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PREFACE.

It is exactly six years since I wrote down these fivestudiesin Gujarati
literature which I delivered at the Convocation Hall in March, 1942, as
lectures under the Thakkar Vasanji Madhavji foundation. The lectures
produced quite a little storm in the placid sea of Gujarati letters, and several
leading Gujarati periodicals took the authorities to task for selecting so
unconventional and irresponsible a man to lecture under the staid and sober
au&pices of the University. For traditional academic lectures must be of the
gtrictly conventional jog-trot type, to be listened to by highly respcctable
but scanty and half sleeping audiences. And, as the Bombay Samachar said,
the lectures had shocked the placid Gujaratis. The Junmadhumi blamed
the authorities for selecting so dangerous a person to lecture, and warned
the University to be more careful in future when gelecting lecturers. The
Gujarcati and the Vande Mataram were also quite put out by the unconven-
tional views of the lecturer, although they would not go so far as to subscribe
to the general criticism that the University had grievously blundered in
gelecting a person unfit for the job. But the most interesting suggestion
appeared in an inspired leading article in an insignificant Parsi weekly.
It indignantly declared that the scandalous lectures must never be published
as they were, and it strongly urged the University to appoint a
sub-committee to examine the lectures before deciding to publish them. This
sub-committee was to consist of half a dozen persons named by the paper,
including two Parsis “and such other impartial Gujarati scholars.”

I have called this article ‘inspired’ with good causge; the leader writer
himself informed me before it was published what its contents would be,
what its genesis was, and how the brilliant suggestion for the even more
brilliant sub-committee originated. And he has since then given me in
writing the history of the pretty little intrigue. But I myself was highly
amused by the suggestion and anxious that such a committee should be
appointed to examine and judge my unfortunate lectures. I knew every one
of the great scholars named very well; and I knew, scarcely any one better,
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what their scholarship was, and what their qualifications were to sit in
judgment on my lectures. I am almost certain that as all of them also knew
me well, every one of them would have thought not twice but twenty times
before entering upon the perilous inquiry. But I have patiently waited for
all these years to he summoned before this exalted bench of grave and potent
geigneurs to defend and answer for my heinous misdemeanours.
Unfortunately the precious suggestion failed to eventuate, very much to my
disappointment.

So much for the unfortunate attempt to create prejudice
against my lectures. Now for the brighter side of the affair. First, the
audience. And no lecturer can wish for a more intelligent or more appre-
ciative audience than 1 had. From the first day to the last, it was a pleasure
to face a highly educated and keenly interested concourse of mostly young
men and women, critical but generously appreciative. 1 had established
very friendly and even intimate relations with themn from the start; and,
during the unhappy contretemnps which slightly marred the harmony for a
time, they definitely sided with me. There were good-humoured questions
which I answered with the same good humour; myhonoured friend Balvantray
Thakor took part in this interchange of views; and keen young people
crowded round me after the end of each lecture to express their warm

.appreciation. I repeat, no lecturer could wish for a better audience. Later
ths type-seripts of the lectures were eagerly sought by a number of the most
eminent men and women of letters in Gujarat, most of whom 1 did not know
till then, but whom now I am proud to number among my warm friends and
admirers. Quite a number of those who could not hear or read my lectures
have of their own accord sought my acquaintance and expressed their warm
approval and even admiration for my unconventional views. Many have also
been anxiously inquiring when the lectures would .be published.

This in brief is the unfortunate history of these lectures which are
now seeing the light of day after lying in cold storaga for full six years.
Ido not at all regret this delay; after putting them by for all these long
years I have carefully gone through them once again, and I find that there is
not a single sentence in them which I should like to take back, not one
gentiment which I should like to disclaim or even modify. I have found it
necessary to make only a few verbal changes here and there, and to add a
few notes to illustrate or add further force to my arguments. Anyhow, the
views expressed are my own, hammered out by myself; even if they be



iii

mere crotchets, they are mine; and I am fully prepareé to hold and maintain
them against all comers. There is one other reason why I think it a
blessing in disguise that the publication of these lectures has been delayed #o
unconscionably. The happenings of the last half dozen fateful years have
amply justified those very views of mine which gave such deep offence six
years ago; and I trust the Gujarati literary public is now in just the chastened
mood which will enable it to appreciate the justice and pertinence of my
impartial and unpalatable criticisms. For more than a quarter of a century
now, our newly acquired ‘nationalism’ has put a premium on writings that
ignore such unpalatable facts and flatter our ‘Gujarat egotism’ by shutting
out such criticisms, But truths thus ignored or deliberately glossed over
have a knack of avenging themselves., Thus the preposterous and meretri-
cious prattle about the unconquerable and unassailable ‘Ego of Gujarat’
that has tickled the vanity of unthinking callow minds has made them
unwilling to face and pursue objective truth for its own sake, and done
incalculable damage to Gujarati scholarship. For true scholarship is nothing
if it i8 not the single-minded pursuit of truth for its own sake, truth as it
emerges from a dipassionate weighing and appraisal of actual evidential
facts, not mere clever and even pett,ifoggihg manipulation of such facts for
proving a preconceived thesis. For more than forty years now it has been
my endeavour to gather pertinent facts and let them speak for themselves, and
hence I°have always relied upon ample documentation to enable any
fair-minded reader to deduce the correct conclusion from the evidence
thus presented. And in these scrupulously objective studies also it has been
my chief endeavour to make not a single statement that is not supported by
a mass of relevant citations. I know that I have given a good few rude
shocks to our complacency and self-satisfaction, but I am confident that all
just readers will at least see and admit the bona fides of the writer.

318t December, 1947. J. E. SANJANA






INTRODUCTORY.

At the outeet I must thank the University authorities for the honour
they have done 'me in selecting me to deliver these lectures under the
Thakkar Vassanji Madhavji Foundation. All my predecessorsin this lecture-
ship have been distinguished men of letters and scholars, all men who had
achieved distinction as poets, novelists, essayists, philologists, or scholars,
and who had several publications to their credit each. I am none of these
things, and have not published a single book. In these circumstances I
hesitated a good deal before accepting the lectureship, and had it not been

. for the persuasions of two gocd friends, I might have declined the honour,
especially as being constitutionally averse to hard work, I disliked the idea
of loging my leisured ease and doing the hard labour the lectureship would
entail. As I am not a writer, I stand here, not as a representative of the
gelect, specialised class of writers, but as a representative of the much wider
miscellaqeons class of readers, the men in the street in the republic of letters.
I must, therefore, also congratulate the University upon this bold new
departure and upon the courage they have shown in selecting a man who
had nothing to his credit except a vague and doubtful reputation for
scholarship of some sort. I must plead not guilty even to this qualified soft
impeachment, just as I have publicly pleaded not guilty to itand tothemuch
harder impeachment made in public by our distinguished poet Ardeshir
Khabardar that 1 am a hollow humbug pretending and claiming to be a
scholar. As all who know me know, I have always admitted the fact that
I am not a scholar in as much as 1 lack the deep erudition and specialisation
that is one element of scholarship. There is no subject that I have studied
thoroughly; I doubt if T have read any author through. I am not a modest
man, as I have said once before, but I know my limnitations. AllI can claim
is a mind that prefers concrete facts to all woolly sentimentality or idealisation
or vague theorising, and that is independent and open enough to refuse to be
intimidated by big names or influenced by pergonal likes or dislikes; a deter~
mination to see the truth ag it is, not a8 I would like to see it, and to speak
it out without fear or favour; considerable intellectual curiogity; and, lastly,
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a vast amount of multi.farious and miscellaneous reading. As it was my hard
lot for thirty long years to read or glance through hundreds of newspapers,
magazines and other publications in half a dozen languages, published in this
province, from year’s end to year’s end, I can even claim to have read more
trash and nonsense than perhaps any one.present here.

As 1 dislike all sloppy thinking, all pithless rant and rhetoric, and as

I dislike mere speaking in the air, my endeavour will be to substantiate
every statement that I shall make. For [ have always kept as a motto before
me the Sanskrit scholiast’s sound dictum, amys feaq f%%ra though I can not
say with him, FM3&dg=ya,—I am afraid it would be more correct for me
to fay W@Hﬁ‘«ﬂa. For I am going to say things that most people may not
expect; I am going to traverse many popular and fashionable judgments and,
in doing so, to give a good few shocks to the reading public and even to tread
on a good few of the public’s pet corns. But I may assure you that in
doing so I have not at all been swayed by personal motives or likes or
dislikes. It has been my endeavour to follow scrapulously Othello’s sound
advice, “nothing extentuate, nor set down aught in malice.” If I praise
or criticise, it is not because the writer I praise is my friend or the one
I criticise is my enemy. I can really and truthfully say of everyone
mentioned in these talks, aﬁ&aﬁsfiﬁ A In fact, I have given high
praise to men I have never seen, and criticised adversely many ‘who are
or have been my friends. Anyhow, if I have hit any one hard, it is open to
him or his partisans to hit me harder in return; I will not mind. As Iam
nota poet or even a professional writer, I am not over-sensitive as all poets and
most writers are, Ia fact as I have spent more than thirty five yearsin -
literary and other conflicts on paper I have by now become a pachyderm
indifferent to criticism or abuse, as I told Khabardar when he threatened me
with the slings and arrows of his invective and abuse. What more can any
adverse oritic say of me than what a Hindi newspaper said twelve years ago
when a hundred papers and publicists were howling for my head on a
charger? With infinite pity the paper wrote : 34 §JATH! IqH FHIC SIEL;
qEAHH D S99 HLAAH (3147 Y7 37, Even g0, those whom my criticisms
hurt are free to relieve their feelings by hitting out or wishing me my
deserts in the next world; or they are free to brush my views aside as the
mere orotchets of a confirmed crank. For I know, none better, the risk
I run of going wrong in judging a literature which in the fiist place isin a
language that is, after all, not my mother tongue,~my real mother tongue
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is that hopelessly debased and unlovely jargon called Parsi Gujarati,~and
which, secondly, hag a socio-religious background thatis foreign to me.
But I venture to think that most Hindu ideas are as familiar to me as if
I were a Hindu; in fact, the very first books of legendary romance I read
about fifty years ago were not about the heroes of the Shahnamu; they
were two Marathi books entitled qieq5aTg and HA gAY, About the same

age, again, I was spouting Sanskrit verses my father had taught me to
recite, wisely without telling me the meaning of a single word, such as :

T4 g ARIHIEISIT
FGATEOT AT T AT |

Moreover, as I have been deeply interested for -more than forty years
in the religion and philosophy of the Hindns I may say without much
exaggeration that perbaps I know more about the Hindu religion than about
my own. [ mention all these things not in a boasting spirit, but as part of
my ragged credentials for undertaking this risky adventure of judging a
literature not quite my own. For 1 fully realige the truth of the wise dictum
of an Urdu poet who says :

Zabandandn-i ‘alamka kiya hai imtihin barson,
. Zaban-e ghair kya ati nahIn apni zabaf barsoii.

There is one thing more I should like to poiunt out. Politics has so
obsessed our men of letters for the last twenty years and more that it will be
foand intruding here and tbere in my talks, although personally I do not
think I fall within the ancient Greek’s definition of man as a political animal.
Finally, I have to beg you to give me a patient hearing even if [ say things
you may dislike. A University is just the place which should be free from
the passions and intolerance of the market place and where an academical
discussion of any matter should be given a calm and dispassionate hearing.
On my part, I have tried as far as possible to refrain from judgments and
to be content with accumulating facts and other peoples’ opinions; as you
will see, most of my scholarship consists in making a liberal use of scissors
and paste and unloading my note-books.






Studies in Gujarati Literature.

LECTURE 1
THE BACKGROUND OF MODERN GUJARATI LITERATURE.

The literature of any people is the outcome of that people’s heredity,
its political and cultural history, religious faith, beliefs, traditions, social
institutions and to some extent its physical surroundings. One of my
distinguished predecessors has related Gujarati literature not only to the
geographical and physical conditions of Gujarat—its land and rivers and
mountaing and seas,—he has gone so far as to relate it to this globe, the solar
system, the Milky Way and even the farthest nebulae visible to a hundred
inch telescope. Another, less ambitious, though far more ambitious than
myself, has related Gujarati literature to conditions, real or imaginary,
prevailing in India three to five thonsand — and perhaps more— years ago.
In a vague and general manner, the Gujaratis of to-day are supposed by him
to inherit,and Gujarati literature to inherit and repressnt, the ‘Aryan Culture’
of the Vedic Aryans who conquered Northern India and supplanted the
Indus Valley civilisation in the dim past, an event roughly dated at about
2000 B. C.;—roughly but very conservatively, for there are Indian scholars
who take back the history enshrined in the Vedas to 25,000 and even 250,000
and 500,000 years ago. One enterprising historian, Dr. Banerjea Sastri,—
representing the school which holds that the Vedic Aryans were indigenous
to India and colonised the whole world, Asia, Europe, Africa, America,
Australia, and even the submerged Lemuria, by sending out wave after
wave of conquering bands of Indo-Aryans, —has actually established — at ledst
to the satisfaction of himself and his school—the historical fact that Vedic
Aryans waged a war in the dim past with Asurag, i. e., Assyrians, a rather
longxsh war that lasted for the modest period of 32,000 years. [‘History of
Pre-Mnualman India’ by Rangacharya, Vol.1, p. 207]. We may leave such tod
enterpmmg historians aside and take it asa working hypothesis that the Vedic
Aryans—or their ancestors —invaded India in the 2nd or 3rd millenttim
bofore Christ, overpowered and superseded the ‘Indus Valley Civitibation,
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or its successor, and laid the foundation of the later Sanskritic Hindu
culture. As K. M. Munshi puts it, “the history of Gujarat records the
interplay of...the individuality of the Gujaratis” and “‘the influence of the
culture which, originating with the early Aryans, has maintained the
homogenaeity of In.lian life and the continuity of its traditions for the lastthree
thousand years.” [Gujarata And Its Literature, p. VIII]. This Aryan culture
gseems to be an elastic and richly composite, even all.embracing, phenomenon;
for it embraces in its wonderfal ambit the war fary and blood-lust of
Parasurima, the dread Bhargava, the carnage which the Aryans revelled
in from the times of King.Sudis and others like Rama and Krishna, down to
the glorious days of Siddharija, and it also embraces the pacifism of Buddha,
Mahavira and Mohandas Gandhi; it reconciles the insatiable hunger and
thirst of the ancient heroes who, accorling to Rajendralil Mitraand Chintiman
Vinayak Vaidya, were voracious beef-eaters and champion beer and
ligour swillers, with the austerities of innumerable ancient ascetic Bishis and
numerous modern ascetics and record-breakers in the field of fasting unto
death; and it synthesises in a right Hegelian manner the most diverse
specimens of humanity from Maharshis and Munis who fasted and performed
austerities for thousands of years, and spiritual but subtle-brained Mahatmas,
ancient and mndern, down to those humble specimens of Aryan culture, the
monkey-leaders and other untouchable vagrants, who have of late added a
romantic touch to the picturesque street lite of Bombay. For, of course,
these monkey-nen and other millions upon millions of untouchables,—to
speak nothing of hundreds of millions of Sudras,—are all the fruit of this
noble Aryan Culture; if they are not, how are they there? For, as Munshj
himself points out, “in 1901 there were no less than 315 castes in Gujarata
which did not interdine or intermarry”; and this number does, I presume,
include the castes of the monkey-men and their kind even though they are
outcastes and have no caste at all. Anyhow this rich profusion of castes that
do not marry among themselves, nor eat one with the other and all the rest,
is algo evidently a fruit of that Aryan Culture which has always enriched and
isenriching and strengthening the ‘Gujarat-consciousness’, ‘Gujaratni Asmita’,
and has always made and is making Gujarat an inviolate, invincible and
unamilable—&w‘% P4, and g}f‘f— political, social and cultural entity.
Munshi has a great hope that Gujarat is, or is shortly going to be, not only
all this, but the leader and practical ruler of all India. He exclaims:
BN [yovdtd] Asx 4 4™ UAevad™ AT WA RA?T RqA R w4

A0 wAddl, g7, w1 ayeR A wd[Aadl 2 [aaRid Ay diznRs calsd
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otc., p. 96]. In keeping with this worthy amnbition, Munshi has widened
the boundaries of Gujarat so as to claim Bombay, which is really in
Moaharashtra, as not only an appanage of Gujarat but even asa centre of Aryan
Culture, nay, as the cultural capital of Gujarat: “And Gujarata will continue
to receive their (sic) inspiration from Bombav more steadily and effectively
than at any time sinc: the fall of Patima in A. C.1297”. [Gujarataand Its
Literature, p. X]. The English, here, as in scores of places in this master-
piece, ig very doubtful; for one would be led by this sentence to think that
Bombay has heen ‘inspiring’ Gujarat for more than six hundred years, though
not so ‘steadily and effectively’ as it is doing now; but the purport is quite
clear. Munshi has staked out similar claims on behalf of ‘Gujarat.
consciousness’ and Gujarati domination in Karachi axd every port or town
in India where Gujaratis have established themselves firmly in trade and
commerce. This worthy and legitimate ambition seems to be shared by
many Gujarati men of letters. Inaspeech delivered at Karachi in November
1941, Gaurishankar Joshi, alias ‘Dhumaketu’, adumbrated such a Mahijan
Raj and said : ywzldl3 oAl 51000 2yz0 24 B, 2w AUY dys GWRAL
siy uovy 1 MREAGE AR @A gl 3, v aysdl Audl il qell ol 3:

ceee eeeee @ A A WA AT HAL TR A AT (€ gL Ay
\gou{l 4] WAl el Al usd 2000 (1022wl A1y uecdq AU B,
AH (el A dsd A syd 33, A s Hsovel Adl Al dd U4
e s U MRAL DS HEUVA HH AN 4 20l L B,
[Gujarati, 30-11-41] FEven Keshavlal Kamdar, otherwise an admirably
clear-sighted writer with a true historical perspective, is carried away for
once by this grandiose idea of ‘national’ aggrandisement of Gujarat and
enthusiastically writes: 21yl GWR A4 ovatal] Al 43 B. A4l
Uil A FEfz swad, @Al wesfadl QurR szadl, 204 3 od
Ayf@BAl Bz AN Al A Guzid 204l A oveliigld] B, duvef,
el 27 e’z AwRdl glhadl w34 culizie saud 8 29 4
U AN ordlNalR QAL A, [, Vol 1, p. 183]. Of course, Kamdar
is very modest when compared with more enthusiastic believers in
‘Gujarat-Consciousness’ or oviddl =24i(3Hdl who expect this special
consciousness and its distinctive Gnjarati culture to subjugate the whole
known world as Buddha’s ‘Dharma-Chakra’ (Wheel of the law’) is fondly
believed by scholars like Jayaswil to have once made ‘righteous conquest”
(‘dharma-digvijaya’) of the entire world from China to Peru and from pole
to pole. [‘Indian Antiguary’, September 1933, pp. 167-170].
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I cannot leave unrecorded here a tantalisingly elusive criticism of this
‘Gujarat-Consciousness’ and the great role Gujaratis have been playing in
India in the last few years—to put the idea in the words of Munshi once
again, ‘the emergence of Gujarat on the stage of world politics and literatare”,
[‘Gujarata and its Literature’ p. VIII]. Balvantriy Thikor took exception
a few years ago to what Ramnariyan Pathak had written in the Prasthan
magazine about the ‘Vande Mataram’ song and the tricolor flag. Yashvant
Shukla came to the rescue of Pathak and put in a plea in eryptic phraseology
that has left me guessing what the real trend of the plea must be. S-l\mkla
argued that in such matters A(AwUGa should notbe stigmatised as 4 (3
and giving instances he said: Sl A, YAl 2ol U {2 WA WA Al
238, A3 @ B % ‘The Gujaratis have thrown off the fetters rivetted
by political slavery, sgocial isolation and religious bigotry. They have
developed a sense of power, freedom and self-respect. They no longer
suffer from inferiority complex’. 2l ™% 2i “1Hl AorRADNIAL HIZ W3 B2 a4
W3 @ Al AR vl el UMIUHT 5% UM a3 WslAl oy,
Shukla admitted that of course all this was Lot true; it was only a dream
that might edme true ‘to-morrow’; still, he argued, it was nota L) oqdl&y,
but only an enthusiastic, prophetic, overstatement, and he concluded :
WA sl s Al A A W@ wnnY ondi il idla 2o
NAAAL 2113 A AL R A oAl &3 a4l Hql Aq, [ ‘Lokavani’,
27-6-1937]. As I have said above, I am not quile sure yet whether this
was written seriously in defence of Pathak's and Munshi’s exaggerations and
therefore was only a curious piece of unconsciousirony, or it was really
and deliberately meant to be, as I am inclined to suspect, gravely ironical.
But this is only by the way.

In scores of places Munshi tells us that Aryan culture, or rather, Aryan
cultare modified by ‘Gujarat-Consciousness’, is the fountain source of the
history, religion, philosophy, culture, art, literature, and social and political
life of the Gujaratis. Of Gujarat he declares on the very first page of ‘Gujarata
And [Its Literature’: *It is the land of Mahatma Gandhi as it was of Sri
Krshpa.” Of the latter he says: “......... Krshna, Who ......... came to be
ragarded as the supreme representative of Aryan oulture and statesmanship,”’
(1bid,p.12]. Ofthe former he writes rapturously:**And in the comprehensive
impulse which Mahatma Gandhi generated, in Satyigraha, in the reassertion
of Ahimsa and Satya as absolute values in life, Gujarat emerged as the
embodiment, the voice, the spirit of trinmphant Aryan Culture as expressed
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through modern conditions.” [Ibid, p. XV]. N.ow in Gujarati as in
Marathi literature, Krishna is depicted, with a joyous zest an outsider frankly
cannot understand, as the embodiment of unscrupulous political and other
kinds of trickery, — witness the treacherous slaying of Jarasandha,
Duryodhana, Jayadratha. to mention only a few out of the scores of instances
enthusiastically recounted in legendary stories. For instance, as Munshi
himself says, Premanand has ‘painted’ Krishna ‘as a base trickster’, [Ibid, p.
189], as in fact, hundreds of Indian poets and writers have done admiringly,
following the traditional legends. Nor is it necessary lo stress the reputation
of Krishpa as an insatiable and unrivalled amorist, — which Munshi also
mentions in numerous places. Krishna’s,and especially his brother Balararma’s,
drunken revels, again, are famous in the Mahabharata and elsewhere,
—even in the Bhiagavata, the Bible of the Vaishnavas of Gujarat. To take
the last named scripture first, we are told how Krishna, his wife Rukmini and
his brother Balarama went as guests to the palace of Rukmi, the brother of
Rukmini, and there, 942lR 24 £131 U4 ANZAY 254 UA 0213 U
N2 AU A @RelL AL 1] itz 2itog AHA Tx8 A ARl A @y ory, IuY
@Al e Budl 25 HZL AAL dALGAAR  Uodl tid WL Aren,
[ #lHg @PIda-wigale ,— p. 398 1. Again, when this ancient representative
of Aryan Culture and Gujarat-consciousness went to Gokul and stayed there
for two wonths, this is how he consoled the Gopis pining for the absent
Krishpa: & 20'a W&l a1 03 00UA 21 W Ae sl sand
HER A MAYBoy deA AU il samidl wlEan e s 24 W Wl
[ rather, Hl5®al, to be more accurate, as the translator admits in a footnote]
w3 w® 9w A, wedl Fgan odl, § i W 20w 443 gl
[‘Ibid, pp. 402-403]. If we go to the oldest source of the Krishna saga, the
Mahabharata, we find in the Udyoga Parvan the following startling pen
picture by an eye-witness of the great Gujarati of those ancient days, cited,
among others, by that eminent scholar and alumnus of this University,
Pandurang Viman Kine: gat wAraaeE @8t & FFArgdt ‘1 saw both Krishpa
and Arjuna,intoxicated with #J (mhowra) liquor’ [Kane’s THTIE AR, p.
31]. In another very s{milar verse qoted by that eminent orientalist
of a past: generation, R3jendralal Mitra, (in his ‘Indo-Aryans’, VII, pp.
289-422), another eye-witness says in the Adi=Parvan:

At AR SNrERAat |
gt edwEt €8 & % n
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“1 have seen Krish‘ga and Arjuna, both besmeared with sandal paste, both
lying in their chariot overpowered with madhu (mhowa) liquor.” A mere
‘Anirya’ like me cannot fathom all the mysteries of Aryan Culture; but I can-
not, even by the utmost stretch of my imagination, visualise the modern
Gujarati Apostle of Aryan Culture and Gujarat-consciousness being found in
this interesting condition with his beloved disciple and political heir lying
drunk with cocktails — (though cocktail parties are not unknown in the
highest nationalist circles) — in a modern chariot, whether horse-drawn or
petrol-driven. And yet, according to Munshi, both the ancient Avatar and
the modern Mahatma are ideals and apostles of the same Aryan culture and
the identical Gujarat-consciousness that have been steadily and uniformly
inspiring Gujarat for the last three thousand years at least.

Consider again the vast quantities of beef and other meats eaten, and
the lakes of liquors drunk, by the ancient Aryan people whose cultural his-
tory lies embodied in the great epics, Ramfiyapa and Mahabharata. To quote
that excellent scholar and profound student of the epies, ‘Bharatacharya’,
as he was called, Chintamanrio Vaidya who writes, referring to a famous
passage in the holy Brihadaranyaka-Upanishad, Chapter VI, Brahmuana 4 :
“The passage concludes with this sentence : ‘He who desires to have a son
unvanquished in the assembly of Pandits and the speaker of speech respected
by all, who can explain all the Vedas and lives a long life, should cat rice
cooked with flesh and clarified butter, whether the flesh be that of a bull or a
ram”! In fact, as Vaidya aptly and rightly reminds ue, the Upanishad
recommends the favourite dish of the Iranians and modern Muslims, ‘Pilav’.
I would only demur to the words “flesh of a bull ora ram”, for the
original words are, Sf{&ur a7 YA a1 — ‘of bulls or oxen’—not ‘rams’.
Vaidya proceeds: “*This...... clearly shows that in the opinion of the Indo-
Aryans of the beginning of the epic period a beef-eating people were believed
to be a people vigorous not only in body but also inmdind. We thus find that
flesh was the usual and the most favourite food of the people, and that the
flesh of bulls and rams (quaere, oxen?) was most prized for its imparting vi-
gour to the brain”.

It is extremely interesting to note that these wonderful qualities of flesh
food in general emphasised by holy Rishis of the highest spiritual culture
are corroborated by the highest Ayurvedic authorities, the Rishis Charaka
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and Sudruta. In the ‘Charaka-Samhita’ we find the foflowing warm and even
rapturous praises of meat and beef juice:

o SR g1 ATLE: 9 0
qIQIIRA JATEd @RS @ )

frameead g@wT FdigSiiRATgE A

[Sutrasthana, Chapter 27, verses 317 and 319]. ‘'‘Meat juice is extremely
agreeable and pleasing to all human beingg ......... Know that when properly
administered it aliays all diseases, strengthens the voice, and increases length
of years, and invigorates the intellect, all the organs and life itself,’’
And these glowing praises of all meats including beef are to be found
repeated in all standard Sanskrit works on medicine, such as Viagbhata's
AUMEET, Madhavanidana ete. I cannot do better than append the
weighty opinion of a wise and worthy successor of these ancient masters of
medicine. Bapalal G. Vailya, who has more real scholarship — scholarship
in the sense of pursuit of objective truth for its own sake —than so many of
our highly educated professors and scholars of repnte, wrote in the ‘Prasthin’
magazine a few years ago (& §2UAlL 31 APLATUG AH Al ML B........se.
sl ddYd AR BN AeAl J we Mo 3N ugld A AYl-u
A . L ERIAL 30D, g, oflg, AL, 22, @0l 2 EEAL O3
NG (B2z A B 972 BRAR AR AR 3 27 HuY 1A adigdl
g GuRa 2410 B AR Wy Al wf oy Do oudadl AsA g dl
oo TG AAARMBRAT (FCF) cnnn A Yy AR Aiw
il 2.4 g v adl.. [BRUA, WA ke, pp: 332-383]. No
wonder the ancient representatives of Aryan oulture devoured surprising
quantities of all sorts of animals, birds, fishes and even lizards like the 21l —
and that often asa religious duty.

For, quoting Vegasa’s description of the Asvaimmedha Sacrifice of Yudhi-
shthira after the Great War,— 9% T4al 3 A= LR F1: — ‘people saw
no end of the animals that were killed', — Vaidya writes: *In fact, the
festivities at which thousands and lakhs of Brahmins, Kshatriyas and othera
were feasted were of the most Bacchanalian kind and perhaps did not differ
much from the feasts of the voracious beef-eatinz Germans, the brother
Aryans of the west, whether in the number of animals that were killed or the
flasks of wine that were drunk : UHYZ @7:” — that is, oceans not only
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of beers but of strong distilled liquors called ‘Sura’ and wines called ‘maireya
Vaidya also gives another striking instance from the Drona-Parvan of the
heroic beef eating powers of the Indo-Aryans of the days of the Mahabharata:
*“The great sacrificer Rantideva used to sacrifice so many oxen (quaere, cows?)
that from the heap of their skins flowed a river which was consequently

called Charmanvati or Chambal :

W qgl ma; gEEIHEFAQ: |
T gE1: Hrafea grEadEEan |
I YAza AT T,gAE 9490 g |

And in a foot note Vaidya adds: ‘'lt is stated that one thousand (oxen or
cows) were killed every day in Rantideva's house”, ['Epic India’, pp. 117-118].

It is not the Mahabharata alone that reeks with the fumes of liquor
and of the blood of slaughtered cows and oxen, sheep and goats, ‘five-toed’
animals ( 997@l(; ) and birds; we have all these things in plenty in the
traditionally older history of the Ramaiyana. I shall content myself by
quoting passages from Rijendralal Mitra’s “Indo-Aryans”, an exceptionally
well-wrilten and scholarly work published sixty years ago, whiclt is now in
danger of being forgotten. Mitra writes: ‘“The Rimayana frequently notices
wine and drinking. In one place no less a personage than the great sage,
Vidvamitra, ... is said to have been entertained with ‘maireya’ and ‘surd’ by
his host Vasishtha, [Ramiyana, Carey’s Edition, I p.462]. Bharadvaja,
another great sage, offered wine [rather, spirits] to Bharata and his soldiers
when they spent a night under his hospitable roof. ‘O ye drinkers of spirits’,
said the Sage, ‘drink spirituous liquors; O ye hungry, ...... fill yourselves
with ...... various kinds of juicy meatg’. [1bid, III, p. 297] ...... Sita, the
model of feminine grace and virtue, ... when crossing the Ganges on her way
to the wilderness of the South, is said to have made a vow; ... she pledged
herself to offer a plentiful supply of arrack. Addressing the river she said :
*Be merciful to me, O Goddess, and 1 shall, on my return home, worship thee
with a thousand jars of arrack and dishes of well dressed flesh meat’.

GUITERT  AIGQIRAT 7 |
a4} @ sftaar 3 g8 gagarmr |
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When crossing the Yamuna she said: ‘Be thou auspicious, 0O Goddess;
1 am crossing thee,. When my husband -has accomplished his vow I shall
worship thee with a thousand heads of cattle ( quaere, cows? ) and a hundred
jars of arrack.’

@iRa T q @i T AT |
JeEeqT AQEHT FUIITAT T |

Nor were she and her liege lord themselves averse to the cheering cup.
The following extract from the last book of the Rimayana shows that they
were a8 much given to drinking as other people of their time. The passage
runs: ‘Embracing Sita with both his hands, ... Rima made her drink pure
Maireya wine, even as Indra makes Sachi partake of nectar. Servants quickly
served flesh meats variously dressed,...and accomplished damsels, exhilarated
with wine, danced and sang, for the entertainment of Rama and Sitd.’

diqmrgr agsat AgHEE g |
TRIATE HFET: TAATE FAEIA_U 9
aiarfy gt . heuEiaEE 1| jR
(&N AT T8, qaay qQq: | 3
T AT i’ AT 1.

[This description of Rama coaxing Sita to drink wine, was perhaps in
the mind of Kilidasa when he made the God Siva act with the same chivalry
towards Parvati in the ‘Kumairasambhava’:

AFARKGAT GQIFT, AogaANAGRATLIGAH |
ZRIAMY YFEIANAIT TAFRHE_0

ot cifbdoiaetd woflovell wey 58 B % v A Gliova 2uu413” 2 Wiy
(MER) B B g 30d W5 A wERwA sy (44 Ui,
20-10-40]. Rajendralal proceeds: ] ‘‘Again, Bharata, returning from his
ineffectual mission to bring back Rama, thus mourns the lost glories of the
capital: ‘'No longer the exhilarating ( quaere, —intoxicating?) aroma of
arrack, nor the enchanting scent of garlands, ...... now wafts through the
city.’

ARIAZII ARTTTA, 0,0

crrereeserenee. T TANY dHTE N7
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It would fill a large volume if all such passages about drinking
abounding in Sanskrit literature, sacred and profane, which simply reeks
with the fumes of liquors and wines and beers, were to be brought together,
and all those again which refer to the eating of slaughtered cows, bulls,
sheep, goats etc.ete. ete. I shall here quote only one verse from the Ramayana
in which the holy sage Vasishtha instruc's Rama as to the five-toed animals
that can be lawfully eaten by Brahmans as well ag Kshatriyas :

49 qEAET FEAT AGETAY IS |
e AT AT T e =9 1)

This is exactly what the Baudhiyana Dharma Satra also enjoins: “Among
five-toed aniwmals, the porcupine,-the hedgehog, the hare, the tortoise and the
iguana may be eaten.” [Sacred Books of the East, Vol. Xiv, p. 74].
It is interesting to note in passing that the iguana or big lizard called
2l is eaten to-day only by the humble Vighri and Dubla although in the
Satya-Yuga and under real Rima-Rijya this animal of the lizard class had the
honour of being eaten by such exalted and holy personages as Vasishtha and
Valmiki, Rima and Sita.

This digression would have sufficed to give us a glimpse of real Aryan
culture in the ancient golden age. How profoundly Dravidian or proto-Indic
beliefs and practices have modificd or rather superseded the early Aryan cult
can be realised if we consider the history of the very basis of the Aryan
religion, the highly ritualised and specialised practice of an interminable
geries of elaborate bloody sacrifices accompanied by copious ritual potations
of Soma and Surd. The non-Aryan aversion to such bloodshed and hard
drinking in the name of religion seems to have asserted itself about the 7th
century before Christ, the Buddha's active opposition to this most important
agpect ot the Vedic Aryan religion being the starting point of this reaction,
this fight against the sacrificial ‘Kar.na-kinda’ which is inculcated by the
Gita ([I1. 10~-15), and which seems to have characterided the Vedic cult till
the end of the Gupta period, round about 700 A. D. It is a significant fact
that all the great protagonists of this reaction are the great South Indian
Achiryas, all Dravidians. During these ten centuries, the great Vedic gods
Varuna, Indra, Agniand Soma become mere unimportant godlings in the
all-accommodating Hinda pantheon, Siva and Vishnu-Krishpa emerge from
their long eclipse, and temple worship, idol worship, linga worship, Krishna
worship, cow worship, caste worship, become the differentia of the Hindu as
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opposed to the Vedic Aryan religion. For, food and :irink have an intimate
connection with culture; as the ancient dictum has it, ‘“What a man eats, he
becomes’. But as culture is still more deeply rooted in religious beliefs, it
should be of still greater historical and cultural interest to examine the connec-
tion of animal food, especially beef and liquor, with religious and sacramental
ugage in ancient India. A little while ago when enthusiastic prohibitionists
(many of them not quite teetotallers ) were thundering against all use of
liguor as a sin against God and religion, some publicists in responsible
positions used in public speeches and writings to run down the sacramental
use of wine as most irreligious and unspiritual. Their argument was that
no religion could or ought to permit such sacramental use of wine and
liquor. It was, in fact, the same old petitio principii of the ignorant
fanatic who has convinced himself that meat eating or liquor drinking is bad
and immoral, and thence goes on to argue that no religion worth the name
can allow, and therefore does allow, these ‘sing’ to be committed, especially
in the name of religion. Any fair minded person would be constrained to
conclude that these persons were either dishonest in doing so if they knew
that their own religion permitted and even enjoined such sacraments in
plenty, or else they were shallow and presumptuous fools if they reviled
other religions without knowing what their own religion had enjoined. Even
Manpilal Nabhubhai, a champion of orthodox Hinduism, admitted the connec-
tion between intoxicating spirits and Aryan spirituality: &l ™3l Hgiel

-

AU As AL A AL YL Uy HRAAL W Ne WAL Ao? 4T BL..40l
s AU 2U4's Hidell GUid AHULAYL A Deedl AvdHl Al Yyl ey
;a Ayl Had Yl HIgH v 9. [Manilal is certainly wrong in saying
SA2dl AW AU ; for several important sacrifices like the Vijapeya and the
Sautramani sacrifice which required distilled sura as the sacramental drink,
were everyday affairs in the ancient Vedic and Bribhmana periods] ..eeee
A WA HAND ol ol Anciddl ovopd By Al Al 24t AMAL Ad vy
ulor Ml 2l B, Al & 20w & NI B, d wlEdley aul AHAL

AR 2 4y B...., Aulewd e Bdler @il B, Wi, Aya,
FAdldly 4l usm, Pl Gl A4z 2 3l oedi, A dud
A AL ucq&l Y XA HNUAL.. .. 2l WY EH1R, ALN, deli(e WA Q.
213, i, @it Yeuld wey, wd a4l TEI adl w4 1Y [@age wadtely
sl U, Yedliq Add duldder B, [RI&IAUR pp. 43-44]). Narmada-
shankar Devshankar Mehta goes deeper into the subject and referring to the
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WA U5 —HE, Wiy, :lé’l ete,—of the Saktas, writes with admirable candour :
L g™ gl qRs dasisnl wEAal edl; W HA (dgdl id [l
(&g a3 2gfa 2072 qilEBAl (el 33 9. el wQaani AH™AG G-l
Yt Yl Wi &g’y d A AAS UYAAL 4 AdL &dl A HinAY Y 4G’
&g, AA (Nasig Ui NAY W AL &AL..nnns. 230 TUSE RA 2ARUAALOY
HRHL AALRL 240 4 24 WHEA BsR U4 24834 53 sl YL,
[asd AUl | pp. 65-36]. And he farther makes this profoandly
interesting and suggestive remark: H& 4241 Nidl sleAl vl algen vl

ordi ordt] ABdalsg Brad B 4 [ Mdi ueor U ¥ [ Wl 2y
W uePl MA WA wai, d wH Alsddie el AN A 24 A B

[ g’ gl 5O dt Alsadl AARUID. [ 1hid, p. 145]. A quite
recent work on the ‘Doctrine of Sakti’ by Prabhat Chandra Chakravarti,
( Ashutosh Professor of Sanskrit, Calcutta University ), admits the great
antiquity of the Sikta cult and writes : * The worship of Sakti in an
anthropomorphic form is found to be of great antiquity in India. It is
originally associated with the cult of Siva which prevailed in the land from
prehistoric times......Some opine that this cult is of non-Aryan origin.
It is not unlikely that the Aryans had found this type of worship already in
existence among the primitive tribes, and afterwards assimilated it in their
own way. This sort of absorption or Aryanisation of ancient customs and
modes of worship were not altogether impossible and unfrequent in the
anpals of India.” [‘Doctrine of Sakti In Indian Literature’, p. 91].
I would venture to go further and say that the Vedas themselves are
not documents of pure and uncontaminated Aryan culture; the very
phonetics of the Riks with their certainly un-Aryan heavy Dravidian
cerebrals of the z class including @ and ®& show that these ancient hymns
are not in a pure Aryan, but possibly Dravidianised, dialect. In a book
entitled ‘Dravidian And’ Aryan’, P. Chidambaram lelai asgails those who
regard the Aryan culture as the source of Indian civilisation and boldly
asserts that the Brahmans of India were not Aryans but Dravidians, that
they learnt Sanskrit, the language of the conquerors, and that while the
Dravidians were thus Aryanised in language, the Aryans were Dravidianised
in culture, Consequently, in the opinion of Pillai, modern Hinduism is
purely Dravidian,— a sweeping generalisation no doubt, but certainly worth
serious consideration in view of the discoveries made at Harappa and Mohenjo
Dero, [Modern Raview, May 1939]. But the sacrificial and sacramental
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ugse of beef and liquor was most probably purely Aryan, and it will be
pertinent to our inquiry to investigate this trait of Aryanism a little further.
In the Satapatha Brihmana we have a very intresting discussion as to whether
the cows or bulls slaughtered for sacramental meat in the important Agnish-
toma Sacrifice of the ancient Indo-Aryans should be eaten by the ‘dikshita’
or not. One doctrine forbade the eating of this sacrificial beef on a rather
mystic ground, but the authority of the venerable Yajnavalkya is cited finally
as evidently the best doctrine : I3 FATT ATFACHIS HIAEGHES %W\ LEGiGH

‘‘Nevertheless, Yajnavalkya said, ‘I, for one, eat it, provided it istender.’ ”’

[S. B. E. XXVI, p. 10]. I venture to think that Eggeling’s translation here
is not quite correct as dAF is ex plained by Sayana as atas, i. e., fatty,
‘beefy’ ; and the citation from Katyiayana Srauta Satra — SEETIP aa’@ﬁ‘-
atger AR ﬁm{—ﬁg@?ﬁ% ":,.‘%:—"indicates the same thing. Thedelightful
grave humour of the decision of the holy sage Yajnavalkya—"* I certainly eat
the beefif it is fat and juicy”’— is certainly an Aryan trait; I have long
believed that the sense of humour is decidedly keener among those who eat
meat and drink wine than among those who do not.

The Satapatha Bahmana has also numerous e« planatory comments on
Vedic passages refering to Soma and Suri, the favourite drinks of these anci-
ent Aryans and their Gods. In the struggle between the God Indra and the
Asura Namuchi, the latter deprives [ndra of his favourite liquor, and the
comment thereon says: ‘‘By taking that sura liquor of his he seized upon his
eneryy or vital power”. [S. B. E, XLIV, p. 216]. A running commentary
on the Vijasaneyi Samhiti, X1X,5, says ** ....... ‘for joy’, to joy indeed the
Soma juice contributes, and to joy also does the sura liquor; he thus secures
both the joy of the soma and the joy of the sura.” [Ibid, p. 227]. Again,
commenting on Vaj-Sam. XIX, 32:- “* May we enjoy ourselves '— the Soma
juice, indeed, conduces to joy; and so does the sura liquor: both the joy of
the Soma and the joy of the Surd he thus secures.” [Ibid, pp. 231-232].
So too, on Vaj. Sam. XIX, 33:- **‘the strength of the soma juice together
with the sura liquor’, he thereby secures what strength there is in the Soma
juice and in the sura liquor; — ‘by that exhilarating drink gladden thou
the sacrificer’, =~ by that exhilarating drink gladden thou the sacrificer.”
[ Ibid, p. 233 ]. Thus the Aryans religiously believed that the fermented
drink Soma and the distilled spirit Sura bring joy and gladness and strength.
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They also believed religionsly that these drinks purified him who drank
them. The Satapatha Brahmana says: *“They purify him by means of surd
liquor, for sura is purified; and even as the liquor, whilst being purified,
ig cleared of impure matter, so is that sacrificer thereby freed from all evil
who, knowing thig, performs the Sautramani, ....” [ Ibid, p.236]. This
Sautramani eacrifice is specially a Sura sacrifice in which the spirit was
distilled and consecrated and then ritually sacrificed and drunk: and it
is worthy of notoe that it is speeially declared that this sacrifice “‘the Sautri-
mani ig a Brahmana sacrifice”, ag it permitted the Brahmans, to whom Sura
was otherwise forbidden, to drink 1it. [Ibid, p. 260]. It is very interesting
to note again that our highest Ayurvedic medical anthorities also confirm,
and even surpass, these scriptural praises of liquor as a giver of ‘joy and
gladness and strength’. Referring to the sacramental and sacred use of liquor
Charaka writes in praise of Surg :

g8 FIFARIAT g AHA |

AAE §AT A, FACTAT AT N

e AT ZAFITAAT EFATAT fagaa 1

AT e GFArdtean 36 AAtaETd ¢ o
“Liquor, that was worshipped by the Gods along with Indra. that ie
invoked in the Sautramani sacritice and that is then installed with proper
rites. ...... Lignor, that confers the highest spiritual benefits on the gods in
the form of nectar, on the Manes ( Ditris) in the form of libations, on the
twice-born castes in the form of S0mMa,vieiieirerenenn, ..” And Charaka's praises
of liquor from the purely scientific and medical point of view are no less
fervent though shrewdly realistic.  After admitting all the evil effects of
liguor that can be urged by the most fanatical uf modern prohibitionists, the
wise old Rishi of Ayurveda writes :

AT AR qG AW T AT |
AfRgeEnfqaEes qiaer fatEraaT o
%g 7Y TqaEa gaqe q41 e3qY |
AR AT gieh Faraad )
A AOETAT AZT/AT [@EATT ||
@Y AR IF iR @gay ||

= gi9d 29 @easyERad |

AT FIOU A TAJHAATEA |l
GZFFACAE] AR 7 |
AT sfiq@iFEd w7 g fufrag o



15
L)

“These great evils of liquor are undoubtedly true, if it be bad itself or if it is

drunk in excess or drunk in a wrong manner. But in itself liquor is just

like food which causes digease if eaten in a wrong manner, but is life-giving

nectar if eaten in the proper manner. Food is the very life of living beings,
" and yet it destroys life if misused; poison destroys life, and yet it becomes a

govereign remedy if properly employed ...... Liquor is a stomachic, a diges-

tive, a cordial; it improves the voice and the complexion ; it is a pick-me-up,

a nourishment, a tonic; it removes fear, sorrow and fatigue; liquor drunk in

the right manner i3 a solace of life in this world of many troubles and many

sorrows.”

Thus in a variety of Vodic sacrifices and rituals the eating of beef and
drinking of fermented and distilled liquors was a sacred duty of ancient
Indian Aryans. Even though the cow came to be regarded as a sacred animal,
beef was eaten; in fact, as Kine and other scholars have rightly pointed out,
the cow was sacred food because the animal was sacred. As Kfine writes,
after giving a list of ritual occasions on which 2 cow was to be slaughtered:
qaadiq U esid 233 RN #F IRF FS WS WA qowd oF ATer.
qiysq T ofr oA (35 aw 9T Fgud ard sang [y araady gdta AR,
And he goes on to cite Smriti texts sach as Vasishtha Dha\rma-Smra X1V, 30
and 43, in support of this argument and adds : '}‘3 T Y@ & o (‘Iﬁ'ﬂ')
seaTgE @ ol srgeqeE wqg (L 5-14,29) arwa¥g AR AR Al R
trqmangaiarE (X VII, 27-28) (&9 w2 o1g. In his Dharma-Sutra, A pastamba
says : Yeaagarveas (L. 17-30); also, ¥ efrigy %’I%lﬂﬁﬂﬁlqﬂ ;and Haradattain
his ‘Ujjvala’ explains ; HASE A T39S e ... AAARY aoraAFar: qaraicr

But if beef and cow-killing came to be forbidden later on under the
influence of the Indus Valley or other indigenous culture, drink never has
been forbidden by the Hindu scriptures; it is a pious fiction — or an
impious fraud-to say that all alcoholic drinks are severely forbidden by the
Hindu religion. Tt is only the Brahman who is forbidden to drink, and that
too only the distilled liquor, suri. Of the three kinds of sura — paishthi,
gaudi, madhvi — the Brahman must not drink any, while the others are
forbidden only the paishthi kind. Of course, these rules are for the ‘true’
Aryans, i. e., the traivarpikas, —the Sudra is at liberty to drink anything; as
Haradatta’s ‘Ujjvala’ clearly puts it, st : Saffrar: and Het ot K. And even

these bans were placed as late as the Smriti period. The interesting history ot
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strong drink in ancien't India has been candidly and succinctly summarised
in a scholarly article by Chintiman Ganesh Kasikar, 'q'l{qqu_'rra and M. A,
of Poona, in these words: &% 7 ARIHE Jq Qa7 Ay T JUNT § HIT
HiAy auAd Jaq ad guuAE & SEF A Sqn SIRFHS! qGH TATE
WA AYET ABI TS TG AT U 2% §F T LA 13, T AAFIAL
qIBEMET ¥3% 49 SGNE F GUUT B S0T3, CIRAFA GU &1 QAT GO
ARy wad T q@i g [T G FAAT oAt IT Aqar ol T R
F&4 gE SETT. ARG AT gU FAE I35 qoqdt ..., AU, THT FH
FER® AANE FAT AogA. [ ATTATI, October 1938, —p. 439]. In fact as
Kashikar points out, the Atharva Veda aztually wishes as a blessing to the
devont Aryan after death rivers of Sura and Madhu, along with pools of
ghee, milk and curds, in the world of Yana. [A.V. 1V,34,6.] Here
‘madhu’ is not to be taken to mean ‘honey’ but ‘wine’ (A vestic ‘madho’, Greek
‘methu’) as in so many Vedic and Sttra passages. Thus the Ka§iKa-Vritti on
Panini, 1V-2,99, refers to the wine made of the farmous grapes of HITIZIT
known ag BNAWMIAT in these words,— #&Fard @9, [Social Life In Ancient
India by Chakladar, p. 54]. For instance in every Dharma-Sitra the
Brahmachiri is forbidden the consumption of ‘madhu’ during his student
days, and the word is as a rule taken to mean honey, but I strongly suspect
it is wine that is meant, as there is no senss in forbidding honey.
Similarly, it is said inthe Bandhiyana Dharma Satra, “A widow shall avoid
during a year (the use of) honey, meat, spirituous liquor and salt.” Here, too,
along with distilled spirits, fermented wine —and not honey —is evidently
to be abstained from for the period of ritual mourning. But although sura
may have been theoretically condemned, it seems to have preserved its charm
down to most recent times, and, what is mosl remarkable, that, too, not
among Brahmans only but also amone Brahman women. Intoxicating
liquors play quite an important part in the Arthaézigtra of Kautilya ; a
Chapter is specially devoted to the state regulation of the liquor traffic and
ligour revenue, and we find that no license was necessary for preparing
':WQU. white liquor, for private religious ceremonies, and medicated liquors
for medicinal purposes. [ HiEF@ srdzra ,edited and translated by J. S,
Karandikar and B. R. Hivargionkar, Chap. 46, p. 63]. What is more
remarkable, Kautilya’s plan of an ideal capital has “‘an abode of the goddess
Madira”, along with the temples of other deities in the very centre of the
city. [Kautilya’s Arthasastra by Shamasastry, p. 54]. In the Kima Sitra
of Vitsyayana, attributed to the third-fourth century A. D., one of the
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acsomplishments and duties of the ideal wife is the expert knowledge of
bottling, storing, wusing, buying and selling jars of Suri and Asava,
UFFAAAGIFHAT €197 agnaT, wHTAsaEmy, (K, 8. 1V, 1, 35]:
In a Marathi article in the AZULAIRATTH this passage i8 cited as one of
the accomplishments of an WIQﬁ&ﬁQTE"fF- [January, 1932, p. 310]. Whea
this strong drink became taboo in the Smriti petiod, the Smritis had to
threaten Brahman women specifically with special pains and penalties in this
and the next world for drinking sura. As Manu puts it, ““libations of water
shall not be offered to ...... women who drink spirituous liquor” ; and,
“Jrinking spitinous liquor” is one of the ‘'six causes of the ruin of
women.” [S. B.E., XXV, pp. 18, 329, etc.,] As for fermented liquors
like beer and wine Manu has no objection at all; for.the wise old lawgiver
has said in a famous verse FAIGAAN ZYGr 7 AATT AJT—"there is no sin in
drinking intoxicants, or in eating meats, or in copulation”. What he objected

to was not AITE bhut TN, and that, too, only for Brahmans. It is an
interesting sidelizht on this ban on Sari, that in commenting on the
terrible penalty for a Brah nan who drink3 suri, namely, that he must be
made to drink as a penanc: for thig sin the same liquor boiling hot, all the
commentators, Medhatithi, Govindarija, Kullikabhatta and Raghavinanda
(the latter two quoting the Bhavishya Puranta) are unanimous that “the
spirituous liguor here intended is the ‘paishthiki’ sura”, that distilled from
ground grain, thus implying that in case the culprit has drunk ‘madhvi’
or gaudi’ (i. ¢, in mHlern phraseology, mhowra or rum) he is to be
let off with a much lighter penance. [Ibid, p. 449, footnote]. Thisimplies
that drinking of ‘madhvi’ and ‘gaudi’ must have been pretty common among
even Brahmans. Vasishtha’s Dharma Sutra says: “‘that woman of the Braihmana
caste who drinks spirituous liquor, the gods will not admit (after death)
to the same abode with her hushand; losing all spiritual merit she wanders
about in this world and is born again as a leech or a sow.” [8. B. E., XIV,
p. 112]). Bat in spite” of these dreadful threats, the Brahman ladies seem to
have persisted in their fondness for strong spirits, for in the third-fourth
century we have geen how the ideal house-wife, -"'ﬂﬁ«tle "Q@%ﬁ. is expected to
be a connoisgeur in Sura, and in the eighth century we find Kumadrila
Bhatta admitting the charge levelled at the followers of the Vedic religion by
Buddhists ete: stfg-sFaqUiaaiaseei@ar gUdaraq | [Tantra-vartika I, 3, 3 cited

by Raghunath Sastri Kokje in THETEq fda, p-118]. And an independent
corroboration of this charge against the Brahman women of Ahichhatra
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+~perhaps - ancestresses of the Nigars, according to Narmadashankar
Mehta — @24l amElA (s d4oR ofdl 8d) — is to
be found in the ‘Gaha-Sattasai’, according to Durgasankar Sastri who writes:
Agladyyii 24(€zon HA ygUlA 53l J1UA GAM B, [Journal of the
Gujarat Research Society, October 1939, p. 182]. Perhaps one reason why
high caste .\ryan women contracted this persistent thirst for sura ig that
;ipiz;ituous lignor ‘played an important part in the marriage ritual
of the ancient’ Aryans. In a lecture delivered under the ausgpices of the
Gujarat Sanitya Sabha on 2-10-1934, at Premabhai Hall, Ahmedabad, on
‘iﬁ:’:\l:’-. Al s Q‘ﬂf"l, Vedaviachaspati Shri Chandrakianta Sarma
(of Songadh Gurukul), was reported by the Prajé Bandhu to have declared:
(UGl dEd d=l ya wAud A B AL G AL B,
[Praja Bandhu, 7-10-1934]. In his valuable study of ‘Social And Religious
Life In the Grihya Sutras’, V. M. Apte, [who by the way, confirms my view
that ‘madhu’ in many Smriti passnges means ‘wine’ and not honey (Op. Cit.,
p.120) ], writes, deseribing the marriage-ceremony:"...... Then four or eight
women, not widows, are entertained with vegetable, sura and other food and
requested to perform a dance four times. This is called the Indrani-Karma,
eeeena” [P. 33, also pp. 56 and 123]. Still more remarkable is the actual
rit\ial and gacramental use of liquor in the marriage ceremony; for,as Apte
informs us: “Similarly Gobhila tells us that the bride is besprinkled on her
head” with surd of the first quality, i.e., prepared from molasses.” [Pp.
(123-121]. Bat this is not all; liquor libations are actually offered to the souls
of female ancestors in the Sraddha ceremony known as anvashtakya. Apte
writesy “Curiously enough in the Anvashtakya rite (A$valayana, 11, 5,5) we
are told that the performer alter offering lumps or pindas of Loiled rice etc.,
to the fathers [pitris] should otfer to their wives the same substances...... ,
Paraskara (111, 3,11) also lays down that he make pinda offerings to the female
ancestors and pour for them strong liquor and water oblations......... Now
nothing that is not eaten or drunk by the IFathers ( Pitris ) would be offered
to them and the fact is there that surd seems to have been a wellknown intoxi-
‘cating drink”.  [Ibid, pp. 123-124]. I think there is, Sruti warrant for this
practice of offering libations of spiritnous liquor to the manes if not to the
wives of the manes; for in the satapatha Braihmana we are distinctly told
that “Sura falls to the share of the Fathers of him who drinks it.” [ S.B.E.
XL1V, p. 234 and Index]. How this fondness of Brahman ladies for spirits
‘hds persisted down the centuries can be seen from the following excerpt

dated 13-5-1776 from the ‘Peshwa Daftar’, Vol. 43: §a{ aqqI AXHIIS A

qewt AT AR FAW TEE T, @R 7 T WSS RY {17 g4 qiged,
. . el

TR A A AA @iTTs, [P. 115]. In fact, the state of affairs in the matter
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of drink before the 1dvent of the British is thus justly and fairly described
by a Marathi publicist with blunt candour: ‘[EIEIAIT T 5999 Hqs §THi-
<1 AR KIS, AR USA 8% AAEl s A qaet W wOd a9,
oqf T g g A1are, dudi [BAEE ST SHaIT I A Th @Md Fo o
&t Ed; T AT GSES AT QAT A AEAL [ [rabhat (Pooma), 25-0-37 .
I wish Gujarati publicists and men of letters would learn to show more of
this kind ot refreshing candour and courage than they usually do.

Anyhow, there is more than ample evidence in ancient classical Indian
literature to show that high caste women used to drink wines and liquors,
egpecially highborn ladies. For in the Sanskrit classics it is actually
represented ag an additional charm of these charmers (5> have their pretty
mouths smelling of wine— qgira, Strangely cnough even the ancient
Tamil classics, snach as Silappadikiram, said to be more than 1500 years old,
mention this partiality for liquor of noble Tamilian dames algo. Thus
deseribing “wealthy maidens” of Madnra, the capital of the Pandyas, the poet
writes: “Wealthy maidens... completely loyal to the King,.....cceues. drank
sweet wine from pure golden coblets held by their maidservants and became
inebriated.” [Sllapparlikﬁmm’, translated by V. K. R. Dikshitar, p. 204.]
In the same classic, a Miravar woman, ‘possessed’ by a goddess, utters this
rather trite warning in her trance: “If you desire to live merrily drinking
toddy, refider your dues.” [Ibid, p. 181]. Ilowever may Aryan women
have contracted this fondness for strong drinks, it is certain that a close
connection hetween goddesses and drink has always existed in India; for as
a rule }Devi worship is incomplete without an oflering of liquor as ‘naivedya’.
Even Siva worship was celebrated with liquor as sacramental offering. In
his translation of the Rajatarangini, R. S. Pandit writes: ‘“The Kashmiri
Brahman is a lover of meat and fish, and in ancient times grape wine was
in common use. The Nilamata Purira mentions the use of wine by
Brahmans for cercmonial purposes” [P. 463]. In fact the whole of
Northern India was so addieted to drink that cven after drinking became a
gin for Brahmans, an exception was made in favour of the North by canonical

writers. In his HEFQAETT | D, K. Kelkar says: ST [GTEAAIT ATHET qT1
ZART TR T F AR AH TIANET HUT SIS AR A ¢ JRAZY IFER
A FAAE ITHS FIIF § NIT R, [Quoted in ‘Sahyadri’, December 1941,
p. 971). But, for the worship of Devi liquor has always been in use in
Gnunjarat and Maharashtra also. An interesting state letter, dated 1st April
1760, from che Peshwa’s government, reveals that liquor was too plentifully
supplied at the famous temple of Bhavani at Tuljapur, and therefore
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orders that for the ‘naivedya’ alone arrangements should be made with
a liquor distiller : 3 WA IT FX A I TEY. AT UF F@@ 337 FA4
ST %7 3 TA [ Peshwa Dafter Vol. 40, letter No. 130]. Exactly about
a hundred years later, we find Bholaniath Sarabhii making the same
complaint about the temple of the Devi at Ambaji, as }%eln']al.ll)}mi \hz.ls ngtfd
in his review of Bholinath's biography :...... vl Al A3y Al
2 GHL sl A ol HAUIA DI ERUAR 52D A A HIAE AN B M L,
[sAAl 2 Hlfc, 11, p. 19]. Narmadashankar Mchta roundly asserts that
many Brahman castes in Gujarat have Siva and Parvati ag their special deitieg
and have been some sort of Saktas; APR AAAL 3474 w2BAy 24 gl
P TU TR N ALIRIAL 52402 Adl@ie, U1z AAR 2244 32 0a
eaagi{aal w2l s S Gl w2 wzeid s Al 084l g ... .
2074150 (AWMU QAP YPHD UAR 6r 2 T8 HAAL UL 2uel
ulasd AL A 2 ardunl ala el Aweai, diuoial asqidl
(AL ALAZASAT Wrert 2470 2] 5% %9, 1Az (L oy A AU st 5,
[2uzd A Uale, pp. 143-144].  In his curious publication entitled 21214 4x1%,
Gopalrao Hari Deshmukh has given very cogent reasons for holding that
much if not most of the ‘sandhya’ ritual is Sakta in origin, and he asserts that
Sankaricharya himself wasa Sakta. Anyhow his famous hymn A3 F{
is regarded as an important document of Sakti worship. Thus wherever
Sakti or Devi is worshipped, the ‘naivedya’ of lignor becomes a religious
necessity. I have been recently informed by an educated Patidar of good
fawily that the ‘naivedya’ of liquor has always formed part of the ritual of
Devi worship in his community, which, just like the Anavil caste, is of conrze
krown to be not quite fanatically averse to liquor.

But although the worship of Devi or Sakti is practically bound up
with the sacramental use of liquor, it is believed to have nothing to do with
any purely Aryan cult. It has been mentioned here only to show the very
widely spread use of liquor in the Hindu religion for sacramental purposes,
dating back most probably to pre-Vedic times, as we shall see later on. The
immediate point is that the ancient Indo-Aryans were extriordinarily fond
of meat eating and liquor drinking, were full of the joy of life, fond of an
adventurous life of hunting and fighting, — full of what Munshi used to call
244d1l el in his unregenerate days, before he adepted his present ascetic
idga.l of life, before he developed his present devotion to 4% and his
YA Q@ that clearly sees that asceticism is the soal of religion, —

X (; =~ NN \
QAL B q MR ov d4dl,— ang before.he reverted firmly to orthodox
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qql"/l‘ﬂ YH— so firmly that he now holds with Yajnavalkya that capital
punishment is E\h?\ Ollly punishment for the wretch who contractsa Pratiloma
marriage — HMABF] TI: TT:. Anyhow ‘Gujarat-consciousness’, as he calls
it, has for centuries past certainly not shown any traces of these gpecial traits
of the ancient Aryan culture and character. For here, eating of flesh or
drinking of liquor is regarded as a heinous sin, and even the dreadful crime
of killing lice has led to historical consequeaces, witness the Y tka-prasada.
Hemchandra in his ‘Yoga-sastra’ tells us in story after story how one King
went to hell for two lakhs of years for hunting deer in a dream, how another
suffered a similar dreadful fate for destroying the picture of an animal; and
to-day Gujarati Jains are horrified when Hindu children eat Diwali sweets
made of sugar in the shape ofanimals. \Whas thereal ‘Gujarat-Consciousness’
is to-day, and what the ‘Aryan culture' of Gujarat means, will be clearly
geen from the following few extracts from Gujarati sources. As late as
August 1941, when the fate of the world hung in the balance, Surat was
convalsed over tha fate of listle fishes purchased by a Jain humanitarian
trom fishermen with tho object of releasing them in the Tipi river. While
thig represencative of Aryan culturc and Gujarat-Consciousness was busy

saving these '3‘\1'4!1 fishes from death, other representatives of the same
calture bitingly informed tho public that the unfortunate saltwater dqadl
were not at all saved from destruction as they were let off in the sweet
waters of the Tipi, —and this controversy was fought out in handbills in one
of which fhe scepties wrote : 214l ¢l A @dl sAREBU ovel A R S
AL 2¥-C-Y 1 AL WY (L a4 31w s dagdl A4l danog nand woue
szl 207 % L Aleo s 042 Al s1ud B q ddel Wil welqi
@A ol A0 AQA WAl 2ol A% 9 A A oAl W (L AR e
43 AP ALUAHT @ledl gA 1 A (e aiovdl wedl Hs’{l@ q yovot AaeiBa
AV #2024 el 2d d A Aeidat wlds Haw e du %lrwrt
[eu] TalAn 240541 61, 210 Wil 200 Al W gl 13 wieflui dqel
GAi d wisfl Al 20204 @ gl 33 1 A wu'«g 9, AUl HovyR HdD
AR 441 281 A o AuAL ARyl AU oel well % 21 el Wy Y
A A Y A A (Y Al ey 5 A o1 el Wi A4 e dl
el 94 4y Al W00 vl dgd #iigor &g A4 WL g auIR
sl A A1 B ey Al 221 e B garis RuAed oA
U 20 ovell=y B % drll Al wiolHi deei oofl @ B ue il Al
el dga g (H2A WR AR ) §4 B A AL YARL s W2 523U
w1 AzAAL Al U A AL ALAAL B e veseenervnrioneaenessonsasane
Leif\i1, 28-8-1941].
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Another extra:ct; refers to a lengthy and heated debate in the
Ahmedabad Municipality on the momentous problem of sanctioning
the grant of Rs. 14,000/~ for rat-killing:...(3, #(Qld Ag@eal vy %...
.0y 2T WAl 2 oveyddrdl 40t &AL W dUAl AUzl
@Bl 244 il sEAA i w4l Pl B, Al svausdt YorH L GERU
Rl azemi Bov Al . G, Ut — welHo qrozdt WA A did
w2 HYH—2 B Al AL e vevenenns (M, QUGIYD ovillsy
% 2 yUddl Ht oo BiHA Lo A€l g L (875 Yl el gw S,
B em Al v 530 % YA {al 2wy
ol esdl yleyd oy weArdl B, 2d Al d HRAA o3 Al .eeenn .
B2 (B, uyetiddl Rzl ddl 2a tord 423 el wd Qdidi 2g5H Y
B Y A ] gl 2R B @l a2k 18l (L HlpEiadr 3L var 21
&dl. [Praja Bundhw, 26-4-1935]. [t is really surprising that although the
qro figured in this exciting debate, no one referred to the speech made
only about a y~ur previously at Vehra (Borsad) by the siayer of the historical
bull calf in whizh he had declared that a real 2A(& AU like himself would
rather lay down his life than kill a plague rat. [Zimes of India, ete., last
week of May 1933]. Anyhow ‘it wasa glorious victory’ for the real Gujarati
Aryan culture and ‘Gujaritni Asmitd’ that the rat-killing grant was rejected
by such a big majority. A similar battle royal was fought in the Municipal

corporation of the capital of Gujarat over the proposed destruction of stray
dogs. But the height of Gujarati Aryan calture was reached by the Al edl-
Hzllﬁ@}ﬂ HelHA! of Ahmedabad when it raised an indignant protest against
the heinous efforts of the local police to kill the crocodiles in the Kankariya
lake simmply because the poor saurians had recently killed and eaten one or,
two rash and misguided humans who had invaded their privacy. The Al gl
Nallﬁ“\ﬂ Mahasabhi's unanswerable argument against the proposed
gacrilege wag: & WA cdoizR W@l Adsaidi 2tadl L vodl A
A Aiddl SH M 21 e Gl e WREAL RN ¢ d aumd ¥,
So the Mahasabha suggested that the muggers be tranéportcd gafely to out of
the way pieces of water; if, argued th» Mahasabha, this be done, a5 U™yl
oAl WIdR ANV HAAL QR 24250 AHd eqHH Al 31 Briovd Hry'

°lQll§]. [Gujardti Punch, 11-11-1936". I do not propose to give further
instances of this noble trait of Ahmisi which according to Munshi is an
important item of Aryan culture. I will only content myself with quoting
from a statement by a prominent Muslim Congressman Maulana Abdul Hai,
President of the District Muslim Mass Contact Committee, Gaya, about the
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practical application of this item of Aryan Culture at the Haripura Congress
in 1938. The Maulana wrote: * Rumour s afloat supported by some
newspapers that meat, fishes and eggs were not allowed to be ¢ooked or gold
in Vithalnagar or its vicinity in Haripura during the Congress'dessions thid
year and only vegetarian diets were allowed ...... T am shocked to hear (this)
veereerss If you do notallow meat, fishes or eags, and force people to také
vegetarian diet, is it fair, liberal and democratic? ......” [Indepe_ndei@t'
India, 20-3-1938]. Commenting on this, the editor, M.N. Roy, wrote :.
“Our observation that all Congress functions bear the stamp of a Hindu
religious ceremony was resented from many quariers. We were challenged
to cite specific cases ...... The above communication from a Muslim
Congressman cites instances repulsive even to Muslims like himseltf.”
The Madina of Bijnor, a well-known Muslim Congress Paper, made thegame
complaint. [ Mading, 5-3-1938]. Strangely enough the Behar Herald of
Patna, a paper run by Bengalig, made a collateral complaint about Hindu
religious ceremonial at the Tripura Congress. But most noteworthy of all
ig the contribution of Kishorlal Maghruwila to the symposium on the
communal problem that appeared in the Bombay Chronicle about two years
ago. Asked to suggest ‘constructive suggestions for the immediate solution
of the problem’, Kishorlal wrote : ... “Reforms are needed with the aim of
creating a single homogeneous Indian society out of the several religious
communities and social castes......This means that there shonld be common
laws of marriage, inheritance, etc., common customs regarding pure and im-
pure food ete., ......”" [ Bomday Chronicle, 19-4-1940]. And this ev.dently
is the Aryan culture that is going to be imposed on ‘Akhand Hindustan’. We
are not concerned here with the political implications of these interesting
facts; we are only concerned with them as revealing the true cultural
background of modern Gujarat and its intellectual activities. There is
nothing Aryan in this anxiety about ‘pure and impure food’ and drink,
just as there i3 nothing Aryan in the extreme aversion to fighting of any
kind that has always been a cardinal principle, rather the cardinal principle
of Gujarat-Consciousness, and is going to be made, God willing, the cardinal
principle of ‘India-Cohsciousness’ and ultimately of ‘'world consciousnéss’.
For, as Munshi has rapturuously declared, the new World Teacher has
“re-asserted” Ahimsi and Satya ‘‘as absolute values -in life”,and *‘in the
re-assertion of Ahimsa and Satya as absolute values in life, Gujarat [has]
emerged as the embodiment, the voice, the spirit of triumphant Aryan.
culture as expressed through modern conditions”. [‘Gujarita:And.Its-
Literature’ p.XV]. I submit that this making of Ahimea an “absolute:
value in life” shows the triumph, not of Aryan, but of what T call.‘Mahzjan :
oulture’ which has flourished in Gujarat for some. centuries -new. - Munshi>
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himself says that “Gujarat was politically one” only “in tht latter half of
the reign of Siddharaja and the earlier half of that of Kumarapala”, and
again “in the reign of Sultan Bahadur Shah” and “for a short while under
the Imperial Moguls”. As for the imaginary ‘political unity’ of Gujarat
under these Muslim rulers, the less said the better: I shall only
refer in passing to the'grim condition of Hindu Gujarat from about 1250 A.D.
to 1820 A. D. as depicted by a score of writers like Narmadashankar and
others. So the fact remains that during the last 3,000 years, this so-called
‘political unity’ existed for about fifty years. Here is a skeleton time table
of ‘Gujarat Consciousness’ in action, drawn up by Popatlal Govindlal Shih
from the time the decidedly non-Gujirati Yadavas came from Mathura to
Dviarka :

Yo Y, WMoo—lsqL UYL ......... 4 1R51 1AL,
» o 30e—Yeo—ly, AB2dd, wldad, (A, A3 21451,
v w200 qy Yo (a2, o a9 B2 gl
g A 1oo—uldsfl umAL.
s 3Me—tdd’ Yl o,

»w  Yeo-{oo-dn'3y,
»  §ee-Coo—RNAL Nuy 2,
po SMemeMe—AYPIL A AP UL, y

by O Mo—a¥a, JENL A HIABAT NuH .

» o VeeoaiMos—aiyuid, g5, @ufkid, A, wredl, el
A wA eusdl @il

w15 §0-108 o —HAIDL,

None of these hordes of invaders and rualers of Gujarat was indigenous, —
Chalukyas, Rashtrakatas, Jidejas, all were outsiders; evén the Gurjars or
Gujars were certainly northerners, and probably, as Dr Bhandarkar holds, a
Hun tribe from Central Asia known as Khazars, Gajars, or Gujars. [ #l ¥%'™
AL 1l A pp. 192, 196, 197]. Put the land of Gujarat seems to
have inoculated all of them with the ‘absolute value’ Ahimsi. Duarte
Barbosa, who was in Gujarat in ubout 1500 A. D., has left a description of
the Mahajans of Gujarat in which he says: ‘““They kept no arms, except small
knives oranamented with gold and silver, and trusted to the Muslim rulers
to defend them”. ['History of Gujarat’ by M. S. Commissariat, p. 257].
Coming to our own times we find the Inspector General of Police saying in
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his annual report for 1938 — which, by the bye, mus.t have been passed by
Munshi as he was in charge of the department then—: *‘As 1egards the
Armed Branch, recruitment is satisfactory except in Gujarat where, as always,
there has been a difficulty in obtaining sunitable recruits. Formerly recruits
from the Punjab and U. P, were obtained; that source has been gtopped
mainly on the ground of finance. We are now able to obtain ...... for our
Gujarat districts ex-army men, mainly Marathas.” [Quoted in the Négarika
(daily), 20-1-1940]. Two or three years later we find the great nationalist

paper of Ranpur writing in a bitterly sarcastic mood: AU Tl Dxuor-
Al B ggludl 4 A Mg S S a4 & 2l el EL B 5
(e ailey el ay 2009 3 26l BU—ais adl 48l : HAARL &l g3
A A 5ER A A Buw e e IGIER AT AR AL YA AALRL
geasdl @l Arga R A gagdl svd aldll—vendl, gaidl, (BAL ¥4
B42 AUH I, UL Rl oL WIS GY Byl aMidl vas2 Wi

du @1 500 2N ? [ Phulchhab, 16-5-19417 While thus being ironical,
the Phulchhidb seems to have missed the irony of fate that it is the Ranpur
Journalism, of which it is a representative, that has made rhetorical
terms like U331 and €154 ang 2lov'dl so cheap as to make them contemptible
bywords. Finally, enly three or four months ago, Munshi made a speech
at Lahore in connection with his ‘Akhand Hindustan’ campaign, commenting
on which the Eastern Times of Lahore (dated 21-11-1941) wrote: “He
says that the whole of India looked and looks to the Punjabis sor its
protection’’, i.e., he just says about practically the whole of India what the
Inspector General has said about Gujarat.

As I have said before, we are not at all concerned with the political
implications of these interesting sidelights on the ‘Gujarat-Consciousness’
and culture down the centuries about which Munshi has been prating ad
nauseam, in English and in Gujarati. Nor are we concerned with the
ethical or cultural value, or with the goodness or badness, of this culture and
character. We are cofcerned only with one historical factual question: *Is
this culture of Gujarat, this ‘asmita’ as Munsghi .qaintly calls it, the same as
the Aryan Culture and the Aryan character as revealed in the Vedas,
Brihmaras, Upanishads and epics, —the culture and character of a beef-eating,
liquor swilling, fighting, free loving, all-conguering race of white Aryans?”
I do not think any open minded man will say, after dispassionately weighing
all the evidence, that it is. It is not that Gujarat has no culture of its own,
no ego of its own; it has, —and I venture to suggest, it is in the main the
culture and character of pre-Vedic days, derived directly or ingirectly from
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the Sramana and Vrisl;ala cultures of Magadha and the culture of Mohenjodero
and of the Indus Valley. I have long held that there is good reason to admit
the claim of the Saivas and Saktas that theirs is the oldest cult in India; and
I am beginning to admit the claim of the Jains also that theirs is the oldest
religion in India. For these, I now find, are the two strands of the
Mohenjodero and the indigenous Magadha culture, as has been recently
demonstrated by Devadatta Rimakrishna Bhandarkar who has worthily
maintained the great tradition of pure objective scholarship created by his
illustrious father. I refer to his William Meyer Lectures on ‘Some Aspects
Of Ancient Indian Culture’ delivered in 1938-39 at Madras and published in
1940. In these days of patriotically cooked history and deliberately partisan
scholarship, it is a great relief to come across such a finished product of
dispassionate objective scholarship, — scholarship in the hest and the highest
sense of the word. As long ago as 1888, Ramakrishfia Bhandarkar said in a
lecture: ‘‘And here I feel myself in duty bound, even at the risk of
displeasing some of you, to make a passing allusion to the most uncritical spirit
that has come over us of praising ourselves and our ancestors indiscrimi-
nately.” [Works, Vol. 1, p. 392]. That uncritical spirit is running riot just
now. But Devadatta has chosen to follow the less popular and more arduous
trail of critical and unbiased scholarship so well and so brilliantly blazed by
his great father, Rimakrishna Bhandarkar. By bringing together a variety
of Vedic and other texts, especially the little studied Atharva-Veda and the
Panchavimsa Brahmana, and carefully collating them with the seals, figurines
and other discoveries made at Mahenjodero etc., he has shown hoWw the vast
and intricate complex of '‘Sanatana’ Hinduism is mainly indigenous and pre-
Vedic and how the Aryan conquerors failed to supplant the ‘native culture
and cultus and succeeded only in giving a mere veneer of Aryanism to them
and making them Aryan merely in language and name. He traces the severe
agceticism, austere Yogic practices and unobtrusive linga-worship of the more
continent schools of Saivism to the Wﬁ and the free-living libertinism

of Saktas to the Et‘&:(a agspects of the divinity A mentioned in the ARY
hymn of the Atharva-Veda (Bk. XV ) and the Panchavimgéa-Brahmana and
worshipped by the pre-Vedic Indians, and points out that these were the
phallus or linga worshippers reviled by the invading Aryans as {3rsedr:
[p. 47). And he shows how both againare found actually represented
on the seals etc., found at Mohenjodero. He has shown how the Wﬁg\
aspect of Saivism is represented in Gujarat by the W§ﬁ§ god Lakuli$a or
Lakutesa — a significantly phallic name — of Karavan near Baroda. He has
traced another strand, again indigenous, in the complex of Hinduism,
namely, the Vrishala or Sddra culture of Magadha which, he says, “‘has
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played a3 important a part as the Aryan in the worI;aday Hinduism of to-
day”, [p. 54].wand he traces the ideas of Karma, transmigration of souls,
pessimism (f9R), transitoriness of the world, ahimsé, Sama, renunciation,—
all Jain and Buddhist ideas, — to this Vrishala culture. And, “all these
ideas” he writes, “‘are never et with in the Veda and scarcely in the
Upanishads. In later times they penetrated into the Brahman-ridden circles”.
[p. 54]. It naturally gives me much salisfaction that what I, as a spomewhat
cozkisure young man, put forward thirtyfive years ago,as purely speoulative
gxplauations in the matter of Karma, transmigration, Yoga, linga worship,
Siva worship, Krishna worship, ete., in a longish paper, published later in a
quarterly called, “Zartoshti”, are all now confirmed, item by item, by a
Brahman scholar of the profound learning and established repute of

Devadatta Bhandarkar after an exhaustive first-hand study of old and new
material.

But this is not all. Bhandarkar says that even modern VaishPavism
represents one aspect of the Vrighala or Sudra culture. He writes: “The
very fact that Gautama Buddha and Rishabhadeva are regarded as incarnations

of Vishnu raises the presumption that what is now called Vaishnavism was
originally influenced by Vrishala culture if it was not an actual product
thereof. According to the Jain accounts Krishia was a cousin and pupil of
the 22nd Tirthamkara Nemindtha who pertained to the Harivamsa ...... Any
way his teacher Ghora Anpgirasa [according to the BT+QW Upanishad,111.176]
geems to have belonged more to the Sramana than to the Brahman school of
learning, as he was opposed to the performance of Vedic sacrifices.” Bhan-
darkar adds that the Tirthamkaras taught figar, &, qEGT and  AINTE

while according to Ghora, the dakshinas bestowed upon priests were ﬁ‘ﬁﬁﬁ
ST, S1dar ang @caq9q [ @R Upanisahd III. 17. 4], which again
agrees with Gita XVL 1, 2i— a7 @da  &ifger — STH: @ ||
(p. 82). Next he draws attention to Rig-Veda VIII, 83, 13-13, :where we are
informed that with 10,000 soldiers Krishna came to the HJHAN or Jamma”.
Thereupon .Indra ordered the Maruts to fight thege legions, and then *“Indra
overpowered the XA (AT: ‘the godless legions’ [of Krishua] with Brihaspati
to help him .veveer.. This much is clear that Krishva was some ruler who
fought against Indra, that is of course, the followers of Indra, «...e.c.. The
phrase 334} @q: ... reminds us of 347 SGU apd AT &I : 1t clearly
indicates that Krishna and his tribe did not follow the Vedic mode of
wWorship.eeeesreesssseesessss Nay, the name ST itself stamps Krishna’s culture
ag of an alien (i.e., non-vedie, non-Aryan) character «..o..o.. The lore possessed
and handled by these wizard priests [the Atharvans and the Angirasas] can
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scarcely be designated Aryan. The culture associated with Krishna had thus
better be described as Vrishalic than Vedic. Well might Sankarachirya run
down the Bhigavata system connected with Vasudeva, on the ground that it
was opposed to the Vedas. ‘Revilement of the Vedas’, says he, ‘is noticeable
in it, for instance in the passage : “Sandilya studied this Sastra, not finding
supreme bligs in the four Vedas.” (aﬂ‘i %‘ag qOnAISEAT  WifEed FFAHA-
(ﬂ“fﬁﬂl’-‘t) {Sankara Bhasya on Vedanta Sutras, 11, 2, 45].” Bhandarkar further
supports his argument by showing that even the Puranic story of ST HAROT

in‘Harivam#a,” which isa fight against the Vedic God Indra, leads to the same
conclusion that *“‘Krishna was a follower of non-Vedic culture”. [pp.82-83].

I would ask all interested in pure scholarship to read and keep before
their eyes as a model of scholarship this little volume with its wide sweep,
perfect mastery of strictly relevant details and, what is most admirable of
all, its purely scientific and detached attitude that is so difficult to keep in
such a matter of deep personal attachment and hereditary loyalties as one’s
own religion. The only questionable statement in the book I have found is
one about Buddha that ‘‘like other Sramaba teachers” he forbade “the
slaughter of the animals in general and of cows in particular”, and that when
he protested against “Asvamedha, Purushamedha, Vajapeya and such...rites”,
it amounted to a “protest against Aimsd in general.” [p. 79]. The actual fact
is that Buddha himnself ate all sorts of meats including beef as can be shown
on unimpeachable Buddhist evidence, and the Vinaya actually Jays down
carefully framed specific rules for the Buddhist monks as to the particular
kinds of meat they can lawfully eat. The only thing Buddha protested
against was the indiscriminate slanghter of animals for religious sacrifices, as
Jayadeva clearly declares in his hymn to the ten Avatars:

fa=ta agiaavgs A
AZATIIITTIZATA |
09 IAGEIAUL AT ANETA gL

As regards orthodox Vedic Brahinanism itself, Bhiandarkar points out that *'in
Chapter V of his Smriti, which deals with lawful and forbidden food Manu
nowhere prohibits the use of beef’’; and he is of opinion that cow-slaughter
came to be regarded as a cardinal sin, H&I9IA% , only about the beginning of
the fourth century of the Christian era. [Pp.77-78]. I am inclined to think
with that excellent scholar Gopialdas Jivabhai Patel, that even Jajnism was
not strictly vegetarian in the beginning. We know for instance that young
Jain monks were exhorted in the oldest Jain texts to keep away from social
gatherings and feasts lest they might also learn to drink the liquor and eat
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the flesh commonly served at such feasts. [Calcutta Review, April 1933, pp.
85-87]. Even later Jainism certainly did not regard the cow as a sacred
animal. In fact Hemachandra in hig Yoga-séstra indulges in gibes at the
Vedists for r-garding the excrement-eating cow as a sacred animal. It isthe
mutual action and approximation of Jainism and VaishDavism with its
Krishna worship that has taught modern Jains to regard the cow as a sacred
animal. And it is this Llend of Vaishvavism and Jainism that is the real
calture — as Bhindarkar would call it the Vrishala Culture — of Gujarat
with a strong dash of the :ﬁahg and ?5’51-‘?3 Saiva and Sikta culiures of the,
wn-Vedie and pre-Vedic Mohenjodero people. Bhandirkar says that the
uFAl of the Atharvaveda hag ‘w3, 719, 9z, 34, &%, qAZHET and %iﬂﬂ
as his attendants as he moved in the various directions,” and concludes: Tt
is not unreasonabhle that the original Siva sect was known as Vritya. 1t has
several characteristic features which it shared with Saivism of the later

period. Thus THAP iy represented |in the Atharva Veda, Book XV] to
have taken to himself a bow that was Tndra’s bow (XV, 1, 6), to have heen
fond of the strong drink Sura (XV, 9, 2), to wear FONT or turban, eeeeeesss
(XV, 2, 1-4) cieeveeneens Tt is here sufficient to note that Siva of the post-Vedic
period was noted for a formidable bow, was fond of Suri..., and wore Ied 1Y
and was therefore called 3"‘-”T’ff'\5f"'[ ... The earliest representations of this
worship are found in the seals. terra otta fizurines and so forth exhumed by
Sir John Marshall from different sites in the Indus Valley and described in
his classicél work ‘Mohenjodaro and the Indus Civilisation’. The god shown
in the seal illustrated in Plate XII, 7 is doubtless a prototype of the historie
Siva. because he is three-faced, seated in an attitude of Yoga and with
3;;‘;3{:;\ clearly exhibited.” [p. 41].

There is one other remarkable thing about the culture of Gujarat that
I should like to add; it is the remarkably high place won by Vaiyas in the
four caste system prevailing in Gujarat. In early Vedic times the Rajanya
was decidedly the lead-r of the fourfold society. This feature is strongly
reflected in the Buddhist and Jain systems which are generally but wrongly
credited with having'done away with caste and untouchability; the only
thing they did was to assure salvation to all castes, including even the Sudra.
In fact, it is a cardinal point in the Buddha and Jina legend that the Buddha
(or the Jina) snust be born of princely Kshatriya parentage. In the Brahmana
period, the Brahman had forged ahead, the Kshatriya taking second place,
while the Vaidya was degraded to the position of the Sudra — he is actually
called a beast of burden for the Brahman and the Kshatriya. As Kéne points

Ly
out in his lectures on RZTHAH, the Vaisya is already inferior to Brahmar
and Kshatriya even as early as the Taittiriya-Samhita (II, 5 10, 2)—:
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ugEN, @z T AT, ... ¥ A qfgear H quTt 9eqf #471; and  he had even to
live segregated from the two higher castes, — as Kane puts it, SICINE LS
q‘ﬁ?’ faud WA 4w ser, quoting Taittiriya Brahmana I, 6, 3,
qEATT_ AR JAT FMSAISTRAT: In the *Artha-Sastra’ Kautilya locates
the Vaisyas in his ideal city in the Southern quarter with the sellers of
cooked eatables, liquor, and meat, and prostitutes and musicians, —
TRTHGUATET]: RIS L .0 A2 S0 FRARARY, [ Shamasastry, p.54],
As late as the Gita the Vaidya is classed with Sidras and Antyajas ("TW‘?HETZ)
or, on another interpretation of the verse, classed with Sl’idras as being ‘of
sinfil birth’ along with them :

e veeveneen ... ASOTEY: AIOATAT. |
R G G 1 PO

Even in Puranic times the Vaidya seems to have been looked upon as no
better than a Sidra according to the dictum FBFrgsaay:®aTd:, © in Kali
Age only Brahmans and Sidras remain”. Gradually the Vai$ya again rose in
the social scale till, in Gujarat at least, he has hecome the senior partner in the
culture implied in the common phrase “.l[\QE"ll HIM QL the poor Kshatriya
being nowhere. Narmadashankar hag noticed this fact in the political,
gocial and cultaral history of Gujarat, for he writes : Uwvsid'el) ECEIRIUTEL
WAL B 29 A4 &g, W @did, Wl el A T B,
[ W[A212, pp. 78-79]. Hence. I venture to think that the culture of
Gujarat should be called C{lflﬁ"»l“'ﬁl&% Q‘l'%gf\l, or, better still, ‘Mahsjan
Culture’, and correlated, according to Bhandarkar, with the Vratya and
Vrishala (Sramal.la) culture of pre.Vedic non-Aryan Indians, especially the
latter in view of our taboos on food and drink and our exaggerated Jiva
Dayd — *'you shall not eat this, you shall not drink that, you shall not fight
even to save your country, you shall not hunt, you shall.not fish, you shall
not kill even plague rates, mad dogs, man-eating muggers, nay, not so much
ag even a bug, alouse or a flea.” This is the specific culture of all conquering
Gujarat which is expected to supersede all other cultures all over India, and
even all over the world.

But with all that, it can not be said that Gujarat was a holy land of
perfect vegetarianism and stone dry teetotalism about a thousand years ago.
An extremely interesting account of life in Gujarat in the 10th centiwry is
to be found in an extensive Gujarati résumé of a very long Jzin work, publi-

shed by Motichand Kiapadia under the title of s ﬁ‘lv&&Q, and it reveals
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among other things that drink was then a common pleasure of the general
public as of the ruling clasges themselves: it is a complete refutation of the
fiction that drink was unknown in Gujarat before the advent of the British.
Kapadia thus summarises from the original a description of the people

enjoying themselves on the advent of spring: ¥ %l &L B, A%l AR
e AU S, gl Rl ez A B, 23 Henl A M AT B
coevenees AU U DA Uskoy AA vy A yAWAd W 005, B
A AL, AL 241 oA 2R Ay adl Q8L 2 ¢ aludl §
orHIAHL AL Sedld 5H szal ¢} dAl VAl 2d B,
.p- 184]. Kapadia also gives descriptions of liquor shops {pp. 185 and 210-
11], and says. Al HEA 5L Rl 20 AT vt B [, 397]5

and again, AL MG Al 21 A1, dled A PN, B4 @Bl dvadi
Sdl [p. 423]. Equally noteworthy is the use of liquor a3 part of religious
rites : elAl WlERA e sz Ay B, Ao B, 243 W ey i
U3 B A ud e¥1s1 2adl w6l weza A9 wyrd Aizadd sl B .
213 A WRARIA Atz 3 a0l g 240 g S0 FHaru(dd) ¥
U(zRe) 3 YU WL W, [p. 424.25]. Again: RRAL AL 201 WS
seld B —2N diw A 1B, alz U B e BB Y
A AR 950 e (LW N ). [p. 434]. Among interesting
items about the manners and customs of the Gujaratis in those days may be
mentionea the following : 7'@“‘& ?.li:ll PIUE #{l Al ;\{'."N’“ ARk l\l‘l Kclg-
ARAL WA A WBL3AY 2 W A s, [, 459]; 2l (e =@t
ovad B, a3 W OOI A, Al ARAL oAl A@ L. 83 4R
80l M2 (@A W0 D ZU,eee e e e B13
Al Bl 248" Wi SAMT AU eaeeeievennereee cerarerrensieennensensesnns
[p. 460]; while among the various honourable trades and industries in vogue
are mentioned Alslg gy ovridl,, 34 AAdAL 48 333, 1wel didlql =4uR
[p. 472, and again, a%¥dig 219 A T 4131 HA HALAEAL FU1R Y Aladl &dl
a1zl AR .. M9 Alddl ¢dL [p. 473]. .But whatever joy of life was left to

L R TR PRI

+= In the famous lament of King Aja in Kalidisa’s ‘Raghuvaméa’, that ancestor
of Rama reproaches his consort in these remarkable words :

ATEURy AT @y afcar W@AEHIg ¥ |
HINEFG AIHT WBRITTT ABAFH_N

«0 thou with intoxicated eyes, having drunk the tasty wine squirted from my mouth,
how canst thou drink now as an after-draught the libation of water tainted by my
tears offered in the next world?”’ ( viii. 68)



32
L3
Gujarat seems to have been crushed out first by the zeal of Jain scctarics
and next, and more completely, by the Muslim domination lasting for five
hundred years. I have little doubt that it was the theoretical total prohibi-
tionism of Islam that made Gujaratis more abstem‘ious than they were
even under Jain domination. In an article entitled el UOHI Ysv3ld,
a Muslim writer says in the latest igsue of the Forbes Gujarati Sabha
quarterly: Al AUl wletn 3\&[ A3l el ol Y AR 3HE
(Al v 3% Azt G4l dn DAl 0%d 1Al D, 213 4 @R
and szl 24 AR 2wt 200d(Ad 52l 209 B [EL gL ooy ueL
5(3{!{{1'5, Jan, March, 1942, p. 560]. This is a description of Tughlaq rule,
though I think it is an exauzgerated account. For MaRikyachandra, a Jain
writer, writing in Samvat 1478 specifically mentions ¥ €1¢4) ‘liquor market’,

amony the 43U ABE21, in his Y2AH % AlA=.......... 74 weepdl 213
A ALY, AGUML A3 sasal 3w Bu A AGuel ¢ Al ¢ 4,
Al ¢ 2, Qe ¢, A 13, Al vy, A .

g &fl vy, Ar oM v aell ¢ A G A8k
il [ar=ia TgET, p. 129]. Perhaps it was a faint backwash of these
vestiges of 227 Adll B2AUY that persisted till quite recent times in one corner
of Gujarat, and about which Rimnariyan Pathak writes with unusunal sarcasm
when reviewing Munshi’s 2elgd 4 ;..o cu il 204g (Bgd Mg
U199 W, wHAL 3UHIEL A AR OB s o q, 350l YAADUHT 2413l
Mov §5lsdq #ue SA B A saAlell 24 JWA dedl s«l§(€l*{l 54l {ld Bazl 203
A4 sigs G a8l Airdl KA, [aleAuA p, 346]. But, in spite of all
these gallant efforts to keep up 99l Geql, Mahajan culture, rigorously
enforced by hidebound watertight castes, was the real grey, cheerless back- |
ground — the social, religious, political, cultural, background — of Gujarati
literature right upto the first quarter of the Nineteenth century. The result is
patent to any one who has eyes to see and who will not deliberately shut his
eyes to facts; and it has been again and again described and bewailed by the
most responsible scholars and men of letters in Gujarat, from Narmadashan-
kar down to Anandshankar Dhrava and others. Narmadashankar had no
illnsions in the matter. Ie has harped on the ¢vil plight of Hindu Gujarat
under Musliin rule in a score of places in the most uncompromising terms.
In his essay entitled 335¢2 A1l (24 he writes: YxaUAUR Aoz nl NI
£A0, Al Yor AL D5 6450 W UL And in the same essay he says
wlthout, mmcmg matters : il,ﬁ‘n’?lc‘l‘ll T8 \{l“l 510 e (Ql‘ﬂ’ﬂ'j Ay 2l Ql"‘r‘l.“{
a5 r&lg a4 U Mzt M MR Bd ABLT s s MREL Rl AL
WU HH AL Ny AU A yovadl A% WY s sy A,
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The influence of such conditions of life on life or 1ite,mture has Leen clearly
expressed by Anandshankar when he writes: l{Zdl GzauiR 21y 5w
WA, DA PU Pl w, By w, sl 2z el ad WL 3w
2031, w0l woa, [steaded{32®, . 87]. And speaking abowt
our old poets he has rightly said: 293l 5(A5UAL 241 F’{(‘li"l G Ayl
Mg Perddoin e Syl Addd G- alidl yltazn wlaeia
Worudl 50 2 el B, 200 Wl w0 42 204 Gk wd dl
MU 9 % ML DAleHAL A iRl el dder evg 1Y
G v 38, W (T W 1A GuMAdl - APl AA
A2 AA @ G WU &AL [adedl PAO-UAL pa292-93Tceeee on e
It wag undoubtedly the contact with the West that changed this depressing
and depressed outlook and made the stagnant waters of life begin to stir
again, as Narmadashankar has frankly acknowledged. He writes in the essay
rbove referred to: AUY el . A 1¢oo-1¢1¢ HE WU W vl BAl
Galaai 32513 24l 1AL gaauid 4 e oga’ll s el Wil ekl 8,
A gaol 200 R A 2L a0l A ol 2 a4 RN
20 AN HA 1927 5 vyl g2 B R HAL e
That is exactly the point of tine when what we call modern Gujarati litera-
ture began., With an equally sure insight Navalrim has seen clearly what
English education has done for the modern, western spirit that is the distinc-
tive feature of modern Gujarati literature. When Narmadashankar recanted
and went back to orthodoxy, Navalrim began a historical sketch of the
movement for reform which unfortunately he never finished. But what he
did write remains one of the finest and most thoughtful essays in Gujarati,
admirable equally for its sanity and breadth of vision, clear thinking and
vigorous yet fluent and lucid language.l He writes :

Aol ddsy e(ARfl, ol, A RN Al AL @l Ay(As YHIRIAL
AR AAY ZAAQUN WA B ... AU BNAe A AL YHRLAL
HNUPLL MRl YRHAA, A YHRIAD 91da(Ea 8.

He attributes to this education what he aptly calls w{'sz?u, G{zmlll
gﬁuil,—— the change in the mental outlook, in the very modes of thought'
that distinguishes everything written after about 1840-50 from everything
written before that. He rightly specifies these distinguishing marks ag being
ordde” UHLY gid, w(%HAlE (rationalism), SYARMIHIAKIA (the idea of equality
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of all men), U >4™A (the idea of liberty), ?l:’l%& (a more secular outlook
a8 opposed to the old idea of renunciation ), and G&Mci(a (as opposed

to fatalism). In measured words he emphatically writes: 249 3¢l 0%
WA va4aa 200 Ynael B, =R 217 (A2 205 AR Y 2ena
NE0A wfl ey gl By (AeUl @za vl Yo dd 2Aiudiz 3 alsd B4R
WY R Al Mo B, [ddanuidld (dize) pp. 456-475]. All dispassionate
thinkers will admit the truth of all that Navalrim has said, and will brush
aside as mare political claptrap such vilification cf English education as is so
cheaply in fashion nowadays. It is a falsehood to aver that the set purpose
of those who inaugurated this English eduncation was to deprive Sanskrit and
Brahming of their pre-eminence, or to attribute to them such ulterior motives
as Adslg’ A A F WA A A A Gl T, uk3iRaA AGA (sie)
ARUAL 39 ol AL HA B A4 A A VAU AL ete, ete,, Asa
matter of fact and history, it was Indian patriots ke Rim Moban Roy who
forced the unwilling East India Company to give English education to Indians,
who then were in a most pitiful condition in the matter of education and
general information. What did the Gujaratis and other Indians know of
their past history until the British and European pioneers of Sanskritic and
archaeological studied and the Indians trained by them brought it out of the
oblivion of twenty centuries? Who read the ancient scripts and made
anything like a true history of ancient Hindu India at all possible? And
who if not a humble Mint official at Calcutia named James Prinsep made it
possible for even mere sciolists to prate and rhapsodise about the achieve-
ments of Samndragupta and other ancient heroes? And even to-day when
it is tha cheapest and surest way to popularity to gird and gibe at everything
connected with Britain, all sane and thoughtful critics admit the fact that
English education has played the most important part in building up ali
modern vernacular literatures in India including Gujarati -and giving them
the distinctive background that makes them ‘moderr’, in every sense of the
word. One of our more thoughtful vounger writers, Mansukhlal Jhaveri,
has rightly said rec ntly:.........2d 20029 At 22y SIERTEA TS
o (I3 A G, Al A (a0l v wAA Gl L 2y @
YR Ay waadl edtg Al aiy LAY Ul 209 Wl 2y
Ad 20qey 3ad gl gy’ A4l 2uel 2Ad Al (@B, 4
YRAUAC 2N A ertqeuAdAl 1 iy 208l i i wdl uw,, [HrAd, iy

Lk, pp. 267 and 269]. This is a perfectly accurate and just appreciation
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of the facts and tendencies that have made our modern literature what 1t ig,
As T wrote in 1928, criticising the irresponsible statements and the cheap sneers
at English education and English educated Indians indulged in by the late
Masood Jung («lias Ross Masood) in his Convocation address at the Womens’
University at Poona: “...... And is it a fact that the ‘continuous use of the
Engligh language as the medium of instruction’ hasrendered the intelligentsia
unable to ‘express their loftiest ideas and most delicate sentiments in the
language of their own people?” The comparison of the present day prose and
poetry of any great vernacalar of India with the prose and poetry of pre-
Knglish days is sufficient to prove that this amnazing statement isa reckless
perversion of the actual facts. Govar.dhanram Tripathi and Gandhi in Guja-
rat; Chiplunkar, Tilak and Agarkar in Maharashtra;...... Iqbal and a score
of others in the North ; Rabindranath Tagore and a host of Bengalis in
Bengal — thege and other great writers all over India are the direct products
of English education; whatever is vaiuable and fruitful in their writings is
directly or indirectly the resnls of Western Culture.” [ Times of India,23-
6-1923]. Another reckless slatement made by the Nawab averred : *[during
the last sixty years] the most constructive work has been done not by the
people who had received ...... Western education, but by people, whether
Hindus or Mahomedans, who had their characters developed by a system of
edncation that was indigenous to eur country”. My reply to this prepos-
terous claim is as true to—day as it was in 1923: *Instead of sixty years we
can go back a hundred years and say that from Raji Ram Mohun Roy down
to Mahatma Gandhi every one of the Indians who have achieved anything
worth mentioning in any direction was or is the fruit, directly or indirectly,
of Western education. lven such seeming exceptions as Nawab Masood
Jung’s renowned forbear, Sir Syed Ahmed —whom undoubtedly the Nawab
had in mind—are no exceptions. Had it been otherwise, the grand old man
of Aligarh would have lived and died a mere Maulvi, or at best a Maulana
and not earned the signal distinction of being reviled as a ‘dahriya’ (atheist)’
a ‘naichari’ (Nature worshipper), in short a westernised Kafir, by the genuine
produects of ‘indigenous culture’.” My criticism had an amusing sequel; it
evoked a reply in Young India from the outraged Mahatma in which he
pleaded in almost agonised tones with tortuous logic that if there was any
good in his work it was ‘“‘due entirely to the retention” by him “of eastern
culture to the extent it has been possible”. I shall refer here to only that
portion of my rejoinder (itremained unanswered ) which is pertinent
to the subject in hand. 1 said then, and 1 say again, more emphatically
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now after thirteen years of farther observation: ‘It may also go against
our ‘nationalist’ grain to admit the fact that the whole world is becoming
intellectually westernised, one might say Hellenised, secularised. It may be
a gain, or it may be a disaster for the world. But the stark fact is there, as
plain, s sinister if you will, as a granite rock; you can not juggle it away by
resorting to casuistry or by calling it any number of bad names.” [7%mes
of India, 13-7-1928]. Itisasignificant commentary on what the protagonist
of Estern against Western culture wrote then—and said quite recently at the
Renares Hindu University hewailing the use of English by Indians — that
gince he has restarted his English and Gujarati papers, the ‘Harijan’ and the
@ﬁd‘/d”{"g, in all the issnes I have seen so far almost every signed
article by him in the Gujarati newspaper is a translation of what he has
written originally in the Satanic foreign language for the WKnglish paper.
In the first seven issues there are 33 Knglish articles and only 8 Gujarati
ones.

It is no use canting and ranting about Aryan culture or prating about
‘Gujarat-Consciousness’ in face of undeniable, ineluctable facts. And the
facts have been admitted by all our best writers. Speaking about our novel

literatnre Ramanbhai has said : 4l 4ol 22344 2Az64ddl Blafl ) 4]
ceaeree YL AURDAAUT romantic 20 JAtol B, 4l dlsal d B,
AL ARl AReAl 44X B, [Ea 2 wld, 111, p. 263].
Speaking about our poetry -‘nandsbankar Dhruva has said : ocd] ﬁ%ﬂ
AN w30 944 ATl Gl A€ Wi, A A WglvPuni (aldHal
2 Wndl Ale wA, al Yl (A 2 d s[4 wet } 9. [aa-d
eqpuyqidl p. 293]. Going to the very root of the matter Anandshankar
writes elsowhere : ogaluldl 4 (A4l A (e} aa 2 (B, 20008
50 A 3 ovndd Alsd 3% WG YR Al 2L Y 978 & Ay
2A4uL 214 4%l 2009 YA ARy QA4 A, & B F Ay wbie-
common-place— A M3 dj g’ 9. [Q‘ll(@"l (CETES p. 30.] English education,
contact with the outer world in general and close contact with western
thought in particular have, no doubt, been influencing and fructifying
our literature for a hundred years now; but how far have these

extraneous influences moulded our inner being, our mentality, our beliefs,
our customs, our gocial institutions? The ‘Buddhi Prakiash’ of Ahmedabad

wrote in 1360, that is, eightytwo ‘years ago : 1. dl 4% Wl &k &0 Aldt
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5% WAAL W ovdll Alsd T5@ A ADAT el 42 AN WA
AL AL orHAL &l AAL AU AA &dl. . Ul ANl Al 2z
Al &l 3. HRAR A1 Yy AldAl 53414l Al &l ¥, Y3UA AQAIR
Rl Ad B -1l 30T Ay A 24000 B3 L AL WedlL gl

foootdl ud oedl Al M0 wAdL el [0 Nsa AM WU, p, 20]
Has the too sanguine prophecy come true, even to some extent, though
eightytwo years out of the hundred have already passed? Eighty years

afterwards, in 1940, Chandravadan Mehta writes in a bitter mood : 2AM&
A B Al cal ] 4radl oasT A5l v (BEal odl € B cal
wald 530 @ Al Jedl 5 overql 200Gl & (Al adl ¢l dA &3 o0l 253
WAL 3 A AN Ay B, W W0 v He Al B, druARAl @ 1y
3, WAt ¥ adAdl W W roud st wisfed andly 2y B,
[al[&ﬂ 244 3l°lal, p. 223]. As for the remaining first item, feasting al fresco,
a Surat paper wrote in 1937 : SHRU YN &L @l el WK el
QA B, Al Ul ot B, we 2AxAEAAL A A B, FrdAlDl Guz e ol'gl
(Aacuini ovBl 2uruciedl HAlL 20w adi wal iy Fryer 2 4
eree s 2 A GR2 W (Badl @ilen e At g vy § e Wzl
2oy uad) Bt Al olelBl HRIeaBU 217 2RAWR vl wa's sl &AL
[ﬁi&aﬂ, 27-5-1937]. Another aspect of Gujarati Aryan culture and

Gujarat consciousness is illustrated by several extracts on a rather painful
topic, namely, the untimely death of cows overfed with sweetmeats on

holidays : latell Al w2 sl Aeqrin 4y B :—

sl (Riwte 21Ul d ay uriel v ordl Grewll Wae ddiedl
2y grvidl vl B, M a3 (Al saddl 3 asilad e 43y
adltet gl vzt uizd dider vauadl, (ddl) stdlas frur s,
woleidor, you S (®en w'eul. [ Bombay Samachar, 13-1-1938].
And this warning to the Gujarati public has to be published year after year.
The fact is that with all our escapist efforts to shut our eyes to facts and
idealise an imaginary past and to see in imagination that ideal as still

moulding and inspiring our actual life, in sober moments of honest realistic
introspection this intense dissatisfaction with the drab actualities breaks out
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in unexpected guarters in an unexpected manner. Referring tothisidealism
in political matters, and relating it to actual socio-religious conditions,
Rabindranath Tagore wrote more than thirty years ago: “A temporary
enthusiasm sweeps over the country and we imagine tlLiat we are united;
but the rents and holes in our body-social do their work secretly; we can
not retain any noble idea long......... It is beyond the power of any man, it
is opposed to the divine law of the universe, to establish the Swaraj of
such a caste-ridden, isolated, internally torn sect over a vast continent like
India”. [Quoted in Modern [Review, November, 1932, pp. 593-594].
In his obituary articie on 'Tagore in the New Statesman Edward
Thompson says that when he visited Tagore in India twenty months
before his death, he found him grown “more and more left”, so much so that
he wished some power to come to India “that would not hesitate to bomb
equally those symbolically contiguous shrines, the mosque and Jagannath
temple at Puri”. [New Stalesman, 16-8-1941]. And Keshavlal Kamdar
quotes with approval Jadunath Sarkar’s weighty dictum: “For the future

both Hindnism and Islam must die and be born again®. [ al24, 11, p. 7].

Coming nearer bome, I give here the Knglish translation of what the writer
N

of ﬂ“'QVJQfﬂ Al52AL in the Prasthdn magazine wrote in Gujarati a dozen years

ago: “How arc the English to blame for ruling over us wheun we ourselves
are rotten? When I examine our past and present condition, I wonder how
far the praises we sing of ourselves are true.” But after this outburst the
writer is suddenly frightened by the idea that if we put on paper all the
shortcomings that make us what we are, *“foreigners will make use of them”,
and therefore he sagely writes: “We must find out means to remove our
faults without putting them on paper.” [M¥Uled, Slxd¥ L& <%, p. 62].1 do
not know if the writer has evolved the ‘means’ of removing our faults without
exposing them. However, in spite of this ostrich-like policy, I do not think
any thoughtful people are unaware of these glaring incongruities between
our vaulting awbitions and the grim and grey realities of actual life that hold
us in their iron grip. Kveryone who thinks knows these actualities, everyone
bewails in theory all these and other drawbacks, butfew, very few, dare to
go to the root of the deadly inertia that comes in the way of their removal,
namely, our fossilised socio-religious institutions. On the contrary some of
us want to revive old world reactionary Smritis, and make our bonds tighter.
And everyone believes, or pretends to believe, that political freedom, if and
when it comes, is going to achieve the miracle of removing these social evils
in the twinkling of an eye like a super-magic wand. In the absence of this
magic wand we are quite helpl2ss against the tyranny of superstition, the

tyranny of caste with its exquisite distinctions of Wi, e, 4lal, of A
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and M5, and the fanaticism underlying & A A, AR 2UHA A,
and Al sunel 5\11(:‘[, and the deadly feud between Karamsad and
Virsad, as a result of which a leader of the former furiously said on a historic
oceasion : sxHuzedl @A wgy dlugdl sl Al Act d @2 il B

[Qujarati Punch, 24-3-1936]. How deeply this caste feeling is rooted in
the subconscious ego of even emancipated Gujarati writers will be seen from
a small but significant instance that has come to my notice. Critisising a short
story which turns on the caste idea working underground in the mind of the

author, Batubhai Umarvadia writes : Ay Rl Y ldel adel CR‘?{Q 5% 3,
2 vl Ay Yo, dnardl......gond Bedld wed 4, 24
2R Ay 5ol seud dirgedr wiell wa B. A=l swopdl zuld dy
AN el 34 e guy @l B &g Wy (B
[ G2 sl A, p. 192] And yet Umarvadia himself shows exactly the
same feeling of caste superiority and superciliousness when he writes quite
casually while describing the disappointment or sense of frustration created
by the character of Munja in Munshi’s "i@lcﬂqéél@t Uii\ll "-li.Ql.;t\{l
Qovulleit DDl 247 AR o UG AL 20 | A el ai=l
Shetell axiot 2ud Al A0y w2al [ua ay U dg” 2umi 4l D,
[Ibid, p. 103]. As a thoughtful Marathi writer, Datto Vaman Potdar, has
shrewdly observed, caste feeling is in our very blood : [EFEAAIT SUGEICE A
| (WG WIS AR, W0 A Aredr Far drsedr iR oF Al gRA
Bty ¥323 qU w@g SfqaEAn A0TaE [FEE ¥ FatIaa A fwdt [ei-
o wgorat 35, [ WAl AU @A, p. 349]. Even the burning Marxism of
most of our fiery progressive writers and Leftists who air their theoretical
views in ‘progressive’ literature is frozen up when the marriage sgeason,
A4 ALY, aprives, and these theoretical atheists and communists have to
face their castes, As®Praphulla Chandra Rai, the eminent Bengali chemist
and social reformer, has bitterly complained, most of our young men, who
willingly do a year in jail for a political slogan, have not the courage to
marry out of their castes and subcastes.

Such being the rather depressing socio-religious background of
our literatare, it is not at all suprising that, in spite of all its verbal and
vocal contempt for bourgeois narrowness, our modern imaginative
literature is so cabined, cribbed, confined, or else so idealised as to have no
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relationship with actual conditions of reallife. For all imaginative
literature must somehow be rooted in real life; or else it must indulge
in mere nostalgic day-dreams of an imaginary past, an unreal present or a
fantastic future. And as long as the deadening hold of custom
and tradition is not loosened, as long as life is not rejuvenated from within
—as Anandshankar puts it, 24 32 Geld A(& WM — 50 long our literature
must remain narrow, limited, provincial and parochial. 1t is no service
to ask our writers to go back to an imaginary Aryan culture of three
thousand years ago; it is a positive disservice to Gujarat and its literature to
ask them to cultivate so narrow an outlook as is implied by ‘Gujarat
Consciousness’. Literature inspired by so narrow a vision will appeal only to
the self-centred ego of Gujarat; it will be mere token coinage that can have
no currency outside the province. For all true and great literature rises
above even nationality or race, transcends all geographical bounds; and
it is the conmon humanity of all great literature that makes it carrent coin
like sterling gold in all lands and all climes. What I mean will become clear
if we take a concrete instance. It is natural and human to feel more
poignantly the loss of younger persons and to feel baflled by the mystery of
fate that strikes down'a young life before its time. In the Sanskrit play
‘Venigsamhara’, the cldest Pandava, Yudhishthira is under the impression that
his brother Bhima hag been slain, and the elder brother chides the
younger for dying before him in these words while offering a water
libation to his spirit : qeq AU, .

HAT 9T G IqGAAArARTAg
AR TR WaEETAT |
fAqEEIT 9T qET Q| @Eeg -
FTTET: 97 Q9@ FAUT @HgAr |

“Dear Bhima, I drank our mother’y milk first, and you drank it after me;
other drinks too you made it a point to drink lovingly after me; in sacrificial
gessions, too, the same was the order between us in drinking the sacramental
Soma juice. How is it that now you drink this water libation before me?”
This moving stanza starts with a drink that is universal, and keeps up the
same universal appeal in the second line: but in the third line comes the idea
of sacrificial drinking of liquor, and in the fourth that of libations drunk by
the epirits, and both these ideas are not universal but restricted to a particular
culture, a particular system of belief; and hence it requires an effort of
sympathetic imagination on the part of an outsider to enter fully into the
spirit of thege ideas and to realise and appreciate their full emotive value.
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Thus in the mind of an outsider, a non-Hindu, a barrier is set up by peculiarly
Hindu ideas that can give only to the Hindu mind the fullest poetical,
emotional and even gpiritual satisfaction. To the extent poetry sets up such
barriers, its appeal is particular, limited and not universal. Now let us
consider a similar lament, this time by an old poet for the loss of his young
son. It isa bald statement of facts, without any attempt at fine writing or
poetising, and yet it is a profoundly moving lament which is so direct in its
simple humanity that its appeal is immediate and universal :

Mara bad naubat biraft in javin,

Zi dardash manam chun tan-e biravan.

Shitabam magar ta ham! yibamash,

Chu yabam ba paighare bishtabamash;

Ki naubat mara bud tu bikami man,

Chira rafti o burdi aram-i man.........
«veeesMard shast o panj o vari st o haft,

Na pursidaz in pir o tanha biraft.

“It was my turn to go, but the young man went: and owing to grief for him
I am like a body without soul. I will hasten after him to catch him up, and
when I do, I will chide him thus: ‘It was my turn; why did you go away
without my leave and take away my ease?...] was sixtyfive and he was
thirtyseven, and yet he went away alone without asking this old man.” The
appeal here is simply human and universal : it is not a Persian speaking to
Persians in an idiom peculiar to Persia; it is a man speaking of an elemental
passion common to all ‘men, in language of elemental simplicity that all
human hearts can understand. It is not in being intensely Gujarati, or even
Hindu or yet even Indian, that Gujarati literature can take its place by the
side of what are known as world literatures. Such intensely provincial or
sectarian literature will be at best mere token coinage that can have currency
only in its own province. This world is getting narrower owing to the
terrific speed at which life is moving, and cataclysmic happenings are shaking
all nations and cultures into a common hotchpot. To talk of ‘Gujaratni
Asmita’ at such a fateful period in the history of the world is to ask Gujarati
writers to adopt a frog-in-the-well outlook and to doom themselves to eternal
parochialism and pettiness, which means eternal oblivion. The more Gujarati
literature is secularised, the more it is humanised, the more will it stand a
chance of gaining that large utterance, transcending all bonds of race or creed
or clime, which alone makes literary masterpieces golden coinage current
and acceptable all the world over.






LEcTURE 11
NARMAD.

Of all famous writers in all lands it may be said that once their
reputations are made, all later generations do not and ecannot come to their
works with open minds. We imbibe from childhood, mostly by hearsay,
certain definite opinions about past great writers; and later, when we proceed
to read their works, very few of us can read them with a really open mind
without being influenced by these general and popular judgments that are
in the air. It requires some sturdy independent thinking and some courage
to withstand the current literary opinion, and to form an objective estimate of
a fixed luminary in the literary firmament. To me Narmadashankar has been
known by repute since early boyhood. Long before I had read a single line
of Narmad or his twin luminary, Dalpatram, I had learnt to regard the
former ag the true poet and the latter as a mere mechanical versifier. Later
I learnt in the same indirect way from what I read or heard about Narmad,
that he was a great prose writer algo, and that in fact he wag the father of
modern Gujarati prose, just as he was the father of really modern Gujarati
poetry. Anud in recent years has come to me, in the same secondhand
manner, the knowledge that great as Narmad was as poet and prose writer,
he was greater still as the first social reformer and feminist and patriot of
modern Gujarat. 1 must confess that till two years ago 1 had read nothing
of Narmad’s own writings except a quotation here and there and had been
imbibing the general opinions about the man, poet and prose writer from
the numerous references to him in newspapers and magazines. I distinctly
remember my first attempt to read his poem on Kabirvad nearly 45 years
ago, when I was at Bhavnagar. And I as distinctly remember that I gave
up the attempt after painfully labouring through a few stanzas, Though my
acquaintance with Gujarati and other literatures was then (as it is to a certain
extent even now)very perfunctory, still the roughness of Narmad’s versifica-'
tion repelled and dispirited me even then, fairly conscious as 1 was of the
metrical perfection of Sanskrit verses and the less perfect but still smooth
and well-knit versification of Marathi poets using Sanskrit metres. And even
now I venture to think that Gujarati poets have not yet attained in their
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employment of Sanskrit metres the rounded and even felicitous smoothness
that the Marathi poets achieved more than a hundred and fifty years ago:

US( |y a0 a9sel gare [{arar,
&A1 AR 9T ATSAAT HATGL AE—
or, QU g1 91 GIATFY HA 9,
%S AR AL (GNF YA AT ;—
or, A@ET ¥ F& IR ST awa@Ar

A e agE AR I ;—
— somehow such natural movement and even flow of verse and fusion of
form and words is absent from most Gujarati verse written in these strictly
quantitative metres. Anyhow, I could not persevere in my first adventure
with Narmad, and till quite recently I had not the courage or the inclination
to tackle his works in their entirety. But in spite of this disheartening
experience, my opinion of Narmad as a poet — of course derived, as I have
already said, at secondhand —remained unchanged. When, therefore I came
to a thorough and determined study of Narmad only two years ago, I came
to it with a mind already biased in his favour as a great writer and as the
acknowledged father of Gujarati verse and prose in the new manner that has
come in with British rule and has been profoundly influenced by Western
culture in general and English literature in particular.

In his own days Narmad was hailed as not only a great literary figure,

but as the great poet Gujarat had been waiting for; and by his activities as a
social reformer and his resolve to live by the pen he was raised to the position
of a martyr hero. Narmad himself was, to no small extent, instrumental in
inaungurating this apotheosis. Govardhanram has shrewdly observed :

Ay avid A &t 3 sl Rgean auvn Yo 218 yia 6w
i &dl, e d izl dddd ue v o gat [ daan e,
Vol. I. p. 75 ] And as that first great champion of the poet, Navalram, has
himself said about his hero, A5l Wl KU ey A iy ol Aa

el a2 21 2ue3d gl [dad AAé (Q2) p. 229.] Narmad's own
estimate of his powers as writer and poet is anything but modest. Ina highly
amusing comparison of himself with the Gujarati poets Premanand, Dayaram
and Shamal, in a tabulated form, he has taken Homer as the standard of
comparison. In thia comparison, he assigns 100 marks to Homer, 70 to

himself, 60 to Premanand, 40 to Dayaram and 30 to Shamal. [Gi? s
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2Rd p. 14.] And Narmad seems to have succeeded for a long time in
hypnotising the then literary world, including Navalram, the most consider-
able critic of thoge'days, into taking him at his own valuation. In the last
two decades Narmad’s stock has risen even higher, not so much because of
his eminence ag a writer of prose or poetry, as because of hisalleged extreme
and fighting social and political views. As Keshavlal H. Kamdar has acutely
observed in an egsay written in 1934, i. e., one year after the poet’s centenary

wasi celebrated with immense enthusiasm and eclat : — @gﬁﬂll :‘\{lcll'{l
weyladl ys Bl 2y . geadl uPag Qa ol BB WD d
Watd el Guya A F. yarudlB daze (@2 wBadqd gdl a

n

B, aWe i, Hderul, Al 2 Wl Pasld adly s B
ars afly A=A B, gl Auy afly a8 e [ B

[%°ll'°’~{lal, Vol. 1, p. 249.] Naturally, the most rhetorical panegyric on the
occasion of the centenary incense offering to the departed hero came from

Kanaiyalal Munshi whose literary cavcer and crude impulsive exaggerations
and wulte faces bear a strange resemblance to Narmad’s. In his inflated
dithyramb Munshi deelaims : P, (AR 24d ugs1z 5300, i ciaedl
Gotedll, A Al ad 31 el UL (@l = wzody, A
st s aflal gl 2=l Pl B aeladl alas y@lel ol s
[ 44 2@l 44, p. 196.] Not content with these rather vayid and
rhetorical ‘exaggerations, — and serenely unconscious of the fact that in this
3ol of 2l dilds ?Lﬁi\ll Narmad had deliberately and finally
disowned 43313 and dlRUN and #Ad Al ed4,—Munshi rises to the
height of his ranting outburst and calls Narmad a new Varaha Avatar, a new
Boar Incarnation, of Vishnu — M&AMIM] ool Aol HlRIG—
who saved Gujarat at a critical juncture in its history, and created a new
Gujarat: DY H@Awani Al W ddyead Gk 28y’
(Ibid). T don't think sengible people, even in Gujarat, will take this crude
rhetoric at its face value; I doubt if Munshi hiwmself really believes this
inflated twaddle when he takes his professional war paint off. In fact, his
centenary brochure on Narmad, rnfe:aaqf%ﬂ;lmi 2Hlel of which this
ridiculous harangue forms the obstreperous finale, is full of oblique hits and
shrewd criticisms aimed at Narmad as man, as lover, as poet, ag reformer, as '
thinker, as politician; it is the only really critical estimate of Narmad in
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Gujarati that I have seen, and it scrapes off much of the heavy paint
sedulously splashed over the hero’s figure by most Gujarati writers,— though
unfortunately it is spoiled considerably by Munshi's fatal theatricality,
aflected stacrato style and shocking Sangkritisms.

Even far less theatrical and far more restrained writers have succumbed
to the centenary gpirit. So eminently sane a writer as Anandshankar Dhruva
— he is one of the very few Gujarati writers whom I salute as masters—
wrote in 1933 in exaggerated terms of the well known song W% I

o2l as an immortal poem to be ranked with the greatest patriotic poems
of the whole world : aalddl 2a3uelsctel st=dul 21 yge uan Wizl
Yld ?-l‘flgi aﬁa—-forgetting his own just criticism of only four years
before pronounced ex cathedra as President of the ninth Gujarati Literary
Conference : “‘ovamat atell aymait | A3 213 Meud”, A Gzl
puqel Wigeaedl Ga Gei wid WAz R avaBliuey, e d wl A
Aneutedt 7z 20zl 2zl 20 A oradl ulaen [lg; yevziadl
Ylagi 29 odld..n.. % 51 Gl xwzon sxdll ay d sedld, e
Biel Bell B oy’ A Qawllaudl Ay v Gk Ad sud.
[‘til(@,(%l[?l%ll?— Vol.1, p. 33.] No wonder younger writers have rhapsodised
when writing of Narmad. Vishnuprasad Trivedi ranks Narwad’s fatuous and
meretricious nature poems with those of Kalidias and Shakespeare,—in itself a

very incongruous coupling of incommensurables, but not so incongruous as
ranking or even comparing poor Narmad with cither. As for Narmad’s so

called patriotic poems the samme Drofessor-ccitic writes: @l Y3YlL @.l%,
Ad Asng Y, 4 AL sau Bl 4u? Faalad sl aval
QLAY 3 A4l @l ? And he finally hails Narmad as o 24131
Ec\{dl'{l, g'W ‘generalissimo’, of course, in the fields of Q{l@,&, 894 4

Asedd A, [ (;{anfil, p. 15.] Lven that vigorous and independent young
critic Vishwanath Bhatt, who has had the courage (in his IR dHe pp. 82-92)

to deny the very title of poet to the hero and to denounce with periect
justice his vile amorous verseas the fruit of a diseased mentality, hasin another
command performance in connection with the centenary (called rt?-fig'

Hﬁ\a?-—"{ﬂ El@'llf)l) praised the same Narwad as a 2(% 8[°l who wrote
( save the mark) Z;lltl"i‘illl'&l, and Bl‘dflll‘:llfl love poems, poems of
Qarull MlA-lagg 20z’ A [ ey uler—valdeuo-yazald,
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pp.20, 22,25]. Not content with this amazing summersault, the critic goes
into raptures over Narmad’s tragic grandeur as a martyr hero and asks
rhetorically : 315 4% Hlsled ¥ Geldt iy @iy Relle g
A ARy Yg A4l sA4g ? And the climax — or should it be called
anticlimax? — is reached when we are gravely assured that d‘l‘&@(‘ll:ll*
2 ogeda yovudl e Gz gl wgrad zad el
[Ibid. pp. 41, 46)

Finally, that staid and balanced critic Ramnarayan Pathak, who is too
cautious to indulge in overstatements of likes and dislikes, calls Narmad
2418t m@@?u 5-’\{'5 Q{lsll °DP\ ,and he too holds that the poet-reformer-
patriot had to suffer much owing, among other things, to =4lHLY Hl'&}?:l"ﬂ
w3y @:‘\{&ll, ,i.e., the callous disregard of the general public which allowed
him to suffer the pangs of poverty, and compelled him, for want of well-
deserved help in ready cash, to show Ay Jld el dal AL e

el gzl [5d aneg a8, p, 48]

It will be seen that in spite of a few faint stirringsand whisperings of
the still small voice that had ventured to call into question Narmad’s claim to
be placed on a special pedestal as martyr and hero and supreme patriot-poet,
recent events coinciding with his centenary have conspired to give a further
leage of life to these rather preposterous claims. It will be interesting in
the first instance to see what some of Narmad’s contemporaries thought of
him when the first lush of excited admiration had abated. Navalran, who
perhaps did most, after Narmad himself, to establish his position as poet and
reformer and patriot, seems to have cooled considerably as his critical faculty

-and knowledge of the world and of the poet ripened. In 1867 Navalram
could gcarcely praise Narmad sufficiently as a poet of love and nature, and in
many respects he placed his contemporary above Shamal and Premanand as
a poet. After Narmad’s death also, Navalram, evidently acting on the
principle ‘de mortuis nil nisi bonum’ does praise the poet, but in more
cautions terms, and gives him the doubtful and ambiguous appellation of
%D{%l‘%i\d(. Generally this is believed to mean ‘most representative man of

his age’, even ‘creator of his age’, but it seems Navalram interpreted
the word quite difforently. The fact is that he had a private opinion of the

* I hesitate to believe that the unsigned introduction called 91@5&["1 is by
V. M. Bhatt, though in the preface signed by him as editor of the book he does not

disown it but praises it as ?cmmwffs AQgRlel, If it is by V. M. Bhatt, I despair
of Gujarati criticism, ‘
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poet which diverged considerably from the opinion he expressed in public
in 1867 and 1887. And even in his panegyric of 1887, Navalram explaing
s Yl thus: o xd 20 2], A wwal ol widlla
uar Wl B sugal v @ dladi 2 adl, wadl yles
AUUNE D e Al sl 4 Avag it B dd [l 1o,

waan e Al 2udl sax B [ddd wual@ (arg), p. 250.]
The meaning becomes still more clear when we find that immediately
before calling Narmad ?.{'4{’—[?-]‘\(51(, Navalrvam calls him a sensitive

‘barometer’, «llads ™18 2’2, This implies that Narmad just caught or
imitated the latest fashion ol thought or sensibility that was in the air,
not that he himself created or moulded these fashions. And this, by the
bye, can be safely said of even the greatest poets of the world—they act as
barometers or, rather, weather-vanes, of thought and sentiment, eagerly
gseize upon the latest fashion current and spend their powers in making
them and themselves more popular. IIence the common accusation levelled
against Shakespeare that he was not original, that he was nota seer or
a prophet, that he had no ‘message’ and that he taught nothing. If we
dispagsionately wade through the wearisomne mass of versification dumped
in the huge tome called “*Narma Kavita”, and if we read his numerous prose
writings, and especially his self-revelations in the posthumous publications
entitled HIFL é}gl’sd and G2 a2 A4, we cannot help admitting the
truth of Navalram’s acute diagnosis: Narmad is just a sensitive barometer
that reflects the varying state of the social, political and literary atmosphere;
he takes up the cnrrent fashion with the impulsive, crude and violent
enthusiasm of an adolescent and makes the most of it according to his lights.'
And, as Navalram shrewdly observes, Narmad knew how to capture the'

public imagination and keep in the limelight : 3tHl Wil AU dleya
gy ol A aallar a2 2149 2uasd gl [dad waula (ara)
p. 219]. Weare also reminded here of a rather curious confession of faith
made by Narmad himself : a0il 332t B % “ 33l 3 g3 " (A ¢
3 8 3) “uy A’ Aol P A dlyze Bld Uil Ganui
Ay Gimvd U B, [ 912, p. 87). But Navalram’s private opinion
of Narmad as preserved in some of his posthumously published writings is

still more revealing. When hurt by the poet’s unfavourable opinion about
his own (Navalram’s) comedy @tag' ‘Q\ll‘«ll‘{;., he frankly blurts out : 5(d a

QRUR™UY WA HAMedl W], and bitingly places Narmad among Y2l
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(AR (@) Waell Al Gizen 2il@aud A0 B, He oven suspects the

poet’s good faith in advising him, Navalram, not to publish the comedy :
~ ~ .

d avid slael [Bae QB W uy 4 1g AU ¢l WA A QuR Tan
Ya @A A 2ol gepel Al [daanwal@ (ARY) pp. 260, 263, 2641,

Even more striking and more trustworthy because not inspired by hurt
gelf-love are his private views on Narmad’s language and public activities
expressed in Helell (AR, He writes on 17th April 1878: <2yl
Ul uél 3 elegance A e (evidently ﬁua is meant) ol é\‘ﬂ,
N . .
daoudl axeand R (popularity) o st B 2 Bl Geust

n

u3dell Aawdl (perspicuity) &2 M AL B, [Ihid, p. 279]. He further
observes : ddBlA s &vyY d Ul Rl 22 conservatism Wi 3 WBL
EDETECT] C‘ll@.l 8. [ This is evidently a crude Anglicism for ‘lapsing into
conservatism’]: drllay 242 2l 53l glardl @il G2 [ he means the
more Sanskritised language of Narmad’s articles on HH‘@P-{R] L) ':3 (211‘72 ;ﬂ
man of the mass &% B. &l& mass gmmumi’urﬂ Yuom ’{sal ;5, e all
A3 AR5 3?{. B. Developing this argument Navalram proceeds:
AR g AdelR afena weadl WEads e B 3uk Al style
(Gar uled) d @y gl agadl 2ud 8. Arguing back to Narmad’s
earlier popularity he writes : R dl @ A B % dnzrsy avuidrdl
C‘l@,i'l-li Yo "«lS);ll. And calling himself an “independent thinker’” he says :
HRL Heedl @1\6-131 d independent thinker g' age U{(lla. 5. A popular
A g, d W Al dnaar wdl ovd njea AR, W nF ove-

(B Aoy d(@,. [Ibid pp. 280, 281]. If we remember that Navalram not only

knew Narmad very intimately but also had at one time the greatest admira-
tion, bordering on hero worship, for all his activities, these deliberate and
privately expressed later opinions must be considered with care and respect.
And anyone who comes to the study of Narmad’s writings with an open
mind can not but admit that his verses as a rule and his prose writings

occasionally are the outpourings of a crude half-educated (”lﬂc@t'%g.) mind

whose development seems to have been arrested in adolescence. The vast
mass of his verse is mostly doggerel, rough and rude and repellant in execu-
tion,always commonplace and too often revolting in sentiment and expression.
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His much lauded ‘love’ poetry consists of gross outpourings of undigested
oconventionalities borrowed from Sanskrit writers and made nauseating by
the mncontrolled sexuality of an adolescent with a fatal fascination for all
that is physically or mentally gross in the operations of the sex instinect.
Admirars of Dalpatram were perfectly right when they declared Narmad’s
prurient and dirty ‘love’ poems unfit for reading out in company. I am not
a puritan, and I am the last person to express horror of obscene writings;
I would go further and admit the validity of obscenity redeemed by art,
of even the grossest sensuality as a subject, provided it was saved by
artistic execution from degenerating into a precocious and prurient school-
boy’s exercises in latrine literature. Rabelaisian humour, again, hasg its
place, albeit gheepishly granted, in the mental pubulum of most fairly
cultured minds. But Narmad’s obscene antics in verse present the dull,
humourless vapid grossness of the gexual psychopath; they are as grotes-
quely unashamed and unclevating as the irresponsible actions of a rutting
simian. The only valid excuse that can be urged in defence of these pitiful
exercises in cloacal doggerel ig the fact rightly pointed out by V. Bhatt that

~
most of these verses werc written by Narmad either in edZlell a2 or

"l-‘Z,ll::ll oARAAL. Even graating that they had their origin, as so often confessed

by the poet himself, in the intoxication of impulse or in the impulse of
intoxication, the fact remains that Narmad printed and collect: d them in
cold blood, and actually added vile footnotes of the grossest kind to make
their unsavonry implications perfectly clear. This exhibitionism, ag books
on psychopathin serualis call it, clearly reveals the essential drab vulgarity
of the writer’s mind and its utter lack of good taste and humour. It would
be a wearisome anli nauseating task to reproduce all his rankly offensive
verses and still more revolting footnotes. I would not like even to give
references to the numerous pages which teem with innumerable lapses and
gaucheries of this kind. I shall content myself with quoting only one
comparatively harmless couplet — a gem that had escaped me but has been
obligingly rescued from oblivion by Munshi :

A0l 2, well @ Geri,
dlaefla defladl, vor sevopd 2oy,

The literatures of many lands are disfigured by gross and filthy writings by
acknowledged masters. For sheer filth and utter disregard of common
decency, I doubt if any poet ancient or modern can beat Swift. But Swift
wrote his filth with a savage intent — to hurt and disgust and exasperate the
romantic reader; he never even faintly imagined that his verses to Celia and
other exercises in nauseating ribaldry were poetry; but poor humourless
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Narmad fondly imagined his exercises in the same field to be good and even
great love poetry. What is still more unfortunate, present day admirers of
the poet — men of the highest education who are acquainted with the great
literatures of England and ancient India — still go into raptures over these
go-called love poems. This iz a phenomenon not easy to understand. The
most charitable explanation of this phenomenon I can suggest is that they
have not read what they praise in such hyperholical terms.

I shall cite only a few instances from ‘Narma Kavita’ to show the
crudely undeveloped, uncultured and hopelessly humourless mindof Narmad;
and some from his notes which actunally underline and aggravate these
weraknesses. His lovelorn heroine wails in the hot season :

o152 A Ysi Wa a,

AT G @R o3 Ruc
Not content with perpetrating this absurdity, the poet adds in a footnote
insult to the injury he inflicts on the reader : 5% <l ‘@.lg. dt Wl &ﬂal
AR @ucll A Wl Aelg A WA e @R B g oiaedl
W3 W94, A [dardlzys NaRHi2ud A @28 B, And he carefully
adds in brackets the figure of speech enshrined in this noble couplet —
(3uri—guid) [Ax 50l p. 7.1 Again the unfortunate but evidently
thick skinned heroine cries out :

5T A WY WA @

Al Al v (dor gruai d.
And the poet explains: ét‘ll(fll?-li HISQL H‘@Qg' M BABAdR gl 2
B d ua Uil grol aveug” aell. [p. 721,
Next the desperate heroine wants to die :

U BA WAV g Al

(4o 5131 Hel IH vl ?
The annotation runs : $elOUHI 31831 21al 215wl ol 24 Dugal oy
DB oL [GAN WA B WD A wBkA. Huddl sisl 53A Bov e
3R (oS Ned (e e 560 B, [p. 75.]

Narmad is very fond of this word Y — we find it scattered all over the
volume. And evidently even his love sickness makes him literally sick :

il WAl UG B, B4l 53° 59 58— which he explains in a footnote
yoadlofl Ay v [p. 297.]
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In a devout mood, he begins & song with the line @( g 33 'H.ft §
dgg %y and then, perhaps simply for the sake of the rhyme, proceeds tosing:
gy Al oty iﬂcmt qo ;
AgluR wH ¢y R, [p. 28]

Q
In the same devout mood he begins in praise of God g"’lé(‘llc Yuisal
etc., and writes :

Mgl 5192, AARaH § AN @z Al
WY @3 AR A, AR W U bl
And he explams AN QQ Al2L as Yl g’ 53 and the second Al as
M0 28 4 glad W [p. 219).
In another love poem beginning o Llowes _‘{7\3. Hléﬁ he says :
(& Had 3y vy axl 2) ;
o A 2 wedl 2 A—
and explains in a foot-note : "él% 31{1 e 2l w2 “‘S”“\"

Byor zeadlwi Sl 8@, [p. 295]. In a particularly vile love poem
addressed to a rival trying to make love to the poet’s beloved, the poet writes:

&%) Uevd 1B B,
A wdl A %’@ls,
Al At 2 93 wywail,
P adl ¢ d seli— and
explains in a footnote —ualUl 5&1% 32 el ARl 094 & [p. 302].
In a long poem on ¥id Adl—uFl (&3 he exhoxts his co-religionists :
(et 399 el we Q@ 2023, -
aud o QR a, 32 i 52 [p. 51

A poet who can gravely say in verse that his poem on §8’<ﬂ WA is the
result of his meditations while squatting under a babul tree (in a field in

sis W at Surat) —

gl Aol vpan A2
Wl Mdl L 63 —
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for purposes of nature — @Qll vl A AN @t‘%llg', — must be hopelessly

devoid of what is known in literary aesthetics as ﬁl@&,—that exquisite

sense of propriety and proportion without which no good poetry can be
written,—and an utter lack of which means an utter lack of humour.
Evidently even Narmad’s vigorous horse-sense, which is often to the forein
his prose, forsook him as soon as he turned to poetry. He never could tell a

story, long or short, in verse. His loug story in verse entitled °l°;>-'<‘.{'°l w{:%
el is dubbed by Manjulal Majmudar Ay uxun uilm. I fail to see

why; I have never read anything more dreary und silly and even disgusting
than this rambling and gross concoction. The writer’s atrocious taste and
hopelessly animal view of sex love make of his heroine, who is alleged to be
a nobly born Muslim lady, a raging nymphomaniac. She falls in love with
Vajesang and writes anonymous letters to him. She meets him in male
disguise, and then reveals herself. An old retainer who ig present leaves

the scene and then, 2UH 33 21.3\13@1, apafl wled 12 ; and when the
astonished Vajesang digsentangles himself, she explaing matters in three lines
and bluntly adds: “4RL 24 A& A&, 2dleid B AR, The language and
sentiments and actions of this noble 2ot would make even a Chandjan of

the purlieus of Bhendibazar blush with envy if not shame. One can not
say if Narmad always wrote poetry when under the influence of liquor.

But he writes in a note on what he even glorifies as Qal«qg'wa, Ct-?.ll’é-li
MAdd wl C‘l"QC—ﬂ; and in this Vedantic poem itself he sings hilariously :

e 36 (Ad Qudl R, R [daund a3,
5 lagdl e e 3, g’ wlas gag w.

I wonder if the poet’s devotees who are mostly prohibitionists (at least in
public) subscribe to this interesting doctrine that indulgence in spirits Jeads
to the highest spirituality and Vedantic (s aey.

In a poem bearing the explanatory note dg‘alU?-li mauaﬂ:t ai?tc—ﬂ,

the poet actually calls himself and his beloved for the time being ali:lﬂ a?l
Al. I have never read or heard that sheep are particalarly romantic
or amorous animals; in fact the term ‘sheepish’ is the last a sensible lover
would like to have applied to himself. Anyhow, this poem beginsg Gé,l@u,
?f ?u A ke AL 1 suppose this talk of being wounded and even dying,
though perhaps unknown to sheep, is very common with all love poets in all



54

lands; it is their common stock in trade all over the world, But Narmad
seems to have had chronic hleeding of the heart for he was falling in love
unto death (like so many heroes fasting unto death today) and getting out
of it with amazing frequency (like the same heroes). Now this is not so
uncommon a human weakness as strict moralists would like, or pretend to
like, it to be. But Narmad seems to have regarded himself as a chartered
librertine, entitled as a poet to make love to any woman that took his fancy,
and then add insult to injury by writing a vile poem on her. He sees
casually a woman on a balcony as he passes by in a Victoria, and he at once
composes some outrageously foul verses about her and adds in cold blood in

a note : Al sudluidl Ay spezadl 2l vudA Ad-ail ua davidl
andl Wiy we af dy d ewdll Gudl M4 [p. 306.]

But he never imagined that in commemorating all his numerous amours in
obscene languayg~ and bespattering with filth the very women whom he
professed to love he was doing anything wrong. In fact he never tires of

describing these escapades as inspired by Y83 TROT| lﬂr({—-
e An'edidl
Yoyl weul
{le2 uy 2ual eadl. [p.308,]

( He means the beloved for the time being, not his spouse.)
And he never had any doubt about these amours being the rightfal perqui-
sites ol a divinely privileged (9)1'-?.0.) champion of women like himself whom

he believed, with many modern admirers of his, to be in the line of the high
minded chammpions of damsels in distress and knights of medieval chiva]ry7

This idea of his so~called chivalry towards women is the most amazing
of the perversians propagated by himself and his admirers, and it ig high time
this outrageous myth was finally exposed. The actual fact is that except being
obsessed in early youth by the idea—which, I think, he derived from Maha-
rashtra like his patriotism—that widow remarriage would bring about the
salvation of the Hindu community, Narmad had absolutely no chivalrous
ideas about womanhood. All his exploits as a chivalrous Knight and Cham-
pion of forlorn women are exhausted when we recount the facts that he had
innumerable liaisons, kept one widow, Savitagauri, as his mistress, and
married in 1870 another, Narmadagauri, as hig third wife, and this too, when
his second wife Dahigauri was living. Having posed for about fifteen years
as an ardent social reformer, and monogamy being a cardinal doctrine with
such reformers, Narmad hesitated to marry Narmaddgauri while Dahigauri
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wag alive. He could not, of course, kill off his living wife who came in the
way of his earning fresh laurels ag a practical reformer, and so, in order not to
lose his reputation as a social reformer by having two lawful wives at a time
he resolved to consign her to the living death of a discarded high caste
Hindu wife. He urged her to live apart from him and he would generously
make her an allowance of five or seven rupees per month. But she was not
a modern bobbel hair specimen of emancipated Hindu womanhood; she
refused to go out of the great reformer’s house. Narmad tried his best to
persuade her to live apart, but this noble woman, who had more character
and loyalty in her iittle finger than the man had in his whole carcase, would
not budge. If Narmad himself had not left a memorandum of this episode,
in bis own hand, and thus blackened hig own reputation for ever it would
have been difficult for an outsider like me to believe that a man claiming to
be a cultured sensitive poet and a high-born and divinely gifted champion
of weak womanhood, could be such a heartless egotist. I would not have
blamed the man if he had added Narmadagauri, and half a dozen others,
to his harem as wives or 1nistresses,and I am sure poor Dahigauri would
have endured any rival as patiently and uncomplainingly as the first,
Savitigauri. But Narmadagauri clamoured for lawful marriage, and our
pattern of chivalry had not the courage to say her nay. 'The upshot of this
tragedy is best told in the words of the hero or the villain of the piece

himself: 241 3§ AY Al DA F AR Ay axd [ue s
Yl :— ACA Y, AU adl A€l ogel @il wrul
Beddu (A o, a3 vl al, A gami Wl Gald wdl
el Pl ¢ wdd wd v pleu Wpew sl 2 Bodl A
ot [ A 3l w T Wiseu y3la 3 WRD WL VAl A g ol
R Uikl A a’@,g’. Be it noted, by the way, that this generous offer

of five or seven rupees to the wife of his bosom came from a man whose
contemporary and present-day admirers have enlarged on his lavigh
generosity, even wlhen hig fortunes were at the lowest ebb, to singers and
dancing girls, and whose expenditure on tea and pansvpart alone, as again
admiringly recorded by his panegyrists, came to more than Rs. 30/- per
month. Dihigauri considered the alternatives for three days and on the
fourth begged her lord and master’s permission to try these alternatives
for one year each. The poet’s memorandum proceeds :

3L —AFy Al Yed Uiy Y.
A —H § Yl al.
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In fact, he wanted her to be out of the way, once for all. But he asked :
A —euk wgdl 3 adl & ?
st—yyal vinedl,
A —3 gl ek WA ¢ Yy g 3 uuw vy hwd A Bedld &,
st—olley By Ao gle uel 2igyual A,

I suspect Satanic cunning in Narmad’s recommendation of trying ‘ﬁ'ﬂl V{HAL
last. After suggesting one or two things Narmad agreed.

A.—og 3.

. N R NERN

g HEL W WA FW R0 Wil YR dl det Guz Wil
Wl S adl ? '

. —A2000dl ux oall B sRar, A elR Wl vaadl sy
Bl R W ue aid il Wandl wean ol Yo sl R
aol ' ?

S—Hel wegfl ¢ 3wy usrdl [anell e wy di ¢ gl
uidl 3 dul dud a9y Q.

d—gd ® [y waad 9B Q5 v gl 2ed B, gy

. LGN - LN
UAUL Al dl WL Useddl | 200 1t diar il
d (A woua.. .62 AU Wl Vg Aisvd R QR
TR R TR ST DR COT I SN P e C et
A Wl wl el v w2 d A g aw wBIR 53,
3uk AR g 2Qdul .

It is difficult to speak in restrained terms of this heartless cad and bully
who is not only anxious to drive the unfortunate woman out of her own
house for no fault of hers, but is blackguard enough to add insult to injury
and accuse her beforehand of becoming a hopelessly fallen woman, 70{[;1'12[.
in case she is guilty of such I¢se majesté ag leaving his house after having
first decided to bear everything patiently. And it is equally difficult to speak
in restrained terms of the infinite patience, tragic resignation and almost
unbelievable nobility of soul displayed by this adorable and divine woman
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whom he was treating as something worse than dirt beneath his feet but
whose shoestrings he was unfit to touch. This was her reply:

&3 2dld ug g ¢ e gug cougarll ), A gug @g al
Al ol clt 0 AveHi A aid ?

A—3A Addl ¢4 dl § Ger 4dl WG, W 3 Rul d 5 2.
SL—Adlg ¢R1 d 8, vy W dl ¥ yly yupa Y B der sya B,

Next day Narmad put Dahigauri through a sort of curious catechism about
religious and ethical beliefs and finally asked :

A —2UR oUH] AHIZ g sded B d &L
—dHiFl HReL UHAL..,,....dHEL 20 W uag A HJL
gror B, 2dls dladl sedl e 2uudl A Al ror 8.

Even this is too much for the tyrant lord and master, and he snaps at
her: WRL v [0 W ad woy dlig. d WR uuwaAg B,

And the painful catechism ends with Narmad laying down a lofty principle,
for Dahigavri to act upon, not himself:
A —AU G I ud A ARl Ayor e Al 2E B 3, @
(@24 Viatett Aol 200 d G-au, A a¥ HWell By a4dl ?
And that perfect specimen of eternally submissive Hindu womanhood
answers: &l, AAov, Perhaps the most profoundly moving piece of literature
left behind by Narmad, the one by which he ought to live in the domain of
pure literature, creative literature, if everything else written by him is
forgotten, is this dialogue with his wife Dihigavri. Though written in
cold blood, it is tense with painful and even tragic interest. For he has
unknowingly created in it a noble woman fit to figure in Greek tragedy. And
the wonder of it is that the man seems to have penned it with smug
selfsatisfaction, utterly’ blind to the fact that he was thereby blackening his
own face as a man for ever. I dare say this episode is quite in keeping with
the Hindu ideal of womanhood —the wonderful door-mat ideal which
has made the home life of innumerable men, however humble and even
humiliating their contacts with the outer world might be, an imperium in
imperso where the mere man is absolute master and ruler whose word is law
to his womenfolk. It is a deeply soul-satisfying ideal, certainly for the man,
perhaps also for the woman whom a wise providence has endowed with a
passion for Masochistic self-effacement. In his final testament entitled
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YH GIRJ.R, which embodies the maturest and most deliberate opinions of
Narmad on matters social, religious and political, he frankly approves of

this grand ideal : Bl y3uell A wHd A BaR wa fuxdl Ael B
(Qarila 2uafyzn d ay B d G, 2109 waid deaae adt 2adl
Bwng 2l B Qe d aua 2 d4dl, A 200 U B, Again, he does
not mince matters when he comes to describe the virtnes of a truly A y°
woman: (ldl You Ag2Q)......... 08¢ Yot wlad Buusg <, Aula
el Fru <t wy a4l Ry, el

I do not know what makes so careful a writer as Ramnariyan Pathak
aver in his study of Narmad’s prose : Zll 33‘%'{1 il adl Agl

veveree QA &l and again, B [7. ., B y3uell ] 2t A ddl

2R ost 3. [56 daed a9, p. 19.] Al this Narmad may have
professed when under the temporary influence of the western education
(or half education ) that he got in his boyhood; but that was a mere vencer
which completely disappeared when his heredity and his innermost
convictions atavistically asserted themselves. In fact Narmad himself finally
and definitely repudiated and even ridiculed the notion of ‘chivalry’—with

its motto i\l'*l :‘?uef, coined and adopted by himself—for which he is admired
. ~
so much today. He wrote in HW(8213 :— 2y’ Bl #luR a2 d de

AdlueuHi-ysaui-. ..., ¢dl, 48 w4 Yad 20Q NY &g ..o
yoy aoll Yl PRudl U Qe goll Al alia suas Ao B 1 g
aull 2 BA Uull Guu DR Wctietl Ao &y 2a{ld 20l dar

B ?tg' 3w ? [ Pp. 130-131 ] And Narmad by nature was a self-centred

egotist who wanted all around him to bend to his will, and to worship him
as he worshipped himsclf. He was a born Narcissist. it would have been
a miracle if a man with such a nature and such a heredity could really
have believed in the equality of woman with man, or even in the possibility
of her having an independent entity. A mind so utterly incapable of finer
feelings, a heart so hopelessly insensitive to the self-effacing nobility of this
wonderful woman — she lived and drudged devotedly in this strange menage
a qualre and tenderly brought up the son borne to her lord and master by
her new rival,—a mind and a heart, I repeat, so hopelessly devoid of finer
sensibilities, can never be capable of real poetry, much less of real love
poetry. As I have gaid, it would not have mattered so much either to us or
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to his poetry if the man had married half a dozen wives or kept half a dozen
mistresses or had fifty love-affairs. His unpardonable crime lay in his
atrocious cruelty to this woman who so utterly sank her personality in his,
and his utter insensibility which resulted from his inordinately swollen,
diseased and dirty egu. And the whole body of his wearisome verse is
disfigured by his nauseating vanity, utter lack of sense of proportion and
the consequent equally utter lack of a sense of humour. It is a remarkable
fact that Narmadashankar wrote poetry only for about eleven years, from
about 1854 to 1X65,i. e., from his ”2ad to his 34th year. If he really had
beent a poet, if real poetic sengibility and true inspiration had driven bim to
write poetry, it is certain that he weuld not, he could not, have completely
deserted and abjured the muse when he was yet in the prime of life and
at the very height of his matnred powers. 1 doubt if there are even forty
odd memorable lines in the ponderous tome of four hucdred odd pages in
which he published his rankly undisciplined, unmusical and uncouth
outpourings in verse.

It has been urged with some justification that in the case of a poet we
must not ask what he was, we should only concern ourselves with what he
hag s.id,~that we are concerned with his work, not with his private life.
But even if we subscribe to this doctrine and agree to consider Narmad only
as a poet of love, we have a right to investigate the sources of his inspiration
and his reaction to them and to judge of his capabilities as such a poet from
his actual dealings with women. And we have a still greater right to ask
for his credentials if he is presented to ug, as Narmad is, as something much
more than mere poet, as a sort of Knight-errant and champion of weak
womanhood, as a martyr and hero, a great reformer and patriot, and finally
ag a great and noble personality.

We shall now tarn to Narmad’s regolve in early life to devote himself
to the service of his pen, and the maudlin description of it given by himself:

(Rawnen sui Ga o el TR e Yot deio adwrd 23 4l
A Lin 1858] zyadl Al BA AL W R 2l sana wy My
siv de sl 208 2R 503 gl ¢ AR W 8. [ty
ufez-oald@lsl, p. 306.] All his adimivers have lavished much eloguence

on this melodramatic gesture of their hero, and the incident has been served
up again and again as a desperately heroic and almost superhuman act which
proved Narmad’s passionate love of independence. Thus we read in the

introduction to «¥'sg HE-wuleldl (p. 27.): g 2y evad Ay d
2L 2 Adl 3l 2RMAL RYr &g Gege Adl3 eadni NG WUy
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wig Head dly, g A B squd WA Wy yiud, dul Q'3
AW Al Al sH 503 &l And just as Narmad
harped in prose and verse on this act all his life as something heroic and
called himself Egl dlx about 2 -hundred times for his determination not to
take up service again, his panegyrists have harped ad nauseam on his 28

and his 2%l dl2cl and ehed innumerable tears of maudlin appreciation over
the ‘martyrdom’ voluntarily accepted by their hero. Munshi is perhaps the
only one who waxes mildly sarcastic about &H<l WA 'J-llﬂ‘ g
The actual facts are that Narmad gave up in 1858 his low paid job of school
teacher on Rs. 35/~ per month. It is doubtful if, with his undisciplined,
jealous and quarrelsome temper and his inordinate vanity, he would have
stuck long to any job. DBut after giving up regular work, he did take up
well-paid tuitions. In along introductory note appended to one of his much

praised poems he himself writes: ¢ od% dla3 el 20 Anddd (rvielld ua?
-2 Aad A2 2uadl .., [ sla p.116].

He made a f{air amount out of his books which were very highly
priced. And he accepted, and even impudently and shamelessly expected,
large sums as gifts from rich friends and acquaintances. To the knowledge
of Navalram and other authorities on his life, he received at least twelve
thousand, and according to Ramnarayan Pathak’s computation about eighteen
thousand, rupees in hard cash from his patron Karsandas Madhavdas alone.
There are references in Narmad’s own writings to numerous other gifts of
sums ranging between one hundred and two thousand. An amusing if not
amazing attempt has been made to show that in the matter of dedicating his
works he cared only for the worth of the dedicatee, not for the money
consideration underlying his dedication. For instance. Karsandas who had
given him at least about Rs. 12,000/~ in the shape of gifts, was ruined in the
share gamble of 1865. At that time Narmad was calculating upon this
patron of hig — his ‘Bhoja’ as Navalram calls him— to pay more than the
printing expenses of his huge quarto tome of poemg known as ‘‘Narma-
Kaviti”, and in return the publication was to be dedicated to the patron.
The failure of Karsandas came as a severe blow to Narmad. Navalram’s
own account shows how he found Narmad in an nnusually depressed mood
when he went to see him, owing to the failure of his patron. Navalram writes :

A 584 Yoy 3 a¥ Rudes 2l 20y e o g B! Ned
54 % o' Yuul wedl gree@ et 4 elell 5 2 A g ug ¢ v
w2l AN 51 58 Al wg § W Y WA o A v Rl
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we AR 2N AU AR Ay Azl Heldi A wnard afla well

C—lls\l@; 'U{?{W . Then Navalram tells us how Narmad insisted that even though

he could not get anything more fromKarsandas he (Narmad) would keep his
side of the bargain and dedicate the book to his broken patron, how the
dedication was drafted and how it was sent to the press.

I am inclined to suspect that this account of the dedication of Narma-
Kaviti to Karsandas given by Navalram is not quite accurate, and that either
he did not know all the facts or was biased by his hero-worship and saw the
episode through the rose-tinted glasses of partisanship. The actual facts are
that the book bears the date January 1866 on the title page, and the poems
in the main body of the book range, as declared in a preliminary note, from
21st September 1855 to 31st August 1865. The poems under the caption
Azl a3l Yedl, including the poem lauz Ylyr which, says Navalram
with unconscious satire, was sent to Karsandas but composed more to console
the poet himself for his disappointment— (Eﬂ?ﬂi "ﬂ’(iRg. YE.rrennnen
AuAldl GRal Rudeid sl Waldl egad dkor 2iua@ ¢dl)—
are printed right at the end, even after Narmad’s treatises vn prosody and
rhetoric, and shown as a ‘BC{QQ in the table lbf contents, and bear the note

el TR U@ A WeHlBA UM, The only logical conclusion is

that they were composed after the entire body of the posms was in type in
final page form. Now the dedication to Karsandas is dated 37d October 1863,
i.e., two years before Karsandas’s failure. Evidently Navalram is wrong when
he definitely says that the dedication was drafted and sent to the press after
the failure of Karsandas and after the discussion between the poet and him-
gelf about its dedication. The date of dedication 1863 is not at all likely to be
a misprint for 1865. And the contents of the dedication, which is in verse,
clearly and indisputably show that at the time it was written the fortunes of
Karsandas were actually on the increase. The poem begins g(ﬂ%l.ifl U2

:o{ﬁ, Quy Qe U511y (which by the bye, is not easy to construe or explain)
JyA Hlﬂqa%{dl, Y Y $UAEI.
R AYY AUURML, YR el UG,
R B G M, Hd ud ST
After two more laudatory verses comes the fifth:
Al oq slH'a ey, silHeel 4ly e ;
A (B8 azer U3, e ud srudgly.
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This i8 not certainly a verse that can be addressed with any decency by the
most fulgome flatterer to a broken man; and the last verse clinches the matter
further:

el el Uy Yodel, A ARl ;
(Narmad’s Sangkrit was throughout shaky and he here converts &ld into U
unnecessarily)

A andll WL, Ul Yd Uz,
This prayer also would be a mockery if made about a man who was already
stony broke, The clear conclusion is that the bargain had been concluded
long before the patron’s disastrous failure and, perhaps, even the consideration
too received and spent, in hig usual lavish manner, by the client. Or, if it
was not received, the poet could not decently break his part of the bargain
in view of the thousands he had otherwise got from Karsandas. Hence the

utter and unusual distress of Narmad who had evidently counted on Karsan-
das’s bounty for something over and above the printing expenses; to quote

hig own words ag reported by Navalraw: (3 2y A R s d A v
: EN >~ TN -

Rl wY AR 2 AR 202 Azt HAH d wraed adfla well
adly wyw.

The praises bestowed on Narmad for dedicating the book to Karsandas inspite
of the latter’s failure have, thorefore, doubtful warrant. After recounting
these happenings Navalram concludes rather rashly : 4l :ﬂ?t 3’.?lrll w Yoy
wudl MW A d 2 el Al ue RaglPly ulal wgw Wl
v A AWTRL HHA YR vy AWy AL B 2w s
wardgell dl gt Wl 3ER PRy Q. [daa wuml@ ()
pp- 223-224.] Evidently when Navalram wrote this in 1887 after his hero’s
death, he was not aware of the correspondence which Narmad had carried
on in 1868-69 in connection with the dedication—for a consideration, of
oourse,—of the dictionary, and which is published .in €W f¥¢ ld

at pages 25 to 34. It will be seen from this extremely interesting corres-
pondence how he was angling for a patron-dediocatee in several directions
and how he landed the fattest in the shape of Chhaganlal Santokram Desai, a
wealthy Nagar of Bhavnagar. We can also see clearly how Narmad kept
up the pose of almost insolent indifference, while thus fishing for monetary

help, how he raised his price from time to time from i@l& 3l QMR to

-8 Al &R and then to AR YA ¢, aud how subtly he flattered
Chhaganlal Santokram while keeping up a show of independence. On 14th
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October 1869, he wrote to Chhaganlal that he intended publishing ono
thousand copies of the Dictionary to be sold at Rs. 20/-per copy, and that
the estimate of printing and other charges tendered by the Surat Irish

Mission Press was Rs. 6,000/-. He also writes: AR WA W é,d't‘R'{l Hes
(4oo Ax& 30 A cud vl 2d) el &dl, [Gor AWs AR, p. 33.]

I have nodoubt at all that if he had succeeded in putting through this deal with
the Director of Public Instruction, the dictionary would certiainly have been
dedicated to Peile, the Director; for he himself admits in a letter dated 2-9-68
to Gopalji Surbhai about another deal which he was thinking of negotiating

with Cartis: W (AR (. 30599 woarl B A 39 20 58y B %
W WA sladl AR ua g awBdA wE andl 4 s asa
Bl yuad A sl & ddr el T 208 s v el Yol
f6g wn i @l 2ded anfy a i dy Y8y (p 28],
The last sentence is evidently intended to keep up his reputation for
%Q’E\Qll@'l'ﬂlfl- But even then it shows rank f@;g:cll(@ﬂ-llfl, not %q'éaur@mm
—rank comniunalism, not patriotism. On 24-10-1869 he writes to his patron:
R WA goral (A4 MR UR Ul qu A, A Tow wwAell ded g
el 23 DD WA vl uy B, AL e SealBly 39 & Ncldddini
vl 20ad 9o 2 Wi yras wB 3 Neg” hd M A d da
or Wyl MR Bell Wl Yron, Al ¢ B A Fmdl ecll. PR
woefl BUd UGy ABU Bl A 4ol gerell ewdt Bl dl WAL 2L
MNed Yoy G'ﬁ'cjﬁ‘l—[;lil"l 2| '\ﬂa 3 [here speaks the ureat nationlist
patriot ] «lOR  A'ASAL, AR 2uBA A APRG WU, That the
arrangement broke down, and the el lost the -:Z,\l.lQil of g'a-i, i. e.,

the lexicon was not dedicated to the Nagar patron, was 2of due to any
patriotic anxiety on Narmad's part, as we are now asked to believe, to dedi-
cate it to the people of -Gujarat; the real reason was that soon after the
printing began at Bhavnagar, something offensive to the Bhavnagar Darbar
appeared in Narmad’s scandalous sheet Si@l, and the Darbar promptly
stopped its printing. But evidently Chhaganlal continued to be Narmad’s
patron, for he is believed to be the anonymous donor of Rs. 2,000/-when the
ever indigent poet was in very straitened circumstances. The same corres.
pondence further reveals, as we have seen, that Narmad had actually been
manoeuvring to dedicate the dictionary to others including high European
officials like Peile and Curtis,~provided, of course, that they helped him hand-
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somely,~and at the same time writing : Y& el @ql (é, § HO 8l g‘»ﬂ
A Yovel 2’{‘{"&‘1 o Yy ?13 Y28 4. 1 dare say Narmad’s admirers will
acclaim this as another proof of the hero’s ‘patriotism’.  Well, it may be; but
there is something very underhand about it. Anyhow his general principle
in suoh matters is made quite clear by some gentences in his extremely amus-
ing letter of 2nd September 1868 to Gopalji Surbhai who had asked him

what he proposed to do to perpetuate the memories of the three classes of
patrons of varying importance he expected to help him. Narmad writes:

e eveee BB AR A $HY DY D s, A Y (AR Sl
AdR quAi B UG Ay o8 3—oura R @liad vt 3
&8 3t o el AT ooy ol A olled WA 2oy HW'A yeRi
axty gid gell ud @ davdls dzaidl 254l Heg 59 B. [This evidently

for the parts of the ‘Kosha’ already published] .evuvenvenenss CHE Al At
WRAldAlAl GUsR B dvalel 96 ... oz 2l A goda Aiudl

Qi 482l vzl o 200 AWl ol Bl vl AR e 2oy e
Aufl Az Wil ol A 2 Adld, A adl d By 2 [@sid weadl
(1ot 98 WA 200 A1y Welidl saaBiged 590 2uiial ad 208 e GAL
But he is cheorfully prepared to throw all these expectant candidates for
pretty cheap immortality overboard, for the good of the pablie, for he writes:
ey svadlall 12 moL2 2l 1y Ause 4By Al (% vlled Gew Ai) 3y
sl @ 31w avietni o B gl wgs sk ARl 26t
"-ll% wE. And yet, with all this haggling and bargaining and price
raising, he has the impudence to blame thesc rich boors for making him
haggle: 2l Ause vl Gt A, A wd Hee 3% A d awll 2wl
ﬁ -:Z\.ll AV Narmad evidently believed that money.had been given to rich

boors in order that they should maintain in comfort a great poet and genius
like him. In a curious footnote to & poem on page 153 of ‘Narma Kavitad’ he

writes: Mldgoel ¢ Asid WA A e 12830 20N
¥l Wl Baw 2uen apll dui @30 g udlst 5agadt
W AR (A Rz Vet qwmu—ell ¢ ady Feai 3 glami
g 3 3" A¥lor? [ And this though poor Karsandas had bought
and sold for Narmad and given him the profit amounting to about
Rs. 5,000/~ as noted by Ramnarayan Pathak, p. 50] 4 A A4
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llagromi auR adt A el e 2o é,l@lcl' g doioll g, Al
falaui A 2aoll 5o @ ... A oo B 38 3 @R Qi
Zu'd 2AGRA 5813 0uA—HA Al WU (4R W6 Al
&2t d %2t Tl e g’ M, ... Now Narmad has been warmly

praised for keeping away from and warning people against the share gamble,
But here he clearly wants his rich friends who are making easy money in
this gamble to give him some of it, and bitterly resente their obtuseness in
that they do not share their good fortune with him. Of course, it is beneath
his dignity to ask for this share in the loot, but he would obligingly pocket
it if humbly passed on to him by the stupid rich as his lawful due. And,
if we carefully silt the evidence we find that the so-called warnings came
a day after the fare,i. e., after the crash came. In a number of poems he
whines about his poverty, his 3% in not taking up service and his beroism
in thus shirking honest work on the expectation of living on the free bounty

of the rich. Hesays in an admired poem 9YdAR HYorusl o AR, —

and even asks impndently 3¥ 2% ﬁgl Aul 8?{ ' e HC%R:‘{. [;l
p.79.] 1 fail to see any ground for the rapturous eulogies showered on
Narmad for thus choosing the not very honourable life of a sponge and
cadgor. Munshi is not severe enough when he rather mildly writes:

Toan HQuAUTL A daaad sHe Al aul ez, e 9
kel 2uad g lsiray guas xusinl, 646 Thxl, A gellal @
WA Yat &HWQd Bl [. 24,24l p. 48.] We must not also forget that

when his father died, Narmad came into property worth in all
Rs. 8,500/-, as admitted by himself in his autobiography [. 4.9l p. 293].
Thus at a conservative estimate he must have received in the shape of legacy
and gifts alone—over and above what he earned by his own exertions or
from the sale of his books—about Rs. 30,000/-, a sum equivalent to nearly
a lakh of rupees in these degenerate days. But Munshi misses the main
point, namely, Narmad’s impudent claim, as a sort of divine birthright, that
he ought to be maintained in all his luxuries and lavish expenditure by
richer men, and that too unasked and as a sacrcd duty incumbent on
these worthless rich. He has the impudence to call this perverted idea of

35l dlRall & Ay :—202u T kA g3 B, Y ug” AYA ag’ 4,
R gl A uge Al sneg Suey @ ? [ 53, p.296, foot note].,

If this is &% and a virtue and heroic martyrdom, then undoubtedly there can
be no argument. Of course, Narmad puts this claim in a less impudent form



66

. \ -
when he says: 3601 158" 3 %A vl Aisell gl Hee YA d Wl
. [.-m"gg' "'l[:‘ﬂ, ‘{”4@01131, p.206.] But the cadger’s spirit underlying
both claims is the sime.

RAmnarayan Pathak has given in brief a very cautious estimate of the
large sums received as gifts from Karsandas, and if the estimate is correct,
from this patron alone Narmad must have received more than Rs. 20,000/-
in one shape or another. [ (& "l?-leg. A4, pp. 50-51 (appendix 2) ]. But
even he has left out such items, noted in Hil k&,'gl's(l and €-a? .-l-;.fg ‘U.ﬁd,
as Rs. 2,000/- given anonymously by his Bhavanagar patron, Rs. 500 and
Rs. 200/~ given by two Parsi admirers, to speak nothing of numwerous smaller
gifts and of the money gifts the poet got from sundry people by forcing on
them the Ui@l&l, as the poet cynically called it, of copies of his various
works. It seems that he was also writing command verses, very probably
for good consideration received or expected. On one poem at p. 274 we have
the note 2% Wizl 2l adl U Guzl. Ramnarayan Pathak also gives
examples of Narmad's lavish expenditure, such as Rs. 200 spent in one
evening on a musical party given by him and Rs. 500 on another. When we
consider that this was in the sixties and seventies of the last century when
a rupee meant more than three rupees to-day, we are amazed at Narmad’s
atrociously ungrateful complaints that a .3\,'5"[ Cﬂk like him was being
neglected by the vulgar rich or the stupid general public which, according
to a detailed list given by the poet himself in his ¥’ ?)[ald.l, must have
brught his books and brochures with an avidity that wonld make most
Gujarati writers of to-day green with envy. But I am even more amazed
that Narmad’s admirers to-day still continue to go into maudlin raptures
over their hero’s alleged martyrdom at the hands of the publie, rich and poor
alike. Raomnarayan, with his usual good sense, exonerates the poet’s public;

and yet he writes: el Qaedatdl WY wuee qwlel “@, Bizend
A, A Hee 53 /A dl w3 AW UR [ Ivid p.51 ] This is
beyond me; I cannot understand why we should feel any C—llOLQ[I, let alone

Ale’, for an impudgnh and insolent cadger, shirker and reckless waster
of other people’s money. Iven less can I understand why we should be
expected to see in this extremely shabby and unseemly side of the hero’s

chatacter the @1°4 3304l of 3 wH Ggl-l 53 sUiell (Retidy [dn'ey’
Alee-yalaion Introduction, pp. 28 & 29], or characterise his determination
to live lavishly at other people’s expense as EBII l3dl and call it @qqg'
Pgya Y. [ Ibia, p, 110D,
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In his dealings with his friends and contemporaries some of the
darker aspects of his vain, suspicious, envious and quarrelsome naiure
become unpleasantly evident. He wrote two nasty and insolent letters
to Nandshankar Tuljashankar because he failed to win a prize for which
he had competed with an essay and because Nandshankar was one of the

judges on the occasion [ft?-lci‘.:i HGE?—DLQQMNI pp. 319-327]. About his

relations with his colleague, Karsandas Mulji, in his fight against orthodoxy,
N . . .

Munshi writes: W 4R ol wdl sudziad Yuirdg WAl

WG o dell Ml sea W, 2lHUTUHL W dwedl

AR e el AT B Y saude on aa WL ad ol

(N 1 R N
(A2 A=Al AU, pp. 70-71.] A younger crntemporary of Narmad,

and a highly respected member of his community, Chhabiléram Dikshit, is
also reported by Nandanith Dikshit to have expressed his opinion about

Narmad the man in this significant phrase: ‘2131 g22l (e, [44's

alawl ‘ll.zl, p. 174. ] But Narmad’s relations with Dalpatram, whom he
hated and maligned as his more popular rival, clearly show the utter
little-mindedness of the man. From the first he seems to have disliked and
envied the undoubted popularity of hi¢ senior contemporary. As early as
1358 he refers to Dalpatram asa rival in a note on his own poem called
Ul&™ U, a worthless imitation of a fifth rate poem by that third class
poet Southey. [fl'i-lc'sfc\ldl, p. 19.] Tn a note to another long poem entitled
2['4’4’4@4.‘4, a gross and revolting compogition first published in 1859, he
says he was impelled to write it in order to establish his superiority over
Dalpatram—- HIGIR Al Al s(Aat 531 uzaed vl WA, [Ibig, p. 26].

And there are dozens of such references to Dalpatram, mostly slighting and
often foully abusive, in his poems, notes, and prose writings. Thus on

p. 231 of ‘Narma Kavita’ we find a foot-note: U, 22120l WA
A AN A DA Akt Al 2eld @R w5 @A Al —,where Dalpat of
course is aimed at. Once or twice he even calls Dalpat ?{E—h w{iﬂail,
pretending to repeat other people’s words. In his proem to another worth-
less long poem entitled 38 Q@‘l% he refers to previous Gujarati poets
and writes:

Alsau Agad WA, s(EAue Urey AR,
e [l Az d, gaud WA oy
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and in a footnote he explains the second libellous line to mean Qfll?-li a@cu
34 A [Hauz AR A (zaua) det do 2R 53 L av]l Al aguy
B Aw ol A Fruad B % W W 3@ 3L [ slaay, p. 208 ],
But 1f any one has any doubts as regards Narmad’s sentiments towards
Dalpatram they should be ¢ompletely removed by reading pages 60 to 67 of

his own autobiographical 'H.l'\ﬂ éﬂ&d. There he makes very mean and

malicious insinuations and statements about Dalpatriam, evidently inspired
by jealousy and envy of a successful and senior rival. They are all the
more revolting as, by his own showing, outwardly he behaved towards
Dalpatram with hypocritical courtesy and showed whenever they met
profound respect for him. ''he younger man reaches the lowest depth of
malignant and vindictive vulgarity in a footnote on Dalpatram’s public

reading of his own poem sd2dRU(l. There he writes: 0‘9‘3{1 {1?1 d{—fl:l QLC{l"Q
aollete amaadl AdB 4R B ddl 4d (way By dg’ 4dl) AR e
BITTBEETEN é,(li. Again, when he learnt that the Buddhivardhak Sabha
intended to found scholarships in Dalpat’s honour and pnt up his statue, he
burst out in his discomfiture and envious fury: ?1 dud HIR SL:I qél AR é
el B a0 3 Ay 3 aisl B % 2ueg Wt 337 oaal 20l B.

The whole chapter leaves a very nasty taste behind and reflects anything but
credit on the petty-minded poectaster and egotist. In the continuation called

G- du'e ?Jl(;{\('l, again, thers are slighting and abusive references to
Dalpatram on pages 4 and 12-13. In the mniserable rag called siffsih which
Narmad ran for some time, he took full advantage of anonymity and wrote:
5@ canann gsnewdl e 2 Al sl (@34 gel sell A
el 2 B, WD yraddl sAurey, URAE @, el dis sllell
Aot a1t Qe 3104, Gloating over Dalpatram’s disastrons dabbling in the
share bazar he wrote: W&l vR0{leie a2 57l sl e ¢l wioll wiolld
A, R &3 Azl =2 wAS ARl i ardl 3y Wiz ysl
Ager Al Al AWl gl Wk B, A a3 ¢l erdlde
w3 Ayl gy B Al we et gedl areal Aa yo 23 B
“d3 Wid ?u g 9;!,:%1"‘/ Barrrernne Elsewhere, referiing to Dalpatram’s
amusing practice of composing verses extempore, Narmad sneered in his

-

characteristically vyulgar manner: @6'% 3292 ﬂQ}i W‘@ B A éli‘l‘%u
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delluR Ay Q) B; W 4 w13l Augl adidl las@a sl o y'?
oyl AR Hameell BBl yami s sldg 39 Wid Aoy
Qg Iy —

WA BB s, vl oLy Q WK ;
Biell wad QAR uim, el @il adl B .,

agel ! Ag et d AWst 56l This conplet has been cften quoted by

superior personé who want to sneer at Dalpat as a poet. But they forget that
extempore verse-making has always been a game—Dalpatram even gave
whole lectures in verse;—and they overlook the sly humour of even this
doggerel. In Narmad’s serious and deliberately composed verse there are
hundreds of still more vapid and dull lines of wooden doggerel unrelieved
by the faintest gleam of humour. He was dense enough to believe that
he was writing highly tragic poetry when he made his heroine’s father

moan in metre before fainting: AR G4 A A AN A Jand SIS
é,'@'é,.é,. % ,-~— and humourless enough to add the fatuous footnote:
AU a¥ " B adl 2wuE & Ay W s 3} B adl
dadl Al é%l&i. afld 2y 9y 28U He rancorously attacked

Dalpatram, and Hopealong with him, becauge the former was commissioned by
the Education Department to write all the poems for the Hope Reading Series
and also to compile the big book of selections from old Gujarati poets called

gm’e\@d, He lashed himself into a fury of petty spite and reviled
Dalpatram in these words : Elﬂglédﬂi 15el Y-l 3l°%l'€l~§,d dlHd
iR 2R sladled seirdl  siod [HEad alad dydi R ad &
agell govadl sl B Al v 2 2unen Waell AR sBasiac
Al YURURL WAl el oFlo qeizs g Bedw 24 AR
agdl g3dl dll Ul ywuddl s eduduug s,
el AV AW wszel, @ 0 A 2 Al ey Gurdll yadl dw
af GAdr 3w 2l (L@l A8 g adl slaa sudl 219
stouBige 5312y, 2l All Ax g’ $UA Browea U2 5AUR 2ANCRIHSAL
gadl @Y, sieadigd @ (AL Bruedl i Al (@), a8k o3 (awdt
M uud ARl [ade adwdl Ay-anedl uuil-ow, p.e6l
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In short, every reference to Dalpatram I have found in Narmad is inspired
by a spirit of mean and malignant envy. The only exception is when he
says in connection with the prevalent superstitious belief in ghosts:

o~ = Ao
sl gauaundl otldord gaaRiedl vuasl s B 2 goaid A agdl
Auul 4l aezicl vl B, [agg A o1, p. 284.] But as this is from

an unsigned article in the si&al ITam inclined tobelieve that it is not by
Narmad.

I would not have dilated on this unpleasant trait of Narmad’s
character if numerous attempts had not been made by present day writers,
either through ignorance or disingenuous partisanship, to gloss over and
even tlatly deny Narmad’s vindictive and determined animosity against his

popular rival. I'or ingtance, one of our younger poets writes; g&ldceil (Rami
sy oals A QYU Uy 2, ey el edud a2 LA, Hideld
el el sl 2uedl B, g2t BB R B saudal ol R
e AnE g el zauddl Aell el B, [opeenia wlga men
sl (1(—3&--\60) p. 21]. T dare say Sundaramn has sufficient grounds

for this amazing assertion; but I have failed to find them in the works
of either Narmad or Dalpatram. Until these grounds are presented I am
inclined to attribute this perversion of known and easily ascertainable facts to
utter ignorance of them coupled with the insidious influence of unreflective
and almost hysterical hero-worship that has obsessed the minds of even
intellectual Gujaratis in the last twenty five years or so. I submit that it is
the prime duty of those who claim to be the leaders of thought and culture,
especially the younger writers who must mould the minds of coming
generations, to rise above these temporary passions and obsessions, to leave
them to clever and unscrupulous climbers and careerist8, and tc make but
one passion the sole obsession of their lives, the passion for truth, for

objective truth,—for truth as it is, and not as we would wish it to be. For
surely, those who care for matters of the spirit,—(and all who are possessed
by the writing itch must at least profess to care for such matters),—those
particularly who are or claim to be the flower of our intellectual aristocracy,
the teachers and poets, must put truth, and a fearless, two-eyed pursuit of
truth, above everything else. Our heroes may be great, our country is
certainly greater, but greategt of all is Truth.
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We have considered Narmadashankar so far as poet and man. It
remaing to consider him in the two most important roles which, according
to his modern admirers, he played in public life, firstly as social reformer
and secondly as patriotic writer on Indian politics and the first harbinger of
patriotism in Gujarat. As we have already seen, most extravagant praises
have been lavished on Narmad as a great pioncer and mighty warrior in both
these fields. Vishnuprasad Trivedi has given a grave warning to all

venturesome critics of Narmadashankar : 4% @kciell @ Andielrg Q'l&?ll,
AR Qscll, e, et 20 ol el alemar
ol Waz s Bl 2uven wzsidl egadd waclza vidiadl sax B,
[ 43 uawdl AU, p. 228]. Butas I have been fighting this UEARLI

for nearly twenty years now, and havc not yet succumbed, I proceed on my
venture with an undisturbed mind. At the outset T must point out, as
observed by Navalram, that Narmad had no original creative genius but
was a sensitive weathervane that followed the various changes in the winds
blowing from various directions in the world around him. Narmad himself
has given usa ¢limpse of the ideas current and the influences active at
the time he was passing through the critical period of his hobbadehoyhood.

In his important essay Q;WRlCﬂal"ﬂ &\3{((\1 he writes in a footnote (on
p. 64 of ¥ ol&) : ued LUl ol ydal egcaunl @ s so @l
(o1t DU o1ell B d 21 UG —HA 139y WL YAl HBAY gAlRIH
WORH, HERAR ggoll 4igRol [who was a Dakshini], HRAZ gAMARAH
el AR HidewW et 2l gl A vl GE A weldl M
Gwll veel B—oaldi®g i, Yl ey, Y 4 yord), Houls
iz @2 adtd Bl AU, B el B a2l g,

Very young as he was then, these influences may have imperceptibly entered
hig subconscious before he came to the wider life and freer atmosphere of
Bombay. But I have a ‘suspicion that be received his inspiration in the fields
of social and political reformn from Maharashtra including the very word

%q.ﬁ\-‘?.ll(@i'i-llfl which all his panygerists from Navalram downwards have
declared to be his own coinage. It seems he had close contacts with Marathi
speaking people from early boyhood. Under Y A2 he notes : L&
[i.e., 1843 A. D. when he was ten] @3l <gtaad . HRl Mt (2
oty WA @, A vwoieg A Huget M. [ Gz aas AR, p. 1121, -
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Thus one of his earl.iest teachers was 3 I\‘Iahatralahi)r::;d\:)allglii‘:(; :’}‘:dlegug
. ot i e UL,
the father of Shripad Babaji Thakur who nlL:?z; OOSI'] B somo time ; a6 he

Between 1855 and 1858-39, Narmad \ivas N
©otos andor the same caption : &eidg’ i el gl 9l A AA w4

%l'%§<l oY W3 33 a3l [Ibid]. Evidently he was at Poona in

October 1838, for in a footnote on p. 14 of ‘Narma Kavita’ he tells us that he
53, N

composed certain poems when HIR Y aveitell cusle &cll, and that theso

. . ~
poems were published by his father:“llin a?élwﬂ?-ll HIRL WY ¢ ¢

252001411 Ul In a foot-note (p. 5 of a4y ngldl ) he tells us that in
July 1856, 3y AnQ il g el wnd Wy g W

“Hrflallq” WL Al 24ey &d; and that he purchased it and
mechanically imitated the Marathi poet’s metre, which was unknown to
himself, for & poem of hisown, He evidently did not know then the eriginal
WY ISYAT K71 AT which he says he translated later, in 1860. [4¥ s(dal
p. 56.f.n.]. I do not know why it is comwonly believed and averred
that Narmad invented this metre, which is at least as old as the famous
Puranic passage. But that is by the way. The point isthat in 1856 he
knew sufficient Marathi to read the poems of a rather difficult poet like
Vaman Pandit. I am inclined to suspect that some of his earliest verses in
Sanskrit metres were also written under Vaman's inspiration. The strict

and even punning rhymes, for instance, in W{l(?-{al'el, a disgustingly
obscene poem written on 17th September 1833 to celebrate his own 25th
birthday, were unknown in Gujarati poetry at that time. Thus in the very
first verse in the Sikharini metre, he rings changes on the letters rl°l%{=-i
for his four rhymes:edd ™R, d dAU X, «dd¥ R, and again dd AR
but with a different meaning. This is exactly the way in which Marathi
poets, and especially Vaman and Moropant, play with their rhyme letters.
The word 4 again (in the sense of =ldl) is noteworthy. I think it is not
natural to Gujarat; it is a Marathi word. And ] have found quitea
remarkable number of Marathi words scattered over Narmad’s works :
Vel (sign), oadll ool (for a3l ardl, ), el¥2 82l ( peculiarly idiomatic
Marathi for refusal, ‘nay’), 2L (s0 be it), W™ (hour), AXR (a single word),
(iavia (armour), Y130 [in the sense of Ql@?-lld], [ I don’t know why the
a\SQﬂ 3 goes to Sanskrit for the derivation of this word; in this sense it
is purely Marathi]; 29 Ao (M. fﬁim); 4 (for AYY ); Q'3 all@"ll
) (&), Sﬂi'elul, (the crude musical entertainment called 9@ ang MuS
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its executant are peculiarly Maharashtrian institutions ) ; ¥ $IUR; USRI ;

~ -~ % ~

B 3 (AR (a distinct borrowing from the saint poet of Maharashtra);
[ . foe . .

%3&’ (in the sense of 'miscellaneous’). These are some instances of the

purely Marathi words and expressions which are scattered throughout
Narmad’s works. I have been told that the Nagars of Surat do use certain

Marathi words which other Gujarati Hindus do not. But words like MsllMOl
- .

and WA, and the idiomatic expressions 3§52, VIS, ASR, A¥R Ul and

ARl 3:18(:1'21 seem to me to be too peculiar to Maharashtra to be current

even auong Surat Nagars.

As for hig views on gocial and political reforms, again, it may be noted
that one of the main items of social reform, widow reme-riage, was very early
preached in Maharashtra. In a quite recent article on Vishnu Shastri Pandit
( popularly known as Vishnubava Brahmachari ), Professor G B. Sardar
writes : HERAT FARTZA TAB & W Gevo AR A@M (H@e v,
g 4, Yew: G IFAT A4 [T AET qSAIAN ARG ARAE TW THF
Tl ¥E FS G, A GHIUE H959 ‘qWEE M@’ 4T Afal gF Gedl enea
A1 Blle 1A 2T 9ErRQR © Aaai=ar galdae {eIt @aR aqdfl” «§ ga
FIA L. . T ¢S T AINFNFA FAG F@. AGgS A GARAA! qAS
qE 9T g A, [AFUY QiET TF, October 1941, p. 85]. We know that
Narmad joined this WHg M H 3\ as a very young man and no doubt learnt
his freethinking, his passion for “llcl3ls and also the habit of drinking, in this
holy company of Paramahamsas. As early as 1848-1830, that scion of the
Peshwa regime, Gopalrao Hari Deshmukh,~he was the son of a petty Brahmin
Sardar under Bajirao II—a remarkable personality of whom Narasimharao
Divatia has left an interesting sketch in his reminiscences,—had given
public expression, in a series of extraordinarily outspoken and pungent
letters, in the Pradbhdkar of Bombay, to every one of the advanced social and
political views expressed by Narmad several years later. They made quite’
a sensation in those dhys, and republished in book form only two years ago,
are decidedly worth reading and readable even to-day. Although Gopalrao’s
education was even more imperfect than Narmad’s, he had a wonderfully
objective vision and always tried to see things in the stcady white light of
reason. He strongly advocated the cause of woman, asserted her equality
with man and whole-heartedly pleaded for widow marriage. He was dead
against the caste system and reserved all his considerable powers of invective
for his own Brahmin caste. No wonder when the wave of revulsion came
later, the mouthpiece of Poona orthodoxy, Vishpu Krishpa Chiplunkar,
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devoted almost a volume in the shape of monthly instalments in his famous
[Ragarat ¢o paying Gopalrao back in his own coin and denouncing him as a
purblind traitor to hig country and religion. For, the head and front of Gopal-
rao’s offending was his terrific onslaught on Brahminism and a disconcertingly
frank admission of the good points in British rule and Western
calture. And he was not a blind admirer of these foreign and therefore
satanic things. He pleaded for the gradual grant of more and more powers
to Indians, culminating in an autonomous Indian Parliament. He protested
strongly against all discrimination between Indians and whites, He urged
Indians to buy only Swadeshi goods as far ag possible and to refuse to gell raw
materials to foreigners. IHe affirmed that India was being impoverished
becaase the British would not make India their home as the Turks and
Moghuls had done. He was sure that Indians would be far happier under
an Indian than under the foreign officialdom,—provided the former shed all
their traditional tendency to dishonesty, corruption and graft, and provided
they imbibed the spirit of public service and all other fine qualities of the
latter. In fact this man with his wonderfully lucid intellect and almost
cynically passionless mind had no illusions. He stoutly declared, all the
same, that the British connection was a providential dispensation, in as much
as God intended that under British rule and guidance the Hindu nation
should learn the right way of self-rule, and that the British should, on
their part, do their appointed task of educating their wards as quickly as
possible : and the limit he put for this devoutly to be wished and divinely
appointed consummation was two hundred years (of which nearly half have
already passed). 1t will be seen that there is scarcely one idea in the social
and political reform repertory of Narmad that was not anticipated by
Gopalrao ; and all these ideas the dour Maharashtrian expressed in his cool,
deliberate, cogitative manner, without the rant and rhetoric and confused
impulsiveness of Narmad.

In June 1849 Gopalrao wrote :
veees S SAfAE qGEL,, FIWE AT q @ FeqO @I F&A qANT IO

[p. 213]. In his letter headed, RZEAFI=AT qUEiad=h FIN gated 2Sth
January 1849, he says that the Hindus lost their patriotism %mﬁWﬁ)
because they lost their learning (ﬁ'ﬂf) Thus Gopalrao Deshmukh uses
the word SIMIAM along with the idea of @A six or seven years
before Narmad is believed to have introduced it into the Gujarati language.

But [ think even Gopalrao Deshmukh was not the first to use the word
‘Deshabhiman ’ or ‘Swadeshabhiman’. Candy’s English-Marathi dictionary

gives as Marathi equivalents for ‘Patriotism’ EARTMFAN, TAITHIS,
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FRASA, @IAED and FGIWT; and the first edition of the diciionary

appeared in 1847. T have not tried to trace the word thus first introduced
by European educationists and lexicographers; but I should not be surprised
if it occurs in sowme one or other of the Marathi school text boolks prepared
in the thirties and forties by the pioneer educationists of Maharashtra like
Bal Shastri Jambhekar and others who were also Molesworth’s and Candy's
colleagues in compiling the two great lexicons.

In another letter he says, as Narmad said later, that now that a free
press exists people should frankly criticise evil customs and speak out frankly
what they have to say about Government and officials [p. 365]. Narmad
says in more places than one that when he was about 25 he thought of taking
up the profession of ‘Haridas’. Deshmukh writes in his letter dated
22nd April 1310 ; AT T FII@EARA [Faor AT &, TLEQAT ST TG AT
a &G &% TRT FOAET G ACR A7, A o® IR H9 e FwES av
ag W@q‘?ﬁiﬁ £i sTea S A, All these are remarkable coincidences,
if nothing more; but the fact remains that Deshmukh’s writings which
created a sensation in Bombay and Poona when they first appeared
preceded Narmad’s earliest expression of similar views by five or more-
years. Gopalrao had all the dourness and almost cynical contempt
for the limelight which characterise the stronger characters among
Maharashtrians. His terrific onslaughts on his own Brahmin caste and his
daring and far-sighted excursions in the fields of social and political
reform are far more original and striking than the milder but infinitely
more advertised essays of Narmad in the same field. And for these Gopalrao
earned, instead of public fame and warm eulogies earned by Narmad
from loyal friends like Navalram, the determined opposition of his castemen
and unserupulous opprobrium and invective from champions of orthodoxy
like Vigshnu Krishna Chiplunkar. Whatever that may be, I think that with
all their faults and exaggerationg the Hundred Letters are certainly worth
careful perusal and pondering over even to-day. Their fearless clear-eyed
introspection and keen apprehension and appreciation of fundamentals are
valuable even to-day, full ninety years and more after they were published.

Another peculiarity of these epistles is that whenever Gopalrao speaks
of the country and its people, of political and social reform, or of Swaraj,
he talks consistently of Hindus throughout ; non-Hindus are entirely out-
side his purview. In the new edition of these letters which appeared in
1940, tho editor has made a very unconvincing and amusing attempt to gloss
over this sectarianism or communalism : ‘®%F ‘BT 7qu7 I Fgua €I alr

S T A @t ety R’ smw Gt € gaier @ asd. [ p, 328
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This is mere special pleading which no @& can swallow. And, most

remarkable to note, this is exactly the outlook of Narmad too. He never once
has all Indians in his mind when discoursing on social and political reforms
and aspirations ; the non-Hindus simply do not exist for him. In the

famous essay on %QEQll@ilel (1856 ),' from beginning to end 482 means
f‘ %\Ql. He harps on the greatness and prosperity of the country under
p ! ,
Hindu Rajas [LH.2L(% p. 9]; on the glories of [&'gH¥, (&'gaun,
(&gt (p. 10 ); he cries out to God : § HY ! U [F gD 4y ol
¥l ?l'{l Ak bS] (p. 17); and he expectantly looks forward to the time
when @gg dly @.ﬂ' el (p. 11). He attributes the downfall of
@g and the 82 to the repeated invasions of Muslims: °;>'4-I. HER vl
AHG WZR URL odd dd YAl AR ARe el Ak o Wikl
AAel @, (p. 8). And he praises the British regime in unmeasured terms
for giving the Hindus freedom of speech and opinion and an opportunity to
retrieve past glory : Hed B glardl U5 @ s edAdl R 2uudl
o1 B 1A R ARl Qrauil 3u agll Qe ! yuardlueani du Y3 Al
Ny a.léilg' q[@, In memorable words he writes : 24 dor &3t KAl
Qe B. A A and Judl 208 B. Evidently he did not believe in
the fourfold ruination of India by the Santanic British, which is a cardinal

doctrine of presentday politics. The same narrow and communal political
outlook is apparent in a still more Ligoted form in the essay on

oAUl RU[A (1869). It is throughout an appeal to Aovaicedl 24RxMAL
to assert itself. 1 certainly agree with Vishwanath Bhatt when he says:
gorrdrll ARUAA U My AHs @A, [ W. W p.33]
It harps again‘'on the damage done by Muslim aggressors, aqgl é\{l@dl, d;-gél

QUL agel WAL el AHIR MR YUAHL-—as Le calls them (p. 19)—
and bitterly regrets the indiflerence of the nonmartial castes when the

Muslims conquered Gujarat : X (@,gg Acv R A v.qrtg' a « 2l
(&g uw'll A el WAl woa ol = 233 (e GBwa
wo AR (g A ) aBl A say Aad werat s qalg ! [p. 19

In the same essay he explains %ﬂ%f{ll(@\inld in terms which should leave
no doubt asto the exact connotation of the word as understood by him :
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Al A Fw(@ud-BA Dy w3 4 Al@dg
2R Ay 3w Ay Ry d AuHl B, der 3w, dov garul, dov
ey, do uW, A do fdeudui GuRal @ o g Yo Ay e
E{Q‘Q'W.@.lﬂ.@ (p. 23). A few pages further he writes: UH4 mggmi)

........

&3t maoll wall (g uedg ixn aw ity B ued ugyn B
SIALAL MG H ,,,[ft'i-lcolil p. 72). Again be writes in 1859,

referring to his allegory of f‘-:lill?ll%[l with her two Mulds, W and
Aoeadl: g (g uvaal Mg gl awl gald U dd
@{ﬂgﬂ C‘llalgi Aql. [d.3.9. p 103]. In another allegory of his occurring
in an essay written in 1864 he writes: [:S,g ?(‘[l AL WK A Yl
gradl sl dgtd v R Y uY 8 B 2 Ay
Aned well (sic) Lol Bz 5y Aau wign 2 4l B, ug ¢l
AR Asu U M kAL Al [p. 126]. In another writing dating
from 1370 he defines AWl or ‘S\Ql‘{@ and again says that common
nationality consists in A 22l dav gl Well, A e, dov wd A,
Z‘\'."'Y ﬂ(l@ll(l;and he clinches the matter further in a footnote thus:
B, QML M st D B vl F@dl you @l B [pp. 130,
131]. He urges that the main Hindu vernacu'ars should adopt the
Devanagari characters, and adds : A# (&€l euul @ AU Y=l UHMY

all B d A aedl ugA el avl sy MY [p. 137.] And he
keeps harping on 2l (&gl Buaveal, wuuall (ue (Egll) 2ddl
E_i(:(l, and then lays down the bed-rock principles of EQleCll, i e
nationality :  Reevelcll W —2uuall cuwt, =g Sy, vy [Qg
dgl oy ——3ed uwsl 2uuBer dgl.  [p. 140]. At the end of this

passionate plea for the consolidation and regeneration of the Hindu
nation, Hindu religion, Hindu social customs—he even forgets his reformist

£, ~
zeal and Dblnrts out : 14\(?11-@ D] 2yl ?:léql e B, [p.134¢]—he

suddenly remembers the non-Hindu encumbrances that happen to mar the
‘pretty picture of a combined nation, and is constrained to find room for them
somehow, and take notice of them. 7This he does in an amusingly balf-

hearted and lame though scarcely ambiguous manner: [:S,'g%ﬂlfl"'ll.. U{'@l‘fﬂ
audl (ggll B A (gedler Ruovedal ¢ 3@ B, [which means that the
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real nation consists of the Hindu element alone] IS a2l az A [@,g
e A=y, ¢4 ¢ 22l aq sadel acdled 3¢ @@ izl 4
Y [Egraell afma 2@ 8. (&g @1(?4. dug @R
Wme 5 B — B15U (230l cuel 5 S e (&gl
WA Budl senee A uBan wdml wadl WA ud el

[pp. 140, 141] What is more, in all these essays he frankly admits that
Rritish rule and English education alone huve made this new renaissance of

the Hindu nation possible : M HAarg st & F Ad Usdul 22ll-
(@il a2l Goumt aal Wil ®, @ 2llovetdr wvied Yo 24d
wixd Yl Hié{{ % [p.50]. Inanother outburst of gratitude he exclaims
with perfect justice: 2U 220U 1 20 2l AniEl o2 1 w20 AR WE
o' gj dy B0 a4 auul) 2aadl @l saoe Wil B (a-
e M, Sy, [and 2ul af e a0 adle, gfc\* SRRl
2 B aawe, weyd e 3, L My AN vidledl B,
And referring to Tod’s ‘Rajasthan’ and A K. Torbes’s UMHI he adds:
@ s 2B ey v (ayd, d 2d 2R 2 30 AR B [p. 197
Klsewhere in a similar outburst he exclaims : ng:;)ll @1[55){[, ”J{":l\gﬁ qeaell
(‘;PJ.R sluig aél.’ﬂ, :-21‘:—\{?{1, “ala AlM (mnrans association ) qaia[[,
A o], AdMUR (newpapers) 434 awaell Gald Tedl ol Al
ou L Q'\fl 2 [p. 441] Here too it is only in the last paragraph that he
remembers the non-Hindu element [ p. 4457
1t should be noted that these are Narmad’s considered views, expressed
in ordinary workaday prose, not in verse spouted in szl 42U or rl-?.ll;ll
ST However, if we carefully exmine even his so-called patriotic and

fire-eating verse the conclusions we derive are almost the'same, the only differ-
ence being that in verse he likes to roar a lot ike a lion and then endsasa
rule on the disappointingly tame note of fighting social evils. He has himself

made this quite oclear: (A Al 2, oalddl wiud Wi
(et 20 (g o2, yoell 813 DUl And his friend Nasalram clearly saw
this fact : YrrewuHl Ay A=zl 2 el A warll (g1a 42, A
(g 2uedl A frradl 4Bl ¥g &t [, 9. p. 232] In fact, warlike
phraseology had become part of his stock poetical armoury in writing on any
rubject. For instance, he talks of ¥ddlcll and WXL (é,“-k‘l and declaims *
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‘\ . .
(2d SR e B Al 33 [, ., p. 51]. * He waxes warlike, talks
of swords and spears, and after exhausting all his war-whoops, exhorts his

readers to destroy the imaginary bogey called Cl'@ﬂ-l o%el—which is the
name he gives to thos@social and religious superstitions and evil customs that
in his opinion kept the Hindu nation from growing to its full stature.

And the word %94« or Y4 is also significant of his intensely Hindu and
anti-Muslim mentality. This is a delicate subject in these days of inflamed
communal feelings but we can not shirk it if we want to arrive at the real
truth about Narmad’s real opinions. 'I'he scores of historical references to
Muslim rule scattered throughout his works in prose and verse consist mostly
of adverse references to or descriptions of tyranny, bloodshed, rapine and
iconoclastic fanaticism. The whole of his longest ai.d on the whole least
uninteresting piece in verse, Q&,gﬁlfﬂ ‘i&(ﬂ, is nothing but a glorification
of past Hindu greatness, real or imaginary, historical or legendary. In
it he dwells on every great fight put up by the Hindus against Muslims.
He is no less uncomplimentary to the Marathas and especially the Maratha
regime in Gujarat; but in his zeal as a Hindu he forgets rnd forgives the
hated Shivaji’s raids in Gujarat and his sacks of Surat and writes:

W [Reuey gz, o dd vy (8
oel wAA g, A § Al [g. [, 5, p. 421

And in a footnote on p. 417 he frankly says about the 1857 mutiny :
A 0 Al QgL QAL @ Yudarid d ol A Wl s g,

There is a dreary and raggedly prosy poem called C{b\ @{‘é,, which is said
by the editor of .-p.fgg’ H(:ﬂ, e Gl. to be an allegorised description of the
gradual absorption of India by the East India Company [p. 210]. One
count of complaint in this poem is : "R.ﬁ\(il YHeal fﬂ%l, '%U’Y'Hi ?){;i, 53A0-
Wi AL WAL [AHW p. 118.] Strange enough he employs this
pejorative form of ‘Musalman’ in his prose writings also. In describing an
interesting experience at Bhavnagar at the house of a Muslim singing woman
he writes : 9y YU dRgar 13tell it s3ct— Uell 28l wey sudl.
By quid A YAl Bl 3 3B s ... [WRL &4y p. 58], Tdonot
think it is necessary to enlarge ore on the violently bigoted, sectarian and
communal mentality of Narmad so far as his go-called *‘Nationalism’

is concerned. But his long epopee on the fall of the Hindus, afler all its
heroics, ends its Part II in the usual bathos, —in an exhortation to Hindus to
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fight against 23U e [pp. 422-23], although it keeps up the fire-eating
N >~ N N
bluster abont 2AMNicll 2L, Al &L, éll[:ﬁ"ﬂ "l@m ete.; for the upshot

of all these Lloodcurdling heroices is :
sgd Al A, Parle a B
A VUl ogiz, ¢ AW WA .

In Part 1I1 again, after displaying much martial fury he asks Hindus to
unite, gives the politically suggestive analogy of the big black snake being

-

overpowcred even by ants when united in a mass attack but quite tamely
proceeds to explain it away :

(&g agwdll au, =wul @ R,
A W3 Ry u, s yes vl e,

And again he endsin bathos with female education : ®HY i1l Wi M {la
a5 and, (oAl g!, MAWR W‘ii A5 and when that happeuns :

-~

mMAdg 2N ordl, U WA 92 ;
Ay WAL ul, @A AR A4l
The envoi is even more significant in view of the modern reputation of
Narmad as an anti-British rebel poet, and is worth quoting at length :
sHAAL 1341, AR 21§ al o,
&4 53 B Uev, Al d Alzia. .
(&g 2uven ds, wiqal @A B q;
0% AYA AL qHovdll ey B Al
Al 2AYT A, lov 533 GHAL X ;
YU 3 d jev, M gy W Avy T
gaaisdl g, A4l (dAd o A4 ;
ey Card Ay, 200400 W ud 4,
Al W2, 2003 a8 83

-

A Hov YA, AU B ue GBI

\

And this long composition in very elementary doggerel with a few fairly
eloquent passages is dated Surat, December 1866.
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As for his other highly admired patriotic poems, I would ask those
who read their own quite modern ideas into them to study the notes
appended to most of them by the poet himself. The poet’s fiery patriotisin
is roused in one because e YelzH 25U Aot H] uURY Wil ¢dl d @‘R’-ﬂ,

And it should be noted again that iB\ Q'*l{:lg' 241 showsg that the patria,
3134, was for the poet (&'§ 2U——rfor he prays to God that He may
(€5 229 WY and the poet reminds the Almighty (&g 22 Welldl dARy—

which reminds us of Iqbal’s complaints to Allah why He is letting down his
own fervent worshippers’ who were hig favourites once.

There is little doubt that Narmad was a bigoted communalist, and I
suspect he was, as in so many other matters, an earlier edition of modern
Hindu Mahasabha leaders and their subtler Avatars, the ‘Akhand Hindustan’
leaders. Ior instance, consider his strong advocacy of highly Sanskritised
Hindi as the ‘A4 QM. [Te writes in 1898 ererereens W M1 4{l Glg
g Al e A s g 3L R Al cnada s Az
al, wa &3 i (A0 & 2319 A 6 el 2730 2 adl, 2Ry, 514l
WG R e A 33 JN i QA % ute (@Qmi
Yuadidd A A& WY, wep Aoy’ Al wy B R AR UUY dl asder; d 201
ABUA 2450 4 WA Al ey 242 (&gt (35l W yuad sdi el
4HIR B, W2 AMY A Aladd e Qe vl S (F (ETRPERE
QUL WA A A G Ak B [ B Ae AR, p. 42.]
This is exactly what many professing nationalists feel to-day, if they do not
say so. I for one believe that Narmad’s plain speaking is very much to be
preferred to the underhand tactics of some dishonest leaders of political

opinion to-day who really mean Sanskritised Hindi but insist on calling it
Hindustani to hoodwink the champions of Urdu.

One other romantic legend about Narmad that has been made current
by overzealous modern admirers is that he was in full sympathy with the
protagonists of the Mutiny of 1857 and that he was the first to call the

Mutiny a War of National Independence IR 'l‘f%,, p. 114]. Some capital
is made out of the fact that in f?s'g'?ﬂ'ﬂ U4l Narmad praises the Peshwa Nana
Saheb, Tatya Tope and the Rari of Jhansi. But this he does on the same
principle on which he would not blamne Shivaji, AW Hal e (@.&; and he

actually says of Rani Lakshmibai, 3@ ® ov& (€. (II1. 20). As a writer
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has specifically raised the question recently in a reputable magazine like
Prasthdn, it is worth while probing this myth deeper. Nagindas Parekh
quotes at length in the issue for Chaitra 1996 (pp, 476 fI.), an article on the
Mutiny in the Buddhivardhak Grantha, Vol. 3, No. 1, for January 1838, a
magazine that was actually edited by Narmad for some time. The original

article says among other things : A el ré'i U 24> 5L AR
AL > edl 2dl Adl AR 2R'euior ({7 AL 31 gARAA

o A VBB A5 Az M (R'gA4A wun ¥l 244 &gﬁm A
Ay, SR 2yl AsURA sl g2 2udl Uovalfl ¢r A0 421 A2UA
A GERHAA Gl ud Gz Raueal...... (gl el & yueudl
DA Aorfly AAWAR™ 24l (Vg HHA y8U AAd HEAd 3 B, DU
Al &2l 380 el da aidll ARA ovonD Wizl i), R sE)A
aut ol (€ AUA Wil HWA 23 4 A0 sl siel Wil vy,
RN (&g Alfl 3 Yl @202, Al 20 B AL AT AR s
NRAA A AMHzR RV YR HEL RN o B MR §d
WA (% U 01 ¥ oteddAR Aol ) L v aflo 2adl Gred L 4R
(8% A yuawAedl aed dla 208; 2000 32 digdl 20eld 1mu A e
oy A Aigedl AWM A flod MY &N A, AU 28 Bavs A A4 Ay,
oo 20 AR VR AL Yoy agjor HAAH], 1A 5HIE AL YRAAAL
AL 2 dldiz A% [R52dld gedl A a4l 204l ... 047yl Ay’
HediR 4¥], Yhov IR AL ovnidl B % Uididl w4 AAA W7 57 4l
Yoy ARIR AAAA B ALy T A xRov Aol YR e
23 WAl (Fadl 29 Wil 2R o 2l Bl € Udidl 22" v id
2l &% AN AAL 247 2%0v wz1 1 vl oo Al AR AN HAAR'
Al ... CA RAA 211 AW 20 A0 e AL devd 247
AT UA............ 20 2 UL 5B Y 2 A0 24149 Arllzdl Higs
Ald Al o s7Y Al UG HY Jrauid 9, SRR Uatdl
B Budl, @A wean Qulian A e Udidl ga A4 b W@l 24
Heeul wNet 1qY 51 3 S WAABURL 2104l Fld dl Dakig Aly'or 2u1ue)
WA L BRI BUDY, a4 BRI, Al ovel 243y
Rell SR 2Kl gadl W@ 2030 2R 53 % A4, AL vy 4%
& avdidl wv wglef davy B, S AN dsdl 20y’ w1l
8, A (ard'd 249 AldAon 3, AR 211 dud Wiaui A 242 A [l
(RaR 2R TR AR,
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Commenting on this article, Nagindas Parekh writes : .everees 240 Wl ¥EAH
Wiy yoddl Ylteats uel azgdl e 4’ ¢’ 3@ Axfaa’sy A umiq
A WpAl AAAFAUL Yo gl 2 12uLeAl g oani dey dasdl s A%
Bowe LA HA Y A avlg” A4dl 210 A AL S, 240 A AR5
MU A M8 2ANE 5 sl SRR Al Y Ay Al B, (&g
yraudd astdl wRAdl glid, g0 Atiod A H dgd AldiEs ©
Al €2 Hieddl, 93 ogH{loy qagBL AWl Aisqs B, 400 AL Y& A AY 2Rl
Al Bt €A weear et A eialan e a4l B, 3 Gural WA 4l
AL My 4R 1% B 5 2 AUl vl 20y ¢A 213 JAL drog AL sT1A
vl &3, Nagindas may be right and perhaps Narmad had nothing to do
with the article. But there is nothing in it that can be definitely pointed

out as being opposed or contrary to Narmad’s known opinions. We have
already seen that there is not a single idea in the article that can not be

found in Narmad’s knownr writings: even the expression suadl we have

already seen used in a note on P‘fs.gi;llrﬂ wn, in connection with this very
gsubject of the Mutiny. What is more, Narmad wrote a whole series of poems
about two dozen in all, on the Mutiny, fromn October 1837 to July 1859
and they are given in ‘Narina Kavitd’ at pp. 325 to 329. They clearly show
his views about the mutine~rs and their activities, and it will be worth while
investigating these views instead of passing tendentious and therefore

unscholarly judgments offhand. 'The first poem YA Y A= 3 A Y-
bears the note :

A WY AL Yadlad 1090 ALy 4l 25UH e,
WHRA W9 Qi”Hl 20l &l

The third poem in this first series prays to God :
QU 2or AAN 13 g, Burdl yuld ey Wi 3
g AHAle vl <Rl Gl wHdl
oviovd512 AN HaAL, Als Had oD AR y
In the next poem in Dohras he writes :
U ol Aoy B, AN Al T ;
GHA AN A, HAW 4 WA AN, 4
Ay HAd'dl Ay, AP Al ;
434 250 W ovell, W™ WU Al R
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In another poem he again® prays :

Mgl 2AlY) Rovd, A3 AL WR

dre Wy safed, 6] 40 R g 2
And in another he says in Ovi metre ( evidently borrowed from Marathi
prosody ) :

Ax A usd ws, A2l B AU AAR, 1

W AR A(AHA, 51 Al Bl UL

Y YA B 5ld, ovdord 53 UAEl. 2

Again,
ot 3§ A0, A4 58 A dAz@ 9V
4R WD AL WAL R aell 53 ([mv,
And.

g A 2l @),

dey &ulHA ¢rad ya,
ceerreneenen BRIV AL 29,

(o 2 " 0o 531, v

A3 WA Al DaHi |3,

oval(e 2u{d e A ¢ ;

s AR 241 ev Jorel,

o ol & ZReAl AL

After the Mutiny was over, Narmad wrote a number of poems praising God
for granting victory to the British and saving the Inqians from Lhe wicked
rebels whom he calls 21435 The poet’s note says : 24 2ddd WHIEHI A4l

I3 W odldly A5 AA (Al Guzal WAl 2my” eg A AL el
oAy YeMr A {ed oy A0 WAHBDHE 23 waw's YA 4izy” o
The 2a44 beginy

YR Al q YA,
Ciald oo 2y i ;
ardls A wlwA (gh,
W9 werd wd (L

Loed 20 33 PR qdy,
Al 1neR ws A w4l
2ov( g1y d Ul Wi,
5B A 4 Y el
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P4

In another poem he writes in a ferocious mood : *
verrrereeeeen W8 53 HEHIAL, dldl Al 2AGIA Al @] ;

R sa’ 24333, 63 240 24 o Al 3
And,
e A QA AN, o353 R guaRl, o

4a &N W, MHEL 2 A W MR

el &2 g VIl g% R MM AL g
The climax is reached when the poet calls the rebels many bad names and
pours contempt and wrath on their unfortunate heads :

e e,

ug Als 38l AL W X

Uy 3 AN T T 23 2,

¢H A’ Wlgd e 1

Aell WL slsd mBaA 3,

(3l gty 38 l@A 3, ek

(a1 vy sy Wl

&l Hy Feclld wolsul;

O 28y U A yEey,

(aguin gz & Aadef.
I am afraid these "l'l"‘l"l'&f rebels must be the non-Hindu colleagues of Nana-
saheb, Tatya Tope and the Rani of Jhansi who were, of course, Brahmins,

There follows another 2A4c which was publicly recited, first at the house
of Dr. Bhau Daji and secondly again at the Mama Devi temple. It is on the

same lines as those above, calls the rebels §¥ and Q’iﬁ * and proceeds :
aldl 22 v, qdl d° ¢ Gz X M
Fag ovy Zuall, Rardl dlgorn ¢} 330 ML §
And the poet fervently prays in his own name to God :
A Uord A A, YU 2134 N
A4 5l {(Ad 4L, Ywe v Wld—
—which is bad, even villainous, rhyme, but very good sense—
(GAR awWesR, 5y adad 21 8R;
Bich A ovel g, AA oovdsR ¥
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And again he waxes furiously abusive about the rebels whom he reviles in
unmeasured terms while imagining a War Council of the Gods against
the 21U rebels:

~¢ . o

T yd gat d xR, wacat gy 2l R

s yldel dagfia o, W0 @B Bl R Ww

g wdll 2 wgll, By & Qadl 3

e ol Ygued, A g [k X 13

wel (Aol Uod 39, YA w il ¥

eufy ylo g 20, Ba gy WY R Ay

WelR dil A e, wsll gl wilg ¥,

St DN e Q0L iR %

2 ¥y Y, MR REEL UG X WM
One very interesting fact about Narmad’s reaction to the Mutiny of 1857 has
not so far becn mentioned by any one of the numerous writers on his life

and works. On p. 7 of his poetical works occurs a poetical appeal to a
'Vanik’ ‘Sheth’ to put his hand in his purse and help generously, and a foot

note explains : el 20y oD WD ﬁéﬂﬁ ﬁ\'}:l Q3 (‘1("1\9 ?-ll)
Even if there were no other proofs, thig alone should constitute a decisive
proof showing conclusively on which side his sympathies lay in those
troublous times. Iqually interesting and instructive is Narmad’s paean of

praise entitled 32N 2A1el's @, @@ (A521(RUL and dated 18t November 1858:

ued averd (As2iBal, ue 4l yaae,

Ul 23R Golefla A, Alku [@ud 2 q..
ez el (@2, Yadlag e,

[ ([Awvd wg Ruml, g avoug siev....
Ul A Ul ovel, Wed ARl Bg,

ued 2Rl oo, AN AV Yo RE. Y

And, after all this, if anyone still has any doubt about the article in the
‘Buddhivardhak’, here is Narmad speaking authentically on its behalf ;

ftgau’y udd, [dld s 210 8,
uellslldl 240 U, B vy —
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and as a loyal subject closing with the loyal prayert ¥R QlQﬂg' &Y 5!
e 3{da, p. 338.] I really fail to understand how Narmad’s attitude
towards the Mutiny or towards British rule in general in India differs at all
from that of poor Dalpatram who is bitterly and constantly but most
foolishly reviled by our modern patriotic men of letters and hack journalists
for the great crime of writing ¢ &9 ¢ (& 'gzalld. The v15% ana “lel

and QQ and so forth and so on are all there in Narmad; if anything, his verses
are more violently loyal than those of Dalpat, though certainly far less
fluent and musical. Narmad has also written loyalist verses on the death of
the Prince Consort, and on the wedding of the Prince of Wales, in 1862 and
1863 respectively, It is also worth noting here that his loyalist verses are
not the outcome of some sudden impulse; they are deliberately composed
and range over at least seven years. I think I have made it quite clear by
quoting Narmad’s own views in prose and verge that his poems, which it is
the fashion to ery up as patriotic and particularly anti-British, are most of
them rankly communal, and, in a few cases, outbursts of personal pique
roused by petty incidents. A large number, again, are only about petty
gocial reforms although they employ inflated war-like phraseology. In the
main he remained, to the end of his life, ag loyal a subject of the Queen as
Dalpatram. If anything, his loyalty is more demonstrative and theatrical
than Dalpat’s, what with his murderously violent sentiments about the
mutineers and his fervent shout “God save the Queen !”

It remains to ascertain his real and finally fixed opinions on religious,
social and political matters. For these we must study his later writings

collected in the book entitled QHQQQIR, and his memoranda dating from

about 1875 published in G-d3 dﬂciﬂﬁ(‘l. These writings of his last few
years of life constitute his final and solemn testament,—the fruit of his ripe
and deliberate thinking, gathered when he had fully matured in ageand expe-
rience. In religious and social matters they simply wipe out the reformist
veneer he had acquired from his education, from his perfunctory acquaint-
ance with English literature and cultural history, from his contacts with
broadminded English and Indian teachers in early life and from the influen-
ces which then prevailed in the intellectual atmosphere of Gujarat and
Maharashtra and which his assimilative, imitative and impressionable nature
imbibed wuncritically and almost unconsciously. With all his boasted
modernism as rebel and reformer, at bottom he remained what he was by
birth and heredity and nature,—a believing and superstitious Vaidik, an
orthodox and bigoted Hindu who never forgot that he was a Brahmin. It
wag impulsive imitation and thoughtless enthusiasm for views then fashion-
able that made him believe, no doubt honestly, for some years that he was a



88

great sooial and religiods reformer destined to regenerate Hindu society.
And perhaps his inordinate vanity and love of limelight and popularityl—-
his admitted principle was the good old adage 3 &T RN A@E Eﬁﬂfl Haq,
or, as he puts it Q'S AlH 3 @1:3 lH, U ellH, —induced him to go to
extremes in the reformer’s role. I have little doubt that his real nature is

revealed and his real opinions are to be found in this bl?-lcﬁ;l%lﬁ, this final
testament and recantation of his which all tat a few of his admirers find it
difficult to swallow. Here he openly advocates ideas for which most Hindus,
however reformed they may Dbelieve themselves to be, have a responsive
chord hidden somewhere deep down in thir hearts : idolatry, caste, untouch-
ability, spiritual and cultural superiority of Brahmins over all other Hindus,
of Hindus over all non-Hindus and of man over woman; early marriage of
girls, enforced widowhood, and husband worship for wives, culminating in
the Swii ideal for which almost all Hindus again have an open or covert
fondness and admiration. Even in his recantation, Narmad was undoubt-
edly influenced and impelled by the wave of reaction against Western ideas
and against the tendency to modernisation, that set ininthe seventies with the
advent of the Arya Samaj and wag powerfully helped by well-meaning or
designing Westerners like Havell, Blavatsky and Olcott, It is difficult to
estimate the harm done to the Indian mind by such persons in confirming it
in its eternal conservatism.

But I do not think it right to blame Narmad for holding views held by his
forbears for a bundred generations. If anything I admire his courage in
thus recanting and testifying to what he honestly and devoutly believed.
What T cannot admire is the pitiful wobbling of those modern admirers
of his who fall between two stools,—who have not the courage to avow these
opinions and who yet want to claim Narmad as their leader and their
‘generalissimo’, simply because he loudly professed, through some twenty
years ot his life, to be a social and religious reformer, and because he casually
expressed now and then, in an etfervescent mood and mostly in gushing but
crude verse, patriotic or rather anti-British views. As I have said before,
Narmad most probably imbibed. these pseudo-—revolut'ionary ideas like his
temporary obsession about «lldl from his contacts with Maharashtra; while

the views expressed in EIH(@QLR are credibly and really his own profound
convictions, innate and deeply felt, firmly and finally held. The man who
had scoffed at the superstitions of his co-religionists and fiercely denounced

them came to such resolves in his later years: éM'#-lCl—“([;l, Ec\‘ll'i-l, Hau,

~

3 Al yu 3 gl suady aoll @QE wd ARw, diw,
Az, yAH, 0@ Al [ G d. A ]
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A}
1]

I need not quote any more excerpts to shosv that after about 1874
when he was 41 the ‘reform’ fever completely left him and he died perfectly
satisfied with Dbeliefs he had inherited as just one of the vast crowd of
idolatrous Yoga-cum-mantra-ridden superstitious Hindus. [t will be more to
the point in view of his presentday apothcosis as a political rebel to examine
his considered and final opinions on Indian politics. 1Te does want @.’g AW
but not by the means advocated by the social reformers and by himself
onee. e writes in 4 (42412 (b ) : @B m Yoy 4l LRl @gi’\{lg
2aleed A 36 (&g YR B YL Ll L gt 38
B 5 Yarig 2w a zazall awdla-da @i 32l wwedd vig
sg & Gud Uslzg (@i ad WA [ nad Hwad 5k B,
He goes on to give, I think quite correctly, the traditional ideas of Hindus in
general on political activities. Narmad’s view is supported by a dictum of

Rabindranath Tagore, quoted with strong disapproval by Keshavlal Kamdar:
“It is time that we should get at the bedrock of facts and realise that the menta-

lity of India is non-political”. [%Qlla{l%l Vol.1I. p. 146.] Narmad also writes:
(g dod (gl il WL ([Qar wudadl d dan 22u(esdd Hladl

A L UGB el WY @, s W sedel ViUl |
Wl aadl WeWl ogud. e ad Ay’ A uY sga B.
(Ibid). [ The complete adage is © AlUxied, e Useledrs’ —a

beautiful achievement of the mathematical physicist’'s dream, perpetual
motion]. 1f the Hindus, then, must give up these wrong unsgiritual

methods of attaining Swaraj, how is it to come ? Narmad answers: ll@jf:laid
i ol Mzl 533, sy vigheed ydsid 581, 4 A (g
SR zuWIgue A, 4 AW udd yeu uil eadw El
(p. 39). Of course, Sudras etc., i. e , about four-fifths of the Hindu commu-
nity do not count, to speak nothing of the Muslims, As Keshavlal Kamdar

rightly obgerves with reference to ’d.?{([:l%ll? in a sarcastic vein: HlAd
deiell (SR (AL aned o, . ygl, (i@, wdy,
yraw, o (gemidll 28w ol [ A, 1op. 256 ]
For, Narmad argues: “lani 3t sumopyfgal R, A wusnl Bl
olla vylgal B, A gy wrdls a2 Alss caruml wuwy G
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A4 ofla QA Ao wze B wey Jwl ¥d gzl Wl A
A oW oW gy wd B A [Gur WA B, (. 59)
Not only does Narmad firmly believe in the caste principle, he goes further
and avers: &HRU AHA A B.ooevre, Al e wmy Hadl Ay,
el R Yoed, Uil ot Ay wuzadl Ay An A yva wuld ooy,
(p. 149). I am inclined to believe that this interesting dichotomy also was
perhaps taught to Narmad by Maharashtrians, who have firmly held the
Puranic dictum FHSFGIar: featq . , that is, in the Kaliyuga there
are no VaiSyas or Kshatriyas,—those who are non-Brahming are all Sﬁdras.
Narmad emphasises this doctrine in [é,gsill'{l Yl where he says:
ded Uyl (AR, @A 3L AR AL, ; and adds in a foot note : Rl
el olled Teaus A HY Ad WA B ua 2ua oUW SRA
dett auett A2l Wy ygov B, [du'sladl, pp. 168-69] Narmad has no
delusions left about g‘?‘ll(@\i?{ld, just the discovery which he is supposed
to have made and for which we moderns adore him. He says :
Bl (AR a0 4 JA MY A snaag g

2 A ¢ wBl nndwg @dsdag o B A ol (RRR, p.75.)
2l Bl audA Ny aell, (p.76) 2uaferd Bl @
sdlor Aol A ARl oied raua 2l FaR e sl yuedudn
Bl @ar B 4l wy e mePer B (p. 77.)
Moreover, Narmad frankly admits : 21 Medell AL @l '-(Qy?ﬂ Sh)
RARU B, A dll el sal@uet ovet 3 320 el Frovd 5,
3 A 53 B, A3 ol wuL 5 B, WMA Wl aigdi A
YURLAL MRAUE g Al'eald B. (p. 127). Finally, Narmad flatly
refuses to subscribe to the democratic fad—and, to tell the truth, 1 myself

have always been puzzled as to how democray can be squared with even
four watertight castes, let alone their present number in four figures,~—for he

writes : AL Neadl A3 adld ovelell (QAR dor Uedell GRR AN
AR wweldl B an—un—uea—all—ag cadeai A AR,
A uaue Azl waa wyy WAARSR g WA @ [ar A
Mol (AR A Q@ B R Ay Al ANyl @l 9l a2l D
Wiel A ollegul wriar A oflr B, wAR WD A WAL agd)
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ad (A Ay B, Rl A Aloaw'sar wam Asni ogett el

adidl 2udl B, 4 ol d yAu wRRuA AZel B . 99)

It must be admitted that this is honest, straightforward, logical thinking, and
it is this fearless, intellectual honesty of Narmad, whether as a violent refor-
mer, or now as an orthodox conservative, that saves him from being what
he would otherwise have been—a negligible third rate scribbler of fairly
vigorous prose. He does not juggle with words and his conscience, as so
many eminent publicists do to-day who want to run an uptodate democratic
machine in the spirit of the “Aryan Culture” of three thousand years ago or
the “Arabian Culture” of thirteen hundred years ago. But Narmad goes
further in his keen logical analysis and hits the nail on the head in a

startlingly prophetic manner: 2429 At AL WA UM FR®RL
Qrardl 4 [@ugud defa  padl ddq 2ga W@
wiviidl, 2z, Qearvudl a9 B, d aukad 42l 20ad, Ad &
qull el WRl A, AR weeslt el wzr @ A gva
5B A uy 2100 30 A, ey (02w won @ @i yHlor.
(p.99,£.n. & ). Then what is to be done in these rather depressing
circumstances? Narmad can only advise patience and reliance on Karma:
Dl Faln wy 2 @ B 3 welluy Ay« B,
yy aull el 4, d 38 B 3 el Yl dg yeu Bl gl d R,
it el oA d Gl «ofl, Gay B B T qued ugma
W (ad A oo Wi wr oW usl Adl) we s didl 2L
(1) @ AoV, AT v gl WA, | URL AR 4R vgar «4d
[exactly what Dalpatram had asked for in the fifties]; () 3@k 2B
sA—srAld, vie wydl odfld GwAll 5% Bl )
Al AL AR A, efard well el g Bl B, &4
Gieau B weue i ue) Aoy oveell A 2ixell wewn At Wz (p. 95.)

It will be seen that Narmad in his most serious and most thoughtful writing
is not that anti-British rebel which our presentday wishful thinking makes
him out to be. Again and again he harps on this topic of the beneficent
aspect of British rule, and I doubt if the much maligned loyalist Dalpatram
has hit the nail on the head 8o squarely and so often. For instance, at the

very outset of his high and serious argument he writes: A YRl
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AR B 3 aokdd (2 [avdl asadl awelsldl ) @2d oy’
yup 20l waH{l dse Wl sadd waof dld AU B dg od werdl
aell sl B (B2 5 yuarid wsdl vy BY Ay, s w3 B,
(P. 10). Not content with this frank eulogy he immediately adds, what in poor
Dalpatram is regarded as an nnpardonable political offence 3 ?){l‘«l‘@ W{l‘{LQé.

(Egum wog B wder JAU2 anued 2040 s 20fla sl B,
(P.10). In another justand clear sighted passage he writes with fine historical
perspective : (332 vl Usd 2 A9 Fuell A eyu Wl o
AnA st ABARHL AUy Mzl eqx B yAdl 20 sl
AN B g wlA AU, 2oyd weanl il d gy A
A oL A B Y, el AL s Hl Moadl &Y D 2wz
ped oz owuudl Al A A wana B $HR
el el WRR ue xdl  wiaell 3R B, (p.os4)
And three pages later he says the same thing in a footnote, though in a
complaining moods “iaefid” Ul @vy B % 2 Aey el AT Uil
g0 oyt Avugy, A Aeg undl Asll gla vigadl @ Yol (R
quatdl, AANA @zl [Aafaizll wAQ dg(ad gwani dwar........

(P.87-f.n. &) The change in mood is perhaps due to the passing of time,
and ripening of views. Thus he has a sort of grievance against the British
for lifting the Hindu mind out of ancient ruts and trying to put it on a new
track. Again and again Narmad rightly declares that these western notions
of freedom, democracy and homogeneous nationality are foreign to the Hindu
genius and its working down the centuries of past history. He writes:

[

2l Al Yldeul WAy 5L B T i au 2adl Ay wWue
gl AR 2 B, A 2l aPueadl Yul @t A ¢
A Al eusl B, X g @wH B 3 uW smal 2l ([Que
Al Wi e, Al eUR MYA T geaXl aw waul 20 2w [y«
o (PAR A uHw) (et du uud 29 ugf ud jed 4y
ael) 2@ qadl SUg W@t B, Al WA evbla Yo 28 o A
vl 3@ yla ¢AUA W W dy weag <l geaui el
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»
1)

Al (22 w52 wu B, A @ agay Al Besr Buweone
w2l AL G2 waa wY qdl B cadzul U Ay yla uRkl
s B, e 2wl ey st usam Rasdl wd R, ¥ A

alndl o, 3bwad ¥ B olleg wRe wsr w3, 3 R4 AR,

yuarid ¥ ($zd 29, dsd a0 ¥ ae 23, d (0 ga ol seua?

(Pp 192-93). This, be it noted, was written in 1876 A. D. and shows remark-

able perspicacity and foresights for full sixtyfive years afterwards we are ex-
actly faced with these problems,—and the present war has added a startling
and grim touch of reality to Narmad’s speculations. He adumbrates the pre-
gent grave situation, and the Akhand Hindustan and Pakistan movements, with
uncanny prescience. And the passage further makes it clear that all his tem-
porary democratic aspirations and his permanent and stable political convi-
ctions did not embrace and could not visualise & common Indian nationality.
He was, even when he ardently professed the democratic creed, keenly de-
sirous of ‘Hindu Raj’. And when that western veneer disappeared, and his
Hindu heredity asserted itself for good, he-was naturally more so. Again his
estimate of the possible developments in the political activities of the country
asa whole are surprisingly and convineingly, if rather distressingly, accurate,

For he writes: Hdel YoouXidl =eudl A | =251 W &%« Yo
wdl Ay, wzll wadl awd afld A, (g v W B,
el sdel A Al « sergroml Ed d vl i), aoll 2sbea wal
was A2 6l oy B Gy 2l wsaul wed =uau U sl ?
The syntax is rather confused by Narmad’g later habit of rhetorical and rather
affected inversion; but the meaning is quite clear. However that may be,
% =
with strangely prophetic pessimisin he concludes: w{i, Alyedl HAHTY
- . “ r -
Wellg sz 5%0 asal afl, dioodlsd Bl i s2ell? (Pp. 200-201).
In view of all these incontrovertible proofs of Narmad’s real social
and political views, and his consistently held and frankly and repeatedly
expressed faith in the providential nature of the British connection, I venture
to think it is altogether a wronyg and wishful perversion of facts to make
Narmad out as a great political rebel and forerunner of presentday anti-

British slogans and activities, or to aver that his real sympathies were with
the Mutineers in 1837. In fact, as he notes himself in his downright

manner : 54l @5l SREAQAW Al Wl s Al Fioveidl
gl A il 2l e g, A w9 dl vt
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Wizl 2@ qml FuHl wARAA o KA &),
[ﬂ‘f @?JIR, p. 81]. And it is a significant though minor detail that he
notes in his autobiography : A g derwin (Ceneani 3L 3y “l

walz %3 gl Yy A viiedafl victl sl sl el WY AWR W
GRg 2 Al 2o qui A B AU wue W oud 1eue ol 1e 3|
eqddfl A [exactly the month and year of the Q;ng%fg issue in question)
Ralgazed Yeadleya 2paul 20z wrardl woud g (L Gwas
W 3L [-'l. H. AU, p. 305]. [f Narmad had really been in hearty sym-

pathy with the Muatineers as against the British, as we are asked to believe Le
was, would he have actually given up private service and shown eagerness and
anxiety to join the service of the Satanic Sarkar as being highly honourable,
QU Wi @ﬁg’ ? It may be very patriotic to draw such unwarrantable
conclusions ahout our hero, and to read into his mind and writings our own
views and prejudices of to-day. but to do so is certainly no service to truth,
or to scholarship either; nor is it just or truthful or honest to keep ridiculing
and reviling poor Dalpatram for holding exactly those very political views
which we have proved Narmad to have held in a more obstreperous and
more violent form. How this political bias can warp the judgment of even
very careful and scholarly writers is best illustrated by the special pleading
Ramnarayan Pithak has resorted to in order to show that what Narmad wrote

in his recantation was due to weakened intellcetual powers : Ay UL
el 2 o yYaaeel el wls ofn ay oy gl
[3[;\{ d¥eq oy, p. 47.] And yet he is constrained to admit the truth of
the downright assertion of Narmad’s closest friend throughout his life,
Navalram, who says: ©Baedl adl all afaawdl gls el
dfld  ddlw  Awerr A zaza @ el . [ Ibia, po 47.]
I would go further and say that in his later writiugs-his intellectual powers
geem to be at their keenest and most vigorous, especially as his mind was
purged of its earlier a2l and '1-:211, of his crude enthusiasms and passions

and love of limelight that had clouded his powers of thought and discrimina-
tion. And it is amusing to note, that while condemning Narmad's attitude
of mind in his recantation, Ramanirayan Pathak has also to throw a sop to

the forces of orthodoxy : dlell 248 el Wil acc: Vudl ¢dl, ¥
Uil W'y Lfeliger WY B AL adl <l
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(P. 48). This desperate attempt to hunt with the hounds and run with the
hare is also visible in Ramnariyan Pathak’s wobbling attempt to find utter
condemnation of British rule in Narmad’s HH‘[‘?MR by glossing over the
fundamentals of Narmad’s final opinions on social and political reform. A
juster and more unbiased estimate of Narmad's recantation is to be found in °
the congidered opinion of a thoughtful writer of the past generation, Uttamlal

K. Trivedi. He las said about what he calls ‘4w (a2’ 31l a(didetiy’:—
g @ avy B d wdl aaRaeladl, v eryenadl, vl dH o e
=€ . . :

Al @y B. [l carvuidl, p. 173]. 1 have singled out Ramnarayan
for criticism, not because I have any quarrel with hiri, but because I

respect him ag an eminently sane and cautious writer and critic. As for

other rhetorical and flamboyant panegyrists of Narmad, we can just
ignore them.

It remains now to attempt a brief gencral estimate of Narmad as a
man of letters, as a writer of poetry and prose. As I have made it clear,
to my mind he is simply negligible as a poet. I repeat that in the 400 odd
pages of his huge quarto volume of verse, it is certain that there are not 400
memorable lines of real poetry, perhaps not even 40. As a prose writer his
work is very unequal, and his earlier prose is utterly undistinguished, full of
colloguialisms, valgarisms and Parsi solecisms, i.e., orthography, contractions,
expressions and words that are peculiar to the debased jargon called Parsi
Gujarati. Some of these may have been current a century ago among Hindus
also, especially in Surat and Bombay; ‘Bhatheli’ Gujarati is even to-day
curiously reminiscent of Parsi perversions., But I am inclined to
think that Narmad derived such words as el (for =uell) and uollx

(unknown to Ql"d Gujarati to-day which eraploys wlo instead) from
Parsis among whom he had some of his closest friends and agsociates. In
fact, it has been admitted that among those who patronised Narmad’s early
poetry the Parsis actually predominated. As he says in his memoranda
about the year 1859, WAL i atigler ud 28U, [« W. oL, p. 313 ].

*As regards yuf) and w(®, I am inclined to believe that the latter is a makeshift
substitute invented when the conscious trend towards Sanskritisation set in, and cer-
tainly less tenable philologically than yu{l. In fact ufy is not, as believed by Hindu
writers, & Parsi perversion of (3 ; it is an Arabic word, yu{lg ,likeness’, ‘resemblance’.
And the meaning attached to (v by those who brought it into fashion, that of ‘picture’
or ‘likeness’, is unknown to Sanskrit or Hindi, where it means either ‘colour’ or ‘lustre’
or ‘beauty’: e.g, aiﬁfsqﬁm Eﬁl’ FFfA:  where it means ‘colour’; and IF[ JN
anqq“[, &c., where it means ‘beauty’ or ‘lustre’. Dalpat uses it in the correct sense in
H@ AZ B w®d welni (T, 114)



96

And Navalram attributés the fall in Narmad’s income from books in
1833-64 to the curious fact that his Parsi public was offended by something
he had written and ceased to buy his books. Navalram does not give any
gpecific reason for this non violent non-co-operation, but I suspect Narmad
touched the proverbial vanity of Parsis on the raw by ridiculing their
effervescent martial ardour in enlisting in the volunteer corps then started

(udlddlz %2 as he quaintly calls it in a footnote.) And T should not be
gurprised if it was Parsis again who taught him the ?:er{iJ;Q[l. and spiritual

exercise of drinking. But to coms back to his prose, Narmad’s powers of
adaptability and imitation are interestingly brought out in a letter written to

a close Parsi friend and colleague, Nauabhai Ranina. He writes : "2IRL «llell-
Aef, oAl v B, vl 4 W yaaaul ddllw, glaedlal B augdla
B oymad 3 AN (e 4 A0 aladl Waell Gl migadl 2149 Hd
Wizttt Hetell o dedl st W, s, ke, [do W 9L po 342]

Now he never uses YAl when writing to Hindn friends; he always writes
(34, To speak nothing of such words as yed, C’{C‘l“}\i, HSIARL, AL

etc, it is worth noticing that he uses the word wil!{\ﬂfl here in
the correct Farsi sense, ag an exclamation or a noun, not in the wrong
way in which Hindu writers use it, as an adjective, as, e. g., in }_g?.:i(l"{'{
Wilf{:a"l 2{3'. I have noticed two other peculiarities in Narmad’s language
which are special Parsi solecisms, at least at present. For instance, Narmad
invariably retains the g dl%, even in the singular number, in the case of

neuter noung, as e. g, Hixl ?{d?{i, which is taboo in standard Gujarati but in-
variably used by Pargis. Narmad may or may not have been influenced in
his early writings by his Parsi contacts, but I have cited his letter to Ranina
to show an important trait in his character, his natural tendency to assimila-
tion and imitativeness. Many of his activities arose out of this quality of
his. Iven the determination to write poetry that woald definitely break
away from the old mannusr was not, I believe, the qutcome of any inward
irr 'sistible poetical urge; it was not that his nature impelled him to burst
into song. e saw English poetry being admired by Indians around him,
most probably Parsis with execrable poetic tastes, and his English teachers
possibly prosed in their lectures about ity beauties. And Dalpatram was
winning fame and a little money. Well, he too would write poetry,and that
of the more fashionable, more up-to-date kind. It is also quite likely that
he had ceased to care for the old style of verse owing to the English influence;
as most of ug, including many who even pretend to go into raptures over
Premanand and Akho, also have. But, as I have said, the impulse to write
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poetry did not come to Narmad from the inmoste recesses of his heart, just
as the inflated, flaming and foaming leading articles in the more bombastic
papers now-a-days do not arvise out of any terrific convictions which, as
Milton put it, “it is death to hide”, and which would burn up the inside of
the inspired writers if they did not pump them up : as the Persian poet has
it with the unbeatable hyperbole of the Persians :

Mara dardist andar dil, agar guiyam zaban suzad ¢
Vagar dam darkasham, tarsam ki maghze ustukhin suzad.

“I have a pain in my heart which, if I speak out, will burn and blister my+
ongue; and yet if I hold my breath I fear that the very marrow in m_if bones
will begin to boil.”. But jesting apart, the point I want to stress is that just
ag Narmad’s poetry is conscious hackwork, much of what he wrote in proge
ig journalism, not literature. I am glad to note that in this judgment I havé
the support of Rimnarayan Pathak. And to a certain extent this was
inevitable since he wrote for bread and butter after he tearfully ‘put his head
in his pen’s lap’. But he was by nature a good fighter, and, what is more
enjoyed fighting; and, when in the true Berserk mood, he forgot his preacher‘é
or teacher’s robes and laid about him so excitingly as to gratify any ringside
fan. Unfortunately his best and most vigorous fighting essays are disfigured
by his utter lack of taste, that is, by crude vulgarisms and by his insistence
on calling a spade not only a spade but a ‘damned’ spade and putting into
print words which decent people do not use at least in public. Thus
perhaps his finest and most vigorous piece of writing is contained in the essav

on the curious and apparently quite uninteresting subject -(l°{l é\d':ll“[l

Aensf F?l But in spite of the apparent absurdity of the sub;ect Narmad
is at his best in it. The language is vigorous and vernactlar; it is enjoyable
hard hitting in dead earnest by a keen observer and merciless critic of the
curious and time-honoured custom of public and professional mourning.
Some of his most fluent and most mordant prose is in this piece which, un-
fortunately, has been omitted from the centenary publication of selections,
extending over 560 pages, from Narmad’s prose writings. Perhaps the
editor’s squeamish gorge rose at the racy vernacular and the choice Billings-
gate contained in it. The tu'esome and scrappy summaries of World history
dumped under the heading AR 9L seem to have taken up much of Narmad’s

time and energy. They are amateurish essays based on forgctten manuals
of history current in schools in his boyhood. As for the writings collected.
in the volume entitled %\g. "lHtOl‘él, they need not detain us long. There is
little deserving the name of literature -in its 500 odd pages. The prose is
formlees and crude, - There is in it rude vigour of & sort; but mueh of-the’
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writing is rough, vulgar, fow and even obscene; e.g., the long essays entitled
@i (ds (FAovy, 3 28 Bl and 93l ut (48, The dialogues

Eroulerd aouy 4,9 dey QMeu(Eiot are schoolboyish and tiresome,
and the latter is also filthy in numerous places. But the fifty selections from

$i[§ll are mostly inane, vulgar and worthless, and prove that Narmad had
little sense of decency. Navalram justly condemned the sheet when he
wrote to Madhuvachram Balvachram about the magazine Vidyd Vilas :

EaEaud wdy Guovanal Gur diftu @l duHit vy swnaEl

'y Wl A Al [ ddanwald, voll, p.40]. It is difficlt to

understand how such a rag could have gained the meretricious reputation
which has kept the name of the publication alive to these days and
made it almost proverbial; or why these excerpts, or at any rate most of
them, should have been rescued from oblivion.

There remains little to speak of his other prosec works, except the self
revelations in Wl &Hlsd, Gux e ARA ana WW(AAR,  Their

psychological interest outweighs their literary value; evidently they are,
especially the first two, memoranda jotted down mostly for his own
spiritual benefit rather than deliberate compositions meant for publication.
Of course.'al‘-ltﬁalli was first published in the shape of newspaper articles, and

thus was meant for the public. But considering its brooding manner like
that of a monologue in so many places the writer seems to be just talking
to himself. I am inclined to believe that he was intent more on justifying
his volte face to himself than to the public. It is not necessary to touch upon
its important contents as we have already dealt with them at some length.
The one characteristio I would like to note here is the growing Sanskritisation
of Narmad’s style round ab ut 1870. It is interesting to note that even some
Perso-Arabic words that he had used in their natural shape formerly are
amusingly prevert.ed. into imaginary Sanskrit words. He repeatedly uses
HUAN and even UM € when he means "&fﬁ; and 1% he changes into

AlMsA. Any way the growing Sanskritisation in ‘his later writings is
palpable, and perhaps it was, as usual with Narmad, an unconscious imitation
of the style introduced by the earlier champions of Sanskritisation like
Manasukhram Tripathi aud to a less degree even his own friend Navalram.
But long before the fashion came into use, Narmad had seen as the result of
keen observation or remarkably acute insight that in modern times the
progress of Sanskritic vernaculars would not be towards the Prakrits but
towards the parent langunage itself. Of course, his actua! words do not
gpunciate the sweeping doctrine I have read in them, but he has vaguely
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geen the coming Sanskritisation as early as 1858 when he writes : éHQ}i'ﬂ
Qe ol vt B 3 Gadl uad Jeews 28 d@ AR ey
Yo WA AW AR’ adl way wuma’ [ W, oL, p 201 ]
The instance chosen has also falsified his dictum; 2AIWX! has not been
driven out by UMY, And, of course, in the idiomatic use of AU
in the sense of ‘about'."ﬂl&a’ is impossible, just as MXHWY" and not
MY will always be the word for ‘shoe measure’ as rightly noted by
Anandshankar; just ag 51%° can never do for 512%. But the present fearful

Sanskritisation of modern Gujarati, Hindi and Bengali prose and especially
verse is proof of the accuracy of Narmad’'s cautious and halting awareness
more than eighty years ago of this trend towards classicalism.

As a prose writer, then, Narmad is not the supreme master he is made
out by some of his admirers to be. His claim to pre-eminence among writers
of Gujarati prose does not rest on his actual achievement as a stylist, as an
artist who is consciously master of his medium and who writes with power
and precision because he deliberately exercises restraint and control which
alone can give artistic proportion and poise to any piece of writing. He was
too impulsive, too much of a believer in giving vent to his ;ﬁ%i}ll to ever
become a conscious artist. His quaint definition of lyric poetry, [l 3@(11

as he cally it, is worth considering in this connection: a B(C\{dl?{i Hrl:ll
G w1y U R B, i ug(q, Aoy, g 59 MAni 2uag Al P
3@ M2 3 209, A d wgr Aol wTB, A oM il oA @l Gadl W B,

[4¥ae, p.39],  Of course, this delightfully inconsequential method
would, if applied to prose, result in a mere whirl of words, in what
Mrs. Malaprop called *‘a nice derangement of epitaphs”. But it shows
Narmad’s constitutional aversion to conscious control and artistry, to the
discipline of sweating and pruning and filing without which great art can not
be achieved even by supreme geniuses. Hence the roughness and ruggedness
and inequality and unevenness of all Narmad’s work in verse, and in prose
too. His claim to an honourable niche in the mansion of Gujarati prose rests
on his pre-eminence as a pioneer,—in fact, if weare to take on trust hisown
and Navalram’s estimate,-as the pioneer of Gujarati prose. He writesin 1867:

129 ol yoradl et Yz Wil B, A A yuell cruwi § W g
[Gur aAneAld, p. 105]. Nine years earlier he wrote : Ol @Vg’
Bpvell el ¥ Al ol L @l A kAl sd . i,
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ug 3l Aadi gl B A g wewm B, 4 A Y awnf 4
SR, rifaes oen g HaH Wl wrllue B A del 1ereedl
azaiel ool e{dHel Ay 53 AR, 3 @ azudl ol avind A3
%{g'. [wgg' Ax oYy p. 347]. A few years later when writing anonymously

in the disreputable sheet &i(\’;s).l he maliciously attacked Jervis and Taylor
and Hope, all of whom had laboured through long years for the development
of the Gujarati language. But that, as we have already seen, was because he
was disappointed in his hopes of having a share in the work of preparing the
Hope Reading Series, and further enraged by seeing his hated rival Dalpatram
commissioned to write all the poems scattered through the series. Toreturn
to our argument, Narmad has the honour of being the pioneer, the first great
writer of Gujarati prose. I must add that I take even this estimate of
Narmad’s position on trust; for I confess I have not investigated the prose
written in the thirties and forties of the nineteenth century. But beyond
this I am not prepared to go. Kven his friend and contemporary, Navalram,
was decidedly a better writer of straight-forward, fluent and fairly adequate
prose, And owing to his natural urbanity and better education he is certainly
less uneven than Narmad and entirely free from the latter’s innate vulgarity.

If I have taken pains to paint Narmad as he actually was—as poet and
man and writer—and if in doing so I have severely crilicised his ways and
actions and writings, it is not because I have any animus against him. In
fact his real political views, his honest reading of the mass Hindu mind as it
has reacted to western impacts and especially to the democratic doctrine,
only confirm my estimate of these matters. What I want to asgail is not the
man himself or his memory, it is the huge inflated simulacrumn of him that
his emotional and unthinking worshippers have set up on a dizzy pedestal.
It is the undiscriminating and unscholarly partisanship and blind hero-
worship of fanatical devotees that I want to protest against. As I have
already said, I can say of Narmad as of any writer mentioned by me,

an i"ﬂs@a‘ a i

It only remains for me to say a few words about the work done
recently to rescue Narmad from the oblivion into which he had fallen since
about 1880, when he begain to be admired but ceased to be read by the reading
puhlic. We have had centenary celebraticns and several special publications.
Munshi’s brochure, rather critical in spiric but badly written, I have already
referred to. More substantial are the publications sponsored by Vishwanath
Bhatt and others,~A3'¢d (%R in two volumes, dlzru'e, and Aq'¢ LIl

%Y, 1t wasa wise decision to igaue in an attractive form the best work of



101

Narmad. It is a real service to older authors in these days of hurried serappy
reading to comb their works and present the best in them to a public that
has neither the leisure nor the inclination to tackle them in their entirety.
But I submit that such work should be done with scrupulous scholarly care.
I am not sure that this has been done in the present instance. No carefully
investigated and accurately documented and dated biography of Narmad is
available, so far ag I know; rhapsodies there are, more than we need. Again
I am not sure that Narmad’s works have been reproduced with jealous care
about religiously preserving their original orthography. To take only a very

small ingtance, I do not think it right to change d@', which Namad certainly
used until at least 1870, to the modern affectation .-1@, Another more

important deviation from Narmad’s orthography is connected with his prac-
tice in his verse of actually lengthening or shortening a vowel, against the
correct spelling, when the exigencies of metre require it. All his modern
editors reverse this practice and adopt the present one of keeping the correct
spellings intact and leaving it to the reader to change the quantities by the ear
to suit the metre. I would certainly retain Narmad’s practice in spite of the
offence given to the eye by the incorrect spellings, especially as I suspeot he
learnt it from the Marathi poets who have al ways resorted to phonetic spelling

in poetry. I am also constrained to say that the Ade Adivdl a‘u, which was

sponsored by four reputed men of letters, suffers from rather slipshod editing.
Perhaps the extremely poor quality of the poetical selections can not be
helped as there is little in Narmad’s poetry that is really worth rescuing.
But still I cannot think that on any principle such nonsense as the following

should figure in what professes to be a ‘Golden Treasury’: {9,' ) § ad'e
wR, QR (52, wldug a3 (1 think W52 would be the more correct
reading), 19 AR, 2{3 g YUz, ‘{Q”Y €HQR (p. 14). Or verses which
telk of drinking HHZIAFU 3Al and &R @ovelll 5ull (pp. 44 and 69,
Or such inane truisms and Tupperisms as 2UHeldl WA awd a'd waw

2 B, and ud seoq AN 3@ WA Al ¥ and As HU YF
ulel, g ol wadl, B adiil (Ao, 32 [dar o 2uady; or such
doggerel as: AR dlolcll QAL Qotsl o, Al e d 25l Sgsl .
And I cannot understand why such patent misreadings should be retained:
Bl W 2 Aeell ], aig’ axiB afe 20l R [a'eg ulrez-w.(@4p. 32]
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which is bad metre and no rhyme at all, for quite evidently the lines must
read QU Ae(@ waell X, ey’ sl B als 2wl R, Even the three
page (dded in AdUAWEl AY, though it is signed by four well-
known men of letters is rather distressing to read as a sample of Gujarati
prose. And at p. 332 one of these editors of selections from Narmad’s
works raiges the tragi-comic wail about the word 8&{% uged by the poet:
2| [?tﬁm gl A4 WA 31 wadl? Surely an editor of Narmad’s
works should not need to be told to refer to p. 26 of AWl where the
poet himself explains the word: 3Yael deirll 200100 531 Bzl By
B A @Ad 5eUe 58 B...; and 33U again is explained on p. 28

zorydidl Al (Y WL Sl 33U, i, e, the inspiring
dohras &c. sung by bards who led the soldiers into battle. A more serious
blunder lies in the dating of the painful but very important dialogue between
Narmad and Dahigauri; it is twice, once at the beginning and again at the
end, dated 1830-81 ( pp. 344 and 350). The very fact that Jayshankar, the
gon of Dahigauri’s rival in the poet’s affections, was born in 1870 shows that
the editors are wrong by eleven years.



LecTUuRrRE 11
DALPATRAM

If I came to the study of Narmadashankar with a mind biased in his
favour, I approached Dalpatram with a decided prejudice against him as a
facile and rather prosy rhymer. In fact I had to force myself to go
through the two formidable looking ugly volumes of his poetical work#%, with
a feeling akin to the one described by Vishnuprasad Trivedi when he says:

5{3 gavand wAY Bae yHl sdaylEAl dimud-dndl sEda wd wdi—
feua 4dl auadl [(A32e, p,30),—the only differenc~ being that I did not
then subscribe to the parenthetical clange el 3{AdL W wal. Ana 1
do not know why the critic himself has dragged it in, for only two pages
earlier he writes: s¥dH (Qgld Wl yey Al Adl wdl, HA Ay oddl
s(d M@l YM3leeesesenapoet of agort; eAYARUA 5(?(, 5lag T Ul 8 3
W't tNTRA, 3 WA GEdardl, WA, sixusifeyeyEefid,

[Ibid, p. 28]. And this seems to be the general reaction of the present
generation to Dalpat’s poetry; a sort of half tolerant, half contemptuous
relegation of the poet to the category of nondescript undistinguished verse
writers, poets by courtesy, *‘poets of a sort”; he is patronisingly dismis+ed as
just a decent versifier who wrote fairly good verse for school-going children,

and also some fairly interesting miscellaneous verse, @R ‘ove) verse.—and
that is all. This patronising attitude was there in Navalram’s mind also
when, as early as 1887, contrasting Narmad’s poetry with Dalpat’s he wrote:

saqdnAl sladl aidyled, cuderdi 390, agudedl 22 yeR'ovdl B,
And he emphasises the difference between the two by calling Dalpat's poetry
el Yid and Narmad’s €4l Gondl. [dtauaald (diry) p, 247 1

Later generations of critics have fixed upon AR ‘ovell 28 the most
convenient catchword for describing Dalpat’s muse, and it has now become a
commonplace of Gujarati criticism. Nobody seems to remember that
Navalram himself wrote only a year later, in 1888, about Dalpatram:

s 3B WA sdl ARy, el wdi Nigs, ks wdi ylauon, 24 A4y
yid Rl 30 Adaasy sdi du@ By Ausliaa Rl D,
[Ibid, p. 257]. Nor does anyone recall Manilal Nabhubhai’'s judgment on
the occasion of Dalpat’s death: addl ®{ U yleaalia, w2 W
sl 2sdl, UAs AW udl  seuMldedl devadl, €3 Wyeai
A yorrtdl @Al 63 %Y A3 Asted Guy AYl. [Quoted in Yorudg’
qieAA AMUeldle, p. 780 1. Bat everyone remembers the catchphrase
¥R orel, and the dictum that there is no €% in Dalpat’s verse, And these
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two indictments have hardened into accepted current literary criticisms
which have damned the poet with faint, very faint praise, and given rise to
much superior and supercilious criticism of the achievement of Dalpatram
in the field of letters. The dice have been further loaded heavily against
him by the political obsession that has taken hold of the Gujarati mind
during the last twenty years and more, and much ridicule and contempt
has been poured on his devoted head by innumerable critics and criticasters
for his crime of loyalty to and praise of the British connection, the head
and front of his offending being the poem &3W ¢9 g @'f,ﬁalld. But even
a.critic like Balvantriy Thakor, who is quite free from this political bias,
has written in most disparaging terms of Dalpatram’s poetry, about its *‘low,
earth-walking nature” (13" @R 243Y), ity borrowings from Sanskrit,
Vraj, Hindi and old Gujarati poets, and its failure to assimilate even these
borrowings and to recast them successfully in the Gujarathi poetic mould.
[@‘ﬁ?. pp. 119-120]. No wonder a prancing politician and versatile
sciolist like Munshi writes with a dictatorial air of finality: ¥%@sel 2udl d
WRal Hig 3 o vanl avia 4 sfad A o Bl 52 9 50, 3ed eava-
A sl B Aals A A (saln were B0 A vend’ A il wg
Js'Al v sQar vl oy B T Arwwni Al 200 W@y B,

(A3'e : 242N 218, p. 16]. Such being the general opinion in
Gujarat about Dalpatram’s poetry, I took up the two unattractive volumes of
‘Dalpat Kavya’ with a half-hearted interest, and began reading them as a
matter of duty, as an uninteresting, self-imposed task. I found much in
them to confirm the general opinion, much of mere versification, — undistin-
guished, pedestrian and prosy versification, — much unpoetical material
treated in a matter of fact prosy manner, unpoetical occasional verses and
panegyrics, play on words, acrostics and trick versification,— in fact, quite
an amount of prose and prosy matter expressed in very commonplace
though very smooth vevse. His serious description of a lake cannot be beaten
even by the famous parody of Wordsworthian infantilism in the Rejected
Addresses : N - .
Hdl de Hiedl, s well 88
Y2 AQal Yy YA YRA A ul.
Not content with this, the poet proceeds :
Al ML g2 A, G A4 e Aw;
oot Bl B, 4 ya el .
aldi Al ALRly, Yyl 4 ye wi;
Gl W 3 B, AAR T AR,
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[edMdaled, I, p. 282] This passion for exact measurements and prosy
descriptions of aninteresting facts is to be found plentifully in Narmad
also. In deseribing Kabir-Vad he writes :

aql B edl, ule 4vd 4 B dsaey,
Al A % ye [y yeu 0wk
Again, in describing his pilgrimage to Tryambak Narmad writes :
@20 uel vl wad »
WA (244 e edl Q.
And, -~ .
A WUH @y gL A B,
Gsloi ol AU B,

But with all these drawbacks and weaknesses, with all this mere
padding in verse form, I found in Dalpat, to my delighted surprise, much
again that was amusing, interesting and instructive; much wit and verbal
and intellectual agility; much wisdom — and even worldly wisdom — made
memorable by being enshrined in apt and memorable words; many delightful
stories told in smooth natural verse and in the natural and racy vernacular of
the gsoil and the people; much epigrammatic and elegiac verse of the highest
order, full of lofty moralising, often touched with genuine emotion and
couched in saperb language unsurpassed in the Gujarati literature for point
and polish and precision, for tense epigrammatic vigour, sculpturesque
firmness and severity of outline and classic economy of words. And
throughout his best work runs like sunlight in a deep forest, the lovable
personality of the man, sunny and cheerful, human and humane, modest and
full of natural piety, but also endowed with a rich vein of irrepressible
genuine humour that breaks out unexpectedly even in his most serious and
pious verses. His wideawake objective vision again is unique in Gujarati
poetry; his stories amuse and interest because his men and women are living
creatures. Even his animals have a delightful individuality of their own,
and he is a genuine fabulist like the author of the Panchatanira. It is
difficult to understand the oblivion in which his works have fallen in the
lagt fifty years. But perhaps part of the explanation lies in the very narrow
definition of the word ‘poetry’ that came into fashion here in the late
Victorian era, under the influence of Matthew Arnold with his insistence on
high seriousness and the ‘grand style’, and with his cryptic definition of
poetry as being a ‘criticism of life’, thus overemphasising the reflective and
philosophical aspects of poetry. Even more narrowing has been the
influence of later literary fashions which seek for the highest kind of poetry-
the very essence of poetry, in what is called ‘pure’ poetry, in intensely
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emotional and evocative &natches of lyricism. These influences have thus
overemphasised the subjective and introspective element at the cost of the
objective, the more creative, element in poetry. The novel and the short
story have absorbed all the creative powers of modern writers, with the
result that the writing of drama and story in verse has entirely gone out of
fashion; so much so that many of us cannot even imagine that stories in verse
can be called poetry. But I venture to think that in® the house of poetry
there should be, and there are, many mansions. If we glance back at our
own theory of poetry as exemplified in the extant corpus of Sanskrit poesy,
we find included under the category all manners and kinds of verse from
the purely emotional to the purely intellectual, and even the merely skilful
and dextrous. And the fact that 8o much of such verse with a purely
intellectaal and even verbal appeal has lived for centuries, that verses like

QR AN q q AW
Ay e wd Fiaa)
@ el ATIRETT I
st FUlRadRTg |
and wisecracks like 3 Jarwid ete., or deyifikqd @ ete., are read and

enjoyed even to this day, is sufficient proof that the intellectual world at
large has alwaya been inclined to so enlarge the domain of poetry as to
include in it a wide variety of verse ranging from grave to gay, and from
light to severe. Any definition of poetry that leaves out practically all of
Chaucer and Pope and Dryden, and the most characteristic work of Sa’di,—
to speak nothing of lighter kinds of verse — is surely most woefully narrow
and needs to be considerably widened. And under any reasonable definition
of the terms ‘poet’ and ‘poetry’, the name of Dalpatram must take a high and
honourable place in the ranks of Gujarati poets. As an objective poet, and
a8 moralist, fabulist and humorist, he stands in the class of Sa’di and
Chaucer and the author of Panchatantra. As master of his medium, in the
kinds of poetry he attempted and within the limits of his compass, he is
unique; for whereas the best of his predecessors wrote ) slack, limp, halting
and shapeless verse,— verse that is, as a rule, almost unreadable, —
Dalpatram at a bound brought Gujarati versification to the highest pitch of

*I had said in my article on ‘Haiku' in Aryan Path (in 1983), “In the house of
poetry there are many mansions.” I did not know then, or even in 1941, when I wrote
this that Leigh Hunt had said, more than a hundred years ago, “In the house of poetry
are many mansions’’. I saw this quoted twise by Sir John Squire in his ‘Flowers

of Speech.’
[18-13-43 ]
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perfection possible within his ambit. He may be called the Dryden of
Gujarati verse in this respect. And I doubt if any of his greatest successors
who have undoubtedly enlarged the bounds of the Guijarati poetic idium
show the same assured mastery of medium and form, and certainly none has
beaten him on his own ground.

But, as we have already noted, the main reason why Dalpatram has lost
his popularity is political bias, exactly as it is political bias again that has
converted Narmad in the public mind into not only a great poet but also a
great hero, Kven such critics as are favourably inclined towards Dalpatram
have been constrained to make rather painful though amusing attempts to
stress and exaggerate his criticism of the British Raj, and to find ingenious
excuses for his whole-hearted praises of it. Thus Narhari Parikh, in the
course of some tortuous special pleading, intended tc show that Dalpatram’s
praise of British rule was not absolute but only relative, writes:
didii A dldui [getd] WA Yoy ¥ cavad, 2 (Mla usRd wed
aniRe A, R 2A4Q @sudl Aoed sal A3 AR? s@AA [Adayds ve
el vt QHL Al WA, dudl sdi alug A4 e, 80
A A2 Ao e Y4 HMovdl WROSUWODAR 54 qHA Widley Al A
Al PR ol AMA $E WA s Ald e 31 aal Aol sfaa
ANwAl Ay ARRAWS  adl WRWBUA qeyiedl Aoy sl w3 3 B,
ARl AU AR HY4L AR Ut WA Yy 24 oyl Aoeddl BRG]
A slednl A1, WA ARY Ueddl A gadi 2uals v §d AL A%
A%A 2adi A 4y Fada QA A zaaelq wReym 3B,
[erd'fl oqruyidl, p. 143]. As Narhari Parikh wrote this before popular
Governments sworn to strict] non-violence came into power in several
provinces of India, he could not be expected to know that in 27 months of
popular rule in thege Provinces these non-violent Governments would resort
to military force* 47 times and would unhesitatingly shoot down 3A4d 3™,
But surely he had the two volumes of ‘Dalpat Kavya' before him. This
conversation between Forbes and Dalpat is not recorded in &I ‘U™ or

* ¢« Mr, Ogilvie, Defence Secretary, stated in the Assembly in reply to Sir Raza Ali,
that between July 1937 and July 1938, troops were called out at the request of Provincial
Governments on eight occasions in U, P. and on one occasion in Bihar, while troops
stood to on nine occasions in U. P., once in C.P. and twice in Bombay. During
the period July 1938 to July 1939, troops were called out ten times in U. P. and
once in Bombay, while troops stood to twelve timesin U, P., twice in Bihar and once
inC,P. ... ”

{ Bombay Chronicle ( 16-3-40 ) p. 8.}
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elsgewhere in these volumes. On the contrary, on the very first page of

Volume 1I, we find a poem entitled A% MA'¥l which not only praises the
British Raj very warmly in general terms, but says specifically :

(Qual (454 “tor ¥, (Auy™ wya o,
wy Al A AL, NY ey B Alov,

On the third page, in the next poem, a very interesting petition in verse
presented to the Governor of Bombay, Mountstuart Elphistone, in 1855, when
he visited Ahmedabad, —a poem, be it noted, which fearlessly exposes the
ill-treatment of the poorer classes and protests against the zulum they have
to suffer at the hands of the officialg, — Dalpat once more makes one of the
characters say in no uncertain manner :

gAYl A A€, 2419 Aov JY s,

AN 5l @Al 2 WAL oA,
(11, p. 31

I refuse to believe that Dalpatram was so ingincere and double-tongued a
man as to declare twice in emphatic resonant verse what he did not believe
in, or that he had not the courage to say in verse what he is alleged to have
fearlessly said to a high British official like Forbes. And we have already
seen that even Narmad, whose patriotism has never been suspected as poor

Dalpat’s has been, has emphatically gaid : .........52 (ARlovell a3Adl A
AR wed g WA AL R A Aol dd avl A 20U B dd
SR ALl A AL SIAHT B (85 % YUAULA ol RANY B2 Al Uoed YIZ” D,

[H‘{QFNR. p, 10]. The fact is that we areso obsessed with our present
political ideas and pa:sions and crotchets that even men who are supposed -
to be scholars forget history and scholarship and fondly read current upto
date ideas into the writings of men who lived and wrote about a hundred
years ago. They even imagine things that did not exist, as when Narhari
Parikh says that the high praises of British rule found in Dalpat’s poem
are the outcome of the ideas sedulously spread by the English in those
days, —2 e AN d awd i TR [a 2a saeld  wRa,

It is unfortunate that the fatal national defect of an utter lack of the histori-
cal sense is further aggravated by violent political prejudice and the
consequent will nof to see the historical truth. Otherwise, it should not be
difficult to see the truth clearly spoken out by Dalpat and Narmad and all
who had clear memories of what the condition of Gujarat and the Gujaratis
was in the benign Ram Rij that prevailed before the advent of the Satanic
British. Dalpat has said it, Narmad has said it, Maganlal Vakhatchand the
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historian of Ahmedabad has said it, and the later historians of that city and
Broach have said it, for all who care to read, that before the advent of the
British no rich citizen of the capital of Gujarat dared to put on decent clothes
for fear of being reported to the Peshwa’s Suba. Our presentday fire-eating
patriots have forgotten the ghastly conditions prevailing in Gujarat for a
hundred years and more before the British finally took it over in 1818. They
have forgotten that when, after an occupation of only seven years, the British
handed back Broach and Dabhoi to Swadeshi rule,—in 1783 after the Conven-
tion of Wadgam, — there were public prayers by Hindus and non-Hindus
alike that the British may continue to hold these places, and religious vows
were taken to induce the Deity to so ordain that the Satanic British might
continue to rule the people. Was this too a result of Aoy AN TaRa

(dar 24 ¥4l 2 The Nagarsheths of Ahmedabad and other big
cities in Gujarat and all over India, including the Jagat Seth of Calcutta, were
the bankers who gave almost unlimited credit to the Company Government

and also carried their confidential post and despatches, 3 ccdl IR Y&
Hpdel Aofd AABA AUA [§. o, 2pod] el arvt 3Mlau Sl ¢,
23 (1 AWe @B B au udl ael A auel st @l ([{aa s
el gdi —afe B o2 Wy wigwdl ¥ oAl cuir
[Quoted from *MUX41 by the Gujarati dated 30-11-41.] Was all this
azain due to v AL A WA 2aui Jadal (R 29 n4els  why

should we be so blinded by our present prejudices as not to see the simple
historical truth that the advent of the British, in Gujarat especially, meant
deliverance from the ghastly nightmare of a century of Maratha Ram-rdj,
from a living hell of misery and misrule and rapine and torture? Referring
to Dalpatram’s conversion to the Swaminarayan sect. Sundaram writes :

(g Qe o saiad uvelag Ay waa sy B (60w
(B2 2 A A Wl B A WA HUAR AL 20w Ma el
AR B d e HWHAL {4 . [Povald ule we siw'ad)
(13%-¥0), p, 40]. I must confess that 1 myself have not the honour to.
be in the confidence of either God or the Devil, and therefore cannot say
with certainty whether for bringing the British here we have to thank the
former or the latter, But Sahajanand, who was admittedly a man of God,
had certainly good reason for believing that it was a wise providence
that was responsible for the advent of the British. In 1798 A. D., the
notorious Kishanrao Bhimrao alias Aba Shelukar was sent to Ahmedabad
as Suba (Governor) by the Peshwa. The historian of Ahmedabad ¢ity says ;
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aBui W@ Gad AN v adl, A 4w wyn il Ay
A QU ARA AsAR WY A% [YovArddq WA AMeLALE, p. 162 ]
Again, 3 A3 A2 RAML HHg Al oWy R A dr A
selddl, [Ibid]. Again., explaining the proverb ¥R ol A dR APl the
historian refers to the harassment caused by innumerable octroi and other
duties in Ahmedabad and says that a woman sent from her village to the
city 12 pumpkins tied in a sheet, and UYL o YHIH AR vyl o
Mz Rl Al 2 AL st 3Gl 4 A AlL WL A, [1bid, p. 166, 167)-
And, as said above,..5W4l 3" 3y MRAY A, 2 @l AW Al
WAL 2l wsladl WMy 23 A B Mg GUWR Nl saddl
A oqan At .. S il Gur vRa oy A (Rd. APl Al
Aol Guefl ea@ai 8 agar afe- M [GHueA] A g e QA
o A Gl 2uaeldl W' o4l Adt 244 £ Al [And yet Narmad could,
under the new regime, freely write a furious poem just because surcharge
on income-tax was demanded from hiwm!] Rl vl A uRauer d@
ied ud Ay A ey suil [Ibid, p. 161]. And the historian quotes

from a contemporary ballad on the activities of the Suba and his gallant
corps of Chddias:

sleadi £ 3 adal 2% ¢ AR Ad;
widl 83 WU H¥)l Nal ddl A

[p.158]. It was in the heroic regime of this Aba Shelukar that Sahajanand
had personal comparative experience of indigenous and foreign rulers. He
wag imprisoned by the Suba, and escaped torture only hecause the superstiti-
ous Maharashtrian was afraid of the holy man’s supposititious supernatural
powers. That humble but true scholar Hiralal Parekh writes in his history
of the Gujarat Vernacular Society about the founder of the Swaminarayan
sect: M H&A YAl WWA A AW (Cirea 1800 A. D) MMM 430
Ol &AL AHAALEAL YA AgrY AUl 548l s s 57 4 Y. Ju
(Clan Yoz A yorgdl § stndl 442 W M4 e Fndl Wi yasla
af AU AHA 2 &g 9 Wisd v ) Spramdl 4l [y 4 7. A
l'j[a"ﬁl"s‘, Vol I, p.ﬁ]- Is it surprising or unnatural if after these experiences
Sahajanand Swami enjoined on his followers loyalty to the British? And
ig it unnatural or surprising if those who were near enough in time to
have experienced or to remember the dreadful plight of Gujarat until
it was taken over by the British,—is it at all strange if Sabajanand, and,
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Dalpatram, and Narmadashankar, and Navalram, *and Nandshankar, and
Govardhanram and a hundred other thoughtful men of high character and
talents have honestly and fervently believed that the advent of the British
was a divine dispensation ? Was it not Narmad who said, BM2 ““‘*Q@
A AY Rodd 24 VM B ¢ How far God has actually a hand in the
ghaping of mudane history, and how far the Devil can interfere
effectively with divine dispensation, none, 1 repeat, can say except those
who are in the confidence of either supramundane power. Being a rather
unspiritual person, I cannot say whether God has brought the British
here, or the Devil. But surely those who claim spiritual grace and
illumination and a special share of truthfulness, ought at any rate
to have sufficient faith in the Deity to believo that after the six hundred
years of dismal history deplored by Narmad their Deity had at least a
temporary victory over the Devil. But leaving aside both God and the
Devil and their inscrutable intentions, the verdict of mundane history is
clear, and it is thus given by a good Gujarati himself : AWAY Aoy W, A,

1¢o0=1¢ ¢ Hi QAL W Aovaclail R Raulaui Faxz qql @l yuadd A
HUAL og@dl A Wl W@ o QAL AA g3 et A3 1)
Al Ay A gl W AR YRR ARy ywvadl wad)
g2 sy opuia] oeR Usai sa1 Aisal. (4308, p, 64.). These are not

the words of Dalpat the loyalist; these are the words of Narmad the
patriot, the ‘Great Boar Incarnation’, our ‘Generalissimo’. I hope our
writers and speakers will show more sense of history and proportion
and think a little before sapping poor Dalpat’s reputation with
thoughtless aspersions and supercilious sneers.

How this political prejudice has dogged Dalpatram even in the matter
of his character will become evident from one more quotation. Comparing
him with Narmad, Rimniriyan Pathak says: WA AlcHeRl AV 3, My
AWl 20 cHabL 22, AAL AR A3 &AL saydd Al 2wl asiia,
Yo YR A WAz 24l AT Dov A Al A ugy dfl R ueR dov
Wit 4w’ Tuarer el o0l 2uNell § MR uaqAfd B, 2avd Al WAl
A Al QA yll, L Adedl Rl gl wRePl, R A AN
A sl AR AR, [lovd MRA Hl 34 (1e3%-Ye), p. 40)
I do not quite see the logic of this argument. If by frugal living Dalpat
amassed a small fortune, and if by riotous living and indulgence in laxury
and libertinism Narmad squandered the thousands left by his father, the
thousands given in the shape of bounty by rich patrons, the thousands
he earned by selling hig books and by other means—his income was at
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one time large enough® to be HKable to incometax and surcharge — how,
in the name of all that is fair, does the latter prove to be superior to
the former on any count ? And the nnkindest cut of all is that Rimnarayan
does not even mention the fact that Dalpat was broken in the share gamble
of 1865 and deliberately gave up all his property and every pie of his savings
to his creditors, against the sound wordly advice of friends who wanted him
to transfer his house etc., to his relatives and thus baulk the rascally cre-
ditors, a course adopted by innumerable honourable persons in those times,
and to-day too. KEven an honourable settlement rankled, and according to
Narhari Parikh, he bitterly felt it as a humilation that he could not pay off
every pie he owed. [ovi=dl eal»0ldl, pp. 134-136]. If Rimnariyan Pathak
bases his judgment on the mere sentimental ground of Narmad’s ‘heroic’
refusal to do honest work for a living combined with his indebtedness and
the consequent hardships he had to endure, then surely every scapegrace
who also refuses to do honest work for hig living and who runs through a
fortune, incurs heavy debts and runs away to Goa or hangs himself in

consequence, will be entitled to our H@lg@iﬁl and ¥RU&l for his ‘heroic’
AL and RALCHADL,

I have dwelt at some length on the prejudices that have helped to make
Dalpatram unpopular because I believe that this unfortunate atmosphere of
sneering suspicion, detraction and depreciation is keeping his really first
rate achievement as a poet of remarkable genius from the Gujarati reading
public. I believe that if the dross and tinsel in his poetical works is weeded
out, and the pure gold and silver extracted with judgment and care, there
will remain two to three hundred pages of literature and poetry of a high
order, capable of giving perennial delight. For perpetual delight is the
chief thing we get from his verse and prose ; not delight that vanishes at a
gecond reading. His personality is so stamped on his best writings as to give
them individual distinction; and his deceptively simple style at its best has
a charm that will not let even some of his trifles die. For after all it is the
amber of form and style that confers immortality on the words of the poets;
it is the manner that counts in poetry, not so much the matter. Even the

verses he wrote for the Hope Series of School Books have a charm of their
own; and after these books were rccast and Dalpat’s verses replaced by
others, there has been, we are credibly informed, a demand for this
childfen’s poetry republished in book form. Some critics have spoken with
contempt about these poems; but perhaps they do not realise what a delicate
and difficult task it is to compose verses really suitable for juveniles.

Narmad was furious because he got no share in this work. But the dreadful
‘Children’s’ verses which he himself wrote and which he has collected in
his volume of verse are sufficient to show the wisdom of Hope and his



dvigers in commissioning Dalpatram alone to do the work. For insfance,
?n a poem written specially for Darsi girls Narmad makes the little

anfortunates say to God Almighty :
adedly 24 52 4 W
MY oy 53 W dow,
AAANL dd Al WU
H U WA V{g’ ',9 w3,

A poet who can make a little girl call hergelf a reprobate and a miserable
donkey who is being kicked and cndgelled for her sins, is certainly unt_‘lt\to
write verses for children. Much fun has been poked at IMIUl MY A%
by superior persong; but what would they have a tiny tot of four or five
read? Wordsworth’s Ode on Tmmortality? Or §153 HIR Wl WY g wr?
Anyway, many people rightly doubt if any one in Gujarat has so far written
better verse for juveniles than Dalpatram with his simple natural piety, his
gane humanity, his quips and cranks and jollity, his inimitable knack of
story telling in verse, his command of simple and lucid language, and his
understanding of the child mind.

It is his wide humanity and universality, his power of entering into
the minds and skins of others, that is Dalpat’s greatest and surest warrant
for immortality. As we read his two volumes of verse interspersed with
prose, we meet in them a number of people in various stages of life,~princes
and peasants, courtiers and clowns, queens and horny-handed, strong
smelling peasant women; and we see them all in the round, as real men and
women of flesh and blood,—not the flat two dimensional bloodless abstrac-
tions that endlessly gibber lofty platitudes like nnsubstantial ghosts in the
much admired so-called dramas of his son, Nanalal. For Dalpat bas twenty
times more of the true dramatic vision than Nanalal, or, for the matter of
that, than any Gujarati poet or even prose writer of the last one hundred
and fifty years. I deliberately choosea grimly realistic creation from the
lowest and humblest end of his remarkably wide picture gallery, a virago of
the peasant world who is sitting on a machan to scare away feathered and
other marauders: .

50 QBAL 503, g BU By
A=A Wl wl4®, 4331 42 (433,
ay dla o, 3 YUY Ay;
A 2l Aed, Wy A Yla.

53 520l Qeple 330, 4k @2 d an,
g8 g4 Qe 51, ARl W o,

gl S 44, ¥ Rl Q...
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In the same long poemV (doen 2%l we have an amusing passage describing
in a graphic manner the good points of Kanbis and their weaknesses too :

A YUl P, B vt Ay;
M e B G, A'dR Al Ady;
W rel M e, ol 3(eN al oy
83y =l @ dl, 6§ Al 4 B

This ig of course one of the traditional popular judgments about particular
castes which are so current among us, and only repeats more fluently what
Samal Bhat has said in

sl wpeom 53, sel B wen A4
Wi WA Vs, B Géd s a4l
And the poet goes on to tell with gusto and broad humour the story of two
simple Kanbi brothers and their Patel father who turn by turn go to the
Sultan and unconsciously give offence by their boorish behaviour and manner
of talking. They are all imprisoned by the irate Sultan, and next a step-
brother of the Patel goes to the Sultan to intercede in their behalf urging
his relationship :
B W uisdl W, 20 wq i e,
Thereupon, - - N
A AYA YB3 AU, A AL sgA,
TAIAL G Adid, ¢ 3¢ 5(& Sl Rad;
WAL 1 (R otd (e, ol AL U3 oy
HUT A A W, 2 el (a0 euy,

Dalpat’s men and women are never out of character; he has quite a genius
for snch comedy and such realistic mimicry, and the latter trait finds highly
amusing expression in the casually told story of ALK YA i A4aRA.

Lisping Mulchand had been satrictly warned by ‘his people to keep
his mouth tightly shut and not to speak on any account during the
wedding ceremony, so that the bride’s people may not find out his defect.
But the unlucky bLridegroom saw the mandav catching fire and in his anxiety
blurted out the fact. In an explanatory note the poet tells us how he did it;
Al B HaaAd QR YA d NSl % A HiAL wY ol Al A
48 A4 o) ord; A 5N Y A WU Very likely it is an old shestnut,
but the realistic manner of telling it is Dalpat’s own. We hear a good
deal nowadays about %RA44IE and realism in poetry.and our younger
poets are vying with one another in selecting for their realistic poems
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such subjects as 1481 31231, ¥l 2'w4 and even sevadl W, But in
gpite of their deliberately bizarre subjects, I doubt if they can beat or even
approach Dalpatram in effortless natural realism, - not the sham literary
realism borrowed from France and Russia.

Even in the more serious epigrammatic vein which, too, he can exploit
with equal ease and mastery, we find plenty of shrewd observation of
human nature, quaint but apt illustrations taken from homely matters of
everyday experience — often lit up with a gleamn of his sly bumour — ard
the saving and preserving grace of a simple yet compact and nervous style.
Referring to epigrams contained in old Gujarati and Kathiawadi WI1%¢l s
and 58! 8, Ramndriyan Pithal writes: 241 @4 #MN) dl addl, Mz,
A U, Azen Ale 2l s AAL 2032, G2AR, A, Hadl, wri-
a4, & 24l A HHAl eux) @l B, [Quoted by Hira Mehta in
Q"ll"l@ (2324 Hlf@&l, p. 258]. 1, too, thought so once. Some fifteen
years ago I said in a paper on the importance of Sanskrit for the
Gujarati language that in Gujarati there was no epigrammatic literature
in which Sanskrit is 8o rich. But I had not read Dalpatram then and
did not know that a master-hand had left us a rich heritage of well-turned,
interesting, memorable and even great epigrams, and thus set his
guccessors a splendid example. It may he noted in passing that the old
Duhas and Sorthas were often not independent epigrams but formed the
high lights of stories of love or heroism which were told in prose by profes-
sional raconteurs, the verses serving as pegs on which to hang the stories and
marking the emotional peaks in the stories which were not written down.
Hence the emotion of these memorised verses was often dramatic, being
incidental to plot or character or action, not subjective or lyrical. It would
be easy to fill pages with such verses from Dalpatram, but we can only
glance at a few in our hurried survey. To take some at a lower level of
worldly wisdom:

Aol syl & ) Wl BG4 s

o A" veAH, AlsA (320l #HA s

Again’ o~ . . .o o~ NS .
AQALYY At q sl A, 5@ (A qul Il 43 oy

Re2ReiA A1t st 1, A€ 8edr AL A Guil.
[I1. 42)
About newspapers he says in a rather too flattering epigram:
avn @] 23l 4G, (Bl @Al Tuiyg
A HIAdAL (Al ovol 23Ul o oveya,
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In a remarkably terse epjgram he deftly weaves in a proverbial saying:
wdi Pl %2 A, vl 4 wvaq;
12 yeL {2 €L, Md 2@ e,

More striking and at a higher level are:
U AN U AN, el AR ord Gu;
ovdY WP 211 A, A2 34 A AN

Or,
A2 yasui Ao, |l NuH e,

A sl y3nd, qudi AL A,
More humourous but no less striking are:
A 4y sle QBB wonpw wH A wyg
&AL uR R 4, ¢ G ¢ Ga,

And,
AL Y 59, Md UL A oqx;
AR AR W, wep waye (a4 =,
Or again,

dag Wi Hdi, S (63 (Rally;

Agei eudufaui d el 21z,
On a much loftier plane of sombre and brooding moralising are some of
Dalpat’s most characteristic epigrams, and these are eipgrams in the higher,
the elegiac, the Greek sense of the word, not in the restricted English sense
of a terse and well turned witty saying. It is true that such poetry does not
as a rule appeal to the young and the romantic. But to all thoughtful
minds its appeal is always there, and grows with passing years. In Dalpat
at his best we find many of the characteristics of Bhartrihari — seriousness,
keen observation of human weaknesses, gleams of a disillusioned and almost
cynical insight into; men and things, and a grave brooding melancholy
reflected in the lofty and often severe diction. To take a few illustrations:—

¥ ot A oty Yo, ovtlsi A& oy;
o4 ol ovddefl, gadly THI,
On the Miltonic theme, ‘the last infirmity of noble mind’, Dalpat writes:

Nl 241 NuAal, 3R dev YN AN
sl Adlour 53, (Aau WAL M,
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And he brings to mind Sa’di and other moralists with these vigorous and
memorable verses: .
WA YN A4 ovdddg, di3 WM A4
sloq (S Y w2, ¢ Ay Welln—
And, -

N Ay U W, o A1 N

YR 4 201 1 A, g7 diz’ weia—
—which i8 very near

' Tu kare zaminra nika sakhts

Ki ba asman niz pardakhti.
Finally, reminiscent of some of the finest epigrams in Sanskrit are the
gsombre verses on the old but never aging topic, vanilas vanitatum:

L A ey lova, Y Yl uda;
g Al ey gt B, Ad Ad AR Ad,
Rovsep dRD W, P vl R
Y0 ddd wla sui, Ad Ad 42 Ad.

In one great couplet he sums up the eternal mystery of man’s coming hither
and his going hence:

AUovel AL AR B, PR Al UUlA;
$i8L Al B 5, oveuAULA MU,

One more epigram though not in so lofty a vein, has haunted my memory
ever since I read it, because its truth was strikingly and literally brought
home to me by astrange coincidence. On 12th August 1940 there was a
house collapse at Kalbadevi at 11 A. M. I read on the morning ef the 13th
the moving details of the catastrophe which had caused the tragic death of a
young Marwadi woman when she was actually serving to her husband his
morning meal. In the afternoon, on the same day, I read this epigram in
Dalpatram: .

cild) fRul dlovdr, evaut [ (R oy
L 2 daui 3, Wy ey A,

1t is a fashion nowadays to look down upon such verse as not truly
poetical or, if grudgingly admitted to the category, it is considered to be
poetry of a very inferior kind. It may be so; but there is little doubt that
some of the most memorable, and best remembered, poetry in the world’s
great literatures is poetry of this kind. If such lofty moralising by
Bhartrihari and Sa’di, Firdausi and Shakespeare —to name only a few
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who have written such verse — is poetry, then Dalpat’s verse of the same
kind should not be denied the name of poetry. Balvantriy Thakor who
is inclined to deny the name of poet to Dalpat has yet included even witty
epigrams under the general term ‘lyric’, and cills them @G{Qﬁ&ﬂk. Among
the illustrations he gives, there are two epigrams by himself about which he
writes :

i Lo ] e Glela ] B | Y 18, 26t
Al iy 20404 Yl AY Hdl.
2L AL G Y B o e ? 2 21 g
ey 3¢ sa(nAd o 2ulev -ug vl cual
52N 5@ ‘Y7 aldl apll ayor vya—
adll ay s dadd
[‘(alxs’, pp. 117118

[ will not venture to criticise these lymcal epigrams’ as T'hakor calls them —

not even the metre of the wonderful ”ﬂ"ll I will only ask readers to judge
between these specimens of R sky-rangmg poesy and those I have cited
from Qif‘R earth-crawling Dalpat. Of one thing I am as certain as one can
be in such matters: Dalpat’s lofty epigrams and even his second class ones
are still readable and memorable, three quarters of a century after they were
written; Thakor’s, I am afraid, will not live, for the simple and sufficient
reason that they are still-born.

Before we pass on to other aspects of Dalpat’s poetry, I should like to
give two more epigrams, that have a flavour and a grim humour of their own.
Kor in one of them the poet is laughing at himself for his plight for which
he is not personally responsible, in the other he is kicking himself for having
been a fool and thus brought the plight on his head. It is well-known that
his was not a peaceful household; it is enough to say that he had three
wives, — and most of us know by experience that even one isa handful. So
he sings in a desperate humour :

G2l 43l €3 dl, g & iyl
A AT AER, (3 e (anuiA,

(II, p. 48).

Agam, referring to his folly in trying to get rich quick in the share bazar,
he \vmes in a wistful self-castigating humour :

Ayl (AsR WA, [s124L 534135

Al 13 A $A, (agdder @sR.
(L, p.629),
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It would be superfluous to emphasise the masterfy phrasing of both these
gems, the curiosa felicitas hidden under a deceptive simplicity and the
deliciously apt paronomasia in the second epigram. Judged by any standards
these are perfect epigrams; and the self-criticism implicit in them, especially
in the latter, raises Dalpat to the highest rank of humorists. For realhumonr
does not lie in laughing at others or writing parodies of other people’s
poems; it lies in laughing at one’s own follies and foibles. Narmad in his
place would have shed (at least on paper) innumerable maudlin tears over
his misfortune, and stormed the heavens with his protests against it, and
incidentally invited the world to admire his 2 dlRdl in facing it. But
Dalpat with his self-criticism was made of really more heroic stuff as witness
his superbly stoical rule of life :

2y g{uml vy, Aal udlad S,
de ydl d A, sl e 5y,
And grander still,
Al s 2l ovedy g g Add A4 N
Al e qud, o dad .

Dalpatram had, besides this stern but good humoured and humorous
stoicism, a fand of real natural piety. In contrast to Narmad’'s bigoted and
superstitious sectarianism, he, though comparatively a man of no education,
had a surprisingly broad and tolerant religious outlook, and some of his
noblest verses are instinct with a profound sense of the ultimate unity of all
mankind as ohildren of the same Father. He sums up the essenc» of this
universal humanitarian religion in one terse couplet :

oy dy 1% dd (aH, 3 aEre 99
WAUYBIR 5 el Moy HWAL WA,
Again and again he emphatically declares that whatever the varying outward
forms and formularies which the various religions may teach, the esgential
object of all men is to quench their spiritual thirst:
3 4 uid o) eevdl Hloadld;
AR T AR 37, v 339 v,
In a striking variety of ways he tries to bring home to wrangling sectarians
the folly and futility of fighting about an ultimate mystery that none of
them can solve :

3oy B B syl (o NH);
Al drg q e AW UM,
Al AHAL R Aoy A1,
dd (Ra AR 2 A ud.
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And, . Q N .
A 2AA Y Ay gl uddl,

Aol 240v@] (A mqgl ol
aqsl 340 v i3 SUA U@L,
AR (et HaL 9 dig s,
Even in such high moralising his puckish humour sometimes breaks out in
a delightfully quaint manner :
“f 0ol (dedl 2Rl o slord 33,
Al dl s WA Adl s A
Aol (RAlAL 25 2 U URA,
DUH 53l At A il SR,
ard Ay Hid UG TV v{lod” i 3534,
3ed Ml e A€l 2L %A AL, L,
About the children of the samne God who abuse each other’s idea of godhead,
he says in a strikingly realistic manner :
5@ edMAUN ¥ Al e (ay
Ay Alradl wid d @ ® B ardl,

Again, R _ i
51 5@ AR A 5 58 (AR,

AR ARz [z el ad;

ifeauidl 4 aq dadlyy dw’ wel,

Y A g B d dl eX] oGl 2 e,

ol (ddl % §¢& d safwlidl sda 7,

5@ A WA ¥H Al 324" o

2(0d 50l A 58 rauARIA,

00l A4 asld d Gy YAl S,
And he sums up the whole matter in one more memorable epigram :

AR @Ry g, (AU AR,

A @@ dlar 58, 5§ @@Al 3,

The earnestness and sincerity of Dalpat’s best verse and its undoubted

emotional appeal are likely to escape the impatient attention of those who
have come to expect in poetry an exalted atmosphere subtly induced by an

exalted and deliberately poetised idiom distinct from the language of prose.
For of all Gujarati poets, Dalpat keeps nearest to the langnage and also the
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syntax of ordinary prose, sometimes even of the spdken language. It is this
apparently artless ease and simplicity and crystal-clear lucidity of his diction
that deceives shallow or hasty readers into believing that Dalpat is shallow
and commonplace. Those who can find poetry only in a consciously poetic

diction and who hold that the common things of the world are not fit subjects

for poetry, brush aside such elemental simplicity as trite and commonplace.

But poetry, like life itself, ig ultimately made up of common things affecting

that common creature, man. Anyhow, it is because of this artless simplicity,

I believe, that from the days of Navalram downwards Dalpat’s poetry is

supposed to be lacking in 3’;. This interesting term of literary aesthetics

has been taken over from Urdu poetical and critical cant; ‘dard’ and ‘soz—o-

gudiz’ are supposed to be the prime essentials of the Gh.zal, especially when

descanting on its main topic, love. The poet is, of coursge, always in love,
and the pangs of love he feels or pretends to feel, are the ‘dard’, and the
furiously burning fire of love causes the ‘soz—o-gudaz'-——the burning and
melting of liver and heart and bone marrow; calling the heart a ‘kabab’ (not
made of minced but spit-roasted meat) is a commonplace of Persiin love
poetry. Gujarati hag taken over the cant word ‘dard’, but not ‘soz~o-gudaz’,
—perhaps because being a strictly vegetarian language, the idea of roast
meat proved more revolting than attractive. Anyhow, ‘dard’ has come to
mean that vague nostalgic and rather maudlin feeling which beautiful sounds
and sights of nature—including, of course, women—raige in gensitive minds,
In short, the charge against Dalpat is that there can be no emotion in his
poetry as it is simple and didactic, ethical and moralising. Even admitting
for argument’s sake that his poetry contains little else, there is no reason
why such poetry should necessarily be devoid of all emotion. There is
emotion in the very earnestness and conviction with which Dalpat lays
stress on conduct and morals;—this uneducated Brahmin from the backwoods
of Wadhwan who perhaps never heard in his life the name of Matthew
Arnold was in full agreement with Arnold that conduct is three parts of
religion. And there is still deeper emotion in the earnestness and conviction
with which he dwells on matters of deeper import such as the swift flight
of inexorable time and the littleness and impermanence of man sorrounded
ag he ig during his brief sojourn here by intractable, intangible, mysterious
forces controlled by "a divinity that shapes our ends, rough-hew them how
we will”, or, as he himself puts it more simply and more epigrammatically:

QA 53 Nt Uy, Yl 242 Udld,
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No sensitive reader can gay that there is no emotion in such verses as

A4l 2 D jd 3R gl

WY A 500 Ay % Rl A s B,

sAidl 21eal, s4i A4, A Y Tl 4 4 —
At Atet Han'd A yaat 8

3@ edud ol g yidu-dl

oAl widl AL WAl HAL B;

or, in another Manhar beginning
sl 2l Hiyt st AUgollAL e oo,

or in scores of poems, stanzas and couplets of the same quality. Indeed,
there are unsuspected depths in Dalpatram’s apparently placid and translu-
cent stream of poesy. To take one instance, he begins in a conventional
manner what appears at the first blush to be one of the innumerable
moralising commonplaces 80 common in most Indian vernaculars,—and that,
again, in an unpromising jogtrot metre :

U4 AU A s AA, A & Als B Al QL.

In the second and particularly in the third line—
U ANARL A, (At wA AlE AR s di—

he raises the theme to a superb level, and then ends the quiet fourth line with
five simple but haunting words:

Yy Qe s cavud, gaia (B8 v o gaudt.

Over and above these and many other such pieces, Dalpat has written
several poems in the true elegiac strain surcharged with deep and noble
emotion, ™4 Y ald Al R, Al M4 odd ig a fine elegy on the
eternally absorbing topic, ** sic transit gloria ', the impermanence and
evanescence of man in all his might and glory; apd &9 WRu wlhai
v A is another such poem on the twin subject, death, that has exercised
the mind of man perhaps ever since man became self-conscious. But the
finest of them all is the noble elegy on the flight of time entitled 514l
GQ- It is a remarkable poem full of humour and pathos and philosophic
calm and resignation; and in spite of its formal refrain—¥R 510 QA A%
dI — and its vernacular simplicity it is suffused with the deepest emotion.
The poet * looks before and after’, and in a retrospective mood views with
singular detachment and with a critical though humorous eye the successive
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stages of hislife. He recalls the pleasures and pains of thoughtless cLildhood
with graphic power and inimitable humour:

WL idell sneui Red ¢,
adld edld WL Tadl §;
Al flal Qi Crai—

and, .
(A2uB ol 2o At iy,
(2 v Wl B Al
EW B Hd dl e deiU—
and again,

W Hiddid 53" add HLz,

2 A N A wd ARy Uy

A€l ouy WA WY vl
Thus laughing wistfully at the memory of his past joys and griefs he comes
down to his old age and its infirmities and the grim shadow of death that
has taken away his wife, and ends on this deep note of serene calm and
detachment, resignation to God’s will and firm hope in His mercy :

wa Al B U™ 7 Y HRL,

HH qldgf dH 4 dladiry

& od 200 AL ud nldy,

A 510 Gllad a1 AL

a2l A uepl 43 @lsa Y|,

a2l 51 AR 5 A QY

AUl Hel diRA dRARY,

2T 51N Gl A DA IR

And he winds up, at a still loftier pitch of philosophic calm, with a grand
envot :

200 24N AR, Al LR VU

Al e B2 £lA, QHR §R AY.
fcar'd (dg AY B, sl »A 2518,

a2l (A4 dl dgd, v 3 24,

qrall deuid AL, ug R AR 1

%oy @3 w3 q, SN taddR A,

a1 Aadldl xR R, AW oved A Ay

Al ovddl ova evdldyi, aud sdi RUR @,
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Thus even * the last infirmity of noble mind ’, the desire for fame, has passed,
for, he concludes like another Prospero that ultimately fame too must perish
as this great globe itself shall perish., The poet has reached the tragic calm
that rises above mere optimism or pessimism ; he has achieved that rare
vision of detachment which enables him to see his sons and belongings, his
joys and sorrows, and even himself, as mere phantasmal phenomena like
passing pictures on a screen. Undoubtedly a great and noble poem by a
great post with a noble mind. With its wonderfully wide sweep that
ranges with eagse from the humorous experiences of a hardy carefree urchin,
to the lofty brooding reflections of a clear-eyed aged Seer waiting for the
final call, and from thence to the ultimate mysteries of Time and Space and
Eternity, it is a masterpiece of objective vision, classical in its severe simpli-
city, serene poise and perfect mastery of profound but controlled emotion.
I am inclined to think that no lyrical or elegiac poem written in Gujarati
in the last one hundred and fifty years can rank with this threnody; perhaps
there is nothing in the whole range of Gujarati poetical literature to match it.
It has captured a rare mood of gpiritual exaltation, a rare spiritual vision as
from a Pisgah sight, and fixed and immortalised this mood and this vision
in words of rare charm, simplicity and nobility. This combination of
grandeur with utter simplicity, bald and severely unadorned, is reminiscent
of Firdausi whose superb mastery of this grandly simple manner has been
the despair of the greatest Persian poets who have tried to imitate him
during the last one thousand years.

There are geveral poems in modern Gujarati that range from the Sun
and the Moon to the constellations and even to the farthest nebulae vigsible
and invisible to the naked eye of man; in fact, as Thakor would have it,
many of our younger poets move about wi’t\h their heads constantly in the
clouds and among the stars, and their A muse sweeps through the
immensities of space with the assurance of a two hundred inch astronomical
telescope. But most of these poems, if not all of them, leave the reader
cold because they fail to communicate any emotion except the vague one
which the idea of vague vastness produces in any sensitive mind and which
alone seems to originate and motivate them. They read like fine but
tepid intellectual exercises in high flown rhetoric which has been
deliberately worked up in high flown language and which is not the ontcome
of real and deeply felt, deeply experienoed emotion. High sounding and
much admired as these poems are, I venture to think that none of these
exercises in the sublime can come up to this unpretentious poem by Dalpat
that deals with simple, elemental experiences and emotions in langunage of
elemental simplicity. Even supposing that this poem is not an original piece
of writing, and that Dalpat got the germ of it—or even the whole of it—from
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gome foreign source, he cannot be denied the eredit ;h;t is undoubtedly due
to any poet who transmutes borrowed matter in the crucible of his mind,
refaghions it in his own authentic idiom, and stamps it with his own unmistak-
able identity. But I do not think Dalpat has borrowed the theme of this
poem, or the details, or the manner of working them out. My knowledge
of English poetry is very limited, but T venture to think there is no English

poem which could have suggested to Dalpat,—at second-hand, of course,—the

theme and development of this poem. As for those who accuse him of hav-

ing borrowed his best from Sangkrit, Braj and Hindi, it is incumbent on them
to point out the source of it in any of these three languages. Buat it is too
intimately personal, too sincere in its emotion, too modern in fact, to be a
translation or imitation or echo of anything in these formal and compa-
ratively frigid poetic idioms. Finally we come to his formally elegiac verses
in el (e a geries of poems, written on the premature death of his
patron and friend, Alexander Kinloch Forbes. Dalpatram knew no modern
models for such an elegy, and much of the verse in it is conventional,
formal and stiff. But it containg several stanzas of deep and genuine emotion
even when couched in the conventional manner:

2471 AN AP A dep AR

A0 UG Al Al 2000, —

is a splendid beginning but the rest of the stanza is not equal to it in spite of
the bold pathetic fallacy that, because of Kinloch’s death,

(MBIl A AL B Geifad,

Another stanza is also undoubtedly charged with true emotion in spite of its
being couched in rather artificial diction:

Qau @20 @2 e Ad vy,

Gl 4l 2 [Aurdl F3;

8§31 S1H Ay W2 3 S UA,

g Al N3 Tn N w3

21512 5 (AL s4Ud 58,

s 59 3l A0 GAHA,
Another stanza embodies what may be called a conceit, and yet it is moving
in its wistful simplicity. He recalls the fact that when touring with Forbes
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in the districts, the latter used to move ahead to the next camp and arrange:
for his (the poet’s) comforts before Dalpat himself arrived there. And he
asks:

vRAs WA gy w4ndl A v,

34 ey 00t &2 9 e oAl 2

5@ A Ar{lA 2w Y2,

Wy A W (Aadl Arwa
This is reminiscent of Tennyson’s * Does my old friend remember me? "’
about Hallam. And Dalpat like Tennyson seems to have brooded on the
problem of death, and he asks what and where must Forbes be after his

departure from here. In a conventionally artificial and rhetorical stanza
the last couplet is tinged with this haunting uncertainty :

¥ 33 Wi A sal o a4 am ),
Al B (o (A sl 3y 918
Two other Manhars are remarkable for their grave and resonant music and
reflect the brooding melancholy of the poet. They certainly do not read
like mere formal exercises in official elegy writing. With the advent of the
rainy season, the poet sorrowfully feels his loss:
Al B WAL, iy B lovdll w2l
Ay D R, AdL (Huw B AR\ Ani;
@3B A A, HL D Al (ua,
o3l B (Aze, €A @l B AH&qui... ...
And just before the rains the poet says in a fine address to the Sabarmati,
again saved from mere conventionality by real imagination and emotion:
o Al Al H s W afq,
(@zfadl w(d %u 2000 W 414 &
TH UY A, sl AL ARl AR,
AN gl w1g3d, 52 sal € A9
o'l iy Jai 3 dlai 212 e,
(i &0 (Bar 2l 202 Avsai 2031 Q5
Gerll 1% B u1n, UW cANqRU,
e Rl G2l QHl o 4R q ¢
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But the most sincere and most convincing verges in the whole long
composition are the twelve couplets beginning :

el dlxi dey, A Ny e,
¢ 3w dwy, ¥ A4 Q2 yrRwy,—

and ending with the wistful hope of somehow somewhere meecting his dead
friend:

A8 433 Al 2Adl o wied;
281 a1 4lz, 1A W g,

Their very simplicity carries conviction and the unaffected deep emotion
pervading them cannot be missed or mistaken by even the most unsparing
and unsympathetic critic of Dalpat.

One reason why this series of elegiac poems on Forbes called k!
(13 has suffered undeserved neglect is that their very subject matter — a
deep abiding friendship based on mutual respect and real affectionate regard
between a high British offlcial and a humble Brahmin poet — appears at the
first blush to be almost unbelievable and ununderstandable to most Indian-
readers. Dalpat himself has as it were shrewdly anticipated this sceptical
doubt, for he writes :

Buctal €] 2HA 5T Y AR,
g% A0l AL A9l deo Xld dov d7;
ey ged at'e WY 4wy ),
2 ol (A A4 51 Aov A

And Forbes must undoubtedly have been a rare spirit, and he must have had
real regard and affection for Dalpatram ; and Dalpatram found a kindred
gpirit in this canny but kindly Scotsman born of a gentle family and every
inch a gentleman, undoubtedly full of shrewd and pawky Scots humour
which, along with his genuine love for the history and literature of Gujarat,
must have been the firm links that bound these two rare men in this rare
and memorable friendship. When Forbes was on leave in Europe, and
when Dalpat also had gone to his post under Government giving up the
Assistant Secretaryship of the Gujarat Vernacular Society, Curtis, who
succeeded Forbes as president of the Society, found that the Institution
would go to the dogs if Dalpat did not come back to it. He requested the
poet to do so, but Dalpat firmly refused as he hoped to be far better off in



128

.
Government gervice. Cyrtis wrote to Forbes asking him to induce Dalpatram

to go back to the Society ; and such was the influence Korbes had with
Dalpat that one letter from him was enough to make the poet throw up his
Government job for good and devote all his energies to the service of the
Society.

It was a strange but noble friendship, based on mutual respect and
regard and affection, reHecting honour on both these fine spirits. Dalpat
himself tells us that Forbes was 8o intimate with his household that the
children used to call him ‘Saheb Kaka':

Gt @ yor el 3BA vt R A 31

(Ip.117)
When Dalpat lost everything in the share mania of 1865, he went straight to
Forbes who was then a Judye of the Bombay High Court. In such a situation
it is the practice and privilege of friends to lecture the unfortunate victim
for his folly or rashness in getting into a mess, instead of cheering him up
and helping him out of the mess. But Forbes just cheered his friend up and
straightway started a fund for his relief, himself heading the list with
Re. 1,000. He also induced several rich Gujaratis of Bombay to contribute,
and in this manner he set Dalpat on his feet. Unfortunately Forbes
died shortly after this friendly service at the early age of 45, and
thus this remarkable friendship started in 1848 came to a premature end in
1866, and Gujarat also lost a true friend and lover of its history, langnage
and literature. As Narmad has gratefully acknowledged, Forbes was the
first modern historian of Gujarat with his famous book Rd@smald, and he
wag the founder of several literary institutions at Ahmnedabad and Surat
including the now famous Gujarat Vernacular Society. There is nothing but

truth in what Pitambardas Derasari has said about Forbes: M@l 2l Gex
Mo A aiFor (e 2wl B, Aoy ol M AL Beadi vllor vy Ay
A Rovd &llov AT B, W], AT A YR 9l ey A HGld A2
yovdd A4 v Rdld I aell [y, 3 wer 2assd gevidl sz3Ai
Ay 26@ AL [ 0lg alden, p, 23,1

But perhaps his greatest service to Gujarat was to discover and cherish the
genius of his humble Shrimali Brahmin literary assistant from Wadhwan,
Dalpatram Dahyabhai. Forbes must have been a canny farsighted Scot,
shrewd and level-headed, and endowed with a keen sense of humour, as
one would expect from his intimate friendship with Dalpat and from some
anecdotes about the two that have been recorded. Their very first meeting
furnished a little comedy of errors. Forbes wanted to know the lowest
galary Dalpat would accept, and after some caloulation and thinking Dalpat
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said Rs. 125, Forbes was taken aback and said Le was not in a position to
pay 8o much. Dalpat asked him what he would like to pay. Forbes
hesitated to give out the figure as the disparity was hopelessly large. But
Dalpat pressed him to mention his figure and Forbes apologetically said he
could afford only Rs, 15 per month. Dalpatram jumped =% the offer as he
had meant Rs. 125 per annum, not per month as Forbes had understood.

Forbes knew Gujarat and the Gujuratis very intimately. How well
he understood the Gujarati mind is illustraled by another amusing anecdote,
in connection with a boys’ school run by the Gujarat Vernacular Society
from 1850 to 1854. Hiralal Parekh writes in his interesting history of the
Soiety:ees-nree el AUAL Aldrde 203 301 24442 305 1AL AV B A wu
2 du FQared Qi A3 2A000 B 1 AN A2y s (31 gud
Wiy, 9 @ VA @l sy o 2400 5w ddl s 3
AL Bisd Ramal yedig 58, A AR 4l 20004 (am .
HZAY 53005 ATl WV WA oA 4wl @A v gal sUd 53
Y AR sl QR AY WsAL A, 2 T add ARy 514 K1Y YuaHid
% wiz{lA A ovatl A0, WA A Ald HEAIDA enddl g Awg A0 58§
AU ARH N G2AL, d A oefld % 20 22l Aradal 4y ude
aky AL W A8l @vl y ol Al Ay Addld Reo A Al yad
caUA,  eldl Ay owdl ardld Al e qWRAA g 6l
Dlovild ddisyaR Al AL A, po 291, One cannot but admire the
shrewd insight and foresight of the man. Ninety years out of the two hund-
red predicted by him have passed, and, if not in Ahmedabad, in villages all
around it ( as has been shown by the cases of Pamol etc.,,) untouchability
is to-day almost where it was in 1830 A. D. It may, perhaps, disappear
entirely in the next one hundred and ten years still remaining of the period
foretold by Forbes; or it may not.

Another story shows how well the strangely assorted pair of friends
knew each other and entered into the spirit of a ludicrous situation and saw
the humour of it. It was known that Forbes was a keen collector of old
Gujarati manuscripts etc., and numerous people used to bring their posses-
gions to him in the hope of getting exorbitant and even preposterous prices.
Once when he was touring in the districts, an old bard, Hirji Bhat,

presented an old book to him and said: BA5AR AAAA HUR 348 A5 oo’
U Yy TuLey &g a1 v AY Ay un Ad ANY B, AL A dl
YL UM B, W AU A 5’ 44U AL B, Forbes laughed and turning
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to Dalpatram asked him to tell Hirji the story from the Hanuman play.
And Dalpat told the story thus: Ay AWl Aty SidAL A :o{[o;l[, dq
A3 WA 387 % Dl gl 24D | a1 oadl e 2000 A ¢
qd (A5 20y, Uil G AV Y — ‘a4 waepadt Wl w2l €t
gov ¥4 3¢ ¥ And Forbes aptly drew the moral of the apologue:
‘@l ddd i Al Wl Al3d G Al gor A AN A ARG R Y
[ Cited by Hiralal Parekh, 3. 4 AL Al Wlasd, —1. p. 551
This characteristic anecdote naturally brings us to a consideration of Dalpat-
ram a8 fabulist, story-teller and especially as humorist. It would be impos~
sible to recount here all his innumerable long and short stories, as a rule told
with an interest and a verve all his own, his perennial interest in all sorts of
animals, hig countless humorous poems and verses, and humorous quips and
cranks. As I have said before, his irrepregsible pucklike humour breaks out
in a startling manner in the most unexpected places. To take only one
instance, — an otherwise harmless and conventional and even humdrum
panegyric on Dadabhai Naoroji written so late as in 1893. In all the 48
lines only one held my attention and made me think a little and then
laugh. 1In the midst of conventional praises the poet sings:

B URA vy, AR HH UAAUE D HUel
Why M@? And the interesting proverbial saying flashed on my mind:

IRALA 241220, %1 oveli AR 20l ? His impish humonr drove the old poet even
in such a conventional and formal performance to indulge in asly dig. That
is the trouble with all these really big humonrists; you have to be always on
the alert for fear of missing a delicious bit in the midst of even such inane
conventionalities. Iere is an amusing story within another, and all in short
eight lines, stories and wit and point:

Ay AA U 3¢ YA sz,

aepl Al wdl A (A AR AR B

dAuRl yasui at AL 20 &3,

28 A 2L wwanl s[4 % Az B

s€ 5(2 e A, wd sd 0 AR,

g 2 weUHl A A AL 5 IR B

MMl edi Ay adHi g W,

Hlor a3y’ Ay ey’ Alud AR Y.
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The reference is, of course, to tho famous storysmade familiar to several
generations of Gujaratis by Dalpatram, g?'l Ay AARA Ay qAov, % A ALY
2% 0 MleA', which again ig a story embedded in a long peom gravely entitled
Ql"s’[?{ﬁll("*ll%l, a most misleading caption for a miscellany in verse full
of delightful stories of absurd Princes and their slim Karbharis, all told with
great gusto and humour. Vidyiiram, an enlightened Brahmin schoolmaster
of atown in a small State makes np his mind to attack ignorance at
the gource, to spread education in the family of the illiterate Darbar himself.
So he goes to the Karbhari and puts before him his reform proposal
for the education of the young princes. The Karbhari is simuply astounded:

5@ NHId UG HeRloy, Al At 4 5331 Jlev ;

i MEEIEE y i Adi ?

aMiayd @y 203, Ays dqev o Adi s
For, of course, the Divan Dhanpal is himself a Vanik, and he enters an

indignantly eloquent and powerful plea against the sacrilegious proposal
which is likely to shake the sandafana foundation of Society in that little

principality :
SAdi WA A A, A el Y 63
0 52 25y adl, ol ad evsz,
What immediately follows, however, is the crowning argument for not
introducing the curse and plague of education in the ruling family :
R Ay w@B@ B, q woy A B owe;
Ram y® &2 adl, vy 4l s,

But the Divan goes on adding argument to argument:
a2l @uld wA, A ua Y1 Gul;
WAIY D o U, d g Aleuld wa,

[I should not be surprised, by the way, if here is a slanting quirk, aimed at
Mahipatram Rupram Nilkanth who was supposed in his time to be all-power-
ful in the Education Department 8o far as Gujarat was concerned.] Among
numerous other arguments urged by this born advocate, we shall notice only
two more:
UL AUl A, A4 eval 3 [Aum
wev el 4lE @, vl @ ([Qan.—
and,
vl UZz%A U4l UH, dd dgdig Y 51U ?
ue Havdd o 4B, 4R 4B «@dA Y 3,
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It is in this connectien that the Divan tells the story contained in the
oft-quoted :

AN Al dqor 38 A VY AY,

Y ¢ AA Ay Vol widlAL,

1 refer to it only to point out that Navalram who admits that there is
humour in it seems to have entirely missed the point when he criticises it
as being “out of character” and says with deadly literalness: 3\ AA
An'd 38 % AL, Vel zaud aduil eis @7 A § ewa s
A 3@ M 4G, Al YAl 59l dov w0 HgA 20100 4 44,
Not content with this unimaginative criticism of humorous exaggeration,
Navalram proceeds: dlM©} ‘31-2“3{[;1’{1-{1 Yy ¥l B 4wl ad wales
alsd A B, The jocular exaggeration is not at all \g-'ZIl'*{Eleﬂ Hods;
it is a tragi-comic stressing of the readiness of the extremely humble and
lowly to be overjoyed even if barely noticed by the great; it is a humour of
the deeper kind that is very ncar pathos, and its pathetic aspect is well
illustrated by Wordsworth’s wellknown lines in ‘Simon Lee’:

Alas, the gratitude of men
Has oftener left me mourning.

Here ig a little masterpiece of similar humorous exaggeration, a thumbnail
gketch of a virago thrown off with the ease of a master of caricature:

301204 378 HeAldl W2 5] Yy,

¢ al gl Rl & |2 W W vy

UQAL WO HA 28 B 5'Ud Helod,

AL ¢ HARL A Aid A @iy g

a7 LAl 208 Ay, 2y WU Ay 4,

s Al 4l Qo 3eadl iy

At Al Qa s, 58 de’ WG s,

ledt ¢ dd v AR W @y g
Another and a more light-hearted, more Falstaffian exaggeration is the
Manhbar on a Khavas in ¥y (Qa, It occurs in a delightful conversation
between the Khavis and Lalo Barot who has passed a dreadful night at the

inhospitable house of the former, rendered further unedurable by an army
of bugs that has kept the unlucky bard awake throughout the night. The

Khavas protests: “Mi2al3i aiyey ¢ qul W dis AA? Lalo saysr § AU
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. . .

dis sieAl 4%, A Al (4HA 4i5,—and then empties the vials of his wrath
on the luckless Khavis in language of concentrated vigour and exaggerated
pungent humour:

AR 4y A€l dal ais @ (QHal asy,

Y sl Yy3u w8l d adla;

Wl als Uyl iy Al Wi (aw,

Aul WAL AR Als ol @ dN

oefldl gt A4 el 2l &3,

AL Al A Gt el A WA

izt aed iz ¥1AL 2aud 53,

Al 42 dasd 54 d B adlon.
Of courge, this kind of robust and rollicking humour of exaggeration, —and
even humour of any exceptthe most approved and respectable kind, — is
not looked upon with favour by the grave and potent seigneurs of Gujarati
poetry and criticism; but my appeal i3 not to thege staid and sad stargazing
votaries of the muse; my appeal is to the general reading public that enjoys
a good hearty laugh, and to the young of all ages from seven to seventy-
seven who have, and have not lost, the capacity for laughter. And, perhaps,
one reason why Dalpat is looked at askance by our poets and serious critics
is his disconcerting and unposetical habit of laughing in poetry.

With all that, however, some episodes and poems in the long poem

QA have become fairly popular, and are often referred to by our
critics, — such as the woes of the bachelor who is pining for a wife but can
get none in his caste, whom he threatens to renounce in consequence :
Ald sl Hd 4 3l 3,
U2 Aidd Adla 4@l R
Hae protests to the high heavens :
23 Uy 4 Al A, 214 R Gyl ;
yer Yov 213Y Azor Yedi, AU govd 21,

And he bitterly complains :
28 AUR AU Hel WL, @Al 4311l
A 5l vy Al ¢, Al R AR A4,
It would be a delightful but almost endless task if we were to glance at every

one of Dalpat’s innumerable humorous poems, stories etc. But there is one
aspect of his humour which I regard as so important as to call for special
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mention. I mean his p'oems and verses about animals and also those put in
the mouths of animals. Some of these are already well known, like the one
about G2l ¢ 4{sl. But that one is more in the style of Aesop, not in
that of the author of the lunchatantra; it has too pointed a moral to it, and
less of the irresponsible gaiety and fun of the best fabulists. Even some of
Dalpat’s most striking similes show his fabulist’s bent. In the famous wail
of the henpecked husband of a termagant, &Ll oyl @R Q&j} R, Dalpat
writes :

U (el 8234 g3 B, Al wml xR Ay

wou y(3 Ma2 WAl @l Adl, Aisi 312,

In a rich medley of epigrams on QAMId,” — hig teeming poet’s mind could
gee illustrations of human traits in a surprising variety of natural and
imaginary phenomena,— he brings in, in only fourteen couplets, dogs, whales,
=~ .
tortoises, elephants and camels, to speak nothing of ¥ A *131‘4‘“ HAdR

““32. @lQQ. Of thege all the elephant and the camel are the most interesting :

A A 1A, 5@ sl Ul

My Al e Aoy 5, ovnazd (uz Al

5@ Gie 3(2 248, 24 A A%y ster;

A2y Al 2y, A B3R 20,
Anyone who has watched that fascinating aniinal, the camel, with its arrogant
little head always in the air, its imperious and contemptuous eyes looking as
it were over the heads of all creatures, must admit the truth of this observa-
tion. Buat the best verses on the camel in the two volumes of Dalpat are

perhaps those in which a simple peasant on his machan tries to frighten
away a marauding camel from his field by beating on a metal plate :......

A3 U G2 241{l WAul vl ey,

@A @ell Aol 3 dd oldd 8

AT AL Gl IR WY QL Aoy 3,

Bl =N 3% 9 vl e Qi B,
This superbly arrogant camel is fit to be the companion of that immortal
musical ass in the Panchatantra with his fatal passion for loud full-throated
singing just when out on a marauding campaign in a field of cucumbers, In
the matter of sheer drollery and humorous extravaganza, again, there is

nothing even in Dalpat to surpass the imaginative magnificence of the words
put in the mouth of an ancient and decrepit mare, It is a story in that rich

miscellany of verse and prose, EITE @@lﬁ. and it is about a bard, Khengar
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@adpvi of Muli. A Kathiawadi Darbar being pleasad with Khengar's poems
orders his Karbhari to give him a good mare from the Darbar stables.
Then the historian of this imaginary event proceeds :

SRAAA oquid A =48 A Wl 20l el N S g3 Al wd
ol Al Wi 20 s W, A WY sy ¥ s B, Aedl?

WAR—AEL HRL 514l 3y A ¥ B,

AER—2Al dld 58 B¢

AGA |
ALl 3¢ B o HA Ay Ayl ogot WAy,
SIRY A Qs Al sd °y e
A A AHAL HURAH] ¢ W o))
e HRL 2A{ v 2PNy 1AL B
UPR A1 4 dl w4 B ad wd,
34 Al gd Al dov? a3l @l W
oAl al auLél, M2l A oval o,
Walta wn® =4 (zanile = .

Wl 5R SRMEF BYR Ag A Wil 2Ad WA wedldl @y A edl §
awdld vefla =zl

If this myriad-minded man with such a surprisingly wide range of subjects
and moods, this great moralist, fabulist and humorist, this writer of great
epigrams and greater elegies, this creator of breathing, living and interesting
men and women, children and animals, this broad-minded humanist with
a humbly devout mind and sunny and cheerful soul ready with humorous
stoicism to receive the kicks of chance and circumstance with smiling lips,
is not to be given the name of poet,—is only a poet by courtesy, only a poet
‘of a sort’,—then the great moralists and creative artists of India and Persia
and England like Bhartrihari and Sa’di and Chaucer and Dryden (to name
only a few) are not poets. But Dalpatram is not only a poet, he is a poet of
the highest, the objective and creative class. Vishnnprasad Trivedi quotes
this perfectly just opinion of Goethe about the self-regarding and non-self-
regarding varieties of poets, the subjective and objective:*As long as he (the
poet) merely expresges his small stock of subjective emotions, he is not yet
worthy the name, but as he succeeds in assimilating and expressing the world

outside him, he is a poet”. [ankll, p. 172]. Elsewhere Goethe has

said even more emphatically: “Poetry of the highest type manifests itself as
altogether objective; when once it withdraws itself from the external world
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to become gubjective, it begins to degenerate”. It is surprising that when
writing on Dalpatram, the author of (4324l has lost gight of this dictum
of one of the sanest thinkers whose own great genius was more truly lyrical
than dramatic. If this criterion is applied to our Gujarati poets of the last
one hundred and fifty years, how many can be placed above or even by the
side of Dalpat? Not one. Many have surpassed him in pure lyricism, some
have plumbed deeper the finer and subtler lyric emotions, some have dis-
covered new possibilities in the language and carried it into regions untried
by him. But none has shown such creative vigour, such a clear objective
vision, and, if Matthew Arnold’s criterion is valid, such a true tragic vision,
too. For according to Arnold, the true aim of tragedy is to produce “a
gentiment of snblime acquiescence in the courge of fate, and in the dispens-
ations of human life”,—and, I would venture to add, to make the soul through
gelf-mastory rise superior toan adverze fate. And we have found such
acquiescence and such self-mastery in Dalpat at his best and highest. None,
again, has such a wide range of snbjects and interests, such powers of
observation, assimilation and recreation, and such classic mastery of form.
The language of so many of his finest verses is the ordinary language of
prose, of even conversation, with the syntax and prose order scarcely disturb-
ed. In this respect Dalpatram is surprisingly modern and he has anticipated
the present-day trend in English poetry to adopt the language and even the
rhythum of common speech. This simplicity of diction and syntax has
deceived most critics into disregarding and disparaging Dalpat’s language.
It cannot be too often emphasised that Dalpat’s apparently simple style is as
deceptive as his own blunt Socratic face was., One of the most amusing
passages in Navalram’s writings is an English memorandum, recorded at
Ahmedabad in 1870-71, of the first impression made on him by Dalpatram.
In it he writes: “He seems to be a man devoid of lively imagination or deep
reflection. He ... betrays no mark of a sound education ...... His intelligence
is rather below the common level ...... Some electric shocks would do him

good”. [ELEBEIIE] (dl’\‘%) Introd, p. 25]. What would not one give
to have Dalpatram’s opinion of this supercilious young man overweeningly
conscions of his own «ll2l¢ and English education! Anyhow, the unwary

reader is likely to make about Dalpat's poetic diction the same mistake that
Navalram made about the simple looking poet. But I think it deserves
caretul study, and even imitation, especially by our aspiring younger poets
who are writing poetry that often has to be annotated by the poet himself
and that even Sanskrit knowing people cannot fully understand without the
constant help of a dictionary. Moreover, it isa mistake to think that Dalpat
throughout employs language at a uniformly low level. Even in his simplest
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poetry we find lines that are startingly modern in phrasing and even spirit.
We have already noticed the fine beginning of a Manhar in Xl0{'% [;Ré :
WRAL HA Ay luayl wiw (G,
2adisdl udl 2ue wdA 20Ul
here a presentday writer, say Khabardar, would at the most change AlHL to
A [il Again, these beautiful lines:
el @28l usuA W ad,
A, PN L SUD U
o vy d slaa (30 H—
read actually as if they were from B(C:lkl. He can throw off at will a fine
specimen of the formal intellectual Sanskrit epigram, ag in this well turnad

striking conceit :
o Budl (g =iy w3,
WAL ¢l d o ae 243
wold B QR &AW uid,
Wl ael @z 59l okl d.
He can also beat the big heroic drum with the best of them. For ingtance :
GA aadl udl il (qas,
(ar sala@ did aa $u;

and .
UYL KHIAHL S5l k1,

(A sal@A vl d s
and better still, -
HGH T AWML oAy 51,

udl Awd al Bar wasst;
Wl uuud ave y¥l 4 Wl
Gl un wusaHi yd vl

His mastery of longer Sanskrit metres is remarkable, and it is made still
more remarkable by the ease with which he can preserve almost intact the
order and syntax of prose and yet achieve fine poetry. Here is a splendid
specimen of the longest Sanskrit metre attempted by Gujarati writers, the
‘Sragdhara’ ;

Al @iz Batl ovzuls ove & Bua o3 o B,
U % sl d Yugy uleA el o Jeu;
ud (g adld s 2uoradl vueni AQ S,

RiRr w&t WS 21e GURUL ‘Y arRidl ARy,
(1. 105)
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I should like to know which other Gujarati poet, ancient or modern, can
show such masterly perfection of metre and rhyme, such easy flow of langu-
age perfeotly adapted to the sense, such simplicity combined with lofty
dignity. One is tempted to apply the superb hyperbole of Bhavabhiiti to
Dalpatram :

9 sanufid A aI@AIEgIdq ;
the Goddess of Gujarati Speech really seems to be at the beck and call of
this Shrimali Brahmin. F¥or, when our modern poets employ such long and
strictly quantitative Sanskrit metres for their A&l thought-packed

poems, the thought proves so intractable that it violently disturbs the order

of words necessitating a diligent search for subject and object and verb, plays
havoc with long and short quantities and makes the rhymes ragged and
uncouth. Even then the thought has often to be straightened out with the
help of notes and commentaries. It is the fashion to dismiss Dalpat’s verse

ag being merely 'd@tR'W'{l and therefore quite cheap. If this little master-
piece is AR ol verge, and if it is really so cheap and easy to write such

verse, in the name of all that is sacred let us have as much of it ag possible.

AsT firmly believe that Dalpatram has been and is under a cloud on
account of his views on politics, it is necessary to find out what exactly they
were. In the very beginning of Volume I of ‘Dalpat-Kavya’, we have this
interesting confession of faith :

o o a (g Al gug s,
o (W el Wil ARY A AW B
and,
ABAHL 1Y A8,y yHu A,
Aoer HRL U (A WAL Ay wH' B
A little later on he says in another fine Manhar,
sl AR fd G 2R 53,
vl zuma wa 3R 6 53 w5
A @ oy det e @dl eud @),
gl dlan a@ 20 Ay 23 Y
58 tAUARIM, 537 AU ol ¥iv,
fl W wi A sEan ¢ 53 9.
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This is not mere formal humility; he means what he gays, viz., that he has
written his poetry according to his lights and that he writes what his
conscience has approved of. It is unhistorical, unscholarly and unfair to sce
the Gujarat of the first half of the nineteenth century through the politically
coloured glasses of thisage. It isas absurd to expect the Civil Disobedience
doctrine and the presentday bitter anti-British epirit in Narmad and
Dalpat as to expect Marxism in Shakespeare, and strict monogamy or
brahma-charya in Kalidasa. To do so iz to do injustice to these writers,
and to inflict intellectual, psychical and spiritual harm on ourselves and the
coming generations. If we carefully sift the evidence, that is, the actual
words of these two contemporaries themselves, we find a remarkable
agreement between them, especially in the matter of their political views.

In the A} UAsed U2 which begins the second volume of g&U< 51,

and which extends over 21 large pages, we find Dalpat praising and blaming
the good and bad points of the then government. Just as he frankly
gays that no previous regime can come up to it, ho condemns -with equal
frankness the evils he sees in it. And itis worth noting that for placing the
grievances of the humble ryots beforc the Governor the poet avails himself
actually of the ceremonial occasion of Mountstuart Klphinstone's visit to
Ahmedabad in 1855. As usual Dalpat makes quite an interesting story of

the inquiries made by the imaginary hero, a Brahmin nawmed "'l.’-zl‘{ésll,

whose belief that the English rule is faultless is rudely shaken by the bitter
complaints of the poorer classes among whom he makes inquir'<s on the
occasion of the Governor’s visit. A¢ usual, Dalpat’s humour is always
lurking round the corner, and pounces on the window-dressing that has
been incidental to such occasions for centuries and perhaps milleniums.
As soon as it is known that the Govennor is to come to Ahmedabad from
Surat :

Ay 2ze wld, 2al sk 2 .
graer ddl ¢eA [ 2k wsa.

s g G2 aui, vl Dm Vg

A wraell ekl ol gasdl e

The hero goes among the shopkeepers and tradesmen—with the profusior
of detail common to many great poets with a keen observant eye and a true
dramatic vision, Dalpat mentions more than a dozen of these—and on
inquiry they seem to be quite content with their lot. It is these poeple
who say :

uy Al WA Adl wug e 3Y s
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But when he extends the ficope of his inquiry, he finds Thakor Julamsing
chewing the cud of gloomy reflection, and finds out on questioning the
Thakor that he is chating and fretting because owing to English rule his
own subjects have ceaged to fear him :
aqdu (e YU AR, o Al HERIoY;
ay wrardl wuog, ud @QaE@ o,
WA B Yo A, Ay @Al aH;
wfy vy Y ), ¢ wuedl A s
ad A (Aed, agr algd 2
osR Gl ol o orell i,
The hero tries to argue with the indignant Thakor and tries to turn the
tables on him by saying :
B dl el Woredl, Kl ¥ vy,
With much satisfaction he adds that what the Thakor hag said has confirmed
hig good opinion about the rule :
&d wA (A w3, Yol us B oud,

and Q@A AUyl Gl’([gla.l. But immediately his dream of an actual
Q{ClgSl is shattered by the wail of a woman going along the highway
crying :
agdM ogdd X ogdd AAUR, 3R ogau yuld i,
aluaey gl Wk, WA o YA AL AR
She is the wife of a poor cartman whose cart has been seized in ‘veth’, and
who himself has been roughly handled by the peons. Here follows an
actual dramatic scene in prose, as realistic as any dramatist could make it.
The hero goes to the Collector’s office, under the delusion that that official
would listen to his complaint and immediately set the matter right. But

as he ig not allowed even to enter into the presence of that tin god by his
entourage, the hero waits patiently till office is over, and tries to catch the

Collector ag he comes out. With unusual asperity he writes: ?l ﬂ‘aa
WA o wRoid wam s ANed wRR gAY,
Wy Wy MY Adl; 2 ez U UG 3y AN Y AY’
A Al d auwd Wl Bl @ua ad «d.
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And with almost savage satire quite ununsual in Palpatram he writes about
the petty officials and peons surrounding the Collector : HIGAH \"\ll qle Qal
asdl, 23 dfdl wia wen A e, Aug, dawz, Ao e
aal, o dul 30 et A3 A€l Is this the Tangnage of a facile

optimist oblivious to facts, or a blind loyalist or a political sycophant ?
This contempt for such underbred white officers i3 pungently expressed in

ot (Rt also : (dariadl 8299, WAL, Wl 43R Qe el WL g2
arfa 201 2l 20 B, uoL #2eEl ol Y dell raend qul dldeia
agélcv Cf'-Zé"[l i Y. The chap-fallen hero who has failed to redress
the grievances of the poor admits : AL e Wi oged 2l B ¢ svicil
@,?u, QL addH B ML Thereupon a cartinan retors : “HX &89 Al saiadl
aqad A3l B! wA agad sl YRl w5y w2l
UGR oddl e,

The hero does so, and to his sad digillusionment sees, in conrection with
troops on the march, the piteous plight of the humble r3ots who have to
give forced labour and the village petty officials who have to arrange for the

labour and for commandeered carts and provisions. There follows another
dramatic scene in which the unfortunate scavenger who i the greatest

sufferer bitterly curses the Sarkar ; 5 Ul 2251g VU ovad, o AF 21l

& 599 Bt 2t 2l In a later speech he adds : detelllell U312 B,
. o - -

Aol dl.  He again says : AL @252 204dl d G251 QU 43
ussdl gdi; 2l 20 Aevni vllea Ak WAL g3 3y, A IR

. N -~ o o LN s N . cre? el
&35 AHIT oloted WA ud B WD 2T dl 21 2w - Al
The hero goes to an Indian Civil officer attached to the troops, hoping for

=

redress. He says to the officer : @l 1gvd, 241 At A3l GWR Ul
AaH ’{3, AR aud st 2l 2uadl 421? And he gets this staggering reply:
T AL G WAL BN P AR 2UE Adl Gz adB dl
‘{Qa\i’d?dl 24 &Ua % d@'? Exactly the argument based on Karma
that we hear even to-day urged by innumerable outspoken Sanitanisty
and privately believed in by any number of highly educated patriots who
have not the courage or the honesty to proclaim it openly. So
Dalpatram boldly takes up the brief of the God-forsaken poor and lowly
sufferers, goes to the meeting held in honour of the Governor, reads out
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this profoundly interesting medley of proge and verse, and in winding
up the strange, vividly dramatic and even moving discourse says :

=L UG, Dlalperizd 20
B ez elney 53, @y 5l WA,
Another matter that he tried to hring to Flphistone’s notice was the multipli-
city of laws and Acts, and their unintelligible language :
w0 #led HH Aol (Al ey Ay,
(o o Ausad 2Hd A Uzl ;
Pzl 207 ey Deldl s3e B 3,
U2 AL ASAL A ol % WL
Thege complaints, it may be noticed in passing, were later raised several
times by Narmad also; and Narmad’s talk of ?.Qfldig:m, —oe. g.,—.ﬁ"{l
220t 2, Anz(7d 2% ;) - has also been anticipated by Dalpat
who says to Elphinstone :
22lldl gt 2, 3¢ v 5d wepw
d Wwd AL AU, 20 2N,

Dalpatram’s sympathy with the humble and the lowly again finds expression
in an unexpected manner, and again on an occasion of welcoming the
Governor who laid the foundation stone of the public library at
Ahmedabad. The poet writes :

WAL el AU 531 glov YuIR e,
- XN - -
d suldl Yovs dl ALl ovel WREL
5l s dlodl 5909 533 e,
gl 581wl Bl Alg 1 ;
WL AL Al Al d Ulig 4R,
sl dla A sqierz cawd).
It may be noted in passing that this trait in Dalpat is absolutely-wanting in

Narmad whose ‘nation’, EQ[T/dCll, does not extend beyond the ‘traivarhikas’,

the people of the three upper castes of Hindus. In a poem sent to another
Governor, Sir George Clarke, through Hope, Dalpat tells the Governor :

(@xuam & iR, NsaUH Wi a¥;
ol Hluse, aay oo aug 243,
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In !{lol’%l Gtélt%{. in answer to Forbes who has asked : EQL'H.MI é,a el
o LN .
24 H2Y 5 ddl, he makes a bard from Kathiawad, Deshal Gadhvi, say:

ailrug a1y e, A 42 @i oW,
oga¥ll a2l A aqan o3 B
g’ i @ 2 ol 3o v,
gt Mgl oval g2 32 32 B
58 sand Addam d 2u 2,
I e IO Rt VEMDTR:

But Dalpat’s patriotism is as sane as it is outspoken. Tn his poems

on S AUAULY, he says at the outset :
UR 53 24220 e uiL

But with his usual good sense he distinguished between true and
false patriotism. His note on the word m%au@mm is signiticant : il
i wlenudt w0 wazdl mAl 4@ we Ds saeEl
In the matter of one other public nuisance which has come in with the

British regime Dalpat and Narmad seem again to hold similar views, —
views which are shared by many competent authorities even today.

Narmad writes : 24329 3cufldl G211 Wil Wl alend | asadl d R
atorsid At 2R 2lqugciawn B 3 Y ys wdl ad’, [ [Eai p. 8s].
-+ Dalpat writes with his usual urbane humour :

oL 5% QoL AR ded (A2 e,

Q9 Yal A Bioll du s

WAl WY AR @l A @A,

AU §AAR AR BH HOL el

B0 gaudaM, A2 diy M LN,

Wl et d w3 WL agla eudd,

Finally, to complete the close parallelism in the matter of outlook
and opinions between these two rivals, just as ir the case of Narmada-
shankar, in Dalpatram’s purview also there seems to be no room for
non-Hindus. For him too, as for Narmad, f;{g%dlfl means @'gcl@l %\Ql. and

Yo rég:ll and @g 24l [g?livild"[l Q{Gl&f]. In the same long paem,
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(& gactiet w2 greizvtieteR 2180 (dated 1861), ocour verses and ideas that
geem to have inspired Narmad’s (@,’galfﬂ w3l written five years later :

(2lza ulaaeca *3mod1 yasdl,
Ww sl gl WY ol

and . )
541 AL (\gg Hl2lwy ‘{li@; H(c\l,
- =
% Gl L R G2

and again, . i
(&2 A2aEal svadoi giadi,

oyl = e g1,
As Narmad’s heroics end tamely in social reform, Dalpat’s end in stopping
the drain of Hindu wealth to foreign lands :
3oy (&2 uoll 2ol Braw anl,
sdd WIZ2L Me MM 333
For, owing to this drain,
&2 gadz o Wl el A3,
Alf (g'g 2 gl
and,
alz yay (&g A, e Gand ¢ %0 AR
with the result that
(axn 2z (g &4, y» 4 AY A
Even the Buddhivardhak Sabha, on which he wrote a poem in 1859, he
frankly calls a ‘Hindu Sabha’:
(& gourdl g, wen uy 2w .
But, as I havesaid before, this purely Hindu outlook has been and is a constant
and important, though often not consciously realised factor in the mental
outfit of all Gujarati writers, from Dalpat and Narmad down to Govardhan-

ram and Gandhi, Mashrt.lwala and Muanshi. We are all communalists at
heart. As that excellent critic with a truly historical and objective outlook,

Keshavlal Kamdar, rightly observes: ‘dzzadl 2'g’ aludl avid 2uugd
Bor ABLB ¥ (& gl ot (g3 aucl ¢, and S and yhan
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2R 13 YRaWA 2uvn waul sy 2020 well, e, 1, pp. 16
and 102]). It is only a glib paper formula that we repeat parrot-wise on
the platform and in the press, namely that“we are Indians first and
everything else afterwards”. As Kamdar says with admirable courage and

perfect justice: 2 Wirll st 1A 3 2@ (LA 1R szl : 2048
du «adll. [, 11, p. 212]

It is no use blaming any person or individual for this state ot things.
It is a historical heritage of this unlucky land. One illnstration from
Dalpat’s poems will show in a atriking mauner how insidiously and
gubconsciously potent this heritage of comimunalisin must be to make even
so broadminded, 8o tolerant and so cosmopolitan a2 man quite unconscious,
quite oblivious that he was writing anything ount of the way, anything
deserving a second thought, when he gaid in deseribing the crowds frequent-
ing Apollo Bunder :

(&g auL daad Ay g el B,

d 2uuda [k, gt el B

ol uYg HAdl A dlsey B,

AR og2 wed (Ul Hoy B
To Dalpat, as to Narmad, the ‘Yavanas’ are ‘Asurag’ while the Hindus are
‘Devag’. This was just a matter of course, just a long current mode of
thought and speech, going back to Bhushan and Ramdas and even Chand

Bardai; and perhaps Dalpat never gave a thought to the implications of
what he was saying.

On the whole, however, Dalpat was certainly not so narrow and so
gelf-conscious a sectarian and communalist as Narmad was. With all his
tall talk of destroying caste, Narmad never could forget his own caste.
A score of times he says in his writings with great pride and self satisfaction,

AR BE', ' sy YN 98, and so forth and so on.  In Wi gslya
he writes : 3 yavadl Al Al ol A, y0, ly, 2R, G,
ueell, ugrHL UG 548 HeAlS B el Ut B. (P. 10).  And T should not be
surprised if when he said Atotzefl fllﬁl he meant only the Vadnagara Nagars

and excluded Visnagara, Prashnora, Sathodara, Chitroda and Krishnora
Nagars. Dalpat on the other hand is quite unconscious of his Brahminism
or caste, I have found him refer to his caste only once, and that too with
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charming modesty. In: some noble verses he emphatically asserts the
equality of all races and communities, and the identity of their God, what-
ever different names they might give Him :

w3 2ued Ay B, s g M 8
Bl uud Ay A el i,
In another poem on the same subject he writes :
et gty 3 (ueadl w9g il
A5l oy w3t Al walaudl,

Flsewhere he says :
Byor Uy B & ovald Gusdelei,

LB Azl ey el Ul B,
The same idea he expresses by another analogy :

ogfl oqdl (@I ey B 201 avolq,
YR 2elsedl AAFHL AR D
@Bl Wl Al ddl v 3w WL Ad),
AR Ay Uy Ayor GAR B
5 ey adl R Ay 2,
WL AR 3 A d vl ase B.

In the highly comic story of 22102 (Walin M uel?l A'eltg, written as early
as 1851, — (the exaggerated humour of this story is again missed by
Navalram, ) — Dalpat, in his peculiar manner, suddenly gives a grave turn
to the story and ends on this lofty note of universal tolerance and peace and
amit’y } . . . -
56 HA AU QW s,
aqelells cllefl agel W Hiel;
R gl A agl wu 38,
Ao
dod dov HIS 9L dle w3L;
. <
32wl 33 d Al uw wa,
d499 &M <2t oL gt 20—
— sentiments that ring painfully true and appear strangely apt and important
today, full ninety ycars after they were expressed. And his gravely

gonorous and soulful prayer A WY Al ends on this noble note of
universal benevolence : qu el QI@ LA 58 vy vy 673) O o d.
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Although so catholic in his broad and all-embracing religious outlook,
Dalpats fought the superstitions of his own people with untiring zeal, This
fact was acknowledged by Narmad,—if it was Narmad who wrote the
anonymous article in 5[(31 giving credit to Dalpatram for removing to a
large extent the popular superstitions about ghosts by means of his &
(-:lU{":l. Hig freedom from superstition and religious conventions is curiously

illugtrated by his rather profanely humoious way of introducing certain
Hindu deities in a ludicrous connection. In desuribing the hot season his
humour cannot forget the bugs, just as Narmad could not forget them in his
hopelessly humourless way, and he writes :

-

Al 225 UG % deHl 4l B,

sy ol W2 wisel i B

P (XIS IR YR PR TN

M we 29 o el uilg e

. . ~ - .

e azAl 545 dl ey @R,

(@ wilRa 2 wiserll B,
He also seems to have developad an utter dishelief in and contempt for
astrology and astrologers. In the Sangkrit motto adopted by him for his
2"[:13"-1%; C‘lO{"c{, ag given by Derasari ( p. 234), the astrologer ig put on
a level with the TORl — IMTHRR QARSI — and both are further

reviled ag (@A ﬁ_ﬂﬂﬁ ﬁl’ﬁ’lfﬂfﬁ' IIe repecatedly speaks contemptuously

of astrologers, and in a very interesting poem he dwells on the moral and
physical weaknesses and defects of the planets themselves according to
Hindu mythology, and pointedly concludes :

USRI LR P TR DT R T CT L PV U R
ABL AUl UL ?

When we consider the humble origin of the man, and his early
upbringing as a very poor Brahmin’s gon in backward Kathiawad in the third
decade of the 19th century, his strictly old fashioned education for the
vocation of orthodox priesthood and his complete seclusion from all
modernising influences till he came to Ahmedabad in 1848, the extraordina-
rily modern outlook of Dalpat and the complete break with the old poetry
that almost all his work shows, constitute, to put it mildly, a literary problem
of psychological interest worth careful investigation. His acquaintance with
the English language and literature never went beyond the English primer



148

he picked up in a deserted military camp. Besides his own language, he
knew only Sanskrit to some extent and Hindi well enough to be able to
write good verse in it. But the influence of Hindi only taught him to write
artificial poetry of tho ‘riti’ treatizses and literary acrostics and similar other
kinds of versification depending on linguistic and intellectual acrobatics,
This must have given him the remarkable power and control over his langu-
age and metre which stood him in such good stead throughout his literary
carecr. For, compared with Braj poetry with its point and precision and
even brilliance, Gujarati versification was in a hopelessly primitive state till
Dalpat took it in hand and at a stroke gave Gujarati an adequate poetic
medium. Calling Gujarati the *“Swadeshi” language, Dalpat himself says :

(§ AR wudl glet, w3l B e ;

222l g 2¢), A 3 Qe 1.
Narmad also has admitted this slackness of the Gujarati poetical idiom in
the old poets, and he elsewhere quotes the doggorel couplet comparing

Hindi, Marathi, Rajasthani and Gujarati, mnuch to the discredit of the last
named :

A Byl Dy 3L, 2D 53 200 wR,
g [Asgr 208 208, A g PR,

[The more correct version, as I have known it for about fifty years, is even
more digparaging :

200 Bl 3 W e, 243 53 3 o

Usge (dyge 218 204, 9" ui W3 ar.]
In these circumstances, we must conclude that Dalpat gained his modern
outlook and modern manner from the new atmosphere he breathed, the new

milieu that came with the new regime and imperceptibly pervaded the world
around him, — one more interesting illustration of the profound dictum,

TS FI&T FOM.  Ag Dalpat himself has acutely observed : Al Al
WAl @ o Nl wA Add sl @ aeNal aBel @RRw
qdll xR el 209 B,

[Quoted by V. Bhatt in Q{\(:é,@l a%[lm, p. 119]. For, of all modern Gujarati
writers, Dalpatram is the least derivative, the most native to the soil. All
the others are influenced by western education, western literary standards,
western ideas, — and all these only half digested, only giving a more or less
disintegrating veneer of ‘modernism’. Contrast with this core-deep integrity
the utter unreality and unconvincing sham that characterised every poem of



149 .

[
Narmad. There is just a chance that after 1848 — and his best poetry dates
after 1848 —the constant companionship of Forbes may have influenced the
mind and bent of Dalpat. But that in no way detracts from the greatness
and originality of his own genius. 1tisthe fashion to dub him the last
writer of the old school of poetry, and even to degrade him further as a
mere imitator of Samal Bhat,—just as it is the fashion to call Narmad the tirst
among the moderns. Both judgments are patently wrong and prejudiced,
—as I hope I have already shown, if not guite proved to demonstration.
In fact, what Narmad himself said (of ceurse, in public, and therefore most
probably with a mental reservation) is nearer the truth than the opinion

prevalent at present. He writes: AUl gaudun ewd  Godull
el 20l gl A w3l g ABudl avuepul eundll sal gai—
dui W ug £y ad ¥ yuridl (i sld g Wy W sauaad
awd B, AN 2l corll sl mraRBUn Bear 2 afl enedl
sl Bl W B [aweg wlez, om (e, p, 317.]

I am not sure about the first half of the dictum, but T fully agree with the
second half. [ would ask those who call Dalpat an old fashioned poet to
quote from his predecessors poems based on personal observation and
degeribing and criticising contemporary society with a keenly fresh outlook,
~the modern, western outlook, — which underlies 8o much of Dalpat’s even
old-fashioned-looking poetry (poetry worth the name — not his acrostics and
other linguistic acrobatics and openly derivative verse). I would particularly
ask them to produce a single poem from any of his predecessors of that class
of Dalpat’s poems which show his mastery of the true lyric, the subjective
lyric. Many may have written on the transience of worldly existence and
the swiftness and all-devouring power of time, but I doubt if any has turned
his gaze inward in doing so and correlated and fused his personal experiences
and subjective emotions with his universal and therefore purely objective
reflections and objectively realised and transferred emotions, as Dalpat has
done with such conspicuous success. If the older poets have recorded
reflections and emotions realised from the outside, he has, over and above
doing so, drawn upon his own private experiences and griefs and joys and
thus coloured and suffused these reflections and emotions with the warm
radiance and glow of his own soul, his ego. And that is the chief
distinction between the old poetry and the poetry written after the advent
of the British; our modern poets have turned their gaze inwards, they are
more and more conscious of their egos, their own emotions and reactions to
what is observed and even recorded, while the old poets were surprisingly
oblivious of their ego and personality, they were not introspective at all.
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But Dalpatram is saved fr:)m the weaknesses attendant on such modern poetry
which finds jts inspiration in the poet’s own psyche, — the brooding,
gelf-centred, self-pitying modern poetry, often vague and whining and
maudlin,—by his eminently sane,all-observing, objective and creative genius,
his ever present sense of humour and keen eye for the comic and even the
ridiculous, his exuberant spirit of irresponsible fun and gaiety, and his
profound interest in common things and common men and women, and
even common animals. Ilis consequent rich variety is remarkable, and
he can range with ease from low comedy and boisterous humour to lofty and
even tragic emotion; from irresponsible gaiety to sombre brooding thought;
from light but skilfully turned and memorable trifles and wise-cracks to
magnificent stanzas in the claggical vein and superb elegiac poems and terse
elegiac epigrams of stoical resignation; from awmazing artifices like the
"UH % UuL'Y to elemental yet noble simplicity of language that has a strange
moving power; from little caricatureg, comic thumbnail sketches and complete
gtories in four or eight lines, to the elaborate profusion of long poems like
de Qlﬁﬁl. And, as we have seen repeatedly, there are unsuspected
depths in his apparently limpid and gently fiowing stream of simple poetry.
And almost everything that he has written reveals his charmingly modest and
genial personality and his unfailing good humour. Of absurd and ridiculous
boasting like Narmad’s 3dld < 25l 3 [da'sdal, p. 435], there is not a

trace in Dalpatram. 1le disarms criticism with hig frank avowal :

@ wll wla Al sQan ¢ 537w
and yet, conscioug of his rich variety, he rightly says:

@ @A et aq adl s(ad B auui,

AL ogAL 241 2131 VUL V1A 5

AW Al oM 531 o oA d gl w,

WA avoll avell Bled ueARA,
For, indeed, there are many parterres in his ‘great flowergarden’, to please a
wide variety of tastes. And if the finest of his flowers were culled, the best
motto for the selection would undoubtedly be Dalpat’s own graceful play on

the name of his caste:
u yyetoll 21 gl dell v B,

* A most extraordinary achievment in artificial versification. In eight Ghanakshari
stanzas, ten couplets in six other metres can be read by taking certain letters in a
certain order; and, what is still more remarkable, all these couplets as well as the *
original eight stanzas make good sense and are metrically impeccable,
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Not a tenth has been done for Dalpatram of what has been done for
Narmad. No representative selection from his works has ever been publi-
shed. No good definitive edition of his works is available, His prose articles
in the ‘Buddhiprakash’ have not been made available to the reading public,
though from specimens quoted here and there they seem to be worth
galvaging. Even his poetical works are being issued in unlovely, unscholarly
and slipshod reprints. The latest, fifth, edition of the first volume is a fat
dumpy octavo of 775 pages, while the latest, fourth, edition of the second
volume is a quarto volume of 365 pages; and not only are both full of
misprints and lines metrically defective owing to some words .cing left out,
even verses and passages are left out, and the original spellings are being
gradually and unintelligently modernised. Thus the form deliberately given
by Dalpat to his verse is being defaced most unwarrantably and much to the
detriment of the harmony intended by the poet between form and sound.
To cite only one instance, the 4th edition has

syl 4 @adll, 210y Ay A (1, p. 204]; —
and this has been unnecessarily altered in the 5th edition tc read

Sfluell a8 gaell, 20y’ Asd A (1, p. 542],

thus marring not only the metre but also the sense,as 4% has here the
meaning of ‘word’ in the sense of ‘pledge’. All further reprints must follow
the original editions as far as possible.

1f I have spoken in superlatives of Dalpatram as man and poey, it is
because I honestly believe that he deserves them, and also because I deeply
feel the injustice Gujarat, to its own detriment, has been doing to this prince
among Gujarat’s poets who has been dethroned for no real fault of his.
Princes of this world can be dethroned for good; many lose their thrones
never to gain them again. But you cannot dethrone for ever a real prince
among poets; he is bound to come into his own, sooner or later. For time is
always on his side, and he ean wait, almost indefinitely. Dalpat, too, will
gurely come into his own; if not to-day, twenty years hence, —if not then,
fifty years hence. For any list of the best six Gujarati poets of the last six
hundred years must include his name, which again must stand very high in
the liat.






LECTURE 1V
MODERN GUJARATI POETRY.

It is with considerable diffidence that I enter upon 2 discussion of
modern Gujarati poetry. Even for one to the manner born, judging and
appreciation of poetry is a delicate and difficult matter. For one thing, it is
not every one who can appreciate and enjoy poetry independently of current
and accepted criticisms, What A. E. Housman has said on the subject does
not seem to be at all an exaggeration: ‘‘Do I possess the organ by which
poetry is perceived? The majority of civilised mankind notoriously and
indisputably do not”. [Quoted by Kdmund Blunden, “The Mind’s Kye”,
p. 229). Thigs blunt assertion sounds startling, but on a little thought it will
be seen to approximate to actual experience and obgerved facts. Just ag
every one has not an ear for musie, nor an eye or hand for art, every one does
not possess the “‘organ’ for poctry as Hougman calls it. But this incapacity
is not so generally admitted as that in respect of music or art. The reason
is that while music and art are studied only by a few, poetry forms part of
our general education and every literate person is made familiar witi. a fair
amount of it and with the ready made criticisms of it. The very fact that
in spite of this general initiation of the literate public in verse reading,
poetry is read so very little as compared with prose, is sufficient proof of
Housman’s statement. The trend of modern thought and education towards
scientific subjects must also have helped to make the mind more critical and
less emotional and therefore less susceptible to poetry and its more imagi-
native and emotional appeal. As F. R. Leavis repeatedly complains, * the
ordinary cultivated reader is ceasing to read poetry at all,”” and, owing per-
haps to his education and the growing complexities and worries of actual life,
he is even “ceasing to be able to read poetry”. [‘Modern English Poetry’,
pp. 211, 213.] And, I am afraid, the radio is likely to make “the ordinary
cultivated reader’” much less of a reader of anything than he has been so far.
Things of the spirit are gradually losing their hold on educated minds. As
Leavis observes: ‘The finer values are ceasing to be a matter of even con-
ventional concern for any except the minority capable of the highest level
.eeese 50 that poetry in the future, if there is poetry, seems likely to matter
even less to the world”, [P. 213].
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As if to help and expedite this anti-poetic and depoetising modern
tendency, the poets themselves are doing their best to make their poetry
unreadable by a variety of means. They make it deliberately harsh and
cacophonous, and both in subject and treatment mean and prosy; and they
make it often so difficult and cryptic as to be unintelligible to most readers.
Sometimes the poet goes so far as to write what is called ‘private’ poetry,
that is, poetry which he alone can fully understand in as much as he writes
about purely private experiences or alludes to recondite matters beyond the
knowledge of the best informed reader. To make matters worse, grammar
and syntax are strained to breaking point, and straightening them out
becomes a painful intellectual effort. There seems to be fair ground for the
pessimistic view that owing to modern conditions of life all poetry is coming
to an end; either all the avenues of poetic expression have been exhausted,
or the very mind of man ig becoming so scientific and matter of fact that it
must outgrow the poetic attitude and give up the poetic point of view, just
ag with the advent of gcientific thought so many of the old picturesque beliefs
and superstitions had to be given up.

In such circamstances, it is rather venturesome of me to speak on the
modern poetry in Gujarati, a language which is really not my mother tongue.
Naturally, therefore, I do not feel quite at home when reading its poetic
idiom which is and ought to be a more delicate and more intimate expres-
sion of the (Gujarati mind than its prose can be. No literature can escape
its cultural heritage; much less a literature like ours that has not yet out-
grown its medieval trammels of thought and belief, and that is still too
gectarian to rank with the more or less secularised literatures of the West.
It requires a considerable effort of the imagination to enter into the spirit of
a culture not one’s own. It ig like “tuning-in”’ to a new and unaccustomed
wave length, To give only two instances, the worship of Krishua and all it
implies, and the worship of a ‘Mata’, a Mother-Goddess, and all its implica-
tions, have for centuries supplied, and supply to-day too, some of the most
potent emotive ideas and symbols to the Gujarati poets. Face to face with
these utterly foreign concepts, which are further alienated by the idea of
idolatry implicit in them, the non-Hindu mind can scarcely bring itself by
the utmost effort of imagination and good will to that minimum degree of
sympathy which is essential for any appreciation of literature. A large
part of poetry in any langunage is thus dependent for its effect on certain
accepted beliefs and conventions, either religious or social or literary. Any
reader who cannot accept these beliefs and conventions, at least temporarily,
by deliberately suspending his own conflicting beliefs and conventions, is
unfitted to that extent to enter into the spirit of an alien language or an
unfamiliar idiom, I am thus fully conscious of my limitations, and I must
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at the outset make it quite clear that whatever I n;ay gay on the subject can
only reflect my personal reactions, my personal likes and dislikes, and need
not be taken as more than mere points of view, mere crotchets if you like.
My endeavour will be to be as objective ag possible, and to reduce my
impressions to a common denominator by trying to look for the common
humanity lying bencath conventions and fashions.

Many years ago, I used to be worried by the fact that I could not
bring myself to read old Gujarati poetry; I suspected mysell of being
wanting in the equipment and the critical faculty needed for its proper
enjoyment. In 1915 when I wag at Mangrol I tried to read the plays attri-
buted to Premianand, but I could not go through any of th.m. 1 began to
wonder why so many distinguished men of letters were wrangling furiously
about these worthless plays. But in order to resolve my doubts I put them
before a distinguished man of letters whoin I happened to meet there. T felt
reassured when he agreed with my estimate of the plays and frankly said
that most old Gujarati poetry was unreadable; but, he addeds SAGRHL AY

5@. Qlklg. d¥l. Since then I have found almost a consensus of opinion
among Gujarati men of letters upholding thig view. Narmadashankar had no
illugions about old Gujarati poetry. He writes: Q;W-‘{l(ﬂ 3@(1[3& @Hl,
(Q=uz 219 ol AL WA Al erdl s(ddr kee dusd |l B.
And he adds: (53 (g, GA Eels Waet @i e 20 Wawll
(et Hz— slEeugd o WX gevadl slaa 4@ 8 — 3o «dl.
[m}g fl'HcDISl, p. 466]. Manishankar Bhatt was even more outspoken.

In an English letter written in 1391 he frankly says that there is very little
of good poetry in Gujarati and that even Premanand was more a versifier
than a poet. [Quoted by Ramnariyan Pathak in hig introduction to "i\‘:{':l@ll"-l,
p. 44]. Anandshankar Dhruva admits that almost all old Gujarati verse

writers deserve to be called ‘Bhagats’, not poets. [°Y?~l‘<ﬂ VYL, p. 292].
Coming to quite recent criticism, we find Yashvant Shukla saying with

refreshing candour : odell 5(4AU il owldu @Sl B, o sfactel 3sdt
2ol Y AW Al B And he frankly admits that these old poets
have only a historical value, not any literary value. [ 3&&[”‘:& . el
H@,l(‘ﬁq il'il, pp. 351-352]. Balvantray Thakor rails at educated Gujaratis
who neglect old Gujarati poetry as being not worth reading, but only two

o 0 P o B
pages later admits :  ogll 3@ (A ¢ lawllsaBur 2d B,

[(aRs. pp. 7ana9l.
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It is the fashion‘to call Narmadashankar the first modern poet of
Gujarat, but Narmad himself has rightly declared that this distinction

belongs to Dalpatram : ABL,.....Ad coell sl sRBUNT wBar B,

[3eq e, waf@eus, p.317]. Not only did Dalpatram revolutionise

the outward shape of Gujarati poetry by substituting strict metrical forms
for the unshapely, slipshod and nerveless versification of the older poets, he
moderniged the contents and subject matter also; and this ingpite of his utter
ignorance of the English language and literature. As he acutely observes,
the change was due to the change in the whole atmosphere of the country:

Aledl A5 YBAL @ oreHA P Addl AsE @ el At (ARl
a8l %33R oAl 2ud B. [ Quoted by Vishvanath Bhatt in Hilget-

%{"‘ﬂ&ll, p. 119]. Thus modern Gujarati poetry owes its new orientation, its
new outlook, its new matter and maunner to western influences that almost
imperceptibly flowed in with the very advent of the British rule in Gujarat,
One would think that there should be little ground for disputing this fact, but
many Gujarati men of letters do dispute it, In his lectures under this
foundation, Naragsimharao Divatia warmly defended the modern Gujarati
poets against the charge of “imitation” of western models, and he attributed
“resemblances of thought and sentiment” between the modern Gujarati and
English literatures ‘' not to imitation ” but to *“‘the kinship that existed
between the cultures which lay behind the two literatures”, a kinship which
“already existed since the days of the early Aryans”. 1 will content myself
by repeating what I said more than ten years ago in an article criticising these
views: “If it is really so, if there is a remarkable resemblance between the
attitnde to nature of, for instance, the modern poet N. B. Divatia and that
of the Lake Poets, just because some time about the Ice Age his and their
ancestors were first cousins,—how is it that the same attitude is non-existent
in the old poetry of Gujarat? Why is there such a complete break between
«wssee0ld poetry and the poetry of the last fifty years, not only in the matter
of subject and vocabulary but in the very outlook on man and nature ? How
is it that the poetic vision and approach of the best modern verse utterly fail
to derive from the poetic tradition of the previous......centuries? Take the
most typical and most interesting lyrics of Narasimharao, or Nanalal, or B. K.
Thakor, or A. F. Khabardar : compared with the poetry of ‘giants’ of old
[as Narasimharao had called Narsi Mehta and Premanand] we seem here to
be in an entirely different poetic atmosphere, an atmosphere that is quite
familiar to those who know English poetry. Mr. Divatia himself admits
that ‘some of the modern works are purely imitative’. As a matter of fact,
some of them are something more than that, —they are full of pure
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plagiarism. A leading poet of Gujarat has reeently pleaded that the
plagiarisms pointed out in his works by unkind critics are merely uncons-
cious echoes from his wide reading in English poetry. Whether this be a
complete answer to the indictment or not, it is quite true and noteworthy
that the younger generation of Gujarati men of letters is so saturated with
modern and even up-to-date English poetry and prose that such unconscious
~-and also conscious but legitimate—echoes are as inevitableas the exposures
of the less legitimate ones. And this younger generation is in a ferment of
dissatisfaction with and revolt against itg political, social, religious and cul-
tural condition. This revolt, this spiritual ‘sturm und drang’, is certainly
not due to what the ancestors of the Gujaratis felt in the Tece Age in common
with the contemporary ancestors of the Blundens and Taw-ences and Sit-
wells. In fact, Mr. Divatia has himsgelf given ns the right solution of the
problemn in his dictum that a literature is ‘the direct product of the age in
which it is created’. And surely the present age in India is the age of
abounding western. and particularly Iinglish, influence in every branch of
human activity. The very prose that is written today in most Indian
vernaculars—in Gujarati, in Marathi, in Iindi, in Urdu—was unknown a
hundred years ago and is a dircet outcomeof ¥nghsh influence. The restless
dissatisfaction with old standards, old measures and old forms of poetry; the
eager though hopeless search for an equivalent of the Kunglish blank verse;
the essays in vers libre and ‘prose poems’; the endless experimenting with
the sonnet form; the keen debates over ‘subjective’ and ‘objective’, ‘romantic’
and °‘classical’; the extraordinary zes: for subjective—even ego-centric—
lyricism; the cultivation of the novel, the literary essay and literary criti-
cism;—what are all these literary strivings and activities of modern Gujarat
vesseeif NOt the direct fruits of the overwhelming influence of KEnglish litera-
ture ? What are they if not imitative ?  And why should we bhe afraid of
imitation if thereby we gain a wider outlook on life and come cloger to it
and to the main current of world thought in a daily narrowing world? If the
Gujarati and Marathi literatures are to serve their purpose and rank with
other great literatures of the world, they will do 8o by the endless striving
and experimenting of writers whose eyes are set on the living future of the
world at large,—not on the lifeless traditions of a glorious but dead past”.
[ Times of India 4-2-1930.]

Narasimbarao was more willing to admit the influence of Sanskrit classics
on modern Gujarati poetry than that of English poetry. And yet his own
poetry is full of echoes of western thought and Knglish poetry: his THW
A &dl, for instance, is from beginning to end, in conception z_;_nd execution,
inspired by English influences as the commentary by Anandshankar
clearly shows.
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If an emancipated and non-political mind like Narasimharao’s found
it difficult to acknowledge the profound debt owed by the muse of modern
Giujarat in general and his own in particular to western ideas and English
poetry, no wonder if younger men directly influenced by the political ideas
propagated sedulously in the last quarter of a century should find it
even more irksome to do sgo. For instance, Ramnariyan Pathak writes:

Al axfrgadl @saan  seadl agdan, L asrda Bl
Gult, A =l w2l 2ud B? awvey dadid wleadl Gaw YRl
a2l d Elld Alganiflr 2 et (Eromilsy Wil eyl ;
and he goes on to attribute the best in Rabindranath Tagore to the Upani-
ghads, the Baul and Kalidasa. [2112ld 502 sifgeedl @8y, p. 196].

If Tagore hag tickled the jaded palates of Kurope and America, it is no
doubt by refurbishing up the old and hackneyed ideas from the Upanishads,
Baul gongs and Kabir. But this is just the part of his work that should
prove in the ultimate analysis to be the least important for Bengali—and
Indian—literature as a whole; and even in the west the fashion seems to
have passed and Tagore is finding his level after the ad ventitious propaganda
it received at the hands of Yeats and other mystically minded admirers.
Similarly whatever is of living and germinal value to Gujarati literature as
such in the works of Narasimharao, Kanta and Thakor is certainly not
ingpired by our ancient literature and thought; in fact, if it were so derived,
what would distinguish their poetry from that of the older poets ? It is the
new orientation,—the dissatisfaction and break with the past heritage of
gocial, religious and cultural ideas, and also of art forms and moods,—that
constitutes the real differentia of the new gchool of Gujarati poetry. And the
ultra-new school ig a further and more glaring departure from the old order
of things. The lip or half-hearted sympathy of the older among modern
poets with Sanskrit literature, conventions and notions was due to their
inability to break away completely from the past; their loyalties in matters
of the spirit were divided, especially as between 1875 and 1900 came the
wave of anti-western reaction sponsored by the Arya Samaj, Theosophy, etc.,
and helped further by the political discontent focussed in the Congress move-
ment. But Rimnarayan himself has in a variety of indirect ways admitted
the intluence of western ideas. He has rightly distinguished between the

thought, the intellection (G»l'(‘lft) of modern poets and that of the older oneg,
adding: 2040 @'asiell DB [1s this an Anglicism?]......... 4l ¥y
31 20 (cn met @i @l [P.124]. This goes to the root of the matter,
For our old poets, as for the older Sanskrit ones, the universe was definitely .
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ordered and fixed, a closed system; there were no*doubts, no uncertainties.
This certainty the moderns have lost, or are fast losing, thanks to the
influence of the agnostic questioning spirit of the West. 'T'his difference in
intellection lies also at the root of the differcnce hetween the classical and
romantic in literature and art. In a paper written fifteen years ago [ pointed
out this distinction and applied it to a famous verse in Kilidasa :

AT e g [FIE a7 ge.

Here the mysterious and therefore purely romantic feeling of nostalgic
melancholy induced in sensitive minds by beautiful sights and sounds in
nature is stated, only to be definitely explained away by the belief in
transmigration, a beief held by the poet with almogt scientific cortainty.
That is why in spite of the romantic beginning the comple’ » verse is classical
in its entire poetic appeal. Contrast with this the hazy uncertainty of
Tennyson when he deals with the same psychological phenomenon :

Tears, idle tears, I know not what they mean,
Tears from the depth of some divine despair,
Rise in the heart and gather to the eyes

In looking on the happy autumn fields, ...ceeees

What is almost a logical sequence, cause and effect, to Kilidiasa is a mystery
that causes ‘divine despair’ to Tennyson. A recent writer has clearly brought
out this difference between the ancient and modern ways of thought in
Europe. “Piers Plowman, like the Nivine Comedy, is not the expression of
an isolated individual, but of a man whoge individuality speaks within a
determined social, philosophical and religious context. 'The dominating facts
of Shakespeare’s age were the destruction of this context, and the discovery
of the autonomous selt which we associate with the Renaissance,......[ Dante
and Shakespeare] divide the modern world into two parts : the medieval
part, dominated by the synthesis of faith and reason, and the strictly modern
part, in which the enormous possibilities of the new discovery of the
individual have been explored at the expense of that synthesis”. [**Approach
To Shakespeare’” by D. A. Traversi, pp.. 21-22]. The clagsic calm due to
such a ‘synthesis of faith and reason’ has been rightly noticed in Kailidasa

by Pathak when he says : si(ziatdl 312l Dy UslRg 22U Ao
B Adi ey sl Dy det 302 WO 2wy B AR ¢ g .
(gt (AU, p. 53 1. This 2 is mainly due to the poet’s

unquestioning acceptance of this classical synthesis, his complete conformity
with and acquiescence in a well defined religious and social philosophy, and
the consequent poise in his assured and restrained handling of subjects.
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The romantic analysis and intellectual uncertainty of the moderns as opposed
to the classical synthesis and consequent certainty of the older poets hag

been admitted by Ramnariyan himself when he writes : 2’{1‘3(;‘(8 lodg Ay
ase B F AUl w2 Wy el B Bua.venen A 3L AL 3 A
WAE2y sloag” Az B, qui wypdl a3 A llng g, we d Wl wa
Wayd 2 BBy W W Dl B F sleddl APy sal odm
Nelled B U A o 2y 1l A B B, [ 0911, This is

one more proof of my contention, hotly contested by several Gujarati critics,
that romanticism is forcign to the genius of Sanskrit poetry. However

wt%ga or indistinel it may be, the 'J"{'U"{lﬂ(, the suggested meaning, inall

Sanskrit poetry is—and, ag Rimnariyan vightly insists, must hbe—quite clearly
defined ; not vague, hasy, iridescent as in romantic poetry which, strictly
speaking, has no <2904 in the sonse of tho term in Sanskrit poetics.

The oft-quoted verse :

3t [‘T(IHIWT@T. Wlﬁﬁ’ﬂ[ l fg'
CAGART TGz FAA:
i8 not to be interpreted to mean the haze and uncertainty of meaning found
in western romantic poetry; it only means theclearly indicated suggestiveness,

=) %ell, insisted upon by the Sanskrit ‘ilamkarikas’, as Ramniriyan says.
It is Pathak again who admits while commenting on a poem by

Kanta : it Al 5¢€0 251 3 240 ot audl uBal 58 2aqey sieaui
Wi Alg adan Ao B, wHAl Al wlzaalo s@3q 20 e
euyd el Jrey = B, [yallewu-GUigeid, P. 66]. He rightly says
the same thing about our political ideas also :... ....ﬁ\ﬂ.ll@t‘?-llf‘l. ng@iGd, 24l
glad, A3IR QR Al YA B dov v B F 4 euadl AL UHIHl
el 2uyey seadl ddl 2udell B, [P. 141]. But the west bas not given

ud new modes of thought, feeling and sensation alone, it has influenced
our aesthetic and moral judgments also. To take only one instance, as

Ramnariayan again observes: €134 IEER| Mg‘lc‘{lﬁ Alsell ay...
AR 20y AR5l uguellar 2 adll. [Pp. 131-132).

That is exactly why the love story of Dushyanta has begun (0 sound hollow
and ring untrue in our ears as we know that several women in his harem
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are pining for the hero while he ig 80 engrossed ih his new love as even

to forget and mix up their names (MAY @@ )| Hence, too, the futility

of the numerous -lesperate but amusing attempts to find some teaching,
gome ‘message’, i the works of Kalidasa.

In fact evcey characteristic of o v modern literature which disting-
uishes it from the old is derived from western contacts. The younger
generation of writers scarcely makes any mystery of this inevitable develop-
ment. The more uptodate among them are Marxists,—at least in theory,
for in actual life most of our radicals and revolutionaries are conformists and
tamely submit to custon and caste rnle.  The interesting symposium entitled

%il(:é,@l a4 naila frankly veveals the sources from which ‘progres.ive’ ideas

are derived, Eliot, Auden, Ernst Toller, Macncice, Duvid Daiches, Leo
Hubermann, C. Day Lewis, Andre Malranx, Maxim Gorki, Nicholas Berdyaev,
etc. (Pp. 168, 189). Tt is a mers detail that, as usual, our men of letters
adopt western literary fashions alimnost when they get out of date in the
quick changing west. But the point ia that our intellectual activities are,
as quite narally they must be, more and more influenced by western
ideas and literary fashions. 'The very theory of poetry that i3 at present
holding the field in Gujarat is also derived from the west. In the ftirst
quarter of this century, the reaction in Kngland against the cult of beauty
and against the doctrine of art for art’s sake culminated in the utter neglect of
and contempt for beauty of form and sound-—reviled as mere ‘incantation’—
and the true poet’s business was helieved to consist in pregervi-g his
‘integrity’ by disdaining these adventitious aids and putting on paper his
spiritual reaction to and experience of actual life in words as close to life
itself ag possible. This revolt against art as such has led the poet to take
himself too seriously and to make rather extravagant claims for his
poetry. As John Sparrow has pointed out, according to I. A. Richards,
the arch-theorist of modern English poetry, “a contemporary poet is not a
mere artist, but potentially the saviour of the modern world”. ['Sense And

Poetry’, p. XIX]. As Ramnarayan pats it : dd LA SlAul HHddl ¥
wprorg @i 54 & B [ 5. AL 4@RY, p. 202]. The modern

poet is thus expected to be a thinker, a teacher, a sage, even a prophet with
a message; and that is what many of our modern poets here also have begun
tohold. Hence the insistence on changing the matter and manner of poetry,
and adapting it to present heeds of presentday life—to this unsentimental
machine age, to the conflict between capital and labour, even to current
day to day political and social activities and struggles. In a way thisisa
reversion to the Platonic idea of poetry. According to Plato, the ordinary
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poet, the poctic artist who provided aesthetic pleasure only, was an
undesirable person who was to be excluded from the ideal republic. Plato
challenged even the revered Homer and asked if his poetry could belp to
ran a state, or at least improve the morals of private persons; for he wanted
the true poet to be a teacher, a sage, a divinely inspired prophet delivering
a message for the guidance of mankind. Discussing the changes of meaning
in the word ‘enthusiasm’, and its origin ‘entheos’ meaning ‘god-inspired’,
Oliver Elton remarks: * Plato and the Greeks had used enthess of the
divinely-frenzied poet or prophet, the passive .channel of some message not
his own which came down from heaven to the world.,” ['Essays And
Addresses, pp. 197-198]. This idea of the poet as a message-bringer has
dominated the literary world in India for some time now under the
lead of Tagore, and the first thing most modern Indian critics ask about a
poet ig, “Has he any message?” This has led to much amusing special
pleading whenever this crucial question is asked about any great poet,—
especially one who is a conscious artist, to the finger-tips, like Kalidasa.
All the prosing of Tagore can not convincingly bring out the supposititious
‘message’ of the ‘Sakuntala’; and a Marathi critic has torn all this specious
special pleading to tatters by a close and searching analysis of the ancient
poet’s idea of womanhood. [ Fifegi &@aT by K.L. Ogale, HASH,
Feb. March, 1933]. Some interesting attempls have been made on our
side, too, to find the ‘‘message” of Kilidasa. .Anandshankar Dhruva
converts even the lover’s lie put in Dushyanta’s mouth—-

aRgEa=itTd qa

qAMEA q Jgar 97—
into a clue to the ‘message’ of the play. For, this uniruth, says he, 2u%~d&l
Alsel AL @ tragedy Al 3eRM a2l Rl B Ag Ny ugwy
520 ol B, 241 6w aufl Ay Bd siad Adr Ay 2umHarll 6o
el WAl Yorui W B, L.l B Bl A D 3 era: aing Faed
RIS &1d @ — Asiqul Wy A over Y Gdld wag.
[ steacte(@2, p. 53]. Thus we are to conclude that Kalidasa wrote his

masterpiece in order to teach men in love not to tell fibs, and women in love
tothink twice before trusting unknown persons. Ramanrariayan Pathak, again,

finds yet another ‘message’ in the play: ouv%m‘@még’ 2’{(:12 all!s:l Q{(llqg
D 2w [z sildzin ayeaa avial ¢2... .. .. [ulgalns’, p.33].

In fact if we are determined to find a ‘message’ in a work of art, any will do
a3 well as any other. This arduous but futile hunt for elusive teachings and
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messages ig itself a sufficient indication that no great poet—no poet worth the
name—writes poems or plays with the object of conveying messages and
teachings. Indeed, Anandshankar himself ‘enunciates the right doctrine

when he writes : 1 U Bcll, Ayrddad UL ATl @ AAzUA HA B
d YACsA wgiell W12 Bdtele 3222l ), wy Bett ueugni WG whani,
el Ay 29l @ Al A wigel QARa @l B A ree........
el iy gy GuRa YL L, g vged 28 A AgeaHin esadn
G el @ 21gyd Ala Rell B Ay Egald Aov A GuRa B.

[310"4(1\"‘-{@%2 Pp. 53-54]. That hits the nail on the head: the succcess
of a work of art ag a work of art is its most valid justification; all messages
and teachings and philosophies may go hang

How this ethical obsession can vitiate the thought of even the most
clearheaded and lucid thinkers among us is best illustrated by the three
classes into which Aunandshankar Dhruva divides all literatu.e, d(blC‘ufl,
[:?\R.lel and ™ldd. The first is, according to him, ephemeral, photographic
literature like that of Wells ete.; in the second class he puts Chaucer,
Shakespeare, Dickens etc; and of the third he says, <, QLG?ﬂ@di

HlRd 24el AU AL Aler—-G2udH Fileti A B. [Ibid, pp.126-127],

This strange classification is the result of Anandshankar’s overemphasis on
the moral, ethical and religious element in literature. The weakness of his
position is glaringly shown when this overemphasis leads him to place,
though with doubt and hesitation, ‘Paradise Lost’, ‘Faust’ and ever somse
poems of Browning in the third and highest class, thus ranking Milton,
and Goethe and Browning ahove Shakespeare—a poet of whom he himself

says elsewhere: Shakcspeare «ll DI acfoeu%—u.gbuumui e
(A3 curuy 24e A7 SO cAus—3al ucllg gl 5 &g 2
AN oealdtll Al vl Al A3l WA B, [sieadalEauR,
pp. 126-127 and 290].

It is surprising that such deep students and advocates of our ancient
Indian calture shounld be so fascinated by this heresy of converting an artist
into a teacher or preacher as to throw overboard the sound teaching of our
ancient writers on poetics, the Alamkarikas. Professor A. B. Gajendragad-
kar has in a series of articles conveniently brought together the opinions on
this subject of all the noteworthy Sanskrit theorists,—such as Bhamaha,
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Vamana, Rudrata, Bhoja, Mammata, Vagbhata, Visvanatna, ana boiaiy
concluded that the main purpose of poetry according to all these writers is
pleasure, not teaching or preaching or philosophising, and that the trend ,of
opinion in Sanskrit poetics is very much akin to the western theory of ‘art
for art’s sake’. [ Article 3 in @=igst for December 1936, p.22 J. This is
what Aristotle also has said in effcct. As a recent book puts it tersely :
“Aristotle.ees.. 9858, ---finally, that the test of poetry is whether or not it
gives us pleasure.”” [‘Invitation to Learning’, p. 217]. And yet, in the
last few years we have had a surfeit of crude prosing about the philosophic
and prophetic role of the poet, by Indian writers ignorant of the sound
dootrine taught by Aristotle and our ancient writers on poetics. One of
them has written an amusingly pretentious book to prove the inferiority of
Shakespeare to Kialidasa on this very ground, namely, that while Kilidasa has
a “‘message” for mankind groping in the dark, poor Shakespeare hag none;
and another has written a book on six modern Indian poets bringing out the
“message” of each one of them,—and that without reading the poets them-
selves but by impudently and ignorantly plagiarising from books on the
poets and making a sorry hash of the matter thus plagiarised. And both as
impudently and ignorantly assert that the eastern standards laid down by
our old writers on poetics demand such “messages” and philosophies from
poets ! This modern heresy and charlatanry has, I am afraid, been uncons-
ciously encouraged by som? poets like Tennyson and others who have tried
to look like patriarchs and sages and adopted flowing whiskers and robes
as the emblems of the Poet-Prophet with a ‘message’ for erring humanity.
I do not think we thounld be intimidated by big names or picturesque robes
and flowing locks and beards into swallowing as gospel truth a theory that
breaks down at the first attempt to apply it to the greatest works in all the
known literatures of the world. What does the Ramayana teach? What is
the moral of the Iliad? That a man should not run away with his neigh-
bour’s wife, for if he does the husband will come and chop his head off?
What does King Lear teach? That a man should not distribute his property
among his children as long as he is alive? Coming to Kalidasa himself,
what does his Meghadiila teach? The only teaching of this highly artificial
and overpraisel poem seems to be FARAR HIFATAT & @A aqd:
Iu fact, if we do not go to & preacher or a philosopher for poetry, why
should we goto a poet for preaching or philosophy? It is not the poet’s
business to teach or preach or deliver divine ‘messages’; his business is to
write poetry, to sing, to create beauty. If incidentally this beauty is truth,
as Keats put it, if it does somehow exalt and ennoble the reader’s soul, that
is another matter. DBut the primary concern of poetry is not with morality
or philosophy or religion; its primary concern is with beauty that enraptures
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and thrills the soul. As rightly declared by Mammata, it is this @7: QURIRY
an immediate and intenge thrill, almost an enraptured trance, suffusing
the soul with deep psychical or spiritual satisfaction — that is the
chief concern of poetry. A true poem is a thing of beauty, and therefore a
joy for ever. The primary appeal of poetry is not to the irtellect, it isto
the emotions. Even T.S. Eliot, whose practice and influence as poet has
helped most to make modern English poetry a matter of the intellect rather
than emotions, is sound in his theory when he says that ‘‘poetry is not a
substitute for philosophy or theology or religion”, and that the function of
poetry “is not intellectual but emotional”. [‘Points of View’, p.39]. To
quote Macneice again :“......Yeats and Rilke ( and herein they are disting-
uished from Eliot) insist, for all their recognition of misery and bewilderment,
that the mainspring of Art,and even of Life, is joy”. ['The Poetry of W. B.
Yeats’ (1941).] And to quote Eliot himselt in a lucid 1100d, he has said of
W.P. Ker: *“He was a great scholar who was also a great humanist, who
was always aware that the end of scholarship is understanding, and that the
end of understanding poetry is enjoyment, and that this enjoyment is gusto
disciplined by taste.” [W.P. Ker Memorial Lecture (24-2-1942), p. 3.].

The poet is thus primarily an artist, and if he has any extravagant
extraneous ideas about his importance as a teacher and prophet his art is
bound to suffer. The ugliness of so much of modern English verse is due to
this perverse doctrine that leads poets to disregard and even despise the very
medium in which they have to work as ariists — language and words.
Degas, the famous French painter, took it into his head to write sonnets. After
some futile attempts he complained to the equally famous symbolist poet
Mallarmé that though he was full of excellent ideas his sonnet would not
come out right. *‘Ce n’est pas avec les idées qu’on fait les sonnets, Degas,
c’est avec les mots.” My dear Degas’’, said Mallarmé, “poetry is not written
with tdeas; it is written with words.” OQOur modern poets algo are so engros-
sed with ideas that they forget this sound dictum of Mallarmé. There could
be no better illastration of this obfuscating obsession than the contention
that the best poetry should be translatable in as much as the best poetry is
concerned with ideas and not with mere words. No one who has a fair
knowledge of more languages than one and has a fairly good ear for their
poetical literatures will subscribe to this test of poetry. To cite only one
glaring instance, almost all the poetry of Hafiz will simply evaporate in any
translation. Not only has each language its own individuality, based on its
heredity, history and cultaral traditions, it has a distinct enunciation and
tonality of its own. The doggerel verge 25 adl ¥ Alell 2 is not so irra.
tional as we would like to believe it to be, for I think it has its root in this
@sthetic valuation'of languages on the basis of sound. Most words, again, in
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a cultivated language have an individuality of their own. We had a little
while ago a bitter controversy between two of our poets over the interpretation
of the words 2¥{lell ¥'®. T would ask Thakor to translate the word ¥ in
this connection adequately into so rich a langunage as English, either in the
literal sense of the word as insisted on by Khabardar, or in its figurative
sense as interpreted by himself. [f we consider the numerous extraneous
and inocidental evocations of ¥'™ and ¥@&L, depending on their association

with a variety of actual or metaphorical uses — at coronation, marriage and
other augpicious ceremonies, and for comparison with the massive front of
the elephant etc., — and then if we turn to the English equivalent ‘pot’, with
its mean gound and sense ( we are at once reminded of ‘pots and pang’ and
even meaner associations ), — we can get some idea of the basic difficulties
the translation test theory of poetry has to face in practice. Conversely, if
we take the common Urdu word ‘janizi’ ( which is rendered in English by
the word ‘bier’) and try to translate it into Gujarati or Hindi, we are up
against the same ditliculty; there is a whole geries of ideas and associations
evoked by the word ‘janaza’ which are certainly not evoked by the Gujarati
334 or v‘ldl"ﬂ or the Hindi :oile; the religious, social and emotional impli-
cations of the word ‘janiza’, the mournful ceremonial pomp and procession
associated with it, are all abgent from the Gujarati and Hindi words. All
culture words with a tradition have complex meanings; just as there is no
simple note in nature but every note is a complex of the simple ground note
and several overtones or harmonics, so a culture word also is rich with such
overtones, associations, nuances. And again there is the individunality due
to the sound of each word and the lilt of the metrical line. As T. S. Eliot
rightly points out, there is such a thing as “‘auditory imagination”. He
writes: **What I call the Auditory imagination is the feeling for syllable
and rhythm, penetrating far below the conscious level of thought and
feeling, ......"”. [‘'Points of View’, p.55]. I would go further and assert that
this feeling for the sound value of words and for -rhythm is an important
constituent of what Housman calls the “organ by which poetry is perceived”.
It is very interesting to note by the way that Eliot’s ‘auditory imagination’
comes very near the doctrine of our ancient theorists about which Ramnarayan

writes : 1ol AU A HE oA A28 2 AR i, AU A AHMY
el e lededi Wig WYR ARl A sledopy B :
ISt g A7 F7 MA R
AR |7 WS g FORAETH |
[ sl 4G p. 61 ],
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If we bear in mind these characteristics and idiosymcrasies of languages and
words, we despair of ever adequately translating lines in which the indivi-
duality and sound of words are at least as important as the sense, —such, for
instance, as

Absent thee from felicity awhile,

or,

In the far backward and abysm of time,
or,

To the last syllable of recorded tiine,
or, '

R © JUI D11 -3
Will [ set up my everlasting rest,

And shake the yoke of inauspicious atars
From this world-wearied tlesh. —

Let those who believe in the translation theory put it to the test of translating
these and thousands of sach lines to be found in Shakespeare and Milton
alone. Kven elementary words may prove refractory when subjected to the
discipline of translation. This was borne in upon me very early in life when
I first read the Marathi translation of Zamlel by a reputed scholar of Marathi
and Knglish like Principal Agarkar of Fergusson College. There can not be
simpler words in the English langnage than these half dozen, *— ‘To be or
not to be’. And yet the Marathi version had almost a comic sound, almost
the effect of burlesque: #¥/d % WM., Everything in a Shakes,earian

tragedy may perhaps be conveyed in a translation, — its drama, its action, its
characterisation, its tragic emotion, even its poetic ideas; but it is certain that
most of its poetry will evaporate, for it lies in the words — colourful
organisms, each one with an aura of its own — living palpitating words that
have to be replaced in translation mostly by makeshift counters. Those who
believe that good poetry must be translatable should note what Edward
Thompson, the intimate friend and populariser of Tagore in the West has
recently said about the poet’s own English versions of his Bengali poems. In
an obituary article on Tagore he writes : “The question of Tagore’s place is
tied up also with his translation methods, that ‘falsifying of my own coinage’
of which he wrote to me, his cutting away of what he thought hard to get

*¢__To be or not to be’....That in itself, surely, is about the most powerful and

pithy phrase in all drama; in six short words what a width and depth of vision is
opened out!”’., H. Granville - Barker, ‘On Dramatic Method’ (1931), p. 91].

Hamsai Mehta’s Gujarati rendering @é@ ¥3'? is equally drab and uninspired.
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apross to Western read.erq”. [ New Statesman of 16-8-1941, p. 157). This
‘falsification of coinage’,— this ‘cutting away’ of intractable words, phrases,
ideas — ig inevitable in the translation of any kind of poetry, — good, bad or
indifferent. A really good translation of poetry can only be a miracle, the
exception that proves the rule; it really amounts to creating a new poem on
the subject in another language. Fitzgerald, for ingtance, has written an
independent poem—insome respects better than'the original—in his transla-
tion of Khayyam’s Rubidiyat; in fact, it is scarcely a translation, —it is a
beautiful English poem based on ideas and phrases and symbols taken from
the Persian poet. I cannot resist the temptation of giving here another
master-piece of translation, only two lined long, by another master of English
verge, Edmund Spenser, that I have come across, I forget where, The
original [talian runs:

Cosi trapagsa al trapassar d’un giorno
Della vita mortale il fiore e il verde.

This Spenser has rendered thus :
So passeth, in the passing of a day,
Of mortal life the leaf, the bud, the flower.

I do not know Italian at all, though almost all the words in the
original are quite recognisable; but I should not be surprised if those
competent to judge were to say that Spenser has somehow — perhaps by
adding the ‘bud’ to the ‘leaf and flower’ of the original (may be, only to
make up ten syllables), and perhaps by unconsciously echoing Biblical
cadences — heightened the emotion and raised the power of the original.
Anyhow, I repeat that these miracles and exceptions only prove the rule
that poetry is untranslatable. As Thakor is the champion of this translation
test of poetry, it will not be unfair to cite two of his own translations of not
very poetical snatches of English poetry couched in very ordinary words:

O£} o U S

Inapprehensible, we clutch thee!”
is translated

2@ed 0 1 Aear g !
And, "0 God within my breast” is translated Q(‘ﬁ&ﬂ Hl@l@“@l. I do not
think it is necessary to enlarge on these translations, or on the formation

Ml@t@“@l, 1 will only submit that they completely refute the theory
championed by Thakor.



169

Theories have never given rigse to masterpieces in arts and letters-
masterpieces have been the sources of all theorising. When our medieval
artists and poets began to create work i of art according to theories they
ceased to be creative artists and became manufacturers of stereotyped, sche-
matic art and poetry according to ru': of thumb. Before his volte face in
the direction of orthodoxy, Munshi scathingly and rightly described in the
following words our medieval literatnire and art that flourished and luxuriated
after the creative and progressive impulse had been killed by theory-ridden

atists and poets: A&l SUHL Heulds? seudt Al A [dAgadat
20l YA B 3 goaRt il Yl o usize 2uzall ol A3 way
B w3 gl oty ueplasin o 2 ®a QAR sadq
2l 3G ulaniell 2uvel WX ol dul B, And again: 2000 Ay

A(Suul nenldyan Sz i 334 B, aoa Ay 1Ry sulsa

ete., pp. 52-53]. How this theory-ridden practice in its turn further
vitiated the theory of poetry i3 well illustrated by such critical dictums as
AUGHERAH : BH: SIIIEI. This should warn our modern poets
against writing poetry in accordance with any particular theory of poetry,
egpecially one that encroaches on their integrity and individuality as
artists, It is from this point of view that the creeds professed by

several modern men of letters in the symposium %{l@,cll ?’{q NOI[R
and elsewhere assume a special interest for our subject. Mauy of
them are patently and depressingly imitative of the Marxist fashion in vogue
in the west. They make extravagant claims for men of letters as leaders of
social and political movements of emancipation from the béte noire of all
Marxists, ‘Capitalism’, and from ‘bourgeois culture’. As if literature — pure
literature written by artists in prose and verse — has ever led any movement
in the world. It is a pretentious claim that poets are or have been teachers
and leaders of thought; if poets worth the name have at all cared for such
movemsents they have like sensitive weathervanes only followed and not led
them. But the true artist is never a propagandist; and that is exactly what
Marxist writers on literature want our poets and all men of letters to be, —
mere ‘proletarian’, ‘class-conscious’ propagandists against the bogey of
‘capitalism’. It would be interesting to investigate how far the Marxist
roaring of our young lions regulates their relations with their castes, especi-
ally when they marry., As Praphulla Chandra Ray bitterly complained a
few years ago, our young revolutionaries will do a year in jail for a political
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slogan but will not dare te marry out of their castes. But this inconsistency
is an inevitable result of our peculiar social structure; these Marxists in
theory can not escape from the iron grip of this socio-religious environment.

All our writers belong to the ‘bourgeois’ class, the Gwvul24ldl as opposed to
the %H-l@'-ﬂ; they are, again, mostly ‘traivarnikas’—or, rather, of the QlQ[l”{l
YIS, caste aristocrucy. It is notonly that they know no real A, physical
labour; their very mental outfit incapacitates them from entering into the
real inner life of the 8!3{\‘29413 who belong to a distinet lower species, to a
watertight socio-religious gtratum far below theirs. KEven in clasg-ridden
England an actual labourer can rise to be a Lord, but here a Sadra can never
become a Kghatriya or a Brahmin. These our Marxists, however, are frank
propagandists, and scarcely think of poetry when they talk of ‘literature’.
Of more immediate interest to us are the thoughtful confessions of faith
made by two of our younger poets, Umishankar Joshi and Manassukhlal
Jhaveri, in two other compilations. 7The former seems still to be rather un-
certain in hig literary creed. In his essay in %{l@,& 2&’& me& he seems to
be for the propagandist school out and out. He bitterly complains about

gome Gujarati men of letters: fla fla a4l a AL %{[;@ll?-l
RAA GWR AdlAd ovdumiovedl Adedddlgel AU @l AU AR
ay ol ol g 3 WY g5y Al e wlEsiR v 21 Tumi gt !

[P.224]). As usual the best comment on all such theoretical dicta on the
poet’s true vocation is to refer back to the practice of the greatest poets known
to us. Does Kalidasa, who is supposed to have flourished under some great
and heroic king, either Samnudragupta or the legendary Vikrama, refer to any
of the great political or military achievements of his patron in any of his
known works? Has Shakespeare commemorated in verse or prose the most
note-worthy incident in English history during his lifetime, the defeat of the
Spanish Armada? Raimniriyan Pathak also raises the same wail; referring

to the political upheaval the country has been passing through he asks:

ag 58 B 3 2uedl vul aiiadl el uy dui siodt 3u uul ) ?
And he himself gives the consoling answer : Y& &%) el uyA Aedy
alll wnd g o Adll,,,..... 20 (AR qoieldi 2iiad 2une)l ded
GWR <u ol ], (2. 31 Al 4QQY, pp. 202-203]. This I am afraid is a



vain hope which literary history almost all over the* world gives no ground
for entertaining. The years of Shakespeare’s boyhood, youth, maturity and
old age were perhaps the most fateful in the political history of England
during at least two centaries, the sixteenth and the seventeenth. And yet
80 far as Shakespeare’s voluminous works are concerned he wight as well not
have lived in those stirring times. This seems to be the disconcerting
practice of most great poets and artists, — they seem to go their own way
unaffected by happenings which sweep their contemporary fellow beings off
their feet, Great deeds and great men do not seem to have helped to produce
great poets, just as great poets do not produce great men and great deeds. 1
understand that H. G. Wells does not so much as mention Shakespeare in hig
History of the World; however humiliating thig may be to poets in general,
the fact remains that the greatest poets do not count in the political history
of the world, — just as the greatest men and events in history do not count
8o far as literary history is concerned. Perhaps millions of verses in a score
of vernaculars have been written all over India on political and historical
subjects in the last quarter of a century since the Balkan War set the fountain
of Urdu political poesy flowing. How many of these will live when these
political fits and fevers have receded into the past? Scarcely any except
perhaps the pungent pclitical satires and lampoons — in which recent Urdu
literature is particularly rich — ingpired by the humours of political humbug
and chicane. In fact Joshi himself hag, when in the right poetic wood, given
an adequate answer to his own querulous inquiry. In the sonnet 3@1 S F—
he answers the critic who says he is tired of the poet’s songs of flowers and
waters and love ;

"~

SR B S UL saed (e sl sy, L
531 B E AN Myueeedl Gagun... ...
& B ouey evalauRar (ofz qui!

wi'g AR dl Ggary A0famia w3,

52 WA, P wdd (08 [A3 oR;

wl et el NSl gogd d.

AN Qe Bl Al uun gl A& ueady;

el Ruel oLl ddd Adgy” QUL

An old answer to an old objection, no doubt; but quite valid.
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Inanother essay dntitled 24¢icldl 5{dcll Joshi has given expression to
more balanced views, He sees the harm propagandist ideas in poetry can
do; he sees the falsity of the socio-political idealisation of the village at the
cost of the city— ollMild wiYyor WI, ARG Weg dog wy VRL—
which came into vogue especially in Gujarat with the new orientation in
politics. He rightly reiterates his protest against the new fangled fashion of
writing ultra~modern poetry by lugging in HMR, AHHUIGIRL, el AHA
ete., and thus merely replacing the old conventions of "4’&, ARl 5Hd4, H@Rl&ﬂ
by these new but equally unreal ones. In a more interesting disquisition
on ‘emotive symbols’ (@thLllCﬂ‘é}l) he makes some acute remarks on the
inadequacy of outworn old symbols or new borrowed ones unsuited to and
unasgimilable by the genius of the Gujarati people and language. He cites
ag an instance of the former class the traditional s\tl'll 3\ll"'ﬂ idea. Referring

to a couplet in Nanalal’s “Yel&3el’, he writes :

Gl 3oL AN ol My Sliudia
Glail ug adly 2 Sudi)

auorell 5ld vl Yoldg el Rl Suy Sy euaudly, @d
R AN degd gy B dl g, Guli @ WA qly. [y
g vl sl (1¢3¢-¥0) p. 185.]

Further on he says about another correlated symbol: UMl %Ml QdQBﬂ

Q w{l"{.@l A | IMOT @l‘a As for :"\ll"-l 5\11"& I am inclined to suspect thag
the poet has not brought them in for any emotive purpose; it is perhaps
only the assonance with sll‘{dlal that drags them in as by a sort of natural,
physical attraction. But putting this consideration aside we may ask: Is
this really true of the Gujarati mind to~day ? Are Gujaratis in general,
even educated ones, really tired of these old—world ideas and ideals ? If so,
why isthere a regular and continuous spate in Gujarat of ‘Garba’ and ‘Rag’
poems of which these ideas and ideals are.the ultimate roots ? Is Vaishna-
vism really on the wane in Gujarat? These are some of the interesting
speculations and doubts suggested by Joshi’s dictums. These doubts are
further strengthened when we consider his own criticism of borrowed and
unassimilated symbols, He refers to Narasimharao’s devotional ideag



173

derived from the Prarthani Samij and writes :......... fl?fi{.éﬁlq A4
W) sl @lsdd ‘dld wgle Said Bidl’ Aal gipy vieliad

udlHell geaet s eovary” ctovel o 2000l 2% A RNl ety wey ?
This criticism of Narasimharao is just; there is undoubtedly something
artificial about not only his ‘clil g\’ etc., but aboul most of his poetry
which with all its fine points somehow does not ring true, does not sound
like genuine Gujarati. But Joshi seems to contradict himself when he tries
to clench his argument by contrasting the geuuineness of the 2R, the
yearning devotion, of Tagore expressed through emotive symbols taken over
from Chaitanya, Vidyapati, Jayadeva, Kabir etc. [P. 187]). If Joshi admits
the genuine moving power of these gymbols, how can hu say that modern
Gujaratis are all tired of Vaishnavite symbols like Gopa and Gopi, Radha
and Krishna? For Gopa and Gopi, Radha and Krishna are the very life and
goul of the poetry of at least Chaitanya, Vidyapati and Jayadeva. And Joshi
himself even pleads for these old symbols when he qualifies his condem-

nation of the Radhi-Krishna symbol. and writes : ﬁ:ll §€Y ﬁ 4l a?u
3 Rt 5@ wey B oudly u’ 2d yoel e lavd At cuad vlls
YA AU AWBGRIY  Axd el 20U AVL.......... Ll
A, 2, 29 2 cayd L WD e sE@3A gEul 2
Ay GudH udly 20l oy B.

But only two pages later the poet—critic again remembers his modernity
and therefore cautions the reader: 21l AAP{ J1f A Hl:l 3 QML

yoag’ udls  2iadd® wRlAdl W owy warwi af Ay ayA,

Thus Joshi seems to be vacillating hetween two worlds—the world of secta-
rian tradition and that of secularised modernity. This divided mind, these
divided loyalties, such emotional and spiritusl diarchy and uncertainty, must
hamper the genius of any poet and affect the integrity of his poetry ; just as
the unassimilated substitution of western and Christian symbols by Narasim-
harao who had really and totally outgrown the old Vaishnavite ones also
affected the integrity and inevitability of his poetry. But poets never have
been pioneers in such matters, and Gujarati poets will not get out of the
ancient ruts until the world around them, Gujarat itself, makes up its mind
to leave these ruts and does so. If a mere outsider may be allowed to risk
an opinion on the subject, I would submit that Ramanariayan Pathak does
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not reflect the view of the vast majority of Gujaratis when he avers that
ez 200 2ruey 3B Alsoll o, Asa matter of fact, the political
movement of the last twenty years has in ellect been based on, has flourished
on, this AHAdIR QG&, and a new Avatar has been added to the numerous old

ones. A very popular poet of the movement has sung in no uncertain terins
the advent of this Avatar:

.

s

4l G4l 2uer al Al AR, ogdl WA oy,
aR o oMl ovoudy, vl v Y.

And quite recently the paper edited by the same poet has given general
currency to the idea (while professing to deprecate it)that the illness dogging
the membors of a certain ruling famnily in Kathiawad is the result of dis-
pleasing the new Avatir 'del gL ag.w 2L uﬁ@m B. Centuriesand
milleniums old religious and spiritual convictions and beliefs cannot be said
to have vanished because a few pocts and men of letters have ceased, or
believe that they have ceased, to believe them. With the instances of
Narmadashankar and Munshi before us, we should not be surprised if even
the protestant reformers themselves recant and turn into champions of these
very beliefs.

We nowadays hear a good deal, again, ahout ‘realism’ ( QIQClClEl’»{Cll )

as an essential quality of uptodate, =4%idd, poetry. This realism has,
~ .

of course, come to us from the west ; as Joshi puts it, g U& QQQ‘I (\%{‘g

ay d diwRA w@adl vy 29 eud wrovaed eyl
R o [‘@addsfEdl’, po 1807

I am inclined to believe that the drab and ugly realism_ of much modern
western literature and art is one result of a much wider and more compre-
hensive malaise. The restless European mind that likes ever to be on the
move has come to believe that the classical and romantic standards of beauty
in European art and poetry have held their sway too lontg, that they have
served their purpose and that IJuropean art and poetry have exhausted all
the possibilities of development according to these standards. This sense of
exhaustion and frustration and the craving of the jaded palate for novelty
are at the bottom of the European craze for the outlandish and the ugly in
art, music and poetry that has been gradually spreading in the west for more
than half a century now. Any artist in any of these fields could, by sticking
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to old standards, only achieve beauty and harmony of a familiar, too

familiar, kind. Therefore the duty of the true new artist was to go tack to

primitive and infantile drawing—some of the most admired specimens of

modern art can be matched by almost any child of six left with a pencil and
a piece of paper in order to keep it from mischief,—to adopt the unmusical
rhythms and cacophony of primitive and savage music, and to affect a
deliberate disregard of form and sound and sense in poetry. One reason of
Tagore’s phenomenal success in the West was the craze for novelty; his
poetry was hailed as something mysteriously new coming straight from the
mystical and glamorous East; and now that the novelty is no longer there,
and fashion has veered from the mystical to the crude and ungly, Tagore is
certainly not regarded with that admiration and awe that were lavished on
him about twentyfive years ago. The quite recent and masterly one vloume
abridgment of the Cambridge History of English Literature says in a chapter
on Anglo-Indian literature that it is difficult to find in any of Tagore’s‘‘numer-
ous volumes anything richer in thought and expression than the pages of the
Bible afford to the receptive reader”. [Cited in ‘Life And letters Today’
for September 1941, p. 238.]

This cult of the crude and ugly that has come in with Marxist and
T.eftist literature is further aggravated and exaggerated by the incursion
of the Freudian insanity. John Sparrow bhas thus briefly and incisively
summed up the achievement of this new ‘realism’ in the realm of inglish
poetry: ‘‘Modern poetry, we are told, is unflinchingly realistic; it describes
in detail, and at times with a perverted relish, objects, emotions, situations
that are degraded and vevolting—as if it were not the familiar practice of
poets from Catullus to Crabbe to eschew beauty and conventional decency in
their choice of subject and language; again, it is claimed for contemporary
writers that they have discovered that there are no peculiarly ‘poetic’ or
‘literary’ subjects —a discovery in which the Lake poets anticipated them by
more than a century; and when in their revolt against mere emotionalism
modern poets use verse to express subtle and complicated trains of thought,
they are only reviving a practice that was worked to its extreme three
hundred years ago by poets of the school called metaphysical. In poetry
which finds little room for images of beauty, which eschews a poetic vocabu-
lary, and refuses to dismiss any word as unpoetic, which will not allow that
any field of experience is especially suited to literary description, or that any
lies outside a writer’s sphere, in poeiry which is ‘intellectual’ and often
obscure—in such poetry there is nothing new.” [‘Sense And Poetry’, p. 5].
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In India, too, there is not much that is new in this new poetry; I doubt if
any modern can beat the grim and even savage realism of Bhartrihari in
T FM: GA: ete., or FATHAT BBIFH  etc., or Al argaset etc.
Coming to more recent times, it is doubtful if any ultra-modern will have
the courage to emulate Narmadashankar in his outrageously outspoken
verses of physical love, or his revolting descriptions of sheer physical filth as
in his poem entitled By avict  2Blul Al Budadl (4xslaa

p. 341].
I have found Manassukhlal Jhaveri’s essay entitled :o{cﬁzﬂq slacu

(in A Ky A, UL HSlUA U'Y) more elusive, but more interest-

ing and instructive than Joshi’'s critical manifesto. Perhaps he attaches
more importance than it deserves to the influence of current political fashions
on modern poetry. If an artist is so profoundly affected by contemporary
politics as to allow his art to be dominated by political considerations, the less
artist he. Politics and patriotism have rarely been the strong points of the
true artist; heis too much of 3 cosmopolitan, too much of a humanist to be
confined to a purely national point of view. In a recent review of a book on
Conrad, the famous English novelist who was born a Pole, the reviewer
rightly observes: “It would never do to exaggerate Conrad’s Polishness,
since an artist, more than anyone, isa man before being Polish, English,
French or anything else—man’”. [‘Times Literary Supplement” of 2.8. 41,
p. 372). The most blatantly patriotic play of Shakespeare, *Henry V”, igsa
failure as drama, and Mark van Doren regards its direct patriotic appeal to
the gallery as a sure sign that the author was conscious of the lack of drama-
tic interest in his subject: “The third sign is a direct and puerile appeal to
the patriotism of the audience,...... Unable to achieve a dramatic unity out
of the material before him, Shakespeare must grow lyrical about the unity
of England, politics must substitute for poetry.” [‘“‘Shakespeare”, p. 174.]
I will quote here as a warning for our younger poets, some apt words from
an article in an Indian Quarterly by an Indian writer, V. M. Inamdar, who
gays : ** ‘Why is it,” asks Hugh Walpole,' that there is not a single poet since
T. S. Eliot who commands the attention of all the English-speaking people
who are interested in literature?...” And he answers the question with an
accusation against moderns that they have grown politically-minded and
nothing else...... Though it may be admitted that the poet eannot cut him-
self off from contemporary life, it is equally true that he ceases to be a poet
so far a8 he merely engrosses himself in transient affairs. Escapism is
dubbed as undesirable only by those who forget that all poetry is a sort of
escape, and that great poetry is always composed in 'Ivory Towers’ far from
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the herd. (E. M. Korster)... T.S. Eliot’s ‘WastesLand’ has already ‘dated’
like the earlier plays of Shaw.........”" [ 7riveni, January-June, 1941 p. 106].
Patriotism and politics have never been the strong points of great poets the
world over, and politics at best is so corrupting and corroding an influence
that the farther pocts and other artists k:ep from it the better for their art.
As time passes Jhaveri and other modern poets will see, indeed, they are
already beginning to see, the harm this political obsession must do to
their poetry.

Nor is it easy to agree with Jhaveri when he predicatey ﬁal‘&l
G‘l(ll&l’{dl ag a distinguishing chuaracteristic of this poetry: wuwg’ 54
A, Bl 2AABR A vy B, 2wl A Wl a wloa
AdER Al ol s{1d Wdlg s Youu sl dadl
Reltell Wil 3R B, [Ibid, p. 229 . The modern poet may have chosen
quite realistic subjects and discarded Y 513 'ﬁl?-l’ﬂ, but his unadorned

verse is certainly not more casily undersmndable——ﬁalﬂ——than that of his

predecessors. The growing practice of appending notes and commentaries
to verse publications ghows that the poets themselves are not sure that the
average reader will be able to understand them without these aids.
Umashankar Joshi who was inclined to discount complaints about the
unintelligibility of modern poetry has quite recently admitted the impeach-

ment as valid: 241 A&l BB @uidl WX Feely ar wied ol
ol A B A Adi Al AN avzdaud vty W AZHL 4D
AR A AN 56y 4. [In Uy to W4l by Ramnik Aralvala,—quoted

in Prajabandhu of 21.12-1941]. But a writer in (g9 29 g
(for June 1941) is even more outspoken and more specific in trenchantly
exposing this weakness of modern poetry:....... At @20 audl sl

vell Al axg™l vuod @a olley 3w Ad e Aad asu
afl..ete 3l sl s g ¥ B Al wm A By wy
vpg A B 3 Y seadl dA3 sl Ay 3 oar ol dABy
afld quug sl 2 ARY  ddl g ¥ wellg {ARFed’ 3
Ggae” i B! @u3 sl vndaziadl 1y QA Ay @ Wl e
Qg Moy cifug’ avuey, 3 Yraaudl vo QA s w ¢ QA
By ooy sAeu @kl 2zl Wecuady 3 GHindl ¢ 2 L
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W 39 Al Al gz el Wy, 2 A Wil Al

. " oml N e .
3 @ 5ol saudl Eelld alzen o 3 3u d A%l B, [Quoted in
Gujarati of 15-6-1941]. In view of all this one wonders if Manassukhlal
Jhaveri is being only mildly sarcastic when he says that modern poetry is
@B‘uu. For in the latter part of his essay he ig delightfully though mildly

garcastic about some affectations of inodern poets. Referring to two poems
declaiming against the tyranny of capitalisin, one by Meghani and the other
by Joshi, and describing the vague sentimentality underlying the universal

equality—fraternity—peace ideal of these poets, Jhaveri writes: &’cmw{l
ottt WAL 3 Widadl Adal @At ol 53U B2z i ? Aed s,

L, URUEA, Gucl, vl Aov (g 20dud K26l HAA A 5 g
uf‘um Ryl 431 AL v{lcg 202 Al Reell T AR @,
T yeerd a9 Bl @ A quea, 328 didl Al 56U oy wdk
UR........ 28 Al vgal 3@ Ru dddadl = Gul Gadl cuR Rl
WA 2e0ldn s W8 AL o, R AR A7 23 Udl TuRal A
sled 88 [ I particularly like this subacid irony] a3™Madl w3l &L, ?l'*{
AR ([AHAL 2 R 2L [ieudl you 2uaal zan@eddn vidl
B sl Al ey 2 g3l va B i sla.,, L Ao yadl A Gsgad

aesl aidl 203 Wdldl didsdl ogade, ... ... alaal dudlor oA B

That is exactly the difficulty; we cannot feel sure of the sincerity of these
extravagantly fine sentiments, this tall talk of reforming the whole world
and giving it a new faith, which cannot be squared with the extremely
limited and hopelessly hidebound lives of these prophet-poets who, in the
words of Jhaveri, seem to feel, and want us to believe, that they are the

divinely appomted makers of the glorious futuve: ($ (cmag 0{(:{3“{ $
AsuAdl, § Aadd A 530 QU And Jhaveri gently, perhaps too
gently, lemmds these ambitious enthusiasts that the business of a poet is
not to teach or preach or philosophise, but to write poetry whose prime
object is to give pleasure 3leld Yo Wi MR 2ud’s 2uuly B

Quite 8o; even Ramnirayan Pathak’s dictum, which Jhaveri quotes with
evident approval, that a man who learns to appreciate poetry learns to know
the world better and that poetry makes him cultured, should not be allowed

to qualify this sound doctrine;—ovoldel uuoveldl defl ABa alidl
B, sl d Wl 4q B, even this last claim is not quite valid.
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The subsconscious may be affected by the 3lildsk, and thus derive some
‘lesson’, but on the whole the apprehension of a poem is just a psychical nv
spiritnal experience and no more — (and that experience, again, not within
the reach of all or even many) —and the moral or cultural effect of it, if any,
may be compared with ¥Hld <‘}Rl"i‘al. Extensgion of personality is certainly
there, — the goal of all true culture. Bit with all that the prime and
immediate object of poetry is creation of beauty, and through it of 2Aldrg
— joy — whether it be joy that can be felt by the rcceptive few or ‘* joy in
widest commonalty spread”.

Of the poetry of any people it may he said that it cannot be greater
than what the life and lauguage of that people will allow it to he; it is almost
a truism to say that every literature must be subje.t to these limitations.
For even the most delicate flower of poetry must, if it i¢ to live, ultimately
be rooted somehow in real life, the most ethereal product ot the imagination
must somehow be affiliated ultimately to real thought and belief and faith.
Naturally, therefore, the greatness and richness, impressiveness and nobility
of poetry must depend on how far the complex corporate life of the society
to which the poet belongs shares in these qualities and allows scope for them.,
Many of our critics have weighed our poetry in this balance, and found it
wanting; none perhaps has more clearly voiced this feeling of dissatisfaction

than Anandshankar Dhruva. He says:........ ENERTED] %l'?:gd %{l@,@. dut
wala Wad ukdlad g B, dud geaddr sEEB =20
[Pucudl 2fdaunal] Az W vl og e Ad ast B yaddl
sEAA 20 Daya Fun «ofl, Aug G age wew B

Although he has said this directly in connection with old Gujarati poets, he
concludes with evident regard to present conditions: ........ ol giﬂ MY

wxn ggad Al G Al Wi, 2d AN nglaBuul ([@laua
2 uoal dlg 2ud, @l Yl Geun 2l sladd wad g2 B,

[W%l'dl °?‘ll’0’all:ll. pp. 292-293]. Ramanbhai Mahipatram, perhaps the most
courageously clear-eyed writer Gujarat has produced in the last one hundred
years, has also dwelt on the narrow and hidebound life of Gujarat. I do
not think the reasons for this staie of affairs at all require to be diligently
searched for; they lie on the gurface. Ramnariyan Pathak refers to the
tendency among Hindus to create watertight compartments and the

extremely narrow outlook (#ol w3 (i 2(8) that lies hidden ('g,milc—ﬂ)
in it and writes: A 23 3y NA Al 2udeN 2000 el U B,
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Then he describes the Brahmin-Bania grooves of mentality prevalg\nt in
Gujarat, and adds: AlH addl 210 addl 553 Y oAl B, @gaded Ay

U MUl 3 ued seg o, A A AU ¢4 WA s B,
Developing this argument he writes: 'Hl'%%{:l Uil 2l wr af oy

3 Grvanl Blagl del wizd ogaddl Adedeg ... 530 WY AY
sy [2ue] wlSa 2ll usd Al He further adds: ANMY
Al A 2 208 A 49 Add N wwy’ Qagy «dll.
And this he says ig the case in spite of the eagerness of {the people to give up
old ruts and widen their horizons: Gly¥iA ’4\“[]. AR Bd (;l-'?.llél
Ysa$ly @C{dﬂi Ha-?.l 52dl dcUr ¥. So he complains rather bitterly:

ad¥id AR dd 2L asg «dl, dd wad Add 20 asg Yl
ad i g sy An Gk avll Uldig' 31d wdl uag Hd 8.

[sules (Qual, pp. 56 to 61]. 1 am inclined to think that this

argument is based on an invalid assumption, namely, that life can
be created by literature. It is not literature that creates life; it is the other
way about. Graat literature is created by a people that lives on a great level
of activity in the gocial, political and cultural fields. Great literature, ennob-
ling, liberating literature — can arise only among a spiritually and socially
free and emancipated people, emancipated particularly from fissiparous socio-

religious taboos of caste and subcaste, of 3\ll(ﬂ. and ;Q&.Sl, of touchability
and untouchability, of food and drink. When Ramnarayan eays that the
people are eager to leave the old ruts and enter (‘?l-?.llC‘l Yod$lU 894+, he refers,

to the newly awakened political ambitions of the people. But are these
ambitiong commansurate with the socio-religious ideas and beliefs of the
people? It isa significant fact that the political leaders who have had the
greatest influence with the masses in the last half a century and more have
been reactionaries in the fields of social and religious reform; while profess-
ing radical and even revolutionary western views in politics, they have shown
an utter distrust and dislike of western social institutions and been cham-
piong of almost hidebound conservatism that regards our old socio-religious
institutions as sacrosanct and sces *sin’ and ‘merit’ even in ordinary operations
of eating and drinking. They want democratic institutions, and majority
rule by means of ballot-boxes, but they want to retain the eternal inequalities
and taboos of caste and creed and food and drink. The present protagonist

of this (WA UHY @94 and inventor of the term ‘Harijan’, who pro-
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L]
fesses to be so anxious to remove untouchability, is even more anxious to
retain the hereditary four-caste system, deliberately oblivious of the fact that
it is this system that creates untouchable castes, that there can be no ‘out-
caste’ unless there is ‘caste’.  Kishorlal Mashruvala holds that for the unifi-
cation of Hindus and Muslims *‘there should e common customs regarding
what is pure and impure food etc., **—which can only mean that as a condition
precedent to any such unity the devout Swaminarayan pacifist wants all non-
Hindus and 2ll flesh eating Hindus to turn strict vegetarians. [ Bombay
Chronicle, 19-1-1940]. To take only one more instance, Munshi not only
wants Brahmin-worship to be restored, he would even ordain by law the slay-
ing of a man who would dare to marry a woman of a higher caste; he warmly
upholds the Smriti Law TR a@: &@@® [ vad Ay uisRy

dl@d etc., pp. 218-219]. And all these uptodate law-givers again tie np
(Qzua Ul 9ed with cow—-worship., Just as political institutions must
be correlated to and have their roots in social institutions, literature also
must be correlated to, as it springs out of, social roots. [t is no use complain-
ing that the literature of Gujarat cannot go beyond &l¥4¢d Un as

Ramnarayan does: Mod AAR ddl Aiseiadl, 20 sl U wvelcu Ay
B A euadl (g mal Wi B, Dy At Wl Wl Qe

WAL dividl WSl B, X @ d4d gnvadl adiBu Raw ol
)

3!:6 a1 Ql&g' d¥l. I am sure Pathak will see the fallacy underlying this
further agsumption Al sadl AL ovdal Ay B if putting aside
political bias and wishful thinking he will apply the test of taboos to the
aelcll of Gujarat only, to speak nothing of the whole country.
Let alone 2l ua’ areidl, do even the Hindus of Gujarat really feel
that they are one pople? If they do, why have we a hundred caste
conferences and a hundred caste magarines in Gujarat alone? Why is
a triple graduate of our University like Prahlad Divanji anxious to retain the
separate individuality of his sub-caste of only fifteen thousand souls, and why
does he feel and express satisfcation that caste conferences have in the last 25
or 30 years helped to strengthen this separate individuality of castes and
even snb-castes like his own? Why does he lay down as a self-evident axiom
that the brainless Qg@@d Sudras are by nature nearer the brute creation—
Yg—and therefore unfit for 24 Az¥R ? [R™HBANY, 1, pp. 345, 366).
Why does Gandhi want the son of a cobbler or Dhed or sweeper to remain
eternally in his watertight caste and profession? Why does he want and
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expect this Hld UM, this unique social polity, to be adopted and ‘strictly
followed not only by the Hindus but the whole world as being a universal
LU principle?  [AfA44L, p. 13, quoted in 2l Yovridg Vil
gl'd 1, p.128-129]. Why have the high caste teachers in the Ahmedabad
Premchand Raichand Training College, numbering 130, refused in a body,and
that in 1941, full fifty years and more after this H&ld ¢ began, tosit
down to dinner in a line with non-Hindu and depressed class teachers? A
real urge for emancipation can have its roots only in full social and religious
equality and emancipation from such medieval, irrational and inhuman
taboos masquerading under the name of ‘Aryan Culture’. But our politically
extremist reformer is as a rule socially a reactionary and religiously a fana-
tic with his eyes fixed on the past imaginary golden age, either of Aryanism
or Islam. In such circumstances the circumseribed social polity of Gujaratis
naturally revolves round caste and caste functions like @3l 3llzf\ll, dlddll

and cPfllsl, and it is further circumscribed and narrowed down by sub-
caste and U and A5, Tt is eightyfive years since Narmad denounced 431,

3&&, LS and ™A, and more than sixty years since Navalram inveighed
against the infantile passion forand the futile extravagance of these interesting
institations. Is there any the least change visible in these important social
functions after the lapse of two or three generations ? And is not all this
inevitable in the circuinstances 7 Congider the main ground on which the
high caste primary teachers have protested against the proposal to make them
dine with untouchables ete., It is thus put by Pranlal Kirparam Desai,

himself no doubt a nationalist: 2% ol yra¥, (B3 qu ¢Revel
A Ay woud, As Al WA WA Al A dl....... 2HRL  AHHRL
Qs AsAAAL, QA 2] @ oAl 1dan [ag gl wa e

2 quld wueR WS [ Gwarati, 14-12-1941, p. 1468]. In the
present circumstances this really is a matter of grave concern to the
teachers. Marriage is not only the personal or family affair of a
Gujarati; it is a solemn public function affecting his whole narrow world—
his caste or sub-caste. So long as these social limitations persist, no wider
horizons are at all possible. When not influenced by his political biag,
Raimnarayan himself has unwittingly brought out this relation between
social conditions and literature. Shrewdly and justly critivising Munshi’s

“~ .
‘Cloak and Sword’ romances he observes ; <l¥+{l i\iﬁlét@s AldAtAAL
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Afadl vgigd 219 A o asigs wandl el wgdd B, 3 yvaaa
Yy slddl Madg 328 202 Wy 3 uueay Ao ugad B d 4H B,
[m@&&um‘ , P.60]. The same question will bo raised by the future
historian and critic of presentday Gujarati poetry, especially the pretentious
and grandiose poetry,that hay sprung out of the present political agitation and
Marxist ideas crudely borrowed from the West: Is it truly representative
of the actual life of the people ?  And if 1t i3 not, can it be great poetry ?
People who preach lofty sermons of brotherhood to the whole world but
dare not marry -out of even their sub caste, and dare not dine with lower
castes, may be the representatives of a distinctive and exclusive culture
miscalled ‘Aryan’, but it is doubtful if they can cla'n to livea Ql-?.llél
ol @4l or can ever produce great literature. As Anandshankar

puts it with his usual critical sanity: (&l Geanl dell ¥ Ry
@ad B ooad wd [ i, Qg ar, wgrdl wrr @l
2@ W3........du Alganll, Hed WEad wed. s, p.87).

The other limitation on the poetry in any language is the inherent
capacity of that language,—its vocabulary, its cultural development, its
flexibility, its phonology, its tonal structure, its verbal musie, its metrical
possibilitics, Here we are on debatable and raiher delicate ground. This
much at any rate will be granted that every language is not eapable of p.oduc-
ing great poetry; the history of hundreds of languages in the world, and of a
score of aboriginal languages in India through thousands of years of contact
with Indo-Aryan civilisation, is sufficient proof of this proposition. The
difficulty and doubt arises when we come to the consideration of our
more cultivated vernaculars that derive from or have been enriched by the
Sanskrit language, literature and culture; and the admittedly difficult task:
of judging poetry in foreign idioms is further complicated by the personal
equation.—personal idiosyncrasies and limitations such as natural love for
and loyalty to one’s own language, its culture, its verbal music,—which last
may even disable the ear as well as the tongue from catching the tonal music
of alien languages. As a rule one’s own language sounds sweetest to every
one; at least that is what every one says as a rule,—except when the language
of an adopted culture sounds, either in reality or in imagination, sweeter or
grander or nobler than one's own. I am not sure, but I think any number
of Hindi and Bengali speaking Pandits must be regarding Sanskrit as a mora
euphonious language than their own, although as a matter of fact most of
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. «n a shocking manner: How a highly cherished
n a ' . . .
work on the imagination 1n this matter is best
exemplified by the two hopelessly divergent pronunciations of Latin cu.rrenc

in Iurope for centuries past. I do not know Tatin but the profound differ-

lish and Continental pronunciations of the language

them pronounce Sanskrit
and long tradition ‘can

ence between the ¥ng
ig a wellknown fact, and a witty article contributed two or three years ago

by A. P. Herbert to the New Statesmun clearly brought out this startling-and
fundamental difference by giving the phonetic equivalents in both styles of

two lines of Latin poetry:

Jam.lucis;orto sidere
Deum precemur supplices

pronounced in England d;’{! c—’g.\@m\ 201 aw
Qo Gz alvaxdlo

becomes in the continental pronunciation :

Yahm lukis orto seedairy
Dayoom prekaymoor sooplikaze.

ad g5y Ads ARG
o (3 yfvady,

Now both schools profess to derive full aesthetic satisfaction from the verbal
music of the best Latin poetry, while each would quite naturally denounce
the pronunciation of the other as barbarous! The matter is further comp-
licated by the prevailing accent in English which makes all Englishmen
pronounce Latin as an accented and not as a quantitative language as it
originally was. All these difliculties do not arise when we compare any
living and current language with another, but still any such comparison
must be a matter of individual sensibility and personal preferences. It would
be therefore risky to dogmatise or generalise on a matter so complicated and
80 subjective a3 to be beyond any demonstration or objective proof. With
all that I venture to believe that Gujarati is a poorer language for poetry
than, for instance, Urdu. It is not easy to convey the difference as it is
more felt than intellectually apprehended, more sensed than rationalised.
But I believe that Urdu has a largeness of utterance, an inherent grace and
nobility that is lacking in Gujarati. The difference is, of course, very much
~ ot AN
exaggerated by the doggerel verse 20 a3 Wew 2ue....... U Y AR

but it is there. Perhaps this difference is further aggravated in the domain
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of poetry by the fundamental difference between the Sanskritic vernaculars
and Urdu in the matter of vocalisation of the slurred vowol 2A—the Wﬁqﬁd
%El ag it is called by our theorists—which is silent in ordinary speech

when it occurs in the final syllable of any word and sometimes algo in a
syllable in the body of a word. /. @G. in the Hindi lines cited by Grierson
in illustration of this rule—

(&l @ vigs @I Fig 9 FE Gw da
A QA T TS TB B GBEL FA —

the words 7ilg®, @, fi@, 9, W@, and 8, though pronounced like
mFS , 39, fa@ , g1, 9@ and 8¢, in speech, must be fully vocalised

and the slurred or quiescent vowel in each fully pronounced in verse. This
full vocalisation deprives Gujarati along with other Sanskritic vernaculars
of practically all the consonants in verse that otherwise, 7. e, in speech,
would be pronounced without the vowel, and thus makes the language softer
and less vigorous in verse than it actually is. The difference between Urdu
and Hindi or Gujarati verse in the matter'of sound is thus comparable to that
between English and a fully vocalised language, with words almost always
ending in vowels, like Italian. In Sanskrit this vowel monotony is avoided
by the frequent word endings in ‘anusvira’ and ‘visarga’, consonantal
endings in certain cases like the ablative ete., in numerous verbal forms, and
go forth., This tendency of Sanskritic vernaculars to full vocalisation in
verse affects even the prosody of borrowed forms like the Ghazal, 8o that
our poets and porsodists are constrained to claim the privilege of breaking
the strict quantitative rules of Urdu—Persian prosody and substituting matra
equavalences instead. Anyhow, to me at least it seems that Gujarati poetry
has at the outset to face certain drawbacks and handicaps inherent in the
language and its traditional,—perhaps natural and morphological,—prosodial
usage.

Coming to the practice of our poets themselves, it i8 an admitted fact
that for centuries they were content with slipshod approximations to the
pattern of verse, makeshift equivalences, and uncouth laxness in the matter
of metre and rhyme. Dalpatram, Narmadashankar and many others have
seen this weakness of old Gujarati poetry, but even among the moderns I
doubt if any poet except Dalpatram and one or two others like Kinta has
taken conscious pains to give point and precision and polish to Gujarati
verse and to strive for perfeotion in metre and rhyme and for preserving the
natural quantities of words. It is ungracious to say so, but I think the
heritage of old poetry hag somehow affected the ear of literary Gujarat, and
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irregularities that would n'ot be tolerated, say in Urdu or Marathi, are not
at all found irksome in Gujarati poetry. Unconscionable lengthening and
shortening of vowels for the sake of metre, and ragged rhymes or uncouth
apologies for rhymes, do not seem to offend the ears of either our poets or
their readers. Some liberty with the quantities is allowed within certain
limits in other vernaculars also, but it is not taken haphazard or at will, it is
governed by certain generally accepted rules and principles. For instance,
the vowels ‘i’ and ‘u’ are freely shortened or lengthened when at the end of
a word; but rarely, perhaps.never, in other positions. And in Marathi all
‘tatsama’ wordsg, that is, words, retaining their original Sanskrit form, are as a
rule strictly used with correct quantities. Perhaps these early associations
make the liberties taken by Gujarati poets almost unbearable to me, though
very good critics and poets seem to accept them without demur, to be even

unconscious of them. For instance, the word 3-1'1((\1, atrochee, is used by
scholars and poets like Manilal Nabhubhai, Nanalal etc., as Gl(ﬂ, i. e,,ag an
iamb: Manilal in his G<iRAH AR bas (il il a<dl, Bl A gg,

ORIRTERS! -:aj, Gl A A'4; worse still, Wl[Qoat becomes, metri causa,
ﬁl&'ﬂﬁ\l(l; 6[@3{23 becomes Gl'\{lﬂgl; in one line Ml(d and R have to be

read (el and (R — (Al wiR d g, @z (G2 01¢ Gwudy; in another Yella
becomes gﬁl(l, a very common mistake with most Gujarati poets, and Q‘.Q(l
becomes AN : Al o @ af:ld dala Ald M@.. In two places
(pp. 64 and 86) Manilal actually writes Y[l ( with a dash on the short ()
to indicate that though the correct spelling is with short (:l, the metre requi-
res it to be lengthened—and this practice is still followed by many of our
poets. ' Rimanardyan Pathak ( in %ll@(’-l@?l?;f) quotes as beautiful these
lines by Nanalal:

A Ale R» ([wa Aadl (aey,
Al G A gy (b3 (B3

But to a gensitive ear it might seem that Q‘lﬁl and also ﬁl?c ('21?4 ( which
destroys the natural onomatopoea of m?( "‘ﬂ.’i) completely mar whatever
beauty there may be in the lines. Similarly, in 24, ¥l. L. «i A& Pithak
gees nothing wrong in %\G{QJ.'Q for g@l%l. % (especially bad as %\C‘l has a distinct

meaning), or in "{lil‘b&ﬂ“? or in mzﬁi or in Gl&'ﬂ W¥U. This means that

we are so used to such false quantities that they do not offend the ears of
even good scholars, critics and poets. Otherwise, an experienced writer of
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fairly musical verse like Khabardar—who morf:over claims to be the only
gcientific expert in prosody in Gujarat to-day—would not defend lines as
prosodially perfect which distort and shorten the strong long quantity of
the second syllable in YR and Q‘liili\’:, or take pride in inventing and
writing the lawless monstrosity he calls 'Hél@.i; nor would the three
shorts of ll§(;l have to be scanned as two longs and one short and read like
u&,j(& in a Vasantatilaki by Indulal Gandhi ilg&\l(ltq 3191.2; nor again

would the words GuU(2vR 2l have to be so read as to destroy the
quantities of @Hl and @1’{2 and to break up the words by an awkward caesura
into QRN and viRARAYL, —dHidl QuLll—yral A wvorl—an

underserved outrage on the venerable reptilian on whom this earth and
Vishnu rest. Even Keshavlal Dhruva, a profound student of prosody and
acclaimed as an adept in the difficult art of poetic translation, uses, in one
and the same line of his sprawling and flabby translation of one of the noblest

stanzas in Bhavabhati — 31%;% gq g:tar&r; ete.,,—the word 8903' with as
many as four different quantitative values :

] (rgor ualorey au, Y2 (e oy wu—
that is, as a spondee, as two shorts, as an iamb and as a trochee !

Umashankar Joshi, who admits the importance of G*ARWYA could
easily have avoided the awkward caesura in his sonnet in the Harii metre,

A Gl Mz adl vigdier ¢, —by a slight effort, by
substituting something like QHFH.CI vl AeiAdn etc., which would remove

this awkwardness and avoid the wrong quantity, long '°[l These may seem

small things and my remarks may appear like carping criticism; but I think
that an artist must take his art seriously, and especially one who says that

he attaches importance to @’-%lli'%-llglf should attend even to such minutiae

and spare no pains to achieve the wished for ?-llaif. If a thing is worth'
doing, it is worth doing well.

Passing from practice to theory, I am constrained to observe that
many of our best poets and critics are not as sound as we would expect them
to be. Poets need not be expert prosodists; one of the most musical of
English poets, Swinburne, was ignorant of prosody. But ours being a
quantitative language some kowledge of prosody becomes essential in poets,
especially those who theorise on the subject. I shall not say anything here
about the disastrous prosodial theorising of Ardeshir Khabardar as I have
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[ ]
fully dealt with it in a number of articles in Kaumudi, Manasi and the
Gujarati, 1 will only refer to his strange assertion that the English sonnet
isa 5121810’4, and that the English iamb has four matriis; and thig though he
claims to have studied the prosodies of almost all European languages and to
be able to write Gujarati or English poetry at will;—as he is reported to
have gaid in a lecture, he has only to turn either tap, and either kind of
poetry beging to flow as eagily as hot and cold water from tapsin a bathroom

2eltel gL WU Aell 2160 Wl a3el3 My @S 20l B dwizl Ay

Gat 3 ddt Gt Wil Wiz At A vurgedl G 3 ardt 2iet wielledl wi .

[ Vishwanath Bhatt’s lecture at the Gujarat Vernacular Society, Prajabandhu
19.10.1941, p. 14]. Another poet, Umashankar Joshi, writes an elaborate
esgay on the sonnet, and in it tells us that the trochee is a trisyllabic foot —
29 gfae st 2u5l. Vijayraya Vaidya tells us in his study of the Rig-
Veda that the Vedic metres Jagati and Trishtubh and the classical metres
Indravajri, Upendravajra and Vaipsastha are Hlﬂlﬁ(ﬂ Vel Munshi, in his
history of Gujarati literature, in rather quaint English, informs us that
Nanalal’s ‘new, rhythmic prose’ is ‘rhymeless and without an iambus’, What
Munshi means by ‘iambus’ here, I am not quite sure; I suspect, he himself
is not. No wonder he also calls the rhymed Manhars in Khabardar’s 3@131
blank verse.

All this is rather distressing; and it makes one still more despondent
to see that even veterans like Thakor and Ramndrayn are at times ungound

in their prosodial theorising. In his commentary on a poem in ‘-'U{NQQ sl
(g Thakor writes: aR1¢ 5 ollatcd 5 ge ¥ ota Bi, v el agcd @
B xRt B L (e 2t A e YA Ay Wistdl H aua)
Buaal w3 B.... el yvudl GRairy ot Goadlied 2udll W a ey
adler.... & 2 Yol a3t et AgHivi Ay 20 Graky 3EA Ae B.

I cannot dogmatise on the subject, but so far as I know there is no such @'é
between Hindi and Gujarati in the matter of the final 4%l:Urcl %@l, in both
it is practically slurred in prose, especially in speech, and fully sounded in
verse, a8 we have seen Grierson saying in the Indian Antiquary in 1932,—
and as I have been saying for the last fifteen years. In this particular line
of the Manhar metre, all the gyllables objected to (except the A in Qtll) are
odd in number; and as the Manhar has a trochaic rhythm the stress falls on
the odd syllables, first, third, fifth etc. Hence they are to be pronounced,

if the trochaic rhythm is to be brought out, not only 'YXl A Hizttell UHY
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élﬁq but even longer. As for the d in 43l and &l in ™Y I fail to see how
they can at all be pronounced 2 or in less than one matra. The very fact
that Thakor includes them along with the other more or less ?){%q(id. ’{Eﬁs
supports my contention that the rhythm of Manhar is trochaic. In Hindi
also such syllables when occurring in odd places sound equally BQQBQ

pronounced with the neocessary stress, e.g., in [:!jg:_ikpl 2l Ql"’ﬂf&,
Et{"'{l@'_'_lél, the two «l ‘s have to be unduly stressed, — or else treated as
short by inversion of the trochaic rhythm, shifting the stress to the next
long syllable sl My point will be made clearer if we transpose the Bl to
the first place in the line and read Bl 4y 3ol 3 '1[5.{0@, 3 HA;—
the same 4 and & and ¢ and & will now sound quite al. right though given
the full one maird of a short, and uot at all 3@3 &,— for the simple reason
that they now take the even places, second, fourth etc., and thus fit in
perfectly with the trochaic rhythm. But the last % becomes undoubtedly
3@33-—because it is now in the place of the first, that is, the long
syllable in a trochee, while actually it is more or less an M%Glﬁ‘l %l‘((\l Again,
commenting on thege lines of saldl,—I B st A agul susl 2€d
AsA ? 2w el @ wezdl 2uudl,—Thakor writes: AGLEL
Bl 2 wedl sEdl arazy af a3 asa Gardrdl g uy
Bla—andl M “RuguRl”, &lﬁ-lmﬂ@. To speak nothing of the
mixture of metres in the two lines, the couplet is nonsensical enough
without this note making it more so; for Qléil‘a cannot mean, and
is gurely not used in the sense of, qzﬂlgc——the feminine -'Uu"{"ﬂ

shows that if Qlé‘alﬂ has any meauning here it is used in the sense of

‘road-tax’ which the poct pays in the shape of tears. But what is more
remarkable, and prosodially quite indefensible, is that Thakor should think

it permissible to substitute Qlé}’{'\ﬂ (long‘ short, short, long) for Qléilﬂ
(long, short, long, long)—unless, of course, he reads Rlé}){'\ﬂ as Qlé}){’\ﬂt.
To take one more instance; in his commentary on another poem, Lalit's
(eaedl 2BU& Bud, Thakor writes: 3{d &G (dea ol B. vllea
Qﬁal uey ﬁl'Oli—l e@ih 3,3+‘l‘1"[l ‘l'@(lfli. ®. 1 do not know what
exactly Thakor understands by Sakhi; but if he means the Marathi Saki,
I do not think G,C-lrll A A ORC-ldi Uldl?ll S s one; and surely
U 2 (uoved Moy (B4 auedii 34 ete., are simply dohras.



190

While on the subject of prosodial theory, I should like to point out
the wrong views generally prevailing in Gujarat in the matter of two metres
that have been freely used by modern poets, though just now they are not
much in fashion, — I mean the Giti and the Dindi. As for the Giti, such
atrocions liberties have been taken with the metre in the past, and are being
taken even to-day, that I have despaired of sceing it used correctly in Guja-
rati. In a controversy I had with the late Maganbhai Chaturbhai Patel
twentyfive years ago, I pointed out the chaog prevailing in the Gitis written by
Fujarati poets ag they are mostly written according to the oversimplified rule
which specifies nothing but the total number of matras in each of the four
quarters, — 12, 18, 12, 18. For instance, even a Sanskrit scholar like Manilal

Nabhubhai could perpetrate such horrors as the second quarter in Qiﬂ@ﬂd
g:"’{lﬁd, ANOAR B Alor AL Y [even the first quarter here is not
quite correct prosodially], or in YAl d:ql, aududi xuld G
yy "l’S(‘?li;ll And nearly half a century later we find that indefatigable
writer of interesting ghazals (mostly unscannable), ‘K[lél, writing a Giti
with almost the same rhythm in the even quarter: “® ‘{.GCI gé Qal,
EACR xak @B Gadl. [uzaid, 39t 1¢et, p. 433]. Tt may be

pointed out that while Manilal's d4 oyt =2i(d G yea =kl
has the ryhthm and the scansion of Pushpitigra except for the two shortg in
the last word m@%, the Giti of ‘Patil’ has exactly the same rhythm and
scansion except for the long first syllable. And these are not exceptions; in
fact, most Gitis I have seen in Gujarati poetry are utterly lawless. Even a
prosodist like Keshavlal Dhruva wrote technically faulty Gitis in his transla-
tions of Sanskrit plays, which he quietly corrected in later editions. That
such irregularities and even atrocities should pass unnoticed by our poets
and critics and professors of Gujarati, shows that there is ‘something wrong
with our ears.

As for the Dindr, Keshavlal’s definition of this Marathi metre, baged
evidently on the practice of Gujarati poets, runs as follows: ..ieeerereee
(a4 2ol gla WA uiz 2ugfa wi By Rg am B, Rl
Guir Y2 WY B. Narasimharao also wrote ‘Dindis of this measure,

and in 1916 I had some correspondence with him on the subject, in
which I pointed out how this measure failed to reproduce the Marathi
metre correctly; for in Marathi the second foot never can end at the sixth
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matrd, it must end at the seventh, e.g.,: (1) @EqUST % (2) IpEiv SR
(3) wgraan (4) @1 var SR ete., are some Dindi openings whioh show that

the variant Ol& A WA or Sl 2l& 2l& cannot cover any of them.

In fact the true Dindi is a far more complicated metre than the simple and
monotonous one covered by Keshavlal’s formula, — and even Marathi
prosodists have been wrangling about its exact definition upto quite recently.
It has a distinct and far more varying rhythm as compared with the
monotonous Gujarati variant; with unevein breaks at the third, fifth, seventh,
ninth, twelfth and fifteenth matras, the real Dindi should scan ‘

Als L

sl el el etz eea
¢zl aglL | Azl

And in actual recital, the last two gurus take up — go al least it seems to me
— not five but nearly six matras.

One other borrowed kind of verse cultivated with doubtful success by
Gujarati poets is the Ghazal. Of course, Ghazalg can be in a variety of
metres, but in Gujarati the general favourite has been the metre made known
outside Persia by the famous Ghazal of Hafiz “Agar an Turk-i Shirazi badast
arad dil-e mwara”, and actually imitated by Walter Leaf in his interesting
translations of some Ghazals of Hafiz in metres supposed to reproduce the
original ones, an attempt that has failed so signally as to be a warning to
those who hope to reconcile accent and quantity. Manilal Nabhubhai,
Govardhanram, Bilashankar Kantharia, Derisari and a host of others have
tried their hands at this particular metre, but somehow none has written it
with anything like perfection. If a Marathi poet like Midhav Trimbak
Patwardhan could write very good Marathi verses in a wide variety of
Ghazal metres without deviating by a hair’s breadth from the strict rules of
gcansion and rhyming, it is difficalt to understand why it should not be
possible to do so0 in Gujarati, and why Khabardar should claim special con-
cessions in the shape of matra equivalences in place of strict quantity. And
udlc-t, though lawless on the whole, has shown that excellent Ghazals
strictly adhering to ruleg can be written in Gujarati too. But as arule,
Gujarati Ghazals are poor stuff, not only prosodially but algo in the matter
of contents. I confess I cannot admire most of the highly admired Gujarati
Ghazalg, and some even appear to me to have a comic effect never, of course,
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.

intended by the writers.” For instance, these lines quoted by Ramnarayan
Pathak with evident admiration as illustrative of the ¥l or abandon of

HA poets:

Al W vl idl a2 gl Awl,
Puog wiag sly, 6w A @l d ¢ —

brings to mind the picture of an ecstatic donkey playing havoc with garden

flowers and rolling in dust and brier bushes. This Hxl is as a rule very
crude and humourless and aften expressed in a grotesquely obstreperous
manner. For instance.

&R HaR el ! [rnoinl 0zl
R HGopt R sl! gURL ug B!

What exactly the poet meant, or understood, by VAL HEI [i{’@.l il
it is difficult to say; for the only thing these words can mean is *where the
real beloved ones are lions”, which appears perilously like nonsence. This
may be due to the common weakness of our H¥d poets — and also non -
‘must’ ones who take to Ghazal writing — for DPersian words and phrases
which they do not fully understand. Again, when the poet sings in his

ecstasy:

ad B Bla 4G e, a4 evid @i sudl
QW Ql dAlddl dpl, HRL UG B «Art!

one feels inclined tn laugh at rather than admire this crude exhibition of
pothouse ‘ecstasy’. I am inclined to think that barring a dozen or so of
Ghazals by Kalapi and Nanalal and one or two others, all the other hundreds
and thousands of Gujarati Ghazals may safely be consigned to a well deserved
oblivion. One of the finest Ghazals in Gujarati I have read is now ascribed
to Kalipi though it was not originally included in his works, aanﬁﬁt PPEC
or its }j’&lQ,[l. I stumbled across it in a curious rambling book on Swami
Ramatirtha twentyfive or thirty years ago, and took a copy of it. Years
afterwards [ sent it to Vijayray Vaidya who published it in the Kaumud:
(-‘Nl"llé &< . 25): and it quietly took its place later on in a new
edition of sl %5139 — without any note or comment akout the source
from which it was derived.
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I should like to touch hecre on an intefesting point about metres
raised by Ramanbhai Mahipatram and belicved in as almost axiomatic by
our poets and theorists, namely, the aesthetic fitness or unfitness of a

metre for a particular scntiment. Ramanbhai writes: %’tl"[l g2l ylad
WAl ur A2l we sl vl w Bl et Aser g
B B, 2 uedl ald vizadl Bt ke dul dlleg g zwa

ax B, A vl yo Aw ovad B % euadell [@lduar wa@, 29

ddl dudl st vld UAMBL guHi Rk A B, o seawi
Ay AW WPsd W BA AR dd Dy g RgIU Ul B
['5&(1[ 70{:'\1 ;t{l(:é,(il, I, pp. 76-77]. It may be conceded at the outset that
gome metres can not be used for all purposes; perhaps it wouald be impossible
to write vigorous or martial verses in a metre like Ald<d. But this limita-
tion is not true of all metres. Shakegpeare’s — and Tennyson’s — blank
verse scrves for a wido variety of poetic styles and moods — dramatic, heroic,
descriptive, meditative, epigrammatical, even lyrical; so does Firdausi’s one
strict metre throughout his long epic serve for as wide a variety of moodg
and styles. IKven the practice of masters in the Sanskrit Mahakavyas and
dramas, relied upon by Ramanbhai, does not fully support his theory. Tor
instance, the pathetic threnody of Aja in the Raghuvamsa on the death of hig
congort i3 in the same metre in which the second canto of the Kiratarjuniya
discourses on stern matters of high policy. If we turn to Sanskrit drama
the Harini which is said to be a soft metre fit for soft sentiments and lyrical
or pathetic cmotion as in SN[F STATGANET A9-5%BIRYT :  ete, or in
T @3 vadi e U1 RsfHag ad: ete., is also employed, and 1 think with
resounding success, to express the war-like fury of Agdvatthaman against
the murderers of his father:

FINAT 20 A ANE TRUTH

agaTgaEae Satgear |

aHG qed I admbEdEa —

saAgHas HRMi: &AM B &k |l

The part played here by a profusion of harsh r sounds—there are as many as
fifteen in these four lineg — in stiflening and invigorating the metre ig quite
palpable. Such examples should warn us against taking aesthetic theories
too literally or as self-evident and universally true axioms. 7The safer rule
is to regard genius as a law unto itgelf; for any such theory which may hold
true in ninetynine cases may be triumphautly upset by a poet of genius in
the hundredth.
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I will venture to wind up these desultory notes on metrics with a few
words on the metre now 80 much in fashion with writers of A% 8lel (‘thought-
packed’) verse, I mean Prithvi. There is a delusion that this metre iy
2’{51%[. On inquiry 1 find that it is thus said to be unsingable because it
cannot be fitted into any known iusical time scheme (CU&). T cannot
dogmatise as I am not sufficiently acquainted with the mysteries of dl&. But
ginging or chanting of a metrical poem can be done independently of a fixed
time scheme. Again, lengthening of shorts and shortening of longs at will
ig a recognised privilege of music, —a privilege claimed by our modern
prosodists for verse also. So I fail to see why the Ppithvi line of 24 matras
gshould be less singable than the Shikharitii line with 25 matris, or the
Sragdhara line with 33 mitris. Conversely, I do not sce any reason why
any other metre — say, Qllgcél(;{%’lﬁcl or ¥YYIU — must necessarily
be sung and not merely recited. Anyhow, the Prithvi line is supposed
gomehow to come nearest to the free flowing iambic blank verse in English
which is not and cannot be sung, and to be free from the monotony which
is supposcd to inhere in such metres as Qllg(él@gl@(l and WAL,
Ramnariyan Pathak goes further and claims that actually the Prithvi is

o\ v
even less monotonous than the blank vergse. He writes: 4 38Y vd}
aaell WEadl sal dt wa weddl wla awX QR ast 3.
vdy au'ell Wisa Dyor B 2adl ayuzel olaval uiz uadell an
B.o3A Ayg Ay g oy e ar sl A Agldual
st 208, woy weelldl Wisd A 3o wo ollover auaddEl uy
Wl wudl el WRwd s Al Gl Suadl uedlai
-~ .
ana B d sl «adl wuudl [RL s AL Al GRRY, pe 72
For one thing, there is recurrence of units (Uan :o{[q'\-fd) in Prithvi also;
its line definitely divides into threc units of eight maitriis each, two of them
exactly similar in quantity and the third varying only by the substitution of
one long for two shorts. For another, if the ‘Kekavali’ is not monotonous
— granting for the sake of argument only that it is not’ — the reason is that
each one of the 121 Prithvisin it is complete,—almost a short poem by
itself. DBut the main fallacy undeilying Ramnarayan’s interesting dictum
is the usnal mistake of not taking into acecount the profound and radical
phonetic difference between a strongly accented and utterly unquantitative

language like English and a strictly quantitative and unaccented language
like Gujarati or Sanskrit. This confusion is unfortunately aggravated by the
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terms ‘long’ and ‘short’, ‘iamly’ and ‘trochee’, which have been taken over in
English prosody from the strictly quantitative prosody of the Greeks. We
can have a fair idea of this fundamental phonctic difference Letween aceented
and quantitative verse if we compare the nearest possible met. es under the
two gystems, those based on the anapaestic foot and the 3Rl We have in
Engligh snch regular anapaestic lines :

From the winds of the North and the South ...

Ronnd the feet of the day and the feet of the nicht ...
Why not sott like the phial’s, enticing and dim?

Let it brighten her drink, let her turn it and stir ...

What a drop! Sh-'s not little, no minion like me,

CGonld I keep them one half minutoe fixed, she would fail ...

If we compare these stray lines from Swinburne and Browning with the
beautiful quatrain by 'Tulsidas in strict anapaestic or 29l rhythm -—

9wy fawdi opEitay 4t i 33 awd e g

HqFET W W@FA TSE 77 GET T AT T

i 737 § F@AIsT (Fdl (U7 TFE BOE (6 o3
forady @@ saRan (rdy sifet s =g w181 913 =9 |

the firgt thing that strikes the ear is the varicty and freedom of the KKnglish
lines and the cast iron monotony of the Hindi quatrain. And the reason for
this difference is quite clear; — in the linglish lines the metre is anapaestic
by courtesy, — distinet longs like ‘round’, ‘why’, ‘like’, ‘could’ ete., do duty
for shorts; while in the Hindi the quantitative nature of the language will
not allow such liberties to be taken. And the accented nature of the Knglish
language allows further and more marked variations as accent helps a long
gyllable to take the place of two shorts without marring the general rhythm
of the metre. For instance

‘To the pulse’s magnificent come and go’— where ‘and go’, strictly
gpeaking an iamb or spondee, can easily take the place of an anapast. And
actually, in English poetry in this rhythm there are far many more such
lines with imperfect than with perfect anapaests. It will be seen now how
the monotony of five iambics would prove intolerably deadly if English
were a strictly quantitative language like Gujarati. Even if the ablest Guja-
rati poet writes strict iambic pentametres in Gujarati with the measure all
Al AL ALl &dW, they will prove infinitely more monotonous than the
gtrictest possible lines of the same measure in Dryden or Pope or Crabbe,
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Even if no variation from' the norm is introduced, strict monotony is obviated
in English by the highly accented nature of the language in which accent ig
so predominant as even to override and destroy quantity, — so much so, that,
as E. A. Sonnenschein shrewdly observes, “English ears are insensible to
distinctions of quantity”. [‘What Ts Rhythm?’, p. 98]. Quantitatively the
two syllables in the word ‘maintain’ arc exactly alike, ‘main’ and ‘tain’;
and yet because of the accent on the second syllable the word is regarded as
an iamh, whereas from the strictly quantitative point of view it is (or ought
to be if English were a quantitative language) a spondee. In the word
‘insulting’, the syllable ‘sul’ is certainly shorter than ‘ting’, and yct
‘sulting’ is a trochee, not an iamh. The contrast between the iron mould of
quantity and the natural freedom of accent will become glaringly patent if
we concoct as suggested above Gujarati verses in the iambic pentametre ( i.e.,

the HH[@BI metre with one iamb added) and compare them with the strictest

possible specimens of English iambic pentametres; the phonetic effect will bo
entirely different,— if for no other reason, for this, that while in Gujarati a long
is always and unmistakably a long and a short always and equally unmistak-
ably a short, in English the same monosyllable very often does equally well
motrically either as an accented or as an unaccented—that is, in the Greek, i.e.,
quantitative, technical phraseology, as a ‘long’ or ‘short’—syllable. For ex-
ample, in the line, ‘When I have feara that I may cease to be’, all the words
except ‘to’, can be used as ‘long’ or ‘short’ for metrical purposes; even in thig
line ‘When I’ can be read as an iamb or a trochee, and either scansion can be
defended without special pleading. The same is the cascin'Tennyson’s “Tears,
idle tears, I know not what they mean”; here cither the first ‘tears’ must be
read as ‘short’ or making the lirst foot a trochee the first syllable of ‘idle’ must
guffer the same fate, In fact accent and quantity are incommensurables;
quantity is fixed for all time, while accent is variable. The syllable ‘pit’ is
quantitatively certainly shorter than ‘fall’ with its longer vowel; but the
word ‘*pitfall’ is a trochee, because the accent being on the first syllable,
‘pit’ becomes in terms of quantity ‘long’, and pari passu ‘fall’ Lecomes
‘short’.  You cannot make the cast-iron mould of the Prithvi more flexible
or less monotonous by the means employed by our poets, — of omitting
rhymes, carrying the sense over from line to line and stanza to stanza or, in
fact, giving up the stanza structure altogether and writing on paragraphically
and indefinitely. You can read the {inest English poetry in iambic penta-
metres as prose; you cannot do so with a Gujarati poem in the Prithvi metre
because it carries its sign manual and hall-mark indelibly and eternally
ingrained in its very structure in the shape of unmistakable quantities.
Take for instance the following passage: *‘A pard-like spirii, beautiful and
swift — a love in desolation magked; — a power girt round with weaknegs;



197 .

it can gcaroe uplift the weight of the superincumbent hour; it is a dying
lamp, a falling shower, a breaking billow; even whilst we speak, is it not
broken? On the withering flower the killing sun smiles brightly; on a
cheek, the life can burn in blood, even while the heart may break”. In
spite of the heightened poetic tone of the language, and snch unusual words
as ‘pard-like’ and ‘superincumbent’, and some inversions not usual in prose,
it reads like prose if written out and read like prose; and yet it is not prose
but one of the most poetical stanzag in Shelley’s * Adonais’, which again is
not in blank verse, but has a strongly marked rhyme scheme. Now if we
take any Gujarati Prithvl which is not even rhymed but only adheres to the
metrical scheme, and write it out like prose, it will certainly not read like
prose, try how we might, but will reveal its unmistakable metrical structure,
unless we deliberately distort quantities in ordoer to hide 1:3 shape. In view
of what I have said so far about accent and quantity, I do not think it is
necessary for me to dilate on the so-called *“accented blank verse” which
Ardeshir Khabardar claims to have invented and written in Gujarati; I will
only say that he is merely ploughing the sands, for writing “accented blank
verse” in Gujarati will be posgible only when our scientists, like those in
Laputa, succeed in extracting sunbeams from cucumbers.

The talk about changing the content and manner of poetry, abandon-
ing the stock subjects of poetry, and adapting poetry to present needs of
presentday life-—to this unsentimental machine age—seems to be fallacious.
With the passing of time language and idiom may change, modes of expres-
sion may change, modes of thought and ideation may change, interests may
change; but the main passional facts of life—birth and death, joy and sorrow,
love and hate, ambition and resignation, success and failure, attraction and
repulsion of beauty and ugliness—will and must remain constant if human
nature is to remain human. The very fact that poetry written in the past
thirty centuries has continued to interest and entrance thoughtful minds in
gucceeding ages down to the present is unimpeachable testimony to this
constancy and continuity of human nature in this constantly changing world
and in the midst of constantly varying modes of religious, social and econo-
mic thought and changing fashions of expression. The natural revulsion
against regimentation of human minds whether by Fascism or Nazism
or Marxism ig not only a political reaction; it is the unconscious revolt of this
constant human nature that has always been striving for free expression
against deadening moulds of imposed ways of thinking, against “‘the stand-
ardisation, mass-production and levelling down” of human minds and culture
bewailed by Leavis. ['New Bearings in English Poetry’, p. 213]. And the
emotional will always beat the ‘intellectual in poetry. W. B, Yeats writes in
one of his letters to Lady Dorothy Wellesley: ‘‘Most of the ‘moderns™Auden,
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Spender etc.,—seem thin beside the more sensuous work of romantics’.

[‘Letters On DPoetry’, p. 81]. And even in the older ‘romantics’ of the
Victorian era Yeats objected to the mixing up of politics or science or religion
with poetry. “I saw”,—he wrote in ‘Autobiographies’,—",.....Swinburne,
veveens BrOWDING et aessand Tennyson......, had filled their work with what I
called ‘impurities’, curiosities about politics, about science, about history,
about religion; and that we must create once more the pure work.” [Cited
in ‘Sense And Poetry’, p. 4]. Not that thought as such must be banished
from poetry; but, ag R. C. Trevelyan remarks, “thought is not poetic unless
it be kindled into emotion”. [“I'hamyris: Is There A Fuwure for Poetry’?
—p. 26]. Poetry may be even philosophical, provideditis sufficiently kindled
with emotion. As Oliver Llton says: “Where the reasoning is rooted in
personal experience, and i3 so coloured and presented, it is more likely to be
poetry than when it comes ag bare impersonal argument.”

But ultimately poetry is the art of using words so as to appenl to the
emotions. ‘ "The only true test of poctry’, says Roy Campbell in a slashing
cssay against Modern Poetry, ‘lies not in the expression of new ideas, nor
in its originality, nor in its love of rural scenery, ..... .but in whether or not
the poet ean wse words......the suceess ot a poem depends alinost entirely on
ity execution,ee...,” ’ [1%e New Review for October 1941, p.291].  As usual
this only repeats what the commonsense and sanity of our ancient writers on
tho theory of poetry dictated hundreds of yearg ago:

d UF qRiEaAEE A
gy =7 wafd w6y FgaR@IE |

Artistry in words, WH'}T\IQTE, is the main business of the poet; he should
not bo sparing in their use or 1n making experiments with them. He need
not be afraid of letting himself go, or intimidated by superior critics who
frown on rhetoric ag something inferior and harmful to good poetry. Rhet-
oric is bad in prose, not in poetry. And yet, rhetoric, the heightened langu-
age of emotion, is feared by the modern poet and is shunned like the plague.
But a vast amount of very good poetry in so many languages is nothing but
fine rhetoric; some of the finest passages in Shakespeare and Milton are, in
the ultimate analysis, glowing impassioned rhetoric. ““Whatever may be the
destinies of Inglish poetry,” writes R. C. Trevelyan, "I do not think it is
likely to achieve anything very remarkable until we have grown out of a
doctrine or prejuwlice that is widely prevalent just now, that is to say our dis-
like and suspicion of rhetoric.” ['Thamyris’, p. 74]. For to be afraid of
rhetoric is to be afraid of language and words, to mistrust language and
words, the very medium and material the poet has to work with as an
artist,
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No poet can afford to do so and to disregard or despise the very
material he has to work in, language and words; ‘‘Shakespeare and the Para-

dise Lost every day become greater wonders to me. I look upon fine phrases
like a lover”.

Keats—in letter to Bailey dated 15th August, 1819,
[*Keats’s Shakespeare’, by Caroline Spurgeon, p. VII.]

So far as I remember I have not read this (quoted or otherwise) before
today. I am sure it was not even an unconscious reminiscence when I said
in 1942—Lect. on Mod. Guj. Poctry—""he must woo language like a lover”,
with pagsionate devotion, and be constantly on his guard against offending
its sensitive organism by the use of words in a wrong w~nner. Even if I
were a poet it would be an impertinence on my part to come forward to
teach poets how to use words; for not even a great poet comld teach this
mystery. But any sensitive ear can detect the wrong use of words, especially
on the mechanical side of the constitution of words. Tbe very first question
that rises in the mind on reading most modern verse in Gujaratiis, “Is
this Gujarati?”” From Narmad and Narasimharao downwards even the arrange-
ment of words, the construction of the sentence, the syntax, in modern
(Glujarati verse is mostly un-Gujarati,—stiff and laboured and formlesy, and
makes one wonder if our poets think in Gujarati or only expiess in laboured
artificial and unvernacular Gujarati what they think in some other language.
Again, while the endeavour of the new poetry in West has been to bring the
poetical idiom as near as possible to ordinary prose and even to:yveech,
Gujarati poetry revels in Sanskritisation that goes beyond mere use of Sans-
krit words and uses long Sanskrit compounds and takes over hodily even
grammatical formations such as declensional forms of nouns ele. Meghani

protested against this over—Sanskritisation a little while ago and cited a
number of out of the way Sanskrit words, recondite forinations, case termin-
ations borrowed straight from Sanskrit, etc., and several atrocious hybrid
formations,—as for example, JEUERIDY (meaning Wf(l’(%\ﬂ Yokl C[lzl(?-ll),
YR Aoy (where Alev is equal to :ﬂlcg'), 3}[ (meaning both ‘golden’
. QA
and ‘snowy”), il &z (A¥L (the Sanskrit locative of (A(R), Y&l (the
~
Sanskrit instrumental); and such ugly hybrid formations as Q&Q.Ql"l, Yle-

Yo, (:ld‘d(?-l IV ete., ete. No doubt it is the privilege of genius to create

neologisms, but the right to admit or discard such neologisms ag current
coin rests ultimately with posterity. Even the wonderfully fecund and
triumphant genius of Shakespeare has failed to make a vast number of his
neologisms and coinages current in the Knglish language. On the whole, I
think, Manilal Nabhubhai was, for once, erunciating gounder doctrine
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than Ramanbhai Mahipatram when he wrote: «dl @itil viediadl 2 ylon
@Al s Al el d A WAl uuy rdl awendol wE
dl et eune G Ral sy wmer R B......5000 5 awedl ol
g sl 2 2@ B, A Al o wgre
s Wl 22 sdl A% = Ul el aesd g Gadl ik,
[Quoted in sl el 2 &4, 11, p. 253]. But from the point of view of

poetry even more important than the meaning of the word used is its sound
which produces itg assthetic effect. For instance Pithak rightly ingists on

RAz9Y ‘avel WYL and giving an interesting illustration from Thakor’s
SRR writes: A 2R DL R Wettell oA B 2o ovet W]
wRld . 2wl uRGE avwA: —d oll3al suanly oeaed Jeerddl
UL A MR AR Y AU, .ol W Gt TS A0yt sz
(et 5% B. T these lines do produce this aosthelic effect, this SO,

by their sound, the poet has done his work well, though we know that
‘the bee imprigoned in the lotus’ is only a stock convention taken over from
Sansgkrit, and even though a fastidions critic might also doubt the aptness of

2 -
the whole simile or of the epithet Sil"ﬁi{(a@ll ag the 2"»(C:l does not go to the
5HA to admire its boauty. Any number of lines in English poetry can be

cited in which the meaning does not count for much, and may even be not
very clear, though they have won the suflrage of generations of enraptured
readers because of this aesthetic appeal of beantiful words gkilfully arranged,

because of the sound and rhythm that constitute (his 53U R™A— this

aesthetic satisfaction to the ear, and gpecially to the inner ear, the ‘auditory
imagination’ postulated by Eliot.

It is because of this 3@:{%{121'1 again that the exquisite little poem
°l<:t{C-lfli d.’-lql fully deserves the praise bestowed on it by Thalzor: 'Q(Q{C‘lfli
WA’ Dl iagy Yeez 5@ vl e g3, [onuell  slamy(,

pp. 158-29], —and it is a triumphant illustration of the point I have
tried to labour above that in poetry it is not the matter that counts so
much as the manner. Yor consider the poem justly praised by Thakor :

[QBRImAA 0N el 2l (] A 2 A w3 uy
W U dddl @Rl 2l 4R A x¥ Duead e2ell; v (Raan-
SHUR URA PouuHi uRyY gy, A awell Gadi nudL
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It is a remarkable achievement in sheer verbal melolly, even though it suffers
from two grave defects: it has a ‘private’ meaning which it is impossible for
any reader to find out even after a hundred readings and which can be geen
only when Thakor reveals the poet’s private history and the agonised feelings
which ingpired the poem; and, secondly, the gyntax and wording are
defective and mar the lucidity which is the first requisite of a perfect lyric.

For instance, GB{QIQR{ means ‘reservoir of darkness’,and Elﬁlll?.l?-lg. A
is puzzling to the Gujarati reader — (Thakor's explanation, W{Gl’léfl

ElG-RlQlZ{, ig only an apology for onc,) — unless the reader knows that it
isan Anglicism or a Sanskritism meaning “‘the depth of the reservoir of
darkness ”.“Gla?la"{'ll” is taken by Thakor to mean ‘“dreams of being

‘widowed’ ”, wkich is too farfetched and somehow jars on and doeg not fit in
with the atmosphere of the piece; I would take it to mean “troubled
dreams”, — once more a protty uncommon Anglicism. Again, A,
though bappily blending in sound with the consonants in the line, ig not a
happy word ag it is really an adjective used as a noun here; and, as Thakor
admits, it i8 an understatement as the meaning intended is ‘loving wife’;
moreover, it has primarily the sense of protective love which is not indicated

by the context,—* motherly love’ ig not intended. %l"l.@i’-{lv, again, is uged
in the unknown sense of %l'@cli; it seems to be an Anglicisin ag it is used
ag an equivalent of the English word ‘reproachful’. And, finally, ‘lﬁ‘i\&f
BURAU has to be construed as sARUY] 1{@"1\@( — an unwarranted and

violent distortion of the compound g1 ‘lﬁ‘-&'@. These almost insuper.

able difficulties in understanding the poem are due to private meaning and
defects of vocabulary and syntax, and should be clearly distinguigshed from
the hazy indistinctness of the meaning and want of clearly defined outline

in guch poems as Manishankar's own AR A AL or Nanalal’s 44IRL

H'({){Si in which the meaning is in a sort of indeterminate flux owing to the
hazy dreamlike uncertainty of the romantic sensibility. This haziness is
exactly the AFUY HYR <A o¢e for which Pithak condemns such modern

romantic lyrics, —rightly from the strictly classical standpoint of Sanskrit
poetics, but not from that of poetry as such.

It is thus the prime duty of the poet to be an artist, to sing and make
this 3@%{!&['1, to create beauty primarily for the ear and the inner

audition, and then for the emotional part of the mind and last of all for the
intellect. To those who have been taught to regard the poet a8 a teacher
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and a prophet, as almodt a sacred person, this relegation of him to the
category of artists may seem a degradation. [Poets ag a rule have also taken
themselves very seriously as a superior clags of human beings, and left behind
many exaggerated egtimates of their calling. But after all poetry is not a
prime necessgity like bread without which man cannot live; as our ancient
realists have gaid

gy a geay
Qe ; FeaRar @ G

And the greatest poetical genius the world has known did not believe that it
ig a great thing, or everything, to be a great poet. Ag Mark van Doren
writes in connection with the ‘Midsummer Night’s Dream’ : “The end of
comedy is self-parody, and its wisdom is self-understanding. Never again
will he [Shakespeare] work without a full comprehension of the thing he
is working at; of tho probahility that other and contrary things are of equal
importance; of the certainty that his being a poet ...... is not the only thing
to be, or the best possible thing, ......... ” [ Shakespeare’, pp. 82-83 1. And
yot the world has taken to its heart this eynic who had no illusions left and
had seen through almost c¢verything including his own supreme achieve-
ment ag an artist, who wrote — and wrote with careless haste — frankly for
money, and who had no ‘message’ to deliver, no philosophy and no lesson to
teach; and all the superior criticism or practice of message-ridden propa-
gandists and preachers like Shaw and Ibsen and Tolstoy has failed to slacken
his hold on those who care for literature and poetry. On the contrary,
these Shaws and Ibsens and Tolstoys, who were heiieved to .have outmoded
and demolished Shakegpeare, aro already ‘dating’, while the half-educated
player and playwright from Stratford goes serenely on gcarcely touched by
their superior criticisms. A writer has recently stated the case rightly as
between Shakespoare and Tolstoy : * ......Tolstoy’s main contention is that
Shakespeare ig a trivial, shallow writer, with no coherent philosophy, no
thoughts or ideas worth bothering about, no interest in social or religious
problems, no grasp of character or probability, and, in so far as he could be
said to have a definable attitude at all, with a cynical, immoral worldly outlook
on life ...... Briefly he accuses him of being a hasty, slovenly writer, a man
of doubtful moraly, and, above all, of not being a thinker .veeeer... What
Tolstoy says is true on the whole. Shakespeare is not a thinker ...... Only,
what has Tolstoy achieved? Shakespeare is demolished, and yet he some-
how remains standing. So far from his being forgotten as the result of
Tolstoy’s attack, it is the attack itself that has been forgotten ...... Tolstoy
++svse €N not explain away his popularity, ... he can only explain it as a
sort of worldwide conspiraoy to prevent the truth, Or it is a sort of collec-
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tive hallucination — a hypnosis, he calls it — l'>y which every one ... ig
taken in ... Ividently a poet is more than a thinker and a teacher, though
he hag to be that as well”. [ Listener, 5th June 1941, pp. 809-10 ]. I
venture to demur to that lame last clause — “though he has to be that as
well” —which lames the case for poetry otherwise put so well by the
writer. 'What did poor immoral Shakespeare — who is no thinker according
to Tolstoy etc., and whom William Cobbett rightly calls “the punning and
smutty Shakespeare” — teach ? Nothing, as admitted by the writer
himgelf. And yet, as the Shaws and Tolstoys have seen to their despair, the
world will not let him die. Why? Because Shakespeare Lknew far better
than his critics what he was about; he knew very well — ag Kalidiasa also
did — that hig sole business wag to be an artist, to create beauty that would

enrapture a f{it audience and take them out of themsclves and enlarge
their personalities in many tense moments of creation, and in the tensest

of them even bring about that ‘catharsis’, that purging of emotions, which
makeg great poetry a true cleanser and purifier of the mind., Prose is a
necegsity of life and the medium of expression for all including the greatest
teachers and preachers, while poetry is only the creation of artists, ouly a
refinement, a gracious luxury. And yet for that very reason great poetry,
because it is great art, lives for ages on the lips and tongues of men, and sings
ityelf into their hearts, and becomes for the rightly attuned spirits ““a blessed
consolation in distress”, — not by teaching or preaching, but by waking
uy realise and visualise an ideal world of beauty—spiritual, psychical,
intellectual beauty—hidden behind the grim and stark realities of the actual
world. In all great poetry, there is no message or teaching but (as I have
gaid once before, ) there ig, ultimately, a spiritual nostalgia, a reaching out
for dome eternal trath hidden behind the merely actual, and a realisation of
the human spirit’s tragic loneliness as it voyages through the strange and
stormy sea of phenomenal experience — * the salt, unplumbed, estranging
sea” that divides us all, each from each, and each from all the rest. Of those
who give ug such poetry we can say in all thankfulness :

Blessings be with them and eternal praise,

Who gave us nobler loves, and nobler cares,
The poets, who on earth have made us heirs
Of truth and pure delight by heavenly lays.






LECTURE V

MODERN GUJARATI PROSE

Poelry is perhaps a luxury, but prose is a necessary of life. If the
former ig primarily the vehicle of feeling and emotion, the latter is that of
reason and argument. Representing the extreme school of “pure poetry”,
Theophile Gautier has said : * Radiant, resplendent words, rhythm and
melody—these are poetry. Poetry proves nothing and tells nothing.”
[Quoted by Max Eastman, ‘The Literary Mind’, p153]. Similarly, Coleridge
too has declared that poetry has * for its immediate object pleasure, not
truth. ” [Ibid, p.172]. These are extreme views, but they rightly emphasise
the fundamental difference between poetry and prose. Such extr me views
can and do lead to aberrations like those of the symbolists as illustrated by
the interesting fact noted by Max Kastman that a famous sonnet by
Mallarmé, beginning —

‘Le vierge, le vivace et le bel aujourd’ hui,” has been interpreted in four
tolally different ways by four competent French critics, [ ‘Sense And
Postry’, p.106 J. And yet the sonnet continues and may continue to be
regarded as a beautiful poem. Its uncertain and evidently unattainable
meaning does not prevent it from being regarded as a valid picce of poetry.
In many ages and many climes, extreme difficulty of meaning has even
heen regarded as a merit of poetry. In India, we have had the theory of
AIftRJ9TE according to which it should be as difficult to get at the sense
of a poem as at the kernel of a coconut protected by its hard shell and its
voluminous and tough outer covering. Dayaram seems to have believed in
this theory if he really wrote the dohra attributed to him by Derasari,

gt weq FeAls 39 IF FI Al AR,

All classical Arabic poetry is said to be so abstruse and recondite that none
can understand it without the help of elaborate commentaries. It i8 said
about an Arabian poet — the blind poet Abul ‘Al al-Ma'arrs, I think —
that when some of his admirers went to himm and asked him to explain one
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of his poens, the poet pon}lered over it a little and then said: *When I wrote
this poem, the meaning was known to three persons, — myself, a friend of
mine, and God”. *“*And now 7" asked the inquirers. ‘“Now”, said the poet,
“my friend is dead, I have forgotten the meaning, and perhaps God Almighty
algo does not know it.” Whether thiy story be true or only den (rovalo, it is
certain that a modern American poet, Comad Aiken, hag confessed about
hig own metaphysical legend of Jokn Deth,— ‘my meaning was, and has
largely remained, obscure to me”. [“The Literary Mind’, p.251]. And yet
such unintelligible or half-intelligible poems — such, for instance, as
Coleridge’s ‘Kubla Khan’—continue to be read if their vagne emotionalism or
even their mere sound can give enjoyment and rapture.  Such extremc un-
certainty of meaning may be tolerable in poetry, upto a certain limit it may
even add to the charm of a poem, but in prose any the least uncertainty or
haziness of meaning must be regarded as a damning defect. For the main
husiness of prose ig not to enrapture or enchant, its business is to ‘tell’ some-
thing, to state facts and arguments, to enlighten and instruct. In fact what
a poet says does not matter so much as Zioie he gays it. In proge on the other
hand, the emphasis is not go much on the manner as on the matter. Hence
in proge the prime guiding principle i3 rcason and logic, and its chief aim
ghould be lucidity and precigion. As tke main business of prose is to state
facts and draw conclusions from them, all imaginative and impassioned prose
rings moro or legs false,— egpecially when it crosses the limit and encroaches
on the domain of poetry in the bastard shape of poetic prose or
proso-poetry. A certain amount of latitude has of course to be allowed to
imaginative prose writings; but ag the vast mass of prose hag to deal with
all subjects from the logical and rational point of view and to marshal facts
and arguments, and ag really great imaginative prose is far rarer than great
poetry, we may at the outset exclude such unusual prose from consideration
and keep our inquiry restricted to good, straightforward, adequate prose,
lucid without being flabby or platitudinous, and eclogquent without being
verbose or sentimental.

"This restriction must seem surprigsing to most educated people who
think that it is no great matter to write plain, straightforward and adequate
prose; as a rule we believe that we can write such prose at least in our own
language. But unfortunately it is not so easy a matter as it is believed to
be. One of the greatest prose writers of the nineteenth century, Matthew
Arnold, wrote to his friend Clough after finishing his famous preface to the
1853 edition of his poems : “How ditficult it is to write prose !" Strange ag
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it may seem, that appears to be the experience of ;zo many poets who, like
Matthew Arnold, try their hand at prose. Thns we find Narmadashankar
writing five years after Arnold : 2l ilA AUl C‘Wig' 70{’4%' D ?tg HLAL
el 701 slaql amg 2z @fl [y wler, Aot p. 200].
In the development of literary forms in any nation, prose comes much later
than verse ; in India, in Greece and in all countrieg that have developed a
literature worth the name, verse has always preceded proso, and the latter
has grown up rather painfully after numerous blundering efforts. Kvoen in
modern advanced socicties, an average man of education and culture can write
decent verse more easily than really good prose; this is not so paradoxical
as it goundy, and Narmadashankar scems to have heen of the same view when

he wrote : 3(Adl sxeumi el 92 B, o ol dell dldl otud B,
oqiza 2 Ul A 0 seell Yl wleaoudl evzadl B
[rt'&{c'ag' 'HC-E.Q, C'l'él[;l@'llc‘l, p. 200 . Not only has a poet when writing
prose to look to his 415 A RAl—grammar and syntax—ho hag to fight the

poetical tendency to emotional and figurative, and therefore often vague and
inconsequential, writing.  Anyhow, in the Indian vernaculars verse has heen
written for hundreds of years past, but prose began to be cultivated only
about a hundred years ago. In fact vernacular prose is dircctly and indi-
rectly the creation of British rule and English education. 1t is the modern
spirit that hag created our modern prose. About Marathi proge N. . Kelkar
writes : “Congcious literary prose was born in Maharaghtra in the early years
of the nineteenth century’’; and he ecven goes so far as to say that * the
modern Marathi literatare dates back only to about 1870”. And yetin
Maharashtra, compared with other Provinces, prose was in use much earlier
and that, too, for the important purpose of state despatches and other poli-
tical documents. But the best of these despatches are so lax in construction
and syntax, and so uncertain in vocabulary and phrasing, that they cannot
be said to constitute what we would to-day call adequate prose ; and much
less can they be said to be in literary prose. Dinesh Chandra Sen, the
historian of Bengali literature, has also frankly admitted that modern
Bengali proge owes ity existence to English influence ; and what he writes
about Bengali is true of most Indian vernacularg: **Whatever remnants of
prose we may be able to unearth from old records and manuscripts in ovder
to vindicate the glory of our past literature, it must, for the sake of truth, be
admitted that they were too ingignificant to deserve prominent mention in
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a history of literature. Disconnected from the story of later development of
prose, that has grown uplike a rich harvest during the British rule, they would
gcarcely deserve more than a passing notice”. [‘History of Bengali Litera-
ture’, p.845]. As for modern Hindi and Urdu, it is well known that it was
owing to Gilchrist’s activities that prose began to be written in both languages
round about the year 1800 A. D. Modern Gujarati prose started even later.
As Narmadashankar has admitted, Gujarati prose began to be written about
the ycar 1828 under the ingpiration of Jervis, though the first grammar of
the language scems to have been compiled ag early as 1808 by Drummond,
and a “Gujarati-English Vocabulary” was published by Ardeshir in 1822.
[ Kdravdan for September, 1940, p,19]. One reason why prose was formerly
neglected was that the vernaculars had practically no status as langunages
of learning, though they had gained some as languages of poetical composi-
tion,  All thoughtful or controversial writing was ostly confined to the
Sansgkrit language; and in Sanskrit itself almost everything was written in
verse,— treatises on philosophy and law and medicine, on mathematics and
astronomy and other sciences, were not written in prose but as a rule in
verse. Literary prose in Sanskrit was considered to fall under ‘Kavya’
( poetry ), and even of this kind of bastard prose there is not much in
Sanskrit beyond the writings of Bina and Dandin. There is a considerable
amount of fairly efficient scholastic prose. but it is mainly restricted to
philosophic disputation and scholia on canonical works of philosophy, or con-
gists of matter of fact explanatory annotations of poctical clasgics or works
on poetics etc. 'The utter lack of historical literaturc and almost of the
historical sense in ancient India has much to do with this poverty in the
field of proge; for in other lands literary prose has generally originated in
higtories or chronicles. It is a distinction of the Ilellenic spirit — the
realistic, inquiring, critical, objective spirit — that the historical attitude and
method of the Greeks and the Romang, of historians like Herodotus and
Thucydides, Livy and Tacitus, have been the fountain-source of modorn
historical research in Kurope and are even to-day not out of date; and, what
is more to the point, these historians were the creators of the great prose
tradition in ancient Grecce and Rome. The eminence of Hellenism in the
fields of historical and scientific inquiry was clearly perceived by Narmada-

shankar who writes : 2% algl @,gﬁllr{l W }{[Qﬂr{eﬂ 5; E\lal'{l auadl
Racua el AT Hadl 20 B, g dl a3 am yoy
(g awiR &dl. [ g 4¥o8, p. 283]. Recently, Keshavial Kamdar has
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put this comparison even more pointedly : olIR E%l(trl AZA el 1Al
A Widtedl AN 24l 25 5ANAL wy defllor AU @il w4
Al (3w sal B, AR 20ug 48 «dl didl ounhidl gy 4R,
(A3 2 yEiAl (vgr ws 39 Bl 28 ¥IA; and later on
he frankly adds: 2uuell “[fdgy el 2ol U B d
Q@qla B. ['ﬁllw.lal, II, p. 205 and 206 ]. Along with a keen historical

sense the Greeks — and after them the Romans — had a passion for politics,
theoretical and practical, which also has been clearly wanting in India.

Again we find Narmadashankar clearly stating this contrast : w{l‘{@.‘.........
2 AACAL YU Rl Pl WSl Yud W ug ey Al

A UedYN [Azye Ve, Aor szoll 2l ol Fal
ay ud B, ud wel el U9l Yol Wy el A uady yo @

oMl yur d G €Xx @ WazU [ur mU 2uAw B
and, quoting this passage, again Kamdar rightly comments on it : 2 @Qll?
dly (dar B. [, 1, pp.240-1]. As Rabindranath Tagore has

bluntly put it : “ It is8 time that we should get at the bedrock of facts and
realise that the mentality of India is non-political.” Kamdar expresses
strong disapproval of this dictum, evidently oblivious of the fact thot this
‘non—political mentality’ is only a concomitant or result of the ‘non-historical
mentality’ which he fully admits. The preoccupation of the Greeks and
Romans with politics and current history gave rise to the institution of
oratory ; and professional oratory, and composition of set literary speeches
for delivery in legislative assemblies or law courts or the market—place, must
have had considerable influence in shaping prose and making it direct,
idiomatic and lively., All these public, cultural and literary activities which
made for the early development of an adequate prose in Greece and Rome
have been practically unknown in India upto the British period, and this
lacuna has in all probability had a good deal to do with the poverty of Sans-
krit and the Sanskritic vernaculars in the field of prose as compared with
their undoubted richness in the field of poetry. This persistent lack of the
historical sense and historical perspective works in various subtle and
devious ways even among those trained in modern historical studies and
research work.
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Of late there has been a movement afoot to rewrite the whole history
of India with a set purpose, from a so—called ‘nationalist’ point of view.
1 myself have known a man of ripe years, ripe scholarship and long teaching
and preaching experience, and otherwise a man of culture, high moral
character and high agpirations, who seriously held that a nation’s history
may cven be falsified deliberately if such falsification could have the
immediate effect of unifying the nation and making it stronger in its struggle
for freedom. What makes this doctrine even more startling than it is in
itself is the fact that this venerable elder and philosopher was a devout and
professed believer in the doctrine of absolute truth and non—violence. This
deplorable corroding infiuence of a political obsession, aggravated by our
fatal lack of the senso of history, hay gpread all over the country even among
university circles and professional historians, as witness the following words
of a teacher of history, Dr. Nandalal Chatterji, Lecturer in Lucknow Univer-
gity : “The nationalist leaders are now ......voicing their demand for a new
presentation of Indian history to suit the altered circumstances at the present
day. The suggestion that facts which might arouse communal animosities and
jealousies should be eschewed is a very dangerous one.........Those who ask
for mere suppression of ugly facts forget that the very suppression may
suggest a totally falgse impresgsion...... Who is going to be the final arbiter in
the matter of suppression or altering the facts of history ? ...... And should
there at all be such a Iascist organisation [as an All India Board of Historians]
for the task of manwfactitring history ? ceeieesenseeesesse 1t i8 a matter for
decpest concern that neither the nationalists nor the communalists ask for
merely a new emphasis on hitherto neglected aspects of history, but want the
actual suppression, alteration or perversion of facts in the interests of the
so-called national or communal unity. It isagainst such an illogical demand
that all honest devotees of the historical science should raise their voice of
protest. Do our national leaders seriously desire that historians should
manufacture history to suit the neceds of inter-communal peace? .........The
problem [of communalism] would not be solved even if the whole Indian
history were completely re-written”. [ Hindustan Review, September—
October, 1938, pp.130-185].

1 am inclined to believe that the recantation of Narmadashankar who
deliberately went back on everything he had imbibed from western contacts
and for which he hagd found support in his fairly wide though crude histori-
cal studies, was a reversion from the Iellenic spirit of curiosity and
inquiry and criticism, extolled by himself in youth, to the Indian spirit of
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quietism and acceptance of the inevitable, a reverfion that was at least in
part due to his innate and inherited lack of the historical sense. 1t is with
some hesitation that I refer here to a question of quasi-literary interest that
has been agitating the minds of so many Gujarati men of letters upto quite
recent times, as the question at issue is really a matter of mere faith while
it is being given the shape of a purely factual problem of literary history.
I refer to the controversy still going on over the miraculous incidents sup-
posed to have happoned in Narsi Mehta’s life and embodied in his poetical
works. Men of letters who arc also men of high education seriously
contend that these miracles are not to be explained away as mere poetical
a'legories or imaginings or as subjective visiong, but are actual, historical
facts,—as true and objective historically as the fact that Narsi Mehta lived
at Junagadh and wrote poetry. I venture to think that it is the old un-
historical spirit that is agserting itself in this interesting contiroversy, and I
gshould not at all be surprised if the protagonist of the critical and un-
believing scholars who scout the miracle theory, K. M. Munshi himself,
ultimately resiles from his critical unbclieving atlitude and develops a
devout and even demonstrative belief in the miraculous incidents in the life
of the old poet. For, his recantation of critical and unorthodox views ex-
pressed by himself so stridently under the influence of the Satanic West hag

already begun, and the brave critical roars heard in Hl?}l@lkltuﬁ and
Q‘quiql Gedixl have turned into less than the proverbial cooing of doves

during the course of his political metamorphosis. In %j"l&f %Pl*li 10r'e

we find the valiant iconoclast and heterodox critic turned into a violent and
even blood-thirsty champion and apologist of orthodoxy, Brahminism, caste,
idolatrous practices, etc., pining for the golden age of Samudragupta and
Yijnavalkya—at present non-existent but somehow to be realised in the
near future—when Brahmins would dominate the world again, woman
would go back to the natural protection of the naturally superior man, and
caste would be so strictly observed that the unnatural monster guilty of the
heinous crime of ‘Pratiloma’ marriage would have his head chopped oft by
law. I do not know if Munshi really believes in this new credo, and has
really outlived and outgrown like Narmad the crude and chrysalis stage of
rampant reformism in which he fiercely mocked at ancient ideas and ideals
of art and literature and morals, and when Aspasia of all persons was almost
his ideal of womanhood. But if he really does, his interesting case furnishes
one more instance of the sad lack of the historical gense that makes 8o many
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of our intellectuals unwilling to learn, almost incapable of learning, from
past history and experience. And perhaps that unhistorical, uncritical atti-
tude of mind is one reason why Munshi writes such pretentious and
shoddy prose. For the main requisites of good prose are sanity of vision
and logical coherence and cogenay of thought, qualities that always go with
a sane historical pergpective. Honest and courageous facing of past and
present facts and clear conscientious thinking needs must lead to lucidity and
gincerity in writing,—not cheap emotions that can be pumped up at will by
harping on an imaginary golden age in the dim past with the object of tick-
ling the fancy of the unthinking, impressionable mob. There is all the
more need for a sane historical perspective and honest thinking just now
when authoritarianism is so rampant and when the public mind has practi-
cally relegated all thinking to a few dictators and is itself content to take up
and repeat the slogans emanating froin them. What Dr. Inge has said of
the West is still more applicable to present-day India: “At present most of
us live in an emotional fog, the prey of slogans and catchwords. Disguised
emotionalism, masquerading as thought, dominates politics, sociology and
religion’”. In India, not only politics and sociology but even prose literature
is too much being dominated by emotionalism, disguised and undisgunised;
and what is of graver import is the'fact that this fog of emotionalism is
distorting the vision of even thoge who should act as bulwarks of sanity and
reason against the passions and prejudices of such genuine or calculated
emotionalism,—I mean, the teachers and guides of our youths,

Consider the slogan that we, including so many of our prominent
men of letters, have been annually shouting for the last several years on a
fixed date: “The British Government in India............has ruined India
econoinically, politically, culturally and spiritually,” If this interesting
slogan is considered dispassionately, if all the pros and cons are conscien-
tiously weighed, any mind that is not utterly blinded by prejudice must see
that of the four impressive counts of the indictment the first two are half
truths and the other two are lies pure and simple. Even that eminent
Bengali patriot, Ramanand Chatterji, has, in spite of his deep anti-British
animus, protested against the last two counts as false. The very fact that
onr Munshis and Meghanis behave on the remaining 364 days of the year as
if thoy had never taken or even known any such pledge, that even after
nearly a quarter of a century of continuous and intensive anti-British pro-
paxganda through thousands of gramophones in the pressand on the platform
and by all possible other means, fair as well as foul, millions upon millions
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of Indians have continued to tolerate and even co-operate with this all-
ruining, all-devouring British Bogey, and what is more, about two million
have actually come forward to lay down their lives to save this Bogey from
destruction instead of taking this heaven (or hell) sent opportunity of
destroying it—and it certainly would deserve to be destroyed mercilessly if
the counts of the indictment were really and fully trve,—these very patent
facts, I submit, are enough to prove that the slogan is a fiction and at best
an unmeaning gesture that may have a distant relaticn with non-violence
but has certainly nothing to do with Truth. If a writer fervently and
blatantly takes the pledge and shouts the giogan and then goes gtraight to his
briefs and to the law courts, denounced by himself in violently rhetorical
and flamboyant prose as sinks of iniguity and dens of licensed robbers, his
historical sense and his integrity become at once suspect- and both thesc
weaknesses must make even his most eloquent and most laboured prose
hollow, insincere and contemptible, especially as culturally (if not spiritually)
all his writings, bad or good, owe a deep debt of gratitude to the English
education and English literary and cultural influence that he has done his
utmost to malign.

It is to be regretted that with the exception of the rather crude essay

by Narmadashankar at history writing in his compilation called AR 9L
there has been no serious attempt in the last one hundred years by any
Gujarati to woo the muse of history. There are several translations of
historical books written originally in Knglish and other languages,—in n.iny
cases translations of translations of teaxdentious books of doubtful historical
value. But no Gujarati man of letters has taken up history writing as his
life work, like the late V. K. Rajvade and G. S. Sardesai in Maharashtra.
If nothing else, devotion to history should prove an excellent discipline
bringing much needed sanity and sobriety, regard for facts and respect for
truth, into Gujarati prose which is at present, as contrasted with, say, Marathi
prose, in a chaotic state,—without any fixed idiom, settled vocabulary, or
general work-a-day style of competent prose writing, It is this lack of the
historical sense and historical perspective that leads to extravagances of
matter and manner, to distortion and misreading of history, to unbalanced
historical and literary criticism, to ridiculous ranting and rhapsodising, and
to the perversion of literary taste which makes the reading public regard such
ranting and rhapsodising a8 good and even great literature. Emotionalism
and the congequent tendency to exaggeration and inflation, rant and rhapsody,
are more in evidence in Gujarat than in Maharashtra. These weaknesges
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vitiate our thought and scholarship, and along with them our taste in prose
style, In Maharashtra, the inversions and syntactical contortions, and simi-
lar other affectations and mannerisms in the prose of Nanalal, and the
wearisome staccato ranting and rhapsodising of the meretricious declamatory
style affected by Munshi, would be received with a chorus of jeering
laughter and ribald parodies, and their atrocious Sangkritisms would be
pilloried in scores of journals. Here they are actually regarded as great
prose writers, and there is a chance that their inane and vicious styles of
writing may even be taken as models by unthinking aspirants to literary
fame.

The poverty of Gujarati literature in historical works, or even good
critical egsays on historical subjects, ig so utter that it is a relief and a real
pleasure to come across such a work as AR (in two volumes) by
Keshavlal Kamdar. What is most admirable about him is his openness of
mind, his freedom from racial, cultural or political bias, his strict regard for
historical — objective — truth, and his constant endeavour to see the truth as
it ig, not as he would wish to see it through the tinted glasses of prejudice or
predilection. Although as good a nationalist as any, he ig entirely free from
that bane of extreme and exaggerated nationalism, deliberate cooking of
history and historical evidence in order to whitewash or glorify shady cor-
ners in the past or to create an imaginary golden age, or rather several such
aged, in the past to be contrasted with the present iron era. 1Iis fearless
candour in traversing several popular beliefs and fashionable shibboleths is
doubly welcome now when independent thinking is so much at a discount
and when it is considered as a crime if any one ventures to call into question
the popular idols of the market-place and the theatre. Kamdar has shown
the courage to point out the narrow communalism pervading Gujarati
literature from Narmadashankar downwards. It is even more courageous of

him to admit the fact that India has never been one nation : 24(4R{l Bl
Jlagr, auuy enla, il adl v adawisla, iy, gl
@l B oad VWA 2ug Yo' A v R eirdu ddl ue
araay’, 2eldd, A AW 20U B, 2d A Ad e wzsRadi
VA YA 8. [ 2, 1, p. 222 1. And applying this test to present
conditions he writes: &% (ouA ﬁﬁc—lﬁl:ll @R Y, ﬁ@&i\ll;\l
R 2d Qg i@ adll, 29 A (D yudlBUe R



215 '

.

adfl. Agaare gog 2wl oflui (AR aunl 3@ Ay, (11, p. 246].

Kamdar deals out even-handed justice with admirable impartiality., Of the
disastrous Khilafat agitation and its prime supporter he rightly says :

& graidd ngaudd, allPug 2 wed Radg @ e
MG ARd A duF A aud AW 2 A Adl 3Ral wR
53l F0Ul gog 200 AvAL 5 YA, [ 11, p. 163 ]. About another

political stunt he writes: Vdldl g(xal uey 2Agd uHMY B, (11, p. 164].
Referring to the activities of those publicists who have been playing to the
gallery for various and obvious reasons he says with quiet contempt : Qlﬁfli.

Vel oot 3y @Bl A8l 5842 A, This reminds me of some
caustic and strangely prophetic remarks made by Navalram as long ago as
1875 2u(@Miedl wserml €A 8L AL Wil s’ wB B, 29
eyl Alell 2fuziz gadd 5 & Bzl agr Wl
Wttt 3l W adly i, 2 ollea Fudl Qe Hanior 2a-
@ 20l &l B, A vl oua B euveal e (62N
5309 B2u(eried 2w A Vet 2l adl AR A ... odel MR
W azgrl Al 5 Bt el 2lley WO a2ll..2u wudl wi(lBuA
wudl Well vl wedl Al @y Fugied dlog s s Al
[d‘ilélgl'&llqel (Cll’.@ ), p,421.]. But poor Navalram was a mere school

master who did not know the ‘election’ value of such 2&(50{['1, even though
agsumed if not real. With the impartiality of a true historian, Kamdar does
not hesitate to give even the Devil his due : 2uuel 22 SRR vigul
Agor vyt (@R 50 ol B, d A F AsAd AR Uicedl HIQRiLe
Mg, @Rn 2udeR 2 ddeadl waudl 2l geda
[@ayw 280 B A QA Al Vg Al [IL p. 341 ). With equally
admirable fairness Kamdar writes : wya'd A Yaedl APl Usaell %l&
Wil s Rl Uoddl g Aot AL J B, Faesul dan avdedl
vyl ofled 3 Ral @AWl AR ¢ B. (11, p. 247 ).  Finally, he

rightly scouts Rabindranath Tagore’s cant about Indian culture being
‘spiritual’ as opposed to Europe’s ‘material’ culture,—cant that ig as common
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to-day as it was more than fifty years ago in the days of Manilal Nabhubhai,—
and writes, again with subacid contempt : 33:1‘{"[1 %{'ﬁﬁl:ll Ay grosR

GaelBudl qaml ya s Pesdl dsdiel, el ROl A
Weatigt 5 3 ABl v ANl Ysdr GReadird WA, Wy
(asn, 20a2lR «d sicayls A Aadr (e wlalafa

A AR [ 1L p. 145 ]

I have dwelt at some length on Kamdar's historical essays because the
sanity and judgment of so much in his two volumes, and especially the
independence and courage he has shown in swimming against the current of
popular and fashionable opinion and criticising popular idols, is not common
in Gujarat and is badly needed in our writers. It is refreshing to come
across at least one writer who has the courage to call a spade a spade, and
who tries to read history objectively and to see facts as they are and not as
we would like to see them. 'T'hese two volumes are worth a wagon-load of
imaginative ranting twaddle about imaginary heroes of an imaginary *‘Aryan
Culture” and about that other egregious fiction rather foolishly named

yavatadll &M,

Akin to the historical spirit i the spirit of true scholarship. Mere
erudition is not scholarship, and many learned men who havs mere learning
can not be called scholars. In " A History of Classical Scholarship s
J. E. Sandys writes: *Nearly half a century ago (i. e., about the middle of
the 19th century) this contrast was clearly drawn by two eminent contem-
poraries at Oxford and Cambridge. ‘[ maintain’, says IDonaldson, ‘that not
all learned men are accomplished scholars, though -any accomplished scholar
may, if he chooses to devote the time to the necessary studies, become a
learned man.” ‘It is not a knowledge’, writes Mark Pattison, ‘but a discipline
that is reduired; not science, but the scientific habit; not erudition, but
scholarship’ "'. [Vol. I, p. 2]. 1 -hav- always held that the spirit of true
scholarship, which is the spirit of strictly objective truth-seeking irrespective
of consequences, is far more important than mere erudition or book learning.
Manilal Nabhubhai was perhaps a far more learned man—at least in
Sauskrit—than Ramanbhai Mahipatram; and yet I would put the latter far
above the former as a true scholar because of his 'strict devotion to the true
8pirit of scholarship which seeks truth, objective truth, even though it may

. be unpleasant, and sternly puts agide all temptation to glocs it over or
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pervert it by special pleading. Manilal Nabhublai has always a thesis to
prove; he is out to do so, not to investigate facts in order to arrive at the
trath, for he has already made up hig mind as to what the truth is. Another
such contrasted pair was that of the learned but unscholarly Keshavlal Dhrava
and the less learned but far more scholarly Narasimhurao Divatia, and
Anandashankar has rightly brought out this contrast in his own quiet and
suavely ironical manner. Criticising Keshavlal’s speculative scholarship

he writes : AME fwEad (A 3wl wwalug axge 30 A 2.
axfweuadl (agamn use B; arendisgna R gl Uil seud
we sl Ao Suaaad Al B [wl@alar, po 444; also,

smmq@w, pp. 255-6 ]. 1 wish Anandashankar had given us many
more such frankly critical dicta.

Not only are our scholars and writers content to take over uncritically
the grandiose imaginings of Bengali megalomaniacs in the field of ancient
Indian history, they also lack the infinite curiosity and inquisitiveness that
takes nothing on trust and which should go with true scholarship. It is
surprising to see how this unoritical Pauranic mentality with a fascination
for vast figures has persisted in India down the ages. Nine hundred years
ago Alberuni noticed this habit of “inventing huge numbers” and added in
his quiet satirical manner: ‘‘and numbers are patient, standing as you place
them”. [‘Alberuni’s India’, Vol. I, p. 361]. Coming to the sixteenth
century we find the same Pauranic tendency in a ‘Bakhair’ (i. e., chron:cle)
entitled ‘‘Rima Raja Charitre”, a Kanarese chronicle of the fatal battle of
Rikshas-tangdi, ordinarily known in history as Talicotta. In his ‘‘Social
Life in the Vijayanagar Empire”, B. A. Saletore writes: ‘“The anonymous
author of the Bakhair gives a detailed account of the Hindu forces on the
battlefield of Rakshas-Tangdi:

Horses 6, 548, 321
Camels 1, 874, 429
Gunpowder Cagks 98, 776, 413
Bulls 9, 876, 543, 210,000”,

With some reluctance I cite as a modern instance of this Pauranic tendency
the most recent fruit of Gujarati scholarship entitled *ﬂaﬁ sicdl @4
A %ﬁ{;(&. The author gives details of events that are supposed to
have happened more than twenty thousand years ago, and he can even date
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them so accurately as to give such exact years of happenings as 23,072 B, C.
He talks as confidently of the condition of the Aryans of Sapta-Sindhu five
hundred thousand years ago and that of the Dasyus two million years ago,
ag a Western historian might about the condition of the Franks and the Gauls
in 100 A. D. He tells us that Indians colonised Europe, Africa and
America—to speak nothing of Asia—250,000 years ago; that the Indians of
20 to 25 thousand years ago were advanced enough to give lessons to the

most advanced nations of to-day; that Azarbaijan ( quaintly written 43R
U{lWr{) means ‘244 florW’, and was colonised by WA in about

20,000 B. C.; that Kmperor Priyavrata ruled in 2,900 B.C, over all the conti-
nents of the world known at pregent including Australia and also over the
now submerged continent of Lemuria. We are told how the Aryans used
to beat off and pursue the Dasyu raiders not merely upto the northern
boundaries of India but right upto the Caspian and the Caucasus; and how
the noble heroine [la followed a deer on horseback and in doing so actually
crossed the Himalayas and reached the horders of pregsentday Mongolia—and
that too evidently in the course of a few hours. The author informs us that
a King in ancient India when anointed by his Purohita always promised to
forfeit his kingdom, his life and his progeny in case he should do any harm
to the holy Brahmin; and he gravely adds that if any insolent King resisted

such forfeiture, Al AWM Y& A 2w gy vuolA erd s &

AN el axa B. [Pp. 14, 22, 27, 28, 58, 84, 85,146, etc.]. Not only could

the Purohita reduce a recalcitrant King to ashes by uttering a curse, he could
when duly briefed and feed save the King when in a terrible fix, as did

Vasishtha when he saved the army of Sudas [—throughout written JglA—
the spellings of Sanskrit words and names are peculiar in this book, e. g.

RAd for RUQ, duA for oA, Yl for yeaauell, enaw (in IA-
gfy=qt taken as a basic word ), eto. ] by ordering the rivers to hold up their
waters and allow the trapped army a safe and dry crossing— AdAA........
A Aedl AR 313 Gadl o) A3 A a3l Wk, Ui v ellar

a3ell @l 5 201 [P. 138]. And yet the author claims that he has
written only a matter of fact history and followed the policy of sternly
excluding all miraculous happenings—i(dtgd vttt aaraell dAvd-

'{l(& [ P. 114 ]. The book which is from cover to cover a modern and
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uptodate Purana, a romantic saga of imaginary A:ryanism and an apotheosis
of the Brahmin as the crowning glory of Aryan culture, is in the fitness of
things dedicated to K. M. Munshi, the champion rampant of Aryanism in
spite of his startlingly Semitic name. I will only refer in passing to the
exciting philological. equations in the book; but t vo of them deserve special

mention, viz. (s —d4R & ARy — SR —dgIted [P.6.]; and,
Gt e 20U B, (IR v B B3 e’ 3 umn’y gy 3w
@ 4y @iel (MR 91y, [P.61]  Unfortunately this kind of oversimplified
philology is not at all nncommon in India to-day, It is really disheartening
to come across such a book by a reputed writer published in the year 1941,
and offered, not as a romantic imaginative saga in verse, but as the ripe fruit

of critical and historical scholarship in sober prose. Exn more distressing
ig the cheap and flippant but unconsciously self-revealing fling at modern

education: AHAL AWM At Wi @l YN wa Jedl vz 4l 3
(& gzt deyue 4@A AL ¥ dlg Yot 2 ouuell grarll JnaelR
W 3l Suelld 39 Wik v oididd, ddl 2u yudl [ P.o230 ],
If this phenomenal ignorance was really there, I am afraid it was not the fault
of modern education; it was the fault of that frame of mind which has no

curiosity for anything outside the beaten groove, which cannot see where
history ends and myth and legend begin, and which Ramanbhai bewailed

more than forty years ago when he wrote : &l&d U[Elél%l Ak Q@l VAR
YR @y s Wl Aarll glte aeudl Al 2ildelas Alag’
Hget 23Ul & Y3 duoral ey 4l YaR s vied
Wl et @ adar Jufesida @ g 20 3udl 3ndel
WA @i gla gl ualda B d 3RaRs 9fRR uldga B.
[ slfaci 2 slg, 101, p. 207 1. Even s late as 1926 ho wrote: 2R
aqpa B 3 Ylag avinst v govdl dusil gey ot «dll,
AQeRs o Gua tiu AY YRgad Yol Ueul Feudt wry
Aell...... 30 wsielt 2ueRal 2048, Adligifesami srue wn ¥R,
X Aotadl el 2anl e Ay 2 B A vy AfkefEs 9l
Gulova 3l «¥fl, [Ibid, p. 71-72]
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This is unfortunately too true. As we have already seen, this
Usdeardl @l is actually impelling even our teachers and professors of

history to falsify history deliberately and our men of letters to indulge in
romantic phantasies and palm them off on unsuspecting young readers as
gober historical facts. Fven so staid and thoughtful a writer as Manilal
Nabhubhai suffered from this weakness, and perhaps his considerable powers
as a prose writer could not find their fullest and highest expression because
he wasted them mostly in apologetics and pressed them religiously into
the service of a bigoted but half-westernised orthodoxy,—half-westernised
first because of his University education and secondly because of his uncritical
acceptance of the flattering sophistries and childish fictions and fairy
tales with which the Theosophists captured the minds of educated Indians
—partioularly Hindus and Parsis—in the eighties and nineties of the last
century. Anandashankar Dhruva has more than once praised highly the

prose style of Manilal. In one place he writes : QH‘OQ. QWQK{I ML
Ry Wd, olRd, 2Rl 2 adedl well swa s B,
[ovaaedl S41ulel, p.181]). Elsewhere he says with even greater emphasis:
Fuetl Rt o ARertl s wn ddquad s edls
woll gdl, ug gy wm, °[l%l°, e el ?{G%C‘llél"[l A

Gl gl e Nydlor [ B, [ufdealios, pp. 37-88). Teis

with much hesitation that I venture to join issue cn this point with so
competent a critic and master of prose as Anandashankar. But a study of
Manilal’s chief works has confirmed my early impression vhat Manilal’s prose

style does not deserve such high praise. His (’x‘\.{\glv‘d%‘lll contains efficient

prose from the philosophical—Vedantic—point of view; even eloquent
in places, and very abstruse in others, but necessarily so. I do not see any
original or independent thinking in this work or in his voluminous writings
collected in YgAU'd omm@; he always takes his cue from Vedantic classsics,
and perhaps never goes much beyond their ideas, arguments, analogies,
illustrations etc.; and sometimes he takes it from his new masters, the Theoso-
phists. But putting aside the subject matter and thoughts, when we come to
the manner, the style, we are baffled by his lack of lucidity, his inequalities,
his orudenesses and laxities of phrasing and syntax, and, what is most remark-
able in a profound student and professor of Sanskrit, by his vague vocabulary
and positively bad Sanskritisms. Even allowing for the misprints so lavishly
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gpread over the nine hundred odd large pages of iji‘-.erl aald, 1 have found
scores of cases of wrong spellings, wrong genders and wrong uses of Sanskrit
words and phrases, such as, ARdl, ARAAWL, HRAGUR and 2Aellzdl,
awAgll, da (for agu ), ydlal, Haal Fa 2w, ulaseul
(in every, house), 4{ddzg (every thing), YefIB, 3l ot Naell
G, T8 A W G, |z, Wl Wlawa wdl (for W),
@B 5y [agaolui Wl B, enudld, 2uguB (at every step),
draogRl, woeel, 1Ay, Udueuus W), 31[?1@&1:1 ..... eeenn
Uil @vuy 209 57, WQwARY, arded sdeaqy, geadt g,
Gedies (sto4), ez ¢, wlReulny (meaning wGeun) arll Yt
o ¢
W 54 43 4, R 20 A Ad-AME (given as the corrected
meaning of (Agad), wwww WA (ayy, ANzaegls, =g,
etc., etc. Seventeen years ago a writer in the AN magazine cited as
~ A
instances of @4, Ql@d, -'tlH,CgFllUﬂ A2 A Ui ?tl@n a passage
from Manilal’s prose containing the following sentences: sayduéld
Pl didl 521 eoudl % HARAAL ov-H 2L A4l AovU1 Al 33eR Al
Aaetteds SRllidlinl eniat 24 (e’ agz38 sdadior Vi wvla
24 AHAA 2141 YHL il € B, Bl vudidl wlds 22840 Wil
g3 Ay Wy 2L A Al A%, yovudl AR 1 vam 4w & 5y
ald 500 B, & %Y A9’ wlect A sleann Gusey’ B, § Wuwdl 24 Al
222 (il 2Ami 21 00, e wlA GynAy B ... wId v eldl
Atet 1u A H Add WA gl AE B, 84 WRePll sied wAd Al
G w3 oalia 4231 - w32 (2004 a1 3 i vy A 4l
'z Bl & 20ur @l Y 8 d WY 2ds el Gaol ay B,
As I pointed out then, ¥2AAHs GWUBA ang wlir AN A
are crude Anglicigms for ‘doubtful utility’ and ‘sacred precincts’; and so is
Ithink,‘é(':‘g 501 ¥ for ‘has made progress’; the clause ™ il Alel usA
again, remains in the air as the expectation raised by o7 is not fulfilled;
A 00 remains without any subject, as writers and not uiféct
should be the subject; the clause o ldl Al w1 similarly remains in
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the air, and 94l BRQU ysurps their place. These and similar other
weaknesses are not uncommon in Manilal’s prose. In scores of sentences
his inapt use of inappropriate words or his nerveless and sprawling syntax
unnecessarily confuses the sense and clouds the expression of ideas that are
not at all complex or abstruse, and sometimes he indulges in mere bombast
to make a commonplace idea look profound. It is impossible to give and
analyse them all here, but I will content myself by quoting a few :-

lu

ALl AU YA AU AN 3oe 1dd AlHL-AAs Hel
aldl 41t ®. [This is in connection with a proposed fund

for preserving the memory of Narmadashankar.]
A9l LAl 534" 31 Yad AL

& Al wdA 3 sl Al @l B ani wtva
A WU A .

Al WAl R Wl AU od Y Mgt NEE S3AR W
HA B Al ddl Al Al 4z aeidl 441

A Frdir b, G 44 esad Gud B, Crar -,
[ Sounds smartly epigrammatic, but has scarcely any
meaning when analysed. ]

24 A AL el S 2uaad qvig dep 538
% Al AN 3 et e A S AN A A QA 5 o Gy
o (RA Atz 4 53 Baior 2l el 3.

Yzt A WA{Al W4AHi [Anglicism for ‘on the strength of’]
Wl 31 Ral WECHA el VA ogiler s 57
N B, '

0 A [ w4 2RAAUQ ] Udrey Sedl Al 1% B
Wt Rl A4l 3wy quA esa W Reidl, eelaad faay,
Y Yor -HIE g3l el sis seudl e Yl B,

-~

R 3toedsdl 24 240 2200 U q A=A AN wdH]
AMEy 3 WogaA(dt AR albdntia Asa(ARg
Hie B 4 9.
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10. & ud'adq Quedlen el z@uuieml ARl Gra
el R v{[?twmc{l«u ARGy 213 3wl Cldied 12

W B a4 Agw [ Qe 2adsgdo ] wRan .
[ Sheer bombast ].

T stied sf0—211 ding’ Al wWepsy 23 s avd
WY B, w3’ d G 13 ey ) iy o)l Meal & G
Atz A Alg oy 3 osiat A0 (el 200:1 240 sl
@AY HHRE G Clanalfard dar opevaidaidl yaug’
20l Azt vl & aviey £ B A Azedi An
Bafa Rdl % anR aw 2@ w3z ooy, qa
A wl Mg ARAR B dld HA 24N Jol e siys
avaldl yuo widl B,

12, aafdy e 24Q alfea feedlar siir A20d (AR
SR [ 5O0APRZ] A A4 Ad A4l Ga g iuddl yeyd)
[dasd u{d epd G @ ), s aiwdl, sl 63 3,
A A Aoy A RAD 24'd @l 30 (A0,

At his best, Manilal writes a fairly efficient, adequate and sometimes
eloquent prose. But too often his prose ig turbid or stiff or halting. A large
amount of what has been collected in that uncritically and miserably ecited
collection of articles, reviews ete., called WA, igin the nature of
journalism, though of course it is journalism at a level much higher than
usnal and mostly dealing with subjects scarcely touched by popular journals.
Much again is sheer special pleading which needs must place a writer at a
disadvantage, as he has to make the worge appear the better reason; witness
Manilal’s hopeless endeavours to get out of the dilemma created by himself
by fixing the marriageable age for Hindu girls at sixteen in his dl'ﬂN[?lugl
and then trying to wriggle out of it in order to fight against the Age of
Consent Bill and to keep the age fixed at ten. But putting all these
drawbacks aside, and allowing for the difficulty of the subject, when he
expatiated—as he did untiringly—on the concepts of Vedanta, there isa
general lack of clear-cut precision and lucidity in his language. It is for
the same reason that so much of his prose lacks in directness of appeal,
vigour and speed. He was not master of his medium as Narmad often, and
Navalram much oftner, was; and he certainly never attained in his prose
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the extraordinary verve and vigour and rushing speed that Govardhanram
gometimes showed when he put aside that maudlin sentimentalist, his
Saragvatichandra, and entered into the skins of the more worldly and matter
of fact friends of the hero. Kven in the exposition of abstruse philosophical
jdeas, Anandashankar has certainly surpassed Manilal in the matter of steady
control over the language and success in achieving the utmost clarity and
precision possible under the difficult circumstances,—rare qualities which
make it a pleasure to read some of the most abstruse prose so far written in

(tujarati, even though the reader may often be left guessing about the exact

meaning of the disquisition. Ior there is no turbidity or woolliness of style

in any of Anandashankar’s writings; if there is difficulty in understanding
him, it is because the ideation is abstruse, not because the language is in-
appropriate or the syntax faulty, as is so often the case with Manilal who
constantly seems to be struggling painfully with a refractory medium over

which he has no mastery.

But for sheer and continuous mastery over the medinm,for precision
and lucidity of language, for cool, courageous thinking, and for an objective
and ‘two—eyed’ vision, I do not think any Gujarati writer, dead or living, can
surpass Ramanbhai Mahipatram. He may not have the robustious rude
vigour of Narmad, the urbane and intimate fluency of Navalram, or the rush
and speed of Govardhanram at his raciest. But at his best he has the most
satisfying prose style of them all; every word seems to be right and in its
right place, and not one seems to be too many. 1 attribute this lucidity and
felicity of diction to the admirable poise and sanity of his keenly and
courageously logical mind. In his serious writings he necessarily kept his
strong sense of humour in check, but the fine sense of proportion which
always goes with true humour is fully in evidence in almost everything he
wrote. Unfortunately the reputation that he won as a humorist by his
famous extravaganza Gis &4 has kept the reading world from his serious
writings which appeared mostly in the not very wellknown magazine
dl4YHL.  Another reason for this neglect was perhaps the unpopularity
of the independent and liberal views on social, religious and political
matters held and fearlessly propagated by him. In spite of his high opinion
of Govardhanram as a writer and his admiration for »wR4l2s he could
write with strict impartiality about the famous book after pointing out

its several defects: 490 3 WaH| Ui (Sgdiddl AMA ‘L Neg” ALY 240l
sladl (875 wardl Yedls welAUA 2'didl dugay 3 B ol sy ald
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B3, Wl 72 WEIRU YA vy B Aoty sags d R |
alia 2afanadl ala =i (avepdl we sl wwd B
[3&(“ 214 Q‘l@(q: [II, p.208.]7 This just criticisin notwithstanding,
Ramanbhai’s generous tribute to Govardhanram on the latter’s death, contri-
buted to the special Govardhanr: m issue of the 43.-q4 magazine, is a noble
piece of prose, classic in its admirably controlled emotion and just appraisal
and praigse quictly expressed 1n gravely sonorous hut limpid and choicely
phrased senlonces Lhat flow gmoothly yet strongly from beginning to end.
1t i3 one of the Hnegt and most gatistying pieces of prose writing in (fujarati
an 1 fully deservey the praiss bestowed on it by Vishvanath Bhatt in his
introduction to the compilation called [:t’/«,r JHIAL

It wag inevitable that «o broad-minded, enlightened and serupulously
logical a thinker should gee through the special pleading of the reactionary
champion of orthodoxy, Maunilal Nabhubhbai, and gome of Ramanbhai’s finest
and most characteristic prose 18 to be found i his controversial essays on
the subject of social and religious reform.  In an earlier review of ¥33Ad\-

2's he writes with quict saveasm: ... -1 T m{rﬁ{l*llﬂ 2l Hﬁg*:{le{«ll
(el WA qjia B, sy aer] a3 d A ey s Fae) A
i G A (ws sy 32 Galepuadi s wa @y B0, g

-

oy’ W3or A d sl m‘:,eufammq' seey AU A AqT Al wALer a3
F Sl B v A gy B (R w3y IR 3w waleas o8 By

[ B[Zldl 2 ?:llﬁix(’{, 11, p.317]. These gravely ironical words written a little
over fifty years ago have not at all lost any of their point or cogency and ave
perfectly applicable to the present—day successors of Manilal. Among
Ramanbhai’s writings contained in the compilation entitied t:m AN HHlov,
only his essay on Hl&l(c\mli is unugually loosely written. Tt is controversial
and yet brings in matters nnknown to the modern reader who has nut the
other side before him. Hence it ig not easy to follow its argument fully, and
in places the writing also is not Incid. For instance, one sentence rung :
A HYHLHs M H RURALAL drddidd Wﬁl@, Y (syncrel,ism) Al Acdl
(A ezl A Guboud 2au3ond, 2aquz O @i gy 5T B,
The meaning of this crabbed sentence is : '* in this attempt at syncretism,
at illusory reconciliation (of irreconcilables) which is opposed to true
philosophy, the fear of unpopularity is further helped by sentimente of
misguided patriotism, narrow-mindedness ete.” KEvidently the writer
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thought in English and wtote in Gujarati. But thig is an exceptional lapse
in Ramanbhai. The essay on 3‘4{° 2 Hrlcoyrn is an acute and clogely
reasoned critique of the theory of transmigration, mercilessly exposing the
logical weaknesses and large assumptions underlying the theory ; while hig
essay entitled ¥elldd H¥ is a masterpiece of prose and provides most
interesting and enjoyable reading although devoted to dialectics. 1In it the
writer shows complete mastery of language and maintains a uniform Iucidity
of exposition. It is an admirable example of what controversial writing
should be,— dispassionate and ooolly critical. While seru pulously courteous
to the violently biased opponent — Manilal — it quietly points out his lack
of argument and consequent lack of straightforward reagoning, loss of temper
and lack of courtesy ; and thus it refutes and confounds him without going
one inch beyond the limits of strictest courtesy and completely turns the
tables on him both by ity logic and ity urbanity. Tt isa pity these serious
writings of Ramanbhai are not better known. One reason is that they have
been published in book form in an wunattractive and uncritical manner ;
another is that they give forceful expression to unpopular and uniashionable
views ; the third is, as I have alrcady said, that few among the general read-
ing public know him as anything more than the humorist who wrote
@4’ DPersonally T think this book to bhe quite unsatisfactory as an artistic
whole ; in fact, it is a series of sketches carelessly strung together with no
connected story to speak of. Tt reads like a haphavacd notchpot of advent-
ures and episodes — scveral inspired by Dickens and a fow by ‘Don Quixote’
— of which many again are uninteresting and even heavy reading.  There
arc longueurs in the book and too much of aimless horseplay and vapid
buffoonery. Perhaps much of the point and satire is lost as the personali-
ties pilloried and facts hinted at are to-day unknown to all readers except
a few surviving contemporaries of the writer. But the lirst fow chapters
are delightful and two have become humorous classics, while many of the
gpeeches put in the mouths of the hero himself and -Vallabhram and
Prasannamanashankar deliciously caricature the views of educated and
uncducated champions of orthodoxy. 1If carefully edited (the present edition
is hopelessly corrupt ), and skiltully abbreviated and annotated by somebody
who could explain the local and contemporary allusions, it should become
what is so rare in Gujarati, a humorous classic, as so much of its irony and
sarcasm iy of permanent interest and fully applicable ecven today to the
champions of deleterious social customs, and to the mental reserves and
weaknesses, and literary affectations, still rampant in Gujarat and Gujarati
society.
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If Ramanbhai was great as a master of prose he was perhaps greater
ag a courageous thinker who had a steady devotion to truth for its own sake,
and who followed it unhesitatingly wherever his clear vision saw it, regard-
less of consequences. His literary judgment may at times be at fanlt, but
there never can be any doubt about his open mind, his strict regard for truth
and hig strict intellectnal integrity. Kven those who cannot stomach his
far-sighted social, religious and political views will be constrained to admit
these fino qualities of his pre-eminently sane mind which possesse . in an
eminent degree that ‘swecetness and light’ which Matthew Arnol  desired
in real culture. His more popular antagonist, Manilal, had neith ¢ an open
mind nor perfect intellectunal integrity, as in the nature of the cuse hr could
not have, ticd down ag he was to the tagk of justifying institutions, customs,
beliefs and practices blindly revered through untold generations ag sacrosanci
and as being even beyond all criticism. Ilence in hig writings we again and
again come across what we never find in Ramanbhai, “pedantic enumeratiors
and distinctions forced on factg rather than extracted fron the analysie of
them.” [ Masson Oursel ete,, ‘Ancient India’, p. Y9, cited by P. K. Acharya in
‘lllements of Hindu Culture’, pp. 118-19 ].  Thus in interpreting the fainous
Smriti verse 43 Ty AN FA 9 g gqr, relied upoen by advocates of
widow-remarriage, he adopted and defended the reading proposed by cham-
pions of orthodoxy, 379dr instead of gdi. Ramanbhai was entirely free from
these weaknesses and he courageously maintained his integrity though he
had to struggle against the spirit of orthodoxy that was resurgent in the
eighties and nineties, immenscly fortified as il was by unexpected help trom
somo Westerners. ‘The Thcosophical movement was in full vigour and
neo-Iinduism was hecoming strident, bolstered up ag it was by Theosophists,
Anglo-American  Neo-Vedantists of the Vivekananda school like Sister
Nivedita, and enthusiastic wrilers and propagandists like Ilavell, Woodroffe,
Mrs. Besant and others. Undeterred by these odds Ramanbhai kept up
his unpopular light for what he belicved to be the truth. And he wrote
lucidly becauge he thought lucidly and coolly and wrote without excitement
or flurry. His object was nnt to prove a thesis by book or by crook ; hisg
object was to ascertain the truth, of course according to his ability and lights,
but just as he saw it, not as he wished to see it. In many ways-he reminds
one of the great humanists like Frasmus who ushered in the rcnaissance in
Europe in the 15th and 16th centuries, and I do not think it is any exaggera-
tion to say that though Gujarat may have produced more erudite scholars and
greater writers than Ramanbhai in the last one hundred years and more,
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none of them can be said to have a saner, more far-seeing or more cultured
mind than his, and none combined in 80 eminent a degree perfect integrity
and ruthless logic with an unfailing suavity and urbanity of manner. He

was a nobleman of nature, and it is a joy to read his noble prose at its hest.

I have little to say about Govardhanramm who is believed by many to
be the greatest writer of prose in (ujarati, and about whom so much hasbeen
written by others. Hec isa very unequal writer, and, in spite of his ency-
clupaedic eradition, he cannot be gaid to have a truly scholarly mind or any
gense of proportion. IHig celebrated magnuin opus is a hopelegs medley of
story and speculations, religion and philosophy, history and socioloy, econo-
mics and politics. His style is extremely uncqual; he can be almost ludi-
crously artificial as in the absurdly praiged description of the Darbar and
dance in the first volume; almost inanely infantile in the equally absurdly
praised prattle of the H'g‘{@i'sl scenes; nauseatingly sentimental as in the
endless tearful scenes in which the central figures are the poor-blooded
bheroine and the egregious hero who spouts verse and weeps and faints at the
glightest provocation to his hysterical nerves; windy and prolix in hundreds
of arid uninteresting pages of endless prosing in the preposterous third and
fourth volumes: and yet, in hundreds of other pages throughout the four
volumes, and in a good many especially in the fourth, his style shows
extraordinary verve and vigour, point and precision, and, what is rare in
(Gvujwati proso, breathless and exciting speed. If hig touch is not always
gure, if he has not the courage of Ramanbhai’s remorselessly logical mind
and therefore falls hetween two stools, he has in hiy prose what no other
writer has,—an extraordinary variety of manners and styles, all more or less
interesting in their own way. It would be a real gervice to Gujarati liter-
ature if the incongruous elements in his encyclopaedic masterpiece were
gifted and the story carefully disentangled from the impedimenta and pub-
lished separately, and the remainder cavefully sifted and the matter deserv-
ing to be permanently saved published in the shape of essays or discourses.
Some such prooess ig necessary if Govardhanram is to emerge from the
undeserved neglect into which he has fallen since he reached the acme of
his fame about a quarter of a century ago. This is an age of selections and
abridgements and only serious students and scholars can have the patience to
wade though this enormous and floundering medley.



229

Narasimharao Divatia is admired by many both as poet and as prose
writer. T confess that his poetry does not appeal to me, and I think that
in prose he generally fails to establish direct contact with the reader. With
all his extraordinary care in the use of words and his endeavour to convey hig
meaning exactly to the reader, there is something academical, something even
laboured aud artifical, in his diction. In spite of his constant endeavour to
be humorous or sarcastic and even jocular, h2 somehow fails to establish
intimate relations with the reader. Perhaps his scrupnlous habit of leaving
out nothing and leaving nothing to the imagination or knowledge of the
reader and his consequent over-elaboration of detail and phrase contributed
a good deal to this feeling of dissatisfaction and disappointment which his
prose leaves on the mind of even a sympathetic reader. Nargimharao always
had the reputation of being a dour controversialist and a ‘ighting writer—
Maganbhai Patel in his controversy with me called him a&ldk@ﬂﬁl’{ rli@{('v.il'{
—Dbut even a man wickedly fond of literary scraps like me cannot whole-
heartedly enjoy any of the castigations he inflicted on 8o muny of his victims,
Here, too, it was his overelaboration and over-caution that marred the
effect,—and also perhaps his unwillingness to let himself g> and hit
hard—a common weakness with our over-gentlemanly Gujarati men of
letters. In fact the teacher and professor in him was always in the ascen=
dant, and I for one regard him ay a greater scholar than writer. I fully
agree with Vishvanath Bhatt’s admirably just ana acute estimate of Nara-
simharao’s prose as being too scholastic and his style as being ﬁ{el?dq, Pl
24 5@{1-[, [Introduction to ﬁvtrﬂﬂleu, p. 27]. But I can not agree
when Bhatt compares Narasimharao with Ramanbhai and writes: QHQ!@“\'HI
2ellni iy AR D WA, 22 3 G K7 A9 3lve’, R e
WA 4 Axl. [Ibid, p. 29]. In fact, Bhatt has confounded Ramanbhai’s
faulness and thoroughness in the matter of developing hig thesis with the
overelaboration of style and the consequent overfulness and inelasticity
of sentonces that retard the progress of Narasimharao’s prose. For Bhatt

himself admits an {44 243 24'd WU in the sentences of Ramanbhai’s
prose which he also praises for -21'*53{(3;(4, Yqie and Q3. If these qualities
of mastery over words, inevitable and spontaneous connection between

gentence and sentence, fluency and speed are conspicuous in Ramanbhai’s
prose, how can it be said that his prose is lacking in firm texture—

AUAL HAq Wi 4z AdL 2
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I would not have epecially mentioned K. M. Munshi ag a prose writer
had it not been for the glowing, almost staggering, estimate of him as per-
haps the greatest Gujarati writer of prose, contributed to his own ‘Gujarata
And Itg Literatarve’ by [raj Taraporevala who writes: *“Munshi, as a prose
writer, is among thoge of the first rank in the langnage; to the minds of some
he has no equal amonyg the modern writers of Gujarati prose.” [, 342 ],
1 do not know if competent Gujarati critics-—not the general reading public
that hails as asupreme geniug every new popular writer till another luminary
dawng on their horizon and draws to himself their fickle worghip, but the
digeerning and competont few who can judge for themselves—really believe
Munshi to be supreme and uneqnalled among (Gujarati writers of prose, or
even a front rank writer of proge. T personally have not the leagt doubt that
to gay that **he hag no equal among the modern writers of Gujarati” is simply
preposteroud. A man who can gearcely write a paragraph without rant or
rhapsody or rhetoric, or without being guilty of a solecism or a bad spelling
or a bad Sanskritism or 2 wrong use of words, and without showing some
lapse of taste that gets the eritical reader’s teeth on edge, can certainly not
be ealled a great proge writer, let alone one who “*has no equal among the
modern writers of Gujarati prose”. To speak nothing of others, even lLilavati
Munshi ig a {ar better writer of prose, and has undoubtedly a better and
surer senso of style, than Kanaiyalal Munghi. Take his mogt admired piece
of prose writing, Ql'g 24 Av{l, which, according to the usually staid Tara-
porevala for onee grown lyrieal, hag “welled forth fromn his inmost being
quite ypoutancously in an increasing streamn of rhytiinnic prose of beauty and
power”. Adg in so many of Munshi’s rhetorical writings, everything in it
sounds faked, hollow and theatrical—his loves, his spiritual or love ecstasics,
his politics, his disgust of the law courts and legislative bodies (to which he
incontinently rushed soon after indulging in these heroics), his crude
theatricalitics about famous places visited by him in Kurope—everything is
ridiculously exaggerated and unconvineing, and rings false. Ir India, he
soes snakey keeping time to the trills and roulades of Sadhus, and giant
crceodiles with wide gaping jaws making sweet eyes at village beauties—

AEAAL dleled Al 30 i 200 9, 4 AL gl AR N wsed Hd)
Aor yfdedldl a aesi My &3 %, I don’t know about the snakes,
but the crocodiles certainly showed less {134 taste in their amorous

glances than Munshi does in the unfortunate book. When in Kurope, he
sings ll@ﬂ@ﬂi in Naples; he reverently asks gquestions of the stone image of
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the \She-Wolf of Rome—d3 Al dlanicidl uf@uwA 1HAA...... 218914
et g'aqi; he devoutly places the sacred dust of the Bastille on his head—
YiRAlad) ‘lﬁ’l v WY 24l; at the Joan of Are Memorial he prays for in-
spiration with folded hands—d alx 205l ey W {ER eld sadl Sl 4.
All thege things would be simply idiotic if done actnally; il mmerely imagined,
they are silly and puerile theatrical tictions. Aund all these insincerities
are aggravated by the insuffer inly inflated, affected, meretricious, strident
bombasgt, rendered still more ridiculous by the hopelessly bad spelling and
grammar of Sanskrit words and names, and wrong ignorant use of Sanskrit
and vernacular words, In the three words 2’1%@13{#! iy il HG’A“, he
malkes three shockingly bad migtakes. Short as the book is, it is a tagk to read
to the end this cheap and trashy and insincore attempt at antobiography and
gelf-revealation. In fact the writer is not revealing his real gelf at all; he ig
only acting and attitudinising with stage paint and trappings put on, while
the gorgeously multicoloured lime light is kept steadily beating on hig
higtrionic antics. Kvery page of this book, every sccond page of almost
everything he hag written, is vitiated by thig artificiality and by effervescing
schoolboy enthusiasing, and lacks the genuine ring of sincerity. lven for
gound literary history I would unhesgitatingly follow the sober and plodding
works of Krishnalal Jhaveri than the flashy and pretentious but very badly
written ‘Gujarata and Its Literature’-—a book which Munshi claimg as his own,
but which Vishvanath Bhatt and others flatly deny is all his.

In an altogether different class stands Lilavati Munshi ag a prose
writer, and especially as writer of biographical sketches and autobiography.
1 would willingly give fifty rubbishy outpourings of Narcisgist exhibitionism
like ﬁlg 2 ¥Vl for Lilavati’s autobiography, if and when it is completed
in the vein in which its first few chapters ( which I had the privilege to see
in manuscript ) were written. As a writer she has far more sense of
language and far more integrity than her too facilely versatile husband.
With the true instinet of the artist she has avoided the crude and callow
gensationalism and the ridiculously inflated staccato style affected by Munshi
in so many of his most praised writings. It is a great pity if under the
baneful influence of her husband she has ceased to be a genuine writer and
turned a mere politician. The painfully self-educated woman writes in-
comparably better prose, and with far better taste, than the man who is
supposed to be highly educated and is absurdly eager to show off his ‘culture’
and knowledge of English and continental and Sanskrit philosophy and
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literature, and fond of reeling off names famous (and otherwise) in history
and literature and art, in science and philosophy and religion—he does not
wince to include Marie Corelli among the immortals—like a clever and pert
gchoolboy eager to show off his freshly acquired information. He wrote
better, sometimes quite well, in his early romances written under the direct
ingpiration of Dumas —according vo Vijayray Vaidya, Vishvanath Bhatt and
others, directly plagiarised from Dumas;—but early success seems to have
aggravated the initial vices of style, and his over-confidence in hig powers
hag made him extremely careless and slipshod in the use of even ordinary
language., Of hiy lagt romance %4 s'il?{fllal, he says in his preface: ji‘llfﬂ iy
s w3 wfl a %,  This is perhaps the reason why the book is so
uninteresting, so lifeless and wooden. Unhistorical and inaccurate in detail,
(he calls the invader HEIHE, HWLeHE, HG#HE, HEHYE, but rarvely H(@Hg)’»w
it is a dull story so mechanically constructed that the mechanism creaks.
It is full of schoolboyish exaggeration, affectation, stagey effects, theatrical
gituations, exasperating mannerisms and extremely slipshod language, full
of wrong spellings, bad Sanskritisms, erude Anglicisms, and bad syntax.
The steady decline in Munshi’s powers as a writer after his early snuccesses
culminates in oy Y14,

Among living writers, I, K. Thalor has a great repulation as a writer
of Al "2y prose, and as a model tor prose writers: s Ramnarayan
Pathale puts it: 240401 21 i A4 Al asdidlar 3 osml R s
w2 G, A vl gL .. HE s A d oL qHdl sl
adlul siedlor o3 B, [ si=aell alsd ete., p. 3471 [n her interesting
survey 2)11‘{('.1; f'{qalfliﬂ(@.(ﬂ, IHira Mehta also writes, while admitting hig
over-elaboration : ...... wetl Anell 2l WA U4 204 A 2A 5, 2ual 24As AL,
2els (B 431 2011 Ul AlovaHlovadl Delidl, uoreid AR
Al R, adanein i nadl s@{el 4 dwdl gl B, [Pe2nl
I don’t know il the laly critic is being slyly ironical in using the doubtful
word ¥'yd and in comparing Thakor’s style with a gl 3ﬁgﬂ,
But to my mind a closer parallel would bave been the Ghaut engine which
painfully crawls up a steep gradient and makes infinitely more sound and
smoke than speed. And I would certainly not tell young writers, as Ram-

narayan has done, to imitate Thakor’s prose style. Perhaps the example of
Vijaytay Vaidya, who seemd to have taken Thakor for his model, onght to be
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a standing warning to those who are tempted to imitate Thakor. For all the
defects in Narasimharao's style will be found exaggerated manifold in
Thakor's prose. It may be a very full style, a very cautious style, a very
logical and even legal style, but it is not a style that it i3 any pleasure to
read. It reminds me of the awful English style beloved of our pettifoggers
with their "houses and buildings and messuages and tenements”; and con-
gtruing Thakor’s prose is pretty often like construing a legal document
drafted by a Solicitor lavishly and overscrupulously generous about words,
if not about other things. Vishwanaih Bhatt is not at all too severe when
he gays Thakor’s prose is A»gl0l and lacking in yIWdl, and when he
cautiously writes: 3uq a8 205y s AL 2@l 531 and AY AL neaHzey-
U ARz Moy U AN Ay szal 4y AR 4l 4L A WAL A
fazet a4l. [fcczlq, pp. 261-262].  n his essay entitled (AR,
which seems to be fundamentally vitiated by the false premise that poetry is
essentially ethical, Thakor writes : mtglad:ll NECESIDY “lq%llhr PUEEL
ladedlor €6 4% 3oa iy, sl wE aysied usesdl wibdi
20481 A4 WAl @S R 2 nfadl3B szai 25 62 agd Gy
29qd 2 AL 19 44d) Cestilervas sadidl et szt nan¥i (9L, .,
1t is trne that we can get at Lthe sense of the gsenteiice somehow, but ig it good
prose? To speak nothing of the fallacy in uging the word %4l in two
senses, one literal the other metaphorical, even tha syntax is defective ag
M o %ﬂ?{ is nged in the unusual and un-Gujarati senge of “‘if we adwmit”,—

or elge the verb does not it in with the conditional clause; &Yl is a
doubtful Sanskritism; the adverbinl use of 2ANHA is wrong; GfAl add
ig a doubtful idiom; and [-?t'agl?uorw'«a is another doubtful Sanskritism, if it
is intended to mean ‘‘Govoydd because it is [A31H”’. Here is another
passage from the same essay : Y[l P:t[\lk'*{i %Yy EUDY O:f\l'da, Yy Uil
Grr @ dee st (s o, AR ya@d Ry, A s7 s
(A eur, xalg 2fbrs 3 e 8w 2uddl AL Ad diuey, WH
n M A adl iy Al WAl AR Aasied 2z aHR, Red
(gl 4, el o 2 e G, 2 («iky
Al wllsiy 0l g wA oqdl w1 wRa sESUnA Tedlsui Wl
2 ot (Afpdl sied Qeadlr adl B A4 ildfas sredl,
olled e g @Ry sedsa@ (AU AL s wlge Sey Q)
Ax A4l <4l. There is nothing abstruse, nothing ditficult, in the idea .
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expressed in these sentences: there ig nothing technical in it; in fact, it is
a commonplace idea about certain facts of literary history. DBut the
gsentences require to be read several times before their commonplace
meaning becomes clear to the average reader. Disputing Narasimharao’s
translation of an Knglish sentence, Thakor retorts: 24l Wid QWQlCﬂ Gt‘*ﬂ'

¥ % Wzyd? I am inclined to ask a similar question about so much that
Thakor has written: “Is it Gujarati?”

Gujarati prose has gone far gince it besan to be used just about a
century ago for gerious literary and other purposes. For it was only after 1850
that prose worth the name began to be written in (fajarati, and when we
congider the alinost primitive prose, which scarcely deserved the name, that
wag written before that date, the sudden maturing and lowering it showed,
along with the vernacular prosc in so many provinees of India, is a wonderful
phenomenon and a remarkable tribute to the marvellous fructifying efl'ect
of Knglish education. With hig usual critical sanity and ingight, Ramanbhai
put his finger on the gource when he attributed the growth of the critical
gpirit in modern India to Bnglish education. Referring to ¥ 2jss (A=<l
Wwl 2 adl Geua Wil wsalgdnddl yle, he writes : 210 9yfgd Wz
Clendit e 38 Gran 2afeadl wlud Wiz yaiu (s 5 Gud wa a2l
% wsue={132u4dl ABq (eritical faculty) izt @'l auugnl a1 29
B A iz 53 v AR, wey 2eeumi 9 4Ral Astl AMadl 4Bl HA A ww
o AP B q el (aut B, [sladl 24 e, 1, p. 200 Although
written fifty years ago, these words have not lost their value and they require
to be constantly and steadily kept in view to-day when persons in high places
come forward to thunder, I am afraid rather foolisl.lv, against Kngiish
education and Western influences. Without the critical faculty emphasised
by Ramanbhai there can be no good prosge capable of dealing with all possible
subjects.  As he rightly insisted : GUAH[ @54 HNA et Ui et HEYALIR
Uy Uy A%, GRAUL G2 WA oA g (A Uz Av o, . AR,
yQg, deaaid, Alaiaiag, wplEad, 200 @A, AsAdarA, aafedas,
AULAB, AR, HH s venls 1Ay [Adlial Slaml Gra (At use
ad @, AMd anAdl cg el AR cAYAL [ sl 2R wleat
111, pp 131-132]. In spite of the remarkable progress wmade by Gujarati
prode between 1850 and 1900, have we gone further in the last forty years
and more ? Have we developed a prose capable of meeting the various
demands enumerated by Ramanbhair To speak nothing of such technical
gubjects as the mathematical and natural sciences, has our prose developed

‘ sutficient capacity for dealing with the remaining subjects mentioned by him?
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Even for such purely literary subjects ag history or essay writing or criticism,
have we evolved a competent standardised idiom ? I am inclined to agree

with Ramanbhai when he writes : ......»4l Y22, {&ﬂ@d dyl Uy :Z\K‘u‘li({;.
2L AAHP( A A QU B dd 8 yoril @i o dy 4L, [Ibid, p. 71].
And everyone must also agree with what he rightly says elsewhere :
yavdl @il wfldend [Aarg” sRa 2elg’ alkd Bous 53 B [1bid, p.249].
The first requisite our aspirantg to literary fame as prose writers should
always keep in mind is to aschew emotionalism as a deadly poison, or at any
rate to keep it insevere subordination to thonght and reason. Naturally, there-
fore, they will do well to suppress or keep in check the natu il tendency
of early youth to emotionalism and the consequent fatal habit of verse writ-
ing. Ads it is, we have perhaps too many songsiers so many of whom work
up their emotions to the point of hysteries; why must even a gushingly
emotional writer of advanced years go out of his way to develop this poetie
idiocy so late in life and write such stuff as a prothalamium with the refrain
241 Z1, 214l 81, €at 39 @iz 1! and that too repeated eight times ?  This
is the age of veason and prose, and we must learn to write sensibly and
reasonably rather than try our untried wings in unuccessary flighu: of poetic
fancy. Irom this point of view, Thakor’s advice to young writers is of
particular interost : e AUARY A4, U3 AL AWALAL HEHAIL M3, @
Alsc AR 2AA VAL e B 3300 2 R oA 214Q U (A9
o A VAl asy, 9 i oy 34wl ¥ 82 [aEadl, p. 239].
I can not understand why Thakor wanis to encourage young aspirants first
to become good prose writers and then to turn to poetry. 1 would rather
reverse the process and tell young writers to practise strict verse writing
in ovder to work oll the measly fever of emotionalisin and as a good exercise
for gaining some contro) over words, and then give it up before it forms
and grows into an unfortunate and dangerous habit like drug-addiction. Here
again I would endorse Ramanbhai’s shrewd advice to literary aspirants :
ol 5{3 4l HA AN A4 a7 B el ey B, 2 YA sd ydl
g2yl walg” AL we el Rl ~lAl el Bl Adld g
axey sids 300 B, sids 4sdl B, BH HA Al D, A4 A YeRAAL RARAL
Wi e s il goidl wlSan ae 2l wod B AN WYy,

(s 24 aleet, 111, p.293]. 1 would go further and say that even mak-
ing a very indifferent pair of sandals is certainly preferable to, and 1nore
beneficial to mankind than, making an indifferent poem in these days

of prose. Kor as Thakor himself admits : a4l w{l\{(@l Al %llréﬂa%‘
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el sdi Aar Wdidl ae sfam altud . [aléa «a wila, po2770;

and he himself admits in despair that he has now given up the hope, which
he had upto 1920, of seeing a great epic poem appearing in his lifetime.

{ 21uel 3@(1!%!31&-3121%13, p, 33]. 1 would venture to suggest that he
should give up verse writing himself and induce other writers of verse,
especially ?)i!f%lrl verse, to do so and take to prose writing, particularly as
so many of them are doing in crabbed, unintelligible and unlovely verse
what they can surely do better in straightforward, intelligible prose. Anyone
who cowpares Thakor’s rather hazy and cryptic sonnet called {-ydA¢l
with his own prose commentary on it must see the undoubted superiority
of hig proge here which, for once, is exceptionally lucid and even eloquent

[Quoted by Pathak and Parekh in 3[“{“{&%’{, 11, p.154]. And if a thing

can be better done in proge, it ig certainly wrong to do it in verge.

Before T close thig rambling discourse, I should like to refer to some
agpects of our modern progse. More than twentyfive yearg ago, Mahadev Desai
showed me gome pages of hig translation of Morley’s ‘ On Compromise’ and
asked my opinion about the version. 1 told him to show it Lo an educated
Gujarati who knew hig own language and Sanskrit well but did not know
any Kngligh, and added that if such a judge found no fanlt with the language
and could intelligently understand the trend of each sentence and follow the
sequence of thought without difliculty, then the translaticn should be
adjudged to be a good and successful rendering and to have achieved
its object. I find now that Navalram, writing nearly gixty years
ago, said almost the same thing with a significant difference : (33l
A 2 Hd DY 3 AMUAR Wdldl didR 2009 % Ay @@al 2l
MM GRAA avy ey, [ Adan il (dre) po 1661 Now that
Sangkritisation has inevitably made congiderable progress, the emphasis
naturally falls on the Anglicisation alone of word, phrase, idiom and turn
of thought which it is so difficult to avoid when translating anything from
the English language., For, a Gujarati translation, — or for the matter of
that anything written in the language, — must be, first and foremost, Guja-
rati, — Gujarati not only in words, but also in syntax, in idiom, in turn of
phrase, in everything. *‘Is this Gujarati?” is the first question that comes
to mind when I see so much of modern prose by well known men of letters
admired by the reading public and even by our critics. So much of our
prose is intelligible only because we know English, and know it well ; the
mode of thought, the turn of expression, even the book idioms, are taken
over from English and reproduced undigested in crude Gujarati., This does
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not mean that we shounld object to all Anglicication and Anglicisms. In the
circumstances, a certain amount of Anglicisation is inevitable; the wise old
adage T[T HISEY HITH_supplies the one sufficient reason for this new orienta-

tion of our language and idiom. When Persophil Muslimsruled India, almost

every Sanskritic vernacular was influenced by Persian, in vceabulary, in
forms of address, in ugages, in idioms.

Almost every revenue term in Guja-
rat and Maharashtra is DPersian in origin 3 and in gpite of alleged attempts
made by Shivaji and his Brahmin advisers to replace the Mlechchha
vocabulary by an indigenous one, — they are said to have compiled a special
UIAAZIN T with that object,—the influence of Delhi proved so irresistible
that a special dictionary of Persian and Arabic words in actual use in
Marathi or employed in old documents had to be compiled some years ago.
Kven to-day when Chiefs of Southern Maratha States sei.d out state letters
called ‘Kharitas’ on ceremonial occasions, each letter beging and ends with
gonorous terms of address, complimentary phrases etc., in fine and courtly
though corrupt Persian. A letter written to Elphistone in 1822 begins :
A13d ARCAN BT BT QAT A0S RS Y@erd Qg qdq s am A qo
ik il @A SO ATE WEAFT FHAT FSGT BT @E, «F qar o
and it ends : & gAY @A AT F&A AZLEEAAT A FAAT 7T " &AM
F (S0, AR q2Ed #i9. 8 fBaEaa, [@EagiEs by D. V. Apte and Oturkar,
p. 320]. A Chief’s letter to the Governor about 90 years later begins :
qENd AYF AgR A(eA q FAUAT 45 §Aq T 5T el BT T oRede]
RS zESE YT ARG WF T ANQST A L 5AG 31 ARET HEN
AFTHHAT [FAFT WHAYTAS q3HFT AT G " Another written in 1922,
full one hundred years after the one written to Elphistone quoted above, is
an invitation to a high Government official to the wedding of a minor Raja
from the Rani Regent, and is another magnificent tribute to the wonderful
hold Delhi must have gained on the imagination of Maharashtra. It begins:
HIAR SFA... (39,310 HgTd F—ABNAT 9 A& Adad eqWd T AN
#fitsa sraRs gaa@ Wil,, q3W 5T G, .. 0 I @I T TH...
A gL, qA |9T FACET ARG AT ABAET AMAZA A AR
TS AT HA[ TFSA.. . AFL q9 A GGIT QST AT  (SF, @IAT Jo JEAA. ..
Compared with this overwhelming Persianisation of Marathi, Gujarati or,
for the matter of that, any vernacular, has not at all been Anglicised from
the point of view of vocabulary. The Anglicisation of modern vernaculars
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is subtler ; it i3 not our words that are Anglicised, it is our ideas, our modes
of thought, our turng of phrase and expression, our idioms, our forms of
address that have imperceptibly become Anglicised. To mention only a few.

U9, A-ldS 24 %%l A1l A3, are all Anglicisms; when
cven a purist like Ramnarayan Patank writes €33 il“{a[ ALl 2;@@.[-2( Guz
sAAL M3, or ALuep Rl Q... 5 20 R 1t @19 44, or 21vey
wAdul €2 eRUBA WU A A, or W Bistey 20040 iG] 4l
5ol 2 B, or AL Al Q1F ug Adlov | or 241 yoidl 144, he unconsciously
employs  Anglicisms; and o does Khabardar when he writes Hld'{l, el
2d’dedg AL D5 when Muanshi writes (55{,{1 rlOY?(?-li) Wzl Ghal 481,
he employs a move unhappy Anglicisin; or when he writes 4% ovd A%l Bl

he takes over onc from Iindi-Urdu, made current by Gandhi.  But, T repeat,
such Anglicisms of thought, phrase, idiom, word are under the circumstances
inevitable and it is no use bewailing them or trying to keep them out ; the

only thing to do is to avoid such extremes as Munshi’s -?_R’{l? ori(doit HIA-
R A (Aovllzdl 9t AR Bl A4 @0, or Thakor's 2430 e
in the idiomatic Iinglish sense of ‘jealous mistress’, applicd to Manubhai
Mehta's state service UsrU5Q( 244 d{€adl 4l which prevented him from
serving literature.  Such erudities and literal translations can be nagily
avoided if a little care iy taken, alittle diseretion is used, a little sense of
proportion ig cultivated.  How crudely literal our men of letters can be will
become amusingly evident from the following masterpicee of translation
which might be taken at the first blush for a deliberate cavicature of the art
of mistranslation : 520 %1 ¢Aid “qd £eldl it GAA A 2490l w1
s Al Ud didl B % daSle sedl oAl £4 Ayl 4, —which s
supposed to say in Gujarati what the following English verses say so
plainly :

If any greybeard lives that prays

To heaven to gsend him length of days,

Methinks his just reward should be

Ten decades of senility.
And thig translation appeared in a leading literary magazine like the

‘Vasant’ edited by a wideawake scholar and writer like Anandashankar
Dhruva.  Nearly sixty years ago Navalram wrote in an acute criticism

of 1I. 1I. Dhruva’s 5’\{3 [EH g4 and of other writings in Sanskritised
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Gujarati, which, he said, even Sanskrit scholars \nnaoquainted with English
would not understand : dei 5120 24| Aoy N 2013 B, iy AL 3 Y W Al
A2yt e Azl 3el Yan AAY 24T gl A Al YA B A
Hlog, 57 Wy @2 4l 3D A d el 3¢ @3 AR way 2w Naq
ANIAR 23l A sghl ddloe 32l 2l R B.....a0 BURL Al
g qd Gudl squl3 200G WD @Bald WAN WAk Yd dal N 9evridl
AVl WGRA s BB A e a0 Bafad Wi w
(aar uay 2o Y3 B e ARl sl dAL dRegHL sl Ty ov
WY AR 50 4 4y B, [ ddanuela (drey), p.o 162),

These weaknesses of Gujarati prose written by our University men
have not disappeared in the nearly sixty years that have pa gsed since Navalram
made this complaint. Tlow is it that in the prose of Marathi writers of
exactly the same class these weaknesses are o rarely to be seen, if, indeed,
at all ? One and perhaps the main reason is, that the general level of Sans-
krit learning has always been higher in Maharashtra than in Gujarat,
and the Sanskritisation of literary Marathi began much earlier and has
reached a higher level than in Gujarat. No Marathi writer of any repute

would write #& &9 G F99, qAH ?ﬁﬂﬁfqa like Nanalal ; or 2{l3dl and
AdRAl, @E Afa W A and  (Ad Al A dd—aAne
like Manilal Nabhubhai ; or =qia @oaFg@E  GUEI9sad like Magaobhai
Chaturbhgai Patel ; or concoct scores of such —1;10nstr(;xities as J{)(d [:t(c—f}l(dg,

s, Adls2la (for grammarian ), 21(d4fds, & MAQ3, (evidently
taking the word transliterated ‘jatavedas’ in English to be a plural of
wlrl%), ggf{{lﬁl etc., like Munshi ; or 24y2™I} (to mean ‘non-traditional’)
YR, 2 |{]| cte., like Vijayray Vaidya. About fifteen years ago champions
of the vernaculars in our University made a dead set against Sanskrit and
wanted to oust it as a dead uscless language from the University curricula,
What T wrote at that time protesting against the meve is equally applicable
to-day and the following passage is quite pertinent to my present argument:
*“Therc is not one writer of pure Gujarati of any note to-day who can do
without Sanskrit, or who would not be benefited by a good working know-
ledge of that language.” [ Times of India, 2-7-1926]. In fact the Sanskritic
vernaculars must absorb more and more of Sangkrit words till the saturation
point is reached and each vernacular can stand as independently of Sanskrit
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as Bnglish now can of Latin. This will be nothing new. For it 'geems that
ag early ag the 13th and 14th centuries Gujarati as written by Jaing wag
Sanskritised to a remarkable degrce. In the selections from old Gujarati
proge ranging between Samvat 1330 and 1500, entitled XHld {l\@(%ldl
AgU'ed, this phenomenon beconies quite evident on page after page of such
Gujarati as the following : (3{23 4 ollg ¢ 304 (4's uisz, @9 usieg,
AR A, wdn aell asalvar (VR8T wf 290w ;
Dizdluf 32z weidifmd 2™, Az azlzas; 34z 4z Wsly, sHagdasaly;
Ageialis Pradzd, wRisHAe3 deds... 2158 200, w204,
wplle, 4R G 2ln; and Dad euld Guanal ules A4BE %a)
2Aloq PAAAUE Gl oy Qv wRog agaldll 3wy 4z Adeyg Al
oMy AR gz walRE ) (en Waes alndy windl 50 Wy
Ay (1 Aea8 e el 33l us ex{is) eBaam wwze yalens
wr ulzag weld ey 53 g AilEu 218 yedG, [Pp. 150 and 3],
But this does not mean that Gujarati and other vernaculars should be
flooded with Sanskrit words and the languages made to appear like
unnatural and artificial dialects. This tendency to Sanskritisation, and
employment of Sanskrit words in unwarranted senses seems to have
reached preposterous limits in Bengali and Hindi.  There is8 a pious
fiction abroad that even the peasants  of Bengal sing  Tagore’s
Bengali songs. I do not know Bengali, but 1 have cxamined several of
Tagore’s popular gongs and seen in the *Manasi’ [ Vol. 11, No. 1, 4d-d WH|,
&2 ] aline for line trnaslation of his long poem ‘Bhasha o Chhanda’. All
the songs I have seen are so fearfully Sanskritised that the Bengali peasants
who are said to sing them must be Q{l[@,(l{@-mgl's of Nuddea or at least the
Kashi Vidyapitha. Fifteen years ago one of Tagore’s popular songs went the
round of the press in most provinces, and I then read the Hindi, Marathi and
(Fujarati translations of it in the press. Three of the lines ran in the original:
qaq  A¥PIIIT GaT TN aifaT Al § RREE 99 @ 9% gald 99 Ravs
ZET ey qilY, 99 A@-AF O, gFLgE A, Here 25 out of the 27 words
are Sanskrit and all the three versions, Hindi, Marathi and Gujarati, retained
all the Sanskrit words and even the phraseology, making only one or two
changes in the third line. In the long poem of 110 lines ‘Bhasha o Chhanda’,

there are more than 400 Sanskrit words, many of them compounds of two
and even more words, and all these 400 odd words the Gujarati translation
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takes over 'bodily with just a change here and there of termination or
of a letter which the Bengali pronunciation hag corrupted. The first
two lines run :

I A Rabed afyerta sad s

qYEZ FAYT ABEAI god FA ,

and the Gujarati version is :
& (34 (eulzaR 294?200 21002
Helde HeA Azl 58 g2
the Bengali line ‘
e Ao sl alqerdl quar aiK
becomes in Gujarati :
2w e (Rl FAidadl anaud 4R ;

and the couplet
AL TG B1% 9@ AgUST 9a

ITW GRT AqY AE WE =T A9,

becomes
allddl AUHA Ay uadld 243y 1Y

G5 yex A A 2l @ W,

and go the original and the translation run neck to neck from beginning to
end. T do not know Bengali, but I know a little Sangkrit, and 1 know Gujarati
fairly well; but I confess the translation has remained almost as unintelligible
to me as the Bengall original. Should Sanskritisation of the vernaculars
progress in this reckless faghion and at this speed, it would not take long to
achieve the ambitious goal of many ardent Arya Samajists who expect pure
Sanskrit to become the lingua franca of rejuvenated and regenerated India.
The deliberate move to oust every word of Perso-Arabic origin from Mara-
thi, which has made such progress that the word qI{a (date) has been
replaced by f&di% in many newspapers, bodes no good to the language. Ttis
the duty of our writers to resist such temptations to adopt the easy path
of least resistance and laziness and allow their own language to be thereby
unrecognisably corrupted, and it is the duty of our critics to fight against such
aberrations, and fight with all their might, and without fear or favour, lest
unthinking young writers might be tempted to earn a doubtful reputation
for profundity and learning by abusing the privilege of drawing upon Sans-
krit for absolutely necessary words. But our men of letters are oversensitive
to criticism of any kind and’ want nothing but praise in the press; even
impersonal criticism of a writer’s work or literary theories is censtrued and
loudly and indignantly denounced as an act of personal animosity,
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Ramnarayan DPathak shre.wdly attributes this oversensitiveness fo a national
weakness : well Azt Al &2 3 AWy oA 2R sag wey WY UEAAA GUR
& AeA 2 Tov 211 et [AFazul A, A 21 eidui 200900 A ddl s
T (Rl R, Mo WA A8l B3 W3 sRAlg aieol A i 200ve
UA A A N w5 A2 [0 sa(&eaAi 4RE, pp,193-194].

1t is a pity if this be true. But I fail to see why a ecritic should not speak
out unpalatable truths simply because writers resent all criticism. It is only
natural that they shoald ; no one, be he writer or not, likes to be publiely
criticiged or get right. My own impression is that our critics are more to
blame for this state of affairs ; most of them sgeem to follow religiously our
old dictum of worldly wisdom, aafag'[z{ o ERIC g\qreﬂequﬁqq, and to
think it quile ungentlemanly to dwell on faults and criticise them strongly,
while some follow the principle, fashionable in England for some time now,
that a criticisin should be an interpretation rather than an appraisal of a book.
This principle has made modern English criticism also the negligible
quantity it is. Writing in ‘Time And Tide’ on ‘obscquious’ reviewers, Sean
O’cascy said a few yeargago: “Knglish criticism has long lost its virility and
ig fast loging its courage”. The same secems to be the case with Gujarati
criticism also. Narmadashankar never minced matters, Navalram was on
the whole a fairly outspoken critic, and Narasimharao could also be ‘as harsh
as truth’.  Among the moderns only Vishvanath Bhatt occasionally criticises
with considerable ‘courage’ and also ‘virility’, for he does not mince matters
and writes with dash and vigour, and on occasion hits hard and straight.
We badly need a band of such critics jealously vigilant and keenly particular
aboul preserving the purity and eloquence of the language, whatever those
who resent such criticism and decry it as merely verbal and meticulous, may
say. Pouring contempt on such critics Munshi writes : !l&l'aR, ?{maagﬂq,

Y3 el AR A e 2 B—lalau, sl A3 aAl;—ve
PAzAdl Baui A, [ yevld Ay ukslRs <aldd ete., p,110].  As for
fﬂ%ll“l’ﬂi, the trouble is that in our schools and colleges this work is not
well done. Had his school teachers done their work well, both with tongue
and cane, Munshi would not have written ?{*{lkigﬂ*{ as he has done on this
page s or QA HQAs as on p. 145 ; or Gevov(qQ(l several times as on
pp.222-224 ; or attributed Montesquieu's ‘Spinit of Laws’ to Montaigne as on
p.107; or called Mihirakula ﬁi@ﬁlgc‘l as on pp. 234-235; or mentioned
‘Meghaduta’ and Shelley’s ‘Epipsychidion’ in the same breath as on p. 227.
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.

Along with the perversion and wrong use of Sanskrit words may be
mentioned the inappropriate or inapposite, inapt or inept use of words, and
unnecessary or eccentric coinagegs and purisms. In verge, sometimes the
rush of emotion and congequeat whirl of words may permit such coinages
or liberties, such unusual uses or misuses of words to pass muster; with the
passing of time such innovations and doubtful coinages and ineptitudes of a
poet of supreme genius may even become hallowed pogsessions of a langu-
age, though never imitated by succeeding ages. Shakesgpeare, for instance,
was the first to use the now obsolete word ‘itelunme’, and has used the words
‘circumstance’, ‘counterfeit’ and ‘syllable’, in senses in which the words are
not nsed now, and yet the intensely emotional and memorable passages in
which they are used have passed and merged into the very texture of Eng-
lish poetic thought and sengibility:

I know not where is that Promethean heat
That can thy light relume;

Pride, pomp and circumstance of glorious war;

Look here, upon this picture and on this,

The counterfeit presentment of two brothers;
and,
’ To the last syllable of recorded time.
In smaller poets the use of cant words or favourite epithets may also pass
unnoticed, though occasionally an unsparing critic may expose their
ineptitude or unsuitability. Putting hig finger on Narasimharao’s weak
point in this respect, Manilal Nabhubhai said in one of his most acute literary

criticisms, that on  @salgyls 1ML 2L §124 UAldg dtd Ay Yrenior B AH
sO3 QU ad, (e A wreul s WY sAA 2 A'vsed ML 20
s apy’ B, A (540, ac, Wedl’, AR, A’ Al dd R A
Gang adiel 49 A Aovsdl Al og R4 AN A WA B
Ramanbhai’s defence of Naragsimharao on this point isno defence at all; in fact
it gives away his client’s case when Ramanbhai writes: =i o€l @A i
& AL B AuA DeAloy oveyut B sGldi A wredl W oay 4Y Uy
Wgd oddl x@d dt wf (Bew wwe 4 BB ARAL odddl e,
Munshi has the same exasperating habit of riding to death such high sound-
ing but inane epithets as g{N and G2 and VY and go'd in
narrative prose, and he applies them impartially to man or fortress, to werd
or gesture, to blow or smile, to anything on earth or in heaven. In prose
such cant words and wrong uses and liberties are utterly out of place as
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clarity and precision, not preciosity and bizarre or evocative Haziness, are
the prime requisites in good prose. For instance, {4y Y| might perhaps
have passed in verse as a daring innovation to mean ‘non-traditional’; in a
gober footnote in prose it is unpardonable. Among eccentric coinages may
be mentioned such words as -Hlk?\q for ‘recreation’ in the sense of
‘pastime’, and such other arbitrary coinages as MIMIR¥HdL, 214301, ete., put
into circulation by Thakor. A common source of ineptitude is the wrong
uge or perversion of Persian words. For instance, it is wrong to use AH-uA
"%e to mean °the extreme limit of romance’; and to change ¢2dl
‘existence’, into semi-Sangkritised (Q(éd,as Keshavlal does to give it a Sanskrit
gound, or into A(d as Thakor does in order to fully Sanskritise it, is
unwarrantable. And where Thakor got 2&{%{1@( from, it is difficult even
to guegs. This brings ug to the unnecesgary and wrong purification of
Persian or other foreign words long incorporated in the language in a modi-
fied or corrupt form. KEvery living language has a right to borrow such
wordg and digest them in a modified form besgt suited to its genius., In
Arabic there is a regular name for this process and when ‘chiriagh’ is changed
into ‘sirdj’, or ‘piigin’ into ‘baijan’ (as in Adar or Azar-baijin, Jul-baijan
ete.), or ‘Gilani’ into ‘Jilini’, the process is called making the words ‘mu ‘arrahy’,
In Gujarati, it is an absurd aff'ectation to restore the original pronunciation
of such common words as g3, AR, 544, Y{™MR, oy}U, and write them
s, UM, kA, MBI U (or ) i;—we may as well restore
duld and ¥HMR to their correct forms dg(i(g%l and  HER, and the
mysterious ovs’?i:gaw{ to as")\f U4ly. It is also wrong to form abomin-
able hybrids like s¥%1c4 (for ‘elegy’). There is another, subtler impro-
priety in using foreign words in inappropriate connections. For instance,
the word :(Qi‘g{ has acquired a special and strictly sectarian meaning in
Urdu and Persian, and it is wrong to use it for ‘apostles’ in the Christian
sense as Mahadev Desai does in cdiueAl Hulel; I would certainly prefer
the missionary Gujarati word :}\{@{d; and it is still more wrong to use
y3%1l, (which has not only a specialised meaning but is already in use
in Gujarati in that sense) as an equivalent for the highly technical and com-
plicated Christian ceremonial ‘mass’; just as it is wrong, though not to
such a degree, to use the word 24|*+d{y, sanctified by traditional Hindu
usuage, to mean ‘dogma’, a word which has acquired a subtle but distinct
pejorative gense in English., But perhaps the limit of incongruity and
ineptitude is reached when Keshavlal Dhruva, in his tentative and extremely
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disappoi'nting translations from the Uttara-Rama-charita uses the Arabic
words dl¥il, dl4l—with their overwhelmingly Islamic and Quranic

associations—as equivalent to =g A=A, and actually puts them in
the mouth of Rima.

But mere choice of right words cannot alone give us good prose.
The wordg have to be built up into sentences, and sentences into paragraphs,
and here we enter upon the architectonic aspect of prose writing ag an art.
I am afraid too many of our writers are content if they can make their sense
understood somehow and do not take pains to file and prune and rewrite in
order to make their sentences flow ag smoothly as possible; and very few care
Zor the cadences, the sound effects, the vowel music of their sentences. It is
a great pity that Sangkrit prose developed only in the direction of profusion
of words and clauses, play on words with double meanings and piling up of
gimiles or antitheses, If it had been cultivated like Greek and T.atin prose
for direct narratives, historical works, reflective writing, oratory etc., it might
have developed into a marvellous instrument of extraordinary elasticity,
power and beanty, with noble cadences and grand sound effects. More than
forty years ago I had to read for my degree examination two chapters of
Sankara’s great scholium on the Vedanta aphorisms. 1 confess I studied
the appointed portion very perfunctorily and I remember nothing ol what
I read, — not one argument, not one topic discussed has stuck to my
memory ; and yet just half a dozen words have haunted it for all these
years because of their magnificent cadence and grand verbal and vowel
music. Dwelling on the unreality of phenomenal experience as cormpared
with the one noumenal reality, Sankara says that in this phenomenal
world transmigrating souls are lying as it were in the profound sleep of

illusion—as he puts it in unforgettable words: ®igadl Al J&IT QT QR
stqr : If only the masters of Sanskrit prose had explored the possibilities of

the noble language in the direction of such grand cadences and diapasons, what
a mighty instrument of sonorous tonal music would they have made of it!
I do not think Gujarati can achieve such great effects, but still it should be
the endeavour of every Gujarati artvist in prose to try the possibilities of the
language. To resort to the easily acquired trick of inversion will not do, for
inversion can never be naturalised in Gujarati although it was perfectly
natural to the fully inflected Sanskrit. My point is that our prose writers
should not hold with Moliere’s famous character that whatever they say or
write is prose, and therefore good prose. They should take prose writing
ag a gerious art and spare no pains to aoquire and perfect its technique. As
the trite but nonetheless wise saying goes, if a thing is worth doing, it is
worth doing well.
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But the technique of the art of prose writing—the right choice of
words, building up of sentences and paragraphs, and evocation of cadences—
cannot alone suffice to make prose great or memorable, There ig one thing
quite independent of technique which I believe is absolutely necessary for
waking our prose and also our poetry really alive, and direct and immediate
in their appeal to our attention and our sympathies, and the absence of which
may make the most consummate art nagatory. I mean sincerity and integ-
rity, without which both prose and poetry—especially prose, ag in poetry
gsome feigning may be permigsible—must ring hollow and sound uncon-
vincing. If a writer only feigng what he has not realised or what he does
not really helieve, hig expression of it needs must lack that convincing air
of integrity which perfect honesty and earnegtness give to even simple
straightforward writing. One of the most impressive books I have read was
a short autobiography written by Bhai Paraminand in Hindi. I began read-
ing it as a tagk, with not much sympathy, intellectual, political or spiritual,
with the subject of the record; and yet the narrative won my attention at the
outset and held it to the end. It was like a quiet and even underpitched
monologue, a simple straight{forward aceount of sufferings and doings des-
cribed ag by a dispassionate stranger, without bitterness, without exaggera-
tion, without emphasig; and yet this plain, unadorned and quiet narrative
gripped and moved me more profoundly than anything 1 have read in Guja-
rati. For throughout the narrative the man’s utter sincerity of soul shone
out like a pure white flame without heat, and however one might disagree
with or disapprove of his views or interpretations of facts and history one
could never be in doubt about the integrity of the man and the truth and
earnestness of his narrative. As a rule it is not a pleasure to read modern
Hindi prose; and I almost agree with what a Gujarati writer, Meghani I
beliove, has said recently about it: e yAlyey 3 (€0 ag-yarr A a2
Aoy By WA A @l R™AALAT NHLE, ALY, WedlAl e 2L B,
[ Janmabhumi, 27-4-1940.]. But the very intensity of Bhai Paramanand’s
feelings and convictions seems to have burnt out these faults of* his medium
along with his own petty likes and dislikes, loves and hates. With some
reluctance I mention here ag a glaring contrast the case of a distinguished
Gujarati novelist who is of course a nationalist and staunch believer in the
gospel of truth if not non-violence. In a novel published in 1939 he casti-
gates with fine sarcasm the calculating and hollow orthodoxy of a character
in the following words: ... H&lA@IA AL TAl UYAUAL A3 Aedlddl YA

AlAx AL Al Yued  Yedis Qs ARUAL war 4A
Hnilidl daiesR edl A0 qeuidl ANG Ty WO & 531 i gal,
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A el Buatnifl 3ol 207600 Aol 20 ' 38U A’ AMRAl U3l
flee, WEAAD A AMAL A (g, e dd AN Yeoudl 9l o)
WA ([, ovRead ARG 5% 3l &dl. The same novelist  who
in 1939 so severely trounced this orthodox humbug for his profitable

orthodoxy combined with worldly dishonesty, and poured indirect contempt
on a‘"@f‘l H‘lfnl;lf also, is reported to have said in June 1941 in a speech

made under the chairmanship of a QB'O\H QU at Dabhoi: \(3 c:i'ﬁglq Y...
AR [dedciAll] eiRadui 2aR 2a@ HAR AT wfed 50 A%
adl, yRew BReil Gued qur B, At vey dvgd WU B A4
A ¢ A el A B AU RA MBI Al e
dl vl sl ey Ay B aedid A4 (R vl wid wataeiia
R 3% 20y [l BGR 5. MR Yorrd ARz 26 [R1evid B,
[ 44%%2, 30-11-1941]. 1 do not think it i3 necessary to point out

(to use a mild word ) the disparity between the feigned flaming reformism
and nationalism of the novelist and the veiled but real bigoted orthodoxy
and abject submisgion to convention of the man. I would any day prefer
the vulgar and wrongheaded but honest and consistent orthodoxy of a
writer like Nagindas Sanghvi to the mellifluous but insincere reformism and
nationalism of the highly educated and urbane novelist; for the former with
all his crudenesses has preserved the integrity of his soul, the latter with all
hig urbanity and culture has bartered it away for chcap popularity.

Whether in imaginative or in narrative literature, in poetry and fic-
tion or in history and hiography, or even in bare records of facts and hap-
penings, intense sincerity and integrity of vision may raise the simplest and
most unadorned language to the most moving eloquence. The poignant last
page of Hardy’s ‘Woodlanders’, the quiet close of ‘Wuthering Heightg’, or
better still, the simple last pages of the tragic diary of the arctic explorer
Robert Falcon Scott, written when face to face with death,—for certain
death was a matter of days and hours and he wrote till his hand failed,—
these and many other passages in lnglish prose are in simple unadorned
language, and yet they are great prose because of the imaginative or actual
truth and integrity of the writers. For, all literature, whether imaginative
or otherwise, that is lacking in truth and integrity is as the mere tinkling
of cymbals, however finely and artfully it might be written. All writing if
it is to be of any permanent value must be an evocation and projection of
the spirit; and if the spirit be not true to itself and its vision, if the writer
lose his soul, what use is it if he gain the world ?
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