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PARICHCHHEDA II

Notes to IL. 1—(3) Compare Note (i) to i.10 Kavya, ac-
cording to Dandin, is—guiiemfiom e ; that s to
say, ho gives more prominence to the word clament in
poetry_as compared with the_sense-element. This does
not mean that the Gupas which are the sine qua non
of poetry, and the Alamkaras which serve as decora-
tion, must belong to the word-element, the 33w, ex-
clusively ; for, the &3murs, the subordinate elements of
the Body, have also their own decorations Thus there
is no inconsistency 1n Dandin’s having defined Kavya
as he has done and then having divided the Alamkaras
(and impliedly the Gunas also—cp. Note (i) to i.41)
irrto those belonging to word and those belonging to
sense. Modern Alamkarikas such as Mammata, hav-
ing once subordinated both the word as well as_the
sense to Rasa, are constrained to regard the Glunas as
well as the Alamkaras as belonging to Rasa, the asigin.
For a criticism of this view see our Note (1) to i. 41
and the Sanskrit Commentary to the present stanza.

(ii) The distinct function of the Gunas and the
Alamkaras is brought out by Dandin by calling the
former the life-breaths aud the latter the ornaments of
poetry. The Gunas abide in poetry gmazear while the
Alamkaras T ; there is between them a distine-

tion in kind,—s distinction which later b one of
degree, as with g (iff. 1 1-2) or with mﬁzﬁﬂﬁ!
(p 17— ag et A 1

T
JIFW 1 Compare however tha follcwing
from om ASTRIEK, p 20—
izt vt a g gt |
T grlt g 1t
ar‘mm 53 gvx‘r afza R .
A yefprle Rt 0

Comparo also (Agmpurann. 346 1)—
sz e e R r
et gRy AOEA T
Mammata’s srEzdt g il implies the same thing.
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Notes to II. 1—(i) Compare Note (i) to 1. 10. Kavya, ac-
cording to Dandin, is—geriwmfiosr wmet; that is to
say, he gives more prominence to the word-element in
poetry as compared with the sense-element. This does
not mean thai the Gunas which are the sine qua non
of poetry, and the Alarhk&ras which serve as decora-
tion, must belong to the word-element, the @3, ex-
clusively ; for, the fiimurs, the subordinate slements of

" the Body, have also their own decorations. Thus there
is no inconsistency in Dandin's having defined Kivya
as he has done and then having divided the Alamkiras
(and impliedly the Gunas also—cp. Note (i) to i. 41)
into those belonging to word and those belonging to
sense, Modern Alamkarikas such as Mammats, hav-
ing once subordinated both the word as well as the
sense to Rasa, are constrained to regard the Glunas as
woll as the Alamkaras as belonging to Rasa, the asgin,
For » criticism of this view see our Note (:ii) ta i, 41
and the Sanskrit Commentary to the present stanza,

{ii) The distinct function of the Gunes and the
Alamkaras is brought out by Dandin by calling the
former the life-breaths and the latter the ornaments of
poetry., The Gunas abide in poetry amyrpyear while the
Alamkaras $m1zedr ; there is between thom a dietine-
tion in kind,—a distiuc‘ﬁcn which later became one of
degree, as with ama (ifi. 1. 1-2) or with ST
(p. 1) —7pm: g Feadomend) wat: 1 3t g ey
AfrwERgE W6TT | Compare however the following
from WTR%W. p. 20
Erdpafy o1 7 9 iy
TR T T 0
AFHITHRE: [ AT Al 7
R Teis: Rt
Compare also (Agnipurina, 34, 1)—
: T 5% 3 w1 Bt o 1
T oftt Y s i
Mammata's SEIFN §: @Y implies the same thing,
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{111} Tho progressive dovelopment 1n the theory, and
with 1t 1n the number, of the Alamkaras forms an 1n-
teresting chapter in the history of Sanskrit Rhetoric
The subject 1s {oo large, however, to be adequaiely
discussed 1n a note  Our Introduction has attempted
a rapid review of the main stages reached during the
process, to which the reader 18 thereforo referred It
would be noted i1n this place that Dandin must have
hived at a time when the development of the Alamkaras
1n the way of progressive division and subdivision was
1n foll swing, and he seems to have been anxious
rasher to give an epitomized statement of the prineipal
results atrzved at than to add his own quota to the
process of amplification In fact he has even had to
reject some of the Alamkaras recognised by his pre-
decessors {cp 11 358-359 and notes thereon)

Notes to IL 2—(1} The fundamenta division:s of the Alam-
karas have been variously stated in different texts
The simplest division into gz and <74, even after
the addition of a third class of Twgna, proved quite 1o
adequate It s however given by the «fitguw, and most
claborately by Bhoja It was soon found necessarv to
introduce various subclassifications based on the psy-
chological principle mvolved in the process, or on
some such underlying peculiarity Similanty,1dentity,
contrast, causstion, word grouping, lokaiyarahare,
Rasa, Rhetorie, Technicality thess were some of the
principles of classification accepted Compare, for
instance, the Alamkarasarvasva, and particularly the
following list based upon the Prataparndriya (pp 338-
339) [ wheroin the Alambharas not recognised by Dandin
are shown 1n square brackets J—

=, Lefom, wa aifa, v, ] ewafi—

based on snwzar-

9% gerifiv, Lemg } feden, | e, 1
W, (5l | saien,—based on - | T

st Lswr, s, e, ] —based on

SUES
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em, stRwrife,—based on svrzeH,

Framan, FRARE, [, f7, somid, s, s, sar,l
, [ @, 1—based oa fi3ra,

Fargt, [ afdan, o@iafy, Bae, ogem, J—based on

T
Ay, [y, agm,] smfu( = emim), [a,] enndis,
T, [ FRIRS, J—basd on SRR,
[ Freafes, srgam, ] sraisateama,~based on a¥=ny,
[ remret, T, Arevir, a),l—based on srgreliaE,
[ =ursiifRr, aArfs, o, J-—based on o1gd, and
qrIEiRE, [ 9, 1—based on fRmviakry
It became soon obvious that any such classificatory
prnociple or principles, would gradually tend to become
madequate, as there would always remain some Alam-
karas recogmised by rhetoricians and falling outside
their scope  Thus of the 35 or rather 34 Alamkiras
recognised by Dandin the following 14 are not includ-
od 1n the ahove list —aw3fa, w08, 24, [ @ B, A7, ®-
a1, G, s, Pz, Ay, smegandr, s, and
anft (not to mention ) Some of these, e g, W,
Gﬁfﬁa{ sre sometunes classed as e ¥, while
:m€tq QR STRAAHAT, Aergit and =wll will have to
be classed as ArgesRs, 1 ¢, merely as effecttve modes
of expression, such as those enumerated by Bharata in
the beginning of the 16th chapter of the Natyasastra
The tendency towards s wanton increase merely in
the number of the Alamkaras (and of subdivisions
within an Alamkara), which marked the latest phase
1n the history of the Alamkarasastra, made any at
tempt to trace the Alamkaras to their @iT—such as
Dandin contemplates—an altogether hopeless task

{11) But already 11 some quarters, as 1n the case of
the Cunas,—see note {u) to 1 41—s rovolt agamst this
gratuitous multiplication of entittes had begun to
assert itself Thus Hemachandra rejects 7%, Iu™r,

A, ik, SR R, WA, SEte, W TfE, s,
and x#FHF as distinct Alamkaras—and some of tham,
1t wilt be seen, sre Tecogmised even by Dandin and’
Bhamoha TUdbhata's Kavyalamkarasarosamgraha s
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likewise moderate 1o 1ts enumeration of Alamiaras,
while even 50 lato a text as the Alamharasehhara of
Kesavamisra (which 15 belteved to have utilised the
Sutras of Sauddhodan:i) lays down with emphasis
(p 29)—a QRATEFREGER 7 IR ) statwg further (p 38)
that he has justificd the position he has taken in s
EFNGaet, & work which apparently has not come
down to us Dandin, it will be noted, holds a middle
position between the two extremes of needless amph-
fication and unwarrsntable curtailment
(ni) Who the gdmrds are that Dandin had in hs
mind 1t 18 ificult to decide  As the treatment of the
Alamkaras in Bharata, or in the Agnipurana for the
matter of that, 15 very meagre these cannot have been
intended by him , aud as to Bhamahas, since hie hist of
Alambharas (ep 1 4,11 66,1 86,1 88, 11 93,1 1-4),
made up of detached and successive lists as 1t 1s,
agrees 1n general statement and even in the order in
which tbe Alamkaras sre mentioned with that of
Dandan, 1t 1s doubiful 1f Dandin would regard Bhi-
maha—even though he be his predecessor—as one of
the qai=rls referred to 1n the present stanza On this
point seo further cur Introduction It scoms that o
1arge mass of literature known to Dandin 1s now lost
tous Op note{m)to: 2 The Commentary
enumerates, smongst Dandin's predecessors, #gu,
=aEw, and 3FE@IH, names otherwise almost unknown,

B

Notes to 11 3—{1) Dandin here admits that as regards
the Alamkaras there 1s no difference of practice bet~
ween the Vardarbhas and the Gaudas (GTRVHETRETN),
but thie 18 rather unexpected That eraving for sim-
phicity and directness in the one and hyperabole and
crnateness 1o the other which led them to cultivate
distinctive FT573%s 18 bound to make itself felt even i
their cholce of the Alamkaras and their frequency,
olthough this fect, 1t 15 obvious, would not make any
dxfference 1n the defimtions of the Alamkaras as such
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Notas to IL, 4—(1) We are pot quile certamn as to the
genumeness of this list of Alamkaras (stanzas 4 7),
although all the Mss give1t It 1s the practice of
some of the later Alamkarikas to preface their treat-
ment of the Alamkaras by a few mnemonic verses
of their own composition, but some writers, ¢ g
Msmmats, have not obliged their would be students
1n this manner, and just as in the case of Mammata
a commentator has added & varsified enumeration at
the beginning of the tenth Ullasa (although never as
apart' of Mammata’s own work), so, 1b seems to us,
must have been the case with Dandin It 1s only on
some such supposition that we can account for the
ungrammatical TR (or the unmetrzeal FrgFadi),
and also for the further fact that in this enumeration
some figures (o g &9 sIFEEEI) appear under sirange,
and others (e g 33 for RAPfw) under misleading,
names Wae cannot bring ourselves to believe that
Acharya Dandin could not have avoided such sole-
cisms and ambiguities if he had meant 1t

(21) Vibhavana 18 often rendered ss Presumption,
~but that i1s 5 name that we must teserve for
which 3t and others recognise as & distinct figure of
speach—or as Pecuhar Causation It is rather an
Jmagining or & guessing or a divimng of a novel canse
to account for the effect that has already taken place
Possibly Unmotivated Effect’ will explain the idea
of the figure and would serve to distinguish it from
‘Non operative Cause’, by which term we could
render the figure FRAMRR as 1t 1s ordinanly defined
Dandin's account of the figure 18 however a little bit
different See below

{u1) The latter half of this stanza 1s ldintmul with
Bhamaha 1 66 first half

Notes to II 5—{1) The second half of this staza 18 1dent1
oal with Bhamaha i 1, first half We bave already
commented upon the name 'Lava Later Alam-
karikns make a distinction batween the figure called



i.5-1 Kavyadarda {2

Py (which 1s the samo n« Dandin's ¥wifza) and the
figure mfzA which 1s a T/= Alamhkira  Compare
Ruyyaka, pp 163, 185, Visvanitha, pp 568, 576, Vis-
vesvara in tho Alnsmbdrakaustubha, pp 372, 4I6
Bhoja gives the two figures, but what he ealles gmfy
approaches the 7@l ( cp note (u) to v 13-92), whale
he does not at all recognise the 7i@T Alamkira called
safis wn other fext<  Bhojs, however, agiees with
Dandin 1n calling by tho name a3 the figure named
Y by weRZ and others

Notes to II 8-—(1) We have alrendy commented upen the
uso of the abbreviated name 31 for R¥ARr  Visesha
as o figure distinct from fAwii<n 15 recognised, amongst
others, by Rudrata, Ruyyaka, Mammata, Vidvaniths,
and Jagannatha

Wotes to IL. 7—{(1) The figurc 211sft recognised by Dandin s
recognised by no other Alamkarika except Bhamaha
and Vagbhats the author of the Kavyinusagana It
should be noted, however, that the name occurs
amongst the 36 effective literary devices mentioned
by Bharata 1n the beginning of the 16th Chapter
Bhavika usually transiated by ' Vision® will have to
be rendered, consistently with Dandin's explanation
of the term, by some such expression as Sustained
Inturtion

Notes to Il 8—(1) Besides the two names for this figure
given by Dandin the figure 15 also called o (3r-
FeAa, p 35) and waed {sifirgim 344°3), while T3 groups
this figure along with o number of others under the
head of mzay Hgures, @ o, those that have the por-
trayal of the thing-as 1t 15 as their object Compare
{vin 10-12)—

IR g R SegFER TR a0
gaRf e 1
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Notes to II. 8-13—(i) Besides the classification givon by
Dandin, which has for its basis the fourfolds 3% of
words recognised by the grammanans (ef =gz gER!
SRy | SR uEeR ARy =g | Mahabhashya
1 19), Svabhavokti can also be differentiated 1nto var
1ous sorts according to 1ts smey, @, and 8g  The
=1 15 the theme , and this can bo on¥F, s, Frarsd,
and the like Svarupa indicates the particular aspect
which 18 chosen for description, and this can be (a)

g T or waa, (B) sglmim wlwraye-
R or wiTed, (0) A7, and (D) =y By g are mesnt
the particular conditions of %, @is whw, etc which
are adduced lo lend probability to the theme under
description For details see Bhoja 1 6-8 and the
examples there given

(u) The tendency of most writers 1s to make short
shrift with this figure, which s rather a pty ., for
apart from simile and other embellishmantr, there is
a oonsiderable skill involved mn the process of cbserva-
tion and the subsequont operation of chosing the detnils
and marshalling them out in an effective order It 18
the presence of this very shill 1n & pre eminent degree
which makes those long descriptive passages in writers
like Scott such fascinating reading Not that there
15 no nature description 1n Banshrit poetry , poets like
Kalidasa and Bhavabhuti—and the Epics above all—
contaln many a deacriptive passage that can stand
companson with the best i other literatures, but
quite as often the deseription has been vitiated by the
intrusion of the subjective factor and a penchant for
pretty turne and quaint conceits which lend an un
pleasant artificlahity to the whole Primitive poetry

depends for its effeot almost exclusively upon Svabhi
volkti

(i) Thete are two figures more or less allied 10
Svabhfivokti that have to be distinpuished from it
The figure F317 (below, 1f 300) aims also at o descrip”

tion, but ita object is some exnlted personage or extrs
ordinars eminence of same wort, whereas it ie dir
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tinetly Ledd down {Rhojr, Ll 8)— rmpomt ferdshormmta
wnrril urther, as understood by later writers, the
exalted theme in the case of tho 3% must always be
brought in subordinately (zmeraag), although Dandin
docs not lay down this condition. Thu other figure
aliicd to Svabhvoktl I« Bhavika (if. 364), taking it in
the sense in which a7, 722, A=z and others under.
stand Tt and not in the peculiar senso which Dandin
assigns to it The difforence between Svabhivoktl
and Bhavika is ono of time, The former deals with
the actual present : the latter is an attempt to reha-
bilitale the past or to visuatise the future,”” For fur-
ther remarke on the subject compare our Notes to
ii. 36411,

Notes to I1. 14~{i) A few leading definitions of Upam&

given by other writers are—

Dharata (NAtyassatra xvi é?)— .
Al FRE ATy ArTEEE b/
TRIT A T AT At
Agnipurina (344, 6)— . R
T A T FCIIETEA
ey 4 FAeTERATeIR( 1) Fratem i
f$fagrra o SYrary w1 |
Udbhata in the styﬁlnmkxtmbnmgr:\hn {p. 16)—
A eI | v
fady AifmrratETeen g el
Rudreats (Ravyalamkira, viil. 4)—:
s aamaE iy R e |
Bifr gt A R TR A T o
Bhamaha (il 30}—
fyrdigaia eFeRalir
o g WET YA T N
Vimana {Kavyilamkirasutra, IV, il D—
TR GeRRI: QAT ¢
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Bhoja (bamsvuhkamhabhnmna, iv. 5}—
4 3 GTETCHAA: |
quhq'vw:r’m\ﬂ. HEH | W
Ruyyaka (P. 25)—
FIARRRT A NG 9T 0
Mammata (x 1)
AR HY )
Vagbhata]amkam (w. 50)—
IEEE WW TIart
mmg‘mmmmrw wqAT N
Vagbhata (Kavyanusidsana, Y, 33)—
. T AT | 1 SRR am S g ¢
Hemachandra (Kavyanus‘isanu, P, 239)—
E?I m‘crv{gw 1
Vidyadhara (Ekavall, viii, £)—
Renls gfa anesd EEmmRRERRT |
Vidyanatha (Pmtapnrudrlyu, P. 351)—
el R dada 7 afan
A i A=) AFEE 0
Visvanatha (S’xhl(y'\dfupnnn x. 14)——
e AT WA S5 )
Appuyyndlkshitu (ChitramImaiisa, P. 6)—,
TTRRATEN AR |
T TR Fere e U
Jt\gannﬁtha (Rusagnugﬁdhuru, P.157)—
Tzl Tert AR T |
Vidvesvara (Alamkarakaustubha, P, 4)—
wETETET @ fariEar

{1i) It will be noticed that all these definitions of
the Alamkarikas agree in the mawn. The Za3iPr in
Dandin's defimition, which has 1ts analogue in the de-
finitions of the Nitynsirfra and thoe Agnipurina, im-
plies that the similarity is lnrgely 2f17fiv and that it
may hold in respect of any conceivable aspoct or
aspects of the {wo things to be compared. This noces-
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sanly requires that the ohjects be two 1n reality, and
1t 15 thas implication that has been expressly brought
out by qualfications such as frdt AfvRTFTafia=d ,
2, W% or R 1\ The word IZAM 15 represented 1n
other definitions by ¥ETR, AR, ¢ or g, The
specific mention of the technioal terms IR and STy
in the defimittons and the substitution of the word
qr (el git aene @At @dnna) for the simpler
|7, as also some late qualifications like, T
{ IEESFCL R et ic)) A, ete
serve to exclude from the sphero of 3747 such varieties
o8 TR, SEaNE WA, TR i, R,
spmareitnt, sREE, and @M@ whick Dandin em-
braces under the general term = but which later
Alamkankas raised to the dignity of independent
figures Dandin’s conception of 37, and of wrezy
which 18 1ts basis, 1s thus very wido and goneral

{11) We have already given above (Note (1) to n 2}
Vidyanitha's hst of figures based on similanly, and
the extraots i1n our Commentary (P 129) sufficiently
llustrate this pont  The fundamental importance of
the relation of semblancc was indced very early percerve *
ed The Agnipurina for instance divides @rzgy, (defin-
ed as HHE@EETY) Mto I9AT, TIF WM and WG
and ©Z similarly defines eﬁqtqq as (vui, 1)—

e SRR ERTar AR T

ara-arRimR g Al i
and enumerates the followmg figures as based upon
that relafion—

STRNENTTS R e aAn

gagEm=Ry AT U

ST FEA T e

Praclaarestiisoncteculll
The justificetion for the enumeration of these (and
othero) as drstinct figures (and not mere variofies of
@) should consist in the circumstance that the qreay-
e FAE- 1n these figures 1s subordinated to some other
¥fasg (of 1dentity doubt, error contrast etc) Dandin
at least as we will presently see brought in this



ii 14— Kavyad mréa [ 78

other 3R as the basis for a distinctive figure none
too frequently , and hence 1t 1s that Dandin has been
able to get on with fewer figures but with larger sub-
varleties under each figure than most writers

(1¢) Upama has played 2 very large réle even outaide
the Alamkarasastra It is usual to denve the word
gt from IT+AHT to measure, 1n the sense of what
approximates another 1n measuro, dimenston, quality,
ete , but in the Rigveda the word seems to have been
connected with the adjective 3gq 1n the sense of the
highest op —al a7 3gdw gwd (v 30 3), or pro-
eminent op —ggdr Al wdcflary (@ 11315) The two
words, it is probable, are quite distinct, but the influ
once of the one 1n determining the avu]uhan of the
meaning of the other is undeniable The Satapatha-
brahmana was already famliar with the later use of
of the word ep agegmr™ (xu 5 1 5)

(v) The Niruktakara Viska has an claborate note
on the use of Iwwr in the Rigveda  After pointing out
(i 4,111 15f) that the fawds ¥, & {7, and ¥ as also
aqt, T AT, 1, are under certaln circumstances used
Tt he says (i 130 )—gz L TR s oAt o
SR a1 WM TG A TP e ard drielii | sy
i sgrrtag | Then he gives the following varfeties
of gy with therr 1llustrations—

Frlaar—adl T T A A AR (V 788)

s a3 s i (Vi 240)

tmw—féim't 51 fdsrag (11 3> 10 ),

et o st 23q (1 45 8)

nnd'ﬂahm—‘ =spifem—fGr () ¥ (g
He has aleo bc!se\\hero pointed out the influence of
simile in the building up of the language (a1F =1 Tomrg
g 1 Afp axfig sy b 18 77fa :H'r—rrjnmq, ix 12),
in the formation of technical torms (aiifanit a9,
vis 12 [0 erssimfarg v 13) and upon the growth
of V.edlc mythology in goneral (ard 7 spfre fndhagshs
T WRY TRReCT A anf, 41 16)
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(v1) Only two of these varieties recognised by Viska
deserve o particular attention What he calls g
13 the ¥7% of the Alamkarikas and Dandin’s definition
of that figure 18 suggestive 1n that connection
fadngadrr w9g=aa ! The degree of this R upon
which the later distinction between T7% and AfaRs
1s made to depend 15 equally 1gnored by Yaska as well
as Dandin  Next, the f@iqar of Yaska 18 what might
be called a well known or Fimmafyg snalogy Com-
pare In this connection the definition of &g quoted
above [his {&gar contained 1n 1t the germ of what
are known as i< €2Fds or popular 7™js which, as
we saw, were made tho basis or @1 of a pumber of
Alamkaras Interpreted more scientifically the REIwT
eventually became & regular surr called 3afafy which
te & process of analogieal knowledge from the known
and the familiar to the unknown and the unfamiliar
Bhoja who recognises 2 distinct figure of speech
corresponding to each of the geveral Pramanas of the
Mimafisakas (Terergand® sAmmfy = A7, in 3) defines
the alamkara called gwmA as follows —

R, TR 5w o
errRgaTaT B U

ar Al ety SR A3

ATt 4 T
Most peaple would probably fail to see any figure In
the example or at least any valid ground for regarding
1t as a new figure

(v) Havipg defined 3% Dandin next gives us o

pumber of sub-varseties of 1t—some 32 or 33 1 number
—which do not seem to have been basad upon any
principle of division And some of the sub varieties
mentioned by him have so Iittle distinctive abo(llx; tgem
that =i 1n his commentary on the merma (Madras
Govt m:qz:(l 390) observes -—faf Wﬁ?ﬁm
SmmErag B YR iRl @ aee g
sreer W + Bhamaha s eritiolsm (u 37 ) 1s i the
same vein no matter whather 1t 18 directed against
Dapdin or some other writer —
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FgT P qer B |
R A 0
IFRTEOTRATIA, TEgiE ag
A @Y a s, e g

It has to be noted however thnt the Agnipurina

gives g classification of the I7Ws analogous to that of

Dandin [ viz —, 767, T6H, Oodd, Fem, afem, ageg,

saleE, ag, T, Rfkar, srga de, v, e, amerd, we

(T ? ) T, fmr, e, wzafl, and «eEh], besides giv-

ing another classificationinto 18 sub-varteties similar

to those of Mnmmata (344 7 9 )—
a1 o sRERm o
AR ATIAET T4 1
FUAT PATFRATHTIRA F
aran 3 Ruei 4 srwmEfan (4t
R ST YEARTERE T 1

The varieties called fa=T and wa@r are even mentioned

and 1illustrated by Bharata himself ( xv1 48 ff),

though neither Bharata nor the Agnipurans mentions
the wnfip=iTaT, the mam butt of attack * The author
of the Alamkaraselhars gives the followimng ton sub-

varneties of ST (x1 3)—
gl afEnEiei 1
wrt frem & = A g o

But no other writer whose work 1s extant divides yar

m the manner adopfed by Dandin Davdin’s classi-

fication 15 primitive and, <o far as any principle

underlies the divmmn 1% 1s Just the sense intended by
the speaker {

(vil) We can here advaniageously conwuider some
other classifications of Sua1 that have been advanced
There 13 one in partioular swhich might be styled
grammatical classification (RTFgAMEINA) which has
‘Deen adopted Wy TP 10}, ¥ {vin T ) ampm and
most other later writers But 1t scems to be not
unknown to the author of tho Agmipurana {cp 344
8.9) who gives, as just mentioned 18 varmeties based
on this principle as ngainst Mammata 825 Theso last
we will now oxhibit in o tabular form—
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Blbk sy

| e by
pury y ‘1Bl 1k

'.’!LI_ — _

‘ Bla e 3 Ry
‘ E«_w (IRlle 1j%) spuyy o Ercvﬁ ME:M H ErLEF spupy ¢ E..L,
SPUIN g Emhu PUIy 1 E;EBEEEE spury g1 Err_
[ e e
|k o
SPULYL 6T ‘B SPUIN 9 r_.&
e |- e T

SpULy ¢ ‘lthe
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Later writers have introduced further subtle com-
plexities 1n this classification which 1s 1n the first
place made to contain 7 more varieties, 3 under quif and
4 under TaT and 1n the next place thore 1s introduced
a further principle of five-fold sub classification & A9-
IR T TSN T F 4R RIS a2 e T
I AT | EEEAR SRR G Ry e ¢
FhEgmE vl | FaE Yoo Cramfafeaaann | s
FfEa Franfaferm | aheaagrEia |
P SAeRTE | (R AR S S G O
e W Wikt (TTERR, p 172 fF )
{1z} Another prineiple of division 18 suggested by
Bharata { zv1 43 )—

a7 T O A |
STFFYT BN At aghverar 1
For illustrations see S@FArg T p 141f The vaneties
known as #regAr and @A are sub varieties under

the second division of Bharate Upams, like Ripaka,
can also be divided as follows —3uar
T 7 | g a1 g wraEw ) gy B9 aaeTg
7 ary@Ratid 9+ For details see Bhoya (1v 20 ff )
(x) Our Sansknt Commentary on p 120 guotes a
passage from Chitramimansi i1llustrating how an
exampla ke %=1 7 74, by a shight phrasing, can be
turned into a number of other Alamkiras As an
Alamkara Upams 1s to be Lept distinet from &5%
whero the Tzt (usually defined as afe @l aramE-
g1 ) 1s A, and from e wherein, 1n spite of the
ocoasional presence of words like 27, the matter of the
sumilarity 1s not St#nfz but purely o creatfon of the
poet’s imagination Compare—

{xi) Thu fourl‘old requiroment of an T9ar, viz Iy,
@A arqRead, and FE¥Er is not always prosent to
Dandin’s mind  As Vigvedvars observos (p 19) zfozaeg
areern aflReETETERTETTEr R ¢ Ho has in fact
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given many a variety where no a7 is given and
whare the arzzr is only arwrritamr g ; op. il 25,
26,27 ote. Dandin’s whole conception of @ and his
atternpted classification of it is very crude and unecriti-
cal. Nor is there any attempt to present s systematic
grouping of the ?ariaties given.

Notes to II. 15—(i) This and the next variety have been
thus defined in the Agnipurana (344, 10)—
T TN ;T TR |
. F yRTETTRITEIAER I 0
The point of distinetion between the two seems to be
the fact that while in the first the 39 is summoned

up merely to bring out the nature of the SodIdas,
in the second the Sww as_a whole is compared with
the, as a whole, the two bei entirel
alike.

(ii) The intended W¥MR@WA4 can be expressed in
various ways : by a simple word as in ii. 15 (sfmmd),
by f%#2 epithets which are weultsftrg as in ii. 28
{see Com. ), or by P2z epithets which are ZzuRzeTag
as in 1729 (@/e®@a). Again the awTad may be
made the theme of a solitary sentence as in FAoH

s, or of oompound or coordinate sen-
tsnces as in JAT FHASY A TIT FFHIGEANAT, OF FXASH
raman, iR ot 9 it AR | In the latter case we
somehmes have what is called the aaﬂﬁﬁﬂﬂﬁ (oxda
i 1) asin ArIad AR,
or the ReasRifwra (=gd Breeindiah: uwmnz:zraﬁm?
SIQEEER) a8 in—omiE SRR Sie BW a7 where ¥
and uw are related to each other as Pwr and nfifes
although the @te of the one and the 3w of the other
being practically one have betwoon thom the FgfaTg
relation Jagannatha would call this FTEIRAGIER-
franReasfafisaar

Notes to 11. 186—(i) The first line gives two separte exam-
Aler of Femar. 1f we were to read the lne—sia @



h. 16—1 KRavyadarse [ 84

¥ 779 (Loe case) 1 wgwruRT 1t would be the second
kind of asifa illustrated 1n 11 45

Notes to II 17—(1) This1s recognised as distinet Alamkara
by %2, F5TF, 7, FP3AnT, ST and most other modern
writers The Sahityadarpsna defines 1t as (x 87)—

t
Frgeranfivare a1 sefafafy wa 0

Dandin’s enumeration of 1t as a variety of Iwyr has
besn thus cribicised by Jayaratha, 1n his Alamkara-
sarvasva~Vimarsinl (p 165 —Smrrsre arde areqy |
STRARMFEPEA | 7 f a7 T5aifd aday (e )
Ty @ A% | This in effect means that the udg has
a 8fRrsq which does not necessarily go o the formation
of the real essence of an Ig9 But as Dandin began
by making his definition of ST rather very wide, he
had no option but to regard the mfiq as a sub.vanoty
of 7 It 18 so recognmised by Bhoja (1v- 23} and by
the Agnipurana (344 12) where 1t is called

{11) This Ramidam 1s to be distinguished from Feiaar
(u_30) and afPrdrar (11 34} from the circumstange

that the degradation of the nﬁm is only imphegd

m but is explieitly brought out in the othar
two vanieties, stating points ofunforiority an tho smamy

Notes to II 18—(1) A good exampleofthis variety wouldbe

It 1s recognised by the Agnipurina and thus dofined
(344 11 —g eI TR afi | reerleRr At e
1u the examples ol this variety givon above the common
quality is not stated, but tt has got to be the same,
bemng conveyed by the same word or by aynonymouns
expressions  Honco the example—

afrn forfy gy 9ad ag fata g 1

TR Ry 3 gy Al iy o
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cannot constitute an s=N=N9w, as the FTONR 1 \iEr
P 1s #hawa and that i AR wRax the zra

(1) This vartety 1s raised to the dignity of a digtinet
Ggure called ITidiam by later Alamkarikas It has

been defined by 3g» as (p 67 )—
et t .
FTATTATGRAN T I
R d the gqualificat i the above

defimition :ran-h'gm observes—rx SUAMEATAN qed fig
Wi gl wa:ﬁmh W TR AR R s o
b ARIEEELIET
1 geafy 1 1t 15 doubtfnl howevat whether Da.ndm 18 here
thinking of the gatagzusg3=d7 as much as of the heigh-
tening of their mutual excellence —

This implies that both the SIR% and the IR must be
574, as nobody would spend any effort in showing forth
to advantege the chorm of what 1s not the theme on
hand Compare the examples given by Jw= and ¥~
TEhET as quoted 1n our Sanskrit Commentary Bhoja
{1v 23) ealls this Txpiay

(1) Tn Fepdaar (11 19) the gemza=ra=37 15 express-
Iy rade Here it 1s 1mplied on'y The implication
18 to be explained as follows—==z g7 W&m’a
fifty ==X oy el gordornt = (K
e arﬁtrﬁt FEFFN W@ W 3 ERR
TEmRRETRE. Tl { ey p 176)

(1v) Bhamashsa recognises T9949T as a distinct figure
and 1t 1s worth observing that Dandin does not feel
the necessity of criticising the recogmtion of the 3u&

as a distinet figure as he has done for instance In
the case of sty #w3E TuAERE and IeEgy (1 358
359} all of which are figures admitted by Bhamaha
Nor does Bhamaha for his part offar sny justification
for regarding TIRATW as a distioct figure  Aa for a8
thus ¢ goes therefore wo ~anuot establish
any conclusion either way regarding the chronological
ralation between =% and AW
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Notes to LI, 18-20—(1) In yRipdiuar the T 18
madehighly probable butisnot fafér  In friiaar 1t 18
openly asserted In 3w, as we saw 1f was left
to be inferred Both these varisties are recognised by
tho Agnipuranz  The semdi@y defines Fpiaar as—a3

LATICAT grq@m™ ¢

Notes to IL 21—{:) In wifem there 1s only a siagle
quality sought to be axgressed. 1n the present varisty a
large number of those are mentioned, 1n RGNy, the
next varigty, their number 18 so averwhelming that

the poet_confents himself by stating just the one_
solitary sspect or quality which 13 nof common _Again,
mn

more than one €M@Yy is brought in, m
{11 40} more than one ITHA_1s adduced T,
tesult 18 that while1n er between the Sqipy and
the ag & number of distingt common qualities are
sought to he conveyed in thelatteritys the wmtensity of
the one gelf same quality that stands out prominently
The variety 1s recognised by the Agntpurins

Notes to II 22—() See Note (1) to 1 2%  This variety
fails to prod the of an 1d ¥ batwean
the 317 and the I%q™ because ths T 1s not entirely
a2, as happens 1n a €T% (see 11 66, below) At the
same time 1t must be remembered that the salitary 3%
between the ITIF and the ggar which s put farward
is not meant to suggest the superiority or the in-
ferionity of the one ovar the other, as 1s the ease, for
instanca, tn FITAT, SRV, and the Alamkidrs called
safiite (31 180)

(i) This variety is not racognised by the Agmi-
pursna, unfess we choosa to identify 1€ wath what tho
?u)ﬂmn styles =qfaidwar which is thus defined (345
13)—

agniter anfy Feger Afray
ST g ar i
The Agntpursna be it noted in pasaing, does not re-
cornise =EalF as & distinet figurs of rpoach, wharoas
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Dandin who does 1t can only be supposed to have dis
tinguished betwoen sifwwdiw and 53R in the manner
above indicated A good example of this variety 1s
given by the @Ry (p 30)—

FE A STl A R JRRa 3

g 9 SR = R a0

Notes to II 28—~Dandin seems to have been alone n re

cognising TARAGT as asub variety of Upama Wehave
already indicated 10 a general way {cp Nota (x) ta
1 14 ) the distinction between 3ar and s Utpre
Lshi may be said to be more particularly concerned
with that human faculty which Shakespoare telle us
bodies forth the formsof things unknown and gives to
airy nothing a logal habitation snd a name In a
regular Ttpreksha 1t {s the sotuel @y between the
27 and the SWHT—or some aspect connected with 1t
—that is poetically conceived In the varnety before
us there 1s an A= but 1t has nothing to do with the
yreg between §@ and g which 15 the mmmediate sub
ject of assertion The IAgW comes in only second

anly thepoctic fact of the atanza could RAavE haen ex-
Dressed without bringing 1n the bragging of the Moon
{for instance—kal Al A T TaeRTad o4 g W e
The introduction of the bragging Maan lends an added
surprise element which 13 not disagreeable Hence
this 15 not a Tegular I-aar but merely &n & RErdiwr
The Com srrgWfedt however explains Ered
rRaTT REATRIAg R  etif et 6% Freer w3 ey
TR S HERTAR

Notes to 1T 24—(1) g 88 the more difficult reading and

also the one intrinsically more poetic seems to be
the genume reading which got ousted by the more
ST word B3
(11) This vartety has been admiited by the Agn?
puring and 1s thus defined (344 16)—
Sty Frerarer SRR |
FRFTGAEE aT A argar
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'To_assert that the = resembles or can
resamble the only under conditrions 1mpossible
of fulfilment 1s 1n effoot to at as without

apeer _As the conditions are igd or JalFwigufy_tho

wvariety 15 called Stzdlw, the rgmar consisting not 1n
the component elements ., fan=gsrama ete )

wwj_mm%_ﬁ
them that 15 demanded  SrgewwmEr R WHoT qR=IT-
aFFam sign s Cs remarhs The Alambaraselhara
calls this same vanety 3RIANAT { defined, p 30, as—ar

TUTIET QEHINT TN 1 ), & name which Dandin
has reserved for another distinct variety ( see 11 38,
bolow )

(i1) Adbhutopams 1s to bs distinguished from Abhu-
topama and from Asambhavitopami, and the distine
tion 1s rather subtle In snyAie the presumptive Sywe
15 not a % wherein the ffimms cannot
coexist with the ﬁ.ﬁw but rather a single simple awg
which 18 nowhere to be met with in nature, as for in-
stanco the concontrated essence of the charms of all
lotuses, cp ITATEY FEA TUANITTAACT THOLTATNL,
QA (g ar, p 36)  In mufrdmm it 1s not the ww
of & new W4T, which 15 ascribed to the FgTifaa and
which 18 inconsistont withit (as happens in the wrgdY
wund, but the segrariix is itselfsaid to have n quality which
it ean never have Or, looling st 1t from another
pornt of viaw, for offecting the comparison botween the
S and the ST 10 an SRLN9AT & non-existent IR
13 postulated and n an agr'ﬂvm an existing and well-
Lnown IR Is associated w1th 1mpossible f377ws brought
over from another i1 The ultimato result i1s that
the I remnins without peer Such 1s not the case
in an 3EHAGr where the point of comparison is just
the fact of the sncompatibilety of the wwis that the gfd1
{ the I ) Is expected to possess  and the comparison
does become possiblo in that respect

(ili) The 7™ as recognised by 373 and the Agni-
purdna {which merely quotes 3@ ) comes most near to
AT Bh ta thus illustrates it (xiv 51)—
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&R graRee Semrreni|

ARET RS Sgar g1 v o
Here sraaafzaias or moving mouptains Is an SFET
phenomenon What 3 ealls gemaiivaT 1s no other than
thusergiioar  Bhoja s allustration 1s the verse ECIE
i'ﬂ‘ffi oto, regarding which he remarks (p 352)—eritemr

RERIGIEERE fraAmalRraaE = areepr

g | H handra (p 247) u fully attemmpts to
make a sort of a distinction between Smrdigm and FR9-
diear, but the most clear presentation of that view
15 to be seen 1n Rudrata viu 13-16 Mammata regards
Dandin’s a{gﬁ"r\m as a subvariety of sifrEe

Notes to II 25—(1) Mohopama_springs from the close
sumilarity between the 37y and the 3w, 5o close thaia
rational being wouldgo to the length of actually mistak
Ing the one for the other Lhis vatiety is accordngly
1ot only & step tn advance of aifizmiuar (where the

1 t of di was ly reslised) butin
advance of §7F where the ¥{1s completely submerged
though 1t 18 there at the back of one s consclousness so
that an actual blunder cannot arise

{n) In "ziiyen (1 26) the person 1s struck by the

close but is still doubting If he perceives
the the v ould be § 1 27)

but 1f 1ves the result would
be A Again if after 8 tomporary but actual error

the person corrects himself and perceives the thipg as

1f 15, the resu 1 36) Asbetween
@i aod rtgmr_ 1518 to b hat whils
i both tho ultimate perception 1s 1 real.perception, n
the former 1t 18 by & moment of d
hesitation 1n the latter by one of nctupl blunder
(uu), AL kha four varieties of gwAT just considered
must be based upon @rezy  If the doubting or the blun
dering 18 the result of normal causes mentioped m—
AT TRAIEAgAgar |
sngamft wer gedmfaarta o

12 Ravyadarsa ]
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the result cannot be an wemt It goes without say-
1ng also that the @izzy ought to be FRAYRMMATY

(1v) The wigiga of Dandin has given rise to two 1n-
dcpendent Alam’ r1s of later writers  wifama, and
@3 Ullekha 1 - t be soid to be a Froway and 18
thus defined b et (p 270)—wrer agg® Fficmaasd-

AIFIEICE 9g0 @75® | The common property be-
tween the gqag and the Iwwra which hias been the source
of the error 18 not stated 1n the example , but it can ba
stated also , compare—

i e Prriafieta |

srgarfy grema @F g age
And thi e makes 1t possible for us to in-
clude undor REewr the figures of spoech called #ifem,
gy, and @gw, for definitions of which and for their
mutual distinctions sec particularly @fii@gine 89-90

Notos to IL, 26-27—(1) This and the next variaty of guar
have given rice to an independent Alamkara called
I, w2y or §adg with 1ts sub-varneties of 7w, faz
and fyrqed Suddba 15 an ordinary @FENEr a good
example of which 1s furmished by Rudrata (viix 60)—

'r“zﬁz g FiTs ¥ 91 g g ¢
fd A ST gag sl
while F‘mn-’cr 1s Frfigtr Of frigmd the stook example
15—~
o Aoz (¥ us gl Awraia
Famg (F e sl Ry S fgal
Farg ¥ g aiierarm il frm
AR e R Grer e o
Y isvanatha’s feramTR (x 39) allustrated tn—
xR % AU A DR v
g WY sz wm g Ky ol v
15 <lightly different from Rrildigar or frmmmedy  As
Visvanitha himself remarks—d @3 faars %y ) an
AR FEHFTITAATAET | o4 8§ SH0% 26T TGFRRy ¢
(1) Trom i1 358 bolow 1L seems cloar that seme pre
decossors of Bhamaha did rogard 7137 as an inde
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pendent figure Now Bhamaha thus defines and i
lustrates the figure (12 42 43)—
A AW T AT |
TR T @ wEE A
frmg ’r‘:rﬂ ag &mﬁﬁmﬁ
FIATIA 7 TR FIA |
e R/ 71 afy
&Ry PR 7 ovrdferg 1
But we do not have morely n that fact any certain
indication that Dandin counld have meant no other
writer but Bhamaba

Notost II, 28-290—(1) These two_yarieties r from

algg (1i15) only 1n the added eircumstance that the
ﬁ% 19 E;re exﬁrewed bz Earcnnmashc words E}‘le ’&
being wrl in the former and ==z in the lstter ( B
uP WITA WP AR TEaR)  The two vaneties can
therefore both of them n a sense be called ¥qrmT as
has been dore by the anthor of the srz53rw who gives

the joint example (p 30)—

(11) The variants @&fimr and @zrFig for Gammaar are
worth noting The first 1s an attempt to bring the first
word of the definition 1nto the @z while the second
{which has the high authonty of J and N and which
therefore we might have adopted) implies that the 39
7 and the 3T are 1n this variety tied together { ke
miscellanecus cattle in 3 cowpan) to one and the same
rope in the form of similarly-sounding words and
resemble each other only in that accidental circum
stance

Notes to I 30~31-—(1) A normal s7ar contains the common

quality 1n a mors_pronounced degree than a normal
IA_and this s & 11
the mere revers: dit 1 e lowenn,

quabity, The

of the g 1n respect of that
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fight for superiornity between the : and_the
gbout pre-eminence 1n this quality s represented
aa still undeeided 1n fAmr (1 33)  In fEigr the
claim of the wymwt1s allowed 1n regard.to tha common,,

claim of th

quality, but certain ertianenns facts are adduced e g
epralfesd,  ete whreh _should lower 1t and

agtoTes, ewEifeed, ete ) which should lower 1f and
go_mggue_gm_:hwwr_ﬂﬂmm In sfa-

<gmr (11 34) the SUAE 1s represented as fighting & for-
lorn fight for regaining 1ts normal pre-eminence 1n res
pect of tho common quality  All these vaneties there
fore can be regarded as ITr varieties, because undex-
lying them all 1s the presupposifion that the ImwE
and the T9¥ have a certain specificquality 1n common,

and the quastion at 1ssue merely 8, who has the

quality toagreater orless degroe  Thofigure-of spesch

called ayfit@ (11 180) hias also to be distinguished from

these IgAT varieties, in regard to which see our Notes

to . 180

{11} As observed before, wtq and the auther of the
Agnipurana mentton these two varieties of 3947, and
their recognition 18 criticised by Bhamaha (see Note
(vn) tou 14, above) The illustrations for them
given by Bharata are (xv1 49-50 }—

JERIAT A
a7 g A Aanerst ghm wgTRm 1
gy arfen Feem G &t o

fawmr ar—

=1 & el Ty TR

artk afra [? d% woofim 1 st zazmafies zom )
From these 1t would seem that Vamana is prohably
right when he says (iv. 27, Ry )~&g@
gre ANV What 15 intended by this three foid divi-
ston 15 therefore AT fFarar™ as the FToig
observes Dandin however seems to have taken a
differont view of the case Whether he was the first
to do so is however difficult to decide 'The frediw as
defined and illustrated m the Alamkaraselhara comes
near to the afdAr (11 34 ), for thero the definition
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s——iwme B ofi@e @ AT, and the illustra-

tion—
ARIEERIRGAT F ORI Fae BT
wef A% afion® T swEmdtEEETE U

Notes to IT 32—See note (vi) ton 14 above Beoause no

oiher Alamkara writer known {o us (except Vamana )}
mentions 1AW and because Bhamaha criticises
the recognition of this varietw,1t would be perhapsunfair
to conclude that Bhamaba must have meant Dandin
alone, seelng that a vast amount of literature known
to Bhamaha =nd even mentioned by him by name 1s no
tonger available to us

Notes to II 33-34—See Note (i) to 1 30 above The

variety callod SR 1t must be admetted comes near
est to the s3R{%F; we can possibly distingmish them from
each other by supposing that 1n afaddren the pont at
1ssue 1s the degree of Ffa or IEg¥m { the common
quality) of the =wawei@ff £ aod thegg Both
possess 1t and the moon 1s declared to be nota match
to the face as far as the possession of this gualiby goes
In 53R some quality or quahtiies are stated wherein
the ¥mre and the Iuity are declared to be equal to one
another, but at the same time anocther distinet quality
possossed by the @iy and demed to the I 18 addue-
ed which serves to sstablish the superiority of the
T over the Sy@IA considered as a whole

Notes t0 II 35-36—The name z9ar has nothing verv dis-

tmctive or approprate aboutf —For the distanction

between fmiaiaar and qrarcivar see Note (1) to 1 25

Notes £0 II 37—Dandin uses both @ (1 53 95) and #57

1n the sense of area region, boundary line, province
equality similarity, etc The reading FIfeam (whteh our
Sanskrnt Commentary explains) seems to be merely an
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ensier substitute for gzey. The word 37 is Vedio,
regarding which see Nirukta ii. 2.

(i) As Dandin himself tells us (il. 358), this variety
was regarded by others as constituting a distinet
alamkara called @3y, Bhamaha thus defines and
illustrates it (iii 44-45)—

The stock example of this alamkara is the one given
by Vamana (iv. 3. 14.)~—
T WA GER: GERI! |
TRGEIAGR SRTTE )
(i11) As s sosalts fn T soranred-
i result; fdarraerRT. In the Seqi=ngar oxample
in 11 18 w7 is both Syae and 98, but in difierent
séntenco the face becomas both TMM and zw@. It
must bo distinetly understood, however, that if yaster-
day's face is compared with to-day's face of the same
lady that becomes an ordinary IvaT pure and simple.
In other words, between 31 the 37¥ and g the Iwm
in the example under discussion thero must be only
FRTAT and not TrmefimRzaNz.  In the samo way
the verse—
AR 93 e RegreniRf |
STETR T AT AT Ffrmie A
does not contain an PR, but is merely a HETTAL.
Nor again docs the verse given by Dandin lster
{ii. 276)—
=77 A1 3 e mar af oo
TR I AT g 0
regarding which 2 i obsorves ( fye e p 42)—
@13 QT Wiz A1 R £d RuTErT Ddrresmion
T EHAR WY aEEN T OTIaT e Ty el
3 PRI 7t - constitate an exemple of thiv
variaty.
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(1v) In sArqeiee although the face 1s declared to
be without % peer the form of the assertion 1s conceived
outwardly in the manner of an 29q1  Where however
even this outward form 1is mnot preserved that is re-
cognised by Strara as a distinct figure called s As
he says (p 210 f )—gdistomiAAdancieIn | ga—

TR AR AR Frgler g 0

A WAAR AR AR IR TR gamE U
Felcor, /) QT a 1 This however
18 over-subtlety for which Jagannatha has been taken
to task by the author of the Alamkara-kaustubha
(p 174)

Notes to II. 38-39-—See Note (i1) to 1 24 above In regard
to the mllust; given for ARHITRAIGHT 1t has been w oll
observed (aneant the ruling that T must be Fafim
while =R 15 not Steafrg )—e 2w
AR AT, 7 J9T ARRARTIEG 4T AEET
T AL TEIRRA TR L O T AR e srnnREm
ey ara fig aPERR aguNEl AT T

Notes to IT 40—(1) Compare Note (1) to it 21 above

Bharata already tells us (xv1 43)~—

CRETH et 7]

St qa¥ aged agfver 0
And his examples 1n arder are—3ed d WRRMr T, TM-
YA TEE e feafgeeaml gu and wmogy A
Horo of couse, 19 1ts most primitiya form, the distinc-
fion is mnade_to depend upon_whether the s or the

or singulare 1

Now araar (u 42) 15 vref agfa gvr and in Dandin’s
statoment the distinclion between TZFAT and IEraar
is this  In SEIL A pumber_of ITHS are adduced in
tho hope that in atiye eflect ot lenst they
Would approximately conyey the extentef the commen
quality porsessed by the 7, wiuch they are_unable
todo singly, In ari7y en the ofher haud any pna of

the seversl Tpmas s concenved an bein,, adequate Ry
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f to bring out the commen gushty, and the wealth

of allustration_serves merely to show off the poct’s
e

Notes ta II 41—(1) The Alamkarasekhara thus defines
and wlustrates this vanety (p 31)—asigaguarafFradl-
2 & B 30—

ERovEq G T A |
s Fieaar ffaTy 993 g 0

Notes to II. 42— Bee Note (1) to 11 40 aboye The illustia-
tion 1n the taxt 1s based upon identical smammyd, but
this 15 not essensis! ' With Braunaennt s good example
of #e@a s the familiar stanza—

g afy AT RA P
3133 FIRARIIA S 3
R ey Bl afy e
ﬁ:'%anmfawmﬂ:ram n
The sr@Figy gives also the following oxample—

feeten it
Apparently 1t 15 o series based upon frFmaorad which
alone 18 recognised as WATAT by the author of the
Agnipurana  Compare (344 14-15)—
AT eMEE @R ag )
et A AT AT Ar b
(11) Dandin does not recognise what 15 known as
TeAIvAT defined by the Agmipurana (344 20) pg—
IR TR AT AL
FRANAE A TR AR T e @
and thus illustrated by &2z (vii 28)—
1 57 fiwre Afes A eREARTTIR of '
aiffaERe ey Wl TR 1
For other vancties see TEETH pp 181 nnd wpsTR
re pp 146 1T
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Notes to IL, 43-45—(1) By a7 Dandin seems to have
msant a complete utterance of a thought setting forth
all 1ts FTF relations 1o other words a picture with all
appropriate details and back-ground The face, the
eyes, and the teoth form one set as aganet which 1s
placed the lotus, the bees, and the pollen 1n tha first
example, and similar corresponding sets are present
in the second example And when i this manner an
STAANTA 9999, 1s compared with another sumilar
AFFEA—with tho tnfling subsidiary distanction of the
Dresence or absence of an additional independent gras
for each 3igyg—the result 1s a geEragal Hence 1t 1s
that after dividing Ivs as shown below—

T
—f——
ﬁﬁ;mv arma 'zw'{?rn

|
RreTEYr
1
. | I
| i
Paar 3{(’?‘7‘T=

b2y LT
the suthor of the Alamkarakaustubha citos stanza
1t 45 as an example of ¥ qoafiar the compartson bo
iween one pair of 3w and Iwa leading on fo and
depending upon the next pair

(1) In_the two_oxamples of aremifir_given by
Dandin tha smausd betweon the various parrs of s
and 39376 in each 1s cleatly felt although not actually
fxprossed  Bot it 1 pot absolutely nectssary that
there should be this @rsmYAT everywhere The arrr-
AT cites the following where there 1s 7o ArPTET—

ST FSIEI AN FHeIag | N \
FfmmaTAa @l &gl oA o .
13 KXvyNdaria]
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(111} 1t 18 perhaps necessary to draw attention to the
fact that srpioar 1s different from aremifonr We have
Just seen what TeEmdlmat 1s  The nature of
becomes evident from the circumstance that it 1s dis-
tinguished from what 1s called #mmEigAT and
(following Rudrata) or from zegumr (following Hema-
chandra) 7%t being FAEATEEAIENEA (3frar  The stook
example of FIAMATEAT given by Vamans 18—

TEEGHATITFTET
BRAET A |

STl SSRGS
TR RS

Notes to I1, 48~-47—Although 1n this variety the @iy 1s
always tmplied and never actually expressed there
being no IIFTIHETR present, Dandin 1s perhaps justi
fied, 1n view of his own general conception of JuwT, 1n
not regarding TREEw T as a distinet Alamkara It 1=
not rocognised as such by 3, WRwE, and @ The
further subsidiary difference as totho manner of imply-
1ng the ¥ (by TEEaiRm or by fr=afifsn, regard-
ing which see Note (1) to 11 15 above) upon which the
distinction between SRERUAT and WG turns 15 also
not of consequence enough to give rise to a new
aamkara, and Jagannaths practically concedes this
(pp_337 8)—~orer eIty SRTEIwIITFIG 91 e Wi 7
sfifera fig gemmarse frm o g eRiti 1. 1

=) SR T T | el fRResy
T ANGAET U APIFH, ATSFRAE I 3799, | Hence Dandin’s
as an W0 variety may be said to stamd In

the place of both SRIATIMT and T2 of later syewiiss

(1) The following quotation from sR¥'s Alamkara-
ssrvasv&vlmnrsuﬂ {p 28) i1s iMluminating as to the
dist: b TFAA, where the things are
really one but two only in the phrasing, and @wmfata
¥ whero the two things are really distinct but have
to be temporarily identified~34T & gdt fwm gk
Fiorer W AT 97 wR AR e (3 8-
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Reacdd ey eSRRaleAal AT sE
et 3 s

(112} Some remarks of the gargwiz on this stanza
are also worth quoting—afa@ew t aferz awniarh 3

RESESUECE SR 1 A AW AR )
qurfg—
T AT 38y e fea
TG R e agga N

offt Fafd (11169) | erP-rg Aifgrze (v 1) agin

S ) TEIRTANT ACAE O FIgIRy ]
mmmlwm.mm
t

T A (2) &) RIS
T I aeEr Rygerra, 7 aaaaq g% { In other
words-oTdatT SHEEAaRE FAlE o1 g
(1v) In order to give adequate account of a number
of devices other than Iyar and %9% for expressing
similarity between two things Bhoja has invented a
new alamkara called @ or @@=T which he thus defines
and divides (1v 34)—
D 1
IR AR d |
TR N T G
ARy aElE AT T 0
R Wi R A
AR SR T 0
ey oy TR OREAR
ARl sRETReGR
This alamkara sccordingly would do duty for sfTET
and zo1=F of the alambiirikas Tor the various sub
divisions of aREElrary and the illustrations followed
by Bhojs’s illuminating eritical remarks sce Sarasva
tianthabharana it<elf Samya as an alamkira 1s
recogmised by Rudrata alse (viut 1077}

lotes to IT 48-49—(1) How to distingmsh thie varety
from the figure of speech called FAFTAI which Dan
din defines and illustrates 1 1 330 332 1s a rather
subtlo question  Both are attempts at wetFn between



u 49—] Kavyadaréa { 100

two things one of which 1s distinctly superior (st
or i), and the common property adduced 1s somse
a1, which word 1includes both qualtities and actions,
as1s evident from the examples given The ouly
express condifion present in the defimition of the
figure gerzifrar and absont in the defimition of the
sub variety geg4 15 RRFrETR, but 1t 18 not quite
satisfactory to make the distinction turn upon this
circumst; for then g@Eriff@r would come nesarer to
the varieties fIGAT and @@ (1. 30-31) We can
prohably bring out the distinction by supposing that
1n the Imr varlety the €4 18 consclously realised as
the gy or the uzaae while 1n the figure
the STAT~STH4 relation, even though actually present
(as 1 11 331), 1s deliberately set aside the @y being
only ¥ or implied and not s=JAT as in the other
case and this agrees with the later definifions of
gertar hike that of #mr (Faamr wFe | faaarmg = 99
Rrermita e UERT @) Udbhata 1s even more ex-

pheit (p 60)—

aqmERIRRE oA |
AT e e

(u) If this statement of the difference between

g and gt 18 correct 1t follows that Dan-
din’s g=AT9T approaches the figure of speech called
g as 1t 15 defined by mr~gzrieg Wy -

FEATLATII
for there the common property exists betwoen things
consciously realised as Sulg and G'WH Compare &3%
(p T —gagr@i=Eed adiier tie) da9q) From
Dandins view of the casec however the distinction
between 9% and Frygimar 1s clear In
there 1s an atfernpted @figw between afirs and #a
things this 18 absent 1n the 2ius of w3 At the same
time the 9% requires the TFF to bo expressed only
onee for all, 1n 3N 1t may be repeated Dandin
18 thus lookang to the etymology of the name nll slong

while there 1s a tendency in later writers to ignore
that altogether It would be noted in passing that
the I9¥ here spoken of 1s not the FiTF as Dandin de-
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fines 1t (i 97ff) which 18 more a gEgrerR than an
3@ ER See Notes to the figure 1n question

(111) 'We have 80 far attempted to st forth tho dis-
tinction that Dandin prabably must have made be-
tween TR and g=FIRAET, but writors who do not
sdmut this I variety have defined FEAET 1n terms
that Dandin might have reserved for gt The
definition of Bhamaha 1s (11 26)—

1) R gerena
FATH g i
That of Ruyyaka (p 70)—
TR I ATGAIARTREIArT a1 SR
) gemifiar |
That of Vamana (1v 3 26)—
& g !
Bhoja, finally, while giving for garaifir a defimibion
wdentical with that of Dandin, further adds iy 55)—
I Gl = g Fh T
n

R EE g
for which his 1llustration 15—
e T At
7 71 SR ST

(iv) The distinction between mzwmr (u 31) and
GEUNTAT seems to be the circumstance that in the
former some ext facts not m, to thoe
intended #m7 (e i wwyfirtFT) ave adduced for heightens
mg the value of the ™ while m g=Etimm the
superionity 1s based upon the degree or intensity of
the self same A™q as measured by marked difference
1n results achieved, difficulties encountered, atc  In
other respects the two varieties seem allied Ve do
nat thinl. that the fact of the wrzm being arsy in the
one (@ g=01) and =F7 in the other would have been
adduced by Dandin as tho additional distinetive

feature

Notes to II. 50-—(I) An ordinary @Em—amie@nmd £6TA
can !s put in the form of a ¢gmar in this mARDTIA,,
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FEETATRA AEAEHEFIMN I gg=aivar (1 21) we had

o similar presentation of the similanty, only there a
number of ¥gs were adduced to bring out the @y
botween the same 3999 and gyae, while in the ex-
ample before us a number of ¥gs are adduced, to bring
out the @y between one and the same gy and a
series of 3gA™s with which 1t 1s to be compared —As
a0 Ay (n 40) or A (1 42) & serles of snceessive
Sye are here given but that 3Ry upon which this
wvariety primarly turns 1s the presentation of the gy
1n the form of a 8¢ It 1s perhaps not essential that
the ¥gs (and tho TI9AME) 1n o ¥Www be always more
than one

Notes to II 51-56—(1) Like iuis the fl4s have been most
claborately treated by Indian Alamharikas They have
been named and classifiod according as they belong to
syllables, words, sentences sense, sentiments, and
alamnkiras A detailed treatment of these 13 given n
the Sahityadarpana vu, or Kavyaprakdsa viit  Jandin
affords a treatment of them in this place and later 1n
1 125-185 In regard to the Upamidoshas our Sans-
krit Commentary supplies the needful supplemontary
information from Vamana, Bhoja and other writers

(f1) Tho extra hine tn 1l 56 which we have enclosed
1n squore brackets like o number of other lines and
verses 1sclearly an interpolation, buthavingbeen once
aeospted 1n the editio princeps of Premachandra and
so passed on 1nto works of reference 1t would have
beon most 1nconvenient to emit them and so change
the subsequent vorse numbering In one place (il
158-163) whore a transposition of stanzas was felt by
us to be on enitical grounds abeolutely called for we
have for the samo reason transpesed the stanzas and
yet retained their original verse numbering, Lelioving
thnt nobo Iy would grudge us givini credit for halng
nble to count the numbers from 158 to 163 eorrectly

—
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Notes to IL, §7-65—(1) Dandin’s List of weoRgas words is
helpful and 1s1n any case borrowed from m by most
subsequent writers, and naturally with varations
and attempts at completion ‘Thus the 5
supplies words Itke 527 9, @13¢, and their synonyms,
and even the Mss variants add one or two more As
the matter 15 not very vital we d1d not think 1t neces-
sary to go into all these later lists with a view
to determine the text of Dandin’s list, especially as 1t
wwould have been necessary mot only to refer to the
printed editions but even the Ms matenal of these
other alamkara works

{y11) The colophon TgT=FY (and other similar colo
phons to mark the conclusion of the treatment of an
alamkara with a number of subdivisions) 15 generally
given 1n Mss with omission of X and substitetion of
synonyms like @ ete for = and other small van
ants  We havoignored the variants and havegenerally
followed best Ms authority 1n giving the colophons or
omitting them

Notes to IT 66—(1) The name of this Agure 1s thus explain-
ed—3T g Rl (STarzad ) Fry (FEagyRan) €= # Ry
AT paeifiam €970 Rupaka has to be carefully dis
tinguished from 3Igar (especially the varreties of 1t
called siftrlven and Ew), from gudifs (u 205) from

(11 214) from Fhar (n 221), and from aTaghr
(11 304)—amongst nlamkaras recognised by Dandin,
and from i, frage, wiPaar, and SBE—amangst alam
karas not recogmsed by Dandin  The various defin:
tious of §7F g1ven by alamkarikas (we quote a few o1
the morte 1mportant of them below) are an attempt
morely to sharpen the outline of the figure with & view
to thus differentiation ‘Thus Bharata (xv1 57) defines
the figure as under—

AR grTayaes |

Frfamrrer T 450 7 g Tl
Bhamaha (1 21—

ITR q1, AT TR

it @t 7 o o g 0
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Udbhata (p. 9)—
AT SR T e,
WY T g T g A b
Rudrata {viil. 38, 40)—

Vimana (iv. 3. 6)— .
TUATH, Teadl &9 |
Bhoja (iv, 24)—

TR WOLREAIT

R Wiz s g 1

Ruyyaka (p. 34)—
ST S(ONREATTRS T b

deyinﬁtha {p. 371)

SN e a1

IresFARIE ek AT )
We have zlready quoted the definition of Jaganuith.
in the Sanskrit Commentary.

(it) The distinotion of &¥¥F from IWr Dandin has
givon in his vory definition of &7% by the qualification
31.  The distinction betwesn 3w and 3w (for
the arsq betwecn them always presupposes a 3% can
be made to disappear when, in spite of the difference,
one asserts their identity either because he errone~
ously believes in their identity {cp #7mar and the re-
marks made in our Notes to ii. 25 regarding
and $x); or because he wants purposely (poetically
speaking) to deceive somo one (e. g. in smyzfa, cp our
Notes to ii. 95 also) ; or because he is himsaif in doubt
(e. g ¥TA=T and the figures 7@%g ote.) 5 or bocauso, in
a poetic fancy, he imagines them to ba identical (as
happens in an 3Aa). It may aleo happen when, for
purposea of poetic offoct and with o viow to bring out
the extrame similarity of the 2w and the 37y, the
Fw@m is mado not only to lend its €7 to the g7y but
actually to usurp its place so that only one ward and
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one name~—that of the Sygm—Is used instead of two,
As the gamsztg (p 371) trenchantly remarks—aFersTit
fwreT RRrarag | spfemmaay [T frTafy 1
TGASER ATEIGITTARITanA | ~to which we might
add—3@erq e St dg L S
iR frrer Bl fSRuEriaqa: | Regarding
our last statement it will be noted that Dandin’s con~
ception of &RWAIRY is somewhat different from the one
given above after the manner of #wz; but on this
point ses our Notes to il 214.

(i) As to the rest, it may be observed that while

¥q% involves an oid¥ or superimposition of the I
upon the T, that 3mdT kas to be bssed upon simi-
‘larity and not upon FRIFRM relation as in s but
the ground of the aRIg-~the common property-—can
never be expressed as such in the Ripeka [Sieriticud
A= as Rudrata says : seo below, Note ix) and there is
also an absence, naturally, of the agAATen= A ¥
in its sumplest form therefore comes nearer to the -
arfezrrr o and if the example arge is taken as g
7 77 it would be not o TIF at all. Where such a con-
fusion is likely to result there must slways be some-
thing in the sentence which is oither & MIE or I
a7, regarding which, besides the remarks in our
Commentary, compare the following from the F=aFra
(pp 927 )}—3

Frrer AT AFAAEE SO g |
S T omE TGRS gy S g
arrr, W g 7 At aReERT wTE It e apnTFar b

qFyeRl Ay A AIC ARgedas. )
@ AARE Y A 1 AT afrERRfy wrTer anaTa Wi
o 7 aeArn anFare |

T sl R T
g gl Bty az 8¥ RS snftrrerE
TR

R T AT A
AR T
14 Eavyadaria }
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T AR ST SRR A SR AR, T TRY-
gl AnpET frgrariar Emm AR FAETET
sfrR: | graersnil G4l lem)

{iv) A gnrfi (see {1 205, below) involves an asser-
tion about the wdd which suggests a corresponding
assortion about the 9&gd, one assertion being made
to do duty for both on the basis of an implied ey of
the 3mga upon the yggd based upon @wzA. However,
in a AqTaiRs the 9xgq is not actually expressed as in
a ¥9%, and it is because the &R predicated of the
TAEgd Tesembles the =7y of thewrga which is intended
to be described that the ARG results by way of an
implication. In Ripaka, on the other hand, the agq
in its entirety (£, ®agR, and all} is identified with' the
7¥gA but, at the same time, the basis of this identifica-
tion or supanmposxhon is not actually expressed.
Cp on the point GMETIT (p "534)—Fq¥: stoFw] sERER.

ST DRTSIRAR | 58 § R e i
a'{qmmﬁ"‘m{a VoA T FFRTOERY A § STk
geig: ¢ For furthor remarks ses onr Notes to ii. 205.

(v} The figure called gftws, which not only our
author but even ¥z doas not recognise and regard-
ing which, even betwaen those that recognise it—zors,
g, sy, e and arreRiRa—there scems to be
o slight difference of opinion, is in ovar opinion a
matter of over-subtlety. In the line—waim zim ey
A5 if TR Is regarded as o &7% tho lotus or arsw
must transfer its 7 completely to tho eye or zx. The
eye, in other words, must loso 2]l its character as an
eye and take upon itself the oharacter of the lotus.
Accordingly =a=% can bloom but cannot see. This is
not n ¥Y% therefore. It cannot also be an g, for
feFt or 9AA csnnot become a common property re-
siding more prominently on the a7 lotue and less
prominently on the 3137 eye. Wo must hence invent
o now figure in which the ¥g befween the symm and

the 237 Is fad but the result is not that 37 has

transferrod its ¥49 to the W9y, but rather Tmra has
iteolf nssumed the &7 of the i1 so that tho lotus can
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see  'Lhis therefore 1s the figure called wRmmr  Com-
pare the Chitramimansa (p 59)—%9% gz aearTa s
AR g g SFAETYa AR 1 In this conncelion 1t has
tg be observed that =mysem (18 quoted by the stasR-
FRZA p 161) regards wi=7 1 the line 1 question as an
<7 based upon a common property like wiRd, and
this seems to be the best solution of the difficulty
{v1) We will consider one little pomnt about this
figure bafore we pass on to a consideration of 1ts sub-
divisions  Rupaka as we saw 18 an 4G9 of the Ivm
upon the I3y based upon HEYT, and the question 1s, 18
the @iy primarily of the word upon the word, or of
the thing denoted by the-word upon the thing denoted-
by the word, or of both simultaneously Says Pratl-
harenduraja (p 31)—aq R 0T ) ¥agq arrQegiTe-
A 5 R @A e, | etsleg aerma QT
AR | 338 T 9 g 59 TR W|E —
AN, TFY T FPATR
TR AT A N
ST eI TRIAR, T,
spral g TR a7 aaTEw
T I T avTRETR SIMARSTRI SUAAIERNT 4
(vi1) As Dandin himself observes (ix 96) Rupaka,
like Upama, 1s capable of infinite divisions mado more
or less on the same basis Therc 1s first of all the
merely grammatical aspect of 1t which gives the first
three variaties of Dsndin T, «rawea and YAeTeqsd,
as also the afdmess (u §2) Next, thers 1s what
might bo called the rhetorzeal aspect, which accounts
for the varieties called =n@w7s (n 91), WIIAETE
(i1 92), and qearggaras (u 95), s well as for fgger®
(1 84), aErE (1 86), IWETE (u 89), and =AfRFETR
(11 90) where 1t will be seen that Rupala proper is
associated with some other additional rhetorical de-
vice The usual divistons of ¥iF given in the Texts
are the same as thoso exhibited in the tree given under
Note (1) to 1f 43-4o above Dandin’s #HFFYT 1s the
same as QEEEETAATIETE Whilo bis 7T, ST7HT, and



u 66— 1 Ravyadaréa [ 108

wFEETTs (with the further sub divisions of =, org<h and
fig7) may roughly correspond to wsinfiardess What
1s known as qFIRGETE with its two sub divisions of
% Tas and u9s are practically one with Dandin's
Toregs (u 93) wod feugas (u 87} while the subdivi
sions based on simple or serial arrangement Dandin
does not recognise at all

(vin1} The Alnmharakaustubha observes (p 228) that
some attempt to make out a variety of =4z called
on the analogy of the grRrfmr described m

n 438 —eqrpit Rad arFdiwrol gdersg ) o Bid-
& AR TR RETFIEE T

quEr Al T
TR BN
RAANA QRS 7l

T TEREE TR At N
This however 1s regarded by the majomty of Alam-
karhas as frFw  Compare the famihiar example
of 1t—

B ATACFRIN, |

g7 o= augheT g 0
After a long and technical discussion the 41"?7{?!?!@1
#1¢ decrdes agamst the acceptance of grRma=yF the
wmstances quoted for 1t being merely those of Fgdr
Bee further our Notes to i1 348

(1x} W'o have said above (Note 111) that 1n 8 Rupahs
the common property can never be expressed as a
common property For a common thing has to be
shared by more than ohe whils 1n & &% the 3w and
Sy are conceived as but one thing All the same
there is always a common property implied ns the
very basis of the sii required for €7F and 5f this 4t
18 expresced as belonging to =grt alone or primarlly to
the ¥vaw and secondarily 1n a sort of a reflex fashion
to 3737, that does not violate the requirements of the
figure Coneider for example the illustration in 1f 87
The compound word I¥AFZT 15 to bo dicsolved here io
B manner 50 a8 {0 £iVe More prominence to sprgy (1 @

according to Pinini IT 1 72) and therefore
the adjectives TIg@NAIME and dtmar, must be
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primarily predicable of sy slone whick thoy are,
seeing that the senses of U=z and <X that suil 47
are only secondarnly suggosted and that too after an
effort With this important condition governing the
exp of the property, therefore, we ean
obtain tor ¥TF the various sub varieties that turn upon
the manner of expressing the common property Says
Jaganpatha (p 243)~@URRENIGWATL FREGTH
FlifFRAeTaTm gt g Freagen |
FRregRATE W sdrmARer Sow § For the eorres-
ponding examples see (EIFTAT 1tself

Notes to II 67-68-~(1) The steTIdiue thus versifies Dan-
din’s examples of HET=TF—
TIT ATgST IS FFIH
AT e g N
Tt will be noted that the 1llustratron 1 11 67 1s also a
q¥eETs, but 1t 15 adduced merely to ilusirate the
nature of the Metaphor out of-Compound

Notes to IT 69-70—(:) The compound aweigRE Al should
gt

R

This_mode connects O9 primasniy

with g5 the I Compare Note {1z) to 11 66 above —
Similarly the common property between =0 and 9=
7 uri-1s_to_be so understood as beang_applicable_

primarily to thewﬂlﬂgt This
te what Dandin intends to 1mply By TANTEIEITATIL
mnu 70

Notes to Il 71-72—(;) In the cxample given it will be
noted of course that g<ra  the adjective qualifying
§wd , involves yust an ordinary Upam?2 What object
the poet intended to supertmpose upen #9 does not
clearly appear It cannot bo #um as we do not asso
ciate 7 and A%{s with 1t
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Notes to II, 73-74—(i) The compound I3y~ can be dis-
solved so as to result in 99T as well as in ¥y If the
other adjectives (afimeny, Wamiwon, syafdgmy) a8
well as the predicate { srgesi AMRT) had been such
as to apply primarily to 9g= and only secondarily to
% that would havo beon TTEATE.  As it is, unless we
aceopt Premachandrs’s propoesed emendation into
amrgan, it would be vary hard to establish s &7% here.
Appearances point towards 3Tt based upon an extrane-
ous @@y such as smgrFE (see our Note (v) to ii. 66);
and if an extraneous @#r#7 has to bo after all braught
in why not Imagine it to be, say, %% or @%fir, which
would go primarily with 93t and so make IFAHES 2
=% ( fages as it would be called) in accordance with
Dandin's intentions?

Notes to II. 76-76=~{(i) The divisions intended can be thus
exhibited—

UH
having T!T?N upon

Pt sryafey olone 3rq77¢ alone  TARA+

all sggas = o f=TE, some -
= grerTT, il. 70, ii. 74. 773 alone
i, 70
N |
all 2771 some 373774 alane

-y TeT, i T2 ""_’nfTTT. i 76,

|
gerens G 7T s AL T8
(i1) The word =7 In i 76 cannot rofer to wrz#FTT
leetng that in tho examples giden all the aryTis or
ronstituent parts have the eniin: It can rofor to con-
itituant parts, and tho dislvdons inte ™ and &g
w0 divisions of 7% Involving 20T on {some or nll)
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@as  They cannot he divisions of 7% according to
a fresh fundamentum divisionis seoing that we can
have tnecompabibihity between oT179s and ergwgs, and
between the s1q4fy and some of 1ts s{g7gs, but never
between the srqqfi and all 1ts e/%qs, the safiT cannot
in fact be called safy at all 1n that case

Notes to II 79-80--(1) In the example given the i
consists in_the fagt that while 99% and ¥ are the
Tq5as of the the has only some g

wnmmnjham;a_ammﬂbw_mmd for_are
suggested ) bnt not all. . For instance, suiz suggests

the wAifes reddened ot moon rise, hui as war_cannot
be-assaciated with the moon the ¥ should i this ox:

mple have OnceLy In
spite of this cireumstance the general impression 1s
that of the superimposttion of the ITM along with 1ts
[Igs upon the gauy along with its ere@s  although
the correspondenc does not exist in all the detalls as

mna

Notos to II 81-82—(1) This ({ﬁﬂWrE‘FF can be distinguish-
mwgrmwmmm
1n the latte on_the
a7 (eg aﬁy independentiy of the saays,

hich merely serve to heighten the charm of the
qg the 3] becomes meaningless taken by itself
1t can b plausible only 3 g as well a5 the wa

o taken s FarTAaleE  Lhe [ARMUIMRIGHE 1s a more
mtimate relation than the sEEm@EEmT

Wotes to II 83-B4—(i) The ﬁz‘m wouid ‘have been mon
in the tHu:

polt tedly brought
tion had been subsnmtnd ths sy nonyIn ¥

Notes to IT 85 86—(1) The distimction between ¥geu® and
Saar (11-50) 15 of course sufficiently obvious
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Notes to II 87—(1) See note{1x)ton 66 The stanza 1s omié-
tedby M The usual exolanatory stanza 15 lacking
1 this case, regarding which the garguifes obsarves—
ez, [ Feoews ] ™A 7 oamqaa ! This might seem
to raise n susprcion about the genuineness of 11 87, but
1t 1s given by the best M<s Compare also n 313

Notes to II 88-90—(1) Our Sansknt Commentary follows
2 But3dwez has not been able to explain the
varieties satisfactorily and had to give a new example
of his own to suit his own explanation of the definition
mu 88 A bstter explanation perhaps would be to
take fftm=the secondry or I {(moon) and gwr = the
actual moon As 1n both the varieties iliustrated in
1n 89 and 11 90 the Y=-ZAT 13 compared (or contrasted)
with the actual moon 1t 1s evident that such a compari-
son can only take place 1f and after the w29 1s super
1mposed upon the face The TIF must therefore already
exist, and all that 1s done 1n adaition 1s to bring out
the similanty of the y@a=m (and impliedly but not
expressedly of the §71 ) with the actual moon 1n an
Fwmwegs and the dissmmilarity between them in a
satmear The yargWeH! apparently so nterprets
these varieties, for 1t says—dmrara = Mam | 9@
FZEg APTTEE ARt And we can accordingly take
i =egm FOR W w1 e following agam the
same commentary lor a sxmilar use of WM and fisc:d
compare 3t 160
{i1) In the second line of 11 90 the reading of M 1s
docidedly superior, but all other Mss are agrnst 1t
{11) Bhimaha alone amongst extant dlamkirikas
accepts ITARTF as o distinet alamkara He thus
defines and illustrates it (lu 34-35)—
TERHTATET araaT !

=t

JREIA Bt ELA W

O s Pl e
Hore Vishnu s foot is declared to be s novel murror
The conceipt is quite out of the common, and while
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the 29 of ZIME upon gz does give rige to the
Rupaka, yot 1n ¢o far as the Zqm 1s said to be a new
or strange 39w the full force of the tg¥ does not show
itself, being thwarled by a possible 37a1 standing out
1 the back ground This 1s probably the purport of
Bhamaha's definttion Dandin’s definition of the
figure 1s so difforently worded from that of Bhamsha
that 1t would be hazardous to imagine (hat there is
some kind of a connection hetween the two 1n spite of
the fact that Dandin and Bhamaha are the only two
writers extant who have anything to say of Jared®
Bhamaha accepts 1t as an independent figure. Dandin
(cp 1 3087 turns 1t 1nto a sub varlety of Rupaka but
there 1s nothing of the nature of a dispute or contro-
versy between the s{atemsnts of the two concerning
this figure It 1s likely therefora that the two wiiters
are following independent traditrors 1n regard to thelr
explanation of this fignre
(1v) The tenth canto of the Bhattikavys 19 composed
to 1llustrate figufes of speech Amongst them SWTETH
1s 1llustrated by x 60—
fafiaRaermarcar
Tofg T ARG !
siveatd 73T e TR
e =T U
Here the foaming Tiver months as they fell into the
ocesn are compared to the dropped upper garment
( wifes o<imfE ) from the mountain breasts { srefomreert )
of the earth at the sight of herlord Rama The compar
1s0m of the streams with the garment 1s based upon
the ar of &@a on the mountawms apd so this s
ST —swrRg el —as  the commentator
B F says 1t would be difficult to apply Dandin’s
definition to the present example

Notes to II 91-92—(1) The distinction betwaen SEATEYE

and % 1s sufficently obvious Premachandra
undorstands U 91 all wrong and Bohtlingk follows
dra  An sy s an @ following up-

15 Ravyadaria)
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on a 7% and serving to weaken the full effect of the
s required for the 9%, while a ¥AMMWEYL i, 8O
fo say, an 089 of an sEYETF Thus in i 91 the TwrF,
while calling the face the moon, suggests that in as
much as the face is sraada. while the real moon is
«fia®, the ==y made upon the §@ is not com-
pletely justified, The waMWEws adds to all this &
further remark to the effect that possibly the face-moon

might be Ztas_in_reality (and so the wwig might be
fully justified): only his own ill luck comes in the
way of his realising the or _the the

ce moon. Premachandra(perhaps underthe influence
of the ideas in the two earlier stanzas) thinks that in
ii. 91 the #R7F wishes to say that the T=Z@Riy is deroga-
tory to the F@=R becanse the real moon is eriivanda,
while the face-moon is not so. Any @ggq readér
would at once perceive that such an interpretation
murders all the delicate suggestions of the stanza

Notes to II. 83—(i) Regarding the designation of the fizure
the following extract from the sEgmdr is quite
expliolt—eTt 5T qg=rla #RAG T TAT T FAEARE
R AAFRT €O, ETFEIEMA 3 1 It will be observe
ed however that 7z is not an 3793 of the 77t as &
was of the 933 in ii 69, the example for ywexys The

{9 _is helped by. and is only rendered possible by
the Tz@riv; hence this variaty comes nearer to the
qiaRaEa* of later writers, which has beon defined as
(TrRRermdm, =. 28)—qx gl WA 1| Whether,
however, Dandin intended to make every ¥4¥eTs 8
giyfiae® a8 thus explained we have no definite grounds
to assert Seeing however that the TE<ag upon the
face and the ¥araiy on the eye-brows are not bazod
upon any definits arqzd that would help the prineipal
2T in the verse, §t is possible that Dandin wants us
to understand Tyress as £V €T L o SHEAATETTA,
or TUIR@ETSH and that the subordinate spiys of the
935 and %7 do not vitally affect tho character of this
Riipaka variety.
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Notes to II 94~95~—(1) Compare the nature of gvaiCanitTar
(ix 36) There, sub t to an err Juds t
{whether of the nature of §ig or of 3B the author
does not indicate but both are posmble) based upon
qrex between the ITT and the Iunmm, the real nature
of the 3737 was finally determined upon In the pre-
sent Rupaka variety thore 1s Just an opposite process
of the mind from reality to error—only the error is
not ot but 13 a conscious poetic deviece which ecan
deceive neither the speaker nor anybody else In so
far however as there 15 an attempt to conceal fasts the
name of the variety explains itself

(1) Dandin admits an imdependent figure of speech
called emgﬁ 1 304-309) TIn 1 309 he alludes to
what 1s called m‘@% by which he presumably means
a sub variety of IWI—but there 1s none with this
name amongst the given Iwr varietres—and in the
present stanzas he mentions a gwgNgaETF: It 1s rather
difficult to determine in the first instance whether
these are three independent alamkaras and mn the next
place what 1s the exact distinction between them as
Dandin sees 1t Now some hold that by swmgfi Dan-
dm means & T as Ca puts 1t
Cp 1. 96 also Cb thinks that by swr{mifa 1s meant

or g, adding TAETD TR DEFTAEIN €2
w 1| Premachandra sxp)amsmwgﬁ by arEpETER
TR “ TeT Gerf —and thinks that Sfg

&fiqar (11 34) 1s what Dandin intends in 1i 309 Cs

also agrees in this Now in view of the fact that in

outward form at least the 3@ vanety exemplified 1n
i1 36 bears an unmistakable resemblance to any ordi-
naty case of smggg and 1n view further of the fact that

the gwawrsy may be a ud t subsequent to a

aaMgTETE {as also to a @A), 1t 15 not 1mpossible

that 1n u 309 Dandin might be equally plausibly
thinking of n 36 And m any cose we can regard the

ITHMETA as separate from armiggeus  If -

1 36 wo have already—Note (1) above—shown its dis-

tinction from qragae s while af Irmgii=n 34, as
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ofe T and a@gaEaE ate quite distinet on the very
face of them no attempt need be mado to distinguish
the one from the other.

(1ii) But we must learn to clearly distinguish gvar-
aEIETE from the figuro srwér% as Dandin defines it. To
later writers the two are undistingnishable. Some
think that in the Ripaka variety one dharmin as a
whole is negated and another asserted in its place,
while in the alamkira called awgﬁ thare is the nega-
tion of a cortain dharma of the dharmin and the
assertion of another instead Thls, however, will not
hold in the case of (il. 308) A better dif-
ferentia would be what is supplied by the edjective
Exuficuy in the definition, which suggests that
the negated (574q, @) and the assertod (st=Fd, Jgam)
things ought to have a similarity betweon them. This
is not the case in the figure awgf%{ where anything can
be negated and another asserted in its place : ¢p. m

(& i ¢

Notes to IL 96~(i) Regarding the sub-divisions of Ripaka
Bhamaha says (il 2¢)-—gaeiaq@@@asiaad 9 « gur
®qFiizat Consequently when Dandin mentions ine
numerable varieties of Ripaka as being current he
must have had others than Bhimaha in his mind,

Nntes to IL 87—(i} In the various definitions of Dipaka
that are In the field two or three issues have been
raized. In the first place, is it nocessary that #igg be
based upon similarity ? Bharata, Dandin, Bhaimaha,
Dhoja, the author of Vagbhatilamkara, and Viiva-
nitha are quito silent on the point. Rudrata regards
Dipska as o matter-offoct @R=3) Srure and not an
317 figure, Udbhata explicitly domnnds arg (p 14)—

sl anmEe i

SREArRTIEY 7 i Ay h
while Vamana (iv. 2. 18— ymmNsaTa2smT A, Ruye
yaka (p.71), Mammata (p. T1E—n7zfng wig wrAyH-
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A, and Jagennathe (p 322—ayarammsawt Irarmora-
= ©9¥7), do the same thing; though Mammata, for
instance, admits a variety of #aF (the so-called mrE-
Aq%) where the g 15 not in evidence In as much
however as every Dipaka demands one word syntacti-
cally related to more than one sentence, we can
always regatd the thing connoted by that word as
the @, ond 80 we necd not moke much of the condi-
tion about the aitgmy being 54, as Ruyyaka puts
it The next 1ssue raised is about the uf§as that are
srid to possess the usy common ud. Most writers
insist that the 9fifirs be partly 8%d and partly sr7Fq but
they must not be all either ¥¥a alone or #wyq alone
This last, according to them is a case of gdifiar (see
Note (i) to i1 48, above). Now Dandin 18 not parti-
cular on this point: his examples suggest that he
admits all 75ds (e g 1 100), all smgas (e g 1i 101),
and some yFas and some simFas (e.g. 11 99)  Regaxd-
ing the distinction between &9F and gRAIAE the
following extract from the w@#diegs (p 296-297)
may be said to be the last word on the controversy—
a7 agPa— QTR grERrRAahR i T2E
FRAM ST T e
TEAPTTE TR B ET aRRAR WA | SRS ARG
AEMEFAC A g g Ahant @ A W awgia )
T gEr T 35 e sl go gfy b |

T e . ges 7o G e |
i FaTR 37 ARAAREET s e i
R WA W@l (xvi 55-56) SRR, @37 g
e g

(1) A lacge nurchar of varieties of Dipaka are con-
ceivable Dandin first gives a four-fold distinetion
based upon the same principle as in if 13 and then
gives thres sub-varieties under each nccording to the
position of the common word Regarding this last
principle of sub-division Jagannitha remarks (p 327) —
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FEgRed HATRA ] ey, At R
AT ST e INGITRNTATRY ANy Refrregnfyaieaie
EEiEs | —Mammata and others, as before obe
served, admit a variety called wrwrdius defined in the
ST (b, 291) as—a3 T SREA=FAN Ty agig and
illustrated by fa==mT (p. 520) as—
¢ @At @l sfeany
AT SRRy aafe |
SRyl @R awer  39-
wrfd i gafi el e 1
In conpection with this variety another similar gra-
tuitous, principle of sub.division (notenunciated by
Dandin) turns upon the case of the common Frw, and
80 we have Dipakas of %3, #w, T, G5TH, S, HaR,
and 31RFo ~—all severally itlustrated in the swrray
pp. 292 fl. Regarding Frwficx Jayaratha remarks
(p 73)—stat. .. Frron sregerrit T 47 G T Ay
F10 4 g FORGuE | afs TR RACTIRERR i
Similar remarks are also passed by Jagannatha
{pp- 324-325). The varieties illustrated by our author
in it 109, ii. 111, ii. 113 are an attempt to combine the
with the 8fis7 of some other figure or mode
of expression: while the @ variety and other chain-
varieties can always be superadded to almost every
figure-of-speach. This alamkara is liable to farya-
g (fllusteated by Jagannitha, p. 328 f.) which
makes the syntactical relation rather difficult to
establish.,

Notes to II. 98-102—(i) The first line of il 99 seems to
have been misunderstood by Bahtlingk. The alephants
are of course the king’s war-elephants and not *dle
welt tragenden Elephanten,*

—_—

Notes to XI. 103-106—(i) The distinction batween the
Dipaka variety illustrated In if 106 and the figurs
called &if% iflustrated In iI, 352-354 consists in the
fact that while 571 has to be supplied severally in the
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various statements in ii. 106, no such necessity oxists
In the adn™ iNustrations The omission of sdax i
would have been an improvement.

Notes 1o II, 107-116~(1) As Dandin says distinctly, the
instance in il. 107 contains an sl Since the
word =X is the common word it follows that in an
anfidiaE it is enough if {t oocurs somewhere in the
first sentence and not nacessarily in the wory begin-
ning of that sentonce

(i1) The variety illusirated in ii. 111 is distinct from
the so-called s{7%uT of the moderners. See above
Note (fi) to if, 97, The emendation suggested by
Premachandra is good but mnot backed up by any
manuscripts

(ill) The statement in 3i. 115 testifies to the exiat-
ence before Dandin's day of writers who gave & still
larger number of Dipake varieties Bhimaha (if. 25)
g1ves just three

Notes to II. 116—(i) Dandin distinctly says that every
#TIR1 is an amplified F9%; the_one can therefore
always be turned into the other. Consequently, re-
garding the necessity of a basic g, and the require-
ment that the things adduced be sll sFas alone, ot
awFds alone, or both together, the remarks made In
Note (i) to ii 97 hold true of this figure slso. This
figure is not recognised as & distinct figure by any
other writerexcept Jayadeva the suthor of the Chandra-
loka ( stanza 45) who calls it 3mgREas  Bhoja {w. 78)
regards it as a sub-variety of Dipaka.

Notes to IT. 117—(i} The figure called vFr§dtuw illustratod
in ii. 111 also smployed synonyms; but they were
connected with one word; here the synonyms
ste. are connacted with separate words.

Notes to IT., 118-118—(i) The w=arswR_ocalled 73 also has

words_or_syllabic groups_repeatod; b ere_t]
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repstitions cannot be dispensed with, while 1 an St tis)
the sense of the passage does not suffer by doing away

with_the repatitions. Iv other words, sigfti can be
turned into s FTE .while I@F cannot be s trans
(s)

Notes to IL 120—(1) Different views about the nature of
ZAlkshepa aro eurrent and maturally the definitions of
this figure differ from writer to syriter Dandin s de
finition—gRy NIRRT —1ts the stmplest in_the field and
of widest application As Jegannatha (p 424) remarks—
TR g e | et I REmEe e | a9
Srpwd ofy eIdR geaRd B9y §dopdueTr 1 Others
delumt the field of this alamkara to the negation of
the 39= alone  As Vamana (1v 327) says—gqaraidi-
2N | gEFTIVE ST ACAFAMTIAEL , as he explains the
Sutra m his Vritt Va.mhna, s gxsmple 18—

qEEEgTafh e e
m:;#wvﬁu%a%\f’#m:ﬁﬁ-n 1
% a7 FreewEiRe R a0 A
T g ERITeT A v
This 18 the same as FFIFFR which Mammata (p 894)
thus dafines and explains—
AT SIHAT FATRLAAT |
e At o Fer R i
T GG g AW I 9 ST TR
AT TR ARIFET ST SWUdgaiama s=ah
A4, STMEEEEETT [ T, TWaed TAmgl As we have
seen Mammata 8 second Pratipa 1S the same as Dandin 8
Ay (u 17) while Dandin s sfifrfioar (n 34) pers
haps comes nearer to the first kind The aRREETT
recognised by the FIEARRFNFEFC (stanza 164) 18 of
course g different species altogether
(li) Others_introduge other delimiting conditions
hey say for instance that while qiq 1s s gRprns
woueht not to bo s tesl downrnght sy, The thing
H‘MMS“___\WEMW
nal _of st Ax

alling fashio) the appare 1al
the Alamkirasarvesva (p 114) clearly puts 1t—
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R AT areRrrent qRra | aufire famder fiy
TFALR mﬁaﬁgmﬁﬁmuﬁ:ﬁﬁ%m kil
amwmnz’aw T wq.\lsmm cufoicd]
The definitions of most later writors are framed 50 85
te 1nclude all these conditions, Thus—
Mammata—

o aphirer 91 RRRRIoET
Visvanitha (x 65)—

G sz Rafimd |

fram a1ite )
Bhamaha (1 68) and Udbhata (p, 20)—

iy Qver 2 RAmffemwr |

AN gl @ 4R BAT (F ) at ()0
It will be seon that Dandin's example of iy fits 1n
with all these requirements and it would be a regular
1lustration for the figure as above defined

(1) With regard to the <179 described in Note (11)
the negation of the 333U theme 1s usually ground
ed on the fact of the thing being already too well
Known, or of the speaker’s being powerless to do justice
to 1t qT—
as a commentator ubssrves It 1s dlvlded mto
four sub-varctics Compare Sahityadarpana (p 547)—
R ARy F g Tt eeern gioe fYa s sty
mﬁ}ﬁha;ﬁaaﬁlﬁﬁﬁa?ﬁﬂmﬁw Fhm
FEFTRA & | Z A e 97 1 For illustrations ses
the work cited Darndin 18 alono, amongst extant
writers, to give 8 classification of this figure based
upon 4

(1v) As the Akshopa described m Note {11) was of
the nature of an apparent negation of what s intended
to ba asserted, so on the same analogy we can have
another varety of the nature of an apparent assers
tion of what 15 sought to be negated Compare
AlamXarasarvasva (p 120)—79r grdiT@iE MAdgaeR
TmhrreraieaRa B9 AER 1 o A seeeryEny
ey | saa RYTEORE A ot AfEmE FRRT-
adam@di | It will be seen that most of Dandin's exam-

16 [Kavysdarsa}

i



i, 120—1 Kavyadaréa P

ples of Akshepa {all under ibis variety. The figurc-
of-spaech called ¥ is, as Bhoja says, (iv. 64)—:{(@1‘1 v

9q51 Its nature Is—Rmg@fimi 3T agﬁ
et Some of our author’s examples (e. &1,

ii. 123) are primarily ot the nature of Redha as thus
understood.

{v) Howscever understood Kkshépa has to bs distin:
guished from Virodha and from Apahnuti; snd the diz-
tinetion is not very difficul to make. In Virodha {see.
ii 333) there is expressed contradiction between the two.
things with a view to bring out some peculinr S of
the theme under discussion In Akshepa with_the
same intention there is » contradiction; but it Is
between the nctual expression and_the real intention
of the speaker which is not expressed.—1ln an Apa-
hnuti a certain_thing (in some_aspects of it or as
regards_its entire nature) is negnted and another
asserted in its_place, the negated and the nsserted
things being both actually expressed in words Such
is not tho oasc in en Akshopa as we have just seen —
The distinction between some specific variaties of
Akshepa and other allied figures admitted by Dandin
will be dealt with in our Notes to the stanzas
concerned.

Notes to II.121-126—(i) Vrittakshepa is the same as

Uktavishaya Akshepa of later writers The four-fold

condition for this variety, in the words of the Alnmksm-

sarvasva, s—uf ﬂmﬂm e

wrrd FAARTT AR Ty Iﬂre_aiaﬂhzus_u

themo intended to be deseribed:-that has benn doclar:
tion of eonrse_is_nat

d to be impossible: this daclaraf

eriousiy inte :_and timnatel e marvellous
nature of the victory etands ont most facatly

heforathe readers  Honce this isa regular example
fulfilling all condition=

(ii) Vartamsnikshepa js otherwise designated 8%
Rodhn  Bhojn (p 422) however calls it g3t frmn
and observes—¥A T e 9 FUR try RorrmEr
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Rrarars R s (iraedgenfie ard awiba o g
24! FTAY | —As to Bhavishyat Akshepz 1t is fo be
noted that 1t 1s not the samo as the T vanety
of the other school for in that variety TEgTAA Ry
whereas here 1t 13 the tIing that mxght—iappen m
future that 15 attempted to be averted by antioipation

—_—

Notes to II 127-130—(z) Compare the illnsiration given
i 1 J27 with the illustration of Virodha 1n 1 337
Most modern writers would regard both as cases of

Virodha It wit 5 t whils
he secol ough to_make it anex
ample of Virodha, 1t 15 the first hme with 1ts demal of
tender, that makes the verse an le of

Ahshepn

(11) The prineiple underlying these two varieties Is
the same as that 1 u 15-16

Notes to IT 131—132—(1MI@_MEM_"?1?
an_attempt to deny an aotually existing fault and the
consequent fear The epithet «zvexr 1s {o be moted
Now 1n a Vibhavana (11 199) there 1s a negation of the
cause_but an asserilon_of the effect leading to a
guessing of some subsidiary cause Here there 1s a
negation of the [se= or princ: use (1), but
likewise 8 negation of the effect In addition
there 15 an assertion of subordinate causes of fear such
as T etc_together with a negation of theitefiect viz
fear 'Thus fear 1s an effect of 519 (TAFER) 88 well 8s
of (@rmararyr)_and of the principal cause 19 said
to be lacking there is nothing unusual if the result does
1ol follow 1rrespective of whother the subordmnato
Causes are or are nol present Consequently Pre na
chandra s attempt to distinguish this figure from Vibha
vana (which 1s reproduced in our Sanskrit Commentary)
18 not very much called for The main _pomt of tie
Mlustration 1s the_cool and_untinshing dop. ) of ho
fault by the lover
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(if) We can more reasonably attempt to distinguish
this variety from Vidoshokti (ii 323), osp. tho variety
known as YRR (ii 328) Mammata defines RINRT
as—ERg FROY FoE:, and we have seen that in the
illustration under discussion at least the subordinate
wrems are all there, but no effeot ensues. But the gist
of the illustration is in the epithet g, That is
what makes this a SRAARE

Notes to IL. 133-134—(i) In ii, 131 the subordinate cause<

were present but as the principal cause was negated
the effect was lacking Here in ii 133 the causes (all
of thom) nre present and yet the expected result does
not follow. This would accordingly be a case of
DRy as usually understood. Only, Dandin’s idea
of Viseshokti appears to have been & little gifferent
from that of Mammata and others {see Notes toii. 323).
Aocording to our author o AR is intended fRraiaray.
The ufitw of death, the expected result, does not imply
any special f12q belonging cither to the F1™s or the
AT that we can discover. Hence this is no R¥rhfs
in Dandin's acceptance of the term.

(i) An Akshepa as under-tood by the writers quoted
in Note (ii) to 11 120 is also for ffrafanfc ; compare—
5 frrmmrema: fig 1 &l aifvar aaeaETRa. SRR
TRl 1 onte: 1 But that is not Dandin’s view of the
matter, and while we are trying to read Dandin’e
work, we must lay aside oll extraneous ideas.

Notos to II, 135-166-~(i) In thess verses Dandin shows

how one idontical theme—the hinderance of the

lover's departure—can be poctically treated in various
ways 5o as to form exsmples of different kinds_of
Akahepa. The versen_aroAp‘_o‘b_nhLv_n&)gghﬂn_oﬂ
authorship, which shows_that he_was not withou!
rome_poctical powers. The verses have been mucl
quoted  in othor writers ; see the Appoundic ©f
Paralielisms. The Alammkirakaustubha gives an €37
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ample of 37&T which combines most of these prohibi-
fron.varieties anfl adds some more of 1te own {p 309)—
Al AERAGIGS AT G e 9 q9-
feft s o™ geRanepmEar |
A Hery R @R g9 ey v 7 ar
ad {3, e arg g, TgiEE 9 @ afaa 1

Our readers are probably already famihar with the
classical passage 1n this strain from the end of the
Purvardha of Bana's Kadambarn
{11) Regarding the illustrztion of myaray (1 137}
Bhoja observes (p 427)—s17 waly ariaa Bt &3 (i)
d FIHN a 1o A oy
& afg sy ol
(111) Regarding the 1llustration of ermfidsmidiy (12 148)
Bhoja obsorves (p 421)—¥3 =2 Ford fAfmrere mufy
S O I SRR aewEti B 5 ahe
W@y | The Alamkarasarvasva passes the following
comment on the same stanza {p 120)—stx FAMUT Fi=eq
e ER RS A 1 5 e BRge wfie
AR A seareie i | e e sifioEy SeITeTe-
(S el ) Ew Wl el

£l
arRRAArd TR safira |

(1v) Regarding the 1illustration of I=n&W (u 14\7)
Bhoja observes (p 424)—sr3 iegear ¥ FOMW_Seqgeei-
Targ 1 o AW SRR R MR e | S FadrgFest
Rrarandr I AR | SR e AR Y A wfurofrar
ady dr wwafx b

{v) The two stanzas about gehdre (1 155, 156) are
vy interpolations Our oldest Mss J and N
owmit thom, and the fact that the Madras edition takes
them before the two stanzas dealing with JmAT ponts
to the same conclusion The interpolated stanzas
were naturally placed at the end of a series dealing
with the same theme We had to retain them in the
text so as not to disturb tho numbering of the editio

probabl;

priaceps
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Notes to II. 157-158 and 161-162—(1) Even our oldest
Mss J and N give in the first pida of ii. 158 the hyper-
metrical readi SAEAIFImET: ” The reading given by
us is a conjectural emendation suggested by the
variant given by V. Our Me. N¥ puts stanzas ii 159, 160
after stanza il 162 and this fact we believe is not a
pure accident. Probably this was Dandin’s sequence.
In any case this sequence can afford an explanation
of the change of the original correct reading to the
present hypermetrical reading which is clearly in-
fluenced by sregmaae  of ii. 162, which words were
probably, in the original exemplar, written imme-
diately undernealh the words mgRwiamay. or in
such a position as to make the wandering of the eye
from the one ta the other quite easy.—Since all our
Mss give the hypermetrical reading, it further fol
lows that our present copies are traceable to one
original copy, aud that the variee lectiones are accord-
ingly subsequent to the date of J, our oldest extant

copy.

Notes to II. 159-160—(i) While most of the preceding
varieties of Akshepa were based upon some psycholo-
gical or other attendant of the prohibition, in tho
varieties which follow Dandin as usual {s attempting
to combine the 31HTIREY with the 3Rs7 of some other
figure. The examples are self-explaining,

(ii) In view of the use of the words grg and atr in
this stanza as applied to the actual and the figurative
moon the explanation of the same words we gave in
our Notes te il 83 gains additiona! plausibility,

HNotes to 15 163-164—(I) Compare ik 26 and 27. It will
be noticed that in UM the 911 was orEd and the HG
the 37713 such a distinction Is not intended between
szodrg and ¥EPAT. Further in the 3w} of i, 163
thore is only & removal of the doubt, not an pasartler
o= In {1 27, second line
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Notos to II. 185-168-—Far Dandin’s conception of srgha-
w1 see Note to ji. 169 below.

Notes to IL 167-168~(i} In il. 131 the ®ron itself waz
negated ; here something else Is negated on the
strongth of a 7w or 37 adduced Gonerally a #wn is
#FI(F or produstive cause and a g & 9% or probatery
cause, See il. 235.

Notes to XL, 169—(i) As'in tho cnse of Akshepa, Dandin’s
wanting In the later pruning and refining with aview iv
make it more procise and to delimit its field from that
of other alamkaras or sub-varieties of them. To begii’
with, Dandin speaks of axg wege? 3@ TE4: =4t snd
753 has been hero taken to mcan a theme or a com-
plete statement, so that an ordipary ¥g of an sgam is
naturally exeluded. Compare Vamana, Vritti on
iv. 8, 2l—aqme, odm A=A e+ Tha

g;g?gwnmammﬁ.ﬂﬂ@ﬂ
which however our author admits) are {n gonsequence
diffarentinted from this figure, Between greatey and
IR the element of mutual Jistinction is the fact

that in the former it is the FICFed (9.8, A6 _of 1)
Whils ¥n the latter it is the swzaa (6. g M of af@) that
. {5 getTorth, aud there is fusther the eircumstance that
in the Bgure-of-speech known as sIgA™ there is ad-
duced the complete paraphernalia of 8 logical infer-
ence Including the =il Both the figures neverthe.
less ngree in this that both afy the iy ond 4% the
arrryg are individual obects and not statements
or w3
(ti) Objections can be taken thowever to the nbove
wtatement of the cace on the ground that in 8sn .:;gfnq
the qaerAe] is often a d d and even 7
-'mtsmeu:ﬂnnd in the ¥rerfyx Mammata and others
recognise a varlety where the TIFF] s & aryan.
Hence n botter differentis botw een HgEr and wrfay
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on the one hand and sT=R=11% on the other is furnish-
ed by the condition that while the relation between
say A% and 97 in first two figures is not of the nature
of genus-to-specios or species-to-genus, it is invariably
that in the case of the ¥yiatg and the awdeseg occur-
ring in the latter alarhkara. As Dandin does not lay
down this condition and does not also recognise the
figures =AM and FE1T%F, the problem does not arise in
his case at all. Dandin’s 3@+ however (ii. 235) does
duty for hoth srgam and Fwafsy and in our Notes to
that figure wo shall attempt to distinguish it from the
figure now under discussion.

(iti) Wo will next draw attention to the word mEaey
in the definition of this figure. This means that in arn
ST it is always the ugga or the NTaxfis that is
sought to be torroborated by the srrgad, both wgd and
wwrgd being actually expressed, and that further the
statement of the weg should come first in order.
‘Wherse the order of statements is reversed Bhoja re-
cognises a distinect sub-variety. Compare (p 429)—~

S s sl g A A ;@ R,

waTgEfTat A ageg sqoren a1
Eirs T o A TR AT aeare e Ralfy fuatar-
2y Fqddr amryiate | Similarly when an attempt is
meade to suggest (and corroborata) the unexpressad
ega by the expressed a9&q or the unexpressed syweyd
by the expressed wegd there results the figure of v
speach called g (il. 205) that has o be dis-
tingnished from sratsaard, where both sga and syaega
are oxpressed. With reference to this distinction it
may be noted in passing that Dandin’s @amifs em-
braces both @ity proper (TARRTFAMIFIOF1ET ) and the
axegarddr of Mammata and others (3mnedBiH wiFgd-
78t ), and that his account of arwegmmear (if 340) is
shightly different from the one usually current [ see
Notes to that figure]

(iv) If we compare Dandin’s definition of satmegrt
with his definition of gRmeyaw,(ii. 46} we become
gonrcious of o distinctive chara_ctoristio of this figure
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which must be carefully grasped In an sratsram

there 15 always ziqe relation between the two
7&gs_one being adduced in corroboration of the other.
Jagannatha gives a clear exposition of * eorroboration '
(p 471 )—wwdn = gian oo 1 @R oee aferaw
R mee® « In sfEcgE { and in Dandin’s view
this embraces the so called zmri—comnpare Notes to

1 46) the two axgs are mercly related by an element
of sumilanty, upon which 1n fact the figure d_eLwnﬂs‘
ep wmnAnEEANa 10 the defimition  The 7% or analogy,
1t 1s true, moy be eventually used as a corroboration
but that is not the primary and 1mmediate object of the
figure Compare S gICgUT (p 90)—a T a® | 7v=a@ ]

mivy fwfafennmrrer wrgeaR
arify a1 ERTEREEEA | eI g aneRan
AR

(v) The analogical Bl ared_for 1
[and =
gonoral statements or batw: two partioular state-

monts, while corrcborafion s usually made of =
particular by o general or of a general by a parhicular
stafement Most later writers accordingly introduce
fhe above carcumstance into the very definition of
sigtaear@ which has been accordingly defined by
Ruyyaka (vin 79)—

afimeriRi e e dResd t

77 guiEfR @ ddimed 1
by Mammata (p 804)—

g 41 AR A A G 1

7, g AT s
and by Jagannatha (p 471 )—

e e R S A1 A agglae

=4 |
Our autbor howaver does not regard this as essential
and accordingly 1n 11 175 he makes one particular
corroborate another particular (see Notes to the
stanza) Bhamaha {1 71), Bhoja (1v 67), Vamans

17 3 21) and others give also non commtal definis
t7 | Bavyadacha |
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tions similar tu that of Dandin. We give the first—

ST FRARAR |
Fat WAERTE: gErgr J9r 0

and the last—
iR T T |
(vi) Finally, 2ra-aw21a has to be distinguished from
fazdw (1. 348). According to the ook (p. 265)
the two themes or statements brought tagether in a
ave an identical or very nenrlz ,nnc&g__
port (T @917 %em ), while in an_smiz=arg there is
between the two & w—relahon baL%n
m@i@x Compare (ibid.)—wi = REETRINR AT
wrEd T3 A7t AraiaeaTE 2fY FfE)
(vii) As to the dlvxsnons of srimaeard Dandin’s
classification stands alone by itself. Other principles
of division adopted are according to Bhoja (iv. 68 )—
A YA AT ] TR 1
i = RS g
Udbhata (p 32) gives a further classification R
91y ar! Alamkarasarvasva ( p. 109 ), Sahityadarpana
(x.62) and other works mention a third important
sub-variety v 7 TN, T0W T @FA | The majority
of writers howaver refuse to recognize this sub.varie-
ty. Visvanitha trics his best to establish its exis-
tence, while the last and one of the very best incisive
comment on the same is by Jagannatha {(p 474). We
rafrain from going here into the controversy

(v1ii) A further varving upon the nature of this

« ﬁgura is responsible for the figures of speech known

ga e, and . An fllus.

tratlon of e is—a 9 fim) mEear fr gdan ooz

regarding which tha A]nmknmkaustubha obscrvcs

( p. 820 )—urx i 1=

AT 1R GEEteTRER) Rudrnta (vm. 85-86G )
thus explains and illustrates Ubkayanyasa—

B AT TR 1
fafdaiy aRwgware: @ R
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FESTTRRATET Y aradfigm fear 1

afq MR gegamsaarsar 1
Bhoja, finally, thus illustrates and explains wrfismg
and s (p 430 )—

fzer sysuiiRer Prdsar segey =kt
P qor B A s alkoems
W AfeRgiEd SRR S, ST A
UG TZHLATY TLE R AT G-
FHTEF WA |

T TN AMFIR ST W
g?ﬁﬁwzuau af}ﬁﬂwﬁaﬁt n
fa 71 femar 7 s

rl Sroel
T uEd g a‘amﬁw@z QATFRTERR A |
Vikosvara 1 admitted by the Kuvalayanandakara
(verse 123), Ubhayanyasa as an independent Alain«
kara by Rudrata and Vagbhata (p 44) and as a sub-
variety of «iaT=<ieg™ by DBhoja, who 1s alone in
recoguising the last iwo alamkaras as addational sube
varteties of the same figure

Notes to0 IL. 170-173—(1) Dandin’s distinction between
fagemfy and f%ang s not strnictly logieal It turns
upon the mere extent of the denotation But the
proposition—All obey Fate, and the proposition—Al
great men reliave suffering, are equally unmiversal
propositrons as Logic underatands them, and ecan
both be adduced with equal cogency in support of the
particular propositions snbsumed under them

Notes to II. 174-176—(1) The eight sub-varieties given
by Dandin go by paiwrs ahd hence our Sanskrit Com-
mentary, following the commentary called yeargmiedr,
renders by QAT In_the 1llustration the
aiffl_1s_brought out from the circumstance that
Prtaa ond 7120 go harmonlously together, while
309 18 shown 1n as much 8s or §I7) and g1

' do mot_sort toge Thus 18 perbiaps posstl le, al-
thourh 1u this wnterpretation varteties 3 wnd [ have
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Iittle to distinguish them from the ndxt pair Asitis
however not absolutely necessary that all the veneties
go by pair, 1t would perbaps involve less forced
interpretation 1f ¥4 1s given the usual intorpretation
of the use of words 1o two senses The word Fifyog—
upon which the entire point of the corroboration turns
—i1s so used 1n 1 174 Other sub-varieties, 1t 15 true,
may alsp use paronomastic words, but in Ruifag
variety it 16 the most 1mportant word that 18 so used
Compare Chb—ziimaaeaty @nufyFt a7 | 37 s=1en
gram Affs areREETE 'rad g8 Suik | AR
gmﬁmaaﬁmﬁwﬁaammmﬁaw
agTRE |

(1) In 1 175 the gmedaed 15 made up of & proposition
which embraces a fw and 1t 1s corroborated by an
other proposition which also embraces o similar friw
The two propositions, as we und d matters, are
both particular It would accordingly be an instante
ufz‘zm in other writers, but Dandin wouldclassify 1. as
ST because the tde of carreboratian tsevidently
the leading 1dea of the STy If the idea of A%y were
the more prominent one 1t would be, according to
Dandin, a case of nfgreamat  Wo consequently prefer
taking the word F-7T 1n the sense of *a poad lrahe
mon’

Notes to II, 1768-19.~{1) The distanctive principle under
lying ths last four vaneties s very elusive Inn 176
the #meited [and not the HRYFI also as an 1t 175}
1nvolves some one doing something Improper or
ugalnst one's nature , 1n 11 177 both the sy and the
aaF propositions involve the doing of an approprinte
acuon, in ii 178 the action in the R proposition Is

accordant for one agunt but dlacordant for another
agont, and {n {1 279 the action 13 discordant for one
sgent and therefore accordant for another agent Cb
and Cs understand ATHI=FAa090  or waqniTa, and
explain 58 siiwrrr [Avg] waliangd as afAsTe | errar
w AiTvePt ¢ The pantas howeser debntablo




133 | Notes {—ii. 180

Notes to II. 180—(1) Vyatireka consists of two parts—
T and WRFga—both of which are esgsential to
the nature of the figure The Upama-vafiety called
SRR (11 22) aimed at bringing out the AT alone
(mAT fAmr @=n), the varieties called fdwar and
&, although mentioning with disapprobation or
approbation eertain points of inferionity or superiority
in the Upamana did nevartheless content themselves
with asserting the qu‘q wnth more or less emphasia
(cp gty S+ and A gt ), and the variety named

w1 17, (5@ of later writers ) mentioned
mmé but did not mention the ¥z, which was left
merely to be inferred from the circumstance of the
ST and the Sgw™ having changed their mormal
relation It must also be noted that the @ra=f and
the ¥z must each concern 1tself with a disfinct
Tm As Jagannatha observes (p 347 y—sdry SYHE-
AT O] A Aoz | @R S@i | R
HIFH, STHAAGHTT 9 7 4RIFEER 1 The same writer
later likerwise remarks (p 350)—:@ TATSTT G-
g SRR,

W& W aRREE Iaé'zm’% mmmlml
mgrvn}w el AT SR TR AR
{1 sy WEPTHAR gAtEa 1 g6+ aneer
AR T Al A R TRTT e R
{@% fret € g3 @ oA S g | oF 3 st
MUARAN SRR A7 FAHT J AR

faﬁqmmﬁ TR SRR
(1) The varety ealled sfitramar {11 34) eomas nearer
to this figure As Dandin gives 1t as an Upamai variety
some kind of @ between the moon and the face must
ovidently have been i1ntended The pownt of tha wey
1s not here actuslly expressed If we tmagine that 1t
1s the 715t the example hecomes a regular =fidF with
the 1mplied &7 as regards Fri-1 and the sxpressed
37 1n consequence o FHZ and HIT—compara u pivd
below If however we regard the point of anysf and
e to ba the same—say sugEFA—and 1nterpret the
example to mean that the moon bscausa of its two
defocts, cannot be o matah to the face as ropards charras
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mgness—and this 1s how Dandin wants us to under
stand the passage—we can distinguish gf¥digaT from
=33 because m the former there 1s not ymfERMaTEA
I as Jagannitha would say Compare to the same
effect the definition of Rudrata { vn 86 )—
A O TN T AT AT T T A |
wyEETEaED df cAtRE fT gTm N
As the Agmpurine does not recognise Vyatireka as a
distynct figure, what 1t cefines as Vyatirehopama
(344 13-14)—
adriyiver wrRAf Teed Frfimmy |
FE=aRRREe SFRRAGAT 91 1
must be taken to include both s7f3r® and nfafamr
{i1) As to the varieties of this figure, since one
aspect of 1t 18 Iy~ as Jaganna tha obsarves—gwamags
E-cl T4 @l But it 1s usual to recognise only three
of them according as the @nysl 18 wA9W (1 e both
AT R, and aw i) or et Next
as to WIFIH: TAIHT gRTaly
A qAT mwmﬁg&m@zeﬁmmmﬁt&w o T
471 zft =™ | This gives by combination 12 varieties,
and the introduction of Bu 1n the statement of 5}{
at onca doubles their number A further principle of
sub division 1s the relation between the two things
brought together for comparieon and contrast, which
mmght be ether class concepts or individuals (&Tfy
=fis or @Efmafis)  and the last differentia 1s the
motive for ¥ which may be simple or rendered complex
by 1nvolving & further process of similarity within the
difference, as 1n 11 193, 194 All these principles are
admitted by Dandin though not actually allustrated
(1v) In all latter day discussions about Vyatireka
there 18 a theme that comes 1n invariably for treatment
tho genesis of which 18 to be found in the following
statement of Rudrata { vit 83 90)—
3rﬂwawﬁarimﬁfm'raﬂaawam
T A% Fe w s
it sfielifa e agr P B ml
e adrg A AR g g o
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Ruyyaka {p 80) explains the point of the example of
this grTERTEIRIepRY o1RRE by saying—s=iersr
ey FFYE | ARRCHRT JENGAHR | AS against
this Mammata asserts ( p. 784 )— &1 ARt
fAafira ) Jayarstha the author of SFRIEARARAT and
Visvanatha the author of mfywain side with the older
school while Jagannitha follows Mammsta The
following full extract from the {@manR (pp 352-353)
will make the position on either side quite clear—
ST IREIETRAE S STRRT §3 A g, @ R awdmga-
T ey AR SR sEEtrant IR Rafia 33a-
SR AT T G R | [ 2R 3T 1] 7Ar AR wda
3ty T o B SR Rl lagelr g | g geiedad
EIcECd <z St THaRE T Feerady e W sy
eydes | Rt | e Ry st aege, 1w ganee | &R -
R B SR T ST MR SR
Rrafirafafs wmamie safiE wRdre T g o
[ Jagannitha replies] aPRraRa | ARad i Tafea s
TR a 193 R g -
T G S I T OO | % S SR
o = & %
waAT AT AATHIR TEgIIeT g | e
IR TR e fat
TR Grere FRAET TR A ANEER ATg A A
S ST | J

TIAHT

Notes to YI. 181-184—{1) As we have seen ( Note (iii) to
ii 180) 1t has been customary to have, along with =
and g9y Vyatireka, sgaq Vyabirokn with the three
sub-varietios depending npon the manner of expresse
ing @maed, each with further two-fold differentiation
deponding upon the presenca or absence of 7 The
three &7 varieties from out of these six are declared
to be 1mpossible. Says Uddyota on Kavyaprakisa.
pradipa (p 793 )—eriz RER | ST AU AR
Bk g ATy #Am | o SRR PR

=3\ To which may be added the conclusion of

Jegannatha—oa = ffntar el wrngRsEY

fre e
-
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Notes to II, 186-188-—(i) These three varleties are an

attempt, nfter Dandin's manner, to combine the Jfirsy
of this figure with that of some other figure or figures

Notes to II.188—(1) As before observed ( Note {iii) to i

"

180), w3y includes what is called i as
well as sirdar®7  Rogarding thia distinction Mammata
notes (pp, 661 T )—arafea=r amr A eamAnEitRR
FugwrEiETRR @l wraleaie 4¥m afm et ok
argli awRy Wil T 1 a4 qq aeg_(qe V. i 116)
T Rl amre 0 &3 g TR AR T  a 3o
VT TN U g% 7 9 gAY aunf%m Franfg-
fifa st FATIRAR armde i gemRaR-

qrety el | g 3 T B 35 (e VL6 115) wmim
fARaer 2 Radt 1 In sAmEmEE the geamraTa—y is al-
together absent

Notes to II. 180-182—(1) Compare ii 190 with « 22. In

the latter 373 fimr a7 emphatically declares the
amqe In tho former only the 3% is stated and the
el is left to be inferred It should also be noted
that il 22 mentions a circumstance that can be regard-
ed as gIARTEYEg while the @R of i1 190—by an easy
change into S=4UR and even without it—can con-
stitute an IgAE

(if) On ii, 191, which Bhoja gquotes, he observes
{p 237)=sr3 TN AR: FAAAEEFE): ARETeR N a7
o (ET SRR 9 AR, |

Notes to IE. 193-196—(i) The essence of o wzaeaRiE_con-

sists in the fact that in it what 15 offered as a Y% or
distinguishing characteristic between the gwar and
the ¥7%% has 1n 1t an element of 375y The Wwzzq how-
hold _upon_our mind at least in the first instance

Bhoja observes on this stanza as follows (p. 305)—
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w9 FgaArAREd: 3 abmtal 2 eremting e
EINA AAGAA Do T FgF G i e TR
qreatave. |

(ii) The illustration in ii. 194 and its explanation in.
ii. 195 have given rise to a serious differance of
opinfon amongst the commentators, which is partly
helped by a difforenco of reading in ii. 195, The read-
ing adopted by us is supported by strong manuscript
authority while I's substitution of sezrsar: for Ryzwwan
is hardly motlvated although he remarks—vr,, q@ral
RrgErdIRi Saoi= wafadiRi okt @ s, | It is even
doubtful if P. had any Mss. fo back him

{iii) The commentaries A and B printed in the
Madras odition are af one in regarding ii. 194 as
containing two jllustrations of wezafits, one in each
ardha, the first being stzama( =Fafm TA@@)AT3 and
the second ndral =ufrz)al, both however beins dis-
tinet from i1 193, which 1s » case of wZrmeRns7  The
full statement of tho figure according to this view 15—

i e
TAHA—TE A
TR~ & FTHF— S
adreTE—afE e [v. ] )
WIF A, AT JF—a, 18R
FFATy—ate] FTTaTEE—Harie

Our eriticism of this view fs—(i) it is not quite clear
why two examples are nceded: Dandin hardly evor
intreduces an extra sub-variety in this way. (if) The
words g7 and S{FAE are given s rather nnusual
senco  (iii) The ZTAZyr has to be extrancously
brought in Tt {3 not Lkely that where the main
point of the illustration is the #1°27 of the #x¥ Dandin
would leave that to be entirely supplied (iv) It Is
not pxplained why the §7Fs of tho first expmple are
mado theTTT and 3737 in the =econd. It cannot be
a mero aceident Lastly, {v) Why should 2fZ bs uffrg
and nr'}w{ for @tzr] be amfrz? And in any case why
does 1i. 195 first cxpl:un the cxample In the THOT and
then that in the g7 rather than vico vorsa?
18 { KavyEdaris |
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(1v) A better way of undersianding the passage
would probably be toregard 1f 194 as forming one exam-
plo of wzm=afiif¥ar with wigam(==rgmalgsy  Thus—

IGAE—AER

FEE—in

grrraATe—afy, whioh is apprehended first { 1ia )

AZF T T

JrRem——aaamfedr, sFPTRa, this 1s apprehended

as an after thought
The only difficalty in the way of thic intarpretation s
the two dual locatives {or gemtives) connceted by = 1n
il 195 The locatives can be translated by—*‘ belween
the moon and the hansa, tn regard to sky and water, a
difference eto’ , and 5 conld be regarded as explative
Bhojs, 1t must be added, favours the earlier interpre-
tation His remarks on this stanza are (p 305)—

o qA AERE) 7 4 T IR g
T RN IRISARSERT T U3 WgE | Jiy THrEEeesd)
FEEATRE §

Notes to II 197-198—~—(1) Bhoja remarLs on thls lllustm

tion as follows (p 303)—3( Faadwre awd
TR TRFAR ATEETRAT AT e m’wﬁrﬁﬁ aﬁa‘tﬁ
fifta | @y \EiEiEE

{11) This stanza 1s made to support the weight of a
chronological argument for the priority of Bana's
Kadambarl over the Kavyadarsa of Dandin—a weight
which 1t 18 too woak to sustain, for, even though the
conclusion be sound it should not be supported by an
unsound argument Peterson {Dasalvmara, First Edi
taon, Preface) and Pandit Maheschanden Nyayaratna
before him {A S B, Proceedings 1887, p 193) regard
Kavyadarsa1 197 as a reminiscence of Bane in his
Kudambart, (B S S p 102 1 16)——3?@:;&“,73@3@3
¥ SRR T any 1) Nothmng
need hinder us, as fa~ as the two possages alone are
concerned, from regarding the Kadembarl 1dea as an
olaboration of that in the Kavyadarsa More probably
the two are quite independent of each other
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Notes to IT, 199—(i) Compare Notes (i) and (ii) to ii. 131~
132 In further distinction of sreméiy from fsmav it
may be stated that while the former stops at a mere
denial of the cause the main point of the latter turns
rather upon the W&+ or imagining of the new causs
(or emifaFa) to explain the effect. The nsme of this
figure can be explained as B WWP e ({the
way that Dandin suggests) or ffirzer #1937 7 (the
way that Bhamaha (ii. 77), Udbhata (P. 38), and Ruy-
yaka (P. 124) profer), both oxplanations of course
amounting to the same thing. But it is interesting
1o note, as a0 indication of a difference in tradition,
that Dandin and Bhaimaha give different explanatioas,
‘We may also mention another fact in this connection
that would point to the same conclusion. In the
definition of this figure Bhimaha, Udbhata, Vimana
Mammata and others use the word {331 instead of o
or 3, which is chesen by Dandin, Bhoja, Ruyyaka.
Rudrata, Vidvaniaths, Jagannithsa, and others. Pratl-
harendurija oxplaios the use of the word fiyr as
follows (p 38)—3% af RS Y T ad ey | Rer Qe
A FREN: AR ® o aiRgEmaTe, @t et
FERarTid oA 1 7 < Ban sfafrad s o Prawediafe-
ﬁ:uaﬂ—{(mmm I Ruyyaka's comment on this
terminology is worth quoting (p.125)—=57 7 % qu:
FromTEa Bt 7wl wrovReT RRay ) AR @
Praneemia TN TATEOE QIRAT b oy ﬁ%mmﬂr
TR TR R

(i1} The production of an effect without a cause is
a violation of the natural law of causation—is a 3R-
wxfdirs.  As Jogannitha observes (p 435)—Rinrar 2
PR | R Agmaarrmraaa: giaaeTamme [EE-
fistera 1 Vibhévani, however, is ta bo distingoished
from the fizure-ol-speech called Virodha (ii333 f£.)
wheore the things brought In opposition o cach other
nro equipotont and are not rolated to cach other by
any causal relation  As the Alnmksms“vnsvn say®
(p. 120 —#72mA TAEFA N, 4571 FIAET aReAE g7
F g #A FremET FEiERTTE T rE ey 3L Te
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the same effect writes the author of the Saltya-
darpana (p 551)~f FHIAIA I FFHACT, FHRT
A FAEA Y RN = Frtaie P gg e gl
areaataa %% ¢ We can in brief say that Virodha 15 a
general name for figures of speech based on contradic-
ticn, and that fiumsr as well as s are parti-
cular cases of Virodha that have been recognised as
independent figures

{inn) The contradiction.invelved 1n a Vibhavana is of
course an apparent contradiction which admits of an
easy solution by Frem=fEe or FRIRATAFTAT The
solution however, ought to be quite easy wwTeY 3?51
|f%, &s Bhamaha (1 77) and Udbhata safter him (p 38)
observe, and yot at the same tune there must he some
Lind of au actual problem to ve solved Thus in the
linstration 1 11 200 e7/a=1 has two senses gWAAAT the
prunary sense, and IXFETEARIRNY  the secondary
sense Now I¥T¥H 1s not the cause of the = Arraiig and
s0 there 1s no contradiction n the statement that the
FEFs are «uidfis  Such s the selution or amfy
The difficulty arose from the identification of the
secondary sense of e&ffear with the primary sense
Adapting the explanation of Jagannstha (p 432) to the
case 1 point we can say—s(x AT TR AEMTR 7 &
TEPTFRVRATRTA Sty Jara | EEreafays a2
T BRI | e A IR 13 g
TR | T R A AR ERREEE Fen | afy g aemiEr
Ftrer ) a91 A R foaar 3R 3 ) ey 1 el aemaan )
Ay 5 yrETEEEGRAE R | aamgesR e areeEee
SNTEFAFRRTIRRET ARY FRAR FFFRIAR 91 It
TAEFRT ATTT | N AUF A il
Faaam fevgTiRew w9 L v Em’i:rmt A TR
S FREECTRRRE AR oAt Rean | qq1 = syman Yluedet
FA FEgH @ UEEGAS A DT EORE RRE R el ¥ <
LTI, TITA WAL AR T, T aROR AR
faa aammlm‘h@z FROAF FTORTTE F ARG |
57 O FRRT €9 e ) 39 9 Fas 0w Ay
TP FOI AT &fra~ B B 9 weres T, | ax
TR T TV SR VAR | T T TOfFem 5 AT
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Revdrer sframer Rafd @yad | awm FRonty ro arjimd
=R R
(1v) Vibhavana can be varously &ub divided The

commonest division 15 two fold vl and o
frar, but we can have more For instance the xfie;
might be itself bodily negated (G ) or there may be
a statement of 1ts powerlessness to discharge 1ts
function though sctuslly present (syimrema as in
11 338), or 1ts deficiency In regard to its qualitzes and
attributes {q=37ERMT &% in 1 324) or as regards its
associated adyunct (@zFratura ) For illustrations and
detatls see Alamkarakaustubhs, pp 311-12, where
some of the examples given are, accordrng to Dandin,
examples of Virodha and not of Vibhavana The
Kuvalayanandakara gives six kinds of Vibhavans, as
under (stanzas 76ff }—

Frarar FmT e #70 F31= 970

AT Toh Az

FRAREATA FIH@RIE Y1 A7 |

AT TEENDTRIA A 1

Frifereea T €T A AT

ez § U R

SEITE, FIyeeR Sgdi Enigarar

BF QIR A AgREE 0

fyeama FaEatas FfaRargan

siafsemedt pa 7 irgte aig

oA FRTeady w2 oEEaET

@ AR, TG It
In criticism of this six fold division Jagannatha says
(p 434)—awrRra TF SFRFOMATAEEN, 92 SRR §rgy
7ahg | Rudrata (ix 16 2I) in a hke monner, after
laving down that Phgmgar 1s 3 figure of speech based
upon «{fqad attempts a three fold division of 1t, whach
18 also not distinctive enough More worthy of con-
stderation 1s the classification of Bhoja who after
giving the two fold distinction of FgwsaihoTn and
wnnfaraipTaa after the manner of Dandin gives a
three fold sub classification as follows (ur 10fF)—

or faar fafaar < B wan fare

AT FrRIRE SO A
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w81 77 71 R PR 7= at af
=g at Ainipw fim afaz=ma o
Vibhavani 1s closely allied to Viseshokt: and mors
comment on this figure wiil be found 1n our Notes
to1i 323

Notes to IL. 200-202—(i) Bhoja regards these as examples

of 7! fgar as above defined His explanation of

n 20015—&:&7{:::@;3&::“{@ dienfiET oRedg-

R $EEAE A TR Reviend | A g aw FrefeiEamt

ﬁﬂﬂﬂ” and of 11 201 wm sinular terms—3xI3+ reqRE-

afiy SPREREEENEER T EiEe SRR
TPOITEIA | T ggi A ErRFETREEt R

Notes to I1. 203-204—(:) In n 203 thore 18 no fiwrga of
anytting There 15 no FIMFW and the @ETRER 15
FRNM  We can possibly say that the Sfirgdg that 1s
denied 1s 1tself fsrar, but it 18 & question if Dandin so
understands the mattor

Notes to IL. 205-207—{) The following are some of the
more important definitions of Samasokti—

Agnipurana (345, 17)— .
i TR AR |
a1 wwrtifeear adntar g 0
Bhimaha (11 79)—
A% MR R |
T arERRE R waraiaT a9 i
Tdbhata {(pago 39)—
SEE A R
ygATTa aEmatReEEar b
Vamana (iv 3 3)}—

IRPPNGH ARARINE FAAR e Jwi
Aifsft@msn |
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Ruyyaka (page 84)—
URATIAGEAA e FRAT

Bhoja (1v {6 49)-—
ARFRITTIT Tl |
dzﬁiﬁmﬂ aaEty g B
«aﬁﬂdﬁ\ oA, RN @
AR N T

Mammata (page 741)—
RRRET B iR 1

Visvanatha (x 56}—

FRT R TR AR

FRRIY TFITA g
And finally Jagannatha (page 367)—

T STEFTEHR T nmﬁ%ﬁwmﬁﬂmm

TR R A gATin

(11) Tt will be observed that whiie Dandin gives for

this figure 8 most elementary defimition, the advanca
1n the various othar definitions consists in introdncing
further conditions and qualifications 1n the defimition
with & view to delimit 1fs sphere and to dxstmgulsh i1
from other allied figures such as A
ertae=rE, gerNfar and stgArmAr The first point to
be noted 15 that as far as Dandin g defimtion goes 1t
1neludes cases where the smiga conveys the g&ga or the
ogd the =imegd  but all the writers whose definitions
are quoted above—oxcept the first two—include only
the former case under wwIfn designating the latter
as ustgesndr Dandin recognises the figure srrganaar
but as he understands Sz as A and not mere Ty
his definition 1s not A See our note to 11 340 —
In the second place while Dandin only requires that
the two F&gs be T&T some of the later writers want
that thoy should be alike as regards therr 1Fimms and
that further thess {¥¥mms be paronomastic or R
Ruyyaka s remarks 1 this connectwn are quite ex-
phicit {p 84)—zz u

g, AT | mw’wmzwwﬁahﬁ%ﬁww naﬁﬁxmﬁ
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SPSTRA A1V M g wgARTARAATE AT AR g
SRR | AT A Pl Rdeee 1 RIlEE R e
AR | ATy oA ARSI T |
AT | STRERAARY 7 FSeElE: | R g qaesl-
R sraw aggefenia e oqg AR fes
A A 9 ST R )

(ifi) In aPreav@rn, gradviga, gerifm, ond stataeam,
for one reason or anothor, both the wma end the swgA
aro ZIRIMIE ; 10 YARIRS only ono of them is present, the
second being 77 by one of the three modes describad
at the end of tho above quotation We have just
referred to Dandin's conception of stagAaiAl.  Dandin
does not recognise the figure called %M, regarding
which the wameedia says (p 410)—qarar FERTIRATREEA-
wEETEYREd7 + Lastly the commentators spend
much ingenuity in distinguishing wFixfFH &% from
gRIARE, regarding which the following brief statement
of conclusion should suilice (Jayarazha, P 85)-—nq
ARG TR RGN Jeaa A2r29es § fnta
TR g & TAIG I A= F T, N5 I This
statement of the casc has however been much criti-
clsed We would refer the curious to Sahityadarpana
(p 530), Kuvalayinanda (stanza G0, Vritl), Rasagan-
gadhara {pp 373 f.), Alamkarhaustubha (pp. 254 f)
and Sahityasira, {pp 446 ff)

(iv) For sub-divisions of Samisokti see Notes to
1i. 208 below. Bamasokti is liable to & 7 called
sy, which Mammata fp 958) thus explains—
ANIRRREATARET SRRty ITrARR sy e

® AT TR AATART AR A 7T
Jgals fHmEy T T ’
AP fa T o
SAGRATETAT (27
e faw fEtan o
o s Tt T 2ar qrai@ea s e s A war
Al =1 =Ry T Rty AR A Wiy 5
ZRAARTA AT |
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Notes to II 208-213—() 4 detailed classification of this
figure 13 as follows (cp Alamkarasarvasva pp 88f)—

{

I 7 !
SFTEHRRT E
b . N PP

' — -
! t
Poafirrn ATar "lf‘{] L e ". T

| | | |
e FAFATOIT ST IR
And this bas been combined (loc eit) with another
four fold classification—n<7 Ay sFERATRIT w3 <A, |
t{a"rfﬁ?ﬁﬁ(u«mg 7y | sl aeaf TTET:
FAFCTHAT | ST 41 ARG RRANDT 1 Ay ar
A FIEGAFART T Aal 7 § ¥ g Fardln |
(11) Bhoja gives an independent eight-fold classificas
tion as under (1v 47)—
S ATy a1 gred ST
3Tar TN AN AR F=2R N
as also the vaneties called sraiRe, «F1E, and :wdfr
the siw=diftn ( = srerafyTar agmami ) bewg further dis-
tingwished into 3771 and 70
(11) Bhoja quotes stanza i 208 (=Bhoja 1v 48) read
ing ga1g~T for Aray7  Mammaia would regard 1 209
as an ARFTREF of the first vanety

Notes to II 214—(1) The trentment of AfxtRs by Zlam
kirihas falls under two man categories Some writers
look to tho etymology of the word and describe the
figure in a genernl manper as » heightened or hyper
bolic mode of expression The main definmitions 1n
accordance with this view are the following—
Agmpurana (344 20)—

Rt reRa aFpmeT Fida 1

v YA A esenEn i o

19 Thévyadarsa]
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Bhimaha (11 81) and Udbhnta (p 40)—

fafiredy at ag (3 99 Udbhata) dalmraiecy

AT 397 (gar Udblata) b

Homachandra lp 264)—

FRR T it R
Vagbhata (p 37)—

SRt )
Vamans (iv 3 10)—

nmepAaTE aeEfarpiife |

and Bhoja who, besides quoting hivyadarsa u 214
and 11 220 gives the following extra characterisation
of the figure (iv 82, 83)—

11 < SR g« fram Sore

afE 2T SR AR e

RN 3P FATPITAT |

s a1 it sl gag 0

(i1} It 1s duning the process of division and sub
division of the possible hyperbolic statements of a
thing—the most complete 15 by uguAfa (Kuvalaya
nandavritt: on stanza 36) into [erriaadis 1 3wl
SRR, il daraRediie sormfaediRe <ref
s and sraREAIfr—that the later idea of the
five fold aiR=ARE as understood by Mammata comes
to the fore Some of these later divisiin definitions
are—

Mammata (p 762)—
fa g 95a™ W g |
TR TS FTHAT T Foqan It
FRBTORNET TR ¢
At a1 1
Visvanitha (x 47)—
Wor A da AT |
Qg FERE A YT O W
Ruvysaka (p 65) 18 most exphict in the matter—
7 weta—ered Redt Al w1 flgner R
FrRmraEatadEare] FEIa | A Y ae
arqE, ey Eaafanrean | AeTmEE g
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R Wl spyaRiamTT R RE t eres 97 g |
W L RN ) aTEETY ) A e ) F
FRuT e |
Rndraia perkaps marks the middle stage in this pra
cess of evolution 11 us much as he regards <@y not
as an independent figure of speech but as a rhetorncal
devise of the same kind as compartson o contrast and
giving 11se to a number of figures (12 in all) which he
thus snumerates (1x 1-2}—
aiifian st ey anfd |
ER Fhries 7 aniakmea
SRR S AETT IR
RymamRiRa=aERe 3 0

Just the opposite of this 1s the view of Hemachandra

who says (p 267)—uafi¥ = @7 Rad Ry oo
g1 & f&Aar R
NASFREE B

()} Atisayokty undarstood 1n this extended sense
is called 7#Rs by Bhamsaha in the oft quoted atanza
(u 85)—

B T gARET T )

v wfa @1 flesdaar fam
Vakrogtt is formully defined by Viamana (v 38) as
Qrzzyran the point being—3 @@ Rttt

g ST B aRRREER 80 e

(v} The most modern school as represemted by
Jagannitha (p 313) and others refuses to recognise
the five or more sub varseties for the figure put forward
by the Middle School As the Alz{amknrgkaustu};hg

i

observes (p 285 )—Swriw
TR AR T b A 72 fo
SRR TR TR GRS @ 3 Na AT
R e, 1

T greq, | RRBREA YT
A STAFERHIRFR@AGHE AT v Ry

frar gmRAmIyaRgeR | This school therefore ap-

proaches the most ancient school ropresentad amongst
others by Dndin
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- (v) Bhoja’s statement (iv. §2) quoted above probably
differentintes aifzaliR from #1f% (i. 85); see also our
Sanskrit Commentary p. 236 11, 6-12,

Notes to I1. 215-21C~(i) Verse213isgivenby Bhoja(p‘ 462)
asan example of F=F A7 with the remark—31F Froree]
SR ag=ierd A 39 afee gRrmhienymiaT s
« e G e SR | Hemachandra (p. 265)
cites this as an example of R srdrm—ar

* BTN SRR AR W I 1 Mommata
wonld regard the example as containing an indapen-
dent figure called #If% or Rif2g: but Bhoja observes—
e fURRAIA 31 AAT 1 3=AA | AR Smarder -
farer) Frnsad < afariern-eerme warrdad g

(ii) The footenote on p. 237 contains a misprint
For gateatrns read aaigavng for aaigiitn?; and for eiwaalt
in the last line rerd sitm=.

Notes to IT. 217-218—(i) Bhoia (p 462) gives this as an
. example of ag¥ifawrT with the remark—3d @ Sirdr-
< IR aEATAnaTaTa 3 aTi v 9 AR | @ age-

Frerlt smnfaa g !

Notes to II. 219—(i) Bhoja (p. 162) gives this as an ex-
ample ufg'mﬁ?ﬁhmﬁ'ﬂ’:(' and rsmarks—qr,ﬁ TR
rmmwwra’m-ﬁar Riafaw ¥ Poysfiswi srmmage )

dry geeafrdl awifouEdgs 1 Mammata and others re-
co;,mee this as an 1ndeper dent figure-of-speach called
AT

Notes to Il 220—(i) Bhoja gives other snb-vareties of
*  this figure such as MITMRED, WD, and sH=Ty

or
(if) Bhimaha also delivers him.elf in a s=imilar

<train (1 84)—
egERa gmRwET T
qwﬁ*r-n?-wrg AP o7 e
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We have already mentioned Rudrata’s aitempt to
regard iy as a fundamentum divisionis for classi-
"fying figures

Notes to II. 2321-226—(i) We give below some of tho more
important definitions of Utpreksha —
Agnipurina (344.24)—

R FRATaET 9 |
ST HER AT argeet =y 0
Udbhata (p. 43)—
AR a6
Errviemicirctcapuadll
Rhambha (ii 91)—
sifafirerarear FHRammar ag |
AR g AT R #
. Vamana (iv. 39)—
SRTRATAAT AN CIGRAT |
Ruyyaka (p. 55}
WGy SATCIrT=Y ST
Rudrata (viil. 32, 36)—
Ay f el
Eicaid mmﬁ e b
77 RRR gl sgagday o ae
TEARIGHTRAT St e
vagbhata (p. 34)—

e g3 1

“3gbhata (iv. 90)—
g R TdE adt |
DR AT &7 T 79T
Bhoja (iv. 50)—
srpyTferd axg amgeraTat |
o= Ay e <ty ampdet sasd 0
llemachandra (p 247)—
aprgtrRTECT =i )
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Vidyanatha (p 383) and Chitramimansa {(p 73)—
AT AT !
TER 2 YRR aErEngat e b
Vidyadhara {(vihh 12—
ST AR TIRAFE genfiFana 1
A TEEd AN FIAAAG @1 & N
Mammata {(p 707)—
AN TAAAAT TEAL B A b
Visvanaths (x 40)—
IR THERIAT DT AT |
Jagonnatha (p 285)—
AR SR a1 afrae e woltaghiae-
AR F T aEAH AT @ aeaa ar mma
FaT
And Visvesvara (p 180)—
A 7 I2T ARSI agaaay b .
ag A i R Rmran
{(11) All these dafinitions from the simyplest to the most
claborate acres as to The points to ba
noted are 1 that it should be = wﬁ:{ Wﬁ'ﬁﬁw—-
TSI = 3T A =

Goritrazs) 2 That it slmuld be del]hgrato o ﬂg

and not_due to notual error 3 That 1t should be
and not due o notual efror o0 _Zuat 1t _should bo
between thm s _having siumilarity, and so bsa on

Rl!nllantv That 1t should ba strlklng or pictures
que And that 3t should 1tself with the
que_5__And that st should co;

>3 or gu and Brar or ST of the thmgundﬁr discussion
Regarding this last requirement Frattharendurazs
observes (p 44)—zeus  fexy g ) apaerEg & RS
7 @ SesvErETdtTET B L o wee awl a
mﬁ;iﬁm% it T AP TR T £5A A 1 e
AT T L @ | SFran R o 7 B ue
T T A o1 FF | UARRTT SN TR SRR
EATROFA ¢

(111y Numerous subdivisions of this figure are miven

by Alambarihas compare Alamkarasarvasva (p 27),
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Rasagangadhara (pp. 285-87), and especially Pratapa-
rudriya (p. 386). We can cxhibit them in a tahular
form thus— »
Eecy
i
!

!
T adrgmiAar

i ] 1 I
sifdfqanr ey g gerfqrn
T T T
wifdfarar B RRGET ZedirTan
Furl‘:her subdivisions of each of these varieties are as
under—

:-nf‘ﬂfkwu; ar=ar

{
REuR G wmznlf;mmswr

1 1 i

gvn‘?faﬁr gt gwmh?ﬁr Gﬂ'r;?ﬁm

ot skt zotio rothe gorbe crerde 3oe stefh
FThefie aEASie M wafle 3ofde sofe Tofie wofRe
The four main divisiuns_of:n“h are in this way divi.
sible into 8 sub-varieties, Thus giving rise to a total
of 32 varieties under ar<3r, Each of these varieties
can be further sub-divided into three sorts thus—

AT S Tan arsa

e e

(m%am Eirimr AT

Thus we have—~ '

qrep Afafaar of 24 varieties

ar= R of 24 varieties;

e Randgar of 24 variebfes:

qrer ey of 8 varieties { zew®r nrn
AT )3

witgarer SRRTr of 12 varioties { Pfermigw-

- e EEn A YR ) |
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AT iy ~of 12 vardeties
ydgaen Faiag of 12 varneties
vt egfdTn of 4 varisties

Total 120 varieties
Tlustrations for gll these varicties, espsclally the
yargmar varietos, are not alnwars quotable Jsgan
nitha's criticism of these menifold varieties 1s also
worth guoting  He says (p 295)—37 sy f%
MGG | TG A FAFR R A8y ct by
ANTF I 7439 GAEATCTTCIRATIAT AV ST |
(1v) For the distinction between TR=1 and SART

compare our Note to it 23 Bhojs howaever, considers
(v 51) it as IwmawtEaT and says that it 15 not
distinet from =X proper  Hi- example i~

OrFaT e g T |,

AT RTARTA] 3T g N
W7 AR Fharg gwmmtmre Aty gdafar edaat
This however 13 distinct from the TWr varfety reong
nised by Dandin

(v) As to TRemgag being I compare our Notes
to 1z 3359

Notes to II 226-234—(1) This_fsmous discussion of the

a7 stanza_which has been taken over from our
author by most subsequent writers such as Ruyyaka
Mammata, Visvanatha Jagonnatha efc ralSes certain
side_1ssues which we shall first dispose of Dandin
refers to this Stanzo as having been already, before
his doye, the subject of discussion 1t ¢annot therefore
e of Dandina own composition and he canpot be
veasonably suppdsed to_have been the author

work from which the stanza 1s taken The next
question 1s to determine the source of the 10D
Until the discovery of Bhasa « {Dandra=jCharudatta
all were content to_assuiayn the Mrichehhnkats

as the source for Dand but there are remsons to
suppo<e that the Mrichihhahatika 1satselt an elabors

tion of the Charydatta {(compare a paper on the subject
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read by me before the First Oriental Conference held
at Poona, 1919), and_this leaves it an open question
38 to whether Dandin was indebied to_Sidraka_ar_to
Bhasa. Exact grounds are Incking for determining the
question ofie way or the other; but so much we have
M%@wmw
any more link the date of Dandin to that of Stidraka.
{or o asa). If Sitdraka is to be assigned, say to eir.
600 A, D., and if reasons exist to assign Dandin to an
earlier daté, we can dosoby making him refer to Bhasa
who gives our stanza in Chérudatta i. 19 as well as in
Bilacharita i. 15. If on the other hand Bhisa tfurns
out to be a ninth-century play-wright (I have seen
this only asserted but not sctually proved or even
made probable) and if Dandin comes earlier, we can
still preserve our countenance and make Dandin borrow
from Stdraka, Dandin here quotes the first balf of
the stanza. One of vur Mss. quotes the full stanza in
this plage and gives besides another extra stanza which
is noticed in the Chitrsmimansad {p ¢7). The full
stanza is repeated also as [il, 362] which we regard
as an interpolation (ses Note to the stanza).

(ii)’ The word gg_is_used in as_woll as_gi=m,
Compare Note (x) to il. 14. In the 1atter half of ii. 227
Dandin is actually quoting the words of Patafijali,
See our Sanskrit Commentary.

(1if) -The g in il 228-229 can bo thus exhibited:
The stanza [ty @itg1f contains an gw with—

— {5eqly = AFAIE
::g':"ﬂ“‘l ST ret: spaesmrat b |
AR~
T i
ety of 1 YhR R Sz Ag Y i tewrn fune-

tions, which is obviously s mistake. "

{iv) In the above givef the verb fRwily was interpre-
tod_ss Dgasumre_following the usua practice_of the
Vaiyhikaranas or Grammarians, According to them

{20 Kavyadarda |
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frqfq _ IqF T TI ¥ TNT ?meg?Now we_have seen

that we_cannot make the =y the Igmm Can we
make the simial tur‘ upon the subordinate_elements
of the 7R _the 35 and the zi 2_This 1s the point con

sidered 1n {1 230 The answer 1s 1n the negative, for

1f the omgieaa: 1pterpretation of fesyf§ 1s to be
Tetoaned_the Wa én’%‘mrs are lostin_the principal and

can have no indepsndent locus_standi  This 1s quite
obvious Wf}‘qr-‘?'g'lfg‘rﬁ_?_wh
(v} Thegsyiin b :31 supeests that, following the
Nawyasihas we sho1ld soantorpret the verb fosmifya
_,.___v__uhanlmata_m._mn__m_thm.uf_mg

tngtva n pon < S1
Sy In this  view RewRi=amgrlew v arr-
ImrgrrrRAa—Fal  So the proposed gum statement 15—
—ara —feaRyear or Suv
ITA—ART
AT —?
AT~
Now the gueshion s, who as the o152 XI¢_the 1den is

ar #0163 7] P’y s aq_srfa Royf, we obys
ously can connect <Tii4 with the I79% alone and not
wwmmmm
seems {0 b. intonded in the stanza as going with beth
Hence Dandin savs— §70ffa 1 5135 {or adopting the
varant which alsohasgood ms authority—gma «igHIR
agra )/Tur!lmr the pownt of similarity between tho
proposéd 739@ an | 39%7 (or, adopting the variant, the
MgummdMnmd i I the PTT.
the g7am3) has got to boextrineo 18ly supplied_it is not
actually given in the stanza

(v1) Can we not, ns a possible alternative connect
T with both the =% and the 3974 proposed _(3

above and in this manner?- a1 Eq arfy Rl

or revrt) war e xTif¥1A1 This woild obvinte u:e
Sirst dificulty of 45713 (1 1 77szZn. but the go_ond_difft
culty stll remains Yo _enn, 1t 19 true concolvably
imagine 7" 3 or ecomo ¢ ¢y charactoristic of tho vgy
as the suppos d common dharma but it _is f17» and
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mare or less un=atisfactory The commeon proporty in
n 3781_as Dandin enys (n 232), ought to_be evidont,
which_1s not the case here

(v21) The proper way to understand the versa 1s not
to regard it as containing an 3T but rather an iy
The post intends to ascribe to gmy the character of a
DrE=—the I9VTN or TR 13 ARRATRE TRTTGATEL
AR A= ;@ a5 1t kas been well
observed The word 9 accordingly can_be_a_arre of
I Blso

{vui) We have said that the line fmdla ete  con
tains an ghgr  There are howaver two possible ways
of understanding the ST~ We could &3y That horo
mﬁxm <7197 (which 13 the srgamiyerseg=) ™1
APIRAFEREEIRAREN O 357 (which 1s also srgwer)
THETF-ALFAT TWARMEA wmad ) Or we could say
that hore—srgRiweFrr=nagrosRaam (the smafym)
syraaa FfaS (this being srpya) srgafirreTaTeIgTe
Hergaareie @end | The first 1s the Sms(a view adop
ted by Dandin, Mamniats Visvanatha Appayya
Dikshita and others the second the YiyT view coun
tenanced by Alamkarasarvasva Rasagangadhara and
other modern texts The difference does not however
seem to be very vital Compare Alamkarakaustublka
pp 193-19%

(1x) Some Mss give here (after 1 226 first half) an
extra verse which con be thus rendered—

* The Ocean by 1ts billowy summits, 1s asif
groundimg sandal ointment in the form of foam
taking that by his hands <rays> the moon 1s
besmearing as it wers the Ladies in the form of
Quarters

(=) It 15 usual to rendcr 3dwr by Paoctic faney
Tancy, however is a [higv praduct of cur plastic or
creative faculty which generally concerns itself with
associations or_combinations of i1deas whioch are re

mote, recondite, arbitrary, and unexpected, while Ut
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prekshs knows of no such himitations At the same
time, while n sumile is & more or less sustained effort
of the imagination to hold two things together 1n one
consciousness _with a _view to establish & complete

picture, an Utprekshd 1s & _passing suggestion of the
1ntended similarity, which may occasionally be ver

pioturesgne and whish, whale 1t Iasts, gives a pownt of
view from whioch the poet wishes us to understand the

fact, the quality, or the action described. Hence we

would render the word by Poetic-Conception.

Notes to II. 235—(1) Tha three figures ¥g, g, and 2,
and in this order, are enumerated by Bhamaha (i1 86)
who however says—éﬁ!{ T 3T FreTREAT Ag ), the
view of Dandin being just the contrary The question
about the chronological relation between the two
writers cannot be settled either way on the strength of
this circumstance alone Compare, howeve:, Notes
10 244 below Other writers who recognise all these
three figures by these names are &% (i 12 i 21,
1w 56) w2 {vir 82, v 98 wvu 100), rw= {p 43), and
Faea (stanzas 166, 150, 137) Othors recognise one
or two of them only, subsuming the remaining under
some other figure or figures Dandin illustrates Hetu
m n 236-259, defines and allustrates Sukshms in
1L 260-264, and treats of Lesa in 1 265-272

(u1) Hetu s a poetic cause, and Indjan Alamkir)

kas recognise a number of figures of speech baged upon
causal relation These are (op Note (1) to 12 2 also)—
(11 169), R (L 199), amfza (il 298), fd-
ks (1. 323), fagdw (11 348) —amongst the alamkaras
recognised by Dandin~—as slso the alamkaras known
as FEqfE, SIGAM, FTOMRL, 32, Bun fifvg, age, b,
1T, S|, ote , not to mention alamkaras like zmra
Rrpagar or geralar (where similanty serves to illus
trate as well as to corrohorale) or some sub vaneties
ke Femidd or Mammata e Iast variety of stRr)fs
(where cnusal relation comes in only secondarly)
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Ignoring the last two groups of alamkaras, and con-
sidering first the alamkaras not found 1n the Kavya-

darse, 1t 1s to bo noted that wmify=wmfdg, Dandmn pre-

setving the first word for the zm and the second for
the alamkara Wniters like Bhoja (11 34, v 44),
Ruyyaka (p 163, p 189}, and Visvanatha (x 86, x 96),
1t 18 true, recognise both @wify and iz as two dis-
tinct alamkaras, but the gRIRd of the last two writers
18 8 WIFEN, while we have already commented upon
Bhoja’s Samadhi as an alamkara (see Note (11) to 11 99)
About @@=y we shall have something to say in the
Notes to 1i 298, while srwmrer 1s only the B with
W{GEEI?%IW super-added The figure 3i¥g as recognised
by Bhoja (11 18), Rudrata (1x 54), and amge (p 44)
comes very near to our author's fRR9IRF (1 823} The
figure M3t (defined by Mammata as %ﬁmm‘a‘r)
16 practically the same as Dandin’s g while ergmid 1s
the 8ame R set forth with the usual sq1fy and other
paraphernalia of a logical inference For the rest
compare Notes (1) to (v1) to u 169 The other figures
need not be here considered in details See however

Notes on f=Rg varieties

(11) Dandin hias given illustrations for 16 varieties
of &g of which 14 are illustrations of ER%Ey and only 2
(viz_1i 244, u_245) are of the greFed,_ We hava already

{p 127 above) explained the distinotion between HR#
and 9% og, from which it will be olear that the Zraay
(e g _at&) normally precedes the 313 (yqa), while the gmus

13 the logica] mark or o ) which n ¢
valid f;qm‘ 18 actually_the & of the w=mrey (viz. (%)
But a poetic s need not always have that rigorous

validity in 1ts =Ry which logie requires For instance
0 11245 Cho ST CEIRIISTH=RARIET Qg 9

m{aﬂ;yfconcewably'{m ~vitiated in a particular
person who Is rostless, but nof by love It s only if

the s 18 the 71 of the gy that the #7111 15 invaniably

val
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(1v) An spgfema, as we have seen abovo (p 128),
mvolves o gra@ray relation between two things or atge
Now although 1t 1s true that the most valid form of
proof 1s the one that depends at each stage upon
demonstrahle causal relation between one thing and
another we are not always so rigorously exacting
1n ordinary life and much less so 1n postry Even
analogy 1s often given and accepted as valid proof
Generally, however, the @y and the gnae are related as
particular to universal, or vice versa The particular
1s the result of the universal by deduction, while the
umversal 1s the result of the particular by induction
In sral-atam, aceordingly, the causal relation between
the two statemsents (even where 1£ 13 demonastrable) 15
ignored and attention 18 ixed upon the wndrmdy rela-
tion between them Ina Eg, aven 1n the IgF variety,
the causal relation 1s natarally what comes to the
fore, and as tha two g&gs 1n guestion are nermally two
particular objects (e g wr and 577 1n 11 245) and not
two stat ts as I1n an it 713, tho distinction
hetween that figure and gm¥Rg 1s generally not very
difficult to make

{v) Some important definitions of 8§ are given
below —
Agmipurina (344,29 32)—
frmafaeda Yadalh e 1
FRR grE FR B EgTIR
Bhoja (1it 12)—
B 7T ¥ T QI 9T
ST agd Bl 1
Vagbhata (1v 105)—

Tivarma e F3 aE )
AITATIREG JTAHT g1
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Rudrata (vin 82)—

AR W RATIFRRTEFIT
TBFHr g onaEhe gung !

Vagbhata (p. 43)—

FrEETOR) ig
Visvanatha (x. 64)—

¥R gt gt
Kuvalayananda {stanzas 166-167)—

Rrdgaar amnd quia dgea t
YRaraRET ¥g W E )

{1} Of these defimtions while the first two and the
first guiven by the Kuvalayanandakara agres with that
of Dandin, 1n the others 1s distincily noticeable an
abtempt to give a special §R=7 to the figure besides
the mere fact of one thing being the Eg of another.
Bhamsahs, it will be remembered had already raised
his voree against the recognition of g as a distinct
figure 1n as much as there was no FFIwahM@ 1 1t at
all and this crittcism has so much weighed upon
later Alamkarikas that even so astute a writer as
Jagannatha questions the validity of aegiar (which
with ihese lator writers does duty for 3g) as a distinet
figure of speech The view 1s thus set forth and ez
cised by Visvesvara (p. 340 f.)—qﬁ [rauztat V—smsas
ASFR mﬁaﬁwﬁaﬁﬁamﬁﬁmm’m?mi 123
BT AFEGAN | BMRERPAT AT FACHT AT,
TACAFEAT FIA 7 g FrAqremer ?ﬁwmvfzﬁ
ags! BitprettcoiRniiEa

QEHTAIRCHEE 7 @@, GReRd anaIsd m’a?m’amha-z
fagr |

{¥11) The sixtcen varzeties of Hetu iMlustrated by
Dandin are exhibitod an the following Tabular state
mente Bhoja has olaborated Dandin’s own scheme
adding minor sub varleties —
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Kavyadarsa

i 235— ]

olbeidke

08 Gpg 1t gz u W
E.Em_ng mcﬁnﬂ_ﬁﬁ_o EE_.WW.& bbb
|
pajRysayN jou k
T e—————— Iz u 862 1t qgF 1t
ol < y
_ ;nr_w.s LEEEE ET% MEWWE
|
EFFE%% EEFFE.EEE»E mww u g _
T SR i
_ 655 I ggy T gp T 9gy W ggp U _
_ Eﬁmm wE%lmm EE%E E&s WEE _
B Byt
| aE !
e 41 _
dhile Ak
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Notes to II. 235-237—(1) Bhoja thus explains the illus-
tration—a T AEAAE  HgeTEA BN S 2w
FRFZGNR |

Notez to JI 238-239—(1) Bhoja thus explains the illus-
tratton—aTfves adaer SRermEARETED FRARE-
T e FTEFRGHT |

(1) Inn 2394 the reading 3%, as being the lctio
dificthior and as yielding a very good senss has to be
naturally preforred to the other varianis available

—

Notes to IT, 240—(1) The threefold division of Fi here
mven by Dandin 13 also to be found 1o the Vakya
padiya of Bhartrihar (1u 45-88, #RiRrFR), some pert1
nent stanzas from the scotion being—

fadel =1 R = A 7 s At
axRgme Fi st Fieaa i ¥4 1
S q e = FgTRE
AR AT ¥ U
Wt fymen ar sER wRmiER |

e P e Fraeia w1 v i
agied R A7 FHugeaal |

fasel = ferd = Rt A R ve
AT A AL G TER |

o BT o o maRmR a8

T A STt e 0 a1
GRrran A TR g )
Yl axfeir iRy 0 R

oy, NgEmmE WA B fant
g FRiE A sfawEAg i ov
fordt o ar Rreran ar Qv AT A
fari A Pl 1 ee I
(u) Professor K B Pathak (Ind Ant LI, Oet 1912,
p 237) das argued that this three fold division of Fi—
o1 [ REvvaidardal
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unknown both to Panini and Patnfijali—was evolved
out of Panini's sdtra I. iv. 40 by the genius of Bhartri-
heci himself, Dandin having borrawed it from Bhartgi-
hari, Wo definite proof, howaver, has been adduced to
prove that the three-fold division of 3 was first made
by Bhartrihari himself. The fragmentary Berlin Ms
of Bhartrihari's commentary on Patafijali's Mahabhi-
shya—the only Ms. of the work hitherto discovered—
unfortunately does not go beyond L. i. 53, and we have
no ather clear evidence one way or the ather. Seeivz,
however, that Bhartrihari himeelf, as Kielhorn points
out (M. Bh, vol, ii, Preface p. 20), had an ‘extensive
commentorial literature® before him, it is unsafe to
assert in the absence of compelling evidence that a
particular doctrine originated with Bhartribari, and to
base upon that asssertion other chronclogieal super-
structure. So far as the evidence goes therefore it is
not proved that Dandin lived after 650 A. D, the tra~
ditional date of Bhartribari's death.

(i) A FFYT® is 72 in the sontence srar: 72 TRA !
Here the causal activity consists in the_manufacture

fere Whe causa’ netivity consistsin the manufacture
of the 72, and its exact nature is dotermined by the
objsst to be roduced A faFrT) is 701 in the senience
isuraty WA deridd Here again the exnct nature of
the caucnl operation deponds upon the sort of fiFI7 or
m effected _As distinct from theso is the grorss,
viz. o in the sentonca sy uni w1l _or Y ani gufa.
Here the %57 o 5319 involves the samo kind of activity
whether its object s i3 o o1 S something else. Hence
Dandin says that in farx and {7717 7Hs tha a7 is
Feisx; while fn maz it is penomlly (sm.qa gikane
iRy 9 9 agerag R me —anys Cu) Traet
only. As o further consequence it follows that in the
first two Instances other argas (oxpressed by othor FHE
cases) are required: but they are unnecessary for the
1ast. It will be incidantly notad thut =2t involves the
w1 or the issuing out of the L7 to its objects, In
accordance with the g7l aro i theary of sense-
perception. .
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Notes to Il. 241-245—(1) In i 242 the forests have baen
transformed 1nto poison A %% involves a chango of
form and quality, the inner substance remaiwning the
same

(u) Bhoja has given 1y 243 as an illustration of
what he calls 5fla% fymndsr &g ' For explanation
see Sarasvatikanthabharana, p 274f

(1) Dandin has given for arqF4 an illustration that
depends upon our undsrstanding the doctrine of
aregEf@ar A straight forward illustration would have
used an ordinary verb of motion  This he has done wn
1 244, only, more statements like ‘'birds are repair-
ing unto their nests ' have no poetry if interpreted
whoally and solely as contamming the statement of a
srq%9 Bhamaha oriticises such bald or unpoetic
statements 1n the following words (u 87)—

TR gt arar afd 1
SRRy I oy aT Ja 1

{1v) Here an interesting chronological question has
been rawed Is Dandin by s words—gdigafd
{11 2145)-—expressing h1sdigsent from Bhamaha's unjust
condemnation of the =7, or 15 Bhimaha cnhcicing
Dandin by refusing (o allow as paetry what Dandiu
gives as ggood poetry At first blush both views seem
to be equally correct, but it seems to us that zf one of
the two writers 1s quoting the other at all, 1t 1s
Bhimaha who is criticismng Dandin though 1t 1s
possible that the verse was one of the floating tradi.
tfonal lines—like many anotherin Patafijala s Mahabha-
shya~-which had been made the object of exposition
by several Alamkarihas before them Dandin, we
think, gives it as his opinion that the line is unpoetic,
and <o 1s mot an 1llustration of ¥Ry with
But 1t can be a good qwgreg for mdicating the time
Mammaia thus brings out the suggestion about the
Froreds (P 290)—wdierrd_ g WU SUSCRIAEed @l
SRRRAGIFEAGHHR MR ARfAR FArentaa i ater
BN M 5 BT T SRIAmR aarigs T
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wraifes Pt iR Al Sl -
T a7 A :

{v) Dandin uses the words zfizafy andg to explain
why he has not taken a regular verb implying motion
8s his illustration for 77377 A Wore motion as that
of birds to their nests has no 5= if understood as an
illustration of a #ceeg with ar9 74, But, says he, the
instance can be a good iliustration for a grarRg  After
this Dandin proceeds to give a regular exampls of a
#uFRg 1n ii. 245 Similarly Bhamaha can be under-
stood as criticising the line in question even as the
illustration of a graFey It then becomes mere 8
mere report of the weather, and hence void of any
alamkara. The chronclogieal relation between Dan-
din and Bhamaha cannot in any case be made to rest
upon the doubtful testimony of this passage alone

Notes to 11, 246-252—(i) Bhoja quotes from Dandin stanzas
ii. 247,248,249,250 and 251. His comments on these are:
1. 247—ar1 fqmmﬁ:mmﬁz\'ﬁwﬁw ii 248—ary
IR PATRATY TR sguzmmavmzrmr( {with the
varjant &k for et ) i 248—arT al waf a AR

TAIAEFORIA, b 1T 250-sraraE

Erghat fAfi=aida- (wnth the variants 9g for Quf and Erﬁ‘
et fi: for madt wrias: ). il 251—ery TIA IO qET
W SR ¥ AR T wAE R afraarde aoh mvratu
For o moro accurate explanation of the last illustra-
tion see our Sanskrit commentary ii. 2517 The com-
mentary also givos the othor three illustrations not
given by Dandin.

Hotos to II. 953-254—(1) A firgig is a violstion of the
faw of Nature Hence Dandin suggests that the viola-
tion should not be prominently etpressed but should
be conveyed in a sevondary or subdued tone. Othorwise
it would be a different figure.of-speech

——
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Notes to IL, 25%5~(1) The example given involves only
TaFaEl. Bhoja g1ves also an example of FEFIEE 1n
the verse 2192@@7 efc quoted by us 1n our Sanshrit
commentary tou 255

{u) Several writers who do not recognise Hetu as a
distinct alamhara designate the TawEIAEE between
R and 9 as a distinct figure of speech known as
@Rt Mammata thus defines it (p 869)—

RrRaaraa FEERRE |

s Ty W EgaTi W
oxplaining the point thus 1n his Vrithi—3g et ww
RANT FHHTTIA T, g4 G | 47 g ByReS IR R
FAARYN AP RAAAT FIORTAGL A1 G T AT
apnEEa |

Notes to II 256~~(1) A more famihar examplo of this
variety 15—
At QTR gy RRgmiE |
& Rigrad fisgaiae Iitaeson i
regarding which Bhoja observes—sia TFAIRPIERGROCE
FTASREAET WAt g R g FGFTCTAAT
fafia | @ g arng ARy
{11) The figure tan be confused with &gifA {11 352-354)
The distinction between the two 1s explamed mn our
Sanskrit Commontary, p 324, lines 8-10 Compare
for the distinction between this figure apd the Dipaka
varnety ulustrated 1n u 106 our Note to this last
stanza
(1) Several lator writers have subsumed this Ry
variety under 5@ and particularly that variety
of 1t known as FHTOAl TwEAETen foaa B
F@ aMe| AgaET AWG—as a commentator explains
Thus thas variaty of sifgsdnss wanld inelude alse the
next or the G vanety of freg

Notes to II 257—(1) Bhoja thus explains the t”u{atratmn—-
o TRHEEETRR TRy A A 3l FE@RAET
7 zg TR JARINITT gy FCAATR AW g )

———
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Notes to II 258-258—(1) The figure called 37 as recog
nised by #F (who defines 1t, P 183, as—uifysdase
e} IgE ), by (4, and by most later wrniters differs
from these two varteties, If at all, only in the circum-
stance that the Fw is 1n that figure supposed to be
making a voluntary ecffort to produce an unsmiable
offect Then such an eflect 1s produced unexpectedly
and disconcerts the agent we have the figures of-speech
ealled % 1n ats several varletios, thus defined by
Mammata (p 875)—

efaraiiiawaia M i)

+y RrarsemrEanaa g Al

PR FEE FOTET IR |

FAM A BB G @ HIm a0
or the figure of spesch knawn as 32194, if the agent of
the unexpected or disconcerting resnlt 1s different
from the origmnal agent Cp Mammata (p 911)—

QT IRG JFIAR T |

afa afpdifia 71 sarend ofd v

{11) Bho)a quotas Kavyadarsa i 83 as an 1llustration
for the 7w yariety of Rriyg Dandin apparently re-
gards the 3 alambhara 1n the stanza as subordinate to
the §9f Probably there is a mixture (#af2) of both
these figures 1n that stanza Thoe 2% alamkara defined
by Bhojs as (11 18)—

A T TR T afitg
AFAIFI EREGHREG T
can also be—39TerAR—subsumed under Dandin’s RRg

Notes to IL. 260-264—1) Ruyyaka, Rudrata Mammata
Vagbhata Visvanatha and most subsequent writers
recognise Sukshma as a distinct alamkdara It {z not
easy to understand why Bhamaha found the alamhara
voud of 48137 o1 3= Sukshma mmvolves a process of
inference butif 13 not to be confused with argrig since
the = 18 here subtle snd discovered unly by shrewd
observation of estures or postures
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(i1} A figure-of-speech called {27 and defined in the
gasgraeg (151) as—Rd wEarang: FrEafan \ is very
difficult to distinguish from g@1. Tho afxFrFr thus
formulates the distinction (ibid, p 191)—({;«:{(\4;1} 9=
ﬁmmaw mﬁ&%ﬁrﬁwmml RRTETR g 7% sz grr
AT ACFIAATR 375 47 | Normally, however, R
is understood differently. Viagbhata (p 43) defines it
25— UM FTAIEREIF [0 aa AfAHt  Rudrata on
the other hand defines it as (ix. 50)—

1 T WRAT T

sraiat fpemaiplAaiy qa Mk u

Notes to II, 265-267—(1) In g there is the discovery of
the hidden thing, but not disclosure _In o (No. 1)
there is (a) a concealing, (b) a discovery leading to
ymminent disclosure, and (¢} an attempt fo prevent
the disclosure under some_other_pretext. This figure
is known in other writers as &1<if3% defined by Rudrata
(p. 174) as—sfgmmegfe and by Visvanatha (x. 92)

as—aprafeiian s ey TG t Vamana's defini-
tion {iv. 3. 25)—= ey FTAFEW mﬁ is tantamount
to the samo thing. .

(ii) This figure has to be distinguished from m
(n 304). As will be clear from Dandin's definition “of
the latter figure (cp also Note (iii) to ii 95) he does
not regard = as the invariable basis of an a{q‘éﬁ;
and so the usual distinetion between these two figares
cannot be stated as it is generally stated by commen-
tators —amagEFTIEAGE t ot (i e [onsliet or ¥ g A
FFaRIaiy ¥3:t We can perhaps formulate the distincti-
on between them by saying that in an amém neither
the thing negated nor the thing asserted Is anything
like subtle or mysterlous In ¥ the subtlety of the
_thing constitutes the very essence of the figure

(iii) Vamanna’s example for the fignre igvm
(v 1 esarg) e e R
FrATgET T ga g (v L)

.
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This is from Bhasa's Svapnavasavadatts (iv. ?7) Our
example (ii. 267) uses the same =47 but under entire-
1y different eircumstances.

Notes to IL. 268-272 —(i) Writors who define 3% in the
alternative way mentioned are—
. - Bhoja (iv. 56)—
e A i e amer 23 |
71 ¥ T e e Referd i
Rudrata (vii 100)—
QNTRY afeRA, Yy QuEd a7 aihaa: 1
AR awiEARER: 7 ¥ e v
Kuvalayananda (137)—
. WTTRT A TR |
Vagbhata (p, 43)—
FEA TaRE 31
and Jagannatha (p. 512)—
ATENREATEAAT G §) T O
Eadil

But none of these writers are earlier than Dandin, and
it is difficult to ascertain what writers Dandin desig-
nates by . Bhimaha cannot be one of them, as he
rojacts 33 in both the =lternative forms,

(ii) Bhoja already has raised the question of the
distinction of this figure from oyrawgfy (if 843). We
have already quoted the view of Appayya Dikshita on
the point in our Sanskrit Commentary (p. 269" —
p. 270%)  Dandin who recognises both 37 (No 2) and
g as distinet figures makes the distinetion turn
neErurdcy “upam Sk SERe S L MR, e Womue
karakaustubha (p 407 f) would subsume 3z (No. 2
under &q1974, an alamkiara not recognised by Dandin.

(iii) The fa=3r or @R may at times involve a simi-
larity between things; and Bhojs accordingly gives
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examples involving what e calls a Gn@R% and also
not mvo]vmg it (see p. 409), For further remarks see
Notes to ii. 343.

Notes to II. 273-274—(i) Except Bharata, Agnipurina,

»
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Hemachandra, and Alamkarasekhara this fgure-of-
s.peec.h is recognised by all extant writers Some dis-
tinctive definitions may here be collected—

Bhamaha (ii 89) and Udbhata (P 42)—
L

st

AN RGREN qarif ﬂ?@ﬁ n
Rudreta (vii. 34)—

R afert Al 937 gl

ST Seafaaetly o exraie I
Vamana (iv. 3, 17)—

PRI T w4

Bhoja (iv. 79)—

e Afy wde TR 1

A sz 3w @ aRFfla o
and Mammata (p. 803)—

FaTiE FHTE AR e )

(i) It will bo noticed that while Vamane requires
that the things mentioned in succession should have
between thom a relation of eimilarity, Bhdmaha con-
trarywiso holds that the things should not be so re-
lated. Jagannatha, as also Hemachandra before him,
argues {p 478) that 7y should not be recognlsed as
a distinct fgure. His words are—aurdecqad
A FAdy i g ﬁﬂmﬁ’r&[l A aferriix %ﬁaﬁwﬁ-

RAATT ARSI Qs TregRa T e
A, | SRATFRTCTEATAT 7T arqwm 1 Vamana's require-
meut of similarity would probably supply the element
of afusa needed for the figure. It is however a fact
that quite apart from the similarity there is a charm
even in the orderly succession of things, and hence the
alamkara deserves to be recognised as an independent
alumhara.
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Notes to II. 275—(1) Dandin now defines together a group
of three Alamkaras known as @raFRs  Bhamahs
(111 1-7) and Udbhata (p 49, generally following Bha
maha in s trest t) are alone a t anclent
writers to recognise these three alamkaras in the
sense 11 which Dandin understands them Ruyyaka
(P 18») Visvunatha (x 95-96) and one or two later
wiit Ts accept these alamkaras and even add fto
thetr number the slamkaras designated as Sama-
hita, Bhivodaya, Bhavasamdhi, and Bhavasabalata
(sea Kuvalayanandachandnka on stanzas 169f), but
they have radically altered the nature of these figures
n oa much ns they require that in these figures the
1, N, ste ought to be intreduced 1n subordination to
another F7gnt and not prominently and for their own
sahe This view was first propounded by the author
of the wissifes (ep u 5, p 71)—

gam=ad e g g |y | .

1y afmrentd wRfh Fafd o
Anandavardbana’s Aloka on this kiarika Tuns as
follows —raft wrreTRENRARE Ruammil afar
sqmEm=Aal aRadiyRew TRET 3 WET W
faqw gy % 99 | Dandin, Bhamaha, or some pre-
decessor of them 28 porhaps intended to bo alluded to
i the ksmka in question Abhinavagupta in his
weqIeTFeEe to the passage actually mentions Bha
maha Our Sansknt Commentary on i 275 hnes 123
quotes Premachandra's attempt to defend the position
taken by Dandin and Bhamaha as agminst the new
school

(1) We have explained 1n a general way in our
Noto (i) to: 18 the nature of Rasa, but 1t 1s neces-
eary to afford a dstailed expoution of the theory of
Rasas 1n sll its bearings  Poetry conaists of two ele-
ments words and sense (ignoring the question of
their relafive prominence) Now there are excellonces
and defects belonging to words and to sense and these
are trested at great length 1n the worhs of the earlier
Alamkarihas They were conesidered as character-
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igtics inherent in the “body " of poetry. Dandin calls
them mms or life-breaths (i. 42). And as a body ean
have extraneous ornaments to set forth its natursl
charm so poetry also had its “ornamenis” or alam~
karas, these being specific turns of expression of
thought which could not ba covered by the usual yms
{and gms). For a time advance in the%science of
Poetics consisted mainly in an elaboration of the 1ms
and a&FRs, their number and mutual distinction. The
next stop of importanca taken was the formulation of
the doctrine of fifs or siyles. It was probably dis.
covered that certain sohools, courts, or literary cote-
ries developed only specific gunas and alamkiras to
the exclusion of others; and as these originally were
confined to definite tarritorial divisions tha styles
cultivated by them got the nicknamos of ¥ff, T,
g, ete.  This may have led to emuljation which in

. time degenerated into jealousy and animosity; and
the ultimate compromise effected only endad in the
doctrino that all the Ufs had each an element of good
and of evil in ib.

(iii} All this time however no attempt was made to
explain why certain #ms or wyAfs afford pleasure
more than others. A mero external labelling and
classification was naturally felt to be inadequate in a
sofence of MLsthatics. Help was songht at first from
the sister sclence of Dramaturgy. The Natyasistra
had led down the Sitra—frmarg: R RS
(Adhy&ya vi, p 62, where this anclent theory is quoted
and oxplalned). The generating end intensifying
factors (armsad and IAYF fAAds) are Hiar, ag=aen, ete.
and g, 0%, A9, ete.  And they produce in U,
g ete. in the first place one or more of the 3 qiftas
yEpIa, whith.axa somawhak invaluntary and phyafo-
logical in origin, and along with them a number of
psychological moods or feelings throngh which the
horo passes. Thase latier are some of them dominent
feellngs or €afiyrs of which there sre nine enume.
ratod; and some, concurront feclings or syfa-nfias of
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which no loss than 33 are enumerated. The srpimas,

(& and syfaR togather make up the 49 (50)
kinds of wrys, and those 3m3s, bolonging to ww, T,
etc. (or to the actors representing them), ocalled into
existence by definite ‘‘factors,” produce in the audi-
ence by sympathy the nine s or sentiments, This is
the theory of the Natyasistra which can be graphi-
cally thus presented :—

sirse { s produce gtzgm’;r?:ﬁs produce 8§(9)
Eckl (10 Astor) hatibbiink e

33 syfiyariRas {1 Audience)
The eight pTgs are onumorated In our Sanskrit
Com i, 27577, the &qifyums in ii 2757, and =ht-
arAs in ik 275%%, Tho eight (or nine) ®s corres-
pond to the nine TAARTEs—

M to sz =7 to Uz T to dRT

g9 to g TE to AV ey to ez
. S

0NF to FFT 7 to WAME [z to g ]

(iv) Dandin is aware of the existence of the @
theory (cp. i, 51, ii. 280, iii 170, and especially the
1ast passags) but he did not know how to organically
incorporate it with his theory of Postics. Accordingly
he moerely gives a recognition to tho 7 theory by
introducing a now variety of 3r&Tits for cases whero
tho 71s for their own sake were pre-ominently devolop-
ed in o pocm which was otherwise devold of the usual
s or ¥B3FEs  Tho ¥ comes in for recognition also
in connection with Dandin’s treatment of xng#? (i. 51).
This was merely borrowing a feather from the sister
rcience. Rasa is of thenaturcof an inner consciousness
{hence called 37m), and 1t is evident that it can be felt
even in poems not containing tho g alamkara.
Some Alamkarikas, as we saw, tried to get out of the
problem by recognising T7TT nlamkira only in those
oases where the 01 is folt ns balng subuvrdinated to the
IR propor.

{v) The real solution of the matter camo from the
grammarians  If poetry consist< of words having
specific senso (or words and sensc), it is necessary to
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detormine at first the varieties of sense or a7 There
15 the expressed sense or tho qr=qn and the figurafive
or indicative sense or mr& In the stock instance
5T means literally and primurily the stream, which
1s the at=gn But 1n statements ltke gt oM the
word must menn not the stream but the bank This
is the secondary significance of the word or 1ts s3amy
Now why should a person bs prompted to say Tgrr s
instead of @ WA ¢ Clearly there nrust be & wIsw
(1gnoning for the moment the fewx cases where &f2
overpowers 1t), and this was discovered to be the in-
tention to bring out the &, W77 and othor qualitios
inherent in the sy by reason of its proximty to the
stream The w7 of a =11 18 therefore the =yzw
senso  In cases like the above where the ar<7 and the
™ senses can be clearly distinguished from the s7g9
eense there 1s no difficulty of wny kind But there
are cases where the syyq 1s siwaerry  where the state
ment as a whole brings 1n & subtle suggestien without
our herng able to locate 1t as resulting from some spe
cific word or words a&nd all (@s could now come In
under the SHFYTATTT
{v1} One 1nevitable consequonce of the share which
the grammarians had in the formulation of the &
theory was the adoption of their #RI> theory by ihe
Alsmhankas Anandavardhana in his S4rets (p 47 48)
claarly recognises this indebtedness e says—:m g
R BTN oRrrOVES T AR, Y 1 Ay Ay
\GRRA #EEPA | ST HAAIRG gR S
By gra FEaiE SIRed srarauREa.
Ry | In other words ——
Fare call =g ="9F as being the =I9% of A= (to
which T2 sounds are subordinate)
srae call AT =19 as bewng the =¥ of o777 (to
whioh the ar=7 sensc 1s subordinate)
This means that thore 1s no ¥4 but only an sifieny
of the wts That 1s to say, the gestures and move
ments of the actor can prevail over you only if you
are a73x and have once exparienced fealings and emo
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. tions answerable to those depicted or cnacted The
Alamkarnkas whe followed this view of the case natu-
rally gave no independent place to T and other
Alamkaras If Mammata 1n one place (Ul’asa 1 p 23)
mentions the Wt 18 AR PRARETTSTRGATA, 88
s commoentator explains 1t

(vn) If =17 (or s7=%141) be tho body and yms the life-
breaths of postry, the question—what 13 the soul of
poetry—which 18 naturally suggested by the metaphor
1s answered (1) by Vamana (I n 6) as ffaumy Fianew,
{i1) by the @afd school (sxafrrifi=r 1) as Fearar wft snd
(ui) by Visvanatha (1 3) as qr/r W@@E gy, On this
point compare Notes to1 10 The question can have
only an academi. 1ntere=t once we have roalised the
function of 3, A4 or ¥R in poetry

{vi11) How @1 1s produced in the heart of tho @gZd
4% 1ts exact modus operandr, has given rise to a
number of divergent views which tt would take us too
for afield to discuss hero 1n detail Consult on the
question WIATHEA p 69, Mammats, Ullisa 1v,
pp 161-111, and Rasagangidhara pp 22-31

(ix} The distinction between 3¢, 171, nnd FARIT,
can be thus formulated If the 50 3i3s described above
{Notae 101} are any of them produced by certain firys
the natura of which prevents the manifestation of &
corresponding full-fledged T in tho audience or the
render—when for instance, the TR called A is
produced not by some lady love but by 1% %1 ufa, 97,
etc —weo have an 1ncomplete @7 or rather sraigeAITEd WL,
which gives nise to deaFR  The alamkira is some-

times called WArs¥ also —cp AT p 189 A
1A alamkira of course exhibits the frgs, srpnas, and
egfirarfias in regular scquonce A2 Bhaimaha says (fif 6)
Ty a1 Pinally a0 FAEr exhibits sn
inchoate Rasa (as 1n Preyas) or a full fladged Rasa (as
1n Rasevat) but the manner of extorlorisation adopted
182771 1s 9 wIAIREx Is in flagrant opposition to the
normal or the convertional, purposely with a view to
stamp one s own individunlity upon it lhus In the
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example given (11 293-4} to allow on epemy homned
tn battle to epart 1s what is unexpected, but the here
doos it owing to his aver-weening self confidence

Notes to II 276-277—(1) The same example 15 given by
Bhamaha nf 5§ Co also our Note (in) tou 37 The
ver<e scems to bo an adaptation of the last verse
i the 92nd Adhyays of the Udyogaparvan It is
difficult to ascortain whether the adaptation was the
work of Bhamaha or of Dandin or of an unknown
predecessor of both  The example illustrates the i
of figY for ®izr and also of wfigur for g

Notes to II 978-278—(:) The example 1tlustrates the MY
on the side of the King alone  The ywagmfsl gives ue
this information about the King—uawal % ¥TAMAY.
AR | Gl I Yo TR agTaRe e
sqearaRrq veat) The Keralss are mentioned in Rock
Edict IT of Asoka ‘Thelr most ancient capitsl was
Vanyt or Vanchi about 28 miles from Cochin on the
Malabar Const But as our knowledge of their geneo-
logy is almost nil Dandin s rmention of a king of that
lhine—supp he really belongs to that hne—gives
us no solid ground for any chronologieal conelusion
On the other band Dandin i 11 114 mentions & city
with & name of 5 varnas, the middle one being o nasal,
where rule kings with a name of 8 s Here although
the city could be gt or 3st (the capital of ancient
Korala) as well as #1:ft (Conjeeveram) the capital of
the Pallavas, yet the namo 7731 consists af 8 avis (in
cluding the visargn) while the Kerala hings oven adopt
Ing their ancient local namo of ‘Cheraladan® do not
give the required number of varnag In the present
state of gur Xnowledge thersfore Dex lan seems tokhrre
definitely alluded to the Pallasas of hanehi anad the
temptation to regard aadd, as a Pullrva hing 18
1rremistible  Unfortunately, in the pnblished names of
the Pallava kings there 14 none of thts name but 1
the vamant (r¥add 19 adopted we can identify hum
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with qfizaal 1T who had geftzant as his other name
Narasimhavarman s date 1s A. D 690-715 (see G Jou-
veau Dubreul, Ancient History of the Deccan p 70)
and ho 1s described as a devout Saiva and as a builder
of several Siva temples including the noble Katlasas
nitha temple (Indian Antiquary for 1912 p 90 92)
Hiuen Tsang who visited Kanch! in A D 640
during the reign of Narasimhavarman I (630-668)
affords some testimony for the triumph of Saivism
at the time

(11) In partial variance with this we have the testi-
mony of the M= of smlag=¥4rmt (Report of the Pert
patetio Party of the Government Or Mss Library,
Madras, for the years 1916-19 Ms No 194) which
connects Pardin s grand fat? er with the Pallava hing
Simhavishuu (575-600) thus making Danlin a contem
porary of Narasimhavarman I (630 668) The portinent
verses from the poem (copied down on the occasion
of the I'irst Oriental Conference 1n Poona where the
Ms was amongst the exhibits) may here l e given—

1R srarafraREdTa g
Frftgrar FElt g3 gEeTH N

agt 11 ZHRATRA307 1
AR frAwmfif g

~rwprt e wmee
w3nfs wrargEAEeEar

1 gy
sradrze w3 fafan mref n
it 7 T A e

[ETATYC T AT W
onFFPTIE ager agd oo
AT Pz AT FOE At

aept TggeT B rogs e
itz # R AT "
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a Aurefr FH gy e (Ar) o froeg !
HFRAETL W frowd

SEnfy TS Ry i
TR yA eI |

T RIS e oY |

A AT I el aAyTEe 0
FAAIGIETT o1 g () ¥
AAETTHAN EGHT AR, N
fftvrs @t l
ST A sFter AR AR, B N
T F4WL @ A Blrafraric |
FAN VAT sqhyRuA ST 0

T WS QI A A G A =g )
TGS WA aeEen g3T T 1
FREY R afaq g |

¥ HAR PUIR anigdigeeh u

s PRI T R

qEEgTIE g a3 femer i
Tho story goes on to mention a visit which Dandin
subsequently pays to the temple of Visbnu in Mahi-
mallapuram 1n Keral country adjoining tho sea—

AerHzEe & G aRfrahn |
Y g AT FEE T AR
(inn) We need not of course take all the gossiping
tales in the apf2qa=<{Far as sober history but the pre-
sent story has some verisimilitude about it Dandin
18 here made a contemporary of Simhavishnu’s sue-
cessors Mahendravarman I (600-630) and Narasimha-
varman I (630-668), the first of whom1s famous as the
king under whose orders werc constructed the remark-
able monolithic temples known as the ‘Seven Pagodas®
ot Mamallapuram {(see Smith s Early History, 3rd ed,
p 474} Lhe trouble huinted at 1n the last verse above
quoted 15 therefora probabls the invasion of the Pallava
23 [Kivyicuréa )
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country by the Chalukya monarch, Pulakesin TI,
about 609 or 610 Pulalosin was victorious at first,
but was later defeated by Narasimbavarman I 1n 642
A D Mahendravannan ts reported tohave been 2 Jain
originally, and to have beon converted to faith 1n Siva
by a f'\mous Tamilsaint 1f therefore w e can imagine
that Y37, 1s a poetic vamant for w2t or that
u%;?aﬁ{ bore T@addas an additional name, we have
here all the ovidence that we can expect from tradition
for placing Dandin at the court of the Pallavns of
Kafichi in the first half of the 7th century And as the
Pallava power was at 1ts height during this very
period, their kingdom mught have at this t1me 1ncluded
the old Chera or Kerala country We may add that
the king Vishnuvardhana mentioned 1n the earlier
part of the extract can be the prince Vishnuvardhana
who founded, about A D 615, the line of the Eastern
Chalukyas Anandapura the <ty I am unable to
wdentify

{1v) The eight forms of manifestation mentionad
i n 278 are of course the samo as the =refwr &g or
g% alluded to by Kalhidasa in the benedictory verse of
the Sikuntala

Notos to II 280-281—(i) Dandin 1> now going to give
steccession the wllustrations for P17, o soparato one for
ench {7

{11} Our M« N, n a different hand, gives the margi-
nal note {dentifying 37l with TAIFAr  Vasavadatta
was an Avantl Princoss, compare Svapnavasavadatts
Y 5 An interesting question s to determine whother
DPaudin 1 referring to Bhisa  Definite indicatlons are
unfortunately lacking The pretonded burning of
Wasatadatia at LLvinaka 18 an old story not invented
by Bhisa Many dramatiats bestdes Bhisa have vg_(l_‘l'k-
ed on the thema ‘Tipasavatsardja is a play later than
Ratnivall (sce the account gaven by Iultsch jn Nach
K G W Gott 18 Ablusavagupta fn his Natya.
yvedavinmti (Madras Ms, vol s, p 1) gpoaks of a play
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of Subandhu dealing with the story of 3797 and EIGEEt
His oxact words aro— qAIE TgRIRAY agmiEmAgeE
FRIREEE mrhgEafEd g (7) @R
€ 5 T R gt SRR oA
IETETARN o GIAN TITTHIES GO — T aRRate
SRRy ¢ Aa xR —Far 4R @ fieefy | From this
1t appears that this particular play mada use of a play-
within the-play n the d t There 18 also a
newly discovered play ecalled Vinavasavadatta (2)
affording analogy 1n construction with the Bhasa plays
Besides there are the sTRFIRFIs dealing with the story of
Vasavadatta which were probably known even to the
author of Vyakaranamahabhashya {see Kielhorn's ed
vol 1, p 284) which hawever conld not Lave contain-
ed a verse hke the one given by Dandin  Secing that
Bliasa s Svapnavasavadaita does not eontain the pre
ment verse, 1t 18 perhaps possible that Dandin 18 here
alluding to the unknown play of Subandhu refarrad to
by Ablunavagupta or to some other unknown work

(1) Tn the vamants to 1 280 read— ‘R, B, 3 &=nt
P,Rn, 1nsteadof ‘P, R, B '.

{1v) The following quotation from Abhinavagupta’s
Natyavedavivriti (Madras ms p <04) 1s worth noting—
gt am@Rd g ) qaiR g el Nz aeatani—
TR rzEmAr T ez AR | e qit AF AR Vet

aF TR a0

Notes to II 282-285—(:) Tho stanras u 282, and I 284
are apparently of Dandin € own composition, and the
same explanation might have teen available in the case

of i1 280 also

Notes to IX 286—~(1) ifhe stanzi1s undoultelly reminis-
cont of Raghusamea vili 57—

TrrvERf Y g g i
afyz NP~ 1 ¢ a5 @A Penldemy v
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Notes to II. 287-281-—(i) It is difficult exactly to perceive
the point of ii 200. Possibly yar is not to be construed
with aRMSA but rather rofors to certain denizens
of heaven that are the topic on hand The poet is
struck to find all their wants answered by a mere tree.

Notes to II. 292—(i) Having introduced w7 as constitut-
ing the essence of & voriety of Alamkara ns well as of
guna, Dandin guards against the possibility of every

g1 necessarily containing the Y@agaEsR, and
vice versa. In #1g¥ the emphasis is primarily upon
HAFAL
(ii) Dondin apparently recognises only 8 s, ignor-
ing wif*d, the nintk  This is in conformity with the
older view; compare ar=zamrA vii. 98,

Notes to II, 293-2804—(i) Udbhata thus defines FIRIL

{p. 51)—

syt RrErTAAl SRR |

Rt s WE T 9T FERE R
A good example of it is Malatimadhava {fi. 12—

R G TR Ry a=R

arf arq Rt sgenigmier a1

e WORRATRE -

waregfd 2l Gl T R i
where Madhava the desperate lover sesks the very
objeats that ordinarily lovers wonld carefully avoid, he
being regardless of life and eallous to all suffering.

Notes to IL. 205-287—(i) Vamana is the only other writer
besides 3@ who does not recognise \mfmm Bhoja and
Rudrata designate It as simply q3fq, a nams which
some writers reserve for a distinct alamkara not re-
coznised by Dandin A few leading definitions are
here assembled—

Agnlpurina (345 18) and Bhamaha (1iL, 8)—
R4 730 arReafirigin
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Udbhata (p 51) adds the extra hne—

AT IR TRARIARAA
Rudrata (vi1 42)

g PR a9 |

ITTAFATTY I A FA R G D
Bhoya (1v 80)—

firy agfoafzeiaad 7 gidw

feRrFrgedta AR vy 5y WA N
Ruyyaka (p 11)—

xRl A TReuiaE aaRie |
Mammata (Ullisa x p 828)—

i AT Ao agw |
Vagbhata (iv 108)—

STHGTETET I FEARAT TGAT

fraf adia lﬁhﬁﬁ'h aar Il
Viagbhata (p 36)—

afyafirE @R |
Hemachandra (p 263)—

Srzaan e |
Prataparudriya (p 446)—

el TR 37 WA F vt b

Seraae A9% 91 e g o
Ekfivali (vali 29)—

T S A TR FEIBEEIE |

wfqg wabhe Pl v

Sahityadarpana (x 61}—

gl 7 MEm pEhint
Kuvalayannnda (67)—

Qrfleflen g AR Ay azTaT t
and Jagannatha {p 409}~

(AT W SR




ft 297—1 KiavyTdarde {182

{ii) Most of the defimitions {except thosc of Bha
maha or Bhoja) contemplnte the necessity of thstin-
gusshing an ordinary caso of 991 from qyips Thus
Tl 9 18 & round about way of saymng that the s
s cool and holy, but 1t 1s n case of pure aal4 or sug-
gestion, nnd not an mstance of gqfiss Why ¢ Dandin,
Bhamaha, and tho carlier writers would answer that
there 1s no poetic pretext (fq, ¥R} that makes the
yperiphrasis peculiarly charming \Vriters who adopted
the |fy theory would reply that «f the sentonce 1s
uttered merely with the primary purpose of telling us
just the location of tho village, and consequently if
the §i and 9rad coma in only by way of a back door
euggestion, thon it Ia not wifiw If, howaver, the
direct objact of tlie spenker were Lo tell us that the um
1s Reaetfalie, and «f the writer merely says =14l 5
or sven W am with an emphasis on g7 the case
does not differ from an ordinary 9aigre except that
the instance 18 SR or unpoctic perhaps In
other words tn gailss the sqard (ikaik) 1s 1tself the

or primarily intanded, though 1t 13 not conveyed
a8 a grered, but only AR Mammata means the
same thing when he writes 1n lus Vrith—=3ar=d a3
=R, 99T @ SA5¥ A adreqt | Compare also the 5dig on
the passage —erf 98N g At wRmegeaar 5 gaife vmr
SRR 7 AR AR TR, |

(ui) Ruyyaha Vidyanatha and Vidyadhara go a
step further 7They not oniy require that the wgigRr
should convey the #s or the y7q sen<e prunarily,
but also that the exact mode or N¥R of conveying 1t
be by describing the effects of 1t, or the canse of 1t or
by an analogue of 1t—the last two modes being re
cognised by Jagannaths Compare the Rasaganga-
dhara (p 415)—e AR Fi #RMT ar<d= ider o
e, am FRaer gPreRAdRe T 53w g A
1Eg=idmr | This last 1s ¢ limitation of the <phere of
the figure which 1s not generally recognise 1+

(1v) Paryayohta along with two or threc cther
alamkaras has playedn the bands of Bhamaha and
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others the same role that was subsequently assigned to
Y Jagannatha (p 415) obseives on the pomt as fol-
lows— afrrom, seftindpmafif @y gl At

YATZ MR 7 9 TEA ST A et genaf

T qrangfrg™a aq W?ﬂﬂlRﬁﬂHﬁx’iJ(@ﬁJﬂHlﬂﬁ%f{ﬁW
N AR pivgersmardl ek | ane aiih sraan

PRl WA | W ageaeet TG § TR | R

TR G FER A FA | 7 GAAETERT WA |

(v) The sense intended to be conveyed and the
sense actually expressed by the words used 1n a Par-
yayokta (as Dandin understands the figure) are
both of them uma but they are not therefore of co
ordinate or equal importance and there is not be
tween the two any relation of glesy ete, as there 1
1 Samasekt: {including under the figurs IRIAITT as
dofined by modern wrnters—see our Note (1) to u 205)
Hence ga17u{<f and 99w are adequately differentrated
from one another

{v1) Bhoja gives {p 457 —
T (R afeed PR AR AAT A msanu
za wPm FA Feitet FantaRE od /R
as an examplo of BRIz Tk beeauso there 1s the
express statement that the friend left the room under
the pretext of j utting bae  the lutomnto 1te ease  Our
verse i1 296 lio quotes as an example of the ATErger

variely

Notes to II 298-299—{1) See Noto (1) to 11 235 BRha
ratr Agnipurans Bhamaha Ublhats Rudrata and
Hemachandra do not recognisc the slamkara at all
Ruyyaka Mammats Bhoja Visvonatha and Jogan
natha designate 1t as gmfy making waif~ a =R
defined by Udbhata (p 52) as—

TENIARTAETR SRR
SRR ARFET 7 AL FAGA N
Bhamsaha s sllustration from Rajamitea {1y 10) pornts
to n stmilar conception +f the alamkfra Vimana
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moakes @Hilka 0 new catogory altogether in as much as
he dofines it (iv. 3. 290) as—aemeet wiuly: @R illu-
strating It by the verse =it fawemiqsAm ete. from the
Vikramorvasiya, Aot iv, with the romark—srg
wAAmIEL AE WA TE Sdih fea@) Ruyyake de-
fines the figure ne—arMrARANTRY 77 GE7A and quotes
Dandin's exampls i and Mammsata does the same
thing. Finslly Jagannatha gives the definition in
these words—~urs 7 F fRos 1
[ mfn 1

(i) Tho figure-of-speech known as agay (oot re-
cognised by Dandin) involves also & number of co-
operating causes, and the distinction betweon [y
and @iy (i, o aRR) is thus formulated in the Alam-
karasarvasva (p. 161)—[om=] @wer o} afi @ woeeem
2Ry Al AR € e o g o SR
AEARAARE AT FUA: ! To the same effect also Jagan-
natha (p 490}~ f} O ] RergaasyrrsRrRa
TN FERENREAT 77 derR o fmg: | g TR
AT g g @ T senear deata Se
= 9 Bl @t

(iil) Bhoja distinguishes Lotween different variaties
of this figure according as the werfy is 3azar or e,
and according further as each of those is stusfeET or
3Tl Dandin’s exampls he gives as srEfta Jawn
g

Notes to II. 300-303—(i) Most writers who recognise
33T are agreed in giving two varieties of it similar to
those of Dandin. For instance,

Bhamahs (iii. 11-13)—
Fart ARFAFL TR Srareargngr: |
Rt g o1 e 0
AR e fag
ARREAMTS T a7 Rsmrag i
Udbhata (p 53)—
SRR AR W A |
Tt S ARyIRmaag 0
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Ruyyalka (p 183-184)—

ARATITIIIA, | AFYRIGAR T 1
Mammata (x p 8311 )—

I TeGA WAt Avgegmy |
Visvanatha (x 94f)—

AR |

T srgARATE wEAr ARG W

(1) Some writers refuse to recognise the figure
Thus Hemnehandra observes (p 293)—3ara g Edfrecadd
>TmitEertEt 3 Ay | mgetaer @ aR ww s
sqafiy ) Tt will be noted—and Udbhata lays it down
a8 a distinct condition—that the FggeTaita must be 1n-
troduced only subordinatels As Pratiharenduraja ob-
serves (p 54)— 7 777 AATARA AEATEARIAER
AGAT I | 44 g mamsg A ad A R
RAPeqrR Agdaa R IR e i R
AMAEEATRSEA w1d ¢ This dispoces of the second
objection of Hemachandra and serves to distingmish
T4 from WTL
(111} The 3719 which 18 ByfATiaR 15 not mere T AIRE

ep Note (1n) to 11 9 I3 The Alamkarasarvasva also
distinguishes T3 from W6 (rdtatTraal S@@OIarT3)
but this last 15 understood by Dandin 1n quite a dis
tinct sense (cp 1 364ff) The words of Ruyyaka are
these (p 18 )~ WIAT o quragegTia ! afmada
STPATGErTT SURARE | AANIAALR] AR gt amiay
TR eamg TR

Notes to II 304—{1) A few leading definitrons of Apahnutr
are given below—
Agnipurant (315 18) same as Dandin
Bhamaha (111 20) and Udbhata (p 79)—
srgolier 7 fHATa m
et AR ey 2 et agar 0
[fama g gd 1 Udbhata]
24 | kavyadaréa
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\/R/udratn (v 57)—

TR TARIRT T 4

SIAERT AR 1 RvgR g 0
Vamana (av 3 5)—

T TGAITIGR |
Bhoa (iv 41)—

sgfamger MR )

shqEa At AR @ BRwrs N
Ruyyaka {p 50)—

Aoegagld !
Mammata (x, p 735)—

St ALV WS g |
Vagbhata {p 39)—

AFqE FRGngR 1
Vagbhatia {(iv 86)—

AtaRe Aafkengadmt

IO I WRARTGRRG 791 )
Kesavamisra (p 34)—

fefPruge az=miagd amghy |
Hemnachandra (p 281)—

AFARTARAT FFATTIGG |
Vidyadhara (p 380)—

Rl R e wagh )
Vigvanatha {x 38f)—

s stfaraend agagh |

Ry F 4 1o Qi o i

af RymRar arge AT aghy o
Jagannitha (p 278)—

IYRTATFTF AL TR TR FHIAAATRITGT ]~

A9gla )
Visvesvara (p, 235)—

gt Fifee Rrnaraas ARy Ftéar !
and Achutarays (vi1 131)—

Arra e aRrailRea |

eARARTTafmaReE TRIg b
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(u) It will be seen that while the majority of these
defimitions require that there should be a sart ofa
sumilarity between the thing negated and the thing
asserted, Dandin does not admit that necessity A
HIEATLTH BNEfa, according to Dandin, conatitutes what
he calles avamrgaedT. (see Note (u1f) to 11 95) The Alam-
karakaustublia clearly states the position (p 235)—
171 7, areawes oIgR | @93 eRES ged aRam 9 —
Tl g g fig A g EeTRTNREREg !
g T A fhiRmage FalkamaER (o Eg
Bhoja, as we have seen, admits both cases

{111) For the distinciion between 39gfd and wlamiy
consult Note (1) to 1t 65, and for that between 2@
and 33 (or sARER) our Note (n) to 1 265 M

Notes to IL 305-308—(1) Dandin gives only two varleties
of smﬁf%, iz ﬁq—q—:q@% and Rasagangidhara
gives the variettes 61937 and fRgys which are based
upon a different prineiple of division So also are the
divisions 1nto Fredt where the negation 1s dirootly con-
veyed and st where 1t 1s suggested by words like %92,
B, &, N, $aq, o, T3 Sarg, ojmA et More im-
portant 1s the six-fold division given by the Kuvalaya-
nanda (stanzas?5-30), viz 5% & wied A, B ond
Of these the first variety 15 & normsl case of Apahnuti
which can be mads to 1nclude both the vasieties rocog-
nised by Dandin while tho last 1s an sirff sl His
other varieties with definitions and illustrations are
as under—

T T AgAn=ad |
frgogan fem Az @ o
wegledfg )

A g B afE e g
AEATE R gt ARG |
any w3 AT o g e U
dwigfacacy agrRAfET |

Mo LR w4 ER ARy 0
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(i1} In the iliustration in if 305 tho renl nature of
<139 ofe Is admitted as porcatvable by others 1t how-
over doos not hold good in the case of the spoaker
himself In 1 JOG the nogated thing s declared to be
ontiroly vold of its vory estonce 15 assigned an alto.
gothor contradictory nature, so that the mooun ean no
longer be callod moon (crfiftfa~=%) In the oxample
1ntt 304 only a part of tho nature of the thing was
nogated, in 11 305 oven the negation of this part was
tempored by limiting {ts figg In &t 306 the negation s
absolute ns regards 1ts contents and its vange  Such
soems to bo the basis of Dandin s distinetion

Notes to 11, 309—(i) Compate Noto (1)) to u 91 95 A= we
saw thare g3g can moean u 34 (MRzdman), 1f 36 (aequar-
Fegmr), or 1i 95 (avquzEzame¥)}  In view of the difference
of viaw noted above, Note (11} to Ir 304, the temptation
to accept the last of thesenterprotations 1s vory strong
For Dandin must have hnown the view which makes
wied the sine qua non of :9g@  Bliamaha in any case
knows the view and even adopte 1t Diftering from
ham Dandin considers QreFig3FIIgIa as 1 vartety of €7F
I1e consequently must have made a <lip liere ot we cin
adopt the justification of Ca—FmrETRI A U There
1s somothing 37 whatever the view we finally adopt

Notes te 31 310—(s) I 1s rather unfurtunate that the same
name (%7 or f#3) should signify both a Guna and an
Alamkara For the nature of the guna see Note (11}
to1 43 The alammkara has nothing to do with the
gune

{1i) That Slesha mvolves the use of paronumastic
words or WOras¥ conveyg mord tian ona sense 1S
conceded by all The main controversy 1sas to whether
swe should regard 1t as a xETSFL only or anAJT+571X only
or partly the one and partly the other There nre
writers holding all these views with more or less show

of reison  As 50 much depends 1n a Slesha npon the
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use of specific words it seems reasonablo to treat 1t as
a ST end to assign to 1t a lower place 1n eniticism.
At tho same tiumne 1t is necessary that we should under-
stand the tiwo fold sense of the words in question  the
words as words do not g1ve us the pleasuro of the figure
as 15 done for instance by an alliteration  Hence 1t 15
equally plausible to regard the 9 as exclusively an
3T ¥R, a8 is done by Udbhata and Alamkarasarvasva.
kara Jagonnitha (p 401 2) gives a clear exposition
of these views 1n these words—aid B @TRMTEgeFER
TENZ NI aeAre T Here oIt
FalrEEERe ¢ \ R AT W srareatmart
f2 RgenIndt 7 oiy gueiRiEng ) 7 ariEenTm
a1 gl werfEn 78 7 qad R e TR @ @
A reasonable view to hold 1s that of Mammata (ix, p
626), who observes—gz FgmeFrEr weArdwada ar Fp
A AT AT 3A0A 0 27 R eoreatals e Ak aw
Ay YT g awEd aanemAEaly RRmRi A —as a
commentator oxplains 1t
(111) Others try to get ont of the difficulty by recog-
nising a distinct variety of 7597 and of 3pd#q  Thus
Bhoja gives sig varioties of 2337 (11 68ff) viz yFR,
sy, Fle w9 9%, and T Mon mats adds two more
varieties to the list @t and 5%, while Bhoja includes
the former under the 97 variety and the latter under
the szl varwety Tn these varieties tho word clement
15 dustinetly the oll 1 all  For ilustrations seo, be-
gides the two worhs m question, bSahityadarpana pp
457fF, and Alamkarakaustubta pp 242ff—The srwg
on the otber hand Includes the cases where the use
of the paronomastic words brings about prominently a
compatison between the 379 and the smza statements
As we have a 1wo 111 ono statement in #arifir so also
we have 1t 1n ated only the method is different
Dandin dasa nad | ring oot thiy oot e hee definubion
(and b1 1n thes sense that we wich to have our remarh
on Slesha in Note (in) to 11 207 understood), but most
other writers including even Bhamaha (in 14) use FIHT
and 3987110 the very definitions of the figure —Rudrata
15 8o much 1mprossed by the diflorent usos to which
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__paronomastie words ean_be_put_that_ho makos 7o
basie prineiplo of subdivision for alamharas along with
e, oftet, and oy He gives (x 1 -23) fon sorts
of RugEdTRe, viz 3RRV, (4, Wi, T, S99, 306, 2,
s, avd, and fuarge For  {llustrations seo the
Kavyslamkara ptsolf

(iv) For tho distinction of this figure from Samasokt:
see Noto (1f) to n 207 Our remarks there npply to the
developed conception of Slasha leading to 3T/ as 1t is
found in othor writers  Dandin’s sllustrations do in-
deed suit the dofinitions of the later Alamkanibas, but
his defimition is non-commatal

Notes to II 311—(1) Bhoja quotes this illustation and thus
comments upon 1t (p 465)—a{§mgﬁmxm=zm’
R RTR— U AT ATe I agw AiPamAR Vi
QT = TRy AT g 1 L3l 1 e nimrRAs
IuPERERTY SRR il

Notes to II 312—(1) Bho;a s comment on the fgure 1s as

tollows—a% =241 U aqwaiw BRR Gemia at 3 ang

—J“m{ O T FIIA N AT o

aam:xaunra 1 3 i g T weemat Fenfaar 10 aemny

TR AR A g i smﬁr%?f feftaat-
Brezitiegice T AT et

Notes to II 313--(1) Paronornias a eonstitutes the ingredi-
ent of o many figures that a quostion has been started
as to whether in these several cases the alambarais
primarily Slesha alone, or the other figure [3%w (11 28),
=qF (11 87), =18 (1 159), syl (u 185), etc ] or a sl
or mixture "of both The discussion s started by
Udbhata’s statement {p 54j—

SR SRR T 92 1

frARtasARr AR ay (Frn ) adnram
Jagannathn (p 393fF) gives s résumé of 1t 1n these
words—3 <G NEINSHILATET frmiitm 1 oF e
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arTre IERfeRd A aamfi | aagerEant —m
AT 7 SO 7 a7 AE g TG TR v
AR W A Ay (T rfagRa B aw e
A AT | srrrnfkaRer sty o qt
[sleceRenicr | maqt{%lwﬁ;

T YR TAAEATEE [ AU o e ¢ amqa'}wmaf
SRR a5 a7 T A, fRga Amea g
A TE JEL ) ARITTR AN aﬁrﬁagaﬂnwﬁ
F—sTA T R TTRT erRMETT @t el e 1w
SATERFERT qaAET Faf | | o TS ERAOIEF -
Faqr fga A TIIR ER™ o7 Arenenia dgdafily
ana vy yerg | The most reasonable view to hold
18 thot it all depends upon the particular circumstances
of the case, and these differ in different illustrations, so
that no hard and fast ruls of umversal application can
be 121d down

Notes to II 314-3156—(1) Dandins classification 1s some-
what peculiar Bhojs gives the varieties firng afirmg,
PFrafry sy, Arcre-ufases Bhimaha after de-
fining the figure (111 14) as—

ST o, ATGINTET AN A

At a7 Pez aiedaa b
gives illustrations for #qs nvolving @ARK ImagT and
Rg respectively as under—

@ ey wereT endE weniE o

AVTZAT FET R RART [ N

A AFERIar IRCa SR |

Traba RAmm AU 87" U

TR AT A |

agaTEqEd gEEgTEar it
1t will be seen that the last example is Vques Yawr
(11 50) tha second a regular 2@yar (1 28), while the
first has greatest affimity with 1 318

Notes to II 316—(1) Bhoja reads T3waayg«l &t instead of
o TTEaaAl 1 His comment 18 (p 467)—sry ik gt
Feqran wat ghAt 7 PrerAaTagaainfEy am Bufd
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Notes to II 317—(1) Bhoja (p 466) oxplains the point thus—
3 AOER Pared 7 3 FrzRaer s T
wat s frol AR wibdem ol QAR
TS W g} Lrr Al g |
wqT . 1V Bregy =1 b e L PR gfimaegg 1 PR

Lieerc] Gl

Notes to II 318—(1) Hera as also 1n il 322 below we have
a combination of BFARsT with the 3fisy of figy as
oxemplified 1n 11 334 Tor the distincsion of this from
TR see Notes to 1l 330 balow

Notes to IT 318-320-—Most writers with tho exception of
besides Dandin, smg Iz= 1, AT and 7T —to aey
nothing of W and «(ligo,—admit o figure of speech
called affAcar which consiats 1 « ArsT7sgiE An ex
ample will explain the nature of this figure~

AT A BT sy o A AT

e T 5 ag Y s aRewR wran i
The 8ahityadarpana {p 563) from which this illnstra
tion 1s taken goes on to observe—RqEed ARy IEHIEM
AL~ AT W AR Greafd w1 frrri TRy ga.
kel

Notes to II 321-322—(1) It1s difficult to distingmish 11 321
from 1 87, the 1llustration of a fPueqy  All that we
can say at the utmost is that in 11 87 the identity with
a lotus 1s given an exclusive prominence while here
the hing receives at least 1s much prominence as g7 or
Fifé7a It cann st at the sama time be ST 1]lustrat
ed in 11 28 because there 1s an absence of any ITMA
qIHTET

(1) Compare Note (1) to u 87 and Note (1) to 11 318
above

Notes to II 323 —(1) Seme distinctive defintbions of Vise
shokiy nre—
Apnmpurana same as Dandin s definit
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Bhamaha (in 22)—
e R o gumraRafy @
BRI RATRRTT a1 11
Udbhata {p 58)—
I ARSI TTeiar AR |

e T Bt e T ofdaras
Vamana (IV i1 23)—

wrprETfRTTat g RIRE |
Bhoja, same as Dandin
Ruyyaka (p 126}—

- FRmEE TR

Mammata (x p 800)—

Ry Frdy w1
and Jagannitha (p 437)—

freeedy vt 1A

SRIEHTE
fRE | —compare his definition of Vibhavana~—
3 FrifarinTaar

¥ T
(21) While Vamana's definition of this figure (which
he 1llustrates by T f2 2 geven g wvan ) 1s put down
by later writers as a case of &% (as Jagannatha says —
m@ﬁmmr@mwﬁlmmmafémmzmaﬂ%m
TR F a3 & T G R
e Fq 1 R a.’a'mv waEagH) 1t must be admitted that
Dandin’s conception of Viseshokti, 21n as much as 1t
does not bring the causal relation prominently to the
fore, 13 a development from & root conception of the
figure quite allzted to that of Vamana It 1s rather
difficult to accurately distingmsh this figure from
FROAY (0 131), #A9 (n 133), and Rame (u 199)
Compare Note (11) to 1 131-132, Note {1) to i1 133-134,
Notes (1) and (1) to 1 199, and Note {u) to u 235
Keeping ourselves strictly to the conceptions of these
figures as Dandin gives them we can say tha* while
in a normal case of canse producing effect we have the

25 [ Ravysdarsa ]
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P of (i) principal cause, (11) p of acces-
aory causes, (ili) prosence of extraordinary oircum-
stances favouring the production of the cause, (iv)
presence of sgreeabls natural conditions, and (v)
absence of spocial hindrances,—all coc-operating to
produce the normal result,—we have—

IN
Prinocipal osusc absent *

}—Eﬂ'cct absent ;
Accessory causes presont
IN T
Principal causs present .
—Effoot absent; *
{Extra circumstances lacking?]

IN finaaT 18T KIND .

Principal cause aheant
—Effoct present ;
Extra circumstances inferrable *

TN fA9TaaT 2ND KIND
Principal cause absent
—Effoct present ;
Exceptional natural circum-
stances inferrable *

IN it
Principal cause pressnt —Effect present
} through greatness
but with special hindrances of cause; *

IN % (Bhoja in 18)
Principal cause present
} —Effect absent.*
{ =2 unpropitious?)
The point of the figure in each case is the item
marked by an asterix (*)

Notes to II. 324—(i) Bhoja reads {p 431) fagiimngg for Ra-
Aodfra.  His comment on the stanza is—sr7 ddamaie
= qoneE i Safa Femd o w gamfare adte )
¥ SRR REead AR |
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Wotes to II 325—(1) On this stanza Bhoja obsarves—ary 37
FFRNET AR afry Fragred aiiaa enfir
udra | g wArpraA AR AR T (TR

Notes to IL 326—(1) Bhoys (p 432) explains the point thus—
T IEROMA A oY SR e |
¥ SRR mﬁmﬁm '

Notes to I 327—(i/ Bhoa mmnrks—am WRGIMA_ ST
By sy et
RAANRE + Bhojs howevar 15 not correct 10 SuUppoOSIDg
that the Bq 19 hore oxpressed The resl3g 19 the AR
of the glances which is to be undevstood,

Notes to II 328 399—(1) Bhoja reads mfor HTEASH,
His remarks are—si qariat wA-
FI AR AR R daerar 3R | fanii
RRmerrTen Ay Qi 1

Notes to IT 330-332—({1) We have already given a few
definitions of Tulyayogita in our Notes (i) snd
n) tou 48 49  We make room here for a few more-
Vagbhata (iv 88)—

IRk FGRGAR AR |

aSrreer 71 g i
Ruvalayanands (43, 45 46)—

iR at wHE geaEar |

fRmfE JrOemT gERAIET |
ez gvwer aEh=T gt It

and Jagannatha (p 317)— .
T R & '
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Vamanas Bhimahs, Vigbhata, Kuvalay&nandakira,
Bhoja, snd Dandin are all attempting, each in his
own way, to define the figure in conformity with the
otymology of its name. Undor the ciroumstances we
wiil have to keep close to our author’s conception of
the figure and try to distingmish 1t from of

(1 46), g=ariam (n 48), faw (i 97), AR (I 205),
Pq (n 3104 ), srregewwar (0 340), sgrengf (u 343) ond
figd (1l 348) To begin with, 1n aRmvwar (cp the
ilustration 1n i1 47) the gq@E 1s not mntended to be
extraordinanly superior to the 3 and the gefaw be-
tween thom 1s not directly expressed, but is ol only .
wheroas in geElidar there are things decidedly sup-
erior or Mz with which an inferior thing 1s jowned
i an assertton  The &YW (not the aw) ts direct,
apd not left to bo suggested Further, the intention n
the present figure 1s either @fA or fszy, and this is
absent 1n sf¥ERagar

(i) In geEvdrmr (11 48) we have the superior and
inferior relation between the things and an attempt to
equate tham, as in aarzﬂffmr But while in the former
I 1s conaclously sought to be expressed by reference
to identical BT (or 7m), 1n the latier the @y relation 1
subordinate and the pownt of 1t 18 not fully brought
out TFurther 1n geqdifar the desire to praise or blame
1s prominently present, the same being absent 1n the
Iy variety

(iv) Consider the z19% 1llustrations i n 99, and
1 100 In these there 18 . 3rfysda relation and no
wfafr intended ae a definite end Farther, the point
of similarnty 1a expressed with one statement and has
to ba supplied svith the other So the distinction of
these varettes from geadifomy 1s quite obvious

(v} In a 3mEIRA the two things sre ged, neithor
being by nature @iftw or g9 Hesides, only one of
them (973 or sTpq) 1s expressed drrectly, the other
being udlg only  Nor 18 there here any conscious de
sire to praise or blame  In g4y, besides the sifys-
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& relation and GRR=TESH, wo are required to make
an express mantion of the two objects compared,

(vi) Though the illustration of a 7 (il. 310 /) might

“,offer points of comparison with gepilfity, the figure

Aq always turns upon an unmistakable peculiarily
© e

which is its suffici I . The p
masia in_if. 332¢ is not intended or indispensable.
(vii) A Sarhsa as Dandin ives it in-

volves &, if not &M or =T, but there is an absence
of arfirggtar relation, and an implication of segd through
#wegd statement, in place of the direct statement of the
two found in a gerpfiar

(viil) Vyajastuti (3. 343) involves w3t (or fi=r) but
it 1s foigned. And it is a &gfy made of a certain thing
which might not be joined with any thing else in
simile. A ie necessarily based upon a
relation between at least two things.

{ix) In f353 the @17y between the two things is not
& well-established fact so that we could know before
hand which ie TiRFZ or gz The arey is evolved
just in the very acl presented to our eyes.

No.t_es to II. 333-339—{i) All writers oxcept Bharata ad-
mit A as a distinct figure. A few laading definis
tions are given below =—

*Agniporine (344, 2R)—

Bhamaha (1if. 24) and Udbhata (p. 59)—
ey at By ar PrearaBemhinr IV; Las:]1
71 [v.1. T3] B FEd § Sggen (vl s=wadlu
“Ratrrdra (o W —
AL AT et e Aggrang )
R HRETS W3R @ B 0
Vamana (IV. fii. 12) and Reyyaka (p. 121)—
fregrirar & 1
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Bhoja (111 24)—
firlrreg v e
T AT Fwer | 0
Mammata (X. p 807)—
iy AR freeda 23w !
Vagbhatia (1v 121)—
ST f3 fene @ ardd aed |
wErTETrAR ® AT aat
Vagbhata (p 38)—
SRR AY RO | Gy g s
Kesavamisra {p 35)—
Rl B 1 e Rann Sh Roamar sdad
77\ igEhaeg agiyy Aalrarlaasi skt
[Cap@E cEegentitinEc ol
Hemachandra (p 269)—
sratar BRTAEY fv )
Vidyadhara (vair 33—
e ROvmardy sy Rafindr 3mama
Vidyanatha (p 416)—
arareR Riree Rt 1
Visvanatha (x 68)—

Kuvalayananda (s 75)—
w3 R AT g4l
T efa gror a5 &g @fon 0
Jagannitha {(p 127)—

qFIlrFvRiTER 2fq TR F AT
srrfrmdazens ar i 1

Vigvesvara (p 321}~
ARy G e wfda 1)

Achyutariya {val ¥02)—
el

A IO N
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(1) The figure is said to be =z when a word Iike afy
18 used in the statement, otherwise it 1e 3m} This
division {s however disputed (cp Rasagangadhara
p 428) Itiscalled g whon not based upon R or
paronomasia  Dandin’s last example (1 339) 1s
ey The ten fold division of the figure given by
most writers 18, Itke that of #IRE or g%, based
upon the four fold w¥d of words recognised by gram
marians Jagannatha (p 428) nightly calls thus class
fication 3gg  Bhojys gives four kinds, viz as@ily
aaAdF, yRE, and §aw Rudrata gives 13 vameties,
denyng the validity of stfézeafidi, and adding 4 addi-
tional varieties (cp 1x 33, exemphified 1n 1x 41-44) not
generally recognised by other alamkarikas Dandin's
classification 18 based on no definita prineiples

(1) Virodha enters into the composion of a number
of other figures such a8 I\ {1 33), T (n 84) s
(n 109}, etc, while figures i1ke fRIEHI oF certaln varie-
ties of Y are, on ultimate analysis special kinds of
fa&Uvyonly Cp the st of figures on p 69
above, as also Note (1) to 1l 199 Hemachandra in
fact even observes {p 272) —ma ¥ fi

& A arsr 1 By g
The Kivyaprakésakarn however takesa different view
These alamkaras, as being specital cases of fiiry snd
haviog s distinet charm of their own, can be considersd
as independent figuress For he says (about ewmr,
p 8T1)—ur = AGw=fE 7 B SR ATIIRERT~
e t
(v) Strictly speaking every poetical identification
such as & 7@ 1nvolves an element of ATnr but that
has to be xgnored Jagannatha observes (p 430)—
% 2 srewrad @) 17 agEerEw AR | U GASER g
A | s et AR A A R
a1 | Bl g Wﬁ sy sriEer
HUARITY ok R

(v) Dapdain and Bhamaha are alone in puiting 237
737 specially into the very defimtion of this figure
Other definitions 1mply this
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(vi) In ii. 339 the reading g-mwAird ote. for Ruwtaed
ote. is worth noting, It is a deliberate attempt to
improve the original.

Notes to I1. 340-342—(i) Dandin understands srwegsaar in
the literal sonsc of sty [w@aﬁz‘rﬁ] axigr, and g0
strictly limits the application of this Agure to this
ease alone. Op. note (ii) to ii 205, where (p. 143 line 11
from bottom) read ‘latter’ for ‘former’ and ‘former’
for ‘latter’. The definitions of other writers for this
figure aro—

Bhamaha (iii. 28)—
m‘mw ar gl t
amamqfa a1 B
Udbhata (p 61) reads the second lhm thus—
Esoenbbliscion
Vamanpa (IV. iiL 4) and VAghhu}a (p. 36)—
[swvrer) FFnR [emaeart:) areamdar |
Bhoja {iv. 52)—
srwEgATar engaare 7 gl |
SRR Wt = yaeyr = A=y 0
Ruyyaka (p. 104)—
AR FFITDNY med 5 s an-
g |
- Mammata (x, p. 250)—
STTEIRATAL 41 70 U Fe3naAT |
<7l FARA Uy 3R wad afa
Azre AR A < g )
Viaghhata (lv. 134)—
At mgzﬁ? g |
g{‘;(ﬂﬂﬂ' a7 anng g ceRl
. 1z S T v o
Legta 8+ 81 TaRIomREmT 1
Jagannitha (p 402)—
AT BTN AR a I mTAURAGEA NS W1~
Lzl @3 v marp et addiog In explana-
non, wiad 1 v a g eyfast
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(ii) It will be seen that while to later writers—

S FegaTstAsaia: is srvegawier ;
to Dandin—

RWE \ R {ifd: is arseg:
- This has saved Dandin from the necessity (i) of dis-
tinguishing this figure from TWHIF, ral=r=ma, B, ete.;
and (ii) of explaining the circumstances which make
it possible for the a1tgd to suggest mgy. Theso oir-
ocumstances give the several varieties of the figure as
admitted by subsequent writers. In order togshow how
vory complicated the whole husiness of classification
has become at the hands of these later writors we
give below a tabular statement based on the Kavya-
prak&sa—

(i) &1 sega FRwRTT
!(ii) T g FrEi,
srstegoden 4 (i) el gl Al
1 (iv) fadi s/ AT
U = wab gemaohms

Variaty (v) further divided info
i

I | |
A. Use of fisg B. Through sgriy C. Through
words for as in gRrENS (with simple
R + Fadver ke olone fzz) arer

Or again, independently, into
hd |

At mﬁ’mﬁﬁ“‘l Bi N!W@'IM Cr. B{Q‘T!WTTWW

{iii) Bhoja gives for srsgag=ian the twofold classifics-
tion into arsar and sAG=T, his instance for the latter
being Danrdin’s illustration in il 341 paraphiased ;

viz ~— .
FN 9w RGN QIERATETARNA |
Tt 9P A 8= R PR T gy

28 [ Kavyadsrsa ]
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The =47 variety he illustrates by—
v gaEaty @ 9% Jfa S
ot aameaed Ay art |
sTea) o Al T Sh T A
&raeeg AT 7 fid 3wt ey o

Notes to II. 343-347— (i) A few representative definitions
of this figure are—

Bhamaha (iii. 30)—

REATEE=R AR g !

PRI R saroregRTa war 0
Udbhata (p. 61)—

I st ey T |

FEga Qlod sl 7o i
Rudrata (x. 11)—

T Ry a fgran an gfa: st b

=1 Rt s 7 R
Vimana (IV. iii. 24)

i fowrtawntrar dionat

4
Bhoja (iv. 56)—~

et A geinTEr SrdnTET goTe a1
5 AR WA AT YA NI 1)
Ruyyaka {p. 112)—
afafrramat freenaiiad s 1
Mammata (x, p 815)—
sarAeRiAg Frezr gt ©Eeran
Hemachandra {p 276)—
il DA s b
Vids &dhara (viil. 30)—
79 TR g TR e lay Gt
=t eyPrerr ff srriafiaar 0
Vidyanitha (p. 443)—
gt =g a7 FRAmmEA i
T I T sgrARgfRTR w
and Jagunn&tha (p. 416)—
angrrfoment femafnat afAfea: #xm o
emraegfi 1
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(ii) It will be noted that all writers except Dandin,
Bbamaha, Udbhata, and VAmana consider both fisgar
i and &g A= as the legitimate spheres of this
figure. It is not certain therefore whether Dandin
really would permit the gvwarm which we have put
upon the definition in our Sanskrit Commentary
ii. 33", Rudrata gives tha figure as a variety of
figures, and so requires that it be based necessarily
upon paronomasia. Bhoja, finally, makes no distine-
tion botween =gl and 37 defined as in Kavyadarsa
ii. 268.

(lii) According to Dandin’s view it scems that Lesa
No. 2 is distinguished by the presence of a subtle
eloment in the praise or blame, while in a no
suchk subtle eloment is necessary. This is the only
distinotion between these two figures Henca wo must
either suppose that Dandin did not intend to accept
Lesa No. 2 without reserve, or that Bhoja is justified
in making 3= 3

(iv) In an srwegawatan there are two things : a 9&ga and
an arwegd. Further the | of the sowgd is real and
not intended to be withdrawn. So alsa the fd=T of the

swega.  The &g and (A=, it is also to he noted, is of
two distinot things: it is not a case that the same
thing ie outwardly censurad but really praised [and
vice versa), as in a

(v} Similarly, while in soRgf the apparent = is
to be ultimately set aside, and Tgfy obtained by im-
plication, the case is mot ome of simple |, in as
much as the 319 is here entirely thrown averboard—
a thing which does not necessarily happen in an
ordinary =ft.  Cp. on the point Jagannatha (p. 416)—
s uy A S | it i RS 1 a

Rt

(vi) Bhoja quotes both the examples given by Dandin
and remarks (p. 410)—srereg QI EEHTRUA ga% |

(vii) In ii. 845° °yy@ is a better reading than 47w,
but we have no Ms. authority for adopiing the im-
proved reading
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Notes to II. 348-350—(i} A few representative definitions
of 7T or fagwiMr are here assembled. The figure is
not recognised by ira, aftrguw, =2, na=, Wmafs. and
botb the amiEs —

Bhimaha (iil 32)— .
Rt agdelvzdang s
31 R g 0
Udbhata (p. 62)—
SAEGUTHY AT A A FEL
ST TR ar A )
Vamana (IV, iii. 20)—
ey TRt fagda
Bhojs (iii. 31)—
T TR @ B2 afvdian
wlaEad mI aF g3 |
Ruyyaka (p. 76)—
¥ 3 a1 g TR S e fagdar |
Mamumata (x, p, 7441, )—
1 3w, e ey SmmREsE: |
QEREAANRG: FU T a0
Vidy&dhara (viii. 19)—
MR T Faw T A
g AR A e o
Vidganitha (p. 433)—
srhnEiimmEATE
Rt aem 73 m AlgEan n
*  Visvanftha (x. 51)—
s gty
7 foTginest ehdq ar fazeer i
Kuvalayananda (st, 52f1.)—
qrEprdt: SRR et
g wEE A giEITEEgm N
TR E gyl fageeng 1
axage it eel AersgE: 0
srget it g Feguraeid: o
aRnRPANTY afrd SRR am: 1t
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Jagannatha (p. 339)—
Esctien)

ARG S fgdar |

and Vitveévara (p. 262)—
IR 73 ATt |
7E R SROE g ada @ U
(i)"It will be observed that Dandin, Bhamaha,
Vamana, and others admit what is known as the S~
%34T as the only variety of the figure, while Mam-
mata and most other writers admit an additional
variety. Dandin's conception of this figure has the
sadvantage of keeping true to the etymological sense
of the fignre.
(iii) This anmfrgden is the same 28 the @
of Ruyyaks, Viivanitha, and most later writers. As
Appaya Dikshita observes in his Chandriks (p. 74)—
WA QU A 83aaAar TERy aual A | To the
same eflect also Jagannatha (p. 345). The second, and
with later writers, the more usual variety is srnrzegf-

T divided into Frrmifigxiar and wxrfRdar, & good
example of the former being Mudrarakshasa (vii. 6)—

WA A A Srarnd At gt o

The qualification which requires a faufafasa relation
between the two statements is to be noted. This rela-
tion hae to be assumed in order to explain the prima
facie impossiblility of the relation beiween the two
statements, which is dogmatically asserted. As Dandin
does not recognise this s@¥gq variety, we need not
enter in detzils into the exact scope of the figure as
also its distinetion from o=, which is another figure
not recognised by our author, See on the point Alam~
‘Karasarvasva \p. V7).

(iv) Bhoja (p.299f.) introduces in Dandin’s figdr
one or two minor principles of sub-division The
similarity is directly asserted in the statement or is
left to be inferred. IThe former is g the Iatter,
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g% Further we have cases when there is a complate
o7 statement given at first the ZEifaw statement
being given almost as sn after—thought, or the
relation 1s the reverse of this, or the two siate-
ments are sumulianeous Accordingto Bhoja, Dandin's
first exmmple (1r 349) is lﬁ'q_g s second (il 350),
gwgs  His comment on i 354 1s—ar GeRmgmraf
FRURT FATR FmTHeTaTR, w9 I AR 3 wEe
WATHCTE WA AR W T A 1

Notes to II 351-354—(1) A few other definitions of this

figure are—
Agnlpuréna {344 23)—

TERR TR et grraffm )
Bhamaha (ni 38) and Udbhata {(p 67)—

TS B e aeggmaRnad [aaaRr e 11

ﬁﬁ@i&ﬂﬁ\%‘mmm[amv 111
Rudrata (vaix 99£)—

& e sy 9

T T I Wi i

R G |

FATTICaET T SqHT @ )

Vamana (iv 3 28)—
ARFTTT TRy ¢

Bhoja (iv 57 )—

ST T gEras R

RfRReaRfTD w@Rs o1 maga 0

TR R SRR AR

Rfrra wE R @iy sy 0
Ruyyaka (p 81)—

FTATRIREE RN e gEiRn |
Mammata (x, p 817)—

w wgn werder e Rarrr )
Végbhata (IV 119)—

ARE A1 WL PR & |
m\?ﬁ TR aerEa
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Vagbhata (p 38)—

TSI HEHRG |
Xosavamisra (p 36)—
R afi’e \ar g 2 -
FTIRA | B X

Hemachandra (p 273)—
FEriTEERErTY R |
Vidyanitha (p 400)—

Visvanatha (x 55—
R A A QA A
1 TR et W It
and Jagannatha (p 357)—

ARt TaEaTT a3k 1
(11) The statement of simultaneity batween the
qualities or actions of two objects, which constitutes
the essence of this figure, 18 not a mattar of fact de
m_ﬁu;@g@ Ru-
yaka howsvar goes further and snys p 81, aﬂ‘ﬁm.

Rradnfes 1 & T

EEit T AnfafrizmT art Ruyyaka
thus recognises, amongst others, a varrely of @Ry
based on mﬁa‘mﬁwqm giving as an erample—
ST ward t | Jaganniths refuses how-
ever to recogmse tlus vauety As Alamkirakaustubha
(p 331) obser IR
g arEtrR A g | ﬁ:ﬂ\ﬂ’hﬁmml

7 DNNTTE JORS GATIE
)

Feitooenate

T TR R T AT
oo wgR iRl = e Rt V The rel
between the two objects brought together in a @gifes
should be merely gmrarm {(cp Pamn1 IT 1ir 19 wgges
maf)  Dandin would endorse the view of Jagannktha
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though his conception of sfi=iiRs, a8 we bave seen
{Notes, p. 146-47), Is somewhat different. The Rerdar
illustrated by Dandin in ii, 256 would be considersd
by Ruyyaka as @3 ; but the very fact that Dandin
regards it as a separate alarmkira proves his non-
acceptance of RAITIRyYTIe @il variety. In none of
the examples given by Dandin for @#El% is there in
evidence a F¥F relation, the real canse in il 352
and if, 353 being Rawafitg and in ii. 354, probably.
EEEChiTEic

Notes to II, 355-856—(i) The figure is defined by Dandin
in ii. 351, latter half. Other definitions for this figure
v are —
Bhamaha (i, 40)—
R qOIETIRT Fa: !
srqtmreATEd TRIR e U

Udbhats {p. 69)—

A <R
‘ spmirtenT I IRTRTeIT & o
Rudrata (vii. 77)—
g ariied g A wa )
wtagrora a1 sfRar IR R o
Vamana (IV. iii. 16)—
Tt SRads aRkaf: |
Bhojas (iii. 29L)—
wﬁra@%mﬂmﬁﬁnﬁﬁm: 1
RIRMEITT & FEATEETAN 1
qr By saerEady au ffr ¢
amm <t ffder seagfRie U
Ruyyaka (p. 152)—
amREEgRRRE: atf
* and Jagannatha (p. 481)—
qotrrafE AR @ @RS
Liocal
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+ (i) Two points deserve to be noted. The barter
. ought to be #RAFRYA and charming. An actual com-
mercial transaction howsoever noteworthy cannot
be an instance of this figure Secondly, there ought
to be a regular sales-agent in the transaction. Accord-
ingly a case like—fhfammrearon Al o e andeai®
seFen, or fefirond oRem o1 Far THIGGT NWER, where
there is only & s or f$fa, @I= FRrEgEEIAY, cannot
be a regular 97/} in the normal acceptance af the term
Mammata and Jagannitha also are against
admitting symr, while amw and ©4% admit it. Bhoja
attompts to hold the balance evenly by recognising
=@y as a sub-variety of Parivritti. His example
(p. 297) is— -
St eftar orgra TR SeTrsR Rsreiior 1
st Az WY AR EA N
[ e araeaeir crergg R Brad)
F T T WIG: Gy T U]

(iii) In the above example soveral things balong fo
or reside in one and the same object. Conversely weo
can have a case where one object resides in succession
in several places. Both these are taken by Mamniata
and later writes to be instances of 7% (an alamkara
not recognised by our author) which is thus defined by

REr

Jagannatha (p. 476 )— s ATIAFTTER s c ol
FHERTAMEATE

Notes to II. 357—(i) Vagbhata the author of the Freargame™
is the only writer :heaides wiwg and to recognise
rsfi: a8 & figure of spoeeckh. Vagbhata defines it as
(p. 46)— gz while the definition of Bhamaha
(iii. 54) is—

sy = FrtfREFTEa Far

et sty g it
Hemachandra (p 294) declares himsolf agsinet the
recognition of this figure in the words—aqisfiey Bratmr
WA eI Eae [a- | Seo Lis commentary on
the passage

17 | Kevyddara ]
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(ii) At the same time it is necossary to point out
that the 36 embellishments of spoech involving speclfic
emotional modes which are enumernted by Bharataat
the beginning of the 16th Chapter of the Nityadastra,
and which occur also In Jayadeva's Chandriloka,
Mayakha I, include {(along with such things as
TR, Sed, ATER, SRR, aR3A, oto.) amll: or bene-
diction. Now it must be admitted that, in a given
situation, beneodiction can become a very effective
mode of expressing ore's thoughts; and a dramatur-
gist has overy right to collect all such effective modes
of expression together. But why Dandin should have
selected only one of them for inclusion amongst the
regular 3@ FRs cannot be determined. We may how-
over point out in passing that some others out of the
36 have been universally regarded as forming the
basis of some of the regular figures.

{ii) It is worth noting r to an
dence of tradition and perhaps an absenco of interde-
pendence between Dandin and Bhimaha—that Dandin
takes siigfi: as a regular benediction. Bhimaha gives
two illustrations for the figure. In the first (see our
Com. ii. 357°-"*) two friends, who have been estrang-
ed from one another by malicious and mendacious go-
betweens, perceive their error, and one of them calls
upon the other to join hands again. On this Hema-
chandra remarks—aw 3 4@ TR Sgren YawaRimEy
SITIIERT A R WEATFRYTIL b cor ensneens | 3 SRR
TG T <ZIRAFT aMZiq: t In the second
example also (see our Com. ii. 357%-"*). Hemachan-
dra points out that the hostile cities have already been
venquished. Hencs, TR ftgQon SRaas STaFTeqar-
g9 | The illustration given by Dandin is of sourse
srsmAEl=fE SiEf: 1 And the same is the case with
Vaghhodo

ingd.

otes to II. 358-35915,—(i) Before winding up his treat-
ment of the regular alamkiras and passing on to a
consideration of the mixed alamkaras (ii. 360), Dandin
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vindicates the completeness of his ist, by remarking
that sw=a, @elds sewredd, and ST, which are
normally given by Alamkarikas as independent figures,
have been—the first three—mcluded by him as sub.
varieties of regular figures, while the last, though not
actually so 1ncluded, can easily be subsumed under
o regular figure Compara also 11 309 See note (1) to
1u 37; Note (1) to n 26 (where in the last line on
P %0 read "Dandin’ for *Bhamaha’), and Note (111} to
u 88

(i1) The alamkaras sy and @43, though not sepa-
rately given by Dandin, are treated as independent
alamkaras by almost all other writers, including
Bhamaha The figures ITETH and SHHMTT are how-
ever given by Bhamaha alone amongst extant writers,
and Dandin’s specific rejection of them raises the ques-
tion as to Dandin’s chronological position with refer«
ence to Bhdmaha In our nofes to ii 88-30 we have
adduced reasons to show that Dandin's posteriority to
Bhamaha need not be regarded as an 1nevitable con-
clusion so far as the treatment of IFMEYF by these two
writers is concerned .As to SSigigyy, 1n as much as
Dandin gives us no 1ndication as to his own idea of
the figure, the means for forming any opmilon one
way or the other are unfortunately lacking

(if1) An suamea 15—to judge from the illustration
of 1t g1ven by Dhamaha (ses our Com h 359¢%) 15 a
combination of s3enRrsr with RRGA and TIFIA,
and as Dandin's sub vaneties often exhibit such com-
bined &frsy, Dandin 1s justified from his own pownt of
view In regarding SISTYY as SHaAY  Abhinavagupia

10 his s|gegreEerad {p 41) discusses Bhamsha s allustra-
tion for SExgmET and regards it as a regular variety of

{m1) That a very large number of alamkaras recog-
nised by modarn writers are absent in Dandin’s book
15 no Impeachment of it  Sclence must grow
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Notes to II 388 to 360—(1) It will be remembered that
n u 7 waf was designated @AM Later writers make
a distinction between these terms, reserving wafz for
co ordinating or §HEY mixture and @¥y for prepondera
g mixture or mixture with the srmfisng relation
Although Dandin 1s aware of this two fold method of
mixture he has not deemed 1t nacessary to appropriate
s distinct namo for each Bhamahbs, Rudrata Vimsna
Bhoja, Hemachandrs, and the two Vagbhatas have
Iikewige contented themselves with just one name
Bhamsha Vamana and Bhoja choosing @wuf2 the
others having fixed upon @g¢ The later slamkirtkas
mcluding ¥&F w2 f3uma and others clearly dis
tinguish between ¥8R and wst{ some adding alsos
third category of g or atfsy

(11) The more important statements of these Alam-
karikas are here bled for easy refi -—

Rhamaha (i 48)~—

auﬁ%mwﬁaaésmm !
TR AR AT e

Vamana (IV 1 30f)— N
FTFHEREFTNAE 82 | TR Ianaadr |

Rudrata (x 25)}—
it

foargas gaaeT |

SRR AT 6 T g i
Bhoa (v 88fF }—

afRih Rar ArewREEt |

Qr g A g ey T Jan il

ereLad =1

AT 4fITIT A Hig T i

srTsa! S aEfeRRiEaRed |

fyaaiagRRAT ArTeEREE

Hemachandra (p 289)—
s TR AR T ) Greuaties
T} STFRCAREEA, | G T R AR
AR AT | QRN e geareEren
Leengicacudl
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Notes to II. 361-362—(i) In the first half of ii 361 thero is
an 397 statement swhich can stand by itself. The 3qut
is thus the principal figure. The samgwfadt considers
the figure in the first half to be sRer; but sy can

\ be an gmEEARg though not actually enumerated by
Dandin. In the second half we have an gl
based upon ®4. The particular statement about the
invasion of the beauty of the face by lotuses is corro-
borated by the general fact that, given ¥ and zoz,
any body can invade. The awkwardness of the gen-
eral statoment containing a pronoun (ggi) roferring to
a noun in the particular statement can be got over by
making wy—uai @i, Nor is the difficulty so very
serious at all. We need not accordingly make the
figure & ¥J instead of an 3pIIFAEAT, as suggested by
some commentators.

(ii) Dandin hgs not apparently given an illustration
for @it wnwerar. The stanza ii. 362 (ep. ii 226%) sup-
plies tho dofieit. But it is omitted in most Mss. and
Cb quotes the stanza with the remark — gaamaamT
SrgqrEweas gzead, b It may be added in passing that
Bhoja gives as his example for this kind of ©gl2 (which
he calls Rmmgadal) the extra stanza RAd aET: eto.
mentioned in the variants to ii. 226 above. Even the

does not notice ii. 362¢ and surely it would
have been posaible for Dandin, without repeating him-
self, to give another instance for wwFeriafs if he had
thought it necessary. We should in this connection
recall the fact that Dandin has not given illustrations
for all the wegdra® or the =r@&m¥ varieties. Compare
our Commentary to ii 104ff,

Notes to I1. 863.«=(i} Of the three flgures-of- apeech con-
tained in ii 361 the relation between Bg and sm=Tg
is perhaps much more immediate than that between
spqisaaTg and uAT; but it would be incorrect to sug-
gest that the former is 7RI and the latter Frweml.
_All the same, g forms, as Dandin himself says i1 313,
" the ingredient of quite a large number of figures, with



215 ) Notes [ —i1 363

which 1t generally has an agifEad relation Compare
our Noto to 1i 313 and the illustrations in if 28 u 87
il 159 11 185 etc In fact there s no figure of speech
the charm of which cannot he heightened by introduc
ing an element of Ay 1nto 1t somewhere  Of course
the charm resulting from paronomasia 1s artificial and
80 cannot be sald to reflact accurately the charm of
the original objest 1n Na ture which the poem seeks to
describe 1n the most effective and agreeable fashion
Paronomasia 13 like the frame of the picture It can
set off the besuty of the portrait but the beauty of
the portrait must be there Svabhavokt: 1s the beauty
of the portrait, Vakrokti is the contribution of the
frame maker
(1) It 15 thus evadent that Vakrokt: 1s Dandins

general name for any rhetoncal device used to garmish
or embellish some normal matter of fact description or
narration  As the gargaift remarks—emaReT g97
aRmavmde Ay, aRifmm qaaRewrafige o swigg
FHTERl Y Gkar  WWERs  gToaeER glit We
should in this conueohou recall Dandm s earlier
assertion {01 13} < Ll AT

| Mahimabhatta in his Vyaktiviveka (Triv
Sans Series ed p 28) 18 more precise on the point
Quating the view presumably, of Kuntaka the author
of 7% RrNf3d ( & work which haes been brought to light
only a few months ago 1n 2 solitary and fragmentary
ms from the South ) he says—xg g =Ry
F TR aWTIeE o W Feger @R aggEmie
FRaETE 1 The #fisy of 8 Sastra proceeds from its
description of facts as facts In a poem the IAIT is
in the words of Jayaratha (p 8) a sRufwiif&Ga =NR
or as another puts 1t a JgrafMmA | Compara also—

R wrigegsy w7 AFeiEd t

SRR @Y wT e I

(in) Bhamaha s conception of 7%1fs can be gathered

from the following passages in his work—{(1 36)=—
grifiRaed!ReRer arameai — where a@1f% 13 given as a
part of his defimtion of alamkara {ep Abhinava.
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gupta's comment— e R rar eliae 5 FFa St
TRTSFTaRAr) 3 (i, 30)—geh am-
EAREE! ﬁ’}lﬁaﬁﬂﬁ—whera ho tells us, like Dandin,
that 3% and enT\R% constitute the contents of all
pootio writing; (if. 34, 35})—where he intends to say
that the S5 style, In spite of its qUE, Il OF FIwe,
will be no better than a sweet choppy music, if devoid
of gorgar and FAMRE; and that, per contra, Gaudiya poe-
try with its many alamkéiras, provided it iz not vulgar
or confusing and has some sense to convey, is also not
unacceptable; and lastly the ofi-quoted verse (ii. 85)—
By a3 (v. ) w37) aRReemmaf B )
sttt AT al: RiSERaan e o
which, coming as it doss In connection with his treat-
ment of ARTTARE, leads to the equation wfaEIRE = 3
which Mammata (x. p 906) and Hemachandra {p 267)
dlstmntly lay down—gd1 fAniferRay soamafagy 1 at
| Other testi to this extended
apphcuhon of the term g+ 17 is Alamkarasarvasva(p 8§)-
R ReelRaE: Faaasg TR at IRy iR st
FEA TG, | FIRE sn\zmi a mm EW larﬁma
SFRRAT O JEFO wearanen e SRy
sa: m&-}ﬁwﬂ?ﬁa s'rﬁnﬁﬁ‘ ?ﬂ'ﬁfa w4 T
@]} And again (p 177)—mrmmmmﬁa‘r-
HRa:t To the same effect also aRmTy in
his wenSwdaa (p 208)— RIS AR ¥ wat wfn:
SAHTCTHE T avenn oorevaeas | SRR Rq0ATG- | FURTNRE
wAleswamERy ! Compare also Kavyadaria il 220,
(iv) As against this earlier conceplion of TAMx (or
) given by Ehamsha, Dandin, Euntaka and
others, wo have the subsequent restriction of itto a
specific figure-of-speech defined by Ruyyaka (p 175)
As—~—SIITE QT SRR G, U and illus-
trated by—
it Wt gheghm e Atk 0
Bam 57 gRA g Tt &R
_Another allustration given by Kuvalayananda (st 158)
1s—ya g7 B (A aBgd) md 32 0 =ofa¥ | Rudrata
{i2 14-17), Mammsta {ix, p. 593), Hemachendra (p. 234),
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YVidyanitha (p, 410), and most later writers have the
same limited conception of gRify which some go to
tho length of regarding as a w3 ¥1X only Rudrata
{x 9) g1ves besides a vartety of 24 called gsoq

(v) As coming between these two conceptions of
zA[¥ though not therefore necessarily forming the
transition between them, \s Vamana’s conceptfion of
gRfm as (IV w1 8)—amearaor R + A oy the
Kamadhenu explains, is possible 1n five ways—

B gTE e g BRT-S9K U

mEEE e g (98 ArEE (a ease of AFHE),

TRAR © g T Ey

= .

AT e g R AN,

and, Framuma e g wEht AR AR,

Vakrokt: 1s thus, aceording to Vamana, a metaphori-
cal mode of poetic expression, while Dandin regarded
1t as any striking mode of poetic expressior If we
now rtecall that to Vamana all figures of speech are
yared only, while they are aifesea or sfamdinwmuzm
to the earlier school, 1t will be perhaps evident that
between Vamana s conception of a¥ifs and that of
Dandin, Bhamahs, and others there 15 not that wide
gulf that 1s sometimes made out

{v1) At the same time, comparnng Kavyidarsa
11 93-94 with Vamana’s example for a¥ifi, viz—
I Fwe ard W@ 9 fAfe gzala (a7 edgaiea-

frram aremiEmEwHIal ¥9ad ) it 1s evadent, as Jacobi

has sad (Z D M G, vol Ixiv, p 130fF), that Vamana

has turned what was a qw (@Wfy 1n Dandin, 39 10

Bharata xv1 95) 1nto an sieFik Samidhi 18 declared,

like a¥17%% and sféwdils, as the all m-all (21 100} of

poetry , and it 1s difficult to talk of more than one
thing 1n the superlative and yet msintain a distinction
between them, especially 1f we remember that with

Vamams e dovunatey e detweer Ghras ana’ astom

karas was very vague indeed (cp II 3 172—sreamiara

A T G GRFTERTEAT T ) As far as the facts of

the case go we have no defimite ground to regard

Vamana's treatment of 3¥1f3% as either a forerunner or
23 [Kavyadatéa]
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a subsequent development of Dandin’s and Bhamaha’s
conception of the same Even if Tdbhata, Bhamzha':
co! meutator, Is' to beregarded as a rival contempo:
rary ‘of Vafnhnh! ot Vimbhna may have persisted ir
foliowinp his own indendent @dxisary  The chrono-
logieal relation-between.Dapdin and Vamana cannot
be made to turn upon theiradeount of 771l

(¥ii) The u]tlma!e cbncepllon of g7l #s 2 fEREI
cannot be genehcaﬂy conrlecttd with eltbler' Dandin's
or Vamana's conceptian of the same The art of
spehking at cross purpotes iwfiis Tegardedus an accom-
plishment of & culturad beauty (afgmnm), and it is
conceivable that 1t was raised fo the dignity of a re-
gular alamkara irrespeativa of what the Texts had
alreadyta say about the ather q‘ﬂx‘w g

- AN [} — NN

Notes o II 364—?66 = ~{i) Comipare Note(m) toii 18 bbove.

The 'normal céncepuou bf Bhselku‘f‘dund'in Rustyaka
(p 178), Mammata (x,p 822),'snd Visvanatha (£193-04),
and most later writers is contained in the fol

Towing dafinition of it in the Kivyaprakasa—nefn 39

Y e B Y eI, Some 'writehsvadd to

T * {1 In nccordance with this later conception .of the

this the further cdhditlon tHabithe bhyett () ehould
be erzwga. and should be expressed in vivid and non-
confusing terms (AAWFIEEA)  An examplo of a past
Inmdent revivified is Mnohchhakam\a il 6)—¢
< el | e P ReeE
;. TR Al Rod g - Lo
Rortald g o unBemld v 0 e
Fwd marmam TR sl H
For a future incident pnﬁfnputonu glimpced' Ruy~
yaka {p 182) gives the instance— Ly
<\m"*m<«:m? ﬁ’ma"’}k* T "'F' 'a
TS T G BTt Ng A

figure its name is explained as~am vq#‘!ﬂ?ﬂ'mwfh
or (e 10,9, 178)— R waY g wnwd oAl s ferda el
WRY Wt arga 479 9 L3 WA This ety rology
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probahly goss backh to Kavyadarsa u 364%¢, where
however i apparently s used In a rather peculiar
sense We would there trauslate it by Sustained
Intmition especially as Dandin makes 1t & SwqRTaym
Bhamaha also calls 1t (1 52) a xaafiqygm laying down
for 1t the four fold requirement, viz—

FrmernrdE o afitstTar

AT Ay T 7Y Tagy U
But Dandin's requirements for the figure as enume
rated 1n 1f 365-366 seem to be peculiar to him, as also
f1s whele conceplion of the same, wherein he 1s
probably following s tradition distinct from that of
Bhamsha Bhojas conception of Bhavika {which he
identifies with 32, 1v 85-86) 1s 20 very far removed
{rom tte two conceptions discussed hitherto that 1t
nced not be here taben into consideration at alt

(11) Tho Bhavika of later writers 15 distinguishable
frow the g called uaig, the &1 named 799 and RTINS
like & AR or W~am. or sifumdlist  Compare whiarmym
(x p S7Af )3 any m@ECAY g T3 wasTTRY T
AR A I @ R A sga L @ IRENRRETT
AR VT AR RS EdET SF At 5
A EEEIRE  qEr zﬁﬁm@ﬁg@rﬁmﬁ?a ForEze Ty

PP b 1

e g WA T 4 1

dra however refuses to admt this figure He says
(p 293)—alfyw g EAGUCEHBPERIE S g s B B rE R a1
Fa FEATE TR AT A e e

{(1v) Confining our attention to Dandin s own con-
ceptlon of NIfa® 1t will be observed that Dandin g
treatmernt of 16 1s quite 1n place, com ng as 1t does
after hus treatment of 3%, whereas, 1t 1s not quite
clear why Bhamaha should have called his wifgr a
Traimgr Stwvrdsx 1s e quatity Celonging to a
poem taken as a whole, and it suggests the formula
tion of questions hke,~Is there a meaning to the
whole ? Is 1t consistently carried out? Is there a
harmony and proportion of parts ¥ Is it a clear and
self sufficient theme? These are questions of higher



