CHAPTER-VI

Rasa after Dhanafjaya and Visvandatha: a comparative analysis

Idea of Dhanafijaya and Visvanatha on different aspects of Sanskrit
poetics in general and Rasas in particular has already been discussed in this
chapter. Although, both of Dhanafnjaya and Visvanatha are found to be
influenced by some of their predecessors (Like Bharata, Anandabhardhana,
Abhinavagupta, Mammara, Bhoja, etc.) while conceptualizing their thoughts,
each of them is being ennobled by own talent and excellences. They have
incorporated almost all the topics those are related to literary criticism in their
courses of discussion. Both of them belong to the Rasa school of history of
Sanskrit poetics and they assign Rasa or the relish as the most essential element
of Kavya i.e., poetry and Natya i.e. drama. A detailed discussion have been
carried out on barriers aspects of Sanskrit poetics in the following and which
have been examine to see how fra their contributions have some commonalities
and differences.

In the history of Sanskrit literature, Bharata is the first founder of

Nataka or the drama. The concept of Narya made by Bharata is-
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Another definition of Natya is-
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Following Bharata, Nataka'’s define by Dhanafijaya as-
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‘Drama is the imitating of situation.’
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Again he said- A show (Riipa) because of the fact that it is seen. i.e.,

“F zgaeTRiIA "
The author defines-

“FUD TR
That means, it representation (Riipaka) because it is parts of actors.
“a¥ oIl XA AgD: | °
Dhanafijaya discusses about Riipaka and its varities in his own valuable

work of the Dasarapaka. He says-

“Gordla IR’
Or, Riapakas are ten types, and is based on the Rasa.

The ten chief varities of Riapakas are: The Nataka, Prakarana, Bhana,

Prahasana, Dima, Vyayoga, Samavakara, Vithi, Anka and [hdmrga.8
... 330 AT Shiferere’
So that “sire=i 2merm '

Another way poetry (Kavya) is defined by various rhetoricians in
different ways. But, Bharatacarya is found silent about it. The concept of

poetry made by Bhamaha is-

“orecrell Afgdl wroa"

Or ‘the word and the sense well matched is poetry’.
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Dandin opines that the body of the poetry is formed by a collection of

word possessing desirable sense-

“9R313 drafeserel cIrafessooll UgIacily”"?

Vamana defines Kavya as-

(N (‘\I”13

“PII9ISG12 JUICISDR JIDRL: ISGT

Anandavardhana is also of opinion that word and sense constitute the body of

poetry-

“glegrell 9B drac] droe

He assigns Dhvani as the soul of poetry-

“TpIcAFALCHA eafor:|”"

In the view of Rajasekhara, poetry is that sentence possesses Gura (merit) and

Alamkara (figure of speech).

“3[UIAGEIPD>d AIAANd DI

Bhoja, in his SKB, records that poetry should be free from blemishes and it

should possess Alamkara, Gupa and Rasa in it;

“foIcT S[UIArDIRIF SICISDPRICIS D]

~N

JA1fodd Did: Ppdol Difef tifera fasatern”

Similarly, Ksemendra defines poetry as-

“oplod] fAfdreet orecrell Afdeel greIersier ™

Poetry is the combination of particular word and sense that possesses poetic

figure.
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Mammarabhayra defines Kavya as-

“IgIulolecIell IBUIdolcIg DI Yot-aaria)”’

-Poetry consists in word and sense, devoid of fault and possessing excellences,

and sometimes also ward of poetic figure.
Visvanatha defines Kavya as-

“AITRI JRALCHD DI >

It means-any sentence that possesses Rasa is poetry. Further, he says that in
this definition, that term ‘Rasatmakam’ refers to that where of the soul is Rasa.
In this way, Visvanatha definition signifies that poetry is that sentence which
possesses Rasa as its soul. Unlike Mammara and some other rhetoricians,
Visvanatha does not strengthen equally upon word and sense while formulating
poetry. Like Dandin and some other earlier theorist, Visvanatha, in his
definition, mentions only about Vakya (sentence) or the form, but not about
Artha (sense) or the content. However, later he accepts both Sabda’ and ‘Artha’

as the body of poetry.’*
With reference to his Kavya-definition, Visvanatha takes the opportunity

to define Vakya or sentence which can be regarded one of the significant

contributions of Visvanatha to Sanskrit poetics. His definition of Vakya is-

“TIGR] FRATG, ATRIATDISHRITRITD: UG ™

Sentence is a collection of words possessing Yogyata (compatibility), Akanksa
(expectancy) and Asatti (proximity). Here, Visvanatha also explains Yogyata,

Akamksa and Asatti with illustrations. Even though Vakya is defined by various

181



earlier theorists of different branches of knowledge and their influence is seen
in Visvanatha’s Vakya definition, this definition owns great popularity in

Sanskrit poetics.

Although, Dhanafjaya’s definition of Narya, nothing has been stated
about Rasa. So, both of Dhanafjaya and Visvanatha are equally aware of the

essentiality of Rasa in Natya (drama) and Kavya (poetry).

Bharata is the first known author to us to introduce and discuss it in
relation to drama. Later on theory of Rasa was transferred to the region of
poetry also. Although its mentions is found in the Puranas like Agnipurana and
Dharmadotto Purana, yet the date of these Puranas is not sure and PV Kane
and Manomohan Ghosh are of the view that they are later to the NS of Bharata
and perhaps the discussion of Rasa in those Puranas is borrowed from the
NS.?

Bharata accepted, Rasa as the soul of drama and maintained that nothing
proceeds without Rasa. From then onwards in Sanskrit literature, Rasa has
been the touch-stone of any work composed. Some old writers accepted it as an
Alamkara, while others as something separate, the spirit or soul of the literary
work. Followers of the School of Dhvani established its superiority and
prominence in poetry. The poetry where Rasa is dominant was called the best
form of poetry and Dhvani and where it held a subordinate position, Rasa was

regarded as an Alarkara termed ‘Rasavat.

According to Rajasekhara, Nandikesvara was the earliest writer on Rasa

theory. But no work of Nandikesvara is available to us. Therefore for all
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efficient purpose, we have to take only Bharata as the earliest writer on Rasa.
His work, NS is mainly devoted to the exposition of the art of Narya, and so it
IS more a work on dramaturgy than on poetics. Naturally, therefore, the Rasa is
one of the many subjects that are discussed in the NS, that too as is applicable
to the drama. The same has been introduced into the sphere of Srasvyakavya

also by later writers on aesthetics.”

Bhamaha while writing about Kavya says in uncertain terms, that a poem
should contain all the Rasas.?®Perhaps he is the first man to give place to Rasa
in the Sravya-kavya also. But he simply includes it among the Alarikaras and
calls Rasa as the Rasavadalamkara.”’But what exactly was meant by ‘Rasa’ by
Bhamaha is not clearly known because he no where attemps to define Rasa and
even the example given by him does not give any clear idea. When Bhamaha
does not give any definition of his own for Rasa, it can be assumed that he

accepts the one given by Bharata and as understood by him.?®

Dandin’s views on Rasa are almost similar to those of Bhamaha. He
also includes it in Alamkaras naming it Rasavadalamkara. While explaining
the Madhuraguna he defines it as containing Rasa which rests both with Sabda
and Artha.”’He explains that all Alamkaras aid in producing Rasa in general
and the special responsibility of producing it rests with the Agramyara.*’Later
on, he explains Rasa by defining the same as the Sthayibhava intensified by
Vibhava etc., but names it ‘Rasavadalamkara’. Thus he explains all the eight

Rasas, in the second chapter of KD in verses from 281to 291. Thus Dandin
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deals with Rasa more elaborately than Bhamaha which indicates the

importance; Rasa is gaining gradually in the sphere of poetry also.*

Udbhara in his KLSV follows the vievs of Bhamaha and repeats the

same sentence ‘dgq sivlazute orsemIfeAleae * Pand adds his own sentence to
it. “IagecrARRraRfdsmanidorizucs”;” thereby meaning that Rasodaya

requires- the mention of Rasa with its name (Syigara etc., and the
representation of Sthayi, Saficart, Vibhavas and Anubhavas. One thing which is
quite peculiar in Udbhara, and which is not acceptable to later rhetorician is
that Rasotpotti is possible even by Svasbdabhidhana, mentioning it by name.

This is considerd to be a serious defect of Rasa, by later rhetorician.®

Rudrara appears to be the first rhetorician to give the Rasa an
independent place.®® He does not give any special definition of Rasa of his
own, but appears to be following the one given by Bharata because by writing

“FAolIGAcAII FERIGonfddparary:” ** he reminds us of the similar lines of

Bharata.®’Apart from the eight Rasas accepted by Bharata, Rudrasa includes
two more Rasas, namely Sanfa and Preyapa. It is interesting to note that
Rudrasa does not find anything wrong in accepting Vyabhicaribhavas like
Nirveda, also as Rasas, provided clearly explained by Namisadhu.*® He gives
greater importance to Rasa in a poem and declares that without Rasa a Kavya
will be quite uninteresting. Thus by the time of Rudrara, Rasa could safe a

place of considerable importance, in a Sravya-Kavya also.*

Above explanation no author from Bhamaha to Rudrara appers to be

keen in examining the theory of Rasa by introducing his own view-point or
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some philosophical principle. Everyone seems to be content with accepting
what is said by Bharata about Rasa. It falls to the lot of the commentators on
Bharata to interpret the theory of Rasa in their own way by introducing on
philosophical principle. Thus we come across such four interpretators,
Bhasralollasa, Sarkuka, Bhattandyaka and Abhinavagupta. According to our
present knowledge, Lollasa appers to be the first writer to have attempted a
psychological analysis of Rasa. As quoted by Abhinavagupta.*® He understands

the Rasasiitra of Bharata like this.*

Rasa is produced when Sthayibhava is associated with Vibhavas,
Anubhavas and Vyabhicaribhavas. The mental condition named Sthayi is
produced by the Vibhavas and the Anubhavas of the Vibhavas and by the
Vyabhicaribhavas. Though saying that the Sthayibhava is produced by the
Vibhavas etc., in the beginning Lollasa contends, at the end that the dormant
feeling (Sthayibhava) intensified by the Vibhava etc., turns into Rasa, and the

same in its nonitensified state is called Sthayibhava.*

Lollaza’s vews are quoted by Mammara also. But there slight dfference

between what s quoted by Mammara and the one quoted by Abhnavagupta.

All the rhetoricians believe Bharata to be the earliest exponent of Rasa

theory. So they try to find his support for all their views on Rasa.

Bharata does not claim any originality, in his Rasa theory. He simply
explains in his own words what Rasa is and quotes two Anuvamsyaslokas in

support of his explanation. The theory of Rasa as enunciated by Bharata
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appears to be quite simple, free from later elaborate explanations based on
various Philosophical speculations. His theory runs as follows:-
“Ol  RsaIopaenBaiieng  ARMURE:”  dlesclon? 3plE  Jens

SIOIRBSIGIYISIGRIRISI  JAfOCUfT: Il ollGIAIAIUSTAIGA ol 2rerfs
SSISHSR: RISORINIARIY UIsdicRll 3R fordeiod der oifell HrdIusIar 3ifu

ARGl Il RAcaAododdliell W Sfd @: Ucel:? I, MRdrErard,

DFIRARIA  RA:?  AAMB  SloIIRISIoRIFD Ao STl FATeIRAIGA o
suiclenfieregodifer “ JIHOIA: gSur” SRIBIRIRRIIAT:, eI
oI oI TSTATo] dEISeRITdIUAe] TRl diGaiod
suiciyIfereolie] USTDT: JHORT: SRAMNARRITAL:| AXATGHICIRAT:| 3BIOIdRAT
oI Hdel:-

eIl SggIdRbSIold 8]
3IRAIGATSA $SIIoll 9D HTPIAS] STolk: |
HATIIORIAFI G JeMRBIaIZ eIl Jeir:|

SFAIGRIISC FOTAT TIAIT IICIIAL: JFC: 11

According to Bharata, Rasa in only a Laukikavastu. He explains it on
the analogy of Pakarasa. When we mix the food made of rice and wheat etc.,
with some Vyafijanas, a piculier taste like Sadaba is produce. Similarly, the
Natyarasa are also produced by a peculiar admixute of Vibhavas, Anubhavas
and Vyabhicaribhavas, with the Sthayibhava. And to be more precise,
according to Bharata, the Sthayibhava is changed into Rasa when it is
associated with the Vibhavas etc. This same Sthayibhava, when tasted by the

Sahrdayas, gives them pleasure, like the Pakarasa which gives pleasure to the

eater. Thus judged by the similarity of Pakarasa, Bharata appears to think that
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Natyarasa is produced like the Pakarasa and that the pleasure (Harsa) that is

caused by the Rasa is quite different from the Rasa but not Rasa itself.*®

He also appears to be thinking that the effect of Rasa need not certainly

be pleasure alone, because he writes-*“Usimr suidiaioresioa” implying pain

29 N

also by the word ‘Adi.” As can be seen from the phrase “olicaIar: J3r:,” UeIdI

suidinRpresfd; aesmpolceRa $cafcarcrdr: | **Bharata has been concerned

only with Rasa as associated with Natya i.e. drama. He says-

“ T RAMO AMAGICANIRIRIRIIRINLE| olfd I31ee didugel: uadar?’

‘no meaning can proceed from speech without any kind of Rasa.” We may say
that all poetic meanings imbued with Rasa. With this passion Bharata tells us

the process of realisation of Rasa in the Sitra-*“fasmarosnacnidrariiemsiig
Fafereufer:”1*® This Sitra clearly means ‘Rasa results from the combination of

Vibhavas, Anubhavas and Vyabhicaribhavas. That the word ‘Samyoga’ means
a connection with the Sthayibhavas may be gathered from the prose exposition
of the Siitra by Bharata himself or a still later verse called Anuvamsya Sloka
running as-
SIIAfIToRIRIFeLGol FeRIsIIaerdr 4.l
SIFAIGfod HGIAT ATHIGA I3A: T

Here Bhava means Vibhavas and Vyabhicaribhavas and Abhinaya mean
Anubhavas. But it is all perplexing; the ambiguity of the tatement particularly
of the terms Sarmyoga and Nispatti has been the subject of controversy and their
peculiar interpretations give rise to different theories associated with the
concept of Rasa. The original Rasasiitra of Bharata has been commented upon
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by many commentators of NS. Their works are not conveniently available. The
only commentary available is Abhinavabharati. In that commentary,
Abhinavagupta refers to his three predecessors and expound their views on
Rasa. These commentators are Bhasra Lollasa, Sr7 Sankuka and Bhayra Nayaka.
How the Rasa arises culminates in others mind? The theory of Bhaysa Lollara is
called Utpattivada. According to him Nispatti means Utpatti and Saryoga
means combination in general. He says that Rasa primarily belongs to the hero.
The spectator ascribes this Rasa to the actor for his peculiar dress, intelligent
acting and stagecraft and thus his knowledge about hero’s love for heroine
gives him pleasure. The love is Sthayibhava;, and the very Sthayin being
brought to its full form by Vibhavas, etc., becomes Rasa-
dol errflot fasmarosmaricEreurng 2351

In Bhatra Lollaza’s theory, the relation between Vibhava and Rasa is that
of cause and effect, that between Anubhava and Rasa is that of indicator and
the thing indicated and that between Vyabhicaribhava and Rasa is that of
nourishes and the thing nourished. So according to this view, Rasa is produced
as an effect. This view does not deal Rasa as a matter of the readers or the

spectators’s feelings or emotions.

The theory of Sri Sarnkuka is called Anumitivada. According to him
Nispatti means Anumiti and Sarzyoga means universal concomitance. So the
relation between Vibhavas and Rasa is that of Anumapaka and Anumapya and
the whole dictum means Rasa inferred from the Vibhavas, Anubhavas and

Saiicaribhavas with which it bears the relation of universal concomitance. Sri
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Sarikuka basically put forward the theory of inference. It holds that Rasa is not
a developed from but an imitation of the permanent mood. The permanent
mood exists in the original character like, Rama, but the actor by means of his
superior imitative faculty is identified with the original hero. This identification

is of a peculiar nature resembling that of a horse with a horse in picture.

The theory of Bhatta Nayaka is called Bhuktivada which is based on the
Samkhya concept of Gupas and Vedantic concept of 4nanda and Bhoga.
According to Bhasra Nayaka Nispatti means enjoyment and Sariyoga means
ideas of presentation in generalised form. He maintains that Rasa is neither
produced nor cognised nor suggested. It is due to the relation of the enjoyed
and enjoyer-

HSAAISIDHII-AFo LI JATormufer:|™
In Abhinaya etc. the most remarkable contribution of this theory to the problem
of aesthetic realization is that it has been considered for the first time as mental

process, a subjective experience on the part of a refined appreciator.

Abhinavagupta did not claim that his theory of Rasa is an original one.
He heed that he was offering a polished and refined version of what was
already there in Bharata’s work. His theory is called Abhivyaktivada. The
terms Samyoga and Nispatti; signify the function of suggestions and
manifestation respectively. According to him Rasa is suggested and it is

relished in the manner of realisation-

AL FARNATHA SMIIRIGA 3: UlT9RAI 3JAod1e] |
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He says that Rasa is relished by Vyafijana in the mind of the reader or
the audience by Vibhavas, etc. understood in a general form. It neither comes
under the domain of Abhidha, nor of Tatparyakhyavrtti, nor of Laksana nor of
Prataksa, nor of Anumana, nor of Smaraga, is Abhinavagupta’s view accepted

by Visvanatha and almost all rhetoricians.

Dhanafijaya’s own theory of Rasa in which not the relation of Vyangya-
Vyafjaka, but that of Bhavya-bhavaka is posited, like Bhaga Nayaka's

treatment of it Rasa-Kavya relationship.
Dhanarijaya states that Rasa as-

“faendofendey Arferdboifarantfar:
SIS Farerrd FerrRft s1ral 328 Foct:I”>

He also says that - the very permanent state becomes Rasa from the spectator’s
(Rasika) own capacity for being pleased and his attitude, not from the character
of the hero to be imitated not from the works aiming at production of

sentiment.

Dhanafjaya describes the particular stage of aesthetic experience; ‘Just as
the verb’, whether to be spoken or whether present in the mind, when
combined with nouns relating to it, is the essence of a sentence, so a permanent
state, when combined with the other states, is the essence of a play. This very
basic mental state is Rasa, because it is relish able. This relish consists in the
experience of blissfulness of the subject that is free from limitations of
individuality. It arises from the realization of the full meaning of the presented,

whether it be expressed, indicated or implied. Although Rasa is only one,
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because the universal subjective blissfulness has no variety. Yet because of
variety of emotive affections of mind as also of accompanying conditions of
heart, it is divided into four primary Rasas. Thus the blissful state of
universalized subject is accompanied by blooming of heart in Syigara, by
boardening of it in Vira, by tossing of it in Bibhatsa and by violent protest of it

in Raudra.”*

Dhanika maintains that there is Bhavya-bhavaka-sambandha between
Rasa and kavya and rejects the Vyangya-vyfijaka-bhava advanced by the
exponents of Dhvani. According to him, Rasa is Bhavya and Kavya is
Bhavaka-

31l of J2ATlSoll DIol As RITSII-RIDAIA] fcb AlE HII-HIaD-Addotl, DI &
SIIAD, 91T TATG:| I {8 Fa 8o 3l stradby faforscsirarfc; 1 drcdot
HIRIoc11”

Dhanika says that the Bhavya-bhavaka-sambandha is not a new thing,
because it has already been maintained by the Mimamsakas. The Bhavya-
bhavaka-sambandha exists also between Kavya and Samjikamanas. The poetry
inspires the readers by the ideas it contains and the heart of the reader is filled
with them. In this way the poetry is Bhavaka and the heart of the reader is
Bhavya.

Dhanafjaya and Dhanika contend that the function of ‘Vyafijana’ is
redundant. The so-called Vyangyortha may be had as the Tatparartha as it is

also a meaning of the sentence-

AICIRIOII 12D RIBoIIIRIRT of ¢dfor: >
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Dhanarijaya concedes to the fact tht the suggested sense may not have a
denotative word for it. But that should not be the reason for not calling it as
Vacya, he contends. The Sthayibhava, which is said to be suggested by the
express description of the Vibhavas, etc., is not conveyed by any expressive
words. But, yet it should be considered as the Vacya sense itself of the
sentence. The Sthayibhava is indeed the ‘Vakyartha’, the Vakya being intent on

conveying the same. Dhanafijaya says:

Il YhUIice=l gl ar rer fepaml

araRIrel: DRI TRl srazadid:|l”
Again he admits ‘Tatparyavrtti’ and rejects ‘Vyafjana’. He accepts Bhavya-
bhavaka-sambandha between Rasa and Kavya. Although he followed Bhatta
Nayaka he refutes ‘Bhojakatva’ and assumed Bhavya-bhavaka-sambandha on
the basis of ‘Bhavakatva’ after Bhatta Nayaka. Dhanafijaya considered the
word ‘Bhavanas’ as the meaning of the word Nispatti of Bharata’s Rasa-siitra.
Dhanika says ‘Bhava’ is called ‘Bhavya’ because it creates the feelings of

Rasa. So Rasa is Bhavya and this is why Bhavya-bhavaka-sarbandha is

established between Rasa and Kavya.

STIdIfdsToRIRId g lol 8Tiaeifod Jfoldtio]]
ATARTIAIGH] 11 far=t= oircriepfar: 1™

Aesthetic experience, according to Dhanafijaya, who follows Bhata
Nayaka, consists in the realization of blissfulness of the universalized subject,
affected by a universalized basic mental state and accompanied by a

corresponding condition of heart.
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Dhanafijaya accepted the ‘Anubhavatva’ of Sattikabhava but

Visvanatha differentiated Anubhava from Sattikabhava. So he says-
AAAGILGAcdIe {31001l JIRIeTHIae: |

There are eight types of Sattikabhava and these are: Stambha, Pralaya,
Romafica, Sveda, Vivarnata, Vepathu, Asru and Svrabhanga. Out of these,
Dhanafijaya only defines Sthambha and Pralaya. In the rest of the
Sattikabhavas the terms are so clear that Dhanarijaya does not feel any need to
explain them. But Visvanatha clearly mentions all types of Sattikabhavas.
Among the thirty three types of Vyabhicaribhava, Maraga is a one. Marapa is
so much popular that Dhanafijaya does not give any definition to it. But other

dramaturgiests create definition of Marana. According to Bharata-

careflotdiapedl {8 srunférorr: Za:|
fducopmifoloruc R foga faafsia:®
One the other hand Visvanatha gives a particular definition to Maragpa. He says

that-

IRIEIF] Sftacereild uddolidme]”

In Sahityadarpana among the abovely mentioned 33 types of Vyabhicaribhava
Supta is absent. Among these Vyabhicaribhavas, Dhanafijaya mentions Mati
but he does not mention Anubhava. But Visvanatha mentions Anubhava and he
says-

ot oprcedel Rreifavi afer

Though Srigara Rasa is classified into Sambhoga and Vipralambha,

Dhanafijaya classifies Srigara into three types and these are: Ayoga,
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Viprayoga and Samyoga. On the other hand, Visvanatha accepted the
classification of Syigara in types of Sambhoga and Vipralambha. Dhanaifijaya
classifies Srrgara into three types as he has accepted Ayoga and Viprayoga as

special types of Vipproyoga.

Another way, Visvanatha, a follower of Abhinavagupta and
Anandanardhana, shapes his Sahityadarpana after the structure of Mammara’s
KP. He defines Rasa that Sthayibhava or the permanent sentiment such as love,
etc., which after its proper association with Vibhava, Anubhava and
Saficaribhava, 1S manifested as Rasa in the mind of Sahrdaya.63 Here he
mentions Sthayibhava, the permanent sentiment. Mammata’s Rasa definition

also mentions Sthayibhava, which Visvanatha imitates.*

Visvanatha further clarifies his position by explaining what the word
Vyakta or manifestation means that is experienced. Rasa is a kind something
made manifest in different characters to which it is changed just as curd
(Dadhi) or the like consists of milk (Dugdha). He further supports his use of
the word Vyakta, that he does not mean to say that something previously
completed and previously so extant like a pot which becomes visible in the
light. The expression that Rasa is being experienced is to be understood like the

odanam pacyate and quotes Abhinavagupta, the commentator on Dhivanyaloka.

In short, Visvanatha following Abhinavagupta states that when Rajas
and Tamas-the two qualities of Citta-are suppressed and Sattva quality comes
into prominence, at the stage the real Atman or awareness becomes the only

element, and this is identified with Anandamaya stage. At such a moment the
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sense of self disappears, one may realize Brahma, and the Rasa realization is
similar to this. It is to be noted that while Abhinavagupta following Saiva
Pratyabhijiia would call it omnipotent Aham, i.e., Sadasiva, Visvanatha would
perhaps call it universal entity, the absolute. Like Abhinavagupta he also raised
the concept of Rasa or precisely Rasasvadana to the hight possible level of
human conception. The observes will not miss the point that Visvanatha uses
the expression Sattvodreka, i.e., exaltation of mind is main condition-
precedent for association of permanent sentiment. The expression Sattvodreka
is first used by Bharta Nayaka and though his theory of Bhojakatva has been
rejected by Abhinavagupta, he has accepted Nayaka’s theory of ‘Prakas-
anandamaya-nijasamvid visrantiz.” The meaning conveyed by this expression
is that Rasa is to be accepted as self-manifested one and it is by its inherent
nature Anandamaya which can be realised or experienced is not explained and
Visvanatha simply says it is conceived in the same manner as Brahmopalabdhi
or realization of the absolute and he directs the questioners to those who
advocate and establish Brahmopalabdhi. Visvanatha says that the term
permanent sentiment is mentioned not tautologically but in reliance of the
maxim ‘exception prabat regulam’ with a view to declaring that these
sentiments are not necessarily main in other sentiments. Visvanatha simplifies
the meaning of the term Camatkara and he explains it as which could be used

as the sprit of Rasa.

The objection raised by Mahimbhata that if Rasa is accepted as

manifested one by Vyafijana, that Rasa cannot be a self-luminous one.
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Visvanatha treats this objection by saying that Rasa is neither something that is
created nor an objectwhich could be made into manifestation. Rasa is a process

of realization or enjoyment.

Visvanatha is very clear in his definition of Rasa and states that it neither
belongs to self nor-self. He has not stated how Sattvodreka relates to mental
perception and how non-self concept of knowledge could be defined, as

objective or subjective sense.

Visvanatha directly relates Rasa to the definition of Kavya. In his
scheme Rasa is the only criterion and summum bonum in poetic art. In
maintaining such an extreme view, he betrays an unmistakable influence of the
Rasa-school on himself. Poetry is defined by him as a sentence, the soul
whereof is Rasa ‘Vakyam rasatmakam kavyam’, A sentence, again has been
defined as a combination of words having compatibility, expectancy and
proximity-

“UITR] FRATG ATRIATDISSIRAITD: UGTear: ™
Visvanatha defines Rasa as
“fd81IdoTIol#TIdol SRITh: I>IIVIT 181l
JAAET i AR sra: A1
Thus sentiment, made Vyakta by Vibhava. Anubhava and Vyabhicaribhava or
Saficaribhava is, transformed into a permanent state as dadhi is transformed
from dugdha and is called Rasa. He describes the experience of Rasa in the

following words:
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With this exposition Visvanatha points to another dimension of Rasa

theory. This provides an explanation of how aesthetic experience is transmitted
from one mind to another mind. The second person to whom it is transmitted
must be a Sahrdaya- a person of correct literary taste. Here anybody cannot
have the experience of Rasa, individuals who can have such experience nurture
the primary of the Guga called Sattva, Rajas and Tamas. A correct literary taste
is then developed, that is to say, a mind become Sahrdaya, through this

continuous nurturing and constant study of literature.

Rasa is a unitary and indivisible experience though brought about by
diverse cause such as Vibhava and so forth. It shines out by itself, and a further
knowledge is not needed to relish it. It is of the nature of 4nanda-delciation or
pleasure, and is mind-made. At the time of its experience, Rasa is absolutely
devoid of contamination with any other experience or knowledge. It is almost
identical with the realization of Brahman. The experience of Rasa is
transcendental in nature, and it has as its essence or soul, Camatkara a peculiar
state of wonder taking the form of a dilation of the mind. Rasa is enjoyed as
itself, undivided, and identical with its own form. That is to say, while being
experienced there is no separate cognition of Rasa and its enjoyment. It is
realized as a unitary whole, identical with its knowledge, and hence the whole

proof of its existence is its enjoyment by the Sahrdaya.
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Again, Visvanatha Rasa is realized by the mind freed of Rajas and
Tamas and it is different from worldly enjoyments and is like the unending self
illuminating bliss of the meditation of the supreme being nothing else is
congnised at the time it is being relished; it is something extraordinary and an
internal surpassing other worldly things and is thus not different from oneself at
the time of relishment. It draws in the mind from outward sensual objectives;
SO it gives rise to sattva or a serene mental condition due to studying of some

extraordinary Kavya vastu.

Visvanatha rejects the view of Jiapyata of Rasa. He says Rasa is
neither JAapya nor jiananyavisaya, for its pratiti it constitutes its satta; it
cannot go without thus svaprakasa and not jiianataragradhya. His different

idea on Rasa as-

“GIIRI SITRI: IAJARI U IrcAfdrama: ||
Rasa is not Karya even i.e. it is not the effect of Vibhavas etc.

Rasa is also not Nitya. Pirvasamvedana is vibhavadijiianat prakjiianam-
knowledge before the congnizance of Vibhavas etc. Tdrahitak rasak- Rasa is

berefit of it. So it is not Nitya:

Afes 331: foreeT: FIq 6 fAsmarfesirole] usmit srerel”

Rasa again is neither Bhavisyat nor Vartamana even.

“olIfU H1fASRTo] ATSTIGTo10GH—IFAUDIIRUAI]
DRISTEIfACISIvIsIIdIool deidTaeizfir)™
Rasa is not a future matter, for during its cognizance or relishment. It

appears as Anandamaya and it is so whenever it arises; Rasa being neither a
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Karya nor Jiapya i.e. a matter of inference, it is not Vartamana too; for a

Vartamana matter is either a Karya or Jiapya.
qAdATeIa¥ ol PRISITRIGAICAIRIFA oll_L: dridlol: Sfel Tl

Visvanatha says that Rasagrahapa again is not a matter of
Nirvikalpajfiana. Nirvikalpakjiiagna is not its Grahaka, for it arises to the
smpathetic mind due to presence or contact of Vibhavas etc. Though it is
known to be Paramanandamaya, it is founded upon contact. Rasagrahanra
cannot be a Nirvikalpajana, for Nirvikalpana is not due to any contact
whatsoever  ‘Nirvikalpakam samsarganavagahi’. It is not even a

Savikalpakajfiana, for it has no connection with Abhiplaps or Vicanasamsarga

during its relish. J3eI8c~ AreIRRISITT HIdc] o=l JdIbcudAFE, and
Savikalpajfigna is due t0 "dRICMUBRISAMII  WRATA  Being again
Svaprakasa and being JAanantaragrahya, Rasa strictly speaking cannot be

Savikalpaka.

Rasa is directly perceptible during relish due to Svadana and
Carvanavyapara, it is not Paroksa or beyond the ranges of senses; neither it is
Aparoksa or within the range of sense, for it arises only through knowledge of
Vibhavas etc. due to reading of Kavya or seeing of a drama nor are these not

comprehended within the range of senses.

“HISICDIRII o ]
WRISTFACUDIN ollURIST: JoGAFHALT Il
Rasa being something Asriyapurva and Adrstapirva. Rasa being

something different from Laukikananda, it is Alaukika, in other words its
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Sravana or Darsana in others being impossible this being its speciality, it is
Alaukika, it is known, cognized and relished by the Sahrdaya only due to

Svadana and Carvanavyapara.

Visvanatha adopts Vyaijana for the relish of Rasa. He says Rasa is
neither Vacya not it is Laksya, but a matter to be go by Vyafjana (or

suggestation due to Vasana latent in a Sahrdaya person).

After ABH the known exponents on the theory of Rasa are Mammara,
Dhanafijaya, Visvanatha, and others. Even though Mammara admits Rasa, he
does not directly relate it to his definition of Kavya. But the very definition of
Visvanatha clearly declares that Rasa is the soul of poetry and others are
secondary elements to it. This shows his inclination to the theory of Rasa and
its relish or Asvadana. At first he says how Ratyadi becomes Rasa being
manifested by Vibhava, Anubhava and Saiicaribhava. The treatise of
Visvanatha is influenced by Bharata, the father of Rasa School. But the job of
Visvanatha is only to simplify the abstract nature of the definition of poetry and
make it more clearly in a statement. His statement Vyakta shows how Rasa is
manifested. Rasatam eti says how Ratyadi becomes Rasa. Visvanatha avoids
the ambiguity and makes it very clear like A4BH’s explanation on the NS.
Visvanatha excludes the role of Sartvikabhava from the relish of Rasa. But
Bharata thinks of the validity of Rasa and makes it an essential factor of
drama.Visvanatha includes the (Sattvika-bhava) in Anubhava. But Bharata
says every thing has its own importance. MB also accepts Sattvika bhava. But
Visvanatha is influenced by the view of Dhanafijaya included Stambha, Sveda
etc. both in Anubhava and Sattvika bhava. But Visvanatha going one step
forward says that they are one. Even if they are explained and classified by the
logic of go Valivardanyaya. But another Orissan Alarmikarika named JM admits
its separate identity from Anubhava. Visvanatha says Rasa is the
transformation of the Vibhavanubhava etc. as milk becomes curd by

transformation. It is not like a pot (ghara) which has a prior existence and is
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manifested by the lamp. ABH says Rasa is the consequence of Vibhabanubhava
Vyabhicaribhava; as rice becomes odanam or boiled rice. Similarly, it is just a
usage of odanam pacati boiling the boiled rice. If rice is boiled how he is again
boiling? Rasa is tranfromation; a gradual process of change of Vibhavanubhava
etc.Visvanatha says the proof of the Rasa is its relishing. The device of
transformation is already depicted by MB. He says how Rasa is the Avastha
parinama or the consequence of the condition. But that Abhivyakti or the
manifestation is neither by the logic Ghatadinyaya (as ghata is manifested by a
lamp) nor by the logic of Agriyadinyaya. It is manifested by the logic dahyadi
(as milk becomes curd). Visvanatha statement of Rasatam eti ratyadih and
Sthayi bhavah sacetasam shows how he is clearly influenced by the doctrine of

Rasa in VV."

Bharatacarya states that the eight Rasas (sentiments) recognised in drama
are: Srngara (Erotic), Hasya (Comic), Karupa (Pathetic), Raiidra (Furious),
Vira (Heroic), Bhayanaka (Terrible), Bibhatsa (Odious) and Adbhiita

(Marvellous). He says-

IISIIRERADIVIRIGAIIRITGIDL:|
disrcargaisiideanc] ofice 2311 LI

el &I5CT| 3AT: UIepl gidulol #AsTcatol] ™

It becomes evident here, that Bharata talks of Rasa in relation to drama,

and in the drama he accepts only eight Rasas.

These Rasas, eight in number, prevailed” upto the time of Bhamaha and
Dandin. Kalidasa™ also accepted only eight Rasas as becomes clear from his
verse in the Vikramorvasiyam. Later, upto the time of Abhinavagupta, Santa
Rasa has gained ground and so he defends it in his Abhinavabharati which we
will see later in our discussion. The number of Rasas was not restricted to eight

only. The traditional view of eight Rasas was challenged and questioned and
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dramaturgists differed in their views about the number of Rasas. The
conception about the number of Rasas underwent a change, because Bharata’s
view about the number of Rasas was traditional and based on the prevalence of
the strong psychological states which were accompanied by many transitory
states. As psychological state (Bhava) was generalized, the critics thought that
any mental state could be nourished into a Rasa (sentiment) when accompanied
with its proper accessories. Therefore, the innumerability of Rasas was
accepted. But whatever view was held, eight Rasas enumerated by Bharata
were accepted unquestioningly by all. Most of the later writers accepted Santa

Rasa in one respect or another.

Abhinavagupta’’ was a philosopher and a psychologist. He favoured
oneness of Rasa. He also accepted Rasa as the consciousness of perfect bliss

and in his view love, grief etc. act in beautifying it.”®

Dhanafijaya’ accepted eight Rasas in drama fixing their number to be
eight because of the fourfold tendency of the heart of the spectator, namely-
Vikasa (unfolding), Vistara (expansion), Ksobha (agitation) and Viksepa
(movement to and fro of the mind) in the enjoyment of sentiment.

Even though he follows Bharata for the concept of Rasa, he differs in
some respects. He follows Bharata’s eight Rasa. His ninth Rasa Santa is not
accepted in Sravya kavya. But Visvandtha accepts them all. He also minutely
examines them and their differences. For example the difference between
Raiidra and Vira and Danavira and Santarasa are dealt. They are purely on the

psychological background. Visvanatha quotes also the tenth Rasa of Bharata
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called Vatsalya. Through his contemporaries and his predecessors did not
accept, Visvanatha yet discussion show his acceptance. But as he says

. _ - ,80
munindra Sammata rasa.

AT 21: 31e1 Aol A Gorig:
IPT AP IACT T R;A: fag:1

It seems he does not accept it fully and includes it in the Karika, unlike
Santa Rasa. He includes it in the Bhavadhvani. So to sum up his number of
Rasas, he clearly admits nine Rasas. As regards the Vatsalya Rasa he excludes
this from his Karika and other discussions. His acceptance of Santa Rasa is
also not a new one. Because Bharata has accepted it in Sravya kavyas
Visvandatha accepts it in the Drsya kavya also. But the difference is, Bharata
accepts Santa as the Rasa Nirveda as Sthayibhava which amounts to inactivity
and so inauspicious for the drama to be staged. This enhances Vairagya. But
Visvanatha Santa Rasa has ‘Sama’ as Sthayibhava which is auspicious and not
bad to be shown in the Drsya kavya. Santa according to Bharata is the
meditation on Brahman and attainment of supreme knowledge. This has no
Saficaribhava. This cannot be the Rasa. But Visvanatha says, a man who is in
the Samadhi has both Yukta and Viyukta stage by which neither he leaves the
Vasana or desire nor does he fully mingle with Brahman. A man having
achieved this stage of Savikalpaka samadhi or dynamic trance have Sama as
Sthayibhava. This Rasa has Saficaribhava. This can be a Rasa also.
Visvanatha thus justifies the existence of Santa Rasa and differenciates it from

the concept of Bharata not Dhanarijaya.
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Thus, from all the previous discussion we may conclude that according to
Bharata, Abhinavagupta, Dhanafijaya, Dhanika and Visvanatha it becomes
evident that sentiments or, rather Rasa, is enjoyed by the spectators who are
cultured and aesthetes. Strong psyhological Sthayins are transformed into Rasa
and they are called Rasa when they are brought to the level of enjoyment in
combination with their Vibhavas, Anubhavas and Vyabhicarins. Rasa is not
something created from concrete objects, but it is the pleasure of one’s own
awareness. In the enjoyment of Rasa both the subject and object are de-
individualised and in their universalized form limitations of time and place
disappear. In the process of Rasa-realisation, the spectator identifies himself
with the character of the drama and passes through the same situations and
trials in his reflection and imagination as the hero passes through. The aesthetic
experience achieved from ‘Kavyam’ (drama and poetry) is unique from all
other evidences and experiences whether the mystical. Aesthetic enjoyment of
Rasa is a single, ineffable, transcendental joy of the self. It becomes Rasa when
the combination of Vibhavas, Anubhavas and Vyabhicarins take place. To a
simple statement of Bharata theoreticians gave different interpretations
colouring it with their own philosophies. Dhanafijjaya and Visvanatha
considered Rasa from the spectator’s point of view and also from the
dramatist’s or the actor’s point of view. Actor helps in visualizing the Rasa and
Vibhavas etc., Vibhava and Anubhava etc. are the means in the arousal of

sentiment. Vibhava has been translated as determinant, emotive situation,
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stimulus; Anubhava as mimetic changes, consequents; Vyabhicarins as the

transitory states or emotions and Sthayins.

Against the idea that Visvanatha is more a complier than an original
thinker, it may be noted that his concept of Rasa has serious differences from
his predecessors like Vamana, Kunfaka, Mammara, and Dhanafijaya and his
inclusion of the dramatic form in his poetics unlike many other critics who
concern themselves exclusively with poetry confer upon him the status of a
critic worthy of attention. True to Indian tradition he mentions the four
Purusartha of life as the final aim of poetry and strives to show how poetry can
lead to the attainment of each of the four goals of life. In this context he draws
support from an ancient authority, the Agnipurana that also upholds the view
that the science of dramaturgy or dramatic representation is a means of
accomplishing the Trivarga: Dharma, Artha and Kama. To this extent at least
all writers on poetics are agreed that any poetry worth its name must have a
prayojana.

Apart from these dissimilarities, Visvanatha accepted Dhananjaya’s
ideas in all other cases while dealing with the topics of Natyarasa and

Kavyarasa also.

It appears that the whole discussion of the concept of Rasa leads to the
philosophy of life, specially the aesthetics of life. Thus Rasa is the soul of
literature and Rasa theory is a literary theory. A literary theory, which has a
practical application in life, can be considered as valid. If attainment of

Purusaratha or realization of Ananadam is the goal of life then the role of Rasa
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theory cannot be denied. It has its relevance even in this material world at least
for the sake of pleasure and enjoyment. Further, in most cases, a good literary
theory has a double potential. It can lead to further theories, to newer
philosophical speculations. At the same time it can also be applied to literary
texts. The Rasa Theory can be applied for both purposes. Rasa theory covers a
wide enough area. It has a general applicability as well as it is flexible enough
to take the wear of time and to be malleable to interpretations and newer needs.
The Rasa theory, one of the oldest theories in Indian tradition fulfils most of
the conditions for its relevance to day. First expounded in Bharata’s NS, it
influences the entire discussion of dramaturgy there as the very essence of good
writing. The strength of the Rasa theory lays in that it deals with what is

common to all mankind, at all times.

It is important to note that the contribution made by the Rasa theoritsts
(Dhanafijjaya and Visvanatha) can be considered for the entire literary process
from its very conception in the mind of the poet or artist to its final perception
in the heart of the reader. The Rasa theory has a tremendous linguistic
potentiality for an emotion cannot ever be shown or communicated directly. It
can only be suggested through words or their equivalent. From the standpoint
of Rasa theory such words are not simply words for referring to the facts of the
everyday world but for creating an alternative world of values as a serious

addendum to human culture.
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