POETIC ANUMANA AND VYANJANA

While establishing the theory of vyasjand in the fifth wildsq
of his Kavyaprakasa (between 1050-1100 A.D.)\, Mammata
attacks anumdna (inference ) as u substitute of vyaijand ( sugges-
tion). The sensc obtained by the Vyaijandvadins through vyas-
Jang is arrived at by the Naiyayikas through anumana. Mammata,
while referring to the Nydya standpoint in this connection, does
not mention any Naiydyika by name. Govinda Thakkura? and
some later commeniators understand nanu vécydd asambaddharn
tdvan na pratiyate, etc., of the Kavyaprakdia to refit to the views
of Mahimabhatta, the author of the Vyaktiviveka { between
1020-1050 or 1100A.D. ),? though ancient commentators Manikya-
chandra® and Someévara read no such reference. Mahima-
bhatta; however, cannot be taken to be the first 1o propound
such views. Even Anandavardhana (about 860-890 A.D. )y
knew the Naivayikas who fought against vyumjang and included it
in gnumdna. He criticizes their viewpoint.®

Mammata first explains in brief the Nydya standpoint and
then offers his own criticism with a view to supporiing the theory
of vyaijana.” The vvangyartha (the sense suggested ) cannot be
thought of as having no relation with the vacydrtha ( the literal
sense ), otherwise there will be a danger of anything being signified
by any word whatsoever. Thus, according to the Naiyayikas,
one must accept the relation of a ligga and a ligyf between the
vacydrtha and the so-called vyangyvartha: and the so-called vidag-
gyartha ought to be regarded as the sense inferred through
vacyartha. As one infers a lingi by means of a linga or hewy
endowed with three conditions, viz., paksa-sativa, sapaksa-sattva
and vipaksa-vydvrttatva, so one can infer the so-called vyangydrtha
by means of the vacyartha. Thus one need not accept vyagjand
for this purpose. After this brief introduction of the Nyaya
viewpoint, Mammata gives an example so as to illustrate how
the Naiyayikas try to prove the vyangyirtha to le nothing but
the anumeyartha. A woman, fed up with a religious person whose
presence poses obstacle to her dalliance with her lover, says to
him :

bhama dhammia visaddho so sunao ajja mario tena

golanaikacchakudangavasina dariasihena 8

L.P.Q...7
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[ Wander ye, the religious one, without any fear; for that
dog has been killed today by an arrogant lion that lives in the
bower of the marshy bank of the Godavari river. ]

From the vaeyartha or literal sense it appears that she tells
the religious person to wander about near and in the bower fear-
fessly; but actually what she means and intends to communicate
i3 just the opposite : she wants that the man should no [onger
come to that place, so that she may enjoy the love of her lover
without any hindrance—a meaning that has been recarded as
the vvangydrtha by the Viyawjunadvading and anrumeydrtha by the
Naiyayikas. A Naiyayika would communicate this sense inferred
to others through the following syllogistic argument consisting of
five parts (avavavas)

(1) Pratizjg :  godavarikacchakuiijam® bhirubhramana-
yogyam.

[ The bower on the marshy bank of the Godavari is not for
a tinid person a place Lo wander aboul. |

(2) Hetw : bhayakaranasimhopalabdheh,

[ Because it has the cause of fear viz., the presence of a tion. 1

(3) Dystanta : yad yad  bhirubhramanayogyam  tat  tad
byayakdranabhavavad yathd griam.

[ Where there is no cause of fear that is a place [or o timid
person to wander about, e.g., a house. |

(4) Upanaya : na cedam kuijuh tatha bhayvakaranabhava-
vat simhopalabdheh,

| This bower is not without the cause of fear on account of
the presence of a lion. ]

(5) Niganiena : tasmad bhirubhramanavogvam.

[ Hence not a place for a timidd person to wander about. ]

Mammata has the following objections to this syllogistic
inference :

(1) Definite infereutial knowledge may be accomplished only
through a valid het or ligga. Above, the presence of the lion
has becn understood as a cause Tor a fearful person for desisting
himsclf from wandering about in the bower, whereas even o timid
person may run such a risk on account of the orders of his clders
ot master, love for his beloved, or any such reason. This fiemn
s, therefore non-conclusive ( anaikdntika ).
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(2) A religicus person may fear a dog in order to avoid its
contact but may be brave enough not to be afraid of a lion. One
has thus in the above syllogistic argument an adverse ( viruddha )
hetu also,

(3) The heww, i.e., the presence of the lion, in the paksa,
i.e., the bower on the marshy bank of the Godavari. is not beyond
doubt; for that religious man has neither ascertained the presence
of the fion by perception or by inference but comes to know of
it merely though the words of that woman: and one's words
might be unrelated to fact. The fetu is, therefore, unestablished
( asiddha ) also.

(4) The hetw is thus delective. A defective heru ( called
heivabhasa ) cannot prove the existence of a sadhra.

The objections ol Mammata may be answered away as under

(1) The dearest thing for a person, particularly for a timid
one, is his'own life.' A timid person may not carry out the
orders of his elders or master, or may not care for the love of his
beloved or any such thing if it invites an encounter with a lion
and ts thus sure to take his own life. Thus the ety here is haidly
non-conclusive ( anaikdntika ).

(2) Probably Mammata takes it for granted that the reli-
gious person under reference is not of a timid nature: he fears
the dog just to avoid its inauspicious contact, otherwise he is
courageous enough not to care for the lion. This does not appear
to be true. Had it been true, there would have been no point
in the woman’s telling him of the presence of arrogant lion that
has killed that dog: for the man, even after being told of all this,
may not keep himsell’ off. The weman appears to be sure of
his timid nature as well as of his reaction to know of the presence
of a lion. A tmid person who fears cven a dog will certainly
be terrified the moment he comes to know of the presence of a
lion and will not dare come to that place again. Thus the Naiya-
yikas, and not Mamimata, are right in understanding the back-
ground of the above verse. The fietir is, therefore, not adverse
{ viruddha ).

(33 A timid person may not dare confirm the presence of
a lion by endangering his own life. Information through the
words ol some other person is enough to invoke fear in his mind.
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It is, therefore, not unnatural that he may believe what the woman
says to him. The woman is confident that he will trust her,
otherwise she would not have said so to him. We know she is,
no doubt, a cunning woman and what she states to the man
may be a sheer lie: but we have no grounds to hold that the man
knows her nature and intention well. The hetu may thus hardly
be held to be unestablished ( asiddha ).

(4) The cognition obtained through poetic anumana need
not be pramdtmaka ( containing definite knowledge ), because its
main objective is to afford aesthetic pleasure and not the definite
knowledte of a thing. It may, therefore, be well accomplished
even through a defective hetu or hetvabhisa.’!

1t is obvious from the foregoing lines that the objections
advanced by Mammata against the above syllogistic inference
hardly hold water. Tt appears to us that the Naiyayikas or Amu-
mdnavddins arc nearer the truth.

Mammata refers to the following verse also and tries to show
that the Naiyayikas are wrong in accepting the vyargydrtha as
anumeyartha ( the sense inferred ) :

nifdesacyutacandanarh stanatatam nirmrstarago ‘dharo,

netre dgram anafijane pulakita tanvi taveyam tanuh

mithydvadini duti bindhavajanasya ifidtapidigame,

vapim snatum ito gatd si na punas tasyddhamasyantikam !2

[ The slopes of your breasts have ( their) sandal completely
washed off; the lower lip has its redness clean washed out; the
eyes are without collyrium at the end; (and) horripilated is this
slender frame of yours. O liar, O ye messenger, who have not
realized the agony that overtakes (your) friend, you had gone
from here to the pond for a bath and not to that wretch. ]

“You had gone from here to the pond for a bath, and not
to that wretch™ is here the vdcydrtha; and * You had gone
from here only to that wretch in order to dally (with him)”
is the vyangayrtha which the Naiyayikas take to be anumeyartha.
A Naiyayika would advance his syllogistic argument as follows :

(1) Pratiji@ ;s (duti ) tadantikam eva ranturh gatasit.

[ She (the lady-messenger ) had gone only to him in order t©
dally ( with him ). ]
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(2) Hetu: tasyah stanatatidindm nigfesacyuta candanat-
tvadeh. :

[ Because the slopes of her breasts, ete., have their sandal
completely washed off, ete. |

(3) Drstanta : yatra yatra naryah stanatatddindm niséesa-
cyutacandanatvadikam tatra tatra ramanajanyam.

[ Where there is the complete removal of the sandal, etc,.
from the slopes of the breasts, etc., of a woman,itis due to
amorous dalliance. |

(4) Upanaya : atra ca tasyah stanatatidinam nigsiesacyuta”
candanatviadikam.

[ Here one finds the complete removal of the sandal, etc.,
from her breasts, etc. ]

(5) Nigamana : tasmat sa tadantikam eva ranturn gatd sit.
[ Hence she had gone only to him so as to dally ( with him ). ]

Mammata says that the hetus put forth for inferring the
amorous dalliance by the lady-messenger with the Nayaka are
non-conclusive ( anaik@ntika); for they are not definitely related
with the daliiance only and are possible on account of other
reasons also, as they have been described here in the verse as
the cffects of a bath ( Mammata does not refer to other reasons
possible ). But we (rust no sahrdaya will mistake these for the
hetus of a bath, etc., for the following reasons :

(1) The sandal on the slopes of the breasts of that lady-
messenger may be completely washed off only on account of the
passionate close embraces and caresses by the Ndyakg. Tt cannot
be due to a bath, as in that condition the sandal from the entire
periphery of her bosom, and not only from their slopes, will be
removed.!?

(2) The redness of her lower lip may be clean washed out
only owing to the passionate kisses by the Ndyaka. One cannot
take it as the result of a bath; for in that condition her lips will
not be bereft of their natural redness.'* Acaryas on kama-
S@stra ( erotics ) prescribe kiss only on the lower, and not on the
upper ong, of a woman,” which. is generally known as adhara-
pana; and hence the washing out of the redness of her lower lip
1s the Aetu only of dalliance.
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{3) The collyrium might have been removed from her eyes
at the ends (dgram)'® through kisses by the Navaka: for the
Acdryas on kdmasasira prescribe  kiss at the end of the cyes
of one’s belaved."”

(4) The horripilation on her slender body. too, does not
appear to be due to a bath. Even if it is admitted that the water
of the pond in which she has taken a bath is very cool, her walk
from the pond to the house of her mistress should have given
sufficient warmth to her body and hence no horripilation due to
cold (and the poet does not specilically tell us that the season
is winter !'). The horripilation is due to the intense sexual enjoy-
ment which she has experienced and the thought of which s still
overpowering her.

( 5) The Nayika's rebuking her as a liar (mithydvadini ) and
as the one who has not realized the agony of ( her) friend, none
other than the Ndyikd herself ( bandhavajanusydjnatapiddganie )
clearly shows that she has told her a lie that she had gone to the
pond in order to take a bath, and not to the Nayaka. It proves
that she does not bear the signs of a bath but only those of
dalliance.

Mammata holds that a Vyagjandvadin reaches the vrangydartha
by taking the help of the word adhama used of the Na yaka, where-
as for an Amumanavadin the wretchedness of the Néarvaka is not
established by valid reasons. The argument is not too solid to
be answered away. The Amsmdnavadin may have recourse to
mithvavadini, bandhavajanasyajiatapidagame and adhamasyva  to
reach the ammneydrtha.  They lend substantial support for taking
the aforesaid hetus to be of dalliance. So far as the wrelched-
ness of the Nayaka is concerned, the Narikd alone is an autho-
rity. Had she given valid reasons for eslablishing his wretched-
ness, the poetic effect of the verse would have been probably
feebled or marred at ail. She might have a definite knowledge
of the love—intrigue between the lady-messenger and the Navaka,
otherwise she should have never called her a liar. Both an Anu-
ma@navddin and a Vyanjandviadin have to trust the N4 vika for her
assessment of her Ndpgka as a wretch ( who dallies with the maid-
servant ). If one doubts the Nayika, the Vyvagjanavadin will also
have no grounds to believe her. Moreover, one must not forget
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that like vyasjana poetic anumana also cannot operale irrespec-
tive of context, etc. The poetic anumdna is an extra-ordinary
ammang, which, unlike the stale aammdan of logic. affords agsthetic
pleasure.'™ In the poetic anumana, onc should not concentrate
much on whether the amameva is real or unrcal, because in both
the conditions it affords aesthetic pleasure { camathdra). To
tell the truth, the unreal anuwmeva will be able to afford more
acsthetic pleasure than the real one:' and therefore, it is not
necessary that the fretwr should  always be a valid one; even a
hetv@bhiasa is capable of giving risc to poetic amumevartha. The
anumdana of logic is pramdimaka (containing definite knowledge ),
while the poetic anumdna need not be so. A Vyagjondvadin may
distinguish his vyasjong from aqnumana by holding that in ain-
mdna the hiery is always correlated with the pratiyamina, whereas
the vypafjaka is nol so being only ordinarily related to it and conse-
quently can provide us with several pratiyemanas; but the treat-
ment of the vyasjeka by the Vyadjandvadins is such as leads one
to the conclusion that there is a correlation between the vyafjeka
and pratiyamana : the vvafjaka associated with a vakey ( speaker ),
boddhavya (one to whom something is conveyed ), Agku (into-
nation ), etc., gives rise to a definite pratfyamana and thus assumes
the nature of a herr.  Thus the poetic anmana can well replace
veafjand. As is obvious from the above lines, Mammata's eriti-
cism ol the theory of anuminag in relerence to the verses hhama
dhammia, etc., and nissesacyutacandanam stanatatam, cte., does
not appear lo be justified and speaks volumes of the stinined
[abour he had te put on in finding fault with it.

According to the Amumdnavading, there are only two types
of meanings : raeya (literal ) and anumeva (inferred ), the laksva
{ referential ) and wvpapgra ( suggested) being included by them
in the anumeya.™ Tie purport understood just after listening to a
word or a sentence is vécye or mukhva and that whose rcalization
needs  efforts is  gewnpa  (secondary) or  anumeva.  The
anumeyvdariha is realized through some liters]l (véepe) or inferred
( anumitay meaning and is of three kinds : vasiu, alankdra and
rase, eie., [ivst two of which may also be vaeya but the lust rasa
cle. ) of which is always ammmeya. The meanings are further
divided according to a word (pada) and o sentence ( vakra).
Of them, the meaning of a word, being without parts ( airamda),
lacks the sadhyasadhanabhiva (the relation of a probans and a
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probandum } and is consequently always vacya and never anumeya.
The meaning of a sentence is twofold : vicya and anumeya.
The latter is obtained through the former and is always pratiyva-
ma@na®' The literal meaning of a word is the ket of its meaning
inferred (anumeyartha) and the literal sense of a sentence, that
of its sense inferred. Thus the Anumdnavadins recognize that the
sentence—meaning has its own peculiarity from the word-meaning.

It will not be improper here to take into account the Nydya
theory of sense (artha). It appears that according to the Nyaya
logic a word has sakti and laksapg, while a sentence possesses
anvaya and ratparya.** The literal meaning of a word is the one
which directly relates the word to its bearer and this peculiar
relation is termed by the Nyiya logicians sakti ( capacity ),
sanketa (desired intention), icchd (wish) or samava (the rela-
tion of one occasioning the other). It almost corresponds to
Mill’s concept of denotation, or Frege’'s Bedeutung ( Reflerence ).
The relation between the word and its sakei is only arbitrary.
The laksyartha (secondary meaning) is the wiusual referential
meaning, possible on account of the sense of the word which,
through usages, associations or analogies, relates the word to
an altogether different object. For example, in gangdyam ghosah
(There are huts infon the Ganges) the case-affix yam literally
conveys the sense of in or on; but as the situation of huts infon
the Ganges is impossible, we take the locative in gangaydm to
refer to the bank of the river and thus gangaydm ghosap comes
to mean that there are huts on the bank of the Ganges. The impor-
tant condition for leksapd is that the secondary meaning should
not be directly connected with the direct sense, not that it should
not directly follow from that sense. For instance, in kdkebhyo
dadhi raksatam (Protect the curds from the crows and other
creatures ) and yastip pravesayap ( Permit the men with sticks),
the word kakebhyap and yastih are capable of conveying a sense
through their literal meaning.??

A sentence possesses anvaya and tatparya, and not sakti or
laksana@. Anvaya is the literal sense of a sentence. When a
sentence offers a sense different from the literal, it is because of
the intention of the speaker, determined by context, etc., and is
termed f@fparya (intentional sense or the sense intended }.** The
sentence-meaning follows from the synthesis of sakti and laksang
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of individual words and is thus the product or effect of individual
words considered separately The anvaye or literal sense of a
sentence is the product of the fakti of individual words; and the
tatparyva, that of the laksapg of the individual words.?s The
Naiyayikas take t#tparya to form the grounds for laksand, sugges-
ting thereby that one has recourse to laksand only when the sense
intended by the speaker is not offered by the denotative scnse of
a word.®® Similarly when the anvaya or the literal sense of a
sentence fails to provide the sense intended by the speaker, one
resorts to the ratparya.

The anumeya ot pratiyamana sense falls within the pale of
the tatparya. The tarparya represents the sense intended by the
speaker when the anmvaya fails to convey it and thus embraces
the anumeva or prativamdna sense. It is for this reason that
the Anumanavdding distinguish aaumeyariha from the vacydrtha.
Since the sense achieved through poctic inference does not pre-
clude the sense intended to be communicated by the speaker with
context, etc., in mind, it will not be proper to take, like Ananda-
vardhana®, the anumceya as quite different from the pratipadya.
We certainly do not mean that the pratipadya-or the sense to be
conveyed is only amsmeya. It is vécya only when it is the same
as the literal sense; but it will be amaneva when it is different
tfrom the literal sense. becausc it falls within the pale of the r4t-
parya. Anandavardhana appears to have devised a well planned

strategy against the Anumanavading® approack. According to this
approach, the amumeyd@rtha proves, as we lave seen above, to
be the tatparva. The tatparya is held by the Naiviayikas as the
intention of the speaker ; vakrur icch@ w tafparyam:;®® but as is
obvious from their trecatment, the t@fparva is not merely the infen-
tion of the speaker (vaktur icchd j but the sense intended by him
to be communicated. Anandavardhana holds that it is only the
abhipraya of the speaker which is inferred.”® The abhipraya seems
to have been confined by him only to the speaker’s infention to
speak out the (audible) form of a word (subdasvaripa-prakdsa-
neccha ) and to express some idea or sensc by means of the word
( sabdenirthaprakasaneccha@). This intention has been distin-
guished from the praripddya or the sense which is the subject of
the user’s desire to express some idea or sense. This pratipddya
is of two kinds : vdcya and wvyangye.™ It clearly shows that
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according to him it is only the intention which can be inferred,
and not the idea or sense. Anandavardhana seems to have used
the word abhipr@ya here for the Nyaya term {7tparva and mis-
taken the Nyaya taiparva only for the speaker’s intention to
speak or express;’! or he presents the Nydya concept of taiparya
after distorting and twisting it so as to suit his own view. One
cannot delimit the abhipraya only to the speaker’s intention. It
ought to be taken as embracing the idea or sense which he intends
to convey and as equivalent to the t@fparyva. In fact, if we think
from the speaker’s side, the intention to speak or express is the
result of the idea or sense already existing in his mind; for it is
for its communication that he embarks upon speaking or expres-
sing. If we consider from the listener’s side, the idea or sense
communicated is the result of the speaker’s intention. Thus if
one finds somebody as intending to speak or as speaking, one
can easily infer that there are some ideas or sense which he is
to communicate. It is, therefore, difficult to admit, in Ananda-
vardhana’s tone, that only the intention of the speaker is anume)a,
and not the pratipddya or the sense to be conveyed.”> Once the

speaker starts expressing his ideas or sense, it is his pratipadya
and not only his intention that one comes to know of. When
the speaker wishes to speak out the pratipadva, the listener who
understands that he wants to speak something knows of it only
as nirvikalpa {indeterminate ); but on its expression he acquaints
himself with it and thus knows of it as savikalpa ( determinate ).
The pratipadya may sometimes be the same as the literal sense
and sometimes different from it. In the former state it is vacva,
being anvava; and in the latter amumeva or pratiyaména (or
vyangya according to the Vyapjanavdding), being i@tparva. The
pratipadya thus need not always be the wbhiprava or (@tparya
It is abhipraya or tatparya only when it deviates from the ama ra
and is thus prat/ yamana.

Anandavardhana distinguishes between two types of rrangras
abhiprayaripa (the ome which represents the intention of the
speaker ) and anabhipréyarapa ( the one which does not represent
his intention).*® By doing so he probably wants to establish
that the vyangyra is not always the same as the tatparya of the
Naiydyikas but sometimes, when determined by some other factors
than the speaker, different from it. But as the meaning of a
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word or a sentence in the final analysis is to be determined by
the intention of individual who uses that word or sentence and
his intention is determined by context, etc., one cannot think
of a meaning which is not the speaker’s tdtparva. Even then,
if one accepts a vyangyva as something different from the speaker’s
r@tparya, one would be recognizing a vyangra irrespective of
context, ete. Does Anandavardhana’s use of the word rdiparya
in the context of vyawjand or dhvani, though interpreted other-
wise by his followers,* not betray the fact that his subconscious
mind is haunted by the idea that vyeagydrtha is nothing bu
tatparva 7 Even the Dhvanikara employs this word in a similar
context.®

One should not confuse the amuneydrtha with the vaeydrtha;
for the Anumanavading, themselves are well concscious of the
distinction between them. The poetic @mmdna may thus well
substitute vyafjand.

Probably we should recognize only two meanings : the vgeva
and the prativemgna. 1t is curious to note that the Dhvanikara
also admits only two meanings.’® The vacya is the literal meaning
of a word or a sentence, while the prat/yamdna tepresenis the
sense which the speaker wants to convey—laksyartha in case of
a word and ratparya (embracing the amumeydrtha ot vyaigydrtha )
in case of a sentence. The anumgna functions only in a sentence.
So the vragjanad of the Vyaijandvadins should also be recognized
to function in a sentence and should not, therefore, be accepted
as a padavyiti ( function of a word ). The Alapkdrikas, no doubt
treat of the sabdi vyafijana ( verbal suggestion ); but it is not be-
cause vyaiijand operates in words but merely because certain
words with several meanings functioning as vyesjakas arc inevi-
table and cannot be dispensed with, otherwise therc will be no
vpangyartha at all. Vyasjeng should, therefore, be considered
only a vakyavritti ( function of a sentence ), and not a padavriii.
In case of the §@bdi. vyaiijana, the sense determined by conjunction,
disjunction, association, antagonism, motive, conlext, characte-
ristic, proximity of another word, efficacy, propriety, place, time,
gender, accents and the like® is the anvava {literal sense of a sen-
tence ) and the prati yamana (implicd } sense is the tgrparya.

Himachal Pradesh University, —Maan Singh
Simla.
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NOTES

1. Vide P. V. Kane : History of Sanskrit Poetics, Motilal
Banarasidass, Delhi, 3rd edition, 1961, p. 274.

2. Probably 15th entury A.D. ibid., p. 275.

3. Ibid., p. 256.

4. He wrote his commentary in samvar 1215 (i.e. 1159-1160
A.D. and a manuscript of the commentary is dated samvar 1215
ibid., p. 274.

5. Ihid., p. 202.

6. Vide Dhvanyaloka ed.with Locana by Jaganndatha Pathaka,
Chowkhamba Vidyabhawan, Varanasi, Ist edition, 1965, Frtii on
I11.33, pp. 484-90.

7. Vide Kavyaprakdsa with Vamavoacairya Ramabhatta,
Jhalakikar’s ommentary entitled Bglabedhini, ed., R. D. Karmar-
kar, Bhandarkar Oriental Researeh Institute, Poona, 6th edition,
1950, pp. 252-56.

8. Garhdasaptasati, 11.75, Sanskrit version :
bhrama dharmika visrabdhah sa funako 'dya maritas tena
godinadikacchakuiijavasina drptasimhena 1

Paramananda Sastri’s cdition ( Prakasana Pratisthdna, Ananda-
puri, Meerut, 1st edition, 1965 ) reads godatatavikata—instead of
godénadikaccha—. Abhinavagupta ( Dhvanyaloka, Locana, p 52)
reads gaddnadikilalatsgahanavasing.

9. Mammata’s words goddvaritire ca simhopalabdhin (p. 254 )
and godavaritire sitmhasadbh@vanr (p. 255) prove the existence of
the lion on the marshy bank of the Godavari, while the poet tells
it to be in the bower on the marshy bank of the Govavari. The
woman who speaks the verse to the religious person wants to
ward him off the bower, and not off the ban of the river, as she
is not concerned with the entire bank.

10. Brhadaranyakopanisad, 11.4.5, na v@ arc jdyayai kamaya
jaya priya bhavaty dtmapas tu kamdya jaya priya bhavati.....
na va are vittasya kamdya vittam priyam bhavaty atmanas tu
kimdya vittarh priyam bhavati.....na vi are lokanam kamaya
lokah priya bhavanty &tmans tu kdimaya lokdh priyd bhavanti.....
na vd are sarvasya kamdya sarvam priyam bhavaty Atmanas tu
kamaya sarvam priyam bhavati.
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11. Infra.
12. Amarusataka, 105,

13. Commentators try to justify it as the herw of a bath
thinking that the lady-messenger could only rub during her bath
in the pond the slopes of her breasts on account of the presence
of many vouths there, and not her entire breasts { vide Vimana-
carya Ramabhatta Jhalakikar’s Bglabodhini, p. 20). The poet
tells nothing of this. It is just the stretch of their own imagina-
tion and can hardly be taken as authentic.

14. Commentators think that the redness of the lower lip
washed out during a bath was due to chewing the betel-leaf ( vide
Balabodhini, p. 20, Nagesvari, ed. Hari¢ankara Sarma, Kashi
Sanskrit Series 49, Varanasi, 3rd edition, 1967, p. 6). The poet
does not indicate that the lady-messenger did chew the betel-leaf.
It is the play of their own imagination, which betrays the pains
they put on in their justification. .

15. Vide Vatsvayana : Kdmasiatra, IIL3.11-12; also Kaili-
dasa : Kumdarasambhava, VIII.8-9.

16. Vidyacakravartin in his commentary Sampradayapra-
kasin?, takes diyram to mean profusely (atyvantam ), (vide Kavya-
prakdsa, ed. R. C. Dwivedi, Motilal Banarasidass, Delhi, Vol. I,
1966, p. 11 ). Majority of commentators do not agree with him.

Commentators have accounted for the removal of colly-
rium during a bath at the ends of her eyes, and not from the rest
part of her eyes by saying that one closes one’s eyes during a
bath and consequently collyrium stays therein; but the argument
hardly holds water, as during a bath even in a pond one would
rub and wash one’s eyes and the collyrium applied to them would
be washed out also from the rest part of the eyes.

17. Vide on kiss on eyes Vitsydyana : op. cir., 11.3.4; cf.
Magha : S:s‘upalamdha X.54, vide on kiss at the ends of eyes,
Balabodhini, p. 20, Uddharanacandrika (Kri‘vyaprad:pa, ¢d. Pt
Durgaprasida and Wasudev Laxman Sastri Pangikar, N.S.P.,
Bombay, 1933, p. 12); Nagesvari, p. 6, etc.

18. Vide Ruyyaka on Mahimabhatta's Vyakiiviveka, Vimarsa
1, p. 69, kavydnumanam tarkanumanavilaksanam kdvyasya camat-
karasaratvat. nydyamukhendpi camatkira eva viéranteh . tarka-
numana tu karkasanyayarupataya pravrttam tarkasya karkasatam
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udvahati.  kavyatve “ladvaiparitydt sahrdayinim adhikdrad na
vyaptyadimukhend ‘numdnapradarfanasamarthanam iti. Sankuka
had already hinted at this extraordinary nature of poetic anumdna
and aaumeya in the context of rasa ( of. Kavyaprakasa, p. 90 ).

19. Ibid, p. 76, atra pratitisaratvat kavyasyanuineyagatam
vastavavastavatvam prayojakam. Ubhayathd camatkara-pratiti-
laksanirthakeiyasiddheh. pratyuti’vastavatve yatha sidhyati na
tathavastavatva iti kdvyinumiter evanuminintaravilaksanate 'ty
anumdnavadino ‘yam abhiprayah, Vide also Mahimabhatta’s
words : lendtra pamyagamakayoh saceiasam satyasatyatvavicaro
nirupayoga eva. kivyavisayc ca vacyavyangyapratitinim salya-
sutyatvavicaro nirupayoga eva 't tatra  pramdndntarapaiikso
‘pahasiyai Uva sampadyata  iti. tatra  hetvadibhir akrtrimair
akrtrimd eva pratydyanie. tatrai “sdm anumeyatvam eva na
vyangyatvagandho "pi “ti, kutas tatra sukhdsvadalavo ‘pi sambha-
vati. esa eva lokatah kavyadav atisaya ity upapadyata eva ratya-
dau gamye sukhasvadaprayojano vyangyatvopacara iti. (ibid,
p. 78).

20. Vide Mahimabhatta @ Vyaktiviveka, Vimarsa 1, p. 47;
Revaprasdda Dvivedi's gloss on it, p. 48,

21, fhid., p. 4749,

22, Vide for details S. 8. Barlingay : A Modern Introduction
to Indian Logic, National Publishing House, Delfi, 2nd editlion.
1976, pp. 23-42.

23. Vide Vidvanitha Paficinana Bhattacarya Nvayasid-
dhantanukeavall, Sabdakhapda, ed. Harirama Sukla, Chowkhamba
Vidyabhawan, Varanast, 3rd edition, 1972, pp. 285-301.

24, Ibid., pp. 315-17; vaktur icchd tu tatparyam, p. 315
Vide for details S. 8. Barlingay . ** Meuning, Use and Intention ™,
Indian Philosophical Review, 1971, No. 1.

25. Vide S. 8. Barlingay : 4 Modern Introduction te Indian
Logic, p. 38.

26. Vide Visvanitha Paficinana Bhattacarya : op. cit p. 285,
laksand sakyasambandhah tatpraryinupapattitah.

27.  Dfwanyaloka, Vytri on 111, 33, p. 486-87.

28. Vide Visvanitha Paificinana Bhutt&carya : op. eit.,
p. 315, Anandavardhana might have been cognisant with the
Nyaya coucept of t&iparva.
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29, Dhvanyaloka, Vrwi on 111, 33, p, 487, tasmid vaktrabhi-
prayaropa eva vyange lingatavd $abdandmh vyvaparah.

30, 1bid, pp. 486-87, dvividho visayah $abdandm—anumeyah
pratipadyas ca. tatrd “numeyo vivaksilaksanah. vivaksa ca $abda-
svarapaprakaganeccha sabdend ‘rthaprakaganeccha ca 't dvi-
prakard. tatrd "dya na sibdavyavahdrangam. s3 hi pranitvamitra-
pratipattiphald. dvitiyi (u sabdaviscsavadharanavasitavyavahita
pi Sabdakarapavyavaharanibandhanam. te tu dve i anumcyo
visayah sabdanim. pratipidyas tu prayoktur arthapratipadana-
samihAvisayikrto ‘rthal. sa ca dvividhah—vacyo vyangyas ca.
prayoktd hi kadicit svasabdend ‘rtham prakidayitum samihate
kadacit $vasabdanabhidheyatvena prayojandpeksayi kayacit.

31, Mammata scems to delimit the rdparya only to the
literal sense of words used. Vide kavyaprakdgsa, pp. 227-28,
upattasyai “va sabdasyd rihe tatparyam na tu pratitamétee. .
e conluses the ratparya with the anvaya.

32, Dhvanyaloka, Vyrti on 11L, 33, p. 487, sa tu dvividho M
pratipadyo visayah $abdanam na lingilayad svarapena prakagate,. .
vivaksavisayatvarh hi tasya ‘rihasya $abdair lingitaya pratiyate na
tu svargapant.

33. 1bid, p. 487, pratiyamane tasminn abhiprayarupe ‘nabhi-
prayarupe ca. . :

34, Ibid, Vyution 11, 27, p. 282; TIT. 39, p. 513 ( yada vakro-
ktim vina vyangyo ‘rthas tdtparvena pratiyate tada tasya pra-
dhianyam ); 1H. 42, p. 532 ( Sangrahosioka, yasmin rasovd bhavo
vd tdtparyena prakdsate ). Abhinavagupta interprets the word
tdiparya in Vyoti on A1 27 as ; yo 'rtho "bhimato yatra talparatvam
si dhvaner mirga itye “vamrdpah. The meaning which is implied
predoeminantly and at which words finally aim can be nothing but
the rampurpa.  One should have no valid ohjection if the Vyarjang-
vading give the f@tparva the denomination of dhvani, etc.: for it is
not the different denomination that makes the real difference.

35. Diwanydloka, 11, 22, yvas tAtparyena vastvy anyad vyana-
kty uktim vind svatah. It has been explained by Abhinavagupta
as : svatas {Atparyene 'ty abhidhdvyaparanirakaranaparam idam
padam dhvananavyaparam aha.

36. Abid., 1. 2.

yo rthah sahrdayaslaghyah kavyatmeti vyavasthitah

vicyapratiyamanakhyau tasya bhedav ubhau smrtau 1)
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However, Anandavardhana takes the meanings to be of three
types : vdeya, lakspe and vyangya ( or pratiyamdna), though the
last two, feksya and vyurgya, could form a single class, the prati-
yamana. |1 am grateful to my friend Pref, S, S. Barlingay for
Inviting my attention tu the above Kdarikd.] Does it point out
that the author of the Karikas ( Dhvanitdra ) is different from that
of the Vytti, i.c. Anandavardhana.

37. Vide Bharithari : Vakvapadiya, 11, 317-18,

samyogo viprayogas' ca sdhacarvam virodhita |

arthah prakaranam lingam $abdasyd ‘nyasya sannidhih n

samarthyam auciti desah kilo vyaktih svaradayah |

sabdartiiasya navacchede videsasmrtihetavah n

Vide for details Mammata : Kavyaprakdsa, Vytti on 11, 19.



	page 333.tif
	page 334.tif
	page 335.tif
	page 336.tif
	page 337.tif
	page 338.tif
	page 339.tif
	page 340.tif
	page 341.tif
	page 342.tif
	page 343.tif
	page 344.tif
	page 345.tif
	page 346.tif
	page 347.tif
	page 348.tif

