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G. A, Jacob, Chowkhamba, Varanasi, 1975, p. 108,

Ramadwaya’s Vedantakaumnds, pp. 340-342

BHU Sanskrit Series IX, Ist Edn, Varanasi, 1973

R. 8. Caturvedi, '

Also there is much to be clarifieq {as indicated in the following baragrapy,

of the present paper) regarding the real position of T

sliksmas, siksmabhutas, Paraminus net only jp Ved

also in Sinkhyayoga. o

Cf. Ratnaprabhi and Nyayanirnava op 1.2.22;2,2 10; 3.1

are interpreted ag samskiras, bhiitakaranas, tanmatras

elements. Also vide. Yogavartika, 1-41, Ratnaprabhi,

riipatram sikgmatvam, :

Cf. P, T. Rajo : Structural Depthbs of Indian Thought, New Deihi, 1985

Pp. 257. 443, 466n.

Quintuplication common to all Vedantic 8ystems

modern sense of the term,

P. 421 Adwaita and Austrian theory : The Self js a]

Cf. R, D. Ranade: The Vedanta-the Culmination

Bharatiya Vidya Bhavan, Bombay, p. 13,

The treatment of tanmitrag is arbitrary:

Cf. Sadupanigad-bhagyam, Vavilla Edition, Madras, 1939

pp. 273-274: Tanmatras are Purvavasthi-s of bhias

(on Praina-Upanigad)

. Vijidnabhikgu on the Brahma-siitra, 1.1.3 - They are stkymimgag-

Yogavirtika (p. 119n) Tanmatras are ot paraminus as conceived by

Nyiya-Vaisesikas—cf. Yogasitra I-44 (Bharatiyavidya prakasan, Varansj
1982).
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N PRAISE OF POETS :
:)NNPTHE HISTORY AND FUNCTION OF THE
KAVIPRASAMSA |

SHELDON POLLOCK

1

IT is astriking fact that many works_ of Sanskrit (an_d
sanskritizing) literature contain, typxcall?f near thefr.
commencement, some sort of praise of earlier p?ets. It is
almost as striking that neither traditional slasikara theory
nor modern literary study of Sanskrit poetry seems to hav.e
taken much note of this. Here I want to offer a very preli-

minary (and therefore unavoidably superficial) historical

survey of some of the material illustrating tl}is convention,
and to speculate briefly on its possible functions. 3

That poets typically know and do more than either. dis-
criptive or prescriptive theory is adequate to addressis no

cause for surprise, yet the absence of discussion of the

kaviprasamsa in the alamkaradistra tradition re?mains curio_us.
Bhojadeva js the one rhetorician I find (besides those like
Hemacandra that depend on him) who mentions the trope.
This is addressed in his discussion of prabandhdlamkara or
“ornaments’’ pertaining to the literary work as a whole
f;ﬁgdraprakﬁéa, chapter 11, the most claborate treatment of

- the subject in the literature).! Among these is a category of

““verbal ornaments”’ ($abdalamkaras) that includes : beginn-
ing the poem with an expression of homage, a prayer, and
the like (namaskaradyupakramatvam) ; variouns conventions for
actually introducing the composition (? sambandhidimadadi-
vakyatvam ;) linguistic fours de force like the gomimtrika, the
single consonant verse, ectc. (duskara [sama ?] samskrtadiva-
kyatvam) ; ending a chapter with a meter different from that




of the pt?et’s family), vaktavy&rthapratijﬁdna.(a declaration of
the sgb;ect matter of the work, talprayojanopanyisg (an
assertmr} (?f the aims of the poem), durjanasujanasvarﬁpam
(a deSFrlptIOn of unfair and fair critics), ang kaviprasamiz
On this last Bhoja has no comment, and only exemplifies jt
“y a passage from g (lost) Prakrit Poem named Rﬁvanav.g'aya :

A Poet ¢an see into a poet’s heart by means of juét a pai£
of hjs words, as if with twg €y€s, and know whethey the
WwOork as a whole i turbid or clear,” 1 Bhoja the trope thyg

refers, apparently, to praise of poetry in general, not the

The rhetorical device that, for complex reasons to be
adu.mbrated below, names and praises individuai poets
begins, so far as I have been able to determine, with Bipa
in the midseventh century, 1t i not to be found in Adva.
ghosa or other early Buddhist poets, nor in Kalidasa,
Bharavi, or Magha, or the earlier plays. This is not to say

puti:a]-—and bresent the work of 5 contemporary poet like
Kalidasa ° 1o which the director answers with the
memorable verse, ““Not every work of literature s good
Just because it s old,” etc. (purdpam ity eva na sadhy sarvam,
?tc: 1.2). The implication of 3 canon of poetry and the
intimation of the poet’s place in it, which I'll suggest are
part of what the kav&;ra.éar_nsé does, are just perceptible in

Kalidasa’s statement here ; whereas the topos of newness
(another centrgl component of the ideology of Sanskrit

e
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poetry that has been largely ignored) ‘as we shall see often .

-accompanies and informs the kaviprafamsi, and constitutes
€ - *
-perhaps its precondition.

Prior to Bina we find the trope used only more or less as
Bhoja had described it. Subandhu, to cite just one instance,
in the prelude to his masterpiece Vasavadatta® concentrates
on the durjanasujanasvaripam (vss. 5-9), and appends to this
a somewhat more specific observation on poetry and its
greatest patron, which incidentally articulates a counter.
discourse on novelty : “True poetry is dead, the ‘moder-
nists’ are having their day [ravaka vilasanti], it has become
a free-for-all [lit. ““who will not devour/follow whom 9
carali no karikah), now that Vikramaditya, ‘Sun of Power’ on

‘earth has, like a deep pond, been reduced to his fame/bed

[fmud] {i.., has perished]” (vs. 10). The critique of critics
as we find it in Subandhu, for its part, constitutes another
important convention found throughout the tradition, from
Bhavabhiiti to Jagannatha, and one largely ignored in post-
traditional analysis of Sanskrit poetry. Whatever else it
might do it serves to sityate a boem, at its very commence-
ment, in a field of social no less than acsthetic power—that
is, in the high-stakes game of patronage-at the royal court,
Again, this seams to me closely related to the trope kavi-
prasamsd, which after all is informed by current critical
opinion, but the praise of Specific poets themselvesis absent
in Subandhuy.

Why the device originates when jt does, why with Bana,
and why only in the Harsacarita are questions for which I
can provide no answers at present. That is the midseventh
century that first sees the deployment of the trope seems
t0 be corroborated by other evidence. It appears to be the
case that no poetisnamed in any epigraphical record (aside
from the composer of the epigraph itself) prior to the well-
known Aihole inscription $akasamvat 556 (Ap 634), Here the
poet Ravikirti, as is well-known, claims to have “‘attained by
his poetic skill the fame of Kilidasa and Bharavi’’ - (kavitdiri-
rakﬁ_lid&sabh&mvikirrﬁ{z [sic], EI6[1901-2]: 7.18 ; & poem in
dedication of a Jaina temple built by the poet). (It was of
course the patron of Ravikirti, Pulakeéin II, who defeated



Jari, vs 13); Pravarasena (vs. 14) ; Bhasa (referen‘ces to the
Qualities of the plays, vsg, 15); Kalidaga {(Praised for his

SWeet saktis, vs, : 73 ; A aj
o uklis, vs, 16) : the B_rl:atkatha (vs, 17y ; chhyaraJa (vs.

list, which _almost by design Provides a Sutvey of the great
reprfsentatxves of the great Doetry : itifzsq, Kathg, akhyayikg
-Mahdkiyyq, muktaka, and hdtaka, This genre éiversity is,
-pa.ralleledin point of the literary languages the list com.
Prises, which includes, besides Sanskrit; (Maharastr)
Prakrl_t and Pajdzcy, Among thege no hierarchy whatever is
established. The features fo; Which poets of poems are
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ver is mentioned ; in the case of Pr avarasena, for instance,
he is celebrated precisely on account OF his celebrity (kirif
pravarasenasya prayafd...param paramy. Significant, too, are
the absences. No Buddhist or Jain poet js mentioned, an
omission that will be rectified in due course only for the
latter and onlyin arather limited sense. Ap enigmatic

-~ ‘absence, the most *‘present absence,”” is that of Valmiki.

In the entire history of the kaviprafarmsi so far as I can

. construct it only in Bana’s catalogue is his name wantin g-

With this typology in mind, I want very briefly to chart
several points—some more, some less prominent—in the
historical development of the kaviprasamsas.

One of the more elaborate of the post-Bana examples is
that of the Avantisundarikathd, which T see no reason
whatever not to ascribe to Dandin (or more precisely

century and in the Pallava cultural formation).s Ag is
well-known, thisis a very fragmentary text but fortu-
nately the kavipradamss section is reasonably well
preserved. Dandin eulogizes Valmiki (vs. 2 [fragmen.
tary]: ““From whose mouth came that sweet stream of
honey called the Ramdyapa™); Vyasa (vs. 3: “Praise to
the sage who even before him [i.e., before Valmiki 7
endowed human automata with ¢onsciousness by means
of the magical art of the Mahabharaty®’y;? Panini (? vs. 4
[fragmentary]: ““That which has been the instructor
of words....””); Subandhy (vs. 6: he, “‘they say, escaped
from the bondage of Bindusira, but then Vatsarija
bound his heart..."”); Brhatkaths (vs. 7) ; Stdraka (vs, 9-
“‘Having repeatedly conquered the world with his clear
sword blade Studraka stabilized it with words relating to
his own deeds’’); Bhisa (vs. 11: “Though departed
Bhasa remains [in the world] with his body that is his
plays, with thejr limbs, the mukha, ete., well distributed,
with their laksapas and vritis clearly revealed”); King
Sarvasena?® {vs. 12 [fragmentary]); vs. 13 “Fifty-six
are the great poets who are authorities for us, men who
show us the true things of this world [sadmstudar.s‘ina{z yA
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;tagdlng before us Jike bridgeg [set””; Raids ' parama  Srivijaya, K.aviévarapar;'ld.ita-, Chandraloka.
€ “purified the Vaidarbhg path and’h- alidasa (yg. 15: paia (?), “‘their pre-eminent exposition of the matter of
under hijs control [? nirvivaday, dl,.lb ] Is Words, totally a poem became the defining mark of poetry from then
:Iquld honey”) ardyana (vs 17 .“;;ere hSPTEad with : on for evermore (niratifayavastuvistaraviracane lakgyam
O Cross through the three worlds with O was able tadadya kavyakkemdum). ' :
t g . . a
;;‘;S/(‘;’Of ds, is it surprising that he, Néréy;n °Te three ; The numerous kavistutis of Rajasekhara (ca. ap 900), a
(ve 15 one go _W{th three kayygs ) *“the ﬁli_a’t could _ genre in which he seems to have specialized, will have
that th [na;lne missing]); Mayira (vs, | 9: “It is : Poet>? _ ~ toawaitanalysis elsewhere, for theyare preseved largely
M Ough pierced by the sharp-headed Bj - azing " in anthologies and not in his literary works.12 T want to
pI::;‘lrf remained unpertyreg and did net 2‘1}%&“0% note here only a passage in the Kavyamimdmsa where
e _‘{‘GXDresslveness”); Dimodara (vg 22 [f uP his _ Rajadekhara cites what he purports to be an ancient
Ca;ylc'a :I_Telovely sound born fromtheﬂut;aofl[);;]g%]en' 0 subhd inscription from the court at Ujjain, where
vorses gflrgée even an.nn‘als”).. (Little in the rema?uia - B “Kalidasa, Mentha, Amara, Rapa, Sﬁrq [sic], Bharavi,
_ Drelude. is mtelhgible.) g P Haricandra, Candragupta, weretested™ inpoetry(p. 55),
Vakpatiraja Gaudavaho Despite some obvious difficulties for the positivist in
. * : C : [ : .
ntroductioy some gengr:] ‘:: 730), Provides by Way of ~ this account, its lirerary-his!oriagmphical interest as such
Poets can make the rea] unréa]ngiks on poety (v, 66: i ~ is something we do weli to register, as T suggest below.-
and the real g5 real can be [ju ,t the UHrea¥ hYper-rea[, Dhanapila’s Tilakamafijari (composed at the court of
pati];® vs, g4 . The first DOeJtss " € Opposite of Prajs. bl Mufija of Dhara, ca. ap 970), begins with a long praise
could wan der on pathg without, ' ank?‘ to their times, i of poets, including: Valmiki and Kinina {=Vyisa):
Is)aw everything op these pathzor}s;tir:ﬁ; é vsI.JStS : t:rhey (vs. 20,); -‘Heswhcll tf;okla c’]r(()p frquqm tI;,e B;-hatkath& aznd
reaks boundarieg now ;. > but if one made it into Sanskrit tales’’ (vs. ); Pravarasena (vs.
In the course of the poem ftvell‘ithmg €an appear new), ! 22) ; [the author of the] Tarangavari [ =Palinnaj (vs. 23)
the poets Kamaliyydha i;b (vss.__’7£fs.800) he praiges Jivadeva (vs. 24) ; Kalidasa (vs. 25) ; Bana (vss. 26-7) ;
Kuntideva, the “Raghulzara’ f“’g?lt“tlah.lvalanamitra, Migha and Bharavi (vs. 28); Bhavabhiti (vs. 30);
candfr]a, : andhu, and Hzp. Vakpatiraja (vs. 31) ; Bhadrakirti, ‘“‘the Crestjewel of
In th .  the Svetimbara sect’ (32) ; Yayavara (Rajasekhara, vs.
. “1¢ fascinating inaygyrar work 33); Mahendras@ri [?] (vs. 34); Rudra, author of the
Iiterature, tp riti, of old Kannada ;
Amogha ¢ Kavirdjamarga ascribed to King Nrpatunga . Trailokyasundari (vs, 35) ; Kardamaraja (vs. 36).
varsa (Aap - : f .
praised (1.29 - glimi:: 7{%:; :iaI:II?a_c_jg Prose writers are ' The great old Kannada campi S&hasabhz”m.qvijaya {or
Durvinita ! » ‘Nagarjuna, Jayabandhuy, ; Gaddyuddha) of Ranna, written in AD 982 in honor of
stylists Bz‘;n: ?ld ésa;;l.lenieife“ of the Sanskrit prose | - yuvardja Igivabedanga Satyasraya of the reconstituted
e a \iead=ll Aton‘is made of the g Calukyan dynast rovides a kavipratamsa of the tw
carita and ga - s arsas luky ynasty, prov aviprasamsd o
[Sanskrit] fg:‘:;"b"’g' The lise of the most “yaunted - Bre&t epic poets, and then praises Kalidasa for his
great poetry®s }sw“g mad_e_.posmble the creation of ' “‘gentle verse,” and Bana for his skill in writing prose :
Kt s g, ey N, i O T i
v 10 terms of the Degaldudu bharatamum 4 mahakavigaling

prodution of mahakgyyag* (L31).14 This is followed by

] tegaldar vyasar valmi-
annada  writers. of verse: 29
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kiga;ene_ n'eg;dubhayakavi ga
m;dupadyaracaneyog k3.

li_dasanmp gadyaracaneyog bananumayy,
kada kaviga;enisi negaldar = '

adagim Satkaviga] jrvar °mag abhivandyar (1.9)

_ Soggala (ca. ap 1050) in the first ch

jemagabhivandyar (1.8)

apter

IN PRAISE OF POETS o

2 ys. 35) ; this is followed by pun-filled eujogies of Bhava.-
" phati (vs. 36) and Bana (vs. 37)

, By contrast, in his Gitagovinda (possibly also ca. 1200, at
the court of Laksmanasena of Bengal ; 1 ignore for now
the problem of the authenticity of the verses), Jayadeva
focuses in the one kavipra$amsd verse on his contem-

' poraries, mentioning Umépatidhara, (Jayadeva), §arar_1a
Govardhana, Dhoyi (1.4). ,

The Kirtikaumuds of Someévara (ca. ap 1250)5 provides
invss. 1.76. kavistutis on Vilmiki, Vyasa, Kalidasa,
Magha, Bhiaravi, Baga, Dhanapila, Bilhapa, Hemasiiri,
Nilakantha, Prahlidanadeva, Bho ja, Muhja, Naracan.
dra, Vijayasena, Subhata, Harihara, Yadovira.

These examples of the kaviprasamsi forming part of the
pielude of a poem should suffice to give a sense of the
scope and character of the trope. It is in fact likely to have
been an even more frequently followed convention than
any survey can indicate, This is suggested by the fact that
this type of verse later wag excerpted to constitute a sub-
section (typically kavipraamsavraja) in the great medieval
literary anthologies, starting with the Subhdsitaratnakosa
(aD 1110-30, at the Jagaddala monastery, E, Bengal), But I
leave these out of consideration here since they add little
of either conceptual or historical value for the genre of the
kaviprafamsa, except for those verses—some of them sugge-
stive of the larger cultural issues—of a poet’s self-praise, I
would call attention here only to one of these verses (it is
ascribed in the Subhdsitaratnakoda [1733] to the great Pala
poet  Yogedvara, in the Saduktikarpamyta fvs. 2129] to
Abhinanda) : ““That path where Bana once had daily passed
fand which again was found by Bhavabhiiti ;/which came
to be well worn by Kamalayudha,/and long was ysed by
Kedata ;) the dust of which was honored by the touch/of
Sri Vakpatiraja : /by grace of God that path still opens/to
a certain man of genins® (trans, Ingalls). One can easily
imagine such a verse located in the prelude to a collection
of the poet’s writings, |
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’ nology (as in  Avantisundartkathd, Dhanapala, or

medvara)t’ . . :
oreover, this Ilt?r.ary hl.story is tt{at_ of a multilingual
iterature, but a_mult_:lmguaht‘y that is limited. There is no
row “Sanskr:t’,’ literary history, but rather Sanskrit.
. “prakrit-Apabhramsa literary history, a multilinguality that
"t of-course the sdhityasdstra tradition had afirmed from as
garly as Bhamaha (Kavpdlamkara 1.16; cf. Namisadhu on
Rudrata Kavydlarkdra, p. 13 ; Kavyadaréa 1.32). By contrast,

at the kavipragpp,ox 1 =
am : . fam 13 . »
The alamkdradzsr, originateq ¢ 752 Introdyces, ' however, destbhisa literature—literature such as certainly
1SCOurses jp early Indig as 2 p;escs'm?ny (.)ther cultyry - existed (in Kannada, Tamil, and elsewhere) that is not
not, [ belleve, until the Kashmirig Ei:pt;‘;fe dleS'ClpIine' It i g makable or consumable except within the narrow confines
1

ghth century of the region—is so far no part of this history, except in

> DOt what Poetry should pe, but what j ;
is

defibhisa-texts themselves (witness the Kavirdjamarga). For
these literary historians, something gets to count as
“literature” only if it communicates at some transregional,
indeed ‘‘protonational” level ; it is Indian literature qvant la .
lertre. Another, more cultural-critical way to think of literary .
language at this period is that ““literatyre” signified the use
of learned language, it was thus a function of the privilege of
literacy, and the very means of repreducing that privilege,
(This was to change, to some degree, with the explosion of
the vernacularization of sybcontinental literature from the
his diachroniq begiqning of the sec‘ond millennium on). o "

This history of literature ‘‘from the inside’ is at the
same time the creation of a canon of literature. The canon
of early Indian literature, self-evidently, is not the inven-
tion of hegemonic European Orientalists or nineteenth-
century printers (who served merely to confirm andobjectify
the tradition), but rather of Indian poets themselves actively
engaged in the arenas of cultural (and social} power that
literature represents. Canons can mean and effect several
things. First, canonization through the kaviprasamsa works
to create the fact and the idea of the classic, This is a
complex and important, if rarely discussed issue in the
cultural history of early India, and Ican only adumbrate
according to Rajadekhara the question here.

Inoted already in reference to Kalidasa’s Mdalavikdgnimitra
that the injunction to “‘make it new’’ was to become central

5
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«

=

account§ for the concept of the cop
Q{ Poetic energy that we
R_a_;asekhara’s account of hig

rﬁ‘mﬁ:va:za (L16) : “Longago ther
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the introduction 1 ua suggests somethj
to kg4 Ing of the 5 .
paddarthair upapiditgs akamﬁaﬁ (vs. 9, haranti kam wg ame iy makirti, who to judge from his extant fragments
lmportantevaiuativé -fth.';' Na_"‘”ﬁ functidned""navaié- sessed the most individual voice in seventh-century
Yaloka 4.6.7 15]7), ‘:HHZF;)H for Anandavardhana (;)2 ol fan ;;oetry. This silence is all the more remarkable in
asserts, “The great poet j; t;?Jasekhafa more  stipyjag o “case of Aévaghosa (who may have invented the ‘maha-
> the on v.e ! avya), Matrceta (probably the single most prominent

mnist of Indian antiquity), Aryasara and so on.1® Jain
ting attains canonical status only among writers who are
- ‘themselves Jain (e.g., Dhanapila), whereas women’s writing
goes altogether by the board. (Here the a'nthol’Ogies do

ds for the S imply 2 more complex picture; see for example Rajadekhara’s
o kavistutis, especially the Saktimuktavali of Jalhana, pp. 42ff.,

new
: to say, Some new verbai expr

boet o whom T Ila L, .

ate has A3 (an intrigy; g

il Iirtiserve Of his work): qrmffe" unking in What jt choil;l?g : vss, 91-96), But more extensive inspection of materials, and
i Yandm puraf, etc, (““IWh fm"""a.’lprapaﬁcasukhinam dubd; © ! . some correlation with what we can figure out about pedago-
| : Y display yoyr Precioys ire:gslktf" ; gical practices—for ‘‘canon™, though it may, as in India,

before boors, who are only i

1 ur - - . . -
mOderqs !Saduktikarpdmrm 21 40]). I don’ o5l be the self-fashioning of the creative tradition, remainsg
M . It

above all what gets taught—might show far more negotiating
ion jp ] in the construction and revision of the “classical'cqnon”.
: Then again, there will remain absences that don’t yield so

easily to sociological explanation—especijally puzzling is
that of the two most important mukiaka poets of all Indian
antiquity, Bhartrhari and Amaru.2o _
- In introducing a literary work a praise-poem not only
places the author in some kind of literary tradition, and
at also merits thereby creates history and makes a c_anqxf. At 'tl-m same
ipragam. : time this trope of genealogy and canonicity aims to mdlca:te

y the author’s own place within history and to articulate a claim

' for space within this canon; and it does so by virtue of its
very presence as prelude to his work (the svaprasamsa of a
Yogesvara or a Murari (SRK 50.4) is therefore redundant).
Kaviprasamsd, accordingly, is not only literature-as-the-
-practice-of- literary-history, canon-and classic-creation, or
the tracing of a ‘‘horizon of expectation”® and index of
reading mode (that is, “‘read me as you’ve read these other
poets™), but equally important a technique, by reason of
its presence in his book and his own affiliation with the tra-
dition thereby postulated, of the author’s gestire toward
self-canonization and the glory (yafas) that is one of his

principal aims (Kavyaprakasa 1.2). : '

an instance of the self-mys;.

self‘~constitming value 2 n status.as.classic is its own

.aﬂ'ons, to be s .
boundarjes e Simultaneoysy o
fo s i cat :
s inside themglgmg claims for cultyraj ascen;a marging o
*Literatyre»» fOr':Edary,. and devalying what ?cy of‘ufhat
i situ, in the Iiterar; Viprasams, at Jeggy as we dsiszutmd?t'
(and not the 4 ¢p 10 COMPOsitions of the A over i
i oe
Buddhjst wr;?;hologles), does not fﬂcludg f':)sr tgemse.]ves
88, No one, fo, example ’ever nx:e t:l.mg,
T entions

S —

|
|
|
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ANANDA BHaR,y RAISE O im2misa of Rajadekhara (ed. C. D. Dalal
i . tion to Kavyam : . xxviil, -
e the mtm‘-hg iental Institute, 1934), thitd ed.), ghar Sharma Guleri
tal, Barodha- karr Hirachand Ojha and Chandra ‘ :

ishan i
:’-niiu-r;;edic Yantralaya, 1941),

(Ajmer:

P”'[;l jay - va 1961 . Smghl
avijaya Siri (Bombay Bhalatl ya bid ya Bhd n, )
. d.. ¥

. . Bktimuktavali
B¢ fes 32, . 22(1719) and in Saktims
Jain Series . Iso in SRX 50,
1 rian{s also
Citied with va

i alidasa’’, Abhipa-
bhinavakilidisa”,
henomenon of A
61. Cf. also the p
p. 44, vs.

Notes ang Referénces

sore ; Coronatigg Presg, 1963), vq 2, pp, SHXY
Most of thig discussiop is abseny in the Sarasvati/ca{z,tlrablmraga (ed;

ma [Vnrapgagi . Chaukhambha. 15871, bp, 305-7),
. alsp Hemacandra, K'Evyﬁm:.fﬁmrm (ed. Parjkp and Kulkarpj {Bom,.

- + a ‘y'a'”
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