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CHAPTER VI

MAYA METHODOLOGY AMD SANSKRIT POETICS

The present chapter makes an attempt to show how 
the poeticians have employed the Nyaya methods, style 
and language in their works.

VI. St Nyavasastra as Vadasastra

Nyayasastra is mainly a Vadasastra. It is specially
a science of methods. The Hyayasutra of Gautama (c.100 A.D.)
are devoted to the methods of argumentation, disputation

1and dialectics. Out of the sixteen padarthas enumerated 
by Gautama all, except the prameya (object of valid 
knowledge) are directly related to the method of disputation.

Katha
/"V

In the NyS Gautama uses the term katha for debate.
He says katha is of three types: Vada, Jalpa and Vitanda.

VADA consists in the putting forward of statements 
by two parties, paksa and pratipaksa, in which there 
is the procedure of establishing and confuting by means 
of pramanas (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 
pr defeat.

JALPA possesses the above characteristics of Vada. 
Bforeover, it establishes or confuts the statement by means 
f Chala (quibble), Jati(futile rejoinder) and Nigraha- 
thanas (grounds, of defeat).**’ In Jalpa, the procedure is

imilar to that of Vada, but the aim is to establish 
ckie*s own position by defeating the opponent.

VITAMPA (wrangling) is a kind of disputation when
cthere is no establishining of the counter-view. Thw 

Vaitandika does not care to establish his point, but keeps 
on crtticising and condemning the proofs employed by the

_ tother party, Vaitandika confines himselfjto merely 
criticising the opponent‘s view, The Varttika defines 
Yitanda as criticism only (dusanamatram vitanda)»

Gautama emphasises the role of Jalpa and Vitanda 
;Ln theoretical discussions. Some people transgress all 
bounds of reasoning through excessive partiality for 
their own theories. In that case one should be practical 
and employ Jalpa and Vitanda for the purpose of protecting 
one *s own determination regarding the real nature of 
things, just as the hedge of thorns is put up for the 
protection of sprouting seeds.^
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N A ffalpavadin aims at parapaksadusana as well as 

qvapaksasadhana; a VitangLavadin is merely concerned with

parapaksadusana and does not care for svapaksasadhana.

Vada is carried on with the person who is willing to learn

or to impart knowledge,,while Jalpa and Vitanda are 

carried on with persons who are perverse in their ignorance 

and too proud to learn. Thus, whereas Vada aims at the 

ascertainment of truth, Jalpa aims at the establishing 

of a counter-thesis, and in Vitanda even this is. absent.

VI.2 Devices of Debata

Chala* Jatl and Nigrahasthanas are auxiliaries to 

Vada, Jalpa and Vitovtda. These devices can never themselves 

i>;e the direct means iri supporting or establishing a thesis 

but only in condemning they can independently serve as 

such. Gautama defines Ghala as
(/^ySi--^11 consists in opposing a proposition 

by assigning to it a meaning other than the intended one.
::t is of three kinds: vak-chala(verbal quibble),, samanya- 

chala (generalising quibble) and upacara-chala (figurative 

quibble). ,

Jati is define^ by Gautma as:
iHlfrl' Ky S - X • 2.- I g) .

;:t is a kind of futile objection. It is of twenty four 

kinds such as utkarsasama, apakarsasama etc.
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Apart from this Gautma has also enumerated the methods
A.

of dehate like *Tarka* etc,, which are useful in the

process of disputation. The successors of Gautama like

Vatsyayana, Uddyotakara, Vacaspati Misra etc, developed

•;hese methods further. Prominent Buddhist dialect!cinas

like Dharmakirti, Dirinaga etc also made significant

contribution in thier development. This methodology

reached its climax in the period of Navya^Nyaya,

qProf, Solomon remarksi

Navya-Nyaya evolved a new method and gave 

different turn to the growth of dialectics. 9

Originally these methods developed as dialectics or oral 

debates,. But then they were also employed in written 

works. Thus,, the style of a Sanskrit polemical work 

Was often assumed the tone of an oral or verbal debate.

Ehe scholars have structured their arguments even in their 

written works just as one would be involved in a practical 

debate and argue with Qhis opponents, refute the opponents' 

proposition and established his own thesis. This has 

resulted into the arguments developing as the discussion 

of purvapaksa and uttarapaksa or siddhantapaksa. This 

methodology was so appealing that all the &astras in 

Sanskrit have almost spontaneously adopted it and shaped 

their own thoughts in a dialectical formi'in stead of 

descriptive or comraentatorial presentation.
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The Nyaya Influence In their style is a foregone 

conclusion. Naiyayikas took a leading role in transforming 
the descriptive style of prakarana works into a dialectical 
one. Navya-Ntuyayikas wrote their works entirely in 
this new methodology of dialectics. Hence the works 
like Tattvacintamani of Gangesc#,works of Raghunatha, 
iYIathuranatha, Jagadisa, Gadadfcara and many others are 
very rich in dialectical wealth<;jri 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', spare", 'nanu'..«. i ti", cet^ 
na ca...vacyam, napi.. and so on and so forth. These 
expressions to indicate purvapaksa have also overflowed 
into v/orks of other sastras* We shall see some 
illustrations from works on Poetics below.

^^rrqrcrr*
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The poeticians like Bhamaha, Dandin and Vamana mainly 

devote their works to formulate tRe poetic theories of 

Alankara, Gupa, Doga and Riti. Their works are mostly 

free from dialectical arguments. It is Anandavardhana 

who for the first time in Sanskrit poetics employes the 
dialectical method in his great work Dh^'H In the first 

Uddyota, he presents three views as purvapaksa and deals 

them logically and even employes terms like favyapti1, 
axivyapti and asambhava etc. The Dh£?$ may be considered 

as a good model of dialectical work and his successors 

have adopted this model• Afeer Anandavardhana came 

Mahimabhatta who in the beginning of his W declares his 

aim of refuting dhvani theory* and devotes his entire 

work for it. Ruyyaka wrote a commentary on W to show 

the validity of the dhvani theory. This dialectical 

argumentations for and against the dhvani theory have 

continued upto Jagannatha and to some extent even 

thereafter. The method of dialectics has fascinated the 

p sst-Anandavardhana theorists like Mammata, Visvanatha, 

V.Ldyadhara, Appaya, Jagannatha, Devasahkara, Visvesvara, 

Yajnesvara etc., who attempt to attack the loop-holes 

in ttyi' 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 century onward's;) and very rich in 

dialectics.
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71.3 Threefold Objective of the Nyayasastra

Vatsyayana in his NBh considered three elements to
be the main concern of the Nyayasastra. They are; uddesa
(enumeration of the concept), laksana (definition) and
par Iks a (examination). Uddesa is the mention "by name
of what is to be enumerated.^ Laksana is the statement

of the distinctive quality which belongs only to the
\othing defined and to none else. According to Uddyotakara

definition ismade f:w demarcating or particularising the
11 -objects from others. Tarkadipikakara. rightly tays;

is usually
translated as ‘definition1*, In fact a laksana points out 
not the thing to be defined but the defferntia or the 
particular characteristics possessed 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 clearly developed 
in the early school. Vitsyayana 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 
‘essence1 remains vague in meaning, the notion of laksana 
also remains vague. The new school attempts to avoid 
the vagueness by specifically mentioning that the 
purpose of definition is to distinguish the laksya 
from all entities that are different from it (etara-
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• /yavartaka tvam). Thus, the laksanavakya of the Naiyiyikas 
.shall usually consists of two parts : laksya and laksana.

It is notjan easy task to formulate a logical 

definition, as per the strict rule of the Nyayasastra.
A definition according to Nyayasastra should be free from
the three defexts viz,, avyaptj-(being tios; narrow),
I _ ,/•' , j£-atlvyapti(being t^d wide) and asambhava(impossibility),
.\n illustration would make this clear.

If a cow is defined as tkapilatvam gotvam1, the 
definition suffers from the defect of avyipti, as allI 13cows that are not kapila(tawny) would be thereby excluded, 
and only a few number of cows having a tawny colour will 
be covered by this definition. The definition thus u)ill 
become too narrow (avyapta).

\

CintivTr&d)

Wow, if ♦pasutvaa gotvam1 is proposed as a definiton 
of a cow it asLso willf') not be correct as the cow 
undoubtedly possesses pasutva, but pasutva is also found 
tin other animals like horses, buffaloes etc.,, which are, 
not cows.,lf Thus this laksana will be^too wide, possessing 

"he dosa of ativyapti.

£==?■ i

C
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Atlvyaptl implies that the laksana. covers the laksya 
completely and in addition extends to other objects.

Again, if tekasafafcvam gotvam,1 is proposed as a 
deflation of cow it will suffer from the defect of
asambhava, as no cow possesses ekasaf a;6va (having one hoof)

.»5or undivided hoofs). Thus it will lead to the fai.;lt of 
asambhava

<£=■ o. $ex-rn
£ iff) S $ » l» t

So *sasuhadimattvam1 (having dew-lap), according to,
_ - * KNaiyayika, is the correct definition of cow as sasna •*-' 

is possessed by a cow only.

Apart from these three defects thre are other 
defects like 1, atmasraya 2. anyonyasraya(itatetarasraya 
or parasparasraya) 3, cakraka h, aprasiddha which are to 
be avoided in a definition.

1• Atmasraya(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 ass

"fchi trajl(TB.P.i^or example:

Prof, Matilal explains it nicely using modern symbols:IS



zuX is self-dependent if X is explained as an 
object of some cognition which dependent upon ’ 
a cognition of X (sva-graha-sapeksa-graha- 
visayatvam atmasrayatvam).

2« Anyonyasraya pis one of the logical defects from which 
the definition must be it^ee. It is defined as:

mr-. | ^ ^ ny
where the object to be defined depends on the other which 
also depends on the first object. For example: 

r% JT3TT-£f
'the knowledge of gotva depends on mahisatva a?rid vice verse.

• ,7 1
.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 object of cognition which is dependent a 
cognition of X (sva-graha-sapeksa-graha-sapeksa- 
graha-visayatvam anyonyasrayatvam)«

3* Cakraka is sometimes related to another defect i>fe p; 
anavastha (regressus ad infinitum). But anavastha,
Ln certain cases like in the question whether the chicken 
comes first or the egg\ has to be tolerated. But it is 
to be devoided in the logical definition.



Apart from this, another important feature of Nyaya 
methodology is the excessive stress on laghava (simplicity 

parsimony) and Gaurava (prolixity), which are to be 
taken into consideration while formulating a definition.
So many definitions and explanations fulfiling all the 
logical requirements and conditions are found to be 
rejected in Nyaya works because of either Laghava or

' f V/ Gaurava. Like Grammarians who are famous for brevity
the Naiyayikas also

emphasise these two conditions the most.

Parikaa is the examination of the validity of a
** —........... * •

definition,
TffyrFFq

"Nyaya defines it asi -
CNBK.Hn)

In pariksa \tfith the help of pramanas and tarka the ascer
tainment is made whether the defined object (laksita) 
confirms, in fact 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 how 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 Nyaya methodology.
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Lboking from such a perspective in Alankarasastra 

the tradition of defining is started from Bharata and 
Ehamaha, The other rhetoricians coming after them also 
define the objects in a similar vein.- But one thing to 
te noted is that their definitions are not definitions 
in the strictly Uaiyayika sense of the term. They do 
rot fulfiljthe logical conditions which are necessary for 
e definition"). C'That is why the later politicians find 
scope to find fault with them while examining their 
definitions as per the rules of the Nyayasastra .„ Jagannatha 
and Yajnesvara Diksita etc., aim at making a critical review 
cf the previous definitins of poetic objects beifori' 
formulating a definition of their own. Side by side their 
criticism also speaks how their definitions are logically, 
correct and fulfills the conditions. Since the task 
cf defining the object is the hardest of tasks only a 
lew have succeeded in their undertaking. Another important 
factor whicK; motivated these Navya-Alankarikas, was that 
the Navya-Naiyayikas were also engaged in a similar task. 
Thus the Naiyayikas’ influence arid inspiration gave rise 
to a new trend in the treatment of the Gastric topics, 
of poetics and gradually becomes its distinct Characteristic 
It became a sacrosanct tradition as it were, all the 
scholars who followed Jagannatha fell in the stream of 
this tradition almost gaddalikapravahanyayena.
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The rhetoricians of the last phase of Navya-Nyaya 

logic have taken a leading role in this respect and 
thereby they have made Alankarasastra so complicated that 
the Alahkara works of the last phase are hard nuts to crack. 
Minds boggle in getting at the implications age| essence 
of their definitions. Wo doubt they have exhibited 
their deep scholarship of Wyayasastra and distinguishes 
themselves from their predecessors, but it has also 
contributed to the loss of its originality and saukumarya. 
Some of the examples are given here:

<371 ;rOT?Tl ft WTr-^f
f^n ft I

‘ CL.' P,,5r3.

ft ft TOMTIT %

(o ^ r-' (— —-1 —-=n FT Lff T~T~ 1131 ,3f tiTlFJP
sr^rcn?n-T. . ,. „...,

LptA-
fkE&iW^*3T75fiT'^'l f ^ ^

H I -^11 ^ "CT*

'***' _ J<w>l is /I P» Q- . 1/v\
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VIA Padakrtva 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 O commentatoria! or expository method.
As per this method an attempt is made to show how each 
and every word in that definition is relevant and how 

it contributes to the total intended sense convincingly 
and adequately/} 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 
dalavyayrtti. Candrasimha Pandita, a Naiyayika has
names his entire gloss on TS as Padakrtya.

\

Navya-Naiyayikas of Gahgesa and post-Gahgesa 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 Alahkarikas 

also.. The prominent figures who arrest our attention for 
adopting this technique are Visvanatha, Appaya, Sobhakara, 
Visvanathadeva, Visvesvara Pandita, Jagannatha, Devasahkara 

etc. Because of such tendency of theirs we do not find 
originality in their theoretical discussions but rather 
diaCectical war-fares, Alahkarasastra of this period 
is quite different in its nature a$cf objective from that
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in its earlier period. It now becomes a veritable 
dialectical discipline like Navya-Nyaya and Navya-Vyakarana 
Hence Alahkarikas of this period need to be distinguished 
from their predecessors and be designated as Navya- 
Alahkarikas.

Some of the examples which show ho\? the poeticians 
have employed the Padakrtya method, are given below:

Visvanatha in the first chapter of his SD uses 
the, Nyaya method of Padakrtya to examine the definition of 
kavya given by Mammata f'and shows how it contains the 
faults like avyapti and ativyapti, as follows:

Mammata*s Definition of kavya:

Padakrtya
3^- ^Rrfy-'i

1. (tat) adosau - First of all Visvan-feha examines the word 
adosau and shows the fault of avyapti in the definition.
He argues if kavya is defined as a piece Q free from fault 
thin the varse, 'nyakkaro ' etc., would not!be a poem as it has 

the fault vidheyavtmarsa. 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 acknowledged! to be the best type of poetry from

Z -

the province of poetry.
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2. sagunau - This term is a inappropriate, says Visvanatha. 
Mammata himself has declared that the qualities such as 
madhurya are the properties of rasa alone and not of 
anything else. But in the definition, sagunau is shown
as the adjective of sabdarthau and gunas are said to be
the properties of word and sense. This leads to inconsistency
and does not logically define the object,

l~~—-----------0t _ _3. analhkrtl - Following the words of Vatsyayana, 
atattvavyavacchedako dharmah, Visvanatha says that the 
term analahkrtf in the definition is irrdlavant. Figures 
of sabda and artha even when they are present serve 
merely to highten a kavya. They are not the essence of 
the poetry.

Jaganriatha in his EG profusely uses the method of 
padakrtya while explaining and examining the logical 
validity of the definitions of alahkaras given by 
predecessors. After rejecting the definitions of alahkaras 
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 andfulfilthe logical need. Jagannatha’s 
method of defining objects, therefore, provides the 
best examples of Padakrtya.
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Definition of sasahdeha : <=\flissarroi «wm^?iSwn *X5C*1 *>****<*-

^ WJrfsTI V&fetTtiaflfh:

Padakrtya

1. sadrsyamula * This adjective is used to remove the 
fault of ajjyyapti. If it is not given there would not be 
any difference between sasandeha. alahkara' and common 
sandeha(doubt). To clarify it Jaggannatha gives the 
following example:

-vfem -war I
«T 3T 3^

'I P-SH")
This is an example of sandeha, and not of sasandeha 
alahkara, for, in this statement of tfee people of the 
Mithila there is only doubt. To differentiates the 
sasandeha alahkara from the common sandeha,the term 
Sadrsyamula* 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. bhasamanavlrodhaka(dhih) - *having only apparent 
contradiction *, This term differentiates sasahdeha 
alahkara from the Malarupaka alahkara which has more 

,than one aprastuta expressed in poetical superimposition 
while in Sasahdeha 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 
Malarupaka.

3. samabala « To differentiate Utpreksa alahkara from 
Sasandeha this term is used. The alternative which is 
predicated is more powerful in Utpreksa, while in 
Sasandeha all the alternatives are equally po^rful 
(samabala).

4. nanakotyavagahini - Though the adjectives bhasamana- 
virodhaka and samabala imply that the alternatives should 
be Cany, this term is used to make this point more clear,
5. ramanlya - This adjective excludes ordinary doubts 
which arise in the wordly life in the form of sthanurva 
pur vis o va.

At last Jag^'^S$h',GLC says that in the absence /of 
the three terms i.e. nanakotyavagahini/^ramaniya and 
sadrsyamula the definition will define only doubt and 
not Sasandeha alahkara which is different from an 
ordinary doubt.

VI.5 Poeticlans of Navva-Nyaya Period

The poeticians who flourished during the period 
of Navya-Nyaya (after Gahgesa) reveal the influence of 
Nyayasastra in a gradually increasing degree in regard 
to their language, method, style, technical -terms and
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and principles of NavyanRyaya ’etc. From among those 
poeticians only those who have earned illustrious name 
by making valuable contribution to Sansktit poetics are 
introduced here. Some of these poeticians are masters 
of both the poetics and the Kyaya have composed works in 
both the fields. Some of them who have written only 
on Alankarasastra through their works clearly prove 
deep knowledge of hyayasastra.

1. Sobhakara

Sobhakara (1500 A.D.)t the author of the Alankara- 
ratnakara derives inspiration from the Kyaya system and 
uses some of the important techniques of Kavya-Nyaya in
his work* G. Parthasaradhy Rao who has made a critical

IS * -study of his work* remarks:
i.

It has to be noted here that Sobhakara lived at a
time whenfNavyanyaya' (Modern Logic) was making its
initial progress taking the scholars of the day
under its sway and as a consequence there developed
a tendency in the scholars to view any matter
critically setting aside the views and conventions
of the earlier writers. This is the period when
the great logician Gangesopadhyaya, the author
of the ’Tattvacihtamani* flourished. Sobhakara
sufficiently imbibed in the characteristics of
this new age and. so his writings in the Alahkararatnakara
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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 ‘Sandehathe 
definition’of ,Samasoktif where he brought in a 
new term favacchedaka *, the arguments he presented 
while establishing the view that the common 
characteristic (Sadharanadharma)in 'upama♦ can be 
of twenty four kinds, the stress he gave that 
qualities (gunas) 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 
herr.ow 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 Nyaya influence so deeply imbibed 
in the entire fabric of his work on Poetics.

2. Visvanathadeva

Visvanathadeva(1552 A.D.) is the author of three works 
on poetics viz., Citramlmamsa, Mrgahkalekha and (Sahitya-
sudhasindhu. Among these works only SSS is published. 9

*
Dr, Ram Pratap, the editor of SSS says that following



the Nyaya methodsof defining the obdects, Visvanatha 
formulates the definitions of dosa in the 5th chapter 
and of alankaras in the 8th chapter with a deliberate 
attempt to make them entirely free from all logical faults. 
Further, because of his adopting the style of NavyaNyaya, 
Dr. Ram Pratap remarks /•'’ some 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 theauthorship of (river one 
hundred works, including a|EJ least three on literary 
criticism. His Cltramlmamsa is a scholarly work on 
Alankarasastra, dealing with the definitions of 
arthalankaras given by predecessors and their discussions 
in the light of his own definitions, Vrttivart,ika is a 
shot treatise oh sematics, and Kuvalayananda is a work 
on Sanskrit poetics dealing with arthalankaras only.

All these works exhibit his deep scholarship of
Navya-Nyaya. While reading them, readers must 0face
lot of probabilities offered by Appaya, which are
presented in a language that strictly follows the track
of the Nyaya philospphy. Dr* Satya^arayana Chakraborty 

10remarks;
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The very approach of Appaya Diksita in discussing 
the figures of speech betrays the style of Nyaya 
philosophy*

—• — * „ _ "t

Though his Citramimamsa and Vrttlvart^lka are written in
1 , >

a lucid style, yet in a quite a number of cases, the 
mode of argumentation is that of a mature Naiyayika,
Examples of such Naiyayika technicalities will be discussed 
later at the proper place. Here we may simply point 
out that Appaya, a scholar of great genius, flourished

'i

in an age of Navya-fctyaya and could not but adopt the 
~ iNavya-Nyaya methods, style andlanguage.

4, Ya.inesvara Diksita

Yajnesvara jpDiksita (1600A.D.) has written three 
Alankara works viz,, Alankararaghava, Alankarasuryodaya 
and a commentary on Kavyaprakasa. Besides being a poetician 
he is also a great Naiyayika,t He has wrtiten two Nyaya.,'' 
works, Sastracudamapi and Vivaranopjivini* His deep 
study of Nyaya method of defining the objects is revealed 
from his treatment of the Alankaras in his work, 
Alankararaghava from which an example is already’ given 
in this chapter.

5, Jagannatha

Jagannatha was a great scholar of Navya-Nyaya, His 
magnum opus, the RG exhibits his deep erudition in the



237
Nyayasastra. He himself holds a rare epithet: padavakya-
pramanaparavarina wk(Dch is found in a colophon of the 
--- -------------
printed text of his Manoramakucamardini} the epithet
appropriately praises his scholarly attainment in the
three gerat sastras -Vyakarana, Mimamsa and Nyaya. In
the beginning of RG he declares that he had received
the knowledge of the Nyayasastra from his father.*

ZXPerubhatta whom he refers to in glowing terms. The 
whole scholastic atmosphere in and around the age of 
Jaganriatha was surcharged with the Navya-Nyaya. In his 
age Navya-Ny«.ya was on the peak of Its development both 
in the Navadvlpa of Bengal and Mithila in Bihar with 
the great Naiyayikas like Jagadisa Tarkalahkara,
Gad"Sdhara Bhattacarya, Visvanatha Kyayapancanana, 
Ra^acudamani Diksita and Vehkatadhvarin and many others 
flourishing in that period. Jagannatha could not avoid 
their influence even while composing his work on poetics 
and he reveals It in his Navya-Nyaya language and style.

6. Vlsvesvara Pandlta
• •

Visvesvara Pandita (18th Century A.D.)* also known 
as Parvatiya Visvesvara Pandeya has earned great 
reputation both as a Naiyayika as well as an Alankarika.
He had wielded his pen with ease in both the areas and 
compose (j many works like Tarkakutuhalam and Didhitiprave'sa 
in Nyaya and Alankairamuktavali, Alahkarapradipa and
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Alankarakaustubha in Alankarasastra• The editor of the 
Tarkakutuhalam rightly remarks that Visvesvara's 
AlahkarakausCubha is written in the sityle of Navya-Nyaya,
In refuting the views of other Alahkarikas and in 
establishing his own position he mainly follows the 
mehtod of Navya-Naiyayikas. His other rhetoric works also ' 
exhibit his liking for the logical precision and technical 
expression so peculiar to the Navya-Nyaya style,

7. Devasahkara Purohita

Devasankara Purohita, the author of Alahkaramafijusa 
(18th century A.D.) was also well-versed in Nyayasastra. The 
learned editor Prof, S*M, Katre rightly remarks^

It seems our author was primarily a logician
only . .and^secondarily a poet,..(sic)

His constant use of Navya-Nyaya style of highly technical 
expression speak of him more as a logician than a poetician. 
It is intQresitnjjto note that Devasankara in his work 
refers twice to Aksapada Gautma, the promulgato;?. of the 
Nyaya system and once to the Naiyayikas in'general.

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 Nyaya.
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VI.6 Use of Navva-Nvava Language .

One will be definitely surprised while looking at 
the rhetorical works written in the garb of the Nyya-Nyaya 
language. The authors and the commentators of such works 
of the Navya-Nyaya period adopt :the 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 quite technical 
in nature and difficulat to understan<3%

It is well-known that the language of the Navya-Nyaya 
is one of the distinctive feature of Indan logic. It 
gives an unique status to Navya-Nyaya and also distinguishes 
it from other sastras in Sanskrit,. It is altogether 
different from the commonly known Safts&rit language.
Even the language of Pracina Nyaya system has got no 
similarity with that of Navya-Nyaya. Some of the 
passages from the rhetoric texts are produced here as
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o>> 'Pf^rr g^^fiTr^cfrlp- twin^s?-

f^-^r^- f^n^Fq?r rqr ^f^r^crn ^sf; i Tr^r -t* 
^f^ioT^Trn^f^rSfoT •#fF^ i w -^^fqro-y-R^Fqff- 

^T^T in^^yTH^H~Frfff I

rTrfF^T^fciFfJTiTZR %f^“ ^qrFTI>f?%TfW^r

yf%j^F^~3j£rz{ T^3^7f^fV*-?r ft ^rV^rcrf

<c^" "X^qT Ift^ftHH'M]

F^jfFT r^lf^ 5f| -T^T^fpT^fSTO]-'

^PTT&lf^rSWff^ F%ai<=fd|rV -cT *T ^T^T: I
^R<ft p.a-H^)

230

(cj) R'H' "SfiefPf^r $M°F)rf[ j -HfRR^n-.^
Ttf^n^r^VT fTf f%3T*-^“ -nRlHHTrT

3pft? ^TT =Tl^rl H[FT" ~*T f* H" Rf

3T1 <3 Hi <r'H l"«i i <MTHT2~ ^ ■ ' \
5TT©^?fl ^T" rr^Sfq Jfemrhf

sxffW^rr^T^-^PT “5h , ^^ih" i

FTefrg - -z| afpEf xr§-% «*£jpn;r OTTiT | Rf ^Jf 
•Ff>T I ffWiT R^jpTFTSf-
FirR i Tf>T 'c??^"

^ ^ VrV -*T ^3“
HfR'Rosf Cf^vri <lf% f^pT?

^rpr ! C 555 • P- m-2-**)
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VI*7 Navva-Nvava Technical Terms

With the use of Navya-gyaya language poeticians also 
use the technical Nyaya terms in their works. Mainly 
the poeticians of later period who flourished in and after 
the development of Nwya-Nyaya logic employed Naiyayika 
terms while explaining their poetic concepts. Among 
them are Jagannatha, Yajftesvara, Devasahkara, Visvanathadeva,

/ / ‘ y _ I - 'Visvesvara Pandita and SotohakaraMitra v/hose works are* * i
well-known and are available to us in a published form. 
Because of the incorporation of the Nyaya terms which 
have particular significance and connotation these works 
have not attracted as many scholars as they otherwise should. 
Seme of the technical terms are illustrated and explained 
belov/s

1. Avvapvavrttitvam
9

In RG, Jagannatha, while discussing the adjective 
adosau of Mammata’s definition of poetry remarks as follows!

sf ~£T OZTTJTF Ml STTTo-cJ $T: £{1
G <=\

*111-rnl#T

\(kc,.r.£>
T G> ---- -
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Here the term of our special interest is Ayyapyavrttity^ 

The author of Tarkadlpika defines Avyapyavrttitvaf >as 
svatyantabhavasamanadhikaranatvam (simultaneous presence 
of samyoga in one locus of.' the referent of sva-nada and 
its absence in other locii).

In the NyayasasCm? relations are broadly divided 
into two categories, Vrttiniyamaka (occurgnce-exacting) 
and vrtyaniyamaka(non-occurence-exacting).. Samyoga is 
a vrttiniyamakasambandha, This relation is kn'6;^n as 
a relation of incomplete occurance (avyapyavrtti)
Because when a contact takes place betwen two substances 
it occurs only in a part of them. When Jagannatha 
discusses the term adosau (isadarthe nan) 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 Nyaya . 
work. Siddhantalaksana of Gangesopadhyaya. Gangesa CZllS. : 
the term as follows;

Qrfzf
s i (?- q o)
----- 2tT sf fq .

^f^RrSuTT-
When a monkey is sittlngon a branch of a tree, both 

the presence and the absence of kaplsamyoga are present 
in the tree. Presence of monkey on thef^ 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 
one part of the poetry and presence of it in another, 
define it as dustam 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 os 
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 teciical sense, yet instances are not rare in 

Ohich the term 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» Sf

p-dQ <d[ vs-o-V c~c^ l rf s? g^cAV^o. m \ c^Xck yc s ^ ^
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In which expression vahnitva or fireness is understood 
to be the avacchedaka (limiter) of vahni. Here vahnitva 
is an adjective of vah$i in as mush as it differentiates 

vahni from other objects. In this general sese avacchedaka 
may be defined as that property which itselff being one 
of the primary meanings of a term, defferentiates the 
primary meaning of that term from other objects.
Avacchedaka also means a determinig attribute.

Visvariatha uses the term Avacchedaka to clarify 
the figures between Rupaka and Parinama. He says :

3Trf T73 I
srz gr rn^^r I p-x£>-

When we say mukham candrafr 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 it Similar to it.

It serves to distinguish the .^particular face from other 
faces which do not possess any similarity ref the moon. 
Hence in Rupaka what is superimposed (upamana) is 
construed simply as characterising or distingushing 
the subjectj but in Parinima, the thing superimposed 
(aropya) is construed as being completely identical.

Visveivara Pandita also uses the term while
9 m

discussing Rupaka alankara:

%
ctI fTcff^frTr^rFT 1 f• IH) .
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Visvanathadeva uses the term as follows:

Q3q^-^“

c3tTHT^Trf]^^5 ^’R'y^hrf': ^S&SjP-Hs^)

3. Siddhasadhana

Vidyadhara In his Ekavali refutes the views of the 
opponents of the dhvani theory on the basis of two logical 
faults called ^Siddhasadhana and Vyaghata which are 
generally mentioned by the Naiyayikas. The Nyayakosa 
defines Siddhasadhana as:

sT^rr^rr | q-qr
-9 °

Abhavavadins deny dhCani 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

^5“it leads to the fault Vyaghata.

4. Vinigamana

;Vinigamana is a Nyaya technical term. The 
Nyayakosa defines it as anyatarapaksapatinl yukti.
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Jagannatha uses this term repeatedly in his RG*

We may consider one example below:
FT -qfpTW7l

^un^r
yfr^stf^Sp* ^S^ST^ryrTJ^fT:

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 Yinigamana, the argument definitely
proving any one side whether vyafijakatva resides in
padavakya characterised by racana and varnas or in racana
and varnas characterised by pada and vakya. Therefore,
just as danda, cakra etc.* elements are considered to
be the cause of ghata, similarly all the elements like

*pada, vakya, racana etc shouldbe considered asCj the
suggestors,

VI.8 Navva-Nvaya Methods 

1. Sabdabodha

Sabdabodha means the verbal knowledge of a sentence. 
The term is explained as * sabdajanyam sabdam, sabdascasau 
bodhasca sabdabodhah i*e. the knowledge which is 
generated by the causal factor i.e. sabda is called
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sabdabodha. It is the apprehention of sentence-meaning 
(vakyarthabodha). A vakya is a collection of padas, The 
meaning c£ a vakya is understtod by remembering the 
meanings of the individual word constituting that vakya. 
But the relation existing among those individual meanings 
is not understood when they are individually remembered# 
Hence, the understanding of the.;;? relation is a new 
product when the vakya is understood* So sabdabodha means 
the comprehension of the relation of the meanings of padas 
(anvayabodha)•

The Navya-Naiyayikas have propounded independent 
theory of Sabdabodha, According to them, only a, 
determinate cognition (savikalpaka-jnana) is embodied 
in, and conveyed by a sentence. Every sentence comprises 
of at least a subject (uddesya) and a predicate(vldheya),

J ^In a Sabdabodha arising in hearer’s mind from a sentence, 
the meOaning of the chief substantive or qualificanr: 
in the nominative case plays the role of the leading 
concept ( mukhyavisesya) and all other concepts are 
directly or indirectly subordinate to it. The cognition 
arising from a sentence f; is always non-perceptual and 
the additional elements conveyed by a sentence, over and 
above the seperate concept conveyed by separate words is 
the intended relation of the concept (padarthasamgarga). 
This sdditional elements which is'jthe distinctive feature 

of a Sabdabodha is conveyed through the particular
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Juxtaposition of words (samsargamaryada) and not through 
the denotative or indicative power of words# For example, 
the Sabdabodha of a simple sentence like ’caitraha grainam 
gacchati* £>111 be as follows ?
-tmt 
^fpTRi^r -^psT; I
In this sentence Caitra is the chief qualificand (mukhya- 
visesya) and other meanings are qualifiers. Caitra is 
the agent and is the substratum of the agentness (kartfftva)

Vwhich is the meaning of ’tin1, the verbal suffix (akhyata- 
pratyaya). Kartpva is related to ;<5aitra by the relation 
of samavaya. The yeaning of the root \fgam ’go * is the 
activity (vyapara) condusive to the contact (samyoga) of 
the agent with the destination. The phala vis., the 
contact of the agent with the destination and vyapara 
are the meanings of the dhatu. Vyapara is related to the 
kartrtva by the ralation called anukulata. Samyoga is 
related to vyipara by the realtion janyata or anukulata.

' The meaning of the substantive, grama is the village and 
the meaning of ’am *, the accusative case-ending is 
karmatva and ekatvasamkhya. The Qsamkhya is related to 
grama by the relation of paryapti. The import of village 
is related to karmatva by the relation ofadheyata. The 
karmatva is related to samyoga by the relation of asraya. 
Thus finally we get the Sabdabodha as stated above.

With this background let us | now examine how Jagannatha 
employs the method of Sabdabodha In his RG:
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While treating the prominent figures of speech like 

Upama, Rupaka etc., Jagannatha gives Sabdabodhas of the 

alahkaras and thereby attempts to bring out subtle 

distinctions between the figurative statements* * In this 

task he follows mainly the Naiyayikas though he also 

shows the Sabdabodha prakaras accepted by the Vaiyakaranas
— * j

and the Mima^sakas* As an example of the Sabdabodha of 

Upama-alahkara is given below:

Here,the expression * 3rR3.4 or 
-HZ^C may apparently bring oufh sadrsya in the

.—9 '-9 's' • ——se

same manner but there is some subtle differede underlying

these expressions* Jagannatha gives the Sabdabodha

according to the pracina as well,as the Navya-Naiyayikas.

The Havya-Naiyayikas believe that sadrsya is something

different from the common property* . The ancient ones,

however, think that sadrsya is identical with the common
property. For example, in *1*4' “'=-ierV * sadrsya

*•»—£> • .. * ....... *

is nothing but the common property of saundarya existing 

between the moon and the face and therefore this sadrsya 

is not an independent padartha.

•Jagannatha first elucidates the example of samasa- 

gatdpama i.e, aravinda sundaram. In this proposition
accoridn^f; to the well-known rule - f^qTHrfTT H|Mf

* abhedanvaya is to bejaccpted between aravinda
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and sundara which would result in theSabdabodha 3-?^ fi=|

j u^ ^(TT | But such a Sabdabodha is prevented because
in that case the ward sundara being an aiejfoective should
have, purvanipata according to the rule rcf^ftefur r^sjszfOT . ' * Co c
GT^T^ff cn<d -qspr and so the samasa would have

£s> ^ ^ ^ _ " "—
been sundararavindam. Jagannatha contends that the part 
aravinda in thecompound conveys by Abhidha lotus only.
Since the word Viva' in the ylgrahavakya ,
Is-, elided * the word aravinda. itself conveys the sense

(that which contributes
to sii$iiarlty woth lotus) by laksana on the basis of . ,
tatparya». The part of the sense of the word aravinda 
l.e. prayojaka is related to the part of the sense sundara 
i#e.sundaratva through tadatmyasambandha , The whole sense 
of the proposiion is : -

Thus following the Naiyayikas Jagannatha gives 
prathamantaroukhyavisdsyaka sabdabodha of Upama-alahkara.

As can be seen this attempt of Jagannatha is remarkable. 
It appears from the study of his. work that the SaCdabodha 
method for him is not an exhibition of his technical 
erudition of ssastras as it may appear to a casual reader of

nfirst sight* Ramaswamy Shastri rightly remarks:

The distinction between one figures of speech 
and another as explained by their definitions 
can be easily known from the forms of Sabdabodha
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that are arrived at from the statemnt containing 
thisf,5 figures..

Jaganriatha has been successful in handeling the method
of ^abdabodha for exploring thespeeial traits of the

' P- St* k
figurative statements. Strangely, however, Dr.^Ramacandrudu

, 38remarks:

This sastra (i.e. Alahicarasastra) has gained nothing 
by the introduction of this prakriya. Ctf' 1. , i n

But this does not seem to be correct. Sabdabodha being 
a sastric method had indeed halped in making logical 
analysis :0f the figurative statements more sharp and 
accurate and adding a greater clarity to the understanding 
of the essential characteristics of the figures of.speech.

2. Anugama

Anugama is also a method of Navya-Nyaya logic,
i iIhejterm Anugama means comprehension ofpbjects in common 

form (anugatarupena sarvasangraha). Anugama is defined 
by Bhiinacarya as a common conjbtation, forexample, all the
ghatas have got the common connotation in theform of the

* _ _

generic chracter like ghatatva. Mathuranatha Tarkavagisa
defines Anugama as a. common statement. But is used a§i 
a method by the Navya-Naiyayikas to make the definition 
free from all kinds of possible ambiguities and to make 
it easily comprehensible. It is applied for making:a
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single statement including diverse objects of the same 
category as well as. of the different category. There are 
two types of Anugama le. samsargamudrayanugama and 
prakaramudrayanugana. In the first type of Anugama'.; a 
component part of a relation is qualified by another 
relation, the component part of that relation Is again 
qualified by another relation and(thereby a common statement 
through the process of relation ismade. It is done, for

ithe sake of avoiding possible defect ofjfche statement and 
also for making the statement universal.' The second 
type of Anugama is through the process of mentioning the 
prakara with a view to eliminating the undesirable objects 
for making the s0itement free from doubts.

This method is useful for making clarification of 
object and giving it a general form without leaving any

31scope for ambiguity. In this connection Prof. Guha says:

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

Iundoubteldy be convinced of the situation.
!

i



Jaganriatha gives the definition of Kavya as
-2T5f I j^^In this if the meaning of the word 

ramaniya is to be understood in the general sense the
s j

defect ativyapti arises because the statements like 'you
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are blessed with a son* etc., 
\\H'e#££5. they will be kavya.

are sources of pleasure. 
To. avoid this he explains

the ramaniyata as [The
pleasure that is derived froin the above statemnnt is only

jLaukikar. in as mush as it is directly caused by a particular 
man's worC/ly prosperity and so it is quite personal*
Again Jagannatha makes lokottaratva a synonym to camatkara-

i
karitva and accepts it to be; a jatlvlsesa to avoid the

j •—« ■ ■    ■ '

lack of Anugama. This camatkayhtva should be realised 
only through one's experience and cannot be described 
in words. This kind of lokottarahlada is the result of 
Bhavana which is no other than the constant contemplation.

, Here by substituting the word Bhavana for jnana Jagnnnatha 
slightly modifies his previous statement :

r^h i ^ 1
; CRG*'

and this has been necessitated by the following reason.
There may be some samuhalambanajnana comprising of two

1 _co-ordinate thoughts of which,one may be of ramaniyartha 
and the other of aramanlyartha« This kind of samuhalambana 
jnana also will have to-be taken as camatkarajanakajnana. 
Such cases are excluded by replacing jnana by Bhavana.
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Bhavana being chain of cognitions , it can be connected 
only with ramaniyarthas« under specual circumstances.
In other words one may be thinking of a particular object 
again and again for a long time only if it is beautiful 
as only beattlful objects can be the visaya of Bhavana.
Thus by substituting the word jnana by Bhavana ~f,;k;faganriatba 
modifies his definition as «•<

Jagannatha gives two more amplified forms
of the definition :

/ 1 ^ ^ ^ rjF^r Kg^-P-^
-"zTPrr^riT^T^r^JT* |

The second definition is made in Anugama style.
Not content with Jagannatha gives amplification

f)

iin Anugama style. He feels that iihe - one is much
cumbersome because it contains yacchabda and tacchabda, 
which beign the words of uncertain meanings, hinder the 
Anugama. Therefore, he gives kKeT.seci^ modified Lake ana 
which is comparatively simple according to'the tradition 
of Naiyayikas as there will be no need of bringing • viany 
things into Sabdabodha as in the C case of the tjrkiO 
form of Laksana. Thus the final Laksana iss ,.i;> .

apCf frf

Thus, after first defining kavya as Hr°hl?r^Kjp 
jagannatha specifies further and narrows down the meaning 
of ramaniyata to characterise??’ tne poetic delight exactly



by thrice resorting to the Anugama technique of the 
Naiyayikas,

We can adduce many more examples from Jaganhatha 
and other poeticians of this later period but that is 
not necessary. Our aim in this chapter was to illustrate 
how the nyayamethodology, style, terminology and concepts 
have ^the warps and woofs of the fabrics of the works of 
Sanskrit poetics and in showing this by explaining the 
Nyaya terms and concepts and illustrating them from 
the works of poetics in the foregoing pages we hope 
we have succeeded in our aim.
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