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Introduction
AREA studies like South Asia and South-East Asia are based on
geographical regions that reflect an American political interest during
the post-Second World War period. Furthermore, the formation of
nation states during the twentieth century has increasingly created
barriers within the continent. Thus, Asia that was historically a wellconnected cultural region of shared religious, trade and cultural
features has been turned into a fragmented region of nation states
involved in conflicts and tensions. The concept of modernism, on which
the nation states and their cultures have been formulated and
understood, makes use of the logic of imperialism and logical
oppositions, in which the self is always defined as positive and the
other as negative. Making use of a conflict model and the terminology
of warfare that involve concepts such as crisis, elimination,
endangerment and death, modernism advocates the discourse of
endangered languages and cultures thus predicting their eventual
death and formation of a monogenetic and homogeneous culture.
This paper attempts to suggest an alternative model of looking at
cultural contacts and the consequent changes and continuities by
perceiving Asian sub-cultures as continually evolving systems. The
Asian cultures are constructed on the principle of coexistence and
plural epistemology and demonstrate an astonishing tendency for
sustenance rather than endangerment and eventual death of languages
and cultures. These cultures were a consequence of a cumulative and
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fine-tuned pool of human experience, spanning over long periods that
involved many complex cultural interrelationships. As long as changes
within such cultural systems are being seen as innovations and not as
contaminations, the systems tend to remain as continually evolving
ones. Such systems keep modernizing themselves constantly, implying
that modernisms could be pluralistic and there could be alternative
modernisms and even vernacular cosmopolitanisms. Furthermore,
considering that Indian cultural representations are often scriptocentric (textual), phono-centric (orality) and body-centric (performance, painting and sculpture) in nature, a plea can be made for a
comparative study of Asian literary cultures. Such a comparison could
not only bring in the transmedial dimension into the study of Asian
literary cultures but could also incorporate trans-regional and transnational dimensions.
The methodology of comparison, though started as influence and
reception studies, has been transformed into a highly dynamic one
by the incorporation of new concepts like margino-centricism,
multicultural corridors and pluralistic epistemologies. Within the
theoretical and methodological issues outlined here, this paper
attempts to problematize the cultural exchanges between Indian and
South-East Asian writing cultures, suggests models and processes to
re-evaluate studies done earlier and proposes an alternative model
to overcome their limitations. The suggestions have significant
implications for our understanding of Asia as a cultural region on the
one hand and the agencies of cultural contact and change within the
region on the other.
The area of South Asia with which the concept Comparative Indian
Literature is associated and the area of East Asia to which the theme
of the conference is connected pose certain conceptual problems. Asia
was historically a well-connected cultural region of shared religious,
trade and cultural links. On the other hand, area studies titles like
South Asia regional studies, East Asia regional studies and SouthEast Asia regional studies are based on regions that reflect American
political interest during the post-Second World War period, in
particular the Cold War period. Furthermore, the formation of nation
states during the twentieth century has increasingly created barriers
not only within the subcontinent but has also created imagined
communities with contesting identities. It is a happy occasion that
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these areas have started interacting among themselves, and thus an
interface, which had not been developed hitherto since colonization
of the region by the European expansionism, is slowly developing.
Another important issue that we need to keep in mind is our own
trajectories during the twentieth century. The way modernity has
affected the regions of South Asia, East Asia and South-East Asia is
not only not uniform but also consists of diverse forms of colonial
hegemonies. These aspects have significant implications for our own
historical positioning with regard to modernity. Whereas South Asia
and South-East Asia have a history of colonial domination as a
consequence of modernism, their colonial histories however have
different trajectories. Unlike modernism in Europe, in which
modernity is confronted with realism, the Indian modernity has been
confronted with tradition and classicism. On the other hand, the
colonial experience of South Asia and South-East Asia has been
different, marked by different colonial dominations and colonial
experiences. China, Korea and Japan either did not experience a
colonial past at all or experienced only a partial colonization.
Consequent to the colonial intervention, Asia that was historically a
well-connected cultural region of shared religious, trade and cultural
features has been transformed into a fragmented region of nation
states involved in mutual conflicts and tensions. This has prevented
the regions in general and nation states in particular from coming
closer and taking up comparative studies involving the entire region.
A majority of the comparative studies done on India and SouthEast Asia presume an Indian influence on South-East Asia, in terms of
religious (Buddhism and Hinduism), literary (RÀmÀyaõa and
Paðcatantra), architectural (temple architecture) and sculptural aspects.
Raghavan (1975), Iyengar (1983) and Saran and Khanna (2004) are
some of the examples of such an approach. Hence, we need to
interrogate this model and explore the possibilities of developing
alternative models for undertaking comparisons. In order to do this,
we need to interrogate and problematize the influence model of
comparison that is central to such projects.
Comparative Studies: The Influence Model
The history of comparative literature as an academic discipline reveals
that the French school was used as an important model for comparative
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studies. Its characteristics could be briefly summarized as follows.
First, literatures chosen for comparison are defined on the criteria of
nation states (and also colonies) and studied as in a cultural contact.
Second, the study implies a colonial contact and subsumes colonial
domination over the colony. Third, the term “influence” itself
epistemologically suggests a flow from a higher to lower level. Last,
it also lists the assimilation of dominant culture’s elements by the
colony and thereby implies a cultural hegemony. The implications of
the influence model of comparison are that it establishes a hierarchy
between the two literatures and suggests a relationship of power.
Accordingly, a donor–recipient relationship is conceived between the
literatures involved in contact. This further implies an imperialistic
relationship between the two literatures.
Two key concepts need to be discussed in order to understand
the nature of cultural exchanges that are being problematized here.
The first one is “pluralistic epistemology” and the second one is
“margino-centricism”. The nature of interrelationship among multiple
versions of a text needs to be conceived as pluralistic epistemology
rather than as being derivatives from an Ur text. As against a
hierarchical model of understanding the relationship between a text
and its versions, thereby implying an influence model in the diffusion
of the text, pluralistic epistemology treats the text as well as its versions
as coexisting systems and attributes an equal significance to them. As
cultural dimensions take part in the production and consumption of
all the multiple versions of a text, the representation categories (theme,
genre, multi-mediality, etc.) and social categories (sect, region,
language, gender, caste, etc.) interact with each other and transform
these categories as social epistemologies. Hence, we need to read
and understand the so-called versions as cultural specific dimensions
of the texts. Viewed from this perspective, the multiple versions of
the RÀma story, though sharing an indexical relationship with the
purported text, are actually texts produced and consumed by
communities and they can be re-conceptualized as cultural negotiations
by these communities with the purported text’s literary culture. Such
a re-conceptualization not only nullifies the effects of imperialistic
influence model of comparison but also takes comparative studies
and translation studies into the domain of cultural studies.
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Second, coming to margino-centricism, the model of influence
studies also inherited the discourse of modernism in which the “self”
is always the Europe (centre) and the “other” is always the colony
and the subjugated (margin). In this sense, the view is always from
the centre to the margins. In this sense, the colonial modernity was
not just a political intervention but was also a system that advocated
a dualistic system of conceiving the world, in terms of binary
oppositions and logocentric constructions. On the other hand, if
cultures are treated as continually evolving systems, then they could
be perceived as eternally modernizing ones. Furthermore, if cultures
are treated as a constellation of pluralistic epistemology, then the
logic of dichotomous opposition and its imperialist discourse could
be contested and countered. Such a contestation provides a pluralistic
epistemology, rather pluralistic social epistemology that is organically
linked to religion, language, caste, gender, etc. Viewed from the
perspective of pluralistic social epistemologies, we are able to get
margino-centric views, that not only reverse the dominant centre–
margin singular perspective but instead also provide multiple
perspectives from the margins, that are compatible with Spivak’s (2003)
planetary views.
By using the influence model of comparison, if we conclude that a
culture got its cultural traits from some other culture, then we would
be further dominating and marginalizing the locally developed and
perfected knowledge systems, even if they are the borrowed ones.
Moreover, in a comparison, it is the differences rather than the
similarities that are equally valuable for the understanding of cultures.
On the other hand, it is the cultural specificities that constitute the
uniqueness of a culture. Culture as a knowledge system is a
consequence of cumulative and fine-tuned pool of human experience
spanning over long periods that involved many complex cultural
interrelationships and innovations. Terming them as influence and
borrowing actually amounts to undermining the contribution of the
people in sustaining and developing them to further perfection to
suit the specific requirements of the community. These changes need
to be understood as contributions of the local community’s knowledge
system rather than as contamination of the “original” culture. As long
as changes within systems are seen as innovations and not as
contaminations, the systems are conceived as continually evolving
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ones. Such systems tend to modernize themselves constantly (Satyanath
2012). This is an altogether different way of looking at history of
culture and its periodization.
It is within the context of the above discussion that we need to
understand the cultural correspondences between India and SouthEast Asia. In order to show how looking at differences could provide
an altogether different model of understanding the cultural contacts,
I will take up a couple of examples. To start with, we need to take a
look at the existing positions on the cultural correspondences between
India and South-East Asia. The two figures given in fig. 14.1 provide
the direction of diffusion of Buddhism from India during the first
(MahÀyÀna) and second (TheravÀda) millennia. In any case the
diffusion has been perceived to be unidirectional, implying an influence
model.
However, such a model of diffusion of Buddhism in the entire
Asia raises several questions. If there were such intense contacts within
the region, then how is it that the South Asian studies have not
recorded the movement of ideas and cultural traits in the opposite

(a)

(b)

fig. 14.1: Maps showing the diffusion of Buddhism: (a) MahÀyÀna
Buddhism (100–1000)1 and (b) TheravÀda Buddhism (1000 onwards)2

1

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:mahayanamap.gif (accessed on 13 August
2013).

2

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:theravadamap.gif (accessed on 13 August
2013).
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direction. The silk and tea definitely have come from China but the
studies somehow hesitate to celebrate the coming of silk and tea into
India. Linguistically speaking, the category of numerical classifier,
most probably diffused from one of language families of South-East
Asia into the language families of India. In order to put the facts in
the right perspective, we need to investigate this lack of interest in
detail.
Problematization
Contrary to the unidirectional mode of diffusion as presumed by the
influence model of comparison, research suggesting the flow of
material culture in the other direction is also available, though not as
conspicuous as it has been demonstrated for diffusion from India to
South-East Asia. However, many of them are highly important cultural
features and suggest a two-way interaction between the regions
contrary to proposed unidirectional flow. Maloney (1979) suggests that
several cultural artefacts such as rice, coconut and peacock are a
consequence of their movement from South-East Asia. Masica (1976),
in an attempt to define areal linguistic features using a cultural geography
model, suggests that several linguistic features are shared commonly
between South Asia and East Asia. Some of them, for instance
“numerical classifiers”, could as well be a case of diffusion from the
Austro-Asiatic language family into the language families of India.
Masica’s real interest has been in the typological convergence of
languages belonging to different linguistic families in the area of South
Asia and beyond, and provide possible explanations for such
convergences and point out their implications for linguistic and cultural
history of the region. Furthermore, Masica (1979) points out through
a study of agricultural terms in Indian languages that many terms
like rice and agricultural implements have moved from South-East
Asia into South Asia. Scholars have suggested that presence of the
technique of “resist dyeing” might be indigenous to South-East Asia,
in particular to Indonesia, and might have diffused all over the world
(Jett 1999). All these movements suggest that we need to treat material
and cultural transactions between India and South-East Asia as a
“multicultural corridor” in which intense cultural exchanges took place
all along the history. In order to problematize the issue further let us
consider the case of Paðcatantra.
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The movement of Paðcatantra over several continents is a
fascinating story of diffusion of texts and cultural elements during
the precolonial period. Edgerton (1924) notes that it is the most
frequently translated literary product of India and that the text has
gone through many different versions and translations from the sixth
century to the present day. However, it is only in terms of the themes
of the stories that such diffusion appears to have taken place. If we
compare the sculptural representations of Paðcatantra tales in India
and the Persian and Arabic illuminated manuscripts from the Middle
East region, then the margino-centricity that I am suggesting here
becomes evident. Not only the painting conventions but also the
literary versions are highly local. We need to take a careful look at
the cultural details of the concept of the text here. The pre-modern
texts in Asian cultures constituted manuscripts with painting as an
integral part of it and were mostly narrated orally. In fact, they have
to be treated as knowledge systems that were evolved locally. A
thematic similarity need not reduce their cultural significance like a
mechanically reproduced printed text that could easily be moved
anywhere devoid of its systemic cultural knowledge.
Let us take a closer look at a recent comparative study of
Paðcatantra’s sculptural and literary traditions in India and Indonesia
(Patil 2001). This study is a dense and meticulous comparative study
that involves two levels between the sculptural and literary traditions
subsuming trans-mediality on the one hand, and between India and
Indonesia subsuming spatiality/nationality on the other. Though done
within the influence and diffusion model of comparison, Patil’s
conclusions help us in the problematization that is being attempted
here. Patil (2001: 89-90) notes that the Paðcatantra sculptures are
conspicuous in their presence in south India, particularly in Karnataka,
as compared to north India. Furthermore, he observes that whereas
the north Indian sculptural versions follow the ViÈõuœarman’s literary
tradition, the south Indian and the Indonesian sculptural traditions
follow both ViÈõuœarman’s and VasubhÀga’s literary traditions.
First of all, the two literary versions that have been conceptualized
as part of Indian literary tradition could also be re-conceptualized as
texts from two sectarian traditions, namely, the BrÀhmanical (ViÈõuœarman) and the Jaina (VasubhÀga). The very fact that DurgasiÚha’s
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Kannada Paðcatantra (1031), Sanskrit TantropÀkhyÀna (c. 1200) and Tamil
TantropÀkhyÀna (c. 1200) belong to the VasubhÀga’s tradition, a Jaina
tradition that comes from south India. Similarly, the Indonesian TantrÁ
KÀmandaka (c. 1400) too belongs to VasubhÀga’s tradition. These reconceptualizations bring together sectarian, sub-regional and medieval
dynastic and trade links into focus. Hence, the comparison that is
being made at the national level (India and Indonesia) actually turns
out to be a comparison of sub-regions involving the political dynasties
and their patronage to the poets, and their cultural and trade contacts.
Treating medieval representations, be they literary or sculptural, as
national representations is one of the criticisms that comparative
literary studies have been increasingly confronting these days.
Second, a predetermined assumption that the sculptural
representations are an outcome of literary representations also
becomes a highly problematic one. I have pointed out elsewhere
(Satyanath 2009) that the sculptural representations of the KirÀta Œiva
and Arjuna episode of MahÀbhÀrata from medieval Karnataka region
not only pre-dates the literary versions but also follow a local version
of the story that is radically different from the literary versions of
VyÀsa, BhÀravi and many Kannada poets. On the other hand, medieval
Indian representational modes, scripto-centric (manuscript), phonocentric (orality) and body-centric (performances, painting and
sculpture), need to be conceived as a pluralistic epistemology that are
independent and are autonomous representation systems, having a
semiotic system of their own. We should note that Patil (2001: 90)
observes that “most of the sculptures are earlier than the surviving
literary traditions”. Not only that “surviving” sculptural
representations may pre-date “surviving” literary traditions but also
that they may belong to an alternative and autonomous tradition of
their own.
The two points discussed above have significant implications for
our understanding of intercultural contacts during the medieval period.
First of all, there is a need to blur the national literary traditions and
instead go for specific regional traditions that are redefined in terms
of medieval cultural categories rather than the modern ones. Second,
re-inscribing, whether textual or sculptural, could be understood as
tellings and renderings which make use of conventions from a cultural
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pool of signifiers consisting of plot, characters, names, geography,
incidents and relations. Ramanujan (1991: 46) uses the metaphor of
crystallization to capture this process and its function:
The various texts not only relate to prior texts directly, to borrow or
refute, but they relate to each other through this common code or
common pool. Every author, if one may hazard a metaphor, dips
into it and brings out a unique crystallization, a new text with a
unique texture and a fresh context.

Scripto-centric, phono-centric and body-centric representations that
are characteristic of medieval Indian literary culture are processes of
such crystallization and are simultaneously trans-regional/national
and culture-specific re-inscribings. Third, there is always a possibility
that the body-centric tradition (sculptures and paintings) is not only
older but also densely local (culture-specific) than the scripto-centric
versions (literary traditions). Lastly, such re-conceptualizations create
the possibility of viewing the interrelationship between cultures from
a margino-centric perspective that provides a perspective from the
“recipient” culture. Methodologically located in margins, such
perspectives are always pluralistic and provide a “planetary view”,
one of the radical changes that Spivak (2003) has advocated for
rejuvenating comparative literature.
I have suggested that comparative studies can get an altogether
different perspective by re-conceptualizing inter-cultural relationships
as pluralistic epistemology and adopting a methodology of marginocentricism. In a series of studies, dealing with RÀmÀyaõa and its versions
in South Asia and South-East Asia, attempts have been made to
demonstrate the influence of Indian texts on the South-East Asian
texts, and in particular the version of VÀlmÁki RÀmÀyaõa (Raghavan
1975; Iyengar 1983). However, RÀmÀyaõas within India themselves
vary significantly on the axis of sects (Jaina, Buddhist and ŒÀkta),
region (vernacular traditions) and trans-medial dimensions (textual,
oral, performative, sculptural and painting). Some of these studies
have been either contested or re-conceptualized within the broad
framework of the studies that have been noticed in recent years,
particularly after Ramanujan’s (1991) path-breaking paper “Three
Hundred Ramayanas” appeared (cf. Richman 1991, 2001, 2008).
The studies within South-East Asia are not far different from such
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new developments. For example, Malay variations have a RÀma story
in which LakÈmaõa plays a larger role, sometimes becoming more
important than RÀma, much like the Lao’s Phra Lak Phra Lam.3 RÀma,
although righteous and virtuous, was perceived to be weak and his
character is often moved to the background while the younger
LakÈmaõa is admired for his courage and willingness to react
decisively. Within the context of the present paper, this deviation or
development could be explained in two ways. The first one is to treat
it as a local development specific to the Malay region. Alternatively,
LakÈmaõa’s prominence in these versions could be linked to the Jaina
and tribal RÀmÀyaõa versions within India, where it is not RÀma but
LakÈmaõa who is the dominant character. In the Jaina tradition
(VimalasÂri), RÀma is an incarnation of Balabhadra, one of the sixtythree œalÀkÀ-puruÈas (the revered ones), who is destined to become a
liberated soul in his present birth. Obviously, he cannot commit
violence by killing RÀvaõa and his clan. Thus, the onus of killing them
is on LakÈmaõa, an incarnation of VÀsudeva and thus it is he who is
designated to kill RÀvaõa, a Prati-VÀsudeva. In the BhÁl folk version
too, it is LakÈmaõa who is the dominant character. Although an easy
osmosis flow is possible between the folk and literary versions in
Indian literary culture, it is safe to presume that the elements from
the Jaina version might have been absorbed by the folk version,
considering the fact that VimalasÂri’s Jaina version dates back to the
second century. It has been already pointed out in the case of
Paðcatantra, it is elements of the Jaina version of VasubhÀga that are
found in the Indonesian versions. Interestingly, it is the elements of
the Jaina version of the RÀma story that appear conspicuously in the
Indonesian versions. Medieval sectarian patronage, sectarian versions
and trade contacts appear to play a crucial role in the diffusion of
texts and their reception. However, there is plenty of scope for
revisiting the issue of versions of RÀma story in the regions of South
Asia and South-East Asia.
In order to take the argument further, in particular the significance
3

This is the epic of the Lao people and is similar to some Malay versions of the
Hikayat Seri Rama. The epic has lost its association with Hinduism and is
instead considered a JÀtaka story. It is also very popular in north-eastern
Thailand, a region of Thailand mostly populated by ethnic Lao.
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of body-centric representations in the form of sculptures, we need to
look at the temple architecture. The planning scheme like tri-kÂÇa (three
shrines complex) and paðca-kÂÇa (five shrines complex), the shape of
the vimÀna (Draviça, NÀgara and Vesara), the decorative elements
and epic themes on the walls can be considered for comparison and
can be re-analysed making use of pluralistic epistemology and
margino-centricism. However, if the aspect of cultural uniqueness and
indigenous knowledge systems are to be understood and appreciated,
the influence model of comparison needs to be abandoned and instead
a margino-centric approach needs to be taken up.
Let us a look at two sculptural reliefs from the RÀma story, RÀvaõa
lifting the KailÀsa mountain. Though commonly perceived as a
representation from the RÀmÀyaõa theme, it is possible to argue that
this needs to be read more as a component of Œiva PurÀõa, rather than
RÀmÀyaõa (Sharma 2012). The centrality of RÀvaõa and the detailing
given to him in both the sculptures, along with the relative
proportioning of the characters, further substantiates this point. The
two sculptures have a chronological order; the first one (fig. 14.2) is
from the Mallikhas Temple from Pattadakal (740) in Karnataka and
the latter (fig. 14.3) is from the temple Banteay Srei in Angkor,
Cambodia (tenth century). Interestingly, the first one is a specimen of
BÀdÀmÁ CÀÒukyan style, and this style has already been claimed to be
one of the potential sources of influence for the sculptures in
Prambanan.
Though the similarities in general establish an easy correspondence
between the two sculptures (theme, posture, level, etc.), there are
several technical details in which the two differ significantly: size,
stone (medium), ornamentation, facial details and the paraphernalia
of the sculptures, etc. The differences are located in the margins and
it is such a margino-centric view that we need to take in order to
understand the significance of technology and indigenous knowledge
systems. It is the local conventions and the skills of the craftsmen that
need to be highlighted here. What is striking between the two images
is the technology and indigenous knowledge system of sculptures.
Whereas the Indian sculpture is done using a single stone, in the case
of Prambanan, the episode is made out of pre-sculpted smaller panels,
which have been joined together. If we fail to notice such details in an
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fig. 14.2: RÀvaõa lifting KailÀsa, VirÂpÀkaÈa Temple (740
Pattadakal, Karnataka, India4
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CE),

attempt to read similarities and influence, then the project of
comparison becomes a hurdle in understanding cultural specificities
of contacts. The two technologies of sculptural representation and
indigenous knowledge systems are a part and parcel of pluralistic
epistemology and their differences need to be celebrated as much as
their similarities.
4

Source: Shyama Chatterji: http://przmn.blogspot.in/201108 01 archive.html
(accessed on 18 January 2013).
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fig. 14.3: RÀvaõa lifting KailÀsa, temple at Banteay Srei in Angkor
(tenth century CE), Cambodia5

Implications for Comparative Asian Literary Cultures
Let us take a closer look at pluralistic epistemology, margino-centricism
and cultural representations as indigenous knowledge systems in order
to work out a model for understanding Asian literary cultures in a
comparative perspective. The model of pluralistic epistemology and
margino-centricism not only interconnects the representational
formats and provides a holistic view of representations, but also takes
societal and community orientation as social epistemologies in the
understanding of cultures. They also allow us to compare Asian
communities and their literary cultures. As social epistemologies tend
to get mediated by community inscribings, the processes of remythicization, re-ritualization and re-iconization become constantly
ongoing processes and keep the literary culture pluralistic and at the
same time, activate a sustenance mode rather than the merger and
replacement mode. It is also possible to argue that the pluralistic
5

I thank Ms. Stuti Sharma for drawing my attention to this sculpture; Source:
http://localhost/upload.wikimedia.org/Wikipedia/commons/0/07/
Banteay_Seri_in_Angkor.jpg (accessed on 18 January 2013).
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epistemology and margino-centricism could as well be a case of
centrifugal (diversifying and vernacularization) rather than centripetal
(unifying and cosmopolitan) process. This further suggests that
pluralistic epistemology and margino-centricism could as well be a
case of co-operative and coexisting systems rather than a case of
hierarchical systems. As pointed out earlier, in the case of Indian
literature, social aspects like sect, gender, caste and language constitute
the social epistemology of cultural representations. This in turn brings
in structural convergences within the representational formats. The
structural similarities might prompt us to anticipate syncretism or
convergence and eventually the merging of systems. This might
eventually predict the elimination of pluralistic epistemology and
facilitate a monogenetic form and the efficacy of the influence model.
However, this may not be the case as we have already seen. At the
same time, it is important to understand that pluralistic epistemology
is also social epistemology and would take us to the understanding
of the cultures on the one hand while on the other margino-centricism
may encourage the sustenance of plurality rather than their merger.
For a long time, comparative studies have been undertaken within
the framework of an influence model. It is time that we start looking
for alternative models that are sensitive to culture studies.
Furthermore, the argument put forward here facilitates us to
suggest that as a case of pluralistic epistemology, multiple
representations could also have their own independent semiotic
systems rather than a unitary or composite one. Thus we can expect
multiple and/or hybrid semiotic systems in operation for scriptocentric, phono-centric and body-centric representational systems. The
possibility of a format-specific semiotic system would in turn provide
a case for the separation of monogenetic textual context and pluralistic
performative contexts that reflect divergent social epistemologies. This
is only to underscore the need for an appropriate model to undertake
comparative studies of literary cultures of Asia and to point out that
such a model needs to incorporate comparison, trans-mediality and
interdisciplinarity as its essential components. Furthermore, area
studies needs to be re-conceptualized within the context of cultural
areas on the one hand and mediating colonial modernity on the other
hand. The twentieth century construct of national literary culture need
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to take a trans-national dimension to incorporate the construction of
meaningful cultural areas.
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