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CHAPTER V

THEORY OF {/ANUMANA IN SANSKRIT POETICS

The NyZya theory of Anumzna (inference) exerts its
profound influence on the Rasa and Dhvani theory of; Sanskrit
poetics. A great classic like VV of Mahié%%@atta is based
on the Anundna theory. Almost all the eminent poeticians
have more or less dealt with Anumana in their works,
Therefore, an analytical expasition of the theory of Anumina
with its relation to some poetic theories‘is attempted
in this chapter.

V.1 Anum3dna as a_ Praména

/

Anumé@na is an important means of valid knowledge.
Except the materialistic C&rvEka almost all the I¥{ifiasy
Philoéophical systems accept Anum8na as a source of valid
knowledge(pram@na) for the cognition of such objects
which are not cognised by means of Pratyaksa(perception).
But, unlike other schools of philosophy, the Nyaya school
accepts four pramapagLand gives highest emphasis on Anun@na
and distinguishes it from other praménas in its detailed
treatment which has not been so thoroughly anqibystematically
dealt with by any other school, The treatment of Anuména
forms the most important topic in the Ny&ya, especially
Navya=Nyaya system of logic. c
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Anumd@na as its etymological sense (alseo literally)
indicates is 'after;proof'. It is after-proof in the sense
that it uses the knowledge derived from perception(pratyaksa)
or verbal testimony(&abda) and helps the mind to march on
further and add to its knowledge. Since Anum@na consists in
making an assertion about an object on the strength of the
knowledge of the hetu which is invariably connected with
sadhya, the word Anumdna literally means the cognition
which follows from otherlknowledge. Here, the prefix 'anu'
means after/and 'mana' means the means of knowledge. From
this literal meaning it follows that the perceptual knowledge
of the hetu gives rise to the inferential knowledge. One can
infer the existence of fire, for example, after perceiving
the smcke which has got an uninterrupted connection with the
surface of the mountain. The knowledge of invariable
conconmitance Qgggggg) is the key to having inferential /
knowledge., This knowledge of vyapti is not possible without
the help'of direct perception. Vyapti is a relation of
invariable concomitance between hetu and g§é§z§. The knowledge
of the sadhya as related to the subject of inference (EEEEE)
depends on the previous knowledge of the hetu as related to
the subject and at the sametime as inva¥lably related to
the s@dhya. One can infer fire on the mountain by virtue of
the fact that one percéives smoke on it and has observed it as
invariably accompanied by fire. In both the cases the

necessity of perception cannot be denied.
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Anumana,according to the Naiyéyikés,is the most
important cause of anuﬁiti(inferrgd knowledge), or cognition
or judgement)% It reﬁresentg thé prodéss b& which éhis
cognition ié obtained. . In the instance of inferred knowledge,

the mountain is fiery because of smoke (parvato yahnimén

dhimavattvat), the conclusion that ‘the mountain‘is fiery'is

thé anumitfzand the process by which it is producedy

consisting of pakgadharmatd(existence of probans in subject)

.and vydpti(invariable concomitance) is anum@na i.e. parvato

vahningn dhﬁmavaf§§t. Anumiti differs from pﬁatyéksa in
R el 2 a— ! PSS LRSS W

giving the valid knowledgg of a thing that it is not in
direct contact with the senses, In the instance of fire on
the mauntain, senses of a person do not come in contact f:}
with the fire at all, as they do in direct perception. In
the whole process of inference, one sees only the smoke on
the mountéin, and to that extent, his senses come in contact
with that object. Inferred knowledge (anumiti) depends

4

upon two things - pakgadharﬁa§§ and vyspti. Firstly, one

must see the smoke on the mountain, This is fechnically

‘ 5
called paksadharmata, Secondly, it is necessary that one

must have the knowledge of the relation of fire and smoke
(1e. wherever there is smoke there is fire) from the past
experience. This is technically called vxégtif. In the
process of Anumana, one brings the past experience to bear
upon the presént case of the smoke on the mountain,’

[’I .

This is technically called pardmarsa,.
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AnumZna is of two kinds : svi@rtha (inference for oneself)
- . - S .
and par@rtha(inference for others). SvArthinumdnsa. causes

one's own inferential experfence, Pararthinumdna is the

syllogistic expression which consists of fifte members and
which a person employs after inferring for himself fire from
smoke, with a view to enabling another person to have

9

likewise the same kind of inferential cognition. Pardrthanumana

consists in the use of a regular five membered Sanskrit

syllogism termed Nyaya. The five members are as follows:

1. Pratijhd parvéto vahnimén qnﬁmava§$§t

2. Hetu dhumavattvat

3. Udharana yo yo dhiimavan sa sa vahnimén yatha mah3nasah
4, Upanaya | tasmét tathd

5. Nigamanam _EEEE§;§§Z§E.

The validity of an inferencé depends on the validity
of its constituéﬁﬂ propositions. If anv of the constituent
propositions is fallacious, the whole infersnce will be

vitiated.

Thié is in essence; the Nyaya theory of Anumd@na., With
this outline of the Anum8ne theéory in view an attempt is
made here tq explore how Sanskrit poeticians have employed
this. Apuména theory in the analysis of poetic theory of

Rasa and Dh&ani.
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V.2 Theory of Rasa and Anumina

The theory of Rasa constitutes one of the most
important features of Sanskrit@ﬁoetics. According to
Bharata the main object of a drama is Rasa. Alafkdrikas
believe Bharata to be the earliest exponent of Rasa theory

and so they try to find his support for their views on Rasa.

The theory of Rasa realisation is based on the Rasasttra

of Bharata i.e. vibhéﬁé@hbhﬁvavﬁg%hidérisaﬁgogét1gasanispattigio
Thus gﬁggg;has been differently interpreted by different
scholars-commentators:, on the basis of different interpreta-
tions. Important questions pertaining to Rasa that were

posed and answered in different ways were about the locus

of Rasa, the nature of Rasa, the process of its f;ﬁlisaticn

and kinds of Rasa. This gave rise to different theories

viz., Utpattivida of Lollata, Anumitivada of:§§@gggq§

BhuktivBda of Bhattanayaka and Abhivyaktivada of Abhihavagupta

as available in his Abhinavebharati. The knowledge of

. these theories is gained only through the AE}nﬂ of
Abhinavagupta and some later writers like Mammata and

Hemacandra.,

In the history of Sanskrit poetics Sahkuka as a
prominent exponent of Bharata's Rasa theory occupies an .
importowt place. He, under the influence of Nydya philosophy,

Hosas ¢

makes a novel and unique attempt to interpret the sttra on
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the basis of the NaiyEyikasﬁ’theory of Anumana, He distin-
guishes himself from other rhetoricians by his Anumitivada,

After Bhatta Lollata, Sankuka took up the problem of Rasa

and criticised Lollata's view, His own original work is lost.
But it has been possible to reconstrurt his view on the basis
of the brief quotations in the work of Abhinavagupta, which

is more or less abridged and copied by Mammata and Hemacandra.
{Sinée Sahkuka makes an attempt to refute the Rasa theory

of Lollata and then propounds his Anumitivada; it is,

necessary here to present Lollata's view also in order
to understand Sankuka's stand, his counter argiments and

to make a critical appraisal of his view point.

V.3 Lellata's Theory of Rasa

Bhattalollata appears to be the first writer to attempt
a psychological analysis of Rasa, According to Abhinavagupta

1
he interprets the Rasasutra of Bharata as follows:

The birth of Rasa takes place out of the combinatioh: of
the permanent mental state - implicit in the sutra - with
the .determinants etc. More precisely, the determinants are
the cause of the birth of the feeling; which constitutes the
permanent s?ate of mind. The consequents intended by Bharata
are not, obviously, those which arise from the rasas - for
they cannot be considered as causeszﬁpf rasa - but the

consequents of the states of mind only. Even if- the
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trangitory ;tates 6f mind, in so far as they are feelings,
caﬁnot accompany simultaneously the permanent menitgl state,
still; acecording to Bharata, this is nof absent, but remains
in.a state of latent impression.) Iﬁ the examplg téo, some
flavourings appear in a latent state, like the permanent
state, and others in a eﬁergent state, like the transitory
states, gggé, therefore, is éimply a pefmanent state,
intensified by the dgterminants, the @onSequents,‘étc.; but,
had it not been intensified, it is only a permanent state.
This state is present both in the person reproduced and in
the feproducing actor, by virtue of the power of realisation

(anusaﬁdhéna).

V,h Sankuka 's Refutation

Sankuka gives the following arguments against the
C le )
view of Lollata :

1. Sthayibhava (permanent mental state) cannot be Rasa
because without) ¥ibhavas it cannot be known. Vibhavadi
are lihgas (logical reasons) by means of which the knowledge

of sthayibhava is acquired.

2, If it is accepted that without vibhavas, sthayibhava

can be. known by means of Sabda (verbal testimony), thén,

Rasa cannot be pratyaksa. For, $abdajnéna is only a

paroksajnana.
oo ——————————— .

3, Bharata, therefore, has not expounded the sthayibhava

first and Rasa afterwards, If the permanent mental states
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exist before the Rasa‘why does Bharata explain Raga first

and thereafter the sth3yibhavas.

J

4, If Rasa is nothing more that an intensified permanent
nelntal state then Bharata need not have defined the
determinants twice: once in comnection with the noneintensified
state(NS,VII) and once again in cénnection'with it in its
intensified state(NS, VI). It is illogicél to explain

the causes of the same thing twice.

5. If Rasa happens to be an intensified feeling, the problem
of gradaﬁiqn will arise, An intenslity admits of many
degrees, similarly, there ought to be numberlegs grades in

the realisation of Rasa,

6. If it is argaed that only when the utmost intensity

is reached, Rasa is realised, then, there would not be

six varieties of hasyarasa.

7. Bharata explains the ten stages of épﬁgﬁrarasa. If each

of them would have different grades as per their intensity
there would be an infinjite number of mental states and of

rasas.

8. We see that what happens is just the contrary, in the

sense that sorrow (Soka) is at first intense, and is seen

o grow weaker with tinme and that in the feelings of anger

(krodha), heroism (uts@ha) and delight(rati) a dimmution
utsana,

'1s met with when the indignation(amarsa) firmness(sthairya)

13
and sexual enjoyment (s az are absent. &

[ ]
J
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Sankuka then explains the rasasutra in the following way:
The actor(nata) with his long training and constant

practice represents the causes, the effects and the associating

causes, (which are technically called vibhavas, abubhavas

and vyébhicéribﬁévaé respectively) so skillfully thaf they,.
though arfificggl, are /onsidered by the spectactors as the
real ones. The linga i,e, vibhavas etc., lead the spectators

to infer the sthaylbhdvas like rati etc., existing in the

nata, But as a matter of fact they are not present in thef

nata, because he is imitaing the original sthayibhidvas of
thé real characters like Rama, As this is the imitation

e 22

of tH?ioriginal §th§yibh§Vas'this is given a different name

'rasa'., The realisation of the spectators is of a very

distinct kind. The spectators take the nata as Rama, the

original character, on the analogy of the knowledge of a

citraturaga (the painted horse). It cannot be called

yatharthajigna (valid knowledge), because nata ig different

from the character, say, Réma, It is not mithydjfigna

because there is no another Jhgna to negate it like 'this

is not Ra3ma'., It is not samsayajidna because there are no

PR .

two alternatives (kotis) in the cognition such as 'is this
Rama or not'. In the absence of the similar jfidna as ‘he is

like Ré@mat' it cammot be called sédyéyaﬁh§na also. Therefore,

this ji@na about nata as 'this is Rama' is quite pecullar,

and different from all the other forms of jH&na like pramd,

e

mithyd, sam$aya and s@drsya. This kind of jiidna is the

result of the nata's skill in the four kinds of abhinaya.
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It may be argued that the Knowledge of Rasa ia not -
valid as it is negated by the subsequent knowledge., According

to the rule invalid knowledge is defined as tadabhavavati

tatprakarake 'nubhavo tyathartha (to percieve a thing when
it does not exist is bhrams)., In.fhe present case the
Ramat¥a which is not in the nata is ascribed %o him; and in
suchcase how can a éggggg produce- the real effect? This
qpestionﬂf is answered by*éaﬁkukaxby sayipé that even a
bhrama can produce an eéffect. He quotes the karikar) of
Dharmakggfi's PV "Seeing a gem and a light from a distance
a man misunderstands- both of them as_ggg;g."] Thus, his
JHana is only a bhrama, But when he approaches,then he is
.able to get mani. ' Therefore even a bhrama can produce a
real effect. .This<§§§§§;is further proved to' be bhrama
.also becauseving§§§zg only the arﬁific@gl imitation of

karanas, k@ryas and sahakdris are brought into use and

these are given new names vibhava,. anubhi@va and vydbhicaribhiava,

Alambanavibhave and Uddipanavibhdvas cah vbe présent by

réciting appropriate verses. The anubh8vas and vydbhicarip

bhavas also.can bépresented by the nata with the help of
the trainings etc. But a sthayibhava can never be;presented
because it‘qannot be expressed by .merely using such words
like rati, hisa etc,, being beyond the scope of abhidha.
It can only be imitated. The imitation by nata helps the

spectators to infer the sthayibligva in nata. Only the

sthayibhava like rati, which are imitated are called by the

. rhetoricians with the names like B8rngararasa., In other
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words, rasa is the inferential knowledge of the imitation

of sthayibhava like Rati. But,unlike other inferences, this

anumiti is the source of pleasure, because in this, the
things inferred are beautiful, In this res?ect it is quite
unique, Since the spectators infer Rasa , it is to be
understood as resting in nata. Though the sthdyins are not
in the nata, the samajika have the inference of them:- . as

theye is no badhakajhana. This is in fact not the inférence

of actual but only the so called sthaylbhiava which is the

imitation of the original one., Therefore, ultimately the

imitation of the sthavyibhava is understcod &s the Rasa.

The above analysis gives rise to the following points:

The process of the vahnyanumana as described by the Naiyayikas

is different from the Ras@numena because of the following

reasons:

1. Rasa, the object of inference is unique in nature and

is different from-the other woﬁ@ly objects of inference.

2¢ In the other cases of Anuména, both the sadhya and the
s8dhana which become the object of perception andbf which
relation is percelved, become the object of inference,

For example: in the case of the vahnyanumana, sadhya i.e.

vahni and hetu i.e, dhima are perceived in a kitchen and
the person who has frequently observed their invariable
relation in a kitchen or in many places is able to infer

the presence of fire by looking at the smoke, But in the
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case of Rasa, it never can become the object df perception.

Hence the relation existing'between Karanarupa-vibhavadi

and kéryarupaurasa is never percerved.
5. Vibhavadi are karapas for the intensification. of the
sthayibhava (1nﬂRama), But\for,the spectators they are liﬁgas.

4, The realisation of Rasa which is the fruit of Anumdna
is unique and cannot be compared with { ) any other anumiti,

' the knowledge obtained by inference.

Searching for the root of Saﬂkuka's theory of the

Rasanuména one realises that for Sankuka rasa is a kind of
knowledge(j 8na). Since Rasa is & jh&ma a s@dhana to obtain
the knowledge of Rasa is called for (technically called

pramana). The pram@nas such as pratyaksa, Upamdna, Sabda

and others are not capable of producing the knowledge of
.Rasa. ,mhereﬁgﬂg AnumBnais the only means which helps one

in obtaining the knowledge of Rasa. The knowledge of Rasa

is not possinle by Pratyaksa as there is no direct connection

between respective indrlza and Rasa. Pratyakga is defined

as indriyartha sannikargajanya Jjiang. Upaména is also not
capable of giving the knowledge of Rasa because the'

. pod 3 — ',‘.'-7" rd '
sa@d¥syajiéna is ggsential for Upamé@na as ggggdrso gavayah.

Since there is no object similar to Rasa, Upamé@na does not
obtain., Rasajii@na cannot be obtained by Sabda pramana also

because the knowledge of Rasa cannot be obtained b& the

statements of a trustworthy person(ﬁptavﬁkﬁam éabda@).
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No other praminas such as Arthapatti, Anupalabdhi,“Sahbhéva
Aitihya produce the knowledge of Rasa. Ultimately it is
the Anum@na pram@na which only can account for the knowledge

of Rasa. So Ras@nubhiti is one type of anumiti, It seems

that ﬁéaﬁkuka follows the well-known Nydyd method of pariéega“g
as given in the NBh on the strength of which he develops
his theory of Anumina. |

Sabkuka is well aware of the fact that the RasSnumiti
is not like the vahiiyanumiti. That is why he says Rasajfdna

is different from the four types of jhanas and explains it

by the illustration~of citraturaga. He also points out

that even if the ras@numiti is different from the‘vahnyﬁhumiti

it still leads to arthakriya., He quotes a verse from
Dharmakirti's PV to that effect, All these (g0 to prove that
Safikuka had a deep knowledge~of the NydyaSastra and the
influenée of which perhaps motivated him to develop the

theory of Rasanuména.

V.5 pBhatta Tauta's Criticiam

Bhatta Tauta (10th century A.D,), teacher of

-

Abhinavagupta criticises the Anumitivada of Safkuka., He

poses thekquestion: does Saifkuka's Anumitivdda propound

Rasa as an imitation of sthd@yibhava based on(1) the experience

of the spectators or (2) that of the actors or (3) the
nature of Rasa or (4) the strength of the statement of
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(1) Sarikuka's anumitivida cannot be based on the experience

of the spectators. Imitation (anukarana) is possihié only
of the things which are adlready pérceived'by a means of
cognition(praména), For example, in case of a\peréon
drinking milk ahd saying 'Thus did séuand-so,drink the
wine?!, the action of milk-drinking reproduces action of
wine=drinking, But it will be realised aﬁimitation only
when the spectator has himself directly observed the imitated
person drinking wine. But nothing is found in the nata,
which may be said to be the imitaion of something elée.

Hie body, his artificial face, horripllatien, faltering

voice and the movement of limbes etcs, cannot be the

. ;mitation of sthayibhava like rati. The Anubhdvas appearing

outwardly canmot be identical with the sthayibhava, which

is beyond the perception of others. They; being insentient,
being perceived by different organs of sense and having
different substrata cannot be called imitation. MNoreover,
conciousness of imitation presupposes perception of both
the original and of its imitation (made by the actor).

But nobody (either the spectator oy the actor) has ever
perceived the rati of Rama (character). Hence, -the

possibility that the actor is imitating REma is excluded.

If it is the feeling of the actor which is realised {

as the imitation of +W¢ rati of Ré@&ma which as perceived by
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the spectators is considered as éfﬁgéra Rasa; still one has
to consider in what form and in what manner it is cogniseds
If the cognition (pratiti) of the feeling of the nata is
simila¥, to that of the ordinary feeling, which comsists of
causes, such as women etc., when the feeling of the actor
would be percéived in the form of rati. Therefore, the”

idea of the imifation of rati is not sound,

Further, theheterminants etc.y are real in the charactor
but ,iin the actors they are unreal. If that is the case,
are they perceived as artificial by the spectators? And
if they are perceived as artificiel, the cognition of rati
is not possible. If one says that for this reason what is
cognised is not rati but the imitatiion of rati, then it
would be possible only for a man of dull wits,

When the cognition of the lihga (logical reason)
e.g. smoke, is erroneous, the inference bésed upon it will
be invalid. Though the vapour appears as smoke, 1f it is
cognised as smoke, the inference of firg from it wiil

/

noct be valid,

Even 1f the actor himself is not enraged, still he is
seen as such, the resemblace is due to contraction of
eyebrows etc., Hence, he is like someone who is enraged.

But thé spectators willingly suspend their awareness of
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this resemblace between the actor and fhe‘charator. As a
result of which they are immersed in a certain state of

consciousness of thegctor. Therefcre, the idea that what
éppears on the stage is an imitation of something is not

valid.

~ Fupter, the knowledge of the spectator i.e,.!'This is
Rama' is not correct. For, this pesception is devoid of
every doubt, and?t is npt'stultified later by some subsequent
cognition which {7 would invalidate.it (badhaka). »Then,
why should one not con31der it as true cognitlﬂn? And, if
it is stultifled why it is not a false cognition? In fact
though the invalidating cognition goes not appear, it will
always be a false cognition. Thus Safkuka 's conténtion,
_that this is"an experience wherein; it being devoid of any
contradictofy idea, one cannot distinguish any error", is
untrue; Furthermpre, in other actor also, the spectators
have the perception 'This is Rama', hence the cognition
of Rama. is only in its most universal aspect.

3

The statement that 'the determznants can be recognised
through the power of poetry is also not true. For, the
actor does not have the perceptlon"This sita 1s'£he womeén
I love!, If it is argéd that, this is how the determinants
are made percebtible to the spectators then in this way the
permaneﬁt state will be made perceptible on a better way.
Since it is predominent, spectators experience it as 'That

ﬁan(is) in this (feeling)'.
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Therefore it is wrong to say that. from the point of view
. of spectators, Ras & is an imitation of the permanent mental

state,

(2) From the point of view of actoy it is not valid, for,
the actor whilé performing the drama does not have the
notion, 'I am imitating Rama or his feelings' The word
anukarana can be explained (%in two ways = one, the production
of actions similar to those of someone and two, temporally
after-product. If we take the first meaning, then nata
has never seen Rama. Hence it'is not possible. If the
second meaning is taken, then such imitation would extend

to all the activities even of the ordinary life.

If it is said that the actor does not imitate a particular
" being(niyata) and has only this notion, 'I am imitating

the sorrow(éoka) of some noble person (uttamaprakrti);

‘then the question arises : by what he is imitatinhg? Certainly
it camnot be done by sorrow, since if is absent in the

actor. It7y also cannot be done by the tears etc., because
‘*téars“are insentient, while sorrow, being mendal state,

is sentient.,

If it is argued that nata is imitating the sonsequgnt
(anubh3vas) of the person, who also wept in the manner he
does, then nata,&iéyinteﬁénes in his act of imitation and

the relation of anukirya-anukarta no longer exists, Besides

the actor does not have the awareness that he is imitating,
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The actort's performance takes place §n;y through three
‘ causes : his skill in art, his memory of his éwn determinants,
and the ¢onsent of his grt aroused by the state of gemerality
of the meritel states and in this virtue, ﬁe displays the
consequents (anubhavas) and reads the dramatic text with
sultable intonations(gégg). He is conscious of this only

- and not of imitation.

(3) Nor can it b¢ saild that there is an imitation from the
pointct of view of the nature of things (vastuvrtta)’ for,
it is impossible that a thing of which one is ﬁot conscious

has a real nature,

(4) Even Bharata has never said that Rasa is the imitation
of a permanent mental stade. Such a statement was never

" made by him even indjirectly or by a means of an ;ﬁdication..
On the contrary the various subudiviéions of women's dance,
various music and the dhruva_séng described by Bharata
indicate exactly the opposite. The expression of Bharata
i.e. 'Drama is an imitation of all the forms of existence

in the seven islands' can have also other explainations.

And if it were an imitation, then there would be no
difference between it and‘the imitation of the atfire,

walk etc., of the beloved one.
V.6 Mahimabhattafs View

Mahimabhatta has & rightful place in the context of

‘Anumitiv@da among the various theories of rasanispatti.
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According to him, Rasa is Anumeya, The permanent mental
states of love, sorrow etc,, belonging to the charators
delineated in a kavya are infibrred through the cognition

" of the vibh§Vas; ggﬁbﬁéﬁas and the vyabhicdribhdvas described

in the Kavya. It is the inexplicéble magic:of:poetry»that

the inferred sthayibhdva leads to the exquisite pleasure of

rumination whereas in ordinery life the inferred sth@yibhdvas

as belonging tafﬁ%thers do not lead ¥ any such pleasure.
Thus, the instances cited by Anandavardhana for Rasadhvani
like the description of Parvati's entrance with floral

decoration of the spring season and the reactions caused

by that in Sive, described in the canto III of Kumarasambhava

can be included in Anumana,.
V.7 Visvandtha's Refutation

Vidvanitha pofints out a defect in Mahimabhattas. =~ &tance,

that is, Rasa is Anumeya., He poses the question as what

exactly Rasa is in the Anum@na theorist concept., Is it the
cognition of love etc., as exist;ng in the characters like
Rama inferred from the cognised vibhavadi depicted in poetry?
Or is it the self-manifesting bliss enjoyed by the aesthete
on aesthetically contemplating the dramatic performance?

If former is accpted then it is different from that of

dhvani theorist. If the second alternative is accepted,

then it is evidently clear that the proposed hetu is
fallacious on account of the:?ack of the knowledge of

- ]
invariable concomitance between Rasa and the vibﬁéﬁﬁdi.q
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Eence there cannot be any inference.

3

Moreover, the mere knowledge derived through the
reasoning''wherever there is the express statdment or dramatic

presentation of such;@ﬁd such vibhévas and vj&bhioﬁribhévas,

there is the origin“of the rasas like érﬁgéra, is also not
taken as rasa by the dhvani theorists. Thus the hetus which
are adduced by Mahimgbhatta for the realisation of rasa cause
the inference of somefhing else viz.,, the mere cognition

of the presence of a partidular mental state in the dramatic
character; But they cannot explain the aesthetic biiss

that is rasa. Hence i1t 1s actually hetvB@bhadsa in so far as
it establishes something other than what is sought to be
established,

V.8 Thepry of Dh&ani and Anumdna

Anandavardhana in his Dhg%%.refers to the question as
known form the Locana, whether Dhvani can be included in

Anum@na, He presents theﬁ*;nuména theory as a purvapaksa

view perhaps keeping in mind mﬁg Naiyaylikas. The argumant
ié that ~ the suggested meaning being the speakers purport

can be understood through inference., Hence, vydhgya=

vyahjakabh@va is lifigalingibhiva. The so called suggestive-
ness of sound is none other than a linga. This pUrvapaksa
argument is refuted by saying that the suggested meaning

cannot be inferred. The knowledge‘which arises on hearing
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an uttered sound has two aspects = 1. the integ@ion of the
speaker (tétparya) and 2, the atual meaning(vacyartha). The
former consists in the desire to reveal the form of the
sound and to con&ey,some spécial idea through the sound,
These two desires can be inferred from the utteramce of the
sound., But the expressed and thienon-expressed ideas of a
sentence fall withiin the purview of the meaning to be
described. Thesé meanings are not inferréd.. Secondly, there
may be differences of opinion regarding the nature of the
sﬁgges{ed meaning%%mong the listeneps, But no‘such
differencé is possible on the case of the inferential
meaning which is a definie form of‘dognifibn arrived at

from a given hetu.

If one argues that sinte the validity of the suggested
meaning is ascertained through inference 1% can be treated
as inferred, this is unsound, since, for the same reason
the expressed meaning, . wnen verig;éd through inferential
methcds, should ‘have to be regarded as inferred, which,
however, is not the case., [TIt is regarded as the expfessed
meaning itself, belng originally cognised through the

21
denotative power of the word.

Thus, Anandavardhana makes péssing reference to the
NaiyB8yika theory of Apum@na. He makes a definite gftempt
to refute the view of Naiydyikas who attempt to reject the
suggested meaniﬁﬁu This becomes clear from the rejoinder

of Jayantabhatta, a Naiydyika of great repute,
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V.9 Jayantabhatta's Criticism

It was not at all necessary for Jayantabhatta to refer
to and refute a throry of literary criticism, but Anandavardhana's.
action seems to have inspired a reaction in Jayantabhatta, \
who is drawn to refute the dhvani theory in his Nydya text
only because Anandavardhana has discussed and refuted the

Naiyayika theory of Anumana,

Jayantabhatta examines the dhvani theory in his NM
while discussing the problem whether Arthapatti is an
independéﬁf}?f?égg. He thinks that the newly 7reached
theory of dhvani does not deserve any serious notice at allizi
He laughs at the very idea that poets propose to gsolve the
problems concerning words and their import, whieh have eluded
satisfactory solution at the hands of the most learned

23 - .
logicians. He redicules Anandavardhana as a 'panditammanya'

a man who makes a pretence of scholarship which he does not
2
possessgs. 4

He notes the Tirst two instances of VAstudhvani cited

by Enandavardhana, and remarks thaithe fact can be explained
moee satisfactoraly by regarding the so~called suggested
meaning as being conveyed by the primary fuﬁction of words
with the assistance éf other pramapas, particularly anuména.:
ﬁfﬁanta's criticism has been hedged in between his
refutations of the views of MimAmsakas on ArthBpatti and

Abhava., According to him dhvani occupies almost the same
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place as that of Arthdpattl and therefore the criticism
levelled against the latter will, in his opinion, apply

mutatis mutandis in regard to dhveni too, Just as Arthapatti

is nothing more than a kind if inference qggggialso is
another kind of inference only. He kills two birds with
one stone by positing that words with their wezl-known
functions are enough to explain all meanings, arrived at
through some pramana or aﬁother. The variety in meaning

is due, in other words, to the variety of the prémdnas that
assist in th%grasping of the C;meaning and not due fo the

variety of functions (vyapara) of a word,

" ¥,10  Mehimabhatta's Criticism

Mahimabhatta's VV g%ands foremost among the works
criticising the Dhvani theory. He attempted to demonstrate
elabord%ély how all varieties of Dhvani can be included
in Anum@na., In the third chapter of the VV he cites about
thirty examples guoted in the D@ﬁzg and shows how they can
be explained away by Anumana, Some of them are analysed

as follows:

1e Vastumatradhvanl

%TH ur:E ﬁﬂa—ﬁ e Sﬂddﬂsq Hu.m.mq |
STt S MR AT Tt

These words are spoken by the herolne to a mendicant who

wanders in the forest to gather flowers. She explicitly

bids hiﬁ to wander as he pleases., The meaning actually
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intended here is the prohibition of wandering., This meaning

according ‘to Anandavardhana, is conveyed through suggestion;
' ‘ K

while Mahimabhatta shows thaﬁit is inferred., It can be

explained as:

2. Arthantarasamkramltavacya
Tl ik 77-1§ﬂﬂT '2137 FT' 4*%§§2{%£@H6T1 |

eIty safer sasfaaasl |
Mahimabhatta points out that the word kamal@ni (lotuses) is

used twjice in. twg_g;fferent senses., The first‘word refers
to the ig;;;;;”;;%their general capacity and the second tq
the particular aspect characterised by qualities like
excessive charm and perfume caused by the contact with the
rays of the sun, These particular qualities are inferred
as existing in the lotuses becausé of the identificat@on
of the general with the particplar;ie It cannot be objected
that the identification between the same objects is illogical, -
because there the identification is between the same things

characterised by different aspects.

3. Atyantatiraskrtavacyadhvani
= AR A1 SN TAAITIA A J

B 9T e hrmm A T Geaa
Here the explicit statement that the mirror is bllnd, being

actually incompatible causes the inference of the dimness
of the mirror. Blindness can be the characterstic of only
a living being; hence we infer that all that is intended is
that mirror is Jjust like the eye co#ered by the wvapour of
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exhalation ..2 7

4, éabdasaktimﬁlédhvani -
AT FIAAAT FATAT 32 aaa; FEAT S ﬁ‘Wr YT
Dﬁ*‘“?f@‘»ﬁ‘ifamg@% ﬂamlx
Hefe,apart from the contextual meaning referring to the

advent of the summer season, We cognise a non=contextual
meaning referring to Siva. Mahimebhatta maintains that it
is because the figure Samasokti originating due to the
greater suitab;lity of the epithets to the Mahakala (Siva)
serves as the cause for the second meaning of that word.z3
As a result it is able to denote the non-contextual meaning
i.e.Siva in addifion to the contextual meaning, the great
season (Mah@ kalah). The word mahdkala by itself cannot
give both the contextual and the noﬂ~cont§xtual meanings
alike by Abhidha and it is the association of roaring
laughter (attahdsa) and the destruction of yuga with mahakala
that is respor,_ible for the cognition of a non-contextual
meaning, Thus wencognise this meaning also:"In the meanwhlle
yawﬁed terrible Lord Siva with a boisterous laughter white
like full-blown Jasmines", apart from the contextual meaning:
"By that time, the great season called summer concluding
the twin months of flowering season burst forth whitemess
of full-blown flowers rendering the turrets beautiful", Its
Anum@navakya can be possible in the following two ways:
@ wpd AZHIHTT gt F TS A ATy T, SeTeE

g gmamzmwﬁ M A A
(» RFmam A Jafaarer: WWW‘?&W

T FHIREE AR wfeerrand_ |
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Mahimabhatta insists that some hint should be given by the
poet as to the presence of the non-contextual meaning for
its cognition. Accordingly he denies the presénce of the
additional meaning in places Wherein no such hint is given.
For example: Y
3AA: Rt TR Ry aulsr;
gf Taghtor G R Fmrzr%mm;

arﬂ?q:ﬂ?} TG Wﬂaﬂqlqmqm:\mm[
aTla‘T g 'CHEI ATl RTHA Wﬂurq:;azrd lgrv: pas

Here, there is nothing to warrant the presence of the nonw-

‘ contextual meaning per@aining to cow and hence no cognition
cf that meaning is .possible here, The homonymous word gggg
itself cannot denote the non-contextual meaning because ith
that case, there would be no reason why it cannot denote
other non-contextual meanings like ggggg_as well, It

cannot be argued that due to the su1tabillty'&f epithets to
cow, only that main meaning is selected from among the
several non-contextual meanings; there is nothing to show
that a second meaning other than the contextual is intended

by these epithets., If we take the word gauh to be the

determining factor of their non-contextual meaning, it will

involve the defect of mutual reliance(anyonyaéraya). The

cognition of the non-contextual meaning of the( " epithets
will itself have to be caused by means of the WOrd:gauh.
It cannot be argued that both the hononymous viéesabas and

‘videsya operating jointly cause the cognifion of the nonw
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contextual meaning; they have no capacaity to produce meaning
independently without the involvement of the reader’s
cognitive power, Moreover, if the word were the cause of the
cognition of the contextual and the non~contextual meanings
alike, it could do so automatically and simultaneously. In
that case there would be no sequence in their cognition.

Thus Mahima shows that the homonymous words themselves are

not capable of giving forth the non-contextual meaning without
some hint, In the absence of any such hint there can be no

cognition of the non-contextual meaning.

5. Arthagaktimuladhvani-

Mahimabhatta explains that in case of Arthasaktimuladhvani

the cognition of the suggested meaning from the expressed

meaning is like their invariable concomitance, Thus in

the verse: “(37:71 ar%f;r o E? EC Faﬂ?oxd Q/’} ]
Awmamaaior oA W d |

the expressed meaning consisting of Parvati's counting the
petals of the lotus causes the inference of the bashfulness

- - a
of Parvati because of the mutual connection between them.:5

V.11 The Suggestive Flements in Mahimabhatta's Perspective

Anandavardhana regards all elements of poetry, beginning
from mere letters(varnas) to the whole composition(prabandha)

as capable of suggestion(vyafijaka). Mahimabhatta examines
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this viéw.from his own standpoint. According to him, varnas
and samghatand do not have the natural power to evoke Rasa
directly. They are related to the Rasa only through the
expressed meaningfsimahima maintains that the Rasas shine
forth more vividly when they are inferred from the expressed
meaning given forth by sound adorned with the appropriate
varpas and samghdatand., The varnpas and samghatang are éctually
the attributes of scund which gives forth the expressed
meaning, which in its turn is the cause of Rasa just as dry
leaves cause fire which is the cause of smoke, The relation
of varnas and samghatana with the concerned Rasa is grasped
through experience, It is our ordinary experience that

_ people use style and sSund devoid of huge compounds when
affected by emotions like love and grief. When angry or
excited, they employ harsh i sounds and complex style. This
experience serves the basis of the inference of the appropriate

. .. 32,
Rasa from varpas and samghatana,

As to the suggestiveness of words and sentences,
Mahimabhatta points out that they are directly responsible
for the cognition of the expressed meaning from which Rasa is
inferred, They become the cause of the cognition of another
meaning because of éither metaphorical usage(upacara) or
factors like the context (prakarapasémaggg)%? The word

. q o q . %
vnens in IOl FuFeilfgae 7 $d oo For=mq |

is the example where a word becomes responsible for the

inference of Rama's qualities like bravery etc., otherwise
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the use of ‘'maya' in blaoe~of 'Ramgnd ' could have served

the purpose,

Mahimabhatta concludes VV with the observation that
the gist of his arguments is that all the elements cosidered

to be responsible for Abhivyakti by the Dhvani theorists are

ay

accepted by him as the causes responsible for inference.,

V.12 Anumfna and Mahimabhatta's Theory of Language

Mahimabhatta critically examines the problem of meaning

and analyse8§ the concepts 1ik§AbhidhE, Laksana,Vyailjand and

Tatparyadakti as well as Prmdnas like Upamana and Arthapatti.

.

The most intersting feature of this theprylof 1§nguage
is\that he considers éll linguistic expressions as the forms
of inference. One resorts to ;anguage to bring forth some
desired effect in the hearer, This effect may be either
some positive action or abstention from action. It is the

result of yath@rthajfdna and ayathirthajfiina. ~In Mahima's

view language by its very nature is pragmatic, having
definite aims it its opekation. It is through rreative
conviction of ‘the validity of the communicated fact that a
hearer cali be pérsuaded'to act in accordance with the speaker's
wisehes, In other words, linguistic usage always involves
the establishednt of. some fact logically and con#incingly

leading the hearer to the comprehension of the validity of
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8

that fact., The hearer caﬁ be convinved of the validity of a
probosition only when he understands the logic in it and

this demonstration of logic is'done through ianguage.

Mahimabhatta distinguishes between descriptive sentences
which do not establish anything new and substantive sentences
establishing new facts. 'In other cases the meaning of the

sentence becomes descriptive as in the case of the statement:

FTEFYAIT] EEy %E{mrﬂ]%ma}y Gk ﬁ??fﬂ?ﬁ: |
‘there is a mountain called Himalaya in the north',
Substantiation of new factits involves the presentation of
the fact to be established (sadhya) aél the means of establishing
that fact (s3dhana).. The sadhya and sadhana portions of a
sentence are constituted respectively by the subjective and
predicat%yé'elements of the sentence., In other words, the
known faéts become sadhana in establishing the sadhya of
unknown facts. The process involved in thg {}} comprehension
of the theme of an argument is inference undergo;ng in the

mind of th%hearer when he cognises a verbal statement.

3

Ordinary inference is possible only when there is the

knowledge of the invariable concomitance(vyaptijhana) of

the gégﬁi;iand sidhana. In the inference of fire on the hill,
on seelng smoke, one is prp@pted by the knowledge of the
invariable concomitance between the fire and thé smoke
grasped by the inerer from his frequenti observations in the
places like kitchen. The same procedure is followed in the

understanding of the arguments couched in ordinary language,
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which can be grasped from three sources of valid knowledge.

They are 1. Loka 2. Veda and 3. Adhyatma. Among the three,

the first two constitute verbal knowledge and the last one
is perceptioh. ~ First of all Bharata has referred to these

three pramanas. Abhinavagupta explains the term Lokapramana

means pratyaksa, Anumdna, Agama etc. whereas, as Ruyyaka

points out,this list significantly omits Anumdna. The
omissionyRuyyaka‘explains,is due to the fact that Anumana

is the end served by these pramanas,

Mahimabhatta deals with sadhyasadhanabhava of a

langaage at two different levels. (1) The substantiation of
one fact by another at expressed level, (2) The substantiation
of a fact by means of the expressed facts, at the unexpressed
level, It is the second type that comprises Anuménéyherein
Mahima includes all varieties of Dhvani. Though both types

of substantiation involve sadhyas@dhanabhava, the former is

essentially different from the latter in one important

respect. The first type, comprising explicit sadhyasadhana-

bhava, causes the cognition of no new idea save the logical
relationship between directly stated sadhya and sadhana,

On the other hand, the second- type caused the cognition

of the unexpressed sadhya from the expressed sadhana. Ruyvaka

cites the parallel to kavyahetu and Arthantaranyasa of

3 - -
Udbhata to illustrate the point. GAnumana is like kavyahetu
where something unexpressed is cogniseds The explicit

s@dhydsadhnabhava is like Artha@ntaranyasa where one
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expressed idea is substantiated by means of another expressed

37

ideay ' All instances of Dhvani, in Mahima's view, consist

of sadhyasadhanabhiva between the expreséed and the unexpressed

meanings, i.e. of th%second type.

Mahima divides the whole meaning-complex of language
into vacya and amlmej,ra-t..'f3 8 He is of the viﬁ'ﬁ that the -
relationship between word and meaning is conventional, Sound
can denote & meaning only when tﬁere is a convention
assigning that specific meaning to it, Hence, he rejects the
view that sound can ever denoté a meaning not having a

conventional relstion with it.

Ve 13 Critics of Anqgéné Theory

1. Mammata

Mammata in his KP makes an attempt to show the defects
3
in Mahimabhatta's theory of Anuména.ﬁ He presents the

plreapaksa view as follows:
putvepansa

The sugéested meanivg without having any relation with the
expreésed meaning cannot be cognised. If it happens,

anything could be suggested by any word without any restriction.
So one has to accpt that the suggested meaning has some
relation with the expressed meaning. Since relation exists
between théﬁwo there ean be no gugaestivenéss in the absence

of that relation existing between the sqggested and the |

suggestor. The relation is such that the suggestor is never
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concomitant with the contrary of suggested., The suggestor
also subsits in the suggested meaning. Thus the suggestor
fulfills three essential conditions of a hetu required in

Anumana viz., paksasattva, sapaksasattva and vipaksasattva.

The knowledge of the suggested meaning becomes inferential

in nature, For example in'f%bhrama dharmika’ etc., the

traveller is advised to move in'the wilderness because of the
death of the dog. But it leads to the inference that

godavaritira is not a saj'e place because of the presence

of the lion. The natupe of inference is :

Prrafdz i swormanT, TArHg AT, Tedq
HeAd Tl 951'&‘::{{ x
Thus presenting the purvapakgsa view Mammata shows the

three defects of Anaika@ntikatva, Viruddhatva and Asiddhatva of

hetu in the given example.

The first defect is that the hetu is Anaikantika which

is explained as savydbhicara in the Nyaya8dstra. It is

so (named because it does not possess only one end only or
it tends to prove not only one thing but also its opposite.

Thus Anaikantika means inconclusive., Mammata says that the

mere apprehension of something frightening is not an adequate
reason for abstaining from wandering since people are seen
wandering through dangerous places when the are obeying

the command of their elders or are impelled by love, Thus

the hetu is Anaikantika by nature.
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Secondly, the hetu suffers from Viruddhatva which is

defined in the Nyayasastra as that which is invariably
comconitant with tﬂe absence of the sadhya. In the given
éxample the mendicant's aversion to the dog may not be due
to his fear but because of its impure nature. Hence it does
not prove that he would be afraid of the lion., If he is a

hero, the presence of the lion may prove Just the contrary.

Thirdly, the defect of Asiddha also occurs in the
given example as it does not establish the sadhya correctly.,
The presence of lion onAGodavari's bank itself is not a
decumented fact. It is conveyed through the verbal statement
of a woman in love. Thus the validity of the hetu itself
being not established, the whole precess of inference built
upon it loses certainty required in a normal process of an

inference,

Mammata again demonsiyates the same thing with the help

{ 2 ¥ ’
of another verse niésesacyutacandanam etc, In this verse

Anumana theorists cannot explain the cognition of the
suggested meaning from the expressed me%ping. The signs

seen on the messanger's body cannot conclusively prove that
she has returned after enjoying dalliance. The very same
signé can warrant the conclusion that she has taken bath. Nor
can the term 'aghema' establish the bad conduct of the hero
since the wickness of hero is not a é@ct established through
valid means, Thus, Mammata establishes that the ifidefiniteness
of the suggested meaning proves the difference between Anumana

and Vyan{gna.
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5. Vidyadhara A

Following Ruyyeke, VidySdhara (1285-1325 A.D.) in his

4

: 0
Ekavali rejects the Anumana theory of Mahimabhatta. He

repeats the argumenté of Ruyyaka but adds Anggalabdhi as

vyaptiprayojaka which is not found in the treatment of Ruyyaka

in his AS. Anupalabdhi cannot prove dhvani for it can prove

only that sadhya which consists of an absence of something

as the absence of a jaf can be proved from Ahggalabdhi. The
fact, that'there is no Jjar here'! can be proved ffom the
perception that it is not cognised here., Since, had it
been here it would have been cognised. If Mahimabhatta

attempts to prove dhvanyabhava from Anupabdhi, the hetu

which is vitiated leads to the fallacy called Asiddha. When
the cognition of dhvani 1is evident, its nonw-cognition

cannot be proved. Nor can dhvanyabhava be proved from the

non=-cognition of words and their sense., The non-cognition
of a jar cannot prove the absence of a pillar. Therefore, -
the non=cognition of words and their senses cannqi prove

the absence of dhvani. Thus Anupalabdhi cannot establish

the vyapti between the sadhya and the sadhana, dhvani and

Sabdartha.

4, Vidz§natha’

Vidy3n5tha(1325 A.D.) in the PratSparudriyayaSobhiisana

' while dealing with Mahimabhatta's Anumana theory maintains that

Arthadaktimuladhvani cannot be included in Anum§naf” There
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There is(no YXEEEE between suggestive elements and the
suggested meaning, because the intended meaning is cognised
from words qualified by the poet's intention., Different
meanings are cognised from the same words due to tﬁe
difference in the implications of the poems. This is not
compatible with Anumana which requires the cognition of the

same meaning from the same expression.
5, Viévanatha

Viévaﬁkha (1383A.D.) in his SD repeats the arguments
of Mammata with regard to the problem of the includion ofx

vastudhvani and alahkéradhvani in Anumana. The hetu in the

example like' bhrama dharmika’ etc., is not’?Weq frcm the

defects like Aniakantika and Aslddha. Apart from this he

further points out some other dlfficulties with regard to

the Anumana theory. Refering to the verse niésesacvuta-:

candanam’ etcs, he raises the question as to who is the
inferer? or who does infer that the messanger made love

to the hero? There would not be any problem if it is. o
maintained that the implied meaning is inferred by the
messenger-herself or by other people present there. But
the Anumana theorists maintain that it is the sahrdaya who
iﬁfers this meaning. This is unsound since the same verse
may give a diffeent meaning in a another context. Thus
the YXEEEE between the literal and the suggested meaning

is not possiblélfz It may be argued that the literal meaning
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qualified by background‘features like the speakers mood

can give rise to speciflc suggested meaning only. But
there is no way of comprehending the gzggj; in such a TI; "
specific form modified by contextual features. Further,
Vibvanatha argues that as the subject matter presented in
poetry originates from the poet's pratibhd it is essentialy
gifferent from logical prqpbsitions.kgihe hetu depicted in
poetry having defects like sandigdhatva‘ahd Asiddhatva may

fail to satisfy the technical requirements of the hetu in
a logical syllogisam. o

5. Kavi Karnapura

Kavi Karnapura (15054.D.) in Aladkirakaustubha (II kirepa)

in connection.with the discussion of vyaijana deals with the
Anumana theory of Mahimabhatta and rejects it?q Vyaijana
cannot be identical with inférenée¢ For, the realtion
between the suggestor and the suggested is not the | same

as that of the hetu and the sadhya in the case of Anumdna
of fire from smoke. The relation existing between the
suggester and the suggested is of the nature of manifestor

and manifested like the lamp and the Jars VWhile in the

case of vahnyanum@na the realtion existing between dhuma

and vahni is sdhacarya. Secondly, in the vahnayanumana

of Naiyéy;kas the knowledge of hetu produces arthakriya

(a sense of action), On thépasis of arthakriyélaﬁuméha is

known to be valid one., Thirdly, thre should be presence of

the hetu in paksa otherwise the anumana is not possible.
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. A1l these conditions are not there in case of vyaijana. So
the anumiti of the suggested meaning is not possible. Vyafijana
also does not depend on any knind of vyapti and therefore

it can convey the suggested meaning in all cercumstances.

Anumana iSna,major'topic of Nyaya philosoph& and it
deals with a very fundamental aspect of epistemoclogy.
Experience of rasa or realisation of dhvani is also an
imporaant type of cognition and ag such it also moves on
the fringe of the epistemological problem, Thus, the chain
of Anumana to substitute the vyaﬁjané (and qgﬁgg;) is a
very serious one, and has constituted a major théb%y in

Inidan aesthetics, a major opposition to the Rasa~Dhvani

theories, and an important exposition in the VV of Mahima,
Aesthetic experience as a kind of cogniﬁion has clalmed

an important portion in the earlier poeticians like @ﬁﬁa&%ﬁa
etc, a major theory of rasanumiti propounded‘by'éaﬁkuka,

and a najor perhaps the most serious criticism of the Dhvani
theory. The graveness of this particular objection to

Rasa and Dhvani has been recognised by all the major and
minor poeticians beginning from Abhinava and upto Appaya

and Jagannatha and even after who, while adheréd to the’
Rasa and Dhvani views of Bnandavardhana, Abhinava, Mammata,
could not afford to neglect it and alwayé mentioned if

and strove to answer it outs Each succgssive writer trying

to add an argument or two of his own, This shows thgt this
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important paft of Nyayasf@stra, the anumdnavaicara has not

only coﬁstituted a major soﬁrce of fear to the poetic
theories but also has influenqed ﬁhe poetical. thought and
sharpenéd the wits of the Indian liﬁerary thinkers. It has
proved to be a very important aépect of the NaﬁyEyika

influence on Sanskrit poetics.




| WA HATAALTFT . GHOTT | vys., 21,5

2. A1 RAfEezo LA Ts, P25

iﬂ"uﬂ«—zr 'czar?-?T énga’;r Fa paagtafy =1ﬂ>fal.
gﬂ—m;:prq 3- 3q‘§‘l o fee 'W%TWHCHT'JITB,RB“\

o <
5. AT AFAIFIRTA TEHHAT | T, P26
a9 9T ‘?/ﬁﬁf?ﬁﬂ“fi’?&lﬁ Hi?ﬁﬁzr% oznfffr:;

[bi
om%/%ra%tgqﬁ%mﬁ@ﬁ qITEET: | Leidf
FT?—H/JHW‘ Sgfaera | Fer e "S'?fﬁ TB.fas,
2 oTo‘/%aFr T Wrz;/??ma'm:y‘ g7 c?/z,ﬁyrr

Q‘”ﬂcﬂ/c}""ﬁ%f W‘ZTECF ek ‘?sz:ﬂ-ﬁqw I T83. Pzg.

lo. NS., ch.VT, P 226.

G?ﬂoﬂ, R. The Aesthetic E%#ew'ence RCCoval'inj
to Abhimavagupta, pp. a5-2¢, ¢

——
—
*

Translation 15 faken from the above

12. HBA‘» PP* 26‘—#_

13. As Translated by Gmoli, op-¢if  p.2q

1y. RABh., PP.266-7,



193
5. PV L. 56, |

6. Y ey W@‘Fféfoﬁﬁ'ﬂ’m@:/?ﬁ"%/?mﬁ'ﬁ‘

qH B Eo crfﬁrﬂﬁrmﬂ?a;/r’qfi%mmw
FAAT: | Nyayakede p Y

! )7' A ;) ) P:"’ZBB

18- ZITE] T‘S/qu*ﬁ;s.?:ﬁ q;r-rrg./‘}ﬁf qrﬁLfFT HIB:I'WFT
T sha A3 | ‘Fo/sﬁo/rj%-ﬂ%*?’hﬁfﬂ%

getia g mr%qrﬁﬁr auerd oA | A
e —qrzm,ﬁ}m— SMIITT FITOTAIH F AT~

AT FHTGHET HT mﬁ;r q—;{bq'mﬁ?_ /
T T Y —qrﬁzm"o:/r mm*qazﬁ’ ITAT
%Trrﬂ' T& 3‘27‘7-276‘"// 3'—"73'327?”747
?Tr/Crf/L{T:TfHH, V. P41,

19 FT AGeAT % gemt sty TATG T 4 s
Oz gen e g ama T maa g
THeF A Skl T T, a‘«;'/srazr ST 3137 77—
Fc?qo’m.z*nam’;z ¢ 3wy T TIIT: )
TheT T ag A AT wagar s
- 397 TINA: | TeA T



2' .

ITEA ) SO SIS AT HIATTS(HE 1T | v

SP. p-l6z.

20. OHASTF g AoGieal STHAY AT T T2
oFFs GAHF 7% s gritfar 2 3T fog 3 sra
LT %ﬂ ST TF T AT oﬂ.«itm/

DhaYpl2iE

21 Locana , p. asy.
22 oTerqT Agan] e il o a5 st

Tagiarshy TqaLleR ey Al )
N p. %

23. AZHATYT 979277 %;J«—‘/Tf:cm?w%?/

qqga'r;q*w%,wo—'/mwﬁrw T
vM. P Ys

QY. AT WegaETHY AT arsty o;r%rr: /
qa-7: qlogmae; Aty FIT ST
St S iAo g PR e |

W Sfemar JRT-Nr ATEH et E R )
NM. P.ys,
" FNAAT UT sl Tader o ome
SATXT AT AF AT Ea s sad T

fasassg | Vv P Yés,



26.

2.

23

35,

B6.

39.

38.

39

201

E‘ED'“&HFZH&W% HaTgIeTie T |
VV. P Y76,

ATS) AT ot: Aners o 7 |

= =
2T IS L TR T A T
a‘qﬁﬁﬁrsmﬁ?ﬁ: \ Vv P HTC
-

Ibid . P H79.

———————

\bid: p.Yysgq.

ibid" - Yaq.
ibid .

Mttt

\bid p. 50}.
AYF eTARHHAATE AT AT st |
M. PSio

Ruyyyaka, com. on vv. 90T o Fer ng-
Az eMFAFT AT - —~ - — STETAAST T
S FYI%{TC(’%\‘BTV—%(J gtHg eI | P50l
H’ﬂ’&%@é‘éﬁ\mé@&:ﬁgmi Sy o?errFHTﬁ%:,
SECAT- AR AT THOFAT | i p v,
W posg-8.

PRI

N 9 \
Hgﬁ‘s@ E;,f%ffar JeAsT AT | bid | P-4T.

Kp., P-286S¢ - R



T X
x w

b
WO

4l .

Q\
. WF{ TAFTATAAT mﬁﬁmzr} el AT ~

P

202

¢\
wiZH Mg wrglq ammTaread - TP

eqls: @EgETT JEHN —of AT A
AT —X i&?r@‘ﬂ”ﬁe%& mg&%ﬁ::am?m:{i
ar ﬁi'mcr HOT AT | Exavali P.32.

P’Ya\-a‘.}quua\’r(ﬁjjdﬁg@gﬁa\‘gqham P-23

T T 3P Ja Fasedn %VT”
g Fq%ro?:ncf—ﬂ'a Hmn‘MW

F:E:r A A=A D
SD‘; P

lbid
Alam Kara kaunstubha P 2.1,




