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Impact of Bhattanayaka on Abhinavagupta

Acharya Bhattandyaka is a great name
in Sanskrit Poetics. He occupies a
unique place in the history of Indian
aesthetics. He had a remarkable
insight into the nature of poetic
experience and the analysis of beauty
in poetry. He was an anti-Dbvani
theorist.  Though his only known
work Hrdayadarpana is now lost,
some of the fragments of its contents
are found in Abhinavagupta’s
commentaries on the NatyaSastraand
Dbvanyaloka, Hrdayadarpana was
not available to even Mahimabhatta
as he says in his Vyaktiviveka: )
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50 Bhattaniyaka must have
flourished sometime between

Anandavardhana and Abhinava-
gupta. Kalhana in his Rajatarangini
has given a detailed discription of the
reign of Sankaravarma the son and
successor of Avantivarma. Sankara-
varma after the conquest of various
countries in all directions established
a town named Sankarapura and
constructed there a Siva temple in his
name and in the name of his wife,
Sugandha, and appointed a very
learned Brahmana named Nayaka to
look after its administration.
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sankaravarma belongs to the last
quarter of the 9th century a.d. The
Nayaka re ‘ferred to in the above §loka
of the Rajatardrgini is none other
than Bhattanayaka because he has
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been mentioned by this name
(Nayaka) in the commentary of
Bhattagopala on the Kavyaprakasa-
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So the time of Bhattandyaka is
between the last quarter of the 9
century and the first half of the 10"
century. As Bhattatauta, the teacher
of Abhinavagupta has nowhere
referred to the theory of Bhattanayaka
and has refuted the Rasa theory of
Hollata and Srisarikuka, it appears,
that Bhattaniyaka must have been
either unknown to Bhattatauta or that
Bhattatauta must not have found any
fault in the theories of Bhattaniyaka.

It is only Abhinavagupta who
refutes the Rasa theories of earlier
commentators of Rasasiitra of
Bharata. He after discarding the
Bhogatheory of Bhattanayaka admits
with all humility that actually he has
not refuted or found fault with the
theories of his predecessors but has
only improved upon them or has
modified them:
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This humility of Abhinavagupta is
because of the fact that in his heart of
hearts he holds Bhattanayaka in high
esteem though being a Dhvaniviedi
he is at loggerheads with Bhatta-
nayaka who was an anti-Dhovani
theorist. Though Abhinavagupta
disagrees with Bhattanayaka on many

issues, he also agrees with him at
many places in his Locana
commentary in support of his
interpretations of the text of the
Dhuvawydloka. In the commentary of
the opening §loka of the Natyasastra
Abhinavagupta quotes him and
endorses his interpretation in the
context of the Divine origin of the
Natya.
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Now, an attempt is being made to
show as to how Bhatta-nayaka has
directly or indirectly influenced
Abhinavagupta in the context of the
definition of poetry and in the
insightful presentation of the theory
of aesthetic experience. According to
Bhattanayaka, poetry unlike the Veda
or Akbyana, is function-dominated
and not meaning-dominated. He, as
quoted by Abhinavagupta says:
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He is a staunch supporter of Rasa
in Kavyaand not Alarnkara. In poetry
Rasa realization is the only attraction

for reader.
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As the Rasa experience is only in
the form of TR and not an
experience of something accomplish-
ed hence Bhattaniayaka defines
poetry as =dyEg™. In this way, he
gave an entirely new dimension to the
definition of poetry. This new
definition had a great impact on
Abhinavagupta and later rhetoricians
like Mammata and others. It appears
that Bhattanayaka took the cue from
Anandavardhana’s following lines. —
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The  following lines  of
Abbinavabbarati clearly indicate the
influence of Bhattanayaka’s theory of
amryEEdl - on Abhinavagupta:
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In historical writings, ‘i,(ebyciims
and Sastras, other than the Veda, the
word loses its utility after conveying
its sense, but in poetry (Kavya) it is
not 5o, because the word of Kavya
always retains its importance and
utility as it is read and understood
aeain and again by the aesthete.
.*\lhhinzl\'ugupm says:
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This view of Abhinavagupta
indirectly supports the stand of
Bhattanayaka that Kavya is function-
dominated &mMR ¥, The influence
of Bhattanayaka over Mammata
appears to be more glaring. Mammata
while distinguishing Kavya from
other forms of literature like Veda,
Itihasa and Purana writes that in
Kavya both word and sense play a
subsidiary role, whereas the function
is the main factor:

In the context of the process of
Rasa realization: Mammata while
presenting the Rasa theory of
Abhinavagupta puts all the adjectives
of Rasa as AHAT,; meaning thereby
the =muREgar of Reasa:
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Vidyadhara, the author of Ekgoqri
though a supporter of Dbumzfthcon;
having been impressed with
Bhattanayaka’s definition of Kavya
remarks:
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Bhattanayaka's well thoughtout

ideas were so much impressive that
Abhinavagu pta at many points could
not refute them convincingly. Take for
example the following lines of
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Bhattanayaka as quoted by

Abhinavagupta in his Locana
commentary:
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Bhattanayaka being &mRardt amamd
sees the essence of Kavya in the form
of @MR. So here also he says by
e that Dbhvani can at best
be an accessory element of Kavya but
never a complete Kavya. Abhinava
while refuting this view of
Bhattanayaka says that perhaps it
has been said only in relation to Veastu
and Alamkara Dbvani and so far as
Rasadbvani is concerned he himself
stands committed that Rasa is the sole
object of enjoyment in Kavya. “@rel
i @&t F argr T e Here
Abhinavagupta also admits that Vasiu
and Alamkdara Dbvanis are only parts
of Kavyaand not the complete Kavye
because ultimately the Vastu and
Alambkara Dhvanis terminate in
Rasadbvani.
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Here Abhinavagupta is advancing
very clumsy arguments in his and
Anandavardhana’s defence. He has
almost surrendered the Vastu and
Alamkara Dbvanis in order to
compromise with Bhattanayaka in
accepting the Rasadhvani. By this
argument of Abhinavagupta the Vasiu
and Alambkara Dbvanis have fallen
from grace and lost their dominance.
For Anandavardhana Vast,
Alambkara and Reasa Dhvanis are on
equal footing so far as their s sad
is concerned. Like Rasadbuvanni, Vasiii
and Alamikara dbveanis also make first
rate poetry because all the three
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Dhvanis are draegamegiferag. Bhatta-

nayaka while commenting on the

following gatha:

wrefHar diel A1 goisie sroraiRel Qo)
AT oGS SRR 7
argues that here the prohibitive

sense (Faemed) is understood by the
force of Bhayanaka Rasa on account

of the use of @i (fw@) and aTffes’

(311577)  and not by the force of
suggestion (&591) as explained by
&@fy@r, In this context, Abhinava-
gupta after explaining the viewpoint
of Anandavardhana should have
convinced us to the effect that it is
the case of Vastudbhvani alone and
not that of Rasadhvani. Instead he
again made a compromise with the
stand of Bhattanayaka and concluded
by saying that let both the Dhuvanis
(Vasihie and Rasa) be accepted here.
What is the harm?
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In this way Abhinvavagupta could
not give sound arguments .in his
defence for establishing only
Vastudbvaniin the above-mentioned
gdthaas it was given as an illustration
of Vastudhvani and not Rasadhvani
by Anandavardhana. Being a faithful
commentator of Anandavardhana,
Abhinavagupta should not have
Bhayanaka Rasa or
Srnpeia Rasa in this context. This
shows that Abhinavagupta is so
Obsessed with the views of Bhatta-
nayaka's theory that he outrightly
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make compromise with
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him.

Abhinavagupta is candid enough,
to quote him (Bhattandyaka) in his
supportat many places. Commenting
on the following Karika of the
Dbvanyaloka
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Abhinavagupta says:
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Bhattanayaka's view is that the
poet does not express in the form of
poetry till he is not completely filled
with the Rasa experience. So the
poetry, according to Bhattanayaka is
the spontaneous expression of the
overflowing emotion of the poet.
Abhinavagupta accepts this view

without any reservation and says in
the Abbinavabharati:
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Commenting on Anandavardhana’s
Karike:
TREE WG daeiay
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Abhinavagupta says that the divine
blissful Rasa flows spontaneously
from the speech of the great and
gifted poets fRemT=<w WIHT JRAT
and quotes the following lines of
Bhattaniyaka in support of his theory:
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In these lines Bhattandyaka has
distinguished between a7+ and
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@i, The pleasure of yoga is
achieved only by practicing abstract
meditation with great effort, whereas
the aesthetic pleasure needs no
deliberate effort. Abhinavagupta
taking the cue from this view of
Bhattanavaka explains meticulously
the distinction between the
experience of Kavya Rasa and that of
yoga. In yoga there is fawaredas
gog dewuwfafst which hinders the
feeling of beauty (Wr=d) whereas in
the aesthete there is no @exed and
faeam@eEged hence there is delight
(eTEr).

The major contribution of
Bhattandyaka which had a lasting
impact on all thelater rhetoricians is
that he introduced the concept of
Sadhbaranikarana for explaining the
psychology of Rasa experience. The
principle of this generalization
(wgRufieRo) is more or less a type of
aesthetic contemplation by which the
object of art (fawmanf®) and the subject
(r#1e1T)  both  transcend their
limitations. In this process the subject
or the enjoyer gets completely object
immersed (g=ritw@) and enjoys the
sentiment (MAT) which also loses its
limitations.

Thus, it is Bhattanayaka who
revolutionized the concept of Rasa
realization by explaning it on purely
philosophical plain and equating it
with #fafgsnf=1 and #snz=E. For
realizing this highest form of aesthetic
pleasure the fawyrarfe which are the
means to such realization have to be
absolutely impersonalised and hence
universalized. This theory of
HRUERT of the object and the subject
has been accepted without any
reservation by all the later Acharyas
as has been said by Achdrya Govind
Chandra Pande in his
and in the following verse:
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Abhinavagupta taking the cue from
this theory of universalization speaks
of geuwarg a=Ytyreg and as the
prerequisite for Rasa realization.
Bhattanayaka emphasized the
subjectivity of art experience and
consequently raised the level of Raset
realization to the experience similar
to the bliss of Brahman. His Rasa

enjoyment as not merely a feeling
among feelings but as the feeling par-
excellence. The concept of Rasa or
the aesthetic experience may thus be
interpreted entirely in terms of feeling
without any réference to the
intellectual idea or the spiritual
ideal.”*
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“We  have taken aesthetic

31

Letest from the IIAS

Interdisciplinary Studies

in Science, Society, Value and Civilizational Dialogue

by D.P. CHATTOPADHYAY A

The essays of this book are addressed to some basic issues of science, society and value. Discounting the autonomy
claim of science Chattopadhyaya tries to trace its social roots and discover its historical background. Also he discounts
the value-neutrality claim of science—of both social science and natural science. All forms of knowledge, scientific
and social, are basically rooted in the human nature and influenced by its cognitive capacity and limits. According to
Chattopadhyaya, freedom underpins human inspiration and aspirations which explains the integral character of facts,
ideas and values. He finds no dichotomy between fact and value, between naturalism and humanism. or between
subjectivity and objectivity.

A substantial part of the book is concerned with the nature of scientific knowledge. It is argued that because of its
humanistic roots science cannot be absolutely objective. Objectivity is nothing but inter-subjectivity, sharability of
knowledge by suitably qualified people. From this thesis of inter-subjectivity the author argues back to the uniry of
human nature and community of human interests and intentions. From the analysis of the concepts of unity and
community he extracts the larger perspectives of the human unity, democracy and justice. All these elements are
claimed to be inputs of much needed civilizational dialogue in a world torn by strife and inequitable levels of
development.
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