-

. TN i o

Tre

Kavyadarsa of Dandin
NOTES

Parickrchheda 1




TR




ad ]
5 |

THE KAVYADARSA OF DANDIN
NOTES

Notes toI.1—(i) It is impossible to give an accurate
rendering for Zdt. Swan, goose, flamingo, etc. do not
give a very correct notion and often convey improper
suggestions.

(ii) The periodical movement of £gs to Lake Manasa
in the Himalayas is a poetic convention claiming the
same authority as their grmai‘l{ﬁr'&?“aaﬂ'fér (Nitisataka,
18).

(iii) The @azEe of Sarasvati is brought out even in
familiar stanzas like 91 F-ggIRERATS AT FoaaAIar ete.
The reservation which a commentator makes in
regard to the colour of the Goddess’ hair, nails, ete.
(as also the invented variant ZFEw) is so evident as
to'be hardly wonth specifying. With regard to this
ag@ars of sradafis the story is told that a Karnatic
(B. 8. S. 2nd edition in one vol.), Introduction, pp. lix~
1xii] took objection to the ‘all-white’ character
which is here assigned to Sarasvatl on the ground
that she for one, although Sarasvatl incarnate, was
not remarkable for the possession of that particular
_colour—

S STEATHT 1T AHSTT |
79 Zfosr < Gy et |
This present introductory verse has found its way into

the late wweadwzeNufg where it occurs as the first
stanza after the treatment of the ten mantras.

1 [ Xavyadaréa ]
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Notes to I. 2—(i) Such an opening for a treatise like the
present we meet with in a number of other treatises
and manuals and digests and commentaries. 1t seems
no more than a fashionable or convenient opening and

cannot by itself be made the basis of any chronologi-
cal inference.’

(ii) It seems very difficult to ascertain what authors
or treatises Dandin exactly had in his mind. As
Bharata alone, amongst the known Alamkarikas,
gives a ten-fold classification of the 7yms and as his
definitions of them are rather primitive as compared
with those of Dandin, Bharata might safely be ranked
amongst his predecessors. Dandin is supposed to ex-
plicitly quote and refute Bhamaha, who therefore
would be another of his predecessors. See, however,
the Introduction on this point. In one or two places
Dandin seems to have before him a view similar to
that given by the Agnipurana (of. Kavyadaréa i. 79 and
Agni 346. 9) and there are besides a number of verbal
identities (see the separate Appendix about parallelisms
between Dandin and other writers) between the Puréna
and the Kavyadarda, although it may not be safe from
this to conclude that the latter is necessarily posterior
~ to the former. Of individual works Dandin mentions
Brihatkatha (i. 38) and Setubandha (i. 34) and the

- dubious Chhandovichiti (i. 12). Beyond these few

facts the rest-is all a matter of inference. A large

1 mass of literature known to Dandin is for us now a
. mere blank.

* (iii) A @eqw or definition is not an exhaustive enume-
ration of all the qualities of the definitum. It is
merely a means of distinguishing it from all other
objects in the world (sqrad#edq) and as such it may not
give any positive quality of the thing defined. It has
to be free from the faults of sy, s(Aeamy, and ¥
and it must be expressed in the fewest possible words.
For other pertinent remarks on the scope and limita-
tions of a definition cf Athalye’s Notes to a@awg,
sect. iii., p. 77 (B. S. S. 2nd edition).
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Notes to I. 3—(i) After the #%® and the ufigr Dandin at
once launches into his subject proper in a very skilful
manner.—All dealings in the. world are rendered
possible by language [i.3]; nay, more: language
contributes to whatever is best and noblest in life |i. 4],
and the good it brings does not perish with life [i. 5].
But language is a double-edged sword: there is good
language and bad language, and one bad word acts
like a grain of salt in a jar of milk [i. 6-7]). Hence
we must diseriminate between good and bad words,
and this involves a study of the Sastra [i.8]. Such
a Sastra pointing out the excellencies, blemishes,
styles, embellishments, and materials of Poetry is the
present one [ 1. 9-102].

(ii) The present stanza can be variously interpreted
according to the senses one gives to Ry, srgfie and &
and according to the meaning and the relation that
one assigns to the two genitives. We begin with the
interpretations least satisfactory—(i) Connect the two
genitives with @maran, the idea being: “All people,
whether wise [ by intuition ] or taught by others who
are wise [ by intuition ], have to admit speech as the
sine qua non of all dealings.” Criticism : there is not
much point in the antithesis—" dealings whether of
the self-made wise or of the wise by instruction’.
One expects an antithesis like—* dealings between all,
wise as well as fools.’ (ii) Connect the second genitive
with arsi and the first (in the sense of the instrumental)
with the second, thus giving the sense: All dealings
are made possible by speech for which laws have been
laid down (i) by great sages like Panini (7®:) or
by his successors, whoever they were, who derived their
light from Panini (srgR®=). Criticism : Besides the
forced construction of the genitive this interpretation
involves a surrender of the full force of &fy. (iii) Con-
nect both the genitives with arai—Speeches (Sanskrit,
Prakrits, ete.) for which rules have been (and can be)
laid down by sages, and the most primitive speech of
man, intuitive with him, and therefore beyond the
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provinee of rules (RISHI = GegaTREaAMISE AT A,
wq: et an). Criticism: This involves the large .
assumption of an original oneness of human language ;
and why should even that primitive speech be above
.rules? It may be that God or Nature had in that _‘
primitive speech arbitrarily fixed the meanings of -
words, but that is no less true of a large percentage of *
words even in the RwERm forms of language. (iv) The
interpretation which we prefer, and according to which

the Bergfm forms of language include Sanskrit, the
Prakrits and in fact all forms that have reached the
grammar-stage ; the remaining forms (Rw i) compris-

ing all the dialects of the vulgar or the ignorant or

the uncivilized people that are not general or consist-

ent or advanced enough to demand a grammatical
treatment. In fact even the most primitive and un-
civilized man needs some kind of language howso-
ever crude and unpolished.

Notes to I. 4—(i) The great importance of language in the
evolution of human society is well illustrated by such i
a hymn as RV. X. 125 or even by the familiar philoso- i
phic adage—qmmi &R Forsome pertinentremarks
on the subject see Max Miiller, ‘ Three Lectures on
the Vedanta Philosophy’ pp. 141-150.

Notes to I. 5—(i) The interpretation of this stanza involves
some difficulty. Dandin seems to have intended to
say that, whereas in an ordinary mirror the reflection
(sfifs=) can stand only as long the reflecting-object

] (=) is held before it, in the mirror-in-the-form-of-

literature the mfafswr stands even though the {¥ be i

absent. But the actual expression of this idea is de-

fective. As i can refer only to waf, the kings must = |
be taken to represent the fSws that is s@ffdq or absent.

The sfafm of this % is the gloty of those kings as

sung by poets. But this glory (&) is said to be the

WE—ef, s, Hence the whole trouble. The

&ﬂaﬂg@g%g@x%nw& I L et . 25 et e Sy
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commentator Jua-% suggests that we should take here
{asg in the sense of ufdfava; but when the whole idea of
the stanza centres round the distinction between fawa
and wqEw such a confusion of expression is not at
all likely. 'We must, therefore, think of the ¥z in a
twofold manner : the 7z as it is actually passed on
from speaker to speaker in the life-time of a king and
amongst his own subjects and dependents, and the
71 as figured forth in the imagery of the poet and
likely therefore to endure in that form for ages to
come. The former is the fiva and the latter its wgfRw.
This enables us to get over the difficulty in the first
part of the stanza. Now it is common experience that
the praise of a sovereign or ruler is made by his con-
temporaries only while he retains authority. When he
is gone his praise also, in normal circumstances, is
no more heard. But if the praise has once found gifted
expression inliterature then, even though the kings be
gone—and even though the 7Zifew in the form of the
praise by their contemporaries be silenced along with
the kings—the glory as mirrored forth in the litera-
ture (3fifa+=) endures for ever.

(ii) It is words like 7z, for which no subtler reason
than the exigencies of the metre should have been
adequate, that are responsible for the tradition that
Dandin ¥ Freqtee TG TARIE JERET: QETHIe -
Hr: composed the FEa@al.  Attempts to determine who
the pupil of Dandin was are therefore premature,
of. Dagak. (B.S.8.), Introd. p. lviil.

(iii) The idea of this stanza is well expressed by

fagwr in his ferrgeaaia (1. 26-27)—

guoRy: 3 7 e TP HEAACER FA R |

qT: TRt A SRIFESAT ST AR R e U

BETT: GFr TR e, Arfrrs GIgsr: |

q G U AT A R we Rt |
Compare also g (i. 6-7)—

gAY & affEeEEE |

T T R F= e ag:
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g Qe =JTe Jrae Aaead |

o

e, FEeT=TE gEdr agd aed_

Notes to I. 6—(i) A similar pun on the word 7ir (:) we find

in the SweferaRa xvii. 75—

g 7 Rierery e auaar |

ey AR T e adg @
which incidently determines the form of the name of
the author of the Nyayasttras.

(ii) On this whole question of the importance of the
correct use and understanding of words compare the
introductory part of the Vydkarana-Mahabhashya,
which seems to have been an elaboration of Nirukta
i. 18ff. Compare also Uttara-Ramacharits v. 31,

kNotes to I. 7—(i) If Dandin the author of the Kavyadarsa

be identical with Dandin the author of the Dada-
kumaracharita, it will have to be conceded that it
would be difficult to find another person whose prac-
tice so poorly conforms to his own theory. Compare
Agashe’s introduction to Dasakumaracharita (B. S. S.
2nd edition) pp. xxvi-xxvii. Dandin proves himself a
very facile poet as far as his achievement in the
Kavyadara is concerned; and such obvious blemishes
as urdt (ii. 4) and srragwmnga: (ii. 158) are capable

of other adequate solutions. See Notes to the stanzas
concerned,

Notes toI. 8—(i) The figure in the stanza is Sfieey.

For a definition see ii. 46.

Notes to I. 9~ (i) Dandin here clearly seems to have in

mind certain treatises on Poetics or Alarmkara which
probably gave a detailed classification of the various
kinds of styles in poetic composition as affected by
peoples of different tastes and countries. Bharata does
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not speak of different §wis; Bhamaha, like Dandin,
alludes (i. 31-32) to just two while the Agnipurana
speaks of four (Adhyaya 340), as also does Visvaniatha
the author of Sahityadarpana (ix. 1ff.). Vamana (ii. 9)
and Rudrata (ii. 4) on the other hand give three, but
Bhoja as many as six (ii. 28) : 3=, rared, Meten, smE-
e, @ and #@wrfr. It is evident however that
Dandin refers here to a treatise other than the Agni-
purdna, the Natyadastra, and the Bhamahilarmkara.
We have discussed the question in detail in the
Introduction, to which the reader is therefore referred.

Notes to I. 10—(i) zrdt sromrrr—The rest of the first Pari-

chchheda speaks of the ‘Body’ of Poetry while its

e[eNs come in for treatment in the last two Parich-

chhedas. Under ‘Body’ Dandin includes the gus which

are figuratively spoken of as the breaths or 3us in the

Body (i. 42). This figurative mode of description is

fully brought out, though in a slightly modified form,

in the following passage from Sahityadarpana (i.2)—

FE TR TR mrfﬁzra:nﬂﬂrr irra‘rﬁfﬂi%m FTEATRAZ
R IEPCR IO R EaNE

(ii) Widest divergence of views prevails amongst
Sanskrit Alarmkarikas as to the nature of Poetry. The
various opinions held or combated exhibit a remark-
ably clear grasp of the central problem and a critical
acumen no less keen than what is in evidence in
European works of criticism. Only, as the views
occur in erudite and little-read commentaries and sub-
commentaries, they have not received the attention

~they merit. Our Sanskrit Commentary attempts a
résumé of most of these views.

(iii) Bharata does not attempt a formal definition of
Kavya. He however mentions in the beginning of the
16th Adhyaya of the Natyasastra as many as 26 em-
bellishments of Kivya, including the ¥ms and the
SoHs strictly so called. The definition in the Agni-
purdna seems to be an attempt to engraft on the
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definition of Dandin some later improvements. It
runs thus (337. 6-7)—

... ST URTa |
HIY TERGHHEN, IEEeA o, |

Bhamaha’s definition is (i. 16) z=arat @feat Fwe, though
he implies that it should be @R (i. 13) and &3
(i.11). Vamana, although he calls @fd or style the
very soul of Poetry ({feenT @mesey ii. 6), does not ignore
the Imrs and (&S, as the very first sttra (Fey IREE-
#q) of his work clearly shows. Compare also his
vritti on I. i. 1—%reqamdly JMEFREEETE: TeaEaa |
T g eI e | Rudrata’s definition is awserel
Freq (ii. 1), and that of gz (p. 14)—zwerdl fAgmt
T 9T qreE w9 | Hemachandra’s definition is in
the same style (p. 16) @IS} QIO WSHA = TITAT HTH,
and Vidyanitha in the JaTEERIRET also agrees
(p. 42)—
 geRRERT e Qe |

TaTARTERY Fe FERERY g |
Other definitions are that of the author of the =Hf¥-
it (1. 1)—

Fregerr AR gad: T |
of 7=z in the FHreasmma (1. 4)—

TR FEaTAT FYIASE g Y |
of Jain arawg in gravErear (i. 2)—

HTgRRTIEEH QTEHTCE |

TFEORREE & Feffa #a |
of Ty in the griergdm (i. 3)—

TRl TETHS H1o QIITETRITTHNH: |

SeReaa: SR g
of s in the == (1. 7)—

forater e e |

HSHRTETFLRER HrearRTE |
of Bhoja in the avEefvsrwm (i. 2)—

TEfead Hfy: g #d My = fiy
and lastly of sy in the MR (p. 4)—

TAvfiaTeSiaaTe: 3t e |

Bt

e
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(iv) From all these different definitions it is evident
that (i) while wme, @z, ama, arwe, @z, 9=, and
Aty give an equal prominence to Feg or word as
well as to % or sense as constituting the essence of
poetry, Dandin, the author of the srguw, gy, sFrRa,
and s hold the word-element in poetry as entitled
to a prior consideration. The difference between these
two views is well brought out by swrmg who remarks
(ppé[5~6)-wﬁ'gaé T FTRERATAY, | WA, | FegE
TR FEARATNRAS Fod gawd! 7 FIq s AR
TG VAT FTTRTIAATIET | vevenn | TR
FGEMRY Fleqeury Fegagaataar | In this connection
it must be said that although s is here technically
correct, an important comment upon the view is
supplied by the following—"‘ Good poetry stands mid-
way between prose and music. The moment it be-
comes possible to say, here the delight given is sensu-
ous and due to the form alone, or here the delight
given is intellectual and due to the idea alone, at that
moment the poetry ceases to be of the highest quality.”
It is with an exactly similar purpose that #&yz and
others were led to emphasise both the word and the
sense in an equal measure, making them ancillory to
Rasa.

(v) Another point that comes out from a close
examination of the several definitions given above is
the relative emphasis that is to be laid upon grarm,
aqm, §fY, stowr, ™ and |, Bharata, the oldest extant
Alamkarika, has made T the most essential factor in
poetry, as his conception of poetry was mainly drama-
tic. Compare Nityadastra (vii. 7)—

‘ T gEEETE qe A W |
R e AW AT 0
He has accordingly treated of the Gunas, Doshas and
Alarhkaras only as being subordinate to Rasa. See
Prof. Sovani’s paper on ‘‘ Pre-dhvani Schools™ in the
R. G. B. Commemoration Volume. This view is re-
peated in the Agnipnrana (336. 33)—
TR T QTS S|
2] [ Kavyadaréa |
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and in the s ( v. 8 )—
TR TEIRR QIR aTEna, |
FEtgamReli arg whRE sfwera |

and Alamkarikas like Rudrata and Bhattaniyaka
seem to have accepted it.—As contrasted with this
Rasa School of Bharata is the Alamkara School, the
oldest known writer belonging to which is perhaps
Bhamaha, although he by no means was the origina~
tor of it. Alamkaras according to Bhamaha depend
upon F&IfK or imaginative speech ; compare (ii. 85)—

[T G R R |

T HOAAT F: BrSHERT BT |

and Gunas (Doshabhavas) and Rasas are either mot
absolutely essential factors in poetry or are sub-
ordinate to Vakrokti or Alaihkara. This view was
further elaborated by smRIRrsfifaa®R who tried to include

_#f also under FRRR—Another school, which was

really older than Bhamaha and which is now repre-
sented by Dandin and Vamana, made #f{ the soul of
poetry. A {f is a style of composition affected by
certain writers, and it naturally includes a due con-~
sideration of all the other factors of poetry. But as
the school tended to make invidious distinctions be-
tween a3, et and other styles, it inevitably provoked
opposition and so had not a long history. Its attempt
to classify the entire poetical output into so many
ready-made styles—however true to facts it may once
have been—was bound ultimately to be discarded in
favour of other more penetrating principles of divi-
sion.—The last school of Alarhkarikas that we notice is
that heralded by the author of the wfimrfiais—accord-
ing to Professor Sovani his name was Sahridaya—and
by Anandavardhana the author of the Dhvanyiloka.
This school enunciated the important principle that
the real excellence of poetry consists in the sywpy or
suggested sense ; and it classified poetry into gww, W
and 3 classes according to the presence or absence

in it of an inner meaning or =M. The principle thus

IS

ey o
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enunciated has been followed without question by
Mammata and by the majority of later Alarnkarikas.

It would take us far too afield if we were to indicate
here the actual criticisms passed by the followers of
one school upon those of the others. Our Sanskrit
commentary has found room for some of them. For
the rest we would refer the curious to Visvanatha’s
Sahityadarpana (Eng. Transl. by Ballantyne, pp. 3-10),
the Rasagangadhara and similar treatises. Compare
also Jacobi’s introduction to his German translation
of the ==qram (ZDMG, LVI and LVII).

Notes to I. 11—(i) Vritta is a stanza the metre of which is
regulated by the mumber and position or order of
succesion of syllables in each quarter or pdda; a Jati
on the other hand is regulated by the number of
aggregate syllabic instants (an @t for instance has
12-18~12 and 15 instants in its four padas) quite irres-
pective of their position in the quadrant. The Vrittas
are further sub-divided into @ or even in which the
number and position of syllables in the four quadrants
are exactly alike; s19&% or semi-even in which alter-
nate quadrants are alike but the odds differ from the
even ; and fi¥H or uneven wherein the quadrants are
all dissimilar. The Jatis are similarly sub-divided
into wrats, dar@s and #EmEH®s. There are, besides
these well-known varieties treated of in regular man-
uals, a number of other abnormal or irregular modes of
metrical composition in vogue, both in Vedic and
Vernacular languages, that are here simply passed
over. Compare however i. 37 below.

Notes to I. 12—(i) The question whether Chhandovichiti
is the name of a special work dealing with metres or
only a generic appelation in the sense "of Chhandah-
4astra is hotly debated. If this stanza in the Kavya-
darga had stood alone, the view that Dandin here
allndes to a specific work would hardly have provoked
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opposition. But Dandin refers [iii. 171] in a similar
context to the Kalaparichchheda which, for parity of
reasons, will have to be regarded as another title of a
book on fine arts. And then the next question to be
determined would be the authorship of the book or
books mentioned. If they are definite books, it is
unlikely that they are of Dandin’s own composition ;
and we must agree with Mr. Agashe (l. c., p. liii) in
holding that, even though these be actual titles of
Dandin’s own works, they cannot, any more than the
Kavyadarsia, be called prabandhas such as seem to
have been intended in the well-known stanza—
e e JTEET IO |
T gfeEmaTT g Sy s
But it seems to us that Chhandovichiti is only a gene-
ric name and is as such used by Apastamba (ii. 4. 11),
Subandhu in his Vasavadattd (Vanivilasa ed. p. 135),
and twice by Vamana in his Kavyalarmkara(i. 3. 3)—
TR R RISS R FeEREeeuediaE  Far:  and
(i. 3. 6)—s<RfrEvETo=¥t: as also by [wR@R in
his FeRiwiEa(p. 49)—shimweR: gAY sowRaE 9
Fegaar: | Mr. R. Narasimhachar in the introduction
(p. 35) to his edition of Nagavarma’s Kavyavalokanam,
a standard Kannada work on Poetics of the 12th cen-
tury, mentions a Canarese work called TR, also
composed by the same Nagavarman. In any case,
even though Chhandovichiti be taken to designate a
definite work, hardly any ground exists for fathering
its authorship upon Dandin himself. The very manner

of reference to it—ar fEr t: etc.—precludes such a
possibility.

Notes to I. 13—(i) Muktaka is a solitary stanza complete

.in sense and requiring no help of context for its
interpretation; Kulaka is a group of stanzas forming
one complete utterance, the principal  verb occurring
once at the beginning or at the end (e. g. sf;anzas
15—19 below) ; Kosa is of the nature of an anthology,
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though not necessarily of multiple authorship; and
Samghata is what may be called ° Longer Poems’
flealing with a theme of the poet’s own invention. It
1s perhaps conceivable that these varieties may find a

place in a Mahakivya under appropriate circum-
stances.

S———

Notes to I. 14—(i) As will be evident from a reference to
the Appendix on parallelisms between Dandin and other
Rhetoricians, a practically identical definition of the
Mahakavya is to be found in Agnipurana (337. 24-32),
Bhamaha's Kavyalarhkara (i. 19 ff.), Bhoja’s Saras-
vatikanthabharana (v, 128 f.), Viévanatha’s Sahitya-
darpana (vi. 315 ff.), etec. Except where there is a
compelling external ground for determining the
priority or posteriority of one author over the other, it
would be unsafe to raise any chronological superstruc-
ture on the basis of a mere identity or similarity of
definitions. All writers may equally be borrowing
their words from a common original source no longer
extant. See Introduction for further pertinent remarks
on the point.

(ii) For instances of «{ft: ete. see Sanskrit Commen-
tary.

Notes to I. 15—(i) sfoem (3 +z+3mw, ° thus it was’) is a
generic name which includes all chronicles, legendary
tales, and heroic sagas which always existed in a
floating or ‘ballad * form before they were reduced to
a literary form. The Mahabharata as we know took
over many such and embraced them within itself by
way of siieg=is and SureyEs. The Brihatkathi was
another store-house for them ; but it is evident that a
large number of them have either perished or have not
yet found a literary record.

(ii) That every poem, every darfana, every literary
effort in fact, was required to subserve some puru-
shartha is a peculiarly Indian feature which throws
out of court all works of a light fanciful nature
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ministering to just the passing impulses of the mind.
But in this case, as in so many others, the practice
proved better than the theory.

(iii) For a detailed clasification of the heroes or
aiEs see Sahityadarpana ii. 30£f.

Notes to I.16—(i) The charge sometimes brought against

Sanskrit poetry, viz. the absence of any nature descrip-
tions in it, is amply refuted by this passage. Two
remarks must, however, be made. The descriptions
offered are more often subjective than purely objective,
and they are sometimes vitiated by an undue penchant
for figures of speech and other artificial devices to
which Sanskrit yields itself more readily than almost
any other literary language. And in course of time
the topics and the modes of description got stereotyped,
and even gifted writers rarely permitted themselves a
free exercise of originality.

Notes to I. 17—(i) In the typical Mahakavya the hero was

required always to come out victorious in the end.
In poetry as in drama there was in India a general
feeling against a tragic ending. And yet wo find the
e of Wig and the gwfivwzmRRY of F==gR as instances
to the contrary. However, the normal objection to
tragic ending seems to have been based on the fact
that, while poetic justice requires that the hero’s fate
be deserved and not arbitrary, if the hero who meets
such a fate is at the same time to win the sympathy
of the audience, the poet would thereby be doing
something detrimental to the moral interests of men.
The Greek idea of Nemesis overtaking a person when
his virtues practised to excess turn into vices, or the
modern psychological idea that every emotion—no
matter of what kind or character—leaves the man all
the better and the soberer for it, does not seem to have

been properly grasped by Indian formulators of poetic
theory.

e
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Notes to I. 18—(i) The Rasas play such an important
part in the exposition of the Indian theory of poetry
that it is necessary that an early effort be made by the
student to grasp them in all their divisions and bear-
ings. A detailed exposition of these will be found in
the Sanskrit commentary to ii. 275. Here it will
suffice to say that Rasa or poetic sentiment is a
peculiar affection of the mind giving rise to the well-
known emoticns such as those of love, heroism, ete.
Sanskrit rhetoricians acknowledge only nine or ten
manifest varieties, each having its own generating and
intensifying causes (siow=s and S& fmEs), the bodily
movements attendant upon it as its effects (srgwmEs),
and the fleeting psychological moods such as dejection
ete. through which the mind passes during its course
(=rf3mriEs).—In addition to the regularly accepted and
full-fledged varieties of poetic sentiments as described
above, there are other permanent moods (€T3s) not
developed in all their accessories [ e. g. Sam@uar oq: 1
as also certain fleeting moods slowly gaining .in in-
tensity and permanence, which both of them are styled
Bhavas. They are in fact the lesser Rasas—the Rasas,
and Bhavas together with the Vyabhicharins exhaust-
ing between themselves almost all the varying emo-
tions to which the human mind is liable.

(ii) gaRfy—For various interpretations see the
Commentary. It does not seem probable that Dandin
is here referring to agreeable coalescence of vowels
and consonants. It is too general a condition of every
prose and poetic composition to be made specifically
the part of a definition of the #grkEy. Further, that
the subject matter of a succeeding canto be briefly
mentioned or alluded to in the last few verses of the
preceding canto (such as we generally find to be the
case for instance in the Ramayana of Valmiki) is a
rule the reason and utility of which is obvious in
cases where the cantos represent the recitations finish-
ed at a sitting (as in the case of the Ramayana), but
which would be without any purpose in normal ecir-
cumstances, We are inclined therefore to take the
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‘joints’ here as referring to the interlinking of the
several parts of the story. Itis likely that, overladen
by so many descriptions and digressions, the thread
of the narrative would be lost sight of unless sufficient
care is taken beforehand The same is done in a
detailed and specific manner in a Sanskrit drama ; but
we need not look for the m=@fys in a Mahakivya,
although Hemachandra in his Kavyanusasana (p. 330£F)
seems so to understand the matter.

Notes to I. 19—(i) Rrmara—This rule seems to be a very

ancient one seeing that it is observed even in the
Riamiyana as we have it now.
(ii) A Kalpa is a period measured by 432,000,000

human years, at the end of which there is the universal
dissolution or pralaya.

Notes to I. 20—(i) Note that the ultimate test of good

poetry is and ought to be always the approbation of

the discerning public. That this was a potent factor

which even poets like ¥5lidasa and Bhavabhiti had
to reckon with is sufficiently clear from stanzas like
szt [ Sakuntala ] and ¥ am ¥Rz @ [ Malati-
Madhava]. Rajasekhara in his Kavyamimarsa [Gaek-
wad's Oriental Series No. 1., pp. 54-55] gives elaborate
rules for the management of an assembly of learned
persous for adjudging the merits of poetic compositions.
They were generally held under the patronage of some
king, though literary centres like Ujjain had their own

s for wegRmEign. Thus it stands recorced about
these last—

R ARSI |
gE=ETRT TRt R
and of similar sessions at Pataliputra we hear—
ST MR s |
TG AYTSSS! 58 T EqfRTerg:
The whole description in the Kav

N amimamssg i
resding. yamImamss is worth

S m——t—

"

. %&A?_ww” .
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Notes to I. 21—(i) In spite of the identical expressions
e and fEEEgAE in this and the following
stanzas and stanza i. 22 of WHEGHER—

TIF AT RERATRRT |
aa@awq\m@n&n’ﬁr‘m 0

it is clear that Bhamaha and Dandin are here speak-
ing of two distinct matters. Bhamaha means merely
to express his disapproval of a disastrous ending to
the hero’s career whereas Dandin takes the triumph
of the hero for granted and is merely expressing his
opinion as to whether it may not be more effective
rhetorically to set forth at first the opponent of the
hero in all his pomp and glory and then, througk the
superior virtue and prowess of the hero, to secure his
downfall. We invite partieular attention of the reader
to this case which proves that mere identity of expres-
sion between two works is not a sufficient basis for
making any chronological deductions. The range of
words in a highly technical and scientific treatise is
always necessarily narrow and there are often identi-
ties in expression that are not intended.

- There is yet another observation that we wish to
make in this connection. Bhamaha, after laying
down his prohibition against tragic ending, seems to

. justify the position he takes against some who appar-
ently favoured the other view by the passage (i. 23)—
A% FEATOTET 9 G I |
7 AYTIATE T FART T &
We do not exactly know what this view was and who
held it but whoever these writers were they seem to
have used in the formulation of their view the expres-
sions *qu=reT qEErIgar@R: which we find now in
Dandin as well as in Bhamaha. How can it be
possible under the circumstance to say that Dandin

borrowed the expression from Bhamaha or Bhamaha
from Dandin ¢ ‘

3 [ Kavyadaréa ]
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Notes to I. 22—(i) This and the preceding verse are taken

over from here bodily into the Sarasvatikanthabharana

(v. 137-138). Such wholesale and unacknowledged

borrowings are much too frequent with Sanskrit

writers, especially when dealing with a scientific

subject. That there should be no patent or copyright

about scientific discoveries is in fact a regular Indian

i idea recently so nobly illustrated by the Bose Research
Institute of Calcutta.

Notes to I. 23—(i) The reading of N, wwnfymd as a
! Dvandva compound, adopted by us seems to be the
‘3 genuine reading. There is no difficulty about the
justification of the Dvandva compound as w{EIfg+H
is more stfgq and can be correctly placed in the
beginning. The more generally adopted reading lacks
the connecting =.

Notes toI.24—(i) When a person narrates his own
experiences for the benefit of others that becomes an
autobiography, and an stEyI¥&r according to the older
view was a species of autobiography. When others
narrate the hero’s experiences either to the hero him-

! self [there is only one recorded instance of this kind :

Caesar’s General narrating unto Caesar his own move-

o ments and exploits] or to the general public that is a

Katha, This seems to have been one of the distinctisns

: made between sr@d%r and F41. Bhamaha at any rate

! distinctly lays down that in & %91 whether composed

in Sanskrit or in Apabhramsa sr): g=Rd @t aeR= g

A=al Other points of distinction between these are—

ATETIAHT wYT

(1) arregar=a —

(2) 71 and st metres — Their absence;eif metre

(3) S=garg division — Its absence ; &%y division

(4) TR RS  — "

(5) wfErTaEag —_

(6) [Composed in Sanskrit]— Composed in Sanskrit and

all other languages

XYY wea

e e—

S e
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(ii) We have already quoted in the Sanskrit Com-
mentary the passage from Bhamaha which sets forth
the distinction between sreT¥mT and #41. Now Dandin
is against making any rigid distinction between the
two; and because the expressions used by Bhamaha
and by Dandin in this connection are largely identical
many people have imagined that the view controverted
by Dandin is that of Bhamaha himself. Others who
find chronological difficulties in accepting the priority
of Bhamaha over Dandin (see Introduction on this
point) are content to posit an unknown predecessor
from whom Dandin must have borrowed his views
and expressions. But it does not seem to have been
realised that the view controverted by Dandin actually
differs in one particular from that of Bhamaha, and
that therefore neither of these two writers need
necessarily have borrowed his expressions from the
other. Thus while the view controverted by Dandin
made the Katha arawr ar (=3) ar=am i e. partly
autobiographical and partly impersonal narrative,
WHg requires the %97 to be exclusively an impersonal
narration (99 g @<4d) on the ground, forsooth,
that a noble person should not be boastful about his
own exploits,—as if this objection would not equally
apply to the hero of an sy ! But Wme's dictum
AMSHT FRerReTd: %9 = has only the %97 in view,
whereas—and this is another distinction between wrg
and the view controverted by Dandin—Dandin’s de-
fence in the latter half of this stanza applies equally
to sreqTYET as well as w4971 (i, e. in those portions of it
which are qrgaT=y).

Notes to I. 25—(i) It seems that Dandin was acquainted
with srEgTirars as well as #eqrs that did not conform to
the rigid requirements of rhetoricians. If under the
the circumstances ¥Hg knew TMsF how could he lay
down the rigid rule—i=: TR et T g A=y ?

—————

.
e PR B A B i R
R s o T NG A T
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Notes to I. 26—(i) It seems to have been a settled con-

vention that smeyfmT and T, although varieties of
prose composition, should occasionally introduce
some verses, 3% and sty (for definitions see Sans-
krit Commentary) being restricted to ey and
WTTfE metres (YRTE’s expression is MYTPEFAR) to Hl.
Dandin is against this puerile restriction as- also
against the ruling that the subdivisions of an e
must be called Sgargs and that of a Fur a¥s (or FRES)
Dandin’s manner of reference seems to suggest that
the rule about the nomenclature of subdivisions was
generally observed (21 #%: ), while that about the
employment of specific metres was not held to be so
rigorously binding.

Notes to I. 27—(i) The correct name is &=y ( @=% ) and

not &= (@%% ). It comes from the root @3 and
signifies ‘ conquest’. The successive chapters of a 97
were expected to narrate a fresh conquest of the hero :
this at least seems to have been the case in the original
Brihatkatha (see Lacote, Essai sur Gunadhya et la
Brhatkatha, pp. 222 ff). The word T is frequently
ulsled in the Mahabharata and garg’s well-known
allusion to the gewgar (Hall, p.110)-s1Rg SIECrE ot
(v. L =R, e ﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁ%qz%{qﬁﬁam
FIAYL W TWRH—properly interpreted plainly says that
the subject-matter of each =y of the IEFAT was the
conquest of a fresh smeiEaT or T,

Notes to 1. 28—(i) Lacdte in his French essay above

referred to (p. 282) suggests that Dandin was led +
obliterate !;he traditional distinetion Bétween m@z;
and #47 because he found that IMET in his qgtsan\
did not observe that distinction, For instance, g o
dx.ng to Lacéte’s showing (p. 220), the original, WCGOI‘-
with the exception of the FH@ section, wasa narrati .
by Fagee of his own victories, while the traditio:::;

view as recorded by g laid down— RS Fert T

e

Ll

g
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g@=r | Can it be that wg did not know the ageraT ?
He does refer to a %7 n sroufzr language in i. 28.

(if) The modern classical examples of #ur, such as
the gl and the g¥=Ra, illustrate Dandin’s own view
in as much as they do not rigidly observe the tradi-
tional distinction between wmeafr and Far.—The
remaining species of symeys include possibly what are
known as @we#uis or incomplete stories which narrate
the fortunes of a subordinate character upto the point
where he is introduced into the main story and then
interlink his fate with that of the main hero; or qftwars
which are said to exhibit a mixture of a regular ar
with srrex@r probably because they contain stories
within stories or autobiographies within autobiogra-
(phies ;)and Farfa#rs which the Agnipurana defines as
337.20)—

W GO 19 9 F @ |
wga gge—rcarﬁ e |1 HariHE |

Notes to I. 29—On a reference to the Sanskrit passage from
HHE quoted in the commentary to i. 23 above it will
be seen that the position of the line FRRTHTRAN=I-
ggrf=er (and even of the line preceding it) is such that
we cannot be positive whether Bhimaha means it to
go with an sreaTy=T or with a #9r.  Since the subject
matter of an TR according to Wi can be any-
thing of a dignified character (cp. Sgramyt in i\ 25), we
are rather, against the usual view, inclined to regard
the two lines as describing the characteristics of a &9
In fact #w=ygon ete, are just the proper subjects for a
&8 or " conqguest’. The gist of Dandin’s contention is
that in this circumstance at least there is nothing to
differentiate wrw compositions from wal compositions
like @wim=y. Compare for instance i. 16—17 above.
LiacOte observes (p. 282)—La différence entre la katha
et le sargabandha serait seulement, si jentends bien
Dandin, dans ce fait que le sujet du sargabandha serait
généralement emprunté a 'itihasa et qu’il v serait
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question des quartre fins de la vie humaine. Or, la
Brhatkathd n’a rien pris & I'itihisa ot elle comporfe
toﬁs les autres ingrédients de ]a mixture recommandqe
par Dandin. La definition n’est-ells pas comme fait
pour elle ?

(ii) It is a question whether fA®e9 cannot be ta.lfen
here in the sense of ‘deception’ or d, a ﬁtt_;mg
subject for being introduced into a thrilling narration,
The technical sense of the term which we have adop-
ted above in 1. 17 need not of course be disregarded
entirely.

———————

Notes to I. 30—(i) It is not clear what kind of g g
they used for an smefmr or a FIT in prose. 'llha
commentary A in the Madras edition Says—Iqr gut=y

A fER: wRiT TRHITEE: TRANT H arme HYOITTR:
R T nyay ERER: FAME | Nothing ig known
about gfigus. Presumably he wrote some F4T on the
model of the ggepyT and used the word &=y (in the sense
of conquest) at the end of each section,

S (ii) The text of the wrpEreER i, 97 b should bgww-
WIIHRE: instead of as printed by Mry. Trivedi at

the end of his edition of the qaTETRNE T (B, S, S,
LXV).

Notesto I, 31—(i) Of the ten principal Varieties of Y
2% and 907 are the ones mogt famil iar, and next to
them, wmr ang 3894, The Trivandrum Sanskrit Sorios
has published, amongst the plays of ¥, the HAHY 1,
and the Gaekwad’'s Oriental Series, No, VIII, containg
an example each of ST, oy, %‘%TI,I'T, 124, TEGT and

WEER.  That the varieties are not the mere creationsg
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may be called the court-play or the play of harem-
intrigue. But plays such as the gref@Fn@ifisy of Kalidasa
and the &= or BIaRwET of =zq do not exhaust the
variety of the Sanskrit theatre. The court-play very
naturally got multiplied in copies and consequently
preserved through royal patronage, and dramatic
theory regarded that as the type and framed its techni-
cal terms to suit its theme, but there always have
existed varieties not recognised by the theorist and not
always amenable to his rule; and a truer light on the
origin of the Indian drama is more likely to come from
a judicious investigation of these varieties (and their
survivals in the modern Hindu life) than where it is
usual to seek for it.

Notes to I. 32—(i) Literature was divided into three varie-
ties according to its form [i. 11]; language is a new
fundamentum divisionis yielding four distinct varieties,
and the effect of combining these two principles of
division is exhibited below in i. 37-38. Thus, we have
four varieties in vz, viz. @¥Ewy, g%, @Y, and AREH
(i. 37) and as many presumably in 7 and in @y, al-
though Dandin does not think it necessary to specify
them all. A third prineciple of division, but of limited
application, is enunciated in i. 51.

(ii) The age, origin, and varieties of the Prakrits is
too large a subject to be disposed of in a note. A few
points of view might however be here offered with
propriety. Pali, the language of Buddhistic canon, in
as much as it retains most of the inflections and
nearly two-fifths of the vocabulary of the older Sans-
krit unchanged, is commonly regarded as the first
corrupt form of that language and even—though
wrongly—as the parent (the correcter relation would
be that of an elder sister) of the later Prakrits. But it
is doubtful whether the Pali of the Canon really re-
presents the language spoken by the Buddha. In the
Bhabra edict Asoka refers to certain dhammapaliyayans
or sacred texts and the reference might be presumed
to retain the exact form of the texts as actually pro-
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nounced by the Buddha. Now expressions like sifera-
it and STgSER gATATE ARRI=T are departures from the
regular Pali and exhibit an affinity with the MagadhI.
Can it be that the pre-canonic language of Buddhism
was not very different from the pre-canonic language
of Jainism—a fact which is rendered also probable
from the circumstance that Mahivira and Gotama
Buddha belonged to the same province and age ?

We may even generalise and say that the canonic
language is always a few stages removed from the
current language ; and this has led some scholars to
assume the presence of dialects even in Vedic times.
The phenomenon of the cerebralization of the dentals i
in Vedic and Sanskrit words which have lost the
primitive =, T or ¥ is adduced in support of this fact,
and Pali and the later Prakrits are traced back right
on to the Vedic dialects which (some of them) exhibit
the Prakritic tendency to cerebralization. Yaska
the author of the Nirukta, as is well-known, mentions
(I1. 2) a number of di .lectical variations in Sanskrit—
f RN ATl S &0 e, ST T )
- ST STETT TR W R vy | e wesn
A, .. AR 97 o o | Il sreiy TR
Kiatyayana and Patanjali frequently mention (cp. =z
arg L5, L 259, ete.) Prakritic corruptions as current ;
in _the‘lalfguage of the layman. The origin of the k;
Praknts_ls thus lost in obscurity and they have g
longer history than it is usual to assume for them.

T T

s

——— vy

Notes to I. 33-—-‘(i) Instances of ‘adbhava words are dwguy ]
(from g49), %7 (from &), 797 (from [, ete. ; and of

tatsam : NN
o1 Of—- words the classieal exampleis Malati-Madhava
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tadbhava words that have undergone very great corrup-
tion (e. g. g3 from sk. gso, ™ from sk. =), while
others probably are derived from the language of the
aborigines of the various provinces whom the Aryans
conquered. In this connection it is curious to note
that some of these Deél words (e. g. #2<t) have found
their way even into texts like the @r=ater (i. 10).

Notes to I.34—(i) The earliest available reference to
Maharashtra occurs in the Mahavarhéa (¢ir. 500 A. D.)
where mention is made of a Buddhistic mission to
Maharatta in the 17th year of the reign of the'emperor
Asoka. But references to Vidarbha (Ait. Brah. vii.
34.9, Brihad. Up. ii. 6. 3, iv. 6. 21), to the Dakshinatyas
(Nir. iii. 5), and to countries and people to the South
are traceable much earlier. The name is sometimes
derived from Mallas (Maras or Mahars)+rashtra in
the sense of a kingdom of the low-caste people called
Mahars, and more usually from Maha+ Rashtrikas in
the sense of the ‘great Rashtrakiitas’ and of the
country inhabited by them ; but Prof. Kane’s sugges-
tion that the name merely signifies ‘the great king-
dom’ and is formed on the analogy of words like
Uz, 3auss, auusE, ete. (JBBRAS, 1917) has much to
recommend itself.

(ii) Vararuchi, probably the oldest Prakrit gram-
marian, recognises four Prakrit languages: #ZmIsl,
arrlr, AT, and ST ; and the Jain Canon which,
according to tradition, was written down in 454 A. D.
presupposes a long anterior development and literary
usage of the wgrred. = Prakrit grammarians have

~ always regarded the Maharashirli as the normal
Prakrit and the dramatists from -Bhisa downwards
assign to it a pre-eminent position. We would not be
far wrong therefore if we assign a period of some
twelve hundred years (from the first century before
Christ to the tenth century after Christ) for the bloom
of the Maharashtrl Prakrit, the latter date marking
the beginnings of the modern Marathl.-

4 [ Kavyadarsa | '
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(iii) The Prikrit poem called Set.ubanc%ha on W]:il;c;l;
Dandin is so lavish in bestowing his praise is p;‘;a.-
also i)y Bana in the Harshacharita (Introd. St. 1

i TEEWE AT ST |

arE |/ 9’ Fugag &g |
The work is published in the Kavyamala (no. 47) and
from the last stanza of the poem— ‘

T TR T Hierewm af‘maitrfsggq !

e 1 o Tureng; geasmiiegg |

and the several colophons we gather that its Prlg.lnal
name was {@WEE. The name gewy is however Ju‘stlﬁei
by the fact that the poem opens with the meeting o

W with #¥fq after his return from @gT and devotes
nearly 8 Asvasakas out the total number of 15 to the
circumstances leading to the construction of the Setu,
The accuracy of Dandin’s description of the poem as
AR giRatet will be evident even to a casual reader
of the poem : it contains, as compared with its subject
matter, a disproportionately large number of moral
maxims and sententious reflections. The identity of
¥E, the Royal author of the poem, is not yet establi-

shed. It is usual to assign the poem to the second
century after Christ,

————

Notesto I, 35—(i) Sauraseni is the usual language of the

prose passages (as Maharashtri that of the verses) in

& normal play. The language is much allied to the
Mahirishtri, and the circumstan

derived from a country (and ap
Krishna-lila hag led some to
between Krishna-lils and the origi
Gaudi is regarded by Hoernle
distinet from the Sauraseni and
the two main Prakrit types,
same as Migadhi.-—Lsﬁ, the language of Lata.-deéa,
is not easily to be‘identiﬁed. It is possibly the same
as the 1T of the N dtyasdastra (xvij. 48).

forming along with it
Gaudi probably is the

PR =
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(ii) Maharashtrl and the three or four other
languages mentioned by Dandin are genuine Prikrits,
i. e, are in the main derived from Sanskrit, being its
slightly corrupt forms. The speakers of these Prakrits
were also for the most part Aryans by descent, or at
least aliens thoroughly assimilated to Aryan civiliza-
tion. Such does not seem to have been the case with
the so-called Apabhrarmsas.

Notes to I. 36—(i) The distinction between the Prakrits
and the Apabhram$as which Dandin here makes
contains a great historical or rather ethnological
principle underlying it. The Apabhrarnéas are <f3-
wrs and not 3RS, they are not the languages of a
settled people but of several nomadic tribes. As the
Natyagsastra says (xvii. 49)— ‘

(P rfeameTEE R (PR SR (s |
HAT et = 3T A egar |

These languages therefore exhibit a larger divergence
from Sanskrit and a greater admixture with alien
words and idioms (=zz=dgary). The speakers, some
of them, were aboriginal inhabitants while others, part

- of the non-Aryan emigrants into India. The modern
Vernaculars of India are derived from the older Pra-
krits through the several Apabhrar$as. The Apa-
bhraméas had an extensive literature of their own.
Hemachandra devotes a considerable part of . his
grammar to a study of their peculiarities.

(ii) The Abhiras (cowherds) were a foreign race of
settlers in India. Dr. Bhandarkar (see his book on
' Vaisnavism ete. p. 37) is inclined to give them a
considerable share in the propagation of the adoration
of the child-god. ‘The cowherds among. whom the
boy-god Krishna lived belong to a nomadie, tribe of
the name of Abhiras. They must have migrated
in large hords into ‘the country.  They were at first
mere nomads and afterwards settled in the country
from about the eastern confines of the Panjab to the
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i o e

vicinity of Mathura, and in the south up to Surashtra, t
or Kathiawad. The Abhiras probably brought with
them the worship of the boy-god and legends connected
with him, as also the name Christ (=Krishna). The
-descendants of the old Abhiras continue to be called

- Ahirs even to the present day.’—This view however i
now upset by the circumstance that the Abhiras are
mentioned by Patafijali (cir. 150 B. C.) as a tribe
already settled in the country (¢f Mahabhashy a.
I 252 and Ind. Ant. for 1918, p. 36). This carries the

" probable date of their migration into India to at least
three hundred years before Christ,

(iii) The Aryans of the period of the Brahmanas
speaking what it is usual to designate as the ‘middle .
. Sanskrit’ came into prolonged contact with an abori-
ginal or alien race whose vocal organs were unused
to the utterance of Sanskrit sounds. This led to ;
phonetic decay and the creation of the earliest variety 9
of Prakrit (possibly allied to the Pali). The Aryans
and the alien race in time formed a consolidated
-~ eommunity. When, after some time, this community,
spreading eastwards and southwards, met other alien
Taces, there arose newer varieties of Prakrit exhibiting
further divergence from Sanskrit and greater admix~
ture with De$isms. In the Apabhramsa stage the g-
same process was only still further intensified. From ‘t
the point of view of Sanskrit (s g) therefore all these
languages from first to last are syysEs or corruptions,
the difference being one of degree only.

Notes to I. 37—(i) The four-fold classification of literature
on the basis of language mentioned in i. 32 above is
- mnow illustrated. The metre Skandhaka is thus defined
(== ﬁfa, i. 63)— .
- I SAF e, THG 2T FHET |
its scheme being—

et e e R |

- -———"*—’Vv——,—fv*“—--—,V—v,~v*,~~ll
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It has 28 varieties,—Asira is a variety of gvew with a
scheme like the following—
1 2 3 4 5 29

N N N e =

5 s R o Rt K -L 1 TR T Rl |

*

but this is usually in Sanskrit. The Osara, supposing
that to be the correct reading, is a variety of Apabhra-
héa composition of which no illustration is quotable.

(ii) The rules about the employment of the Prakrits
by the various characters in a play are most elaborate-
ly given in the Natyasastra (xvii. 50ff)—

AT g AR GG, |
Rzt g At =
s e e e |
AT Tt | graarerEr 0
AT AT Jtea |
G Tl 9 e |
FEQT FEHRIT TR &Y - |
() FrAmT e =TS gRATEy
FRENHTNT AT 1o, |
oo TR g R qan i
TP TR S e e R |

TARITRA: T ar FRET afReriRy U

e AT Qroetwr W, |

RGN AR STEERETg AR
That these rules are not purely arbitrary and were
based upon actual observation of facts need not be
questioned. Intelligible intercourse is not impossible
between people speaking such diverse tongues. One
can find instances of it in a city like Bombay even to
the present day. That the rules, which were not
without some justification once, should have become
unmeaning and even a positive hinderance in course
of time is of course what one naturally expects in
‘such a case.

Notes to I. 38—(i) While stanza i. 37 gives the result
of the application of language-classification to wug
(ep.i.11) or poetical compositions, the present stanza
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does the same with reference to g compt.)sif:ions, FoqT
being Dandin’s general name for all its varieties. The
so-called % compositions are @ in a double sense:
in regard to the form and in regard to the language.

(i) This well-known allusion by Dandin to the
Brihatkatha has been made the subject of repeated
discussion and comment by scholars from various
points of view. As Dandin uses the word g, they
say’, in this connection it is believed by some that
Dandin had no first-hand knowledge of it. As against
this.,- compare Lacote and the French extract from his
Essay given underi. 29. The Brihatkatha was written
in the Ymmsh language, and since Dandin seems to
regard 3= and ¥g as synonyms, presumably he knew
the traditional story about the origin of the Brihat-
katha (given below) and was consequently sufficiently
removed from the time of Gunadhya to believe in its
veracity. The Kaémirian version of this legend one

can read in the FIMREWR and in the JRCRITSY,

Lambhaka 1, whereas the Nepalese version is given
by the Nepala-mahatmya, Chaps. xxvii-xxx. The story
is as follows—

At the pressing request of Parvatl while God Siva was narrating
to her the marvellous tales about the seven Vidyadhares which
none knew till then, the attendant Pushpadanta (or Bhrihgin
acoording to N.) entered unnoticed and listened. Pushpadanta
narrates them to his wife J aya, who repeats them to Parvati and
the whole secret is out. Pushpadanta is cursed and becomes a
mortal. [The K&émirian version says that Pushpadanta became
Vararuchi aljag Katyayana the grammarian and hag a long story
about Vararuchi; the N epalese version on the contrary makes
Bhribgin =Gunadhya and tells about him the same story that the
K. version assigns to Malyavant, a friend of Pushpadanta, who
intereeded for him and was likewise cursed for his impudence |].
In the ecourse of his wanderings he enters the Vindhya forest and
meets a Pidcha called Kanabhuti unto whom he repeats the
Vidyadhara tales and 80, as already promised him, he secures his
release from the curse.

~ The Pifacha Kanabhuti was a Yaksha under curse and his.
" release from the curse depended upon hisg repeating the marvellous
» tales (of coirrse in the language of piéachas or goblins) to another
 privileged person. Such a person wag the attendant Malyavant,
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a friend of Pushpadanta, who had also to pass through the same
curse. Malyavant becomes Gunadhya the author of the Brihat-
katha. The legend places him at the court of SatavZhana or Hala
the reputed author of the Prakrit authology called Sattasai (S8apta-
sati). His literary rival at the court was Sarvavarman the founder
of the Katantra School of Grammar. Through circumstances that
need not be here repeated Gupadhya is condemned to a silence in
Sanskrit, Prakrit and the Deél or Vernacular languages. He
leaves the court, meets Kanabhtuti, and through him secures a new
outlet for his literary genius. It only remains to add that of the
original seven stories comprising seven lacs of verses only one—
that of Naravahanadatta—came to be accidently preserved. The
major part of his literary labours came to be burnt, by the author
himself in a mood of despondency.

The original Brihatkatha is no longer available and
it must be considred a great literary loss seeing that
the work wielded on Indian literature an influence
second only to that of the ‘Mahabharata. Thus says
Bina, Harshacharita, Introd. stanza 17—

agdiiaEmeaT FAEEraT |
S N FE faewemr gaeeen

And in the introductory part of the aw=idl Govar-
dhana sings (stanzas 33-34)— ‘
RS ERTEEe TR & |
I eR: ¥ @ ST U
SRR el e |
. P ga wEr aceEd G At

The Dasariipa (i. 68) finally recommends young
dramatists to study, along with the Ramiayana, the
Brihatkathi, which is a store-house for marvellous
plots.’

The two Kaémirian summaries in Sanskrit—the
FUTRENR and the FEFIME(—give us a general idea
as to the contents of the original Paisachi Katha. A
third and an independent summary in Sanskrit—the
Wﬁm—furnishes much matter for critical
comparison and Lacote in his French essay above
referred to, after a careful study of the problem ex-

- tending to some 300 pages, arrives at valuable results
- regarding the original form of Gunadhya’s work.:
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(iii) The so-called ‘goblin language ' has recently

come to occupy the attention of scholars. Grierson

~ (JRAS, 1905, pp. 285ff. ; ZDMG, lxvi, p. 65; and ‘The

. Pisachi Language of N. W. India’) trics to prove that

the wild tribes of the extreme North-West, immediate-

ly to the South of the Hindu Kush, are the modern

representatives of the ancient Pisachas; and this

‘conclusion has been generally accepted. The Pisach!

was therefore a living language of an actual tribe. A

somewhat similar conclusion based upon a. compara-

tive study of the several Puranas was arrived at by

8. P. L. Narasirthhaswami of Vizagapatam in a sugges-

tive little pamphlet on the ‘ Bhiitas ’ published in 1915,

He regards the Bhitas as an ancient Himalayan tribe

with narrow or small eyes, thick lips, dark or yellow-

ish skin and short stout stature; scantily dressed in

skins, eating flesh as well as food (anna), and with a

system of sexual relations which Plato recommends

: for his Republic (s wriifa o= av etc.). The tribe was

% divided into clans or ganas and was under the lead of

& tribal chief called Rudra. Several such Rudras are

mentioned, as also their Rudranis. The Bhiitas had to

wage a long war with the Asuras (who came into the

country after them) and later, in the Deva-Asura battles,

they sided with the Devas. Under the guidance of

Katyiyanithe Bhiitas achieved their greatest triumphs

against the Asuras, and subsequently settled down to
maore peaceful occupations.

(iv) Lacote suggests that, apart from the story of
his self-imposed silence in three languages, Gunadhya
may have decided to write in the Paisichi because it
was free from the extreme de-consonantization of the
Maharashirl and was in other respects nearer to Sans-
krit than the current literary Prakrits; because the
few striking characteristics of the language (such as
the change of =: to @, T to T, 2&T to T®T, 984
to 5, Wt to wEEe, I to ¥, O¥S to gfes) which
came in quite regularly gave that element of agree-
able novelty that Gunadhya of set purpose ~wanted to
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give; and because, for the rest, he could bodily trans-
fer all other literary turns of expressions directly from
Sanskrit into the new vehicle without giving insult
or awakening suspicion.

Notes to I. 39—(i) It is generally supposed that this stanza

classifies literature according as it is meant to appeal
(primarily but not exclusively) to the eye or to the ear.
This would in that case give a new fundamentum
divisionis as contrasted with the two earlier ones
mentioned in i. 11 and i. 32 above. The wxsy variety,
according to this explanation would include all #errmETs,
all F9rs, all compositions in fact except the very small
quantity of songs written to accompany Lasya and
other z=31 prabandhas. The difficulty in the way of
this explanation is that Lasya, Chhalita, éampé, and
others (in so far as they can be called literature at all)
form a part not of all literature in general but of that
particular variety of it which naturally comes in for
discussion after the mention of padya or metrical pra-
bandhas (i.37) and gadya or prose compositions (i. 38)
in different languages s viz. the misra compositions.
It seems to us therefore that Dandin is here not
attempting a fresh grouping of the whole body of
literature but is trying to determine how far and in
what sense drama can be called literature. There are
elements in a play (scenery, music, dancing, apparel,
etc.) which—howsoever indispensable for its success—
can by no stretch of language be called literature.
These Dandin is not discussing here at all: they are
of the nature of intrusions from sister arts. There are
however, as necessary constituents of a normal Sans-
krit play, a number of songs and rhythmical move-
ments accompanied by songs which—as far as the
words of the songs go (for they ought to be appropriate

. 1o the character and the occasion)—come within the

province of literature. Compare dreRI™, xxxii. 3—
TRAETNE T W@ﬂﬂ% 1
Freged gIie T arfar aeereE Bem:

5 [ Kavyadaréa ]
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In regard fo these factors in a play Dandin says that
they are ?IQTT’&E; the literary element in them is almost
a negligible quantity. The rest of the play is wholly
w7 and it is in this twofold manner that the contents
of a play can be analysed.

(ii) Modern students of old Sanskrit plays, as a
general rule, give so little attention to the stage con-
ditions in ancient India and are so much in the habit
of treating them as ‘ arm-chair’ literature that nearly
half the effect intended by the dramatists is mostly
lost on them. I have even observed that, through a
failure to realise that the words of the plays were
always accompanied by appropriate action on the
stage, even eminent scholars have misunderstood
many a passage in them. I shall only mention one
instance: Vikramorvadiya (Pandit’s edition) act ii,
speech 104—3Rfi—weg W mwfnmer figt | Pandit gives a
note to prove that wr=now, and others try to explain
the reason why Urvadi can now alone say what she
says. Could it only have been realised that the im-
mediately preceding speech of the king—

ST FAPATEARAT fag=a |

TGN Seara=d o3 FERmgEE S |

TR FH T ARSI SRR |
would be accompanied by appropriate acting—that
the king for instance would kiss the Bhiirjapatra and
that Urvasi naturally would envy its lot—no misunder-

standing of the plain reference of ©g to the letter in
question would have been possible.

(iil) We are consequently apt to ignore the very
large share that singing and dancing had in producing
the ultimate effect of an ancient Indian play : and the
remark holds true of the ancient Greek play as well.
The metrical parts of a play—the $lokas—were of
eourse not sung except in very rare cases when an
actual stage-direction to that effect was given as in

R giaR Or HRUFMEAGAT in the Sakuntals. But on

occasions like exits and entrances of new or important
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characters, at the commencement of new Acts, or
whenever an event rich in emotions was being enacted
on the stage, music of an appropriate nature always
accompanied. As Bharata says (xxxii. 318ff)—

SISTEAE T T 2 <fiay Sy |

SRTET g ATET BT a7 2 aey:

g TRy ST afery SRR |

faprmTeT SR &t g o

TG AR B a7 e e |

SIRITET T ZaT T iy g 0

AT A T TITHT TR ST |

TR T, iy af g |

ATERIERY S TR |

RATT=BES T | Mo Frea=sa |

75 R Tl st T 5y |

ST A FA A A T |

AEF TR T Pt ai@ i

R 32 e = fegar R e g

TR g #1e armg an |

B WEtsE T adr Arsar gar g |
So much as regards singing ; and considering the very
high development which this science had attained
amongst the ancient Hindus the prominent part
assigned to it in Sanskrit plays is what we should
naturally expect. In view of this the Prakrit songs
in the 4th Act of the Vikramorvas$iya gain a new
significance and we should not be too hasty in reject-
ing them as quite spurious.

(iv) In Nataka and Prakarana rhythmical move-
ments did not play as important a part perhaps as
they did in the other varieties of the Riipaka such as
Vyayoga or Samavakara. The technicalities of these
are explained by Bharata in Chapters iv, x, xi, xii,
and xxv; and in view of these it is quite probable that
stage-directions like agfa et e Rua: in the second
Act of the Mrichchhakatika or f4fdd 3f F@m in the
tenth Act of the Malati-Madhava should have furnish-
ed a much greater element of amusement to the
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audience than what we are apt to suppose. And even
where such express stage-directions were lacking the
geg—like the Oxchestra in Greek plays—supplied
much that we cannot well realise in modern times.

(v) The various explanations offered by commenta-
tors of @@, Bfd, and TEIr are recorded in our Sanskrit
commentary. Lasya should include all rhythmical
movements (accompanied by appropriate music) be
they of men or women, of higher characters or of
lower, Chhalita is singing of a particular kind
followed by a pantomime representation of the words
of the song, and its best illustration is to be found in
the Malavikagnimitra, Act 2. The word zryr is more
difficult to explain. The word ocours in the Nitya-
$astra (v. 62) in the description of the wF while the
variant e is to be met with in the same treatise
xxxi. 13, 23 etc., where the technicalities of instru-
mental music are explained. We believe that swmr is
the proper reading and it denotes a specific feature of
the @ew. Dandin accordingly means to say that all
those elements that go to the composition of an
ordinary play (such as Piirvarahga, musie, dancing,
singing and pantomime) partake in some measure of a
literary character and that they should therefore be
regarded as =% elements, everything else being regard-
ed as an exclusively %7 element in the drama.

——————

Notes to I. 40—(i) Already in i. 9 Dandin has alluded to

the existence of various margas or recognised styles
of composition. The rest of this Parichchheda is
devoted to a critical study of the two most important
of these styles : the Vaidarbha and the Gauda, describ-

ing and illusrtating the gunas or characteristics of.

each, which Dandin (with an allusion to the figurative

. :expr‘ession used by him in i. 10) calls the breaths in
the ‘body’ of kavya, Regarding margas or ritis in
~ general compare note (i) to x 9. and note (v) to i. 10.
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(i) In view of the remark of Mammata (ix. 81)—
TRTTRTE 3 raerErat 99 agdin) StorameTen S5 gan: it has
become necessary to distinguish a #fy from a IR
The distinction is clearly shown by Bhoja in his
Sarasvatikanthabharana ii. 27, 34, etc.—

FRuifega: e FIE AR 5 €A |
s ranfafe e @ e e |
AT TaRTRI A HR faE aeT |

Sy st e ar 2k arfy afga

From this it appears that while i denotes a style of
literary composition as affected by certain people and
includes all the characteristics of word and sense that
are peculiar to it, Vritti rather has in view the effect
produced by a literary composition upon the mind of
the reader or the hearer. Riti in other words is mostly
a matter of external arrangement while Vritti concerns
itself with the psychological effect produced by the
arrangement as well as by the sense of which that
arrangement is a vehicle, Kvery iff has a 7™ cor-
responding to it; but one and the same ¥ conceivably
may produce different 7@s and the same I™ may be
produced in different {ifys, although a fondness for
symmetry has led the theorists to assign a distinet af
for each @iff. Bhojardja recognises six €f¥s and he
consequently says (ii. 35ff.)—

REAGET A7 W At ww

AR AT qT AR |

FEARTATEA BT &g F |

a7 g drerddedl FRTE R ar

FraeieaET Fwerdr e |

St Fraedizagar awed Fg: 0

Fs TEEl =Y AAEE T |

Mar Fiae a7 TRRTEEE

Normally however only four 3fes are revcognised. In
 chapter xx Bharata gives a mythological explanation
~ about their origin and observes (xx. 24 et passim)—

e gReigE, g A |
R TR M1 A et |
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T JTFTT TRASATSHT Srafemr é@ﬁﬁlﬂgﬁz‘ !
TETAAT: |7 AT A WA g IR
3T AT gﬁa%?ﬁr O IO T 7 )
TR FERElEAET °1 A 9| gaa g g |
1 AT R e HHY o7 Aggea |
T gerte 7 7= foed &t areaiiareadt g |
From this passage it would seem that in a play t!:me
gs were helped on by appropriate apparel, musie, .
é.nd acting in the production of the intended psycho-
logical effect. Finally, Bharata gives (xx. 63f.) the

following distribution of the Zfs amongst the various
rasas—

SRR ST BT @

AT AT = T A

T2 VI A TR 3 |

Al 8 9 e ST |
The Sahityadarpana scheme (vi. 122) is slightly
different—

TER FRE IR IR g |

W 3 7 draey g gy A

Notes to I. 41—(i) A keen controversy exists amongst the
Alamkarikas as to the number and nature of these
Gunas. Bharata, our oldest extant authority, recog-
nises (xvi. 92) ten Gunas, which are the same as those
of Dandin—

AT ST T T e lm |

I T SRAEERET T FIIET HrTeT 23 |
Nor do the definitions of these Gunas by Bharata
very much differ from those by Dandin, and the im-
portant point to note is that neither of them makes
the distinction between zr=zams and wqms. The same
is true of Vagbhata in his Vagbhatalamkara (iii. 2ff,) :
and of the Jain Vagbhata in his Kavyanuiasana, (P. 29). k
Looking to the definitions of these Gupas by Dandin

.
s
it
i
g

g
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it will become clear that Dandin regards some of them
(e. g. 2w, Gwar, TFamar, and i) as primarily s ;
others (e. g. 741z, wdea’h, wawme, #%4, and THIRY) as
primarily sefams; while s like &% he seems to have
regarded as belonging both to e as well as 1. But
it was reserved for Vamana, as far as we know, to
at once double the number of s by making each of
them a iz as well as an w5 (ep. iii. 2. 1). Bhoja
still further enlarges fheir number: He gives 24 z=g-
Ims (i. 63ff.) and again as many H(E=nd)ams  with
3 identical names (i.78ff.). The author of the Agni-
¥ purdna (Chapter 346) is apparently follow ing a different
scheme when he gives %, @i, Tedi, HigA, I,
&€ and I as seven a=egws and @rgd, GREm, e,
IR (2), Az, and FElrEar as six sdgms, as also I9qTE,

-

A S, ARG, SRR, 9%, and T as six SIS,

‘ (ii) A revolt against this needless multiplication of
L8 entities was first definitely pronounced by Mammata
‘ who says (viii. 68, 72)—

A ST TR 4 g |

iR SR, W T |

i W S FE At

And he has been followed in this view by Viévanatha

the author of the Sahityadarpana (viii. 1), by Hema-

i chandra in his Kavyanuédsana, chapter iv, and by the
; majority of later Alamkarikas. The exact way in
which the ten gunas have been reduced to just three

} can be understood by a reference to the Vritti on
Kavyaprakada viii. 72 and on the first two siitras of
Hemachandra, Chapter iv, where also will be found a
discussion as to whether the Iws signify anything
more than the mere negative condition of syraE. The
most reasonable attitude as regards this last question
is that both fms as well as 2ys convey a definite

- positive meaning in spite of the fact that some Jys
approach Imnygs and some s approach IFINTWIES.
That this is the view of Dandin is clear from the fact
that he has thought it necessary, after treating of the

ey
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Gunas in this Parichchheda, to give a separate treat-
ment of the Ziqs in iii. 125-185.

(iii) We have just alluded to the classification of

Gunas into external or those belonging to words and

internal or those belonging to sense. But in regard to

: this a crucial point has been raised : To what do the
Gunas belong? Mammata distinetly says iIn his
Vritti on viii. I—sr=m w9 & 741 Melew = swEreg qar
T MgAEET IO @ g and if we sometimes speak
of them as belonging to words or sense that is only
zen. The main reason of this distinetion seems to
have been the fact that @ is regarded as the principal
elementin a kavya to which zisg and @< are both sub-
ordinated; and as the Gunas—whatever their nature—
help and accelerate the production of the emotional
effect intended, it is right that they should be regarded
as contributory to @ the e, This view of the case
has however heen combatted by Jagannatha (Rasa- 4
gangadhara, pp. 33-55) who observes—3#t argAier:garay :
tﬂwmﬁavﬁ—m@qiwqﬁﬁ%mml TALART 3 | TR e
Wmma I Raaargeeaer FATRTaTE R -
Ry WWW | — VAT 7 FreaTSRey argat-
RS FT TR 9 g 5y g A | Nagedabhatta
c];mcludeskhis eomme:}:.;\y on the above Passage with
the remark—z=agras (I HBTIHEET
W Rl o a5 W1 We think that Mammata is here
led away by a theory whereas the view of Jagannatha

Is the common-sense view of the matter causing no
violence to current usage. -

————

Notesto I. 42—(i) Vaidarbhi has been on all hands ad-

mitted as the best of styles. This is how i
it (et o REW praises

The great Kalidssa is its best k Ecetic
[ : ; nown votary : § -
2w TR It is said to be 751 when no com-

pound word is at al] used in the kavya (cp. Vamana

195324
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i. 2.19). The other ©ifs are sometimes regarded as
stepping stones to the Jaff, but as the genius of each
is peculiar to itself, Vamana rejects this view of the
case ; for, says he,—d AUGTAERIR TR TS |

(ii) The Gunas of the Vaidarbhamarga we shall now
exhibit along with their opposites or fAws in a tabular
statement, pointing out at the same time such of the
Oopposites as both the Vaidarbhas and the Gaudas
agree to reject—

AT Crop) Remarks
1 5 (1. 43) — QR (1. 43) —
2 g (1. 45) — ageqa (1. 46) —
3 @ (i. 47) — 35 (i. 50) —
4 wrgd (i. 51)

A s (1. 52)— iafee (1. 55) — {3 o &

B srmeyar (1. 62)— swar (i. 66) — Rejected by both
5 gpamar (i. 69) — &g (1. 72) —_
6 sieyfn: (1. 73) — S99 (i.74)  — Rejected by both

7 S (1. 76, 19) — —

(V. attempt a
simpler(swrFs)
kind in prose;

" 8 (i80) — — 4 G. attempt an

gge kind both
in prose andin
L verse.

9 =riea: (i.85) — :(1.92) —
10 @are: (1. 93) —

.es

Notes toI. 43—(i) The commentator Premachandra has
gomne hopelessly wrong in his interpretation of this
and the following stanzas, and has even succeeded in
dragging Bohtlingk after him. He says: ‘@9 has
3Nerey but not of a pronounced or glaring kind. For
instance, AredmTer SreneFee is BfIe as being made of
s1eq9 syllables, and yet the 199 secures cohesive-
ness or Y. Hence this is an example of ®Y; only it
is of a kind that the Gaudas cultivate by reason of
the sigu@.  The 3g3s do not care for such an- Y.

6 [ Kavyadarsa]
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Their example of B is—madiem BfEd wal: | ) Here
although there is 3Ry by reason of the m?,jonty of
#equm syllables yet the presence of the conjunct and
#EEm vocables—{g and y—secures the element of
cohesion necessary for 8v." This explanation o.f f_:he
matter (wherein the Bengili commentator's partiality
for the Gauda style is plainly discernible) would
possibly have been acceptable if stanzas i. 43 and 44
had stood alone ; but Dandin has used the word AT
> in two other places: i. 60 and i. 69, where Prema-
: chandra’s explanation gives rise to certain difficulties
and forced constructions which it is best to avoid
altogether. Thus the line—sgar gt Tt ARy sA-
a1 T (1. 59) is e because it is HETITIAER ; but
cannot the presence of fi, &, &, otc. make it fzm ? No!
because a succession of & sounds produces weariness
i and consequently a lack of cohesion @@ semeEeEm).
i Again in 1. 69 we are told that g series of $17 syllables
gives rise to sy, and the example intended is—
AreciireT Sterferder which was earlier (according to
Premachandra) given as an example where the e

Wwas successfully overcome by S99, thus giving

rise 0 By ! We cannot easily reconcile ourselves to
this contradiction,

(ii) Stanza i, 69 distinctly regards AT Srostfi- ‘
% as an exampls of 3T and this fact should not be ’
lost sight of in interpreting i.43. Dandin' here first
defines fisg by SR, Then he proceeds to explain
the technical term Mrer which he had to introduce in .
_the deﬁx}ition by defining ( Sresromeries Rif¥ren) and
llustrating it (wresciarar SISHGT 797 ) and stating
the reason why the Gaudag prefer ey although g gy,
Turning back to 2 (of which IRy is 5 %) Dandin

now illustrates it by ATy iﬂ%’ﬁ e | This we
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is given as an example of R1f%w the A of 2y, For
an explanation of sgemr consult our Commentary-

(iii) The following are some of the definitions of By
given by other writers. Thus Bharata (Natyasastra
xvi. 93-94)—

§RaRmTSeTN e |
Pamar a1 ggTt B B st |
T 99, @ €5 A9 e |
wa: gafaeg = Pes aa afthiaa
The Agnipurana (346. 6)—
GPewivRRTE Teal B = |
Vamana, Kavyalamkarasttra (iii. 1. 10) with Vritti—
TG FN: | G A T AR, Al TERAY TR |
Elsewhere he quotes an earlier definition in verse
which runs thus—
TFRIERE: T A |
ST | BN: T g
This same Guna as belonging to %% is defined by
Vamana as—sa BY: | FHH e TI@v@Iqq iR g2 |
Bhoja, Sarasvatikanthabharana (i. 66, i. 78)—
oT: GRESTET BT I | and € g | the first
being a zgm and the last an sy
Jain Vagbhata, Kavyanusasana (p. 30)—
73 TRTI GEREEAE | 2: |
The other Vagbhata (iii. 11)—
A o7 e BY: QYOEE T |
Jagannatha, Rasagangadhara (p. 56)— V
SE fe SrE: GfReds STia-
frerarRET MeatR e B |

(iv) -As observed before Mammata refuses to recog-
nise B4 as a separate Guna, but includes it (when a
g=aqn) under ¥ regarding it as sdwed (cp. e ge
p. 431) ; while 2 as an ¥FqT as made out by Vamana
and Bhoja is according to Mammata not a Guna at all
(see e e, 3RT on viii. 72 and @re o viii. 16), but -
#=M: This seems rather a hard saying, although it has
to be admitted that as a Guna 37 is very hard to feel
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i i in. Thus Vamana
and harder still to rationally explain. amana
tells us that g3 STEMTETS | FERITERIE: | and‘m
arw | are not examples of 2 by themselves ; but they
can be made perfect examples of it by tl:te followmg;
changes—arat @g{:@% | gEdwseiad: | and ESICHHIRR,

respectively.

Notes to I. 44—(i) The reading @RS as being the more
difficult one and the one countenanced by our best
Mss. is more likely to be the correct reading. The
word 32 is here used in the sense of Ijgga; compare
Kiratarjuniya, v. 28—

e, WeraAgRe aRismrar:

; g R 7 R gegeatnar: N

“The winds do not permit the ladies to think of

heaven ”, i. e., they make them forget it. Similarly

here 12: R3—The Gaudas permit, admit, or accept it.

The expression s=iiaq is of course to be construed

with the SR,

i Notes to I. 45—(i) The Guna called Prasada or lucidity is
kY - accepted by all Alamkarikas old as well as new; and
the definitions of it given by them all (with the excep-
tion of those of Vamana and Jagannitha) virtually
agree. The two authors just mentioned—while appa-
rently accepting the general requirement of IR, viz.
T SR SSEEFEH—seem to have thought that
there was nothing in the fact of the mere use of words
in their most obvious senses that can be called a
positive merit in poetry. Its absence, it is true, would
be a blemish ; but a guna has got to be positive in
character. Hence the further requirement about a
dexterous combination of %9 (i) and Y, (Trea).
The degree in which ¥y and S were to be admit-
ted depended naturally upon the good sense of the poet,
and it is conceivable that the one or the other of these
would be introduced to a degree that would hinder the
ready intelligibility of the poem. This last, I think,
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has actually happened in the case of the illustration
of Prasada given by Jagannitha.

(ii) The example of Prasida given by Dandin is
probably based upon a reminiscence of the Sakuntala
1. 19—afmmfy ki s aafd, though it is equally
likely that the coincidence is merely accidental,
especially in view of the words with which the
example begins.

Notes t0 I. 46—(i) The commentator Premachandra here

roundly accuses Dandin of being unfair to the Gaudas.
He says—atgitg AquuamicoR Srasdl TS AerR
IMAFE TR 249 | We believe however that Dandin
has here hit upon a real defect of Gauda poetry. It
requires a very great self-restraint—such as even the
great Bhavabhtti did not always possess—not to let
one’s learning in the Sastras unseasonably intrude
itself into poetry. Iven learning, like art, more often
consists in concealing itself.

Notes to I.47—(i) The reading fiww# ( instead of tfawy)

adopted by us needs to be justified. The reading is
noticed by the commentator giRary and possibly by the
author of the ggvmm, the commentary marked B in the
Madras edition. It is also given by one of our Mss.,
though it is neither the oldest nor the best. The read-
ing @R makes good sense while the reading f&w# has
got to be taken in the possible but not usual sense of
R geH—sifeeed 3 a as Cb remarks. While every
thing therefore points to ifiswH as the proper reading,
what is proper reading mneed not necessarily be the
original reading—and this is a valid canon of textual

criticism which editors often ignore. No editor is -

expected to give a text better or correcter than what
the author himself wrote. In this particular case,
assuming aiﬁwqto be the original reading, it becomes
very difficult to explain how it came to be changed

into fiww® as it must have been since fwe is an-
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authenticated reading. On the other hand it is easy
enough to explain how the original reading sy, in
the course of successive manipulation at the hands of
scribes, teachers, and pupils, got bettered into
Cateris paribus the more difficult reading is more
likely to be the original reading.

(ii) Samata as a g=euw depends upon a consistent
and harmonious grouping of word-sounds in a stanza,
whereas as an 373 it calls for syntactical parallelism
between the various elements that constitute, say, a
given nature-description or such other poetic theme;
or, according to some, it consists in a consistent and
harmonious grouping of the things successively men-
tioned in the poem. In the description of a seagon such
as g9 for example it is necessary that no feature
is introduced that is not peculiar to g4+ or that some-
how disturbs the general impression sought to be
conveyed. Later writers do not recognise WAAT as a
guna.

N———————

Notes to I. 48—(j) Although the stanza before us contains

examples of two kinds of structures : mridu and
sphuta, one in each %, yet the stanza forms but
one sentence and can as such be regarded as a single
example of vishama or uneven structure made up of a
combination of soft and harsh struotures. That is
exactly how Bhoja regards this stanza in the wwwe-
FIBTHET 1. 32, where he observes—ayg e IR~
ffwam@?ﬂaﬁwﬁg Rt Ao wm aerae: -
qu!izil |

e ———
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structure—yet since the stanza forms but one sentence
it should as a whole be regarded as an example of i
vishamabandha. Bhojain fact (i. 127) does so regard it. i

Notes to I. 50—(i) The word gf§ which begins this stanza
can possibly be referred to the latter half of stanza 49
alone which, as we have seen, is by itself an example
of 95w; but the three earlier s3twnis have neither a
prefatory Iam nor a concluding g and so remain
syntactically unconnected. Secondly, it does mnot
seem likely that Dandin’s assertion—agd ®eaugd: can
have reference only to a solitary sJwna; it is more
likely that the assertion has in view both the stanzas
preceding it, which are two separate examples of
I, Nor must it be forgotten that an example of
A5+ must invariably include parts which taken by
themselves -exhibit @@, Dandin accordingly seems
to be here killing two birds with one stone. The
halves are by themselves examples of samata but the
whole forms an example of vaishamya. This seems

to be the best way of interpreting the stanzas before
us,

(ii) The third pada is to be understood as srfewy and
s@wnRewR, and not as siewR and W@t The second
term includes all excessive ornamentations whether
in words or in sense, while the first should include all
modes of expression that cannot be technically classed
as FEHISHNS Or spqieFERs but that are exaggerated or
even grotesque in form as well as substance.

Notes to I.51—(i) All definitions of @ from Bharata |
downwards agree in regarding it as a subtle quality
whieh one can feel but which defies all analysis. |
Bharata simply says that #a1gd is what does not weary }
(AR, xvi. 98) you, what in other words W & AqArg-
IRy, Magha, iv. 17). Vagbhata in his Kavyanusasana i
(P. 30) tells us that #rgd is what causes the heart to i
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melt in joy (7= sz aet #@k)). The Viglq)ha.’gala:m-
kara (iii. 14), like Dandin, calls amgdl &@rTee (i e.
having both the @& and the ug full of ). Vamana
(iii. 1. 20 and iii. 2. 10) and Bhoja (i. 68 and 80). make
it to be guFma (i.e. quEe=E:) as applying to
words—but this view has been controverted ; for, as
Hemachandra observes (P. 198), garify argeeama—and
SReRsT or AEEEEAT as applied to sense. Finally
sagannitha combines all shades of meaning under his
definition of FENEATIY as TARTRGERINRE e gy
gaF7ee, (P. 56) and of @vaaTa as THET THRRIFARN
gEEg e, (P. 59). But in all these defini-

tions one can clearly discern the presence of a subtle
subjective factor, which Mammata (viii. 68) and the
new school of Alarmkarikas definitely avow : compare
for instance Viévanatha (Sahityadarpana viii. 2)—

fFererarRE el ATgg= |

TR FE e qrereeh wAr

(ii) This subtle psychological factor is known as &

which, as Dandin says, is produced both by the words
as well as by the sense. We will have to reserve a
fuller treatment of the s and of the way they affect
the mind for another occasion (vide below, ii. 275) and
for the present must content ourselves with a refer-
ence to our note (i) to i. 18.—From Dandin’s treatment
of argd it is evident that he regards it as both a gz
(illustrated in i. 53) and an s&aw (illustrated in i. 64).
The 997 of the former as cultivated by the Gaudas is
illustrated in i. 56 and 57, while the ffud¥ of the latter

as illustrated in i. 63 is discarded both by the Vaidar-
bhas and the Gaudas.

Notes to I. 52—(i) Upon hearing a certain sound (produced

by the first letter of a word) if we become conscious
?f the fact that the sound is similar to—but not
identical with—the sound heard just immediately
before .it (i. e., the sound of the last letter of the
preceding word), and when there is a juxtaposition of

) [
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words giving rise te this kind of similar-sound-pro-
ducing alliteration, we experience a kind of @ which
leads to #rgd.—Such is Dandin’s account of the zraa-
#rgd. Now similarity of sound exists between words
belonging to the same & such as %%, a1z, &1, &,
a7y, etc. Hence the technical name for this kind of
grouping of words is sfga¥ ; and the effect produced
by it depends upon an economy of effort due to our
not having to .pass from one ¥M to another. The
economy however is not excessive. When one and
the same letter is repeated in succession there is a
minimum effort in articulation, but the same parts of
the organ-of-speech being used too often may produce
weariness, or in any case may lead to a privation of the
joy and the pleasure which springs from variety. At
the same time, the variety itself must not be too great,
as that would lead to a disturbance of harmony and
repose. Thatall artistic effect depends upon an economy
of effort as thus understood is a valid scientific prin-
ciple recognised even in modern times.

(ii) The variant qgargugr@te: ‘the juxtaposition of a
word whose #1fg or initial letter is possessed of simi-
larity ’ yields as good a sense as does the one we have
adopted ; but the word @rgarar which follows has to be
understood in this stanza in a limited sense (i.e. as
referring to y@g® and not to auiga), which can
more easily be done if we construe—z [ & wg | gragumET,
i e., aEaaW grgumEr ggrafe: | Frankly however this is
a case of double reading, and as our oldest Mss. give
gzui¥e we might just as well have adopted that reading

o
in the text.

Notes to I. 53—(i) The gf@m=r contained in this stanza is
fully exhibited in our Sanskrit commentary. How
the gfeemar is g it is very difficult to say. The &
intended is probably zn= and it depends as much upon
the presence of the mgd as of the other qualities
cultivated by the Vaidarbhas. But, as observed before,

7 [ Kavyadaréa |
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the total effect is purely subjective and if W'e do not
feel it we have to deny to ourselves the title to be

called 4g=H.

———————

Notes to I. 54—(i) The word srg9 in the 2nd and 3rd padas
of this stanza is used in its more usual sense as defined
by i. 55 below. Compare also the use of the word in
i. 44 above. It would seem that the Gaudas practised
srge™ for its own sake, not caring to make it sub-
ordinate to the Sentiment. That at least is Dandin’s
charge against them.,

Notes to I. 55—(i) The compound FmigR: can be dissolved
so as to make one or two or more than two vocables
repeated, and ‘ vocable’ (a) can include both vowels as
well as consonants, although the consonants are what
are primarily meant in the case of an sig9<. The more
the number of repeated vocables and the more often
the repetition, the greater the value of the poem in
the eyes of the Gaudas. °Padeshu’ is illustrated in
i. 56 and * Padeshu’ in i. 57.

(ii) For the various divisions and subdivisions of
#9ug consult our Sanskrit Commentary. Bhoja in
the 2nd 9=3% gives a most elaborate scheme of classi-
fication containing six main varieties ( gfer, 39, T, ug,
amizERs, and ¥12) and nearly a hundred sub-varieties.
Others are less extravagant ; but the fact may be noted
that of all the languages in the world Sanskrit lends
itself most readily to many a four de force which has
found its way even in our mErEREys.

——

Notes to I._ 56—(i) Premachandra (and after him Bohtlingk)
has misunderstood the purpose of this stanza. It is
an example of IRy i3 as mentioned in the com-
mantaxy marked B in the Madras edition, ~It is mnot
necessary therefore, ag Béhtlingk proposes, to read
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&a% instead of @ ; and his long note in this connec-
tion labours under the mistake of regarding Bengili
pronunciation as typical of the whole of India. The
point illustrated is not the repetition of two s in
pada a, of two gs and two gs in pada b, of two s and
two @s in pada ¢, and of four dentals in pida d [ B.’s
reading sifv®: for aifem: is clearly a misprint]; but of
the common vocable 7 in the four padas. It is worth
noting that the illustration shows not a single instance
of YIFIH.

Notes to I. 57—(i) In the first pada we have here a repeti-
tion of two #vis g and ¥7; and in the second of three
quts 7, 4, and &. The third pada contains a Yamaka
due to the repetition of the vocable #=1. As it is not
necessary that all qgs should exhibit the srgum, it is
best to regard the first two gigs alone as giving the
instance of the kind of g cultivated by the Gaudas.
This example also contains no ¥JAGIH except the
questionable cases of the assimilation of the nasals at
the end of =r=zwd and S to the consonants imme-
diately following. It will be observed that the I8
repeated include consonants as well-as-vowels, though,
as observed before, a repetition of the latter is not
essential in an (FIY.

Notes to I. 58—(i) Because an example like i. 53, accept-
able to the Vaidarbhas, is rejected by the Gaudas,
it does not follow that an example rejected by the
Gaudas, e. g. THGERAISEREEAT, Will be acceptable to
the Vaidarbhas. As a matter of fact the presence of
the long compound and the questionable propriety of
making the moon resemble the lotus which in its turn
resembles the mouth are things that would suffice to
condemn it in the eyes of the Vaidarbhas. All attempts
to show that the instance has a case or two of JugIH
are therefore gratuitous.

3
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Notes to I. 59—(i) Bhojaraja quotes th;s stanza as an
based upon & .

example of the g called ST&HE -

His words are (i. 36)—3{::1 oy smEwRiN aafy ET%%-
S AR Sa Qfd: | R TR
e 31 e SRR AT : FearisTa quferae Y
wS | The commentator TAY observef upon this
passage as follows—aaeys| g qaTid TR FARY

o FOY SO | g 7 FEa: Ay wweprr &
e Fedi SSFda: |

Notes to I. 60—(i) The reading fag=afd, in spite of B., seems
to be the correct one. Bhoja has the same reading and
JTEeFy iii. 115 uses the word in the sense of ‘attains’
Cp.—ERETITE ANGART sy |

(ii) Dandin’s remark that the Southerners ’do not
cultivate such an Anuprisa leaves room for an im-
plication that the Gaudas might oceasionally allow
such harsh or loose structures. Hence Premachandra

observes—atgaeg TN TAYRYAHT MR IREwiermT

- T ST T 3| Bhoja in any case,

U as we saw, does not regard the stanza in question as

acceptable fo the Gaudas.

Notes to I. 61—(i) The figure called Yamaka is treated at
length in the 3rd Parichchheda, 1-77. The distinction
between 3guw and IWF consists in this that (a) while
in 99 there is a repetition of one or more consonants
(sometimes but not necessarily along with the vowels)
in g%% both the vowel (or vowels) and the consonants
have fo be necessarily repeated and that too in the
same order of sequence. Thus %: fi: would be s,
not ¥H%. (5) You have not to consider the sense of the
words in an g9, but in the % you have to see that,
if an identical group of vocables conveying some
meaning is repeated, it is not identical in sense. For
instance <8 =3 is not IWE; but the repetition of a
meaningless group of vocables, like =7 in i. 57 pada ¢
above, can constitute a % As 3 consequence the
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appreciation of the T is delayed in a 3%, and hence
Dandin does not wish to discuss that figure under ﬂrgfr

one. essential condition of which is the immediate
production of .

Notes to I. 62—(i) The importance which Dandin here ‘
assigns to an absence of coarseness or vulgarity is
quite creditable to him. Even some of our best Sanskrit
poets, tried by Dandin’s rigorous rule, would be found |
wanting in this respect. That the diction of poetry °
can never be taken over directly from life follows as ‘
a corollary from this.

Notes to I. 63—(i) One should have thought that the
instance given hardly deserved to be branded as being
particularly vulgar. But Dandin shows himself here 5
as an extreme purist. Agashe is therefore justified in
refusing to make the same Dandin author both of the g
Kavyadarsa and of the Da$akumaracharita (P. xxix,
Introd. B.S.S. edition of the Dasakumara). The
supposition that Dandin probably wrote the Daga-
kumiara as a young man and the Kavyadarfa as a
sober old man—which we have no ground to make—is
itself an admission of the cogency of Agashe’s argu-
ments. It must be stated however that the above is -
not the only argument upon which the distinction -
between Dandin the romancer and Dandin the rhetori- 4
cian is made.

Notes to I. 64—(i) The distinction consists in the fact
that i. 63 is a straight proposal while i. 64 reaches the
same end by an innuendo.

Notes to I. 65—(i) Dandin demands that even in descrip-
tions of coarse or lascivious themes one must observe
decorum. How unsparingly would he have then i
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criticised many a passage in some of our standard
authors, remarkable for nothing but an See=IgF ! The
reflection that such passages are not confined to
Sanskrit (or even to Indian literature for the maftter
of that) can hardly be a source of consolation.

Notes to I. 66—(i) It is but fair to demand that a person
writing in Sanskrit shall not use words which when
uttered together, as in a sentence, might give rise to a
new word in Sanskrit made up of the last vocables of
a preceding and the initial vocables of a succeeding
word, and conveying a vulgar meaning ; but he is not
bound to see that in other languages also the combi-
nation of vocables does not convey an undesirable
suggestion. The stock example given by Mammata
(vii. illustration no. 213)—%S Fx—gives rise to the
wrrd ﬁ{g which, in the vernacular of Kasmir, has an
#%iie significance ; but the poet responsible for the
stanza in question might have been altogether inno-
cent of that fact. It is too much to expect that a
writer in one language should be conversant with all
the other languages in the world. That reminds me
of a student of mine who objected to the line—#H
gt @ & 9 g9 TRy (Sakuntala iv.-19, Patankar’s
ed.) because it suggests the vernacular word for a
barber !

Notes to I. 67—(i) Please note that Dandin, in spite of his
pronounced preference for the Vaidarbha style, does
not wish to paint the Gaudas blacker than he really
thought them to be.

Notes to I. 88—(i) The use of the word o clearly implies
the distinction between Hrgd as a gy and g as an
aaw which Dm_u}.in'appears to have recognised. His

~ mdnin’g thamme in the case of the other gunas and
Vémana’s doing it systematically in the case of all
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the ten gunas argues for the priority of Dandin over
Vamana by a considerable number of years; and this
irrespective of the suggested identity of the rhetorician

Vamana with his namesake, the joint author of the
Kagsika.

Notes to I. 69—(i) There are in use amongst Sanskrit

rhetoricians a number of distinctive appelations for
words (and styles) which it is necessary to learn to
distinguish clearly. Thus we have—

1 sequm and ATHIV ; 4 719a and 1& ;
2 fifere and Peg; 5 ggr and fAmgy;
3 5g and €5 or FRH ; 6 79X and F;

7 @ and fiFe, S, Sed, §9, Sem, e, M, or HeRE.
Most of these are synonymous pairs, and writers are
not always exact in their use of them. Thus s{eqymMm
and #gEmr have a precise significance in grammar.
ST R AT AT | A ST 39a-
Tl IR SIS = WErS: 579 | But looking
to the etymological sense of the terms we have insert-
ed the important qualification that the swysTUEnis, from
the point of view of Rhetoric, should not include
conjunct consonants causing an 3aTd or stress upon
the preceding vowel. Thus grammatically the line—
FHf Pt @ aebifdgfansar, with the exception of z,
T, and %1, consists of steqsT letters; but the Alamkarikas
would class it as g™ or rather as o&y owing to the
numerous harsh conjunct consonants. Conversely,
the stanza—

QIO AR TR ER I SR T |

AIFTFTT Goaaaieva g |
consists of a number of FETHW quls as grammar under-
stands them ; but the general effect of the stanza is
pleasing on the whole and it is often given as an
instance of AT

The second pair—fi¥@ and f¥s—has been precisely
defined by Dandin, i. 43ff. See our Sanskrit Commen-
tary and English Notes on the passages concerned.
Pairs 3, 4,5, and 6 are mostly synonymous as .far as
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their application to the word-element in poetry is con-

cerned; and the last group of words conveys a sense not

very much, if at all, distinct from these pairs. The sof#,

sweet, tender, delicate or elegant vocables are—g, &,

LEELE L, L YHHEL S and %R, L, 4, { pre-

ceded by a nasal of its own class; as also { and o

when joined to short vowels. The harsh, sharp,

rugged, hard, stiff, stately, stilted, exalted, fiery,

gaudy, energetic, virile or vehement vocables are—

& &S E; Ws U A ;R O/ L5 F S as also

all double consonants and all conjuncts with T as

the first or the last member. There are also other

elements that lead respectively to #wear or #3RaT, viz.,

the absence or presence of long compounds, the sparing

or repeated use of identical syllabic combinations, ete.

( Jagannatha in his @TErR (pp. 62-74) has given a large

v number of instructive illustrations in the matter which

are worth attentive perusal.

So far as regards @Wear as based on mere word-

‘ element. But ®Wear and qear result also from the

o sense conveyed. These need not be here considered.—

. The curious may be referred to the Sarasvatikantha-
bharana, Parichehheda 1.

HctestoI.'?O——(i) Dandin seems here to have made a
rather subtle distinction between igear and AT
If all the lotters in a poem are #M& as explained in
Note (i) to i. 69 the result would be ey ; it is only
when there is a slight admixture of harder vbcables
(such a g, and fit: and 7 ¥ g in the present stanza) with
prevailingly tender or s vocables that there results
the SFIRAT as Dandin conceives it, Even so, how-
ever, it is necessary to distinguish ST from qyw,
especially USITHG.  As Dandin understands it, ag-
Wr can only result from sergsm (or TUitgemE).  The

stanza l?ﬂéra‘i%ar ete. does not contain a single case of
m;_ 1t is not therefore @uy, but it is 3R Further
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On the other hand gZawar can exist irrespective of the
@—the ¥ in any case is not its differentia, and we do
not have to appreciate the sense of a poem before de-
clarlng it to be ggAR. Madhurya, however,—even zr3-
naqrgzr——-presupposes a reference to the sense of the
poem ; and from this point of view we can even ignore
the distinction between z=awaaTgd and wieargy that
we have made on an earlier occasion (P. 46, 60-61).
Why gegae alone should be able to produce the ¥,
and not GFARAT also, is more than what one can say.

Notes to I. 71—(i) The reading g@¥ for #m: which we have
adopted on the authority of our oldest Ms. N, is cer-
tainly the original reading. The external test applic-
able in the case is the reading §g¥ given by M, which
can be a scribal mistake for gy but not for #: which
has not the ending §., Further, § can be misread for
g (the latter portion of the Devanigarl letter @), as any
one familiar with the manner of writing these letfers
in old Mss. can easily understand. Internally or sub-
jectively also g& wigfd—gains a place upon the lips—
gives a sense better than #: (Rl and certainly
better than g¢ e[ (supposing the expression to be
at all possible). The reading gewREfd suggests that
Dandin is here quoting a stanza already familiar to his
readers and already appreciated by them.

(ii) Dandin’s statement to the effect that, in spite of
the absence of a striking alarmkira in the stanza qwedi-
5 ete. (i. 70), it is the guna mFAWar that alone lends
it its value as poelry involves his adhesion to the im-
portant principle that a kavya can exist without
alamkaras, but that it must have one or more gunas,
which are described as the very life of poefry. Now
the stanza in question does contain a TWEIRE as
Dandin defines that figure (ii. 205fL.), but it is not -
gfgE because, apparently, Dandin wishes us to un-
derstand here a simple statement about the dance of

the peacocks and no implication about its serving as
8 [ Kavyadarsa ]
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an & for BmernpsgR. Hence he says—ardsmrify ara: |
For valid examples of TH@EIRA other than that given
by Dandin see our Sanskrit Commentary to ii. 205
and 206.

Guna being thus regarded as the sime qua non of
poetry Dandin would not have subscribed to the view
of the moderns represented in the definition—<&Ta®
g gy and Jagannatha’s criticism of that view is
therefore in accordance with Dandin’s own pronounce-
ment in the maftter.

Notes to I. 72—(i) The commentator Premachandra takes
the word =¢7 in the sense of /WguiA on the basis of the
following dubious etymology—=mfa fawacerimsy
Faedifel = FCEET: e, €I e ; and all because he
wants to defend the Gaudas by proving that the
passage before us is tinged by heroic sentiment and
as such can very well stand the harsh, grating ex-
pressions used for giving vent to that sentiment. With
7¢f as a synonym for the blind &fpr the possibility
of the defence on the ground of #fiww is altogether
cut off.

Notes to I. 73—(i) An ancient definition of this guna
quoted by Vamana at the end of iii.1 is worth
repeating—

'I?an:?{Er e Qe TG |
TS RREgraTE, Sae: wAr e |

T M———n

Notes to I. 74—(i) This stanza is quoted by Bhoja in his
Vritti under Sarvasvatikan’ghibha,ra,pa i. 34 as an
example of Ry, altering the fourth g into S

‘\\r\% 'l

Notes to I. 75—(i) Compare i. 67 above. With the reading
TRRETgHiE we will have to take stgafast in the un-

usual sense of ‘ hindering °.

. =

—

oy
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Notes toI. 76—(i) As will be evident from the several

definitions of this guna quoted in our Sanskrit Com-
mentary a considerable difference of opinion seems to
prevail amongst the Alarmkarikas old as well as new
regarding the nature of SzEr or Sgwar. It is uncertain
therefore what the sense might have been that Bhava-
bhiiti gave to this term in his familiar allusion to it
(7o |70 i. line 48) in—

o7 NReERERAT 7 Foat F=ia T
AR areaed T TriteaRETE: |

If we understand it in the sense given to it in an old
deﬁnition quoted by Viamana towards the end of

. 1—fFed 9 aea€r FUglFa gERaH, it becomes very
hard to keep it distinct from ffﬂ%?ar also mentioned by
Bhavabhiiti

(ii) Dandin does not mention any %% correspond-
ing to STRar. Apparently therefore both the Vaidar-
bhas and the Gaudas cultivated this guna. The read-
ing 7EUEfA: given by N makes this quite explicit, and
has, probably just on that very reason, to be rejected.
It must be stated in this connection that Bhoja (i. 41)
does mention a sort of a & for this guna—

eg CRAERREREe Uy
T qESENAGEREET fg:
and illustrates it by—
GG FF T |
M aPEagErm gaa = |

obsex*vmgmmgwmm@ﬁﬁmm feReFCATIER | |-
TREFRERE a9 aERrdear Qi s |

-

Notes to X. 77—(i) The point seems to be that the forlorn
look of the mendicants, having once fallen upon the
king’s face, no longer requires to look upon another
donor's face ; nor does it have to look upon the king’s
own face a second time. The latter, it will be seen, is
an important condition.
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Notes to I. 78—(i) It has to be confessed that Dandin’s
example of STREAT is not a very happycone. The wo.rd
=179 in pada c¢ refers as much to sy as to deserip-
tions of &, 5, and other qualities.

Notes t0 I. 79—(i) Compare Notes toi. 76 aboye. It is
uncertain whom Dandin has in mind in this stanza.
The definition given by Bharata (xvi. 102) makes no
reference to ‘appropriate epithets’; althou\gh Bharata
as quoted by == (P. 119)—agta: gzhz B3 aﬁm
g Wd:—does make that reference, The reference is
quite explicit in the Agnipurana (346. 9)—sarugaler
gﬁ%r%ﬁ%rﬁz, but we cannot from this fact draw any
valid chronological inference.

= FRT

(ii) Epic poetry all over the world always uses a
number of standing epithets in describing men and
events, which are not merely ‘padding’ devices but
serve to fix the objects described on the minds of the
reader. Readers of Tennyson can realise how very
effectively these epithets—especially alliterating epi-
thets—can be used in poetry,

Notes to I.80—(i) The quality called sl is accepted by
all Alarmkarikas ancient as well as modern. Mammata
tells us that ooy is dwy AreAfAEgRg:—leads to the s
expansion of the heart through brilliancy—and that X
its effect is seen in iy, #hred, and Jz Ws respectively
in an ascending degree of intensity. The difference
between these s is well brought out by a commentator
on the FEsFRI—4R g Rttt IReirForTE e | Sy
AT FaTTeReE fider @ g Rrarar | W g SR
TIEE: g = e 7 g frfer 7 a1 RRER ww -
Hiﬁﬂq |

Notes toI. 81-84—(i) Dandin means to say that the Vai-
darbhas also do at times admit 39 even in metrical
compositions ; but they always take care to see that
the 3ftsy does not come in the way of s@mg or argd.

O ——————~
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Vagbhatai gives (iii. 13)— aauiiesERaEa et
AR TR AT OFRaar 39 as an example of siiswy in

prose.

Notes to I. 85-88—(i) It is not always easy to keep the
various allied gunas distinct. The guna #H1?q can be
confused with &i#wre and @rgd; but these latter are
primarily zrgws depending upon the use of specific
vocables, while between themselves, as we saw [ Note
(i) to i. 70 above], wrgd requires yrgaT, and Q@ the
prevailing use of tender vocables. Next, amongst the
five wams recognised by Dandin [see Note (i) to i. 41
above |, garz and s9s3fRn concern themselves with the
use of specific words in specific senses or with the
complete utterance of a thought in a sentence; while
gy involves a process of transference of qualities
from one thing to another. These three gunas there-
fore are sufficiently distinctive.

(ii) The gunas most likely to be confused with
one another are gy and #F=q. Both are of the
nature of subjective evaluations which Dandin has
not clearly defined. Probably we can distinguish them
from the circumstance that, while both of them must
not err on the side of exaggeration, 1§ concerns
itself with the description of a natural phenomenon or
the narration of a striking event in general, and Sgr@r
fixes its attention upon just ome specific quality of a
person or thing and tries to bring out the excellence of
that quality alone. Vamana towards the end of iii. 1.
quotes an ancient stanza to the effect that in the
absence of #=q a poem is labelled trite or common-
place (FUfRERyT or gum=srT). In fact &~ (and to
some extent Sgar also) consists in an endeavour ta
cultivate fresh and striking modes of expression
without making them unnatural, exaggerated or
grotesque, as it often happened with Carlyle.

Notes toI. 89-92—(i) A sort of contrast seems to have been
intended between @i%=gAfi Vaidarbhas and the figwy
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Gaudss. In their deseriptions, word-arrangements,
and alz hkaras while the Vaidarbhas generally aim at
simpiicity and naturalness, the Gaudas make their
poetry obtrusive by a show of learning and by too
great ¢ straining for effect. They forget that ars est

celare titem.

Notes to I. 93-99—(i) There seems to prevail a consider-
able difference of opinion regarding the exact nature
of this zupna, Dandin’s account of Ty makes it very
difficuls to distinguish it from certain wiesRs like 9
ufmmr= and &% which, according to the moderns,
depend upon an WY or superimposition of one thing
(or its qualities) upon another. But Dandin’s idea of
wfermiRe (ii. 214) is rather vague and not the same as
that of the moderns (of. ¥z x. P. 762— fnfieyaas g
FFAEF T 79); and from Dandin’s point of view the ]
difference between sE<ER and T may be said to |
consist in the fact that in the guna there is a transfer-
ence of just the qualities (or actions) of one thing to
another while in the sI%%R one affi is itself substituted
for another qidiq, Moreover it must not be ignored that
in ¥ the 3y and the SW are both TR while
in wT@f7g7 the new 4 (e. g. fnfrefa) actually supplants
the existing ¥ (viz. f@fq) so that, as regards the gy '
at any rate, there is fsfofrgam. It is in fact difficult ﬁ
to say under what figure Dandin might have classed ‘i
the figure wimefn as the moderns understand it. R
The reason why Dandin was probably led to regard '
the transference of qualities as guna rather than as
an alamkara may also have been the circumstance
that for FaTiEm the wWs and the fs transferred from
other things to the object under description have
to be such as, through long usage, have already lost
their original metaphoric value. Thus =T does
not necessarily suggest the comparison of the lotus

wit.h the eye unless our special attention is drawn
to it. In fact, as C‘arlylel believe has somewhere said,
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there is so much of poetry embedded in some of the
most common words in our current speech that one
wonders at the amount of real poetic feeling that must
have gone to the making of it. Take a word like ‘atten-
tion’ used by us a few lines above. Is noi the picture
of a person with an out-stretchad neck (i.. tendo) a
very vivid representation of the state of mind con-
noted by the word? The Sanskrit word S&zr is based
upon the same process of poetic transference.

(ii) A Samaidhi based upon such transference is ac-
cording to Dandin an ==p; but Bhoja regards it as a
g, with what reason it is hard o discover. In
fact a zEzamaAty is a distinet category altozather, and
Vamana has to give a separate definition for it follow-
ing an older view represented by the stanza quoted by
him towards the end of iii. 1—

GRIE=IAUE FAT JET fE Ia !

FHTEER & PR gar qeeEr |
Then as to the waymaarfy, the definition of Bharata
(xvi, 97)—

SR FrRiarTeaTd |

et AT o e afer |
seems to be nearer the etymological significance of
the term @arfy and is accordingly the most primitive,
although Dandin too, in his own way, attempts an
etymological explanation of the term. The SIITERTE
as Vamana (iii. 2. 6) understands it is the same as that
of Bharata, and in his Vritti Vamana tells us that it is
just bocause the new meaning to be discevered in a
poem requires ‘concentration’ that the 7w itseif is called
FmRr—aaERER, Far | eEtd B fema i L I
seems therefore that mifyr is that quality of a poem
which makes it possible for a discerning and sympa-
thetic critic, after close investigation, to discover new
and ever newer elements of beauty in it. It is in this
sense that the poem can become for its reader, in the
words of Keats, ‘a joy for ever.” It is only the best of
poets that can stand such a critical scrutiny—and
that too only in their very best works. Dandin’s
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claim to regard @ as weq@ad (i. 100) can thus
only beecome fully justified, The sEguEaT® as Bhoja
understands it~ syragerEs g9 g T guiIRG &a: (i. 84) is
again, like Vamana's gregmasnty, a distinct category for
which g J: & TIFR ete. from the Sakuntala is
given as an illustration.

(iii) Jagannatha, however, argues (P. 63) that if
@ is to be conceived, after Bharata and Vamana,

s afug: AIRRMITeRT: or wE: or swfiaysmd: qaam-
=9l Al FaUeEE, then, for the same reason, FHfEsrerr
(which is a @) will also have to be regarded as a
FPq ; and if FEHRRT, why not a good memory or a
good hand-writing ? It must be some such considera-~
tions as these that led Dandin to reject Bharata’s
conception of @y and to put a new meaning into the
old word. The Agnipurina cuts the knot by not
recognising Tl at all.

Notes to I. 100—(i) There is no @mfyfgey recognised by
Dandin. To the Vaidarbhas as well as to the Gaudas
Samadhi therefore is a quality in poetry to be equally
aspired for.

Notes to I. 101-102—Even amongst the writers of the
Vaidarbha (or the Gauda) school it must always
bappen that, in the midst of a general resemblance as
regards the cultivation of certain specific uis (or their
f4s), there exist differences between writers and wri-
ters as regards the emotional value of their composi-
tions or the artistic perfection of them. These indivi-
dual characteristics can possibly be brought out and
accounted for in a critical biography of the poet, but it
is impossible, says Dandin, to record them adequately
in a little manual dealing with the elements of theor-
etical Poetics. It is not likely that by aggm: Dandin is
thinking of the other #wmis, a discussion of which he
had purposely omitted on an earlier occasion (i. 40).
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Notes toI.103-105—(i) Our Sanskrit Commentary has
collected together most of the leading views of other
Alarnkarikas as to the factors that go to the making
of the poet, and a convenient statement of the same in
English is to be found in an article on the * Making of
the Sanskrit Poet’ contributed by F. W. Thomas
to the R. G. Bhandarkar Commemoration Volume
pp. 375-386. It will be seen that Dandin has here
taken quite a rational view of the matter by laying
almost equal emphasis upon inborn genius (or fancy)
which is the sine qua non of all poetic writing,—3f f=r
HeY § AN, TEA a1 S9EEE @, as Mammata says—upon
culture acquired through books as well as by actual
observation of the world, and upon constant practice
in the art under expert and sympathetic guidance.
The last condition secures perfection of form; and we
know for instance that poets like Tennyson or Bhava-
bhiiti touched and retouched their writings until they
were quite satisfied with them. The second condition
determines what might be called, adopting Aristotelian
terminology, the matter of poetry ; and although it is
true that even an unschooled person who has not seen
much of the world can yet produce, from out of the
themes falling within his limited experience, poetry
that is immortal, it must nevertheless be admitted
that the majority of readers like to read a composition
that has a broad out-look and a rich suggestiveness.

(ii) It is difficult to determine the exact nature of the
poet’s aftpr and of its modus operandi. There are, as
Bacon says, minds that note similarities and minds
that note differences, and as no satisfactory explana-
tion as to the why of the thing is as yet offered by any
critic or scientist we might just as well accept Dandin’s
explanation of it by a reference to a pre-natal factor
called a3 or grgar. One thing is certain. If a person
has this divine gift in him he is able, in his attempt
to give an adequate expression to it, to undergo ‘infinite
pains’. The theme so fills his mind and heart that he
rises superior to his physical environments and goes

9 [ Kavyidaréa]
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on producing poetry often because ‘he cannot help
himself. Considerations such as fame,' wealth,_ ete.
(which the texts include amongst the sFfiews of poetry)
do not move him: He is hardly conscious of them
while he is actually working at his theme. The pro-
duction of the Art is to the artist himself its own true
reward ; and if he writes for the world it is partly be-
cause the world has a right to a share in the joy which I
is peculiarly his, and partly because he knows that his ‘
own joy would be very much intensified by a conscious
realisation of the fact that there are other kindred
spirits who can be made to experience that same joy
with himself My conviction, as Mahomed said, ‘ gets
infinitely strengthened the moment I find it shared
by another brother-soul’. '
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PARICHCHHEDA II

Notes to II. 1—(i) Compare Note (i) to i. 10. Kavya, ac-

cording to Dandin, is—zwiderafaar qwrast; 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 qua non
of poetry, and the Alamkaras which serve as decora-
tion, must belong to the word-element, the @a=, ex-
clusively ; for, the f3mms, the subordinate elements of
the Body, have also their own decorations. Thus there
is no inconsistency in Dandin’s having defined Kavya
a8 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
gense. Modern Alamkarikas such as Mammata, hav-
ing once subordinated both the word as well as the
sense to Rasa, are constrained to regard the Gtunas as
well as the Alamkaras as belonging to Rasa, the angin.
For a criticism df this view see our Note (iii) to i. 41
and the Sanskrif Commentary to the present stanza.

(ii) The distinct function of the Gunas and the
Alamkaras is brought out by Dandin by calling the
former the life-breaths and the latter the ornaments of
poetry. The Gunas abide in poetry @warg<ar while the
Alamkaras €3 ; there is between them a distinc-
tion in kind,—a distinction which later became one of
degree, as with gma (iii. 1. 1-2) or with weflgRFETS
(p. 17)—3m: @3 FreaRAREE T | J5i g e Fw
QraREERge dwW: | Compare however the following
from #FFRE, p. 20—

spanty wed a1 wed guEhiag !
IRRTETRY FE PSRRI
TR o o Ity 7 e |
b=y @ e efREfia: |
Compare also (Agnipurana, 346. 1)—
srdgemy St a wred Mot R |
qgsrR e St g’ W w1,

Mammata’s &t g FT implies the same thing.
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(iii) The progressive development in the theory, and
with it in the number, of the Alamkaras 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
process, 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 Alarkaras recognised by his pre-
decessors (cp. ii. 358-359 and notes thereon).

Notes to II. 2—(i) The fundamenta divisionis of the Alarh-

karas have been variously stated in different texts.
The simplest division into sw=gwd and s1d77q, even after
the addition of a third class of S¥wTg, proved quite in-
adequate. It is however given by the firgqr, and most
elaborately by Bhoja. It was soon found necessary to
introduce various subclassifications based on the psy-
chological principle involved in the process, or on
some such underlying peculiarity. Similarity, identity,
contrast; causation, word-grouping, lokavyavahara ;
Rasa, Rhetoric, Technicality : these were some of the
principles of e¢lassifieation accepted. Compare, foF—
instance, the Alamkarasarvasva, and particularly the
following list based upon the Prataparudriya (pp. 338~
339) [ wherein the Alarhkaras not recognised by Dandin
are shown in square brackets )

=, [1Rom, ®Re, wtemm, @, ] g T —
. e [ based on s @Az~ ]
» Jratare, | 2o, | frsem, [ sfeaewen, 1|
W, [, ] s5fiRe,—based on deggm—~ [ TN
I, [m! Wi Wx’]—based on
' AT

o
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- aRyen, sifEn,—based on eregaaT; ‘
e, R, [ B, B, ganfy, ey, s, d{ago’[_,]
wifeg, [ R, ]—based oo fiRw;
g, | @, sy, fwer, @g=er, J—based on
AFTTY 5 :
afeaf, [, ago,] wwifa( = ewiza), [@n,] eaafs,
g, [ &fRe, J—basd on SiFsqazT;
[ w=afes, wgam, | sgi==na,—based on a%=1y ;
[ swrorrest, wETadst, Ao, 9, ]—based on %zmﬂﬁﬂ.
[ soretifRe, awhifsh, e, |—based on w9ga; and
wERs, [ ufiE, ]—based on fRwmARET.

It became soon obvious that any such classificatory
principle or principles, would gradually tend to become
inadequate, as there would always remain some Alar-
kiras recognised by rhetoricians and falling ottside
their scope. Thus of the 35 or rather 34 Alamkaras
recognised by Dandin the following 14 are not includ-

od in the above list: -—-eﬂrqfﬁ, wé, g, 4, 1, N9, @-
T, TR, A, P, B, srgasEm, seegd, and
wiraft: (not to mention mﬁ’rrﬁ) Some of these, e. g., ¥,
@, GWRa, are sometimes classed as Wge® ; while

- Snd, s, daRgasaEr, sqrsegf and smh: will have to

be classed as ArENSEFHS, i.e., merely as effective modes
of expression, such as those enumerated by Bharata in
the beginning of the 16th chapter of the Natyadastra.
The tendency towards a wanton increase merely in
the number of the Alarhkaras (and of subdivisions
within an Alarhkara), which marked the latest phase
in the history of the Alarhkaradistra, made any at-
tempt to trace the Alarkaras to their sfit—such as
Dandin contemplates—an altogether hopeless task.

(ii) But already in some quarters, as’ in the case of
the GGunas,—see note (ii) to i. 41—a revolt against this
gratuitous multiplication of entities had -begun to

" asgert itself. Thus Hemachandra rejects qRe, a9y,

Ry, T, SaTe, WEd, 39IW, i, W, eaiEa, s,
and atF as distinet Alamhkaras—and some of them,
it will be seen, are recognised even by Dandin and
Bhimaha. TUdbhata's Kavyialamkarasarasamgraha is
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likewise moderate in its enumeration of A’laxixkaras,
while even so late a text as the Alarhkirasa_ak.ham of
Keéavamisra (which is believed to have utilised the
Siitras of Sauddhodani) lays down with emphasis
(p. 29)—ud SRUTSHERAGE 7 AR | stating further.( p. 3?)
that he has justified the position he has taken in his

5 , & 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 ggrris are that Dandin had in his
mind it is difficult to decide. As the treatment of the
Alarhkaras in Bharata, or in the Agnipurina 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, ii. 88, ii. 93, iii. 1-4),
made up of detached and successive lists asg it is,
agrees 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 gias referred to in the present stanza. On this
point see further our Introduction. It seems that a
large mass of literature known to Dandin is now lost
to us. Cp. note (ii) to i. 2. The Commentary sargrfis
enumerates, amongst Dandin’s predecessors, Yy,
AR, and AfZETH, names otherwise almost unknown,

—————

Notes to II., 3—(i) Dandin here admits that as regards
the Alamkaras there is no difference of practice bet-
ween the Vaidarbhas and the Gaudas (TSR3
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 FeAs 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 Alarmkaras as such.
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Notes to II. 4—(i) We are not quite certain as to the
genuineness of this list of Alarmkiaras (stanzas 4-7),
although all the Mss. give it. It is the practice of e
some of the later Alarmkarikas to preface their treat- i
ment of the Alamkaras by a few mnemonic verses i
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 i
a commentator has added a versified enumeration at L
the beginning of the tenth Ullasa (although never as i
a part of Mammata’s own work), so, it seems to us,
must have been the case with Dandin. It is only on

" gome such supposition that we can account for the
' ungrammatical FuFEd (or the unmetrical rgwre);
and also for the further fact that in this enumeration i
some figures (e. g. @4, WSRGaEa=) appear under strange,
and others (e.g. FRw for fRMfW) under misleading,
names., We cannot bring ourselves to believe that T
Acharya Dandin could not have avoided such sole- ke
-cisms and ambiguities if he had meant it.

(ii) Vibhavana is often rendered as Presumption,
—but that is & name that we must reserve for afetafy,
which W& and others reécognise as a distinct figure-of-
gpeech—or as Peculiar Causation. It is rather an
imagining or a guessing or a divining of a novel cause
to acoount 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. FRMIRG 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 ii. 66, first half.

e

Notes t0 II. 5—(i) The second half of this staza is identi- T
cal with Bhamaha iii. 1, first half. We have already
commented upon the name ‘Lava’ Later Alarh-
kirikas make a distinction between the figure called

CEEErEE T

R S R T R e
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gAtfer (which is the same as Dapc}in'g gafga) and the
figure @Tgd which is a g Alamkara Compa'zte
Ruyyaka, pp. 163, 185; Visvanatha, pp. 568, 576; Vig.
vesvara in the Alamkarakaustubha, pp. 372, 41e.
Bhoja gives the two figures, but what he calles iy
approaches the HTRW ( cp. note (ii) to i. 93-92), while
he does not at all recognise the tage® Alamkara oalled
Ty in other texts. Bhoja, however, agrees with
Dandin in calling by the name wTRd the figure named
ATy by #%72 and others,

Notes to II. 6—(i) We have already commented upon the
use of the abbreviated name 33 for AAMRF. Videsha
as a figure distinet from RARF is recognised, amongst
others, by Rudrata, Ruyyaka, Mammata, Vidvanitha,

-and Jagannatha.

Notes to II. 7—(i) The figure simft: recognised by Dandin is

recognised by no other Alarhkarika except Bhamaha
and Vagbhata the author of the Kavyianudisana. It
should be noted, however, that the name oceurs
amongst the 36 effective literary devices mentioned
by Bharata in the beginning of the 16th Chapter.
Bhavika usually translated by ‘ Vision’ will have to
be rendered, consistently with Dandin’s explanation
of the term, by some such expression as Sustained-
Intuition.

—————

Notes to II. 8—(i) Besides the two names for this figure

. given by Dandin the figure is also called T (ot

FRI, D 35) and wrEy (srfirgerr 344. 3) ; while 2 groups

this figure along with g number of others under the

head of Freay figures, i. e., those that have the por-

trayal of the thing-as-it-is ag their object, Compare
(viii. 10-12)— ‘

: AR TR By ey 77 |

gerd R et |
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T R IR |
HEERiteruitels bt il

R FRORIS! ST AER=TT e |

T e HifeadmEe e |
The first question that has to be determined in re-
gard to this figure is whether a mere photographic
faithfulness to the cbject under description is what is
demanded. Can we for instance regard the following
from wmg (ii. 94)—

SRR I, 7OTS T | o
T Ry 08 v wEEanoh: | :

@8 a valid example of @i ? - 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 figure,
although it must have been all along assumed that
s, strikingness, that sine qua non of all HFHNS, .
would be demanded in the case of this %R also, M
When the question was actually asked, there was no
doubt as to the answer to be given. Thus Ruyyaka
says (p. 177)—sg aegeaasaas @iew): | o af o
FAAGHG WA T a0 Fromafeq a7 9 aegeraanag | It
was the wfRsfaamrsrmy genaeg that alone came legiti-
mately under the province of this Alarmkira. Hence

the fg=r=im says (x. 93)—erRnTeriafrremmag |

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

srdernRaA| =sf: ] Jgfrar sfiwa |
SRR aftn w9 ar aEswe |
is not always observed, and Mammata was perhaps

justified in regarding the srfeyfRaaer defined as Fegeawma-
¥gze as comprehended under the figure TwrAIfs.

Kxvyndaréa]

Y
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Notes to II. 9-13—(i) Besides the classification given by
Dandin, which has for its basis the fourfolds @#g of
words recognised by the grammarians (of. sgs:fr T=gmaf
T | STfeEET IPRERT: FRmray gz=@rEE | Mahabhashya
I. 19), Svabhavokti can also be differentiated into var-
ious sorts according to its eI, @&, and §g. The
w7 is the theme ; and this can be 3%, figw, grargar,
and the like. Svarfipa indicates the particular aspect
which is chosen for description, and this can be (A
Iiagi®: SEPEERaR: or germ, (B) wgfamia: seE-
s or sRIM, (C) 3, and (D) =9 By &g are meant
the particular conditions of %=1, #, s, ete. which
are adduced to lend probability to the theme under
description. For details see Bhoja iii. 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
Kzlidasa and Bhavabhiiti—and the Epies 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 almost exclusively upon Svabha-
vokti,

(iii) There are two figures more or less allied to
Bvabhavokti that have to be distinguished from it.
'I:’he 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 dig-
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tinctly laid down (Bhoja, iii. 8)—guargemiisRade==mrsii
araq: | Further, as understood by later writers, the
exalted theme in the case of the 3a/ must always be
brought in subordinately (sueemaan), 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 wWiig, Igz, w2 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 .to
ii. 364fF,

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

Bharata (Natyaéastra xvi, 42)—

Afeafoa FrenaeaT aERETHER |

TOHT A AT T AT )
Agnipurina (344. 6)—

SUAT I AT TTE TR

e AR (¢ ) fﬁaﬁaw i

Fhfogmary ars St saad |
Udbhata in the Kavyalammkarasargraha (P. 16)—

TRNER AAGIAEART: |

faar flmeFaegem g ad |
Rudrata (Kavyalamkara, viii. 4)——:\

Fot: Rk gy g e |

SR U A A g ST gar
Bhamaha (ii. 80)—

fegamaes gaFeEEhia: |

IR I, ARG URAAE I U
Vamana (Kavyalamkirasttra, IV, ii. 1j—

JIRAIGRTE QU AT &
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. A,_:\,,_ P,

Bhoja (Sarasvatikanthabharana, iv. 5)—
TSR e | |
TR ST Far i

{

Ruyyaka (P.\25)—-

STAFTIRL AT IREGeT ST | |
Mammata (x. 1)~
A Y |

Viglhhatila nkira {iv, 50)-- ‘
TR AT 97 9 |
SAFRGIGEHIYGHEEIgT {qar |l

Vagbhata (Kavyanuéasana, P. 33)—
ARG | 61 T aaraargsT |

Hemachandra (Kavyanuéasana, P. 239)—

& ST |

Vidyadhara (Ekavali, viii. 2)—

o R Al araet g |

Vidyanath: O -ataparudriya, P. 351)—

T e 1BW daae N R |
SRR 0T AT SRR |

Visvanatha (Sahityadarpana, x. 14)—

A AT TS S A |

Appayyadikshita (Chitramimansa, P. 6)—

NS AN \: ‘
& AT sRERAT: |

Jagannatha (Rasagangadhara, P, 157)—

AR el AR TR R AT |
Visvesvara (A.Ia,rhkarakaustubha, P. 4)—
AR 9rey e |

(ii) It will be noticed that all these definitions of
the Alamkarikas agree in the main. The TR 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 sfymitag and that it
may hold in respect of any conceivable aspect or
aspects of the two things to be compared. This neceg-
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sarily requires that the objects be two in. reality ;
it is this implication that has been ex

out by qualifications such as figy Sfsan:
Zar, ¥% or A |« The word I¥aH, is repr

< esented in
other definitions by e, R, g9 or G=wy. The
specific mention of the technical terms smm and ST
in the definitions and the substitution of the word
Hmnﬁq (T Al Y @ymton @) for the simpler
are, as also some late qualifications like, UHATFHATEY

(SR AT, S RPAERT), SwmeReTeriea:, oto,
serve to exclude from the sphere of 34T such varieties
as er W%ﬁqqrv ;ﬁgwn ‘!W@I‘IHT, ﬁﬁm, Hf\ﬁﬁ?ﬁw,
SRTARTIGAT, SfEeyHT, and gegaigar which Dandin em-
braces under the general term Twr but which later
Alamkarikas raised to the dignity of independent
figures. Dandin’s conception of swr, and of qrEy
which is its basis, is thus very wide and general.

and
pressly brought

(iii) Wo 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 Agnipurina for instance divides qrzzay (defin-
od as WHAIAIAY ) into ST, T, TR and s
and &z similarly defines sfiwwaw as (viii. 1)—

aRrg afmEfg EETar g SEamER |

FEAaRATWR AT 3 ReaE v
and enumerates the following figures as based upon
that relation—

TSI Saghi: o FaEn: |

qEFERA=NRE: geaRylaeE: |

SRR E TSR |

R AR RN A aREr: |
The justification for the enumeration of these (and
others) as distinet figures (and not mere varieties of
3%1) should consist in the circumstance that the @reg-
TeHAE5T in these figures is subordinated to some other
Afsw (of identity, doubt, error, contrast, etc.). Dandin
at least, as we will presently see, brought in this
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other 3°rs7 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) Upama has played a very large rdle even outside
the Alamkaradastra. It is usual to derive the word
ggr from 39+ /T, to measure, in the sense of what
approximates another in measure, dimension, quality,
etc.; but in the Rigveda the word seems to have been
connected with the adjective Suq in the sense of the
highest: cp.—aHr 7 Fgdw @wg (vii 30. 3); or pre-
eminent: cp,—f_i_‘gs'[’r'unggm e (I, 113.15), The two
words, it is probable, are quite distinct; but the influ-
i ence of the one in determining the evolution of the
: meaning of the other is undeniable. The éatapatha-
brahmana was already familiar with the later use of

of the word : cp. qgegeIf (xii. 5. 1. 5).

(v) The Niruktakira Yaska has an elaborate note
on thi use of Swr in the Rigveda. After pointing out
(L 4, il 15f) that the fAuras 9, 4, o, and g as also
9T, 91, 3, 9 are under certain circumstances used
3w he says (iii. 13 )—vgaq awefafy md: | qerat &4 |
AT A G FeAA a1 A e R | sty
FeraT mt Then he gives the following varieties
of 3wy with their illustrations—-*
FAT—F I F47 T q9F GGE O (V. 788 );
IR — s 9 3 R (Viil 2440 )
wa— e g Rtweeg (i 35-10 );
P st el 2o e (1 45-9);
and gRImrFsEiE—Ri: (g, ), w9 ( g,

."He has also #lsewheré” i i
S tsewhere pointed out the influence of
mi::‘% the building up of the language (%% gf TraTg-
i | 1S iy aged, 1l 18, g g , ix. 12);
the formation of technical terms (Feulifipft Seafirsa
: MR, vil 18); and upon the growﬂ;
In general (emi 7 Shfywer s

v
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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 Alarmkarikas, and Dandin’s definition
of that figure is suggestive in that connection : SURT
fadrgadar s9Fg=aa | The degree of this RAGu™ upon
which the later distinction between ®1% and aifiqzenfRs
is made to depend is equally ignored by Yaska as well
as Dandin. Next, the fgiqwr of Yaska is what might
be called a well-known or #@waa@g analogy. Com-
pare in this connection the definition of ¥z quoted
above. This 4@ contained in it the germ of what
are known as gH1R=F z9rvas or popular =rys which, as
we saw, were made the basis or stst of a number of
Alarhkaras. Interpreted more scientifically the frgwmr
eventually became a regular s called Suffq which
is a process of analogical knowledge from the known
and the familiar to the unknown and the unfamiliar.
Bhoja who recognises a distinet figure of speech
corresponding to each of the several Pramanas of the
Mimansakas (Sergaaifon smana = SR, iii. 3 ) defines
the alamkira called Suwra as follows :—

R, BT (39 T

wrRFagRIaE Fetaw
His example is —

at Aeft AR Shfemmes woes |

FREAET 2 T |
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 37w Dandin next gives us a
aumber 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 distinetive about them
that RyEmy in his commentary on the stz (Madras
Govt, ms. fol. 390) observes :—ffEaxfy gewe fAwfar
ST A YeE SRR AR € qeh gas-
T v | Bhamaha's criticism (ii. 37 f.) is in the
same vein, no matter whether it is directed against
Dandin or some other writer —




g

g7 BpE qe: SRR |

RramRiaTrerERRTETREEa

TRV, PG 79 |

ST FAMY 7 ST, foready e
It has to be noted however that the Agnipurina
gives a classification of the Swrs analogous to that of
Dandin [ viz:—, weg, weR, fada, form, eifem, agev,
SR, T, AT, [, g, A, W, e, aEe, wm
(@ ? ), s, fawg, wRaan, gealt, and srgezhl], besides giv-
ing another classificationinto 18 sub-varieties similar
to those of Mammata (344. 7-9 )—

FHRTEATA & e afEniE: |

R ETer SEATET=Ea |

ST ATERAIGATaa 7 1

arert = s S wewrETeaEr B |

ffRrerron swar R @R |
The varieties called =T and 33T are even mentioned
and illustrated by Bharata himself ( xvi. 48 ff.), ;
though neither Bharata nor the Agnipurana mentions -
the sfsrerrianT, the main butt of attack. The author '
of the Alamkarasekhara gives the following ten sub-
varieties of ST (xi. 3)— g

TR R R R R | ‘

it form: | = g g 1 _
But no other writer whose work is extant divides gwmt '
in the manner adopted by Dandin. Dandin’s classi-
fication is primitive and, so far as any principle
underlies the division, it is just the sense intended by

the speaker ( stigRiem 13wT: ).

(viii} We can here advantageously consider some
other classifications of Sgmr that have been advanced.
There is one in particular which might be styled
grammatical classification (=momEiTga) which has

. been adopted by w3z ( p. 16 ), ® (viii, 5 ff.), grqz and
must@thar later writers. But it seems to be not
- unknown fo the author of the Agnipurana ( cp. 344,
8-9) who gives, as just mentioned, 18 varioties based
on this prineiple asagamst Mammata’s25. These last

we will now exhibit in tabular form—
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SPUIY g EW@
|

wﬁw»« @“mw« Rl 3 lebilth Eﬁw,,_ o}
spury g F_WWEEE Spury g &m_w_wgw&
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|

SPUry 61 ‘ihe
I

_

SPULY Gg ‘lihe

. |
Spury 9 m»nw
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Tater writers have introduced further subtle com-
plexities in this class1ﬁca.t10n which is in the first
place made-to contain 7 more varieties, 3 under gut and
4 under ga7 and in the next place there is introduced
a further prineiple of five-fold sub-classification : EQ) AH-
T TSR TRT g SeaeHIRATa <3 T -
amm.mwawm AR EEgEEEE: | ax
FraETEE 9 | e Fae i Iﬁi%lgml
TR Fad favaafafmray, | &
FAE FoeEEEE: | R mmmwww
Tga g7 WAl ( WA, p. 172 £ ).
(ix) Another principle of division is suggested by

Bharata (xvi. 43 )—

A AT FE agﬁmm l

ST i gl
For illustrations see S&HFRAHEIH p 141 f. The varieties
known as qraagr and @MAET are sub-varieties under
the second division of Bharata. Upama, like Ripaka,
can also be divided as follows :—3uar BFar Fraemr
FrERrEr A | TR G T areredr = ey Gur awweEg-
e weeanardar @ | For details see Bhoja (iv. 20 ff.)

(x) Our Sanskrit Commentary on p. 129 quotes a

passage from Chitramimansd illustrating how an
example like == g9 g@H , by a slight phrasing, can be
turned into a number of other Alamkaras., As an
Alamksra Upamd is to be kept distinet from &gwm
where the grezr (usually defined as afgad @i agaEl-
Tiaes) is fRdngg; and from S&ew wherein, in spite of the
occasional presence of words like g9, the matter of the
similarity is not St#af¥g but purely a creation of the
poet’s imagination. Compare—

TERRTEIRT Stwa: RifgEssfy |

R : e |

Wmm FHiHfoTa: |

TIEET IRTg: G |

(xi) The fourfold requirement of an gqar, viz. ST,

IWH, TN, and TEFRER is not always present to
- Dandin’s mind. As Viévedvara observes (p. 19) glegg

‘ywm Wﬁﬂmsmwi’mﬁwwm | He has in fact
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given many a variety where no Fra®ug is given and
where the @z is only arwigaieisraT Wy ; op. ii. 25,
26, 27 etc. Dandin’s whole conception of ggqr and his
attempted classification of it is very crude and uncriti-
cal. Nor is there any attempt to present a systematic
grouping of the varieties given.

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

thus defined in the Agnipurana (344. 10)—

T TR R B AT |

& g TG HaET 39 |l
The point of distinction between the two seems to be
the fact that while in the first the Syq™ is summoned
up merely to bring out the nature of the SyRwwaw,
in the second the I as a whole is compared with

the I9¥ as a whole, the two being regarded as entirely
alike.

(ii) The intended wrqRmd can be expressed in
various ways : by a simple word as in ii. 15 (smamsq),
by s epithets which are asausRtge as in ii. 28
(see Com. ), or by g epithets which are F=guyRgcIas
as in ii. 29 (@rewm«a). Again the TE may be
made the theme of a solitary sentence as in #Xa®w
FeeR@ srasm or of compound or coordinate sen-
tences as in JIT FRNASH STATH qIT SFATCEATAEH, OF FITSH
e ST SrFiTRE & e o1k | In the latter case we
sometimes have what is called the FegaftmegaE (vw@a
TR JUFFERATYAEH) a8 in FIISHIATE TAAATS ARIREH,
or the fwmfyfEwna (Fegar RrEEMdE: FERERPRRFE:
YAOEEY ) a8 in—STRiieE TARE Jles 5@ g where W
and ¥ are related to each other as fawa and mfRfRmwa
although the @iwa of the one and the y@w of the other
being practically one have hetween them the segsftreeg
relation. Jagannatha would call this sEgsRETEgHEH-
Raafmasid .

Notes to IL, 16—(i) The first line gives two separte exam-
ples of awqwr. If we were to read the line—iilg @&
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A @ (Loc. case) & gl it would be the second
kind of gmeraiyar illustrated in ii. 45.

Notes to IL. 17—(i) This is recognised as distinct Alarhkara
by &z, ¥, T2, ey, ssr and most other modern
writers. The Sahityadarpana defines it as (x. 87 )— ,

SRR A, |

feshomaTiivae a1 sehufifer e 0 J
Dandin’s enumeration of it as a variety of Iwm has
been thus criticised by Jayaratha, in his Alarkara-
sarvasva-Vimaréini (p. 165 )—SmoHRe AeR—E qregd | |
SMEENTETRFeG | 7 o ageii qarer: (iasesma: ) *
999 W@ ¥5: | This in effect means that the g has SR
a 3f7 which does not necessarily go to the formation
of the real essence of an ggqr. But as Dandin began
by making his definition of syqr rather very wide, he
had no option but to regard the Fdig as a sub-variety
of g, It is so recognised by Bhoja (iv. 23) and by
the Agnipurana (344. 12) where it is called fmdeawr. 2

(ii) This fwateiwar is to be distinguished from feaigar
(ii. 30) and sfe¥drgar (ii. 34) from the circumstance
that the degradation of the wfagiwwe is only implied
in feetaim but is explicitly brought out in the other
two varieties, stating points of inferiority in the 3yqm.

Notes to IL. 18—(i) A good example of this variety would be g

T9: AT 519 F T :

Qi SETS 59 trrﬁrﬁ:?m: 1

R B @ W R

1 Wit sfreiea A AR e 0 .
It is recognised by the Agnipurdna and thus defined
(344-11 )—gorR@rwfid =i T | qeerige ar .l
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—

i Rl Rl aefy quar Re arfr: |

Tt RATR < gageiey w i
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cannot constitute an s=I=Nwwr, as the TR in Tf¥ar
frqafy is zfiqe and that in PR gRae@ the TEFa.

(ii) This variety is raised to the dignity of a distinct
Sgure- called I@dwar by later Alamkarikas. It has
been defined by gz as (p. 67)—

RG] EATGIARHI |

STPNTATATEE e, |
Regarding the qualification geeawn=w™ in the above
definition THftaR=ZUW observes —dTs ITEIGARINE arasl g
TaRd gARE B TEerR: gIE eaea] 99 i | e
R T TET-CETS] g rcielTe, TRET AT ATy
7 g=4fay | It is doubtful however whether Dandin is here
thinking of the gaiqasaeaa<ag as much as of the heigh-
tening of their mutual excellence — SRR,
This implies that both the 5@ and the Iuq™ must be
%, 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 (M-
7=N&d as quoted in our Sanskrit Commentary. Bhoja
(iv. 23) calls this Swnaar.

(iii) In famdmar (il 19) the gefiaeacaa=ag is express-
|y made. Here it is implied only. The implication
is to be explained as follows—=r 37 gafifd & =@y
affRy = geareemia: Rl araroTRTeETgTeET, |
T GEERY TR TN gEEEdl: TRIET e 4 Eee
TEIRRT=0R: o ( STSHHREGH, . 176).

(iv) Bhamaha recognises 3983 as a distinet figure
and it is worth observing that Dandin does not feel
the necessity of criticising the recognition of the Iu#-
qrqAT as a distinet figure as he has done for instance in
the case of wa=g%, 43z, IUATETE, and IAeraya (ii. 358—
359 ) all of which are figures admitted by Bhamabha.
Nor does Bhamaha for his part offer any justification
for regarding SRIGr as a distinet figure. As for as
this ciréumstance goes therefore we cannot establish
any conclusion either way regarding the chronological
relation between gfteq and g
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Notes to IT. 19-20—(i) In wfemiwar the Feloammsa=iz is »
made highly probable but isnot faféra. In faeriramr it is
openly asserted. In sf=i=iuar, as we saw. it was left
to be inferred. Both these varieties are recognised by

the Agnipurana. The sr@HrAIEy defines fmim as—ax
ST AT |

Notes to II. 21—(i) In y«fuar there is only a single common

quality sought to be expressed; in the present variety a
large number of those are mentioned ; in en@wATww, the
next variety, their number is so overwhelming that
the poet contents himself by stating just the one %
solitary aspect or quality which is nof common. Again, ‘
i agaﬁrq:rr more than one @YUy is brought in; in
agew (ii. 40) more than one g is adduced. The
result is that while in the former between the I and
the 3w« a number of distinet common qualities are
sought to be conveyed, in thelatteritis the intensity of 5
the one self-same quality that stands out prominently. f
The variety is recognised by the Agnipurina. ‘

Notes to II. 22—(i) See Note (i) to ii. 21. This variety
fails to produce the impression of an identity between
the 9wy and the 397 because the ¥ is not entirely
faRfEd, as happens in a &% ( see ii. 66, below ). At the
same time it must be remembered that the solitary & ‘
between the Swiy and the gwrer which is put forward T
is not meant to suggest the superiority or the in- ]
feriority of the one over the other, as is the case, for

instance, in =Yg, sfeRretwr, and the Alarkara called g
sy (1. 180).

(ii) This variety is not recognised by the Agni-
purana, unless we choose to identify it with what the

P;)rsna styles =qfq¢aqar which is thus defined (345. m
13 )—

Rrekier qrAft Yoaw fRafére)

qﬁ%&lﬁﬁﬁaﬂ%ﬁwgmu

kv . The Agnipurana, be it noted in passing, does not re-
‘ ogpise =fR% as a distinet figure-of-speech, whereas
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Dandin who does it can only be supposed to have dis-
tinguished between sifeRiigwr and 4% in the manner
above indicated. A good example of this variety is
given by the si¥HrAER ( p. 30 )—

FEFH! | ST 7 FRI ey 3

o = SRS« gerfa |

Notes to II. 23—Dandin seems to have been alone in re-
cognising IAfgdqar as a sub-variety of Upama., We have
alrsady indicated in a geveral way (cp. Note (x) to
ii. 14 ) the distinction between syar and IRam. 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
regular Utpreksha it is the actual g between the
3947 and the IF—or some aspect connected with it
—that is poetically conceived. In the variety before
us there is an I@&m ; but it has nothing to do with the
ey between §@ and g1 which is the immediate sub-
ject of assertion. The IX&w comes in only second-
arily : thepoetic fact of the stanza could have been ex-
pressed withoutbringing in the ‘bragging of the Moon’:
for instance—sreqr: g@T: 7 FaeRraag iy g W@y & s |
The introduction of the bragging Moon lends an added
surprise-element which is not disagreeable. Hence
this is not a regular IHem but merely an ISEJgT.
The Com. garguifedt however explains—Iemertag=-
TR TG |y gt 9w e oy agd-
&I, SRR |

Notes to II. 24—(i) 35, 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 gy

(ii) This variety has been admitted by the Agni-
purdpa and is thus defined (344. 16)—
SRl G e |
AR a1 sy g U *
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To assert that the nfPIfw (=3uywm ) resembles or can &
resemble the s7g?R only under conditions impossible
of fulfilment is in effect to say that the i is without
a peer. As the conditions are AFA or JSFAEH the
variety is called stgaigar, the wgaar consisting not in
the component elements ( SEAUFeE, fauderana ete. )
taken by themselves, but in the peculiar combination of o
them that is demanded : wigdimm fRiger TR grafww- o
RN ofgd: as Ca remarks. The Alamkaradekhara §
calls thisvsame variety a:nggﬁqm (defined, p. 30, as—3- |

- HEEIA G GRS a1 ), a name which Dandin o
has reserved for another distinct variety ( see ii. 38, &‘
below. ) ‘ﬁ

(ii) Adbhutopamai is to be distinguished from Abhi- !
topami and from Asambhavitopama; and the distine-
tion is rather subtle. In Bnggﬁqm the presumptive IgqH
is not a 33 wherein the fRwws cannot
coexist with the {325y, 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; ep. STHFET TG STRILEHRE EREIECRETIt
AR (. ., p. 36). In SGWTREIT it is not the wwy
of a new 9T which is ascribed to the SRIAIHA, and
which is inconsistent with it (as happens in the s1gqr-
), but the FEFAIHT is itself said tc have aquality which
it can never have. Or, looking at it from another -
point of view, for effecting the comparison between the
ST and the Iy, in an SRIITAT & non—existent Tgar ?‘
is postulated and in an B}g@qﬂr an existing and well- £
known 3w is associated with impossible FRigurs brought %
over from another aff7. The ultimate result is that i
the IWY remains without peer. Such is not the case !
in an sATR@ET where the point of comparison is just {

 the fact of the incompatibility of the o¥s that the T, %

( the 37 ) is expected to possess; and the comparison
~ does become possible in that respect.

(iii) The #foriwa as recognised by 3% and the Agni-
gpurana (which mersly quotes ¥ ) comes most near to
Bharata thus illustrates it (xiv. 51)—




o
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SR GIGIES SETHRETIE: |

AagST fAUSy stEar g7 =@ |
Here Sggar@fmagas or moving mountains is an g
phenomenon. What #is calls Strgiaar is no other than
this e{ga?qm. Bhoja's’ illustration is the verse ga! A%
S ete ; regarding which he remarks (p.352)—ssiaar-
GGG SamEanigaE 7 arEmiRaaE Sagana-
7q7 | Hemachandra (p. 247) unsuccessfully attempts to
make a sort of a distinction between Smraigar and &fe7-
dlgar; but the most clear presentation of that view
is to be seen in Rudrata viii. 13-16. Mammata regards
Dandin’s :ﬁ%@mm as a subvariety of siREIIRs.

Notes to II. 25—(i) Mohopama springs from the close
similarity between the Sudq and the 3714, 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 ifazengar (where the
element of difference was consciously realised) but in
advance of €%, where the ¥z is completely submerged,
though it is there at the back of one’s consciousness so
that an actual blunder cannot arise.

(ii) In @xepwr (ii. 26) the person is struck by the
close similarity but is still doubting. If he perceives
the SqAT as IqqT9 the result would be fAvtgigar (ii. 27) ;
but if he perceives the STA as ITY, the result would
be Argtaar. Again, if after a temporary but actual error
the person corrects himself and perceives the thing as
it is, the result would be gearegm g (ii. 36). Asbetween
Rt and aearedEigAT it is to be noticed that while
in both the ultimate perception is a real perception, in
the former it is preceded by a moment of doubt or
hesitation, in the latter by one of actual blunder.

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

B FAHIGANEAAGIG AT |

Eeauieiesic etz cuse il '
12 Kgvyadaréa | . .
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the result cannot be an ¥@%w. It goes without say-
ing also that the @rzzy ought to be FANfRMSREHA.

(iv) The #Etwr of Dandin has given rise to two in-
dependent Alarmkaras of later writers : Hreadi, and
3@ Ullekha might be said to be a ATemEM~d and is
thus defined by sumty (p. 270)—uw@ Fagar MERTTEa-
FigfAETENS wav agg@: | The common property be-
tween the Su9% and the S7q« which has been the source
of the error is not stated in the example ; but it can be
stated also ; compare—

drAeBRI Hreer Randaerasny |

S grTler o g agad: |
And this circumstance makes it possible for us to in-
clude under FREAT the figures of speech called #Hif¥q,
gry=y, and dgmW, for definitions of which and for their
mutual distinctions see particularly arfFeeym x . 89-90.

Notes to II. 26-27—(i) This and the next variety of Igar
have given rise to an independent Alarhkira called
¥, 938 or WERE with its sub-varieties of 3w, farrmy,
and feErd.  Suddha is an ordinary @xEiwAT a good
example of which is furnished by Rudrata (viii. 60)—

e, deFs F0e 1% a1 ga gefiorm=g |

3 W S gag adadmiang
while =R is fvfoar. © Of fzrpmd the stock example
is—

o areioe: {5 & &g gor awia:

FRIG: o arera SRl e Ay fga |

Fara: (% e A

TSRS @ AR R s 0
Visvanatha’s femeiar (. 39) illustrated in —

TEAME T GRS e A= Ty

R AT Jraeal S gar f afemfy 0
is slightly different from faviigar or femmaadds.  As
Visvanatha himself remarks—a @3 feprea: @2g: | ax
SRR | 90 g S e AR R |

(ii) From ii. 358 below it seems clear that some pre-

decesasors of Bhamaha did regard &3z as an inde-

e

B

i

|
{
j
]
J
]
Ji"l
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pendent figure. Now Bhamaha thus defines and il-
lustrates the figure (iii. 42-43 )—
IE e 9 A F e g |
HERE T TG T Rl U
e arft @ & e A=
FYATI T T FgA |
gfa FRreenigamalf 71 af-
T fifefe 7 swadicrEg
But we do not have merely in that fact any certain
indication that Dandin could have meant no other
writer but Bhamaha.

Notest II. 28-29—(i) These two varieties differ from
w¥lqwT (ii. 15) only in the added circumstance that the
gaqqﬁ is here expressed by paronomastic words, the 2%
being s1rdt in the former and zm=g in the latter ( %
Wg ga3 qieaH @ Fegaad ). The two varieties can
therefore both of them in a sense be called RggHT, as
has been done by the author of the w@%rar@T who gives
the joint example (p. 30)—

TRISTATHT TS (oesegam: |
FrArATRY arsEraRi e |

(ii) The variants g&qtear and FEAGAT for GHMIGAT are
worth noting. The first is an attempt to bring the first
word of the definition into the wsm, while the second
(which has the high authority of J and N and which
therefore we might have adopted) implies that the 3I9-
37 and the 399 are in this variety tied together ( like
miscellaneous cattle in a cowpen) to one and the same
rope in the form of similarly-sounding words, and
resemble each other only in that accidental circum- i
stance, i

Notes to II, 30-31—(i) A normal S9qT9 contains the common
quality in & more pronounced degree than a normal
a@r; and this is the reason why in a fwieivar (ii. 17)
the mere reversal of that relation inplied the lowering
of the guwr in respect of that ¢ommon quality. The
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fight for superiority between the 3uamst and the 39y
about pre-eminence in this qusality is represented
as still undecided in BT (ii. 33). In f4=Rrmr the
claim of the g7am is allowed in regard to the common
quality, but certain extraneous facts are adduced (e. g.
qgEd, gaanled, eto. ) which should lower it and
consequently the 3783 also in our estimation. In sfy-
Xeftoer (ii. 34) the 97w is represented as fighting a for-
lorn fight for regaining its normal pre-eminence in res-
pect of the common quality. All these varieties there
fore can be regarded as IudT varieties, because under-
lying them all is the presupposition that the Iwm
and the 398 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 s3fi (ii. 180) has also to be distinguished from
these Tmy varieties, in regard to which see our Notes
to ii. 180.

(ii) As observed before, ¥ and the author of the
Agnipurana mention these two varieties of gu#r, and
their recognition is criticised by Bhimaha (see Note
(vii) toii. 14, above). The illustrations for them
given by Bharata are (xvi. 49-50 )—

SRIGTT JoT—
T g« FRmereft gaw AgSiE: |
gt wrat Fegr A gt
fA=31 g9r—
o & G qeEs s |
v st [ ¢ o wozfiet ] ot qeafim gam |
From these it would seem that Vamana is probably

right when he says (iv. 2.7, af¥ )—gdt ferat aearea™
e g\ What is intended by this three-fold divi-

sion is therefore swmarsey Rwemadww, as the HWRY

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=itynT as

. defined and illustrated in the Alarkara$ekhara comes
near to the sREwar (1. 84 ) ; for there the -definition
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is—gmmmer fwEn 9@ ar fAuar, and the illustra-
tion—

AT FHTASFIRICT FES) 5T |
Ty @b qRmE &1 sraregaiemEETET: |

Notes to II. 32—See note (vii) toii. 14 above. Because no
other Alamkara writer known to us (except Vamana )
mentions srRrEgTaiyar and because Bhamaha criticises
the recognition of this variety,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 gfawsNgwr it must be admitted comes near-
st to the sfdtH; we can possibly distinguish them from
each other by supposing that in afa¥<igsr the point at
issue is the degree of =M=a or =mErE#Fa (the common
quality) of the sie@wafy@@RE g 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 59fiR% some quality or qualities are stated wherein
the gqqr and the Sqf7 are declared to be equal to one
another; but at the same time another distinct quality
possessed by the Sir and denied to the 35m is adduc-
ed which serves to establish the superiority of the
Iy over the I9#T™ considered as a whole.

Notes to II. 35-36—The name =Zgdr has nothing very dis-
tinctive or appropriate about it.—For the distinction
between FmiigAT and deqrEEIGAT see Note (i) to ii. 25.

Notes to II. 37—Dandin uses both v (i. 53,95) and Far
in the sense of area, region, boundary-line, province,
equality, similarity, ete. The reading #if*aqg (which our
Sanskrit Commentary explains) seems to be merely an
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easier substitute for Fagrg. The word F&4T is Vedie, ?‘F
regarding which see Nirukta ii. 2.

v (ii) As Dandin himself tells us (ii. 358), this variety
i was regarded by others as constituting a distinet

< alamkira called @79y Bhamaha thus defines and
I illustrates it (iii. 44-45)—

5 {9 T SRR |
ST AT g e | ale
ARG TRREEa AT | }

SO qad aa o |
! n:‘:-f The stock example of this alarhkara is the one given ‘
] by Vamana (iv. 3. 14.)— *’
T TEAHIL TR RO | ‘
TAETGE, (AR U

(ii1) Ase=r=iqar results in qﬁ?uﬂ%‘ﬂﬂﬂ‘?ﬁ' 8O ST
ot results in ffgameaa<os.  In the w==NAr example
in ii. 18 wws is both sy and IR, but in different
sentences; whereas in sTHHIUNYAT in one and the same Iw"
sentence the face becomes both zgad and Igdy. It
must be distinctly understood, however, that if yester-
day’s face is compared with to-day’s face of the same
lady that becomes an ordinary I9qr pure and simple.
M In other words, between §w@ the 399 and ¥@ the ImM
in the example under discussion there must be only
' #Rqawg and not FFETERAIARAMRFANZ.  In the same way
the verse— 3

Tl ST G Reragaanary |

SRR B qer e gfgomder 1
does not contain an sgTRAT, but is merely a AT v
Nor again does the verse given by Dandin later
(ii. 276)— ‘

& T A MR S @l TEE |

FIBNT W, ShrecarTTa, ga: 1

regarding which sregdiférg observes ( fiye e p. 42 ) —

31T TR st wfR Rrgeenet 5% g 9 q
TR AR Wi, AR aamxmsrm

T fRER s7qy — constitute an example of this
variety,
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(iv) In sgrarongar although the face is declared to
be without a peer the form of the assertion is conceived
outwardly in the manner of an Imr. Where however
even this outward form is not preserved that is re-
cognised by S as a distinct figure called stqq- As
he says (p. 210 f.)—gaaaiqAT R IGAREIISHN: | FAT—

SRy aea: aRgl fgder e |

q AR AR TAFAT F& A g, |
o GRAAGATTAN S SregaraRyEEGaREd iRy | This however
is over-subtlety for which Jagannatha has been taken

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

Notes to IL. 38-39—See Note (ii) to ii. 24 above. In regard
to the illustration given for s&wriAdiuar it has been well
observed (aneant the ruling that IFe must be SEITE
while F=FIwafT is not SENfag )— FEITEANIEAT-
QUHTT eETAaEd, hg J9T AERATESIETET a9 Sgard
JRET q] TTAEENERIE | U & ST 3O ST
Tk A g s dguATET QranoEE 39E |

Notes to II. 40—(i) Compare Note (i) to ii. 21 above.
Bharata already tells us (xvi. 43 )—
uFCRA T F vwe aglhingyr |
ARINT AU AT AL |
And his examples in order are—ged & AW IFIH, TA-
FTIA IFEY SN, PeafenmaEt gener: and w4 5 TS
Here of course, in its most primitive form, the distinc-
tion is made to depend upon whether the Iu@rs or the
SR or both are in the singular or the plural gender.
Now aratgr (ii. 42) is user agi: 374r, and in Dandin’s
statement the distinction between aguar and FrStwT
is this. In Fgwr a number of I7@Ms 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 3ud%, which they are unable
to do singly. TIn #ra@rwm on the other hand any one of
the several Jqmias is conceived as being adequate by
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itself to bring out the common quality, and the wealth
of illustration serves merely to show off the poet’s

I

Notes to II. 41—(i) The Alamkaraéekhara thus defines
and illustrates this variety (p.31)—ahrdagearaimras-
=27 & Ak Far—

TROTRY JAIAGY T, T |
A N

Notes to IT. 42— See Note (i) to ii. 40 above. The illusty a-
tion in the text is based upon identical HTRONR 3 but
this is not essential. With Rerarmad a good example
of WiATHT is the familiar stanza—

e Xty R e fere
FIT AAT G W |
FT 7 Ry Bty adfy a8
& k7 araafa #ereda Bar )
The a{aiqm:oﬁ@q gives also the following example~—
HBIFTTANT: FOTLFH T
MRS : SRR |
EENEERIERE U e (Ee
ARG TTRTHRT 1l
Apparently it is a series based upon fysaraTd which
alone is recognised as & T by the author of the
Agnipurina. Compare (_?;44. 14~15)~-
T TEgia: R A g |
ot SR ST A ar
(i) Dandin does mnot recognise what is known as
@A defined by the Agnipurana (344, 20) ag—
ST AR AT wa |
TR Y qrd aaR? @A A
and thus illustrated by &z (vii, 28)—
T 59 e ios aietmmmasR iR 1
BIEIELS e S qeultagd WA Fe 1l
“ For other varieties see wantgmat pp. 181f, and AR
. %vg¥ pp. 146 fF.
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Notoes to II. 43-45—(i) By sy Dandin seems to have
meant a complete utterance of a thought setting forth
all its (% relations: in other words a picture with all
appropriate details and back-ground. The face, the
eyes, and the teeth form one set as against which is
placed the lotus, the bees, and the pollen in the first
example ; and similar corresponding sets are present
in the second example. And when in this manner an
SAUFETH A, is compared with another similar
Sagfag—with the trifling subsidiary distinction of the
presence or absence of an additional independent =%
for each stagg—the result is a grEmgar.  Hence it is
that after dividing Swars as shown below—

Sgc
— {
waei@%w mﬂlﬁmﬁm
f?a:*zr an'%svérr[=?l%
T T

the author of the Alarhkarakaustubha cites stanza
ii. 45 as an example of ¥ wyfar, the comparison be-

tween one pair of ST™ and 37y leading on to and
depending upon the next pair.

(ii) In the two examples of Ml given by
Dandin the @A between the various pairs of IwTHs
and IuYs in each is clearly felt although not actually
expressed. But it is not absolutely necessary that
there should be this @remmerar everywhere. The sdHR-
@R cites the following where there is i rEETa T —

FHA IR BTE (A HETAETE: |
FUAAAGITACAN BRI DT |
13 KavyHldarsa)




ii, 45— 1 Kavyadarsa [ 98
(iii) It is perhaps necessary to draw attention to the
fact that araiga is different from aremefoar. We have
just seen what qieneigar is. The nature of araahw
becomes evident from the circumstance that it is dis-
tinguished from what is called THrEwaT and ST
(following Rudrata) or from Fegdar (following Hema-
chandra) 3% being arERfaaaMgRe Sifar.  The stock
example of arETEiT given by Vamana is—
Wﬁqﬁﬂlﬁﬁm:\
FATE T g |
SICIG] RSERISRIES
FIRSUR FaATETs: |

Notes to II. 46-47—Although in this variety the | is
always implied and never actually expressed, there
being no IwrgrEFaRg present, Dandin is perhaps justi-
fied, in view of his own general conception of Iudr, in
not regarding SfqaeqwH T as a distinct Alarmkara. It is
not recognised as such by ¥, Wi, and &=. The
further subsidiary difference as to the manner of imply-
ing the grr (by FEgufiaegwd or by fSwasiferanta, regard-
ing which see Note (ii) to ii. 15 above) upon which the
distinetion between uftmequAr and zor=q turns is also
not of consequence enough to give rise to & mnew
alamkara, and Jagannatha practically concedes this
(pp. 337-8)—er@r ATSHREN ATEIIHEHFAGRT I et ow 4
sffie: fig Seam=TENg Rad: 58 g IR | eennn.sns |
TFETGTRET 5 %o SREEm e | e e
T SR O S, TSHRAT 5 99w | Hence Dandin's

as an I9AT variety may be said to stand in
the place of both ItaeqgT and z9r=q of later TSRS,

(i) The following quotation from SR’s Alamkara-
sarvasvavimarsini (p. 28) is illuminating as to the
distinction between segufimegwa, where the things are
really one but two only in the phrasing, and Swrsffa-
?l'q',bwhere the two things are really distinct but have

0 be temporarily identified—ar# & 34w} s sy
e W adtodas T SRra R ! s & 9~

S
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Reagad o0 eyerferafmm At yemiemanst artE
Sl |

(iii) Some remarks of the gargqﬁ\a-‘-ﬁ on this stanza
are also worth quoting—yfereausr | sfdzres: TR A
Fmﬁiq@aﬂq | 4 FARURTERITE: sy W W@ |

3 QTEET g6 Teged B |
qeETIERIE FrEr e aegH: |

g3 g (11.169) ) er:rrfﬁ—emg R Pageerer e (v. 1) aeedm
T, | AERIAITEE U EIgaRe e — AR
nmﬁmmﬁwﬁwalqmmﬁnwwﬁwmaﬁ
ST (?) FEAMST TgRR: | ANEASEHN: AT
TERAATTAHI eeaTarare e e, 9 qegade g | In other
words—sg=ae=ITa THSTRIHET Fafda: e e {E: |

(iv) In otder to give adequate account of a number
of devices other than Imr and & for expressing
similarity between two things Bhoja has invented a
new alamkara called @ or = which he thus defines
and divides (iv. 34)—

FRE R T T |

TIHTETHIA AR aq |

TR HTARE e s |

ToT=aiRe: SuRE: SRR =

AT FRT TR e |

SRR Sa=TRe e |

Teg FhRgI=ey “qaeTa qegedm: | |

I ERIRECS IR E i st il |
This alamkara accordingly would do duty for feEeaT
and z9r=g of the alarhkarikas. For the various sub-
divisions of sRmErqfRwar and the illustrations followed
by Bhoja’s illuminating critical remarks see Sarasva-
tikanthabharana itself. Samya as an alarhkara is

~ recognised by Rudrata also (viii. 105ff.).

Notes to II. 48-~49—(i) How to distinguish this variety
from the figure-of-speech called gegafrar which Dan-
din defines and illustrates in ii., 330-332 is a rather
subtle question. Both are attempts at GHIET between
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two things one of which is distinctly superior (e1f®
or ymMas), and the common property adduced is some
3=, 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 g@ENf@r and absent in the definition of the
sub-variety geE\eitawr is &gfafemardg; but it is not quite
satisfactory to make the distinction turn upon this
circumstance, for then geRET would come nearer to *
the varieties fa=dlumr and sF@MT (ii. 30-31). We can
probably bring out the distinction by supposing that
in the IwaT variety the 9 is consciously realised as
the 7@ or the sFaaeg while in the figure gwfmr ﬂ
the Sy relation, even though actually present
(as in ii, 331), is deliberately set aside, the ‘arey being
only i or implied and not z=3gT as in the other
case; and this agrees with the later definitions of
gernfi like that of Frz (et wret: | R = smre
fmF@a SEOEMET a1). Udbhata is even more ex- ‘
plicit (p. 60)— &

SR RN |
GRIATRYET Serae geiar \

(i) If this statement of the difference between
G and geRRANT is correct it follows that Dan-
din’s geENNgaT approaches the figure-of-speech called
9% as it is defined by HRRE~TFERRG T BT HATH~
for there the common property exists between things
consciously realised as gqiyg and g, Compare %
(0. 71)—sgamregeei=tes geaatiaT arEd g\ From
Dandin’s view of the case however the distinction
between sty% and AT is clear. In TEAITTGHT
there is an attempted wwi#wm between st and &9
t%lings; this is absent in the Si5% of mwg. At the same
time the gi7% requires the g to be expressed only
once for all; in ERNMGAT it may be repeated. Dandin
is t];us looking to the etymology of the name all along,

‘ .ﬂwv‘?hﬂe there is a tendency in later writers to ignore
that altogether. It would be noted in passing that
the %% here spoken of is not the Fu as Dandin de-
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fines it (ii. 97ff.) which is more a FERTSER than an
3 See Notes to the figure in question.

(iii) We have so far attempted to set forth the dis-
tinction that Dandin probably must have made be-
tween FeIMITAT and geaifar; but writers who do not
admit this gwyr variety have defined FEANEr in terms
that Dandin might have reserved for geEagEr. The
definition of Bhamaha is (iii. 26)—

eIy RARBA quaraTe e |
TEFA R gerefi U
That of Ruyyaka (p. 70)—
AR I TR ARSI o1 FTea-
Fa=2 geRar |
That,of Vamana (iv. 3. 26)—
fRRRA AR R R |
Bhoja, finally, while giving for gemifirar a definition
identical with that of Dandin, further adds (iv. 55)—
9 gataRm = graat 7 agghi 1
WRFrrETEERE gerfEg
for which his illustration is—
AT INFEN fgser a7 )
T 7T Bl TedlenERREE:

(iv) The distinction between szigigar (i 31) and

AT seems to be the circumstance that in the
former some extraneous facts mnot germain to the
intended gy (e. g. TRIRRMITE) are adduced for heighten=
ing the value of the Swm while in geyaiwiiuwr the
superiority is based upon the degree or intensity of
the self-same @ as measured by marked difference
in ‘results achieved, diffculties encountered, etc. In
other respects the two varieties seem allied. We do
not think that the fact of the @ being ar=q in the
one (t gﬁr) and =¥Y in the other would have been
adduced by Dandin as the additional distinctive
feature.

Notes to II. 50—(i) An ordinary Swm—smitez@aas &y
can be put in the form of a ¥quwar in this manner:
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FABAATHET SIEAGER. [ ag=aim (il 21) we had

a similar presentation of the similarity ; only there a
number of ¥gs were adduced to bring out the @y
between the same Iwy and 3wy ; while in the ex-
ample before us a number of gs are adduced to bring
out the @y between one and the same TYHY and a
series of 39u™s with which it is to be compared.—As
in sgwr (ii. 40) or yraigwr (ii. 42) a series of successiv.e
SHFs are here given but that 3fisy upon which this
variety primarily turns is the presentation of the @myg
in the form of a ¥g. It is perhaps oot essential that
the 3gs (and the ITMs) in a Xqwar be always more
than one.

Notes to IL 51-56—(i) Like.qms the glys have been most
elaborately treated by Indian Alarmkarikas. They have
been named and classified according as they belong to
syllables, words, sentences, sense, sentiments, and
alamhkaras. A detailed treatment of these is given in
the Sahityadarpana vii, or Kavyaprakasa vii. Tandin
affords a treatment of them in this place and later in
iii 125-185. In regard to the Upamadoshas 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 ;buthaving been once
aecepted in the editio princeps of Premachandra and
so passed on into works of ‘reference it would have
been most inconvenient to omit them and so change
the subsequent _verse-numbering. In one place (ii.
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 criginal verse-numbering, believing
that nobody would grudge us giving credit for being
able to count the numbers from 158 to 163 correctly,
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Notes to IL. 57-656—(i) Dandin’s list of weprga® 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 JSHEHTIA
supplies words like @gx AR, 915, and their synonyms,
and even the Mss. variants add one or two more. As
the matter is not very vital we did not think it neces-
sary to go into all these later lists with a view
to determine the text of Dandin’s list, especially as it
would have been necessary not only to refer te the
printed editions but even the Ms. material of these
other alamhkara works.

(iii) The colophon geguwT=#q (and other similar cole-
phons to mark the conclusion of the treatment of an
alamhkara with a number of subdivisions) is generally
given in Mss. with omission of 3fif and substitution of
synonyms like ¥ ete. for == and other small vari-
ants. We haveignored the variants and have generally
followed best Ms. authority in giving the colophons or
omitting them.

Notes to II. 66—(i) The name of this figure is thus explain-
ed—aa g el (SwmasEan ) v (Swageead) §E= #0
TRT WaE it &% | Ripaka has to be carefully dis-
tinguished from Sumr (especially the varieties of it
called sfaziaar and digrg), from gamERe (ii. 205), from
wfemefRe (il 214), from IS (il 221), and from srugfhy
(ii. 304)—amongst alarhkaras recognised by Danc_lf‘n ;
and from R, ¥EE, Wf*qa and SP@—amongst alarh-
karas not recognised by Dandin. The various defini-
tiens of &%k 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

_to this differentiation. Thus Bharata (xvi. 57) defines
‘the Sgure as under—
: wfEreRERE gemaea@aT |
FhfreaerETs 25d ¥ g a4 U
Bhamaba (ii. 21)—
I T, ATAGIRT T |
ot el e & e Afggs
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Udbhata (p. 9)—
e ST, TR TR |
R TN oI &% g TN
Rudrata (viii. 38, 40)—
T QT TR AR IaET |
SEETGAErTT Fodd R & g9 U
TSR P! g SERaEE |
I TSI R, T, _
Vamana (iv. 3. 6)— .. %"g
SIS IRETRIT, earrar S | ]

Bhoja (iv. 24)~— .
TR Mo, | L
Ruyyaka (p. 34)— - \
Vidyanatha (p. 371) I
AR SRR s | o |

% . Py m " s

« B ~ .

We have already quoted the definition of Jagannathn i
in the Sanskrit Commentary.

(ii) The distinction of ®4® from Iwm Dandin has
given in his very definition of &u% by the qualification
foteir.  The distinction between ggam and 3wy (for
the gry between them always presupposes a ¥%) 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. @rzrgar and the re-
marks made in our Notes to ii. 25 regarding wriqary
and 33@); or because he wants purposely (poetically
speaking) to deceive some one (e. g. in sugfd, cp. our
Notes to ii. 95 also) ; or because he is himself in doubt
(e. g. @@ mgar and the figures T etc.) ; or because, in
a poetic fancy, he imagines them to be identical (as
happens in an SAem). It may also happen when, for
purposes of poetic effect and with a view to bring out
the extreme similarity of the 3™ and the 3wy, the
% is made not only to lend its &7 to the ST but
actually to usurp its place so that only one word and
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one name—that of the Iry™—is used instead of two.
As the sy (p. 371) trenchantly remarks—dagresR
farrerer SftmmamaeT foRramm | slRaresR wear Arfadre |
am‘g?qut gAY GUEEY | —to which we mlght
add—IRT HREERET A RRRORETEET: | sRmE

FHeEierma Ay fulmm froe@reEae: | Regarding
our last statement it will be noted that Dandin’s con-
ception of #f4zEiif<r is somewhat different from the one
given above after the manner of #=2; but on this
point see our Notes to ii. 214.

(iii) As to the rest, it may be observed that while
®T% involves an QY or superimposition of the ITM
upon the IW, that ®T has to be based upon simi-
larity and not upon FE&RW relation as in sgIH; but
the ground of the s Agy—the common property —can
never be expressed as such in the Ripaka (srfaféraar-
H=4T as Rudrata says : see below, Note ix) and there is
also an absence, naturally, of the @rear=gmrs. A S
in its simplest form therefore comes nearer to the -
aTidgwm S and if the example argear is taken as aTg:
a1 &9 it would be not a &% at all. Where such a con-
fusion is likely to result there must always be some-
thing in the sentence which is either &uHdTe® or ITT-
args, regarding which, besides the remarks in our

Commentary, compare the following from the ®SqYHR
(pp- 927ff.)—a=

e Ry qsRiRE SR gagf: |
IO GO SRR EagaTs TIghed A ST
AT, AR g 7 qur Sfogefe 9% S T SAETFRT |

TR T A I AP |
£ REARFERGI @ g 9% Tmen SR arawal Sk
TR S ATT TR, |

AT ST (T |
o QATeEagat et aet qiy TorriEgRhe e
G |

qIeTRgSt Wag A A 759

e RSqwA TR |
14 Kavyadarsa ]
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1 AR S TRESTEETRIY STHET ST g TIRg-
gmm: Hrq:;s;aﬁa%rﬁ'@mﬁﬁ T TRIEAT Sk
STy | gy gefin: aleym |
(iv) A gargifRs (see ii. 205, below) involves an asser-
tion about the stytga which suggests a corrgspondmg
assertion about the m&gd, one assertion being made
to do duty for both on the basis of an implied syRY of
the 301¥gq upon the J&ga based upon {1 Howeve.r,
in a GATERE the Wgq is not actually expressed as in
a ¥9%, and it is because the syFER predicajte.d of the
Fregd resembles the s7ag of theskga which is intended
to be described that the SRgagatta results by way of an
implication. In Ripaka, on the other hand, the s
in its entirety (&9, =¥agR, and all) is identified with the
5¥gA but, at the same time, the basis of this identifica-
tion or superimposition is not ac;gxally expressed.
Cp. on the point @ifea=ym (p. 534)—w SHEIH S HETET -
éﬁ%ﬁammﬁlﬁgwrmm@a
: é@m@ﬁﬁwﬁlmwmmagwwﬁq
% Farg: | For further remarks see our Notes to ii. 205.
(v) The figure called qRome, which not only our
author but even wmyz does not recognise and regard-
i ing which, even between those that recognise it—emys,
1 fopaera, foreme, swramer and HRiErd—there seems to be
' a slight difference of opinion, is in our opinion a
matter of over-subtlety. In the line—swam @esw ey
AfEeom if =ew is regarded as a §9F the lotus or syss
must transfer its &y completely to the eye or . The
eye, in othér words, must lose all its character as an
& eye and take upon itself the character of the lotus.
‘ Accordingly #7ss can bloom but cannot see. This is
not a 9% therefore. It cannot also be an 3wy, for
fiEd or F9wE cannot become a common property re-
g _ siding more prominently on the S[E lotus and less
7 prominently on the 35T eye. We must hence invent °
. 8 new figure in which the 3z between the Sw and
the 393 is A, but the result js not that Sya™ has
transferred its &7 to the 3w, but rathor I has
, ned the &7 of the 35 s0 that the lotus can

TS S S NS
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see. This therefore is the figure called 7iiumw. Com-
pare the Chitramimafsa (p. 59)—&T% TFaaTHETETT @iy
IR g 9% SEaETras WA ! In this connection it has
to be observed that =rau=ma (as quoted by the wdHR-
FRGH, p. 161) regards =wew in the line in question as an
3T based upon a common property like wuigE, and
this seems to be the best solution of the difficulty.

(vi) We will consider one little point about this
figure before we pass on to a consideration of its sub-
divisions. Riipaka as we saw is an 07 of the STHM
upon the ¥9%% based upon F=, and the question is, is
the stiq 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)— 571 T8 | HRRT TRaragiHa-
A1 SR R e R, | sty TR
AT | SRR A e g 39 T | axigi—

RN, FE T HFAF |
RTINS Feapey
SHHT PG, 7 |
9AT g SERI I Jegeawyar |
TART ST FET: TTBEEAN TTAFREERIT ITAATELGE |

(vii) As Dandin himself observes (ii. 96) Ripaka,
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 : @weq, srqued and guedeTred,
as also the wlRwwe % (ii. 82). Next, there is what
might be called the rhetorical aspect, which accounts
for the varieties called smd@igews (i 91), wwTITTETH
(ii. 92), and Teamageea® (ii. 95), as well as for feaET®
(ii. 84), ¥gew® (ii. 86), swarew (ii. 89), and syRweT®
(ii. 90), where it will be seen that Riipaka 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 g%eey® is the
same as QrEqRETATISIE while his e, @993, and

o
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. dioicd £, s and
wFEETEs (with the further sub-divisions of g, |
i) may roughly correspond to u#emlEEIdeys®s. What

is known as wWwRgewys with its two sub-divisions. of
seyge and BYLS are practically one with Danc_h.n’.s
wraes (ii. 93) and Pegegs (il 87), while the Suble:l-
sions based on simple or serial arrangement Dandin
does not recognise at all.

(viii) The Alamkarakaustubha observes (p. 228) that y
some attempt to make out a varieiy of T:‘ﬂ:ﬁ call?d i
JETIEYE on the analogy of the gramreiaar descrlbiq\ in
ii. 43ff.—arend fad arrTeiaR: mwsf@crm‘l 97 mm@r: -
ST | qa— .

ATHITR T e 7|
I ARECRIE TNE: et |

]

. %

This however is regarded by the majority of Alam- ‘ ;
|

«

karikas as fiamr. Compare the familiar example
of it— =

ARG JESTFA | R 4
% sfravedR amigda S |
After a long and technical discussion the SSHRIEG- |
#R decides against the acceptance of FFusiews, the
instances quoted for it being merely those of gz
See further our Notes to ii. 348,

(ix) We have said above (Note iii) that in a Rapaka
the ecommon property can never be expressed as a
common property. For a common thing has to be ;
shared by more than one while in a &9 the Iy and -
S9HY are conceived as but one thing. All the same b
there is always a common property implied as the "
very basis of the sy required for &%, and if this g =
is expressed as belonging to suAm alone, or primarily to  ~.
the 3w and secondarily in a sort of a reflex fashion - |

o SR, that does not violate the requirements of the % |
figure. Consider for example the illustration in ii. 87.
- The compound word ¥ is to be dissolved here in
a manner so as to give more prominence to g (i e,
ARG according to Panini I i. 72) and therefore f

- the adjectives Tww@TwANS and HAGTIAYIE, must be
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primarily predicable of wvgst alone, which they are,
seeing that the senses of Usigg and wwx that suit T
are only secondarily suggested and that too after an
effort. With this important condition governing the
expression of the common property, therefore, we can
obtain for &% the various sub-varieties that turn upon
the manner of expressing the common property. Says
Jagannatha (p. 243)—graRnawaisemEI@E S RHEETE
FFAGra R TaT: ®rguaRa: Fue Feeusen | g
FTERAIT: - HA IqEEEaT djar: | For the corres-
ponding examples see W@UFTE itself.

Notes to II. 67-68—(i) The siéFr@ex thus versifies Dan-
din’s examples of FHEETF—
QAT AFSAT TOTET T, |
LU qaed goreea: |
It will be noted that the illustration in ii. 67 is also a
GFoeTH, but it is adduced merely to illustrate the
nature of the Metaphor-out-of-Compound.

.

Notes to II. 69-70-—(i) The compound arengfegmaa should
rather have been dissolved as—eugfia goq wgToged |
AT T T AGTGE | AT, | TG G NG JIRA,
aa, rergtegedr | This mode connects @ primarily
with g% the ST, Compare Note (ix) to ii. 66 above.—
Similarly the common property between =301 and ggs—
T qro-is to he so understood as being applicable
primarily to the lotus and secondarily to the foot. This
is what Dandin intends to imply by FenwregmRFa@E
in ii. 70.

Notes to II. 71-72—(i) In the example given it will be
noted of course that gywr=:, the adjective qualifying
azd:, involves just an ordinary Upama. What object
the poet intended to superimpose upon @ does not
¢learly appear. It cannot be #9® as we do not asso-
ciate 97 and gEds with it. '

g
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Notes to IL 73-74-—(i) The compound gzATgsH can be dis-
solved so as to result in S7HT as well as in &%, If the
other adjectives ( q"f%irra'g, TegHNey, wrefeaauy ) as
well as the predicate { wamest @7fa) had been such
as to apply primarily to 7gst and only secondarily to
g5+ that would have been 7#ara®. As it is, unless we
accept Premachandra’s proposed emendation into
IR, it would be very hard to establish a &4 here.
Appearances point towards S3dT based upon an extrane-
ous gry such as wgEFEA (see our Note (v) to ii. 66);
and if an extraneous #®Y has to be after all brought
in why not imagine it to bs, say, F# or %, which
would go primarily with ggst and so make IZqUgFs a
w% ( FrgeT® as it would be called) in accordance with
Dandin’s intentions ?

Notes to II. 75-76—(i) The divisions intended can be thus
exhibited—

. ©UE
having Tn?rq upon

i s o 8 At o e s S R T v -

ST+ w7 alone @augs alone syl +

all sg93s = Y [ETF, some 3{g-
= ghoeds, ii. 70. ii, 74. ygs alone
il 79.
l |
all HIIAS some eegs alone
= SEYAETF, il. 72, = R ETF, ii. 76.
l |
|
| [
geTs il 77. e 11, 78,

(ii) The word @y in ii 76 cannot refer to TRIFETR
seeing that in the examples given all the wrguygs or
_.. constituent parts have the «/qq; it can refer to. con-

- stituent parts, and the divisions into g% and
© are divisions of &% involving (T on (some or all)

v

Ls? =
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s199gs. They cannot be divisions of &% according to
a fresh fundamentum divisionis seeing that we can
have incompatibility between sEgs and E¥gs, and
between the srayfd and some of its swREEs, but never
between the srqufgd and all its sfaergs ; the s{agfa= cannot
in fact be called s at all in that case.

Notes to II. 79-80—(i) In the example given the f&wHAr
consists in the fact that while #dre and g are the
sagqs of g@ the i, 375 the IuAM has only some s@EREs
‘corresponding to it that are actually stated (or are
suggested ) but not all. For instance, #qi& suggests
the mr<iTg% reddened at moon-rise, but as ar cannot
be associated with the moon the 'Erq\should in this ex-
ample have been conceived of as the #H@goa@r In
spite of this circumstance the general impression is
that of the superimposition of the SwqM™ along with its
wgegs upon the STy along with its srgeEs, although
the correspondenc does not exist in all the details as
in a gHEFETE.

Notes to II, 81-82—(i) This m3aiseT% can be distinguish-
ed from T FIEYFE by reason of the circumstance that
in the latter it is possible to have the =’y on the
HeF_(e. g =W ugwiead ) independently of the staaRids,
which merely serve to heighten the echarm of the
HqegY.  In the present variety the @l of wsia upon
g the erRfee, becomes meaningless taken by itself.
It can become plausible only if 9§ as well as the =

- are taken as fRmmffAs. The fRMwRSME is a more
intimate relation than the steEmERIfEE.

Notes to II. 83-84—(i) The A would have been more
pointedly brought out if for the word 37§ in the illustra-
tion had been substituted the synonym s7aqiz.

Notes to IL 85-86—(i) The distinction between ¥g&w® and
Famar (ii-50) is of course sufficiently obvious.
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Notes to II. 87—(i) See note (ix) to ii. 66. The stanza is omit-
ted by M. The usual explanatory stanza is lacking
in this case, regarding which the gargmfedl observes—
et [ Posers | arergar @ sqeqad | This might seem
to raise & suspicion about the genuineness of ii. 87, but
it is given by the best Mss. Compare also ii. 313.

Notes to II. 88-90—(i) Our Sanskrit Commentary follows
¥7a=z. But 3=z has not been able to explain the
varieties satisfactorily and had to give a new example
of his own to suit his own explanation of the definition
in ii, 88. A better explanation perhaps would be to
take Mur=the secondary or TR (moon) and gy = the
actual moon. As in both the varieties illustrated in
ii. 89 and ii. 90 the gw==rga": is compared (or contrasted)
with the actual moon it is evident that such a compari-
son can only take place if and after the s7g@ is super-
imposed upon the face. The &% must therefore already
exist, and all that is done in addition is to bring out
the similarity of the g@==am: (and impliedly but not
expressedly of the §& ) with the actual moon in an
S=e% and the dissimilarity between them in a
fcEeTE. The gaigun« apparently so interprets
these varieties; for it says— ayorsar: qe: T | HE-
I ErEEE Afg | And we can accordingly take
NI =g I 3\ g2 99 followmg again the
same commentary. For a similar use of W and qey
compare ii, 160.

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

(iii) Bhamaha alone amongst extant alarhkarikas
~accepts ITETF as a distinet alarhkara. He thus
defines and illustrates it (iii. 34-35)—

: ST TREIIIE Qg |
i FIGTHNAGIATETS o7 |l
FEERRRTHATEST {TTEoT: |
m%wﬁﬁﬁa‘igé‘gw&w 0
Here Vlshnu s foot is declared to be a novel mirror.
- The concelpt is quite out of the common; and while
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the 39 of gWwe upon wg does give rise to the
Riipaka, yet in so far as the zdm is said to be a new
or strange 3w, the full force of the 7% does not show
itself, being thwarted by a possible 37ar 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 imagine that there is
some kind of a connection hetween the two in spite of
the fact that Dandin and Bhamaha are the only two
writers extant who have anything to say of SUHIETE.
Bhamaha accepts it as an independent figure; Dandin
(ep. ii. 358) turns it into a sub-variety of Ripaka: but
there is nothing of the nature of a dispute or contro-
versy between the statements of the two concerning
this figure. It is likely therefors that the two writers
are following independent traditiors in regard to their
explanation of this figure.

(iv) The tenth canto of the Bhattikavya is composed
to illustrate figures of speech. Amongst them SUATETE
is illustrated by x. 60—~

faftaRaaemaraTd
SfEE T T ACH, |
atesafiE Ay fetr W
FrETRgFeTEatay |
Here the foaming river-mouths as they fell into the
ocesn, are corffPared to the dropped upper-garment
(nfed wpdwf¥a ) from the mountain-breasts ( «efracs™ )
of the earth at the sight of her lord Rama. The compar-
ison of the streams with the garment is based upon
the 39 of @Wax on the mountains; and so this is
| QUATEYF—ITHIERE  &9FA@Y:—as the commentator
Waalss says. It would be difficult to apply Dandin’s
definition to the present example.

Notes to II. 91-92—(i) The distinction between srr@ueqs
and faggeu® is sufficiently obvious. Premachandra
understands ii. 91 all wrong, and Bohtlingk follows

Premachandra. An «rg9&e® is an 3@ following up-
15 Kavyadaria) .
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on a &9% and serving to weaken the full effect ?f the
s required for the ¥w®, while a FWMIMET 18, S0
to say, an aag of an wgae™. Thus in il 91 the-?{r?rcﬁ,
while calling the face the moon, suggests that in as
much as the face is sFmanG, while the real moon is

sofigs, the =@ made upon the F& is mot com-.

pletely justified. The GATITTETH adds to all this a
further remark to the effect that possibly the face-moon
might be sige in reality (and so the sy might be
fully justified): only his own ill luck comes in the
way of his realising the zfiqea or the sngmEshc of the
face-moon. Premachandra (perhaps underthe influence
of the ideas in the two earlier stanzas) thinks that in
ii. 91 the -rF wishes to say that the s=g@miy is deroga-~
tory to the g@== because the real moon is =1+

while the face-moon is not so. Any #gEd reader
would at once perceive that such an interpretation
murders all the delicate suggestions of the stanza.

Notes to II. 93—(i) Regarding the designation of the figure

the following extract from the g is quite
explicit—a1s Ferel TE~aR SIUTEr I Gra ST, ST
SR TAHE ST, SEFSTEA g9 | It will be observ-
ed however that (¥ is not an s/yg of the A= as IS
was of the ggd in ii. 69, the example for gHweq®s. The
THENY is helped by, and is only rendered possible by
the t&@RY; henece this variety comes nearer to the
URGET of later writers, which has been defined as
(wriRerRdm, x. 29 )— FARERT: RRWERTE | Whether,
however, Dandin intended to make every &wYHEYE a
9uitaeus as thus explained we have no definite grounds
to assert. Seeing however that the ygs@RT upon the
face and the >qrERY on the eye-brows are not based
upon any definite gy that would help the prinecipal
MY in the verse, it is possible that Dandin wants us
to understand THETF as TR & 1. e.

TR ST,
or WuqewwH and that the subordinate syRIgs of the

g and &ARF do notvitally affect the character of this
Riapaka variety.

———————
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Notes to II. 94-95—(i) Compare the nature of geaE=AT
(ii. 36). There, subsequent to an erroneous judgment
(whether of the nature of {ig or of gl the author
does not indicate: but both are pos51ble) based upon
qrzsy between the STY and the IuwE, the real nature
of the Iq®¥ 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 1Y but is a conscious poetic device which can
deceive neither the speaker nor anybody else. In so
far however as there is an attempt to conceal facts the
name of the variety explains itself.

(ii) Dandin admits an independent figure of speech
called erqgm (ii. 304-309). In ii. 309 he alludes to
what is called Hqtrr‘:@% by which he presumably means
a sub-variety of aq::rr——but there is none with this
name amongst the given IgAT varieties—and in the
present stanzas he mentions a gwamMgaeds. It is rather
difficult to determine in the first instance whether
these are three independent alarhkaras and in the next
place what is the exact distinction between them as
Dandin sees it. Now some hold that by aqmqg@r Dan-
din means FraMgTETE—SHEIEE T, as Ca puts it.
Cp. ii. 96 also. Cb thinks that by aqmwgﬁf is meant

or g, adding TRMEAER TIT TTHAHTII: T2
g | Premachandra explalnsqcrq'rqgﬁf by qrz_:q‘rqgﬁ
— TR RRRaITsies:—and thinks that Jfy-
S (id. 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 Sy variety exemplified in
ii. 36 bears an unmistakable resem:blance to any ordi-
nary case of ¥[ugd, and in view further of the fact that
the TeqregIuAr may be a judgment subsequent to a
deaITgaeq% (as also to a @), 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
MG as separate from dearigaeTE. Lf ST A =
ii. 36 we have already—Note (i) above—shown its “dis-
tinction from Fearigae s ; while if STgli=1ii. 34, as




ii. 95— ] Kavyddarsa { 116

gfemIgar and HTWEW are quite distinet on Ltl-le very
face of them no attempt need be made to distinguish
the one from the other.

(iii) But we must learn to clearly .distinguis? -
U5ge9% from the figure em@% as Dandin defines it. To
later writers the two are u,ndistinguishable.‘ Some
think that in the Rupaka variety one dharmin as a
whole is negated and another asserted in its place,
while in the alamhkara called srugfd 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 @@m@fa (ii. 308). A better dif-
ferentia would be what is supplied by the adjective
SHiaumietNd, in the definition, which suggests that
the negated (3%d, SW) and the asserted (s7wd, ITM)
things ought to have a similarity between them. This
is not the case in the figure am@%r where anything can
be negated and another asserted in its place: cp. G

R |

Notes to IL. 96—(i) Regarding the sub-divisions of Rupaka
Bhamaha says (ii. 22)—erErag R ER T = | B
ToFRawg | 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 97—(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 d9% be
based upon similarity ¢ Bharata, Dandin, Bhamaha,
Bhoja, the author of Vagbhatilamkara, and Viéva-
natha are quite silent on the point, Rudrata regards
Dipaka as a matter-of-fact @) figure and not an

*  ewy figure. Udbhata, explicitly demands aw (p. 14)—

) ki : SRR |

| SRPICIHATAT I i fg: 0

while Vamana (iv. 3. 18—swRiadias f), Rug-

' yeka (p.70), Mammata (p. TS —aFERg v sEaET-
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a1q), and Jagannatha (p. 322~—SFamrasaeTt JHETTHT-
=91 §19%%), do the same thing; though Mammata, for
- instance, admits a variety of &y (the so-called = -
di7%) where the Iy is not in evidence. In as much
however as every Dipaka demands one word syntacti-
cally related to more than one sentence, we can
always regard the thing connoted by that word as
the g, and so we need not make much of the condi-
tion about the Hrwy being wiwy, as Ruyyaka puts
it. The next issue raised is about the #ffi=Zs that are
said to possess the ¥ common ¥®. Most writers
insist that the uffiFs be partly 5w and partly sssa but
they must not be all either ¥#g alone or styzq alone.
This last, according to them is a case of TN (see
Note (i) to ii 48, above). Now Daudin is not parti-
cular on this point: his examples suggest that he
admits all ¥Fas (e. g. ii. 100), all sruFas (e. g. ii. 101),
and some 9%Fas and some gFas (e.g. ii. 99). Regard-
v ing the distinction between €9% and gegdifiar the
' following extract from the wdmeHiegw (p. 296-297)
may be said to be the last word on the controversy—
7 Rfa—dwml gEfaRREa oW et
RIS, JFAIFAATEENTE AN FAN  HSHEN AT
HETIHATA | ST B aFGI Y A EHGENR: | SR S F AR
SFATFAFT B A GEAAAAT UF A W AHGRAT: |
AR et ¥ agat S guss 5 arawe i
AITERIET TGS |
!’ AR G e fowg=a
A YT
p’” TR §8: TR 24 AR FeT |
= MfRETEAT = GRAERE g'r e N
SR WA WA (xvi. 55-56) AuweATEHE, T geIAI-
araE TR g
(if) A large number of varieties of Dipaka are con-

b 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) —

A

-
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TG, TR FHRNAGHII AT, A RACTATTHT
T | =T TR UGN qany Wwﬁﬁi@ﬁﬁr
HrauesagTa | —Mammata and others, as befo.re o
served, admit a variety fa}led FHIEHITIH dfﬁned in thg
SFREd (p. 291) as—IFg FEA-IAR Barg 97y an
illustrated by fpgarer (p. 520) as—

T GATTEEte @ Sfaerer

T TeTERIT Ut ar |

SRysfy @t e &@<-

Al A g| i i e
In connection with this variety another simi}ar gra-
tuitous principle of sub-division (notenunciated by
Dandin) turns upon the case of the common m, and
so we have Dipakas of %, FH, FC, GG, ST, gqfiq;b
and frm —all severally illustrated in the HSHTCERITIH
pp. 292 ff. Regarding Fr&da®s J ayfmra.tha rema.rlfs
(p. 73)—2r7... Brror H@Hﬁwmﬁwgamjjmm g~
F A g FRRITH, | Ay FGASRGA B eera AR |
Similar remarks are also passed by J agannatha P
(pp- 324-325). The varieties illustrated by our author
in ii 109, ii. 111, ii. 113 are an attempt to combine the
FPRA=T with the 3357 of some other figure or mode
of expression ; while the #rar variety and other chain-
varieties can always be superadded to almost every
figure-of-speech. This alarhkara is liable to oEaan-
= (illustrated by J agannatha, 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 Béhtlingk. The elephants

are of course the king’s war-elephants and not ‘die
welt tragenden Elephanten.’

Dipaka variety illustrated in ii. 106 and the figure
called @21f% illustrated in 1ii. 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 @@n illustrations. The omission of sPRTE &
would have been an improvement.

Notes to II. 107-115—(i) As Dandin says distinctly, the
msta.nce in ii. 107 contains an =f¥divs. Since the
word g is the common word it follows that in an
¥fegia® it is enough if it occurs somewhere in the
first sentence and not necessarily in the very begin-
ning of that sentence.

(ii) The variety illustrated in ii. 111 is distinet from
the so-called #Ra=i9% of the moderners. See above
Note (ii) to ii. 97. The emendation suggested by
Premachandra is good but not backed up by any

i manuseripts. ;

: (iii) The statement in ii. 115 testifies to the exist-

ence before Dandin’s day of writers who gave a still
larger number of Dipaka varieties. Bhiamaha (ii. 25)
v gives just three.

.,_g-r w j\v

i

Notes to II. 116-—(i) Dandin distinctly says that every
@3y is an amplified #u%; the one can therefore
always be turned into the other. Consequently, re-
garding the necessity of a basic @™y, and the require-
ment that the things adduced be all mxas alone, or
gEds 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 writer except Jayadeva the author of the Chandra-
loka ( stanza 45) who calls it sy, BhOJa (iv. 78)
regards it as a sub-variety of Dipaka.

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

i Notes to IT. 118-119—(i) The z=RTewR called 38 also has
%v words or syllabic groups repeated; but there the
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repetitions cannot be dispensed with, while in an SIEIS]
the sense of the passage does not suffer by doing away
with the repetitions. In other words, sy can be
turned into a gu% while IHWE cannot be so trans-
formed.

Notes to II. 120—(i). Different views about the nature of
Akshepa are current and naturally the definitions of
this figure differ from writer to writer. Dandin’s de-
finition—afiyarRaad:—is the simplest in the field and
of widest application. As Jegannatha (p. 424) remarks—
T g PRUEEEAT: | SHEE TS EREEeETRE | a=
srean afy SEdRy e W @denguesR: | Others
delimit the field of this alamkara to the negation of
the 39 alone. As Vimana (iv. 3.27) says—IqHTIAT -
=ET: | Wﬁﬁm%ﬁwﬁa&m@m, as he explains the
Saitra in his Vritti. Y?é;nana’s example is—

FEERTEaRa Qe Gt aEnaeger

Pt T A I A A G T A |

f§ a1 By hEed: g9 FwnR

T g TR TSl e
This is the same as SqU@FR which Mammata (p. 894)
thus defines and explains—

AT ITHET T |

T AT a1 e FercemrRERTET, I
T I SAFHR A Al Tl I SwAEEe a1l
SO ARG ST ST For
9. SEEEEIRE ST aE. S9aEY ¥dmgl As we have
seen Mammata's second Pratipa is the same as Dandin’s
fygtataan (il 17);  while Dandin’s st (ii. 34) per-
haps comes nearer to the first kind. The IRNUEER

recognisad‘ by the Faeam=HFIREH (stanza 164) is of
course a different species altogether.

(ii) Others introduce other delimiting conditions.
They say for instance that while 377 is a LIS
Et ought not to be a real downright u*@9. The thing
intended ought to be conveyed (in an even more
telling fashion) by the apparent denial of it. As
the Alamkarasarvasva (p. 114) clearly puts .

it—
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T AR e Ao | quriey Rrareméey flig:
T T | @ 30t AT, AR 5 AR s |
AEITE FOT FFTIR RS | sy TSGR T
The definitions of most later writers are framed so as
to inelude all these conditions, Thus—

Mammata— )
, Tt iy o AR 1
. Vi$vanatha (x. 65)—
v - : \
feRramTr srd: |
Bhamaha (ii. 68) and Udbhata (p. 29)—
¥ e $me 3 AR |

N T F T A G (T ) ar (Fa) 0
[t wiil be seen that Dandin’s example of gor&y fits in

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

(iii) With regard to the w3 deseribed in Note (ii)
Y the negation of the syurvfirs theme is usually ground-
§ ed on the fact of the thing being already too well
g , known, or of the speaker’s being powerless to do justice

o Ib—ammifses SrrEFTa,  SwiET Alired 91—
as a commentator observes. It is divided into
four sub-varieties. Compare Sahityadarpana (p. 547)—
. 51 SR ST TR A gl e SR sy
o SRR e 5 3 W6 | S = w R T AR: R
: - TREITRIR E | oA T g | For illustrations see

the work cited. Dandin is alone, amongst extant
- writers, to give a classification of this figure based
B upon ITAFAT.

- (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 assers
tion of what is sought to be negated. Compare
Alatmkarasarvasva (p. 120)—sqr ToRITEE  AREgaT:
TEiTEEfEERT A Sy | SRS ERE R IIE PE s
TRl | qad RERTERET fRT sRr Rfte AR
L It will be szen that most of Dandin’s exam-

16 [Kavyadarsa] '




ii. 1?0“’}, Kt‘ivyﬁc?a-rfa [ 122

ples of Akshepa fall under this variety.. T’he figure-
of-speech called ¥4 is, as Bhoja says, (iv. 64)— gy
gqg| Its nature is-—-m‘?ﬁﬁf W I gww A
faaremg | Some of our author’s examples (e. g. AT,
ii. 123) are primarily of the nature of Rodha as thus
understood. ‘

(v) Howsoever understood Akshepa ha,.s 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 & view to bring out some peculiar By 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.—1In an Apa-
hnuti a certain thing (in some aspects of it or as
regards its entire nature) is mnegated 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 admitted by Dandin
will be dealt with in our Notes to the stanzas
concerned.

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

Uktavishaya Akshepa of later writers.  The four-fold
condition for this variety, in the words of the Alarmkara-
sarvasva, is—ug 7 8 3T qRy fa: ﬁﬁmq@wwaam-
Ferd AR 3y agergagsed | Here swgfied 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 promiaently
before the readers. Hence this is a regular example
fulfilling all conditions.

(11) Vartamanakshepa is otherwise designated as
Rodha. Bhoja (p.422) however calls it g ANay:
and observes—si Z: Fmed F TR T e

ey N
SR

e _




123 | Notes | —ii., 132
fREraTE R SRty feraan@ar aiE qae e g@d
I8! flyr&a: | —As to Bhavishyat Akshepa it is to be
noted that it is not the same as the =sagwmfEwy variety
of the other school; for in that variety segaemaa Ffv=d,

whereas here it is the thing that might happen in
future that is attempted to be averted by anticipation.

Notes to II. 127-130—(i) Compare the illustration given
in ii. 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 example of
AXkshepa.

(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 sgzey is lo 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 there is a
negation of the [wq™ or principal] cause (W), but
likewise a megation of the effect (¥wyw). In addition,
there is an assertion of subordinate causes of fear such
as Jg ete. together with a negation of their effect, viz.
fear. Thus fear is an effect of &y (ara®FR) as well as
of =gy (st ), and if the principal cause is said
to be lacking there is nothing unusual if the result does
not follow irrespective of whether the subordinate
causes are or are not present. Consequently Prema-
chandra’s attempt to distinguish this figure from Vibha-
vani (which is reproduced in our Sanskrit Commentary)
is not very much called for. The main point of the

illustration is the cool and unblushing deunin! of his
fault by the lover.
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(ii) We can more reasonably attempt to distiraguish
this variety from ViSeshokti (ii, 323), esp. the wvariety
known as 3gRRMISH (ii. 328). Mammata defines fRANIRR
as—3@Ry FOY @, and we have seen that in the
illustration under discussion at least the subordinate
s are all there, but no effect ensues. But the gist
of the -illustration is in the epithet wigzm. That is
what makes this a SRS

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 ﬂ
of them) are present and yet the expected result does
not follow. This would accordingly be a case of
57 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 FRINRs is intended ARz,
The el of death, the expected result, does not imply
any special fAIy belonging either to the #muws or the
AT that we can discover. Hence this is no fARMIRs
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 ARy ; compare—
7 fmmae: By O A aifa: enra@a: S1aR-
migad @ ord: | But that is not Dandin’s view of the
matter, and while we are trying to read Damndin’s
work we must lay aside all extraneous ideas.

Notes to II. 135-156—(i) In these verses Dandin shows
how one identical theme—the hinderance of the
lover’s departure—can be poetically treated in various .
ways so as to form examples of different kinds of
Akshepa. The verses are probably of Dandin’s own
authorship, which shows that he was not without
some poetical powers. The verses have been much
- gquoted in other writers: see the Appendix on

. Parallelisms. The Alamkarakaustubha gives an exe
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a.mple of 3187 which combines most of these prohibi-
Hon-varieties and adds some more of its own (p. 309)—
A TEIWES 71 I: Jed & a1
REBI ST e FRsETgrEtaaT |
A St fEr @R o7 Se ar | ar
ad, fh Rregwr g 79 TgRE 9 & aRkgq 0

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

(ii) Regarding the illustration of mgmram (ii. 137)
Bhoja observes (p. 427)-—er3 7=afy arEirad: B e=a [@afy]
SESRIET BT TG 9 aromeed, | e 9 T
% afg sréy g waf

(iii) Regarding the illustration of smRfig=miay (il 142)
Bhoja.‘ observes (p. 421)—=3 =8 9@ MAfNTETE TR
T T T FETREEFed ARt e gt ge
T=18y: '\ The Alamkarasarvasva passes the following
comment on the same stanza (p. 120)—s{3 FATIT Fraeq
T AR R TgeE AR | A T AR s
aralwmﬂwaﬂ AR | S A S SeweE-
mﬁwaemmmﬁ‘ammml TaE Fafy R aty-
qrEAT AT s3f¥a |

(iv) Regarding the illustration of w@m (ii. 147)
Bhoga observes (p 424)—s1 armiﬁgaar IC3 mrq TR -
g o R SRS e M e | A S
Fpeay A7 ST=A | S e A RAGE A SfEeRrar-

ar LAY wafer |

(v) The two stanzas about @giag (ii. 155, 156) are
probably interpolations. Our oldest Mss. J and N
omit them, and the fact that the Madras edition takes
them before the two stanzas dealing with Y& 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—(i) Even our oldest |
Mss J and N give in the first pada of ii. 158 the hyper- :
metrical reading—sraragmiad: | The reading given by
us is a conjectural emendation suggested by the
variant given by 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 is clearly in-

fluenced by sramEgzTaY: of ii. 162, which words were 4
probably, in the original exemplar, writt\en imme- . ﬁ
diately underneath the words @gRAFHTET: or in =l

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, it further fol-
lows that our present copies are traceable to one ,
original copy, and that the varise leciiones are accord- !
ingly subsequent to the date of J, our oldest extant
copy.

Notes to II. 159-160—(i) While most of the preceding
varieties of Akshepa were based upon some psycholo-
gical or other attendant of the prohibition, in the
varieties which follow Dandin as usual is attempting
to combine the =&7afsT with the Y37 of some other .
figure. The examples are self-explaining. -
(ii) In view of the use of the words geq and M in
this stanza as applied to the actual and the figurative g
moon the explanation of the same words we gave in &
our Notes te ii. 88 gains additional plausibility, |

Notes to II. 163-164—(i) Compare ‘ii. 26 and 27. It will

be noticed that in FaEyay the T was 9Ed and the y@ .
the 5% ; such a distinction is not intended between
WK and §9FT%.  Purther in the SwRrd of ii. 163
the.re is only a removal of the doubt, not an assertion
as in ii, 27, second line, ‘
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Notes to II. 165-168 ~For Dandin’s conception of sfeiz-
19 see Note to ii. 169 below.

Notes to II, 167-168—(i) In ii. 131 the Fww itself was
negated ; here something else is negated on the
strength of a %wwr or ¥g adduced. Generally a 17 is
% or productive cause and a g a T or probatory
cause, See ii, 235,

Notes to II. 169—(i) As in the case of Akshepa, Dandin’s
definition of Arthantaranyasa is also rather crude and
wanting in the later pruning and refining with a view to
make it more precise and to delimit its field from that
of other alamkaras or sub-varieties of them. To begin
with, Dandin speaks of q&g Segd w=rer agg: =4r9: and
g%g has been here taken to mean a theme or a com-
plete statement, so that an ordinary g of an wgaH is
naturally excluded. Compare Vamana, Vritti on
iv. 3. 2l—agmeom, werd@ Rdred AeiaeamE: | The
figures-of-speech known as sgA™ or Feiey (neither of
which however our author admits) are in consequence
differentiated from this figure. Between F@afey and
waH the element of mutual distinction is the fact
that in the former it is the ®wweg (e.g. aF of )
while in the latter it is the rw#3g (e. g. ¥ of afg) that
is set forth, and there is further the circumstance that
in the figure-of-speech known as s{gaA™ there is ad-
duced the complete paraphernalia of a logical infer-
ence including the =gy, Both the figures neverthe-
less agree in this that both afy the #n#eg and 42 the
gigFeg are individual objects and not statements
or s,

(ii) Objections can be taken however to the above
statement of the case on the ground that in an siga™
the wzaaRg is often a condensed and even complex
statement, and in the #Fmyfsy Mammata and others
recognise a variety where the FRFEST IS a qArFAT.
Hence a better differentia between wgaM and Fegfay
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on the one hand and wigi=ag=ar on the other is furnish-
ed by the condition that while the relation between
say afg and 4q 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 gqwiaeg and the THIFTEg occur-
ring in the latter alarmhkara. As Dandin does not lay
down this condition and does not also recognise the
figures ¥rgA™ and FeyTaE, the problem does not arise in
his case at all. Dandin’s ¥a%#R however (ii. 235) does
duty for both srgw and #FEafey and in our Notes to
that figure we shall attempt to distinguish it from the
figure now under discussion,

(iif) We will next draw attention to the word geger
in the definition of this figure. This means that in an
el it is always the mega or the ST that is
sought to be corroborated by the smgd, both 3xga and
9egd being actually expressed, and that further the
statement of the wgd should come first in order.
Where the order of statements is reversed Bhoja re-
cognises a distinct sub-variety. Compare (p. 429)—

ST S 13ereraEely g av i € g8 ¥

ERURERET 3 gEg yvwer et
= ARG e FIAT U T, acaremnTRamfy faatar
T4 A9 TMmiaeare: | Similarly when an attempt is
made to suggest (and corroborate) the unexpressad
g by the expressed a1s/egd or the unexpressed AT
by the expressed megd there results the figure of
speech called ww@ifRn (ii. 205) that has to be dis.
tingnished from srgt=wermg, where both 5¥gd and sywega
are expressed. With reference to this distinction it
may be noted in passing that Dandin’s g@@ERF em-
braces both gHTERF proper (NHFABFECRFHET:) and the
AggTRiEr of Mammata and others (ssmafik s
F&q:), and that his account of syegazEr (ii. 340) is
slightly different from the one usually current [ see
Notes to that figure].

; .(iv’) If we compare Dandin’s definition of AATaCT
pith his definition of sfreqwar (il 46) we become
Recloys of 4 distinctive cha acteristic of this figure
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which must be carefully grasped. In an srgl=awam
there is always GueigusF relation between the two
7&gs, one being adduced in corroboration of the other.
Jagannitha gives a clear exposition of ¢ corroboration’
(p. 471 )—wwd =9 s, e a1 enlRfy G aREaE
TR wev@s: | In sfEegrr (and in Dandin’s view
this embraces the so-called zmrg—compare Notes to
ii. 46 ) the two gegs are merely related by an element
of similarity, upon which in fact the figure depends:
op. FTREATRIGERTY in the definition. The &wy 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 SEERFgUst (p. 35)— @g q@ [ zowaw ]
TR FEAgCEQFN SE: Rrfairaemeer measaEm|
IIfE aF TEATHIREETE: | ey g aaeaniE
AR | '

(v) The analogical samblance required for Hferequar
[and zsr=a ] 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
sgtaearg which has been accordingly deﬁned by
Ruyyaka (viii. 79 )—

AN gt E{rﬁremr R | ~
o7 TR R, deteae:

by Mammata (p. 804)—

gra=t ar BRI ar g e |

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

R R RN QT a1 ga aHH ageieal

LI
Our aut.hdr‘however does not regard this as essential
and accordingly in ii. 175 he makes one particular
corroborate another particular (see WNotes to the
stanza ). Bhamaha (ii. 71), Bhoja (iv. 67), Vamana

(iv. 3. 21), and others give also gon—commlta,l defini-
17 | Kavyadarfs |
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; tions similar to that of Dandin, We give the first—

i SRV [

: SYETE JIAENEArE | j

% o7 et g g 94 ;

and the last— ,

; THEY TN A |

_ (vi) Finally, set=aeama has to be distinguished from |

aa (il 348). According to the widwmwaYegw (p. 265) >

' the two themes or statements brought together in a .

fazze have an identical or very nearly identical pur-

port ( FHR et %), while in an swf=at=ng there is .

between the two a gafengE—relation based upon ‘

? TR, Compare (ibid.)—td = EiewarrrEEH-

TG o ARSI A gAc deReaT 2w | _
(vii) As to the divisions of ST Dandin’s g

classification stands alone by itself. Other principles

of division adopted are according to Bhoja ( iv. 68 )— . ::f:

) - STETTRET AT A F |

i = fagfEFriaT Ef

! Udbhata (p. 32) gives a further classification R

xf 91y q1t Alarhkarasarvasva (p.109), Sahityadarpana.

| (x.62) and other works mention a third important

sub-variety :—%r} 7 HRORE FT 7 @@y | The majority

! of writers however refuse to recognise this sub-varie-

- by. Viévanatha 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 G, I, SeEE, and SiEE.  An illus-
bration of figeR is—a 7 RFY mwRA & e aw @
Zeg‘ardh;g which ﬂile Alarhkiralgéstubha observes

- AP 320 )—stt R SRR g amrreas
ﬁ'%wqgﬁ ey | Rudrata (viii. 85-86)
thus explains and illustrates Ubhayanyssa—
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ARSSTIHTICTGHAT Jf Argaigar o |

|f+q fhraea: geggaETaresan: |
Bhoja, finally, thus illustrates and explains Sk’ﬁT?T-!IIH
and gdrE-amE ( p. 430 )—

AT SariEer fireerar Siogted agi+d |

fawtfeaq amm &% AReer almamsy |
31 ATERHIFA AT ATIGIHEIRT T, TR FATITER AR -
IR A TSI NI I =T SR =T STgT-
FHTET AT |

1 HT AT ST L |

N0 gu: ¥ R GEmdafa 0
57 RE SRR ARIEUEETE BT SHETR S 9-

| g SRR AeaTIRT SRRy |

Vikasvara is admitted by the Kuvalayanandakira
(verse123); Ubhayanyasa as an independent Alar-
kara by Rudrata and Vagbhata (p. 44 ), and as a sub-
variety of sfaiwqw=ar@ by Bhoja, who is alome in
recognising the last two alarnkaras as additional sub-
varieties of the same figure.

Notes to I, 170-173—(i) Dandin’s distinction between
fasgemift and fadiw®™ 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 syaTgqfess,
renders Bwiyg by 0™, In the illustration the
WR is brought out from the circumstance that
s and a2 go harmoniously together, while the
{377 is shown in as much as @R (or g% ) and wIgEA
do not sort together. This is perhaps possible; al-
though in this interprelation varieties 3 and 4 have
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little to distinguish them from the next pair. As it is
however not absolutely necessary that all the varieties
go by pair, it would perhaps involve less forced
interpretation if ¥y is given the usual interpretation
of the use of words in two senses. The word FIfgog—
upon which the entire point of the corroboration turns
—1is so used in ii. 174, Other sub-varieties, it is true,
" may alsp use paronomastic words; but in ByiEE
variety it is the most important word that is so used
Compare Cb—gIiawRisgey @RITEET sga: | A w=cE:
g Fidy: arRiEEaaRE e 5 B | BeE i
AN TEGR T AN BUEEE gAY IREE a
agquﬁ?a: l : .

(i) In ii 175 the wwrdasg is made up of a proposition
which embraces a ff@iq and it is corroborated by an-
other proposition which also embraces a similar &Y.
The two propositions, as we understand matters, are
both particular. It would accordingly be an instan:e
of = in other writers; but Dandin would classify it as
=g because the idea of corroboration is evidently
the leading idea of the Stwid. If the idea of Hv were
the more prominent one it would be, according to
Dandin, a case of SRE&wr. We consequently prefer

.taking the word 33T in the sense of ‘a good brah-
man .

Notes to IL. 176-17.—(i) The distinctive principle undet-
lying the last four varieties is very elusive. 1In ii. 176
the wpdwg [and not the wwdwrg also as in ii 175 |
involves some one doing something impioper or
against one’s nature; in ii. 177 both the @&e¥ and the
e propositions involve the doing of an appropriate

action; in ii. 178 the action in the &ae 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 fver=sr=a@maR: or g, and
T2 sl [qer] Satammift eftadie sieer | stau-
0int is however debatable.
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Notes to II. 180—(i) Vyatireka consists of two parts—
arqeiFgd and dgFIT—both of which are essential to
the nature of the figure. The Upama-variety called
s (il 22) aimed at bringing out the @rew alone
(zgrq faRr a=ar) ; the varieties called fa=mar and
gziqiaqT, although mentioning with disapprobation or
approbation certain points of inferiority or saperiority
in the Upamana, did nevertheless content themselves
with asserting, the @rgsy with more or less emphasis
( cp. GaFHR |re@%F9 and @ g1 ) ; and the variety named
AR, il 17, (=589 of later writers) mentioned
gra=y but did not mention the ¥, which was left
merely to be inferred from the circumstance of the
39y and the Iu@™ having changed their normal
relation. It must also be noted that the T and
the ¥T must each concern itself with a distinct
qn. As Jagannitha observes (p. 347)—uduRl Iwam-
AATSEG AR A AREa: | areed S99, | SiwmEe-
HISTH, STARRTATTHRSATS a1 7 sgfavweqsd, | The same writer
later likerwise remarks (p. 350 )— a9 JEASFRE AT+
TR aumsrﬁiaaﬁaﬁa& q qQUEEEH, TR QIR SFAT
W@ = aRmEIE SR | A SR REravgseET | g, |
TEUYGEERY G AN SETIHAEE qR1 agugeEERl
AETEIRTSRIEMIY JUR AEEEEE g\ AT 7 qared-
qET AN RafE: wd gw%%mwﬁaﬁmzm aﬁmwwm‘?ﬁ
T A &7 oA = 7 3 QEATAATFATE | T F TA A
AT AMGCEA AN AT TR N T AT I+ Fa e A AR
feRiATag gwadt reRTE: |

(ii) The variety called gfcRrqigar (ii. 34 ) comes nearer
to this figure. As Dandin givesitasan Upama. variety
some kind of gr&y 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 #17d the example becomes a regular =fas with
the implied -@® as regards #Fif<d and the expressed
4z in consequence of %@g and wedl—compare ii. 187
below. If however we regard the point of @rges and
4989 to be the same—say sgEFA—and interpret the
example to mean that the moon, because of its two
defects, cannot be amatch to the face as regards chari-
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ingness—and this is how Dandin wants us to under-
stand the passage—we can distinguish IfayagaT from -
=fit® because in the former there is not ymERwacaw
IR as Jagannatha would say. Compare to the same
effect the definition of Rudrata ( vii. 86 )—

A T SN T, R & 1Y ITA |

r SIREREE! At s BT N

As the Agnipurana does not recognise Vyatireka as a
distinct figure, what it defines as Vyatirekopama
(344. 13-14 )— :

TN Al Seend Fafa |

TE=TARAS st g ar Ul

must be taken to include both =7f3¥F and mAXGTAL

(iif) As to the varieties of this figure, since one
aspect of it is 3qam,—as Jagannatha observes—syaraar:
T @ SEtTl But it is usaal to recognise only three
of them according as the amsw¥ is Fwsdiur (i e. both
TR A1 and FeAEFARITES 9199 ) or Sdid.  Next
85 t0 FRHH — ST MR SRR AR Saprrfy
S S | ATEIRGATIET SRRGHITET IR ZACA TR | S
430 7 ¥ | This gives by combination 12 varieties, .
and the introduction of &y 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 (egstfa-
3Ri%F or WeafwafR®); and the last differentia is the
motive for 3T 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 which is to be found in the following

. statement of Rudrata ( vii. 89-90 )—

o AT IR T AR T QY g |
Lo R TS W | ST

0
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Ruyyaka ( p. 80 ) explains the point of the example of
this SwEIZRTERERPR =& by  saying—smeniern
o Fraey FEYEH | TRESHRT TEGREER | As against
this Mammata asserts ( p. 784 )— w5 TamwrarSifeg &
fafgan | Jayaratha the author of sSsREIaEAREHT and
Visvanatha the author of @ifewrgdn side with the older
school while Jagannatha follows Mammata. The
following full extract from the ¥&wenm (pp. 352-353)
will make the position on either side quite clear—
S ST ~9ed i 3 @ e R aredaea-
S1cd ﬁwmm@w@ﬁg‘gma WW% fafzem, 734-
AEAA AT A gy | [ 5 Yzdan ) ] a9 wmamd @9
% g o B af Rreirtaged 39 1 5 gt
1l q, GRS STCRER favadl BRI g S
greaer, | et | @ R iy weg ) 3% samm | 3 Rar-
TR B S SRR FZEFAT AT T
fFafgraafa waemy sataes: TWaRaNHRT TR goed, 3 U
[Jagannitha replies ] aguaaraad | s, & Srfeawien
T FERATRITERT Fafied 7 Feead | 9387 R ga: g
AR S GE: IE T 9 ARRWIEERTST | g€ -

NI GITATGFT AR AR TSI AT

WTIT FAT TR AEGIIEIG ST ead | a%9-
R AETIGITEITEH 3 ATFITTRA SRaa iR |
ST W FIAAET T QAT ARG a1g 9| S
SRR SpETgEr: |

X

Notes to II. 181-184—(i) As we have seen ( Note (iii) to

ii. 180) it has been customary to have, along with ws
and 39y Vyatireka, sigw Vyatireka with the three
sub-varieties depending upon the manner of express-
ing =, each with further two-fold differentiation

‘depending upon the presence or absence of 35. The

three &Y varieties from out of these six are declared
to be impossible. Says Uddyota on Kavyaprakiasa.
pradipa ( p. 793 )—353E R=aw | STRRTRIRl B0 sqfaser
RTIFFA A, TG JAFAMT B0 | T TNGIEE BUsRE=

~

f4=q@q | To which may be added the conclusion of
Jagannatha—gd 9 =gfiicRiET afd TG RA e -
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Notes to II. 185-188—(i) These three vari.eties are an
_.attempt, after Dandin’s manner, to combine the 3fisy
of this figure with that of some other figure or figures,

Notes to IT. 189—(i) As before observed ( Note (iii) to ii,
180 ), zedrwraragizzy includes what is called magamys as
well as erdarad. Regarding this distinotion Mammata
notes (pp. 664 ff.)—a¥aaiarear: Jau: aﬁ‘ﬁrx‘rwmamfﬁﬂﬁ
TR Gy TeaaAae g wiaT daet iy
TrRIFNR TR A SR | adg e agdy (qre V. i 116)
s fRifEaer adnarary | 99 god 9O SRR v a9 geee
FTET NIHIA O & 9 O geqH, SIS grarfiuerat fwfa-
RIS grqoaieramer geaamaifaRiy anpter s asnRye)-
qrerer st | g &9 ged R gl (e V. L 115) gpw
fafaer 73 Rad | In sdvmraaresy the IqART=FTE is al-
together absent.

Notes to II. 190-192—(i) Compare ii. 190 with ii. 22. In

the latter a3 AT aar emphatically declares the

: grqw). In the former only the ¥g is stated and the
- grwy is left to be inferred. It should also be noted
that ii. 22 mentions a circumstance that can be regard-

ed as JTARIHIRG While the W&wlR of il. 190—by an easy

change into Se¥qR and even without it—can con-

- stitute an IHFITEFIRG.
(i) On ii. 191, which Bhoja quotes, he observes
(p. 237)~sret Fr=ctresRegordl: strrraTE R : SRRV aram
= R dgRRf A SRR R |

¥

- Notes to IL. 193-196—(i) The essence of a azaeyfatE con-
.+ slsts in the fact that in it what is offered as a ¥a% or
distinguishing characteriktic between the 9 and
has in it an element of gz, The @iy how-
ficiently subdued to allow the eIty to gain
- mind | 3t in the first instance.

anze as follows (p. 305 )—
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W gardsE: 3 giEiee s sRremmtademeeeRE:
TEIINE WA SloEdd T IEFGTARAART T e
gz Tai: |

(ii) The illustration in ii, 194 and its explanation in
il. 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 manuscript
authority while P’s substitution of s=zgaa: for fwmar:
is hardly motivated, although he remarks—sps qateiea

FEEERERia SaUdd FEEgNE wat 9 #e: | 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 @zzExfi®, one in each
ardha, the first being sefizqm™(==4fa sAtgam)ars and
 the second g =ufg)arasd, both however being dis-
tinct from ii. 193, which is a case of F=iare@™r. The
full statement of the figure according to this view is—

e SHUES
U —E SO,
I &9 SURAT Y X
ST —gfE st — ey [v. L Sy
Hah—ervay, QY FSE—ATT, T '
AgFETE —d WEFHE— AR

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 gdfig and yetgwr are given a rather unusual
sense. (iii) The ¥gFar=3y has to be extraneously
brought in. It isnot likely that where the main
point of the illustration is the @rezy of the ¥g% Dandin
would leave that to be entirely supplied. (iv) It is
not explained why’ the ?&ass of the first example are
made the ggwra and I78g Th the second. It cannot be
a mere accident. Lastly, (v) Why should gfg be sfg
and fM¥ex [or @] be wafg? And in any case why
does ii. 195 first explain the example in the Ius and

then that in the gat rather than vice versa ?
18 [ Kavyadarfa ]
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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 gmEafRfFar with setam(=asergur)@™. Thus—

FEHEA—AF

T —EF

FRTI—3IRE, which is apprehended first (5t )

WeEF—T, ¢

YeFTH——ASNIaal, SF@Egaed; 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 7 in
ii. 195. The locatives can be translated by—" befween
the moon and the haiisa, ¢n regard to sky and water, a
difference ete.” ; and 5 could be regarded as explative.
Bhoja, it must be added, favours the earlier interpre-
tation. His remarks on this stanza are (p. 305)—-
w @Y R ama@qﬁmﬂi’rﬁaﬁaﬁm{gﬂ% ST g
TERERESAISEEIE TR T W8S | 91 JJeeEresm:
ezt |,

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

b mm are-quite independent of each other.

tion as follows (p. 303)—sr FrETsRE KUSH FRSTRAT |2
TR TEIHT SEOHIERTN QRGN SRR
fafka: | 9wt |

(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
whieh it is too weak to sustain; for, even though the
conclusion be sound it should not be supported by an
unsound argument. Peterson (Dasakumaiara, First Edi-
tion, Preface) and Pandit Maheschandra 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)-—%‘555 7 fgid ©F rTg-
mamwmwm i G JrgsEs | Nothing
need hinder us, as far as thé two passages alone are
coneerned, from regarding the Kadambari idea as an
" elaboration of that in the Kavyadarsa. More probably
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Notes to IL. 189—(i) Compare Notes (i) and (ii) to ii. 131-
~ 132. In further distinction of #wwdiy from fivmamr 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 TwrIf%a) to explain the effect. The name of this

figure can be explained as fiygeaa o= @™ (the
way that Dandin suggests) or fifirsey Frer waw a3 (the
way that Bhamaha (ii. 77), Udbhata (P. 38), and Ruy-
vaka (P. 124) prefer), both explanations of course
amounting to the same thing, But it is interesting
to note, as an indication of a difference in tradition,
that Dandin and Bhamaha give different explanations.
‘We may also mention another fact in this conpection
that would point to the same conclusion. In the
definition of this figure Bhimaha, Udbhata, Vamana
Mammata and others use the word 31 instead of Fwur
or tg, which is chosen by Dandin, Bhoja, Ruyyaka,
Rudrata, Visvanatha, Jagannatha, and others. Prati-
harendurdja explains the use of the word &= as
follows (p. 38)—zg afthm gt o w4 Frorwon, | Pomgae -
emum FETCR: AR S0 IRESWEET, G4 FeRgE

. FREeERE FRoM | 7= 7 B sfiftrer s T Serreedie-
i a5 faerenss: | Ruyyaka’s comment on this
termmology is worth quoting (p. 125)——-‘{3 T B T
FOTEEE B B e e Rty AR &3
BTG FTERNTRI SITHORT AT, | ST AR
AT HOTEIE (R )

(ii) The production of an effect without a cause is :

a violation of the natural law of causation—is a &f3- 3
Fafa. As Jagannitha observes (p. 435)—fdrager &
TR | BRel HEEEERTIIGd: SORTRIATRY SRieER- i
" diswgma ! Vibhavani, however, is to be distinguished ;
from the figure-of-speech called Virodha (ii.333 f.)
."where the things brought in opposition to each other
‘are equipotent and are not related to each other by
any causal relatior. As the. Alamkarasarvasva says
(p. 124)—HROMHER SIHTAE, THIAT FIAAT TR T
ﬂﬁ B BT @ EFArgA A EEEE 35 | To

g

RO ;ﬂz"*‘?ﬂ“r q,..

B -

SF it P

ST
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the same effect writes the author of the Sahitya-
darpana (p.551)—RrerE FROMAEA SulE=THIMET, HREAE
arEd SRR | PRI 9 SRV FOWT | 3 aae gaRi
SregEfarg 35: ¢ We can in brief say that Virodha is a
general name for figures-of-speech based on contradic-
tion, and that fvmem as well as fRRiRs are parti-
cular cases of Virodha that have been recognised as
independent figures.

(iii) The contradiction involved in a Vibhavan is of

course an apparent contradiction which admits of an

 easy solution by HRUTRINENA or WRAHEAWEE.  The

solution, however, ought to be quite easy: @@ml gou

gy, as Bhamaha (ii.77) and Udbhata after him (p.38)

observe; and yet at the same time there must be some

v kind of an actual problem to be solved. Thus in the

! iliustration in ii. 200 &fiazg has two senses: grwwdl, the
primary sense, and INEHIGIQEERRN:, the secondary
sense. Now 8UUM is not the cause of the S@mEaT and
so there is no contradiction in the statement that the
FEwAs are (digeds. Such is the solution or SEIEA
The difficulty arose from the identification of the
secondary sense of &fiwar with the primary sense.
Adapting the explanation of Jagannatha (p. 432) to the
case in point we can say—ei I FEEARITET a4 &
TEEHRURATETTE SAT: SRR | FEmeoREa e 4 2

AT | O = 9 FresaaaarEn w1, | @iy g areiiew-
ﬁﬂqwtamawﬁqﬁmm%ﬁlw%mmrl

AN | ICHSTACTRRRN: | IR gieE: g

L meﬁmﬁ@ﬂaﬁrﬁwﬁmmﬁmmm
,,:‘Wmﬁlmaﬁmq?ﬁmmmmﬁq@w
L R AT SN | @ TREeER qa s
| R RAGATRRAT R | qe % R
mﬂ@ma@ﬁwmmaﬂﬁﬁmmmm-
'melmawﬁm FRORTEETEAEAT S

‘ Wqﬁmm!waWWMr
meTRE= ﬁmfﬁmmawmx a=

SR T FRETERE | eiee = IeHeRdEERRT: | q g
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fasdirer diamEe Raf: gwEdE | atmqwmr“a‘ Fof wrteaR:
=R g e | -

(iv) Vibhiavani can be variously sub-divided. The
commonest division is two-fold: swRifiar and gwE-
féar; but we can have more. For instance the mfiresg
might be itself bodily negated (t4&7a:) or there may be
a statement of its powerlessness to discharge its
function though actually present (symevrE: as in
ii. 338), or its deficiency in regard to its qualities and
attributes (s@=3z#mra: as in ii. 324) or as regards its
associated adjunct (@z®RMaE:). 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 Vibhiavana. The
Kuvalayanandakara gives six kinds of Vlbhavana, as
under (stanzas 76ff.)—

e B e, F S S )

FTBTINHIR W q=egag, |

RAATAGATE Feaae € A |

et ST R A

At ian e wefy afaesg |

R Y TS FRRATRSER: |

AHEROTE Fre agefl emgmEart .

e EEGTERN AETFT, I

freare, FRGRIEST m'%rramararn &

sfaigRiomeaf g dargertea ang |

FIGN FROTATNY T3 BT AT |

7R PRI, FFaagEd |
In criticism of this six-fold division Jagannatha says
(p. 434)—aETETAN THERM FHLRMHSEAT T FHRT TG
gsg | Rudrata (ix, 16-21) in a like manner, after
laying down that fwaar is a figure of speech based
upon TN, 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 FMwrFaEwEFT and
wnfaFaEnprgar after the manner of Dandin, gives a
three-fold sub-clasmﬁcatmn as follows (111. 101 )——-

gﬁr%ﬂrﬁﬁwaﬁﬁmmﬁﬂﬁl "

Te T ygeE fd |
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Y 7= @ R e 7= af afd !
e AT A fAd: FEE=a

Vibhavana is closely allied to Videshokti and more
his figure will be found in our Notes

comment on t
to ii. 323.

Notes to II. 200-202—(i) Bhoja regards these as examples
of 5@ BwEAr as above defined.  His explanation of
ii. 200 is—oas TR ey Nt SReg:
SR Y = A B | ¥ ger AW CIESICaIeN]
frarr | and of ii. 201 in similar terms—arin% TRARE-
aft ARCERETAEEEA JgeNAE SR et
soR Ry | & gET ATH EraTEE e A |

Notes to IL. 203-204—(i) In ii. 203 there is no f4Eq of
anything. There is no FRW=R and the | s
geaur.  We can possibly say that the 3figRg that is
denied is itself fvmer; but it is a question if Dandin so
understands the matter. o

Notes to II. 205-207—{i) The following are some of the "
more important definitions of Samasokti— \
Agnipurana (345, 17)—

FEIR TR AR SR: |
1 e Reear GameE gh |
- Bhsmaha (i 79)— '

A TR R R |

| a7 GHraN R SRR Ta7 |

. Udbhata (page 39)—

SEATEA AR qeaHIRRTa: |
- SRGATEFIT GHrETRETEar | 7

wana (e 35—

. TROTRIET ST SR | ST -

AT |
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Ruyyaka (page 84)—
' AR QRATESRgAE T FETA G |
Bhoja. (iv. £6, 49)—
, TR ag T T |
AfArraETg: FAMERE A 1
SRR e FHTEIRR a4 |
AR R F

Mammata (page 741)—

qifRmedeE: Pas: gaEiRh: |
" Visvanatha (x. 56)— '

THTHRR: iﬁ(ﬁq 31 T raRm: | .
SIAETCAATIY: g™ Feg: |

And finally, Jagannatha (page 367)—
oo TGRSR TR RIS R T TSeg -
TN WEQ 1 SrEne: |

(ii) Tt will be observed that while Dandin gives for
B this figure a 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 SREETHT, JERIRNE,
S, geaafiT, and smegawaiar.  The first point to
be noted is that, as far as Dandin’s definition goes, it
includes cases where the s[9%d conveys the S&gd or the
g the sisgga; but all the writers whose definitions
are quoted above—except the first two—include only
the former case under garaiRy, designating the latter
as spRgesRiEar.  Dandin recognises the figure STTEIATIRET,
but as he understands ==/4r as &g and not mere HY, f
" his definition is not sféearg. See our note to ii. 340.~— " }
In the second place, while’ Dandin only requires that i
the two Fgs be g, some of the later writers want R
that they should be alike as regards their 32gus and E

that further these fARus be paronomastic or f¥s.
Ruyyaka’s remarks in this connection are quite ex-
plicit (p. 84)—g8 TEIATITRGAA FF=IE FhERmERR 2
| AT | AR T gURTERE et B\ Gt
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ATSERR @A7: | 757 g TgARATRgaRiaTATg: wRgaEs g
TRIRRET: | A 9 [ RREsem, | ARwsrlenfy aer
I | Ry SRR H‘f@ara%gféa st | J
m'véWaWWm:awﬁmlmr{mgW- i
oo srae EuetERy 9% | a9 PR P .
AARCIIERTIEA = AT e | i
(i) In sfteegm, g, gertar, and setaegr,
for one reason or another, both the J¥gg and the AIEgT
are =AM ; in GATEIRY only one of them is present, the
second being w7 by one of the three modes described
at the end of the above quotation. We have just
. referred to Dandin’s conception of syegagziar.  Dandin
does not recognise the figure called 3y, regarding
which the et says (p. 410)—aarart RIS E-
zam: ! Lastly the commentators spend
much ingenuity in distinguishing THRRIAEE ®9F from
FATEIRG, regarding which the following brief statement
of conclusion should suffice (Jayaratha, p. 85)—‘-,-116’1
AR SRR g T AR ey
5 g Wﬂmy@ﬁammmm F@FERE: | This -
statement of the case has however been much criti-
cised. We would refer the curious to Sahityadarpana
(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 Samasokti see Notes to
i 208 below. Samasokti is liable to a & called
HITIE, which Mammata (p. 958) thus _explains—
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Notes to II, 208-213—(i) A detailed classification of this
figure is as follows (ep. Alarhkarasarvasva pp. 88f.)—

TSR
| |
. I
TSR | g
. “ mm’qéﬁ
I | |

PeefREm: ﬁrqwm"za"l%mﬁ“r: SRR :

| | L
THGATRNTT FIITARGT  STATGET AR
And this has been combined (loc. cit.) with another
four-fold classification—#ds =15 LRGN T AT, 1
q T ANk qegf SEIgeITEREnIT: | Ay Tl aeieEg-
SEEEHAT: | SEE a1 el egeEE AN | el ar

N~

BTG RERRY &fd =gl Wl | ad Tgrm sara: |
(ii) Bhoja gives an independent eight-fold classifica-

& tion as under (iv. 47)—

SR ar=y a1 grEd s |

satert TR A agarehe = ,
as also the varieties called s=\fRE, s=aiw, and SwIF,
the spa=nRe (= srer@RET dgm@mdi:) being further dis-
tinguished into zgr and .

(iii) Bhoja quotes stanza ii. 208 (=Bhoja iv. 48} read-
o ing gearge for firmfim.  Mammata would rega,rd ii. 209
' as an FEERs of the first variety.

*":‘5‘5 . Notes to IT. 214—(i) The treatment of arEERs 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-

bl bolic mode of expression. The main definitions in
accordance with this view are the following—
Agnipurana (344. 25)—
SRR AETAAE FIe, |
wafEa any ST |
19 [Kavyadarsa]
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Bhamaha (ii. 81) and Udbhata (p. 40)—
Ffrear o=t ag (73 7% Udbhata) Srarfims
5 RIS 941 (gam: Udbhata) 4
Hemachandra (p. 264)—
EERICEEen A R R |
Vagbhata (p. 37)—
TR RA: |

Vamana (iv. 3. 10) <

and Bhoja who, besides quoting Kavyadarsa ij 214
and i, 220, gives the following extra, characterisation
of the figure (iv, 82, 83)—

mam“rmaﬁmwﬁmﬁs

a%mﬁﬁa?iﬁwﬁm:aﬁqn
T FATTIET: |

Wﬁ@mﬁmmll

five-fold siftmmitfy as understood by Mammata comes

to the fore. Some of these later divisirm-deﬁnitions
are—

Mammata (p. 762)—

FRERORI ey
- RanfRRdte: ... g
Visvanatha (x. 47)—
FRordE: T T |
_ %wﬁqqﬁm%a”r:mmaaz 1
Ruyyaka (p. 65) is most explict in the matter—
aﬂmsﬁﬁwﬁ—@wﬁqﬁm T e R
A== ofcereyy ﬁsc?ramlaamﬁa%w~
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*%wnaﬁlmaﬁrasnarwﬁmrﬁﬁ | @I 9= SN |
WA 9 YT | e | g S | Fe-
FO G e |

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

wEe e SrafsaraTTEe iy |
FY FRRR@E 9 ekt |
BRI R T REHERrAT: 1
R qeTaaRat ¥

Just the opposite of this is the view of Hemachandra
who says (p. 267)—wEiRY 9 g9y Y RENRRA SITUIE%FHE‘
fasQ af fimr TRurSERENaTRE @ arEGEER TR
MESHRTE: HT |

(iii) Atisayokti understood in this extended sense
is called.IfRx by Bhamaha in the oft-quoted stanza
(ii. 85)—

[T g Rl e |

JEt wEAT w9 BSHERT BEr 0
Vakrokti is formally defined by Vimana (iv. 3.8) as
QrEATHET, the point being— WrazgaawT Teadgz Ao
T ARG EARE T a2 01 ReH Zfd T, )

(iv) 'T'he most modern school as represented by
Jaganniatha (p. 313) and others refuses to recognise
the five or more sub-varieties for the figure put forward
by the Middle School. As the Alarhkarakaustubha
observes (p. 285)—soriedued fefRiwEramaaTREERh: |

TEFR AR SHEEATRERA G, | 7 Saageaaraomid-
TRREET SR FFA S ARAISENE | 9 IaeaaaEad
gl arem, | ARsfegrraTREET R, |
qPET ITHMEHIRERGITGHE  GFeT=aHeE  arlcar (Rrsel
Braer SyarRtamdggaTa: | This school therefore ap-
proaches the most ancient school represented, amongst
others, by Dandin.
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(v) Bhoja’s statement (iv. §2) quoted above probably
differentiates sfEAfn from #F1i%g (i. 85); see also our
Sanskrit Commentary p. 235 11. 6-12.

Notes to II. 215-216—(i) Verse215isgiven by Bhoja (p. 462)
‘asanexample of F=HITZT with the re mark—s=5g F=a1SrHe
SR T ATge RS Rae 3 afAT SRTAIRIROT RIS Sfy
4 @1 A1 FEIREET adEEdE: | Hemachandra (p. 265)
cites this as an example of T SIAT:—a=h f
SHMHAIRI Ao AT << 3h: | Mammata
would regard the example as containing an indepen-
dent figure called #if%g or fiff7; but Bhoja observes— .
e FIRETA & BRI | sory | IRy semrare v RERE -
et Pt 5 afWarReaRRerR Seradiens 2y |
(i) The foot-note on p. 237 contains a misprint.
For getestiong read | for TS ; and for Awasit
in the last line read efigg=.

Notes to II. 217-218—(j) Bhoja (p. 462) gives this as an
ex'\an:lple of agm@iiamy with the remark —u3d TAw Srwdl-
TR TR 39 530 i 3 SRay | gt adgar-
P arfmre:

Notes to II. 219—@) Bhoja (p. 462) gives this as an ex-
ample of TR and rem arks—ards FRAR-

:simmmmmwr REaREA oA Bygeiaty dE AT |
e q;?ﬁ;ﬁ‘mﬁ% AN | Mammata and others re-
togulse this as an indeperdent figure- of-speec
-l peech called
Note;sh i’t.soﬁll. 220-—h(i) Bhoja gives other sub-varieties of
gure such as TymaTiEm, IS ST
e ’ AN, and s=qr=qridEmeg
(ii) Bhamaha also deliv i
er ; i imi
strain (i1 54 s himself in g similar
s@wm_ < QTR |
W R e, TIRTRA, 1)
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We have already mentioned Rudrata’s attempt to
regard iz as a fundamentum divisionis for classi-
fying figures.

E————

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

Agnipurana (344.24)—

redaftuaT gRSaaeaEr T |

AT FS T ArgSiert sEa |
Udbhata (p. 43)— \

QAT qr=araaia: og: |

SRR ERIBIIEEEGREiEe il
Bhamaha (ii. 91)—

SAfateaaraT-aT =TT gz |

Aeg IR SRR
Vimana (iv. 3.9)—

AT R e |
Ruyyaka (p- 55)—

AT SATIRSTETY e |
Rudrata (viii. 32, 36)—

e [ R |

HRW 9 afemagmRiie didar |

73 fARR g agugie o a |

TEAAGATTT GATY qrieterr |
Viigbhata (p. 34)—

UYL STy sedergesien |
Vigbhata (iv. 90)—

FRUAl BRI PR Fai=e |

ARRETE: TEaede ar €gar o7 |
Bhoja (iv. 50)—

| reEi aeg ARG ReRRT |

ged Ipom: 3R Y angediert seeR
Hemachandra (p. 247)—

yEgAG AR Rt ST |
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Vidyanatha (p. 383) and Chitramimainsa (p. 73)—

TR ke, |
P T (WA SR e
. | Vidyadhara (viii. 12)—
o FTEEd SATEIETa RUESEE ed
qrey: GHRT F&T FAQAGT JaT qoq: U
Mammata (p. 707)—
feod AT FFTE S8 7|
; Viévanitha (x. 40)—
VA GUTERIET AFA@ T |
Jagannatha (p. 285)——
aisAem agETeR a1 STaey gRTeET wWeiagiiae-
AR =aRaI A=A aead dgead 41 quTae-
gl |
And Visvedvara (p. 180)—
TAEIY T I ISR aguaed, |
AR gt
(ii) 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 TET ==y =
AT = AT HeU = AIAAIIas0l = STqqR9w, 1. e.,
sEeREsaes. 2. That it should be deliberate or =Rl
and not due to actual error. 3. That it should be
between things having similarity, and so based on
similarity. 4. That it should be striking or pictures-
que. 3. And that it should concern itself with the
R or I and {9 or AR of the thing under discussion.
Regarding this lastn requirement PratIhirenduraja
observes (p. 44)— goqaw: fagr gm: | arevewrereg R | 3@
Ty i eReETEETRE R, B | v e e g
EERR | 69 & AR SR T, 2o | IS
ma%wlm%‘%ﬁwaﬁmmlﬁ T AR
| I ARG i 1 T | uareea SR 13T amedass
- SRR SR |

iliy Numerous subdivisions of this figure are given
lamkarikas : compare Alamkarasarvasva (p. 57),
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Rasagangadhara (pp. 236-87), and especially Pratapa--
rudriya (p. 386). We can exhibit them in a tabular
form thus—

I
| |

a'r'vlm SAIATET
[ |
SUGIECE I Gl fawlﬁrsrar alaﬁwr

| S
gt gufeer ffamar  zerfETg

Further subdivisions of each of these varieties are as
under~—

:—rrf?rfémlr =7

i

I
ma‘rﬁqrraw axmm‘?mm&:qr

| ! T |

gvnTr(ﬁfrr ﬁ‘amil?rﬁﬁr gwﬁn‘i{ﬁr r%mfirﬁmr
LIS S S 1o

gl srgarfe ofqe Wofde gofde sofde Fofde 3ot
The four main divisions of gr<gr are in this way divi-
gible into 8 sub-varieties, thus giving rise to a total
of 32 varieties under gr=qr. Fach of these varieties

can be further sub-divided into three sorts thus—

smm@gﬂhﬁﬁlﬂ SURIEESICIRTI

. PR ' l
ﬁﬁ‘%eﬁar Esetl FEIET

Thus we have-~

T SfafAwar of 24 varieties;

qr=qT YO of 24 wvarieties;

qreqr @anasar of 24 varieties;;

greaT zeasen of 8 varieties ( Z¥wE HMI:
e )

weltzamr s of 12 varieties (ifdmeargar-
AT 1 | SR ) ;
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gerer gutggen  of 12 varieties;
gdrmar R of 12 varieties;
g geafawen of 4 varieties;

Total 120 varieties.

Illustrations for all these varieties, especially the
gErgEAT varieties, are not always quota.b!e. :Ia.gan—
pitha’s criticism of these manifold varieties is also
worth quoting. He says (p. 295)—:{5’ st f2 iﬁr:
ITATHAIIEEIRAT: | Egaeg A9 AR aaawgﬁaaazrﬁﬁa l
TAFENASH Qg EREREATE ST FHRNHE |
(iv) For the distinction between g@&ar and ISRATgAT

compare our Note to ii. 23. Bhoja, however, considers
(iv. 51) INA9AT as ITANRGIAET and says that it is not
distinet from 33&r proper. His example is—

{SrreaagRe e gaa: |

AR G2 (g I R
o5 SRR (Rydm ATy s I |
This however is distinet from the Suar variety recog-
nised by Dandin.

(v) As to THgEva being W4T compare our Notes
to ii. 339.

Notes to IL. 226-234—(i) This famous discussion of the °
fowqdi stanza which has been taken over from our
author by most subsequent writers such as Ruyyaka,
Mammata, Viévanatha, 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 is taken. The next
question is to determine the source of the quotation.
Until the discovery of Bhasa’s [Daridra~]Charudatia
all were content to assign the Mrichchhakatika i 34
as the source for Dandin; but there are reasons to

~ suppose that the Mriehckhakatika is itself an elabora-
. : ﬁ“ﬂ of the Charudatta (eompare # 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 Sadraka or to
Bhiasa., Exact grounds are lacking for determining the
question one way or the other; but so much we have
gained by the discovery of Bhiasa’s plays: we need not
any more link the date of Dandin to that of Stdraka.
(or of Bhisa). If Stdraka is to be assigned, say to cir.
600 A. D., and if reasons exist to assign Dandin to an
earlier date, we can do soby 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 Bhasa 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 our countenance and make Dandin borrow
5 from Sadraka. Dandin here quotes the first half of
?Lﬁ the stanza. One of our Mss. quotes the full stanza in
S 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
5 as an interpolation (see Note to the stanza).
(ii) The word gg is used in ST as well as I]xAT.
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.
7 (iii) The g in ii. 228-229 can be thus exhibited:
" » The stanza fewdia aigT contains an ITAT with—
%h | gﬁg:mﬂ § i. e. qUE: ST:HE STRE |
RO — S
qraE—
£

‘Here of course one word is made to perform two func-
tions, which is obviously a mistake.

(iv) In the above ggue the verb f¥mfy was interpre-
ted as SumeuR following the usual practice of the
Vaiyakaranas or Grammarians. According to them

[ 20 Kavyadarsa |

b )
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fosmafe = sigPEda-~agFFF-39eTar. Now we have seen
that we cannot make the =ymqiy the sygm. Can we
make the simile turn upon the subordinate elements

of the 541N, the %j and the ## ? This is the point con-

s 4 sidered in ii. 230. The answer is in the negative; for

4 if the &qRTIN interpretation of femd is to be

retained, the wior factors are lost in the principal and

can have no independent locus standi. This is quite

obvious.

(v) The qdug in ii. 231 suggests that, following the
Naiyiyikas, we should so interpret the verb f*ify as
to give a non-subordinate position to the %3 of the
JFFN.  In this view Rl = ergs] + Isfrsesss-
SFEHSFT-Fa. So the proposed S9HT statement is—

SR — ekt or dug
ST,
FIROTH—?

FEAE—5T

ouy G s

.

| gay), Further, the point of similarity between the
proposed ST and Syyy (or, adopting the variant, the
point in whigh &Y the 9987 is compared with the 3y
the I9qm) has got to be extraneously supplied: it is not
actually given in the stanza,.

(vi) Can we not, as g i i
: y possible gl ternative connect
;atirﬁx mﬂ:} both the sygr and the 3gfy propos,ed in (v)
¥e, and in this manner ?—-waﬂ%agw: uFH Ry
gorfsg?é) UG HE - s This would obviate the
s 'culty of srzriify 7 9954 ; but the second diffi-
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more or less unsatisfactory. The common property in

an 3qq1, 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 ST but rather an IVef.
The poet intends to ascribe to qu¥y the character of a
J7F-—the STRNT or =T is FHIRRIFEFAESTIATIA-
FrTE R Jumiieaar gadar, as it has been well

observed. The word g accordingly can be a =% of
I also,

(viii) We have said that the line fswdlg etc. con-
tains an ST, There are however two possible ways
of understanding the 3. We could say that here
TETF-AFHB-571 (which is the srgarfarsege) wasafa-
Y aF SRR i (which is also srgme)
T F BT FF-STAR geag ! Or we could say
that here—srFIfRimavmF A NIRESERAeH: (the Surafiem)
s FRIR (this being srgure) srgaRIAosFEHSIRIGREE -
weRgareTeaT g | The first is the Juresew view adop-
ted by Dandin, Mammata, Visvanatha, Appayya-
Dikshita and others; the second, the Y3 view coun-
tenanced by Alamkarasarvasva, Rasagangadhara and
other modern texts. The diffevence does not however

seem to be very vital. Compare Alarmkarakaustubha
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 Ixar 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 Utprekshs 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
faet, the quality, or the action described. Hence we
would render the word by Poetic-Oonception.

Notes to IT. 235—(i) The three figures ¥y, gm, and 3,
and in this order, are enumerated by Bhamahsa, (ii, 86)
who however Says— ¥ga QAT iy ASERTIT |G |, the
view of Dandin being just the contrary. The question
about the chronological relation between  the two
writers cannot be settled either way on the strength of
this circumstance alone. Compare, however, Notes
to 244 below. Other writers who recognise all these

three figures by these na
iv. 56), &z (vii. 82, vii. 9
PSS (stanzas 166, 150,

subsu

mes are e (il 12, iii. 21,

8, vii. 100), qrwz (p. 43), and

137). Others recognise one

or two of them only, ming the remaining under
some other figure or figures. Dandin illustrates Hetu
in ii 236-259, defines and illustrates Stikshma in
il 260-264, ang treats of Leda in ii. 265-272. '

(ii) Hetu is 5 poetic cause, and Indian Alamksri-

(ii. 169), (ii. 199),
sifts (il 323), el (L 348),—amongst the alamkaras
recognised by Dandin—as ajgo the alamkaras known
88 BT, SIGA, BRI, G, P, Rife, g, iy,
SSTIG, FAI, otc., not to mention alamkaras like gy,

SRARIHT, or FeriEra (where similarity serves to illys.

. t}'“’” as well as to corroborate), or some sub-varieties
; - o Mammata’s last variety of siferrRe
in only secondarily).
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Ignoring the last two groups of alarhkaras, and con-
sidering first the alamkaras not found in the Kavya-
darga, it is to be noted that wmfy=gwmfea, Dandin pre-
serving the first word for the 7w and the second for
the alamkara. Writers like Bhoja (iii. 34, iv. 44),
Ruyyaka (p. 163, p. 189), and Viévanatha (x. 86, x. 96),
it is true, recognise both @iy and Twifla as two. dis-
tinct alarhkaras, but the gwiiRa of the last two writers
is a WSFR, while we have already commented upon
Bhoja’s Samadhi as an alathkara (see Note (ii) to ii. 99).
About @g=y we shall have something to say in the
Notes to ii. 298, while ®rumrer is only the 3g with
we@eTrasy super-added. The figure i¥g as recognised
by Bhoja (iii. 18), Rudrata (ix. 54), and T (p. 44)
comes very mnear to our author’'s fRmIfRs (ii. 323). The
figure &3 (defined by Mammata as FREERIUEE )
is practically the same as Dandin’s &g, while srgum is
the same g set forth with the usual =qify 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 f=Rg varieties.

(iii) Dandin has given illustrations for 16 varieties
of &g of which 14 are illustrations of FN#egg and only 2
(viz. ii. 244, ii. 245) are of the gru#dg. We have already
(p. 127 above) explained the distinction between FW&
and 9% ¥g, from which it will be clear that the FRTRY
(e. g. fg) normally precedes the H (gm), while the F19%
is the logical mark or &% (e. g g#) which in ifs most
valid from is actually the %y of the greprg (viz. (F).
But a poetic 5Tu% need not always have that rigorous
validity in its s}y which logic requires. For instance
in ii. 245 the sR—s SEURTEISIEHR-TEGTET SRISHT O
FHIGEEH—may conceivably be vitiated in a particular
person who is restless, but nof by love. It is only if
the 19% is the FW of the g that the ‘6111@‘ is invariably
valid.
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(iv) An si=a<=rg, as we have seen above (p. 128),
involves a grergmas relation between two things or aEgs.
Now although it is true that the most valid form of
proof is the one that depends at each stage upon
demonstrable causal relation between one thing and
another, we are not always so rigorously exacting
in ordinary life and much less so in poetry. HEven
analogy is often given and accepted as valid proof.
Generally, however, the grsy and the @y« 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 s/=ae=md, accordingly, the causal relation between
the two statements (even where it is demonstrable) is
ignored and attention is fixed upon the @wed@w¥® rela-
tion between them. In a Rg, even in the grg% 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. @1 and % in ii. 245) and not
two statements as in an si=w=yE, the distinction
between that figure and TUReg is generally not very
difficult to make.

(v) Some important definitions of ¥ are given
below:—

-Agnipurina (344.29-32)—
e il e 1
FCH! 9% It BT gty 1
Bhoja (iii. 12)—
BT ROt Rg: SR g @ |
SERREE =g fem
- Vagbhata (iv. 105)—

ﬁmaaiﬁzﬁsﬂ T
TR RgEe g 1

1

~ P
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Rudrata (vii. 82)—
. R T8 BARARIRERA |
TISFN B TE: TIRG: |
Vagbhata (p. 43)—
ARG g |
Visvanatha (x. 64)—
SR RgedEgAar g |
Kuvalayananda (stanzas 166-167)—
AT AT e RgEea |

®essrssencesves seccsenae

¥gRgAARF RY A a1

(vi) Of these definitions while the first two -and the
first given by the Kuvalayanandakara agree with that
of Dandin, in the others is distinctly noticeable an
attempt to give a special 3Ry 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 233 as a distinct
figure in as much as there was no FRwaRME in it at
all ; and this oriticism has so much weighed upon
later Alamhkarikas that even so astute a writer as
Jagannatha questions the validity of Fregfes (which
: with these later writers does duty for ¥g) as a distinct
% figure-of-speech. The view is thus set forth and criti-

cised by Viivesvara (p. 340 f)—ag [@agrR |—sm1o¢
qEFC ARG RRTHER BRI, | 3

mmagmmﬁﬁ
ag=od, | SFFAN FREIEAHATETAT FHEATEAL ! -ooov |
R T M T TR B A
fagm |

(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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4 ! I ]
ﬁowfumszm jou i
e ————— [gz 1 863 11
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‘Notes to II. 235-237—(j) Bhoja thus explains the illus-

tration—ary Fr weTHTER: | e, SeFerRT
3 RIS ER e A icy Ry

Notes to II. 238-239—(i) Bhoja thus explains the illus-
tration—sfrr wwer TRrRmEETRRERT L ICTIE 1
TIH AR .. ... FRERGE: |

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

Notes to IT. 240—(i) The threefold division of #%i here
given by Dandin is also to be found in the Vakya-

padiya of Bhartrihari (iii. 45-88, FHRFR ), some perti-

nent stanzas from the section being—
fodcd = ﬁ:gf = 51 7 Bt e
TAftaaTH F Tgai-rg Hhaa I ¥4
A= I, 5T T Fgeaay |
VFRETEITS F=Tr=gaFa, | ¥§
Tt a1 =T ar B gRonRE |
@ i qer fRaeid TaEy U ve 1)
s Raar Aed sheemrl .
faadd = el = = e s 1 ¥e
JEEFIA T ST I THR |
afcl [wM o B 3 SaRaa 0 ¥
TERTSRE FhRryReTEE |
g GIRREREE I 4e N
frraalaRam R 7 e |
TRATREATET T SRR A 0 g 0
Riven: T&y gy @R |
- Yuifug asReafaRiRERRiRy v W 0
i FAHY R IRERE 1 s
PRt ar R O s ar grganE: |
 BeErndm ey Resariee 1 ve i
(if) Professos ‘ 1912
(i} Professor K. B. Pathak (Ind. Ant. XL, Oct. 1912,
P g%)'h&s’ argued that this three-fold division of Fi—
| gl [Eavysdarks]

s PR
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unknown both to Panini and Patafijali—was evolved
out of Panini’s sitra 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 Bharirihari himself. The fragmentary Berlin Ms.
of Bharirihari'’s commentary on Pataiijali’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 .8oes therefore it is
not proved that Dandin lived after 650 A. D., the tra-
ditional date of Bharirihari’s death. , :
(iii) A A3 is %= in the sentence wa: F2 FOY N
Here the cansal activity consists in the manufaotdre
"f_ﬁmﬁ. and its exact nature is determined by the
object to be produced. A fiERiwY is gt in the sentence
TR g id. © Here again the exact nature of
the causal operation depends upon the sort of fFrE or

Hence

jga is
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Notes to II. 241-245—(i) In ii. 242 the forests have been

transformed into poison. A f3%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 gfisi: fFgmiasy gg: | For explanation
see Sarasvatikanthabharana, p. 2741,

(iii) Dandin has given for STo/F# an illustration that
depends upon our understanding the doctrine of gfegaror
gregaifar. 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
grg@. Bhamaha criticises such bald or unpoetic
statements in the following words (ii. 87)—

TRrERT WTetegiiea A gfdm: |
AT % o araeEi SFe |

(iv) Here an interesting chronological question has
been raised. Is Dandin by his words—gfigaid araq
(ii. 244¢)~expressing his dissent from Bhamaha’s unjust
condemnation of the ®ey; or is Bhamaha criticising
Dandin by refusing to allow as poetry what Dandin
gives as good poetry. At first blush both views seem
" Yo 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 anotherin Patafijali’s Mahabha-
shya—which had been made the object of exposition
by several Alamkarikas before them. Dandin, we
- think, gtves it as his opinion that the line is unpoetlc,
~ +and so is not an illustration of FwRg with STerEd.
"But it can be & good arﬁ%g for indicating the time.
A thus brmga out the suggestion about the
ot (P. 200) e TG WIS SEEEREAEEl IR

mﬁmmgqmmﬁf“a e YRR FEIHAaER 3 atet

‘ ﬁfﬂﬁmarﬁrf?r AT T SR GO I SREARIS dardrgAr q
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s R At an@mﬁs«qﬁaﬁ'{aﬁr&fﬁﬁﬁ
& a5 afeptia |

(v) Dandin uses -the words {cﬁ'{ﬂﬁ' greg to explain
why he has not taken a regular verb implying motion
as his illustration for sT#. A mere motion as that
of birds to their nests has no Jfrs7 if understood as an
illustration of a FWaxg with ss%d. But, says he, the .
’ instance can be a good illustration for a grrqq%g ‘After
this Dandin proceeds to give a regular example of a
groseg in il 245. Similarly Bhimaha can be under-
stood as criticising. the line in question even as the _—
illustration of a gr@Rg. It then becomes mere AT,
mere report of the weather, and hence void of any
alamkira. The chronological relation between Dan-
din and Bhidmaha eannot 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
ii. 247,248,249,250 and 251. His comments on these are:
§i. U7—ox g SR STEATiReHreneH) il 248 —3r
TR THAEE nHEgEEERey, (with the
vaviant 7t for &t ). ii. 249—sry amfy srEf 7 TEiETRR-
AT FRSIRHIORT, | 1L 250-searat AR aara=ararEy
Regliat Rf=Rig: (with the variants 3y for 35t and -
=1 R for gad a9das: ). 1ic 251—sry T6gw IAR: HART-
A TR | TR SRRSO R e HROTEH |
For & more aceurate explanation of the last illustra-
tion see our Sanskrit commentary ii. 251”. The com-

mnhr.y also gwes the othar three illustratio
byDa y : strations not
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Notes to II. 255—(i) The example given involves only
SFAEAT; Bhoja gives also an example of #Hregagar in

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

(ii) Several writers who do not recognise Hetu as a
distinet alamkara designate the woFaRga between
HIT and_mrfr as a distinet figure-of-speech known as
HGNQ. Mammata thus defines it (p. 869)—

' Rrarerrar #TwoRmn: | )
TG @t a1 wegate

explammg the point thus-in his Vritti—gg == =
a{mqmwmzsqw R |9 g%mqm SR

Be] HFFRW TIRAIET, &1 Tz T et -
mnwrﬁr 1

Notes to,I—I. 256—(i) A more familiar example of this
variety is—
TANT quEEEG g ey
o ferad fsaatas sriamesy
regarding which Bho:a. observes—3a73 UYSHINRBNIARST-
et Qi s, g@zﬁa FHTCTAAY
fBafera: | 9 westt A FeRg: | /

(ii) The figure can be confused with f(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 g
variety under 3ffdzIf3%, and particulatly that variety
of it known as FREOR: NaERAwETeT. e &R
FE G 9gHEd Af—as a gommentator explains.

' Thus this variety of wkmeiRs would include also the
ext or the m vanety of Ry

Notes to ﬂ. 257—41) Bhoja thus explains the illustration—
Y oy TRIEOYIIET: FETONT TNERR SN 3R sReRTen: |
L R R AR JeTeR) St A g |

s
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. 958-259—(i) The figure called fafa as recog-
“m:izzdnby &% (who defines it, P. 133, as——ga?aqﬁac_aafﬁ-
cxep) s9F:), DY e, and by most later writers differs

from these two varieties, if at all, only in the circum- '
stance that the T is in that figure supposed to be
making a voluntary effort to produce an unsuitable
ffect is produced unexpectedly

effect. When such an e ]
and disconcerts the agent we have the figures-of-speech
thus defined by

called 5 in its several varieties,
Mammata (p. 875)—
FRrEER TR 2 geEr !
5 BrrReETRRaE I |
AR FTTE HTCR JURd |
v = 62 94,9 OF Foewdr s 0
or, the figure of speech known as ITH1d, if the agent of
the unexpected or disconcerting result is different -
from the original agent. Cp. Mammata (p. 911)—
T IS FARY GET |
a9 Afgeia @ e gfd & Ul

(ii) Bhoja quotes Kavyadarsa ii. 83 as an illustration \‘

_for the ¥/gw variety of fisieg. Dandin apparently re

; - gards the 3g alamkara in the stanza as subordinate !

i the &% Probably there is a mixture (daf¥) of boﬁ‘i

these-figures in that stanza. The 3Rg alathkara defined

by Bhoja as (iii. 18)—. 4 T
TGN 1 T T QARG |

sFAEEE: WRegeRag I | ‘

can also be—qgRvaH—subsumed under Dandin’s fsRg

Notes to IL. 260-264—(i) Ruyyaka, Rudrats, Mammata

.Vagbhata, Visvanatha and most subse'quen't‘ ‘writers
nmg;aoma ﬁﬁksxg as a distinct alarhkara. Tt is m
un ers ] why Bhamaha found the alamka.
of TG Of'gl‘ﬁﬁ’x Stkshma involves a pro!’c‘;r’l‘isk :
h’ﬁt”lfg is not to be confused with arqm%ﬁ sin
subtle and' discovered only by sl
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(if) A figure-of-speech called fif2q and defined in the

- A (151) as—fARd waaaarg: argaaian, | is very

difficult to distinguish from gew. The affEEFR thus
formulates the distinction (ibid, p. 191)——21&’1136’%’& -
TSI wa%wafﬁ“ﬁwu&wl fifgardan g U% va@aed g
H@%ﬁ'ﬁ%ﬂ FEIIFMIAT 3= a2 ) Normally, however, ff3a
is understood differently, Vagbhata (p. 43) defines.it
as— TN TATEIEH [eiea o fiffag ! Rudrata on
the other hand defines it as (ix. 50)—

TTfsEsET o mf%rmmwam

ERIEN fremaifrioafy S AT, 0

Notes to II. 266-267—(i) in gg¥ there is the discovery of

the hidden thing, but not disclosure. In @z (No. 1)
there is (a) 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 sq1sii<s defined by Rudrata
(p. 174) as—SPgaaegfrgaq and by Visvanatha (x. 92)
as—qARRTE renglgmenty aegs: | Vamana's defini-
tion (iv. 8, 25)—aeurorey e N is tantamount
to the same thing.

(ii) This figure has to be dlstmgulshed from ENETE{

(11 304). 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 bdsis, of an aﬂgﬁ[;
and so the usual distinction between these two figures
cannot be stated as it is generally stated by commen-

tators — arEEEIEATgc: | 7 (L e. Fasitant or ) g

" grgaare 35: 1 We can perhaps formulate the distineti-

on between them by saying that in an amam neither

o the thmg negated nor the thing asserted is anything

fous. In ¥ the subtlety of the
’ ssence ‘of the figure.

(i‘m Va, ana’ exfa.mnple for the figure is—

; (v, 1. <Tag)ARe At Wi

L RN a@rm(v Laa)
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This is from Bhisa’s Svapnavasavadatta (iv. 7). (?ur
example (ii. 267) uses the same =¥ but under e_ntu-e.
ly different circumstances.

L

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

‘Bhoja (iv. 56)—

e A i ST gore I 1
q%m:maa‘rwarmﬁmw?r“

Rudrata (vii. 100)—
R0 iRy e Qe ay vita: |
ety airaeifaie: | e v
" Kuvalayananda (137)—
R PRI v e |
Vagbhata (p, 43)—
FRA T 3 1
and Jagannatha (p. 512)—
: TRATSRTTT AT AT I 3 o]
&]‘: 1 , )

But none of these writers are earlier than Dandin, and -
it is difficult to ascertain what writers Dandin desig-
nates by @&. Bhamaha cannot be one of them, as he
rejects 3 in both the alternative forms,

(ii) Bhoja &lrgady has raised'the question of the
_distinction of thig ﬁgure, from sretegly (i, 343). We
havaal_raady quoted the view of Appayya Dikshita on

at :in ii 2684 The Alarh-
iimkmtnbha (p. 407 £) would subsume ¥z (No. 2
m:m an alarmkara not recognised by Dandin.
‘The fig; OF WG may at times nvolve a simi-
) and. Bho accerdly gives. . .

PRI



1691 Notes [ —ii. 274

examples involving what he calls a g@®Rs and also
not involving it (see p. 409). For further remarks see
Notes to ii. 343.

Notes to IL. 273-274—(i) Except Bharata, Agnipurana,
" Hemachandra, and Alarkaraéekhara 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)—
EREIREIER I SIS LR
FHRIT ANGAERN Farded ag=y U
- Rudrata (vii. 34)—
) Rz aftmmat R 93 uRgrer |
IRy aeaftaeTeEs qa e i
Vamana (iv. 3, 17)—
SURNUHEET G Hq: |
Bhoja (iv. 79}—
3. TSR A% A G |
A I qitmer e = g aREda:
and Mammata (p. 803)— '
T RO R SR |
(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 Jyd=g should not be recognised as
r- a distinct figure. His words are—I eI HRIEHRT
. A1, FAANE TEAS g Frofiepg | @ afgeiig shsief-
R FrrEereaRasReRag e IR IR AN T
1, | NAEERAEIE N U J9R@ | Vamana's require-
ment of similarity would probably supply the element
- - of 3f¥sy 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
alarhkara deserves to be recognised as an independent
al zxmkira,

f

B e

22 [ Kavyadaréa ]
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Notes to II. 275—(i) Dandin now defines .together a‘grozp
of three Alamkaras known as YQISFITs. Z.Bhal,mB:atl,:l 18
(iii. 1-7) and Udbhata (p. 49, generally following 3 a.;

maha in his treatment) are alone a.n}on_gst a,.ncle;;
writers to recognise these three alarhkaras in the
sense in which Dandin understands them. Ruyyaka -

(P. 185), Visvanatha (z. 95-96) and one or two later
writ:rs acrept these alamkaras and even add Eo ’)g
theie wumber the alarhkaras designated as Sama: >
bita, Budvoucaya, Bhavasamdhi, and Bhavasabalata ?"
(see Kuvalaydnandachandrikd on stanzas 169f.), but -
they have radically altered the nature of these figures ~ é
£

i

i

in as much as they require that in these f{gurc:xs the
™, 94, ete. ought to be introduced in subordmat}on tp
another amRnst and not prominently and for their own f
sake. This view was first propounded by the author : ;
of the afsmfams (ep. il 5, p. 71)— :
AT AR TS g Ry | !
FeY aRuASEN enfRRi 3 af: | i
Anandavardhana’s Aloka on this karika runs as
follows :—af WaRSEETRSHRAT Ayq@afy IRAT, F i
T TR A T RIS W g
s 5 99i9: 9\ Dandin, Bhamaha, or some pre-
decessor of them is perhaps intended to be alluded to |
in the karikd in question : Abhinavagupta in his i
HYIBEHSE to the passage actually mentions Bha- z
maha. Our Sanskrit Commentary on ii. 275 lines 123ff,
quotes Premachandra’s attempt to defend the position
taken by Dandin and Bhamaha as against the new
school.

(ii} We have explained in a general way in our
KNote (i) to i. 18 the nature of Rasa, but it is neces-
sary to afford a detailed exposition of the theory of
Rasas in all its bearings. Poetry consists of two gle«
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
nkarikas.  They were considered as character-
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istics inherent in the “body” of poetry. Dandin calls
them zmrs or life-breaths (i. 42). And as a body can
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 2rys). For a time advance in the science of
Poetics consisted mainly in an elaboration of the fms
and s73%Rs, their number and mutual distinction. The
next step of importance taken was the formulation of
the doctrine of Qfys or styles. It was probably dis-
covered that certain schools, courts, or literary cote-
ries developed only specific gunas and alarhkaras to
the exclusion of others; and as these originally were
confined to definite territorial divisions the styles
cultivated by them got the nicknames of 3=z, M,
yreat, 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 s had each an element of good
and of evil in it.

(iii) All this time however no attempt was made to
explain why certain Ims or sféwrs afford pleasure
more than others. A mere external labelling and
classification was naturally felt to he inadequate in a
science of Asthetics. Help was sought at first from
the sister science of Dramaturgy. The Natyasastra
had led down the Sttra—frmargwraey imEmRe g weas:
(Adhyaya vi, p. 62, where this ancient theory is quoted
and explained). The generating and intensifying
factors (srewam and Sdiu« fawras) are @iar, wFwaa, ete.
and 79+, Y, 49189, ete. And they produce in I,
g91=d etc. in the first place one or more of the 8 qnzas
#qurgs, 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 &qi¥vmas of which there are nine enume-
rated; and some, concurrent feelings or afF=iltdgs of
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which no less than 33 are enumerated. The gwras, f
enfinas and SRS together make up the 49 (50) |
kinds of w@s, and these ¥/™s, belonging to T, A, f
etc. (or to the actors representing them),‘ calledk 1nt.0
existence by definite ‘‘factors,” produce in the a}ld-l'
ence by sympathy the nine s or sentiments. This 1.s
the theory of the Natyasastra which can be graphi-

cally thus presented :—

8 qrfras srgaras Jproduce 8(9)
A s produce | g (9) wgiteras ] s.
S (in Astor) 33 syfiparRgs - (in Audience)

The eight sigwgs are enumerated in our Sanskrit
Com. ii. 27577, the wRpqmEs in ii. 275%%, and =9fa-
ARs in il 275%%. The eight (or nine) w@s corres-

pond to the nine TMEwrgs—

T to xEw g to FIT to e
g™ to g ‘mtoaﬁt frer to srga
3% to Fgm 7 to T [ firl to zmrear ] N
(iv) Dandin is aware of the existeunce of the I @ i

theory (op. i. 51, ii. 280, iii. 170, and especially the
last passage) but he did not know how to organically
incorporate it with his theory of Poetics. Accordingly
he merely gives a recognition to the @ theory by
introducing a new variety of sréERs for cases where
the 1@s for their own sake were pre-eminently develop-
ed in a poem which was otherwise devoid of the usual
s or FHRs. The W comes in for recognition also
in connection with Dandin’s treatment of wmigd (1. 51).
This was merely borrowing a feather from the sister
science. Rasa is of thenature of an inner consciousness
(hence called =wn), and it is evident that it can be felt
even in poems not containing the @aq alamkara.
Some Alamkarikas, as we saw, tried to get out of the
problem by recognising wgyq alarhkara only in those
eases where the & is felt as being subordinated to the
proper.
(v) The real solution of the matter came from the
grammarians. If poetry consists of words having
1+ Bpecific sense (or words and sense), it is necessary to




>
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determine at first the varieties of sense or @s]. There
is the expressed sense or the ar=q1f and the figurative
or indicative sense or @y4. In the stock instance
T means literally and primarily the stream, which
is the ar=yry. But in statements like wrgrgi a™: the
word must mean not the stream but the bank. This
is the secondary significance of the word or its F&TTe.
Now why should a person be prompted to say TERi AA:
instead of wzTas am:? Clearly there must be a SE\S
(ignoring for the moment the few cases where &
overpowers it), and this was discovered to be the in-
tention to bring out the g, qrg=, and other qualities
inherent in the g by reason of its proximity to the
stream. The 359 of a @gwr is therefore the gy
sense. In cases like the above where the sr= and the
Y senses can be clearly distinguished from the sz
gense there is no difficulty of any kind. But there
are cases where the sq%y is s1g=59%q ; where the state-
ment as a whole brings in a subtle suggestion without
our being able to locate it as resulting from some spe-
¢ific word or words; and all s could now come in
under the FEFTFATET. "

(vi) One inevitable consequence of the share which

-the grammarians had in the formulation of the =f¥

theory was the adoption of their Rz theory by the
Alamkarikas. Anandavardhana in his ==9131% (p. 47-48)
clearly recognises this indebtedness. He says—u9gd 2
fgial S SECEEE, FEREEE, | ¥ T gEemy iy
R Ee | Pa=EeagaR: g seaaeanae-
REt=ga=HaEs: TR FRN TR SRR A=
fRey=s: | In other words:—
Jare call asg =", as being the =73% of ¥wk (to
which &rE sounds are subordinate) ;
aree call FEaTS ==, as being the sq5F of sqgq (to
which the 3= sense is subordinate).
This means that there is no IR but only an sifienS
of the w@s. That is to say, the gestures and move-
ments of the actor can prevail over you only if you
are g3 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 T@ad and other
~ Alarhkaras. If Mammata in one place (Ullasa i. p.23)
mentions the @A it is WragwEEe PIARRITSFREIAT, a8
a commentator explains it.
~ (vii) If g% (or g=areNT) be the body and fws 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 Qfyusr =eqen;
{ii) by the =fq school (safw®mIREr 1) as HreygraT |: and
(iii) by Visvanatha (i. 3) as ar#f t@w% =g, On this
point compare Notes to i. 10. The question can have
only an academic interest once we have realised the
function of &, AfF or = in poetry.

(viii) How % is produced in the heart of the @@y
3w, its exact modus operandi, bas 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 wEgr@FATT p. 69, Mammata, Ullasa iv.,
pp. 101-111, and Rasagangadhara pp. 22-31.

(ix) The distinction between 3%, wad, and FSRET,
can be thus formulated. If the 50 wrgs described above
(Note iii) are any of them produced by certain fawras
the nature of which prevents the manifestation of a
corresponding full-fledged ¥@ in the audience or the
reader—when, for instance, the ®qmywrg called ¥R is
produced not by some lady-love but by %, 34, 391, g7,
etec.—we have an incomplete Y& or rather SIITHIGTFEIAME,
which gives rise to ¥re#r. The alarmkiara is some-
times called WAT@FR also;—cp. JBFE@AE p. 189. A
{@aq alamhkara of course exhibits the f@wras, stgwras, and
s7feFnRds in regular sequence. As Bhamaha says (iii. 6)
WaeRioEr s fRRd 791 | Finally an 39Ra exhibits an
inchoate Rasa (as in Preyas) or a full-fledged Rasa (as
in Rasavat), but the manner of exteriorisation adopted
is wigfad, is wewEeg, is in flagrant opposition to the
normal or the conventional, purposely with a view to
stamp one’s own individuality upon it. Thus in the
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example given (ii. 293—4), to allow an enemy hemned
in battle to cepart is what is unexpected; but the hero
does it owing to his over-weening self-confidence.

Notes to II. 276-277—(i) The same example is given by
Bhamaha iii. 5. Cp. also our Note (iii) 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 Fifg

of fagw for sftFwm and also of igem for fagy. '

Notes to II. 278-279—(i) The example illustrates the =ifd
on the side of the King alone. The gargmfedr gives us
this information about the King—iagnT a1 IR&MMMA.
sfREraREy: | §ifY Rgsgade Ferd arg: wgvan=an gz
sFa ey @9\ 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 8 g%is. Here although
the city could be =i or g (the capital of ancient
Kerala) as well as #i#t (Conjeeveram) the capital of
the Pallavas, yet the name 9zqr: consists of 8 gis (in-
cluding the visarga) while the Kerala kings, even adopt-
ing their ancient local name of ‘Cheralidan’ 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 ydsw as a Pallava king is
irresistible. Unfortunately, in the published names of
the Pallava kings, there is none of this name; but if
the variant UsE#e, is adopted we can identify him
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with arEzaar II who had usfggat as his other name.
Narasimmhavarman’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~
natha temple (Indian Antiquary for 1912 p. 90-92).
Hiuen Tsang who visited Kafichl in A. D. 640
during the reign of Narasihhavarman 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 smEicag=izar@® (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 :—

“fed mERRRaERREERT g6 |
mra?:m@n T FFH: FEITET |
o % l .....
Y AT REfsgRi fga 0

W@‘ T wa@am .
mf% na‘?wgq#?vmréarrn

le
SEHIERE B R goivefy: 0
ﬁﬁﬁrﬂﬂ?{%wmaﬁmn
*‘*‘Wﬂmﬂﬁ%q@ﬁh

fﬁfﬂ?&%ﬂr@m 1
aﬁm‘ﬁ’iﬂf Wm&ﬂ R

ﬁﬁrﬁﬁ‘mmwm ‘
Wsﬁm ol

'\

i
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g R %ﬁﬁgﬂﬁr{ﬁ(ﬁ) T R |
eiaa'«ar%i’rq:rr ﬁ%: rarsgaa:r 0

érwﬁa%aaﬁﬂr%mmgﬁmn
mgmﬁwﬁm@ |

zqi‘a%‘qﬁ??{% *l%'
“ﬁrﬁrﬁmmmn
mmammw ()
TACTSIHAN: &gl garae, I
IS L | 1
Wawﬁrﬂmﬁm"
& Fa AT A st |
Fan fsarar sqwaiRmmstsea 1
q 1S QG A T i sgsya |
FYSAT NOTET AT gad 9 N
TG R AR, R |
awmarz Hﬂﬁgarﬁmﬂ"r 0

aranga fiaarzﬁ:r smrnaﬁrr:% ER v

EELEFIAET: T 3T ewreagH,
The story goes on to mention a visit which Dandin
subsequently pays to the temple of Vishnu in Maha-
mallapuram in Keral country adjoining the sea—

 FEmEE T S iR |
TR GH=5: A< HIIeE 29 AL |l

(iii) We need not of course take all the gossiping
tales in the smEf~a@={%4r as sober history; but the pre-
sent story has some verisimilitude about it. Dandin
is here made a contemporary of Sirmhavishnu’s sue-
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 of the Pallava

23 [Kavyadarsa]
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country by the Chilukya monarch, Pulakesin 11,
about 609 or 610. Pulakesin was victorious at- first,
but was later defeated by Narasithhavarman Iin 64.12
A. D. Mahendravarman is reported to have been a J:e'a,ln
originally, and to have been converted to faith in S_lva
by a famous Tamil saint. 1f therefore we can imagine .
that ysa§9. is a poetic variant for qeszawg, or that
#eza@a bore TGada 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
Kafich! in the first half of the 7th century. And as the
Pallava power was at its height during this very
period, their kingdom mighthave at this time included
the old Chera or Kerala country. We may add that
the king Vishnuvardhana mentioned in the earlier
part of the extract can be the prince Vishnuvardhana
who founded, about A. D. 615, the line of the Eastern
Chalukyas. Anandapura the city I am unable to
identify. :

(iv) The eight forms of manifestation mentioned
in il 278 are of course the same as the S[EEar g or
5%fa alluded to by Kalidasa in the benedictory verse of
the Sakuntala.

Notes to II. 280-281—(i) Dandin is now going to give in
succession the illustrations for @9, a separate one for

each &. *“-i

(ii) Our Ms. N, in a different hand, gives the margi- ﬂ
nal note identifying stg=<ft with Frageqr. Vasavadatta .
was an Avantl Princess; compare Svapnaviasavadatta “‘

V. 5. An interesting question is to determine whether
Dandin is referring to Bhasa. Definite indications are .
unfortunately lacking. The pretended burning of
Vasavadatts at Lavanaka is an old story not invented e
by Bhisa. Many dramatists besides Bhiasa have work- | ,
ed on the theme. Tapasavatsaraja is a play later than
Ratnavali (see the account given by Hultsch in Nach.
K. G. W Gott., 1886). Abhinavagupta in his Natya-
vedavivriti (Madras Ms., vol iii, p. 44) speaks of a r;luy
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of Subandhu dealing with the story of 325 and AT
His exact words are— as1e agaueiiiA sgmiemSagera
AR 0t TerERgFgtEs aaeaEERET: (9) age
T T | 39 R faegear: seferega sereEna TR
AR, ... GIAT AR GATRETINT:— T GARRT
S | G SgT—ar T GARATHIR are fieafy | 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 strenfrs dealing with the story of
Vasavadattsa which were probably known even to the
author of Vyakaranamahabhashya (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 Svapnavasavadatta 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.,Jwr =it
P, Rn; ” instead of “P, R, B; ".

(iv) The following quotation from Abhinavagupta’s
Natyavedavivriti (Madras ms. p. 204) is worth noting-
feRaEt =@ e | qaife gfemr @n(ar ?)dBreaoqeand—
R 2Rt Tar SHEEEEAAR | wirg W AR B Jger
T FeE 7\

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 IT, 286—(i) The stanza is undoubtedly reminis-
cent of Raghuvarh$a viii, 57—

auEAdERfy § g a Fxgaiian |
afdE amfEsrd 4 ag amve faarfdgemg
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Notes to I, 287-291--(i) It is difficult exactly to perceive
the point of ii. 290. Possibly i is not to be construed
with am=mm@=rg but rather refers to certain denizens

of heaven that are the topic on hand. The poet is
struck to find all their wants answered by a mere tree. -

Notes to II. 202—(i) Having introduced 3§ as constitut-
ing the essence of a variety of Alamkara as well as of
guna, Dandin guards against the possibility of every

#o7 necessarily containing the wagsg®R, and
vice versa. In @rgd the emphasis is primarily upon
PAHAT.

(ii) Dandin apparently recognises only 8 w¥s, ignor-
ing 7, the ninth. This is in conformity with the
older view; compare ar=mmy vii. 98.

Notes to II. 293-294—(i) Udbhata thus defines FSRa
(p. 51)— . ‘
%ﬁmf FHETR RO |
AENT T WHE A S SR wey |

A good example of it is Malatimadhava iii, 12—
T TUSFSTT TR ey
ant at R sgerimnter aE: |
B AR AT |
TR SRy aga ey a0

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.

Agnipurapa (345.18) and Bhamaha (iii. § )—
WS A R
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Udbhata (p. 51) adds the extra line—
FrErEFLRNT e |
Rudrata (vii. 42)

g ﬁﬁ%ﬁq@,ﬂﬁqﬁﬂﬂ?ﬁmﬁj@ \
JITATEASY T JeI T4 @ T2 0

Bhoja (iv. 80)—

firg argRewlgiaed 7: g githn

FuFEElT s v g day 0
Ruyyaka (p. iii)—

TN AR g |
Mammata (Ullasa x. p. 828)—

TG 134T qreETEEee T |
Vagbhata (iv. 108)—

STCRICGT 35 FERHAT Fegel |

fafer s wEnReRe qur 0
Vagbhata (p. 36)—

WA wERE: |
Hemachandra (p. 263)—

SFIRRh: g |
Prata‘.parudriya (p. 446)—

Ol TR T SRR, Frfaetee |
A g . g

Ekavali (viii. 29)—
I3 ST TAT TAT: FHTREERETRE |
il gt wi RgwRa |
Sahityadarpana (x. 61)— »
TR AT WEAT AR |
Kuvalayananda (67)—
qaieli<h g T g WU |
and Jagannatha (p. 409)—
AT W SR,

[ —ii. 297
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(ii) Most of the definitions (except those of Bha-
maha or Bhoja) contemplate the necessity of distin-
guishing an ordinary case of ayzl from ggiai<e. Thus
Tewi o9 is a round about way of saying that the =
is ¢ool and holy ; but it is a case of pure w@fef or sug-
gestion, and not an instance of g, Why ? Dandin,
Bhamaha, and the earlier writers would answer that
there is no poetic pretext (9, &) that makes the
periphrasis peculiarly charming. Writers who adopted
the =N theory would reply that if the sentence is
uttered merely with the primary purpose of telling us
just the location of the village, and consequently if
the Zier and grgwE come in only by way of a back-door
suggestion, then it is not ugEis. If, however, the
direct object of the speaker were to tell us that the ziw
is FeTEafafie, and if the writer merely says =137 arg:
or even AR I#: with an emphasis on wgT, the case
does not differ from an ordinary ugigi<s except that
the instance is =WERIFT or unpoetie, perhaps. In
other words in Wit the sygad (eqrfe) is itself the
gT=11¥ or primarily intended, though it is not conveyed
as a qr=qrd, but only wRFRM. Mammata means the
same thing when he writes in his Vritti—agR9r=4y q9
=FIN I g AT 7 adr=rg | Compare also the 5819 on
the passage :—( aly 4Fd4: wftwgeaar @ quifeRiy 4r

At & wfaem @ify i

(iii) Ruyyaka, Vidyanatha, and Vidyadhara go a
step further. They not only require that the ugief=y
should convey the w7 or the ¥¥ sense primarily .
but also that the exact mode or w5’ of conveying it
be by describing the effects of it, or the cause of it, or
by an analogue of it—the last two modes béing re-
cognised by Jagannatha. Compare the Rasaganga-
dhara (p. 415}—srf TaR: FRm F0W qrsm BT T
FA, sy FORT FAGPNER Sl datemaer 3
qg@idag: | This last is a limitation of the sphere of
the figure which is not generally recognised. h

~{iv) Paryayokta along with t
¥) Fary: _&la Wo or three other
ok ras has played in the hands of Bhamaha and

TN !
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others the same role that was subsequently assigned to
WY, Jagannatha (p. 415) observes on the point' as fol-
lows—afeRre Wmﬁaﬁqﬂaawaﬁq ey gy A
YFAFARTERT T IR AT A=A 7 & gengf-
FH an%ngf‘w?ﬁer g wm?ﬁwmgammrmwmﬁa
=ity qwrﬁaoﬁwmam farsfian: | emee adift yrgrayem:
er:ﬁﬁ@ejr i | 7 agvarEel a’ramqglg Bcoill G
o8 W AR A B | A AAAAAF R 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 u&ga hut they are not therefore of co-

~ ordinate or equal importance; and there is not be-
tween the two any relation of @iz etc, as there is
in Samasokti (including under the figurs WHF@HSWHT as
defined by modern writers—see our Note (ii) to ii. 205).

Hence @wadifw and widi=s are adequately differentiated
from one another.

(vi) Bhoja gives (p. 457)—
T RIGRT AT T AR m&gmit
&Q aasl FQ Fetes FaRd Rvd {3 0
as an example of fmEe W, 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 @rmrEa
variety.

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

AT SR, |

srTgafaaTEered I, 9 FHTRad |
Bhamaha's illustration from Rajamitra (iii. 10) points
to a similar conception of the alamkara. Vamana

e A P SR R A S
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kes a new category alto‘geth.er in as muc?x as
ﬂmeadeﬁ::srr E:t{ (iv. 3. 29) as—deaTEe] R SEAEEL lltlltll-
strating it by the verse a=fl qt.‘-rzzlqugéraar e;tc.. 3]i;rlom e

i vadiya, Act iv, wit e remark—
Z;;:;g;;: ;@;‘ g oA samEan ciq%ﬁ | Ruyyaka de-
fines the figure as—HTMRATA FI@ gheed, and quotes
Dandin’s example ; and Mammata does th.e_ san.le
thir-xg". Finally Jagannatha gives the definition In
these words—UuHH RISIE] mﬁmmmmwmﬁ{ﬁ-»
T gt |

(ii) The figure-of-speech known as @g=sx (not re-
cognised by Dandin) involves also a number of co-
operating causes, and the distinction between ‘HW
and gty (i e @afq) is thus formulated in the Alam-
karasarvasva (p. 161)—[a7] 3wy & =F @il @rasas
g FA FFASAATA mﬁﬁwﬁéw g Tr%s m;ﬁfaw
sgamaaREsy @g=g: | To the same effect also Jagan-
natha (p, 490)—aarst R G F14 Fragaw=arHRasAIad
FROR G a5 daray @ fawa: | aifireg GgETTRNR
TR GUIERIG FIETE @ FAAT SARHERET duata el
9 7 FrfERE: 4 |

(iii) Bhoja distinguishes between different varieties
of this figure according as the @grEnfy is Iamar or srawar,
and according further as each of these is srHRW=#T or
gfgg. Dandin’s example he gives as sirwRmET EcEnil
TErETH: | : ‘

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)—
SRR AR TH JRATFIIGAT: |
N T ey g |
] =1 f3g: |
ARSI 79, 99, ASrag=ay |
Udbhata (p. 53)— o .
- SrRiEEg AR T aye |
ST AT
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Ruyyaka (p. 183-184)—
FRIEAERITAEETTH, | TFUTARITRRG = | ‘
Mammaia (x. p. 831 ff.)—
TR TegA: Foegaat ﬁqamq !
Viévanatha (x. 94 f.)—

Al PR RN T = |
731 TEGAEITE WeAt IR WA U

(ii) Some writers refuse to recognise the figure.
Thus Hemachandra observes (p. 293)—sare g m
seMiRRER ST | R | AT 7 g @R qar
sgaree: | It will be noted—and Udbhata lays it down
as a distinct condition—that the AgrgeraRa must be in-
troduced only subordinately. As Pratiharendurija ob-
serves (p. 54)— 7 @eas HAITETASA ATFAAEERR=RATHIAAIR |
TR eATRATL | T T CHTRETETRE @ Al aeR-
ECIE Rl LU eI FARR IR SIS IPC ISR R i
FaEaAEFIRes A | This disposes of the second
objection of Hemachandra and serves to distinguish
g from WA,

(iii) The sgrel which is Ffdauiaa< is not mere &wmHIRA;
cp. Note (iii) to ii. 9-13. The :Alamkarasarvasva also
distinguishes ST from Wi (STAAFRTEN: THAATRRTRTT)
but this last is understood by Dandin in quite a dis-
tinot sense (cp. ii. 364 ff.). The words of Ruyyaka are
these (p. 183f)—taidrnl WA% o FATIZEITOAH | aiZaerad
AR SEFRET | a:rrwrmmfﬁzﬁgﬁw af@ﬁ quid
qrfﬁsrf%rﬁrzrﬁﬁa?wﬁammg?fml ;

Notes to IL. 304—(i) A few leading definitions of Apahnuti
are given below— '

" Agnipurana (345. 18) same as Dandin,

Bhamaha (iii. 20) and Udbhata (p 59)— .
mgﬁwﬁw CREaE Conriniier: I N
z@mﬁ@"ﬁw Fpery e =par N

' [ﬁerq ia;qa g?} n Udbhata]

94 [ Kavyadaréa
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v Rudrata (viil. 57)—
STgrETZIRY JEERE FA g8 !
SRR Hfi’ra Cl rq%znqgf-a |

Vamana (iv. 3.5)—
FAA TG 1

Bhoja (iv. 41)—
aglIge PR
MoeraeieEr 3 @ fEdR

Ruyyaka (p. 50)—

i Mammata (x, p. 735)—
; St ARSI, AR gl ¢
Vagbhata (p. 39)—
gEaR aﬁmwsrq‘mgf?r: !
Vagbhata (iv. 86)—
iy AdITgaEH |
T I FEARIG R 7o 1
Kesavamisra (p. 34)—
| fRrTge FRmmdaRa araghi: |
g . Hemachandra (p. 281) — »
} S SIS SETRTagIt: |
! . Vidyadhara (p. 380)—
; R Ay areERY smgﬁ( !
Viévanatha (x. 38f.)—
st AR wRIgh: |
vﬁwﬁ#wﬁaﬁa@mﬁm 0 L
T MY A @rrcemgﬁr |
Jagannatha {p. 2?8}—-—

g |
; V!Sveﬂvara (p. 235)— : :
md Achutaraya (vm. 131}——
R 3
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(ii) It will be seen that while the majority of these
definitions require that there should be a sort of a
similarity between the thing negated and the thing
asserted, Dandin does not admit that necessity. A
LUEERE G2 amgra, according to Dandin, constitutes what
he calles gwmgaEys (see Note (iii) to ii. 95). The Alarh-
karakaustubha clearly states the position (p. 235)—

%ﬁimwmﬁ |7 U e e af gei—

g TR Ay TeaE Tee, sAEETRRERARETg: |
3@@ AR fRETgE TR ... g |

Bhoja, as we have seen, admits both cases.

(iii)- For the distinction between Fugld and e,
consult Note (ii) to ii.'66; and for that between aiﬁf& .
and 31 (or ﬁnfﬂﬁﬁ) our Note (ii) to ii. 265.

Notes to II. 305-308—(i) Danc_lin gives only two varieties
of sugfy, viz. ﬁwqgﬁ @'@'ﬂ‘:{gﬁ[ Rasagangidhara
gives the varieties argqg and Sz which are based
upon a different principle of division. So also are the
divisions into arsdt where the negation is directly con-
veyed and df where it is suggested by words like %9z,
v, 9, g3, %A, 54, 99 o, 9RWH, ete. More im-
portant is the six-fold division given by the Kuvalaya-
nanda (stanzas 25-30), viz. 715, ¥g, W, W=, 3%, and $@@.
Of these the first variety is a normal case of Apahnuti
which can be mads to include both the varieties recog-
nised by Dandin, while the last is an st sgfa. His
other varieties with definitions and illustrations are
as under— -

Hgﬁﬁ%mamaﬁm%t
R i g @ |
mﬁﬁ%ﬁmwi

T g & afé gatg: g N
w:a%ﬁmwaﬁmaﬁa@l
mwﬁﬁmw % = @l =
SRR AFTaRiEY |
ST WA W FR: 6 A R
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é (ii) In the illustration in il. 305 the-real nature of
; g4 ete. is admitted as perceivable by others: it how-
ever does not hold good in the case of the speaker
himself- In ii. 306 the negated thing is declared to be
entirely void of its very essence: is assigned an alfo-
gether contradictory nature, so that the moon can no
longer be called moon (srmadifafg==%). 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 f4%. In ii. 306 the negation is
absolute as regards its contents and its range. Such
seems to be the basis of Dandin’s distinctiog.

Notes to 1. 308—(i) Compare Note (ii) to ii. 94-95. As we
saw there G can mesn ii. 34 (s/@3dar), ii. 36 (wamea-
dvwr), or ii. 95 (geagae ). In view of the difference
of view noted above, Note (ii) to ii. 304, the temptation
to accept the last of these interpretations isvery strong.
For Dandin must have known the view which makes
@iz the sine qua pon of 3. Bhamaha in any case
knows the view and even adopts it. Differing from
him Dandin considers HI@%%W@% as-a variety of €9.
He consequently mmst have made a slip here or we can
adopt the justification of Ca—gmreTmIIwawgrd | There
is something &= whatever the view we finally adopt.

‘Notes to II. 310—(i) It is rather unfortunate that the same
name (& or Pz ) should signify both a Guna and an
Alamkara. For the nature of the guna see _i\Tote (iid)
to i 43. The alamkara has nothing to do with the

(i) That Slesha involves the use of paronomastic

words, or words conveying more. than ‘oné'sense, m

eded by all. The main controversy is as to whether

M’mg&yd it as azgTEEN only or an sraiewR omg

, s and partly the other. There are .
ith more or less show
lesha upon the
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use of specific words it scems reasonable to treat it as
a IEETSEN and to assign to it a lower place in criticism.
At the same time it is 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 B as exclusively an
STATSFT, as is done by Udbhata and Alarhkarasarvasva-

"kara. Jagannidtha (p. 401-2) gives a clear exposition
of these views in these words—-%nlr BY: TAFTAE AT TR
g | SRR AEETSER aEE] Qﬁz‘ma“mmom%mm
ARTFATATRR | .. . 1 213 e | e RNt
f%%gananm 72 9y Wrm«m@ | EATHTAETETA | covenr venerns
AT Fe FrEfeEa 3R A A AN T TS E T e, \
A reasonable view to hold is that of Mammata (ix, p
626), who observes—3sz SISIMSHNT FRETETGAT A1 AR
SegeateREraRE syafasa | 93 & wieraaiaiaasd anta @
FERNAEH I § aEEd ARRGER g W —as a
commentator explains it.

(iii) Others try to get out of the difficulty by reclog-
nising a distinet variety of smg®y and of erd®w. Thus
Bhoja gives six varieties of mzzBy (ii. 68ff.) viz. ¥,
s, BafRe, 799, 92, and g9r,. Mammata adds two more
varieties to the list: a9 and s, while Bhoja includes:
the former under the 92 variety and the latter under
the xR variety. In these varieties the word-element
is distinotly the all-in-all. For illustrations see, be-
gides the two works in question, Sahityadarpana pp.
457ff., and Alamkarakaustubka pp. 242ff—The erfyy
on the other hand includes the cases where the use
of the paronomastic words brings about prominently a
comparison between the ¥Fa and the 5% statements.
As we have a two-in-one statement in THEIRE so also
we have it in =4%%, 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 ii. 207 understood), but most
other writers including even Bhamaha (iii.14) use 3qama
and 3959 in the very definitions of the figure.—Rudrata
is 50 much inpressed by the different uses to which

Ea
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paronomastic words can_be_put that he makes &y a

" basic principle of subdivision for-alamhkaras along with
aree, <9, and site.  He gives (x. 1 -23) ten "sorts
of ANTBISHNS, viz, ARRM, B, AtE, 9%, o1, IR, W,
o379, aed, and @0uraE. For' illustrations see the
Kavyialamkara itself

(iv) For the distinction of this figure from Samasokti
see Note (ii) to ii. 207. Our remarks there apply to the
developed conception of Slesha leading to sfiqey as it is
found in other writers. Dandin’s illustrations do in-
deed suit the definitions of the later Alarmkarikas, but
his definition is non-commital.

Notes to II. 311—(i) Bhoja quotes this illustation and éhus
comments upon it (p. 465)—«FEYIIHEAFAT SrHey &
TGRS STUSs St R FTRqaR | 3y
[T T Az SIFE G WA | A T IO TR
SPGB &y |

S ———

Notes to II. 312—(i) Bhoja’s comment on the figure is as
follows—er TR T AR AR RemRd ar q aray
TR T g, | e S
AR | o ) SR Tt e 3 ogr TFUEI:
S MR a0 W@ ! ARy ERe SR e
SR FRAPEoN STy |

“Hutss to II. 313—(i) Paronomasia conétitutes the: ingredi-

ent of 50 many figures that a question has bee
i n started
as to y{hgtlger In these several cases the alamkara is
i ;mim?;ﬂy;ﬂlgsha gone,' or the Other figure [syar (ii. 28),
zﬁ {J:i.tS?}, ?H?Q an. 159), safeR= (ii. 185), etc.], or a ggfy
r ‘mixtureof  both. The discussion is
U@hata’s statement (p. 54)— - E é‘started by
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AT RRIREEHTEGATE Ty | gt —IF
AN T ARSI G G A% 3 AEASHUAIATT A -
iRl ATy | 9 e B #aia G o RN
A g ! - | IR afaAnaRiRg: &Y qa
SICED| e v ﬁ‘ﬁ T gae L e 2. s

U 9 ORI "%ﬁwmmmaam \ ﬁ@ﬂw@m
sﬁ%rmmmra TR TEIT T G0 veveervaens Sege Bue Si-
CEEICIE N gfﬁ&lwr'—é‘w AEHA wﬁagmu A
,* G—TSFN (3 ST FAHITARIE: wamr@nm | a @
f.')' TUFHICETIT TARATET ARG | veerveennn | @ SSEAIEHR-
. Far Raq: B FIEN T @ DVIHEEARE . ArgHIEAf
amee @7 g@earg: U The most reasonable view to hold
% is thatit all depends upon the particular circumstances
E of the case, and these differ in different illustrations, so ~
that no hard and fast rule of universal application can
bé laid down.

Notes to II. 314-315—(i) Dandin’s classification is some-
what peculiar. Bhoja. gives the varieties fisug-sifyus,
| Aitrr-afatsy, EmeE-atiasE.  Bhamaha, after de-
fining the figure (111 14) as—
IUATH I ATTGIRTET AT |
Uikt A | Pog ariivdray U
gives illustrations for Bys involving @afF, wwar, and
g respectively as under—
PR AT TET eI |
AT FET A A U
Tl SR AT FE: SrEn: |
smafed fageny s g9 &g |
GAATARITAETA, TS o |
AGETATAAAIT Hexragaaar Ul
It will be seen that the last example is RYI=H ¥GIAT
(ii. 50), the second, a regular BwAr (ii. 28), while the
first has greatest affinity with ii. 316.

Notes to II. 316 —(i) Bhoja reads AR f&aan: instead of
T g | His comment is (p. 467)—ers #ifa saeat
Bt @t gt o PosrganERIEERmRT dm Aufari: |

L Y
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Notes to II. 317—(i) Bhoja (p. 466) explains the poingtl}a;‘l:{;
s e Pt A 5 Peafyaerer ST agEd —
T g PaR: AiHeIRR: afbmemr: s@ arhm%sﬁ;? %
T GEeAT WE | agar—reEegEd | e Eﬁmsfrmz: l ‘ = |
Ao wronremvereenns | ERART 1 302 | SATHQETOT: g faRgaT:
£ 6 TN+ < o |

i in ii 2 below we have
Notes to II. 318~ (i) Here as also in ii. 322'\ R
a combination of B¥afsy with the afREy of f%v:r'c]' as
exemplified in ii. 334. TFor the distincetion of this from
gfirr see Notes to ii. 330 below.

Notes to IL. 319-320—Most writers with the exception of,
besides Dandin, wry, S%2, A, aWE, and ©9%,—to say
nothing of ¥ and wifiguw,—admit a figure of speech
called 9f%& which consists in a grvererdi.  An ex-
ample will explain the nature of this figure—

2 ' AR 7 By = TRy AR |
4 %maa};ﬁmwmﬁ%mﬂ\"
The Sahityadarpana (p. 563) from which this illustra-
tion is taken goes on to observe — BT AT ArFSTEIAGT
‘ wwmmmmqmﬁnﬁﬁqﬁgﬁmaﬁg 07~
SR g | - -
Notes to IL. 321-322—(i) It is difficult to distinguish ii. 321
from ii. 87, the illustration of a fgzeus. All that we
¢an say at the utmost is that in ii. 87 the identity with
a lotus is giveh an exclusive prominence, while here
the king receives atleast as'much prominence as g& or
#5323 It cannot at the same time be Byrqar illustrat-
ed in ii 28 besaus?e"thbre‘is an absence of any IgaISy-

@) to 1i, 87'and Note (1) to it. 318
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Bhamaha (iii. 22)—
wwEre fi gt |
RS AR R e N
Udbhata (p. 58)—
o, FREE TR FRTgA e, |
[CreeiBrIcisiEapista M
afiam Rifeae fifrerEaae = |
¥ ' T ey (g ey TR Siedras: |
Vamana (IV. iii. 23)—
TERTAEIET SRR SR |
é, % Bhoja, same as Dandin.
Ruyyaka (p. 126)—
FROEES FHIIGeareRfa: |
Mammata (x. p. 800)—
fRMRRERy FOy weE: |
and Jagannatha (p. 437)—
SIEHOTESIEHTRERR  aoaHe SRgar iR
Qf¥H: | —compare his definition of Vibhavana—
' FRTE R ATATI T SRR FrR T A |
(ii) While Vamana’s definition of this figure (which
he illustrates by q‘g% a7 gETEITRETEd Us9H) is put down
by later writers as a case of &% (as Jagannatha says:—
m%@mﬁm@ﬂﬁwﬁ \ 71 Rigraaid & i Reramafa-
TR 74 RN erg RARE A U= -
e Fead | 3 zed T9Faasy ) it must be admitted 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
diffcult to accurately distinguish this figure from
Fremay (if. 131), weda (il 133), and frerear (1. 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 [ KavyadarSa ]
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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 conditions, and (v)
absence of special hindrances,—all co-operating to
produce the normal result,—we have—

IN FROTST

Principal cause absent *

.

} —Effect absent ;
Accessory causes present

- IN ST
Principal cause present

}—-Eﬁeot absent; *
[ Extra circumstances lacking?] J

IN fwm==T 1ST KIND

Principal cause absent

Extra circumstances inferrable

IN f&9Ts«T 2ND KIND
Prineipal cause absent

" }—-Eﬂ'ect present ;.

. }-—Eft’ect present ;
Exceptional natural circum-

stances inferrable *
IN faRi ,
Principal cause present —Effect present
through greatness
but with special hindrances of cause; *.
) IN #1%g (Bhoja iii. 18)
Principal cause present
—Eff. < *
[ %2 unpropitious?] } ect absent.

The point of the .figure in each case i i
8 the it
marked by an asterix (¥), o

————

mwn. 32'4—(i) Bhoja reads (p. 431) Srqangg for G-
m ,Hls, comment on the stanza is—ars mﬁm‘m
1 I A S ARR o aer e ady |

4

.




195 | Notes [ —ii. 330

Notes to II. 325-;-(i) On this stanza Bhoja observes—er 3a-

FAFATHIITT AT qinTe FAagReAiR queiT SuTaRe:
st | & SRR g e EerTat [ARwTa: |

Notes to IL. 326—(i) Bhoja (p.432) explains the point thus—
aﬂ‘{“§ﬁmﬁﬁ@fﬁ fvat SET IONEE SRR S |
¥ gAY BeRsead AR |

Notes to II. 327— (i) Bhoja remarks—3fy IURGIAMN SISH-
fiseRg: FTHTEESERRE | SRR aRsTaEeEad
f339™%: | Bhoja however is not correct in supposing
that the Xg is here expressed. The real¥g is the #EINA
of the glances which is to be understood,

Notes to II. 328-329—(i) Bhoja reads SR for MEdad -
His remarks are—ers Wi ZeaTMaFTFaTRREFR Y J3d-
AT WEHTET YATIATRA g Astieqan guferterd | Semiaee-
PRI FeT RS AT AR R |

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

ST GHIFGYIARA AN |
RIS 351 &1 g U

Kuvalayananda (43, 45, 46)—
qutATIREReT AT SR g |

f%arfa%“rgaq e

ﬁ';?'@@ et g gERTE I
‘and Jagannatha (p. 317)—

SFARATISAN a1 Qe mAiaTegen A |

{ii) It will be noted that more than one conception
of this figure is ourrent amongst the Alamkarikas,
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Vamana. Bhiamaha, Viagbhata, Ktiva.lay'alna,nda,kars.z,
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 circums’tanc_es we
will have to keep close to our author’s conception of
the figure and try to distinguish it from ﬂw
(ii. 46), gegarirwn (il 48), <ius (il 97), gwrEn=s (il 205),

By (ii. 310 ff.), srowgasRiar (ii. 340), =rerg (il 343) and .
fimsi (il 348). To begin with, in mfequar (cp. the 1

illustration in ii. 47) the S is not intended /to be

extraordinarily superior to the 3% and the THi®LT be-~ ‘
tween them is not directly expressed, but is saia iny H .
whereas in geENTer there are things decidedly sup- @1
erior or P@s with which an inferior thing is joined :
in an assertion. The % (not the @mwy) is direct,
and not left to be suggested. Further, the intention in
the present figure is either &gfq or fa=gr, and this is

absent in sfeaeqmar

(iif) In gy (il 48) we have the superior and 4
inferior relation between the things and an attempt to
equate them, as in geiRar.  But while in the former
39T is consciously sought to be expressed by reference
to identical f&ar (or m), in the latter the SuwT relation is
subordinate and the point of it is not fully brought
out. Further in geRIRrEr the desire to praise or blame
is prominently present, the same being absent in the
IYT variety. )

(iv) Consider the ius illustrations in ii. 99, and
ii. 100. In these there is - ~ sify=mdi relation and no Fi
wgfifmar 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 TR is quite obvious.

(v) In a wa®iIRs the two. things are gs%, neither
being by nature s or . Besides, only one of
th?m (s5a or wwEq) is expressed directly, the other

_ being 5dfiq only. Nor is there here any conscious de-

‘ f‘ %a;ira; to praise or blame, In R, besides the srfys-
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& relation and gfifermRiT, we are required to make
an express mention of the two objects compared.

(vi) Though the illustration of a B9 (ii. 310f.) might
offer points of comparison with gepRifier, the figure
29 always turns upon an unmistakable peculiarily
which is its sufficient distinctiveness. The parono-
masia in ii. 3329 is not intended or indispensable.

(vii) Aprastutapradarhsa as Dandin conceives it in-
volves i, if not &g or f=T, but there is an absence
of s relation, and an implication of s&gd through
¥5Egd statement, in place of the direct statement of the
two found in a geRERS.

~ (viii) Vyajastuti (ii. 343) involves g (or fa=ar) but
it is feigned. And it i a T made of a certain thing
which might not be joined with any thing else in
simile. A geyfrar is necessarily based upon a
relation between at least two things.

(ix) In figz the G between the two things is not
a well-established fact so that we could know before
hand which is iUiEs or yifwes. The ¥ is evolved
just in the very act presented to our eyes.

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

Agnipurana (344. 28)—
YTt AT JeERT=SAERT: |
foRragem At gt e 0
Bhamaha (iii. 24) and Udbbata (p. 59)—
quier T e a1 ety [v. Loa]
o a7 [v.1. TF] Rl R 4 fggen: [v.] s=gal
Rudrata (ix. 30)—
R, oAt O Fa AT AT |
TEAEEIT GHFES Hata @ & 0
Vimana (IV. iii. 12) and Ruyyaka (p. 121)—
frgrwradd o |
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Bhoja (iii. 24)—
fakrereg TRrTT SRERAELer: |
ST SRS fwwe | i
Mammata (X. p. 807)—
A iRy fAeede Ig=:
Vagbhata (iv. 121)—
Iy R feed I IR deaa | ¥
TREIFTIIR @ A &Y qar ,
Vagbhata (p. 38)— 1
SRRy R IR | @Ry g srereEEard ¥
Kesavamisra (p. 35)— ‘

e % | g RRATY R fregaar sdhad
= | g gy AQ(Panleafy aslsarET
fatra: lmﬁaﬁﬂqmmzfgﬂ%l

Hemachandra (p. 269)— -

st RQumrEr Ade:
Vidyadhara (viii. 33)—

el Ry sl iy g 1
Vidyanatha (p. 416)—

InTa e AR 1
Visvanitha (x. 68)—

sfergfmarien qunfdfafeny: |

e e g g=dw ar fier 0

feehT Wl RQGE gl |
Kuvalayaranda (st. 75)—

HTTEd T Rl a9

iy af- 2re gt a9 aRa
Jagannatha(p 427)—

TR ORISR sﬂ%ﬂr&az‘méﬁhﬁmﬁmﬁwnm
, YRR a1 B: !
Visvesvara (p. 321)—
o sl R g5 w&%@r g: 1
'W a(viu. m;— _
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(ii) The figure is said to be zmsT when a word like =1f%
is used in the statement; otherwise it is w75, This
division is however disputed (cp. Rasagangiadhara
p. 428 ). It is called 35§ when not based upon =¥ or
paronomasia. Dandin’s last example (ii. 339) is
Byge®. The ten-fold division of the figure given by
most writers is, like that of @yEIRs or dius, based
upon the four-fold @%a of words recognised by gram-
marians. Jagannatha (p. 428) rightly calls this classi-
fication 3@y, Bhoja gives four kinds, viz. s,
G, s, and 3gq. Rudrata gives 13 varieties,
denying the validity of sniE=afaly, and adding 4 addi-
tional varieties (cp. ix. 33, exemplified in ix. 41-44) not
generally recognised by other alamkarikas. Dandin’s
classification is based on no definite principles.

(iii) Virodha enters into the composion of a number
of other figures such as Igqr (ii. 33), &= (ii. 84), fu=
(ii. 109), ete., while figures like T or certain varie-
ties of 19 are, on ultimate analysis, special kinds of
fidw only. Cp. the list of fUuge® figures on p. 69
above, as also Note (iii) to ii. 199. Hemachandra in
fact even observes (p- 272) —wq ¥ FETERNIHIGI(-
RATEHATITaAEo: JUTSHERAT d ar=qi: | B gt |
The Kavyaprakasakara however takes a different view.
These alamkaras, as being special cases of Q9 and
having a distinct charm of their own, can be considered
as independent figures. For he says (about er&w@,
p. 871)—uur = RAwarfEr a B .l YR RSRERo -
ER: |

(iv) Strictly speaking every poetical identification
such as §& #A=H involves an element of fara; but that
has to be ignored. Jagannatha observes (p. 430)—

1% R wdwrad Al 99 SRR IERIEREad ¥ @ aresn g

‘ﬁﬁamlqaam wmﬁﬁmﬂmaqﬁﬂ%ﬁm -
ARG | e tﬁﬁaﬁ%gmﬁms@m R > DO
ﬁﬁ%mﬁgmmﬁm&mqn

(v) Dandin and Bhamaha are alone in putting fa3-
a3 specially into the very definition of this figure.
Other definitions imply this.
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(vi) In ii. 339 the reading ganard ete. for IE GG

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

Notes to II. 340-342—(i) Dandin understands srFgasRi@T in

the literal sense of STSEgaEY [segaf=r¥] s=i@r, and se
strietly limits the application of this figure to 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—

Bhamabha (iii. 28)—
AfFRIEITE FEgRRT 1 @%r '
STSRGIIRI &7 35 Hoarq) 74r

Udbhata (p. 61) reads the second line thus— -
STRGTRINY TEgATgaa=r I

Vamana (IV. iii. 4) and Vagbhata (p. 36)—
[Srre] gt [evmeegrama:] sraegasriar &

Bhoja (iv. 52)-—
ITRGRITT RITTE I1 JgRY: |
@ﬁ AT T I AT = drsgy
Ruyyaka (p. 104)—
I, ARG FRFRIE 1) 7 Sl(gﬁ'ﬂfﬁ-
_ TSGR |
Mammata (x, p. 750)—
SASEIAISRITT IT |1 9 SRGAHT |
w1 AR T RN ey |l
TG TRIH JASR 7 g
Vagbhata (iv. 134)—
RiET BRI TRy e |
: ﬂm g §aFem a7
R R & %t% & A Sefy |
FritE: gell 9% TReEReg: |
Jagannatha (p. 402)—
R TR ARSI =2 e ReoT
FIRR = QW?( AT ISRIET, ‘adding in explsi?::-
han SR T T, T g gl |

A ¥

it
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R AR

(ii) It will be seen that while to later writers—
arsr@awﬁﬁa ﬂ@ama“na is arsr@sxmr
to Dandin— :
am@anﬂaﬁa mﬁf\mﬂiﬁ is arsr@asriim.
This has sa.ved Darpdin from the necessity (i) of dis-

_tinguishing this figure from GATEIRE, sii=a4TE, B, ote. ;

and (u) of explaming the circumstances which make
it possible for the segd to suggest wega: These oir-
oumstances 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 below a tabular statement based on the Kivya-
prakasa—
[ () =¥ FEga SRR
(i) T g FRET,
arvegeatar < (iii) arrey ey FRWITEw
| (o) PR sregd wriTEE
L (v) TR TG FRATRORIE,
Variety (v) further divided into"

| |
A. Useof fgg  B. Throughsyagwly  C. Through

words, fof as in TR (with simple
TrRreqor -+ farrer R alone Paw) weH

Or again, independently, into

, |
Aa, ﬂﬂﬁlmiﬁ‘ﬂ . Bu aTL!{TﬁaW Ot SR

(iii) Bhoja gives for sregasmiar the twofold classifica-
tion into ar<ar and sRigsar, his instance for the latter
being Dandin’s illustration in ii. 341 paraphrased ;
vig,—

maﬁsaﬁmﬁmﬁ@ﬁ*mgwﬁl
%ﬁga%ﬂ%%@@ﬁﬂﬁfﬁﬂ 0

6 [ Kuvyzc‘méa 1
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The Fr=q7 variety he illustrates by—

T TR A IE ATy Jret R

TR & ARl e Jegent

ST I AT T QY AT I
@aw&aaﬁtaﬁrw ot 2oy 1l

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

Bhamaha (iii. 30)—

FURHRRAIEIYRRE geaard, | ) ‘;;
. R fmr gt 7 U
~ Udbhata (p. 61)— ‘ ‘ a
Teeieeraae I g a1
TRIEG, TP SISTegiaal #ar
Rudrata (x. 11)—
i FfeR, = &gk fa=grarr a7 &gy st |
; =T FafRam sarsely: @ fager: |
! Vamana (IV. iii. 24) ‘ i
TR Syt a«:na@%r | :
Bhoja (iv. 56)—
5@ Ir o AT I 71 |
L B R ErEa) A sroRgiRdtery 0
!‘4 ~ Ruyyaka (p. 112)—
: R Prregaiite s |
. ‘Mammata (x, p. 815)—
TG Frar iRt ST | ,
Hemachandra (p. 276)— .
- - g | 4 -
_ Vidyadhara (viii. 30)— =
T S gD R Ty Rl |
- Rt gitvwrer 3 gl
Vzdyanaﬂn (p. 443)—

e A= o1 Ay

« Wiﬂm%wm@ﬁ%ﬁqam
mdamtha(pbdzlﬁ}—-




&
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(ii) It will be noted that all writers except Dandin,
Bhamaha, Udbhata, and Vamana consider both fq=ar
&gf: and g faar as the legitimate spheres of this
figure. It is not certain therefore whether Dandin
really would permit the Sgegum which we have put
upon the definition in our Sanskrit Commentary
ii.343". Rudrata gives the figure as a variety of Byge®
figures, and so requires that it be based necesearily
upon paronomasia. Bhoja, finally, makes no distine-
tion between sqrsRgft and ¥ defined as in Kavyadarsa
il. 268. o

(ili) According to Dandin’s view it seems that Lesa
No. 2 is distinguished by the presence of a subtle
element in the praise or blame, while in a sa=EgfA no
such subtle element is necessary. This is the only
distinction between these two figures. Hence we must
oither suppose that Dandin did not intend to accept

- Lefia No. 2 without reserve, or that Bhoja is justified

in making ¥ = =Srgfa.

(iv) In an sTRgASRET there are two things: a 5&gd and
an agd. Further the &Y of the srgd is real and
not intended to be withdrawn. So also the fa=T of the
amga.  The &gfY and ¥y, it is also to be noted, is of
two distinct things: it is not a case that the same
thing is outwardly censured but really praised [and
vice versa), as in a saTSEgf. :

(v) Similarly, while in =qergfd the apparent fa=ar is
to be ultimately set aside, and &fx obtained by im-
plication, the case is not one of simple =¥, in as
much as the ar<q is here entirely thrown overboard—
a thing which does not necessarily happen in an
ordinary =f. Cp. on the point Jagannatha (p. 416)—.
wa U8 e AR | R e | A
A gz | o L

(vi) Bhoja quotes both the examples given by Dandin
and remarks (p. 410)— G ARVRINHEBIMRH JIF |

(vii) In ii. 345° °459® is a better reading than ‘gz,
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 figsia or fagalr are here assembled. The figure is
- not recognised by ¥Ra, srguw, ®2, WX, *mfﬁg and
. both the F¥Es.—

Bhamaha (iii. 3: )-- _ _
. i RARme aRdeesda
) | ﬁg{m a ﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁ:ﬂ 1
. Udbhata (p. 62)—
‘ ma@wvﬂ aaar-LaT I T |

o QT R U

'Vamsna (IV. iil 20)—

e aa'e.efiawwqa forry
Bhoja (iii. 31)—

LI m@ q: ﬁl’a& Eﬂ%ﬁiﬁql

FiEwa aeg 9% ¥ w4 |
Ruyyaka (p. 76)—

EATERAT AT TG TR srf%ﬁ%mw fﬁaﬁm \
H&mmm (x, p. T44 1) —

ﬁaﬁmmmﬂmﬁmr
: Bl = qrr |

 Vidyadhara (viii. 19)—
SRRFERT 0 Gaar 757 Fegire |
TRREEAT a1 R a1 R 0

Vidyanatha (p. 433)—

R |
: Rﬁ!ﬁﬁ'&m T T3 7 AR 0
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1 . Jaganaatha (p. 389)- < : { :
o y SroEEel At | ‘

* and Visvesvara (p. 262)— v '
: : [ i’ ﬁr ﬁ Se \ } 2 %
o R wOEE e i

_ (ii) It will be observed that Dapdin, Bhamaha, i E

- .. -Vamana, and others admit what is known as the Srqa- i
‘f‘& Begiar as the only variety of the figure, while Mam-

mata and most other writers admit an additional

r variety. Dandin’s conception of this figure has the

. . advantage of keeping true to the etymologioal semse

%ﬁ of the figure. , R '

‘ (iii) This draefeser is the same as the TvagRgATRAT

of Ruyyaka, Viévanatha, and most later writers. As

i Appaya Dikshita observes in his Chandrika (p. 74—

i TR GO SR GeRRda dvald guat WiER L To the

« v same effect also Jagannatha (p. 345). The second, and

g@‘:‘ with later writers, the more usual variety is H&EgE-

~ gzAr divided into aetEaar and wewifyERer, 8 good
example of the former being Mudrarakshasa (vii. 6)—

IgFRrEEETERS a5 e el :
. R ¥ SRR I FAI |
FeemaRATRaEe: i IS

* A 3 T SRR Rt Sieftotore: U
The qualification which requires a freufafees 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 agwEd variety, we need not
enter in details into the exact scope of the figure as
also its distinction from &=, 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 fagat
one or two minor principles of sub-division. The
similarity is directly: asserted in the statement or is
left to be inferred.. The former is %g the latter,
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g% Further we have cases when there is a complete
z9=q statement given at first, the I i~qs 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 q?rqg, his second (ii. 350),
gwgd. His comment on ii. 354 is—er yefdegenafy
foTRA AR TAAFECSETE, 97 R akQda 9 Ao
TR AT TR EAFIAGANRETS & 7 i |

Notes to II. 351-354—(i) A few other definitions of thls
figure are—

Agnipurana (344, 23)—
FERn: gEwEe w94 gﬂﬂﬁ&mx
Bhamaha (iii. 38) and Udbhata (p. 67)—
TIHS PRl o aeggmraard [ga®Ry v. L)
TR Y TEIR: &1 Far 3o [aam v, L] 0
. Rudrata (viii, 99f )— ,
- o & Hih%ﬁ?m SRrGEUREERT J1: |
@ G S AT 99 W
TAFFGH! VG RFATNGT (347 a7 |
FRARENG F = = 1 |
Vamana (iv. 3. 28)— ,
, S EUIE T LI DR C e D e aﬁﬁs |
: ’Bhoys (1v. 57 .)—
HAET G TR TRy |
fﬁrﬁﬁmﬁﬁﬁam grfamEan
R FR: aRfRh: fenRin
ffeeard s A afy s 0
Ruyyaka (p. 81)—
STMITHTIRE AR agrEay aeifn: |
Mammata (x, p. 817)—
1 wEin: aee 99 A |
a4 Vﬁgbhsta (iv. 119)—
e GEIRR: TR SRR G |
PR Rt e b R 1
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-Vigbhata (p. 38)—
WY Ggifn: |
Ke#avamisra (;5. 36)—
FTETARG: FRIRR: | 61 R — S e ey -
v FORRY |
 Hemachandra (p. 273)—
' TSGR : GEIfa: |
Vidyanatha (p. 400— |
FrATEY 4 R |
FROATTRIGIT ° FEhRnidreTy | ~
-'Viévanitha (x 55)—
gErdw TeRE T3 g g |
a1 g e R R W |
and Jagannatha (p. 357)—
qUETATEE AT age: 98n: |

(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-
seription as in g3w ggrra: far. It is sikeifeass. Ruy-
yaka however goes further and says (p. 81)—ax fdar-
o Poeraman: | a1 [sfimdiRe:] 9 srmreEatrmRre
AAIITAIEAT | | AT B art Ruyyaka
thus recognises, amongst others, a variety of @Eif%
based on FRFUNEIGITIS, giving as an example—
S G gardt ayaqoAen: | Jagannatha refuses how-

ever to recognise this variety. As Alamkarakaustubha

{p. 331) observes—FRIFRUAN: TATIAAGATHFHITOZ AT SN~
g AR 7 TEhe, | TR AT SRR E ¥, |
. ) BTN S gmm 1
PRIERT T E oI ‘
T DGR Feq 39 rm% !

R et f%ﬁaﬁhm]ﬁ%lmmm | The relation
between the two objects brought together in a TS
should be merely gormsrri™ (cp. Panini I iii. 19, vggs-
wqr). Dandin would endorse the view of Jagannitha
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though his conception of fizRER%, as we have seen
(Notes, p. 146-47), is somewhat different. The ASH
illustrated by Dandin in ii. 256 would be considered
by Ruyyaka as @@IfRr; but the very fact that Danpdin
regards it as a separate alamkara proves his non-
acceptance of TaAAYI9YST Heln variety. In none of
the examples given by Dandin for ®Eh<s is there in
evidence a Fd%wW relation, the real cause in ii. 352
and ii. 353 being R¥=«iERg and in ii. 354, probably.

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

are—

Bhamaha (iii. 40)—
RS IR T |
At RIRRET Jar o

Udbhata (p. 69)—

FuERRRe FeRm Rdaey |

srtETd I aRgRvGaT & 1
Rudrata (vii. 77)—

FIREE =N~ Tda1: Baa 7t

FRgTEd a1 SRk 9 oigf: o
Vamana (IV. iii. 16)—

gafgERt qRad+ TiRgh: |
Bhoja (iii. 29£.)—

w@n TN Fg A 1 Ry e |

RafaREwr a1 sRarSEREa |

1 P syagadt aur e |
. et St ffder sagRie:
Ruyyska (p. 152)— :




209 1 Notes [ —if. 357

(i) Two points deserve to be noted. The barter
" ought to be #f§%feqq and charming. An actual com-
mercial transaction howscever noteworthy cannot
be an instance of this figure. Secondly, there ought
to be a regular sales-agent in the transaction. Accord-
ingly a case like—fHRrareanwurt v 9d @ adwnS
qeF@H, or TR IRERT TAT SWR FHIFVT SIeng, where
there is only a sy or fhRE @F@T [FRREEAEH cannot
be a regular 93§ in the normal acceptance of the term
faffwg. Mammata and Jagannitha also are against
admitting ==, while g« and %=5% admit it. Bhoja
attempts to hold the balance evenly by recognising
=gy as a sub-variety of Parivritti. His example
(p. 297) is— ‘ '

Sit dlter STeUrs TR SsaTfely fYererdon |

AifFrer Ez MY FaReeg gEar |

[ sreemt wEnggita: Braaa!

g U9 TR A iRy g U]

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

Notes to II. 357—(i) Vagbhata the author of the sHEyrgara
is the only writer besides wi#g and gf¥eq to recognise
oafi: as a figure of speech. Vagbhata defines it as
(p. 46)— zrdeyrRiasd, while the definition of Bhamaha
(iii. 54) is— _

iRy = FtRREHRRT 7 |

MegearRATrRt JEaEE qger |
Hemachandra (p. 294) declares himself against the
recognition of this figure in the words—eaieg R ReaTs
WEETA oi@eaFe@ Beer: | See his commentary on
the passage. -

27 [ Kavyadarfa ]
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] (ii) At the same time if is necessary to point out
| that the 36 embellishments of speech involving specifie
: emotional modes which are enumerated by Bharata at
the beginning of the 16th Chapter of the Natyasastra, »
and which occur also in J ayadeva’s Chandraloka, '
Maytkha iii, include (along with such things as
IR, SEETEH, SR, S, TRE, ete.) sEf: 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
gelected only one of them for inclusion amongst the
regular wSERs 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 perhaps an absence of interde-
pendence between Dandin and Bhamaha—that Dandin
takes ==l as a regular benediction. Bhamaha gives
two illustrations for the figure. In the first (see our
Com. ii. 357%-") two friends, who have been estrang-
ed from one another by malicious and mendacious go-
betweens, perceive their error, and one of them calls
upon the other to join hands again. On this Hema-
chandra remarks—as 9 & AQERIRRN: VAT (IAARARINE]

i sl g WSt RaeE, | ... vesens | TS STTRITRIATAE
TEerTEaRET 9 EITHNTRISSTOTE 3MRg: | In.the second
example also (see our Com. ii. 357'*-%), Hemachan-
dra points out that the hostile cities have already been
vanquished. Hence, qufaei Aot R0 AIHHSAAT-
+qgga | The illustration given by Dandin is of course
g aiAE 9@ And the same is the case with
Vagbhata. o

o i R s

mm&a@snassw.ﬁi) Before winding up his treat-
mmtnﬁ tk.e regular alamkaras and passing on to a
e m&mn of the mixed alakaras (ii. 360), Dandin
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vindicates the completeness of his list, by remarking
that w3, wdE, Suaress, and SAgEIg, which are
normally given by Alarhkarikas 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
1i. 37; Note (ii) to ii. 26 (where in the last line on
. 90 read ‘Dandin’ for ‘ Bhamaha’); and Note (iii) to
ii. 88.

(ii) The alarhkaras s@=g and @&, though not sepa-
rately given by Dandin, are treated as independent
alamkaras by almost all other writers, including
Bhamaha. The figures STwreds and Ixeae™ 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 STATETE by these two
writers is concerned. As to SBigma, 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 Iege is—to judge from the illustration
of it given by Bhamaha (see our Com. ii. 359*-%) is a
combination of Sy&ERsT with Ru3Rsy and s,
and as Dandin’s sub-varieties often exhibit such com-
bined =y, Dandin is justified from his own point of
view in regarding SAgEYT as SAGAE. Abhinavagupta
in his w=rSES3iaa (p. 41) discusses Bhamaha's illustras
tion for SAegmawra and regards it as a regular variety of

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

[ R
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Notes to II. 359¢<d to 360—(i) It will be remembered that
in ii. 7 €gf® was designated §=10. Later writers make
a distinction between these terms, reserving #gfe for
co-ordinating or THHY mixture and @ for prepondera-
ing mixture or mixture with the srgriFwg relation.
Althongh Dandin is aware of this two-fold method of
mixture he has not deemed it necessary to appropriate
a distinct name for each. Bhimaha, Rudrata, Vimana,
Bhojs, Hemachandra, and the two Vagbhatas have
likewise contented themselves with just one name :
Bhimaha, Vimana, and Bhoja choosing @&f® the
others having fixed upon 9. The later alarkarikas
including 9%, #%2, G4y, and others clearly dis-
tinguish between @WgR and ¥, some adding also a
third category of 3% or afasw.

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

Bhamaha (iii. 48)—

m@m ‘éﬁ@égﬁm s
TR RIS T [gRar 797 |

Viﬁnana (IV. iii. 30f.)—
FSERRATSHERI N TG | aﬁmﬁqﬁa@waﬁ \
Rudrata (x. 25)—

ARt Revgoas grasea |
Wmmwn
Bhoja (iv. 88 ff.)—
Gaiify Rl TewrEE: |
Wﬁwmmﬁﬁa%n
%m&mmr@?qaq

AR RTRRaS Rl det | oemadieny
WWW'WWWW-
W 1 R, RateeseresrEn
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Pratiharenduraja (p. 66)—
FAHTSFIAFRTTE, guH: | RINETIRE Fregrafaai
FERI TR TEATR: TR SHREHCE | TH-
TG § TERITHRGER THRAT TR -
AR | TTRIaTETER ARG EREgTy-
WA | 3 AR E AT I EEs— @ SR
YR

Mammata (x, p. 915 ff.)—
o1 Gefiaut ¥RT A Rl 0

SIECHE S EIIETC S

T A aw%mmmﬁw !

GEAFATY TR TEgE |

R = St e wRERa: )
Viévanatha (x. 98f.)—

fepimieRiant Rafd: dafde

FFIfFasTdm grarEiReEt |

Gfevae =1 waly gfaiag: ga: )

(iii) It will be noticed that Dandin has not yet
treated of the F=ge®rs, and although a mixture of
zreg and ¥ alamkaras is possible, Dandin is not

R primarily thinking of such a mixture but probably a
mixture of two (or more) suic®Rs, 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 3fR=us
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 @&f¥ so as to
include mixtures of g and a4 alarmkaras.

(iv) Should we admit §af® or ¥%{ as an independent
figure-of-speech at all ? This question is analogous to
the question in Indian Logic as to the recognition of
of frereq or R, Ruyyaka (p. 193) gives his con-
clusion on the point in these words—as JuT arEMSHRIN

| ETEERgSN SeEIETARE SIECCrY
mrawmrﬁ SPISE mmd ' Y9
T QAR T | SemREEaE amﬁm@ﬂwm
R | T FEGEATE R 3 | @ Fades &5 |
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Notes to II. 361-362—(i) In the first half of ii. 361 there is
an 3@ statement which can stand by itself. The 3uar
is thus the principal figure. The gaigurfedl considers
the figure in the first half to be ¥&&r; but nf&al can
be an SyHMEEEEE though not actually enumerated by
Dandin. In the second half we have an S RIC Lo
based upon 4. The particular statement about the
invasion of the beauty of the face by lotuses is corro- v
borated by the general fact that, given #%iai and U,
any body can invade. The awkwardness of the gen-
eral statement containing a pronoun (uyi) referring to
a noun in the particular statement can be got over by
making T =uy Si&=H, Nor is the difficulty so very
serious at -all. We need not accordingly make the
figure a &g instead of an sfi-ae=urd, as suggested by
some commentators,

(ii) Dandin has not apparently given an illustration
for dui @amear.  The stanza ii. 362 (ep. ii. 2262P) sup-
plies the deficit. But it is omitted in most Mss. and E
Cb quotes the stanza with the remark — gmEeqET
AGERERS 552 | It may be added in passing that
Bhoja gives as his example for this kind of g&f$ (which
he calls feavgewaf®) the extra stanza fusiy qugm: ete.
mentioned in the variants to ii. 226 above. Even the
garguriet does not notice ii. 362 ; and surely it would
have been possible for Dandin, without repeating him-
self, to give another instance for guwadaf if he had
thought it necessary. Woe should in this connection
recall the fact that Dandin has not given illustrations
for all the w=fi9% ‘or the srwdys varieties. Compare
our Commentary to ii. 104 ff, «

Aveie—.

Notes to IL. 8363.—(i) Of the three figures-of-speech con-
tained in ii. 361 the relation-between 3y and sreqramey

is perhaps muph more immediate than that between

and IwT; but it would be Incorrect to sug-

gest that the former is AT and the latter GHEIET.

M%B&mer, By forms, as Dandin himself says ii. 313,

‘the ingredient of quite a large humber of figures, with
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which it generally has an sg1fg+a relation. Compare
our Note to ii. 313 and the illustrations in ii, 28, ii. 87,
ii. 159, ii. 185, ete. In fact there is no figure-of-speech
the charm of which cannot be heightened by introduc-
ing an element of &Y 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) It 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 yaguiiesi remarks—eaIReaT I9T-
TRgqugiTTFIAY, IR JIERIGAET | o STHR:
GHgEEaT FRIRGY Gl AR OERER 3l We
should in this connection recall Dandin’s earlier
assertion (ii. 13) about @aEIRF—TESERIT TTHS HRIT-
Jiogay | 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 gRifxnsiifag (@ work which has been brought to light

‘only a few months ago in a solitary and fragmentary

ms. from the South ) he says—amemRigzsEd aREaoTi-
I GRS GG TR AW FETE SHAaf gEgeE:

’ - R | The 3353 of a Sastra proceeds from its

description of facts as facls. In a poem the IRy is,

‘m the words of Jayaratha (p. 8), a HRuRRERT =M,

“or as another puts it, a JgrEpTERING: | (‘ompare also—
fird ARG o SfrRiey |
FRAreae a1 AT aERiRneRTEar N
" (iii) Bhamaha’s conception of g can be gathered
from the following passages in his work—(i. 36)—
TR RERY qramSER:— where g®if3n is given as a
part of his definition of alamkara; (cp. Abhinava-
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gupta’s comment— G {2 FHAT AT A FHaT SlwIToT
@Wﬁﬁmﬁmmmwma ); (i 30)—g<k %-
QR aRFara—where he tells us, like Dandin,
that g&i<s and &rEIRe constitute the contents of all
poetic writing; (ii. 34, 35)—where he intends to say
that the Jaxif style, in spite of its s@Tg, %gan, or xS,
will be no better than a sweet choppy music, if devoid
of ggrqm and F%ifn; and that, per contra, Gaudiya poe-
try with its many alamkaras, provided it is not vulgar
or confusing and has some sense to convey, is also not
unacceptable; and lastly the-oft-quoted verse (ii. 85)—

By @ (v. L. @9y Rt faarea |

TAredt R HRI: RSHERET 5T 1
which, coming as it does in connection with his treat-
ment of SiiEENfRE, leads to the equation siRRFNRE = a1y
which Mammata (x. p. 906) and Hemachandra (p. 267)
distinetly lay down—iﬁir R frERne soeeERey | af

e @R | Other testimony to this extended
application of the term %1% is Alarhkarasarvasva (p.8)-

: gRerEpTERTTTRRETIa T e amReRa seTaT
mmtw T T FEre SRR | erfivge

TERERAT O TS | ... - | STAREERA: T forum:
e | SHeERAREISIaE #ed @ srreiREny &t 2
ERgad | And again (p. 177)—aRiRrosqaSREaRT=IES)-
figremRRY @¥d: | To the same effect also w1fiFEay in

his s=n@Fe=H (p. 208)— fiemiRrear Y7 gt aﬁrﬁﬁ.
STEBICTE T Voo v enensens | SRR Jq1HT: \ Jarfenfin:

mﬂm‘ Compare also Kavyadarfa ii. 220.

(iv) As against this earlier conception of TRRf (oi‘ &

S@RF) given by Bhamaha, Dandin, Kuntaks and
‘others; we have the subsequent restriction of itto a

- specific figure-of-speech defined by Ruyyaka (p. 175)

A~ N AR FIFSARATTYT i’rsﬁn( | and illus-

trated by—

ﬂ@%ﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁwmﬁﬁml SRR

o PR o o g sl R e

’&naﬁwr illustmbion glven ‘by Kmlayananda (st. 158
: ’EWW} Sﬁ& ® ﬂ'v’cﬁt guf*a® | Rudra
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Vidyanatha (p, 410), and most later writers have the
same limited conception of s=ifxs, which some go to
the length of regarding as a meEr only. Rudrata
(x. 9) gives besides a variety of 2 called TH=21.

(v) As coming between these two conceptions of
g, though not therefore necessarily forming the
transition between them, is Vamana’s conception of
saiRs as (V. iii. 8)—arepnzgon a#ifw: ! A w&w, the
Kamadhenu explains, is possible in five ways—,

SR GueT e, g. TR HH-TE ;

arEza e. g. Firat amEe: (a case of FEIW);

FHAE: €. g. TR o9 5

ST e. g. JERIR TE:

and, FEEINE, e. g. WEY TR AT,

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
wyaeE only, while they are sifEd= or sfEmRass=
to the earlier school, it will be perhaps evident that
between Vamana’s conception of a=®ifsF and that of
Dandin, Bhamaha, and others there :is not that wide
gulf that is sometimes made out.

(vi) At the same time, comparing Kavyadarsa
ii. 93-94 with Vamana’'s example for T=ifw, viz.— E
Shae 7S qwi .9 R g (o g §
e ErEREEgEE wgua:) it is evident, as-Jacobi
has said (Z. D. M. G, vol. Ixiv, p. 130 1), that Vamana
has turned what was a uu (gafy in Dandin, @) in
Bharata xvi, 95) into an siewR. Samadhi is declared,
like a7 and wfEEIRE, as the all-in-all (ii. 100) of
poetry, and it is difficult to talk of more than one
thing thg superlatxve and yet maintain a distinction
mﬁy if we remember that with

Vamana  {l line between Gunas and alar-

kiras was very vague indeed (cp. II. 3. 177 2—FeaRATRI:

A Tt IO qeREERaaEasE: ). As far as the facts of
.. thé case go, we have no definite ground to regard

- 'Vamana’s treatment of g%Ifk% as elther a forerunner or
23 [Kﬁvyada\'éa]

O
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s subsequent development of Dandin's and Bhamaha’s

conception of the same. Even if Udbhata, Bhamaha’s

commentator, is to be regarded as a rival contempo-

rary of Vimana, yet Vimana may have persisted in

following his own indendent s¥%Rgsa. The chrono-

f logical relation between Dandin and Vamana cannot
3‘ be made to turn upon their account of g,

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

Notes to II. 364-336—(j) Compare Note (ii) to ii, 13 above.
The normal conception of Bhavika found in Ruyyaka
{p.178), Mammata (x, p. 822), and Visvanatha (x. 93-94),
.;mdi most later writers is ‘contained .in the fo].
owing definition of it in the Kavyaprakaga g

" 1 ! ! AT 39
TEA: FER aymaia: ! TR, Some writers ‘add to

econfusing terms (EmEREEFESE). An exam ‘
I ; . .example of a pasg
incident revivified is M;ichchhakatika (iii. 6)— ._‘p :
& e e TR Pos 7 aeirest !
oAy T AR RBad agq )
m 979 o wmigeaig
. T AR Hagey TP soaf 1) ‘
ora futare incident antici ily oli '
‘ patoril 1
yaka (p, 182) gives the instance— 7 §limpsed Buy-
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] Notes [ —ii. 366

probably goes back to Kavyisdarsa il 36459, whers
however Wig apparently is used in a rather peculiar
sense. We would there translate it by Sustained
Intuition especially as Dandin makes it a Sa=afEsEm.
Bhamaha also calls it (ii. 52) a sg=gfgygam laying down
for it the four-fold requirement, viz.—

FeETareaTde Furn: @i |

TEgIATRSAT Al T6 3 SEa
‘But Dandin’s requirements for the figure as enume-
rated in ii. 365-366 seem to be peculiar to him, as also
his whole conception of the same, wherein he is
probably following a. tradition distinet from that of
Bhamaha. Bhoja's conception of Bhivika (which he
identifies with Igg, 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 77 called 5@, the ¥ named w1gyd, and sTEFNs
like wigiRn or gn'-‘am or ¥i¥EElSE. Compare qifigagdn
(x. p. 574£)— I} SERREAT I ammra:ﬁ TALATIRD T~
Ega@m | | =Eyar | fémq SeE g | 9 AR

 STTFEIAA, | T = STl yEurRTaaTSaae SEITETE ) A
o @ g ARG i €

R AN

Y g IEgT TAEET AfsRifRmatT 1 Hemachan-

idra however refuses to admit this figure. He says

(p. 293)—wfad g @RS @eimmFRaRRsE O wEf
TN GeER) T a7 o R |

(iv) Confining our attention to Dandin’s own con-
ception of wifdm it will be observed that Dandin’s
treatment of it is quite in place, coming as it does
after his treatment of % 1i<r; whereas, it is not quite
clear why Bhamaha should have called his wWifg® a
99-91q99qe.  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
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. .
Notes to II. 367-368—(i}) Having considered a poem from

A

eriticism ; and it is creditable to Dandin that he has
recognised their lmportance and made rcom for them
in his treatment of poetry.

the point of view of higher criticism and constructive
technique, Dandin is naturally led to think of the
dramati~ Nodes and their minor constituents, or the
Rhetorical-mordles and their further literary distribuz
tion, these beiug respectively treated at lengtha.irv tife
Natyasistra, Chapters xix and xx. Dandin here per-
mits the possxb:l&ﬁy of anapplication of similarcritical
canon to the appreciation of postry. It is to be wished
however that Dandin had made himself more expllclt..
For vrittis compare our Note (ii) to i. 40,

{ii) Here again, as at the end of the frst Parich-
cheda, Dandin emphasises, for an aspiring poet, the
necessity of constant practice. = Repetfitio mater
studiorum. o




