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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1 Alamkara, Sanskrit Rhetorics and Rhetori-
cal Figures

Nobody knows when or how poetry began!. In the works belonging to the earliest
period of recorded history, we find aesthetic elements. The condition in India is
no different, as both connoisseurs and ordinary people will enjoy the fascinating
verses of the Rgveda, either by reading the original texts or by reading translations.
As for epic literature, it provides us with stories containing heart-touching and
inspirational plots as well as verses full of wisdom and humour. Perhaps in the
period when epic literature emerged and was redacted, some notions of Sanskrit
poetics was already present in the consciousness of ancient pandits.

Even if we set aside our presumptions or speculations, we can point to an
early effort of deeper reflection on Sanskrit composition: Bharata’s Natyasastra.
As S.K. De argues, the sixteenth chapter of this work “gives us for the first time
an outline of Poetics which is probably earlier in substance, if not in date, than

LAn early attempt of creating a beginning for poetry in the Sanskrit tradition can be found
in the famous epic Ramayana, 1.2.9-17, where Valmiki was compassionate after seeing a nisada
killing a male kraunica bird when it was mating with its female. He then said the following words:
ma nisada pratistham tvam agamah Sasvatih samah |
yat krauricamithunad ekam avadhih kamamohitam ||
Never, O Nisada, will you obtain a state of rest for everlasting years to come, for you killed one
bird of the couple, when it was infatuated by passion.

Valmiki realized later that his speech is actually a perfect example of poetic composition, and
named this “verse” §loka because it was created due to his sorrow ($oka). This is an legendary
origin of $loka verses in the Sanskrit tradition. Later Sanskrit author, such as Anandavardhana,
regarded Valmiki as the First Poet (adikavi) based on the kraurica-killing plot in the Ramayana.
Dhvanyaloka 1.5: kavyasyatma sa evarthas tatha cadikaveh pura |

krauncadvandvaviyogotthah Sokah Slokatvam agatah |
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the earliest existing Kavya”. Even though this work is archaic, one may still
marvel at its elaborateness and find many precursors of themes that became
common in describing and prescribing Sanskrit composition, such as rhetorical
figures (alamkara), poetic defects (dosa) and poetic virtues (guna). Therefore, the
period of the NatyaSastra can be taken “as the first known period in the history

of Sanskrit Poetics”3.

Among all the topics in the Natyasastra, the focus on rhetorical figures is a
significant branch. In Sanskrit, the word alamkara means ornament?. This focus
in the Natya$astra is not only on rhetorical figures themselves, but also on how
they convey aesthetic beauty to readers and listeners of Sanskrit poems. After the
Natyasastra the study of poetic ornament expanded from its original scope, while
not deviating from it, and the entire discipline of Sanskrit poetics came to be called
“alamkarasastra”. Scholars who deal with this discipline are called “rhetoricians”
(alamkarika).

Early works of Sanskrit rhetorics or poetics usually bear the word kavya in
their titles®, and the topics in these works include the definition and the purpose
of kavya, poetic defects, poetic virtues, rhetorical figures and so on. Apart from
these topics, these works differ from each other due to the distinct focus of their
authors. Some are interested in sentiments (rasa) and rhetorical figures, others
are well-versed in discussing styles (riti) and propriety (aucitya), still others show
enthusiasm in proposing new theories. The rich academic discussions throughout
the history of Sanskrit rhetorics give rise to an abundance of original thoughts,
which in turn nurtured the further development and evolution of the discipline.

Throughout South Asia, scholars from Kashmir have taken the pole position
in the study and the transmission of medieval Sanskrit rhetorics. Due to its
advantageous geographical location, Kashmir was one of the centers of academic
and cultural communication in South Asia. We hear of not only the advocate of the
dhvani theory, Anandavardhana, and his famous commentator Abhinavagupta,
but also of influential scholars from diverse philosophical backgrounds, such as
the famous Buddhist thinker Dharmottara and the Naiyayika philosopher Bhatta
Jayanta.

Besides these famous thinkers together with their works, there are also various
minor authors who have aroused the interest of modern researchers. The central
person of this study, Sobhakara, active in the late twelfth century A.D., author of
the Alamkararatnakara (AlRat), is exactly a rhetorician like that.

2De 1960, vol. ii, p. 1.

3ibid.

4Bohtlingk & Roth 1855-1875, vol. 1, p. 457.

SFor example, Dandin’s Kavyadarsa, Bhamaha's and Rudrata’s Kavyalamkara, Vamana’'s
Kavyalamkarasutravrtti and Udbhata’s Kavyalamkarasarasamgraha.



ALANKARARATNAKARAH 5

1.2 Problems in the Study of Sobhakara and the
Alamkararatnakara

The following problems remain unsolved in the study of Sobhakara and the AlRat:

Firstly, there is no critical edition of the AlRat. The printed edition by
Devadhar published in 1942 is not a critical one, but as a prerequisite for further
studies, a new critical edition based on Devadhar’s edition and other available
manuscripts of the AlRat is a must.

Secondly, the AlRat is not a well-known treatise on Sanskrit rhetorics, and it is
not thoroughly studied yet due to the low quality of the printed edition. Dwivedi
(1963), Rao (1977), Rao (1992) and Vasudeva (2016) are the most recent studies
on this treatise. In addition to these four, there are a few dissertations on the
AlRat which have not been published®.

Thirdly, one needs to be aware of the philosophical and religious background
of authors of Sanskrit rhetorical treatises. As for Sobhakara, he appears to have
been influenced by Bhatta Jayanta’s Nyayamanjari, and quotes or paraphrases
Jayanta’s ideas therefrom. This is a part of the uniqueness of his doctrinal
positions. Therefore, the study of the Nyayamanjari or some knowledge on this
work is a prerequisite to understand Sobhakara and the AlRat.

The present study of the AlRat attempts to solve some aspects of these three
problems by providing a starting point for a complete critical edition of the AlRat
in the future and a detailed investigation of selected sections of the AlRat.

6Vasudeva 2016 lists three unpublished Ph.D. dissertations: Dubey 1982, Sharma 1972 and
Upadhyaya 1978.



ALANKARARATNAKARAH



Chapter 2

The Development of “Logical”
Rhetorical Figures up to
Mammata

2.1 Dandin and Bhamaha: Debate and Dis-
course over the “Logical” Rhetorical Figures

Although the formulation of definitions of rhetorical figures begins with the
Natyasastra, “logical” figures are not admitted at first. Based on currently
available textual materials, the first deliberations on the “logical” figures are found
in the intertextual works of two early Sanskrit rhetoricians: Dandin (ca. 7-8%
century) and Bhamaha (7% century)”. The core of this dispute is whether poetical
reason (hetu) should be accepted in the field of Sanskrit rhetorics. Dandin, in his
work Kavyadarsa (KAd), regards poetical reason together with suksma and lesa as
the best ornaments of speech. He distinguishes two main types, namely productive
cause (karaka) and informative cause (jriapaka)®, and further gives examples of
subtypes of poetical reason with simple expositions® lacking elaborate explanation.
According to Jenner’s investigation, there are 15 subtypes in Dandin’s section on
hetu'®, yet the method to distinguish them is not given explicitly.

On the other hand, Bhamaha, in his Kavyalamkara (KABh), does not accept
hetu as a kind of rhetorical figure because it lacks vakrokti, i.e. circumlocution,

"For a discussion of Bhamaha’s chronological priority to Dandin, cf. Bronner 2011.

8KAd 2.235: hetus ca suksmalesau ca vacam uttamabhusanam | karakajiiapakau hetu tau
canekavidhau yatha ||

9KAd 2.236-260ab.

10Jenner 1969, pp. 255-257.
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crookedness or indirectness of speech!!, which he believed to be the essence of
poetry, necessarily latent in all rhetorical figures.

2.2 Udbhata: Breaking with Dandin’s Cate-
gories

Udbhata (ca. 750-850 A.D.)'?) the author of the Kavyalamkarasarasamgraha
(KASS), rejects Dandin’s definition of hetu. He is the first rhetorician to introduce
a new related figure called kavyaliriga in place of hetu. Its definition runs as follows:

When one thing that has been heard becomes the cause of the
remembrance or the experience of another [thing], that [figure] is called
[the figure of] poetical mark!?.

Considering this verse, we can ask the following questions: What is the purpose
of meaning the word “poetical” in this definition? Why should this figure not be
denoted merely as “reason”? Simply from the above stanza it is impossible to
understand Udbhata’s purpose. The commentator Pratiharenduraja (ca. 900—
950 A.D.)™ in his commentary, the Laghuvrtti, expresses his understanding of the
significance of the word “poetical” as follows:

Although those logical reasons, well established among logicians—
containing, as a rule, [the trairupya'®, i.e.] the presence of inferential
mark in the subject-locus, its presence in a similar instance and its
non-presence in any counterexample—being formulated with reference
to the domain of consensus reality, lead to insipidity, a poetical reason
is quite different; because it (i.e. kavyahetu) is composed exclusively
in dependence on whatever entity (padartha) that, being full of
rasa, enables a concurrence of hearts'® for all people extraordinarily
(atisayena), since it (i.e. kavyahetu) is composed exclusively in

HKABh 2.86: hetus ca suksmo leso ’tha nalamkarataya matah | samudayabhidheyasya
vakroktyanabhidhanatah ||

120n the date of Udbhata, see De 1960, pp. 72-73; Gerow 1977, p. 233; Kane 1971, pp.
137-138; Pollock 2016, pp. 66-68.

13KASS 6.7: $rutam ekam yad anyatra smrter anubhavasya va | hetutam pratipadyeta
kavyalinigam tad ucyate ||

14De 1960, p. 138, dates Pratiharenduraja as flourishing around 950 A.D., while Kane 1971, p.
74, dates him in the first half of the 10** century. Pollock 2016, pp. 66-68, puts him at around
900 A.D.

50n the formulation of trairupya, cf. Katsura 1986b.

16For the translation of hrdayasamvada see Pollock 2016, Index: “Other technical terms”, s.v.
“heart’s concurrence”.
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dependence on that (i.e. superiority). Hence the application of the
word “poetical” is appropriate in the expression “poetical mark” It is
indeed not a philosophical (i.e. logical) mark, but rather a poetical
mark; this is expressed by the use of the word “poetical”!".

Here it is clear that Pratiharenduraja demarcates poetical reason from logical
reason. The two kinds are distinguished by whether a cause is grounded on
rasa'® or on conventional reality, the latter of which he identifies as comparatively
insipid'?. At the end of his discussion, Prattharenduraja introduces two different
views on how hetu functions. He does this to defend Udbhata’s definition: the
first group of logicians argues that at the time of learning a universal pervasion
(vyaptigrahana), when a thing, such as fire, which has been experienced as a
pervader of smoke, which is the thing to be pervaded, hetuvyapara arises for
a person whose mental impressions (samskara) are evoked by perceiving some
inferential mark, such as smoke, merely by remembering its pervader (vyapaka,
i.e. fire). The other group of logicians proclaims that in the case of fire on the
mountain, a previously not understood connection with a specific property such as
the mountain is now understood through the capacity of the functioning of a reason
such as a smoke. Pratiharenduraja’s intention with this somewhat odd insertion
is to justify the expression smrter anubhavasya va in Udbhata’s definition?°.

7 Laghuvrtti ad KASS 6.7: paksadharmatvanvayavyatirekanusaranagarbhataya  yatha
tarkikaprasiddha hetavo lokaprasiddhavastuvisayatvenopanibadhyamana vairasyam avahanti, na
tatha kavyahetuh, atisSayena sarvesam jananam yo ’sau hrdayasamuvadi, sarasah padarthas,
tannisthataya upanibadhyamanatvat | atah kavyalingam iti kavyagrahanam upattam | na khalu
tac chastralingam, kim tarhi kavyalingam iti kavyagrahanena pratipadyate |

18Tn this context, Pratiharenduraja defines rasa as sounds and senses perfected by poetical
excellences. Ibid: tad evam gunasamskrtasabdarthasariratvat kavyasya sarasatvam iti |

94bid:  tadvisistam kavyalingam sarasapadarthanistham eva bhavati, na tu nirasavastuma-
tranistham Sastralingavad ity upapannam |

204bid:  tarkikanam ca hetuvyapare dvaividhyam | kecit khalu tarkika vyaptigrahanakale
yad anubhutam vyapakam wvahnyadivastu dhumader vyapyasya tatsmaranamatre
dhumadihetudarsanaprabuddhasamskaranam purusanam hetuvyaparam manyante |
apare tu vahnyadinam parvatadidharmavisesasambandhasya purvam agrhitasya dhumadi-
hetuvyaparasamarthyena idanim eva avaseyatval lingasamarthyal lingyanubhavasyaiva
utpattim ahub | tad idam uktam smyter anubhavasya veti |
The use of the term hetuvyapara is frequent (see Kamimura 1999, p. 284). How a logical reason
functions is a contentious topic in Indian philosophy. Already the two earliest commentaries on
the Nyayasutra that survive have different views on sutra 1.1.5. cf. NBh ad Nyayasutra 1.1.5:
tatpurvakam ity anena lingalinginoh sambandhadarsanam lingadarsanam cabhisambadhyate |
lingalinginoh sambaddhayor darsanena lingasmrtir abhisambadhyate | smytya lingadarsanena
capratyakso ‘rtho 'numiyate |
NV ad Nyayasutra 1.1.5: lingalingisambandhadarsanam adyam pratyaksam, lingadarsanam
dvitiyam | bubhutsavato dvitiyal lingadarsanat samskarabhivyaktyuttarakalam smrtih, smrtyanan-
taram ca punar lingadarsanam ayam dhuma iti | tad idam antimam pratyaksam purvabhyam
pratyaksabhyam smytya canugrhyamanam paramarsarapam anumanam bhavati |
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Let us now turn to Udbhata’s example of poetical mark. Udbhata’s
Kumarasambhava consists of 94 verses. It is used by Pratiharenduraja as an
example to understand Udbhata’s idea. The substance of this poem is mainly the
story of Siva and Parvati?!. The following stanza is within the section in which
Siva addresses Parvati and praised her beauty:

chayeyam tava Sesangakanteh kincid anujjvala |
vibhusaghatanadesan darsayanti dunoti mam ||

This beauty of the radiance of the other parts of your body is a little
bit diminished. Revealing the places [previously| bearing ornaments,
it inflames me.

By applying Udbhata’s definition of poetical mark, we can analyze this stanza as
follows: Siva is reminiscing about Parvatl’s appearance while she was practicing
penance to win his love. She had taken off all her ornaments and her radiant golden
skin (She is also known as Gaurl) shows a contrast: the places that previously bore
ornaments are slightly brighter than the rest of her body. Therefore, Siva inferred
the previous existence of ornaments in those places where Parvati’s radiance was
more brilliant. This inference by Siva constitutes the poetical mark which the
reader can appreciate as beautiful®?.

Following the analysis above, it is clear that Udbhata’s idea on kavyalinga
or hetu is very different from that of Dandin. By firstly introducing the term
kavyalinga, he breaks with Dandin’s vague categorization and puts his own stamp
on the development of this alamkara.

2.3 Rudrata: A New Formalization

Rudrata, the author of the Kavyalamkara (KAR, different from that of Bhamaha),
may be the first rhetorician to explicitly state that anumana should be identified
as a distinct rhetorical figure. Scholars have on the basis of careful philological
researches discussed the date of Rudrata. He can be approximately placed in the
9" century. To be more specific, between the first quarter of this century and its
end. He was a Kashmirian and preceded the famous commentator Vallabhadeva
who referred to Rudrata by name and composed a lost commentary on the
Kavyalamkara®.

2LCf. Banhatti 1982, p. xv.

22 Laghuvrtti ad KASS 6.7: atra vibhusanavinyasaspadabhiuta ye kanthadayas tad atra Sistanam
anganam yasau kantih diptih tasya anujjvala malina yasau chaya $obha sa lingam, tatsamarthyac
ca bhusavinyasapradesanam bhusanasambandho tito ‘numayate | tena tat kavyalingam |

23De 1960, pp. 91-92; Kane 1971, p. 155; Pollock 2016, pp. 84-85.
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One of Rudrata’s contributions is that he is the first to attempt a both
scientific and systematic classification of figures. He proposes “an explicit
system of classification which provided for more variables” while “maintaining
structural variety of Dandin”?*. He groups the embellishments of meaning
(arthalamkara) into four general types: similitude (aupamya), hyperbole or
exaggeration (atisaya), pun (slesa) and natural description (vastava). What has
motivated such categorization may be interpreted as that there appeared the need
to build Sanskrit rhetoric into an independent discipline and make it sastric.

Rudrata’s contribution to the development of logical rhetorical figures is in the
fact that he introduces a new figure called “poetical inference” (anumana) and
distinguishes it from poetical reason (hetu). This new formalization is not seen in
the works of earlier rhetoricians, so it can be ascribed to Rudrata’s own invention.

Now, let us check Rudrata’s definition and examples of poetical inference. He
gives two definitions for it. The first one runs as follows:

vastu paroksam yasmin sadhyam upanyasya sadhakam tasya |
punar anyad upanyasyed viparitam caitad anumanam?® ||

Poetical inference is that [kind of rhetorical figure] in which [the
poet] sets forth [at first] a thing to be established (sadhya) that is
an imperceivable object, then he should set down an opposed (i.e.
perceivable) object that is the proving property (sadhaka). Similarly,
the reversed [process is also a kind of poetical inference].

To have a better understanding of Rudrata’s idea, we need to refer to the only
surviving commentary, by Namisadhu (ca. 11 century), on this verse because he
gives some interesting interpretations:

vastavalaksanenaivapustarthasya parihrtatvad agnir atra dhumad ity
alamkaratvam na bhavati | sadhakam iti jatav ekavacanam | tena
dvayor bahusu ca sadhakesu bhavati .. sadhakagrahanad eva vastunah
sadhyatve labdhe sadhyagrahanam avastutvena siddhasyabhavasyapi
vastutvapratipattyartham | yat sadhyam tad bhavarupam abhavarupam
va bhavatv iti | ktvapratyayenaiva punahSabdarthe labdhe, sadhyasad-
hakayos ca vilaksanatvad anyatve siddhe, punaranyapadagrahanam
bahunam sadhakanam upanyase saty anumanojjvalatvakhyapanartham
| sadhakam upanyasyet punas canyad upanyasyed iti sabdasaktyaiva va
bhuyastapratitih ||

24Gerow 1971: 35.
25K AR 7.56.
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“Here is fire because there is smoke.” Such is not a rhetorical figure
due to the exclusion of something irrelevant, thus becoming only a
statement of fact. The word “sadhaka” is a collective singular form.
Therefore it refers to two or more sadhaka-s .. When the state of
being a sadhya of a subject is understood only from the usage of the
word sadhaka, the usage of the word sadhya is for the purpose of
understanding a non-existent thing as being the subject by something
that has been established as not being the subject. A sadhya may
be either existent or non-existent. Since the meaning of the word
punah has been supplied simply by the suffix Ktva (the LyaP), and
since difference is already established on the basis of the categorical
distinction between sadhya and sadhaka, the explicit mention of the
words punar and anya serves the purpose of revealing the brilliance
of poetical inference when many sadhaka-s have been set down. Or
[optionally] through the semantic determinative capacity of words,
there is a cognition of a plurality (of sadhaka-s); that is to say, one
should put down a sadhaka and one should put down another one.

Namisadhu’s interpretation is that to manifest the splendor of poetical
inference, we should highlight the presence of multiple sadhaka-s. He also suggests
the possibility of double explanation, that is to say that these sadhaka-s can be
mentioned by sequence or without sequence. Here Namisadhu obviously relates
punar anya in the second half of Rudrata’s definition to multiple sadhaka-s,
but Rudrata probably relates the two words to an imperceivable sadhya and its

perceivable sadhaka.

Let us now take the two examples provided by Rudrata to see how we should

understand poetical inference.

savajnam agamisyan nunam patito ‘si padayos tasyah |
katham anyatha lalate yavakarasatilakapanktir iyam?® || (ex. 1)

You, coming here in contempt, must have fallen at her feet; otherwise
why are there lines of red lac spot on your forehead?

vacanam upacaragarbham durad udgamanam asanam sakalam |
idam adya mayi tatha te yathasi nunam priye kupita®" || (ex. 2)

Words full of courtesy, rising up from [your seat when I was still]
far away, |offering] a whole [separate] seat [for me]: such is all your

2KAR 7.57.
2T ibid: 7.58.
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[behavior| towards me today; then truly you must be very angry, O
lovely one.

In example 1, what is to be established is the falling on the feet of another
woman, the proof for that is the lines of red lac spot on the hero’s forehead.
In example 2, three sadhaka-s are stated at first, and then comes the sadhya,
i.e. the anger in the heart of the heroine. According to Rudrata’s definition,
the difference of the two examples is the sequence of the imperceivable sadhya
and the corresponding perceivable sadhaka. If Namisadhu’s interpretation is also
convincing, then in example 1 we should understand that the word pa7ikti indicates
the multitude of red lac spots, while in example 2 the three actions of the heroine
are expressed in sequence?.

Next, Rudrata gives the second definition of poetical inference:

yatra baliyah karanam alokyabhutam eva bhutam iti |
bhaviti va tathanyat kathyeta tad anyad anumanam? ||

Where, after observing an overpowering cause®’, another [result that]
has not been produced yet should be described as already produced
or to be produced [in the future] in such way (i.e. either sadhya or
sadhaka should be stated first, then the other), that is another kind of
poetical inference.

The second subtype of poetical inference focuses on temporal reversion. The
poet converts an object or an event from the state of being not yet produced to the
state of being already produced or he presents in the process of being produced.
Let us examine the following four examples one by one.

aviralavilolajaladah kutajarjunanipasurabhivanavatah |
ayam ayatah kalo hanta mrtah pathikagehinyah®' || (ex. 3)

The dense rain clouds are unsteady, the forest wind blows with the
fragrance of kutaja, arjuna and nipa flowers, and the time [of rainy
season| (or kala = “Death”) has come: alas, the wives of the travelers
are [as good as] dead.

In this verse, the travelers have not returned in time for the amorous season
of spring. The death of their wives does not actually happen, but the wafting of

28Namisadhu ad KAR 7.58: atra vacanadini purvam sadhakany upanyastani pascat kupitatvam
sadhyam iti vaiparityam ||

29KAR 7.59.

30Namisadhu glosses baliyah as the comparative form balavattarah.

3IKAR 7.60.
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rain clouds and the fragrant wind from the foot of the mountains which serve to
inflame their longing for their absent husbands cause the death happen in readers’
imagination. But then how is this example different from example 1?7 The key
point here is the expression of an overpowering cause, that is to say the time of
spring. Without this ultimate motivation, clouds and fragrant wind would not
have appeared in time, not to mention the imaginary death of travelers’ wives.

distya na mrto ‘smi sakhe nunam idanim priya prasanna me |
nanu bhagavan ayam uditas tribhuvanam anandayann induh® || (ex. 4)

Thank heaven! I'm not dead, O friend! Now my beloved must have
calmed down; Or rather, this blessed moon has risen up to gladden
the three worlds?

In example 4, the hero infers that due to the rising up of the moon, his beloved
one, now immersed in anger and sadness, will finally calm down. Her anger and
sadness have originated from the separation with the hero. This is a case in which
a result that has not been produced yet is described to be produced in the future.
But how can the mere rising of the moon be the direct cause for calming down?
Thus some attributes are needed here to describe the moonrise. Here the poet uses
“gladdening the three worlds” as the attribute, so that it may be suggested that the
property of gladdening within the moonlight is the direct cause for the tranquility
of the heroine. However, this direct cause cannot exist without mentioning the
overpowering cause: the rising up of the moon.

yasyanti yatha®® turnam vikasitakamalojjvalad ami sarasah |
hamsa yathaivam etam malinayati ghanavali kakubham?* || (ex. 5)

The swans will fly quickly from the pond bright with budding lotuses,
as those rows of clouds is making grey the quarter of sky.

In example 5, the poet infers that the swans will fly away from the pond
because the rain clouds are approaching. The rows of clouds which make grey the
sky, indicate the more powerful cause, namely the coming of the rainy season.

vahati yatha malayamarud yatha ca haritibhavanti vipinani |
priyasakhi tatheha na cirad esyati tava vallabho nunam® || (ex. 6)

324bid: 7.61.

331t seems better to correct this yatha to tatha, since a pair of yatha - tatha can mean “as...
therefore...”.

344bid: 7.62.

354bid: 7.63.
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Since the wind from Malaya Mountain blows, since as the forests have
become green, O dear friend, your dear one will surely soon return.

In example 6, the wind from Malaya Mountain and the greening of forests are
the more powerful causes for the return of the hero in the future. But the direct
cause for that is not stated here. We may suppose that this direct cause is the
longing for love in her heart, which is strengthened by the omens of the coming of
spring.

To summarize the materials above, anumana for Rudrata has six subtypes:

1. A imperceivable sadhya is expressed first, then its perceivable sadhaka-s are
expressed as different from it;

2. Perceivable sadhaka-s are expressed first, then their imperceivable sadhya is
expressed as different from them;

3. An overpowering cause is expressed first, with or without weaker causes, and
then the result that does not really happen is supposed to have already taken
place.

4. A result that does not really happen but appears as if it has already taken place
comes first, and then its overpowering cause is expressed, with or without weaker
causes.

5. A result that does not really happen but appears as if it will happen in the
future comes first, and then its overpowering cause is expressed, with or without
weaker causes.

6. An overpowering cause is expressed first, with or without weaker causes, and
then its result that does not really happen is supposed to take place in the future.

As has been discussed in the previous subsection, before Rudrata, Dandin had
already recognized the prominence of hetu as being a kind of rhetorical figure. But
he does not feel the need to give space for poetical inference. Then we may ask:
what is the principle for inventing new rhetorical figures? I would like to propose
two points (or “ideas”). Firstly, for Sanskrit rhetoric, there is a point of view that
every discipline can be its attendant36. Therefore, it is not surprising to find that
terms from other disciplines have been borrowed to refer to some specific aspects
of rhetoric by rhetoricians. Secondly, Rudrata lived in a period when Kashmir
became one of the preeminent scholastic centers in northwestern India. Within
the great debates held amongst Buddhists and Brahmins against each other, the
discussion of logical inference had a remarkable place. Rudrata would not feel

36First stated by Rajasekhara in the Kavyamimamsa, the eighth adhyaya: sarvaparsadatvat
kavyavidyayah tan iman anyams carthan vyutpattaye pratyavekseta. 1 translate this sentence as
follows: “Since the science of poem needs every [other discipline] to be its attendant, one should
examine those and other objects [carefully] for the sake of perfection of knowledge.”



16 ALANKARARATNAKARAH

embarrassed to borrow a term to construct his paradigm of rhetorical figures with

emendations from Dandin.
Concerning poetical reason (hetu), Rudrata also advocates a different definition

in comparison to previous authors:

hetumata saha hetor abhidhanam abhedakrd bhaved yatra |
so lamkaro hetuh syad anyebhyah prthagbhiutah’™ ||

That is the rhetorical figure [called] poetical reason in which a reason
should be stated together with its result as not being different. It is
distinct from other [figures].

Rudrata only gives this definition and leaves us no further interpretation. The
key point here is that according to Rudrata, in the figure of poetical reason, reason
and its result should be depicted as identical. The example given by him runs as
follows:

aviralakamalavikasah sakalalimada$ ca kokilanandah |
ramyo yam eti samprati lokotkanthakarah kalah®® ||

Now comes this lovely season [of spring], which is [filled with] the
blossoming of many lotuses, the excitement of [flying] bees and the joy
of cuckoos, making people long for [love].

In this verse, lotuses, bees and cuckoos are common signs of spring. Their
appearance indicates the coming of spring, thus people start to long for love.
In other words, spring causes them to appear. However, since they are all in the
nominative case, we need to take them together in apposition to spring. Namisadhu
himself suggests another example for this figure:

ayur ghrtam nadi punyam bhayam caurah sukham priya |
vairam dyutam gurur jnanam $reyo brahmanapujanam>® ||

Ghee is longevity, a river is sanctity, a thief is fear, a wife is happiness,
gambling is hostility, a teacher is knowledge, and showing respect to
Brahmins is bliss.

We can analyse this verse in the following way: ghee, water, a wife, gambling,
a teacher and honoring Brahmins are the cause for longevity, sanctity, fear,
happiness, hostility, knowledge and bliss respectively. Although depicted as if

3TKAR 7.82.
38KAR 7.83.
39Namisadhu ad KAR 7.83.
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not being different, they are no doubt in the relation of cause and effect or in the
relation of reason and result. Namisadhu also excludes the possibility of double
interpretation here, saying that we cannot take aviralakamalavikasa as a bahuvrihz
compound?.

From the discussion above, Rudrata’s new formalization of poetical inference
and poetical reason can be summarized as follows:

1. The invention of poetical inference.

2. The introduction of the word sadhya and sadhana and the changing of their
narrative sequence into the definition of poetical inference.

3. The effect which has not happened can be depicted as something already
happened or happening in the future.

4. Admission of hetu instead of kavyalinga, and the first explicit definition of
it.

2.4 Mammata: Consolidation

So far, the aforementioned rhetoricians were inclined to advocate new ideas in
a number of rhetorical figures and criticize the theories of earlier authors. But
Mammata is a different case. His work, the Kavyaprakasa (KP), covers almost
all the aspects of this discipline and thus became a new starting point of later
textbooks for rhetorical studies for centuries in India. One can rather say that the
KP is more like a “synthetic” work than a “systematic” one*'. Therefore, it can
be regarded as a consolidated encyclopedia of various rhetorical figures.

As for Mammata’s date, scholars believe that he flourished in the middle of
the 11*" century and can be dated to the latter half of the same century*?. By
this period, the theories of inference of the early philosophical schools have been
developing for centuries, and internal evolutions and new inventions of the previous
theories had already appeared. From Mammata’s definition of anumana*®, one
can notice the usage of technical terms of Indian logic. To explain, he defined
anumana as an expression concerning both the thing to be proven (sadhya) and
its proof (sadhana) and tried to establish a consensus between Sanskrit rhetorics

404bid: aviralanam kamalanam vikasahetutvad vasantakala eva tathocyate | evam sakalalimadas
cetyadav api drastavyam | na tv aviralanam kamalanam vikaso yatretyadi bahuvrihih kartavyah |
tada tv abhedo na syat |

HGerow 1977, p. 271-272: “In a way the KP seems less systematic than the uncompromising
but erratic monolith of Bhoja, for it precisely attempts to comprehend and integrate the various
extant doctrines of Indian poetics ... So a better term than ’systematic’ might be ’synthetic’”

42Gee De 1960, pp. 145-147; Gajendragadkar 2010, pp. 10-12; Gerow 1977, p. 272; Kane
1971, pp. 273-274.

BKP 117cd: anumanam tad uktam yat sadhyasadhanayor vacah [/
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and logical science. The borrowing of technical terms of Indian logic demonstrates
his familiarity with this discipline**. Mammata’s effort may be regarded as an
attempt to build a universal (sarvaparsada) system of knowledge at that time. Yet,
from his explanation of anumana, it is difficult to determine the exact doctrine
of inference which Mammata was following. The three characteristics in a proper
reason or cause, expressed as paksadharmanvayavyatirekitvam, may only represent
the logical concept trairupya in the general way?®. He also criticized Rudrata’s
definition without mentioning the name of the latter for the reason that changing
the order of stating the thing to be proven and its proof does not bring any poetical
beauty?S.
Mammata’s example of anumana runs as follows:

yatraita laharicalacaladrso vyaparayanti bhruvam

yat tatraiva patanti samtatam ami marmasprso marganah |
tac cakrikrtacapam ancitaSaraprenkhatkarah krodhano

dhavaty agrata eva $asanadharah satyam sadasam smarah ||

Since these arrows, piercing the vulnerable points, fall continually
only there, to where those young ladies with unsteady glances gesture
with their eyebrows, the wrathful Love-god, who is their envoy, truly
always runs in front [of them]| like a full bow, pulling back with his

hand the curved arrow?’.

This verse is a vivid and fascinating portrait of young ladies’ beauty capturing
the hearts of heroes, but Mammata did not give any further interpretation of this
example. His definition and interpretation of anumana focused on the process of
poetical inference and its validity. In the above verse, the thing to be proven is the
running ahead of the Love-god, its proof is the falling down of his arrows, which
is denoted by the movement of young ladies’ eyebrows.

Mammata also cast his gaze toward the figure of kavyaliriga. In comparison to
the definition by Udbhata, he clearly defined it as follows:

Wyrtti ad KP 117cd:  paksadharmanvayavyatirekitvena trirupo hetuh sadhanam | dharmini
ayogavyavacchedo vyapakasya sadhyatvam |

45Indian philosophers in the early period used different technical terms to express the three
characteristics of a valid logical mark (liriga). On different formulations of trairupya, see Katsura
1985. Mammata’s appellation of the second and the third characteristics, i.e, anvaya and
vyatireka, are also used by Uddyotakara in the NV (also expressed as anvayavyatirekin by
Moksakaragupta in the Tarkabhasa)

46KP ad 117cd: sadhyasadhanayoh paurvaparyavikalpena kincid vaicitryam iti na tatha
darsitam ||

4"In my critical edition of the anumana section of the AlRat, the third line reads tac
cakrikrtacapasancitasaraprenkhatkarah krodhano. Here cakrikrtacapam is treated adverbially.
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kavyalirigam hetor vakyapadarthata®® ||

Poetical mark is [that kind of figure in which| a reason is the meaning
of a sentence or the meaning of words.

Mammata divided kavyaliniga into three subtypes: a reason in the form of
the meaning of a sentence (vakyarthata), a reason in the form of the meaning
of multiple words (anekapadarthata) and a reason in the form of a single word
(ekapadarthata). Examples of each subtype are demonstrated respectively in the
following;:

vapuhpradurbhavad anumitam idam janmani pura
purare na prayah kvacid api bhavantam pranatavan |
naman muktah sampraty aham atanur agre ’py anatibhan
mahesa ksantavyam tad idam aparadhadvayam api ||

From the manifestation of the body it is inferred [by me| that I
probably have never bowed to you in my former life, O enemy of
cities (i.e. Siva). Now bowing to you and being released, I, with no
body, would not grant a bow [to you] even in the future. O great lord,
therefore, these two faults should also be pardoned [by you].

The verse describes a pious devotee to Siva confessing his two faults. Here
the non-bowing to Siva in the former and future lives, expressed in the first three
pada-s, is the reason for the two faults in the last pada. Therefore, the verse is
exactly an example of the vakyarthata subtype.

pranayisakhisalilaparihasarasadhigatair®
lalitaSirisapuspahananair api tamyati yat |

vapust vadhaya tatra tava sastram upaksipatah
patatu Sirasy akandayamadanda ivaisa bhujah)|

You who hurl your weapon to kill that [beautiful] body, which is
pained even by the strokes of soft Sirisa-flowers from [her| beloved
friends in sportive joke—let this arm [of mine] fall on [your] head like
the unexpected Yama’s rod.

This verse is the speech of the hero, Madhava, towards the sorceress Aghor-
aghanta, who attempted to sacrifice the heroine, Malati, to the Goddess Camunda.
The action of hurling the weapon to kill Malatt is the reason for the falling of

BKP 114cd.
9 Malatimadhava 5.31.
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Madhava’s arm. Since the phrase Sastram upaksipatah as the reason is expressed
in multiple words, this verse is an example of the anckapadarthata subtype®.

bhasmoddhulana bhadram astu bhavate rudraksamale subham
ha sopanaparamparam girisutakantalayalankrtim |

adyaradhanatositena vibhuna yusmatsaparyasukha-
lokocchedini moksanamani mahamohe nidhiyamahe ||

Farewell, O dusting with ash! O rosary of Rudraksa beads, may all go
well for you! Alas for the rows of stairs which adorn the dwelling of
the lover of the Mountain’s daughter (i.e. Siva). Today, the lord who
is satisfied with my propitiation has cast me into the great numbness
called emancipation, which cuts off the light that is the pleasure to
serve you.

This verse seems to be a eulogy from a Saiva devotee towards Siva. The source
is yet not traced. From the content, the image of a pious devotee who wants to
serve Siva forever emerges vividly in our mind. The cutting off of the light in
the form of the pleasure to serve Siva is the reason for the great numbness. Even
though the expression sukhalokocchedini consists of several independent words, we
need to understand it as a compound, thus it is one word. Therefore, as the reason
is expressed by the meaning of a single word, the verse is exactly an example of
the ekapadarthata subtype.

Mammata is also aware of the definition of hetu given by Rudrata, yet he
regards this designation as problematic. In the section of karanamala, Mammata
challenges Rudrata’s and Namisadhu’s ideas on hetu. He comments that there is
no embellishment in Namisadhu’s verse because the mere expression treating a
reason and its result as being not different lacks aesthetic beauty, and that KAR
7.83 deserves to be considered a good verse only because it contains the alliteration
of soft sounds, not because of the assumption of the figure hetu. Since Rudrata’s
example fails to demonstrate this figure, Mammata has good reason to include it
in his kavyalinga®'.

50Manikyacandra ad KP 114cd: iha Sastropakseparipo hetuh Sastram ity upaksipata iti
canekapadarthayoktah |

SLVrtti ad KP 120abc:  hetumata saha hetor abhidhanam abhedato hetur iti
hetvalamkaro ’tra na laksitah | ayur ghrtam ityadirupo hy esa na bhusanatam kadacid arhati
| vaicitryabhavat | aviralakamalavikasah sakalalimadas ca kokilanandah | ramyo ’yam
eti samprati lokotkanthakarah kalah || ity atra tu kavyarupatam komalanuprasamahimnaiva
samamnasisur na punar hetvalamkarakalpanayeti purvoktam kavyalinigam eva hetul ||
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2.5 Other Related Authors

Among other rhetoricians who more or less admitted elements borrowed from the
discipline of logic, the following need to be mentioned: Ruyyaka, Jayaratha, and
Bhoja. Here I only discuss the ideas of Bhoja.

Bhoja’s date is probably between 1010 A.D. and 1055 A.D., according to
previous studies®. In his Srigaraprakasa, Chapter 10, Bhoja lists 72 different
rhetorical figures which can be divided into three main subtypes: bahya, abhyantara
and bahyabhyantara.  They correspond to S$abdalamkara, arthalamkara and
ubhayalamkara respectively®®, and their distinctions are expressed in “the simile
of three kinds of ornaments used by women”*. Anumana and hetu belong to the
abhyantara group.

A noteworthy point about the Srigaraprakasa is that Bhoja accepts all six
pramana-s of the Mimamsa school as rhetorical figures®.

In the Srigaraprakasa, Bhoja defines hetu as a cause of both promoting
an action and preventing an action®®. He admits six subtypes: promoting
(pravartaka), preventing (nivartaka), instigating (prayojaka), informing (jnapaka),
negative (abhavahetu) and variated (citrahetu). Among these, the prayojaka and
the abhavahetu are comparable with those subtypes as defined by Dandin because
the quoted verses are the same®”. As for the informing subtype, Bhoja uses a verse

from the Sarasvatikanthabharana®® which has a similar idea to Dandin’s examples:

gajjante khe meha phulla niwa panaddia mora |

nattho candujjoo vasiranto hala patto ||

[garjanti khe meghah phulla nipah pranartita mayurah ||
[nasta$ candroddyoto varsartuh sakhi praptah ||]
(Sarasvatikanthabharana 3.48, v. 153)

Clouds are thundering in the sky, the foothills are full of flowers,
peacocks are encouraged to dance, moonlight has disappeared: O
friend! The rainy season has come.

This verse describes the coming of the rainy season by showing four signs:
rain clouds, blooming flowers, dancing peacocks and the disappearing moonlight.

52De 1971, pp. 133-136; Gerow 1977, p. 270; Raghavan 1978, p. 5.

53See Raghavan 1963, pp. 24-25.

54ibid, p. 24.

55See Raghavan 1978, p. 25. The six pramana-s mentioned are upamana, anumana, arthapatti,
abhava, agama and pratyaksa.

56 Srrigaraprakasa Chapter 10: pravrttinivrttyor nibandhanam hetuh |

5TBhoja quotes KA 2.243 and 2.247 as examples of prayojaka and abhavahetu respectively.

58This verse is listed as an example of anumana in the Sarasvatikanthabharana.
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Although readers are aware of the cause-effect relation between these signs and
the rainy season, there is no explicit expression of the rainy season itself in this
part of the stanza. The idea of indicating the time by using seasonal or temporal
signs had already been admitted by Dandin in his examples of hetu®.

As for anumana, Bhoja has some unique viewpoints. His definition of this figure
in the Srigaraprakasa is similar to that of Mammata, Ruyyaka and Sobhakara®,
but he quotes KAR 7.60 and 7.83 as examples. He also distinguishes between
jnapakahetu and anumana:

If one asks: How is it (anumana) different from the informing [reason]
(jrapaka) subtype? We answer: jnapaka is so called because it is
employed towards someone who is about to know [something]. Poetical
inference (anumana) means that something is inferred later by means
of it. Objection: this [poetical inference| also causes [another person]
to know [something]. [Reply: |That is correct, but this causes one who
is not desirous to know know [something], yet that [informing reason]
only [makes| one who is desirous to know [know something]5!.

Bhoja lists several examples to demonstrate the difference between the two
figures, but he does not give any explanation of these verses. For him, anumana
can refer to both the method of obtaining valid knowledge and the resulting
valid knowledge, but jnapakahetu only refers to the method of obtaining valid
knowledge®2. Another aspect of anumana is that it needs to contain a process
which is already accepted or understood, but jnapakahetu should contain a process
not yet accepted or understood. Understood as such, jnapakahetu has three
subtypes based on whether it includes a past, a present or a future object.

Interestingly, Bhoja’s ideas are somehow changed in the Sarasvatikanthab-
harana. His idea of anumana presented in this work demonstrates his familiarity
with Pradastapada’s Padarthadharmasamgraha® and the Naiyayika terminology

KA 2.244: gato ‘stam arko bhatindur yanti vasaya paksinah | itidam api sadhv eva
kalavasthanivedane ||

60 Sriigaraprakasa: lingadarsanad lingijianam anumanam |

61 Srrigaraprakasa: ko ’sya jrapakad bheda iti ced ucyate | janantam prayunkta iti jiapakah | anu

62 Srrigaraprakasa: athava pramitirupam phalam anumanam ... pramanarupo hetur jiapakah ..
yadi va upattavyaparo numanahetul ... anupattavyaparo jriapakah |

63 Sarasvatikanthabharana 3.47-48: lingad yal lingino jAianam anumanam tad ucyate | purvavac
chesavac caiva drstam samanyata$ ca yat || phalasamagryabhedena dvidhaitad bhidyate prthak |
udaharanam evaisam rupavyaktyai bhavisyati ||
cf. Padarthadharmasamgraha (Dvivedin 1895), p. 200: lingadarsanat samjayamanam laingikam
|| lingam punah — yad anumeyena sambaddham prasiddham ca tadanvite | tadabhave
ca nasty eva tal lingam anumapakam || ibid, p. 201: yad anumeyenarthena desavisese
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of inference®*.

He follows the threefold Naiyayika subdivision of inference into
purvavat, Sesavat and samanyato drstam, and attempts, at the same time, the
introduction of two alternative understandings of the term anumana, either as the
result of inference (inferential knowledge) or a means of valid knowledge (inferential
mark)%. In this way, Bhoja accepts six subtypes of anumana in total. We can
take the two verses of the sesavat subtype as examples.

When taking anumana as the result of inference, Bhoja quotes KAR 7.57.
The result of inference in this verse is demonstrated in the first line: the hero
must have lain down at the feet of another lady, and he must have come to the
heroine with a remorseful face that the heroine interprets as being disdainful.
Here the result is composed with poetic turn of phrase. On the other hand, in
Sarasvatikanthabharana 3.48, v. 1565¢, anumana is understood as the inferential
mark, 7.e. the yearning for love in the heroine’s heart. Even though the signs
of spring, such as mango-buds and the soft wind from Malaya Mountain, do not
appear in reality, the mere desire for love is strong enough to convince the heroine
of the coming of spring. In this way, the inferential mark is composed with poetical
fascination.

Bhoja exerts much effort on the figure of hetu. It consists of four subtypes:
productive, informative, non-existent and variated. Each subtype includes several
species®”. The abundant varieties of hetu in comparison to the passages in the

kalavisese va sahacaritam anumeyadharmanvite canyatra sarvasminn ekadeSe va prasiddham
anumeyaviparite ca sarvasmin pramanato ’sad eva tad aprasiddharthasyanumapakam lingam
bhavatiti || The verse in bold type is directly quoted by Bhoja after Sarasvatikanthabharana 3.48,
v. 153.

64Bhoja’s understanding of purvavat, Sesavat and samanyato drstam follows the first
interpretation of the NV; that is to say, both understand purvavat as an inference of an effect
from a cause, Sesavat as an inference of a cause from an effect, and samanyato drstam as an
inference based on the non-causal invariable concomitance between two things. See NV ad NS
1.1.5 (Nyayadarsana, pp. 146-149.)

55 Vrtti ad Sarasvatikanthabharana 3.48: tany etani bhavasadhane ‘numanasabde phalapakse
udaharanani bhavanti | yada punah karanasadhano ’numanasabdas tadanumiyate ’‘nenety
anumana$abdena yathoktam linngam ucyate | yad aha — anumeyena sambaddham
prasiddham ca tadanvite | tadabhave ca nasty eva tal lirngam anumapakam ||

66 disai na cuamaiilam atta na a vai malaagandhavaho | ettam vasantamaso sahi jam utkanthiam
ceam || [drsyate na cutamukulam adya na ca vati malayagandhavahah | eti vasantamasah sakhi
yad utkanthitam cetah ||| cit. Weber 543, Bhuvanapala 501: disai na cuamailam atta na a vai
malaagamdhavaho | pattam vasamtamasam sahai ukkamthiam cea ||
The mango-buds are not visible, oh friend; the Malaya breeze too has not yet begun to blow.
But the deep longing in my heart itself announces the advent of the spring-month. (Patwardhan
1988, p. 63.)

67 Sarasvatikanthabharana 3.12-17: kriyayah karanam hetuh karako jiapakas ca sah | abhavas
citrahetus ca caturvidha ihesyate || yah pravrttim nivrttim ca prayuktim cantara visan | udasino ’'pi
kuryat karakam tat pracaksate || dvitiya ca trtvya ca caturths saptams ca yam | kriyanavistam acaste
laksanpam jriapakas ca sah || abhavah pragabhavadibhedeneha caturvidhah | ghatabhavadibhedat tu
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Sriigaraprakasa, are the first point of astonishment for readers. As for the analysis
of Bhoja’s viewpoints, I have to leave it to future articles.

tasya samkhya na vidyate || vidurakaryah sahajoh karyanantarajas tatha | yukto na yukta ity
evam asamkhya$ citrahetavah || te 'mi prayogamargesu gaunavrttivyapasrayah | karyah kavyesu

vaicitryam tatha te kartum isate ||
Jenner’s recognition of subtypes of hetu in the KAd seems to follow Bhoja’s subdivisions. See

Jenner 1968, pp. 255-257.



Chapter 3

Bhatta Jayanta’s Conception of
Inference (anumana)

3.1 The Incorporation of the Technical Term
“Means of Valid Knowledge” (pramana) into
Sanskrit Rhetorical Literature

How is it possible that the pearl of Indian logic and the stream of Sanskrit rhetorics
converge in the ocean of the mind of Sanskrit rhetoricians? In fact, we need to
understand that the development of any research discipline is a dynamic process in
both internal and external aspects: knowledge accumulation and its development
occur not only within a specific field, but they are also influenced by viewpoints
and theories from outside. As has been pointed out in Kane (1971), Prajapati
(1998), Rajendran (2001), Shastri (1986) and Thakur (1958), Indian philosophy
and grammatical studies have exerted a strong influence on Sanskrit rhetorics.
If one reads Sanskrit rhetorical literature carefully, he or she will notice the
enormous borrowing of concepts and technical terms from other sources. For
later authors of alamkarasastra, paraphrasing paragraphs from philosophical or
grammatical works in their own treatises is not blameable; on the contrary, this is
how Sanskrit rhetorics continued its development. We can find many traces which
demonstrate deep familiarity with Indian philosophy, such as mentioning, quoting
or paraphrasing verses from Dharmalkirti’s Pramanavarttika and Nyayabindu®® and
the introduction of new designations for rhetorical figures based on the terminology
used for philosophical categories. Particularly revealing are the different strategies
used to incorporate the foundations of medieval Indian philosophy: the pramana-s
themselves. It is the irrigation by the intellectual streams from various disciplines

68See Thakur 1958, pp. 258-260.

25
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that leads aestheticians to consider the aesthetic aspects of epistemology.

3.2 Bhatta Jayanta’s View on Inference in the
Nyayamanjart

Bhatta Jayanta is a Kashmirian Naiyayika philosopher active at around 850—
910 A.D.%. He composed the Nyayamanjari (NM), a unique work not only
functioning as a commentary on the Nyayasutra, but also legitimizing his own
viewpoints on the Nyaya school. Generally, commentaries on the Nyayasutra
closely follow the original sutra; the NM, however, is not a mere commentary,
but a detailed introduction to both Bhatta Jayanta’s own philosophical thought
and the theories of other philosophical schools. To be specific, he firstly quotes the
original sutras, then proposes his own interpretation and theories with reference
to previous commentators, while at the same time he presents the theories of other
schools and refutes them by revealing the defects in those theories. Meanwhile,
the style of Jayanta’s composition is such that it does not make readers feel like
they are listening to some insipid dogmatic preachings, but rather it provides
them a fascinating experience of reading a well-constructed combination of both
a philosophical argument and a literary work. It is on this basis that the NM is
acclaimed as a unique work.

The Nyaya school admits four methods of valid cognition (pramana): direct
perception (pratyaksa), logical inference (anumana), comparison (upamana) and
authoritative speech ($abda)™. Inference is a significant tool to recognize the
reality of the world. The stock example of inference is that after seeing smoke on
the mountain, one can infer the existence of fire thereon. This inference is grasped
because the one who infers has previously learned the invariable concomitance
(vyapti) between fire and smoke: wherever there is smoke, there is fire. For the
Nyaya school, there are three kinds of logical inference: purvavat, sesavat and
samanyato drstam™. As is noticed by Vatsyayana, the author of the NBh, there
are two different interpretations of these three terms:

1. purvavat is an inference in which an effect is inferred from its cause, sesavat
is an inference in which a cause is inferred from its effect, samanyato drstam is
an inference of the kind where we understand the existence of an object’s motion
because we saw it in one place previously and now we see it in another place, like

S9Hacker 1951, p. 162; Raghavan 1964, pp. i-xxix. See also Graheli 2015, pp. 3-11, where
previous studies on Jayanta’s date and personality are summarized.

"0 Nyayasutra 1.1.3: pratyaksanumanopamanasabdah pramanani.

"' Nyayasutra 1.1.5: atha tatpurvakam trividham anumanam purvavac chesaval samanya-
todrstam ca.
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the movement of the sun”2.

2. purvavat is an inference in which, by seeing one of the two things that were
perceived as invariably connected, one deduces the other, not being perceived
at this moment, to be present according to the former situation; Sesavat is an
inference which, after negating all other properties, consists in the consent to
what remains because of the lack of another possibility; samanyato drstam is an
inference in which, when the invariable concomitance between an inferential mark
and its possessor is not perceived, we understand this possessor of inferential mark
through the similarity of the mark to some other objects™.

Bhatta Jayanta is also aware of these two interpretations. He accepts the
first interpretations of purvavat and Sesavat and rejects the opponent’s ideas™,
and further exerts himself to provide more detailed explanations and additional
examples for the second interpretation of these two kinds of inference. purvavat
here means an inference where one learns the invariable concomitance between a
cause and its effect based on a previous perception of both a homogeneous cause
and a homogeneous effect, and thus he or she can infer on the basis that the present
situation is the same™. For Sesavat, Bhatta Jayanta follows the interpretation in
the NBh and provides a new example of inferring the fuel of fire: after an inference
of unqualified fire based on smoke in some place, if we try to identify what the
fuel is, there are several alternatives. After rejecting all other possibilities such as
grass, dried leaves, wood and others, we can finally conclude that the fire is caused
by cow-dung?®.

2NBh ad NS 1.1.5: purvavad iti — yatra karanena karyam anumiyate yatha meghonnatya
bhavisyati vrstir iti | Sesavat tad — yatra karyenpa karapam anumiyate purvodakaviparitam
udakam nadyah purnatvam Sighratvam ca drstva srotaso ‘numiyate bhuta wvrstir iti |
samanyatodrstam — vrajyapurvakam anyatra drstasya ‘nyatra darsanam iti tatha cadityasya
tasmad asty apratyaksapy adityasya vrajyeti |

34bid: atha va purvaved iti — yatra yathapurvam pratyaksabhutayor anyataradarsanenany-
atarasyanumanam, ’‘pratyeksasyanumanam, yatha dhumenagnir iti | Sesavan nama parisesah,
sa ca prasaktapratisedhe ’‘nyatraprasangac chisyamane sampratyayah, yatha sad anityam
evamadina dravyagunakarmanam avisesena samanyaviSesasamavayebhyo vibhaktasya sabdasya,
tasmin dravyakarmagunasamsaye, na dravyam, ekadravyatvat, na karma, sabdantarahetutvat,
yas tu Sisyate so ‘yam iti Sabdasya gunatvapratipattih | samanyato drstam nama —
yatrapratyakse lingalinginoh sambandhe kenacid arthena lingasya samanyad apratyakso lingi
gamyate, yathecchadibhir atma, icchadayo gunah, gunas ca dravyasamsthanah, tad tad esam
sthanam sa atmeti |
See Oberhammer, Prets and Prandstetter 1991, p. 4849, under the item anumana;
Oberhammer, Prets and Prandstetter 1996, p. 169-170, under the item parvavad [anumanam/;
Oberhammer, Prets and Prandstetter 2006, p. 193195, under the item Sesavad [anumanam)].

TANM I, pp. 335-343.

Sibid, p. 347: atra sambandhagrahanakale linigaliniginoh pratyaksatah svaripam avadharya
punas tadrsaiva lingena tadrg eva lingi gamyate tat purvena tulyam wartata iti purvavad
anumanam | yatha mahanase dhumagni sahacaritaw drstva punah dhumagnyanumanam ||

"6ibid, p. 348: esavan nama parisesah | sa ca prasaktapratisedhe ‘nyatraprasangac chisyamane
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As for samanyato drstam, Bhatta Jayanta gives two interpretations. In the first
case, a [ingin is inferred from its liriga, and both should not be in the relation of
cause and effect. One can infer the taste of an elephant apple (kapittha) by its color.
Both the taste and the color inhere within this elephant apple and there is no cause-
effect relation between them”. Bhatta Jayanta questions Vatsyayana’s example
of the first kind of samanyato drstam, saying that the different positions of the sun
are actually the effect of its movement. Since we need to infer the cause from its
effect, this example should be categorized under Sesavat™. On this point and on
the viewpoint that non-causal inference between two things belongs to samanyato
drstam, Bhatta Jayanta holds the same idea with Uddyotakara, the author of the
NV™. The second case can be demonstrated as follows: when a thing A is similar
to A’ in some way and A’ is invariably accompanied by B’, then one can infer that
A is accompanied by B which is similar to B’, even though B’ is imperceptible.
For example, we can obtain the knowledge of invariable concomitance between an
instrument and an action it performs from the perception of cutting something with
an axe, then by accepting this invariable concomitance as a general or universal
case, in a similar way we can infer from the action of hearing some sounds that
there must be a sensual organ in the body functioning as the instrument of hearing,
even though it is itself categorically imperceptible®.

A shorter and more concise version of Bhatta Jayanta’s viewpoints on the three
subtypes of inference can be found in his Nyayakalika. This work can be regarded
as a manual explaining basic Naiyayika concepts for beginners because it is “one
of the earliest extant example of works in the Nyaya tradition that intend to be a

sampratyayah | yatha kvacit pradese dhumenagnimatre ’'numite kimindhano ’yam agnih iti
vimarse prasaktanam trpaparnakasthadinam aprasangac ca gomayendhano ’gnih parikalpyate |
yatha va sabde dravyakarmatvapratisedhat samanyadav aprasangac ca gunatvanumanam vaksyate

Tibid, p. 344: samanyato drstam tu yad akaryakaranabhutal lingat tadrsasyaiva lingino
‘numanam —— yatha kapitthadau rupena rasanumanam | ruparasayoh samavayikaranam ekam
kapitthadidravyam, na tu tayor anyonyam karyakaranabhavah ||

"84bid: yat punar bhasyakarena bhaskarasya desantarapraptya gatyanumanam udahrtam ——
tad ayuktam —— desantaraprapter gatikaryatvat karyena karananumanam sesavad evedam syat

NV ad NS 1.1.5: samanyato drstam nama akaryakaranabhitena yatravinabhaving visesanena
visesyamano dharmi gamyate tat samanyatodrstam, yatha balakaya salilanumanam | katham
punar balakaya salilanumanam yavad asya desah balakayajahadvrttitvena prasiddho bhavati
tavantam antarbhavya vrksadikam artham paksikrtya balakavattvena sadhayati |

8ONM I, p. 348: samanyato drstam tu —— yatra sambandhakale pi lingisvarupam apratyaksam
—— nityaparoksam eva samanyato vyaptigrahanad anumiyate —— yatha Sabdadyupalabdhya
$rotradikaranam | indriyapam atindriyatvat na kadacit pratyeksagamyatvam | atha ca
chedanadikriyanam parasvadhadikaranapurvakatvena vyaptigrahanat Sabdadyupalabdhikriyanam
karanapurvakatvam anumiyate |
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concise textbook for students”®. There Bhatta Jayanta clearly defines the three
subtypes of inference as pratyaksapurvakam, parisesa and samanyato drstam, and
their definitions are the same as the second interpretation mentioned above®2.

In another passage, Bhatta Jayanta also mentions the distinction between
the inference for the sake of oneself (svarthanumana) and the inference for the
sake of another (pararthanumana). There Bhatta Jayanta definitely states that
when talking about inference, we need to recognize two different cognizers: one
who has understood the invariable concomitance by himself or herself according
to fixed rules and one who has not understood it. The inference made by the
former can be called the inference for the sake of oneself because the cognition
of the concomitance has already arisen. As for the latter, one needs to explain
the concomitance to make him or her understand. The instructive speech to
such a person can be called the inference for the sake of another person®. The
term svarthanumana and pararthanumana, together with other similar expressions,
are, however, not Bhatta Jayanta’s invention. Their traces can be found not
only in Buddhist dialectics, but also in Prasastapada’s Padarthadharmasamgraha.
Prasastapada is a follower of the Vai$esika School. He admits two kinds of
inference: svaniscitartham and parartham. svaniscitartham, as the name suggests,
is the inference in which one apprehends the thing to be inferred by remembering
the previous knowledge of invariable concomitance, while parartham is the explicit
verbal statement of svaniscitartham to another person who has not learned the
invariable concomitance before by means of a fivefold syllogism®!. Bhatta Jayanta

81Kataoka 2013, p. 236(1).

82Kataoka 2013, pp. 218(19)-217(20): tasya grahanam pratyaksanupalambhasahayan ma-
nasapratyaksat | dhumam agnisahacaritam indriyenopalabhyanagnes ca jalader vyavartamanam
anupalambhena jiiatva manasa niscinoti “dhumo ’gnim na vyabhicarati” iti | tatha niscitya punah
parvatadau dhumam pasyann agnim anumimite | tac caitat pratyaksapurvakam anumanam ucyate
| parisesanumanam tu prasaktapratisedhe ‘nyatraprasangac chisyamanarthaparikalpanam | yatha
prasaktayor dravyakarmanoh pratisedhat samanyadav aprasangac ca pariSesyat “gunah Sabdah”
iti nisciyate | samanyato drstam tu nityaparokse dharmini samanyena vyaptigrahanad anumanam
| yathecchadina karyenatmanumanam vaksyate |

8NM 1II, 551: satyam —— na paramarthatah pararthanumanam upapadyate | kin tu
dvividhah pratipatta | svayam avagatayathaprakrtalingavyaptikah tadviparita$ ca | tatra svayam
avadhrtapratibandham prati nopadisyata evam anumanam svata eva tasya pratityupapatteh |
anavadhrtavyaptikasya tu vyaptir eva vyutpadyata iti tam prati pararthanumanam tadupadesakam
vakyam evakhyayate |

84 Padarthadharmasamgraha (Dvivedin 1895), pp. 205-206: evamadi tat sarvam asyedam iti
sambandhamatravacanat siddham | tat tu dvividham | drstam samanyato drstam ca | tatra drstam
prasiddhasadhyayor atyantajatyabhede ‘numanam | yatha gavy eva sasnamatram upalabhya
dedantare ‘pi sasnamatradarsanad gavi pratipattih | prasiddhasadhyayor atyantajatibhede linganu-
meyadharmasamanyanuvurttito 'numanam samanyato drstam | yatha karsakavanigrajapurusanam
ca pravrtteh phalavattvam upalabhya varnasraminam api drstam prayojanam anuddiSya
pravartamananam phalanumanam iti | tatra lingadarsanam pramanam pramitir agnijianam
| athavagnijianam eva pramanam pramitir agnau gunadosamadhyasthyadarsanam ity etat
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seems to adopt Prasastapada’s idea and holds the viewpoint that the core of
pararthanumana is not a mere speech or a mere explanatory repetition, but the
conveyance of the invariable concomitance which establishes correct knowledge in
another person®. As for the Buddhist side, Dignaga advocates the distinction
between svarthanumana and pararthanumana®. Dharmakirti (ca. 550-600 A.D.)
and his commentator Dharmottara (ca. 740-800 A.D.) follows this dichotomy of

inference®”.

svaniscitartham anumanam |
ibid, pp. 231-233: pancavayavena vakyena svaniScitarthapratipadanam pararthanumanam
| paficavayavenaiva vakyena samsayitaviparyastavyutpannanam paresam svaniscitarthapratipa-
danam pararthanumanam vijieyam | avayavah punah pratinapadesanidarsananusandha-
napratyamnayah |
85NM II, p. 551, 12-p. 552, 2:
vaktra svapratyayenedam na hi vakyam prayujyate |
paro madvacanad eva tam artham budhyatam iti ||
kim tv enam anumanena bodhayamiti manyate |
so ’'pi tadvacanan naiva tam artham avabudhyate ||
kin tu vyaptimato lingat svayam tat tu na pasyati |
tatpratityabhyupayatvat parartham idam ucyate ||
ata$ ca $rotuh svarthanumanam evedam | wakta tu tatha param pratipadayan
pararthanumanam prayunkta ity ucyate ||
na canuvadamatram tat vaktur ity upapadyate |
yato vyapriyate samyak parasya pratipattaye ||
86See Kitagawa 1965, pp. 12-13. Dignaga’s definitions of the two subtypes of inference in his
Pramanasamuccaya can be reconstracted from Tibetan translations:
anumanam dvidha svartham trirupal lingato ‘rthadrk | (Pramanasamuccaya 2.1ab)
parartham anumanam tu svadrstarthaprakasanam |( Pramanasamuccaya 3.1ab) (Watanabe 2011,
p. 465.)
svadrstarthaprakasanam seems to be a similar expression to Prasastapada’s svaniscitarthapratipa-
danam.
87 Pramanavarttika (PV) 4.1: parasya pratipadyatvad adrsto ‘pi svayam paraih | drstah
sadhanam ity eke tat ksepayatmadrgvacah ||
NB 2.1-3: anumanam dvidha || svartham parartham ca || tatra svartham trirupal lingad yad
anumeye jnanam tad anumanam ||
Tika ad NB 2.2-3: svasmay idam svartham | yena svayam pratipadyate tat svartham
| parasmay idam parartham | yena param pratipadayati tat parartham | tatra tayoh
svarthapararthanumanayor madhye svartham jianam kim visistam ity aha—trirapad iti |
tring rupani yasya vaksyamanalaksanani tat trirupam [ lingyate gamyate nenartham iti lingam
| tasmat trirupal lingad yad jatam jnanam iti | etad dhetudvarena visesanam | tat trirupac ca
lingat trirupalingalambanam apy utpadyata iti visinasti—anumeya iti | etac ca visayadvarena
visesanam | trirupal lingad yad utpannam anumeyalambanam jiianam tat svartham anumanam
iti ||
NB 3.1: trirapalinigakhyanam parartham anumanam ||
Tika ad NB 3.1: trirupalingakhyanam ) / tring rupani—
anvayavyatirekapaksadharmatvasamjniakani yasya tat trirupam | trirupam ca tal lingam ca
tasyakhyanam | akhyayate prakasyate ‘neneti—trirupam linigam iti akhyanam | kim punas tat,
vacanam | vacanena hi trirupam lingam akhyayate | parasmay idam parartham ||



ALANKARARATNAKARAH 31

3.3 Sobhakara’s Familiarity with the Nyaya-
manjary

Vasudeva (2016) mentions that there are a few traces indicating the textual and
intellectual influence of the NM on the AlRat. The most obvious one is the opening
verse of the AlRat, which is the third margala verse of the NM:

surasuraSiroratnamaricikhacitanghraye |
vighnandhakarasuryaya ganadhipataye namah ||

Homage to Ganesa, the sun to the darkness that is hindrance, his
feet stippled with the brilliance of the crest gems of gods and demons.

It is not a trend for Sanskrit rhetoricians to directly quote a margala verse
from a philosophical work. Sobhakara could have produced his own praising to
Ganesa or Siva, but he did not. Therefore, there must be a deeper motivation for
him to quote Bhatta Jayanta’s verse.

Speaking of the sections of anumana and hetu, Sobhakara’s introduction of
the distinction between svarthanumana and pararthanumana reminds us of the
passages in the NM, but there is no close verbal parallel.

Vrtti ad AlRat 79:
tena svayam lingat pratipattir anumanam | lingena parapratyayanam
pararthanumanarupam kavyalingaparyayo hetvalamkarah |

Therefore, poetical inference is one’s own comprehension from an
inferential mark, [while] the figure of poetical reason, which has
“poetical mark” (kavyaliriga) as its synonym, causes another person
to understand by means of an inferential mark, and it takes the form
of an inference [made to inform] for another person.

NM II, pp. 551:

tatra svayam avadhrtapratibandham prati nopadisyata evam anuma-
nam svata eva tasya pratityupapatteh | anavadhrtavyaptikasya tu
vyaptir eva vyutpadyata iti tam prati pararthanumanam tadupadesakam
vakyam evakhyayate |

Among [the two kinds of comprehensions, if] there is no informing
of someone who has themselves already grasped the connection (i.e.
invariable concomitance) that has been understood by oneself, such
inference is strictly ‘for oneself’ because the cognition is possible for



32 ALANKARARATNAKARAH

that [person|. However, in the case of someone who has not [yet]
understood the invariable concomitance, the invariable concomitance
itself is communicated; the speech which instructs this [idea] is called
an inference for the sake of another person.

It can be said that Sobhakara’s viewpoint is conformable to Bhatta J ayanta’s
interpretation of the Naiyayika position. As we saw in the previous and as we
see in the present section, the idea of distinguishing between svarthanumana and
pararthanumana is shared by several Indian philosophers, including at least Bhatta
Jayanta, Prasastapada, Dignaga, Dharmakirti and Dharmottara. Bhatta Jayanta
is one of the influences of Sobhakara on the understanding of inference. The study
of the figure anumana, hetu and arthantaranyasa in Chapter 4 does not show any
direct textual dependence on the Nyayamarjars, but Sobhakara’s understanding
of the process of inference is compatible to Bhatta Jayanta’s understanding of
svarthanumana and pararthanumana. While the agreement is not dramatic, it is
close enough for us to see Sobhakara to be indebted to Bhatta J ayanta.



Chapter 4

Sobhakara as a Challenger of the
Re-systematization of Sanskrit
Rhetorics by Ruyyaka

4.1 Sobhakara’s Date, His Works and Status in
Sanskrit Rhetorics

Just like many Sanskrit rhetoricians after Dandin were from Kashmir, Sob-
hakaramitra (Sobhakara for short) was also born in this mountainous region. We
know that his father was Trayl$varamitra, a minister in the court®. The date of
Sobhakara is not difficult to determine. Since he wrote later than Ruyyaka who
was active in the middle of the 12** century, and prior to Ruyyaka’s defender
Jayaratha who was active in the 13" century, his relative date falls between the
middle of the 12" century and the early period of the 13" century.

The only work of Sobhakara transmitted to us is the rhetorical work
Alamkararatnakara (AlRat). The treatise consists of individual sutras defining
each rhetorical figure. The sutra section is then followed by an auto-commentary
discussing theoretical issues concerning the definitions of rhetorical figures, and
examining both positive example verses and negative counter-examples. The
whole section of the auto-commentary ends with verses summarizing the key ideas
underlying these figures, which are called samgraha or samksepa. 1 will designate
the auto-commentary and samgraha/samksepa together as wvrtti. The wrtti also
contains critical evaluations of the doctrines of other Sanskrit rhetoricians,
especially that of Ruyyaka, the function of which is to legitimize Sobhakara’s

830n the proper name of Sobhakara and on the name of his father, see Vasudeva 2016, p. 495,
fn. 1.
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own viewpoints.

In this treatise, Sobhakara questions Ruyyaka’s re-systematization of Sanskrit
rhetorics and attempts to introduce new elements into the system. Connoisseurs
of Sanskrit literature will surely be impressed by his adventurous analysis and
invention of various rhetorical figures. From a diachronic aspect, Sobhakara and
the AlRat stands at the final phase of the development of Sanskrit rhetorics in
Kashmir, together with Ruyyaka and Jayaratha, which is demonstrated in the
way of academic dialectics between the three authors. This academic tradition
of Sanskrit rhetorics, however, is lost in its homeland and luckily transmitted to
other regions in South Asia through scholars who knows Jayaratha’s works.

4.2 The Different Viewpoints of Ruyyaka, Sob-
hakara and Jayaratha on Some Logic-related
Figures

To comprehend academic relationship between Ruyyaka, Sobhakara and Ja-
yaratha, we need to examine their viewpoints on various rhetorical figures in the
way of intertextuality. This intertextuality has been previously noticed in Rao
(1992). In her study, Rao examines each rhetorical figure discussed in the AlRat
by comparing the different viewpoints of the three authors towards them. Though
a forward-looking attempt, the details in the original texts are more or less omitted
by her. Vasudeva (2016) is also aware of the interconnection between the AlSar,
the AlRat and Jayaratha’s Alamkaravimarsing (AlVim). This study focuses more
on Sobhakara’s criticism on Ruyyaka. Based on identification of parallel texts, the
study explores Sobhakara’s intellectual background and theoretical innovations in
comparison to Ruyyaka as well as Jayaratha’s response to Sobhakara. It also
proposes producing a critical edition of the AlVim and the AlRat by utilizing
birch bark manuscripts preserved in the Bodleian Library at Oxford University.

In the following paragraphs, I select their viewpoints on some “logical”
rhetorical figures for comparison to show what kind of intertextuality between
Ruyyaka, Sobhakara and Jayaratha is.

The two core rhetorical figures in the following discussions are anumana and
hetu/kavyaliniga. Ruyyaka uses the expressions tarkanyayamaula and tarkanyayasraya
as group names for anumana and kavyalinga. Like Ruyyaka, Sobhakara also groups
these two figures together; but he does not articulate a clear categorization of the
various types of rhetorical figures. The grouping of rhetorical figures, in fact, differs
in various alamkarasastra-s. The figure arthantaranyasa, for example, is not clearly
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classified by Ruyyaka®. The categorization of arthantaranyasa is controversial
for later authors of Sanskrit rhetorical works. Vidyanatha and Jagannatha, for
instance, include arthantaranyasa in the tarkanyaya group®, highlighting the
presence of the cause-effect relation in the figure. One would expect that Sobhakara
raises objections against Ruyyaka’s vague attitude towards arthantaranyasa. Some
other figures, such as wvyapti and apatti, which are possibly closely related to
anumana and hetu/kavyalinga, also need further investigations. Therefore, future
work should be carried out on the rhetorical figures of arthantaranyasa, vyapti and
apatti more carefully.

4.2.1 arthantaranyasa

arthantaranyasa can be translated as “poetical substantiation” or “poetical
corroboration”. It is a rhetorical figure in which “a proposition or remark is justified
or substantiated by the adjunction of a relevant moral or rationale”®. Gerow even
uses the term “apodixis” to name it?2. Although this figure has been discussed
since the period of Dandin and Bhamaha, I will start from Ruyyaka’s viewpoints.

Ruyyaka defines arthantaranyasa as the substantiation of already indicated
propositions by the relationship of a universal and a particular and by the
relationship of cause and effect?®. He recognizes eight subtypes of this figure
according to the different relationships between the thing to be substantiated
and its substantiator and according to their similarity or dissimilarity. For
Ruyyaka, arthantaranyasa is different from anumana which will be discussed
in the next subsection because the latter requires an object or a thesis which
is not yet understood®. However, Ruyyaka’s inclusion of the cause-effect
relationship here may become a problem for his system because anumana also
requires this relationship, and as we will see in the subsection of kavyaliniga and
hetu, arthantaranyasa and kavyalinga shares the same substantiated-substantiator

89Gee Chakrabarti 1989, pp. 81-82

04bid., p. 84.

M Gerow 1971, p. 118.

92This term is difficult to translate. Gerow’s two translations, “apodixis” and “introduction of
another matter”, do not thoroughly cover the extent of this figure. For Sobhakara, the core of
this figure is a substantiation (samarthana) of a general case by means of a specific one, so the
appellation “substantiation” is not enough to fully describe it. Here I translate it as “poetical
substantiation”, but it may be better to keep it untranslated.

9BAlSar 35:  samanyavisesakaryakaranabhavabhyam nirdistaprakrtasamarthanam arthan-
taranyasah ||

94 Vrtti ad AlSar 35: nirdistasyabhihitasya samarthanarhasya prakrtasya samarthakat purvam
pascad va nirdistasya yat samarthanam upapadanam, na tv apurvatvena pratitir anumanarupa
so ’rthantaranyasah | tatra samanyam visesasya viseso va samanyasya samarthaka iti dvau
bhedau | tatha karyam karapasya karanam va karyasya samarthakam ity api dvau bhedau | tatra
bhedacatustaye pratyekam sadharmyavaidharmyabhyam bhedadvaye ‘stau bhedah |
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relationship (samarthyasamarthakabhava). He also does not admit the subtypes
based on the employment or the non-employment of the word hi or the subtypes
based on the different orders of the thing to be substantiated and the substantiator
because they do not bring forth aesthetic beauty®.

Now we can analyze Ruyyaka’s first example, Kumarasambhava 1.3.

anantaratnaprabhavasya yasya himam na saubhagyavilopi jatam |
eko hi doso gunasannipate nimagjatindoh kiranesv ivankah ||

Snow does not diminish his beauty, he who is the source of endless
jewels, for one blemish drowns in a flood of virtues, like the moon’s
spot in its rays.

In this verse, the fact that one blemish drowns in a flood of virtues functions as
the universal or the general case, and it substantiates the specific case of snow that
does not diminish the beauty of the Himalaya Mountain. Therefore, the process
of substantiation is established here.

Sobhakara has noticed the problem that Ruyyaka includes the cause-effect
relationship in his definition of this figure, so he excludes it from his definition of
arthantaranyasa. Now this figure only denotes the condition in which an individual
is substantiated by a universal by means of invariable concomitance®®. The reverse
condition is defined as a new figure udaharana®™. Sobhakara admits four subtypes
of this figure based on the similarity or the dissimilarity between the thing to be
substantiated and the substantiator, and on the explicit or implicit expression of
the substantiation based on the employment or the non-employment of the word
hi%.

Jayaratha also notices the problem of including the cause-effect relation in
arthantaranyasa. He points out that since Ruyyaka himself will state kavyalinga
later, which requires the cause-effect relation, only the universal-individual relation
is needed here®. Jayaratha agrees with Sobhakara on accepting the new figure

94bid:  hisabdabhidhananabhidhanabhyam samarthakapirvopanyasottaropanyasabhyam ca
bhedantarasambhave 'pi na tadgunana sahrdayahrdayaharino vaicitryasyabhavat |

9 Vrtti ad AlRat 76: yatra viseso ’bhihitah samanyena vyaptipradarsanarupataya samarthyate
sthirikriyate so 'rthantaranyasah |

97 According to Sobhakara, udaharana is a figure in which an individual is presented as an
illustration of a universal. Here the illustration serves for the purpose of clarifying or explaining
a cognition (pratitiviSadikaranartham). AlRat 12: samanyoddistanam ekasya nidarsanam
udaharanam ||

98See appendices for details.

9AIVim ad AlSar 35: karyakaranabhavasrayasya bhedadvayasya kavyalingatvam granthakrd
eva vaksyatiti samanyavisesabhavasrayam eva bhedadvayam asrayaniyam |
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udaharana. He criticizes Ruyyaka’s first example of arthantaranyasa'®, saying

that that one defect sinks into the aggregation of virtues is a well-known fact,
so it does not need any support. The dark spot on the moon bathed in the
moonlight, functioning here as an individual, is only to illustrate the previous
idea, so this verse should be categorized under udaharana'®'. However, Jayaratha
has a different idea on verse 409 in the AlRat'*2. According to Sobhakara, it is a
case of udaharana, so the individual stated in the second line is only to illustrate
the universal stated in the first line, but not to substantiate it. Jayaratha, on
the other hand, adopts the substantiation in this case and still puts this verse
under udaharana'®®. In both Ruyyaka’s first example of arthantaranyasa and
verse 409 in the AlRat, the universal is illustrated by an individual, yet Jayaratha
has contradictory viewpoints on them. His strange attitude can only be explained
after investigating the manuscripts of the AlVim.

4.2.2 anumana

As has been demonstrated in the previous chapter, the development of the figure
of anumana shows apparent influence from Indian philosophy since Mammata.
It can be called “poetical inference”'% for the purpose of distinguishing it from
logical inference because the latter does not contain any poetical beauty. Now, let
us examine the viewpoints of the three authors on this figure.

Ruyyaka’s definition of anumana is developed from Mammata’s definition: the
figure denotes a statement concerning both the thing to be proven and its proof!®.
He interprets this definition sutra as follows:

[If in a rhetorical figure] where a proof possessing [the state of] being a
property of the topic of the thesis, positive concomitance and negative
concomitance is stated through the power of words ($abdavrttena) in
order to understand the thing to be proven, that is the figure of poetical

100 gnantaratnaprabhavasya yasya himam na saubhagyavilopi jatam | eko hi doso gunasannipate

nimagjatindoh kiranesv ivankah ||
Olihid:  yatra punah svatehsiddhasyaiva pratitivisadikaranartham tadekadesabhito visesa

upadiyate  tatrodaharanalamkarah |  gunasamnipate — dosanimagjjanatmanah — samanyasya
nairakanksyena  siddhasyendoh  kiranesv  dvanka  iti  tadekadesabhuto  wvisesas  tatra
pratitivisadikaranartham upatteh | ata$ ca visesasyanyena samarthanam arthantaranyasa

ity atra visesenapi samanyasya samarthanam iti sutraniyam | anyatha hy avyaptih syat |

102A1Rat v. 409: gunanam eva dauratmyad dhuri dhuryo niyujyate | asamjatakinaskandhah
sukham svapiti gaur gadt ||

1034bid: samanyam tu visesena samarthyate yatha — gunanam eva dauratmyad dhuri dhuryo
niyujyate | asamjatakinaskandhah sukham svapiti gaur gadi || atrapi samarthyasamarthakabha-
vasamarthanad udaharanatvam vacyam |

104Gerow, p. 108, translates this figure as “inference”.

105 AlSar 58: sadhyasadhananirdeso ‘numanam ||
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inference. Some special strikingness (vicchittivisesa) is to be presented
here by the context (arthat). Otherwise what is the difference from
logical inference!?6?

In a poetical inference, poets need to convey the existence of the cause verbally.
As we will see next, this characteristic makes poetical inference distinct from
poetical mark, where the inferential mark is not expressed directly. Now let us
examine Ruyyaka’s two examples. The first one runs as follows:

yatha randhram vyomna$ calajaladadhumah sthagayati
sphuliniganam rupam dadhati ca yatha kitamanayah |
yatha vidyujjvalollasanaparipingas ca kakubhas
tatha manye lagnah pathikatarusande smaradavah ||

Since the smoke of drifting rain clouds hides the vault of the heavens,
since fireflies appear as sparks, and since the quarters are reddened
with flashing lightning bolts, therefore, I think, a firestorm of love has
taken hold of the travelers’ grove.

In this example, the sadhana-s are the smoke in the form of rain clouds, the
sparks and the tawny color of the sky quarters. These three are the marks inferring
the existence of fire which is stated by the word “forest fire”. Rain clouds, fireflies
and the tawny color of the sky’s quarters only appear in the rainy season, and
during this season, travelers and their wives are meant to be reunited (the rainy
season is a time of love-in-union). Separation in this season intensifies the longing
for lovers. But outside of the rainy season, there will be neither unsteady rain
clouds, nor fireflies, nor the reddening of the quarters, and it is not as easy to
arouse the longing for lovers in travelers. Therefore, the groves in the form of
travelers are burnt by the forest fire in the form of love exactly in the rainy season.
In this way, both positive concomitance and negative concomitance are confirmed.
The rainy season is usually the time of love-in-union, when travelers are expected
to already have returned home. They cannot travel during the rainy season so it
is the best time to be at home. Besides, since it is based on another rhetorical
figure rupaka (the two phrases “the forest fire of love” and “the groves/groups

106 Vit ad AlSar 58: yatra Sabdavrttena paksadharmanvayavyatirekavat sadhanam sad-
hyapratitaye nirdisyate so ‘numanalankarah | vicchittivisesas catrarthad asrayaniyah | anyatha
tarkanumanat kim vailaksanyam |
The word arthat is interpreted by commentators as “because of the wonderfulness fabricated by
the poet” (kavikalpitavaicitryat, according to Vidyacakravartin’s commentary, the Sarijivant)
or “because of the production of an ornament of speech by creating poetical beauty”
(kavyasobhakaratvenalankaratvasambhavat, according to Samudrabandha).
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of travelers”), it contains strikingness!®”. A further point to discuss here is that
smoke, sparks, reddened sky, fire and grove are common subjects mentioned in
a typical logical inference: there must be fire on that mountain; because there
is smoke produced from fresh groves, reddening the quarters; as is known to us,
where there is smoke, there must be fire; and now we have observed the smoke
on that mountain; therefore there must be fire thereon. Ruyyaka connects these
subjects with the specific things in this stanza by applying the figure of rupaka
and utpreksa'®®. To explain, the relationship between fire and smoke in this stanza
is constructed by pure imagination. The standard example of fire and smoke
mentioned above is imaginably reworked as a poetical inference.

The second example is exactly the same one in the KP, so I will enter the
discussion directly. Ruyyaka observes that the proof, i.e. the falling of arrows
is not ornamented, but described as a mere fact. Ruyyaka calls this verse a
case of “pure poetical inference” based on the unornamented state of the proof.
However, even though being “pure”, readers can still experience poetical beauty
there because the verse again depends on a special strikingness of speech which
lies in a meaning produced by the poet’s fascinating expression!®.

Sobhakara, however, is not in the line of Ruyyaka. He defines anumana
as that kind of rhetorical figure in which one understands by oneself, from
its proof, an object which is not yet understood by means of explicit verbal
expression or by means of implicit expression!!®. As we will see in the appendices,
Sobhakara distinguishes the figures of anumana and hetu on the basis of the
form of inference: anumana is in the form of an inference for the sake of one’s
self (svarthanumana), while hetu is in the form of an inference for the sake of
another person (pararthanumana)'*. According to the ways in which the proof
is expressed, anumana can be divided into an explicit subtype and an implicit
subtype. Sobhakara’s examples for these two subtypes all contain shades of other
rhetorical figures except for one Prakrit verse. He also does not hesitate to criticize

07 Vriti ad AlSar 58: atra dhamasphulingakapiladiktvani vahnilingani trirupatvad davasab-
dapratipaditam vahnim gamayantity anumanam | rupekamulatvenalarikarantaragarbhikarena
vicchittyasrayanat tarkanumanavailaksanyam |

108Ruyyaka’s understanding of utpreksa includes a subtype containing the word manye which
expresses imagination (vitarka). See his explanation on AlSar 22

1994bid: atra yositam bhruvyaparena marganapatanam smarapurogamitve sadhye ‘nalarkrtam
eva sadhanam iti Suddham anumanam | praudhoktimatranispannarthanisthatvena ca vicchit-
tivisesasrayanac carutvam |

HOAIRat 78: sadhanat sadhyapratitir anumanam ||
Vrtti ad AlRat 78: yatrapratito 'rthah sadhyarapah sadhanac chabdenarthena va vrttena svayam
avagamyate tad anumanam |

W vrtti ad AlRat 79: parenanavagatasya vastunah pratipadakam gamakaripam lingam hetuh
| paragrahanam anumanavailaksanyartham | tena svayam lingat pratipattir anumanam | lingena
parapratyayanam pararthanumanarupam kavyalingaparyayo hetvalamkarah |
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Ruyyaka’s viewpoints at any possible occasion. At the end of the anumana section,
Sobhakara also quotes Ruyyaka’s second example, the verse starting with yatraita
laharicalacaladrso, and opposes Ruyyaka’s interpretation of it as a case of “pure”
poetical inference in that even though one should admit the power of the clever
expression by the poet (praudhokti) to make readers understand the aesthetic
beauty here, the more important point is that all the things and actions depicted
in this verse, as they are in reality not related, become related to each other due to
this clever expression. This condition fits the figure atisayokti, or hyperbole, which
is an identifying ascertainment!'?. Therefore, although this verse is an example
of anumana, it is in fact combined with another figure atisayokti, thus Ruyyaka’s
viewpoint is untenable.

Jayaratha’s viewpoints are somehow confusing. He admits Sobhakara’s division
and definition of svarthanumana and pararthanumana, but advocates that since
both are a kind of inference, and since there is the relation between prakara and
prakarin because both follow a general definition, anumana and hetu should be
categorized as one figure!'3. As for Ruyyaka’s example of anumana beginning with
yatraita laharicalacaladrso, Jayaratha defends Ruyyaka’s idea from Sobhakara’s
criticism, saying that though containing the clever expression of poet, the
characteristics of the envoy are intended to be factual, and one does not find the
figure atisayokti involved in this verse. It is the poetical function (kavikarman)
that makes the figure anumana distinct from a logical inference!!*. Jayaratha
further quotes verse 420 and verse 422 of the AlRat, and comments that verse
420, beginning with yo yatkathaprasarge, should not be considered as a case of
rhetorical figure because even though the reason in this verse is an implicit one,
it is ultimately a factual statement and does not bring forth poetical imagination,
so it is out of place. As for verse 422, beginning with prajanam vinayadhanad,
educating, protecting and supporting the kingdom’s subjects are expressed as
factual, so this verse is also not a case of rhetorical figure!®. Sobhakara’s viewpoint

U2 AlRat 37: adhyavasanam atisayoktih ||
Vrtti ad AlRat 37  visayanigaranenabhedapratipattir wvisayino ’dhyavasanam | iyam
cabhedapratipattir visayanupadane kevalavisayivacakasabdaprayogabalena vakyaj jayata iti sabdi

U3AIVim ad AlSar 58: tac canumanam dvidha | svartham parartham ca | tatra svartham yatra
mayayam avagato 'rtha iti svaparamarsasya niscayah syat | parartham tu yatra parenanavagatasya
vastunah pratipadanat parapratyayakatvam syat | evam ca | svarthapararthabhedena dvividham
anumanam evaiko ‘lamkaro vacyo na punar anumanahetutaya prthag alamkaratvam | ubhayatrapi
samanyalaksananugamat prakaraprakaribhavasyaivopapatteh |

U4ibid: analamkrtam iti | sasanadharadeh (originally Sasanadharmadeh) praudhoktya vasta-
vatvenaiva vivaksitatvad atisayoktyadyalamkarantaragarbhikarabhavat | atad casya kavikarmaiva
vailaksanyanimittam iti bhavah | tad aha praudhoktityadi | evam ca kavikarmabhavad yatra
vicchittivisesasrayanam na syat tatra nayam alamkaral |

US4bid:  yatha yo vyatkathaprasange chinnacchinnayatosnanihsvasah | sa bhavati



ALANKARARATNAKARAH 41

on verse 420 is similar to Jayaratha’s, arguing that the inference in this verse is
like a logical one and should not be counted as a rhetorical figure because such
inference lacks a special strikingness'!6. His idea on verse 422 is, however, rejected
by Jayaratha. Sobhakara thinks that although the three reasons to prove the state
of being a father are expressed explicitly, it is still an example of arthahetu!'”.
Jayaratha, as we have seen above, insists that the factual expression of the three
reasons in this verse makes it a counter-example of hetu. In other words, Sobhakara
focuses on the contradiction between an explicit reason and an implicit reason,
but Jayaratha focuses on whether the reason in an example contains poetical
imagination or is just a factual statement. According to Jayaratha, we cannot
judge one verse to be a proper example of anumana on the basis of whether the
reasons in it is expressed implicitly or explicitly because only poetical function
can convey a rhetorical figure, but not the state of being implicit. If an implicit
reason were to be admitted as a rhetorical figure without any poetical function,
then there would not be any problem to accept an explicit reason as a rhetorical
figure as long as it might provide readers with some poetical imagination!'®.

4.2.3 kavyalinga or hetu

As has been discussed in Chapter 2, the name of this figure differs from author to
author. One can call it “poetical mark” for kavyalinga and call it “poetical reason”
for hetu respectively. Ruyyaka follows Mammata and designates it kavyalinga.
There are, however, two different readings of his definition of this figure. Each
seems to be reasonable and it is difficult to decide which is a better reading'!?:

When a reason is [depicted as taking the form of] the meaning of
sentence, or the meaning of words, that figure is [called] poetical mark.

Or:

tam prati raktas tvam ca tatha drsyase sutanu || atra raktatvam prati visistasya
nihsvasitasyarthe ’pi hetutve vastavatvat kavipratibhanirvartitatvabhavan nayam alamkarah |
yatha prajanam vinayadhanad raksanad bharanad api | sa pita pitaras tasam kevalam
janmahetavah || atra vinayadhanadihetunam vastavatvad analamkaratvam |

U6 yrtti ad AlRat 78, v. 420: wicchittivisesabhave tu tarkanumanavan nalamkaratvam |

HTVrtti ad AlRat 78, v. 422: dtyadau pitrtvasya karanasya vinayadhanadih karyaripah $abdo
hetur na vaicitryavaha iti padarthasyartham eva hetutvam |

U8AIVim ad AlSar 58: na punar atra hetor arthatvabhavad analamkaratvam —iti
vacyam | kavikarmana evalamkaranibandhanatvenoktatvad arthatvasyaprayojakatvat (originally
arthatvasya tadaprayojakatvat) | na hi hetor arthatve ’pi kavikarmavyatirekenalamkaratvam syat
| tac chabde ’pi hetau kvacit kavipratibhanirvartitatvenalamkaratvabhyupagame na kascid dosah |

H9AISar 57: hetor vakyapadarthatve (vakyapadarthata) kavyalingam ||
After checking some manuscripts of the AlSar, I found that north Indian manuscripts generally
read vakyapadarthata, while south Indian manuscripts generally read wvakyapadarthatve. This
may suggest the existence of two different transmissions of the treatise.
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Poetical mark is a reason which takes the form of being the meaning
of sentence, or the meaning of words.

The key point in both the definitions is that a reason must be the meaning of
sentence, or the meaning of a single word, or the meaning of multiple words. As
we will see later, Ruyyaka also divides the reason in the form of the meaning of
the sentence into two subtypes: one concerns a reason in the form of the meaning
of multiple sentences, the other concerns a reason in the form of the meaning of
a single sentence. In contrast to Mammata who only points out the reasons and
results in his examples and does not interpret the figure in detail, Ruyyaka does
give a precise description after stating his sutra:

[The rhetorical figure] in which a reason in the form of a cause is
depicted as an inferential mark, either ending up as the meaning of
sentences (vakyarthagatya) or ending up as the meaning of words by
way of attributes (visesanadvarena padarthagatya), is poetical mark.
The use of the word “poetical” is for the purpose of distinguishing
lit] from logical [mark]; for here the universal pervasion (vyapti), the
logical reason’s being a property of the topic of thesis (paksadharmata),
conclusion (upasamhara) and so on are not employed. The thing
being depicted as ending up as the meaning of sentence should be
secondarily construed (upanibaddhavya) only as a reason, [but] the
thing secondarily construed is not a reason. Otherwise there would
be no difference of this [figure] from “justification/corroboration”
(arthantaranyasa)'®.

For Ruyyaka, kavyalinga conforms to the following rules: firstly, the reason
lies in the meaning of words or in the meaning of a sentence, as Mammata has
stated; secondly, it is different from formal reason; thirdly, there should be no direct
expression of cause and effect in this figure, and it is different from arthantaranyasa
which requires, though optionally, the particle hi to express justification.

To explain the four subtypes of kavyalinga, Ruyyaka quotes one verse from
the Ramabhyudaya of Yasovarman, Raghuvamsa 13.24, Kumarasambhava 5.4 and
Malatimadhava 1.19, which correspond to anekavakyarthata, anekapadarthata,
ekavakyarthata, and ekapadarthata subtypes respectively!'?!.

Ruyyaka also teaches readers how to distinguish arthantaranyasa, anumana
and kavyalinga. At the end of the section on anumana, he argues that in the realm

120 yrtti ad AlSar 57:  yatra hetuh karanarupo vakyarthagatya visesanadvarena va
padarthagatya lingatvena nibadhyate tat kavyalingam | tarkavailaksanyartham kavyagrahanam
| na hy atra vyaptipaksadharmatopasamharadayah kriyante | vakyarthagatya ca nibadhyamano
hetutvenaivopanibaddhavyah, nopanibaddhasya hetutvam | anyatharthantaranyasan nasya bhedah
syat |

121Gee appendices for details.
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of rhetorical figures based on the principle of reasoning (tarkanyayamula), there are
two kinds of relationships: 1) the relationship between the thing to be understood
and the thing which causes its understanding (pratyayyapratyayakabhava), and
2) the relationship between the thing to be substantiated and its substantiator
(samarthyasamarthakabhava). The former relationship subsists when something
that is not yet understood is being demonstrated, while the latter subsists when
something already understood is demonstrated. For Ruyyaka, anumana requires
an unknown or new thing to be understood to appear in the context'??, and
the other two (arthantaranyasa and kavyalinga) require the samarthyasamarthak-
abhava. To distinguish kavyalinga and arthantaranyasa, Ruyyaka lists three
conditions: firstly, when an object in the form of the meaning of words, already
expressed, functions as a reason, this is a case of kavyaliniga; secondly, when a
reason takes the form of the meaning of a sentence, and it is introduced as being
a reason but not presented as a reason, then this is also a case of poetical reason;
thirdly, if a reason is introduced as something unrelated, then it is a case of
arthantaranyasa. All three conditions require the reason to be expressed in an
implicit way. If, however, a reason is stated as a reason explicitly'?®, then there is
no rhetorical figure in this case'?%.

Sobhakara, on the other hand, does not agree with Ruyyaka’s distinction of
anumana and kavyalinga. He even refuses to call this figure kavyalinga and returns
to the designation hetu, arguing that they are actually synonyms. As has been
mentioned in the subsection above, Sobhakara distinguishes anumana and hetu on
the basis of the distinction between svarthanumana and pararthanumana. One may
raise the question of whether, since both anumana and hetu are based on inference,
there is a need for two different rhetorical figures. Sobhakara answers that he
follows a distinction invented by elder rhetoricians and makes his viewpoints sound
reasonable.

Next, Sobhakara criticizes Ruyyaka’s viewpoints on the distinction between
anumana and hetu: if hetu conveys an inference of an object already understood,
to whom should this inference be conveyed? The speaker or the one addressed?
The answer is neither. By proving Ruyyaka’s viewpoints to be false, Sobhakara
argues that his own distinction of the two figures is correct.

22 yrtti ad AlSar 58: ihasti pratyayyapratyayakabhavah | asti ca samarthyasamarthakabhavah
| tatrapratitapratyayane pratyayyapratyayakabhavah | pratitapratyayane samarthyasamarthakab-
havah | tatra pratyayyapratyayakabhave numanam |

123That is to say, the reason takes instrumental or ablative endings

1244bid:  samarthyasamarthakabhave tu yatra padartho hetus tatra hetutvenopadane na-
gendrahastas tvaci karkasatvad ekantasaityat kadalwisesa ityadav itva na kaScid alanikarah
| yatra tupattasya hetutvam yathodahrte visaye mrgya$ ca darbhankurinirvyapeksa ityadau
tatraiva kavyalinigam | yatra tu vakyarthasya hetutvam tatra hetutvapratipadakam antarena
hetutvenopanyase kavyalirigam eva | tatasthatvenopanyastasya tu hetutve 'rthantaranyasah |
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Sobhakara distinguishes three types of hetu: (1) the meaning of words as the
reason in an implicit way and (2) the meaning of sentences as the reason in an
implicit way or in (3) an explicit way. The examples for these three subtypes also
contain shades of other rhetorical figures. After examining several examples, he
draws the conclusion of how to distinguish anumana and hetu. Generally speaking,
in cases of hetu, the inferential mark needs to be in the form of the meaning of
a sentence or in the form of the meaning of words, and it needs to make another
person understand something; but whether this other person is addressed or not
is optional. In cases of anumana, readers will find typical words like “surely now”
(nunam) and “I know” (jane); yet, even though in some cases these words do not
appear, as long as readers can ascertain their own reflections according to the
context, we still call these the cases of anumana. Let us analyze the following two
verses:

na jata ragasarvasvasamaptir tha ced vidheh |
kim pandurani padmani tena srstani kanicit |

If the creator had not used up all of the colors [in the world in creating
you], then why did he create any white lotuses at all?

This verse is an example of anumana, but there are no typical words.
However, according to the context, we understand that the speaker is making
an ascertainment of his/her own reflection: at first, I thought the creator had not
used up all the beautiful colors in this world when he created you, O beautiful
lady; now, since there are some white water-lilies before me, I am pretty sure that
beautiful colors have already been used up to create you. This ascertainment of
reflection proves this verse to be a case of anumana, not a case of hetu.

parimlanam pinastanajaghanasangad ubhayatas
tanor madhyasyantah parimilanam aprapya haritam |
idam vyastanyasam slathabhujalataksepavalanaih
krsangyah samtapam vadati bisinipattrasayanam ||

This bed of lotus-leaves, crushed on both sides owing to the contact of
her ample breasts and hips, green (in the middle), not having come in
close touch with her slender waist, and with its arrangement disordered
by the tossings and turnings of her drooping creeper-like arms, tells of
the torment of the slim-bodied one.

This verse from the Ratnavali is also an ascertainment of the speaker’s own
reflection without any typical denoting words. The heroine’s action makes the
hero infer that she is affected by love-sickness. To ascertain his inference, the
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hero observes the situation of her bed, and notices the fading green color and the
disarrangement of lotus leaves. These two phenomena demonstrate implicitly that
the heroine is experiencing love-sickness. Therefore, it is also a case of anumana.

Jayaratha also has something to say on hetu. He raises an objection against this
figure through the voice of an anonymous opponent, saying that hetu or kavyalinga
does not deserve to be a rhetorical figure because a reason either being the meaning
of words or being the meaning of sentences lacks a special strikingness. To go into
more detail, a reason already expressed in order to prove something that needs
to be proven cannot be depicted as beyond the two subtypes of hetu, and one
should not say that a reason obtains the status of being a rhetorical figure merely
because the depiction of a reason is possible. As is known to scholars of Sanskrit
rhetorics, the special strikingness which is poetical imagination is exactly the core
of a rhetorical figure. Therefore, a mere depiction of a reason does not contain any
aesthetic beauty, so hetu should not be counted as a rhetorical figure'?>. Jayaratha
follows this opinion and argues that the depiction of a reason, either in the form of
the meaning of words or in the form of the meaning of a sentence, is possible, but
it lacks aesthetic beauty as long as it is a factual statement. Ruyyaka’s acceptance
of kavyalinga only follows the ideas of previous Sanskrit rhetoricians!?®. Moreover,
Sobhakara’s viewpoint that a designated meaning embracing a suggested meaning
becomes the reason of another designated meaning is not tenable because in that
case the aesthetic beauty would arise by means of this suggested meaning, and a
mere reason would never have any aesthetic beauty in itself. Therefore, we need
to admit that in those cases of the so-called hetu or kavyaliniga, it is the suggested
meaning that brings forth aesthetic beauty and not the rhetorical figure'?”. If the
opponent says that a reason accompanied by a suggested meaning is enough to be
a rhetorical figure, then a reason explicitly expressed would also become a figure.
Again, if this explicit reason contains some suggested meaning, it loses the state
of being a rhetorical figure due to its explicit expression; if it does not contain any

125A1Vim ad AlSar 57: nanu hetor wvakyarthapadarthatayopanibandhe (originally vakya-
padarthobhayopanibandhe) na kascid wvicchittivisesah pratiyata iti katham asyalamkaratvam
uktam | na hi sadhyasadhanayopattasya hetor evamprakaradvayatirekenopanibandhah syat |
na ca yathasambhavinopanibandhamatrenalamkaratvam vaktum yuktam | kavipratibhatmakasya
vicchittivisesasyalamkaratvenoktatvat | na  caivamupanibandhat kascid atiSaya iti  katham
asyalamkaratvam |

1264bid: satyam | yady apy evam upanibandhasya vastuvrttena sambhavan (originally vastuvrtter
asambhavan) na kascid atisayah pratiyate | tathapi granthakrta pracyair laksitatvad etad iha
laksitam |

275bid:  atha yatra vyangyaslisto vacyartho wvacyam evartham prati hetutam
bhajate tatrayam alamkaro yujyate eveti cet | tarhi wvyarngyaslesavasena tadutthanad
vakyarthapadarthatayopanibaddhyamanasya hetoh svatmani na kascid atisaya iti vyangyakrta
evatisayo ’bhyupagamyate | na tatkrtah | tasyaivam upanibaddhasya vastavatvat (originally
vastavyatvat) |
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suggested meaning, then there is no need to mention it. Therefore, Sobhakara’s
viewpoint should be rejected!?®.

Jayaratha further examines three examples quoted in the AlRat under hetu and
finds no suggested meaning inside. He advocates that in the reason-result relation,
there is no trace of aesthetic beauty. If the opponent insists that a depiction of
reason is for the purpose of cognizing a thing to be established, then anumana is
not different from this figure and one can just include it in anumana'®.

From the analyses of anumana and kavyaliriga/hetu, we can notice the common
points in Ruyyaka’s, Sobhakara’s and Jayaratha’s ideas: all three authors agree
with the presupposition that for both figures, a factual statement as the reason
or any reason explicitly expressed should not be admitted as demonstrating the
figure because such a reason fails to convey poetical imagination or lacks the special
strikingness.

4.2.4 apatti

apatti is a new rhetorical figure invented by Sobhakara. It can be translated as
“unwanted consequence” and refers to an undesirable result or effect of some action
or condition. In Sastric contexts, human beings are intended to avoid it in daily
life. However, our author decided to adopt, for the first time, this “unwanted
consequence” as an element in his system of rhetorics.

Sobhakara considers aesthetically productive “consequences” to fall into two
types: apatti and prasarnga, and he introduces them into the family of rhetorical
figures'?. His definition of apatti refers to “the effecting (apadana) of undesirable
things” as the distinguishing property'®!. To explain, when someone is doing

1284bid: yadi ca vyarigyasahacaryenaiva hetur alamkaratam iyat tac chabdasyapi (originally

chabdasyapi) hetor alamkaratvam prasajyate | yadi tatrapi vyarigyaslesah syat | atha tasya
$abdatvad eva vaicitryabhavad alamkaratvam na yuktam iti cet [ na yata arthasyapi hetoh svayam
vaicitryabhavad ayam analamkaratve nimittatvam katham na yayat (originally alamkaratvam
prayuktam — hetoh svayam omitted) | atha tatra wvyangyadleso na bhavatiti cet kim
namaparaddham | ... pratyuta yatra bhavata vyangyaslesa uktas tatra sa nastiti vaktum Sakyate |

1294bid: evam ca yatrapi vyangyaslesah syat tatrapi hetor vakyarthapadarthatayopanibandhe na
kascid atisayah | atha sadhyapratitaye hetor upanibandhad asty eva vaicitryatisaya iti cet | tarhy
anumanam evedam syan nalamkarantaram | sadhyasadhanasya tallaksanatvena vaksyamanatvat
| evam hetor vakyapadarthatayopanibaddhasya vastavatvad asya prthag alamkaratvam na yuktam
| uktavaksyamananityanumana evantarbhavopapatieh |

130Sobhakara advocates a separate rhetorical figure of prasariga. This figure exists in a case
where “an effort mainly intended to achieve an effect, incidentally (prasarngat) achieves another
effect” (Rao 1992, p. 254). This second effect is in some cases desired to obtained.

Vrtti ad AlRat 87: yatra pradhanyat kenacit phalena kasyacit prayuktasya prayatnasyarthan-
tarakaryakarita prasangad bhavati sa prasangah ... evam canunispannataya yatra phalantaram
utpadyate tatra visesah | yatra tu cikirsitam api prasangat sampadyate tatra prasarigah |

I3INM 129, 5-8: trividha casya $astrasya pravrttih uddesah laksanam pariksa ceti | namadheyena
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something, and another unwanted event or thing occurs, such condition can be
called unwanted consequence. In this figure, the occurrence of undesirable things
would be a prasarnga, i.e. an unwanted condition or incident'®?. Here prasarga
needs to be divided into two aspects: the philosophical one and the rhetorical
one'3. We shall first examine the former in the figure of apatti.

When discussing the term prasarnga in a philosophical context, one of the first
thing that comes to one’s mind is the famous reductio ad absurdum (prasanga)
as defined by Nagarjuna in his Vigrahavyavartani (ViVy). He prominently uses
infinite regress to undermine the very idea that a valid instrument of knowing
and validity itself can be established because any attempt to do so will end in an
infinite regress'*.

Sobhakara does not seem to be indebted to Nagarjuna’s work. A close
parallel to the formulation of his definition that “an unwanted condition is
the effecting of undesirable things for others under their agreement” can be
found in Bhatta Jayanta’s Nyayamanjari'3®: prasangas ca nama parasiddhena
parasyanistapadanam ucyate’®. The reason Sobhakara omitted the expression
“parabhyupagatena parasya” from the definition sutra is that the word “apadana”
has already expressed a causative meaning!®"; that is to say, it aims at communi-
cation to another person. For Sobhakara, apatti is different from poetical inference
(anumana) and poetical reason (hetu) because it is an unwanted condition that
ends in invalidation, while the other two take the form of corroboration and can
be understood to be different by the presence of words like “nanam” and so on!®.

padarthabhidhanam uddesah | uddistasya tattvavyavasthapako dharmo laksanam | laksitasya
tallaksanam upapadyate na veti vicarah pariksa ||
To form a proper definition, one should give the property that can appropriately establish the
essence of the thing to be defined.

132 A1Rat 80: anistapadanam apattih |
Translation: Unwanted consequence is the production of something undesired [by accepting
something else desired].

Vrtti ad AlRat 80: kasyacit kincit kurvato yad anistam apadyate sa prasangatmikanistasyapa-
danad apattih |

133Sobhakara has a separate figure of prasariga. It deals with the condition where an effort
intended to achieve one effect incidentally achieves another effect. This second effect is mainly
desired to be achieved. The figure of prasariga advocated by Sobhakara is obviously different
from the logical prasanga. See AlRat 87 and the commentaries on this sutra for details.

BAyriti ad ViVy 32ab: yadi punar manyase pramanaih prameyanam prasiddhis tesam
pramananam anyath pramanaih prasiddhir anavasthaprasangah |

135 Vrtti ad AlRat 80: yathoktam parabhyupagatena parasyanistapadanam prasariga iti |
Besides the NM, other sources, such as the Tattavasamgraha and the Hetubindutika, has either
parabhyupagatena or parasyanistapadana, but the two phrases do not appear in one sentence.

I36NM 1, p. 266, 34

1374bid: anistapadanam iti nijarthaparyalocanayarthad evavagateh |

1384bid: tatha canumanahetvalankarabhyam nunam ityadibhavena vilaksanaiva pratitih |

anumanader asyah sadhanarupas ca dusanatvajusah |
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apatteh suvyakto bhedo jrieyah prasanigarupakhyal ||



Chapter 5

Conclusion

This study is a basic attempt to present and analyze Sobhakara’s “creation”
or “use” of “logical” rhetorical figures with special reference to their historical
development. Now I would like to draw to the conclusion of this study.

The effort of examining “logical” rhetorical figures starts in the period of
Dandin and Bhamaha. Although early authors of alamkarasastra does not have
a consensus view on whether logical elements should be included into Sanskrit
rhetorics, Dandin’s emphasis on the figure of hetu establishes a strong foundation
for later development of logical rhetorical figures. Udbhata breaks with Dandin’s
vague categorization of hetu and introduces a new figure called kavyaliniga in
place of the former, putting his own stamp on the development of logical figures.
Rudrata further distinguishes anumana from hetu, but the details of his idea
need more studies with the help of Namisadhu’s commentary. The South Indian
rhetorician Bhoja understands hetu in a similar way as Dandin does; his view on
anumana indicates his familiarity with various Indian philosophical schools, such
as Mimamsa and Nyaya. Mammata finally establishes a strong foundation for the
existence of logical elements in the definitions of logical figures, especially in the
case of anumana.

Bhatta Jayanta, as has been mentioned in Chapter 3, is probably one of the
philosophical influences of Sobhakara. The study of arthantaranyasa, anumana
and hetu does not show any direct textual dependence on the Nyayamangjari, but
Sobhakara’s understanding of the process of inference is compatible to Bhatta
Jayanta’s understanding of svarthanumana and pararthanumana. Although there
is no definite proof for this influence, but this study shows that there is growing
accumulation of philosophical elements and discussions in Sanskrit rhetorics.

Sobhakara’s development of “logical” rhetorical figures is never an effort
without purpose. The AlRat is actually a concealed bridge to understanding the
development of Sanskrit rhetorics after Ruyyaka’s AlSar and Jayaratha’s anony-
mous criticism. Sobhakara’s criticism of Ruyyaka needs to be understood as a

49
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competitive effort and an advocation of a new systematization of Sanskrit rhetorics.
The distinct viewpoints on anumana and hetu show different aspects of analyzing
the process of inference. Although both authors are indebted to their predecessors
for providing plentiful ideas, they do not merely utter clichés according to the
framework advocated by previous rhetoricians, but they try to modify or expand
those ideas in their own systems. In this thesis, I have investigated the viewpoints
of the three authors on the figure of arthantaranyasa, anumana, hetu/kavyalinga
and apatti. For arthantaranyasa, Ruyyaka’s inclusion of cause-effect relationship
is questioned by both Sobhakara and Jayaratha. Sobhakara not only excludes
this relationship from arthantaranyasa, but also distinguishes a new figure called
udaharana from it. Jayaratha basically agrees with Sobhakara’s categorization
of arthantaranyasa, but he holds different understandings of Ruyyaka’s example
verses with regard to Sobhakara. For anumana and hetu/kavyalinga, Ruyyaka
distinguishes the two figures according to the difference of whether the content of
a communication of inference is a subject already known to the addressed person or
a subject not known to that person. Sobhakara criticizes Ruyyaka’s categorization
of anumana and hetu, and emphasizes that the difference between the two
figures depends on the distinction between svarthanumana and pararthanumana.
Jayaratha insists that in examples of the so-called hetu/kavyaliriga there is no trace
of the function of any rhetorical figure, but only the suggested meaning therein
brings forth poetical beauty. Therefore, hetu/kavyalinga does not deserve to be
an independent figure, so Sobhakara’s new definition of it is not tenable.

The study also examines the possibility of producing a critical edition of the
AlRat. Based on the currently available manuscripts, a critical edition of the
sections of arthantaranyasa, anumana and hetu is presented in this thesis. As
has been stated in the Appendix C, the grouping of all available manuscripts
needs further investigation, but it is obvious that Oy and V, usually provide
better readings and alternatives for editors when they read identically or similarly.
Therefore, a much more reliable edition can be made based on O, and V,.
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Appendix A

A Critical Edition of the
kavyalinga and anumana Sections
of the Alamkarasarvasva

A.1 Abbreviations and Sigla of Manuscripts and
Editions

Eyw:  The Alankarasarvasva of Rajanaka Ruyyaka with the Commentary of Ja-
yaratha. Edited by Mahamahopadhyaya Pandit Durgaprasad and Kasinath
Pandurang Parab. 1893. Kavyamala 35. Bombay: Javati Dadaji’s Nirnaya-
Sagara Press.

Ey, The Alankarasarvasva of Rajanaka Ruyyaka with the Commentary of
Jayaratha. FEdited and revised with a historical introduction by Pandit
Girijaprasad Dvivedi. Second Edition. 1969. Kavyamala 35. Bombay:
Nirnaya Sagar Press.

E,, Alamkara-sarvasva of Ruyyaka with Sanjiwvani Commentary of Vidya-
cakravartin:  Text and Study. By Kumari S. S. Janaki. Edited by V.
Raghavan. 1965. Thesis admitted to the P.G. Degree of M. Litt. in the
University of Madras. Delhi: Mehar Chand Lachhman Das.

E; The Alankarasttra of Rajanaka Sri Ruyyaka with The Vritti, Alankarasarvasva
of Sri Mankhuka and Commentary by Samudrabandha on the Latter. Edited
by T. Ganapati Sastrl. Trivandrum Sanskrit Series No. XL. Trivandrum:
The Travancore Government.

J; Devanagari manuscript from Shri Raghunatha Temple MSS Library, Jammu.
Reference number 476 Gha.
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J, Devanagari manuscript from Shri Raghunatha Temple MSS Library, Jammu.
Reference number 534 Gha.

Js Devanagari manuscript from Shree Raghunath Sanskrit Research Institute
Library, Jammu. Reference number 801 Gha.

L, Sarada manuscript from Lucknow, photographed by eGangotri. No. 76.
L, Sutrapatha of Lg, immediately after the main text of the AlSar.

P, Sarada manuscript from the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, Pune.
Catalogue number. Folio 1 to 110b.

Py, Sutrapatha of Py, immediately after the main text of the AlSar. Folio 110b
to 113b.
ac ante correcturam, i.e. the reading before the correction by the scribe
pe post correcturam, i.e. the reading after the correction by the scribe
conj. conjecture
corr. correction
em. emendation
padia deleted by scribe
om. omitted
by The reading in all of the manuscripts except for one

ca++-+ti Unreadable or vague
«yan inserted by scribe
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A.2 Kavyalingam

A.2.1 Kavyalingasya laksanam
adhuna tarkanyayasrayenalankaradvayam ucyate | tatra—
hetor vakyapadarthatve kavyalingam ||57||
yatra hetuh karanarupo vakyarthagatya visesanadvarena va padarthagatya 3
lingatvena nibadhyate tat kavyalingam |
A.2.2 Kavyagrahanasya hetuh
tarkavailaksanyartham kavyagrahanam | na hy atra vyaptipaksadharmatopasamha-

radayah kriyante | 6

A.2.3 Arthantaranyasad bhedah

vakyarthagatya ca nibadhyamano hetutvenaivopanibaddhavyah, nopanibaddhasya
hetutvam | anyatharthantaranyasan nasya bhedah syat |

A.2.4 Anekavakyarthapadarthagatasya kavyalingasya udaharanam

kramena yatha— 9

yat tvannetrasamanakanti salile magnam tadindivaram
meghair antaritah priye tava mukhacchayanukarah $as |

ye 'pi tvadgamananusarigatayas te rajahamsa gatas 12
tvatsadréyavinodamatram api me daivena na ksamyate ||

3 Lggp and Pggp: hetor vakyapadarthata kavyalingam. 10 yat — ksamyate | Ramabhyudaya
of Yasovarman, Act Il 7 cit. Saduktikarnamrta 976, Sarasvatikanthabharana 4.22-23, verse 21.

o

1 tarkanyayasrayena® | Eg1EpoEyE1JoPyg, tatkanyayasrayam Jq, tarkanyayasrayam Jg, tarkanya«ya»érayena
Lg 1 calankara® | E,E;LgPg, °alamkara® Eg1EpoJo, alamkara® J1J3 2 °arthatve | EyEq,
arthata Eg1EpoJ1JoJ3LgPs 3 yatra | X, atra Lg ¢ 3 hetuh | X, hetu Jo 3 °dvarena |
Y, °dvarena Lg 3 va ] X, om.Pg * 4 nibadhyate | EyE1J1J2J3LgPg, nibaddhyate Eg1Ego
5 °vailaksanya® | X, °vailaksyanya® Lg 5 °dharmato® | Eg1EgoEyEr, °dharmo® J1JoJ3LgPg
7 ca] X, 8a s 8 nibadhyamano — hetutvam ] EpsE\J3Pg, nibaddhopanibaddhasya
hetutvam Egj, nibadhyamano hetutvenaivopanibanddhavyah, nopanibaddhasya hetutvam Er,
nibandhavyopanibaddhasya ho<#zi>tutvam J;, nibadhyamano hetutvenopanipabamdhasya
hetutvam Jg, nibadhyamano hetutvenopanibaddhavyo nopanibandhasya hetutvam Ig 8
bhedah syat ]| EpiEpsEyErJ1J3, bhedo bhavet LgPg, bheda syat Jo 9 kramena yatha
] Eg1EgoEyJ1JoL¢Pg, kramenodaharanam E;J3 12 canusari® | Eg1EgEyEq, °anukari®
J1JoL¢Pg, °anvakari® J3 12 rajahamsa | X, rajahamsa J3 13 tvat® | X, tvat® Lg %¢
13 daivena | X, daivane J; 13 ksamyate | X, kramyate Lg

8 cf. AlVim ad AlSar 57: anyatheti | hetutvenopanibandho yadi na syat |
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mrgya$ ca darbhankuranirvyapeksas tavagatijnam samabodhayan mam |
vyaparayantyo disi daksinasyam utpaksmarajini vilocanani ||

purvatra padatrayartho 'nekavakyartharupas caturthapadarthe hetutvenopa-
nyastah | uttaratra tu sambodhane vyaparayantya iti mrgivisesanatvenaneka-
padartho hetur uktah |

37V Lg
75V P4

48? Jg

A.2.5 Ekavakyarthapadarthagatasya kavyalingasya udaharanam

evam ekavakyarthapadarthagatatvena kavyalingam udahriyate | yatha—

manisitah santi grhesu devatas
tapah kva vatse kva ca tavakam vapuh |
padam saheta bhramarasya pelavam
Sirisapuspam na punah patatrinah ||

yad vismayastimitam astamitanyabhavam
anandamandam amrtaplavanad ivabhut |

tatsannidhau tad adhuna hrdayam madiyam
angaracumbitam iva vyathamanam aste ||

purvatra varapraptihetubhutataponisedhasya manisita iti vakyartharupo hetur
nirdistah | uttaratra punar astamitanyabhavam ity atra vismayastimitam iti
visesanadvarena padarthah ||

14 mrgyas — vilocanani | Raghuvamsa 13.24 20 manisitah — patatrinah | Kumarasambhava
54 24 yad — aste | Malatimadhava 1.19

15 daksinasyam ]| X, daksinasyamm J, 16 °rupa$ | 3, °rupah | Ez; 16 caturthapadarthe
] EgoEyErJ1LgPg, caturthapadartho Egq, caturthapadartha® Jo, caturtha® J3 17 uttaratra
] X, uturatra Jg 17 tu | EpEyErJ1JoJ3, om.EgLgPg 18 °anekapadartho | EyEq,
canekah padartho EgEgsJiJ3L¢Pg, °anekah padartha® Jo 18 hetur uktah ]| EyE LgPg,
hetutvenoktah EgiEgo, hetutvenopa<>stah J;, °hetutvenoktah Jo, hetutvenopanyastah Jg

19 yatha | X, om.Jy 22 bhramarasya ] X, bhramaram Jq 23 dirisapuspam |
Eg1EpoEyErJoLgPg, Sarisapuspam J1J3 23 patatrinah | EyJ1J2J3L¢Pg, patattrinah Eg1EgoEr
25 anandamandam | EpEpEyE;Lg, anamdamagnam JiJoJ3, anandamandram Pg 25
amrtaplavanad | Egp1EpoEyErJoLg, amrtaplavad(unmetrical) Jp, amrtaplavanad J3Pg 25
ivabhut | X, ivabhuti Pg ¢ 26 tatsannidhau ] X, tatsanni Jg 26 hrdayam | X,
hyadayam J3 26 madiyam | Eg1EgoE\E1J1J3Lg PPy, sadiyas Jo, madiyam Lg %¢ 27 angara®
] Eg1EgEyELgPg, egara® Jq, amgara® Jo, amga® Jg 27 °cumbitam | Ep1EgEyEJ3lg,
°cumbitum Jy, °cumbhitam Jo, °$umbitam Pg 28 °bhuta® | X, °bhuto J; 28 °nigedhasya ]|
Eg1EgoEyJ1, °nisedhe ErJoJsLgPg 28 manisita | ErJoJsLgPg, manisitah EgiEgoEy, sanigita
J1 28 °rupo | X, °rupe Lg 28 hetur | Eg1EpoEyErJ1JoLg, hetu J3, hetun Pg %€ hetuh
Pg P¢ 29 uttaratra | X, utturatra J3 29 punar astamita® | E;J;J3L¢Pg, punah astamita®
Ep1EgoEy, punarah samita® Jo 30 visesana® | 3, viSese® Lg ®¢, videsa® Lg P¢

767 Pg



497 Jo

76V Py
417 Jo
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A.3 Anumanam

A.3.1 Anumanasya laksanam

sadhyasadhananirde$o 'numanam ||58]|

yatra Ssabdavrttena paksadharmanvayavyatirekavatsadhanam sadhyapratitaye
nirdiyate so 'numanalankarah | vicchittiviSesa$ catrarthad asrayaniyah | anyatha
tarkanumanat kim vailaksanyam |

A.3.2 Alankarantaramulanumanasya udaharanam

udaharanam—
yatha randhram vyomna$ calajaladadhumah sthagayati
sphulinganam rupam dadhati ca yatha kitamanayah |
yatha vidyujjvalollasanaparipingas ca kakubhas
tatha manye lagnah pathikatarusande smaradavah ||
atra dhumasphulingakapiladiktvani vahnilingani trirupatvad davasabdapratipa-
ditam vahnim gamayantity anumanam | rupakamulatvenalankarantaragarb-
hikarena vicchittyasrayanat tarkanumanavailaksanyam |

A.3.3 Suddhanumanasya udaharanam

kvacit tu $uddham api bhavati | yatha—

36 yatha randhram — smaradavah | cit. Suktimuktavaly 61.39, Verse ad Kavikanthabharana
2.1, Verse ad Suvrttatilaka 2.31, Kavyas$iksa 3.63. Ascribed to Muktakana.

31 sadhya® | X, sadhye Pg %¢ 32 °vrttena | Ep1EpEyErJ3lg, °vrttatvena Ji, °vrtena
Jo, °vrtte«na» Pg 32 paksadharma® ] 3, paksadharmata® E; 32 sadhyapratitaye
] %, sadhyapratitamye Lg ¢ 33 ’'numanalankarah] EyE;, 'numanam alamkarah Egq,
‘numanalamkarah Egs, numanam alamkarah J;, numanalamkarah JoJg, numanalankarah LgPg
33 carthad adrayaniyah | EpoEyErJoJ3LgPg, °arthasrayaniyah Ep1Jq 34 vailaksanyam
] EgiEpoEyErJ1J3, vailaksyanyam Jp, vailaksyanyam syat LgPg 35 udaharanam |
Eg1EgoEvErJ1LgPg, tada JoJs 36 °dhumah | X, °dhuma Jg 37 sphulinganam |
Eg1EgoEyErPg, sphulimganam JiJoJ3, sphalinganam Lg 37 rupam | 3, bhamgim Jg
37 dadhati | X, dadati J3 37 yatha | X, om.Jo 38 vidyujjvalollasana® | EyE;JoPg,
vidyujjvalo jvalana® Egy, vidyujjvalojjvalana® EgoJq, vidyujalollasana® Jg, vidyujjvalollasana®
Lg 39 pathikatarusande | X, pathitarukasamde Jo 39 smaradavah | Eg1EgoE\EJ3LePsg,
smaradayah Jq, saradavah Jo 40 atra | X, yatra Lg 40 vahnilingani | Eg1EgoEyE L¢Py,
vahnilimgani J1Jo, vahnilimga J3 40 trirupatvad | 3, trirupakatvad J3 40 davasabda® |
Y, dava Pg ¢ 41 pratipaditam | 3, pritipaditam Pg ¢ 41 anumanam ] X, anusanam Jq
42 °garbhikarena Ep1EgoEyErJ1, °garbhikare JoJ3LgPg %€, °garbhikarer Pg P¢ 42 °asrayanat
] X, casrayana Jo 42 tarkdnumana® | X, tarkanumane J3 43 kvacit tu | X, kvacitu
J3 43 api | X, evaJ; 43 bhavati | X, bharavati Lg ¢, bharavati Lg ¢ 43 yatha ]
Eg1EgoEyErd1J2J3, om.LgPg

33
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yatraita laharicalacaladrso vyaparayanti bhruvam

yat tatraiva patanti samtatam ami marmaspréo marganal |
taccakrikrtacapasancitasaraprenkhatkarah krodhano

dhavaty agrata eva sasanadharah satyam sadasam smarah ||

atra yositam bhruvyaparena marganapatanam smarapurogamitve sadhye 32vJ;

‘nalankrtam eva sadhanam iti $uddham anumanam | praudhoktimatranispan-
narthanisthatvena ca vicchittiviesasrayanac carutvam |

A.3.4 Bhavadvayayor astitvam

ayam atra pindarthah | ihasti pratyayyapratyayakabhavah | asti ca samarthyasamar-

thakabhavah | tatrapratitapratyayane pratyayyapratyayakabhavah | pratitapratyayane

tu samarthyasamarthakabhavah |

A.3.5 Anumanasya visayah

tatra pratyayyapratyayakabhave 'numanam |

44 yatraita — smarah | cit. Kavyaprakasa 117, Alarkararatnakara 78.

44 yatraita | X, yatreta Lg 44 laharicalacala® | EgoEyJ3, lahart calacala® Egq, laharicalam
cala® Er, laharicalamcala® J1J9, laharicalancala® Lg, lahart caficala® Pg %€, lahart ca calaficala®
PgP¢ 45 °spréo | X, °sprso Eg; 46 tac® | X, ta$° Lg 46 °cakri® | X, °camkri® J; 46
°capa’ | Eg1J1J3Pg, °capam EpoEyE Lg, °caya® Jo 46 °saficita® | Eg Py, aficita® EgoEyErLg,
°samyjita® Jy, °samhita® Jo, °samcita® Jg3 47 dhavaty | X, dhavamty J3 47 $asanadharah ]|
%, sasanadharah Ji, $asanadharas Pg 47 sadasam | X, sadamam Jo 48 atra | X, yatra
Lg ¢ 48 purogamitve | X, purogamitatve Jo 48 sadhye | EpoE\yErJoJ3LgPg, 'sadhye Egq,
sakhye J; 50 °nisthatvena | EgziEpoEyEJLg, °nistatvena JoJ3, °nistatve Pg ¢ °nistatvena
Pg P¢ 50 vicchitti® | X, om.J; 50 °adrayanac | Ep1EpEyE1J1JoPg, °asrayanas Jgl
51 ayam | X, ayam apy Lg 51 pratyayya® | X, pratyaya® Jo 51 astica | X, om.J3
51 samarthya® EgEpoEyEJoLgPg P¢, samarthya® Ji, om.JsPg ¢ 52 °samarthakabhavah ]|
%, om.J3Pg %¢ 52 asti ca samarthyasamarthakabhavah | EgiEgoE\ErJoLgPg P€) © asti ca
samarthyasamathabhavah Jq, om.J3 52 tatra® | Eg1EgoEyE1J1J0J3, om.LgPg %€, atra® Pg
P¢ 52 °pratyayane | Eg1EgEyE1JoJ3Pg P€) °pratyayena Ji, om.LgPg ¢ 52 pratyayya® ]
Ep1EgoEyErJ1Jo, om.J3LgPg %€ pratyaya® Pg ¢ 52 °pratyayakabhavah | EgEpsEyEJoPg
pe  °pratyayakahavah Ji, om.J3LgPg %€ 52 pratitapratyayane | Eg1EgoEyE(JoPg P¢,
pratitapratyayena Jq, om.JglLgPg ¢ 53 tu | Ep1EgEyE(J1JoPg P om.JgLgPg ¢ 53
samarthyasamarthakabhaval | Ep1EgoEyErJ1JoPg, om.J3Lg 54 tatra | EgEpoErE\J1JoPg,
om.J3, atra Lg 54 pratyayya® | Eg1EgoEyErJ1LgPg, pratyaya® JoJ3 54 °pratyayaka® | X,
°pratyaka® Pg %¢ 54 'numanam | Eg1EgEyEq, numanam J;J3PgLg, namanam Jo
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A.3.6 Samarthyasamarthakabhave kavyalingarthantaranyasayor
bhedah

samarthyasamarthakabhave tu yatra padartho hetus tatra hetutvenopadane na-
gendrahastas tvaci karkasatvad ityadav iva na kascid alankarah | yatra tupat-
tasya hetutvam yathodahrte visaye mrgyas ca darbhankuranirvyapeksa itya- 57
dau tatraiva kavyalingam | yatra tu vakyartho hetus tatra hetutvapratipadakam
antarena hetutvayopanyase kavyalingam eva | tatasthatvenopanyastasya tu het-
utve ‘rthantaranyasah | 60

A.3.7 Alankaradvayayor visayabhedah

evam casyam prakriyayam karyakaranavakyarthayor hetutve kavyalingam eva
paryavasyati | samarthyavakyasya sapeksatvat tatasthyabhavat | tatas ca samanyav-
iSesabhava evarthantaranyasasya visayah | 63

A.3.8 Karyakaranayoh samarthyasamarthakatvam arthan-
taranyase

77Y Ps  yat punar arthantaranyasasya karyakaranagatatvena samarthakatvam uktam tad
427 j3  uktalaksanam kavyalingam anasritya, tadvisayatvena laksanantarasyaudbhatair

56 nagendrahastas — karkasatvad | Kumarasambhava 1.36a

55 samarthya® | X, samarthya® Jo 55 °samarthaka® | X, °samartha® J3 55 hetutveno®
] %, hetureno® Jo 56 nagendra® | Ep1EpEyE(LgPg P¢) nagemdra® J;JoJ3, nagenra® Pg
@¢ 56 nagendrahastas — karkasatvad | X, nagendrahastas — karkadatvad ekantasaityat
kadalivisesah EyEr 56 °adav | EyEJ3LgPg, °atra Eg1EgaJ1Jo 56 iva | EyEJ3LgPyg,
om.Eg1EgoJ1Jo 56 na | X, om.Jo 57 hetutvam ]| X, hetuhetutvam Jy 57
yathodahrte | X, yathodahyate J3 57 mrgyas | EpEpoEyErJoLgPg, mreié Jq, srgyas Jg
58 darbhankuranirvyapeksa ityadau | Eg1EgoEyE LgPg, darbhamkuranirvyapeksa ityadau J,
darbhamkuretyadau JoJ3 58 ‘aiva | Eg1EpEyE.Jq, caikam JoPg, °ekam Jg, aika® Lg 58
vakyartho | Eg1EgoJ1J2J3LgPg, vakyarthasya EyE; 58 hetus | Eg1EpoJ1JoJ3LgPg, hetutvam
EyE; 58 hetutva® | EyE(JoJ3Pg, hetu® Eg1EpoJiLg 59 hetutvayo® | Eg1EgpaJ1JoJ3LePy,
hetutveno® EE, 59 tatasthatvenopanyastasya | X, tatasthenopanyasta Lg ¢ 59 tu
] EgoEyvErJ1J2J3, om.EgLgPg 60 hetutve | EgoEyEJ3, hetutvena® EgyJ;L¢Pg, tvena®
Jo 61 casyam | X, casyamh Lg ¢ 61 karyakaranavakyarthayor | EgpiEpoEyEJ Py,
karyakaranavakyarthayoh Jo, karanavakyarthayoh Js, karyakaranayor vakyarthayoh Lg 62
samarthya® | EpoEyEJ3Pg %€, samarthaka® Eg1J;Pg P¢, samarthya® Jo, samartha® Lg 62
sapeksatvat | EgiEgoEyErJ1J3Pg, sapeksatva Jo, sapeksatvat Lg 63 °bhava | EyE;JoJ3Pg
P€ °bhavo Eg1EgaJqLg, °bhave Pg %€ 63 evartha® | EpJoJ3Pg, 'rtha® Eg1EgoJ Ly, eva artha® Ey
63 visayah | X, viSesah Jo 64 samarthakatvam | X, samarthyatvam Lg %¢ 65 °laksanam
] %, °laksana® Eg; 65 °antara® | 3, °anta® Pg ¢ 65 °audbhatair | X, °odbhatair Pg
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asritatvat | uktalaksanasrayane tu yat tvannetretyadir vivikto visayah kavyal-
ingasyarthantaranyasad darsita iti karyakaranayoh samarthyasamarthakatvam
arthantaranyase purvam darsitam itiyati gamanikasrayitavya |

A.3.9 Samaptih

evam tarkanyayamulam alankaradvayam iha pratipaditam |

66 KASS 2.4 (arthantaranyasa): samarthakasya purvam yad vaco 'nyasya ca prsthatah |
viparyayena va yat syad dhi Sabdoktyanyathapi va || ibid: 6.7 (kavyalinga): Srutam ekam yad
anyatra smrter anubhavasya va | hetutam pratipadye kavyalinigam tad ucyate || 66 yat tvannetra
] cit. Verse ad Suvrttatilaka 2.39, Saduktikarnamyrta 976,

66 asritatvat | EgoEyEJ3LgPg, ananasritatvat Eg1J1Jo 66 ukta® | X, tal®J3 66 °asrayane |
Ep1EpoEyErJ3LgPg, °asrayena Jq, °a ayena Jo 66 °netretyadir | Eg1EgoEyJ1, netreti E;LgPg
a¢ °netrasamanakamtityadir Jo, °netrasamanakamtiti, °netrasamanakantiti P¢ P¢ 66 vivikto
] X, vivakto J3 67 °arthantaranyasad | E;LgPg, °arthantaranyasa® EgqEgs, °arthantaranyase
Ey, °arthamtanyasad Ji, °arthamtaranyasad JoJg 67 darsita | EgEgoErJoJ3, om.EyLg,
dardana Jq, dartita Py 67 iti | X, om.EyLg 67 karyakaranayoh | X, om.EyLg 67
samarthyasamarthakatvam | EpEgoEJ1Jo, om.EyLg, samarthakatvam J3Pg 68 °nyase |
EpoEJ3Pg, °nyasasya Eg1J1Jo, om.EyLg 68 purvam | X, om.Lg 68 darditam | X,
dargitamm Lg ¢ 68 °1yati | Eg1J1JoJ3LgPg, iyam EgoEyE; 68 gamanika® | Eg1EgoEJ L,
gatih E,;, gamanika JoJ3Pg 68 °adrayitavya | EgiEgoErJy PCLg, asrayitavya EyJs, adriyitavya
Jq %€, adrayatavya Jo, adritavya Pg 69 iha | EgoEyE(JoJ3, om.EyJ1LgPg 69 pratipaditam
]I EBQ]‘__‘DM]‘__‘)TJ2JgPé7 uktva EBlLé7 ukta J1



Appendix B

An Annotated Translation of the
kavyalinga and anumana Sections
of the Alamkarasarvasva

B.1 Poetical mark

B.1.1 The definition of poetical mark

Now, two rhetorical figures are stated as being dependent on the principle of logics.
Among them,

When the reason is [depicted as taking the form of] the meaning of
sentence, or the meaning of words, that figure is poetical mark.

That [rhetorical figure] in which a reason in the form of cause is depicted as
the inferential mark, either providing the meaning of sentence, or providing the
meaning of words by ways of attributes, is “poetical mark”.

B.1.2 The reason for using the word “poetical”

The word “poetical” is used to distinguish it from logical cause. In fact, in this
figure, neither universal pervasion, nor the state of the logical reason’s being a
property of the subject, nor the conclusion and so on should be applied.

B.1.3 The difference with regard to arthantaranyasa

Additionally, that which is being depicted as providing the meaning of the sentence
should be depicted as the reason itself, what has already been depicted is not the
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reason; otherwise, there would be no difference from the figure of arthantaranyasa.

B.1.4 Examples of a poetical mark existing in the meaning
of multiple sentences or in the meaning of multiple
words

Examples are as follows:

Since that blue water lily which has the same beauty of your eyes has
sunk in the water, and since the moon that imitates the luster of your
face is [now| surrounded by clouds, O beautiful lady, and since even
those royal swans which imitate your gait have gone away, [therefore,]
fate never permits me even the small respite of [seeing something that
shares] a similarity with you.

The does, indifferent to the fresh darbha grass, informed me, who
did not know of your movements; [for| they directed their eyes to the
southern direction with eyelashes upturned.

In the first example, the meaning of the initial three pada-s, which take the form
of the meaning of multiple sentences, is set down as the reason for the fourth
pada; but in the second example, [the action of] informing vyaparanyatyah as an
attribute of does is accepted as a reason which conveys the meaning of multiple
words.

B.1.5 Examples of a poetical mark existing in the meaning
of a single sentence or in the meaning of a single word

Similarly, we can exemplify poetical mark which exists in the meaning of one
sentence or in the meaning of one word. For example,

The longed for divinities are found in the home. How can your [slender]
body, O child, [resist the fierce] austerity! The delicate sirisa-flower
may bear the step of a bee, but never [the step] of a bird.

This heart of mine, stunned through astonishment, with all other
feelings ceased, as if exhilarated by the pleasure of bathing in nectar,
is now disconcerted when she is near, as if it were kissed by burning
coals.
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In the first example, with regard to the prohibition of austerity which is the
reason for the obtainment of a boon, “longed for” which takes the form of the
meaning of a sentence is indicated to be the reason. In the second example,
however, [the reason is] “all other feelings have ceased” which takes the meaning
of word by means of its attribute “stunned through astonishment”.

B.2 Poetical inference

B.2.1 The definition of poetical inference

The explicit statement of a thing to be proven and its proof is poetical
inference.

That [rhetorical figure|] in which, by means of explicit verbal denotion, a
proof possessing [1] the state of the logical reason’s being a property of the
subject, [2] positive concomitance and negative concomitance is indicated for the
comprehension of a thing to be proven, is the rhetorical figure called poetical
inference. A special strikingness should be applied here accordingly; otherwise
there would be no distinction from logical inference.

B.2.2 The example of poetical inference taking another
rhetorical figure as its base

For example,

Since the vapour of wafting clouds conceals the chasm of the sky, since
fireflies take on the form of sparks of fire, and since the quarters of
the sky are reddened by the flickering flame of lightning, therefore, I
suppose, the fire of love is smouldering in the woods where the travellers

[stay]..

In this example, the poetical inference is [as follows]: the signs of fire, i.e.
vapour, sparks of fire and the dark-red quarter of sky, cause the understanding
of [the existence of] fire which is stated by the word “dava”. It is different from
logical inference because since [the poetical inference in this example] is pregnant
with another rhetorical figure, i.e. having rupaka as its base, it (i.e. the poetical
inference in this example) relies on strikingness.
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B.2.3 The example of pure poetical inference

However, in some cases there is also pure [poetical inference.] For example,

Since those very stinging arrows fall continually only there to where
those young ladies with unsteady glances gesture with their eyebrows,
therefore, the vigorous Love-god, who is the herald, truly always runs
in front [of them], with his hand drawing back the arrow set to the
bow that [is drawn back so far that it] turns into a circle.

In this example, with regard to the thing to be proven, i.e. the fact that Cupid
walks ahead, the falling of arrows as the proof is surely not ornamented [with
any rhetorical figure]. Therefore, this is a pure poetical inference. The aesthetic
beauty [here is based on| a special strikingness because it depends on the meaning
brought about merely by the fascinating expression [by the poet].

B.2.4 The existence of two kinds of relations

Here [the following] is the core idea. Here there is the relation of the thing to be
cognized and the causer of cognition; a relation of the thing to be substantiated
and the substantiator also exists. Among those two, when there is a case of
causing a cognition of a [hitherto] uncognized object, the relation of the thing to
be cognized and the causer of cognition is present. On the other hand, in the case
of causing a cognition of an already cognized object, the relation of the thing to
be substantiated and the substantiator is present.

B.2.5 The scope of poetical inference

In this context, when the relation of the thing to be cognized and the causer of
cognition [exists|, we have an instance of poetical inference.

B.2.6 The distinction between poetical mark and arthan-
taranyasa when the relation of samarthya and
samarthaka exists

But when the relation of the thing to be substantiated and the substantiator exists,
[in verses| where the reason is the meaning of words and is expressed explicitly
to function as a reason, there no rhetorical figure exists, as, for example, in cases
such as “nagendrahastas tvaci karkasatvad” and so on. However, in a case where
the already expressed object functions as the reason, as in the exemplified context
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of “mrgyas ca darbhankuranirvyapeksa” and so on, there exactly poetical mark
is present. However, in a case where the sentence meaning is the reason, and
it is adduced to function as a reason without stating this fact, there we find
[also] poetical mark. However, if an adduced object, as long as it is something
uninvolved, is a reason, there is arthantaranyasa.

B.2.7 The distinction of the scopes of the two rhetorical
figures

Thus in such tabulation, if a sentence meaning, either being a result or being a
cause, is a reason, that exactly results in poetical mark; because the substantiated
sentence is not something independent as long as it expects [a substantiator].
From this point, the scope of arthantaranyasa is only the relation of universal and
individual.

B.2.8 In arthantaranyasa, a result and its cause are the
thing to be substantiated and the substantiator
respectively

Again, if it is said that arthantaranyasa is a substantiator because it exists in
[the relation of] cause and result, that disregards the previously defined [kind
of] poetical mark, because the followers of Udbhata rely on a different definition
which takes that [substantiation] as its scope. But if one accepts the definition
stated [by us], it can be shown that poetical mark has a distinct scope with regard
to arthantaranyasa, |as in] the case “yat tvannetra” and so on. Therefore, in
arthantaranyasa, a result and its cause were previously shown as being an object
to be substantiated and its substantiator. Such paraphrase is to be followed.

B.2.9 Conclusion

In this way, the two rhetorical figure based on logical principles as their base are
expounded here.
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Appendix C

Description of the Manuscripts of
the Alamkararatnakara, the
Abbreviations and Sigla

The present critical edition has used all of the available manuscripts of the AlRat
except for one manuscript preserved possibly in Darbhanga, reported as deposited
in the house of a local pandit in A Descriptive Catalogue of Manuscripts in Mithila,
volume II (1933), but I have not yet been able to verify the current location of
this manuscript, or whether it even still exists. Besides the description of all these
manuscripts, the abbreviations used in the previous discussions and in the critical
edition as well as the sigla are given here.

C.1 Description of the Available Manuscripts of
the Alamkararatnakara

J, MS preserved at the Raghunath Temple, Jammu.

The title of this manuscript given on the cover is Alamkararatnakarah.
It is documented in Patkar (1973), pp. 266-267, index code 805 Gha.
According to the information therein, its size is 35.5x19.2 cms and it
consists of totally 128 folios, but folio 12 and 16 are missing. Each folio
contains 12 lines, and each line contains 29 or 30 aksara-s (folios 1 to 6),
or 36 aksara-s (starting from folio 7). The manuscript is incomplete, and
the pagination ends firstly at 74, then a separate pagination starts and
continues up to 54. It is a paper manuscript written in what can be called
“Jammu-Devanagar1” script. The explicit reads krtir mahopadhyayabhatta-
trayisvaramantraputrasya tatrabhavatah panditabhattasriSobhakaramitrasya
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srisrivasarmaputrena prajnalavavata maya ratnakarabhidhah pause lamkaro
likhitah subhah, so we know that the scribe is the son of a Srivagarman, or his
name is exactly Srivasarmaputra, and he copied this text in Pausa month.
The manuscript is well preserved and contains both sutra-s and wvrtti-s. The
main text are followed by chaya for the Prakrit verses and Sutrapatha. The
date of copying is unknown.

In J,, sa and ma appear similar in many occasions, and we can only
determine the correct one with the help of context. In some cases, pa
is also written in a similar way as that of sa and ma. The “Jammu-
Devanagari” script with thick strokes also makes the identification of each
letter more difficult. The sign of the vowel e and o can be misplaced in some
cases, as in the sentence anayos ca hatverthasya yadader upadanac chabdam
sadhanatvam, where hatverthasya should be corrected to hetvarthasya.
aksara-s of nasal consonants are in most cases replaced by anusvara. Full
stop of sentence is denoted by blank space in most places, as we can see in
the first, second, eighth, ninth and twelfth lines of Figure C.1, and in the
remaining cases denoted by single or double danda-s. The omission of initial
vowel is not denoted by avagraha or any other sign. When a line ends with
an independent vowel aksara which is the initial of an independent word,
this vowel is denoted with a short vertical stroke on its lower right, as we
can see at the end of the eighth and the twelfth lines.

@%&Wwﬁaﬁmﬁ m%el:

- I TH R QRN ! mm
g mmmm%mmmmwmﬁmwg
MITADTIEHAR swﬁaﬁammmmv
ANGTUHITINGD RIRA "'ﬂ?

GC-0 Dharmariia Tust K. An oGangor-Veidika Bharata nititve.

Figure C.1: Folio 83v(9v2) of J, Content: the rhetorical figure of samadhi
(promotion) and arthantaranyasa (poetical substantiation)

J, MS preserved at the Rajasthan Oriental Research Institute, Jodhpur.

The title of this manuscript given on the cover is Alankararatnakara. It
is documented in Jinavijaya (1968), pp. 370-371, catalogue number 7043
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E, deposit number 11105. According to the information provided by
Jinavijaya, its size is 17.4x24.9 cms and it consists of totally 121 folios.
Each folio contains 24 lines, and each line contains 18 to 20 aksara-s. The
manuscript is complete. It is a paper manuscript written in Devanagari
script. The explicit reads krtir mahopadhyayabhattatrayisvaramitraputrasya
tatrabhavatah panditabhattasrisobhakaramitrasya srisrivasarmaputrena pra-
jnalavavata maya ratnakarabhidhah pose lamkaro likhitah Subhah. The
manuscript is well preserved and contains both sutra-s and vrtti-s. The date
of copying is unknown, but Jinavijaya suggests that the text was copied
in the 20" century. The catalogue documents the name of the scribe as
Srivagarmaputra.

Like the situation in J,, sa, ma and pa are also mixed up in J,. The
Devanagart script in this manuscript shows thick strokes, which also makes
the identification of similar aksara-s difficult. The sign of the vowel e and
o can be misplaced in some cases. na and la can also be mistaken in some
cases. aksara-s of nasal consonants are in most cases replaced by anusvara.
Full stop of sentence is denoted by blank space. Omission of initial vowel is
not denoted with avagraha or any other sign.

Figure C.2: Folios 82v and 83r of J, Content: the rhetorical figure of vyapti
(universal pervasion) and anumana

K, MS preserved at the Asiatic Society, Kolkata.

The title of this manuscript given on the cover is Alankararatnakarah. It
is documented in Shastri (1931), p. 429, catalogue number 4855, deposit
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number G 1553. Shastrm mentions that “Yasaskara wrote the Devi-stotra
for illustrating each of the sutras of Sobha-kara; and Ratna-kantha in the
middle of the 17" century explained how a verse of the hymn explained
a sutra.” According to the curator’s record and the information in the
catalogue, its size is 17x25.5 cms and it consists of totally 72 folios. Each
folio contains 30 lines, and each line contains 30 aksara-s. The manuscript
is complete. It is a Kasmira paper manuscript written in mediaeval
Kagmirt (Saradé,) script.  The explicit reads krtir mahopadhyayabhatta-
trayiSvaramantraputrasya tatrabhavatah panditabhattasrisobhakaramitrasya
srisrivasarmaputrena prajnalavavata maya ratnakarabhidhah pose lamkaro
likhitah $ubhah. The manuscript is damaged by worms, as visible in the
marginal of Figure C.3, and it contains both sutra-s and vrtti-s. The date of
copying is unknown, but it seems to have been old.

s
, Na:
KOLEATA 700018 (-
] Baai gsasiaticBgmallom

Figure C.3: Folios 46v and 47r of K,. Content: the rhetorical figure of samadhi
and arthantaranyasa

This manuscript contains plentiful marginal notes. It may have been used
for study of the AlRat, since the marginal notes include quotations from
the AlSar, auto-commentaries to difficult phrases and words, corrections
of aksara-s, and partial chaya for the Prakrit verses. Two citrakavya-s
(figurative poetry'®) are drawn on the front cover, one being in the form

139This term has several alternative expressions: citra, citrabandha, bandhacitra or simply
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of a sword, and the other in the form of a lotus. Two passages containing
discussion on grammatical topics are written in the blank area between the
two citrakavya-s. Jihvamuliya and upadhmaniya appear before k/kh and
p/ph respectively instead of the normal visarga.

The two citrakavya-s are actually the first two examples of the rhetorical
figure citra (pictorial poetry) in the AlRat. I decode the text contained in
them as follows:

Sword (khadgabandha):

sadara papaharane samcarajitasarasa |

sa ratu hasabhasa tu mukhapadma rasavaha ||
sa durga patu vo dhairyadhutadanavasahasa |
sarasabhamukhacchaya jitasamtatatamasa*® ||
Lotus (padmabandha):

ya mahaptihatapaya ya patartiharabhaya |

ya bharat krtarucyaya yanca ruddhamahamaya ||

As for the khadgabandha, first we need to rotate it by 90 degrees with its
blade directing downward. We start from the sa in the center of the sword,
then move upward and read da ra pa pa ha ra ne on the hilt; then start from
the left tip of the longer cross-guard and read sa 7ica ra ji ta sa ra and come
back to the centric sa. In this way, we get the first pada. The second step
also starts from the centric sa and continues from the right tip of the longer
cross-guard, reading ra tu ha sa bha sa tu, then move to the left tip of the
shorter cross-guard and read mu kha pa dma ra sa va ha until the right tip.
In this way, we obtain the second pada. The third step starts again from the
centric sa, then we read the left side of the blade downward until the sa on
the tip of the blade as sa du rga pa tu vo dhai rya dhu ta da na va sa ha sa.
In this way, we get the third pada. The last step starts from the sa on the
tip of the blade and read the right side of the blade upward as sa ra sa bha
mu kha ccha ya ji ta sam ta ta ta ma, and finally ends at the centric sa. In
this way, the fourth pada is also obtained.

Leveille (2017) discovers the way of deciphering the lotus graph. According

bandha. Lienhard translates it as carmen figuratum and observes its two characteristics: one
is “limiting the number of phonemes (usually consonants) in a stanza to one, two or only a
few”, the other is “arranging the syllables in a definite, predetermined order” (Lienhard 1984,
p. 154). Battistini states that “can indicate both word plays in general (riddles, palindromes,
tongue-twisters) and pictorial stanzas in a narrower sense” (Battistini 2014, p. 21, fn. 2). In
this paper, citrakavya is used to denote pictorial stanzas.

1408pbhakara puts pada ¢ and d first in the AlRat.
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Figure C.4: Front cover of K,
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to the method therein, we need to start from the ya in the center, then turn
to the pedal on the top right with ma ha, next turn to the pedal on the top
middle and read pti ha, next turn to the pedal on the top left and read ta
pa, and next come back to the ya in the middle. In this way, we obtain the
first pada of the padmabandha. The second step also starts from the ya in
the center, then we need to move back to the pedal with ta pa, but read it
in an opposite direction as pa ta; next move to the pedal on the middle left
and read rti ha; next move to the pedal on the lower left and read ra bha,
and move back again to the ya in the center. In this way, we obtain the
second pada. The complete procedure of reading aksara-s is given in Figure
C.5, though the position of each pedal is different from that in Figure C.4:

Figure C.5: The order of syllables in the lotus-formed citrakavya in Leveille 2017,

p- 19.

The two citrakavya-s are constructed as separate verses, but they can form
one unified text in term of the syntax and content. The whole text depicts
a pious devotee to the goddess Durga. In the following translation,I put
the lotus-formed citrakavya before the sword-formed citrakavya and place
the second part of the sword-formed citrakavya before the first part, as
Sobhakara does in the AlRat.

Leveille only provides the translation of the verse contained in the lotus
graph, which runs as follows:

She who kills misfortune by means of her auspiciousness
She who fearlessly removes pain with a strike!*!

141 eveille’s interpretation of patartiharabhaya is presumably as a compound: ya patanam
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She one who fully manifests the arrival of light
And she one who hinders great sickness by means of her
inclination!42

I translate the verses contained in the sword graph as follows:

May Durga protect you

She who through [her] firmness destroyed the impetuousness of
the Danava-s

The lustre of whose face resembling the red lotus

Defeats the impenetrable darkness

She who is zealous to remove sin

She whose gait defeats that of the swans

She whose lotus-face, shining with a smile, brings gladness

May she give benefit [to you]

O, MS preserved at the Bodleian Library at Oxford University, England.

The title of this manuscript given on the spine is Sobhakaresvaramitra’s
Alankararatnakara. Tt is documented in Winternitz and Keith (1905), pp.
142-143, catalogue number MS Sansk d. 87. The manuscript forms the main
part of a larger collection which consists of five different texts: a fragment
of the seventh act of the Abhijnanasakuntala; the AlRat; a fragment of
the Kamasutra and a commentary; a fragment of the Sabdavyaparavicara
of Mammata; and part of the chaya for the Prakrit verses in the AlRat.
This last section starts from the Prakrit verses under the twenty-fourth
figure pratipa to those under the sixty-eighth figure udreka. According to
the information in the catalogue, the size of this manuscript is 8.75x9.625
inches (circa 22.2x24.5 cms). Folio number is written up to 163, but
folios 1 to 41 are lost, and folio 79 are doubled, so it really consists
of totally 127 folios. Several folios are seriously damaged. Each folio
contains 21 lines, and each line contains 25 aksara-s. The AlRat starts
from folio 49v and ends on folio 156r, and it is complete. The manuscript
is made of birch bark and written in Sarada script. The explicit of
the AlRat reads krtir mahopadhyayapanditabhattatrayiSvaramittraputrasya
tatrabhavatah panditabhattasrisobhakaresvaramittrasya [| iti Subham | Srir
astu /| asuddhatvam adarsadosat | Sriganesaya namah || om namas saras-
vatyai /. The manuscript is generally in good condition and it contains both

artihare abhaya(with abhaya as an adjective). This should be translated as follows: she who is
fearless in the removal of suffering from calamities. One could also read patartiharabhaya as two

12T eveille 2017, p. 18.
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sutra-s and vrtti-s of the AlRat. The date of copying is written on the last
line of folio 49r, which reads sam 52 pau suti 11 gurau. This corresponds
to January the 14th, 1677 A.D. Winternitz and Keith give 1676 A.D. as the
time of copying.

This manuscript has been discussed and analyzed in Vasudeva (2016).
Judged from the handwriting style, the Abhijnanasakuntala and the AlRat
seem to have been written by one hand, the Kamasutra and the Sabdavya-
paravicara seem to have been written by another hand, and the chaya for the
Prakrit verses was written by a third hand'*3. Jihvamuliya and upadhmaniya
appear before k/kh and p/ph respectively instead of normal wvisarga.

Figure C.6: Folio 120v from O, Content: the examples and explanations of
anumana

143GSee Vasudeva 2016, pp. 499-500; Winternitz and Keith 1905, p. 142
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P4 MS preserved at the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, Pune.

The title of this manuscript given on the cover is Alamkararatnakara. It
is documented in Gode (1936), pp. 15-16, catalogue number 227/1875-
76. According to the information therein, its size is 14x6 inches (around
35.6x15.2 cms) and it consists of totally 94 folios. Folios 92 to 101
are missing. Fach folio contains 12 lines, and each line contains 52
aksara-s.  The manuscript is incomplete. It is a paper manuscript
written in Devanagari script. The explicit reads krtir mahopadhyayabhatta-
trayisvaramantraputrasya tatrabhavatah panditabhattasrisobhakaramitrasya
srisrivasarmaputrena prajnalavavata maya ratnakarabhidhah pose lamkaro
likhitah subhah. The manuscript is well preserved and contains both sutra-s
and vrtti-s. The date of copying is unknown, but Gode thinks that it is not
old.

This manuscript is used by Devadhar as the main source of his edition. It also
contains plentiful marginal notes. The aksara-s sa, ma and pa may confuse
readers and curators of the manuscript because of their similar appearance,
but not as frequent as the conditions in J, and J,.

Figure C.7: Folio 60v from P, Content: the rhetorical figure of samadhi and
arthantaranyasa

P, MS preserved at the Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, Pune.

The title of this manuscript given on the cover is Alamkararatnakara. It
is documented in Gode (1936), p. 15, catalogue number 227A /1875-76.
The manuscript forms one part of a larger collection which consists of the
following rhetorical treatises: Alamkarasarvasva (1v—110r), Alamkarasarvas-
vasutrant (110v-113v), Alamkararatnakarasutrani (113v—117v, abbr. Pgs),
Alamkararatnakaraprakrtagathasamskrtikaranam (118r-134v, abbr.  Pyg,),
Alamkaravimarsini (separate pagination 1v—255r), and Alamkararatnakara
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(separate pagination 2v-23r). The AlRat in this collection is fragmen-
tary, starting from the middle of the wrtti of the first rhetorical figure
punaruktavadabhasa (seeming tautology) and ends with the first sentence
of the wvrtti of the twentieth rhetorical figure vinoda (relief of eagerness).
According to the information in the catalogue, the size of this manuscript
is 7.25x7.25 inches (circa 18.4x18.4 cms). The manuscript is made of
country paper and written in Sarada script. The explicit reads anyasangat
kautukavinodo vinodah || asannihite ‘nubhute ‘nanubhute pi vabhilasyamane
rthe praticchanda. The manuscript is generally in good condition, but some
passages are comparably vague due to the fade of ink. All manuscripts in the
collection are combined together with a leather cover. The date of copying of
the AlRat is not mentioned, but the explicit of the Alamkararatnakarasutrani
gives the date as samwvat 15 sra wvati astamyam Sanivasare. This era is
presumably the Saptarsi era widely used in Kashmir. Characteristically,
this era does not indicate centuries. By using the Pancanga 3.14 provided
by M. Yano'*, we arrive at three possible dates: August the 2nd in A.D.
1439, August the 21st in A.D. 1639 and September the 1st in A.D. 1839.
Further studies on the characteristics of the script in this manuscript are
necessary to determine which date was the most probable.

The Alamkarasarvasvasutrani and the Alamkararatnakaraprakrtagathasam-
skrtikaranam were utilized by Devadhar for reconstructing the lost passages
in P14, but it seems that he was not aware of the rest of the whole collection.
Two citrakavya-s are attached after the explicit on the last folio, which are
generally the same as those in K.

V, MS preserved at the Sarasvati Bhavan Library, Sampurnanand Sanskrit
University, Varanasi.

The title of this manuscript given by the curator is Alankararatnakarah. It is
documented in A Descriptive Catalogue of the Sanskrit Manuscripts Acquired
for and Deposited in the Sanskrit University Library (Sarasvati Bhavana),
Varanasi, during the years 1791-1950, Vol. 11, pp. 78-79, catalogue number
41264. According to the information therein, its size is 91x4, without unit
of length. It consists of totally 253 folios, but folio 1 and folios after 254 are
missing. Each folio contains 7 lines, and each line contains 29 to 32 aksara-
s. The manuscript is incomplete. It is a paper manuscript written in De-
vanagarl script. The explicit reads vipphu /| visphuritaratnena kaustubhena
Sobha yasya tam visphuritaratnasobham | vilasena pitam ambaram yasya
tam vilasapitambaram | sahavanamalayamusyapattram ayyavartate yas tam

M4 https: / /www.cc.kyoto-su.ac.jp/ yanom/pancanga,/.
145See Devadhar 1942, p. iii.
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Figure C.8: Folio 20v of P Content: the rhetorical figure of nidarsana (negative
illustration)

Figure C.9: padmabandha and khadgabandha on the last folio of Pg



ALANKARARATNAKARAH 79

sava, which is the chaya and explanation for Prakrit verses in the AlRat.
The manuscript is well preserved and contains both sutra-s and wvrtti-s, but
some folios show traces of water stains. The date of copying is unknown.

Figure C.10: Folios 151v and 152r of V, Content: the rhetorical figure of anumana

This manuscript contains marginal notes and corrections. The AlRat in
this manuscript does not contain its first folio. Its explicit on folio 237r
reads krtir mahopadhyayapanditabhattasritrayisvaramittraputrasya tatrabha-
vatah panditabhattasriSobhakaresvaramittrasya. After the AlRat, I find the
following additional contents: 6 verses praising Visnu and Siva (237v to
238r), a complete sutrapatha of the AlRat (238v to 242r), and an incomplete
Alamkararatnakare prakrtagathanam samskrtikaranam which ends in the
middle of the commentary to a Prakrit verse under the rhetorical figure
vikalpa (option from two opposite alternatives). I transliterate and translate
the 6 praising verses as follows:

yasyaikasyaiva dosnam jayati dasasati sanvayo dvari rudrah
karagare suranam patir api ca Sact camaravyagrahasta |

kanya tasyaivam eka rajanicarapater esa suddhamtam eko
balo nihsamkam asyah pravisati ca namas tejase vaisnavaya**s

146 This verse can be found in the A1Vim, within the commentary to the rhetorical figure parikara
(entourage of attributes).



80 ALANKARARATNAKARAH

1]

The unique one (i.e. Banasura), whose one thousand arms are
triumphant, he at whose door Rudra together with retinue is
[standing guard], he in whose prison [languish] the lord of gods
(i.e. Indra) and Saci, turning the chowrie in her hand; this lord
of Raksasas (i.e. Banasura) has one daughter (i.e. Usa); and one
boy (i.e. Aniruddha), fearlessly enters her harem'¥’. Homage to
the glory of Visnu!

vajram malyati kuttimaty atha sarinnathah phani harati
srikhandaty analo marud vipinati dhvamtam tamikamtati |
pyusaty api kalakutam upalo ratnaty arir mitrati
Svabhram harmyati yady asau bhava bhavatpadaravindha'® stutih
2]
Lightning is like a garland, the ocean looks like stucco'*®, serpents
act like [pearl] necklaces, fire resembles sandalwood, storm wind
behaves like a swaying forest, darkness acts like the moon, even
poison acts like nectar, rock looks like jewel, enemies act like
friends, cliffs look like palaces. If, O Siva, this praise to your
lotus-feet (padaravinda) [is recited], then [these miracles will take
place]!

paryamke gahane vane sapavane kule jale simani
vyomni svairini yamni*>® dhanvani phale mule dale kandale |
vyale mamtrini potrini dviradane kite kva te na sthitis
tenodgaccha kuto pi darsaya mukham sambho nibaddho mgjalih

13 1]

On a bed, in an abyss, in a forest, in the wind, on a shore, in
the water, on the boundary, in the sky, in an independent process
of going/independent invocation, in a bow, in a fruit, in a root,
on a leaf, on the cheek, in a tiger, in a minister/an enchanter,
in a boar, in an elephant, in a worm: where do you not exist?
Therefore, come forth from wherever you are and show your face,

147The story of Usa, daughter of Banasura, and Aniruddha is narrated in the Bhagavata Purana,
Skandha 10, Chapter 61-63. See also Mani 1975, p. 43.

148 gjc!

149Resembling milk-ocean because of white color.

150Should be corrected to dhamni?
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O Sambhu! [My] hands are formed in salutation [to you].

kah srikhandatarum vihaya bhajate saktim kariramtike
kas tyaktva pikahumkrtani kurute kakadhvanim karnayoh |

kamthe kacalalantikam disati ko nirmucya muktavalim
hitva tvam Sasikhandasekhara param lokah $rayaty*!

4]

atra kam

Who, scorning the sandal wood tree, enjoys being near the karira-
shrub?

Who, turning away from the cooing of cuckoos, gives ear to the
sound of crows?

Who, discarding a pearl necklace, displays a necklace of glass
beads on his neck?

Except you, whom does the whole world depend on, O you whose
crown is the digit of the moon?

asvadagandhadhavalatvaguna yathaiva

nabhedato na ca prthag ghanasarakhande |
nityas tatha paramadhamani posphuriti

ko py esa devagurumamtramayas taramgah || 5 ||

This eternal, inconceivable wave consisting of gods, preceptors
and sacred words (mantra), shines forth repeatedly in the supreme
domain, neither [three elements] in amalgam nor separately, just
as the qualities of refreshing power (literally tasting), fragrance
and whiteness [existing] in the wood of the camphor tree.

ekaya dve viniscitya trims caturbhir vasikuru |

pamca jitva viditva sat sapta jitva sukhibhava || 6 ||

ekaya prajnaya dve karyakarye wvinisScitya trin Satrumitramad-
hyasthan, catu

Discriminating the two (Right and wrong) by means of the one
(Intellect), bring under thy subjection the three (Friend, stranger,
foe) by means of four (Conciliation, gift, disunion and severity),
and also conquering the five (Five senses) and knowing the six
(Treaty, war, etc.), and abstaining from the seven (Women, dice,
hunting, harshness of speech, drinking, severity of punishment,

151The manuscript reads $ravati.
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waste of wealth), be happy!®2.

Discriminating by means of the one, i.e. by intellect, the two, i.e.
right and wrong. The three [means| friends, stranger, and foe.
[By means of] four...

C.2 Observations

Here 1 provide some observations concerning the relationship between these
manuscripts according to my experience in making a critical edition of selected
sections of the AlRat.

C.2.1 Similarity of J, and J,

In comparison to other manuscripts, these two share similar readings in most of
the passages. Both mix up sa and ma in many occasions, in some cases even
mix them up with pa. As for the different readings between J, and J,, a number
of them are due to the similarity of cursive writing of letters (e.g. na and la),
wrong placement of vowel sign and loss of anusvara. The scripts used in these two
manuscripts with thick strokes also makes the identification of each letter more
difficult. It is possible that they come from one group of the transmission of the
AlRat.

C.2.2 Common points of K, and P,

Except for aksara-s and ligatures with similar appearances, which have been
pointed out by Slaje!®®, K, shares in most places the same marginal notes as those
in P,,. The content includes the explanation of the current text, the demonstration
of other relating figures and Ruyyaka’s opinion in the AlSar. I take the following
two pictures as examples:

As is visible in the two pictures, there are three different marginal notes to the
main text. I transliterate them as follows (Figure C.12):

anyatra sankhyaniyame purvam chekanuprasah || (AlSar 4)
sarpa sarpa linga linga ity atra arpa arpa inga inga iti dvayoh
dvayoh svaravyanjanasamudayayoh samyam || (AlRat 3)
vyanjanamatrasamudayayor veti vasabdodaharanam aha | kim

152Translated by P. C. Roy in the Mahasubhasitasamgraha
153Glaje 1993, p. 43-45.
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Figure C.11: Folio 2v from P,

Figure C.12: Lower half of folio 2r from K,
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vaspeti atra binduvrnde ity atra vyanjanamatrasamudayayor va
samyam | na tu (Figure C.11 reads tu na) wvyanjanasamudayayoh |
yatah purvadvike ikara ukarayoh svarayoh samudayah | dvitiyadvike
rkara ekarayoh iti svaravaisadrsyam | vyanjanadvayasamudayasya tu
na kincid sadrsyam | bindu ity atra yatha nakara vakarayoh samudayah
tatha vrnda ity atrapi anayor eveti bhavah ||

Contents in bold is directly quoted from the AlSar and the AlRat. The
first marginal note quotes from the AlSar, and the second and the third are
commentaries to the rhetorical figure chekanuprasa (alliteration of similar pair
sounds) in the AlRat. These notes imply that their author is probably a learned
scholar well-versed in Sanskrit rhetorics. In addition, the readings in K, and P
usually agree with each other, though in some cases we observe differences such
as wrong spelling of vowels or consonants. Therefore, on the basis of these two
points, we can make a supposition that K, and P, form a separate group in the
transmission of the AlRat.

C.2.3 Features of O, and V,

Oy is quite unique with regard to other manuscripts because of the following two
features: firstly, it is the only manuscript made of birch bark, which means that it
is comparatively old; secondly, it contains extra contents which can help improve
the readings in Devadhar’s edition and reconstruct lost passages therein, although
it sometimes does not help much and even makes mistakes. The common point
of Oy and V, is that when editing the sections of arthantaranyasa, anumana and
hetu, 1 find that V, and Oy usually provide the best candidate readings to improve
Devadhar’s edition when these two manuscripts read the same or similar. This
demonstrates the possibility that they come down to scholars from the same
“ancestor”. Therefore, they can also form a separate group in the transmission
of the text. Here I take the last part of the section of hetu as the example.

In my critical edition, this passage should read kvacit tu parimlanam pi-
nastanetyadau natakadisu nunam ityadyabhave ’pi prakaranadivasena svayam
paramarsaniscayad anumanam eva | evam ca na jata ragasarvasvetyadau sva-
paramarsaniscaye hetvalankaro “yukta iti ||. Oy and V, read exactly the same,
except that V, mistakes pinastanetyadau as pinastanetradau. J, reads basically
the same, but with more minor mistakes. J,, K,, P, and Devadhar’s edition
do not contain the content from natekadisu to ragasarvasvetyadau. The extra
content here actually has a close connection to its previous context because there
Sobhakara is explaining the difference between anumana and hetu. For examples
of anumana, the use of words such as nunam (now, at present) and jane (I
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know) is optional, and the key point is that these examples must contain an
ascertainment of one’s own reflection (svaparamarsaniscaya). If this ascertainment
does not exist, such example can only be a case of hetu. The verse starting
with parimlanam pinastana'®® does contain the ascertainment of the speaker’s
reflection ; so is the verse starting with na jata ragasarvasva, quoted in the
main text of the AlRat. Therefore, even though we do not find words such as
nunam and jane in these two verses, they are definitely cases of anumana, not
of hetu. However, Devadhar’s edition reads kvacit tu parimlanam pinastanetyadau
svaparamarsaniscaye hetvalankaro yukta iti, which is a wrong analysis of the verse.

C.2.4 Features of P,

This collection of the six manuscripts is particularly valuable in that it in-
cludes the polemics among the three aforementioned texts, the AlSar, the
AlRat and the AlVim. However, as has been mentioned previously, Devadhar
only utilized the Alamkararatnakarasutrani and the Alamkararatnakaraprakr-
tagathasamskrtikaranam in this collection to reconstruct the missing passages and
improve the readings in the P,,.

Consequently, an important point that has not been noticed by Devadhar is
that if one carefully compares the subtly different handwriting, it is clear that this
collection is made up of three sections, each copied by a different scribe. The AlSar,
the Alamkarasarvasvasutrani and the Alamkararatnakarasutrani consist of the first
section, and they share a continuous pagination. The Alamkararatnakaraprakr-
tagathasamskrtikaranam and the AlVim can be grouped together as the second
section due to their graphic similarity. The AlRat alone form the third section.

The first folio of the AlIVim provides us with a specific date of copying, sam
6 asadha suti 12 bhau re, i.e. in the year 6 of the Saptarsi era, on the twelfth
day in the waxing fortnight of Asadha month, Tuesday. This corresponds to June
the 27th, 1730 A.D. (June the 16th in Julian). This date is different from any
of the three possible dates of copying given in the description of Pg (August the
2nd in A.D. 1439, August the 21st in A.D. 1639 and September the 1st in A.D.
1839). Therefore, I presume that the three sections were copied separately, then the
combination of the three sections happened at some time after Devadhar produced
his edition.

154 Ratnavalinatika 2.13: parimlanam pinastanajaghanasangad ubhayatas tanor madhyasyantah
parimilanam aprapya haritam | idam vyastanyasam Slathabhujalataksepavalanaih krsangyah
samtapam vadati nalinipattrasayanam ||
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C.2.5 Temporary Conclusion

On the basis of previous analyses and observations, it is clear that J,, J,, K,
and P, all contain the reference to the same scribe: the son of Srivasarman. I
presume that the passage with the reference to the scribe was copied from an
apograph by all these manuscripts or one of them is the apograph for the other,
either directly or indirectly; yet for J,, it is not a copy of this apograph because
it contains the extra part of the anumana section skipped by the other three.
Its position in the stemma of manuscripts remains unclear for the time being.
Therefore, if we only take the sections of anumana and hetu into consideration,
Ja, Ko and P can form a separate group in the transmission of the AlRat. Oy
and V, can form the second group based on the similarity of features described
above. Yet, to group Py is not an easy task so far, since its features deserve further
discussions and investigations. I presume that since the AlSar and the AlVim
are transmitted together with the AlRat in the collection that includes Py, this
collection was probably intended for studying the theoretical difference between all
the three Sanskrit rhetorical treatises by organizing them together chronologically
for remembrance and comparison. The mysteries about the manuscripts of the
AlRat can be solved only after the relation between the witnesses is discovered,
especially by collating other parts of the text and finding more similar connecting
errors. This will be one of the goals of my future research.

C.3 Sigla

Bhuvanapala Hala’s Gahakosa (Gathasaptasati) with the Sanskrit Commentary
of Bhuvanapala. 1980. Edited by Prof. M. V. Patwardhan. Prakrit Text
Series No. 21. Ahmedabad: Prakrit Text Society. This is the first volume
which contains Bhuvanapala’s commentary. The second volume contains
translations, notes and explanations for all the verses quoted in the first
volume.

Devistotra Deuvistotra of Yasaskara Kavi. Edited by Dr. Kali Prasada Dube.
Laghu-Granthamala Vol. 57. 2001. Varanasi: Publication Institute,
Sampurnanand Sanskrit University. The Dewistotra of Yasaskara is believed
to have been composed in the 16" or 17" century A.D. Its author utilized
the sutra part of the AlRat to illustrate each rhetorical figure with a verse
in praise of Devi. There are different readings between the sutra part of the
two texts, but these generally remain at the level of paraphrasing core ideas
of those rhetorical figures.

Pramanasamuccaya Pramanasamuccaya of Dignaga. See Kitagawa 1965.
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Pramanavarttika Pramanavarttika of Dharmakirti. See Miyasaka 1972.

Weber Saptasataka. See Weber 1881.
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Appendix D

A Critical Edition of the
arthantaranyasa, anumana and
hetu Sections of the
Alankararatnakara

In this critical edition I will not report the following in the apparatus, unless
other additional variation appears in the manuscripts: the interchangeable use of
anusvara and homorganic nasal (7, 7, 1), the omission of avagraha, the change of
visarga to s/$/s before another s/$/s. The symbols h and h are used for jihvamuliya
and upadhmaniya.

The siglum Py, is used only in the apparatus register for the chaya
of Prakrit verses. The readings of the Dewistotra and Pgy for a given
sutra are presented in the apparatus only when they differ from the oth-
erwise constituted text. That is to say, the apparatus is fully positive
because the Deuwistotra and Pg,, are treated as testimonia. The abbrevia-
tions used in the previous chapters are also applied in the critical edition.
ac ante correcturam, i.e. the reading before the correction by the scribe

pe post correcturam, i.e. the reading after the correction by the scribe
conyj. conjecture

corr. correction

em. emendation

pacne deleted by scribe

om. omitted

by The reading in all of the manuscripts except for one

ca+++ti Unreadable or vague
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D.1 Arthantaranyasah

83V J,, 817

Jo, 46Y Ko,
D.1.1 Arthantaranyasasya laksanam 117Y Ox,

60V P,
videsasyanyena samarthanam arthantaranyasah ||76|]| 1469 V

yatra viseso ’bhihitah samanyena vyaptipradarsanarupataya samarthyate
sthirikriyate so ‘rthantaranyasah |

D.1.2 Hetvarthantaranyasodaharananam bhedopayah, ta-
sya karanas ca

ihoktarthopabrmhakatvena kadacit karyasya karanasya vopadanam kvacid visesasya

kvapi samanyasya | tatra karyakaranayor upapadakatvenopavrmhakatvena vaksyama-
nanitya hetvalamkarah | viSesasya samanyam prati pratitiviSadikaranarupatayopavr-
mhakatve samanyoddistanam ekasya nidaréanam udaharanam ity udaharanalamkarah

| sa copamaprastave ivadyupadanena $abda udahrtah | anupadane samananyay-

atvad arthah sa eva, na tv arthantaranyasah | yato na vyaptipradarSanarupam 147" v,
samarthanam visesakaryakarananam asti pratitivisadikaranatmakam ca samanyader
hetutvenopadanakhyam ca visesasamanyayor iti sarvatraikalaksananuvidhanadhiga-
mabhavad alankarabheda eva | tena viSesasyaiva samanyena vyaptidarsanena
dardhyopadanam arthantaranyasah |

D.1.3 Arthantaranyasasya vibhagah

ayam ca sadharmyavaidharmyabhyam dvividhah san hisabdadyupadane sabdas
tadabhave tv artha iti caturvidhah | vyaptipradaréanasya tu purvapascadbhavena 118" ox
vaicitryabhavan na bhedahetutvam |

D.1.3.1 Sabdaprakarah sadharmyena

kramena yatha—

2 viseso | X, visesah Oy 2 ’bhihitah ] Pgp, bhihitah J,JoKoPp, abhihitas Oy,
bhihitas V, 2 °pradarana® | X, °pradarsane Oy 2 °rupataya | X, °rtapataya
Ja 3 ’rthantaranyasah | Pgp, rthamtaranyasa J,J,, rthantaranyasa KgPp, rthan-
taranyasah Oy, rthamtaranyasah V, 4 ihoktartho® | J,JoO4V,, iharthartho® K,
iharthartho® Pgp, ihortharto® P 4 °opabrmhakatvena ]| OyPpp, C°opavrmhakatvena
JaJoKoV,, °opavrmhakatvena Pp 5 upapadaka® | JyJoKoPppVy,, upadanaka® OxPp

5 °opabrmhakatvena ] OyPgp, °opavrmhakatvena J,JoPpV,, °o+vrmhakatvena K, 6
°visadikarana® | corr., °visadikarana® JoOxPppV,, °visadikarane J,KoPp, 7 ekasya | X,
ekamsya J, 8 °prastave | JoOxPgpV,, °prastavam J,KoPp 8 sabda | Jy,JoKoPpPgp, $abda
OxV, 8 anupadane | O4V,, anupadane tu J,JoKoPpPrp, 9 na ] X, om.V, 10 °visadi®
] X, °visadi® Oy 11 sarvatrai® 3, +thatrai® V, 11 °anuvidhana® | ¥, °anuvidhina® Oy
13 dardhyo® | PpPgp, dardhya® J,JoKoOxV, 14 ayam ca | OxV,, ayam J,JoKoPpPrp

14 san hi® | X, sa+i® K, 14 °upadane | X, “upadame V, 15 °bhavena ]| 3, °bhavane J,
16 vaicitrya® | X, vaicitrya® Pp ¢
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saralana padikadhina majjham lahiuna kim va na kunanti |
jam sihinehi bhuanam annonnaviloanam pihiam || 403 ||

atra stanabhujalaksanasya visesasya prastutasya saralanam ityadih saman-
yarupo 'rtho 'prastutah | purvam samarthakatayopattah | yacchabdopadanac ca
sabdatvam ||

D.1.3.2 Arthaprakarah sadharmyena

yo ’sau jatya caranarahito 'nurur anvarthanama
citram so ’yam tapana bhavata sarathitve niyuktah |
padaghataih samam upanayan dhvantam arohati dyam
sevasangat kim api mahatam yanti tuccha mahattvam || 404 ||

atranuror arkaprasadad viyadakramane samanyam sadharmakataya pascat
samarthakam |

D.1.3.3 Dvitiyodaharanasyahetvalankarakaranam

yvady apy atra mahatseva karanarupa tucchotkarsasyopabrmhatayopatta tathapi
na hetvalankarah | karanasya samanyalambanenaiva samarthakatayopadanat
| evam anyatra karyasya karanasya va samanyadvarena samarthakatvam
arthantaranyasa eveti jieyam ||

18 saraland | corr., saralana ¥, saralanam Oy 18 °kadhina | J,JoKoPpV,, °kathina Oy,
°kathind Ppp 18 majjham ]| PppV,, majjam J,KoOxPp, sajjam J, 18 lahiina ] Oy,
na hiona J,Pp, lahiona J,V,, na hi khuna K, laddhuna Py, 18 va ] X, va V, % 19
jam | X, ja P, 19 sihinehi | Oy, sihenahi J,Pp, sithonahi J,, sihen+h+ K, thanaehim
Pgyp, thanaehi V, 19 bhuanam ] OxPypV,, bhuaja J,K,Pp, tuana Jo, 19 annonna® |
PypV,, annona® J,JoKoOxP, 20 saralanam ] 3, saralanam Oy 20 ityadih ]| V,, ityadis
JaJoKoPpPprp, ityadi® Ox 21 ’prastutah | corr., prastutah J,K,OxPpPgp, prastavah Jo,
prastuta V, 21 purvam | X, purva® V, 21 °opadanac | J,KoOxPpPgp, °opadanas
JoVs 24 °nama | X, °namar V, 25 so 'yam | Pyp, mayam J,, se yam JoP %€, so yam
KoOxPp PV, 25 tapana | X, trapana J, 26 Samam | X, Sasam V, 26 upayanan
] JoKoOxPpPgp, upanayam J,, upana+n V, 26 arohati | X, arahati J, 27 seva® | %,
saiva® V, 27 mahatam ] X, mahata P, 27 tuccha | X, taccha J, 27 mahattvam
] KoOxPgpV,, mahatvam J,JoPp 28 °prasadad | J,JoKoPgrpVa, °prasad Oy, °prasadad
P, 28 °akramane | X, °akramene J, ¢ 28 sadharmakataya | X, sadharmataya Oy
30 mahatseva ] X, mahatseva® V, 30 tuccho® ] X, +ccho® V, 30 °opatta | X,
aipatta Oy 31 °avalambanenaiva | J,JoKoPpPgp, °alambanenaiva Oy, °aryalambanenaiva
V, 32 samarthakatvam | J,JoKoPpPyp, samarthakam OV, 33 jieyam | O4V,, vijieyam
JaJoKoPpPep

19 chaya: saralanam prakrtikathing madhyam labdhah kim fva na kurvanti | yat stanair bhujanam
anyonyavilokanam pihitam || Kq gives na hi labdha instead of labdhah. Untraced.
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D.1.3.4 Sabdaprakaro vaidharmyena

jena parakkamanihina akkamia sattasaaruddesa |
na hu kaarana dhukkai ovaso niagharesum pi || 405 ||

atra saptadvipakramanasya visesasya kataranam nijagrhe 'py avakasabhavah
samanyatma khalv iti sabdataya vaidharmyena samarthakah |

D.1.3.5 Arthaprakaro vaidharmyena

vidhaya bhumes talam astakantakam
vavarsa hemna sa saharsam arthinam |
akurvatam arthijanartikhandanam
vrtha taditpallavacancalah ériyah || 406 ||

atra vidharmina samanyena samarthanam |

D.1.3.6 Adhyavasayagarbhaprakarah

kvacid adhyavasayagarbho ’'pi bhavati | yatha—

udite bhaskare kvapi gamyate timirotkarail |
tejasvinam analokya prabhavanti malimasah || 407 ||

40 Vikramankadevacarita 17.1: vidhaya bhumes talam astakantakam vavarsa hemna sa saharsam
arthinam | akurvatam sarvajanartikhandanam vrtha taditpallavacaticalah $riyah ||

35 parakkama® | PypV,, marakkama® J,JoK, parikkama® Oy, sarakkama® P, 35 °nihina ]
Y, °nihina Oy 35 akkamia | J,JoOxPpV,, akkadia K, akkamio Py, 35 sattasaaruddesa
] corr., sattamaagadrama J,, sattamaaraddoma J,, sattasaaraddisa K, sattasaaroddosa Oy,
sattasaaraddoma Py, sattasaarudesa Py, sattasaaroddosa V, 36 kaarana | OyPyp,, kaarana
JaJoKoPp, kaarana V, 36 dhukkai | Py, hukkai J,J KoPp, dukkal OV, 36 ovaso |
Oy, ovasa J,KoPp, ovasam Jg, oaso Pyp, ovaso V, 36 niagharesum ] OxPypJ,, niagharesum
JaJoKo, niagharammam Pp, niagharesum V, 37 'py | corr., py JyJoVa, om.KoPpPgp, pi
Oy 37 avakasabhavah ] corr., abhavah J,Jo, ratyabhavah KPPy, avakasabhavas Oy,
avakasanavas V, 38 °atma | JoOxPpPppVa, %atsa J,, atmu K, 40 °kantakam | KoPpp,
°kamthakam J,Jo, kantako Oy, *kanthakam P,V, 41 sasaharsam | corr., samuharsam J, Py,
masuharsam Jg, samaharsam K,OxP,V,, samam harsam Py, 42 °arti® | JoKoOxPppPp,
camti® J,V, 44 vidharmina | OxPyp, vidharmanam J,JoK, vidharmanam P, vidharmana
V., 46 °otkaraih | X, °otka++ J,

35 chaya: yena parakramanidhina akrantah saptasagaroddesah | na khalu kataranam dhaukate
wakaso nijagrhesv api || Pgp reads: yena parakramanidhina akrantas saptasagaroddesasah | na
khalu katarapam dhaukate vakaso nijagrhesv api || Untraced.

84Y J,

827 Jo
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atra tejasvimalimasartupo 'rtho 'bhedenadhyavasitah samanyartupo vaidharmyena 48
samarthakal |

D.1.4 Prativastupamadrstantayor visayo 'rthantaranyasad
bhinnah

evam samanyasya visesasamarthakatayam arthantaranyasatve visesasya visesan-
tarasamarthanam prativastupamadrstantayor eva visayo narthantaranyasasya | 51

D.1.5 Rudratakrtodaharanasya carutvam narthantaranyasat,
niScayalankarahetukam tu

tatas ca athava na citram etad dahati himani hi bhumiruham ityadau
videsasya visesantarena samarthanat sarupyenapy ayam bhavatiti na vacyam | cit-
ratvasyabhihitasyathava na citram ityadinonmulanenabhihitasamarthanasambhavac 54
ca | ata eva vihitanisedhad evamadau niScayalankarahetukam eva carutvam
narthantaranyasat ||

57

D.1.6 Arthodaharanasya prakarau

niddoso na hu koi vi na hu koi vi savvaha gunavimukko |

52 cit. KAR 8.90: janayati samtapam asau candrakalakomalapi me citram | athava kim atra
citram dahati himani hi bhumiruhah ||

48 °rupo | X, °rupe P, *¢ 48 ’bhedena® | Pgp, bhedena® J,JoKoPpV,, bhedona® Oy 48
samanyarupo | OxV,, samanyarupa® J,JoKoPPgrp 50 arthantaranyasatve | J,JoKoOxVy,
arthantaranyasatvena PPy, 52 ca athava | X, cathava Oy 52 na | OxPypV,, na Jy,
na® JoKo, om.Py, 52 citram | X, ci+m V, 52 dahati | J,JoKoOxV,, dehamti PPy,
53 °antarena | KoPpPyp, °amtarena J,V,, °amtarena J,, °antarena Oy 53 samarthanat
] JoKoOxPpPyp, samurthanat J,, samarthenat V, 53 sarupyena® | Py, P¢V,, sarupena®
JadoPrp ¢ sarupena® KoOxPp 53 °py ayam ]| JoPgpVa, °py ayam J,KoPp, °yam Ox
54 °abhihitasya® | X, bhihitasya V, 54 °athava | X, va V, 54 citram | X, +4+m
Ky 54 °adinonmulanena® | JoKoOxPgp, °adinanmulena J, Py, °aninor mulanena® V, 54
°abhihita® | JoKoOxPgpV,, nabhihita® J,P, 54 °asambhavac | KoOxPrpPp, *asambhavas
JoV, asambhavac Jo 58 niddoso | KoOxPppVa, jiddomaho J,, niddomho J,, jiddasyo Py,
58 koi vi | OxPppVa, ko bi J,Pp, ko vi Jo)Ky 58 koi | 3, kai P, 58 vi | JoKoOxPrpVa,
bi J,P, 58 savvaha | K OxPypPp, mavvaha J,, mabaha Jg, sabbaha V

58 chaya: nirdoso na khalu kascid api na khalu kascid api sarvatha gupavimuktah | ksirasamudre
'pi visam ratnany api visadharasirahsu || Untraced.
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khirasamudde vi visam radnani vi visaharasiresu || 408 ||

gunanam eva dauratmyad dhuri dhuryo niyujyate |
asanjatakinaskandhah sukham svapiti gaur gadi || 409 ||

ityadau punaruktanitya samanyavisayayah pratiteh sadharmana vidharmana
ca visesena visadikarana udaharanasyaivarthatvam |
D.1.7 Arthantaranyasodaharanayor vivekasya samgrahah

karyadina yad anyasya viSesanopapadanam |

hetuh so ’rthantaranyasah samanyenetarasya tu ||
samanyasya visesad visadikaranam vitanyate yatra |
arthodaharapam syat tatrevadiprayogavirahena ||

iti vivekah ||

D.2 Anumanam

D.2.1 Anumanasya laksanam

sadhanat sadhyapratitir anumanam ||78]||

yatrapratito 'rthah sadhyarupah sadhanac chabdenarthena va vrttena svayam
avagamyate tad anumanam |

60 cit. Sarasvatikanthabharana 4.56, v. 125, KP 10.109, v. 480, AlVim ad AlSar 35. 69
Devistotra 77: sadhanat sadhyapratitir anumanam || yatrapratito ‘rthah sadhanac chabdenarthena
va vrttena svayam avagamyate tad anumanam |. Pgrg 78: sadhanat sadhyapratitir anumanam |

59 khirasamudde | Pgp, kirasamudde J,, kirasamudda J,, kira+mudde K, cchirasamudde Oy,
kiramamuddo Pp, birasamudde V, 59 visam ] X, visa P, 59 radnani | Pgp, radna
JaJoKoOxPp, radnai V, 59 visa® | OxPppV,, vvisa® JuJoKoPp 59 °hara® | X, °haya®
Py 59 °siresu | Oy, °mirasa J,, °siresa JoPp, °siresa K, °sinasesu Oy, °sire+ V, 60
eva dauratmyad | X, evadau+tmyad V, 60 dhuri | X, dhari V, 60 niyujyate | X,
na yujyate V, (The reading of V, is also possible, but not attested in other sources.) 61
gadi | JaJoPpPepVa, gall Kg, gatt Ox 62 ityadau | JoOxPpPgpV,, i ityadau J, Ko 62
°visayayah | J\KoPpPppV,, °videsayah J,, °viSesayayah Oy 63 viSesena | X, videsana K,
63 visadi® | X, visadi® V, 64 viSesano® | OxV,, videsasya yad anyeno® J,JoKoPpPrp 64
°opapadanam | JoOxV,, °opadane J,Pp, °opadanam KoPy, 65 °etarasya | X, °ottarasya
Jo 66 visadikaranam | X, visadi+ranam K, 66 vitanyate | JoOxPypV,, vibhuvyate J, Ko,
vibhuvyate P, 67 °eva® | Pyp, %aiva® J,JoKoOxPpV,y 71 yatrapratito® | JyJoKoPpPrpVa,
yatra pratito® Oy 71 sadhyartipal ] Jo, sadhyarthartupas J,, sadhyaripas KoOxPpPgpVa
71 °narthena | JoKoOxPpPppV,, “narthena J, 72 svayam avagamyate | J,JoOxPpPrppVa,
svaya+vagamyate K,

1497 V

85V J,, 837
Jo, 47Y Ko,
120" Oy,
62" P,
150V V4

1517 Vu
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D.2.2 Dandapupikayodaharanam
kramena yatha—

candisakodandam avapa bhangam

manye prabhavaj jalajatmajayah | 75
jagama ramas tadasannidhanat

khedam yad akhandalakarmuke 'pi ||416]]

atra candisakodandabhangam prati janakyah karanatvam ramasya prakaranat- 78
ge” 7, vam sadhyam | tadviyuktasya ramasyendradhanusi tadrsakaryanupalabdhya
48" K, dandapupikayanumiyate | tatha ca yasyendradhanusi kunthitatvam sa katham
candisakodandabhangam kuryat | 81

D.2.3 Hetvalankarah pararthanumanarupah, nanumanalankarah
yatha ca—

mugdhaksi nunam adhuna tvadapangakeli-
vatayane vasati kamukalokapalal | 84
120V Ox karnavatamsakusumopanibaddhavasah
sevaparo yad iha satpadagayano 'yam ||417|]

1519 Vy atra gayanarupasevakakaryadarsanat sevaniyakamukalokapalavasthitih karana- 87
rupanumiyate | atra ca yady api mugdhaksyah sambodhyamanatvam tathapi
na pararthanumanarupo hetvalamkarah | svayam pramanantarena pratipannam
vastu parasyanavagatam pratipadyate tat pararthanumanam | atra tu maya 90

74 avapa | J,JoK,OxV,, athapa PpPy, 75 manye | O4xV,, satya® J,JoKoPpPgp
75 jalajatma® | Oy, janakatma® J,JoKoPpPppV, 77 yad | JaJoKoOxPpPgp, yatha
Va 77 karmuke | JyJoKoOxPpPgp, karmuko V, 78 candisa® | J\JoKoOxPpPgp,
candidam V, 78 °kodandabhangam ]| K,OxV,, °kodamdam J,J,P,Pgp 78 janakyah
] JaJoOxPpPrpVa, janakya+ K, 78 karanatvam | J,JoKo *OxPpPppV,, karanatve
K, P¢ 78 ramasya | OxV,, om. J s JoKoPpPrp 79 prakaranatvam | O, om.
JaJoKoPpPrp, ca karanatvam V, 79 °anupalabdhya | O4V,, °anupapattya J,JoKoPpPrp
80 dandapupika® ]| J,JoOxPpPgpV,, dandapupika® K, 81 kuryat ]| J,JoKoOxPpPgep,
vidadhyat V, 83 mugdhaksi — madhuna | OyxPppV,, lacuna before na J,JoKoPp
85 karnavatamsa® | JyJoKoOxPpPgp, karnavatam ca V, 85 °kusumopanibaddha® ]
JoKoPpPrpVa, °kusumesanibaddha® Oy, °kumsumopanibaddha® J, 85 vasah | J, vasas
JAKoPpPppVy,, vasa® Og 87 °rupasevakakarya® | = conj., °mevarupakarya J,JoKo,
°rupasevakarya® Oy, °mevarupakaryya® PpPpp ¢, °sevakad rupakadya® Pyp P¢, °rupasevakarya®
Va 87 °lavasthitih | Jo PCOxPp PCPppV,, Clavasthitih J,Jo %Ko Pp %€ 88 tathapi ]|
JaJoKoPpPrpVa, tatha Oy 90 °syanavagatam | J,Jo,OxPppV,, °syavagatam Oy, °syanavagate
P, 90 pratipadyate | J,JoOxPpPrpV,, pratipat+yate Ko, 90 maya® | OV, mata® J, Ko,
mada® JoPp ¢, maha® PyppPp P¢

74 Untraced.
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sevakadarsanat kamukalokapalavasthitir avagateti pratipattipratipadanam, na tu
parenanavagatasya pratyeyasya vastunah pratipadanam |

D.2.4 Dvitiyodaharanasyanumanatvahetuh

evam ca vastupratipadanatatparyabhavat parena vastunah pratipattav apratipat- s3vij,

tau va pratipattipratipadanasya visesabhavat parenanavagatatvam aprayojakam
ity anumanam eva | evam udaharanantaresv abhyuhyam |

D.2.5 Hetvanumanayor bhedasya samgrahah

parenapratipannasya vastunah pratipadanam |
paranumanarupo hi hetvalankara isyate ||

mayayam pratipanno ’rtha iti yatra nivedyate |
tatranumanam tena syat pratipattinivedanat ||

iti sangrahah |

D.2.6 Purvodaharanadvayor sadhanatvam $abdam

anayo$ ca hetvarthasya yadader upadanac chabdam sadhanatvam |

91 sevaka® | JyJoKoOxPpPgpp, mevaka® V, 91 darsanat | J,JoOxPpPppV,, darana
Ko 91 kamuka® | J,JoKoOxPpPyp, karmuka® V, 91 °pratipadanam | J,OxPpPppVy,
°padanam JoKo 92 °nanavagatasya | Jy,KoOxPpPgpV,, *nanavagamya J, 92 pratyeyasya
] JaJoKoPpPrpVy, pratyayasya O 94 vastupratipadanatatparyabhavat — visesabhavat
] JoOxPyp, vastupratipadanasya visesabhavat J,, vastupratipadanatatparyabhavat® KqPp,
°pratipattipadanasya’® V, 94 cavagatatvam | JoKoOxPpPppV,, Cavagatvam J, 95
abhyuhyam] J,JoKoPpPppV,, abhyuham Oy 99 pratipattinivedanat | V,, pratipat-
tinivedanam J,JoPpPgp, ++pattinivedanam K, pratipattinivedanad Oy 100 sangrahah
] KoOxPyp, samgrahah J,JoPp, samgrahat V, 101 hetvarthasya | JoKoOxPpPgpVy,
hatverthasya J, 101 yadader | J,JoKoPpPyp, yada OV, 101 chabdam | J,JoKoPpPrpVy,
chabda[m] Oy 101 sadhanatvam | J,JoKoOxPpPyp, sopanatvam V

1527 'V
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D.2.7 Arthanumanasya udaharanau

vannavasie viatthasi saccam via so tue na saccavio |
na hu honti tammi ditthe sutthavatthai amgai ||418]]

atra nayakadarsanakhyasya karanasya tatkaryadarirasvasthyaviruddhasvasthy-
opalambhenabhavo 'numitah | atrapy adrstavaty adarsanajnatatvan na jhapyetety
adarsanam tvaya gopitam apy asmabhir avagatam iti pratipattipratyayanam eva
| yatha ca—

na jata ragasarvasvasamaptir iha ced vidheh |
kim pandurani padmani tena srstani kanicit ||419|]

102

105

108

atra kesucit padmesu raktatvakhyakaryaviruddhapanduratvopalabdhya karanaru-

102 wvanpnavasie—amgaim | cit. Weber No.478. Bhuvanapala v. 480: wvanpnavasie viacchasi
saccam ciya so [tae] na saccavio | na hu humti tammi ditthe satthavaithai amgai ||. The edition
has lost tae between so and na saccavio, which can be attested in the commentary to this verse.
The replacement of saccavio for sambhavio is better. See Biihler 1879, p. 98. The sanskritized
form is satyapita, meaning ”seen”.

102 vannavasie | J,JoKoPpPpp, vannarasasae Oy, vannabhasue V, 102 viatthasi ]
JoKoOxPppV, P¢, viarthasi J,, viatthasya V, %¢ 102 saccam via | Pgp, saccam cia J,JoKoPp,
saccaria Oy, saccam cea V, 102 so tue | Pgp, sorabhae J,KoPp, soraphae J,, so ue Oy, so tae
V, 102 saccavio | Oy, sambhavio Py, seccavio J,, samca+io Ko, saccabio J,Pp, sascabhio
Va 103 na | J,JoOxPrpVy, + Ko 103 honti | J\PppVa, hoti Jo, hanti O 103 tammi
] KoPgp, tassi JoOy, tasmi J, PV, 103 ditthe | PgpVy,, dittha JoJoKoPp, dittho Oy
103 sutthavatthai | KOy (without marking of short anusvara), satthavatthai J,JoPpPrpVa
103 amgai | PppJaJoV, (the latter three shows no mark of short anusvara), angai KoPp,
angaim Oy 104 °akhyasya | J,JoOxPpPipVa, atsya Ko 105 °sthyopalambhenabhavo |
JadoOxPp P¢Pgp, °sthyepalambhenabhavo Pp, ¢, °sthyopalambanabhavo V, 105 'numitah ]
conj., numitah O,V ., vasitah J,JoPp, 'vasitah Pyp, vamitah K, 105 atrapi | J,KoOxPpPgp,
yatrapy Jo, atrasy V, 105 adar$ana® | conj., adar$anam J,JoKoOxPrPrpV,y 105 °jiiatatvan
] %, °jna+tv+n Ko 105 jhapyetety | J,JoKoPpPrp, jiapyetedy Oy, jhapyety V, 106
adaréanam—apy | Oy, adarsanatvayogo pi tam J,JoPp, adarsanatvayogo pi tad Py, adarsanam
jhatatvan na jhapyety adrstavati adarsanam jhatatvan na jiapyatety adarsanam tv ayago 'pi tam
apy V, 106 asmabhir | X, asmabhir J, 106 °pratyayanam | X, °pratyayanam Oy 108
°samaptir | X, sumaptir V, 108 iha ]| Oy, iti ¥ 108 ced vidheh | J,KoPppVa, yed
vidheh Jg, ca dvidhah Oy, ced vidhe P, 109 pandurani | KoOxPgpV,, pamdurani J,Jo,
patuipandurani P, 109 kanicit | X, kanicet J, 110 kesucit | X, kesucid P, 110
padmesu rakta® | JyJoKqOxV,, padmesv arakta® PyPgy

102 vannavasie—amgaim | Pgp reads vapnavasidra(?)ti to indicate the verse in the original text.
The sanskritized form is exactly the chaya given in the printed edition. Pgp reads sambhavitah
instead of satyapitah. Bhuvanapala gives a different chaya for the former half-verse, which reads:
svadesavasini vilokyate satyam eva sa tvaya na drstah | 102 chaya: wvarnavasite vikatthase
satyam eva sa tvaya na satyapitah | na khalu bhavanti tasmin drste svasthavasthany angani ||
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pasya ragasyasambhavo ’'numitah | ubhayatratra hisabdadyanupadanat sad-
hanasyarthatvam |

D.2.8 Udaharanayos$ carutvakaranam

asya ca gathayam upacaradivirahena suddhatve "pi vicchittivisesasadbhavac carut-
vam | anyesv atiayoktyadigarbhatvena | 63" Pp

D.2.9 VicchittiviSsesabhave nalankaratvam

vicchittivisesabhave tu tarkanumanavan nalamkaratvam | yatha—

yo yatkathaprasange chinnacchinnayatosnanihs$vasitah |
sa bhavati tam prati raktas tvam ca tatha drSyase sutanu ||420]|

evam hetvalamkaradau jneyam |

D.2.10 Yatraita laharityadir atiSayoktimulatvan neha ruyyaka-
matih prayojya

yatraita laharicalacaladrso vyaparayanti bhruvam
yat tatraiva patanti santatam ami marmacchido marganah |
tac cakrikrtacapasancitasarah prenkhatkarah krodhano
dhavaty agrata eva Sasanadharah satyam sadasam smarah ||421]]

ityadau tu praudhoktyullikhitatvena $asanadharatvasarapatanadyasambandhe

116 yo yat—sutanu | cit. Vyaktiviveka p.104: yo yatkathaprasange chinnacchinnayatosnanihs-
vasitah | sa bhavati tam prati raktas tvam ca tatha drsyase sutanu || cit. AlVim ad AlSar 58: yo
yatkathaprasange cchinnacchinnayatospanihvasah | sa bhavati tam prati raktas tvam ca tatha
drsyate sutanu ||

111 ragasyasambhavo | J,JoKoOxPPpp, ragasya sambhavo V, 111 ubhayatratra hi® ]
OV, ubhayatratra hi® J,JoKoPp %¢, ubhayatraha Py P¢, ubhayatreha Ppp 113 asya |
JadJoKoOxPpV,, asyas Pgy 113 gathayam | J,JoOxV,, gathayas KoPpPgp, 113 upacara®
] JaJoKoOxV,, tupacara® PpPyyp 113 $uddhatve | O4V,, visuddhatve J,JoKoPpPgp

113 'pi | Pgp, pi JAJoKoOxPp, 11 Vu 113 °sadbhavac | J,JoOxPpPgp, °sad+avac Ko,
°sadbhavas V, 114 anyesv | O4xV,, anyesu tv J,JoKoPpPpp, 115 vicchittividesa® |
JaJoKoOxV,, vicchittir viesa® PpPy, 116 yatkathaprasange ]| 3, yahkathaprasange O

116 chinnacchinna(written as chinnaschinna)® ] Oy, chinnachinna® J,JoKyV,, cchinnabhinna®
Pp, chinnabhinna® Py, 116 °osnanihévasitah | Ko, ostanih$vasitah J,, ®os?anihsvasitah Jo,
°osnaniésvasitah Oy, °osthanihsvasitah® Py, osthani$vasitah Pgp, °osthanihévasitah V, 117
dréyase | X, drsyame Py
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'pi sambandha ityatiSayoktimulatvad alamkarantaraviviktam iti na vacyam ||78]|

D.3 Hetuh

D.3.1 Hetvalankarasya laksanam
parapratyayakam lingam hetul ||79]]

parenanavagatasya vastunah pratipadakam gamakarupam lingam hetuh | 126
paragrahanam anumanavailaksanyartham |

D.3.2 Hetvanumanayor bhedah

tena svayam lingat pratipattir anumanam | lingena parapratyayanam pararthanuma-
narupam kavyalingaparaparyayo hetvalamkarah | 129

D.3.3 Yady apy anumanasyaiva dvaividhyam tathapi hetuh
prthag laksitah

yady apy anumanasyaiva svarthaparartharupatvena dvaividhyam tathapi pratipadi-

119 yatraita—smarah | cit. Vriti ad KP 117 and Vriti ad AlSar 58, reading marmasprso
and aficitasara instead of marmacchido and aficitasarah. c¢f. Bhartrhari’s Srigarasataka 11:
nunam ajnakaras tasyah subhruvo makaradhvajeh | yatas tannetrasaficarasucitesu pravartate
I 124 dtyadau tu—na vacyam | cf. Vrtti ad AlSar 57: atra yositam bhruvyaparena
marganapatanam smarapurogamitve sadhye ‘nalankrtam eva sadhanam iti Suddham anumanam
| praudhoktimatranispannarthanisthena ca vicchitlivisesasrayanac carutvam | 125 Devistotra
78: parapratyayikam (*¢: parapratyayakam) lingam hetuh || parepavagatasya (sic!) wvastunah
pratipadakam gamakarupam lingam hetuh |. Pgrg 79: parapratyayakam lingam hetul |

119 laharicalacala® | Pygp, laharicalamcala® J,JoPp, laharicalaficala® Ky, daharicalafichala®
Oy, laharicalamcala® V, 120 ami | JoKoOxPpPippVy, ast Ju 120 marmacchido ]
JaJoKoOxPpPgp, mandasprso V, 120 marganah | 3, margana P, 121 °capasaificitasarah |
Oy, °capam amcitasirah J,Jo, °capam ancitasirah K, °capasamcitasirah Py, °capam amcitasara®
Va 121 prenkhatkarah | KoOxPyp, premkhatkarah J,J,, °prenkhotkarah Pp,, °premkhatkarah
V. 122 satyam | JoKoOxPpPppVa, satye J, 122 sadasam | PypV,, sacayam JyJoKoPp,
sadasam Oy 122 smarah | J,JoOxPypV,, smafral Kq, smara Py, 123 tu | JoKqOxPgpVy,
tum J,Pp 123 praudhoktyullikhitatvena ] 3, praudhokte llikhitatvena J, 123
$asanadharatva® | X, lacuna between Sasana® and °tva V, 124 °mulatvad | JuKoPpPppVy,
°mulatvad J,, °mulatva® Oy 124 alamkarantaraviviktam ] Pp,, alamkaramtaraviviktam
JuJoV,, alankarantaraviviktam KOy, alamkarantaram viviktam Py, 125 lingam hetuh ] Ko,
limgam hetul J,JoPppPpV,, lingahetuh Oy 126 parena® | OV, para® J,JoKoPppPp 126
gamakarupam | 3, lacuna between ga® and °karupam V, 126 lingam hetuh | KoOxPpp,
limgam hetuh J,J,V,, linga hetuh P, 128 lingat | JoJoKoPpPrpVy, lingat O 128
pratipattir | X, pratipattipattir Py, 128 °pratyayanam | X, [pratylayanam Kg 129
kavyalingapara® | corr., kavyalimgapara® J,J,, kavyalingapara® K, kavyalingaparam® Oy,
kavyalimgam P, kavyalinga® Pyp, kavyalimgapara® V
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tavailaksanyasrayane pracyaih prthag laksitah tathaivehapi laksanam |

D.3.4 Ruyyakoktakavyalinganumanayor vailaksanyam aprayuk-
tam, yathoktam eva vailaksanyam sadhiyah

132 yat tu parair apratitapratyayakad anumanad asya sakanksatvena pratitasyarthasy-
opapadakatvad vailaksanyam uktam | tad asad | tatha hi kim vaktra prati-
pannasyanumanasyopapadakam lingam uta boddhavyena | tatra nadyah | vak-

135 tropapattisahitasyaivarthasya pramanantarena pratipannatvad akanksabhavat |
na hi svoktad vakyad akanksoparamate svasrayaprasangat | napi dvitiyah |
boddhavyenapi pramanantarenapratipanna evarthah | tasmad eva vakyad ava-

138 gatatvena pratitopapadanabhavat pratitopapadakam kavyalingam, apratitapratya-
yanam anumanam ity aviveka eveti yathoktam eva vailaksanyam sadhiyah |

D.3.5 Hetvalankarasya trayo bhedah

asya ca padavakyartharupataya lingasya dvividhate |

133 yat tu parair—vailaksanyam uktam | Vriti ad AlSar 58: ihasti pratyayyapratyayakabhavah
| asti ca samarthyasamarthakabhavah | tatrapratitapratyayane pratyayyapratyayakabhavah |
pratitapratyayane tu samarthyasamarthakabhavah | tatra pratyayyapratyayakadbhave numanam

. evam casyam prakriyayam karyokarapavakyarthayor hetutve kavyalingam eva paryavasyati |
samarthyavakyasya sapeksatvat tatasthyabhavat |

130 anumana® | ¥, at+mana® K, 130 dvaividhyam | X, dvividhyam Py, dvividhyataya
Py ¢ 131 °pi pratipaditavailaksanyasrayanena ]| V,, °pi pratipadi lacuna na J,JoKoPp,
°pi pratipaditavailaksanyasrayane Oy, °vi pratipadi lacuna na Pgp %€, °pi pratipaditarupena Pgp
pe 131 prthag laksitah | JoKoPpPypV,, prthag alaksitah J,, prthak laksitah Oy 131
tathaivehapi | JoOxPpPypV,, tathaivaihapi J,, tathevaihapi K, 132 parair | X, surair Py
132 anumanad | O4V,, anumana lacuna J,JoKoPpPrp 132 asya sakanksatvena | OxV,,
lacuna J,JoKoPpPrp 133 asad | O4V,, amad etat J,, asad etat JoJKoPpPrp 133 tatha hi
] JaJoKoPpPrpVa, om. Ox 134 pratipannasyanumanasyo® ] J,JoOxV,, pratipannasyo®
K, pratimanasyopamaranasyo® Pp, pratimanasyopamanasyo® Py %¢, pratitasyanumanasyo®
Pyp P€ 134 nadyah ] J,JoKoOxPpPyp, nadyah V, 135 °ktropapatti® | JoOxPrpVa,
°ktropapattih J,KoPp 135 pratipannatvad | J,JoKoPpPppV,, pratipadatvad Oy 135
akanksa® | KoOxPyp, akamksa® J,J,V,, akamkhya® P, 135 °bhavat | X, °bhavan V,
136 svoktad | J,JoPpPgppVa, [s]voktad Ko, soktad Oy 136 °paramate | OxV,, °paramate
JaJoKoPpPrp 136 °prasangat | J,JoOxPpPrpV,, °+rasangat K, 137 boddhavyenapi
] JaJoOxPpPipVa, +ddhavyenapi K, 137 °nantarena® | JoJoKoPppV,, °nantarena Oy
137 tasmad | J,JoOxPpPypV,, tasma+ Ko 137 vakyad | J.KoOxPpPppV,, vakyarthad
Jo 138 avagatatvena | J,JoOxPpPppV,, avaga+tvena K, 138 pratitopapadanabhavat
] V., pratitopapadanubhavat J, Ko, pratitopapadanabhavat J,, pratitopadabhavat Oy ¢,
pratitopapadanabhavat Oy P¢, pratitopamadanubhavat Py, pratitirupadanubhavat Py, 138
°papadakam | J,JoOxPpPppV,, “pap+dakam K, 138 apratita® | J,JoOxPpPyp, aprati+°
Ko, apratiti® V, 139 °pratyayanam | O4V,, °pratyayakam J,JoKoPpPgp
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prajanam vinayadhanad raksanad bharanad api |
sa pita pitaras tasam kevalam janmahetavah ||422]|

ityadau pitrtvasya karanasya vinayadhanadih karyarupah $abdo hetur na vaic-
itryavaha iti padarthasyartham eva hetutvam | vakyarthasya $éabdam artham veti
trayo bhedah |

D.3.6 Vaksahsthali raksatv ityadau alankaratvam eva, na
dhvanih

kramena yatha—
vaksahsthali raksatu sa jaganti jagatprasuter garudadhvajasya |
Sriyo 'ngaragena vibhavyate ya saubhagyahemnah kasapattikeva ||423]]
atra vaksahsthalya jagadraksakatve jagatprasutitvam karanarupam padartho
hetuh | pitur hi nijaprasuter vaksasi lalanam ucitam | na catra sambhavamatrena

141

144

147

150

garudadhvajavisesanatve jagatprasutitvasya paryavasite, paryavasanad vakyarthasya,

raksanaucityam vaksahsthalya eva jagatprasutitvad ity arthantarasya vyanjanavya-
paragamyatvad dhvanir iti vacyam | yato vyangyasyapi tasya vaksahsthali-
raksanarupavacyarthahetutvena vacyopaskarangatvad, gunibhutavyangyatayalam-

141 prajanam— janmahetavah | Raghuvamsa 1.24

140 dvividhatve | OxV,, dvividhatvam J,JoKoPpPyp 141 °yadhanad ]| J,OxPypVy,
°yadanad Jg, °yadadhanad Kg, °yadhanal Pj 141 raksanad | J,JoKoOxPgp, raksanad
Vu 142 janmahetavah ] KoPppV,, janmahetava J,Jo,OxPp 143 °yadhanadih ] Oy,
°yadanadih J,JoPpPrpV,, °vadanadi® K 143 hetur na | em., hetutva® J,Pp, hetur nu
Jo, hetu nu K, hetu ntra Oy, hatus tv Pyp, hetus ta V,, 144 vaicitryavaha | J,JoKoOxPpVy,
avaicitryavaha Py, 144 vakyarthasya ]| Oy, vakyarthasya tu JyJoKoPpPepV,y 144 $abdam
] JaJoOxPyp, $abdam K, $akam V, 144 artham ] J,JoOxPppV,, artham KoP, 145 trayo
] JaJoOxPpPyp, traya® K, tvayo V, 145 bhedah | J,KoOxPpPyp, bhedah Jg, bheda V

153
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karyatvabhavad alamkaratvam eva

D.3.7 Pratiyamanarthagarbhikarodaharanam

evamvidhapratiyamanarthagarbhikarabhave punah-

samjivanosahim miva suassa rakkhai anannavavara |
sasu navabbhadamsanakanthagaajiviam sunham ||424||
ityadau kanthagatajivitatvader visesanasyarthe 'pi raksanadihetutve sarvatret-
tham | viSesanataya hetor abhidhanasambhavad vaicitryabhavenanalankaratvam

147 vaksahsthali | V,, vaksasthall J,JoKoOxPpPr, 148 ’ngaragena | Pyp, mgaragena
JaJoPp, ngaragena K Oy, garagena V, 148 vibhavyate | X, vitvyate K, 148
kasapattike® ]| J,JoOxPgp, kasapatdhike® K, kasaputtike® P, kapapattike® V, 149
vaksahsthalya ]| corr., vaksasthalya J,K,PpPgp, vaksasthala J,, vaksassthalya Oy, vaksahstha-
lyo V, 149 jagadraksakatve | OxV,, jagadraksakatvam J,JoKoPpPgp 149 karanarupam
] JaJoKoOxPpPgp, karanarupa V, 149 padartho | X, padarthi P 150 pitur
] OxPpPupVa, pitu J K, pitta Jg 150 °prastter ]| OyxPgp, °prasute J JoKoPpV,

150 lalanam | J,JoKoOxPpPppV, P¢, lalanam V, %€ 150 catra sambhavamatrena |
OV,, catrasambhavamatrena J,JoPpPgp, catrasambha+trena Kg 151 garudadhvaja® ]
JadoKoPpPrpVy, garudadhvaja® Ox 151 °viSesanatve ]| J,JoKoOxPpPgp, °visepra(?)natve
V. 151 paryavasanad | X, paryavasayad K, 152 raksanaucityam | J,JoKoPpPppVa,
raksanocityam Oy 152 vaksahsthalya | JoKoPpPppV,, vaksahsthalyah J,, vaksasthalya Oy
152 arthantarasya | 3, arthamntarasya V, 153 °gamyatvad | J,JoKoPpPppVa, *gamyatvam
Ox 154 °raksana® | J,JoKoOxPpPgp, °raksanena V, 154 °vacyartha® | Jy,KoOxPpPppVa,
°vacyat® J 154 vacyo® | JoJoKoOxPgp, vacya® V, 154 °paskara® ]| V,, °paskarya®
JaJoKoPp, °paskara® Oy, °paskarya® Pgp 154 gunibhutavyangyataya® | Oy, gunibhutaya
J KoPp, gunibhutavyamgyataya JoV,, gunibhutasya Py, 155 alamkaryatva® | J,JoPpVy,
°lamkaratva® Oy, alankar[ya]tva® K, alamkayatva® Py,
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iti vicaranipunah |

D.3.8 Hetuparikarayor vailaksanyam

asya ca hetvadirupam vacyadim artham prati vyangyasyopaskarakatvam ity evam
laksanat parikarad vyangyopaskrtasyaiva vacyasya tam eva prati hetuta na svata
ity evam atmakasya bhedo 'vaseyah |

vacyopaskarakata sadaiva vyangyasya parikare jheya |
vyangyaslisto vacyo vacyam praty eva hetur iti || samksepal |

157 samjivanosahim—sunham | cit. Weber No.336: samjianosaham miva suassa rakkhai
anapnavavara | sasu navabbhadamsanakanthagaajiviam sonham || Bhuvanapala v. 286: samyji-
vaposaim piva suyassa rakkhai apannavavara | sasu navabbhadamsanakamthagayajiviyam sun-
ham ||

156 °garbhikarabhave | OxV,, °garbhikarabhavena J,JoKoPpPyp 157 samjivano® |
JoOxPrpVa, samjivino® J,KoP, 157 °sahim | Ppgp, °sadhi J,KoOxPp, °madhi Jo, °sahi V,

157 miva | OxV,, via J,Kg, bhia Jg, bia Pp, piva Py, 157 suassa | OxPppV,, saassa Jy\KoPp,
susassa Jo 157 rakkhai | J,JoPppVa?, na Oy, ukkhai 157 ananna® | PppV, P¢, annana®
JuJoKoOxPp, ananna® V, %¢ 157 °vavara | J,JoKoOxPgp, °vavaro Py, °vavara V, 158 sasu
] OxPyp, sasu J,Jo, sasu Ky, samu Pp, masu V, 158 navabbha® | Py,, namadahchabham®
JAKq, namada lacuna® Jg, navacabbha® Oy, namadacchabham® P, vabba® V, 158 °damsana’
] PepOx, °samna® J,KoPp, °lacuna mamna® J,, °damsrna® V, 158 sunham ] Pgp, saham
JaJoKoPp, suho Oy, svaham V, 159 kantha® | J,JoKoOxPpPgp, ka lacuna V, 159
jvita® | JaJoKoOxPpPgp, °tivita® V, 159 °hetutve | OV, °hetutvam J,JoKoPppPp

160 sarvatrettham ] V,, sarvatroktam J,JoKoPppPp, sarvatrektam Oy 160 °bhavena’
] OxV,, °bhavena J,, °bhave J,KoPpPgp 160 °nalankaratvam ] O4V,, nalamkaratvam
JoPgp, valamkaratvam J,, nalankaratvam KoPp, 161 vicara® | 3, +cara® K, 162 asya |
OxPppVy, yasya JaJoKoPp 162 hetvadi®] OxV,, hetutvadi® J,JoKoPpPyp 162 vacyadim ]
OxV,, vacyam J,\JoKoPpPyy 162 °paskarakatvam | J,JoPpPppV,, °[palskarakatvam Ko,
°pakarakatvam Oy 163 laksanat | JoJoKoOxPppV,, laksalanat Py 163 parikarad |
JoOxPpPupV,, parikarad J,K, 163 °paskrtasyaiva | OV, °paskrtasya JyJoKoPpPrp 163
vacyasya | OxV,, vacyasyaiva J,JoKoPpPrp 163 hetuta na | J,JoKoPppV,, bhara Oy 164
atmakasya | J\JoKoPppV,, matmakasya Oy 164 bhedo 'vaseyah | JoPypV,, bhede vameyah
Ja, bhedo vaseyah KoPp P¢) bhedavaseyah Oy, bhede vaseyah Pp ¢ 165 vacyopaskarakata
] JaJoKoOxPyppV 4, vacyopaskaravrtta Jo, vacyopaskarakatva P, 165 sadaiva vyangyasya |
Oy, vyamgyasya sadaiva J,JoPrpPpV,, vyangyasya sadaiva K, 165 parikare | X, parikaro
Jo 166 hetur | X, he[tu]r K,

157 chaya: samjiwanausadhim iva sutasya raksaty ananyavyapara | Svasrur navabhradarsanakantha-

gatajivitam snusam ||

157 samjwanosahim—s sunham | Pgpreads: sanjwanausadhim iva sutasya raksaty ananyavyapara
| $vasrur nnavabhradarsanakanthagatajivitam snusam || Bhuvanapala reads exactly the same as
chaya.

162

165
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D.3.9 Abhedadhyavasayagarbhikaram sabdahetudaharanam
ayi pramatte sicayam grhanety uktapi sakhya na viveda kacit |
magna hi sa tatra rasantarale yatrantarango bhagavan anangah ||425||

atravedane karye rasantaramagnatvam karanarupam hisabdopadanac chabdo
hetuh | atraiva rasasabdasya jalavacitve na jalamadhyanimagnatvasyoktya vedanam
ucitam iti sabdasaktimulam vyangyam abhedadhyavasayad dhetutvena pratiyate

D.3.10 Vakyartharupalingam sabdahetudaharanam

yatha va—

samkalpatulyo na babhuva bandhuh
satruh sugatryas ca na tatsamanah |
asutrayad durlabhakantasamgam
anangam utpadya ca yad babadhe ||426]]

atra bandhutvasatrutvayoh karanayoh kantasamgasutranadih karyarupo yacch-
abdopadanena sabdo vakyarthahetuh |

D.3.11 Viruddhakaryagarbhikarodaharanam

anyato naya muhurtam ananam candra esa sarale kalamayah |
ma kadacana kapolayor malam samkramayya samatam samesyati ||427||

atranyato mukhanayanaviruddhanayanakaryam samyapadakam malasamkrama-

167 uktapi | X, ukte pi V4, 167 sakhya | X, samkhya P, 167 kacit | X, [kalcit
Ko 168 rasantarale | PypV,, rasantaralam J,JoK,, nasantarale Oy, rasamtalam Pp ¢,
rasamta<ra>lam Pp P¢ 169 atravedane | K,O4V,, atra vedaine J,, atra vedane JoPpPyp
169 karye | OxPypV,, karyam J,JoKoPp 170 chabdo hetulh | JoOxPpPgp, chabdo hetuh
J.1Ko, chabdahetuh V, 170 na jalamadhyanimagnatvasyoktya | em., jalamadhyanimagnat-
vasyoktya na J,JoPpPgp, jalamadhyanimagnasyo]++ Kg, na jalamadhyanimagnasyokta Oy, na
jalamadhyanimagnasyoktya V, 170 vedanam ] X, nivedanam J, 171 °dadhyavasayad
dhetutvena | J,JoOxPp, °dadhyavasayad dhetutvielna Ky, °dadhyavasayat hetutvena Py,
°dadhyavasayad hetutvena V, 175 Satruh | J,JoKoPpPyp, Satrus Oy, Samtvas V, 175
sugatryas ca na | OxV,, sugatrya na ca J,JoKoPpPgp 176 asutrayad | J,Pp,V,, amnetrayad
Jo, +++yad Ky, amutrayad Oy, asutrayat Py, 176 durlabha® | J,JoPpPyp, dur[la]bham
Ko, dullabha® Oy, durllabha® V, 178 °samgasutranadih | em., °samgamasutranadih J,Jo,
°sangamasutranadih Kg, °sangasutranadih Oy, °samgamamutranadih Pp, °sangagamasutranadih
Pgp, °samgasutranadih V, 179 $abdo | J,JoKoPpPgp, $abdo OV,
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nartipam hetutayopattam iti viruddhakaryopalabdhir arthi lingam || yatha va— 183

D.3.12 Vakyartharupalingam arthahetudaharanam

harihii piassa navacuapallavo padhamamanjarisanaho |
ma ruvasu putti patthanakalasamuhasamthio gamanam ||428]|

atra nisidhyamanasya rodanasya karyayah prasthananivrttes cutapallavakhyena 186
karanantarena janyatvam iti karanartupa artho hetuh |

D.3.13 Hetvanumanalankarayor vicarah

ayam canumanahetvalamkarayor vicara asrayaniyo yad utsargata eva $abdoc-

180 anyato naya—samesyati | cit. Sarasvatikanthabharana p. 437: anyato naya muhurtam
ananam candra esa sarale kalamayah | ma kadacana kapolayor malam samkramayya samatam
nayisyati || 184 harihiiogamanam | cit. Weber No.143, Bhuvanapala v. 344.

180 muhurtam | 3, muhurttam P, 180 muhurtam ananam ] %, muhti+a4nam K, 180
sarale | X, sa<><rale> P, 181 ma ]| corr., sa J,JoKoOxPpPpV,y 181 kapolayor malam
] JoVa, kapolayotpalam J,KoPpPgp, kapolayor madam Oy 181 samkramayya—rsamesyati
] X, sangamadhya lacuna mesyati Oy 182 atranyato | J,JoKoOxPp, atra anyato Pgp,
anyato V, 182 mukha® | X, smakam Oy 182 °karyam | J,JoKoPpPgp, °karya®
OV 182 mala® | JoV,, pala® J,KoOxPpPyp 183 °opattam | KyPgyp, °opatum
J,OxPpV,, °opatam Jg, 183 °karyo® | 3, °karyo® V, 183 °palabdhir ] O4V,,
°tpattir J,JoKq, °tpattir Pp, °tpattih Py 183 arthi lingam ] K Oy, arthi limgam
JadoPpV,, artham lingam Pgp 183 yatha va ] O4V,, yatha J,JoKoPpPgp 184
harihii | J,OxPgp, harthii JoPp, harthii Ky, harihai V, 184 piassa | PppV,, piyaassa
JuJoKoPp, piyassa Oy 184 navacuapallavo | J,KoPpPyp, navaaapallavo J,, navacoapallavo
Oy, navacuapallave V, 184 padhamamajari® | Pyp, pumasamamjari® J,, padhusamamjari®,
dhamasamanjari® K,, padhamasanjari® Oy, phapasamanjari P, padhasamamjari® V, 184
°sanaho | OxPppV,, °manaho J, K, °sanaho Jg 185 ma | X, sa Py 185 ruvasu |
KoPgp, bhavasu J,Pp, tavasu Jg, ruvasi Oy, roasi V, 185 patthanakalasamuhasamthio | Ppgp,
patthanasusahasamstio J,JoPp, patthanamusahasamstio K, pakkhanakalasumuham samsthiti
Oy, pakkhanakalasamuham santhio V, 185 gamanam | OxPyp, gamana J,JoKPp, gamanam
Va 186 nisidhyamanasya | J,JoKoPpPgp, nisidhyamana® Oy, nisidhamanasya V, 186
rodanasya | J,JoKoOxPpPgp, rodhanasya V, 186 karyayah ]| X, karyaya+ Oy 186
prasthana® | X, +4++ Ox 186 °nivrttes | Jq, “nivrtteh Jy\KoOxPpPgp, °nivrtte V, 186
°vakhyena ]| J,JoOxPpPgp, °vakhye+ Ko, °vagyona V, 187 karanantarena | OxPpPgp,
karanamtarena J,J,V,, +aranantarena K, 187 artho | JoKoOxPpPyp, artha® J,, avi asma
Va

184 chaya: harisyati priyasya navacutapallavah prathamamatijarisanathah | ma rudihi putri
prasthanakalasamukhasamsthito gamanam ||

184 harihii—gamanam | Pgp reads harihiisi and gives the following chaya: harisyati
priyasya navacutapallavah prathamamanjarisanathah | ma rudihi puti prasthanakalasam-
mukhasamsthite gamanam || Pgp reads prasthanakalasamukhasamsthito instead of prastha-
nakalasammukhasamsthite.
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189 caranasya pararthatvat parasya sambodhaniyatvabhave pi padavakyartharupasya
lingasya parapratyayakatvena hetvalankarah eva | yatra tu jane nunam ityadi-
padaprayogamahimna svapratipattini$cayas tatranumanam | kvacit tu parimla-

192 nam pinastanetyadau natakadisu nunam ityadyabhave 'pi prakaranadivasena
svayam paramar$aniScayad anumanam eva | evam ca na jata ragasarvasvetyadau
svaparamarsaniscaye hetvalankaro "yukta iti ||79]|

192 parimlanam pinastanetyadau | cit. Ratnavalinatika 2.13:  parimlanam pinastana-
Jjaghanasangad ubhayatas tanor madhyasyantah parimilanam aprapya haritam | idam vyas-
tanyasam Slathabhujalataksepavalanaih krsangyah samtapam vadati nalinipattrasayanam ||

188 ayam ]| X, alyam] K, 188 canumanahetvalamkarayor | J,JoPpPypV,, canum+nahetvalankarayo
Ko, canumanahetvalankarayor Oy 188 asrayaniyo | J,Oy, asramyo J,KoPp, asra<ya>niyo
Pyp, asrayaniyah V, 188 yad | X, yat Pgp 189 $abdoccaranasya | JoKoPpPpp,
Sabdosraranasya J,, Sabdoscaranasya OV, 189 pararthatvat | X, padarthatvat V, 189
padavakyartha® | ¥, padavaky-+rtha® K, 190 parapratyayakatvena | X, parapratyayakatvam
na V, 190 eva | OyV,, om.J JoKoPpPgp 191 svapratipatti® | X, svapratipatti®
Va 192 pmastanetyadau | J,JoKoOxPp, pinastana ityadau Pgp, pinastane tradau
Va 192 natakadisu—svaparamarsaniScaye | OxV,, svaparamarsaniscayo J,, natakadisu ..
ityadyabhavo pi ... paramarsaniécamyad ... svaparamars$aniscaye J, svaparamarséaniscaye KoPgp,
svaparamarsaniscaye P, 194 °alankaro | PPy, ®alamkaro J,Jo, *ankamlamro Ko, °alankara
eva Oy, alamkara eva V, 194 ’yukta | corr., yukta &



Appendix E

An Annotated Translation of the
arthantaranyasa, anumana and

hetu Sections of the
Alankararatnakara

E.1 Arthantaranyasah

E.1.1 The definition of arthantaranyasa

The substantiation of a specific case by another [general case] is [the
rhetorical figure of] arthantaranyasa'®.

Where a specific case is stated [and then| substantiated, i.e. made firm, by a
general case that takes the form of showing universal pervasion, that is [the case
of the figure of] arthantaranyasa.

1550n the translation of the term arthantaranyasa, there are several possible choices. Gerow
suggests the translation “introduction of another matter” or “apodixis”, but both do not
thoroughly cover the extent of this figure. For Sobhakara, the core of this figure is a substantiation
(samarthana) of a general case by means of a specific one, so only the appellation “substantiation”
is not enough to fully describe it. Therefore, I keep the term untranslated.
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E.1.2 The method to distinguish poetical reason, arthan-
taranyasa and exemplification, and the reason for
such a method

In this context, sometimes the explicit expression of an effect or of a cause
[functions| as the promoter or the purpose of the object, in some [other] cases
[the explicit expression| of an individual or also of a universal. Among them, when
a cause and its effect are explicitly mentioned as [such] a promoter, there arises the
rhetorical figure of poetical reason which is to be described later. When something
referred to as universal is a promoter because it takes the form of an elucidation
of a cognition, the illustration of one individual with regard to the universal is the
rhetorical figure of exemplification (udaharanpa). When there is a mentioning of
comparison by the explicit expression of the word “éva” and so on, it (udaharana)
is called explicit, but if there is no explicit expression [of “iva”], then, by the same
token, it (udaharana) is exactly implicit, but not [the different rhetorical figure]
arthantaranyasa. Since something which is an indication of universal pervasion
cannot be a substantiation of individual effects or individual causes; and since it
cannot have the nature of elucidating a cognition of universal [effects or universal
causes| and so on; and since individual and universal cannot be explicitly expressed
as reasons, there is no way to follow an identical definition in all these cases, thus
there is definitely the division into [different] rhetorical figures. Therefore, only
the concrete expression of an individual by an illustration of universal pervasion as
universal is arthantaranyasa. While it can be divided into two subtypes according
to [the distinction between| homogeneity and heterogeneity; when there is an
explicit expression of the word “hi” and so on, this is the explicit [subtype];
but when there is absence of that, this is the implicit [subtype]; thus there are
four kinds [of subtypes]. Since a prior or latter placement of the illustration
of universal pervasion does not enhance the strikingness, there is no reason for
[further| subdivision.

E.1.3 The divisions of arthantaranyasa

E.1.3.1 The “explicit” subtype based on similarity

An example runs as follows:

What are those who are inflexible by nature not capable of, when
among the simple-minded? [They can do anything]; for the breasts
can prevent the arms from seeing each other!®®.

156 sqrala literately means straight, and also means straightforward people. kathina means hard
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In this example, with regard to the specific case of breasts and arms which are
the main topic (prastuta), [the expression] “for sarala” and so on in the form of
a general case is not the main topic. It is accepted as being the substantiator
appearing previously. And since the word “for” is explicitly expressed, [this
example| is a case of an explicit [substantiator].

E.1.3.2 The “implicit” subtype based on similarity

That very “thighless” charioteer of the sun (i.e. the dawn)!®”, legless
by birth, true to his name, is appointed to be a charioteer by you, O
Burning one (i.e. the sun). How strange (citram)! He (i.e. the dawn)
rises to the sky, dispelling the darkness by kicks with his feet/by a
flood of rays (padaghataih); for the insignificant approach greatness,
somehow by attending to the service of the Great.

In this example, with regard to the dawn ascending to the sky because of the
brightness of the sun, the general case (i.e. the fourth pada) is the substantiator
presented later by similarity.

E.1.3.3 The reason for the second example not being the case of
poetical reason

Although in this example the service rendered to great people is a cause accepted
as a supplement for the elevation of the poor, nevertheless there is no rhetorical
figure of poetical reason, because the cause is expressed as being a substantiator
only by depending on a general case. In this way, it should be understood that in
other cases where either the result or the cause is [presented as] the substantiator
by means of a general case, we have [the figure of] arthantaranyasa.

E.1.3.4 The “explicit” subtype based on dissimilarity

For him who possesses the treasure of heroism conquers the region
between the seven oceans (i.e. the whole world), cowards do not get a
chance [to win a victory] in their own houses.

In this example, with regard to the specific case, i.e. the conquering of the seven
continents, [the fact that] cowards definitely do not have a chance even in their

and inflexible. It is possible to say that this verse may be describing the lifestyle of the court. In
this way, the two arms may denote the king and good ministers, and there are bad ones standing
in middle between them to prevent communication.

157 anairy also means “thighless”.
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own houses, which is of the nature of a general case, is the explicit substantiator
by means of dissimilarity.

E.1.3.5 The “implicit” subtype based on dissimilarity

Having made the surface of the earth free of trouble makers, he
showered joyfully gold on deserving petitioners. Prosperity which is
unsteady like a tendril of lightning is pointless for those who do not
assuage the pain of the needy!%8.

In this example, the substantiation [is presented| by means of a general case
which possesses a heterogeneous property.

E.1.3.6 The subtype with intrinsic “determinative ascertainment”

In some cases there is also [the subtype which| incorporates a determinative
ascertainment (adhyavasaya). For example,

When the sun rises, the mass of darkness departs elsewhere. When a
bright one is not seen, the dark ones/the wicked ones become powerful.

In this example, a subject, such as a bright one or a dark one/a wicked one,
ascertained as being not different [from each other], is the substantiator in the
form of a general case by means of dissimilarity.

E.1.4 The difference of the scope of prativastupama and
drstanta from arthantaranyasa

In this way, since arthantaranyasa exists in [cases where] a specific case substan-

tiates a general one, a substantiation of a specific case by another specific case is

only the scope of [the rhetorical figure of| prativastupama and drstanta, not [the
scope] of arthantaranyasa.

E.1.5 The poetical beauty in Rudrata’s example is not
because of arthantaranyasa, but the rhetorical figure
of niscaya

Moreover, in the example “or rather, it is not strange that the snow burns this tree”
and so on, it should not be argued that this verse is [a case of arthantaranyasal

158 Vikramadevankacarita 17.1.
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by means of similarity because [here| a specific case is substantiated by another
one. Furthermore, with regard to the strangeness explicitly expressed, by the
expression “or rather, it is not strange” which cancels it, it is not possible to
substantiate the explicitly expressed meaning. Therefore, since in such examples
there is the negation of what was stated, the poetical beauty is caused by the
rhetorical figure of niscaya, not by arthantaranyasa.

E.1.6 Two examples of “implicit” exemplification (udaharana)

Certainly, nobody is faultless, and certainly, nobody can entirely lack
lany| virtue; [for] even in the ocean of milk there is poison, and even
on the heads of snakes there are jewels.

It is due to the perniciousness of good virtues that a capable person is
harnessed to a heavy burden; [for] a lethargic bull'®®, whose shoulder
does not have a scar [because of hard work], sleeps comfortably.

In such examples which is based on the principle of tautology (punarukti), a
comprehension which takes a general case as its scope is elucidated by means of a
specific case which [possesses] the same property or a different one, [the figure of]
exemplification is implicit.

E.1.7 Summary verses of the distinction between arthan-
taranyasa and exemplification

When the presentation of the special point of another thing
by a result and so on is the reason, that is [the figure of]
arthantaranyasa. But where an elucidation of a specific
case (lit., “other”) by means of a general case, or where an
elucidation of a general case based on a specific case is made,
there must be [the figure of] implicit exemplification because
there is no application of the word “iva” and so on.

Such is the distinction.

159PW p. 634 gives a meaning “ein triger Ochs” for gadi and quotes this verse. On p. 711, it
gives the meaning “ein kréftiger aber triger Stier” under the word gali.
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E.2 Poetical inference

E.2.1 The definition of poetical inference
The comprehension of a thing to be proven from its proof is [the
rhetorical figure] of poetical inference. (78)

That [rhetorical figure] in which an object not yet comprehended is understood
by oneself'®? from its proof by means of explicit verbal expression or by means of
implicit expression is poetical inference.

E.2.2 An example by means of the principle of the stick
and cake (dandapupikanyaya)
An example runs as follows:
The breaking of Siva’s bow, I think, was achieved through the power

of the daughter of foam (i.e. Stta)'®!; for without her presence, Rama
became exhausted even by Indra’s bow (i.e. a rainbow).

In this example, the thing to be proved is that with regard to the breaking of
Siva’s bow, Sita is the cause and Rama is [only] in the background. This thing
to be proved (sadhya) is inferred through the principle of the stick and cake!'®? by
the non-perception (anupalabdhya) of such an effect [of breaking] in the case of a
rainbow when he was separated from her. To explain, for one who is weak with
regard to a rainbow, how can he achieve the breaking of Siva’s bow?

E.2.3 The rhetorical figure of poetical reason takes the
form of an inference for the sake of others, but the
figure of poetical inference does not

A further example:

160«By oneself” means by the reader.

161The compound jalajatmaja means “daughter of foam”, and this foam refers to the foam
produced from the churning of the Milk Ocean. Among the products from the Milk Ocean, there
is Laksmi1 who has an incarnation as Sita. This reading is only attested in the earliest manuscript
Oy, which is a lectio difficilior. The original reading janakatmajayah is supported by all other
manuscripts and editions and is more common. However, I accept the reading jalajatmajayah
because in the transmission of a text, difficult readings can be easily changed into easy ones and
such simplification is a common phenomenon.

162The principle of “stick and cake” (dandapupikanyaya) is explained in the section of poetical
presumption (arthapatti). This example is a case of poetical inference containing poetical
presumption.
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Oh innocent-eyed woman!  Surely now the king of lovers (i.e.
Kamadeva) rests in the entertainment window that is the outer corner
of your eyes;

1) for this bee-singer here is intent on enjoying (or: service) (seva) the
fragrance adhering (upanibaddha) to the flower of your ear ornament.
2) for the bee-singer here, who is attracted by fragrance/wearing
perfume, is intent on frequenting the flower of your ear ornament!63.

In this example, the presence of the king of lovers (Cupid) who is worthy of
service, taking the form of a cause, is inferred from observing the effect, which
is a servant in the form of singer (i.e. the bee). And here, even though the
innocent-eyed woman is being addressed, nevertheless there is no rhetorical figure
of poetical reason which takes the form of an inference for the sake of others. In
an inference for the sake of others, a thing which is [already] ascertained by oneself
by means of another means of valid knowledge, and which is not yet understood
by others is communicated [to others]. But here, there is the communication of
a comprehension: “the presence of the king of lovers is understood by me from
seeing the servant [in the form of a bee]”; it is not a communication of a thing
which is not yet understood by others and which needs to be comprehended.

E.2.4 The reason for the second example being a case of
poetical inference

In this way, since there is no intention to communicate a thing, whether other
people understand the thing or not makes no difference as far as communicating
the comprehension is concerned, the state of being not understood by others is
not a motivating factor. Therefore, [this example is| definitely [a case of] poetical
inference. Such is to be inferred in other examples.

E.2.5 Summary of the distinction between poetical reason
and poetical inference

The communication of a thing which is not ascertained by others is said
to be the rhetorical figure of poetical reason, because it takes the form of
an inference for the sake of another. Where [the idea that] “this object
has been understood by me” is communicated, there must be a poetical
inference, because there is the communication of the comprehension by
that [idea].

163The latter half of this example suggests that the heroine’s side glance is right at the edge of
her eye.
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The stanzas above are the summary.

E.2.6 The two examples are cases of explicit proof

The two [examples above| are [cases] of explicit proof, since they contain
expressions such as “for (yad)” in the sense of reason.

E.2.7 Two examples of implicit poetical inference

O you who swayed by his fame! You are [just] boasting. In truth
you have not met him; had you seen him, your body would not be in
healthy state!®4.

In this example, the absence of the cause, i.e. the meeting with the hero, is
inferred through the perception of the healthy state [of a lady’s body] which is
contradictory to an unhealthy state of the body that would have been the result
of it (i.e. seeing him). Also, since here the not-seeing by her who has not seen him
(adrstavatr) is [already] known, it is not what is being communicated. Therefore,
although [the fact that] there is no meeting is kept secret by you, we still know
[that you did not meet him|. Hence this is exactly [a case of] demonstrating a
comprehension. Another example:

If the creator had not used up all of the redness/passion [in creating
you], why did he [go on to] create some white lotuses!%®?

In this example, by the perception of whiteness which is contrary to the result
called redness in the case of some lotuses, the red color or passion, taking the form
of a cause, is inferred as impossible. Here in both examples, since there is no usage
of the word “for (hi)”, the proof is implicit.

164K ulkarni 1990, part 1, p.563; Part 2, p.222: “You are fascinated only by the reports of his
merits, beauty and qualities. Actually you have not seen him. You are bluffing that you have.
Had you really met him, all your limbs would have betrayed you!”
Gahakoso 480 reads viacchasi for viatthasi, and gives the following chaya:
svadeSavasini vilokyase satyam eva sa tvaya na drstah |
na khalu bhavanti tasmin drste svasthavasthani angani ||
The editor of Gahakoso Patwardhan translates this as follows: “O you who stay at home (and
never move out), you are seen by me (i.e. I have seen through your untrue statement that you
have seen him). As a matter of fact you have never seen him. For had you really seen him, your
limbs would no longer have continued to be so healthy in their condition.”
165There is a possible slesa in this stanza: raga means both red color and love.
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E.2.8 Why the two examples contain aesthetic beauty

In the [previous] gatha's® [example], even though it (i.e. the proof) is pure because

of the lack of figurative expression, it [still contains] aesthetic beauty due to the
existence of a specific strikingness. In other cases, [there will be a strikingness]
due to the incorporation of hyperbolic language and so on.

E.2.9 When there is no specific strikingness, there is no
ornament of speech

However, if there is no specific strikingness, there is no ornament of speech, as seen
in an [ordinary] logical inference. For example:

Whoever, when somebody is being talked about, shows long and hot
sighs interrupted repeatedly, is passionate with regard to that person;
and you seems to be such, slender one!

The same should be understood in the case of poetical reason and so on.

E.2.10 Ruyyaka’s idea should not be applied in examples
such as “yatraita laharit” because these are based
on hyperbolic language

Since these arrows, piercing the vulnerable points, fall continually only
there, to where those young ladies with unsteady glances gesture with
their eyebrows, the wrathful Love-god, who is their envoy, truly always
runs in front [of them], pulling back with his hand the arrow joined to
the bow that has turned into a circle.

In such stanzas and so on, however, even though the state of being an envoy
and the falling of arrows and so on are not [actually] related, a relation arises
through the clever expression of the poet. Therefore, since [the expressions in this
stanza are| based on hyperbole, we should not say that it is different from other
rhetorical figures.

166Here gatha refers to the first example of the two.



116 ALANKARARATNAKARAH

E.3 Poetical reason

E.3.1 The definition of the rhetorical figure of poetical
reason

The mark which causes another person to understand [something] is
[the rhetorical figure of] poetical reason. (79)

The mark which ascertains an object that is not yet understood by another
person and takes the form of informing!'®”, is the poetical reason. The use of the
word “another person” is for the purpose of distinguishing [it] from poetical reason.

E.3.2 The distinction between poetical reason and poetical
inference

Therefore, poetical inference is a comprehension from an inferential mark by
oneself, [while] the figure of poetical reason, which has “poetical mark” (kavyalinga)
as its synonym, causes another person to understand by means of an inferential
mark, and it takes the form of an inference for another person.

E.3.3 Despite the two types of logical inference, poetical
reason is defined seperately

Even though logical inference itself has two different types because it takes [either]
the form of [an inference] for the sake of oneself or the form of [an inference] for the
sake of another person; nevertheless, the old [rhetoricians] defined them separately
on the basis that the thing expounded is different. In this section the definition is
also [given] exactly as such.

E.3.4 The distinction between poetical mark and poetical
inference given by Ruyyaka is not correct, the above-
mentioned distinction is preferred

However, when some others [such as Ruyyaka] say that this [poetical reason]

which conveys an object that is already comprehended is different from poetical
inference which causes the comprehension of an object not yet comprehended,

167Here gamakaripa probably refers to Dandin’s jiapakahetu.
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because it has an expectation of that [object]!®®) then this is not correct; for,
in that way, does this inferential mark convey an inference already understood
by the speaker or by the person being informed? In this situation, it is not
the first one. For the speaker, since the [already] ascertained object understood
through other means of knowledge does not have any expectation. For it is not
the case that an expectation can cease by one’s own words; otherwise, there would
be the unwanted consequence of self-dependence. The second one is also not
[correct]. For the person being informed, on the other hand, the object is not
[vet] understood through other means of knowledge. Since he does not convey an
already comprehended object because he understands it only by that speech [of the
speaker], it is certainly not a distinction to say that “poetical proof/mark conveys
an already comprehended object, poetical inference makes others understand a not
yet comprehended object!®?”. Therefore, exactly the differentiation stated above
is preferrable.

E.3.5 The three subtypes of poetical reason

This inferential mark is twofold; it either takes the form of the meaning of words,
or it takes the form of the meaning of sentences.

By educating, protecting, and maintaining [his|] subjects, he was
[virtually] their father; their [biological] fathers were merely the causes
of their birth.

In this verse and in similar cases, with regard to the cause, i.e. the identity
of a father, the education and so on take the form of its result. Since an explicit

168, AlSar 58: ayam atra pindarthah | ihasti pratyayyapratyayakabhavah | asti
ca samarthyasamarthakabhavaeh | tatrapratitapratyayane pratyayyapratyayakabhavah |
pratitapratyayane tu samarthyasamarthakabhavah | tatra pratyayyapratyayakabhave
‘numanam | samarthyasamarthakabhave tu yatra padartho hetus tatra hetutvenopadane
nagendrahastas tvact karkasatvad ityadav wa na kascid alarikarah | yatra tupattasya hetutvam
yathodahrte visaye mrgyas ca darbhankuranirvyapeksa ityadau tatraiva kavyalirigam
| yatra tu vakyartho hetus tatra hetutvapratipadakam antarena hetutvayopanyase
kavyalingam eva | tatasthatvenopanyastasya tu hetutve ’rthantaranyasah | evam casyam
prakriyayam karyakaranavakyarthayor hetutve kavyalinngam eva paryavasyati |
samarthyavakyasya sapeksatvat tatasthyabhavat |

169 ere I accepted the reading apratitapratyayana provided by Oy and V. apratitapratyayaka
is also possible, and it is easier to understand because of the expression pratitopapadaka
in describing poetical proof/mark. However, the -ana suffix also expresses the meaning of
tool and method, so apratitapratyayana can have the same meaning with apratitapratyayaka.
Moreover, the reading apratitapratyayana is supported by the passage in the AlSar 58: tatraprati-
tapratyayane pratyayyapratyayakabhavah | pratitapratyayane tu samarthyasamarthakabhavah |
tatra pratyayyapratyayakabhave numanam |
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reason does not bring forth any aesthetic beauty, the meaning of the words as the
reason is only implicit. The meaning of sentences [as the reason] is either explicit
or implicit. Therefore, there are three subtypes.

E.3.6 In the case “wvaksahsthali raksatu” etc., there is only
a rhetorical figure, not suggestion

Examples run as follows:

May the chest of the world-procreator whose banner bears [the likeness
of] Garuda (i.e. Visnu) protect mankind, [for] with the [traces] of Sr1’s
cosmetic powders, it appears like a touchstone for the splendour called
conjugal felicity.

In this example, with regard to the chest being the protector of the world, the
procreating the world takes the form of a cause which is a reason expressing a
word-meaning. In fact, it is well-known that a father caresses his own child on
his chest. We should not say that, merely because it is likely, in this example the
state of being the procreator of the world exhausts itself in being an attribute to
"possessing Garuda as banner” ; [and] since the sentence has been [then] completed,
that the additional idea (arthantarasya), namely that the chest is fit for protection
because of the condition of [his| being procreator of the world, is known through the
operation of “suggestivity” (vyanjanavyaparagamyatvad), and that therefore this
is an instance of suggestion (dhvani). To explain, even that suggested meaning
is an element of ornamenting the literal meaning because it is the reason for the
generation of literal meaning in the form of the protecting power of [Visnu’s] chest,
it is not fit to be ornamented by virtue of being a subordinated suggestion, [thus]
there is only literal ornamentation [in this example].

E.3.7 An example containing suggested meaning

When such kind of suggested meaning is subsumed, a further example [runs as
follows]:

The mother-in-law, neglecting all other tasks, protects her daughter-
in-law, as if she were the revivifying herb for her son; [the daughter-
in-law, whose] life has risen to her throat (i.e. she is near death) when
she sees the new rain clouds.

In such examples, even though the attribute “having one’s life come to the
throat” is the implicit reason for protecting and so on, it is the same in all places.
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Those who are skilled in consideration will say that since the reason appears
through literal denotation as an attribute, there is no strikingness; therefore, it
is not a case of ornamentation.

E.3.8 The difference between poetical reason and parikara

Moreover, since this suggested sense is an ornament towards a literal sense that
functions as a reason, [and] because this accordingly qualifies as [the figure of]
parikara, the literal sense ornamented by the suggested sense functions as the
reason towards it, and not just [the literal sense] itself. One should determine this
type to be such.

In [the figure of] parikara, the suggested sense should be
known to be always an ornament to the literal sense. A literal
sense embraced by a suggested meaning is a poetical reason
with regard to another literal sense.

Thus is the epitome.

E.3.9 The example of explicit poetical reason containing
the ascertainment of oneness (abhedadhyavasaya)

Even though her friend said: “Alas! Careless lady! Grasp your
garment!” A certain lady is heedless; for she is immersed in the rasa
(lit. water/sentiment) space where the blessed Cupid is the innermost.

In this example, with regard to the result, 7.e. not being conscious, the state
of being immersed in rasa in the form of a cause is the explicit reason; because the
word “for” (hi) is employed here. Within the very example, when the word rasa
expresses the meaning “water”, it is suitable [to say that] she does not know as
long as the state of being immersed in water is expressed. Therefore, the suggested
meaning [“water”] rooted in the power of the word [rasa] is cognized as the reason
because of the ascertainment of oneness (abhedadhyavasaya).

E.3.10 The example of explicit poetical reason containing
a mark in the form of the meaning of sentence

Or like the following verse:

There is no kinsman equal to resolve, there is no enemy for a beautiful
lady equal to it. Since, contriving a meeting with her beloved, and
having aroused love, it [then] foils it.
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In this example, with regard to the cause, 7.e. being a kinsman and being an
enemy, the arranging of a meeting with the lover etc., in the form of a result is
the explicit reason expressed by the meaning of sentence, because the word “for
(yad)” is employed.

E.3.11 The example containing an opposite result

For now, avert your face, O good lady! The black-spotted moon shall
never equal [your beauty| by transferring his stain to [your] cheeks.

In this example, the result of not moving the face in the form of transferring the
impure black spot, opposite to moving the face, causes the sameness [of beauty];
and it is accepted as the reason. Therefore, the mark is the implicit perception of
an opposite result.

E.3.12 The example of implicit poetical reason containing
a mark in the form of the meaning of sentence

Do not weep, O young girl! The fresh spray of mango tree, adorned
with the first buds'™ and placed on the mouth of the [auspicious water-
filled] jar at the time of departure, will restrain [your| beloved one from
going away.

In this example, with regard to the heroine’s tears being held back, the result,
i.e. the hero giving up on his departure is produced by another cause, namely the
mango flower. Therefore, the reason [in this example] is implicit and takes the
form of a cause.

E.3.13 The examination of the rhetorical figures of poetical
inference and poetical reason

This examination of the rhetorical figures of poetical inference and poetical reason
should be accepted:

Generally, [poetical reason arises| because there is the explicit enunciation for
the purpose of another person; but even if another person is not addressed, as
long as the mark, either in the form of the meaning of words or in the form
of the meaning of sentence, makes another person understand [something], [that

1"0Fresh mango flowers appear from February to March, and spring comes soon after that.
Therefore, they can be regarded as the sign of the coming of spring.
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is| exactly [the case of] the rhetorical figure of poetical reason. However, where
there is the ascertainment of one’s own perception by the power of using words
like “I know (jane)”, “surely now (nunam)”, etc., there arises poetical inference.
However, in some instances, such as in dramatic passages like “parimlanam
pinastana” and so on, even though there is no expression like “surely now” and
so on, poetical inference [appears therein| because one can by oneself ascertain
through consideration according to context. In the same way, in the verse “na
jata ragasarvasva” and so on where one’s own consideration is ascertained, the
rhetorical figure of poetical reason is unsuitable!™.

" Here we expect that the verse beginning with na jata ragasarvasva is accepted as an example
of poetical inference, but both Oy and V, read hetvalamkara eva. This means that Oy and V,
regards the verse beginning with na jata ragasarvasva as a proper example of poetical reason,
which is definitely a crucial misunderstanding of Sobhakara’s theory.
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Chapter 6

Abbreviations

AlRat Alamkararatnakara of Sobhakaramitra. See Devadhar 1942.
AlSar Alamkarasarvasva of Ruyyaka. See Janaki and Raghavan 1965.
AlVim Alamkaravimarsini of Jayaratha. See Dvivedi 1969.

KAd Kavyadarsa of Dandin. See Belvalkar 1924.

KABh Kavyalamkara of Bhamaha. See Sastry 1970.

KP Kavyaprakasa of Mammata. See Vasudevagastrr 1921.

KAR Kavyalamkara of Rudrata. See Durgaprasad and Pansikar 1928.
KASS Kavyalamkarasarasamgraha of Udbhata. See Banhatti 1982.
NB Nyayabindu of Dharmakirti. See Malvania 1955.

NBh Nyayabhasya of Vatsyayana. See Nyaya-Tarkatirtha and Tarkatirtha, 1936.
NM Nyayamanjary of Bhatta Jayanta. See Varadacharya 1969-1983.

NV Nyayavarttika of Uddyotakara. See Nyaya-Tarkatirtha and Tarkatirtha,
1936.

NS Nyayasutra of Gautama. See Nyaya-Tarkatirtha and Tarkatirtha, 1936.

P

sp Alamkararatnakaraprakrtagathasamskrtikaranam in Py

Py Alamkararatnakarasutrani in Pg.
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