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PARICHCHHEDA II

Notes to II. 1—(i) Compare Note (i) to i. 10. Kavya, ac-
cording to Dandin, is—sgwideaaiear wgEel; that is to
say, he gives more prominence to the word-element in
poetry as compared with the sense-element. This does
not mean that the Gunas which are the sine qu« non
of poetry, and the Alamkaras which serve as decora-
tion, must belong to the word-element, the 13315y, ex-
clusively ; for, the 33mus, the subordinate elements of
the Body, have also their own decorations. Thus there
is no inconsistency in Dandin’s having defined Kavya
as he has done and then having divided the Alamkaras
(and impliedly the Gunas also—cp. Note (i) to i.41)
into those belonging to word and those belonging to
sengse. Modern Alamkarikas such as Mammata, hav-
ing once subordinated both the word as well as the
sense to Rasa, are constrained to regard the Gunas as
well as the Alamkaras as belonging to Rasa, the ang:n.
For a criticism of this view see our Note (ii1) toi 41
and the Sanskrit Commentary to the present stanza.

(ii) The distinct function of the Gunas and the
Alamkéaras is brought out by Dandin by calling the
former the life-breaths and the latter the ornaments of
poetry. The Gunas abide in poetry GwawIzar while the
Alamkaras §w3% ; there is between them a distinc-
tion in kind,—a distinction which later became one of
degree, as with amw (iii. 1. 1-2) or with SRR
(p. 17)—1ur: @ FEgRRaET At | Jut g g e
FrREERgE dew: | Compare however the following
from wgmR@, p 20—

STy 9o | Fed g |
PRIERT JEAT gureEERAE
sromREEa: % g 9y 9 Ray
= q ueriEn: frRatEr U
Compare also (Agnipurana, 346. 1)—
gty St A Hied fRRi W
qysTefe i g AR o

Mammata’s smEd g: &Ny implies the same thing.
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(1ii) The progressive development in the theory, and
with it in the number, of the Alamkiaras forms an in-
teresting chapter in the history of Sanskrit Rhetoric.
The subject is too large, however, to be adequately
discussed in a note. Our Introduction has attempted
a rapid review of the main stages reached during the
piocess, to which the reader is therefore referred. It
would be noted in this place that Dandin must have
lived at a time when the development of the Alamkaras
in the way of progressive division and subdivision was
in full swing: and he seems to have been anxious
rather to give an epitomized statement of the principal
results arrived at than to add his own quota to the
process of amplification. In fact he has even had to
reject some of the Alamkaras recognised by his pre-
decessors (cp. ii. 358-359 and notes thereon).

Notes to II. 2—(i) The fundamenta divisionts of the Alam-
karas have been variously stated in different texts.
The simplest division into z=zwd and w84, even after
the addition of a third class of 9¥wg, proved quite in-
adequate. It is however given by the s1f¥rgum, and most
elaborately by Bhoja. It was soon found necessary to
introduce various subclassifications based on the psy-
chological principle involved in the process, or on
some such underlying peculiarity. Similarity, identity,
contrast; causation, word-grouping, Inkavyavahara;
Rasa, Rhetoric, Technicality : these were some of the
principles of classification accepted. Compare, for
instance, the Alamkarasarvasva, and particularly the
following list based upon the Prataparudriya (pp. 338~
339) [ wherein the Alamkaras not recognised by Dandin
are shown in square brackets ]—

=G, [‘?ﬁ"m’{, @51 m’ G%@',] %ﬁ,_
based on R~ I
o, gerea, [T, 1 fmgn, | sfeaen, Y
geif¥R, [ ey, ] =i, —based on JgmamE— ?
g, [ s, SudEewT, @, ] —based on
%ﬁww-}
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TET, SiEe,—based on SaFAT
e, s, [ B, e, s, s=ey, samam, sagm,]
aif, [ B2, J--based on fovra;
gure, [ afEm@n, s, @%cr, @g=9, ]—based on
CIESERIT M
ufgfa, [, agm] mafa(=amiA), [9w,] sadifs,
sz [ s, ]—basd cn @FeyEzK;
[ Frewtoy. srgam, | stgr=At=qd,—based on %I ;
[ =TS, CEEET, qIeEE, 9, | —hased on wE@eERT ;
[ =q1eitf=m, gsif<m, Hiew, J—Dbased on w7g9; and
TFrERR, [ 1fFw, |—based on RRmmAE.
It became soon obvious that any such classificatory
principle or principles, would gradnally tend o become
inadequate, as there would always remain some Alam-
karas recognised by rhetoricians and falling outside
their scope. Thus of the 35 or rather 34 Alamkaras
recognised by Dandin the following 14 are not includ-
ed in the above list -—wm3fy, sf1ém, 2g, daq, @1, 49%, @-
T, SEfER, TR, 73, @, auegassE, sqrsEgid, and
wraft (not to mention ##9). Some of these, e. g., 3,
Ea , FSfead, are sometimes classed as @g@% ; while
1T, T, ASEgATREl, sqrRedfd and el will have to
be classed as AT&=NSHNS, i.e., merely as effective modes
of expression, such as those enumerated by Bharata in
the beginning of the 16th chapter of the Natyadiastra.
The tendency towards a wanton increase merely in
the number of the Alamkaras (and of subdivisions
within an Alamkara), which marked the latest phase
in the history of the Alamkarasastra, made any at-
tempt to trace the Alamkaras to their #fg—such as
Dandin contemplates—an altogether hopeless task.

(1i) But already in some quarters, as in the case of
the Gunas,—see note (ii) to i 41—a revolt against this
gratuitous multiplication of entities had begun to
assert itself. Thus Hemachandra rejects 9@, J9mMe,
and 3w as distinet Alamkaras—and some of them,
it will be seen, are recognised even by Dandin and
Bhamaha. Udbhata’s Kavyalamkarasarasamgraha is
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likewise moderate in its enumeration of Alamkaras,
while even so late a text as the Alamkarasekhara of
Kedavamiséra (which is believed to have utilised the
Sttras of Sauddhodani) lays down with emphasis
(p. 29)—uq @ﬂ%@tﬁmﬂ@iﬁ =R | stating further (p. 38)
that he has justified the position he has taken in his
STFENETE, a work which apparently has not come
down to us Dandin, it will be noted, holds a middle
position between the two extremes of needless ampli-
fication and unwarrantable curtailment

(iii) Who the gmrds are that Dandin had in his
mind it is difficult to decide. As the treatment of the
Alamkaiaras in Bharata, or in the Agnipurana for the
matter of that, is very meagre these cannot have been
intended by him ; and as to Bhamaha, since his list of
Alamkaras (cp. ii. 4, ii. 66, ii. 86, 11. 88, ii. 93, 1ii 1-4),
made up of detached and successive lists as it is,
agreas in general statement and even in the order in
which the Alamkaras are mentioned with that of
Dandin, it is doubtful if Dandin would regard Bha-
maha—even though he be his predecessor—as one of
the q@i=rgs referred to in the present stanza. On this
point see further our Introduction It seems that a
large mass of literature known to Dandin 1s now lost
to us. Cp. note (ii) to i. 2. The Commentary argariest
enumerates, amongst Dandin’s predecessors, =y,
wgEs, and Si-=ENd, names otherwise almost unknown.

Notes to I, 3—(1) Dandin here admits that as regards
the Alamkaras there is no difference of practice bet-
ween the Vaidarbhas and the Gaudas (AR
but this is rather unexpected. That craving for sim-
plicity and directness in the one and hyperabole and
ornateness in the other which led them to cultivate
distinctive Fmaams is bound to make itself felt even in
their choice of the Alamkaras and their frequency ;
although this fact, it is obvious, would not make any
difference in the definitions of the Alamkaras as such,
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Notes to II. 4—(i) We are not quite certain as to the
genuineness of this list of Alamkaras (stanzas 4-7),
although all the Mss give it, It is the practice of
some of the later Alamkarikas to preface their treat-
ment of the Alamkiras by a few mnemonic verses
of their own composition; but some writers, e. g.
Mammata, have not obliged their would-be students
in this manner, and just as in the case of Mammata
a commentator has added & versified enumeration at
the beginning of the tenth Ullasa (although never as
& part of Mammata’s own work), so, it seems to us,
must have been the case with Dandin. It is only on
some such supposition that we can account for the
ungrammatical FgEEdr (or the unmetrical Frgmrasd);
and also for the further fact that in this enumeration
some figures (e g. @4, ywEgaEars) appear under strange,
and others (e.g fRW for f3¥M™%) under misleading,
names. We cannot bring ourselves to believe that
Acharya Dandin could not have avoided such sole-
cisms and ambiguities if he had meant it.

(1i) Vibhavana is often rendered as Presumption,
—but that is a name that we must reserve for wgiufy,
which ¥isr and others recognise as a distinct figure-of-
speech—or as Peculiar Causation. It is rather an
imagining or a guessing or a divining of a novel cause
to account for the effect that has already taken place.
Possibly * Unmotivated Effect’ will explain the idea
of the figure and would serve to distinguish it from
‘ Non-operative Cause’, by which term we could
render the figure BRMIRE as it is ordinarily defined.
Dandin’s account of the figure is however a little bit
different. See below.

(ii) The latter half of this stanza is identical with
Bhamaha 1i 66, first half.

Hotes to IL. 5—(i) The second half of this staza is identi-
cal with Bhamahs iii. 1, first half. We have already
sommented upon the name ‘Lava’ Later Alarh-
kErikas make a distinction between the figure called
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garfy (which is the same as Dandin’s @wTf@®) and the
figure meA which is a @g® Alamkara Compare
Ruyyaka, pp 163, 185; Vidvanitha, pp. 568, 576; Vis-
vedvars 1n the Alamkarakaustubha, pp. 372, 418.
Bhoja gives the two figures, but what he calles =Ty
approaches the TR ( cp note (i1) to i. 93-92), while
he does not at all recognise the ®gs% Alamkira called
T@gd in other texts. Bhoja, however, agiees with
Dandin in calling by the name T®IET the figure named
ATty by g¥az and others,

Notes to I, 8—(i) We have already commented upon the
use of the abbreviated name 33 for BAMRE. Visesha
as a figure distinct from f35W1fsH is recognised, amongst
others, by Rudrata, Ruyyaka, Mammata, Vidvanatha,
and Jagannitha

Notes to II. 7—(i) The figure w13, recognised by Dandin is
recognised by no other Alamkarika except Bhimaha
and Vigbhata the author of the Kavyanusasana. It
should be noted, however, that the name occurs
amongst the 36 effective literary devices mentioned
by Bharata in the beginning ot the 16th Chapter.
Bhivika usually translated by ‘ Vision’ will have to
be rendered, consistently with Dandin’s explanation
of the term, by some such expression as Sustained-
Intuition.

Notes to IL. 8—(i) Besides the two names for this figure
given by Dandin the figure is also called =W (S-
HRE, P 35) and Tawy (1frgam 344. 3); while &2 groups
this figure along with & number of others under the
head of 1%y figures, i. e., those that have the por-
trayal of the thing-as-it-is as their object. Compars
(viii. 10-12)—

FreqEte 599 B aegerE TR 9 |
IR e
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Tl TR I A e AT : |

RrERER R e |

3g: FOM@ SATQUAA g TR |

T FEE HferaEEe ¥= |
The first question that has to be determined in re-
gard to this figure is whether a mere photographioc
faithfulness to the cbject under description 1s what is
demanded. Can we for instance regard the following
from Wz (ii. 94)—

ARG AT AT, 79SS & |

T AR goe faw: gEmaEAre: |
as a valid example of sgqidifis ?  On this point opinion
seems to have been divided. at any rate, some of the
earlier writers did not think it necessary to speci-
fically formulate the requirements of this figurs,
although it must have been all along assumed that
afesy, strikingness, that sime qua non of all HERNS,
would be demanded 1n the case of this [&®R also.
When the question was actually asked, there was no
doubt as to the answer to be given Thus Ruyyaka
says (p. 177)—gg Fegermaiiaast Towc | o 8N
FIEHSHN: @A) A B 9 weralea a5 9 aegedreEnee | It
was the ®EUMMEEGEY garasg that alone came legiti-

mately under the province of this Alamkara Henece

the @Tfem=dm says (x. 93)—EMAIRRgEe R FITEEmAT |

(1i) Bhoja finds it necessary to distinguish this
figure from the [Artha-lguna called s¥eyfR%, which he
understands in a sense different from that of Dandin
(compare our Sanskrit Commentary to i 73, p. 83).
But his distinction—

gyl =strfa: ] Yefrar aftwa !

ST afkn & & e
is not always observed, and Mammata was perhaps
justified in regarding the wgeqRRaym defined as srgeawa-
tzemd as comprehended under the figure EwEITR.

v,

10 X&vyhdarsal
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Notes to II. 9-13—(i) Besides the classification given by
Dandin, which has for its basis the fourfolds #%a of
words recognised by the grammarians (cf. Ige=fr zr=arai
IRy | STfaREaT UREST: TRy Jz=erE4a | Mahabhashya
I. 19), Svabhavokti can also be differentiated into var-
ious sorts according to its sz, @@&w, and g9. The
=77 is the theme ; and this can be ¥, fﬁirﬂﬁ, geqrE,
and the like. Svartipa indicates the particular aspect
which is chosen for description, and this can be (4)
P TEAEEEE: or #ora, (B) WIEHNA: sRRAgTE-
e or sy, (C) 37, and (D) =7 By &9 are meant
the particular conditions of ==, s, a1f, ete. which
are adduced to lend probhability to the theme uunder
description. For details see Bhoja 1i1. 6-8 and the
examples there given.

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

depends for its effect almnost exclusively pon Svabhi-
vokti.

(iii) There are two figures more or less allied to
Svabhavokti that have to be distinguished from it.
The figure 3319 (below, ii. 300) aims also at a descrip-
tion, but its object is some exalted personage or extra-
ordinary eminence of some sort. whereas it is dis-
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tinctly laid down (Bhoja, i1i. 8)— geargargsRage=f=m=ni
9| Further, as understood by later writers, the
exalted theme in the case of the 32/ must always be
brought in subordinately (SusemaaT), although Dandin
does not lay down this condition. The other figure
allied to Svabhavokti is Bhavika (ii. 364), taking it in
the sense in which A9z, 3g2, §9= and others under-
stand it and not in the peculiar sense which Dandin
assigns to it. The difference between Svabhavokti
and Bhavika is one of time. The former deals with
the actual present the latter is an attempt to reha-
bilitate the past or to visualise the future. For fur-
ther remarks on the subject compare our Notes fo
1i. 364fF.

Notes to II, 14—(i) A few leading definitions of Upama
given by other writers are—

Bharata (Natyasastia xvi, 42)—

Al FETF79Y ERAIgHEd |

IO AT A7 3T IOTEEarEE U
Agnipuriana (344 6)—

ST 1 | TEGIAMIGHIL |

o IR ?) ﬁaf?agaq i

iR AR ST 9qad |
Udbhata in the Kavyilamkarasamgraha (P. 16)—

AR AT |

ford RfmFeEoeser g ad U
Rudrata (Kavyalamkara, viii. 4)—-—_

W |AFEE gUfE e REEET |

T qY1 77 A A Ao g
Bhamaha (ii, 30)—

fargagaae sasmeEEaEia: |

TRE Tq AT GIRRN FITAT 1
Vamana (Kavyalamkarasitra, IV, ii. 1j—

JUTARIIRIR TR HEIHIAT ¢
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Bhoja (Sarasvatikanthabharana, iv. 5)—
SRISTEE ¢ TCETHA |
AT RraEr Far

Ruyyaka (P. 25)—

SUAFTIRTIT TR, ARTHEGIA ST |

Mammata (x. 1) —

TG g |

Vagbhatalamkara (1v. 50)—

ST STEAGIATET 47 9T |
ST ITHREaAT @ar |

Vagbhata (Kavyanuséasana, P. 33)—
FAFIRATIEIT | &1 ST aara =g |

Hemachandra (Kavyanuéisana, P. 239)—
Ze arREg T

Vidyadhara (Ekavali, viii. 2)—
et ait @] ST T |

Vidyanatha (Prataparudriya, P. 351)—
e e A w7 e |
I g A= A |

Visvanatha (Sahltyadarpana, x. 14)—
T ATSIRTR AT I A |

Appayyadlkshlta (Ohltramimansa, P. 6)—

=~ -ﬂ ? S No N
& ETHWW mmﬁ*ﬁx l

Jagannatha (Rasagangadhara, P. 157)—
ATE GeAX AT e gaTaE - |

Viévesvara (Alamkarakaustubha, P. 4)—

TEAEATS AE e |

(ii) It will be noticed that all these definitions of
the Alamkarikas agree in the main. The FIFHdfa in
Dandin’s definition, which has its analogue in the de-
finitions of the Natyasastra and the Agnipurana, im-
plies that the similarity is largely #@E=fqa and that it
may hold in respect of any conceivable aspect or
aspects of the two things to be compared. This neces-
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sarily requires that tlie objects be two in reality ; and
it is this implication thatl has been expressly brought
out by qualifications such as fyd1 fARERaF@ R,
g, g or R | The word IETH is represented in
other definitions by ZAmi, %mm g9 or g3 The
specific mention of the technical terms IT™ and IgyT
in the definitions and the substitution of the word
AT (WA A FAET g a9ng:) for the simpler
qrzad, as also some late qualifications like, wwargsar=y
(STPTiTart aEEAE, AT aaRE), ST INTETE AT, ote.
serve to exclude from the sphere of 39qT such varieties
a8 ST, ST, HEITT, SRR, faaar, sy,
SAGTITONTAT, Sferaeqydr, and gegisuT|r which Dandin em-
braces under the general term Twyr but which later
Alamkarikas raised to the dignity of independent
figures. Dandin’s conception of Tuar, and of qrEsg
which is its basis, is thus very wide and general.

(iii) We have already given above (Note (i) to ii. 2)
Vidyanatha's list of figures based on similarily, and
the extracts in our Commentary (P 129) sufficiently
illustrate this point. The fundamental importance of
the relation of semblance was indeed very early perceiv-
ed. The Agnipurana for instance divides arg*:q::r (defin-
ed as ¥HGEFIA) 1nto IR, &TF, FaRn and weieRE
and @2 similarly defines :«E.‘thaq as (viii 1)—

TEIg ATqNIY @EIAr 9%g SeHE |

TS AT FRuET
and enumerates the following figures as based upon
that relation—

WW GTCTE{TE‘T SR H Wﬂ?ﬁ

uaqazﬁ:znw SRt U

\R?WTH‘E{T[*FMETMWT?{ET“HT l

R AT SRR i g |
The justification for the enumeration of these (and
others) as distinct figures (and not mere varieties of
gqq1) should consist in the circumstance that the rz=g-
gAY in these figures is subordinated to some other
¥asm (of 1dentity, doubt, error, contrast, ete.). Dandin
at least, as we will presently see, brought in this
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other 357 as the basis for a distinctive figure none
too frequently ; and hence it is that Dandin has been
able to get on with fewer figures but with larger sub-
varieties under each figure than most writers.

(iv) Upama3 has played a very large réle even outside
the Alamkarasastra. It is usual to derive the word
@R from $9+ /A1, to measure, in the sense of what
approximates another in measure, dimension, quality,
ete. ; but in the Rigveda the word seems to have been
connected with the adjective 39 in the sense of the
highest: cp.—4T 79, ¥ggw @&y (vii. 30. 3); or pre-
eminent : op,—Zgfrmmgyar A (i, 113 15), The two
words, it is prol;able, are quite distinct; but the influ-
ence of the one in determining the evolution of the
meaning of the other is undeniable. The Satapatha-
brahmana was already familiar with the later use of
of the word : cp agwgwrfi (xii 5 1. 5).

(v) The Niruktakara Yaska has an elaborate note
on the use of 3w in the Rigveda. After pointing out
(i 4, iil. 15£) that the furs ¥4, 4, B@, and 3 as also
97, 91, 1. g9 are under certain circumstances used
zd he says (il 13f.)—azam aazBny T | aemEn 56 |
ST AT QA SEATTAEE A FAAE A Ay | sy
FAREr sgied ! Then he gives the following varieties
of IgnT with their illustrations—

FHAHT— T A1 F4T 7 747 G55 T (V. 788 );

SR —/AT e 3 R (Viil 2440 );

S~ fRtore: @ Rgvreeg (1l 3510 );

T —srTeaRan s st 2 (i 45:3) ;
and gRiwAT=sEtTm—4g: (qeeng ), w1 ( Feeng).

He has also elsewhere pointed out the influence of
simile in the building up of the language (F1% zf5 TR
Tl | A rgivy agem,, iil. 18, grgfaff weargmans |, ix. 12);
in the formation of technical terms (gmirfyuir IR,
vil, 12, fadieemr 3@, vil 13); and upon the growth
of Vedic mythology in general (s1ai = soiifyqery Rpsfrmeageiy

T S TN g s, id. 16).
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(vi) Only two of these varieties recognised by Yaska
deserve a particular attention. What he calls g
is the 7% of the Alamkarikas, and Dandin’s definition
of that figure is suggestive in that connection: IUdT
faE¥ar swFg=7d | The degree of this Ru™ upon
which the later distinction between ®7%F and iR
is made to depend is equally ignored by Yaska as well
as Dandin. Next, the f1giwm of Yaska is what might
be called a well-known or #@#gsfdg analogy. Com-
pare in this connection the definition of 2 quoted
above. This f4gmMT contained in it the germ of what
are known as TATTW=E Z9=qs or popular =ys which, as
we saw, were made the basis or &I of a number of
Alamkaras Interpreted more scleutifically the Ry
eventually became a regular agm called sufafq which
is a process of analogical knowledge from the known
and the familiar to the unknown and the unfamiliar.
Bhoja who recognises a distinct figure of speech
corresponding to each of the several Pramanas of the
Mimafisakas (Sereqqaiion samonfs =1 SR, iii. 3) defines
the alamkara called 33 as follows :—

HERIT, FEREGTAT FEE o |

EIRAAGATPT e,
His example is —

at Ao e S qued

TN F: FRTmraTa: |
Most people would probably fail to see any figure in
the example or at least any valid ground for regarding
it as a new figure.

(vii) Having defined swgr Dandin next gives us a
number of sub-varieties of it—some 32 or 33 in number
—which do not seem to have been based upon any
principle of division. And some of the sub-varieties
mentioned by him have so little distinctive about them
that siwamy in his commentary on the srzrra (Madras
Govt ms. fol 390) observes :—fRyEiRM Mﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁf
SRS N NeRAn: P ERRREIRe: ¥ aEh e
F1eaaT we: | Bhamaha's eriticism (ii. 37 £.) is in the
same vein, no matter whether it ic directed against
Dandin or some other writer —
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Tgeh IR qen: SRR |

m?mm@mﬁar?:rrﬁrfmﬁ I

arrrrzrgmm‘:na’ FaagEa a9 |

TR qAMNY 9 ST ERARr gar
It has to be noted however that the Agnipurana
gives a classification of the 3Trs analogous to that of
Dandin [ viz:—yd, 7¢3, WeR, @04, @4, wifaEm, ag=,
sI1ATE, g, A, A SgA. dle, W, e, ad, wE
(@ ? ), s, R, FRTAT, @5, and @z, besides giv-
ing another classificationinto18 sub-varieties similar
to those of Mammata (344, 7-9 )—

FERAREHTE a1 Far gfaniE. o

SRR GEqTET T |

39T QAR F U

areT = FgEE ST AEETETaar 5 )

fAfRramT ST WaRe e €5 1
The varieties called &7aT and 51 are even mentioned
and illustrated by Bharata himself ( xvi 48 ff),
though neither Bharata nor the Agnipurana mentions
the snfEaTET, the main butt of attack. The author
of the Alamkarasekhara gives the following ten sub-
varieties of gwer (xi. 3)—

IR R R e AT |

et oo o = AR 79 |
But no other writer whose work is extant divides Iudr
in the manner adopted by Dandin Dandin’s classi-
fication is primitive and, so tar as any principle
underlies the division, it is just the sense intended by
the speaker ( ergTgRra [F9RT: ).

(viii) We can here advantageously consider some
other classifications of guar that have been advanced.
There is one in particular which might be styled
grammatical classification (smmgirElE) which has
been adopted by gz (p 16), &gz (viii. 5 ff ), g¥H= and
most other later writers. But it seems to be not
unknown to the author of the Agnipurana (cp. 344,
8-9) who gives, as just mentioned. 18 varieties based
on this principle as against Mammata’'s25. These last
we will now exhibit in a tabular form—
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Tater writers have introduced further subtle com-
plexities in this classification which is in the first
place made to contain 7 more varieties, 3 under ELUI? and
4 under gar and 1n the next place there is introduced
a further principle of five-fold sub-classification : =% 3g-
FRITET AETSHRTIET TG AT FEaSHRAa <27 A TER -
AT vEAT | gaATA 9¥Er FAIHEET eEgEEAaEn |oay
FhEgiE 9. | &N e Euifraeas | stbgeeg
Frege g anE #tad Rranfafmaeg | sReaagERa: |
i Faeerara® | URIEE: SRR Guan SEA a9EeE gus
AT W7 WAl ( WA, p. 172 ff )
{(1x) Another principle of division is suggested by
Bharata ( xvi 43 )—
TFEA |7 FAT TR TgieEe |
AN T gt agieredr |
For illustrations see si&mNaEgd p. 141 £ The varieties
known as gramar and @EgET are sub-varieties under
the second division of Bharata. Upama, like Rupaka,
can also be divided as follows :(—3yqr fZfEer fegzEr
qrazEr = | a3 SieT Areredr | gregEy far ety
&9 wreaEaiE = | For details see Bhoja (1v. 20 ff.)
(x) Our Sanskrit Commentary on p. 129 quotes a
passage from Chitramimansa illustrating how an
example like 5= 39 g@q, by a slight phrasing, can be
turned into a number of other Alamkaras, As an
Alamkara Upamia is to be kept distinet from ®7=
where the @tz (usually defined as afgad @@ agawa-
oeee) is foligd; and from S@em wherein, in spite of the
occasional presence of words like 27, the matter of the
similarity is not @i=af1g but purely a creation of the
poet’s imagination Compare-—
IR S RteEes |
aRAa IRTaE: e |
T G FFEAG: HEHRT: |
aRiiE Jaeers: darEEaT |
(xi) The fourfold requirement of an ggar, viz. ST,
STE, AR, and FEEEEE is not always present to
Dandin’s mind. As Visvedévara observes (p. 19) E{ﬁ@?&'@
ArER SAEEaEEaImaAegaE: | He has in fact
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given many a variety where no F==%49g is given and
where the @my is only Fudwieiswmy 7= ; cp it 25,
26, 27 etc  Dandin’s whole conception of 3757 and his
attempted classification of it 1s very crude and unecriti-
cal. Nor is there any attempt to present a systematic
grouping of the varieties given.

Notes to II. 15—(1) This and the next variety have been

thus defined in the Agnipurana (344 10)—

5T AT 98 FTQ T |

& TG TSR 3 U
The point of distinction between the two seems to be
the fact that while in the first the 7 is summoned
up merely to bring out the nature of the TwFuIm,
1n the second the I as a whole is compared with
the SU&¥ as a whole, the two being regarded as entirely
alike.

(ii) The intended #rgRWas can be expressed in
various ways * by a simple word as 1n 1 15 ( sfrarsg),
by 3 epithets which are zI=gqRg™@z as in ii. 28
(see Com. ), or by P53 epithets which are m=RuRI<aas
as in ii. 29 (@rewma) Again the AR may be
made the theme of a solitary sentence as in #Igeq
seqrEgiE A or of compound or coordinate sen-
tences as in JYT FLASH_ ATATY AT AFATGEHTATH, OF FXGSHY
TS, IR SR | wnarsg i | In the latter case we
sometimes have what 1s called the m (cFeig
T JUFTRIITEIRIAH) as in Faeamars (ReaIaiad Sy,
or the fFefaEravE (aregaT REraaET TEREEE R
QUEITETE, ) as in— R SR Fens 4@ a9 where =5
and ¥z are related to each other as fra and SRR
although the Siwa of the one and the yAw of the other
being practically one have between them the gEgufEeg
relation. Jagannatha would call this sEgulcEEgIEH-

Reafrafafermae

Notes to II. 16—(1) The first line gives two separte exam-
ples of awquar. If we were to read the line—irim ™
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¥ a9 (Loc. case) 33 mgwufa it would be the second
kind of grraiuar lustrated in ii. 45.

Notes to IL. 17—(1) This is recognised as distinct Alamkara
by @2, %F%, AEAe, Frgary, Sty and most other modern
writers. The Sshityadarpana defines it as (x. 87 )—

BRI ISl EpCEEE

fsweETTiaT a1 sehafafs i
Dandin’s enumeration of 1t as a variety of 3wt has
been thus criticised by Jayaratha, in his Alamkara-
sarvasva-Vimarsini (p 165 )—STarasRa S gr=gd_1
STHMEIATEIRTFITE | 7 F 75 Jewiifa aaraar: (Sefassme: )
guey vg 9g. | This in effect means that the 3dig has
a3 a5y which does not necessarily go to the formation
of the real essence of an StHT But as Dandin began
by making his definition of Sqar rather very wide, he
had no option but to regard the %dig as a sub-variety
of gmr. It is so recognised by Bhoja (iv. 23) and by
the Agnipurana (344. 12) where it is called Fodaiuar.

(i) This BugiareT is to be distinguished from f=iaaT
{11. 30 ) and gfPraragr (il 34 ) from the circumstance
that the degradation of the afygigwr is only implied
in BT but is explicitly brought out in the other
two varieties, stating points of inferiority in the SR=.

Notes to IL. 18—(i) A good example of this variety wouldbe
&1 S 819 5T o
T FEATS FF RS T |
ar Tt e S Gy e i
It is recognised by the Agnipurana and thus defined
(344-11 )—gerH@eiEy F=N=3a Sfon | TRERTET a1 e |
In the examples of this variety given above the common
quality is not stated; but it has got to be the same,
being conveyed by the same word or by synonymous
expressions. Hence the example—
afar fraafy fgd o8adfy qar s afder
miteefea R = gag-asaisa w4
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cannot constitute an weA=iawT, as the rawmaH in FRar
e is oo and that in Bl aFaC® the TEsa.

(ii) This variety is raised to the dignity of a distinct
fgure called zuafigr by later Alamkarikas It has
been defired by 3g= as (p. 67 )—

FIeIE T SRR A AT |

STHITIATATZEAT JATAET e
Regarding the qualification geeaggn@arg in the above
defimition SHERFZUT observes —ars ITMITHTAT AT fhg
UAST A A AEereadl 9E geaea] 9 g | wa e
AR TR AT ERE A AT, T IHA TET
T g7 | It 1s doubtful however whether Dandin 1s here
thinking of the qa‘rqwaiﬁa as much as of the heigh-
tening of their mutual excellence — w=N=NewugiiGel.
This implies that both the 3T@% and the STq= must be
I%d, as nobody would spend any effort in showing forth
to advantage the charm of what is not the theme on
hand. Compare the examples given by 7%+ and s[1-
TEdd as quoted 1n our Sanskrit Commentary. Bhoja
(iv.23) calls this s

(ii1) In fmamar (ii. 19) the getuazg=ga=3% is express-
ly made. Here it 15 1mplied only. The implication
1s to be expiained as follows—=rz 37 gafifa g =w=masy
affie ==t gaarsgadd: Faf aERe v TTEEE, |
I gEErs] A=Al e gEEEEl WERAT A a4 SR
FEIETTSYS: wol ( ASERIEGH, p. 176).

{iv) Bhamaha recognises 398N as a distinet figure
and it is worth observing that Dandin does not feel
the necessity of criticising the recognition of the ST®-
94T as a distinet figure as he has done for instance in
the case of ¥, T93%, TWHIETH, and SgmERE (i1 358-
359 ) all of which are figures admitted by Bhamaha.
Nor does Bhamaha for his part offer any justification
for regarding SURIATET as a distinct figure. As for as
this circumstance goes therefore we cannot establish
any conclusion either way regarding the chronological
retation between g(izq and IR,
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Notes to IL. 19-20—(i) In sfdioar the geioameg=sg is
made highly probable butisnot fafar@  In fadiaar it is
openly asserted. In sf=fi=qigqr, as we saw. 1t was left
to be inferred Both these varieties are recognised by
the Agnipurana, The s@FEET defines FFATAT as—JF
FACITITT A BH° |

Notes to II. 21—(i) In wdiagr there is only a single common
quality sought to be expressed; in the present variety a
large number of thase are mentioned ; in s@@AAr, the
next variety, their number 1s so overwhelming that
the poet contents himself by stating just the one
solitary aspect or quality which is not common. Again,
in gg=Ar@r more than one HYWUER is brought in; in
agger (ii. 40 ) more than one Smm is adduced. The
result 1s that while in the former between the ¥7@y and
the 3yg™ & number of distinct common qualities are
sought to be conveyed, in thelatteritis the intensity of
the one self-same quality tha$ stands out prominently
The variety is recognised by the Agnipuréna.

Notes to II. 22—(i) See Note (i) to 1i. 21. This variety
fails to produce the impression of an identity between
the I¥ and the Iy because the ¥z is not entirely
faRrZd, as happens in a &%% ( see ii 66, below ). At the
same time it must be remembered that the solitary Y&
between the STHT and the Igur which is put forward
1s not meant to suggest the superiority or the in-
feriority of the one over the other, as is the case, for
instance, in fa=rqar, gfqteiaar, and the Alamkara called
sfevs (11, 180)

(1i) This variety is not recognised by the Agni-
purana, unless we choose to identify it with what the
Purana styles =yfeRe&r@m which is thus defined (345.

13 )—

TEraeT AT Yegud Rafad )

Fg=FATT e TR g AT i
The Agnipurdna, be it noted in passing, does not re-
cognise sIfR% as a distinet figure-of-speech, whereas
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Dandin who does it can only be supposed to have dis-
tinguished between sifagqar and &% in the manner
above indicated. A good example of this variefy is
given by the stem@@? ( p. 30 j—

FRAFAT 9 SAIA 7 gRifa geeriac

&7 = SRS = g =7 0

Notes to II. 23—~Dandin seems to have been alone in re-
cognising zfadiTaT as a sub-variety of Upama. We have
alrsady indicated in a geveral way (cp. Note (x) to
11. 14 ) the distinction between 39ar and I@&r. Utpre-
ksha may be said to be more particularly concerned
with that human faculty which, Shakespeare tells us,
“bodies forth the forms of things unknown and gives to
airy nothing a local habitation and a name ” In a
tegular Utpreksha 1t 1s the actual @+ between the
3797 and the SuRTw—or some aspect connected with it
—that is postically conceived. In the variety before
us there is an T84 ; but it has nothing to do with the
urey between §®@ and g which is the immediate sub-
ject of assertion. The e comes in only second-
arily : the poetic fact of the stanza could have been ex-
pressed withoutbringing in the ‘bragging of the Moon’:
for instance— wEaT Fewdl: A FAS AN AT g T &7 YT |
The introduction of the bragging Moon lends an added
surprise-element which is not disagreeable. Hence
this is not a regular I&em but merely an IehEdiwwr
The Com yargdifedr however explains—IHE=g~-
STNRATTT TR | =y gt == ey iy agd-
TR, ST |

Notes to II. 24—(i) 3%y, as the more difficult reading and
also the one intrinsically more poetic, seems to be
the genuine reading which got ousted by the more
familiar word g¢.

(ii) This variety has been admitted by the Agni-
purana and is thus defined (344. 16)—
e e Sfee |
FIAAHTE 7 S Argar
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To assert that the S (=3ua™ ) resembles or can
resemble the srgfIR only under conditions impossibie
of fulfilment is in effect to say that the ¥1%¥ is without
a peer. As the conditions are #ga or SegAIaE the
variety is called BTKH’T‘IHT the drry;aar consisting not in
the component elements ( '«'gaﬁ@aﬁr, FaraerasE ete. )
taken by themselves, but in the peculla.r combmatlon of
them that is demanded . wgdw e figer A Yi=aq-
AT HET: as Ca remarks The Alamkarasekhara
calls this ¢ same variety emgﬁq::n (defined, p 30, as—J=1-
GG GOy GEEE 41 ), a name which Dandin
has reserved for another distinct variety ( see i1. 38,
below. )

(ii) Adbhutopamai is to be disiinguished from Abhi-
topama and from Asambhavitopaméi; and the distinc-
tion is rather subtle In spdiem the presumptive ITHM
is not a faRmMEAREAEg wherein the ¥I9Ws cannot
coexist with the &35y, but rather a single simple g
which is nowhere to be met with in nature, as for in-
stance the concentrated essence of the charms of all
lotuses; cp. SUAWE FEGH STHIGHTETATAET FLAIGYTAT-
Agarafa (g ar, p 36). In aafEEar it 1s not the ¥
of a mew =& which 1s ascribed to the wegaafi and
which is inconsistent with 1t (as happens 1n the srgdr-
o), but the segauda is itself said tc have a quality which
it can never have. Or, looking at it from another
point of view, for effecting the comparison between the
g8 and the SuaM, in an SWAAT a non-existent e
is postulated and in an ﬂaﬁqm an existing and well-
known 9 is associated with impossible FRqms brought
over from another gffig. The ultimate result is that
the Y787 remains without peer. Such is not the case
in an sygWfSAtgAT where the point of comparison is just
the fact of the incompatibiluty of the =¥s that the PIECY
( the g1 ) is expected to possess; and the comparison
does become possible in that respect.

(iii) The %Rudisar as recognised by wa and the Agni-

purana ( which merely quotes ¥3Rg ) comes most near to
ar;g&mm Bharata thus illustrates it (x1v. 51)—
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AAl FlAAfe S aEad |

AT FoweA szar 27 A U
Here wsgwarfafigeaas or moving mountains 1s an aFA
phenomenon. What €i5 calls Samaiaar is no other than
this :qgaﬁqm Bhoja’s illustration is the verse 37 @
aﬁﬁa ete; regarding which he remarks (p 352)—w=si9gr-
GGG ST EaRFEE = AR A Sagedl-
o1 | Hemachandra (p 247) unsuccessfully attempts to
make a sort of a distinction between ZEIar and FHT-
dr9ar; but the most clear presentation of that view
is to be seen in Rudrata vii1 13-15 Mammata regards
Dandin’s wge?rqm as a subvariety of sfAggits

Notes to II. 25—(i) Mohopam3 springs from the close
similarity between the 3vdy and the 393, so close thata
rational being would go to the length of actually mistak-
ing the one for the other. This variety is accordingly
not only a step in advance of igEigar (where the
element of difference was consciously realised) but in
advance of 7%, where the ¥z is completely submerged,
though it is there at the back of one’s consciousness so
that an actual b!under cannot arise

(i) Tn =zEriwar (1. 26) the persom is struck hy the
close similarity but is still doubting If he perceives
the UM as 39T the result would be fAmgiger (if. 27) ¢
but if he perceives the 3T as 277, the result would
be AZlaT.  Again, if after a temporary but actual error
the person corrects himself and percetves the thing as
1t is, the result would be A=gremEmar (11 36). Asbetween
e and aTgrEEIgET 16 is to be noticed that while
in both the ultimate perception 1s a real perception, in
the former it 1s preceded by a moment of doubt or
hesitation, in the latter by one of actual blunder

(iii) All the four varieties of IudT just considered
must be based upon @zzg. If the doubting or the blun-
dering is the result of normal causes mentioned in—

FARE R AR TG |

spgaT=fT Tl RAaEfgar=E o
12 Kavyadarsa |



the resa
neg also €
{
AN

Kavydaorsa I 90

1% cannot be an weEmr. 16 goes without say-
e i N AP

that the grEy ougn’s to be FEIATANRG.

17} The giZimar of Dandin has given rise to two in-

1
of he zr.or 18 Lol sbabe

dependent Alamkiras of lawer writers : Hn"‘ama; and
iJliekha 1.7t be gald to he a zn&’i‘sm‘a and is
hao dened by sasty (o 2V0V—UTH FEAT MERERITIER-

EDk =¢»rr~,:r,:.‘,~,¢?7'5 g¢ia ¥ 31t [he common property be-
T

o TTIH ane 77 whnich has been the source

o fae example ; but it can be

al-o suinpa g~

BT greer BarmAReEa |
T T grane o o7 g

And this crrcumsiaace mehes 1t possible for us to in-
clude unds: T@mEr the Ggures of speech called Hifesa,
%, arnd AT, {or definitions of which and for their
muval distictions see pariicularly @rfdeaumx 89-90.

T

q A

[
P’

22-%y- (i} This and (he nexl variety of zIqar

aiven 172 tu an independent Alammkira called
<27 L ET wilh its sub-varieties of 5%, fa&:w.mﬁ,

ar.d SeEley Sucdha 1s an ordinary wWEElgEr a good
e"*mple o W hch 18 ivinished by Rudrata (viii 60)—

43
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A ST

wmo 14«’3‘5 " {-‘_[T *;arc'»ser.aq i
IR SR @ nmw G ﬂe(mwn?m{ i

lilie Tegag 18 fAvriear  Of f@gawd the stock example
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Visvaenu
o e IS — - \. > il .
AAFAGFANCRIATAAIE 7 W5 T SAUe: S99 -‘ﬂﬁr%raw- !
(1) From 1i, 208 telow i+ ccems clear that some pre-
decessois of Bhamaha did regard @4%2 as an 1inde-

0T @IAvE: (% € WE gor araaRa:

7T AT o R | faman )

Grar M ol o -m:—:zmamrrm IS
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pendent figuic. Wow Dhamabe ‘hius Gulpe ondal-
lustrates the figure (:il, 47 13—
-~ . "
SRNE A< T W3 7 FWAT TA

i i 1
FAATLIT § T &F GIGHE
o~ o B N
zfy Brme e
I AR B R A Y
But we do not have maon 'y in het Thow sny cosbain
indication that Taadr woal
writer but Bhimahu

o hanve a.eaat no athel

e e T A

Notes t II.28-25—{i; L'nese bwo vallefier dider from
“ifqar (1i. 15) only in the added circumsiance that the
361{%123 is hers expresscd oy paronomasiic words, the &0
being &1 in the [ormer and 7195 an the latte. (P23
ag AAPE O mm.% )  The ftwo wvarieties can
therefore bosh of ther n a semse be zalled AT, as
has been done by the auilior of the @rsm~F who Cives
the joint example {p 301—

ATETIIRC S FTAFT:
2

~

SRR ATEEEARn e

(1i) The varianls @=diTaT and Sgriear for THFEIGHT are
worth noting The first is an atiempt to bring the first
word of the definili~v izic the w7, whils the second
(which has the high = thority of J aud N and which
therefore we might have adopted) implles that the I9-
%7 and the 37A™ are in this variety tied together { like
miscellaneous catile 1n a cowpen) to one and the same
rope in the form oi similarly-sounding words, and
resemble each other only in that accidental clrcum-
stance,

T RT SE

Notes to II. 30-31—(i) A normal 37q/7 cunbzins ibe common
quality in a more pronounced degree thin a normal
g and this is the reason why 1n a A amar (il 17)
the mere reversal of that relation inplied the lowering
of the 9 in respect of that common quality. The
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fight for superiority between the 3gurd and the sudy
about pre-eminence in this quality is represented
as still undecided in BRefgmr (ii. 33 ). In [=R199r the
claim of the g9g™ is allowed in regard to the common
quality, but certain extraneous facts are adduced (e. g.
TGTSET, @eed, etc.) which should lower it and
consequently the ¥78% also in our estimation. In uf-
T4074T (i1. 34) the I\ is vepresented as fighting a for-
lora fight for regaining its normal pre-eminence in res-
pect of the common quality. All these varieties theie
fore can be regarded as I3HT varieties, because under-
lying them all is the presupposition lhat the sgam
and the IUHT have a certain specific quality in common ;
and the question at issue merely is, who has the
quality toagreater or less degree. Thefigure-of-speech
called sgfqE (11. 180) has also to be distinguished from
these Syar varieties. in regard to which see our Notes
to ii. 180.

(ii) As observed before, 3w and the author of the
Agnipurana mention these two varieties of ggur, and
their recognition is criticised by Bhamaha (see Note
(v1i) toii 14, above). The illustrations for them
given by Bharata are (xvi. 49-50 )—

SRR T

AT g af Frueredl gag agsT: |

giRl: arfEEt Hega g g
[4=3T Fq1—

| T AAPE FEY FHaesh |

s At ¢ o #oaf | ot s gae |
From these it would seem that Vamana is probably
right when he says (iv. 2.7, 3f% J—egat et aearems
=M@ ATt What is intended by this three-fold divi-
sion is therefore wvamaTzEy faremaseg, as the FHmyg
observes. Dandin however seems to have taken a
different view of the case. Whether he was the first
to do so is however difficult to decide. The fa=aigar as
defined and 1llustrated in the Alamkaradekhara comes
near to the gfau=gar (ii. 34 ) ; for there the definition
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IS—JHAEE MRy w@dy. A1 fAsadr, and the illustra-
tion—

AREEEAIEET FRAASHIFART, FES SR |

iy @ aRmfE &9 sSraragaiemEaET: |

Notes t0 II. 32—See note (vi1) toi1. 14 above. Because no
other Alamkara writer known to us ( except Vamana )
mentions TR and because Bhamaha criticises
the recognition of this varieiy,it would be perhapsunfair
to conclude that Bhamaha must have meant Dandin
alone, seeing that a vast amount of literature known
to Bhamaha and even mentioned by him by name is no
longer available to us

Notes to II. 33-34—See Note (i) to ii 30 above. The
variety called gfagsignT 1t must be admitted comes near-
ast to the aufaysE; we can possibly distinguish them from
each other by supvosing that in afediomr the point at
issue is the degree of m=d or WERFa (the common
quality) of the Sis@F@zAARE 37z and the g@ Both
possess it and the moon is declared to be not a match
to the face as far as the possession of this quality goes.
In =yfqi® some quality or qualities are stated wherein
the s7a and the SuiY are declared to be equal to one
another; but at the same time another distinct quality
possessed by the 9% and denied to the 379 is adduec-
ed which serves to establish the superiority of the
S over the IgTd considered as a whole.

Notes to II. 35-36—The name =z9AT has nothing very dis-
tinctive or appropriate about it.~—For the distinction

between famEiTaT and qearEr=igdr see Note (1) to ii. 25.

Notes to II. 837—Dandin uses both e (i. 53,95) and ®=3m
in the sense of area, region, boundary-line, province,
equality, similarity, etc The reading #if<gq (which our
Sanskrit Commentary explains) seems to be merely an
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easier substitute for ®eyrq  The word =aar is Vedie,
regarding which see Nirukia i:. 2.

(it) As Dandin himself tells us (ii. 358), this variety
was regarded by others as constituting a distinct
alamkara called %d=mzr Bhamaha thus defines and
illustrates it (1ii. 44-45)—

¥ qFE T TITEEAT AT |

SEiEREREIGGIERIRCEeeE gl

ARG EFETFRIA |

SRR a9 e ag |
The stock example of this alamkiara is the one given
by Vamana (iv. 3. 14.)—

T TATE G G

TEETAEE aEETEE

(iii) Aswr=f=fqar results in FATAEAT=YE S0 LARTIRIAT-
Tar results in GAmEEETE=sE In the W=I=4I7ar example
in i1 18 sa is both 3ggrm and 399, but in different
sentences ; whereas in ¥AT{EMTAT in one and the same
sentence the face becomes hoth 79grw and swwy It
must be distinctly anderstood, however, that if yester-
day’s face is compared with to-day’s face of the same
lady that becomes an ordinary 3947 pure and simple.
In other words, between g@ the W™ and g the SURH
in the example under discussion there must be only
Fieqadg and not FTFEEAAMIZFANT.  In the same way
the verse—

AT J93 G723 (R@THEAqNg |

AR T AT AT AT |
dees not contain an WHTIWENTAT, but is merely a FEqUAL
Nor again doces the verse given by Dandin later
(ii, 276)—

7 341 5 SHIET AT 7 AR TEwT

FHIFAT T, sifteRaraT ga- 0
regarding whi h ereg{Riid obsecves (e dre p. 42) —
11 BRI efvgeot sife v o e Aegaresaia
I FREWATT WA ArFweReasaT R g9 e
q fIERE 957 - - constitute an example of this
variety.
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(1v) In w@rgrmvan although the {ace is declared to
be without a peer the forin of the azsertion is conceived
outwardly in the manner of an 3Igar. Where however
even this outward form 1s not preserved thatis re-
cognised by swrsmy as a distinct figure called srqg  As
he says (p. 210 £, )—ag9amaaE NoqraiSER: | g9—

TR aE TN BZas TEe: |

q qEfG F TR IR WA gemgd |
9 FANTIA A A AT REErTTEEAf | This however
is over-subtlet- for w hich Jagannatha has been taken
to task by the author of the Alamkara-kaustubha
(p. 174)

Notes to I1. 38-39—8See Note (1) bo 11 24 above. In regard
to the 1llustration given for s grfEadiTar it has been well
observed (aneant the ruling that S7ar must be SrFgliig
while T=amaafEg 1s not w@aMmg )—g IEgaFETEal-
TR AEAATAT g T AFEETETEEAE q97 =g,
T AT SFRETEN R, | U T AR ATRATHT 3o SeEaeE-
TF AT Frg AR AR ATATOTER 20 |

Notes to II. 40—(1) Compaie Note (i) to i1 21 above.
Bharata already tells us (xvi 43)—
TG T EAT TR g |
SeReT qeae age agraErar U
And his examples in order are—ged & TIFET FFIA, T~
FAq TEEET S, PeateaEt geare and w4 3R TSI
Here of course, in its most primitive form, the distinc-
tion iz made to depsnd upon whether the ITwi or the
3989 or both are in the singular or the plural gender.
Now greimar (ii 42) is vwex agf4. 37771, and in Dandin’s
statement the distinction between agwar and Freiqur
is this In agwr & number of S7aMs are adduced in
the hope that in their cumulative effect at least they
would approximately convey the extent of the common
quality possessed by the ¥7%¥, which they are unable
to do singly. Tn m@r on the other hand any one of
the several IumrAs 1s conceived as being adequate by
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itself to bring out the common guality, and the wealth
of 1llustration serves merely to show off the poet's
.

Notes to II. 41—(i) The Alamkara$ekhara thus defines
and illustrates this variety (p 31)—INoATgIaTAGFRIRI-
=g g [T 39r—

ZROTEY GAERY THd T |
wrge FTeaa, AR gaAr e |l

Notes to II. 42— See Note (i) to ii, 40 above. The illustia-
tion in the text is based upon identical Erammad; but
this is not essential With fimEmaroms a good example
of M3ramT is the famihiar stanza—

A Tl it e g

cﬂ-aar AR @3, |

FI = fEag Baaii a=ifa &

f o @1 araafa Feraad Har 0

The FFHEGH g1ves also the following example—

ﬂ@f?‘éﬁﬂa‘fﬂﬁ @’(O"E{%E.léﬂ{q

amraawraa SR RFRTIRG |

N iRl S (G

wagnﬁ'xﬁ"mmammﬁ il
Apparently it is a series based upon fimaraRTss which

alone is 1ecognised as @@IFr by the author of the
Agnipurana Compare (344 14-15)—
q:ntr:n Sty gz 41 g |
ST TGRS FEET ATy A
(ii) Dandin does not recognise what is known as
w@AgAT defined by the Agnipurana (344, 20) as—
SR A aa?zrghqn{ Far
e’ JifA qarar e ? e )uEr
and thus illustrated by &= (vii 28)—
a9 39 9 9l qlesiam-asit ariiEaEd, |
TiRIfEEET Y qeitaed T F 0
For other varieties see T@wzTa¥ pp. 18Lff, and w&HT-
FregH pp. 146 ff
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Notes to IL. 43-45—(i) By am= Dandin seems to have
meant a complete utterance of a thought setting forth
all its #F relations. in other words a picture with all
appropriate defails and back-ground. The face, the
eyes, and the teeth form one set as against which is
placed the lotus, the bees, and the polien in the first
example ; and similar corresponding sets are present
in the second example And when in this manner an
HEETH wEgaa is compared with another similar
AFAET—with the trifling subsidiary distinction of the
presence or absence of an additional independent Ir=%
for each #jggg—the result is a gEemarE.  Henee it is
that after dividing 74rs as shown below—

T
LS ‘ ] R B o A —:—g—l\
msz SIERE} ﬂ?Tiﬁi
| |
g1 qIHTEUT
| L
qaEqEeg AT (eERIECIT |
{ |
f%;gr AREST =R
| | [ |
T AT =T ISR

the author of the Alamkarakaustubhs cites stanza
ii. 45 as an example of AT WyRdr, the comparison be-
tween one pair of IF and Iudy leading on to and
depending upon the next pair.

(ii) In the two examples of FFIigar given by
Dandin the @araad between the various pairs of SyqmHs
and I9AFs in each is clearly felt although not actually
expressed. But it is not absolutely necessary that
there should be this @TzgMiaar everywhere. The sisH-
@y cites the following where there is 3eis grazamaveT—

FIHA AR ST, TZHAT HEGITAE: |
FREHATEAEa LI Beggeaarny TrEeai. o
13 KavyBdaréal
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(iii) It is perhaps necessary to draw attention to the
fact that arsaaT is different from gr=iggr. We have
just seen what areigr is. The nature of amEfiwy
becomes evident from the circumstance that it is dis-
tinguished from what is called ##EIw and gerEigaT
(following Rudrata) or from gegaar (following Hema-
chandra) 3fq being wREafgaaRaTgyes ifFem  The stock
example of aEEMEIwr given by Vamana is—

g THAaeEER:
FraTg T gREaA |

HIIRY ATSTaREaETd:
GREIRR gEmRas: U

Notes to II. 46-47—Although in this variety the =y is
always implied and never actually expressed, there
being no IyHIETIFE present, Dandin is perhaps justi-
fied, in view of his own general conception of Iqar, in
not regarding afggeqadr as a distinet Alamkara. It is
not recognised as such by ¥, ¥’E, and w@@. The
further subsidiary difference as to the manner of imply-
ing the 7y (by FEguftaegym or by framfafernm, regard-
ing which see Note (ii) to ii. 15 above) upon which the
distinction between ufcEeqmr and =9 turns is also
not of consequence enough to give rise to a new
alamkira, and Jagannatha practically concedes this
(pp 337-8)—u%y ATSHRET NGTEAUHIAGHEAART Iq ACqt a4 «1
sfafiesa: g Jeamraaa T 37 g SREREa: | ..., |
CFETSHRET 3 WA ST TEaE | g=ea: Reseas
T, FHRATIT T AT9F, ASERT 570 799 | Hence Dandin’s
TIGEqEaT as an I9dT variety may be said to stamnd in
the place of both e and =9r=q of later s[THHIRESs.

(ii) The following quotation from sERe’s Alamkara-
sarvasvavimarsini (p. 28) is illuminating as to the
distinction between FEgsfiaegyid, where the things are
really one but two only in the phrasing, and EwmufEmE-
¥, where the two things are really distinet but have
to be temporarily identified—a@rr & zqma| fwrg afy-
oo Waft wEtedans aad AraREEAREEE | e & a9
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faragae zaE wgRRangmEr ARgE youEeEE A
AEIRA |
(iii) Some remarks of the gjargurfe«r on this stanza
are also worth quoting—ufageaar | afmes: gendErl 39
TEREETREE: | a9 FAEUtAamiY e Sga i W |
qarfg—
T RGN T8 TEGeH e |
AEATIRERIET AT JI=e aggA:
/& ety (ad 169)1 Ff-aeg Rﬂagww 2w (v 1) qe@adm
T, | OEEIREAGAE U7 FAgTEE—ansiaeEii
awmm%wﬂwlqa@um'mmwm
vcm:iamw( )aginaamsxg?r wwramm m‘ﬂmww
Er@‘a?wﬂma AT e, @ aw@aay g ¢ In other
words—a TR GHATHSFHAE e @ TREATIR: |

(1v) In order to give adequate account of a number
of devices other than guar and &% for expressing
similarity between two things Bhoja has invented a
new alamkara called @1z or @=x which he thus defines
and divides (iv 34)—

FAE AR e T T |

TSR e ad i

TR ASFIEET OF T |

ZoTedifRe: auRIR SfEeReE = U

AHER: 3TN TWERA T=HAd |

TARTRNT SERe TR

IEg WW? WE\R‘?M !

ArgeifoTaa afEwarae=rd |
This alamkara accordingly would do duty for aftaegaar
and zv=q of the alamkarikas For the various sub-
divisions of sfmeafnas and the illustrations followed
by Bhoja’s illuminating critical remarks see Sarasva-
tikanthabharana itself. Samyi as an alamkara is
recognised by Rudrata also (vii. 105ff).

Notes to II. 48-49—(i) How to distinguish this variety
from the figure-of-speech called @ezrxﬁr?rar which Dan-
din defines and illustrates in ii. 330-332 is a rather
subtle question. Both are attempts at gHiFT between
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two things one of which is distinctly superior (s
or IUMES), and the common property adduced is some
%1, which word includes both qualities and actions,
as is evident from the examples given. The only
express condition present in the definition of the
figure Fear and absent in the definition of the
sub-variety ger@wioT is &gfiferares; but it 1s not quite
satisfactory {o make the distinction turn upon this
circumstance, for then gerfiar would come nearer to
the varieties frIigaT and mm@mwr (. 30-31). We can
probably bring out the distinction by supposing that
in the ST variety the gl is consciously realised as
the gg@¥ or the ymaaeg while in the figure FesNRwEr
the Sug™-398% relation, even though actually present
(as in ii. 331), is deliberately set aside, the gwy being
only %y or implied and not z=3Yr as in the other
case; and this agrees with the later definitions of
geiia like that of qrgz (ot aped: | Faem, = Tt
fOrERERE SETFOERERT ar).  Udbhata is even more ex-
plicit (p. 60)—

SRR AR TR aa: |
AT, SRR geganiiar U
{ii) If this statement of the difference between
e and geFFiAET is correct it follows that Dan-
din’s gegFiagaT approaches the figure-of-speech called
A17% as it is defined by wrz—uZTTRE THE SEATTHATEA -
for there the common property exists between things
consciously realised as 3@ and syge. Compare 5%
(p. 71)— segamegadieias graaiiiar aued d9sg ! From
Dandin’s view of the case however the distinction
between Fu® and gewiimar is clear. In gwpwiger
there is an atiempted gwiz between w=fuy% and &«
things; this is absent in the gfus of m¥w=. At the same
time the 7% requires the @&y to be expressed only
once for all; in FwERTH it may be repeated. Dandin
is thus looking to the etymology of the name all along,
while there is a tendency in later writers to ignore
that altogether. It would be noted in passing that
the giwF here spoken of is not the giyw as Dandin de-
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fines it (i1 97ff.) which is more a zE=Id®R than an
@aT$FR.  See Notes to the figure in question.

(ii1) We have so far aitempted to set forth the dis-
tinction that Dandin probably must have made be-
tween g=ERTAT and gegAifaar; but writers who do not
admit this 37ar variety have defined grs@iftiAr in terms
that Dandin might have reserved for geaimiwy The
definition of Bhamaha is (1i1. 26)—

:q\aemfi fafEwa guEaETiEEeE |
FEFA RN RT geaiiman
That of Ruyyaka (p 70)—
SR TR TR ARGAATHIEIATT a7 G-
=y geaeniiar |
That of Vamana (iv. 3. 26)—
ARDA AR ESREERET |
Bhoja, finally, while giving for grgifiar a definition
identical with that of Dandin, further adds (iv. 55)—
= gatfe 7 geal = aggh |
sfraraiaTgEgeTa g, |
for which his illustration is—
HTgaeTrauFE FHee aa e = |
T {7 Sy EenenEN T |

(iv) The distinetion between wmEmr (i1 31) and
AN seems to be the circumstance that in the
former some extraneous facts not germain to the
intended A (e. g. TRYRERTITA) are adduced for heighten-
ing the value of the swara while in grIsiowr the
superiority is based upon the degree or intensity of
the self-same #¥y as measured by marked difference
1n results achieved, difficulties encountered, etc In
other respects the two varieties seem allied We do
not think that the fact of the #azy being ar=¥ in the
one (A g and =¥5¥ in the other would have been
adduced by Dandin as the additional distinctive
feature,

Notes to IL. 50--(i) An ordinary IuaT— FCIEZHAAE FLASH
can be put in the form of a ¥ in this manner:
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FABAIAHET ARRATFUE 1o gg=arEr (il 21) we had

a similar presentation of the similarity ; only there a
number of ¥gs were adduced to bring out the §=
between the same ST8¥ and I9g™; while in the ex-
ample before us a number of 2gs are adduced_to bring
out the Iy between one and the same Igug and a
series of 3gxT¥s with which it is to be compared.—As
m Fggar (i 40) or mreigar (1i. 42) a series of successive
SqaEs are here given but that 3f¥sy upon which this
variety primarily turns is the presentation of the g™y
in the form of a ¥g. It is perhaps not essential that
the 2gs {(and the SuAMs) in a Zguwar be always more
than one.

Notes to IL, 51-56—(1) Like {ws the 3ys have been most
elaborately treated by Indian Alamkarikas. They have
been named and classified according as they belong to
syllables, words, sentences, sense, sentiments, and
alamkaras. A detailed treatment of these is given in
the Sahityadarpana vii, or Kavyaprakaéa vii. Dandin
affords a treatment of them in this place and later in
i1i 125-185 1In regard to the Upamaidoshas our Sans-
krit Commentary supplies the needful supplementary
information from Vamana, Bhoja, and other writers.

(ii} The extra line in ii. 56 which we have enclosed
in square brackets, like a number of other lines and
verses, isclearly an interpolation ; buthavingbeen once
aecepted in the edifio princeps of Premachandra and
so passed on into works of reference 1t would have
been most inconvenient to omit them and so change
the subsequent verse-numbering In one place (1.
158-163) where a transposition of stanzas was felt by
us to be on critical grounds absolutely called for we
have for the same reason transposed the stanzas and
yet retained their original verse-numbering, believing
that nobody would grudge us giving credit for being
able to count the numbers from 158 to 163 correctly.

LT .
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Notes to IL. 57-65—(i) Dandin’s list of arERgEE words is
helpful and is in any case borrowed from him by most
subsequent writers, and naturally with variations
and attempts at completion. Thus the ASHICHTEG
supplies words like 327 =T, #177, and their synonyms,
and even the Mss varianis add one or two more As
the matter is not very vital we did not think it neces-
sary to go into all these later lists with a view
to determine the text of Dandin’s list, especially as it
weuld have been necessary not only to refer to the
printed editions but even the Ms. material of these
other alamkara works.

(1i1) The colophon sy (and other similar colo-
phons to mark the conclusion of the treatment of an
alamkara with a number of subdivisions) is generally
given in Mss. with omission of Zfff and substitution of
synonyms like €9 efc. for =% and other small vari-
ants Wehaveignored the variantsandhavegenerally
followed best Ms. authority in giving the colophons or
omitting them.

Notes t0 II 66—(i) The name of this figure is thus explain-
ed—31 g forrll (SummmsEas, ) e (Sgaguiiay s &6 ST
AT ST ®9%9 | Ripaka has to be carefully dis-
tinguished from Sumr (especially the varieties of it
called faapigar and @igmwn), from garEy (il 205), from
HiaeEe (it 214). from S&er (1. 221), and from emgf?—[
(ii. a04)-——amongst alamkaras recognised by Dandm,
and from TR, ’3‘3‘3@ ETI'!?HHH and I@—amongst alam-
karas not recognised by Dandin. The various defini-
tions of T& given by dlamkarikas (we quote a few of
the more important of them below) are an attempt
merely to sharpen the outline of the figure with a view
{o this differentiation. Thus Bharata (xvi. 57) defines
the figure as under—

R geITaEed T |

RefreareermiT sl & g a1 U
Bhamaha (ii. 21)—

I I, TTAgIRETR § |

et FAT 2y € A AT
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Udbhata (p. 9)—
e FAIIERETET, TR T, |
TR TR JooAd €% g TN
Rudrata (viii. 38, 40)—
75 TONAT AT AT AT
GTETITTHI=T Fega 3ia &k dad, U
STESAN FeAT § FAFARNGAT: |
ESERRR TR, garEnd,
Vamana (iv. 3. 6)—
SUATRIGRIRY AR, aTardT S |
Bhoja (iv. 24)— .
FENTATTRISERT TR |
Y PR T g
Ruyyaka (p. 34)—
ST Y AR TR S9F,
Vidyanatha {(p 371)
HRMTEE SfRasaT: |
SEHARATT T 7
We have already quoted the definition of Faganuith .
in the Sanskrit Commentary.

(ii) The distinction of &% from I Dandin has
given in his very definition of ®u4% by the qualification
frgdar.  The distinction between guqe and Iwe (for
the w=g between them always presupposes a Jg) can
be made to disappear when, in spite of the difference,
one asserts their identity either because he errone-
ously believes in their identity (cp @rzmar and the re-
marks made in our Notes to i1 25 regarding gri=aaT
and $¥@); or because he wants purposely (poetically
speaking) to deceive some one (e. g. in Ug®, cp our
Notes to ii. 95 also) ; or because he is himself in doubt
(e g. ¥z and the figures TE3g ete.) ; or because, in
a poetic fancy, he imagines them to be identical (as
happens in an 3&an). It may also happen when, for
purposes of poetic effect and with a view to bring out
the extreme similarity of the Sm/™ and the Iw, the
S is made not only to lend its &7 to the w7 but
actually to usurp its place so that-only one word and
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one name—that of the Syga—is used instead of two.
As the zamgdis (p 371) trenchantly remarks—d3edwR
e Sftaamaur e, | snlaemR wreeT AR |
TGN AT AT T | —to which we might
add—vRargi FRETET et iErTaEE: | St
FEmErey B i foreEsraEE | Regaiding
our last statement it will be noted that Dandin’s con-
ception of wf&aEN™w is somewhat differe: t from the one
given above after the manner of @z ; but on this
point see our Notes to 11, 214,

(1ii) As to the rest, it may be obseived that while
&% involves an ¥IQ7 or superimpn-~ition of the IFWM
upon the I g, that w7 has to be based upon simi-
larity and not upon FE&RW relaticn as in Eﬁg%ﬁ‘{. but
the ground of the ®RT—the commen property—can
never be expressed as such in the Ripaka (wifREigaar-
=47 as Rudrata says : see below, Note ix) and there is
also an absence, naturally, of the FieHa=Farcs A &%
in 1ts simplest form therefore comes nearer to the =&-
Fifggr IR and if the example argedr is taken as arg:
&ar g9 it would be not a 1% at all. Where such a con-
fusion is likely to result there must always be some-
thing in the sentence which is either TIHUTYF% or ITWI-
arg®, regarding which, besides the remarks in our
Commentary, compare the following from the HEgHE
(pp: 9R7{L.)—e=

A R FEEReE S gragh: |

5T EUTHl TR R UERed WNd S

TR, AR g 9 a9 afaRS ©F S qgr sErasdn |
THRT 79 GO TEG AT |

5% ARG 7 g 795 Tmemi ST araEa -

TR 7 AT AT, |

TR ST BT A !
5 GTeEagTET ey gwl A cordhgTee degaar
e |

TIRTEGS g AT AT A5

EEINEIE TRt gl

14 Kavyadarda ]
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zrr T RRNEa, g ARSI e AT g tna:g'
TG Y T e e SeReEs
ey | EEe T g e |

(1v) A marEfRR (see i1 205, below) involves an asser-
tion about the w#stga which suggests a corresponding
assertion about the g, one assertion being made
to do duty for both on the basis of an implied 3T of
the «sEga upon the Jegd based upon @iz, However,
in a mEEIRE the 5¥aq is not actually expressed as in
a ®9%, and it is because the syggw predicated of the
#ryegd resembles the s7gg of the yegd which is intended
to be described that the wegaudita results by way of an
implication In Ripaka, on the other hand, the syuyega
in its entirety (¥7, 5392, and all) 1s 1dentified with the
7zgq but, at the same time, the basis of this identifica-
tign or superimposition is not actually expressed
Cp. on the point mfeemam (p 534)—%TH STIFAH ATHETET-
HIEEW TFT TTHA=STEAR | 37 § SRR S e T
A gy BRI | od e eEREa q g SeIEE
gmg: | For further 1emarks see our Notes to il 205.

(v) The figure called gRumw, which not only our
author but even wrz does not recognise and regard-
ing which, even between those that recognise it—%=v,
fepamra, BameR, Sy and saEiiig—there seems to be
a slight difference of opinion, is in our opinion a
matter of over-subtlety. In the line—y#e zweow ey
AfeE if @ is regarded as a ®9% the lotus or st
must transfer its &7 completely to the eye or @ The
eye, in other words, must lose all its character as an
eye and take upon itself the character of the lotus.
Accordingly #7sst can bloom but cannot see. This is
not a ®9% therefore. It cannot also be an zwwr, for
#lqa or F9=Rg cannot become 3 common property re-
siding more prominently on the 37y lotus and less
prominently on the 3w eye. We must hence invent
a new figure in which the ¥ between the Sume and
the gy is fg, but the result is not that swye has
transferred its &1 to the TW, but rather 9™ has
itself assumed the &7 of the Su0 so that the lotus can
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see. This therefore is the figure called gftomw. Com-
pare the Chitramimansi {p. 59)—T9% IFAGUFTETTR AT
IRy g 9% sEaEmTE @afa | In this connection it has
to be observed that =y7u=a (as quoted by the wIFR-
FIEJ, p. 161) 1egards 70=¥ in the line 1n question as an
TR based upon a common property like @iz, and
this seems to be the best solution of the difficulty.

(vi) We will consides one lttle point about this
figure before we pass on to a consideration of its sub-
divisions. Ripaka as we saw 1s an ¥[{1q of the w7qM
upon the 3907 based upon #1757, and the question 18, is
the @07 primarily of the word upon the word, or of
the thing-denoted-by-the-word upon the thing-denoted-
by-the-word, or of both simultaneously. Says Prati-
harenduraja (p 11)~— = 5P TGN | ¥R TEERITGEFA-
I TR R AT TSERITE, | @ieeg SIS
TP | PR T 9T IR 5 a | awigt—

TERITARTA, T T B |
TR : SRR F220
ARG T, 077, |
oAt g AFEEI a3 awssseyar I
AR ST 5 ToTSRENAY YRR ST |

(vii) As Dandin himself observes (i 96) Rupaka,
like Upama, is capable of infinite divisions made more
or less on the same basis. There is first of all the
merely grammatical aspect of it which gives the first
three varieties of Dandin : §xed, s19aea and GaFeIe,
as also the wfRmoress (1. 82). Next, there is what
might be called the rhetorical aspect, which accounts
for the varieties called epdusgs (i 91), FETIFEIH
(ii 92), and gegugaess (il 95), as well as for FxgET®
(11. 84), dgews (ii. 86), swareTs (il 89), and =RETT®
(ii 90), where it will be seen that Rupaka proper is
associated with some other additional rhetorical de-
vice. The usual divisions of 7% given in the Texts
are the same as those exhibited in the tree given under
Note (i) to ii. 43-45 above. Dandin’s Trawd® is the
same. as GrEAAEIAE IS E while his w9, waaia, and
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vwrzawEs (with the further sub-divisions of;:ﬁﬁ, w7 and
fw) may roughly correspond to UHFsmFEAITET. What
is known as wefEeT® with its two sub-divisions of
womss and Buge are practically one with Dandin’s
TrrEgE (i 93) and Pawews (il 87). while tne subdivi-
sions based on simple or serial arrangement Dandin
does not recognise at all.

(viii) The Alamkirakaustubha observes (p. 228) that
some attempt to make out a variety of wa% called
TRTSETE on the analogy of the aswefigar described in
i 43ff —ararh R aredi=aR: Eed e | g FR-
e AR TR R ARSI AR
Wm‘ qgg—

Sy a\ﬂﬁ%’ﬁ?frm R

TS W WH Hm l
This however is regarded by the majority of Alam-
karikas as fogmr. Compare the familiar example
of it—

FRANETETAT TEFRHATH, |

52 HiEos e qgdE & | )
After a long and technical discussion the wSwmrEgw-
# decides against the acceptance of FENd=TF, the
instances quoted for it being merely those of fa=zwr.
See further our Notes to ii. 348.

(ix) We have said above (Note iii) that in a Riipaka
the common property can never be expressed as a
common property. For a common thing has to be
shared by more than one while in a &5 the sgme and
¥99y are conceived as but one thing. All the same
there is always a common properly implied as the
very basis of the iy required for &7%, and if this =73
is expressed as belonging to 37 alone, or primarily to
the ¥ and secondarily in a sort of a reflex fashion
to T, that does not violate the requirements of the
figure. Consider for example the illustration in ii. 87.
The compound word FFEES is to be dissolved here in
a manner so as to give more prominence to sregw (i e.
aFETgSH, according to Panini IL i. 72) and therefore
the adjectives USEEMANTE and wresmedttem, must be



109 | Notes [ —ii. 72

primarily predicuble of wwgw alone, whick they are,
seeing that the senses of 75 and waxw that suit g9
are only secondarily suggested and that too after an
eflort With this impoitant ¢ondition governing the
expression of the scommon property, theiefoie, we can
obtatn 1or =5 tbe various sab-varieties that turn upon
the manns: of expiesaing the common property. Says
Jaganrnatha (p. 243 )—EREATIIEETET FREGTH
FlEraaAfEmaEars. REgTed wiuE BaemEEar | AN
FETgERITN g SAmTET o am: | For the corres-
ponding examples ses FTTTHY ifself,

Notes to II. 67-68-~(1) The www=ia® thus versifies Dan-
din’s examples of aomsTF—
AST ATgAT TR FTZIH, |
U For greea: |
It will be noted thal the illustration in ii 67 is 2lso a
%SETE, but it Is adduced merely to illustrate the
nature of the Metaphor-out-of-Compound

P ]

Notes to II. 69-70—-(i) The compound ang R should
rather have been dissclved as—wugfets qoq uglaged |
8 W T Aglete | AEgleseq | aEngeTet 2 I,
A7 arengfeged@ | This mode connects Amy primarily
with g% the 3uaa. Compare Note (ix) to ii. 66 above.—
Similarly the common property between =xw and qgs~
qrg qror-is to be so understood as being applicable
primarily to the lotus and secondarily to the foot This
is what Dandin intends to imply by SeNvFeqmR=aard
in ii 70.

Notes 5 Il. 71-72—(1) In the example given it will be
noted of course thal @<mEa the adjective qualifying
HI{:, involves just an ordinary Upami. What object
the poet intended to superimpose upon ¥& does not
clearly appear. If cannot be 9o as we do not asso-
ciate uz7 and F7{s with it.
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Notes to II. 73-74—(i) The compound &g9gsH can be dis-
solved so as to result in Sggr as well as in &9%. If the
other adjectives (afeag, ez, WRfaTd ) as
well as the predicate { ¥zmegi Agmifa ) had been such
as to apply primarily to 9gs and only secondarily to
gad that would have been w7mTTam  As it is, unless we
accept Premachandra’s proposed emendation into
ggawEgsie, it would be very hard {o establish a 7% here.
Appearances point towards Iudr based upon an extrane-
ous @7 such as ¥igEFa (see our Note (v) to ii. 66);
and if an extraneous ¥ has to be after all brought
in why not imagine 1t to be, say, T» or F#fFa, which
would go primarily with ggst and so make 39T a
w7 ( fcseT® as it would be called) in accordance with
Dandin’s intentions?

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

exhibited—
EEE
having IR upon
} o |
S+ wgiad alone @rds alone SRR+
all srgzEs = HFEETE, | some ¥q-
= g&edE, 11, 70 ii. 74. | Igs alone
I = FAvaET,
l i, 79.
l |
all IS some {FIgs alone
=3Térzﬁ‘€»?€5, i 72. = THIE &S, 11 76,
!
|
| l
genes il 77 SRR 11 78.

(ii) The word &= in ii. 76 cannot refer to THEETE
seeing that in the examples given all the wgzgs or
constituent parts have the = y; it can refer to con-
stituent parts, and the divisions into g& and wT<w
are divisions of &% involving @mIg on (some or all)



111 Notes { —ii. 86

ggs. They cannot be divisions of g% according to
a fresh fundamentum divisionis seeing that we can
have incompatibility between ¥Eygs and s/9%gs, and
between the w75ET and some of its wE¥gs, but never
between the eig%fa and all its s%gs ; the @AEA cannot
in fact be called ==ufaA. at all in that case.

Notes to II. 79-80—(i) In the example given the fEwwar
consists in the fact that while 7@ and g are the
77gs of g@ the SudY, 37g the 39 has only some wgwEs
corresponding to it that are actually stated (or are
suggested ) but not all. For instance, & suggests
the grfifes reddened at moon-rise, but as AT cannot
be associated with the moon the ﬂ‘\should in this ex-
ample have been conceived of as the #F@gowr In
spite of this circumstance the general impression is
that of the superimposition of the ST along with its
“EFgs upon the W™ along with its gugs, although
the correspondenc does not exist in all the details as
in a THSETE.

Notes to IL, 81-82—{i) This T33yu&d® can be distinguish-
ed from g%IETH by reason of the circumstance that
in the latter it s possible to have the =(IY on the
HgufE (e g =01 Ugsigd,) independently of the s/EeERids,
which merely serve to heighten the charm of the
@gmsqg  In the present variety the syi9 of wgsieg upon
gre the g becomes meaningless taken by itself
It can become plausible only if qg as well as the gt
are taken as Rl The RRSRERSIME is a more
intimate relation than the sgEEERMME.

Notes to I, 83-84—(i) The f3Us would have been more
pointedly brought out if for the word g in the illustra-
tion had been substituted the synonym s1gais].

Notes to II. 85-86—(i) The distinction between ¥g&w and
¥ (ii=50) is of course sufficiently obvious.




ii. 87— ] Kavyadarsa [ 112

Notes to II. 87—(i) See note (iz) to 1i. 66. The stanza is omit-
ted by M. The usual exolanatery stanza 1s lacking
in this case, regarding which the FaArgmfeer observes—
T, [ PesEad | arEEar @ syeqiad ! This might seem
to raise a suspicion aboui the genuineness of ii. 87, but
it is given by the best Mas. Compare also i1 313

Notes to IL. 88-90—(1) Our Sanskrit Jommentary foliows
= But 3g== has not boen able to explain the
varieties satisfactorily and had to give a new example
of his own to suit his own explanation of the definition
in 1i. 88 A better explanation perhaps would be to
take Mu=the secondary or ¥RIIq {(moon) and &y = the
actual moon. As in both the varieties illustrated in
ii. 89 and i1. 90 the g@=rgaT is compared (or contrasted)
with the actual moon it is evident thatl such a compari-
son can only take place if and afte: the I==® is super-
imposed upon the face. The &% must therefore already
exist, and all that is done in addition 1s to bring out
the similarity of the gw==zan (and impliedly but not
expressedly of the §= ) with the actual moon in an
SuaEE and the dissimalarity between them in a
sffeveeT®  The HargmSH apparently so interprets
these varieties; for it says—sioiwara: gex: 4| ga-
FEET WA= AT | And we can accordingly take
SREAG=sgH #0R 7 @ 5md following again the
same commentary. For a similar use of «or and gy
compare il 160.

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

{iii) Bhamaha alone amongsl extant slamkarikas
accepts SUATEYF as a distinet alamkira He thus
defines and illustrates it (iii. 34~35)—

ST TRTTGTHIET AT |

At FEGIHHAGTATE T 77

THITA RIS TTE: |

TRy S Rresigdgaagm: |
Here Vishnu's foot is deelared to be & novel mirror.
The conceipt is quite out of the common; and whilse
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the =T of Zywey upon ur does give rise to the
Rapaka, yet in so far as the zum is said to be a new
or strange 9w, the full force of the &% does not show
itself, being thwarted by a possible 39ar standing out
in the back-ground. This is probably the purport of
Bhamaha’s definition. Dandin’s definition of the
figure is so differently worded from that of Bhamaha
that it would be hazardous to 1magine that there is
some kind of a connection between the two 1n spite of
the fact that Dandin and Bhamaha are the only two
writers extant who have anything to say of IuqrEds
Bhamaha accepts 1t as an independent figure, Dandin
(cp. ii. 358) turns it into a sub-variety of Rapaka. but
there is nothing of the nature of a dispute or contro-
versy between the statements of the two concerning
this figure. It is likely therefore that the two writers
are following independent traditiors in regard to their
explanation of this figure

(iv) The tenth canto of the Bhattikdvya is composed
to illustrate figures of speech Amongst them ITHETH
is illustrated by x. 60--

fRaRaqEEesTI=d
TefGE 27 FATHITA |
wTeatE gar Getry W
I gFETEa e
Here the foaming river-mouths as they fell into the
ocean, are compared to the dropped upper-garment
( afed vzdmtim ) from the mountain-breasts ( =fraRas )
of the earth at the sight of her lord Rama. The compar-
ison of the streams with the garment is based upon
the ({9 of @@ on the mountains; and so this is
IHEIFH —ITERG IR @Y: —as the commentator
WaHB# says It would be difficult to apply Dandin’s
definition to the present example.

Notes to II. 91-92—(i) The distinction between srrdvey®
and f3egeT® is sufficiently obvious. Premachandra
understands 1i 91 all wrong, and Bohtlingk follows

Premachandra. An #id9s7% 1s an #1419 following up-
15 Kavyadarda)
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on a &% and serving to weaken the full effect of the
e required for the &4%, while a gwrawEds is, so
to say, an {187 of an sn@uss® Thus in 1i. 91 the =,
while calling the face the moon, suggests that in as
much as the face is sf=arua while the real moon is
zfia®, the ==@Ry made upon the @ is not com-
pletely justified. The warqwed® adds to all this a
further remark to the effect that possibly the face-moon
might be zfiq® in reality (and so the s might be
fully justified ): only his own ill luck comes in the
way of his realising the zfigaa or the smgRHA of the
face moon. Premachandra(perhaps under the influence
of the ideas in the two earlier stanzas) thinks that in
ii. 91 the sry% wishes to say that the I=ERlq is deroga-
tory to the g@== because the real moon is =AY
while the face-moon is not so. Any @gg¥ reader
would at once perceive that such an interpretation
murders all the delicate suggestions ot the stanza.

Notes to IL. 93—(i) Regarding the designation of the figure
the following extract from the garguner is quite
explicit—ers g@er TgSER SIaeT 39T (5aT S, gar?%ar%m
wRa: RS S, SUFETEAR g | It will be observ-
ed however that {& is not an s@@g of the Ad®r as IS
was of the gga in ii 69, the example for a%ees. The
qd#ENY is helped by, and is only rendered possible by
the g@™4; hence this variety comes nearer to the
qqaeT® of later writers, which has been defined as
(@i, x 29 )—a= FIFRR:  /ROwEReE | Whether,
however, Dandin intended to make every “UH®TEH a
aRawys as thus explained we have no definite grounds
to assert. Seeing however that the ggsiIq upon the
face and the JarE@RIT on the eye-brows are not based
upon any definite araq=y that would help the principal
Y in the verse, it is possible that Dandin wants us
to understand &TFETF as TIHR TIFH, L. e. ETHGANTTETH,
or WaRawy®sd and that the subordinate syius of the

9§ il and ¥R do not vitally affect the character of this
Rupaka variety.
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Notes to II. 94~95-—(i) Compare the nature of geEg™IgaT
(ii. 36). There, subsequent to an erroneous judgment
(whether of the nature of i or of émgﬁ the author
does not indicate: but both are pOSSlble) based upon
=3y between the st8% and the Sywl, the real nature
of the S58F was finally determined upon. In the pre-
sent Ripaka variety there is just an opposite process
of the mind from reality to error—only the error is
not BIaTgrﬁ but is a conscious poetic device which can
deceive neither the speaker nor anybody else. In so
far however as there 1s an attempt to conceal facts the
name of the variety explains itself.

(ii) Dandin admits an independent figure of speech
called emgm (ii. 304-309). In i1 309 he alludes to
what is called WNTWETE{ by which he presumably means
a sub-variety of mr—-—but there is none with this
name amongst the given ggwT varieties—and in the
present stanzas he mentions a geaugasT® It is rather
difficult to determine in the first instance whether
these are three independent alamkaras and in the next
place what is the exact distinction between them as
Dandin sees it. Now some hold that by sq::rrqgﬁ Dan-
din means FraMgEETE—SIHREIEIEWAT, as Ca puts it.
Cp. ii. 96 also. Cb thinks that by quq’g';f%r is meant
HIGAR or g, adding TRISARS ST NTEIHTIR: 28
@ | . Premachandra explains Swamghe: by
— QAR ReYTeted:—and thinks that 3f-
gegar (ii. 34) is what Dandin intends in ii 309. Cs
also agrees in this. Now in view of the fact that in
outward form at least the S variety exemplified in
ii. 36 bears an unmistakable resemblance to any ordi-
nary case of &ugg, and in view further of the fact that
the geareyigyT may be a judgment subsequent to a
FeagasT (as also to a H@MHD), it is not impossible
that in ii. 309 Dandin might be equally plausibly
thinking of ii. 36. And in any case we can regard the

ecrqrqgra as separate from aeargaeT® If EWNE‘@[

ii. 36 we have already—Note (i) above—shown its dis-

tinction from gamigasy®; while if mmg:ra il. 34, as
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SfaY=odT and aRIIRIETE are quite distinet on the very
face of them no attempt need be made to distinguish
the one from the other.

(iii) But we must learn to clearly distinguish g=ar-
9ga57% from the figure aw@ra as Dandin defines it. To
later writers the two are undistinguishable Some
think that in the Rupaka variety one dharmin as a
whole is negated and another asserted in its place,
while in the alamkara called amgra there is the nega-
tion of a certain dharma of the dharmin and the
assertion of another instead. This, however, will not
hold in the case of %q’@mgra (ii. 308). A better dif-
ferentia would be what is supphed by the adjective
SgEierNg, in the definition, which suggests that
the negated (3%d, IW) and the asserted (sT9Fd, STM)
things ought to have a similarity between them. This
is not the case in the figure \ﬂq@‘%{ where anything can
be negated and another asserted in its place : cp. SR

fEFrrSRRE |

Notes to IL. 96—(i) Regarding the sub-divisions of Ripaka
Bhamaha says (ii. 22)—wucmegAmmasaiaad = | BT
&7HAasA | Consequently when Dandin mentions in-
numerable varieties of Ripaka as being current he
must have had others than Bhamaha in his mind.

Notes to IL. 87—(i) In the various definitions of Dipaka
that are in the field two or three issues have been
raised. In the first place, is it necessary that zw% be
based upon similarity ? Bharata, Dandin, Bhamabha,
Bhoja, the author of Vagbhatalamkara, and Visva-
natha are quite silent on the point. Rudrata regards
Dlpaka as a matter-of-fact (gag) figure and not an
ey figure. Udbhata explicitly demands & (p. 14)—

anagw‘arqqgr AT |

eI 25 T g
while Vamana (iv. 3. 18—suwmiaRuarsis &), Ruy-
yaka (p. 71), Mammata (p. 775—aggRig e THarssard-
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a1), and Jagannatha (p. 322-~TFEATHIHATAT SHATIOTIA -
w7 €19%H ), do the same thing; though Mammata, for
instance, admits a variety of 2% (the so-called & ®-
Z19%) where the T 1s not in evidence. In as much
however as every Dipaka demands one word syntacti-
caliy related to more than one sentence, we can
always regard the thing connoted by that word as
the @13, and so we need not make much of the condi-
tion about the sirgey being 7wy, as Ruyyaka puts
it. The next 1ssue raised 1s about the gff=s that are
said to possess the W#¥Y common gy, Most writers
insist that the = ¥s be partly ud and partly smwza but
they must not be all either &g alone or ¥uma alone.
This last, according to them is a case of gegifiar (see
Note (i) to ii 48, above). Now Daundin is not parti-
cular on this poirt- his examples suggest that he
admits all gxas (e. g 1i 100), all gzas (e g. ii 101),
and some 3%ds and some (gFEds (e.g 1i. 99) Regard-
ing the distinction between &muF and gegIifirar the
following extract from the s@mHiegw (p. 296-297)
may be said to be the last word on the controversy—
o7 agRa—dTEAN GERINAERArGAR GRS AR
BRIV, SFAIFAEZIAOY AR NGAEFAN  ASERN AT
TR | ST e AREA R AR | GO ST
SFAIFAAT SFFHT 26 GEAAN T T P N7 agEa: |
GRITEEE geATRarT 3 agar Sreiami gus 3 afE=e, i
AR FEEAT GugITH: |

TR G 27g ST |

A &8: TTAAT T4 FRAG0R TR |
MSIRRaaT 39 TRFARIET aar fRe
=f Woar WRageEr (xvi, 55-56) SOFERTEEFRNE a6 gEAN-
arqAeRTaanRi &F 1
(ii) A large number of varieties of Dipaka are con-
ceivable. Dandin first gives a four-fold distinction
based upon the same principle as in ii. 13 and then
gives three sub-varieties under each according to the
position of the common word. Regarding this last
principle of sub-division Jagannatha remarks (p 327) —

qgT—
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TG, T TR TR0 T, S R
ST\ ST e ST ATy aqry Fhfereeraria
IeFaaEEsT | —Mammata and others, as before ob-
served, admit a variety called #@&s4% defined in the
wemREgd (p. 291) as—aFad FRFEAGTANC I1g sgrg and
illustrated by f#arT (p. 520) as—

7 GANTEm A sieerd

T R e 4

SRasfy @il Fraud a<a-

TR A gEie i e
In connection with this variety another similar gra-
tuitous principle of sub-division (notenunciated by
Dandin) turns upon the case of the common &=, and
so we have Dipakas of %, %d, #XU, 49314, HIE, Garea,
and e —all severally illustrated in the &g
pp. 292 ff. Regarding #R&IY% Jayaratha remarks
(p. 73)—275... I SRGAMTAFT AR S AT T
FR A g FESTH, | afE TEGATEIT FAMATFTREE 3 |
Similar remarks are also passed by Jagannatha
(pp- 324-325). The varieties illustrated by our author
in ii 109, ii. 114, ii. 113 are an attempt to combine the
foFEaEsg with the 3135y of some other figure or mode
of expression ; while the #ar variety and other chain-
varieties can always be superadded to almost every
figure-of-speech. This alamkara is liable to fezaaa-
¥egly (illustrated by Jagannatha, p. 328 f.) which
makes the syntactical relation rather difficult to
establish.

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

Notes to IL. 103-106—(i) The distinction between the
Dipaka variety illustrated in ii. 106 and the figure
called &2ifts illustrated in ii. 352-354 consists in the
fact that while #aq_ has to be supplied severally in the
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various statements in ii. 106, no such necessity exists
in the @2n% illustrations. The omission of sE@dad a¥
would have been an improvement.

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

(i1) The variety illustrated in ii. 111 is distinct from
the so-called ##eT9® of the moderners. See above
Note (11) to ii. 97. The emendation suggested by
Premachandra is good but not backed up by any
manuscripts.

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

Notes to II. 116-—(i) Dandin distinctly says that every
w3y is an amplified &9%; the one can therefore
always be turned into the other. Consequently, re-
garding the necessity of a basic @i, and the require-
ment that the things adduced be all sZqs alone, or
3sEds alone, or both together, the remarks made in
Note (i) to ii 97 hold true of this figure also. This
figure is not recognised as a distinct figure by any
other writerexcept Jayadeva the author of the Chandra-
loka ( stanza 45) who calls it sgfRsdias. Bhoja (iv. 78)
regards it as a sub-variety of Dipaka.

Notes to II. 117—(i) The figure called wmgdius illustrated
in ii. 111 also employed synonyms; but they were
connected with one word; here the synonyms f%are
etc. are connected with separate words.

Notes to II. 118-119—(i) The z=gre®wr called 7% also has
words or syllabic groups repeated; but there the
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repetitions cannot be dispensed with, while in an s
the sense of the passage does not suffer by doing away
with the repetitions. In other words, ¥¥RI can be
turned into a &% while I#% cannot be so trans-
formed.

Notes to IL. 120—(i) Different views about the nature of
Akshepa are current and naturally the definitions of
this figure differ from writer to writer. Dandin’s de-
finition—ufyAIRruda-—is the simplest in the field and
of widest application. As Jegannatha (p. 424) remarks—
R g PAaEEET: | SERE TS RAWISETIGRT | e
sz afy dwEdifa g [ @aienguresr: | Others
delimit the field of this alamkara to the negation of
the Sgare alone As Vamana (iv. 3 27) says—3qqmeiad-
T8 | GRIEEAR AT IARAET: , as he explains the
Sttra in his Vritti. Vamana’s example is—

AenSFgEaf 9w SRt f qEomegar

A 7 @ 4% = 3 a9 Aot |

o a1 Frremneary: Baed: 3T AR

&1 1g: G el g |
This is the same as 9@ ®HR which Mammata (p 894)
thus defines and explains—

TR STATAET FATTHTAIT |

TR AT a1 Fo ReriEeae |

¥1e ¢ GG g Arefile s qq SRR gafy
TERTHETT SRIGE] STFT-AIIET SaEUuaaaT: ags
79, ST MEATRE G, S9IsY d9g! As we have
seen Mammata’s second Pratipa is the same as Dandin’s
faerteaar (i 17); while Dandin’s s (ii. 34) per-
haps comes nearer to the first kind. The IRWITEHER
recognised by the FFSIM=IHINHHC (stanza 164) is of
course a different species altogether.

(ii) Others introduce other delimiting conditions.
They say for instance that while =g is a sfifanG
it ought not to be a real downright 5Rf. The thing
intended ought to be conveyed (in an even more
telling fashion) by the apparent denial of it. Asg
the Alamkarasarvasva (p. 114) clearly puts it—
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27 SERMEI ArAerT THMOR | aaiBee e fR:
Tgaa—q—‘ef | g AT, R gy Rlarara: gua |
GO FO FHATARE RRTHRTeIg | sger TETEge € |
The definitions of most later writers are framed so as
to include all these conditions. Thus—
Mammata—

~aos

ST SESET I RN ¢
Visvanatha (x. 65)—
TG AEITey s
RO Sayg: |
Bhamaha (ii. 68) and Udbhata (p, 29)—
afery ey A PRl |
TR 317 & Fea: T B (weer ) qur (| 0
It will be seen that Dandin’s example of gmidy fits in

with all these requirements and it would be a regular
illustration for the figure as above defined.

(1i1) With regard to the % described in Note (ii)
the negation of the gsmafiTE theme is usually ground-
ed on the fact of the thing being already too well
known, or of the speaker’s being powerless to do justice
to It—aezmmias sErEREFeIay, SwEnY ahuted 9—
as a commentator observes, It is divided into
four sub-varieties Compare Sahityadarpana (p. 547)—

A ST mmm QI gleaes i WB@W

eI mqqmmﬂﬁrlwmaﬂmmﬁmﬁ&q T
a@qa@ra 21 | senager = W8 | For illustrations see
the work cited. Dandin is alone, amongst extant
writers, to give a classification of this figure based

upon I,

(iv) As the Akshepa described in Note (ii) was of
the nature of an apparent negation of what is intended
to be asserted, so on the same analogy we can have
another variety of the nature of an apparent assere
tion of what is sought to be negated. Compare
Alamkarasarvasva (p. 120)—3«r solwersy FRETgaw:
mafsEryfeERg e STy | aa B SeEETATANT
TRl | qam RO Ry sl ARER ARaOeEa-

giEart i It will be seen that most of Dandin’s exame
16 [Kavyadarsa]
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ples of Akshepa fall under this variety. The figure-
of-speech called ¥r7 is, as Bhoja says, (iv. 64)—wdy -
gq% | Its nature is—frg@ifml R ¥ IFAT A
fiaromg | Some of our author’s examples (e. g. FAMIA 4,
i1. 123) are primarily of the nature of Rodha as thus
understood.

(v) Howsoever understood Akshepa has to be distin-
guished from Virodha and from Apahnuti; and the dis-
tinction is not very difficult to make. In Virodha (ses
ii. 333) there is expressed contradiction between the two
things with a view to bring out some peculiar f3ag of
the theme under discussion. In Akshepa with the
same intention there is a contradiction; but it is
between the actual expression and the real intention
of the speaker which is not expressed.—1n an Apa-
hnuti a certain thing (in some aspects of it or as
regards ils entire nature) is negated and another
asserted in its place, the negated and the asserted
things being both actually expressed in words. Such
is not the case in an Akshepa as we have just seen.—
The distinction between some specific varieties of
Akshepa and other allied figures admitied by Dandin
will be dealt with in our Notes to the stanzas
concerned.

Notes to II.121-126—(i) Vrittakshepa is the same as
Uktavishaya Akshepa of later writers. The four-fold
condition for this variety, in the words of the Alamkara-
sarvasva, is—ug = 312 sur: qT o REeTgIIREE-
] FRREiTEs A wgzagagesaa | Here smgfyw is the
theme intended to be described; that has been declar-
ed to be impossible; this declaration of course is not
seriously intended; and ultimately the marvellous
nature of the victory stands out most prominently
before the readers. Hence this is a regular examrple
fulfilling all conditions.

(ii) Vartamanakshepa is otherwise designated as
Rodba Bhoja (p. 422) however calls it & fANaEy
and observes—uT Fe: R I M sy AT
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emig RN aawnty MrEaarta am awee feE a9d
&7 f8erdy: | —As to Bhavishyat Akshepa it is to be
noted that it is not the same as the ymmfawy variety
of the other school; for in that variety FEFFEIHT R,
whereas here it is the ¢hung that might happen in
future that is attempted to be averted by anticipation.

Notes to II 127-130—(i) Compare the 1llustration given
In il 127 with the illustration of Virodha in ii.337.
Most modern writers would regard both as cases of
Virodha. It will however be observed that while
the second line of ii. 127 is enough to make it an ex-
ample of Virodha, it is the first line with its denial of
‘tenderness’ that makes the verse an cxzample of
Akshepa.

(ii) The principle underlying these two varieties is
the same as that in ii. 15-16.

Notes to II. 131-132—(i) The example is of the nature of
an attempt to deny an actually existing fault and the
consequent fear. The epithet s1gmes is (o be noted.
Now in a Vibhavana (ii. 199) there is a negation of the
cause but an assertion of the effect, leading to a
guessing of some subsidiary cause. Here thereis a
negation of the [39™ or principal] cause (g), but
likewise a negation of the effect (395 ). In addition,
there is an assertion of subordinate causes of fear such
as YT ete. together with a negation of their effect, viz
fear. Thus fear is an effect of i ( THERT ) as well as
of =gyt (et ), and if the principal cause is said
to be lacking there is nothing unusual if the result does
not follow irrespective of whether the subordinate
causes are or are not present. Consequently Prema-
chandra’s attempt to distinguish this figure from Vibha-
vani (which is reproduced in our Sanskrit Commentary)
is not very much called for. The main point of the
illustration is the cocl and unblashing depnisl of his
fault by the lover,
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(ii) We can more reasonably attempt to distinguish
this variety from Videshokti (ii. 323), esp. the variety
known as ZgRRMIRN (ii. 328). Mammata defines B3WIRF
as—SQUSY FIY FHSE4:, and we have seen that in the
illustration under discussion at least the subordinate
#Fs are all there, but no effect ensues. But the gist
of the illustration is in the epithet wgs®m. Thatis
what makes this a SRR

Notes to IL. 133-134—(i) In ii. 131 the subordinate causes
were present but as the principal cause was negated
the effect was lacking Here in ii. 133 the causes (all
of them) are present and yet the expected result does
not follow. This would accordingly be a case of
2N as usually understood. Only, Dandin’s idea
of Viseshokti appears to have been a little different
from that of Mammata and others (see Notes to ii. 323).
According to our author a f§3IRF is intended ARgRIg
The afade of death, the expected result, does not imply
any special @R belonging either to the #mws or the
arfret that we can discover. Hence this is no FRmiRs
in Dandin’s acceptance of the term.

(ii) An Akshepa as understood by the writers quoted
in Note (ii) to ii. 120 is also for fRUIRTR ; compare—
7 fotraamed: g 3 A aifra: aeaaeEada: ArRR-
migafd g «rg: | But that is not Dandin’s view of the
matter, and while we are trying to read Dandin’s
work we must lay aside all extraneous ideas.

Notes to IL. 135-156~(i) In these verses Dandin shows
how one identical theme—the hinderance of the
lover’s departure—can be poetically treated in various
ways so as to form examples of different kinds of
Akshepa. The verses are probably of Dandin’s own
authorship, which shows that he was not without
some poetical powers. The verses have been much
gquoted in other writers : see the Appendix on
Parallelizmus. The Alamkarakaustubha gives an ex-
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aisple of &1éi7 which combines most of these prohibi-
1ion-varieties and adds some more of its own (p 309)—

U ARGUAE S A g4 Hed e -
Radft wgar TRl eI |
A SN e @A g= Sred ar | ar
a7 % R g g g gEE o @ Sikaa U
Our readers are probably already familiar with the

classical passage in this strain from the end of the
Parvardha of Bana’s Kadambarl.

(ii) Regarding the illustration of my=mag (il 137)
Bhoja observes (p. 427)-—e13 71y aria: B s [qufy)
TSR HROET TAAREH § e, | aad T Qe
fr afg ermém og Wi

(iii) Regarding the illustration of sizfig=wray (ii. 142)
Bhoja observes (p. 421)—13 = @ (AfEEIE @Ry
S T A SATRINEESRE EEAnRe: By gl e
Fr&q: | The Alamkarasarvasva passes the following
comment on the same stanza (p. 120)—s31 FAT=T FHiaed
mrrameqﬁﬁsqwﬁzmmg%ﬁ s | 7 = g sfhs-
@ A WF{ WJ'WE;W?‘T | S A1 AT TR -
RErE e E T | TeT A et
TTERATR S EETRET 57 fHaa |

(1v) Regarding the 1illustration of z=mgw (il 147)
Bhona, observes (p 424)—s mﬁ?ﬁgq'en 63 T(n‘fr {?ﬂgﬁq—
T s s waE e fereTaied TR | m TGRS
RBramardt I geg=o | s e JurifRrad i Sfagetrer-
& Adr wafd |

(v) The two stanzas about @gi@u (ii. 155, 156) are
probably interpolations. Our oldest Mss. J and N
omit thcm, and the fact that the Madras edition takaes
them betore the two stanzas dealing with ¥w1&9 points
to the same conclusion. The interpolated stanzas
were naturally placed at the end of a series dealing
with the same theme We had to retain them in the
text so as not to disturb the numbering of the editio
princeps.
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Notes to II. 157-158 and 161-162—(1) Even our oldest
Mss J and N give in the first pada of ii. 158 the hyper-
metrical reading—saTagsmIaT: | The reading given by
us Is a conjectural emendation suggested by the
variant givenby V. Our Ms. N puts stanzas ii 159, 160
after stanza ii. 162 and this fact we believe is not a
pure accident. Probably this was Dandin’s sequence.
In any case this sequence can afford an explanation
of the change of the original correct reading to the
present hypermetrical reading which 1s clearly in-
fluenced by sramEgzTaT. of i1. 162, which words were
probably, in the original exemplar, written imme-
diately underneath the words maﬁ:ﬁqmﬁq: or 1n
such a position as to make the wandering of the eye
from the one to the other quite easy.~—Since all our
Mss. give the hypermetrical reading, 1t further fol
lows that our present copies are traceable to one
original copy, and that the varia lectiones are accord-
ingly subsequent to the date of J, our oldest extant
copy.

Notes to II. 159-160—(1) While most of the preceding
varieties of Akshepa were based upon some psycholo-
gical or other attendant of the prohibition, in the
varieties which follow Dandin 2s usual is attempting
to combine the SI&TARET with the ¥™¥= of some other
figure. The examples are self-explaining.

(ii) In view of the use of the words geq and ;0 in
this stanza as applied to the actual and the figurative
moon the explanation of the same words we gave in
our Notes to ii. 88 gains additional plausibility.

Notes to II. 163-164—(i) Compare ii. 26 and 27. It will
be noticed that in ST the 737 was w152 and the g
the 3%d; such a distinction is not intended between
TR and d9Fea®. Further in the s of il 163
there is only a removal of the doubt, not an assertion

Y

as in ii 27, second line,
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Notes to II. 165-166—~For Dandin’s conception of qi=q-
w1 see Note to ii. 169 below

Notes to IL 167-168—(i) In ii. 131 the mmw itself was
negated ; here something else is negated on the
strength of a #wwW or 3g adduced. Generally a R is
%1 or productive cause and a ¥ a 9% or probatery
cause. See ii. 235,

Notes to II. 169—(i) As in the case of Akshepa, Dandin’s
definition of Arthantaranyasa is also rather crude and
wanting in the later pruning and refining with aview to
make it more precise and to delimit its field from that
of other alamkaras or sub-varieties of them. To begin
with, Dandin speaks of 357 It W~ Fega: ~yra: and
g¢g has been here taken to mean a theme or a coms-
plete statement, so that an ordinary 3g of an wgwH is
naturally excluded. Compare Vamana, Vritti on
iv. 3. 2l—aegmema. weg@ FA=EY aatsawar: | The
figures-of-speech known as [gaw or HEfse (neither of
which however our author admits) are in consequence
differentiated from this figure. Between #eyfez and
(qq the element of mutual distinetion is the fact
that in the former it is the ww#Rg (e.g. aF of 3w)
while in the latter it is the gr=Rg (e. g. ¥ of afg) that
is set forth, and there is further the circumstance that
in the figure-of-speech known as stga™ there is ad-
duced the complete paraphernalia of a logical infer-
ence including the =g, Both the figures neverthe-
less agree in this that both gfF the ®R#zg and uq the
graxeg are individual objects and not statements
or FEgs.

(ii) Objections can be taken however to the above
statement of the case on the ground that in an wgu™
the g=wazsg is often a condensed and even complex
statement, and in the Feyfey Mammata and others
recognise a variety where the #NaRg is a arFu.
Hence a better differentia hetween ™ and Feqier



ii, 169— ] Kavyadarsa [ 128

on the one hand and e<f=a=917 on the other is furnish-
ad by the condition that while the relation between
say gig and 9% in first two figures is not of the nature
of genus-to-species or species-to-genus, it is invariably
that in the case of the Wﬁa@ and the aﬂﬁ‘ﬁﬁg ocecur-
ring in the latter alamkara. As Dandin does not lay
down this condition and does not also recognise the
figures srgars and F=qTey, the problem does not arise in
his case at all. Dandin’s ¥a&#R however (1, 235) does
duty for both srgura and #=afsF and in our Noles to
that figzure we shall attempt to distinguish it from the
figure now under discussion.

(iii) We will next draw attention to the word eger
in the definition of this igure. This means that in an
S it is always the =Z&gq or the m@fire that is
sought to be corroborated by the s1sRgd, both 3tgd and
oqegd being actually expressed, and that further the
statement of the =¥gd should come first in order.
‘Where the order of statements is reversed Bhoja re-
cognises a distinct sub-variety. Compare (p 429)—

ST STed TRereTREel o IR 7 A 3 e

T RS R 7 ages o JwEt U
T GrINEA e TUNE URIYEET T qearA e faetar-
g9 f93ET aemEsaEarE: | Similarly when an attempt is
made to suggest (and corroborate) the unexpressed
sega by the expressed 375egd or the unexpressed wrwega
by the expressed mgd there results the figure of
speech called gamIf¥s (ii. 205) that has to be dis-
tingnished from srt=ag=am, where both SEega and (YRGS
are expressed. With reference to this distinction it
may be noted in passing that Dandin’s gmEiRs em-
braces both gHTEIRA proper (SEHRBRHTIETEFET:) and the
unegasRiar of Mammata and others (STSTHAR IrHTH-
#1¢9: ), and that his account of siygasrrar (ii. 340) is
slightly different from the one usually current [ see
Notes to that figure].

(iv) If we compare Dandin’s definition of syairaveg
with his definition of wufggequar (ii. 46) we become
conscious of a distinctive characteristic of this figure
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which must be carefully grasped. In an srqf=aearg
there is always #md7ad% relation between the two
g¥gs, one being adduced in corroboration of the other.
Jagannatha gives a clear exposition of ¢ corroboration’
(p 471 )—awds = 25999, EAd a1 SRy Saee RE=TE:
SRRdAS ws@d: « In afgemmr (and in Dandin’s view
this embraces the so-called zorg—compare Notes to
ii. 46 ) the two 3&gs are merely related by an element
of similarity, upon which in fact the figure depends:
cp. ATIAIREE T in the definition. The T# or analogy,
it is true, may be eventually used as a corroboration
but that is not the primary and immediate object of the
figure. Compare T gN=gUst (p. 35)—+ @g a@ [ zoraw |
TR gL AQFENT S i aerrgsE !
qUifs @ FRATTEIEIEESE: | S g gaeends-
AR |

(v) The analogical semblance required for mftreqgar
[and =zor=q] is more likely to be found between two

general statements or between two particular state-
ments, while corroboration is usually made of a
particular by a general or of a general by a particular
statement. Most later writers accordingly introduce
the above circumstance into the very definition of
w=aeearg which has been accordingly defined by
Ruyyaka (viii. 79 )—

affomeiaRs ara=t arfierer afasd |

7 FAHERI, =R, eteacma:
by Mammata (p. 804)—

e a7 FRET a1 aged geead |

79, g Qe |
and by Jagannatha ( p. 471 )—

AT R BRI MR a1 99 edd agdiac

19
Our author however does not regard this as essential
and accordingly in ii. 175 he makes one particular
corroborate another particular (see Notfes to the
stanza ). Bhamaha (ii. 71), Bhoja (iv. 67), Vamana
(iv 3. 21), and others give also non-commital defini-

17 | Kavyadarsa ]
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tions similar to that of Dandin. We give the first—

SEEEt e a?{a?r@faarzﬁ i
oy g traeTg: a4t U
and the last—
T TGN AT R |
(vi) Finally, siai-ag=e has to be distinguished from
-~ .e . ® =
fAgaa (il 348). According to the srémmaiega (p. 265)
the two themes or statements brought together in a
T?Hfmr have an identical or very nearly identical pur-
port ( 5 dw@ezt wem ), while in an gi=at=ra there is
between the two a wyyEgyF—relation based upon
A faREr. Compare (ibid.)—T 3 TE=RISHRHT-
WaEY T3 TR IR A Sea G i-aeng §i Fwiaad !
(vii) As to the divisions of sf-aearg Dandin’s
classification stands alone by itself. Other principles
of division adopted are according to Bhoja ( iv. 68 )—

q SURIETEREE AR 9w |

e = RS R
Udbhata (p. 32) gives a further classification Bzsgiar-
=7y g7t Alamkarasarvasva ( p. 109 ), Sahityadarpana
(x.62) and other works mention a third important
sub-variety :—%/ 5 &IOS &9 9 G2 | The majority
of writers however refuse to recognise this sub-varie-
ty. Vidvanatha tries his best to establish its exis-
tence, while the last and one of the very best incisive
comment on the same is by Jagannatha (p.474). We
refrain from going here into the controversy.

(viii) A further varying upon the nature of this
figure is responsible for the figures of speech known
as foFeR, SW=rg, STHE=ng, and S@@aE. An illus-
tration of FFER is—% a1 RW werdr R goar v &)
regarding which the Alamkarakaustubha observes
(p. 320 )—<r3] RREHIT GEIRNTRY GH: SETEaaR
RN gfa Feesa™, ! Rudrata ( viii. 85-86)

thus explains and illustrates Ubhayanyasa—

TS TEZGITET: et |
iy afermrmra: @ B
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FHESSIHTIMERT g Fraaigar Beer |

| FeraeE: Senggaeaaesa |l
Bhoja, finally, thus illustrates and explains seiz=ra
and &g ( p. 430 )—

fATa SRT=RT fieren, Swgtey a=i+d |

e am B Freer gl |
¥ AIF S AR PR T, AAFATGTRA A5
qmﬁ‘{ ?@‘Wm Wmﬁmz—arrqn TR R TFT-
FATEr WA |

I T AT ST A7 |

FEROT agw: @ R FHEmmEy
e A AR AT EATSANT BT SaAEIaad -
55 qI FERHANS AATITgITe] SAEAAIR |
Vikasvara is admitted by the Kuvalayanandakara
(verse123); Ubhayanyasa as an independent Alam-
kara by Rudrata and Vagbhata (p 44 ). and as a sub-
variety of wgi=qw=m@ by Bhoja, who is alone in
recognising the last two aiamkiras as additional sub-
varieties of the same figure.

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

Notes to II. 174-175—(i) The eight sub-varieties given
by Dandin go by pairs and hence our Sanskrit Com-
mentary, following the commentary called sargaieHT,
renders ®yfgg by «@fa In the illustration the
Ay is brought out from the circumstance that
f¥ervas and 7y go harmoniously together, while the
f3%rg is shown in as much as H1F (or T ) and HFRA
do not sort together. This is perhaps possible; al-
though in this interpretation varieties ¢ and 4 have
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little to distinguish them from the next pair. As it is
however not absolutely necessary that all the varieties
go by pair, it would perhaps involve less forced
interpretation if By is given the usual interpretation
of the use of words in two senses. The word FIfEgog—
upon which the entire point of the corroboration turns
—is so used in ii. 174, Other sub-varieties, it is true,
may alsp use paronomastic words; but in Bwifag
variety it is the most important word that is so used
Compare Ch—arfiwmeaey @rfy®et dgd. | a3 wwan:
graggr (s GremREEEGEE SR g Rl | Aaf
JARAMN JTE™ T AAAY BIGES gAY AFAET A
agﬂqa.’u: l

(ii) In ii. 175 the @weaeg is made up of a proposition
which embraces a &g and 1t is corroborated by an-
other proposition which also embraces a similar QY.
The two propositions, as we understand matters, are
both particular It wouild accordingly be an instance
of @9r=q in other writers; but Dandin would classify it as
ST=ae=Tg because the idea of corroboration is evidently
the leading idea of the g If the idea of 7 were
the more prominent one it would be, according to
Dandin, a case of afdaequar. We consequently prefer
taking the word f33q¢ in the sense of ‘a good brah-
man ’.

Notes to IL. 176-17_—(i) The distinctive principle undez-
lying the last four varieties is very elusive In ii 176
the wdaeg [ and not the TwuFaeg also as in ii 175
involves some one doing something irﬁploper or
against one’s nature ; in ii. 177 both the =% and the
@ud% propositions involve the doing of an appropriate
action; in ii. 178 the action in the &wWe¥ proposition is
accordant for one agent but discordant for another
agent; and in ii, 179 the action is discordant for one
agent and therefore accordant for another agent. Cb
and Cs understand fATdg=s=39EMT: or s(qaTva=H, and
explain 3-31: 2taaar [qey] Tairgami sfaEe wiEaery | wadr-
¥+d gt The point is however debatable.
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Notes to II. 180—(i) Vyatireka consists of two parts—
qraEaa and YgEaw—both of which are essential to
the nature of the figure. The Upamai-variety called
wfem@maT (i 22) aimed at bringing out the @ra=y alone
(543 @ =) ; the varieties called fR2rgar and
sRIGTHT, although mentioning with disapprobation or
approbation certain points of inferiority or superiority
in the Upamana, did nevertheless content themselves
with asserting, the |T9+ with more or less emphasis
(cp Tamfy drd®q and Fﬂ@f’m) and the variety named
TW@W ii. 17, (=581 of later writers) mentioned
ara but did not mention the ¥z, which was left
merely to be inferred from the circumstance of the
ST and the IFy« having changed their normal
relation. It must also be noted that the @ra=r and
the ¥ must each concern 1tself with a dustinct
qT.  As Jagannatha observes (p. 347 )—xcfiargr ST~
ARTET CRER: ¥ AsFrga: | TR Ser | sihrrEe-
Y, STATATHTAE AT 9 sgTqreredd | The same erter
later likerwise remarks (p. 350 )--‘-{g dTPJTE?ET{E{ FF-
T eqmmama‘ﬁ‘aaq q qgmvmaq AT A TEHATE
wE A AR T | A AR mgrmra |
TZEGLEERT G amrz«qmm 3'cmqqammr A AFIGEERI
AR RITIITWI =T QTSI A | A7e = qeare-
TRt e @ RN EER AT € R
S R & TN W 9 R AT | T = SR
e M=EREATAY A R RN 299 I FAET 4 SAER-
FRrTeTg St SramwEe: |

(ii) The variety called sfe¥<gsr (ii. 34 ) comes nearer
to this figure. As Dandin gives it as an Upama variety
some kind of @ between the moon and the face must
evidently have been intended. The point of the &=y
is not here actually expressed. If we imagine that it
is the #1=q the example becomes a regular =ffN% with
the implied @T%1 as regards =i and the expressed
9% in consequence of F@g and weal—compare ii. 187
below., If however we regard the point of &rgs and
2% to be the same—say sgE®Ha—and interpret the
cxample to mean that the moon, because of its two
defects, cannot be amatch to the face as regards charni-
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ingness—and this is how Dandin wants us to under-
stand the passage—we can distinguish IRESET from
a3fdi% because in the former there is not ImiERTETaq
ge: as Jagannatha would say. Compare to the same
effect the definition of Rudrata ( vii. 86 )—
- 3T T U W1, qRA TGt | Y I |

STREHEFAE A s BT FE: |
As the Agnipurana does not recognise Vyatireka as a
distinet figure, what it defines as Vyatirekopama
(344. 13-14 )—

SRR AR Feeed e |

Jg=afaR<na safeEmar g ar i
must be taken to include both =% and FEAFTIIHATL.

(iii) As to the varieties of this figure, since one
aspect of it is SgaT,— as Jagannatha observes—Igxmyaar:
4F G dwaral But it is usual to recognise only three
of them according as the @rgsy is geaigre (i. e. both
ARG Areed, and FEAEIMTGIEN $9H ) or gHid Next
as t0 eI — IR TEITTR AT STHerelleRIT gty
TEI%h o | STEIRGATE SChIRgHITET Shi gATCITR 9 AT
431 g =z | This gives by combination 12 varieties,
and the introduction of %% in the statement of ¥z
at once doubles their number A further principle of
sub-division is the relation between the two things
brought together for comparison and contrast, which
might be either class-concepts or individuals (wgstrfy-
syt or TeyfRmefaR® ), and the last differentia is the
motive for ¥z which may be simple or rendered complex
by involving a further process of similarity within the
difference, as in ii. 193, 194. All these principles are
admitted by Dandin, though not actually illustrated.

(iv) In all latter-day discussions about Vyatireka
there is a theme that comes in invariably for treatment
the genesis of whiclr is to be found in the following
gtatement of Rudrata ( vii. 89-90 )—

A7 TN I T qeEiTe T Y I |
AT 7% GHEd @ SfREEeTEg |
gftor: efonf arafT 3 AT B aer )
faay weiE g AEmm @A g g
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Ruyyaka (p 80) explains the point of the example of
this SwREIZWIRIRFIT i by saying—smmign
= e T | AREeAE GEgREEE | As against
this Mammata asserts ( p. 784 )— 15 JevaEARR &
faafiaq | Jayaratha the author of erdsREFaEAREN and
Viévanatha the author of @ifz=@im side with the older
school while Jagannatha follows Mammata. The
following full extract from the w&wenK (pp. 352-353)
will make the position on either side quite clear--
A AR =T I 57 9 A aa R awdrea-
1A 1 M TR ST TSR Bafeay a34-
TEaa A @ gReETd | [ 3R YgEdaa | | adm EaRd qaes
At g o e afd ﬁmm&@m‘r R eCEGRICC
T aqgaa?«r-aa?r% SIAUIINENT e B3 @8 Sig:
arerrae, | Rt | e B it g | g% e | 5 B
RNt frf s BT e AT
Ffirata =remi saiivs: aRiesar ary gaed, g
[J agannatha rephes] AZHTT TG, | AR FE? oaTeamiRear
T FATAFLIA A A e | 9 R g g
THAA Sl G 99 U 9 areemErERer | 58 9

TR SR R AT R W&mﬁr‘a‘ﬁam
T AT ﬂqre@:rwqﬁ?qﬁ mﬂ%ﬁﬁ@ﬂa @edd | gFe-
mmqmmam AT amtﬁmaatﬁ |
9T PTG TN FQ T AR a1g A AamaR
FGFII FFATEATITATIR: |

Notes to II. 181-184—(i) As we have seen ( Note (iii) to
il. 180 ) it has been customary to have, along with @&
and gy Vyatireka, sgw¥ Vyatireka with the three
sub-varieties depending upon the manner of express-
ing @raet, each with further two-fold differentiation
depending upon the presence or absence of Y. The
three %% varieties from out of these six are declared
to be impossible. Says Uddyota on Kavyaprakasa-
pradipa ( p. 793 )—sE A=aq | ITTAIR BANT FlAH
BIIFFAGRTH, 98 AT B0 | T AEIgIRE BeEaEd
fa=q¥g ! To which may be added the conclusion of
Jagannitha—gid ¥ =glamicwa s S=yRaEgERRON-
fogderrd fagaaraetn |
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Notes to II. 185-188—(i) These three varieties are an
attempt, after Dandin’s manner, to combine the Sfasy
of this figure with that of some other figure or figures,

Notes to IL. 189—(i) As before observed ( Note (iii) to ii.
180 ), saiarEragisy includes what is called a=gaT+ as
well as siang). Regarding this distinetion Mammata
notes (pp. 664 ff )—gyFnieaear: JoU FRANTHAFAHAIRRS
FTIARRRNTRA qofy ek g8m siam daed sfy-
qRIFA aEEE A I | ade @ agag (are V. i 116)
Faa e gawEe | 59 g0 9ed SRigais O a9 geHe
TR AN O 58 9 A oUW, S EATIY gt fanfa-
R arieaT gaanRiaRiy arme s gearees)-
gt eft | agd a9 g B dgh: (we V.oi 115) z=ee
e 7 Rad W In s the SydEMEHRE is al-
together absent.

Notes to II. 190-192—(i) Compare ii. 190 with ii. 22. In
the latter 9& f4ar = emphatically declares the
arge=.  In the former only the ¥z is stated and the
arawd is left to be inferred It should also be noted
that ii. 22 mentions a circumstance that can be regard-
ed as IgARIcEYeg while the S@eR of il 190—by an easy
change into SEdUR and even without it—can con-
stitute an ST

(ii) On ii. 191, which Bhoja quotes, he observes
(p. 237)~315y FA ol : ST SR@raAsT qaHeE!
9 Rt i A semEEErEEREE: |

Notes to II. 193-196-—(i) The essence of a FzzEARRE con-
sists in the fact that in it what is offered as a ¥g% or
distinguishing characteristic between the symr and
the S37 has in it an element of @rz3g. The gy how-
ever is sufficiently subdued to allow the ¥gudify to gain
hold upon our mind at least in the first instance.
Bhoja observes on this stanza as follows (p. 305)—
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W gurAsE: g g o mneammiriemem
AR A oo = IFgTe a9 s e
qEarefaE: |

(ii) The illustration in ii, 194 and its explanation in
ii. 195 have given rise to a serious difference of
opinion amongst the commentators, which is partly
helped by a difference of reading in ii. 195. The read-
ing adopted by us is supported by strong manuseript
authority while P’s substitution of w=gaar: for fgenmar:
is hardly motivated, although he remarks—ss qataty
FRErmEm el Tadeaiy wat 9 gare: | It is even
doubtful if P. had any Mss. to back him.

(iii) The commentaries A and B printed in the
Madras edition are at one in regarding ii. 194 as
containing two illustrations of gzse4ftR, one in each
ardha, the first being nefiyam( =4 S5tgam)aras! and
the second mdma(=xffrg)Arf, both however being dis-
tinet from ii. 193, which is a case of zi=dqrg@Ey. The
full statement of the figure according to this view is—

vy ey
TGHT—FE SATA— A,
IR &9 ST,
ST —afE TR —aFe [v. 1. Sew]
ATF—HTI, AT ATF—AET, TS
5:[;&':51:”@’4—;‘?8@ \ﬂ"«asﬂliﬂ'—ﬂfﬂél R

Our criticism of this view is—(i) it is not quite clear
why two examples are needed: Dandin hardly ever
introduces an extra sub-variety in this way. (ii) The
words gfta and HIEE are given a rather unusual
sense. (iii) The ¥g%@r=¥ has to be extraneously
brought in. It is not likely that where the main
point of the illustration is the @Tzzy of the ¥yg% Dandin
would leave that to be entirely supplied. (iv) It is
not explained why the Jg®s of the first example are
made the 371 and 9987 in the second. It cannot be
a mere accident. Lastly, (v) Why should g% be sfyg
and e [or &aw] be wufrg? And in any case why
does ii. 195 first explain the example in the I and

then that in the [N rather than vice versa ?
18 [ Kavyadaréa ]
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(iv) A better way of understanding the passage
would probably be to regard ii. 194 as forming one exam-
ple of FEFEafREFAT with seimm(=geergue)ary. Thus—

CLE G e B3

IRE—EY

mﬁm—g@, which is apprehended first (Falq )

m""ﬂﬂﬁ,

m——amm TFmEgee ; this is apprehended

as an after-thought.

The only difficulty in the way of this interpretation is
the two dual locatives (or genitives) connected by 5 in
ii. 195. The locatives can be translated by—" between
the moon and the hafisa, 1 regard to sky and water, a
difference ete.” ; and = could be regarded as explative.
Bhoja, it must be added, favours the earlier interpre-
tation. His remarks on this stanza are (p. 305)-—-—
o g SR ARG AR SR g
P ERFAGTATSAEYSE R @ 3% | @ KRmeareEd:
TR |

Notes to II. 197-198—(i) Bhoja remarks on this illustra-
tion as follows (p. 303)—=e1s TEMEWAET qWE: TANTAT TZ
TR TEITFA SEFGEEHTE EREAARE sqfa
fafta: | 9 e |

(ii) This stanza is made to support the weight of a
chronological argument for the priority of Bana’s
Kadambari over the Kavyadarsa of Dandin—a weight
which it is too weak to sustain; for, even though the
conclusion be sound it should not be supported by an
unsound argument. Peterson (Dasakumara, First Edi-
tion, Preface) and Pandit Maheéchandra Nyayaratna
before him (A.S. B., Proceedings 1887, p. 193) regard
Kavyadarsa ii. 197 as a reminiscence of Bana in his
Kadambari, (B. S. S. p. 102, 1. 16)—~%¥as = feiq ug strg-
AT =S I AT TE qat Agasvag | Nothing
need hinder us, as far as the two passages alone are
concerned, from regarding the Kadambari idea as an
elaboration of that in the Kavyadarsa. More probably
the two are quite independent of each other.
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Notes to IL. 189—(i) Compare Notes (i} and (ii) to ii. 131~
132. In further distinction of ey from famear it
may be stated that while the former stops at a mere
denial of the causs the main point of the latter turns
rather upon the @ or imagining of the new cause
(or &mfaF) to explain the effect. The name of this
figure can be explained as fryreyd FROT=aUR FeqTy, (the
way that Dandin suggests) or ffirees #ery wiaw I3 (the
way that Bhamaha (ii. 77), Udbhata (P. 38), and Ruy-
yaka (P. 124) prefer), both explanations of course
amounting to the same thing. But it is interesting
fo note, as an indication of a difference in tradition,
that Dandin and Bhamaha give different explanations.
We may also mention another fact in this connection
that would point to the same conclusion. In the
definition of this figure Bhamaha, Udbhata, Vimana
Mammata and others use the word 3= instead of &Rw
or 2g, which is chcsen by Dandin, Bhoja, Ruyyaka,
Rudrata, Visvanatha, Jagannatha, and others. Prati-
harendurija explains the use of the word =T as
follows (p 38)—zz JyRwSa, 19 aq @4 (FoTHeq | fergas
FROR: FETR TR S0 IREEHEET, G4 BRI
f%mml%'amml 731 = PR St o1y 9 PRheTieR-
Ry a9 fveeerdsEe | Ruyyaka’s comment on this
terminology is worth quoting (p. 125)—zz = s TIIS:
FOTEET PR 7 el wwomiE Afke | R e
PreRed 3 W@W ama AT TR, | ST RIS
QAT HRIEHTE

(ii) The production of an effect without a cause is
a violation of the natural law of causation—is a gf3-
w0, As Jagannatha observes (p. 435)—fawer
TSR | PRI SR SRRTaATed SR
dfsiegra | Vibhavani, however, is to be distinguished
from the figure-of-speech called Virodha (ii.333 ff.)
where the things brought in opposition to each other
are equipotent and are not related to each other by
any causal relation. As the Alamkarasarvasva says
(p. 124)—FHROrara SNHEAAT, ASAAT HREG AR FATS
q g A9 FOMAT: ggFNETHErgaTAngereEE ¥5: | To
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the same effect writes the author of the Sahitya-
darpana (p.551)—RpyEar HROTARA STHTRRFETT, HEE
IR ST | RIS = FEAEE FR0RE | | @ gaR
T ¥8: | We can in brief say that Virodha is a
general name for figures-of-speech based on contradic-
tion, and that fwmer as well as fRSIRE are parti-
cular cases of Virodha that have been recognised as
independent figures.

(iii) The contradiction involved in a Vibhavan3 is of
course an apparent contradiction which admits of an
easy solution by FRuFaTET or @REF@EiRTEw. The
solution, however, ought to be quite easy: Turdl g%
gfy, as Bhamaha (ii.77) and Udbhata after him (p.38)
observe; and yet at the same time there must be some
kind of an actual problem to be solved. Thus in the
illustration in ii, 200 efiscg has two senses: urHTar, the
primary sense, and IRGHISSARAERY:, the secondary
sense. Now §U7W is not the cause of the Srrg@a™ and
so there is no contradiction in the statement that the
FEwEs are Hqiasfm. Such is the solution or WM.
The difficulty arose from the identification of the
secondary sense of «sgr with the primary sense.
Adapting the explanation of Jagannatha (p.432) to the
case in point we can say—s3 € FEEARGEIT G &
ASTFEATINTR ST T | TEAFRI eRET S 4 2
aF FEEERTTE | gae A aneaaaEEERE: | 9 g
gl | O T 9 ATes oA &, | 9l g aeefiae-
fRITe | dar = Fwgas fEe o 39 | get & efee aeaear |
A 9 RSN EERAT: | quRTgere: efieR TR
SNFTATTARAIIRA Gl JZTI ATAEORN I TEehTS -
EEHE "oaa | qedn T SEiREaTaRae fertRine-
fermerar gl 4 | oY aTRAEeER. @y EE
ST Tl (R IERRT R | el < STrreRfimesieg-
T G FETCG TG [~ T AT SRR -
FIARIR GFET WA | &5 | R FROEET AR areraeE
fT: T aTaHaAT | FAET HRATAT HFROTEET 7 Tnarga |
A @ FARN TR Fa@i g | qaT 9 THaRS T sy |
TG FRONTA TAIRS= efiae Ry A 3 acwreseay | ag
TIERAT ANGTTIITA AT WA | qon | OAfEHeomnm i ses=aa
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faender damey Rl awade | SEAmE, FTAE B FEROR:
Y st Aot |
(iv) Vibhavana- can be variously sub-divided. The

commonest division is two-fold: W and srgsnfa-
fé=r: but we can have more. For instance the mRigRg
might be itself bodily negated (w&us:) or there may be
a statement of its powerlessness to discharge its
function though actually present (=yawE: as in
ii. 338), or 1ts deficiency in regard to its qualities and
attributes (w@=dzarar: as in ii. 324) or as regards its
associated adjunct (@eFEmTaE:). For illustrations and
details see Alamkarakaustubha, pp. 311~12, where
some of the examples given are, according to Dandin,
examples of Virodha and not of Vibhavana. The
Kuvalayanandakara gives six kinds of Vibhavans, as
under (stanzas 76ff.)—

Brameer Ry e, FEw FEs ¥ |

ArqFTIRATw T qeeogad, |

PAAREATE A 97 A |

AERE AN AR a1

FE AT € Teaiy sfdaee |

TEETE X TS TS

AFNITE FErT =gl FFrEar

AR ga A aggEad |

featd, wrRatEe FtaGamEar |

FfegAaTEAF ge 7 rEteA A

A1 FvmEEAT T AT AE |

qq PRI I
In cnticism of this six-fold division Jagannitha says
(p 434)—FEEd THERY SHET-AUIMHISISATT, ¥ FHRT TI99-
gy | Rudrata (ix. 16-21) in a like manner, after
laying down that [Fwaer is a figure of speech based
upon 7, attempts a three-fold division of it, which
is also not distinctive enough. More worthy of con-
sideration is the classification of Bhoja who, after
giving the two-fold distinction of sRWFawgar and
@raTfagEeRngar after the manner of Dandin, gives a
three-fold sub-classification as follows (iii. 10ff.)—

& e Bl | A @ Ao

a1 TELE B! Faad i
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st a1 & e @ o af afd )

T a7 ddgar AR Hrg=Ta
Vibhavani is closely allied to°Viseshokti and more
comment on this figure will be found in our Notes
to ii. 323.

Notes to II. 200-—202——(i) Bhoja regards these as examples
of g1 TER?EHT as above defined. His explanation of
ii. 200 is— s FrETERgR e daanfates: MeRg-
ST ZEeal ¥ ACTAET FeTy | 99 ger 9m HAEAr
fywrar | and of ii. 201 in similar terms—stia% oaATRE-
g ARTAREEqE R FE AgediaeEn |rIEd s
FTARISAET | &9 ger ArH erarEEEEarEr e |

Notes to II. 203-204—(i) In ii 203 there is no fyEs of
anything. There is no FrUN=ay and the TWnRyfa®a is
e We can possibly say that the sfrgRg that is
denied is itself f3vrsg; but it is a question if Dandin so
understands the matter.

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

Agnipurana (345, 17)—
TR TR eI |
a7 G Reedr SRR ga: 1
Bhsmaha (ii. 79)—
TR T e R : |
a1 gETENRERY SRITdaeT 79t 0
Udbhata (page 39)—
SEATH TR qeEH TR |
YEgANETT aaraReTeal |
Vamana (iv. 3. 3)—

sqi’m'ezraﬁ AT gETERE: qa'qaqaﬁ[ qqr-
arfritamen |
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Ruyyaka (page 84)—
TERIIT ATRTESEgR™ e ST |
Bhoja (iv. 6, 49)—
TARAIAIRAGZRR] Sl |
afqEraSEarTg: FarEh At |
g@ﬁﬁmﬁ AT, AN IR & |
A= Rre R #:agq
Mammata (page 741)—
giReds: PES: aumRe: |
Vi$vanatha (x. 56)—
TEENRA: QRS AT |
SYAEREANNT: TEGoreae Feg: U
And finally, Jagannatha (page 367)—
T SRIAAR IR ATTROERITR AT aTaega-
TN WS a1 GHTERR: |

(ii) Tt will be observed that while Dandin gives for
this figure & most elementary definition, the advance
in the various other definitions consists in introducing
further conditions and qualifications in the definition
with a view to delimit its sphere and to distinguish it
from other allied figures such as SfeEwAT, FEIIMIAT,
i, geaaier, and sioegawaiar.  The first point to
be noted is that, as far as Dandin’s definition goes, it
includes cases where the 215%gd conveys the ¥&gq or the
Tegq the ssrgd; but all the writers whose definitions
are quoted above—except the first two—include only
the former case under GHIAIRE, designating the latter
as ysegegsiar.  Dandin recognises the figure srsrgaszmr,
but as he understands ST as g and not mere %Y,
his definition is not #{fdeqrg See our note to ii. 340,
In the second place, while Dandin only requires that
the two a&gs be 7w, some’ of the later writers want
that they should be alike as regards their f&3iyvis and
that further these f2yws be paronomastic or s,
Ruyyaka's remarks in this connection are quite ex-
plicit (p. 84)—z7 TEgATRgaW HPFr=ae FfrE@E@y 3R-
vopH | AT W AR QAR Fefy 3 | et
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BNSFER@ Ty | T8 g qegaRoHaRgagEHEnaTs: wRgaras g
guEReRET: | A = AR fRuveem | RS lenty ey
BT | FROEETE SdaanTRgd RgaEsoahad S |
m%%amawmrﬁu T SIEAR: !Wﬁ@m-
fRcer spaer wueland T, | o9 ReEng Peea
ARG = W, T i

(iii) In sRyeeaewr, germGar, geaifal, and giacany,
for one reason or another, both the &jq and the «{a&ga
are FEAIATE ; 1n GHMIRA only one of them is present, the
second being W% by one of the three modes described
at the end of the above quotation. We have just
referred to Dandin’s conception of srwegaaziar. Dandin
does not recognise the figure called =¥, regarding
which' the SaTatT says (p. 410)—gamErat PRGN
WEEMETsaNEAT: | Lastly the commentators spend
much ingenuity in distinguishing wwdEFafd &u& from
gAtERe, regarding which the following brief statement
of conclusion should suffice (Jayaratha, p. 85)—ug
GHEIR TR RGN TEIa@ RIS THA=RFE et
T g SEANEIS A TreREes, g | This
statement of the case has however been much criti-
cised We would refer the curious to Szhityadarpana
(p. 530), Kuvalayananda (stanza 60, Vriti), Rasagan-
gadhara (pp. 373 ff.), Alamkarkaustubha (pp. 254 ff)
and Sahityasara, (pp. 446 ff.)

(iv) For sub-divisions of Samisokti see Notes to
ii. 208 below. Samasokti is liable to a &y called
aiaqra:qa which Mammata (p 958) thus explains—
EARTRRNTERIRE FATERAERAR SRR Sehraati e
GRS SRISTATEE gaaeqd, t J¢r

Wl feaear w3 av-
R Rrevraaraen |
FagAEIRTEAT R
& e et o
75 QT FFHT = 79T GrlRNERE S R R TR F AHIAT

:mzmza:r T A 790 dreAfeaa@aNt staameas aEsgdhE 5
gAY EmEiEEa |
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Notes to IZ. 208-218—(i) A detailed classification of this
figure is as follows (cp. Alamkarasarvasva pp, 88f.)—

TETENRR
i R T
BEHELTHARNT N SR
mqwlam
o o - p{ ~ N r‘ :'&.j
PagERm: ORIl 'zfmrmr!nﬁﬂw:

Lo | |
AR FETARNYT  STAREE HHTAA
And this has been combined (lo.. eit.) with another
four-fold class1ﬁcamon-—?ﬂf—:{—3{ T SFERAFT T HFAH
7 4 I, e wu%qw‘mwmmﬁq L oIETY g e snalae-
AT | g a1 A REESERIAAN: | sy A
SR AT AT ST = R | A AZIH FAMANRE |
(ii) Bhoja gives an independent eight-fold classifica-
tion as under (iv. 47)—
S =3 A1 AT qrosrry |
gTET TETgH A agarehe e
as also the varieties called s=ifRg, sta=fs, and SWNfR,
the sy ( = srrafeyT agMMR:) being further dis-
tinguished into zgl and fazm.
(iii) Bhoja quotes stanza ii. 208 (= Bhoja iv. 48) read-
ing gearged for i@, Mammata would regard ii. 209
as an HFEERs of the firsl variety.

Notes to IL. 214—(i) The treatment of sifqEMiIRs by Alam-
karikas falls under two main categories. Some writers
look to the etymology of the word and describe the
figure in a general manner as a heightened or hyper-
bolic mode of expression. The main definitions in
accordance with this view are the following—
Agnipurana (344 25)—

aﬁm“mn'ﬁ:w SETAT AR |
WiEfns) ey SErEwErEar i
¥ “f.avyadaréal
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Bhamaha (1i 81) and Udbhata (p. 40)—
AR 3=t oy (7g 39 Udbhata) Srsrfmwadaw |
TR Re qrsEReT 397 (gar Udbhata) U

Hemachandra (p. 264)—

Rl SRR e |
Viagbhata (p. 37)—

SFRETRERE: |
Vamana (iv. 3. 10)=—

ey AR TR |
and Bhoja who, besides quoting KavyadarSa ii. 214
wnd ii. 226, gives the following extra characterirativn
of the figure (iv. 82, 83)—

A1 = Sy ey A Ry e |

AfE Zeued ST WA e |

TR 27 FATTATTHE: |

SR 27 Qi Arfeme 9% |

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

division of the possible hyperbolic statements of a
thing—the most complete is by sz, (Kuvalaya-
nandavritti on stanza 36) into [&THEilamw,] ATHA-
TARE, FEARER, ARG, SEEERe, aTery-
e, and srgaIfERRr—that the later idea of the
five-fold stfezfRn as understood by Mammata comes
to the fore. Some of these later divisinn-definitions

are-—
Mammata (p. 762)—
feriTaftearerast g TEE W I |
s&‘gw a@a Tqihl = Feqwd_ I
FRIFI “ar?wﬁ%w \
mﬁmﬁrﬁw‘ﬁﬁ Glaererrreeenn

Visvanatha (x. 47)—
YT FEedE araeaigadt |
DT FERET: G 9Fr aa: |
Ruyyaka (p. 65) is most explict in the matter—
N S AvEid—aed fe Gt =\ Gwe 2
e faninTE = EEee ERIrE | a5 Ay |ey-
gra=y, el Safaana=Iy | A g
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7 Al | AR e | eI 9F SER: |
BRI | AT WS | A | wEeRy dae | Ee-
FRT G T |
Rudrata perhaps marks the middle stage in this pro-
cess of evolution in as much as he regards fJTE not
as an independent figure-of-speech but as a rhetorical
devise of the same kind as comparison or contrast and
giving rise to a number of fizures (12 in all) which he
thus enumerates (ix. 1-2)—
TR SrafsaraTE i |
FAF TS 9 @i |
ECIERPIE I COIRER N ECa G P
BrCiGHIR e NG I TR
Just the opposite of this is the view of Hemachandra
who says (p. 267)—wERn = a5 AR AREEIRRG TMEHE-
fasR ar 5T ARueEREaTE R @ AR TR
TSER G FFT
(iii) Atisayokti understood in this extended sense
1s called F%i"% by Bhamaha in the oft-quoted stanza
(ii. 85)—
GAT G FRIRAGIATAT A2 |
TATEAT FHAT HH RSHRAT 7T N
Vakrokt: is formally defined by Vamana (iv. 3.8) as
ATz, the point being—3s Arezy=a HEgrgaeraA @
SRR AR, e T3 FRRAEHR I g |

(iv) The most modern school as represented by
Jagannitha (p 313) and others refuses to recognise
the five or more sub-varieties for the figure put forward
by the Middle School. As the Alamkarakaustubha
observes (p 285)—SuHMIGRTE (RETEEaFATAZRIG |
JHEA, AN ISHRFGRIREArTad, | 4 Jageaardm(a-
SEYRAGET G TS AERSENE @, | | Jae=IaaEad
TrguanEfa A=, | fsRegrrar T EesE AT, |
AT STRAEIHREAGITOHE  AES=E AT Rrse
far swREEAdgs@Es: | This school therefore ap-
proaches the most ancient school represented, amongst
others, by Dandin.
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(v) Bhoja’s statement (iv. 82) quoted above probably
differentiates wifazenfa from #1i7a (i. 85); see also our
Sanskrit Commentary p. 236 11 6-12.

Notes to IT. 215-21¢—(i) Verse 215 isgiven by Bhoja (p. 462)
asanexample of =Tz with the remark-34 a=rSrEey
S pEr TR aTge RN AT I aftH SRR e sty
q Fegd A9 wEataaE) aEramaag: | Hemachandra (p. 265)
cites this as an example of AN FY:—ERHFITEETT
SEMEEENT STEAAERFAREAT 94T 30 | Mammata
would regard the example as containing an indepen-
dent figure called #ifesq or faffd; but Bhoja observes—
wrer fUfdara &1 Q3w | 3994 | fufgd FEaue Ty e -
FRERY A 28 eraaTieRIHTERe SRR g |

(ii) The foot-note on p. 237 contains a misprint
For gatesiiung read Erq'ra*?mrg for gateims ; and for gy
1n the last line read &raa=1.

Notes to II. 217-218—(i) Bhoja (p. 462) gives this as an
example of gg@ifas with the remark-—q\ﬁs‘; TIE SIEHHT-
qTieEEd aFEREAtEEeT 39 i A ar dfRay | Oy qaEr-
ferrlT arfRmraE: |

Notes to II. 218—(i) Bhoja (p. 462) gives this as an ex-
ample of ﬁ"ﬂﬁﬂ’}ﬁ qeaEEE- and rematks-——aﬁar qﬁ‘r{r"[
AR T fREEEar 39 Ggaiaay sxmaagad |
g weeafamdy amifeeeg: | Mammata and others re-
cognire this as an indeperdent figure-of-speach ealled

I

Notes to II. 220—(i) Bhoja gives other sub-varieties of
this figure such as garaTfeem, wgwariaE, and s=n=niagy
or iR,

(ii) Bhamaha also delivers himself in & similar
strain (ii. 84)—
TRIRERAT g R |
g T ey AT A rnamy
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We have already mentioned Rudrata’s attempt to
regard R as a fundamentum divisionis for classi-
fying figures

Notes to II. 221-225—(i) We give below some of the more
important definitions of Utprekshi —

Agnipurana (344.24)—

AT JRRTTaTE F |

ST AR T g et U
Udbhata (p. 43)—

AR A o3 |

AT R AT e |
Bhamaha (1i. 91)—

utrEiaarar=r s 98 ¢

SoERERIRIcEEIGRen el
Vamana (iv. 3 9)—

AR TR g |
Ruyyaka (p. 55)—

WY STTRATT=Y Feer |
Rudrata (viii. 32, 36)—

sfareaesd fAag fRduamagEd |

AR = areaAagEI arder i

771 ARR wgf ggggia af a9 |

TEAGITTT SoTrsd qradiaden |l
Vagbhata (p. 34)—

IIFTEHTEGAN THET Fedargelal! |
Vagbhata (iv. 90)—

e AR Fatwr |

FifaanE: TEasT a1 Tar I i
Bhoja (iv. 50)—

FTaiEd a5 JATgSRIAqIT |

ge9 ToT: Tt 1Ty argcat s=as
Hemachandra (p. 247)—
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Vidyanatha (p. 383) and Chitramimansa (p. 73)—

TSR A |

93 7 W ArErErg et sue |
Vidyadhara (viii 12)—

ATFGET SN AFAAT PINETE |

AN GFHET T FARNe agr a3 |
Mammata (p 707)—

HAGAAISEAT SFAeT GaT 74 |

Vigvanatha (x 40)—
VI, AT GHAE QYT |
Jagannatha (p. 285)——

AheAc ARIEER A1 AR JErde aviiagRide-
A== AT o9 gead a1 Zvad-
g |

And Visvesvara (p. 180)—
GWTeR UE JET GRISIGAIRTET agaHay |
GG T |

(11) All these definitions from the simplest to the most
elaborate agree as to the essentials The points to be
noted are 1 that it should be a FTuEA= WQTF?T’W-
AT = AT F = FAAAIAHI = SR, 1
SFeHmEHaes. 2 That it should be deliberate or m’m
and not due to actual error. 3 That it should be
between things having similarity, and so based on
siinilarity 4 That it should be striking or pictures-
que 5. And that it should concern itself with the
=% or I and f&AT or 19K of the thing under discussion
Regarding this last requirement Pratiharendurija
observes (p. 44)~ zeqaa: fa@ o | groevmEeg B 1 &
e fad @a:aqumfﬁmm B | 7 wEe: w_E T
R | = ki AT THRI e, 7o, | R
TR ARG | a9 A B, REarearE | o Py am
T I AEG A Q1R | TrEEA SUHFT: G AR A
TR EHITwagieTe |

(iii) Numerous subdivisions of this figure are given
by Alamkarikas: compare Alamkarasarvasva (p. 57),
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Rasagangidhara (pp. 257-87), and especially Pratipa-
rudriya (p. 386) We . exhibit them in a tahular
form thus—
a@gar
I |
s SArrAEr
' i
l | l

Frfafamen  amEgw - fBenAwEr  geutadr

i | l o
ERGICreIE L c il o Cor S-Coi e Pt

Kurther subdivisions of euch nf these varieties are a«
under—

?m'%fr“arwlr qr=gT
| [
umﬁarna‘@qr awam! JQEEAT
ngffmr ERNCIES gvnmn‘mr msmf?m'ﬁr

i T T [ T 1
SR STgarFfee Tofqe wofds Jofqe zyofie gofqe Hofqe
The four main divisions of Fi=gr are in this way divi-
sible 1into 8 sub-varieties, thus giving rise to a tofal
of 32 varieties under gr=gy1. Each of these wvarieties
can be further sub-divided into three sorts thus—
eqrﬂmtrgm?ﬁ'r‘qﬁlr SIS =T

] i }
rar@igl?ﬁar s FRAT

Thus we have--

qr=gT SRS IT of 24 varieties;

=T ORI of 24 wvarieties;

qr=r BAUEeET of 24 varieties;

g geaIr of 8 varieties ( Zemey I:
EEAF I ) ¢

e sufdfaw of 12 varieties ({Sf@memayr-
TN TEAT A W ) 5
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geftowrn gmfgaar of 12 varleties;
T iaen ot 12 varieties;
gl gegfasen of 4 varieties;

s .

Total 120 varieties.

Tllustrations for all these varieties, especially the
getggiar varieties, are not always quotable. Jagan-
natha’s criticism of these manifold varieties is also
worth quoting. He says (p. 2953)—-3 STy & d|w
STATAGRIEART: | Fegaeg AT TR SogrAergaE T |
FAFRISH [ TN M SRS |
(iv) For the distinction between S and Ifddiwar
compare our Note 4o ii. 23. Bhoja, however, considers
(iv. 51) =T as SuRETEGEr and says that it is not
distinct {rom =794 proper. His example is~—-
fRoFeaaRem aeare ad: |
FIETATHOTE A AqEg |
9 RIESN  ETEaE AT Atk ey e |
This however is distinet from the IuaT variety recog-
nised by Dandin.

(v) As to SRergga being IFem compare our Notes
to il 359,

Notes to I, 226-234—(i) This famous discussion of the
fowdig stanza which has been taken over from our
author by most subsequent writers such as Ruyyaka,
Mammata, Vi§vanatha, Jagannatha, etc , raises certain
side issues which we shall first dispose of. Dandin
refers to this stanza as having been already, before
his days, the subject of discussion: it cannot therefore
be of Dandin’s own composition, and he cannot be
reasonably supposed to have been the author of the
work from which the stanza 1s taken  The next
question is to delermine the source of the quotation
Until the discovery of Bhasa’s [Daridra—]Charudatta
all were content to assign the Mrichchhakatika i 34
as the source tor Dandin; but there are reasons to
suppose that the Mrichchhakatikais itselt an elabora-
tion of the Charudatta (compare a paper on the subject
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read by me before the First Oriental Conference held
at Poona, 1919), and this leaves it an open question
as to whether Dandin was indebted to Sidraka or to
Bhasa. Exact grounds are lacking for determining the
question one way or the other; but so much we have
gained by the discovery of Bhasa’s plays: we need not
any more link the date of Dandin to that of Stdraka.
(or of Bhasa). If Sudraka is to be assigned, say to cir.
600 A. D., and if reasons exist to assign Dandin to an
earlier date, we candosoby making him refer to Bhasa
who gives our stanza in Charudatta i. 19 as well as in
Balacharita i. 15. If on the other hand Bhiasa turns
out to be a ninth-century play-wright (I have seen
this only asserted but not actually proved or even
made probable) and if Dandin comes earlier, we can
still preserve ourcountenance and make Dandin borrow
from Stdraka. Dandin here quotes the first half of
the stanza. One of our Mss. quotes the full stanza in
this place and gives besides another extra stanza which
is noticed in the Chitramimansa (p 77). The full
stanza is repeated also as [ii. 362] which we regard
as an interpolation (see Note to the stanza).

(ii) The word zg is used in IFT as well as IVl
Compare Note (x) to ii. 14. In the latter half of ii. 227
Dandin is actually quoting the words of Patafijali.
See our Sanskrit Commentary.

(iii) The q\éqaj in ii. 228-229 can be thus exhibited:
The stanza f&mdg Gg™ contains an ST with—
uRTA— fo5ealy
ST,
TR — 30
qrE—3T
Here of course one word is made to perform two func-
tions, which is obviously a mistake.

g i. e. THE: STTIE] JIEYT |

(iv) In the above qauer the verb fwafy was interpre-
ted as Jgaeqrae following the usual practice of the
Vaiyakaranas or Grammarians. According to them

{20 Kavyadarsa |
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forafy = SgFrGF-ggFFIF-owe . Now we have seen
that we cannot make the symqy the Sga@. Can we
make the simile turn upon the subordinate elements
of the &R, the %g and the %7 ? This is the point con-
sidered in ii. 230. The answer is in the negative; for
if the &g interpretation of fowmfy is to be
retained, the M factors are lost in the principal and
can have no independent locus standi. This is quite
obvious.

(v) The gjuer in ii 231 suggests that, following the
Naiyayikas, we should so interpret the verb fewIiy as
to give a non-subordinate position to the @y of the
awiEa.  In this view fR=swgslH BRieeww-
FFIEFFAAT—Fal. So the proposed IuT statement is—

gHTA— ot or ¥T%

ST,

QIR —?

e —=d
Now the question is, who is the du? If the idea is
4T wR geT: [T ] fowafy aur aa: stgif fevaf, we obvi-
ously can connect s{&1fq with the 3gd9 alone and not
with the ggara also, whereas, as a matter of fact, sz
seems 1o be intended in the stanza as going with both.
Hence Dandin says—w#wify 7 gagq (or adopting the
variant which also hasgood ms. authority—gna: srgify
dgg=q:). Further, the point of similarity between the
proposed S9qTd and ST (or, adopting the variant, the
point in which d#q the 310y is compared with the 7%
the 37AM) has got to be extraneously supplied: it is not
actually given in the stanza.

(vi) Can we not, as a possible alternative, connect
w11 with both the Sywre and the Sufy proposed in (v)
above, and in this manner *--gu7 w3 gov: wga Rl
(or ) aar an: wgii feafy | This would obviate the
first difficulty of sg1eif = dagq; but the second diffi-
culty still remains. We can, it is true, conceivably
imagine H=xg or some such characteristic of the J¥uq
as the supposed common dharma, but it is f&2 and
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more or less unsatisfactory. The common property in
an 3741, as Dandin says (ii. 232), ought to be evident,
which is not the case here.

(vii) The proper way to understand the verse is not
to regard it as containing an gwar but rather an I
The poet intends to aseribe to Ay the character of a
I7F--the TPV or =N is SHREEFERFFATSTEGAS-
FUTATR AR JTEETT darfdqd, as it has been well
observed The word g9 accordingly can be a g% of
I also.

(viii) We have said that the line g etc. con-
tains an ST There are however two possible ways
of understanding the I¥&m We could say that here
TFPE-AFFAF-3419 (which is the srgrrfmeegs) wasaf-
TR ARETER e ST (which is also )
T FGH- AT FAF-SFARTN G998 | Or we could say
that here—srFsRimasHEaUIgRoaiirew: (the Iarafys)
aqrqee fefii (this being HYUE) AFIRARSTA G ST GESH -
HeERqaE@ad §Egd | The first is the Semo view adop-
ted by Dandin, Mammata, Viévanitha, Appayya-
Dikshita and others; the second, the =% view coun-
tenanced by Alamkarasarvasva, Rasagangadhara and
other modern texts. The difference does not however

seem to be very vital. Compare Alamkarakaustubha
pp. 194-195,

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

“The Ocean, by its billowy summits, is as-if
grounding sandal-ointment-in-the-form-of-foam
taking that by his hands <rays> the moon is
besmearing as-it-were the Ladies-in-the-form-of-
Quarters.”

(x) It is usual to render sz by Poetic-fancy.
Fancy, however, is a lighter product of our plastic or
creative faculty, which generally concerns itself with
associations or combinations of ideas which are re-
mote, recondite, arbitrary, and unexpected; while Ut-
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preksha knows of no such limitations. At the same
time, while a simile is a more or less sustained effort
of the imagination to hold two things together in one
consciousness with a view to establish a complete
picture, an Utpreksha is a passing suggestion of the
intended similarity, which may occasionally be very
picturesque and which, while it lasts, gives a point of
view from which the poet wishes us to understand the
fact, the quality, or the action described. Hence we
would render the word by Poetic-Conception.

Notes to II. 235—(i) The three figures ¥g, &, and ¥,
and in this order, are enumerated by Bhamaha (ii. 86)
who however says— g2 el 3019 ATSwNaT da: |, the
view of Dandin being just the contrary. The question
about the chronological relation between the two
writers cannot be settled either way on thé strength of
this circumstance alone. Compare, however, Notes
to 244 below. Other writers who recognise all these
three figures by these names are W& (il 12, iii. 21,
1v. 56), Tz (vii. 82, vii. 98, vii. 100), amwz (p 43), and
FaagTa-g (stanzas 166, 150, 137) Others recognise one
or two of them only, subsuming the remaining under
some other figure or figures. Dandin illustrates Hetu
i 1. 236-259, defines and illustrates Stkshma in
11, 260-264, and treats of Le$a in ii. 265-272.

(ii) Hetu is a poetic cause, and Indian Alamkari-
kas recognise a number of figures of speech based upon
causal relation. These are (cp. Note (i) to ii. 2 also)—
ST (ii. 169), Rprar (il 199), saia (il 298), BR-
qiftn (il. 323), feezm (ii. 348),—amongst the alamkaras
recognised by Dandin—as also the alamkaras known
as FEAOF, HGAN, FROMAST, 913y, fvw, B, ag=a, gy,
SYTET, G, ete., not to mention alamkaras like I+,
gffErRaT, or geRENEiar (where similarity serves to illus-
trate as well as to corroborate), or some sub-varieties
like ®mum9 or Mammata's last variety of sifemaifRe
(where causal relation comes in only secondarily).
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Ignoring the last two groups of alarhkaras, and con-
sidering first the alarmkaras not found in the Kavya-
dar$a, it is to be noted that gaifer=wwrEd, Dandin pre-
serving the first woid for the iw and the second for
the alamkara. Writers like Bhoja (iii. 34, iv. 44),
Ruyyaka (p. 163, p. 189), and Viévanitha (x. 86, x. 96),
it is true, recognise both @I and TR as two dis-
tinet alamkaras, but the THTRd of the last two writers
is a wWomR, while we have already commented upon
Bhoja’s Samadhi as an alamkara (see Note (ii) to ii. 99).
About @g=y we shall have something to say in the
Notes to ii. 298, while srummer is only the 8g with
?I?{G’éﬂ\%r?asq super-added. The figure &g as recognised
by Bhoja (iii 18), Rudrata (ix. 54), and amwz (p. 44)
comes very near to our author’s f@uis (ii. 323). The
figure ®EN3F (defined by Mammata as RJrETERaETEar)
is practically the same as Dandin’s ¥g, while srgam is
the same &g set forth with the usual =iy and other
paraphernalia of a logical inference. For the rest
compare Notes (i) to (vi) to ii. 169, The other figures
need not be here considered in details. See however
Notes on =g varieties.

(iii) Dandin has given illustrations for 16 varieties
of ¥g of which 14 are illustrations of #IwHeg and only 2
(viz. ii. 244, ii. 245) are of the FuFzg. We have already
(p. 127 above) explained the distinction between F &
and 9% ¥g, from which it will be clear that the Faeg
(e. g. afg) normally precedes the %™ (s), while the g
is the logical mark or &% (e. g. y#) which n its most
valid from is actually the &= of the gmweg (viz. (af®).
But a poetic g% need not always have that rigorous
validity in its sy1Ry which logic requires. For instance
in ii. 245 the syTRY—5 TETRTETTARATRTCTHETF JEIAT &7
FHTGGEH—may conceivably be vitiated in a particular
person who is restless, but nof by love. It is only if
the 57% is the F1 of the sy that the =y is invariably
valid.
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(iv) An sigtawe, as we have seen above (p. 128),
involves a @reEry relation between two things or gs.
Now although it is true that the most valid form of
proof is the one that depends at each stage upon
demonstrable causal relation between one thing and
another, we are not always so rigorously exacting
in ordinary life and much less so in poetry. Even
analogy is often given and accepted as valid proof.
Generally, however, the @1 and the @ are related as
particular to universal, or vice versa. The particular
is the result of the universal by deduction, while the
universal is the result of the particular by induction.
In si=aeama, accordingly, the causal relation between
the two statements (even where it is demonstrable) is
ignored and attention is fixed upon the gw:3aqs® rela-
tion between them. In a g, even in the g9 variety,
the causal relation is naturally what comes to the
fore ; and as the two a%gs in question are normally two
particular objects (e. g. T and %M in ii. 245) and not
two statements as in an sfI=aR=Ig, the distinction
between that figure and amy=eg is generally not very
difficult to make.

(v) Some important definitions of g are given
below:—
Agnipurana (344.29-32)—
R Rarde Rgaal are: |
FHICH % S e |regaster
Bhoja (iii. 12)—
T FOT ¥G: FR T G
SrTEiAERge Tgfd e I
Vagbhata (iv. 105)—
TeerE: SRR wg: IR |
FAEReTEr RgERy gager |
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Rudrata (vii. 82)—

RGN T8 RAHIEAEEEAAT |

IR 3F: T gg: |
Vagbhata (p. 43)—

FRERTRRT 3 |
Visvanatha (x. 64)—

SR RggAtegAaT @ |
Kuvalayananda (stanzas 166-167)—

IRk and @i Rges |

RRAARF B Fhm e |

(vi) Of these definitions while the first two and the
first given by the Kuvalayanandakira agree with that
of Dandin, in the others is distinctly noticeable an
attempt to give a special a5y to the figure besides
the mere fact of one thing being the ¥g of another.
Bhamaha, it will be remembered, had already raised
his voice against the recognition of g as a distinet
figure in as much as there was no FRmalME in it at
all ; and this criticism has so much weighed upon
later Alamkarikas that even so astute a writer as
Jagannatha questions the validity of aweafes (which
with these later writers does duty for ¥3) as a distinct
figure-of-speech. The view is thus set forth and criti-
cised by Vidveévara (p. 340 fo)—ag [ waerR |—sweaee
TMEHR: AT R R R REE | 2g-
RYAREET IBAGAN, | BNRERPST=Ieg THHC BTG,
TERRIATSERAT FEIN 4 g FIATSFA T E ATy
TG, | BFFAN FAAIATTIRT FHFRETHFAR | . ... |
EEARTICHRE A 1, aede  aras SRS wresRaad-
)

(vii) The sixteen varieties of Hetu illustrated by
Dandin are exhibited in the following Tabular state-
ments Bhoja has elaborated Dandin’s own scheme
adding minor sub-varieties.—
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Notes to II. 235-237—(i) Bhoja thus explains the illus-
tration—&1Y 7 ABAARA: SR BREARAE ST AW
FIFRgHE: |

Notes to II. 238-239—(i) Bhoja thus explains the illus-
tration—sEfRaET TEREr URERSMEEEERT FgaTaaEe
EBRY AT wvveeenne FRFRSGHE: |

(ii) In ii. 2394 the reading 1=, as being the lectio
difficilior and as yielding a very good sense has to be
naturally preferred to the other variants available.

Notes to II. 240—(i) The threefold division of %% here
given by Dandin is also to be found in the Vikya-
padiya of Bhartrihari (iii. 45-88, #7if¥®R ), some perti-
nent stanzas from the section being—

o = ﬁ:gf %:%mi T ffae e
TAfaaTH =g Ffoaad, I ¥4
A=A I T T FgeAET, |
GRS Tg=rg=gaF U ¥§
qelt a1 RgaEr a1 gHik: R |

g@ afiaa aw Maed saea U v Ul
smaeg Raert B e |

fedl 9 fmel = &) e safiqe 0 ve
JIESQ GgT STAFT I THR |

afedcl R =T #9 3o afere U ¥ U
TESREId RhRrEmSIRRTERa |
fhRgo=adareT gauiigRmRaa | 4o Il
frgaRaamT Rfeds @ ww |
TRTREAIIET O, TR ey | W U
fARiyen: g9 fay gan: |

e deearaRiERRanEyg b 4R |

T TR A N R |
qFRT HATY WA ARwRam U s 0
T a1 R o STy ar raans: |
e e Rresarinder 0e i
(ii) Professor K, B. Pathak (Ind. Ant. XLI, Oct. 1912,
p. 237) has argued that this three-fold division of Fq{—
21 [ Kavyadaréa ]
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unknown both to Panini and Patafijali—was evolved
out of Panini’s stitra I. iv. 49 by the genius of Bhartri-
hari himself, Dandin having borrowed it from Bhartri-
hari. No definite proof, however, has been adduced to
prove that the three-fold division of #% was first made
by Bhartrihari himself. The fragmentary Berlin Ms.
of Bhartrihari’s commentary on Patafijali’s Mahabha-
shya—the only Ms. of the work hitherto discovered—
unfortunately does not go beyond I. i. 55, and we have
no other clear evidence one way or the other. Seeing,
however, that Bhartrihari himself, as Kielhorn points
out (M. Bh., vol. ii, Preface p. 20), had an ‘extensive
commentorial literature’ before him, it is unsafe to
assert in the absence of compelling evidence that a
particular doctrine originated with Bhartrihari, and to
base upon that assertion other chronological super-
structure. So far as the evidence goes therefore it is
not proved that Dandin lived after 650 A. D., the tra-
ditional date of Bhartrihari’s death.

(iii) A fEoma is #= in the sentence wan: &2 #QMR |
Here the causal activity consists in the manufacture
of the %z, and its exact nature is determined by the
object to be produced. A famRiw is @ in the sentence
gIiFER: gao gesdia.  Here again the exact nature of
the causal operation depends upon the sort of &R or
doFr effected. As distincet from these is the ey,
viz. 7 in the sentence Tl o IRY or udr Ivt Twfd.
Here the wie or 3319 involves the same kind of activity
whether its object is =@ or something else. Hence
Dandin says that in 5 and G =#ds the Rge is
FAGe; while in =y it is generally (srrgmedw ghega-
@y T MY qeueda Jgai FrEa —says Ca) fhmuy
only. As a further consgquence'it follows that in the
first two instances other grgas (expressed by other #&®
cases) are required ; but they are unnecessary for the
last. It will be incidently noted that zziw involves the
a@d or the issuing out of the TR to its objects, in
accordance with the gBymii srymIRar theory of sense-
perception.
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Notes to II. 241-245—(i) In ii. 242 the forests have been
transformed into poison. A %R involves a change of
form and quality, the inner substance remaining the
same.

(ii) Bhoja has given ii. 243 as an illustration of
what he calls m¥ists: FFa=igsr 2g: | For explanation
see Sarasvatikanthibharana, p. 274 f.

(iii) Dandin has given for 3= an illustration that
depends upon our understanding the doctrine of gfgertoi
qryEarn. A straight-forward illustration would have
used an ordinary verb of motion. This he has done in
ii. 244 ; only, mere statements like “ birds are repair-
ing unto their nests” have no poetry if interpreted
wholly and solely as containing the statement of a
sgFd. Bhamaha criticises such bald or unpoetic
statements in the following words (ii, 87)~—

TRTEEHR! ARG AT qfgm: |
sy % Fed aidtaat x9ay |l

(iv) Here an interesting chronological question has
been raised. Is Dandin by his words—zdigafid arag
(ii.244°)—expressing his dissent from Bhamaha’s unjust
condemnation of the &y ; or is Bhamaha criticising
Dandin by refusing to allow as poetry what Dandin
gives as good poetry. At first blush both views seem
to be equally correct; but it seems to us that if one of
the two writers is quoting the other at all, it is
Bhamaha who is criticising Dandin, though it is
possible that the verse was one of the floating tradi-
tional lines—like many another in Patafijali’s Mahabhz-
shya—which had been made the object of exposition
by several Alamkarikas before them. Dandin, we
think, gives it as his opinion that the line is unpoetic,
and so is not an illustration of ®NFRg with =roEd.
But it can be a good anﬁﬁg for indicating the time.
Mammata thus brings out 'the suggestion about the
Frarear (P, 290)—wrdieqwh: S9@: 996 SEERFSAEEC 2R
ARETETREATH g InER FaFenEEaEe 5 aier
fffrmrami gl ar m gfY guE B s dadger |
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Wi R SRR et YR T
T ax et

(v) Dandin uses the words zdignfy @rsg to explain
why he has not taken a regular verb implying motion
as his illustration for gTo®y. A mere motion as that
of birds to their nests has no3frsy if understood as an
illustration of a FRFig with zry%d. But, says he, the
instance can be a good illustration for a ';Tm’ehig After
this Dandin proceeds to give a regular example of a
s9Feg in ii. 245. Similarly Bhamaha can be under-
stood as criticising the line in question even as the
illustration of a gra#yg It then becomes mere aT,
mere report of tbe weather, and hence void of any
alamkira. The chronological relation between Dan-
din and Bhamaha cannot in any case be made to rest
upon the doubtful testimony of this passage alone

Notes to II, 246-252—(i) Bhoja quotes from Dandin stanzas
il. 247,248,249,250 and 251. His comments on these are:
ii. 247313 RgEaER: IERTEE sqaafdEroEd) il 248 —e
FRRNIEIAIG: TEGRTTE QTaAgaaaseormy, (with the
variant a1qr for &ar ). il. 249—erx gt wafa @ gEEhaeR-
AT AASARHRE | il 250-smrerRaaaara=arE,
fapeitvt ffd=afeRg: (with the variants 33 for 3w and -
=47 fiyee: for wad ageus: ). il 251—3py aega Sarg: AT
WA ST T FEENATOIG SR qiEAT 0T 70 FREd |
For a more accurate explanation of the last illustra-
tion see our Sanskrit commentary ii. 2517. The com-
mentary also gives the other three illustrations not
given by Dandin.

Notes to II. 253-2564—(i) A Ry is a violation of the
law of Nature. Hence Dandin suggests that the viola-
tion should not be prominently expressed but should
be conveyed in a secondary or subdued tone. Otherwise
it would be a different figure-of-speech.

T
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Notes to II. 255-~(i) The example given involves only
TyegagLar; Bhoja gives also an example of #egaggar in
the verse sfxam« etc. quoted by us in our Sanskrit
commentary to ii. 255.

(ii) Several writers who do not recognise Hetu as a
distinct alamkira designate the wyamafey@a between
#ror and F7 as a distinct figure-of-speech known as
sgwid. Mammata thus defines it (p. 869)—

RN HEHERIEAT: |

TGN =ifer @ wEgt: |
explaining the point thus in his Vritti—zg aR%
TENT FOGITA 290 JIT AT | 75 g gFSEER T
FAARRIIT AT JIIGTATEA, AT T AT TR -
SIIECHIGEN

Notes to II. 256—(i) A more familiar example of this
variety is—
[ART FHTEHEES g9 BRI |
o7 e+ fisaates ariaosey
regarding which Bhoja observes—ars tsainmRgavesr-
FAIIRGRGARET Tty Daiad Ao, Joadia o
Rafira: | 3 gt A R |

(ii) The figure can be confused with @gif3s (ii. 352-354).
The distinction between the two is explained in our
Sanskrit Commentary, p. 324, lines 8-10. Compare,
for the distinction between this figure and the Dipaka
variety illustrated in ii. 106 our Note to this last
stanza.

(iii) Several later writers have subsumed this e
variety under 3%, and particulaily that variety
of it known as FEFR: RaiEfwlrer. Aeirs B
FAG YR GG I—as a commentator explains.
Thus this variety of wiftmeiRs would include also the
next or the FMiH-tst variety of Ry,

Notes to IL. 257—(i) Bhoja thus explains the illustration—
A ARGABAMG: QIFINT TUENH & 5 Feteeg@E |
H T QURATHTN QAT GGy Frteeael am fg: |
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Notes to II. 258-259—(i) The figure called &3 as recog-
nised by ¥%% (who defines it, P. 133, as—aRudawaf-
oY e ), by f@geng, and by most later writers differs
from these two varieties, if at all, only in the circum-
stance that the = is in that figure supposed to be
making a voluntary effort to produce an unsuitable
effect When such an effect is produced unexpectedly
and disconcerts the agent we have the figures-of-speech
called fgy in its seveial varieties, thus defined by
Mammata (p. 875)—

TR R g2k |

#g: BeTmeET g T5aa

BRI BRI BT O |

FA 9 358 7a @ oy FwA |q: U
or, the figure of speech known as s, if the agent of
the unexpected or disconcerting result is different
from the original agent. Cp. Mammata (p 911)—

e g AR TEAT |

qeg AigEida @ sarang gf &g |

(ii) Bhoja quotes Kavyadarsa ii. 83 as an illustration
for the @< variety of fisgg. Dandin apparently re-
gards the g alamkara in the stanza as subordinate to
the &% Probably there is a mixture (§gf¥) of both
these-figures in that stanza. The 3@g alamkara defined
by Bhoja as (iii. 18)—

TG A A Al aTieeg |
HFAIHTIE: Eeegedreaeg I: I
can also be—aarEEH—subsumed under Dandin’s Ry,

Notes to II. 260-264—(i) Ruyyaka, Rudrata, Mammata,
Vagbhata, Visvanatha and most subsequent writers
recognise Stikshma as a distinet alamkara. It is not
easy to understand why Bhamaha found the alarmkara
void of g% or af¥s. Sikshma involves a process of
inference, but it is not to be confused with ?lT'Fﬁ%g since
the s5r is here subtle and diseuvered only by shrewd
observation of gestures or postures.
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(ii) A figure-of-speech called %7 and defined in the
Fawee (151) as—MRd T@HIFaEIg: argaaiad, | is very
difficult to distinguish from gz. The afHER thus
formulates the distinction (ibid, p. 191)—-@;@& Q-
VRS m@ﬁ%@%ﬁrﬂmﬂml MARASER g ¢ I Frar
RS GerFEFIH 3 ar: | Normally, however. fifga
is understood differently. Vagbhata (p. 43) defines it
as— AR TETEIE RS [ a4, ifzag ! Rudrata on
the other hand defines it as (ix. 50)—

TSI IO TR FROREAr |
sl PEsTERREary aq, fakeay |

Notes to IL, 265~267—(i) In gaw there is the discovery of
the hidden thing, but not disclosure. In &1 (No. 1)
there is (a) & concealing, (b) a discovery leading to
imminent disclosure, and (¢) an attempt to prevent
the disclosure under some other pretext. This figure
is known in other writers as =1Siifs defined by Rudrata
(p. 174) as—<fgmargfmgaq and by Visvanatha (z. 92)
as—aYSRMITgd SATEIEaey agga: | Vamana’s defini-
tion (iv. 3. 25)—eyroiey GEIETES ymif<h: is tantamount
to the same thing.

(ii) This figure has to be distinguished from Em:ra'ra
(u 304). As will be clear from Dandin’s definition of
the latter figure (cp. also Note (iii) to ii. 95) he does
not regard g+ as the invariable basis of an smgERk
and so the usual distinction between these two figures
cannot be stated as it is generally stated by commen-
tators—-qmmqg%‘qgra | 2= (i e. [ensisnl or 3R) g «
greqEaaaia ¥e: ) We can perhaps formulate the distineti-
on between them by saying that in an amgrﬁ neither
the thing negated nor the thing asserted is anything
like subtle or mysterious. In ¥ the subtlety of the
thing constitutes the very essence of the figure.

(iii) Vamana’s example for the figure is—
TRV 1. =gy TR AT AR
FAGIEE AP §& T (v. Law) 0
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This is from Bhisa’s Svapnavasavadatta (iv. 7). Our
example (il. 267) uses the same =y but under entire-
ly different circumstances.

Notes to II. 268-272 —(i) Writers who define 3z in the
alternative way mentioned are—

Bhoja (iv. 56)—

Qe A gl T o 7 1
| SR A qA AT prsEg e U

Rudrata (vii. 100)—.

et e Jorer AMeT ar goitaa: |
ety aulraaatim: g 9 v

Kuvalayananda (137)—
T: SIS e |
Vagbhata (p. 43)—
FRAT TREIAAT 2 |
and Jagannatha (p. 512)—
gm%ﬁsmaw%q%aim@smwu R A AU
R

But none of these writers are earlier than Dandin, and
it is difficult to ascertain what writers Dandin desig-
nates by ©. Bhimaha cannot be one of them, as he
rejects a1 in both the alternative forms.

(ii) Bhoja already has raised the question of the
distinetion of this figure from syroegfy (ii. 343). We
have already quoted the view of Appayya Dikshita on
the point i1n our Sanskrit Commentary (p. 269¥—
p. 270%1). Dandin who recognises both @z (No. 2) and
sqIStEgfa as distinet figures makes the distinction turn
naturally upon the word ¥=a: in ii. 268¢. The Alame-
karakaustubha (p. 407 f.) would subsume %1 (No. &
under =q7e1d, an alamkara not recognised by Dandin.

(iii) The f=gr or &gfd may at times involve a simi-
larity between things; and Bhojs -accordingly gives
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examples involving what he calls a ga®IRE and also
not involving it (see p 409). For further remarks see
Notes to ii. 343.

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

Bhamaha (ii 89) and Udbhata (p. 42)—

AT SRR A R |

FAAT AR FuTEEd ag=aa
Rudrata (vii. 34)—

faféza=a aftamat RAfar 333 aRurer |

gl AcfagreRs aq eraeardesd |
Vamana (iv. 3, 17)—

SR AT Az |
Bhoja (iv. 79)—

56T AR NG FNTITRG |

qu qftgrer I wa: § g U
and Mammata (p. 803)—

A BRI FRFOT T |

(ii) It will be noticed that while Vamana requires

that the things mentioned in succession should have
between them a relation-of similarity, Bhamaha con-
trarywise holds that the things should not be so re-
lated. Jagannatha, as also Hemachandra before him,
argues (p. 478) that 915wy should not be recognised as
a distinct figure. His words are—J9Tg@IHSHNIGHIHT
AT9T FAAE WA g F=rei) @ o sRufenf-
firEaSERaT TR gIaRaRRd JASFRATIRN FARTY T
A | SAEAGEIE AT 0 7918@7q | Vamana's require-
ment of similarity would probably supply the element
of 3f¥%y needed for the figure. It is however a fact
that quite apart from the similarity there is a charm
even in the orderly succession of things, and hence the
alamkara deserves to be recognised as an independent
alamkara.

22 [ Kavyadarfa |
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Notes to II. 2756—(i) Dandin now defines together a group
of three Alamkaras known as TEEENRs. Bhamaha
(1ii. 1-7) and Udbhata (p. 49, generally following Bha-
maha in his treatment) are alone amougst ancient
writers to recognise these thres alamkiaras in the
sense 11 wiich Dandin understands them. Ruyyaka
(F 18 ) viévanadha (a. 95-96) and one or two later
wiit. rs accept these alamkidras and even add to
their number the alamkaras designated as Sama-
hita, Bhavodaya, Bhavasamdhi, and Bhavasabalata
(see Kuvalayanandachandrikd on stanzas 169f.), but
they have radically altered the nature of these figures
in as much as they require that in these figures the
W, ¥, ete. ought to be introduced in subordination to
another g and not prominently and for their own
sake. This view was first propounded by the author
of the afamii@rs (ep. ii. 5, p. 71)—

SeEes AR IETE g e |

ey aRAaSFEN Wi ¥ af: |
Anandavardhana’s Aloka on this karikd runs as
follows :—oaf (WASSENEIHGRET Avg@afy giaq wed
gaeaTEAEl qrgdiaE TEYW I WETR WRSGHEE]
fage sfy wrg=wE: g9eg: v Dandin, Bhamaha, or some pre-
decessor of them is perhaps intended to be alluded to
in the kasrikd in question: Abhinavagupta in his
weoarad to the passage actually mentions Bha-
maha., Our Sanskrit Commentary on ii. 275 lines 1231f.
quotes Premachandra’s attempt to detend the position
taken by Dandin and Bhamaha as against the new
school.

(ii) We have explained in a general way in our
Note (i) to i. 18 the nature of Rasa, but it is neces-
sary to aftord a detailed exposition of the theory of
Rasas in all its bearings. Poetry consists of two ele-
ments : words and sense (ignoring the question of
their relative prominence): Now there are excellences
and defects belonging to words and to sense, and these
are treated at great length in the works of the earlier
Alamkarikas. They were considered as character-
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istics inherent in the “body ” of poetry. Dandin calls
them zots or life-breaths (i. 42). And as a body csn
have extraneous ornaments to set forth its natural
charm so poetry also had its “ornaments” or alam-
karas, these being specific turns of expression or
thought which could not be covered by the usual s
(and gms) For a time advance in the science of
Poetics consisted mainly in an elaboiation of the Jus
and sTFENs, their number and mutual distinction. The
next step of importance taken was the formulation of
the doctrine of {fds or styles. It was probably dis-
covered that certain schools, courts, or literary cote-
ries developed only specific gunas and alamkaras to
the exclusion of others; and as these originally were
confined to definite territorial divisions the styles
cultivated by them got the nicknames of 3maif, i,
yra1, ete. This may have led to emulation which in
time degenerated into jealousy and animosity; and
the ultimate compromise effected only ended in the
doctrine that all the &fis had each an element of good
and of evil in it.

(iii) All this time however no attempt was made to
explain why certain §ms or ui&wRs afford pleasure
more than others. A mere external labelling and
classification was naturally felt to be inadequate in a
science of Msthetics. Help was sought at first from
the sister science of Dramaturgy. The Natyasastra
had led down the Sttra—fRyargarsaimiEamEaasTy:
(Adhyaya vi, p. 62, where this ancient theory is quoted
and explained). The generating and intensifying
factors (srerad and SEu fras) are &ian, TF=ae, ete.
and @+, SAEl, 49189, ete. And they produce in T,
g=d ete. in the first place one or more of the 8 @rfxam
87g9gs, which are somewhat involuntary and physio-
logical in origin, and along with them a number of
psychological moods or feelings through which the
hero passes. These latter are some of them dominent
feelings or ea1Bvras of which there are nine enume-
rated; and some, cuncurrent feelings or aqf-figs of
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which no less than 33 are enumerated. The srgurss,
enfpmas and syfERamEs together make up the 49 (50)
kinds of wrgs, and these wrgs, belonging to ¥, Fw,
etc. (or to the actors representing them), called into
existence by definite ‘‘factors,” produce in the audi-
ence by sympathy the nine ¥gs or sentiments. This is
the theory of the Natyasastra which ean be graphi-
cally thus presented :—

AIGEHEA (
@yrgs produce 8 (9) efPRTs .
G'E'?‘T'T (1n Actor) e
33 syfy=nias (1n Audience )

The eight s;gw@Es are enumerated in our Sanskrit
Com. ii. 2757576, the Rrams in ii. 275", and =qfy-
FRdgs in il 275%*%, The eight (or nine) s corres-
pond to the nine TTERIEs—

8 arfea® TgwTTs }prod uce 8(9)

T to R Fq to Uz | ST o ST

Y to g ITE to I e to e A
~r e

% to LT WY to WATHE [ Frfz to zm=a ]

(iv) Dandin is aware of the existence of the @
theory (cp. i. 51, ii. 280, 1i1. 170, and especially the
last passage) but he did not know how to organically
incorporate it with his theory of Poetics. Accordingly
he merely gives a recognition to the (@ theory by
introducing a new variety of sfe%Rs for cases where
the w&s for their own sake were pre-eminently develop-
ed in a poem which was otherwise devoid of the usual
s or SeFNs. The W@ comes in for recognition also
in connection with Dandin’s treatment of mgﬁ (i. 51).
This was merely borrowing a feather from the sister
science. Rasa is of thenature of an inner consciousness
(hence called =), and it is evident that it can be felt
even in poems not containing the w&gq alamkara.
Some Alamkarikas, as we saw, tried to get out of the
problem by recognising w@gq alamkara only in those
cases where the &g is felt as being subordinated to the
‘q”IERlT%fT proper.

(v) The real solution of the matter came from the
grammarians. If poetry consists of words having
specific sense (or words and sense), 1t is necessary to
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determine at first the varieties of sense or 5. There
is the expressed sense or the ar=y1% and the figurative
or indicative sense or @&xd. In the stock instance
=T means literally and primarily the stream, which
is the gr=xa1g. But in statements like wgryi zmw: the
word must mean not the stream but the bank. This
is the secondary significance of the word or its aamai.
Now why should a person be prompted to say sgmi aF:
instead of wzTas @rm:? Clearly there must be a 3494
(ignoring for the moment the few cases where &M@
overpowers it), and this was discovered to be the in-
tention to bring out the &, g, and other qualities
inherent in the W\ by reason of ils proximity to the
stream. The Wi of a @equm is therefore the syga
sense. In cases like the above where the gr=x and the
3% senses can be clearly distinguished from the sz
sense there is no difficulty of any kind. But there
are cases where the =759 is 1g®:9%H ; where the state-
ment as a whole brings in a subtle suggestion without
our being able to locate it as resulting from some spe-
cific word or words; and all ¥¥s could now come in
under the sE@IFATTT
(vi) One inevitable consequence of the share which
the grammarians had in the formulation of the =¥
theory was the adoption of their &Rz theory by the
Alsmkarikas. Anandavardhana in his ==aiE (p. 47-48)
clearly recognises this indebtedness. He says—ug# &
figia S sYIEEEAT, FAEEE, | § A Iy Ay
AR EetR | AR a i g seadengan-
faat=rarasa@y. IERRAl FEIfiE SquRER synRmauEgaia-
fRey=r: | In other words :—
Fare call msz=+gf, as being the 575% of ¥Rz (to
which IR sounds are subordinate);
o call 753 =4, as being the s7%% of syFg (to
which the gr=q sense is subordinate).
This means that there is no I but only an sifRrEqS;
of the vgs. That is to say, the gestures and move-
ments of the actor can prevail over you only if you
are gy and have once experienced feelings and emo-
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tions answerable to those depicted or enacted. The
Alamkarikas who followed this view of the case natu-
rally gave no independent place to ¥@ad and other
Alamkaras, If Mammata in one place (Ullasa i. p.23)
mentions the w@aq it is THEAREE TIRCRAATSHEAC, a8
a commentator explains it.

(vii) If zsz (or zr=541) be the body and gms the life-
breaths of poetry, the question—what is the soul of
poetry—which is naturally suggested by the metaphor
is answered (i) by Vamana (I ii. 6) as fausr weyed;
{1i) by the *af¥ school (=3 1) as FHreaeare Ai«: and
(iii) by Visvanatha (i. 3) as ar9d @A #m=gg. On this
point compare Notes to i. 10 The question can have
only an academic interest once we have realised the
function of ¥g, Af¥ or +af« in poetry.

(viii) How ¥ is produced in the heart of the ¥ggy
3egF, its exact mndus operand:, has given rise to a
number of divergent views which it would take us too
far afield to discuss here in detail. Consult on the
question w=r@lF@=w p 69, Mammata, Ullasa iv.,
pp. 101-111, and Rasagangadhara pp. 22-31.

(iz) The distinction between?ﬁﬁ{, w@aq, and SN
can be thus formulated. If the 50 wgs described above
(Note iii) are any of them produced by certain fgaras
the nature of which prevents the manifestation of a
corresponding full-fleadged ¥ in the audience or the
reader—when, for instance, the ¥ called ©q is
produced not by some lady-love but by I%, 3, 39f, 34,
etc.—we have an incomplete T& or rather SITHLHTEINTE,
which gives rise to 39te%R. The alamkara is some-
times called WEAIFER also;—cp. ASER@AE p. 189. A
7@aq alamkara of course exhibits the faras, stgwras, and
syfyEids in regular sequence. As Bhamaha says (iii. 6)
WA AF RRY 741 | Finally an seifte exhibits an
inchoate Rasa (as in Preyas) or a full-fledged Rasa (as
in Rasavat), but the manner of exteriorisation adopted
is wgfe1, is @EERAiEEs, is in flagrant opposition to the
normal or the convertional, purposely with a view to
stamp one’s own individuality upon it. Thus in the
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example given (ii. 293-4), to allow an enemy hemned
in battle to depart is what is unexpected; but the hero
does it owing to his ever-weening self.-confidence.

Notes to II. 276-277—(i) The same example is given by
Bhamaha iii. 5. Cp. also our Note (1i1) to ii. 37. The
verse seems to be an adaptation of the last verse
in the 92nd Adhyaya of the Udyogaparvan. It is
difficult to ascertain whether the adaptation was the
work of Bhamaha or of Dandin or of an unknown
predecessor of both. The example illustrates the g
of fagx for =figem and also of iz for fagy.

Notes to II. 278-279—(i) The example illustrates the =i
on the side of the King alone. The syaigmifed gives us
this information about the King—uAgqT @19 ¥wmarafi.
sftR@=aREaE: | 9y RasEds Fer am: agran=am ek
s 299 | The Keralas are mentioned in Rock
Edict IT of Asoka. Their most ancient capital was
Vanji or Vanchi about 28 miles from Cochin on the
Malabar Coast. But as our knowledge of their geneo-
logy is almost nil Dandin’s mention of a king of that
line—supposing he really belongs to that line—gives
us no solid ground for any chronological conclusion.
On the other hand Dandin in iii. 114 mentions a city
with a name of 5 varnas, the middle one being a nasal,
where rule kings with a name of 8qus. Here although
the city could be g=t or gsfi (the capital of ancient
Kerala) as well as =t (Conjeeveram) the capital of
the Pallavas, yet the name gz3: consists of 8 guis (in-
cluding the visarga) while the Kerala kings, even adopt-
ing their ancient local name of ‘Cheraladan’ do not
give the required number of varnas. In the present
state of our knowledge therefore Dandin seems to have
definitely alluded to the Pallavas of Kafichi; and the
temptation to regard yds®w &s a Pallava king is
irresistible. Unfortunately, in the published names of
the Pallava kings, there is none of this name:; but if
the variant USg§a is adopted we can identify him
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with scfzast IT who had usfézaat as his other name.
Narasimhavarman’s date is A. D. 690~715 (see G. Jou-
veau-Dubreul, Ancient History of the Deccan, p. 70),
and he is described as a devout Saiva and as a builder
of several Siva temples including the noble Kailasa-
nitha temple (Indian Antiquary for 1912, p 90-92).
Hiuen Tsang who visited Kafichl in A. D. 640
during the reign of Narasimhavarman I (6?0—668)
affords some testimony for the triumph of Saivism
at the time.

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

YiRa FraTE e gl |
FIFGUEAT FFON FFA: FEasEaa: |
RESECEIRE ISR CIE R

uZag Eme: gy g |
HERYET TR GurEEHR |

gAfS n=?qragqa‘mzrqmr i

g?&ﬁng?rzrq? @ﬁgaaar:@q 0
HAAER Ho ﬁﬁ-‘m Tl N
Q‘cg%rqm HE’{\% T »ﬁ/am\

aﬁ@fﬁ&t e sré%r qrea@ﬁ\z l
ARRAREE qFd agal iz U
gRITqfEar F#IfEd i sEEai |

et A REE AEE |
AT I -1 ORUUPUORURRRI |
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& ey BT () s R
e@’%mﬁrmr a‘ia wars*zzam:r i

ﬂk‘zrrr?a% a’H@rﬁf %rarwaarr(ar 1
;ra g narqra"ea?raﬁﬁzo”r@q l

qn:{érfqﬁnc{% %mm q% s
T2 UgHr IR oA gagETE, |
FARATEIRS F-Ar gz (2) |
ATESTAE S5gaaT STRIE. 1
SEIE ST T e ere conseerennenses |
SR | -F1ET A AErEd & i
ad: F4"ad, g1 g B |
FAR Feara sa<nainast oA |
g 919 Ug qE A G5 Ay sqgsyd |
wFeI e avEdr gaa = 1
AR QX aAd qeEaa” |
T AR G qargaigae: U

STEa: fAciam SRR 9 !

EYEEIA-TE: § o1 fesrregd |
The story goes on to mention a visit which Dandin
subsequently pays to the temple of Visbhnu in Maha-
mallapuram in Keral counfry adjoining the sea—

TEEREY 3 T AR |
TR gFes: TA=% HoNex &9 Af< |

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

23 [Kavyadaréa ]
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country by the Chialukya monarch, Pulakesin II,
about 609 or 610 Pulakedin was victorious at first,
but was later defeated by Narasimhavarman I in 642
A. D Mahendravarman is reported tohave been a Jain
originally, and to have been converted to faith in Siva
by a famous Tamil saint. 1f therefore we can imagine
that y=radq, is a poetic variant for mR:zada or that
H‘é"—gﬂﬁ:}; bore (maﬁ«'{ as an additional name, we have
here all the evidence that we can expect from tradition
for placing Dandin at the court of the Pallavas of
Kafichi in the first half of the 7th century. And as the
Pallava power was at its height during this very
period, their kingdom might have at this time included
the old Chera or Kerala country. We may add that
the king Vishnuvardhana mentioned in the earlier
part of the extract can be the prince Vishnuvardhana
who founded, about A. D. 615, the line of the Eastern
Chalukyas. Anandapura the city I am wunable to
identify.

(iv) The eight forms of manifestation mentioned
in ii. 278 are of course the same as the 3f@ar a3 or
spiy alluded to by Kalidasa in the benedictory verse of
the Sakuntala.

Notes to IL. 280-281—(i) Dandin is now going to give in
succession the illustrations for @3, a separate one for
each 4.

(ii) Our Ms. N, in a different hand, gives the margi-
nal note identifying s1g=t with grgggar. Vasavadatts
was an Avantl Princess; compare Svapnavisavadatta
V. 5. An interesting question is to determine whether
Dandin is referring to Bhasa. Definite indications are
unfortunately lacking. The pretended burning of
Vasavadatta at Lavanaka is an old story not invented
by Bhasa. Many dramatists besides Bhasa have work-
ed on the theme. Tapasavatsarija is a play later than
Ratnavali (see the account given by Hultsch in Nach.
K. G. W. Gott., 1885). Abhinavagupta in his Natya-
vedavivriti (Madras Ms., vol iii, p.44) speaks of a play
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obSubandhu dealing with the story of 33ya and graggr
His exact words are— T1€y Iga@iia agmieanrIagera
ARl gEl AeEEgardEdl FEaeaEEaRET: (?) aaw
@ s | a R (orgeR: ST d SRR e sargg g
STEARRTARA. . ... T WA FATHIT GO — T GaIRRA
SIeifa | aa Saue—Far 99 gaARami arel f§=afd | From this
it appears that this particular play made use of a play-
within-the-play in the dénouement. There is also a
newly discovered play called Vinavasavadatta (?)
affording analogy in construction with the Bhasa plays.
Besides there are the 3regTReTs dealing with the story of
Vasavadattd which were probably known even fo the
author of Vyakaranamahabhishya (see Kielhorn’s ed.,
vol, ii, p. 284), which however could not have contain-
ed a verse like the one given by Dandin. Seeing that
Bhasa’'s Svapnavasavadattd does not contain the pre-
sent verse, it is perhaps possible that Dandin is here
alluding to the unknown play of Subandhu referred to
by Abhinavagupta, or to some other unknown work.

(iii) In the variants to ii. 280 read—"R, B., 3w a=it
P, Rn;” instead of “P, R, B; ¥

(iv) The following quotation from Abhinavagupta’s
Natyavedavivriti (Madras ms. p. 204) is worth noting-
gsat SR g | g gler n(En ?)SrRaguegaE—
WA vt T wEgEan | wiae T AR A SEa
aqg erlE =

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

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

TR o 93 3a FaFaidan |
ale? f@aferd w4 a3 g Pt )
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Notes to I, 287-2981-~(i) It is difficult exactly to perceive
the point of ii. 290. Possibly uyi is not to be construed
with a=g=am@any but rather refers to certain denizens
of heaven that are the topic on hand. The poet is
struck to find all their wants answered by a mere tree.

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

#eT necessarily containing the Waed%R, and
vice versa. In mgfr the emphasis is primarily upon
AT

(ii) Dandin apparently recognises only 8 w@s, ignor-

ing zufed, the ninth. This is in conformity with the
older view; compare stz vii. 98,

Notes to IL 293-294—(i) Udbhata thus defines FwREd.
(p. 51)—
SFRTITTAT HIEETIFIT, |

AEME T EE = g9 SeRd Fy |

A good example of it is Malatimadhava iii. 12—

T TG FISF OIS e

ant s e spemRTe aE |

TR GRS RIS -

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

Notes to II. 295-297—(i) Vamana is the only other writer
besides ¥x@ who does not recognise g7igisi. Bhoja and
Rudrata designate it as simply 43y, a name which
some writers reserve for a distinct alarhkara not re-
cognised by Dandin. A few leading definitions are
here assembled—

Agnipurana (345.18) and Bhamaha (iii, 8 }—
FEEI e s |
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Udbhata (p. 51) adds the extra line—
I AR RAAT FAETHIET W
Rudrata (vii. 42)

TG ﬁ'ﬁﬁiﬁ%’t@ﬂﬁm&-’liﬁﬁm{ﬁ(aw \
ARFAFYSY qT qeRa . 4 T N

Bhoja (iv. 80)—

Ry FgfeafEaaed = 9 gihn

g el arge: v gy e |
Ruyyaka (p. iii)—

TR AT G, |
Mammata (Ullasa z. p. 828)—

PIRR 5T ST JEH: |
Vagbhata (iv. 108)—

STALGAT 3 FEIATT FEGAT |
faafére adida wRRARe qar 0

Viagbhata (p. 36)—
AT R |
Hemachandra (p. 263)—
T FANRA: G |
Prataparudriya (p. 446)—

BT I T FEGL FHeuTar, |
HegTA Hag qa Ty |

Ekavali (viii, 29)—

9 STFAEY Gl TaT: FARTIERTEN: |

engfiaa gl aia<h fgeafizg N
Sahityadarpana (x. 61)—

s 981 AEaT g R |
Kuvalayananda (67)—

QIR g IR gET Ay |
and Jagannatha (p. 409)—

e iEaenraey gaean s ¢
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(ii) Most of the definitions (except those ot Bha-
maha or Bhoja) contemplate the necessity of distin-
guishing an ordinary case of syzar from gyifixs Thus
TR A: is a round about way of saying that the iy
s cool and holy; but it is a case of pure «If§ or sug-
gestion, and not an instance of ggis. Why ? Dandin,
Bhamaha, and the earlier writers would answer that
there is no poetic pretext (fiy, %) that makes the
veriphrasis peculiarly charming. Writers who adopted
the w=f theory would reply that isf the sentence is
uttered merely with the primary purpose of telling us
just the location of the village, and consequently if
the Ry and s come in only by way of a back-door
suggestion, then it is not gy, If, however, the
direct object of the speaker were to tell us that the oy
is gaEwtafe, and if the writer merely says T T2
or even ﬁgréﬁ gr: with an emphasis on a7, the case
does not differ from an ordinary Wi except that
the instance is =ww@faFT or unpoetic, perhaps. In
other words in ©Wli<s the sy (Remf) is itself the
ar=Ter or primarily intended, though it is not conveyed
as a gr=q7d, but only wHR=m. Mammata means the
same thing when he writes in his Vritti—a3qr=s8 @g
S 99T g uFd 9 adr=qq | Compare also the 529 on
the passage :—ets @afy syFdld: WREFAAT 4 SARER 71
rfREAfal 4 Ay @ gritgrers e, |

(ii) Ruyyaka, Vidyanatha, and Vidyadhara go a
step further They not only require that the wifia;
should convey the wsq or the =¥z sense primarily .
but also that the exact mode or y#1( of conveying it
be by describing the effects of it, or the cause of it, or
by an asnalogue of it—the last two modes being re-
cognised by Jagannatha. Compare the Rasaganga-
dhara (p. 415)—wd =SHIT FEE FROA A=A B TAY
FiE, F wRer wfagaadie gafaas dataraer AR
1ggemany: | This last is a limitation of the sphere of
the figure which is not generally recognised,

(iv) Paryayokta along with two or three other
alamkaras has played in the hands of Bhamahsa and
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others the same role that was subsequently assigned to
«gfe. Jagannatha (p 415) observes on the point as fol-
lows—afIA *?ﬁ%ﬁ:ﬁrwwmﬁq ey gy At

qﬁcqsrim?srw Rl ST AR 9 @R sengf-

I arargrmgm Ta: HW@I’%OH%@N%@HH%H@E%RWUH
frgeanfy gwn@ﬂ%’imm"am m’@crﬂr | SR Gy SygIIE:

g [Mira: | 9 agaafigE! aeareglg aey | Ee

gree: QTR A FA: | 7 TAHAEE B WA |

(v) The sense intended to be conveyed and the
sense actually expressed by the words used in a Par-
yvayokta (as Dandin understands the figure) are
both of them 3I&gd hut they are not therefore of co-
ordinate or equal importance; and there is not be-
tween the two any relation of §Tez etc, as there is
in Samasokti (including under the figure sRITIIET as
defined by modern writers—see our Note (ii) to ii. 205).
Hence g@Hifw and 773w are adequately differentiated
from one another.

(vi) Bhoja gives (p 457,—

w1 AgRT ST a7 ASEEEEEN QA |
T TRAT A it FATRd fdr A 0

as an example of gy PR, because there is the
express statement that the friend left the room under
the pretext of putting back the lute into its case. Our
verse ii. 296 he quotes as an example of the arfrEe
variety.

Notes to. II. 298-299—(i) See Note (ii) to ii. 235. Bha-
rata, Agnipurdna, Bhiamaha, Ubdhata, Rudrata and
Hemachandra do not recognise the alamkara at all.
Ruyyaka, Mammata, Bhoja, Visvanatha and Jagan-
nitha designate it as @@ify, making TATRA a TWIFTHN,
defined by Udbhata (p. 52) as—

TR SR, |

ST I A gead, U
Bhamaha's illustration from Rajamitra (iii. 10) points
to a similar conceptivs of the alamkara. Viawana
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makes GH1Zd a new category altogether in as much as
he defines it (iv. 3. 29) as—caeyd a@m: gmday illu-
strating it by the verse gy HasteRuzaasl ete. from the
Vikramorvaéiya, Act iv, with the remark—es g&@Eat
SIRTGIPT: WER Ted: 9F sdEdl 4w | Ruyyaka de-
fines the figure as—HRMFAGIATE, FI5€ §Fed and quotes
Dandin’s example ; and Mammata does the same
thing. Finally Jagannitha gives the definition in
these wWords—UFH RUS=E] HHH CHHEFNAEHATIFIET-
A g 1

(ii) The figure-of-speech known as @g=xy (not re-
cognised by Dandin) involves also a number of co-
operating causes, and the distinction between fg=sy
and gar¥ (I e @RIfEE) is thus formulated in the Alam-
karasarvasva (p. 161)—[=x] S%er %3 a¥ qif wreey,
G FATY FIFASATA 7o FAAEN | 7 § @S FATHAT
sgamaarEar @g=: | To the same effect also Jagan-
natha (p. 490)—gardl & CF F1 MR RAHAIAE!
FOW Qe EhfEey 73 dorad ¥ @A | sReg ageaTmaR
TR GNIERIG R WY ROl SATEHERTET Suata Feeq
A q HTEE: G L

(iii) Bhoja distinguishes between different varieties
of this figure according as the @grfy is Ia%ar or s=gzr,
and according further as each of these is I=RgaY or
gfeq@l. Dandin’s example he gives as wRwal Ragal
FErETE: |

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

Bhamaha (iii, 11-13)—
IER ATHAT THT TEATFIFUT: |
fegritaad s ar gAgaTEe I
TARATRE SRSToRAT=27aT 3g;: |
TARANTYE 79 a7 Ferrag=a |
Udbhata (p. 53)—
SRS TEAGS A = wgraE |
STt STy Al REmag |
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Ruyyaka (p. 183-184)—

FRIGAZEGIGEE, | TEAReIgerand = |
Mammata (z. p. 831 f{.)—

ST FegA: HaeARal drasdug |
Visvanitha (x. 94f.)—

AR FEAE g |

TEI SFFAEH(E TrAT AR &g N

(i) Some writers refuse to recognise the figure.
Thus Hemachandra observes (p. 293)—33< g ®fGwged-
BATHRTERRAA A 9EY | REgREAEt ¥ 4F @w aar
«eEay: | It will be noted—and Udbhata lays it down
as a distinct condition—that the #grgeTaRa must be in-
troduced only subordinately. As Pratiharenduraja ob-
serves (p. 54)— 9 wWeas AAITETRA AFIACRERATHEAAG |
HAFANTSATIE | T T EEEITATE 9 QN qe-
o o Qe _~ oSN o Uahe
fifeqeameT TgaaaR A TR RGeS T H=eT -
FaFEETIEews waq t This disposes of the second
objection of Hemachandra aund serves to distinguish
FeTg from THIA
(iii) The 3z whieh is ﬁqjﬁqﬁmz is not mere &WENRG;

¢p. Note (ii1) to ii. 9-13 The Alamkarasarvasva also
distinguishes gz from WiiA% (A QEETAN : TIGAATEH )
but this last is understood by Dandin in quite a dis-
tinct sense (ep ii 364 ff.). The words of Ruyyaka are
these (p. 183f)—&pyaal Widd = qﬂﬁi@ﬂ"ﬁ?ﬂ{l RIFCE |
HRINEAEETHA SEE@IEAT | aqrgasTqHEAgRgwe Jega qoid
FRER AR et eangEad |

Notes to 11, 304—(1) A few leading definitions of Apahnuti
are given below—-

Agnipurina (345. 18) same as Dandin.

Bhamaha (iii. 20) and Udbhata (p. 59)—
wagfiwier = PrfRgradaan
g R e At |
[ fe=a: B g4: | Udbhata 1.
24 [ Kavyddaida
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Rudrata (viii. 57)—

sifgErengady FmEsa FAq agh |

ST affd = R fo
Vamana (iv. 3.5)—

T FEGATTRIATG : |
Bhoja (iv. 41)—

wag g frfmredadan |

StergeaE Al ar Gy
Ruyyaka (p. 50)—

ﬁwwmgﬁq@fﬁ: !
Mammata (x, p. 735)—

S AT, e g |
Vagbhata (p. 39)—

T G |
Vagbhata (iv. 86)—

aRatey AafeTgIeEEa. |

TSI I GG [ 741 U
Kesavamisra (p. 34)—

PifRTge TRmrdaea A |
Hemachandra (p. 281) —

TFASFAAT SFATBAAGI: |
Vidyadhara (p. 380)—

fafier Ros ey gagh: |
Visvanatha (x. 38f.)—

S SRR @RI |

ot FAeesd AcEr wE |

A BT A, AT |
Jagannatha (p. 278)—

SE B RIC s LeaC P B GG TP EITR Lt RIS IR B

qagra: |
Visvesvara (p, 235)—

st fafar s Mg s FeE |
and Achutaraya (viii, 131)—

AT mEes qrarfERea: |

AR R g o
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(ii) It wifl be seen that while the majority of these
definifions require that there should be a sort of a
similarity between the thing negated and the thing
asserted, Dandin does not admit that necessity. A
qrEEeE gt according to Dandin, constitutes what
he calles a‘faﬁgargq:s (see Note (ii1) to ii. 95). The Alam-
karakaustubha clearly states the position (p. 235)—
=1 HIA, AreEeTS WNg: | T Y e ag et i
Tnd g g fig sEaw ITEEn PEETREARREg: |
o= g... AR RrTge e Eieeghy: .. Tog: |
Bhoja, as we have seen, admits both cases.

(iii) For the distinction between g and s{feddid
consult Note (ii) to ii. 66; and for that between 3?‘-‘@”&
and 31 (or sqiFifw) our Note (ii) to ii. 265.

Notes to II. 305-308—(i} Dandin gives only two varieties
of HagR, viz. FagH and EFuraghy Rasagangidhara
gives the varieties @398 and fwasa which are based
upon a different principle of division. So also are the
divisions into Zsst where the negation is directly con-
veyed and seff where it is suggested by words like %92,
fm, B, T3, ¥ad, o4, 9 T, R, ete. More im-
portant is the six-fold division given by the Kuvalaya-
nanda (stanzas 25-30), viz =g, 33, wied, A1, &%, and
OFf these the first variety is a normal case of Apahnuti
which can be made to include both the varieties recog-
nised by Dandin, while the last is an s e{q@%‘{ His
other varieties with definitions and illustrations are
as under—

TR TR FATgIAE=TA |
rhreg e FhEE ga @ U
g R e !

awy gatE: % ot gaty: deiged
HFATGIAETE AEAt g |
ant A Aewd e G T | we i
ST ATTET AR |
T, AR o EEG: Tk A Ay U
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(ii) In the illustration in ii, 305 the real nature of
g5+ etc. Is admitted as perceivable by others: 1t how-
ever does not hold good in the case of the speaker
himself. In ii. 306 the negated thing is declared 1o be
entirely void of its very essence: is assigned an alto-
gether contradictory nature, so that the moon can no
longer be called moon (¥@adfyfd===1). In the example
in ii. 304 only a part of the nature of the thing was
negated, in ii 305 even the negation of this part was
tempered by limiting its f35. In ii. 306 the negation is
absolute as regards its contents and its range. Such
seems to be the basis of Dandin’s distinction

Notes to 1I. 308—(i) Compare Note (ii) to ii 94-95. As we
saw there g% can mean ii. 34 (s&drmar), ii. 36 (a<=re-
digar ), or il 95 (axamgasT®). In view of the difference
of view noted above, Note (ii) to ii. 304, the temptation
to accept the last of theseinterpretations is very strong.
For Dandin must have known the view which makes
@iey the sine qua ron of 3(9gf@  Bhamaha in any case
knows the view and even ;dopts it Differing from
him Dandin considers arza@FI9g d as a variety of &7
He consequently must have made a slip here or we can
adopt the justification of Ca— smwrerlEauzra ! There
is something == whatever the view we finally adopt.

Notes to IL. 310—(i) It is rather unfortunate thal the same
name (B9 or %9 ) should signify both a Guna and an
Alamkara. For the nature of the guna see Note (iii)
to 1. 43, The alamkara has nothing te¢ do with the
guna.

(ii) That Slesha involves the use of paronomastic
words, or words conveying more than one sense, is
conceded by all. The main controversy is as to whether
we should regard it as azmar@%R only or ansjaiewT only
or partly the one and partly the other. There are
writers holding all these views with more or less show
of reason. As so much deponds in a Slesha upon the
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use of specific words it seems reasonable to treat if as
a zEETeE and to assign to it a lower place in criticism.
At the same time it 1s necessary that we should under-
stand the two-fold sense of the words in question: the
words as words do not give us the pleasure of the figure
as is done for instance by an alliteration. Hence it is
equally plausible to regard the 87 as exclusively an
{qTeFT, as is done by Udbhata and Alamkarasarvasva-
kara. Jagannatha (p. 401-2) gives a clear exposition
of these views in these words—aid 30 AAFTATATITSHFR
TrEEEn. | 3AESAT RSN FeEe TRITIaEAIge e AR E
aarma*qrqmvnﬁ! vove veenenn | S0 TEHREE | SRRSO AT

E@@fr:mm EERSIT| ?‘"‘T"T?-’TIE{TEEI, U @A aTd” | .
ST Teqe TR IR A WiERAT AN s ER wa u
A reasonable view to hold is that of Mammata (ix, p
626 ), who observes— gz SITMIGHRIN AEENTCET I FANT:
Hre=ataERAaa st | 99 & wiraaisteed s a@
FEETFAEH 45 § aodEd ANTaEe RgearRy wWia: —as a
commentator explains it.

(i1i) Others try to get out of the difficulty by recog-
nising a distinct variety of sz and of ey, Thus
Bhoja gives six varieties of zsa37 (ii. 68ff) viz. =4,
g9¥, FaE, 949, 15, and qi. Mammata adds two more
varieties to the list: g9 and %, while Bhoja includes
the former under the 93 valiety and the latter under
the gzl variety. In these varieties the word-element
1s distinctly the all-in-all, For illustrations see, be-
gides the two works in question, Sahilyadarpana pp.
457ff , and Alamkarakaustubha pp. 242ff—The e
on the other hand includes the cases where the use
of the paronomastic words brings about prominently a
compaiison between the 5%J and the 19%d statements.
As v7e have a two-in-one statement in GE@EIRT so also
we have 1t in 9@y, only the method is different.
Dandin does not bring out this point in his definition
(and,it is in this sense that we wish to have our remark
on Slesha in Note (iii) to i1. 207 understood), but most
other writers including even Bhamaha (1il.14) use guygme
and 3997 in the very definitions of the figure.—Rudrata
is so much impressed by the different uscs to which
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paronomastic words can be put that he makes By a
basic principle of subdivision for alamkaras along with
AT, e, and sifteer. He gives (x.1-23) ten sorts
of BYLRSTSERS, viz AR, @, ATrE, 76, 5919, IRF, &,
@i, a<d, and @grar. For illustrations see the
Kavyalamkara itself.

(iv) For the distinction of this figure from Samasokti
see Note (i1) to 1i 207. Our remarks there apply to the
developed conception of Stesha leading to 97 as it is
found in other writers, Dawndin’s illustrations do in-
deed »uit the definitions of the later Alamkaricas, bui
his definition is non-commital.

Notes t0o II 311--(i) Bhoja quotes this illustation and thus
comments upon it (p. 465)—uTgdgaEN=aAT SHey g4
FEAIIARAAE— TS AGRAES 9l GgHC FEaAE | 9y
AT T Rz ST gIar i | sty =+ S e
QUDSIAI: TEA AR HATER W& |

Notes to II 312—(i) Bhoja’s comment on the figure is as
follows—3a1s ST Tor: 9IAIM: AR BamRd of 7 amy
Y RAATE— 50, ATEARSTERT T G, | £esm Sirm)
FgeTafA i | 3 SR vsmetiniE T v e
dra QIeRER 9@ W@ | 9 qakad, St G-
A TENRATPETETI R 4 |

Notes to IL, 313—(i) Paronomas.a constitutes the ingredi-
ent of so many figures that a question has been started
as to whether in these several cases the alamkira is
primarily Slesha alone, or the other figure [3qar (ii. 28),
wq® (il 87), e (i 159), safAes (il 185), ete ], or a daf
or mixture of both. The discussion is started by
Udbhata's statement (p. 54)—

HSFNGTET S Si7e 78 |

AR RS T (Pos ) sdearm
Jagannatha (p. 393ff.) gives a résumé of it in these
words—aY BB NAMSEHAEGRT Gugaatims o Faa
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araFE FIEEIRREEIEGAIL araEmi | gt —Ia
AU T AR T T A% TR FIASHOaATT A -
FINSFRAL araq | @ =g B sERa feay R araasr-’z?r
= erﬁa b, o amraqmﬁraﬁw aREg: B \za
&y qﬁmﬁ n qaamaqq:% LEAT R e cverevnenns

T | AERAISE %wmmwrﬂagﬁs& l aﬁqarmmmr
AFCTTRTEAAT TR T T AT e e SgA ATl SiraE-
AT T gml FTEeqW AEEEE SR g ea I ey
g—eTFET A S @ wEet swa | @ @
QIR AR TR | oo .\ O ARG TR -
Far fd: BN wEEE @UEs 39 %mmméﬁ A
ara 1@ sa9g: | The most reasonable view to hold
is thatit all depends upon the particular circumstances
of the case, and these differ in different illustrations, so
that no hard and fast 1ule of universal application can
be laid down.

Notes to II. 314-315—(i) Dandin’s classification is some-
what peculiar. Bhoja gives the varieties fiymyg-sifivsms,
fimtey-afuatsy, REEer-aiims®. Bhamaha, after de-
fining the figure (iii. 14) as—

IAT I ATTGINTET G

quiRRt @ | Pes aefadrrg |
gives illustrations for #gs involving @giRF, STy, and
3g respectively as under—

DR TG SN FERI: |

HARTEAT AT R e

ST SIHTATT T ASFAAT: |

gt ey gustET o+ g7 |

TR, SRR g e |

IEHTATAE FEeTEgEea |
It will be seen that the last example is Ryge® ¥guwar
(ii. 50), the second, a regular Bdigar (ii. 28), while the
first has greatest affinity with ii. 316.

Notes to IL. 316—(i) Bhoja reads eqyragu: fawar: instead of
T @rERg: | His comment is (p. 467)—srs wifea saei
Bnen et adiel 9 PosTERAEE Al dRE any BREg: |
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Notes to II. 317—(i) Bhoja (p. 466) explains the point thus—
¥ ATEER PR = 5 PearaRaTey saera RgSRiTeer
qg: senfEia Penas: FifFefne ufmmaer 37 ar ARrdesEas
AT G R | GaaT—erEegs) | Ee | NG | e |
215 0 IR \ Py 71\ | e 2RmEea: | Bagan
AEFDT: 10even.nnnns Bl

Notes to II. 318—(i) Here as also in i1. $22 below we have
a combination of WAy with the 3Ry of iy as
exemplified in ii 331 For the distinetion of {this from
TN see Notes to ii 330 below.

Notes to II. 319-320--Most writers with the exception of,
besides Dandin, wmg, ¥z, ¥, 3+, and ©9%,—to say
nothing of W& and wfygum,—admit a figure of speech
called 9fidesr which consists in a AET=geqqly An ex-
ample will explain the nature of this igure—

ARG 7 B ord ar A gl )

o e = agf g ke weam
The Sahltyadarpana (p. 563) from which thls 111ustra-
tion is taken goes on to observe ~)@QE{6€E ATey AfsTRRE

aqr——zncw Trsif (e areaf w2 ey aveErany gu-
ST g |

Notes to II. 321-322—(i) Tt is difficult to distinguish ii. 321
from ii. 87, the illustration of a Pzswys. All that we
can say at the utmost is that in ii. 87 the identity with
a lotus is given an exclusive prominence, while here
the king receives at least as much prominence as ¢ or
#ifd3. Il cannot at the same time be Zqrggr illustrat-

ed in ii. 28 because there is an absence of any ISIIgfy-
YIFFRA.

(ii) Compare Note (i) to ii. 87 and Note (i) to ii. 318
above,

e e ee—

Notes to II. 323—(i) Some distinctive definitions of Vise-
ghokti are—

Agnipurana, same as Dandin’s definit
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Bhamaha (iii. 22)—
SR TR AT ARy
RS AR 74 |
Udbhata (p. 58)—
I TR TR FeTgA TR |
ﬁ%marmﬁmraﬁaﬁ%mm n

O S

SRre fftee RReReEe = 1

AR g BT Y Fe aemeE: U
Vamana (IV. iii. 23)—

TR TS R |
Bhoja, same as Dandin.
Ruyyaka (p. 126)—

FIITETHIR I g R A |
Mammata (x. p. 800)—
fRm ARy %Wy werEe: |
and Jagannitha (p 437)—
SAEHCESIAHATAEFOIT  aAEAT FreTgafafin-

gifA: | —compare his definition of Vibhavana—
RO AT EFROA T ST 1o e TR raer |
(ii) While Vamana’s definition of this figure (which
he illustrates by =g & a1 gewe¥erad U549 ) is put down
by later writers as a case of &% (as Jagannatha says :—
o1 T} 0 Tod AR | o iR R o Rrgrawaiga-
Uszrarqmr #4 RRERTETgRIRRERREE T R
Ul Fea | 39 TeRd §9%eaaH ) it must be admjtted that
Dandin’s conception of Viseshokti, in as much as it
does not bring the causal relation prominently to the
fore, is a development from a root conception of the
figure quite allied to that of Vamana. It is rather
difficult to accurately distinguish this figure from
sRQY (if. 131), &FNa9 (il 133), and frmar (if. 199).
Compare Note (ii) to ii. 131-132, Note {i) to ii. 133-134,
Notes (i) and (ii) to ii. 199, and Note (ii) to ii 235.
Keeping ourselves strictly to the conceptions of these
figures as Dandin gives them, we can say that while
in a normal case of cause producing effect we have the
25 [ Kavyadarda ]
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presence of (i) principal cause, (ii) presence of acces-
sory causes, (iii) presence of extraordinary circum-
stances favouring the production of the cause, (iv)
presence of agreeable natural comditions, and (v)
absence of special hindrances,—all co-operating to
produce the normal result,—we have—

IN $RoTEY

Principal cause absent "
—Effect absent ;

Accessory causes present
IN FTaay

Principal cause present
—Effect absent; *

[Extra circumstances lacking ?]

IN fawrg«T 1ST KIND

Principal cause absent
—Effect present;
Extira circumstances inferrable *

IN faraar 2ND KIND

Principal cause absent
—Effect present ;

Exceptional natural circum-
stances inferrable *

IN {3
Principal cause present —Effect present
through greatness
of cause; *

but with special hindrances
IN @%g (Bhoja iii. 18)
Principal cause present
—Effect absent.*
[ s12s unpropitious? ]

The point of the figure in each case is the item
marked by an asterix (*).

Notes to II. 324—(i) Bhoja reads (p. 431) fgdanp for &-
Aqref.  His comment on the stanza is—s3 SraarE IR
AR geogean i sifea fsed 3 awr gwarfeer: adtEw
¥ s gIRFTadT R |
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Notes to II, 3256—(i) On this stanza Bhoja observes—ery 33-
BRI J9aM g, Fargredi) ot s
T | 3 SRR g R EeTadT AR |

Notes to IL. 826—(i) Bhoja (p.432) explains the point thus—
ST FATRGAAT I e sorede aviviares Saanae: S |
7 watREERTRg: FerieEdr AR 1

Notes to II. 327— (i) Bhoja remarks—as RGN STey-
fAerRg: ATHTTEFESEEREE | SaahrEa R e eead
f321fR%: | Bhoja however is not correct in supposing
that the 3g is here expressed. The real¥g is the #asEiea
of the glances which is to be understood,

Notes to II. 328-329—(i) Bhoja reads Stresy for maSy .
His remarks are—si Wil geqomisasranzRnea 924-
FIAT ATEHET AT aeg doTReaa JgRhniy | Suniieg-
PRI gAFTEEST AT RAANIRE: |

Notes to II. 330-332—(i) We have already given a fow
definitions of Tulyayogita in our Notes (i) and
(iii) to ii. 48-49. We make room here for a few more~
Vagbhata (iv. 88)—

ST QRGN Ao |
T |1 g 0
Kuvalayananda (43, 45, 46)—
FoTTIAERST a1 SN e |
Rarfy sfadieaneu geadifimr |

ey Gfmd = gedE U
and Jagannitha (p. 317)—

SEFANATAFATINT a7 GO R TH T egeaam AT |

{ii) It will be noted that more than one conception
of this figure is current amongst the Alamkirikas,
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Vamana. Bhamaha, Vagbhata, Kuvalayinandakira,
Bhoja, and Dandin are all attempting, each in his
own way, to define the figure in conformity with the
etymology of its name. Under the circumstances we
will have to keep close to our author’s conception of
the figure and try to distinguish it from sftaequar
(ii. 46), gt (il 48), giws (il 97), Ty (il 205),
%29 (ii. 310 ff.), sroegaszi@r (il 340), syrsegfa (il 343) and
fogaw (il 348). To begin with, in gfyaegwar (cp. the
illustration in ii. 47) the Iuw™ is not intended to be
extraordinarily superior to the 398y and the gfiEn be-
tween them is not directly expressed, but is 3dig only ;
whereas in g&ENEar there are things decidedly sup-
erior or yulis with which an inferior thing is joined
in an assertion. The g#Ewr (not the &) is direct,
and not left to be suggested. Further, the intention in
the present figure is either &g or f4wgr, and this is

absent in sftEEqaar

(iii) In gereiamr (ii. 48) we have the superior and
inferior relation between the things and an attempt to
equate them, as in geEIffi@r. But while in the former
ST is consciously sought to be expressed by reference
to identical &= (or m), in the latter the IunT relation is
subordinate and the point of it is not fully brought
out. Further in geifiiar the desire to praise or blame
is prominently present, the same being absent in the
IYAT variety

(iv) Consider the gigyx illustrations in ii. 99, and
ii. 100. 1In these there is o fy=wEia relation and no
ggfaf=ar intended as a definite end. Further, the point
of similarity is expressed with one statement and has
to be supplied with the other. So the distinction of
these varieties from geg\Rier is quite obvious

(v) In a @aEIRs the two things are ge¥, neither
being by nature % or #4. Besides, only one of
them (3%d or =19%q) is expressed directly, the other
being ¥dig only. Nor is there here any conscious de-
sire to praise or blame. In gs3if¥r, besides the srfyes-
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& relation and TgRw=TsEISH, we are required to make

an express mention of the two objects compared.

(vi) Though the illustration of a v (ii. 310 ff.) might
offer points of comparison with gey¥ifiar, the figure
%9 always turns upon an unmistakable peculiarily
which is its sufficient distinctiveness. The parono-
masia in ii. 3329 is not intended or indispensable.

(vii) Aprastutaprasamsa as Dandin conceives it in-
volves &g, if not &gy or f=T, but there is an absence
of sf=dia relation, and an implication of s&gd through
Fuegd statement, in place of the direct statement of the
two found in a eI,

(viii) Vyajastuti (ii. 343) involves #gfy (or fawaT) but
it is feigned. And it is a ¥ made of a certain thing
which might not be joined with any thing else in
simile. A geRNfirar is necessarily based upon a
relation between at least two things.

(ix) In fegzW the @=T between the two things is not
a well-established fact so that we could know before

hand which is IuiEs or ywfems. The @Y is evolved
just in the very act presented to our eyes.

Notes to II. 333-339—{i) All writers except Bharata ad-
mit fa0g as a distinct figure. A few leading defini-
tions are given below :—

Agnipurana (344. 28)—
Ol gRRaT JgET=BAEE: |
e A i e |

Bhamahs (iii. 24) and Udbbata (p. 59)—
quEy 1 B a1 freFatenET [v. L=l
a7 [v.1. TE] RRwrRrararg (33 & faggarn: [v.1 s=e)n

Rudrata (ix. 30)—
i geardimt qweat AT @ |
CHFAEEI THEBS A F 7 0

Vamana (IV. iii. 12) and Ruyyaka (p. 121)—
fregTaTaeE AR |
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Bhoja (iii, 24)—
faraeg T R |
STl gerrRaTTE Ay |
Mammata (X. p. 807)—
e SifEafy freeda gg=:
Vagbhata (iv. 121)—
s R e o= AR aeaa: |
TeRTATIRY & B &ay g
Vagbhata (p. 38)—
RN R | aramEy g FeqardE |
Kesavamisra (p. 35)—
TR e | oA aRE Ry Shfade fegaar sdiqa
7= | fgahereg ey ARl arldurty seriipardaerr
s | s e Sg=ad |
Hemachandra (p. 269)—
e fARTRTET 3R
Vidyadhara (viii. 33)—
TP O wafe SRRy g
Vidyanatha (p. 416)—
srEE AR ARrares a1
Visvanitha (x. 68)—
sTRIgRETaRRET o fR: |
e ErmReTTt agRed g ar s 0
e wda R s |

Kuvalayananda (st. 75)—
AT [Alge Al il
ety afva gror qenstr a gk

Jagannatha (p. 427)—
THREREETEE ST R I g
e R agEaE ar [ |
Visvesvara (p. 321)—
yfEETy BT Fan: eqrigda: & )
Achyutaraya (viii. 302)—
AR F0eTarg I |
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(ii) The figure is said to be zsg when a word like &y
is used in the statement; otherwise it is s, This
division is however disputed (cp. Rasagangidhara
p 428). It is called gg when not based upon vy or
paronomasia. Dandin’y last example (ii 339) is
»yge®. The ten-fold division of the figure givea by
most writers is, like that of «dE™ or 94, based
upon the four-fold §%d of words recognised by gram-
marians Jagannitha (p 428) rightly calls this classi-
fication s@w Bhoja gives four kinds, viz. &Ry,
g@dE, wify®, and @§gn. Rudrata gives 13 varieties,
denying the validity of snftE=afiRra, and adding 4 addi-
tional varieties (cp. ix. 33, exemplified in ix. 41-44) not
generally recognised by other dlamkéarikas, Dandin’s
classification is based on no definite principles.

(iii) Virodha enters into the composion of a number
of other figures such as guAr (ii. 33), &% (ii. 84), Hus
(ii. 109), etc , while figures like fgwrgar or certain varie-
ties of @& are, on ultimate analysis, special kinds of
f40a only. Cp. the list of Flywe® figures on p. 69
above, as also Note (iii) to ii. 199. Hemachandra in
fact even observes (p- 272) —ug ¥ fpERTARMIRIEI-
fRrfssaraTaag: gaemRad A gi=an | A warstare |
The Kavyaprakasakara however takes a different view,
These alamkaras, as being special cases of Gy and
having a distinet charm of their own, can be considered
as independent figurese For he says (about srdw,
p. 871)—uwr = RATEIRE q F: .., HTAR AT g
R |

(iv) Strictly speaking every poetical identification
such as & 0 involves an element of {3wr; but that
has to be ignored. Jagannatha observes (p. 430)—
5z R ordwrad O I9 GEeITHERIIHIR @ U aeRr 2y
fafdamey | @ = §F...... FAIRT ARrwaie G 9 a9 sfafoe-
ARE: | e veee.. | RIS g FGATR TR STR -oe o STHED .
AR TR GO <ReH ReTd, SRS EREAGRY, |

(v) Dandin and Bhamaha are alone in putting f33iy-
zam specially into the very definition of this figure.
Other definitions imply this.
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(vi) In ii. 339 the reading gamaswd ete. for Fpaaatead
ete. is worth noting. It is a deliberate attempt to
improve the original.

Notes to IL. 340-342-—(i) Dandin understands srsegazeiar in
the literal sense of siuegaey [segafrerd] swiar, and so
strictly limits the application of this figure 1o this
case alone. Cp. note (ii) to ii. 205, where (p. 143 line 11
from bottom) read ‘latter’ for ‘former’ and ‘former’
for ‘latter’. The definitions of other writers for this
figure are—

Bhamaha (iii 28)—
wRERRYTE FEGHI-RET O & |
FTEIITRAN FT 49 Fogq g4r |
Udbhata (p. 61) reads the second line thus—
AITEIATRIGY SegarTgaieaw I
Vamana (IV. iil. 4) and Vagbhata (p. 36)—
[suterer] fhfugnt [aamerg=rma:] s aegasriar ¢
Bhoja (iv. 52)—
SRR TERIqeTe a1 /e |
FANY SAET=T T ST F qi=aq
Ruyyaka (p. 104)—
ARG, T FRATHY FEHITTAS TED T Segase-
TSR |
Mammata (x, p. 750)—
STSRGASET AT AT T SRGATSRAT |
w1 A @R R g |ty i
I TGS TS = g
Vagbhata (iv. 134)—
sRiET B FEEgaETy aege: |
YEgaNEEt AWTg: FArTET U |
¢ i & 3a T 7 Sweury |
Fredt: gEl S TEIGENRRT: I
Jagannitha (p. 402)—
TG STAEN AT AT H T AATERY SR
ST 3 SREId grgaszian, adding in explana-
tion, siEfee T auewSH T g TR |
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(ii) It will be seen that while to later writers—
SIEGAATNA SEGAATASATI: 1S ATEGTTTIAT 5
to Dandin—
JTEGANTG FEGAARIIAG: 15 SSRGS,
This has saved Dandin from the necessity (i) of dis-
tinguishing this figure from qmiElRs, HA-aESE, BN, ete.;
and (ii) of explaining the circumstances which make
it possible for the =Rgd to cugrest w¥=a. These cir-
cumstances give the several varicties of the figure as
admitted by subsequent writers In order to show how
very complicated the whole business of classification
has become at the hands of these later writers we
give beldw a tabular statement based on the Kavya-
prakiss—
( (1) = wegd FRoRaEg
(i1) e SEgR wARTTAR
st { (i) srrey gy ARy
| (iv) R sreg® sreniramm
(v) I TG FAAUREEY

Varisty (v) further divided into
|

| | |
A Useoff®e  B. Throughsysgriy  C. Through
words for as in AMENRS (with simple
a3 + B3y faRmor alone Bes) ared

Or again, independently, into
|

A, W!?Iﬁﬁ‘" B 31}*17@’“ Cr & J Y

(iii) Bhoja gives for sroegasrmar the twofold classifica-
tion into a1=gT and 3Rig=yT, his instance for the latter
being Dandin’s 1illustration ip ii. 341 paraphiased ;

viz.—
R Y SR SRRITIBAI |
fagafy afg 7 3= ¥ e war 29 A
28 [ Kavyadarée |
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The Fr=q7 variety he illustrates by—
TET FRIEEA 7 7% Ay eff i
T & aanm%aag Feganfa |
TR G cawi FU WAy Ao I
Hraeged a1 Rl 9 geEt >y 0

Notes to II. 343-347— (i) A few representative definitions

of this figure are—
Bhamaha (iii. 30)—

URFRAETRAW gea |

PHRIRREmT ey syrsregfawat 74 )
Udbhata (p. 61)—

TeTRRETANE I3 4T TR |

TeGAEg TR SISregiRET Far |
Rudrata (x. 11)—

TRA, ForeaT wgrady feara a1 &gf: weida !

ST RafRramn sqrevdy: @ g |
Vamana (IV. iii. 24)

G RRIEHFTHRRITRET Qrordt sqrrgf: |
Bhoja (iv. 56)—

5w I oirEr RTET gore 3 |

T I WA AT sqreregadisgd B
Ruyyaka (p. 112)—

iR fegregelinve sastegias |
Mammata (x, p. 815)—

srergfan® el Qe s
Hemachandra (p. 276)—

T I SToRgf: |
Vidyadhara (viii. 30)—

T TERTAT €Al e AR fawT 1

Rt wgigar 89 syergifdE i
Vidyinatha (p. 443)—

Reeen ar=rT I3 wgfoRamaarad o

QAT A1 TS T syTeregiaTdt war I
and Jagannatha (p. 416)—

ArgEsdian Mergfne @i s FEg-

srsEgfa: |
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(ii) It will be noted that all writers except Dandin,
Bhamaha, Udbhata, and Vamana consider both @yt
§f: and &g a1 as the legitimate spheres of this
figure. It is not certain therefore whether Dandin
really would permit the Iymgm which we have put
upon the definition in our Sanskrit Commentary
ii. 343". Rudrata gives the figure as a variety of Byya®
figures, and so requires that it be based necessarily
upon paronomasia. Bhoja, finally, makes no distinc-
tion between #sRERY and 31 defined as in Kavyadarsa
il. 268.

(iii) According to Dandin’s view it seems that Leéa
No. 2 is distinguished by the presence of a subtle
element in the praise or blame, while in a sgrgR no
such subtle element is necessary. This is the only
distinction between these two figures. Hence we must
either suppose that Dandin did not intend to accept
Lesa No. 2 without reserve, or that Bhoja is justified
in making 31 ==sRg .

(iv) In an spregassiar there are two things: a sega and
an oTaegd. Further the §gfY of the sirgy is real and
not intended to be withdrawn. So also the =T of the
nrga.  The gt and fa=m, it is also to be noted, is of
two distinet things: it is not a case that the same
thing is outwardly censured but really praised [and

vice versa], as in a syRgRL.

(v) Similarly, while in seiEgfy the apparent fawr is
to be ultimately set aside, and &gfi obtained by im-
plication, the case is not one of simple =f, in as
much.as the 1=y is here entirely thrown overboard—
a thing which does not necessarily happen in an
ordinary sf4. Cp. on the point Jagannatha (p. 416)—
wq @ e Sie | e R s A
¥H gz

(vi) Bhoja quotes both the examples given by Dandin
and remarks (p. 410)—=rg AR HITEIIHATR ogF |

(vii) In ii. 345° *4@ is a better reading than °Zwey,
but we have no Ms. authority for adopting the im-
proved reading.
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Notes to II. 348-350—(i) A few representative definitions
of f=ala or foezlr are here assembled. The figure is

not recognised by g, g™, W2, TWIX, ¥, and
both the gR¥Zs.—
Bhamaha (iii, 32)—

el RRwe sedaireza |

EriliceociE eIt ol
Udbhata (p. 62)—

FEEGYTT WA, AT I Fou !

MGG FoaQ a1 fBgaer 0
Vimana (IV. iii. 20)—

e eaealaTET Rl 1
Bhoja (iii. 31)—

T AR 7: el afRe )

[EEIA e a% o 743
Ruyyaka (p. 76)—

TAAIETEAT a7 TG T SRR R |
Mammata (x, p. 744 ff,)—

[ forzaian ] srvae aegeiamy STRETE: |

wEEREaTeRn: B = 9 N
Vidyadhara (viii. 19)—

sfaTraaer FT S¥aan I3 Fgaa |

TRRIEEAT a7 feiEr & Fefiar o
Vidyanatha (p. 433)—

AEIGAI N Ao : |

affrafEEr wer 75 ar @ik
Visvanatha (x. 51)—

GHaaEgEar ey FERE

I feraTgRreaa atera ar feger i
Kuvalayananda (st. 52 ff.)—

m'em’fnh W Rzt |

7g: W 3 Pirewegar |

mﬁ‘mﬂw“% qee=1 AR |

FAIGTS TN At Arongee:

QL e T PR |

aﬁmﬁaﬂ’iﬁ &frl === aw: |
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Jagannitha (p. 339)—

ST TNE SR Ear e |

and Visvesvara (p. 262)—

SRR Tl |

o Ber SRR g

(ii) It will be observed that Dandin, Bhimaha,

Vamana, and others admit what is known as the -
ST as the only variety of the figure, while Mam-
mata and most other writers admit an additional
variety. Dandin’s conception of this figure has the
advantage of keeping true to the etymological sense
of the figure.

(iii) This SremfeEdmT is the same as the YvagegfgRaT
of Ruyyaka, Visvanitha, and most later writers. As
Appaya Dikshita observes in his Chandrika (p. 74)—
AT 9O 9 ggedared §vaeq aual wiEdia | To the
same effect also Jagannatha (p. 345). The second, and
with later writers, the more usual variety is s&wagef-
zzir divided into Frdfeemiar and gqgrifEiT, & good

example of the former being Mudrarikshasa (vii. 6)—

FANGF RS IS! ag: T Rl
R SEERRAI : ST

mﬂm%@a EEty
Wia: 3 T FewaE anel saivE: 0

The qualification which requires a fawgfafsm relation
between the two statements is to be noted. This rela-
tion has to be assumed in order to explain the prima
facie impossiblility of the relation between the two
statements, which is dogmatically asserted. As Dandin
does not recognise this 2@¥eq variety, we need not
enter in details into the exact scope of the figure as
also its distinction from 9=, which is another figure
not recognised by our author. .See on the point Alam-
karasarvasva (p. 77).

(iv) Bhoja (p.299ff.) introduces in Dandin’s fagaM
one or two minor principles of sub-division. The
gsimilarity is directly asserted in the statement or is
left to be inferred. EThe former is ‘g the latter,
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% Further we have cases when there is a complete
g statement given at first, the ITSiea® statement
being given almost as an after—thought; or the
relation is the reverse of this; or the two state-
ments are simultaneous. According to Bhoja, Dandin’s
ﬁrst example (ii. 349) is qgrqg his second (ii. 350),
gwgg. His comment on ii. 354 is—ers Uefiegremafy
maﬁ%aﬁmmmﬁwiﬁmﬁaam
TIFARTSIRaFEAT: TEAT HaFIAIREREREY T A fgaiag |

Notes to II. 351-354—(i) A fow other definitions of this
figure are—
Agnipurana (344. 23)—
GEiRn: GEATRA F4 geaaiiom |
Bhamaha (iii. 38) and Udbhata (p. 67)—
TS B o axggaea s [wamm v, L)
qeRR FAY etivn: &1 war gor [aam v, L1
Rudrata (viii. 99f)—
w1 & et sfragufmpRT and: |
T G S FIq: & o |
BB m@mﬁ‘fv‘m o
FeAARERT Fa% QqA=T =rd_ I
Vamana (iv. 3. 28)—
TEIEA TS g TR IS BRI T FaTi: |
Bhoja (iv. 57 ff.)—
FARIAT G TR Ry |
fafameafafne agiRa: | @
eI Fe: SRfRh: farRf
RfFvd s il arfy e 0
Ruyyaka (p. 81)—
SHRIGAGIREE Tr=fRmee qerdds=a ann: |
Mammata (x, p. 817)—
a1 wEin: gurde awR Rarw )
Vagbhata (iv. 119)—
FERA: G WG FRBHOR: §E |
g FIRAEY awwReang |



207 1 Notes [ —ii. 354

Vigbhata (p. 38)—
TRAETHYS WEHa: |
Ke$avamisra (p. 36)—

FIFRIARG: TRE: | 61 g —SarefeeeaTsRTes F1-
FROIRY |

Hemachandra (p. 273)—
TRl FeRy: |
Vidyanatha (p. 400)—
TR 93 W fama s
HROATRET a7 FEReRdeTa i
Visvaniths (x. 55)—
TR wieE 75 W g |
o1 TR TR RaT e

and Jagannatha (p. 357)—
QU SRR e Fah: |

(ii) The statement of simultaneity between the
qualities or actions of two objects, which constitutes
the essence of this figure, is not a matter-of-fact de-
scription as in T erra: far. It is sifmaiReges. Ruy-
yaka however goes further and says (p. 81)—as f@wr-
e rereawan: | ar [FReEfe] = 53
SARTITARIEIT I | FNETAGR Bufafai=gar a1l Ruyyaka
thus recognises, amongst others, a variety of @EIfR%
based on FRHERUNEITINGSY, giving as an example—
FEEIY: 9T gard qudawa@n: | Jagannatha refuses how-
ever to recognise this variety. As Alamkarakaustubha
{p. 331) observes—HRIFRIR: TAIT ATHITHFIEIHTER-
TG ATNATRE A Fh: | AARREN A SRICEE AT |

oF R FR T
TR
T BIGNRAITET GRT 39 IR |

IR} s AR —wwarlffwwgwEa | The relation
between the two objects brought together in a WgHes

should be merely gumamw (cp. Panini IL iii. 19, a5gs-
). Dandin would endorse the view of Jagannéths
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though his conception of afRzRIk%, as we have seem
(Notes, p. 146-47), is somewhat different. The FeaSET
illustrated by Dandin in ii. 256 would be considersd
by Ruyyaka as @2IRf; but the very fact that Dandin
regards it as a separate alarhkara proves his noun-
acceptance of QiaTGAYSrg®r @AK variety. In none of
the examples given by Dandin for @ElRs is there in
evidence a Hd%ru relation, the real cause in ii. 352
and ii. 353 being Y3¥vafRg and in ii. 354, probably,
st

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

are —

Bhamaha (iii. 40)—
BRI IR g |
SYTaETEEd aRgfwat a9 |

Udbhata (p. 69)—
TRRERAREE FeE R |
e Tq RERG &t b
Rudrata (vii. 77)—
IR S g R 9a |
wigrRia ar SfiE: afy oigf: o
Vamana (IV. iii. 16)—
TaiEert e IRZR: |
Bhoja (iii. 29f.)—
AT AT Jeg AT a1 Rl e )
qRERRET a1 FeaEHedn
a1 Brar sy aur fRferrm |
gefter M fAfder et |
Ruyyaka (p. 152)—
RATRHR FATHR e TR )
and Jagannatha (p. 481)—
AR W SRR Ta-
qRep®i: |
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(if) Two points deserve to be noted. The barter
ought to be #fq#faq and charming. An actual com-
mercial transaction howsoever noteworthy cannot
be an instance of this figure. Secondly, there ought
to be a regular sales-agent in the transaction. Acecord-
ingly a case like—frfureanwonte dlaw 9e @ar ardEmS
FeFSH_ Or FHRIGITE aRErT AT SWR HMTggul sondng where
there is only a =@ or S @%@ [FRgRmAEY cannot
be a regular 9f@R in the normal acceptance of the term
faFw9. Mammata and Jagannitha also are against
admitting s/&, while @« and ¥x% admit it. Bhoja
attempts to hold the balance evenly by recognising
s as a sub-variety of Parivritti. His example
(p. 297) is—

S dfter steUrs TRy SsamfRell Meremw |
Gfzrer ag MY GaRmemy gEar I

(& SRt g Beadd!
§ 0 T A oAy der: 0 ]

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

Notes to II. 357—(i) Vagbhata the author of the HrIE
is the only writer besides ¥WiAg and gfieq to recognise
arzf: as a figure of speech. Vagbhata defines it as
(p. 46)— zore@e while the definition of Bhamaha
(iii. 54) is—

iy = FifEdsraar Aar |

ReeRATat ;e agar U
Hemachandra (p. 294) declares himself against the
recognition of this figure in the words—sizfieg EPHET S
Waggae Quigeasa@ fw9: | See his commentary on
the passage.

27 [ Kavyadaréa ]
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(ii) At the same time it is necessary to point out
that the 36 embellishments of speech involving specific
emotional modes which are enumerated by Bharata at
the beginning of the 16th Chapter of the Natyasastra,
and which occur also in Jayadeva’s Chandriloka,
Maytkha iii, include (along with such things as
U, ST, SR, TR, TR3EE, ete.) saf: or bene-
diction. Now it must be admitted that, in a given
situation, benediction can become a very effective
mode of expressing one’s thoughts; and a dramatur-
gist has every right to collect all such effective modes
of expression together. But why Dandin should have
selected only one of them for inclusion amongst the
regular 3@%Rs cannot be determined. We may how-
ever point out in passing that some others out of the
36 have been universally regarded as forming the
basis of some of the regular figures.

(ii) It is worth noting—as pointing to an indepen-
dence of tradition and perbaps an absence of interde-
pendence between Dandin and Bhamaha—that Dandin
takes arzfl: as a regular benediction. Bhamaha gives
two illustrations for the figure. In the first (see our
Com. ii. 357%-"') two friends, who have been estrang-
ed from one another by malicious and mendacious go-
betweens, perceive their error, and one of them calls
upon the other to join hands again. On this Hema-
chandra remarks—as o a@ IqrgiRRRN: Herar URafERNEg
SARIER et iy WraeEfRarem ! . . 37 SR

Bl ece e inees aammmmq | In the second

example also (see our Com. ii. 357'*-%), Hemachan-
dra points out that the hostile cities have already been
vanquished. Hence, quTiEmt Ao qxwast AIHFGTAT-
g9 | The illustration given by Dandin is of course
SrarguTHT<3HEr sf: | And the same is the case with
Vagbhata.

Notes to II. 368-3593>,—(i) Before winding up his treat-
ment of the regular alamkaras and passing on to a
consideration of the mixed alamkaras (ii. 360), Dandin
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vindicates the completeness of his list, by remarking
that sy, gddg, SUHTET®, and SAGEFE, which are
normally given by Alamkarikas as independent figures,
have been—the first three—included by him as sub-
varieties of regular figures, while the last, though not
actually so included, can easily be subsumed under
a regular figure. Compare also ii. 309. See note (ii) to
i, 37; Note (ii) to ii. 26 (where in the last line on
p. 90 read ‘Dandin’ for ‘ Bhamaha’); and Note (iii) to
ii. 88.

(ii) The alamkaras =39 and 4&g, though not sepa-
rately given by Dandin, are treated as independent
alamkiras by almost all other wrifers, including
Bhamaha. The figures Su#&Eds and SSETG are how-
ever given by Bhamaha alone amongst extant writers;
and Dandin’s specific rejection of them raises the ques-
tion as to Dandin’s chronological position with refer-
ence to Bhamaha. In our notes to ii. 88-90 we have
adduced reasons to show that Dandin’s posteriority to
Bhamaha need not be regarded as an inevitable con-
clusion so far as the treatment of SUTETH by these two
writers is concerned. As to oY, in as much as
Dandin gives us no indication as to his own idea of
the figure, the means for forming any opinion one
way or the other are unfortunately lacking.

(iii) An S is—to judge from the illustration
of it given by Bhamaha (see our Com. ii. 359*~°) is a
combination of TX&AREY with BYYRET and TR,
and as Dandin’s sub-varieties often exhibit such com-
bined 3%, Dandin is justified from his own point of
view in regarding IR&meUa as SAgAe. Abhinavagupta
in his ==Smeras (p. 41) discusses Bhamaha’s illustra~
tion for 3Ngm™aa and regards it as a regular variety of
.

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

S S
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Notes to II. 359¢<d to 360—(i) It will be remembered that
in ii. 7 dgf} was designated &%im. Later writers make
a distinction between these terms, reserving @i for
co-ordinating or H%e mixture and ¥aw for prepondera-
ing mixture or mixture with the s1zrfEwag relation.
Although Dandin is aware of this two-fold method of
mixture he has not deemed it necessary to appropriate
a distinct name for each. Bhamaha, Rudrata, Vimana,
Bhoja, Hemachandra, and the two Viagbhatas have
likewise contented themselves with just one name :
Bhamaha, Vamana, and Bhoja choosing &gy the
others having fixed upon d%x. The later dlamkarikas
including #u®%, AWE, fagarg, and others clearly dis-
tinguish between ¥gf® and ¥, some adding alsoa
third category of 435 or aifaeray,

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

Bhamaha (iii. 48)—

T R aa@égamvma !
TR TS gt SagiRar gar

Vamana (IV. iii. 30f.)— N
ASFR@SFNS Fafy: | SRAgrarsEaETay |

Rudrata (x. 25)—
TR f@agsas grasens |
SIRISTHITATE, HEL SqTQ g7
Bhoja (iv. 88 ff.)—
FERRf fRar armderEs |
QT g AT QTeq<HT S<hreg<nia F 37 I
fioagaTarT SrRaeey 4 |
SR GSToAq, gigurieas & |
SHISTAT 9 GERCRigER |
RISt RA, ArToEREaR |

Hemachandra (p. 289)—
ST F AT Rafe @4 | qeade
A | SURATETEH, | THEY TR S ATIHAT%"
soTAE: g | R, SRETeesSE
TR g |



213 ] Notes [ —ii. 360

Pratiharendurija (p. 66)—
IAFTSFRITRT, GReUF: | ARG TeaTeaiei-
FHERANCRIFIEERI TG TP T SFRERE | -
TRTHIFRER § GIITRIGER TFRAT TR 91~
AR | STIRTIEEEE AN Sh g -
W | o [T ag ST T R e
HHET:

Mammata (x, p. 915 ff.)—
1 Gaftaut 3_W Jikg Rafy: U
ARpfaaTHEETEe g ¢ |
THET A 9 SERIRTER R U
TFEAGTATY TEqraieniagTd |
sy = et e afEda:

Visvanatha (x. 98 f)—
iRt Rafl: dafear |
arﬁ-'rf?%ia@dm TERFERYAT |

Gfergd = vafq gy ga: 0

(iii) It will be noticed that Dandin has not yet
treated of the z=gTowNs, and although a mixture of
gt and a4 alamkaras is possible, Dandin is not
primarily thinking of such a mixture but probably a
mixture of two (or more) srgid®Ns, as the illustration
given by him goes to prove. We have already seen
that many a sub-division under the several alamkaras
given by Dandin is based upon a combination of 3Rsys
proceeding from more than one figure-of-speech. All
the same of course we would be justified in extending
the scope of Dandin’s definition of T&f¥ so as to
include mixtures of Fg and a4 alarmkaras.

(iv) Should we admit af¥ or 4% as an independent
figure-of-speech at all ? This question is analogous to
the question in Indian Logic as to the recognition of
of A&y or fwma.  Ruyyaka (p. 193) gives his con-
clusion on the point in these words—as J4T SRITSHOH
DRI gUFTEEaRga SRR S 5
ST W ARG | T FSHRgaar
q gUFIRARIAAR Fo: | atzmtrataﬁ aaﬁmﬁa@mﬁ’r
Jg: | AR eI 4R 3R 3w, | T SR a5 |
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Notes to II. 361-362—(i) In the first half of ii. 361 there is
an SYAT statement which can stand by itself. The Iumr
is thus the principal figure. The gargurfeAt considers
the figure in the first half to be 3Rer; but =nfiuly can
be an JummE=ERRE though not actually enumerated by
Dandin. In the second half we have an sul-a&ag
based upon ®Y. The particular statement about the
invasion of the beauty of the face by lotuses is corro-
borated by the general fact that, given % and gue,
any body can invade. The awkwardness of the gen-
eral statement containing a pronoun (ugf) referring to
a noun in the particular statement can be got over by
making uy=uyi AHEH, Nor is the dificulty so very
serious at all. We need not accordingly make the
figure a g instead of an IFawyTd, as suggested by
some commentators,

(ii) Dandin has not apparently given an illustration
for gdyi gqFear.  The stanza ii. 362 (ep. ii. 226%Y) sup-
plies the deficit. But it is omitted in most Mss. and
Cb quotes the stanza with the remark — gamgIaET
NGO 59599 ! It may be added in passing that
Bhoja gives as his example for this kind of #gf® (which
he calls Requge@f) the extra stanza fad qwgm™: ete.
mentioned in the variants to ii. 226 above. Even the
garguifs does not notice ii. 362 ; and surely it would
have been possible for Dandin, without repeating him-
self, to give another instance for gusyggaf if he had
thought it necessary. We should in this connection
recall the fact that Dandin has not given illustrations

for all the a=Er® or the s+xdm™® varieties. Compare
our Commentary to ii. 104 ff.

Notes to II. 363.—(i) Of the three figures-of-speech con-
tained in ii. 361 the relation between Ry and spsfisag=ra
is perhaps much more immediate than that between
sgteaeag and I9AT; but it would be incorrect to sug-
gest that the former is 3rF1Teg and the latter gumear.
All the same, Ry forms, as Dandin himself says ii. 313,
the ingredient of quite a large number of figures, with
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which it generally has an sgFan relation. Compare
our Note to ii. 313 and the illustrations in ii. 28, ii. 87,
ii. 159, ii. 185, etc. In fact there is no figure-of-speech
the charm of which cannot be heightened by introduc-
ing an element of RY into it somewhere. Of course
the charm resulting from paronomasia is artificial and
so cannot be said to reflect accurately the charm of
the original object in Na ture which the poem seeks to
describe in the most effective and agreeable fashion.
Paronomasia is like the frame of the picture. It can
set off the beauty of the portrait: but the beauty of
the portrait must be there. Svabhavokti is the beauty
of the portrait; Vakrokti is the contribution of the
frame-maker.

(ii) 1t is thus evident that Vakrokti is Dandin’s
general name for any rhetorical device used to garnish
or embellish some normal matter-of-fact deseription or
narration. As the gaguiedl remarks—ewmaiaia JuT-
aRgaugrdeusaad, TR JTaRIGTEE | o STARTE:
GHNidT FRIfeY qiE: SRR FRESER 50 We
should in this connection recall Dandin’s earlier
assertion (ii. 13) about @RI F—Ior=aEa GIEST Froysad-
Jitg@y | Mahimabhatta in his Vyaktiviveka (Triv.
Sans. Series ed. p. 28) is more precise on the point.
Quoting the view, presumably, of Kuntaka the author
of FifRssifad ( a work which has been brought to light
only a few months ago in a solitary and fragmentary
ms. from the South ) he says—amemRgsEEi v {-
W TR e TR T weTe SRR aggmmiE:
¥PgraeRi | The 3Ry of a Sastra proceeds from its
description of facts as facts. In a poem the sy is,
in the words of Jayaratha (p. 8), a sRuRFERT sqUwR,
or as another puts it, a SgregugrfinG: U Compare also—

afig Hrﬁ“ﬁam =t SRR |
FRRIEI S 91 R
(iii) Bhamaha's eonception of a%ifis can be gathered
from the following passages in his work—(i. 36)—

R RN RAREl qraesid:— where g% is given as a
part of his definition of alamkara; (cp. Abhinava-
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gupta’s comment— Eey 2 gar ARETW = THA1 SAwoE

TEESHERETeHE=aeE:) ; (1. 30)—gh -
TR GHRara—where he tells us, like Dandin,
that g=IfR% and &wIRE constitute the contents of all
poetie writing; (ii. 34, 35)—where he intends to say
that the J&xif style, in spite of its 5HwE, %gdr, or FiwwE,
will er no better than a sweet choppy music, if devoid
of gsrgar and g0 ; and that, per contra, Gaudiya poe-
try with its many alamkaras, provided it is not vulgar
or confusing and has some sense to convey, is alsonot
unacceptable; and lastly the oft-quoted verse (ii. 85)—

Jur |ag (v. 1. @97 ) aRRaearel @ |

Tetret HAAT N RSHRET far
which, coming as it does in connection with his treat-
ment of siREENRE, leads to the equation sRrERE =axifR%
which Mammata (x. p. 906) and Hemachandra (p. 267)
distinectly lay down—uas Refmeiing sw@amaiasy | af
et gEEEGEana | Other testimony to this extended
application of the term 71 is Alamkarasarvasva (p.8)—
FRITRASIRARI: FRaa- e TaifRanat ag iRt geiRaaT srereara
FeshHagard, | SqaRe] T 9 Feued sfas | sifvia-
TERIIRAT T FAGHRE | coeenne | STAREHAIRRY: GRS |yg:
WFa: | SaegRareasiEad g 1 gadsiHant aal W
=Efgad ! And again (p. 177)—aRiRAasaaomRaHIT9x -
firdERRn d@ffa: | To the same effect also tﬂﬁﬁﬁrga' in
his =Fn@EeEa (p. 208)— NRERARSERT ¥ @t F=h
HSHIER: Gt Voo . | SRR AR laarfawt‘?ﬁ
FATSHECETHTIH COmpare also Kavyadarsa ii. 220.

(iv) As against this earlier conception of %% (or
fqzi*n) given by Bhamaha, Dandin, Kuntaka and
others, we have the subsequent restriction of it to a
specific figure-of-speech defined by Ruyyaka (p. 175)
as—ARAGY AT FPBIIELT Jrod, | and illus-
trated by—

o2 Saeht gigiem @ A

o s ghem g arert & 0
Another illustration given by-Kuvalayananda (st. 158)
is—g= aw R+ [an afsst] s 8 @<t gufas | Rudrata
(ii. 14-17), Mammata (ix, p. 593), Hemachandra (p. 234),
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Vidyanatha (p, 410), and most later writers have the
same limited conception of F%ifsi, which some go to
the length of regarding as a z=Z;d=rR only. Rudrata
(x. 9) gives besides a variety of &7 called g3,

(v) As coming between these two conceptions of
g%, though not therefore necessarily forming the
transition between them, is Vamana’s conception of
gzisn as (IV. iii. 8)—aremymemr gifm: ! A @&, the
Kamadhenu explains, is possible in five ways—

APIAIT FIATT €. g, HE-SR-aT

qrEAmd e. g. (92T ArvEs: (2 case of gEISR);

FHATIT: e. g. TET A3

Juiend e g geRarad 9@:;

and, FEARIT e. g. wEld @AY A=,

Vakrokti is thus, according to Vamana, a metaphori-
cal mode of poetic expression, while Dandin regarded
it as any striking mode of poetic expression. If we
now recall that to Vamana all figures-of-speech are
guarIe=" only, while they are s=®imuna or THTENSRILT
to the earlier school, it will be perhaps evident that
between Vamana’s conception of a=ifxs and that of
Dandin, Bhamaha, and others there is not that wide
gulf that is sometimes made out.

(vi) At the same time, comparing Kaivyadarsa
ii. 93-94 with Vamana’s example for F=its®, viz.—
sfadie w0 aedl w9 fAfede ggaia (s Sesige-
farfren QraiEmadse Sgaq:) it is evident, as'Jacobi
has said (Z. D. M. G., vol. Ixiv, p. 130ff), that Vamana
has turned what was a 3w (®@rfy in Dandin, g in
Bharata xvi, 95) into an @%Rr. Samaidhi is declared,
like a=iftn and sfwEifRs, as the all-in-all (ii. 100) of
poetry ; and it is difficult to talk of more than ome
thing in the superlative and yet maintain a distinction
between them, especially if we remember that with
Vamana the boundary-line between Gunas and alarm-
karas was very vague indeed (cp. IL 3. 172—areairarRn:
FART 947 QU TR EaaEaeEN: ). As far as the facts of
the case go, we have no definite ground to regard
Vamana's treatment of %1% as either a forerunner or

23 [Kavyadavéa ]
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a subsequent development of Dandin’s and Bhimaha’s
conception of the same. Even if Udbhata, Bhamaha’'s
commentator, is to be regarded as a rival contempo-
rary of Vaimana, yet Vimana may have persisted in
following his own indendent s@®#@gg™E. The chrono-
logical relation between Dandin and Vamana cannot
be made to turn upon :heir account of F=if=.

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

Notes to IT 364-336—(i) Compare Note (iii) to ii. 13 above.
The normal conception of Bhivika found in Ruyyaka
(p.178), Mammata (x, p. 822), and Visvanatha (z.93-94),
and most later writers is contained in the fol.
lowing definition of it in the Kavyaprakasa—aaar sv
JEAT Fyey YawiiEa: | gEifdFd,  Some writers add to
this the further condition that the object (37g) should
be :r@zyd, and should be expressed in vivid and non-
confusing terms (s=MAIFeAd). An example of a past
incident revivified is Mrichchhakatika (iii. 6)—

o6 @REFE g P8 7 aelies

Ui TEAaEE ar B0H Fge |

oG ga Sfed vmgeiRa

Jeaed oAl Miqawd w=srd et |
For a future incident anticipatorily glimpsed Ruy-
yaka (p. 182) gives the instance—

AN T RaAEiRa gdar 7 |

FARYRUT q7 T Rergareeysms wegd i

(ii) In accordance with this later conception of the

figure its name i explained as—wia: FTRIRNER |
or (1@ ge, p. 178)—=%FE 1ar Wig m¥: NaRk sRrad iy
WAL W& 1 G YR [QFgwE @swid | This etymology
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probably goss back to Kivyadarsa ii 364°9, where
howeve: Wig apparently is used in a rather peculiar
sense. We would there translate it by Sustained
Intuition especially as Dandin makes it a SFFIRFTIIT.
Bhamaha also calls it (ii. 52) a g@=affgzsw laying down
for it the four-fold requirement, viz —

FEErargardE s @i

SERIIEEA AT T 3G TTGE 0
But Dandin’s requirements for the figure as enume-
rated in ii. 365-386 seem to be peculiar tohim, as also
“his whole conceplion of the same, wherein he is
probably following a tradition distinet from that of
Bhamaha. Rhoja's conception of Bhavika (whick he
identifies with 33z, iv. 85-86) is so very far removed
from the two conceptions discussed hitherto that it
need not be here taken into consideration at all.

(iii) The Bhavika of later writers is distinguishable
from the 7w called 5wE, the W@ named ¥3y¥A, and JFHIS
like TRaIRE or Hifawr or wfgzN. Compare QzEEdm
(x p. 574f.) —7 a0 SRRl . YaArEA: SRS TRAT-
TgAER | T e fEE gae G A RS
ST T J axwaar«n zﬁqmanﬁmﬁazra AR 7
o aEnh: A0 iﬁf‘mﬂaﬁqﬂmw HWUM &H
e g TG TRGIHERd AsfaRmiEtd | Hemachan-
dra however refuses to admit this figure. He says
(p 293)—wifers g YoM IS ERIAFA RIS T Wi !
97 grerel T AUy 9 aq e

(iv) Confining our attention to Dandin’s own con-
ception of WfAF it will be observed that Dandin’s
treatment of it is quite in place, coming as it does
after his treatment of g%ii<f; whereas, it is not quite
clear why Bhaimaha should have called his wifas 2
gaeqawRe. Bhavika is the quality belonging to a
poem taken as a whole, and it suggests the formula-
tion of questions like,—Is there a meaning to the
whole ? Is it consistently carried out? Is there a
harmony and proportion of parts ? Is it a clear and
self-sufficient theme ? These are questions of higher



ii, 367— ] Kavyddas éa [ 220

criticism ; and it is creditable to Dandin that he has
recognised their importance and made room for them
in his treatment of poetry.

Notes to II. 367-368—(i) Having considered a poem from
the point of view of higher ecriticism and construetive
technique. Dandin is naturally led to think of the
dramatic Nodes and their minor constituents, or the
Rhetorical-modes and their further literary distribu-
tion, these being respectively treated at length in the
Natyasastra, Chapters xix and xx. Dandin here per-
mits the possibility of anapplication of similar critical
canon to the appreciation of poetry. It is to be wished
however that Dandin had made himself more explicit.
For vrittis compare our Note (ii) to i. 40.

(ii) Here again, as at the end of the first Parich-
cheda, Dandin emphasises, for an aspiring poet, the
necessity of constant practice Repetitio mater
studiorum.






