
  

Alternative Readings on Paudyal’s “The Parrot in the Cage”  

-- Hem Raj Kafle 

Lekh Nath Paudyal’s “The Parrot in the Cage” (Laxmi Prasad Devkota’s translation of 

Nepali “Pinjara ko Suga”) has elicited diverse critical thoughts ever since its first publication in 

1917. The existing readings fall under two modes: contextual and textual. The contextual 

readings explore biographical, historical and political roots of the poem. Critics of the 

biographical mode attribute the poem to Paudyal’s own experiences. Tripathi, Neupane, and 

Subedi aver, “. . . the poem conveys young Lekh Nath’s awareness of his compulsion to live 

encaged in an exploitive feudalistic society of the city, in contrast with the free pastoral life 

earlier in the countryside”1 (147). In this sense, the parrot is the poet’s own persona, the cage the 

metaphor for a life of confinement.  

The historico-political interpretation alludes to the Nepali society under the autocratic 

Ranarchy in Lekh Nath’s time. In this line, Dayaram Shrestha argues that the poem “sketches a 

realistic picture of Nepali political environment during the rule of Ranas” (63). Shrestha further 

claims that the thematic value of this poem lies in its “portrayal of the age” (64). In this sense, 

both the “cage” and the “parrot” respectively symbolize the Rana regime, which had seized 

people’s freedom, and the Nepali people who desired freedom.  

The textual readings examine discernible universal elements in the poem: both its 

common themes and formal features. Thakur Parajuli represents its universal messages with such 

concepts as “faith in human liberty,” “message for social awareness” and “freedom from torture 

as the primary desire of all living beings” (232). Shrestha identifies the fourth and fifth lines (I 

find O God! Nor peace nor quiet rest/For even in a dream, I live opprest.), as the “thesis 

sentence,” in which the parrot states his pitiable condition, and the succeeding stanzas as 

illustration of this thesis,” in which he (the parrot) describes the circumstances that lead to the 

condition (63).  In other words, Shrestha traces the poem’s formal cohesive pattern, which he 

calls its “inherent architectural beauty” (66).  

The above interpretations, however, overlook certain dominant aspects of the poem.  

First, in none of these readings do we see the persona of a child ever mentioned. Included in 

Gorakha Siksha, a text book for children, in 1937, the poem was initially intended to be read as 

children’s literature. Examining it from the point of view of a “twice born child” reveals certain 

salient meanings. The child is detached from his “parents and relations,” deprived of the freedom 

to “roam,” “fly” and “feed on wild fruits.”  So, he bemoans the separation from his parents and 
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craves for the life of liberty in the forest. Here, Paudyal tells children of the value of parental 

love, of freedom, and of nature.  Also, the poem instills spiritual awareness in the children with 

repeated invocation to God (ll. 3, 16, 75, 77, 84, 91, 92). It defines vice showing human race 

“hostile to virtues fair” (l. 85), and human course “sinful” (l. 83), and makes children aware of 

the effects of torture and anguish in a living being.   

Second, the above critics do not see how the poet defines humanity from the point of 

view of an animal. Pointing at the "hostile” and “sinful” aspect of man’s nature, Paudyal 

complains of man’s lack of morality, which he elsewhere defined as “a dignified conduct 

suitable to humanity” (Kunwar 33). Paudyal’s definition of human morality therefore transcends 

humans and encompasses all other living beings. In other words, for Paudyal true humanity 

requires fair treatment and love for other living beings. His concern here is that of coexistence of 

all living beings, unlike what the parrot says in the last stanza: “So long as . . . A single human 

being shall remain . . . Let not a parrot’s life be given.”  

With “The Parrot in a Cage” Paudyal makes an effort to disclose the evils of human 

nature and suggests the need to bring change in the way we treat other living beings. Important to 

note, a bird is an important mouthpiece of Paudyal, and with it he attacks the inhuman in 

humans, and warns them of a fateful future. In his later work Tarun Tapasi (1953), he does more 

than just point out human cruelty upon an animal:  

  The more do the great, smart and crafty humans 

Wreak sorrow upon weak and humble beings,  

The more will, upon them, as nature’s sure rule 

Fall bitter fruits of hate, insult and killings.2 (33; ch.  6, st.  5) 
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