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The following notes do ·not deal with any new point of 
scholarship, and may interest . the reader generally acquainted 
with Sanscrit more than the technical scholar. The first is 
an attempt to put literary criticism of the plays of Bha!abhiiti 
on a fair basis, especially for the Western critic. The second 
draws attention to the phenomel'.lon of verses repeated from one 
play to another which is so distinctive a feature of Bhavabhiiti's 
text. 

I 

My starting point might be remarks such as the following 
in Dr. Berriedale Keith's History of Sanscrit Drama. "The 
Mahaviracharita lacks the novelty of the Malatimadhava, but 
Bhavabhiiti's effort to give some unity to the plot is commend­
able though it is unsuccessful. The fatal error is of course in the 
narration of events in long speeches in lieu of action " or " The 
Uttararamacha.rita reaches no higher level as drama; he has 
a period of twelve years to cover as he had fourteen years in th · 
Mahaviracharita; and to produce effective unity would be bar 
for any author; Bhavabhiiti has made no serious effort to th. 
end; he has contented himself with imagining a series of stri 
king pictures" (Op. cit., pp. 193/194}. 

Now Bhavabhiiti was in many ways a self-conscious and 
academic writer ; and he wrote at a time when Sanscrit literary 
criticism already had a long history behind it. Throughout 
that history the theory of the drama, as diqtinct from questions 
of ornament and style, had been the emotional theory that 
of Rasa, first authoritatively enunciated in the Natyasastra. 
Without touching on the thousand subtleties associated with 
this theory, which are discussed at some length in Dr. Berriedale 
Keith's work, one may summarise it as follows. The. function 
of lihe drama is to create in the spectator a pleasurable feeling 
through aesthetic appreciation of certain cardinal emotions. 
Rasa, " ta.qte" means something entirely different from the 
refined intellectual judgment for which the word stands in 
English. It is the tasti:i as it were on the spectator's mental 
palate of the emotions enacted on the stage. That is what 
drama exists to afford. There were originally eight of these 
cardinal emotions, each emotion on the stage pairing off with 
the feeling created in the spectator, and we may call them Love, 
Laughter, Pity, Awe, Prowess, Fear, Disgust, and Wonder. 
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Bhavabhiiti probably would have included a ninth, Peace. All 
this is. fo_miliar enough, but must be recalled for the proper 
nppreomt1on of Bhavabhiiti. 

That Bhn.vabhiiti knew this theory need hardly be state~. 
Ho was in fnot wholly imbued with it till it bocomca pp,rt of 1;11t• 
literarl personality ; o.nd the objoot of t~? drama w~s to him 
essentially the engendering of this " taste by expression of ~he 
cu.rclinp,l eruotiona hoightonl'd by exhibitions of style. _With 
quite unnecessary anxiety to remind his cultured aud1enc?, 
familiar themselves with the theory of the drama, wh~t his 
object _w_as, the poet is constantly alluding to the fare which _he 
is providmg for them - At the beginning of the Mahaviracharita 
the Siitradhara calls for a play "of heroic enterprise with depth 
and fear" and in which " the taste · of prowess is shared by 
noble characters in distinct sublile shades." (Mc. I. 2 and 3.) A 
few verses further on the Mahaviracharita itself is described as 
a play in which " prowess, courage and wonder" are combined 
(not, as a play that covers fourteen years). (Mc. I. 6.) "Is it the 
emotion of prowess or pride 1" asks Rama in the Uttararama­
charita about his own son still unknown. 'u. VI 19. So again 
in the Uttararamacharita, Bahavabhiiti points almost ostenta­
tiously to his own subtleties in expressing ihe shades of 
" karui;ta rasa " the emotion of Pity. " The single taste of 
pity assumes separate forms from difference of occasion, Just as 
water assumes the shape of the bubbling eddies, and yet all 
is water." (U. III. 47 .) Valmiki's play within the play is first 
described as "Full of emotion" (rasavan) and then introduced 
by its Siitradhara as a combination of Pity and Wonder, which 
of course is Just what it is. (U. IV. 22/23 and U. VII. 1/2.) 
"Som1;1thing still more wonderful" (adbhutataram kimapi) 
remarks later on Rama the spectator, echoing no doubt the 
whispers a!Dong Bbavabhiiti's own audience, or_ ac~ing as 
"claqueur.' (U. VII . 8/9.) "Subtle action abounding memo­
tions, the charm of friendship in adventures, and loftiness 
allied to the science of love" nre among the qualities of a play 
as defined in the Malatimiidhava (Mm. I. 6). In this play the 
poet is particularly conscious of his efforts at working up the 
emotion of horror ; and the stage direction " with ho1Tor" to 
indicate how the hero declaims, is a significant little touch 
(M. III. l 7). 

This brief summary only bears on one aspect of Bhavabhii­
ti's views on dramatic criticism. More might be said about his 
conception of language and style as an integral part o! the 
dramatic entertainment, and of liveliness of plot as essential to 
a Prakara1_1a, (though not necessarily to other forms _of drama). 
It serves however to illustrate his radical conception of the 
emotional function of the drama, with which· at present I am 
concerned. 

Now obviously it is as an expression of this conception that 



1928.] Two Notes on Bhavabliuti. 457 

the critic should approach Bhavabhiiti's dramas. The poet 
must be apprecio.tcd from the view-point of the school of 
aesthetic thought of which he presents himself as an interpreter. 
And the moment one regards the two chronicle or episodic plays, 
the UUnrnrf\mnobnritn cu1u the Mu.bf\vlrnohnritn in this light lL 

g1·eo.t deo.l of the criticism of the type of Dr. Berriedal~ Keith's 
becomes totally irrelevant. Both these are narrative plays 
bnscu on tho epic, the former a rot_!;ospeotive ou.no.t,ive, o.r~<l t~e 

latter an unfinished summary of the epic story. (For I d1sm1Bs 
from consideration everything in the Mahaviracharita after the 
middle of the fifth Act Mc. V. 46.) Their raison d'etre however 
is not the narrative, but simply the study in emotions which the 
extracts from the epic story serve to afford. In the Mahavira­
charita what interests the poet is the more commonplace theme 
of Vira Rasa, heroism or personal prowess, with the special 
feature of the contrast of the warrior and the Brahmanical 
ascetic. lt is a contrast heightened by fnsion of the two aspects 
in the same personality. I cannot pam~e to dwell on this feature 
beyond pointing out how it _ is · emphasised in. the characters 
of Parasuriima, and echoed in those of Visvamitra, Rama him­
self, and Lava (in the Uttaramacharita). One feels that there 
must have been some local reason for developing this theme ; 
but it may only imply that Bhavabhuti definitely :ecognised 
Sama, Peace, as a ninth dramatic emotion, and, in his charact­
eristic way, is exhibiting it in contrast wit.h its opposite. 

The Uttararamacharita. is not without a similar episode in 
Vira Rasa, the study of martial prowess with its refinement of 
legitimate pride. But the more esflential motif of this play lies, 
under the conception probably of KaruQ.a Rasa, the taste of 
the emotion of Pity, in a much more subtle emotional essay. 
This is the analysis o·f the various phases of the ·state of emotion­
al consciousness known as " Recognition.~• Herein lies the 
real unity of the play, which, as Dr. Berriedale Keith points out 
in bis negative criticism, is not to· be found in the episodical 
narrative. Bhavabhiiti focusses the whole of his epic reminis­
cences on to the theme of the emotions excited by recognition. 
At first he presents through the medium of the picture shown by 
Laki?ma~a, the recognition in happiness of the scenes of past 
adventures in company and in bereavement. On this follows the 
recognition in loneliness of the scenes of past companionship. 
Again there is the actual recognition by Rama . of Sita 
in some form of spirit contact-the physical recognition in the 
sense of her touch. A new phase comes with the introduction 
of the aged parents-recognition in old age and changed circum­
stances of one another and of the younger generation. And so 
t~~ play passes on to the study, manifold in itself, of the recog­
mt1on of the unknown child, by the bystander, by the grand­
parents, and by the father. While finally the play within the 
pla.y works up the king's feelings to the last degree by enact-
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ment of the tragedy of his own past life, and ends in the final 
recognition and reunion of Rama and Sita. And incidentally 
this closing episode affords a very good dose of " the wonderful " 
a sine qua non in a good play as much as any other cardinal 
emotion. . 

It would be out of place in a brief sketch such as this 
to dwell on the individual subtleties with' which Bhavabhiiti 
develops each facet of his central theme. He works into it all 
the poetry of family affection and human friendship which is 
his own peculiar contribution to Sansorit literature. All that I 
do want to establish is that in this profound and subtle study of 
an aspect of emotional consciousness lies the whole Justification 
and artistic unity of the play. Bhavabhiiti succeeds or fails, 
not so far as he compresses the epic story into unity of draina­
tic action, a purpose which never entered into his conception of 
drama at all; but in so far as he extracts and develops the 
maximum emotional experience out of his epic episodes. The 
bare fact that the epic story is so familiar to the hearts of his 
audience predi~oses them to accept the emotional impressions 
in the fullest degree. · 

In the Malatimadhava this same objective of creating 
emotional experience. or affording emotional taste, is f_ar more · 
obvious, and the method of achievement more conventional. 
The play is in fact constructed round the three cardinal emotions 
of Love, Horror, and Surprise. (Sringara, Bibhatsa, and 
Adbhuta.) It hardly needs pointing out how the first two of 
these in close juxtaposition gain in dramatic value through 
enhancing each other's effect. Other emotions of course play 
their part. Where there is Love there will generally be Pity, 
and where there is Horror there will generally be Prowess; but 
Pity and Prowess are in this play both subsidiary to the central 
theme of Love and Horror. What matter coincidences and 
improbabilities of action, Bhavabhiiti, and indeed the whole 
Indian school of drama, would ask, provided that the audience 
or reader derive the taste of experiencing these emotions in 
artistic relation and in abundance 1 And so we have in a com­
bination of neat Sanscrit verse and elaborate Prakrit speeches the 
study of a love intrigue; not so much for the comedy of action 
as for the expression of the emotion engendered at every stage, 
incipient and consummate, as experienced by the lovers and 
instigated by the confidante. It is a conventional and academic 
study, following, just as Bhavabhiiti says a good play should, 
the standard text-book of the Ars Amoris, the Kamasiitra. 
But for the literary criticism of the Malatimadhava. the first 
question is not " How does the play hang together 1 " but how 
far does it succeed in expressing the emotions of which ·it sets 
out to give aesthetic appreciation to the audience. 
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II. 

On the subject of the repeated verses I will be very bri~f, 
but I have not seen the problem tackled, and it needs stati!'g 
to be tackled. At least six verses of the Uttararamachanta 
coincidr. wholly, and five __partially, with verses in the Mal~ti­
madhava. And again five verses in the Uttarariimachanta, 
(including one of those common also to the Malatimiidhava) 
together with one or two lines, and scraps of Sanscrit dialogue 
from t>his play, occur also in the Mahaviracharita. In particular 
the scenery of waterfalls and mountain caves in the Uttara­
ramacharita reappears en bloc in the Muhiiviracharita. On ~he 
other hand there is at the most only an occasional line common 
only to the Malatimadhava and the Mahaviracharita. e.g. U. 
I. 31. Mm. IX. 14, U. III. 3l=Mm. IX 12, U . VI. 12=Mm. 
I. 27, U. IV. 29=Mc. III. 29, UII. 21 =Mc. V. 4l=Mm.IX. 6, 
U. IV. 4=Mm. X. 2, U. II. 20=Mc. V. 40, U. IV. 20=Mc. I. 
18, U. VI. 9=Mc. II. 41. 

Now these verses and lines common to the Uttararama­
charita and one or other of the two plays are instances not of a 
mere general verbal resemblance, but of actual verbal identity, 
subject to slight textual variations. It will be seen therefore 
what a curious feature the correspondence of the Uttararama­
charita with one play on either side, as it were, presents. It is 
conceivable that a poet of an academic turn of mind should 
harp on his own ideas in similar language. Kalidasa frequently 
does so, quite apart from the repetition of lines in the Raghu­
varµsa and Kumarasambhava, which presents a small problem 
not dissimilar from this of Bhavabhiiti's. Bhavabhiiti himself 
often goes over his own tracks, noticeably in the mannerism of 
emotional Utprekshas and massed similies (the Vastusanchara 
of Ralasekhara). 1 Such for instance are verses on holiness 
U. VI. 10 and Mc. I. 10 or on feminine attraction U. III. 46 
and M. V. 10. But this is a very different matter from the 
v:erbatim · reproduction of complete verses or even complete 
Imes. After all our satisfaction with the Uttararamacharita is 
materially spoilt if we assume that teh verses at leo.st were 
imported ready made from elsewhere ; or the Mahavlracharita 
becomes still more of a fragment if four complete verses and 
occasional lines were similarly borrowed. 

There ~s always, of course, the explanation of textual in­
terpolation. But for the most part the verses in question read 
as they stand in both plays in which they occur as so integral a 
part of their . context that it is difficult to accept this explana­
tion as at all general. And once any of these repetitions remain 

1 Rajasekhara in the Kiivyamimiixma cites Mm. III. 16. As an 
instance of this figure, a type of verse particularly characteristic of 
Bhavabhuti. 
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as part of the authentic text, that explanation is weakened for 
the rest. 

Or did Bhavabbuti keep a. note-book of bis own verses, 
or" an anthology of quotations apposite to the various emo­
tions and types of scenery, from which he borrowed as occasion 
required. The method is quite possible in dramas written under 
the influence of the Rasa theory. Madhava in distress and 
Rama in distress are not particularly distinguishable as exhibi­
tions of Karul}a Rasa. Remarks appropriate to one in the 
epic play are equally in place for the other in the Prakara~a 
comedy. After all the material for both derives largely from 
the old Kavya theme of Separation in the E,a.ins which dates 
back at least to the Ramavana (Ka.I).da IV). The same phrases 
suit the same situation. The difficulty about this explan·ation 
is that it does not account for the fact that the verbal coinci­
dences from the two other plays both converge on the Uttara-
rama. · 

J should incline myself to the idea that this fact, taken 
with the tradition that the Mahaviracharita was unfinished, (to 
say nothing of the text of that play from the latter half of the 
fifth Act) goes a long way to establish- the order in which 
the three plays were written. It seems to m.e quite conceivable 
that this academically-minded poet carried on from his Praka­
ra~a, the Malatimiidhava, to bis first essay in drama from the 
epic, the Uttarariimaoharita, a verse here and there expressive 
of common feelings or situations in both ; and similarly carried 
on a few favourite verses again from the Uttararamacharita to 
the Mahaviracharita. It is a suggestion which needs to be 
tested both by detailed scrutiny of the repetitions, and by all 
other criteria for priority between the plays, which is far from 
settled. I make no attempt in this note to push the question 
to a conclusion, but the problem of these repetitions does seem 
to be one worth intensive examination. 

MYl\lENSINGH, 

24.12.1928. 



ARTICLE No. 11.' 

Date of the n"iti Section of the Garu4a-Pura1;1a. 

By CHINTAHARAN CHAKRAV .ARTI. 

The Garu<;Ia-Purai;ia is one of the mo!!t important of the 
Hindu Pura1_1as and is included in tho group of eighteen Maha­
Pura:r;ias or Great Pura:r;ias. It is of an encyclopredic character, 
giving an account of almost a.II branches of Sanskrit learning. 
It is, of course, not always possible to identi_fy the worlr or 
works on which the author of the Garuda-Purana based his 
summary of a particular branch of learning. Neither is it 
possible to determine exactly when these summaries, and hence 
the Purai;ia. as a whole incorporating them, were compiled. 
It, however, seems that the summaries are works of different 
periods some of them belonging to a fairly old date and others 
to a comparatively later time. Thus the grammatical section 
which gives a summary of t.he Katantra system and contains 
no reference to Pai:iini is believed by Mahamahopadhyaya 
Haraprasad Shastri to belong to a period anterior to the time 
when the school of Pai;iini was revived by Bhartrhari in the 
7th century of the Christian era after a long period of neglect. 
He, therefore, places this section in circa 3rd or 4th century.1 

But the niti section which comprises chapters 108-15 and 
is termed niti-siira does not seem to be so ?Id. This represents 
a collection of niti slokas {verses dealing with moral maxims) of 
the type of the Oha7J,O,kya slokas and is attributed to the sage 
Sau:r;iaka, 'a name which approximates as closely as possible 
to that of the worldly Chanakya.' 2 This collection shows a 
close agreement with that of ·Bhojaraja, probably identical with 
the great royal patron of Sanskrit learning who ruled at Dhara 
in the 11th century and also with the Tibetan version in the 
Tanjur which was compared by Mr. Johan van Manen. All these 
versions may go back to a common original which is lost. There 
are verses in these collections which are found in various old works 
like the Mahabharata, Manusa'f!l,hita, etc. One ven•e, however, 

1 Journal of the Bihar and Omaa Reaearch Society-'Vol. XIV, 
pp. 331-2; Deacriptive Catalogue of Sanskrit MSS. in the GOtJemment 
collection of the Asiatic Society of Bengal-Vol. IV (Purai;ias) Preface 
p. lxxxii. . ' 

• 2 Johan _van Manen-Foreword ~ OharJ,akya-raja-ni,•·lii8.tmm(Calcutta 
Onental Series-No. 2) p. XIV. lt 1s at the suggestion df Mr. van Manen 
-who is making a special study of the niti literature of India and has 
already gathered together much valuable material for that purpose-that 
I compared the niti section of the Garuda Pumna with the OharJ,akya-Raja­
niti-.fiistram which represents Bhojaraje.'s collection. 
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is found to occur in these collections which has been taken 
from a comparatively late work. The verse as it is found in 
the Garu4,a-PurarJ,O, (112, 16-Venkateswar Press edition of 
Bombay) runs as follows:-

~~ I f<lbi:fic'I cijl q ~fun: 
,!. 

(§3 c:rl I ,A ti cfi~ if ifTJ:J 511.fa I 

m J:Jmfcr1'~ ¥"if: 
~:~ ~~ ~ lj@ II 

This very verse with slight -variants occurs in the 
Cha1J,akya-Raja-niti-~stra (V. 21). Oscar Kressler in his Stim­
men indischer Lebensklugheit (lndica-Heft 4-Leipzig-1907) 
also notes this verse as occuring in Bhojaraja's recension of 
Chii;~1akya (V. 22). It is thus quite clear that the verse had 
entered into niti collections at least from the time of Bhoja if 
not earlier. As, however, it is found in the niti section of the 
Garu4,a Pura1J,aitseel1':1s reasonable to suppose that the verse had 
already found a place in the Cha1_1akya collection when it was . 
incorporated in the Nitisiira of the Garuc;Irt. Puriil)a. But it 
is well known that this verse-at least, the prototype of it­
is the composition of Bai;ia of the court of King Har~avardhana 
(7th century) and that it is found, with slight changes here 
and there, as No. 5 of Lhe introductry verses of his Kadambari. 
A verse can ordinarily enter into popular anthological works 
only when a considerable period of time has elapsed after its 
composition. It requires more time to become attributed to a 
sage. We may therefore suppose that at least two or three 
centuries bad passed after tho time of Ba:ga before a '\"erse of 
his was taken into some anthological work and given currency to 
by the author of the GarU</,a-PuriirJ,O, as the production of the 
vedic sage Saunaka.1 Hence, the nitisara-if not the whole 
of the Garuda Puriina at least in the form in which we find it 
now-cannot he eariier than the 9th or 10th century. It may 
even be later if it was based on Bhojaraja's collection. 

:t It is of course not reasonable to argue that BiiQa in writing a big 
romantic work borrowed a verse from some earlier work and incorporated 
it into his introduction. 

• 
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