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CHAPTER VI

NYAYA METHODOLOGY AND SANSKRIT POETICS

The present chapt@r makes an attempt to show how
the pdeticians have employed the Nyaya methods, style

and language in their works,

VI.L Nyayasastra ag Vida§dsira

Nyayasastra is mainly a Vadasastra. It is specially

a science of methods. The Nyayasutra of Gautama (c.100 A.D.)
are devoted to the methods of argumentation, disputation

and dialectics. Out of the sixteen padérthasiénumerated

by Gautama all, except the prameya (object of valid
knowledge) are directly related to the method of disputation.

Katha

. <,\§‘,
In the NyS Gautama uses the term katha Tor debate.

He says kath& is of three types: Vada, Jalpa and Vitandd.,

VADA consists in the putting forward of statements
by two parties, paksa and pratipaksa, in which ™ there
is the procedure of esgtablishing and confuting by means
of pramdnas (proofs) and tarka(hypothetical reasoning),
neither of which is quite opposed to the main thesis

. (siddhanta) and both of which are conducted in accordance
with the method of reasoning? Vada basically meant for

the discernment of truth or the real nature of the thing
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under investigation and imparting the truth to the other

party. Hence, in Vada there is no consideration of victory

or defeat.

JALPA possesses the above characteristics of Vada.
Moreover, it establishes or confuts the statement by means

of Chala (quibble), Jati(futile rejoinder) and Nigraha~

1.0

thanas (grounds. of defeat)f* In Jalpa, the procedure is
gimilar to that of Vada, but the aim is to establish

one's own position by defeating the opponent.

VITANDA (wrangling) is a kind of disputation when

here is no establishining of the counter~view§i Thw
Vaitandika does not care to establish his point, but keeps
on criticising and condemning the.prdofs employed by the
other party. Vaitandika confines himself%o merely
criticising the opponent's view, The Varttika defines

Vitandd as criticism only (dUsanamatram vitandd).

Gautama emphasises the role of Jalpa and Vitanda
n theoretical discussions, Some people iransgress all
ounds of reasoning through excessive partiality for
their own theories. In that case one should be practical
and employ EEEEE and Vitanda for the purpose of protecting
one's own determination regarding the real nature of
things, Jjust as the hedge of thorms is put up for the

protection of sprouting seeds.6
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A Jalpavadin aims at parapaksadusana as well as

N

n

vapaksasadhana; a Vitandavadin is merely concerned with

iy

arapaksadusana and does not care for svapaksasadhana,

8da is carried on with the person who is %illing to learn

=

r to. impart knowledge, while Jalpa and Viﬁandé‘are

carried on witﬁ persons who are perverse in theif ignorance
and too proud to learn. Thus, whereas Vida aims at the
ascertainment of truth, Jalpa aims at the estéblishing

of a counter~thesis, and in‘Vitagqé even this is. absent.,
VI.2 Devices of Debata

Chala, Jati and Nigrahasthinas are auxiliaries to

-t

lada, Jalpa and Vitunda., These devices can never‘themselves

Me the dgrecﬁ means in supporting or establishing a thesis
But only in condemning they éan independently serve as
such. Gautama defines Chala as &< @ﬂl%[&ﬂ('%sﬁ&a‘[ -
'1qTﬁQﬂ QL%IﬂgﬁﬁleIt éonsists in'opposing a proposition
by assigning to it a meaning other than the %ntended one,
It 1s of three kinds: vak-chala(verbal quibble), séménya—
¢hala (generalising quibble) and upacdra-chala (figurative
guibble). : ," .

Jdati is defined by Gautma ast

A Ve g At ST (s T2 19,

It is a kind of futile obaection. It is of twenty four

kinds such as utkarsasama, apakargasama etc.
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Apart from this Gautfia has also enumerated the methods

bf debate like 'Tarka® etc., which are useful in the
rocess of disputation. The successors of Gautama like
atsyayana, Uddyotakara, Vacaspati Misra etc. develpped
hese methods further. Prominent Buddhiét dialecticinas
like Dharmakirti, Difndga etc also made significant
confribution in thier development. This methodoldgy
eached its climax in the period of Navya-Nyaya,

J
rof, Solomon remarks:

Navya=Nyaya evolved a new method and gavefguﬁ}f

different turn to the growth of dialectics. ¥

riginally these methods developed as dialectics or oral

yebates.. But then they were also employed in written
Forks. Thus, the style of a Sanskrit polemical work
has often assumed the tone of an oral or verbal debate.
Ehe scholars have structured thelr arguments even in their
iritten works just as one would be involved in a practical
debate and argue with {his opponents, refute the opponents’
roposition and establish" his own thesis. This has
esulted into the érgumeﬁts developing as the discussion

of plrvapaksa and uttarapaksa or siddhantapaksa., This

LethodOIOgy was so appealing that all the &Fstras in
Sanskrit have almost spontaneocusly adopted it and shaped
their own thoughts in a dialectical form§Vin stead of

descriptive or comméntatorial presentation.
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The Nyaya influence in their style is a foregone

sonclusion. Naiyayikas took a leading role in transforming
the descriptive style of pfakaraga works into a &ailectical
Lne. Navya=Nolyayikas wrote their works entirely in
his new methodology of dialectiés. Hence the works

like Tattvacint@imani of Ganigede),works of Raghundtha,

Mathur@natha, Jagadisa, Gadadiara and many others are
very rich in dialectical wealth¢’n fact, they are known

as vada=granthas only. While studying all those Nyaya

works one gets confused in deciding the purvapaksa and

the siddhantapaksa., But they are identified in some

cases by direct mention of the names of the persons or

by terms like kecit, 'eke), ‘apare; nanu,...iti) ‘cet,

na ca.,.vdcyam, napi.. and so on and so forth., These

expressions to indicate plrvapaksa have also overflowed
into works of other §3stras. We shall see some

illustrations from works on Poetics below,.
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The poeticians 1like Bh@maha, Daﬁqin‘and Vémana mainly

devote their works to formulate the poetic theories of

Alankdra, Guna, Dosa and Riti. Their works are mostly

fiee from dialectical arguments. It is Enandavardhana
who for the first time in Sgnskrit poetics employes the
d%Qlectical method in his great work DhA™S In the first
Uédyota, he presents three views as'pﬁrvapaksa and deals
them logically and even employes terms like ‘*avyadpti',
ativyapti and asambhava etc. The DhA.\y may be considered
aé a good model of dialectical work and his successors
have adopted this moﬁel;. Afeer Anandavardhana came
Mahimabhatta who in the beginning of his VV declares his
aim of refuting dhvani theory, and devotes his entire
work for it. Ruyyaka wrote a commentary on VV to show
tLe validity of the dhvani theory, This dialectical
argumentations for and against the dhvani theory have
continued upto Jagannd@tha and to some extent even
thereafter. The method of dialectics has fascinated the’
post-Anandavardhana theorists like Mammata, Vidvanatha,
Vidyddhara, Appaya,Jaganndtha, Devadatkara, Vidvedvara,
Yajhedvara etc,, who atteﬁpt to attack the loop=holes

in theé) opponent's viewpoints and then established their
own theory. This tendency somehow seems to have increased
in the period of Jagannatha and thereafter. It is found
that the works written by the poeticians in the period
of Navya=Nyaya (12th éentury onwardgﬂ‘and véry rich in

dialectics.
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VI.3 Threefold Objective of the NyByaidstra

Vatsyayana in his NBh considered three elements to
be -the main concern of the‘Nyéyaééstra. They are: uddeda
(enumeration of the concept); 1ak$gga (definition) and
pariksé (examination) 3 Uddesa is the mention by name

of what is to be enumerated.! lLaksapa is the statement

of the distijyitive quality}which belongs only to the

thing défined and to none else)ﬁ)Apcyrding to‘Uddyotakara

definition iémade ¥ demarcating or particularising the

objects from others?1 Tarkadipikékérg_rightly;§ays;
< o o S
> HeddgIT1 a1 HAURH W\l@e,h@lt is usually

translated as 'definitioﬁ'a\ In fact a laksapna points out
not the thing to be defined but the defferntia or the
particularhcharacter;stiés posségsgd by\the thing defined
alone and which is not common to others. The technique
of definition, however, in which the Navya=Naiyayikas
evence such a deep interest, was not cléarly developed
in the early school. Vétsyéyana states, the purpose

of definition is to differntiate an entity from those
which does not possess the nature or essence(tattva) of
that entity. Thus in so far as the term ‘*nature® or
iessence[ remains vague in meaning, the notion of laksana
also remains Vvague, The new school attempts to avoid

the vagueness by specifically mentioning that the
purpose of definition is to distinguish the lakgya

from all entities that are different from it (etara-
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vyévarﬁékatvam). Thus, -the laksanavikya of tre Nalyayikas

shall usually consists of two parts : laksya and laksana,

It is noﬁan easy task to formulate a logical
definition, as per the strict rule of the Nyayaéastra.

A definition according to N&éyaééstra should be free from
the three defexts vié., avyépti&being t©5 narrow),
ativydpti(being t@§~wide) éndﬁééaﬁbhava(impossibliity).‘2'

An illustration would make this clear.

If a cow is defined as ‘kapilatvam gotvam', the

?efinition suffers -from the defect of avyapti, as all

TOWS that are not kapila(tawny) would be thereby excludedf‘3
and only a few number of cows having a tawny c¢olour will
be covered by this definition. The definition thus @ill
become too narrow (avyapta). | J

s QV‘jEP'\'{
(narvoLd)

Now, if 'pasutvam gotvam® is proposed as a definiton

of a cow it also will{) not be correct as the>cow
undoubtedly possesses padutva, but padutva is also found
in other animals 1like horses, buffaloes etc., which are,
hot cows. ! Thus this laksana will'bépoo wide, possessing
the doga of ativyapti. ~
S . :

L= ativyapri

clniciﬁj
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Ativyapti implies that the laksana covers the laksya
completely and in addition extends to other objects.

P

Again, if 'ékaéaféﬁﬁam gotvam' is proposed as a

defintion of cow it will suffer from the defect of
asambhava, as no cow possesses ekasafaﬁva(having one hoof)

15
or undivided hoofs). Thus it will lead to the fa lt of

asambhava., :
& asambbmva
~ C\«nposs\bQE)

So ’sas@haéimattvam' (having dew-lap), according to.

LR

Naiyayika, is the correct definition of cow as sasni &~

is possessed by a cow only.

- Apart from these three defects thre are other

defects like 4. atmésraya 2. anyonyasraya(itatetardsraya

or parasparasraya) 3. cakraka 4. aprasiddha which are to

be avoided in a definition,

1. Atm3sraya(self-dependance) is a logical defect and a
type of circularity. It takes place whenever we explain
a concept by using the same concept in some way or other
in our explanation, Nyaya defines it as: :FQZW;TFﬂ%?ﬁat‘
:ﬂ;r %'GT?ZH:S{ HIFHT A (oe.p1For example. 3’1’{‘1(\%5{“37‘
sfeed afd SensgfF ey s e |

Prof. Matilal explains it nicely using modern symbols'
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X is self~dependent if X is explained as an ’
obJject of some cognition which dependent upon

a cognltion 01 X (sva~graha~sapeksa-graha—

vigayatvanm atmasrayatvam).

2. Anyony3asraya (is one of the logical defects from which

the definition must be fvee. It is defined as:

=g FAE IAAY A ST A o GH=STRITATT: v
I =]

o SRR . 3=+ 2737 | ere. p®

Where the object to be defined depends on the other which

also depends on the first object, For example:

A o A o O ©

Atgulosad aird amseacy = algeeae |

The knowledge of gotva depends on mahisatva amd vice verse.

7
Prof, Matilal explains it as:

X and Y are nutually dependent if X is explained

as an object' of cognition which is dependent

upon a cognition of Y and Y in its turn is explained
as an pbjeat of cognit;on which is dependent a

cognition of X (gzg-grahawsépeksa~graha-s§bekga~

graha-visayatvam anyonyasrayatvam).

5 Cakraka is sometiﬁes related to another defect ifel:s
anavasthd (regressug ad infinitum). But anavasthd,

in certain cases liké in the question whether the chicken
comes first or the egﬁ,has to be tolerated. But it is

to be devoided in the logical definition. “
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Apart from this, another important feature of Nyaya
methodoclogy is the excessive stresé,on l3ghava (simplicity
by’ parsimony) and Gaurava (prolixity), which are to be
taken into consideration while formulating a‘definition.
50 many definitions and explanations fulfiling all the
logical requirements and conditions are found to be
rejected in Nyaya works because of either Laghava or
Gau@ava{ Like Grammariansmwho\are famous for brevity
(cf, BZIQEPITHT r’ﬁ‘lﬁaﬂ’ g?m-ﬂaf 'a“mf%\‘) the ‘Naiyéyikas also

emphasise these two conditions the most.

Parik§a is the examination of the validity of a
definition. Nyaya defines it as:

Fpreg mevmaTaE T S (R T | g
In pariksa with the help of pramépas and tarka the ascer-
tainment is made whether the deéfined object (laksita)
confirms, in fgct to the definition as given. After
formulating a definition, one proceeds to show why and
how his definition adequately meets the acceptable
standards or the necessary requirements of a definition
and ho% the defined object is appropriately characterised
by the definition. This eventually leads him to a
discussion, and a criticism of the rival theories showing
inadequacy of the rival definitions of the same concept.

This constitutes an important feature of NyZya methodology.
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Léoking from such a perspective in Alankdragastra
the tradition of defining 1s started from Bharata and
Bhamaha, The other rhetoricians coming after theg also
define the objects in a similar vein., But one thing to
be noted is that their definitions are not definitions
in the strictly Naiyayika sense of the term. They do

I
not fulfil;he logical conditions which are necessary for

ju}

definitionD., (That is why the later po@ticians find

in

cope to find fault with them while examining their

(o]

efinitions as per the rules of the NydyasSastra. Jagannatha

[14)

nd Yajedévara Diksita etc., aim at making a critical review
of the previous definitins of poetic obJjetts belfore

formulating a definition of their own. Side by side their

0.

riticism also speaks how their definitions aré logically.
correct and fulfills the conditions. Since the task

O

'ew have succeeded in their undertaking. Another important .

[ R - Y

'actor whigﬁ‘motivated these Navya-Alankarikas, was that

ok

he Navya-Naiyayikas were also engaged in a similar task.

=1

hus the Naiyayikag' influence and inspiration gave rise
to a new trend in the treatment of the &&stric topics
.9f poetics and gradually becomes its distinct characteristic,

It became a sacrosanct tradition as it were, all the

0

cholars who followed Jagannatha fell in the stream of

k=

his tradition almost gaq4a11k§prav§hanyéyena.

f defining the object is the hardest of tasks only a .
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The rhetoricians of the last phase of Navya=-Nyaya

logic have taken a leading role in this respect and

pe

thereby they have made Alankarasdé@stra so complicated that

the Alankara works of the last phase are hard nuts to crack.

'?>

linds boggle in getting at the implications and essence
of their definitions. No doubt they have exhibited

' their deep scholarship of Ny&yaddstra and distinguishes
themselves from their predecessors, but it has also
contributed to thé loss of its originality and saukumérya.

Some of the examples are given here:

ST -
(@ wleAgamzoETH B AASTH ISR FY @_f‘?“r
Y Fa  esERATAA AT AAEAEHR |

X N Frf P 153,
e .
(e \zwaaqmciz'aefohﬁomoem; 9 Hﬁf .
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Alamikara cand»ika , P2 )
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VI.4 Padakriya Method

Padakrtya is a method used by the Naiyayikas for

examining the correctness and logical relevance of each

and every word constituting the definition (dalaprayojana).,

This is known as a M commentatorial or expository method,
As pér this method an attempt is made to show how each
and every word in that definition is relevant and how

it contribufes to the total intended sense convincingly
and adequatelys, and that it is indespensible and valid.
If the definition is found faulty it is remodelled either
by modifying words or by adding more words until it
becomes perfect and flawless, This method is also called

dalavyavritti. Candrasimha Pandita, a Naiydyika has

names his entire gloss on TS as Padakrtya.

‘Navya-NaiyEyikas of Gaﬁgeé% and post-Gangeda period
(12th century onwards) use this method profusely and by
means of it accept or reject the definitions of proponents
and opponents. This trend has influenced the Alankarikas
also, The prominent figures who arrest our attention for
adopting this techBique are Viévanatha, Appaya, Sobhakara,
Vidvandthadeva, Visvedvara Pandita, Jagannitha, Devasankara
etc, Because of such tendency of theirs we do not find
originality in their theoretical discussions ﬁﬁt rather

diafectical war-fares, Alankdrasdstra of this period

is quite different in its nature and objective from that
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in its earlier period. It now becomes a veritable
dialectical discipliné like Navya-Ny@ya and Navya-Vyakarana.
Hence Alankarikas of this periéd need to be distingushed
from their predeceésors and be designated as Navya=-
Alahkarikas., ‘
Some of tﬁevexamples which show how the poeticians

have employed the Padakrtya method, are given below:

Visvanitha in the first chapter of his SD uses
the Nydya method of Padakrtya to examine the definition of
kavya given by Mammata {"and shows how it contains the

faults like avyapti and ativyapti as follows:

Mammata's Definition of kavya: o~
o 89! . =
31U
AFE T FEUITARD

Padakrtga

EFT: SFJHCET]
(KP, p.13)

1. (323) adogau = First of all Vié&aé%ha examines the wol'd
adosau and shows the fault of avyapti in the definition.,

He argues if kavya is defined as a piece () free from fault
thén the varse, nyakkaro'etc., would noﬁbé a poem as it has

the fault vidheydvimaréa, But it has been admitted to be

a specimen of the highest type of poetry as it contains
suggestion, Therefore the definiton is avyapta (too narrow)
as it excludes the poetic verse in question’which is
universally aéknowledgedt6 be the best type of poetry from

&

the prd#ince of poetry.
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2. sagunau - This term is a inappropriéte, says Viévanatha,
Mammata himself has deflared that the qualities such as
médhurya are the properties of rasa alone and not of

anything el%e, But in the definition, sagunau is shown

as the adjective of Sabddrthau and gupas are said to be

the properties of word and sense, This leads to inconsistency

and does not logically define the obJject.

o e
B
¢

A o, e

3. analﬁkr%g - Following the words of Vatsyayana,

atattvavyavacchedako dharmah, Viévanatha says that the

term analankrti in the definition is irrélavant. Figures
of Sabda and artha even when they are present serve
merely to highten a kavya. They are not the essence of

the poetry.

Jagannatha in his RG profusely uses the method of
padakrtya while explaining and examining the logical
validity of the definitions of alankaras given by
predecessors. After rejecting the definitions of alankaras
which do not appear to him logical, he completely'
formulates new ones. The following one is an example
which shows that all the terms in his definition are
significant and?ulfil%he logical need., Jagannatha's
method of defining objects, therefore, provides ﬁhe
best examples of Padakriya.
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Definition of sasandeha . &
R Ead
ArETn] SMEAATT ] AATH] AAIE
q - -
arizal gola AT | (Rasano)

Padakrtya

1. sédréyamﬁig -~ This adjective is used to remove the

fault of atyyapti. If it is not given there would not be

any difference between sasandeBa alankira and common

sandeha(doubt). To clarify it Jagganndtha gives the

following example: -
O\
ey ZxFd A1
oferrd o] SEEA |
q -
ot a1 o a1 FAA
Ptz Wm%ﬁi I Ré.P.340)
This is an example of sandeha, and not of sasandeha
alankara, for, in this statement of the people of the
Mithila there 1s only doubt., To differentiates the

sasandeha alankara from the common'sandeha,the term

'sAdrdyamuld?! is used. It means that the cognition of

doubt should be as the result of the knowledge of

similarity. Any doubt cannot constitute this alahkara,

2. bh@samé@navirodhaka(dhih) ~ 'having only apparent

contradiction!, This term diltferentiates sasandeha

alankdra from the Malaripaka alankara which has more

.than one aprastuta expressed in poetical superimposition

while in Sasandeha the superimposition is suspended.
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If this term is absent in the definition, it will lead
to ativyapti, for, the definition will be alplicable to the

Malarapaka.

3. samabala - To differentiate Utpreksa alankara from

Sasarideha this term is used. The alternative which is
predicated is more powerful in Utpreksa, while in
Sasanideha all the alternatives are equally podérful

(samabald),

4, n3ndkotyavagihini - Though the adjectives bhisamidna-

virodhaka and samabala imply that the alternatives should

be Zany, this term is used to make this point more clear,

5. ramaniyad - This adjective excludes ordinary doubts
which arise in the wordly life in the form of sthanurva

puruso vi.

At last Jagd¥Matha’ says that in the absence {of

" the three terms i.e. nanskotyavagdhini/lramaniyd and

sadrdyamild the definition will define only doubt and

not Sasandeha alankdra which is different from an

ordinary doubt.

VI.5 Poeticians of Navya=Nyaya Period

The poeticians who flourished during the period
of Navya-Nyaya (after Gangeda) reveal the influence of
Nyayaédstra in a gradually increasing degree in regard

to their language, method, style, technical -terms and
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and principles of Navya=fNydya etcs From among those
poeticians only those who have earned illustrious name
by making‘yaluaﬁle contribution"to Sansktit poetics are
introduced here, Some of these poeticians are masters
of both the poetics and the Nyaya have composed works in
both the fields, Some of them who have writ;en only

on Alank&rasdstra through their works ciearly prove

deep knowledge of Nyayasd@stra,

/ —
1. Sobhikara

Sobhakara (1500 A.D.), the aﬁthbr of the Alank3ra=-
- ratnakara derives inspiration from thgnNyéya system and
uses some of the important techniques of Navya-N§§ya in
his work. G. Parthasaradhy Rao who has madé’g critical

. 18
study of his work,; remarks:

3

It has to be noted here that SobhZkara lived at a
time when'Navyanydya' (Modern Logic) was making its
initial progress taking the schqlaré of the day
under its Sway and as a consequence there developed '
a tendepcy in the scholars to view an& matter ~
critically setting aside the views and conventions
of the earlier writers. This is the Qeriog when

the great lbgician Gaﬁgeéopﬁdhyéya, the‘author

of the 'Tattvacintdmani' flourished. Sobhikara

sufficiently imbibed in the characteristics of

this new age and’ so his writings in the Alankararatnakara
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have a colouring of modern logic., His references to
to the aphorisms of Gautama, the Vrtti he composed
under the definition of the figure 'Sandeha', the
definition’ of 'Sam@sokti' where he brought in a

new term 'avacchedaka', the arguments he presented

while establishing the view that the common

characteristic (Sédhéragadharma)in 'upam&?! can be

of twenty four kinds, the stress he gavé that
qualities (ggggg) can be twentyfour only as
enumerated by the logicians and finally the
arguments he presented while extending the scope
of different figures, splitting them wherever
necessary and introducing several new figures with
nerrow differences, amply bear testimony to the
fact that he was influenced by the thoughts of

modern logic,

We have quoted Dr. Parthasaradhy Rao in extenso only
to show how and in how many different ways does
Sobhakara reveal the Ny&gya influence so deeply imbibed
in the entire fabric of his work on Poetics.,

2. Visvandthadeva

Vidvanzthadeva(1552 A.D,) is the author of three works
on poetics viz., Citramimamsd, Mrgankalekhd and $ahitya-

sudh&sindhu. Among these works only SSS is published. 9

rE

Dr. Ram Pratap, the editor of SSS‘saygqthat following
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the Nya@ya method-of defining theldﬁjects; Viévanitha
formulates the definitions of doga in the 5fh chéptef
and of alankaras in the 8th chapter with a deliberate
attempt to make them entirely ffee from all logical faults.
Further, because of his adopting the style of Navyaﬁyéya,
Dr. Ram Pratap remarks 5 ~_isome of the portions of his

texts are not clear.,

3. Appaya Diksita

Appaya Diksita is a great name in the history of
Sanskrit literature., A versatile scholar and a prolific
writer, he has to his credit th%authorship of gver one
hundred)wgrks, including ag least three on literary

criticism., His Citramimamsd is a scholarly work on

Alanka@rasastra, dealing with the definitions of

arthalanké@ras given by predecessors and their discussions

in the light of his own definitions, Vrttivartika is a

shot treatise on sematics, and Kuvalayananda is a work

on Sanskiit poetics dealing with arthalahkaras only.

All these works exhibit his deep scholarship of
Navya=-Nydya. While reading them, readers must 7~ 7 face
lot of probabilities offered by Appaya, which are
presented in a language that strictly foilows the track
of the Nyaya philo§pphy. Dr. Satya@arayana Chakraborty -

20
remarks:
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The very approach of Appaya Dikgita in discussing
the figurés of speech betrays the style of Nyaya
philosophy,

Though his Citramimamsa and Vrttivartika are written in
" a lucid style, yet in a quite a number of cases, the
mode of aréumentation is that of a mature Naiyayika,
Examples of subh’Naiyéyika technicalities will be discussed
léter at the proper place. Here we may gimply point
out that Appaya, a scholar of great genius, flourished
in an age of Navya~flydya and\could\not.but adopt the

!
Navya~Nyaya methods, style and}anguage.
4, YajHesvara Diksita

Yajfiedvara {iDikgsita (1600A.D,) has written three

Alankara works viz., Alaﬁkﬁraréghaﬁa, Alankarasuryodaya

and a commentary on Kavyaprakasa. Besides being a poetician

he is also a great Naiyayika. He has wrtiten two Nyaya'

works, ééstracﬁ@amani and Vivaragojjivini¢ His deep

study of Nyaya method of defining the objects is revealed
from his treatment of the Alankaras in his work,

Alafkarardghava from which an example is already given

in this chapter.

5. Jagannatha

Jagannitha was a great scholar of Navya-Nyaya, His

magnum opus, the RG exhibits his deep erudition in the
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Nyaya8@stra, He himself holds a rare epithet: padaviakya=-

pramanapa@rivarina whiich is found in a cgéfphon of the
- printed text of his Manoramékucamardini; the epithet

appropriately praises his scholarly attainment in the
three gerat sastras ~Vy5ﬁ5}aga, Mimdhsad and Ny§§a. In
the beginning of RG he declares that he had recelved
the knowledge of the Ny&yadastra from his father;
?erubha@?a whom he referS'to in glowing termé%iEME
whole scholastic atmosphere in and around the age of
Jaganﬁétha was surcharged with the Navya=Nyaya. In his
age Navya-Nyaya was on the peak of its devélopment both
in the Navadvipa of Bengal and Mithild in Bihar with
the great Naiyayikas like Jagadida Tarkalankira,
GadZHdhara Bhatﬁééérya, Visvandtha Nydyapafcinana,
Rajacudamani Dikgita’and Verkatadhvarin and many others
flourishing in that period. Jaganndtha could got avoid
their influence even while composing his work on poetics

and he reveals it in his Navya-Ny@ya language and style.,

6. Visvedvara Pandita

Vidveévara Pandita (18th Century A.D.), also known
as Parvatiya Viévesvara Pégqeya has earned great
reputation both as a Naiyayika as well as an Alafkarika.
He had wielded his\pen with ease in both the areas and

compose [ many works like Tarkakutuhalam and Didhitipraveéa

in Nyaya and Alank3@ramuktavali, Alaﬁkérapradipa and
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3

Alankarakaustubha in Alenkiraddstra. The editor of the

TarkakutUhalam rightly remerks that Visvedvara's

Alahk3rakaust, ubha s written in the style of Navya.lNyaya,

In refuting the views of other Alankarikas and in
‘establishing his own position heAmainly follows the.

mehtod of Navya-Naiydyikas. His other rhetoric works also
exhibit his liking for the logical precision and technical

expression so peculiar to the Navya-Nyaya styié.

7. Devasankara Purohita

Devasankara Purchita, the author of Alaﬁkﬁraﬁaﬁjugﬁ

(18th century A.D.) was also well=-versed in Ny&yadastra. The
learned editor Prof, S.M. Katre rightly remarksgsl

It seems our author was primarily a logician

oniy
and /sécondarily a poet.(sic)

His constant use of Navya—Njé&a st&le of highly technical
expression speak of him more as é logician than a poeticién.
It is intCresitngto note that Devasankera in his wbrk
refers twice to Aksapada Gauﬁ?a, the promulgato’) of the
Nyéya system and once to the Naiyéyikas inigeneral,

Extracts from the works of the above authors'are
presented below to show the language, technical terms, style

and method which reveal the clear influence of Nygya.’
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VI.6 Use of Navya=-Nyaya Language

One will be definitely surprised while looking at
the rhetorical works written in the garb of the Nyye-lyaya
language. %he authors and the qommentators of such works
of the Navya=Nyays period adoptfﬁhe Navya-Nyaya langauge
in such a fashion that the works of poetics seem to be
the works of Navya-~Nyaya, rich in technical terms, logical
techniques, long compounds and dialectical style. Because
of this peculiarity all these works become.quife technical

~in nature and difficulat to understandi

It is wedl-known that the langiage of the Navya=-Ny&ya
is cne of the distinctive feature of Indan logic. It

gives an unique status to Navya~Nyaya and also distingiishes
it from other S3stras in Sanskrit, It is altogether
different from the commonly khown'Saﬁﬁkrit language.
‘ﬁyen the’language of;érécfha Nyaya system has got no
similarity with that of Navya-Nyaya. Some of the
passages from the rhetoric textsAare produced here as
'specimen.

@ AT AT e < r%ﬁ (e st %e—FErFr

AR T AT ZE T ?T%FF(':‘;T?‘Q A erert =7eti—

2 el T ey T F =% {%F{W&WHHWD%
f%r%rcgrﬂ F=aes 31T gy A2 %Fingaﬂgm

9 O -9

ersr: | FoTtAEA oA AN ﬂf?:grmafar%gfm—
ey E T AT e TROTA T (FeAT
?T5%3fgn“é$f§ﬁiff?T’EF2232F§§FTFfET’;ﬁiFﬂ?T%E}EQB—:;;_
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WEE:.‘);&;,—Q TR S t=g=a- =
(AM., , P-242).

B Fer RiF=sHg ejr‘e,rﬁ%zr%m— ArEEs-
ez T Famfud g dadonaay: | 7oy
WWH%FHF?‘H;T(UT ez | vd sy FEg-
wz@q% s Fmayfseatai | srtam fHaeay
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Aaneem AT AR At - rﬂU‘H‘ﬂ"«—WC{FFi{%
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;}gﬂr‘or%mmq TN T Wf?f’?TS‘TOT

aTme,rF\mFar Ffaorra T ';FQ%TEF |

(R&. p-217)
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VI.7 Navya-Nyaya Technical Terms

With the use of Navyae-jyd@ya language poeticians also
use the technical Nyaya terms in their works. Mainly
the poeticians of later period who flourished in and after
the dévelopment of Nwvya-Nyaya logic employed Naiyayika
terms whilexéxplaining their poetic concepts, Among
them are Jagannétha, Yajﬁéévara, Devasankara, Visvanathadeva,
Visvesvara Pandita and ¢obhakaraM1tra whose works are
well«known and are available to us in a published form. ’
Because of the incorporation of the Nyéya terms which
have particular significance and connotation these works
have not attracied as many scholars as they otherwise should.
Scme of fhe ‘technical terms are ildustrated and exblained

below:

1. Avyapyavrititvam

In RG, Jagannatha, while diécussing the adjective

adosau of Mammata's definition of. peetry remarks as follows:
=T HRamAFATA 8T ﬁ%aﬂﬁﬁ;ﬂm
Srazfgd Zgmi gl ATH AT
=219 | fﬁx EAEY Fa sTEE At ;rmrw
=M 'wrrﬂ%%q;‘ ot W&/ mrj\m:mq« Fr:r
amsu Al F"Wd“sﬁ{ Feraarot=Tl ﬁsﬂ‘i%ol%e,{
FzgTe eI g A= af% e | @G, .8)
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Here the term of our special interest is Avyapyavritityz

The author of Tarkadipika defines Avyapyavrtititval®as

svatyantabhavasamanadhikaranatvam (simultaneous presence

of samyoga in one locus of the referent of sva-pada and -
its absence in other locii). ’

In the Nyava&astval relations are broadly divided

into two categories, Vrttiniyamzka (occurgnce-exacting)

and vrityaniyamaka(non-occurgnce~exacting). Samyoga is

a vrtitiniyamakasambandha, This relation is knédn as

a relation of incomplete occurance (avyépyaVrtti);iq

Because when a contact takes place betwen two substances
it occurs only in a part of theﬁ; When Jagannatha

discusses the term adosau (igadarthe nafi) he gives an

example of this Avyapyavrtti nature of samyoga. He

uses this technical term and his words reminds one of

the definitions of this type as given by a famous Nydya _

work,Siddhﬁhtalakgaga of Gange$opadhydya. GCangesa (< 'u-:°

the term as follows: ‘
ot AT DA% Bl el ey
s marai ermzoed® | (P90
----- >re &nft & andl DAZY #TATTG AT — S
SealeaRored RN gaa=IIy= wiraam
sy FHaaa 91T, |

" When a monkey is sittiné?n a branch of a tree, both

the presence and the absence of kapisamyoga are present

in the tree. Presence of monkey on thq% particular branch
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and the absence of it ino other parts of the tree, like
its root etc. Therefore,. samyoga of the monkey and the

tree is of an avyapyavrtti nature., Similarly, persons

who argue that adosau means having absence of defect in
cne part of the poetry and presence of it in another,

define it as dugtam kavyam but this is not correct,

says Jagannatha,because in the case of poetry the experience
that some part contain defect and some does not is not
universally accepted., Hence, dosa in the definition as

poetry is not of the nature of avyapyavrttiva.,

2. Avacchedaka

The conception of Avacchedaka in Navya-Nyaya is of

utmost importance from the point of view of subtle
analysis of ideas and their accurate expression. Though

the term Avacchedaka in Navya=Nyaya is generally used

in highly tecﬁgal sense, yet instances are not rare in
Which the terw has been used only in the sense of an
adjective. Thus, if we want to make someone to
understand each and every case of fire or all the cases
of fire as distingusied from the pot or any other object,

then, according to the Navya-Nyaya technique, we would

say ‘'vahnitvavacchinna' ?3€%§r%$ﬁﬂﬁ%;é}7};rgéi' gqﬁ%ygﬁé“
N

YTt FeAag e g A o= o S

Ty emt e raT= (TG =+ ( Siddhantadawsana

TapadTEl, £ 2010
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in which expression vahnitva or fireness 1is understood

to be the avacchedaka (limiter) of vahni, Here vahnitva

is an adjective of vahni in as mush as it differentiates

vahni from other objects. In this general sese avacchedaka

may be defined as that property which itself! being one
of the pfimary meanings of a term, defferentiates the

.primary meaning of that term from other objects.

Avacchedaka also means a determinig attribute.

Viévanatha uses the term Avacchedaka to clarify
the figures between Rupaka and Parinima, He says i
2 S e
A VA JHh %z@@Tazq?;saram%rrﬂzﬁi
o A AREHT | (s E, P20

When we say mukham candrah what the word candra effects

is simply to tell us that the face is one which possesses
most of the qualities of the moon and itﬁgimila} to it.
It serves to distinguish the “particular face from other
faces’whigh do not possess any similarity @@fthe'méon.
He;ce in Rupaka what is superimposed (upaména) is
construed simply as characterising or distingushing

the subject; but in Paripama, the thing superimposed

(aropya) is consitrued as being completely identical,

Viévesdvara Pandita also uses the term while

discussing Rupaka alankara:

’ ~ -
A Te R T A A== fer=
ST GAATT P | E o).




Visvanathadeva uses the term as follows:

ForH aﬁr&‘z%?oﬁ“%erirf%ra%mr ot
SAATAATE ffo'ﬁ%mlc,«; rﬂﬁ‘-{‘ ( sss, P. Hsa)

3. Siddhasdadhana

Vidy@dhara in his Ekavall refutes the views of tha
opponents of the dhvani theory on the baslis of two logical
faults ca}led(531ddhasadhana and Vyaghata which are

generally mentioned by the Naiyéyikas.‘ The Nyayakosa
defines Siddhasadhana as:

(Rrenerd=zrar= sreed) Tlﬂm”ﬁm—mmif’?{“\
SAFHIAH | el H%faaa@rm‘ﬁrﬁ“

vFrm"H\%r“ﬂTS{ e a3 g YA azwmirﬂ
P.-1019

Abhavavadins deny dhvani on the strength on the

argument that it is not found in some places. This
argument, says Vidyadhara, is opened to the fault of
Siddhasadhana for proving what is already proved.

It is admitted that dhvani does not exist in
Citrakavya, If dhvani is considered as apprehended
and further denied because it is not found anywhere

o

o 3
it leads to the fault Vyaghataf

4. Vipigamana

"Vinigemand is a Nyaya technical term. The
Nyayakosa defines it as anyatarapaksapatini yukti,
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- Jagannatha uses thls term repeatedly in his RG,

We may consider one example below: ,

ZaAEOT & OgaRRneHETA e ST e -
. CC IR sz;::}msr:r%% :{UFE{
Ao, AT R T farg Ferres=, £
Frargusat A A Sl g
s etz o oy SEEEYT HROTEET
"gr%‘;ﬁ-er oﬁ%ﬁmz{rlﬁa—%a‘% /C{Tg;q: {@GI'P'B@,

While deciding the factors which are the suggestors of

dhvani Jagannatha refers to the view of the old ones and
says that there is not Vinigawand, the argument definitely

proving any one side whether vyafijaekatva resides in

padavékza characterised by racana and varnas or in racand
and varnas characterised by pada and vakya, Therefore,

Just as danda, cakra etc., elements are considered to

be the cause of ghats, similarly all the elements 1ike

- - t -
pada, vakya, racanad eic shculdpe considered as. the

suggestors,

VI.8 NavyaeNyaya Methods

1. Sabdabodha

éébdabodha means the verbal knowledge of a sentence,

The term is explained as = &abdajanyam &abdam, &abdadci@sau

bodhaéca éébdabodhaﬁ'i.ea the knowledge which is

generated by the causal factor i.e. $abda is called
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"éabdabodha. It is the apprehention of sentence=-meaning

(vakyarthabodha). A vakya is a collection of padas. The

meaning of a vakya is understtod by remembering the
meanings of the individual word ccnstituting that vakya.
Buf the relation exis&}hg among those individual meanings
is not wnderstood when they are individually remembered,
Hence, the understanding of the// relation is a new
product when the vakya is understood. So éébdabcdhé means
the compreheﬁsion of the relation of the meanings of padas

{anvayabodha).

The ‘Navya-Naiyayikas have propounded independent
theory ofyéébdabodha. According to them, only a.

determinate cognition (savikalpaka-jhdna) is embodied
in, and conveyed by a sentence, Every sentence'cémprises
of at least a subject (uddesya) and a predicate(vidheya).
In a Sabdabodha arising in hearer's mind from a sentence,
the meTaning of the chief substantive or qualifican-: |
in the nominative case plays the role of the leading

concept ( mukhyavidesya) and all other concepts. are

directly or indirectly subordinate toc it. The cognition
arising from a sefitence {Eis always non~perceptual and
the additional elements conveyed by a sentence, over and
above the‘seperate,concept conveyed by sepa?gfe words is.

the intended relation of the ¢oncept (pada@rthasamgarga).

This sdditional elements which ;gghe distinctive feature
of a éébdabodha'is conveyed through the particular
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Juxtaposition of words (saﬁsargamaryédé) and not through

the denotative or indicative power of words.' For example,
* the -SBbdabodha of a simple sentence like 'caitraha gramam
gacchati'coill be as follows.

L pa gl atEG e Brmfﬁzgaﬁa'{ H‘SHF&M:QM%?E-

C ks liad sr: | n
In this sentence Caitra is the chief gualificand (mukhya-

v;seeya) and other meaﬁlnge are qualifiers. Caltra is

the agent and 1s the substratum of the agentness (karfgkva)
which is the meening of 'tin', the verbal suffix (akhyata~-
pratyaya). Kari¥itva is related fo ﬁaitra by the relation
of samav§§a.' The meaning of the root Vgam 'go' is the
activity (vyapara) condﬁsive‘to the contact (safyoga) of
the agent with the destination. - The phala viz., the
contact of the agent with the destination and vy&para

are the meanings of the ghigg. Vyapara is related to the
kartrtva ey the ralation called anukulat@. Saﬁyoge is

related to vyapéra by the realtion janyata or anukiilata.
" The meaning of the substantive.igr§ma is the viilage and
the meaning of 'am', the accusative case-ending is

karmatva and ekatvasaﬁkhyé. The (samkhya is related to

grama by the relation of paryapti. The import of village
is related to kermatva by the relation of%dheyaté. The
 karmatva is related to samyoga by the relation of déraya.

‘Thus finally we get the éﬁbdabodha as sfaﬁed above,

With this background 1et us now examine how Jaganndtha

employs the method of Sabdabodha 4n his RG:
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While treating the prominent figures of speech like
Upamé, Rupaka efc., Jagannatha gives éébdabpdhas of the

alankaras and thereby attempts to bring out subtle
distinctions between the figurative statements. In this
task he follows mainly the Néiyéyikas though he also
shows the éébdabodha prakaras accepted by the Vaiyékaragas
and the Mim@?akas. As an example of the Sabdabodha of
Upama-alankara is given beélow: '
mﬁ;?/;ﬁ-;;ﬁamzaaqmﬁﬂr o= ﬁl%?"’q? Esitios
AT (RG.P-248)
Here,the expression ° stf%r”;??;;z‘ "?rza‘ or EH?EQ";FLQ'
ﬁ;czq“ EWEQFZFT may apparently bring ow™ sadrsya in the

same manner but there is some subtle differefe underlying

these expressions. Jaganndtha gives the S&bdabodha
according to the précfna as well as the Naéya~ﬂaiy§yikas;
The Navya~NaiyByikas believe that sédréya is something
different from the common property.  The ancient ones,
however, think that sddréya is identical with the common
property. For example, in ‘31?#1 ==z 34  , sadrsya
is nothing but the common property of saurndarya existing
betweeﬂ'the moon and the face and therefore this sadrsya

is not an independent padartha,

-Jagannatha first elucidates the example of samdsa-
gatépamd i.e. aravinda sundaram., In this proposition
accqridnaggto the well-known rule - E%cnﬁTﬁifﬁﬁﬁ?ﬂFﬂégaTl
12;%¥FF337$ » abheddnvaya is to béaci?ted between aravinda
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| °
and sundara which would fesult in theﬁabdabodha EHQ{%ﬁ;;ﬁSQT
B3I But such a S@bdabodha is prevented because
-2 ~ i . . ' s
in that case the word sundara being an agjective should

o S
have purvanipata accordlng toéthe rule f%ﬁ;thW' E#ﬁﬁﬁﬂfﬂ
E@’Fﬁﬂ‘ qﬂo’ Lg’l:r.g:m:—[ 'ngm" and so the sam@sa would have

been sundararavnndam. Jagannatha cqntends that the part

aravinda in fh%comgound conveys by Abhidhg lotus only.

Since the word ‘iva in the vigraheviBkya,

151 elided , the word aravinda itself conveys the sense
3TQ{E3;;f%ﬁﬁgf%%;{;ﬂj{gg};ﬁ%ﬁ?ﬁﬁ“ (thet which contributes
to similarity woth lotus) by laksapa on the basis of .
tatparya, The part of the sense of the word aravinda

1.¢. prayojaka 1s related to the part of the sense sundara

l.e.sundaratva through tadatmyasambandha. The whole sense

of the pfoposiion is : an1§§*j; F;%Q;FE};ngngggzztrznﬁﬁﬂﬁjw

Former Srgoragfory (oam) |

Thus followiﬁ§7the Naiyayikas Jagannu@tha gives

prathamantamukhyaviéesyaka S3bdabodha of Upamd-alankira.

As can be seen this ahtempt of Jagannatha is remarkable.
it appears from the study of hms work that the Safdabodha
method for him is not an exhibition of his technical
erudition of &astras as it may appear to a casual reader of

; R
first sighte. TRamaswamy Shastri rightly remarks:

The distinction between cne fzgures of speech
and another as explalned by their definitions

can be easily known from the forms of §abdabodha
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that are arrived at from the statemnt containing

this{| figures.

Jagannatha has been successful in handeling the method
of S&bdabodha for exploring th%special traits of the
P. Svi
figurative statements., Strangely, however, Dr.LRamaééndrudu
23
remarks:
This s8stra (i.e. Alank@rasdstra) has gained nothing

-

by the introduction of this prakriyé. fﬁﬁi’i‘ii

But this does not seem to be correct, éébdabodha being

a Sastric method had indéed halped in making logical
analysis{@f the figurative statements more sharp and
accurate and adding a greater clarity to the understanding

of the essential characteristics of the figures ofAspeech;

2. Anﬂgama

Anugama is also a method of Navya-Nyaya 1ogic,
Thé$erm Anugama means comprehension of@bjects in common

form (anugatarupena sarvasangraha). Anugama is defined

by Bhim3carya as a common coﬂ?tation,foﬁexample, all the

ghatas have got the common connotation in th%form of the

generic chracter like ghatatva!gqha

thuréndtha Tarkavagida
defines Anugama as a. common statemaht, But is used a5!

a method by fhe Navya=-Naiyayikas to make the definition
free from all kinds of possible ambiguities and to make
it easily comprehensibleé., It is applied for makiﬁgra
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single statement including diverse objects of the same
category as well as. of the different categtry. There are

two types of Anugama ie. samsargamudrayanugama and

prakaramudrayanugana., In the first type of Anugama’ a

component part of a relation is qualified by another
relation, the componeﬁt part of that relatioﬁ is again
qualified by another relation and&hereby a common statement
through the process of relation i%made. It is done . for
the sake of avoiding possible defect of%hg statement and
also for making the statement universal. The seéond

type of Anugema is through the process of mentioning the
prakara with a view to eliminating the undesirable'objects(

for making the sﬁ@tement free from doubts.

This method is useful for making clarification of
6pjact and giving it a general form without leéaving any '

31
scope for ambiguity. In this conneg¢tion Prof., Guha says:

This method of Anugama had subsequently become
very popular with the Sanskrit scholars ig
other fields of Sanskrit study also. The new
school- of grammarians in pérticular and almost
all the scholars in other subjects of Sanskrit
in general, were so fond of this tgchnique of
Anugama that even a casﬁal reader of the new
school of Sanskrit studg in any branch would

undoubteldy be convinced of the situation.

i
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Jagannatha gives the definition of Kavya as':ﬂ?ﬁHZWng

“D(‘&T Cﬂ?&ﬁ A g (%? In this if the meaning of the word
ramanlya is to be understood in the general sense the

defect ativyapti arises becau;e the statements like t'you
are blessed with a son' etc.,iare sources of pleasure,
iHensgl they'sT will be kavya. | To avoid this he explains

the ramanlyata as 75 {%3 ;Qré;ef o] =eh QWPT?T-?:( F{‘ The
pleasure that is derived from the above statemnnt is only

Laukika in as mush as it is direotly caused by a partlcular
man's wor: 1y prosperity and so it is quite personal.

Again Jagann@tha makes lokottaratva,a synonym to camatkara-

t
karitva and accepts it to bela jativiéesa to avoid the
lack of Anugama, This camatka¥atva should be realised

only through one's experiencé and cannot be described

in words. This kind of 1okoitaréh1§da is the result of

Bhavana which is no other than the constant contemplation.
. Here by substituting the word Bhdvand for jhana Jagnnnatha

slightly modifies his previous statement :

Wﬂam mqﬂ%mwﬂ%mm SLa
(RG. P-5)

and this has been necessitated by the following reason.

There may be some samuh@lambanajffna comprising of two

1 -
co-ordinate thoughts of which one may be of ramaniyartha

end the other of aramaniydrtha., This kind of samuhalafbana

Jhdna also will have to-be taken as camatkarajanaka jidna .

Such cases are excluded by reﬁlac;ng jA2na by BHavand,
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Bhavana being chain of cognitions , it can be comnected

only with raman{yﬁrthag, under specual circumstances.

In other words one may be thinkihg of a particular object
again and again for a iohg time only if it is beautiful
as only beattiful objects can be the visaya of Bﬁévané.

Thus by substituting the word Jjnana by Bhévan§~f?@ﬁaganﬁ§tna
modifies his definition as shoon =beve.

, ' Jagannatha gives two more amplified forms

of the deflgﬁtlon qs*éénoms

.

Q\ o
2 W@mwﬁvm AT S —%r*w“ﬂohﬂ!q{q%"“)
Hed A I(R61-P-5
z—‘aﬁ}% FAARA B?‘-z—%?;om Wﬁﬂ’cjéﬁﬁ“mmﬁ
ﬁanawuéJawasr:
The second definition is made in Anugama style.

2 .

Not content with vnéf Jagannatha gz.vess@.S“*““F amplification

T 4

in Anugema style. He feels that theamgggglﬂohe is much
cumbersome because it contains yacchabda and tacchabda,
which beign the words of uncertain meanings, hinder the
Anugama. Therefore, he gives Hhe sewrdmodified Laksana
which is comparatively simple acgording to' the tradition
of Naiyayikas as there will be no need of bringing {many
. things into S3bdabodha as in the! case of the Ty

R ad

form of Laksana. Thus the final Laksana is: oy . P

el ~F 34“"' n»:\&\ *\J/—L‘
PR RN R oM

A an aaaz Cy; %mﬁTﬁ%’rﬁTUﬁ*
B =2 o U B L R W CRG (25 N mwsr___,f:

Thus, after first deflnlng kavya as 'ﬂ%$1r41ﬂ2r4=#E§~

Sy |

Jagannatha specifies further and nérrows down the meaning

of ramaniyata to characterise‘“fné poetic delight exactly
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by thrice resorting to the Anuéama technique of the

Naiyayikas.

We can adduce many more examples from Jagannatha
and other poeticians of this ldater peériod but that is
not necessary., Our aim in this chapter was to illustrate
how the nyay%methodology, style, terminology and concepts
havezggstérps and woofs of the fabrics of the works of
Sanskrit poetics ahd in showing this by explaining the
Nyaya terms and concepts and illustrating them from
.the works of poetics in the foregoing pages wé.hopé

we have succeeded in our aim,
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