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PARICHCHHEDA 1I

Notes to II. 1—(1) Compare Note (1) toi 10 Kavya, ac-
cording to Dandin, 1s—gs¥emsm wEed ; that 1s to
say, he gives more prominence to the word element 1n
poetry as compared with the sense-element. This does
not mean that the Gunas which are the sine qua non
of poetry, and the Alamkaras which serve as decora-
tion, must belong to the word-element, the R[3I, ex-
clusively ; for, the f33us, the subordinate elements of
the Body, have also their own decorations. Thus there
is no inconsistency in Dandin’s having defined Kavya
as he has done and then having divided the Alamkaras
(and impliedly the Gunas also—ep. Note (1) to i. 41)
into 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 Gunas as
well as the Alamkaras as belonging to Rasa, the angin.
For a criticism of this view see our Note (1i1) toi 41
and the Sanskrit Commentary to the present stanza.

(ii) The distinet function of the Gunas and the
Alamkéras is brought out by Dandin by calling the
former the life-breaths and the latter the ornaments of
poetry. The Gunas abide in poetry G@arear while the
Alamkaras §3WIT, there 1s between them a distinc-
tion in kind,—a distinction which later became one of
degree, as with Fmaw (i1i. 1 1-2) or with mfigRTS
(p. 17)—om @z FeaRvaiead At | Jui g s Sy
ARIREPRES 9% | Compare however the followizg

from #FHRAE, p. 20— -, ur
gty e 7 F1ed e | T [H‘L ""_Lr‘
TR gt TR 1 Rl L
SrommTOTRR (o ot R 9 R 1
Fsfrery @ ey e | 4ane
Compare also (Agnipurana, 346 1)—
swamiy S A Feg foas W ALLAHAE

qgsIRfR ST T WRI T
Mammata’s =@ g7 &l implies the same thing.
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(1ii) The progressive development in the theory, and
with it in the number, of the Alamkaras forms an in-
teresting chapter 1n the history of Sansknt Rhetoric.
The subject is too large, however, to be adequately
discussed 1n a note. Our Introduction has attempted
a rapid review of the main stages reached during the
process, to which the reader is therefore referred. It
would be noted 1n this place that Dandin must have
lived at a time when the development of the Alamkaras
in the way of progressive division and subdivision was
in full swing; and he seems to have been anxious
rather to give an epitomized statement of the principal
results arrived 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. ii. 358-359 and notes thereon).

Notes to IL. 2—(1) The fundamenta dimsionis of the Alam-
karas have been variously stated in different texts.
The simplest division into g=ewa and seivra, even after
the addition of a third class of S¥=RTY, proved quite in-
adequate. It is however given by the sifirgqw, and most
elaborately by Bhoja. It was soon found necessary to
introduce various subclassifications based on the psy-
chological principle involved in the process, or on
some such underlying peculiarity. Similarity, identity,
contrast; causation, word-grouping, lokavyavahara;
Rasa, Rhetoric, Technicality - these were some of the
principles of classification accepted. Compare, for
instance, the Alamkarasarvasva, and particularly the
following list based upon the Pratiparudriya (pp. 338-
339) [ wherein the Alamkaras not recognised by Dandin
are shown in square brackets ]—

&9, [qﬁm‘m’ ﬂaﬁg m: 3@’5,] quﬁ,“

based on SREIIF-
uw, e, [, | fen, [ e, | s
ggifn, [y, ] sfRe,—based on dgwam~
Sw, [ s/, Suddieer, @, ]—based on J

AT

‘-
?
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e, srfepre,—based on TN,

Terrgar, e, [ B, fam, sanfa, w=im, e, sa3gm,]
wiftr, [ 33m, J—based on fiRw,

gy, [ oReen, weiuRy, f%o, ag=w, J-based on
AT 5

afafe, [saFis, agw,] sarfa(= saia), [wm,1 andfs,
=T, [F=IRE, ]—basd on SFe=aT;

[ wreufer, ergam, | s, —based on TF717 ;

[ e, TETTE, ATEEITE, §X,1—hased on sIETeRA;

[ =it 9=f=A, Hiem, l—based on wiige; and

garERs, [ 9ReE, 1—based on RRmmAfEY

It became soon obvious that any such classificatory
principle or principles, would gradually tend to become
inadequate, as there would always remain some Alam-
karas recognised by rhetoricians and falling outside
their scope Thus of the 35 or rather 34 Alamkiaras
recognised by Dandin the following 14 are not includ-
ed 1n the above list —sf, e, 8g, 99, o1, I, @-
T, TR, T, oy, B, smRgasmEr, seRgh, and
@Rt (not to mention @M ) Some of these, e. g, ¥,
A , GARE, are sometimes classed as T@awH ; while
TR, T, ATGARET, SFeRgla and «mh: will have to
be classed as ATATEERS, 1 e, merely as effective modes
of expression, such as those enumerated by Bharata in
the beginning of the 16th chapter of the Natyasastra.
The tendency towards a wanton 1increase merely in
the number of the Alamkaras (and of subdivisions
within an Alamkara), which marked the latest phase
in the history of the Alamkarasastra, made any at-
tempt to trace the Alamkaras to their dts—suck as
Dandin contemplates—an altogether hopeless task

(11) But already in some quarters, as in the case of
the Gunas,—see note (11) to i 41—a revolt against this
gratuitous multiplicetion of entities had begun to
assert itself. Thus Hemachandra rejects gfiav, J9miey,
RRR, W1, SaTe, WA, 3N, TR, W, GEifEd, sl
and S as distinet Alamkaras—and some of them,
it will be seen, are recognised even by Dandin and
Bhimaha. Udbhata’s Kavyalamkarasarasamgraha is
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likewise moderate in its enumeration of Alamkaras,
while even so late a text as the Alamkarasekhara of
KeSavamiséra (which is believed to have utilised the
Satras of Sauddhodanmi) lays down with emphasis
(p 29— @ﬁaﬂﬁﬂ@éﬁ a =9 | stating further (p 38)
that he has justified the position he has taken in his
SSFNEyE, & work which apparently has not come
down to us Dandin, 1t will be noted, holds a middle
position between the two extremes of needless ampli-
fication and unwarrantable curtailment

(1i1) Who the giramis are that Dandin had in his
mind it is difficult to decide. As the treatment of the
Alamkaras in Bharata, or in the Agnipurina for the
matter of that, 1s very meagre these cannot have been
intended by him , and as to Bhamaha, since his list of
Alamkaras (cp 11 4,11 66,1 86,11.88,1i 93,11 1-4),
made up of detached and successive lists as 1t is,
agrees 1n general statement and even in the order in
which the Alamkaras are mentioned with that of
Dandin, 1t 1s doubtful if Dandin would regard Bha-
maha—even though he be his predecessor—as one of
the gi=mis referred to in the present stanza. On this
point see further our Introduction It seems that a
large mass of literature known to Dandin 1s now lost
to us. Cp note (11) to1 2. The Commentary sargarieet
enumerates, amongst Dandin's predecessors, v,
=7EY, and Af<ETH, names otherwise almost unknown.

Notes to II. 3—(i) Dandin here admits that as regards
the Alamkaras there is no difference of practice bet-
ween the Vaidarbhas and the Gaudas (mmwm),
but this is rather unexpected That craving for sim-
plicity and directness 1n the one and hyperabole and
ornateness in the other which led them to cultivate
distinctive #@y3ms is bound to make itself felt even in
their choice of the Alamkaras and their frequency ;
although this fact, it is obvious, would not make any
difference in the definitions of the Alamkaras as such.
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Notes to IL. 4—(i) We are not quite certain as to the
genuineness of this list of Alamkiras (stanzas 4-7),
although all the Mss give 1t It is the practice of
some of the later Alamkirikas to preface their treat-
ment of the Alamki3ras by a few mnemonic verses
of their own composition, but some writers, e g
Mammats, have not obliged their would-be students
in this manner; and just as in the case of Mammata
a commentator has added a versified enumeration at
the beginning of the tenth Ullasa (although never as
a part of Mammata’s own work), so, it seems to us,
must have been the case with Dandin It is only on
some such supposition that we can account for the
ungrammatical yFmd (or the unmetrical Sgmmsh),
and also for the further fact that in this enumeration
some figures (e g ¥4, SRGAE) appear under strange,
and others (e g 2w for AAMFR) under misleading,
names. We cannot bring ourselves to believe that
Aocharya Dandin could not have avoided such sole-
cisms and ambiguities if he had meant it

(11) Vibhivana is often rendered as Presumption,
—but that 1s a name that we must reserve for )
which {is and others recognise as a distinct figure-of-
speech—or as Peculiar Causation. It 1s rather an
imagining or a guessing or a divining of a novel cause
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 fRWMIRR as it 18 ordinarily defined.
Dandin’s account of the figure 1s however a little bit
different. See below.

(11) The latter half of this stanza is 1dentical with
Bhamahsa 11 66, first half

Notes to II. 5—(i) The second half of this staza is identi-
cal with Bhamaha iii. 1, first half We have already
commented upon the name ‘Lava’ Later Alarh-
kzrikas make a distinction between the figure called
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@y (which is the same as Dandin’s @rf@q) and the
figure @HRA which is a wge Alamkira Compare
Ruyyaka, pp 163, 185, Visvanitha, pp. 568, 576; Vis-
vedvara 1in the Alamkarakaustubha, pp 372, 416.
Bhoja gives the two figures, but what he calles &Y
approaches the & ( cp note (11) to 1 93-92), while
he does not at all recognise the T@g=%s Alamkara called
7Tarfga 1n other texts Bhoja, however, agrees with
Dandin 1n calling by the name Gaif@q the figure named
Ty by 7= and others.

Notes to II. 6—(1) We have already commented upon the
use of the abbreviated name A3y for AANMRR. Visesha
as a figure distinot from 3RWF 1s recognised, amongst
others, by Rudrata, Ruyyaka, Mammata, Visvanatha,
and Jagannatha.

Notes to II. 7—(i) The figure amsft recognised by Dandin 1s
recognised by no other Alamkarika except Bhamaha
and Vagbhata the author of the Kavyanu$asana. It
should be noted, however, that the name occurs
amongst the 36 effective literary devices mentioned
by Bharata in the beginning of the 16th Chapter.
Bhavika usually translated by * Vision’ will have to
be rendered, consistently with Dandin’s explanation
of the term, by some such expression as Sustained-
Intuition.

Notes to II. 8—(1) Besides the two names for this figure
given by Dandin the figure 1s also called T (3
FRRE, p 35) and @ (EIfgaw 344. 3); while < groups
this figure along with & number of others under the
head of aregw figures, i e., those that have the por-
trayal of the thing-as-1t-is as their object. Compars
(viii. 10~-12)—

TR TR eI gEeTFH 7 |
TR RR ey |
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T RIS I AT e |

EECIGTIEikERiteapiteigpitci M

2 FUHTST STAA TR 9o |

T RN HisarmmEe ¥aT: |
The first question that has to be determined in re-
gard to this figure 1s whether a mere photographic
faithfulness to the object under description 1s what 1s
demanded Can we for instance regard the following
from wrrg (1 94)—

ARG IAA AR, HIES & |

T qrRAf goeH v gemEARefr |
as a valid example of @AAIRE ? On this point opinion
seems to have been divided at any 1ate, some of the
earlier writers did not think it necessary to speeci-
fically formulate the requirements of this figurs,
although it must have been all along assumed that
3frsg, strikingness, that sine qua nonm of all $%ws,
would be demanded in the case of this TR also.
‘When the question was actually asked, there was no
doubt as to the answer to be given Thus Ruyyaka
says (p. 177)—%¢ agentaaiiadTs $FR | a& @i @4
FEHSER: W A q9 Feraka 99 7 wgEamEng | It
was the FRuMmErRY Gieg that alone came legiti-
mately under the province of this Alamkara Hence

the @ifeergdu says (x. 93)—@@&5@5@@3&;{1{1

(ii) Bhoja finds it necessary to distinguish this
figure from the [Artha-lguna called ¥$=xf3%, which he
understands in & sense different from that of Dandin
(compare our Sanskrit Commentary to i 73, p 83).
But his distinetion—

srderiE] =sfar ] W piceo il
SRR afkn €9 @ amieEd |
is not always observed, and Mammata was perhaps

justified in regarding the srfeufRngy defined as FegETrE-
Th2@d as comprehended undef ﬂ;!_a figure @WHEAIH.
s e -

10 Ksvyadarsa]
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Notes to II. 9-13—(1) Besides the classification given by
Dandin, which has for its basis the fouifolds g3q of
words recognised by the grammarians (of sgeft s=gmMT
T | STRREET PREET BEAERAT J2=grEa | Mahabhashya
1. 19), Svabhavokti can also be differentiated into var-
1ous soris according to 1its ww, e&w, and g  The
147 1s the theme , and this can be %%, i, FarEm,
and the like Svarfpa indicates the particular aspect
which 1s chosen for description, and this ean be (a)
ghTT TWREEEER or &eI, (B) wgRmRE TvTE-
o3 or wEed™, (0) 39, and (D) syqw By ¥g are meant
the particular conditions of ¥z, =%®, 7<%, etc. which
are adduced to lend probability to the theme under
description For details see Bhoja i1 6-8 and the
examples there given.

{(11) The tendency of most writers 1s to make short
shnift with this figure, which 1s rather a pity, for,
apart from simile and other embellishments, there is
a considerable skill involved 1n the process of observa-
tion and the subsequent operation of chosing the details
and marshalling them out in an effective order It s
the presence of this very skill in a pre-eminent degree
which makes those long descriptive passages in writers
like Scott such fascinating reading. Not that there
is no nature-description 1n Sanskrit poetry ; poets like
Kalidasa and Bhavabhiti—and the Epics above all—
contaln many a descriptive passage that can stand
comparison with the best wn other literatures, but
quite as often the description has been vitiated by the
intrusion of the subjective factor and a penchant for
pretty turns and quaint conceits which lend an un-
pleasant artificiality to the whole Primitive poetry
depends for its effect almost exclusively upon Svabha-
vokti

(iii) There are two figures more or less allied to
Svabhavokti that have to be distinguished from it.
The figure 319 (below, ii. 300) aims also at a descrip-
tion, but its object is some exalted personage or extra-
ordinary eminence of some sort. whereas it is dis-
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tmetly laid down (Bhoa, 11 8)—geargargrirae<ramsni
@5 | Further, as understood by later writers, the
exalted theme 1n the case of the g/ must always be
brought in subordinately (Susemaqn), although Dandin
does not lay down this condition The other figure
allied to Svabhavokti 1s Bhavika (11 364), taking it in
the sense 1n which wrE, 332, ==z and others under-
stand 1t and not 1n the peculiar sense which Dandin
assigns to 1t The difference between Svabhiavokti
and Bhavika i1s one of time The former deals with
the actual present the latter 1s an attemp! to reha-
bilitate the past or to visualise the future For fur-
ther remarks on the subject compare our Notes to
1 364ff

————————

Notes to IL. 14—(1) A few leading definitions of Upama
given by other writers are—

Bharata (Natyasastra xvi, 42)—

ST Freqa Y G !

TR AR HT T POEAGAAAT W
Agnipurana (344 6)—

T A AT JEYIARGHIIL |

e = T ?) Bafam

fEfRmmRTE ATer) ST S |
Udbhata 1n the Kavyalamkarasamgiaha (P 16)—

AR FrESgRIREI |

faar AfEEre gt g aa b
Rudrata (Kavyalamkara, vui. 4)—

il g g fag WP |

YRS AT 9 Gra gy Argmn gar i
Bhamaha (11 30)—

Er=gieniEt EReaeitit il

SRF@ Fd, ATEY e o
Vamana (Kavyalamkarasitra, IV, ii ij—

SRR IoR: T
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Bhoja (Sarasvatikanthabharana, 1v. 5)—

Ruyyaka (P 25)—

TR AT AR 9T |
Mammata (x 1)—

rREg T 3R |

Vigbhatalamkara (1v. 50)—

wzrgtr&wrwm\
PRI EREIDEEItIe il

Vagbhata (Kavyanusasana, P 33)—
HERTRETRIGTT | €1 SO anraaga? |
Hemachandra (Kavyanuéasana, P. 239)—
& TR |
Vidyadhara (Ekavall, viiz 2)—
faemla i araw STgTETRRREEET |
Vidyanatha (Prataparudriya, P. 351)—
waq fage R gaae = wia: )
AR 0 ar= AR
Visvanatha (Sahltyadarpana, x 14)—
I el AR ST g |
Appayyadikshita (ChitramIméansa, P, 6)—
mmﬁam‘mﬁm@@m \
& mmgqﬁ@:q% R I
Jagannatha (Rasagangadhara, P. 157)—
T GRY T R REGTSE- |
Visvesvara (Alamkarakaustubha, P, 4)—
CFATREAT=Y 9Ty (eaeger |

| 76

(11) It will be noticed that all these definitions of
the Alamkarikas agree in the main. The FymRifig in
Dandin’s definition, which has 1ts analogue in the de-
finitions of the Natyasastra and the Agnipurana, im-
plies that the similanty is largely #3%fRuq and that it
may hold in respect of any conceivable aspect or
aspects of the two things to be compared. This neces-
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sarily requires that the objects be two 1n reality, and
1t 1s this implication that has been expressly brought
out by qualifications such as fgt TR,
2, 3 or i@ |« The word w5, Is represented in
other definitions by JARN, FweR, gq or g<wi The
specific mention of the technical terms S9q™ and IFAy
in the definitions and the substitution of the word
A, (SRAr oWt aEE et aEnae) for the simpler
g1, as also some late qualifications like, TFargarey
(STFAMET TERIEEH, RN ), SRAIRIGHIEE 94, ete.
serve to exclude from the sphere of 3uAT such varieties
88 ST, STEATT, ATER, SR, foeie, shirier,
STETITONGAT, srf‘a’qﬁqqr, and g=EWiaA which Dandin em-
braces under the general term Swqr but which later
Alamkankas raised to the dignity of independent
figures Dandin’s conception of Igwr, and of gy
which 1s 1ts basis, 1s thus very wide and general

(11) We have already given above (Note (i) to i1 2)
Vidyanatha's list of figures based on similanly, and
the extracts in our Commentary (P 129) sufficiently
illustrate this point The fundamental 1mportance of
the relation of semblance was indeed very early perceiv-
ed The Agnipuriana for instance divides mq(deﬁn-
ed as qd9MH) 1nto ST, T #EIRe and U=
and &2 similarly defines enqwn{as (vii1 1)—

g, Sfaueiig eI aag TEHMEI |

R Ve T JfmeEaTee
and enumerates the following figures as based upon
that relation—

STIRETETF AIGH. T T |

AageE=IRE SdrHgAEE N

ST AT AT el |

IR TR ager U
The justification for the enumeration of these (and
others) as distincet figures (and not mere varleties of
gqar) should consist in the circumstance that the sey-
geEasY in these figures is subordinated to some other
¥y (of 1dentity, doubt, error, contrast, etc ) Dandin
at least, as we will presently see, brought in this
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other 337 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-
varieties urder each figure than most writers

(1v) Upama has played a very large r6le even outside
the Alamkarasastra It 1s usual to derive the word
g1 from @9+ \/@1, to measure, 1n the sense of what
approximates another in measure, dimension, quality,
etc , but in the Rigveda the word seems to have been
connected with the adjective Suq 1n the sense of the
highest* op —3dr 77 3gywd gaeg (vii 30 3), or pre-
eminent cp,—-_é_gq"r'wgm gradiad (1. 113 15). The two
words, 1t 1s probable, are quite distinct, but the influ-
ence of the one in determining the evolution of the
meaning of the other is underable The Satapatha-
brahmana was already familiar with the later use of
of the word cp Agegwifa (xu 5 1 5).

(v) The Niruktakara Yiaska has an elaborate note
on the use of 3uar 1n the Rigveda. After pointing out
(1 4, m1 15f) that the fAurs ==, 9, 3, and 3 as also
Iq1, 91, 8 39, are under certailn circumstances used
wwrd he says (11 136f )—vmae arresiy el | qerar 74 |
ST 1 YN SEATET A1 FAAE e faReid | weiy
AT STEy ! Then he gives the following varieties
of IT with their illustrations—

FAGAT—I9T A 141 T 7T TG AT (V' 78-8),

RT3 S 3 R, (Vin 2440 ),

- fdvreT @ fterdeg (1 35 10),

RS — v sererer ot e (1 4549);
and griwT=stdim—RR: ( g, ), w5 ( A, ).

He has also elsewhere pointed out the influence of
simile in the building up of the language £ 51T TgTg-
B | aRE TEY agen, w18, gl aesrgsom , 1z 12);
1n the formation of technical terms (F=wfifyul Y ,
v?..vli, ﬁ’?ﬂ"(ﬁﬂﬁf{éﬁqﬁm, vi1 13); and upon the growth
of Vedic mythology 1n general (s1q7 7 3 Rpftumeion
T ST A e e, 1d. 16),
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(v1) Only two of these varieties recognised by Yaska
deserve a particular attention What he calls g&aw
1s the &% of the Alamkarikas, and Dandin’s definition
of that figure 1s suggestive in that connection
fedngedar ®%g=qa | The degree of this g™ upon
which the later distinction between ®1% and FPRRNRE
is made to depend 1s equally 1gnored by Yiska as well
as Dandin Next, the FEuar of Yaska 1s what might
be called a well-known or FEAagf&g analogy. Com-
pare I1n this connection the definition of &= quoted
above This fSrqT contained 1n 1t the germ of what
are known as gaifafd<s z3s or popular =gs which, as
we saw, were made the basis or &= of a number of
Alamkiras Interpreted more scientifically the g
eventually became a regular nam called gufify which
1s a process of analogical knowledge from, the known
and the familiar to the unknown and the unfamiliar.
Bhoja who recognises a distinct figure of speech
corresponding to each of the several Pramanas of the
Miméafisakas (SFaga st % SRR, 1ii. 3) defines
the alamkara called 379 as follows .—

TEA, SR (aE !
SUETCEREAECIRFRIREL L
His example 1s —
a1 ARl frereif SR s |
FHEEAEIN F* IHATECATHA N
Most people would probably fail to see any figure in
the example or at least any valid ground for regarding
it as a new figure

(v11) Having defined Iuan Dandin next gives us a
number of sub-vareties of 1t—some 32 or 33 1n number
—which do not seem to have been based upon any
principle of division And some of the sub-varieties
mentioned by him have so little distinetive about them
that srfiyawy in his commentary on the reamd (Madras
Govt ms fol 390) observes :—ffeicRf ghemnae frefiar
SRR N AR AT R 9 T g
FaT A | Bhamaha's criticism (1. 37 £.) is n the
same vein, no matter whether 1t 18 directed against
Dandin or some other writer —
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g SR qe: WRRN |

fTssieTRrEaTaETEE i U

AT TR a9 |

qrAqHIE gay | Sy ey g
It has to be noted however that the Agnipurina
gives 3 classification of the Suqrs analogous to that of
Dandin | viz —4d, 785, Wew, Foda, fom, sfem, g,
S, T, AT, R, 9%d, A, 9, fow, awd, wm
( T ? ), SRiGT, =T, Hfoqar, FERl, and @i, besides giv-
ing another classificationinto18 sub-varieties similar
to those of Mammata (344 7-9 )—

UG @1 G sfEfE 0

ORI AT e |

SHAT ArATERAIRRR 7 U

AT = BRI S aowraTteaH B3 |

fEfRrrar S Warersea €5 U
The varieties called f4=T and 33@T are even mentioned
and 1llustrated by Bharata himself ( xvi 48 ff.),
though neither Bharata nor the Agnipurina mentions
the sferrAiaar, the main butt of attack. The author
of the Alamkarasekhara gives the following ten sub-
varieties of 3uwr (xi. 3)—

TR R R R R |

welt fom & = R g |
But no other writer whose work 1s extant divides 3gar
in the manner adopted by Dandin Dandin’s classi-
fication 1s primitive and, so far as any principle
underlies the division, 1t 1s just the sense intended by
the speaker ( s Famr )

(vi1) We can here advantageously consider some
other classifications of sumr that have been advanced.
There is one 1n particular which might be styled
grammatical classification (SroERagida) which has
been adopted by Sgz (p 16), @z (vi. 5 £ ), w2 and
most other later writers But it seems to be not
unknown to the author of the Agnipurina (cp 344,
8-9) who gives, as just mentioned, 18 varieties based
on this principle as against Mammata’s25. These last
we will now exhibit in a tabular form—
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Later writers have introduced further subtle com-
plexities in this classification which 1s 1n the first
place made to contain ¥ more varieties, 3 under qut and
4 under =H7 and 1n the next place there 1s introduced
a further principle of five-fold sub-classification : 3% -
a7 9Er | gaArAN ST Funhait uggEdaEr | oax
=" gy f;%mj ;?E:’ e Resfifenma lﬁﬁigg?l
FUFEAEED A _frasfifraaey | sfeergmEia: |
FR YeErras | U SIIRART FOeion T AT U
qga0 AT Al ( @Iy, p 173 fF )

(1x) Another principle of division 1s suggested by
Bharata q%i 43 );q%

F 1 FET B g |
SR I AT agrevEar

For 1llustrations see siewralgw p. 141 f The varieties
known as #regar and @M are sub-varieties under
the second division of Bharata Upama, like Ripaka,
can also be divided as follows —3wr 3T Fraemr
R A foerE BT et arerew 91 Gty B awee-
BT greRAafse ¥ | For details see Bhoja (1v 20 ff.)

(x) Our Sanskrit Commentary on p 129 quotes a
passage from Chitramimansa illustrating how an
example like =7 57 §@H,, by a slight phrasing, can be
turned into a number of other Alamkiaras, As an
Alamkara Upami 1s to be kept distinet from ®9s
where the @res (usually defined as afge® af¥ qEE-
aHaea ) is fRngg; and from @R wherein, in spite of the
occasional presence of words like g7, the matter of the
sumilarity is not @r%mfrg but purely a oreation of the
poet’s imagination Compare—

IR R Se sy |
AT gy G U
97T T SERRE HREke
aicEe Fmeg ST |

(xi) The fourfold requirement of an 39, viz. IR,

ST, FMTORE, and qERER is not always present to
Dandin’s mind As Visvedvara observes (p. 19) Theweg

PP ST REigaegag: | He has in fact
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given many a varlety where no %R 1s given and
where the @TEg 1s only Frwqﬁq?ﬁzﬁmm, cp u 25,
26, 27 etc  Dandin’s whole conception of 3T and his
attempted classification of 1t 1s very crude and uncriti-
cal. Nor 1s there any attempt to present a systematic
grouping of the varieties given

Notes to IL. 15—(3) This and the next variety have been

thus defined in the Agnipurana (344 10)—

T TR TR FAY TR |

& sRrRgTTEAR 39 |
The point of distinction between the two seems to be
the fact that while 1n the first the SyAM 1s summoned
up merely to bring out the nature of the ITdFwa:,
in the second the 379 as a whole is compared with
the ST as & whole, the two being regarded as entirely
alike

(1) The intended @MmUMA can be expressed In
various ways * by a simple word as in 11 15 ( stamm),
by f%s epithets which are z=eagf®z as mn 1. 28
( see Com. ), or by %% epithets which are FT=gIRI=GU=
as in 1i. 29 (wTowmw) Again the TraOra® may be
made the theme of a solitary sentence as in X
Al sras, or of compound or coordinate sen-
tences as 1n JIT FNASH, SATART TIT SFHIGEATTSH, OT FAAHH
HTaTS IR SRS | enared iR | In the latter case we
sometimes have what 1s called the FegaRmegw™ (TZEd
R GIFFETAIRIIET) as 10 FASHTS (TRAIRIg IRieed,
or the Reamffarrm (Tl frEdidl wewEEEEReE.
R ) as in—oiRilE SAET Siead I 9 where ¥
and ¥z are related to each other as f¥a and xR
although the Siw@ of the one and the 3wu of the other
being practically one have between them the FegufiEe
relation. Jagannatha would call this FgIREEEIEH-
fremfawsidfarama

Notes to II, 186—(1) The first line gives two separte exam-
ples of Fqwr. If we weie to read the line—Tsfim @
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¥ 77 (Loc. case) & ggwufyg 1t would be the secound
kind of arrgiwm 1llustrated 1n 11 45.

Notes to II, 17—(1) This 1s recognised as distinct Alamkara
by &=, ¥4%, Fw2, f4ar, STEg and most other modern
writers. The Sahityadarpana defines 1t as (x. 87 )—

TR AR IA T e, |

fasEwanfiaT a7 Seiudfy Fa |
Dandin’s enumeration of it as a variety of 3gar has
been thus criticised by Jayaratha, in his Alamkara-
sarvasva-Vimarsinl (p 165 )—<qHTosReE I =y |
SWFAATATZRIEE | 4 & a9 qgaiie adeEr Grivssr.)
agg v 4% | This 1n effect means that the 3diq has
a 3Ry which does not necessarily go to the formation
of the real essence of an ST But as Dandin began
by making his definition of SqHT rather very wide, he
had no option but to regard the AT as a sub-variety
of gmr. It 18 so recognised by Bhoja (1v. 23) and by
the Agnipurana (344. 12) where 1t 15 called Rudi|IwT.

(11) This Argtaigar 1s to be distinguished from frigar
(11 30) and gfegrawT (11 34) from the circumstance
that the degradation of the sfigiuw is only implied
in T but is explicitly brought out in the other
two varieties, stating points of inferiority in the Suqe

Notes to II. 18—(1) A good example of this variety would be

T ST T &9 Sy

i S 9 WORT S |

RN 50 = A

ar ATl e 8 i a1
It 1s recognised by the Agnipuidna and thus defined
(344 11 )—gedErid] = i | oo ar |l
In the examples of this variety given above the common
quality is not stated; but 1t has got to be the same,
being conveyed by the same word or by synonymous
expressions Hence the example—

At Reafy R e aur Rea aifie |

NiEal R = gagamrizs a4l
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cannot constitute an W74, a8 the AR in ARET
9af¥ 1s FAe and that 1n g 9 the Tz

(11) This variety 1s ralsed to the dignity of a distinet
Agure called ad@@r by later Alamkarikas It has
been defined by 32 as (p. 67)—

T o SRR |

STATRTAIZRAT TATEN e i, 1
Regarding the quahﬁcatlun gATAENaTE, in the above
definition SHEN=ZTS observes —aTs STRNRI AN ardy fig
Eﬁ%ﬂﬂa@rﬁamﬁwsﬁ% TEal e ATS g | eiaa:tra
TEAATSAANRET TGRS Eia AT, A R
7 ggfa 1 It 1s doubtful however whether Dandin 1s here
thinking ol the Fdfiqaz@=aa=2% as much as of the heigh-
tening of their mutual excellence — w=fi=ierzr.
This implies that both the 3% and the 39HE must be
TF4d, as nobody would spend any effort in showing forth
to advantage the charm of what is not the theme on
hand. Compare the examples given by 2a== and 3v-
72MEd as quoted 1n our Sanskrit Commentary Bhoja
(1v. 23) calls this SaiqaT.

(1m1) In Fe@Er (1. 19) the FHioaea@a=97 1s express.
ly mmade Here 1t 1s implied only. The 1mplication
1s to be explained as follows—= 57 gafify g@r aam‘li)‘
afity =i gaqeEda. Bl an
T TEERY W AN gEuEdl  WeRAg Ay 4 mﬁ%ﬁ
TEEIT0E ol ( SohTChegH, p 176).

(1v) Bhamaha recognises TqaIiu«T as a distinet figure
and 1t 1s worth observing that Dandin does not feel
the necessity of criticising the recognition of the I-
Iy as a distinet figure as he has done for instance in
the case of =¥, G938, SFETH, and SAgmEag (1 358—
359 ) all of which are figures admitted by Bhamaha.
Nor does Bhamaha for his part offer any justification
for regarding IWHIGW as a distincet figure As for as
this eircumstance goes therefore we cannot establish
any conclusion either way regarding the chronological
relation between gfeq and wE



ii. 19— Kavyadarsa [ 86

Notes to II. 19~20—(1) In sferiivar the FdtrTemeqa=sg is
made highly probable busisnot fafag  In femmiwr 1t is
openly asserted In s=fi=iiuw, as we saw. 1t was left
to be inferred Both these varieties are recognised by
the Agnipurina. The ¥@FRAE defines fAFigaT as—IF

SEETITT ARgE- |

Notes to IL. 21—(i) In glgT there 1s only a single common
quality sought to be expressed, in the present variety a
large number of those are mentioned ; 1n sJ{FGT, the
next varilety, their number 1s so overwhelming that
the poet contents himself by stating just the one
solitary aspect or quality which 18 nof common Again,
In G more than one @YRWA is brought 1n;
agwm (11 40 ) more than one Iwy« is adduced The
result 1s that while 1n the former between the 373 and
the I a number of distinet common qualities are
sought to be conveyed, in thelatteritis the intensity of
the one self-same quality that stands out prominently
The variety is recognised by the Agnipurana.

Notes to IL. 22—(1) See Note (1) to 1i 21. This variety
fails to produce the impression of an identity between
the S5 and the Iw because the ¥% is not entirely
foRIfEd, as happens in a &7% ( see 11 66, below ). At the
same time it must be remembered that the solitary g
between the Iud% and the v which 1s put forward
is not meant to suggest the superiority or the in-
feriority of the one over the other, as is the case, for
nstance, in f4=ywT, Sfolriyar, and the Alamkara called
s (ii. 180)

(ii) This variety is not recognised by the Agni-
purdna, unless we choose to identify it with what the
Purdna styles sqfd%fqar which is thus defined (345

13 )—
TRREr e Joud Rafie)
i SR g 9T |
The Agnipurana, be 1t noted in passing, does not re-
sognise =% as a distinct figure-of-speech, whereas
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Dandin who does it can only be supposed to have dis-
tinguished between wfqamiigar and s4fR% 1n the manner
above indicated. A good example of this variety is
given by the sreFREx (p. 30 )—

FEEAT @ S 7 FRT a3

o 7 TR = qarhy = U

Notes to II. 23—Dandin seems to have been alone in re-
cognising ARG as a sub-variety of Upami. We have
already indicated 1n a general way (cp Note (x) to
ii 14) the distinction between Igar and IX&r. Utpre-
kshid may be said to be more particularly concerned
with that human faculty which, Shakespeare tells us,
“bodies forth the forms of things unknown and gives to
alry nothing a local habitation and a name ” In a
regular Utpreksha 1t is the actual @#y between the
Sung and the STM—or some aspect connected with it
—that 1s poetically conceived. In the variety before
us there 1s an @4, but it has nothing to do with the
ur=y between §& and g which 1is the immediate sub-
ject of assertion The IJ&m comes 1n only second-
arily : the poetic fact of the stanza could have been ex-
pressed withoutbringing in the ‘bragging of the Moon’:
for instance—sraT gEH" 4 YRRy g WY @ T
The introduction of the bragging Moon lends an added
surprise-element which 1s not disagreeable. Hence
this 1s not a regular %&T but merely an IAEmigaT
The Com yagWfedT however explains—EHeIag-
TR TR RTINSy gafer 9= ey w3ify agdr-
AR, SIS |

Notes to II. 2¢—(1) 373, as the more difficult reading and
also the one intrinsically more poetic, seems to be
the genuine reading which got ousted by the more
familiar word g

(ii) This variety has been admitted by the Agni-
purana and is thus defined (344. 16)—
SRrerrdaly SR sfwRi |
FRFERR 2T S g
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To assert that the SRENRF (=3ud™ ) resembles or can
resemble the sigNR g only under conditions i1mpossible
of fulfilment 1s 1n effect to say that the Su® 1s without
a peer As the conditions are g or SeiTgay the
variety 1s called a{;a?ﬁwm the e{:;rcmr consisting not in
the component elements ( ‘garqgﬁa AaraeraTg ete. )
taken by themselves, but in the pecuhar combination of
them that 1s demanded ageﬁwm freer 9oy geieay-
g9 gd as Ca remarks The Alamkarasekhara
calls this same variety sniyar ( defined, p 30, as—a=-
TEEAA GO GIEEEE 4 ), 2 name which Dandin
has reserved for another distinet variety (see 11 38,
below. )

(i1) Adbhutopamai 1s to be distinguished from Abhi-
topamia and from Asambhavitopami, and the distinc-
tion 1s rather subtle In anfﬁqm the presumptive IuH™
1s not a fRMWARAEY wherein the f32Wws cannot
coexist with the 25y, but rather a single sumple Y
which 1s nowhers to be met with 1n nature, as for 1n-
stance the concentrated essence of the charms of all
lotuses, ep STHIRT TG STRITATHITE FUITGTAARL:
agnafa (f a1, p 36)  In s&efaieer 1t 1s not the =
of a mew 9 which 1s ascribed to the sEgaafi and
which is inconsistent with 1t (as happens in the sga)-
qan), but the segee 1s 1tself said tc have a quality which
1t can never have Or, looking at it from another
point of view, for effecting the comparison between the
37 and the SUAM, 1n an SRHITT 2 non-existent TTAM
1s postulated and in an HFAT an existing and well-
known 37T 15 associated with 1mpossible F3qurs brought
over from another uffq, The ultimate result 1s that
the 33019 remains without peer Such 1is not the case
1n an SEATEFAAT where the point of comparison 1s just
the fact of the incompatibilsty of the =¥s that the Gt
( the 374 ) 1s expected to possess; and the comparison
does become possible in that respect

(iii) The =feqcir as recognised by wg and the Agni-
purdna ( which meraly quotes ¥g ) comes most near to
aTg\‘c?fW. Bharata thus illustrates it (ziv 51)—
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AT FFAMSS FBEFIRRE |

AAE TSR SEAr 57 w=Ar N
Here amr%ﬁrzﬁﬂs or moving mountains 1s an Sl
phenomenon. What {ist calls S=Ei94T 1s no other than
thissrgdimr  Bhoja's 1illustration 1s the verse 347 af%
1% ete ; regarding which he remarks (p 352)—=5r9ar-
TG  SAFARARTTAR o ArEARaAT JTge-
AT | Hemachandra (p 247) unsuccessfully astempts to
make a sort of a distinction between SurETar and #RT-
dlwAr, but the most clear presentation of that view
is to be seen 1n Rudrata vin 13-16 Mammata regards
Dandin’s gAIe as a subvariety of sifmrain

Notes to II. 25—(1) Mohopami springs from the close
similarity between the Sudy and the 399m, so close thata
rational being would go to the length of actually mistak-
g the one for the other This variety 1s accordingly
not only a step in advance of sifuzefigar (where the
element of difference was consciously realised) bat in
advance of &%, where the 3T is completely submerged,
though 1t 1s there at the back of one’s consciousness so
that an actual blunder cannot arise

(1) In gzeiger (1i. 26) the person 1s struck by the
close similarty but is still doubting If he perceives
the 3T as Iy the result would be fmimigar (i1. 27),
but 1f he perceives the 37 as 35T, the result would
be #@lgAT. Again, if after a temporary but actual error
the person corrects himself and perceives the thing as
1t 18, the result would be graregr=iaaT (11 36) Asbetween
fiiger and GegreaIgaT 1t 1s to be noticed that while
1n both the ultimate perception is a real perception, in
the former 1t is preceded by a moment of doubt or
hesitation, 1n the latter by one of actual blunder

(111) All the four varieties of IwT just considered
must be based upon @rEzy  If the doubting or the blun-
dering is the result of normal causes mentioned 1n—

mm‘mqgm !
St decicEacusc il

12 Kavyadarsa }
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the result cannot be an w&mit It goes without say-
ing also that the ar=y ought to be HRASRMNEES.

{1v) The Si7r7r of Dandin hes given rise to two in-
dependent A.aml “ras of water writers: ieawiq, and
2771 Uliekha . it be said to be a FqIFRT and is
tnus de ined by sy (p. 210)—wd Fgar RiaEmrea-
FAEFMEEHCE %5 A | The common property be-
tween the 394% and the ST which has been the source
of the error is not stated in the example ; but it can be
stal 1also ., compare—

deiaefil aen ReRaRe |

SR FoaT T T ageE U
And this circumstance makes it possible for us to in-
clude under AW the figures of spsech called #Hif¥s,
A, ard A7, for definitions of which and for their
mutual distinctions see particularly arfi¥@ginx . 89-90.

Notes to II. 26~27—(i1) This and the next variety of 3t
huve given rise to an independent Alamkizra called
¥, 73g or ¥R with its sub-varieties of gw, fewrni,
and frmea. Suddha is an ordinary wERilum a good
example of which is furnished by Rudrata ( vii. 60 )}—

Hag Smfers 0 7 a1 99 gefeean |
57 R SFEEAA gag FOE U
while feern= 1s fvitowr  Of fiergerd the stock example

15—

¥ qrve: fF € @G gOr awiRa

gy 16 anerre sl R 7y P

wara % saimeaRd frg

guTEFTS @ ARl Reer s U
Vidvanitha's ffaaresw (x 39) illustrated in—

TRRRIE 7 WO 99 S i !

€ A g SR g B ofmiy 0
1s slightly different from fauigigar or ferraaddy  As
Visvanatha himself remarks—3 @ faea. Wy | G
TR STIRETRTERIR, | 9% g S S AR )

(11) From 1i. 358 below 1t seems cloar that some pre-

decessors of Bhamaha did regard @Rz as an inde-
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pendent figure. Now Bhaimaha thus defines and il-
lustrates the figure (1i1, 42-43)—
T e F K T R/ G |
TRE T g waeE Aghe 0
e =it 9 7 fEar foem
P T ARG
g RrerngEad 8] af-
Al ARy a Sy |
But we do not have merely in that fact any certain
indication that Dandin coald have meant no other
writer but Bhamaha.

Notest II. 28-29—(i) These two varieties differ from
Rifqar (ii. 15) only in the added circumstance that the
g&m—ﬁ 18 here expressed by paronomastic words, the R/
being ard in the former and #m=% in the latter ( f&S
Tg wdeRe ggH @S egaaa) The two varieties can
therefore both of them i1n & sense be called BRMAT, as
has been done by the author of the §@ERIEX who g1ves
the joint example (p. 30)—

TSSO TSI (g |

TS FreEwraaEr |

(ii) The variants gsdgar and derigar for GAMTAT are

worth noting The first is an attempt to bring the first
word of the definitiqp into the dar, while the second
(which has the high authority of J and N and which
therefore we might have adopted) 1mplies that the Su-
¥ and the 7AW are in this variety tied together ( like
miscellaneous cattle in a cowpen) to one and the same
rope in the form of similarly-sounding words, and
resemble each other only in that accidental eircum-
stance.

Notes to II. 30-31—(i) A normal 37 contains the common
quality in & more pronounced degree than a normal
SRA; and this is the reason why in a fwglewr (i 17)
the mere reversal of that relation inpled the lowering
of the 9w in respect of that common quality. The
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fight for superiority between the 3w and the I
about pre-eminence 1n this quality is represented
as still undecided in fRrdrear (it.33) In @=rawr the
claim of the S7a™ 1s allowed 1n regard to the common
quality, but certain extraneous facts are adduced (e. g.

EGRd, gUaned, etc ) which should lower 1t and
consequently the SqRY also 1n our estimation. In fy-
Seiaer (11 34 ) the IwH is represented as fighting a for-
lorn fight for regaining its normal pre-eminence in res-
pect of the common quality. All these varieties there
fore can be regarded as ST varieties, because under-
lying them all i1s the presupposition that the IT™
and the I797 have a certain specific quality in common;
and the question at issue merely is, who has the
quality toagreater or less degree Thefigure-of-speech
called =3fi® (1i. 180) has also to be distinguished from
these guwT varieties, in regard to which see our Notes
to ii. 180.

(i1) As observed before, 3xg and the author of the
Agnipurina mention these two varieties of Sqwr, and
their recognition 1s criticised by Bhamaha (see Note
(vii) toii 14, above). The illustrations for them
given by Bharata are (xvi. 49-50)—

SRIGHET JIT—
T g 1 Frmreraft gatw sge: |
gAY, afrat Fgm A g 0
fa=T a1 —
A1 & TP TEN Freh |
e At [¢ 3R Foafi | aeft qaemalim gem 0
From these it would seem that Vamana is probably

right when he says (1v. 2.7, 3Ry )—gdt e aear@m™
Fre@n s | What is intended by this three-fold divi-
sion is therefore STFAERY fwyvewd as the Ty
observes. Dandin however seems to have taken a
different view of the case. Whether he was the first
to do so is however difficult to decide. The fF=3IuaT as
defined and 1llustrated in the Alamkara$ekhara comes
near to the RN (ii 34 ) ; for there the definition
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s—qRmEEE A= afide. wr §=nar, and the illustra-

tion—
AT FHAAR IR, G T |
Foafy A% Ry &1 sraragE e

Notes to II. 32—See note (vii) toii. 14 above. Because no
other Alamkira writer known to us (except Vimana )
mentions sEITEgwr and because Bhamaha eriticises
the recognition of this variety,it would be perhaps unfair
to conelude that Bhamaha must have meant Dandin
alone, seeing that a vast amount of literature known
to Bhamaha and even mentioned by him by name is no
longer available to us.

Notes to II. 33-34—See Note (i) to i1 30 above. The
variety called sREuar 1t must be admitted comes near-
est to the =R, we can possibly distinguish them from
each other by supposing that in 3RW&wAT the point at
1ssue is the degres of wI*q or ATEEFH (the common
quality) of the Semw=falRe g and theg@ Both
possess it and the moon is declared to be not a match
to the face as far as the possession of this quality goes.
In s9f3%% some quality or qualities are stated wherein
the g™ and the S5y are declared to be equal to one
another, but at the same time another distinct quahity
possessed by the W and denied to the ST is adduc-
ed which serves to establish the superiority of the
ST over the STHE considered as a whole

Notes to IL. 35-36—The name IZ941 has nothing very dis-
tinctive or appropriate about it.—For the distinction

between FiiigaT and aearermigAr see Note (i) to 1i. 25

Suamsms——

Notes to II. 37—Dandin uses both =g (i. 53,95) and ==n
in the sense of area, region, boundary-line, province,
equality, similarity, etc The reading #ifeaqq (which our
Sanskrit Commentary explains ) seems to be merely an
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easier substitute for wmy  The word 3 is Vedie,
regarding which see Nirukta i1. 2

(i) As Dandin himself tells us (i1. 358), this variety
was regarded by others as constituting a distinot
alamkira called w@=g9 Bhamaha thus defines and
1llustrates 1t (111 44-45)—

I3 A9 TET SNZITAGRAT |

aa@ﬂﬁqmmﬁamn
AT TR |
wmaaamaau

The stock example of this alamkara is the one given
by Vamana (iv. 3. 14.)—

T AR GER GHRGE: |

TAOERITES (RREVEITRA 1

(i11) As s==iigan results 1n GHiTEERETT=E 50 SAHT-
qar results in fZdeamrmE=ee In the SFRIMAT example
1n it 18 wwe is both 3ya™ and gAY, but in different
sentences ; whereas in ¥WTIRONYHT 1n one and the same
sentence the face becomes both 33q= and sw@y It
must be distinctly understood, however, that if yester-
day’s face 1s compared with to-day’s face of the same
lady that becomes an ordinary 3I7T pure and simple.
In other words, between g@ the 3@7 and g& the Iwmm
1n the example under discussion there must be only
Hieqadg and not IAHEERAAINIIFANE  In the same way
the verse—

TR 593 GO Reragamiaty |

R W qen A aftremder N
does not contain an SATAIIYAT, but 18 merely a JETAT.
Nor again does the verse given by Dandin later
(u, 276)—

% 1 7 My s @l geem

FHIIAT WA, NRTIIRRET, g: 1
regardmg which sropgdifiag observes (e dre p. 42) —
T TERTT Swwt i R & AT Sﬂﬁ?ﬁ*ﬁ@*
TR TRIMART W RN RET e 99 gl

a4 fEaeRER srsay — constitute an example of this

ﬂriety.
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(1v) In syEramonaar although the face is declared to
be without a peer the form of the assertion is conceived
outwardly in the manner of an 3yt Where however
even this outward form is not preserved thatis re-
cognised by STy as a distinct figure called 3tqq  As
he says (p. 210 f. )—gFgReaRAN TAREAHC | TqT—

g we: o Ry T |

q ARSI AR T IR W ger, |
S GRRAATS T SreErETaEETEEEEE Ry | This however
is over-subtlety for which Jagannatha has been taken

to task by the author of the Alamkara-kaustubha
(p 174)

Notes to IL. 38-39—See Note (1) to 11 24 above In regard
to the illustration given for w@WAAGAT 1t has been well
observed ( aneant the ruling that 3719 must be SrwExRg
while F=mmERm is not Sresfig )—uy IENEATRE-
TR STAiaeErd, (g T FRCERIEeRTad O arge
I A FGTRAER | O A AR SR SRR
T A fhg wiaaE qgTRET STaReE 59E |

Notes to II. 40—(i) Compare Note (i) to 1i. 21 above.
Bharata already t:;l:;% us (xvi 43)—
T AT A CHeT ARl
sao o mg g v |
And his examples in order are—gsd & TR T, TN~
9 TERA Sy, SEeeRaEr garg: and g4 §7 T |
Here of course, in its most primitive form, the distine-
tion i- made to depend upon whether the Sw= or the
S999 or both are in the singular or the plural gender
Now s (i1 42) is oy agf¥: 39, and in Dandin’s
statement the distinction between agwn and ATaIw
is this. In_sgmy s number of g9AMs are adduced. in
the hope that 1n their ot cumulative effect at least they
wg_ggg_ggp_;g mmw the extent of the common
quality possessed by the 3w, which they ame unable
to0_do singly. In?w;‘ﬁwr on the other hand any one of
the several Suws 18 conceived as being adeguate by




11 40— ] Kavyadar s [ 96

1tself to bring out the common quality, and the wealth
of illustration serves merely to show off the poet’s

gferTT.

Notes to II. 41—(1) The Alamkarasekhara thus defines
and 1llustrates this variety (p 31)—a=NoRTguATA R -
<9 g1 AT 3ar—

TR TAIRY T T |
e FieE RfREe g ThA I

S———————

Notes to II. 42— See Note (1) to 1i. 40 above. The illustia-
tion in the text is based upon identical grqmuRRl, but
this is not essential With REmraRs a good example
of graigar is the familiar stanza—

T el e R g
F1e0q AMRATTGAT &7 |
i = Ry e ey #1F
% 6 9 At Fereds A
The oA gives also the following example—
AT FETLHIEAA
mrgamhi%- Hﬂlﬁ%ﬁﬁa !
ARG TR
Apparently 1t 1s a series based upon firmEmRINH which
alone 1s recognised as §@wT by the author of the
Agnipurana. Compare (344. 14-15)—
T TAEERE: TR AT S |
. S ST A &t
(1i) Dandin does not recognise what 1s known as
@AIRT defined by the Agnipurina (344. 20) as—
SR TG TARITAT Hl |
Jgelrat A1RT agra TP & )aET W
and thus illustrated by &2 (viL 28)—
4 59 fou ioe giveiEm=sn aiRimeg |
TRfERE seeal Tlee R FR |
For other varieties see y@wg™y pp 181ff, and s&sr-

%@ﬂ pp. 146 ff
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Notes to IL, 43-45—(i) By a Dandin seems to have
meant a complete utterance of a thought setting forth
all its #1¢% relations: in other words a picture with all
appropriate details and back-ground The face, the
eyes, and the teeth form one set as against which 1s
placed the lotus, the bees, and the pollen 1n the first
example ; and similar corresponding sets are present
in the second example. And when in this manner an
FIaEYN WG9 is compared with another similar
sgfeg—with the trifing subsidiary distinction of the
presence or absence of an additional independent =%
for each sfqug—the result 1s a gl Hence 1t 18
that after dividing 3I9qrs as shown below—

St

|
e T RYRAT

i |
TR AT S RE L]

o o =30

— —
HTSAT qeT HTSTRYT

the author of the Alamkiarakaustubha cites stanza
ii. 45 as an example of AT w{ufiar, the comparison be-
tween one pair of Sygm and I leading on to and
depending upon the next pair.

(1i) In the two examples of gFrETHlgaT given by
Dandin the garaas between the various palrs of IgHms
and I9AYs in each is clearly felt although not actually
expressed. But it is not absolutely necessary that
there shonld be this /aR%ar everywhere. The s[SHR-
BrER cites the following where there is 334 greFTRg—

FARTETSUEE AT AeaHTETe: |
SRAHaETaE SRy arsaEl |
13 Xavykdara]
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(1i1) It 1s perhaps necessary to draw attention to the
fact that artwy is different from gEfogar  We have
just seen what amRmdlfgar 1s  The nature of ARG
becomes evident from the circumstance that it 1s dis-
tinguished from what 1s called TEiw and SERGET
(following Rudrata) or from gvgmyr (following Hema-
chandra) 3f being Twmafga g At The stock
example of FrFEiaw given by Vamana is—

qredRHaiawag:
FRETN AT |
AT oAy
AR g I

Notes to II. 46-47—Although in this variety the @mey is
always 1mplied and never actually expressed, there
being no SwH™MEERR present, Dandin 1s perhaps justi-
fied, in view of his own general conception of 94T, in
not regarding Ifm&@ar as a distinct Alamkara, It is
not recognised as such by W, wwg, and @ The
further subsidiary difference as to the manner of imply-
ing the &y (by segaiaeg™ or by fraufifivnim, regard-
ing which see Note (11) to i1 15 above) upon which the
distinetion between sitFewm and === turns is also
not of consequence enough to give rise to a new
alamkira, and Jagannatha practically concedes this
(pp. 337-8)—sre wrFrET SRARTTHEAGT 99 aE@t o T
it iy gemmraraeT R 58 g SRR | e, |
TETOERET 5 Wa! SREEI wRe | g RYead
T, SR T WO TISHRART 3 g7 | Hence Dandin’s

as an 3uT variety may be said to stand in
the place of both siterquaT and =7 of later sToHIREs.

(ii) The following quotation from SRRY’s Alamkira-
sarvasvavimarsinl (p 28) is illuminating as to the
distinction between segsfeegum, where the things are
really one but two only in the phrasing, and Sm=mfiRwa-
M, where the two things are really distinct but have
to be temporarily identified—awEr R QY fvame sy
R R ey o @ VergeT Y.
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ﬁwﬁﬁ‘ TR eRfEatmer At QiR A

(if1) Some remarks of the sjaTgwife+it on this stanza
are also worth quoting—sfoaraanr | sfizee: g &
TR | 9 ERUEdEuE: s AW W |

3 Qv Teg TG = |
TGS e R g |
g qeafa (11 169) | senit—aeg GiPmera agd (v. 1 ) acqu
ST, | TR O AR — e |
mﬁﬁ%@ﬂ@%lq@m\mﬁm:
TR (2) R SR | ST e SR
R q qaEn 59 1 In other
words—AT-aI FHATRIRIE! RalE o greamerErE-

(iv) In order to give adequate account of a number
of devices other than Iwr and &3% for expressing
sumilarity between two things Bhoja has invented a
new alamkara called @r< or =T which he thus defines
and dividesn(iv 34)—

This alamkara accordingly would do duty for Sfterqwr
and o of the slamkarikas For the various sub-
divisions of sRwefrar and the illustrations followed
by Bhoja’s illuminating critical remarks see Sarasva.
tikanthabharana itself Samyi as an alamkidra is
recognised by Rudrata also (vui. 105ff.).

Notes to II. 48-49—(i) How to distinguish this variety
from the figure-of-speech called gwifiar which Dan-
din defines and illustrates in ii. 330-332 is a rather
subtle question. Both are attempts at Tl between
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two thinge one of which is distinetly superior (sr¥=
or IPit=Rg), and the common property adduced is some
f341, which word 1mncludes both qualities and actions,
as is evident from the examples given. The only
express condition present in the definition of the
figure gFARrar and absent in the definition of the
sub-variety ge@Ria 1s TRiFrEET; but it 1s not quite
satisfactory to make the distinction turn upon this
circumstance, for then g would come nearer to
the varieties f=Sigar and &mr (ii 30-31) We can
probably bring out the distinetion by supposing that
in the Sgar variety the g9 is consclously realised as
the Sw¥7 or the mzweeg while 1n the figure ge@frar
the STH-39RY relation, even though actually present
(as in i1 331), is deliberately set aside, the @™y being
only = or implied and not Z=3mrg as in the other
case; and 'this agrees with the later definitions of
et like that of v (frerarr waest” | fRerammy = S~
frrede ErRREERE a1).  Udbhata is even more ex-
plicit (p. 60)—

TR TR R g s |
TR SR gt A
(ii) If this statement of the differqnce between
gerae and geaEierEr is correct 1t follows that Dan-
din’s gREINIGAT approaches the figure-of-speech called
19 as it is defined by wRE~TETRRg ﬁﬁwﬂﬁm-
for there the common property exists between things
consciously realised as Su¥ and sgqm. Compare &%
(p M) —sgamegrisies g swed g ! From
Dandin’s view of the case however the distinction
between FwF and geridiumr is clear. In gwEviwa
there is an attempted @wiswr between =ifs and‘d=
things; this is absent in the #iu% of 7”@ At the same
time the g% requires the @y to be expressed only
once for all; in g@pEivivwr it may be repeated. Dandin
is thus looking to the etymology of the name all along,
while there is a tendency in later writers to ignore
that altogether. It would be noted in passing that
the 175 here spoken of is not the Fi7% as Dandin de-
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fines 1t (ii. 97ff) which is more a zT=ZFFR than an
sgTEaR. See Notes to the figure 1n question.

(i1i) We have so far attempted to set forth the dis-
tinction that Dandin probably must have made be-
tween geEniawT and geNfR@T; but writers who do not
admit this Suar variety have defined gwRhfRrar in terms
that Dandin might have reserved for gw@riwar. The
definition of Bhamaha is (i1i. 26)—

ety ARRA aamREeT |
T R T AT

ceuncl
That of Ruyyaka (p 70)—
NI TS RN TSGR 41 qaTTaa-
= gt |
That of Vamana (iv 3 26)—
RARRA TR AN NG R |
Bhoja, finally, while giving for g=Riffr a definition
identical with that of Dandin, further adds (iv. 55)—
w9 gaRm 9 g " 9 I !
QRFRATTEEE TR,
for which his illustration is—
g e g A
T 71 SR EelenERREEE: U

(iv) The distinction between szigiwm (n 31) and
gERINgar seems to be the circumstance that in the
former some extraneous facts -not germain to the
intended @r9 (e. g. TRIANIGE) are adduced for heighten-
ing the value of the gww™ while in gwlwaT the
superiority 1s based upon the degree or intensity of
the self-same g7 as measured by marked difference
in results achieved, difficulties encountered, etc In
other respects the two varieties seem allied We do

_ not think that the fact of the §=F being a1= 1n the
one (f g=it) and =EY in the other would have been
adduced by Dandin as the additional distinotive
feature.

S——

Notes to II. 50—(i) An ordinary STHI—TRIEHAAHR FLASH,
can be put in the form of a ¥wW 1n this manner:

-~
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FABATAHRT FEagFa  In gg=eier (il 21) we had

a similar presentation of the similarity ; only there a
number of ¥gs were adduced to bring out the @ry
between the same I®¥ and IgqM; while 1n the ex-
ample before us a number of ¥gs are adduced_to bring
out the g/ between one and the same S9HI and a
series of gqur<s with which it is to be compared —As
in agumr (i 40) or wraruwr (11 42) a series of successive
STs are here given but that3fmsy upon which this
variety primarily turns is the presentation of the gy
in the form of a g It 1s perhaps not essential that
the 3gs (and the Iwam™s) in a ¥quwr be always more
than one.

Notes to II. 51-56—(i) Like fms the ys have been most
elaborately treated by Indian Alamkiarnkas They have
been named and classified according as they belong to
syllables, words, sentences, sense, sentiments, and
alamkaras A detailed treatment of these is given in
the Sahityadarpana vii, or Kavyaprakasa vii. TJandin
affords a treatment of them in this place and later in
1ii 125-185 In regard to the Upamadoshas our Sans-
krit Commentary supplies the needful supplementary
iformation from Vamana, Bhoja, and other writers,

{11) The extra line 1n i1. 56 which we have enclosed
in square brackets, like a number of other lines and
verses, 1s clearly an interpolation ; but having been once
accepted in the editio princeps of Premachandra and
so passed on into works of reference it would have
been most inconvenient to omit them and so change
the subsequent verse-numbering In one place (11
158-163) where a transposition of stanzas was felt by
us to be on critical grounds absolutely called for we
have for the same reason transposed the stanzas and
yet retained their original verse-numbering, believing
that nobody would grudge us giving credit for being
able to count the numbers from 158 to 163 correctly,
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Notes to IL. 57-65—(i) Dandin’s list of @remrga® words is
helpful and is in any case borrowed from him by most
subsequent writers, and naturally with variations
and attempis at completion. Thus the SRFRHTIN
supplies words like §g% AR, 915, and their synonyms,
and even the Mss variants add one or two more As
the matter is not very vital we did not think it neces-
sary to go into all these later lists with a view
to determine the text of Dandin’s list, especially as it
would have been necessary not only to refer to the
printed editions but even the Ms material of these
other alamkara works.

(i1i) The colophon sggaw=#, (and other similar colo-
phons to mark the conclusion of the treatment of an
alamkara with a number of subdivisions) is generally
given 1n Mss. with omission of ¢ and substitution of
synonyms like €% ete. for =% and other small vari-
ants We haveignored the variants and havegenerally
followed best Ms. authority in giving the colophons or
omitting them.

Notes to II. 66—(1) The name of this figure is thus explain-
ed—31 g Rt (Swmanyecd ) fny (Seagedem) §@= S0
a1 e &9 | Riipaka has to be carefully dis-
tinguished from guqr (especially the varieties of it
called wfdriigar and M), from FRIRs (i 205), from
s s (11 214), from SRxgr (i 221), and from
(1i 304)—amongst alamkaras recognised by Dandin;
and from g, @6le, W@ and SBE—amongst alam-
karas not recognised by Dandin The various defini-
tions of &% given by dlamkarikas (we quote a few of
the more important of them below) are an attempt
merely to sharpen the outhne of the figure with a view
{o this differentiation. Thus Bharata (xvi. 57) defines

" the figure as under—
EREFRERRR gRITREegvR |
ERE R Eeuei iy qgs g a i
Bhamaha (ii. 31—
ITRA I TEGRTE 0 |
ot geat 9 B A Afg:
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TUdbhata (p 9)—
ST TERITETa, 989 TR, |
QAR STME godrd ©9% g aa ll
Rudrata (vii. 38, 40)—
S YO G TR AT |
SREHaEEET Foga 39 7% g94 |

Vamana (1iv. 3 6)—

SRR JUIERTE, Gerur 9%, |
Bhoja (iv. 24)—

FRNTHTETAT ORISR, ¢

IR iﬁiﬁmm azfﬁ fag:
Ruyyaka (p. 34)—

G AR ARIEAIRS TIFA, |
Vidyanatha (p 371)

FRIREEE ERRRRasy: |

STREFHRIA TS Fe |
We have already quoted the definition of Jagannith.
in the Sanskrit Commentary.

(ii) The distinction of &% from I Dandin has
given in his very definition of ®9% by the qualification
fRnAer  The distinction between Swam and 3w (for
the @y between them always presupposes a ¥g) can
be made to disappear when, 1n spite of the difference,
one asserts their identity either because he errone-
ously believes in their i1dentity (cp #vgream and the re-
marks made in our Notes to 1i. 25 regarding SR
and S3@); or because he wants purposely (poetically
speaking) to deceive some one (e. g in 3(ugf, cp. our
Notes to i1 95 also) ; or because he is himself in doubt
(e g. @R and the figures @@’z et ) ; or because, 1n
a poetic fancy, he imagines them to be identical (as
happens in an &Qan). It may also happen when, for
purposes of poetic effect and with a view to bring out
the extreme similarity of the Suqw and the 3wl the
SHIH is made not only to lend its &7 to the Iuy but
actually to usurp its place so that only one word and
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one name—that of the sym—is used instead of two.
As the gamedtr (p 371) trenchantly remarks—dSgromi
ﬁw&rﬁf&mmw v | wiarReHR e ARk

AUgaEATaaeg, | —to which we might
add—aIRegrt HfEETEEET AERNRreREEE: | sReE
FRSEw Rwwer AeRon frroreseEE: | Regarding
our last statement it will be noted that Dandin’s con-
ception of fyFEIRA is somewhat different from the one
given above after the manner of @wmz; but on this
point see our Notes to ii, 214

(ii1) As to the rest, 1t may be observed that while
§7% involves an 39 or superimposition of the IFH™
upon the 3y, that T has to be based upon simi-
larity and not upon FRi%RW relation as in aggaH; but
the ground of the m{(y—the common property—can
never be expressed as such in the Répaka (rfmafécmr-
AT a8 Rudrata says : see below, Note ix) and there 1s
also an absence, naturally, of the aeRE=FET A &%
in its simplest form therefore comes nearer to the wi-
q1ikg<w S and if the example srgear is taken as aTg:
%ar &9 it would be not a 7% at all. Where such a con-
fusion is likely to result there must always be some-
thing in the sentence which is either SuFarE or SH-
grgs, regarding which, besides the remarks in our
Commentary, compare the following from the FEISHE
(pp 927fL)—ax

A R FaRe Sy s |
5O YEIAAT SRS SRR TR Weia  SguH:
AFE, JRA G T T ST ST Sl TAT SAarershan |
TR a9 U A iargegaa: |
T AWARARIEG 7 g T Imeni s gsal S
T 7 IR T |
TS ST Rt |
Zom grOfergeal el s iy oo snfegen-
o
IR g A EIR W5F-
weRifTwRRT |

4 Kavyadarda }
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O] ARRVE, SRS SRAOTERTIRR ST T g TRY-
FORRRT AR g aTwe aae e
SRRy | gEaeEty gy ol |

(1v) A gamRF (see i1 205, below) involves an asser-
tion about the srgad which suggests a corresponding
assertion about the S¥gd, one assertion being made
to do duty for both on the basis of an implied W of
the erega upon the ¥&ga based upon @rwm However,
in a gHTERE the Y&gg is not actually expressed as in
a &9%, and 1t is because the =ym@R predicated of the
ST9egd resembles the =R of the s&gd which is intended
to be described that the Jegaseifa results by way of an
implication. In Ripaka, on the other hand, the srRgd
in its entirety (89, ==K, and all) is 1dentified with the
StgH but, at the same time, the basis of this 1dentifica-
tion or superimposition 1s not actually expressed
Cp. on the point orfe@Riv (p 534)—%T% ST, ATHEIEI-
TR S TSI | €8 § Sl R =i e
3 qElaearar RREAR | o T SRR 9 g SRR
gerrg: | For further remarks see our Notes to 11 205.

(v) The figure called ufore, which not only our
author but even #w=gz does not recognise and regard-
ing which, even between those that recognise 1t—%,
e, MR, sy and storifig—there seems to be
a slight difference of opinion, 1s 1n our opinion a
matter of over-subtlety. In the line—y@W @soW dta
AR 1f T 15 regarded as a 9% the lotus or amw
must transfer 1fs 7 completely to the eye or @5 The
eye, in other words, must lose all its character as an
eye and take upon itself the character of the lotus.
Accordingly zuss can bloom but eannot see. This is
not a &% therefore It cannot also be an swar, for
dlegd or S@WE cannot become a common property re-
siding more prominently on the 3wy lotus and less
prominently on the Sy eye. We must hence invent
a new figure in which the ¥z between the SW™ and
the % is Ry, but the result is not that W™ has
transferred its ®1 to the 3wy, but rather IFM has
itself assumed the &7 of the SY so that the lotus can
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see This therefore 1s the figure called qfimmg Com-
pare the Chitramimafisa (p. 59)—&1% SFavanaeTIT ¥y
QRO g 9%d SFAETS wa | In this connection it has
io be observed that == (as quoted by the S&R-
HEGH, p. 161) regards == in the line in question as an
ST based upon a common property like wuiige, and
this seems to be the best solution of the difficulty.

(vi) We will consider one little point about this
figure before we pass on to a consideration of its sub-
divisions. Riupaka as we saw 1s an wig of the IwM
upon the 393y based upon @, and the question is, is
the &0 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 Prati-
harenduraja (p. 11)—a st Rt | i TEERITIS -
AR S SR AT TR, | (g TR -
TETHER | sRe T el I o T b aRlg—

TN, G §9% BRI |

9T g GERI a7 Jeeaedar I

T ST T TBREIN TN SRR |

(vi1) As Dandin himself observes (ii. 96) Ripaka,
like Upamsi, is capable of infinite divisions made more
or less on the same basis. There is first of all the
merely grammatical aspect of 1t which gives the first
three varieties of Dandin: uWed, 9w and gaEs,
as also the gfRdworeys (il 82). Next, there is what
might be called the rhetorical aspect, which accounts
for the varieties called =t@uems (. 91), THMTEIE
(ii. 92), and aeTigaees (ii. 95), as well as for RegEm
(ir 84), Tgew= (ii. 86), Iwrews (ii. 89), and =qRweT=
(12 90), where it will be seen that Rupaka proper is
associated with some other additional rhetorical de-
vice. The usual divisions of 9% given in the Texts
are the same as those exhibited in the tree given under
Note {i) to 1i. 4345 above. Dandin’s ¥&eeT® is the
same a§ YTFGHETE & % while his g9, AT, and

-
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wHEEIEs (with the further sub-divisions of </, 3g< and
fi¥) may roughly correspond to TEmf¥Eiies®s What
is known as qGaRaey® with its two sub-divisions of
sr¥wre and Byge are practically one with Dandin’s
s9seT® (i 93) and fesess (1. 87), while the subdivi-
sions based on simple or serial arrangement Dandin
does not recognise at all.

(nii) The Alamkarakaustubha observes (p. 228) that
some attempt to make out a variety of ®u% called
IS on the analogy of the ammigaT described in
i 436 —arerr R AT ivaRR: arTefeTEA, | A MR-
AT AR TREAR R R AT T

| qEregr—
ST TARRREET !
QT TR GRE: giva: I
This however is regarded by the majority of Alam-
karikas as fiezmr. Compare the familiar example
of it—

After a long and technical discussion the m@@'
. %R decides against the acceptance of gmERTIeY%, the
instances quoted for it being merely those of fagamr.
See further our Notes to ii 348.

(ix) We have said above (Note 1ii) that in a Riapaka
the common property can mever be expressed as a
common property. For a common thing has to be
shared by more than one while in a §y% the Sw™ and
Sy are conceived as but one thing. All the same
there is always a common property implied as the
very basis of the sfRig required for &%, and if this i
is expressed as belonging to Iw™ alone, or primarily to
the Syt and secondarily in a sort of a reflex fashion
to S99, that does not violate the requirements of the
figure Consider for example the illustration in 1i 87.
The compound word gF=/g is to be dissolved here in
& manner 80 a5 to give more prominence to srFgw (i e.
SPRErEgS, according to Panini IL. i 72) and therefore

“$he adjeciives USmRTANTE and waTTIHGE must be
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primarily predicable of swgst alone, which they are,
seeing that the senses of Usd and 4w} that suit T
are only secondarily suggested and that too after an
effort. With this important condition governing the
expression of the common property, therefore, we can
obtain for 5% the various sub-varieties that turn upon
the manner of expressing the common property. Says
Jagannatha (p. 243 )—GaNOEHLIATIHRNGS Hragg T
RGN RrET: SgTa: Fraw Saetea | @i
FRrgeiu: S| SdeEEeE digw: | For the corres-
ponding examples see T@IFRR itself.

Notes to II. 67-68-—(1) The sioaR@@y thus versifies Dan-
din’s examples of gHQEH—
TR ATgeaT AN s |
FRGUEEA Fae g |
It will be noted that the illustration in ii. 67 is also &
g%eE9S, but it is adduced merely to illustrate the
nature of the Metaphor-out-of-Compound

Notes to II. 69-70—(1) The compoundalmgw should
rather have been dissolved as—argfea Wa;gﬁz;ml
T T a9 ARSI, | g R A
qa g ioge® | This mode connects & pmnarxly
with g the 3qw@  Compare Note (ix) to ii. 66 above.—
Similarly the common property between =R and 9gi-
Tftf yro-is to be so understood as being applicable
primarily to the lotus and secondarily to the foot. This
is what Dandin intends to imply by TRFRImE=IRR
n ii. 70

Notes to II. 71-72—(i) In the example given it will be
noted of course that gwEa’, the adjective qualifying
qsd:, involves just an ordinary Upama. What object
the poet intended to superimpose upon §& does not

clearly appear. It cannot be %w® as we _do nal.asse
ciate w and FEs with-it
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Notes to II. 73-74—(1) The compound Z=IgsH, can be dis-
solved so as to result 1n 3gar as well as in §5% If the
other adjectives ( HIQ@TH%. TOEHISY, TeleagT™ ) as
well as the predicate { agreyr AgmMfy) had been such
as to apply primarily to 9gs and only secondarily to
gg+ that would have been TI%dM% As 1t 15, unless we
accept Premachandra’s proposed emendation 1nto
qgTFIH,, 1t would be very hard to establish a &7 here.
Appearances point towards SuHT based upon an extrane-
ous gy such as wgEHEA (see our Note (v) to 11 66);
and if an extraneous @Y has to be after all brought
in why not imagine it to be, say, %@ or %%, which
would go primarily with 93« and so make FFUEH a
s1% ( fCFeTE as it would be called) in accordance with
Dandin’s intentions?

Notes to IL 75-76—(1) The divisions intended can be thus
exhibited—

LYK
having Tﬁ’rﬁ upon

| l |
ST+ weeiad alone s alone MR+

all sgyEs = S IETH, some 379~
= gEHaeds, 1 10 1. 74 s alone
= [T,

in 79.

I ]
all S some 3[EEs alone
=am’=r€wtlm i 72 =U_€Er'§=‘e.i‘q% i 76
|
| I
geeds i 77 sgweTH il 78,

(u) The word = 1n i1 76 cannot refer to UHEFETH
seeing thaf in the examples given all the sEzgs or
constituent parts have the =yiq; it can refer to con-
stituent parts, and the divisions into g& and
are divisions of &% involving IR on (some or all)
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PEs. They cannot be divisions of &% according to
a fresh fundamentum divisionis seeing that we can
have incompatibility between (s and ¥fgs, and
between the @3 and some of 1ts sEEs, but never
between the s/ and all 1ts 3s ; the s cannot
in fact be called s, at all 1n that case.

Notes to I, 79-80—(1) In the example given the fwwan
consists 1n the fact that while w@ts and y are the
s of 7@ the 39, g the YA has only some s
corresponding to 1t that are actually stated (or are
suggested) but not all. For instance, #qle suggests
the m=fifes reddened at moon-rise, but as AT cannot
be associated with the moon the ﬁ\should in this ex-
ample have been conceived of as the Fwgawr In
spite of this circumstance the general impression is
that of the superimposition of the Syg™ along with its
s/Eggs upon the IR along with its sreems, although
the correspondenc does not existi i1n all the details as
in a GFSETH.

Notes to IL 81-82—(i) This @33wveds can be distinguish-
ed from THIEIE by reason of the circumstance that
in the latter 1t is possible to have the 3y on the
A (e g =0 ugiH, ) independently of the sreEmRivs,
which merely serve to heighten the charm of the
@@geq Y In the present variety the sTRiq of wsie upon
g the @A becomes meaningless taken by itself.
It can become plausible only if yig as well as the =%
are taken as fRNUARE The RRANURRSRTE 1s & more
intimate relation than the IEREEIRE

Notes to II, 83-84—(i) The AU would have been more
pointedly brought out if for the word =3 in the illustra-
tion had been substifuted the synonym sarg.

Notes to II. 85-86—(i) The distinction between ¥gews and
e (1i-50) is of course sufficiently obvious.
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Notes to IL. 87—(i) See note(ix) to 1 66 The stanza is omit-
ted by M. The usual explanatory stanza is lacking
in this case, regarding which the gargaife«r observes—

e, | Peseas | aesar @@ syreqed | This might seem
to raise a suspicion about the genuineness of 1. 87, but
1t is given by the best Mss, Compare also ii 313,

Notes to II. 88-90-(1) Our Sanskrit Commentary follows
Y7z But Jg== has not been able to explain the
varieties satisfactorily and had to give a new example
of his own to suitf his own explanation of the definition
in ii. 88 A better explanation perhaps would be to
take Mu=the secondary or ¥RIfdd (moon) and Fex = the
actual moon. As in both the varieties illustrated in
i1 89 and i1 90 the §&==w: 1s compared (or contrasted)
with the actual moon it is evident that such a compari-
son can only take place if and after the I/ is super-
imposed upon the face. The ©7% must therefore already
exist, and all that is done in addition 1s to bring out
the similarity of the g@==ur: (and impliedly but not
expressedly of the @) with the actual moon in an
guaeeds and the dissimilavity between them in a
sqfre s The gargue! apparently so interprets
these varieties, for it says—oisE- g&a- S9W-| g@-
T giEemEEd A | And we can accordingly take
SRS =EH A oF g2 399 following again the
same commentary For a similar use of w7 and g
compare il 160

(i1) In the second line of ii. 90 the reading of M is
decidedly superior, but all other Mss. are against it.

(iii) Bhimaha alone amongst extant dlamkarikas
accepts SFeT% as a disfinct alamkiara He thus
defines and illustrates it (iii. 34-35)—

SR

Here Vishnu’'s foot is declared to be a novel mirror,
The conceipt is quite out of the common; and while



the IR of W upon uig does give rise to the

Ripaka, yet 1n ro far as the 9w 1s said to be a new

or strange 4w, she full force of the &% does not show

itself, being thwarted by a possible 3yar standing out

in the back-ground. This 1s probably the purport of
Bhamaha's defimition Dandin's definition of the

figure is so differently worded from that of Bhamaha

that 1t would be hazardous to imagine that there is

some kind of a connection betwesn the two in spite of

the fact that Dandin and Bhamaha are the only two.
writers extant who have anything to say of SUHTEdS.

Bhamaha accepts it as an independent figure, Dandin

(op ii 358) turns it 1nto a sub-variety of Riipaka: but

there is nothing of the nature of a dispute or contro-

versy between the statements of the two concerning

this figure. It is likely therefors that the two writers

are following independent traditiors in regard to their

explanation of this figure

(iv) The tenth canto of the Bhattikavya 1s composed
to 1llustrate figures of speech Amongst them IFTETE
18 illustrated by x. 60—

faRaRaemerm=
FofEg I T |
nteale o Rolw o
SR B
Here the foaming river-mouths as they fell info the
ocean, are compared to the dropped upper-garment
( 7R vgd=R ) from the mountain-breasts (xRmwaE)
of the earth at the sight of her lord Rima The compar-
ison of the streams with the garment is based upon
the &Y of ®w g on the mountains; and so this is
TEE—SWORYd SFiRwY:—as the commentator
WEAE says. It would be difficult to apply Dandin’s
definition to the present example.

MWetos to I¥. 91-92—(i) The distinction between w@iveTs
sod B iz sufficiently obvious. Premsachandra
undorstende ii. 91 oll wrong, and Bdhilingk follows

 Premachandra, An andveTs 18 an sl following up-
15 Xavysdaria]
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on a &% and serving to weaken the full effect of the
s required for the &%, while a TuryweETE is, so
to say, an 189 of an wdusw® Thus 1n 11 91 the A,
while calling the face the moon, suggests that in as
much as the face is Rygan@a while the real moon is
zfige, the I==RY made upon the & 1s not com-
pletely justified. The gara™®E9® adds to all this a
further remark to the effect that possibly the face-moon
might be zftd® in reality (and so the {iT might be
fully justified): only his own ill luck comes in the
way of his realising the zftaa@ or the sygeEa of the
face moon. Premachandra(perhaps under the influence
of the ideas in the two earlier stanzas) thinks that in
ii. 91 the sr% wishes to say that the T/%@RIy is deroga-
tory to the g@== because the real moon is =fivaria
while the face-moon is not so Any ggg¥ reader
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 figure
the following extract from the samun?f is quite
explicit—ar gaer dgoe Siae I (AT S, SRR
a1, TR ST SESIE@AR g | It will be observ-
ed however that TF is not an s of the 74 as @
was of the g« in ii. 69, the example gheoeds The

is helped by, and 1s only ren8éred possible by

the F@ Y, hence this variety comes’mearer to the

q{qftasws of later writers, which has been defined as

(aReRdm, x. 29 ) FRARRRT: TAWRRER | Whether,

however, Dandin intended to make every ®YHEUYF &

WfaeT® as thus explained we have no definite grounds

%o assert. Beeing however that the ygwi@i¥ upon the

face and the qRARIT on the eye-brows are not based

upon any definite e that would help the principal

1Y in the verse, it is possible that Dandin wants us

to understand FFETE as TRW T 1. o. ,

or RuRaewq and that the subordinate sius of the .
ST and IaRT do not vitally affect the character of this

+ Rapaka variety. 5‘
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Notes to II. 84-95—(i) Compare the nature of FaEIWIGHT
(ii. 36). There, subsequent to an erroneous judgment
(whether of the nature of #g or of 3mgR the author
does not indicate: but hoth are possible) based upon
grey between the Su@Y and the STM, the real nature
of the ST was finally determined upon. In the pre-
sent Ripaka variety there is just an opposite process
of the mind from reality to error—only the error is
not ¥rEr but is a conscious poetic device which can
deceive neither the speaker nor anybody else. In so
far however as there is an attempt to conceal facts the
name of the variety explains itself.

(ii) Dandin admits an independent figure of speech
called av:@"‘a (i1. 304-309). Imn ii. 309 he alludes to
what is called awqéﬁ by which he presumably means
a sub-variety of SggT—but there is mone with this
name amongst the given 37T varieties—and in the
present stanzas he mentions a geamgaeT® Lt is rather
difficult to determine in the first instance whether
these are three independent alamkaras and in the next
place what is the exact distinction between them as
Dandin sees it. Now some hold that by aqmt@ﬁ Dan-
din means FrATIEIETE—ISFEEIIwIWRIT, a8 Ca puts it
Op. ii. 96 also. Cb thinks that by awrgfa is meant

or FRW, adding FHERR T TEAIST: T
Qg 1 Premachandm explains SRIGGR: by RwIF:

TR eRaaetes:—and thinks that gfi-
ﬂsﬁw (11 34) is what Dandin intends in il 309. Cs
also agrees in this. Now in view of the fact that in
outward form at leasi the SWN variety exemplified in
ii. 36 bears an unmistakable resemblance to any ordi-
nary case of 3ugd, and in view further of the fact that
the gTaregmigaT may be a judgment subsequent o a
TeIgeTs (as slso fo Figigar), it is not impossible
that in ii. 309 Dandin might be equally plausibly
ﬁhinknngofii.m Ahd in any case we can regard the

; as separste from wTagTews If m@*
iu%m have already—Note (i) above—shown its dis-
ﬁnqﬁmﬁ from GEIgTeTH; while iﬁ AFRgH = il 34.
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sRAgAr and aTaNgaETE are quite Jistinet on the very
face of them no attempt need be made to distinguish
the one from the other

(El) But we must learn to clearly distinguish a<ar-
9g9%T% from the figure arqgﬁ as Dandin defines it. To
later writers the two are undistinguishable Some
think that in the Ripaka variety one dharmin as a
whole 1s negated and another asserted in its place,
while 1n the alamkiara called am@% there is the nega-
tion of a certain dharma of the dharmin and the
assertion of another instead This, however, will not
hold 1n the case of asqrq’@’a (ai 308) A better dif-
ferentia would be what is supplied by the adjective
Sgiaaqemy in the definifion, which suggests that
the negated (3%d, S79¥) and the asserted (s15rFd, STM)
things ought to have a similarity between them This
is not the case in the figure amg‘f‘a where anything can
be negated and another asserted 1n 1ts place * ¢cp. UG

RRRIEERR

Notes to IL. 96—(i) Regarding the sub-divisions of Ripaka
Bhamaha says (ii. 22)—gweqagisaaEaig = | B
&%Aa99 ! Consequently when Dandin mentions in-
numerable varieties of Riipaka as being current he
must have had others than Bhamaha 1n his mind.

Notes to IL. 97—(i) In the various definitions of Dipaka
that are in the field two or three issues have been
raised. In the first place, 1s it necessary that diq% be

" based upon similarity * Bharata, Dandin, Bhamaha,
Bhoja, the author of Vagbhatilamkara, and Viiva-
matha are quite silent on the point. Rudrata regards
/Dipaka as a matter-of-fact (graq) figure and not an
#iqe figure Udbhata explicitly demands ar (p 14)—

AR MR- |
. STt 7 aes g
while Vamana (iv. 3. 18—swmimaarss &), Ruy-
_yaka (p. 71), Mammata (p. 775—ggging wie SEamEa-
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1), and Jagannatha (p 322-~SFaEIHEEART SFETTONHI-
= §19%% ), do the same thing; though Mammata, for
instance, admits a variety of dum (the so-aglled -
#q%) where the 97 18 not in evidence. In as much
however as every Dipaka demands one word syntacti-
cally related to more than one sentence, we can
always regard the thing connoted by that word as
the g+, and so we need not make much of the condi-
tion about the 3w being Wy, as Ruyyaka puts
it The next 1ssue raised 1s about the ¥fii%s that are
said to possess the w&y common w. Most writers
1nsist that the ¥i¥s be partly 5%d and partly 5% but
they must not be all either 3% alone or =15Fa alone.
This last, according to them is a case of ge¥iar (see
Note (i) to ii 48, above). Now Dandin 1s not parti-
cular on this point his examples suggest that he
admits all 35as (e. g 11 100), all =gzFas (e g. 1 101),
and some ¥Zs and some 3HFAs (e.g. ii 99) Regard-
ing the distinetion between &i9% and g=Eifirm the
following extract from the sr@FwEEgq (p 296-297)
may be said to be the last word on the controversy—
e aRfa— Al gERMREAAEa R SERe-
PRI SRR AR TR SRR
HETHRETL | ST BT TR SRsREIR. | FE A
SRR el S g W ¥ awrRn |
AR geaRErET ¥ Tt m%nmai g i atee |

qgr—

WA 8. T 38 TR U |

M REEFEATR 39 TR @ B i
e e AT (xvi, 55-56) firrendERe 3T geua-
araRiTEnT TR Ry

(i) A large number of varieties of Dipaka are con-

ceivable. Dandin first gives a four-fold distinetion
based upon the same principle as in ii. 13 and then
give$ three sub-varieties under each according to the
position of the common word. Regarding this last
principle of sub-division Jagannatha remarks (p 327)—
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TG TR ARG RIS AT, A RAaaT
ST, ! ST TR ST IR aay iRt
AFFaiEsagT, | —Mammata and others, as before ob-
served, admit a variety called F®9% defined in the
ARG (p. 291) as—a3HAT SRET=FATT g agiy and
illustrated by faars (p 520) as—
7 TR &Y g
R R Qi & |
SRy @i Tres a-
Aty AT N Al g0 0
In connection with this variety another similar gra-
tuitous principle of sub-division (not enunciated by
Dandin) turns upon the case of the common %R%, and
so we have Dipakas of Eﬁﬁ, A, T, IR, AR, Gafee,
and 3R —all severally illustrated in the =
pp. 292 ff Regarding FR&{U=® Jayaratha remarks
(p ©3)—em. fuml SEIAFTRFRTARTIAE SIS e
F 9 g FRHAFH, | AR TSI HATTRITREER WEh |
Similar remarks are also passed by Jagannitha
{pp. 324-325). The varieties 1llustrated by our author
in i 109, ii. 114, ii. 113 are an attempt to combine the
ferg with the 3=s7 of some other figure or mode
of expression ; while the AT variety and other chain-
varieties can always be superadded to almost every
figure-of-speech. This alamkara is liable to f¥waaa-
¥y (illustrated by Jagannitha, p. 328 f.) which
makes the syntactical relation rather difficult to
, establish,

Notes to IT. 98-102—(i) The first line of i1 99 seems to
have been misunderstood by Bohtlingk The elephants
are of course the king’s war-elephants and not ‘die
weolt tragenden Elephanten.’

Notes to II. 103-106—(i)} The distinetion between the
Dipaks variety illustrated in ii 106 and the figure
called 4% illustrated in i1 352-354 consists in the
fact that while #ag_ has to be supplied severally in the
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various statements in 1i 106, no such necessity exists

in the g@n¥s illustrations. The omission of AT &4
would have been an 1mprovement.

Notes to II. 107-115—(1) As Dandin says distinctly, the
instance in ii. 107 contains an iRy Since the
word 389 is the common word 1t follows that in an
wifegiaw it is enough if it oceurs somewhere in the
first sentence and not necessarily in the very begin-
ning of that sentence.

(i1) The variety 1llustrated 1n ii 111 is distinct from
the so-called #&duF of the moderners. See above
Note (1) to i 97. The emendation suggested by
Premachandra is good but not backed up by any
manuscripts.

(1ii) The statement in 1i. 115 testifies to the exist-
ence before Dandin’s day of writers who gave a still
larger number of Dipaka varieties. Bhamaha (ii. 25)
gives just three

Notes to II. 116—(i) Dandin distinctly says that every
s is an amplified dtus; the one can therefore
always be turned into the other. Comnsequently, re-
garding the necessity of a basic @r=y, and the require-
ment that the things adduced be all s5mas alone, or
a9Fas alone, or both together, the remarks made in
Note (1) to ii 97 hold true of this figure also. This
figure is not recognised as a distinet figure by any
other writer except Jayadeva the author of the Chandra-

_loka ( stanza 45) who calls it smRdus. Bhoja (iv. 78)
regards it as a sub-variety of Dipaka.

Notes to II. 117—(i) The figure called wedw® illustrated
in ii. 111 also employed synonyms; but they were
connected with one word; here the synonyms fFar=
ste, are connected with separate words.

Notes to II. 118-118—(i) The T=ar3ER called 7%% also has
words or syllabic groups repeated; but there the
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repetitions cannot be dispensed with, while in an siFfy
the sense of the passage does not suffér by doing away
with the repetitions. In other words, @Ry can be
turned into a FUw while J9% cannot be so trans-
formed.

Notes to II. 120-~(i) Different views about the nature of
Akshepa are current and naturally the definitions of
this figure differ from writer to writer. Dandin’s de-
fin1tion—aRAIRF&" —1s the simplest 1n the field and
of widest application As Jegannatha (p. 424) remarks~
TN g FRIAEERY | SUERE I8 ReMRIeaTITERY | aF
g Ay A eI - gdiendeeE: | Others
delimit the field of this alamkira to the negation of
the guar alone As Vamana (1v 3 27) says—saqraa-
AT | GEFIIR WAFEIAIWRT: , as he explains the
Sttra in his Vritti Vamana's example 1s—

qESFgEaRy S5 G g

Tl 98 @ AR T 3 £ T Ao |

& a1 Bwmne FEE- g3 SEny

T g JAERaeg eI gEt o I
This is the same as 5fUFHR which Mammata (p 894)
thus defines and explains—

T STATHET Sefiomuear |

T AR o o ReHRRERE U
Y I GG N5 SRRy Fwd o SweRea a1
TR STTGET I SR TIRTAT Fo=T
T, STRRETHFTRESTIET, Swred S9! As we have
seen Mammata’s second Pratipa is the same as Dandin’s

fqertaraar (1. 17); while Dandin's sRRsar (u 34) per-
haps comes nearer to the first kind The RRYFTR
recognised by the FASTEHIHF (stanza 164) is of

course a different species altogether

(i1), Others introduce other delimiting conditions.
They say for instance that while =137 15 a SRRAGTS
1t ought not to be & real downright 5y, The thing
intended ought to be conveyed (in an even more
telling fashion) by the apparent demial of it. As
the Alamkarasarvasva (p. 114) clearly puts it—
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e AR AR SRR aarfiae Raarser R
TG 7 TN | 6 39 areEreTe e g Rarma: dume |
TERIET O ST ATRIIIERA | ST SrereArged & |
The definitions of most later writers are framed so as
to include all these conditions. Thus—

Mammata—

ey apfirser Ot AlmRrem 1
Vidvanitha (x. 65)—

TG aE R FEaufee |
faRemarE el
Bhamaha (i1 68) and Udbhata (p. 29)—
R s3ver AN R |
8 2 & &= A B (Fr ) g (g=) 0

It will be seen that Dandin’s example of ge@7 fits in
with all these requirements and it would be a regular
llustration for the figure as above defined

(11) With regard to the &9 desoribed in Note (ii)
the negation of the gzs#xf¥rs theme is usually ground-
ed on the fact of the fthing being already too well
known, or of the speaker’s being powerless to do justice
10 1t—aEmmiay SEREPERETEE, TR aikuee 9—
as a commentator observes It is divided into
four sub-varieties Compare Sahityadarpana (p 547)~
5 FEIAMIREY R TR e giieer e SR s
Rk PR g B 39T | SR T SR ST BN &R
TEFITRIR g | ZATET T 3q1: | For illustrations see
the work cited. Dandin 1s alone, amongst extant
writers, to give a olassification of this figure based

upon SRAWRG

(1v) As the Akshepa described in Note (ii) was of
the nature of an apparent negation of what is infended.
to be asserted, so on the same analogy we can Bave
another variety of the nature of an apparent
tion of what is sought to be negated Compare-;
Alamkarasarvasva (p 120)—3q1 s@mwmi fadSgawm:
imerieaRy Ram S | o B
el | aae RYTEing Ry R AfeR -

gdgartt It will be seen that most of Dandin’s exam-
16 [Kavyadaria]
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ples ot Akshepa fall under this variety. The figure-
of-speech called 7 is, as Bhoja says, (iv 64)—én
gqw| Its nature 1s—Brrgdifmi U IFO FFA A

farem | Some of our author’s examples (e. g 1811,
i1. 123) are primarily ot the nature of Rodha as thus
understood.

(v) Howsoever understood Akshepa has to be distin-
guished from Virodha and from Apahnuti, and the dis-
tinetion is not very difficult to make In Virodha (see
i1, 333) there 1s expressed contradiction between the two
things with a view to bring out some peculiar Ry of
the theme under discussion. In Akshepa with the
same intention there is a contradiction; but it is
between the actual expression and the real intention
of the speaker which is not expressed—1n an Apa-
hnuti a certain thing (in some aspects of it or as
regards its entire nature) 1s negated and another
asserted in its place, the negated and the asserted
things being both actually expressed in words Such
1» not the ¢ase 1n an Akshepa as we have just scen-—
The distinction between some specific varieties 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 Alamkara~
sarvasva, is—uq = 73N 0 6y N FAREETgIIERTEETR-
T FREaaE I ageagrg=R | Here swwfsy is the
theme intended to be described; that has been declar-
ed to be impossible; this declaration of course is not
seriously intended; and ultimately the marvellous
nature of the victory stands out most prominently
before the readers. Hence this is a regular example
fulfilling all conditions.

(i) Vartaminakshepa is otherwise designated as
Rodha Bhoja (p 422) however calls it Z&r fRwa

and observes—¥T FI: A I TN Ty FRvETRRE
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o e SRty (ARwlaeaAT T aeds e gl
g@r P&, | —As to Bhavishyat Akshepsa it is to be
noted that 1t 1s not the same as the FzgAMMEEY variety
of the other school, for in that variety smzaia Rffem,
whereas here it is the ¢hng that might .};appen m
future that is attempted to be averted by anticipation

e————"

Notes to II 127-130—(i) Compare the illustration given
m 1 127 with the illustration of Virodha i 1 33%.
Most modern writers would regard both as cases of
Virodha It will however be observed that while
the second line of 1i. 127 1s enough to make 1t an ex-
ample of Virodha, 1t is the first line with its denial of
‘ tenderness’ that makes the verse an example of
Akshepa

(11) The principle underlying these two varieties 1s
~the same as that n 1i, 15-16.

Notes to II. 131-182—(i) The example is of the nature of
an attempt to deny an actually existing fault and the
consequent fear. The epithet sigses 1s {o be noted.
Now 1in a Vibhavana (1i 199) there is a negation of the
cause but an assertion of the effect, leading to a
guessing of some subsidiary ‘cause. Here there is a
negation of the [s%m™ or principal] cause (%), but
hikewise a negation of the effect ( wyq) In addition,
there is an assertion of subordinate causes of fear such
as 9L ete together with a negation of their effect, viz.
fear. Thus fear is an effect of iy {y=FRw ) as well as
of =eggrT ( st ), and if the principal cause is said
to be lacking there is nothing unusual if the result does
not follow irrespective of whether the subordinate
causes are or are not present. Consequently Prema-
chandra’s attempt to distinguish this figure from Vibha-
vana (which is reproduced in our Sanskrit Commentary)
is not very mnch oalled for. The main point of the
illustration is the eool and unllushing deminl of his
fault hy the lover
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(11) We can more reasonably attempt to distinguish
this variety from Viseshokt1 (ii. 323), esp. the variety
known as 3gRRMIE (1 328) Mammata defines fRSIRF
as—I@RY FNUY FoEd:, and we have seen that in the
illustration under discussion at least the subordinate
wus are all there, but no effect ensues. But the gist
of the illustration is in the epithet 3@ Thatis
what makes this a SRRRA

Notes to IT, 133-134—(1) In 1i.131 the subordinate causes
were present but as the principal cause was negated
the effect was lacking Here in i1 133 the causes (all
of them) are present and yet the expected result does
not follow. This would accordingly be a case of
f291Rs as usually understood Only, Dandin’s idea
of Vigeshokti appears to have been a little different
from that of Mammata and others (see Notes to 11. 323).
According to our author a &39I 1s intended ARINzRIARE.
The Ry of death, the expected result, does not imply
any special R belonging either to the Fmms or the
arfrr that we can discover. Hence this 1s no SRR
in Dandin’s acceptance of the term.

(1i) An Akshepa as understood by the writers quoted
in Note (i1) to 1i. 120 is also for RRgREE ; compare—
a PR g 3 R i aa-acdada: SR3s-
miygfd g s | But that 1s not Dandin’s view of the
matter, and while we are trying to read Dandin’s
work we must lay aside all extraneous ideas.

Notes to II. 135-156—(i) In these verses Dandin shows
how one identical theme—the hinderance of the
lover’s departure—can be poetically treated in various
ways so as to form examples of different kinds of
Akshepa. The verses are probably of Dandin's own
authorship, which shows that he was not without
some poetical powers. The verses have besn much
guoted in other wrifers: see the Appendix on
Parallelisms, The Alamkarakaustubha gives an ex-~
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ample of ST which combines most of these prohibi-
tion-varieties and adds some more of its own (p. 309)—

Al TRAWFS a9 [9: 39 g4 a9-
fﬁ%ﬁﬂﬂmmmlmml

A Sfar fer SR g SR ar a ar

a7 & Ry s g gyl 39 & sfya o

Our readers are probably already familiar with the
classical passage in this strain from the end of the
Piarvardha of Bana’s Kadambari.

(1i) Regarding the illustration of mymmem. (ii 137)
Bhoja observes (p 427)—ery q=fy grEiEa: @Y g [FenfRd
SISATEAT HROTAI THAGEEAET 7 RARoaeEq, | o @
for afg «néy oy Wl

(111) Regarding the 1llustration of si=fgswiay (it 142)
Bho:a observes (p 421)—3x =% 9@ AfdEERrg @l
S AR I, SATRMIEEEaNT AR B 5 geN

&9 | The Alamkarasarvasva passes the following
comment on the same stanza (p 120)—313 FaTfaq Ty
AR R TE B | A e SR sl
A\ A TEERTEA AR | 6 A A S
ﬁ%mmawfmﬁm\ T Al EEerhaf-
UrERATAS e AT s |

(1v) Regarding the 1illustration of zmn&™ (n 147)
Bho:a observes (p 424)—sr iwgTr % FOH g;q-@iﬁ
T e B seadf g MR T | 8 didigeed
s 1 SIS | ST ST AR A sftwefin-
& Ay v\ |

(v) The two stanzas about @@waq (il 155, 156) are
piobably interpolations. Our oldest Mss. J and N
omit them, and the fact that the Madras edition takes
them before the two stanzas dealing with Jwi&7 "points
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 n the
text so as not to disturb the numbering of the editio
princeps.
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Notes to II. 157-158 and 161-162-—(1) Even our oldest
Mss J and N give 1n the first pida of 11 158 the hyper-
metrical reading—smagsmRuay | The reading given by
us 1s a conjectural emendation suggested by the
variant givenby V. Our Ms N puts stanzas i1 159, 160
after stanza ii. 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 1s clearly in-
fluenced by sEEgIEET. of i1 162, which words were
probably, in the original exemplar, written imme-
diately underneath the words @WTRFFMET. or 1n
such a position as to make the wandering of the eye
from the one to the other quite easy.—Since all our
Mss give the hypermetrical reading, 1t further fol
lows that our present coples are traceable to one
ariginal copy, and that the vari®e lectiones are accord-
ingly subsequent to the date of J, our oldest extant

copy

Notes to II. 159-160—(1) While most of the preceding
varieties of Akshepa were based upon some psycholo-
gical or other attendant of the prohibition, in the
varieties which follow Dandin #s usual is attempting
to combine the sAWAREY with the Y=y of some other
figure. The examples arc self-explaining.

(1) In view of the use of the words g&7 and 9 1n
this stanza as applied to the actual and the figurative
moon the explanation of the same words we gave in
our Notes to i1. 83 gains additional plausibility.

Notes to I 163-164—(1) Compare 1i. 26 and 27. It will
be noticed that 1n da¥vwwr the vy was s and the qa
the 5%a; such a distinetion is not intended between
TR and §9Eqw®.  Further in the Swrd of i 163
there is only a removal of the douht, not an ussertion
as I it 27, sevond line

(SR DV IEIPNY
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Notes to II. 165-166—For Dandin’s concepiion of siqi=A-
w414 see Note to 1 169 below.

Notes to II, 167-168—(i) In 1i 131 the Fmw itself was
negated ; here something else is negated on the
strength of a @wm or 8g adduced Generally a FW 1s
%% or productive cause and a ¥g & STH or probatory
cause. See ii. 235.

Notes to II. 169—(i) As in the case of Akshepa, Dandin’s
definition of Arthantaranyasa is also rather crude and
wanting in the later pruning and refining with a view to
make it more precise and to delimait its field from that
of other alamkaras or sub-varieties of them. To begin
with, Dandin speaks of atg @& =& &g+ ~9: and
7%g has been here taken to mean a theme or a com-
plete statement, so that an ordinary 2g of an sgH< is
naturally excluded. Compare Vamana, Vritti on
iv 3. 2—amgmem, @ e qataear: | The
figures-of-speech known as wga™ or Fegfey (neither of
which however our author admits) are in consequence
differentiated from this fignre. Between Fwegfesy and
w9 the element of mutual distinotion is the faot
that in the former it is the sweg (e.g. IR of W)
while in the latter it is the gra=Rg (e. g. ¥ of afg) that
is set forth, and there is further the circumstance that
in the figure-of-speech known as 3/gqW there is ad~
duced the complete paraphernalia of a logical infer-
ence including the =y, Both the figures neverthe-
less agree in this that both af the FR#g and A the
gigseg are individual objects and mnot statements
or JEgs.

(ii) Objections can be taken however to the above
statement of the case on the ground that in an sgaM
the yewi=Rg is often a condensed and even complex
statement, and in the Feafsy Mammata and others
recognise a variety where the FRWRg is a AT
Hence 8 better differentia between wsgam and Freyiay
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on the one hand and w4t=4® on the other 1s furnish-
ed by the condition that while the relation between
say 3% and ¥g in first two figures 1s not of the nature
of genus-to-species or species-to-genus, it is invariably
that 1n the case of the gmaaeg and the %y ocour-
ring 1n the latter alamkara. As Dandin does not lay
down this condition and does not also recognise the
figures wga™ and Freqiey, the problem does not arise 1n
his case at all. Dandin’s ¥&&FR however (1. 235) does
duty for both srga= and F=ufey and 1n our Notes to
that figure we shall attempt to distinguish 1t from the
figure now under discussion.

(iii) We will next draw attention to the word Fegey
in the definition of this figure. This means that in an
QYT it 18 always the wega or the I that 1s
sought to be corroborated by the s5%gd, both x%ga and
woegd being actually expressed, and that further the
statement of the u¥gd should come first in order.
‘Where the order of statements is reversed Bhoja re-
cognises a distinct sub-variety. Compare (p 429)—

N T ReIRERl 3R I A M FE I}

FETEE I f Tgag eyvietmr IRt U
5 QraEAd 6 S9E TR T aratRary Raatar-
4 AEE arieaearg | Similarly when an attempt 1s
made to suggest (and corroborate) the unexpressed
5&gd by the expressed &g or the unexpressed snrga
by the expressed m%gd there results the figure of
speech called gw@ifRs (i1 205) that has to be dis-
tingnished from srgt=w=19, where both 5egd and swega
are expressed With reference to this distinction it
may be noted in passing that Dandin’s guEifRs em-
braces both GamEifRE proper (N RTIEFOEIAY ) and the

far of Mammata and others (S{STFRMRE IET-

#1g9: ), and that his account of ywegasrar (ii. 340) is
slightly different from the one usually current [ see
Notes to that figurel.

(iv} If we compare Dandin’s definition of srat=awarg
with his definition of sftmegwam (il 46) we become
souseious of a distinctive characteristic of this figure
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which must be carefully grasped In an wqFaegm
there is always umdaqud® relation between the two
g¥gs, one being adduced in corroboration of the othar.
Jagannatha gives a clear exposition of ‘ corroboration’
(p 471 )—uwds 9 7o S50 @1 @nRfa S aieers:
gz =a@mg «  In e (and in Dandin’s view
this embraces the so-called zo=;—compare Notes to
1t 46 ) the two a¥gs are merely related by an element
of similarity, upon which in fact the figure depends:
cp AEguAIREET™ 1n the definttion  The ¥R or analogy,
1t is true, may be eventually used as a corroboration
but that is not the primary and immediate object of the
figure Compare SHeRegas (p. 33)—7 @ q@ [=raw ]
A FAGCaE SN, s s
woify o FITNAREESE. | S SRR
AR |

(v) The analogical semblance required for Nfreegam
[and =zsi=1] is more likely to be found between two
general statements or between two particular state-
ments, while corroboration is usually made of a
particular by a general or of a general by a particular
statement. Most later writers accordingly introduce
the above circumstance into the very definition of
s¥i=q=rg which has been accordingly defined by
Ruyyaka ( viii. 79 )—

qRiorETAR e AT afaed !

o SR R dierE: |
by Mammata (p 804)—

TR} T RIS o aeie SR |

I g Wi |
and by Jagannatha ( p. 471 )—

A FRwer RN AHIRR a1 94 S agaiRR

Y
?h author however does not regard this as essential

nd accordingly in ii. 175 he makes one parkicular
corroborate another particular (see Notes to the
stanza ). Bhamaha (ii. 71), Bhoja (iv.67), Vamana
(iv. 3. 21), and others give also non-commital defini-
17 | Kavyadarfa |



i, 169— ) Kavyddarsa [ 130

tions similar to that of Dandin, We give the first—

SYREAAE IR |

F7 gty qEdigaar 791 I
and the last—

n Y i v]; a f T
(vi) Finally, m has to be distinguished from

fageta (il 348). According to the srésRERgw (p. 265)
the two themes or statements brought together 1n a
fzzeT have an identical or very nearly identical pur-
port ( fFR &y %), while 1n an wat=w=ma there 1s
between the two a ammﬁiﬁ——relatlon based upon
ar=RmEEss  Compare (ibid. )—-uara
AR 7 TR RRTETEA S Te aeATi-aeaTe 3w |

(vii) As to the divisions of wuawr@ Dandin’s
classification stands alone by itself Other principles
of division adopted are according to Bhoja (iv 68 )—

A SUREEEE SR T R

Jaefn 7 RgRETdaa Fa
Udbhata (p 32) gives a further classification fRaeiawrr-
=iy a1t Alamkarasarvasva ( p. 109 ), Sahityadarpana
(x.62) and other works mention a third important
sub-variety :—%m ¥ FROME 0 4 @A | The majority
of writers however refuse to recognise this sub-varie-
ty. Vidvaniths tries 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
refrain from going here into the controversy.

(vii) A further varying upon the nature of this
figure is responsible for the figures of speech known
as faeR, T, SOEEE, and SEREITE. An illus-
tration of fweR is—w 7 R WY & ™ avm @)
regarding which the Alamkarakaustubha observes
(p 320 )—ers RRwoRdarr SRT-NTIRN @ SFFEEET
RR=mg gt e, | Rudrata (vm. 85-86 )

thus explains and illustrates Ubhayanyasaf-
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FHESTETTMAT Y aradigen e |

afd FEed gEgEnaRRs
Bhoja, finally, thus illustrates and explains mafis=r=
and g (p 430 )—

ot ST AReeaT siegte i |
fowttea amr R A= glraams |
7 ATERHIF AT ETATIUHTN T T TFATGIEN afEe-

awaaqagﬂwfﬁ SERE R AR R ET eI e SHl-
FTE! T

T FAT AT SRR T |

FHCHT uge. 9 & et o
13 AR ATRTAMSHTT PR B -
5 I SERRRERT AaTIFTe] SRR | '
Vikasvara is admitted by the Kuvalayinandakara
(verse 123); Ubhayanyasa as an independent Alam-
kara by Rudrata and Vagbhata (p 44 ), and as a sub-
variety of sgi<=q@ by Bhoja, who is alone in
recognising the last two alamkaras as additional sub-
varieties of the same figure

Notes to IL. 170-173—(1) Dandin’s distinction between
fayemfiy and f@8me1 15 not strictly logieal It turns
upon the mere extent of the denotation But the
proposition—All obey Fate, and the proposition—All
great men relieve suffering, are equally universal
propositions as Logic understands them, and can
both be adduced with equal cogency in support of the
particular propositions subsumed under them

Notes to II. 174-1756—(1) The eight sub-varieties given
by Dandin go by pairs and hence our Sanskrit Com-
mentary, following the commentary called gargmfes,
renders RyiyE by sfadf In the illustration the
sffy is brought out from the circumstance that
frprEe and T2 go harmoniously together, while the
3 is shown in as much as A1¥=<F (or ) and sngmEA
do not sort together This is perhaps possible, al-
though 1n this mterpretation varieties 3 and 4 have
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little to distinguish them from the next pair As it is
however not absolutely necessary that all the varieties
go by pair, 1t would perhaps involve less forced
interpretation if By is given the usual interpretation
of the use of words 1n two senses. The word Ffigwg—
upon which the entire point of the corroboration turns
—is so used in 1i 174. Other sub-varieties, 1t 1s true,
may also use paronomastic words; but in BwfRg
variety it is the most important word that is so used

»  Compare Cb—eifepyzeeey wrii@gl agg- | Ag SI=ITh:
graee fARe: i@ @R 5} By | AlaElE
gom TG T S IR wd SO |
agﬂq%{ir |

(11) In i1 175 the Brxzfra@ 1s made up of a proposition
which embraces a §{ and it 1s corroborated by an-
other proposition which also embraces a similar &y
The two propositions, as we understand matters, are
both particular It would accordingly be an instance
of z51q in other writers, but Dandin would classify 1t as
rI=ae=d because the idea bf corroboration isevidently
the leading idea of the Swwrg. If the idea of ™Y were
the more prominent one i1t would be, according to
Dandin, a case of Sferaudar. We consequently prefer
taking the word 23R in the sense of ‘a good brah-
man ’.

Notes to II, 176-17.—(1) The distinctive principle under-
lying the last four vaiieties 1s very elusive In1i 176
the wmdag [ and not the wdwaeg also as 1n 1i 175
involves some one doing something improper or
against one’s nature ; 1n 1i, 177 both the #Wed and the
@wI% propositions involve the doing of an appropriate
action; in ii. 178 the action in the &We¥ pioposition 18
accordant for ome agent but discordant for another
agent; and in ii, 179 the adtion 1s discordant for one
agent and therefore accordant for another agent. Cb
and Cs understand Ruau=s=wEMR: or quTFEFH, and
explain 31 FaAy (7] Safaamfy shaae widasm | wqur-
Wi A9 1 The point is however debatable,

»
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Notes to II. 180—(1) Vyatireka consists of two parts—
araeaFya and 3gwaEi—both of which are essential to
the nature of the figure. The Upama-variety called
HRmErw (11 22) aimed at bringing out the ara=r alone
(zg3 fagT s=gr), the varieties called f&=yar and
SRIGTET, although mentioning with disapprobation or
approbation certain points of inferiority or superiority
in the Upamana, did nevertheless content themselves
with asserting, the HT’-IRI with more or less emphasis
(cp mammlY @r@ﬂand a1 ge ), and the variety named
fgaarET, il 17, (=58 of later writers) mentioned
grqw) but did not mention the 3%, which was left
merely to be inferred from the circumstance of the
S99 and the IT@W having changed their normal
relation It must also be noted that the @nr= and
the ¥ must each concern itself with a distinct
qu  As Jagannitha observes (p 347 )—sdiu SF=-
ARG T 7 TFIga- | G S | S
AT, SFIRRTAIRIAT a7 wﬁm | The same writer
later likerwise remarks (p 350 )—dg JrATSFE TV
TORT TSRS, T_ARIeH, Je arRiTe s
s@ 9 aRREE TR T IR RerrEe, | aw |
TEUGCEERY @ JETHCNT: IEFNHaEE a™
RIS RIS TR STeRSaae gaﬁzaﬂl o = oA~
FRTFREY Bafa: we T, ST
@%mmﬁaws%MWl@awmmﬁ
ATe PTRBAIE BT (U T AT 95 3T T FREH-
EremraTg SRt ST

(ii) The variety called sfei¥aiwy (11 34 ) comes nearer
to this figure As Dandin gives it as an Upamai variety
some kind of &=y between the moon and the face must
evidently have been intended. The point of the &wy
is not here actually expressed If we imagine that it
is the %1% the example becomes a regular =qfRE with
the implied @™y as regards #I=7 and the expressed
AT in consequence of F@F and WeAl—compare ii. 187
below. If however we regard the point of ang= and
%4} to be the same—say ngRRF—and interpret the

- example to mean that the moon, because of its twou
defects, cannot be a match to the face as regards charm-~
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ingness—and this is how Dandin wants us to under-
stand the passage—we can distinguish Sfadear from
=fa%F because 1n the former there 1s not JuRRIETEH
&9 as Jagannatha would say. Compare to the same
effect the definition of Rudrata ( vir 86)—

Y 7 IR T T T T ST |

SERETI Al g BT gE U
As the Agnipurina does not recognise Vyatireka as a
distinet figure, what 1t defines as Vyatirekopami
(344 13-14 )~

TENTHET ARy oy rEfay |

gg=qafiiel safamar g ar il
must be taken to 1nclude both =f3%F and wRAFITAT

(1i) As to the varieties of this figure, since one
aspect of 1t 1s 37T, — as Jagannatha observes—IgarsHgr
o e dwafa!l But 1t 1s usual to recognise only three
of them according as the @+ 1s ZEAaE (L e both
TR A, and FRARARGAET 167 ) or g Next
as to m—mmwmﬁmmeﬁwﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ Srgerrafy
23 T | ATENSGATTET SCRIREHITT ST IRl T SEY
«21 3fd 94r | This gives by combination 12 vaneties,
and the iniroduction of &9 i the statement of Jg
at once doubles their number A further prineiple of
sub-division 1s the relation between the two things
brought together for comparison and contrast, which
might be either class-concepts or individuals (&=fa-
SqRiE or @egFeafiR® ), and the last differentia 1s the
motive for ¥z which may be simple or rendered complex
by involving a further process of similarity within the
difference, as in 1i. 193, 194 All these principles are
admitted by Dandin, though not actually illustrated.

(iv) In all latter-day discussions about Vyatireka
there 1s a theme that comes 1n invariably for treatment
the genesis of which is to be found 1n the following
statement of Rudrata ( vii 89-90)—

A7 W ST 7 FATET T T IR |
AT 97 GHER @ g |
i ey T g R T |
Y YR g AlamaiEd g g oo
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Ruyyaka (p 80) explains the point of the example of
this IWAIGAT=MFIR =fRF by saying—a=mam
q I AT, | AT FEREWE | As against
this Mammata asserts (p 784 )— s ArmEmfm i
ffafémm | Jayaratha the author of smRTAERNRER and
Visvanatha the author of @ifgmgin side with the older
school while Jagannitha follows Mammata The
following full extract from the vwwrenm (pp 352-353)
will make the position on either side quite clear—
T STATIETRERT = IR i o I, e ff areaiee-
T, | Newer TRIG ST TNy faien Ra-
FRAL IR T G [ 3R YA | 39 wemmes g
IR groT=eA @ B afd Frotstaged g9 | ¢ gRe
biG Q?{Sﬂ?ﬁﬂ'ﬁ}éﬁ]% %maamnﬁgﬁ v feeacaga B g S9:
qreraer | i | et B fa aegw | 3% sar | 5f G-
FIETR3 B SRy AN SRR NG =
Rafrafta =wemd safis: WakavwmE TRl gaeE, 3 i
[Jagannatha replies] agrmrags | sfma & il
o TEREATRIEA Rafd A e | 9 R g -
TR S G A U 4 QREIEeTmner | 58 -
NHARTIREAARETRTT AR TARRREE TereTawI R
HRAT FAT THIGAGISTA AEECRIEAGESd Gead | a5a
R RIAATIERIeR = AR RIIRTNrR Tegaatimeat |
=g i FRIET 3Q W ATEOE aTg AW AR
SRR SR |

Notes to II. 181-184—(1) As we have seen ( Note (iii) to
ii. 180 ) it has been customary to have, along with w
and ¥ Vyatireka, stgwg Vyatireka with the three
sub-varieties depending upon the manner of express-
ing @, each with further two-fold differentiation
depending upon the presence or absence of B The
three B9 varieties from out of these six are deelared
to be impossible. Says Uddyota on Kavyaprakasa-
pradipa ( p. 793 )—sr3¢ R | SRR R0 qRRTE
RTHFHFAGREY, A7 TF AR | SRR ANERRT
fa=a@g! To which may be added the conclusion of
Jagannatha—g4 o =gRmkrds s srgReEgEgon-

e
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Notes to II. 185-188—(1) These three varieties are an
attempt, after Dandin’s manner, to combine the 3fisy
of this figure with that of some other figure or figures.

A

Notes to II, 189—(i) As before observed ( Note (1ii) to 1l
180 ), w=Riurzragiasy includes what is called smgaras) as
well as sidaras  Regarding this distinction Mammats,
notes (pp, 664 ff )—F¥Eniamear JoR aERGTHAESRIRRT

’ qurfy aramfRealEar gom wieg 99 afy-
iR qERE Al I | ade o aeid (e Vi 116)
o e Fdnare U S 9O GO STRIgER T O 3R
maﬁmmgaﬁm@wmqm fenfeg-
RS graEieeme gRaERRE e T, g
qﬁﬁwtm%agwﬁm%gﬁf (we V. i 115) sovm
ARt @ Rad@ U In sdwwrees the SyamETER is al-

together absent.

Notes to II. 190-192—(i) Compare i1. 190 with ii. 22. In
the latter gadm RT =M emphatically declares the
grg=]. In the former only the ¥z is stated and the
arg=t is left to be inferred It should also be mnoted
that 11 22 mentions a circumstance that can be regard-
ed as IFAIENEg while the S@@UR of ii 190—by an easy
change into =R and even without it—ecan con-
stitute an

(ii) On ii. 191, which Bhoja quotes, he observes
(p.237)—al‘5[mm SRR : SRS agamt
< Rraen FERf O SemHaEEREEEIRE: |

Notes to II. 183-186—(i) The essence of a g@EARNF con-
‘sists in the fact that in it what is offered as a g% or
/ldistinguishing charaocteristic beiween the Smma and

the 377 has in it an element of @z5g. The grezy how-
ever is sufficiently subdued to allow the ¥g5fify to gain
hold upon our mind at least in the first instance.
Bhoja observes on this stanza as follows (p, 305 )—
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(iv) A better way of understanding the passage
would probably be to regard 1i 194 as forming one exam-
ple of FzaegRitfar with s =Farga)ag. Thus—

JEHN—R

IRI—EA

TR —3fy, which is apprehended first ( yefta )

AT, I

ATFACH— ARG, SFwmaaed; this 1s apprebended

as an after-thought.

The only difficulty in the way of this interpretation 1s
the two dual locatives (or genitives) connected by ¥ in
ii. 195. The locatives can be translated by—" between
the moon and the haisa, 1z regard ¢o sky and water, a
difference etc.” ; and = could be regarded as explative
Bhoja, 1t must be added, favours the earlier interpre-
tation. His remarks on this stanza are (p 305)—
o Y IEeEd IR R ER T SO g
T ARSI SEPERE T2 T ¥R | 8 e
eIt |

Notes to II. 197-198—(i) Bhoja remarks on this illustrg-

-

tion as follows (p. 303)—ax qﬁamﬁe:r T AT 9
TR SR
faa: | 9 SRR | g
(ii) This stanza is made to support the weight of a
chronological argument for the priority of Bana's
Kadambari over the Kavyadar$a of Dandin—a weight
which it is too weak to sustain ; for, even though the
conelusion be sound it should not be supported by an
unsound argument Peterson (Dasakumara, First Bdi-
tion, Preface) and Pandit Mahedchandra Nyayaratna
before him (A.S B, Proceedings 1887, p. 193) rogard
Kavyadarsa il 197 as s reminiscence of Baps ‘in his
Kadambari, (B.S 8 p 102, 1 lﬁy—maﬁqﬁamm
m—mwmmmmﬁrm: Nothing

" need hinder us, as far as the two passages alonme are

concerned, from regarding the Kadambari idea as an
elaboration of that in the Kavyadarsa. More probably
the two are quite independent of each other.
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Notes to II. 199—(i) Compare Notes (1) and (i1) to 1i. 131-
132 In further distinction of FRW&Y from fvremr it
may be stated that while the former stops at a mere
denial of the causs the main point of the latter turns
rather upon the 3 or imagining of the new cause
(or mrfaFa) to explain the effect The name of this
figure can be explained as fvEa FRUR, F&w, (the
way that Dandin suggests) or Rfirsey FRer Wia 3 (the
way that Bhamaha (ii, 77), Udbhata (P. 38), and Ruy-
yaka (P 124) prefer), both explanations of cou
amounting to the same thing., But 1t is interesting
to note, as an indication of a difference in tradition,
that Dandin and Bhimaha give different explanatioas.
‘We may also mention another fact 1n this connection
that would point to the same conclusion. In the
definition of this figure Bhimaha, Udbhata, Vamana
Mammata and others use the word 331 instead of R
or tg, which 1s chosen by Dandin, Bho)a, Ruyyaka,
Rudrata, Vidvanatha, Jagannatha, and others. Prati-
harendurdja explains the use of the word BT as
follows (p 38)—gz afsRE I aq @8 PThed, | Emgad
PR HRR: TR S0 IREFIETE, SN g
ReEEalRd R | 7= = R SRRy o 9 RerseeaRee-
foamy a9 FAraedios: | Ruyyaka’s comment on this
terminology is worth [quoting (p. 125)—s% = g% FTTA:
Wﬁ R F6 auidy wRonE R t R @

ARG | A PR
mmﬁﬁm!

{ii) The production of an effect withont a cause is
a violation of the natural law of causation—is a @3-
#4509, As Jagannatha observes (p. 435)—fRrager
R | RV RgoreeaRaa: SRETHE FaRe
disgr | Vibhdvani, however, is to be distingnished
from the fignre-of-speech called Virodha (ii333 ff.
where the things bronght in opposition to saeh othe
are eguipotent and are mot related to each other hy
any causal relation. As the Alamkirasarvasvas aa.ys
{p. m)%mh irmmmar irﬁmm st
¥ g & WOTTE @ ¥:1 To
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the same effect writes the author of the Sahitya-
darpana (p 551)~—Rpreern SROTTRN SufvEsRFEE, FRAA
s S | AR 9 FRRE AT | SO gaRi
srgEfyd 3§ ' We can 1in brief say that Virodha is a
general name for figures-of-speech based on contradic-
tion, and that f@wEar as well as ARSI are parti-
cular cases of Virodha that have been recognised as
independent figures.

(iii) The contradiction involved in a Vibhavana is of
course an apparent contradiction which admits of an
easy solution by SRUT=REWE or @RTATaEwEs. The
solution, however, ought to be quite easy: T gon
gfd, as Bhamaha (11.77) and Udbhata after him (p.38)
observe; and yet at the same time there must be some
kind of an actual problem to be solved. Thus in the
Hliustration in i1, 200 &fise has two senses: 9w, the
primary sense, and INHSARIGRRRN", the secondary
sense. Now ZUYM 1s not the cause of the IEmEERY and
so there is no contradiction in the statement that the
FEWs are Iqiaef™. Such is the solution or wFAMS.
The difficulty arose from the identification of the
secondary sense of &fiwar with the primary sense.
Adapting the explanation of Jagannatha (p.432) to the
cage in point we can say—ery IE FEAEERINEAY 4
TR ST SRR | FRsRom e ey 7 R
T TR | aiae AT SRR | A g
TEREA | O W T FreaEeReaEn wrew, | afy g TR
R | a7 wa e R 3 ) g R e e
A = THTEATETET. ) e e
HAETSFAFTERISA Te AT AN T QTS
NEH W | TN =0 FRREaTSERae ferfitnay-
Famgm Fragmfed dm: | @ aimeER il sRi

it T e | 9T | TR -
T TG ARG R T H ORI RS RIS S[9q-
TR T F6 | 7 T FREE SOMEsTRAER st
Reaai: 1 e | Fwiloey SRuTE FROTER T EEREET |
o G FRIT SRR IR SR | quT 7 S o e |
FGA: TN GRS el A Art 1 Teerewg | aw
TR AT A VT | T o TR S
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fendrer daae Rafd: wEea | &0 FOEE 7 SRRy
afer siemma Sifdaf |
(iv) Vibhavana can be variously sub-divided. The
commonest division is two-fold: IwffiEm and srgwfa-
firer; but we can have more. For instance the uR@gEg
might be itself bodily negated (&&us:) or there may be
a statement of its powerlessness to discharge its
function though actually present (=mawmRiE: as in
1. 338), or 1ts deficiency in regard to its qualities and
attributes (sE=8ganmar as in 11 324) or as regards its
associated adjunct (mmmrq' ). For illustrations and
detalls see Alamkarakaustubha, pp. 311-12, where
some of the examples given are, according to Dandin,
examples of Virodha and not of Vibhavana. The
Kuvalayanandakara gives six kinds of Vibhavana, as
under (stanzas 76ff.)—
e IR &I, TR H |
AHIRATR T ARy I
%{-mmwﬁ g e & aa |
afd J=7g: N
m‘?eqﬁaaﬁm T, ety afaaeas |
i A T, TARREE:

mmﬁg IR |

it gRoRal g G ang i

FITE FRUSATN ST FafgArEar |

78 PIORGHE FeTaied
In criticism of this six-fold division Jagannitha says
(p 434)—TEHRTAT THW FHRRROTATSIEE e FER ToI-
w@g | Rudrata (ix. 16-21) in a like manner, after
laying down that fqaer is a figure of speech based
upon RN, attempts a three-fold division of it, which
is also not distinctive enough. More worthy of con-
sideration 1s the classification of Bhoja who, after
giving the two-fold distinction of wHwRRRWEN and
wniRsaregar after the manner of Dandin, givés a
three-fold sub-classification as follows (iil. 10f.)—

g1 R /s = Rl ar fe 1

oo rsaRE e P U
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s 7= A1 R B g9 ar g

AT 1 iy fR #Rg= 0
Vibhavand 1s closely allied to Viseshokfi and more
comment on this figure will be found in our Notes
to i 323.

Notes to II. 200-202—(1) Bhoja regards these as examples
of gl AvEar as above defined His explanation of
i1, 200 is— 5%% FARFGRT amEAe: faenRtes: IReRg:
SAERR R o RS FReas | J9 8T AW FIOaArEerET
fryear ! and of 11 201 1n similar terms—eBiE TARE-
gl ﬂ‘%ﬁﬁl&ﬁfﬁﬂ'ﬁ'ﬂ'ﬁ%&’? AR WIS Siaans
TSR | Y T8I 1 @rAEHEAEaRT B |

Notes to IL. 203-204—(1) In 1i 203 there 1s no fawEw of
anything There is no ®Ruat and the @WrEFHa is
geRurg  We can possibly say that the uRrgdg that 1s
denied is itself sy but it 1s a question if Dandin so
understands the matter.

Notes to II. 205-207—(i) The tollowing are some of the
more important definitions of Samasokti—
Agnipurdna (345, 17)—

T TR SRR |

o gaTR ARk g g6 U
Bhamaha (il 79)—

TR TR RIS |

1 garERreRer SR aur
Udbhata (page 39)—

TEANIN TR SR |

ARG Tra e
Vamana (iv 3. §)—

SRR GHRGIY: GAEs: | SeEe e
TrinRegrear |

/
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Ruyyaka (page 84)—
FERMIET TSR e AETE e, |

Bhoja (iv L6, 49)—
TR TR A |
BRI * ARTERRE gt 0
A= T AR A |
A A= RR G T Rt 1

Mammata (page 741)—
wiRnEE: PA: FaiiRe: |
Visvanatha (x. 56)—
FATERR GRS FETSERERIT. |
STTRRENRY Jega=g =1 Tega: 1l

And finally, Jagannatha (page 367)—

(ii) It will be observed that while Dandin gives for
this figure & most elementary definition, the advance
in the various other definitions consists 1n introducing
further conditions and qualifications in the definition
with a view to delimit its sphere and to distingunish it

from other allied figures such as SRyFequat, FRRARI,
SRR, gerteraT, and st The first point to]
be noted is that, as far as Dandin’s definition goes, it
includes cases where the 373%d conveys the 5&gd or the
Wega the arsEga; but all the writers whose definitions
are quoted above—sxcept the first two—include only
the former case under THGIRG, designating the latter
as apRgewgiar  Dandin recognises the figure sysegaswe,
but as he understands s/ as §fd and not mere =,
his definition is not sif¢eyrg  See our note to il, 340,—
In the second place, while Dandin only requires that
the two T&gs be g™, some of the later writers want
that they should be alike as regards their f9§ws and
that further these f3Rwws be paronomastic or f@m.
Ruyyaka’s remarks in this connection are quite ex-
plicit (p. 84)}—s% waaraTat sRgr<d SRR 3R-
| <At A AR TR S QR gaRReaR
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AETSTRE B0 | W g FEARgAsgAsEETETT Qagats g
gRIReRT: | Ay 3 s AR | FRalslenfy ey
By | ARty SdemeRET SRgaEseeEad S |
HTBTHA A SENTIRY 7 STEANT: | SIEARN g Sasar-
Recm seael GTeleRy ¥ | 9 PR e
AR ETIAA F WA, BT W |

(in) In gfferar, gEERTGE, gRRETRT, and HuiwReTy,
for one reason or another, both the 3%ga and the 5w
are IFRMM, 1n GAHIRE only one of them is present, the
second being W+ by one of the three modes described
at the end of the above quotation We have just
referred to Dandin’s conception of amgasmqr Dandin
does not recognise the figure called %, regarding
which the TaTRaT says (p. 410)—awrarat FATRRSRNE-
RFMETSESEAT | Lastly the commentators spend
much ingenuity in distinguishing wHem¥ad 5% from
FAMIRA, regarding which the following brief statement
of conclusion should suffice (Jayaratha, p. 85)—ug
AR ST RENRITESRgN Tegae SRR ey
T § SRS RGETEEeE, e | This
statement of the case has however been much ecriti-
cised. We would refer the curious to Sshityadarpana
(p. 530), Kuvalayananda (stanza 60, Vriti), Rasagan-
gidhara (pp. 373 ff.), Alamkarkaustubha (pp. 254 ff)
and Sahityasara, (pp. 446 )

(iv) For sub-divisions of Sam&sokti see Notes to
ii 208 below Samasokti is liable to a g called
HgAeyd, which Mammata (p. 958) thus explains—
ARORRNTIHRE GHTE G STAFERNT SHREdR @
QAR SESFETE GaRae | 7

Wl fRvweat Fant: w1-
R Rrepfeserara 1
sragariEEaT Rad
Gl faeanfy Rl o

¥ s maammﬁrﬁw@amﬁﬁﬁmﬁuﬁwm

ARERT = e 79T hfeaaAty s wisd i
FRmAf e |
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Notes to II. 208-213—(1) A detailed classification of this
figure 1s as follows (ep. Alamkarasarvasva pp. 88f }—

ml!:ﬁfﬁ.

S I
. IR
fRm :

N *

Pk wmmra{ ST :?mzmlﬂﬁﬁqﬁr

o L | |, !
Reiurintil HTEPRM SR HATA

And this has been combined (lor eif) with another
four-fold classification—#9g 917 HREFAANIY 7 e t
& 9 @fion e A FAREIHIR AN | Ay TG iR
FHRRFAT | SAfEE T SARGSTRREART. | ey
SNEFIEIIRITANT 5 AFAT WA | R agTE mm?ﬁ ]

(11) Bhoja gives an independent eight-fold classifica~
tion as under (1v. 47)—
SR A=Y 47 @y A |
T RN Ao AgIrHE T i
as also the varneties called 3=\, ¥a=iifw, and A,
the ¥R ( = Weyrafywen qgEM™ ) bemng further dis-
tinguished into Zg and .
(ii)) Bhoja quotes stanza 1i. 208 ( = Bhoja iv. 48) read-
ing geITge for fimnfas. Mammata would regard 1i. 209
as an RN of the first variety

Notes to IL. 214 —(i) The treatment of stERIRs by Alam-
kankas falls under two main categories Some writers
look to the etymology of the word and describe the
figure 1n a general manuer as a heightened or hyper-
bolic mode of expressiun. The main definitions in
accordance with this view are the following—
Agmipurina (344 25)—

BIFHRTR] TETA™ BIGH, )
g R am ST i
19 [Kavyadaréa]
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Bhamaha (11 81) and Udbhata (p 40)—

AR 7= g (arg a4. Udbhata) Stasmeaei=m |
FEGlEERn aeeFRaar I97 (Far: Udbhata) U

Hemachandra (p 264)—

e e TR R R |
Vagbhata (p 37)—

g R RERITRR: 1
Vawana (iv 3, 10)—

FUTIRaE R HeTAIRITRA: |
and Bhoja who, besides quoting Kavyadarsa i1 214
and i1 220, gives the following extra characterisation
of the figure (iv. 82, 83)—

T 9 TR oI | Bharon Ay |

a2 seuT STaEt e &R

SRATETRRIEY 22T JRTEARAE: |

SR 72 QY AR gug

(ii) It is during the process of division and sub-

division of the possible hyperbolic statements of a
thing—the most complete is by syyzyeifde, (Kuvalaya-
nandavritty on stanza 36) mto [swmfwmaRy,] AgwR-
TR, FERERNE, TRy, SHFRREIRG, Tue-
FARE, and srusaiRERRE—that the later idea of the
five-fold siftmetRs as understood by Mammata comes
to the fore. Some of these later division-definitions
are—

Mammata (p 762)—
Ftreterean g sEaw R g |
I I TTa 0 T Fewww N
BRIHORIES DGR |
AR Flevenre e ]
Visvanatha (x 47)—
WNE: daedg ez |
et FRRAN: a1 9297 qa: U
Ruyyaka (p. 65) is most expliot in the matter—
YA Y FER—erey Red vt =1 1\ Awa R
AR

ECIELIEIE T EEIaEe | O 9w
T, Red AARGATH, | RS emg
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A TRl | sratraanETEERE. | SR 9 N |
G L AW A | AT | e W | we-
?GFq . l

Rudrata perhaps marks the middle stage in this pro-
cess of evolution 1n as much as he regards 313z not
as an independent figure-of-speech but as a rhetorical
devise of the same kind as comparison or contrast and
giving rise to a number of figures (12 in all) which he
thus enumerates (ix 1-2)—

Egadia- afafEEanEedd o

FA FRREW 9 st |

RS RRTEa R |

TR aeTTRTR AT a1 U
Just the opposite of this is the view of Hemachandra
who says (p. 267)—wERA 9 @59 Y FRTANRNE ToEE-
'O @ B TRAMSEREAINTRY G MRS wE eI
IISHATATE: S |

(iii) Atisayokti understood in this extended sense

1s called ¥®iRs by Bhamaha in the oft-quoted stanza
(ii. 85)—

[T o FRIRRERTE! e |

T HET FE. BromReT 7 U
Vakrokti is formally defined by Vamana (iv. 3.8) as
GrEFTHA, the point being—Is GrEISH WRRIRAIA R

" wriaRREEERE R I TRRWSHER 3 e !

(1v) The most modern school as represented by
Jagannitha (p 313) and others refuses to recognise
the five or more sub-varieties for the figure put forward
by the Middle School As the Alamkarakaustubha
observes (p 285)—SwMigiae friliemamaaTRRRERs: |
TERFR RS SREERA T, | 7 JTgeaardomid-
TNRreET AR PR O | 7 JaadaEad
TR e | RtsRAweEER T, |
FRT  ISTFERTRE IR WEOTe  aTRr e
A SERMEeaagaTa: | This school therefore ap-
proaches the most ancient school represented, amongnt
others, by Dandin.
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(v) Bhoja’s statement (iv 2) quoted above probably
differentiates JTaaEnrs from 07d (1 83), see also our
Sanskrnt Commentary p. 236 11 6-13.

Notes to II. 215-21<—{1) Verse 215 15 ziven by Bhoja (p. 462)
as an example of FE¥E with the remark-e=id Fqeree
SrreRERT ATZleR [agT 47 qRe, SRR afy
g @Y A0 FFEAT TEnREEas | Hemachandra (p 265)
cites this as an example of IR HJT —eEnfiEnimn
SRR SNEAETGIEA EAAT %091 3. | Mammata
would regard the example as containing an indepen-
dent figure called #Hifed or fifgq, but Bhoja observes—
e FRaTa BRI 1 I=A | R S RN TR -
e R 48 atiaIRETRERT S R |

(11) The foot-note on o 237 contains a misprint
For gatgsfm read w@nﬁ for gaieimz, and for grEat
in the last line read arga=l

Notes to IL. 217-218—(i) Bhoja (p 462) gives this as an
example of AT with the remark—a3s A HiFi-
ATAENT JEETRTAREAT 39 gF0 areifA ar A@Ay | 9 qaen-
formlt amfEEeR |

Notes to II. 219—(1) Bhoja (p. 462) gives this as an ex-
ample of JmitRriw Aevafm®  and remarks—si34 FAR-
CEIAETGRE T FRREA 39 gy x|
A wesarferd amifazee | Mammata and others re-
cognise this as an indeperdent figuie-of-speech called
Sibcd

Notes to II. 220~—(1) Bhoja gives other sub-varieties ot
this figure such as FWEATRER, ATWITAGT, and H=F=TRERT
or feranfemEwe.

(11) Bhamaha also delivers himself in a similar
strain (ii, 84)—
s@aqrﬁs@ar qunfeRmEiaTE: |
w3t e @b ar A
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We have already mentioned Rudrata’s attempt to
regard RRT as a fundamentum divisionis for classi-
fying figures

Notes to II, 221-225—(1) We give below some of the more
important definitions of Utpreksha —

Agnipurana (344.24)—

sregETafeaT gAY 1 |

FFIAT F T ARG Fe
Udbhata (p 43)—

RS T=AmEra T |

SRERIERRRIEEE e ol
Bhamaha (11 91)—

sifm e ST 98 |

SoFviEpiPieEicEeicoill)
Vamansa (iv. 3 9)—

ST AT AT R geEAT |
Ruyyaka (p 55)—

A SHTYATRY TEAT |
Rudrata (vi. 32, 36)—

frarerTRE e Reiweaagey |

AR ¥ aferagenRt dieler )

77 ARR g agegiw 99 a@ |

TEA-GgITTH G ardeT |
Vigbhata (p. 34)—

HATAETHTEEAN SR Foegriail |
Vagbhata (iv 90)—

Bhoja (1v. 50)—
YRMTETR T IRGEIEIT |
gedt gor: o =t argsien S«der i
Hemachandra (p 247)—
HEEREERR TR ST |
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Vidyanatha (p 383) and Chitramimanss (p 73)—
A TR |
TE % A9 MEREEEr s=ed
Vidyadhara (viii 12)—
UIFARE (AR ITANEY ONHEER |
A1y, UFGEY TaT AT AT aex 1

Mammata (p 707)—

TR SFaRT S99 I}
Visvanatha (x 40)—

VR TNEEISET SHAR A |

Jagannatha (p. 285)—

AR TR A1 e e Tt -
Tmammmaﬁamamw
e !

And Visvesvara (p. 180)--
WA G 9T SRR agaRy |
GG ST R

(1i) All these definitions from the simplest to the most
slaborate agree as to the essentials. The points fo be
noted are 1 that it should be a @A =FNAYT=
WFUTEE N = YT F = ARG = G, 1 e,
TEagwRe 2 That it should be deliberate or smE™
and not due to actual error 3 That it should be
between things having similarity, and so based on
similarity 4. That 1t should be striking or pictures-
que 5 And that it should concern itself with the
4 or U and BRI or MR of the thing under discussion
Regarding this last requirement Pratiharendurs;s
observes (p. 44)~ zaquq: fady qu: | SnIepmEeg B | <
ag Y eremeEREREae, BR | o e Wt g
rafER | a9 o aRR e R e 5 |
e e | o = SR, R | 3 R :S
F ;e TIea: W BT | Caraea SR W YEREAs
qefifee SR }

(iii) Numerous subdivisions of this figure are given
by Alamkarikas: compare Alamkarasarvasva (p. 57),

\
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Rasagangidhara (pp 28b-87), and especially Piatipa-
rudriya (p. 386) We cun exhibit them 1n a thular
form thus—

ae?gar
|

qreq FEHIE!

| |
Jifefer  guidwn %zril%mr aiqﬁ':r«'n

et ot et o e it s bt e -

i T
afdfem yafRmn fFeofggan @y

Further subdivisions of sach of these varieties are as
under—

mﬁ\'f%tmlr qr=qr

i
JrETRTEET AT ARTET

| I
!

| l |
ﬂW\Trfﬂﬁr !”mrrf?fimr gmﬁﬁim mei?fiﬁr

| | 11 1 T 1
IyrafafmT srgurife Soffe Hofde Fofqe Hofde Iofde yofqe
The four main divisions of gr<qr are 1n this way divi-
sible 1nto 8 sub-variefies, thus giving rise to a total
of 32 varieties under qr=qr Kach of these wvarieties
can be further sub-divided into three sorts thus—

aqmﬂawﬁ?i’r‘a?r SrfaEsET ar=ar
1. T
ﬁ@'l%@&‘ﬂ T RN

Thus we have-~

gremrsufRfEyr of 24 vaneties,

greqT T of 24 varieties;

greqr AT of 24 varieties;

qreqresagar of 8 varieties ( FoUew sEn
SRR ) 5

yetgarr Srfgar of 12 varieties ( Rfamwngar-
T TR A GER ),
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gefiaren quiggan of 12 varleties,
e (e of 12 varieties;
ydmET seafame of 4 varielles;

]

Total 120 varieties

Illustrations for all these varieties, especially the
gdREeT varieties, are not always quotable Jagan-
nitha’s eriticism of these manifold varieties is also
worth quoting He says (p 295)—-z SRS & ¥
mqai’xmgargar | RIARg AN TR JeSRTgTIERad |
T maﬂ‘é@mﬁqm SO SRR |
(1v} Four the distinction between e and SARAqu
compare our Note to 11 23 Bhoja, however, considers
(iv 51) iAo as TowrniidiEr and says that it is not
distinct from I@er proper  His example is—-
fEgFerIas ael @ gaa |
FITETIRICT 92T e U
9T IR FgtS GRS AT SoRAY |
This however is distinet from the IgT variety recog-
nised by Dandin

(v) As to 3@Mag being IAeN compare our Notes
to i1, 339

Notes to II. 226-234—(1) This famous discussion of the
fowdig stanza which has been taken over from our
author by most subsequent writers such as Ruyyaka,
Mammata, Vi§vanatha, Jagannitha, etc , raises certain
side 1ssues which we shall first dispose of Dandin
refers to this stanza as having been already, before
his days, the subject of discussion 1t cannot therefore
be of Dandin’s own composition, and he cannot be
reasonably supposed to have been the author of the
work from which the stanza 1s taken The next
question 1s to determine the source of the quotation ®
Untal the discovery of Bhasa’s [Daridra~]Charudatta
all were content to assign the Mrichchhakatika 1 34
as the source for Dandin; but there are reasoms to
suppose that the Mrichchhakatikais itself an elabora-
tion of the Charudatta (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
as to whether Dandin was indebted to Stdraka or to
Bhasa Exact grounds are lacking for determining the
question one way or the other; but s0o much we have
gained by the discovery of Bhasa’s plays* we need not
any more link the date of Dandin to that of Siudraka.
(or of Bhasa) If Stidraka 1s to be assigned, say to c1r.
600 A, D, and if reasons exist to assign Dandin to an
earlier date, we candosoby making him refer to Bhasa"
who gives our stanza in Charudatta 1 19 as well as in
Balacharita 1 15 If on the other hand Bhasa turns
out to be a ninth-century play-wright (I have seen
this only asserted but not actually proved or evan
made probable) and 1f Dandin comes earlier, we can
still preserve our countenance and make Dandin borrow
from Stidraka Dandin here quotes the first half of
the stanza One of our Mss, quotes the full stanza in
this place and gives besides another extra stanza which
1s noticed 1 the Chitramimansi (p 77) The full
stanza is repeated also as [ii. 362] which we regard
as an interpolation (see Note to the stanza).

(ii) The word g9 1s used in SwT as well as I,
Compare Note (x) to ii. 14. In the latter half of il 227
Dandin 1s actually quoting the words of Pataiijali.
See our Sanskrit Commentary.

(iii) The g in il 228-229 can be thus exhibited:
The stanza fsmdiq aaiET contains an 3T with—

IqHTA~— Ty
SR
T —
graF—.
Here of course one word 18 made to perform two func-
tions, which is obviously a mistake.

(iv) In the above giues the verb fwfty was interpre
ted as [gwegaR following the usual practice of the
Vaiyakaranas or Grammarians, According to them

{20 Kavyadarsa ]

% i, e. qH: STe:EECYl SRE |
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fmqfy = SFRE-gTME-IWeR. Now we have seen
that we cannot make the =y the IAM. Can we

make the stmile turn upon the subordinate elements
of the =R, the %y and the ¥ ? This is the point con-
sidered in i1. 230. The answer is in the negative; for
if the &gRsa™ interpretation of &MY is to be
retained, the Mu factors are lost in the principal and
can have no independent locus standi. This is quite
obvious.

(v) Thegdue in ii 231 suggests that, following the
Naiyayikas, we should so interpret the verb fewaf as
to give a non-subordinate position to the iﬁ& of the
3wFEn In this view RwRI=sms sl lifkreevws-
IFgEEFWE-Fa  So the proposed Iy statement is—

sa— R or JTE

IR —TY

R —?

g% —8q
Now the question is, who 1s the g% ? If the idea is
F91 ik gew: [t ] Remaf qar @ st Reafy, we obvi-
ously can connect g1 with the 3my alone and not
with the 39 also, whereas, as a matter of fact, stg1f™
seems to be intended 1n the stanza as going with both.
Hence Dandin says—agwify 7 gagq (or adopting the
variant which also has good ms. authority—awa: sigFify
adgy) Further, the point of similarity between the
proposed 37q™ and IW¥Y (or, adopting the variant, the
point in which 0¥ the 39a7 is compared with the J7%
the Sqam) has got to be extraneously supplied: it is not
actually given in the stanza

(vi) Can we unot, as a possible alternative, connect
wgTR with both the 3w and the 3vi proposed in (v)
above, and in this manner *-~7ur % gov: sgf Rl
(or fesd) aum aw: s eyt This would obviate the
first difficulty of argwiftt 7 GagA; but the second diffi-
culty still remains. We can, it is true, conceivably
imagine AT or some such characteristic of the Jgq
a8 the supposed common dharma, but it is % and
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more or less unsatisfactory. The common property in
an 3741, as Dandin says (1i. 232), ought to be evident,
which 1s not the case here.

(vi1)) The proper way to understand the verse is not
to regard it as containing an 3T but rather an IJexn
The poet 1ntends to ascribe to Wy the character of a
Jq%—the ITRT or FMW 18 FHRRHFCRIGFOTIATAT-

Iyefeeaae dwday as it has been well

observed The word g7 accordingly can be a /% of
I also.

(viii) We have said that the line Rsudflg etc con-
tains an IAer There are however two possible ways
of understanding the s&em  We could say that here
THAHH-AFFIB-57104 (which is the srgurafivasegs) aw:saf-
T ST RIRATSH M fafiae (which is also 3rgum)
T EE-ATFAF-SaAR T Gwera | Or we could say
that here—3srgraRiweseeTIgEosime: (the STrafd)
smae R (this being srgum) srRIresmRYTIRERC-
AEgaRAd &gy | The first is the Semeor view adop-
ted by Dandin, Mammata, Visvanidtha, Appayya-
Dikshita and others; the second, the SRR view coun-
tenanced by Alamkirasarvasva, Rasagangidhara and
other modern texts. The difference does not however

seem to be very vital. Compare Alamk&rakausfubha
pp. 194-195.

(ix) Some Mss, give here (after ii. 226, first half) an
extra verse which can be thus rendered—

“The Ocean, by its billowy summits, is as-if

grounding sandal-ointment-in-the-form-of-foam 3

taking that by his hands <rays> the moon is

besmearing as-it-were the Ladies-in-the-form-of-
Quarters.”

(x) It is usual to render Idem by Poetic-fancy.
Fancy, however, is a lighter product of our plastic or
creative faculty, which generally concerns itself with
associations or combinations of ideas which are re-
mote, recondite, arbitrary, and unexpected; while Ut-
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preksha knows of no such limitations. At the same
time, while a simile 1s a more or less sustained effort
of the imagination to hold two things together in one
consclousness with a view to establish a complete
picture, an Utprekshad is a passing suggestion of the
intended similarity, which may occasionally be very
picturesque and which, while it lasts, gives a point of
view from which 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) The three figures g, g, and 3,
and in this order, are enumerated by Bhamaha (i1, 86)
who however says— 3gal GeHl Jg AGHNET 7q 1, 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, however, Notes
to 244 below. Other writers who recognise all these
three figures by these names are ¥ (. 12, i 21,
v 56), e (vii 82, v 98, vii. 100), amy= (p 43), and
FaeaTa= (stanzas 166, 150, 137). Others recognise one
or two of them only, subsuming the remaining under
some other figure or figures Dandin 1llustrates Hetu
in 1., 236-259, defines and 1illustrates Stkshma in
1L 260-264, and treats of Le$a 1n 11 265-272.

(1i) Hetu is a poetic cause, and Indian Alamkari-
kas recognise a number of figures of speech based upon
causal relation These are (cp. Note (1) to i1 2 also)—
apiiear=ra (i 169), frmamr (i 199), wafda (i 298), fR-
sif (il 323), fagam (il 348),—amongst the alamkaras
recognised by Dandin—as also the alamkaras known
a8 TEAlGE, AGAM, FRUMTST, 313, B, {e, ag=v, gk,
ST, TE, eto , not to mention alamkaras like zwiv,
SR, or geuiaar (where similarity serves to illus-
trate as well as to corroborate), or some sub-varieties
like $RumdM or Mammata’s last varety of sifRmeNfRs
(where causal relation comes in only secondarily).
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Ignoring the last two groups of alamkaras, and con-
sidering first the alamkaras not found in the Kavyi-
darsa, it is to be noted that gumify=gwilRa, Dandin pre-
serving the first word for the 7w and the second for
the alamkdra. Writers like Bhoja (iii. 34, iv. 44),
Ruyyaka (p. 163, p 189), and Visvanitha (x. 86, x 96),
it is true, recognise both wwifé and Tuifdg as two dis-
tinct alamkaras, but the TRy of the last two writers
is a WaR, while we have already commented upan
Bhoja’s Samadhi as an alamkara (see Note (11) to ii 99).
About @g=y we shall have something to say in the
Notes to 1. 298, while et is only the ¥g with

super-added The figure 3Rg as recognised
by Bhoja (iii 18), Rudrata (1x. 54), and g=e (p. 44)
comes very near to our author’s 32\Rs (il 323). The
figure #=N3F (defined by Mammata as FAEiFIIEM™ar)
is practically the same as Dandin’s ¥g, while srgam is
the same g set forth with the usual =q1f{f and other
paraphernalia of a logical inference. For the rest
compare Notes (1) to (v1) to 11, 169. The other figures
need not be here considered in details. See however
Notes on fy5Rg varieties.

(i1i) Dandin has given illustrations for 16 varieties
of §g of which 14 are illustrations of a%g and only 2
(viz. ii, 244, ii. 245) are of the g%y We have already
{p. 127 above) explained the distinetion between &r=®
and 9% ¥g, from which it will be clear that the #R=Rg
(e. g. af¥) normally precedes the Fr¥} (tm), while the s
is the logical mark or fF (e. g. yw) which tn ifs most
valid from is actually the &% of the gy (viz. ()).
But a poetic sm9% need not always have that rigorous
validity in its =f§y which logic requires. For instance
in ii, 245 the =NR—7 TEURETUTARTIIATSI SEISAT a5
FWIGER—may concelvably be vitiated in a partioular
person who is restless, but not by love. It is only if
the 9% is the %W of the gy that the =71y is invariably
valid,



ii. 235— ] Kavyadaréa [ 158

(iv) An s/qi=G=rTE, as we have seen above (p. 128),
involves a @rer@mN relation between two things or aegs.
Now although it is true that the most valid form of
proof is the one that depends at each stage upon
demonstrable causal relation between one thing and
another, we are not always so rigorously exacting
in ordinary life and much less so 1n poetry. Even
analogy is often given and accepted as valid proof.
Generally, however, the §r=y and the e are related as
particular to universal, or vice versa. The particular
is the result of the universal by deduction, while the
universal is the result of the particular by induction.
In sy, accordingly, the causal relation between
the two statements (even where it is demonstrable) is
ignored and attention is fixed upon the Gw:wi% rela-
tion between them. In a 2g, even in the g% variety,
the causal relation is naturally what comes to the
fore ; and as the two a&gs in question are normally two
particular objects (e. g. ST and %7 in ii. 245) and not
two statements as in an gi<aey™, the distinetion
;'between that figure and FwHeq is generally not very
difficult to make.

(v) Some important definitions of 3g are given
below:—
Agnipurana (344.29-32)——
Rt 3gaaR e |
FREN T T A Aregererrry |
Bhoja (iii. 12)—
BT ROl g HET JUEY 9\
rEREREs gy {9 U
Vigbhata (iv. 105)—
TteTeTa: SRR wg: SEE |
TR RoTEr SgEnr gade |
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Rudrata (viie 82)—

R T RACNTREE AR |

AFER BG: TR TIwgE: I
Viagbhata (p. 43)—

FEFRRTRRY 3g: |
Vigvanatha (x. 64)—

SRR e &' )
Kuvalayananda (stanzas 166-167)—
Rrdguan A i Agesad |
TR G B e

(vi) Of these definitions while the first two ‘and the
first given by the Kuvalayinandakara agree with that
of Dandin, in the others is distinctly noticeable an
attempt to give a special IRy to the figure besides
the mere fact of one thing being the ¥ of another.
Bhamaha, it will be remembered, had already raised
his voice against the recognition of g as a distinci
figure in as much as there was no FEragE in it at
all ; and this oriticism has so much weighed upon
later Alamkarikas that even so astute a writer as
Jagannatha questions the validity of smafeéy (which
with these later writers does duty for 3g) as a distinot
figure-of-speech The view is thus set forth and oriti-
cised by Visvesvara (p. 340 f.)—ug [ wagmR |—smiR&
gr;m i&sﬁwﬁﬁm&gwﬁﬁ;@aﬁﬁfm 1

AL (3] é‘i@@ﬁl?{ 1 %ﬂlﬁﬂ ST qHGRIG &ugm
AR TR 43 FARFA aaﬁtmmmm%
ag=ed, | SFAN RREEET R, | .
EERMERE 1 W, GREe JRaded aﬁsrfaam%uaa
faem !

(vii) The sixteen varieties of Hetu illustrated by
Dandin are exhibited in the following Tabular state-
ments Bhoja has elaborated Dandin’s own scheme
adding minor sub-varieties.—
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Notes to II. 235-237—(i) Bhoja thus explains the illus-

tration— TR AeE: R
ration 4 SR RTEIRR, am

Notes to II, 238-238—(i) Bhoja thus explains the illus-
tration—sRivey ey
iﬁ@f 10 1 SR msfﬁ ]

(ii) In ii. 2399 the reading "Wi‘i’a@s, as being the lectio
difficilior and as yielding a very good sense has to be
naturally preferred to the other variants available.

v———

Notes to II. 240—(i) The threefold division of %y here
given by Dandin is also to be found in the Vakya-
padiya of Bhartrihari (iif. 45-88, s3iR=R ), some perti-
nent stanzas from the section being—

fad = ﬁzrg = o T R we !
g @’Fﬂg Hegar 0 ¥y Ul
R T T 7 S ea |
SRR T, ¥§ U
ot 3t fepnen 1 seie: sRonReh |
I A q FEE Tae i v |
s, BreT Ran Hig-aar |
fad 2 Bl 9 &% od seffio 0 ve
YETIES T T T FIE |
aﬁtﬁﬁg‘a % gar sERaa I ¥
TEg=oRuR R R |
R GURREREa I e 1
RS Ry 7w
RRAIRIAAG T AR S I 10
e an Faa ok |
Y arReafeRifatioRanag U v 1
w1 ATTVRR T IR T !
adwhg SRR R SRR 1 e U
Rl o Rl 31 T a1 AP |
W wvery, RsEBrEd 1 ve U .
() Profissor K. B. Pathak (Ind. Ant. XL, Opt. ;9&
p 27) has sngmed that this threo-fold division of
21 [ Envyadarie }
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unknown both to Panini and Patafijali—was evolved
out of Panini's siitra L. iv 49 by the genius of Bhartri-
hari himself, Dandin having borrowed 1t from Bhartri-
hari. No definite proof, however, has been adduced to
prove that the three-fold division of %% was first made
by Bhartrihari himself The fragmentary Berlin Ms,
of Bhartrihari's commentary on Patafijali’s Mahgbha-
shya—the only Ms. of the work hitherto discovered—
unfortunately does not go beyond I. i. 55, and we have
no other clear evidence one way or the other. Seeing,
however, that Bhartrihari himself, as Kielhorn points
out (M. Bh., vol ii, Preface p. 20), had an ‘extensive
commentorial literature’ before him, it is unsafe to
assert 1 the absence of compelling evidence that a
particular doctrine originated with Bhartrihari, and to
base upon that assertion other chronological super-
structure S far as the evidence goes therefore 1t is
not proved that Danlin lived alr r650 A D, the tra-
ditional date of Bhartrihari’s death.

(1i) A SRt is %= in the sentence W & FAR )
Here the causal activity consists in the maﬁﬁacture
of the %2, and its exact nature is determined by the
object to be produced. A R4 is gl in the sentence
gauER: g geRdia. Here again the exact nature of
the causal operation depends upon the sort of FFR or
dexrR effected As distinct from these is the ey,
viz g in the sentencs T’} I Ifd or oA =wi TR
Here the T or 2319 involves the same kind of activity
whether its object is i@ or something-else. Hence
Dandin says that in R and R #8s the Xgm is
#aer; while in s it is generally (srgEds Fhege-
ghaRy ¥ Iy Teled AR g —says Ca) frmg
only. As a further consequence it follows that in the
first two instances other Gryws (expressed by other #res
cases) are reduired ; but they are uhnecessary for the
last. It will be incidently noted that g3% involves the
W or the isstiing ‘out of the wuREN 88 its objects, in
pdance with thie g sy fheory of sense-

aption,
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Notes to II. 241-245—(i) In ii. 242 the forests have been
transformed into poison. A %R involves a change of

form and quality, the inner substance remaining the
same.

(ii) Bhoja has given ii. 243 as an illustration of
what he calls sfisH: M 8g: | For explanation
see Sarasvaiikanthiabharana, p. 274f

(iii) ‘Dandin has given for gr=r#¥ an iliustration that
depends upon our understanding the doctrine of zfzzmi
qregeifiEar. A straight-forward illustration would have
used an ordinary verb of motion. This he has done in
ii. 244; only, mere statements like “birds are repair-
ing unto their nests” have no poetry if interpreted
wholly and solely as containing the statement of a
greg#H. Bhamaha criticises such bald or unpoetic
statements in the following words (ii, 87)—

TR Teg e arare qr: |
i 5 Fred ardieat s=may !

(iv) Here an interesting chronological question hag’
been raised. Is Dandin by his words—gdigafd ardg
(ii. 244°)—expressing hisdissent from Bhamaha’s unjust
condemnation of the 7 ; or is Bhimaha criticising
Dandin by refusing to allow as poetry what Dandin
gives as good poetry. At first blush both views seem
to be equally correct; but it seems to us that if one of
the two writers is quoting the other at all, it is
Bhamaha who is criticising Dandin, though it is

- possible that the verse was one of the floating tradi-
tional lines—like many another in Patafijali’s Mahabha-
shya-~which had been made the object of exposition

by several Alarhkarikas before them. Dandin, we
think, gives it as his opinion that the line is unpoetic,
and so is not an illustration of #Eag with orsd.
But it can be a good gweg for indicating the time.

_ Mammata thus brings out the suggestion about the

 maEer (P. 290)—de: @ €9 STEEREIE gRi

| aﬁmmmaﬁﬁ lcpiost hmﬁﬁr FgmtaEA § S

‘ i’ﬂﬁwmmf#ﬁa A gonll ) R dadga 4
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Wty R dRumRiy Aty SerfrarReated -
Sefpiscucll

(v) Dandin uses the words ZdigRfy arag to explain
why he has not taken a regular verb implying motion
as his illustration for STt A mere motion as that
of birds to their nests has no &fysy if undersfood as an
illustration of a FW&dg with %9 But, says he, the
instance can be a good illustration for a grawdg. After
this Dandin proceeds to give a regular example of a
goweg in 1. 245, Similarly Bhamaha can be under-
stood as criticising the line in question even as the
illustration of a grgweg It then becomes mere Fwl,
merc report of the weather, and hence void of any
alainkdra. The chronological relation between Dan-
din and Bhimaha cannot in any case be made to rest
upon the doubtful testimony of this passage alone

Notes to II, 246-252—(i) Bhoja quotes from Dandin stanzas
il. 247,248, 249,250 and 251 His comments on these are:
1i. 247—erst frEmITaR: IR SFeaREROEH) i, 248 —ar
mqmmi T ;ﬁ:@mm‘) 24 QUTARTGEIHROREH, (with the
variant @&t for 1 249—ar sl gl & M-
TR A TAIGFREH, | 1. 250 Qi
frgchat FfdsrafeRy. (with the variants 3y for Ast and Rff-
g1 g for gad addys: ). il 21—y TG AL S-
A = | ST e ST SR ae SR |
For a more accurate explanation of the last illustra-
tion see our Sanskrit commentary ii. 2517. The com-
mentary also gives the other three illustrations not
given by Dandin.

Botes to IL 353-264—(1) A ReRg is a violation of the
law of Nasave. Hence Dandin suggests that the viola-
tion should wot be prominently expressed but should
be conveyed in o sgoondary or subdued towe. Otherwise

‘#h would be a dtﬂami figure-of-speeuh.
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Notes to II. 255 —(i) The example given involves only
oFagar; Bhoja gives also an example of #iagagar in

the verse wmzgmw etc. quoted by us in our Sanskrit
commentary to ii. 255.

(ii) Several writers who do not recognise Hetu as a
distinet ala.mkara designate the TreFafEya between
&R and W1 as a distinet figure-of-speech known as
&My, Mammata thus defines it (p. 869)—

- PreRmeras FRERRE: |

FUGHN @t g wegat: i
explalnlng the point thus in his Vritti—gg =@ai s
TR FRGEIAR T T | A RgFEEAR W

W-aﬁm’ﬁ?r qrereFaET RREEERIEEEC SRR CIEIRERtIGHIGE
S |

Notes to IL 256—(i) A more familiar example of this
variety is—

TAA AT 'g;ar fgRaamfaar |\
oF feraet fisawtes aiftaoeey Il
regarding which Bhoja observes—ars (Wﬁﬁmﬂgﬂw
FATARGRGARAT T Aoy R, geais FmnTEl
faafyra: | 39 e A ReRg: |
. (ii) The figure can be confused wx#h FERa (il 352-854).
The d:stmetwn between the two is explained in our
* Sanskrit Commentary, p. 324, lines 8-10. Compare,
for the distinction between this figure and the Dipaka

variety illustrated in ii, 106 our Note to this last
stanza.

(iii) Several later writers have subsumed this fay

- variety under 31Q3R1RF, and particularly that variety

of it known . as HEEE: NaERETET. Ry R

FH@ JUER @g9R I—as a commentator explains.

Thus this variety of afmaiRs would moluda also the
next or the FRfiwawa varioty of ReRg

ﬂm 't:o ﬂ %’7——{1} Bhoja thus explamb the illustration—

; ¢ QR ST 3?\"'*'7 g FTRIZASI: |
lwiiﬁmﬁw gerehiay Frataars A HeRg: |
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Notes to II. 258-269—(1) The figure called &~ as recog-
nised by ¥%% (who defines it, P. 133, as—wRudiawafa-
we} 99 ), by @%ar, and by most later writers differs
{rom these two varieties, if at all, only in the circum-
stance that the ®mw is in that figure supposed to be
making a voluntary effort to produce an unsuitable
effect When such an effect is produced unexpectedly
and disconcerts the agent we have the figures-of-speech
called fs@ in 1ts several varieties, thus defined by
Mammata (p. 875)—

TRRRRRTR B9 e |
Fy PRTGSETRAAETT T73a |
URRITAT F1@ HIORYT JUEHY |
Hau 7 %8 g4 @ uy AgA wa. 0

or, the figure of speech known as sur9rq, if the agent of
the unexpected or disconcerting result is different
from the original agent. Cp Mammata (p 911)—
TET GRS FATRY qE=yT |
A i @ sqrane 3R e N

(ii) Bhoja quotes Kavyadarsa ii. 83 as an llluﬁaﬁon
for the aig?ﬁ variety of Refgg. Dandin apparently re-
gards the gg alamkara in the stanza as subordinate to
the &, Probably there is a mixture (dgf}) of both
these figures in that stanza The sRg alamkara defined
by Bhoja as (11i 18)—

G A AT Al iR |
‘ ST : PgeATeae : 1
oan also be—yrwa—subsumed under Dandin’s RisRg.

Notes to IL. 360-264—(1) Ruyyaka, Rudrata; Mammata,

Vagbhata, Visvanatha and most snbsequent writers

recognise Sikshma as a distinct alarhkara. It is not

easy to understand why Bhamaha found the alamkare

void of sRifF or 3Rrs.  Sakshma involves a process of

*mferende, but it {8 not to be confused with amﬁa sinee

Kl g is here, subtle and discovered only by shrewd’
Spldervation of gestures of pestured
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(ii) A figure-of-speech called f4f27 and defined in the
Fagqag (151) as—URd wEmi-aag: aAaARad | is very
difficult to distinguish from ggu. The sfEFrER thus
formulates the distinction (ibid, p. 191)—m@EaER W~
fErETTE arpaarsaareraRan | RRAEHER g 95 vEa o
TGS GoRIRFS 36 arg: | Normally, however, AR
is understood differently. Vagbhata (p. 43) defines it
as—TFAEN TARRETSRS [ a7 fiffag | Rudrata on
the other hand defines it as (ix. 50)—

FEATTSTHSAAT 0T FHIEERRAaHEH |
svivat Rerfaeata aq e u

Notes to IL 265-267—(i) In gzy there 1s the discovery of
the hidden thing, but not disclosure. In @1 (No. 1)
there is (a) a concealing, (b) a discovery leading to
imminent disclosure, and (c) an attempt to prevent
the disclosure under some other pretext. This figure
is known in other writers as =TifsF defined by Rudrata
(p. 174) as—3fgwaegFigad, and by Visvanitha (x. 92)
as—sqiRaalgq sqTegfaaenty Fege: | Vamana's defint-
tion (iv. 8. 25)—suiey GEwEY eifRA: is tantamount
to the same thing.

, (ii) This figure has to be distinguished from
{ii 304). As will be eclear from Dandin's definition of
the latter figure (cp. also Note (iii) to ii. 95) he does
not regard Ry as the invariable basis of an uﬁf?f;
and so the usual distineiion between these two figures
oannot be stated as it is generally stated by commen-
tators — aRerTEETEATgRr | o (i e. [snetat or W) g A
QrEaR4AR 331 We can perhaps formulate the distineti-
on between them by saying that in an m‘t@ﬁ n‘ait};mr
'the thipg negated nor the thing asserted is anything
“‘Itke subtle or mysterious. In ¥ the subtlety of the
‘thing constitutes the very essence of the figure.

. (i) Vanians's exsmple for the figure is—

reig(v. 1. SR qrerha Wi 1
' AR wyd g F (. La)u
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This is from Bhisa's Svapnavasavadattd (iv. 7). Our
example (ii, 267) uses the same =1 but under entire.
ly different circumstances

Notes to II. 268-272 —(i) Writers who define &% in the
alternative way mentioned are—

Bhoja (iv. 56)—

e ot goirar et ore 4z |
@ 3. ETE, aaT AT SAreTeg R

Rudrata (vii 100)—

Y 7R o rwer a1 it |
gfiey anfrrsifite: 9 9 eng v

Kuvalayananda (137)—
¥ SRR e |
Vagbhata (p. 43)—
FHAr QIR ¥ 1
and Jagannatha (p. 512)—
mrﬁm AV TR m@w o

But none of these writers are earlier than Dandin, and
it is difficult to ascertain what writers Dandin desig-
nates by @& Bhamaha cannot be one of them, as he
rejects ¥4 in both the alternative forms.

(ii) Bhoja already has raised the question of the
distinction of this figure from =yregly (ii. 343). We
have already quoted the view of Appayya Dikshita on
the point in our Sanskrit Commentary (p. 269®—
p. 270"). Dandin who recognises both 31 (No 2) and
syTaegy a8 distinet figures makes the distinction turn
natarally upon the word ¥arg: in il 2682 The Alam-
karakaustubha (p. 407 f) would subsume ¥ (No. 2
wnder a7191d, ap-alamkara not recogunised by Danpdin.

* "(ii) The f="or @R may at times involve a simi-
Tpsiky between things; and Bhojs ‘ascordingly gives
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examples involving what he calls a gw)iR6 and also
not involving it (see p 409). For further remarks see
Notes to 11 343.

Notes to II. 273-274—(1) Except Bharata, Agnipurana,
Hemachandra, and Alamkarasekhara this figure-of-
speech 1s recognised by all extant writers Some dis-
tinctive definitions may here be collected—

Bhamaha (i1 89) and Udbhata {p. 42)—

FETga R AR |

Fl AR Farved Ag=I i
Rudrata (vii. 34)—

Fafdzars arfimmat Rfar 7% ol |

gl AeafagRAdy Ad evaaTdey U
Viamana (iv. 3. 17)—

AT FAGa F4: |
Bhoja (iv. 79—

ey afF 9@ gEaTgaI |

Wit qRmien ga, 9 @ aReifda 8
and Mammata (p. 803)—

JuriEd T SRR gaRg: |

(ii) It will be noticed that while Vimana requires
that the things mentioned in succession should have
between them a relation of similarity, Bhamaha con-
trarywise holds that the things should not be so re-
lated Jagannatha, as also Hemachandra before him,
argues (p. 478) that zaidey should not be recognised as
a distinet figure. His words are—3yre:
amad, FAAE TR g Rerofir | @ aReeey staieata-
RS AR EaRRRAT R ISR A &R
WA | SRR 19 q9rdeqy | Vamana's require-
meunt of similarity would probably supply the element
of 357 needed for the figure. It 1s however a faei
that quite apart from the similarity there is a charm
even 1n the orderly succession of things, and hence the
alamkara deserves to be recognised as an independent
alamkara.

22 [ Kavyddarfa |
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Notes to II, 275—(1) Dandin now defines together a group
of three Alamkiras known as {@IS%Rs. Bhiamaha
(i11. 1-7) and Udbhata (p 49, generally following Bha-
maha 1n his treatment) are alone amongst ancient
writers to recognise these three alamkaras in the
sense in which Dandin understands them. Ruyyaka
(P. 185), Visvanatha (x 95-96) and one or two later
writers accept these alamkaras and even add to
their number the alamkaras designated as Sama-
hita, Bhavodaya, Bhavasamdhi, and Bhavasabalata
(see Kuvalayinandachandrika on stanzas 169f), but
they have radically altered the nature of these figures
in as much as they require that in these figures the
@, W, ete ought to be introduced 1n subordination to
another a@d and not prominently and for their own
sake This view was first propounded by the author
of the = @s (ep 1 5, p. 71)—

U@ JERd Iy g @Ry |

Ty arwAeER iR Aok o
Anandavardhana’s Aloka on this kariki runs as
follows :—¥afl EIRSHTAASRGl HwaEay e, &=
g FEREEE M 3 R RS
v 3 e 9t Dandin, Bhamaha, or some pre-
decessor of them is perhaps intended to be alluded to
in the ksrikd in question: Abhinavagupta in his
wWeeFeraa to the passage actually mentions Bha-
maha. Our Sanskrit Commentary on 11, 275 lines 123ff.
guotes Premachandra’s attempt to defend the position
taken by Dandin and Bhamaha as against the new
school.

(ii) We have explained in a general way in our
Note (i) to i. 18 the nature of Rasa, but it 18 neces-
gary to afford a detalled exposition of the theory of
Rasas in all 1ts bearings. Poetry consists of two ele-
ments * words and sense (ignoring the question of
their relative prominence) Now there are excellences
and defects belonging to words and to sense and these
are treated at great length in the works of the earlier
Alamkarikas, They were considered as character-
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istics inherent in the “body” of poetry. Dandin calls
them mmis or life-breaths (1. 42) And as a body can
have extranecus ornaments to set forth 1ts natural
charm so poetry also had its “ ornaments” or alam-
karas, these being specific turns of expression or
thought which could not be covered by the usual 7us
(and §™s) For a time advance in the science of
Poetics consisted mainly in an elaboiation of the qmus
and SERs, their number and mutual distinction The.
next step of importance taken was the formulation of
the doctrine of §ifds or styles. It was probably dis-
covered that certain schools, courts, or literary cote-
ries developed only specific gunas and alamkiras to
the exclusion of others, and as these originally were
confined to definite territorial divisions the styles
cultivated by them got the nicknames of ¥mif, Md,
T, ete.  This may have led to emulation which in
time degenerated into jealousy and animosity, and
the ultimate compromise effected only ended in the
doctrine that all the Qs had each an element of good
and of evil in it

(iif) All this time however no attempt was made to
explain why certain Ims or z@wRs afford pleasure
more than others A mere external labelling and
classification was naturally felt to be inadequate in a
science of Aisthetics. Help was sought at first from
the sister science of Dramaturgy. The Natyasastra
had led down the Sttra—frmarguresaimaRemmRra®-
(Adhyaya vi, p. 02, where this ancient theory is quoted
and explained). The generating and intensifying
factors (srrewm and SEivw fmmas) are diar, Fg=aw, ete.
and Fa=, ST, 49199, ete.  And they produce in Ty,
g9=q etc. in the first place one or more of the 8 @rivas
s7gwTs, which are somewhat involuntary and physio-
logical in origin, and along with them a number of
psychological moods or feelings through which the
hero passes. These latter are some of them dominent
feelings or &yify«aias of which there are nine enume-
rated, and some, concurrent feelings or i of
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which no less than 33 are enumerated. The sgwms,
s and syEIfaas together make up the 49 (50)
kinds of Wias, and these ¥ms, belonging to ww, 3=,
etc (or to the actors representing them), called into
existence by definite “‘factors,” produce in the audi-
ence by sympathy the nine ¥@s or sentiments. This is
the theory of the Natyasastra which can be graphi-
cally thus presented :—

R ( s produce 8arias wgwras Jproduce 8(9)
SHE] (1n Actor) 8 (9) writaras s
33 sxRERas (1n Audience)

The eight ¥gwas are enumerated in our Sansknt
Com. i1 275778, the ®rfriEs in 1 275%%, and sgfir-
s in 11 275%%, The eight (or nine) {@s corres-
pond to the nine TT3rTas—

0 to g s to UF T to ded
g to g g to &iv .ﬁwlrtoa-rga
D to F7 W to FEE | { fifz to T ]

(1v) Dandin is aware of the existence of the @
theory (cp. 1. 51, 1i. 280, iii. 170, and especially the
last passage) but he did not know how to organically
incorporate it with his theory of Poetics. Accordingly
he merely gives a recognition to ths @y theory by
introducing a new varlety of s&%Ns for cases where
the s for their own sake were pre-eminently develop-
ed in a poem which was otherwise devoid of the usual
qus or 3FERS. The W comes 1n for recognition also
1n connection with Dandin’s treatment of #igd (i 51).
This was merely borrowing a feather from the sister
science. Rasa 1s of the nature of an inner consciousness
(hence called srqun), and it is evident that it can be felt
even in poems not contamming the waa alamkara.
Some Alamkarikas, as we saw, tried to get out of the
problem by recognising @aq alamkara only in those
cases where the & is felt as being subordinated to the

proper.

(v) The real solution of the matter came from the
grammarians. If poetry consists of words having
specific sense (or words and sense), it 15 necessary to
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determine at first the varieties of sense or &1, There
is the expressed sense or the ar=71% and the figurative
or indicative sense or @md In the stock instance
WET means literally and primarily the stream, which
1s the ar=ms But in statements like st o™ the
word must mean not the stream but the bank. This
is the secondary significance of the word or 1ts .
Now why should a person bs prompted to say TR I14:
instead of wgmaz am:? Clearly there must be a SHSR
(ignoring for the moment the few cases where ®R
overpowers it), and this was discovered to be the in-
tention to bring out the 3t&, e, and other qualities
inherent in the = by reason of 1its proximity to the
stream. The i of a @ewr 1s therefore the =qFg
sense In cases like the above where the gr=y and the
%Y senses can be clearly distinguished from the sygy
sense there 1s no difficulty of any kind. But there
are cases where the sg%9 is 319 a5g%H ; where the state-
ment as a whole brings in a subtle suggestion without
our being able to locate 1t as resulting from some spe-
cific word or words, and all ¥®s could now come in
under the sE=IHTAT
(v1) One inevitable consequence of the share which
the grammarians had in the formulation of the wf%
theory was the adoption of their ¥Rz theory by the
Alamkarikas. Anandavardhana in his S=reis (p. 47-48)
clearly recognises this indebtedness. He says—uyd &
fRZEY ST ST TR | H 9 spgEnn a9y
R s | AT gRRr s
TATAFEEY  TSERAl R SRR SIS aaanTese-
Ree: | In other words :—
Fare call sz =9, as being the =yw% of 3k (to
which w2 sounds are subordinate);
arSe call a1y ==, as being the s7ww of =ywy (to
which the 1= sense 1s subordinate).
This means that there is no ARy but only an sfienSH
of the T@s. That is to say, the gestures and move-
ments of the actor can prevail over you only if you
are ¥ga¥ and have once experienced feelings and emo-
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tions answerable to those depicted or enacted. The
Alamkarikas who followed this view of the case natu-
rally gave no independent place to ¥@9q and other
Alamkaras. If Mammata in one place (Ulldsa i. p. 23)
mentions the T 1t is WATHAEE FIARRATEHIREAH, a5
a commentator explains 1t
(vii) If z% (or w=g141) be the body and gus the life-
breaths of poetry, the question—what is the soul of
_ poetry—which is naturally suggested by the metaphor
is answered (1) by Vamana (I u 6) as Qfmar wegey;
{(11) by the =f school (afERET 1) as FEIeqRAT |=° and
(11i) by Vidvanatha (1 3) as 37+ @reAd segq, On this
point compare Notes to 1. 10 The question can have
only an academic inferest once we have realised the
function of ¥, O or af4 1n poetry.

(vin) How 7§ 1s produced in the heart of the Tgay
Yers, its exact modus operund:, has given rise fo a
number of divergent views which 1t would take us too
far afield to discuss here in detaill Consult on the
question wFy@FS p 69, Mammata, Ullisa 1v,
pp 101-111, and Rasagangadhara pp 22-31L

(ix) The distinetion betweenm, a9, and ﬁﬁa{
can be thus formulated. If the 50 wrgs described above
{Note ii1) are any of them produced by certain fiygs
the nature of which prevents the manifestation of a
corresponding full-fledged ™ in the audience or the
reader—when, for instance, the ©MwHE called U] is
produced not by some lady-love but by Tg, 33, 39, g7,
etc —we have an incomplete W or rather IHTHIGTETEME,
which gives rise to Y9&FR. The alamkara is some-
times called WEHISER also;—op. sEF@aE™ p 189. A
T@Fq, alamkara of course exhibits the s, stgwms, and
s7f¥ies in regular sequence As Bhamaha says (iii 6)
R IEORRg 791 | Finally an eiRe exhibits an
inchoate Rasa (as in Preyas) or a full-fleadged Rasa (as
in Rasavat), but the manner of exteriorisation adopted
is srgfa, 18 WEERRES, is 1n flagrant opposition to the
normal or the conventional, purposely with a view to
stamp one’s own individuality upon it. Thus in the
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with ax®zaat II who had gsifesal as his other name.
Narasimhavaiman’s date 1s A. D. 690-715 (see G. Jou-
veau-Dubreul, Ancient History of the Deccan, p 70),
and he 1s described as a devout Saiva and as a builder
of several Siva temples including the noble Kailasa~
nitha temple (Indian Antiquary for 1912, p 90-92).
Hiuwen Tsang who wvisited Kafichl in A. D, 640
during the reign of Narasimhavarman I (630-668)
affords some testimony for the triumph of Saivism
* at the time.

(ii) In partial variance with this we have the testi-
mony of the Ms, of sEiFagreizar@ar (Report of the Peri-
patetic Party of the Government Or. Mss. Library,
Madras, for the years 1916-19, Ms No 194) which
connects Dandin’s grand-father with the Pallava king
Simhavishnu (575-600) thus making Dandin a contem-
porary of Narasimhavarman I (630-668). The pertinent
verses from the poem (copied down on the occasion
of the First Oriental Conference in Poona, where the
Ms was amongst the exhibits) may here be given:—

YRa TR 90 |
%a?s'ﬂ@r el FFe et |
awr a%f Qﬂﬂfa‘ﬁ&ﬂléﬁﬁé;éﬂ'l
Ry adiure. RgRaRE ga 0

aﬁﬁmﬁmwgqa‘rmrﬁm 0

géﬂngimu?
sdtER B Rftfar aw?qafa u

@ﬁﬁmmﬁvﬁwﬁ%ml

eﬁ@magt amw sx%%t ﬂrﬁﬁa’t |
SRR I FEd o |
a‘éﬁrﬁqm i AR Tmaai

amammwﬁmﬁr quu?r?’tﬁtl
IR 1 (R |



177 1 Nofex [ —ii. 279

T Jurelr wfafdgm W (7)) gwd R
Wrma‘r = 'argam 0

ﬂwﬁa% aqﬁrw %far‘a‘mginmr i
% yar reTeiaTegd. |

E‘fﬁ%ﬂﬁﬁ’c{@ﬂﬁﬁfm‘ﬁ'

g Yt 3R e e
AR IR AT Fraamt: (2) )
TTRTSIAR: g SanE,
AR ST eeene e TR |
W@awmmﬁmn
& F A1 A Rt |
FAR, TN ermiRarsieT )
| 1% O q + e iy sage |
ugFa AR AR goa 7
Fiafa QR aRe, TR |

§ FUR GUER: aagargere: N

SPRITEE: Rl ST X |

YIRS @ ¥ eewrerg
The story goes on to mention a visit which Dandin
subsequently pays to the temple of Vishnu in Mahé-
mallapuram 1n Keral country adjoining the sea—

eI A &t afa |
AT G5 AR Folres g9 Aty I

{1ii) We need not of course take all the gossiping
tales in the smEf=qg=5{Fa as sober history; but the pre-
sent story has some verisimilitude abvut it. Dandin
is here made a contemporary of Simhavishnu’s suc-
cessors Mahendravarman 1 (600-630) and Narasimha-
varman I (630-668), the first of whom is famous as the
king under whose orders were constructed the remark~
able monolithic temples known as the ‘Seven Pagodas’
at Mamallapuram (see Smith’s Early History, 3rd ed.,
p. 474). The trouble hinted at in the last verse above
quoted is therefore probably the invasion of the Pallava

23 [Kavyidaria]
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country by the Chalukya monarch, Pulakesin II,
about 609 or 610 Pulakedin was victorious at first,
but was later defeated by Narasimhavarman I in 642
A D Mahendravarman is reported to have been a J ain
originally, and to have been converted to faith in Siva
by a famous Tamil saint 1f therefore we can 1magine
that ywigdq 1s a poetic variant for HR#a@a or that
Ty bore TR, as an additional name, we have
here all the evidence that we can expect from fradition
for placing Dandin at the court of the Pallavas of
Kafichi in the first half of the 7th century. And as the
Pallava power was ab 1ts height during this very
period, their kingdom might have at this time included
the old Chera or Kerala country, We may add that
the king Vishnuvardhana mentioned in 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 city I am unable to
identify

(iv) The eight forms of manifestation mentioned
in 11 278 are of course the same as the s/=far ag or
g% alluded to by Kalidasa in the benedictory verse of
the Sakuntala.

Notes to 1I. 280-281—(1) Dandin is now going to give 1n
succession the illustrations for 1gadq, a separate one for
each @

(ii) Our Ms N, in a different hand, gives the margi-
nal note identifying sfa=dY with rggger Vasavadatta
was an Avantl Princess; compare Svapnavasavadatta
V.5 An interesting question is to determine whether
Dandin is referring to Bhasa. Definite indications are
unfortunately lacking. The pretended burning of
Vasavadattd at Lavanaka is an old story not invented
by Bhasa. Many dramatists besides Bhasa have work-
ed on the theme, 'Tapasavatlsarija is a play later than
Ratnavali (see the account given by Hultsch in Nach
K. G. W Gott, 1888) Abhinavagupta in his Natya-
vedavivriti (Madras Ms., vol 1ii, p 44) speaks of a play
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ot Subandhu dealing with the story of 3234 and qiqgaen

His exact words are— aqiey Az R qgnh@mxﬁ]ﬂg&qg
A Faelizee swEfmegfed) aeaaEETer: () qnea
A S | 7 R g selis T S arfenaaig e
IEEAARA. .87 QI AT GO —ad g
eIl | AR SR —a a YRR are el | Fror this
1t appears that this particular play made use of a play-
within-the-play in the dénouement. There is also a
newly discovered play called Vinavasavadatta (?)
affording analogy 1n construction with the Bhasa plays.:
Besides there are the sjrnf3#rs dealing with the story of
Vasavadatta which were probably known even to the
author of Vyakaranamahabhashya (see Kiclhorn's ed,
vol, 1, p 284), which however could not have contain-
ed a verse like the one given by Dandin. Seeing that
Bhasa's Svapnavisavadatii does not contain the pre-
sent verse, it 1s perhaps possible that Dandin is here
alluding to the unknown play of Subandhu referred to
by Abhinavagupta, or to some other unknown work.

(1i) In the varants to i1 280 read—"R, B, Yy =
P, Rn; " instead of “P, R, B; .

(iv) The following quotation from Abhinavagupta’s
Natyavedavivriti (Madras ms p 204) is worth noting-
fekamiar we@a e | aaify gfear (e ?)esr@atai—
W ST v TAHNNAR | ufm o AR AN mmat
g g |

Notes to II, 282-285—(1) The stanzas ii. 282, and i1 284
are apparently of Dandin’s own composition; and the
same explanation might have been available in the case
of 11. 280 algo.

Notes to II. 286—(i) The stanza is undoubtedly reminis-
cent of Raghuvams$a viin 57—

amadERiy ¥ %g 23 gxguiian |
afkd a4 qz grre PP 0

v . tan
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Notes to II, 287-291--(1) 1t is difficult exactly to perceive
the point of ii. 290. Possibly wir 18 not to be construed
with qgmzm@rg but rather refers 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 1I. 292—(i) Having introduced ¥¥ as constitut-
ing the essence of a variety of Alamkara as well as of
guna, Dandin guards against the possibility of every

¥ necessarily containing the Weaedar, and
vice versa. In :rr'gfr the emphasis is primarily upon
Sl
(ii) Dandin apparently recognises only 8 w@s, ignor-
ing zf=q, the ninth. This is in conformity with the
older view, compare dreEme vii 98,

Notes to II, 293-294—(i) Udbhata thus defines SNRE
(p. 51)—
TSI HIHHIETISHIOA, |

WIETET = @R 7 99 9T &

A good example of it is Malatimadhava iii. 12—

IR TGFION TRRITRS Ty

art am Rl sperigRte 9. |
R aRREEEeda-

T Sy aga TR a=aEd, I

where Madhava the desperate lover seeks the very
objects that ordinarily lovers would carefully avoid, he
being regardless of life and callous to all suffering.

Notes to IL. 205-297—(i) Vamana is the only other writer
besides 3@ who does not recognise 994 Bhoja and
Rudrata designate it as simply 9gty, a name which
some writers reserve for a distinct alamkira not re-
cognised by Dandin. A few leading definitions are
here assembled——

Agnipurana (345.18) and Bhamaha (iif. 8 }—

N FR TR |
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Udbhata (p 51) adds the extra line—
FrETREAET FRARTHIEA U
Rudrata (vi1. 42)

g Fafeegiaerwe a9 |
YISHHAT T TR I @ G919 0

Bhoja (iv. 80)—

Ry Tgfeafaimad 3 = gith |

Rrorg ey ariga Wi g el 1
Ruyyaka (p. fri)—

TR W TN e |
Mammata (Ullasa x. p. 828)—

WA G e 7E9. |
Vagbhata (iv. 108)—

AT I FEIAWT FeGeT |
fFafer sdfta wFRNRERY qar 0

Vigbhata (p. 36)—
AR WERE |

Hemachandra (p 263)—
FTRE qaTER |

Prataparudriya (p. 446)—

FR WY q TGAA, FIIqoir |
JEIT T g

Ekavali (vii1 29)—

I AT T TAI* FRAEEAE: |
arRfivar g wmidw RgaRam N

Sahityadarpana (x. 61)—

e AR WEAT TR |
Kuvalayananda (67)—

qaigI g W F9 AECaUET, |
and Jagannatha (p. 409)—

BT TR SRR |
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(11) Most ot the dehinitions (execept thuse ot Bha-
maha or Bhoja) contemplate the necessity ot distin-
guishing an ordinary case of a&ar from w9yl Thus
TETET 9/ 1s a round about way of saying that the zmg
s cool and holy, but it 1s a case of pure qf¥ or sug-
zestion, and not an instance ot 9qie Why ¥ Dandin,
Bhamaha, and the earlier writers would aunswer that
there is no poetic pretext (g, ¥FR) that makes the
periphrasis peculiarly charming Writeis who adopted
- the 7§ theory would reply that f the senterce is
uttered merely with the primary purpose of telling us
just the location of the village, and consequently if
the 2y and yigwe come in only by way of a back-door
suggestion, then it is not e If, however, the
direct object of the speaker were to tell us that the ;g
is e, and if the writer merely says R am-
or even WETER T With an emphasis on 3T, the case
does not differ from an ordinary wyidis except that
the instance is UM or unpoetic, perhaps. In
other words in ®iiw the sz (JenfX) 1s itself the
gr<a or primarily intended, though 1t is not conveyed
as a gr=q14, but only SHR/=i"l, Mammata means the
same thing when he writes i his Vritti—Rar=s3 «®3
SFYH 4971 g 3959 @ adrera | Compare also the 539 on
the passage ~—arz galy syzqd wREEzAAr 9 QU™ I
eI @ Eien il gitgrerr e |

(il1) Ruyyaka, Vidyanatha, and Vidyadhara go a
step further They not only require that the iR
should convey the iR¥ or the =¥y sense primarily,
but also that the exact mode or ¥HR of conveying it
be by describing the effects of it, or the cause of it, or
by an snalogue of it—the last two modes being re-
cognised by Jagannitha. Compare the Rasagangi-
dhara (p. 415)—sd FEFN FHE FOE TN FES TR
wRm FHw Fre FgETEEe aatamem detaaae 3R
1§geisy: 1 This last 18 a limitation of the sphere of
the figure which is not generally recognised.

(iv) Paryayokta along with two or three other
alamkiras has played in the bands of Bhimaha and
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others the same réle that was subsequently assigned to
waf4. Jagannatha (p 417) observes on the point as fol-
lows—afem, Ai%ﬁawhﬁ'!?’%ﬁﬁi wog iy afah-
YPTF NIRRT 7 W ST PAAA A S -
FIAT A T mrmrﬁmmmmmﬁmﬁa
e et ﬁ"lﬂfﬁ’ﬁ'w{ﬁ e | smes w3 Srreo:
THEEAr fiEr: | F gyt mmqgrg Seon i o)
TR WSHRER A T | 9 AaEAMEER W |

(v) The sense intended to be conveyed and the
sense actually expressed by the words used in a Par-
yayokta (as Dandin understands the figure) are
both of them H#g7 hut they are not therefore of co-
ordinate o1 equal impoitance, and there 1s not be-
tween the two any relation of =3y ete, as there is
1n Samasokt1 (including under the figurs SERIaTRIET as
defined by modern writers—see our Note (1) to 1i. 205).

Hence #anm\fRs and g3 are adequately differentiated
from one another

{vi) Bhoja gives (p 457.—
o g afem T AR ATEAR |
&S A T el Fmerd A Al
as an example of FRIFTH P, because there is the:
express statement that the friend left the ronm under
the pretext of putting back the lute into its case. Qur

verse 1i 296 he quotes as an example of the wHey
variety.

Notes to. II 298-299—(1) See Note (u) to 11. 235, Bha-
rata, Agnipurina, Bhamaha, Ubdhat~, Rudrata and
Hemachandra do not recognise the alamkara at all,
Ruyyaka, Mammasta, Bhoja, Visvanitha and Jagan-
natha designate 1t as ¥Aify, making wmiRA a vwewR,
defined hy Udbhata (p. 52) as—

AR IS, TR ! A

ST e I AR, SR,
Rhamaha’s illustration from Rajamitra (ii 10) points
tm & similar conception ot the alamkara Viméns
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makes GIf3A & new category altogether in as much as
he defines 1t (1v. 3. 29) as—yaeyd @M. Ry illu-
strating it by the verse g=it Fusi@RuwAT etc from the
Vikramorvaéiya, Act iv, with the remark—sx gg{q-@h'
SAMEIEr WY TEd 49 saaxt d9c | Ruyyaka de-
fines the figure as—FRIFRIANTI 5@ HAH and quotes
Dandin’s example ; and Mammata does the same
thing. Finally Jagannitha gives the definition in
these words—UasRUSIE] FRIGTHRAHHRI-A @A
. Rrwd g )

(i) The figure-of-speech known as @g=q (not re-
cognised by Dandin) involves also a number of co-
operating causes, and the distinction between ay=y
and @iy (i. e @wifEd) is thus formulated in the Alam.
karasarvasva (p. 161)—[] ¥ =9 s o wvawam
ST H1AM FTHATEIAAITAR T T | 33 g @ Ferwan
qEAEAREAT 11 To the same effect also Jagan-
natha (p. 490)—waral & T FH oAM= REHAIaA
FOA Qe RENREE 37 ey @ Ay | st agEaR
T QNZRIG TG @O FNAT CHERET YU FH
A IR @: |

(ii1) Bhoja distinguishes between different varieties
of this figure according as the Fgmfy is Ia%ar or sdaw,
and according further as each of these is TwRwW= or
gieml. Dandin’s example he gives as umRwa) Jawar
agr: |

Notes to II, 300~303—(i) Most writers who recognise
I are agreed in giving two varieties of 1t similar to
those of Dandin. For instance,

Bhimaha (ii1. 11-13)—
Sl RAAT TRI JEATFNGUT: |
fraiioee TS 97 FRgaEwE M
TARATRA ST g |
RS 79, aa Eerrag=a |
Udbhata (p 53)—
wrefenERg wRd @ wre |
ST ST AREREmTay |
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Ruvvaka (p 183-184)—

ARG, | AEYAARIgEAR 7\
Mammata (x. p 831 ff.)—

AT TRGA ATSHBAT ATEATH |
Visvanitha (x. 94f.)~—

SrnlfEFmTRETErTEg = |

2317 gAY JgA AR i 0

(1) Some writers refuse to recognise the figure.
Thus Hemachandra observes (p 293)—3g g ®twma-
SETMRERETRARAT 4 Y | el 1 a9 @R @&
wafgem | It will be noted —and Udbhata lays it down
as a distinet condition—that the #grgeraRa must be m-
troduced only subordinatcly As Pratiharenduraja ob-
serves (p H4)— T AR ARTRIABA AFIARTITNARIGHET |
iR TR | T A TR A% ant A
R A AR TR R AT AT
RS TEl 3@+ This disposes of the second
objection of Hemachandra and serves to distinguish
ST from A,

(1ii) The 337 which 1s FFFUIAT 1s not mere TR
cp Note (1n) to1i 9-13 The Alamkarasarvasva also
distinguishes gz from wids (SrraERTA: SASIRTRS)
but this last 1s understocd by Dandin in quite a dis-
tinet sense (ep it 364 ff) The wordsof Ruyyaka are
these (p. 18 )—eaid=t AR = Qﬂml G|
SRR ITERAEAT | A AR e FRgA qo
FRmRRra AP eAgRTH, |

A ————

Notes to II. 304—(1) A few leading definitions of Apahnuti
are given below—

Agnipurana (3¢5 18) same as Dandin.

Bhamaha (1it 20) and Udbhata (p. 59)—
spugPrafier 4 Fifageaddma |
gt AR aifeetr Al i
[fasor FeaA g W Udbhatal.
24 [ kavyddarda
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Rudrata (viii. 57)—
TRy JRMERd FY a5 |
eqqraﬁa iR = g, o u

Vamana (1v 3 5)—
F RGA=ISTHIGHT: |

Bhoja (1v. 41)—
srgRiTTge Fifrrre |
e 3 BRI U

Ruyyaka (p. 50)—
R

Mammata (x, p. 735)—

SR FARPATTL A AT |
Vagbhata (p 39)—

IFAE FREATENIGH: |
Viagbhata (iv 86)—

ToRaRy daEmEaEE |

TR I TR 41
Kefavamisra (p 34)—

R iRt arghi: |
Hemachandra (p. 281) —~

SIFAIET SFATAIGH |
Vidyadhara (p 380)—

ff B Frememy qugl: |
Visvanatha (z. 38f.)—

5 afifrneren T i1

W Fwar g QradaEr 5= |

IfR BT TR g |
Jagannatha (p. 278)—

ST =S M T A T AR =

Aagh
Vidvesvara (p, 235)—

st ey Brmeearr ArmmagRe Fierar o
and Achutaraya (vii. 131)—

Ry ammiEeTa: |

IS GV ERIB R wRIg
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(ii) It will be seen that while the majority of these
definitions require that there should be a sort of a
similarity between the thing negated and the thing
asserted, Dandin does not admit that necessity A
L EEU - ST 81’1’5;%, according to Dandin, constitutes what
he calles wamga&T® (see Note (111) to ii 95). The Alam-
karakaustubha clearly states the position (p. 235)—
31 B, RS WNgR: | 7 93§ age af I
IR g Agh: fiy saw IERE, SREETRaNARATg: |
o g...aRERINwR AR FeARRATgR: ... §E |

Bhoja, as we have seen, admits both cases,
(iii) For the distinction between smghi and SR

consult Note (i1) to i1, 66; and for that between atqg,f&
and 1 (or =1SiRA) our Note (11) to i1 265.

Notes to II 305-308—(1) Dandin gives only two varieties
of sugfy, viz ﬁqmgf@r and HE‘TNE'% Rasagangidhara
givesuthe varieties aY and faxgga which are based
upon a different principle of division So also are the
divisions into Zm=d where the negation 1s directly con-
veyed and smdf where 1t 1s suggested by words like FER,
Ry, o9, 33, ad, oA, 9y SwE, 9Rond, eto, More im-
portant is the six-fold division given by the Kuvalayi-
nanda (stanzas 25-30), iz 38, ¥, 95, 414, &, and 3
Of these the first variety 1s a normal case of Apahnut:
which can be made to include both the varieties recog-
nised by Dandin, while the last is an s azt@% His
other varieties with definitions and 1llustrations are
as under—

TR TN FATgIaE=aa !
iR, R g3 w: i
qﬁmﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁmml

a1 gaig. 5 af gy Sefgam N
mmgﬁrmwwﬁmmﬁamm
art w0 et e A
DFERIIE TETaERAgY |

o5, 4 AR S B 1% A g
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(ii) In the illustration in 1i, 305 the real nature of
5=« etc 1s admitted as perceivable by others* 1t how-
ever does not hold good in the case of the speaker
himselt In1i 306 the negated thing 1s declared to be
entirely void of its very essence 1s assigned an alto-
gother contradictory nature, so that the moon can no
Ionger be called moon (Fadfaii=5%). In the example
in u 304 only a part of the nature of the thing was
negated, 1n 11. 305 even the negation of this part was
tempered by limiting 1ts ff57 In 11. 306 the negation is
absolute as regards its contents and itsrange Such
seems to be the basis of Dandin’s distinction

Notes to 1I. 309—(i) Compare Note (i1) to 1i 94-95. As we
saw there g9 can mean i1, 34 (A ), 11 36 ( qeare-
Aw), or 1 95 (FraugaET®) In view of the difference
of view noted above, Note (1i) to 11. 304, the temptation
to accept the last of these interpretations is very strong
For Dandin must have known the view which makes
grezy the sine qua non of 3Mg™ Bhamaha 1n any case
knows the view and even ;dopts 1t  Differing from
him Dandin considers H@mgamgfa as a variety of &us,
He consequently must have made a slip here or we can
adopt the justification of Ca— ITHETFNEINZA ! There
16 something F= whatever the view we finally adopt.

Notes to 1I. 310—(1) It 1srather unfortunate that the same
name (RY or ) should signify both a Guna and an
Alamkara. For the nature of the guna see Note (i)
to i. 43, The alamkara has nothing to do with the
guna

(ii) That Slesha involves the use of paronomastie
words, or words conveylng more than one sense, 1s
conceded by all. The main controversy isas to whether
we should regard it as a3Eg@wR only or an syyiewR only
or partly the one and partly the other. Thers are
writers holding all these views with more or less show
of reason. As 8o much depends in a Slesha upon the
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use of specific words 1t seems reasonable to treat 1t as
a IFFISER and to assign to 1t a luwer place 1n criticism,
At the same time 1t 15 necessary that we should under-
stand the two-fold sense of the words in question. the
words as words do not give us the pleasure of the figure
as 1s done lor instance by an alliteration, Hence 1t is
equally plausible to regard the 29 as exclusively an
YI&7, as 1s done by Udbhata and Alamkarasarvasva-
Eara Jagannatha (p 401-2) gives a clear exposition
of these views in these words-—-m‘er B FAEITH SFR
TRE | SRR TSR seEe TRIT TR aTat
SR . R wEEET: B S ae AREnAT
%E@cmsmrﬂzﬂ%qmm VT ASTEETE L eeens
H T T TR 31 A TRRRR TeIeER wm U
A reasonable view to hold 1s that of Mammata (ix, p.
626 ), who observes—3z AMEHEI TRZTTEHAA A7 ﬁTﬂRT:
SEeativERARg sTafAgs | 73 § wiyraah sfaved anta o
TR, IF § aEd amaEen AgraiER 4w —as a
commentator explains 1t.

(1) Others try to get out of the difficulty by recog-
nising a distinet variety of =z%4 and of ®3%9 Thus
Bho;a gives s1x var.eties of A7 (1 68ff) viz. ¥R,

¥, BfA, 399, 98, and 49, Manmata adds two more
varletxee to the list* 79 and f&z, while Bhoja includes
the fortner under the 9% variety and the latter under
the wmf varlety. In these varieties the word-element
15 distinetly the all-in all  For ulustrations see, be-
gides the two works in question, Sahityadarpana pp.
457, and Alamkarakaustubha pp 242ff —The sy
on the other hand includes the cases where the use
of the paronomastic words brings about prominently a
comparison between the 93g and the ¥(5%A statements.
As we have a two-1n-one statement in #aMIR% so also
we have 1t in spi®y, only the method 1s different.
Dandin does not Liring out this point in his definition
{aud it 1s 1n this sense that we wish to have our remark
on Slesha 1n Note (i) to ii. 207 understood), but most
other writers mcluding even Bhamaha iii.14) use sqgm
and 3944 in the very definitions of the figuie.—Rudratsa
is so much 1mpessed by the difterent uso. to which
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paronomastic words can _be put that he make_s_iz‘sq_a

" basic principle of subdivision for alamkaras along with
areqd, eigsT, and @i, He gives (x 1-23) ten sorts
of %Wé?ﬁﬂs, A2V Wﬁ%‘q: ﬁffﬂ. Bi'ﬁi?ﬁ, CETEUISH 3]%"—9 m,
1974, a<da, and {UaraE. For  illustrations see the
Kiavyalamkara 1tself

(iv) For the distinetion of this figure from Samasokti
see Note (it} to 1i 207. ()ur remarks there apply to the
developed conception of Slesha leading to s9FT as 1t 18
found in other writers. Dandin’s illustrations do in-
deed suit the definitions of the later Alamkarikas, but
his definition is non-commital.

Notes to II 311—(1) Bhoja quotes this illustation and thus
comments upon it (p 465)—sEARELAREET Srwey &
FEGRIRATE— TS SRS el AgH AL 1 3y
QRN T Tz SIFHET FEILRT ¥R | 31T =71 SO
IUPEAIN- REIANRATHATDT W |

Notes to II 312—(1) Bhoja’s comment on the Sgure 1s as
follows—a AT T Sgwam AR BemRd @ 7 any
TN AATE— TR, ATPRTERRT T qoe, | 28 aima
ayETaafaal | A & Semmaren gsmmiem e T gar sz
gEery Qe e W @ AR SRR Rk
HT: TESRATTIEAT (AT N TRRMIETE A |

Notes to II. 313—(i) Paronomas:a eonstitutes the ingredi-
ent of so many figures that a question has been started
as to whether in these several cases the alamkara is
primarily Slesha alone, or the other figure [37ar (11 28),
&% (i1 87), sty (i 159), =i (i 185), ete ], or a dafd
or mixture of both. The discussion 1is started by
Udbhata’s statement (p. 54)—

ASHTTIIRAT SRR T, e |
G Reffe e () sdrrm 0
Jagannatha (p. 393ff) gives a résumé of it in these
words—ar JHH: AYMGHEN-AE] Avaiims o faa
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e RARIRRGEMEEANT AT | ageEREE—IW
A T SOAI F T AGF IR RANTSFOAATE @A
m@mﬁmﬁlamﬁﬁmz FhRRA ANd 9 aEEEy
AR AT e covrernenes oo | AGTIRARANIRRG: BT @
Sy TR U AR TGAANGIR .+ covrvnrennnnas |
U4 A G SNSRI Ed | | ¥q WEEt
SRR Tg TR T T g?éﬂ%qﬁa siRRTM-
AR Th g | TN ATEIEE SR g & N Ay
F—ASEA R ST AREHRIRE. @1 G sW | @ @
RITHRERT TOAAE TR oo cvvers | T ASHFGATEER
FT Raa BT TUEN €W 3 AnEFERy ey
arary @A s9wrg: | The most reasonable view to hold
is that1t all depends upon the particular circumstances
of the case, and these differ in different illustrations, so
that no hard and fast rule of universal application can
be laid down.

Notes to II 314-315—(i) Dandin’s classification is some-
what peculiar. Bhoja gives the varieties fifaug-aifimug,
Arter-aREts, RAEm@E-afemEE. Bhamaha, after de-
fining the figure (ii1 14) as—

SR Ja, TREGIRTRT qTI |

et AR = fag agfede |
gives 1llustrations for ®ys involving wQfw, sww, and
3 respectively as under—

FHTERT TqeATel SRE R |

AT TP R i

T DIHIIAT FET. TN |

st By guse I

IR, SR AaE, |

agaTIHTE FREgad |
It will be seen that the last example 1s B¥Ews qg®T
(i1. 50), the second, a regular Afiww (1i 28), while the
first has greatest affinity with 1i. 316

Notes to II. 316 —(i) Bhoja reads w«igmu- (@ instead of
e errangle | His comment is (p 467)—er Fifa saaet
foperran =t v = PrmaeRiarmig AR am Bufrin: |
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Notes to II. 317—(i) Bhoja (p 466) explains the pmni‘:\t_t\zus-—
o A Pasgea = 3 e ey st g T
agq gafy Pon AfFwiR, s g ar FireEst
WA Fal WA | GO e (A | R | )
G vr eoe o | P T L SPAGTE 2f0-adT: | PR
ATFH eeee o o0 20AN

Notes to II. 318—(1) Here as also in 1. 322 below we have
a combination of afasy with the afus of f3ing as
exemplified in 11 334 For the distinetion of this from
gerRfiar see Notes to 11 330 below.

Notes to IT. 319-820--Most writers with the exception of,
besides Dandin, Wz, S%z, €I, AW, and &3%,—to say
nothing of w(a and si¥gum,—admit a figure ot speech
called af¥#feyr which consisis in a Arzaz7e4ls  An og-
ample will explain the nature ot this figurn—

AR 7 R pid Uy A |

R = w0 =g sy uftzer areag N
The Sahityadarpana (p. 563) from which this illustra-
tion 1s taken goes on to observe— Augmy AT FFIYRAN
FI—1RAE i Ry el 7 Frrmm anivearamy s
=] 5

Notes to II. 821322 —(1) Tt is difficult to distinguish ii. 321
from ii. 87, the illusiration of & Pagswr. All that we
can say ab the atmost 1s that in ii 87 the identity with
a lotus is given an exclusive prominence, while here
the king receives at least as much prominence as T4 or
Ffaad. I cannot at the same time be wnnar illustrate

ed in i1 28 because there is an absence cf any IuTIRy-
qIhleg.

(i1) Compare Note (1) to i1 87 and Noto (i) to ii. 318
above.
Notes to II. 323—(i) Some distinetiv
ghokti are—

Agnipurana, same as Dandin’s definit

e definitions of Vide.
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Bhamaha (iii, 22)—
TR R Ry |
ARmserrE RRNRRT 3ar U
Udbhata (p. 58)—

T GRS AT HTgeEAE |

FRmET R rETaea R Ry 1

<R Fftde Aridemeag =1

AT T BT @R TR afsaras
Vamana (IV. 1i1, 23)—

CRIRT( R e ETe RRme: |
Bhoja, same as Dandin,

Ruyyaka (p 126)—
HRUFRITR HIg R |
Mammata (x. p 800)—

AR RATEuRY g we |

and Jagannitha (p 437)—
SHEHRFSIERTIECIT Ui FaaariR-

§if¥f* | ~compare his definition of Vibhavana—
FRUE OREATATT SR SRMEATT Freifarearasr
(i1) While Vamana’s definition of this figure (which
he illustrates by Er{-r {2 a gemeTEEred Us99) is put down
by later writers a.s a case of §9% (as Jagannatha says —
aﬁ%aﬁmmrﬁ?ﬂfmé \ o Regraied B o Rereamfea-
TR F Wﬁmﬁﬁﬁummﬁwm T fegraa-
ufted Foa | @ oY suEaEH ) it must be admitted that
Dandin’s conception of Vigeshokti, in as muecn as it
does not bring the causal relation prominently to the
fore, is a development from a root conception of the
figure quite allied to that of Vamana It is rather
difficult to accurately distinguish this figure from
Hrmay (i 131), &Y (i 183), and e (i 199).
Compare Note (i1) to 1i. 131-132, Note {1) to 11 133-134,
Notes (i) and (1) to 1. 199, and Note (i1) to ii 235.
Keeping ourselves strictly to the conceptions of these
figures as Dandin gives them, we can say that while
in a normal case of cause producing effect we have the
25 | Kavyadarda )
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presence of (1) principal cause, (ii) presence of acces-
sory causes, (iii) presence of extraordinary ecircum-
stances favouring the production of the cause, (iv)
presence of agreeable natural conditions, and (v)
absence of special hindrances,—all co-operating to
produce the normal result,—we have—

IN HROTSHT

Principal cause absent *
—Effect absent ;
Accessory causes present
IN STRY
Principal cause present
—Effect absent; *
[ Extra circumstances lacking?]

IN farwEsr 18T KIND
Principal cause absent
—Effect present ;

Extra circumstances inferrable *
IN faaraar 2ND KIND

Principal cause absent
—ZEffect present ;
Exceptional natural circum-
stances inferrable *
IN fEdmitfe
Principal cause present —Effect present
through greatness
but with special hindrances of cause; *

IN 3Rg (Bhoja i1 18)
Principal cause present
} —Effect absent.*
[ 222 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) RraRamgg for &d-
Aade,  His comment on the stanza is—uy diedmmaiw
G JoaeeEr i sl B g aey swERme: ade
¥ SRR AR 1

Iee————
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Notes to II. 325-—(i) On this stanza Bhoja observes—arg xJ-
FIAHAAAAT IR FRrg Rgaariia quieiem saries:
s | % SRR RS R Fead FRmTRy: |

Notes to IL. 826—(i) Bhoja (p 432) esplains the point thus—
T SAFREIAN I Ryar s queees e S |
9 selmiRRRg: feisead ARy |

Notes to II. 327— (i) Bhoja remarks—arg W\W‘
fvaRg: drmamEEREdEY | SFRRERRN R
f3AifRR: | Bhoja however is not correct mn supposing

that the Rg is here expressed. The real ¥g is the sz
of the glances which is to be understood,

Notes to II. 328-329—(i) Bhoja reads sRTeRM, for RIS .
His remarks are—3s| WAl FeIR AT REFAN q3d-
AT WTEHET YAASATHACT g ANTIRTaT SgRrreiad | Sqming-
v g weager AT ARARR: |

Notes to II. 330-332—(i) We have already given a few
definitions of Tulyayogita in our Notes (i) and

(ii1) to ii. 48-49. We make room here for a few more-
Vagbhata (iv, 88)—

IR FHIHGYIRA N |
77 @1 geRmar )
Kuvalayananda (43, 45, 46)—
FUIATIERET AT SR gEaaren |

seces oo

and Jagannatha (p. 317)—

SHATRAASFAREE T QTR Tegean At |

{1i) It will be noted that more than one conception
of this figure is current amongkt the Alamkarikas.
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Vamana. Bhimaha, Vagbhata, Kuvalayinandakara,
Bhoja, and Dandin are all attempting, each in his
own way, to define the figure in conformity with the
etymology of its name. Under the circumstances we
will have to keep close to our author’s conception of
the figure and try to distinguish 1t from §

(i1, 46), geariamr (1. 48), s (1. 97), TR (1. 205),
29 (i1 310 ff ), soegasaiar (1. 340), syerglRy (11 343) and
figaw (i1, 348). To begin with, in afteegwar (ep. the
illustration in 1i. 47) the Iww™ is not intended to be
extraordinarily superior to the Iu& and the TH=T be~
tween them is not directly expressed, but is 5&dtg only ;
whereas in g@RINWar there are things decidedly sup-
ertor or J0icxs with which an inferior thing is joined
in an assertion. The @HiwTT (not the &ry) 1s direct,
and not left to be suggested Further, the intention in
the present figure is either &g or fd=gr, and this is
absent in sRwEEgEAT

(i) In geygtimar (1 48) we have the superior and
mterior relation between the things and an attempt to
equate them, as in g@%ifmr. But while in the former
ST is consciously sought to be expresssd by reference
to 1dentical f3R (or qm), in the latter the Suar relation is
subordinate and the point of it 18 not fully brought
out. Further in gexaifiiar the desire to praise or blame
is prominently present, the same being absent in the
IyHr variety

(1v) Consider the iux illustrations in i1 99, and
ii. 100. In these there is r wf#zia melation and no
gfifa=r intended as a definite end. Further, the pomt
of sumilarity is expressed with one statement and has
to be supplied with the other. So the distinction of
these varietaes from geaifar 1s quite obvious

(v) In a @R the two things are gJoew, neither
being by nature sifm or €. Besides, only one of
them (9%d or em%d) is expressed directly, the other
being 3t only. Nor is there here any consecious de-
sire to praise or blame. In geeitfrar, besides the srRm-
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g relation and giiff<nEISH, we are required to make
an express mention of the two objects compared.

(vi) Though the illustration of a 3¢ (1i. 310 f£.) might
offer pomts of comparison with g, the figure
37 always turns upon an unmistakable peculiarily
which is 1ts sufficient distinctiveness. The parono-
masia in i1. 3324 1s not intended or indispensable.

(vii) Aprastutaprasamsa as Dandin conceives it in-
volves g, 1f not g or A=, but there is an absence
of f¥FAa relation, and an implication of &gd through
3mEgq statement, in place of the direct statement of the

two found in a gRENR.

(viii) Vyajastut: (1. 343) 1nvolves €@y (or fa=gT) but
it is feigned And it is a &gfi made of a certain thing
which might not be joined with any thing else in
simile. A gefiaT 1s necessarily based upon a
relation between at least two things

(ix) In figsiw the @y between the two things is not
a well-established fact so that we could know before
hand which is y9wEs or iuifaws. The & 1s evolved
just 1 the very act presented to our eyes.

Notes to II. 333-339—(i) All writers except Bharata ad-
mit AT as a distinet figure. A few leading defini-
tions are given below :—

Agnipurana (344. 28)—
Gl TR JEET=AEET |
frvgEwae afgl §i sz U
Bhamaha (1ii. 24) and Udbbata (p 59)—
aquier a1 e a gt [v. 1 @] L
ar [v.L. %] Rawrfwamrg Fng & Aiggar [v.] =)
Rudrata (ix, 30)—
fRne, eI RErd e forgrany |
TR TS WAt @ e |
Vamana (IV. i1 12) and Ruyyaka (p. 121)—
fregraTEeE fadr: |
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Bhojs (iii. 24)—
fRrereg Rt oA |
g TeEanE Rews |2 0
Mammata (X, p. 807)—
e ey feedw Ig=: !
Vagbhata (iv. 121)—
TTa 3 e o e qeaa: |
FRATTTAY @ A w3 g
Vigbhata (p. 38)—
SRR AR IR | @AY g FrererhEa |
Kedavamiéra (p. 35)—
At FFy: | grAriERRRR MR feeer s
I3 | Beftereg warepy AT tarldurafy asfardasrr
f3eT: | s fadremre s |
Hemachandra (p. 269)—
areqtan fRRrarET Al
Vidyadhara (viii. 33)—
egfe Ry wafer AR e
Vidyanatha (p. 416)—
T A ARarSionar 1
Visvanatha (x 68)—
gt gomRiaR: |
fort BpameaTe aggs wed a1 fag: 0
freia Waa AT gEh- |
Kuvalayananda (st. 75)—

ST AR Rl g |
et afizr 2Ror gast & R B

Jagannatha (p. 427)—
RGeS e AT
FmfrTHagEAE ar f{d: !
Visvesvara (p. 321)—
SRR BT g5rw: eyl @)
Achyutariya (viii. 202)—
AR A RITE IwE |
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(if) The figure is said to be zMs% when a word like wifyy
is used in the statement; otherwise it is syrf. This
division is however disputed ( cp. Rasagangidhara
p 428). It is called 3@ when not based upon =¥ or
paronomasia. Dandin’s last example (ii. 339) is
Rge®. The ten-fold division of the figure given by
most writers is, like that of wwaifF or us, based
upon the four-fold ¥&a of words recognised by gram-
marians Jagannatha (p 428) rightly calls this classi-
fication sgg Bhoja gives four kinds, viz. eEwf,
g+, @, and 8w, Rudrata gives 13 varieties,
denying the validity of sniRm=afedra, and adding 4 addi-
tional varieties (cp. ix. 33, exemplified 1n ix. 41-44) not
generally recognised by other dlamkarikas. Dandin’s
classification is based on no definite principles.

(1ii) Virodha enters into the composion of a number
of other figures such as sgqr (i1 33), &= (ii. 84), Qu=m
(1i 109), etc , while figures like st or certain varie-
ties of ayy are, on ultimate analysis, special kinds of
fd9 only. Cp. the list of RUugws figures on p. 69
above, as also Note (iii) to ii 199. Hemachandra in
fact even observes (p 272) —d = TR
AT JIOERET o aren | Al carata |
The Kavyaprakasakara however takes a different view.
These alamkaras, as being special cases of g and
having a distinet charm of their own, can be considered
as independent figurese For he says (about s,
p. 871)—1ur = g a fA- ... . SERRNIERER-
e |

(iv) Strictly speaking every poetical identification
such as & &WeH involves an element of f&ry; but that
has to be ignored. Jagannatha observes (p. 430)%%

& SRR A1 I TEEITHE RN § T SISER
{ﬁ?ﬁqﬁq | O ... ARG AT 7 @ oo s
AR | - veree | BVERAS G TN T SR v eve oo SANGH e
AR TIT TERIRIEHI ReTd, STRISHCARZ T, |

(v) Dandin and Bhamaha are alone in putting faRw-
=i« specially into the very definition of this figure
Other definitions imply this,



i, 339— ] Kavydadarsa [ 200
(vi) In ii. 339 the reading gamarivet ete. for frasiad

ete. is worth noting It is a deliberate attempt to
improve the original

Notes to II. 340-342—(i) Dandin understands sprgasziar in
the literal sense of ergae [srgafrardi] s=iar, and so
strictly limits the application of this figure to this
case alone Cp note (i1) to 11 205, where (p. 143 line 11
from bottom) read ‘latter’ for ‘former’ and ‘former’
for ‘latter’. The definitions of other writers for this
figure are—

Bhamaha (iii 28)— .
AR aEgee AT g |
HTEITSRIAR @1 <44 FeqQ 4r
TUdbhata (p 61) reads the second line thus—
SEIATRI FEgaTaTgarE |
Vamana (IV. iii. 4) and Vagbhata (p. 36)—
o] fiRgw [emerrg=na 1 srsegasar |
Bhoja (iv. 52)—
SRR STt a1 &gfa- |
FTy IRt T ST T W= |
Ruyyaka (p. 104)—
STETEGRIT, ETAT=TRRITS FEFETAY FED F T~
ArsEgasRr |
Mammata (x, p. 750)—
STTRIETGT AT AT Y FEFAAT |
we AR G R g @t U
I TG goueiTar = g Al
Vagbhata (iv. 134)—
SiaT R TRy aRgd |
STSEIASIRIT ATHTE: FarerET J9r |
& fAehy & 3 B 7 sy |
eits: gt 9% WrEeEnSE: I
Jagannitha (p 402)—
RGN TGN QTR ATATSFITASER SEei=
SRR 3 SRR aTSegaeieT, adding 1n explana-
tion, SEEH T FUAHEE A g i |
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(ii) It will be seen that while to later writers—
SRV STV 18 STSIITRIET ;
to Dandin—
HTGANRIG SEIARIIANNS is STvegawiar.
This has saved Dandin from the necessity (i) of dis-
tinguishing this figure from TaIAIRs, sTai=w=Ty, BN, etc. ;
and (ii) of explaining the circumstances which make
it possible for the 3t5%gd to suggest s&gw These cir-,
oumstanoces give the several varieties of the figure as
admitted by subsequent writers In order to show how
very complicated the whole business of classification
has begome at the hands of these later writers we

give below a tabular statement based on the Kivya-
prakisa—

[ (i) =+ gy FROTREEY
(if) e SrEgRY HRTEH,
srvegamieT { (i) GTed SegR AR,
| (iv) RN segd am=nfsram
L) o g g,
Variety (v) further divided into

| |
|
A Useoffeg  B. Throughaymgerily  C. Through

words for as in guERs (with simple
fadvmor + 3y fRrwr alone Peg) qew
Or again, imndependently, into
| |
i I ]
Al SRRt B epgrRmer Ci. SRr=grORoT

(1ii) Bhoja gives for spegasriar the twofold classifica-
tion into = and SJdeqr, his instance for the latter
being Dandin’s illustration 1n i1 341 paraphrased ,
viz,—

W g FRUMEITY ER=IIAgSEHI |
_ fagarfir g @ i ¥ v vy 7 s 0
26 [ KavySdenéa |
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The sr=q1 variety he illustrates by—

93T el 9 I A1y Areft wewt
Waamﬁa@m@ﬁn
BT} e AN FIO W AR 42
Wieeged qE 9 R 9. gomr >y U

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

Bhamaha (1i1. 30)—

FORFTEI IR e |

gt feer sarergAeadt aar i
Udbhata (p 61)—

TR 45 T Ty |

Tegaeg gfader syistegfaRal war Ul
Rudrata (x. 11)—

TR, fReeT SRS Fosrar am &g S |

= Fafirar sraRy. | g 0
Vamana (IV iii. 24)

SRRSO |t sqregfy: |
Bhoja (iv. 56)—

qrer A i S e 7 |

T I QoA A= syrorgiadiery 1
Ruyyaka (p. 112)—

i fraregaiiirad sgraegia: )
Mammata (x, p. 815)—

Toegiag® frar wgfdat s )
Hemachandra (p. 276)—

SRR SreRg: |
Vidyadhara (viii. 30)—

7 SR €At Y SdRy e |

f=rat wgftregar 84 syroregfafdiden 0
Vidyanatha (p. 443)—

Rz ar=rn o giRamEm |

T AT TS T ST faRe i U
and Jagannatha (p. 416)—

@i RRrgihar @it ﬁm’ﬁml
sEEgRY: |
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(ii) It will be noted that all writers except Dandin,
Bhamaha, Udbhata, and Vamana consider both @=qr
gi: and g (47 as the legitimate spheres of this
figure. It is not certain therefore whether Dandin
really would permit the Sy@yw which we have put
upon the definition in our Sanskrit Commentary
ii. 343". Rudrata gives the figure as a variety of Byyes
figures, and so requires that it be based necessarily
upon paronomasia Bhoja, finally, makes no distine-
tion between gt and 9= defined as 1n Kavyadaria_
ii. 268.

(iii) Acoording to Dandin’s view it seems that Lesa
No. 2 is distinguished by the presence of a subtle
element in the praise or blame, while in a =mEgA no
such subtle element is necessary. This is the omly
distinction between these two figures, Hence we must
either suppose that Dandin did not intend to accept
Lefa No. 2 without reserve, or that Bhoja is justiﬁeil

1 in making 3w =gy,

(iv) In an srsegarian there are two things: a sega and
an 35Egd.  Further the &g of the erega is real and
not intended to be withdrawn. So also the fa==aT of the
srregd.  The &gy and fa=y, it is also to be noted, is of
two distinet things: it is not a case that the same
thing is outwardly censured but really praised [and
vice versa), as in a sqTeRgRI

(v) Similarly, while in syregfd the apparent fawgr is
to be ultimately set aside, and &fi obtained by im-
plication, the case 1s not one of simple =, in as
much as the gr=q is here entirely thrown overboard—
a thing which does mnot necessarily happen in an
ordinary @fs. Cp. on the point Jagannatha (p. 416)—
Fd U A GRE | w ) AR e | |
¥

(vi) Bhoja quotes both the examples given by Dandin

and remarks (p. 410)—=roeg AYUEIN HTELBAR IF |

(vii) In ii. 345 °3zq@ is a better reading than °dze,
but we have no Ms. authority for adopting the igx-
proved reading.

—————
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Notes to IL. 348-350—(i) A few representative definitions
of fagdlw or fAgAr are here assembled. The figure is
not recognised by @, Thgw, W, AR, waieH, and
both the qR¥Es —

Bhamaha (iii. 32)—

Pt Rl ardelTRRe |

3T AR AT F¥FEffer |
Udbhata (p. 62)—

SpvETegHEEY W, AT 957 F |

SERAIGITE T 1 fagie 0
Vamana (IV. iii. 20)—

ada EeRaTET e |
Bhoja (iii. 31)—

o SRl 4 Ry afeie )

EioEa aeg a% 9 F2d
Ruyyaka (p. 76)—

FATATE AT a7 FEGEEI T AT FEde o

Mammata (x, p. 744 ff,)—
[ o] snma agdaey STAREgE: |
wEREAagen: B o g
Vidyadhara (viii. 19)—
sfafraTe 1 dyaar 3 Tegan |
TR o1 faeRwe an i
Vidy&natha (p. 433)—
SRR ZIATA R |
s frafeT W 75 A AiREEEr b
Visvanatha (x. 51)—
e R
73 RrargRrerst Shade ar R U
Kuvalayananda (st. 52 ff.)—
AT wgw et |
IRTG: TR §F Plgrsegar I
TRTIIRAES el FraRvr |
RIS X Wt renge: U
AR A TG PR |
AR o a=ed qu: 0
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Jagannitha (p. 339)—
e SewmEar e )

and Viéveévara (p. 262)—

SRR T |

q= ReT SRR EeREr g

(1i) It will be observed that Dandin, Bhimaha,

Vimana, and others admit what 1s known as the qaa-
fAz=T a8 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

advantage of keeping true to the etymologioal sense
of the figure.

(iii) This srmfesSaT is the same as the

of Ruyysaka, Visvanitha, and most later writers As
Appaya Dikshita observes in his Chandriki (p. 74)—
QAT IO, 9 GeegdaE Gualy gwal wiEa | To the
same effect also Jagannatha (p 345). The second, and
with later writers, the more usual variety is srrEgEM-
zzir divided into gERmifERar and gEfagRi, & good
example of the former being Mudrarakshasa (vii 6)—

FIgFREFSIEIS 95: g2 Rt

TRV & GERIGRATIAT G- G |

SRR EaTRAge: R 98

W 39 T AR SRl o, N
The qualification which requires a fawrmfafisa relation
between the two statements 1s to be noted. This rela-
tion has to be assumed in order to explain the prima
facie impossiblility of the relation between the two
statements, which is dogmatically asserted. As Dandin
does not recognise this =fgwge variety, we need not
enter in details into the exact scope of the figure as
also its distinction from zw=q, which 18 another figure
not recognised by our author. See on the point Alam-
karasarvasva (p. 77)

(iv) Bhoja (p. 299ff) introduces in Dandin’s fAeg
one or two minor principles of sub-division. The
similarity is directly asserted in the statement or is
left to be inferred, 3The former is %g the latter,
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% Further we have cases when there 1s a complete
o= statement given at first, the TEifas statement
being given almost as an after-thought; or the
relation 1s the reverse of this; or the two state-
ments are simultaneous. Accordingto Bhoja, Dandin’s
first example (i 349) is ggwg, his second (ii. 350),
Ty, His comment on 1. 354 is—srx (LTI
Posisd SRR TR, € S AT 9 SRR
TrARSIRAEA: TRE HArGANRTId a4 ¥ e |

-

Wotes to II. 351-854—(i) A few other definitions of thie
figure are—
Agnipurana (344 23)—
TEiRA: GEaE F9 geaaRo )
Bhamaha (1ii 38) and Udbhata (p. 67)—
oS Ry o aeggarenrsd [endy v L]
RN P TRRn: &t aar gt [aam v, 11 0
Rudrata (viii. 99f )—
a1 & gEiReden sRreguiirsty art |
o R g wdae &
TEFHT CREHAT ey 7 |
FAARERY Fe aa=n @
Vamana (iv. 3. 28)—
FHTS IR FEhn: !
Bhoja (iv. 57 ff }—
FAT TR G Ry |
fafwmeafafiw afiRe: @1 fasgg 0
TR B SRR ARl 1
s say R @iy s )
Ruyyaka (p. 81)—
SR IREE AT GErEe g8y |
Mammata (x, p 817)—
Y o gde: wEhe ge g )
Vagbhata (iv. 119)—
TEIRA: a1 VTS FEHFROA: T |
Ty FaREE awemra
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Vigbhata (p. 38)—
EATIET GEHn: |
Kesavamisra (p. 36)—
TSR G | AT gf—Sgreae e F1-
FORRY |
. Hemachandra (p. 273)—
TSGR : gRRE |
Vidyanatha (p. 400)—
TR 49 wRgRERnG: |
FRINTGIT a1 FRiRRRAR |
Visvanatha (x. 55)—
agriE Fwieh T g g |
AT G RRIRT Wie I
and Jagannatha (p 357)—
QAT R e darn: |

(i1) The statement of simultaneity between the
qualities or actions of two objects, which constitutes
the essence of this figure, is not a matter.of-fact de-
seription as in g3 wgrE: Rar It is sRpeReaes. Ruy-
yaka however goes further and says (p 81)—ax fR¥Fr-
feaehfereaaanr | o [sfmdfe] = sdsomRfemiivdasar
SATEGRIET T | AT RAFARiEI=T a7l Ruyyaka

thus recognises, amongst others, a variety of =@
based on FRFHRUMEEIRTL, giving as an example—

WAZIOA: | gar aidawHen: | Jagannatha refuses how-

ever to recognise this variety. As Alamkirakaustubha
(p. 331) observes—FRHRORT NI ATIATHHI RN AT
g AR 7 ZER: | AR RN SR |

Y RIRATRI SR AT |
TR

T BT T 94 TR |

o sim ffeR] =awer fidwwgyaa, | The relation
between the two objects brought together in a G

should be merely gorsrarara (op. Panini IT 1ii. 19, agge-
warr). Dandin would endorse the view of Jagann&tha
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though his conception of %(RERNRE, as we have seen
(Notes, p. 146-47), is somewhat different. The Ferdwr
illustrated by Dandin in 1i. 256 would be considered
by Ruyyaka as @3fRf; but the very fact that Dandin
regards it as a separate alamkira proves his mnon-
acceptance of qiaTAUaN TElk variety. In none of
the examples given by Dandin for @&k is there in
evidence a F&%Rw relation, the real cause in ii. 352
and ii. 353 being B9swiEg and in ii. 354, probably,
- PeswEtoeE.

Notes to II. 355-356—(1) The figure is defined by Dandin
n ii, 351, latter half Other definitions for this figure

are —

Bhamaha (1i1. 40)—
AR IRREFH=TRE Fega: |
Frei=eTEad TR qar

TUdbhata (p. 69)—

TR s aRaaw |
srgleeeraTd e, aRaRRE @t o

Rudrata (vii. 77)—
FTRAIRN S0 aegr: B !
FRagrRY a1 SRl AR agRe
Vamana (IV. iii. 16)—
woiamnat dRadd aRaf: )
Bhoja (iii. 29f.)—
ST TG aG A v ARy o 1
RIRAE a1 FReadaRee |
ar B sygadr agr R |
el -aeEd Fider s=ElRte: W
Ruyyaka (p. 152)— '
AR gARERg: aef|
 and Jagannatha (p. 481)—
TR RS e, Rz TH-
qRegfRL: |
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(ii) Two points deserve to be noted. The barter
ought to be #f4%Req and charming An actual com-
mércial transaction howsoever noteworthy cannot
be an instance of this figure. Secondly, there ought
to be a regular salés-agent in the transsction. Accord-
ingly a case like—fHRAiRmremmui® MNaw gd @7 arSwIQ
FomeH, or RIS TREM THT SR FMIGIT Surdng, where
there 1s only a sg@ or ffeq @¥ar FRERFAER cannot
be a regular 93} in the normal acceptance of the term
faffm. Mammata and Jagannatha also are against
admitting =¥, while a9 and 9% admit it. Bhoja
attempts to hold the balance evenly by recognising
Y as a sub-variety of Parivritti, His example
(p. 297) is—

STt eftet erewrs TR S=aTivel Rew@m |
qifzrer fag T gaiReEig S

[ & sraeat YEenggia: Brmda!
q g T T Gy g U ]

(iii) In the above example several things balong to
or reside in one and the same object. Conversely we
can have a case where one object resides in succession
in several places Both these are taken by Mammata
and later writes to be instances of giq (an alamkara
not recognised by our author) which is thus defined by
Jagannatha (p. 478 )— RMRFHIFCHFATIETAT: TI0: |
RIS TR HH BRI |

2

Notes to IL. 357—(i) Vagbhata the author of the FHryrgzne
is the only writer besides wwg and gf%e to recognise
raf: as a figure of speech. Viagbhata defines it as
(p. 46)— gordrermiesg, while the definition of Bhamaha
(iil. 54) is— .

el = BiRESHREET | |
RegenRiam sanrer aaar
Hemachandra (p. 294) declares himself against the
recognition of this figure in the words—safieg FritRewTH
WEHGHT guﬁzﬁaqm fwe: \ See his commentary on
* the passage.
27 [ Kavyadarfa ]

2
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(ii) At the same time it is necessary to point out
that the 36 embellishments of speech involving specific
emotional modes which are enumerated by Bharata at
the beginning of the 16th Chapter of the Natyadastra,
and which occur also in Jayadeva’s Chandriloka,
Maytkha iii, include (along with such things as
I, SETEd, Wk, SR, GRS, ete.) SEll: or bene-
diction Now it must be admitted that, in & given
situation, benediction can become a very effective
mode of expressing ore’s thoughts; and a dramatur-
gist has every 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 3FHRs cannot be determined. We may how-
ever polnt 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——as pointing to an indepen-
dence of tradition and perbaps an absence of interde-
pendence between Dandin and Bhamaha—that Dandin
takes s(ril: as a regular benediction. Bhamaha 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—as 9 qer IATR/ARIT Ve UafRisy
SRR et g wrRreafeRard, | . o | S STETEHEE
‘r\sﬂ«w@ﬁaﬁam&m@rﬁrﬁiﬁrm t In the second

example also (see our Com. i1 357*-2), Hemachan-
dra points out that the hostile cities have already been
vanquished. Hence, quifaumi ﬂaaﬂ'ﬁvnaﬁmr:r NIHHTSIATT

+wJggea | The illustration given by Dandin is of course
spsrgeTei=3TRET oRit: | And the same is the case with
Vagbhata.

* Notes to II. 358-3683b.—(i) Before winding up his treat
ment of the regular alamkaras and passing on to a
consideration of the mixed alamkaras (ii. 360), Dandin
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vindicates the completeness of his list, by remarking
that =Y, @dlE, Swareds, and SAGERE, which are
normally given by Alamkarikas as independent figures,
have been—the first three—included by him as sub-
varieties of regular figures, while the last, though not
actually so included, can easily be subsumed under
o regular figure. Compare also i1 309. See note (ii) to
ii. 37; Note (ii) to ii. 26 (where in the last line on
p. 90 read ‘ Dandin’ for ‘ Bhamaha’); and Note (ii1) to
ii. 88.

(ii) The alamkaras s and G4, though not sepa-
rately given by Dandin, are treated as independent
alamkaras by almost all other writers, including
Bhimaha. The figures SwwIET and SJGM@IF 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 Bhamaha. In our notes to 1i, 88-90 we have
adduced reasons to show that Dandin’s posteriority to
Bhamaha need not be regarded as an inevitable con-
clusion so far as the treatment of SFHTETE by these two
writers is concerned. As to SBgEdd, in as much as
Dandin gives us no indication as to hisown idea of
the figure, the means for forming any opinion one
way or the other are unfortunately lacking.

(iii) An SSegremg is—to judge from the illustration
of 1t given by Bhamaha (see our Com ii. 359*%) is a
combination of ey with IwRsy and TEARE,
and as Dandin’s sub-varieties often exhibit such com-
bined 33w, Dandin is justified from his own point of
view in regarding SSigmega as I, Abhinavagupta
in his sweEeEd (p. 41) discusses Bhamaha's illustra~
tion for 3Rgmq and regards 1t as a regular variety of
Ed

(iii) That a very large number of alamkaras recog-
nised by modern writers are absent in Dandin’s book
18 no impeachment of it. Science must grow.

S
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Notes to II. 359 to 360—(i) It will be remembered that
< in ii, 7 Ggfd was designated €=, Later writers make
a distinction between these terms, reserving @gfy for
co-ordinating or W®ey mixture and Hs< for prepondera-~
ing mixture or mixture with the arzTTwa relation.
Although Dandin is aware of this two-fold method of
mixture he has not deemed 1t necessary to appropriate
a distinet name for each. Bhamaha, Rudrata, Vamana,
Bhoja, Hemachandra, and the two Vagbhatas have
likewise contented themselves with just one name .
Bhamaha, Vimana, and Bhoja choosing @gf¥ the
others having fixed upon ¥#t. The later dlamkarikas
including #¥%, ww™e, @y, and otheis clearly dis-
tinguish between H@f¥ and %y, some adding alsoa
third category of ¥3g or arfaem.

(ii) The more important statements of these Alam-
karikas are here assembled for easy reference—

Bhamaha (iii. 48)—
a i SeRdgsesaa: |
TR T AT g gur U

Vamana (IV. iii. 30f )—
USFRASFRARE dafd: | TRgrrEaRIeTTa |
Rudrata (x 25)—
Fhrenawt fsaigeas grasead |
SIS TRITATE G I gt |l
Bhoja (iv. 88 ff.)—
dafRR g aesRdst |
QT g AT AITEHT Sq<HIewTa  Jeor b
Rieqrgeaars SrRaEed 9 |
sl Rsiaa gigareas ar i

eI 9 dafiEaRsa |

FrsatiagaTea arTomRER I

Hemachandra (p. 289)—
W TR RIS Rl ﬁmw’ﬁﬁ%ﬁ
TSI, | SURICAHEEY, | T TR SR ST
s ey | OERE USSR
R Yway | .
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Notes to II. 361-362—(i) In the first half of ii. 361 there is
an Iqar statement which can stand by itself. The ST
is thus the principal figure. The sfrguifedt considers
the figure in the first half to be ¥&&r; but nféuf can
be an IywEEERE though not actually enumerated by
Dandin. In the second half we have an JuFawam™
based upon ®y. The particular statement about the
invasion of the beauty of the face by lotuses is corro-
borated by the general fact that, given #% and gue,
.any body can invade. The awkwardness of the gen-
eral statement containing a pronoun (uwr) referring to
a noun in the particular statement can be got over by
making Uy =y JiwEg, Nor is the difficulty so very
gerious at all. We need not accordingly make the
figure a 3 instead of an i, as suggested by
some commentators.

(ii) Dandin has not apparently given an illustration
for g gwwaar. The stanza 1i. 362 (ep. i1 2262) sup-
plies the deficit. But it is omitted in most Mss. and
Cb quotes the stanza with the remark — gReEeIAT
HgRTEOM=S 759H ! It may be added in passing that
Bhoja gives as his example for this kind of g&f¥ (which
he calls R@avgeda®) the extra stanza fash aam: otc.
mentioned in the variants to ii. 226 above. Even the
garguifeet does not notice ii. 862 ; and surely it would
have been possible for Dandin, without repeating him-
self, to give another instance for gumeda if he had
thought it necessary. We should in this connection
recall the fact that Dandin has not given illustrations
for all the weEiqw or the srmdwes varieties. Compare
our Commentary to ii. 104 ff.

Notes to II. 863.~(i) Of the three figures-of-spéech con-
tained in ii. 361 the relation between % and srgi=aw=mg
is perhaps much more immediate than that between
srqi=a=urg and Swt; but it wounld be incorrect to sug-
gest that the former is srgiiywm .and the latter Twemer.

~ AllL the same, R forms, as Dandin himself says ii, 313,
the ingredient of quite a large number of figures, with
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which it generally has an ergrEFarE relation. Compare
our Note to ii. 313 and the iltustrations in ii, 28, ii, 87,
ii. 159, ii. 185, etc. In fact there is no figure-of-speech
the charm of which cannot be heightened by introduc-
ing an element of By into it somewhere. Of course
the charm resulting from paronomasia is artificial and
so cannot be said to reflect accurately the charm of
the original object in Na ture which the poem seeks to
describe in the most effective and agreeable fashion.
Paronomasia is like the frame of the picture. It-can
set off the beauty of the portrait: but the beauty of
the portrait must be there. Svabhavokti is the beauty
of the portrait, Vakrokti is the contribution of the
frame-maker.

(ii) 1t is thus evident that Vakrokti is Dandin’s
general name for any rhetorical device used to garnish
or embellish some normal matter-of-fact deseription or
narration. As the yagmiReT remarks—e@NRAIREAN J9T-
FRequRTTRa, SRR JaERIEEd | o5 SR
dEmiTdFaT FRiey gfoar  eEIRR: gEo@eRR gl We
should in this connection recall Dandin’s earlier
assertion (ii. 13) about EWRIRF—aTERIa A8 FEyId-
fifggy | Mahimabhatta in his Vyaktiviveka (Triv.
Sans. Series ed. p. 28) is more precise on the. point.
Quoting the view, presumably, of Kuntaka the author
of ifnsliAa ( a work which has been brought to light
only a few months ago in a solitary and fragmentary
ms. from the South ) he says—amasRrERERG o Raraeoy -
W R grEee TR AW BeIE SRR} sgamwi:
¥fyg=eRi | The 3=y of a Sastra proceeds from its
desoription of facts as facts. In a poein the Jfisy is,
in the words of Jayaratha (p 8), a =R s,
or as another puts 1t, a Sgrepygrfing: | Compare also—

afig ARigESY O areahEd |
AR S G FRiRoegTEar

(iii) Bhamaha's conception of ik can be gathered
from the following passages in his work—(i. 36)—
TrRRETE RaRe arEweg:— where FRifkn is given as a
part of his definition of alamkara; (cp. Abhinava.



ii, 863~ Kavyadaria [216

gupta’s comment— 5gEy R TR AN T ac Srion
SRR TETSERESETaeT:) ; (i 30)—g< T
REY aREaa—where he tells us, like Dandin,
that a31f% and &A% constitute the contents of all
poetic writing; (ii. 34, 35)—where he intends to say
that the Jaxit style, in spite of its swrg, Towa, or Fined,
will be no better than a sweet choppy musie, if devoid
of gergar and TR, and that, per contra, Gaudiya poe-
try with its many alamkaras, provided it is not vulgar
or confusing and has some sense to convey, is also not
unaeceptable; and lastly the oft-quoted verse (ii. 85)—

Jur 94q (v. 1, wasy ) aRaeret Rrared 1

TRt ST HR: BrSwrOeaT A 0
which, coming as it does in connection with hig treat-
ment of s, leads to the equation sfRERNRR =a%Ry
which Mammata (x. p 906) and Hemachand (p. 267)
distinetly lay down—was RefSeaifReg srorawmEfm | af
Ryt sSR! Other testimony to this extended
application of the term 31 is Alamkarasarvasva (p.8)-
FERRARGHR: AR RRERTat st amtiReie ST,
FAAFEgHA, | sqIed M 9 were SRR | efdnna-
THRRRNT T AEHNE | evevee. | STTREFRARIN: TR ST
dga: | JregRafeasiiad ed 1 raesiRafy okl e
aafgad ! And again (p. 177)—gRiRmEgaToRREMITAl-

df§d: | To the same effect also sfi@aay in

his s=mREeEd (p. 208)— qRERiReRE ¥ @&t R
SSFTCTTIC T Loorvor srvnesone | DIRITRI JaTiRE: | AT RE:
gaiserE=ay | Compare also Kavyadarda if. 220.

(iv) As against this earlier conception of FHIfRr (or
sifefys) given by Bhamaha, Dandin, Kuntaka and
others, we have the subsequent restriction of it to a
specific figure-of-speech defined by Ruyyaka (p. 175)
as—Sr IRl AT FIFDAAMIT P | and illus-
trated by—

o Yot gl o (@Rt |

P 5 &R g arerl wRE
Another illustration given by Kuvalayananda (st. 158)
ist~ofm it R [a” affeet] wd g @<t @0f*R 1 Rudrata
C‘ii'."ili-l‘?), Mammata (ix, p. 503), Hemachandre (p. 234),
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Vidyanatha (p, 410), and most later wrilers have the
same limited conception of a%if%s, which some go to
the length of regarding as a z=Z:¥FR only Rudrata
(x 9) gives besides a vanety of 3% called %25

(v) As coming between these two conceptions of
gsf%m, though not therefore necessarily forming the
transition between them, is Vamana’s coneeption of
amiw as (IV iu 8)—aremmgamr afifm: t A weom, the
Kamadhenu explains, is possible in five ways—. "

AT T e, g. BRE- ST ;

arEFE e g TRy @mEE: (a case of ¥ ),

TAAA: e. g. TFEAT -,

Y . <

AT e g TR T 3

and, IR e. g. 7Eht TR AFREE,

Vakrokti is thus, according to Vamana, a metaphori-
cal mode of poetic expression, while Dandin regarded
it as any striking mode of poetic expression, If we
now recall that to Vamana all figures-of-speech are
ywraed only, while they are sFifrsw" or wfGEEN<HEuE
to the earlier school, it will be perhaps evident that
between Viamana's conception of g%if<i and that of
Dandin, Bhamaha, and others there is not that wide
gulf that 1s sometimes made out.

(vi) At the same time, comparing Kavyadarsa
i 93-94 with Vamana's example for g®ifs, viz.—
Shaie e aedwt W a fafnle ggdia (e Seig=ien-
frfren e iEads=t ¥g94d.) it 1s evident, as ‘Jacob1
has said (Z.D.M G,, vol. Ixiv, p. 130ff ), that Vamana
has turned what was a 3o (a1 in Dandin, 3@© in
Bharata xvi, 95) into an ®(¥%R. Samaidhi is declared,
like %1% and sifwEfs, as the all-in-all (ii, 100) of
poetry ; and it is difficult to talk of more than one
thing in the superlative and yet maintain a distinction
between them, especially if we remember that with
Vamana the boundary-line between Gunas and alam-
karas was very vague indeed (cp. IL. 3. 172—raziam:
FAR A M RiGTERTaEaswa:)  As far as the facts of
the case go, we have no definite ground to regard

Vamana's treatment of §%1R% as either a forerunner or
23 {Kavysdavéa]
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a subsequent development of Dandin’s and Bhamaha’s
conception of the same. Even if Udbhata, Bhamaha's
commentator, is to be regarded as a rival contempo-
rary of Vimana, yet Vamana may have persisted in
following his own indendent &#R#NE™. The chrono-
logical relation between Dandin and Vamana cannot
be made to turn upon their account of FFifkw.

(vi1) The ultimate conception of F%1f% as a FEIFEN,
cannot be genetically connected with either Dandin’s
or Vamana’s conception of the same. The art of
speaking at cross purposes was regarded as an accom-
plishment of a cultured beauty (afgemr), and it is
conceivable that it was raised to the dignity of a re-
gular alamkara irrespective of what the Texts had
already to say about the other F=ifs

Notes to II 364-366—(i) Compare Note(i11) to ii 13 above.
The normal conception of Bhavika found in Ruyyaka
(p.178), Mammata (x, p. 822), and Visvanatha (x.93-94),
and most later writers is contained in the fol.

(lowing definition of it in the Kavyaprakasa—sgar g
| TR gy ygarfa: | aw9%H. Some writers add to
this the further condition that the objeet (3rg) should
be s1@zqqd, and should be expressed in vivid and non-
confusing terms (FFTA#IFeAa) An example of a past
incident revivified 18 Mrichechhakatika (iii. 6)—
& oo TwEF TR Peg 3 a=ies
quiaTA Y FEAaET QI O g !
g ga ol TageEiRd
T AR awad =@ *vafim 0

For a future incident anticipatorily glimpsed Ruy~
vaka (p. 182) gives the instance—

FMATSIRRS B0 RrausiRy @dar 7a: |
FAFART G o [RraaTEegsmd g, N

(i) In accordance with this later conception of the
figure its name is explained as—wa: TR ¢
or (e go, p. 178)—&fewar wia ena: Ak sffrardametf b
W AT AT g YRS RAmen @t | This etymology
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probably goes back to Kivyadarsa i1 3644, where
however Wig apparently 1s used in a rather peculiar
sense We would there translate it by Sustained
Intuition especially as Dandin makes it a IR ETIIT
Bhamaha also calls 1t (11, 52) a F~afggam laying down
for 1t the four-fold requirement, viz —

eRggardd s, @irar |
TEIE AT AR @ ¥ a=ed |

But Dandin’s requirements for the figure as enume-
rated 1n 1 365-366 seem to be peculiar to him, as also
his whole concepfion of the same, wherein he 18
probably following a tradition distinct from that of
Bhamaha. Rhoja’s conception of Bhivika (which he
identifies with T2z, 1v. 85-86) 1s so very far removed
from tbe two conceptions discussed hitherto that 1t
need not be here taken into consideration at all

(iii) The Bhavika of later writers 1s distinguishable
from the 3% called 5817, the 1 named FHT, and HIENS
Like epmAlfRR or wifsawra or wifgmals  Compare gifg@gdm
(x.p 574L)—a A SRR qM: AAATRA SAAFA 8-
Fge |« e oa fwmd s@e g | @ IRaRRERT
AT | | SEaE, daAnaaner e SR |
T @WARE. T SETGIRE RS JaEgE €
a1 g TR TAHAAIATH fArsiaed | Hemachan-
dra however refuses to admit this figure. He says
(p 293)— s g WErATRIRTS ST PR A VRS T e ¢
Tl geRe) T a7 R |

(av) Confining our attention to Dandin’s own con-
ception of wify&w it will be observed that Dandin’s
treatment of it is quite 1n place, coming as it does
after his treatment of g#ifx%,” whereas, it 1s not quite
clear why Bhamaha should *have called his wf¥w a
se=afagee.  Bhavika is the' quality belonging to a
poem taken as a wlole, and it suggests the formula-
tion of guestions like,~Is there a meaning to the
whole ? Is it consistently carried out? Is there a
harmony and proportion of parts ? Is 1t a clear and
self-sufficient theme ? These are questions of higher
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eriticism ; and it 18 owdimtﬁ{ to Dg}ndin that he has
recognised their nce-and made room for them
1 his treatment of poe.try.""

Notes to I1. 867-368—(i) Having considered a poem from
the point of view of higher criticism and constructive
technigue, Dandin is naturally led to think of the
dramatic Nodef#nd therr minor tonstifyents, or the
Rhetoricil-mudes and their further literary distribu-
tion, these being respectively treated at i8ngth in the
Natyasistra, Chapters xix and xx. Dandin here per-
mits the possibility of an app!icﬁt{ion of similareritical
canon to the appreciation of poetry It is to be wished
however that Dandin had made himself more explicit.
For vrittis comypare our Note (i1) to 1 40,

(i) Here again, as at the end of the frst Parich-
elieda, Da din emjphatises, for gn repiring poet, the
pecessity ot constant practice , Repehitwo inater
studiorum



