) 
is happy* 2 ( because he is with Sita ) This rasa does not depend on any 
other thing beyond the actor who is apprehended ( by the spectator ) as non- 
different from the character being portrayed, and the spectator who is the 
relisher ( o f  the ratibhàva, etc., inferred by him as existing in the actor). 
Only that much3 ( and nothing more is required for the aesthetic experience 
o f  the rasa ). Therefore, rasa exists only in the drama, and not in the charac- 
ters to be portrayed, etc. This is the view o f some ( i. e. o f  Sankuka ).

Others4 say : the appearance (semblance, avabhâsa) o f  a sthàyi ( bhäva) 
in the actor, which has been brought about by the dramatic accessories 
( sämagri ) such as abhinaya, etc., is like the appearance ( semblance ) o f  a

1. This is a difficult passage. We bake viéista  to mean n iya ta  (definite,
particular, precise. ) : ^  ( i. e. f̂ TTrT ) I ^

l SfTHTRffiT arft HTTTt 'TTWfiRfi: tKTf^TT?:
cKd'-H^WT^ 'dl«flä: I f^ ld f  I rRTSI

I Very different, however, is Gnoli, p. 110.
2 . A yarn râmah su khi is explained by the BP ( p. 185 ) as ramo1 yam $itiiri$a- 

yakaratimän.
3. Adah means “  idam ” , See Locana p. 160, where Abbinava uses the 

same expression. It occurs again on p. 239 and 258 of the Locana.
4. It is difficult to identify the person who held this opinion, number 4, given 

on p. 186. According to Mammata ( K P .  IV, p. 88 of Jhalkikar’s ed. ) the painted horse 
analogy ( ciiraturaganyäya ) belongs to Sankuka, whereas here it is given after his 
views have already been expounded.
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horse ( drawn ) on a canvas by means o f  yellow pigment, etc. Because it is 
enjoyed by an act o f  cognition, which is otherwise called relish ( àsvàda ), and 
since it is transcendental, it is called rasa. And so the expression nàtyarasàh 
is to be explained as natyad rasah, i. e. rasas arising from drama.

Others, however, say : the vibhàvas and anubhävas alone, being present
ed ( to the spectator ) with the help o f  special stage-equipment ( acting, 
music, dialogue, etc. ) ( visistasàmagri) and being linked ( anusakta) with the 
instincts ( vàsanà ) appropriate to the mental state in the form o f the sthàyi- 
bhàva which is sought to be produced ( vibhävaniya )* by these vibhàvas and 
which is intended to be brought within the purview o f the experience o f  the 
spectators by means of these anubhävas» these ( vibhàvas and anubhävas ) be
coming the object o f the relish in the form o f the bliss o f the Self (svanirvrtb 
carvanà\isista)?-vjz\\, these vibhàvas and anubhävas themselves are rasa. 
Therefore, rasas, are nothing but drama. Others say that rasa is the
vibhàva alone, others that it is the anubhàva alone, and some that it is the 
sthàyibhàva alone. Others say that rasa is the vyabbicaribhàva; still others 
that the combination of these ( four ) is rasa. Some say that rasa is the 
character being portrayed. Others say that rasa is the conglomeration o f all 
these ( five ) things. Anyway, this is enough now.

( Here then is my own, Abhinava’s, position) : rasa applies to (n on - 
dramatic ) poetry as well, where in place o f realism3 ( lokadharmi ) and

1 . This is a difficult passage. T a dvib h àvan iya  means vibh à va vibh â va n iya , 
“  The sth àyibhàva  which is sought to be produced by those vibhàvas. ”  T a da n n bh àva« 
n iya  means a n u b h ìlv a -a n n b h à va n iya , “  The sth àyibh àva  which is intended to be brought 
within the purview of the experience of the spectators by means of those anubhävas ”  * 2 3

meaDB 3îfwr<rrfTWTW STJTffiraRt I
2. Note how similar this is to Ahhinava’s view.
3. On n à tya d h a rm î and lo k a d h a rm i, see the long article by Ragliavau, J % 0 % i?., 

Voi. V II, 1933, p. 359-393, part I, and part II, Vol. V i l i ,  1934, p. 57-75. L ok a d h a rm i  
refers to everything in the drama that is realistic ( and applies thus primarily to the 
prak ara n a  ), whereas n à tya d h a rm î refers to all the conventions used only in the 
theatre: asides that nobody else can hear, monologues, talking animals, gods on the 
stage, etc. Note that in the thirteenth chapter of the N à tya k â stra  ( Vol. IL , G. O. 8 , 
p. 214 ) when Bharata begins a long list of tbo laksanas of each, lie speaks of loka . 
d h arm i as svahhâvabhâvopagata  ( X IIÎ, 71 ). It is a very embracing topic with Bharata, 
and includes such diverse elements as the p r a v r tti* , the p ra k rtis , the dance, etc. Note 
the very interesting verse that Abbinava quotes from his teacher ( Bhattatauta ? -  he 
only saya: 2̂ ^ )  :

«T
fnr 3  *ptct: 1

The second half of the verse, unless one has na sambhavi, makes no sense. But the 
first is all right : “  Not everything that is in the world deserves to be described by 
the poet in his plays, ”  Abhinava more than once points out that not everything io

(  Continued on next page
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convention ( nätyadharml) (that apply to the theatre) there are the two modes 
o f  svabhàvokti1 and vakrokti which convey rasa by means o f  transcendental 
( alaukika) vibhâvas, 2  etc., which are presented by words possessing such 
qualities as clarity (prasanna), softness ( madhura ) and vigour ( ojasvin ) . 3

C o n tin u ed  f r o m  p r ev io u s  p age )

the drama need correspond to real life. As proof of this, he points out that many 
dances do not have anything to correspond to them in real life. ( W hat in the outside 
world bears any resemblance whatsoever to Beethoven’s last qu artets?) Note too , 
what Abhioava says in the A .  B h . vol. I, p. 2G9 : g  1

3  cT 1 H m a yb e  that Abhinavagupta was the first writer ever to
have articulated this refutation of strict realism, which has now com e to seem so 
commonplace in modern literature that it needs no defence. This was not so, less than 
fifty years ago.

1. These are parallel terms, avabhâvokti corresponding to lo k a d h a rm i and 
va k r o k ti  to n ä ty a d h a r m l  as applied to k âvya. Thus Abhinava is using the terms in 
their widest sense. Bhàmaha too ( V. 66 II. 85 ,1. 30) uses vakrokit to apply to all forma 
of a la h k à ra . But he defines avabhâvokti ( II. 93 ) as a separate figure o f speech* 
(T h u s De’s remark, Vakrokt% jivita% p. 23 : “  Kuntaka follows Bhämaha in rejecting 
avabhâvokti as an ala n kà ra  ”  is not true. It  stems from the qualifying phrase in 
Bhàmaha : iti kecit p racaçkate , which does indicate doubt on Bhamaha’s part, but not 
com plete rejection. ) Dandin ( II. 363) divides và n m a ya  into two realms : svabhàvokti  
and va k rok ti. See also Udbhata. III. 8-9. The most elaborate discussion on avabhâ
vo k ti is found in the first chapter of Kuntaka’s V a k rok lijivita . V a k rok ti  of course for 
Kuntaka is just what d h va n i is for Ananda, only it is even wider in its embrace. 
S va b h à v ok ti is the a la n k ä ry a , the k ä vya sa rira  to which va k rok ti is applied. See the 
valuable article by V . Raghavan, “  History of Svabhàvokti ”  in “  S om e C on cep ts , etc*
It is tem pting to see the division in Skt. poetry as that of realism and romanticism. 
Certainly verses that illustrate avabhâvokti tend to be more simple and direct, 
and to deal with less exalted subjects. Moreover, the passage from the L oca n a  supports 
this conjecture. There are not a great many Skt. poets who excelled in realism. Profes* 
sor Ingalls has written about one who did, YogeSvara, in two remarkable articles : <c A 
Sanskrit Poetry of V illage and Field : Yogesvara and His Fellow Poets ”  J . A .  0 . 5. 
voi. 74 ( 1954 ) pp. 119-131; and “  Yogeévara and His Favourite P oets .” , Dr. V . 
Raghavan Felicitation Volume, A d y a r  L ib r a r y  B u lletin , Vols. 21-22, 1967-68, 
Madras, pp. 185 ff. A poem that deserves to be much better known in this respect is 
Abhinanda’a K â d a m b a rlk n th à sà ra , quoted by Abhinava several times, which contains 
some remarkable examples of w ell-observed minor moments in life.

2. Against B n la p r iy â  ( p. 186 ), we take alaukika  to construe with the 
vib h â va s , etc. In other words, the vibhâvas are alaukika  in so far as they are called 
vibh â va s. It would not make much sense to associate the word with the gwnas them
selves.

3. These are the M d a g u n a s  mentioned by Bharata, Dandin and Vämana. 
Ânandavardhana com pletely altered the older teaching of Dandin ( I .  41 -42 ) and 
Vâmana ( I. 2 . 11 ) on gunas by bringing them under his S3Tstem of ra sa . For him, 
the gunas are the properties of rasa  ( as opposed to the alankâras ). See under II. 7 
of the D h v a n yâ lo k a . Instead of the usual ten gunas accepted by Bharata, Dandin 
and Vämana, Ananda accepts only the three mentioned here. The concept is very 
com plex, and we have dealt with it at some length in our noteB to  the L oc a n a

(  Continued on next page
XII
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Or we could even grant that aesthetic experience ( rasapratiti) in poetry is 
distinct in nature from that experienced in drama, since there is a difference 
in the means whereby it is brought about (in  both cases) . 1 Nonetheless 
( tàvat ), the particular mode by which aesthetic experience is brought about 
is the only one that will be explained presently ( iyam eva). This being the 
case, the criticism ( o f  Bhattanàyaka ) concerning the impossibility o f rasa being 
found either in oneself or in someone else, applies only to the first view ( i. e. 
Bhattalollata’ s ) . * 1 2 But in all the views ( so far expounded ) the unavoidable 
fact remains that rasa is perceived ( pratlti ) . 3 For if it were unperceived 
( as Bhattanàyaka claims ), then we could have no dealings with it, just as 
we can have no dealings with goblins4 ( since such creatures do not really

C on tin u ed  f r o m  p rev io u s  p a ge )
translation to be published shortly. Note that Abbinava, in bi9 discussions on the 
gu n as, has occasion to develop a theory much like the one hinted at by the words 
d r u ti , v ista ra  and vikäsa  as used by Bhattanàyaka. A r d r a tâ  stands for d ru ti. D ip t i  
would be the equivalent o f vista ra , and vyä p a k a tva  ( or sam a rp a k a tva  ) of vikosa . 
They are of course associated with certain ra sas . See the L oca n a  on II. 7-10. The 
best treatment of the problem is to he found in P. C. Lahiri, “ C oncepts o f  P i t i  and  
C una  in S a n sk rit P o etic s” , University of Dacca, 1937, and V. Raghavan, Ürngära* 
p r a k â sa , pp. 249-251.

1. There should be a -dando, after u p ô ya v a ila k sa n yô d . I y a m  eva  begins a 
new sentence.

2. I. e. Lollata’s views, which BN refutes so convincingly that Abhinava 
need not do the work again.

3. This is directed against BN. who had said earlier ( p. 182 ), iena na 
p r a tiya te ...ra sa h .jA b h in a v a . expands this on p. 277 ( A . B h. Vol. I, Gnoli, p. 11 )|:

f i m faferKS? çrait ^  ÏT ^ r :  I « tà fa  HtPt l But this >'3 perhaps to
interpret BN too rigidly. By 9aying na p ra tiya te  ra sali, obviously he could not be 
claiming that ra sa  does not exist, only that p r a tlti  is not an adequate 
‘word to express how it is experienced. Perhaps ( if he is not merely to be sophistic) 
BN means that it is not c< perceived ”  the way other things are in the world, i. e. it is 
not the result of the ordinary p ra m a va s  such as p r a ty a k sa y etc. Moreover, Abbinava 
accepts what BN says about rasa  being neither personal ( avo got a ) in which case we 
would become physically involved, nor jiara ga la , in which case we would be indiffer
ent. Abhinava also accepts the reason for this statement : rasa  is made universal, 
sä d h ä ra n ik a ra n a y which is one of the most important concepts of Skt. poetics, first 
met with ( under the name of bhUvantl ) in BN and universally accepted hy later 
writers.

4. It would seem that Abhinava is saying that p»‘&îe<zs (goblins ) are merely
figments of the imagination. On p.277, vol. I o f  the A .B h ,  ( Gnoli, p. 1 1  ) Abhinava says 
the same thing : ^  I If Abhinava is indeed saying that
such things as goblins and ghosts are merely products of our fancy, he would be one 
of the few early Indians to hold such an unorthodox opinion. We think it very likely 
that thi9 is what he means ( how else could we interpret the line? ) for he ha9 made 
similar statements earlier : in the first U d d y o ta , commenting on a verse by his teacher
Bhattendurâja, he says : «T ïf 1 ( p. 127 ).
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exist outside o f  the imagination ). Moreover, though as cognition they are 
the same, nonetheless such forms o f perception as direct perception 
( pràtyaksikì ), inferential perception ( änumäniki ), that which arises from 
verbal testimony ( àgamotthà ), that which is caused by intuition ( pratibhäna- 
krta ), and that which stems from yogic sight ( yogipratyaksajä i. e. telepathy, 
etc. ) are distinguished from one another by the means through which they are 
brought about. So also the perception ( piatiti ) o f  rasa, for which other 
names are carvanä ( relish ), àsv'adana ( gustation ), bhoga ( enjoyment ), ( is a 
form o f  perception different from these other types o f  perception ), because 
the set o f factors, namely the vibhàvas, etc., helped by sympathetic response 
( hrdayasamvàda), etc., which lie at the base ( nidâna ) o f the aesthetic experi
ence are o f a transcendental nature. When we say that “  rasas are perceived ”  
( we are using language loosely ) like when we say that he is cooking the 
boiled rice ( odanampacati) ( where to be more precise we should really say 
tandulàn pacati, since odana is the finished product ), for rasa is the process o f  
perception (pratìyamàna eva hi rasah) 8 itself ; and rasano (aesthetic experience) 
is a particular kind o f perception ( i. e. it is brought about by the sàmagrì 
such as vibhàvas, etc., in literature ) ( pratitir eva visistà rasano ). This 
perception ( o f rasa ) in drama is distinct from every-day cases o f  inference, 
though it depends on inference in the initial stages ( since one first infers from 
the vibhàvas, etc., the sthàyibhàva in the person being portrayed ). In poetry 
too this perception ( o f  rasa ) is different from other kinds of verbal cognition 
( i. e. abhidhä, tätparya and laksanä ), but in the initial stages it depends on 
abhidhä as a means ( o f reaching the suggested sense). Therefore thepttrvapaksa 
( Lollata’ s view ) 3 has been destroyed ( by Bhattanàyaka ) such that it can 1 2

1. This refers to the distinction between tan dn ln , the raw rice, and o d a n a f 
the fiuished product. Strictly spoakiDg, we should say : tandulàn p a c a ti , “  he cooks 
the rice ”  and not “  oda n a m  p a c a ti . ”  But the words are used loosely. In the same 
way, ra sah  p r a tiy a te  is not strictly correct, for rasa  is the finished product. W hat 
we should say is vibh ävddi p r a tiya te , Most probably this is what Bhattanàyaka 
meant as well.

2. P r a tìy a m à n a  eva hi rasah  means p ra tìya m d n a td  eva hi ra sah . Abhinava
means that rasa  is the actual process of aesthetic experience, and not the ob ject 
( visa ya  ) of that process. Just as ra sa  is described as ra sya m d n a td t in the same 
way it is here called p ra tìya m à n a  ( i. e. p r a tiya m ä n a tä } p r a titih } ra san fi, àsvàdah  )* 
It is identical with experience—it is the aesthetic experience itself. In a similar 
fashion ( and this may well have been the inspirarion for Abhinava’s view ), the 
säksin, in V ed an ta , does not really see another object, or even experience happiness, 
for it is sa rva p ra h â êa ha, and actual saccidûnanda  itself. To say âtm ânuhhüyate is 
simply loose terminology, since this implies the tr ip u ti , which is absent in true 
a n u bh a v*. Of. A .  B h . p. 28Ö : I

3. We take this as a reference to Bhattalollata’s views on the strength o f 
the equivalent passage in the A . Bh.> p. 277 ( Gnoli, p. 1 1  ) : ^
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never rise again. ( When Bhattanäyaka ) on his part says that ( extraordinary ) 
deeds o f  Rama ( such as building a bridge over the ocean, etc. ) do not win 
sympathetic response from everybody, 1 he is being very rash ( sähasa )• 
indeed. 3 For minds are characterised as possessing a great variety o f  latent 
impressions ( väsanä ). As has been said: “  Vasanas are endless, becausë 
desire is eternal ” . “  Though separated by species ( jàti ), place ( desa ) and 
time ( kàla), nonetheless there is a correspondence between memory and 
samskäras ( i. e. though several lives intervene, vàsanàs still give rise to instin
ctive reactions to external situations ). ”  3 Therefore it is now established

» 1. There is a very interesting passage in the A , B h . Vol. II, p. 412, germane
to this issue. Here is the tex t:

stî̂ cî i dlrKt fdrsr^^»Tr«r;
3  ^  fnr faN nim  tR n w P M id ; i atd ^  j é v : ,  d  d

rTdf f  :JsFT%. îRîRfhfiRt'TFl ^ M K «Ì «TTd. Ì dTfddiï 3

* “  If however the doings of Gods are described ( in a drama ) as the main thing,
then in case they are presented as appropriate to vipralam bha{ krAgära  ), k a ru n a 9 
a dbh u ta 9 and bh a yân a ka , they will turn out to be only the doings of ( ordinary ) human 
beings. If on the contrary, the (genuine ) doings o f Gods are presented unwittingly 
f  a d h iy â  âdhânam  J9 that would offend what is generally well-known ( in the world as 
possible in the case of human beings ). The blemish entailed thereby has been 
( already ) stated. And if there is no presentation of rasas  such as vip ra la m b h a  
(  krngâra ) ,  etc., what charm can result therefrom, since entertainment ( o f the 
audience ) essentially depends on these ( i. e. on vip ra la m b h a , karun a, etc. ) ? Hence 
it is, that sympathetic response ( from the spectators ) is difficult to achieve in the case 
of the presentation of the doings of Gods. For they ( i. e. the Gods ) are not subject to 
any suffering, so that from the description of ( that suffering and of ) the means used 
by them to overcom e it, the spectators may derive instruction. There is however 
nothing contradictory in introducing even a divine heroine ( as opposed to a hero ), as 
for example Urvaéi ( in Kalidasa’s V  ihr a m ove a U y  am  ), for her actions are presumed 
to be plausible because of the actions of the ( human ) fiero ( in that drama ). ”

'W e  are not certain of the phrase : p ra tyu ta  dexnïnàm a d h iyâ d h â n a m  p ra a id -  
d h ir ig h d ta k a m . Also, we are not able to understand the exact sense of the last 
sentence : «iïlRb-M 3  R ^ I <îfldTTT, ^*17 1

. 2 . This must bo a reference to p. 181 of the L oc a n a 9 where BN said :
l But whafc ooul(l he mean by this? The only 

logical inference would be that v ira ra sa  in such cases is not genaine, since it involves 
Improbabilities. But this would be an odd position for anyone to take o f the B U m d ya n a  
1( though Abhinnva himself acknowledges the truth of this for all but tbe most famous 
•of exploits, when be says that in the case of the p r a k a r a n a t outlandish events should 
not take place, since this will prove to be a vighna  for the sp ecta tor -see  p. 331 of the 
»L o c a n o  ). Surely the whole point of the sU dh n ron ik aran a  doctrine is that it allows 
such events to become im p erson a ted , and so im aginatively possible. Could BN have 
actually said : ^  ?

7 3. Y o g a sü tra  IV. 10, and IV. 9. On. p. 282 o f the A , B h . Abhinava bas a very
(  C on tin u ed  on  n ext p a g e
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that there is the perception o f  rasa. Moreover ( Bhattanàyaka is wrong, 
because ) this perception in the form o f  aesthetic enjoyment ( rasano ) does arise 
( utpadyate ). And in bringing about this perception ( tatra ) the function is 
the suggestiveness ( dhvanana ), i. e. the vyanjana o f  the literal sense and 
denotative words, 1 which is a function different from abhidhä. ( What 
Bhattanàyaka calls ) the function o f aesthetic relish ( bhogikarana ) with 
regard to rasa in poetry is nothing other than suggestiveness ( dhvanana ). As 
for bhàvakatva, which ( for us ) consists in the use ( parigraha ) o f  proper 
gunas and aïahkàras,* 1 2  3 4 * * * we will speak o f  this in some detail ( later in the 
second Uddyota ). What is new about it ? When you ( Bhattanàyaka ) say 
that poetry is the producer ( bhàvaka ) o f  rasas, through bhävanä, you have 
yourself revived the theory o f  utpatti (which you supposedly destroyed ) . 8 

One cannot say that in poetry words alone are productive ( o f  rasa)* for

C o n tin u ed  f r o m  p r e v io u s  p a g e  )

interesting pussage where be justifies the nine s th â yib h â v a s  in all human beings 
( though some predominate in certain people and others in others )( and ends by saying: 
«f STT# *T?fcT I In fche courB° of our beginningless journey through
this universe, we have experienced all emotions. Thus nobody fully aware of bis own 
hum anity can fail to be moved by another person’s experiences. On p. 283 {of the A .  B h .), 
A bhinava quotes a fascinating line from Patanjnli II. 4 : ^  Ç?T-

\ 4< The fact that Caitra is in love with one woman does not mean that he 
is out of love with others. ”  This is uot meant hum orously, but only that when Caitra 
is in love with one woman, this means that his love for that particular woman is 
dom inant in his mind. It does nob mean that his mind is altogether devoid of love 
for any other woman. H e of course has love in his mind for other women also, but 
this love is more feeble than the other, and hence overpow ered by the love he 
feels for a particular woman at any given moment.

1. Suggestion applies to the v d eya  ( e. g. in v a *tn d h v a n i% where the literal 
meaning suggests the v y a h g y d r th a  ) and to the vdenka  (since m c a h a s  are vyafijak as ),

2. This is somewhat curious. Where has BN said that bhdvakatva  is sa m u ci• 
'ta gu n d la dk d rap arigra h a  ? For BN bhävanä  is sà d h ü ra n ik a ra n a . How can this be 
associated with gun as and a la n k d ra s ? However, Abbinava himself, in the A . B h . 
p. 277, uses these very words to characterise BN’s views. Ths w ording in the A . BH .

is slightly  different : .............  tfu| | The phrase
n ib id a n ija m o h a sa n k a tu k d rin d  on p. 277 of the A .  B h . vol. I , is puzzling. Perhaps we 
must read sa m k a ta n iv  H tik d rin d .

3. This is well observed. I t  is true that BN must use some expression like 
.u tp d d y a le , regardless of w hat word he chooses. Thus w hen he says bh â vite ea ra se  
,( L o c a n a  p. 183 ), one must paraphrase by bh ä va n a yd  s a m a r p iit  ca ra s e .

4. Abbiuava’s point seems to be that BN said ( L o c a n a , p. 182 ) that there
are tbroo functions of w o rd s  : I But unfair of
Abhinava, since he too says over and over that vya iija n â  is a ia b d a v y d p d r a , Surely
Bhattanàyaka must have meant the same thing ? I t  is most unlikely that he would 
have restricted the function to words. On the other hand, Abhinava himself has argued 
for the im portance of i i l d a . Cf. the interesting passage at the end of the first
U d d y o ta , p. 158-159.
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if  their meaning is not known, no rasa can arise. Nor can one say that it is 
meaning alone ( that gives rise to rasa in poetry ) for if the same meaning is 
expressed by other words ( sabdàntarenàrpyamànatve) rasa does not arise. 1  

We ( the Dhvanivàdins ) have explained that both word and meaning ( are 
helpful in the presentation o f  rasa ) when we said : “  Wherever a meaning or 
a word manifests a suggested meaning, ” 1 2 3 etc. Therefore by means o f  the 
function known as suggestiveness ( as a means ), and through ( the use o f  ) 
gunas, alankâras and propriety ( aucitya), etc., as a procedure (itikartavyatä), 
poetry which is possessed o f the power o f  conveying ( bhävaka) (rasas) 
conveys ( bhävayati ) rasas, and in this three-fold scheme o f  bhävanä 
( as accepted by the Mîmàmsakas ) 3 suggestiveness fits in as the means

1. Cf. what Ânanda says ou p. 358 of the D h v a n y d lo k a 9 U d d y o ta  I II  in the 
context of vya fija n d .

2. D h v a n y d lo k a  I. 13. The whole verse reads :

u When the (d irect ly  expressive) word and the literal meaning both first 
subordinate themselves ( to the suggested sense ), the word subordinating its meaning 
and the literal meaning subordinating itself, and then reveal that ( suggested ) sense, 
that kind of poetry has been called d h va n i by the wise. ”  This is in fact the major 
definition of d h ea n i in the D . A l .

3. In brief, the A fïm â m sâ  position is as follow s : hhdvam i, creative force, or 
creative energy, is of two kinds : ( 1 ) àâbdï9 and ( 2 ) â rth i. It is a particular kind
of activity  in an efficient or operative agent ( b h d v a y i t r ) 9 which is conducive to the 
production of the effect ( or conducive to the com ing into being of that which is going 
to come into being ). &dbdî bhäva?iä means verbal creativity, or w ord-efficient force. 
Â r t h i  bhä va n ä  is purposive creativity , or end-efficient force. iSäbdi bhävanä  is 
concerned with how the words in a scriptural or secular command operate in bringing 
about the fulfilment of that command. A r t h i  bhävanä  is concerned with how a 
particular action ordered by the scriptures or by a human master is carried out by the 
person ordered to do it, with a view to achieving the expected result. In this passage 
we are concerned with ä rthibhävanä  and not with käbdibhövanä. B h ä va n ä  consists o f 
three elements : ( 1 ) sü d h ya  ( objective aimed at by the action ), ( 2 ) säd h a n a  or
karana  ( the means leading to that objeotive ) and ( 3 ) itik a r ta v y a tä  ( procedure to be 
follow ed in reaching the objeotive ) ( kirn h h ä va yet, kena b h d v a y et9 kalham  bh d va yet )# 
A ccording to Abhinava, Bhattanâyaka has borrowed the word bhävanä  from tho 
Mimàinsakas. In k arm akdnda9 ìd the case o f a sacrifice Y\ke j y o t i f t o m a  ( jy o t is to m e n a  
sv a rya k à m o  y a je ta  ), s c o r g a  is the sâ d h ya . The j y o t i t ç o m a  sacrifice is the säd h a n a  or 
k a ra n a , and the performance of the minor sacrifices p r a y ä ja , a n u y ä ja , etc., is the 
itik a r ta v y a tä . In poetry and drama, rasa  ( or ra sâ soâ d a  ) is the s d d h y a , d h va n a n a  or 
v y a fija n ä v yä p ä ra  is the säd h a n a  or k a ra n a 9 and g u m ïla n k â ra n cityû d i ( i. e. sam u ci*  
ta g u n d la n k d ra p a rig ra h a  ) is the itik a rta vya tä . Thus according to Abhinava, d h va n a n a  
is the karana  or sädhana  by which ra sä srä d a  is brought about. This is what he
means by the sentence M\=Hl*ff WffTtf 1 He means that
kävya  is the bhävaka  of the ra sd svd d a i just as the performer o f a sacrifice is the 
b h ü v a yitr  ( i. e. bhävaka ) of the sva rg a rû p a p h a la .
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( katana).* Nor does bhoga ( aesthetic enjoyment ) come about through the 
words used in poetry (alone), but rather ( it comes about) through the removal 
o f  the obscuration (sankata) ( o f  the blissful nature o f  the Self) caused by the 
blinding darkness which is itself the result o f  deep ignorance ( moha). In the 
transcendental ( lokottara ) aesthetic enjoyment ( bhoga ) that is to be brought 
about (in this manner), for which another name is âsvàda (enjoyment), and which 
consists o f  dritti, vistat a and vikäsa,1 2 suggestiveness alone ( according to us, 
should be ) given the highest place o f  honour (mürdhàbhisikta). When suggesti
veness ( o f  poetry in relation to rasa ) is admitted, this so-called bhogakrttva (o f 
poetry) inevitably follows. For bhoga is nothing other than the inexplicable 
thrill o f delight (camatkàra) that arises from aesthetic enjoyment (rasyamànatà). 
But it is not correct to say that aesthetic pleasure ( âsvàda ) is divided ( only ) 
into three, druti, etc., ( because there are innumerable variations possible ) on 
account o f  the endless variety created by the principal-subordinate relation 
among the ( gunas ) sattva, etc. We admit ( with Bhattanàyaka) that aesthetic 
enjoyment is similar to the joy ( that comes from realising one’s identity with) 
Brahman. 3 ( We also admit with Bhattanàyaka4 that ) the intellectual

1 . This is B N ’s own position. See A . B h . p. 277 :

W  etc.
2. This could not be Abhinava’s position, since on the next page (19 0 ) he 

will reject this three-fold  classification ( even though in the L ocano, comm, on II. 7-10 
he develops a similar scheme ). But if this is B N ’s position, and not Abhinava’s, there 
should have beeu some indication to this efi’ecb. By ending it with d h v a n a n a v yâ p â ra  
eva m ü rd h ä bh isik ta h , he has inextricably woven in his own views.

Further on d r u ti , vietava  and vikäsa  , see Mammata, K P .  p. 474, Jhalkikar’s 
ed. D ip ti  is v is ta v a , m â d h ü r ya  is d r u ti , but for some reason nikàsa is not connected 
with p r a s â d a , as une would expect. The scheme ia accepted by Dbanamjaya.

3. N ote how Mammata ( p. fi9, Jhalkikar’s edition ) puts this :

OT ! This is so well expressed that it has been copied by the K ü r y a p r a d ip a ,  
p. 69. Such language became, surely od account of both BN and Abhinava, very 
common in describing ra sa  ( whereas Änanda does not use the word ca m a fk d ro  in its 
technical sense ), so much so that we find Kuntaka, in describing an exquisite verse 
( quoted in the L o c a n a % p. 163 as well ), using similar terms ( De’s ed. of the V a k r o k ti- 
ylvitO ) p. 35 ) : ( as un explanation of the line in the verse that reads

4. It would seem, as already noted, that for Abhinava, as for BN, p r it i

is the major goal of pootry. Cf. L o c a n o  p. 40 ( under I. 1 ), W M H . I
Thus for Abhinava, v y u tp a tti  becomes easier to accept ( see p. 336 of the L o c a n o  ) and 
is the result of p r i t i i but still the major point of poetry is delight. Of course v y u tp a tti

means instruction in all the four va rtjas, including moksa  ( p. 41 : 'dldr<
^  W fm ii 37^4 with the result that v y u tp a tti  and p r it i  ( i. e. änan da  ) amouDt
finally to the same thing ; Cf. p. 336 : ?T sftRTöJrTxft f Ì T ^ T  I
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refinement ( vyutpàdana ) ( that results from poetry ) is different from that 
which comes from the sàstra through mandates ( sàsana ) and from the 
itihàsa through recommendation ( prati padana). In addition (atirikia) to 
the message that poetry provides for the readers in the form of the analogy 
that they must behave like Rama, 1 can we help it ( o r  : "  who is to be 
blamed ”  -  kam upàlabhamahe ) 2 if finally ( poetry ) creates an intellectual 
refinement in the form o f  the development ( vijrmblm) o f their critical 
receptivity ? Therefore the following is established : rasas are suggested 
’( abhivyajyante ). They are aesthetically enjoyed3 by their very perception 
(pratityà eva ca rasyante ) ( i. e. rasa is aesthetic enjoyment itself ).

And here, finally, is the application o f this theory to what has been 
traditionally regarded as the first actual literary experience. We include here 
the Kärikä and Ànandavardhana’s Vrtti on it as well : 5

(  PP- 8 4 -9 0  )

f ^ p s T F - q T̂ ' ïï: castrar e  q̂ THT: ÇÏÏRJcï: I CPÏÏ

: Sita CR ^ c R T  MIRTcT: |

T% SRÇorafàïïre: I ÎTcflqïïHFT

Jirepng; i

L This must be the source of the later dictum, so frequently met with ( e. g.
K  P• under I. 2 ) : ?PTrf^f5TCmR «T W l f e l  I

2. The idea is : this is the way things are, and nothing can be done about 
it , with the further implication that this is the way things ought to be as well. 
( Au&nda uses this idea on p. 406 and Abhinava use9 the expression kim kurmah often ). 
Thus Gnoli’s interpretation is incorrect.

3. Throughout the L oca n a % Abhinava has insisted on the importance of the 
a ah rd aya , the reader. Cf. his opening stanza : k a v isa h rd a yo k h ya m . See also the 
K â v ya m im â m sâ j XV, where Ràjasékhara divides p ra tibh â  into two kinds : k â ra yitr ï  
and b h ä v a yilr i, where b h â v o y ilr i  corresponds to this type of “  imagination ”  that 
belongs to the reader, and which is a faculty he brings to his appreciation of poetry.

4. Note what Abbinava says in the A . Bh. p. 270 : f̂ *TtfSTfcf*TT*I-
I See the important definition of the n ah rdaya , the “  sensitive reader ” , in the

Locano, p. 38 : W  *  1W | VA IUd *11 et
I °  Those people who are capable of identifying with the 

subject matter, as the mirror of their hearts has been polished through constant 
repetition and study of poetry, and who sympathetically respond in their own hearts- 
tho36 ( people ) are what are known as sensitive renders. ”  Abhinava then quotes a 
fine verse from the iV<ìJ, V II, 7, O. O. S. Vol. I, p. 348 :

4ts«ft *rnrt I stfhi çrc '-hiufi^ifaju n
“  The extornalisatîon ( bhâva  ) of that emotion ( artha  ) which makes an appeal 

to the heart is the source ( ndbhava ) of rasa. The body is suffused by it, as dry wood 
is suffused by fire. ”  Cf. L oca n a i p. 2 1 2 .

5. D . À I. I. 6. ( pp. 84-90, B. ed. ).
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KÀRIKÀ V:
It is the ( suggested ) meaning alone that is the soul o f  poetry. Thus 

long ago. the sorrow o f the first poet that sprang from the permanent disrup
tion o f the sandpipers’ love-making was transformed into verse. 1

VRTTI :
That ( suggested ) sense alone is the essence o f  poetry -  poetry which 

is beautiful because o f  a richness ( prapanca ) o f  structure ( racaria ) and o f  
varied words and ideas. And thus the sorrow that was aroused ( janita, i. e. 
uddipita ) by the cries o f the Kraunca bird who was frightened ( kätara ) by 
the separation ( viraha) from his murdered wife, in (Vâlmîki ) the first poet, 
was turned into a verse. For it has been stated ( in the present Kärikä ) that 
sorrow is the sthäyibhäva o f karunarasa, ( and that it is only suggested and not 
directly expressed ). Although there are other varieties o f  the suggested sense, 
they are implicitly indicated through rasa and bhäva, because these are the 
most important.
Now here is the Locana passage, pp. 84-90 :

^  ‘ïftN ïtpt 3 ^ 7 = ^ ’ fctorïï apwTcRTsintiisr-

i i ^  an<*ïï,
g  w  srfcr q & rò à  m f e i f o r m  ‘ « ï f t :

^Tsq^rò’fcT I sfa) ffò I
q-.

Qj=T, Fî bcf l^T fH K cfiqqÎïl^ î-

^PTKUfTNFTRcfi «b '̂hUH^Mcll ^TNv+i^ìì^-MKlRmi

f%TÌfI%^^rTTKTri I #d ehdt) 1 cl *K n K I -
f r ï ï f è m ^ c i ^ T ^ 'T c ï ï  m :—

1. Cf. R a q h u v a m êa 9 X IV . 70 :
crmwnrziîgfgxngFîû fìiwnwrpr w :  i 
f»l*)li4f4üw'S'’i,Ây*ilï,T. îilW Il

It ia clear from the context that Kälidfisa means this verse to convey the 
compassion of Vâlmîki, and thus the fact that he will accept the suffering 6 îtâ, and 
take her into his â êra m a . Thus Mallinäfcha remarks : TïïT^ÏFTfv «T ffè» f%3cTT^f- 
qifafcl l Bhavabhiiti ( U tta ra rä v ia ca rita  II. 5 ) quotes the m û nisâda  verse from
the R à m â ya n a y but he quotes it in the context o f the first verse written in Skt., and 
not with regard to the compassion of Vâlmîki,

XIII
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*ïï f t t r ; ît/het <*0 0 1 ^: : qïïT: i

2 T B R h E % ^ w 4 î :  f r ò f e r ì ^  Il fier I

*T 3  JfT: ^  îfrF T q; | 0^  fè  c^ g tfä q  è s f t  ^ : f w  #  
t«M\ ^RüTT^% Ff̂ RFiRT | «T T̂ :̂<ç)ticlH î’TT 5̂ TT?T | ^  q^ Îlf̂ cT- 

ïfôKWRiT+c^^iJK^y^oHçpTR«|[(y T̂TŜ T̂ T?RT

Çtlï^teapTîfiWî: I

<çn$ tr ggqsg^- ‘ W f ì  q % î ciiq^r qq?qg^’ | 3 m  
^ r ^ n ^ T im  i ^  q M ^ i^ q ic -q F T  arràiq | qq qFïïqq;: .

^i^n^fFmrßpi m  w è  2? # ^ : i 
gqs g q^ nçqnqqqi: i 

sgigorò sq iw ra rò  qqsqqrqqg; n

ffà  cR H M ^  I ôqTTRT fè  q fè  ' ^ q ^  W Î ^ T W ^ M 3 % x R ^  | 

a r f f ^ T  5*TRRW*R*TT: m^PT 5TTÇ |

« f à  s q ^ f è - fqrqq c r a ^ s q ^ f i q ^ n ^ c q ï f  fà fè q  f^ q f 

qr^ t o f  rqqiqr =q a w r  q^rg s f r a t o  i^Tätf» ffrq q : | qq e k fq
G ^ m #fsfq  q cpjt sqqçq: i 3n<TOi>sfq- fifàgq qtqsqqfrc awr | 
è i ^ T f ^ T O K ,  ^ R  f W W - ‘ g q q  crif S R rsq ^ fK : ^  ’ ?fq I fq § q -  

fô*nq q q ;: i a m e f^ c r ^ n g iT iq :  i q fq q  ^  i ŝ qm ta *â lÊ tà

qfa: I

qg qrtqrqqorTqt qfq w q; ^̂ ct<st«Mcî)*iHM q^q r̂r5?r̂ 3TT̂T'f% gier 
I w < q  îriÂ ^ ^ * r : snfòqiq*. i ffc ^nfà- 

r ö  q fè q r q R ^ ^ g fq q i H xiw ^qTW FiT m  ^qrrawr^-nfqqi m -  

«rqfàfèqsqcl’ i q r w # r f g q  q ^ R fà q  q  f a q f f q y i q  w m m z-
w ç -m  =qq^Tqigqg^q% qq: i qg qqrqqiq^qiw  qq fèîrg qlqqifèq q 
g  ^ q ^ q , arqq %%T^q wwqFqgqqgq; qqqrni^qi^qnW txR inE - 
qgtqqjqçq 13Prt qqq^RFm i vnm^r sq^jf^Tfsiq q4- 
qM*q cnq^iqiRîïïqnqfq çqTfqw[iqqciyHYqq<qMkiymH^i^itq srpïïq 
wOgq>q i qqr-

qrq q?qm  fqqrqqft ìqqqqqft q^q fqéfog | 
q ig q  q q  g q q i ^ c f i  n
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ÖŜTT̂T: I ^  cîTîTOïïîRIîTT^fq' I m ^ K -

lf%5irsfqr i ïr n ïT ^ n fë fà I i cîr^ t̂ ^ r ï ï -
3 $  ^ f f e w î ^ w ^ i f ï ï i ï ï  m i  || .

T r a n s l a t io n  :

Thus by the Känkäi pratiyamänam punar anyad eva, etc., he has 
explained the nature o f  dhvani.1 Now he shows, under the cover ( vyâja )* 
o f  an incident from the epic ( itihäsa ), how it is the soul o f  poetry, 
KÀVYASYÂTMÀ SA EVA. Although the suggested sense in general is the 
point at issue, only the third ( type o f  the suggested sense known as ) rasd- 
dh vani, should be considered as (the soul o f  poetry ) , 3 because o f  the force 
o f  the epic quotation, and because o f the force o f  the meaning o f  the Vrtti 
passages that immediately precede ( and follow ) . 4 Therefore really speak
ing, rasa alone is the soul ( o f  poetry). Vastudhvani and alankàradhvarii 
( really ) finally end up in rasa.5  And since they too are far more important

1. Abhinava means that Ananda has so far explained the nature of d h va n i ( i.e.
the suggested sense ) by means of the K ü r ik â  HçfRHld ^ t^ R d
etc. Now he will begin to expound how the suggested Bense is the actual soul o f 
poetry.

2 . V y d jen a , literally “  under the pretext of ” , “  under the guise of ” , which 
amounts to (‘ on the authority of ” , or “  taking tho help of

3. After ra sad h va n ih  one must understand k â v y a syâ tm ü .
4. We are not certain that we have understood p r a k râ n ta v rtiig ra n th â rth a *

balde ca i on p. 158 ( 84-85 8 ,  P , ). ( References in this section are to the edition by Kuppu* 
swami Sastri ). W e take it to mean ; “  because of the force of the V rtti both preced* 
ing and fo llo w in g ” . This must be a reference to i d  athitam  ( p. 84 B . P .)  which 
speaks of this kind of p r a tiya m d n d r th a  ( i. e. raaddi ) as different from the vd eya . The 
immediately follow ing passage, v iv id h a } etc., and in particular the words on p. 166-, 
( p. 90 B . P . ) again speak of the third kind of p r a tïy a »
m ü n â rth a  ( namely ra sa d h v a n i  ).

5. This is an im portant point that Abhinava comes back to again and again. 
He claims that Ananda uses v a stu d h v a n i and a la n k d ra d h va n i only to show the differ« 
enee between the a b h id h d v yd p d ra  and the v y a iija n à v yâ p â ra . He does not intend thesé as 
examples of true poetry, for that title is reserved for ra sa  alone. Earlier ( pp. 50-51B . P t ) 
he had noted that one can often find va stu  and alankdra  as sva éa bd a vâ cya  ( i. e. as no 
longer cases of d h va n i ). W hat we think he means is that both of these are capable of 
paraphrase without any resulting decrease in the aesthetic experience ( which is 
already slight in any case). But ra sa d h v a n i can never be paraphrased without 
destroying the poetry in it. In this Abhinava is in agroement with the ‘ ‘ New Criticism” . 
.Thus in a famous essay on Yeats* great poem u S a ilin g  to B y z a n tiu m  ” , Elder Olson 
said : “  Although the argument as we have stated it clearly underlies the poem ( note ï 
he has just finished explaining the “  argument ” , i. e. the v â ey â rth a  of Yeats* poem ), it 
would be erroneous to suppose that this in itself constitutes the poem, for in that case 
there would be no difference between our paraphraso and the poem itse lf” . He then

(  Continued on next page
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( utkfSta ) ( or charming ) than the literal meaning, it was said ( in Kärikä 1 ) 
in a general way that dhvani is the soul o f  poetry.

SOKA. That sorrow, the permanent emotion ( belonging to karunarasa) 
which arose because o f the destruction o f the coupling ( dvandva ),l i. e. 
because o f the destruction o f the intimate physical contact ( sahacarya ) o f  the 
Kraunca birds, owing to the killing o f the female— * 1 2 this sorrow is different 
from the sthàyibhàva rati ( love ) that is appropriate to vipralambhasrngara, 
because in it there is no hope o f reunion ( nirapeksabhäva) . 3 The sorrow 
has become capable o f  being aesthetically enjoyed (âsvàdyamânatà) through 
the following stages : first come the vibhavas ( both àlambana and uddipana ), 
and the anubhàvas ( i. e. the wailing o f  the male bird etc. ) that arise from 
them4 * ( i .  e. the vibhàvas). By feeling these deeply ( carxam), the heart 
( o f  the sage Vàlmîki) sympathises (with the plight o f  the male bird), and 
( finally ) he identifies ( with the situation ). ( Once it is aesthetically enjoyable), 
it becomes karunarasa, where the sorrow (fe lt )  is different from the ordinary 
sorrow we feel in everyday life. Its essence became capable o f  being enjoyed 
once the mind ( o f  the sensitive sage) had melted6 (to  the point o f total

C on tin u ed  f r o m  p r e v io u s  p a g e  )

goes ou to say, luter in the same essay : “ If the basic terms of a lyric poem do not 
receive their meanings from the chance associations of the reader, neither do they have 
their dictionary meanings ; like terms in most discourse, they take their significance 
from their context, through juxta-position  to other terms with which they are equated, 
contrasted, correlated or combined. ”  ( From “ F iv e  A p p r o a c h e s  to L i t e r a r y  C r it ic is m ”  
edited by W. Scott, N. Y. 1962 ).

1. Abhinava takes d ea n d va  not to mean “  pair ”  but to mean actual “  sexual 
intercourse ”  ( sa h a ca rya  ), a moaning the dictionaries do not seem to sanction.

2. For the significance of the change that both Abhinava and Änandn make 
In the legend by having the female bini killed rather than the male, see J. Masson : 
“  W ho Killed Cock K raunca; Abhinnvagupta’s Reflections on the Origin of Aesthetic 
fixperience ” , J ou rn a l o f  the O rien ta l In stitu te , Haroda, Vol. XV11I, No. 3, 1069.

3. This is a fundamental distinction that goes back to the N &  V I, under 
Verse 50 ( p. 309, G. O. S. Vol. I ) :

The point is that in vip ra la m b h a  there is some hope of being reunited. But in 
ka ru n a  there is none. This makes it much closer to “  tragedy ”  than has generally 
been acknowledged. Thus in speaking of the R à m à ya n a , Abbinava will point out in 
his L o c a n o  to the fourth U d d yo ta  ( p. 680 ) that Kama and Sita are “  permanently ”  
separated, thus showing that the final verses of the epic which speak of their re* 
union in heaven, have no im pact on the reader in auy aesthetic sense.

4. We take ta d u tth d k ra n d a  to refer to both the cryings of the male and the
female. It  will also include her ( or his, as described in the H â m âyan a  ) writhing on 
the ground in pain, one of the annbhâpas.

6. D r u t i  refers to the “ m eltin g”  of the mind, i. e. to a state when the 
mind is exceedingly receptive. Thero is a very lino verse in Madhusürianasarasvatl’s

(  C on tin u ed  on n ext p a g e
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receptivity ). ( And this aesthetic experience ) became transformed into a
verse (sloka )  regulated by ( n i y a n t r i t a )  proper1 (w ord s) and metre, etc., 
because o f  the unartificiality ( akrtakalh ) ( o f the experience ) and the com
plete possession ( o f  Vâlmïki ). The emotional upheaval in the mind o f  the 
sage was like the overflowing o f  a jug filled to the brim with water, or like 
the cry o f  sorrow which is o f  the nature o f the effusion o f the mental mood 
( o f  g r ie f). The words that the sage uttered (o n  that occasion) are 
suggestive o f the state o f his mind according to the maxim that exclamations 
( o f  joy, sorrow, etc. ) are suggestive o f  ( the relevant ) natural moods, even 
in the absence o f a fixed convention ( between them and mental moods, 
unlike what is the case for words and their literal meanings ) . * 1 2 3

“  Oh hunter, may you never, for eternal years, attain to stability 
( pratisthh ) ( in this world ) since you killed, from a pair of Kraunca birds, 
the male ( when ) he was engrossed in love ( -  making ).

But it should not be supposed that Vàlmìki was (actually experiencing) 
sorrow ( in the ordinary sense ). For if he were, ( that is, ) if he were pained 
on account o f  the bird's pain, then the point o f the Karikh, that rasa is the 
soul o f poetry, would be without any basis in the present stanza. 4 Nor is

C on tin u ed  f r o m  p rev io u s  page )

ijribh a ga va d bh a k tira sd ya n a m t p. 1*4 ( verse 4 ), explaining the stato of receptivity 
that the mind adopts during an aesthetic experience :

fTPpfcffaträffi- n
«  The substance of which tho the mind is made is like red sealing wax. By nature 
it is hard. But when it comes in contact with the emotional states {during an 
aesthetic experience) which act as heating agonts, it becomes soft to the point of 
flow ing” . He takes this fine analogy a step further, and says that the mind is im
pressed with the emotions it contemplates. First the mind becomes soft and pliable, 
and then comes the hard substance like the drama or the play when the mind 
receives its impression, the way sealing wax is impressed with a seal-ring.

1 . In K. SaatrFs edition we must understand sabda  after sam ucita .

2. The point is that there is no fixed convention with regard to the mean
ings of exclamations that we utter spontaneously. Thus, a shriek can be due to 
either grief or joy, in the same way that tears can. Nonetheless these signs of joy  
or grief are ‘ ‘ suggestive” . This is of course not true in the case of words and 
their literal meanings, where there is a fixed convention.

3. liiinidyauLiy I. 2. 15.
4. As the K a n m u d i says on p. HiU : àok am àtrasya  ra satvdsa m bh avâd . “  If 

this verse simply illustrated sorrow there would be no possibility of rasa  
Abhinava’s point is that karnnarasa  arose in the sage, and not the primary emotion of 
sorrow. He has, therefore, interpreted the whole point of this exumple to be that 
the situation described in the R d m ä ya n a  is one of ra sa p ra titi on the part of Vâlmïki. 
For this to be the case, we must say that he was the audience, as it were, of his 
own verse ! So, Abbinava envisages the situation something like this : Vulraiki sees

(  C on tin u ed  on next p a g e
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it possible for somebody burdened with grief1 to utter a verse (at the very 
moment o f his sorrow ).

C on tin u ed  f r o m  p r e v io u s  p a g e  )

the killing of the bird. He is deeply moved to the point of uttering a poem about it. 
But of course as long as he is simply in sorrow, that is, feeling one of the primary 
emotions that belong to real-lifo situations, he does not have the necessary “  artistic 
distance ”  which would enable him to engage in poetic creation. So, at some magic 
poiut he stops feeling sorrow ( if in fact Abbinava ever felt that he did ), and it is as 
if be were witnessing a drama in a play-house. It is at this stage of some distance that 
he speaks his poom. Each time he contemplates what he uttered, he ie the sa h rd a ya , 
the ra sik a , the spectator ( which would explain why he says kirn ida m  vyd h rta m  
maya at R â m . I. 2. 16 ). i. e. he is again in an alaukika  state of aesthetic enjoyment. 
The êoka that he formerly felt has been transformed into art. While this is a pro
found interpretation of the famous incident,it should bo carefully noted that this could 
hardly have been what the author of the episode in the R d m d ya n a  had in mind. [ For
the word êoka occurs again and again in the accou n t: I. 2. 16 : êok d rten a .......m a ya  ;
I. 2. 18 : êo k â r ta s y a .......m e ;  I. 2. 29 : êocann eva punah krauü cim  ; I. 2 . 30 : p u n a h ........
êokapardy anali. In I. 2. 13 we read : k â ru n ya m  sa m a p a d ya ta . and in I. 2. 14 : k a ru n a- 
ved itvd t. ] Perhaps for the first time in any critical tradition, Äbhinava haß articulated 
the distinction between the “  primary world ”  of actual eveuts, and the <r secondary 
world ”  of literature. These terms have been used by J. R. R. Tolkieu in his essay 
u Oq Fairy-Stories ” , published in “  Tree & Leaf ” , Unwin Books, London, 1964. See 
also “ Secondary W o r ld s”  by W. H. Auden, Faber & Faber, London, 1968. The world 
of the Râmâyaça belongs to what Tolkien calls Faerie, “  the perilous realm, and the 
air that blows in that country ” . Mortal men only exist there when they are enchanted. 
In modern times, perhaps only Tolkien himself, in “  The Lord of the Rings ”  has 
managed to create an entire “ secon dary”  world. It is the greatness o f Sanskrit 
literature that such autonomous worlds have been built — Kr$na*s world in the Bhâga- 
vatapuräna, and the dream world of the Yogaväsi$tha. The sustained effort of imagina
tive creation evidenced in the latter work is to our mind unparalleled in any other 
literature.

1. Another point is that there can be no duhkha  in ra sa , which is a synonym 
for dn an da , w bliss ” , as Abbinava points out again and agaiu. See De, H . 5. P . Vol, I I , 
p. 132, and note the passage he quotes from the Â b h in a va b h â ra tï :

“ For the spectators, the whole point of the drama is to produce pleasure, not 
sorrow, etc. ”  It is almost certain that Viévanâtha’s remarks in the third p a ricch ed a  
of the S û h ü ya d a rp a n a  were inspired by Abbinavagupta. There he says : ( p. 63, 
Vidyâsâgara’s ed. ) cffìt "-h<3u 11'{Idl «T ( precisely the
objection that Abhinava records. )

«h^lKRfà ^  l
m  li

He then goes on to show that what in the world is a source of unhappiness is 
transformed in the drama into happiness, for the vibhdvas are alaukika  (an idea 
taken from Abhinava ) :

rôvqTS'ftfcr ^  STfò: II
(  Continued on next page
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Thus then, because the nature o f  the present stanza is the complete 
overflow ( samucchalana ) ’ o f  karunarasa the essence o f  which is the 
sthäyibhäva sorrow, which is appropriate for aesthetic enjoyment, rasa alone 
is the soul o f  poetry, its very essence, which produces a charm far beyond 
the reach o f other word-functions® ( i. t.wabhidhä and laksam ). This is 
confirmed by ( Bhattanàyaka ) in his Hrdayadarpana :

"  The poet does not regurgitate rasa until he is completely filled 
with it. ” s . ;

( In the stanza quoted from the Rämäyana ) 'agamah4 ( is used in the 
sense o f an augmentless Aorist ) retaining the augment as a Vedic peculiarity * 1 2 3 4

C on tin u ed  f r o m  p r e v io u s  p a g e  )

In the V r tt i  to this Moka be gives his famous comparison of love-bites, which 
only produce, in their pain, pleasure :

g^cT ^T V R T T f^T  ^  I
But it must be pointed out that once again the source of this idea is Abhinava- 

gupta. Thus in the A b h in a v a b h â ra tï , p. 285  ( Vol. I, G. O. S. ) we read : cT*TT & W « 1“
^ ^ B ^ r^ T S fqr , 9a  I P a < r ^  ft 1( 1^ 1^  which refers to
precisely this. Cf. the P r a to p a r u d r iy a  ( Madras, 2 nd Ed., 1931 ), comm, p, 209 ;

<?JÌU1 e| tfì r=fi I ^ ̂  !1 H M fri : See further the R a sa -
ga n g â d h a ra , p. 30-31 ( K M , 1939 ed. ) and Raghavan, “  N u m b e r  o f  R a s a s ”  p. 155, 
1 st ed. ( p. 183, 2 nd ed. ).

E fâ  dakâ r é féré  to the act of creation, K a u m u d i  p. 160 : k lok aracan ârû p e  
ytya r lh a h . The point is that in pain we cannot create. Creation takes place later, when 
the experience has been assimilated and is then contem plated. This is another of 
Àbhinava’s seminal ideas taken over by the later tradition.

1. Reading sam u cch ala n a. On p. (160) ( 86 B. P . ), top of the page, the term 
has been used of water overflowing from a jug. Actually though this is an error, for 
it is not the k a ru n arasa  that overflows, but the original emotion. The word rasa is 
used loosely here to stand for both the final aesthetic result, ra sa  proper, and to mean 
“  emotion ”  in general.

2 . On p. 28 (p . 10, B. P . ) } Abhinava has used this same expression. B. ed. 
reads* ( kabda ”  which is a better reading. This is also the earlier reading that we have 
accepted in our translation of the Locanrt."4 V a ila ksan ya  here means “  charm ” , from thé 
notion of its being something completely different, èâ b d a  stands for é a b d a v y â p â r a .

3. Is this famous line from Bhattanàyaka meant to show that the poet must be 
full of emotion, using ra sa  in the wider sense, before he can w rite? In other words, 
is Bhattanàyaka saying that first one must be overwhelmed by an experience ! Or is 
he using rasa  in the technical sense to mean that first the poet himself actually has an 
aesthetic experience, And then records it, so that others may share it ? Sanskrit poetic 
theory is not reAlly clear on precisely what the experience of the poet is in relation to 
that of the reader. Abhinava seems, in his more rigorous moments ( “  ncitye eva rasäh  
ha tu loke ”  ), to restrict the aesthetic experience to the reader, in which case the poet 
would be excluded. Bhattatauta, ( see L o c a n a , p. 92 B. P . ) however, says that this ex * 
perience ( annbhava ) is the same as that undergone by the reader, the poet and the 
n äyaka !  Note the R a sa p ra d ip a  ( quoting DR. IV. 42, p. 23 :
•T w rfô  I

4. On this form, see Renou’a “  G ra m m a ire  S a n sk rits  ” , p. 414 and 439.
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( chàndasena). SA EVA. The use o f  the word “  alone ”  ( eva ) shows ( that 
it alone is ) the Atman, not anything else. Therefore, what Bhatfcanayaka 
has said, namely :

“  Because o f  the overriding importance o f the words used, people 
class the sästra1 apart (from  poetry and stories). They give the name 
àkhyana ( historical talc ) to compositions in which the sense conveyed by 
words is possessed o f paramount importance. When both ( word and meaning) 
are subordinated, and ( all ) importance is given to the manner ( vyàpâra ), 
then it is called “  poetry ” , 2 ”
is refuted. For if by “  manner '* he means that (function) whose essence 
consists in suggestiveness (dhvanana ) and which is o f  the nature o f  aesthetic 
enjoyment ( rasana), he will have said nothing new. If, on the other hand, 
he means by “  manner ”  abhidhà, we have already shown earlier3 how it can
not be o f  major importance in poetry.

He now explains the verse : VIVIDI!A. That which is (m ade) beautiful 
because of the high degree o f  excellence4 in respect to the ideas ( vàcya ), the 
words, and the structure ( racanà), having been diversified ( vicitram krtvà) 
so as to be favourable to the various rasas to be suggested, i. e. that which 
is endowed with gunas and aìankàras, both o f  words and meanings. There- 1 2 3 *

1 . éü 8 tr a m  here means the Veda. Bhattanâyaka’s point is that in the Veda 
the t€ letter ** is all-im portant. In stories, the meaning is important, and finally, in 
poetry, it is the manner in which something is told that counts the most. Cf. I. A . 
Richard's famous dictum : “  It  is never what a poem which matters, but what 
it i s ” .

2. It is impossible to know just how indebted to Bhnttanäyaka Abhinava 
really is. We think, however, that the famous comparison of poetry to a loving w ife, 
certainly was either taken directly  from Hhuttnnäyaka, or was at least inspired by this 
very passage. Both ideas are in fact synthesised by S'ridhara in his commentary on 
the, K à vya p ra h ìk a  and by Vidyadhara's EkCivali ( K. P. Trivedi's edition. Bombay, 
1903 ), p. 13 :

K T O  sfTnpr ìn p r fìra g ^ rr  i
ÎTRI^ll

5 fei ̂  I 1
3ren*HK* H*nH, n
«rfïrîPïTïï g  i

îprat î f N î  ^  «m: h

On this difference between é ïs tr a  and k â v ya , there is an important passage 
(from  the lost H hâm ahavivarun a ? ) of Udbhata in the K â v y a m im â m sâ , p. 4 4 :
arg hth Ri«iRn 3T>TOT*r: i fs^r ™ i ,  I

STTWfa, clJxTt ^I^IfFw, f r W f Z l :  I Note also the V ya k tin ivek a , H I, p. 12 2  

(,T. 8 . 8 . ed. ) whore Bhattanäyaka’s ideA is modified but generally accepted.
3. Page 63, ( B. P . ) D h v a n yâ lo k a io ea n a .

. 4. P ra p atica  here must be understood in the sense of ntknrsa .



fore, although “  suggestiveness ”  exists everywhere ( even in such examples 
as "  the boy is a lion ”  ), we don’t use the term "  poetry ”  ( in all such cases ), 
just as, in spite o f  the fact that the atman exists ( in all things) we only call 
certain things “  living We have already explained this. 1 This thus shows 
that what ( Bhattanàyaka ) has said in the H rdayadarpana : “  In that case the 
word poetry would apply promiscuously everywhere ” 1 2 3 4 5 6 is out o f  place. The 
expression nihatasahacari3 ( “  the killed female ”  ) expresses the vibhäva. 
The word àkrandita ( "cries”  ) expresses the anubhàva. JAN IT A.* One must 
supply : "  through attaining to the state o f aesthetic enjoyment. ”  Objection : 
if the verse arose from the aesthetic enjoyment o f  "  sorrow ” , how can one 
say that the soul o f  poetry is that suggested thing ( viz. rasa ) ? 5 ( i. e. only 
soka has been mentioned in the stanza, and not rasa). With this doubt in 
mind he says: SOKO HI. Sorrow ('soka) is the sthäyibhäva o f  karuna 
which consists in the aesthetic enjoyment o f  sorrow .0 Since the state o f  
mind appropriate to the vibhävas and anubhävas in relation to the sthäyibhäva 
soka, when aesthetically enjoyed, becomes rasa, it is but proper7 to say that
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1 . Page 59, L oca n a  ( B. P. edition ).
2. The objection must have been that if one accepts the suggestive function 

( d h va n a vyâ p â ra  ), which Bhattanàyaka does not, we will have to admit as examples 
of poetry, cases which merely include suggestion, but no charm. Thus sa rva tra  
means, as the K . says on p. 162 : si mho vatnh ity  âdâv api ta th eti . See p. 57 ( B.P. ed. ) 
of the text of the L o c a n a .

3. Note that K. Sastri, on p. 164 of his U p aloca n a  says that this is a pratika  
that only gives the first words, but that it is meant to read : nih ata sah a ca rivira h a *  
kà lara , i.e . that it stands for the male kranfica  ! But this is mere sophistry. Had 
Abhinava meant this, he would have said so.

4. Note that Abhinava has said on ( p. 79, SO, and 83 ) of the L oca n a  that 
rasa  is not ja n ita , i. e. the function is not ja n a n a t “  production Thus he is of course 
bothered by the phrase krauH câkrnndajanitah êoka eva. He therefore says here ( p. 89 ) 
that one must add the phrase : carvanâgocaratvena .

5 . The objection is that in the kärikä  only &oka is mentioned, not ra s a . This 
is perfectly true, for the point of the K â rik â  is to show the existance of a p ra tlya *  
m â n â rth a  i. e. that êoka is here suggested, and uot directly stated. However Abhinava 
and Änanda are probably correct to go further in their interpretations, for if this is all 
the author of the K â rik â  meant, it would be a very weak argument; for in the Kam a*  
y  ana  itself, we are directly told both before and after this verse that Välmfki was in 
sorrow ! And of course there can be no doubt that the author of the K â rik â  knew 
very well that êoka  is the sth äyibh äva  of karuna,

6. The sth âyibhâvasj as Boon as they are brought to the state of enjoyment 
( carvanâ  ), become ra sa . A  ra sa  is after all only a latent sÉfcôyiô/iâ«« that has be
come manifest. Thus the K . says that êoka höre stands for all the other sthâyibhàvaa  : 
êoka i t y  upalaksanam  ra tyu d eh , p. 167.

7. W e have translatod a n cilyâ t to mean “  it is but proper *\ But it m ight 
mean u p a câ ra . Thus the K. says : u p a yog itn a n im ittà d  n p a câ râ d  t£» y â v a t . This may 
well be the correct interpretation, for in the A  bJiinavabhürati, p. 285, we read : 
kevalam  a u cityä d  evam  ucyate sth ä yi rasibh ü tali.

XIV
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the stliäyin itself attains the status o f rasa. For ( yatah ) (the sthàyibhàva) 
leads to aesthetic enjoyment in the following manner: the collection ( jàta) 
o f states o f  mind ( cittavrtti) is first experienced earlier in one’s own life ; 1 

then it is inferred ( from outer symptoms ) to be existing in others ; then 
by the arousal o f the latent impressions ( samskàra ) it creates a sympathetic 
response ( in the spectator’s ) heart2 ( and then it leads to the identification 
o f  the spectator with the situation ).s

Objection : the soul ( o f  poetry ) has the form o f  the suggested sense 
( in general ) and it has already been shown to have three varieties. It does 
not consist exclusively o f  rasa. But this episode from the epic seems to 
suggest that only rasa is the soul ( o f  poetry ). ( Änandavardhana ) replies to 
this objection by accepting it ! PRATÌYAMÀNASYA CA. “  Other varieties ”  
refers to vasta and alahkara. The word bhava ( in rasabhà vamukhena ) 
shows that one can ( in a loose manner o f speaking ) refer to the vyabhicä- 
ribhävas as the essence ( o f  poetry ), even though when they are aesthetically 
enjoyed they do not come to rest only in themselves ( tàvanmàtra i. e. svasmin- 
aesthetic enjoyment does not terminate in bhävadhvani) , 4 and even though 
they do not attain the pre-eminent position ( pratisthä ) o f  a rasa which 
take place on culmination in the aesthetic enjoyment o f  the sthàyi ( bhàva ).

“  Rubbing one toe-nail with the tip o f  her other toe-nail, turning the 
loose bracelet on her wrist, and slowly scratching the ground with her foot 
whose anklet makes a deep sound

In this stanza shyness ( has been suggested as the essence o f  the verse). 
The word rasabhava includes rasàbhâsa, bhâvàbhàsa and bhàvapra'sama, for in 
spite o f  minor difference between, them in essence they are one and the same. 
Prädhänyät means because ( vastudhvani and alankäradhvani ) terminate in

1 . Note again that ra sa  is the citta vrtti that is induced in the reader. It is 
latent there all along, as a sth àyibhàva.

2. W e must insert tan m ayibh avan a  here to oomplete the series, as the K. does
3. Here is the K. on this sequence ( p. 165 ) :

sqwwRTxmt sfarini Jtft éftffrfìK tfì
aî,*i*-cK ?*rrRf%TTf%-
ÇTTfipn̂  tpï ^  I

t( That which was known in one’s own self in day-to-day  life is now, from 
the cries etc. ( of the bird ) and other effects, inferred to bo existent elsewhere. After 

- that, one’s own latent impressions are awakened ; then there is a sympathy of one’s 
: heart because it is pure ( i. e. free from inhibitions ). After that, one identifies. Thus 
in this manner, because the stable mental mood is the means to aesthetic enjoyment, 
the sth àyibhàva  itself is called rasa, metaphorically speak in g” .

Perhaps we should omit y a ta h 9 with three MSS ( K. Sastri’s edition, 
p. 166, fn. 1 ).

4. T à va n m à tra  is paraphrased by the K . as avarüpam ätre ,
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rasa. Even though there is no full aesthetic repose in vastudhvani and alankàra- 
dbvani, nevertheless, because they give rise to an extraordinary charm that 
is beyond the reach o f  other word-functions ( i. e. abhidhà and laksam). by 
extension ( aucitya=upacära ) we can say that vastudhvani and alahkaradhvani 
are the essence ( o f  poetry ).

We can thus see that all o f  Abhinava’s efforts focus on one important 
need : to crack the hard shell o f  the “  I ”  and allow to flow out the higher 
Self which automatically identifies with everyone and everything around. We 
can see this preoccupation in all o f  his work, and in many o f the verses he 
quotes. He takes especial pleasure in a displacement o f the “  I ” , as in 
the Vijmnabhairava passages he is so fond of, where the "  I ”  is dissolved 
by staring long into empty space. Even the verse from the D. ÂI. for which he 
evinces a particular liking, speaks o f  lovers reaching “  other shores ”  o f  
ecstasy. 1

With this background we are now in a position to understand the 
importance for Abhinava o f sântarasa -  how much support he derived from a 
theory which demanded the transcendence o f  personality, and which ends in 
a feeling o f  cosmic peace.

1. D .  Ä l . IV ., p. 524-25.





PART II

SANTARASA

Our primary concern in this part o f  the book is to translate and anno
tate the notoriously difficult section o f Abhinavagupta’ s Abhinavabhàratì that 
deals with käntarasa. This is the most extensive and the most important 
passage in Sanskrit literature on sont arasa. In order to permit the reader to 
see the background in some perspective, we have also translated all passages 
relating to käntarasa prior to Abhinavagupta. We have decided to let the 
passages speak for themselves in our translation, and to utilize the limited 
space available to us for textual notes.

The first passage is found in the Nätyasästra,1 but is most probably a 
later interpolation.

Nätyasästra G. O. S. ed. vol. I, pp. 332-335 :

m  s t a  hih surenfànTTitaì t a r a t a  i ^ 3
I cl*T <iM I

tarala: I ^ ita w s jr e i 
ÇreRtaraRTl: I 3MqrT: ÊRT«T

A s t a t a :  s n ta î hth n

tfW Tfà^rïicT: STT'cta •TTH f t a :  ||

H m  *T §*3 «T H  iTTfq ITÎÇK: |

ÇW: t a  3  ?TFcT: a t a  W : ||

H in  t a i  srrercg a l i t a r .  | 

ftare aftaici: g t a fo  n 
çr #  H f t a r e r a  s i m i i a :  a a ^  I

gH^THxïïTR =T STFcl ^ ìq ^ R c f ||

^  rerou ?et T r a t t a t a ^  i

1 . N & . V I, aftor verso 82, p. 332 of the G. O. S. ed., Vol. I.



92

"  Now 1 iànta, which has sama for its sthàyibhàva, and which leads to 
moksa, arises from the vibhàvas such as knowledge of the truth,3 detachment 
(  vairàgya ), purity o f mind etc. It should be acted out by means o f the 
anubhävas, such as yamaz and rtiyama,* meditation on the Self, concentration 
o f the mind on the Self ( dhàranà ) 5 devotion ( upasaha ), compassion towards 
all creatures, and the wearing o f religious paraphernalia ( lihgagrahana ) . 6 

Its’ vyabhicâribhàvas are disgust with the world ( nirveda ) 9 remembrance, 
firmness of mind, purity in all the four stages o f life {asrama), rigidity ( o f  
the body ) ( stambha ), horripilation, etc.7 8 The following Âryàss and Slokas 
exist on this subject :

1 . It is clear that this passage does not belong bo the original jV£>\ For one
thing, it is found in ODly one of the many MSS. o f the N S . For another, Abhinava does 
not comment on it directly. It is however obvious from what Abhinava says on p. 339, 
G. O. S., Vol. I ( p. 115, Raghavan’s text, 2nd. edition ) namely : ^
“  ”  ( which is actually fonnd on p. 299 of the G.O. S .,V ol. I )
^H «^K  that he read some definition,
of which the first few words correspond to what we have printed He read this not at 
the end of the definition of the various rasas, but at the beginning. He might well 
have been aware of the fact that this was an interpolation, for he says : “  in ( some ) 
old manuscripts ” . On the other hand, he was eager to attempt to show that Bharata 
in fact sanctioned bdntarasa, even though he may not have said this in so many 
words. This comes out even in the adjective he applies to pu stak a y cirantanat thereby 
attempting to give them some prestige and worth in the eyes of his readers.

2. If further proof is needed that Abhinava did not have this very same text 
before him, note that tatlvajildna  is given here as one of the vibhàvas of êdnta , 
whereas for Abhinava it is exclusively the sthàyibhàva o f

3. Varna means the five ,c abstentions ”  given in the Y S . II , 30 as ahim adt 
$a tya 9 a steya y brah m acarya  and a p a rigra h a .

4. N iy a m a  refers to the <e observances ” given in Y S . II, 32 as : êaucat 
santo fa t tapas > svä d h ya ya  and iêvarapran idh ân a .

5. D hàranà  refers to keeping the mind collected, citla sya  ekàgratâ  ( See YS.

II, 53 ).
6. L in yagra h a n a  refers to taking on the outer garments of an ascetic, as 

well as all the other paraphernalia of a religious mendicant.
Surely these refer to the eight elements o f Y og a . Cf. Y og a sû tra t II. 29 :

7. Note that all these vyabhicâribhàvas are given by Bharata and apply to 
various other rasas. In fact, even tattvajnàna  itself is given as one of the vibhàvas of 
nirveda  ( V II, 28 ) ! For Bharata, the vyabhicâribhàvas can become sthàyibhàvas and 
vice-versa. N irv ed a  is mentioned as an annbhäva of ûrngâra and of karuna. At VII, 
56, d h rti is said to arise from vijnâna  ! At VII, 108, thinking about the éâstras ia 
given as a vibhdva of m ati. D eva pra sdd a  is a vibhâva  of har$a. D h H iy m att, sm rti 
and rom àîtca  are vyabhicâribhàvas of vira . Stam bha  is given as a vyabhicäribhäva  of 
adbhuta  ( p. 386 ) and of bhaydnaka. The present passage is thus merely a pastiche 
from these various sources.

8. There is something wrong with this introduction : there are only two A r y d i  
here, and thus the dual ( drye ) should have been given.
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“  San!arasa has been taught as a means to the highest happiness 
( naihsreyasa). It arises from a desire to secure the liberation o f the Self 
and leads to knowledge o f the Truth. ” 1

"  Säntarasa should be known as that which brings happiness and 
welfare to all beings and which is accompanied by the stabilization (samsthita) 
in the Self1 2 3 that results from the curbing o f  the organs o f  perception and 
the organs o f  physical activity. ” 3

“ Säntarasa4 5 6 is that state wherein one feels the same towards all 
creatures, wherein there is no pain, no happiness, no hatred and no envy. ”

“ Santa is one’s natural state o f mind ( prakrti). Other emotions 
such as love, etc., are deformations ( o f that original state ). The deforma
tions arise out o f  this natural state o f  the mind and in the end again merge 
back into it. ”

“ The emotions arise out o f santo depending on their particular 
respective causes. And when the specific causes cease to function, they all 
merge back into sànta. ” s

"  Those who know dramaturgy see nine rasas along with their chara
cteristics in this manner. ”

Rudbata’s Kävyälahkära XV, 15-16°

cWtff UTRïï II

^prraRitRtJirÌT^Tèr fà rò  i

m  IIO O

1 . Tattvajriânârthaheiu8a?nynktah  is very clum sy, since a rth a  and hetu  raeao 
exactly the same thing.

M ok m d h ya tm a sa m u tth a h  is equally clumsy. We think m ok$âdhyâtm a  should 
be understood as standing for adh yälm am  oksa , i. e. “  liberation of the Self 
A d h y a lm a  would mean : àlm ünam  a d h ik r ty o , “  with reference to the Self ” ,

This stanza is quoted, anonymously, by Abhinava in the A b h in a va b h d ra ti, 
p. 340 ( p. 115, Raghavan’s, text 2nd ed. ). He introduces it as a S a n yra h a k d rik d , thus 
making it clear that it is not by Bharata.

2. We take a dh yd tm a  here to be used in the sense of the locative dim ani.
3. B u d d h tn d riya  means the same as jf ld n e n d r iy a , the eyes, the ears, the nose, 

the skin and the tongue. K  a rm en d r iy a  means the organs of physical activity, Buch as 
hands, feet, speech, etc.

4. Of. D a k a rûpàvaloka} under IV. 45, p. 135.
5. Abhinava quotes this verse ( svam  svam  t etc. ) in iho A . B h .t p. 340. He also

quotes it in the L o e a n a , p. 391, with the remark : ............. I
thereby ascribing it to Bharata. >

6 . Rudrata’s K d v yd la n k d ra t A d h y t iy a , 15, 15-16, p. 106 of the K d vya m d ld  
edition by Durgaprasad and Pansikar, with Namiaädhu’s commentary, 3rd editionf 
N. S. P., 1928,
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/
“ Santa (rasa) has for its cause ( i. e. as its sthàyibhàva) right 

knowledge, and its hero is one whose passions are completely gone. 
Right knowledge arises from the disappearance o f ignorance and o f attach
ment to pleasure. Fear o f birth, old age, death, etc., an attitude o f disgust 
towards objects o f enjoyment, and indifference to pleasure and pain arise 
( as its anubhàvas )

Dhvanyàtoka pp. 388-394:

s p r è t o  ?-nfqqr H fërtfèq  qm

crm cT^rficT^ i g  qm fàqrcfqg*Fqcr-

r s t  II ^  Il

q : fqfmtqt q ^ q  g  f w f t  q  w i'eU M qqiqq  g q %

fq W q d s q : I qm  ïïtïïr^ : fqqfoqr i

mwm crmr^qgm^q q: qRqìq^^^rqr qcflqq gq | crm qiw^— 

q r o g q  q q  fê°q i

g ^ 8?qprcqcr qrtcî: q ^ ï ï  g ^ i q j i

qfè; qiq eqsRîg'qqqi^cn q*q qirer qcnqcrmrqilmçîFfFqi^Hmq- 
i% q fi% m rq : qfq^rg q w :  | crw crm q : mg gm : i c n q n w q -

qqqq sqqçnqqiïïN i s m  milqn^mqq^qqqi fèrò: i q q ^ m ^ q g ^ fts iq  
q#qq  q f e q q  q t ó ? w r  qm  q g ^ ; i q q ^ R ir fr i q  iqqijqfòm qFTi 

eqImr<H^mi«Q.ciqq mgn g % r^qm rq sqqgrrqqiq q
I q g q q %  mpqt w .  i

Translation of Dhvanyàloka III. 26:
So now it has been shown how one can avoid the opposition o f a rasa 

that is opposed to the pervading rasa o f the work because o f their being in 
a single character, by assigning to it a subsidiary position. Now the follow
ing is said to show that one can avoid opposition in the case o f the second 
variety as well :

I. Here is Namisâdhu’s commentary : sngamaTp na varani ( which should be 
read n a v a ra m , from Sanskrit na param  — so this phrase will mean : “  The stanza is 
( generally ) easy to understand, but ( the following explanations are necessary )

**rTfq*ra: I iiMrf<iwr?Mnrq i sevrât 1

This last sentence only begs the question of course.
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Even when there is no opposition between two rasas, though 
they are found in one character,1 there might still be opposition 
because of ( the opposing rasa ) occurring [immediately after ( the 
major rasa ). ( In such a case ) the intelligent ( poet ) will introduce* 
a ( third ) rasa that will intervene ( between the two opposed 
rasas ). (26).1 2 3 4

The rasa that is not opposed ( to the principal rasa ), though occur
ring in the same character, but is opposed because of its immediate occur
rence (after it), should be introduced into the work only after the interven
tion o f a third rasa. As, for instance, känta and srngàra have been introduced 
into the Nàgànanda* ( with the intervention o f adbhuta ). Santa, which is 
characterised by the full development o f the happiness that comes from the 
destruction o f desires,5 is indeed apprehended ( as one o f the rasas by sensi
tive readers ).6 And so it has been said :

1. Insert ra sasya  after aikndhikaranyavirodhinah ,
2. The K M  edition records nyasyah  as an alternative to v ya n yya h .
3. By ekàsrayatve n ird oso , we think that the author of the K ârikàs  meant to 

convey the fact that two opposing rasas may reside in one person if a long time 
elapses. I. e. a man can be a käm in  in one part of a poem and eventually become a 
virägin  in another. Bhartrhari’s katakatrayam  ?

4. The idea in citing the N àgà n an d a  is that two opposing rasa«, namely 
érAgâra  and känta, are interrupted by a third rasa, adbhuta , that is not opposed 
to either of them. Abbinava has a long passage where he gives quotations from the 
drama exemplifying all the three rasas. The only noteworthy expression there is 
kram aprasarasam hhdvanähhipräya, which means the orderly progression of the rasas. 
First comes kàntarasa , right at the very beginning of the drama ( in fact in the P r a sta -  
vana ), when Jïmütavâhana goes off to the forest. Then the sth àyibhâva  of a dbhuta , 
namely vism a ya  ( over the beautiful singing ), is introduced, and this forms the tran
sitional phase to krAgära. But note that this is a weak argument, for adbhuta 
hardly forms an important element in this drama. Tt is there, formally, only because 
of the one phrase : aho g ita m , aho vd d itra m } which Jïmütavâhana says when be first 
hears M a la ya va ti singing and playing on the lute. Moreover, all of these three rasas  
occur in the first act. The rest of the drama is exclusively concerned with the hero’s 
efforts to give up his life for the sake of another.

5. This definition of éànta is needlessly ^complicated. A single long com
pound would have been more clear : [ | ^ ^ u,': 1

6. Änanda is seriously concerned with showing that kàntarasa does exisb 
( p ra tiya ta  eva and asti känto rasah ). It is, therefore, likely that this was a controver
sial point in the ninth ceutury (indeed it has remained controversial until the present 
day ). Since the K à rik à s  mention all of the eight rasas by name, at some point or 
another, there is absolutely no reason why they should not have mentioned kdnta} had 
känta been known to their author. The fact that kànta is never mentioned in a single 
K â rik à  leads us to believe that their author was unaw'are of its existence ( at least of 
its formal existence as a rasa, though there is no reason why he should not have known 
about kànta as an attitude ), and moat probably, therefore, lived before the time of 
Udbhata, the first author to mention känta as a rasa,

X V
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“  The pleasures o f  love, as well as the great pleasures o f heaven, do 
not equal even the sixteenth part o f the happiness that succeeds the des
truction o f desire. ” 1

Even should it be claimed that this is not within the range o f experience 
o f  all men, still it is not possible simply on this account1 2 3 to reject what is 
the special state o f  mind of great men who are not like ordinary people. Nor 
is it correct to include sànta within virarasa, because vira depends on egoism, 
whereas sànta consists exclusively in the destruction of any feeling o f  self. 8 

If, in spite o f this distinction, one should still claim that sànta and vira arè' 
one and the same, then the same absurd reasoning would apply to vira and 
raudra. In the case o f  the states o f  mind in vira which depend on compassion,, 
etc., when there is a total absence o f  egoism, they can be considered as varieties* 
o f sàntarasa. If, however, egoism remains, then they should be considered 
varieties o f vira. If we understand things in this way, there will be no' 
contradiction. And therefore there is sàntarasa. There is nothing wrong" 
with including, in a work dealing with sàntarasa, a rasa (intrinsically) 
opposed to jùnta, as long as a third and neutral ( aviruddha ) rasa intervenes.

Locano pp. 390-394 :

îTJ STRït (H-, cW  g  hV iR s T î —
I fpuTFrt fqqqrftsrqm i q: çpt: s é r t  pris;: c^ q  ct̂ t

m qïrrtqi quinci it'dtròq q*q e  w - |
I W J W n R  41 ̂ q îq q W I M  *R<q«h l<$ ÇPïnsqçT qq |

3FT q  gqf%riff%qqm  qqpq i p ï %  I tj&nsçrg'ww îp f ïï -
%cììffdHii¥rm qrqrqTqiïïRT i q ^ r a  cwrcqaj q q m j

3FT ÏT—O
çr w  fìfàrw rara qqéà  i

^fàfà-cuqiq e strt qq n

ïRcpqqq qqqpr: eq^ E ^ qp ren n q  qTRwrq^TMT 3^T ^icîfq iiqw <-
{% x î# î^ q  çnfà*nq rpq% 1 qqw q T c ftq rw q ^ i^ ^  | qm^nq-'

fqqiq; | qrRsj ST%  qq I qqTW T-‘ =Tfd<lJM-H !-'

I ïrôrq ïï ç q fà  I g fq q F i# fq iq q  qq q ^ n  1.

1. Aîahâbhârata, X III, 174, 46. The verse has become ( because of Ânanda’a 
auotafcion ? ) a snbhâfila, quoted even iu elementary primera of Sanskrit in India.

2. . etàvalâ—“ simply because of th a t” .
3. T a *ya  and aèya  refer to vira ra sa  and àântarasa respectively.
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^KÙUfq q ^ R q q ^ m q , 5  ‘ cpw aTTT'c^n%ïï 1

Çîf̂ 5  JTcq̂ FcT̂ ïfÔT ê^ R *2T:’ ?f% f%3RRI qtfàqtïïfè%gT
31 T̂T-rT̂ ÎR

^ Ï Ï I ^ l T F r ^ Î ^ m i f e î ^  5TcTRcT <R |

ÎÎ3  !T ÎTcfÎq'cT *ïWt fàm i\ %cT—̂  ; STcffocT cTT^é I cRq

fêmtR?frtàq çri4î =q îfflcî: | qg cR Ì5RW57-
ÏÏRTS^nTT -̂7 îfrrqW | ^  Ï̂ÏTC Ä ,  RcT: îTcfacf q^gWT I '■;

»rg ï̂ R cî gfcq wqreqs: r *iqi% i erft #}criïïmt szsrct ^
^isfr RRi^qqcnfàfà i ?rg w r-qR isê %  qqfà

3îTf-^ %|% I cRqfà | SÎRITHIRc'TÏÏ^ I Scalfì 
i 3RT % fà  i i

fà^qrtftfà r ^ ft: i ^Ri^R^q^T%ÎTSTq ?n% i sïïtc R q*r$-

•TRq ^qiqm ̂  ^i r̂rt ^t i frrâr q :i% ^, sirct^ s: qiqRRqiRmi 
fPïï fc gfq-:—

sm \ i qqqrc c m  R  i 
ké qiRTfq 5nc m  T^fqq-èfqcTq il

i cRif-g-qT^TR^Ì^t i ftqqggRïï-
^TRT^tqcRS^qR: I ST ^  ïRÎR îT g P-jrfqcTÏÏ#,
q^Rïfrqii; cRqy ïjôï'î qcy fà ^ r g  | g qr^Tt #  g  frisa r
#  =qf^qn<: i ct̂ rhirr qqratfèci, ïrt^rrt^  i % cf̂ h  rt4 qgr- 
g ^ q i^ R S R iR îq ^ p q : ct-i r c r -. i R  =qFRR^qrRTq^i#rrrq gqsqqrtg^ 

3R in fq ^  afërcot qfe^criqoTq^qq^feTR î qi^n u

t r a n s l a t io n  o f  t h e  Locano o n  Dhvanyâloka m, 26. :

Objection1 : “  There is no sàntarasa at all, for Bharata has not 
taught its sthàyibhàva. ”  In order to answer this objection, ( Ànanda-

1. Note what Kane has to say on the date of the A v a lo k a  : u The d aéarüpa  
and its commentary A v a lo k a  were probably composed before Abhinavagupta wrote the 
A b h in a va b h ü ra tî. The earliest datable work of Abhinavagupta is the K r a m a sto tra  com 
posed in 990 a .  D .  It has been shown above that the D a ia r ü p a  was composed between

(  Continued on next page



98

vardhana ) has said : 4< And sànta, etc.”  The complete extinction of desires, 
that is, love for sense-objects, in the form of the withdrawal ( o f the mind ) 
( from every object o f  the sense), (also called) detachment, 1 that alone is 
happiness. The development o f this, which arises from the aesthetic enjoy
ment o f this detachment, when it turns into an abiding mental state, constitutes 
the definition of säntarasa. 48 It is indeed apprehended. ”  It is possible ( for 
ordinary people ) to imagine what it is like from their own experience at the 
time when the course o f their desires for all objects o f the senses, such as food 
etc., has completely ceased (because o f having eaten to satiation etc. ) . 2 Others, 
however, believe that the stfiàyibhàva o f säntarasa is the calming down o f  all 
mental activity. If the absence of desires (which is the meaning o f irsnàksaya) 
is understood in the sense o f  a complete negation o f  their existence, then it 
would amount to the absence o f all mental activity and could not be regarded 
as a bhàva ( i. e. a positive mental state). But if it is understood in the sense

C ontinued f r o m  p reviou s pa ge )

974-996 a. d, and the commentary of Dhanika wa9 composed not before 1000 A. D. 
Therefore, Dhanamjaya and Dhanika were contemporaries of Abhinavagupta. At 
all events the two works do not refer to each other, though ( sic ) they differ 
in sevoral important respects.”  P. V. Kane, op . cit. p. 248. W e think, though, 
that the L oca n a  passage we are dealing with has in mind the criticisms of Dhanika, 
for in at least 5 places Abbinava refers to views that Dhanika has either mentioned or 
espoused. We think, for instance, that the passage on p. 390, -Jìt ÌÌ
FFf 3  IF r ö F  -iwfcer iâ a reference to Dhanika, under IV , 35, ^
if  srfF frflrfrq-TFT:, ff  — ftott irr̂ rr if : — crwnrrVr

«4Mf r m I  ( p. 147 ). The passage in tbe Locana  on page 391, 
F  F  F#FT FFFfaT ^F FF% ÌW lFK 3 FlWFT$RftWFFT IFT3  might well be a
reference to Dhanika, p. 148, FTÏ^TTTFfFFFÏtFfF FTrpRFFFlTfF: 3TFIF —
FFT FFIF®FTFTIFfFFFF^TFn'fFFFTFt',TTF. I ( See al90 the more elaborate argumeut on 
this subject given in the A bhinavabhärati ). The passage on p. 393,

could well be a reference to the passage in Dhanika, p. 148, where
be says ;

The passage on p. 394 of the Locanos, f t M m i g h t  be a 
reference to the reported view on p. 147 of the A  valoica : 3^  g  1 «ft-cl fe f.
Finally, the remark in the L o c a n a , on p. 392, ^  f  ̂
could well be aimed at Dhanika. p. 165, just before IV , 46 :

^K'fòclK.* Of course, there is no guarantee that these were not merely
general views, held in common by a number of authors.

1. Note then that Ahhinava is not saying that Âuanda’s 8thâyibhâvai trsnâ* 
kfayasukha^ is different from n irved a .

2. N iv rtta  goes with icchâprasara . We think the idea is that after one has 
taken a large meal, food is no longer attractive. From this we can infer that for the 
sage, worldly pleasures are no longer attractive, and thus we have a basis for under* 
standing säntarasa  from our own experience.
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o f exclusion ( o f  all desires), then this view will fall within our position .1 

Others, however, have taken their stand on the following verse of Bharata : 2 

"  Various feelings, because o f their particular respective causes, arise 
from sànta (a  state o f mental calm ). But when these causes disappear, they 
melt back into sànta; ” 3 and they then claim that sànta is common to all 
rasas and consider the sthàyibhàva o f  sànta to be that state o f  mind which 
has not been particularised into any other mood. This opinion is not very 
far removed from our position. The difference is one o f pràgabhàva ( "  non
existence o f something before its origination ”  ) and pradhvamsàbhàva ( non
existence o f something when it is destroyed ). And it is correct for desires to 
be destroyed. As has been said : 44 We can never find a man who is without 
desires from his birth. ”  ( I. e. a person achieves this state at some later 
point in his life, and therefore desires can be destroyed. ) Even Bharata has 
shown his agreement by saying : “  Sometimes peace ” , 4 etc. The culmina-

1. The point is this : what kind of negative is trsnüksaya ? Is it prasajya- 
pratiiedha, or paryndiUapralifedka Ì If it is the former, then there could be no 
question of a ôÂâraatall, and therefore this is unacceptable. Paryudâaa% which 
means c< exclusion of something with the possibility of including its opposite ” , is 
however acceptable. The two kinds of negation are paralleled by the two forms of 
absence, pràgabhàva and pvadhvamsâbhâva which will be mentioned later.

2. This is from the N è  VI. 106-8 and forms part of the interpolated Uinta  
passage in that text.

3. Note that this verse does not necessarily meau that their author accepted 
éânlarasa. Santa is simply the absence of emotion, the tabula rasa of the emotional 
board. It has nothing to do, necessarily, with mok$n or religious views in general.

The stanza is given under fcbe beading of A ryâ  verses and was, therefore, most 
probably part of a floating tradition, and not part of a continuously argued passage. 
On p. 326 of the N S  (Vol. 1), several versos are introduced with these words : aträryöh  
( with a variant reading of airdnnfiatttêÿâ <lryû bhavanli ) on which Abbinava has a most 
important remark : dT ÇrTT (Abbinava is fond of this rather rarely used
word ) I g f^ n  îpTOîlÇiq fa%rçifTT: I a  is. therefore, clear
that these verses are not by Bharata himself. Some of them, however, might well be 
his own, and in this the situation resembles that of the Dhvanyàloka, w here some of 
the Sanyrahaêlohas must be by Ananda, and some must be by earlier or contem
porary writers. Kane quotes Vanaparca 129, 8 : ^  1
on which Nilakantha Bays : 1 ( For more references, see Kane,
o p .  cit., p. 17 ). Note that AbhiDava explains this term ( ännvautSy* ) as : 3T*Ĵ fT

fxTÊrèr'ft t
Vol. 1, p. 290 ( second paragraph ).

4. This is a reference to the N ò ', I. 106 :

Sbafar wr^rkf n

(  Continued on next page
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ting stage o f nirveda is not to be described ( in santa ), so that one could say 
it cannot be perceived, because o f the absence of any ( visible ) symptoms 
due to the cessation of all activity. This applies equally to srngära/  etc., 
where the culminating stage ( for example, actual sexual intercourse) cannot 
be described.2 But in earlier stages, according to the two Sutras ( o f Patahjali)3; 
“  This ( mind-stuff) flows peacefully by reason of the subliminal-impression.”  
and “  In the intervals of this ( mind-stuff ) there are other presented-ideas 
(com ing) from subliminal-impressions,”  such diverse actions as yama, 
niyama, etc., or activities such as ruling the kingdom of the earth, etc., are 
perceived even in the case of Janaka and others who are nonetheless santa 
( i . e. full of mental calm ). And so it must be admitted that Santa is appre
hended because of the existence o f such outwardly visible symptoms and 
because of the existence of many vyabhicâribhàvas which are imaginable in 
the intervals of ( the accessories of yoga such as ) 4 yama, niyama, etc. 
Should one object that it is not perceived, as there are no vibhävas belonging 
to it, we reply, no, it is perceived, and its vibhävas such as acquaintance 
with people who are devoid o f desire, fruition of one’s former good deeds, 
grace o f the highest God, and acquaintance with the secret teaching relating to

Continued from previous page)
It is one of tbe key passages for those who believe that Bharata really did accept 

éânta as a rasa. But there is no reason to believe that these correspond exactly to any 
of the rasas. They refer rather to the purufärlhas. One wonders, though, precisely what 
Bharata had in mind by including mok$a ( corresponding to fama ) as suitable for tbe 
drama.

1. Delete the quotation mark before érngàràder api, in the B. P. ed.
2. This is an important distinction, but it is difficult to know exactly what 

Abhinava has in mind. He udmibs that it is impossible to show the anuhhävas of the 
last phases of fanlaraxa, because at that point there is a complete absence of activity. 
( This is an old Advaita problem, whether the JioanmuUa engages in activity or not. The 
conundrum had passed into Zen, where it has formed the basis of elaborate discussions 
concerning the identity of samsara and nirvana ). But Abhinava says that the same 
is true of êrngâra, etc. What does he mean ? We suppose he is referring to actual 
sexual intercourse. Now, why, precisely, does he say that this cannot be portrayed ? 
On the analogy of the earlier example of êïnta, it would seem to be because there is 
no physical activity. But this, of course, is uot true. Or does he mean, not only

.sexual intercourse in general, i. e. not only the act of penetration, but also the actual 
moment of ejaculation ? lu this case, he might well mean that there is little or no 
activity. ( Which does not, however, imply that one cannot describe it, or even present 
‘it on the stage ). Perhaps Abhinava simply means that it would be a breach of good taste 
to portray actual sexual intercourse on the stage. But if this is what he means, it is 
hard to see how this is relevant to àïntarasa and the absence of activity. Moreover, in 
the Abhinaoabhâraliy Abhinava makes the same remark concerning karnnarasa.

3. Prom the Yogasülra, III, 10 and IV, 27. Our translation is taken directly 
from James Haughton Wood’s “  The Yoga System of Pataüjali ” , Harvard Oriental 
Series, 17, Cambridge, 1914.

4. After vyabhicârisadbhiioâc ca add êântarasah.
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the Self, must be presumed. And so by all this we have shown that 
vibhävas, anubhàvas, vyabhicäribhävas, and a sthäyibhäva for Santa all exist. 
Objection' : "  In 'säntarasa no act o f  relishing can arise because o f  the 
lack o f sympathetic response. ”  Who said that there is no sympathetic 
response ? For it has already been said that it is perceived. Objection : 
V ( Though it may be ) perceived, it is not esteemed by everybody.” 1 2 Yes, 
but according to this reasoning, men devoid o f desire will not find 
love very praiseworthy either, and so it will have to be removed from 
the annals o f  rasa history ! 3 And so Anandavardhana says : “  Even if 
Objection : “  It is possible to consider this ( sänta ) as identical with that 
variety o f vira which consists primarily o f  dharma ” . He answers this by 
saying : “  And not. ”  tasya refers to vira. “  Is full o f  egoism, ”  because 
the essence o f  utsäha ( energy, the sthäyibhäva o f  vira ) is to feel and say that 
“  I am such and such ” , etc. Asya ca refers to sänta. “  Between the two ”  : 
ca here means ‘ although they are extremly opposed to each other because 
the one ( vira) is full o f  desire and the other ( sänta) is devoid o f  desire. * 
But vira and raudra are not even very much opposed, because their similarity 
consists in this, that in attaining dharma, artha or käma, both are ( equally ) 
helpful ( upayogitva ). Objection : “ If this is so, then compassionate heroism 
(dayävira) is either religious heroism ( dharmavira) or generous heroism. 
( dänavira) (but not sänta)."* No, it is neither o f  these two, because

1. The point of the objection is that éânla is never experienced by ordinary 
people in everyday life, and therefore they will have no that will enable the
acting to heighten the sthäyibhäva. in them to tbo status of a rasa. Abhinava replies 
that êânta is, in fact, experienced by ordinary men. He refers, we believe, to the 
analogy of feeling sated after a full moal.

. 2. The opponent's argument, that énntaraaa appeals only to a select few, is
very strong and deserves a serious reply. Abhiuava's reply that for a vìtaràga, a man 
with no passions, érngâra will also hold no appeal, is very weak. The point, surely, 
is that érngâra is, or has been, within the experience of all men, whereas éânta is not, 
( There are after all philosophical schools in India which denied the very existence of 
motosa, but none that ever denied the existence of érngâra ! ) This is presumably 
what the pürvapaksin means by slâghâspadam.. Moreover Abhinava has himself made 
fun of these very vilarägas who are unable to appreciate love. Dry Mimamsaka 
scholars he calls them. Of course, from a modern point of view, both objections 
can be simply met : it is not necessary to believe in something in order to enjoy it, 
for otherwise no Atheist would find any pleasure in reading religious poetry, or 
even the Upanisada for that matter. Brigid Brophy has said that most of us “  have 
replaced belief in fairies by a Midsummer Night’s Dream

3. Abhinava must have in mind the passage in the NS. 27,59 :
ctw: wrrir i aw ĉprwaN' frofiro: n

on which he comments : c T * T I f 3 5 $ ^
“  T̂fir frufim: ”  ffcM ( Vo1- P- 3i)0 >
. 4. The punctuation of the Bälapriyä text is wrong. Place a dan da after
d&naviro vâ. nâsau toaécit is a separate sentence, a reply to this objection.
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(compassionate heroism) is simply another name for sànta, For the sage has 
said :

"  Brahma has said that virarasa is o f three kinds : generous heroism, 
religious heroism, and battle heroism ” . 1

And so, using the tradition (àgama) as authority, he (i. e. the sage), 
declared ( vira) to have only three varieties. 1 2 And so Änanda has said: 
“  compassionate heroism, etc., ”  where the word “  etc. ”  ( refers to dànavìra 
and dharmavlra) . 3 4 5 It might be (wrongly) suspected that (sànta) could be 
included under bibhatsa, because in both cases there is disgust with worldly 
objects. But while disgust* can be a vyabhicàribhàva o f sànta ( in the sense 
that it is transitory ), it cannot be its sthàyibhàva; because in the last phases 
o f sànta, it is completely rooted out. The author o f the Candrikh claims 
that bàntarasa should not be employed as the major rasa (in a work). We 
have not examined this opinion here since that would lead to digression 
(prasaiigàntaràt)? Because sànta is grounded on the highest goal o f man,

1. Read raaam viram and not rasaviram, It means virarasa.
2. The point of the verse is that Bharata does not even mention dayâvira, 

and therefore it ia not rira at all, bat êânta, ( N&. VI, 79. p. 331 ) The real question 
to ask Abhinava would have been how he intends to understand dharmavlra, How 
does this really differ from dayâvira ?

3. Something has been dropped from tbe Locana passage dayâvirâdinàû 
cetyâdigrahanena. The Bàlapriyâ says that one must supply dharmavïradânavirayor 
grahanam, But this seems a contradiction, for Abhinava has just finished saying that 
dharmavlra and dànavìra are rlrarasa, not êânlarasat whereas daydvira is êânta, 
However, this seems to be what Ananda has in mind, for otherwise it is difficult to 
know what Cidi will stand for. The view of Ananda is that all the three, dayàolraì 
dharmavlra and dànavìra  ̂are to be regarded as varieties of êânta ( as far as one can 
judge from his Vrtti ), if they are free from all traces of egoism. If not, they should be 
regarded as varieties of vlrarasa. Thus, Ananda does not appear to have shared 
Abhinava’s view that an}* form of dayâvira is necessarily êânta itself. Abhinava holds 
the view that dayavira is not to be identified either with dânarïra or with dharmavlra. 
He believes that dànavìra and dharmavlra are also to be regarded as varieties of 
êânta if they are divested of all traces of egoism. The difference between tbe positions 
of Ananda and Abhinava seems to be this : that, whereas Ananda regards dayavira as 
identical with iïïnfa only in certain circumstances ( viz. when there is uo egoism ), 
Abhinava regards dayavira as identical with êânta in all circumstances. This implies 
that there can be no egoism in dayävira for Abhiuava. Cf. Locana, p. 514 : dayavira* 
êabdena râ §ântam vyapadiêati.

4. The idea is that jugnpsâ is not really a part oF êânta% or rather, it is not
an abiding element ( though it can he regarded as a vyabhicàribhàva of êânta ), since 
at the moment of realisation, iTTWT f̂cT ^ SlsTT

5. Note Raghavan, ** Number o f Basas ” , p. 22, “ Evidently, the Candrikâkâra 
also held the view that Vira and èrngàra are the Basas in the Nâgânanda in accor
dance with the ending in the attainment of ridyädhara-cakravartitva, the overlord- 
ship of the kingdom of Vidyâdhara-s, and the sustained love-thome, and that the êânta 
çame in there as a subsidiary idea to give a new variety of Vira called Dayà-vira.

(  Continued on next page



a b h ï n a v a ’s p h i l o s o p h y  o f  a e s t h e t i c s 103

i. e. because it gives rise to moksa, it is the most important o f all the rasas}  
And this has been demonstrated at great length, stating both pro-and contra
positions, in the Kävyakautuka o f our teacher Bhattatauta and in our com
mentary on that work. So enough o f further discussion here.

Dhvanydlolca pj>. 529-533 :

cPTT ^  W T W T fmRcTlfèl ST3ÏÏ3RT I
^  ^  xt jwrrffi I cffàrfà-

%cT -  am q*n qi i ^wiqòt % mi
fcm ï.fàcï: 4 ÛWi: f t e w :  ’ f^TWf^îTT I t o q ^ c T ^ T -

^ p q g 'r c q q c ï ï  i qcrqrccrsfi s w #  t F ^ w q -

I A* 1

s^rqcïï
^ % cî: i f à f q q q i ^ q î ^ m ï ï q f à :

ç m i% tT^qffcïï q^rgPui t tq jq ^ q c n q q  
?tt̂ t t t w  g^qqqig çq rc

m q q  % f î cH t^ ïï-
è + q  ici I^T^rwfq^TT àq^TlV r-

qqT q*n fq ^ fà  i

ct̂ tt am f i n i t o  ^  & rq : n

a im : mqqaî | aam  w é  m  gçqrô : gpqm fcr-
t ^ q ^ a ^ n g n ^ r n m s i i f à R -  fqq^rnqqq qfwrccTcnrô gsqxmmq- 
w  I 3ffT%miq«j q*n **tht cm îrmrfèqirq i

q T ^ n f c ;cRawm àgqT ^ q  g ^ q m q  =q w q p q q

^ w q i à w i .  I ^ 3  w w  qiqTfoq^Tfqqq: èTsgmqoqi qqrgmpàt a  

% fa q  i^qa, m ja  ^ g p q iq a tr q fg m  w w - t  =q n g p w rcq  

^F^^qfèama aatqa | 3 ^ ^  -  mT̂ â qq qie^q

Continued from previous page )
Abhinavagupta, however, rejects this view of the Candrikd in his Locana. Adhilcâri- 
katvena tu santo raso (raso na) nibaddhavya iti candrikâkârak, tac, Gehàsmâbhir na 
p a r y â lo c ita m This does not seem justified by the passage Dr. Raghavan quotes 
Abhinava bas not said that he rejects the views of the Candrikàì but only that a 
discussion of these views would involve digressing from his main theme. We have 
translated the whole passage on page 102. Cf. A . Bh.t Vol. II, p. 451.

1. Note that what Abhinava says here : aarvarasebhyah pradhnnatamah is 
directly contrary to what Änanda will say on p. 397 of the Dt ÄI, : 3&5ÏI 
SDlT̂ PJcTr 1 Moreover he himself will admit in the Abhinavabhârati that éânta is 
apradhâna : 3T*T ^  $If*rf*̂  1 ( Vol. I, p. 339 ). And again in the
A. Bh. IV, p. 78 : uktam hi -  na kdntarasapradhânatà prayogasya bhavati. sa to’pi 
(sann api ?) hi rasentavo parakta eva prayogayogyo ndvyatheti.

XVI



104

=q 'TNFqf^^rR igshHuqì a f f i c i ^ 1W  g

‘ qftqcTSq fHTcTq: ’

ffqi%T^ qrq^ | 3T^q fnqqqr sq^q^ïq Tqqf^qr q ^  hsjhKci qiö^qrf^^f^t 

qRqfrqq cffgqqqeHiq^qmïRW^T =q, qw qw q^ q^g qqqrq^qTgsqisq 
qftqq I cTWTTi%%q q&sìt qqq% w m  qr/qq^qè, *n ^  Tq ĵqs fq:*n- 
ü§ jprs qr qqiqqqqqqfflT^^^qsq sRifäraqfaqT qimqiq&i%r::| 
qqT =qft-q?rq ft-w t  TO*q?qgqqTq ^qqg^dqqiqqFiq sq^sifrqg-
jj^ cî?T I q ^ ÌR n « r  qq îfçf ^ôrTTTRTÎSq^^^Wiï 3 ? q % -  ‘fl %  flRqJ

I

3fq R ftqg^qoftqfôi qfTqTflnqfliq ffN ^rfäq afith fq^m  qfo 
qqq^FiT f^Îrqrqqq w m ? $ £ m ‘ I w  q m  êTOiiè » r t -
?Tq qqéqqi flq^ qq fliflrfflfit sqqfF: qqq̂ if*TT q̂̂ pïï qqqfl'q i qqqicftq- 
qq:ïpicftqr r  srqiqiîqçiqquïq c F n iq w i: qiFgqrq^q qfègfàRqq qqqr-

»ï̂ qFRÎ8cRq =q qqqqnFgqTq?qq gçqqqr jftqfèq a^fâa^Prewi^qw- 
<qqq I qflqflq qigViiR  AfTT»fàq<qq -q 14 K.i*ici»i4?qRq̂  qt q?r qrqnRìRflT- 
qrcg q^fqqFïiqq ö5̂T3T%i% Higwi^^qigfrigf.^q^q iqqRrq q g qr^- 
m^qîqifl qq, ah iqqA^fqtriqqqrrg 1 flqTqonRg q m i flgqr 
sqwRqiïïTîft I Fpqrq^wiq: 1

qqgqgqiq^rfqRèq 4i+ì}q qqqçqiqqi^ïï: Aqtqi-qfliiiqçqqi s=rrt- 
qciT qqq»: qfl gçqrqt ^u^qq, qqsqqq =q g^riy-qg^n khh<»ŝ :

t̂fat ait qcT'*TRq?qiTf%q iw ^ q çfq flïrîqqrRqq; 1 3FqqiflRggïqraTq- 
qqr sq^q^q ^ êtàt q g qr^àq 1 AKgqr m \  m ^ M îw r& q qqïïfèiq: 
ycHiqq #qiqiqirff I q f^ W R q q  Tqqq#S^q^ q^WTcRt q*g sq^T- 
%r qqïRqcT q flpyr^j^qMtqq 1
Dhvanyàloka, Uddyota IV. 1 :

Thus in the Ràmàyana, in the Mahàbhàrata, and other works, though 
battles and the like are described again and again, they seem new each

1, D . Ä I . pp. 529 ff.
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time. 1 When one single rasa is presented as dominant in a large work, 
this creates originality1 2 in the subject matter and (gives rise to ) great 
beauty as well. “  Such as where ? ”  Well, for instance in the Ramayana and 
the Mahàbhàrala. For in the Ramayana, karunarasa has been hinted at by 
Vàlmiki when he says : “  Sorrow was transformed into poetry. ” 3 It is
that very ( rasa) that has been sustained till the very end, since Vàlmiki ends 
his work with ( Rama’s) final separation from Sità.4 (The same applies to ) 
the Mahàbbàrata also, ( that work ) which has the form o f a philosophical, 
(o r  didactic) text5 and possesses the beauty of poetry. When the great 
sage ( Vyàsa ) ends his work in such a way that it makes us feel melancholy 
( vaimanasyadàyini ) by having the Vrsnis and the Pàndavas all finish in a 
pathetic way,6 and shows how his book puts emphasis on the creation o f  
world-weariness ( vairâgya ), he suggests by this emphasis that ( among the 
rasas) sàntarasa is meant to be predominant, and ( among the goals o f life V  
moksa is primarily intended. Moreover this has been partially explained by 
other commentators as well. The father o f the world ( lokanätha ), who 
wishes to lift people out o f the morass o f rampant ( udirna ) ignorance in 
which they have fallen, and provide them with the pure light o f  knowledge, 
has himself asserted this very thing when he said the following and many 
other things like it over and over :

1. What makes the battles seem original each time, is not, we think, the 
use of dh can i in each particular description (though vira, bhayânaka , bïbhalaa, and 
vaudra, can all exist therein ), but their subordination to a more general aesthetic goal. 
So in the case of the R â m â ya n a , the constant expressions involving pain, sorrow, sepa
ration, etc., all conduce to the over-all end of the work, a feeling of karnna. In the 
M ah àbhàrata , the more battles ore described, the more distasteful war becomes and 
the more firmly grounded our feeling of detachment, of world-weariness ( va irâ gya  ). 
This theory, advanced as it is, would be appropriate to a work where the subject is a 
unified one, but it can hardly be applied to a work as varied ( in authorship as well ) 
as the Mahâbhâratrty which contains several ra sa s , and cannot be viewed as a unity, 
Ä nan da of oourse could not have agreed.

2. A rlh aviéesa  here means arthanavatva.
3. See the passage translated from the L ocana  on tho first U d d yota  of the 

D h v a n yâ lo k a , p. 79. The passage here is R â m â ya va  I, 2. 40.
4. This refers to Sitä’s being swallowed up by the earth. At the very end 

of the Râm üyanay Rama is promised a heavenly reunion. One wonders whether this 
obvious interpolation existed at the time of the D hvanyâloka . If it did, then Änanda 
in an unprecedented critical attitude seems to suggest that this cannot concern the 
literary critic, which is a remarkably advanced view.

5. Read éâatrarûpe on p. 330.
6. Note what the D id h iti commentary (p. 611 ) says on this : rm ìfó

t Rw L ^ft; “  If Gven they ended up like this, what hope is there for
the rest of u s ? ” The m ahâprasthâna  episode, especially the sva rgâ roh a n a , does indeed 
convey an atmosphere of dejection. After all, the brothers undertook this suicidal 
voyage because things looked so bleak. Yudhisthira especially strikes one as a tired 
man, battle-weary and without illusions about man’s perfectability.
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"  The more the course o f the world ( lokatantra) unfolds itself before 
us as vain and insubstantial, the more, surely, does (ou r) detachment 
grow.,fl

From this the ultimate meaning of the Mahàbhàrata appears most 
clearly : the two subjects intended as predominant are santarasa, with other 
rasas in a subordinated position, and moksa, with other aims of life likewise 
subordinated. The topic of the predominance and subordination of the 
different rasas has already been dealt with.2 It is no contradiction to say 
that if we do not take into consideration the ultimate ( paramarthika ) inner 
truth ( of the Mahàbhàrata), other subsidiary goals of life ( besides moksa) 
and other subsidiary rasas ( besides sàntarasa ) are beautiful in their own way 
( svapràdhànyena, i. e. svavisaye). just as the body, when we do not take the 
soul into consideration, is thought of as beautiful, though it is really only 
subsidiary ( to the soul ). “  But ” , ( someone might argue ), “  in the Main- 
bhàrata all of the subjects to be presented have been given in the table of 
contents, and this one ( that you mention ) is not found there.3 On the 
contrary, we can understand, through the very words used ( svasabdani- 
veditatva ) in that section ( uddesa ), that the Mahàbhàrata teaches all the 
goals of man, and contains all the rasas. ”  We reply : What you say is true. 
In the table of contents it has not been said in so many words that in the Mahà
bhàrata, sàntarasa is the main ( rasa ) nor that moksa is more important than 
all other human preoccupations. But it has been shown through suggestion, 
as in the following phrase : "  And the blessed eternal Vasudeva is praised 
herein. ” * The intended meaning, arrived at through suggestion, is that the 
deeds of the Pândavas, etc., which are recited in the Mahàbhàratay all end 
pathetically and are only a manifestation of cosmic ignorance; and that the 
blessed Vasudeva, whose form is the highest truth, is glorified there. “  There
fore turn your minds devoutly to that revered, highest God alone. Do not set 
your hearts on the empty outward shapes of things, and do not exclusively 
fix your thoughts on mere worldly virtues like political sagacity, enforcement

1. We have not succeeded in tracing this stanza in the Mahàbhàrata.

The verse might Appear to an impartial reader ( that is, outside of the 
context of the D .Ä I .  ) as a rather cynical comment : “ only when things go  badly do 
they appear unreal. ”  W ithout the context, we CAnnot say whether Ananda’s inter
pretation is the correct one.

‘2. D . Ä I . III. 20 and following.
3. The passage the Piirvapak$in seems to have in mind is Mahàbhàrata I*

1. 48 :
WfW e:* ^ I 4

4. Mahàbhàrata, I. 1. 256.
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of discipline, valour, etc.”  And further on, the word “ and ”  ( ca) helped by its 
suggestive power, is here clearly seen to suggest the following idea : “  Take 
into account the hollowness o f  worldly existence. ”  The verses immediately 
following, such as “  He indeed is the Truth ” , etc., arc ( also ) seen to contain 
implied in them similar ideas.

By completing his work at the end o f the Afahàbliàrata with the des
cription o f Krsna's genealogy ( harivamsa ), the poet-creator Krsnadvaipàyana 
has made this hidden beautiful sense wonderfully patent. And because this 
( hidden ) meaning impels us to great devotion for another truth, beyond the 
phenomenal world, all worldly activities assume a preliminary1 and vincible, 
position (purvapaksa) 2 as being fit to be ignored ( nyaksa ) . 3 The descrip* 
tion o f the exceptional power o f gods, holy places, penance, etc., is ( only) a- 
means to attaining the highest Brahman, because the various particular gods 
and other things ( i. e. holy places, penance, etc .) are its manifestations r 
(v/AAi/i) . 4 The description o f the life of the Pàndavas etc., gives rise to

1. Cf. Raghava», " T h e  X umher o f  lia n a s” , p. 36 : •• The author o f the 
B hdgavata  io his criticism of the Bh fini ta, says that in the Great Epic, Yy5sa has 
described "  P r a v r tt i  ”  ( as P ilrvapakta  ) so much and so well, that man who is by 
nature attached to it 1ms mistaken the P û roap a k fa  itself for the S idd h â n ta  ”, y 
Here is the verse, as quoted by Riighavan :

ÇcftcR:
«T *1̂ 1% cfW r»i'ii<ui Il ( lihâgavata , L 6. 15 ) 

Note the important verso of Abhinavugupta in his (J ilùrthason grafia  (ed ited  by 
V. L. Shastri Pausikar in his edition of tho G ild , N. S. P., Bombay 1912 with 8 
commentaries ), p. 2 :

gi*HT

w tfr tf̂ r TfHwfàrâ s 11

2. Professor Daniel H. H. Ingalls has kindly directed our attention to an
interesting remark of Nilakantha on M . B h ., I. I. 275 ( Poona Ed. p. 24 ), where an 
adversary is made to remark : wll,ch the reply is j

.......................<r*rr ^ m w d r  sn^fafer « 5 ^ 1
Note how similar this is to the last two versos of the tiaundarananda  of Aévaghoça 
quoted above, p. 4.

3. Jacobi ( p. 334, Z I ) M G . voi. 57, 1903 ) remarks that for a dh ya k syt^a^  
d d h ya k fytn a  or adhyaksena  should be read. Ho translates : “  ... erscheint das ganze 
weltliche Treiben ganz deutlich  als überwundener Standpunkt. ”  The B d la p riyd  takes 
n yakstna  to mean “  entirely ** ( k ârtsnyena  ), but we do not believe it has that meaning. 
Surely it means "  despised ”  ( Cf. n yakkrta  ) , literally “  looked down upon ”  from ni 
and aksa.

4. See G ita  X. 16 und 41, for this meaning of vibhûti.



108 STF^TTfT

vairàgya ; vairàgya is at the base of moksa; and moksa is a means to attain
ing the blessed one, as has been principally shown in the Gita, etc. ; and thus 
the description of the life of the Pândavas is indirectly1 a means o f attaining 
the highest Brahman. By designations such as Vasudeva, etc., is meant 
the highest Brahman, the abode of unlimited power, which is well-known 
in the Gita and other parts ( o f  the Mahàbhàrata) 1 2 under the name of 
Vasudeva ( lit. "  as denoted by such words as Vasudeva — tadabhidhàna- 
vatvena ) , 3 the whole of whose essential nature was reflected in the incar
nation at Mathura.4 5 This is proved by the fact that the name Vasudeva 
is qualified ( in the quotation from the Mahàbhàrata given above) by the 
adjective “  eternal ”  ( which could not qualify an individual ) ; and ( further) 
because this appellation is used of other manifestations o f Visnu in the Ràmà- 
yana etc.6 This matter has been decided ( nirnita) by the grammarians 
themselves.6 And so, through the sentence found in the table of contents, 
it is revealed that everything different from the blessed one is ephemeral, and 
thereby it is well-established that looking at the Mahàbhàrata as a sàstra, the 
highest goal of man, namely moksa, is alone intended as the most important 
( of the goals o f life ), and looking at it as poetry, shntarasa, which is charac
terised by the nourishing of the happiness that succeeds the destruction of 
desire,7 is intended as the most important ( of all the rasas ). Because it is 
the very essence of the whole work, this meaning has been conveyed through 
suggestion, and not directly. For an essential idea, if it is revealed without 
directly stating it in so many words, 8 carries a far greater beauty. It is

1. Paramparayd obviously goes with tho preceding series, and thus the dan da 
should be removed and placed after paramparayd.

2. Q itddipradetem  can mean : “  iu passages in the G itd , etc. ” , or “  in places 
( of the Mahàbhàrata ) like the G ita , etc. ”

3. Read tadabhidhdnavattvena instead of tadabhidhnnatvena.
4. Understand angirüpam after
M âthuraprâdurbhàva  refers to Krsna as an incarnation, being only a part 

( a m ia ) of tho highest Brahman. Vasudeva does not refer to this limited individual 
( since qua avatära he is not eternal ), but to the principle lying behind it. To limit 
him to a specific place ( Mathura ) obviously shows that this is only a part, not the 
ambiti or angin , the whole.

5. Both Tripàthi ( p. 1349 ) and the D idhiti ( p. 621 ) quote the following 
verse from the Rdm dydna  to support Ananda’s statement :

T̂cT: I
WFrcnïT H n

6. Soe Kâsikâ on Panini IV. 1. 114.
7. T rf*äk$ayatmkha is, according to Änauda (see p. 390, D. Al. third U ddyota  ), 

the sthâyibhdoa of bàntarasa.

8. Snababdanioedita iu a key concept in Anauda's system. See above, p. 7-8, 
and also Locano,, on p. 528 : babdasprste 'rthe hä hrdyatd. See also the discussion in

(  Continued on next page
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well-known among the assemblies o f the cultured and the learned that some
thing which is highly prized should be revealed by suggestion and not in so 
many words

Locana pp. 530-533 :
3RtRTÌ1£ÒH fêïJ^MTRlfi 'f à f #  I l Q1fWÌ Cß̂ TOjq:,

qroS'iHwr mf%:, fwrcqnq sfò *prpufq
fq^qqpromìTrà i ^ qqq iè i q?ifq “  qq =q$ ^  srw =q q% % ”^ r, 
cRnfq =cpqR?aqqq qqRTf:-q?iiq w ram R i sq#  «TrcfqTfwr q^qq q t o , 
ernfq qq-ri RwqqqqrqèiqqqTq i qi% 3 q?q qqq qRqfqq frorqmfqRr 1 

< à w ^ q t î M  q^qq qqrqqiq  qqrqqqqqqEnqq^w q?g - 

gqqqifqqqqfq I qq q q ^ ^ w n l^ q T  m  i 3Tqqqq~>£4i$r%ci | 
fqq^fq I q<gq fqqfici gqnq 1 3ra i qqq gr^qfqqfaq: 1 qq qq- sròti 
m  I % H T t 3îpt?î fq q q - qxqfTqifaq fqqg q r p ^ w n q q  g y q cn

q # }  =q qrqpqgîbq I

qg ^ r q % fg q q q q q s fq  qq qraT^RTf q r c -q p q m Ä ^  I qfrnfq- 

fqqfàqi àqiqrçHiîqsRTq^ÿrsTq #  qqfTqqTq:, qqi qqft jrqrgqmqqiq: 

îrtng^Jïïqqqinqsfq | % # f a i q  1 q w ^ rcq q cg q ^ l g q |?qq: 1 

fq g jq g  n f w  g ^ q  q  iqìqsfàqì ht g c fà  qq -q : | srg ^  | sigqqoqqqrt 

qi qiRTïpq: cRRqq: i qg qg^qiqqr qiggq q q#arc: q w q r

q^irq f q r a f  qrc —  q ig^ qife iirifq^qqqfq  1 

qgqf 3Rqqrq% tnqqrg qt qqsra 1

qiggq ; qqq

frqrgt a il^ ^ q q q q W n q M q rq  îqnïïq q r n g i  igo ifg ^ rq  1 f t  f m t  

qq ^ s q q r t  qnqKncsiqqqnqqT ëqfàm — “ qr^-qq^JTjj^q«* ” 
? q q  I * S.

C ontinued f r o m  p r ev io u s  page )

the first U d d yota , pp. 78-83 ( Btllapriyä  ed. ). Cf. also D. Ä1. p. 78; 245; 248. Locana, 
p. 525; 528. For a devastating criticism of Udbhata IV. 3, see Kuntaka’s Vakrokti- 

j iv i ta , HI, 37 ( p. 159, De’s ed. ). Contrary to tho general view, Änanda did not hold 
that the vyabhicâribhâvas can be directly expressed. See M. V. Patwardhan and J. L. 
Masson : “ Solution to a Long-confused Issue in the D h van yâ lok a ” y soon to appear, in B.
S. O. A. S. For a fuller treatment of the issues involved in stjaéaMawìcyc^see J. Masson, 
M Svafyibdauiveditatva  -  Telling, not Conveying ” , to appear in J t O. I., Baroda.
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ÎJT^RÎT ?f?T I r T ^ l ^ V n r ò  g ç w 4 c î  $m b\  s q q ^ :  Çïï^:, 

^q<qîrcqft g  ^sqq^^r *nq: i p g q  q=qq^q <q*q

q  g w s q ç r c  ?{ïï ï ï iw iw w f r c w j  q ^  m  ^ n ç - s r f i r f e â i f f r  I

qw i^ q  I qq rq sifoq ïï srfefew ifêçigt qqqsq iq qqg iq iq ’q q W  

ç r^ T îfq q H  ansrq:, 3PWT f|r f o q i q ^ q ^ q K Î  ‘ qTCTq<ïï q m f f q W ï -  

5F^T»qq q̂ni q  qqjfqq <?q cï*q qqqq SURR fôqq qqFlWTct *qq: | 
fq ?rq% qq| ;qq  éRrôqqq 5T^Rq flff ^Tq^qq |

T r a n s l a t io n  of tue  Locano :
The word atyanta ( in the expression sïtâtyantaviyoga ), since it shows 

that they have no hope of meeting, indicates that this is ( karuna and ) not 
vipralambha (srngära).1 The mutual destruction o f the Vrsnis, the end of 
the Pândavas by experiencing undeserved troubles on their great journey 
( north, to death ), and Krsna's destruction by a hunter show that everybody’s 
end was pathetic. MUKHYATA YÀ. Although it has been said : “  And in 
dharma, and in artha, and in käma, and in moksa, ” 1 2 nonetheless the four 
“  ands ”  amount to this, that although the essence o f  dharma% artha and 
käma ( as described in the Mahähhärata ) can be found elsewhere ( i. e. in 
.works other than Mahäbhärata), nonetheless, the fact that they ultimately 
come to a pathetic end is to be found here only. But the paramount 
importance ( säratä ) o f the nature o f moksa ( mokse yad rîtpam tasya ) can be 
seen only here (in the Mahàbhàrata). YATHÀ YATHÀ. ( Tantryamäna means) 
that which people tend towards, i. e. what is sought by them ( sampàdyamàrta) 
with effort. This refers to dharma, artha, and käma, and the means leading 
to them, though people consider them to be real ( and essential ). YATHÀ 
YATHÀ means ( the goals and their means ) characterised by the working for 
their acquisition and for their protection ( once they are obtained ) and ( finally ) 
by (their) destruction. Asäravat means like an insubstantial magic show. 
Viparyeti means :3 on the contrary they turn out the opposite ( o f  what we 
had hoped for ), so there is no question o f their being regarded as real 
and abiding. Tathä tathä means ( the goals and their means ) characterised by 
( acquisition, protection and eventual destruction ). VIRAGO JÀYATE. This

1. This is a fundamental distinction that goes back to the N Ì .  V I, under 
verse 50, p. 310 O.O. S. ( Isted. ). The point is that in vipralam bha  there is some 
hope of being reunited ( m p ek sa bh d m  ), but in karuna there is none ( nirnpeksa- 
bhnva ). For the actual passage, see above, p. 8*2.

2. This verse has been omitted from the critical ed. o f the M . Bh . One 
wonders whether Sukthankar had seen it. Will his critical principles permit him to 
omit from the text a verse vouchsafed by as old an authority as Abhioavagupta ?

3. Remove the danda after aam padyate on p. 530.
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suggests the sthàyi (bhàva) of sântarasa/\. s. nirveda ("world-weariness” ), 
which arises from knowledge of the truth (tattvajhana)} And its1 2 ( namely hànta- 
rasa's) supreme importance is suggested ( ukta ) by demonstrating that all the 
other goals of human life are insubstantial. Objection : “  In the Mahàbhàraîa, 
irngàra, vira, etc., are charming as well. ”  Anticipating this doubt he says: 
PÀRAMÀRTH1KA. Although these other rasas are subsidiary ( angabhuta ), 
yet people who are exclusively interested in pleasures and who are overcome 
by worldly desires think o f them as predominant, just as (foolish people) 
think of this body as the cognising Self, although it is merely an instrument 
( ayatana) for the enjoyment(of pleasures)by the conscious Self. KEVALESU. 
There is no harm ( in fixing one’s thoughts on virtues ) helfpul to one’s 
devotion to the highest God. The construction is this : don’t have your minds 
attached to worldly goods, and exclusively interested (even) in worldly 
virtues. AGRE. In the text o f the Mahabharata, right after the Anukramanu 
Objection : “  Surely Vasudeva is used in the sense o f the son of Vasudeva, 
and not in the sense o f the highest Lord, the Atman, the supereme 
God.”  Anticipating this doubt he says: VÀSUDEVÀDISAMJNÀBHIDHE* 
YATVENA.

“  At the end o f many births, the wise man reaches me, (thinking 
that ) Vasudeva is everything. ” 3

( I n )  this and other ( passages like it ) the final meaning (tâtparya) 
( o f  the word Vasudeva ) has been established tobe  the whole (truth, the 
highest Brahman ), which is the content ( abhidheya ) o f  that designation ( i. e. 
Vasudeva ).

NIRNITAS CA. In discussing ( the Sutra o f Panini ) : "  rsyandhaka- 
vrsnikurubhyas ca ” , it has been said that words ( i. e. names o f individuals ) 
are really eternal, but are assigned conventional meanings ( in the form o f 
particular individuals ) only by accident.4 SÀSTRANAYE. The designation 
o f purusàrtha ( in general ) is appropriate ( for the subjectmatter o f the

1. According to what Abhinava says, taltvajüâna  would have to be regard*
ed as a vibhäva  ( i. e. an uddipanavibhava  ) of hänta. This is precisely the opposite 
of what he says in the Abhinavabhurati ( p. 106, Raghavan’s text ) : ^  HTH

h  ^  where it is nirveda  that
must be regarded as an vddipanavibhâva  of êànla , with ialtvajiïâna  as the sihdyibhâva , 
It is a strange contradiction for which there seems to be no plausible explanation.

2. Taaya  would seem to mean frintarasanya ( which is how the B à la p riyâ  
' takes it ).

3. Üitcï, VII. 19. The rest of the verse is :
s  i^ tïïït I

4. See K tiU kavrU i on Pünini, IV. I. 114.
XVII
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Mahàbhòrata ), in the sense o f that which is sought after by men, there 
being no question of aesthetic pleasure. 1 But the designation of rasa ( in 
general) is appropriate ( for 1 he subject matter of the Mahàbhòrata) from 
the point o f view of aesthetic delight. This is what is meant. This has been 
dealt with in detail by Änandavardhana in his book the Tattvaloka? Since it 
is not the main subject here, we have not gone into the problem.

He now explains the reason for saying “  far greater beauty. ” 
PRASIDDHIS CA. The word ca is used in the sense o f t€ since As this 
matter is well-known in the world since beginningless time, therefore, in not 

•saying directly ( that moksa and rasa are the subjects of supreme importance 
in the Mahàbhàrata ) the intention o f the revered Vyàsa and others must have 
been just that ( i. e. they did not use direct words because this is not the 
practice in assemblies o f the wise ). For1 2 3 otherwise in regard to the rela
tions o f actions and the senses conveyed by the various case-endings, etc., 
while explaining the meanings o f the words in a stanza like "  Paying my 
homage to Nàràyana etc. ”  ( the first verse o f the Mahàbhàrata ), what 
evidence is there to show that Vyàsa had the same intention ( as the one 
which is in conformity with lokaprasiddhi)! This is what he means. The 
words “  cultured and learned ”  correspond to the method o f poetry 
( kavyanaya ) and the method o f  philosophy ( sàstranaya ) respectively.

1. Understand sati after âavâdayogâbhâve.

2. There are two references to the Tattvaloka  of A nandavardhana in tbo 
Locana  : this one, and another on p. 67 in the first U d d yota . Unfortunately this 
work is lost to us. It would have been unique, for nowhere has the relationship 
between fastra  and kâvya been discussed in Indian philosophy. Obviously Ânanda 
( like Abhinava ) with his interest in both fields would have been an ideal person to 
write about this question. One wonders whether his idea of the M ahàbhàrata  as both 
a êâslra  and a kâvya  did not inspire the book and if this was not one of the most 
important works discussed. Note that here, as elsewhere, Ananda is interested in 
things that seem to have passed unnoticed before among his fellow Indians. If 
Abhinava really did comment on the Yogaväaisthat and if Ananda is really quoted 
therein ( see above, p. 29 ), then it is possible that the Yogavâsistha  was inspired by 
Ânanda’s lost T attvaloka .

3. This line anyathà hi kriyrïkârakasam bandhâdau , etc., involves a rather 
: complex point. Here is the what Abhinava means :

Vyàsa has made use of countless sentences in the A/. Bh. in describing the main 
events in the story, the various episodes and incidents introduced from time to 
time, and in discourses on various worldly and philosophical topics. He has also 
commenced the M . Bh. with the verse nârûyanam  nam askrtya , etc., which is a 
sentence. Now a sentence is nothing but a combination of an action ( kriyâ ) 
with various efficient causal factors or relations ( kärakax ) ( such as karf r, karma, 
karanat etc. ). A sentence is the relation between an action and its various contri
butory factors (kriyâkârakaaam bandhâdau vâkye ); and this action and its various causal 
factors are displayed in a sentence according to well-known and generally accepted

(  Continued on next page



Abhinavabhàratì

q gqqq Wi ffq qsf%, cT'T̂ f w w w n M q r f i qq ^ fà fif : -
T̂PtT: ?TWfRT*ïï^^: cR^qtfïïflT^rfèft: fsfarrtçqTOÊr I ïï̂ T # lè lT - 

I öTfipErrO' ïîqqfqsnïfàftfq n

^  q qf% , qqqpqqi: qqfqqrq;, #  w ïï -
qïïnqj fàq iqqTqr qçgqRqïfq: q^qqqrcqnqTq ^q^qqqqrqqT ^  
p w  I qqtoqqqifq^g q strict qqqqqtqq: i qrqinqqr 3iqqr(fqq t̂ct 
%q; q^fèqqvqtiftsfq qft qqt̂ qqfq qqisqqqr^qi fqqiqqi qnqj 
qnqT^qiqtsiq qigmq:, w q n tq y R ^ % :, w ^ r g ; ,  qqimqqqriqqra ; 
q if  ^F gq^i: qqVrcfrq: i gnw qqisfq f| ft:*r#=3rqqqq^qqT- 
ffft: ^5i(ìqqiqqi5q% i ^w fK qiq qiHiqqqiqqq: q;q qqq; i 
q qTfàfqqtfqmqq ^ q n im ^  =pnq% fq̂ rqr: i qq q^:^;f% qqqqt 
^q% ^T^iqqfnqpqt m v , aifq g m k  i qq qn̂ rt f̂q i

arâMq— qqr f f  qiqq. qqifèfèqqq, p  m w s ft pqm : 5n%q 
tftftiqfrqif^q q  qrqròqìqiqqT spnqq ?Tq g w f q  i q«n q  qqqifäi

C ontinued  f r o m  p reviou s page )

rules aod conventions of syntax, which are as old as time ( i. e. practically beginning* 
less ). And Vyâsa aod other sages (like Vâlmïkî ) have strictly adhered to these well- 
known and generally accepted rules of sentence-structure ( or syntax ). In explaining 
the various syntactical relations in the sentences in the M . Bh. and other works and 
in explaining the meaning of the stanza nârâyanam  na m a sk rtya , etc., we take it for 
granted that in constructing these sentences, Vyâsa has strictly followed the 
generally accepted principles, and we proceed on ^this assumption at the time of 
reading the sentences in the M . Bh. and understanding their sense; and we have the 
satisfaction of having understood exactly what Vyâsa intended to convey« 
Thus, if we take it for granted that Vyâsa and others have followed the well-known 
and generally accepted ( lokaprasiddha ) laws of sentence-structure ( as laid down 
by grammarians ), we must also take it for granted that Vyâsa has also followed the 
well-known principle, generally accepted in circles of refined critics and scholars 
( vid ag dh a vid w tp a riça têu  ), namely that a matter close to the heart ( i. e. a matter of 
primary importance ) should be conveyed by suggestion and not by direct expression 
(and that comparatively unimportant matters should be expressed directly). If 
Vyâsa and others have followed laukikaprasiddhi in the matter of sentence-structure, 
then we can safely assume that they must have followed vidagdhavidvatparisat- 
p ra sid d h i in the matter of conveying abhim atalaravastu  ( i. e. a pradhänava»iu  ) by 
suggestion ( and an apradhânavastu  by direct expression ).
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egfmRifèîmimqt RqrfcìRsmmqT: qfèq^mTqmïï 3nm7̂ VmTïnq'n5R'IT

îw i^ra^w iR PR î: am Rim SEwrtfmRqF w ,  m\ ^ n w q m -

a^5^ai«ffi%cìT rmmfim: fqfàm rrr  RTfftqR rm w .m ^ l aï mreri 

RqTW  R rifi% : %qm ^TR^im: | q?m m m q q - fqmmim ? RRqirmr- 

fèmt Êmq ?m afàg; i crïï ï c— qj  î ^ : cmism qq, 

|RTRRq?mm ItespqTR, i ç-ïïîq^RifàRq mR^mqrq qfèR:, ammr mfmqTt 

gm: crt r  qtR, I m *fàmTfàqR szwr m qq^ ^ m q m i gqqròq 

9 n^mè^if^qfwamiRRFimn% q>q^qiRqiRRrfR s R ^ is it -y iiR  am-j O n3
r r t ìr  i m l?;: PTTmmTNRfqï: i m qqm ^q^ü^RÎ ç q i^ R i

â: q w  w m i m : ,  e  fèm ^RqRRT'JiigRmq;: |

^ r îq  q%pïà-cRqfrm RT mqmsm -̂nqrfR rçrt Rm?Rmqm

3rfi ^TIRJ ^Rfiq^RÎT^TÎ3^ WÂ îq'RTqmR \ ri7̂ 7̂ 7171% %R. ROTRIR^Sq
fqmqRRqq^R:, r  miTRawqg;: i m ad rtr gqamqKqcTïsmrqi krm - 

8̂̂pïï:, g m RmffRRq R^pqqWT i m ^ i ft m i stcrr, qqi^q Rm^m- 
r w t ; m^r:, r  3  erm aimr mfRsiR, rr7 #  1 ‘Immra;

a t f e r :’ ?tr f | r r r r r : 1 r r  RrninfRR: rrr œRt % im  s e r . 1 cmaq- 

f^qm>R--‘RRR 5?q^qm3ni%xBoqR ’ cfetj wqqR; ‘ r r ?t 3 kirn ?m^iq 

qqi sfrer ’ ?m RRqRRqauq 1 r r *j R m u m ^  RmtriRRî qr

qRqFqmiTmm r  fR % : wi4i; r%g r tr h ir r r  mrqf q q q  1 qm mmmiR- 

3TMTRTW q̂ em qf^qa^>qqfw^q^qTqi^qmmiTTq qRRqmiRR, qqr-

fm  ^qtsRfqm ; çm'qmcïï RiRfä qt

q^qrf»; qpjfl jqfRRm STqoqüfR: | 

fmr q^qhn qqmqTam

qqr r| r  mi w iR ^ R ir spwrt 11

çfàf R ^ fe q  è î^ R q  fqRTqmR; q̂ m R^q q̂ rnrn: 1 •

RR mmTfiRR^T Tqqqipq: RmtrmT  ̂ aqnmqnq ar^-

qr^qi\: Rqqfe: TR^mimqmqqq^ rrtittr Irritrt èqiqTq^TW f r ïr ïï-  

RR»R I Rg RR: IRJR.? RR q̂ J7 HTT: { ^  qqqi^ ? iRqfi i f  ^Ti^aqif-

îRR^qfymffmiqtiq: 1 %Rq § rrt^ rì srmR: | w q  qi %imqq 1
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qqifq qR  RqqRiqqnq; flRqnqqTsiq q hì% rçqRpftqqT iMmfe 
3nqR°T I f o q  qR iH iR qqr r %  #  qm Rq?; fàqqqrq ?sq r r , i 

5 IW R R Ì: qqfqri g  f ie ç rR T R r  r h r r r  ftR R R q q T , èìi%qn$n%q;Rq, 

ç ï ï T O i e N i ^ q ï  q  qsssR  q r cq iR m iq  i aw ra  iq 3 ç : R rô iià  i

3RT r r% rttr qqrtr TqqqfqMqf 3W: | q ^r q;?RîqRqîqfqxR- 
«RqêÎRRiïqR^^qqqqT: fqiqqr <r  crm i qq«î qRRrèq apqqqrsq 
r r ï  I qq 3RTCcnq-^qqRiRiqqqT r îr  qrçjRqqfôîq, %q r r  RiR^ftfq i
q q irw —N

q^ F R IcîR  R R  R R fR « ?  ITFR: |

3ïiRRq q  qqs: qR  qR  q refq nO

fiq I qq sw fqqq q ^  qqqq:, fqq q  qfcq fòèMfprq:, r r t r  q  
I tîrï^  aR^îfcqq qiqrT:, çnR^qqgq'ifqqR qpR  anfoqqq:, r ir r i 
fqqqRqcR R *qq:, qq^ qi^ fR iq iq  j t r r  ggqRrqR, ŝ rrhi^ r - 
$r r  iqRqqrqR Rgiqfqf'fq Â iR ^ iq r  lÎRqpqRR aiRqnR r ir r  
RW Tiqq I q w g q q  qqqq | qyqqq îc tMs r r  R qR  qR w nq *Rifç- 
qr^q qqiRq q  cFaqiiqqq q R R ç i^ q , qiqqq ^qfqRqRÎrqqiqqqqHf 
qqrqìqrqgqRiRq aR'Rfqqqqq. i qqqiRqî q TR#iq fqR R qR  r r  
Rirqq tqqfiqq qq i qgnq»RR qR  qR  RifàqRw gRqìq srgx^q | 
Rifàqqq srôigçq RRTRTqRTqq: i ïïi%q%qRi^ qqr rï rfcî qq;, ^qqi- 
t^ r  4kti5qKRqîR  r r  |

3TR g qrqqtfeqw R  qmi: qq <r  Rnqqisq Rirqq r iti : i 
fRRf#TRgqq^iqrq, 3FÌtr q  r r r  pqqrr q qqifR  i

q * q é q  Rrqi ? q R q - R  qR fn qqq  qRRrqqr'qqfqfq q R q  r % 

RïfqqT gqr i qqqiq q  qRiRqjqqq i RRqs? r r Rtfr iqqqRq i r r ; 
qq -̂qqrRr qqiRq r r  i fqqfeq qqqRsRfà: i qR rïqR R q fqqqqO

ffq quqfqqR: fiq: i qq 3n^q fiqrqqqfqiq^qqqim  qRq^qqfqqqr- 
qqtJRflqisq r r I i q qiR Rirqqqi r ir r  qqqm x i qqrqqï tç qqqq- 
^ u n q R î^ q q ^ q R q q iq fq çR q iq iq q : q iîqq ; q q «R  ^ q f ^ q R r  R TÎq^qiR -
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f a f r iw n :  q t fq q  f̂cf 3^q%  | q w q  g  flq ^ ïïM q ft jq fw iq fiq

^■îlfqw T: WÎFicTÏÏ ^Tî *9TT%RT: fà g fr fh  sqfaqifPTTqq^ fqq%T <q 

fçfëqTfqqTqftfq qq qqq'iqq. i arci >q iqqq qqqr q- grfii | q- ft
go^tq-âr fjjfjq qicqftjq qoi% | q q  ^N '-l-^i^l^iqî fq?qR [qïfq J 3Rqifq

qq q jqïJiuî fq %q; çqq; 3n^TqîïïTftfq *mì I q % *qn^q ?qmi%Hfiq 
qgqî qqim qiqqq Äqqaifq% q^: i w i f i  qfàqiqqq sgqTqrqmsg- 
qq'rqqrq fqqfxqqRq^qqqrqvrrfq i

qraïïî qï qqï I qqrft q qqq^qrqç-mqqt qqqq,, 
3igqqiïïicT ; 3rfq g sqftqrf^rq sa^ qq  fqfiqq, qqqr i qqr iiqqqw - 
srsftftfq qg<qq?qqqqfq: i q ^iw i^qiq^q sqfqqrfcqq.; srâqqiq, 
3î^5qiq^qrg_, 3fqrfq<qpq i qm 3ncwmq:; e  *ih*k h  gfqqr sqqfts:, 
q ftg  q qq 5iR?i%q sqqfeqcr, iq ^ r %  qr, qq qif^rq: | 
^iqferifTqqTt Tq^rsft r m m  < i fqqrq=ftg*q qicfiq : q *rcrq i
qsqRftq qq tgtftsft q^qqq^qi | qfeiïïcqqW Tq qfq?Tq
5W:, q*ïï q  qfqïï '̂qmrïïfqqiqr qqT<R% qqiqq:, q^gròsft g^rcq w m  

afsqqqiq^qrfqq^^ q fw q , sgqiqsft îRTRiqT qqfq i qqmiq. ‘ srirrt- 
ftqrârora;’ #  i qq?rqqqqfq q ^nqq: Çiwisq qqqqqlifqq;- 
^qffqqisqqi 5qfRqif%iR%Tq i q^gqiqr qq q  qRiqqmqqfqT 3rqRîqî: 
qqifrfqqqrqqrqqq q  qqiqfqqqi q3q% i m  qq qqfeqqr <̂ r i qqirq 
f t  qnqq: I ftmqr 3fà  q % w g q f q w n ,  s^rqfapp-J <qnqqtsqrermT: 1 

%qé q*ïï ftq q %  3ft?gqqR^ g q fts fq  qi ‘ ^ R T w m ^ q q .’ ffq , qqj 

q  ^ìqqiq., qqi q  qiqqq^qiqqnq-#! fq q s^ w fq r : sqfaqi- 
Rqîsfq- în^i^q 3jqqifl%, q«H 511% çq|q ^RRiqq^l^ I ÎWI ft
q fiq q  qqqi^nq'qR irq, 3 jg«iq iftqgqT qn% % n^m !fq^ H ifnqft q q  (?) i 

grreftgqqq iq q i^ q  q  ^qqq gqqqfq sqftsq^ | qRRfq q 
f q f q ^ q  q ^ r w q r q r è w r  ?ft ^ q ft is q r  q q q q u q q q q ^ q q q q q t  

<qrqqrqR is«T N ^ tsq^ : i q q  q=i qgs;qmqiKq^rq q q q r  ^qtfftqq 

s q q f t # q ,  3T; q q fr foq q  |
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I sq fòa iftà  f t  % 3 >

wffa a  m f t e ,  ^ f à q  R t e ;  i £ sits«r .’ irt? t f t  aîtomn- 

t e  t e f t  z'-m  i a g  t e R R ^ ;  r ü m w -

ft ft te  mmuiciiq%: i qei q̂ i a  t e s r o q i^ R  ç n à f t t e  m & a t e  r r -

ft lR cT  I 3TcT q iT R g S R R r  qTT 'T^RR S R R ^ W Ç Î I R  *T S T p a f t ü f t  | 

‘ 3 H R R  f t q f t c l ? ? R lf tR T  ^ R 8 F i g q T ^ r f ,  f t q i f t R T

Ç^ejTftcîm iflR lIcl I cTCT f t -

îlTÏÏT: t e n è f t c R :  I
a f r a R m  fô ï a  %à i w n  %  *t ü% r . ii

f f t  § q % 5 a g t e m t e j R  t e r r a i  f t ^ R  I ? a ? i a a ï  a è s R Ï  a^ T

qT c f t f t f t  f t q i f t à  «RO TR. I a s R i a N l f t g  R p q  5 T t e  I q f t  q t ô  

<r  fèfàq a érrftci qqft ? sftggqifaréRi a qfaaftft à g , ft; àa a: ? 
cram R R  cn q ^ q a ftq  i 3paqr t e a t e a t  t e  <̂ r t e r g g  aaraa^fta 

'<rcfô amar aftaiRRR I g^svr ft a t e i  temarciaa:, qgqaaftçftq 
ï f t à :  I R a a a r c t e  ^ j a a f t f i t e i t e ^ q a a i t e  f t e a a  i a g  i r r r ^ r  

qa^àfèâ ^ W r p T ïïR ig q f t ^ R r H T ft  r ix i 'i^ ^ I I R d r -F ^ R H  l a y a i s q -  

tàfà i asft aainlaa: I frfaat s it e s  gftsftfa ajfts rrs a  i a te R - 

‘ ̂ terRRTrqfRRRT :faftftq: i 
w t  f^T t e  a t e s f a  f t  g ^ ia  n ’

?ft I t e  aa tea fàa R  ama >ròqa[RnaaT.aàftr 3ïfter̂ crra; gasfô 
t e i  r R T a a s q q  m t e f t  t e s r t e R t  c T R ^ i R R i i i f t  i

ÇR: a fta ft  fte ftföT R :, aa ïqrïàsn g ., W l F M  ;fo ft ftgüsiï

qîôPTfT: I Qjq > J f R r a ^ R f t  H ^ ö q ^  | 3 R  q q  S T pasq  R M ^ f S f t  3 f ì n q R R  |

s f f t g t e  f t q t e t e  q a t e f r a i a i q i :  w r a ;  i a p f t t e a  a r a q i t e r  

—  ‘ s K f t f i a i ç n f t f t ÿ l :  ’  f f t  ! t e  f t  q ^ l t e O T R t R t e r R  f l f  

a ft l  s r .<5«i®hè<vH tuRiQ'ÇÇMh w «i »nîàî Hq^iftaôqftgaïa, | qcRa a^q 

qafcqR: i 3R^q a m a  a t e  q;«R araar a ia t e  RR arte i ftr*o
R ^ t e f a t e a r a R  a ^ t e a f à  ï p g a R  i
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3PT 5 afojciqiS*: ‘ ^  3^ 5!rii qfqtqfà ’ ?f?| qRqifôïfi 

WÏÏM  I ? T T % ^ R ^  R  ^ F R r r x I 'R Î t R Ï Ï  q  q  q q f q f ö q q q T f  : I c H i g ï ï c W q  ; 
q % qTNfTwiRt gq: 3T^HW^i%mm^iRi3îriqt i q q
qïïqFTrïï#Tfrqr qHqgqreqfq 1 Ciri qqragqì Ê'fRïïfisq HFTqq |

3P ï g  sqfaqifan qqrqiq qq-rfifä i q q iq ^  ‘ q {% ?g  jRqqiqRiFi 

R^RWT: ’ ?RT I 3frl 05 fq^qTqgqTqTïITq îT^rf^ I qqi q qq^fq- 
^MÎT55*ïïq^ïïq:, fTTTFT qqqiqjqiqfq q q ^ îT R iq  3fîrqMq

gwqrgN 11

^WKTsfq- qqTfeq^qqR^qiirqifqqiqT vra#i; qssqfà ‘ vfà 

^irr BriRFi:’ fiïï I w m  q R-qq ^qe'qiq:, qqiqq; qRSFî niqici; | 3̂ 
rïïlfq sraÌR 'fRiq ^  3n^llî: 1 3'qR —  RçîFT Riq’-Fq, rRiq̂ T qç’qiïfaqï-

• 1 s3 ^

ftfq J^qW^cRRRcqq I rlfqH^lRIWR:: I qçnft r?;çrt̂  CIFiì*: 
ïr-Tr̂ rTT crqi^fiFqifoeFcRÊng qqrçnq: I Rraferifqqïïqi^wi^i cnq 
'̂ 3n%rR RRÎTTfàfR qifqq; I

cRRTÇfçT 5Tm W: I ciqi =q f=qqqqg^l ‘ ^iï^ïIRR; RFRfRf- 
'qRT: ’ *cqqqrc îii^ t rir ^q^nrnrqi?qq; STRriegq q?qà 1 qq 
çtrhrtî qpfrinq mVqr fqqftirqT 1 rRpqrn̂ TR: qiqs qrqqî-
RRiqfèq ?ïïT 1 m  flqflfifoqiftqTqTq «jqqftqR ^ | $!% ^  qqq; RRTT- 

*Rq q qqqfàiq ç-nsqqq gqf qra;: | hirt̂ n g fq^q^q gqqq qq̂ ft- 
qfqfïï iq^qqqf^RTmfqqïï^T^^ycîiwrqqqqqr q qq | # fig - 
jüqîfq'qRîqïïqiïîT q qq wn yq-q, ^TqfqjsFqqir̂ ®  ̂ i ct̂jt qiitiH;—

‘ 3îshir  ̂^qiqf ^Ki<fH 5R‘qqgs i 
q̂ q q qq^qqr w f îRqqg, n

fRq q  q^liqRFirqiÇril^qÎ fqqm : l R % qqqiqq| f% qq | qigWl^FcIT- 

gqisqqrqT: | fq^fàF ï’îq'qqnqqT sqfqqrftïï: i 3ïct qq f̂ qfaTqTqfèrò 
v fa v k  ^îrrq^îf^igqf^s^qqqi^fqm q qqi: gqqqiqq qtnqqx | qq 
WETTET
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m çrr iq w f^ fi^ fiR T ^ tg ê jT ïî: i 

f^:«nT3EN%ïï: R R T #  RR fRÏR: || 
fqRRRT7R'5 ’tTRJlTïï: Id_ M3l4Jl<?lÌR 'Tìfici : |

R  m  ftfà rR R R  RRnTRS^f IO
p̂TftfïïTTTTFT ^ RRT <R 5T#ïcr ||

pR % T  ^im W tfdRgqflgFR I

RR R̂ T £RRJ2 ffRqf?CKR Rj[eR R RRcT, cR R  RR: I ‘ çkîOT- 

RRRRR: ’ ffcT RfRTT R?ÏTRIR RR?R flfÌRèRq RRRR HRRRR
ff, Iqfî fïïRRT I RRïïÇF*R çj ̂ <tfRl^qiPiRRRT f% srR«ÎNpT ?

cRT 5TĤ : I «Tg R ^ ^ÏR flR T H R R R R ÎR R  TT̂ «T ôRR ôski | 

i d ^ ,  y i r l d l K ^ ^ t ' P c i t l ' - l ' T I  f F R ^ R  R R K T W ^  I R T %  3  Ç T I R F R  f f r f à j c f  î f  
ü i ^ è ^ I r T c I  I ?R  R ï R ^  JF̂ rT RFRTRT 3 £ R  | > Z ^ g

TOÏÏ^sqrïï^r. ft'flTsq <R | cR^ R ?R %  gfàqR: Rcï:, STTRRT  ̂ I

çiW ïïT ^ r f % w RRfrmfàfèT SFTRJ ■
SRTrRg RRRRÏT 3$RR I *TRRR Ü  CRïï^T: ( ? )  I f^RR^T RRR ?fa- 

îffàè ' ( ? )  I am gR m  r t r r ^ w p ï ï r w rçq\*i: 3 f/^nrtqR taT
RTfRRR ÇT̂ 3ïïvTFqfFfriiTloiJll-|<*,R RÌ'-J'-Hfòfd ^RRRÎT^R |

cTRTCRÇrsm RH[R: ? 3=5RT —  S T R ^ lfò lR  3 ^ n W T ^ fW R rê  
.q^IRRj^T ^  fädcKf^R? R^ffeRRR^T
ÌR% RR% 3W RJ RRRRTTfr ÇRnïRdTSqR^R RÏÏR HlîRR 
TO^pRTRRRRRTRRTôîfR 4<HH<3RtfHS;RRïï RTRïïRRRRRPRT mR- 
R R R  ft  WTFT 3FRgRRRT>Fft ^ R trF R ^ d R R  RRÏRW T fR*R ?ft I 

q f t  ; R q  g q q f a ì t f n & ì T  R  f R T F R  S T ^ ’ R R R ;  |

ftïï Wim^ïRSR R'îçqWgR ÂmiTftRÏ ?ft Rï/R^Ri ĉ F̂ RiR. I ÏÏTR- 
R ft  %T3/Fm I SfRcTTRiRR: f f t  RH<  ̂ | R f t  | H R

ç #  RÌRRft | ctr f t  R em  Rdifà-RR ^rç: *ft îr îptt:,

^  ftqaft mi, 3 W ïft : w f (  : W fo  gq | <ft f ^ R  gdKMft 

5&SRÎ, I ^R ÏÏRRîfRRRT SIRRM 5RÏÏRTR mftftRRT, flR R Fît R 
3RTR TRWHTR, | CR URiT# R RITO  I

xvm
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Translation
The2 nature of santa will now be explained according to those who 

follow the reading nava rasati ( nine rasas), (instead of the reading astau 
rasati ). In this connection some say that sama is the sthayibhàva of sànta 
and that it arises from vibhàvas such as ascetic practices, association with 
Yogins, etc. It can be represented on the stage by anubhàvas such as the 
absence of lust, anger, etc. Its vyabhicàribtiàvas will be firmness, wisdom, 
etc. Others however do not accept this, because, they say, sama and sànta 
are synonyms. Nor do they wish to relinquish the figure of 49 bhàvas3 
( that was given by Bharata ). Moreover, they say that it is proper for the 
vibhàvas such as the seasons, flowers, etc., to be connected with love, etc., 
which arise immediately after these ( vibhàvas are apprehended ). But ascetic 
practices, Vedic recitation, etc., do not immediately give rise to sànta. Should

1. The text used here is that given by Dr. V. Baghavan in the revised edition 
of H The N um ber o f  Rasas ” , published in 1967, p. 104 ff. All textual corrections will 
be found in the notes.

2. The three largest discussions in the Abhinavabhâralï are all in the sixth
chapter of the N è ,  (A ll of the seventh chapter of the A bhinavabhârati but the very 
beginning has been lost, which is a great misfortune, since Abhinava refers to it frs* 
quently. It must have been a large and important section of the A . lih. ). One deals with 
êrngâra, the other ( ed. and tr. by Gnoli ) is on the arisal of rasa, and this is the third, 
But Abhinava was to some extent aware that there was something artificial about the 
êàntarasa section, for he says : ye punar nava rasa iti pathanti, thereby clearly 
suggesting that this was a pà than tar a, and not an established part of the text. ( Note 
that on page 83 of the L oeana , Abhinava quotes the text of the N è  that reads : ity 
astau näpye rasäh smrläh, which shows that he must have regarded this as a more 
authoritative text ). He uses this same type of expression when discussing the god of 
hänta ( buddha ! ) and the colour ( svaccha). ( See also A .B h , p. 267 :cR" STW Itili 1 cf ^ 
^  I cPT Tàf^T I This on N è ,  VI 15, which gives the list aa
follows :

WT: ^ cTT: II
It is odd that it never occurred to Abhinava to say that the figure 8 only applied 

to the drama, and that Bharata might have sanctioned the ninth rasa for poetry. But 
of course Abhinava did not want to compromise even this much. ) Now does Abhinava 
mean that he too “ read” nava rasàh ? He must, for otherwise we cannot understand the 
sentence : tanmate stintasvarûpam abhidhiyate. But it is clear that he was uot the 
first to do so. ( Cf. N è .  on I. l,the A . Bh.} p. 5, where Bhattanäyaka’s view is quoted 
from the H  rdayadarpana  : ^ M i s 4  1̂ I )
It is, however, doubtful that he had in front of him the text of the N H  on säntarasa 
as we have it.

3. The forty-nine bhävas are : eight ethâyibhâvasi eight sâltvikubhàvas and 
thirty-three vyabhicdribhàvas. This means that the exact number of vibhàvas ( which 
are really innumerable ), and of anubhàvas, is not given. Of course Bharata does 
mention, for each rasa, its anubhàvas as well as its vibhàvas, though he does n$t 
separately enumerate^them in a Kàrikâ.
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one argue1 that ascetic practices, Vedic recitation, etc., are the immediate 
causes of the knowledge of the truth, then, since the knowledge of the truth 
which precedes (iònia) is their ( immediate ) effect, they cease to be the 
vibhàvas o f kânta. Even the absence o f lust, etc., cannot be the anubhàvat 
because it is not conclusive evidence ( of shnta\ inasmuch as it is found to 
be present in rasas other than sànîa as well1 2, and because it cannot be 
combined with a stage-representation ( prayoga ). After all, it is not possible 
to display a cessation of activity. For example, even the anubhàvas sleep, 
swoon, etc., can be shown by actions like breathing in and out, falling down, 
lying on the ground, etc. ( As for vyabhicàrabhâvas ), how can firmness of 
mind, etc., which is accompanied by a desire for the attainment of objects,3 
be appropriate to Santa ? Those to be instructed cannot be taught how to 
attain the knowledge of the truth by means of a state of complete inacti
vity.4 * * Those people whose minds are pained by the sufferings of other 
people have not ( yet ) reached a state of tranquillity characterised by correct 
perception ( of the highest truth ), but rather they are ( still ) caught in the 
turmoil of worldly life.8 Therefore sàntarasa does not exist. The reply is

1. Jr»&Ad?»a can be equated with kdranay the immediate cause that arouse 
the sthdyibhdva of a rasa. The argument here then is that Vedic recitation, etc., do 
not immediately precede the slhàyibhàva (  èrnia )  of êànla. The Pûrvapak$in’a point 
is that if Vedic recitation, etc., are the immediate causes of taltvajûànay then they 
cannot also bo the vibhàvas of êànla, for they would be at one remove.

2. This line, ê'intâd vipakfàd anyàvrtleh , is difficult. If we take vipakça to 
mean “  opposite ”  which is its usual meaning, the passage will make no sense, for 
then it will be saying that even in the emotion which is the opposite of êànla ( i. e. 
'* love ”  ) there will be kàmddyabhdvai i. e., there will be no <e love ”  in “  love ” I We 
will have to interpret vipahpi to mean “ anything different from êà n la ,”  i. e., any 
other rasa besides êànla. In other words, there is no kdmaf etc., in such rasas as 
vaudra and bhaydnaka,

3. Pràptavifayopardga. Pandit Srinivasa Shastri of the Deccan College, who was
kind enough to read over some of the more difficult passages with us, says that upardgah 

here means sambandhuh, so that tbo phrase will mean : STHTt ^IcT !
According to him, since êànta is a state of no mental activity at all, how can there 
be any contact with vi*ayas therein ? But another interpretation is possible : dhrti is 
detined in the 7th ch. of the X& . ( Vol. I, p. 363, VII, 56 ) as arising from, among other 
things, manorathaldbha. These are its vibhàvas ( note that for Bharuta the vyabhicd• 
ribhàvas can become sthàyibhâvas and have their own vibhdvasy etc., as Abbinava will 
point out later in this pagSAgo ). Its anubhàvas are : dIHIh RTHMl f ^ 1îTaïï5xf'e 
iïl-lïcl̂  etc. Therefore we think it is possible to take upardgah simply in the sense o* 
upabhogah, “  pleasure, ” and interpret as : accompanied by a desire for the attain
ment of sense-objects

4. We interpret akiilcitkaratvamàlra here as the complete absence of any
action, which is supposed to result from the state of tattvajfldna,

5. The point is that we can only sympathise with A n o t h e r  person’s pain if we
still identify with the body. For the Jiranmukta  ( i. e. the

(  Continued on next page
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as follows r* 1 Just as in this world there is the triology clharma, etc., so also, 
it is quite well-known that moksa too is one o f the goals o f  life, and it is 
found to be taught predominantly in the sàstras and in the smrtis and itihàsas, 
etc., by specifying the means leading to its attainment. Just as the states of 
mind that are proper to love, etc. and expressed by such words as sexual love 
( rati) etc., by being made capable o f being relished through the activity of 
the poet and the actor, are brought to the status o f rasas such as srngära, 
etc., in relation to the spectators who are possessed of the proper sympa
thetic response; in the same way, we ask you to tell us why the state of mind 
which is appropriate to the highest goal o f man known as moksa cannot be

C ontinued fr o m  p revio u s  page )

—uote bow this phrase sam t/ay dar sana is often used in Buddhism io manyjj variations 
sam yghodhi) etc. ), such identifications are not possible. The main character of 
iànta  dramas is supposed to be paraniakârunikalva. The Pûrvapak$in objects’ that this 
kind of sympathy is found in worldly life and not in transcendental mystic states.

1. We take alrocyate  as Abhinava’s own position. He is of course quite 
right in pointing out that m ofka  was already a well-known purnsärth a  long before 
the N ii, But that moksa should be prevalent in the sm rtis and ilîÀûsa does not, ipso 
f a c to , establish any connection of it with literature. We must remember that for 
people like Abhinavagupta, tho sm rtis and itihàsas were not litorature in the strict 
sense of the word. Nobody, of course, would have argued that êânta in the sense of 
m okfapurusârtha  does not occur in suoh works. The point was whether it could occur 
in the far more refined N âta ka s  and K â vya s . It simply never occurred to these older 
writers that one can apply the term literature to many of these works, as well 
as to a large number of purely religious works, e. g. the M ahûparinibbânasuU a  in 
Pâli, and several of the Sanskrit Aîahâyàna Sütras, e. g., the Vajracchedikä , or the 
Vim alakirtinirdesa  ( not available in Sanskrit, but recently so beautifully translated 
into French by Professor Et. Lamette ). Even the O itd t in spite of the fact that 
Ânaudavardhana ( p. 293 ) quotes the verse yd  ni6:i sarvabhûtànâm ) etc., as an example 
of dhvani, was not really considered “  l i t e r a tu r e in  the strict, and restricted, sense 
of the term that the Indians used it. This restriction was a great loss to the theory, 
tor dhvani would have boon more faithfully served, in illustrations, by passuge9 from 
many of these religious or secular texts ( e. g. the Brhalkûthâêlokasangraha ) than by 
the N dtakas and the K â v y a s , many of which were artificially composed to conform to a 
given rasa  and its definition by Bharata. One has only to think of some of the literary 
passages in the Upanisads ( e. g. Satyakâma Jâbala, or Raikva with the Cart ) to 
realise bow much the Indians lost by such a restriction. If later writers like Jagau. 

,n&thu Panditaräja widened the definition of K à v ya  ( ra m a vi y  ârthapratipâdakah êabdah 
kâvyam  ) it still does not mean that they went for their examples to this non-literary 
literature. Visvanätha comas closest when he says : vâkyam  rasâtm akam  kavyam t 
but even he never uses the vast litorature thut true obedience to such a phrase would 
make available. It was only the Bengal school of VaiÿUavism that opened itBelf to the 
influence of religious literature, but its purpose was more religious than it was 
aesthetic, and was confined, for the most part, to such works as the B hüyavatapurâna , 
( One thinks of some of the fino examples that Madhusüdana Sarasvati, a strict 

'Advaitin, chose from the B hâyavalapurâna  in his Bhagavadbhaktirasdyanam  ).
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raised to the status o f  a rasai1 That state o f mind just described is indeed 
the st/uiyibhava o f  santa. But one must consider what its name is. Some 
say that it is complete detachment (nirveda—world-weariness ) 1 2 that is born 
from a knowledge o f  truth. For this detachment is quite different from the 
detachment that arises from poverty, etc., because its cause, viz. knowledge 
of the truth, is different. It was for this very reason ( i. e. because nirveda is 
the sthàyibhàva o f santa ) that it has been mentioned ( by Bharata) midway 
between the sthayibhàvas and the sancàribhàvas ( i. e. vyabhicàribhàvas ) . 3 * * * * * * * *

1. There seems to us do  doubt in reading through the objectious made against 
éàntaraaa that the objectors had a real point. There is something about É lt that 
forces it apart from all the other rasas, it  is true, us the Pùrvapak$iu argues, that 
we find that all people are open to love, to (ear, to terror etc. ( some more than 
others, and some only to certain emotions of course — as Abhiuava points out in his 
commentary on the famous rasasftlra  of the *Vò', we havo, in the course of our 
many lives, experienced all of the primary emotions, the athdyibhdvaa ). But sdala is 
peculiar. Truly to be able to enjoy it, one must be religious ( at least this was the 
Indian view -  today we are more sophisticated : it is perfectly possible to be moved 
by a religious spectacle without feeling primary t( religious sentiments ” ), and if the 
kdntaraaa experience truly takes placo during a drama, it must change our lives. It 
is not like the other rattaat which simply enrich us, provide great scope for our imagi
nation, refine our sensibilities, in short do all the thiugs that great literary experi
ences are supposod to do. It is not that it demands a suspension of judgment us do 
the other rasas, a momentary identification with different emotions. It means a 
complete reversal of our personality, what the Buddhists call parete riti ( see the con
troversial article on this word hv A. Coomaruswamy, *( Transformation, Regeneration, 
Anagogy M, in F estsch rift E rn st \Yinternitz> 1933 ). We believe that it was this 
difference, this sense of the “  complotoly other ” in ijji that bothered so many literary 
critics iu ancient lndiu. While one sympathises with their hesitation, one can also 
understand the point of view of people like Abbinava, for whom those religious ex
periences were an integral part of their everyday life and especially of their literary 
life. Witness the groat number of hymns attributed to people like Sankara, and the 
surviving ones of Abhiuava and A umida. The coullict, the real conflict, which we see 
as one between the secular-minded literary critic and the religious-minded literary 
critic, never really came out into the opeu, except iu this one argument over
for it was assumed, by all, that nearly everybody was religions. From our perspec
tive, however, it is clear that some critics Mere more religious than others.

2. X  ir ted a  can mean two things ; it can have an ordinary, everyday sense of 
“  disgust ” , and it can have the more subtle und religious sense of total detach
ment ”  from the world. Abbinava is here im plicilty referring to this distinction.

3. This is a very curious, and we believe, u very weak argument : Bharata has
begun his list of the vyabhicàribhàvas ( VII. 28, p. 35b ) with n irveda  at the top ( ta tra
nirvedo nàm a d â r id r y a v y â d h i , etc. ). Now, it is said by “ some people ”  as reported 
by Abhiuava, that Bharata had great respect for the idea of the marinala, that is, begin
ning a new topic with an auspicious word. N ir v e d a  is not an auspicious word,
therefore, Bharata ( since he cannot be presumed to be iu error ), must have hud some
special intention in mind. According to these “  some p eop le11 it is to show that
nirveda  is actaally a sth ydyibhdva  und also a t y a b b ic a ribhdva . The view regarding
the dual character of n irved a  as both sth yd yibh d va  uud vyabh icd ribh dva  is expressed
by Mamma ta in the IV ( p. llö , Jhalkikar’s cd. BÜKI — see his comments, p. 116,
lost paragraph ).

A B B I N A V A ^  P H I L O S O P H Y  O P  AESTHETICS
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Otherwise ( i. e. if nirveda had not been intended by Bharata as the sthàyi- 
bfiäva of sànta ), the sage who had great regard for uttering an auspicious 
word at the commencement of a section of his work ( màhgaiika ) would not 
have mentioned nirveda at that place ( i. e. he would not have put the 
inauspicious word nirveda at the head of the list of vyabhicàribhàvas ). When 
Bharata forbade the use of disgust ( jugupsà ) as a vyabhicàribhàva of srhgàra, 
he sanctioned ( by implication )l the interchangability of the characters of 
the sthàyibhàvas, the sahcàribhàvas, the sàttvikabhàvas, and the anubhàvas, 
in the case of all the 49 bhàvas as demanded by the requirements of a parti
cular situation and as presented by the power of words and their senses. 
Nirveda arises from knowledge of the truth and overwhelms the other 
sthàyins. For only that ( emotion ) which is more highly stable than any of 
the other sthàyins such as love etc. which can tolerate co-existence with a 
variety of emotions,1 2 that alone (namely nirveda), they say, can overwhelm 
other sthàyins.

They also raise the following objection : if nirveda which arises from 
knowledge of the truth, is said to be the sthàyibhàva of sànta, [ this amounts 
to saying that knowledge of the truth is the vibhàva ( i. c. cause) of nirveda ], 
in which case how could vairàgya ( detachment ) and similar other things3 
( e. g. samàdhiì which have been mentioned as vibhàvas of nirveda ) be the 
vibhàva o f  nirveda ? If one were to claim that detachment, etc., become the 
vibhàva of nirveda because they are the means of attaining to the knowledge 
of the truth, then it would mean that you are giving the name vibhàva to 
that which is the cause of another cause,4 and that would involve you in a 
great absurdity ( since vibhàva means the direct cause of a sthàyibhàva and 
not the distant or remote cause ). Moreover nirveda is an attitude of reject
ing everything( i. e. an attitude of not being attached to anything), and it

1. The point is that normally ju g u p s à  is the s th à y ib h à v a  of bibhatsa . It is 
not given in the list of the thirty-three vya b h icà r ib h à oa x , but the very fact that Bharata 
says that it should not be used in love shows that he felt that it could be a vya bh icà ri* 
bhdva  as well as a s th y à y ib h à v a . He therefore, felt that under certain circumstances, 

"ordinary vya b h icà r ib h à va s  could become s th à y ib h à v a s , And sth à yib h à va s  could be* 
come vya b b ica r ib h à v a s . This Ì9 an important point. Abhinava bus expressed a similar 
view in the L o ca n a  on tho third U d d y o ta  of the D h v a n y à lo k a , while commenting on 
bahünüm  sa n ia vetä n d m , on p. 38b of the B. P. ed.

2. B hàvaicilryaaah ifV H bh yali j “  which can tolerate co-existcnco with a variety 
of emotions Doe* this mean that whereas r a t i , etc., can tolerate the presence of 
other sth à y ib h à v a s , n irv ed a  the s th à y ib h à va  of stin ta  cannot?

3. We take sa b ija  to mean sa d rêa , just as s a jä t iy a  is taken to mean sadrfa. 
Literally it moans 4< coming from the same seed ” , i. e. the same source. The word 
à d i  in the compound v a irà g y a sa b îjâ d isu  ( i . e . va irà g y a sa d rô etu  ) is redundant. We 
have, therefore, ignored it in the translation.

4. Again, vibhàva  cannot mean both <c cause ”  und “  cause of the cause ” . See 
page 121, note 1.
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w ould on  the contrary be helpful to the em ergence o f  the know ledge o f  
the truth ( i. e. far from  being the effect o f  the know ledge o f  the truth, 
it w ould  be a cause leading to  it ) ,  because a detached person  will strive 
in such a fashion that the know ledge o f  the truth arises in him. A n d  moksa 
com es from  a know ledge o f  the truth. It is not that one know s the truth, 
and then feels detached, and from  that detachm ent moksa w ould  arise. F or 
lsvarakrsna says :

*' F rom  detachm ent com es ( on ly  ) prakrtilaya, ( i. e. d issolution  into 
the eight causes, pradhema, buddhi, ahahkara, and the pancatanmàtras, and 
not moksa ”  ) /  O bjection  : “  Everywhere one sees a very great detachm ent 
on the part o f  those w ho know  the truth. Even Patanjali has said :

“  Thereafter from  that know ledge o f  the truth ( purusakhyàti) arises 
an extreme aversion t o  the gunas ( i. e. detachm ent ) ” .2 That is true (  bhavaty 
exam ). But Patanjali h im self3 has said : "  Such detachm ent is really the 
highest state ( kàsthà ) o f  know ledge. ”  T h u s1 then, know ledge o f  the truth 
( leading to aversion accord in g  to Yogasûtra I. 16 )  m eans nothing but k n ow 
ledge o f  the truth rein forcing itself from  state to stage/' A nd so nirveda is 
not the sthhylbhaxa o f  Santa. On the other hand, know ledge o f  the truth alone 
would be the sthâyibhâva. A s fo r  right perception , which will be m entioned 
( by Bharata ) while describing nirveda as a vyahhicàrabhàva, as a vibhàva o f  1 2 3 4 5

1. S àn khyakàrikâ  45. This means that if a person has va ird gya  only, but no 
knowledge of the truth, he becomes, on his death, dissolved into the eight causes 
( oamely, p ra d h ä n a , bu d d h iy ahaükàra  and the p n flM i-tan m â tra ë) bnt ho. does not 
obtain m okta. Thus, it would seem that Jgvarnkrçna holds the view that vairdgya 
does not directly lead to m oksa.

2. Y ogaailtra i I. 16.
3. VyAsa’s B hàtya  on the Y ognsfU ra i ( Anandâérama ed. p. 20). Patanjali, 

the author of the A fahâbhâçya, is considered to be an incarnation of Se$a ( bhnja/iga- 
vibhu ). Therefore it would seem that Abhinava thought Patanjali the author of the 
Yogasiitraa to be identical with the Patanjali of the Afahdhha ya  ( which of 
course he is not ). Raghavan has pointed out ( [>. 106 ) that the quotation is not 
from Patanjali, but from Vyäsa. Did AbhinAva simply make an error in the 
ascription, or did he believe that Vyäsa and Patanjali were one and the same? See 
V. Raghavan, <c Abhinavagupta and th'o ß h ä sya  on the Y oga sû tra  A. 0 . ft. Madras, 
Vol. XII, Part II, 1938-39.

4. This pnBS»(?e : fa  g  ïfa g  is Abhinava’a own position,
Bhavet here must be used ( according to Panini III. 3. 161 ) in the sense of bhavitum  
arhati.

5. T attvajûAnam âlâ  means a series or succession of tatlnajfiânas. The idea
seems to be that the tattnajiirm a  referred to by the word p u ru sa kh yà ti in YogaafU ra  
I. 16 is a lower ta ttva jiiuna  which grows or develops into a higher stage of taUvajÜäna  
(referred to by the word gunavaitrsfiyan  in the Yogaaütra  ). I  dam ta tlva jiid n tm  there* 
fore would mean : i rMvTM+Ucsqi would mean:

rTVqjfMd SxKhdt
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nirveda, an d  w h ich  leads to  the d iss ip a tion  o f  the attitude o f  a ccep ta n ce  (  or  
a tta ch m en t to  u n w orth y  o b je c ts  ) o n  th e part o f  a p erson  w h o  has been 
d ece iv ed  b y  a de lu sion  o f  lon g  stan d in g , as exem p lified  in the fo llo w in g  
stanza :

"  In vain  d id  I m ilk  a bu ll m ista k in g  it fo r  a c o w  ben d in g  u n d er the 
bu rd en  o f  her fu ll u d d e r ; in v a in 1 d id  I em b ra ce  an ugly eu n u ch  thinking 
h im  to  b e  a y o u n g  girl ; in vain  d id  I cherish  a lo n g in g  fo r  a p ie ce  o f  glitter
ing glass th in k in g  it to  be  bery l. A ll th is I d id  w hen bem used  as I w as, I 
b o w e d  to  y o u , a m iser u nable  to  ap p rec ia te  m erit ” —

w ell, that p ercep tion  o f  truth  has been  m en tion ed  as a vibhava ( c a u s e )  
o f  o n ly  the o rd in a ry  k in d  o f  nìrveda2 w h ose  nature is sadness (a r is in g  
fr o m  a realisation  o f  o n e ’ s stup id ity  in w astin g  energy  in a w orth less cause ) . 3 

•We w ill speak  o f  this (p e r c e p t io n  o f  t r u t h )  th e r e 4 ( i .  e. in the seventh 
ch a p ter  w hile co m m e n tin g  o n  the section  o n  nìrveda ) .  O b je c t io n  : "  A ttach 
m ent to  the se n se -o b je c ts  is r o o te d  in fa lse  k n ow led ge . It w ill cease when 
k n o w le d g e  o f  the truth  arises.6 T h is is w hat the revered  A k sap à d a  has

1. The second comparison in this poor verse ( it is interesting that it is 
the only verso quoted by Abbinava in the whole kdntarasa section. It is strange that 
he should have chosen to give no effective examples of êdntarasat considering that 
there was such a large variety to choose from, and it would have been very much to 
the point ) is somewhat odd, for if the “  boy ”  was Idvanyarahitah , we can only 
assume that he was  embraced due to inadequate lighting !

2. Sam yagjildna , therefore, means hero only a worldly kind of “ right know
ledge :I and is not used in the higher sense of the term.

3. This is a reference to N à  VII, 28, pp. 356-357. Abhinava’s point seems to 
be that nirveda  as a ryabhicdrilthäva is the ordinary kind of worldly nirveda  (khedarû- 
panirveda  ), while nirveda as a sthdyibhdva  is a higher, philosophical nìrveda. It is, 
however, interesting to note that among the vibhava* of nirvedat Bharata mentions

‘ tattvajüàna. At N &  VII, 30 ( G. O. S. Vol. I. p. 357 ) Bharata saya :

«îufW « trto vp*f?r % h
The idea here seems to be that nirveda  Ì9 to be acted out by means of, among other 
things, absorption in thought ( dhyänaparatva ) similar bo that of a Yogin. However,it 
does not follow that Bbarata had any religious notion about nirveda  while writing this 
stanza, although it is true that the term taltvajûdna  will then be puzzling.

4. The promised discussion is Dot available. Unfortunately this section of the 
the seventh chapter of the Abhinavabhdrati has never been found. The editor ( Kavi) 
writes ( p. 347 ) :

I<5̂ I HITĉ TT l 2Tf̂T
sfèàr stiwwict

«(TW «1 ÏFüflFrT *THR̂ W:I
However, Kavi did not live to fulfill his promise.

5. This is a reference to N ydyasûtra-, I. I. 2 :
grHtxRnUt I The upshot of the preceding argument based on the

(  Continued on next pagi
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said in his Sutra beginning with the words duhkhajanma etc., when he says 
that knowledge of the truth is caused by the removal of false knowledge and 
that it is further the cause of vairàgya which is of the nature of the removal 
of all faults (dosa)  (such as attachment to worldly pleasures)” . ' ‘ So 
what ? ”  "  Well, vairàgya and nirveda are the same thing1 ( and therefore, 
nirveda is the sthàyin and tattvajfiàna is a vibhàva ) Who says so ? For nirveda 
is a certain state of mind which is characterised by a flow of sadness, where
as vairàgya is the complete destruction of ràga, etc. ( including soka, i. e. 
vairàgya is a higher form of detachment than is nirveda, for the latter is 
often used non-technically to mean simply "weariness” or "disgust”  ). Even 
granting that vairàgya and nirveda are indentical, still Gautama placed it in 
the midst of several ( other causes of moksa ) and did not mention it as the 
immediate cause of moksa ( for it is only the remote cause ), ( and so it does 
not follow that according to Aksapäda nirveda, that is, vairàgya, is the 
sthàyibhàva of sànta). Moreover2 to say that nirveda arising from tattva-

C ontin ued  fr o m  p rev io u s  p a g e  )
» fttra of Aksapäda is that m ith yà jü à n à p a ca ya  leads to tattva jfiàna  and ta tlv a jflâna leads 
to v a irà g y a . The opponent thinks that va irà gya  is the same thing as nirved a . Hence 
according to Akçapâda rhe causal chain Ì9 : m ith yâ jü â n à p a ca ya  gives rise to tattvd - 
jilàna  which gives rise to nirveda . So, this means that according to Akçapâda, nirved a  
leads to m oksa  and hence, nirveda  (and not ta tlv a j nana) must be regarded as the s th à y i- 
bhâva of ê'inta . Now, the opponent challenges the position that va irà g ya  and nirved a  
are identical, and then proceeds to point out the difference between n irved a  and 
va irà gya . He says that nirved a  is a particular attitude of mind which Ì9 of the nature 
of unbroken sadness { h ika p ra rä h a p ra sa ra  ), while va irà g ya  Ì9 the destruction of räga> 
dvesa, m oh a t etc. The opponent of keeinm ata  ( this refers to the view mentioned on 
p. 105 of Ragliavano text, that n irv ed a  born of ta ttva jfiàna  is the sthàyibhàva  of sà n ta , 
see foot-note 2, p. 123, above ) first challenges the position that va irà gya  and n irved a  are 
identical. But then he concedes it for the sake of argument in the sentence bhavatu  
và va irä gyam  eva n irvedah . Even granting that n irveda  and va ira g ya  are identical, 
it does not follow that according to Akçapâda nirveda  ( i. e. va ira g ya  ) is the s th à y i
bhàva of kàvta. For although nirveda  has a place in the causul sequence given above 
[ the whole chain is : m ithyà jilà nà p aea ya  ) ( i. e. ta ttva jfiàn a  {leads to dosà pà ya  ( i. e- 
n irveda  or va irà g ya  ), which leads to p ra v H ty a p â y a , which leads to ja n m à p à y a , which 
leads to d u h k h à p à ya ì which leads to moksa ], still it is not actually stated in the S utra  
to be the direct cause leading to m oksat but rather it is given as a remote cause 
( mokse eàdhye sû tra sth à n iya tâ  na p ra ty a p à d i dea r y  eva  ). Thus According to the 
opponent of keeinm a ta , the authority of Akçapâda cannot be cited in support of the 
view that n irv ed a  is the ithà yibhà va  of frànta. For if at all anything is to be the 
sthàyibhàva  of frinta, it must be the direct uud immediate c a u s o  of m oksa.

1. The question mark in Raghavan’s text after nann va irä gya m  n irv ed a h  
should be removed.

2. This is a complex passage. Kimea tatlvajflânotthito etc. is the position o f 
the Siddhântin, that is, of Abbinava. It is an objection against the keeinmata (namely 
that tatlvaj Dunajanir veda is the sthàyibhàva of frinta ). The essence of the 
objection seems to be that the words denoting the sthàyibhàva and the ra^a become"

{ (  Continued on next page
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jhàna is the sthàyibhàva o f  sànta m eans that y ou  are giving to  kama the 
nam e nirveda1. ( R ep ly  : )  sa ma and sànta have been  explained as synonyms 
like hàsa and hàsya (  i. e. sthàyibhàva and rasa ). ( But the synonym ity in
the case o f  sànta and sama is on ly  apparent and n ot real ). T h ere  is a real 
difference between sànta ( the rasa ) and sama ( the sthàyibhàva ) , fo r  sama 
is siddha, an accom p lish ed  fact, w hile sànta is sàdhya, som ething to be 
a ccom p lish ed ; sama is laukika, w orld ly ,w h ile  sànta is alaukikat o th er-w orld ly ; 
sama is sàdhàrana, o rd in ary , w hile sànta is asàdhàranay extraordinary.* 1 2 
T h ere fore , nirveda ca n n ot be the sthàyibhàva o f  sànta.

O thers believe that o n ly  eight m ental states have been m entioned  ( by 
Bharata ), such as love , etc. T h ose  sam e3 m ental states w hen depending on 
extraw orld ly  vibhàvas such as sruta ( study o f  the scriptures and especially o f 
the Upanisads ) , w hich  are different from  the ordinary ( kathita ) vibhàvas, be
com e  indeed unusually lov e ly  ( vicitra ) . A n d  from  ou t o f  their m idst one can 
b ecom e  the sthàyin here ( i. e . in the case o f  sàntarasa ). O ut o f  them  ( tatra ), 
rati a lone, having fo r  its o b je ct  o n e ’s ow n  Self consisting  o f  undisturbed bliss, 
is the m eans o f  attaining moksa. A n d  so , that rati itself is the sthàyin in 
sànta. F or  it has been said :

Continued from  previous page )

synonymous, which is improper. The next sentence continues the view of the
Siddhäntin : g  I 1 and contains within it
the objection that the Pürvapak$in might make, namely that hâta and hàsya are 
synonymous as well. Abbinava replies that this has already been explained. But now 
what follows does not make sense if it is explained as the view of the Siddhäntio, 
For Abbinava says : ferFT^rRTT, ^ ^  3PP

I Now these distinctions are well-known as being the major dis* 
tinctions between the sthàyibhàva and rasa. The sthàyibhàva is always laukika, 
whereas rasa is always alaukika. The same thing would therefore apply to fama 
and namely one would be the laukikasthàyibhàva} and the other the alaukika-
rasa. Now why does Abhinava say this ; for it only lends support to the Piirvapakjin ! 
Moreover tasmàn na nirvedah sthayiti does not follow from it. On the other hand, if 
we take the words hamaiàntayohy etc., as stating the view of the Pürvapaksin, the 
next sentence tasmàn na nirvedah sthâyiti presents a real difficulty. For if the 
Pûrvapakûn is speaking, and has just made a valid point, it makes no sense for the 
Siddhäntin to reply by saying : “  therefore our position is proved Thus both solu
tions are unsatisfactory.

1. Note that on p. 268, Voi. I l l ,  nirveda is given as the sthàyin of
tanta 1

2. We cannot ascertain any difference between laukika and alaukika on the 
one hand, and sàdhàrana and asndhârana on the other, such that Abbinava would be 
justified in using both terms. Surely sâdhaàrna and laukika mean precisely the same 
thing.

3. Raghavan reads tata eva. But the Baroda ed. has taeva{\, e. teeva) 
which seems to us a better reading.
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"  T hat m an w hose lov e  is centered in the Self, w h o is gratified in his 
Self, and w h o takes all delight in the S elf -  fo r  such a m an there is n oth ing  
any longer to be accom p lish ed  *\l

In the sam e w ay ,* 2 any o f  the sthàyibhàvas beginning w ith  rati and 
hàsa and ending with vismaya can  be explained  as the sthàyibhâva o f  sànta, 
because w e find that a person  attains to  liberation  i f  he realises the od d ity  o f  
everything in the w orld  ( hàsa ) ; i f  he sees that the w h ole  w orld  is lam entable 
(ioka); i f  he perceives the happenings in the w orld  as harm ful to  his sp iri
tual w ell-be in g  ( and, angry w ith them , desires to  con q u er  them  ) ( krodha); 
if he resorts to  extraordinary  energy dom inated  by the absence o f  d elu sion 3 4 
(m o r d e r  to ov ercom e w orld ly  tem p ta tion s) (utsàha); if  he feels afraid  
o f all the ob jects  o f  the senses ( bhaya); if  he feels disgust fo r  y o u n g  w om en , 
etc., though they are desirable for  all oth er  p e op le  (jugupsà); i f  he feels 
astonished at his unprecedented realisation o f  his ow n  se lf (vismayay  
And Bharata agrees w ith this p osition . F o r  w hile (B h a r a t a )  enum erates 
particular bhàvas by using w ord s like rati, etc ., and includes thereunder 
other varieties o f  the sam e by using the w ord  c a he does ad m it5 their 
ability to lead to  liberation , p rov id ed  that they are the result o f  extra
ordinary causes ( i. e. vibhävas) different from  ord in ary  causes. B u t in  
the case o f  those p eop le  w h o  hold  this view  ( nam ely that any on e  o f  the 
sthàyibhàvas such as rati, etc., can  be the sthàyibhâva o f  sànta ) ,  the d iffer
ent sthàyibhàvas w ou ld  cancel each  oth er ou t and so  n ot even o n e  o f  them 
could be regarded as the sthàyibhâva o f  sànta. I f  it is said that the different 
sthàyibhàvas can be the sthàyibhàvas o f  sànta because o f  the different 
approaches leading to it, that is (  as g o o d  as ) already refuted. ( Further ), 
because o f  the d ifferent sthàyibhàvas o f  sànta depending on  the ap p roa ch es o f  
the persons con cern ed , there w ou ld  be an infinity o f  sàntarasas. I f  it is said

ABHINAVA*S p h il o s o p h y  of  a e st h e t ic s

] .  Gild, III, 17.
2. All eight of the sthàyibhàvas can be accepted as the sthàyibhàvas of frinta* 

rana. For instance, ht ita can become the sthàyibhâva of &dnlat if wo look at every
thing around us as tmikrta, “ odd ”  or “  deformed ”  ( note that the Vidii$aka, the 
main representative of hâsat is described in the texts as being deformed and there* 
by amusing ), eto. Rati is considered in the sentence immediately preceding the 
quotation from the G ita .

3. Asammoha is one of the nddtpanavibhdvas of virarasa. See N ä y Vol. I. 
p. 378. Cf. Abhinava’s explanation of Ananda’s mangaiaêtoka of the Dhvdnydlokai 
p. 17, K. Sastri's ed.

4. Ca refer to N è . ,  VI. 17, which enumerates the eight sthàyibhàvas and 
uses a ca after hàsa and &oka. According to Abhiuava, the use of the particle ca is 
intended to oonvey the inolusion of other varieties of the eight sthàyibhàvas. It is not 
however clear w hat theso varieties are.

5. Does etad ( in na cailan muner na sammalam ) refer to the interchangeabi
lity of vyabhiedribhdeas and sthàyibhàvas;  or to the fact that the sthàyibhàvas o f  
other rasas o&n induce an attitude leading to mok$a ?



130

that there w o u ld  be  o n ly  o n e 1 sàntarasa (  an d  n o t cou n tless  sàntarasas )  be
cau se  o f  its be in g  the cau se  o f  o n e  single result, n am ely  moksa, then  even 
vira and  raudra w o u ld  have to  be  regard ed  as o n e  rasa becau se  b o th  lead to 
o n e  single result, n am ely  d estru ction  ( o f  o n e ’ s en em y ). O th ers say that all 
the sthàyibhâvas, rati, e tc ., b e c o m e  m erged  togeth er, ju st as ( d ifferen t flavours 
m erge togeth er ) in a b ev era g e ,1 2 3 4 an d  w hen so  m erged  they b e c o m e  the 
sthàyibhâvas ( o f  sànta) .  But becau se  d ifferent states o f  m in d  c a n n o t c o 
exist at o n e  tim e, and  b eca u se  ( som e  ) are m utually  an ta gon istic , even  this is 
n o t  a very  attractive  thesis.

W h a t then is the sthàyibhàva o f  sànta ? T h e  rep ly  is as fo llo w s  :3 
k n o w le d g e  o f  the truth a lo n e  is the m eans o f  atta in ing  moksa an d  so  it w ou ld  
be  p ro p e r  to  regard that a lon e  as the sthàyibhàva o f  moksa* K n o w le d g e  
o f  the truth  is ju s t  an oth er n am e fo r  k n o w le d g e  o f  the Self. T h e  k n ow led ge  
o f  an y  o b je c t  oth er  than the S e lf is the k n ow led g e  o f  w o rld ly  o b je c ts .5 F or 
an yth ing  that is d ifferent fr o m  the Self is n oth in g  bu t n o n -se lf. O u r  teacher 
has d ea lt w ith  this at grea t length . A n d  w e have g o n e  in to  it in som e  detail
e lsew here, and so  at this m om en t there is n o  p o in t  in d ila tin g . T h e re fo re ,6
________ ________ )

1. E k o  rasa li means sà n ta ra sa  since the whole of the preceding discussion 
is concerned with b in t  a ra s a  and is intended to show how all the s th à y ib h â v a s  can be 
connected with k à n ta ra sa . To this it was replied, on p. 108, that (1) tho different 
s th à y ib h â v a s  would cancel one another out, with the result that there would be not a 
single s th à y ib h à v a  for kd nta , and (2) such a view would lead to not one rapa  (called 
éà n ta ra sa  ) but to an infinite number of k a n ta ra sa s  depending on the divergent atti
tudes and approaches of different persons. The opponent replies to this by saying that 
since all these s th à y ib h â v a s  ( helping the emergence of éân^arasa ) would lead finally 
to m o k fa . there would not be an infinity of sa n ta ra sa s , but only one. T o this the reply 
is given on p. 109 : (t In that case since both v ira  and r a u d r a  lead to a single result, 
namely destruction of one’s enemy, they too would have to be regarded as constituting 
a single r a sa  ” . But we are not absolutely certain of this interpretation.

2. Tho comparison with p à n a k a r a sa  is used again and again, both in the
L o ca n a  and in the A b h in a v a b h à r a l i . Cf. A .B h , p. 286 I f t  3 ^ ^ Î 3

I See also the N  à . Vol. I., p. 287 ff.
3. After n cy a te  begins the s id d h à n la  view*.
4. The word m oksa  in the phrase : ffvT ^  iR dl is odd. One

expects kànte.
6. 3TRmT3i 5qfcff<Tti*4 s fM ^ is  very clumsily worded. W e think the

distinction is between knowledge of the Self and ordinary knowledge ( cf. the Oitä  
distinction between v ijfiâ n a  and j f i d n a ) .  Whatever knowledge is different from the 
Self is simply worldly knowledge, j i lä n a m . The next sentence, paro h y  eva m  âtm à  
a n à tm a iv a  syàt is also very clumsy. How are we to understand p a r o  ? W’ e would 
expect the noun governed by this adverb to be in the ablative : “  different from the 
S e lf” . Kaghavan records the reading û tm a n â , instrumental singular, which would 
also be irregular, but somewhat better than the nominative. Note that we read ri?aya- 
s y a iv a  instead of v isa y a sy e o a .

6. It is im portant to realise that at this point Abbinava abandons practical 
considerations of drama, and gives the philosophic base underlying his views on kdnta. 
It is not different from the philosophical justification of an Advaitin — the additions 
from his school of Kashmir S'aivism are very slight.
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the Atman a lon e  p ossessed  o f  such pure qualities as k n ow led ge , bliss, e tc /, 
and d e v o id  o f  the en joy m en t o f  im agined  se n se -o b je c ts , is the sthàyibhàva ó f  
k'anta. Its status as a sthàyibhàva shou ld  n o t be expla ined  in the sam e term s 
as the status, as a sthàyibhàva, in the case o f  o th er  sthàyibhàvas (  i .e .  there is 
a great d ifferen ce  betw een the Atman's status as a sthàyibhàva an d  the oth er 
sthàyibhàvas’ status as sthàyibhàvas). F o r  rati, e tc ., w h ich  ar ise  an d  d is
appear du e  to  the em ergence and  d isappearance o f  their respective causes, are 
called sthàyibhàvas in so  far as they attach  them selves fo r  som e tim e to the 
canvas1 (  w all )  in the fo rm  o f  the àtman w hich  is o f  an u nchanging  nature 
relative to  them . But k n ow led ge  o f  the truth is the canvas beh in d  a ll e m otion s , 
and so  it is the m ost stable o f  a ll the sthàyibhàvas. It transform s all the 
states o f  m ind  such  as lov e , etc ., in to  transitory feelings, an d  its status as a 
sthàyibhàva, h aving been  established by its very nature, need n o t be specifi
cally m en tion ed . A n d  th erefore  it is n ot p ro p e r  to  co u n t ( k n ow led ge  o f  the 
truth ) separately ( in ad d ition  to  the eight sthàyibhàvas). B etw een a lam é 
bull and a d eh orn ed  b u ll ,1 2 bullness (  w hich  is the generic p rop erty  present in 
both o f  the bu lls )  is n o t con s id ered  as a third thing. A n d  so  the num ber, viz. 
forty -n in e , o f  the bhàvas is n o t  d istu rbed . S h ou ld  on e  d em an d  to  k n ow  w hy 
then k n ow led ge  o f  the truth is separately  con s id ered  ( as a sthàyibhàva ) 
( by m e, A b h in a va gu p ta  ), w e rep ly  that it is so  because it can  be separately 
en joyed .3 F o r  w hereas rati, e tc ., can  be the subject o f  ord in ary  p ercep tion  
( in their pure fo r m  ) ,  w ith ou t be ing  m in g led  w ith  anyth ing else, the nature 
o f  the S elf is ( o f  c o u r s e )  not the su b ject o f  ord in ary  p ercep tion  in its pu re 
form  w ith ou t being  m ingled  w ith anyth ing else, the w ay rati e tc ., are. (  But ) 
even th ou gh  in its pu re  nature4 it is o f  an indeterm inate fo r m , still w hen  
it is investigated at the tim e o f  the return fro m  abstract m ed ita tion ,5 6 it in
variably appears as m ingled  w ith various m ental states.

O rü let it ap pear like that (  i. e. let the nature o f  the S e lf ap pear as 
you say, soiled  by the various m ental states ). Still y ou  ca n n o t con s id er  as

1. Is this comparison of the Atman to the canvas of the painter found else* 
where ? W e know that it occurs several times in the Yoijavâ#ifthafnahArâmâyana.

2. Alunda cannot of course mean shaven here. The practice is to cut the horns 
of bulls so that they cannot harm anyone.

3. The reading as printed by Raghavun is : arwR"
l But Iie D0fces readings in M. & G. which have : 3i^rrfìr

1 w,ìic,ì seems to us to give a more rational 
sense. As for the next sentonce, we think it means that tho Atman is not laukika• 
prutitigocara as is rati, etc., because it is not mixed with any other form.

4. Svagatam means, according to Srinivasa Shastri, araswun ätmani.
5. On vyn tthan ay  see Y o g a s iilra s , III. 0, and HI. 37.
6. It would appear from this concession, bhà^cUtint vâ lohe ta th â t that this is 

Abhimiva speaking. This means that the last sentence iu the preceding paragraph 
must belong to the Purvapnkjiu. But what precisely his point would be, we fail to see,
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sthâyibhàvas all p ossib le  stable m o o d s  o f  the m ind, fo r  they are o f  n o  use so 
far as the ( eight ) rasas actually  m entioned  ( by  Bharata ) are concerned. 
T hey rather deserve to  be regarded as transitory feelings and n o t  otherwise 
( i .  e. n o t as sthâyibhàvas). A n d  thus on ly  can  the statem ent { praghat taka) 
that there are in all forty-n in e bhàvas be  justified . T h is nature o f  the Self 
ca n n ot be said to be transitory because it w ou ld  be im possible, unim agi
native ( avaicitryavaha ) and im proper. Santa is the nature o f  the Self. 
Bharata has designated it ( i .  e. the nature o f  the S e l f )  by the w ord  sama. 
I f  that sam e (n a tu re  o f  the S e lf )  is ca lled  sama or nirveda, there is no 
ob je ct io n . O nly (n o t e  th a t )  sama is a different (k in d  o f )  state o f  mind 
( a ltogether ). A n d  this ( special )  nirveda is ( on ly  apparently ) sim ilar to 
the nirveda that arises from  other causes such as poverty , etc. A lthough 
their causes are different, (  nonetheless, because ) they are sim ilar, they 
are bo th  called  nirveda. T h is is sim ilar ( to  w hat takes p lace  in ) love, 
fear, etc. ( 7 ) 1 T h erefore  the nature o f  the S e lf is itself the know led ge of 
the T ruth , and it is a lso  tranquillity . Further ( tathà ca) rati, e tc ., are 
( o n l y )  particu lar dark co lo ra tion s  ( kàlusyoparàgavisesàh) o f  the Self (or 
o f  Cantal). H aving  by  m eans o f  con tinu ed  con cen tra tion  realised its form  as 
be in g  p u re, though  conn ected  with them  ( i. e. rati, etc. ) , there is even at the 
tim e o f  w ithdraw ing from  m editation  ( vyutthàna), com p lete  tranquility ( o f  
the spiritual aspirant, the sàdhaka ). A s has been said : prasàntavàhità sam- 
skàràt1 2 3 4 5. This entire co lle ction  o f  ord inary  and extraordinary  states o f  mind 
can  becom e  the helper o f  the m a jor  ( em otion  ) k n ow n  as k n ow led ge  o f  the 
T ruth . Its anubhàvas are anubhàvas helped by  yama, niyama, etc., and also 
the svabhàvàbhinayas3 w hich  will be described  in the three chapters begin
n ing  with upàngàbhinaya. A n d  so  they ( i. e. these anubhàvas )  are concerned 
with sàntarasa itself. T h is itself is its nature ( i . e .  the nature o f  säntarasa )}  
T h e vibhàvas are the grace o f  G o d , e tc .6 A n d  love  etc., w hich  are soon 
to  be com p lete ly  d estroyed , can  be  aesthetically en joyed  in sànta (as 
subsidiary, m om entary  elem ents ). Just as the vyabhicàri “ eagerness”  appears 
as im portant in lo v e -d u rin g -sep a ra tion  o r  even in lo v e -d u r in g -u n io n , as said 
in the phrase : “  love  w hose festivity never com es to  an end ”  ;6 and just as 
augrya, a vyabhicarin, appears as p rom inent in raudra; and ju st as nirveda,

1. We simply oanuot understand the simile ra lib h a y â d ir iv a .
2. V oijfi.iälra , 111. 10. But we cannot understand what bearing this has on 

the word praédntiU ù  used by Abhinava in the preceding sentence.
3. We caunot make out what w a b h â vâ h h in a ya  means. The phrase upaitfü* 

b h in a y û d y a d h y ü y a lra y e  refers to chaps. V1U, IX, and X of the N é
4. We are not sure we have understood a ya m  eva h i svabhâvah .
5. Drop the comma after p a ra m e& oa rd n u yra h a p ra bh rta ya h  and add a 

full stop.
(j. T ô p a m va ta c ird ja , I. 14.
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dhrti ( firmness o f  m ind ), tràsa ( fear ) and harsa ( j o y  ), though really vyabhi- 
càribhàvas, appear as prom inent in karunci, vira, bhayànaka and adbhuta\ so  
in sàntarasa, jugupsä ( disgust ), etc., appear predom inantly , since they are 
completely op p osed  to  lov e .1 F o r  in the mahàvrata (  cerem ony  ) on e  carries
about a hum an s k u l l ......................(  obscu re  ) .2 A t the tim e o f  begetting a son
(by  a w id o w )  from  her b ro th e r -in -la w , anoin tm ent o f  o n e ’s ow n  b o d y  
( with oil )  has been recom m en ded  w ith a view to  creating a sense o f  dis
gust.8 F or the m an w h o  has d on e  all that m ust be d on e  with regard to  his 
Self, ( i. e. w ho has realised the true nature o f  his S e l f ) ,  his efforts are all 
for prom oting  the g o o d  o f  other p eop le , and so his energy takes the form  o f  
an effort that is p rom p ted  by  the w ish to  help others. T h is is a synonym  
for com passion , and it is very intim ately con n ected  with iànta. A n d  so  som e 
people call sàntarasa, dayàvïra ( com p a ssion a te  heroism  ) and som e ca ll it 
dharmavira ( religious heroism  ) because o f  the intensity o f  this energy 
(utsàha) w hich  becom es its vyabhicàribhàva.

O bjection  : “  Energy is based on  egoism  as its essence, w hereas santa 
consists prim arily in a loosen in g  o f  egoism . ”  ( R ep ly  : )  It is not im p rop er 
for an o p p os in g  m o o d  to  be a vyabhicàribhàva ( in Santa ) , fo r  we find, fo r  
instance, nirveda ( as a vyabhicàribhàva) in love. In the verse “  W ith  the 
forest-ground overgrow n  with grass as m y bed and other sim ilar stanzas, 
we find a high degree o f  utsàha in helping others. T here is n o  state that is 
devoid o f  utsàha. F or  in the absence o f  desire and e ffort, on e  w ou ld  be like 
a stone. A n d  so because on e  has u nderstood  the higher ( S e lf ) and the low er 
(S e l f ) ,  there is nothing left to  d o  with regard to  o n e ’ s ow n  Self, and th erefore , 
for those w hose hearts are tranquil, to  g ive  their a l l- in -a ll ,  i. e. to  give their 
bodies, fo r  the sake o f  helping another is n ot con trary  to iànta. *' O ne shou ld  
preserve o n e ’ s s e lf” 8, such and sim ilar advice  is m eant in the sense o f  
guarding o n e ’ s b od y  and is m eant fo r  those w h o  have n o t realised their 
Self, because ascetics are n ot con cern ed  with guarding their bod ies at all. 
For it has been said :

1. The mnin point of this argument escapes as.
2. As Rnghavan has noted, this passage is extremely corrupt. |We are unable 

to make any sense of the lines ^

3. This is a reference to the fact, that when levirato takes place, it should be 
without any sexual desire, hut only for the sake of procreation. Therefore, in order 
to create a sense of disgust for the body, both partners smear themselves with fou l- 
smelling oil. Jayaratha quotes a verse on this subject in his commentary to the 
Tant rät oka. Vol. XI, p. 73. ( Part II ).

4. N dgânattda  IV. 2.
5. Oautamadharmaaütraj I. 9, 35.
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“  T h e life -b re a th s  (  pranàh ) are the cau se  o f  a tta in ing  dharma, artlia, 
kama an d  moksa. W h e n  they are d estroy ed  w hat is n o t  d estroyed  ? W hen  
th ey  are gu a rd ed , w hat is n o t  g u a rd ed  ? (  i. e . all is gu a rd ed  ) ” .1

In  this stanza the m otiv e  ( nidàna )  f o r  the p reserva tion  o f  th e  b o d y  is 
sh ow n  to  be  its ca p a city  to  a ch ieve  the w e ll-k n o w n  fo u r  g o a ls  o f  life . In 
the case  o f  the m an w h o  has realised  his S e lf  (  h ow ev er  ), it is ( o fte n  ) heard, 
in  the co n te x t  o f  samnyàsa that he sh ou ld  th row  his b o d y  in to  w ater, fire or 
a p it .1 2 T h u s the id ea  is that ( s i n c e )  s o m e h o w  the b o d y  is to  be  renou nced  
(s o m e t im e  o r  o t h e r ) ,  i f  it be  g iven  up fo r  the sake o f  a n oth er , w hat w ould  
n o t  b e  a ch ie v e d ?  (  i. e. so m u ch  is th ereby  ga in ed  ) .  S h o u ld  o n e  argue  that 
J îm ütavàhana and o th ers  w ere n o t  ascetics , w e sh ou ld  ask h o w  that m atters to 
us ? 3 C erta in ly  they  had  atta ined to  k n o w le d g e  o f  the T ru th . F o r  it w ould  
b e  in co n ce iv a b le  that th ose  w h o  co n s id e r  their b o d y  as their sou l should 
a b a n d o n  fo r  the sake o f  o th ers the very b o d y  w h ich  is (  to  them  )  their a ll- 
in -a ll ,  fo r  (  in their case  there w o u ld  b e  n o )  u rge  fo r  dharma, etc. In a 
ba ttle , a w a rrior  has n o  in ten tion  o f  a b a n d o n in g  his b o d y  ( f o r  a religious 
c a u s e ) ,  b u t rather he enters ( t h e  b a t t le )  o n ly  in o rd e r  to  c o n q u e r  his 
en em y . ( In su ic id e  )  b y  ju m p in g  o f f  a c liff, e tc ., the m a in  ( p u rp o se  ) is the 
d esire  to  attain a m o re  b ea u tifu l b o d y  in the life  to  c o m e . T h e re fo re  what
ever d eed s , beg in n in g  w ith  the im p artin g  o f  (  spiritual )  a d v ice  an d  culm i
n ating  in the ren u n cia tion  o f  o n e ’ s b o d y ,  are p e r fo rm e d  in o r d e r  to  achieve 
the benefit o f  o th ers an d  w ith o u t re feren ce  to  o n e ’ s ow n  ben efit , are certainly 
in co n ce iv a b le  in the case o f  p e o p le  w h o  h ave  n o t atta ined  to  a k n ow led g e  o f  
the true nature o f  the Atman. A n d  they ( i. e . p e o p le  w h o  d o  these d eed s) 
are a lso  k n ow ers  o f  the T ru th . F o r  th ose  w h o  k n o w  ( t h e  T r u t h ) ,  there is 
lib era tion  in all the ( fo u r  ) stages (  dirama ) o f  life . T h is is (  w hat is taught) 
in the Smrtis an d  in the Srutis. A s  has been  said :

“  A  m an w h o  is a tta ch ed  to  w orsh ip  o f  the g o d s , w h o  is g rou n d ed  in 
the k n o w le d g e  o f  the T ru th , w h o  is g ra c io u s  to  guests, w h o , h av in g  perfor
m ed  the cerem on ia l rites to  his an cestors ( sràddha ) ,  g ives ou t w ea lth , even 
th ou g h  he be ( o n l y )  a h o u s e -h o ld e r , ( t h is  m a n )  is f r e e d ” . 4

H o w e v e r  ( kevalam ) in the case o f  B odh isattvas, e tc ., a lth ough  they 
h ave  k n o w n  the truth , there is, b eca u se  o f  their re lig iou s  ( o r  righ teou s) 
a c tio n s  sp rin g ing  fr o m  a desire to  d o  g o o d  to  oth ers and  ex p ected  b y  them to

1. Not; traced.
2. We should keep in mind the legend, still current in Kashm ir, ( see Panday,

“  A bh in a va tju jU a  ” , p. 23 ) that “  one day A bh inavagu pta ............... along with twelve
hundred disciples walked into the Bhairava cave and was never seen again. ”

3. Jimutaviihana was a Vidyädhnra. Abbinava replies : so what ?
4. Not traced.
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result in the benefit o f  others, a reappearance o f  a b o d y  appropriate to that 
(i. e. to those actions that they have perform ed ) . 1

Even in the case o f  rasas w hich  occu p y  a subsidiary position  ( in a 
poetic work ) , the attainm ent o f  “  repose **2 ( i. e. aesthetic en joym ent ) is 
met with, because that is on ly  appropriate to  their nature ( as rasas ). F or  
instance, ( in  the Râmàyana), in the case o f  Ram a when he obeys 
his father’s orders (  and goes into exile ), repose is met with in this, 
though this aesthetic repose is on ly subsidiary. T he same should  be under
stood in the case o f  srhgâra and other rasas ( when they occu p y  a subsi
diary position ’ in a p oetic  w ork  ). H ence although sântarasa* has com e 
to stay4 (in  the Nùgànanda ), it is not the m a jor  rasa, because ( in that play ) 
the achievement o f  the three goals o f  hum an life ( dharma, artha and kama ), 
with special em phasis on  helping others, is the final result in the case o f

1. We cannot decide whether this means that Bodhisattvns and others 
who give up their bodies for the sake of others are reborn on earth, i. e., whether this 
contains a veiled reference to the famous a p r a l i fth itan irvd n a  theory ( on which see
S. Lévi's tr. of the SMÉrrïfanfcôra, III, 3, note 4 — in brief a Bodhisattva never enters 
ATrriiaa but is reborn again and again svd ta n try tn a  in order to benefit mankind ) ; or 
whether Abbinava means that Bodhisattvas, etc., receive an appropriate body in 
heaven. Or could he even mean ( since heaven is u rather crude notion for Bodhi
sattvas and Jivanmuktas ) that the Bodhisattvas receive the dh arm ak âya  ?

2. Vikrànlilâbhah really mean? rasapratitih.
3. A passage from the A . B h.t Vol. II, p. 451 ( abhyâya 18 ) has an important 

bearing on this issue. Here ie the San?krit text :
«rânMi, srìftj srrar- 

3  chi T Hró TTTfwtt, I
cT̂TTfa KÎÏ ffiì cT̂T:

e0<jR< l̂rCKi«4l3IMrnclt*JlvMHv I  ̂ ^
wfq- f e t o W i w w s h  ct̂  i

The passage has been translated by Professor Wright, B S O A S, Voi. 26, 1963, 
p. 115: “ Thusvira, raudra, tnlgdra (are used there) respectively, occurring in 
these works by being engendered by ( the aims of the character portrayed ) dharmat 
artha and kama, while sdnta and bibhalsa occur in connexion with moksa. But not 
every character can carry the main role in this ( latter ) case, only the occasional 
saint. Although in the nâtakat frinta or bibhalsa m ay  be the principal rasa when 
mokfa is the principal goal, this is not a common practice, so they, although en
gendered by the best of hitman aims ( the character's pursuit of moksa ) are consider
ed subordinate to the other rasas -  vira, raudra, and êrngâra. Thus the main rasa 
of a drama is really governed by the purusdrtha it portrays, but other rasas occur 
in support of it as a result of the variety of subject matter included.

4. What does Abbinava mean by 3TcT ÇT \ \ ?*uGi««|sfir ?
How are we to take sth d yitra  ? We can translate as “  firmly entrenched ” , i  e.# 
Abbinavagupta is simply insisting that édiU arasa  is actually present in the N ä gä «  
landa.

XX
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Jîmfitavâhana.1 With this thought in mind, Bharata will say ( NS>XVIIT. 11 ) 
while defining a Nàtaka, that “  it is possessed o f qualities such as wealth, 
flirtatious ways, etc. ” .2 This means that a dramatist should introduce 
into the Nàtaka all kinds of actions in which opulence and flirtation are pre
dominant and in which emphasis is placed on the two goals o f  life, artha 
and kàma, because such actions have the charming purpose o f winning a 
sympathetic response from all people ( i. e. because such actions have a 
universal appeal ). We will describe this in that very section ( dealing with 
the definition o f a Nàtaka ). With this in mind, Bharata will not prescribe 
any jàtyamsaka in sàrtia.3  Hence the view ( o f some ) that sàntarasa does 
not exist in as much as Bharata has not prescribed any jàtyamsaka in its 
case, is refuted.

Others however say : “  Jîmütavàhana saved an old woman who needed 
protection, and who said: ‘ Oh son, who will save y ou ?*4 He had no

1. B y  s a y in g  th a t êânta  is a p ra d h d n a , A b h in a v a  is n ot n ecessa rily  sa y in g  
th a t idntarasa  can  n ever be p rad h d n a , b u t o n ly  th a t i t  is n o t th e p m d h d n a ra sa  in  th is 
p a rt icu la r  p la y . B u t it  is an o d d  sta tem en t, s in ce  if  any em otion  is p r om in en t in th e 
^ d g d n a n d a  it  is idnta . È rn gd ra  is b r ie f in its  a p p ea ra n ce , and vira  a lm ost n on -ex isten t. 
P erhaps A b h in a v a  w as c o n c e d in g  a p o in t  b e la b ou red  b y  his c r it ics . B u t i f  he does  n ot 
a llow  sàntarasa  as pradhdna  in th is p la y , w h ere  w as it  pradhdna  ? F o r  th is  is the 
on ly  p la y  A b h in a v a  q u o tes  in th e  c o n te x t  o f  êâ n la ra sa ) and in deed  th e  o n ly  p la y  that 
all the ea r ly  w r ite rs  q u o te . T h e re fo re , b y  im p lic a t io n , it  w o u ld  seem  th a t A b h in ava  
c o n ce d e s  th a t fanta  is n ev er  th e  p ra d h d n a ra sa  in dram a. B u t thon w h a t d oes  he m ean 
by s a y in g  th a t it  is th e  m ost im p o rta n t ( and he uses the very  w ord  pradhdna  ), o f  all 
the rasas 1 S ee  L ocana  on th e  th ird  U d d yo ta , p. 394 :

t: soT R cnr: l
2. . V i ,  X V I I I .  11 ( G. O. S., V o l. I I ,  p. 488 ) :

I %  f r a r a  h t o  ii

“  T h a t w h ich  is ca lle d  ndtaka is a cco m p a n ie d  b y  d iv erse  k in ds o f  sp en d ou r  ( i. e* 
a c c o r d in g  to  A b h in a v a , by  th e  m a g n ificen ce  o f  dharma9 a rlh a } kdma and moha  ) 
( in gen era l ), and  ( in p a rt icu la r  ) it  is p ossessed  o f  such  q u a lit ies  as w ea lth , flirta tiou s 
w ays, e tc . I t  is r ich  in aûkas ( a cts  ) and pravesakas ( m in or scen es ) ” .

3. T he to p ic  o f  th e  jdtyam&ikas  is d iscu ssed  in stanzas 1 -13 o f  th e  N S  X X I X  
( V o l. I V  o f  th e  G. O. S. ed . ). T h is  sam e o b je c t io n  is ra ised  in the A . Bh.> V o l. IV , 
p. 78 : nanu iân târast na kenacid améakena gdnam uktam . T h e re p ly  th a t A b h in a v a  
g iv e s  is cu r iou s  : vismarana&lo 1 si, 8mnrya$e(le) uktam h i -  na {dntarasapradhdnald 
prayoga^ya bhavati. sa io 'p i  ( s u r e ly  w e m u st read  sann apt) h i rasdnlaroparakla  
eva prayogayogyo ndnyatheti. Bub w here has th is  been said ? N o t  in th e  itse lf. 
N or  d o  w e find th is  a c tu a lly  q u o te d  in the A . Bh. P erh aps A b h in a va  is in fa c t  
re fe rr in g  to  th is idea  (a n d  n o t  th e a ctu a l w o r d s )  as ex p la in ed  in th e  A . Bh. in the 
f in ta r  asaprakar ana. T h e  passage is pu zz lin g .

4. Nägänanda I V ,  10. S a iik h a cù d a ’s m oth er is sp ea k in g , a sk in g  w h o w ill save

her son : IT TfeTxfiTSTB rfTT t RtTPïï ?
J u st a t th a t m om en t J îm ü ta và h a n a  a p p ea rs  ( nauv aham ) and  offers to  h e lp  ( amba, 
Tn» bhaisik ). T h e  m oth er had said  she w ou ld  end  her ow n  life  as w e ll ( I V ,  under 
v. 20 —  tad ihaiva tvayâ saha m ari?ydm i)9 so J îm ü ta và h a n a  saves h er l i fe  by  his 
a c t io n  to o .
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power. He wanted to harm nobody.”  We agree with this. Should it be
further argued that there is no pow er,............o f Bodhisattvas ( ? ) .  But the
Sàstra does not teach by means of kàkatàlìya(nyàya) (7 ) .1 Therefore it is 
proved : utsäha is principally intended ( in this play and therefore vira is the 
major rasa ), and it is characterised by compassion.1 2 ( In the Nàgànanda ) 
other moods ( like love for Malayavati, detachment, etc.,) become subsidiaries 
according to the circumstances ( yathayogam ).3 4 As has been said :

sreRRRîfà | 4

And so we have refuted the contention that anubhävas cannot exist because 
o f a complete absence o f action ( in the case of the man who is iania ). When, 
however, one has reached the culminating state ( of sànta ) and all anubhävas 
are absent, this ( hànta ) cannot be represented. In love and sorrow, etc.,also, 
in the culminating stages,5 it is correct that there is no possibility o f represen
tation.

Sympathetic identification however is possible for those who have 
( planted ) in them the samskàras that are the seeds o f such knowledge of the 
Truth. As Bharata will say :

"  People devoid o f passion ( take delight ) in moksa 6

1. èaktib cûsya na käcid bo sdsJram upadi&ati : we ca n n ot, in sp ite  o f  
rep eated  a ttem p ts  an d  d ev iou s  e x p la n a tion s , m ake any sense o f  th is passage.

2. T h is is v e ry  cu riou s , fo r  in the Locana ( p . 3 9 3 ) A b h in a va  has said th a t 
dayâvïra, is on ly  a n oth er  nam e fo r  èântarasa and th at it  is n ot t o  be reg a rd ed  as a 
va riety  o f  virarasa, s in ce  B h arata  has re cog n ised  on ly  three v a rie t ie s , dânavira, 
dharmavira and yuddhavira. N ow  he has ju s t  said th at käntarasa is n ot th e 
pradhdnarasa o f  the Nâyânanda. B u t dayâvïra is. H ow  are w e to  so lve  th is  c o n 
tra d ic t io n  ?

3. D oes th is passage, anye tu vy abbicar ino} etc ., mean th a t in the Nâyâ
nanda oth er em otion s  lik e  lo v e  fo r  M a la ya va ti, d e ta ch m en t, e tc ., b e com e  su bsid iary  
to  dayâvïra a c c o r d in g  to  c ircu m sta n ces  ?

4. Yogasütra, IV . 27. W e  d o n ’ t kn ow  w h a t A b h in a v a  m eaus.
5. W h a t is th e  cu lm in a tin g  stage  o f karunarasa —  death  ?

6. T h is  is N è.y X X V I I ,  58. Ib is one o f A b h in a v a ’s m ost im p orta n t reasons 
fo r  th in k in g  th at B harata rea lly  d id  fee l th a t there w as such  a th in g  as moksa th a t 
co u ld  be d ra m a tica lly  treated  and d isp la y ed  on th e  stage. H ere  is the verse  :

ci^nr: wïr f^Ttrr: ïwnnf-stà i mçr r̂«r n
“  Y o u n g  p e o p le  are d e lig h ted  w ith  ( w a tch in g  sp ecta c le s  o f  ) lo v e , the learn , 

ed  w ith  ( w a tch in g  s p e cta c le s  con cern ed  w ith  ) d o c tr in a l m atters ( p h ilo sop h y  ), th ose  
in terested  in w ealth  are d e lig h ted  w ith  (w a tc h in g  sp ecta c le s  c o n c e r n in g )  m ateria l 
ga in , and th ose w ith o u t passion  are in terested  in ( sp ecta c le s  d e a lin g  w ith  ) moksa ” .

T h is  is c e r ta in ly  cu riou s , fo r  on e w on d ers  ju s t  w here B h arata  w ou ld  in c lu d e  such 
sp e c ta c le s , i. e. u nder w h at rana ? I t  is od d  th a t he sh ou ld  be s ilen t on such  an 
im p orta n t p o in t. P erh ap s th e  verse  is n ot by  B harata  h im self. N ote  v erse  61 :

W h a t w ou ld  th e  rasa  be o f  such  dharmükhyânaa and purânaa ?
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( After all, ) not everybody is always sympathetic to everything. For 
instance, a man whose nature is heroic ( wilt not sympathetically identify with 
a character ) in bhayanaka. Objection : “  How can a heroic type o f person 
take any delight in such a presentation ? ” 1 The reply is : in a work 
where this (sàrtia) is presented, surely there is one or other o f  the (other 
rasas) such as srngàra, vira, etc. since the work is intended to be 
useful to the goals o f life ( other than liberation ). Its aesthetic relish is 
grounded in sänta ( however ). In Prahasanas, etc. too, where hàsya, etc., 
are principal, the aesthetic relish is grounded in other rasas which arise 
in their wake ( anunispàdi ). According to some, the justification for the 
exposition of the different drama-types is the intention to cater to aesthetic 
enjoyment in the case o f different kinds o f spectators ( adhikärin ). There
fore säntarasa does exist. And so in ( certain ) old manuscripts,1 2 after 
the passage3 “  we will show how the sthàyibhàvas develop into the rasas ” , 
is read the definition of sànta in the phrase *' What is called sàrtia has 
for its sthàyibhàvas sama, ”  etc. In this connection, the aesthetic enjoy
ment o f all rasas is similar to that o f sànta, because it ( i. e. this 
aesthetic enjoyment ) is turned away from actual sense-object contact. [ Be
cause we are particularly concerned with one rasa, except that it is mixed with

1. In  th e Locana A b b in a v a  bas s im p ly  re p lie d  to  th is im p orta n t question  
w ith  an a rrog a n t respon se ( p. 392-393 ). H ere  he con sid ers  it  m ore ser iou sly  ( the 
Locana w as w ritten  b e fo re  the Abhinavabhüratï, fo r  we find th a t the A J ih .  re fers  to

the Locana, e. g . p. 343, V o l. I : cTW l )
B u t it  is in te res tin g  th a t his rep ly  m akes bad sense. F or  he is sa y in g  that 

th ere  are o th er  rasas in every  sänta p la y  w hich  w ill a p p ea l to  oth er p e o p le . This 
is o f cou rse  tr u e , bu t n o t a r e p ly  to  the im p orta n t o b je c t io n  th a t kànta is not an 
em otion  th at b e lon g s  to  m ankind u n iv ersa lly , w hereas the o th er  rasas a re . H e  fails to 
ca tch  the p o in t  th a t it  is q u a lita tiv e ly  d iffe ren t from  the exa m p le  he cou n ters  w ith , 
n am ely  th at a vira  w ill ta k e  no p leasure in bhayünaha. H e m ig h t n o t , b u t he cou ld , 
s in ce  he m ust be aw are o f fear in h im self th ou gh  it m ay n ot be dom in an t. Cf. the 
cu riou s  rem arks on p. 323 o f  the A. Bh.t V o l. I, last 3 sen ten ces  o f  th e  first paragraph .

2. F rom  th is passage : cT*TT ^  e tc ., it  is c lea r  that
kàntarasa was defin ed , in certa in  M SS before all th e oth er  rasas, and n ot after them. 
F or these w o rd s , athâyibhâvün, e tc ., are  the last w ords b e fo re  the d e scr ip tio n  o f  the 
e ig h t  rasas. B u t n ote  th a t in * th e  A. Bh. A b b in a v a  does  n ot com m en t d ir e c t ly  on 
w h a tev er he read there. W h y  ? Is ifc because he d id  n ot b e lieve  it  was p a rt o f  the 
N É  ? I t  is in fa c t  q u ite  p ossib le  th a t th is se ction  ou kàntarasa was a to ta lly  separate 
•• book  ” , n ot in ten d ed  to  fit in to  the N É  a t a ll .  In any case , it  cou ld  n ot have com e 
a t th e  en d  o f  the rasa section , i. e. the end o f tho s ixth  adhyâya as it is p r in ted  in the 
G . O. S. e d it ion .

3 . D oes he mean : ( a ) “  I  d o  n ot have t ò ^ a i n  m y te x t  o r  ( b ) c* I t  is 
g iv en  in the b eg in n in g  on ly  in som e book s  ”  ? T h e im p lica tion  is th a t m ost MSS 
d id  n o t con ta in  a éântarasaprakararta. O d d ly  en ough  A b h in a v a  d oes  n ot ju s tify  this 
om m isaion.
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other latent mental impressions (vàsanà). 7 ] 1 In order to indicate that 
p ( sànta ) is at the root o f all ( rasas ), it was named at the beginning. 
In ordinary worldly dealings, one does not mention separately a thing 
common to all, and so its sthäyin was not separately given. But even a thing 
which is common to a number o f  other things deserves to be separately 
reckoned by the discriminating man, and so it {sàntarasa) has become separate 
as the object o f cognition in the form of the aesthetic enjoyment o f the 
spectator who is admitted to be a discriminating reader. In the Itihäsas, the 
Purcmas, dictionaries, etc., we hear of nine rasas as well as in the revered 
Siddhàntasàstra. Thus it is said :

“  He should display the eight rasas in the places alloted to the eight 
gods. And in the centre he should display sàntarasa in the place o f the 
supreme God ( Siva ) 1 2

/
Its vibhävas are vairàgya, fear o f samsara, etc. Santa is known through 

the portrayal o f these. Its anubhàvas are thinking about moksa-texts, etc. 
Its vyabhicàribhàvas include world-weariness, wisdom, contentment (dhrti), 
etc. And as bhakti and sraddhà which are directed towards meditation on 
God and which are reinforced by smrti, mati, dhrti and utsaha, are in any case 
(anyathaiva) helpful (to  sànta), neither of them should be counted as a 
separate rasa. Here is a Sahgrahakàrìkà on this matter :

“  Santa rasa is to be known as that which arises from a desire to 
secure the liberation of the Self, which leads to a knowledge o f the Truth, 
and is connected with the property of highest happiness 3

1. W e  ca n n ot arrive at a m ean in g  fo r  this sentence.
2. Thi9 refers, m o9t lik e ly , t o  th e  d raw in g  o f  a m y st ic  c ir c le  ( calera ) as

p ra c tised  in T a n tr ic  rituals. T h e e ig h t  god 9  are rep resen ted  on th e ou ts id e  o f the 
c ir c le . B y  pradarsayet p robab ly  “  likhet ”  is m eant. The po iu t is th at one draw9 the 
g o d s , and then w rites  in underneath  th e  rasa th at a ccom p a n ies  them . T h ere  is one 
d ifficu lty  h ow ev er : devadeva m ust re fe r  to  S 'iva. N ow  in the KÊ, V I .  44 (V o l. I ,  
p. 299 ) S'iva is g iv en  as the g o d  o f  raudrurasa  ( raudro rudradhidaivatyah  ). M ore
ov er , in  the A . Bh. com m en ta ry  on th a t stan za , A b h in a v a  bas a ssoc ia ted  éântarasa 
w ith  th e  B u ddh a  ! “  3%: 3TT=W % T: I B u t aa th is
is a q u o ta tio n  from  a d ifferen t ( and u n tra ced  ) sou rce , it  need n ot a g ree  w ith  the NiS, 
One can a lso tak e  râpa to  refer to  th e  actu a l p ic to r ia l rep resen tation . Pradarsayet 
w ou ld , th ere fore , m ean {t draw  ” . One shou ld  draw  each  of the g od s  a c c o r d in g  to  the 
rasa, i. e. such and such  a g o d  lo o k in g  an gry  ( vaudra  ), another lo o k in g  am orous 
( hriïgâra ), e tc ., and Siva sh ou ld  be show n in samtldhi. In  the orig in a l, th e g e n itiv e  in 
ajtànâm devänäm m ig h t also be taken as used in the sense o f sambandha ( <h$tadeva- 
aambaddhân rasân ). T h e  idea is th a t th e  e ig h t rasas are to  be p ic to r ia lly  rep resen ted  
as sy m b olised  by the e ig h t presid in g  g o d s , i. e., by m eans o f  the ch a r a c te r is t ic  form s o f  
the e ig h t  gods.

3. T h is is a verse a ctu a lly  fou n d  in the s o -c a l le d  sântarasaprakarana o f  the 
N ii  ( p. 333 , V o l. I , A . Bh ), in tro d u ce d  w'ith the w ord s  : atrâryâh êlokàé ca bhavanti

(  Continued on next pay*
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By the three adjectives qualifying sànta in this verse, the vibhàvas, sthàyi- 
bh'ava and anubhàvas are shown respectively.

Various feelings, because o f their particular respective causes arise 
from sànta ( a state o f  mental calm ). But when these causes disappear, they 
melt back into sànta ” . 1

In this verse and others it has been summarily shown that sànta is the 
source of ( all ) other rasas.

As for the statement that will be made by Bharata2 to the effect that 
in the Dima ( type of drama ) there are six rasas, excluding both Imsya 
and srngàra,3  here is what is meant : by giving the definition : "  It is based 
on a composition with an exciting rasa” , there can be no question at 
all o f sànta, as it is opposed to raudra which is predominant ( in the 
Dima ). So what is the point o f ( separately ) excluding it ? Since sànta

C on tin u ed  f r o m  p reviou s page )

( which is really incorrect, since there are only two à ryâs and three klokas. The dual 
d rye , therefore, should have been used ). The reading is slightly different. The last line 
reads : T̂FciX̂ iï «TIR HRRRî I It is clear from this quotation that Abhinava
is not commenting on the actual passage of the N é .

The following remark of Abhinava does not seem to agree with the stanza. 
For how can nihéreyasa  be said to represent an anubhdoa ? The first two correspond, 
but not the third.

1. N ò , V I, 87, p. 335.
2. See N ò ', Vol. I l l ,  p. 105.
3. This is N é .  18. 85, under the definition of D im a . Here is the passage 

from the N é ,  X V III, 83 ff. ( Vol. I l ,  p. 443 G. O. S. ed. )
fe rw ïï g  3 5 T srwrrftf i

% fer: i
Il

And verse 88 : I
Now Abhinava’s argument is this : D im a  deale mainly with raudrarasa . 

There can bo no question of Sànta at all, and so tanta was not specifically excluded by 
Bharata. We can also translate the sentence 3  etc., as
follows : “ Since sànta is impossible, what else can be excluded but êrngüra and hàsyaì 
by the phrase ‘ viz. the D im a  has as its source ( i. e. is based on ) an exciting theme ’ ? 
Had he said ( merely ) that it can be associated with six rasas ( and had he not said 
dip tarasah àvyayon ih  ), then there would be the undesirable contingency of that 
( i. e. éïn la  ) being included. ”  As for the sentence 317% 3  HTr f̂^T «T cî^l-

( p. 116 ), we think the na should be dropped ( Raghavan notes that MS8. 
M and G omit it ). If we do so, the translation of the sentence will be as follows : 
“  But Santa uses only the sätloati style, and therefore this ( qualification, namely 
êüU vatydrabhatiorttisam pannah  ) is quite sufficient to exclude it. ”

(  C on tin u ed  on next page
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is impossible and since the Dima has as its source ( i. e. since it is based 
on) an exciting ras#, what else can be excluded ( but kànta ) ? 1 Had he 
( only ) said that it can be associated with six rasas, excluding krngâra and 
hàsya, (without adding the qualifying phrase diptarasakavyayonih ), hanta 
would not have been excluded. Objection : “  This quarter stanza ( diptarasa- 
kàvyayonih ) excludes koruna, bibhatsa and bhayânaka as predominant rasas. ”  
This is not true, because when (he says) that the ( Dima) is associated 
with the styles called Sàttvatì and Àrabhatì* they are automatically excluded 
( since they belong to the style Kaikiki ). But kanta uses only the Sàttvatì 
style, and therefore this ( qualification ) alone would not be enough to exclude 
it. And therefore the definition of the Dima, far from arguing against the 
existence o f kànta, is evidence for its existence. Srngâra however would be 
possible ( in a Dima ) because ( demons ) make love in a violent manner.3 

Hàsya is helpful to srngâra and therefore only their exclusion was specifically 
mentioned, because both are possible ( and only a possible thing can be 
excluded, but not an impossible thing such as kànta).

Because (kànta) is common to all (rasas), it would be improper to 
name especially a colour4 or god5 ( that is appropriate to it, as one has * 1 2 3 4 5

Continued f r o m  p reviou s p age )

Abhinava’a point is this : all the six rasa* are d ip ta ra sa s, except for tónta. 
This word, therefore, excludes tónta, for otherwise there would be no point in saying 
d ip ia ra sa , ßince that is just what the other six are ( though this is in fact wrong, since 
there is no reason to believe that Bharata uses each adjective to exclude something ). 
Surely this «4 tautologous in the sense that it is an explanation of madrasa. Bharata is 
not so subtle as Abhinava wants him to be.

1. In an important article ( Vrtli in D aiarüpakavidhünädhytiya  of A b bin a va *
bhûratl, B. S . Ö. A . B. 1963, p. 113), Professor W right translates Abhinava’s comments 
on the D im a  passage. Unfortunately, he has been misled by the use of the word syâ t  
into misunderstanding the passage. The passage in the A . Bh. reads (V ol. II, p. 443, 
1-3 ) : TOHÎRT ^  J  5TRTFT ïrâfrT:

I This Professor Wriffht translates as follows : “ All is as in the 
nâtaka, the only difference is the incompleteness of sandhis and rasas. dipt a ran a — 
enjoins the use ot tónta since ( in its normal sense ) it would be ( tautological, being ) 
synonymous with the injunction that it should have six rasas to the exclusion of 
irn gdra  and hàsya  But frintasya p ra yoga h  syd d  does not mean “ enjoins the use 
of tónta ”  but precisely the opposite, namely that unless this adjective were there, 
éântarasa  would be included, which is precisely what is not wanted. iîântarrMn is 
excluded from the D im a , not included, as is clear from the & lnlara*aprakarana% 
P a ryd yen a  in the above quotation is obscure, and we can make no sense of it.

2. Note that bhayânaka  is associated with drahhati ! ( III, p. 106. )
3. Abhinava has taken this* notion of demons making love in a violent manner

from the N  è  definition of fia n d ra . Vol. I, p. 322 I 3TWR3T cf: l
4. The colour of .'ùnta is svaccha ( Vol. I, p. 'IV S sta cc h a p U rtn  lam ddbhntau),

5. The god of làuta  is, note this, Buddha ! N è ,  Vol. 1. p. 299 :
“ 5 ?:: i 3 5 t fcra: Jfjst 3T1



142 STRITI

done for the other rasas ), but they have been invented ( by some ). And so the 
reasonableness1 o f sànta has been shown. Its true nature is hàsya. ( ? ! ) * 2 

Vira and bibhatsa tend to lead towards it.3 Therefore there is in the case of 
sànta the advice about the practice of yama, niyama, meditation on God, etc. 
It stands to reason that it leads to a great result ( i. e. moksa ), as it eschews 
enjoyment ( of worldly objects) ( anupabhogitayà ),4- that it is more important 
than any other (rasa), and that it pervades the entire plot ( ? ) .  And so 
enough o f further elaboration.

What is the nature o f its true relish ? It is the following : The nature 
o f  the soul is tinged by utsàha, rati, etc., which are capable o f imparting 
their ( peculiar ) tinges to it. It is like a very white thread that shines through 
the interstices o f sparsely threaded jewels. It assumes the forms o f all the 
various feelings like love, etc., ( which are superimposed on it ), because all 
these feelings are capable o f  imparting their tinges to it. Even then ( tathà- 
bhàvenàpi ) it shines out ( through them ), according to the maxim that once 
this Atman shines, ( it shines for ever) . 5 It is devoid o f the entire collection 
of miseries which consist in ( i. e. which result from ) turning away 
( from the Atman ). It is identical with the consciousness o f the realisation of 
the highest bliss. It takes its effect through the process o f generalisation6 

in poetry and drama. It makes such a heart ( i. e. the heart o f the sensitive 
spectator or reader ) the receptacle o f an other-worldly bliss7 by inducing a 
peculiar kind o f introspection ( antarmukhàvasthàbheda ).

There are only these nine rasas, because only they deserve to be taught, 
as they are useful to the ( four ) goals o f life or are exceptionally pleasant.

♦ •» 1. Following the reading 71pà p a ltiê ca in M. and G. ( Raghavan, p. 116 ).
2. Does sattvabhârah  ‘mean sottvikabhavah  ? “  Its sâltrikahhàva  is hàsya  ” ?

But now can hàsya  be regarded as a sâttvikabhàva  ? Raghavan implies that this is 
corrupt. Perhaps we could emend as follows : stìnto hi hdso 's y d . H âsa  would stand 
for the smile of joy. Or one thinks of Siva’s attahdaa. Note the idea of the white 
colour associated with êânta.

3. Raghavan implies that this is corrupt. But perhaps the meaning is this : 
vira  and bibhatsa tend to lead towards êânta. B ibh atsa , because it creates ju gu psd } 
vira , because after nil it is the major rasa  of the N ägä n an d a .

4. We follow the reading anupabhogitayä  ( as in Raghavan’s 1940 ed. p. 105 ).
In the 1967 ed. ( p. 116 ), Raghavan has adopted the reading a b h in a yo p a yo g ìta yà . Thus 
the phrase a bh in a yop a yog ita yà  m ahàphalatvum  would mean : 4<It stands to reason that 
it leads to a great result ( namely moksa ) by reason of its being useful for acting.”  But 
we cannot see in what sense cau be said to be “  useful for acting ” , nor how
its being useful for acting would lead to m oksa .

5. This is only a partial analogy, and we cannot know exactly what Abbinava
meant.

6. Is sàdhàranatùyà  a reference to sadhtiranikaraya  ? I.e . do the vibhâvas 
etc., undergo the process of depersonalisation necessary in the thoatre ?

7. L ok otta rû n a n d àn a yan a m  is a bahnvrihi compound :
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Therefore, what others say, 1 namely that this restriction on numbers is 
because only these nine are well-known to enlightened literary critics, though 
other rasas are possible, has been refuted. This will be explained in the chapter 
on the bhàvas. It is wrong to say that affection, with a sthàyibhàva o f  being 
moved ( àrdratà ) can be a rasa, because affection is ( nothing other than ) 
attachment, and all attachment culminates in rati, utsàha ( or some other such 
accepted sthàyibhàva ). For instance, the love o f a child for its mother 
and father terminates in ( i. e. can be included under ) “  fear ” .2 The 
affection of a young man for his friends terminates in rati. The affection, 
as o f Laksmana, etc., for his brother terminates in ( i. e. can be included 
under ) dharmàvîra. The same is true ( o f the affection ) o f an old man for 
his son, etc.3 The so-called rasa “ cupidity”  with the sthàyibhàva of "greed’* 
can be refuted in the same manner, because it will terminate in some other 
( sthàyibhàva ) such as hàsa or rati. The same holds true o f bhakti.

Dasarupaka, II, 4 and commentary thereon :
3m t i r iT l :  -

f ö r h  s f t f ir n r t  t z z z - ii

Avaloka:

311 I i ti

V ïm : fcfWîÏTï:, *TCT ^HcTWT:-
FKcT èfè m  TÏÏSïïfe I

3J& *  m f à  ci%T Il

îrfïï-

3flfcl*qTT*rfaiTC fèRJSFq SRFT ^  |

*T W t 05f%rTRTFI ||

1. Cf. the A .  BA. I , p. 298 :
^  TFT ' ^TR ^sfr MI>KM(d5sfcrT3df «RTfFt-

“  We already said earlier that there are only these many rasas. So that 
when Bhattalollata says that really there are an endless number of rasas, but that 
these ( eight alone ), since they are familiar to tho audience (p ä rsa d a  ), are fit to be 
portrayed, he says this without thinking, out of haughtiness. ”

2. The point seems to be that a child is afraid of its mother and father, and 
its “  love M can therefore be included under bhaytinaka l

3. This is not a very good argument since surely these feeliDgs are different 
in kind from êrügâra.

XXI
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q jq if^ q q fé fr t  flmFTgöTHFTig ( m m  ) r q % q < ^  «kI ^ ^ ^ î

a w  ^ T f^ £ r r % n ^ n * K  i

^  ' S  W W  ^I^fïïrf^rfiTFF^Tf T̂rl ^«qçr ? aîfcrtf f| m  

<ERfäS°r ff% :, q % m c i ,  P Ä ^ t  qfàqr

îlfïïW rî: I q*u-

f r s R f a  %  3 ^  #  qqr îw tç h " %  m

^tÿgî^Tcf: %  =qWl cHcT̂ T, f% < l^d : |

1%  ‘5 ^ m  ^ M r  ^ tri^ îïï qT 3 ^ -

ÇPTW: m  <T ^#?m gT R cî^ îfeî ^ % D T : ||

fò ^ fè n g  ^srqf m r n ^  i

Zff qT*qf*l%q w  5 fl^ If^ : II

=3 I ara^SPîFT'çRWJW M<4 W W SRTçfopOT' f̂aUTOHM-clïTI I 3PT- 

^raiïïrïï, T̂tW ^ cT ^ q ^ p r f l  HTfÌTOT îîFT^ÏÏÇFTRRT c P ï ï^ f fW I ^ g -

U^qq^FR, I q-.-ciiin^— f&Hifètfi^ii-d: ’ fîcf cl?1 ïï qtft-

31% q^gfêreir

3t%r c î—  q-df^Tti ff%?kixqfàicî îî

NK^hcf I ?T fq̂ FF^Pl NHJÎlâ̂ t I ^  F̂ïïT̂T ^TqWT^ÎI^TÎS^TRRT  ̂"y- 
fàfèpfa:, ït q : T O q ^ ira îii i îç î i iT i: | cfjt%  ^  qrc^qqrètfq « f e r o * -  

sngfò: I «nrcqî Twftfçr a f ^  hî <ij-î 4 ^qrfosw: i
3ft^iaif^T%5 ar^q qwgqi^n ifèwi'qfNta g r a d a i i q -^ R —  
“ .feïHTcT ”  f q a q g w m ^ ^ ,  m m .—  q a q a q ts l  ^ r -

<ï®on§ f^ fw a i fèrîm : | r^xR^-

fènro êra%%:

a ic r ^ R W  ^ ffrR W q q  |

3 î3 W d  %  3jprf T K q ^ tq g ^

w i%  afenà tjmtqrî^dHR, u f^n%T
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I M I sil -ewiWrf ÏP3  ̂ PrRR I 5TRTR 
cFm RaT3X?f%̂ ÎT[HftR q*3WlRT T%5TT̂: ÎPcTcTT *T «jiqRHNIHT̂ T |

§ ï ^ R i f î f 4 t < g  ^ f l t a i f ö s f a s f q - e ^ f ï ï 'w ^ ^ î ^ T f ^ n f e r Î F ç :  | 3Rt

• I
Dasampaka IV. 35 and commentary thereon :

ï&tàt m -  W Ît w  T O  I
^r*nrfq> t o | : sì% ^t%  lra *r  u

f f  sttrw  sri^ qif^TR^faRT feriàqrPT: I cR  Ä ^ i f :  — ^

3lMl W:, cT^n^T Ï̂Ï RHRKSTI c l I K H |  3PÏ 3  

m  «nfalR , 3 J ^ ^ ^ R I c I ^ i T Ì ^ ^ è T l ^ f q c c l T r I  I 3 R% 3  qM faW R l- 

^ q p 3  I *Rr*t: 5RRiq %WcT I q«TT cì«IT̂ 3  I *&TT *Trd«fiÌ<té 
q fW ïT R R  ÇRRrfflW lfa: 31ÏÏR Ê fàsR t -  cïR  W TRRTTOïïï^q^qRT- 

fo rq ^ F n c i 1

ira lifèRKRRiK ^ îr r 3t# rjï., cm q^qq^sufaifss-’ 
ff«F?îif^ïî m Nm ^^rqîrr^fi i q w ?qq^qfqmqi^qq't f^ w g- 
ü ï ïr q ü R jq ^ fr  1 m i  *qrôR tw ifR q ciq r i r r , c iN  ^ q i c f -
rriì}$j q ^ r fà w T R  1 f% fa r  r  ^sqfàfà qTO R aiRR  RFPft- 
qfafaiftqqi^K <ra> # k r  r̂ r r r îr  sn  ̂ i sfcitssî^i rt[îr : i

Dasarûpaka IV, 45 and commentary thereon :

srraww q R iw q (ô [ qsjfô ^ [â rs^ ^ r r î% ct̂ t̂ t sj^ncfònfc- 
q*3rri è fa m fò  ^t r ït r ’ttsrrt N ï ï r r r ; ^ F q ftq q R  ^  fpttcr, m m -  

I
sfc^ tR T W rïT  I

% qfè; cTRTcT—
“ R qq %:*è q q f%RT q sprïjtt q =q qiïfàfëRT i 
RF3 5TTR: ÄTF gqr%: *$3 * m  WT9R: il ”  
asj ^îjiq^R R qrR ^qiqf^tîoiR i ),

cRq =q ^ q 'j 'i iR q ^ q iq c ïï  Â ï q  -  “  r  qq  ^ r  r r  ”  -  f w q r ô r ^ -■o {

"n i I q =q cRi'^çq sttrwr gsçqr: rfsrcTR: ïïfm, 3Rifq- ct̂ tr^ î. 
qf^cU^Riçai R^F =q ÎW ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ q ^ jc lM r î cR ^T  ?ÏÏR-O '—' f-.
WIRKT f ^ R :  I
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Translation of the Dasarûpaka, II, 4 : 1

Now the definition of the dhïrodàtta ( myaka) 1 2 3 is given.
"  The dhïrodàtta ( myaka ) is a great being, very profound, tolerant, 

not boastful, steady; his sense of ego is kept in check and he is firm in his 
commitments. **

Translation of the Dasarùpakàvaloka on II, 4 :
‘ 4 5 Great being ”  means that his inner nature is such that he does not 

experience sorrow, anger, etc. “  Not boastful ”  means that he does not 
praise himself. " His sense o f ego is kept in check”  means that his pride is 
hidden by modesty. "  Firm in his commitments ”  means that he carries out 
till completion whatever he agrees to do. An example of this dhïrodàtta 
( myaka ) is Jînritavàhana in the Nàgànanda : 9

"  Blood is oozing from the openings in my veins, and on my body 
there is still flesh. O Garuda, I see that you are not yet satisifed, so why 
have you stopped devouring me ? ”

' Or as with regard to Rama ( it was said ) : 4

“  I did not perceive the slightest change in his appearance, neither 
when he was called to be consecrated ( as king ), nor when he was banished 
to the forest ” .

When in the definition of a particular type ( o f  hero ) there is a 
(special) mention of some o f the general qualities like firmness, 6 etc. 
(mentioned in II. 1-2), that (special mention) is intended to show that 
those qualities are present in this particular ( hero ) in a very great degree. 
Objection : How can you say that Jimütavàhana and other similar heroes, 
in the’ Nàgànanda and other such plays, are exalted ( udatta)7 Because 
exaltedness means superiority to all others6 and is possible only in the case of

1. We bave used the edition by Pandit Sudarshaoâchârya Shästri, printed at 
tbe Gujarati Printing Press, Bombay, 1914. This contains a brief commentary, mainly 
on tbe A vatok a , by tbe editor.

2. It is somewhat odd that Dhanaûjaya should give, as one of tbe four types
of heroes, the dMra&ûnta ( p. 36 ), if be does not allow sântarasa  in dramas. 
Apparently be bas in mind Càrudutta in the JIrcchakatika. At tbe very least, it is a 
bad choice of words. Note tbe definition of tbe òànlandyaka : 4ft-

, which would rule ont Jïmùtavâhann, who is a Vidyädhara,
3. N àgànanda  V, 16.
4. M ahänätaka III, 23.
5. Tbe point seems to be that slhirah bad already been mentioned iu II. 1 

among the general characteristics of all ndyaka*. K esdm cit construes with sth airyddi- 
ndm. It does not refer to people of a diifereot persuasion ( i. e. kesdmcit m atunv• 
stirene»). Before ri&talakfane we should understand tbe word ndyaka which makes the 
sense clearer.

6. Vrlli here does not moan “  behaviour ” . It means only existence
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a man who has worldly ambition ( vijighutva ),* whereas Jîmûtavàhana has 
been described by the poet ( Harsa ) as devoid o f  worldly ambition, as for 
example in the following stanza :

"  Does a man shine as ( brilliantly,) when he is seated on a throne as he 
does when he stands on the bare ground before his father ? Can the happi* 
ness he receives from his kingdom be compared to the happiness he derives 
from massaging the feet o f his father? Is the contentment he experiences 
from enjoying the whole universe comparable to what he feels when he eats 
the left-overs from his father’s meal ? Kingship is indeed only a misery for 
the man who has abandoned his parents. Is there any virtue in such 
kingship? ” 1 2

And also ( in the following verse ) :
“  In order to dedicate myself to serving my parents, I am going to 

renounce my inherited fortune and go to the forest, just as did Jimûta- 
vàhana ”  . 3

Therfore, because Jîmûtavàhana is predominantly peaceful and because 
he is very compassionate, he is a iänta hero,4 like a sage who has subdued 
his passions. Moreover ( ? ) 5 this is improper, that having introduced 
(ìupàdàya) a hero who is without any desire for the pleasure o f kingship, etc., 
the poet has indulged, in the course o f the play (,antarà), in a description o f his 
intense ( tathàbhûta ) love for MalayavatL As for the statement : "  The dhira- 
iänta is a twice-born, etc., who is endowed with general virtues”  (11 ,4 .), 
( this definition ) is not realistic, because it is meant to be technical (or formal)

1. V ijigi?u tva  literally menus “  a desire to con qu er” and is often used of 
kings and heroes. Bub here we think it has the larger sense of worldly ambition.

2. N d g d n a n d a , I. 6.
3. N d g d n a n d a , I. 4, in the pra sld va n a , spoken by the Sûtradhâra to intro* 

duce Jîmûtavàhana.
4. We take édntald  to construe with asya. In this case the argument is for 

Jimûtavâhana’s beiug a dkìrabdntanàyaka . But surely the whole point of the pürva- 
paksa  is not only that he is such a type of hero, but that this should further imply that 
the rasa  of the N d g d n a n d a  is kdnta.

5. anyac ca means “ and further, moreover” . Itcanuot coustrne with ayuklam  
( to give “  there is something else that is impropor ”  ), because there was no first thing 
given to which this would he the second. The construction is nonetheless peculiar« 
Understand idam  between anyac ca and af ra  : anyac ca idam  a trd yn k la m 4 But it is 
odd that the P üroapaksin  should use an argument against himself. For he claims that- 
Jîmûtavâhana as a dhiraêdnia  hero should not be open to sexual passion. As Dhauika 
will point out, this must be used against him. Why then should the P itrvapakfin  have 
provided such ammunition? However, since Dhauika accepts Cärudatta in the M rcch a  
katika as an example o f d h ira k in ta , though he is greatly interested in sexual love, it 
is consistent on his part to use this as an argument against the possibility of dhira* 
k'nita in the case of Jîmûtavàhana.
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a n d  thus it is n o t  e x c lu s iv e .1 T h e re fo r e , in reality , the b e h a v io u r  o f  the 
B u d d h a , o f  J îm ütavàhana a n d  o f  Y udhisfchira sh ow s that they are sànta h eroes . 
H ere  is o u r  rep ly  ( to  all the a b o v e  p o in ts  )  : F irst o f  all ( lävad ) , the state
m en t “  E xa ltedn ess m eans su p e r io r ity  to  all o th ers  ”  is n o t  in a p p ro p r ia te  to 
th e case o f  J im û tavàh an a  an d  o th ers  (  as y o u  c la im  ), b ecau se  w o r ld ly  a m bition  
takes m a n y  fo rm s . I f  a n y o n e  e x ceed s  oth ers  in h ero ism , o r  in lib era lity , o r  
in  c o m p a ss io n , he is sa id  to  be  “  p ossessed  o f  w o r ld ly  a m b it io n  This 
d e scr ip tio n  is n o t  used in  the case  o f  o n e  w h o  w ishes to  seize w ea lth  b y  harm 
in g  a n oth er  p e rso n , o th erw ise  w e w o u ld  find  ou rse lves d e fe n d in g  the r id icu l
o u s  p o s it io n  that h igh w ay m en  are dhïrodàtta(nàyakas) ! In  the case o f  Ram a 
e tc ., they fe lt that they m u st p r o te c t  the w o r ld  an d  so  they set o u t  to  punish 
the w ick e d  (  a n d  ) it w as o n ly  in c id en ta lly  (  nàntarïyakatva )  that they  ob ta in 
ed  (  lo rd sh ip  o v e r  )  the earth . B u t J îm ütavàhana an d  o th ers  lik e  h im  were 
su p er io r  to  a ll, becau se  th ey  w ere w illin g  to  g ive  u p  even  their o w n  life to 
h e lp  o th ers . A n d  so  they  are to  b e  reg a rd ed  as the m o s t  exa lted  ( udättatama) 
( a n d  n o t  m erely  exalted  ). A s  f o r  the verse that beg in s  : “ D o e s  a m an sh ine” , 
e tc .,  it is tru e that it sh ow s (  J îm ü tav àh an a ’ s )  revu ls ion  fr o m  sensual p leasures; 
b u t th ose  w h o  are a m b it io u s  are  n o t  c o n c e rn e d  w ith  their o w n  personal 
p lea su res that are the cau se  o f  m isery . T h u s it has been  sa id  :

“  In d ifferen t to  y o u r  o w n  p lea su re , y o u  w o rk  h ard  fo r  the sake o f  
o th e rs . O r  p erh a p s th is is y o u r  n atu ra l d is p o s it io n . F o r  a tree carries o n  its 
h ead  the m o s t in tense heat, an d  c o o ls ,  th rou g h  its sh ad e , the h eat o f  th ose  who, 
c o m e  to  it fo r  p r o te c t io n  (  fr o m  th e the sun ) ” . 1 2 ;

O n  the co n tra ry , the d e s cr ip t io n  o f  ( J im ü tavàh an a ’ s )  lo v e  fo r  M alayavad  
w h ich  is n o t  in k eep in g  w ith  sàntarasa, (  asàntarasàsraya ) rules o u t his being

1. The Purvapakxin  is objecting to Dhanaiijaya’s definition of the dhira- 
éântanâyaka ( II, 4 ). He says that this definition is not realistic, but only technical. 
For it says that the dhiraêânlanâyaka  is endowed with the general qualities of a 
näyaka. These include such qualities as vinilatva, m adhuratva , dakçatva, etc. Now 
these qualities are uot all possible in the case of a dhirakânta hero, because they are 
inconsistent with the state of being without desires which follows from his being a 
dhirakânta hero. It is only technical or formal since it is a consequence of his being 
a hero ( in general ). Since the possession of the general qualities is thus unreal io 
the case of a dhirakânta hero, it cannot be said to distinguish him from the other types 
qf heroes ( abhedakam  ). This means that according to the Pilrvapaksin} the definition 
of the dhirakânta hero as given by Dhananjaya is unscientific. One cannot help 
agreeing, for surely the dillerentiatiou that Dhananjaya makes ( namely that he is a 
dvija  and ha9 the general characteristics of a hero ) is hardly consistent with ódnta io 
any form. It is, therefore, most surprising that Dhanika, although he takes up and 
answers all the other objections, does not deal with this one ! It is almost as if he were 
admitting its justice. Could this possibly mean that he is himself criticising his brother 
under the guise of a Purvapakxin  ?

2. ò'a/mwÉafà, V, 7.
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a sàrtia ( i. e. a dhlrasinta ) hero. The state of being tranquil involves the» 
absence o f egoism, and this is naturally met with in the case o f learned, 
Brahmins etc., and therefore learned Brahmins, etc., are really sànta heroes in. 
the real sense of the term and not simply in a technical or formal way. * In*, 
the case of the Buddha and Jinrïtavàhana, though it is true that there is no 
distinction in terms of their compassion(i.e. though they are both equally- 
compassionate), still there is this difference : that the Buddha is compassionate r 
without any desire ( niskäma ) and Jîmûtvàhana is compassionate with desire 
( sakàma)} Thus it is established that Jîmûtavàhana and others like him are; 
dhirodàtta ( myakas ).
translation of the Dakar ftpaka IV, 35 :

"  ( The sthàyibhàvas are ) love, energy, disgust, anger, mirth, amazement, 
fear and sorrow. Some add peace ( kama ) ,  but it cannot be developed in : 
plays.”
translation of the Avaloka on IV, 35:

There are a great number o f differing opinions among disputants in 
the case o f iàntarasa. Some say there is no santarasa because Bharata did not 
mention its vibhàvas, etc., and because he did not define it. Others, however 
argue that ( regardless of whether Bharata mentioned it or not ) in actual 
reality it cannot exist, because, ( they claim ), it is impossible to root out love 
and hate which have been continously cultivated (inside man) from time 
immemorial. Others claim that it can be included within vira, blbhatsa, etc. 
Those who speak this way do not accept even kama ( as a sthàvibhàva ). 
Accept whichever opinion you like ( yatìià tathàstu) ), in all events, however, 
we cannot allow kama to be a sthìyibhàva in a Nàtakay etc., where acting is 
essential, because, after all, sama consists in the complete cessation of all 
activity and therefore cannot be acted out. As for what some have claimed, 
namely that in the Nàgànanday etc,, soma is a sthàyibhàva, this is contrary to the 
portrayal of Jïmfitavàhana’s love for Malayavati, which persists right through 
thé entire play and is also opposed to his ( finally ) obtaining the universal 
sovereignity of the Vidyàdharas.1 2 For we never come acoss both love for

1. We are not eure whioh of the two senses of aakama and nifkama is
meant hero. We have translated them in the Qilâ sense of the terms. But Sylvain 
Lévi has translated this line in a discussion concerning types of nâyakaa as follows : 
14 En outre, Buddha et Jîmûtavàhana ne peuvent être classas ensemble; l’un et l'autre 
sont des modèles de compassion, mais l’un est étranger à l ’ainour, l’autre y est sensi- 
ble. ”  ( M Théâtre Indien  p. 66, 2nd ed. ) We take it that Levi refers to his love
for Malayavati.

2. This Erst criticism, that Jîmûtavàhana loves Malayavati, is of course true. 
It is a fault of the drama, for in actual fact the description of Jîmûtavàhana would

(  Continued on next page
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sense-objects and detachment from sense-objects subsisting in one single 
character.1 And so utsàha ( energy) connected with dayàvìra (as the major 
rasa ) is the sthàyîbhàva ( of the Nàgànanda ). For ( in that play ) love being 
a subsidiary of that ( dayàvirotsàha ), there is no objection to the attainment 
of universal sovereignty as the final result ( of the dramatic action ). We have 
already said that even though an ambitious ( dhïrodàtta ) hero may set out 
with the primary object of doing good to others with a view to achieving 
that which is sought by them, worldly advancement may very well follow 
incidentally in his case.* 1 2 Therefore there are only eight sthäyins
Translation of Dakarûpaka, IV, 45 along with Dhanika’s commentary 

thereon :
Commentary : “  Although shntarasa cannot be introduced into a play, 

as it cannot be presented by means of acting, still because all things, though 
they be very subtle or long past, can be conveyed through words, its presenta
tion is not forbidden in poetry.3 And so this is said :

C o n tin u ed  fr o m  p re v io u s  p a g e  )

seem to preclude bis falling in love. We Are given absolutely no pyscbological prepara
tion for this. Quite the contrary, we would rather expect him to remain detAched, if 
not actually repelled by sensual contact. It is only the P û rca p a k sin  who seems 
aware of this when he calls it a y n k ta m . As for hi9 attaining lordship over the Vidyâ- 
dharas, this is perhaps the weakest moment in an altogether weak play. He does 
absolutely nothing to achieve this. It is bestowed upon him by Gauri ( what is she 
doing in this supposedly Buddhist play in any case ? ) in a single verse at the end of 
the play, and this must strike any non-devotee of Gauri as highly inappropriate.

1. E k â n n k â rya v ib h ü vâ la m b a n a u  means <' as subsisting in one single character 
as their locus ”  : e k â n u k à ry a rü p a h  yah  v ib h a va h , la d â la ?n ba n a u ~ ta d â êra ya u .

2. This refers to page 144, line 21 :

3. Note Raghavan ( w T he N u m b er  o f  R asas  ” , 2nd revised edition, p. 51 ) : 
11 The critics who do not acoept hânta ate mainly writers on Dramaturgy proper. They 
think they are loyal to BhnratA by denying it. This attitude begins, as far as extant 
works go, in the D a ê a r û p a k a , the model and source for many a later work on Rüpaka, 
Dhanamjaya and Dhanika, both refute it and argne for its impossibility in drama.

w r f a  in j: g f e f c ä j  t
From this it would Appear that Dhanamjaya denies SdnCa only in drama but accepts 
it in K â v y a . But, as a matter of fact, Dhanamjaya, as interpreted by DhanikA, does 
not recognise it even in K â vya  ( see p. 124 ) S.K. De says more or less the same thing 
in his arc t id e  The èâ v .ta ra *a  in the N ä ty a  & ä*tra  and the D a ê a -R û p a k a n : 
“  Dhanamjaya himself would object to sùn ta  only in the N d t y a y which requires the 
delineation of the R a sa  through its anuhh?ivaat etc. ; but he would permit it in the 
K â v y a , because what cannot be Acted can At least be described. But his commentator 
Dhanika would not allow b ln ta  even in poetry. There can be, in his opinion, no such 
êth â yibh â va  as êam a  or n irr ed a  ” . Both De and Raghavan follow the reading in the 
NSP, ed.; see Addendum for discussion.
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( Karikà ) : “  Sàntarasa ( samaprakarsa ) need not be mentioned ( sepa
rately1 and specifically), because the mental attitudes such asmudita9 etc., 
out o f  which it is developed, are o f  the same nature ( as vikàsa, vistara, 
ksobha and viksepa, which are at the root o f the other eight sthàyibhàvas )

If sàntarasa is o f  the following nature, namely :
“  Where there is no sorrow and no happiness, no anxiety, no hate or 

love and no desire at all, this is called sàntarasa by great sages, and it has 
sama as its sthàyibhàva ” ,

then ( it must be noted that ) it appears only in the state o f moksa, 
which is defined as the realisation o f the true nature o f  the Self. Even 
the scriptures speak of this state as indescribable by saying “  it is not 
thus, it is not thus ” , thereby denying all positive attributes ( in its 
case ). Moreover, there are no sensitive readers who can be said to aesthetically 
enjoy sàntarasa as described above. Still1 2 3 * * * * mudità, maitrì, karunà9 and 
upeksà,8  which are means leading to it, are o f the nature o f vikàsa, vistara, 

ksobha and viksepa, and since these latter ( four mental states ) have been 
mentioned earlier ( in connection with the eight sthàyibhàvas ) the aesthetic 
enjoyment o f sàntarasa is as good as already described.

1. This is a difficult passage. Haas reads n irv â c ya h , whereas Shastri reads 
a n irvä cya h  ( which he interprets, wrongly we feel, as vaklnm  asakyah  ) ; we accept the 
latter and translate it as : w need not be ( separately ) mentioned ” , iia m ap ra ka rça  
means the same as id n ta ra sa  (see bh a yolka rsa  in the sense of bhayänakn  used in the 
preceding verse ). For such a controversial subject this line is hardly sufficient. 
W hat are its implications ? Apparently that êânta exists, but can be subsumed under 
the other ra sa s . However, Haas translates as follows : “  The Quietistic Sentiment, 
( which arises ) from happiness and the like, is to be defined as a state having that 
( i. e. happiness ) as its essential nature This is in any case not how Dhanika under
stands the line. See addendum.

2. A lh â p i  would mean <4 nonetheless ” . So, it would seem that we should
understand the phrase : ^  HPd, to mean
that sa h rd a ya s  do not enjoy it.

3. Affiditi» etc., are of course of great fame in Buddhism, forming a separate 
chapter of the Vtauddhim agga . They are equally known to the Hindu tradition ( Foj/a- 
sû tra . I, 33 ). Here Dhanika equates them with the four states of mind mentioned 
in IV , 52, where vikàsa  ( expansion or dilation ) applies to A n g a ra  and hâsya  ; vista ra
( exaltation or elevation ) to vira  and adhhnia  ; ksobha ( excitation ) to bibhatsa  and 
bhayânaka ; and viksepa  ( perturbation ) to ra u d ra  and karuna. It would seem that 
éânta  arises from upekfä  ( which is correct ), which would then be assimilated to
vik ftp a  [ Î ) ,  The construction of Dlmnika’s passage is çomewhat complicated. Our
translation best explains how we have understood it. (N ote  that we have emended
p rü d u rb h â vâ i to prâd u rh h âra h  ).

xxq





CONCLUSION

Abhinava’s final view on the relation between brahmàsvàda and rasa- 
svàda seems to us best summarised by his commentary on a very unusual verse 
by Ânandavardhana. The verse is found in the third Uddyota o f  the 
Dhvanyäloka, in a long passage where Ananda illustrates various combinations 
o f  dhvarti with other types o f  poetry. The verse in question is meant to 
illustrate the conmingling ( sanklrnatva ) o f  arihàntarasankramitavàcyadhwni 
with virodhälankära, but the verse is interesting for completely different 
reasons.

Here is the verse along with Abhinava’s remarkable commentary on it :

sntawHfuriifò w i q  i w  * w q -

*TT w fqg qqT

ci \  frswrqrr qq

^ ;c!I ^q  q  «S^qqFqqTqq c q ^ l f e q  II 

f q f a i ^ r ^ f c R W q q q r s q q q  ’« r f f i a ^ q  qqfFRqq. i

Locana p. 508 :

3*TFTTT'T<ftft I f^qrîTîcrrm ft t o  i m  fqqMrrqrqqTfqqq 

sfcrfsn, ciel: îTÇÎè q jq iq q q fl I% ïï sqiqR :, cT̂T | | TOT-

^-niqqiqrq; w rq j  i |

stàqrqìqîqqèqiq?qqnq#qiôFcft | 3jq qq % qqq; qqqTqìqiq; qqra; i
I «â r 3 PT 1 ̂ q f ç f t  | I îrîcfïïl^TT, cT̂T

fT*T qisqrfï o rn ic i fqrrqTêqiiùscï qq qqï \ *qfq:,
c1«ff { f  flïï qiTW%TOq;clRq*qqïqTqm | q ^n^qq^ | 3fà 
qP^qqfàsi iq ^ q ^ t e fà r  q fcw rq w T s q  i q q M  q  f^ rq tsg q n q i

qq I q & qfà -‘ ’ ^qrfèqr i qi qqfqqT sfè: qfô^fèm s^: 3&-
fqqq ftàqsq fqqq 3^  qqn: | cm qftfqféq £rqæ%§[s$ q g qföq^qt- 

g ^ T  tRqi: qr l fqqf*ïcnfàq qqf^cfi | g i q^#rrwfci tqfèj-
cfrfrr q^qq q ïf qqqq q t e  ?cqpR%qi3<q «q̂ qci i 3HF#qnq 
^qqiw rqpqq ansfraq^qr çfèçqf^qq: i q \  srfrfq i q f w n  v s m
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f t % f t  I fà j f o q & P T  I I 3 ^:

f^wpm  qoftqr, cpïï frm râ qoiVcï: ^wqfacr i TOJRifämqTftqT 
f t w f  fëwq çnt rq iftft mö^ h m ^ tt r%rq;m i m  f t p q à  ir ò  

sqRTqiîFTqT irò xròm fts ftfedròm T ft^cîqT S2ÏÏT fliq^rMfölcT T̂qTrT | 
I fW craæ *nç<°i«nafàrc f r ò :  \ f f t  | ^  ftk ïï « rò  

q T ^ q c î ìtim ctît \ ^ ^ F ^ .g ^ ^ q p T  i g r f t ^ r ò r ò  | rò fìròq r 

rTCcï orq eiqJjT ^T ^ çr^qTqfë-M f?rò: I SfRKq 5mR*M !Tft q firrò  n q ft | 
^ tiïïm  i <ròq q fà : ^ r % %  a q r a q w R -

Mròqiròr g^mft q cnqri^Mîq^ i
r ò  q q w  q q ^ n r a ^ R :  fqg^ rqrq3ròqqq% riqr 'W *T qf% : gq - 

r ò  qqïïW^TMïïq^RKq gtfrò tF q iq ^ q g % : i çrqM W ïïqfq^fyqïsra?- 
ft*rcfttF ^  qq i#  q^ft qr éròra t ^ 'f r iF i r ö  era g q q è src  q m r ò s n -O
^■qpp?;: s rp rò  q ^ - ^ m ^ q T q q r ò  f t  sarà sn ïïw ift: i ssiftq;
g §<q cròsft ftfi^îriq i
T ran slatio n  of Dhvanyàloka, III : x

“  There is also a mixture o f  a figure o f speech in varieties o f dimmi 
( other than rasadhvani) as well. For instance in the verse :

"T he new and wondrous (kàcit)  vision {drsti) o f poets which 
concerns itself ( vyâpàravati ) with turning permanent emotional states ( rasas; 
i. e. sthâyibhàvas ) into aesthetic experiences, and that philosophic ( or analytic 
vaipasciti ) vision that reveals the realm of already existing ( i.e. not depending 
on the poet’s creative imagination ) objects — we have employed both of these 
constantly to examine and describe the world (we live in ). We have become 
weary in so doing, but have not found happiness therein, in any sense com
parable to the joy we feel in our devotion to you, who sleep on the ocean

In this verse, there is a mixture o f arthantarasahkramitameya and 
the figure of speech ( known as ) ( apparent ) contradiction ( virodha).”  
T r an slatio n  of Locano III : *

“  VYÀPÀRAVATÎ : For we have ( already ) said that rasa is identical 
with the process o f conveyance itself ( nispàdanapràno hi rasah) .1 2 (Poetic

1. D , A L  p. 507, 508. Abbinava quotes this verso in the A . Bh. Vol. I., p. 300. ’
2. This refers to Abhinava’s doctrine, explained in the second U d d yola  oo 

p. 187) ( B. T. ed. ) that rasa  is the process of perception itself ( pratìyam àna eta hi 
raaah )t i.e ., it ia not an object of cognition in much the same way that the 9«kfin  
( the subject ) in A d va ita  can never be tho object of cognition. In this sense, rasa is 
purely subjective, and is not amenablo to ordinary means of cognition.
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vision is ) constantly engaged in that activity ( vyàpàra ), i. e., that action 
which begins with a description consisting in the combination ( i. e. presenta
tion) o f  the vibhctvas, etc., and ending with sentence-structure ( ghatanà ) . 1 

Rasàn refers to the sîhàyibhâvas, the essence o f which consists in the state o f 
being enjoyed aesthetically ( rasyamànatà ). Rasayitum means to make the 
sîhàyibhâvas fit for attaining to this status o f being aesthetically enjoyed. 
Kàcid ( “ wondrous "  ) means revealing itself (umilianti) by abandoning 
( and becoming superior to ) the state o f  the cognition o f  ordinary 
worldly things. And so ( i. e. because they are endowed with such a 
vision ), they are poets by virtue o f their power to describe* 2 ( things in 
an extraordinary way). Navä means, it reveals (àsûtrayantï) worlds at 
every instant in ever new and variegated forms. DRSTI H. (T he vision) 
is o f  the form of poetic imagination ( pratibhà ). Since “  vision ”  refers 
( primarily ) to knowledge we derive from our eyes and since it is here 
said to enable ( one ) to enjoy ( such beverages and edibles as ) sàdava,3 

etc., there is the figure o f speech known as ( apparent ) contradiction 
( virodha) . 4 5 And so this vision is called “ new ”  (i. e. marvellous) . 6 And 
the ( arthàntarasahkramitavâcya)dhvani (in  the word drsti) is helped by 
this figure o f speech. For actually eyesight ( the literal sense o f the word 
drsti) is not here altogether unintended, 0 since it is not totally impos
sible ( to think o f  physical eyesight being o f use to the poet in observ
ing the world before describing it). Nor is actual eyesight (wholly in
tended ) ( and ) subservient to some other suggested sense ( anyapara =  
vivaksitànyaparavàcya ). Rather the literal meaning ( o f sight ) passes over

L This refers to those passages in the first (fd d yo ta  ( p. 88 and 104 ) that 
speak of <ju*as and alankdra* as contributing to the beauty of poetry. In the second 
U d d y o ta  ( p. 188 ) there is a passage in the L oca n a  where the phrase sam u cita yn n d*  
lankàra  ìb  actually usod. Boo also L o c a n a ) p. 88.

2. V a rva n a yoyu t means lo k o lla ra v a rn a n n yogât. See K P  I. p. 10 ( Jhalkikar’ s 
edition ).

3. Abbinava speaks of sàdava in the A . Bh, Vol. 1, ( p. 288 ).
4. Place a dan da after tirod h â la à k â ro  on p. 508.
5. This expression, dr*tih  ( i.o. câktusam  jilâ n a m  ) rasati ra va yilu m  ry â p a r a - 

vati involves a contradiction, something illogical and queer, and that is the reason 
for calling the vision navä ( novel, out of the ordinary ). Of course it is true that the 
contradiction is removed later on by taking dritih  to mean “  poetic vision ”  and 
rasàn ra sa yitu m  to mean “  to bring about aosthotic experience in the minds of the 
readers or spectators ” , but as soon as wo understand the words metaphorically in this 
manner, the “  novelty ”  or “ marvellousness” also disappears. The words afa era  
navä refer to the contradiction between the prima facie senses of d rsti and rasdw 
ra sa yitu m ,

6. A ty a n ta m  can be taken both with avivaksitam  and with asam bhavàbhàvdt. 
The idea is that this is not a iya n ta tira sk rla v â cya  ( a subvariety of avivahsitavU cya  ), 
because the literal meaning of 4‘ sight M is slightly retained in the sense that careful 
observation of the world around us is useful for the aspiring poet.
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into the meaning o f “ poetic vision’* that is the result o f the repeti
tion o f the “  sensual ”  ( ocular ) perception ( o f the world ) ( aindriyaka- 
vijrnna)} This passing over (into another meaning) is helped by the 
figure o f speech known as “  contradiction ” . 1 2 So, Änanda will say : 
“  ( there is the combination o f arthàntarasankramitavàcya ) with virodha- 
lankàra ” . 3 ( The compound parinìsthitàrtha visciyonmesâ can be explained 
as follows : ) ( First ) ya ca means sight as just described, i. e. the functioning 
( unmesa ) o f  which with respect to objects to be cognised is fixed ( or stable ) 
that is, immoveable ( definite ). Or else ( we can analyse the componnd as 
follows : ) That sight the functioning ( unmesa ) o f which is with respect to 
objects that are firm ( parinisthita ), that is, well-known in worldly experi- 
ènce, and not with respect to completely unprecedented ( new ) objects as is 
the case with poets ( i. e. poets create new worlds whereas philosophers 
analyse the one we live in ). The word ( vaipahciti ) is explained as vipascitàm 
iyam ( “ pertaining to philosophers). When Änanda says4 : “ drawing on 
both sorts of vision ” , “  that o f  poets ”  and “  that o f  philosophers ” , his own 
modesty is suggested, for he means : “  I am neither a poet nor a scholar. ”  
441  have borrowed this double vision ( poetic and philosophic ) which does 
not really belong to me, the way a poor man in an ill-equipped house will 
borrow provisions ( and articles o f furniture, etc.) from somebody else’s house 
in order to entertain ( a guest ). ”

TE DVE API : One sort o f vision alone is not sufficient for accom
plishing a proper scrutiny and interpretation ( nirvarnanam ). Vi'svam ( in 
addition to the sense “  world ”  ) means “ all” . Anisam means again and,again

1. The compound a indriyakavijilcinabhyasollasite (where u//a#t£a must mean 
something like “  being the result o f ” ) can also be understood in a totally different 
way : We can split the compouud after a in d r iy a y and readkavijnäna. This would 
then translate a8 : “ The result of tho repetition of the ocular perception (of the world) 
on the part of the poet *\

2. How is the a rth ân tarasan kram itavâcyadh van i helped by virod h a  ? The 
point is this : tho initial contradiction between dr$ti ( eye-sight ) and rasân raaayitum  
vyä p ä ra va ti ( l{ engaged in bringing about the experience of physical flavours or 
tastes ”  ) is responsible for giving rise to the arthäntaranankram itavacyadlivani, 
The suggested p r a y o ja n a  in the ajahallaksana  is pratibhehiatya  aiisphutatvam  
( extreme clarity of poetic vision ). Had the virod h a  ( i. e. failure of the literal sense 
of sight ) not been there, there would have been no ajahallaksana^ and consequently 
no suggestion of the p r a y o ja n a . Thus the arthâ n ta ra sa n kram ila và cya d h va n i is 
supported by ( or based upon ) v iro d h a . So virod h a  is anugrâhaka  of the arthân* 
tarasankram ilam icyadhvaiii ( which is the anngrtihya  ), V irod h a  is the ahga and 
arlhâihltïraéankram itam ïcyadhvani is tho atigin . So this is a case of angângibhâva- 
tankara  or anngrahyänugrähakabhävasankara.

3. P. 51U.
4. Remove the t/ari<£a after le a valam byeti on p. 509, since this is part of the 

series of three quotations that Abhiuava enumerates.
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without stopping. We have been describing (the world) through (poetic) 
descriptions ( as explained above ), and also describing in a definite 
(categorical) manner as follows : This is really like this1 ( i. e. making 
careful analytic descriptions) . 1 2 A description ( o f  this kind) involves analysis 
through direct perception ( paràmarsa ) , 3 inference, etc., so as to dis
cover wherein the essence might lie, i. e. dissecting things very minutely 
( tilasas tilakah ) ( and carefully ). It is well-known ( khalu ) that things to 
be described are well and properly (o r  completely) described when they 
are presented at times by means of the poetic vision ( employed for bring
ing about aesthetic experience ) and at times by means of the stable philo
sophic vision which definitely and categorically reveals their particular ( i. e, 
true ) nature. Vayam means “  we who have been engaged in using both 
illusory4 ( i . e, poetic) vision and analytic ( i. e. philosophic) vision” . 
Sràntàh means : “ not only have we not discovered anything substantial, but 
quite the contrary, we have only found weariness ” . The word “  and ”  is used 
in the sense o f “ but” . Abdhi'sayana. ( “ Oyou who are sleeping on the 
ocean ”  ), because o f your Yogic sleep, ( having withdrawn the whole universe 
into yourself) . 5 And thus you know the true nature o f the real essence, i. e, 
you remain in your true nature. A person'who is tired (naturally) feelsYespect 
(bordering on envy) for one who manages to be lying down ! TVADBHAKTI. 
You alone are the true nature o f  the highest Self, the essense of every 
thing. “  Devotion to you ”  means infusion with devotion preceded by 
faith (sraddhä), etc., which (infusion) arises in due order from upàsanà 
( adoration ), etc. We have not obtained any ( joy ) ( even remotely ) com

1. Abhinava uses this same expression on p. 97 of the L o c a n a i in explaining
how a poet, even though he be gifted with imagination ( prntibhn  ) must nonetheless 
put in hard work in the form of revision, etc. : pfl<RfW-
fafcf ftqmdt I Of course the two terms are slightly differ
ent in meaning.

2. Plaoe a dan da after idam  itham iti in the B. F. edition.
3. We take parâm aràa  to stand for p ra tya k sa  in general, rather than for 

lin g a p a r â m a rii  ( L e. as part of annm âna  ).
4. M ilh yti refers to poetic knowledge, because, as Ananda says in the fourth

U d d yo ta  ( p . 527) ,  quoting some unknown m ahäkavi : “ The literary utterance of 
great poets is glorious. For it causes various ideas to enter the heart ( of the reader) 
and appear ( there ) in a form which is different, as it were, from their real form 
The Skt. ehàyiì for this is : 3TW*uftWMft cT*Trófèlc1lRM *TT I 3PT-

HI '*T*rf̂ T ll See also the fine %'erses by Änanda quoted in the
third U d d y o ta t p. 498. See above, p. 12.

5. We propose placing a danda after yo g a n id ra yâ , which is the word added
by Abhinava to bring out the implication of abdhiê'iyana. “ You are lying on the 
ocean in your Yogic repose. ”  should be
taken as a separate sentence. Cf., on the notion of Y og a n id râ , liaghuvatnêa^ X III. 6.
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parable to that arising from devotion to you, let alone an identical ( joy ). 
This stanza is the utterance of the author ( Ananda), who began by first being 
a devotee of God, and then, simply out o f curiosity, adopted both the view
points o f the poet and the philosopher ( but found them ultimately unsatisfy
ing ) and once again came to believe that rest in devotion to God was in
evitable ( yuktà).*

For we have already explained1 2 that the happiness which 
results from ( conceptual understanding ) of both seen and unseen 
objects which are ascertained ( parinkeita  ), by all the means of 
valid cognition ( i. e. philosophy ) or even that transcendent joy 
which consists in relishing an aesthetic experience-to both of these 
the bliss that comes from finding rest in God is far superior 
(pmkrsynte- ); and that aesthetic pleasure ( im a m n la  ) is only the 
reflection ( mwbhcttfi ) of a drop ( vijnus ) of that mystic bliss.

Bui ordinary worldly happiness is for the most part (prâya) inferior 
to even that aesthetic delight, because it is mixed with abundant ( bahutara ) 
suffering as well. This is the essence o f what he means. **

This then, is Abhinava’s final position. To have provided a coherent 
philosophy of aesthetic experience is no small achievement. Clearly it was 
owing to Abhinava’s influence that so many later writers ( primarily among 
the àlankàrikasy and only very rarely among pure philosophers, for reasons 
that still puzzle us) were able to draw upon this precious analogy of religious 
experience and aesthetic experience, and to make their own contributions. 
It is not our purpose to provide anything more than the briefest glance into 
some of the more noteworthy passages in which interesting distinctions can

1. Id Abbinava just guessing that this is the caso  from the single poem here 
given, or is he actually privy to some information about the life of ÂnAndavardhana 
that has not come down to us ? One might he inclined to believe that he is simply 
saying what has become a cliché (cf. the popular notions about the life of Rhartrhari, 
the author of the totakatrayam  ) namely that one is first inclined towards worldly 
life, but eventually, in the wisdom of age, one oomes to religion. But here Abbinava 
says that Ananda w a sßra t a devotee, then went through a middle period of interest 
in poetry and philosophy, aod finally came back to religion. This is too unusual to 
be simply invented, and we think that the likelihood of Abhinava reporting an 
actual detail of Ananda’s life is strong. Otherwise tho expression pratham am  would 
be out of place, since there is nothing in the verse itself to warrant this assumption. 
This is important, because it is the only detail that we know of bis life, for no other 
legends or reports have come down to us.

2. By it y nkt'tf/i präg asmâhhih y Abhinava must be referring to the Locnna 
itself ( and not to an earlier work ). But wo have not come across any explanation it) 
oar reading of the text of the Loeana. A puzzle.
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be found. One is found in the Vyaktiviveka o f Mahimabhatta. 1 Mahima 
is objecting to the use o f the word visesa by Änandavardhana in the expres
sion kàvyavisesa in Kàrlkà 13 o f the first Uddyota : “  It is also not possible 
to speak o f excellence ( vise sa i. e. atisaya) in the case o f  poetry, for kàvya 
( i. e. rasa ) consists in the relish o f the highest happiness ” . 1 2 Mahima means 
that one cannot use the expression kàvyaviiesa, since all poetry is rasàtmaka 
and is therefore in and by itself nirati say asukhàsvàdalak sana. ( He is thus 
not referring to the division of poetry into uttama, madhyama, etc.). In support 
o f his contention he quotes the following very interesting verse : 3 4 5

44 When, from the recitation* and singing of the Dhruvà songs, rasa 
reaches its peak ( i. e. the spectator is filled with rasa ), he turns his attention 
inwards ( antarmukha ) for the moment, concentrated entirely on enjoying that 
profusion ( bhara ) ( o f rasa ) and becomes delighted. At that moment ( tatah ) 
when ( he ) is immersed in his own true nature ( svampa ) and he is unaware 
of any outside object ( nirvisaya ), his own deep flow ( nisyanda ) o f joy 
becomes manifest, by which even Yogins are pleased ” . 6

t
Madhusûdanasarasvati in his Sribhagavadbhaktirasàyanam, I. 12, 

differentiates between rasâsvàda and brahmàsvâda. He says that whereas 
brahman is sat (existence) and ajrnta (unknown by ordinary people), 
worldly objects like a beautiful woman, etc., are knowable ( meya) by 
means o f valid knowledge. But a beautiful woman, etc., as presented in 
literary works appears to the sahrdaya in the form o f pure consciousness 
( caiianya ) as limited by the beautiful woman, etc., when the covering mantle 
disappears (màyàvrtitirodhàne, paraphrased in the commentary as vyàvarana-

1. V V . p. 100 ( Kashi Skt. Series ed. 1964. )

2. V V . p. 100 : îT ^  1

3. V V . p. 100 : 2püi: —

*JdHrMlTRT: Ô'jRcT 1 cTCN5«r**K*|3Ît Il
first: i zfir *ïif<i«i : u

4. We take p â th ya  k° môan : “  anything to be recited ” , and thus it can 
denote the recitation of the nândî, the recitation of the speeches assigned to tho 
different characters, aod also the recitation of non-dramatic poems. D hrnvûgâna  
applies not only to the songs sung in the pûrraranga^ but to all songs sung in the 
actual course of the play, suoh as that sung at the time of the eu try of a character 
( prâve&ikï dhruvà ) and that sung at the exit of a character { naiskrâm iki'-dhruvâ ). 
Ruyyaka ( in his comm, on the VV., p. 99 ) takes p â th ya  to be a reference to K à v y a , 
and dhruvâ  to be a reference to the N iltya  : v p K ^fìR iti\*\

I 3  ^  Note that Ruyyaka,
p. 100, takes m y a  as a reference to the reader or spectator : asya  ca rva yitu h .

5. Gnoli ( o p . cil. first edition, Rome, p. 57 ), says that this verse is
•<.............. certaiüly from Bhatta Näyaka, ”

XXIII
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tirodhàne ), because the mind o f the sahrdaya, stabilised in sattvaguna, becomes 
for a moment identified with pure consciousness. But because it is after all 
worldly objects ( visaya ) that are perceived under the form of the highest 
bliss ( paramànandarupavisayopàdànat ) and because there is the non-percep
tion ( abhane ) o f the true nature o f pure consciousness as it is limited by 
worldly objects (tattadavacchinnacaitanyasvampa\l there is neither immediate 
release, nor any damage to the self-luminosity ( o f pure consciousness ) . 2 
What follows from this ?

‘ ‘ Therefore, when this ( consciousness limited by worldly objects ) 
becomes manifest in the mind, it turns into rasa, although owing to its being 
mixed with insentient objects it is somewhat less ( than the joy o f  pure 
consciousness ) 3

Curiously enough, we have only come across one author who makes 
the comparison in favour o f rasâsvàda ( with the possible exception, depending 
on how it is interpreted, o f the verse from Bhafctanayaka, quoted on p. 23 ), 
and this is Jayadeva in his Prasannaràgham :

€t Neither the knowledge o f Brahman (i.e. spiritual bliss) nor the wealth 
o f a king can be compared to poetry. Like a daughter married to an un
commonly worthy man, it creates joy in the heart when it is appreciated by an 
exceptional person 4

1 . We propose reading tattadavacchinna  for caitanyävacchinna , because this 
latter makes no sense. If we read the former, tattad  can refer to kântàdivi?aya. The 
expression ta tla d avacch in n aca ita n ya  actually occurs in the commentary, in the fourth 
line from the beginning.

2. B R . I. 12 :
cîssi fcr i

Note the commentary ( by M. himself ) :

SPRRFWt *T I
3. B R . I. 13 : cTcT: f o  SPÏÏf—

«T

r + f y ^ i H i s i  * r r f c r  n
Not« the commentary : 3

4. P r a s a n n a r ü y h a v a ,  ( ed. by V. L. S. Pansikar, N8 P. 1922, p. 6 ). p r a s tâ v a n â , 
verse 23 { last stanza ) :

«T ^ ^T T  I
jftr fW W RT 'pftf f t  II

Note the pun on the words lokotlare pu ytsi n ivc fya m â n â f
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Looking back over the many passages1 quoted from Abhinava, what 
can we pick out as the main similarities and the main differences1 2 between 
rasas vada and brahmàsvàda ?

SIMILARITIES
(1) There is no pain in drama, for everything is blissful when we 

attain the state o f  rasa. This is equally true o f any higher ecstatic experience.
(2) During an actual dramatic performance, we forget the self.
(3) We have no hope o f material gain from art. The same is true on 

the religious level, since to become seriously religious in India generally means 
abandoning one's acquired wealth.

(4) Both experiences are alaukika. We have seen how often Abhinava 
uses this term.

(5) Both experiences are ànandaìkaghana.
(6 ) In both cases, the distance between the subject and the object is 

removed. Thus Abhinava stressed that rasa is not objective.
(7) Time and space disappear for the duration o f the experience. We 

are not conscious o f our surroundings during a drama, or at least we ought 
not to be, according to Abhinava.

(8 ) During both experiences there is total immersion. In the case o f 
samàdhi there is vyutthâna, which could correspond ( perhaps forcibly, however ) 
to leaving the theatre and re-entering ordinary life. We have all certainly 
experienced the curious feeling o f being let-down, even of depression, upon 
leaving a theatre.

(9) In both cases, special preparation is necessary : music and dance 
in the theatre, and perhaps one might include bhajans and other parapher
nalia o f bhakti in the case o f religion.

(10) In both cases, what appears is not something that is "  created”  
anew, but something that is i4 manifested ” , or “  suggested ” . Rasa is not 
"  produced ” , it is “  suggested So also, the identity of the àtman and

1 . Soo also the Rrahmaaiddhi of Mandanamiéra, Ch. 1, p. 6 , Kuppusw&mi
Shastri’s edition : ^  l

2. Note what the Sangiiaratnükara, III. 1266 says : I
The Bhâoaprakahïna, II. ( p. 53 ) also deals with the distinction between

rasâsvâda and brahmâavâda and then ends by saying :

S'äradätanaya, as is clear from Ch. I, p. 26-27, and Ch. II, p. 47, does not accept 
éânta. However, at II, p. 48, a certain Vâsuki is quoted who does accept éânla . 
On this problem, see Uagbavan, The Nvmber o f  Raaaa” p. II.
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brahman is only a question o f removing ignorance ( i. e. nothing "  new ”  is to 
be acquired). In Vedànta the term abhivyakti is often used for this process, 
just as both Ànanda and Abbinava use the same expression for rasa.

(11) In Vedànta, avidyà is removed by means o f sravana, manana etc. In 
rasanispatti, Abhinava emphasises how the vighnas must be removed before 
rasa can manifest itself.

(12) In both cases there is a sense o f rest ( vibranti), of having reached 
the goal (c f. the Vedàntic expression krtakrtya) beyond which there is 
nothing to be accomplished.

(13) In the aesthetic experience, Ànanda(and Abhinava) make light 
o f the 41 means ”  that have brought it about, especially of the vàcya sense, 
which is compared to a lamp ( D. ÂL I. 9 ) which is useful for illuminating 
objects, but which is not the goal o f our efforts. Similarly, in Vedanta, 
Sankara speaks of the upàyas as being similar to a raft which we leave behind 
after our destination has been reached.

DIFFERENCES

The differences are no less striking, and certainly ought not to be 
lightly dismissed. Abhinava himself makes the distinction in a difficult 
passage in the Àbhinavabhàratï : 1

“  Aesthetic experience ( carvam ) is different from the perception of 
love, etc., that arises because of ordinary valid means of cognition such as 
direct perception ( pratyaksa ), inference ( anumana ), textual authority 
( àgama ), simile ( upamhna ) and others. It is also ( an experience ) different 
from the indifferent ( tatastha ) knowledge o f another person’s thoughts that 

- arises from direct vision in a Yogin, and from the experience that consists of a 
single mass o f the bliss (ànandaikaghana ) of one’s own Self that belongs to the 

•highest Yogin and which, being pure ( suddha), is devoid of contact ( uparàga) 
with any object o f the senses. The reason why aesthetic experience differs 
from all the above, is because of the absence of beauty caused respectively by 
the appearance of distractions such as the desire to acquire ( arjanàdi ),

: the absence o f active participation, the absence o f clarity ( asphutatva ), and 
being at the mercy o f the object ( o f contemplation ). ”

I. A . I t h . 1 , 2 8 5 .  G noli, p. 21 :

ht ^  I
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Other differences are :

( 1 ) The final state in Vedànta is almost always described ( ! )  as 
ineffable, 1 whereas Ânanda is clear that such an adjective can never be predi
cated o f dhvani. Whether Abhinava agreed or not is not evident.

( 2 ) The Adhikärin in the case o f  liberation is much more strictly defined 
that he is for literature. After all, children are perfectly capable o f  watching 
a drama, though they might not take away as much as a qualified adult. 
Sahrdayatm is a much more worldly and concrete qualification than is 
.mumuksà.

( 3 ) The drama is not expected ( at least Abhinava never says any
thing about this ) to change one’s life radically. To have a profound aesthe
tic  experience is simply satisfying and does not imply that one will be in any 
sense profoundly altered. One cannot say the same for mystic experiences. 
Quite apart from the concept o f sadyomukti, any deep religious experience is 
very likely to make a manifest, sometimes drastic, change in a person’s out
ward life.

(4  ) It is significant that most writers, (Abhinava is an exception), do 
not use the term ânanda to describe the purpose o f poetry as often as they use 
the less ethereal term priti and even more often vinoday “  entertainment It 

•is perfectly legitimate to give curiosity as the reason for wishing to see any 
given drama. But to say the same o f religious experience would be unthink, 
able, at least in ancient India.

( 5 )  With the exception o f  Abhinava, (who has highly “  spiritual”  
'ideas about love, see p. 14) most writers regard the highest expression of 
drama to be sexual love, without any philosophical implications.

In spite o f these differences, such sentiments in regard to aesthetic 
experience as Abhinava provided, became very common. For instance in the 
Alankàramahodadhi o f Narendraprabha Suri we read :

1. E. g. Gaudapâda, III, 47 : ^ 4 "  9 ^ 5 ^ ^  1 Ânanda-
vardhana is quite clear that such an adjective can never be predicated of d h va n i :

Sahrdayahrdayasamvcdyam is not ambiguous and cannot be Ananda’s own position, 
for if it were, this would in no way prove that dhvani was ‘ £ epeakable”  but only tbat 
it was “  knowable ”  which is not the same thing at all. Moreover, this is confirmed 
by the passage in the D . /U., p. 33, where this adjective is given as part of the 
andkhyeyavâda, We feel that it is quite possible that Abhinava himself, however, 
did not really agree with this position. It is interesting that he does not oomment 
extensively on the andkhyeyaoada except to hint that it is a Buddhist position, with 
which Ânanda has dealt elsewhere ( Locana, p. 519 ). ^
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44 ( Aesthetic experience is that state ) wherein the mind sinks for a 
moment, where it bathes with ambrosia for a moment, where it gets drunk 
for a moment, where it melts away for a moment 1

Even such a staunchly Vedànta work as the Pancadati o f  Vidyàranya 
seems to have been influenced by aesthetic speculations in four lovely verses :

44 The lamp which is in the theatre lights up equally the manager, the 
audience and the dancer. Even if they are not present, it shines 1 2

44 The manager is the ego. The audience are the sense-objects. The 
dancer is the mind. The keepers o f time, etc., are the sense-organs. The 
illuminating lamp is the Witness ( i. e. the Self) ” . 3

44 Whatever forms can be imagined with the mind, illuminating all of 
these, he becomes the Witness o f  all o f them. By himself however he is be- 

. yond the reach o f words and mind ” . 4 *

“  How can I experience such a Self? If you feel this way, then do not 
( try ) to experience it. When all experiences cease, then the Witness alone 
is left ” . 6 *

Here is a verse quoted by Jayaratha in the Tantraloka which seems 
to sum everything up in a very fine analogy :

“  Just as when various objects such as pieces o f wood, leaves, stones, 
etc., fall into a salt-mine they turn into salt, so also emotions ( turn into bliss 
when they fall into ) the pure consciousness that is our very Self 8

1 . A ta n k â ra m a h od a d h ï o f  N â ren d ra p ra bh a  S u ri, ed. by L. B. G. J. Pandit, 
Oriental Institute, Baroda, 1942 ( G. O. S. XCV ) :

i r s u t a  s o t t  i t r n m t a  f a e t o n  ^  n
The Agnipurâua too uses the same terminology as Abbinava :

3T8jt T T H  ST^r Ï R I c H T M  f % 3  l l|

H S T H S TH T  ST ^ T O T T  I H T  H H T  % T ; <i T f O T  II
Ch. 309, vv. 1-2 These verses seem to us clearly derived from’ Abhinava.

2. Paficada&it X . 11 *.
ç h r : s r ÿ  h « # «  i h

3. P D .  X . 14 :
3 T ^ T T ^ : T T 5 : H « n  f% O T T  H c N ft  I H IW fir T T Ü 'T fö JT fc r  # t : h t w h i h ^ :  II

4. P D .  X. 23 :
f^ S T T  TTx T5PKTHOTT_ I «THT H H T  H tT H H ü fr Ç O T Ï Il

b , P D .  X. 24 :
H IS T ^ o t t  ’ i s t h t h ; i H # î # T H s r m  n

6. T . Ä L  Vol. I, p. 30, part two, second dhnika} under verse 35 :
*T *n  *H T *T T  'TfcTHT: ^ r g 'T 'ïï'f 'T H T O T : I <#<luk 4 K  T w O T  H *TT H K l f t î T T H T f H  II
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L a t e r  W r i t e r s  o n  Säntarasa a n d  Rasäsväda :
It is not our main purpose to examine in any detail how the writers o f 

the later tradition deal with the themes supplied by Abhinavagupta. None
theless there are certain passages which we feel deserve to be noticed. The 
three main texts that should be seen arc the Kävyaprakäsa, the Sàhitya- 
dar pana and the Rasagangädhara. There are two areas in which we are inte
rested : säntarasa and rasäsväda. The Kävyaprakäsa is quite brief on sànta- 
rasa. At IV. 29 Mammata says :

“  Srngära, häsya, karuna, raudra, vira, bhayànaka, blbhatsa and 
adbhuta—these are stated to be the eight rasas in drama. ”
Later, at IV. 35 he says :

t
“ Santa is the ninth rasa, o f which nirveda is the sthàyibhàva”  and then 

he gives the stanza ahau và hàre va kusumasayane va drsadi vô as an example 
o f kàntarasa. 1 It would seem therefore that according to Mammata, säntarasa 
has no place in drama, but only in kàvya. But his statement is not un
ambiguous, and it is possible to interpret him to mean that generally only 
eight rasas are admitted, but that he would admit also sànta as a ninth.

Visvanàtha, in the Sàhityadarpana, III. 45 ff., has the following remarks 
on SR :

Sàhityadarpana III. 245-250 :
3TC 5TFcl: -

stftt: ii

31 f t 1 I SHRÏ U 5  31 II

q w ï ï^ r ^ 1? 31 I

g o q i « r a ç f t 3: il

1. According to Kçomendra, A  uc.ilyaoicärac.arr.ä 29 ( Minor works of
Ksemendra, 8 anskrit Academy Series No. 7, Hyderabad, 1961, edited by E. V. V. 
Râghavacârya and D. G. Padhyo ), this stanea was written by Utpalaräja. Kosanibi 
[ “ The  E p ig ra m s A ttr ib u ted  to B h artvh a ri ” , Bharatiya Vidya Bhavan, 1948, p. 86 ) 
includes it among the S a m fa yita ilok a st as no. 213.
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9*TT-

^  =q W& SS**T rRPK: I

fqsqF^fflfqgpK flgciT  fïïsqqïïR?q *r

f o s T f  : SRf: «R Î q ^ f à ^ T  fq^foscqfà || 

g fè*g  ïTfTmîrif^î qssq ï \

f^ q i ï^ q ^ T fq r % fë \ q  qf II

TTq%tT ff  ^N IR ^ T  sfi^Ifîîl^cTîT q sq q ^ g îlJ T R ^  =q

q  ? ïq ^  I 5 1 Fc1?g  ^ ^ i ï l f ^ R Î R I -  

iNwSMrfl* ’cT^T^ÏÏT^mfT  ̂ I 3ffi*î ïn ïïR ^ K : I

‘ »r qq  f.*q  q  fjtâ ïr î%fri q  s ro n t  q  =q qqfàfè*sìi I 

g  î ï ï^ :  qfàcTT g îfF l : # 1  ^  gqqqT<ïï: ||’

C^rq^qçq çtpcî t m^çqîqràiqT^qTqfq^iïïTqi sn^vqqiT  ̂ çrqrqfét- 
•TTÏÏÏÏTqïïqîq —

5W: B Q̂T qrf: I

Wcrfqfq c R f ^ ê ^ q f è :  fèrfrr^ q  il

qsnf^F^fivrmtscqT^cRq qqrqq^qq^qi^ fqfa: i
<âTTl f̂ f----

1 q^q  qqqg*q ösi%  q ^  fq°q qf^g^qq i 

fptqiyq^q^rf qifcr: qi^ft il ’
gqTqü^TfqïïWfcïïq % v i

3f5tRTqîqfif1% 3.qï%5;q<ffqr n 
anf^^^r^^^q^qrtriqqq^qq^q: i 
rpq ^qcïïfqqqi ^fqqqï—

qqr qRT'Jî Tmf qg-
-qçnq; mr% RqqRTs^fègjq i 

' ' afq JiiCrnq fègîf* 5Tfqf m q q
‘ ■ q*fàjq ^5ïf%mwq q^ifa rcqqrq n
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“  Sàntarasa has calmness ( sama ) as its basic mood. It belongs to the 
very best o f men. It has (he white complexion o f the Kunda (jasmine) and 
the moon, and the revered Nâràyana as its presiding deity. Its alambana- 
vibhäva is the emptiness ( or vanity ) o f all things because of their transient 
nature, or it is the nature of the supreme Self. Its uddìpanavibhàvas are holy 
hermitages, sacred places ( bariksetra), places o f  pligrimage, pleasant groves, 
etc., and the company o f great men etc. Its anubhàvas are horripilation, etc. 
Its vyabhicàribhàvas are self-disparagement, joy, recollection, resolve, kind
ness towards all beings, etc. Here is an example :

“  When will the crows fearlessly carry away the food placed as alms in 
my joined hands, as I move along the highway wearing an old, worn-out, 
tattered and inadequate garment, looked at by the citizens on the road with 
fear, curiosity and pity, sleeping in the unfeigned bliss o f  relishing the nectar 
of spirituality?”

The full development ( o f sàntarasa ) is to be seen in the Mahàbhàrata, 
etc.

“  Dayàvira ( in which the sthàyibbàva utsàha is based on or is con
cerned with mercy or benevolence ), etc., are not identical with this ( sànta), 
as (iànta ) is without even the slightest trace o f  egoism ( while dayàvira, etc., 
are marked by egoism ) ” .

In dayàvira, etc., such as for example in the case o f Jimütavàhana, etc., 
we do not find an extinction of egoism, in as much as we observe in the 
middle o f  the play, Jimûtavâhana’s love for Malayavati, and in the end his 
attainment of the status o f sovereignity over the Vidyadharas. Santa, how
ever, cannot be included under dayàvira, etc., because its exclusive nature is 
the extinction o f egoism in every way. Hence the view that in the Nàgànanda, 
sànta is the dominant sentiment, is refuted.

It may be objected as follows :
“  Where there is neither pain, nor pleasure, nor worry, nor hatred, nor 

affection, that is styled as iàntarasa by the chief among the sages, that which 
consists in equality towards all objects 1

How can sàntarasa which is o f the nature described above, and which 
manifests itself only in the state o f  emancipation ( moksa ), where there is the 
complete absence o f the auxiliary feelings (and the abiding mental moods such 
as love, etc. ) be regarded as a rasa ? We reply as follows :

"  Since that tranquillity alone which exists in the state wherein the mind 
is joined to and also disjoined from the soul ( i. e. wherein the soul is not * IV,

1. Reading aarvesu bhavesu sam apram ân ah , while in the Da& arûpa , under
IV , 45, the reading is sarvesu bhdvesu sam apradhänah.

X X I V
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completely absorbed into the absolute) attains to the nature of rasa, the 
presence of the auxiliary feelings etc. ( i. e. o f the abiding mental moods, the 
excitants and the ensuants ) is not ruled out

As for the statement that there is in sànta the absence even o f pleasure, 
that refers only to worldly pleasure ( vaisayikasukha ), and hence, there is no 
contradiction. For it has been stated :

“  The earthly pleasure arising from fulfilment of desires as well as the 
great pleasure which is attained in heaven — these are not equal to even a 
sixteenth part o f the happiness arising from the extinction of all desires *\

Dayàvìra, etc., deserve to be included under sàntay provided that they 
are completely divested o f egoism in every way.

The word "etc.” , stands for dharmavira, dànavira, love having a deity for 
its object, etc. Amongst these, love having a deity for its object is illustrated 
in the following stanza :

“  When shall I pass my days as a moment, dwelling in Vàrânasï, on 
the bank o f the divine river (Ganges) wearing a loin-cloth, holding my 
hands joined on my head and crying out : "  O lord o f Gauri, destroyer of 
Tripura, three-eyed Sambhu, be merciful towards me ! ”

The commentary of the Sàhityadarpam on rasàsvàda, while interest
ing, is too long to include here (see SD III. 1 and ff. ). This and the com
mentary o f the Kàvyaprakàsa on rasàsvàda ( III. pp. 91-95, Jhalkikar) are 
readily available, since there exist translations into English of both these texts 
( see Bibliography ). The Rasagangàdhara, however, is a different matter, 
since it has never been translated before. We therefore thought it worth

-while to translate in full Jagannatha’s remarks on sàntarasa, and to provide an 
explanatory translation o f his remarks on Abhinava’s views on rasàsvàda.

Here is the first text :
Rasagangàdhara

B -----

‘ W * :  W .  3THÌÌ M  I

CT^rt w jtsr sNt ïftoîçrâfèr % ^  n ’

I g fr p R -  ^  i

-------O

a re m  sr II ’
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$rt5 : I cifrnft I <rar f f  to  sraraisnfèfèï I g w r : , ^  «n fòsrò ft-- 

I erRTi^r^n sw H W  er* t o r t o r a  i ^  ^

i ^  cr^ forc-

îr ïr i^ ctri 3 F r ô ? n q % : I qfê; ^  3 H ^ * n ^ f  «w-

^ [ { Ì ^ T ^ d r ò s f ì  ffàïïe^T<?îqî fèRJTWJTïïïfèïT 3 < r ê  ^TTM 

fôffclcT, cTTT SPRSSfi g?T ^  I 3R  T O  TftrTT[^I<Hf m if^TÎ ÇTWT-

f^qqrRç<TTWï: T̂FrTW flrf q i^ ï

sOĉ rt^ ci fèrfèrciR m  r 3 f ^ ï ï ^  i m qrVm ew pre r m  fàftfèra-
ÇftfiTC flSRlfacqsW  cf^ fcffW

îTRXfq- f à q q ^ R  f o s f o r ò :  | 3fcT ^  =q

areiVt T O fà fà  I

qcf: Efifo* m  ÎR : Il :

çcqif^rr T O s fà  sipm « n  3^ fifà  sqqçn fàm . i q m  t o  ^n^rt *èt ^mcfï-. 

cq^W F^R cltfq qN qqW T; qfTqi^(^ffq''qFTT ^TFcîŒïrqFTclTqT 3ffèfëéfaîT-.O

g q q f à ^ ^ î  sfirò è s '^ 4  s t ó ì :  I 3îct ^  ‘ 3isr t o  w n  ^ i :  » p g v - ’

5R*q ‘ îTFm sft ÎRRÎ m : ’ ffcî q«T£4?T Sf^qgfTfïf: |

Rasagangàdhara 1

Rasa is ninefold, because o f the statement :
“  Sfrìgàra, karuna, sänta, raudra, vira, adbhuta, 

hàsya, bhayànaka, and bïbhatsa — thus they are nine ” . 1 2

And in this matter3 4 the statement o f the Sage ( Bharata) is the final 
authority.

But there are some who say : *
“  Because sànta can be developed only from ( the sthàyibhàva) sama, and 

because sama is impossible in an actor, there are only eight rasas in drama ; 
hànta has no place in it ” . This is not, however, accepted by others. They say 
that the argument advanced ( by the advocates o f eight rasas ) namely that

1 . We bave used the KM ( 12 ) Kd. 1939, p. 35 IF.
2. We do not know where this verse could come from. We take it that 

Jagannatha is saying that it is based on the N ä tya & islra , not that it comes from the N &
3. A tr a  means : as m in vifa ye, namely raaasankkyüvisaye.

4. A p a r t  includes Jagannätha himself. He of course accepte the existence
of êânlarasa . *
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sama is not possible in an actor, does not stand to reason, because we do not 
accept that the revelation ( i.e. aesthetic enjoyment ) o f rasa ( ever ) takes place 
in an actor. 1 As the spectators (on the other hand) can experience tranquillity, 
there is no difficulty in the arousal of ( sànta ) rasa in them. It would not be 
proper to say that as the actor ( himself ) is devoid o f sama9 he cannot be 
capable of acting in a manner congenial to sama. For in that case, it will have 
to be accepted that, since an actor is devoid o f ( genuine) fear and (genuine) 
anger, etc., he would not be capable of acting in a manner congenial to fear, 
anger, etc. also. Now, if there is nothing objectionable in the actor’s being able 
to manifest, through special training, repeated practice, etc., the artificial effects 
of anger, etc., although there is no possibility in his case o f the real effects of 
anger, etc., i.e. although he cannot actually kill or imprison ( the object o f his 
anger ), then the same should apply in the case o f sama as well. It may now be 
asked : “  How can there be the emergence ( udreka ) of sànta in the minds of 
spectators (of a drama), since there is in a drama vocal and instrumental music( 
etc., all of which are opposed (to the suggestion of the sthyàyìbhàva sama), and 
since sàrtia is by its nature averse to the contemplation of worldly objects (e.g. 
music, dance, etc. ) ? ”  The reply is that those who admit the existence o f sànta 
in drama, do not believe that the presence o f vocal and instrumental music in a 
drama acts as a hindrance to the emergence o f sànta, for the very reason that 
the result (namely the emergence o f sänta) is actually experienced ( phala- 
balàt ). If now it is maintained ( by the opponent ) that the contemplation 
o f any worldly object is detrimental to the emergence o f sànta, then ( even in 
the case of non-dramatic poetry ), the àlambanavibhàva o f sama such as the 
transitory nature of worldly existence, and its uddipanavibhàvas such as listen
ing to the recitation of the Purànas, association with saintly people, visiting 
sacred penance-groves and holy places ( tlrtha ), being worldly objects ( after 
all ), will have to be regarded as detrimental to the emergence o f sànta ( in the 
minds of the readers o f non-dramatic poetry ). It is for this very reason that 
in the last chapter o f the Sangìtaratnàkara, it has been said :

“  Some have urged that in dramatic compositions ( nàtyesu) there are 
only eight rasas. But that is not ( at all ) correct ( acaru — unconvincing ), 
because no actor ever actually relishes any rasa whatsoever ” . 2

1. Jagannatha does not accept the fact that the actor has rasa. BkaltaloIIatA, 
however, A . B h „  p. 264 (V ol. I ) believed that he does : rasabhâvânâm api rasando 
vtfavabina nate sam bhavâd annsam dhibaläc ca layâdyanusaranàt ( for this phrase cf. 
L ocà n a , ü d d y o ta , II, p. 181, last line ). Note too D a fa rü p a , IV. 42 — kàvyârtha* 
bhâvanâsvndo nartakasya na vàryale.

2 . Sangilaratndkara , VII. 1360, p. 400 of the Ed. by G. S. Saatri, Vol. IV,
Âdyar Library, 1933, Madras. ; \
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By means o f this and similar arguments it has been established ( in 
that work ) that sàntarasa exists (even in dramatic poetry ). Even those who 
hold the view that sàntarasa has no place in dramatic poetry ( mtya ) will 
have necessarily to accept its existence in non-dramatic poetry ( kàvya ), 
( firstly ) because there are no such objections ( to its acceptance in non- 
dramatic poetry) as given earlier, and (secondly) because it has been establish
ed on the strength of all people’s actual experience that works like she Mahà- 
bharata have sàntarasa as their dominant emotional mood. It is for this very 
reason that ( a great schoiar like ) Mammatabhatta first opened his discussion 
(on  the number of rasas) with the words *' eight are the rasas in drama” 1 

and concluded his treatment o f the subject with the remark : “  sànta too has 
to be admitted as the ninth rasa ( in non-dramatic poetry ) 2

Of these — love, sorrow, disaffection, anger, enthusiasm, wonder 
mirth, fear and disgust are the abiding mental moods respectively ” .3

O n the  sthòyàbhàva of shnta
( The sthàyibhàva o f sànta, namely ) nirveda* ( “  world-weariness ”  ) is 

a peculiar state-of-mind ( cittavrttivisesa ) which is also called by the name 
visayavtràga ( "  aversion to worldly objects o f enjoyment ”  ) arising from con
templation on the eternal Reality ( nityavastn) and the non-eternal phenomenal 
appearances in the world ( anityavastu ). If, however, nirveda is (not the 
result o f such contemplation, but is ) the result oT domestic quarrels, etc., it 
is regarded as a vyabhicàribhàva ( a transient mood ) ( since it is o f a transi
tory nature ).*

Now here is a difficult passage from the Rasagangàdhara on rasa : e

ARïRHflçïàîT f t  ?éi

afSRRïïfèft: Ä ,  ftr-fllRfa: sqpïï-

W l R «  m : !

1. K  P ., IV. p. 98 ( Jhalkikar’s édition).
2. A*/\, IV. 35, p. U l .

3. tfcî: f^Nifit'ìwrcTsl I çrât *r4 3 9 ^  ^  -sinTïft n

I
5. On tlie two kinds of nirvetla , see the A . B h .t ( Ragliavano ed. p. 105 )f 

sorely the source of Jaguunàthu’s remarks,
6. Pages 25-27 KM. edition 1939.
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cWT ^Tf: -  ‘ sîïtB: B t fà q iq it : W F f W  TO: Çfcî: ’ | surfit

s q f% ì% m c i: I æ fàm  r r t ^ t fèra j q*n %  Riferì ì^qrofà-

f  €r flft/tffl^q^rofa^RPlfer, 3PÏ ^  ÎT3ÏÏ#, q̂ TOTTO%cT̂ T fä m q föä q fä jP I

TOTTER; I 3Rî:^Çïïiqnîqi ^T%qRqcqi*gqrR: I fqOTfrTWfq’ ÇTfiïRÏÏKÏ-
Rifàq ^^T rïïfH ife r 3rf%qT*q<qqfqç^ i ^q.fqqrqifeqqoirqT anqro- 
q ^ R q  q t a f r l f o T R IT O l  I *Jf M w f e l ^ T Ì  T O  3 < T ^ fà  q a ìfq q R iq r fà q  s ^ ^ c T T ^ T T - 

fèsqiqrror n o ro ît I f^«raifç^»iP if^TÇRTO*ïfw , fq ixnqr q^qr ïr ïï- 
5IWTSSlcr^ìfWHRtsfq w f l  R ÎTSFT̂ Tcï |

qgj fq^iqiK^qiimfl^r fqqe^qqrq^ifòiNèR- q^TOn̂ gq-
fc içr^ T R ^ i^ R i TOîi'qifqq qifqqfèqffàçqsnqà, qRqTqqqftfq qrqq; i 
3 ïïq ^ i m  R èìfqrFi^IRTTOMTTO: 3îRRî:^TOfI%^q^I^ I ft*T 

rpTORqîîT^îRW RÇqR qR iqrofà fg fè lèt TOTlfè: Çïï4t HRf TO ? R  

fè îc l^  I

q?gq* 3  q^qqmaRTOUTO-R *srreqi%»n fe^ q  to : i

w fr  ^rorr iqf^TRi^Ri fà ^ q  qi fq ^ ïn q jq  Rqpq çuraisrô =q
fêfiPU TOTP#5RFUq cqR^cqRcRfllîqcq =q [ WTT xfRq NÿdM<U|  ̂
qg îngîRT, cTçî rrocr.q;TOfraqT i |q =q TORrrençRçnMfeRT, m R ifc- 
fqqqw èqfq^qqqnq; i q ^ r  r  q^sqiqîTOiqi^ i 3mreqr çpisrqR 
T% RRfqm ^W 'J iqP T  q ^ R  1%  RIRRR qqgqFRq I ‘ gqRT^T-

fàq; qriç5%iïUïRif'?qq, ’ fqrifè: qi^isfeî qq h r r r  %g, 3frorqifa 
‘ TOt % %:, to tr-qïq qqfq ’ f îq  s fa :, qq i^ ro^ qqqro  %îq

5FntJiiqqN i qq fcftqq% q^iqnq^q^rîRqïï ^ w R q ç n  rt 51̂ -  
sqiqRqTsqfqi^iqO 1 ^rqpi^qT^qqqtr^rqq^nPqqq | qT'iqrqq3Tg%q; 1 
f̂ rgTORqgHTqiqqî T: 1

“  Rasa— aesthetic enjoyment—is the sthàyibhàva rati, etc., which is of 
the form o f a mental impression, already crystallised in the mind and im
planted in the mind since the time o f birth ( or since time immemorial ) and 
cognised ( or perceived) by the cogniser ( i. e. by the reader or spectator) 
along with the joy o f self-realisation ( nijasvarûpànandena saha) which is 
absolutely real (and not imaginary), as it is self-luminous ( svaprakäsa)
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(and does not require anything else to illuminate it). This cognition o f a 
sthäyibhäva ( such as rati, etc.,) is the result o f an extraordinary function 
( o f  words and senses ) ( i. e. it is brought by the function called suggestion ). 
( This suggestion ) is produced ( pràdurbhàvita ) by the appropriate alambana- 
ribhàvasy uddìpanavibhàvas, anubhàvas and vyabhicâribhàvas ( described in 
the poem or represented on the stage) acting jointly and simultaneously 
( sambhuya ). The extraordinary function ( namely suggestion ) which is thus 
brought into play as a result o f the vibhävas, etc., immediately removes the 
ignorance which acts as a screen (o r  veil) covering up ( or obscuring ) the 
blissful consciousness of the Self. And when the screen o f ignorance is thus 
removed, the cogniser rises superior to and becomes divested of his peculiar 
properties such as being a limited cogniser ( etc. ).

The vibhävas, anubhàvas and vyabhicâribhàvas are first presented by 
the poet or dramatist to the reader ( or spectator ) through the medium o f 
the poem ( or drama ) which is charming because o f the appropriate and 
beautiful literary style ( adopted for conveying the vibhàvas, anubhàvas and 
vyabhicâribhàvas ). These vibhävas, etc., enter ( i. e., make an impression on ) 
the mind of the appreciative, sympathetic reader ( or spectator ). Then by 
the power o f the peculiar mental reflection ( on the vibhävas etc. ), on the part 
o f the reader and in cooperation with his appreciative attitude, the vibhävas 
etc., become divested o f their individualistic limitations and become univer-

t
salised ( or generalised ), and vibhävas like Dusyanta and Sakuntalâ lose their 
individualistic natures as Dusyanta and éakuntalà and stand out before 
us in the universal character o f manhood and womanhood in general. In 
the realm o f poetics, fundamental causal factors like Sakuntalâ, exciting 
causal factors like moonlight, effect-factors like the shedding o f tears and 
collateral, accessory effect-factors, like anxiety etc., are designated by the 
names àlambanavibhàva, udd ìpanavi b h ï va, anubhàva and vyabhicàribhàva res
pectively. They are extraworldly ( alaukika, i. e. they are idealised ( and not 
presented as they exist in ordinary life ) so as to serve the purpose of awaken
ing and nourishing a particular mental mood ( such as love etc. ). In the 
ordinary world they are called àiambanakàrana, uddïpakàrana, kàrya and 
sahakàrin, but when idealised so as to suit the atmosphere o f  poetry and 
drama, they are known by the names vibhävas, anubhàvas and vyabhicàri- 
bhävas.

“  For it has been said that a sthäyibhäva revealed ( or suggested ) by 
the vibhävas etc. is called by the name of rasa ” .1 Revealed ( or suggested ) 
means 44 made the object o f revelation ( or suggestion ) ” . Now vyakti 
( revelation ) ( in the context o f rasa-realisation ) means consciousness ( pure,

J, KP. IV. 28, p. 86, ( Jhalkikar'a edition ).
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blissful consciousness o f the Self), from which the enveloping screen is (tem 
porarily ) removed ( bhagnàvaranâ cul). Just as a lamp covered by an earthen 
bowl (or wicker-basket) begins to shine by it self, and illumines nearby objects 
as soon as the cover is taken away, in the same way pure consciousness in the 
form o f  the àtman( i. e. the àtman who is pure consciousness and supreme 
bliss), which is covered by ignorance, desire etc. begins to shine on its own 
(svayam prakàsate) and illumines the sthàyibhàvas like rati, etc., along with 
( appropriate ) vibhàvas, etc. For the sthàyibhàvas like rati are the properties 
(o r  attributes) o f the mind (in as much as they are o f the form of mental 
impressions or instincts embedded in the mind) and hence they arc admitted 
(by rhetoricians and Vedàntins) to be capable o f being illumined by the sàksin 
( i. e. the àtman consisting o f pure consciousness ) ( as soon as the enveloping 
veil in the form o f ignorance, desire etc., is removed). There should be no 
difficulty in accepting that even the vibhàvas, anubhävas and vyabhicàribhàvas 
are illumined by the àtman ( although they possess an objective character and 
are objective entitities like ghata, pat a. etc. ), on the analogy o f the horse etc. 
seen ina dream, or on the analogy of the silver (erroneously) perceived in 
a piece o f tin ( rangarajata). According to this view rasa is nothing but the 
subtle, latent instincts like love etc. As these instincts are permanent moods 
o f the mind, rasa also is permanent in character. Now the question arises, 
how rasa is said to come into existence and cease to exist if it is permanent 
in its nature. The answer is that origination ( utpatti) and cessation ( vinosa) 
really belong to the aesthetic experience ( canoni) o f the vibhàvas, anubhàvas 
and vyabhicàribhàvas which are the suggestors o f the rasa. Or origination 
and cessation may be said to belong to the àvaranabhanga (removal o f the 
screen in the form o f ignorance, desire etc. which covers up the blissful con- 
ciousness ). But the origination and cessation are metaphorically transferred 
to rasa by laksanà ( rase upacaryete). For this an illustration is given from 
the sphota doctrine o f the grammarians. The letters in the form o f sphota 
are really eternal. But they are in ordinary language spoken o f as subject 
to origination and cessation, only in a metaphorical sense. They are said to 
be subject to origination and cessation because o f the origination and cessa
tion o f the contacts between the places o f articulation ( palate etc. ) and the 
articulators (tip o f the tongue etc.). The duration of the removal of the 
screen o f ignorance, desire, worldly distractions etc., is conditioned by the 
enjoyment (carvana) of the vibhàvas, anubhàvas and vyabhicàribhàvas ( i. e. 
the removal o f  the screen o f  ignorance etc., lasts only so long as the enjoy
ment o f the vibhàvas etc., last ). The moment the enjoyment o f the vibhàvas 
etc., comes to an end, the light o f one’s own blissful consciousness be
comes veiled once again by the power o f ignorance, desire, worldly distrac
tions etc., and the light o f consciousness that until now illumined the sthàyi*
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bhàvas being itself enveloped, the sthàyibhàvas though permanent ( i. e. though 
present and exisiting all along), do not shine any longer, and their enjoyment 
comes to an end. This is the reason why, and this is the sense in which, rasa 
is said to be subject to origination and cessation.

Or we may say as follows : because o f the enjoyment o f the vibhàvas, 
anubhàvas and vyabhicàribhàvas, which enjoyment is evoked ( or is called into 

play, unmisita ) by the sympathetic attitude o f the appreciative reader or 
spectator), the mind of the appreciative reader or spectator dwelling on the 
various sthàyibhàvas, becomes transformed into the blissful consciousness 
which is the nature o f the àtman, just as in the case o f a Yogin, his mind 
becomes transformed into blissful consciousness during deep meditation 
( satmdhi ). This transformation o f the mind into the blissful consciousness 
(which is the real nature of the àtman) amounts to the identification o f the 
mind with blissful consciousness (tanmayibhavana). Now this bliss is not 
comparable with any o f the ordinary worldly joys; because ordinary worldly 
joys are a property o f the mind ( antahkarana ), ( while this bliss, kàvyànandâ  
is the essence of the àtman itself). (Really speaking kàvyànanda is not 
identical with brahmànanda or brahmàsvàda, because it is produced by the 
laukikasàmagrij such as the contemplation of the vibhàvas, anubhàvas and 
vyabhicàribhàvas as described in a poem or exhibited in a drama, and so it is 
essentially laukika. But still it is alaukika in the sense that it is not com
parable to any of the joys of this world. At the time of experiencing worldly 
joys, the àtman enters into contact with the mind so that laukikànanda is 
cittavçttisamyuktacaitanyasvarûpa. But Kàvyànanda-or rasacarvanàjanyànanda- 
is suddhacaitanyarùpa, i. e. at the time of experiencing rasàsvàda the cittavrtti 
itself becomes transformed into the bliss of pure consciousness ). Jagannàtha 
sums up the view o f Abhinavagupta and his followers on rasa realisation as 
follows :

“ Thus in the light of the real intention ( svàrasya i.e. abhipràya) o f the 
works o f Abhinavagupta and o f Mammata and others, rasa is a sthàyibhàva 
such as rati, characterised by blissful consciousness ( i. e. becoming the 
object o f pure, blissful consciousness which is the àtman's real nature ) 
from which the covering lid has been removed ( bhagnàvarànacidvisistah, i. e. 
bhagnàvaranacidvisayabhütah). But, says Jagannâtha, really speaking the 
view o f Abhinavagupta and Mammata ought to be stated as follows : rasa is 
the blissful consciousness itself from which the covering lid ( of ignorance, 
desire and worldly distractions ) has been removed and of which the sthàyi
bhàvas like rati have become the object ( ratyàdyavacchinnà bhagnàvaranà cid 
eva rasah). This emended statement o f the view o f Abhinavagupta and 
Mammata is based on the bruti passage : raso vai sah. rasam hy evàyam 
labdhvà ànandì bhavati. The difference between the two statements of Abhinava- 

XXV
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gupta’s and Mammata’ s view consists in the shifting of the vi'sesanavisesya- 
bhàva. According to the first statement bhagnàvaranà cid becomes the visesana 
and ratyàdisthàyibhàva becomes the visesya. According to the second state
ment, ratyàdisthàyibhàva becomes the visesana and bhagnàvaranà cid becomes 
the visesya. But according to Jagannàtha, the second statement is much more 
in harmony with the sruti passage quoted above, although the first statement is 
in keeping with what Abhinavagupta and Mammata have actually said in their 
works. “  But in any case, (i.e. under both the statements) the element o f con
sciousness ( cidamsa ) is either a visesana ( in the first statement ) or a visesya 
(in the second statement), and one thing is certain ( or established ) that rasa is 
eternal (nitya) and self-luminous ( svaprakasa ), because rasa is vitally con
nected with the cidamsa ( either as visesana or as visesya ) and the cidamsa is 
eternal and self-luminous. Thus from the point o f view of the cidamka, rasa is 
eternal and self-luminous, though from the point o f view o f the ratyàdisthâyi- 
bhàva it is non-eternal ( anitya ) and illumined by something else ( para- 
prakasa or itarabhasya )” . ( Hence both the remarks, namely rasah nityah
svaprakàkak ca and rasah anityah itarabhàsyas ca, are justifiable from their 
respective viewpoints. )

Jagannàtha then goes on to say that the relishing of rasa is nothing but 
the breaking off ( or withdrawal ) of the screen ( or mantle ) ( o f  ignorance, 
etc.) covering the pure consciousness ( cidgatàvaranabhahgah) or the trans
formation o f the mind into the bliss o f pure consciousness which is the 
nature o f the àtman ( tadàkàrà, i. e. svasarûpànandàkàrà, antahkaranavrttih ). 
Now this aesthetic enjoyment ( rasacarvam) is different from (and is not 
identical with ) the meditational trance ( samàdhi or brahmasvada ). For it 
has for its object ( älambana ) the bliss o f pure consciousness blended with 
the cognition ( or consciousness ) o f the vibhàvas, anubhàvas and vyabhicàri- 
bhävas—which are worldly or mundane matters ( visaya, i. e. sàmsàrikapadà- 
rtha). But brahmasvada or parabrahmasaksatkara is not mixed or blended 
with the cognition ( or consciousness ) o f worldly matters. ( It is visuddha- 
brahmavisayaka or atmanandavisayaka ). Further, aesthetic enjoyment ( rasa- 
svada or rasacarvam ) is the outcome o f the special function, namely 
vyahjam peculiar to poetry, while brahmàsvàda is the outcome of the process 
laid down in the Upanisads, viz. sravana, manana, nididhyàsana, etc. [ Thus 
there is a difference between rasàsvàda and brahmasvada with regard to the 
visaya ( object ) and the means ( karana or sadhana ) ].

We translate the next section ( beginning : athàsyam sukhàm’sabhàn$,
etc. ) :

“ Objection : what evidence or authority ( mànam ) is there for holding 
that in rasàsvàda (o r  rasacarvam) there is the experience o f  an element of 
happiness ( jo y  or pleasure) ( sukhàmka)!
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Reply : A similar counter-question ( paryanuyoga ) could be raised in 
regard to samàdhi ( or brahmàsvàda ). In other words it may be asked : what 
is the evidence ( or authority ) for saying that in meditational trance also 
there is the experience o f happiness ( or bliss ) ?

Objection: Why, there is the following evidence (in  the form of a 
quotation from the Bhagavadgìtà, to prove that in brahmàsvàda there is the 
experience o f  bliss). The Gità says (VI. 21 ) : sukham àtyantikam yat tad 
buddhigràhyam atindriyam—which means that brahmàsvàda is full o f happi
ness which is super-sensuous, which is perceptible directly by the intellect 
( intuition ) and which is àtyantika, i. e. transcending every other kind of 
mundane joy.

Reply : we ( too ) have the authority o f a scriptural ( upanisadic ) state
ment to prove that rasàsvàda is full o f happiness. The scriptural statement 
is : raso vai sah. rasam hy evàyam labdhvà ànandi bhavati.”

[ Actually, however, this scriptural statement refers to the àtman and 
not to aesthetic experience. The proper meaning of the statement is : ‘ ‘ That 
{àtman) is surely ( vai) rasa ( jo y  or bliss). Having realised the ( àtman 
which is ) rasa (bliss) he becomes happy or blissful.77 In the first part o f 
the quotation, the àtman is equated with rasa ( i. e. ananda — supreme joy or 
bliss ). In the second part o f  the quotation it is said that having realised 
that àtman which is rasarnpa or ànandarûpa, he, i. e. the spiritual aspirant 
(sàdhaka), becomes supremely happy {ànandi bhavati). But Jagannàtha seems 
to have understood both parts of the quotation as referring to rasa in poetry 
or drama, i. e. as referring to aesthetic experience. He understood the 
second part to mean : “  having realised rasa7 i. e. the emotional flavour, he 
( i. e. the sahrdaya or sàmòjika ) becomes supremely happy ” . But we 
doubt very much if the quotation from the Upanisad is capable o f such an 
interpretation ].

“  In addition to this scriptural statement serving as evidence to show 
that rasàsvàda is ànandarûpa, the ànandampatva of rasàsvàda is borne out 
by a second authority, namely the direct experience o f the sahrdaya.”  Jagan
natha means that just as the ànandampatva o f the brahmàsvàda is supported 
by the quotation from the Bhagavadgìtà, and by actual experience o f  the 
Yogins, in the same way the ànandampatva o f  rasàsvàda is supported by 
the scriptural passage given above ( namely : raso vai sah. rasam hy evàyam 
labdhvà ànandi bhavati ) and by the direct experience o f  the sahrdaya.

Here is our translation o f the next section : yeyam dvitiyapakse, etc. :
“ The rasacarvanà (o r  rasàsvàda) which has been described by us above 

in connection with the second statement o f Abhinavagupta’s view as consist
ing in a mental condition transformed into the bliss which is the àtman% well,
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that rasacarvanä (o r  rasäsväda) is both säbda (verbal) and aparoksa ( i .  e. 
o f  the nature o f direct experience — pratyaksarupa ) Jagannâtha means 
that it is säbda because it is induced by sabdavyäpära, namely vyahjanär, 
and by abhidhä which always precedes vyanjanä. Rasacarvanä (or rasäsväda) is 
aparoksa ( i. e. pratyaksarupa ) because its object is ätmänanda ( aparoksa- 
sukhälambanatvät ). Thus rasäsväda is both säbda ( i. e. sabdavyäpärabfiävya) 
and aparoksa, just as the knowledge o f the identity between the jïvàtman and 
the paratmtman, arising out o f the Upanisadic statement— tat tvam asi— , is 
säbda in so far as it is the outcome o f the sentence tat tvam asi, and is also 
aparoksa ( i . e. pratyaksarupa) as it is a matter o f direct, actual experience 
( säkstkära ) for the spiritual aspirant (yogin ).
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ADDENDUM

P. IV, fn. 1. : See the article by M. V. Patwardhan and J. L. Masson : 
Jagannàtha on the Definition o f Poetry ” , Journal o f the Oriental Institute, 

Baroda ( to appear shortly ).

P. IX, line 12 : We must point out in all fairness, that this ascription 
is given only in the commentary o f Ravicandra ( see the Bhumikà to the 
third edition o f  the Amaru'sataka in the NSP, 1954) and not in the Vedànta 
tradition itself. Mâdhava ( Vidyaranya ) does not mention the legend in the 
Sankaradigvijaya even though he does tell the story o f  his seeking sexual 
knowledge in order to respond to the questions o f Säradä, Mandanamis'ra’s 
wife. After having studied and put into practice Vâtsyàyana’s Kàmasùtra, he 
is also credited with a work on erotics :

svayam vyadhattàbhinavàrthagarbham nibandham ekäm nrpavesadhàrì /
( from Naràyana Ràmàcàrya’ s Bhümikà, p. 1 to the Amaru).

The most commonly held belief o f  the Vedàntasampradàya in relation 
to sexual love is expressed very graphically by Vidyaranya in his Sankaradig
vijaya, VIII. 25 ( p. 303, Ânandâs’rama ed. ) :

yàsàm stanyam tvayà pltam yàsàm jàto 'si yonitah /  
tàsu mûrkhatama strisu pasuvad ramose katham / /

But then, with the honorable exception of Kashmir Saivism, what religious 
system has been fair to women ?

P. XIV, line 11 : Abhinava uses this same simile again in the Locana, 
p. 2 1 2  and adds : akalusodakadrstàntena, on the analogy o f a clean piece o f 
cloth that is dipped into clear water and absorbs all the water. In the same 
way the sensitive reader absorbs poetry.

P. 2, fn. 1 : On p. 223, Vol. II o f the A. Bh., Abhinava disagrees with 
Bhattatauta. It should be noted that Ananda too is not bound by tradition. 
Thus on p. 340 o f  the D. Â1. he says that it is a mistake to slavishly follow 
the doctrine o f  Bharata :

...................... na tu kevalam sàstrasthitisampàdanecchayà, and again
.......................bharatamatànusaranamàtrecchayà ghatanam.

P. 2, fn. 3, line 7 : There is no doubt that Anandavardhana knew 
Vàkpatiràja’s poem, for on p. 173 (B . P. ed. ) o f  the D. Ä1. he quotes a 
Prakrit verse which is No. 406 o f the Gaüdavaho. Sec J. Masson and M. V. 
patwardhan : “  The Dhvanyàloka and the Gaüdavaho ” , to be published in the
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commemoration volume for D. D. Kosambi ( M. A. C. S. Research Institute, 
Popular Book Depot, Bombay).

P. 3. fn. 2 : In view o f Abhinava’s elaborate commentary on the Nàtya- 
sàstra, it is needless to stress the importance of this work for his own theories 
.of aesthetics. See the present authors’ forthcoming book : “  Nâtyasàstra VI, 
with Translated Excerpts from the Abhinavabhâratî ” , Deccan College 
Monograph Series.

P. 3, fn. 1 : See J. Masson : ‘ ' On the Authenticity of the so-called 
Bhamahavivarana of Udbhata ”  forthcoming in the Indo-Iranian Journal.

P. 4, line 10 : Cf. Bhàmaha, V. 3, quoted on p. 55.
P. 5, last line of the footnote : this verse is also found in the Rama• 

yaria, Ayodhyâkànda, 105, 24.
P. 6 , line 8 : Ânanda’s main contribution to literary criticism in India 

\vas that he asked, for the first time, the really serious and fundamental 
questions, e. g. : ' ‘ What distinguishes great poetry from good poetry?” 
‘ ‘ Where does the essence of poetic experience really l ie ? ”  ”  What is the 
true purpose o f figures o f speech?”  “ How important is style?”  See J> 
Masson : “  Philosophy and Literary Criticism in Ancient India ” , in the 
forthcoming “  International Journal o f Indian Philosophy”  Vol. I, No. 1? 
edited by B. K. Matilal.

P. 14, line 1 : In Voi. III. o f the NS ( G. O. S. ), p. 185, Bharata says 
that love lies at the base o f all emotions, I
At XXII, 99 Bharata says that women are the source of all pleasure ! %
fàpïV I Perhaps love was chosen as all-important by literary critics be
cause in the drama, as in real life, it is its own reward. Cf. the lovely verse 
from Bhoja’s Sarasvatikanthabharana V. 74 :

y ad eva rocate maliyam tad eva kurute priyà [ 
iti vettiy na jcmati tat priyam y at karoti sà //

i
“  He thinks : “  My beloved does whatever pleases me. ”  He does not know 
that whatever she does is ( automatically ) pleasant. ”

P. 16, fn. 2 : By oversight, we omitted the translation of the first 
three lines o f the Skt. text from the A. Bh. Here they are: “ Only those 
( spectators ) whose hearts are like a clean mirror do not, at the time of 
(vatching a play ( taira), come under the influence o f emotions like* anger 
infatuation, sexual desire, etc., which are (emotions only) appropriate to 
everyday life, ( and not to the changes we undergo when watching a drama). 
For those ( self-controlled people ), when they listen to the ten types of 
drama, the collection of rasas ( i. e. the various rasas) presented by means of 
dramatic representation (i. e. presented in a drama — nàtyalaksanah) an4
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perceived through aesthetic experience consisting in generalised ( i. e. deper
sonalised) imaginative delight ( rasano) is o f course quite evident ( sphuta 
eva). But for those who are not able to control their everyday emotions...

P. 18, line 13: Abhinava quotes the following definition o f pratibhà 
in the Locana, p. 91 : pratibhà apûravastunirmànaksamà prajhà. “  Imagination 
is that form o f intelligence which is able to create new things. ”

P. 20, line 15 : We wonder though, if it is not possible to interpret the 
words sàrmnyagunayogena in the line : yadi kàvyàrthasamsritair vibhàvànu- 
bhàvavyahjitair ekonapahcàsadbhàvaih sàmànyagunayogenàbhinispadyante rasàs 
tat katìiam sthàyina eva bhàvà rasatvam àpnuvanti, found in the NS, VII. 
after verse 7 ( p. 349, Vol. I o f the G. O. S. ed. ), as a reference to sàdhàrani- 
karana. It would be most interesting to see how Abhinava comments on 
this line. Unfortunately, his commentary on the 7th Adhyàya has not been 
found yet.

P. 22, line 1 : Note Abhinava in Voi. III. p. 124 o f the A. Bh. on the 
paramàtman and drama.

P. 24, fn. 3, line 11: Cf. A. Bh. Voi. III. p. 309: yat tu bhattam- 
yakenoktam ** siddher api natàder angatvam vrajantyàs tatpakse ’ yam iti ”  tena 
nàtyàngatà samarthitaphalah ca purusàrthatvàd iti kcvalam jaiminir anusrta ity 
alarti arteria.

P. 29, line 16 : This is an error on our part for which we apologise. 
What Professor Pandey actually wrote ( in a personal letter to Mr. Masson, 
May 1, 1969) is: Bhàskara Kantha, the author o f  the commentary
Bhàskari on thelsvara Pratyabhijnà Vimarsini o f Abhinavagupta wrote a 
long commentary on it, the fragment o f which I saw in Srinagar which his 
descendants possess.”

P. 34, fn. 1 : Ànandavardhana, on p. 487 o f the D. À1. quotes a 
stanza which earlier writers claimed to be an example o f vyâjastuti ( which 
Änanda rejects, since there can be no gunlbhùtayahgyatà in V. and Änanda 
regards this verse as an ex. o f aprastutaprasamsà ). On page 489 he says that 
the stanza is commonly attributed to Dharmakïrti: tatha càyam dharmaklrteh 
sloka iti prasiddhih. He then goes on to say that that is perfectly possible 
in the light o f another stanza ( which he quotes ) that is definitely ( Locana: 
nirvivàdatadìyasloka ) by Dharmakïrti.

P. 34. fn. 1, line 10 : Tat tanmataparïksàyâm granthàntare nirûpayi- 
syàmah means : “  We will deal with this in another work, in the examination 
of the Buddhist views ” . Now the most usual way of understanding this is 
to assume that Änanda wrote a general work of philosophy ( like the Sana- 
darkanasangraha ), in which he examined critically several different philoso- 
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phies. Abhinava’s remarks, which are based on first-hand knowledge, are 
confusing. Dharmottara wrote a commentary on Dharmakirti’s Pramana- 
viniscaya called the Viniscayatlka, that has been preserved in the Tibetan 
Tanjur, though not in Sanskrit ( see Dharmottaraprad'ipa, Tibetan 
Sanskrit Works Series, Vol. II, Patna, 1955-W e  are indebted to Professor 
J. W. de Jong for this information). Vivrtican either mean“  an explanation”  
in general, or it can be an actual commentary ( e. g. Nàtyavedavivrtiy and 
Pratyabhijnàvivrti ). We could translate Abhinava’s remarks as follows : 
“  Another work ”  refers to the commentary (vivrti) called Dharmottarion the 
Viniscayatìkà by the author o f this work ( i. e. the D. ÀI., that is, Ânanda- 
vardhana). This ( issue ) has been explained in that w ork .”  Or Dharmo
ttari could be the name o f the commentary on the Viniscaya ( i.e. Darmakirti’s 
Pramanaviniscaya ). In this case the meaning would be : “  That issue has 
been discussed in the gloss which was written by this author (namely 
Ananda ) on the Dharmottari, a commentary on the Viniscaya. ”  This would 
mean that Ânanda wrote an actual commentary on a Buddhist text. To our 
knowledge, there is no commentary by a Hindu writer on a Buddhist text. 
The work, therefore, would be unique. But we have seen that much of what 
Ànandavardhana did was unique, and this need not deter us from explaining 
the lines in the manner we have. Jacobi ( ZDM G Voi. 57, p. 328 ) writes : 
Nach Abhinavagupta in Niscayatlka, bei der Erklärung der Dharmottara. Es 
scheint nämlich dharmottamäyä statt dharmottamäyäm gelesen werden zu 
müssen. ”  The reading dharmottamäyä is found in the KM ed. o f the D. ÀI.
( 1935 ed.)

P. 46, fn. 1 : Note that Vis'vanàtha speaks o f this Nàràyana as being 
his great-great grandfather ( vrddhaprapitämaha i. e. prapitamahapitä ) SD. 
III. 2-3.

P. 51, line 12 : cf. NS XIX. 146 ( Voi. Ill, p. 80 ) :
yasmàt svabhàvam santyajya sähgopähgagatikramaih / 
prayujyate jhàyate ca tasmàd vai nàtakam smrtam //

P, 53, Note that Abhinava in the A. Bh. Voi. III. p. 124, remarks 
that the spectator does not think he is watching an actor, but feels it is the 
original character he is watching : preksakapakse na natpbhimanas> tatra hi * 
rämäbhimäna iti darsayati.

P. 99, last line o f text : In the A. Bh. kàntarasaprakarana, Abhinava 
twice ( once in the case o f the jätyamsakas and again'for the Dima ) justifies 
the fact that Bharata does not mention sàntarasa separately. But we find * 
it curious that Abhinava is silent on the many passages where Bharata speaks 
o f all eight rasas but omits sànta. For instance : in XX. 72, Voi. III. p. 105, 1 
Bharata mentions the different Vrttis as they apply to each rasa. Santa is
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not mentioned, nor does Abhinava defend its omission. In chapter XVII 
verses 128-129, the various forms o f  khku are mentioned for each rasa, 
excluding sänta, and again Abhinava ( Vol. II. p. 396 ) has no explanation. 
The same is true o f XVII 103-104, where the svaras are mentioned for each 
rasa, and Vol. II, p. 398, where the pàthos are given for each rasa, excluding 
iànta.

P. 139, fn, 2 line: This might refer to a pâthàntara o f the NS text
itself.
r

P. 145, line : We drop nanu as in the NSP ed. o f  the Dasarûpaka.

P. 150, note 3 : We cannot agree with Dr. Raghavan and the late 
S. K. De when they hold that Dhanika did not allow santarasa even in 
poetry. We think he did. Clearly both scholars have followed the NSP 
edition, which reads, in the avataranikä to verse 45 (ch . V I) nanu before 
santarasasya ( as well as anabhidheyatvât in place o f  anabhineyatvàt ), which 
would turn this passage into the words o f the Pürvapaksin. Thus the 
final phrase : kâvyavisayatvam na nivaryate is the position o f the Pürva
paksin. Now comes the difficulty : who speaks the words atas tad ucyate! 
If we suppose that this is the Pürvapaksin, who is seeking support in the 
line o f  Dhanafijaya, then the pürvapaksa must continue with santo hi yadi 
tävat up till svàdayitàrali santi. But these two positions are contradictory : 
in the first part, sänta is admitted in poetry, and in the second part it is 
excluded. So the words atas tad ucyate must be the words o f  Dhanika. 
But this also makes bad sense, because if Dhanika is responding to the pürva
paksa, he would be interpreting verse 45 to mean that there is no santarasa at 
all. In that case, what would the words at the end o f the paragraph: taduk- 
tyaiva sàntarasàsvàdo nirüpitah mean? Obviously they are meant to esta
blish some sort o f existence for santarasa. In view o f  these arguments, we 
feel that the reading nanu is not correct, since it seems to us clear, both from 
our interpretation o f VI. 45, and from the concluding lines o f the Avaloka 
thereon, that Dhanika did accept santarasa in poetry. Without nanu, the 
avataranikä is by Dhanika himself, and is meant to introduce the notion o f 
sàntararasa in kàvya. Atas tad ucyate follows most logically : Therefore,
the following is said:” . Now the words santo hi yadi tâvat represent 
Dhanika’s objections to the description o f  santarasa given in the verse na 
yatra duhkham etc. He ends his objection by saying: na ca tathàbhütasya 
santarasasya sahrdayàh svàdayitàrah santi, “ There are no sensitive readers who 
could enjoy such a santarasa. ”  In the Gujerati Press ed. the next words are 
athàpi, namely, “  nonetheless” , i. e. in spite of this definition o f  santarasa, 
we can admit its existence by understanding it to be, not an indescribable 
state, but one in which there is mudità etc. In other words, Dhanika accepts
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sântarasa, but he refuses to characterise it as negative the way the definition 
he quotes does. The reading o f the NSP ed., simply atha, makes bad sense, 
for this would have to be part of the purvapaksa, which would, in that case, 
never be answered by the siddhànta. It is clear from IV. 45, that Dhananjaya 
accepted some form of santarasa. We accept the reading anirvàcya, since 
nirvâcya would mean simply: It can be defined, or explained. But if this is 
what Dhananjaya felt, why did he not mention it among the 8 sthàyibhàvas? 
The reason is that it follows automatically, since it consists o f  muditâ etc., 
which are the same as vistara, vikàsa, etc. which were already mentioned in 
IV. 43, and so there is no need to mention it separately. This is what is 
meant by anirvàcya. If Raghavan and De are correct, how would they 
explain the line in the Avaloka : taduktyaiva santarasâsvàdo nirüpitah, which 
clearly indicates that santarasa can be aesthetically enjoyed ?
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ìge Line For Read
I fn. 2, line 8 Sanskvit Sanskrit
I fn. 2, line 17 Philosohhy Philosophy

li 13 Vakrotkijîvita Vakroktijîvita
VI fn. 1, line 5 consgined consigned
X 9 dessicate desiccate

XI 30 hierachy hierarchy
{IV fn. 3, line 3 Locanu Locana

7 1 fulfill fulfil
11 2 love-makiug love-making.
15 30 perosn person
17 fn. 1, line 4 p. 1937 p. 57, 1937.
17 fn. 2, line 1 E. I. E. g.
18 fn. 4, line 4 Add a danda after kàvyam
21 8 was were
19 fn. 2, line 3 Sûtra Sûtra
27 25 fas far
29 1 Trantric Tantric
38 18 Dhanyasìoka Dhanyasìoka
40 21 bocomes becomes
46 32
49 15 now not
49 28 tnfeqiA
53 20 muìabìjasthànìyàh mulab'i ìasthàniyah
62 5
66 34 Should should
63 30
68 16 Hiriyana Hiriyanna
72 26
72 45 wv
73 39 saccidànauda saccidànanda
73 43
77 37 -
83 23 the the the
85 21 slokaracanärüpe slokamcanaritpe-
85 22 ’ tyarthah tyarthah
85 44—45 Drop the sentence “  Note the Rasapradlpa

e t c . . . . ”
88 19 take takes
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Page Line For Read
88 24 bhàvaprahàma bhàvaprasama
88 25 between, them between them,
89 3 reach reach
92 35 these these
93 28 adhikrtyo adhikftya
94 14 •
98 32 ° 1 3 ^TT^W y
99 26 Àryà verses Àryà verses and sìoka

verses
102 23 grahanam grahanam
103 13 c ìn ic i
109 18
110 33 p. 310 p. 309
111 10 enjoyment experience ( o f  pleasures

( o f  pleasures ) and sufferings )
115 6 cTTT^
115 14
" 6 5
116 15
116 22
117 20
118 2 ^lfrïïâr%
118 22 SEîfTCrétïT
121 18 arouse arouses
121 45

'124 21 vibhava vibhàvas
133 8 - gust8 gust3
136 43 °<tfasr%ïT
143 11 dharmàvîra dharmavlra
163 6 that than
165 28 °?T̂ rrsrrer«rT
169 23 who say4 who say
169 25 accepted by others. accepted by others.4
170 16 are is
171 Foot Note 5 Raghavan’ s ed. Raghavan’s “  Number o f

Rasas ”
173 3 brought brought about
191 5 apwava apürva
193 13 Ch. VI Ch. IV
193 27 VI. 45, IV. 45,
193 37 j words are word is





Siva’s cosmic dance has no purpose. It is the spontaneous 
expression of overflowing bliss; it is art.

Abhinavagupta (10th cen. )

Descriptions of love-making among the gods may offend 
some people's notions of propriety, but if the poet is gifted 
w ithjm aginative genius, the sensitive reader will not find 
them obscene.

Änandavardhana ( 9th cen. )

This whole universe is no less a figment of one's imagina
tion than is the world created in drama. Nor is it less 
beautiful.

Bhattanäyaka ( 10th cen )

There are poets, blind from birth, who see more deeply 
than the rest of us. Their eye of imagination never closes.

Ràjasekhara (9th cen .)

To respond deeply to literature' and to understand one's 
own Self are the same thing.

Abhinavagupta.

BH ANDARKAR ORIENTAL RESEARCH INSTITUTE.
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