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Abstract: Four great exponents named Bhattalollata, Bhattasamkuka,
Bhattanayaka and  Abhinavagupta and  their  respective  theories
named ‘Utpattivada’, Anumitivada’, ‘Bhuktivada’ and Abhivyaktivada’ on
Bharata’s rasasiitra have marked a unique field of academic interest by their
valued expositions. The original doctrines of earlier interpreters could not be
found till date, but they are introduced with their conclusions through various
texts such as Abhinavabharati, Kavyaprakasa, Rasagangadhara, Dhvanyaloka-
Locana etc. Most of the interpretations are reconstructed from the citations
and discussion of Abhinavagupta’s Abhinavabharati  and Dhvanyaloka-
Locana.As Samkuka is the well known scholar of Nyaya School so his theory
is highly influenced by the epistemology of Nyaya- philosophy and he named it
Anumitivada’ as this explanation finds affinity with the procedure of anumiti
as depicted in the Nyaya philosophy. Secondly Sarkuka mentioned that the
knowledge named Ccitraturaga-nyayxnusarini pratiti’ of nata is different from
the famous four types of knowledge, namely samyak-pratiti(prama), mithya-
pratiti(viparyaya), samsaya-pratiti and sadrsya-pratiti (upamana-jiiana). This
idea is also influenced by the epistemology of Nyaya - Vaisesika-philosophy.
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According to the Sanskrit rhetoricians rasa is the soul of k&vya. Words and interpretations
of the kavya are described as the body. The literary qualities of kavya are its strength. They
are like ornaments. Rasa therefore is the essential entity or the spirit of kavya. The object of
the poet or composer of kavya is not only to narrate the plot and incidents connected with
the plot. The principal object of kavya is to convey the appreciation of rasa to the reader’s
mind. Through that relation the mind is lifted up to the region of supreme bliss and he enjoys
unworldly pleasure.

According to the general sense rasa means taste or relish because it is relished and enjoyed.
In the technical sense it means the well known prime human emotions. For example, at the
time of eating a person relishes the flavour of the food to a great extent. Similarly, a perceiver
whose mind is engrossed enjoys the presentation of various emotions and cherishes immense
pleasure out of his experience. It can be explained as aesthetic delight.

The discussion on the theory of rasa is first found in the Natyasastra, written by Bharata.
Bharata is of the opinion that rasa is referred to by the term rasa because it is relished and
enjoyed by connoisseurs. Rasa has been taken to the embodiment of Sarasvatt, it is assumed
that, Bharata has lighted up the lamp in order to adore this Rasa-Sarasvati.

At the outset we would like to mention Bharata’s famous rasasttra, vibhavanubhava-
vyabhicari-saryogadrasanispattih’.' In this connection, it may be pointed out that Bharata
kept his silence about the exact meaning of the words ‘nispattih’ and samyoga’ mentioned in
rasasutra and even the relation among the factors vibhava, anubhava, vyabhicaribhava and
sthayibhava. This kind of silence on the part of Bharata, gave rise to various doctrines.

Four great exponents named Bhattalollata, Bhattasarhkuka, Bhattanayaka and
Abhinavagupta and their respective theories named ‘Utpattivada’, Anumitivada’, ‘Bhuktivada’
and Abhivyaktivada’ on Bharata’s rasasttra have marked a unique field of academic interest
by their valued expositions flavoured with different perspectives. The original doctrines of
earlier interpreters could not be found till date, but they are introduced with their conclusions
through various texts such as Abhinavabharati, Kavyaprakasa, Rasagangadhara, Dhvanyaloka-
Locana etc. Most of the interpretations are reconstructed from the citations and discussion of
Abhinavagupta’s Abhinavabharati and Dhvanyaloka-Locana.

According to the research of P.V. Kane, K.C. Pande and other scholars, Sarmkuka lived and
worked during the period of 800 AD onwards (approximately). As Sarhkuka is the well known
scholar of Nyaya School so his theory is highly influenced by the epistemology of Nyaya-
philosophy and he named it Anumitivada’as this explanation finds affinity with the procedure
of anumiti as depicted in the Nyaya philosophy. The concept of citraturaga-nyayanusarini
pratiti is envisaged by Sarhkuka which was an innovative theory of mimesis. On the basis of
this theory he interpreted the consequences of rasopobhoga or relish of aesthetic elements.

According to Sarhkuka, in drama, all the aesthetic elements such as, vibhavas (the causes
known as the factors), anubhavas (the effects consisting of the reactions) and vyabhicaribhavas
(the auxiliary causes namely transitory emotions) are totally dependent on the characters of
the drama. Again the sthayibhdvas (permanent moods) also lie within them. So a dramatic
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persona is the possessor of rasa to come into being. But in reality these dramatic characters
cannot come and perform on the stage themselves, so the spectators cannot perceive directly
the exact emotional feelings lying in them. It is never ever possible that the spectator can relish
the same feeling of the hero or heroine.

Thus it requires a suitable medium, who should be a normal person with some
extraordinary quality. The quality is that he should have excellent acting skills. This person is
known as the nata or nafi. With all of the skills nata or nafi emulate the dramatic character. The
light, dress, make -up, sounds etc help them to portray his or her role in a lively and attractive
manner. They give up their personal identity at the time of acting. The acting flourishes with
the efficiency of nata or nafi. Due to his perfect acting, the spectator feels that the nata or nafi
is not different from the dramatic character.

While apprehending any entity in general, cognisors reach out to one of four possible
conclusions: such as ‘we have cognized the real entity’; ‘the entity the observer has cognized
is proven to be false by some barrier knowledge’; ‘the cognition is uncertain’; or ‘we have only
cognized something similar to known one’ This type of knowledge that a spectator gets from
a dramatic performance is not included within the aforementioned four types of knowledge.
While watching the drama, “This man is the real hero’'—this kind of samyak-pratiti or real
knowledge is not here. “This man is not the hero’ —this kind of unreal knowledge is also not
here. “This man may be the hero or may not be the hero’-this kind of doubtful knowledge is
not there. “This man is identical with the hero’'—this kind of knowledge of similarity is also
not present. Thus Sarhkuka proved that the knowledge which came out from the acting of
nata is different from the famous classifications of knowledge. He named this knowledge as
citraturaga-nyayanusarint pratiti. None of the aforementioned four types of apprehension
pertains to aesthetic cognition.

Following Sarnkuka the context may be explained. A painter paints a horse’s picture on
paper with the help of colour and brushes. With his painting skills the picture of horse neither
differs from a real horse nor can it be referred to as a real horse. In this case the spectators do
not have the realisation that ‘this horse is the real horse’ “This is not the horse’- this type of false
knowledge does not occur. ‘Is it a real horse or not?’ This type of doubt does not step in the
spectator’s mind. “This painted horse is similar to the real horse’- this type of thinking is also
not present there.

While watching the lively painting of a horse the spectators can simply acknowledge that
it is a painting of a horse, but it is not different from a real horse. Spectator’s experience of the
actor in a play is like the experience of apprehension of a painted figure of the horse. This is the
key of the cognition established and defined by Sarhkuka. Similarly while watching a play the
spectators feel that the nata is not the real character, but he is not different from the character
as portrayed in the drama. With this feeling the audience can totally concentrate their mind on
the portrayal presented on the stage.

Sarhkuka mentioned that the knowledge named ‘citraturaga-nyayanusarint pratiti’ of
nata is different from the famous four types of knowledge namely samyak-pratiti (prama) or



Citraturaga-Nyayanusarini Pratiti : An Innovative Theory of Sanskrit Poetics | 31

real knowledge, mithya-pratiti (viparyaya) or false knowledge, samsaya-pratiti or doubtful
knowledge and sadrsya-pratiti (upamana-jiiana) or resembling knowledge - ‘kirmtu samyak-
mithya-samsaya-sadrsya-pratitibhyo vilaksana -citraturagadinyayena jah sukhi Ramah
asavayamiti pratitirastiti’?

Citraturaga-ny&yanusarini pratiti is not Samyak-Pratiti:

According to Nyaya philosophy samyak-pratiti means yatharthanubhava or prama which
is defined as in Tarkasamgraha- ‘tadvati tatprakarakah anubhavah yatharthah / saiva prama
ityucyate’’ Prof. V. N. Jha elucidated the idea as, A true experience is that which reflects the
qualifier in its own locus’.*

Sarhkuka mentioned it as ‘ayameva Rama’ is samyak-pratiti or valid cognition, which is
not applicable to know the actor who imitates the character named Rama. The Rama-hood has
not appeared in nata because it is not its own locus (Rama). So the ‘nata is Ramanukaranarupa-
vibhavadibisista’, cannot be stated as yatharthanubhava or samyak-pratiti.

Citraturaga-nyxyanusarini pratiti is not Mithya-pratiti:

According to Annarhbhatta the definition of error is ‘mithyajiianam viparyayah.”> Dr. V.
N. Jha elucidated the matter, ‘When the property is seen occurring in a locus whereas in fact,
there is absence of that property it becomes a case of error or mistake. It does not happen wilfully
it simply happens due to a number of factors (either in the object of perception, or distance, or
defects in the senses, or disturbance in the mind and so on. ¢

‘na capya yam na sukhiti’is not a case of an invalid cognition as the nata would be cognised
as ‘jah sukhi Ramah asavayamiti, without any kind barrier knowledge.

Citraturaga-ny&yanusarini pratiti is not Sarsaya-pratiti:

According to Tarkasamgraha, the definition of doubt or sarmsayajiiana is-‘ekasmin
dharmini viraddha-nana -dharmavaidistyavagahi-jianam samsayah, yatha sthanurva puruso
vaiti.”” Prof. V.N. Jha elucidated it as, “‘When two contradictory properties appear to share one
locus it becomes a case of doubt’®

In doubtful knowledge the features (kotis) Ramahood and natahood would be the
incompatible diverse characteristics. ‘Nata as mulacaritranukaranaripa-vibhavadibisista’,
this knowledge is not the samsayatmika pratiti. The connoisseur does neither cater to the
common features of Rama nor does he conceive the common features of the nata who plays
the character of Rama.

Citraturaga-nyxyanusarini pratiti is not Sadrsya-pratiti:

In Tarkasamgraha Annambhatta defines Upamana as, ‘upamiti-karanam upamanam’ and
then he clears the concept of upamiti as ‘samjria-samjni-sambandhajiianam upamiti’.’

Upamana is the knowledge of similarity which is the source of knowledge of relation
either between a name (samjiii) and an object (samjia) or between a word and its denotation.
In this type of sadrsyjriana the role of atidesavakyartha is crucial as gosadrso gavayah’.

Gopinath Bhattacharya elucidated it as, “So much for the several means or conditions leading
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to the emergence of the cognition known as ‘Upamiti’. Can any of these several means be regarded
as the ‘special condition’ or karana for ‘Upamiti’? Annarmbhatta replies in the affirmative and says
in TS that ‘knowledge of similarity’ (sadrsya-jiiana) is Upamana or the special condition’ for the
emergence of the cognition known as ‘Upamiti’. He does not, however, explain in his TSD what he
intends to convey by the term ‘knowledge’ (jiiana) in this context.”™°

Here for the emergence of sadrsyajiiana the atidesavakya should be presented as ‘nata is
similar to Rama. But this type of atidesavaikya is not available in the texts. Even the features
of Rama-hood and nata-hood would be incompatible diverse characteristics. So the spectator
cannot have cognition that ‘na capi tatsadrsa iti’.

S. K. De elucidated the idea of citraturaga-nyayanusarini pratiti, “This cognition or
knowledge is characterised as being based on what is called citra-turaga-nyaya (or the analogy
by which a horse in a picture is called a horse) and should be differentiated from the true (‘he is
Rama’), the false (‘he is Rama ‘with a following negation ‘he is not Rama’), the doubtful (‘he may
or may not be Rama) knowledge, as well as from the knowledge of similarity (‘he is like Rama’)”°

Here may arise one doubt. Though the spectators are taking the nata or nafi as the
real dramatic persona but practically the rasa belongs to the real dramatic character. Here
it can be doubted that the inference are drawn from the artificial nata or nafi might lead to
incorrect knowledge. So it may be treated somewhere as unreal cognizance. In that case the
validity of rasa comes under doubt which might affect the whole interpretation. To solve this
problem here Sarhkuka has argued that even if there are fallacies in knowledge, but if it does
not contradict the reality then it cannot be negated or rejected by anyone. Thus as materialistic
results are concerned even if there are fallacies they can be considered as evidence in support
of the argument. Samhkuka narrated though the knowledge may be unreal in terms of theory
but if it gives the expected result in practical then it is validated.

In reality the needed things can happen over validity. In the case of drama though the
cognizance is not very true at the primary stage as per as the vibhavas (nata or nafi etc.)
are not real but by those artificial hetus the result of inference comes that gives a unusual
happiness cherished by the spectators. As the result comes as expected then the knowledge is
neither invalid nor unreal. It is not also the barrier of aesthetic pleasure so it is not invalid. The
spectators come to the hall to cherish the rasa, to enjoy the aesthetic pleasure. It is the prior
need of drama. To fulfil that need the consequence comes. With the help of the citraturaga-
nyayanusarini pratiti the spectators infer the sthayibhava in the nata or nafi. The knowledge of
sthayibhava can be called as rasa when it is cherished.

Sarhkuka has used an example to establish this argument. If one crystal and an earthen
oil lamp are placed at a distance then the light emanates from both. If two separate persons
believe both the sparkling objects to be crystal and run towards them from a distance then
their intentions are the same. When they come nearer their illusions are removed. In this case,
one of them gets the crystal and the other returns disheartened. In this case the person who
acquires the real crystal is right as per the knowledge is concerned. Although both of them
cognise non veridical knowledge, there is a difference regarding their real effects.
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This example proves that even in the material world knowledge has necessary requirements
in spite of a fallacy in its procedure of apprehension. Thus this kind of knowledge should be
accepted. There may be a number of fallacies in the initial stage within the paradigm of theatre.
The elements which are present in the dramatic characters are unreal and thus the inference
driven from this might not lead to veridical knowledge. In spite of that this type of knowledge
leads to pleasure in the minds of connoisseur. Thus citraturaga-nyayanusarini pratiti cannot be
perceived to be false or flawed and it has taken a place as an innovative theory in the literary
criticism of Sanskrit poetics.
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