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FOREWORD

I happened to be one of the examiners of Dr. Smt. Manjul
Gupta’s studied thesis on ‘A Comparative Study of the Abhinava-
bharati and Avaloka’ in 1980. It is gratifying that it is going to be
printed.

In the field of Sanskrit dramaturgy the place of Bharata’s
Natyasistra is unique by its antiquity (not later than 3rd cent. A.D.))
by being pioneer work in the field as well as by the thoroughness
with which the subject is mooted out in it. But unfortunately many
commentaries written thereupon are lost as is seen from the first
extent commentary called Abhinavabharati by the famous
Kashmirian polymath, Abhinavagupta (between 975-1015).

It is happy coincidence that Dhanafijaya, Abhinava’s
contemporary from Malva presents an abridged and practical manual
on the dramaturgy based on the great compendium viz. the
Natyasdastra.

Just as the Natyaéastra is unintelligible without the Bharati, the
Dasariipaka of Dhanafjaya is as well unintelligible without Avaloka,
a commentary by the author’s brother Dhanika.

An exhaustive comparative study of the commentaries—
Bharati and Avaloka was a long-felt desideratum. Dr. Smt.
Manjul Gupta has applied herself for the first time to fill up this
gap by her sincere effort in the form of the present work.

She has scientifically presented a comparative and critical
study of the following dramaturgical principles in the light of the
above two commentaries :—(i) the plot with its 5 avasthas, 5
arthaprakrtis and 5 sandhis (Chapters 4 and 5), (i) the hero and the
heroine with their types (Ch. 6), (iii) the problem and varieties of rasa
(Chs. 7 and 8) and (iv) the vrttis or styles (Ch. 9).
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In the concluding chapter she has presented valuable
observations on the success of Dhanafijaya in presenting a revised
abridgement of the prolific Natyasastra.,

Her observations regarding the contribution of the commen-
taries—the Bharati and the Avaloka are also critical and unbiased.

I hope her study proves fruitful to the students of dramaturgy.

AN. JANI
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PREFACE

The present book is largely based on the findings of my thesis
which I had presented for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy of
Punjab University, Chandigarh. Its importance lies in the fact that
it critically treats the two famous commentaries of Abhinavagupta
and Dhanika written respectively on the Natyaéastra of Bharata and
Dasariipaka of Dhanafijaya.

The earliest and the most important authority available
on Sanskrit Dramaturgy is the Natyasastra of Bharata. After
Bharata’s Natyasastra, the second important work on drama-
turgy that stands as a landmark in the field of Sanskrit
dramaturgy is the Dasariipaka of Dhanafijaya. While making the
critical estimation of Sanskrit drama, this latter work is often
referred to and followed by most of the critics—Indian as well as
western, on account of its concise nature. Dhanafijaya has claimed
that he has abridged and presented in concise form the Principles
of Dramaturgy as propounded by Bharata in his Nityasastra. The
Dagariipaka of Dhanaifijaya is inseparable from the Avaloka
commentary of Dbanika, known to be his younger brother.
Normally his commentary faithfully elucidates the views propounded
by the author of Dasariipaka.

Between the period of Bharata and Dhananjaya, if there had
been written any work on the Dramaturgy, it is not extant at
present. However, various commentaries were definitely written on
the Natyaéastra which, though not extant now, have been referred
to by Abhinavagupta in his famous commentry entitled ‘the
Abhinavabharati’. At places he simply refers to the views of
commentators by adding ‘Kecittvahuh’, nevertheless, in the

context of Rasa he specifically mentions the names of Bhatta Lollata,
Sankuka and Bhatta Nayaka.

Bharata’s Nityaéastra is so far removed from our time that at
places the meanings of Bharata’s text can only be conjectured,
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Even the famous commentary of Abhinavagupta is also removed
from Bharata by about seven to eight hundred years. His elucida-
tions have not been accepted by Dhananijaya and Dhanika. Not
only that, they have even deviated from Bharata in regard to some
points in their works, such as Arthaprakrtis, Arthopaksepakas,
Patikasthanakas, Sandhis etc.

Again while writing their commentaries on the NS of Bharata
and on the Dasarapaka of Dhanaiijaya, Abhinavagupta and Dhanika,
in order to explain the application of the Dramaturgical Rules, have
supplied examples mainly from two works the Ratnivali of Sriharsa
and the Ventsam“aram of Bhatta Nariyana. Of course, sometimes
Abhinava does give examples from the Tapasavatsarijam end the
Krtyaravanam and Dhanika from the Udattaraghavam and Vira-
caritam. Often the plays quoted by them like Krtyaravanam,
Ramabhyudayam, Udattaraghavam etc. are not extant to-day.

However, it is strange to note, when there existed a great
number of dramas written by such renowned poets as Bhasa,
Siidraka, Kalidasa, Visikhadatta, Bhavabhiti and others and these
were produced in a period intervening between Bharata and
Dhanaiijaya, why did Abhinava and Dhanika not choose to
illustrate the application of Dramaturgical Rules from those dramas?
This seems to lead us to the conclusion that either there was no firm
tradition or the playwrights did not slavishly follow it.

This study was therefore, undertaken to examine the two
commentaries in detail and to arrive at a correct appraisal of the
Dramaturgical Rules of Sanskrit Drama as propounded by Bharata
and Dhanafijaya and the nature of divergences that exist between
their views.

I also take this opportunity to thank all those concerned who
have helped me directly or indirectly in carrying out the present
work.

First and foremost I am deeply indebted to Dr. Jaidev Vidya-
lankar, Professor and Head, Deptt. of Sanskrit, Pali and Prakrit,
MD University, Rohtak. He has been a constant source of inspira-
tion to me. He cnlightened me with his mature views, deep insight
and invaluable suggestions whenever 9 appoached him for
consultation. He has ever been a beacon light, a guiding lamp to
me. Words are just insufficient to express my heart-felt gratitude
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for him. Although very affectionate and kind-hearted, yet he isa
hard task-master and does not accept anything below the mark.

Pt. Ramji Upadhyaya, formerly professor and Head of the
Deptt. of Sanskrit, Sagar University, Sagar, one of the learned
examiners of my thesis made some invaluable suggestions which
I have tried to incorporate in my present work and T am very
thankful to him.

My special thanks are due to Dr. A.N. Jani, formerly professor
and Head of the Deptt. of Sanskrit and Director of Gaekwad
Oriental Series, Baroda, also the winner of the certificate of
Honour from the Govt. of India, who most benignly consented to
write a foreword for my book and who was also one of the learned
examiners of my thesis. I cannot state in words the co-operation
and the contribution -of my family members who forebore with

difficulties for my sake.

Most of all I am grateful to M/s Gian Publishing House without
whose assistance this book would not have seen the light of the day
though T have been pondering over it for a considerable time.

Nothing is perfect in this world, like other things this work
must have its own faults. The book is in the hands of learned
Scholars, their comments and valuable suggestions would be most
welcome.

MANJUL GUPTA
Deptt. of Skt , Pali & Prakrit
Maharshi Dayanand University,
Rohtak
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CHAPTER ]_

INTRODUCTION

ORIGIN AND DEVELOPMENT OF SANSKRIT DRAMA

The origin and development of Sanskrit drama is not a new issue.
The problem has been discussed by various scholars including
Western as well as Indian scholars. The wise have taken great
pains to go deep into the problem at home and abroad. The well-
known author Keith has discussed it at great length showing all
pros and cons in his book ‘The Sanskrit Drama’. Rather we may
say that the whole of his book is devoted to tracing the origin
and gradual development of Sanskrit drama, then passing into
decadence. Besides A.B. Keith, German scholars, like Oldenberg,
Pischel, Prof. Hillebrandt, Prof. Luders, Sten Konow, have
contributed a lot in discussing the problem, and reaching at differ-
ent conclusions, they have propounded their own theories. The
problem has been a complex one engaging endeavours of many
scholars. As this is not our field, we shall not go into much
details about it. The problem has been discussed variously, we
shall limit ourselves just to a brief account of the facts accepted all
over.

The first well-arranged work that we find on Sanskrit drama-
turgy is the Natya-Sastra of Bharata. And in it the dramatorgy
has been discussed so elaborately, touching all aspects and not
leaving a single one that it presupposes the existence of some
theoretical works, already written, in whatever form they may have
been. As theory presupposes practice, it can be very well inferred
that there must have been dramatic works written of all forms on
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which Bharata based his magnicious work—the Natyasistra. But
the works, either manuals written on dramaturgy, or plays, preceding
Bharata have been lost to us in the labyrinth of time,

Bhurata® himself has shown the divine origin of drama. Accord-
ing to Bharata the Natyaveda was created by Brahma, when the gods
prayed to Brahma to have a thing of enjoyment which will be
visible and audible because the other vedas did not allow the right
to Stdras and women; the need for the veda belonging to all castes
was felt. The fifth Veda containing all the Sastras, arts and with
history was made. It contained the elements of four vedas. Its
text or recitation was adopted from Rgveda and song from Samaveda,
and the representations from Yajurveda and sentiments from
Atharvaveda.

Scholars have tried to see the origin of Sanskrit drama;
(1) In the dialogune hymns of the Vedas, (2) In the religious
activities accompanying sacrifices, (3) In secular activities, (4) In
the possible foreign influence. General aspects of the problem
may be summed up in the two following broad questions :

(1) Was the origin of the ancient Indian drama religious or

Secular ?
(2) Were the Indo-Aryans its originators or their predecessors
were s0 7

According to M. Ghosh® an approach to the first question
may begin with a consideration of the testimony of anthropology
which shows that a close relation of dance, song and drama with
religious rites exists among peoples of different countries. For
example, in Greece and in Mexico we find some dances of religious
character to be intimately connected with the origin of drama. Hence
it may be assumed that in India too, religion might have played a
part in the origin of this art. The Katyayana Srautasiitra® compiled
probably about 600 B.C. seems to give support to this assumption.
From this work we learn that dance, song and instrumental music
were prescribed in connection with the Pitrmedha rites and dance
only was prescribed for the Atiratra and Sattrayana sacrifices. As
dance, song and instrumental music are the three most essential
elements of the Hindu drama, Katyayana’s testimony seems to be
very valuable in this regard. And it is due to the religious associa-
tion of drama that the Indian tradition has given the status of the
Veda to the carliest work on the subject. There are other evidences
besides of a close connection of drama with religion. For example,
dramas and dramatic scence of Kerala, which undoubtedly have
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their origin in remote past, are performed exclusively in honour
of Bhagavati, the mother goddess. The Bengali folk drama called
Yatra owes its name to different Yatras or festivals held
in honour of Krsna, a member of the Hindu Trinity. The
association of Siva, another member of the Hindu Trinity, with
dance and drama, is equally manifest from his epithet of Natar ja.
Brahman, the remaining member of the Hindu Trinity is also
associated with drama. All these may be said to show more or
less conclusively that the Hindu drama is religious in origin.

We seem to have in Mahabhagya® evidence of a stage® in
which all the elements of drama were present; we have acting in
dumb show, if not with words also; we have recitations divided
between two parties. We hear of Natas who not only recite but
also sing. We cannot absolutely prove that in Patanjali’s time the
drama in its full form of action allied to speech was present, but
all its elements existed and a primitive form may be accepted.
That form, from the express mention of the subjects of the dramatic
exhibitions, we may deduce to have been of the nature of a
religious drama. In the Kamsavadha, is the refined version of an
older vegetation ritual in which the representative of the outworn
spirit of vegetation is destroyed. Both in the Greek and the
Sanskrit drama the essential fact in the contest is the existence of a
conflict. For the religious origin of drama, a further fact can be
adduced, the character of the Vidasaka. Another religious element
may be conjectured as present in the Vidasaka, the reminiscence of
the figure of Siidra who is beaten in the ceremony of the purchase
of soma. Keith holds that its association with religion is to be
seen in the legend of Krsna, place occupied by Siva, part of
Rama, and in the attitude of Buddhists towards it. The evidence
is conclusive on the close connection of religion and the drama,
and it strongly suggests that it was from religion that the decisive
impulse to dramatic creation was given. He has also refuted the
theory of secular origin of drama and of puppet play propounded
by Pischel.

In the opinion of Winternitz® the oldest ballads or dance
songs of this type were, however, such in which stories of gods and
demigods were narrated on the sacrificial and festive occasions,
since as in the case with the people of other countries, so also in
India, the drama has its deepest root in the religious cult. Already
in the Vedic ritual texts several kinds of ceremonies are described,
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that can straightway be designated as a type of drama. In the
post-vedic age dramatic performance got associated with Indra’s
festival celebrated at the close of the rainy season and more
particularly with the cults of gods Visnu (Krsna and Rama) and
Siva. Exactly in the same manner, as the numerous data regarding
the folk-lore prove, dance and mimic have been inseparably
connected with one another among the people, mostly also as
constituent parts of religious or magical ceremonies. The
terminology of the drama further proves that in India, too, such
dances were at the root of dramatic performance. The common
word for drama in Sanskrit is ‘Nataka’ in neuter and the same word
in the masculine has exactly the same meaning of Nata ‘actor’,
whilst Natya means ‘Mimic’ or dramaturgy and ‘natayati’ conveys
the sense of mimic representation. All these words go back to
the root ‘nat’ a Prakrit form of the root nrt ‘to dance’. The fact
that literary dramas begin with the introductory prayer, Nindi goes
to prove that this mimic dance and the dramatic performance; that
originated from it, constituted an essential element of the religious
cult.

As against this some scholars, however, have stressed on the
possibility of its secular origin. Weber Albrecht’” writes in his
history that it has been uniformly held hitherto that the Indian
drama arose, after the manner of our modern drama, in the middle
ages, out of religious solemnicdes and spectacles and also that
dancing originally subserved the religious purposes, but in support
of this latter assumption, I have not met with single instance in the
Srauta or Grhya Sitras, Taking the support of Bharata R.V.
Jagirdar® writes, it is interesting to note that everything connected
with drama is associated with lower castes. Not only the Art and
the advocates, but even the first patron of drama was an anti-vedic
if not a non-Aryan king. King Nahusa is spoken of as the first patron
of drama in the mortal world. From the foregoing discussions it
seems likely that Sanskrit drama has Jeast to do with religion or
religious rites, that it is the work of people treated as anti-vedic,
if not as non-Aryan, fiends and that its origins are to be sought in
the interests of the lower castes. He draws the conclusion that it
was thus the post-epic Siita and not the puppet shows that originated
dramatic representation, the recitation of the epic and not that of
religious hymns is the Bharati stage, the recitation of the Siita and
the Kusilavas, the Sattvati stage; in the Kaisiki stage the dancer
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Nati was introduced; the Arabhati is the final mode of ‘full dress’
staging and from its beginning to its death, Sanskrit drama took ifs
hero from the Siita and the epics that he recited and never, never
from the religious lore or from the host of Vedic Gods. There is
still a third view which would see alike matters sacred and secular,
connected with the origin of drama.

Now we come to the second question—its origin, whether Pre-
Aryan origin or Indo-Aryan origin?

M. Ghosh? asserts that it may be considered quite legitimate
to ascribe the origin of the dramatic art to the very old predecessors
of the Aryans. And he supports the assumption on the fact that
Siva, who plays the most important part in the creation of the
drama has been considered to be originally a pre-Aryan deity.
Visnu, is indeed, an Aryan deity by name, but in his purinic
character is to be sharply distinguished from his vedic name-sake.
The Paja, again, figuring prominently in the various rites prescribed
in connection with the building of a play-house and with the pro-
pitiation of the gods of the stage, strengthens the assumption
about the pre-Aryan origin of drama. It seems to be clear that
the Hindu drama came out from religious rites associated with some
pre-Aryan deity—Siva or Vignu.

Tn the opinion of Som Benegal'® it can perhaps be affirmed
with as much certainty as denied that forerunners of Indian drama
were pre-Aryans and that Aryans took at least some of the extant
forms and traditions and gave them their own unique fashion and
concept. When the historic man appears on the scene, he is
already possessed of sufficient civilization and culture to be able
to refine this dramatic rudiment into a strong and vigorous art.
This seems substantiated by excavations and discoveries made at
various sites of Indus and Ganges valley civilizations, which show
dance practiced well over five thousand years ago, and persisting
down pre-history and history as dance and drama themes through
Vedic, Epic and Classical epochs. ‘

There must have been interaction and amalgamation, fusion
and synthesis between many blends of culture. Keith!! writes ‘when
we leave out of account the enigmatic dialogues of the Rgveda
we can see that the Vedic ritual contained within itself the germs
of drama as is the case with practically every primitive form of
worship’. The ritual did not consist merely of the singing of
songs or recitation in honour of the gods, it involved a complex
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round of ceremonies in some of which there was undoubtedly
present the element of dramatic representation, that is, the perfor-
mers of the rites assumed for the time being, personalities other
than their own. In the Mahivrata we find elements which are of
importance as indicating the materials from which the drama might
develop. There are, however, nothing but elements here and we
have reasonable certainty that no drama was known. We have
not the slightest evidence that the essential synthesis of elements
and development of plot, which constitute a true drama, were
made in the Vedic age. On the contrary there is every reason to
believe that it was through the use of epic recitations that the
latent possibilities of drama were evoked and the literary form
created’. Though origin of Hindu drama may be dated before
Panini. when rituals connected with Siva might have gradually
give rise to this art, we do not possess any definite idea about the
time when such an event occurred. Some scholars have discovered
the beginning of drama in the Vedic age, while others would like
to date this much later. We find mention of Nata-Sutras in
Panini.’* who is now generally believed to have flourished about
500 B.C. The mention is to Nata-Siitras, text-books for Natas
ascribed to Silalin and Kréasva. But Keith'® is prejudiced and
he wants to see a full-fledged representation and he writes that we
are, here, as ever in no position to establish the meaning of Nata,
which may mean no more than a pantomime. He regards Pinini’s
date to be most probably 4th century B.C. and does not accept
Nata as denoting drama. Weber' has written that these Sitras
have not been explained in Bhasya, so may be, they do not belong
to Pinini.
M. Ghosh'® divides the kinds of dramas discussed in the
Natya-Sastra into five distinct types :
1. One act plays in a monologue, Bhana
2. Onue act plays with one or two characters, Vithi.
3. One act plays on different kinds of subject matter and
more characters, Vyayoga, Prahasana, and Utsrstikanka,
4. (a) plays with three loosely-knit acts and many charac-
ters, Samavakara,
(b) plays with four such acts and many characters, Dima
and Thamrga.
5. Plays with five to ten well-knit acts and many characters.
He writes that it is possible that each of these took
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quite a long time to develop. On the basis of this it
may be possible to infer that some kind of drama existed
long before Panini.

Dasgupta'® writes in his history, we cannot trace any drama
in the vedic literature, but hints of the nature are found in
dialogues. It is possible that there were dramatic spectacular
shows of a religious character in the Vedic age. From this Prof.
Von Schroeder drew the elaborate theory that the drama developed
in the Vedic atmosphere of dancing, singing, soma-drinking out
of the dialogues and monologues. Hertel lent support to the view
that dialogues were like mystery plays and hymns had in them the
seeds of drama. Admitting the importance of epic recitation, the
prevalence of songs and dances had much to contribute to the
development of drama, Dasgupta further gives his view, saying, ‘in
our view there were two schools of dancing and acting, one of
Silalin and the other of Krsadva., There were dramatic schools in
which there were teachers who taught pupils the art of acting and
dancing. These teachers were called Saubhikas. Patafijali’s'?
Bhagya settles the question that there was a stage, when the Natas
and the Granthikas played, and that their performance included
vocal speeches. In Patafijali we have the decisive evidence that by
the second century B.C. there were actually the stage or Rarnga
where the Natas imitated the actions of the legendary heroes and
that their performances included prose speeches at least. Dasgupta
and S K. Dey, therefore, conclude that dramas were probably in
existence in the S5th or 6th century B.C. There is not only
‘Kamsavadha drama referred to by Pataiijali but also Balibandhana,

They further maintain, ‘our own position in the matter is
that secular pantomimic dances associated with songs were, in all
probability, held mostly on religious occasions and with the
growth of religious legends these were associated with plots drawn
from those legends. We also know that at the time of Patafijali
the Natas played on the stage with their wives called Nata-bharya or
Nati.

Moreover, Nitya existed in the time of Panini, is evident that
he himself derived the word in his rule.

Again the Kimasiitra'® of Vitsyayana is placed in the 2nd
century B.C. by Schmidt. This work refers to ‘gitam,’ ‘vidyam’,
‘nrtyam’ and ‘nitakdkhyayiki daréanam’. We have evidence
here, that Vidisaka, Pithamarda and Vita were real characters in
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social life in the second century B.C. and were not merely dramatic
invention.

But Winternitz!® is of the opinion that in Pataijali’s
Mahabhisya, in the Epics—the Mahibharata and Ramayana—in
the text of old Buddhist literature and in the Kautilya Arthasastra,
we hear about raciters, singers, dancers and itinerant musicians of
all types and of their shows and performance; but a literary drama
and performance of any real drama are not attested in any of
these earlier works. For the first time we come by a definite
evidence of a literary drama in the Harivamséa, of which the time
is wholly uncertain; and in the Buddhists Sanskrit texts of the
first century A.D. Now the probability that the Buddhists, first
of all, introduced the drama into literature is almost excluded.
Rather we must assume that the secular Sanskrit drama that
belonged to ornate court poetry preceded the Buddhist Sanskrit
dramas of the first century A.D. We, need not, however, go back
to an age earlier than the first century B.C. or beyond the first
century A.D. During this period there were many cases of Greek
influence on India. Hence, it is probable that during this age
numerous germs of development of a literary drama, that had
existed in India from the earliest times, attained maturity under the
influence of Greek mimes.

The term Nata occurs in Mahabharata.’® In the Santi and
Anudisana Parvans there is an allusion to dramatic artists. In
Riamiyana®' we hear of festivals and concourses where Natas
and Nartakas delight themselves, in another passage, the term,
“Vydmisraka’ denotes plays in mixed languages. But Keith* does
not accept them as the certain evidence of the early existence of
drama and he appears to be prejudiced because when Natas are
mentioned as delighting they must be doing it by acting, not by
mere singing and that acting might not be a full form of drama,
but it was drama alright in its form. He maintains, while the
epics cannot be said to know the drama, there is abundant evidence
of the strong influence on the development of the drama exercised by
the recitation of the epics. The term Bharata which is an appellation
of the comedian in the later texts, attests doubtless the connexion
of the rhapsodes with the growth of the drama. The Bharatas
must be the rhapsodes of the Bharata tribe, whose fame is great in
the early history of India, whose special fire is known to the Rgveda,
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The term ‘Kuéilava’ is apparently derived from the Kusa and Lava
of the Ramayana.

He is of the view that the balance of probability is that the
Sanskrit drama came into being shortly after, if not before, the
middle of the s=cond century B.C., and that it was evoked by the
combination of epic recitations with the dramatic moment
of Krsna legend. The drama which was nascent in
Patafijali’s time must be taken to have been one in which Sanskrit
was mingled with Prakrit in the speeches of the characters. The
epic racitations must have been in Sanskrit; but to be popular, and
as Natyagastra in its tale of the origin of the art recognises both
its epic and popular characteristics, the humble people must have
been allowed to speak in their own language.

Showing the origin of Indo-Aryan drama, M. Ghosh®* writes,
the first available dram., in a finished form of the type V, being
written by Asvaghosa, probably in the first century A.C., the origin
of the Indo-Aryan drama may be dated 1100 B.C. Another fact,
which points to the high antiquity of this drama appears to be the
very prominent position of old Indo-Aryan (Skt.) in the dramatic
literature. Now there is ample evidence to prove that from about
600 B.C. the old Indo-Aryan already changed distinctly to middle
Indo-Aryan which is another name of Prakrit in a wider sense.
Hence the origin of Indo-Aryan drama probably occurred much
before 600 B.C.

Though it may be assumed that the worshippers of Siva
developed from their ritual song and dance a monologue play
possibly in a non-Aryan language, it is not clear how the speakers
of Indo-Aryan adopted this art from and developed itinto a
drama with two actors. The custom of reciting the epic is very
old. After this, recitation was in vogue for sometime, the reciter
or Siita gradually took the aid of an actor or actors to represent
more vividly the events of the story he was to describe. He recited
only the most significant portion of a narrative in separate small
instalments, and at the intervals of such recitations actors appeared
and represented dramatically, through improvised speeches in
accompaniment of gestures, the contents of what he uttered. As
organised dialogues and co-ordinated scenes were yet to be invited,
the reciter had to introduce characters who entered the stage and to
point out the link between their talks to each other. It was pro-
bably due to this function that the reciter was called the Sttradhara.

T
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Another name for Stitradhara was Granthika which meant one who
worked in connexion with a Grantha, i.e. recited from it. The
epic, Mahabhirata may be placed at least in its shorter form,
roughly at about tenth century B.C., and the drama of a very
crude type arose probably one century earlier. Though the Hindu
drama was in all likelihood of pre-Aryan origin, the contribution
of the Aryan tribes towards its development was perhaps not
inconsiderable. The name of the Vrttis may also be said to point
to some Indo-Aryan tribes which played a prominent part in
developing the ancient Indian Drama. The fact that available
dramatic literature is written exclusively in Indo-Aryan (Sanskrit
and Prakrit) may well be the basis of this assumption.

Mankad,?* like M. Ghosh believes in the gradual development
of Natya types from Nrtya types and Nrtya types from primitive Nrtta
types. He mentions the characteristics of the first drama to be (1)1t
was entirely in Sanskrit, (2) It was descriptive in nature, (3) It was
monologous in form (4) and secular in matter. There must be four
distinct periods of evolution; (1) when the Natya types were
represented by simple forms requiring only one actor and one act.
(2) Nitya required many actors but only one act. (3) Less
complicated types with many actors. (4) Full-fledged Natya and
Prakarana types.

Thus we find that many theories have been propounded all
reaching their own conclusions. While some have traced its origin
in the dialogue hymns of Rgveda, others have sought it in the pre-
Aryan deities. Some relate it with religious rituals and solemnities,
while others take it to be secular in origin emerging out of popular
mimes. Some accept plausibility of Greek influence over it,
while others deny it. Some take first drama to bein Sanskrit,
others in Priakrit. But the whole thing is very uncertain and com-
plex. The uncertainty is caused by the fact the dramatic literature
pertaining to the period before Aévaghosa and Bhasais lost. It
is possible that writing of plays rested with professional play-
wrights solely, attached to individual theatrical groups. Every
theatrical party zealously guarded the use of its successive pieces
from their rivals. Under these circumstances plays had little
chance of outliving the time of their first production. As the
vogue of a particular play changed, it came to be altogether lost.
Among the different types of dramatic poetry and among the most
prominent characteristics of the Indian drama, we find traces partly

EEP—
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of the primitive religious ballads or dance songs and partly those
of the popular mimus. Bharata himself recognised the two
elements in the origin of drama. On the one hand, he recognises
divine origin, on the other hand, he also pleads for the popular
cause which can entertain anybody. In Sanskrit drama we find
Sanskrit side by side with the Prakrit, religious or semi-religious
poetry and the popular entertainment. While in Nataka, religious
or semi-religious ballad poetry is stronger that have mytho-
logical or epical themes, the influence of popular drama holds
ground more in Prakarana. The Prahasana and Bhdna must have
sprung up from popular pieces.

Of course, the rudimentary elements of Sanskrit drama may
be found in Rgveda, and this fact is inentioned by Bharata,*> when
he says that recitation or text was adopted from Rgveda. But
drama does not consist of mere text, to be a drama in real sense,
it should have music, representation and sentiments, and Bharata
mentions the adoption of these three elements from other three
vedas. Bharata set it his mission to bring drama to the status of
a veda, perhaps, to raise it in the eyes of higher castes; probably
upto his time, drama was regarded as something worth contempt,
to be avoided. And this view would have prevailed because of the
loose morals of the actors. Bharata redeemed drama from this
contempt and made it a higher art, a vehicle of all psychological
states and actions.

As stated earlier, origin of drama is not our field. We are,
rather, concerned more with the Dramaturgical principles or
theory of drama. Suffice it to say that Sanskrit drama originating
from the primitive ballad poetry and including elements of popular
dance and music, passing from its rough form came to be a fully
developed and perfect form in the mighty hands of Bhasa, Advaghosa
Stadraka, Kilidasa, Visikhadatta and Bhavabhiiti etc., and, then,
degenerated into the hands of lesser play-wrights, and became
stereotyped. It combined the two cultures in itself, the Pre-Aryan
and the Aryan and also fused religion with the secular themes.
Drama, in general, may be said to have sprung from two causes,
each of them lving deep in our nature. First, the instinct of
imitation is implanted in man from childhood; and no less univer-
sal is the pleasure felt in things imitated. Sanskrit drama must
have originated like other arts due to this very fact that man
instinctively wants to imitate and reproduce what he observes, and
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he gains pleasure in his creation. And the theory of imitation
accepted by all the dramatic theoreticians, in one way or the other,
pinpoints this fact.

REFERENCES

ngwq@daer: fra faarae: |
SrsArFfa=gHT 330 A T Ag9aT |
7 FzsqARTASA HATH: YAAAY |
qEqTAATAE A% TSAH HEAAFH 1|
ud HFed ANAT ATAZATEAC |
AZAAF AR ATAATFAHAT 1|
SUTE TEAAEIREAFAT ATHT 7
gagarafaaaT, A amatT |

wig, AEIES, 9. 1, 7-13
Ghosh M., Contributions to the History of the Hindu
Drama, Pub. Calcutta (1958), pp. 1, ff. '
Katyayana, Srautasitra, Pub. Acyuta Granthamala,
Kashi, 21.3.11 ‘Nrttagitavaditravacca.’
qaswfa, TrAswARaTaTg Azer wywifa, afaEea wyorifa
1. 4.29 ; FATENAT: 11 4.77 ; 727 Fa 1L 3.67 ; fagra
e g aAEA FEY 2 TqSAT IV, 1.3,
Keith A.B., The Sanskrit Drama, O.U.P. (1954) pp. 36
ff, 49 ff.
Winternitz. M., A History of Indian Literature. Trans. by
Subhadra Jha, Vol. IIT., Part I. Pub. Motilal Banarasidass
(1977), pp. 203, 206, 207, 210.
Weher Albrecht, the History of Indian Literature, trans.
by John Mann and Theodore Zachariae, Pub. Chaw-
khamba Sanskrit Series (1961) second period pp. 196 ff.
Jagirdar R.V., Drama in Sanskrit Literature, Pub. Popular
Book Depot, Bombay (1947) pp. 33 ff, 41,




Introduction 13

9. Ghosh M., CHHD, pp. 4, 71-1 ff.

10.

13
12.

13;
14,

15.
16.

I/

18.

19.
20.

21.

Benegal, Som, A Panorama of Theatre in India, Popular
Prakashan, pp. 4 fI.
Keith A.B., SKD, O.U.P. pp. 23 ff, 25
qrerad frenfavat fagazgaan |
FHez FargaTfafa: |
GraAWIR AT AHF AZJFTA=15a: 1)
qrforfy sserearay, 4-3-110, 111, 4-3,129.
Keith A.B., SKD, p. 31.

Weber Albrecht, The History of Indian Lit. Trans. by
John Mann and Theodore Zachariae, p. 197.

Ghosh M., CHHD pp. 8 ff.
Dasgupta. S.N. and De S.K., A History of Sanskrit
Literature, Classical Period, Vol. I, Pub. University of
Calcutta (1947), Editor’s Notes pp. 631, 634, 637, 639,
642, 644 ff
Patainjali, MB., iii 1.26, “Gaccha hanyate kamsah,’ ‘gaccha
ghanigyate kamsah,’ 1.4.29, ii 4.77.
Ty qray Toaq Arereay fAnansga,
ATET THMM T evrneereronenne ATEFTEATIAFTRT AT oo
gfa agafer <afaan swgreaEatya: |
IEATAT FHYA, ArG¥aT GEFT G4,
FareE, (7. 9. 1986), 1.3.16. 1.4.42 |
Winternitz M., HIL, Vol. III Pt. I, p. 220.
FIFEAET FLIZET ALA: FeAET Fe0:
Azepufaafarer g=gt aweaamay |
arfeq 94, 12.140. 21
Ffy Meeansas FeamAasagfesar |
NUATAAATEATT TATT AZATH: |
FgaATET 99 13, 33, 12
ATLMAE TATR AT ASAAHT |
IeHATET AHTATET I TCTATAT: |
qaHIT GRTATT Faear: fmarfaa:
Frary fg fadeasa: qurar a6 war: 1)




I [T

14 A Study of Abhinavabharati and Avaloka

araafeq qar afea amaawafs TR |
aresraay sgateaify fafaarfa =1
qredifE <A, FeAT. aFd (A% 1857)
| 1, 2.67 15, 2.69. 3, 2:1.27

22. Keith AB., SKD, pp. 28 ff, 45 ff.

23. Ghosh M., CHHD, pp. 9 ff, 11, 12 ff.

24. Mankad D.R., The Types of Sanskrit Drama, Pub. Urmi
Prakashan Mandir (1935) pp. 148, 164.

Bharata, N.S. 1.17. Supra, Ref. 1.







16 A Study of Abhinavabharati and Avaloka

that after Valmiki the theory of Rasa was regularly applied only to
the dramatic compositions of ancient writers, and that Bharatas, who
preceded the author of present Natyasastra, composed a number of
rules for the guidance of actors and the play-wrights. Brahma
taught the Natyaveda to Bharatas who composed certain works
which were later known as the Nagyasastra. The original Natya veda
was a work of encyclopaedic nature and for that reason Bharatas
had to compose several digests of it, in order to help the professional
actors.

The extent Natyasastra in siX thousand granthas is said to be

a summary of another preceding work which consisted of twelve
thousand granthas. This theory is corroborated from the works of
Adi-Bharata and Vrddha-Bharata which are now lost ; secondly
Dhanika® and Abhinavagupta® style the author of this Natyasastra
as Satsahasrikara and quotations of many Arya verses belonging to
earlier works and authors are found in the 6th and 7th chapters of
the Nagyasastra. Abhinavagupta also mentions the view of certain
previous authors who held that present Nagyasastra was written by
the followers of Bharata to prove the superiority of the Natyaveda
introduced by Brahma over those of Sadaéiva and Bharata. He
does not subscribe to this view and calls the inventors of this story
as Nastikas. The views of Sadaéiva and Brahma are explained in
the Bhavaprakasa® regarding the origin and nature of the Rasas.
On these grounds it can be said that when it was found necessary to
summarise the original Natyasastra because of its encyclopaedic
nature, the present Natyasastra was composed.

The same view is supported in the preface to the First Edition
of Natayéastra, vol. 1 and Second Edition. As the learned scholar,
M.R. Kavi® writes that the author of this work has Bharata or
simply ‘muni’, the sage. It is known as ‘Siitra’ as it embodies
principles set out in a very concise form. It appears to be an
epitome of an earlier work called dvadasasahasri. The larger work
is now only in part available. Both these works seem to have been
based upon a still older one called Natyaveda which forms one of
the four Upavedas, extending over thirty-six thousand slokas
written by Brahma himself. Dvadasasahasri is simply called
Adi-Bharata and is in the form of a dialogue between Parvati and
Gva. We have fragments of both Brahma Bharata and Sadasiva-

bharata.
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About the authorship of Natyasastra, the view of P.V. Kane
is worth looking into. P.V. Kane writes that the two questions
that are rather puzzling and difficult of solution arise, viz. what is
the original Natyasastra und who is the author ? The striking
features of the extant Natyadistra are : there are prose passages,
there are slokas and Aryas described as ‘Anuvamsya,” several verses
are introduced with the words ‘Siatranubaddhe Arye bhavatah.,” He
infers the conclusion that it is quite possible that the original kernel
of the Natyasastra was in mixed prose and verse.

From ‘Anuvamsya’ it follows that the verses cited as
‘anuvamsya’ had already been composed and had been traditionally
handed down from father to son or from teacher to pupil in relation
to Dramaturgy and were included in the Natyasastra but that they
were not the composition of him who composed the Natyasastra.
As regards the words ‘Satranuviddhe’ it may be said that such
verses are the composition of the author himself. On ‘Atraryah’
may be said that they were not composed by Bharata himself, he
only inserted them at the proper places. Discussing the date of
different parts of Natyasastra and which will be discussed later in
detail, he surmises about the authorship of present Natyasastra that
one may say that at least sometimes before the 3rd or 4th century
A.D. there was a recast made by one man in which were included
prose passages in siitrabhagya style, ancient Arya verses and §lokas
together with karikas composed by the recaster. About its author-
ship many difficulties arise. Long before Abhinava’s day there were
people who held that the first six verses of chapter 1 were composed
by a pupil of Bharata and that questions and answers in the body of
the work also were composed bv a pupil and the text by Bharata.
But the view has been discarded by Abhinava giving the plea that
there is no evidence for holding composite authorship and authors
very often employ the third person for themselves. It appears that
Nandi (Nandikesvara) had according to some MSS, something to do
with Natyasastra, It also appears that Kohala’s work influenced the
redactors of the Natyasastra. About the question of Adi-Bharata
and Bharata, Kane writes that some commentators of Sanskrit dramas
quote verses from both Adi-Bharata and Bharata. For example,
Raghavabhatta in his commentary Arthadyotanika on the Sakuntala
quotes verses from Adi-Bharata and from Bharata. It is to be noted
that when quoting from Bharata he often makes a reference to the
chapter and then quotes a verse or verses, but in the case of



















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































