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Preface to the Second Uddyota

The present fasciculus comprises the Second Uddyota of
the Dhvanydloka, the publication of which was announced
several months ago in the Preface to the First Uddyceta., In
'preparing the present Uddyota the author has tried to utilise
the collations of manuscripts in the possession of Dr. Sushil
Kumar De, the following being parucular1§ important —

A—1India Office MS No. 1008 E 1135
( Devanagari )
B—Bhandarkar Oriental Institute MS No. 257 of
1875-76 ( S'arada script )
C—Do. No 255 of 1875-76
D—Do. No 256 ot 1875-76 (S'arada script ).

The author has tried to make the Supplementary notes
appended at the end of the volume as much exhaustive and
helpful as possible, important textual variants being noticcd
with care whenever necessary.

The author takes this opporiunity to acknowledge his
heartfelt gratitude to all oriental scholars and students of
Sanskrit Poetics, who have recerved these humble efforts of
his with enthusiasm and favour and his indebtedness to his
teachers, who have ail along encouraged him in his arduous
task God willing, the remaiming Uddyotas would also be
published in dug course.

Sanskrit Collegee® }

May 15, 1957, Bishnupada Bhattacharya
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DHVANYALOKA

[ UDDYOTA 1I ]

TEXT
Y 1 wnfEtger-fTafaarasarran At

® TR IR | anfferTe sEmfe-
=T ‘

TAFAR GEAaAE a1 AR |

HfFatgaaEae =3 fGa 7aq no
Farfaaeat 3 aret sggrera i )

EXPOSITION

§ 1 We have already noted in our notes on the last
Uddyota (I Sec § 41) that classification of dhvans mto 37fH-
Ffegagr=q and faafaqraaeaisa vaneties was shown by the
Vrttikdra 1n anticipation of the Kdrikakdra’s view expressed later
on, though the latter was completely silent on the pointin that
Uddyota In this opening kartka of the Second Uddyota the
Karikdkara shows the classification as already noticed by the
Vrtitkdra beforehand Compare Abhinavagupta’s remarks .

“gfaFt  ggfeaiass galn sewaa—agfanfs
yfm st war gfaso aafa wg 1 9 Soewdig-
qaFay, aft g-siiamrifmmitar—gaifa 1 ax i
qERR-IFIRE fawrgd afafaa dasafafy g ) afe
T—aifr @AY | a7 yueEad gfaeRe Seifvac
sfvafaaasam 7. NRSATFaEFT IS ATy |
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AT TIEAs T winataTareaey a0 gel faataa-
AT AEE AT IEATETsas | wafa geal Fasd

am oo

sifzmErE T aragdafs €T 1"—O0p. ci., pp. 165-166.

In the prasent kdrikd the Kdrikékdra mentions the two sub-
divisions (ci‘ﬁ’]’?ﬁ"{-ﬁ'* ) of the Ffgafaa-a1=y variety of
dhvani.  They are—(1) FuiATg Flagar=g-s9fq, and (2)

qereafaTeraareg-5a{q. Abhinavagupta in his ®Locana ad-
mirably brings out the characteristic features of each of these
two sub-varieties, Comp : “...... I Freaq afFafads qar-«
sfaafamarsa eafasgufesan, ag =g fZafq gwaea

T4 TOTEAAIST A ARTANT SR W aGTATFaar-
fag 73T Z2AMMIATTIHT FHRGTNITE T wRgLafng
AT A AATIA STAGEEA SAraiaafa gear
71T T3 7 (99FFa T4 \'—Op. cit., pp. 166-67. Thus,

while in the first su ub-varicty of Ffagferaar=g-c3fa the F1=7
szase, though not totally incompatible, is transformed inte one

characterised by new attributes, in the second sub-variety the
T1=q sense is totally incompatible and as such has to be aban~
doned altogether, being used only as a means towards the
comprehension of the suggested sense.

qr....fa5T:—Now, it might be contended that in the
present kdrikd the author has shown the two-fold division of
the expressed sense (FTATH) only. So, how can it be cons-
trued as referring to the classification of the suggested sense
(safq) ? To this the Vretikdra replies by pointing out that
asthe nature of the suggested sense (cﬁﬁx) also differs accord-
ing as the suggestive elements (sg=T) like A=Y, T etc.
vary, there can be no incongruity in cconstruing the kdrika
as referring to the main classifications of tle suggested sense,.

Compure : “JY SAFARATI FaT EAHET fiecad qar areaes
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feafy wewaT 7 FuAtCaErgIE—aqUiRaret St =
FeAIEE | sAE AR (AAniE I sggrafasfafa W=
7% &Y alz safaaeetar 9 sfkEy aw gRkoam -
‘Locana, p 167

TEXT

§ 21 AETATEEHETEAT T9T—
fevgsamenifaferafia fgegem an
TAL MERT: TTEGERAMAATEEE FIT |
T 771 77 gargEd udsfa a7 e
F281 7 74 afgeafa sy #fy S o
—3eqE TIRSEE. | WAW  fE eqiqAlARioa: |
1R, d |fEnrE ||

EXPOSITION

§2 The speaker of the veise quoted 1s Rima himsell
So, if the §HT (Proper name) I 1n the expression tnﬁsﬁ:q
Gl ETE referred to the person bearing that name only and
nothing else, then the use of such a word would have been
gregarded as faulty. But, here, the word T[W does not merely
convey the primary sense-viz Dasaratha’s son, who 1s the a‘fﬂ?-[
referred to by the HFT VA, but the latter as characterised
by such attributes (YH) as Fwg @WlSHE, WsAtAaifaaa
etc Thus the AT=YTY 1s transformed (qfiﬁ'ra') from a mere
Hﬁ’f"‘[ to some other sense which includes within its scope
the expressed gense-viz {{HA_ tself (Rama m the present
mstance) as well The ateributes (§%) are, however, compre-
hended through suggeston (2o5341) oW fg5. ... Hfﬁm?‘{
—afXurtg or transformation nas a technical sense in Samkhya
philosophy, which 15 also applicable here  Compare :—
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“3gg HATAL ANIIEE TaT A |
AeaTETegAl F4T afvoma. | 3= 17
—(Quoted by Jayaratha in his Vimarsmi, p 41)

Abmunavagupta thus explaws the vrizr * ar:‘rifa TqATRT
ATTIAAEAR 17 1 AFT IEFAY SIeAE  Sa-
frataarls sm=daw | Asamegearg afraEaar aeEa-
saToq | FANgE©Ely  axdifavasaraEaT Aaeder-
Tt 7 [EEIAsEET | wiEEE g Ageaaaige-
Fraraia B By 7 we = B EEICERCIFEUERTCE
sqrfafafasgores wafs | ggEag—IFgeaesEag
7z 3 U9 0F "FF gGaiaEe IAgaaAaaaed-
T | A1AEN 851 419 fawwd sanE - 0p o,
pp 169-70 Compare also Govinda Thakhura’s Kdvya-pradipa
“IAIE T FIGZATIIANFAETAT FAE @ATTAT ST

grar fqaisfa Mfasarifa sg=swazs faveey saafEr " —p.
132 We are to note that Govinda regards the attributes GHS-
THANAAA etc as T, while according to the Vrttikdra
they are 397G (Comp, STEIAAT-ATfRud: above)

TEXT
§3 1 71 9 @ FvmaEEET—
vt At qon Srer g gl dufa )
wfrargtes fif s’ e )
—zapa fei woeTs o
EXPOSITION
§ 3 Tn this verse the second FHS signifies not merely

1. QT qEA O T GEEAT T
FafwrngrgaTt wafa swefr swerh nzfr semm
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‘a lotus’ but ‘a lotus as possessing attributes like T (frag-
rance), ’—ﬁfqrfr (tenderness) etc’Compare “I¥ fEAraTa=-

23 WA IIFFI= T &+F GHfaAa1=g " — Pradipa, >
58 1 The verse s really an mstance of ;PI?ETFL‘;{TH , for the werd
#H though repeated twice has a different significance 'FI‘F[':?
i each case and as such there 1s no defect because of reperit on
(T ©%79) Compare Ekdvall 1a which this verse 1s cited uncer
the figure of speech FIITTATH— A5 IIH FASTEE] -
arxifvarar | feAtaey gRa-gigaE-EtAaTT-awiET-
FETEAIAITTAEIARTNT  TeqTAT AQEAAL ' —0r
ct, p 194

TEXT

@1 ATl AR e —
rEsa TR IR |
frsara sEarswEaT T swma ot
FAFIIEZS 1
EXPOSITION
§4 The term 3¢ 1s a privative term and as such
presupposes the capacity for seemng, which the looking glass
( Tt ) totally lacks The primary sense 1s therefore to be
abandoned altogether 1n favour of a moie suitable sinse,
which does not comprise within 1ts scope the primaiy sence
(Ii(aqraf ) of &#  Thus 1t 15 designated as IfeFATT7=FS-
gr=y, which 1s based on M'éqd\-qxa?-mmu“ or FYUT-FLIT,

I. “IRTEMANN o= Faeify sueity gedfr srgrEsits
WA | FF AT FRO@ATEAEl R FEeTE-
FAMTEEE | A% TEACETOATAET A FAw  AroariEeEta
ST q FAFAAATFTALT TR 7 FHumTaft "—Vadyanitha
Tatsat’s Piabhd theieon

2 Rdmdyana, III. 16 13 FAAANA To9a<dT TAFIGaIAT
— Locana ©
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as has been pointed out in our previous notes Compare
°Locana .

“gv 3 FIgaghe, | Srarmenfy T gEgTEard |
g gAsfT 7 geafrsens fAvegUsaden 7 @oread)
Tz g wiestrg wegermrorgmorAfy 7 awfafa e

53315 qEIEEEIRTeEAE acesftzaa fafasig mast
waudl gfameaft | aErartassEeag T .
STAREET SASE ST 11—O0p ar, p 172

Bhattanayaka, however construes 3 with {9 zgrErey
instead of taking the latter as an adjective qualifying 3TT?{§?,
so that the verse 1s reduced to an 1llustration of the figure
of spesch Er‘{-rs\r&a“r But Abhinavagupta points out the flaws
of such an interpretation, as the constructton would then
be unnecessarily strained Compare :—

“MEAIAFT g AgIAA—TATRANE  AoIsaT A
#fEE 5, TegmmTAIUe | araisEaafE argm-
fammest Saafa ) Frsatary sfy salfadiong | ga-
T AT AT ATSIETFAT  RIIT WAG )
Fis SAfeameaer fFoseq 1 7 7 fram@ary gans
¥ 5 AT 3fq FeqAr gw@ny Sfudaga @d qsad @
FEASHAST |1'—0p. cit., pp. 17273

TEXT
w1 ¥ g A9y qRrEfEasgns’ @ 3o
frezetiag wxfa e i forarsh
o1 79-fgEe g
I W T HUNY qIUGfEarSAnT 5 g |

Fregropmgr f dror afy faan 0 gepassrmEr |
€T SggTaerd . Locana
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EXPOSITION.

§5 #{AT and AGHTT are primarily attributes of
ammate and sentient beings, and as they are applied 1n this
veise to W and T, (moon), both being nane objects, they
must abandon their primary significanc: 1n favour of their
mmplied senses, which do not comprchend wihin their scope
gven the least shred of the pirmary meanmngs Compare *—

“AIRA FAAAGATAALEAT AT e -
qEATAT AIGIAT ATeS eaATSHASIG IR T- g AT ta-
THEEH AT | fATggTeersRAf av% waudr aqaRai-
fawmmenfsanfrgrsafiiarcamssfa 1"~ Locana, p 173,

TEXT
§ § | IETETFAEIT: FHA AET: qC© |
taafeahdasg s=3uar & aq: 00
JEET TEEEE SAEISN  EAAT | | ¥

TS FhEesTREaT TRRN, Shg S0
faar qa

EXPOSITION

§ 6. Having thus illustrated 1n the preceding sectrons
the varieties of the afggfergarsa eafq, the Dhvamkara
proceeds to the treatment of ths other maimn division of egfq—
viz {qafqaF=aqTarsT This 1s not based on Indiwcation or
FEUT as the first variety 1s, and as such the primary
sense 1s neither ultogether repudiated ( FeAATATEFT ) nor
transformed ( FATTITARIAT ).  The expressed sense has
its 1mportance per se But the ultimate object of our cogni-
tion 1s the suggested semse, The latter again may be two-
fold—constdered from the standpomt of the sequence ( FHq )
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that mtervenes between the cognitions of the T and SAFE
senses. If the sequence 1s 1mpelceptible—we have the
A FLTH-vaitety, which compuses TH, WA, THINHTE,
AIATHTE, WIEET, WA, WEaasar ete , if, however
the intervening sequence be peiceptible, 1t s known as
gaLgHq which might take either the form of ar%@%aﬁr 07
of AFHEATT  “Locana explams the term ATHETHA T
as—'TIT A wEiyg 99 AT A aRT ST STALA-
sqrIsERfe ggfE |7

TEXT

$O | qIA—
- AF- AL - AN AT |
FAUHAISTEAET AEAAT sqateqa: |13
wifedl f @87 AR | | ST
qET AT 1
EXPOSITION
§ 7 In the piesent Kdrikd the Dhvamkdra mentions
the prmcipal varieties of the IE@FyFWEIfy raeafa
has been defined by Jagannitha as—fawrarfesasantagyi-
AT qRAA (1 e. WTAATATTH)—“when any one of the
thirty-three vyabhicdrins enumerated by Bharata beomes mani-
fested by the fg3Tas and ATATTs pertaining to 1t, 1t 18 called
_araeafa (as opposed to wqeafq which arises when any one
of the eight or nine sthdyms 1s mamly suggested) ”’ For
THTAT and WIATAIE compare  ‘HAIfGATITE  ATHTEY
IG-A195].°. For the concepts of WIFIEE and WTaTfeer
as alluded to mn the expression ‘FTeAfGTF.” see Locana
‘Faft 7 @97 74 Nafs weaq, qarfr qor @EFT-
TRAFTUEAAISTT gafEaag s gaEfEsat T9g-
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A wafg 1 ax aan skaglsnger sfqos safa=rd
FaqEIIfaTITaiTsy wafq, aar wasafa | gar—
fasda Fiqaarg gwafafzar 9 T ar gafy
EAafaAr warafy gaataEae 99 )
ar ga, fagafzdisi @ 9 & gaar ghafa
AT AETFAATAL FFaqataia s fafa. o2
a7 g fverrgggEsiaft faastessafaatfamaa-
fratigay  searerfama. |1 sty seaferaam-
faeigrn 1 ammg—Tafaemfareds awdfy safarfor?
zfa 1 aNeagearTgEq. sfaq) awr—
ary MAfredd wfveT gamayrar
freata aftads gaxfa sTeegagisaq |
oeaq gd F9 o Ffrsfadsdieann
qerg T A g iR, TR Wz fraea. |
a7 fg samiqeafslaedy qeaea= 7 g ok 57
EsTafruERaasarEaRsitaay 1. Fatag safrEo
TATAET AT FIFTAATHIL | Fataq aataarfxa. afaig
qquTeqeq, | .Fafag safuidraweasas fasnfaaan )
qqT—
FIFTE AAGEAT FT F F& AAST T AT
NI ST § TTAGT FIAST FeG A |
ff agaeaaFendr Fafad. =iy av geo T )
¥q Tareaqdfy & @ gar geatsuT greafy 1 2
w7 fg fa a.aﬁ‘fngir afaerza g gfafarad awwax
AR Z-Fal Wa=gT 9 g faeamr o guwar

1. Vikrmorvaasi, Act IV
2. Ibhd, Act IV
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TEET TIAEATIEATA | qawmgqﬁ'&‘zm\ | garfy Tie-

ghagseafantt  sif@mmafmgng  dafs 1'--
Op at,pp 175-177

T, WA etc are called FHA (1o FFABYFI) as the
11erval between the cogniton of the FHWIT s, HTATHs ete
o1 the ome hand and that of the fo.me., thoegh it actually
eusts, 15 so small that itis quite impsrceptible and can be,
easily reckoned as nonest  The negative particle (FT?T\} in the
term {FHH co*xveyé the 1dea of small-ness (fﬂi’&'?i‘) Candidasa
i his commentary on Mammata's Kdvyaprakdsa notes
‘AFA 3fa T3 f9adsHEATIRA_ '—p 92 The negative
particle T=0 has six different senses Compare , “aqaragsq-
NGRS qIAT qATeqAT | AATR gz a5l we
srfaar |1 — Abhinavagupta here remarks that though I,
AT etc are usually known as 3[%H, stul that doss not exclude
them from the category of ¥FFAFHeATT Under certan
«circumstances they mrght bz classed with aﬁgwﬁr and HFHIL-
=19 as falling under the latter Compare . ‘ I7 TQIET
TATFAl SAAXEHT F %A ©d § | [g%ucaufy ge
Farlag wafy | a3 A aFggIaameTIa T Ay 1—
Op ct, p 174 Usually as soon as we read a pcem we become,
as 1t were, sumultaneously aware of the emotions (I) etc
That1s why they are called AFASTZT- But 1n cases wheie
there 1s a perceplible interval between the cognition of the
expressed sense of a poem (consisting of such factors as
fﬁ'ma"s, ara,mar’s etc) and that of the emotions suggested
byit, ths latter might reasonably be regarded as instances of
AOETRTAET ’

1 Compare @is¥ fanfeq walsh watgear sagIaasd.
tRE gFL Wil sdT1y frarargarasgiaaiig sgaaqu gamEr
FERE THAT TAI 300 TRIRAT AT FAA T ESETHAT
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q "?TFﬁ'E%( q..EqACHT—F etc  constitute the soul of
poetic art, subject to this important proviso | viz that they are
predonunont over all other elements and subservient to none
As Abhinavagupta 1emarks  §q 5 gacy warfaxgf e
IFTL P Fewig | fE oA gEsfgdd sEEETEEE |
TAe AEFgedn quigawEl faas qaft fAefiaw

My gaETESFRIFRAEF@aTEE fgaq 1'—0p ar,
pp. 174-75.

TEXT “a
) § ¢l AT THIEE FNESLIFAAATHAT “F4-
Faar e ofy weea—

FEITEEAEERA FfanEAw |

o
T@ifeazar a1 | AAtFegr ag: 1sn
0 ]

-G - AIHAHERT g(aunwgaﬁnm EE]
TeRlegw quEd  qeeR  weawdr  fafree
s ferares s il saem

EXPOSITION

§8 In the preceding kdrikd it has been hinted at that
Tq etc would be regarded as cases of tgfq only when they
are predommnant ( #AfH_) and all other elements like the
poetic figures ( [HFITs ) belongmg both to JT=Y and JTHH
are subordmate  The present kdrikd explicitly states what
was implicit in the preceding kdrikd with a view to differentia-_
ting a case of wgegfd  proper which 15 JTIEIFA from

e | A% gefaurEY ye s, SNar v favrerares ard-
frorard Twqpantatafy  aesrwTIsAs wafi 1—Rasagan-
gadhara, p 129 See also Dhvanydloka-Vrtt1 on the verse
aqifafT 3awY —  (Kwmara®, VI 84) and °Locana thereon
{Uddyota TI, p. 248)



12 THE DHVANYALOKA OF ANANDAVARDHANA

IQaq ete. which are no more cases of tgfq than such
common figures of speech as JTHT, HAITA etc In instances
of IHAT | S?éﬂ{ , FA[EA_etc 3G, WIF etc are compre-
hended no doubt, but all the same they only serve to enhance
the beauty of the expressed sense just as poetic figures like
HTATH, ITAT etc  beautify the words and 1deas to whch
they belong Butin a case of Xg=afq ( Wrgedld etc ),
1t 1s the aesthetic emotion that occupy all our conscicls
activities, while the expressed sense and the various figures
of speech dwindle 1nto wsignificance, and merge their individua~—
lities towards the highest end in view—viz the suggestion
of the aesthstic emotion, so that the individual charms of the
particuldt figures of speech are not relished apart from the
aesthetic relish, or as in any way surpassing 1t This, how-
ever, 18 not the case in nstances of wWaq , S?EZR:[ ete, and as
such they can never be regarded as THxafw, wWigsafq, ete

While 1n the latter Y@ ( WTF etc ) s the soul (®fgw ),
in the former 1t 1s 1n the position of a mere constituent
element { g ), and that makes all the difference. Compare :

"Locana : 77 Afg@ATEATIAIT Sq=AT | AATFAAN
frafer  zards  afFuswns  cafedaufreafmde
SUTFAI—IETAI Searfzar | ergerafe wardiar wag-99-
sifer-amfgmsarermatala va 1 @agr 9 97 Wa-
aifcsamary wiftsaaatanis  fa guafer @@ fi
qaERAIRY Feeadaiata 3fy affeq amg =
ATT T AT gy | Al qeEed duie

qAFHTATAT g% W'—O0p ot, p 180 °Piadipa too
remarks .-—

“qF F qOAIT  TWEAT IITISHICAGRT B |
A9 oY AT T, WIAEg 97, WWEATAE e,
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g guifia—sasdd  @EUNSHIeIERR.,
gratalearfay | aq Favagead A Iq 1 qgaFsT fEa
wgmafs aRwafs sheg YdEEaw g @i
FeFraTIaEn g1

TEXT

L | QYRS I Tg g EET: |

CaG afin-aemﬂ wafEita 7 afa uw

Tafy W TRERE Al faeasafy afie
FEU RIS TSN  TEETIAEET  Sgdar d
TAETE e weed fvan 3fa amaE. gu 0 qoan
AIEY T 95T FET TEAERAsiy TAEaisET €9 |

EXPOSITION

§9. In the present kdrikd the Dhvanikara expresses his
own opmion concerning the true nature of the figures of
speech TqIQ etc. When T, |TF etc. are subordinate to
some other element in peetry—whether 1t be F=qTT or
some other STFATH, we get the figures of speech THAY etc
instead of T@eafT etc Thus the figures of speech THAT et.
areinstances of T variety of Euﬁg\aang Just as gHTTIERT
qATgIFT ctc. have been shown to be the instances of the
same category on account of the suggested sense ( viz. g )
being subservient to the expressed sense Compare *3JqI{ET
IFRATTET A1 (ATFATHEE ) g 9T AT 47 |

. .0 ¥ WIS TN ||'—Kdvyaprakasa, Chap. V.
79l IGIIAETET  ATASHIT &1 .—The treatment of

1 Compare Riyyaka’s Alamkadrasarvasva e icicen
wagtaafeaEsar ¥ ORI | W 9 99 WasiEal
Faresr: qa?rsrf‘emaa' ¥ SEAITERRAT TITHHFIET arﬁrfatz—
@ W —O0p ct, pp. 190—91
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the figures of speech THIL etc, as found mn the works of
the Dhvam school vaiies from that as recorded in the works
of the eatl:er authors like Bhimaha, Udbhata, Dandiz and
others TFT as defined by the ancients does not in any
way differ flom Tqegfq of the followers of the Dhvani school,
1e according to them n THAJ , the sentiments like IFTY,
FRU etc are primardy developed which 1s just the case 1n
Tgeqfd as well But the view of the Dhvani-theorists does not
correspond with this position of the ancients with regard fo
IGIT etc  Acedrding to the Dhvamkdra and his followers
rasa etc , when primarily developed ( slysysg ), can never
be regarded as mere embellishments { JHHTY ) and classed
in the same rank with the ordinary figures of speech like IqHT,
qANE efc. They are the very soul ( *ARAT ) of poetry, and
excel mm charm all other poetic elements like T, ABHTY,
{qfT etc Without rasa poetic art 1s like a human body
without a soul, howsoever adorned 1t might be with precious
ornaments, But when ¥ etc are not primarily relished tut
made subservient to the expressed semse or some other
suggested semse eq'g';nﬁ' ), they cannot claim to be
reckoned as the soul as in the previous variety, but are
regarded as mere figures of speech  This change in outlook
accounts for the difference between the respective treatments
of the ancients and the moderns ( viz. the Dhvamkdre and
his followers) with regard to the figures of speech Wad, 99
etc. The view that sentiments like LHTT ete, when primanly
developed constitute the soul of 2 kdvya had not yet dawned
upon the predecessors of the Dhvdnikara, and this lack of
scientific outlook was responsible for their® muddled opinion.
Pratibirendurdja in his commentalry on Udbhata’s Kavyalani~
kara-Sara-Samgraha succinctly hints at thig problem, without
any comments thereon Compare .—
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“TATAT AT T FreaqiArfaaagearn & srEaeaEy
30 Feasiiaaad s a qEg faeEa aweEaang

THAIEEIET 17 9 [qaaqAdFacarg agaFasgar=a |l—
Op at,p 54.

We might quote however the followiig extract from the
same work as 1t 18 highly illumimnating and has a good deal
of bearing on the present 1ssue —

-~ Ty § yewmRfegault FasquagiFaarngeadadT
FTe §3AA | AT THRHET FAATGH G RITTAE 3B 1% —
‘Foafy gasmaal 57 safeaal— afq o

AgY SATAEHIT Firaq af¥gEad | sty Ayt sva
afxy fgaea  gaees fagama FEawId, 97 0T
Eorifaamry-faglfageeasgaarar e faaAT IEa:
AT ifasmifaset  faggeagnimey gETaw-
sFl wiEsafq ... .aq wuwA fAwwEr swn
Cea¥ | T @E 159 WA T GRRESERAE. | F
g ARAALAE. | g1 g Freaeanaaqafaar., gsarat
T mawesaart aur fg awwfafss adc ey
sqqfesad, 91 wWiafssaer Freatq Sagaqar sagaar:
EEER I AR C I A O B EC SRS RIEED GRS [T Ly e
FEAH A EwETArl  wifweafrr goaw avgay-
St qrEarAAEfearaEay AT AsE STEear e
At | sy AISETRARIIEaT GHRTIIRET q90-
FRARAETEET, 7 g F57 97 sewadfs ggaqsaq
—fremwraly wEa @ g Rl oF EwaRT
AT TAWTITARG 5 1597 | JaE —

]

1 Amaru. v 75. (NSP. Edn.)
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“grafaftzsd Freq Stagaqar aa: |

FAY FEATEAT FTARAE saateaay v’ =l
I WKAT @ASFIaqa  asafaaarfaagar 1—op.
at., pp. 82-83  Compare Abhinavagupta’s commentary :
JT fo—easy aeguEseF@Etd ar | ¥ afgfea-
g TEE gk ferg seiemr s 9d adafy
“Famiifa 1+ @ fy oxefiar fauar wifsdear Aoy =
wa | afem, w6 =fr eredmagT amafier G-
T |\ gfewdq F1eq T qHFT @RI qrEAdaE-
ST , ANEEAEEAS , T8I FToqeq qrafaal § gRal-
SEAAET WRWHE  fawr, g gaieaTesaral
wafy SV, T @4 gfa am@gq 1’—0p e, p. 1912

JIAT - . GQW?{-—-—-The construction of this sentence 1s
somewhat involved Abhinavagupta explams it m two

different ways “FrAITEME—qT, TN | afsagaT
TATST FLAMNGIEN, TEISATTAL, | WTHRTEASR
ALY FASHFCE FFAEASTT g war g -
I a1 wwed fg TRdm-gafiga-fraasfifaacta
TNSTFR I | T JIESFIA a7 G FASIF A -
FTONG TGHT | T  TOFRET q3a0d gaaq | afg ar
JEFATEE ST, FRGEIRAfy A sgweRaTaTioeg
| WEFRAT AT | Ay AT Frmneded AreAT A
e, sdtsearcenfy fav =fy qaw gaey | Sgwend fi

1 Compare the following verse quot?d by Jayaratha
anonymously 1n his °Vimarsini on Ruyyaka’s Alamkdrasarvasva
‘IR — AT AT IWTRAT AT <@ @ifesafmEy Wi g
wafa § a7 TafediysT wWraesEan fg argg® u it uw'—op

«it., p. 180.
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WATSFIT U7 59 qE., Iq0T  AEFHAISEOT | |
F7 I@TISFCE fauar a1aq g7 wqafe—eafy-aezm: |
IR T qsed F 99 UT THASTASHIU Iqf&Earn: |

ARAR—IAEASTIAT 25774 =fa saafawa fy qw. 0"
®Locana, p 192.

T1EXT
§901 @ T WIRTEER Yz: AHON a1

TqT— )

5 2w 7 § wawata g At g

¥4 facgewr | sarawfEar darfa 30g9:

Twrafafs @ ag9_ fSaa-sarass-wuage

33 1 Ufafa fewrargaese” Rgsie: o
—3ETS FIO-THET YSTATFATETG AT [0S FIEY !
qaug 19 faed @A Wy A |

TR @R gaT—

faeat geargen: yeaafiEatsaEeAl syRE

T5A, A fafaat afaa: @ |

sfega. wisag aiggwatfn amssgeett

TGS & 35 EE Tt @ gk
— Brgfgmmafera® amEa oifaeer
wRuafEamE 3f, @iy W EReeTRa
aEl fiem ) w9 TifmenERvaEeaE
SIRITATY @At 7 3192 | 97 & e s tvass
FHME 1eEq ¢ wea i OweRg dsfag @
AT ARG ||

EXPOSITION

§10. g F.. GG aG—Now IH etc. might become
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an AGHIY, unmixed () with other figures of speech, or
they might be mixed (H’gﬁ'ﬁ ) with other figures of speech.
or X@’s as well Cf “Yg sfa—tarraiwrgwamgm-
o ar 7 fasr, enfaseg aiol "—°Locana, p 193 As
an nstance of the first varety, Anandavardhana cites the-
verse—{& gl‘efr?{-——’ etc., Here the poet eulogises the royal
patron and depicts the sad plight of the ladies of the rival
kings only to bring into bolder relief the glory and valour of
lis patron Thusit 1s a case of ST (prawse) to which
HFEI-G ( tradic emotion ) 1s made subordmate Itis an
mstance of the FZ vartety since there 1s no other figure of
speech besides the THIT (e FRIULY as ?rnﬁ'qa) The
following extiact from °Locana 1s very Hlumimating—* A=A

RFEATIMET SAARAEGRT FEordT Fedaea grad-
s aeafasrra widh F 8 g @R q fe caan
et zar 3f7 aguAeEAs AR, dft g
grRRAANEIST A , e T FECEFTAANT b T
ReT JEqAT AT FEER AaAEE iRy, gafieaT A
qaTSTATE, a1 WA agg a1 WAl al SeEny gRY
1P, 5fa Tqearly aTgT TS HI F fad A WA
fir gam sEasdteld, aff Sowash g
Sfpia| a7 oAy segalsd | @afy afg ave-
fpry @t 3l cgadgRaql A9 aq FMEEIRA—AT
@ framaidtar asd feasfg aq, sfo qeagaaausad |
SEIATIE ABTFRISANAIIAR 11°—O0p cit., p. 194

‘fageat geqraeI: . AURT.—This 158 Amarusataka, v
2 Here too the poet’s prumarv object is to edify the divine
prowess of élva, the slayer of the demon Tripura But hé
mtroduces the erotic emotion (FTFTX) as suggested by the
expression FTHIGTEIqUY;, with a view to rendering the
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description more effective The expressions used here to
quabfy =7 and ®THT are all paronomastic ( fresa)
and as such yield a double sense, one to be construed with
FUfiT and the other with HFTHT Thus here we have F&0T-
I as g (subordmate) to ﬁ’gﬁ(@ﬂ#ﬁfﬁﬁﬁfﬂ along withthe
figure of spcech THTITAT (1€ FIAT based on TBW). So it
1s an 1nstance of the a@'tﬁ‘ variety Compare : "ﬁ]ta' 'ﬁﬁ' !
%rqua?sarga, W 8T | JIYF fa 7 weifa. sear-
fogaa @ galgaaaT Prgussa | qra@usIsia
g freraraar | SEEAEAAIaART TRt
fageea g A WNTAEigaTgEd, T FAu |
FEeaT FEOT W Freaaiseaf auafy g geareeayaed q
=AIA gAAAITAaEe @uaiEaer’-s@qEiaEyg, 7
Fenafgaedafc W' —op. cu , pp. 195-96.

JTTTF .. T &l9.—Now, 1t might be contended that
as Pg‘g'r'{ and FTI are mutually antagonistic sentiments,
1t 1s an offence against the norms of poetic criticism to in-
troduce them together in the same verse. To this Anandavar-
dhana reples that this contention would have some force if
FEIT and FIA had both been equally predominant
(@(»q-;[q‘]'a) But as nerther of them 1s preczlommant, both
being subservient to the poet’s devotion towards Siva (éa‘?arqq$
fgwra), which s the principal theme of the verse, the

antagonism disappears, since 1t cannot subsist between two
subordinates Compare :—

”»
“frafed & weaafass g HQfan
FETATAG AT AT A FTEDST 117
~—Dhvanydloka, 111, 20

—on which the Prtt: runs as follows : “SF ATG AT Ty
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FRifyaifisear gatT uafeay a@nd warafagiat 93
RfEAfaAR g ETad qearafy @ Qv 1 adEe--
‘fedt TEST AR w9 antadm IR A,
gnfy qAERITET aeatE | geqwasty  ffaar
7 fFasfafaify %@, so—fadt facgawrdme

@AM | gqT—

“gfg 7% qqifass g5 A1 g9ET |
TAAIEEETES Freta afaarstity 17
—zagiat 1t o fy fafaafetsawemeds gaEg a1
fadeagify wfvwafs | @ gie Saffmensggr
FENTEIAR fasfraaraeaa | rgefgraratiaaea aarg-
19 ATFAT T JACATEATIG 11" —O0p. cit., pp 369-71
TEXT
§99 YT AR Heq—
LGEIEHEGIEERENE S REIEEECEY
9 G GI TS FICIETA 1

I I WERA TFNGNEAL & 99 T R -
¥R v, @ a9 ¥, TEwENs R 3w
g AR qEaE i et
fras, @ TaEeE sEaEn favw o
oL Compare °Locana “Frergad g faegrmamia-
gafafy  welaszsmerfamartagaads  fHegmmt swagg-
SfAaEEREA TEATT AT T ARATARISATIITIAAT FTFAT
qrrceufamatfafe 49 BRlg @’'—oé ot Govinda

Thakkura in his °Pradipa too makes use of a similar maxim
mn a similar context : “ar¥ AEF AT TAATAT WG FRAIFIU-
gaTaly aEeRgfft afvalgieangeaa UsaE eI vea

wgwar faaesfr 7 fism 1—0p. at.., p. 272.
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EXPOSITION

§ 11. An alamkdra can be properly so called, when 1t 1s
wmtroduced with a view to enhancing the ultimate aesthetic
relish As ordmnary figures of speech like J9HT etc.
ultimately serve to render more effective the aesthetic charm
( THTEITT ) whach is the soul, they can be properly regarded
as alamkdras ( F@FaY #q7 M@ ASFIX ) So, too,
judging by the same standard, when a paiticular sentument
( ¥ ) 15 introduced 1n such a way that 1t hei.ghtens the beauty
of the principal element — whether 1t be & or I, 1t can be
properly recognised as one of the many figures of speech.
Compare °Locana .—“H¥ HId —ITHIGATASFHICT HTiiﬁ'
araf agead WA | aEaA TS EET  Ffaaeaq |
a=9 gafy grgarafy wafy, qwfy qea @y fararfz-
TAITAGE Wifgarquaasda gfa gaq @A ERA-
qTT | aEAT— @RI E | qef | gaeaE-
qAEr 1 uaggm  wafa-saar  gafy araisaissiead,
qaify ae7 AAA@F A AFATDEISTAGHLATIT
fa argA cwardaewEd( Fes-agatefify fg
IazgRaTafrsas g agsaqafafada=agaarm-
gt | aaifg—a=9T wagdl geeryaafy
wifd, ssFdegaEtg | afgady Fesilgas gratEg
warFers gEFEeaEifaa . 7 fg e Ffsaadifaay
fq atgd AncATISHE., AZURFT FATTATAR 11'—Op-
cit., pp. 197-98

JEATY 9 THRCSHIATT G99 —In this passage
the Vrtnkdra sums up all that has been stated in the prece-
ding sections with regard to the difference between THeafT
etc. onthe one hand and ¥ etc as figures of speech
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(SSFIT) onthe other Cf: “wréi&"%ﬂﬂt’ﬂ gl
eafyFRorasal | TWIRATSTHIAT J€aT & qF fawq | waeq-

arvly gdArly are disaw, TEifiE seren R
faum =fg 1'—loc .
TEXT

§ 1 UE SINRRIAT WIES FET 3 e
favgar wafa) afy g S@Amt st
WEH T {79 w18 aff ewmEiat ofae-
famaar ffderar aushifar g sengReTTees
TEFIANE TR gt
afyesan ) sy gegwfy st gEaE et
WAl T AR EET VT RO, qnEe wR-
TERT TafraAaer Agantafid T gur—

Ty a5 gfuatrrsfo-caa
frrvat & guafug dwafafie
Tfag arfa wafeanfidam aga
TEEYOrT o AqEEAT a1 o ||
797 I7—
Tl Jawror weaTaar SarRarf
ST s RIS fTEE ferageaiEnaT |
feramiafaatar aggai w3 ar seaa
ToEt AWALT qrEafad AEFaEy av
T —
a9t MuFafyrageri wagsarfai
§u 9% FlEgiieaqami Saaaadry |
fafsem wRasTTRTAYg =S NS
4 W14 et fmesiefan wgan i
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—zRTAE fredisSaaEt EwdtiEst Saaa-
FAFFAAAISEAT | 99 I FrggRraamsta
I9_T@REEG ) 43 afe seEa il
shEfmm @1 @) SeEEeEE S
FAFAT I IqATwgaEagaal aif|, weaat -
B[ | FEEFET T WS KA T3 AT @t
MY A1 FIEREE R @ AU )

. EXPOSITION

§12  If the view of the Dhvam-theorists, as stated above,
tegarding the characteristics of the figures of speech etc be
accepted, we are able to properly demarcate the arespécnve
spheres of €afq—where IF etc are predommantly suggested
and primarily developed, of the figures of speech like IHT
etc , and lastily of AT S 9g ete If, however, following the
ancients we do mot differentiate TGEIfT proper ( viz. where
the a3sthetic emotion 1s principally developed ) from
I, where the emotion 1s subordinate to the expressed
sense or some other suggested sense, and bring them both
under the same head YT , 1t becomes difficult to find out
independent 1instances of SUHT etc  For, 1n every instance,
ITAT etc. would be found to be mixed up with IHAQ etc,
in which case a new figure of speech, iz Hgfﬁa or H&HI
would arise as a result of the commixture ( Vide Uddyota
1 Sec § 36), and would thus rob IqAT etc of their indepen-+

«dent existence Compare °Locana : ‘qqfqﬁ I STFqgﬁFr fawa-
fouiacad | QUAEATART | a7 WWEewEr WraR
IIGT Afed, a7 @7 GETATEA: | IF YT Jiqwl-
&9t fawamgr gfa wig w—0p ar, p. 198

afg g . .'\\Tﬁ'ﬂ'aqﬁ——ln this passage the author refutes



24 THE DHVANYALOKA OF ANANDAVARDHANA

the position of the opponents of the Dhvani-school whose ViIews.
had been covertly hinted at 1n the Kdrikd in the expression Xq
afq.)—¥ afafadw aq owa giaa qgguuaTasaia—
qﬁemﬁ—:ar \'—°Locana The opponents might argue that the
contention of the Dhvani-theorists—viz that there would be no
exclusive sphere left for figures of speech like IIHT etc 1f
IGaq etc are not explamned mn the way already shown above
1s groundless For, not every case of IqHT 15 mixed up with
Iq9d, as the Dhvani-theorists would have 1t, so that quca
would be nevitable The foremost condition of IHIT, as
conceived by the ancients, is that permanent feelings like fa
etc alone, when properly developed, become aesthetic emo-
tions Now, where inanimate objects like rivers, mountatns, or
forests etc are primarily described (aﬁqrsﬁ'ga), there cannot
be any possibility of the figure of speech IHIT, since Uq ete
cannot inhere 1n 1nanimate things, as they are exclusive
attributes of conscious and living organisms  Such cases can
be reasonably regarded as instances of pure JUHAT etc if
there be any, the possibility of Erq’r‘ca or commixture being
ruled out 1pso facto as THAQ 1s psychologically as well as
logically absurd on the above grounds Compare. Q&g
AR —AAqAT (HagiaeTam@eian qgaoy ™-

qESHHIET FATNGIeArq fawaa g sanraian faug sfq n”
—°Locana. The author refutes this contention as follows .

True, that inane objects like kills and rwers are devoid of
conscious activities and permanent mental states consequent
thereupon, and as such apparently there can be no possibility
of the figures of speech IHIY etc when,they are primarily
described  Yet, :n almost all such cases, if properly analysed,
we would be able to detect at least some touch of human and
consclous elements brought in through the aid of
one or other of the numerous figures of speech, and as a
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result we would be ag. in led parforce (o recognise the exis-
tence of the figure of speech T7JF, so that the final result
would be qufﬁa' due to the commixture of TGFY etc with
the figures of speech like JqHAT etc

a9 garafy gfafga =aq—If, agam, to save the
position the existence of THAF as an FSFIT be demed even
though there be the apprehension of human elements, we must
Imve to admit that most of the poetic creations, describing as
they do natural phenomena which are per se utterly devod
of the capacity of aesthetic relish, would have to be regarded
as 41T  But such acontingency cannot arise if the posi—
tion of the Dhvani theorists be accepted For, the absence
of the YYFF AHHT does not render a poetic art ?T'TTH but
the lack of the capability of suggesting emotions ('{E[E“aﬁr) in
the reader’s mind makes a poem 1T And, as 1n the ins-
tances under consideration there 1s THeIfd, there can be no
disadvantage 1n the way of regarding them as §Tg Compare :
“Hragiufa—aa g weaaas WasssR fa qwmai

qAT 9 LGIISHIAG A7 IT W AR g7 AT
TRGETFT | T FEATF  WITSFIAATE ATqeqq, g

g ETARHNALETE, JIGH T TEISAEET I — Locana,
pp. 200-201.

TAIATET..  F&AT—In the dlustrations cited though
inanimate objects are primarily described by the poet, the
human element 1s still m the background ‘a‘gfwsargm-
Wedl e, geeaefa agqd aqaiaaq’— Locana ¥4 .
Feaar fawTacaT+-1f, to avoid such a contingency 1t be argued
that when human elements are present there will be THIJ
HAFHRIT even though inanimate objects are primarily described,.
the other problem would remain unsolved as the sphere of
Iq9T etc. would be completely encroached upon by ggftz.
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For, mn every work of art there must be some human element

present, however predominantly descriptive 1t mught be of un-
=

conscious phenomena of nature Compare *— “3‘{?1'@1‘&-——

Areeany A7 Yieeafa@ofy A | 47 a7 Faage ga9qr
adEay §  sTARfEea wfasadramgrg—aenifzants |
¥eaq | sATAgesTERaTnfy aguAATaETe -
aifeaeds g, fraeay 1 afyeesly saamgfa.
sty avgasar froafafaaaar awar seas-
ATy U7 T, seAfgrgaiRhy  av 1) —Locana, pp.
203-204 Compare on this pomt the following verse from
Dhanafijaya’a Dasarapaka *T¥ Efeqagarwmf T Fﬁ'iﬁﬂ
gqifz 1T fFFq T TR | AESAAEY HANTEAFAGIAT
qaifea a9 <@wrEAqdfq @1% 17--0p ar, IV 85 The

following extract from Rayyaka’s 4lamkdrasarvasva should be
consulted 11 thi> connexion as 1t cleaily brings out the difference
between the respective positions of the ancients and the moderns
with regard to the figures of speech WAd, S‘[lm: etc —

T 91T AT e g assifa-
garfzartr | [Sz9 wRgevsfoe fragfaswany faa-
Ffq-frd-samaamss adifag aessmT gwqmE: |
T TE FATASHH 9 sfaar | qF fFaranara-
aafyaifilfy  wwifat wearfefmafafaaa w@: ) weat
Frwrarrara gfa? fdafaeafeagdan. | ke
favazs wwnfaata. | aararat waTnEe | ArTEcTEiEY-
SIS | AQIAH  IFATHCEAT  FHaw AT
qaATEEERT | qAIf waer axfgEnfasacatg ary gwafy
sfa afifaedafaedt seen | qurqafrarasio <gaar-
TAHFT | 26 P = fraed ety aq wwag |
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a1y fAaeqANg gszeqq | U Nl 9w Ay g+
qafa fageqada | srdifaeavgwaes asair | garfga
afRg | @ W YFqAgEINEavy gAagaia. 1] ax
afenq TaAAL FTEATANIAT  TWIEAT IGAIHHIL, TATEHI-
zgifelayd wgaaraese fGda SIA@FR | FAT g
ggaaazfand  wagr@messw, sweq w@iesafaEr

sateqeaTq, 9 SITa@eEd fagm  Arafasay, afgvas
<gazifadr sarsaeaq 11—O0p ait., pp. 182-86

Kuntaka, m his Vakroktyivita, does not regard THIT
as a separate figure of speech at all, and criticises his prede-
cessors including even the Dhvamikdra for holding such a view.
According to him the designation YHFJ 1s quite a misnomer
masmuch as the possessive suffix AT 1s unmeaning and
misleading even We quote below selected portions of the
Vrttr on Vakroktyivita for the convenience of readers .—

“.ZAAT TETAT: ATAATATE A AT A S H -
FREgUiAATASHRAT Fusdfa—

“FEFIU T WAL AT TATATL 1

taeTrRiaiager TsaEiaga<ia
. .AfeEad AEAT—aq FANHAATSFAAT  GIFATFATAT-
faznwsafrandsny gangrfafear fafasawE. qaes
Feafaq gArgeaaig afcegfa | <gasesag fa ad
greafgaaaasty @ ffadad)s geamg 1 qar 9-aft
AT 7T A FIeqaaT Fafag qo-
FeoT Afaasaq | afs 97 qqersIda  qfargrafvEee-
AR HOTHG=Ad, aqify qgrfafaanragesdaar gwa-

I, sgEVEaTEar a3 59 —Jayaratha’s Vimarsini there-
on
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fag 1 adafadr @ sh=afr AAsfawamesreafy-
T HTASHISGLNGLAN qarfq ey 1 .. 997

STHAT IR ga(a | gsRraa R aarE-
qFaaTed THaEEATAqefaAifeg | oA 7 @ faaw festa
el aqaaatafey aeaesk gfa gsdtaqm: &, w@-
FIRATET AFHTRATS ARATogHET a1 1 g% qafenT e -
Tgeafafaaurag qeraie1 faay aeamet 9w 1 #1g-
wafa 3q,. afy qgeafafeam FisEY o219t a9 gage-
FTeA9eE:  gEFEar gfggy @ famwifafas. (2)
qxre} 7 Frag afigeay geraraesr sfa exafafaamrn
@y | dFEIedT AW @A@FE  geRaeg e
FIAafE | L AGAT AT ARGAT TGS
w1, fAedanasgfauaaT Sqardar favafawrm saear-
oqd, qafy 7 frzsaaasia fazmfa 1 gearg sl
wWgganmer gy aagsaanfafaaaigada@angad-
drar sfyzefagar fMiEvewa ar anfefa ggrafafisass-
eI AqEiagarged 7 qivgey yasaq gfa  Sfaarfeana
gagfefr | afs ar dfesramaigfaar w@szes:

sfqaiesy, aaifrgaqeaiaraafy—
TITHSTT AT TATE g TWRA |

F1e7 gfeqaesra Tqrfaffa ¥ afq n gfan
FATA AT, AAFARSHEATAT qaIqeafeny aag-
aar fafqaeaam. ggrufaesar sfqaad | gen1g TOor-
seEweafaganafaafasd faucdy  woofadsaafsa-
AT I....
....[F =7, Fa afenwesta wifz. 57 @ gares
Fqw, 9 g @Akl aqsager Sifad fefeaefafea
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A 11—Op cit., pp 156-166
TEXT

§ 931 fHRsg—

andAgarara Asted & IO sgan |

HFITATRITFI Aeaszal FSFIEIG (50

- Qo * = . AN

 qua’ @ifgeavmiEa’ arangesa § aom ot
faaq 1 aET-TEseaurgf | 3 gREEtERe-
S% RN q=A=AT: FIHIEAT N

EXPOSITICN

§ 13 We have noted that Dandin and, following him,
Udbhata 1n his lost Bhdmaha-vivarana took up their position in
favour of the identity of the gunasand alamkaras (I.Sec §3)
Tt was Vamana who first endeavoured to draw a Imme of
demarcation between these two categories, but he differed
essentially from the Dhvam school in so far as he posited
rit1 as the soul of poetic art, while according to the latter it
15 the suggested semse ( dhvani), that constitutes the very
essence of poetry Another mmportant pomt of difference
between Vamana and Dhvanikara is that while the former 1s
a follower of Dandin with regard to the number of gunas
and posit ten such properties—both belonging to Z5E and
%, the latter followmng Bhamaha recognises only thiee—viz ,

Irraﬁ, ATS* and TYIE! The following estract fiom the
Kdamadhenu on Vamana's Kavydlamkdra-satra-vrtni 1s very illumi-

O
1. Compare the following couplet occurring 1n the
Sahityacidaman: cf Bhattagopala—

“gror W AT frafe agRem a amEe aw ag-
qraATg N_a Wmg WW—Ibid, vol. II, p. Igo ( Trwvan-
drum Sanskrit Series Edn. )



30 THE DHVANYALOKA OF ANANDAVARDHANA

nating as it brings out clearly the difference between the
respective view-points of the two schools —

“gegal Afgawasfy qmArATEeTTE sl
e ey TR aEIATagER | - s Aty
STFAITRE I g AR A e (A AT O fafasat
TR CAeRafssT  ae@HIu gfg  fas=rad
FE TAHE AR ST qAaTEgear ferta-
WFIEAR ~ FAFAAEAT gay gawgear ferfafdda
geamreenianay a1 T wfaufiesfy steeferae-
fradg a1 @ oraRft Aarfrarssmar iy
FeRra e gaaragear fafaify . s qnemwem-
warafy gwaragea feafafeatfraramavaifam aghr-
JIRAIAN AgFq AEAWIG 1. FT QT A TR AT
T AAHITHIEATASHIAANT o ARG ST |
wasT afy @ faar =fa gF Qo fraamssE-
e gfa gomar gagar QAT SreeyAR T IS
R WAl 9T T 9T SAGAE AU eafreqa
HIAY , oA AT FeqH Fqq , GETTTA
faawas wEaq, sfa sweavan sfyar ) qaenfe
TograaT  qadl, afaQerraafagT  sesifa-
wfassed MEAT, AAI-GgUEANTT AT Fregvan
o | Qfesafraemaatang da cafroen
FEA, § T q@ATQIETANSTT QAT sqmenfassr
TUT. | SIS TAX afesar q@F 3y 7 gaafy-
farseq 1—0p ez, pp. 71-72. (Benares Sans. Seres).

All later writers on Poetics have systematically followed
this distmetion between TT’s and A&HTs as shown by the
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Dhvamikdra with the one prominent exception of Jagannatha
The gunas are the exclusive attiibutes of ¥g-—the soul of
poetry, and reside therein through the relation of nherence
(gHATT ), while the IFHTT’s belong to F[EF and ;Y through
the relation of comunction (H«:ﬁi'r ) , though in the last
analysis they serve to highten the emotional effect It s but
a direct corollary of this theory that whereas the alamkdras
are esusceptible of removal and substitution, withcut any
commenéurate deficiency of the aesthetic effect, the TrUT S
cannot be removed without causing the very death of the
soul itself Thus while f[U’s aie essential to the very existence
of a Kavya, the alamkdras are merely external appendages .
Govinda 1n his *Pradipa admirably brings out the dlstmc_:}lon
between the two categories: Uq ¥ quzﬁq$§g§§% afg
z@aseay , aqwed afy wreafrniifeatiay, aafmeaa=sia
IOFTERE AT BEOAT  qOTAT §RSHG | AT
gFEIEE qlq qeafaa, Juawa afy weafa=fes,
gfra@ WWITETLFE 2 amrasaTan S@HETH 17

—Op at, pp. 17475 For Jagannitha’s crinque of this
definition of TT’s as the exclusive attributes of rasa, see
supra.

TEXT
§98 1 qUT I—
STFR qF AT q¢ YZEAT @& |
s FwIsTAITERT AT S o
GFN T TEEATET A SR e

JRRAITIEEEAIT FE TR & AT A | T
gruwaEsfy ararfi
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EXPOSITION

§ 14 nragi 1s the property of the sentiment TFIT,
but, even though 1t resides in FHIT-TW, still1t 15 commonly
used 1o quality 375§ and ¥, constituting the body of poetic
art, as they serve to suggest the attribute of mﬁ;& Thus
usages like qgR. T, Y. AT, etc are only secondarily
Justified on the basis of supermmposition (IGFTT) or transferenge
Compare aww UTH fg 91 atafedl Amey, g1
TgElg wrafEay @ F gofam ) Fafeg g it
FAMATE FAIFTAGTAREAAIT  ATHIX IR P FeATS-
Fagrasad sy GaosfanEn g sfy, aafr
sfae gfdamgmdomz  fa afasrandiqar  gar
g efea, dgq wyfe-smsan-ggarafzauiai agwfe-
SPIERITTARNYMGRITFET AT FigHEifearg o
argaifs, wgufazamsommr  FumdigaERamaif,
Wgydrafarasdifaarar egagfa ) o wa argaieay
wyai  gqfadaeiedsad, q g auamsar u—Kayae-
.prakdsa, Chapter VIIL

Abhinavagupta thus explains the significance of the
restrictive particle @3 1n the kdrikd . < TR UT FTIATHIT
fiemd: 7 9ead —AWA WK sqafead, Afv g acavae
TEda QLAY U HATEd:, SqERY § wREAida-
FRI Aleqd —Op. cit., p. 208  But Jagannitha contends
that this position of the Dhvani-school 1s untenable The
attributes like Iﬂa;ﬁ etc. that are posited 1@ be the exclusive
properties of TH, have no objectve reality, and their existence
can be proved neither on the strength of Perception (SceT-
HH1 ) nor by Inference ( SITII{T?-T) They are solely 1deal
.constructions consequent upon the abstractional faculties of
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our mind So there cannot be any logic behind the argument
of the Dhvani-theorists, and even &3, 3{25‘, EWT’, <HAT, afg
etc. can be as much qualified by q’[%fﬁ' etc. as I itself, omn
the basis of the causal relation subsisting between the former
and the latter which are practically indistinguishable from the
final aesthetic relish ('(Ha'ae'ﬂrr ) or the effects thereof—viz.
g‘fa‘, feT and f5 HTg, without resorting to /aksand as in the
former view. These arguments are certainly formidable and

ilfuminating We quote below the full text from Rasagangddhara
bearing on this issue :— )

“qomar wwr gfa-dftg-famemnftaataagaa. w0
s | qugufafrseE-adueear g aEg 0 @
AFY Y GATAIAY SAATGAY AL THAT, AIqEGT T
TATEAY SAGRT  ATHTASET YL FEATNLATZARNTATICHT
zfq geRawzrag 11 FsHY ArGAY S TGTET I@ATALAQA A
SEIRGECIC I E GG I EEE T A I 8
FRTEASIIE yorerRied gar fawaarsyaaEaar 1 ganfs-
faaafaral wHaesaaT WIATIMAITIE | aEd-
orfafarse AT EATERTIRATY FILTATTSSITHAAT UTATH-
TaEfafa 3q | wifassioe WA FRUATEt qrsea
TRATT | STFI-FRU-ATATAT ATLIa<aT Ffasroora, mfg-
feagreto FTRu@FeTaTIRar syqatafa g7 ar=ag ) a3
TIIFACTHT  JAEAAAT R E A A RAT A A AFA TSI -
AT, AIIFATIT FILOATAT TGAAR | 570 T srfafeas-
Wog FROEA TrEaa | BT e e odansers-
AT ATLATZATAAIING | TF qguiie-Tearfeioreaafy
ATATHTEATY, TIAAT IO UM aear=e | 19 LI
TqU-gAIfRergre Fafafa 391 @ aff gonffaa-

3
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afawaiowad | FASsArEsET gaAiEsdg a1 argal-
fepmameg 1t samgreg @ty wor sfd swagrEE-
g3 | TNRE  AGEMEIAN YR -G-TFAaAn T
TMEA L AN T sgEgrasalE. | qar ¥ gearday

qreEtRdgeed gearlg ST A9 weo sfa g wIgAr 0”7
—Op at, pp 66-68 (NSP Edn))

FeqT IF. .. FIYTUH—Here the author covertly refeas
to the defimition of IfT%lﬁ‘ as furnrshed by Bhimaha-viz, “‘e15y
Arfgaaeadnes aufusaq”’ (Kavydlamkara, 11 3) In the
printed texts the reading 15—*5[sq AUAGHEATT FTeq qHY -
fasgy ?  See Ricaka’s Kavyaprakdsa-samketa (edated by
Prof Siva Prasad Bhattacharya in the Calcutta Oriental Journal
Vol II®No. 7-8), pp 55,fn 5 According to Ananda-
vardhana #{sqcq 1s not the uncommon characteristic of HT?{ﬁ’,
as 1t 1s equally possible in the case of SﬁGTH\' as well

1 It isintersting to mnote that Visvandtha also equates
Tgd ete with g, and crticises Mammata who holds that
the former are the cause of the latter and consequently dis-
tingmishes them from each other, Compare. fSaEERTETAY
FET AELAT=AT N I dAragaaq— A giawrony 5fT, )
FAWTEET ARG IRIMET FR@ER —Sdhityadaipana,
VIII. 2 and vriti thereon See also Rimacarana’s comments 2
AR g3 Maagamsaar aTge @ adaqmHe |
TIATG ETARATEAT FHA AT Eaa AT (eaFIqTa w88 Hca-
wfaafrargte ga Amgdaard gfq Wi 1—Ig¢ o Abhinava-
gupta too appears to hold the same view ¢ TF HTAT o STET
TF FAT T STTAT AFRIHATEAT | ¥ 7 frogreawaar gewar
T JTATT SYAAT W AAWEISAFAT JeaTAfq qqey”’—
Locana, p. 2:3.
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TEXT
§ el ggER ATERTEY FEU T TET94 |
wrgdeE af MfF FaeEEntEE A9 )
fIERIIF R  AIgAeY Y A 9ERd-
gramaarang-fafman, st n :
EXPOSITION

’§ 15 It has been stated in the previous Kdrikd that
Iﬂ‘aﬁ 1s the attribute of JIFTT  The present RKarikd states
that fAT@TIPTFTT and FET possess that quality of HILT
in a higher degiee, because as a result of the iealisation of
the last two emotions the heart 1s mwore softened (a‘aﬁﬁa)
than 1 the first case Others again hold that there 1$”some
difference 1n the degree of :rrgrﬁ in the case of fag®@™r and
R too, the latter excelling the former, which on 1its part
again 1s excelled by s177q  Compare Rasagangddhara : “(%{g)
say  frafeyq Al S g@EEaTe uUEE: L 9x
TR GRS AT FAISaAiaa wE, arr fagee,
drasft e sauawafafraafEagasaar fafa
&g | FAFPLFERIG SrO-ATFIaEararaf  fArent’—
TR | FGIIFAY  Feu-fagsen-ary afqafrady
q gACTATNT qRAFAA’ T | T TAT-IWAAGAT: ‘FEot
fagert q=ar Fiftmafaa sfh ot gamageq @
IEAAGATTE TN TIEATIFIAIFTRAT  STIRATZIATT
qWAT | weAE 3 T sErEare faseeaed argal-

Toad af ggearmmaaaishia aef, agr g game LL—
p. 66.

I. Kdvyaprakasa, VIII. 48
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TEXT
§e8  TzEd @ e
'@Ti“F% wm&?a: \
CECIERECEEADIE
AT STIFETAA_ ne

T ff @ i Afegsywat aaife
PO T T ARG | TEIRRAGE TR 41 -
AHTETTS F4 TFIE | JIT—

Tswgma faarsEifiEm-
TP A |
wFEIgTAT -

& afreafs saima afy! o

AFIA I T SAT AT auTaTad: GaeRT=F-
fids: 1 quT—

Tt 7w s egeTe: awedtat A

T g geErems i miys mrar

Tt aegamaarht iy aft o 33 T

RIFIEE a8 Gy AR RIS I
—TerE} g o

EXPOSITION

§ 16, ftq (a particular state of mind like ‘kindling up’)
1s caused by the emotions Iike TJg etc and this &Ifeg  1s
primarily denoted by IS . As Ablunavagupta explans :
“diftq sfaaag e fawe-facareasawaeawar a1 =
TEATAT 1T e3T=aT —Thus, though SIS 15 1dentical
with $fEq, 1t 1s used as an attribute of emotions like g y
AT and AT by transference, and consequently such usages.
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as aﬁsr{:a"r Tq: are justified. Agan, by a second process of
transference, 1t 1s used to sigmfy (=g, 3]'?2" etc, that suggest
those emotions, and we get It B s ﬂh@iﬁ' qT etc.
Compare °Locana : “..... .qa1 deear arearalaRiyfersar
FISTAT 7 WHAUT JIFTAT | IT FT FTAT-

1o Qetfeka o weaarsy: | qqT sfaa-eaar aq-
THRIAAIL AT Aaarg-IFaEEesy g |
gt wsug-TafE | aqISEAOETE:  SaHiae-

Fid<fadigam. gaamizafy dfafcg=aas aar—ar
:— gegifg \”—pp. 210-211

qATHIAT. . FTHIH—Words that suggest TSI should
be components of longcompounds. Mammata enumerates
the formal elements that are suggestive of 3ﬁ3re: thus -

‘AT AT FAATFATARIAT T Fa AT |
arfs: At afadsd 6 9ga vl 1”

Fi-gqAgdarEAEEaD. Fdtaagdar Wwa @y gafk
WA 91 &0 HEAq JeaAl. IT AT gE. FATISATT
UHTLTS: AFTCAFIN regawrg:  fager deaear A |
SITELH— TeATHEAF <AT(& |—Kdvyaprakasam, ~Chapter
VIIL. Compare also :—“d&edd [fgdig-ggdai-aciaaa-
frgmAraeariafaad-aaagadaafeal  wI-XErIa-
afeqedimaigeEsT AsedT wpRAfelgar  degcatar
AR oIS’ —Rasagangadhara, p. 80.

Anandavardhana cites ‘=T — ( Venisamhdra, Act 1.
21) to ilustrate hew harsh letters, conjunct consonants of
which X% and HZTATO[ are components, and long compounds

can suggest the quality called Sﬁ‘E{E[, irrespective of the sense
conveyed.

TATAFTATTRATS ... . fygq:—The suggestiveness  of



38 THF DHVANYALOKA OF ANANDAVARDHANA

the meaning does not require long compounds and depends on
the theme bcing of a heroic import

a T AZH—This 18 Venisamhdar a, 111 32 Here,
there are no long compounds, and yet there 15 sufficient
apprehension of Bﬁ'ﬁq, on account of the judicious selection
of words that convey a sense full of heioic giandevr Cp
“Locia %7 qA[ART FAIG [aHsqAME 991G 9T
M. A grarEg  seggaw@dy dfafrseas o
loc ct Abhinavagupta admiwrably points out how qIgF
and Sfﬁm; .eue mixed together in definite proportions in the
emotions like WITAH, FIEY, AT etc ——“'&"TE‘C{?ZT HAGIRg-
qqr Agd wFee  fawmadam Sslt sgefafy s
ga7 r qAaEe aWiaadfawraasty faurae deaan
AT ggse AEIRETT | A1AqEsAIq | wry g fawa-
afgam sxifEae ggse safaeamgdfaly faam ' —
°Locana, p 212

TEXT

§ 29 | TRIFE FETET IY FIAR 9f |

- Q
d 99T Q7 [T FAFIRTET: 1t
2ol
AT TIAT TR | § T GATHETIY a0
TAEETEY I ey geaasT saafema)
Yedeys t
EXPOSITION

§ 17 The attribute called JHTE (Perspecuty) 1s commorn
to all the emotions and 1s not the exclusive property of any
particular sentyment It consistsin the tiamsparence of words
and meanings The words must be such that the readers may
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not have any difficulty 1n grasping” their sense mmmediately,
without any contemplation! So also the theme or mport
must not be obscure and must bhave a universal appeal.
Consequently the presence of JHTE renders the realisation of
an aesthetic emotion quick and devoid of any impediment
Compare Abhmavagupta’s comments : TUIFET GEITIHE
gEaganed qfq aa 9 TAHEARNT AT Wil oF-
FOSTRALRITT | AFQUEHTERIT T TZHEA

JgFA AT GEALHAT T | IIARG qAHT sAgasH

Tsgeadal gudsd q3fq wa1a: 1—Locand Mammata 1n
his definition of YHTE makes use of the two metaphors
employed by Abhmmavagupta mn the above extract

qeEeARAaq TIeTTaaq 9ghd A1
=qcAleaeq SaTEisal g9 fafgafeafa. o
-—Kavyaprakasa, Chap VIII

Thus, the Dhvani-theorists posit three gunas only The
twenty gunas, belonging to Trsg and 3Tef, ofthe ancients like
Dandin, Vamana etc can be comprehended within these three
Moreover, not all of them can be reasonably 1egaided as
positive excellences, some of these being indifferent, while a few
agam turn out to be defects under certain circumstances and 1t
1s a nmusnomer to call them gumas indiscriminately Compare .

Ffagraaway dgeamg o) far |
g wefeq Qiver gafaq T adl aw

I As Mammata states .
Sfamo geary FTEAEAT TG |
GO GRATIT § THET IO /G 1
—Op cit, Chapter VIII
Also Jagannitha QAT AT FLAGAIAT fagawly gaar
gqTecgy—Rasagangddhara p 8o
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—Kayyaprakdsa, VIII 7 and vrinn thereon. For an elaborate
discussion of the views of the ancients and moderns on the
number of gunas, see Rasagangddhara, pp 66 ff

TEXT
§ ¢= | widgsztgar S stqer 3 = gigan: |
TET G FR @ 391 TIZIEAT: 1)
el
sHfe @mr 7 yfvgeem: afwesft 7 =9
W, 79 SR AR T AAHARR-
el ﬁ Afe ¢ WP SERsE sagd @ d

TEEEAL e fe ﬁmﬁwﬁwq T T | OEHI-
TRt ARt SEfia: aEd o

EXPOSITION

§18 1t has been a common practice among the authors
on Poetics to classify the defects into two groups, according
as they are umversally so (fiegaiy) or not (wifeeagiw)
Thus, the second group comprises such defects as q Ferglsaea,
AT, gTRFIH etc, while the rest like =TATEHIY,
fosaeg ete. would be classed as belonging to the first
group According to this classification Pif‘agFEEEr would not
be a defect i the case of emotions like T1g, 1T and WATAF
where 1t would be regarded rather as a positive excellence,

enhancing as 1t does the effect of the aesthetic relish  As
Vi$vanitha states .—

- *
“TFIfX HEGTR qAT 1T HEQ |
MWrRY g WA gaed o waq 17
—Sdahityadarpana, VIL. 16.
But 1n the case of HAFR, the use of harsh letters has to be
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studiedly eschewed As Jagannitha observes : ‘Y faziwar
FIAAEAT | . AIIRAY AHGANE WA TGN G T
frasdR-as-fag M@ JFgFI A fea-
JAWTEY gl F-H-A-fASET TARAAT qaITeg WEZ?Z'EIfEH-
FANEY AGFT-TANT A5eqq asidq | gav-waga-afea-
garer gfiw-agmme-afeagamer ggaqifa @@ u—
Rasagangadhara, pp 84-85.

. This twofold classification of defects 1s justifiable 1if we
posit the existence of a soul, viz g, as distinct fsom the body
(A7) of poetry which 1s composed of #7153 and §F*  The
defects become only so, if they mar the beauty of the soul,
though we usually refer to them as belonging to [ and .
Such usages are only secondary N ngGEE%T 15 not a urversal
defect, because 1t does not mar the beauty of the soul (viz.
) m every case It mars the beauty of JFFTY, but not of
Uz If this be not regarded as the criterion of the above
classification, a;f%[g'safa‘ would also be counted as a varety
of faegaly, for the letters would remain harsh irrespective
of any consideration of the nature of the emotion to which
they mught be related. Compare Mammata *—

I  As Abhinavagupta observes . “TauEHIIE TT OIHHIL-
=agry faaridray sfa g Frenfreadetramisaengas
g s 5 aﬁfagmg——ﬁfagsaﬁq Zeqrfs n”’'—Mammata
observes that this division of defects into two classes proves
beyond doubt the existence of the suggested semse apart from
the expressed sense : “afs ¥ areAFTATCAAAFT =TT 37~
FSAFATAT A+IITE FsEreAEar freadine Feeadmmiaa-
Fuafafa fAAMFTITET R | T AT, 9T e
faMER | AEE-ATEIFATTARET  SAGASAT AN g
s IqE agfacAn FAfRa FEaraeataedd I9d @@ faver-
T ||”’—Kdvyaprakdsa, Chapter V
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“HRaTagfaRial YaRT qeARqI|ATE AT |
SRR T e asafa o7
—Kavyaprakdsa, VII 1
The following extract from Hemacandra’s Kdvydnusdsana 1s very
exphoit on this pomt —IGEAGHIIHETLY [O-AIT  HaeaT
FTAAT |1 T FEIANETCIETENIRY a1 0T, HTFY -
RITET AN | T T TWEdq wAi, ST g AGIHILA
e ATE=A | TETAE F (oL A A fim A
Fa1fg a7 Qareads qur, @lEAY T Sar A g ey )
afz fg aa egeafi drvqaret Feeamwal T A w3y
AR ARSrEETEd. | aftenedy Qur | g4t seafgas
SIAIEATE T QAEENE g T s
UEYAT @ QAT ||—Op at, p 16
Abhmavagupta explatns #fagserfa in the kanka as
1efewring to the defects mentioned by Bhamaha 1n the couplet
“gfigadge 7 Feqargsefacafy |
Afgae gaargatar S sy 1"—1 47
As he comments “JfqFeerEgT Tl | FrATEEISEVACHT-
gaa gfagset | wdgseT awmdTeRseEiiafasir |
auT—foaradl wgreasT grEmdigadfs’ sfa | Feqar-
gERY gL TR FOqTAT FAT—F' ®AT Tead
AN | Afere qwadly, wEiedy Uk
gafs | g sfraaiesdy | fe-ararg_qamEf
aar a’sf-‘-n'q ( "—CLocana Abhinavagupta finally observes
that Bhimaha himself did not at all classify the defects 1n the
way stated above, nor did he show that g ete. can

at all be regarded as Tor’s 1 cases of emotions other than
HHIT Al this has  been done by the authors of the-
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Dhvani school for the first time, This 1s implied by the
word qf\‘ﬂ’a‘f i the vtz Compare . ﬁfﬂ'ﬁl’ gfa 1 T @ar
fruafawmyesia  afvae  freagafediost  fafasaa
gafiaq | AwqE-gra-dmrdt  AeEenfaeaan

YERET T gsiqarq afwewa 9 Qoer = gafaaafa
TI: |1—°"Lacana, pp 214-215

- TEXT
§ 98 | TEAIGEAT TAST T THI): SRTEAET T |
AAAGAN I QFIIIREFT 112l
afgrar =Fn @A IfarTEETE SR
ARAT T SHWEATFFT AT IR aTae S
A wher frEa ¥ 9 EaraenfEasaT @aE-
SEEicErERr U CEIEICEIERCIE LRI GO
afiar smmn "weEhaar fdaEr faRen dweie-
grefgem  feramt sefesranenfy @
e ofdeny F s fRge mdw aurfe
GEEATATTEET! 5t Wa-aat fume | S
9 U AEmagTafrzrfzean: gwEr | faew-
wfy sheneneamfreerem | avf T @s
frmagaesafimfale: | anl 3 ZgwEmEmIEEr-
¥z 3l =wadgmea wwe qemfanen, g
qHEFAEE | 7 ggwier  sawafgmidaeafe
Feuw fRaum esqAaEateaTfa
EXPOSITION

§ 19. In the preceding sections the Dhvamikdra has consi-
dered the nature of ATJEIFATGZIA—viz W, HIF etc  Now
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he observes that it 1s not possible to enumerate the different
varieties of the principal emotions ( T& ) or of elements like
fawis, ST etc., that are subservient (3{?) to them.
So also 1t 1s not possible to compute precisely the ways in
which the numerous figures of speech belonging to (g and
& can be brought into relation with the different varieties
of ara&qmga, as also the mutual relations 1n which the
latter themselves can stand to each other There would arise
endless varieties by permutation and combination, which 1t 1s
impossible to énumerate severally But 1f we leave out the
details, we might classify all the different varieties of T, I
etc. under one single category—viz SHHEGFALIA, smce
they possess one element in common-viz the property of
baing s'uggested without any perceptible sequence intervening
between the cognition of the ITSTT on the one hand and the
final aesthetic relish on the other As Mammata, too, notes:
“HARIANIRT €7F AaueasfaEEl | GIAAT w0

SEIGECEUUENEEE S L I O (s et pes )

AITRGOATAETE F1 AOAT G W—O0p et
Chap. V

TEXT

sRe | fEE At g=aa 99 sgqaeAT agaqE |
sreuaifEaIF @53y wfasafa uzzn
foe qEwana ff sqgerawi aegTEEREA W@ig

g R TETREAR st atE it
wfasafa o as—

TERENFAT FAREENFIATI,|
FAET AT MYTE: THLF: 129N
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wfge f T F oo IRAY, Sy R
gfrqaan 99797 IisgaEt 9 FAFE: | AfgT wAAT
FFITET TFET CEEITGTTGIE T2 AT |

EXPOSITION

§20 In the present section the Dhvanikdra proposes
to show in brief how the various figures of speech can be
consistently brought nto relation with Ygreafd. He takes up
5{[%‘[( as the specimen and lays down certain principles that
must be observed in 1ntroducing poetic figuses 1n general
in a dhvani-kavya, so that the aesthetic effect may be the
highest

FEIET .. THTH —1In all the five varieties of R ACHRE
where they are primariy developed ( 3{&3‘"—1‘\ ) hnd not
subordinate, 1t might be laid down as a umiversal law that the
figure of speech TATH ( alliteration ) based on the repetition
of the same sound-group ( 1e¢ 1f too much hackneyed ) 1s
apt to be an impediment 1n the way of the proper development
of the emotion, detracting as 1t does from the charm of the
aesthetic relish. Thus, in the case of XIFTY, long alliterations
based on therepetition of the same letters or group of letters,
must be carefully avorded But, short alliferations based on
the repetition of varying groups of letters that do mnot
unduly offend the sense of consistency and having some
freshness 1n them, may be introduced without violating the
norm laid down above. As Abhmavagupta notes . THFTET
eaqaey eagar fafaaisyaray fasanray 7 Svra s AFET-
qgurq\ t—Thus §F\{=SITH generally 1s not a figure that can fit 1n
happily with 3Jg1X

1. Kuntaka 1n his Vakroktyivita makes similar observa-
tions regarding JHTE, FAF and other poetic figures ;—
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TEXT

§R¢ | EARARA YEFR IR A |

RIS AR Faaed Agad: nyull

AU AFREATI ATEATTRAT TR
@R TEEAT IR R §R-TeE-
arRTER gwEf swreg irafe @y
ToI R FEAT ATy Terfedwer awwi o
M THISH FIUATIE WFS (970 7 F 57 307 0
“fraed figay To9R PI9EsT ST Saras |
ARk 91e AnwE e faed fromre w=e efa
EXPOSITION

§ 21, 1In the poem where the emotion of XTI 15 pre-
eminent, the poet 1s advised to carefully eschew such figures
of speech as Jq&H, H=heY, 'ﬂ'ﬁ'i%'c( , etc howsoever gifted
he mught be. gqTfacT T FI7 3fq— Anandavardhana
here observes that solitary cases of FH# etc, if they come
out spontaneously, are not ruled out hereby. The poet
should only restrain his natural propensity towards introduc-
ing such difficult and obscure figures m abundance with a view
to make a display of his own craftsmanship.

“arfafrdeafafgar Teadaefiar |

PSRRI GRIEREISE SIS g
which has been explamed 1n the vt as follows —fqaroaEalIsT
sygfqamar awa | dw afafREsd W gAEdWeraTaar
Tafear, awmafadayead | smfrqa saafawd & aegaifea-
qfegdt  arerATIEAl  qETRIEesEtRg Tl ..
TEAETAT - GF EAEaET AT T SO AT
ANTAAEGAT [ T qfIgT T TRATAT  TRRIANSSTS T

wifyey. 1=--Op. at.,p. 84
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fawsrd . & 5T —This principle has to be more
rigidly observed 1n the case of f\a'qc'o'rwv{[grt, for 1t 1s the
tenderest of all emotions, and any such obscure and diufficult
figure of speech as IHF etc. 1s sure to mar the sentiment
completely. “EFT—TIT-TFAAMG | FIST &0 |
AT 7 A WFgEE oAt | arsmwgshy frocz ua
g, T easNFT&)"— Locana The followng extract from
the Rasagangddhara should be compared n this connexion :—

“.o.  UT @YET A TS FAAIT AN A
fszwfamafy aqzd@ 7 wgsa | 0T SAFEIF-
fafEagtsafadadaraaaisfasagarfonsa i
AuFEIET guadlsty wfaw faaedtag | aay fg & w=d-
MATATANATT 9gE5-gad @l qm (I WE qe
faadieg ) fagest g gawm | aal "gvaaE T fAas-
faarfafda-amsaes qAraEia  EEEEEgT 93y,
AEIALIATFIITT 7 FAGT  AWEIEHOIAE |
ATE.— 2T IANT HFR —edTa | F g gaiFeseqars-
AAITHETAT I A qATHEAHIE, 5 g cgEdma@e

gg@  MEASY  FIAT, T AUMIAEEEAT W0
IFT 1"—Op o, pp 88-89 Hemacandra m his Kdvyd-
nusasana quotes the following dryds from a lost work of
Bhatta-Lollata which read just Iike a commentaiy on the
present Karikd .—
“geg afcafmmrargr-gafand a1
Ftanfraenfawar faaafaat 9 7a sy
gaFTSI-afaT-awiatnalstazataifa |
afymmaraRay agiarfasary ar usfme
—Op.at | p 215,

1. Namisidhu the commentator of Rudrata’s Kavydlamkéra
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TEXT

§3r1 W ghwfmdiae—
caifeaaar 9T a=9: gRafEd Aaq |
SgTTeA-fider: SISERRY a7 1EN
fseit strPhIATSTy e e TR
gt v asfen STEETEEIR o S ER
g1 qeT @Ee geAfierE | J—
FS T FASTARE gfean
frftaY frraA AT gATTSITE: |
qg T2 Tty T TR
. fipft gegeiaE fragdd @ g T
AR T qE PRI T AT 3 o @ g
cerAfe T FIAT AT AT
foreqerd, @ 7 SRR W = A gfg s S
ey TeratEE wgafy, wesfEEEE v
s FrRREt aq qeafufy T, A9 | @ FEtn
fr frevmgd Rty TeaafEee: e
T WG T AT TR
SaEE Tgr ¥ qewiRee e

cites the second dryd under III. 59, which runs as follows .
gy qEETET GERTAEARN  GEtaraRfrERE g StfEeEfg )
fafrmrery gufagfaa T aag faed FRGeENg FT 1) —aH
Sy-fraifr i o F=@  Prawonta TaaveTr 4 | FRivaeg
spre-FETAl | w4 fesar afwrr Safa, T @ |
g — aEEE— T 1 g AT GuEHTEAY RAATE-
frg TRy o 0
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wageat dat gw dqg T9) @ T |-
ATn ¢ AgafAuEEe wedeaawiaay arsafEv w

SYREAIST A | AR Auf qfEge warfueas

ToE-goRariy, g qa_femis ) 3, walm aifafe
TAFTFA 23979, a7 AT FawEE cafgeT

A FpaErtEeg | wfFan g e W A,
T FrA T, T |

EXPOSITION -

§ 22 The Dhvanikdra here lays down the criterion as
to which 3I&&HTY should be properly regarded as instrumental
{ o7 ) towards the development of the intended emotign A
poetic figure for the improvisation ( fq8afd) of which no
additional effort 1s required on the part of the poet besides
what 1s unavoidably necessary for the proper suggestion of the
sentiment, which 1s the only end of his creative urge, can be
truly 1egarded as organically related with the poetic art. Any-
thing that cannot stand this test must be brushed aside as
mere external appendages ( afg'{—g;) Thus YT, I,
‘qwg'@sq etc can be improvised by the poet only after a good
.deal of contecmplation ond search after suitable words and
meanings, which for the time bemg distrects his mind from the
final aim 1 view—viz the suggestion of the requisite emotion

I References are to Candrapida’s first meeting with the
Princess Kadambari 1n Bana’s prose romance (see Peterson s
Edn of Kddambaii® pp. 186-189) and to Pravarasena’s Sefu-
bandha, ASvasa XI (NSP Edn), where Sitd swoons away at
the sight of Rdma’s severed head falsely presented by Rivana
to convince Sitd of her lord’s sad end.

4
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(TATRTeafFT ) 1 Thus, they should be discarded as extre -
neous elem=nis, as far as possible Abhinavagupta state

that though it has been observed in the previovs kdrieé that
JHF etc are to be carefully avoided 1n the case of AGIT
alone, yet 1t 18 not the whole truth They must be umversali.
awvorded 1rrespective of the nature of the emotion to be
suggested Compare * RUH—T-aH047dn fawrarfigzar-
AT SAATNEARIAT  JAERAN. g QATTEER
AT, g | 37 Ag Jrfacaealy w59 wfhoges
afasamds @97 1 Tz iIsgEgI O g -
fadAsmadarfurdn g aq 7% Ageed 7 fadwg
Fgaafafy wE 1 qur T Ysga ez 179 faay efa
AT F2afd |'—O0p ct., pp 219-20 Note also the followmg,
karikds from Mahimabhatta’s Vyaktiviveka, as they express the
same 1dea as the present kdrikd of the Dhvanydloka—

“F FTEFTACATT IWIH AT HT |
aga ¥ g aqfafearadastaga o
aq —geqry fawEmEn. awfEasaesag |
qgAA AT HTAITSBHINEG G251 | — Op en
Vimarsa, 11. 75-76
FAS GATET T J 79— Comp “Locana .  FHXFFawAIE -
SEAT FAEAATE JFaAEaIfaegse  «fyfrgmastag-
WSTagFaEl  Aenafeaawl  FEEdr amEg gwiE

1. Compare ‘@& gfeafraeaiisse wafes |
strafarna ar =gaaterfasT n—
Sahutyadarpana, X 13.
Also—Ta  TEIEFEIREFTGY | FATT T SHRAT I
g x==qd \"'—loc cut
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qrIIeaiETErITIaEATsTEETIAT a9, @o-
TIESAACRET FuAtasTATETI AT 7 T@ugorfasa-
AR 1—0p. at, p 220

‘tHT—;{% T TH’T’ﬁ'J{’——The criterzon as to whether a
particular FFHTT 18 THIE ( conducive to the suggestion of
the desired  acsthetic emotion ) o, not, 18 whether 1t s
produced by the same effort that s called forth for the
saggesiion of the emotion proper or not,

AT RHIATLST T aq frggda— One msghtz howeve. .
contend that postic figuies like FHIFIHT, ATTIT-TIAT ete,
arz no less difficalt and ntricate than IJHF, H’#T‘ﬁ'—i%q‘ etc ,
and they require as much contemplation and effort on the
pait of th> poet for thenr proper insertion in a kdvya as the
latter, that have been categorically tabooed from the scheme
of aesthetic iealisation. So there can be no reasonable basisto
be found fo1 this discrimmatory treatment To this Anandavar-
dhana replies . Tiue, the said figures are as much difficult
and intricate as JHF, AW etc Still, the former group
diffzis flom the latter in one important respect—viz  whels
the forme: spiing spontaneously 1n ceaselecs succession from
the fountain-head of the poct’s imagination as he 1s absorbed
1n the contemplation of the emotion i question, it 1S not
so with the la‘ter The figures of specch like ®qF, gaTgIfET
ATTIAARAAT etc, are nothing but turns of expression that
convey the requisite meaaings consisting of proper fawiEs
ATAE’s etc, that alone suggest the aesthetic emotion
(73" m aqsrf‘ac{r?{%i%r sTsg refers to the FT=afFgy, viz.
fa"m'a"s, FAAATT’s ete that constitute the particular import
of words constituting a poetic express;.on or &GHTT , while
the second F° 1n {’qurﬁim refers to TYT: 1 the precedmg
sentence. ) Thus, they can no more be regarded as external
appendages than the very thought itself of the poet. The
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poet’s 1dea 1tself gushes forth couched spontaneously in those
peculiar modes of expression which are called poetic figures or
FHFTL's, and cannot be divested of the latter without bemng
completely metamorphosed 1n the process  Change the poetic
figure and you make the poet say something quite different
from what was originally mtended by him. Kuntaka admirably
expresses this idea 1n the foilowmng extract from his
Vakroktyivita —

“Epfaemandg @ Hawa |

*qEUTATAT ATd FISHFITEI FI8AT 1)
—amFa@Hd, suiFa gk e ar GEead
fBHEY | TAOSEASENT  AERe] %Y T Jafq
fagsay 1 gar gEFAfRTeRUERY egfaar By
FA—AGET | [ToFea  qu% qITaedrey, 37 qaraey
FAITAIaEqETs fawsg | &9 FgAr--aguraqar . afefy
F0 g | AEAIIATIEIA" T MIAEAGUTAAT  q0
qguTar | qenRAfaar f53%. sreregaegTaar straad |
T T g arfaaraaaETe  sgaafafivay
ANg 7 Fa=T | AqT—a2TA qan: Hf-weaady. aiEar-
A qart 31 qvay q@enEsadETETTITIaa
B a1 & 97 SR-seg | 9T SIoETEy Feaar |
HIAA QA —qTEFIET  qow-agaed g
freeqragees a0 aqamer wEaar wfawiaw | Ao

Faed eFeatafy fafa:, T g9, segemwwTE. 11—
‘Op at,pp.6-7. Compare also the following karikds from
the same work of Kuntaka :—
Ffa-TaAIgaaud a9 T%ar |
IRIETETT TGy fawread 1

1, Compare Vr#ti ; TIWH XA —aq  FITTATIGLART
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AT FAAT AT GHTI._ |
srgegeet faaeaf grasafimaesad
TH-fEa=TE qEHFHIGL T T |
FEATTAATITE U@ THeeaq 1]
g AFEHHTL AT fsrenar |

T TlasTarg a9 asgE JHRad 1!
qisfag g=a3r a9 faavasaay T |

GEATATEAAT  GASIAT AT (|—0p. ar,
1 34-37 & 43

aq EGCHER 'ﬂ'fél'ﬁ@{——There are, however, poetic
compositions, 1are though, where JHF, HTATH etc, are met
with and yet there 1s no appreciable loss of aesthetic charm.,
Compare, for mstance, Raghu-vamsa, Canto IX1 In Anandas-
vardhana’s opimion, here, too, 1t 1s the sound-effect due
to I that is really moie attractive and as such predominant
( 3}'?;‘5"‘“—{ ), while the emotion plays a subordmate réle (SIg).
In the case of THTHTH, however, the introduction of FHFH
etc 1s not barred

ﬁfﬁ'ﬂ?ﬂ T - .gUFTE —But where the element of
emotion is pre-eminent, the poet should bs well advised to
totally avoid these figures of sound, that are detrimental to.
the succzssful development of sentiments in general

TEXT

§R3 1 AT HALTIA T —

geetdar TamaTfas Fwsfr awamER afwg afgsd 1-loc.
cit

1. Compare —'IEIT fagaread agd & GEGHT
FrafaRa F9FIN A a7 FgAA0 —Kuntaka’s Vakrokyivita,
Vitti on II 6-7
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af f el e wrafn wtaiee
ET T T - frdeta CHETHI]
REENHECE A PURIEoReiCll
TRy TEsFed qeent 9 frEma
TATATETIRT, JHHEA A9
ATRAIY GFIY FFAT 9979 |
EXPOSITION .

§ 23 Anandavardhana sums up the theme of the piece-
ding sections in these mnemoac veises of his own

TEXT

§29 | AL SAARH AR SFILE SHSFRISH FIT
AT —
FARAYA NgR adeT fafEse:
waFIfTdsEasT ofq awdam_ ugon

I §& A Trwmr@mm‘aagaa !
T F A Emﬁfqma?ﬁ R 9 &fE
I FAMAIAE,, & FAsy 1fE a:ﬁw ﬁﬁf—
TN, TEAETRCIGRT Ay §9€iq AeaRq-
f'orera )

EXPOSITION

§ 24 If poetic figures like ®qF etc which have already
been noticed ond defined by ancient writers ike Bharata,
Bhamaha, Dandin etc, as also others that might be improvised
by future authors ( F2dy ¥ aﬁfiaa ), can become auxihary
(Sl’ﬁ') towards the suggestion of the sentiment of love {(RFTY),
if they are introduced after due reflection ( FHT&T ) as to
their appropriateness True, that Dandmn i his Kdvyddarsa
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remarks that all zlemkdras 1n general can add emotional
grace to a pisce of poetic composttion ( ‘FIH zxa*f:cm%‘rfr
q8q Figsafy ), vet his concsption of rasa was widely
divergent from the Dhvanikara’s, Moreover, he did not
lay down any Jefinite rules as regards the judicious intioduc-
tion of poetic figures on particuiar occasions, as has been
atteripted by the Dhvan kdra here

TEXT

$w 1wt ared fafraaw awET—
frae AR oI Aifgas F4Ea )
A T TEu-eEnnt afaREsaEar o
{59 2l MEH TN TATTCH
ETFETT FIRETGAGTAT 1] 28l
TAFFAAAAGAT: FRATTRT qzgam faawfy
T~
=Ty 2l cgafa aga Sevmay
e s |afy g7 saifara
£t sargerens: fafa Wetemyg
T TEFATFIIERT TEE @ Fal |
w7 f§ ge-anws w Wiy i,

EXPOSITION

§25 Anandavardhana in this section lays down certam
principles that must be rightly kept in view by an aspuing
poet 1f he desires to keep mn tact the emotional effect The
first of these prmowples 1s: fAFAT AFITAT AlgAT



56 THE DHVANYALOKA OF ANANDAVARDHANA

HxT9q—The alamkdra must not be allowed to rival or
transcend ths charm of the aesthetic relish, and must always
be kept subordinate to the latter, which 1s the very soul of
a poetic composition To 1llustiate this, Anandavardhana
cites the verse FBATHT gﬁszq > etc  The poetic figure here
18 FHWTH:Tf?Er, as Dusyanta, who 1s the speaker, wvividly
describes the movements of ths bez that hums and buzzes
round Sekuntald's beaut.ful lotus-hike face uader the guise
of a lover as 1t were

The poetu': figure 1s quite 1n umson with the sentiment
depicted here ( viz FWT-AFIT ! that 15 predommantly
suggested, and as such can be truly called an alamkdra and not
through courtesy alone As Abhinavagupta notes % qYFHT,

FaRFf TS TTIIETAT AfT TTATAg aeggastasaa
AT ATATAFAITHGAT @1 | T ww =y AR eue-
fag a7 afardafafs agaer safrefo goraada-
afF | gy FARTiaF M= YAEE, FANGT q€qs-
fasmasases @awamswaiy, w9 g gaafeswar afy
afera frgaredfy aeears asTrefafaay aaama-
frgm 1 w3 Feosfyar quagEd e g7 g
WA | AT ANAl QUM
gAT ITRAANT A | GG GIGAA-AG-FAATE
Wafrgryg  efearfeegaearaigagmat fadta
TN FIRISGAMT  NFaRaEGTq | 9 g
wATEWE stFader ifqy wwwawEifagy sowafiis
TRATE: 1|—"Locana, pp 224-225

TEXT

§ g1 ‘ArfgEFfR 7 IR sarfe wfiae
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vao frafuaislt qemv il fafa o
TIT—

THI AT IE T USTITAET )

st EaTeT W g

s 5 eaiaeey  wiycdw fagar wfaaaed
et 1l

EXPOSITION
§ 26, In th's verse, the figure of speeeh 1s qITATFT

( see notes on Uddyota 1§ 35 ), smce the effect which has
been expressed in words and the cause wmplied therefrom aie

both contextual (NTHZforsF) Comp ‘“FHTfuUMF T FT=T=-
97 Ugfrw@asifa sagw wgagwagatty graaarr-
afrz@iqaatmigas st gsrramiaay sy
faa=d fraamr vgfregesy Aawd g9 gamiiasoT
JEIEAFARA  GIATGINA AT zdT qdaeafq
——Rasagangddhara, p 547. The poct 1;1tends to convey 1in
this verse the divine prowess of Vasudeva, who cut off the
head of the demon Rihu with his disc But it 1s the mode
of expression that 1s more striking here

I  The ongmal ieading 1n Mentha’s Hayagrivavadha, a
lost epic, from which the present verse 1s quoted, was THITTITA®
and not FFHTAGIA” which 1s merely an emendation based on
misconception ‘This 1s distinctly noticed by Riyyaka 1n his
commentary on Mahlmabhatta’s Vyaktiviveka Compare
‘et -5l gwilaey ars feag, geaive gfogen SRt
q TERT  UMAE | Y sWaE:d 9% afe qREd, &
TeEeRed  AYHEAT  FAR | AANES qUIHA ST
FEfrafT e T @ gF s®ma 1—-p 272
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As Anandavardhana states *© % fEQ' qoialFaed.. . §aa-
Tiff  Compare °Locana qIATS %fﬁﬁ'?{——‘w'fq\raaﬁm
4 gETad  frafgag, § g wifR AT FATsEA
AIfEATaad g9 | gaq , FFEF gA " Ay

T oFta gEEEgAaT ° awmfer @t g gataeanT n—
Op ct,p 225

TEXT .
§29 1 wgew fraferafy 7aa aarf, aaEE
wTat gEfrrer—
IR fAagiEs ey ) qor-
VTR AR ETAT TR IR (AT |
yeer=aifaut gazal aifearat g4
w7, wig-FaEeegi ge’ Zean wiveamg |
—TFIS QAT -
FEAwly T quaa] gaft AAguuAasT fIUAa-
T qAT—
wwed Aqegaanty et ferran an-
wawrnfa ffigan eeagg wrean amfe |
FIMEa2EawET g2 ag-aaueTEa:
a7 qEIEAT | IABAL 9 amE T A
—3 fr wEequgisfy W afRsfEe asaEt
wafFay geonfy 1)
EXPOSITION

L J
$27 In this section Anandavardhana explamns the

portion ‘GT¥ ¥ FZU-AT’ 1n the Kanka 18 The poet
should retain ( 99 ) or reject (TATT ) a particular FFIX
according as 1t enhances or deters the development of the
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princip4l emotion Anandavardhana illustrates the first variety
in the verse ‘Eg\'q}c‘!\ FHfEFTH—" ( Ramdvali)  Here the
figure 15 SYAT-25T (1e Sumide based on double entendre )
and the occaston of the employment of this figure 1s n
keeping with the sentiment ot E5qT{gY®*9 which 1t 15 the
object of the po=t to suggest Compare °Locana* TEIHT
SEAAT  F@FT T | IAFGHET  FZREHT | AR
afeq=aarag qTEAT S[FaT GF1a7 qa7 | SFAT A WAL
FASFAT | SAUANGTAIG ARG (A TIUHAT SATSEET
A AT GageaaAaary | 7 s
ATHT AT gaATeqqT AATIAATIAT GFEFAO | T
qgATAT FAfaRg, 73T FET T 97 ITARST AT
Pawarwen wifgdl wiafegiasas  faasgesaamare
FAT HGEY (WES THG\WIATINAT T FOIHON LT —
Zfqa YT 1—0p e, p 226 As an example of rejection
( TAWT ) according to the exigency of the occasion Ananda-
vardhana cites ‘IFFET qAqeHT 1 T g g‘SﬂTTfH’—-In
the first three feet of the verse the figure 1s %@i@iq (1e. EI-TTSZI%@
based on 3JY ), butin the last hemvstich, tlus figure has
been abandoned by the poet in favour of the figure of speech
agfa¥as, which 1s more capable of suggesting the mood of
fasges =g T than the former Compare °Locana . TFJT
aifgg | swgafy ggEmEuT | s F gEEs g,

1 HATET I Aafaaeg e TIeae TERA A '-~Hemcandra’s
“Viveka on s Kgvydnu$asana © FraTg qfadsmataafy aumify-
T WAA,, FfomrImafe vl sm o wwrafdy ) SRy
aEet frarar g% g3 gon, A8 AW A et @ g s
AN W’ ——=Vikramoivasi, Act IV, 1sa close parallel of the
verse cited in the Vitni
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aNTTEFTIT 5 FeAsaq | uF SfaqrearErsel AT
ST | a9 UF JEROOISTH | GRIARIHISESHI0T
fz qaar DIIAEHAIT | FRAGIIIIAT AIHET FATIIT—
‘FragEIATeg(Ta A Afaun --segwd, 7 g FASHUL-
refrafasdar | tafiaefufy fasewwg  gEssE
safaFaraar  FagRaET fragfaradmr 2afEfor
fayaeralfeqiasoraasen @q 1—0p at, pp 227-238
The verse has been quoted by Jegannitha 1n his Rasagangddhara
under the s:0tion on fgI®F He criticises Appayya
Diksita, who in his Kuvalaydnanda, refers to the Dbvani-
kara’s remarks on this verse ( as recorded 1 this

section ), which seem to have been much misrepresented by
him 1n the heat of the controversy Compare :—

“qRf FASAARFATSHRIIGI A FATA AT qATIAT-
TEEAY — AT AT-qewa gAfT sored (frarar aur—
TIT GUFAT  qEAEFIAATERY  qqaeafeafy, qafy
farad | HEAIESAAT FARATFIE AATHAR  q4qT
araTlERg wafy, U@ 9B STRrSHIRGUS WHTAN
TEIEOEAT THMIT , § A%, | 0G T SgHAGHR
IS4l F HH, FAAT qAISFAGLAAT  TEATFTID - |
LT T RAMEAT GEEILITER GHFAT  CEIAaTo
FafazesRgam  Fiagessfan 5 g3k’ xR
‘WIEEY 5T 17 qIgRagdE T STSG 1. —O0p. e,

pp 475-761 |

I  But compare Nagoji Bhatta’s aiguments in defence
of Appayya Diksita’s view ‘sz faeaq—sqamifg STHT
AR deEuand qUIFFT AfEE | 9= arEgynd ey T -
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TEXT

§r¢ | AT wRgTataTa: | afy ¢ sww-
A wv-afnrewt afmm s, @
TRTARY qFeEE a7 7 oufivgr @ 393
TFRFRY s, @ o v g9r—
‘g zfmten 3 mrfEgotdyan ) o &
¥ U7 gsg v fvmisww safwser 3fy
T frisEwRETEEe R, Ta T
TER W A ONgEeAE safmEeren 1
art dafivg ff 9q, 7 safssm ssraony
FAE, FIT—

T FRAITIR AR IZEALATITATT T#T
TEEeISTAsiTEfT 7 T A TR |
Jretaafs: q@EE_ q YAEwar givgefet av
3f% ¢ @arerear gaag ffasdicdiver @fg
AH RIAEISEEETR A T SRR

FaTfy, FAfAaTRI T ATy, FATET T agy | - -
FeATafy IqFATEFAIN TT | F ATFSAQIT  REarqaT |
I IINT AT AT~ TERAAGT R faaea- R e
@ T QGRS Ay e EeisseEn -
M@ AEITTANT IIF T I Bt aeTs-
arafe-sft adftemdaamm  fagyrsfafregared farass-
g5y qiaEafq | o uF frfarmraft g, sadswEn @
gean 3fq T afarEe | vdT RS ey -SdeHa-
TN | FAERAANAST AT d  qewed farerrafa s
FAGFCN: G7aT JIAFACA FY ANTAT HI—oc. cit.
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faafaaenm, @ @WAls= @oAr 3@ 7 1991 77 wF-
frd froa areaenefy gufrorizarsed e @
TqT—
VSRS

EF AR S ICCICE SR AR I PR EE R

@EfrszrgTsa mafafareenaffpad:

sy afrargA’ @ et sfs ag e

wm_ oty a) swR | A aeghatga
—7= it |l

®
EXPOSITICIN
§28. AMATHHIT  Ag—Now 1t might be argued
that m the verse ‘IFTLIH—, there are not fwo 1ndepen-
dent figuies, viz Y and sqfalF, as shown pre~ently,
but there 1s only ome figure of spesch which 1s &Y
sq3F (9FT ), quite different from the former So 1t
cannot be stated that 3T has bzen rejected i favour of
sqfqa, for 1t presapposes the existence of two 1independent
figures, a falsc assumption Compare °Locana—*f& ng"ﬂ’\ﬁx
TgABFR Ay , a7 5 ar aw & ar qdafafa
qREITAIATT 1
T.. .gea8l—Anandhavardana now defmes the scope of

FHFY proper, and distinguishes it from a case where 5@5&
and aqfGRF aie both independenti figures When both zH§
and a3fq#F coinhere n the same substratum ( word-umt )
then and then only can there be a genumne case of GFIT
But when the substrata of the two figures are different, they
should be regarded as two independent figures and not the
constituents of a ternum quid-viz. FFI. For example,
Fgf<.....[9a87" s an instance of Wyealalw (¥¥% ),
since the expression @EfX: which 15 f&%z 1s the substratum.
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of aafas too Comp °Locana a=afy  gFEEa ) -t
fz favdsewregasfadicar™ awe | ggfvsez uat faoy -

a: gfe, afg arag gfiethr  agffifs ww—p 228 Thus
it 1s really an evample of THF-F[HH lvlﬂzlfu‘:hﬁ 11

T f‘g sg{a¥HTq—But mn the instance cited 1n the Vrtrr
—VIZ ‘tafa‘ﬁarl:[——’ etc , the two figures %9 and sgfals ao
not coinhers 1n the same substratum. Thus 53T belongs to such
words as &, fﬂé’fﬁa etc , while the apprehension of
safqYF 15 given rise to by the terms SfETIE and qIEFE  So
it cannot be called a case of TFATTFTAAATFT 3T I |
foxreaegasaemy | ‘aEEE- AT | @' 3fi—aa
zeqife: | args AMIF-gNHIfE V'—Locana  afg 7.
TTq—Now, 1t might be contended that if the whole verse
constituting a sentence be taken as one single unit 1nstead of
such discrete words as TFF, GIIF etc, both FFY and
sq{aE can be looked upon as coinhering in the same
substratum, and the verse ‘TFILTIH— would be an instance
of 3BY-sqfg3® TFT  Anandaverdhana argues that such a
contention would leave 1o scope for FEMET where two or
more figuies come together independent of one another, for
all such cases would be comprehsnded under FT 2 As
°Locana observes . “Ata® A1FATAT fauqmatfaey usfaug-

AR, AT TF-FARGNE-AEMT | wafqd  qEgean
faud 1 faog sAsE faafas Seaw oramEadsar

gawfqaaEg=aT, aF @ty 9y g qwn s
@ra_ 1’ —p 229

® =~
1 Compire , TIEHFA [498 F=mToHiazay | =gafeaq
¥’ .- Kavyaprakdsa, X. T41

2., Por the diference between % and Y see our notes.
on Uddyotal, Sec §36
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i%q{f’@% qaTA. . . .ZYATq —Having refuted the view
ithat "{éfa"v'ﬁl{—-—’ 1s an 1nstance of Qﬁﬁl‘ﬂ*lfﬁa’ﬂ'aﬁ?,
Anandavardhana proceeds to confute the view that 1t 1s an
illustration of FAATFTTAGFAEAHL  Others mught argue
that the figure of speech aqfas 1s based on TYHT, and as m
the present verse the sqfql® in the last foot 15 based on
SSYIIHT, the latter 15 the cause of the former, and the
relation of SAFIGATT or ATATRTATZHWIT subsists bet-
ween them So 1t 1s a case of IBT-UfGIF-FT of the
Ergrf'\ﬁ‘ma‘ wariey  Anandavardhana replies that this argu-
ment 15 not reasonable  For, though 37fgi& must be based
on IHT, still there 1s no hard and fast rule that the sumiarity
must be explicitly stated 1n so maany words It might as welt
be mmplied and hidden 1n the background * So, though in the
verss cited 1 the Vrerr IqHT based on 3FT 15 expressed 1n
the opening lines, yet that particular Y9HT should not be
tegarded as forming the basis of the egfas of the last line
‘Compare °Locana H’Fg\quWW? sgfais |, SUAT ¥ ?2@5'51'&7@1\'5{-
qrarafa wuisy safaswaraaes sfo agway fawa.
% g AVTHARFE-AET Tfed g1 umaamiaeasty
ggftela |  qeasg—{F FET ITAEAT. cAEEATTANE
safaRad) wafd, Sq TR | A 98 guafg—

SRR 1 searfaeee faarfread: 1—op o, p.
229, Anandavardhana illustrates this by citing the verse
FY  geuTqraaral —  (Mayira’s Saryasataka) Here he
contiasts the flickering flame of an ordmary lamp with
the Iuminous and inextinguishable blaze off_the solar orb It
1s an mstance of egfaH, but no similanty 1s expressed at all

1. Compare : TEUA SAN a1 TG TEGAIEAL |
a7 g, Verad afi® ¥ I=aq U
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As Anandavardhana notes [T fg afara Compare
“Locana - a1 wafag waat sad. | Sraafieg argarao
gafag gead | 9 g7 F59= Jq 1 7 A1 fgar afag
Wada Haafdeg aumsly gaar wafy, sarqaaFeang
FIAOT T SAAM | GAGR FAFQ 1 Aqafd: gm.
TSI wq9q, TqUad | ArEAfg ) qrege SYATEn
qesNT gaedq  aq Sfgarad TE-mead A fqardiad.
gz wafg—wdignma  Iqar  safilwer  safgen

waedt AP AFRANEaY | qEATT WWIIqar safaie
FAATEET ITIAT U—p 230

9 3T UF—But, mnspite of all that has been said
1n favour of W being an independent figure, the opponents
might persist that though in other cases ZSYITHT might be
considered 1n detachment from sgfg3&, yet i the present
case TSYITAT 15 the qE ( being the cause ) of sgfaks,
as there 1s no charm due to the former and consequently 1t
would be a case of argrrﬁ:m?ﬂﬁf Anandavardhana
demurs that SSGITHT has 1ts own beauty, and should be
regarded as an wndependent figure and not merely a consti-
tuent element of &4faesx He quotes the verse— AT,
tafqd — to ulustrate that i the case of safqls, SIAT
alone ( without any touch of Z»¥ ) can enhance the beauty
of a poem ; and there 1s no gainsaying the fact that IqHT
based on 5FF would bc more charming still. Compare °Locana .
“yEreqeqE 77, AATNE qANEVAAT GIqTET , A €6
ATGEAIATTAT—Z T DNTATST  JITSFIATINT T
woa | JaErg-Aefy ) asfae e-adamarfuyaartaty
g TdRAT TFAATANIR AT U 9 A STHTATEHAG

FIREIIAERTAR &R a7 el ia—aq genfaar
—p. 231,
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TEXT

§3q | wafrdgisamegat 4 9 arwd faEte
fesfi 1 guT—

HII1T RS BRI 971 77
sar aaftran gfam @ @i 9]
gt Aafafa wegrefa dasr gt
Tt a9 fag faen v wgear A
s ft erwafaaafier g 9 o3 TEgsd |l

EXPOSITION

329, Anandavardhana now explams the hemistich
aifafragiifuar . “od aguent gaed  Arfafaggifear
gfa Wi 5Z¥Ti’ﬂé———(ﬁfﬂ ?»—°Locana The poet should nct
carry a particular figure to 1ts logical extreme ¢ fggor ), of
the emotional effect be hampered thereby Thus, i the
verse quoted the slender arm has been likened to ‘a creeper’ ,
but the post has stopped there, without availng himself of
the mmplicetions of that super-imposition, which if worked
out logically 1n all 1ts details would have demanded the further
superimposition of qT9IY on faar, of FTUTRISST on
JIATF, a process contrary to the dictates of all good sense
and propriety Thus, the &I has been arrested, in conform-
ty with the prevailing sentiment of FAFIT  Compare .

“FIgBAFTAT.  FrgAgaIcaT sqor afz fratgdq, afaar
ST, ATGTE ISR qwmdl=a @y —
°Locana, p. 232 ‘

TEXT

§301 fratgfusnfy  TEgaT TES | T9T—
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ey Iffagfioiran =i
messmt afaf ffert ARy FaE
IquEAIfy §Agy, FEEifey, ¥ fHewm
geawed Fafazfo 9 § Wie ! aEmafE o
T wagrfaraqmarss w0 wrtiertesg sadaf
SHIFAEH g 0T T WOIgEg avad | o8g 9
gatfad’ agrwfmEay =9d 95w | <, afwagaiia-
MEAT  AEISAT FITEATO ARA |, Uq YO
Aty @ fasa gfan @ 3 swEw@wEtw
¥ srmed w@fEfvd saufim gfar awgea
|9 AFIY FANGT G TS TR A e
waqEEgefaTty gwfi aufmaame s'rran
qafa af=fafan

EXPOSITION

§ 30 In thissection Anandavardhana explams the Kdrika-
portion ‘fqaz{r: grafg .. a&TUTF[’~—The alamkdra, even though
carried out to its logical extreme, must be subordinate to the
principal sentiment. In the veise ‘RYTHTEAG —( Meghadita,
109), the figure of speech Iq &@T has been effectively carried
out to the very end by the poet and yet that does not run
counter to the prevailling mood ( 1e faq‘arw-wz)

Compare Locana ‘ﬁ{‘e‘ﬁ%"ﬁ?ﬁ | 7 faa qf(ﬁﬂ'l’qfﬂ@ﬁ[fﬂﬁ'. ]
qrrarg  gafee-fra warg aifvesar afrear suzfraan
g 1 afafs & argrar sagmafa aETEE )
Afgqgarodad | gwdfd FH oherEEEy g
AeTaFTIsE g3 feaqt 7 gafaq orem gfd o 3fy
. | dye s a1 g #ravgedt wafy ardtl wees-
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Ywey  gREderd | oA f§ SquArAEdEHIErsaig-
ST AT F1g2F qAIFHIT qqT fAaifzgaafty fauee-

G-NIHHT S1qq U—0p af,p 233

g Uaq . IHIF—If the prnciples formulated above be
properly obssived by a poet, the poetic figures would uniform-
ly turn out to bz important accsssor.es towards the develop-
ment of the sentiments 1n view. Otherwise, the alamkaras
do only mar the charm of the aesthetic relish  There are
numerous ingtances 1n the works of great poets, that can
serve as 1llustrations of the breach of these poetic norms
But Anandavardhana, out of mtrmsic modesty and respect
for gentus, desists from citing the counter-examples (Srqa'rgm)
As he remarks . ‘G GHFT  FYW WATq * Hemacandra,
the great Jaina teacher, however, records in his Kavydnusasana
mstances to illustrate the violation of these principles The
relevant extracts are given below from that treatise -

‘g TATTHTRIRIRIAIE—
AR @ greredt: affiisageE Wi
sl
ASFIU 7 T 7 | qQURT  EUFREITSHIET
Y, 4 FigEad, Arfa qEedT | quar—Fuargl-
faaatfa | amsET q9r—
FEg sETasA st faxfaarages Faaw
At Ag0 7 froazfant Fea e |
Sqed FEAMATHTTAIEAN gheg graisawear
et q5q7 eqa AR gy 11’

1 Cp 7 Fa® 1 A ISTHING
goiif qenmafy @ & qaw 11--Kumdrasambhava,
Canto V
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—T NEIAGIIASHIASE ] T TITAGHTTIDY LI
faars  fawramara goEad SgsaET dfa T gga-
TEIGHTL 1| FIERIT 91—
‘FBTALATAT FIAAT TEIITAIF 7. |
wragaafg Fa framar wwgdr o
ywgs-fefag-amisaffarazaatasafasmer aqy-
TFanlEg geeaeda s SaTEaTHeHI-
TFAT STEGAT <@ quirsasaffaataar u .
ggasft HHEAY TZA AT — I AHEFL—
zfar T @& gqr—
FATZIRIAT STafFeairzaey fr Afug
¥ wEar. gaeadasisr SagAd 5 |
¥sfr grageadagdiar. @9 ges-
graeg-egfva fageafy s semy om0
T AITIETCET 9918 areaafq &} sFaq  seafawa -
W@ggy AT | garfg gUANd U WAAIR Eqaserdr
agfIAFITANEIT, T T TFAET  IFATHYT WA AEFAT-
AR fraeen ergamfy | Afg awwgroafar
qeEgRaad, Mg qasts gvwae gafsaagatali o
ThaEaTag A Aq-  waed-fafg o &
qqT-~
i1 arstararA iy arenfr agad
wfgmsfanat faifefr o3 g fr fesar g
gqafay fgniead 7 a3g1 AT aU ¥
TATRAN T WAW: 94 F A 99 g3 QO 1)
T T VAT -ZAEARG AN I | qAfg @0 g3
SR IEFEHT{ CATATFIL AATRASTAFET THATL AGATATAAT
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sfearay 1 Gerd aifeer  odmwiddafadaishe-
Siaq 99 SIFAIATIATE sgvHaen e fFarsreEfafy
qradisden favegregadaa vanAfieg frafgoiag | ag
gegate a7 q qr-ify quft geigdT NeaismdaET
FaIfy YAV ¥ FEAtacaEdd qaifd g
gaqreer 7 safag faatg
aregeq fratgr augr —
FIqE FAS A | 7 AT 99T
‘qiEaqaeaFIE TG ATIISHT |
ST g7 giFeeT Ig a1 gga=qra 1
—F AAAGIAQATNERT &L FFIAT,  AFAZIH
frafgsag aar—amraghafa | T@g g 90—
‘"g5aq FiFaaqqyF gfaaaq FIFInFFI
sqTgT g9 9q1E AFT qud & (699 |
SgY WraRITgafa fasa weaTIgIas
FeL: ] F AAT @AARDFAAHIG 11
o7 UaUEr gafdmat  afgdrw  cgwEfiaiHaifgash
ey ag@d T aifsafa 1—op e, pp 17-22
TEXT
§ 37 | FHHY SFAARIEAT TSEAIFEA-
g |
¢
eI RgIET qsfa £t
Fafea: 1170]]
& fafaarrmareT AR derTRNsTIanE-
Rt 7 wrr @isfi aegatEgeistafeye-
w=fw e o
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EXPOSITION

§31 Having thus discussed the nature of JHFET-FH eafT
in all its details, Anandavardhana proposes to deal with the
other varety of faafaraazarsmeafd—viz. guegsmeafy,
also called ﬂiEﬂ[ﬁ-ﬂﬁ'{'WWﬁ The name 1s significant
un so far as the sequence between the apprehension of
the expressed and the suggested senses 1s distinctly noticeable,
qust as the sequence between the first sound and the
vibrations thereof 1s moticeable, when a bell 1s rung This
FH2TFA-23{7 again has two mamn divisions, according as 1t
15 based on formal suggestiveness (ﬂﬁﬂﬁr’ﬁﬂ'\?) or material
suggestiveness ( aﬁﬂfqa‘q\a"’) Compare °Locana —

“gq faafgaraqearsacad gq9 Wewesasa fqadd
fadfta @ fawaguig—sruearfs | STATRISTATRA T
AN | FRMAT  FROaAtIaaSRedaan FAo
aif 1 @sdifa | A Fae gEar wafafifaw 1 aify Fa9
fagfaaraqarsay fgfaa: | srgafy fefaw afaasad 17
Op at, pp 234-35

TEXT
§ 3% | g TEEATEAT TAATAT FHEQ 4 Af =
5] 359, A »ver fvn e @)
ATIET FTHE—

R CANEFIT TERTT TG |
qeRsAgR: 3 Y6 INRILAA! & 1|

TRATEHFIN 7 TEIAT AT F1 TSTYAT AHIA,
g ezaegat  Afaferg faafegnn ) wgg@ =
FETAFAT TEIJATH VT | 99—
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A7 wegqanan afelgem etz
TENIYAREIEST AFT T TSI |

Ty whmafEe s |er 9 A
Mt § FIIRFTEEA qER AT

EXPOSITION

§ 32 When a homonymous word ( AAFTATEE ) is used
to dencte more than one sense—one of which 1s IFT (1e
contextual ) * and the other &, the former alone 15
conveyed through the primary function or Denotation (afqar—
EqqIT ), while the latter 1s compichended through sugges-
tion ( sg=74T) The ITFHT sense cannot be conveyed through
the sslf-same function of denotation, because the confext
(S[EB‘IUT) 1s one of the restrictive factors enumerated by
Bhartrhari, that delimit the scope of Aenotation to the field
of the contextual sense alone, where the conventional meanings
(ﬂ’a:{]&'?) are many and consequently indeterminable (3198 55?{).
In such cases the word-element 1s the most important factor,
since the substitution of any other synonymous word foir that
particulat word 1n questton will fail to give rise to the
cognition of the AJHT sense Now, it might be asked .
‘What 1s the difference between 39Y and E{raa-e;rf‘c‘raliasaaﬁ[ G
In both the cases we have homonymous words ( AAFIA-
3sg ), and the apprehension of more than one sense there
from So what 1s the reason for differentiating them as two
distinct catzgories ¢ What more 1f 1 such cases we posit
irsa‘a‘rﬁra{r\m‘a‘ﬁ mstead of 33, thereswould be left no
exclusive scops for the latter As Anandavardhana puts 1t :
Mg ATET TUIG—’'. The Dhvamkira has answered this
contention in the present kdrika <aifaqeq fg q '—True,
that 1n ﬂﬁﬂfﬁﬂ:@%‘qﬁr, as 5@5\3[, we have the apprehen-
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ston of more than one sense. But, while in the former we
have, in addition, the aporehzns on of an unexp essed poetic
figure (ABFTL ) qui some definite relation like FTIIT etc.
subcisting between the two sensss ( wiz. the primary acnd the
suggssted ), n the latter no such relation 1s cogmsed And
this constitutes the essential difference between the two cate-
gories ( viz T and FeIglrqmeeafr) In &9 two or
more senses are realissd—rmnus that unexpressed relation that
constitutes the link between the two discrete meanings.
As Anandavardhana observes . TEATESHIY IOT —As
an 1illustration of 33T, when two unrelated facts alone are
comprehended, he cites the verse gq %Za"eaq'r'f\‘m%;r——’ This
1s an adoration to Slva and Visnu simultaneously Compaie

°Locasa : T & ATSHSIATARAT THIY | AHAT FOIT
gar | afedl g Ot sty aigT 39 F1E1 43 JUSHA-
FITHTS TAeT Mgq | AT GHI FrioqEd G
gEAT | T WSR WA ALY | AFTY faeo L s w
TRATT MAFAIFT AT F qH AT ST | A6 F
A T arg | 5 aq ? afd weaifa gfq feag—
g, aer fggy wuirges gf . g ar qeEy o
I qIAT | FHIGH ° AFTHATAT SAAAT T AAr fagrar
grewar &7 | afy g7 We® edFfryar ey faamar 3
Fa 1| fgfhiatsd —a9 cqeq-FTRT gar afefaar faso:
grgedy w1 g Prgefadgmagiselsa, wva qrq o
SIIATMAFT TT T ISART TE4, WRIHAT T ISITLAG |
767 T A WA Ty e g | g sfhw am
AMH TAAG | § WA AT ST fqArwFEy
T gaaT gIFIEH  IHIFT ¥A geew  qifafa) ew
FegAT gy gdig Ao =y Wy fava 1—0p .,
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pp 235-36.

This view of Anandavardhana—viz that 1n ’Jﬁﬁﬁﬁg\@—
+3fq there must nccessarily be an apprehension of the un-
expressed relation to link the two apparently discrete 1deas,
seems to be contrary to the opmion of later authors like
Mammata etc , who state that mere & (fact ) might also

be suggested 1n a case of iraairﬁaﬂ'\asaaf:r As Mammata
observes ——

AT FIUST AT T2 AFTIAET |
TAAET § I FeRARIZAT 557 1)
— Kavyaprakdsa, 1V 38

As an example of irai'irfqagﬁﬂ@%?ff}f, Mammata cites the
verse —

‘afeger o geg geazafg Ao qeATEd ATd |

SuraqsgT afrEser 9z aafe ar a9y 11'—and notes
“ax  ggoweAisfy  qerstdafa sasad 1'—Ruyyala,
in his commentary called FTEFIFTIAFT on Mammata's
work criticises Mammata for regarding a’%g%a'fﬂ‘ as a
variety of ﬂEﬁTﬁ’f{a’Wf\ﬂ‘, though he himself justifies
ﬂsairfsagmﬁgaerfa in hs Alamkdra-Sarvasva Compare
“. g3 g wegartadaaasft  gragen frewegzafgen
AT s faaT gasd 97 5 ow 99
werafEmeaafafefy fredd g3 7 qag @9
ardgaey wfaaaT afudaqar awgaface, | arfy =afq
ST FACY  FWAZATHIATG IT G STATANTAIAET
atfagegorrq | 7 wrear wfgfeq | dax fF FH9q | S=AA—
WY IFTAAT qITe AN A fawa gfF frzaa | quifg—
FEEAHIRY adl qAleaEd AGIgAN  GEEEIGHIGE
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FOAA | T T qqe: THIFA AqrAafRgrRo qaegq9r-
zfag =99, To1q , ag seafwiqaacas soarsAt | -
+FffT grgrrgRor @ gEE: w0 99 E@—

‘FBFTUST J&AT TSATg AFTATH |

TEEET § q9. TRATIEAT (597 11—
gfy samgvEAEEa (7)) fr wsmEIEE S | O
sEasit a9 gEAEqasiEa o weeafraasr aEgaafy-
sfgea:1 gar— .

‘FA: FFH AT EATTATHTANE G
AHAT A FFAaeFeTd UNETS 47|
TAFTAISAT FFarcafagosard gueaTay

e gAATHL garag fas vawg faarw sfa
gheegaf@ss sw@avimgas  usmsefnadssaqafy
=7 fgarareraraafzaar sy=al aeat gaaes gieamy
AT fazarfaamqifeatogaamg g1a- aTe aE&ar arqudr
sfq T gfag w1 g = sifasTs 950 FOgsN-
F9a | gadmEfaeaa g frafaaafa | aewegamar
Aqrd G ANATTANLAT QIGRAGAIATAN GHIAAT | AT
IFIT AT GIAQ Ao FATS! aegeAfFIq 1t —
Op cit ,pp 101-103. Jayaratha remarks that this imcongruen-

I It 1s really an instance of FEETEMEmfFE=fT as
Jayaratha observes 1n his commentary ‘o = Fafy garfesdr-
dafrTafa fr | arpatevtareads anft st
Tt ferdfe qeqeawa  graFAsEAEay —Ibid - We mught
justify Riyyaka by referring to the maxim : ‘@Y {g SWal W
wafg SAISEEATTATRTH’ as  he has hunself done 1n a
similar context in defending the Dhvanikdra
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cy betwesen the two wviews of Riyyaka as stated 1 two
dafferent places 15 only appareat and can be easily reconciled
For the criticism n  hs  Kdvyayrakdsa-Samketa should be
construed as having reference to the particular illustration
and not to a%gearf‘a' as such, As he notes :—

“ o Aq FEANFENEHR]  TFATAT ARGeAR.  WeAalFd-
qecg o, qgmgImfasEderAgs . ax fz
‘gffgd o g AR— SAIERIH IuamfEans
SEANAYFTY  ATTAT  ATAFHSANATAT (1 —Vimarsmi
loc ¢t Jaganuitha, too, mn his  Rasagangddhara wupholds

this twofold classification of ﬂﬁaﬂfﬁaiﬁ%ﬁ’fﬁ The follow-
mg extract dealing with aeg—aaf‘:f should be carefully

noted .—
“FeRAfFIHEIEgraTaaT—

‘AT AqAfaFETR 75 wAAIfegaT v

I I e aragEfaama v
g W Fe] uTRafgerRmEfaya. ) Us-
03T FRICATAT FFEAMIAOFROET  ITHITEAT-
firsmad | A FA qI-IFARIAFRAIAG , AITIGET
®qF 97 JATSE 31T AT | §8 TICTATHET TR~
TAAAGI AT I aqIqaTAI A aF A TACGF-
TREFQUATTITATAT FTW | T ATMTTIAGIaET qIFIHE-
sfy areaq | geasead gTRagEqdar sfafraafafe-
qed T QEIVIITAR | 3 T S=pEFgalfqand qresmer-

@

1 But this defence does not appear very satisfactory in
view of the fact that Riiyyaka in lis KdvyaprakdSasamketa
categor.cally denies m&ﬁm\mwﬁ
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gifa, ASEYAEl T ATBES-ATATT qafg arfe
geasear 1—O0p ct p 1627 Thus, on the showing of
Riyyaka, Visvanatha and Jagannatha alike, 1t becomes evi-
«dent that when out of two senses apprehended through homony-
mous words one 1s intended te be merely covertly hinted
at ( ATSJIA) mstead of being plainly stated, and the other
serves as a cloak ( 3TSBIEF ) to hide the former in the first
dnstance, 1t 1s a cass of q@g&aﬁr pure and simple, the former
being conveyed through suggessien ( 321%"1) and the latter
through Denotation ( ATHIT )- .

Appayya Diksita’s view regarding maﬂrqaﬁaaafq 15
somewhat different, however According to him, when from
a pertcular homonym (FAFT mEE ), WFA and AYFA
senses are cognised, both of them are egqually conveyed by
Denotation ( ATHHTSFIAIT ), the restrictive force of factors
Iike gAY, fA9TIT etc as enumerated by Bhartrhari, being
logically unjustifiable  The S{YFHT sense 18 not suggested, as
the followers of Mammata would haveit But the apprehen-
sion of the relation (HFIY ) that would link these two
apparently 1solated senses 1s caused by the function of sugges-
tion ( SFSATATIIT ) and thus we have FRFAFAHBTHHTL-
+3f7 m such cases As he states: A F IA FAFA
grrafafaseq, aF Wwag sEwAIINErsER |9

1 Compare also :
I AYIMT FETHART AAGATHT )
frqafa i OseT FRIAFARAITS 11— (ol ¢1%)
—F LI ANAAT  FHOT AR gEa e
fraadry qatEAsEdsd. weaataye! aega | g8 ¥ ¥ea-
geeqfagaey i geadda frafaaan sTmReREr T
faafra zfe Mwaraf 7 ©9 IR w9 1—Sdhiya-
Darpana, Chap X.
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gared FAfagasafeaqasfy aurmfs aFaraR q9ET,
aa Frafd ? agrT—

‘YIIIAATEE: FITHIT IFIAEE |

T g Siwed gag qgfa #%. w—gfa  wwE-
FravasEad | @9 fg swrwfnar wafgvgamtafatae.
FATAT | T G597, —F IS SASIAASANL T
AL, AT 1 7 g %7 qaiiwsr gwafy, gear.
gaeotd frafeamn | Tift sgar, e ENEe |
7 =ifarar g9 sysSEafy weaa frgead, dmifs &
afwaly sfa g, a7 afiggeamEa asfqgcaqds
fag 1....39 g7 —AgEEINEL— FATR! TFHFOF-
sq MEngag anwduEsft  aw-s-weswifigsamy
qREIFII-A -9 q-qEa @ g ea I w AT gaivsarg<
sqafraframsnedicad gaeatly s ga stHfnsr
gerfseqasty swax afudq ey, adgqanfiear-
greeaify wearavafafresad geeoraeiamtqarasaT . .
qaifg—asfaFaeagl A=A Jglqageaal
A gaq 99 TEAA, IFNSAEAAATHAFE AT
sydarad: || afg Argserdy, fF g draanaa’ geaet g -
qEqCATAEgSRETs  adfaesfaeaaea aq  afk
gl sAsAAATTIRTATALIAT. €1, TIT FAUT fqeaq |
7 fz arfrrarafaaatraiea sy semaed o Ragea-
AT gear faerg sfawadaniay graraent® s
SeearAqeASTIfE-aqedT  Fa1 wafqa | qmE 9%
FAfAGRauadId amFfnFsay qeEv, aq ARSI
., AT SASSAANTANY , 7997 ¥ qgeaaeaifagd
ax ax framsila gergraty sFarafa a1 sEERd-
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sqif, quT 7 wfwenfqamacang a5y wwafafy sades
safxameqarafens |, gaiwRa a7 safrqarfawasfy sfa-
ST | qEAT  FEGAIEGArAaTIsiy segaraega g
qreqrastaga afa 1| agafeady = q@Ey st arfa-
agaTfeaarg Swafqaatanagay —savegafaad 7 aare-
gdtad ATty FrFaravdiad safFemsaear 1 9 Sr9TE-
61T ATRqTEsIAAMAGET,  qEIGAETNqHES
aq1 ‘STAATEE — yeamfafaduufafoee. gfudiafy  eed-
T F1HEd g3 AN, T TEANATTEAT .
frrofratfasdn  gqtae@  Soammaies}  qaaggeaE-
TEFOTATEAT | 7 g gAY FEGAT SASAAAIITU-
feaegrtasigor \.—Vetwvarttka, pp  11-16

Now, 1t might bz contended against this 1nterpretation
of FeEWHFIAHAM, that there would be no scope for
Fegsaft based on ars2xrfFq and the traditional two-fold
diviston would fall down For,in the above view the 3[%-
¥q fact would also be conveyed through denotation (ﬁﬁ’!‘*ﬂ),
and there bemng no wmplied relation to b communicated in
this case, asin the former, the aid of suggestton would not
be required here at all Appayya Diksita’s arguments are
ingenious though somewhat stramned AR g —gregaIfaa-

THEATSFIAR grepifaqmaafarrEag— searaar-
guEeasty a@l aegeafteg va, favessyegard or
FEPATER GIONAAT T T @ASTHATIFAG—T ¥,
71 A% swegdsastamas afgrman aeRatids awg
JAAT, qF ITHIHIA A1 FqT—

afiafrs ag=dfigha goafa adm | aed g
—zfa 1 w7 g erafa’ wses seqag asusrafers gufa-
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argA-afifregelsad gfwsds  wfgaewam fregrafy
EaIAaMIgNF T FET’ squeerE  SaElfaag

grad | geawra aratfy aenfranet aegeatteaigs n”
—O0p cit, pp. 16-17

Jagannatha’s distinc‘ion between &Y, TATAIFT on the
one hand and qaairf‘qaﬁmaf‘;r on the other 18 moie logical
and precise —

| AFTSTEEANGA 00 11 =T 911 ST
THGEFIN  THIRYTEHRI F | AT GHT | FAFISR-
sfawrg, urmsesfamgra 3fg Hfva @0 ang
grgy fEdmy wwyg o aafa gdneg g 0 @
frfaeisary apaaTIINSIA I FFANFAAAITEAT gAfen-
o 1 erArd WY fE =7 fadsaey froseamn AR, |
qaawe g faavwaraswgg feoczg q fARaa=sed |
FAH  FRAFIASAI6587 TT €A (aQuuATAiESTe-
aramly gragFaafdmeTEm o 29 | SFagfgamse
SUIETY J GRIARINE fa9g | 7 § I5aT IFqrvaiazsaay-
#fy foseadiqrad ¥ g radffwm s § F 97—

‘yfso-farenmes-am fasaafas. |
gazafganfastataa aEatasag o’
—7 S ey SefErrsisTEaisiy  sassanataar
gAY | T AgEgAETT A1 TErE g 5 segarga-
FIEIAAGHIAE A@TT FOTT | T9 o YRAHRGH -
q&q Bqﬁrmg \’— Rasagangddhara, pp 522-23 & 529.
TEXT

§3:1 97 W@ EwRElarEmi  Rusmedg

sEdtfe afa wetew, aq qelt wernfeet wfa-
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e g rgwy— onfy-3f | agaeh—a=
TEITFIT AHES FEEAT =T a7 afrad, @ af
R | 99 § FeRIw T et
STGIATIE FIUFL AFAG, G qafaqD | geganil
AAES FIUFaLAfaan a97—
Fent fify arw franiae s |
ST 6 AT T o

I FgEAtTERt e wiT g ey
afravaa 3f Fe=smgTRe R few T
ATERITIET 597 | TSETHEAERA g =3491=aq
w9 f3Q9a a1 safgaey favg w3 =un wEa—

RATYAY GI-RC GAlgo -

T et IRirEsfaamraeE ot

frai gafirgemfas’ sEraags 1

E 7 WasFE st ar sfmed qissaE
w9 Freraty  SAfREmEgaEl on W |
YT T—

fierfireagant =T gset @ gdwEEy)

A 9 WEGYRAH qEg F (47 G i
YT TT—

anfruaorassanass e irafine g |

srafrest-gro-qary argeafenr faw a=nn
AT BIESSATGIE DT AT |

EXPOSITION

§ 33, In this section Anandavardhana brings out the
significance of the qualifying adjunct ‘eqifereq,’ (implied.
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suggested). ‘ITFACA-TeTEq FIGIAA aI=sd WAY
NINTHAT— 7S FRATRAT ('—°Locana.
aq....599f4997 gfa—The opponents might rase an

objection to the above distinction between TFY and IeT-
ﬂfﬁq\&%aﬁ as bemg unsatisfactory and illogical. For,
Udbhata has elaborately shown 1n his Kavydlamkdra-Sara-
Samgraha that 1 the case of ZJY too there 1s the comprehen-
sion of other poetic figures like IIHT, fal'ﬁﬂ', ®qF etc,,
though in such cases 3SY alome 1s the principal figure of
speech, the a{pprehenswn of the latter being of afleeting sort
and thus momentary 1 existence Consequently 5T 1s
the real figure (FT€qF) and others only apparent (Sfawrfas).
As he states —

‘THTACASATTON q=FTT 99 fasrany |

wafeanferifieade: fasafag=ay |

HBFITTIAT IfTr s 9. |

fefadvdasaifaatafise gq sdiaam n'
—O0p. ct,, IV, 9-10.

1 The following exposition of Udbhata’s views on &Y
and 1ts relation to other figures in the event of their co-
existence 15 very lucid :—

“qy faad—am FeER ((viz D) TEUEHIREd
farmfafafaad | a7 fomer awecay, wigifEq @FoREy,
SAET araay R 1 sAgRgEEEl — 9T AN T eRad
¥ g qaF —3 AT ASFTALATT TIAATIATISSHILAL
aey | T =Sy fafqam. steefa et o= gEsw qw aEg |
qarfy  AVEAATIAl  SHQATEIET Eq geitaE S |
TEANFAAEY  dNFY | JEAIEA  SUWEERE | F 9—39 !
@NT TAEARIET @& e T | @ ImaRgfala seaeas. 11’
—zefe-FransrE fafwy favr st g swdEEE
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Thus, there 15 no real difference between &Y and FseZTIFI-
'ﬂ'ﬁ?‘:ﬁﬁf, and the latter can be easily comprehended under
the former, and as such need not be regarded as a separate
category atall The word ‘aiTfered.’ has been used in the
karikd asa guard agawnst such a possible contention, Though
m Udbhata’s view there 1is the apprehension of other poetic
figures 1n the cases of XY, still that other figure 1s expressed
an words and not suggested. But 1n the case of FeFAfFAHH AT
the cognition of the poetic figure (in the nature of a distinct
relation between the ST and AIETIT 1deas )"1s generated
through the power of suggestion and not of denotation, And
this makes all the difference between the two categories Thus
the word ‘ITfayeq.’ as qualifymng ‘S[FHTT.” 1n the above karikd
18 significant Anandavardhana cites some instances of ZISY
where other IFFIL's are explicitly stated These are certainly
not cases of ﬂaiﬂfqat‘r\c‘s&a‘ﬁ, where the poetic figure must
be suggested.

‘FIC. ... TP —It 15 an mstance of BT and T
where the laiter 1s expressed 1n so many words.

ATA....5qq.—Just as ‘Wonder’ (fgeqy), the safiranfc-
WTF pertaining to FIT, 18 expressed by the term ‘faeqy’
itself, so too the particle AT denotes vy ( contradiction )
jnstead of suggesting 1t~ As °Locana puts 1t—

TFEAR ). ... FT qfg AT R fawEtersT ey a9ur—
SATEY STATAT NeAT 7 FA AT qIF qur-meEA™  fwe-areaam
IR ? e 3ft gy wwwEdfs A, 1 sw fg sewEan
wfgarare 7 g arget fafs 1 afg [T Rt W sdEEE-
afy gegaistea | aewrgwfafaniqefasy @Y o wfaed
FIATEFIL” €T \I— Rasagangddhara, pp 525-26 Later theorists

have however criticised this position of TUdbhata, See
Kavyaprakdsa, IX , Saltyadarpana, X ;  Rasagagdndhara,
doc. at
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< gify-gearsa fadgaraaTsdzasty afvamfia Fassfar
g gaanazafafy gifet | g fRay agwatr grfonr-
fafa1 wa ua faenagsSiscaadeniqizes | afagsarad
g 7 aq U adggearfuar €, eutaaiey wWaafaeds-
dgetaas 1 fawmaren Wi gfy geemrfasmdr sTe o
gqr fargm. gsaw gfgwife faeaa’ gaqa @saq, agrn
sty sfonfa edicaas @:@7 1—0p ar, pp 236-37

‘qEEIFT ...[99T UF'—But though the verse ‘TEYT
faaify— cannot be regarded as an instance of F[SE{HT-

ﬁﬁ%a‘fa‘ of the YS&THH category, yet 1t can be propeily
regarded as an illustration of HHSETFALA, smce the
emotion of love (3IFTT ) 1s predominant m 1t As “Locana

remarks ‘ad 5 gdgary safaAtfea-waag gy
e §ff—amene  efEdy-asvearasatuafa
agiafy | sERmREI g fAtATEy g arasiw
Qfaa‘ W—Op ci , p 237

‘ZITEATRT Toidd’—In  this verse again IOW  and

aqfas are both expressed and comsequently it cannot be
regarded as an mstance of ASEA[FAYHEATT Compare *Locana,

geala g% X AEA | AfGITIE gIFA! FOTEAY SUET
geg | weaifaretm ofed PrEamamsieas | gwsy
sgaier | aregadafy ) sl aedw

spfaisen SFAAR W'—ibid  The verse wfwufga--’
1llustrates how 33T and & are both 187 Compare Locana,

YR @ A s aT fqoasat s atwaraify 1 faeg-
wamey | afy g fdand gere-aanr | aafrarT
faarsfagmr gareama@n | wfagydar g sxoraEr
|IETRO0 QaTd. |1—O0p. at , p. 338 The verse has also been
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cited in Mammata’s Kdvyaprakdsa as an instance of ?\gﬁﬁ‘g\ﬁ-
STET of ASATAGAF vartety . ‘FA GIAES AFA -
wqey greqeq fafgsq’. We are to note that while Abhinava-
gupta  considers the 1dea of FIBIZH to be expressed
(9797 ), according 10 Mammata 1t 15 suggested ( 3AGT )
cqufzy. ..z —HusgaEa @femfy wlw

gy gAgaaft qFda FEIACEST | GEIER
dagua. | forerfysrafiner =fa ggamaea s@fvsa-
fagzogar argafar wa g wiet 3 | TlEysEaa -
afgerarea: aftaagsd] araasesT FIeAqI-Aa-SauTAa T
sraaratfy @ afgareatagteagrn waRiorasy GHE-
Feggafaeada 11— Locana, p  238.
TEXT
§39 1 | afedisz /U a7 g7 FeITaatatEa-
WE@T A IFATIRAGOETEIF AL |
T TRFATEITATS FETAGL @ | J9T—
‘T Ra9 | munEaar ffsew ' A
dqs wafearf@ g | ofvmt f8 aw aewdn
wre g feswmaat aatgemt
merd afya: adgagar My TREfaa
TSR @9 U9 Ag S aETTe G|
T g AWMETHEE T3 FITFAR TsaTRAT THOR @ a9
TF AR | qITCEral SENENIggTE
5P AT geenfeaRaaeETEt aREwe: U
1 9—'T9T: NGAG FSWTASq: |
TATIITESTT & F T sterier |
71 TR W agfafivnseas: it
Tis fmton i R vty devons:
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i@ aRAE

T 2 qrEEt wrwﬁﬁm siferaamEaeg |

TIZTEN, FEFAT ST SRR

TR g AT AT SaTeiE, 3R -
TEEeEEIETTT: ferfeen ameai
wﬁwﬁmﬁq‘rqmmﬁfw T RIET-
ARIETERT ST | SAasfy SRR T
RIS, A5 e qoreead | i -

sfr Tmﬂmﬁ FAR ! TAT AR
mmvfa T —

‘07 7 Aragmiey: deTermm, W e,
W g, sy afeumifeaaTe
TR

EXPOSITION

§ 34 Now Anandavardhana justifies the use of the
restrictive particle T m the above kdrikd : ‘TIHTfEICTRISEET
SqA3Y NI AT 4T=9Y A IgAT—8 Afq )
—Locana T H .. .SqIZIT TT—We have noted that when
the relation between the YHT and FTFT 1deas is not ex-
pressly stated, 1tis a case of mreamiFaw®eafn. But if the
poet uses any such word that 1s expressve ( GT9% ) of the
relation which has already been suggested, it would not
entitle the piece to be considered as a specimen of Frsaarfag-
q\m“q'f‘;r To be a case of Wﬁi@a‘arﬂ" the relation
must always be suggested, and in no way expressed. Otherwise
it would be regarded merely as an imstance of such figures of
speech as IFIfFT consisting in witty expressions and stri-
king modes of speech. Thus, Tq s significant excluding as 1t
does such cases from the scope of Wﬂfﬁ#ﬁ&'ﬁﬁfa.
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Abhinavagupta’s comments are very iiummating on this
pomt: “INAAFATRAIFITRIAN IT qEIFANE F-
fraaasuy afwaar T, g9—3a9  sSwaaamaT
3, ax ar wga fpRafaarenaragEEes aomfa
agT—qeat fqar warRy, a7 qEq agar T’ w4 |
Aisfstada sfr tgeam: | aaify sifvemar oew frawRy:
swemfafday  ¥7 fedafeaq aq aifen gwafs, a
fedratsatsaratfaa gegsaq, aafy afk geags=eaT
faay JamaY faams. gsnfogaafaas: goE ) o
ua gisfy rrfyqaifaarsfr ot sfawgda, anfy 7 s99-
faug 3fq qqeay | gwEdsirasa s 1 anfical-
st sufegeaqar wief arrafagarensf st | 7 @ar-
aifered:, ferg aseawr saw sifwsman sfagagarg .
featasr. awm 1 qavgw sfowes sarend gty
ITgF Arfercararg  fasAfe’—Locana, pp. 238-39
Thus rule holds good in the case of emotions ( T ) as well.
Thus, 1f a particular emotion properly developed and suggested
through fawta’s, SITATa’s and TATIAIA’s be again  denoted
by words expressive ( qT9F ) of it, like TH, I etc,

it would be regarded as a defect and reflect the bad crafts-
manship of the poet Jagannitha’s strictures om this pomt

are worthy of note : “geAAfaQEgIEATIY fagegmrat
W wWRRT  ygiiaeal afwagafaa: | sarear-
AR | AIEARRT  SSOATASATT  qFAAw | a7
fraraifcfifieasaes  wo waRafaE a1 51 Q.
T 3, S AGrRT a=AlE W GEFGE FATRISIGET T8~
ANRATY | ATEATAATISSIHEIN  TeAATHAFAAT  GEIS
AreqA: FOIFIAT FARATTETT 11— 0p ait.,p 61,
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‘FETIT Fgal... .fﬁtqil—Abhlnavagupta explains the
verse as follows : “F &g ! vﬁscr\f“agam geauT A fafeag
g2 AT AT @IROTA Ta@fearien it 1« ar afar &l
a1 5 919 F: @@ ¥, ANOTEY gAT | qasawd OFl-
sfagadw g@ar fAslaay gaemaeTT areagrgararr
faaadar weguaegaar RGP sdafaasy
Ay gewnT fafaqifwarasas: geaeaanfy fdidsy
sqrererATasta i Reer adft aea iR sese-
faar ax @ox ggaaiuead:, swedved fg gawwa
gFaa ! My earfag | wgaar geedfy | S saTwo
g geza at dae: | wafoarten aftegafor smarfe |
-afenfafa wg wid @ 9fa 1 oF <f srETor-ataEaRTeT
AT | I, GHEEASTET Al WA inTSsa-

faeda ayar: aq afq sifageeiam sad 10 —op.cir |
P 240 Thus, the use of the word ‘GWEq (‘covertly’) gives a
fresh 1mpetus to the function of denotation ( AfgYTETIR ) m
conveying the second, idea as addressed by the maiden to
her paramour, which otherwise would have been communicated
through the funciion of suggestion, the function of STffHT
being circumscribed within the sphere of the Y& (contextual )
meaning alone by wvirtue of the restrictive force of YsHITTT or
context. Compare : “3% TTTMTIITSITAT MY VT FeATfR-
sygATAr geAtafq 937 sREqarsTaE | a%irﬁqfa qIEq
qfeean safaig™— —Sahityadarpana -

I. The verse 1s really an instance of Swaafraq@eafy,
though 1t has been cited by the Dhvamikira as a counter-
instance ( YETEIW ) 1n the context of FeaRtRq@eat. For
Riyyaka's justification of this apparent anomaly compare his
temarks quoted later on,
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... .[970.—Anandavardhana now defines and 1llus-
trates Wsrﬁaq\ @egfd. The JSHIT (1 e. the relation be-
tween the primary and the suggested meanings) must always
be suggested, as has been so often stated above He quofes
the Harsacarita passage : “STFT-qR. . - HFIHTS ’, as, an 1nstance
of yFFTLealT based on zrszxfaad  Here the word HEIFRTS
has two meanings—one referring to the long summer ( Hg
&HT& ) through Lﬂ'frirf#a‘ and the other to Siva through "@fa:
The former being contextnal (S{T%Ifﬂl’éﬁ) , 1t1s conveyed
through denotion, and the latter as also the telation of
similarity (HTEFH) subsisting beiween the two are comprehend-
ed through suggestion.

Compare Abhinavagupta's comments :—

“uF FNGFIET  fammAaegey tanuE—a7 fafq
FYAGNITHS qLA  AIHET  qgIEEYd | "FeTe gafe
SEIf qurr a7 q1gs_ Ferfeemr grat faema: fafaar
I7| FoAftes! T gTSIEgEIsH § AN Soa-
WS’ SeAaqgeanaq g | wgreaEy feaasgfa-
FIZAEIE FTS. AT | AT EIAANEAIA A AT
framaqa., ¥ wq ‘oEga-ufeg  anzasfaftgadaar’
zfa FamAngaAl AEIHETNTy. g|Er ganarA T
FAFAT TF | JIAGRITAMAATFIAIT Ao (R -
ST 11”—The followng passages from °Locana are impor-
tant nasmuch as they record t}le divergent views of various
schools regarding thc necessity and scope of the funciion of
suggestion :—(g) T FIATHAA— T TITT [EEMAT ﬂé-
aetrstaa AR g aaeqeafyasateay geeaafauraaa
sfaae fRafra faaeifaadva - @va. sfafeaaareagme

2afy aszafvanea sagwa 3afwey’ &5
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() &7 g—anfugs fafar adarast’ oo
Hiuor-aar-fadv-argeans  gesifcad qaisaeray aal
AT AT (T 1

(3) TF g—T=DY qrad_ AL ofy weI, AF-PN-
sfr afswarg weawa sf ey fada: geseEriEY
g 9 Farfay  afasranng seasEEEa—a@ar
rafa’ &fir, TRAIRY a1 qF ATAGFRAT T g AT
SATARA W= AW, T7 MRFAEIRIG agata¥ sfaes
SR TFI 1)

(¥) =} g—fediaagearen aatame’ 37 fgdrars-
fada sfawgay, gaew ffrisdistadiay o7 7 sy,
deaa g I fadtardey sfaoaer saame sy
qTF T ®IOT JT A4 Wi, T q09q: Fea1e_5ia 4T
ST | a7 afiarasy: FfEafr grmgdwEm
geat 7 fgdtar wsamTAaR o9 | @A faar squrar ST
T W@ TF FewreaqEtaia gFg i qgE T
rEragEitAafaE a1 yars &g searfs ¢t gFw g a9w-
q¥daTaragar frmar 1 A e -gearagar 99 Wifd |
geqr famfe’ seaafymsss, ‘worsar— seATfawws,
gfgg— geaet ¥ s@w swEggar Fosdfa ag-
Wﬁ’{ W\’=="Locana, pp. 141-44

Mahimabhatta holds that the passage ‘qIaX . HIHIS
is really an 1nstance of double entendre ( T>Y ) based on
guTfFa, and that the term WFTHTS: might as well be dis-
pensed with and replaced by its equivalent HZTEHAY: without

I. 'This 1s the position taken by Appayya Diksita,
Consult the extracts from lus Vriavdrtiika cited above.
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detracting in the least from the sense intended to be conveyed
by the poet. Compare :—

“qT G RUREMNE  a-—aarai— gfae
a7 g gamiffraraT Igaifaduarfady agrsoTsaar-
i g aeraraardEtrardfy aaad”-—O0p. cir., pp 344-
45,

Also (—*“FHTAX—" T ATTFAVIF-AGTH IS IRIITAT-
fetwfawan witfa: arar | aemm szg@-ara gTEg-
SIITRATAT I, TH TGFHAATT | FTEAFTLOTATATE-
AT AFAETATATS ST a0 T SRR 5T
sfrarataradifafely @ gquadaddgmenaaw @
wfxafcdags aeaq a9°—0p o, p. 417.

‘Fua:. . . . AFABTRIOY ~~Here the term g is fiea,
meaning €I and A, The other expressions Iike I+,
MSAGIC etc yield two meanings., According to the
Dhvanikira SYHT ( similarity between T and HF ) 15
suggested here. But Mahimabhatta observes that the verse
cannot yield more than one meaning at all, for the poet has
not thrown out any hint or clue that might necessitate the
re-teration (T ) of the words? for the comprehension
of the second sense, as in the passage ‘AFT+A<— the poetic
figure gurafer ledto the apprehension of the JYFT
meaning ‘Stva’ fromthe term WHS:, * IFAT-'TIAT
EAaE: gF 7 wwafa sfy gasatauanf—
Op. cit., p. 417.

‘TUMRT. . . . SqIEYFY —The verse 15 from Maydra’s
Suryasataka. Here the rays of the sun are the objects of

1. Compare the maxims ‘Jra=a: FearEaTa~aisat * and ‘geaef”
RETCCIAN
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description and as  such YTHIMTEH. But smce the vocable
“n’ has multiple meanings, 1t gives rise to the idea of gTﬁT,
‘the cow’, and consequently the simularity (H@W ) between
‘the two 1deas1s comprehended through suggestion. *“TTI{¥-
fifs o, siwe 1 @g |, oFE S T A
TWRUY. GTAITH |’ —°Locana  Compare however Mahima-
bhatta’s eriticism  AMART — A g -7 FNFTEA
ST Traeafamiqaet @ frfsafayaaamanm: |
qATfg THTeg QAT faraaqasecdy, afaduusad,
INAATT AT, FFAET FAIFINATGEAATY | qF 7 q1Eq
M-ez Tl AN aag, gfaeafalead awnal smfanashe
gl NAEIRTITAF , q€d  ssrcarfansshy
framgAearatq ) etw fadausaradg fraaggatax, afe
FEATATeFIy a4q Tafaqesadify, afy qasft ar
qEpElET A trarAr - dgaarsieaar  sufaaigaea |
fagsaarfaaistaides § aFaaraaarEioTy ariearaai. |
T 9 IugAfy srAFamiE qgusHAaEedy sHaad-
fewfaa sy sat-auafavmasaafa )l aql aseeEfay
TAFAATH. F9., 7 CAWIAF QAE SESaEdaE, T
qregaTEFATEtaad | g g afogema i
syfeqagraigsray 7 Tarnfas: n11—0p., ar, p. 418

I Mahimabhatta regards the verse ‘qMI.—= an instance
of the defect known as SqT=qg 4, siuce the poet has not used
any such particle expressive of smmlarity as 39 etc 1n the
absence of which the double entendre becomes 1meffective and
useless, and consequently the intended ATFHTATA 1s not cognised.
Comp, ‘a7 fg T Seaed fagsgarfam g aaIA iR e sty
feRiworrs= T Tpvasty  Sanme  aqEeaTieTiEesT qawE-
AT HawH 49 ¥ a9 s3Aqq faafrsa’-—-0p. e, p 366
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WU}E . .fawq:—As noted above the relation of
similarity 1s apprehended in the illustrations cited in the
previous sections, for in the absence of such a relation the
two senses would remamn discrete ( ATFFE) and the poet
would be charged of incongruity for using words that yield
1deas that have no bearing on the topicat hand (STHTfTHT),
and then the maxim ‘S| T FIFAIRATEE,! would
apply.

SN .g‘ifﬁ"—-ﬁnandavardhana now proceeds to cite
additional instances of sraasrf‘qa{r\a&aﬁr where other relations.
ike fa¥ter, srfysa, s ( constituting the basis of poetic
figures like faTraraTd R safaias, FamaEy respectively ) aie
suggested besides 3{GFY as already noted. The following
extract from Rayyaka's KdvyaprakaSa-samketa 1s highly
illummating on this pomt as 1t offers an answer to a very
cogent and probable objection to the princple laid down
above—viz ‘FEFIGTATWHIIT AT qE1E &g cfa,;” which
seems prima facie 1napplicable in these cases where a3y
and simular other figures are suggested . “ T aa}a‘qaragref-
TATGIAT AT, A ARweafaFIeF U 59 AT
T , Afg AararagTE afifgay | dqq) a7 swgars-
TqET  AATALIANGEIT G ATST SARTEGE AR
AlqeqTRy I HEAI | qq §  [aAERwHEw
gdifgeas de0  ASFIWART %f%rﬁxrerrﬁarg gfasaey
g fafEgdewan &GRS sosEn  asnde
ganfwafed wa gs79 | wESHTH  q@TIZISEENIGAT
qifeq | FASHATSFIE FAFATRATG  ATeHAsTT smgror-
SAEAEA  AATTIETATSHHFIRET |\ —Op. ait, p. 28.

1 Compare Col. G. A. Jacob’s 4 Handful of Popular Maxims,,
Pt u, p. 10
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“IuarAigiEaE:  sfr—aeAsaataaT-frgarar
SIITATAT  QETATEATRNA: g fyrfeqeatd, a1
Al gf adAeETeaAt Ty | gEsTifEi
eqqA-qTTATERAY "~ Locana, p. 245

As an nstance of fqUITSHFITETMT the author cites the
Harsa carita text : ‘gq H....99&[’—Compare Abhinava-

gupta’s explanation : “qﬁﬁ?rﬂl qiagag saf, qrq
gaus w=sta sfa By 1 fawdy w@mn, faraegRd
W A WL IAUTRIALHT. (AR GeagFamT |
qaafgad: gia fad g amn gasfisag sqgsefimag
Ffa agq = 4191 1’—"Locana, p. 246.

i TEXT

Sgul 9 & asw FAdsmesmgTE @
RTsAffa T 799 I AHreET FOnS T
w97 it aesgE A e sras
fg fratwnt asTE wE frilae Rved a1 fagag
9T @ 4—

‘grara @ FOfEt e anfi—atafia-
qrerTRTasy RN -3enat
YT T qEI—

wa wrmaaRe faar g geong |
g Fftwrawfaes ama awm
s fi regafegegamen g w5y sw&igd |

EXPOSITION
§35. orAfy arsal fr: | arTRTdRAT—According
to Anpandavardhana in the instance ‘JF ¥ Ay - qHIT.
the figure AT (1.6 fAUATATE) as based on DY 18 nor
expressed Yhrough the denotative function of words, because in
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the sentence 1tself there is no word like 3[fq directly expres-
stve of contradiction or mcongruity (f‘érfTa’ ), which 1s thus con-
veyed through suggestion (SASIAT) alone: But as aganst this
see Mahimabhatta’s remarks : “T¥ ¥ HIAGMH7T: —3q7

g-weziafeay fay., aeafy afyaseay qegifagrmamedi-
A | T T—

““g[ulY &HOT: STATEY T AT ASHGT AG: 1’

zaafag fadgen  gramsssaw  awelRiaEq’ —Vyeks-
viveka, pp. 361-32.

a7 fg . .3aRY—In the passage ‘gfafga—’, ofy
expresses fﬂfT%T, and as such 1t cannot be regarded as a case
of zegfFaq@eafd. Itis merely an instance of ATV
and =TTV mixed up together (TgX). Compare *Locana :

g gifa | e PdWE SEgweEn, 9 A GO 6
afa gwT. gea fava | @ fawar wadikad: | € ? qraT-
FFRE AAGEFT ATATGFHAADTS. | a77 AT 99
T ATHATS FIE GAATART ATAY | TATSY FASTIHTL, FT0G
TG, SATIATFIRIETT: 1—O0p. cit , pp. 245-46 Compare
also the following note on Fq’ﬁaraa FTEafq as taken from
ETFET:  “Tawe FraawEy  gerafgeomes
fawa, | qar gaATanR— WageNfamagdr avfrgehty-
qragly 1 sarfayargr  garfadangr i’ g awuw
a1 9 ger Nfgaagdits wsass o <Srgeshfy
aragdifa fadtatsopaisal faass | gaweaafay ) afz g
(agedfiaagzafy 7 <frgeshfamegfy,  safka-
gargrsty gafagaer safaraaiead 1 qar fordrerarea
afrr sFaear fedrardes 7 qaifacaey, A %arﬁrcan |
fraramar Masarasty tgeaifaasn agfaasg 1 a=a-
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HEAR] T JITeIH W—Op ot , pp 159-60

AT 7 . . .TAITd—Qne might, however, say following
Mahimabhatta, that 1t the previous illustration of fFUIgrHHTT-
gafq, viz, ‘@ T WAGWIET —'," the fGAT has been
expressed by the perticle ¥, so it isnot a genuine 1nstance of
qamﬁ’ag\maﬁ In anticipation of such an objection
Anandavardhana cites another verse of his own, viz, ‘GgFH-
F—1, where f9X1Y 1s completely beyond the scope of the
denotative function of words

Cp. °Locang : ‘A7 AAGEAlT qdgd Tea®T o
faUasias ga: sewar sfed gdgaty an g aafag
ar qF1L €A AfE ggegAd g, sAfIAAT IeEI-
FATAE—TAR | AT @ ALTRTATE FAA | A T
. @ &9 fyarlx + a1 gfk Ffw , 7 s Fom | =g
IR FEAAT § 57 fatwT | aforgggaEr ar
arafygr @ 7 7% FgamET aafy ) fGoy ) G-

firerd: | gAtE 30T | €E Aread Fafag afr oW —
Op ct,p 246

TEXT
§ 3¢ 1 Wty safaimsiy w5 1 au qAg—
‘@ gsgssTEglea Faqaat T a1 sgnfa
¥ gooifea aaeefaaafy fagrennay 1

I According to Mahimabhatta thistoo 1s an 1llustra-
tion of A=AEIT on giounds already noted in the previous
foot-note :  ‘FFIfT  ATSAIFEAHATET, —Op i, p 306,
Pratihdrendurdja however considers 1t an example of zoY
which gives rise to the cozmtion of faxi¥, though onmly
apparent ~ Compare ‘WIAFALIH — 'SHIIE(T Y | FoTET
AR HAT T-IT{T SETATH A0 e 9fd aqm sy
I C IR P T PR CEC ERIE A T UG I S LR LD R ot

sfeirafagge @9 1—O0p. i, p. 88
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3 gt fafnmat 3 T -
sty 3 fiawe: mEn Bl ag T
LeC SR C R T GG (SR I R EALE IR R E
wia, § gegt: @gew s | 38 g TArfmeEe
qET B |
EXPOSITION
§ 36  Anandavardhana cites his own verse—@ ﬁmpea'-
safea—’, to illustrate mmﬁa{aﬁﬂiﬂi‘é’afﬂ' ‘ H"C:TE'.?{T-
IR IsTW @ TN T AR | IWT WEARAFISE B
qreugiaa g Eyaayd: \'— Locana Thus the excellence of
the solar rays over the feet of the anthropomorphic deity
is suggested in this verse Mahimabhatta representsit as a
case of logical inference Comp ‘@ &sﬂsmqﬁa——‘m
ST qrEl eafaimisqyacaT 99T frefasigueadea
BT W—0p ct,p 362 UTIARSHT ..FT.—In this way
other poetic figures too might be suggested. For example,
Jagannitha cites the following verse asan instance of F[s3-
wfFaqe-aftom-safqa —
“qrea FeEEa F a7 asaRdfaeefa
AT GHIATET AT ATfawacgar: 1’ —
and observes 7 Wfify aromrAAggEATIIRAY qeuTg wRE-
g fadeas-eneaaaafaeTggt ot agaas
AIT-AAIAAF-IAETTR-FvaagTaEfgiafa— op. .,
pp 338-59 It is to be noted that Anandavardhana does not
at all refer to the ﬂai’{rféfaq\a?ﬂgﬁa'ﬁ as a separate category
This silence on the part of the Dhvanikara has been construed
by Riyyaka in his Kavdyaprakdsa-samketa as testifying to the
non-existence of any such category. The verse ‘TEAT Fg—’
however which has been cited as a counter-illustration seems
at first sight to go against such-a -thesis,but Riyyaka has

U
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ably explamed it away with clever arguments, The following
extract from the °Samketa is very dluminating as 1t clarifies
the position of Dhvanikira ws-g@ws that of later theorists

like Mammata with regard to FeRW{FAABEAM 1p general
and 1ts possible divisions 1n particular “ ... .. o Hfé PE]

WTHRAT  FEGAT TAAT g5, graafa sfad, ax
FAATATALN  AHAGIIAANGIR 7 7T IqATAT AT -
FIC 4 Tl ITGATT AGH TG °  GAH, T ASZAFAT
FEAgEd TAfaw s afe argragrd@nery Tega
afy arersdamaTeay Fieg sdamaurasay, aesar
sqEagTEd afigril 9 g swasy faeawn sage
gy areader gy wEeafa g 9 q@faanfz-
®Y. | UF FSETFRAT qgTa T graafaigg aghkay-
ytat w@Etay  Svmafageaia gdawafy, T %A
gseuffaeaEd | a9 UF cgfagar  “enfaca gatemiR.
sTegaRAT SHTA-FRafewEarsegrealita s fa-
ywt ofga, @ agawaft | swwafyagerg wsEd-
gFarstrsty —sAaqefaafarg swifva | wasg
FIFTT SHAAAIAD YA wsaxfaane  aegeafyag-
a1 afgs 0 g — SegRIgIEd wAw qaAifact
sfaaraifacd = sifae wezmrangiauiRawaafa-
qecaT Faevearaqed  faway 1 ax wafagar g
ERCEC I COI ERL IO S A e G e
affaqeray saEaw aq @ fg swardafy ewisara-
qeasfy saqima’ wfq s genqawamlragecdsiy
FAACITIA  TRAMAAT  IFFAG ) GATIFaAT
gamafraersarge sefia. s gEy  wssalR-
1. Mammata.
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weegsatatty fawagar sfatfeas 0v—op- e, pp.
29-30. Also, while commenting on the verse ‘SI*EI+gI-
\TII_IIT——’ cited by Mammata as an illustration of Wﬂﬁﬁ'—
q@'-sqf:r, Riiyyaka observes : AF H=ITAT emﬁag\w—

feanfasar | Reowwsaagear  wafFagea, a3
aff raraT-asTgATy e faged s fagead,
@ T mswfEgs argagonft @ft swastwgs o
saz fg @ Fafaq awmomesEdn wfasgg a9
gl faseaszgai awfraradafraatfaaivanfaaea-
a9 FuIy, gasaq i1l BRg ofaa— semgwamtE-
ABAAIET  AT=99, AGYRAT  FIIRG | Hwq4q7
FISASIATIAETATT 270 F T(q | I\AT AqAT  F[e3-
affae aepal safvsq argisaas scgwRIEy 1—
Op.cat,p 36
‘ TEXT

$39 | FAYRISATETT T | G0 |
TEAATTQ FEIZ, SAIRI A =7 &= 10

T ERECTRI AW NETARE  TeEeaar fada
AisdFgzIat AAgEmIgEsTRn |l aar—
ATz e o fegRatgat |
SRS U g At |l
37 fi AR TITTAGIES (PR AR
fRaries sabrarfongead swafi @ smw-
SETRTETEE A T | g X aressi-
v fmgaesfaafon Wkt @it @
98T TS qUE | 991 FAREE  AIER g8
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TR F3AT AT VAT G haaRE -
i geise ofigeite Y=t awre
sozfiafimn) 3 g awerifrerfefger @
saifa | aRTEEwEAY L AHC |
I T JEANREESNS AW STRFT
I(ETS G A STAE T | qA—
dtasreumd {1d stan fgeaarn
TR ST ﬁrrﬁfvau I
s Sremafiteres sewEEgTa fafeg |
EXPOSITION

§ 37, Anandavardhana now takes up the other variety
of gwmggFHrafq based on material sigmficance ( JgqTfag )
In the case of SHNfFATHLALT it 15 the matter thatis more
important than the words expressive of 1t In zegaIfad’ the
change of the f¥®sa word would be accompanied by the
absence of the suggested sense But we must note one thing—
viz that 1n the case of material suggestiveness (Slﬁﬂﬁaﬁ‘@'-

€gfq ), a knowledge of H&HX, qH, TIG3T etc besides
that of the matter itself 1s absolutely necessary for the compre-
hension of the suggested sense. As Mammata notes .—

“FFIANGATTRAT ATFAAT=AT4 .

TEAASAFIBIRA (RCEAT ATGATIT |

FsgEATATIHEgEA T ety @ 11°—0p ar 11 1-2

As Abhinavagupta observes later on in commenting on
‘FoEHAT FAG—" as an example of IWFALFITHLAfT— Taa-
qffeqiay MIAfEasaevaaan | waafaasg  THor
FAE | TGTT VAN Afg@aritstasgeaaumikar-
wqacd 7 fafks  qraegiweam@®. (°—<Locana, pp. 253-
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254. Rayyaka, too, follows Abhinavagupta in distinguwishing
between the two divisions. Vide his remarks on Jwaaifad-
g\’&fﬁ'ﬁl‘ iz the extracts quoted above.

‘FAAFEA : - . .Taq. —Comp °Locana : “TF TERAKIE-
wq afrprasdasggd eati—elfy 1 wew sl
FEITRIIAT | EAqeqrqaaocataapgrafusomda
9% SATTSANIRANR, A7 aEedatsay | ar fg o areard-
FAAEFTEA T TIIT TTH | AP IARET T AT

Q
AT TGRS SFF | T wfe wex ege SuTEATa. |
ofra frafa eov=s —serma faaafa w’—op o,
pp 247-48 The suggested sense thus based on material
sign'ficance ( rq57(¥d ) must not be expressed or hinted at
by any particuiar word or words We have a'ready discussed
this topic in a previous section

gar  .fawa.—Anandavardhana cites the Kumdrasambhava
verse ‘TATIFT— as an imstance of srdqfaqys-wiaeald of
the USFLYFHA type Though <Tg, Tq etc are generally
classed as 37, yet under certain circumstances they mught
be classed with &g and HFHT as falling within the domain
of the GHEIHT category.

T, . ..897: THIX  Where the fawia’s, suTE’s and
3??F?TEI'T&RTEI"S, are clearly stated in all their details, the
emotion suggested therefrom would be regarded as HEY-
FHSGET But when the apprehension of the syfa=arfoare
or any of the constituent factors be delayed, the g suggested,
would be classed as FHETFHTGA. Compare *Locana \—

“grarfEf—aafrifon  mneggsagar saafyands
gfaafa  eafawrnfegsm, a3 aeng axfEfaa fbGe-
faqq sftv g @ity | @@ & sy safeafromfs
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A & ge3d. wfaafafanfy  fawawa cogsd
Fafq-—-agfy WAkt sgramT wr 7 Fea: sarfaeh
Taify q wElsweawaer fagg. ) ax f Prwmargarna:
Trfgaee, safweifovaeT qoivay wieds et
WAIRISIAFT | JqT——

Tratrafrssnacy f14° grag@asda 997 99 |
ATTATAT FAAATCAGRAT TATAATHAT (|
—ZETAT GEQUGFAATE A ATaa (T M (Ha v A |
‘afragty sufafaacarg eEreamaa®y = 1
YHIZA 19 F GOTwaT STSqAT GAET A1 1
—35AAT faaraqiaa 95 |
‘greg fafag afsaddzasigareey garegafa
guigE farawames saaarg gwEaf
—47 {3 anaeq waudg aquaweAT o€ I qgHEl-
aca antafragar 9 gaaraes ghaasa  wREwaEarn-
T, TATANTAT  AGGFAETAIIeaguag  satwErir.
FEROsTATAad. gwifra gfa fawramwEed
safyarfeaaomar aigeafy | safy=ifon gRaegRa w6-
gaFrTen faad i tesasaay | =g { ITESIIA-
aggEeE T sty gl geney sy wlefaa
oAl faafy gaw, afy g SrggaTEaifegrar-
e g7 wiaafa sdfe—afa wweagma vawanfy
g 17 safaarfeeasy valatsanm  widifa qedeanssey-
FAGS | FSTAFATY TF SLAFAAT  AAAT ATANA-
7. HATTIRT GAAfT W”"—O0p. cit., pp 248-49
71 T ..9%A7 fAAfRTH—~In the verse ‘agawre-
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T—" the sense suggested by the act of closmng the
lotus-petals—viz the time of assignment of the lovers after
sunset, has been hinted at by the expression ‘GHARTEHAAT

fgz—’ and as such 1t cannot be regarded as a case of -
wfsqawaegsaft Comp. °Locana. 3faa favr-zfa agsw
JLTATIT TR MAGTHRTT—qX Afq | F-awsTEgISIEAT |
SEifq | aoswwasg aAfy eaRafr AW oA )
HrAIERAT g | gafy =ry gsara@Hamsir gt
aft 7 serfasfrarafa. gemafy sosasd 7 Faeg qafy
YT IIqq AAAATSITILET 3950 3fq 1 FaeT +AAg
MregRTAafeAgrRarcas Tifd aevsfaaq) g sfraag—
TENASE X Fd w5ty 37 T giway 1 fefag ity
sfa 1 37 wefdgeatd vegT afaved ©a 1 @ gATE-

IEaFAfT TFAAT T 1—0p. cit, pp. 250-51 See
also Jagannitha’s remarks in his Rasagarigddhara, pp 250-51,
svhere the verse has been cited.

TEXT
§3¢! FUTI—

e 1 ~ Q
TEEEUTIANTAST 5T IS FEAT G
TXACHTY A FSAT@HAEA: WY

N N
PATRATSATFAT  TAWETFAT  Arfereaisfy
sEAST: FAAT YAT Wi TR sy
1 The verse has been cited as an instance of the
figure of speech ¥&H 1 the Kdvyaprakdsa, Ullasa X. Compare:
qF AAQAREW AT ofdq  wfFT: FFqS@iTen: Fiaar

fragada TaHleAT drear  gFTRa.—Govinda Thakkura’s
“Pradipa
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WFATETEE ST (I8 &G | AT
e wfd AR @ AETERSE R 1| a9 IRIT
97—
* * Q ¢
Tqd | wrar e aeegERT g e
- =
FO A1 IE A T2fmr sieEas oft
yererw guonfafa wrama=saa s
RN - < *
TH FEHWIR T 9 357 3 aeamet enfe
Q
SUTFAT JIT—
an
T SIS TG TROMI Ao qrat
~ Q :
framrEsmtafieag: gREEt autsT
wfers qrargsEr wfaqafgradfasmoar
“_ e - Q
TEITIRY qev T FyauaaaefasasTeEy |
I TAT-TeE 3T A
EXPOSITION
§ 38 In the preceding sections the two divisions of
IEFAA G —viz  ARAFAq@eAT and  sqwfians-
tgfq have been already defined and 1llustrated And 1t had
also been noted in that connection that the suggested sense
should 1n no way be stated i words—which would take away
its clatm to be imcluded m the domam of tgfq 1In the
present Karikd the Dhvanikdra makes similar observation.
with regard to the third varety of JTZIIFHIH— viz.
ﬂmﬁ#mﬁﬁiﬁﬁﬁfﬂ‘, in which 58 and A conjointly
suggest a particular sense  Thus there must be one or more
fawse words besides others that are not so (see Abhmava-
gupta’s remarks already quoted ), wn a case of JIWANIFI-
qoEq f. So 1t1s “a priort evident that the wmit of INFATHI~
Q‘\E'%'a'ﬁf must be a sentence or a compound expression, consisting.
of more than one component, some of which must be fF@sT
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and consequently irreplaceable | crf'q?aag ) by synonyms.
As Govinda observes in his commentary on the verse—
NATFTHAFTIION—" cited by Mammata as an illustration of

Swamfeageeafs o7 smareT-sfadtfay-TeAaAr
SIEM | AT ¥ sagaRane afvgcaagaar, aqgifoacaa-
TAEIAT 3 gerfa sysswET b ager 17—
°Pradipa, p 10> * Hemocandia 1n his Kavyanusasana, however,

does not record GWﬂﬁaﬁ'fé as a separate variety at all and
includes 1t under Qﬁaﬂﬁaﬂabafa itself, He quotes ‘3[q+x-

FFETVLT— as an 1nstance of maafqaﬁ@mmsaﬁ,
Compare : 3 Fezqxan ifaaifaatsant sagir 1 wafy
gugifaafa grarefafy a9t casawwgufc T gszafe
faarstafrawdtedfy  msfaala gamagu—op ar, v

I FHERT —K P, IV. 19

2 The following extract from °¥[, a gloss on °g&Yq
by Vaidyanitha Tatsat, 1s important . SwWIerifa wrarFa=fa
A9 | AT TRALAABSAAET  FEIFAST  T€ TEAFATATAIT
Trmfaead | IRgTEEseIE g F  ASRuRsT
af g faagmsasam=d cadafFaaaras qaars qAaRBaTa rgEy-
i saufead | @deE, afas o gE— AR SIWiT-
FAsE AEdeTfiaTgeasd ST asIEReeaRa  afkgTaagar
steaTead, |, 7 afywradaft q a3 svanfraesseatt | B g
FREERAY, SaFeafaicds sgai—oc ¢t We should
note that according to Mammata’s view &SI alone can be
suggested comjomtly by e and A, and not T As he
states . ‘FERTAANTF —, IV 18 But this view 1s contraiy
to the position of Riiyyaka and Dhvanikara as well, who.
wcludes FEI=ATT too as one of the varieties of srimfaagaeaf,
Ses Rilyyaka's statements cited above
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-42. Manikyacandra in his °Samketa on Kavyaprakdasa follows
Hemacandra. As he notes: ¥F JITEAFaATATAR-
“grafam quafaagrag@a saw  adgsenfamEra,
JFTweay | qarsT aufy arlsfy syssrmeaatty frave-
eI sagrgeteaty ardafraiki asdicaafia 7
ggex gfq avaq u—0p, at, p. 119.

Jagannatha very ably summarises the different views 1n
the following passage of the Rasagangddhara . aa{q Frezzrfaa-
Tomed FAIBATIDRA  AqRIA(T FTFAGATAICT
TeRTdATATIA fqar sy gaedamesEnE , aarf afgea-
FfgSIAT FETAT WA qATIHAT ATTFIE  qedT A -
AFTAAEAT  qGAT  qAA(GAASHEATT AT |
qfesfaafgoar @ wrageigaals sigrag gar wfq
YFIEY  AMATOATETAT  AcwAHIfREg IuERT
sa | g% g 3 afkgfa  agEAmmEgEEee
TR AFAANII , 9@fr g grady, a7 s
sfegese aguw  fufafils gaen wafv 799
TeAfFaeFadd FAAFINSEAAT AT AU TR,
fafrasmEm . arfy sssmaaesdafassa.
grw Tdfagy, sAgEWe @ 9FEdR.; @ g
AR TEATEAAG | ... 97 T ATFIATT | TEAERA
aFay | qared  aErEgEAEEgagaefiyaasft w1
g 0 A g EFIR, afewy amrgiArmeddRaar-
Fqm | A A TRAFFEATRT AT THRF TR
ARICHEAAAALAT g9, famamalq ) weaxrfa-

I T SAIIANETT  TERIEcATaa HId —Nagoji
Bhatta’s gloss ’
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ASHFAATRA  §  ACIARICSERIAHATIYAE 4T ;
fawretedvamad. | @ fg AWzt gu sgdaga |
q3  TRIFTASFATAE  qFIeAaRAT sy —geueag: |
—Op cat., pp. 172-174

STITHAT .. AT HFIL —When the sense suggested through
s gggrfaq  or IwagfFa, 1s agam  expressed
in words, 1t 15 reduced to a mere poetic figure from the status
of egfy Or, if there be any SIg&agFAgiT—Ilke T,
HTF etc besides the sugg sted sense in questidn, the latter
becomes a sort of embellishment somewhat different from the
common poetic figures, and enhances the effect of the former
{viz 9, 9rgetc. ) Anandavardhana has noted these two
alternative 1interpretations of the present Kadankd., In the
first case *Fd must be in the ablatne case, in the second 1t

15 1 the gemmnve, Compare C°Locana . YFFATHITZATY-
HFX JAATFIGTT Fhad  GqT  HUACATIIT G-
Aggwd afaafy afosa—agr Sfq &9 DEawwr
ggamnis g@a 9FT wemEd w1 @
ITFAT | ISR | T atat, aft g DukewR
AT | AT AR qHeIFT AT ASHFECATFA.
q SAGASAISAT areqararssrdegaT Faray Siwaeaarn-
TELC T | uFng gy fgur sgrearsata n—op o,
pp. 251-52

q ¥. . 9uify —°Locana esplamns the verse as
follows : fawasify faura:| mz‘&fqﬁq aftafaegy sl
weaey | wvqar afd: & gEr arqw e gefuar
R A fera Qeaduaataead | Sfvad = srAaed-
AIwF g5 fafa amgsifeag | sarerafafy au9-
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a1 fadiasaistadiaa sy fafean ) swefmf otk
FAST QUEdFaRT gad fraafkadfa saada darao
TARAA FUMT | TFAEGFATGAT § FRURBATS (-
TFAgEigSizar 47 sfgaigaar aq@Aai=aos a7 a7
AgTEAT A graifa femafadtor areqmeEddT
T 9@ 0T qegugriacaTg 1 sgmasERo wafqar-
I GIT FATea HeaHa] el Ffaar gaifudes
WG 7 §1 genrw gfva aglafa @@ —op o, pp.
252-53.

‘FEIT . SATIGAR -—SATAERIST ¥ - Locana

‘qzar  faw —aenfaft s @i —Locana.

TEXT
§ R | MEfEmafAsFagae gra @
safsia gt F91 stgAissasT 9E: 1k

SIFTEIA, CAETEIFT =31 4 s 41sd I
wenfy g - s wffegw aaw: wefe
iRl R, waaeEt 9 i n st
e RFTERTTEE AR gqr—

gewy gIfEmmE o 19 Ay GATHUEFEgE |

AfROTATIGE NTIZTINS AT W

wffazas AR feraferaad  TeEEeE-
‘rafifr— ey gu9r 31—

QAT IH AV TIZH aguoreafe |

ezt fasr gvqzea fooor gz aify

FoaeE g sifsdm sfafrermaamesm &
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$ae  winfERaffrrde . e — -
arfrfa— wenf ) aura—
fafzlossmorg sran aer afsd g
TATRITATATZONG A9 IR0 ||
EXPOSITION

§ 39 Anandavardhana classifies suggestion based on
matenial significance ( aafeaf%faiaeaﬁr) nto three categories
according as the matter (3{?:?) concerned 1s objectively possible
( T99 H:ﬂa"’r) or mmvented by the poet’s owr imaginative
faculty ( FHfgigifaafogsa ) or agan brought mto bemg
not by the poet’s fancy but by the imagmation of some one
among the characters created by the poet—the creatures of
the peet’s Muse ( wfafqagasgsidifrafaera) Mammata
follows the Dhvamkara without trymg to justify the plausibility
of the above classification See Kdavyaprakdsa, IV. 16-17.
But Hemacandra 1n his KdvydnuSdsana contends that this
classification 1s unnecessary and 1ncongruous inasmuch as
the three above mentioned varieties have the essential property
of being the outcome of poetic fancy common to all of them.
Even matters that are objectively 1eal per se cannot find place
in a true poetic art if they are not transfigured by the poet’s
imagmation, As he remarks . ‘g3 FT1Y. TgT GWal, Fla-
NerfaAfrseraadz, slafqagaagsieifraastasga-

AN A1—3f AeFga 9 araq_ | sfandifaa=afaig-
@&qg greafeg | NRifmAaln g anfaasty g

faaFteaT | FlanefEs § sfragaridfaikiy
f& 99599’ —O0p cut., p 46 Minikyacandra i his Samketa
follows Hemacandra Jagannatha 1 his Resagangadhara
criticises  the threefold classification, though he recognises

the first varety—viz. TIT.HWAT  According to him the last
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two varieties should be really classed under one’single head.
Compare his remarks wfgwifafdacafagure sfa-ag-
frrgaag-siifmfaseaaegar @ gamoifaar. sfeaal-
frramefa Aaraeior s Tad | 7 o qeaify wegfewgear-
qETT, aATAsINaraTaEnafy areaq | ggaifeaeafy
BHAEIA AT AR AT JO[ASTT [SFAT -
qT9: {—Op. cit, pp 134 Nagoj Bhaita, however, in his
comments on the above texi of the Rasagangdadhara upholds
the view of the Dhvamikdra, As he observes *—-
‘giffagarg o faafavs 57 safafawag
sfafagifrafand  saErafmaesan gafF
SCHII te IR Bl E R PRI E e D I S C ARG U I

AfeAIferar qouauAfs g Feam l—le. et The
following observations of Rilyyaka wn his Kdvyvaprakdsa-
sariketa 1n this connection are important and werth perusal :

A TT QAMLINTAT AT SASTHETAAT WIT I A
FronEgesanfy deaa feffa seaastagmg
s sgsSAATTar Ju1 W qff sysaaearaay a9-
qraearg sagarraaata fEfafy arfifiasn) g=a—
fafaarfraaonaaany | o= fg affag a sagran
quaify sfEed. sfafragds aaar aiawa shafsa gk
sgsaa) @ stafaartEar arfy egq awaw  gar e
A qWEe fiEaaT  qEaRier qEaeTEiean
st afq sqsasearnasT | Fiay F AFagRERT-
Yedg sfg@ifranfroifea gdq saswRr T I EWAA
v ‘geay gRfgaral—  smEEaigAr afg gwarand,
7 Taagaar, aift sfafrag asaratad, aguamEe
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Ffaganfy Sifs-fafdada g safax szafad) skag
grAfEfT WITq A9 AAAT AT AqT QA MEAY AR
eFipAra eweragk ferg,  qmfaass spsewEd
gy 1 wewr =wrA srfwwiforrsiy  fewrargamaazia-
i sArfafaafaeaaeang gfqammaET gl aegeET
sqaEdl, ¥ WA | A fFIgee TEgEaiGEaaEI ,
ATGSETFHACT NIAEAT | qEATE  SASIH-IqIAT  =asaq
fafaaarg caT aafasqaar 937 93a1, T A gIdIaea-
arqife n”—op et , pp 31-32 ’

Hiyaif . ATFH FIR—Abhinavagupta explains the
gathd  ‘gswg gfgurdI—' as follows : oy Fg=azyaqls-
T gar gsaafy 7w, T qracdate-dEfaar andfa-
FeqAEATUFASNFAT GERTUR (AT TE-qEAT AT SFAT T
T AFAARATGEIIRE FA0 qremdrafasag syafa |
FAYT TR AIRFITHTNNR sfy FEgHIA 7 wWSAF
A O F wA@NE. 1§ 11—O0p o, p 255

wigfaaz. . . . 5q1fa—The verse ‘fr@fifor—- has been
already cited 1n the first Uddyota ‘1% Eﬁf‘ga’ farass q’q-ﬁ‘

agdifa 7 saswar sifag | IaT g Ffatqggea afwer-
ye qEITET FHRIICT NRIRIEIT sqsSHa] —bid.

T Mahimabhatta thus establishes the inferential mature
of the suggested sense * 'HSNE—' TAF FHIAIE HTRIHTA AT
TR GO GHATTA, i A TATeaaTm, T ia-
FARATATEA AR | T T FRIGROA-AZA AT
SIRHERIR AAGECASFGAIarad gt Aeerrea -
w=qqaT G GEFTCOT TAMIHNTEEATEERIT §  §g- | FFadi-
AT 7 0T GUARA St Tratafi—
0P~ Cﬂ-’ P- 451:..' Ut . v



112 THE DHVANYALOKA OF ANANDAVARDHANA

[T .ﬂ"ﬁfg’——See °Locana for an explaination of
this Prakut stanza : TJAT qrafeg Hﬁ'lﬂ'\i\a’f aatsfa Trefaa:
FACFNTIARAGTAT | dad F07g%: qiRaraaET
ferafaadafads  sfrafacdw adaaaEsiFamea-
qiaeq ® T WAGHG WA Enfagrgsady Faq 1 9
qrgvgAeaal Tqat gfa fg e a sasaFar '—op. 256.

fafgfass . .@aeiin—Comp. °Locana: fafaara-
AN qIAFTE FEAT 1 AT g ATgFdl gheaaishy
aeaq 7 f3 a9 sqaqawetiay | <Faarly fafe-
wgifw. gagarty gfq qmr awnwrearanE afge@ma-
fasaatareaa qifafa dwimfagy seifafa seifaag)
warm  qeatfaasifeqisly wafq sfa am enfmage:
AGT | UY ATE FAT A9T qUAY, ATEQT A7 AuiAt, gy

afg gepenifearsasiaay aar qa1 Svrmifraa  saEaear
aafq i—p 257. Thus the suggestiveness of a TIQ AT
matter ('ar{-g) 1s 1rrespective of any poetic description
and 1maginative remouiding, as the closing statement in the
above extract from °Locana makes 1t sufficiently clear Vide
the observation of Mahimabhatta on this gatha : “Fﬂfgfq‘é‘@—-’
A AARAT SIETAT  GIAFE: GIATATRIREISTAE. |

q= e, fafafasegiqaar aft wd wmw g1 gar-
sawfrarataear —afy garmg anaTEda s ok
qragdeal faafaa wqueEw wa Faw wfed@d ag-
sgastasafaargaEaREnr awg sy fafefiss-
HIAFAYRISE AT | HAANG GG GRAVF(SAAUTAG2-
wgrEAATag ARt narfasaaifey  grarmsfa-
SETEAT A 50 | AT TTG TG TAT TAF-TE4T: GqeAl-
+q; arrifalsagargata s@aga” —Oop, cit, p. 452
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TEXT
§ %0 | ANRTERN IACTET: IR |
[TEAITASAEn T TRYSIU a4 1UN
TETEENAARTE TANSTEASI TSI -

qEAISTIEG @ISITHgRal  AIgEmETEIgsat
SEH

EXPOSITION

§40 1In the 1llustrations already cited m the previous
section dealing with the two (or three) divisions cf ERRIESE
ﬂ%%ﬁ’ﬁr, the suggested sense was 1n the nature of a mere
Jact (F¥IATA) In the present section the Dhvanikara
observes that theie are cases of sraisrf‘afaq\aeaﬁ where the
content of suggestion 1s an HBFIL, as in the case of ¥YF-
W%ﬁ%"rﬁafﬁ clieady discussed m details Whet more, 1n
:i‘fit'!'i"l?-g?c (1, the seggusine  w atter { ST oY J uself
might be a meie fact ( FEFATT ) or an  ‘“wmagnative mood’
partaking of the chaiacteristics of a distinct poetic figure
(BFa a5 )  So, Just os a &Y mught give mise to the
comprehension of some other JEJ or AFFHIY, so also a
pagticular FHIT might i 1ts part similarly suggest both

%] aud FFFIT  Comp °Locana : TARANFRIZAAT fal
qEGHIAT  ETAIGE  aEgeAfaeaqar fAefag 1 g
T ABFIEY sy gseRICafEaty waft-warg—
JFfE 1 7 P99 TSI @HC TAEy  qEhaAar
aragdaEafa 1 afy a1 9 F9w a7 gegars gda grae-
wHrsly saafymssa | sragEsg  sarER—qreafy 1 —
Op cat, p 257.

8
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TEXT

§991 et afrEfrETETEET -
EIRETA R 1 TETAT 307 )
q aif nermae fraz gear 9zfia (ke

AT AR RN A TIF(ETS T IS99 T019-
IFA age Wi mininamEte . w
T gEIfITmETRfgImal  SwEEEE g7
frerw FFaTEE TR R F TEA ROl
EXPOSITION

§ 41 Poetic figures like ITHT, ®IF ctc are usually
found as expressed ( 137 ), but they can also be suggested
(aq;{,r) See notes on Uddyotal, Sec §30 ff Thus in the case
of T3, STHT 15 apprehended 1in the background through
suggestion, and even ancient teachers like Bhamecha, Udbhata
etc have noted this phenomenon and 1t 1s not very difficult
to demonstrate either As °Locana remarks : {:[ao' zfa
yafirg sfr 7 o¥7 srwrEATsT frsd ey |

SINIAT q°d AT |/ [T |
ga3g F=: Tgd guag faggaru sl v

‘qEar W q ATRAAeqTgly:  9eed.— et
AT ®IF AT A | ARTAERT T galewRy
EFIHTHTEH W’—0p. cit,p 258

TEXT

§9R | TR TR
HEFAEN (T S as ey |
qATTE A AT G A S=AE: (IR0
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AT FWFARY  AFLIATIFZRIANA GAMq T
AT STFRAIEFGEIT 9% § 9Ema At @a-
qW s q9q7 9 SIFEET AR GGATIN TSy
qAGIET AEACAEETIA AfAeqqgT: ||

EXPOSITION

§ 42 For imstance, though 1n gfgs the apprehensicn
of swmlarity hngers m the background, yet we would be
wreng to regard it asan instance of ITHTE(H» for 1t 1s the
expressed contrast that 1s more charmimng than the suggested

stmilarity Jagannatha 1 s Rasagangddhara has a very
illuminating note on this pomt aq X" Wﬁ(?q( ViZ.

safaysty ) FgrIqeTIIAT fAEeEuafaad, T quanTH-
@ JET AIAROHET | AT T qrAqIeI0g J9. |
T Joeraia. ) fagravgyagE, | a1 TEIOUITEFRY
Teq gqarizafagy IqFUCAAGTE  qET JGUITEHIRT
ATHIRIATIIASIASIT U FIEATIITT  gHICAT |
afs 7 gragmamrafaeey frafaa: @, qofaR-
JREHIASTIF. T | I AATRTE s fagar s90
FHT 9 WW T GEASNATIA | TF  F TAAAAAT
qrged qurraE fAaserafy ITqETw gamafie adga-
fag 7 =agwfadwarag gwadify Sr=m@EE: 1—op.
cat, pp 470-71. So also in the case of 9%, ®IF ete.
Vide notes on Uddyota 1, Sec §33.

TEXT

§93 1 TYT—
sezumufy forar wfach sweft gger=eft w=m
fafy qromte FAT aoRatE 1 T |
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—geqfag garTaaashy afe T FRganT S o9
faeed, @ SIFSTW@ETI | GH1E T IS FC-
AT TETETIRAT FTE ||
EXPOSITION

§ 43. ‘FeeuSqfy. WRE'—Comp °Locana FFEAFGIEIAT
7 franfaar faar asfa awawem | gesammly sevwar
faar F1gE IESEAr) SeEAgEe AREr e
aregvaegaEtE ag Ay, swedfer  avnafas-
werqife, FYATs3 SaraT afwrarg-aaigEs, g9 are-
AT Afagesandigalts, a4 HEIEIEn
gesAfaEmandt 987 ey sfy dusseraaiia
FAINSE  TIHTE—ATATT ATAT FTeATT Faa Gaar qaar,
gesgar Freafacdy  gedsfr sy 1 Jy T ggEand
T FTEAAEREATRANNNG qeaFadwren | qar 9. frad

gyrEeaat afagag 5fe Sowea St A9aEn —
Op. cit.,,p. 260 All this 1s re-iteration of what has been
already discussed in the Vitti under Karikg, 1 13

TEXT
§9Y| IT T SIFIUNAEAT qART STARAT A
SFTGET TR I | TI—
sy FEara. 9fe ufy 9 weuer fizem-
fragmerer QRiAAmaaAa A7 aEEh |
ag wetfa el 9 ssedieagam-
TRAER AR ga sannft s g |
797 q7 g —
srvgwaRyfafis gasfma
TIRSEAT 71 06 aremarty !
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et g2 fy 7 gl 3 9=
gorwad seuid e |
TEfrd FTISERsT- IR FETERTS IR
g Aty saega ==

EXPOSITION
§ 44 Abhimnavagupta explamns ®IFEfT 1 the verse
‘qreAsIg—" as  follows — ‘#qusqﬁ:aaaqgama’f%

FLIAY  gazafavafaft  qiwesREg-acaagEaTigATianT
fafrda  afidearag F¥0Y T | GISHT GRET  SqEeaT
sfq gERElgdaal AFUSEY ard | 99 T FIgRTeI
gex qaasdqaE | gafy = safaiw wifs, qofra g3-
ATIITCATATG, ATIGATT | FATT WG TIeq=F-
& wqreeda gwedafbafa-fafads g agarEE@ |
T 9 gRIJIAITISE SIHEATAT , IT F=ATTFIU-
TERTIHE  SAFIT WA | AT AsATqIRHG! (AT -

I Kuataka, as appears from the Re’sumé (Unmesa IIT)
of the Vakioktyivita prepared by Dr De, cites the verse
‘STl — as an instance of WTgHTTARIYE ( see p 208 ).
Does Abhinavagupta here rtefer to this view of the author
of the Vakroktyivita ? 1n another place Abhinavagupta
appears to echo Kuntaka’s observations For example, the
foliowing passage of the °Locana @@=y fg ‘@2t arx qreafa’-sa=
qIAETET T EEA-AT AHT JAReT SAranartsa wgad enfa arnfr
a3’ 5T F@T (Op et , p 359)—is closely remumiscent of
Vakroktyivita, 11 22 . wft fegray a7 efifeg = sgsa)
graifastad afeqq aa effd 399 1—and Vrn thereunder,
in which the verse, of which & @ qT+afq 1s but a hemistich,
1s read 1n full,
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fafsefiarmics @ @r aedwfEamdgwadm ) a9
JTIRT 7 5l = wsRwgAEselsd | gawster yAlsde
T FG AT FELFANACGITH: | 49T AT qF wE-
g frar gaefy straseaafa ) qat faan = fagr wsigne-
TegEmdtia fag sewsafidamafafy | gsgeaqr @
qagIISIgaIfaad. 1—0p. af, pp 162-53 Jagan-
nitha however criticises Anandavardhana and holds that the
poetic figure 'sﬂf:‘-a”qﬁ[ 18 suggested heie. The knowledge

of identity ( ararerqr%qarqrq) between the king and Loid
Visnu brought about by a conscious act of volition (QTEY&),
which forms the basis of the figure of speech §q%F, cannot
produce the feeling of terror, which can be caused only by an
illusion of dentity ( arafesgyrfea ) that 1s spontaneous
(Fa‘TTfGﬁ ) and as such requires no aid of volition at all
Besides, the knowledge of identity and the feeling of terror,
standing to each other inihe 1elation of cause and effect,
must comhere 1n the same substratum, which however is not
the case in the present illustiation, the former being in the
poet and the latter 1n the ocean Thus TIFeF(T 15 absurd.
As Jagannitha observes —

“HrFFEATIIATEG— TeaHy — TEA STHTAI FTeY-
AEFATAAAAFEAACCArg | afsgaw | &3 =
SBlHFrRgET faeeqad et | g9 9Bd Usifagiea-
& SefafErmTgE faeEEraamen  afaraifaaf,
TEIF | ASSATA R fasarareaMeaasd FeqrTasE-
@ | Flavefhada Jafasarea | anals 9o
fasqarecd sod:  wRSTIgFaRa | Sagaioaft =
witwRafa cafaxfy qear ga gea. 1”—0p. ., pp 327-28.
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Vide Mahimabhatta’s remarks . “ ‘Sreqafl —'ge07 &34l
FIqFEIEAl A qeqAsaaifaaa Hera@aaar AT-
fagrgareaal  araudigsaseaaaatyar ggaEeE
T waAqr AgEEed @A SAaTY SfAgT  Aeal ageEd
STET envien Aen gHifzager Figead @9 agwEeEg
FITMATATILIAATAT  gamEmaify  gmaaita
SR GITT W—O0p at, p 430

‘1T qa1fyr '—Abhmavagupta explams the verse
as follows  ‘F(Fw gEAERfar, Fife g 1 anar qit-
gfeatta sfawsaifs gl smfearts fes gty 391
FEAT FITFIGEAT FAAR THEFART T UG AZTAAS
ARy yEEFEEdEaTEgR] qigel awEr qEt
HIATAWH | AT FYAT 9 U, g9 g AUFIL FIWATET |
FAFTITES AT T qF T GeqIRILORAAHTHHAT
WEg N Fefvaqar @gess | q Afq 9 gEEed-
Fradaard SeufTaieaqga: | TR, TR AT AT
LA M AN T AIAT ATAIFIRA] AgETAH FTHQAT-
FRTHAT wadIGracairear Faraaar, €9%  saraaEie |
G FIRAN BT | § F T AT | FIMA®T qZT-
FRINfFIsa g qIFANG F1eAET %G qAfqeST | qq-
@7 gy sfa@Ed 1'— Op ar, pp 263-64 For
Mahimabhatta’s observations see Op, ciz, p 431

TEXT
§gul SErATI—

fioel w3 giaumnfeanagt fGemag=y
fegt Remsgmeratar w7 agefagi
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T 97 78T AT g B TR—
d ar fafagremsnrgratey frasmawa’
fawamR foamr frafast sgvamio |
sATsafT—
" safasE_gw gnfmfam g
Nseggen: ofi=sy g ot ARt
IANFINHT IR T E AT
TR (AT T ICEATHTET SH1TAY ||
EXPOSITION

§ 45, YT . ..a‘g&sfHng’—°Locafza thus explams the
verse 1 gETfHIfATATRAEAIIAAT  ARATA AT -
qaeRadr 9 QeEangzasit 13 avifrag fq i
AT | JF g I STFATIAT (AAFAFIASEAT
GHESIATAEFANT  AFAAY HIAAAY TAFFIETSY AT
Famreamifeg agam zfa 99 deafamaaagee faug
THIATIT. TG |1—O0p. at , pp 264-65,

T, .. FYAAOT— GO s AeEE-
fasar fg agarew quad JumgeEn qE@EEAr g
g7 gafeagEaadafs & 6 7 g9 qggeafafy agvaisky-
TS AFFGNFHIGT G5 | AFGIEUOHA T
afratsigauatofacad. | dvT @AM A1 @RAAT g0
UHE qqIT A EI9 7 FIAAOA GFATAUTHTGHIRT
faaron farargy fafoge |, qeasieT-afigraTadaar-
FAASAANOT I FHIIT FAH | 9T gEy JIAT
fafsiurasaarsaeqummafela mag:  sefaaaifa-
FIATSFIT: | THIATT FGAT | FFSCAGIRGeA fFeaqmge
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gf fg daf agar awag ga 1 wg g7 A wTFEAlT
BIRCITACTATET AFIEAAAT | %Q’TH’@ITUTT ER:@E[?SIEI'
aigzm TgfT | 937 9 WERT SRGAIREY. AFEET 1—
Op cit, pp. 265-56 Thus, the above two verses aie
instances of ai'ﬂfﬁaﬂ'fﬁq‘ qTeF 1T

‘g FFGH . UaIEY '—Accarding to Anandavardhana
this verse illustrates Tei7=a{q  becsuse the mpossibility of
describing the innumerable qualites of Haya gilve_1s suggested,
from the apparent assertion to the comtiary As Abhimnava-
gupta puts 1. ‘FITATFATIFATEARTIA9Ty  wYrHSZ-
SI'FE‘T&’?TTE‘T%EEI'TE[’. But Ruayyaka 1 his Alamkdre-Sarvasva
criticises this view of the Dhvanikira He contends that real
negation coes not constitute H1&jq. The negation must be
apparent and wunreal But in the 1llustiution uted by the
Dhvanikara the suggested negation of the possibility of descrip-
tion 18 real, and consequently he 1s ertorecus We quote the
following extract from Riyyakha’s ticatise —

AT AT saea ISty waly | qgr—

“iforwtg fagdr 7 fasgrar acew | ot |

f& 5 7 gaastafaar gaazmor o

a7 fg wfowiar st afoifsawea ag afnsfa
garga ) F gy favy uxy afsreaAEiagady
wfnwRaer YA @157 gEawzl MYoTaasd a3=T
aforgran geegAaraaad gafagacandt HAY adawafy
segaafagy At qeafaad | Ag—a aFgufasTsr aFar—
SEATAT AR | fAvEdary qraAmaEg L T fver-
HEET | AT JRIATEAET QAT qqadd, | afafaas
waTA FAGHT 7 fragrrEsgs i areeatdi saf
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gRenzfauyraraes  frepqaeneatatt feaaw w—
Op ct, p 119 But Jagannitha justifics the Dhvanikira’s
view by controvert:ng Riyyaka’s criticism Comp e
TFATTaRTAR TR AT fend 3% @ awgy

—' gfa gw afrsrivdesfEdegs wfmagae-
fasnagagedaay’ sfr fag fias @7 aoFrRaIEs
qUET. | 7 g srargwT uF fAny sedy geafeq SeaEn
aifq srsaraTatory | Aeife i 1 A safrETE-
W7 g waedtafy | oA drdaRaifran | safe-
FaraEFiivaRfneaaeaosET |\ 7 fz aftwst, aed
AIATIEASTAFINGE THIOFIEIET, /T MNATFINT |
seqT gFwfFaatareg 1—0p ar, pp 567-68
TEXT
§egl  WHImEIEEfn  asaREReTgReESET-
srgn sTRfRaE e gae evaft) e
g~
gerun{n we f v wiwsr gor wfowt
wfegagT wael s o gfiwst )
e ARl e afa
a1 fmtaenanet ag—
fRersrgriaemuy’ wwage g & qarere |
At f1w g g ugeow fas’ | 1l
w1 f areafaain arenly g A w9
AT 3 A A ey AT S
EXPOSITION

§ 46 sgteaweararafy . .. g9afq — Though sa-
ifﬁﬁ'@aii{ fT has been discussed n a previous context and
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tne present section exclusively deals with d{:(:b[fc}qi@%qfrf,
yet Anandavardhana has here a passing reference to Zjsa-
ﬂf#ﬁiwaTFH(?HTH%EfW As Abhiravagupta remarks:
Haaarada qgE_ asEaETgme e gy« afa
—Op cat, p 256

‘FegTUafty =BT — Here the word & 15 fz@e
meaning ‘fiuit’ and reward Cp °Locana . “43N&Heq FSHI-
wifeaq aifca, 5 Braar, oeoarsg siia gan saganster
YRIAT | ¥F FANEEET AT ARAFAATEGA: T3~
U7 gRay— S gnangTeafy ff we ies-
A AT FEIfEg A wAelw - zedigwe grATARAF 17
—Op at, p 267 Thus, the sugge.tcd sense-yiz that the
rewards of our deeds depend upon the will of Providence 15
a wuversal ( THTAEAF) staiement, and 1t  supports the
expressed 1dea—viz. that the Asoka tr: e, though adoined with
twigs ( 939 ) of exqusite loveliness, has no fiuits!, because
Providence ( 4 } has so ordained it It is a case of UETFTRY
ﬂﬁﬂf?ﬁ'ﬁ;@tﬁfﬂ', because the substiution of another syno-
nymous word for the single word %e5 which 1s fs@sz, would

fail to give 115e to the cognition of the univeisal judgement
noted above

UITFTARATY 7 fa09 —Now, one might arsue
that the verse as a whole 1s an instance of ATFANAAT based
on TI&SY where the statement of an ATETT fazis (partzcular
dea) suggests a similar qIFT judgement For example, the
statement about IfIFH suggests the idea of a person
disappointed i his hopes endowed with merits as he 1s.
Thus 1t should rather be a case of FraguFmIZeafa. To this

1 Compare. “ATHAIF % €A — Sahityadarpapa. X.
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Anandavardhana answers that the particular word %& suggests
the figure of speech FYT-TTATT, while the verse asa whole
suggests the universal proposition So the factois or subs-
trata of suggestion being different, there 1s no conflict
between the two Comp °Locana . a7 Y gaqIFUET AT~

TIATRIAT T SAGAT, AT FIAG AT SqFI4AT,
EOI L CL i BT IR TN NEIOIE-wI el e ) G
fg safagase qgasial FFENETEESAlG FeUA | O FE-
q¥sAFaTEeafy ST | SR g SSeqaNRrr |
afy g7 FOIRITTaHIquS FATENAFIAT AT T
seeagegfaiaatafa wia 11— O0p ar, pp 267-68

‘Fgam gF5 —This is an instance of Farfaa-
S gutraTagedfa  Comp °Locana ga{ﬁ' coqrfgatr =
gfg wsfeat meggar 1 si@ wAgEfaTaREwafy |1 gar-
Taq § Az | wTvEEAnT 97 9 @g UIHIW 5FAA |
g agAfa wrmemral faEw  qdafaw | emmET g aed-
qai@I9A1g I ATAFIRT GRAF GAL T T ARTHILHIT |
ar fz mftear Aq0 FavearaAEiar @ TAGAT R AACIATE |
7 wfeag agar gq T NF GUAST ETUATAFIAT-
sgreadifa a1 exaeafy agam feear gdiffa 1—op ar
p 268

TEXT
§veo| wfmgafmgurse @afa)r g
wEEw aF ggfranT | fgatrenaEt aun—

FSH 959 G5 A qreat wfes |
qrargEfe S areEEEt g Et 91 0
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ue f v IfgE wemtvaees 3 faa-
FIATEIA-A(AR=47 3 Araros=mar=a | qarfangfa
TETE AT G A IEREEAREE fear-
arifa aragae sEafy |l

EXPGOSITION
§47 g7 gefsTaig—Vide the verses ‘g AscgSSa-
AT and TFTRIA— for WERATFIAwEAfAFAfT W
fa' . gTarafg—Anandavaidhana states that the contrast

(3faYF ) between a tree, gnarled aud devord of foliage and
a generous and kind-hea.ted person :n stiaitened cucumstance
1s coguised 1nthe wake of the sumlariy ( T1E5 ) which 1s
first appiehended, since, as has been noted before, =gfgla®

must be based on &IqFg Comp °Locana 1T, a:frgs‘r )
JTEGFET Tgd g7 TFEALagIAaacar Smasfy 7 wfvag |
357 T wimEETiARSAnl @i TR, srmfew
FAM | qE F PIRFTAATIE | T Farfa-
argiieFsmaal  waq SgwREr G Rty T )
qr, gy-sfa | genfss gy we | @@ 3 97 Sy
@isfafueda =TT A 7 &g a9d 59 avmgg
aaafafy 9T | 97 F=AEE T SiEg ) sTumEaT
safayswer  wwafgfs safr ) arfymfafy ) =afis-

faegsy 11—Op cit, pp 269270  Vide Vyaktiviveka :
‘FITET— AT ANFACITIATIEGAEAT  FAITEIE,

qge geafay afiges gegaer sqeAifaar foseal-
FNACIAGTAIINT  JFaEAT qIq3FET T A=
qeqd AGLEA qq A AAACQFPSA  FAHALAT-
ateasy safaismfafg-saeafafs 1—0p e, p. 437,
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TEXT

§9¢ 1 SaA@rAFRTI—
EATTEgAN T s |
YesTT TR a5t REE: |
it f qat wraareTer wfrsasstaRed aendimm
RN R EUICEE CT ek
e feafrger  amEgesh edemetz
IFEEY TR 7 WHEY w7 i
TARW AR qER A UEEICIECIE i
FEIANR AT | qAT—
arrgaet f a7 geed o uw gftomree
st afvat gifaor g frsr o Az
9T —
Ty TRuAT qieat frdar
3w *fefy afafiemEty)
qedt qaift & g wfaggarte:
THEIQUITR, Fawonf: |
TR @ AtafaRs sy |

EXPOSITION

§ 48 Here the expressed sense 1s coherent and complete-
in 1tself, even without the apprehension of G{rfr&ﬂ, if we
take ‘afs®a. to mean ‘swelled, mcreased  ( gqfyq ). But
when the gT=9Te has been understood, the idea of LD
1 the form ‘lif%gfa' g9  where the root EEQ; means ‘zo swoon
away’ 1s suggested.r  As Abhinavagupta remarks—fqgqre
fg afesat g fea sufaat W% =qfr UFxT qfegq:

I. ‘T%% WIgYsgraal’—Dhatu-Patha,
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afeFredsaamfy da=gli fazaag=sl sAHservadia-
&7 1/”’—Thus, 1t 18 a case of T:T’(S}ETT&EfFf, and not of
TAAATAIGSET, which  should not be co. fuurded with the
former 1 Visvandtha distinguiskes the two categones thus
STAAATATIREAT FAT—

QEGAT: AR qG T ITEZTA |

g for & 7 zwfaft avwar )
—¥3 FSTEAAT G TIAAGIAT | QIH=aq | T
sfrfreTrsEaEassHTanr 2dumafy sagrg YAy |
gaf gafifasy saqadsan gfaama 0 w=E—
srgnasamr  Afgeragm— sar Y sadaw faarfy
arpafeaa. | 38 § TAANSSTAT AWAR FOTATGT-
SEDET) aqu—sra“mmwﬁa. il’—Sdkltyadarpana, X.

T g8 aﬁf?‘ﬂq-—lt cannot be argued that the non-
mention of the particle §F 15 a defect here Since even m a
case of S[Eﬁ'Q'FHFf\Tﬂ: &7 ( as distingushed from Eqﬁmaaf# )
the sense of ITIAT 15 understood even wihout g Ararda-
vardhana cites the verse ‘iﬂ‘ﬁ?{ﬁ%@’——’ m support of his.
statement  For explanation see °Locana : “a@rarézsrzﬁr\rsﬁ:r

FEATIAFIAASTEATAT  TANIIAT | Cagaargda—
T 1 SATFENEINIRI=SEATETT | afs g s
@ TTWUERT > "waar 41, aq F FaA @ww @ng

Fadfa waRaEE arafiefatamesatomm . ag

I Kuntaka however cites the verse ‘SREMIUHT— as
an illustiation of WHTATAIIAT, where particles such as
g9 etc expiessive ot e'qs‘rear, are understood Vide op ct.,
Résumé ( Unmesalll ), p I94.
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TFRg 7 AlAT Io7 feen qrafd ag. | o sar w1od OF
fragarafaead |+ o3 quwsRw fear quor eavmfagia-
qARead 1'—0p at, p 271

a1 AT .. JTHTTH—One might, however, contend that
the particle o (A ) 1 the above verse sigmfies ITSET
and consequently 1t cannot piove the thesis that ( B’E{S\raﬂ
1s apprehended even if 3T etc. aie suppressed Anticipating
such a possible objection the Dhvanikiia cites another
illustiation which 1s altogether devoid of particles expressive
(aras ) of SstET

As  Ablinavagupta puts 1t : T-ri-:f;ez[a%-‘-r faasiq-
TAETATAATNT Hgeagar MUl aaraaqr sagoras-
az—qyt A ofea  wa@r faFam afwasmeer
Ffemafy swmfnfrEt gnsgaesaasty 5 aafag qe
TEATASNTA  wArarfEsT™ T g7 seder saed—
AFATAUFAUAAIGAT L0l Gaeaqql e qqIsar
T qed |”—ibid  Anandavaidhana appeals to the eapeiience

of the Hg’q’ﬂ"’s on this question of verbal cogrition (’;rTEa’ﬂrr-[)
If the §ZAA’s apprehend IFAHT even if T etc aie absent,
no logic can controvert this eaperience, which must be
taken valid ! Mahimabhatta too repicduces this statement

of Anandavaidhana where he 1eads Harfa. for yfgfaz.
Compare  “FsI(AIAZIR = IAfGRT  FHIOH | Tare-
a1fy q5a: §FSTAT TEEFRIARTEEAG aqqEe  qa-
wig  sadamiafafear syafaay 1”7—op ar, pp  449-
40

1, Compare ‘FFAT TATISAT THIAHT F9T —Dharmakirtts,
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TEXT
§39 | RIARTIT—
T 3 A qarE:
i fafawwr fe adas
WA T2 ISED
ad qrfiEedg am: |
a7 730 % THNRTAT TEHFIETHGET 9
| T I DeRRRIEsERms I e
flawan
EXPOSITION

§ 49 The word ‘GWH denotes ‘sumilanty’ ( gedH )
as well as ‘sumultaneity’ ( qg )- When the expressed sense 1s
cogmsed the second meaning of ‘GHA —viz. Y, 15 taken
1nto account But to aga'a’s, the first meaning 1s suggested
thereafter, which leads to the apprehension of the double entendre
in fhe adjuncts qualifymg TSHL.—viz IFIT, GATH.,
gICqEET  etc. which now quahfy the term cTi‘:l also, thus
finally suggesting the apprehension of similarity between qg
and 9B Compare °Locana : GQATH EISIST  STCqIAITY: |

weqr fa gar 1+ qaren. gfag:  gregasEn: 1 GeEm
gfggl;, war  s@zaaRn fafesar Smggecr-
I A g W gWmftew ggae: 0 wd g
ww feawifafa | qar wmATE adasd: 0 gar gar
fafaaar fawgarg=n sear ar | aafa @t gfada-
T A1g | anal  aeafexadt-eaon aww gafafy
g3y, |1 97 gu-gearg qearEisfy sdfa 1 @@ Sty
QYT | owRd  AwgESatheE:, sy adyiag-
ForRaAfy g49r 379A T Y | IJ UF 959 5T GO
9
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zafegaistt afagqganafafifa Fmag)  Swgas
q@eang | aan gfa fg afk evee 93q adieamres wwaEn
wwefac: ) wafafke Madissar egdafa-
SIsaFEaSqd  (HAEITIET gsrRvalRfa 1 A9 a9
famrsfrarar siafegsear sfaq ) sa o7 asrenaanfamr
sgedim q fdsalsqasradarara:, a9s | -
eI -qTaaRTAAT e’ —anfy | TI=" qaﬁrgzu}w-
qgdeaq | - fEN  frar  arfe-safadamdaten
zfa g9 wamdfaigamiay a@rae 7. 59dl@Tamesy
sgarafqdal aifFs-daEsad afaveyg geae agar =
pp. 27274 Mahimabhatta’s comments on this verse are
worth note : TFT—' AT FEATATTALATIATI A~
wafraramye 7 fafsagaaram., aqamealy o @
T TAAGAANTGH | T AT ey fasor-
voda a7 MergaaEisaTg 35, | a9 freafaufmsa
gyfrefagrarradicaaaid | w9 gwfway grades
syEefaaager  faafafadfomg shoragfaafas-
gl g9At fadvnseifaagrragE o age-
mrAtRTEEAfaaafy, aar @nfaga arereisfasiaa:-
a1 ug aff geammasFaru-fraedd agaedg-
qarTRTAEE i qiE aqraamiaaafy s wm-
fafafcfa s=ad 1—O0p. ar, pp. 440-41

TEXT
§uo | FUTAETAMIA—
g fa: gl s gfvem qeae)

#g f@ =i gftemss g wews 0
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i f§ PAT I T TEREAGOAST qZafasgor-
v arg farfasgd aagRasRRageaai fiarag=Ny-
ePuE,  TeIRfAemmaEsd | wnEsaTart
TUEE giEEEn |

EXPOSITION

§50. Vide Mahimabhatta’s remarks . ‘gfRa — geaw
wearqed (giacafzaifafoe ggaagayl saorgua-
TaFEHRTAEFNS afianFassmar s
faargwry sEsogRiaT  g9erawy geamgdT
guTgeqagaTIEta, aurawafasn saremrmag faer-
s w1 fg afycggafawafs aed  gawdeaga

wa afvwerdq sfa aumerfafafdian=at-op. o,
p. 442

ogqgsfy. .. .AVFATAT —Abhinavagupta 1 the follow-
1ag extract cites a few more mstances of ﬂéﬂﬁﬁﬁ?tm—

wfq. Comp. Fgt ¥ igFeafy i—
AT WAFHAS: TIAT AT TN qEFS, GREA] |
Fafrastagga a1 wafd Iseg sqa19g 3a: 0
7o qIfgsefy MeaaRe AoFREaTTE e O
grecafsafa: | awegasrara iy —
gugeaa aifgfe szawlfoars Fagams
aresggaaliecs wa3 wwel w aifafefa i
fraqaa areqam  fagedt wifesaifast sm@amify
A AiAqral SEGAEANT | 7 AR RRATa:,
segaraeAn geat Avenfasfenatafe s aag aeege-
qRIET gaTear 1 gareqrar AT qreadaersaelaar

vy | aq  SwrtraEgerl ggAraiueTediagy-
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gt geaafieatadnoc@ar  gasdeETsfagrfaarty
qEIAFEFATAT  gURIEhaRaTeaTAaifT  Jearger-
Naaes gsda  farqaead o oy feafd
FEAFITATING *UTET—

T FETRITAG AR

TRrgIgaF e g g |

frrmadfaaasafrara ey

geard fafadiots Pradcgaanfy &< o
g% SEAvseAsgafaal waaul fearmiaefdugataar
RTIIEE L EE G B RIIICRIS T LURE RSl SEL
garizeafy—aqsaEargaeen  amfy @ e sl
g MRrgEATeTd Tty FrerEr g At
AT 4 AIAAFEAAANT a=F JrA , fFATEE-
=fr a@Rasly waey | EEAgFaTERgaan AR
FsaT FeERTANAAEET FagaraArfafaar ags-
FEAAT QiR IEaEaR ghaa . Saareadmg I
ET-FGNETINGLAAT  AAGE ARG =1
FatmERAfa A A0 gAvIemASHIa @ kT
< sfraeguaeataefy | garamdfy T taaaaeEty
o gaard fafrdigfeas dgamiy saafa sf gEos-
sl | cadagEaT TGN I 9 ATGEAT
sfr agifemafaefs ) ‘aqgTuITTERRETEUHETEREET-
W sdgdae A | gansgsyy  Wan
AT | wgrEfaaEise FEETEn | ag —

yosly seafaefarasorgd
FEaTlT Areauasiq we™ . |
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farafradmasa g gaifa
Y GATA 2qT 9T 4F N
—O0p at, pp. 274277,

TEXT
Sug 1 UIAS FCATWE STAMT F€7 FATATA
wmafagfrgg=ad—

~ ¢ N e
FUUFT A9 J=TA 7 s7afeaaaq |
ASHFA o Fat afea er=agar TEE IR

TEAFAT TTFAT TR ST STFRAT 7 o
qTE TEONE UG AT | ST SIS I
TATAfTTIATET Gl LA | T9T F TN
sagred sfaarafaead |

EXPOSITION

§ 51 Anandavardhana now brings out the diflerence
between an expressed and a suggested poetic figure The self-
same poetic figure when suggested comes to acquire an in-
describable charm that was foreign to 1t when it was express-
ed in words When expressed they are hke popular ornaments
such as necklace, bangles etc. or if carefully worked out
they can at most hope to attain the status of such objects
of decoration as §§=I§Er (saffron-paste), that are more closely
related to the body than the former. Nevertheless, they
remain nothing but external appendages. But those identical
ASFHIT's are turned 1into the very soul of poetic art if
they are conveyed through the function of suggestion.
Such 1s the spell of the power of suggestion As
Abhmavagupta observes. HAFITEATAA faraa@HRTURl

g waTr afx sagra wafwa  ffraamgng—waf-
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g1 AqEAFHIION qATART FATFO TATHAR
TEARFATHITAT AUV FEHTEEATHAT TATT-
qred sqafeqq  gEArTTATEEaTadar | afk ar aread afg
qur gaTmaEaafy 7 syafeaq gaefafa amaa 1 dssFra
IR FeqEq FISFAT SAFATITAT TJT . qU
g@ar mrar  sifeAawasqar wfee 1 cagEr - afa—
grfaffmugeeiag  wow agfy few el qofe
gdarafaiares FeqqrEn FyAdfaFEr T 1* Ay
F1 gargarsfy | gawgar g sAgaar A ssEEgansiy
IEIRTAIGFINFT SAFIAS FR00 fraefa ) qresrsmamty
uweEfuaagay’ qafa sag—3qyiafd u— op. o,
pp 278-79

TqTATG . .. sfaqrafasad—Vide Kartka, 11 34: TFTASAT
TASAGT FISAET AT | TT AGAFAT  AreAAIEA
g Hﬁa‘a\ 11>—and vret: thereon, which reads as follows :
“EGAEHIIET oA ArawiiiaTa 10

TEXT
§u1 AfgAw sagaTamerE Ewen gt afa
FA1(Z TR0 IS4, FITFROT qA -
ST TIAET ILTSAFATE] |

1  Bhoja 1n his Srngdraprakciia classifies alami.Gras 1nto
three categories, on the basis of the degree of their intimacy
with the expressed sense which constitutes the body of poetry
As he notes : FFTHTUTT AIT~—JTUT, INFL, TTHTRITULA |
qY AT —FA-ATA-FTURT | AT — - 9- -
gareq 1l—Vide Dr. V. Raghavan’s Some Concepts o)
Alwinkara Sastra, p. 53.
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EE] %{g —
¥ STRIFAl A1l FSTIMEEATT 1RE |
TEATAT  AATTFIHIS FRATAT T FT 979 |
AT q A% AFTAEI T 1

EXPOSITION

§ 52. The present Kdrikd has been cited by Mammata
under Kdavyaprakdsa, v 2! Govinda explamns the Kdrka
as follows* “&F sFYFAT FAFHAAT | HIT FIGal
eqfqda qTeasay | qEreaEEsy  safqEnaad | Fq. 7
FETITETIHANT, FEATACIIAGATAEFATT_ | FELATAL,
JgaiseRIET Areqifqaaifead | =9 gawHIUEAT
egaraeny Afqmafran@ar sawesRO FEaE-
sgs wafqafafa g, s=aq-—w waral a3 @ qar
FAGFALT T9T SAFATIIT FeATHAfagH |1 o1d) ar=aqrs-
qHIRY, AFATT J SaFEEAfa feadw | aw MEFRO
FEIATA 3T F TATSHITET ATeAA T (R AIF AT, ARGATE
¥ sygaad fafagaeslq gsaq wa cafaEamy a7 g
FEIASHHI SIS, TA  AEASHIAFT=AT-AFAAT-
wrafgaddagsaiosst  fa  gar  wimeagranE-
Fr 1 32 q famaw) @@ FrwamaEfasas qoiaaeE

AT 9T | @Earttraes g oafery w1 afafy o—
°Pradipa, p 145

1 The reading adopted by Mammata 15  FTIgTEdRI-
#7141, which 1s also reading in tie N.S P. Edn of our text.
2 Compare :
“faig@aireahar sgasat 7 g
AIAAT F NSETTA qNTd W'—Vyaktwiveka, p 21R.
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TEXT
§ 43 | ATATHAIS FATATE—
B e et S D

T, .
SFFGAT WA |
TEAAFIAT ST I IR 1301
I A ATy e T
- fa L SEgETEsTERE WS R IOITHA Q-
R wRgEea AT Ea | adaedaE -
FERMATRIT  QHAIFRAE EWT a1 A
TEAGET M9 aft MR AT E-
sqgA sAfREnsasT: ||
EXPOSITION
§53  aqrgiAg.. .faug I —Vide notes on Uddyota §
(Sec. §30f ) qRFA . I —“TUGIFH  TSIHET
T SF gRTe FIeTaqn fuFrwan agfaaisandg-
w7 50 aqaaq 11" —"Locana, p 281
TEXT
Sug @ A wEE afqarr qgnnafas
FIG=IA—
I SATAFIST: TRTsTEq wEa |

FETENF T ST AL M=A 7721320
fefaisfr satgam: waisgey | a9 7 w7 g

FSTTFIISITFT 1 TFTR @ UF AN A
1 Cf Vriti on x 13 (Uddyota I Sec 32)
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TgAsty  Ashrdreaga sdaaAlsores atser
OFRIHFT AT || JYT—

TSI 0 A dar gifar o o figssi

F7 7 TEdeTT s SO wfEe o

= ft sdftamaer g seaefifrageaeT
F=ATFEIAT | G favdssanfy o= sogmisay a=aey
FAGATET IARAT  AIETATENT, T STEATAA
SR ERELE IS ,

TMIFEFE A =S o |
TTFIAIEI g aAfeq Jagrs

wirn ff fAvg s s Eoraa
fag'ym | 7= g swonfEntioen fraifaten sedsd:
g SAHATEAR AT A Se g ST
ST ¢ | TIT—

sfeaurg afeaggd ar qu dgfex gfumn

Wz g faaafiust agia gut aswas

u= 2 wffaaafaan g7 waon a@t afegaass-
FAFAT T AAET9 | CEEIoRT Aoy |
gfeR 9 asEsy aenfmasssEaagaaaef-
:‘g"ﬁ TR (e O R AT AT -

B

EXPOSITION

§54 uwg .9fATTT—Abhinavagupta thus sums up
the various classifications of =afH, as shown by the Dhvani-
kira in ths present Uddyota . WFfafa wfqafeqar=ar
frafaaraszasa sfa & qodsl | sraer & sM&—easa-
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frsepmaraisat-gasiagarsasy ) fdaea I —awea-
FASTAERT | af=afefa—sfadfsad,
shafragareifmsand, Tgawdl 51 F I 535
FgrEAsaFAERReadT  wqufy  grafamsdatiags
FraETeAd ver s Giew gEndar & 9 ggaE-
SEAT gas  fgfayr geasy) gwegwwed g qu-9s-

FIFA-GIEAT- T T AFTZAE T qsﬁfﬁﬂiﬂ'ﬂ IW!'— °Locana,
p 281 Pratiharendurdja’s scheme of classification, as reccrd-
ed by hum 1n his Laghuvrtt:, 1s somewhat different :—

“qRF AERAFTAISFRB AT AT ATHFGRS T W
fafqud suswwed aruen frafuadsetay | awas-
F1faed g aregnfaane asasE waF Ay fGafaa-
arfyafigacaar fedgar sacaqanmang  fafaaxda-
arATIfassearfy sasafEey gIgFRAT galg | Q@ur
qUOT VAT WRATE  gardedigieaearfaaaE T agy
faafgaan | a7 = faafgaaw a5 asaer @a-awfy-
aig Nafaaafoafeaadwasy gfaaqg)  s@eas
qearser YaT wafrg | Uy =reet ¥igT  areged  gATfgaer
afguarar  gaffearar grear vaar @sfean gwaQn
TM IR | U UA g GIATFITIFIEIAT 0T WIHAT
faafavafa, aui-ggzamga™T T @asaFatg gqafgar-
famraea 9 qEAEAATARAANANTAG 1 997§ SEEDE

I. Mammata’s classification 1s scrupulously based on this
°Iocana-text. It 1s to be observed, however, that Abhinava-
gupta does not mclude the zEgry fHaIfRmI@eale 1n his scheme
though 1t has been recognised by him and the Dhvanikiara as
well as a separate division See his comments on Kdrikd, II.
23.
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sqgr N sq=aFar faafafaa wafs qar pin@sty a9
g9F qieafy ) qRg—

frasaafaasy o awasHITN=ER |

ar=7 g1 faasy g weemfFa-Tamar

FlEvEE Tqal g areaqad faafaaq

Tag gafa a1 aq caregar sfefafaagn

T Har sy famfa qgama

THIAEE O SAGT AT & qar wgfan’?

—Op. ct , pp 91-92
Anandavardhana now differentiates a genune case of &gfq

from pseudotaf (eq7gTE) ¥ . MFY TF7.—See
notes on Uddyota I Sec §38 FASBTAT Wfwg . stfawaaq—
Forfy sifqgiw 1 qremgaERafa ) Ay fz fyoan-
fawasty qigwifawy. sdag 5f arsaRe SrEeagaq)

Freq g SARAIIIASATALT  T@IFIA=BAT  sqafaq 1'—
°Locana

FIONT .. AFT5—Abhmavagupta thus explams the
gatha: ‘7 IWFFAFAFTHITATIEqTATICT G
Fr=ARAIEERd | a1 fg qgsHeargarar swAagaar afy,
gear gfy arfrasssaTEETAgTr @t agift oft g
afy 7 qiguy 33 Teratafgaasa gadq gifay, @i
et EFA R @rmAaafy e T awasfa ) e
FAAWA TFE qAT SLAMMOANT | AR qrea1q @if-
FARIAIIAAATIA AT ATe@qafT 11 —O0p. it , p. 283

uafadr .. fagegd—Mammata cites the verse as an

I. The varses cited are anonymous.
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illustration pf Tlﬁtj\aaqg:x of the AFIT type and observes :
qUNIT— FIT TAGIT: Firacoqrgd gfase: 37 g
Eﬁ'ﬁ"fﬁqﬁfﬁﬁ'ﬁ }El'i'%q" - HHTHTIH W—  Kdvvaprakdsa,
Chap V. :

T ... .egaaiT—Compare °Loc¢;mz: SHEIAIfegey
FRra@ g maRed fogiicqganarg A fqfag-
HEIATT: | gAaT=q: gAY TqusmiFalsd qF SaTeHTE-
T FORqACATRd  qrEsATIIgaay 4 waw, aafaas
SAaAFEATFAHT qiseq AAfdTa TN agaIE-
fraead w32 Faqr sogrpiwE Qagfrodans faeed
wegsafegad wafd 11—0p. cit., pp. 283-84.

' Hﬁa‘wg ...... Feqia:—°Locana explains the Prakrit
stanza as follows : @a:’m@t:'ﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁztsfaw g "(&TF[
gear  anFdorgAAfeAr - geafy | Aty frawaforeE
TS | AT EAAT SAEIET T | AT
ar o g‘rs‘freﬁ’— TATITATI SATEAT FTAT || AT=ATHER
afqaed  FTAE EERAEea | gegar  arsAlsal A
s¥iq | wafagaasasaia oq Qs wrfaad: | a9
STETRATERTRAT ST WA e —sfae 3 |
sréf-ﬁara 3Fer RIERS ll—-Op cit., pp. 284-85,

TEXT
EXURE ¢ ﬁ‘q’&ﬁm‘qw t'ﬁrmmaﬁm% mﬁ
geafafimarmnft 4 a9 “qrE—

meggEREat frasd @ sEaena: |
T F 9 4 Fa: gRivfTedr «=3: uza)
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TR AR TG WAl et @
|/ 9T aafavm | aw—

HawT gAY YR AR |

TESAFIAIGACT AGTY AMITA_ 1331
RIS IELRCEd]

T MU FERag I aRy s

fzdra sg=ra. .
EXPOSITION
§55 weqaad . .. .. e EQEi -wAEIR-

fagrgaamuanafa. | Far-
sEagagaraT i sedafadan
fammmasa fagde saa a @ a0
st waar sgfafa swafos., faamm v
ST, FEAT FAST T eaAATGERIASTRIETA AT 1|
sraf¥ag qaixgroraarEsE T I JA—
fa aemegeramgwavas aTfkfadl gqqr&ar |
swacglagfitause faasamafs gema garu
o TACAATGTE qeEAfy spafkay | wSEiAeEd,
germa s & fr=w1 emaq wwir wifw @ geafq,
=d YT H— °Locana, pp. 285-86. See notes on
Uddyota I Karikd 14 et seqq

qgeiq. ... UTI{-——Vzde the Samgraha-slokas . ‘Eq‘\g";rezr
AT TFIH— etc cited 1 the Vrttr, Uddyota I Sec 33

End of Uddyota II

et s, (3 s
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APPENDIX I

Supplementary Notes

‘femaemaestea’—'~This 1s Vahdndtaka, V. 7.
It has been cited by Viévanatha in his Séhtya-
darpana under {1 11* , by Mammata 1n Kdvya-
prakdsa, IV  See Kane*' Notes on Sahitya-
darpana, pp 61-62 (Second Edition )

‘qreT At qur—'-Cf @ty Twafy g gafa-
fizaife da s gonfe saewe sewn g
fafiaremfa n”’—Vallabha’s  Subhdsitaval:, No
154, attributed to Bhadanta Rawvigupa
(Peterson’s Edn)

“raor ¥ AaAg— —This 1s from Gaudavaho of
Vakpatiraja (v 406 S.P Pandit’s Edn.) It
occursin the course of a description of the
rainy season (S/ggAYA). Comm, ‘gefrr wigafa
fa<faamar wasEemT ° Anandavardhana refers
to another Prakrit poem of Vakpatirdja entitled
“geAeAfas’ from which verses are quoted by
Abhinavagupta 1n his °Locana,

EWTATTSAad . . e’ —The Verse, though
really a Samksepa-sloka, as1s ev:dent from the
mtroductory remark of the Vrttikara ( ‘@9r
grrs @eiq’ ), has been printed as a Kdrikd
(11 6) 1 the NS P Edn,
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Sec.
§ 18

§ 18.

THE DHVANYAILOKA OF ANANDAVARDHANA

Page.
40

40.

“frgszreal ST —'~As regards the classifica-
tion of FIT’s 1nto two broad classes—viz faea-
AI’s and FfeaIy’s, the following excerpt from
the Abhinavabharati on Bbarata’s Napyasdsira,
XVI. 88 (viz gramaiamdd framdasafa-
A | T fraw frafy qeww e
HTAENT 11) ~-would be found illummatmg -
“vaered g FfafaeRlT, a9 swwem 10 e
f7eat w7, a1 917, FEArSY JeiEEEE, | TR
TARgSAiT | qyA, Fed e g | el
TAGHT ST TS | 97T 7 qE [EE-
wgteT(f7) ey wovaw,  sataE-
IR, sEAdAE g, frad it awmf,
THE  qIAEA, st T, g o
faafg wafewd | wa®¥ Qo  FHomoEfawE,
T galEwdaeEifE | gomeeEg W U4,
@ wAfEedsdRemEam | 9 fg 7 wifswg,
ANy §g(§) arEn, awd S 1
—(GOS. Edn.).
As regards the use of harsh lettersin a poetic
composition which usually leads to the poetic
defect called xifgssc ( g=awa ), the followmng
extract from Abhinavagupta’s ccmmentary on
the Nagya$dstra would be found extremely
lluminatmg. While commenting on the S/ea[w
gATfy as noted by Bharata in his NS', XVI.
102° .

“[ afrgwifagueg Nseighes | ]

T 9w gv gaify ofsfida
—Abhmavagupta makes the following 1mpor-
1ant observations ;——
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Section Page

‘e wwifa ) awg AW S wwfe-
ger Nisd ofgrewwwy g ofedHfda. afa:
GHTRTHRIRAT ISATU GO § T A1, | Frmmar
SHERY  ARRBEAIGHIANT  qUpvoiT  afagedd |
ARG, THER  HIVMIRAeTET  9=9€q |
FrFIAIgl  faoda | SvEed  ewrEEOEER ,
AT 1. . . 49 @A ATeaa-
fagr wredt Al wrEatafoa EEsTTET-
VEAAAGIANRHFT W | whrwrgfeesrsacarery-
qEAIEING 7 A |

“Afraaar areatFd” T , wgEg e ?
afwsr @ fyg | gar fg w9 gso-fsc-
FEiFY 3 g9 gIaT TH=AT AT GFAT-
AW TEARAERATINAT §9 I199M SaAfaa-
MRS TYWIART AT, T4T GZIIE T U a1 |
gEaTaT fg dueameratar agea gaae g #fe-
TARRANIAIAGT IqFY | a9 Q3 aa—

TRETEEATRGT T ¥4 |

a9 fg Fradacand daeq n’t
zfr 1 afvsmermfy fg ozar gyfas fawwins
fagumfy 7 Freaacaraaly | qEvESTARUNTST
TEYISIERINAl @ ITRMAY ¥ T g
TTESART | I IEG LU (R EL L U RILE o
w7 (?)-z@Etl T T erfea-aresarts
ISTRTSATEAST? Fe7d | g7 T FA-FT 01T WE. -
FaaTfy 13 taarEET fg = qut ST
frpawa IEFFIG 59 To9gIOqaST, AW g
faatooi=emafEfaT | TR TaEEe:

I
2,
3.

Dhvanydloka, 1 7
Compare Natyasastra, XXXIV.
Compare Dhvanydloka I11. 3-4.
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§ 22.

§ 23

§25

48

54

wgaashifa 7 fagq gormear aE@, 1’ —-Ndtya-
Sastra, Vol. II, pp 337-339 (GOS Edn )
‘FN qATST FIaS°— ~This 15 from Amarusa-
taka (v 81). Also, Subhdsitavall, No 1627
‘waka fg aegfi—'—~Compare  ““If the Poet’s
Subject be judiciously chosen, 1t will naturally,
and upon fit occasion, lead him to passions
the language of which, it selected truly and
judiciously, must necessarily be dignified and
alive with metaphors and figures 1 forbear
to speak of an 1ncogruity which would shock
the intelligent Reader, should the Foet inter-
weave any foreign splendour of his own with
that which the passion naturally suggests: 1t 1s
sufficient to say that such addition 1s unnece—
ssary And, surely, 1t 15 more probable that
those passages which with propriety abound
with metaphors and figures, will have their due
effect, if, upon other occasions where the
passions are of a milder character, the style
also be subdued and temperate. ’—Wordsworth’s
Preface to Lyrical Ballads

55 sqemrgt gfe’— This is Sakuntald, 1. 20.

Righava Bhatta inhis commentary Arthadyo-
tamkd quctes almost verbatim Abhinavagupta’s
remarks on this verse (as cited on p 56 in our
Exposition) with the concluding remark ‘3fq
gt=a ' and offers a mew nterpretation (&gT-
garEg) with several emendations (e g, ‘FITAF
gwz:—') and pomnts out some more figures of
speech besides TwTAIf as noted by Ananda.
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(See Kalidasa’s Sakuntald, pp 34-35 N.SP.
Edn )
‘TIIET q9qcwa:— —The verse 1s attributed by
Vallabhadeva 1n his Subhdsitavalr (No 1364) to
the royal poet Yasovarman at whose court
Vakpatirdja and Bhavabit: flourished, Cf —
EIEEIERITREEIEEE RUECIECH
ot aat gt qEoregfrafaar o
— Ragjatarngini, 1V. 149,
Yasovarman was the author of a drama named
Ramabhyuday 2 referred to by Arandavardhana
and Abhinavagupta. ( See Aufrecht,Z D M.G ,
Bd XXXVI, p 521 ). The verse ‘I3&&HA
qaqeed — 1s also cuoted by Namisachu at
the end of his Comm. on the tenth adh)dya
of Rudrata’s Kdvydlamkdra. Ya$ovarman, the
author of the Rdmabhyudaya, 1s 1dentified by
some with the Kad$mirian king S’amkaravarman,
a younger contemrporary of Arandavardhana.
See our Introduction to Uddyota I, p x, fn (1).
For verses attributed to YaScvarman in antho-
logies see Dr. F 'W Thomas’s valuable Introduc-
tion to Kavindravacanasamuccaya, pp. 75-76
( Bibhotheca Indica ).
Compare . TET | AAFGSITRIMRIIIRA FTST
vpfaTeear & AR |
FHgfATwRIT SIRAEAT AT
sufaafaRyg a7 FFQARETUET |
— Madlavikagmmatra, 111, 12,
The <aamn® (Jonesia ASoka) has an
important role to play mn Sansknit Erotics, As
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Section Page
Mallinatha notes . “TREIF | WAGIIW q&F
T FeATgHH |
“ AT g WAt & gfa fgun
sgfafgsy [ @At wadT 1”
~EEIFTET  SAT |"-—Meghadita, 86 ( KB
Pathak’s Edn )

§28 61 ‘Y FograraET—'  —=This 15 Mayira’s
. Stryasataka, v. 23 (N S P, Edn.)
§28 62 ‘smwmr wfad — —This 1s  Subhdsitdvall,

No 1776, attributed to Anandevardhara.
But AufrechtnZ.D M.G.,Bd XXXVI (Second
article ) refers 1t to YaSovarman. As Dr
Peterson observes ‘Our signature to No‘ 1776
(Anandavardhanasya ) 1s pertaps to be
explamned that Vallabhedeva tcok the verse
from some work of Anandavardtara’s The
verse 1tself 1s one of the two ascribed to
Yasovarman also in the Saktimuktdvali, the
other being ‘yattvanmetrasaména —’ verse.’
( Introduction to Subhdsitaval) The verse also
occurs 1n the Mahdndtaka (IV 34)

§ 29 66. TN FIASEB%—" —This 15 Amarusataka, 9
Also quoted in the Subhasitarali (No 1351)

§ 30 67. ‘wmmray AfFa— —Mallinitha adopts the
reading =fve for W% 1 the last foot and explams
1ts significance as . “g =fte F\ga 1| ‘FozwTEa-
FIGT -5, | Mafeeng a1 sqmFyT-
ART T FIGIeAT 30 919 1°—But the reading
adopted by Anandavardhana and endorsed
by Abhmnavagupta in  his  °Locana 1s
also adopted by some later scholiasts of the
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Meghadita-—e g Vallabha, Sumativijaya,
Mahimasimhagant and others, As Vallabha
observes : ‘W% gagrad A wrqww, ” For
parallel ideas compare Raghu®, VIII. 59.

‘wawr  gfowrara-—"  ( Kdrikd )—The terms
%9 and {FH as referring to the two main
varieties of the suggested sense (Mﬁ‘:ﬂﬁi’) are
expressly borrowed from the Grammarians
They occur respectively 1n ) Bhartrhart’s
Vékyapadiya, 1 48 and 11 27 (also II 33 )
The epparent sequence as between the two
categories, A1 ( audible sounds ) and THIE
( Logos, Eternal Word ), hes at the basis of
the formulation of these two terms, which
are transplanted from the province of Grammar
to the field of poetic suggestion by propounders
of the Dhvani-theory., The origm of the
concept of HFIFAMITTAFT can be traced to
Vikyapadiya, 1. 104-106 See also Punyardja’s
gloss on Vakyapadiya, loc. cit. ( Benares
Sanskrit Series Edison ) Compare, i this
connexion, the utterance of the Vrttikira under
113 gfify #fag’ i fegmmf, 73
gorFafsag waaft sfmred) sey fy fagrEy
FATFT | SATHEHEET §4 faarad |'— Uddyota
I Sec § 40.

‘Fq  egequAaad— -The verse 1s cited by
Riiyyaka in his Alamkdra-sarvasva as an stance
of the figure of speech z>§, which he defines
as ‘Fregeaify gred g@Eioe™ 99 ard notes
o giengarfy mFfnaeay '--Samudra-
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Section Page

L]
w

bandha 1 his commentary explamns the verse
as follows  ‘Iaenfy | saeqmATwad sfefaar
fremt s g1 fagEEselEa | wwET a9 #Ar
R THEgY W | afefiea aged wed |
TR FE EFIANEEERd | SgENSy U4
Y AT T T, S A AT FRAT FAY
T T | AR TEEHTIG, | T ST qAET AT
Af =Ty | 75w R afmeerEeg | R Ef
T a9 &g I | afwdr wE ez sfv
T TG | SFABIYITRBL , AIRAT QAT
qEAFTT | gAar gaT  SuIgF QMR , SV
ATHa:T | '—Riyyaka's Alamkdra-Sutia  with
Mankhuka’s Alamkdra-Sarvasva, pp 101-102
( Trvandrum Sanskrit Serres. No 40 ). Also
cited by Viévanitha in his Sdhityadarpana
under X 12 ‘49— TARTIAEES | ‘qod—
TARENE 17

‘gAfgsATrg ~—~In the India Office MS (1008) the
Sanskit Chdya of this Prakrit stanza 1s given as

wfgarmargafraarioe o |
AT USRI ATGIFAT TF AT 11

—~30 that the original reading of the Praknt
stanza 1n the Vrtt1 text according to that MS.
seems to have been ‘wigsrorATgEI— and not
‘gafgemmgFsauTgs——" In  Hemacandra’s
Prakptavyakaiana, IV, 162, the word fawafgd 1s
found So also in Dhanapala’s Pdwyalacchi
Namamdla, v 199 * “rqfurcorfa fasfgg’,
means ‘exhaling perfume’ Pdiyalacchi notes
2l o the word w¥zHiEg n v 197 wgafgw frwmat-
w1, meaming ‘perfumed’  Alse Hemacandra’s
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Prakrit Grammar, IV 78  See Dhanapala’s
Paiyalacchi edited by Dr Georg  Bubhler,
Gottingen, 1379 Compare the following
verse cited by Mammata under Kavya-
prakdsa, 11 19 for a similar poetic conception
of the hand of a liberal and heroic monarch:
as the trunk of an elephant wet with 1chor :—

“AERAAT gHAga T aTes-

FAFAT FISTEIAGET |

TETATGIAT  TLETEY

TEAFFAFGAT Faq FAsT 1
‘FAFIR  FIAGATLTATIGA — —This 15 from
Bana's Harsacarita, U.chvasa II. The opening
words of this line n A A Fuhrer’s text are
‘TaEaTm W®T FAfag— mstead  of
‘FATAT— éankara’s commentary on this
text runs as follows . “FEAGTAY 9977 | ¥ U
T FTEHAT AT LT AAFAA_ | GAAEES-
Afemaifadast. v s@gT  fasaeamrfa dut faamET
TH | FF JEEE SEd g T gea-
AfRET g Iel vafaay | SEaaT TR
oA SfAd, T A|AAr ) qqr T | wgwTe:
WIEgd FETEIESIAR @ 7 faarafd |
HEE, FTST AreATRay @ W' —O0p at, p T2
(Fuhrer’s Bdn ) Cowell and Thomas translate
the pas age as follows .—“While he stayed’
there Time in his character of Summer, with
his smile white with the jasmines 1 full flower,
yawned and swallowed up the two flowery
months.Y”—The Harsacarita of Bana Translat-

I, ‘‘Caitra and Vaisikha . e from the addle of March
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Section Page

'§ 34

85

ed by EB. Cowell and F. W Thomas.
(Ortental Translation Fund New Series. Royal
Asiatic Society 1897), p 22 The conception
of Siva’s AgEE as white 1s met with also 1n
Megahdita, 1 60—

g gaafansat faaam forg @

TRt afafeafes reaseggm 07—
on which Mallmatha comments  ‘‘Jrggmsfagra

z7 fera 1 cagafamaets”  sfa oarg
IECATEIAATGAAT AT q15e9  Hfaqaa-
fagg n””’— As for the Poetic convention

(Ffagwa) referred to by Mallinitha compare
Sahityadarpana, VII 23* ‘wmifeg axifm om,
axifa gamar quag grmreat

‘TQ.A]T I =—"—Th1, 1s Mayiira's Siryasa-
taka, v 9 cf ‘darifeam  gafuen
mEr Aftmar @1 gens ify gEaaTeERg
SHaeg 1. A sfa  frowedaefieaaw ) TEr
gaagEreaa | ar qfy gafwg e gufaamwamgse-
ged g9t qaERr wata ) galg  saufe
fastof wafr | argisawm @grons | g a-
TG ITFAARATRTL a1 §a 99 | qen:
gfafdmfaaristsr 99R awamafag 17—
Tribhuvanapila’s Comm (N SP Edn.)

to that of May., Grisma 1s from the middle of May to that
of July Mahakila also contamns a punning reference to S1va
in his characteras the destroyer "—~Cowell and Thomas

1 fegE— T I T F T 9T IqEfaeAE g Ty

WAL GUTEAR, AT qRAIGAN, GAREIEAgaedd aEl ara-
QAT \*—ibid.



Section Page

8§34

UDDYOTA 1I ¢ APPEND:iX I 155

86 T TERTUEEAIRIIN VAN — g ¥

A AT -—'~The passage occurs n Bana’s
Harsacarita, Ucchvisa III. In  some MSS.
several other clauses are read after ‘afi<y-
Hfezaawed. e g the Nirnayasagara edition reads
“afetEfeEmaRT ( SEEETEIy -
FSTERT SAAFTAT Fo Faaa qaFeara
sfamerHioT ot Ty Tnirme sy
IHISTGIANTT 9% g7 Nered) swar” The
portion within brackets 1s however left out 1n
the India Office MS (1008) and 1 the
l%handarkar Oriental Research Institute MS 1
Sarada script (MS. No 257 of 1875-76) The
followmng 1s the translation of the passage by
Cowell and Thomas .— ““There are women like
elephants 1n gait!, yet noble-minded, virgmns,
yet attached to worldly pomp? , dark, yet
possessed of rubies®, their faces are brilliant with
white teeth, yet 1s their breath perfumed with
the fragrance of wine* , their bodies are like
crystal, yet the limbs are soft as acacia flowers ;
they are unattainable by paramours, yet robed
mn bodices® , wide are therr beautiful hips,
yet are they possessed of thin waists® , lovely?

-

A

Or—punningly—-*visiting vile outcasts’,
Or—punningly—‘past child bearmg’.

Or—°‘dark as might yet bright with red lotuses’
Or—‘with faces pure as Brahmans, yet &c.’.
Or—punningly—libidinous’.
Or—punningly—*far-fetched as wives ( or ‘having
liant retinues’), yet reckoned among the poor.’

%  Or—punningly—‘tart 1n speech’.
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§35

94

are they, yet honeyed in speech , they trip
not, yet have a bright and captivating beauty* ,
they are without curiosity?, yet wedded.”’—
Op cut,pp 82-83

As regards the Vrttikara's introductory remark
qrRaeqsAYeauq. the followmng remark
of Dr Buhler as cited by Dr. Theodor
Aufrecht in his article entitled Beutrage zur
Kenntniss wndischer Dichter would be found
curtously interesting .

“He calls Bina Sthdnvisvardkhyajanapada-
varnanakartd, the author of the description of
the country called Sthanvi§vara 1 e Théanesar,
and indicates thereby that we have to look out
for yet another composition, probably a
geographical one, of the famcus friend of
Harsavardhana éllédltya.”— ZDMG Bd
XXXVI. (1882), p 364, fn (1). But we
should remember that Bana's Harsacarita
‘appears to have been almost forgotten in
Ind1a’ and, 1 Buhler’s days, known only to the
mquisittive scholars in rare MSS alone,

“aqr g¥T—'gmam 9 faQfyet exratam—’
This line occurs 1n a passage of the Harsacarita,
Ucchvasa 1, as addressed by Vikuksi to Savitrh
with reference to her companion Sarasvati,
The full passage 1s—"qq F99 HTAT Tq: T

I. Or—punmngly—‘they are flushed with wime,’
Or—punningly— ‘the marriage thread’.

2.
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T ALARHAFR | T 3wy waat
A =9 fAdfAr gaatae 0 qur fe—afaf-
ATBTHFI AT TAFET  gfRuei=ar 7
FASTRITNTATT FHRGNEAT S TG Fria—
A F | FAOFRHST  fgntirregy e
T FoiEHefmamfadt 71 aggmgmdaT
feraaresr |Jf7 '—p 43 (Dr. A A. Fuhrer's
Edn) As Cowell and Thomas translate it
“Who 1s this lady near ycur highness, a coin-
herence as 1t were of mutually e>clusive
qualities * Thus : with the darkness of her
locks close by she has a radiance as of ihe
sun, with the face of a lotus the eyeof a
fawn....”—Op cit. p. 22

‘GHqF @G — -Compare ,—
¢ sfgmrreeealsy dierg gaw 3fa w0
FIT AT TFAT WTHITHIT TRIALA |
AIWT FFANAST SO AT
qrraFteaTe giaat faf agw
araTafagfassar frmagsdifeat 1”
~Dandm’s Kavyadarsa, 11 260 262,
Rilyyaka also cites the verse under the figure
of speech g&® and observes . ‘¥ faeawaey

ggaFeEl gRnfalgy  ofadr wibems-
wifaaT Sremadedd gaiaa 1

§ 38 104 ‘srvar AT FgT——'—This verse 1s quoted anony-

mously 1in the Kavindravacanasamuccaya, No
505 (Edited by F W, Thomas i Biblitheca
Indica) v. l. Facar for a&wr mn foot d and
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sfwae for ysmax’. “(a)  afo@aagTEROIR—
‘oldest of the old’

“(b) fa-awrrR® : The maid has to do all
the work and 1s fully occupied.

“(c) grargw, ‘unfortunate 1.’
“(d) =faaafuwa : ‘conveyed her proposal ~

sargfaearsigd  ‘under pretence of verbosity 7
Aufrecht reads sa1gfd which would more

naturally denote ‘explanation’ '~— Thomas :
Exegetwcal Notes, Op. cit,

‘gesg gfgaTaI-—"~The Sanskrit AT of this

Prakrit verse 1s as follows —
‘gewata gl 4 arEsiafy gafomeaga o
FFATIGEH LA, TSI STATHET T W
According to MM, Dr V. V, Mirashi the verse
is a quotation from the lost Prakmnt poem called
Harwvyjaya by Pravasena to which Anandavar-
dhana refers in hus Vrtiz on Dhy, IOI. 10-14, As
Dr. Mirash1 observes : ‘One Sarvasena has long
been known as the author of a Kavya named
Harwyaya referred to in  Anandavardhana’s
Dhvanydloka. Anandavardhana states that Sarva-
sena had altered the original story and introduc-~
ed some 1maginery incidenis in 1t 1n order to
make 1t suitable for the delineation of the in-
tended sentiment, Anandavardhana does not
state what the story was, but here his commen~
tator Abhinavagupta comesto our help He
states that the Harwyaya had for its theme the
removal of the Parijata tree from heaven whick
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was done by Krsna for the appeasement of his
wife (evidently Satyabhama). This further
shows that the work was written 1n the
Maharastri dialect, Some other Prakrit verses
m the Dhvanydloka seem to have been taken
from the same work though this has not been
explicitly stated by Anandavardhana For
mstance, the verse Sajer surahi-mdso etc,
which he has cited 1n more than one place as
descriptive of the vernal season 1s also probably
taken from the Harivgaya’— Some Royal’
Pocts of the Vakaidka Age wm Indian Historical’
Quarterly vol. XXI. No. 3, pp 196 ff.

In another article Professor Mirashi notes with
regard to the identity of Sarvasena, the author
of the lost Harwyaya, thus * *“Sarvasena :—
Pitimbara’s commentary on the Saptasari las-
cribes gathds 502 and 503 to Sarvasena. Bhuva-
papéla mentions this poet’s name in connection:
with two more gdthds, viz, 217 and 234. This
Sarvasena must be identical with the homonym~
ous poet who has long been known as the author
of a prakrta Kavya called Harivyaya. This work
also has recertved unstinted praise from several
Sanskrit authors and rhetoricians. Dandin
menttons 1n s Avantisundarikathdé that Sarva-

1 ‘The Prakntverse : H3g, qgg—" cited by Ananda-
vardhana (N S P Edn p 127) from the Harnvyaya 1s
obviously descriptive of Spring, and according to Prof Mirashi
the lost Harwyaya did contamn a description of Spring. See

loc. cit.
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sena, the author of the Hanvyaye!, was a king

Only one king of this name 1s k1 own to history,
viz he who was cne of the younger sons of the
great Vikftaka Emperor Pravarsena I and
founded the Vatsagulira branch of the Vakataka
dynasty, His npame has been mentioned in the
Basim plates? of his son VindhyaSakt: II
recently edited by me I have also shown that
he is mentioned 1mn the mnscription® 1n Cave
XVI at Ajantda Sarvascna ficurished mn  curca
A D 350-3>5"—The Date of Gdtha Saptasati
. (Siddha-Bharati, Part 11 p 178)
£39 108 ‘grarefagior—' The Sansknit chdyd 18  ‘GTET-
fafiatgagearaeT Far gUaRgHAT | FEEmiag
TIET W qF TAnAT I’ Also cited mn the
Vrttr under Dhv IV 4
§29 109 ‘fafgfisswom—'. The Sanskrit chdyd of this
gaths is as follows —
‘fafa fregaigw smar suraey afge wafy )
ARTESATTAITATAT Mo GO 1
It closely corresponds to the following
gatha from Haila's Anthology .~—
fafgigomiasrar ags amgeq ifeady wag |
T IR 7% QI 1)
—Hiala, I1. 73
1. See Avantisundarikathd, p 2. VT A (7).. faow

gl

2 Ep Ind,vol XXVI pp. 151§

3. Mirash1 * Vdkdtaka Inscription in Cave XVI at Ajantd,
(Hyderabad Arch Series, No 14), p. 10

4. Hemacandra 1 his DeSindmamdld, VI. 58 reads §gur (n.)

as a synomym of fs (‘e feather of a tail’)
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§43 115
§. 44. 116

11

Gangidhara in his comments thus explams
the gdthd QU TAIGAF ((GIATHIHATENT TT<a-
T et fraraty @hwer 7T 5ft ssarasdt sne-
fafgtge-dn  sfawm @@ SagwIATRedT
EEHECTI IR C Gt SR G ERIES e
AEAARAEH  §gT if0 @MEET SrEt
wadead 1'—NS P Edn

The same motif—viz a hunter’s infatuation
for his newly wedded youthful wife and
indifference to other elderly cowives, recurs
1 several other gathds of Hala’s collection, € g
11 19, II 20, II 22 etc ( NSP. Edn )

‘gransufy forgr—'—The Sanskrit chdyd of this
verse 18 —
‘Frmgafiar afedl FA9  FEACESEA |
B8 LA FrEawAT g Ay E o’
Cf. wpify wwaly gaq gHiafaaenfa Fao w9 |
geifa FH@AFT warr g afHasEta o
—Subhdsitavali, No 154.
With foot d compare the following gdathd
cited by Mammata under Kavyaprakdsa, X 34,
as an 1nstance of the fig. of specch A==y
‘garr q3fE fad arfsay ag @ gdfg |
Fuotuer s @u HCITOr AR TRt v
[‘gamr gafn st wwEdsT aw@ gda
FEIE I ATE Fa [EHA 71 BSET U ]
‘sraoawTfea . 941" '— For purposes  of
alliteranion ( AT ), paronomasia (T ), AAE
ete. T and @ are regarded as identical according
to Sanskrit rhetoricians.



162 THE DHVANYALOKA OF ANANDAVARDHANA

Compa.e ‘IWFE! Wa3ad THEFISLIEQd] |

AYTATAEErE gfgaaifaatar 1.
So mn this verse { foot d) Sr&° stands for §g°
as well, Simlarly m—

wemgiaifagaiey ke arifsa a9 |
frafa sl a3 sssaa fawssfa o’
—- 5% stands for §®.

For this 1dentify of¥ and & m Kaldasa,
of Raghu®, IX 46 ‘srazraa<ssafkag weroar
Seamastad Cf Sahnya-dwpana, X.

§ 55 119 ‘drwr wWg—-' The Sanskut chdya of  this
gatha 1s —

FUT IS TGRS T q4q7 FrreaAgEg |

godT Frguergevea® aar sgsfagy 1’

The sunile as between the  temples of an
elephant and :he fully developed breasts of a
beautiful lady 1s favouiite with the Sanskrit
poets As for the practice of smearing the
elephant’s temples with vermilion-paste and
sim lar other substances the following couplets
from Palakiapya would be fourd interesting —

“erd qv gFRATE FRIEY weAd e i
frgareag, W &faat a@aT =1

agn geztfa ggur 99 FEedy
fratrqarssfa walfa = axfa

frafe femdaft qarseHaa = |

gfter Aifqer a&7 = (8)) qeed T gy |
e T AOAFE TG 1)

g Tod S §9 0T @

&=z AfEgFaT q39 afh=ag

FATEA: FITeT ARTT 93 Wi 0’
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——Hastyayurveda of Pilakapya, IV, 3. 298-303
( Anandasram Sanskrit series, No 25 )-

Cf ‘SIFARETAgrTEaiHa quq arsfagan —

—Suryastaka, v 1  Also —

A — A TRARFY FIAY Feafaary |

fagafa @ e g ggsg o'

—Cited by Abhmnavagupta i Abhmaia-

Bhdrati on Bharata’s Ndatyaldstra, Chap XII.

(vol I p 358 GOS. Edn )

‘g g fafeaglat—". This Prikmt verse 1s cited
from Anandavardhana's Visamabanalild, a lost
Prakrit poem As the ®Locana, in some MSS.
reads  ‘fagmardtemtfafa 1 MuFaodTETET
geagefazfag gmawmg aen'— ( India
Office MS 1008 E 1135) The chdyd of this
verse as restored from the °Locana-extract
cited 1n our Exposition would be :—

‘T AT HGGIIT-TCATELN GRANTHEH |

favareR oo fFafea ggaeow o’

The verse has also been cited hy Mammata
in his Kavyaprakasa (X 312 ) as an 1nstance
of the figure of speech uaf®, where Nagoji
Bhatta gives the chdyd as follows ‘—

‘FUIT HTGILTATITT  ERAUHTEH |

farame frrrort frafera ggwmamaT o’
and explains 1t as “HTHEIRT THA HIETACARIH LN
g THE  qqa | Fw  fafararrgea-
qraTgEd Fafacad. | Ffaa gagawn ged fafaiar-
SqFAATSaeTA  SNHEIRIKAM ST GHAT gt
AT, AL FEAO@AIHFWATT FHT Brar-
farara frafod  oFewwarger favmas afs &
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JeEmiimEEEd. | T T SAgAeHs A |
geaasty gy aufgsretg watarafaa | o
Fg 11"—Nagoji Bhatta’s Uddyota on Kdavya-
Pradipa, op cit, p 104 (Edited by Prof Dinkar
Trimbak Chandorkar, B A | Poona, 1896) The
interpretaticn mtroduced with =< 1n the above
extract has a clear reference to the explanation
of the gdthd as furnished by Abhinavagupta
10 his °Locana.
‘Faqref+a w>— The Sanskut chdyd of this
gatha 1s as follows
‘G % fF GraamaEg i, i
TARNFICHAT eI 7 ggar 1

The word Fge® 1s a Desi-word for Jaaras®
In the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute
MS (No 256 of 1875-76) referred to as D 1n
Dr De’s collation, the variant Fg1f° 15 found
Fgfes and Ffgfes, two other varant forms
of the same word, are found to occur in
Hemacandra's Kumdrapdlacar e, 111 4 and 111
17 ( Bombay Sanskrit and Prakrit Series, No
LX) The twigs of FamNF are famous for
therr beauty Cf ‘TR masiraes —
Meghadiita, 11 17
Fearergtfasraoy — Sanskitt chayd of tlus verse
would be —

“grEatitERAIQE iy a1 yareay |

AT 7 &% § agw g w0’
In MS D however the gdtha 1s found m a
widely different form : e g.

1 wonfir for Wi n MS. D.
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fesrafgemmare qoregqd g @ 9T |

HITEET O § T O qqfF rwan 1l
‘SIS qqgd— The Sanskrit chdyd of this gatha
1s as follows —

‘ST aER F59 qF 919Y AFSq. |

AT AT T AMFE!T afET 1

For the wretched condition of a libera! and
well-to-do person reduced to a state of poverty
refer to the piteous utterances of Carudatta in
S tdraka’s Micchakatika, Act 1. Compare also
the following verse cited by Anandavardhana 1n
his Vrtrr on Dhv 111, 41.
‘FeeT W1 wFary dagaw w1 fafg ar@es

drnfe afy arg fafeq Fearfes wad
AT FEEIALEINSE I AT Fad
7 sgrafy qEETEe aF feaaettys T 0

‘grgraFasT— For parallel ideas compare
Dandin’s Kavyadarsa, 11 238-239

“FRATCTATYT LT AHAAR |

gfasrAraATEE qaTisgafed u

FMEETIAATERTREl g ATed |

frtgea@raaR AR sq W
‘qreegaed fa—  The  Sanskrit chdya of this
Prakrit verse would be .—

version closely agrees wuh the followmg as

recorded m MS B of Dr De’s collation

( Bhandarkar Oriental Institute MS. No. 257

of 1875-76 in S'arada script ) —
“fgorafgomasd aqg9@ § T@ICT
waeged o § € srefas @Fw " 50
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126,

129,

‘Sertrementy g9 gEed 9 gt |
T QIGA AT AR T T AR 07

‘FrEarge 9fcgag—  Thisis Magha's Sisupala-
vadha, V. 26 The reading adopted by Malli-
nitha 1 foot ¢1s . ‘Geat quify “FafargTany.
Mallinatha explains 1t as follows :—

‘AETREl  STRaTgafagelss tF  fadar

fraae ofw@: w&@q | fafwa: ofw—" senfaan
f&e W ofea, smag g gfon feafy
gfafrageagfn: 1., gftwateafa amma
TR FAMT T | FAEAFAARFAGOT FaEavort
ATFRRT & AAAAG Taedgal Squsaed 9.1 9d.
agfaefy @ o), fog dRfaframammEsag-
aqrglafragaE, gerfam gafe WEo s
TATSIFA RAWIGIHE A ACAAEI TG ATITg Ya -
FFATIAMGIAIAT | | SHSSHIRNE,
TAEAT | gaRT gaausNffa fastaorreseaTd,
Freafegiafa agn”
Fr gfq geaadt gawr—  —This 1s Magha’s
St.s‘updlavadha, III 53. Compare the follow-
mng extract from Mallindtha’s comm on this
verse ,—

“. oyfw. wuwdea agefear  w¥EEEd” |
AT FYAT AGHET T TFAATHG AT =T
THN FASTFATEAA FEAAINE@T, T 291 aA
faereatfy feseafaam 1 aqg—

‘TEAET TATFATT F99 JeasHa: |

Ao WY AT AT /AT GegAiT o’
—zfrn”’
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‘qq gdtamAsd — ( Karikd ) MS. A reads
graTacad for fFeszedw, while m MS. B 1t 1s
read as Yfiwsacg® The NSP Edn has the
reading gfFotacis.

‘FASTHU o Afear—" This 1s from Hala’s
Sattgsai (11 10) The Nirnayasigara text
of the Sattasai reads =9gq for wfeg The
°Locana g.ves the chayd as follows —

"FEASIHA T AfEAT AT IFIAA A F Hegaw |

FAIfy araaerdsaaaita g
and remarks ‘@7 g fagwer fugeaw sermAEAR,
Accoirding to Dhanapaila’s Pdiyalacchi (v 253)
gftwar and fesgr are synonyms. Hemacandra
gives I3[ as a synonym for fygsadr. See
Desinamamala, VI. 52 ( Pischel’s Edn 1938 ).
For a closely sumilar instance of apparent
naivete’ ( gfgarias@ ) on the part of simple-
hearted women, cf —

“grg g wrfq gam ety

g eIqaERaAfRaat g qefagrgany 1
—Meghadiita, 1. 14.

§ 54, 137, ‘FiviicgsgIsEivn— —°Locana gives the chdyd as

follows —
AAAFATTEAGE AAFAH 1918T Y IFAT |
TRFAATIAAT JeaT Harag1T 1’
This gdtha 1s cited by Mammata also 1
his Kavya-Prakasa, Ullasa V. a9i=1y da@qat,
I  oamgan’—NRiyyaka’s  Kdvyaprakdsa-
Sambketa,
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§ 54. 137, ‘Shauygafesggu— —-The Sanskrit chaya of
the gathd as given 1n the °Locana 18 —
sfaq afva wgw |1 gife awmfes gifered o
Uy & fawafqms sagRor 2@ aemsg o
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A Alphabetical Index of Karikas 1n the
Dlwanydloka, Uddyota 11

Page Section Serial number
ERIE R E i .. 1 1 1
HITRAGAAEA 99 37 22
ATTAATSFIL 113 40 25
HASHTATEATT .. 114 41 26
AFTFATAGS . 136 53 30
HATTARHRIAT 140 55 2
EERLRERICOIC] . 7 6 2
ENEE I CICET R 71 32 21
Ao Sfaararar . 7) 31 20
SEREE Gl 29 13 6
TEATGTAT TAIT 43 19 12
fegaer qead a7 . 44 20 13
aawﬁmﬁ' @g’ﬁ . 46 21 15
TR LI a8 54 24 17
fredemafy arge . 55 25 19
FUTASTT qTFRTH . 13 9 5
e ifrarfasas® . 108 39 24
T wArEarsa 136 54 31
TFATITITATE 8 7 3
arfeeqaar a8 . 48 22 16
wIFT RS F AT 114 41 26
gt @1 e . 36 16 9
AT FATERE 1 8 4
faaar qqueea . 55 25 18

S a’e@q’ﬁ‘rﬂr . 134 52 29
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Page Section Serial numbey
TAqFTT AT 133 51 28
BEARRER I EINE) 103 38 23
FER 7T T 31 14 7
Fgrefgdl Ty 44 20 14
ggR fawerared 35 15 8
Hfagseradl AT 40 18 11
guiEHE  FEE 38 17 10
CECCIEEE] 141 55 33
B Alphabetical Index of Vriti-verses

Page Section
TaFIfafaes g 54 § 23
AGEIENERIGRETEY 20 § 11
Tgata fg agqfH 54 § 23
AT AT 54 § 23

C Alphabetical Index of Illustrative
Quotaticns 1 the Vrits

Page Sectior
FET QST FBT 104 § 38
i@ ol 130 § 5C
AqrFeaT Tt 62 § 28
saTraEe 9 qg 126 § 48
g Hiea faTogtey 58 § 27
T TG 85 § 34
sfeaorg afserman 137 § 54
warfef aadt’ 99 § 37
FAT TATS FITSH 48 § 22
FASTAT 9 Afererr 136 § 54
fF ge@ma ¥ 17 § 10
FT F S B AGBAFT 66 § 29

fa=y geaTaw: 17 § 10
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Page
g gRgFSawd 96
TAO T AAAG 6
T fAa=s” 36
LR EISEERIERE . 57
FANTET gfte TIafy .. 55
TR fEAATTEF AT 81
sraugulg forar 115
FREATAFAASAT 126
SIS ARH .. 124
qUGIIRT ghwaragT 22
qeel AEITHTRICHIAAT 22
aear ety grer 81
g amr fafwagie? 120
AT STty O . 4
s Mg faeraggar . 22
AIAHS  qIqaT 126
AT ST 85
gezsr g | g 85
geamafa & 122
AT FeqrEaaEl 61
TSI FEAT . 116
wifanfaasagaam . 81
qT q AAGIAAHT 86
I LAEAHAHAT 72
@ g mew fawfd 36
SagRraq g 5
AT AIICHT 58
T gfd Sregady  garET 129
sramFfaargfae 116
aqd wran fawrd 104
RS L 137

Section
§ 36

§ 5
§ 16
§ 26
§ 25
§ 33
§ 43
§ 49
§ 47
y 12
Y12
§ 33
§ 45
§ 3
§ 12
§ 48
§ 34
§ 34
§ 46
§ 28
§ 44
§ 33
§ 34
§ 32
§ 16
§ 4
§ 27
§ 49
§ 44
§ 38
§ 54

17t
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Page Section
et T afareat 119 § 45
FATATEAY ATFaE (T 67 § 30
FFTEARITTT GETTHT 81 § 33
gaar 5a faQfydr gt %4 § 35
SESEICUE e . 100 § 37
gowg grfgamEr 108 § 39
7 FFAESTsT I 120 § 45
T FR AL AAEL T 94 § 35
Fraefaguors e’ 108 § 39
fafgfraForat 139 § 39
fersRmass g @ 3 § 2

feeragtfasto . 122 § 46




