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Literary criticism in India has its genesis in the encyclopaedic Nātyaśāstra of Bharata around 2nd c. AD and later alamkāra school of thought after late 6th c. AD. It is common knowledge that Sanskrit literary criticism has its conceptual moorings in grammar and Indian darśanas.
 Poetics in ancient India involved philosophical speculation and theoretical formulation which are crucial for a robust system building. Consequently, there are some questions that Indian poetics addresses. To mention a few, they are:
a) What constitutes kāvya?

b) What is the most important element for the literariness of kāvya?

c) How is literary meaning produced/ arrived at? 

d) What is the end of literary representation?

e) What is the nature of literary meaning?

f) What is the nature of aesthetic experience?

g) Where is the locus of aesthetic experience—art, artist, or beholder?

h) What are the criteria for classification of literary and non-literary texts?

As a result of obtaining concerns such as above, theoretical departures developed into various thought systems. This proclivity to theorization often led modern scholars to consider, and at times doubt, relevance and applicability of Indian literary theories. Amidst the clouds of misgivings in modern criticism, it should be duly clarified that Indian literary theories inhere in enough scope for practical criticism. However, it should be noted that the investigative exegetical models derived from Indian literary theories tend to be constitutive in nature without being polemical. 
Critical analysis of literature is an interpretive activity that makes sense out of what is otherwise abstruse—so is usually understood. In Sanskrit intellectual tradition, on the other hand, this point of view has been carefully developed in relation especially to knowledge literature. For in vāñgamaya (verbal discourse) that is comprised of both śāstra and kāvya, there is a well-established system of interpretation or śāstra-paddhati that has evolved in the light of Vedic, śāstraic and philosophical literature. Knowledge propounded in śāstras is established by its own validity of empirical scientific truth or theological wisdom which exists independent of individual authority. In order to get at comprehensive logical understanding of the concerned matter, śāstra-paddhati involves a thorough system analysis such as it considers (a) what has already been said on the issue or antecedent opposing viewpoint, (b) the original and changed context, (c) linguistic paraphrase and explanation, (d) four pramānas that may be specific to any school of thought viz., pratyaksa (perception); anumāna (inference); upamāna (analogy); abhyāsa (experience); and śāstra vacana or śabda (verbal testimony). Further, śāstra-paddhati involves 1) sārvabhauma siddhānta (the principle to be upheld), 2) śruti, 3) darśana-smrti, 4) itīhāsa, 5) sangati (coherence), 6) paribhāsa nyāya (rules of interpretation), 7) loka nyāya (judgement from common experience), 8) nirvacana (etymology), 9) vyākarana, 10) śabda śakti (verbal symbolism). (Sareen & Paranjape, 2004: 31-32) This strong set of investigative modalities is applied for analysing meaning in knowledge literature.

Kāvya
 has its distinction from śāstra in vāñgamaya and validity of its proposition, unlike śāstra, is contingent on individual. That is, kāvya does not have knowledge as its first and only motive, hence no interpretation. Statements in kāvya are primarily analysed for their ‘charm’, literary conception and expression. In this light one may see why Indian literary theories are constitutive theories that provide frameworks to explain how the texts are formed, how the meaning is developed and through what kinds of linguistic and literary devices. This constitutive analysis consequently explains the sources of delight, their literary contrivance and literary relish on neuro-psychological grounds. This notwithstanding, the powerful śāstra paddhati may be used in interpreting literature.

Literary analysis in Sanskrit criticism abounds in principles such as rasa, alamkāra, rīti, guna-dosa, dhvani, vakrokti, and aucitya and each of these provide exhaustive literary exegesis within its own concerns as well as relate to each other in the course of matter. However, critical pursuit carried out under these principles would naturally be specific in nature according to their questions. What Rājaśekhara affords is a sort of analytical framework that responds to a number of literary and non-literary aspects pertaining to construction of a text and its meaning. Indeed, Rājaśekhara’s ken of model analysis being so large, a particular literary instance for critical observation may not do justice to its richness.

 Rājaśekhara (10th c.) in his Kāvyamimāmsā considers the following broad issues:

a) Critical analysis of kāvya as a knowledge discipline

b) Constitutive formal elements and resources of kāvya
c) Criteria for evaluating poetic worth

d) Tips for composition of kāvya to the budding poets; preservation and dissemination of literary texts

e) Documentation of geo-cultural and linguistic facts of the 10th c. India 

Interestingly enough, Kāvyamimāmsā is not the work of poetics proper. Rather, it is a samgraha text, i.e. a text for pedagogical purpose and more so, it is a kaviśiksā text. A kaviśiksā text, unlike other theoretical works, does not expound any literary principle. It is constructed for practical reasons such as instructing the poet about conceiving, composing, drafting, receiving and analysing poetry. Rājaśekhara’s exegetical model, which is distinctly mapped out, inheres in the following concerns:

a. narrative—dramatic elements

b. types of lexis (śabda and pada)

c. types of poets 

d. nature and sources of literary meaning

e. appropriation of meaning and its pertinence or impertinence

f. modes of sentences

These critical concerns are a set of generalised constitutive categories that can be put to exegetical purport irrespective of difference in culture, language and literature. Here, a model analysis on William Butler Yeats’s “Sailing to Byzantium” is attempted to show Rājaśekhara’s relevance in analysing contemporary texts, even in alien linguistic system and culture. 

The “Sailing to Byzantium” was first published in his anthology The Tower in 1928. It was during this time that Yeats was exploring the intricacies of his private mythology, the philosophy of which he put forth in his A Vision (1925). Yeats in 1931 at Belfast BBC Studio made known his thoughts on this matter for a broadcast of his poems:

Now I am trying to write about the state of my soul, and some of my thoughts upon the subject I have put into a poem called “Sailing to Byzantium”… Byzantium was the centre of European civilisation and the source of its spiritual philosophy, so I symbolise the search for the spiritual life by a journey to that city. 

  (“Now I am Trying to Write”, narr. WB Yeats, BBC, Belfast, 8 Sept., 1931)

Authorial words indeed shed light on thematic preoccupation and are taken note of in one or the other way while a poem is critically analysed. Even in a deconstructive reading author’s intention is regarded but only to be proved as a kind of internal pūrvapaksa. Indian kāvya literature, per contra, never had so distinct personal declarations from its literary masters, for dissolution of I-consciousness by whatever means was the very breath of all who had been brought up in the learned atmosphere of the Vedas and śāstras. Kapil Kapoor accordingly remarks that in ancient Indian kāvya literature:

No value is assigned to personality, nor is literature concerned with the “triumph and downfall of a hero”. This too explains the absence of interest in biography. Science, poetry, sculpture, are all transmitted anonymously. The authors—Bhavabhuti, Jaimini, Pānini—are just names. Their life is not pertinent to an understanding of their work.

(Sylvia Plath’s “Daddy”…, 1996: 51)

“Sailing to Byzantium” can be read without any biographical aid. In this wise the composition turns to be a pure speculative experience and the city of Byzantium of this poem along with Yeats’s another poem “Byzantium” becomes an extended metaphor. The poem “Sailing to Byzantium” is given for perusal as an Appendix at the end.

 Vāñgamaya in India chiefly existed in an oral form, and katha ‘oral narrative’ flourished in kāvya, which was both śrāvya (aural) and prekśya (visual). Nonetheless, poetry is also a reading experience and it is true especially for “Sailing to Byzantium”. The whole poem is a thought wrapped in poetic utterance. It is speculative and descriptive with excess of nouns, adjectives and compounds, and in complete absence of dynamic verbs the poem is devoid of perceptible motion in time and place.

This poem is a sure instance of avicārita ramaniya artha (imaginative and charming)
, as it does not abide by relative knowledge of world ‘loka’, nor does it take intellectual attestation of its propositions.

There are two broad kinds of poetry based on composition’s structural complexity and magnitude: prabandha and muktaka. The first is an elaborate composition and has greater range of experience whilst the second is a short, independent poetic composition. This poem is a muktaka kāvya, which has following kinds: 
· Śuddha: It is mere description without any story element. No itivrtta ‘event’.

· Citra: Here details are given to elaborate the account of descriptions so as to illustrate the meaning.

· Kathotha: The old tales or narratives are used to convey the meaning.

· Samvidhānakabhu: A meaning is expressed with an imagined event that has element of possibility.

· Ākhyānakavāna: Here meaning is put forth with the help of an imagined historical account.

The “Sailing…” clearly has no story element in it. The first two stanzas contemplate about the phenomenal and the eternal: “Caught in that sensual music all neglect/ Monuments of unageing intellect.” (I.7-8) The last two stanzas picturise utopian state of existence in Byzantium, which is in contrast to “dying generations”. Further, ‘Byzantium’ of the poem, as a matter of fact does not relate to historical Byzantium, an ancient Greek city on the Bosporus and the Sea of Marmara (before AD 330), insofar as it is an idealised imagination of the poet. Reference to historical account is not ipso facto, for what was all inspiration, harmony and compliance for art in that ancient Greek city has been turned out into a divine abode, beyond thermodynamic rules of entropy and decay. For this pure speculative and descriptive mark, this poem becomes a śuddha muktaka kāvya.

 Rājaśekhara distinguishes three units of composition: (i) pada (fully inflected word, a morphological construction), (ii) vākya (sentence), (iii) vacana (statement). Occurrence of these formal categories in a poem can be analysed and quantified.

As regards pada, it has five kinds: (i) nominal endings (subanta) that include conventional nouns, pronouns and adjectives, (ii) verbal endings (tinganta) that are verbs and verbal phrases, (iii) compounds (samāsa), (iv) primary derived nominals (krdanta), i.e. nouns derived from verbs viz., ‘goer’, from ’go’, (v) secondary derived nominals (nouns/adjectives derived from nouns/adjectives) viz., worth/worthy, social/sociable.

Rājaśekhara informs that poets have a knack for using one or the other vrttis more amongst all and even sub-generic varieties may be identified in terms of predominance of one or the other vrtti. For instance, narrative poem which has dramatic element in it would have greater number of verbs or verbal phrases in comparison to other type like lyric.

Now in the “Sailing…” there are 36 noun phrases; 10 verb phrases; 100 nouns (total nouns, pronouns, adjectives); 33 Verbs (be, main verbs, verb+ing) 

Along with these there are 18 compounds: ‘dying generations’, ‘salmon-falls’, ‘crowded seas’, ‘sensual music’, ‘unageing intellect’, ‘paltry thing’, ‘tattered coat’, ‘singing school’, ‘gold mosaic’, ‘singing-masters’, ‘dying animal’, ‘natural thing’, ‘bodily form’, ‘Grecian goldsmiths’, ‘hammered gold’, ‘gold-enamelling’, ‘drowsy Emperor’, and ‘golden bough’. And there are 5 secondary derived nominals (‘crowded’, ‘unageing’, ‘aged’, ‘natural’, ‘golden’). Further, the total number of primary nouns is 53. This makes Yeats a subanta poet, a poet of primary nouns. As it implies lesser use of derived nouns and other such morphological complexities, it is easier to process and so it easily delights the readers.

There are a few compounds which are collapsed clauses (e.g. ‘unageing intellect’) and have less clear syntactic-semantic relationship. Therefore, compounds are more complex in comprehension than primary nouns. It is true also with primary and secondary derived nominals. Further ellipsis in the structural part also raises the cognitive difficulty. However, they are very few in the poem. The third stanza is an earnest call made by the poet to sages. It is only here that the poet directly expresses his personal state of being and becomes most dense, for every new line is a new idea. Ellipsis, thus, becomes a structural necessity here: 

· “[O sages] Consume my heart away; [my heart is] sick with desire/ And [it is] fastened to a dying animal” (III.21-22)

· And “…and [please] gather me/Into the artifice of eternity” (III.23-24)

Thus, the poem is dominated by subanta words though, 18 compounds, 5 secondary derived nominals, and 3 ellipses make the poem more a reading experience than auditory, for structural lucidity and simplicity is the mark of oral tradition. 

Rājaśekhara explains vākya as co-presence of meaningful padas that is needed to express the intended meaning. Here, Rājaśekhara gives two measurements that show the level of difficulty in comprehension of vākya: abhidhā vyāpāra (a grammatical arrangement of words that gives denotative meaning), and ākhyāta (the number of clearly present verbs and their function in a sentence). According to the followers of Udbhata, there are three kinds of abhidhā vyāpāra: vaibhakta (grammatical relations are explicitly marked), śākta (all grammatical relations are implicit), and śakti-vaibhaktimaya (both explicit and implicit padas are present). Rājaśekhara shows this threefold division through examples of case-marking, which in Sanskrit is apparent in primary nouns and implicit in compounds. Implicit grammatical relations have to be re-formed by the reader in order to fully cognise sentential meaning and therefore it is complex. In case of language such as English, grammatical structure is different and so the form of compounds. There is in English an appositional structure whose grammatical relationship with different parts of a sentence is implicit, and so poses a cognitive difficulty. Here, one has to reconstruct grammatical relations:

i) ‘Those dying generations—at their song’ (I.3), and ‘The salmon-falls, the mackerel—crowded seas’ (I.4)

ii) ‘aged man’ in II.9 and the appositional ‘tattered coat’ in II.10 and ‘its hands’ in II.10.

iii) The adverbial ‘For every tatter in its mortal dress’ in II. 12

iv) Modifying adjective use in ‘mortal dress’ in II.12

v) Verb form ‘be’ in ‘And be the singing-masters of my soul’ in III.20, and ‘gather’ in ‘It knows not what it is, and gather me’ (III.23)

Further, there are eighteen compounds as mentioned above. All these are implicit grammatical constructions wherein a conceptual state of a word is either merged with the other or it is invisible at denotational level. This linguistic arrangement of words requires a reader’s attention for deriving the intended meaning.

Ākhyāta is another measurement which is verb in relation to a sentence. Rājaśekhara classifies ten types of sentences on the basis of employment of verb (See III.3.10). In “Sailing…” there are seven sentences in total. However, long sentences in it often impart small sentences that may be considered independent because of their semantic completeness.

· Ekākhyata (one verb in to be form) in I.1

· Anekākhyāta (more than one verb) in I.8, II stanza, III.17-20, IV.21-24, and V stanza.

· Āvrattākhyāta (one verb attached to different subjects)in I.2-7 (Here ‘Whatever is begotten, born and dies’ in I.6 is a sentence within sentence.)

· Ekābhidheyākhyāta (more than one verb attached to the same subject) in ‘Soul clap its hands and sing, and louder sing…’  (II.11) and ‘And therefore I have sailed and come…’ (II.15).

· Uninterrupted clauses: I.1 and I.7-8.

There are many sentences with more than one verb, as the ideas hastily succeed each other. Plurality of verbs in a sentence makes the reading experience effortful. Although the poem is simple to process for its meaning, its thematic contrivance is strengthened by well-knit grammatical constructions. Further, there are just four dynamic verbs in the poem: ‘clap’, ‘sing’, ‘sailed’ and ‘come’ giving a sense of motion in time and place. In fact, an overall contemplative nature of the poem is enhanced through lesser use of tinganta padas and it makes the whole poem an internal dialogue which is not to show, depict or narrate external world but to express the poet’s state of being (bhāva). More to it, even reference to Byzantium that belongs to external geo-political reality has been fully transformed into an idea that promises the senescent poet an “artifice of eternity”.

Sentence as a statement (vacana) is another category that Rājaśekhara explains. At this juncture he refers to rīti (style), which is marked by specific gunas. As it has been said that WB Yeats is a subanta poet, he falls in the category of Vaidarbhi rīti, however, it must be noted that the poets often compose poems in different manners and so such categories too are subject to change. In the present context, Yeats’s poem invites only those categories to be applied on itself as its form and content extend their scope. Rājaśekhara classifies rītis on grammatical ground. Subvrtti or subanta is a class of such words that take nominal endings with the addition of a case-affix. These include nouns, pronouns and adjectives. In order to consider classification of rītis Rājaśekhara divides this subvrtti into two: sāmāsika (with compounds) and asāmāsika (without compounds), and the rītis formed are: Vaidarbhi, Pāñcālī and Gaudiyā. He has not considered Lātīya as the fourth rīti, for it almost resembles Pāñcālī rīti. Here, Vaidarbhi has moderate use of compounds and lucidity of expression.

 Vacanas are statements and their mode of rendition is central to the consideration of rītis. These types of vacanas are: Brāhma, Śaiva and Mānusa.
· Brāhma (of Vedic literature) vacanas are affirmative; marked by words of truth. They are beneficial to all living beings. It has further fivefold division.

· Śaiva (of vidyās or discipline) vacanas are marked by systemic terminologies and logic.

· Mānusa (of ordinary usage) vacanas involve literary discourse and general communication of the people.

These categories are based on a) the type of discourse, b) the speaker, c) the nature of meaning, and d) the mode of expression. The purport behind this elaborate classification of vacanas is to shed light on the nature, function and inherent processual difference in signification of vacanas in classical Indian knowledge system. 

 Literary discourse and general communication of the people pertain to Mānusa vacana. It has figures of speech and other qualities of rīti. Meaning here is not as crucial as it is in Brahma or Śaiva vacanas, for a mode of expression draws much attention to itself. And in literary instance meaning has to be reconstructed out of oblique expression. In this poem, for instance, (the) meaning is of attaining salvation. The world-weary poet finds his liberation in the world of art where he would attain to a blissful stasis in the form of an artifice singing forever “of what is past, or passing, or to come.” (IV.32) As the theme of reposing in permanent bliss constructs an idea of a heavenly abode, meaning of the poem also lends itself to the other category of Divya-mānusa vacana wherein a mortal being seeks after a heightened consciousness.

 Rājaśekhara mentions a number of sources of poetic composition that provide a background in the process of signification. These sources may be historical, mythological, polity, any of the sixty-four arts, erotics, experience of the world, philosophical, etc.

Rājaśekhara introduces four sources of meaning, which are more like modes of rendition: uccitasamyoga (in appropriate context), yokrtsamyoga (extended simile); utpādyasamyoga (showing likeness), samyogavikāra (change of form due to union)
. These categories facilitate in evaluating appropriateness of the sources of an idea and their significance for the whole meaning of the composition. All the four pertain to structural framework of the poem and are cognizable in the process of signification. One may attempt to see the “Sailing…” in this light. The poem opens with a plain statement: “That is no country for old men.” Use of determinative ‘That’ makes opening of the poem noticeable and leaves an impression of continuity of argument in whose sequence the whole poem is a part. This apart, the poem does not impart within embellishing tropes, alliteration or other such literary devices. The imagery of “crowded seas” with salmon-falls and mackerel, emaciated aged man, sages purging in “God’s holy fire”, gold-laden city, for instance, is synchronised with linguistic and literary austerity. This pertinence observed at structural level makes it favourable for uccitasamyoga, where all linguistic and literary devices exist in harmony and cast a uniform impact on the thematic aspect. These samyogas here must not be literally understood as sources of meaning, though they are discussed under this category by Rājaśekhara.  These samyogas have their teleological significance which, however, like other sources, lies in their efficacy to affect the process of apprehension of meaning, which is an added edge in communication. Thus, uccitasamyoga realised in the “Sailing…” stands as a poetic merit in the process of signification.

Ideas present in the poem can be traced in the following sources:

1. Loka: (experience of the world) in lines I.1-5

2. Sea voyaging: (reference to the ancient mode of transportation) in II.15

3. Education institute: (Byzantium as a hub of artistic activities) in II.13-16

4. Itihāsa: “city of Byzantium” in II.16, and “Grecian goldsmiths” in IV.27

5. Prakirna: (it includes 64 arts of which there is svarnaratna pariśodhan (connoisseurship of gold/diamonds)) “gold mosaic” in III.18; “hammered gold and gold enamelling” in IV. 28

6. Polity:  (reference to the governing authority) “drowsy Emperor” in IV.29

7. Viracanā: (creation) poet’s own imagination of his turning into a golden artifice in III.24; IV.27-28

All these ideas have such sources as their backdrop. Number of sources, their valid understanding, and their appropriate relation to the theme speaks of the poet’s erudition and experience of life. Even if a poet uses private symbols, a reader unbeknown to them would still partially cognise them, for the sources from which symbols are drawn act as shared knowledge. A refuge to the world of art is poet’s own wish and for which Byzantium becomes a symbol of liberation from human limitations. Here, the poet’s state is that of a seeker of truth. The search for internal peace is the major source of meaning.

 A poet’s fame rests on his creative genius. There are several literary and non-literary factors listed by Rājaśekhara that can help in deciding the basic temperament of a poet. A particular psychological tendency of a poet is bound to be reflected in his composition. In order to generalise nature of poet’s creative ability, the following considerations can be of use. Rājaśekhara mentions three broad categories of poets: śāstra kavi (one who writes on serious issues and is solemn in its treatment), kāvya kavi (one who foregrounds charming and aesthetic in a poem), and ubhaya kavi (one who excels in both thought and charming expression).
WB Yeats belongs to the class of kāvya kavi. Of all sub-types of kāvya kavi, the following ones apply to Yeats:

1. Yeats as racana kavi, as his craftsmanship is apparent 

2. Yeats as śabda kavi (preference for using particular kinds of padas) and nāma kavi (sub-category of śabda kavi) at that, as he uses subanta words frequently 

3. Yeats as artha kavi, for the poem is marked by its fanciful conceptions

4. He is a poet of alamkāra, particularly arthālamkāra (figure of thought where poetic charm lies in the import of a sentence). Yeats uses arthālamkāras like rupaka (metaphor) and upamā (simile) respectively in II.10 and IV.27-28

5. Yeats is ukti kavi, as he becomes quotable in “Whatever is begotten, born and dies” I.6, and

6. Yeats as mārga kavi, as the mode of expression belongs to Vaidarbhi rīti.

These categories are, in fact, not to be held in isolation. They together indicate at the number of literary qualities observable in the work. A poet who excels in all eight types of kāvya kavi along with being śāstra and ubhaya kavi is honoured with the title of mahākavi—a great bard like Vālmiki, Vyāsa, and Homer among others. In this way Yeats cannot be called a mahākavi. However, Yeats presents impregnated symbols and imagery and one’s analysis let not frustrate him if there is opacity in or absence of grammar, logical thinking, philosophical veracity, and right correspondence to facts. A good poet sees to it that his composition remains free from dosas (literary faults) in terms of inappropriate reference to time/place; misrepresentation of loka vyavahāra; misconception of worldview of the authority (e.g. āgama-virodhi), or grammatical faults.

In this poem arises the issue of poetic reality and scientific truth. Yeats finds his escape in an inanimate piece of object. If life is marked by constant flux, art is perceived with permanent stasis. It is this binary opposition that has inspired many western poets to privilege art over life. This becomes a starting point for any reading, particularly deconstructive. One may reconcile this rough patch by resorting to Rājaśekhara’s argument that problem arises only when what is apparent but not real is taken for its surface value. Here, the poet has an apparent wish for his transformation into an artifice, which has an attribute of changelessness. This Yeatsian thesis can well nigh be understood in the Joycean term ‘stasis’—bliss. To Joyce, art is stasis when brought about by the formal rhythm of beauty. Art is that beauty which is divorced from good and evil and so akin to truth. Truth is best approached through intellection and beauty through the three stages of apprehension, viz. integritas (wholeness), consonantia (harmony), and claritas (radiance). The definition of beautiful starts with the sensory recognition, ‘that is beautiful the apprehension of which pleases’. The epistemological conflict of aesthetics sets in from here when the idea of beauty gains abstraction while predicating on the ephemeral and gross sense perception. [For the full account, see Joyce’s A Portrait of the Artist as a Young Man (1916)]. This entire proposition is informed of Greek theory of art and European Scholasticism which retains the dyadic structure of art and nature; mind and matter; transient and eternal. And this dyadic structure reverts to itself ad infinitum. All actions of mankind are solely driven by the objective of achieving and maintaining happiness. One may wish to get happiness and so abide by consequent efforts of its preservation, which is the dilemma in Yeats the thinker. On the other hand, one may transform oneself into happiness itself and be changeless forever, which is the ideation conceived by Yeats the poet. However, Yeats the man sees end of duality in transfiguration without rising above all dualities. The poem ‘Sailing to Byzantium’ then achieves mythical quality showing the saga of self-realisation where the poet wishes to become undifferentiated without abandoning differential insight; the ideal of oneness in the perceiver and the perceived is annulled with conscious glorification of the immutability of the perceived, i.e. artefact. Here, the enjoyer and the enjoyment, the artist and the art do remain separate unlike his famed dancer and his dance.

Rājaśekhara’s theoretical concerns have been put to critical and explanatory study of literary discourse. In fact, a comprehensive analysis regarding the poet, range of signification of his poetry, and diversity in compositions can also be arrived at by an exhaustive application of the said model on the oeuvre of one literary artist.  Rājaśekhara’s Kāvyamimāmsā is a critical treatise about existing literary forms and critical positions about them, and for this reason it is as much for a literary critic as it is for a poet with its prudent tips for composition of poetry, its preservation and dissemination. His model can be used by following his methodology, for had he been alive today, he would have analysed existent literary forms and their critical analyses. In fact, Rājaśekhara’s Kāvyamimāmsā disproves the perception that Sanskrit literary and critical theories oversight practical criticism. Rājaśekhara illustrates his critical positions by giving illustrations from texts of varying disciplines wherever he deemed them necessary. He admittedly did not apply this to a complete text, but this was a task which he left for his readers to accomplish. In the present time, however, anarchy in observation of literary forms is greater than what it was earlier. This notwithstanding, to adapt him fully requires higher critical discretion and equally rich literary instances, as the geo-political realities, linguistic and literary conventions and praxis today are quite different. Considering these invariables, the present study has tried to explicate and relocate meditative critical insights of a hierophant of literary universe like Rājaśekhara.

Literature as a discipline of knowledge is thoroughly scanned by Rājaśekhara. From view points of creative, critical and cognitive faculties, Rājaśekhara presents his minute observation of life, language and literature of his day, and an awesome range of investigative modalities. Rājaśekhara’s uniqueness, as a theoretician as well as a critic, lies in establishing sāhitya vidyā as a valid seat of knowledge at par with other serious knowledge disciplines. He shows a complete hierarchical intellectual system as it was known to him. One can see how this complex taxonomical knowledge system has ever facilitated study and preservation of knowledge in India. In the course of matter he traces the origin of kāvya and mentions its attributes through this mythical mode that Indian mind has been wont to. Further, various charges levied against kāvya are also logically resolved.

Literary issues such as poetic genius, poetic maturity, intonation, desirable and undesirable forms of unacknowledged borrowing of word and meaning, and rhetoric conventions were hardly ever dealt with a rigorous critical analysis such as present in Kāvyamimāmsā. It was, in fact, Rājaśekhara who reintroduced them into the mainstream Sanskrit criticism with newer and deeper critical perspectives. Rājaśekhara’s ability to bring together all diverse literary-critical principles, explain or redefine their positions and thereby classify and categories them eminently shows his profound and clear understanding of vāñgamaya.

Further, Rājaśekhara’s consideration of divisions based on time and place remains singled out. A literary artist addresses both the worlds of śista and loka in his creative process and it behoves him to observe and enculturate life he sees around so that he may generate a lifelike ambience in his works. Importance of Rājaśekhara’s treatment of this subject, however, is also partly of historical interest. Out of the details of numerous terrains, high lands, mountains, rivers, natural products, inhabitants and their linguistic and sartorial habits, emerge a holistic picture of Bhārata varsa of the 10th century. It must be noted that Kāvyamimāmsā is first of its kind in documenting such details in Sanskrit criticism.

Hence, it is evident that Kāvyamimāmsā is a rich contemplation on kāvya as a cognitive discipline as well as a literary practice at large. The text, however, does not exist in the form of an abstract logical disquisition, but it is simple, intelligible and impregnated with Rājaśekhara’s learned insights that help poets and critics alike. Even though Rājaśekhara does not enunciate or establish any school of thought, his mimāmsā on kāvya unfailingly establishes him as a critic of literary and critical principles concerned with production, preservation and analysis of kāvya. Rājaśekhara, thus, deserves to be credited as the first meta-critic of Sanskrit criticism.

Appendix
Sailing to Byzantium
I

1             That is not country for old man. The young

2             In one another’s arms, birds in the trees

3             Those dying generations—at their song,

4             The salmon-falls, the mackerel—crowded seas,

5             Fish, flesh or fowl, commend all summer long

6             Whatever is begotten, born and dies.

7
       Caught in that sensual music all neglect 

8             Monuments of unageing intellect.

II

9             An aged man is but a paltry thing,

10           A tattered coat upon a stick, unless

11           Soul clap its hand and sing, and louder sing

12           For every tatter in its mortal dress,

13           Nor is there singing school but studying,

14           Monuments of its own magnificence;

15           And therefore I have sailed the seas and come

16           To the holy city of Byzantium.

III

17           O sages standing in God’s holy fire

18           As in the gold mosaic of a wall,

19           Come from the holy fire, perne in a gyre,

20           And be the singing—masters of my soul.

21           Consume my heart away; sick with desire

22           And fastened to a dying animal

23           It knows not what it is; and gather me

24           Into the artifice of eternity.

IV

25          Once out of nature I shall never take

26          My bodily form from any natural thing,

27          But such a form as Grecian goldsmiths make

28          Of hammered gold and gold enamelling

29          To keep a drowsy Emperor awake;

30          Or set upon a golden bough to sing

31          To lords and ladies of Byzantium

32          Of what is past, or passing, or to come.

Notes
� We often use the term philosophy synonymously for darśana. However, the term ‘philosophy’ has a shade of meaning which is characteristically western, Greek in particular. Philosophia or ‘love of wisdom’ submits to a rational approach to life. This reflects in Greek philosophy across the time span from Pythagoras to Aristotle and onwards. Protagoras’s famous statement attests this: ‘Man is measure of the whole world’.  In India, on the other hand, approach to fathom reality is simultaneously both rational and arational. Betty Heimann prefers the term ānviksiki to philosophy in Indian context, for ānviksiki suggests ‘survey of all things around’. (Heimann V) That is, mind is not the presiding authority on understanding reality, but an instrument in the process of knowing reality, which is to function with the least interference.


� Kāvya, from the root kava ‘to compose’, in Sanskrit literary criticism indicates all forms of ‘literature’ under the rubric of art as distinct from śāstra. Gradually, in later years this sense has been reduced to a generic connotation only in regional languages meaning a ‘poetical composition’.


� Rājaśekhara adopts Udbhata’s broad division of artha: vicāritasustha (reflective), and avicārita ramanīya (charming). The first appeals to the faculty of reason and logic and is seen in scientific treatises and śāstras. The second category of meaning, avicārita ramanīya, is hypothetical, imaginative and apparent. It is primarily seen in kāvya and at times in the Vedas and śāstras. Meaning of this type gladdens its beholder and draws attention to its charm more than to its logical explanation.


� These four samyogas, in fact, are not independent disciplines in themselves in that they are ways of employing the poet’s creative faculty. Nor are they sources in literal sense whence a set of beliefs can be appropriated for the meaning.
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