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On Rudrata and Rudrabhatta.

Hermann Jacobi.

When reviewing, in the Literaturdlatt fir Orient. Philologie i,
71 ff., Piscaer’s edition of Rudra’s S’riﬁgéraﬁlaka, I had not yet re-
ceived Rudrata’s Kavyalankara, edited in the KAvyamala. I was there-
fore not in a position to examine in detail the question wether Rudrata
and Rudrabhatta are but two names of one author, as Avurrecar,
BunLer, Pererson, Piscuer, WeBer, and some native writers assert,
or are two distinet authors, as the editors of Rudrata’s Kavyalankara
maintain on the diversity of the names Rudrata and Rudrabhatta.
Having since read Rudrata’s pleasant exposition of the Alankara, I
have become convinced that he can not be the same person with
Rudra. For in the Kdvyélankéra the former entertains, on some points,
opinions different from those of Rudra in his éringératﬂaka. In order
to prove my proposition I shall discuss the whole question at length.

Those who hold that Rudrata is no other than Rudra, will point
to many verses which, but for the different metre, are nearly the
same in both works. Here are two instances

WAt favga® g afg Fafa av i
QfgmeEaa: ggagar 9 gufa )

WRTANTAT AT AT ARA AT |
wrewast fafafgfasgar a9
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With these verses (S. T. 1. 56, 58) compare the following (K. A.
12. 20, 21.)

Tt v a1 Fafa s qawy |
QfEfa Jaead ggoaw guafa 7.

METHIANT AATIRIaRAANETET |

Sfanmreat fafagagtasTadn |

But it should be borne in mind that in these and like cases
definitions are given, and that definitions having been fixed by pre-
vious authorities admit of little change in words and phrases. Hence
they are expressed by different authors almost in the same words.
Hindu scholars did not try to establish their claim to originality by
altering the words of their authorities; it is in the deviations from the
opinions of his predecessor that we must look for the originality of
an Indian author. Whoever has studied a Sastra must have been
struck by the great agreement and likeness which characterises the
works of different authors on the same subject. But if he looks be-
neath the surface, he will detect many points of difference, may be
unimportant ones in our eyes, yet important enough for the Hindus
to look on two such authors as members, or perhaps heads of diffe-
rent schools. Tried by this standard Rudrata appears as an original
teacher of poetics, while Rudra, at his best an original poet, follows,
as an expounder of his b"éstra, the common herd.

Rudrata’s Kavyalankara covers the whole ground of poetics,
while Rudra singles out only a part of it; yet he gives also the ge-
neral outlines of the system. The key-stone of it is the theory of the
rasas. The common opinion, shared by Rudra, is, that there are nine
rasas (S. T. 1. 9. nava rash matdh). But Rudrata admits ten rasas,
viz. the ninc common ones (which however he enumerates, and treats
of, in an order different from that followed by Rudra) and preydn.
After enumerating them he pointedly adds: it mantavyd rasil sarve
(K. A. 12. 3). R

Rudra (ST 3. 52 ff.) treats of the four vrittis (Kai$iki, Arabhati,

Satvati, Bharati). This term properly belongs to dramatics, and denotes
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different modes of representing actions. Rudra, however, extending
the original meaning applies this term to lyrics. Rudrata has nothing
like the four vpittis of Rudra, though he uses the same word in a
different technical sense. His wvrittis, of which he enumerates five
(K. A. 2. 19. madhurd, praudhd, parushd, lalitd, bhadrd) refer to the
diction and depend on the sounds of the words, used in a verse.

Again a generally adopted tenet of the gaya ciencia of which
our authors claim to be masters, is that there are eight avasthds of
the ndyikds (svadhinapatik etc.). Rudra describes and illustrates these
eight classes (S. T. 1. 131 f£). But Rudrata admits only four classes
(K. A. 12. 41—46). This innovation seems to have revolted the general
reader. Hence 14 stanzas, stigmatized as prakshipta, are inserted before
the passage just adverted to, and in these.spurious stanzas (spurious,
because irreconcilable with what follows) the eight avasthds are des-
cribed in the usual way.

I will mention some, at least, of the minor discrepancies be-
tween both works. Rudra (é T. 1. 92) enumerates three occasions for
the girl to see the beloved one; Rudrata (K. A. 12. 13) adds a fourth
viz. indrajila. Rudra (S.T. 1. 115) says that the girl when seeing
her sweetheart betrays her inward joy by shutting her eyes (chak-
shur milati), Rudrata however says (K. A. 12. 37) that the girl’s glan-
ces become fixed (nishpandatiranayand). Rudra (S. T. 2. 49) declares
the lover guilty of a “middle crime”, if he is detected in conversation
with some other girl; but Rudrata (K. A. 14. 10) adds that the crime
becomes heavy in case the girl herself catches her truant lover taking
such liberties. Rudrata has some pratical hints (K. A. 14, 22—24) how
to put off an offended girl to whom an eavesdropper has given infor-
mation against her lover; but Rudra, the reprobate rogue, does not
seem to have been much disturbed by such crosses, as he has no
advice for the like emergencies. But he eloquently praises courtesans
(S. T. 1. 120—130), while Rudrata (K. A. 12. 39, 40) blames them in
strong terms. Rudra says (S. T. 2. 53. 59) that the weight of tress-
passes in love depend on desa, kdla and prasanga; Rudrata (K. A.
14. 58) adds a fourth — pdtra.
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The instances of divergence in doctrine between both authors
might easily be multiplied, but those given above will do for our
purpose. I shall now show that Rudra and Rudrata are not of the
same religious perSuasion. PiscuerL says that they are both Saivas.
That Rudra was a votary of Siva is evident from S.T. 1. 1; 3. 85.
But Rudrata does not name Siva among his ishtadevatds: Bhavani,
Vishnu and Ganpesa (K. a. 1. 1. 2. 95 16. 42). Three times he de-
clares Bhavani the highest deity, without even mentioning éiva; for
a devotee of Durgid need not also choose for his tutelary god her
divine consort. Rudrata, for one, places Vishnu higher than Siva,
since he names Vishpu among his ishfadevatds (K. A. 16. 42) and
makes him the first god in the Trimirti (K. A. 7. 36). Every true
adorer of Siva gives him the precedence in the Trimérti, as Kali-
dasa (Kum. S. 2. 6) and Bharavi (Kir. 18. 35) do, and an adorer of
Vishnu places that god first, as does Magha (Sié. 14. 61). Therefore
Rudrata cannot have been a devotee of Siva, while Rudra certainly
was one. From their difference in religion as well as from that in
their science, if science it be, follows that Rudrata and Rudra are
two distinet writers.

All that PisceeL says on the probable age of the author of the
griﬁgﬁratilaka, has reference not to Rudra but to Rudrata. With regard
to the latter I hope to be able to add something to the results ar-
rived at by Piscaur. It is all but certain that Rudrata was a native
of Kashmir. His very name points in that direction in as much as
the suffix fa is found in many names of Kashmirians; instance: Kal-
lata, Chippata, Bhambhata, Bhallata, Mammata, Lavata, Varnata, San-
kata, Sarvata, nearly all taken from the Rajatarangini. Besides this, it
is a fact pointed out by PiscHeL that Rudrata is first quoted by Kashmi-
rian authors on poetics, — Mammata and Ruyyaka. Piscuer has shown
that Pratiharenduraja, who quotes Rudrata, flourished in the first half
of the tenth century. Hence Rudrata must have lived earlier. Again,
as PiscueL has pointed out, Rudrata is always named after Udbhata
who lived under Jayapida 779—813 AD. Rudrata therefore must have
lived between, say about, 800 and 900 AD. Now Rudrata gives an
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example of the vakrokti: (K. A. 2. 15): kim Gawri mdm etc. which
was clearly prompted by Ratnikara’s Vakroktipafichasika, for it com+
tains the same raillery between Siva and Gauri displayed in Ratna-
kara’s admirable poem. I therefore make no doubt that Rudrata imi-
tated Ratnikara in his example of the vakrokti, a poetical figure not
yet defined in the same way by the older writers on Alankira, as
far as I know. As Ratnikara flourished under Bélabrihaspati and
Avantivarman, Rudrata must have lived later, either undet Avanti-
varman (857—884), or, as I shall try to prove, under Sankaravar-
man (884—903). It is true that he is not mentioned in the Réjata-
rangini. This omission is probably due to the fact that Rudrata was
not patronised by the king of his time. For that can be made out from
Rudrata’s own words K. A. 1. 5—10: 5. “Time will destroy the temples
of gods and other monuments raised by kings: their very name would
fade away if there were no good poets (to immortalize it in their
songs) 6. Is the poet not indeed a benefactor who thus makes last
and grow, and endears to all people, the fame of another man? 7. All
truly wise men agree in this that merit is acquired by benefitting
others. 8. Riches, liberation from calamities, utmost happiness, in short
whatever he desires, gets the poet by beautiful praises of the gods.
9. Thus by praises of Durga some have overcome insuperable disaster,
others were freed from disease, and others again got the desired
boon. 10. From whom former poets have promptly received the de-
sired boons, those gods are still the same, though the kings be
changed.”

Such language can be used but by a man who despaires of win-
ning the king’s favour. The blame thrown on the king that be, and
the poet’s boast of unselfishness in praising others would not suit the
courtier who touched the king’s golden mohurs. The blame would
be untrue, if Avantivarman, the patron of arts, was to be under-
stood. But in every way it fits Sankaravarman ‘who in his country
set an example for despising the learned’ (Ré4jat. v, 183). Hence I
think it most probable, that Rudrata was a contemporary of San-

karavarman.
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Kalhana says about the poets in Sankaravarman’s time (Raja-
tar. v, 203):

‘Since he (éaﬁkaravarman), fearing the expenses involved, did
not care to associate with men of merit, poets like Bhallata and others
(Bhallatddayah) had to choose lower professions. Good poets received
no salary.’

Bhallata! whose Sataka has been printed in the Kavyamala of
1887 is the only poet mentioned by name. But there were ‘others’
besides him. One of these probably was Rudrata.

Very little can be made out about Rudra. Some of his illustra-
tions are quoted, in Anthologies by Vagbhata, Visvanatha and twice
by Hemachandra. The latter seems to be the oldest writer who knows
the S;iﬁgératilaka. We can for the present say no more than that
Rudra lived before the twelfth century A. D., but probably not much

earlier.

1 Many stanzas of Bhallata, taken from the Sataka, were known from other
sources. But Pererson and the editors of the Sataka have overlooked the above
quoted passage of the Rijatarangini which settles the question about that poet’s age.



