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PREFACE

It has been possible to compile the present work only by imposing strin-
gent limitations on method and subject matter. We have been concerned
with the figures as form and have treated them comparatively, as formula-
tions of the manifold poetic idea. The comparative emphasis is inevitable
if the figures are to be understood as a poetic. We have omitted a gredt
deal that could be said about the figures: we have not considered their
historical development, the vagaries of their individual formulatjon, or
the biases and peculiarities of the authors who discussed them. Such
questions have been exhaustively treated elsewhere, and they are only a
prolegomena to the study of the figures as a poetic. The method we have
psed implies a system of figures, varieties of the poetic dicendum. We have
tried in the Introduction to distinguish this approach from others which
have been suggested.

't We have studied systematically only the first third of the figurative
tradition: the pre-dhvani or early alamkarika period. We justify this
limitation on the ground that it is precisely in this period that the figures
wwere studied as form. We thus emphasize the distinctiveness of the early
«or formative period as a school of poetic criticism ahd attempt to establish
its presuppositions and achievements not merely in terms of what it
anticipated (the dhvani) but in terms of what it was: aserious study of.the
avya, a poetic genre which was realized in classical- India and which
emains the single most impressive monument of Indian literature.

. The eight works used as a basis for this collection of figures of speech
e, in rough chronological order:

Bharata, Natyasastra: part of the sixteenth adhyaya.(16.40-84);
Bhamaha, Kavyalamkara: second and third paricchedas of six;
Dandin, Kavyadarsa: part of the first (52-68), all of the second, and
art of the third (1-124) paricchedas;

Vamana, Kavyalamkaravreti: the entire fourth adhikarana;
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Udbhata, Kdvydlamkﬁrasdrasamgraha: the entire work;

Agni Purana: adhydyas 343-345; part of 342 (18-33);

Rudrata, Kavyalamkara: part of the second (13-32), the third
through the fifth and the seventh through tenth adhyayas;

Mammata, Kavyaprakasa: the ninth and tenth wllasas.

My thanks must first of all be addressed to my teacher, Professor Johannes
A. B. van Buitenen, at whose suggestion this study was undertaken and
who provided the encouragement and careful criticism needed to com-
plete it, and to Professor Louis Renou, under whose strict guidance the
first concrete work was done. To Professor George V. Bobrinskoy, who
encouraged me to take up the study of Sanskrit, is reserved that particular
affection which must always attach to the adiguru.

I must also express my indebtedness to Professor V. Raghavan, whose
advice and bibliographical expertise made my stay in Madras more
frujtful; to Sahityasiromani V. Rafiganathan, who first showed me the
beauties of the kavya; and, with profound sorrow, to the memory of
Mahopadhyaya Vidyasagara K. L. Vyasaraya $astri, whose passing
deprives us of another link with the traditions of Indian grammar and
paniniyasiksa.

A special indebtedness must be .acknowledged to Professor David
‘Hadas; in conversations with him the ideas guiding the writing of the
Introduction were refined and, it is hoped, given a more immediate
relation to contemporary literary criticism.

Of particulas importance to ‘me has been the encouragement of
Professor Tibor Halasi-Kun, without whose many-sided bienveillance
this ‘work would not have been published.

A portiont of the research on which this book is based was supported
by the Foreign Area Training: Fellowship Program of the Ford Founda-
tion, thanks to which I was able to spend one year in Paris and another in
Madras (1959-61) before completing the Glossary in 1962.

Needless to sy, the responsibility for this work attaches to no oné
but myself, and, if indulgente is to be asked—as it must in @ work which
pretends to novelty—=then I would ask it particularly for the speculative
attempt to reassess the history of Indian poetics which constitutes the
Introduction. It i§ here presented ad an Introduction, but in fact it is a
summation, a work undertaken on the basis of the Glossary, an attempt
to make sense of the alanmikdra as a contribution to poetics.

Seattle, Washington, 1965 E.G.
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INTRODUCTION

() THE PROBLEM

The Indian poetics, or alamkdrasastra,* has not been favored in the West
with attention commensurate to its position among the traditional
intellectual disciplines of India. The interest that has been shown has
tended to concentrate on those aspects of Indian, poetics which bear
some superficial resemblance to theories current in the West and indeed
further our expectations (or prejudices) of poetry itself. The result has
generally been a haphazard and distorted view of the nature and’ aims
of Indian poetics, and interpretations of the history of that poetics which
imply critical standards alien to it. What is needed is a new approach
to the entire problem—one which, while retaining its critical distance,
attempts to place Indian poetics in the context of classicdl Indian poetry
and culture, and to perceive in some ‘measure what important poetic
problems the poetic was in fact explicating. We must not judge it only
insofar as it may explicate problems posed by, contemporary poetry.

(a) Poetic as Aesthetic Psychology

Starting from the Crocean position, whose own roots go back at least to
Longinus, most contemporary critics of classical Indian poetics® tend

Lit.: ‘science of the ornaments (or figures of speech)’. On the word alamkara
£lit.: ‘a making adequate’), ¢f. “The Meaning of the Word Alamkara” in J. Gonda,
Volume of Eastern and Indian Studies in Honour of F. W. Thomas (Bombay, 1939),
Spp. 9711, -

Particularly S. K. De, whose views will retain our attention throughout this Introduc-
n. His recently published lectures Sanskrit Poetics as a Stutly of Aesthetic (University
California Press, 1963) (henceforth referred to as SPSA) state his critical view with
ogency and clarity, but it is represented also in many of De’s other ‘works: History
bt "of Sanskrit Poetics (2nd ed., Calcutta, 1960) (hereafter cited as HSP); Some Problems
5 of Sanskrit Poetics (Calcutta, 1951), pp. 1f., etc. The views which De expresses most
vigorously are also held by others as, for example, S. N. Dasgupta (with whom he
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to situate the nature of poetry in the poetic act, in the unique individualized
inspirations of nascent literature. A true poetic is really a psychology
of creation, an aesthetic and not mere criticism. It finds its culmination
in a respect for, and a theory of, genius. Since the poetic act is in fact
a kind of communion of the self with an ineffable sacrum, it follows that
the poetic work is, for the aesthetician, only a touchstone, a pretext
for flights into the metaphysics of creation. And a poetic like that of
classical India which is uniquely concerned with the poetic fact is not
only irrelevant to the poetic problem but, lamentably, an obstacle and
a limitation to any proper understanding of it. The attitude of De
towards this poetic reveals itself in distinctions of inner and outer, of
truth and show, of insight and pretense, of genius (art) and scholasticism.
Naturally, a formalist poetic appears to him as a misguided attempt to
impose* limitations on the creative freedom of the artist,” whose proper
business, the sublime, must surpass all limitations.. Croce, speaking of
poetic knowledge, remarks:

Ancora ... col definife Iarte tonte intuizione si nega che essaabbia carattere di
CONOSCENZA CONCETTUALE.: La’conoscenza ¢oncettuale, nella sua forma pure
che & quella filosofica,-¢ sempre realistica, ‘mirando a,stabilire la realtd contro
Pirrealtd o ad abbassarg Pirrealtd, jncludendola nella realtd come momento
subordinato della realta stessa. Ma intuizione vuol dire, per 'appunto, indis-
tinzione di realti e irrealtd, I'immagine nel suo valore de merg immagine, la
pura”idealithd dell'immagine; e, col contrapporre la conoscenza intuitiva o
sensibile alla concettuale o intelligibile, 'estetica alla ndetica, si mira & riven-

dicare 'autonomia de questa pitt semplice ed elementare forma di conoscenza,
che & stata paragonata al sogno ... della vita teoretica...1a discriminazione del

vero e del falso concerne sempre un’affermazione di realtd, ossia un giudizio,
ma non pud cadere sulla presentazione "de un’immagine o sopra un mero

soggetto, che non & doggetto di giudizio, mancando di qualifica o di predicato.®

wrote History of Sanskrit Literature (Calcutta, 1962), hereafter cited as HSL, <f,
pp. 28£f.); A. B. Keith, History of Sanskrit Literature (Oxford, 1928) (bereafter cited
as SL), pp. 344fT.; L. Renou, L'Inde classique, I1 (Paris, 1953), pp. 110-111.

3 “Again ... we deny that it has the character Of CONCEPTUAL KNOWLEDGE. Conceptual
knowledge, in its true form, which is the philosophical, is always realistic, aiming at
establishing reality agdinst tnzeality, or at lowering unreality by‘including it in reality
as.a-stibordinate.moment of reality itself. Buf intuition means, precisely, indistinction
of reality and unreality, the image with its value as mere image, the pure ideality of the
image; and opposing the intuitive or sensible knowledge to the conceptual or intelligible,
the aesthetic to the poetic, it aims at claiming the autonomy of this.more simple and
elementary form of knowledge, which has been compared to the dream ... of the theore~
tic life. ... the discrimination of true and false always concerns an affirmation of
reality, or & judgment, but it cannot fall under the head of an image or of a pure subject
which is not the subject of a judgment, since it is without qualification or predicate.”
B. Croce, Breviario di Estetica (Bari, 1954), pp. 19-20, trans. by D. Ainslie, “Breviary
of Aesthetic”, p. 236.
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The aesthetic mode of criticism situates the work of art in an ineffable;
the very word ‘aesthetic’ betrays the analogical origin of its‘argumentsi
By reducing the artistic experience to sensation, in fact to one sense,
the sense of sight, and considering the whole. experience in terms of
categories borrowed from vision—imagination—Crocé is.led, hecessarily
to determine art in non-dehotative terms, or better, in anti-denotitive
terms. Not only is the visual experience more direct in relation to its
objects, less mediated by a distinctive symbolism (‘aesthetic’), but the
materials of visual art are not themselves immedidtely intelligible objects,
but rather colors, lines, shapes, which do not so much express as combine
to produce impressions and identifications.

It is otherwise with verbal art. Its materials are symbols, whose
nature is intelligibility. The word itself is a convention. Such art exists
at the level of propositions, réferences, judgements. Attempts to:provide
it with objects as ineffable as those of visual art overlook the very mode
of existence of verbal art, for whatever impression is derived from verbal
flrt is a secondary function of its sustained use of words. The objects it
imitates, unlike those of sight, are already conceptualized—events,
charaéters, general types, moral ideas. Verbal drt doe§ not have access
even to the immediate objects of the. sense of sound, which-have been
in principle pre-emptéd by musicsor song. Its very being:is determined
asa mode of reason: mediacy of symbol, ideality of.object. It depends
directly on memory and experience eyen to be understood as art; these
are not- functions supéradded to the artistic experience to provide
perspective.

Currently the Crocean style of criticism has come to be regarded as
m%tmoded dn the’ West and'is now largely restricted to book and.enter-
tainment reviews. In serious criticism,.the Freudians have appropriated
the psyche for their own purposes, and the-study of poetry.has largely
returned to the Aristotelian. concern with the poem, the ergon—a
fO@alist criticism which in its interest often parallels that.of the classical
Indian, poeticians, and certainly provides a more congenial platform
fr.om which to study them than does the Crocean doctriie we have been
fhscussing. That ‘aesthetic’ view of art is of interest here only because
it appears to dominate much of the historicizing on Indian poetics and
be(.:ause, most emphatically, it was not shdred by the classical Indian
writers themselves who conceived no broader problem than the differ-
entiability (viSesana) of poetry itself as a genre.* They were exczlusiveljr

4

Cf. R. Wellek and A. Warren, Theory of Literature (Harcourt Brace and World
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means oriented; or rather, they were convinced that any discussion of
the ultimate purpose of poetry falls into equivocation and overextension
unless it states the purpose within the intentional structure proper to
poetry, and presents that aim as the nature of the expressive potency
which is the very life of poetry. Austin Warren, discussing the Crocean
emphasis on the creative process and its tendency to overvalue discovery
at the expense of formulation, says: “The painter sees as a painter;
the painting is the clarification and completion of his seeing. The poet
is a maker of poems; but the matter of his poems is the whole of his
percipient life. With the artist, in any medium every impression is
shaped by his art; he accumulates no inchoate experience.”®

From the very beginning the speciality of poetic speech was, in the
Indian tradition of criticism, understood most characteristically as the
figures of speech (alamkara). Traditional Indian scholarship has em-
phasized the importance of the figures to the point of giving the name
alamkarasastra to the whole study of poetry. Uneasy at seeing the subject
so degraded, historians have generally explained this usage as a historical
survival. The first, more primitive and less discriminating writers, it is
argued, described the alamkdras exclusively or in the main; and despite
later progress and development in poetic insight the name, being old
and therefore hallowed, stuck. The figures, in this interpretation, though
they give their name to the study of poetry, are in fact its least important
part. They are haphazard lists of purely extrinsic embellishments irrele-
vant to the poetic problem.® The present Introduction will suggest, and
the following Glossary in part establish, that such a view as a theory of
the figures is false, and as history is perverse and hypothetical.

Oddly enough, the important place that the figures have occupied in
most Western poetics is overlooked by the historians of Indian poetics,
though indeed contemporary poetics does not on the whole find much
use for the figures.” The writers on Indian poetics of whom we speak
appear to wish to reimpose this modern de-emphasis on the Indian
subject matter, a severe distortion of the classical tradition which reserves
for the study of the figures a place of honor. The alamkaras not only

[paperback ed.], 1956), p. 175: “These [sensuous particularity and figuration] are both
characteristics, differentiae, of literature, in contrast to scientific discourse.”

s Ibid.,p. 74. Cf. W. K. Wimsatt, Jr. and C. Brooks, Literary Criticism, A Short
History (New York, 1962), p. 513,

s De, HSP, 11, pp. 32-34; Dasgupta and Dey [Del, HSL, p. 517.

*  Cf. Wimsatt and Brooks, p..102, pp. 142-143, 233-234; also Wellek and Warren,
pp. 187ff. :

!
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constitute ?.n original problem of Indian poetics, but are a continuing
preoccupation within the tradition. With few exceptions, the figures
have been the major problem for every poetician from Bhdmaha to
Jagannatha.® Even those writers—especially those of the dhvani school®
—v.vho question the primordinacy of figuration appear obliged to establish
tl'leu' alternative vis-a-vis the figures, so authoritative is that point of
view. By its creative persistence, this concern with figuration cannot be
d%smlssed as a primitive survival. Rather it is indicative of a radically
different view as to the kind of discipline poetics is.

(b) Poetic as Rhetoric

The emphasis on figuration in the early Indian poetic has suggested to
De a.nd others an analogy with Western rhetoric: “Bhamaha attempts to
cla§s1fy poetic expression into fixed rhetorical categories and, from this
point of view, his work possesses the general appearance of ;, technical
man}uill, comprising a collection of definitions with illustrations and
el.np.mcal canons for the benefit of the artist desirous of externalizing
his ideas.”1® A disdain for figuration as such leads the same writer to
the remarkable conclusion that the most important single exponent of
f‘he early alamkara theory, Rudrata, is not a writer on poetics at all

Indeed, the practical nature and scope of his work, like that of Udbhata’s'
leave hardly any room for discussion of general principles or of specula.tiv;
aspects.of the questions-involved. Rhetoric rather than Poetics appears
to be his principal theme, as it is of most writers of this systerh who con-
cern themselves entirely with the elaboration of rhetorical categories in
which they suppose the whole charm of poetry lies.”

{ac.obi has warned against considering the alamkarasastra a rhetoric
g::::;:ig (()iu.t that the subject matter of Indian poetics is consistenﬂ}"
- deba?e 11(11 the bfast exampl'es of ornate kavya, rather than in the arena
bl e and public p.ersuasmn.12 An insistance on separating the dis-

ssion of the categories of figuration from their exemplification raises

The oldest and most recent signi
L nt significant representatives of the al 7 iti
frorlr;htvhe 7th arid 17th centuries respectively. clamkira tradition,
7 ani ‘tone’ or ‘suggestion’; a syncretisti itici
who X ; @ syn istic school of criticism (9-10th centu
doals:vxi;aﬁf;:?;al ort;atII;: older alamkara tradition is still authoritative today. We vlv?li
PO transition more fully 1 ; '
® De, HSP, II, p. 47. ully Speers po. TOI
De, HSP, 11, p. 66.

H. Jacobi, trans., “Anand
acobi, - avardhana’s Dh aloka” i j
Morgenlindischen Gesellschaft, LVI, p. 392, n. l‘janyabka » Zeitschrify der Deutschen
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absolutely unfounded theories on the bare bones of the contentless
figures. But the figures are nothing but their exemplifications; the fact
that they have logical:reference and structure-does not ipso,facto. make
them poetic—in. this De is right—but neither does it make them non-
poetic, as De seéms tothink. The exemplification demonstrates the poetic
applicability of .the form. Poetry, indeed, does not represent a use of
language at all, a sérvice of language to an extrinsic end. According to
one view, and we think this is the view of the early Indian poeticians,
poetry can be taken as the exploitation of language for its own sake and
poetics as the investigation of language insofar as it escapes the immediate
limitations of utility and. achieves a condition of self-illumination which
we might call beauty.

General as they are; the figures are not specialized in their application.
Comparison is inherently neither poetic nor rhetorical: A simile, to use
the formal terminology of the Indian poetic, is a statement about two
terms (upameya, upamana ‘subject and object of comparison’) .tending
to the explicit point that they share a common property (sadharanadharma
‘tertium’) and éxpressed through use of some adverbial particle indicating
likeness (‘like’, ‘as’).. Customary law, for example, is based upon: the
careful-examination of similarities in this sense: A’s.behavior was very
miuch like Bls (in another case), which was judged.to be culpable (thus
establishing. a principle-of similarity: the law), and therefore A is also
guilty. The thetorical use of the figures is equally irrelevant 'to their
pure forny; their -expressive entity. In part, the pure formalism of the
figures explains the possibility of confusion between poetic and rhetoric;
the figures aré forms of assertion and judgement which are common-to
all intelligent discéurse. This point, which’ the later (medieval).Indian
critics of the figurativé school often emphasized in order to establish that
the essénce of poetry (beauty) cannot be showri on this level of formalism
(propositions) alone,’® was not unknown to traditioh (where even the
terminology of poetics is borrowed from other formalistic disciplines,
particularly grammar and logic), nor; in all likelihood, to the figurationists
themselves. They situate poetics quite consciously next to the disciplines
of logic and grammar, because logic and grammar provide the background
and approach to the poetic problem.

By our notion of a rhetoric, the figures are among the persuasive
devices which further the course of an argument and produce conviction.
The argument of course is supposed to be true, and as such can get along

13 Dhvanikara and Anandavardhana, Dhvanydloka, ed. Durgaprasad (Bombay,
1891), 1.14-15, 2.29f.
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without additional embellishments; but this is not the rhetorical point:
conviction and perstiasion are functions of opinion; they are not-the
same thing as the truth, and, as ends superadded to the truth and often
conflicting with it, require different and additiopal means—viz., the
figures. Moreover,.the figures tend to be selected and defined on the basis,
of their ability to further conviction, and since this latter is ofteri:con-
ceived in contradistinction to the truth, the figures seem’to pullulate in
precisely those areas where language is a tour de force, wheré langhiage
becomes so grammatically striking that its Pracht is substituted by the
audience for the content of the assertion.

But there is some doubt whether this framework can be-applied in
dealing with the figures as poetry. ‘Poetry, although it also conveys a
truth, has no end beyond the entire.comprehension of its own sense;
the- figures, far from ‘being extrinsic, constitute thé very form of ifs ex-
pression and are the very means through which poetry is distinguished
and becomes voll Gesinnung. From the figures of speech derives that
special charm which is the innermost mark of the poetic apprehension.
Furthermore, the non-existence-of Indian rhetoric as a discipline vis-a-vis
poetic reinforces our view that the figures were conceived as essential in
expression: the crucial subject matter of poetics.

Alone among contempordary Indian critics, V. Raghavan of Madras
appreciates the formalist view: “Sc .poetry requires not only fact and
feeling but a beautiful form also; it hasnot only to be useful, but primarily
attractive”. And “poetry. is not mere: thought ... It will be easier to
dissociate love from its physical aspect thar to keep the concept of poetry
:flloof from its form.”1¢ This “form”, in which the notion of poetic beauty
is resumed, is the subject of study of the alamkdarikas's in the widest
sense. In attempting to do justice to the notion of figuration, Raghavan
states the sense in which thé figures, as forms of poetic expression, are a
proper subject matter for poetics: “If we try to arrive at a clear definition
of poetry with arf objective differentia, certainly the definition will revolve
round the concept of Alaiikara ... the beautiful in poetry, the beautiful
form———saundaryam alaiikarah.”'® The form of poeticibeauty is n(;t only
inseparable but, in the context of poetic language, it defines what we mean

u V,.' gigh?vm, cpap. entitled “The Use and Abuse of Alasikard in Sanskrit Liter-
ature”, in his Studies on Some Concepts of Alafikara Séastra (Adyar Library, 1942),
316)8 ‘ég, 50. Cf. W. Empson, Seven Types of Ambiguity (Meridian Books, 1960), pp.
1: A'I_amkdrikas, those concerned with alamkdara; the figurative school,

Raghavan, p. 50; Riaghavan quotes Vamana, Kdvyalamkdrasitrani, 1.1.2.
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by beauty. The manifest, finished metaphor is an example of the poetic
imagination. Metaphor in general defines the limit and possibility of
poetic imagination; the figures are the structure of that possibility.

This has been recognized by Jacobi, who says: “Dadurch beansprucht
thatsichlich dieser Teil der Poetik eine wohlausgearbeitete Formenlehre
des dichterischen Ausdrucks zu sein.”'? But the conclusions drawn
therefrom by De are of considerably diminished import, for he says of
the alamkarikas: “This formal treatment affords their works the general
appearance of technical manuals comprising a collection of definitions,
illustrations, and empirical canons elaborated for the benefit of the aspir-
ing poet. Poetry is regarded, more or less, as a mechanical series of
verbal devices. A desirable sense must prevail, diversified by means of
various tricks of phrasing ... consisting of the so-called poetic figures.”18
Though this is true, the notion is taken in so pejorative a sense that the
implications- of such a poetic are never taken seriously enough to be:
examined.

(c) The Notion of Alamkara

Having situated the poetic problem in a formalistic context, we must
now pose the question (following the Indian tradition): What is the specific
characteristic of poetic usage, its visesana? If poetry shares its forms
with other ratiohal discourse, there must be a criterion of application,
of usage which restricts the form and demonstrates it as poetry. Indian
writers, from the beginning, conceived their problem as that of ‘poetic
differentia’, the visesana, which both establishes the poetic genre as a
proper subject matter and which, by normative application, distinguishes
the finest examples of poetry. Since the forms of the poetic genre are
borrowed from logic and grammar, the question of poetic distinction is
of course crucial and in fact is reduced to the problem of application: Is
there a recognizably poetic exemplification of the standards of utterance?

The problem of the expressive characteristics peculiar to poetic speech
is not an easy one to deal with. The very first writers realized that they
were confronted with infinite modes and indefinite usages.!? In fact

17 Jacobi, Introduction to his translation of the Dhvanyaloka, op. cit., p. 392.

18 De, SPSA,p. 28. De continues his devastating, but misplaced, attack on the figura-
tionists throughout chapter 2; he is so intent on belittling expressionism that he appears
at times to question the need for expression itself. His is a caricature of the “aesthetic”
doctrine. Croce, far subtler, insists on the inseparability of expression and intuition,
and in effect makes the same point as Raghavan. Breviario, p. 45.

19 Anandavardhana, in Dhvanyaloka 3.37 (p. 210), is often quoted: “anantd hi
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the most-striking general, and in a sense canonical, difference is precisely
that the language of poetry is by nature and design not literal. Accepting:
this category of expression, poetics appears as the systematization, the
regularization of that vast body of usage whose lower forms are labeled
current, figurative, idiomatic and which by and large stands in direct
opposition to the refined, precise, scientific uses of language whose
principle is consistency and univocality. The expressions of poetry are
in the broadest sense characterized only by deviating from that literal
purpose, by a negative correlation with the universal positive goal of
discourse: the truth. (Of course we do not thereby assert that poetry is
“false”: the “truths™ of poetry are the same as those of any other genre; we
are discussing here only the question of means, of realization. A poetic
statement is a tour de force, its truth realized despite propositions that
are, by the standards of science, false.)

Nevertheless, the forms constituting intelligent discourse generally
are assumed by the poetic, too, whose burden is to redefine their function.
‘Similarity’ (sadrsya) is one of seven categories admitted in the mimamsa
logic;2° ‘comparison’ (upamdna) is allowed by nydya as one of f;)ur
criteria of apprehension, along with perception, inference, and verbal
au.thority.21 The problem we face is defining the poetic application of
this c?ncept. It is not a simple problem like referring the logical form to a
certain content for specific exemplification. Poetry has no more content
than logic. In the same way as logic, it refers itself to the entire spectrum
of human experience and in the same way is concerned primarily with
the §tructure of that whole. Poetry is not a content, but a context;
poetic similarity is equally as formal as logical similarity: capable of
any exemplification and limited only by a countervailing notion of
falsehood.22 Nevertheless, the exemplification has a general quality
which it is the business of the poetic to make precise. The content of
the figure is important as a final test of validity (hence the form of the
alamkara texts themselves: definition and exemplification).

vagvikalpah” (‘endless are the modes of utterance’); we re i i

Ipal 3 turn to th

S.?Khalx_s§1ve fashion below, p. 50ff. © Joste 1R more

Pﬁj:l;l;a_ni_tha, Praktérlanapaﬁcikd (Benares, 1903-1904), p. 110; discussed in Jha,
G imamsa, pp. 61-62. As a ‘padartha’, sadrsya for the mimamsak

316 visesa® of the nydyavaisesika. ’ msakas veplaces

%) Pratyaksa, anumiti, $abda; cf. Annambhatta,. Tarkasamgraha, section 36ff. (p.

2
. Understood not as the logical i i
oo gically false, of course, but as the inappropriate, the
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The exemplification does-not in any way abridge the validity of the
form, but simply shows that it is capable of poetic representation. Here
is situated the solution to the problem of the distinctiveness of poetic
expression. Although the figures provide the referential background
and the formal structure of the discipline, it is not the figures as such
which are poetic, but rather their characteristic relation to that general
content, their “misuse”. Poetic expression which is “true”, nevertheless
deviates from the norms and standards of literal expression, which is the
-most usual (or most obvious) apparatus for defining what is true; poetic
expression is false, yet it does not serve- the ends of falsehood. This
dilemma has been particularly agonizing for moralist: interpreters of
literature from Plato onwards.. Poetry uses the structures of logic (as
modes of thought) not for an extrinsic purpose, but simply to explore the
limits of their misuse, to see what freedom we may have of thém. It is
essential that the form, though falsely applied, express the same truth as
the literal application would support; “freedom” is not taken in the abso-
lute sense of disregardirig the structures of consistency and.thé like.® It
does have the sense, of crucial importance for poetry, of the undecided,
the suggestive, the implied, the:ironic. When the poet says, “Oh that I
were a glove upon that hand, that I might touch that cheek”, he uses the
forms of language (here a predication having the logical force of identifica-
tion) to express the impossible, the nonsensical—for only a madman
would consider himself a glove. But the form—logical identification—is
jmmediately understood as poetry; that is to say, the proper intentional
sense is grasped despite, and also because of the misuse of forms: “I am
far away and wish to.approach closely enough to touch her gentle, soft

cheek”. Poetry is limited only- by the conventions of such non-literal
usage. '

In each case it is similarly impossible to separate the form (intentional
logic as expressed grammatitally) from the poetry; the poetry consists
in the misuse of the form, within narrow. limits. The.study of poetic
expression consists in the identification of those logico-grammatical
forms of expression which are capable of such liberal or ironic exemplifica-
tion. In the above example, even the law of identity has a poetic counter-
part. Poetic comparison likewise contains an element of the impossible:

#  For instance, Ruyyaka, author of the Alamkdarasarvasva, discussing the figure
virodha (‘contradiction”) states that a redolution (samadhana) of the contradiction is
necessary; the apparent inconsistency is simply a matter of stating a consistency
mére forcefully. Ruyyaka, Aldmkdrasarvasva (in Kavyamal3, no. 35) (Bombay, 1939),
p. 154. Cf. Empson, Seven Types of Ambiguity, pp. 19911,
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“The professor winked at me so hard that his face. was like a concertina
with a hole in it.”2¢ This nevertheless suggests exactly the property which
is so striking in the subject.. The unlikelihood.of the ascription is. the
test of the simile: literally, the quality named (hole, with.its suggested
correlate, the pleats of the concertina) is present in the object of compari-
son (concertina) only. TFhe mind of the listener immediately.grasps -its
counterpart in the subject. But the suggestion®of the property in the
subject must not pass beyond the limits of the absurd or irrelevant; there
must be a basis for the comparison in the subject too, however farfetched
(the open eye or.mguth).

The criterion of ‘misapplication is clearly stated in the early definitions
of simile. “The [expression of ] similitude, in terms of a qualitative aspect
!aetwecn the “subject [of comparison]} and an object [of comparison:’l
incompatible with it in place, time, activity, or the like,’is called.simile.” 2
Rudrata says: “When a single quality, efc. common.to both [the things
compared], which is realized (siddha) in one way [in the object], is made
real otherwise (anyatra).in the subject, .that is simile, which is-itself
threefold.”?® The same necessity of misapplication is present in all-the
other figures (even those based on sound patterns), but it.may. be, and
l.xsually is, takén for granted. Onily rarely-is the principle of misapplication
itself suggested. Bhamaha’s much ‘discusséd mention of 'vakrokti is
the first and most significant such proposition.?”

The indefiniteness of this criterion of poetry is*widely held to demon-
stra.te the futility of an analytic approach to poetry.2® The manner. of
posm.g: a problem usually defines the kind of*solution required. The
-c.ieﬁmtmn of indefiniteness is impossiblé only if the problem is conceived
mﬁext.enso by assuming-that the poetics is 4n attémpt to anticipate every
t‘cox'lcegvabre instance of poetic utterance in’ its .infinite variation and
mtlmatf: adjustment of context, time, and place. Poetics is; in this view;
a m.achme for writing poetry, a kavisiksa. It is as thoﬁgh we'were tO'belittI;
logic because it failed to provide us with arguments.

In'the first place, the poetic will deal only with the significant genera of
Poetic utterance analytically, though recognizing that in the poetic work
jlfflapy co-?ccur in a complex unity. The question of what are the genera
?f indefinite usage ‘is settled in the only way possible: by reference to

JOy_ce Cary, The Horse’s Mouth.
ghaérrnaha, K_’&v}:&lamkdra (Bombay, 1909), 2.30.
B‘l:“ ata, Kavydalamkara (Bombay, 1887), 8.4.
dmaha, 2.85; see below, pp. 42fF.
See below, pp. 51f. Cf. Empson, Seven Types of Ambiguity, p. 285.
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the several standards of definite usage from which the poetic forms deviate
and which they assume. It is significant that the major categories of poetic
analysis are provided by the sister disciplines of logic and grammar.
Poetry is nothing but the general possibility of reformulating standards
and commonplaces: of course, not randomly, but knowingly, and in such
a way that the sense is not lost, but is preserved through a fanciful trial.

Influenced by Aristotle’s definition of metaphor, most Western inven-
tories of the figures have been based largely on patterns of word usage:
morphemic figuration. Metaphor for Aristotle is indeed the basic figure,
for it is a word used in other than its literal sense.” Syntactical structures
likewise are distorted (for example, when the predicate precedes the
subject): in the common figure chiasmos, a second phrase is added show-
ing this reversal. Many figures are defined by the variations of letters
within a word: “e’er”, “ne’er”,® “... when his golden hayre / In th’Ocean
billowes he hath bathed fayre ...”.3! In the Indian poetic, an important
place is reserved for grammatical categories; but even when allowances
are made for the variations in grammatical standard between Sanskrit
and Greek or English, a certain difference of emphasis is plain. There are
almost no figures which, properly speaking, are syntactically defined
(¢f. yathasamkhya, krama); only one figure (in one author) is defined
as a word usage (Vamana’s vakrokti, which resembles Aristotle’s meta-
phor). Patterns of letters are discussed only in reference to rhyming
and in certain kinds of puns. Indeed, the Indian figures were conceived
not at all from the angle of the word and its conventional usage, but rather
were oriented to the proposition, were fundamentally logical in.concep-
tion.?? This difference of approach is crucial. Itnot only belies De’s reduc-
tion of all figures to “tricks of phrasing”, confusing poetic with a Western
rhetoric, but it states boldly the sense in which the system of alamkaras
represents an inventory of the poetic imagination—and defines poetic
utterance in its concrete universality.

3 Aristotle, Poetics, 1457b, 7f. A modern view, very similar, in Wellek and Warren,
Theory of Literature, pp. 183fL. .

% The Tudor rhetoricians made figures out of the largely grammatical Greek principles
of euphony: syncope, aphaeresis, crasis, metathesis, and thelike. In English, the dimin-
ished capacity for such elisions made their often artificial use that much more striking.
On the grammatical underpinning of the poetic, see below, p. 22, pp. 64ff. For the
Tudor figures, see W. Taylor’s “Tudor Figures of Rhetoric”, unpublished dissertation
(Chicago, 1937).

st Spenser, Prothalamion.

32 Even the figures which are explicitly grammatical in their reference define patterns,
repetitions, of usage; see below, pp. 64fT.
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But the misapplication of the idea, poetically speaking, is only half
the figure; the form itself, logical or grammatical in origin, provides the
principle of definition, and it is of course on this differentiable aspect of
figuration that the treatises concentrate. Yet the manner in which they
are composed plays down the underlying logical or grammatical frame-
work, and gives some plausibility to the view that the figures are mere
collections or ornaments empirically discovered. The view is evidently
related to that which asserts the irrelevancy of the figures to poetics
generally.

Among the early writers, only Rudrata attempts ‘to categorize the
figures according to their principles of definition; his treatment, though
ingenious, is broad and mentions only four groupings for some s}xty
figures. Not until the close of the early figurative period, in the works of
certain of the encyclopedists, is there any really serious attempt to make
the outward presentation of the figures conform to their inner logic.
Ruyyaka must be mentioned as the writer who has gone farthest in this
direction. Much of our argument is based on his system.”‘ But the out-
v.vard arrangement of the figures, though it may technically be that of a
list, cannot hide the intentional structure which underlies the definition of
each figure and, in fact, relates each figure to others in terms of significant
variations, implying, if not stating, a universe of figures, a system (at
least) of definition. '

The subsequent history of alamkara in India is emphatically not a
qu.estion of groping after aesthetic universals, but of what requirements
tt.ns implicit system of definition imposes upon the universe of poetic
discourse: What relations of subordination and superordination are to
l?e accepted; how one figure can particibate in the idea of another (as
$lesa in simile) ; what constitutes a variety of another figure and hence can
be dropped or subordinated ; whether, in fact, the form of the figure mani-
fests any inherent adaptability to misapplication (vakrokti); what further
suggestion is based on the misapplication (dhvani); whether, indeed, the

;’ Mamfestu}g an insigh.t to me mysterious, Keith concludes: “The division [of
o%uli&s] even in Ruyyaka is not lqgical” (Keith, SL, p. 399). The Alamkarasarvasva
" uyye}ka. has been translated into German by Jacobi (Zeitschrift der Deutschen

.orgc:’nlanqtsc}fen Gesellschaft, LXII, pp. 289-336, 411-458, 597-628) and provided
th 1llumm:¢1tmg notes, Jacobi’s longer article, somewhat misleadingly entitled
GUeber Begnﬂ‘und Wesen der poetischen Figuren in der Indischen Poetik” (= Kgl.
. t?i{ d. Wtss,. Got(;ztge.n,.Naf:hrichten. Phil-Hist. Kldsse, 1908), is primarily an exposition
of ﬂ;y)gll‘}(;z &syzcrwsutc views, Itis neve'rIt_h{leless one of the rare serious examinations

rika position as a poetic. The respect whi i

ought to be generalized to the entire school, P ch Jacobi pays to Ruyyeka
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notion of poetic deviation is uniquely or even adequately realized in the
universe of discourse called figuration (whether it may not be better
realized in some other non-figurative function of poetry, as dhvani);
what the principle of definition is, and whether it suffices for poetry; if
not, how it relates to other poetic principles.

(I) HISTORY OF THE SEARCH FOR SYSTEM

(a) Arthasabda

The system of the figures and the manner in which they express or fail
to express the inexpressible are topics which condition the entire history
of Indian poetics for the antifigurationists as well as the figurationists.
We have stated that the figure as form must have a poetic application,
must be employed so as to convey its intent despite some elemental
disregard of the 'sense and limits of the figure itself. But the notion of
figuration in its most general form (vakrokti) is not an adequate guide
either to the universe of figures or, in fact, to the manner of poetry itself;
for the inexpressible aspect, the element of deviation, varies considerably
in character from one major category of figuration to another ‘and is
itself partly a function of the logical and grammatical genera implicit
in the figures. This is why the Indian poeticians proved so uninterested
in the universals of poétry—its essence, spirit, and the like—committed
as they weré to the notion that their propositions were directed to a
discriminable subject matter and had always to make explicit the actual
variation of intent and understanding in the poetic language.

The time-worn division of figures into artha (‘meaning’) and Sabda
(‘word or grammaticil form’) is the first and most obvious attempt to
cﬁaractgﬁze deviation concretely. Certain ﬁgures; as we haye said, are
basically misapplications of alogical or propositional form. For example,
" simile (A is like B) and hyperbole, which is the poetic variety of predica-
tion itself (A is B, or A has B), are understood despite the fact that the
statement cannot be true: “They* have yarns / of a 'skyscraper so tall
they had to put hinges / 6n the two top stories so to let the moon go by”, 3
viz: “the skyscrapers are tall, yery tall”. Other figyrgs involve no aspect
of intention" at all, but merely reflect varidtions in the structure of the
language itself and of its grammar (conceived, of tourse, on many levels—
phonology, morphology, syntax). Perhaps the most elemental such figure

% Carl Sandburg..
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is alliteration, which is an arrangement of the phonology of the language,
“poetic” because the regularities of recurrence and the limitations on the
occurrence of certain phonemes (or aspects of phonemes) is not charac-
teristic of usual speech, which is far more randomly organized. Most
other figures grouped as Sabda are similarly regularizations of grammatical
features which ordinarily occur ad libitum. Yamaka (‘cadence’); certainly
the most maligned of all the figures, is basically the Indian correspondent
to our rhyme: the repetition of a sequence of syllables at predetermined
positions in a metrical pattern, but not-restricted to the end of lines as
in most Westérn poetry. Meter itself, though traditionally the subject of
another discipline and not treated as poetic, is still capable of the same
poetic regularization.

Much’ Indian scientific and religious literature is composed in simple
meters, often varieties of the epic $loka; poetic meters in-contrast are
distinguished by their complexity, and by the absolute regularity of
their syllabic quantification (arya meters apart, but these are non-Sans-
kritic in origin and even Jayadeva “poeticizes” them in these terms).
Instead of eight-syllable feet with only three syllables fixed as to length
(the sloka), poetic meters range in length from eleven to twenty-seven
syllables (averaging around twenty) with no variation pérmitted in the
quantification of individual syllables. Kalidasa’s meter, the mandakranta,
used so effectively in the Meghadiita, has quarters of seventeen syllables
arranged in the invariable sequence:

LLLL  SSSSSL  LSLLSLL?%

The authors of the Dhvanyaloka make much of the difference in poetic
quality of the figures of artha and sabda, which they rechristened alamkara
and citra kavya, respectively; clearly, the deviation in the two cases has
different force, because the norms in the two cases are fundamentally
different. Poetry based on an intenfional structure dppeals to the intellect
and the understanding—the vakrokti has the aspect of true suggestion, of
meanings not said as such-~whereas the poetry whose deviations are
grammatically based is addressed more to the éar and to those ineffable
harmonies which may stir the soul but whose sense is difficult to com-
prehend. The vakrokti in citrakavya is not so much a conveying of mean-
ing as the imposition of modes of repetition (forms) on what is in principle
an inchoate, unstructured, and fundamentally unintentiodal level of

3 As kas cit kantavirahaguruna svadhikdrat pramattah (1*).
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expression—a kind of elemental ordering or creation in the stuff of lan-
guage.

Despite the wealth of figures in the Indian poetic and despite the ex-
actitude and breadth of their exemplification in the treatises, modern
critics have not shown much interest in the universe implied by the figures,
preferring to extrapolate theories of poetic beauty from the rare and
sketchy references to terms like vakrokti, riti, and Sobha.?® If they are
concerned with the figures at all, it is philologically, as an exercise in
the history of a text tradition.®” Critics concerned with intellectual history
(Ingalls, for example) often adopt the point of view of the dhvani theorists
and are puzzled by the persistent emphasis on figuration.®®

Verbal beauty is a consideration proper to poetics, but the initial task
of the discipline is to describe the expressive apparatus by which this
poetic comprehension is achieved. To begin with, the poetic charm of
language has to be taken for granted; it is not an object of investigation,
but a criterion of identification. The question necessarily posed by the
first figurationists was “how”, not “what”.3® Of course, in time, when
the formal apparatus had been more or less successfully delineated,
critics, under the impetus of newer poetic genres, began to speculate on
the problem of beauty itself and to seek a single principle which underlies
poetic language. We will take up this important transition in its place.
It would not be accurate to say that the alamkarikas were insensitive
to beauty, but rather that their task was to define a concrete context in
which the discussion of beauty would have meaning. Their view of
beauty was that it was best revealed in its own structure (much as Euclid
must have thought that the intellectual delight of formal contemplation
was best served not in pure subjectivity but in a system of postulates and

theorems).

3  Typical is Keith, who, with Jovian disregard, adds: “On the classification 6f
figures of speech no serious thought appears t0 have been expended” (SL, p. 398).
The Indian texts, on the contrary, are almost exclusively devoted to questions of
concrete definition: the number of figures and related poetic categories.

s P, V. Kane's History of Sanskrit Poetics. The figures, or rather the definitions of
the figures, are meticulously examined for the light they throw on the chronology of
the texts.

#  Cf. D. H. H. Ingalls, “Sanskrit Poetry and Sanskrit Poetics”, a part of the Introduc-
tion (pp. 2-29) to his translation of the Subhasitaratnakosa (Harvard Oriental Series,
44). De has called for, but no one has yet provided, a study of the “development of
the different conceptions of individual poetic figures ...” (HSP, I, p. 70). This is
indeed a desideratum, and one which might well precede speculation on the nature and
aims of the alamkdra criticism.

3  Contra De, SPSA, p. 2. Even historically, poetry is the first form of expression,
according to the folklorists.
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(b) The Criteria of Differentiation

In early discussions, the structure of figuration was overshadowed by a
number of problems. The first was the elaboration, definition and collec-
tion of the subject matter. Bhamaha, the earliest writer on the figures
whose text has survived,® was still primarily concerned with blocking out
the main elements of the figurative universe. His text is a “collection”
par excellence; the figures are arranged in arbitrary groups (which may
have had a basis in different text traditions) and are almost entirely
devoid of subvarieties. Bhdmaha and his follower Udbhata appear to
this extent somewhat primitive, but it is not possible to treat the entire
tradition as though it had not progressed beyond this stage. It is precisely
in the direction of greater order, greater systematization and greater
understanding of the implications for the system of the categories and
the definitions of figuration, that the tradition has evolved. The great
advance of Dandin over Bhimaha is in his arrangement, whenever pos-
sible, of the figures according to the canon of subordination. Nevertheless,
Bhamaha and Dandin use and implicitly recognize much of the definitional
apparatus which is not explicitly stated until later with Rudrata and
Ruyyaka. Dandin does not even mention the distinction between artha
and Sabda, though he groups his figures in such a way as to suggest that
he is aware of its importance.%!

Bhamaha’s definition of kavya, “Sabdarthau sahitau kavyam”,** which is
discussed most frequently as if it meant ‘k@vya is word-and sense joined’
—a rather self-evident proposition at best—seems from the context
clearly to recognize the distinction not between meaning and grammatical
form, but between types of figures.®® Dandin and Bhamaha are both
% The relative priority of Bhimaha and Dandin is still a point highly disputed.
The passages upon which the intricate textual argument is based are given in P. V.
Kan_e, History of Sanskrit Poetics, pp. 102-133. To us, the textual argument is incon-
clpswe; we accept the priority of Bhimaha on the premise that he is less concerned
with system than Dandin. For opposing arguments, ¢f. A. B. Keith, SL, pp. 375ff.
and De, HSP, I, p. 62.

:‘ The arthdlamkara in Kavyadarsa, chap. 2; the rest in chaps. 1 and 3.

; Kavyalamkara, 1.16.

. The preceding line from Bhimaha (1.15) is translated by De (HSP, II, p. 38):
We, however, acc_ept two kinds of ornaments, referring respectively to word and sense”.

‘I:IO tr':a.ce of the import of this distinction is apparent in De’s discussion of 1.16:
ia_lu{arthau sahitau kavyam™ (in SPSA, pp. 18-20), where he seems to take it in the

truistic sense of the literal words themselves: “But mere sahitya of sabda and artha is not

poetry; 1t' is grammatical fact, common to all speech * D. T. Tatatharya, expressing

the tranm_tlon from 1.15 to 1.16 (in his learned- modern commentary to Bhamaha,

Zhe Ut{yan.a}'rtti) says “nanu Sariram tavdt prathamam kavyasyabhidhiyatam yasya

thhav'at‘{ dvividho *lamkara igyate [ ucyate ...” But Bhamaha is probably not discussing
e Sarira (‘body’) of poetry at all; cf. below, pp. 291T.
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aware of the fully articulated formal analysis of the simile into upameya,
upamana, sadharanadharma, and dyotaka,** and use these categories in
distinguishing various similes as well as figures based on simile.

(¢) An Alternative System: The Stylistic Argument

The second problem which hindered the elaboration of formal figurative
categories was the lingering discussion of the poetic styles (riti or marga),
which were originally geographical variations®® in the use or avoidance
of certain conventional aspects of Sanskrit syntax, such as long com-
pounds, involved etymological forms, certain kinds of alliteration, and
the like.#8 Soon what was regional style became merely stylized usage:
riti. At first two, then three, then five styles were differentiated on the basis
of certain typical conjunctions of the syntacticand grammatical characteris-
tics, or gunas (‘qualities’) relating to usage.

The analysis of poetry as riti was fundamentally an empirical enterprise
and, as such, not really congenial to the Indian thinkers. It was based
on the notion that the occasional use of a particular feature was of greater
significance than the idea of the feature or its essential character. Poetry
as style was defined as a conventional configuration of certain positively
or negatively present characteristics; for example, the riti called vgidarbhi
was defined by the presence of the gunas (saukumarya, prasadatvam, etc.)
and the absence of ojas.*” That the characteristic is present or absent is
the essential thing, not what it is or what natural purpose it serves. Ina
sense the gunalriti theory completes the-alamkara theory by providing
a concrete notion of poetic context lacking in the study of figures as
theoretic forms. But it is certainly not the case, as some have supposed,
that it was intended to supersede or replace the alamkara theory.*®

44 The subject and object of comparison,-the common or comparable propetty, the
adverbial indicator of comparison (llike’).

#  Raghavan, Studies on Some Concepts of the Alaskdara Sastra, p. 131.

48 For complete list, see below, p. 32, note 68.

47 There is indeed a general correlation of the gunas with one of the styles, and their
opposites with the other (Dandin, Kdvyadarsa, 1.42), but several exceptions, notably
ojas (1.80) demonstrate the variability of the gunas vis-a-vis the styles. In some cases
the opposite of the guna is (apparently) also a guta; in others, a defect (dosa). See
below, p. 33. Dandin in all cases illustrates both the guna and its opposite, and these
illustrations may Pe taken as instances of the stylistic opposition thus made concrete.
58 “The decline of the alamkara system was probably synchronous with, and perhaps
hastened by, the rise of the rival riti-doctrine” (De, HSP, 11, p. 66). What decline?
The alamkara continues to preoccupy long after the riti has been fossilized as allitera-
tion by Rudrata. Attempts to.elevate the ritiintoa competing poetic doctrine or school
are made tenuous by the certain identification of but a single writer (Vimana) with it.
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We have indicated the historical background of the guna/riti theory
and its empirical preoccupation with differentiating various total styles
by caléulating grammatical variables. Vamana was the first to have
attempted t6 state the crucial relation between the gunas and the alam-
karas, but in so doing turns the matter om ifs head and makes of tile
gunas ot the predicates of a definition, but ‘qualities’, that is; ‘virtues’
constituting poetry itself.#* Taking Dandin’s definition of*alamkara—
“kavyasobhakaran dharman alaiikaran pracaksate” ® -Vamana turns it into
a definition of guna—“kavyasobhdydh kartGro dharma'gunih.”® To this
conception of the gunas, the alamkaras are subordinated as specific
excitants or heighteners of the beauty thus produced: “tadatisayahetavas
tv alamkarah™.5® To establish this distinction; which is crucial to His theo-
1y, he appeals to a number of analogies, most importantly that of the soul
and the body. Gunas pertain to the soul of poetry and are inhetent, like
courage, and.essential to it; the figures pettain to the body and, like clothes
and ornaments, are incidental and.optional—at least this is the interpreta-
tion of the tradition which is accepted, in general, by De. In-fairness it
must be admitted that the text is laconmic and may-not'inténd the distinc-
tion to be made in quite this way: all Vimana says-is “péarve ... nityah”
(“{Jﬂrve gund nitydh. tair vind kavyasobhanupapatte”).5® Elsewhere he
mentions the soul in connection with the definition of riti,-implying a
distinction which becomes commonplace later.5*

The way Vamana intended the analogy of soul/body presents something
of a problem. First of all, it is hard to see just how the gunas-are ‘any
fnore ‘inherent’ than the figures in the. poetic expression, if they are
indeed.present or absent as required for the différentiation of Vamana’s
three styles. Dandin expresses himself more appositely: The gunas are

—_—_—

B(_)th writers who discuss style also discuss alamkdra in extenso. The riti theory and

Yaﬂmna' are side-issues in the history of Indian poetics. Reasons for De's ahistorical

‘l:nerest in Vamana will be proposed below.

“ ‘l"laymg on the same equivocation in Sanskrit guna as in English “quality”.

o “We consxfie?r the figures properties producing beauty in poetry”, Kavydadarsa, 2.1.

ra 'I_'he_quahtles are properties which are produétive of poetic beauty”, Kavyalam-

uartf:mtrani, 3.1.1.

" “The figures, on the other hand, are ¢ausés of their pre-efninence”, ibid., 3.1.2.
The fox:mer are inherent” (the former, viz., the‘qualities, are inherent; for without

glem f:here is no realization of poetic beauty), ibid., 3.1.3% and vrzti.

Ibid., 1.2.6, “ritir atma kavyasya”, ‘style is the soul [@tman] of poetry’, ind the com-
men_tary specifies the implication that poefty.is thereby analogically the ‘body’
&ianra)_ whose soul is the riti. Cf. the definition of the dhvani in Dhvanyaloka 1.1:
“dhvanir Gtma kavyasya”. The mention of the ‘soul’ of poetry is given a different
Interpretation by De, below, p. 29.
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essential to the style, not to poetry as such.®® Furthermore, it is hard to
understand what real difference can be found between ‘beauty’ and
‘heightening of beauty’, particularly if the distinction between ‘bodily
ornaments’ and ‘spiritual qualities’ (courage, etc.) is analogically intended.
In the poem, the beauty of the gunas, being essential and inherent, should
not require heightening; if it does, then it is not in itself adequate and
should not be described as nitya, primordinate. That two entirely different
kinds of beauty are meant seems improbable on the basis of Vamana’s
first two satras: “kavyam grahyam alamkarat” and “saundaryam alam-
karah”.5 He generalizes the notion of ‘ornament’ (anticipating the dis-
tinction between gunas and alamkaras) to mean beauty itself—a term
broad enough to include the gunas, too.

As an aspect of his general theory of subordination, Vamana was also
the first to try to generalize about the figures of speech. In Vamana we
find not only attempts to order the aspects of poetry, but, within the one
aspect of figuration, to suggest an architectonic. In fact, Vamana attempts
to reduce all the arthalamkaras to varieties of simile,*” a project disas-
trously one sided, but showing a clear awareness of how basic comparison
is to a large part of the figurative universe.

Difficulties of interpretation vitiate Vimana’s ambitious program of
ordering poetry and in part explain why the gunajriti theory was simply
abandoned by later writers or reduced to a place in the discussion of
alliteration (Mammata).5®8 Nevertheless, Vamana must be accorded an
important role in the history of poetics, for he was the first to explore
explicitly the problem of arrangement, pattern, and relations of subordin-
ation in the different aspects of poetry. His effort to show that all
arthalamkaras were types of simile was at least the first attempt to demon-
strate coherence in the figures.

It is widely held that Vamana represents a step forward in the develop-
ment of Indian poetic thought ‘because he considered for the first time

8 Tt is possible to see Vamana’s preference for one of the styles, the vaidarbhi, as an
anticipation of this objection. According to Kavyalamkarasitrayi, 1.2.14 the vaidarbhi
demonstrates all the gunas, the other two, paficali and gaudiya, only some, and this
is taken to show the relative excellence of the vaidarbhi. But if the collocation of
qualities suffices to define the best poetry, then the’ vaidarbhi is, in a word, poetry, the
others, defective poetry. The equivocation in the word “quality” is drawn out to its
limit: on this view Vamana is no'longer discussing style, but the normative conditions
of composition. For reasons we have indicated most of Vamana’s colleagues found
it more congenial to discuss this problem in terms of the alamkdra theory.

6 Poetry is perceptible through ornament’ and ‘Ornament is beauty’.

57 Kavydlamkarasiatrani, 4.2.111.

58 Kdavyaprakasa, chap. 8.
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the atman or ‘soul’ of poetry. “The enquiry as to what is the ‘soul’ or
essence of poetry is for the first time definitely posed and systematically
worked out by Vamana ...”% This seems a rather heavy load to put
upon what was probably a loose analogy. Itis atleast clear from Vamana’s
extremely short definition, “ritir atma kavyasya”, that Gtman is the predi-
cate, the vifesana, and riti the subject and vifesya. De’s statement is, on
grammatical grounds, incorrect, for he apparently takes drman to be the
subject of investigation, as if it were said: “the soul of poetry is riti ...”
A smal] difference, but a crucial one, for we are in fact establishing
Vamana’s subject matter: Vamana is not discussing the soul of poetry
at all.5% By this slight reinterpretation of Vamana’s intent, De is able to
put forward what is in fact a remarkable theory of historical evolution,
according to which Vamana’s predecessors discussed only the ‘body’
of poetry—that is, the figures and other formalistic categories: “... earlier
authors like Bhamaha and Dandin propose to confine themselves chiefly
to what they call the kavyasarira or the ‘body of poetry’, as distinguished
from its arman, its ‘soul’ or animating principle.”®* This is demonstrably
and textually false and shows how easily analogies of ‘soul’ and ‘body’
can get out of hand and eventually replace in discussion the subjects they
were originally meant merely to explicate. There are two references to the
‘body’ of poetry in Dandin and Bhiamaha, and both are embarrassing
for De’s historical assumptions. Bhamaha 1.23 -concerns a discussion
of the hero (ndyaka). In 1.22 the inappropriateness of portraying this
?ero’s death has been asserted and a reason follows: ‘But if it is not the
intention [of the poet] to make him coextensive with the body of the poem,
and not to show him participating in prosperity,, then it is pointless to
mention him in praise at the beginning’ (1.23). Whatever “kavyasarira”
n.nay mean in such a context, it clearly has nothing to do with the opposi-
tion of soul and body. It appears to signify the poem as a work, as a
composition having a certain scope and bulk, and to imply that the hero
must be present throughout the work in order to be a hero; he cannot
b? killed off before the end. Dandin likewise refers to a “Sarira” (1.10) in
discussing the origins of poetry: “The inspired sages of old, aware that
poetry itself was not enough, and intending the mental formation of
their descendants, composed treatises in the form of precepts, relating
:: De, HSP, 11, p. 90. Cf. also pp. 36 and 103, and SPSA, pp. 30-31.
TPe use qf dtman in the sense of ‘chief topic’ or “basic principle’ is well attested in
;133 fa_st;fic htera?ure, of. Yﬁcaspatimis’ra’s com_memary on Samkhyakdrikda 12 (topic
= Poona Oriental Series, 10). As here, Vimana’s definition could be expressed

“kavyam rityatmakam”. His own gloss is “ritir na arma
. is “ritir nameyam atma kavyasya”.
8 HSP, I, p. 34. e
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to speech and its various styles” (1.9). In other words, they established the
poetics at the same time as the poetry. He continues: “taih Sariram ca
kavyanam alamkaras ca darsitah” (‘the sages propounded both the body
and the figures of poems’). “Sariram tavad istarthavyavacchinna padavali”
(‘now, by “body” I mean a string of words distinguished by a desired
meaning’). Clearly Dandin is distinguishing between the poetic ‘body’
and the figures of speech. In the succeeding karikas, he treats of that
body (1.11-39), discussing such matters as meter, language, and genres
of composition (epic poem, drama, etc.) and their typical contert, thaking
clear that he intends by that term, reference to the extrinsic, descriptive
categories of poetry (which, as language, poetry may share with other
kinds of expression), categories of importance but not relating to the
proper expressive power of poetry, its viSesana. The alamkaras indeed
are precisely that topic® and signify, if the contrast with Sarfra is to
be forced at all, the ‘soul’ of the discussion. I point this ‘out to show
that not only is it false to say that Dandin is preoccupied exclusively
with the body of poetry (on the level of textual interpretation), but that,
if his own use of the word is to be given any credence, he apparently
wishes to distinguish from the kavyasarira precisely that category of
discussion (the figures) whichDe claims constituted its essence. I do not
think we need to push Dandin into an espousal of a doctrine of kavyatman.
Even if the alamkaras are distinguished from the body of poetry, there is
probably nothing more intended tifan the distinction between language
(those categories, including mieter, which pertain to poetry because it is
Janguage and does corivey meanings) and poetic language (those categories
pertaining to the specific capacities of poetry, in one way or’ another
based on a notion of non-literalism). ‘In this sense, Sarira would mean
something like ‘content’ or ‘corpus’. The easy verbal analogy of ‘body’
and ‘ornament’ was too much to resist.

Under the influence of the dhvani theory, the gunas wete resuscitatéd,
again analogically, and assigned a relation to the rasa, which had become
in its turn the ‘soul’ of poetry (“dhvanir atma kavyasya”);% the gunas are to
dhvani (the spirit of pdetry) as qualities of character (e.g., courage) are
to the human soul.%¢ This makes considerably more sense than Vimana’s
formulation (though it has been confused with it). In a poem whose
basic mood is vira (the heroic), a stylistic quality such as ojas (‘vigor’,

$2 Taken up in Dandin’s two remaining chapters. Cf. M. Winternitz, Geschichte ’

der Indischen Literatur (Leipzig, 1920), III, pp. 12-14.
3 Dhvanydloka, 1.1.
8¢ Jbid., 2.7 and Comm.
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use of long compounds) is essential, whereas a simile, let us say, could or
could not be used, depending on other considerations. That this is not
how the gunafriti theory was originally intended has been adequately
shown.$5 One of the points this introduction will make is that the dhvani
theory should not be used as a basis for interpreting doctrines that pre-
ceeded it.

Let us put aside for a moment the controversial problem of soul and
body and consider the functional relation, implied in the early alamkara
texts, of the gunas to the figures. It is usually held that Dandin, who alone
of the figurationists devotes considerable attention to the gumas as a
poetic category, conceived the two terms to be fundamentally identical
—the gupas being figures put to a specific use, that of distinguishing the
two styles of poetry (by being present in one or the other mdrga only),
the figures as such being common to both styles. This idea rests on a
reading of Dandin 2.3 which appears to me to be capable of another
interpretation; the topic is “alamkara”: “kas cin margavibhagartham
uktah prag apy alamkriyah | sadharanam alamkarajatam adya pradarsyate”.
De translates: “For the purpose of classifying the margas, some alamkaras
have been already spoken of (by me in the previous chapter); now are
shown those alamkdaras which are common (to both the madargas).” 6
Now, are the figures ‘already spoken of’ as classifying or separating
the margas, in fact the gunas? Or are they simply figures which Dandin
has incidentally employed in his illustrations of the various gunas
(particularly samadhi, which has been defined as the use of metaphorical
expressions in 1.93)? The very common figures, alliteration and pun,
have, for instance, been illustrated several times in that discussion,
Alliteration, in fact, is treated by Dandin only in the section on madhura
guna.® The phrase that Dandin uses (“uktah prag api”) does not compel
us to identify the gnnas and the alamkaras; to do so makes for a number
of exegetical problems: Dandin treats the two categories quite distfnctly,
flnd never confuses the terms. As usual, discussions of the supposed
identity of guna and alamkara have involved only terminological quibbles
an‘d have not included the broader question of the use of the terms as
critical categories in relation to poetry. From this angle, it is clear that

o 0{1e other puzzling aspect of Vamana’s theory is shown in this contrast with the

fihvam: the gunas are not for Vamana contextually appropriate or essential at all;

In the best poetry, all ten must be present. They are, as he says, “nityah’”, ‘invariablyz

Present’, The_ notion of a ‘virtue’, as potentiality, manifested in certain 'circumstances

S?s courage), is hard to square with such absolutism. A

o H._S'P, I, p. 83. .
Kavyadarsa 1.52-61.
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Dandin does not consider guna and alamkara identical, and never could
have.

If Dandin’s intention were indeed to employ certain figures to differ-
entiate the two styles, there would be no need for a new terminological
category (guna). But the major argument against identification are the
definitions of the gunas themselves, whose context is that of the spoken
language. For gunas relate entirely to the stuff of language—to sound or
to its capacity to convey impressions®®*—and never to ideational, logical,
or intentional categories, as do the figures.

The last half of Dandin 2.3 does not permit a decision between the
two interpretations. As understood by De and Tarunaviacaspati, the term
sadharanam (‘common’) in this passage is taken to refer to the two margas
previously differentiated: “We will now consider the figures which are
common to both styles, not peculiar to one or the other”. But again,
nothing compels this interpretation, in many ways difficult. Sadharana
may also be taken as ‘universal’ (“having the same ddhdrana ‘basis’”),
contrasting, according to my interpretation, with the previous occasional
and incidental usage of the alamkaras.®® Here the figures are treated in
general, that is, without reference to possible contexts of application
(the various mdrgas). Thus we would read the passage: “The group of
figures will now be demonstrated universally”, that is, in principle and in
accordance with their basis and form, not occasionally or for purposes
of illustrating the styles.

In this interpretation, Dandin’s theory of the figures does not differ
materially from that of Bhamaha, Udbhata, or Rudrata. For these writers,

8 And in this sense, belong to the sarira of poetry. Their inclusion in Dandin’s
first chapter is thus decidedly appropriate, and may be seen as completing the dis¢ussion
begun in 1.10. Cf. above, p. 29. The ten gunas are: Slesa, the employment of a heavy
proportion of consonants to vowels; samata, the use of consonants with similar phonic
properties; madhurya, alliteration; saukumdrya, the avoidance of harsh consonants
and clusters; ojas, the predilection for compounding; prasada, language easily under-
stood; arthavyakti, avoidance of double-entendre and other artificial encumbrances
on meaning; uddratva, language conveying a wealth of meaning; kanti, language
universally agreeable or commonplace, and samdadhi, the use of metaphor. It will be
seen that the first five relate to sound, the latter five to meaning. This both explains
and refutes Vamana’s highly artificial attempt to define each guna in relation both to
sound and sense. Cf. Kavyalamkarasatrani,3.1.4 and 3.2.1f; also Dandin, Kavyadarsa,
1.41fF.; Tarunavacaspati on Kavyddarsa, 2.1.

6 A comparable sense attaches to the term sddhdrana in the navyanydya, where it
indicates that fallacy whose reason is too general for its application: “there is fire
on the mountain because it is a possible object of knowledge” (instead of the apposite
reason: “because there is smoke™). Sadhdrapa, when referring to a principle, we
translate as ‘universal’; sdmanya. Cf. Annambhatta, Tarkasamgraha, ed. Y. Athalye
(= Bombay Sanskrit and Prakrit Series, 55), pp. 44-45 (section 53).
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however, the gunas were not even considered proper to differentiate
styles (that is, to permit judgement of the poetic quality of the styles)
and so lost their operational significance. Vaidarbha mdrga, which, in
the total effect of its ten gunas, falls softly on the ear, may, according to
Bhamaha (1.34), be too enervated to be poetic; but a poem, even if
gaudiya in vigor and complexity, will be properly honored if it is well
figured and avoids excesses (1.35). The gunas, categorits pertaining to
the poetic context, to the manner of poetry and not to its form and essence,
are of little value in discriminating poetry. Insofar as the gunas can be
made precise and refer to varieties of deviant usage, they will become
figures of verbal effect—kinds of alliteration or degrees of compounding
(Rudrata 2.3).7°

The discussion of the qualities belongs properly to the prolegomena of
poetics, in which is treated the history, aims, and rewards of poetry as
well as matters pertaining to the content ($arira) and conditions of its
execution.™ The gunas must have originally been grouped (as the very
name implies) with the dosas (‘defects’, ‘sins’)—expressive factors which
run counter to and vitiate the desired poetic effect. The dosas form a
topic in most books on. poetics, beginning with Bharata and Bhdmaha,?
and their relevance seems- clear, if peripheral: despite the peculiarly
expressive form of language which defines and constitutes poetry (named
vakrokti by Bhamaha),:poetry- still remains indissolubly bound to-the
general forms and properties” of language (nouns, verbs, intonations,

% TItis probably in this sense that the laconic and indeed cryptic remark which Dandin
appends to his discussion of the alamkaras (2.366, ed., Tatacharya)is to be taken: “yac ca
sandhyarnigavrityafigalaksanddy agamantare | vyavarnitam idam cestam alafikératayaiva
nal” (‘And as for that described in the other §dstra [viz. the Natyasastral—the san-
dhyangas, etc.—this we also wish to understand as alamkara®). Whether this is” just
a sop to the already well-established dramatic school of criticism or whether he really
means it is hard to decide.. The remark, in the manner of a closing aside, is not
adequately explained; indeed, it is difficult to conceive how the notion of figuration
can be extended to cover such concepts as the five necessary moments in the development
Of a plot, and the like. Bharata, supposed author of the Natyasdstra, is careful to
dlstm_guish alamkaras from laksanas and other properly dramatic concepts. That
Dandin, whose faculty of discrimination is perhaps the most highly developed of any
dlamkfirika, should wish to annul such distinctions is improbable. The observation
may simply be intended in the sense of wishing Bharata well: “We do not wish here
to appear to detract from the dramatists’ study of their own proper conceptual
terminology, which, taking the term in the broad sense of ‘ornament’, may collectively
be called the alamkdras of their discipline.” Compare Vimana’s broad dictum “saunda-
:yam alamkarak” (1.1.2).

1_ And indeed, as we have remarked above, it is in just this context that Dandin
%lScusses the gunas.

Bharata, Natyasdstra, 16.88-95; Bhamaha, Kavyalamkara, 1.471F; chap. 4.
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syntactical procedures) which,-although they do not permit delineation
of a distinctive genre, function as necessary conditions of all utterance
and a fortiori of poetic utterance. They impose conditions upon the
poetic expression which are effective only in extremis: usually when the
poem violates some rule of:comprehensibility or grammatical intention
(so that it no longer means what it was intended to, for example).”®
Such are the dogas. It behooves any poet to be aware of the general, as
well as the specific, capacities of his medium, just as the sculptor would
not use the same tools on granite and wood.

The dosas (‘defects’, with a connotation of ‘sin’) clearly parallel
terminologically the gunas (‘qualities’, with a connotation of ‘virtue’) and
like them, pertain to the general preconditions of poetic language. Un-
like the dosas, however, the gunas are relevant not in omission, but in
commission; they appear to characterize language which is furictioning
properly. In the definitions of Dandin and Vamana, several of the gunas
are said to be literally ‘non-dosas’.™* Most of the others imply & corres-
ponding defect, as prasdda implies vyutpanpa (‘language understood with
difficulty’). A few, like ojas, appear basically neutral, relative not to
“good” or “bad” but simply to variations jn effect . certain poetic contexts
call for compounding, certain qthers do nof. But if the gunas are basically
the avoidance of.dosas and not-positive qualities pertaining specifically
to the poetic in utterance, it does not appear profitable to situate poetry
per se in the gunas. Vamana’s attempt to do precisely that met with
little approval, as we have seen. This attempt would make no more sense
than would, for example, the definition-of poetry in terms of the func-
tioning of nouns and verbs. Certainly, poetry cannot be thought of
without nouns and verbs, and these are essential to,it, but they simply
do not relate to the level of poetry on which its specific differences are
to be found. In one sense the mere avoidance of* negative- conditions
(dosas) does create a positive condition which it is thé business of the
poet to cultivate; but, as such, the gunas are truistic and do not define
poetic expression any more than a properly inflected noun can be con-
sidered poetry (although, again, no poetry is Possible without properly
inflected nouns). ' '

In substituting these positive conditions of poetsy (gunas) for the specific
differentia of poetry (the figures), Vamana may be said to have attempted
a tour de force, but the basic universe of djscourse of Indian poetics

" Dandin, Kavyadarsa, 1.7 is to be understood in this sense, no doubt.
% E.g. arthavyakti (‘comprehensibility’) defined as aneydrthatvam, ‘whose meaning
need not be reasoned about’ (Dandin, Kavyadarsa, 1.73).
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was against him. The gunas, like ‘the dosas, may help us to distinguish
good poetry from bad poetry, but they will never help us to conceive
poetry. And it was to this latter end that all Indian criticism was directed.

Moreover (and this is a point not to be-taken lightly) the guna theory
as a poetic is simply not ddequate to the poetry of the Indian classical
period. An attempt to define two (Dandin) or three (Vimana) ot even
five styles-seems destined from' the statt to fall short, to mistake the
fundamental character of* the highly sophisticated and intellectual ex-
pressivism of the classical poem. The obvious quality of this latter is to be
found in its complex expressionistic structures—not in the impressions
it creates.on the ear.

If Vamana posed for the first time'the problem of the internal organiza-
tion of the poetic Geisteswelt, it was hot his solution which proved sig-
nificant for the tradition. Moreover, the cormplexity and variety of figur-
ation (in which the poetic differentia was'felt ‘to reside)-is better seen in
Bhamaha and Dandin, where figures were defined according to every
conceivable expressive peculiarity, not just that of comparison. It
remainéd-for Rudrata™ to attempt the'first synthesis, maintaining the
sFructurhl‘variety of Dandin, yet proposing an explicit system of classifica-
tlo'n which provided for more variables than did-the monotonic one of
Yﬁmana. Rudrata introduces a four-fold «classification of the figures
intended to comprehend all the non-grammatical types, or arthalamkara.

(d) Rudrata: The First Systematist

G) Simile

Rudrata accepts the fundamental character of simile, as do all other
Q_Indian writers. Simile is, indeed, the figure par excellence. Reasons for
its priority are not hard to find: little or no poetry is possible without
‘extensive use of simile. This is particularly true of the stanzaic poetry of
the Indian classical period, where the poetic work was a sequence of static,
reposeful images. But theoretically, too, simile is the «cornerstone of
the figurative world. Indian writers considered the poetic visesana to be a
.Certain manner of usage—of structures of thought-and conception
{which are fundamental to alt reasoned discourse)}—but usage which,
though entirely successful and meaningful, is not understandable in
iterms of literal conventions. The $tandard form of reasoned discourse is
the proposition: A is B. The rthost obvious poetic variation on the

£ —— ~
® Kavyalamkara, chaps. 7-10 (not to be confused with Bhamaha’s work of the same

¢ Dame),
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proposition is the introduction or the suggestion of an irrelevant second
subject (an A”), which equally or more emphatically possesses the same
property B. “The candles’ ... flames looked at me like the eyes of tigers
just waking from sleep” (Joyce Cary). The poetic deviation, concretely
speaking, on the first level is this forceful irrelevancy (aprakaranikatva),
“the eyes of tigers”. The sentence is about candles, not about eyes. In
fact, in a statement scientifically directed to candles, tigers’ eyes would be
considered, except for very occasional references, quite inapposite,
relevant only in statements regarding jungle hunting without flashlights
and the like. Poetic simile adds poetry to statement by creating a second
and parallel universe beyond the apparent and immediate one, a universe
whose only claim to relevance is appropriateness in view of a predication,
or rather, whose claim on the attention of the reader is precisely a func-
tion of its being only similar—having the same property—but not posses-
sing any of the other characteristics of relevance such as the same cause,
context, motive, etc.

Simile, then, is in a sense poetry. It is the basic form of poetry—the
reasoned use of irrelevancy. Rudrata groups together, without further
attempts at explicit sub-classifications (most of which are obvious by
definition), those figures which merely add a dimension to a basic simile.”
For example, the force of simile is a comparison:™ the second subject
introduces a comparative standard, which ordinarily heightens the percep-
tion of the predicate in the real subject. Such comparison is made explicit
by the use of certain adverbial particles: ‘like’, ‘as’ (English); iva, -vad,
yatha (Sanskrit). But if such explicit comparison is suppressed, we have
identification (ripaka: literally, ‘characterizer’, though often translated
‘metaphor’, which is misleading):™ not A is like A’, qua B; but A is A’,
qua B. Tt is still a simile (in comprehension), but its expression is con-
siderably more forceful, employing forms which suggest an ontological
as well as a perceptual indistinguishability. A further variety occurs when
A’ is ot itself mentioned, but is only suggested through predicating to A
(the real subject) a quality or mode of behavior appropriate only to A’

76 Kavyalamkdra, chap. 8.

77 Upamd. The word is used both for the family of figures based on simile and for
the simile itself. See below.

" “ Anenq riapyate | iti rapakam”. One thingis characterized as though it were another;
it assumes the form (riipa) of another. Predication is-essential to the figure ripaka;
metaphor in Aristotle’s sense of “figurative usage” need involve only a word which
bears another meaning in that context. The latter notion is an aspect of several
Indian figures, notably uspreksd, but never of ripaka: “The flute of morning stilled
in noon— / noon the implacable bassoon ...” (e.e. cummings).
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(utpreksa).”® The simplest language often conceals such metaphors,
their conventionality having deprived them of all poetic force—for
example, “the darkness falls” (comparing the darkness to a heavy object).

With this elemental priority of simile in poetics may be compared the
basic function of analogy (upamana) in the philosophical systems,
particularly the mimamsa. According to Prabhakara, perception ceases
to be inchoate as the mind becomes aware of similarities and differences
in its content; knowledge, definite perception, is awareness so determined
in similitude; similitude is prior even to the possibility of predication.®
Likewise, poetry comes into existence as soon as simile (the peculiar
non-literal simile of poetry) adds its unique dimension of irrelevance
which determines the literal predicate of otherwise non-poetic assertion.

(ii) Hyperbole

According to Rudrata, the proposition A is B may itself be poetic
without the addition of a comparable context, provided the proposition
itself is knowingly false. As simile describes accurately by contrasting
an irrelevant context, so hyperbole®! is an intentionally accurate or under-
standable distortion of the proper relation between the predicate and its
subject. No third term is assumed. “... a skyscraper so tall they had to
put hinges / on the two top stories so to let the moon go by” (Sandburg).
False: the skyscraper does not have hinges, but true: the skyscraper is
very, very tall. Under the general rubric of hyperbole, Rudrata groups
those assertions which in some way defy the canonical or assumed relation
of a predicate or quality to its subject: for instance, the notion that it is
the quality which distinguishes the subject. A range of figures explores
the quality which is so distinctive that in certain contexts it merges into
qualities of the context and so renders the subject indistinguishable:
the whiteness of a girl’s sarf as she goes to the tryst in the tropical moon-
light “hides” her (tadguna).

The relation of cause and effect is not considered separately by Rudrata
as it is by later writers (e.g., Ruyyaka); this relationship, different from
similitude, still expresses a natural cohesion between two things in terms

"’ Lit. a ‘disregarding’: the object of comparison is “overlooked”, is implicit only
in the ascription of its mode to the subject: “The yellow fog that rubs its back upon the
windowpanes ...” (T. S. Eliot). Emphatically cat-like!

8  Pprabhikara’s view as discussed in the Prakaranaparicika of Salikandtha, pp. 52-54;
¢f. Keith, the Karma Mimamsa, p. 23; Ganganatha Jha, Pirva Mimamsa in its Sources
(Benares, 1942), p. 96.

8 Atisaya, or atisayokti. Like upama, the word is used both for the genus and for
the most characteristic species. Kavyalamkara, chap. 9.
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of a property, namely that of consequence. Unlike similitude, the.rela-
tion is not reciprocal. When that cause-effect relationship is conceived
in an appropriately distorted way, it is considered a variety of atisayokti
‘hyperbole’. The most obvious example is obtained simply by inverting
cause and effect (piirva);%* another type expresses a result (effect) without
its proper cause (vibhdvand); still another, the properly functioning cause
without its usual result (vyaghdra). The varieties are relatively obvious
(as well as limited) when the proper genera are understood. The logical
framework underlying this family of figures is evident.

(iii) Pun: slesa

Rudrata believed that simile and hyperbole are the two basic criteria
of figuration, but by themselves they establish only two of the four
possible categories of poetic usage; the remaining two are established by
permutation.®® Simile and hyperbole are not always separable; in certain
figures, notably pun and its varieties, they are present in intimate union.%*
Likewise, admitting the possibility that neither simile nor hyperbole
nor pun are present, we obtain a fourth, somewhat ill-defined group of
figures which Rudrata calls vastava ‘natural’.®®

Rudrata’s notion of pun (§lesa), then, is that figure which is essentially
hyperbolic and comparative.®® It might be argued that pun is not an
arthalamkdra at all, insofar as it rests upon a chance identity or similarity
in the phonemic shape of two different morphemic sequences. Rudrata
and the other writers, of course, discuss pun under this aspect (chap. 4),
wherein the “charm” is never very far from verbal tour de force, and
analogous to conundrums, efc. Certainly puns, like “the ranch named
Focus: where the sons raise meat” imply little or no comparison, strictly
speaking, for the only property held in common by the ‘sun’ and the ‘son’
is the identical pronunciation of their respective morphemes. Such
similarity does of course have to be recognized as a common property,

82 Examples of all these varieties will be found in the Glossary.

8  Compare the four existenfial categories of the Samkhya, defined by permutation
of the two terms ‘producer’ (prakrti) and ‘produced’ (vikrti). Samkhyakarika, 3.

8  Slesa, as the figure double-entendre, means ‘coalescence’ (of the two meanings).
Not to be confused, nevertheless, with the gunpa “slesa” (above, p. 32, note). Rudrata,
Kavyalamkara, chap. 10.

8 Kavydlamkara, chap. 7.

% In an unpublished paper, “How Does Pun Differ From Simile” (delivered to the
AOS, 1962), I have attempted to justify this thoroughly poetic specialization of the
lowly play on words. Itis too obviously a play on words to suggest a parallel between
Rudrata’s ‘slesa’ and the fourth Nydya pramana: sabda?
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and several similes have in fact been defined wherein the tertium is nothing
but a pun (e.g., upamdsamuccaya).

But Sanskrit is much richer in double-entendres than is English. Several
factors combine to produce a far greater inventory of homonyms: the
wealth of vocabulary, the lack of a thoroughgoing distinction between
concrete and abstract applications of a given word, the great variety of
contextual variations permissible for each morpheme, the wide range of

.derivational affixes in use, and the freedom with which descriptive epithets

are formed. Further, the relatively free word order of Sanskrit, and the
ability to compound stems and thus to leave aside even the grammatical
terminations of words, lends even greater opportunity to the facility of
punning. Although Dandin treats slesa in the chapter on arthalgmkaras,®
Rudrata first explicitly recognizes the possibility that pun may indeed
function on a level beyond that of mere verbal similarity ; the two punned
senses may be implicitly comparable.®® Rudrata apparently thought that
the simultaneity of apprehension of the comparables in the f)unned
simile added an element of hyperbole which could not be expressed in
any other way.

Our own poetic education is such as to make us wary of any system in
which the most perfect poetic categoryis the pun. Butagain, our awareness
of the pun is conditioned by the impoverished and relatively exact vocabul-
ary of lglodern Western languages; we ought not to extrapolate from a
basis of incompetence. Many critics, De among them, have sought’ to
justify the pun:

It is true that it demands an intellectual strain disproportionate to the aesthetic
pleasure, and becomes tiresome and ineffective in the incredible and incessant
torturing of the language found in such lengthy triumphs of misplaced ingenuity
as those of Subandhu and Kavirdja; but sparingly and judiciously used, the
puns are often delightful in their terse brevity and twofold appropriateness.#®

Keith is even more judicious:

M?reover, though we may easily find their paroromasias tedious, there is no
dotibt that they are frequently rightly called modéls of twofold appropriateness,
and the free employment of figures of speech is often superior to the somewhat

¥ Kavyadarsa, 2.3101F.

.“ This is especially true when the two punned senses are not limited to single words
In the sentence, but, as is the case in the elegant Sanskrit puns, are extended to the
entire sentence by several parallel double-entendres: “asd@v udayarh aridhal kantiman
raktamandalah | rdja harati lokasya hrdayam frﬁrdubhih karail”. Dandin, Kavyadarsa,
2.311. Such facility is simply lacking in. English.

*  Dasgupta and Dey [De], HSL, p. 33.

!
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rhetorical manner which was introduced into Latin poetry by the practice of
declamation in the oratorical schools, which Juvenal so forcibly derides.?®

“Paronomasia’ is footnoted as follows: “English lends itself only to comic
effects, but Greek and Latin authors alike use this device with serious
‘efforts at beauty ...”

It is questionable whether such justifications enhance our appreciation
of the literary role of the pun, or clarify its peculiar place in classical
Sanskrit literature. Keith and De are evidently quite ashamed of the pun;
their grudging acceptance of it illustrates once again how alien is their
critical judgment to their poetic subject matter. Recent literary develop-
ments in the West, however, have focussed more attention on the capacity
of the pun. It is no longer possible, after Finnegan’s Wake, to say that
the pun in English lends itself only to comic effects. The critic John Wain,
in terms which might apply almost literally to the maligned Subandhu or
Kaviraja, says of Joyce:

With Finnegan’s Wake Joyce moved the pun in to the center and made it the
main instrument of his writing ... He wanted to present human life as an indi-
visible simultaneity and to banish the idea of linear time, so that the last sen-
tence of Finnegan's Wake comes back to the first, and the language is given an
extra dimension to convey that sense of density, that refusal to isolate experi-
ences and take them one at a time. !

Commenting on the rational view of time and events which pun con-
tradicts, he says further: “A narrative, unilinear view of experience, which
underlay the work of both novelist and historian in the 18th and 19th
centuries, is an abstraction. It results from standing back and reasoning
about experience, sorting out its thick, knotty textures into manageable
threads”.®2 The critical attitude with which one is invested and which
seems so devastatingly appropriate and normal, is often in its more
fundamental aspects a function of intellectual history. Wain rather
romantically attributes the “unilinear view of experience” to the invention
of printing and a consequent degradation of the voice and its many-
levelled apprehension. “In literature only people from backward oral
areas had an [sic] resonance to inject into the language—the Yeatses,
the Synges, the Joyces, Faulkners, and Dylan Thomases”.?® The language
is being remade to serve the purposes of new apprehensions of reality:

%0 Keith, SL, p. 351.

91 New Republic, Aug. 7, 1965, p. 20.

9 Jpid, The influence of McLuhan is obvious.
9 Jbid., p. 21.
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multidimensional, simultaneous, at once abstract and concrete like a
Picasso painting.

The life history of Yuri Zhivago is told in a manner as far removed as possible
from the old linear narrative form which progressed from one event to the next
against a tidily arranged ‘background’. Quite apart from the fact that the story
itself lurches from one coincidence to another there is no separable ‘foreground’
or ‘background’. Everything that happens—the death of a man, an idea occur-
ring to a philosopher or a line of verse to a poet, a storm, the birth of a child, an
outbreak of street fighting, an evening party at which people make speeches—
seems to occur on the same level of significance and at the same level of
significance and at the same closeness to the camera-eye.?

The notion of time itself is being broken down into a new model which
resembles in principle the pun. )

1 do not want to suggest that this apprehension of time, which is really
non-time, the irruption of non-history and immediate experience into
art, was that which in medieval India favored and selected the pun above
all other manners of literary expression. Differences must be admitted.
The history of our recent “anti-history”' isitself peculiar; for it is a reaction
against the extreme rationalistic view of time expressed in the theory of
progress in the nineteenth century. Nevertheless, the newer literary
expressions, emphasizing inchoate experience, do serve as a more sugges-
tive approach to the understanding not only of classical Indian literary
modes, but also to the metaphysical and philosophical apprehensions
which they imply—their ideals. By all accounts, the notion of linear time
was not one of the leitmotifs of Indian civilization, On the contrary, it
expressed in myriad ways not the sequential but the total existential
implication of each moment: the entire responsibility of the karmic act;
the cyclic return of all the worlds to their pre-created state; the eternal
transmigration of souls, the de-emphasis of “this moment” and its claim
to exclusive metaphysical validity, the doctrine of creation as “play”, au
fond inexplicable—all these puzzling aspects of Indian intellectual
history suggest why the pun is appropriate in Sanskrit literature.

The theory of signification which honored the pun was itself a reflection
of such a view of reality. If manifestations are themselves simultaneous
aspects of a whole, the meanings by which we respond to them will
likewise emphasize multi-dimensionality and simultaneity. The theory
of imagery we have been discussing is one attempt to deal with language
as a total instrument. Still, the realization of the pun in Sanskrit literature
is a far cry from its more recent enshrinement in English. For generations,

M Ibid,
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the pun was a comic device. Even now, the language will not support
the burden of simultaneous apprehension which writers like Joyce have
put upon it: the language itself is deformed, made more like an echo
chamber of distorted and malformed words which imperfectly suggest
several adjacent ideas. “‘Jack the Nipple’, said Wolmbs puffing deeply
on his wife, ‘is not only a vicious murderer but a sex meany of the lowest
orgy’.” The example is not Joyce, but John Lennon, M.B.E., to whom
Mr. Wain is devoting the review quoted. How far from this weak and
tawdry language, struggling with the shadow of an idea, is the elegant
stability of the Sanskrit §lesa, spinning out its burden of duplicity in neat,
precise verse, with never a phoneme out of place! One has the feeling
that if Joyce had been able to write in Sanskrit, he could have been himself
and Matthew Arnold, too.

(iv) Svabhavokti

The final category of Rudrata’s system, vdstava (‘natural’: literally
‘real’; derivative adjective from vastu ‘thing’, as realis from Latin res),
would appear to contradict the idea of figuration itself, which is predicated
on the notion of systematic deviation from the norms of real utterance.
“Real [is that class of figures] wherein the nature’of a thing is described;
and this must be pregnant of sense, but not ironical, comparative, hyper-
bolic, or punned.”®

Rudrata evidently develops his category vastava within the tradition of
the much discussed figure svabhavokti ‘natural description’.?® Bhamaha,
thé earliest writer in the figurative tradition proper, is already not quite
sure of the credentials of svabhavokti. Although he gives an example, he
feels obliged to add that “some consider svabhavokti a figure” ; presumably
some do not.®” The-occasior for his malaise i§ the obvious opposition
in terms between svabhavokti and vakrokti, which Bhamaha in another
famous passage has declared to be the basic conditiord of all the ﬁgures.”

9 “yastavam iti taj jAeyam kriyate vastusvaripakathanam yat | pustartham aviparitam

nirupamam anatisayam aslesam [[”, Rudrat,a, Kavyalamkara, 7.10.

% Syabhava and svariipa being synonymous. Note the evident relation to the first

Nydya pramana: pratyaksa.

57 De states the case much too categorically and mistranslates also: “Such svabhavokti
.. is not acceptable to Bhamaha who refuses to acknowledge svabhavokti as a poetic

figure at all”. Kuntaka, Vakroktijivita, A Treatise on Sanskrit Poetics, ed. De (Calcutta,
1961), p. xx.

8 Kavyalamkara, 2.85. “Saisd sarvaiva vakroktir anayartho vibhavyate [ yatno 'syam

kavind kdryah ko *lafikdro *naya ving”, “This [atiSayokti ‘hyperbole’] is nothing but

vakrokti; by means of it the sense is displayed. The poet must make an effort in its

regard, for what figure is there which lacks [an element of] it?” But do the pronouns

refer to the vakrokti, or to the original subject, atisayokti? Both are ferninine.
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He does, however, in discussing the poetic genre amibaddha (isolated
verses not bound together by any continuing theme or story),?® admit the
desirability of both vakrokti and svabhavokti.

Dandin, though he shows less hesitation about the figure, which he
treats in some detail, does appear to distinguish svabhdvokti more from
vakrokti generically.1®® But vakrokti represents poetry by synechdoche
and thus doubt is cast on the poetic status of “natural descgiption”.
Kuntaka, drawing the conclusions of this discussion, rules out svabhdvokti
as a figure.1®

Of modern commentators, V. Rdghavan accepts the distinction be-
tween the two concepts: “Indeed, there are cases which do not show any
determinable.and definable deviation, cases which we call ‘natural descrip-
tion’”,1%% but he appears to be of the opinion that deviation is a function
of word ($abda) alone, “and it is because jati concerns itself directly
with the thing as it is, without any great Sabda vaicitrya, that Bhoja
counts jati as an arthalamkara and that, the first.” 103 It does not follow
that because a figure lacks Sabdagvam it becomes of necessity an. artha-
lamkara: Raghavan avoids the issue posed by Bhamaha. Vakrokti is a
function-of both word and sense. Svabhavokti is a problem not because
it fails to show the verbal peculiarities of poetic speech, but precisely
because it appears not to involve those of sense either: “maviparitam
nirypamam anatisayam aslesam”.

De is unable to elucidate the contradiction implied by the figure
svabhavokti. Seeking in .every author notions of pqetic essence, De,
not inconsistently, discovers it in, Bhdmaha’s and Dandin’s vakrokti:
“It seems, therefore, that Bhamaha regards' vakrokti not as an, ulamkdra
but as a characteristic mode of expression which underlies all alamkaras
and which thus forms an essential element of Poetry itself, whose meaning
can be mam:fested by vakrokti alone.”1% Even if this is so, neither Bha-

*®  Misread by De (Kuntaka, Vakroktijivita, p. xvii) as referring to all poetry, not

simply to anibaddha. Bhamaha, Kavyalamkara, 1.30: “anibaddham punar gathasloka-
matradi, tat punah | yuktgm vakrasvabhavoktya ...” D. T. Tatacharya comments on
this last: “fad anibaddham punah | vakroktya svabhavoktya ca yuktam eva bhavati”.
100 Kavyadarsa, 2.362. *.Bhinnam dvidha svabhdvoktir vakrotis ceti vaimayam”, ‘the
expressive product is divided twofold: svabhdvokti and vakrokti’.

¥ Kuntaka, Vakroknjtwta, 1.11ff. Cf. De, SPSA, p. 24.

162 92“Hlstory of Svabhgvokti in Sanskrit Poetics”, Some Problems of Alaitkara Sastra,
p. 92,

103 Ibid., p. 95. Not only Bhoja, but Dandin himself: “jatis cety adya salamkrtir
Yathd ...”, “Jatiis the first figure ...". N.B.jdri ‘genus’ is a term also used for the figure
svabhdvokti,

¥ Vakroktijivita, ed. De, p. xviii.
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maha’s conditional nor Dandin’s categorical acceptance of svabhavokti
(to which term vakrokti is several times opposed as the fundamental
alternative) is thereby made coherent or comprehensible. De notes that
Dandin (2.8) refers to svabhavokti as “adyalamkrtih” (‘the first or primary
figure’), but does not appear troubled by this non sequitur vis-a-vis his
own theory.

The nub of the problem is indeed a misunderstanding of the term
vakrokti. Bhimaha means by it not so much an “essence” (if is under-
stood by that concept a generative or constituent principle defining the
manner of coming into being)'% as a genus—a term which describes in a
general way the fundamental characteristic of all modes of poetic dic-
tion—their systematic deviation from a literal norm. Utterance which is
literal both in intent and form is not properly poetical. But Bhamaha is
nevertheless aware of certain borderline problems—most acutely, those
occasioned by language which is deviant (by the above definition) but
which in its deviation has already become conventional: idioms, clichés,
and the like.1® The figures lesa and sitksma (2.86) are specifically rejected
because the vakrokti involved has been transformed into a calculus of
inference whereby from one thing said or done, another thing can be
understood. The grammarians refer to such an utterance, a type of
signification, as laksand; the word stands as a token secondary marker
for the sense intended and has its meaning because the primary sense isin
fact unintelligible in that context: “the grandstands are cheering.”"”
But more appositely, Bhamaha objects to the use of cause and effect
(hetu) as a poetic figure, deeming it overly conventionalized. His own
example illustrates a cliché-ridden usage (2.87): “gato’stam arko bhatindur

105 “The Indian theorists have almost neglected an important part of their task, viz.,
to find a definition of the nature of the subject of a poem as the product of the poet’s
mind ...”. De, ed., Kuntaka, Vakroktijivita, Introduction, p. xix, n. 19. This inter-
pretation of Bhamaha derives ultimately from the dhvani theorists, notably Ananda-
vardhana: ¢f., Dhy. 3.37 and Comm., p. 208, where Bhamaha 2.85 is cited.

108 The “conventionality” of Sanskrit literature—a topic much discussed: Kcith,
SL, p. 343fF. for a typical view. The stereotypy of theme and style of the ornate poetry
has struck all modern commentators, and it has usually been opposed, pejoratively, to
a more individualistic ideal-—presumably more charactéristic of Western poetry since
the Renaissance. So Keith, ibid., pp. 345-346, and D. D. Kosambi, ed. Subhdsitara-
tnakosa, Introduction (= Harvard Oriental Series, 42), pp. xlv-Ixii. The latter states
the stylistic opposition in the ludicrous dress of Marxist social categories. The Indian
writers of the classical period were no less aware of the stereotype (a point which
should be made more often), but of course were far less unanimous in disapproving
of it. We note several cases below, and try to show here how the notion of convention
itself was understood poetically.

107 Cf Mammata, Kavyaprakdsa, sloka 9.
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yanti vasdya paksinah” (‘the sun has set; the moon shines; the birds have
gone to rest’); these three statements are “causes” of the knowledge “this
is evening.” 108

the other figures because they are too literal, lacking the element of

contradicted by the examples in the text. Siksma and lesa are not-ex-
amples of literal usage by any standard, and hetw, as instanced in the texts,
is not either. None of Dandin’s examples (he accepts the poetic quality of
hetu) satisfy the literal prerequisites of the conclusive cause-effect relation,
as defined in the nydya—the invariable concomitance of the effect with
the cause (vyapti), as: “Where there’s smoke, there’s fire.” Dandin’s
examples,'1? as well as the single one of Bhamaha, are thoroughly poetic
in the sense that the logical form is misapplied for effect. Minimally,
each of the causes illustrated could have other effects, for example,
in the earlier quote, the knowledge that the sun had been eclipsed.
The words, or even the individual phrases used (“the sun has set”)
may indeed be literal and exact, but this is beside the point, for the figure
is the relation of cause to effect and not the simple statements which
analytically express it. Bhamaha objects to hetu no.t because he fears
that nydya may be enlarging its domain at the expense of poetry, but

18 The same example in Dandin, Kavyddarsa, 2.244, with this explanation. See jAd-
paka hetu.

:” So De, HSP, 11, p. 50. Bhimaha says (Kavyalamkara, 2.86) “hetus ci sitksmo leso

tfta nalanikaratay@ matah | samudayabhidhdnasya vakroktyanabhidhanatah” (*Hetu,
sitksma, and lesa are not considered figures, because the expression of the whole
(phrase) lacks an expression of vakrokti’ i.e., vakrokti is absent in the composite effect,
not necessarily in the form).

:“’ Kavyadarsa, 2.235fF.

1 The best-known catalogue is in Rajasekhara, Kdvyamimdamsa, chaps. 14-16.
Gongda, in his painstaking analysis of the simile in Sanskrit literature, deals with this
problem in psychological terms: “When a simile wears out and is no longer alive for
'the poet or author, when it is no longer the only true expression, springing from an’
mner urge, it develops into a traditional ornament” (Remarks on Similes in Sanskrit
the'ratuf'e, p. 120). This distinction is most unfortunately put, opposing, as it seems
to, mspu'ation and form. In this monograph Gonda has taken for his problem the
, termination of the contextual variations in the use of similes over a wide range of
hter:dry ar}d semi-literary material. The use of the simile inh texts which are non- or
sem{-pc_)etlc appears to him more “natural” than that of the poetic texts per se, which is
' w]a_:thlﬁmal” (pp. 1.18-‘1 1'9). But this psychological point of view should not be confused
 hic an expfresswmstlc one: what makes the figure conventional is not that it is “a
has lg)e? l?e 1mposed on the lagguage from a modél? (p. 120), but that the model itself
by n 1den't1ﬁed with a specific content, a specific application. The model is assumed

.all figuration, whether natural, “springing from an inner urge”, or highly stylized.

s, we think, was Bhimaha’s point.

Now, most modern critics have said that Bhamaha rejects hetu and:

vakrokti essential to a poetic figure.®® Yet this contention is plainly:

Y
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probably because of the highly stylized and conventional status which
relations of concomitance had come to occupy in Sanskrit poetry. We
have only to think of the pearls in the hoods of snakes, and the five
arrows of the Love God to realize how insipid the exploitation of such
conventional associations had become.!!! It is often the function of
hetu thus to exploit the association, to draw out its conclusions, as shown
in these examples from Dandin: “The wind out of the south, touching
springs and sandal forests in the southern mountains, is destined to
relieve the weary wanderer”,1? and, “The forests are sending forth new
shoots, the tanks are full of lotuses, the moon is full; but love turns all
this to poison in the eyes of the traveller [separated from his beloved].” 113
Bhamaha seems to adopt the special point of view that vakrokti in
such borderline cases, though formally present, is no longer recognized
as such and may therefore be considered.nonexistent. The problem is
1o more acute than that of any poetic idiom which becomes stereotyped
and imitative. Dandin is not so willing to dismiss these figures, thinking
that Bhamaha’s objection is misplaced. It is not the figure which lacks
vakrokti but its application; the poet remains free to exploit other
associations, which have not yet been stereotyped. Any figure, in the
view we are attributing to Dandin, could be denied poetic value on the
basis of conventional application (as Shakespeare’s sonnet on stereotyped
similes descriptive of a woman’s form).!4
Conventional usage has beén a problem from the earliest period of
grammatical speculation, but Indian thinkers have generally preferred
to consider it a special variety of litera] usage and not itself inherently
poetical. What it amounts to in this view is the innovation of a term or a
form in a specific, but heretofore unattested, use. The desired meaning,
which is assumed and fixed, has, as it were, selected another means of
expression as precise as the literal-one.'5 Such is not the case of the usage
styled vakrokti, for the meaning and the form are in essentially negative
correlation: all that can be said is that the meaning is not conveyed by the

uz  gavyadarsa, 2.238.

s Kavyadarsa, 2.242.

14 §onnet CXXX: “My mistress’ eyes are nothing like the sun; / Coral is far more red
than her lips’ red: / If snow be white, why then her breasts are dun; / If hairs be wires,
black wires grow on her head ...”.

15 For example, the cliché “he hit the nail on the head”; its sense is so strictly deter-
mined as the substitute for what it means-(“his remark was & propos”), that it may be
said to have supplanted that more literal expression. Its usage is as strictly regulated
as would be the phrase for which it stands; all attributes of the literal expression have
been transferred to the cliché, including that of literalism.
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close or literal interpretation of the form, and yet it is conveyed; this
indeterminateness is the vakrokti.

It can be assumed that neither Bhimaha nor Dandin intended to
oppose svabhavokti to vakrokti so categorically, for to do so would have
been to deny poetic status to svabhavokti, which neither is willing to do.
1 think the key to the understanding of svabhavokti lies in our discussion
of conventional discourse. Svabhdvokti is not to be taken as synonymous
with “literal” or direct discourse, but rather is a cover term for the poetic
possibilities implied by conventional language. This would in itself
account for Bhamaha’s uncertainty regarding it. The point of view might
have been as follows: granted that certain poetic usages may by repetition
become conventional and lose their claim to be called poetry, nevertheless,
what of the inverse case? Cannot the inherent tendency of language to
stereotype, in certain cases and under certain. conditions, be given a
poetical application? Conventionality, as a formal aspect of language,
ought also to have a certain, albeit very limited, poetic scope, just as
any structure of language may be so exploited.®* The conventional
becomes either more Or less expressive than its usual function would
dictate. The most striking example is the genre of anibaddha poetry
called jari (it is no accident that this is another name for the figure we are
discussing), in which a single detached verse encapsulates the characteristic
aspect of a certain general type: “The children, bodies grey with dust,
are intent at their play; assuming grave miens and voices, choosing one
among them to occupy the station of a King.” 117

The description here is.so vivid, the type brought into such striking
perspective, that, in the opinion of Dandin (and following him, Rudrata),
a Special type: of vakrokti has to be allowed which is aviparita (for it is
exact in reference), anupama (for there is no secondary reference),
L anatisaya (for the only exaggeration is that of the graphic fuality and not
of the image itself), and aslesa (for the words of the expression are not
themselves interesting). A type of vakrokti called svabhavokti is, as it
- were, vakra only in the secondary sense—that of the manper of its
3 comprehension—not with reference to its subject or content. It may be
A opposed on this subordinate level to vakrokti, which by a misapplication
i of form, distorts the apprehension of its content.118

i‘ Rhyme, alliteration.

" Rudrata, Kavydlamkéra, 7.32. The discussion, it should be remembered, concerns
svabhavokti as an arthalamkara; the examples will-still illustrate many Sabdalamkara,
:ll:Ch as metre, alliteration.

: Dharminder Kumar, in an unpublished thesis of the Panjab University (“A Study
of Dandin®) has put the matter justly, although from another perspective: “It is
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What is implicit in Dandin—that svabhdvokti is a category 'of figures
which employ conventionality in a sense which can be called vakra—is
explicitly stated by Rudrata; those figures which are considered primarily
to illustrate that special quality of apprehension are grouped under the
term vdstava. Interestingly enough, besides jdti and hetu, Rudrata deals
with sitksma and lesa, as well as a host of figures based on syntactic
patterns lending emphasis, or exemplifying (without hyperbole) various
kinds of suggestion and inference. The ability of the mind to see an
unusual relationship is to Rudrata evidence of poetical intent, even when
there is no explicit comparison or secondary reference. Rudrata with
one stroke encompasses the whole realm of dhvani®®® in literal speech.
How misleading to consider svabhavokti and vdstava merely as literal
expression and thus to conclude that the writers are dealing with a con-
tradiction, viz., literal speech as poetical.

(e) Poetic as an Intellectual Discipline

It is important to recognize that the vakrokti of the early alamkarikas
does not refer to metaphor in the Aristotelian sense. In fact, Vamana is
the only writer to accord special mention to such a figure. The remaining
writers borrow metaphor from grammar, as an aspect of the theory of
signification,?® and go on to situate poetry primarily on the level of
propositions. It is not the usage of individual morphemes that makes
poetry (as one interpretation of the dictum “$abdarthau sahitau kavyam”
implies). Vakrokti is to be urderstood as describing the misapplication
of modes of thought and judgement. It is only in this way that we can
distinguish poetical from logical or scientific comprehension. In the
logical upamiti (‘comparison’), the formal elements of comparison are
present, as is the understanding of a relation between the subject and 2
similar. The proofs for the existence of God are often similes: as a product
requires a maker, so does this world (a product showing intelligence of
design) require a maker.!? The form of simile here is not poetic, because

incorrect to think that the term vakrokti denotes an element, while the svabhavokti
is merely a figure, for it does not appear to be sound that all the figures excepting
svabhdvokti were to Dandin the different forms of vakrokti. There are certainly some
other figures as well which are devoid of the element of vakrokti and where the element
of svabhavokti is conspicuous by its presence” (pp. 212-213).

19 §eil. which does not contribute to figures based on simile or hyperbole, such as
samdsokti (g.v.).

120 The concept of laksand, or secondary denotation, spoken of above.

12 Samkhyakarika 15; Udayanacarya, Nyayakusumarjali, 5.1.
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it is applied within the limits set by its defining conditions: the similitude
is, as far as the figure is a proof, exact. The problem of distinguishing the
literal from the poetic is not (as De sces it) that of distinguishing the
univocal from the equivocal word—failure to observe that the poem
may be literal on one level and poetic on another (that of proposition)
has vitiated much of De’s otherwise perceptive criticism. In fact, the
figures of the early alamkarikas must be conceived as basic conditions to
poetic utterance—unavoidable mannerisms of the formulations we call
poetic; for the only alternative is to employ modes of thought and judg-
ment exactly (at least in intention): the only alternative to poetry is non-
poetry. The poet, by virtue of his decision to express himself poetically,
adopts the conditions of imagination—the figurative mode.

The interdependence of poetry and non-poetry cuts both ways. Just
as the principle of similitude is fundamental to certain logical judgements
as well as to poetry, so has the doctrine of metaphorical usage been put
to decidedly non-poetic tasks: the mimamsakas, for example, long before
the poeticians began to analyze poetry for its own sake, were using the
same basic tools in exegesis of the Veda. The Veda being eternal and
authorless obviously could not have had its origin in specific historical
events. The names which abound in the Upanisads were explained as
referring either to the continuers of the tradition, or, if that were not
possible, as concepts, taking the name as its “meaning”: pravahana, ‘the
carrying onwards’, etc.1?? Likewise, the statement “Trees sat at the sac-
rificial session”, which would appear incompatible with the metaphysical
assumptions underlying the doctrine of eternality and infinity, is taken
figuratively as referring to the importance and universality of the sac-
rifice.12s Safikara adopts the mimamsaka techniques of metaphorical
analysis to render consonant the many Upanisadic passages which do
not favor his doctrine of the single, real atman, that is, those which seem
pantheistic in tone.!*

These speculations also suggest a historical relation between poetics
and ritualistic interpretation. It does not seem far-fetched that the origins
of Indian poetics evolved from such considerations. This would be con-
sistent both with the Indian traditions themselves (which group the alam-
karikas with the mimamsakas and-the grammarians) and with the nature
of the ‘discipline. The mimamsaka point of view really differs very little

122 Kumarila, Slokavartika on Mimamsasitra, 1.1.271f.
s Aimamsasiatra 1.1.32 with Sabarabhasya. Cf. virodhabhasa.
WM Vedanta sitra with Samkarabhdsya 2.3.16,17; 2.1.14. Cf. nidar$ana.
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from that of the poetician.!?> Both are approaching usage from the angle
of its expressive technique; both are attempting to understand the tech-
nique as it contributes to a fundamental and correct understanding of the
text. But the text, though true (indeed, eternal), is shot through with
inconsistencies, and expressions which defy reason and immediate
comprehension. The analysis of the text will consist in the exhibition of
those techniques as forms, with notes as to how they are to be understood
(ipso facto, correctly) and how they are to be made to render sense. The
mimdmsakas and the poeticians differ in several respects, nevertheless:
in terms of the refinement of the technique of interpretation, in terms
of the canonic character of the texts, and in terms of the scope of the
discipline. The mimamsakas wish to make consonant a small number of
passages which conflict with a canonical and literal majority, while the
poeticians have separated off a special subject for their unique attention
and are interested only by implication in the origins of their study. It is
enough that poetry is also true and serves some extrinsic purpose.!?

(Il) THE SYSTEM OF FIGURES

(a) The Question of Infinitude

The figures with their subdivisions found in the pre-dhvani texts constitute
almost all of the figurative inventory. Later writers have added a few
new figures (as arthapatti),’2" but the steady growth in figurative elabora-
tion (a point made very often) is mainly one of appearance—a function of
regrouping, synthesizing divergent accounts, and accepting subdivisions
as independent figures. In late texts, figures based on rasa are elaborated
and illustrate the complicated categories of medieval logic. Yet the main
types and varieties are stated in Dandin, and the fundamental outline
of the subject is achieved in Rudrata. Still, critics from Anandavardhana
to the present have attributed theoretical inadequacy to the study of the
figures, alleging that poetic utterance is an undefinable subject matter:

125 ]t should be borne in mind that thé mimantsd, althotigh a school of ritual inter-
pretation, is very likely the precursor of all the Indjan schools of discursive reasoning:
what was at first textual exegesis became contextual exegesis. The oldest name of
‘the mimamsa appears to have been nya@ya; the logical framework of the poetic is its
most striking feature. See A. B. Keith, Indian Logic and Atomism, pp. 10-11.

12 An ancillary subject treated in the prolegomena of most early poetic texts: cf.
Dandin, Kavyadarsa, 1.1-10; Mammata, Kavyaprakasa, sloka 2.

17 See the Appendix for a list of those figures not defined before the medieval
period (post-Mammata).
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“ananta hi vagvikalpah” ‘the variations of speech are unlimited’.128 More
recently, De commented: “... the poetic intuition differs in each poet ...
and there are bound, therefore, to be endless kinds of individual and
concrete expression which have their own'standards and spheres in each
case, and which cannot repeat themselves.” Yet it is just the task of
describing this futility which De sets before the alamkarikas: ... it [such
endless differentiation] appears to have afforded endless scope to the
scholastic ingenuity of later theorists. who ... finding hardly anything to
systematize in respect of the essentials of theory, occupied themselves in
elaborating the details.”129

In dealing with the so-called infinitude of the figures, two questions
are easily confused. One relates to the form, our chief concern in this
Introduction, which we, contend was the prime object of the studies of
the dlamkarikas; the other derives from'the application, the concrete
manifestation of the form, in other words, the, poetry itself. Evidently
here, as in logic or any other formal discipline, the exemplification of
science is endless, resting as it does on pnnc1p1es which are not pertinent
to the science (observation, etc.). The older writers were aware of this
problem and carefully restricted their consideration to the form. Dandin,
defining the figures as properties conveying the beauty of poetry, says:
“te cadyapi vikalpyante kas tan kartsnyena vaksyati” ‘tow they [the figures]
are to be discriminated; who will propound them all?’ (2.1). Dandin, by
not making clear whether he refers to the figures per se or to their exem-
plification, appears to offer justification to those who would deny the
theoretic urgency of his task: if the figures cannot be described in their
entirety, then why describe them at all? Of course, as in many of these
short, indeed laconic kartkas, more than one interpretation is possible.
To what does “entirety” refer? The intent of the author is often only the
reading attributed to Dandin by later commentators, all of whom' were
writing under the burden of the dhvani theory, which held that the figures
}vere occasional aspects of the poetic work and were therefore arbitrary
in principle and definable ad libitum: ananta hi vagvikalpah.1*

Before attributing this view to the alamkarikas themselves, it would
appear appropriate to investigate possible alternatives. The verb vikip-,
which Dandin uses in the passive of the causative vikalpyante, does indeed
Mean ‘discriminate’, ‘render intq the form of an alternative’ (vikalpa
‘kind’). But it just as strongly conveys the connotation of ‘clothing in

T
% Dhvanydloka 3.37 (Commentary), p. 210.
™ De, SPSA, p. 77; HSP, 11, p. T3.
B of De, SPSA, p. 15.
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the stuff of the imagination’. This sense is conveyed by the commentator
Vadijanighaladeva: “yadyapi kavyasobhakarah [sic] dharma alanikara
ityuktam tathapi naitavatalankarasadharanalaksanamatrakathanad eva
jhatum paryante | kim tvadydpi [utpreksya nirdpyante]'™ laksanodaha-
ranapradarSanena katicit” 132 Although he repeats what had by then be-
come the standard remark about the anantatva of the figures, he does
render clearly the sense of vikalpyante: ‘by an act of imagination, a certain
number are now to be fashioned with the aid of definitions and examples’.
In other words, it is the multiplicity of manifest figures which cannot be
described fully.’s® The figure as form may be clothed in an infinitude of
referential dresses. Of course it is obvious that, qua poetry (qua kavya),
the form alone defines the force of the expression; its referential content
is incidental and may be supplied as appropriate. Dandin appears to
confirm this intent in the last karika of chapter 2: 367:

panthdh sa esa vivrtah parimdanavritya
samksipya vistaram anantam alamkriyanam
vacam atitya visayam parivartamanan
abhyasa eva vivaritum alam visesan

which translates:

The path [of the figures] has: been disclosed by the method of
circumscription,

Summing up the infinite extent of figurative exemplifications;!**

When one goes beyond the subject matter of words [i.e., the verbal
science, ;poetics],

Practice alone is able to disclose the [existential] differentiations
[of individual figures].

Our attempt to rescue Dandin from the charge of anantatvam is rendered
problematical by his repeated references to ‘varieties’ of known figures

11 Restored by the editor, D. T. Tatacharya (or by V. Krspamécarya?). The gerund
utpreksya may also have the connotation “ooking over’, ‘comparing’.

12 Dandin, Kavyadarsa (ed. Tatacharya), p. 64.

133 A remark so obvious that when made it would seem to require another inter-
pretation; but in Dandin’s text it is a passing remark, one which can appear to antic-
ipate later theoretical discussions.

134 The Sanskrit term is alamkriyd, which is taken as synonymous with alamkara
‘figure’. But is it accidental that Dandin uses this exceptional term in those two con-
texts where by our interpretation he is discussing not the figure but the manifest figure?
The feminine often has the acceptation of concreteness. But contra, the term alamkriya
is required by the metre, and it is used once (4.64, Tatacharya ed.) where clearly no
distinction is intended. Also “#zdn” (masc.)in 2.1. Cf. Kavyadarsa 2.3 and above p. 31.
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E not defined by him, and presumably to be supplied in addition to those
defined (2.96; 168; 309; 347). The last three of these references seem
. clearly directed to the problem of samsrsti—figures appearing as sub-
varieties of other figures, several of which have nevertheless been men-
‘ tioned in the main body of the treatise, as e.g., slesa upama. This also
. is a problem that does not touch the structure of figuration itself, but
rather involves its concrete application in cases where several figures
co-occur. Yet it is also true that Dandin is the writer who elaborates
sub-classifications to their greatest extent. Often, as in upamad, his criteria
3 for sub-classifications are not formal, but contextual (nindopama,
catiipama, etc.); aware of this, Dandin may indeed be unwilling to over-
extend himself in subtleties. Still, even on this level, the problem is
really one of context and exemplification. Dandin’s lead in trying to
: involve contextual definitions as subvarietics was not followed by his
E successors, who stayed, by and large, within the limits of pure formalism.
3 If this is all Dandin meant by cautioning (2.1) against “complete”
inventories of figuration, then his warning was indeed heeded, and our
& defense of him corresponds to the reading of Dandin by the tradition
itself.

The following attempt to sketch a classification of the figures should not
be taken as final. It is based on an enumeration of figures judged different
by the tradition, up to and including Mammata (but excluding Bhoja.and
the Agnipurana).13> A few notes will be appended on the post-dhvani
figures, but they will not be dealt with in detail. Although the alamkaras
imply a system of classification, that system is capable of several represent-
ations, for it is.essentially multivalent. A factor selected as basic by one
writer, may, to another writer, appear as secondary. Indeed the figures
are defined principally in terms of such emphases, and one is always free
to “distort” a figure.

The primary characteristic of the figurative universe is not its fixity,1%
but its selectivity. The figures realize the potentialities implicit in the
norms of grammar and logic in no set or predetermined archetectonic
(unlike the theorems of Euclid). We have grouped the figures primarily
on the basis of ease of definition. Categories considered as genera in
a large number of cases are taken as basic, especially when these genera
appear to remove the subjacent figures from immediate cross-relevance
(vyatireka bears a much more distinctive relationship to ripaka, let us

1%  That is, we make no effort to encompass the Agnipurana’s figures in this sketch
?f a system; they will be included in the Glossary.
*  Contra De, “fixed rhetorical categories”, SPSA4, p. 32.
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say, than it does to sitksma, for both ripaka and vyatireka are subsumed
under the classification simile). At all points of the system, however,
cross fertilization is possible. Dipaka, which begins its career as a Sa-
bdalamkara, more and more falls under the sway of the most characteristic
arthilamkara—simile—not because the form is redefined, but because
the context of application becomes more and more specialized ; the figure
is used to imply similitudes.

The classification suggested by Ruyyaka (the most extensive and detailed
one supplied by the tradition) is based in part on other considerations
(on the reference of the figure: division of logical figures into worldly,
verbal, and ratiocinative), but often coincides with our own, focussing on
the logical basis of similitude (emphasizing the distinctiveness, the identity
or the relative difference of the compared terms).’¥ We will follow
Ruyyaka or Rudrata whenever possible, but will often suggest. new
orderings.

The figure is the form and is represented in the definition; it is distin-
guished from its exemplification, which, as we have seen, involves other
non-poetic factors and is illimitable. Yet one example is necessary for
each definition—a characteristic example which will demonstrate in
concrete form the point made by the definition. Figurative poetics is not
a study of examples, a posteriori: one example per definition is generally
sufficient. It is in fact an a priori science, which treats its exemplification
more as a justification and, of course, as a means of conveying an idea.
The example shows the characteristic misuse of the logical or other form,
but also that the form is correctly apprehended despite the misuse. The
definition states only the form and the conditions of the misrepresentation
involved.

When this position is understood, the question of exhaustiveness still
remains, though somewhat mitigated: Are all the expressions which are in
principle poetic defined here? Since each figure has a place in a
nexus of possibilities, it would be difficult to be completely exhaustive;
the system is one which contains many more theoretical figures than actual
ones. But the principles and criteria of definition are exhaustive; their
possible combinations and permutations are difficult to encompass.
Still, each new figure can easily be placed in the system of definition.
Rarely indeed is there any suggestion of a novel principle of definition.!s®

137 Ruyyaka, Alamkarasarvasva (Kavyamala, 35), pp. 181, 187, 206; p. 31.

138 The figure arthdparti may be one such; a mode of valid knowledge in the mimamsa
philosophy, but rejected by most other systems; in effect, reasoning a Sfortiori. First
defined as a poetic figure by Ruyyaka, Alamkarasarvasva, p. 196.
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In part then, the number of figures depends upon usage—but usage in
the narrow sense, not of concrete illustration but of characteristic varia-
tion. Two examples of simile which differ only in their reference, and not
in their modalities of expression, are considered to be the same figure.
It is only when the modality can be shown to have been altered that we
have a new figure. For example, the late figure vicitra (Ruyyaka, et al.)
would appear to be a special type of cause-effect relationship in which the
cause is characterized as prayatna ‘effort’, but it is in effect a special
type of visama (I11).

(b) The System

I 1. SiMiLE, comparison (upamd). The adjunction of a literally irrelevant
' object (called the upamana) which possesses in a higher degree a property
(samdr{adharma) also present in the subject (upameya), the comparison
thus calling attention forcefully to that distinctive feature by a kind of
> transfer of emphasis.

Figures based on simile, which add a determination to the basic simile
f  but which remain similes in intent, are of two fundamentally different

types:

(A) Figures which are variations on the form of the simile:
(i) an essential element is implicit.

all explicit upameya wupamana particle type of similitude
implicit ~ implicit  implicit

upamd aprastuta- samasokti dharma (property)
prasamsa

prativa- anyokti ubhayanydsa | kriya (action)

Stupamad

These figures, where one of the four elements is implicit, should be com-
pared with IIIC below, where implicitude itself is a major element, not
sub-joined to simile.

The later authors, Udbhata, Rudrata and Mammata, use these and
similar formal discrimjnations to subdivide the figure wpama itself.
Since our classification deals only with.those figures which have been
assigned status as major figures by some author, this formal analysis
does not appear here, but it may easily be imagined.. Much attention
has been paid to the grammatical form of the comparative particle and
to the manner in which compounding may be employed.

|
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(i) an essential element is repeated.

viz. the upameya ananvaya A is like A

viz. the simile, but upameyopama A is like B; B like A
inverted

viz. the upamana mala A is like B, C, D, etc.

similes themselves upamariipaka the AB of the CD (see
combine to suggest example in Glossary)

a larger simile

This last type is a very special case of what is usually treated as a sub-
variety of rilpaka: the repeated metaphorical identifications are all aspects
of a larger picture (see samastaripaka and discussion).

(B) Figures which are modes of conceiving the common property.
The samanadharmata of the simile is its functional sine qua non. Although
the property (or mode of behavior) is ‘common’ and must be so in order
for the simile to operate, an element of distinctiveness is nevertheless
implied, and it is just as important for, without it, no emphatic transfer
would accrue to the upameya; the simile would not be poetic, but realistic.
This implicit relative distinctiveness may be conceived according to
several principles of relation:

() the differentiability of the common property as a conceptual mode
relating the two things compared.

(a) emphasis neither on the difference nor on the similarity:

the mode is comparison upama A is like B
recollection smarana B is reminiscent of A
inversion plirva B is more important than A

(b) emphasis is on the similarity (lack of difference):

the mode is identification ripaka AisB
illustration drstanta A?B
negative illustra- nidarsand  not A? not B

tion D

denial apahnuti  not B; A!
confusion bhrantimat B is taken for A
doubt samdeha A or B?
representation'®® samahita B! (addressing A)
substitution samya A for B

139 Repeated, it appears to be the late figure ullekha, defined in Ruyyaka, p. 58.
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(to which Ruyyaka adds)
transformation!®® parindma B becomes A

(c) emphasis is on the difference (lack of similarity):
the mode is excellence vyatireka A exgells B

opinion mata some say B; I say A
jealousy pratipa B is jealous of A
revenge pratyanika B takes revenge on A

(ii) the common property is itself limited as to the scope of its own
distinctiveness (modally limited).

is verbal only upamdsamuccaya Cis a pun
is literal only  viSesokti (III) C is metaphorical
is inessential  samya (I) C is absolute

(here could also be put)

is a mode of  prativastipama
action only

(iii) a property of the upamana, that is, one not common, is transferred
to the subject, thus suggesting not only the identity of the two things,
but the common property itself. This is a special case of B(ii) in which
the relative distinctiveness and similarity of the two things are character-
ized as referentially distinct, and then only those aspects which in fact
do distinguish the compared things are employed in the transferral
relationship. Formally these figures are non-similes, that is, similes
which function by employing non-C instead of C. A typical case is
the so-called pathetic fallacy.

transfer of property apahnuti (I11)
—with possession stated  vidarsand
transfer of mode of action wutpreksa

This variety could also be called hyperbolic simile from its manner of
misrepresenting the existence of the property in the subject. Ruyyaka,
rather tortuously it seems to me, tries to exploit this notion to the
extent of trying to make hyperbole (atisayokti) itself an inverted utpreksa,
and thus a kind of simile.}!

40 Byt already recognized by Dandin as a sub-variety of upama (Kavyadarsa, 2.41).
See vikriya upama.
W glamkarasarvasva, p. 83.
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Since (A) and (B) are distinguished by criteria which are not alternatives
vis-3-vis each other, all of the types listed under (A) may be expanded by
the entire array of types under (B), just as is the simplest #pamda. In the

Glossary we have often taken advantage of this indeterminacy in our

English examples. The more complex varieties given under (B), for
example pratyanika, could rarely illustrate type (A)’s upamd, much more
often a prativastipamd or an ubhayanydsa. Likewise utpreksa, suggesting
identification rather than stating it, can illustrate several varieties of
ripaka (where the form is not in question).

II. HyperBOLE. The reference is not to two things and a common
property but to one thing and its property, or its several properties.
In other words, hyperbole is a family of figures founded on the notion
of predication. Inevitably, as the reference is to more than one property,
there will also be, implicitly or otherwise, reference to a second subject
(milita, tadguna). To distinguish these cases from the foregoing, we
must appeal to the notion of pradhanatva: we must decide where the
main intent of the speaker lies—in the comparison or in the relation of
properties.

There are three major varieties of hyperbole:

(A) Simple exaggeration (we include minimization as a special case).
The property or an analogous aspect of the subject is portrayed out of all
perspective, thus distinguishing the subject in its very being.

exaggeration of a property atisayokti (in the narrow sense)
an action  wtpreksa (IV)
an effect  wrpreksa (V)42
wealth or  wdatta

nobility
ego arjasvi
affection  preyas
rasa rasavat

sense of a  wittara (I1) (probably to be considered a type
question  of conundrum)

(B) The relationship of the thing to its property is metaphysically
distorted.
the property is larger than its substratum adhika (II)

without a proper substratum visesa (1)

142 These aberrant utpreksa (see above B iii) seem not to be considered separate figures,
but varieties of atisayokti, in accordance with the familiar classificatory tetrad: jati,
guna, kriya, dravya.
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found in several substrata visesa (II)

uncertain as to substrata samsaya (II)

a quality shared by several per-  tulyayogita
sons

(C) The relationship between properties of a thing is distorted.

an essential property represented as another apahnuti (II)

paradoxical qualities lesa (IT)
contradictory qualities virodha
deficiency represented as potency visesokti (I)
more than the usual number of epithets parikara
quality predominates unexpectedly over pihita
another
quality fuses with another tadguna
quality fails to fuse, despite similarity atadguna
coalescence of qualities leads to confusion  milita
of two things

At this point the categories of definition return us to the realm of
simile; but the emphasis remains on the qualities, and that is what keeps
milita itself from “fusing” with samdsokti or utpreksa.

III. Ficures based on relationships of causality (hefu) or character
(laksana). The remaining arthalamkaras involve relationships other than
that of similitude between two or more things (ideas), primarily con-
comitance. The poetical vocabulary shows its dependence on the forms
of logic most clearly here. Indian logic is based on the notion of necessary
concomitance (vyapti), which is shéwn to be without exception as
demonstrated by syllogism. Such concomitance between two things is
ordinarily in one direction only (in class logic, one term includes the other);
the relationship may be that of tause and effect. Inference based on
vyapti will determine either the cause from the effect or vice versa.143
The concomitance, however, may be only occasional or conventional
and not strictly demonstrable, as when we say that the streams are over-
flowing because of rain in the hills; other causes can also be imagined.
Cause and effect remains the foundation of the inferential relationship,
and this aspect is always present in the play of the figure on the strictly
logical form. Even when the figure does not explicitly formulate an
inference, the distortion of the relation of concomitance is generally

M3 Nydya sitra 1.1.5; Sesavat, pirvavat; reasonings of the form samanyato drsta
appear poetically as arthantaranydasa. Cf. Xeith, Indian Logic pp. 88-9.
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cast in terms of a universal expectation and its disappointment—the
strange and marvelous instead of the usual and mundane. The largest
number of causal figures involves the efficient cause (A), to the operation
of which can always be analogized the material cause (thus satisfying
both nydya and samkhya): as, for example, smoke is always a sign of
fire, cloth a sign of threads. A small number of figures, however, involve
an appeal to a final cause (B), either as a moral or a justification. Finally
(O), some figures are based on entirely conventional concomitances;44
the expectation has the form of suggestion: the simple apprehension
of the other term in the concomitance, but lacking a specific element of
disappointment or distortion.

(A) figures of the efficient cause (karaka);

cause leads to effect; poetic cause hetu
The figure as described by Dandin includes many of the following types:
poetic cause kavyaliniga

(Hetu is often considered too literal or conventional,¥5 and this figure,
with the “poetic” specified, is substituted.)

enchainment of causes kdranamalaiss
cause-effect, incongruous visama (I1)
cause, effect with incongruous attributes visama (IV)
cause-effect, inverted (in time) purva
cause-effect, recipror\:al anyonya
one cause, several effects visesa (I1I)
one cause, effects contrary to each other adhika (1)
one cause, effect contrary to that intended visama (111)
one cause, obstructed, carries through to its

effect in a modified form vydghdta
one cause, effect at a distance, or at an

interval, or in improper substratum asamgati
effect realized by a coincident cause samadhi
effect realized without its cause vibhavana

(B) Figures of the final cause (jiigpaka)

benediction asis

motive represented in an inappropriate subject utpreksa (VI)
14 QOperating, that is, through a laksana: a sign indicating that another sense is to
be construed.

U5 See above, p. 4.
e Also typable as a variety of mald, below VI (D).
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moral drawn from an event or particular state  nidarsana (I)
justification; a second instance to fortify the
first, often in the relationship from general

to particular and vice versa arthantaranyasa
(to which Ruyyaka adds) a fortiori con- arthapatti
clusion

(C) Figures of suggestion (often illustrate the dhvani of the later theory)

deduction of a paroksa, stated as such anumana
laksanpa (indicator) dhvani (thing suggested)

remark response prasna
response remark uttara
praise blame aprastuta-
prasamsa (I11)
blame praise vyajastuti
negation (of fact) affirmation (of another) dksepa
affirmation alternative or contrary  vakrokti (I)
(irony)
one thing another paryayokta
pretext embarrassment lesa (1)
gestures meaning stiksma
literal description  context bhdva (II)
associations thing associated avasara
context mood preyas (II)
context vibhava mood bhdva bhava (I)

These figures would correspond in general to Rudrata’s category vastava,
with the exception of those involving an element of incongruity so great
as to associate them with his notion of hyperbole. We have preferred
structure to intention in this categorization, and restrict hyperbole to

- those figures involving patterns of quality and/or substratum only.

Nevertheless, as the universe of figures is multivalent, hyperbole will

. be found associated with many other categories.}#? Similarly, the notion

of suggestion can be determined in any relation and particularly in that
of similitude, where the figures samdsokti, aprastutaprasamsa, etc.

. manifest it. There, the pattern of definition would lead us to .consider

M7 As Dandin says (2.220) “alankardntarapém apy ekam ahuh pardyapam [ vagi Sama-
hitam uktim:imdm atifayGhvayam” (‘the form of expression, called hyperbole, celebrated
by Vigisa, is considered the sole aim [viz. purport] of [many] other figures’). Bhamaha’s
remarks on atisayoktifvakrokti (2.851f.) probably bear on the same point.
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it secondary to the simile, while here it either functions independently
or in terms of relations not otherwise categorized.

IV. FiGuRrEs based on conjunction or collocation. Distinguished from
the former category in that nothing more than coincidental coexistence
is implied; no notion of mecessity or convention relates the two things
or events. As such, presence is assumed; inference is lacking. The figures
are “descriptive”, and it is only the quality of the whole description which
distinguishes them from mere sentences of non-poetry (see svabhavokti
discussion).

(A) conjunction of things
approptiate conjunction sama
inappropriate conjunction visama (1)
conjunction of usually separate things sahokti
separation of usually conjoint things vinokti
exchange of one thing for another parivrtti

(B) conjunction of qualities

expansion of descriptive adjuncts samuccaya
capture of the exact genus in an
individual ; meticulous description svabhavokti

V. Puns. As an arthalamkara, pun (slesa) participates in the idea of all
the preceding categories (as a Sabdalamkara, see below VI). Pun in
general is the simultaneous apprehension of two or more meanings,
determined in a given phonemic sequence. (The latter qualification
distinguishes pun from the figures of suggestion, where one meaning
suggests another.) When the grammatical analysis of the sequence is
identical, or nearly so, for the two meanings apprehended, those meanings

are a fortiori “compared”, and we understand the figure as an arthalamka-

ra. The simultaneity of the apprehension lends dn element of hyperbole,
at least in manner. Pun resembles the figures of suggestion and colloca-
tion in that one of the two meanings is generally prakaranika (‘relevant’),
the other aprakaranika. The relevant meaning is, however, often not the
obvious one. As we have stated above, the pun in many ways constitutes
the figure par excellence. The universe of figures can from one point
of view be seen as a meticulous analysis of the components of the pun.

As a separate figure, arthaslesa has been most exhaustively treated by
Rudrata, who, as we have seen, devotes an entire chapter to it. Slesa,
as Dandin was the first to observe, is also the figure which combines
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most easily with other figures.*® Many double entendres have been
illustrated s.v., upamd, ripaka, samasokti, etc., where the pun formally
occupies the place of the tertium.}4® Puns, which Rudrata considers
major figures, can be said to have the double-entendre as their principal
force, though they also all retain an aspect of simile. Here, unavoidably,
an appeal must be made to the intention of the poet and to the notion of a
universe of ideas from which he selects for emphasis, but which never-
theless imply an order insofar as his utterances are intelligible. In fine,
it should be noted that as a Sabdaslesa,*® pun has been minutely distin-
guished as to the precise grammatical or syntactical element that carries
the double meaning. Our point of view, however, in keeping with the
character of the pun as primarily conveying an assertion, is that of the
referential or ontological character of the meanings played upon.'s

(A) The two levels of punned meaning are ontologically the same:

both qualifications (of the subject) avayava (see

samasokti)
both nouns (subjects) avisesa
both moods (terms suggestive of moods) vakra

(B) The two levels are the same, but the meanings are opposed.

the literal interpretation carries an
incompatjbility which is resolved by the second virodhabhasa
carries an oufright contradiction virodha (I11)

us  «Slocah sarvdsu pusnati'prayo vakroktisu sriyam”, Kavyadarsa, 2.363. Empson’s
recent discussion of ambiguity (esp. chaps. 3,4 and 6) brings Dandin’s remark up to
date. Moreover, his distinctions recall those of the dlamkdarikas.

1 1bid., 2.28, 87, 161, etc.

150 See below VI (F).

151 A number of English words have been used to translate the Sanskrit slega; none,
however, conveys the intended significance of that word and all have connotations
which are unfortunafé. **Pun’, which covers much of the concépt, is also used; and
perhaps primarily understood as word play of the type that Ogden Nash.has made
famous. But Nash’s punning, like Joyce’s, is echo and not literal; the words are often
malformed to suggest the second sense. In many cases, especially in Nash, there is
no second sense, simply malformation for purposes of thyme or rhythmi. Word play
in this sense would probably fall under the Indian category prakelika (‘conundrum’)
or Slesa vakrokti (qq. vv.). Similarly ‘double-entendre’, often preferable to pun, errs
in the other extreme, including a number of figures which involve two meanings, but
have no explicit grimmatical basis of expression, such as irony. In these cases, the
content alone permits the decipherment of the double-entendre; the slesa must have
grammatical reference. Lastly the learned ‘paronomasia’ includes cases which are not
puns, but only adjunctions of words similar in form but different in meaning: “But
from her grave in Mary-bone, / They’ve come and boned your Mary” (Thomas Hood).




64 INTRODUCTION

(C) The levels of the pun are ontologically different.

praise and blame vydja (see
vydjastuti)
a question and its answer vakrokti (I),
type: kaku
adjectives and complimentary nouns tattva
pudique, risqué ukti

(D) To the basic pun is added the tour de force that the second

meaning alone is referred to. parisamkhyd
VI. GRAMMATICAL AND SYNTACTIC FIGURES: repetitions (Sabdalamkara);
figures whose deviation from the norms of standard utterance consists
not in the misrepresentation of an idea or judgement, but of the grammati-
cal basis of speech itself. Grammar imposes a certain order on speech, in
that violation of its rules courts incomprehensibility, but within these
rules it permits great variation for emphasis, clarity, or style. Figures
which assume as a basis of deviation the standard grammatical (and by
that term we intend everything from phonics to the paragraph or even
beyond, provided the focus is the means of expression, not the idea
expressed : sabdalamkara) form of the language are of course specific to a
given language, at least in the details of their functioning. The poetics of
classical India presupposes the Sanskrit language. Even though Prakrits
are often referred to, especially in exemplification, they supply no varia-
tions, because their use is based on the erroneous notion that the Prakrits
were in fact completely describable in terms of Sanskrit grammar. In
Sanskrit, as in most languages, scope for explicit violation of the rules of
grammar is extremely limited. Movements such as Dada or the San
Francisco school may from time to time experiment with these limitations,
‘but in general the acceptable verbal figures are of two types: those which
violate otherwise conventional, but not obligatory, patterns, that is, they
impose a pattern different from the one which, though not required, is
expected ; and secondly, those which formalize what is normally a random
dimension of the grammatical material and thus create regularities where
none were expected. Examples of the former would be the English inver-
sion of subject and verb, which is allowed as “poetic”, or the many
rhetorical figures which rearrange the sentence for emphasis—chiasmos,
for example.

The verbal figures described in the Indian poetic texts are, with only
rare and doubtful exceptions, of the second type: those which impose a
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form where none existed. A number of reasons can be advanced for this
surprising onesidedness. (1) The absence of an Indian “rhetoric”, and its
attendant notion that somehow the outward arrangement of the assertion
is different from, or more influential than, the ideal arrangement deriving
from the subject itself (the figures arthalamkara in general). (2) Convic-
tion (persuasion) as an intellectual function was never separated from
understanding. (3) The kinds of figures which best exemplify the first
type of verbal figure mentioned above depend on fixed word order,
notably lacking in Sanskrit, which therefore does not provide a basis of
expectation upon which to rearrange the sentence for effect. (4) Persuasion
is a natural and not exceptional accompaniment of delectation, and both
functions can be realized by formalizing language, either ab ovo, as in
the second type of Sabddlamkara, or ideally, through the assertive func-
tions of the arthalamkara. (5) Finally, the general bias of the Indian
poetic is against identifying or comparing word-function and sense-
function, as would be done if a sense or a purpose were to be derived from
a peculiar arrangement of words. We have already referred to this
basically divergent attitude in distinguishing the Greek sense of metaphor
from the Indian. Here, figures based on words, that is “grammar”
narrowly defined, are describable in terms of form alone, and although
it is assumed that they produce distinctive impressions when heard, no
meaning, 2 la program music, is ever assigned them, 152

In the area of Sabdalamkara, particularly, that subtle appreciation of
L detail is manifested which is both the Marengo and the Waterloo of
£ the Indian mind. The Indian “enumeration” seems always to have been
guided by the idea that if a subject is well enough known in its specifics,
its form and structure will be self evident: The monuments of this ap-
proach are the grammar of Panini and related “grammatical” disquisi-
tions in other disciplines, including that of our immediate predecupation,
figures of speech. We distinguish the several levels on which language
functions as indicator and means of expression, and find figures exhaus-
tively defined for each.

(A) Phonemic repetitions

alliteration anuprasa

(Dandin defines a type of alliteration based not on the phoneme, but on
B2 The closest approach to such teleological argumentation would be the attempt of

the dhvani school to subordinate the occurrence of certain figures and gunas to the
needs of the primordinate rasa. Cf. Dhvanydloka 3.101L.
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the distinctive feature; hence it could be considered a figure of phonetics.
Note that metrics [i.e. verse generally] would appear here also, as a
regularization of the feature syllabic quantity.)

metathetic alliteration chekanuprdsa

(repetition
interrupted by
distinctive vari-
ation)
repetition of fixed sequences of phonemes. yamaka

(B) Morphemic repetitions

of homonyms punaruktabhdsa

of the word or the sense avrtti
of the syntactical category (subject, verb, etc.) dipaka
(This can also be seen as non-repetition, for one element
remains unrepeated, uniting the several phrases.)
of the word, but in a different sense (accepta-
tion) latanuprasa

(C) Phrasal repetitions. There is no figure involving the repetition of
phrases only, for it is hard to see how 1t could be given a poetic twist.
But there are a number of figures which, in addition to the phrasal repeti-
tion, involve a characteristic fixation of certain words within these phrases,

creating a pattern within a pattern.

the predicate of sentence one becomes the

subject of sentence two, and so on ekavali
the subject of each sentence constitutes the

most characteristic aspect of its predicate,

and the subject of sentence one provides

the predicate for sentence two (the inverse

of the above) sara
the multiple predicates of several sentences

exactly parallel each other in terms of some

larger image (could involve subjects, verbs,
etc.) yathasamkhya

It is only in these three figures that we see any interest shown in syntactical
arrangement (see above). Yet even here, the emphasis seems to be on
the enchainment of grammatical forms rather than on the irregularity
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of the reformation itself. In other words, keeping to our earlier distinc-
tion, these figures, too, promote an order where there is normally none,

viz. in respect of word patterns across sentence or phrase boundaries.

(D) Repetition of figures

the figure itself: the figure mald, superadded to any appropriate
3 figure, as upamamala or ripakamala
g different figures: samsrsti; the figures may be inherently or
4 extrinsically related. .

It is in terms of this category of complex figuration that the early Indian
| poetic approached the problem of composition—the actual manifestation
i of poetry. Its discussion shows an awareness that the analytic tools of
* figurative interpretation, though they reveal the ideal structure of poetry,
nevertheless do not account for the complex.interdependence of various
kinds of figuration which we find in any actual poem. The figures rarely
occur inl hermetic isolation. More often, and especially in the most
beautiful examples, it is precisely the number and the intimate blending
of ﬁguratlve types which is stnkmg and worthy of wonder and praise.
The Shakespeanan, trope: “Oh, that I mlght be a glove upon that hand /
That I might touch that cheek!” combines the figures ripaka, asis, nidar-
$ana, and various alliterations and meter in its deceptive simplicity.
Nevertheless, the charm of such expréssxon, the alamkarikas would hold,
©  is not, in fact, simple unléss complexity itself is given a poetic value.153
. What it means as poetry is still dependent on the meticulous isolation of
b its constituent figures. The collocation has no other meaning or guiding
principle behind it.

(E) Repetition in larger grammatical frameworks (paragraphs, chapters,
L etc)

imagination the figure bhavika

#

182 A plausible argument, which incidentally would serve to explain how it is that
. certain styles and types of poetic speech (such a$ similes) can be used in non-poetic
. contexts: “... Jesse Jones ... in a hectoring speech ... advised the banks to improve
their capital position” (Arthur Schlesinger Jr.). Here the simplest form is used in
total isolation from other poetic factors. The premeditation of poetry lies,hot in the
stringing together-of such isolated poetic atoms,but rather in the fruitful co-occur-
rence of the elements in a whole. The comic effect, on the other hand, can be seen as

AR s S 0k A0 L drms

. tion or an over emphasis of some at the expense of the complex image.

a disproportion among the complex of elements (which includes content), an exaggera-
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Any poetic must ultimately account for the contrasting principles which
receive emphatic treatment in other theories of criticism. We meet here,
near the end of our list of figures, the imagination, a principle which we
might say has been emphasized almost to the point of exclusiveness in
many modern poetics and which dominates our contemporary attitudes
toward poetry. Originality is a quality highly favored; indescribability,
the state of having surpassed conventional limitations, is considered to be
the quality of the poetic product corresponding to the faculty of imagina-
tion and is considered proof of genius.! In a certain sense, the poet is
thus the “culture hero”, possessing as he does the virtues of individuality,
inimitability, and creative distinctiveness in an absolute degree. Our
attitude toward poetry is as stereotyped as that of classical India, where
such notions were in fact largely supplanted by their opposites.

In the Indian tradition, then, imagination (bhavika) is generally
described as the ability to make the several images of the individual
poetic statements coherent in terms demanded by the work as a larger
whole. It is manifested in such things as the plot (the story stringing
together the individual statements), by the lack of shocking contrast in
its development, by the general appropriateness of one image to its
neighbors, and the like.)® Modern critics have been worried by the
fleeting attention paid to this “crucial” concept; it is above all this short-
sightedness which has earned the Indian poetics its reputation of literary
irrelevance.’® We will examine possible historical reasons for this
difficulty in the following section; here we shall only remark that the point

154 “Qne of the greatest limitations of Sanskrit poetics which hindered its growth into
a proper aesthetic was its almost total disinterest in the poetic personality by which_a
work of art attains its ... individual character” (De, SPSA, p. 72). “... we search in
vain for a complete definition or clear discussion of the poetic imagination in the whole
range of Sanskrit poetics” (ibid.). “A poeticintuition cannot have a prescribed technique
of expression ... it is not an intellectual concept ... nor is there any passage to it from
the physical fact or the intellectual concept. It stands by itself” (ibid., pp. 76-77).
But on the uniqueness and inexplicability of the creative act, ¢f. Empson: “Things
temporarily or permanently inexplicable are not ... to be thought of as essentially
different from things that can be explained in some terms you happen to have at your
disposal ... Explanations of literary matters ... are more like Pure than Analytical
geometry, and, if you cannot think of a construction, that may show that you would
be wise to use a different set of methods, but cannot show the problem is of a new
kind” (p. 285).

185 Dandin, Kavyadarsa, 2.3641F.

16 “The Indian theorists have almost neglected an important part of their task, viz.,
to find a definition of the nature of the subject of a poem as the product of the poet’s
mind; this problem is the main issue of Western aesthetics. Only svabhdvokti and
bhivika can be adduced as a proof that the Indian theorists were conscious of the
problem ...”, De, ed., Kuntaka, Vakroktijivita, Introduction, p. xix.
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of 'view adopted by the Indian writers has kept them from discussing
imagination in the modern sense. Nevertheless, recent literature abounds
with attempts to turn bhdvika and similar notions into substitutes for
Western critical categories, into steps in the progress of the Indian mind
to profounder awareness of beauty.157

Bhavika is far from being a characteristic of all poetry: it is limited as
prabandhavisayo gunah—a quality whose scope is the work. It is not met
with, according to Dandin, in those many poetic works which are not
wholes: the collections, anthologies, the isolated verses which were
characteristic of the classical poetic product. In the systems of the
alamkarikas, bhavika is a notion of secondary, though considerable,
importance, which was best accounted, in their precise terminology, a
figure, most likely of sabda, whose grammatical reference was that span
of utterance longer than that which would ordinarily be defined in the
grammar and which had no specifically grammatical means of indica-
tion.2%8 If bhavika is a s’abda"lamkﬁra, then its reference is to the language
itself as a means of expression: it explains matters pertaining to arrange-
ment and not to expression; given the complexity and length of certain
poems, it tells how to state the appropriate “togetherness” of that mul-
tiplicity. Certain poetic works, without in any way augmenting or
diminishing their status as poetic works, do have a unity of theme or a
coherence of purpose which requires special notice, as differing from both
colloquial utterance and from the manner of existence of the events
referred to. Within this unity, the imagination of the poet could be said to
be working as a limiting factor comprehending and relating the discrete
content of the work: in the same way, the poet, composing alliterations,
can be relied upon not to break off in the middle with some harsh or
irrelevant sound. The imagination as a quality of the whole is an alamkdra
of repetition in much the same sense: it is (or is-testimonial of) an ex-
pression of unity not otherwise.present, imposed upon an aspect of the
linguistic continuum which is not ordinarily so formed. Life is not made
up of coherent or dramatic events as a rule. The classical critics were far
from thinking of this “quality of the [whole] work” as the psychological

187 “Nevertheless, the aberrations are at the same time attempts to reach the truth;

and in the midst of unlifted shadows one does often perceive a running thread of silver
lining”, De, SPSA, p. 79.

18 «Bhavikalamkaras tu mahdkdvyesv eva niyamendvasthitah” (anon. Comm, “Hrda-
Yafigama” to Kavyddarsa 2.364-366 [p. 215]). I'would like to think, for the sake of
completeness, that bhavika was not considered an arthalamkara at all, since it does not
formulate the possibility of any concrete poetic expression or idea. Dandin, however,
does treat it at the end of his second chapter (on arthilamkara), after samsrsti.

1
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arena in which genius and talent were to manifest themselves. Of far
greater relevance here is the composition of individual stanzas, which
are poetry in the Indian sense of the term and which require only limited
attainments, such as the ability to speak, think, and compose on the
manifold levels of non-referential language. Many, if not most, poems
have no other unity.

(F) Phonemic limitations whose principle is not inherent (sausabdya),
but arbitrary, that is, which rest on some notion having nothing to do
with phonics.

the pattern of repeated phonemes enables

the verse to be shown in pictorial form citra
the pattern of repeated phonemes enables

the verse to be shown in geometrical form duskara
conundrums: the solution to a problem is

hidden in the verse expressing it, which needs

to be seen differently prahelika
puns: by another morphological analysis,

a different meaning is understood in the

sequence. Can be seen as a yamaka whose

repetition is only implicit Slesa (Sabdaslesa)

(IV) THE ADEQUACY OF THE ALAMKARIKA POETIC

(a) Kavya

Contemporary critics have too long been dependent on the reformulation
of the alamkara theory proposed by the dhvani writers, Anandavardhana
and Abhinavagupta, for whom the alamkarika viewpoint is deprived

of its independent status and reduced to a moment in a more all-embrac- -

ing view. Histories of Indian poetics have been little more than attempts
to justify this ex post facto subordination. The theory should be con-
sidered in its own terms and not for what defects may be predicated of it in
terms of another aesthetic. We have tried to keep strictly within the
bounds of an alamkdra poetic in this introduction. The scope of the
discussion ought, at this point, to be broadened to a certain extent, for
the characteristic adequacy of a poetic will inevitably correspond in
some measure to the poetry with which it was intended to deal. The
adequacy of a poetic may be determined in three ways (excepting the
disputations which one poetic directs against another):
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*(a) Is the theoretic system itself complete; are its constitutive principles
adequately worked out in their implications?

(b) Does that system adequately distinguish poetry as a genre from
other kinds of expression?

(c¢) Is the treatment of poetry internally well differentiated? Does the
poetic adequately describe the aims, means and varieties of the poetry
which constitutes its subject matter?

The first two points have been sufficiently discussed in what: precedes,
as far as the alamkarasastra is concerned.

Question (c) can be interpreted in two senses which we might.call
“contextual” and “metaphysical”. De, Dasgupta, and Keith, the standard
Western or Westernized interpreters of Indian poetics, prefer to see all
poetics addressed to an abstract genre “poetry”, to the nature of poetry
per se,*® and to account for the variety of poetics in terms of varyingly
adequate responses to that problem. In this section we will ask whether
the poetic may not be better accounted for by relating it to a kind or
style of poetry which was actually cultivated at a given time in India.

The alamkara criticism, from the emphasis it places on the mahakavya'®
and from the style of exemplification it adopts, is evidently addressed to
the stanzaic poetry of the Indian classical period. This poetic genre has
certain definite characteristics, which shape not only the aims and achieve-
thents of the poetry, but, ipso facto, limit the criticism focussing upon it.
These factors are well known, and we will not do anything here but sum-
marize them in outline and show how certain biases of the poetic turn
out to be in fact admirably descriptive of the genre.

The poetry. of classical India was microcosmic poetry. The locus of
composition was a minimal unit of expression, the stanza, and this is
to be understood in a quite radical way as excluding larger units of com-
position such as the chapter or the work itself.2®* The latter are in typical
cases not even present, as, for example, in the anthological and thematic
collections of Amaru and Mayiira. But even those compositions which
have a story or a plot, however loose—the mahakavya par excellence—
retaific the stanza as the unit of composition. Much that appears at first
blameworthy in classical poetry is explicable in terms of the de-emphasis
of the story. The story is never central; it is at best a pretext for stringing
1« poem as the product of the poet’s mind” (De, cited above, n. 156).

e Atso called sargabandha, treated as poetry par excellence by Bhimaha (1.18ff.)
and Dandin (1.14ff.).

1 See Renou, “Sur la structure du Kavya”, Journal Asiatique, 1959, pp. 1ff; the genre
“stanzaic poetry” is defined, and its stylistics are thoroughly described from the point
of view of grammatical usage.
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together admirable verses—really just a narrative theme. The story
may at any time be interrupted by long descriptive irrelevancies on the
sunrise, the mountains, the moonset, which appear extraneous by stand-
ards emphasizing the unity of plot. Moreover, the overdevelopment and
the stylistic complexity of the stanza itself testify to a smaller unit of
composition. It is the stanzas and not the work which have a life of their
own in the historical traditions of Indian literature. The anthologies are
collections of such stanzas from disparate sources. Little value is attached
to the whole work, to which stanzas are freely added or from which they
are excerpted by the tradition.

But what are the aims and possibilities of such a stanzaic style? Evi-
dently, the structure of the stanza itself is considered the major achieve-
ment of the poet. The character of the stanzas is determined in large
measure by traits adapted from the peculiarities of the Sanskrit language:
a complex metrics based on syllable length, a sonorous phonemic system,
a complexly rich consonant system, an enormous vocabulary enabling
richness and overtone in expression and great multidimensionality of
the image, and a syntactical system tending in the opposite direction—
to great compactness and density through inflection and the compounding
of entire clauses. The tendency is toward the expression of one bewilder-
ingly complex but stringently coherent idea or image within the stanzaic
unit. The stanza imposes its form on the poetic content, which is delivered
compactly as image, as figure.

The formulation of the principles of stanzaic composition is found
adequately expressed in the older alamkarika treatises and reaches its
essential statement in the theory of the figures, an attempt to comprehend
the ability of language (its forms of grammar and thought) to express
and sustain this ideal microcosm and encompass a second level of mean-
ing. Language must do so compactly and rigorously within the structures
of coherence and relation of the syntax; language must state imaginations.

The typical stanza aims at a richness ‘of intelligibility which is at first
overwhelming, and it is that intelligibility which is the aim of the poet.
The amount encompassed within the strict syllabic limitations of the
longer (or poetic) meters, is so great that a complete translation is often
two or three times as long as the original. Translations will tend to be
flabby and prolix precisely where the original displays a tense compactness
and is most striking in its beauty. Such intelligibility, admittedly an
intellectual value, cannot rush immediately and full blown from the head
of the poet; theories of intuition are lamentably inept in explaining the
significance of the kavya or, par contre, its ability to provoke delight.
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The arthialamkaras are the forms of that intelligible richness, from the
apparently mundane svabhavokti, or jati, which.eschewing all figuration
per se, attempts to encompass the totality of an event, or a movement,
or an individual’s characteristic moment:

The hawk on high circles slowly many times

Until he holds himself exactly poised.

Then, sighting with his downcast eye

a joint of meat cooking in the Chandila’s yard,
he cages the extended breadth of his moving wings
closely for the sharp descent, '

and seizes the meat half-cooked

right from the houschold pot.1%2

to the elegant upamds of Kalidasa:

3 You will find her voice subdued, my wife and second life
. While I'm away; a single cakravika dove, longing for its mate.
3 Her heart so yearns, as these heavy lonesome days go by

That she’s become, it seems, a wild lotus struck with frost.1%%

and the pure delight of the complex half-punned imagery of Maytira:

Deep in the blooms of the lotus; upon salient sharp-honed peaks
Alike falling; uniform at birth of day and at the evening hour of rest—
May the sun’s effulgent rays protect you!

(Like travellers) arrived in chorus on the courtyards of three worlds,
Bestowing torrid merit, born of constant journey’s toil.1%¢

The poetry of the classical period was possessed of its own poetic, in
which the major practical issues of that genre were explored fully and
subtly. It cannot be denied that the great achievement of Sanskrit poetry
lies in its word pictures: the meticulously complete vignettes of the stanza
addressed to the mind in contemplative repose. What it attempted to do
was limited by that form as well as fulfilled by it. In the poetic of the
E stanza we do not find discussions of issues which are not, or are only
i peripherally, pertinent to the form, such as are posed by poetic works
whose principle of unity is much more broadly defined. Instead, we
find preoccupation with imagery, verbal and sensible, connotative and
denotative; an awareness of the possibilities of imagery constituted the
. craft of the poet. Other poetics will, of course, emphasize the ability of
- the poet to work in grander media; it would be difficult to describe the
oman fleuve in the categories of the alamkarasastra. The materials
™ Vidyakara, Subhdsitaratnakosa (trans, Ingalls), 1150,

x: Meghadiita 2.20 (my translation).
. Siiryasataka 3 (my translation).
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with which the novelist-cum-poet works are more vague, more disparate,
not so exclusively oriented to problems of expression. It becomes legitimate
to discuss the conception of the total work of art, the manner in which it
reflects its time, the leading ideas of the period, and the like, because the
poet is to a great extent concerned with representations of these broader
issues. The issue of the genius and the imagination of the poet, under-
stood not as a minor sort of combinatory facility’¢> but as the real
fountainhead of the unity—now seen as structure—of a very complicated
work, may with justification be posed as a category of serious criticism.
But when we deal with the poetry of classical India, these notions have
little force; they are in fact impositions upon the subject matter. The
kavya poetry was complete in the stanza. The ability of a poet like Kali-
ddsa to compose great works was in fact an ability to compose many
beautiful stanzas; the multiplication of stanzas does not alter.the critical
point of view, for it was not a creative multiplicity. The alamkara poetics,
in describing the ‘materials and the technique of stanzaic composition
(to which the notion of concrete subject matter was either conventional or
irrelevant), adopted the only possible point of view adequate to the poetry.

(b) Natya

The foregoing does not imply‘that there were no other points of view
expressed even in classical times. Indeed the internal history of Indian
poetics gives much evidence for competing doctrines. But it is conclusive
for our view that the doctrines were conceived of as competing only
when the.poetic genres referred to or implied were losing or had lost their
independent status.1®¢ The dhvani doctrine testifies to this amalgamation
of previously separate traditions. During the early creative period of the
alamkarasastra, as far as the texts show that tradition (7th-10th centuries),
another poetics coexisted alongside the figurative with little evidence of
interaction: that poetics which took as its problem the drama, and which
elaborated as its decisive concept the rasa.

The oldest extant work of Indian “poetics” is devoted to the drama:
the Natyasastra of Bharata.’®” It is a compendium of topics relating to

165 Above, p. 67 re the figure bhavika.

1% Viz, the dramatic and the stanzaic genres. See below.

167 Bjbliography in De, HSP, I, pp. 44-45; we have used throughout this work the
edition of the Gaekwad Oriental Series, ed. M. Ramakrishna Kavi. Currently appear-
ing is the first complete English translation by Manomohan Ghosh, in the Bibliotheca
Indica, Calcutta, 1959-.
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the drama and not, strictly speaking, poetic, for it deals with matters as
diverse as the construction of the theater and the use of make-up. It is
certainly allied to the purdna in style and is not the work of a single author
despite the eponymic attribution. )

‘For criticism, the dramatic problem presented itself in a different light,
and Bharata’s treatise attests this difference decisively; the drama is not
a creation of the word alone, or even of the word primarily. Of course
the language spoken on the stage is an essential element in the drama,
but the drama is, in addition and more importantly, a visual spectacle; the
language is but one element in the technical materials available to the
dramatist. If he imitates human actions and events, he first of all rep-
resents (or can represent) human actions and events directly by means of
characters, gestures, actions; the realm of immediacy is made .available
through the actor, a crutch upon which the verbal poet is unable to de-
pend.

The communal character of the dramatic representation also contributed
to its distinctiveness. An audience was an essential part of the produc-
tion, a material in which an effect or an imprint was to be produced and
whose formation in this sense constituted the end of drama. Although the
kavya literature may have been recited, and historically may have be¢n a
lineal descendant of bardic, epic poetry,'® in its developed form it was
far too complicated and polished to be énjoyed only viva voce; its audience
was more abstract: the learned, often an assemblage of other poets.1®

The dramatic production was also determined in a different kind of time,
due-largely to its dependence on a real audience. The kavya work could
be indefinitely long, for its unity was, aggrezate and ad libitum both for

168" Though few direct links have been discovered which would mediate the’enormous
differences in style between the developed forms.. Portions of the Ramdyana have
often been suggested as links. Cf. Dasgupta and Dey [Del, HSL, p. 13.

16 The proper audience for poetry is first extensively discussed in the dhvani literature:
¢f. “tena brimah sahrdayamanahpritaye tatsvaripam™ (Dhvanyaloka 1.1), and the
commentary “sahrdayahyrdaydahladisabdarthamayatvam eva kavyalaksanpam™ attributed
to a pirvapaksin. The audience as the locus of the dramatic experience becomes doubly
important to Abhinavagupta, who analogized that experience to Teligious ‘ecstasy:
below, p. 77. Again, this concern with the audience on the part of the dhvani theorists
testifies to the syncretistic character of their doctrine, for they were faced.with-the
problem of relating two genres whose audiences were in principle distinct, and whose
distinction was self evident. Abhinava’s definition of-the sahrdaya has often been
quoted “yesam kavyanusilanabhyasavasad visadibhiite manomukure varnaniyatan-
mayibhavanayogyata te hrdayasamvadabhdjah sahrdayah” (Locana on Dhv. 1.1, p. 11.
Cf. De, SPSA, pp. 54ff.). These connoisseurs may, as the-tradition asserts, have
‘gathered occasionally to form a semi-permanent kavisabha, in order to pass judgement
on the poetical works presented to them. The Tamil safigam is the most illustrious
case. '
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the poet and his reader. The dramatist, however, was working with a
time span which itself imposed a kind of unity on his creation, in terms of
which a determinate effect was produced in a definite audience.

In the dramatic mode, it would, by contrast, not be far wrong to say
that the work as a whole constituted the unit of composition, inte which
entered as conditioning factors the audience, the actors, their actions and
gestures, the events portrayed, and, finally, the spoken words of the play.}?
In contemporary terms the distinction between the written and dramatic
is somewhat obscured, owing to the great diffusion of printed texts.
Plays are produced, but they have also become an important part of the
written literature. One might wonder, for example, whether 4 Long
Day’s Journey into Night was ever meant by its author to be performed.

As the unit of composition, the work’s special existence, apart from
its conditional factors, was expressed in terms of the peculiar relation
which all of these factors bore to one another in the understanding of
the audience, and which constituted the proper consequence or effect
of the dramatic production. Bharata determines this special unity of
the work as the rasa or ‘dominant mood’, and this term has come to
denote the leading idea and is perhaps the most distinctive feature of
Indian poetics.

We cannot develop here the many interesting implications of the rasa
theory for dramatic criticism. We are concerned with it only insofar
as it provides a contrast both in subject matter and in critical point of
view with the alamkara theory, which we hold was addressed to the stan-
zaic poetry of the Sanskrit kavya. The two criticisms, coexisting for
several centuries, were largely kept compartmentalized not only by their
orientation to different subject matter, but also by their emphasis on the
means of expression. Neither was interested in the analogical question
of creativity.

17 Bharata deals with the spoken word as it affects drama in chaps. 15 (on metre)
and 16 (on the figures, gunas, dosas, etc.). Metre is important because of the many set
verses, in classical kavya style, which were placed in the dialogue of the drama, and
by which were stated its moods and climaxes, in a manner analogous to the arias of an
opera. In the chapter on figuration, Bharata mentions only four figures, upama,
riipaka, dipaka and yamaka; this has usually been taken as a primitive or germinal
form of the alamkdra$dstra; Bhamaha, the next writer whose works are extant,
discusses over thirty figures. It may be, and it is just as likely, that the four figures
were not intended as exhaustive, but were, like the metres of the preceding chapter,
presented in abridged form, more to suggest the importance of the subject to the dram-
atist, who would then be expected to turn to the available manuals of metrics and
figuration for fuller treatment. The alamkdra texts, similarly, refer peripherally to
topics which are central in the dramatic tradition, nayaka, rasa, etc.
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To the question “How is the rasa expressed?”, the dramatic theorists
starting from the famous rasa sitra of Bharata proposed various and
increasingly subtle explanations involving a minute examination of the
range of conditions, effective causes, manner of comprehension, -and
ultimate status of the rasa. Similarly, the alamkarikas, having situated
their discussion in reference to the question “How is the distinctiveness of
poetic speech realized, that is, understood?”, spoke to issues focussing on
the capacity of language (both verbal and expressive) to convey more or a
different sense than the strict employment of its forms would- permit.
The rasa was realized as an affective, not an intellective, unity—a mode
of fecling generated by and transcending the discrete conditions and
causes manifested on the stage. The language of the drama played no
more important a role, inherently, than did, let us say, the gestures, the
portrayal of the characters, the overtones which could be expected from
the realization by the audience that this character was indeed Rama.
Abhinavagupta, the most brilliant in the long line of Bharata’s commen-
tators, carries the view of his predecessor, Bhatta Nayaka, one step farther
and boldly makes an analogy between the rasa experience and that of
final salvation: both transcend the limited, temporal character of finite
existence (here, the play) and realize the one central unifying theme of
that existence (the rasa); they differ, of course, in that the finite existence
to which the rasa corresponds is itself only a fiction, and the rasa therefore
ceases as soon as the play ceases. The older writers of the alamkara
tradition showed a similar dependence on a theoretical framework bor-
rowed from another discipline, but instead of theology, it was logic and
to some extent grammar.

The two partly complimentary poetics were not of course pursued in
conditions of total separation; there is evidence for the effect of one upon
the.other. Nevertheless, the striking fact about late classical criticism is
the continued development of two largely independent theories, addressed
to significantly divergent problems.'?

The dramatic criticism acknowledges the alamkdra doctrines in
Bharata’s chapter on the figures, testimony to the fact that the set verses
of the drama have an important role to play in the generation of the
total effect of the play. Later treatises, such as the Dasaripaka, take for

f" A striking, though incidental, corroboration of this divorce of poetry and drama
is provided by an investigation of characteristic metres in use by the two genres.
See Subhdasitaratnakosa, Ingalls’ Introduction (= Harvard Oriental Studies, 44),
33:;56 ; the d@lamkarikas sometimes refer to the “other $@stra”, as Dandin, Kavyadarsa,
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granted the divorce of drama and alamkdra and concentrate on topics
of more immediate dramatic interest: characters, moods, kinds of drama,
and the like. The alamkara tradition similarly recognizes the rasa as the
basis for certain figures, particularly the one called simply rasavat
(‘having a rasa’). This figure has provoked much speculation by the
dhvani writers, for it presages their own doctrine of the dhvani in the
figure.1”> The original, figurative, expressionistic sense of rasavat is
doubtless to be seen in the context of the triad of figures of which it is
one: preyas, rasavat, arjasvi. All three are expressions of certain kinds of
subjective excess and are probably to be thought of as special types of
hyperbole, distinguished because of their currency, if not for reasons of
form. Preyas signifies an expression overburdened with good intentions
and friendliness; rasavat, distinguished by one of the eight canonical
rasas (love, pity, etc.), and arjasvi, an expression of impertinence, an
excess of egoism. All three evidently differ in force from ordinary
language. The Indian philosophic emphasis on stability of temperament
would doubtless sufficiently distinguish language so emotionally loaded.

But, as we say, these evidences of interpenetration are superficial and
do not affect the basic divergence in point of view of the two poetics.
They represent areas of overlap, and are not proof of a single, constantly
developing and more profound aesthetic.

(c) The Religious Lyric

With the advent of the dhvani theory, perhaps in the ninth century, we do
find an elaborate attempt to reconcile and unify the two divergent poetics
of kdvya and natyal’ The dhvani school (dhvani ‘tone, suggestion’)
retains the leading ideas of both anterior poetics: the dhvani is the rasa,
the transcendent emotional significance of the work, recast and redefined
(in terms of a literary poetic) as the most essential form of vakrokti, that
function whereby language conveys (a) a further sense, or (b) a sense not
inferable from its component elements, words, logical forms, and the like.

The dhvani turns out to be a more general statement of the expressionist

172 Some more figures were elaborated afier the dhvani-rasa theory became popular;
they are based on categories borrowed from that theory (¢f. Ruyyaka, Alamkarasar-
vasva, pp. 232ff.). Here we discuss only the early evidence for interrelation. Rudrata,
in the last six chapters of Kavyalamkdra, sums up an entire dramatic theory. But this
is clearly an addendum; it occupies only.about one quarter of the whole work.
References to rasa are found-re some sabdilamkaras: ¢f. Dandin, 1.52,

172 See the material on poetics in Introduction to Indian Literature, eds. van Buitenen
and Dimock (Asia Society, New York, 1967).
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poetics, but a statement so general that it encompasses the whole dramatic
vocabulary including modalities that are non-linguistic. Poetry and
drama are reunited in a theory emphasizing their common expressionistic
basis, perhaps testifying in part to the collapse of drama as a living art
form and its maintenance in primarily literary terms.

The internal differentiation of the dhvani shows how syncretistic it is.
Its purest form is rasa itself. A literary poetics has now taken over the
portion of dramatic theory previously reserved to the enserhble of largely
non-linguistic suggestions—gestures, identifications, etc. Language
becomes in this view a surrogate of the real, by its nature ablé to suggest
everything immediately—not only ideas but moods, feelings—not as
secondary factors of ideas or as a contextual affectation of some figiire.
It is a hardy theory, and is argued ably by Anandavardhana in the first
chapter of Dhvanyaloka. But the dhvani school allows the older forms of
alamkarika vakrokti, too. In this guise, the dhvani appears as the discrete
idea or sense suggested by the non-literal modality of the figure, which
in contrast to dhvani as rasa, is primary to whatever rasa it may also
express. In this way the alamkara is integrated into the dhvani theory
and, at the samie time, its association with the rasa is expldined. This
relationship for the first time allows the problem to be posed of the
context in .which the figures are used! Anandavardhana espouses the
doctrine of qucitya ‘appropriateness’, whereby the figure is to bé employed
only as it furthers the predominant mood: the rasa. Otherwise the discrete
sense of the figure predominates over the rasq.17

Finally, a type of dhvani is defined ‘which i§ realized neither as rasa;
nor as figure, but directly as a meaning. This variety corresponds to
discrete suggestion, which operates through inference or association:
when from the statement of one thing, anothér (oftén the contrary) is
understood, as for.example, irony.1?> In fact the alamkdrikas cotsidered
this last type, as they did the first, special types of alamkara. We have
discussed several based on inference and suggestion under the heading
“System of Figures”.17¢ The dhvani theory redlly does not add anything to

1" Dhvanydloka 3.32-33, 37-38; type defined at 2.25. Cf. supra, n. 153,

1% Ibid.,2.26. The latter two types, in which the rasa occupies the rank of a subor-
dinate element (to the sense or the figure expressed) are thereby termed gunibhita-
Yangya. Poetry in which the rasa/dhvani is totally absent, though poetry only by con-
vention, is admitted into the system as citrakavya (‘pictorial poetry’): ibid., 3.42.

1% This paradox is explained by the tendency of the dhvani theorists to"equate figure
with the figure par excellence—simile (upama). They were not:prepared, for obvious
reasons, to admit the universality of the definition of figuration implied by the alam-
karika treatises. .
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the materials already elaborated by the figurationists, but it does propose
an important redefinition of principle whereby the distinction between
literary and dramatic poetics is annulled.

It is our view that this marriage of two distinct traditions would not
have been possible, even as a theoretical exercise, if the genres to which
they referred had not in fact largely lost their respective identities. Poetics,
in India as anywhere else, follows poetry, despite the attempts of unsym-
pathic critics to argue that it was in essence a normative discipline which
saw its ultimate justification in the education of the poet—an effort to
prescribe rules to aspiring poets.!”” There was no genre in early classical
times which exactly corresponded to that implied by the dhvani theory.
Both kavya and ndtya can quite successfully be reinterpreted in terms of
the dhvani-rasa (in fact this has been so successfully done that the rasa
is today often considered the timeless standard for all Indian poetry,
from Kalidasa to the present).18

The poetic form properly corresponding to the dhvani theory is a
genre which developed slowly in the late classical period and later became
the only really viable literary art in India, the renascent lyric (older
stotras, as those of Bina or Mayiira, are definitely within the classical
kavya style). The lyric devotional poem is best epitomized in the marvel-
ous Gitagovinda of Jayadeva, but is more voluminously represented
in the several vernacular literatures. This genre is in fact dramatic poetry;
poetry with a narrative basis in the divine event and intended to convey
the emotional fervor of the bhakta. It is not surprising therefore that we
meet overtones of theology in the poetics, as expressed by the third
great dhvani theorist, Abhinavagupta. The poetry itself begins and ends
in the service of an increasingly religious ideal: devotion to a personal
God. The primordinate rasa, sragara ‘love’, needs only to be redeployed
(the subject matter of poetry has always been considered a mere condition-
ing factor, never an independent principle in criticism) from .its earlier’
evidently secular emphasis to a less mundane application. The poetics
of devotional poetry has never been more profoundly explored than in
the dhvani school which continues today to dominate Indian thinking on
poetics. Even De, so profoundly affected by Western theories of poetics,
and still finding many inadequacies in the dhvani theory, tends to think of
it as the typical, most characteristic Indian poetic.1%

177 De, SPSA, pp. 3, 76.

18 Cf. “Sanskrit Poetry and Sanskrit Poetics®, a part of Ingalls’ Introduction to his
translation of the Subhdsitaratnakosa.

17 In Dasgupta and Dey [De], HSL, p. 581.
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The final, almost absurd consequences of this alliance of poetry and
religion were admitted in the sixteenth century by the school of Riipago-
svamin in Bengal, who chose to express their theology in poetic terms.
Bhakti is elevated into the ‘regal’ rasa (bhaktirasardy), qne other forms of
affection are considered subordinate rasas.

(V) CONCLUSION

We have come a long way from the expressionistic poetics of Bhamaha
and Dandin. The transition is harsh and seemingly total—the grammarian
has become the devotional mystic—but the civilization has also changed,
and the theory reflects the change. Certain fundamental ideas and
approaches are held in common: the expressionistic bias, precluding, even
in theories so evidently psychological as the dhvani-rasa, an explanation
(if any is needed) of the origin of individual poems; the striking parallelism
of the theory as universal poetic and the poetry as stylized creation; the
explicit borrowing, by the poetician, of his principles from another dis-
cipline, and the consequent absence of doctrines emphasizing the unity
of all the arts—“art for art’s sake”. The final cause is never made to
predominate over the efficient cause, the mechanism of poetry. Its aim
is always an extension of its operation, not an ultimate Justification of
means viewed as disparate and secondary.

The dhvani, for all its culturally and historically imposed limitations,
Wwas not an attempt at such a universal poetic, but one which did at least
reconcile drama and literary poetry. No school attempted to define a
category of art encompassing not onmly literary, but truly aesthetic
subject matter, such as sculpture, music, and painting. Thenotion of such
a universal or analogical aesthetic did not suggest itself to Indian thinkers,
as it has to our own since the Renaissance, because the creative act had
always been considered a matter of technique and style embodied in a
tradition, evolving from its ‘own material, and not a manifestation of
the freely intuiting intellect, the genius. This applies equally to the
plastic-and the verbal arts. India had art of @'high order; but analogical
interpretations of different art forms were unknown. ‘We have seen how
difficult it proved even to reconcile drama and kavya, similar in many
respects. An aesthetic would be impossible to conceive.

What are the intellectual foundations of the alamkarasastra, and what
are its claims to poetic relevance? We cannot discuss here in great detail
the interesting question of the dhvani in the context of medieval poetry—

e il
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to what extent the dhvani clarifies the aspirations of that poetry and the
manner of its prosecution vis-a-vis the stylized poetry of the classical era.
It does appear that several points can be made in outline from the angle
of our main interest, the alamkarasastra. The Gitagovinda, to take the
supreme example, is a poem in a sense that no classical kavya is, be it
epic or anthologic: it aims at a religious goal which is secondarily a
poetic goal, at the single idea of love and its embodiment in the God
Krsna and his consort Radha, an ideal to be evoked in the hearer by
sympathy and involvement. The work serves that purpose in a very
direct sense. It is not surprising that the dramatic theory of Bharata
suggested itself as a more adequate model for interpreting this new
poetico-religious form than did the grammatical and abstractly intellectual
alamkara theory which emphasized the understanding. Written poétry
had at this time in fact begun to serve purposes which formerly were
considered more appropriate. to the drama.

From classical times, there is only a single poem known to us which by
any stretch of the imagination could be called dramatic in these terms:
the Meghadita of Kilidasa. It is of course a stanzaic poem of very high
quality and observes the important canons of .that form: ornate meter,
stanzaic independence coinciding with a single, many-sided image, and
extensive employment of aithalamkara. Yetas a work the Mo eghadita has
a kind of dramatic unity, almost a.“plot”: the'separation of lovers, the
voyage of the cloud to the beloved, its mes$age and promise of reconcilia-
tion. This form, which we owe to the otiginality of Kalidasa, was, how-
ever, felt to be so peculiar that it excited only imitations. It constitutes a
“genre” of its own. s

The impdct of the Meghadiita, whatever .its dramatic form, is never-
theless very different from that of the.medieval devotional .poem. It
does not convey a rasa; or rather, whatever rasa is understood (srigara

in separation) is certainly understood-first in the individual stanzas,’

then in their aggregition in accordance with the figure rasavar. The
Meghadiita is a stanzaic poem held together by dn emotional thread
instead of a theme of @ legerid. The genre epitomized by the Gitagovinda
demarnds an accounting, of the poem-as a whole (the rasa is embodied
in whole chapters or cantos), unlike the Meghadita; wherein the narrative
unity of the work (the voyage of a cloud) becomes the pretext for a set
.of lovel intaglios.*8° *

The alamkarasastra does not sufficiently account for the older (pre-

180  The figure bhdvika in manifestation.

CONCLUSION 83

classical) Prakritic lyrics, like those of Hala and the Buddhist canon.
Also outside the purview of this poetic was the purely narrative literature,
partly gnomic and didactic, such as the Paficatantra or the classic Brhatka-
thd. Here the story, without embellishment, carries the interest of the
reader, and the linguistic form is of less import—a simile here and there
for exposition. But the Indian tradition does not consider these literary
works as kavya. Kavya is that literaty form whose interest is carried by
its ideal or grammatical shape—that shape which is so exhaustively
examined by the figurationists.

The origins of kdvya are perhaps connected with the realization that
language need not always be subservient to a utilitarian object—its
reference—whether it is something as mundane as a story or something
as‘remote as the eternal truth. Each language has a proper form, which
is independent of all subject matter and which, when recognized as such,
can be manipulated according to .its inherent canons of excellence, thus
defining its own beauty. The kdvya represents such a poetic ideal deter-
mined. within the formal categories and possibilities of the Sanskrit
language.

The alamkarasastra represents a very minor step forward—from poetry
to the conceptualization of poetry. It is an attempt to state and arrange
the forms which freely used constitute poetry*according to their implied
ideal categories. The field of interest is thus relatively narrow, and histor-
ically is quite precise: a certain modality-of:language, determined as
beautiful in itself. Language determined by an..extrinsic end may be
secondarily beautiful, but its conceptualization does not properly concern
the poetician. Specific references to a subject matter are of course crucial
to the perception of the figure and heighten its comprehension; but a
subject viewed as technically necessary is a far cry-from the subjett as a
“great idea™; & conception infusing a work of art and architectonically
becoming its central issue, This option lies outside that of the kavya,
and therefore of the alamkdrasdstra. 1t even fails to interest later poeti-
cidns, whose notions of religious bhakti are to- some extent more subject-
oriented than the pure poetry of the k@vya. Even here the rasa communi-
cated by the poem is in"the last analysis a function, albeit emotional, of
its form alone and nat a conception imposed upon the poem; it is under-
stood in all the-poetics as an expressive function of language itself,
hence not decisively different from the vakrokti of the alampkarikas.

z
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(VI) SCOPE OF THE GLOSSARY

The following glossary is based on those poetic texts which were composed
during the formative period of Indian poetics: that period during which
the definition of the figure constituted the major problem, situated be-
tween a necessarily vague prehistory, perhaps characterized by specula-
tions on gunajdosa, and the rise in the ninth century of a poetics based on
the dhvani. The glossary attempts to define every figure and sub-figure
discussed in those texts, in accordance with methodological principles
which are set forth in the following section. It may not be out of place
here to indicate the reasons for restricting the scope of the glossary to
the manuals of the early poeticians—excluding the many medieval
writers who postdate the dhvani: ViSvanatha, Hemacandra, Ruyyaka,
Jayadeva, Appayya Diksita,and Jagannatha, to name the most illustrious.

(a) In part our rationale can be inferred from the preceding discussion
of the appropriateness of the alamkarasastra to kavya. To include later
writers would necessitate a greatly increased referential apparatus without
substantially increasing the number of figurative categories treated.
Ruyyaka, for example, treats only four figures not named by the writers
we have included (the rasa figures excepted). Two of them, parinama
and ullekha, are in earlier texts, subvarieties of other figures. It is for his
conscious effort to arrange the figures that Ruyyaka is important (see
p- 21ff.). Hemacandra names none. The later writers, especially Jayadeva,
Appayya, and Jaganndtha, add certain figures and elaborate others on the
basis of secondary discriminations. For instance, those of Jayadeva,
accepted also by Appayya and Jagannitha, appear to be a quite late and
thoroughly syncretistic attempt to rescue the guna theory in the alamkaras
(praudhokti, lalita, praharsana). (For an inventory of the figures not
defined in this glossary but found in later writers, see Appendix.)

(b) A more crucial issue is raised by the character of the post-dhvani
poetics itself. It is a thoroughly eclectic poetics, accepting the dhvani or
analogous functions as the essence of poetic expression, yet attempting
to show the dhvani in the entire range of previously elaborated anal-
ytic categories—figures, gunas, and by abséncé in the dosas—as well as
in those categories which are immediately pertinent to the dhvani. The
tendency of the later poetics was to syncretism and was not, except for
a few writers like Ruyyaka, devoted to questions of definition and ana-
lysis. The figures in this late poetics are often sloppily defined, their
conceptualizations traditional and inconsistent. Mammata, the first of
the post-dhvani encyclopedists (and included in the glossary for that
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reason) already shows this tendency to a remarkable degree. The figure
sama, first met in Mammata, may, for instance, be based on a mis-
reading of an adverb in the Agnipurana (see s.v.). Since we have been
interested here in the system of the figures and problems associated with
the definition of its basic categories, it appears reasonable to concentrate
on those authors for whom this too was the major problem, as opposed
to an encyclopedist’s “completeness”.

(c) The almost total acceptance of the dhvani (or analogous categories)
as a single constitutive principle of poetry refocussed the problems and
aims of the later poetics. Accepting the argument of the Dhvanikara
that the figures, although manifesting the dhvani essentially, were not
necessary to its expression, later writers, of course, do not consider the
figures the central issue of poetics; their interest lies more in demonstrat-
ing the dhvani in the figure than in showing the figures as a system of
categories comprising poetic expression. The elaboration of figures based
on rasa and its categories is illustrative of this tendency. The pre-dhvani
poetics thus constitutes a discrete problem whose solution i$ not facilitated
by considering the various transformations that the theory underwent at
the hands of the dhvani school and the encyclopedists. Too much has
already been done along these lines, and the result has often besn complete
misapprehension of the aims of the early poeticians.

(d) By restricting ourselves to a group of* writers having not only an
ideological bond, but a historical unity, it is hoped that our study gains
a certain consistency which will be useful in further studies of the tangled
intellectual history of Indian poetics. The basic poetic categories, all
elaborated in these writers, are found without too much fatiguing em-
broidery; the manner of defining the figure and arranging it in the universe
of poetic figures alone retains our attention.

(VII) METHOD OF THE GLOSSARY

We are not dealing historically with individual figures, and therefore
shall not consider those aspects or that information about each figure
which do not serve to distinguish it from other figures. There will be,
in other words, no philological account of the minute changes in defini-
tion of which the figures are capable, and which has been the chief concern
of most of the Western students of the figures.’®! The first task has been

“1. Joha.nnes Nobel, Beitrdge ziir dlteren Geschichte des Alamkarasdstra (Inaugural-
Dissertation, Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universitit, Berlin, 1911). Nobel is dealing only
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to give a definition, in the light of numerous examples, which will specify
the classifying ideas behind the system of figures. Since we are dealing
with different authors, each of whom represents a different system or the
same system in a different way, it will be important to understand in what
sense generalization has been judged legitimate. The examples offered
by the authors are of prime importance in separating essential from non-
essential difference, since it is only through a comparison of each example
with many possible counter-examples that the notion underlying the
classification itself becomes explicit. The definitions are of interest
primarily as tests whereby two examples are judged to vary in respect of
some important feature. The alamkdrasastra represents an extremely
close analysis of a specific subject matter—poetic utterance—and the
attempt to follow out the reasoning involved in differentiating the con-
cepts by an examination of the terminology only misses the point. It
ignores the question of what makes an alamkara possible: the relation of
a given figurative or deviate idea to the total possible inventory of such
ideas. Itis only in its distinctiveness that each figure gets its full measure
of significance.

Let us take several examples of the kinds of problems one meets with
in following this method of definition.

a) In the simplest case, the usage of a term is constant and occupies
an analogous place in each author’s pattern of figures. Upamd is an
example of this uniformity. All authors agree that simile is a comparison
of two unlike things; in distinction to all other figures based upon an
adjunction of unlikes, the end, or intention, of the poet is comparison.
No example is offered by the writers which involves a comparison in the
sense indicated and which is not called a simile.

b) Often the same name is applied to figures whose examples indicate
that there is a significant difference between them. In aprastutaprasamsa
(or aprastutastotra), praise of something apparently irrelevant (with a
view to condemning the actual subject of the utterance) is implied by
Dandin, who takes the name literally,82 while Udbhata gives an illustra-
tion which involves no moral judgement, but only a mention of something
irrelevant (with a view to suggesting an idea which is the actual subject
of the utterance).’83 Though the definitions themselves give no ground

with a few figures chosen at random and has not, therefore, come to any notion of the
system of figures. It is characteristic of the subject, however, that he has discussed
the figures two by two, implying the possibility of assigning each figure a place.

182 Dandin, 2.340.

183 Udbhata, Kavyalamkarasarasamgraha, 2.4.
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for making this distinction (§amsa means both ‘praise’ and ‘mention’),
we aré obliged to do so because of a significant variation in the pattern
of examples. Moreover Dandin’s example contrasts with that offered
for the figure vydjastuti (blame of something apparently irrelevant, with
a view to praising the actual subject),’®* while Udbhata intends a contrast
with the figure samdsokti, in which certain attributes of the (unmentioned)
subject are mentioned, insofar as they are identical with those of the
explicitly mentioned object.!®® Because of this contrastive variation, the
two versions of aprastutaprasamsa must be judged different, since
dtherwise the distinction between the parallel figures, vydjastuti and
samasokti, would be obscured.

¢) In the third case, different names have been applied to the same
figure. Usually this variation is purely nominal, involving no significant
comtrasts within the system. For example, a reciprocal comparison is
termed variably anyonya (‘each other’),18¢ ypameyopama (‘comparison of
the subject compared’),!8” paraspara (‘mutual’), 1% and ubhaya (‘both’).18
These terms are not met with elsewhere in the discussion of simile; all
mean approximately the same thing and all are based upon exactly.the
same contrast within the universe of similes (statement plus inversion),
contrasting with the standard upama (statement only) on the one hand,
and; if it is mentioned at all, with viparyaya (inversion without statement)
on the other.

But in other situations this case requires argument, in that the defini-
tions suggest a distinction which cannot be substantiated in the examples.
A striking instance of such an intersection we find in the definitions of
the terms sambhdvyamanartha (a type of atifayokti, defined by. Vimana
as the exaggeration of an imagined quality),!® and ufpddya, a type of
upama defined by Rudrata, in which the object of comparison is hypoth-
esized in order to manifest a property of the subject for the purpose of
expressing the actual incomparability of the subject.!®? But the examples
offered are parallel, and both express conditional similes of exactly the
type referred to more precisely by Rudrata. It would seem a matter of

1 Dandin, 2.343.

18 Udbhata, 2.10.

1 Dandin, 2.18.

17 Bhamaha, 3.36-7. Note that this term will appear as upameyépamd in the Glossary.
We have used the carat there to indicate vowel fusions by samdhi.

188 doni Purdna, 344.11.

s Rudrata, Kavyalamkara, 8.9.

1%  Yimana, 4.3.10.

11 Rudrata, 8.15.
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taste whether the type should be assigned to the category upama or the
category atifayokti, for an element of comparison as well as an element
of exaggeration is indeed present. Since the peculiarity of the figure is
best described in terms appropriate to upamad, it is listed there.

It will be seen that this method, as well as assuming a system of
figures, defines such a system. The fact that the method works is the
best proof that the figures are not haphazard lists of random verbal
phenomena. Despite occasional lapses, more pronounced in Mammata
and later writers, there is a consistency in the treatment not only of
individual figures, but in the kinds of figures deemed important. Each
figure was evidently seen to occupy a place, which was inimitable yet
finely attuned to adjacent figures, in the universe of poetic discourse.

We do not, of course, mean to imply that there is but one possible
system of alamkaras. Indeed, this is clearly not the case, and to maintain
otherwise would again deny autonomy to the different systems.

d) In the most obvious case, two authors may disagree as to the relev-
ance of a given figure in any system of figures. Bhamaha will not admit
hetu, sitksma, lesa, and a few others because he thinks they do not involve
an element of deviation, essential to any figure.’*> Dandin accepts these
figures, but objects to Bhamaha’s utpreksavayava, stating that it is only a
special kind of samsrs?il®® Mammata likewise rejects rasamopamd on
the grounds that iteration is an improper discrimination to.apply to
the figurative idea.’®* We have allowed all these figures, in the terms
required by the authors who accept them, because our purpose is not to
criticize the scope of the figurative idea, but rather to show the develop-
ment of which it is capable.

€) Such disputes among different authors do not involve the definition
of the figure, but simply whether that definition can be included within
the idea of figuration. Other problems of relating the several systems
are not as clear cut. For example, Rudrata enumerates six kinds of
simile, calling one utpadya in which the object of comparison is hypoth-
esized.19 Dandin, among his forty-odd kinds of simile, discusses several
which involve “hypothesis” (adbhuta, abhiita, asambhava, etc., but none
of these requires specifically the hypothesis of the object per se (rather,
a transfer of property to the object, or a generalization of the object,
or a predication of an incongruous property in the object).’® The type

12 Bhamaha, 2.86. '

193 Dandin, 2.359.

194 Mammata, 134ff. This and later refs. are to serial order of topics, not verses.
1% Rudrata, 8.15.

1% Dandin, 2.24, 38, 39.
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noted by Rudrata, though far more general in intent (being one of six),
fits very nicely into Dandin’s much larger system, and we have been
obliged to distinguish it from the adjacent items of that system. A certain
degree of equivocation must be allowed in all such distinctions, since
the ultimate level of discrimination is also the most complicated, and
certain authors, as Rudrata in the present case, do not move on that level
of complexity. The apparent equivocation is really, then, a case of under-
elaboration, and we resolve it by requiring greater explicitness than the
author himself might.

f) A similar problem relates to those authors whose definitions (though
not their examples) deviate systematically from the standard definitions
because of an overall commitment. Vamana, the most noteworthy case,
gives all the arthalamkdras as versions of simile, although this results in
some spectacular limitations being put upon those figures (aprastuta-
prasSamsa, dipaka, yathisamkhya) which do not involve the terms of
the simile in their standard definitions (upameya, etc.).1®” In these cases,
we have considered the figures to be the same as their standard counter-
parts, both because, by the method of examples, they turn out to be
indistinguishable, and because that aspect which would result in,their
being considered different (for Vamana, that they are similes) is not an
issue pertaining to any particular figure, but to all figures.

All questions regarding the grouping of the figures have been treated
in the notes appended to each figure.

17 Vamana, 4.3.11.




POSTSCRIPT

Within the perspective of the history of Indian poetry, a case can be made
for the adequacy of the figurative poetic. As a matter of fact, viewing
the poetics and the poetry together offers more hope of resolving ad-
mittedly difficult problems of aesthetic interpretation than does the
arbitrary application to either the poetry or the poetic of foreign literary
and critical values or notions of aesthetic progress. But a prerequisite
of this approach is that the alamkara criticism be taken seriously as
criticism, as an attempt to understand a kind of poetry in its form and
aim,

The question of a universal aesthetic is possible only in historical terms.
The false universality of the present may lead the more enthusiastic
critic to propose values and ideals for all time. In fact, even his criticism
assumes, and is dated by, the literary and cultural ideas of his age. It
appears quite unfruitful, given the enormous differences in the dimensions
of time and taste, to expect Indian criticism to have explored problems
whose relevance is a product of our recent past and of a different spirit.
It is in the realm of its assumptions that one civilization or civilized
tradition is most irreducibly different from another. These assumptions
color the same apparent fact, the same apparent problem, the same
apparent solutions, and give to them wholly novel dimensions—absurd
dimensions, if the historian-cum-critic insists on his own assumptions.

We do not intend here an extreme form of historicism, which indeed
would be as false to the Indian views of time and history as are those we
have criticized. The appearance of universality and total validity is an
essential aspect of the historical sequence of forms and indeed, in good
Hegelian terms, could be said to be worked out through that developing
sequence. This appears to offer more hope for understanding the peculiar
genius of what was certainly one of the most brilliant of India’s civilized
traditions.

"
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Let us then resort, with Samuel Butler’s “Presbyterian Knight and
Independent Squire” to the study of the figures:

For Rhetorick he could not ope

His mouth, but out there flew a Trope:
And when he hapned to break off
I'th’middle of his speech, or cough,
H’had hard words, ready to shew why,
And tell what Rules he did it by.
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NUMBERS AND ABBREVIATIONS USED

1. The definition of the figure.

2. References to the discussions of the figure in the various authors. The numbers
in parentheses indicate examples in the text.

3. Sanskrit example, illustrative of the figure, with expository notes and translation.

4. Example from English or American literature, illustrative of the figure.

5. Discussion of the place of the figure in the system of figures and related topics.

1, II, etc. are used to distinguish two or more figures with the same name.
Agni Purdna (last half of the Sth century).

Bhamaha, Kavydlamkara (early 8th century).

Dandin, Kavyddarsa (first half of the 8th century).

Mammata, Kdvyaprakasa (late 11th century).

Bharata, Natya Sastra (perhaps 7th century).

Rudrata, Kavydlamkdra (middle of the 9th century).

Udbhata, Kavydlamkarasarasamgraha (early 9th century).
Vamana, Kavydlamkaravrtti (end of the 8th century).
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In the Glossary, the symbol ° is used to indicate vowels fused through samdhi, e.g.,
upameyépama.

The translations of the Sanskrit examples are intended to bring out the figure and are
not necessarily complete.

The glossary is organized by figures (terms named as such), in Sanskrit alphabetical
order. All subfigures are treated in alphabetical order under the main figure to which
they pertain. The main figures are set off in the text by centered headings.

The Sanskrit alphabet, in the order traditionally adopted for dictionaries and
glossaries, is:
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atadgma

atadguna, ‘not having that thing’s attribute’: (1) a figure in which two
things or states remain distinguishable in spite of the likelihood or
the appropriateness of the one’s dominant quality imposing itself
upon the other. (2) M 205. (3) dhavalo’si jahavi sundara tahavi tue
majjha rafijiam hiaam | raabharie vi hiae suaha nihitto na ratto’si
(Mammata: “Though you are pale, lover, my heart is made bright
by you; though you have entered my heart full of passion [redness],
you are not enamored [red]”). (4) “Cold-blooded, though with red
your blood be graced” (Leigh Hunt). (5) This is an expected tadguna
which fails to take place. It differs from randtva atisayokti in that
there one thing is said to be twofold, while here two things are said
to be twofold; only our expectation of unity is multiplied, not the
thing itself.

, J Very few figures involve in their definition an element of expecta-

- ] tion, though most in some way exploit it.

atiSaya
atiSaya, ‘excess’: (1) one of the four general categories into which
arthélamkara are grouped. (2) R 7.9, 9.1 (5) See slesa; cf. vastava,
aupamya.

, atiSayokti
% i atiSayokti, ‘expression involving an exaggeration’: (1) the exaggeration
' 4 of a quality or attribute in a characteristic way, so as to suggest
pre-eminence in its subject; hyperbole. (2) B 2.81-85, D 2.214-20,
V 4.3.10, U 2.11, AP 344.26, M 153. (3) mallikamalabharinyah
sarvangindrdracandanah | ksaumavatyo na laksyante jyotsndyam
abhisarikah (Dandin ; the whiteness of the girls’ dresses is exaggerated
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to the point of making them invisible in the moonlight: “Wearing
garlands of white jasmine and clothes of linen, their limbs moist
with sandal paste, the trysting ladies are hidden in the moonlight™).
(4) “Pardon, once more; if you are going to load anything more
onto that statement, you want to get a couple of lighters and tow the
rest, because it’s drawing all the water there is in the river already:
stick to facts ... ’(Mark Twain; the “weight” of the statement is
exaggerated to the point of threatening the seaworthiness of the
river packet). (5) Many types of upama are based upon exaggerations
of the common property of one sort or another; these distortions
are, however, all subservient to the end of comparison: in hyperbole
there is no end other than the magnification of the subject itself.
Similarly, in utpreksa, an attribute is figuratively associated with a
subject, but the distortion lies in that unlikely association, not in
the representation of the attribute itself. In hyperbole, the attribute
in its literal form should be naturally inherent in the given subject;
it is only its unworldly (lokdtikrantagocara) or preposterous exten-
sion that makes it figurative.

Different writers have distinguished different characteristic ex-
aggerations. The most common (Bhimaha, Dandin, Vimana,
Udbhata) is that of two objects in the presence of one another being
made indistinguishable by the property which both share (cf.
adhyavasana). Dandin recognizes the exaggeration of size to the
point of ultimate smallness (samsaya), as well as ultithate greatness
(adhikya). Udbhata and Mammata allow the inversion of the first
type, where the same subject is considered multiple because of differ-
ent qualities (¢f. nandtva). In addition, three types ate based upon
a figurative transference of an attribute from one subject to another
(¢f. sambhavyamandrtha) and are distinguishable only with great

subtlety from other figures variously defined. Lastly, there is ex-~ °

aggeration of a quality by attributing to it the nature of a cause in
respect of its own cause (kdryakaranapaurvdparyaviparyaya).

adhyavasana, ‘determination’: (1) a type of atisayékti in which one thing

is characterized as another so as to exaggerate a quality which they
in some degree share. (2) M 153. (3) kamalam anambhasi kamale ca
kuvalaye tani kanakalatikdyam | sa ca sukumarasubhagéty utpatapa-
rampard kéyam (Mammata: “A lotus grows where no water is;
on this lotus are two buds; and the lotus with its buds. grows on a
golden vine: Who can she be, this concatenation of wonders? Call
her fortunate and lovely™. (4) “She seemed to belong rightly to a

4
5
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madrigal—to require viewing through rhyme and harmony”
(Thomas Hardy). (5) Here the speaker is describing the girl as though
she were a lotus, and in Hardy’s example, the girl is described as
though she were a song. The point of “indistinguishability” ‘seems
to cross the subtle boundary of conscious rapprochement and, as
such, intrudes upon the domain of samdsékti, an abbreviated
metaphor in which the subject is not mentioned: I think such cases
must be taken as examples of Mammata’s sloppy- encyclopedism.

ananyatva, ‘identification’: (1) a type of atisaydkti in which two qualities

or attributes, though in fact contraryj are considered- indistin-
guishable. (2) U 2.12. (3) sa dadarsémam ... tapastejahsphuritaya
nijalavanyasampada | krsam apy akrsam eva drsyamanam asamsayam
(Udbhata; though Umai is emaciated by her fasting, she appears
full blown because of the beauty which her penance imparts: “He
saw Uma ... wasted away but appearing full blown in the wealth of
beauty born of her ascetic power”). (4) “His departure gave Catherine
the first experimental conviction that a loss may sometimes be a
gain” (Jane Austen). (5) In these examples, two qualities are
mentioned; in the Sanskrit example given under atisaydkti, two
objects are “rendered indistinguishable”. It would seem that this
latter case is most typical of atifaydkti, given as it is by most of the
writers whether they allow subtypes or not (Bhamaha; Dangin,
Vémana, Udbhata, Mammata). This figure resembles an exaggerated
simile (¢f. cafu upama), but it should be noticed that the qualities
compared here are contraries (krsatvam-akrsatvam, “loss-gain™). The
aspect of similitude is an incidental consequence of & fortiori
premises. One may ask how the present examples differ from ripaka
(metaphor). First, there can be no metaphorical identification of
qualities; second, metaphor need not be based on the identification
of.items somehow contrary.

adhikya, ‘superabundance’: (1) a type of atiSaydkti in which a quality or

attribute is quantitatively exaggerated out of all proportion. (2)
D 2.219. (3) aho visalam bhipdla bhuvanatritayédaram | mati matum
asakyo’pi yasordasir yad atra te (Dandin: “The extent of your fame,
itself measureless, comprehends, O King, the prosperity of the three
worlds”). (4) “I will not deceive you; he told me such a monstrous
lie once that it swelled my left ear up, and spread it so that I was
actually not able to see around it; it remained so for months, and
people came miles to see me fan myself with it” (Mark Twain).
(5) Cf. samsaya, where the attribute is minimized out of all propor-
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tion. This figure is not named by Dandin, but by the commentator;
however, it evidently pairs with samsaya and is encompassed by the
“adi” (‘etc.’) in 2.216.

karyakaranapaurviparyaviparyaya, ‘inversion of the sequential relation-

ship of cause and effect’: (1) a type of atiSayékti in which the exag-
geration of a quality or attribute is accomplished by expressing it as
the cause of that which in the order of nature is its cause. (2)
U 2.13, M 153. (3) manye ca nipatanty asyah katédksa diksu prsthatah/
prayendgre tu gacchanti smarabapaparamparah (Udbhata; usually
the girl’s love-lorn glances are the cause of Cupid’s shooting the
bow; here Cupid beats Uma to the punch—thus expressing, accord-
ing to the commentary, how quickly Siva took the tumble: “I
think that first the arrows of the Love-God were shot, next her
sidelong glances were scattered in the four directions”). (4) “Was
it for this that I might Myra see / Washing the water with her beauties
white?” (Fulke Greville). (5) Pirva alamkara differs from the present
case in two respects: There the inversion of the sequential relation-
ship is not subordinated to any other consideration, such as the
exaggeration of a quality, and temporal inversion is expressed
generally, not limited to the one case of cause-effect (not everything
which precedes is a cause).

nanatva, ‘variety’: (1) a type of atifaydkti in which a quality or attribute

. differs from vyatireka alamkdira in two respects: The*differentiation -

is exaggerated by considering it multiple, though it is in fact one.
(2) U 2.12, M 153. (3) acintayac ca bhagavin aho nu ramaniyata [
tapasdsyah krtdnyatvam kaumdrad yena laksyate (Udbhata: “The
Lord thought: ‘Ay, such loveliness comes from her penance, yet how
different is the beauty from that of her youth!’”). (4) “Any customer
can have a car painted any color that he wants so long as it is black”
(Henry Ford; a many-sided blackness). (5) The present instance

attaches to a single quality of a single subject, not to a common
quality of two subjects; hence, the element of comparison is lacking,
Compare adhyavasana, or ananyatva, where two qualities are con-
sidered uniform. ‘

nirpaya, ‘conclusion’: (1) a type of samsaya atisayéktiin which the affected

doubt is resolved. (2) D 2.218. (3) nirnetum Sakyam astiti madhyam
tava nitambini | anyathdnupapaityaiva payodharabharasthiteh (Dandin :
“One can decide that your waist indeed is there, O lovely, for not
otherwise could the weight of your breasts be supported”). (4) “As
Nature H—y’s Clay was blending, / Uncertain what her work should
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end in, / Whether in female or in male, / A Pin dropped in, and
turned the Scale” (Anon.). (5) The name is taken from the com-
mentary; see ddhikya.

samsaya, ‘doubt’: (1) a type of atisaydkti in which a quality or attribute

is minimized to the point where doubt can be entertained as to its
existence.or nature. (2) D 2.216 (217). (3) stanayor jaghanasydpi
madhye madhyam priye tava | asti ndstiti sandeho na me’dydpi
nivartate (Dandin: “The narrow waist that intervenes between your
breasts and buttocks, O lovely, is it there or is it not? My mind
cannot decide this doubt”). (4) “They have yarns ... of the runt so
teeny-weeny it takes two men and a boy to see him” (Carl Sandburg).
(5) Thisin theinverse of exaggeration properly speaking, but as it repre-
sents just as great a deviation from the normal, Dandin systematically
includes it here. Cf. adhikya. The point of the example is the smali-
ness of the waist, not the doubt, which is only a psychologically ap-
propriate adjunct; hence, this figure differs from samsaya alamkara.

sambhavasambhava, ‘possible, impossible’: (1) two types of hyperbole.

(2) AP 344.26. (3)(4) No examples. (5) Another one of the mysteries
of the Agni Purana.

sambhavyamanirtha, ‘whose meaning is imagined’: (l) same as utpadya

upamda. (2) B 2.81 (83), V 4.3.10, U 2.12, M 153. (5) This figure is
also called kalpana by Mammata. Vamana and Bhiamaha give it no
name, but their two examples fit clearly into this category and
adhyavasana. The figure is recognized by six writers: The present
four conmsider it a kind of hyperbole, but Dandin and Rudrata
discuss it under simile. Inasmuch as we have supposition of the
transferability of a quality from one subject to another, there is a cer-
tain exaggerationattendant upon such an irregularly proposed quality.
However, the end in all cases cited is comparison, and hyperbole
is only a means to that end. Though classifications are by no means
systematic, the end does generally serve as the genus. An example
of a transfer of property which does not serve the end of comparison
would be: “To us the hills shall lend /- Their firmness and their
calm” (Henry Timrod). Bhamaha’s example comes closest, but it
still seems to be a simile: “apdm yadi tvak chithila cyuta syat phaninam
iva | tada Suklamsukani syur afigesv ambhasi yositam” (2.83 ; the “skin”
[i.e., foam] shed by the waters is transferred to the women as clothes:
‘If the loose skin of the waters should fall away, like the skin of
snakes, then it would serve as white cloth for covering the bodies of
the women in the river’).
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adhika

adbika (I), ‘superabundant’: (1) a figure wherein two contraries are said

to proceed from the same cause. (2) R 9.26 (27). (3) muficati vari
payodo jvalantam analam ca yat tad ascaryam | udapadyata niranidher
visam amyrtam céti tac citram (Rudrata; a reference to the creation
myth wherein the primeval ocean gave forth both deadly poison
and the Gods’ sustinence: “It is amazing that the clouds release both
blazing fire and water; that both poison and nectar emerge from
the watery sea”). (4) “The long, winding intricate sentences, with
their vast burden of subtle and complicated qualifications, befogged
the mind like clouds, and like clouds, too, dropped thunderbolts”
(Lytton Strachey).

adhika (I): (1) a figure wherein a thing is said to exceed or surpass in

size or grandeur its own basis or container. (2) R 9.28 (29), M 195.
(3) aho visalam bhipala bhuvanatritayédaram | mati métum asakyo’pi
yasordsir yad atra te (Mammata; the king’s glory cannot be con-
tained even by the three worlds; the exaniple is also found in Dandin
2.219 for the term ddhikya atisayékti, q. v.). (4) “... warned me my
watch was relieved. It could not have lasted more than two hours:
many a week has seemed shorter” (Charlotte Bronte; two hours
exceed in duration the thing of which two hours is a part). (5)
Mammata in his definition allows for the possibility that the con-
tainer exceeds the term predicated upon it, but both his examples show
only the reverse (the present case).

anuprasa

anuprasa, ‘throwing after’: (1) alliteration. (2) B 2.5-8, D 1.52-59,

V 4.1.8-10, U 1.3-10, AP 343.1-11, R 2.18-32, M 104-16. @3) kim
taya cintaya kante nitantéti (Bhamaha: “O lovely, why are you

afflicted with doubts?”). (5) Anuprasa is treated by all the writers -

except Bharata, but Dandin considers it an aspect of madhura guna
rather than a figure. The varieties of alliteration considered are (a)
repetition of phonetic features (Dandin: see varndvrtti, note); (b)
repetition of phonemes or phoneme clusters (parusa, upanagarika,
gramya, madhura, lalita, praudha, bhadra); (c) variation of vowels
within similar consonant strings and vice versa (cheka), and (d)
repetition of words or morphemes (/dfg). Alliteration is carefully
distinguished from yamaka (cadence), in that the occurrence of the
alliterated elements is not predetermined in verse or verse part. Itis,
in other words, the phonemes or phonetic features that are being

H
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repeated, and not verses or verse parts. As stated sub voce, the
critical case is that of /dta anuprasa. While the concept anuprdsa
itself is subject to little dispute, various writers distinguish different
kinds which are obviously designed to produce different effects on
the ear: one melodious, one effeminate, one vigorous, and so on.
For this reason, the subject of alliteration is closely tied to the dis-
cussion of the different styles (riti, guna), and various writers
(Dandin, Rudrata) attempt to specify the stylistic limits of the
different alliterations. Mammata attempts to equate style and
alliteration (see vreti). Anandavardhana, of course, wants to view
the questions of style and alliteration as attempts, however partial,
by earlier writers to come to grips with the problem of mood (rasa)
and the subordination of all discrete elements in the composition to
it. Despite these extrinsic differences of opinion, the importance of
alliteration in poetry was never questioned, provided that its use
corresponded to the effect desired.

nagarika (perhaps a Prakrit dialect): (1) a type of alliteration in
which figure prominently clusters of identical stops (kk, tt) and clus-
ters of stops with homorganic nasal preceding (fik, nt). (2) U 1.5,
M 108. (3) sandrdravindavrndétthamakarandémbubindubhih | syan-
dibhih sundarasyandem nanditéndindira kvacit .(Udbhata: “Some-
where a bumblebee is delighted by the flowing drops of liquid honey
from thick clusters of white lotuses”). (5) Upandgarika resembles
madhura anuprdsa of the Agni Purana and Rudrata. The term may
mean “cultured”. Cf. gramya, to which it is opposed.

komala, ‘soft’: (1) same as gramya anuprasa. (2) M 110.

gramya, ‘common’: (1) a type of alliteration characterized by the absence

of clusters and the predominance of liquids and nasals. (2) B 2.6,
U 1.6, M 110. (3) kelilolélimalanam kalaih kolahalaih kvacit |
kurvati kanandridhasringpuraravabhramam (Udbhata: “Sometimes
accompanied by the soft humming of the bee swarms, playfully
restless, she simulates the maddening sound of the anklets of Sri
wandering in the forest”). (5) Bhamaha apparently considers this
type defective or vulgar, but the other two authors allow it as one
of the five legitimate types. It is probably to be opposed to upana-
garika, which may mean ‘cultured or citified’, as opposed to ‘rustic,
villageois’. Compare Bhamaha’s example “kim tayd cintaya kante
nitdntd” with that offered under upandgarika (which term Bhamaha
does not use). Mammata calls this figure komala.

cheka, ‘clever’: (1) a type of alliteration characterized by metathetic
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variation of consonants and vocalic substitutions. (2) U 1.3, M 106.
(3) sa devo divasan ninye tasmifi Sailéndrakandare | garisthagosthi-
prathamaih pramathaih paryupasitah (Udbhata: metathesis, as of
th-m to m-th, and substitutions, as of i and a for e and o: “The God
Siva spends his days in this cave of the high Himalaya, served by his
attendants, principal among the great assemblies”). (5) Both
authors distinguish this type from alliteration properly speaking,
inasmuch as its effect depends upon variation rather than repetition.

parusa, ‘harsh’: (1) a type of alliteration characterized by a predominance

of sibilants and of clusters involving sibilants or “r”. (2) U 1.4,
AP 343.6-11, R 2.26-28, M 109. (3) lipsan sarvan so’ntarbrahmédyair
brahmanair vrtah pasyan | jihrety agarhyabarhihsesasayah kosasinyah
san (Rudrata; -ps-, -rbr-, -hm- and many single sibilants, including
the gutteral: “Surrounded by Brahmins who have penetrated the
Veda, he sits, watching avaricious people. He is ashamed deep
within himself, for he has abandoned his wealth; all that remains to
him is a bed of blameless feathers”). (5) The four writers who
distinguish five types of alliteration agree only on the name of this
one, though two other of the five types seem to be comparable
(¢f. upanagarika and madhura, gramya and lalita). Parusa is said to
contribute to ojas guna, but this is a late attempt to rationalize two
unrelated systems. Dandin treats all alliterations as aspects of
madhurya guna.

padinuprasa, ‘foot-alliteration’: (1) same as lafa anuprasa. (2) V 4.1.10.
praudha, ‘proud’: (1) a type of alliteration characterized by clusters of

“r” followed by “y” or “n” or any stop except cerebrals or nasals,
and clusters of “t” with “p” or “k”, (2) AP 343.5, R 2.24-25. (3)
karydakaryam andaryair unmarganirargalair galanmatibhih | nakarnyate
vikarnair yuktoktibhir uktam uktam api (Rudrata; as -ry-, -rg-, -rn-,
~kt-: “The lowborn, heedless ones, who unfettered tread the paths of
unrighteousness as though they had lost their minds, do not heed
their duties or proscriptions, even though they be spoken by men of
sage counsel”). (5) According to Rudrata’s commentator, this
anuprasa is called by others ojas, which was originally defined by
Dandin as a stylistic quality consisting in the use of long compounds.
Praudha has no apparent counterpart in the five alliterations of
Udbhata and Mammata. See parusa.

bhadra, ‘pleasant’: (1) a type of alliteration characterized by the pre-

dominance of unvoiced gutterals and cerebrals and by the absence
of clustering. (2) AP 343.6, R 2.29-31. (3) utkatakarikaratatata-
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sphutapdtanasupatukotibhih - kutilaih | khele'pi na khalu nakharair
ullikhati harih kharair akhum (Rudrata: “Not in play does the lion
rip apart the rat with his hard, curved claws whose tips are quite
sharp from evident tearing into the tough hide of elephants’ jaws”).
(5) The definition is inferred from the example; Rudrata says baldly
that this style of alliteration employs “what is left”—the consonants
and clusters not used in the other four—specifying that whatever
clusters are used must be “agreeable to the ear”.

madhura, ‘lovely’: (1) a type of alliteration characterized by clusters of
stop following homorganic nasal, double “1” and “r” and “n” in
light syllables. (2) AP 343.3, R 2.20-23. (3) bhana taruni ramana-
mandiram anandasyandisundaréndumukhi | yadi salliléllapini gacchasi
tatkim tvadiyam me | ananurananmanimekhalam aviratasiiijanamati-
Jumafijiram [ parisaranam arunacarane ranaranakam akdranam kurute
(Rudrata: “Tell me, gentle lady with face lovely as the moon steeped
in joy, if indeed you are going, sweetly murmuring of love, to the
home of your lover, then why does your passing here, feet dripping
with lac, with necklaces jangling and anklets sounding incessantly
sweet, work in my soul -this needless desire?”). (5) This figure
resembles upandgarika anuprdsa in its clusters with homorganic
nasal. Rudrata gives rules for the proper use of this alliteration,
saying that the quality of “loveliness” will be lost if the “I” is used
more than two or three times and that the clusters of stops should
not exceed five. The scope of this rule is not specified, but it is
probably the sloka. Rudrata lays stress on the importance of
observing the proprieties in all five types of alliteration (2.32).

lalita, ‘gay’: (1) a type of alliteration characterized by the unclustered
letters “dh”, “gh”, “gh”, “r”, “s”, and “I” in light syllables. (2)
AP 343.4-5, R 2.29-30. (3) malayénilalalanéllalamadakalakalakan-
thakalakalalaldmah madhuramadhuvidhuramadhupo madhur ayam
adhuna dhinoti dharam (Rudrata: “The spring now afflicts the earth;
bees are helpless from drinking sweet honey; the southern wind is
amorous with the arguments of kokila birds, muted with drink™).
(5) As the example shows, the criteria are, permissive rather than
obligatory: in the first half-§loka, the “I” is principally employed;
in the second, the “dh”, which is only to say that the letters given
may be employed in a context of unclustered, short syllables. The
figure resembles gramya.

lata (latiya) (a region): (1) the repetition within the same verse of a
word or words having the same meaning but, through the context,
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differing in acceptation. (2) B 2.8, U 1.8-10, M 112-16, V 4.1.10.
(3) drstim drstisukham dhehi candras candramukhéditah (Bhamaha ;
candramukhd is apparently a vocative despite the ending, or it
represents secondary sandhi: “Let us see your face, lovely-to-see;
the moon, moon-face, is risen”). (4) “It was the same rounded,
pouting, childish prettiness, but with all love and belief in love
departed from it—the sadder for its beauty, like that wondrous
Medusa face, with the passionate, passionless lips” (George Eliot).
(5) Udbhata and Mammata give an elaborate classification of this
figure according to whether the word repeated follows immediately
(as here) or is placed at the beginning or the end of the half-verse;
similarly, they distinguish words free (having a case termination)
from words bound (in compound). Mammata and Vamana (who
calls the figure paddnuprasa) allow the repetition of the entire
half-sloka, provided that the words in both halves are the same
as: “yasya na savidhe dayitd davadahanas tuhinadidhitis tasya |
yasya ca savidhe dayitd davadahanas tuhinadidhitis tasya” (Mammata;
in the first half, dava- is attributive to tuhina-, in the second half,
just the reverse; “For him whose beloved is absent, the cool-rayed
moon is burning fire; for him whose beloved is present, the burning
fire [of the sun] is cool-rayed”). In this case, the alliteration has
become for all intents and purposes a yamaka, except that the indi-
vidual words are taken as the same words in both utterances, instead
of splitting the utterances differently. The figure latdnuprasa thus
occupies the mid-position between alliteration and cadence, differing
from the former in its concern with words rather than phonemes,
and from the latter in its concern with meaning rather than phonemic
sequence. Cf. dvrtti.

varndnuprasa, ‘letter-alliteration’: (1) same as varpdvrtti. (2) V 4.1.9.

varpévytti, ‘letter-repetition’: (1) alliteration. (2) D 1.55, V 4.1.9. (3)
candre Saranniséttamse kundastavakavibhrame | indranilanibham
laksma samdadhaty anilah [sic] sriyam (Dandin; we prefer the alinah
of D. T. Tatacharya and most other Indian editors: “Its marks,
dark as sapphires, give the beauty of the bee ‘swarm to the ornament
of the autumn night—the full moon, lovely as the jasmine bud™).
(5) In Dandin, this is anuprdsa in the narrow sense, distinguished
from a kind: of semi-alliteration in which only phonetic features,
such as dentality or gutturalness, are repeated: for example: esa
rdja yada laksmim praptavan brahmanapriyah | tatah prabhrti
dharmasya loke’sminn utsavo’bhavat (“as soon as that king, beloved
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of Brahmins, attained prosperity, there was a festival of righteousness
in the world”) where the “s” of esa and the “r” of rdja are both
cerebrals, the “j” and following “y” are palatals, “d” and “1¥ are
dentals, and so on. Vamana, however, distinguishes varpdnuprisa
from padanuprasa, or the repetition of metrical units (feet); in this
context, also, it amounts to alliteration in the usual sense: repetition
of identical phonemes in adjacent syllables. Anuprdsa,-according
to Dandin, consists in observing the mean; the effect is lost if the
repeated phoneme is too far away (1.58), or if the phrase is too
broken by harsh junctures (1.59). The repetitions must be close
enough, but not too close, within these two limits.

vrtti, ‘mode’: (1) a word applied to some or all of the kinds of alliteration.

(2) R 2.19, M 105-107. (5) The vrtti is an old element of dramatic
theory, mentioned in Bharata, which seems to signify the basic
context of the play insofar.as it determines 4 stylé. of representation,
similar to Shakespeare’s “tragical-comical-historical-pastoral”. The
term thus has little relevance to poetics and the early writers ignore
it. Rudrata, however, uses the word in a neutral sense to mean the
five kinds of alliteration taken individually (vr#ti literally signifies
only ‘existence’ or ‘specific mode of existence’) as the modes of
alliteration. At the same time, the dhvani theorists were examining
the older vocabulary in the light of their novel doctrine, and with
their general disposition to belittle or collapse such extrinsic distinc-
tions, vreti was lumped together with other stylistic concepts. of the
older writers such as guna and riti (see Dhvanydloka 3.33; Anandav-
ardhana on the Dhvanydloka, p. 182). Anandavardhana saysithat
the vreti of Bharata is a function of the meaning (vdcya), whije that
of other writers is a function of the outward shape of the .words
(vacaka). By the latter, he apparently signifies the kinds of allitera-
tion as distinguished by Udbhata (upandgarikddi). Out of this
confusion, Mammata, who everywhere attempts to reconcile the
views of the dhvani theorists with the older doctrines, propounds
the novel view that the three kinds of alliteration involving phonemic
repetition (that is, excepting cheka and.Jata) are to be called vreti,
and that these three are the equivalents of the three ritis, or styles of
diction, proposed by Vamana, which originally referred to the entire
context of word and meaning (“ornate”, “limpid”, “intense”, etc.),
but very little else can be expected of Mammata, who represents the
worst of the syncretistic tendency. Cf. Abhinavagupta on the Dhvan-
yaloka, p. 6.
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anumana

anumana, ‘inference’: (1) a figure in which an inference is explicitly formu-

lated. (2) R 7.56-63, M 182. (3) savajiiam dgamisyan niinam patito’si
padayos tasyah | katham anyathd lalate yavakarasatilakapariktir
iyam? (Rudrata; reference is to the painted toenails of the beloved:
“You must have fallen at her feet, having to return so contemptibly:
how else would that row of red lac spots appear on your brow?”).
(4) “Scylla is toothlesse; yet when she was young, / She had both
tooth enough, and too much tongue: / What should I now of tooth-
lesse Scylla say? / But that her tongue hath worne her teeth away”
(Anon.). (5) The cause (sadhaka) may be inferred from the effect
(sadhya), or vice versa; it is essential that the term inferred be
paroksa—in some way not obvious. In both our examples, the cause
is inferred. The following lines from Somerset Maugham show
inference of the effect: “As I walked along the winding road ...
I mused upon what I should say. Do they not tell us that style is
the art of omission? If that is so, I should certainly write a very
pretty piece”. In such instances, the effect is usually placed in future
time.

This figure differs from hetu alamkara as the active differs from
the passive: in the latter figure, a relation of cause-effect is described;
in the former, it is used to secure intelligence of one or the other term
so related. It is curious that Mammata should reject hetu while
accepting anumana, as the ground of exclusion he advances for the
one should apply a fortiori to the other: no figurative usage need
be present. Rudrata distinguishes several types which are the
equivalents of Dandin’s three kinds of hetu: dirakarya, sahaja, and
karydnantaraja. Rudrata’s own version of hetu has no subtypes.

anyokti

anydkti, ‘saying something else’: (1) a figure in which the real subject

of comparison is suggested by explicit description of the object,
where, nevertheless, the two compared terms have no common
property, but only a mode action in common. (2) R 8.74 (75).
(3) muktva salilahamsam vikasitakamalgjjvalam sarah sarasam |
bakalulitajalam palvalam abhilasasi sakhe na hamso’si (Rudrata:
“Abandoning this pleasant lake with its swans and lotus blooms,
you long for the forest pool rough from the flight of cranes; yet,
friend, you are no swan”). (4) “... the men and women who in a
hundred different ways were laboring, as William Allen White said,
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to give the underdog a better kennel” (Frederick Lewis Allen). (5)
The girl and the swan (as the lover and the lake) share no common
property (guna) in the eyes of the Indian aestheticians, which,is only
to say that the basis of the comparison is to be sought in a verb, in
an action (kriya), rather than in a qualification; ¢f. vakydrtha upama.
Similarly, -in the English example, the principal analogy is drawn
between the two acts of uplift, though the similarity between the dog
and the lower classes is perhaps more vivid than that between the
lover and the lake.

anyonya

anyonya, ‘reciprocal’: (1) a figure wherein two things are said to be
reciprocally cause and effect. (2) R 7.91 (92), M 187. (3) rapam
yauvanalaksmyd yauvanam api riapasampadas tasydh | anyonyam
alamkaranam vibhati Saradindusundaryah (Rudrata: “Her beauty is
ornamented by her youth; her youth is heightened by her beauty;
she is as lovely as the autumn moon”). (4) “The Devil, having
nothing else to do, / Went off to tempt My Lady Poltagrue. /| My
Lady, tempted by a private whim, / To his extreme annoyance,
tempted him” (Hilaire Belloc). (5) The reciprocity of cause and
effect is the same as being mutually conditioned.

apahnuti
apahmuti (I), ‘denial’: (1) a figure in which the object of comparison is
affirmed in place of the subject of comparison. (2) B 3.20 (21),
V 4.3.5. (3) néyam virauti bhriigdli madena mukhara muhuh | ayam
akrsyamanasya kandarpadhanuso dhvanih (Bhamaha: “It is not a
swarm of bees, humming incessantly of honey; it is the sound of
the Love-hunter’s bow being drawn”). (4) “And there is not a
whisper on the air / Of any living voice but one'so far / That I can
hear it only as a bar / Of lost, imperial.music, played when fair /
And angel fingers wove, and unaware, / Dead leaves to garlands
where no roses are” (E. A. Robinson; that is not a whisper, that is

music). (5) Cf. tattvdpahava ripaka.
apahnuti (IT): (1) a figure in which an essential property of the subject is
denied and portrayed otherwise; irony of qualification. (2) D 2.304-
309, U 5.3, AP 345.18, M 146. (3) na paficesuh smaras tasya sahasram
patrinam (Dandin: “The God of Love is not possessed of five arrows;
indeed he has a thousand”). (4) “Because these wings are no longer
wings to fly / But merely vans to beat the air” (T. S. Eliot). (5)
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Apahnuti is a figure found in all the writers after Bhamaha, but no
unanimity as to its acceptation is discernable. It is related on the
one hand (by Bhimaha and Vamana) to the tattvdpahnava ripaka
(which figure appears only in Dandin), and on the other to the
mata alamkdra (as here), wherein the interest attaches to the mis-
representation of the subject in a certain way. Subtypes are distin-
guished as to the intellective basis (opinion, necessity) of that
misrepresentation (Dandin) and as to the mode of its affirmation
(mere attribution, transformation: Mammata). See visaya, svaripa,
sabdi, arthi.

apahnuti (I11): (1) a figure in which the subject of comparison is portrayed

as possessing a quality which in nature belongs to the object of
comparison. (2) R 8.57 (58). (3) navabisakisalayakomalasakaliva-
yava vildsini safsa | anandayati jananam nayanani sit@msulekhéva
(Rudrata: “A lovely, wanton lady with limbs as soft as new lotus
shoots delights the eyes of men just like the cool-rayed crescent”).
(4) “Ask not the Cause, why sullen Spring / So long delays her
flow’rs to bear; / Why warbling birds forget to sing, / And Winter
Storms invert the year? / Chloris is gone: and fate provides / To
make it spring, where she resides” (John Dryden). (5) This figure
is just the reverse of adbhuta upama, where a striking property of
the subject is transferred to the object. Cf. asambhava upama, where
the quality is transferred from the subject to the object.

arthi, ‘implied’: (1) a type of apahnuti in which the misrepresentation is

expressed via a transformation of the subject in question. (2) M 146C.
(3) amusmiml lavanydmrtasarasi ninam mrgadrsah smarah Sarvaplu-
nabhikuhare Sikhadhimasyéyam parinamati romévalivapuh (Mamma-
ta: “The God of Love, whose body was consumed [in the fire of ] Siva’s
[wrath], has now taken up his abode between that doe-eyed maiden’s
broad thighs—veritable streams of beauty’s nectar. See how the thin
line of hair on her navel has assumed the form of a wisp of smoke;
thus the smouldering coals of Love’s body are being extinguished”).
(4) “Full fathom five thy father lies; / Of his bones are coral made: /
Those are pearls that were his eyes: / Nothing of him that doth fade, /
But doth suffer a sea-change / Into something rich and strange”
(Shakespeare). (5) In $abdi, the misrepresentation is accomplished
by simple denial and affirmation: hence it is called “explicit”.

visaya, ‘circumstance’: (1) a type of apahnuti in which the misrepresentation

is stated to depend upon a difference in point of view or condition.
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(2) D 2.306 (305). (3) candanam candrika mando gandhavihas ca
dakgsinah | séyam agnimayl srstir mayi $ita paran prati (Dandin:
“For me, these things—the sandal paste, the moonlight, and the
softly blowing southern wind—are made of fire; others may think
them cool”). (4) “Those who have crossed / With ‘direct eyes, to
death’s other Kingdom / Remember us—if at all—not as lost /
Violent souls, but only / As the hollow men / The stuffed men”
(T. S. Eliot). (5) In svardpa, the misrepresentation is a function
of the nature of the thing itself; that is, it amounts to a reinterpretation
of that thing.

gabdi, “literal’: (1) a type of apahnuti in which the misrepresentation is a

‘function of denial and contrary affirmation. (2) M 146C. (3)
avaptah pragalbhyam parinatarucah Sailatanaye kalamko natvdyam
vilasati $asémkasya vapusi | amusyéyam manye vigaladamrtasyan-
disisire [sic] iti Sranta Sete rajaniramani gadham urasi (Mammata:
“That is no mere spot which has appeared on the moon’s full,
brilliant form, O Parvati; rather I think the courtesan of the Night
lies exhausted in tight embrace on his broad chest cool from the
flowing stream of nectar”). (4) “Stay, O sweet, and do'not rise! /
The light that shines comes from thine eyes: / The day breaks not:
it is my heart, / Because that you and I must part” (John Donne; in
this example both the daylight and daybreak are misrepresented,
the former as the light in her eyes, the latter in the weak pun. Both
are literal, the latter almost too literal). (5) Cf. arthi.

svariipa, ‘natural’: (1) a type of apahnuti in which the misrepresentation

is expressed as a reinterpretation of the nature of the thing itself.
(2) D 2.308 (307). (3) amrtasyandikiranas$ candramd namato matah |
anya evdyam arthdtma visanisyandididhitih (Dandin; the moon is
different to the rejected lover: “The moon is generally considered
to have rays of flowing nectar; but it has ancther soul as well, for
its brilliance is steeped in poison™). (4) “Death, be not proud, though
some have called thee / Mighty and dreadful, for thou art not so”
(John Donne). (5) Cf. visaya.

aprastutaprasamsa

aprastutaprasamsi (I), ‘mentioning the irrelevant’: (1) a figure in which

the real but implicit subject matter is obliquely refetred to by means
of an explicit, but apparently irrelevant, subject which, however,
stands in a specific relationship to the former.. (2) B 3.28 (29),
U 5.8, AP 345.16, M 151. (3) prinitapranayi svadu kale parinatam
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bahu [ vind purusakarena phalam pasyata $dékhinam (Bhimaha; a
courtier is referring to the bounteousness of the king: “Regard the
fruit of the trees, pleasing to those who seek it, sweet and ripe in its
own time, grown heavy without the aid of man™). (4) “O powerful
western fallen star! / O shades of night—O moody, tearful night! /
O great star disappear’d—O the black murk that hides the star! / O
cruel hands that hold me powerless-—O helpless soul of me! / O harsh
surrounding cloud that will not free my soul” (Walt Whitman;
referring to the death of President Lincoln). (5) This figure is usually
distinguished from samasékti; for a discussion of its relation to that
figure, see samdsokti. It is apparently the same as the figure paryaya
of Rudrata, who does not recognize aprastutaprasamsa. It is also
called aprastutastotra in Dandin and the Agni Purana. ‘

adhydropa, ‘figurative attribution’: (1) a type of aprastutaprasamsa in
which qualities are attributed to the explicit subject which can apply
literally only to the implicit subject. (2) M 152C. (3) kas tvam
bhoh—kathayami daivahatakam mam viddhi $akhétakam | —vaira-
gyad iva vaksi sadhu viditam kasmad idam kathyate | —vamendtra
vatas tam adhvagajanah sarvdtmana sevate | na cchaydpi parépaka-
rakarane margasthitasydpi me (Mammata; the tree to which the
courtier likens himself is literally incapable of speech: “‘Who might
you be? ‘I will tell you: think of me as a twisted and accursed
Sakhota tree!” “You seem to be speaking in a spirit of indifference!’
‘Well said!” ‘Why do you describe yourself thus?” ‘On the left over
there is a banyan tree which travellers resort to with great relief.
But I have no shade to serve others with, though I too grow along
the road’”). (4) “Of the Folly of Loving when the Season of Love
is past: Ye old mule! that think yourself so fair, / Leave off with
craft and beauty to repair” (Thomas Wyatt). (5) Mammata divides
intimation in two ways: by considering the relation of the two sub-
jects, and by the relation of the qualities expressed to their subjects.
This is an example of the latter topic. For an example of intimation
in which the qualities are not thus attributed to the expressed subject,
see aprastutaprasamsa.

karya, ‘effect’: (1) a type of aprastutaprasamsa in which the real subject
is an effect and is intimated through a description of its cause. (2)
M 152. (3) yatah kin na milanti sundari punas cintd tvay@ matkrte | n6
karya nitaram krédsi kathayaty evam sabaspe mayi [ lajjamantharata-
rakena nipatatpitésruna caksusi | drstvd mam hasitena bhavimara-
nétsahas taya sicitah (Amaru, quoted by Mammata; a lover thus
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describes the cause of his early return from a journey: “Those who
have gone to another country, why should they not return? Beloved,
you must grieve for me no longer; you have grown so thin! Even
while I speak to you in tears, you look at me with eyes downcast
with shame and full of pale tears, while your hysterical laughter
surely portends approaching death!”). (4) “With how sad steps,
O Moon! thou climb’st the skies! / How silently, and with how wan
a face! /| What! may it be, that even in heavenly place / That busy
archer his sharp arrows tries?” (Sir Philip Sydney; the effect of
being in love is described through its cause). (5) Cf. nimitta.

tulya, ‘equal’: (1) a type of aprastutaprasamsa in which the relation be-

tween the implicit and explicit subjects is one of similitude, real or
apparent. (2) M 152. (5) If the similitude is real, we have sadrsya-
matra; if only punned, samasokti; if the implicit subject itself is
punned, slesa. See these terms for examples.

For the earlier writers, intimation seems only to have been used
where a relation of similitude could be seen; it is often described in
'the same terms as upama (‘simile’), the implicit term being the subject
of comparison (upameya). But Mammata broadens the figure to
include other relations: that of cause-effect, and general-specific.
See aprastutaprasamsa.

nimitta, ‘cause’: (1) a type of aprastutaprasamsa in which the real subject

is a cause and is intimated through a description of its effect. (2)
M 152. (3) rdjan rajasuta na pathayati mam devyo’pi tisnim sthitah |
kubje bhojaya mam kumara sacivair nédydpi kim bhujyate | ittham natha
Sukas tavdribhavane mukto’dhvagaih pafijardt | citrasthan avalokya
Sanyavalabhav ekafkam abhasate (Mammata; describing the fright
caused by the news that the king has set out against his enemies:
“*0O King, the princesses do not address me! Even the Queens
remain silent! Hey, humpback! come play with me! Prince! why
aren’t you with your friends?” Thus does the parrot, who has been
freed by passersby from its cage in your enemy’s palace, carry on
as he wanders about the empty halls looking at the poriraits™).
(4) “Help me to seek! for I lost it there; / And if that ye have found it,
ye that be here, / And seek to convey it secretly, / Handle it soft, and
treat it tenderly, / ... 1t was mine heart! I pray you heartily / Help
me to seek’ (Sir Thomas Wyatt; the poet is in love, which has
resulted in the loss of his heart). (5) Cf. karya.

viSesa, ‘speciality’: (1) a type of aprastutaprasamas in which the real

subject is particular and is intimated through mention of an ap-
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propriate universal. (2) M 152. (3) suhrdvadhubaspajalaprama-
rjanam karoti vairapratiyatanena yah | sa eva pijyah sa puman sa
nitiman sujivitam tasya sa bhajanam Sriyah (Mammata ; this is spoken
by a minister of the slain Naraka and urges retaliation on Krsna:
“The Prince who wipes away the tears of his friends by taking re-
venge on his enemies, he alone is honorable, he is a man and a just
man, his auspicious life is a vessel of good fortune”). (4) “But at my
back I always hear / Time’s winged chariot hurrying near” (Andrew
Marvell; to his coy mistress). (5) Cf. samanya.

Slesa, ‘double-entendre’: (1) a type of tulya aprastutaprasamsa in which

the real subject is intimated by puns or double meanings. (2) M
152C. (3) pumstvad api pravicaled yadi yady adho’pi yayad yadi
pranayane na mahan api syat | abhyuddharet tad api visvam itidr-
Styam kendpi dik prakatita puruséttamena (Mammata; flattery of a
king; reference is to the forms of Visnpu: “Even if he deviates from
masculinity [from heroism], even if he descends to earth [suffers
reverses], even if he is not of great size [not powerful], nevertheless,
he upholds the earth; in this way has the expanse of this earth been
made manifest by the Great Lord [a great lord]™). (4) “... A dripping
Pauper crawls along the way, / The only real willing out-of-doorer, /
And says, or seems to say, / ‘Well, I am poor enough—but here’s a
pourer!”” (Thomas Hood; the subject intimated is the rainstorm).
(5) Cf. samasékti and sadrsyamatra. Slesa differs from avayava
slesa in that the real subject is there explicit and the pun ancillary.

samas6kti, ‘concise speech’: (1) a type of tulya aprastutaprasamsa in which

the real subject is intimated by puns (or double meanings) on the
descriptive qualifications of the explicit subject. (2) M 152C. (3)
yendsy abhyuditena candra gamitah klantim ravau tatra te | yujyeta
pratikartum eva na punas tasyaiva padagrahah | ksinenaitad anusthitam
yadi tatah kim lajjase né manag | asty evam jadadhamata tu bhavato
yad vyomni visphiirjase (Mammata ; this is spoken to a poor'man who
has demeaned himself by asking alms. The sun and moon (ex-
plicit subjects) are not punned upon, but the descriptive qualifica-
tions are as pdda, ‘ray’ and ‘foot’, ksina, ‘new moon’ and ‘prop-
ertyless’, etc. Note that the,last pun requires substitutability of
the phonemes /d/ and /l/. in jadadhamata-jaladhamata. “By whose
rising have you become so pale, O moon? You should try to out-
shine [emulate] him and not be eclipsed by his rays [fall at his feet];
and if you have done this through being but a thin crescent [because
of your poverty], you should be ashamed indeed! So be it! By the
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mere fact of your shining in the sky, you are a veritable treasure-of
coolness [of stupidity]”). (4) “Beneath in the Dust, the mouldy old
Crust / of Moll Batchelor lately was shoven, / Who was skill’d in
the Arts of Pyes, Custards and Tarts, / And every Device of the
Oven. /| When she’d liv’d long enough, she made her last Puff, /
A Puff by-her Husband much prais’d; / And here she doth lie, and
makes a Dirt Pye, / In Hopes that her Crust may be rais’d” (Anon.;
an epitaph. The real subject of Moll’s death and resurrection is
suggested by puns on her culinary abilities). (5) In Slesa, the real
subject itself is effected through a pun on the explicit subject, not
entirely on its qualifications. Cf. also sadrsyamatra.

sddrSyamatra, ‘mere similitude’: (1) a type of tulya aprastutaprasamsa
in which the real subject is intimated through the force alone of its
similitude with the explicit subject. (2) M 152C. (3) adaya vari
paritah saritam mukhebhyah kin tavad arjitam anena durarnavena |
ksarikrtam ca vadavadahane hutam ca patalakuksikuhare vinivesitam
ca (Mammata; the picture is that of a wealthy man wasting his
resources: “Taking all the water from the mouths of rivers hereabouts,
making it salty and throwing it on the submarine fires and losing it
into the secret maws of hell: what indeed has this ocean profited ?”).
(4) “It’s but little good you’ll do a-watering the last year’s crop”
(George Eliot). (5) By mere similitude is meant that no puns or
double meanings operate to suggest the implicit subject. See flesa
and samdasékti. The relation is also between particulars, much as
if it were a drstdnta with the subject implicit. Cf. visesa and samdnya.

samanya, ‘generality’: (1) a type of aprastutaprasamsa in which the real
subject is universal and is intimated through description of an
appropriate particular. (2) M 152. (3) etat tasya mukhat kiyat
kamalinipatre kanam varino yan muktamanir ity amamsta sa jadah
$rmv anyad asmad api | angulyagralaghukriyapravilayiny adiyamane
Sanaih kutréddiva gato maméty anudinam nidrdti ndntah Suca (Bhallata,
quoted by Mammata; the universal here is said to be that the
property sentiment of fools is apt to be overextended. Punctuation
would help in this example: a comma after kiyat, a period after
Jjadah, a comma after Sanaih: “How few words [of sense] come from
his mouth; he thinks a drop of dew fallen on a lotus petal to be a
pearl of high price! And listen to this: slowly lifting the dewdrop
until it melts between the tender movements of his fingers, he cries,
‘Where has my pearl flown to? and he cannot sleep for the pain in
his soul!”). (4) DA / Dayadhvam: 1 have heard the key / Turn in the
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door once and turn once only / We think of the key, each in his
prison / Thinking of the key, each confirms a prison” (T. S. Eliot;
the explanation is given by Eliot himself in his notes, quoting
F. H. Bradley: “My external sensations are no less private to myself
than are my thoughts or my feelings. In either case my experience
falls within my own circle, a circle closed on the outside ...”).
(5) Cf. visesa.

aprastutaprasamsa (II): (1) an elliptical simile in which the subject of

comparison is referred to by a sign or token, usually a double-
entendre based on comparable qualities common to the two things.
(2 V 4.3.4. (3) lavanyasindhur aparatva hi kéyam atra yatrétpalani
Sasind saha samplavante | unmajjati dviradakumbhatati ca yatra
yatrdpare kadalikandamrnaladandah (Vamana; the other river is, of
course, a young lady in the river. The lotuses refer to her eyes, the
lobes to her breasts, etc. “Who can that second River of Beauty be—
where the lotuses are playing with the moon and the submerged
elephant shows his great frontal lobes, and where [are seen] other
soft stalks like the trunks of banana trees?”). (4) “Lemon tree very
pretty, and the lemon flow’r is sweet; but the fruit of the poor lemon
is impossible to eat” (traditional folksong; the poet refers to his
disappointed love). (5) This figure resembles the usual samdsokti
inasmuch as the emphasis is placed on recognition of the implicit
subject through qualifications which can apply to both subject and
object. Vamana is concerned only with those aspects of the several
figures which display features of the simile; he departs from tradition
in many such cases. His figure samasékti is defined as total ellipsis
of the subject, by which is probably meant reference through
similitude only, not (as here) through punned qualifications. Vimana
would have conformed more closely to tradition by reversing the
names of the two figures. Cf. adhyavasana atisayékti, where the
point is the confusion of two things.

aprastutaprasamsa (III): (1) a figure in which blame of an implicit subject

is to be understood through praise of an explicit object. (2) D 2.340
(341-42). (3) sukham jivanti harind vanesv aparasevinah | anyair
ayatnasulabhais trnadarbhdrnikurddibhih (Dandin; this is to be under-
stood as a complaint addressed to an illiberal benefactor: “The gentle
deer in the forest think only of serving others and live without
hardship on easily obtainable grasses, darbha shoots, and the like”).
(4) “... the Dean expatiated upon what is perhaps the most mysterious
characteristic of genius, its tendency to appear among members of
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the human race” (E. M. Forster; an apparent encomium of genius,
but in reality a remark directed against mankind as such). (5) This
type of aprastutaprasamsa is just the opposite of vyagjastuti. For
Dandin, the figure has little to do with samdasékti; he is the only
writer who treats both figures for whom this is true (see samasékti).

’

abhivyakti

abhivyakti, ‘manifestation’: (1) intimation. (2) AP 345.7-18. (5) This

figure may represent a stage in the prehistory of the dhvani theory.
It is described by the author of the Agni Purana as twofold: §ruti and
dhvani, and the former is then described in terms quite similar to the
classical analysis of the kinds of meaning (mukhya, laksaniki, and
gauni). The category dhvani (also called aksepa), which may and
should be the gauni of the preceding triad (¢f- Dhvanyaloka, chap.
1), is then subdivided into five common alamkaras: aksepa, aprast-
utastotra, samdsokti, apahnuti, and paryayékta. In addition, the
term abhivyakti has become a standard gloss for dhvani in the later
writings. Abhinavagupta asserts that the nigpatti of Bharata’s
rasasatra means abhivyakti (Quoted in Kavyapradipa). According to
S. K. De, the Agni Purdna may have been contemporary with the
author of the karikas of the Dhvanyaloka. The matter is made
hypothetical by the terseness of the Agni Purana, which offers no
examples for any of the figures defined.

artha

artha, ‘sense’: (1) a cover term for those figures. whose poetic effect was

thought to depend on the meaning of the expression rather than on
verbal patterns or devices. (2) B 1.16, V 1.1.1, D 3.186, U 5.12,
AP 344.1, R 7.9, M chap. 10. (5) Although the arthdlamkara are
on the whole formally defined, the nature of the form differs from
that of the more obvious sabddlamkara. These latter figures repose
upon non-referential criteria, such as morpheme type (see Slesa)
and metre (see yamaka). The former involve characteristics attribut-
able to the sﬁbjects of the utterance or to the relation between the
subject and a descriptive phrase, such as comparability (simile),
exaggeration (hyperbole), non-literalness, or combinations .of these.
The basic distinction is that between grammatical form and inten-
tional reference, but the formal aspect of both should not be under-
estimated (see z'tpamd, vyatireka, Slesa).
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arthintaranyisa

arthintaranydisa, ‘introduction of another matter’: (1) a figure in which

a proposition or remark is justified or substantiated by the adjunc-
tion of a relevant moral or rationale; apodixis. (2) B 2.71-74,
D 2.169-79, V 43.21, U 2.4, AP 344.24, R 8.79-84, M 165. (3)
priyena samgrathya vipaksasamnidhiav updhitam vaksasi pivarastane |
srajam na kacid vijahau jaldvilam vasanti hi premni guna na vastuni
(Bbaravi, quoted by Vamana: “She clasps to her full bosom the
water-faded garland once offered by her lover in the presence of her
rivals, for quality resides in the thought, not the thing”). (4) “Hoist
up sail while gale doth last, / Tide and wind stay no man’s pleasure”
(Robert Southwell). (5) This figure differs from drstdnta in that the
intention of the speakér is to establish his remark, not to clarify it.
The particle “for” may be understood to be connecting the proposi-
tion and its substantiation and provides one basis for subdividing
the figure (Bhamaha, Udbhata). Rudrata, however, and to some
extent Mammata, consider arthéntaranydsa a conjunction of remarks
general and specific, while drstdnta is a relation of two observations,
both specific and neither amenable to the intention of the speaker.
Cf. drstanta and ubhayanyasa. Though founded on a similitude,
arthdntaranyasa may function through antithesis (vaidharmya: Agni
Purana, Rudrata, Mammata). That its end is not the description
of that similitude distinguishes this figure from upama. Dandin
considers eight subtypes, distinguished with reference to the nature
and scope of proofitself: universal (visvavyapi), particular (visesastha),
apparent (Slesdviddha), paradoxical, i.e., apparently false (viro-
dhavat); and by considering the relation of the speaker to his thesis:
disapproval (ayuktakari), approval (yuktdtman), qualified disapproval
(yuktdyukta), and qualified approval (viparyaya). Vimana alone
considers the figure indivisible.

ayuktakari, ‘doing wrong’: (1) a type of arthéntaranydsa in which the

situation referred to in propbsition and substantiation is condemned
by the speaker. (2) D 2.170 (176). (3) madhupanakalat kanthan
nirgato’py alinam dhvanih | katur bhavati karnasya kaminam papam
idrsam (Dandin: “The sounding of the bees, though it isspes from
throats thick with honey, is harsh to the ears of lovers. What a
shame this is!”). (4) “The waters of the Mississippi and Missouri
unite and férm one river. The water of the latter is exceedingly
turbid, and the former cléar. When they first meet the waters refuse
to mingle .... By degrees the clear, bright waters of the one become
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united with those of the other, and the clearness is lost forever.
Virtuous and vicious persons can associate for a time, keeping their
characters distinct. But if the associations be continued, the virtuous,
pure character will become soiled by the vicious. No one can
associate freely with the wicked without becoming in some measure
like them” (Robert Blackwell). (5) Cf. yuktdtman and yuktdyukta.
yuktitman, ‘essentially correct’: (1) a type of arthdntaranydsa in which
the situation referred to in proposition and substantiation is ap-
proved by the speaker. (2) D 2.170 (177). (3) ayam mama dahaty
arigam ambhojadalasamstarah | hutdsanapratinidhir dahdtma nanu
yujyate (Dandin: “This expanse of lotus flowers pains my whole
being, yet it may be proper that something as brilliant as fire have a
soul aflame”). (4) “‘No, I just couldn’t feel the same about her
again.” ‘Well, why feel the same? One has to change as one gets
older. Why, then years ago I couldn’t be interested in anything later
than the Sumerian age and I assure you that now I find even the
Christian era full of significance’” (Evelyn Waugh). (5) Cf. ayukta-
kari, where the situation is judged ill.
yuktiyukta, ‘correct and incorrect’: (1) a type of arthdntaranydsa in
which the situation referred to in proposition and substantiation is
generally or conditionally approved by the speaker but for some
reason is, in this case, considered irregular. (2) D 2.170 (178).
(3) ksinotu kamam Sitémsuh kim vasanto dunoti mam [ malindcaritam
karma surabher nanv asampratam (Dandin: “Let the moon consume
me if it wants to! Why.does the springtime make me suffer? Such
a black deed is surely unsuited to the sweet season”). (4) “Before she
realized it she was absorbed in what had so often been on her mind
lately .... His warm playfulness, his affectionate tenderness—what
had become of it? ... Oh no, no! she caught herself, how can I be
thinking of such things again! The sweet desires of the flesh are the
, nets of Satan” (O. E. Rolvaag). (5) Here the inconsistency is in
fact condemned (ayuktatva is siddha). Cf. viparyaya, the reverse.
viparita, ‘reversed’: (1) same as vaidharmya arthintaranydsa. (2) R
8.82.
viparyaya (I), ‘reversal’: (1) a type of arthdntaranydsa in which the situa-
tion referred to in proposition and substantiation is generally or
conditionally condemnable, but is here for some reason approved.
(2) D 2.170 (179). (3) kumudany api dahaya kim ayam kamalékarah |
na hindugrhyesiigresu saryagrhyo mydur bhavet (Dandin: “So much
do the night lotuses afflict me, how much more ought the day lotus
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to burn! For one of the sun’s retinue will not be mild when the
friends of the moon are harsh!”). (4) “Sweet is the rose, but grows
upon a brere; / Sweet is the juniper, but sharp his bough: / ... So
every sweet with sour is temper’d still, / That maketh it be coveted
the more: / For easy things, that may be got at will, / Most sorts of
men do set but little store” (Edmund Spenser). (5) The term “reversal”
is probably to be taken as reversal of yuktdyukta, where an otherwise
appropriate situation is deemed in some respect inappropriate. Here
the inconsistency is accepted.

viparyaya (II): (1) a type of arthdntaranydsa in which the substantiation,

having the form of a general remark, follows the proposition, which
is particular in reference. (2) U 2.4. (3) Siva apasyac cdtikastani
tapyamanam tapamsy umdam | asambhdvyapaticchanam kanydnam
ka pard gatih (Udbhata; Uma had set her mind on having none but
Siva: “[Siva] watched Uma practicing austerities of unbelievable
austerity; what other recourse have girls who desire a perfect hus-
band?”). (4) “On the College of Wadham at Oxford being insured
from Fire, after a Member had been suspected of an unnatural
Crime: Well did the amorous sons of Wadham / Their house secure
from future flame; / They knew their crime, the crime of Sodom, /
And judg’d their punishment the same” (Anon.). (5) Udbhata
is the first writer to classify apodixis in this way, but he perversely
applies the term viparyaya to that type which the earlier writers
consider perfectly normal: a particular remark justified by a general
remark, as: “Keep in the heart the journal nature keeps; / Mark
down the limp nasturtium leaf with frost” (Conrad Aiken). Udbhata’s
innovation is, of course, that he allows the general remark to precede,
as in the example offered under yuktdtman. Rudrata and Mammata
both allow for this same distinction, but do not give it a name.

virodhavat, ‘contradictory’: (1) a type of arthdntaranydsa in which a

seeming paradox is justified. (2) D 2.170 (175). (3) jagad anandayaty
esa malino’pi nisdkarah | anugrhnati hi paran sadoso’pi dvijésvaral
(Dandin: “The orb of the night, though covered with blemishes,
delights the whole world; but then, a Brahmin, even if he have
faults, confers favors upon others”). (4) “Before you despise Adam
as deficient in penetration, pray ask yourself ... if you ever could,
without hard head-breaking demonstration, believe evil of the one
supremely pretty woman who has bewitched you. No: people
who love downy peaches are apt not to think of the stonme, and
sometimes jar their teeth terribly against it” (George Eliot). (5)
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This figure differs from viparyaya in that the inconsistency is here
accepted, not excused.

viSesastha, ‘specific’: (1) a type of arthdntaranydsa in which the situation

and substantiation are of specific import, that is, do not apply to
all men. (2) D 2.170 (173). (3) payomucah paritapam haranty eva
Saririnam | nanv Gtmalabho mahatam paraduhkhépasantaye (Dandin:
“The great rain clouds relieve the scorching heat of summer for
the wandering ascetics, for it is the office of the great to alleviate the
suffering of others”). (4) “What he said had a hateful truth in it,
and another defect of my character is that I enjoy the company
of those, however depraved, who can give me a Roland for my
Oliver” (Somerset Maugham).

vi§vavyapin, ‘universal’: (1) a type of arthéntaranydsa in which the situa-

tion and substantiation are of universal import, that is, apply to all
men. (2) D 2.170 (172). (3) bhagavantau jagannetre siryicandra-
masav api | pasya gacchata evdstam niyatih kena lafighyate (Dandin:
“The blessed eyes of the world, the sun and moon, even they miust
set; who can escape his fate?”). (4) “The glorious lamp of heaven,
the sun, / The higher he’s a-getting, / The sooner will his race be
run, / And nearer he’s to setting. /... / Then be not coy, but use
your time, / And while ye may, go marry: / For having lost but once
your prime, / You may for ever tarry” (Robert Herrick). {5) The
figure is contrasted with vifesastha.

vaidharmya, ‘difference’: (1) a type of arthdntaranydsa in ‘which the verbs

of the proposition and its substantiation are opposite in sense;
substantiation by antithesis. (2) M 165C. (3) hrdayena nirvrtanam
bhavati nrnam sarvam eva nirvrtaye | indur api tathahi manah kheda-
yatitaram priyavirahe (Rudrata: “Everything delights those whose
hearts are full of bliss; to lovers in separation even the cool moon
afflicts the mind unmercifully”). (4) “You may think I was sceing
lions in the path, but it is never safe to reckon on meeting nothing
more formidable than a sheep” (Oliver Onions). (5) Vaidharmya is
the same as viparita. The figure is known to the Agni Purdna, but
is not named (344.24). Cf. vaidharmya drstinta and remarks under
arthdntaranydsa.

$lesdviddha, ‘invested with double-entendre’: (1) a type of arthdntaranyasa

in which a pun underlies the attempted substantiation. (2) D 2.170
(174). (3) utpadayati lokasya pritim malayamarutah | nanu daksi-
nyasampannah sarvasya bhavatipriyah (Dandin; daksinya means both
‘southern’, as applied to the wind, and ‘polite’, as applied to the
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friend: “The wind from the southern mountain arouses joy amongst
men; indeed one born in the South [accomplished in piety] is every-
body’s friend”). (4) “So round his melancholy neck, / A rope he
did entwine, / ... And there he hung, till he was dead / As any nail
in town— / For though distress had cut him up, / It could not cut
him down!” (Thomas Hood).

sidharmya, ‘similitude’: (1) a type of arthdntaranyasa in which the verbs

of both proposition and substantiation are parallel in sense, that
is not antithetical. (2) M 165. (3) (4) See arthdntaranydsa. (5)
This subcategory is arthdntaranydsa itself—a category invented by
Mammata to balance vaidharmya, q.v.

avayava

avayava, ‘member’: (1) an arthaslesa in which the second meaning,

suggested through puns on certain aspects or qualifications of the
primary subject, augments or ameliorates the force of the description.
(2) R 10.18. (3) bhujayugale balabhadrah sakalajagallarighane tatha
balijit [ akraro hrdaye’sau rajaébhad arjuno yasasi (Rudrata; the puns
are balabhadrah, baljjit, and arjunah which apply to the king as
descriptive adjectives but are also the names of great heroes:
“In his two arms fortunate of strength [Balabhadra), in overwhelm-
ing the whole world a conqueror of his enemies [Balijit], straight-
forward [Akriira] in his heart and glorious [Arjuna] in his fame, was
this King”). (4) “The scene in water colours thus I paint” (Thomas
Hood; the rainy day is described in “watery” words). (5) I think
the point is not that the pun is between an adjective and a proper
name, since several other types involve this same feature (avifesa,
perhaps tattva), and since the name of the type would itself then be
inexplicable. It is to be contrasted with avisesa, where the pun is
on the primary subject, not on any qualifications of it.

avasara

avasara, ‘occasion’: (1) a figure in which a sentiment is expressed through

a description of a particular fact strongly suggestive of it. (2)
R 7.103 (104). (3) tad idam aranyam tasmin dasarathavacaninupala-
navyasani|nivasanbahusahdayas cakararaksahksayamramah(Rudrata ;
through an association with Rdma, the idea is intimated that this
is a holy place: “In this forest Rama lived, faithful to the com-
mands of his father, and with his bare hands, he slew all the demons”).
(4) “The moon shines bright:—in such a night as this, / When the
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sweet wind did gently kiss the trees, / And they did make no noise,
—in such a night / Troilus methinks mounted the Troyan walls, /
And sigh’d his soul toward the Grecian tents, / Where Cressid lay
that night” (Shakespeare). (5) Rudrata gives two examples, the
first expressing nobility (holiness), the second love; the occasion for
Shakespeare’s remark is clearly amorous. In this and several other
figures, Rudrata delineates what appear to be types of dhvani, or
suggestion. On the other hand, the figures lesa, siksma, paryiya,
and avasara can be related to the earlier figure paryayékta, not
present in Rudrata’s classification and never before subdivided.
Rudrata, probably a Kaémiri and a contemporary of Anandavar-
dhana, may indeed have been familiar with the dhvani theory and
may have attempted to incorporate it into a standard alamkara
treatise. The Agni Purana also propounds a curious view of dhvani
(see abhivyakti).

aviSesa

aviesa, ‘lacking qualifications’: (1) an arthaslesa in which the double-

entendre is expressed in and through the noun or subject of the
utterance, instead of through qualifications thereof. (2) R 10.3. (3)
Saradindusundararucam sukumdram surabhiparimalam anisam [
nidadhati ndlpapunyah kanthe navamalikam kantam (Rudrata;
navamalika is both ‘jasmine’ and a girl’s name: “No one who does
not deserve it puts jasmine around his neck: she who has the beauty
of the autumn moon is sweet and always fragrantly perfumed”).
(4) “Synthesis, smoking in a corner / Groans, pulls himself together”
(Robert Graves). (5) The point here is that the pun is not carried
by the adjectival qualifications (the first half sloka or the phrase
“pulls himself together”) as it is in the canonic slesa (cf. aviruddha-
kriya, viruddhakarman). Indeed, the qualifications apply equally
to either sense, but those senses are expressed by a single word
here (the noun), which, syntactically primordinate, carries the
double-entendre.

asamgati

asamgati, ‘non-concomitance’: (1) same as dirakarya hetu. (2) R 9.48

(49), M 191.

asambhava

asambhava, ‘impossibility’: (1) an arthaslesa in which an apparently
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inapplicable qualification, when understood as a pun, becomes a
descriptive qualification. (2) R 10.16. (3) Darihrtabhujamgasanigah
samanayano na kuruse vrsam cadhah | nanv anya eva drstas tvam atra
paramésvaro jagati (Rudrata; here a king is likened to Siva, despite
the epithets given, which seem to distinguish him from Siva; these
epithets are understood as puns which, in fact, describe the king:
“You have avoided the company of snakes [suspicious characters),
you have an even number of eyes [do not have three eyes] and do not
mount a bull [never decrease prosperity]; still you are another visible
Lord of Lords [Siva] in this world”). (4) “‘Oh, Daddy dear, what is
abasket? / Said a youthful and mischievous elf': [ ‘All baskets, me boy,
are children of joy. / In fact you’re a basket yourself”” (Anon.;
“basket” does not seem to apply to the boy until it is understood that,
in this dialect, “basket” and “bastard” are synonymous). (5) The
name “impossibility” refers to the fact that the distinctive qualifica-
tion cannot apply to that subject from which the real subject is
being distinguished : samanayanah (‘equal-eyed’) applies to the king,
but not to Siva who has three eyes; nevertheless, the- qualification
‘uneven-eyed’ is so commonly applied to Siva that the resemblance
of the two qualifications is enough to suggest Siva. This slesa
amounts to a vyatireka expressed through puns, but it also fits into
the canonic pattern of slesa, where a qualification generally carries
the double-entendre (cf. viruddhakarman).

ahetu

ahetu, ‘absence of cause’: (1) same as visesokzi 1. (2) R 9.54 (55).

aksepa

aksepa, ‘objection’: (1) a figure in which is expressed an objection to or

denial of some state of affairs, either real or imagined, either past,
present, or future; contradiction. (2) B 2.66-70, D 2.120-68, U 2.2-3,
AP 345.14-15, R 8.89-91, M 161. (3) aham tvam yadi nékseya
ksanam apy utsuka tatah | iyad evéstv ato’nyena kim uktendpriyena te
(Bhamaha; the girl is threatening to expire if her lover leaves her;
“If I should not see you, even for a moment, my impassioned soul ....
Enough of that! Why should I repeat more unpleasantness?”).
(4) “Streets that follow like a tedious argument / Of insidious
intent / To lead you to an overwhelming question ... / Oh, do not
ask, ‘What is it? / Let us go and make our visit” (T. S. Eliot).
(5) Bhamaha and Dandin define this figure as pratisedhokti (‘the
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enunciation of an interdiction’), the most obvious case relating to
an event about to take place which the speaker wishes to prevent or
avoid (vaksaymana, bhavisyat). But the notion of interdiction is also
applied to past time, in the sense of contradiction, where the event
is too unlikely or preposterous or wonderful (ukza, vrita). Bhamaha
and those following him, Udbhata and Mammata, leave the matter
there, but Dandin offers a third variety by applying the interdiction
to present time (vartamana), where the connotation is that of doubt
or suspicion as to which of two alternatives is the more likely or
desirable. The general notion of objection or denial is thus strongly
qualified by the temporal relation of the events and the speaker
and presents an interesting study in miniature of the possible kinds
of negation. Rudrata views the figure more in these latter terms,
i.e., as a question of mode rather than a mere matter of time, and
he distinguishes two varieties: an impossible event (that is, one
which is negated) is either conventionally accepted (prasiddha: as,
the “burning” of moonlight to the lover), or is entirely irrational
(viruddha: as, measuring the sea with a dish). The original idea of
preventing an imminent and objectionable event is here completely
lost sight of, and the negation is made a quality of the event itself.

Dandin goes on to illustrate twenty-one other types of aksepa, of
two basic sorts. One element in a relation is objected to or denied
(either cause or effect, or subject or predicate). For example, a
denial of the effect would be: “Baby roused its father’s ire / By a
cold and formal lisp. / So he placed it on the fire / And reduced it
to a crisp. / Mother said, ‘Oh, stop a bit! / This is overdoing it!"”
(Harry Graham). The remaining seventeen varieties reflect differing
affective suggestions which can accompany contradiction. Most
illustrate the very first and most obvious sort, that of threatening or
prevention; a girl says “don’t go” to her lover with anger, despair,
irony, bitterness, disgust, etc.

In the Agni Purdna, aksepa is also the genus, equated with dhvani
(see abhivyakti), of five figures: aksepa, aprastutastotra, samdsoékti,
apahnuti, and parydyékta.

ukta, ‘spoken’: (1) a kind of dksepa in which the state of affairs denied

or questioned has already occurred. (2) B 2.67 (70), D 2.122 (121),
U 2.2-3, M 161. (3) anafigah pajicabhih puspair visvam vyajayaté-
subhih | ity asambhavyam atha va vicitra vastusaktayah (Dandin: “The
God of Love conquered the whole world with five flower-tipped
arrows. This is quite impossible; amazing is the power of things!”).

il
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(4) “No, no, for my Virginity, / When I lose that, says Rose, I'll
dye: / Behind the Elmes, last Night, cry’d Dick, | Rose, were you
not extremely Sick?” (Matthew Prior). (5) Dandin uses the term
vrtta (‘occurred’). Compare vaksyamdna and vartamdana, where the
facts are about to occur or are occurring.

prasiddha, ‘established’, ‘well known’: (1) a type of dksepa in which the

bhavisyat, ‘about to be’: (1) same as vaksyamana aksepa. (2) D 2.126 (125). -

question takes the form of an objection to a conventional or well-
known fact. (2) R 8.89 (90). (3) janayati samtapam asau candraka-
lakomaldpi me citram | athava kim atra citram dahati himani hi
bhimiruhah (Rudrata; during the separation of lovers, it is conven-
tional to speak of the “burning” moon: “It is marvellous that the
soft-rayed moon causes such a fever; yet perhaps it is not so odd:
do not the winter snows consume all things that grow on earth!”).
(4) “*You a Magistrate chief’, his wife-tauntingly said, / ‘You a
Methodist-Teacher! and caught with your Maid! / A delicate Text
you’ve chosen to handle | And fine holding forth, without Daylight
or Candle! / Quoth Gabriel, ‘My Dear, as I hope for Salvation,
/ You make in your Anger a wrong Application; / This evening I
taught how frail our Condition; | And the good Maid and I were but
at—Repetition’” (Anon.). (5) Both examples offer a rationale which
attempts to meet the objection. This rationale is based upon the
situation objected to being well known; compare viruddha aksepa,
where the question takes the form of exposing an irrational im-
possibility. By “well known”, Rudrata refets to the character of
certain situations which, though unlikely (the moon burning, a
Methodist fornicating), are not entirely unexpected when they do
occur. Most caricatures depend upon this basic plausibility of
the conventionally implausible. Prasiddha resembles ukta aksepa,
but the emphasis is modal, not temporal.

vaksyamana, ‘about to be spoken’: (1) a type of @ksepa in which the state

of affairs denied or questioned has not yet occurred. (2) B 2.67
(69), D 2.126 (125), U 2.2-3, M 161. (3) satyam bravimi na tvam
mam drastum vallabha lapsyase | anyacumbanasamkrantalaksdraktena
caksusa (Dandin; a threat designed to prevent a state of affairs:
“I'm telling you the truth. You’ll not be able to see me, lover,
with eyes red from the lac of others’ lips!”). (4) “‘You like words
like damn and hell now, don’t you?' I said I reckoned so. ‘Well,
I don’t,” said Uncle Jack, ‘not unless there’s extreme provocation
connected with ‘em .... Scout, you’ll get in trouble if you go around
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saying things like that. You want to grow up to be a lady, don’t
you?” (Harper Lee). (5) Vaksyamana is the same as bhavisyat
dksepa of Dandin. Compare ukta and vartamana dksepa.

vartamina, ‘being’: (1) a type of dksepa in which the state of affairs

denied or questioned is now taking place. (2) D 2.124 (123). (3)
kutah kuvalayam karne karosi kalabhasini | kim apafigam aparyaptam
asmin karmani manyase (Dandin; flattery is suggested through a
fanciful alternative: “Why do you fix a lotus at your ear, my soft-
voiced one? Do you think your sidelong glance unablé to attract
me?”). (4) “In a church which is furnish’d with mullion and gable,
/ With altar and reredos, with gargoyle and groin, / The penitent’s
dresses are sealskin and sable, / The odour of sanctity’s eau-de-
Cologne. [ But only could Lucifer, flying from Hades, / Gaze down
on this crowd with its panniers and paints. / He would ‘say, as he
looked at the lords and the ladies, / “Oh, where is All Sinners’, if
this is All Saints’?” (Edmund Yates; blame is suggested through a
fanciful alternative). (5) Only Dandin offers this middle term be-
tween ukta, ‘spoken’ and vaksyamana, ‘about to be spoken’. Though
all three types of objection can be reduced to what appears to be
this mere outward distinction of time, it is interesting to note the
changes of mode which parallel and are probably functions of that
distinction. An objection referring to past time (ukta) is inevitably
ironical and expresses amazement or suspicion; that referring to
future time (vaksyamana) tends to be hortatory or intérdictive and
need not be founded upon a hyperbole. Similarly, ‘the aksepa of
present time (vartamana), objecting to something that i§ in‘the pfocess
of completion but not yet accomplished, has in mind an ‘al?:ernative
end, preferable or indifferent.

Doubtless it was a consideration like this which promptéd Rudrata
o recast the definition of gksepa in mddal terms: the state objected
to is either consistent with convention or impossible to contemplate
(prasiddha, viruddha). Complete parallelism is, however, not to be
looked for.

‘viruddha, ‘contradicted’: (1) a type of dksepain which the objection refers

to an impossible situation—one not conventionally realizable.
(2) R 8.89 (91). (3) tava ganayami gundn aham alam athavdsa-
tpralapinim dhiii mam | kah khalu kumbhair ambho matum alam
Jjalanidher akhilam (Rudrata: “I am enumerating your qualities!
Enough of my thoughtless muttering! Who indeed would try to
measure the whole sea with a pot?”). (4) “How is it that this girl

(
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could cry at having to tell Sam Bannett she could not think of him,
and then treat another lover as she treated the Virginian? I cannot
tell you, having never (as I said before) been a woman myself”
(Owen Wister). (5) Compare prasiddha, where the situation is
conventional though in fact just as impossible. Here the impossibility
is carried by the fact itself (counting an infinitude, understanding a
woman). Of course, poetic license must be allowed in determining
just what facts are admitted.

vrtta, ‘occurred’: (1) same as ukta aksepa. (2) D 2.122 (121).

avrtti

@vrtti, ‘repetition’: (1) the repetition of a word or an idea in the same or a

closely related phrase. (2) D 2.116, AP 343.18-20. (5) Dandin
distinguishes three types of repetition: the sense but not the word
may be repeated (arthdvriti), the word but not the sense (paddvrtti),
or both the word and the sense (ubhaydvrtti). See s.v. for examples.
In the Agni Purana, avrtti is discussed in the same terms as /atdnu-
prasa of Udbhata, as to whether the words are bound or free (paratan-
tra or svatantra) and as a part of anuprdsa (along with yamaka).

arthavrtti, ‘repetition of the sense’: (1) a figure in which the same idea is

repeated through different words; paraphrase. (2) D 2.116 (117).
(3) vikasanti kadambani sphutanti kutajadrumah | unmilanti ca
kandalyo dalanti kakubhani ca (Dandin; all the verbs mean ‘bloom’:
“The cadamba tree is coming out, the kutaja is flowering, the kandali
bush is blooming, the kakubh is breaking out”). (4) “If a man
wished to abstract himself from the world—to remove himself from
within the reach of temptation—to place himself beyond the pos-
sibility of any inducement to look out of the window—we should
recommend him by all means go to Lant Street” (Charles Dickens).
(5) In this type of repetition, the important thing is that the words
themselves be different. Cf. ubhaydvrtti.

ubhayévrtti, ‘repetition of both’ (sc. the word and sense): (1) a figure in

which the same word is repeated in the same sense. (2) D 2.116
(119). (3) jitva visvam bhavan atra viharaty avarodhanaih [ viharaty
apsarobhis te ripuvargo divam gatah (Dandin: “Overrunning this
world, my Lord sports with the harem; his enemies, gone to heaven,
sport with the Nymphs™). (4) “So loveliness reigned and stillness,
and together made the shape of loveliness itself, a form from which
life had parted” (Virginia Woolf). (5) Cf. artha- and paddvrtti,
where one or the other, but not both is repeated.
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padévrtti, ‘repetition of the word’: (1) a figure in which the same word is
repeated each time in a different sense. (@ D 2.116 (118). (3)
utkanthayati meghanam mala vrndam kalapinam | yanam cétkantha-
yaty eva manasam makaradhvajah (Dandin; the verb is taken first
in its literal sense, ‘raises the neck’, i.e., causes to harkeﬁ, and then
in a figurative sense, “causes to be enamored”: “The massing clouds
make the flocks of peacocks harken; the God of Love puts longing
into the minds of youths”). (4) “Old black rooks flapping along the
sky and old black taxicabs flapping down the street” (Joyce Cary).
(5) €f. ubhaydvrtti, where the same word is repeated in the same
sense. Paddvrtti is the logical opposite of arthdvrtti, q.v.

asig
aéis, ‘benediction’: (1) a figure expressing a wish for prosperity, good
fortune, or reconciliation. (2) B 3.55 (56-57), D 2.357. (3) patu vah
paramam jyotir avafimanasagocaram (Dandin: “May the supreme
Light, best seen by the detached spirit, protect you”). (4) “Let
endless peace your steadfast hearts accord / And blessed plenty wait
upon your board; / And let your bed with pleasures chaste abound, /
That fruitful issue may to you afford” (Edmund Spenser). (5) This
figure, appropriately enough, occurs at the end of Bhimaha’s and
Dandin’s lists. Like several earlier figures (preyas, arjasvi, rasavat),
it was thought too closely allied to the content of its expression (see
note on artha alamkard) and hence was discarded by later writers.

ukti
ukti, ‘speech’: (1) an arthaslesa in which the second meaning is vulgar or
risqué. (2) R 10.14. (3) kalavatah sambhrtamandalasya yaya
hasantydiva hrtdsu laksmih | nrnam apanigena krtas ca kamas tasyah
karastha nanu nalikasrih (Rudrata; apparently this is an encomium
of a proper young lady, but a second sense may be obtained roughly
as follows: “The good fortune of those she cozzens is in the palm of
her hand—she who laughingly accepts payment from her well-
ensconced paramour and who will make love at the flick of an eye-
brow”; “She holds the beauty of the lotus [the fortune of fools] in
her hand and by her side-long glance [with playful glance] is passion
[love] inspired [made] in [with] men; she laughing stole the beauty
[money] of the moon [of her client] full orbed [in the midst of his
friends]”). (4) “Let, us roll all our strength and all / Our sweetness
up into one ball, / And tear our pleasures with rough strife / Through
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the iron gates of life” (Andrew Marvell). (5) As in the other kinds
of arthaslesa which Rudrata describes, the second meaning should
further in some relevant way the sense of the first or evident meaning.
Mere punning for the sake of punning (word play) is strictly relegated
to the realm of Sabdaslesa. So here the vulgar undertone does not
serve the end of lewdness, but rather expands and directs the appar-
ently innocent intent of the overtone, which is to say that both
examples suggest that innocence is but a veil.

uttara

uttara (1), ‘answer’: (1) a figure in which a preceding remark is inferred

from the reply given toit. (2) R 7.93 (94), M 188. (3) bhana manam anya-
tha me bhrukutim vidhatum maunam aham asahd | Saknomi tasya pura-
tah sakhi na khalu pararimukhibhavitum (Rudrata; from this we are to
infer that the girl has been receiving instruction in how to simulate
anger in the presence of her lover: “Describe anger another way,
friend. I am unable to produce a brow-bent silence! I cannot remain
with my face averted before him!”). (4) ““When you call me that,
smile? And he looked at Trampas across the table” (Owen Wister;
the Virginian has just been called a “son of a...”). (5) See prasna.

uttara (II): (1) a figure wherein is given a series of fanciful answers to

one or more questions. (2) R 8.72 (73), M 121-22. (3) kim maranam
daridryam ko vyadhir jivitam daridrasya | kah svargah sanmitram suka-
latram suprabhulysusutah (Rudrata: “What is death? Poverty. Whatis
sickness? The life of the poor. What is heaven? True friends, a
good wife, a fine master, devoted children™). (4) ““You are old,
Father William,’ the young man said, / ‘And your hair has become
very white; / And yet you incessantly stahd on your head— / Do
you think, at your age, it is right? / ‘In my youth,” Father William
replied to his son, / ‘I feared it might injure the brain; / But, now
that I'm perfectly sure I have none, / Why, I do it again and again.’
| “Youare old,’ said the youth, ‘as I mentioned before, / And have
grown most uncommonly fat; / Yet you turned a back-somersault
in at the door— / Pray, what is the reason of that’’ / ‘In my youth,’
said the sage, as he shook his gray locks, / ‘I kept all my limbs very
supple / By the use of this ointment—one shilling the box— / Allow
me to sell you a couple? ” (Lewis Carroll). (5) Compare this poetic
figure with the conundrum prasnéttara, a series of answers to ques-
tions involving a pun.

GLOSSARY 131

utpreksd

utpreksa, ‘ascription’: (1) a figure in which a property or mode of behavior
is attributed to a subject literally incapable of sustaining that property,
whereby an implicit simile is suggested whose subject (upameya)
is the subject receiving the attributed property and whose object
(upamana) is the real basis of that property. (2) B2.91(92), D 2.221-34
(222, 224, 226), V 4.3.9, U 3.3-4, AP 344.24-25, R 8.32-37 (33, 35,
37), R 9.11-15 (12-13, 15), M 137: (3) kimsukavyapadeSena tarum
aruhya sarvatah | dagdhddagdham aranyaryah pasyativa vibhavasuh
(Bhamaha; here the red flowers are portrayed as fire, consuming the
tree and looking for unburnt parts of the forest: “It is as though
fire had climbed the treé in the guise of kimsuka flowers and was
looking all about the forest for trees yet unburnt”). (4) “The yellow
fog that rubs its back upon the windowpanes, / The yellow smoke
that rubs its muzzle on- the windowpanes / Licked its tongue into
the corners of the evening, / Lingered upon the pools that stand in
drains, / Let fall upon its back the soot that falls from chimneys, /
v Slipped by the terrace, made a sutdden leap, / And seeing that it was
a soft October night, / Curled once about the house, and fell asleep”
(T. S. Eliot; the fog is portrayed as a cat). (5) The figure-utpreksa
probably comes closer than any other to capturing'the sense of the
vague term metaphor. Although ripdka is generally translated
‘metaphor’ (a custom we have followed), its use in the Sanskrit
anthologies:makes ¢lear that a far thore precise meaning is to be
attached to the term than ‘metaphor’ will allow. We have, when
the context required such precision, used the Phrase “metaphorical
identification” for riipaka, in the sense that two ontologically un-
related things are treated gramatically as one thing or, in other words,
are identified one with another. The relation:of identification is of
course directly from ofie term to another'and does not requite the
interposition of properties, although these may implicitly substantiate
the identification. Carl Sandburg’s “moon mist mourning veils” or
the standard ‘cliché “face-moon” illustrate the necessary explicitness
of such identifications. The usual technique for constructing riipakas
is the dvandva compound with the object of comparison (upamana)
in the final position (gramatically free). ' In English we have elaborated
another mode of expression, probably because our language does
not encourage explicit compounding to such an extent: namely the
subjective genitive, as “the orb of her face”, where the object of
comparison (“orb”) is again the syntactically free term. Ultpreksa
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differs from rapaka in that, instead of the subject and object of
comparison being identified with one another, a property character-
istic of the object is said of the subject in the most general sense (as
predicate, or verb, or even as an independent noun phrase introduced
by “as though™). This case is more devious and more universal,
though both ripaka and wutpreksi do involve the metaphorical
(literally ‘carrying over’) transfer of something onto something else.
It might be said that utpreksa was a ripaka with suppression of the
object. The standard technique, both in English and in Sanskrit,
of utpreksa is simply a noun, representing the subject of comparison,
followed by a verb or predicate which literally must be understood
with the objects of comparison, as: “And one blue parasol cries all
the way to school” (Thomas Hood). A parasol can’t cry, but a
parasol with rain dripping off may be likened to a little girl’s face,
which can. A ripaka represents a total identification of two things;
an utpreksd is only a partial coalescence through the transfer of a
characteristic property or function. Other figures are of course very
closely related to utpreksa; perhaps the most significant is samasékti,
where the subject of comparison is entirely implicit in an expression
which in fact represents the object of comparison: “A bird in the hand
is worth two in the bush”, refers to the advisability of choosing
a present advantage (whatever it may be) rather than a future
and more attractive advantage. Utpreksa does not subsume com-
pletely the subject of comparison in this way: it remains explicit,
usually as the subject of the sentence. Mixing these closely related
figures in any protracted discourse is, of course, quite common,
especially in the case of utpreksa and riapaka (sometimes enumerated
as a separate figure, or utpreksdvayava). Virginia Woolf is partic-
ularly rich in such complicated metaphors, as: “Suddenly, as if
the movement of his hand had released it, the load of her cumulated
impressions [ripaka] of him tilted up, and down poured in a pondet-
ous avalanche all she felt about him [utpreksa).” Notice how easily
the one figure can be transformed into the other: “Suddenly, as if
the movement of his hand had released their load, her cumulated
impressions of him tilted up [utpreksa] and down poured the ponder-
ous avalanche of all she felt about him [ripaka].”

It is curious that the figure utpreksd, which in importance is
perhaps second only to upama and ripaka, and which is recorded by
all the writers from Bhamaha onwards, should never have been
made the subject of an elaborate subdivision or classification so
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typical of the alamkarika writers. Only Udbhata even suggests the
possibility of subdividing wutpreksd, and goes omly so far as to
enumerate two types (bhdvdbhava). Even more surprising is the
unanimity which is evident in the defining of the figure. Rudrata,
though offering no classification, does give six separate definitions
of the figure, two of which seem to refer to Udbhata’s earlier dich-
otomy. These six types will be discussed separatély, even though
they involve no terminology and no important deviation from the
general definition, because of the typical astuteness which Rudrata
demonstrates in discussing the principles underlying the various
aspects of this important figure. His first definition is the same as
that already given, and we will not repeat it here. A mode of action
appropriate to one thing is attributed to another, in terms of an
implicit simile. That simile, so explained, is nothing but a standard
comparison (see upamd) involving a subject, an object, and a real
property justifying the similitude (such as those attributed to the
cat in Eliot’s verse, for example). Now, according to Rudrata, the
case is not always so straightforward: for instead of the real property
or mode of behavior simply, (a) a second, or subordinate simile
(that is, an entire subordinate comparison) may be ascribed to the
original subject (type 2), invoking the same three terfns; (b) a quality
may be attributed to, or implied in another thing, not directly
through an upamana, but in virtue of the relation of both upameya
and upamana to the terms of a further simile which is'then under-
stood as justifying the first attribution; or, (c)-the ascription may
not be based upon a real similitude at all, but may be entirely con-
ventional. These types follow.

utpreksd (II): (1) the ascription of a characteristic to a subject, not in

terms of an implicit object of comparison simply, but through the
relation of that subject and object to a further' subject and object
which, as a more general simile, justify the first attribution. (2) R 8.34
(35). (3) apandugandapaliviracitamrganabhipatraripena | Sasisafika-
yéva patitam lafichanam asyd mukhe sutanoh (Rudrata: “the spot
has fallen on her face”; the immediate simile suggested is that of
the beauty marks on the girl’s face (subject) and the spots on the
moon (object); but this simile suggests a farther simile of the girl’s
face as such (subject) and the moon (object), which in fact justifies and
explains the first simile and the attribution based upon it: “A beauty
mark has fallen on to the face of this slender-bodied girl, thinking
it the moon, for her pale cheeks are decorated with lines of musk
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from the navel of the deer”). (4) “Desolate and lone / All night long
on the lake / Where fog trails and mist creeps, / The whistle of a
boat / Calls and cries unendingly, / Like some lost child / In tears
and trouble / Hunting the harbor’s breast / And the harbor’s eyes”
(Carl Sandburg; here all the parts are made explicit to facilitate
comprehension: the first utpreksa [the whistle cries] is followed by
the 'object on which it is based fthe child], by which is constituted
the immediate simile; but that simile is extended: first subject [whistle]
to another [harbor] and first object [child] to another [breast], which
further 'simﬂe [here in the form of a ripaka] justifies the ﬁr;t). (&)
The point here does not concern the utpreksd itself, but only the
mode' of interpreting the ascription which constitutes the utpreksa;
that is, relating that ascription to the simile or similes which i;
assumes. In this case, the immediate simile so understood is, in a
way, not adequate unto itself (compare the next type) beca;se it
rf:pfesents a subordinate and limited aspect of a more universal
simile, which situation is suggested by mention of any of its aspects

:I’he fqrm is exactly parallel to the ripaka called samastavastuvisaya-
referring to the whole thing (as well as its parts)’, and illust.rates’

utpreksa (III): (1) the ascription of a characteristic or mode of behavior

to ?. su.bject, not through direct comparison with an implicit object
as n simile, but via a conventional attribute of that object to whid;
the_ subject bears a certain relation. (2 R 8.36 (37). (3) atighana-
kufikumaragg purah patdkéva drsyate samdhya | udayataténtaritasya
prathayaty asannatam bhanok (Rudrata; the dawn does not herald the
approach of the sun merely in virtue of its natural relation of

precedence to the sun, but, according to the Indian mythology. ‘

‘l‘)ecause the sun’s chariot carries a banner the color of the dawn:

The dawn is seen like a flag of deep saffron, heralding the approac};
of the morning sun hidden behind the eastern hills”), (4) “The
Baronet stroked his brow, as if he already felt Bully Bottom’s
garland” (George Meredith; the Baronet is being ‘compared to
Bully Bottom, not directly, in vittue of his “being distinguished by
woman”, but through ‘the garland which Titania has, in signification
placed upon Bully’s brow). (5) The irregularity which this variety o;‘
utpreksd accounts for is that of the apparent irrelevance of the terms
to ‘one another. In a standard simile, the subject is related to the
object through a property which, with some plausibility, can be
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found in both (though in fact it is limited to the object). So with the
utpreksa founded on a standard simile (see above), but in this case,
instead of a simple object, there are two terms, related conventionally
or accidentally, one of which serves as the tethnical object of
comparison to the subject (as the flag), the other of which, though
not sharing any similarity with the subject, gives the rationale for
the figurative usage or transfer (as the sun). The figurative or
metaphorical ascription is meaningless when the subject is related
to either object in isolation: the dawn may behave like the flag only
of the sun, the Baronet may wear the garland only of Bully Bottom;
yet in both cases the metaphor is understood as a relation between
the dawn and the sun, between the Baronet and Bottom. The form
which this utprekya embodies seems to be that of paramparita rispaka
(see utpreksa 11).

Rudrata, having accounted for certain nom-standard similes as
foundations for the figure utpreksa, discusses the figure again in
terms of the thing said to have the property ascribed (the subject);
specifically, in terms of the relation of that subject (or upameya) to
that ascribed property. Now, again the point of departure is the
standard simile, and here the subject of comparison, as we said,
may plausibly be thought of as having the property, in the most real
and literal sense. Thetransfer is justified in terms of a real similarity.
Rudrata’s type four illustrates this.

utpreksa (IV): (1) a metaphorical ascription of a property or mode of

behavior justified by ah inherently plausible similarity between the
explicit object’and the implicit subject. (2):R 9.11 (12). (3) ghanasa-
mayasaliladhaute nabhasi Saraccandrika visarpanti [ dtisandratayéha
nrpam gatrany anulimpativéyam (Rudrata’ while' the moonlight can-
not “arfoint” anything, the wutpreksd and its implied simile are
plausible because of the almost substantial quality of the tropical
moonbeams, which do something very near to “flowing?” over the
body: “In a sky cleansed by the streaming rain of the monsoon
clouds, the attumn moon wanders and, almost like an unguent,
anoints the limbs-of men”). (4) “The very touch of that canvas was
enough to make my hand sing. I felt the colour flowing on to it as
sweet as cream” (Joyce Cary; as in the Sanskrit, we have the “flow-
ing” of color, but the simile is spelled out by adding “cream” as
the object of comparison). (5) The point is not that the usage is
not figurative, but that the figuration is plausible in terms of an
inherent pattern of behavior present in both the object and implied
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subject. Since the relation is inherent and does not involve the
context, Rudrata considers it sambhavita (‘hypothetical’). In the
next variety of utpreksd, the subject does not possess a plausible
relation to the object.

utpreksa (V): (1) a metaphorical ascription of a property or mode of

behavior justified by an accidental but relevant context. (2) R 9.11
(13). (3) pallavitam candrakarair akhilam nildsmalkuttimorvisu /
tarapratimabhir idam pugspitam avanipateh saudham (Rudrata; the
moonbeams make the stucco palace appear as if flowering: “Its
spacious floors set with sapphires, the entire royal palace seemed
covered with buds in the moonlight; its fine stucco walls were forced
into flower by reflections of stars”). (4) “Arthur Donnithorne was ...
stared at, from a dingy olive-green piece of tapestry, by Pharoah’s
daughter and her maidens, who ought to have been minding the
infant Moses” (George Eliot; the Pharoah’s daughter, being present
only in a piece of tapestry, would not ordinarily be characterized as
“staring” were it not for the handsome young Arthur, who distracts
her). (5) This utpreksa can be seen as one in which the ascription is
more in view of the grammatical direct object of the assertion than
its grammatical subject. (Note that the words subject and object
are not used here as “subject of comparison”, etc.) The ascription
could be called “transitive”: the moonbeams do not behave as
vivifiers because of some quality which they inherently possess, but
only because of their effect on the stones of the palace; similarly,
the portrait does not “stare” because the artist has woven her that
way, but because of the presence of an object to be stared at, namely
Arthur. It might appear that it was in fact the grammatical object
(jewels, Arthur) in these examples which subtended the ascribed
quality; an interpretation of this sort is lent authority by both ex-
amples being in the passive voice. There are two reasons why this
view can not be accepted: the passives can-always be expressed as
actives with no alteration whatever in the argument, and the Sanskrit
authors always speak of the ascribed quality as a kriyd, or simply,
‘act’ It is this act which, aside from grammatical expression,
constitutes the basic element of the utpreksa, and in terms of the act
are defined subject (kartr) and object (kdrana). It would be perverse
to use these well-known terms in a non-standard sense. The subject
is the only plausible basis for the act, and these two types of ascrip-
tion differ precisely in the reference of that ascription to the third
term (the direct object), or in the ascription’s irrelevance to it.
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Lastly, a sixth type of urpreksa is possible, where the ascription is
not a quality or a mode of behavior at all, but a fanciful rationale
for a perfectly literal action (see below).

utpreksa (VI): (1) the metaphorical ascription of a motive or rationale.

(2 R 9.14 (15). (3) sarasi samullasadambhasi kadambaviyogadiya-
manéva | nalini jalapraveSam cakara varsdgame sadyah (Rudrata:
“Nalini takes her bath in the laughing river every day at the onset
of the rains, as though she were grieving for the departed geese”).
(4) “Her great dark eyes with their long eyelashes touch one so
strangely, as if an imprisoned frisky sprite looked out of them”
(George Eliot). (5) This is one of the most frequently met types of
utpreksa, and yet it differs significantly from those so far described.
The fancifulness of the ascription is here more explicit and obvious
and seems less to concern the structure of the figure as an ontological
treason. A motive or rationale is, of course, less inherent than a
mode of behavior or a quality, both of which imply an ontological
agent (kartr); the ascription of a motive, on the other hand, neces-
sarily involves a bystander as well, and an element of indeterminacy
is built into the situation. That this is considered to be utpreksa
shows that it is ascription and not the thing ascribed which defines
the figure. But since a motive is necessarily ascribed, it might seem
that any explanation of whatever sort wopld qualify as an utpreksa.
Rudrata obviates this objection by specifying that the motive ascribed
must replace another more obvious, natural, or literal motive. In
this'sense, we say the “fanciful” ascription' of a motive: Nalini really
enters the water to bathe, the girl looks at him in a manner which
has nothing to do with sprites or imprisonment. The second motive
thus plays the same role as the second quality or mode of behavior
in that it brings in another term or. situation which functions as
the object of comparison (imprisoned" sprite). What appeared at
first to be an irregular utpreksa now appears as a double utpreksa: an
ascription of a motive which itself bears a relation of ascription to
another [literal] motive. This variety of uspreksa fits into the se-
quence of the previous two in a perfectly rational way once its form
is understood: just as the ascription of type four took place in
reference to the subject alone (first person), and that of type five
took place also in reference to the direct object (third person), this
type demonstrates those ascriptions dependent upon the second
person, or observer. This again illustrates the characteristic insight
of the Indian writers into the structure of the figures and their ability
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to classify exhaustively and rationally the appearances of poetic
inspiration.

One other problem is discussed by Dandin and repeated by some
commentators: the use of the comparative particle (iva) in sore
utpreksas has led some thinkers to identify utpreksa and upama.
The example discussed by Dandin is limpativa tamah (‘the darkness,
as it were, anoints’). Now, the English seems to distinguish the
two usages where the Sanskrit does not: we use “as it were”, “as if”,
or “as though” for utpreksa, and “like” or “as” for simile. Dandin
likewise insists upon the substance of the difference, even though
the word may be the same (2.227-34). A simile relates two similars
in terms of a shared quality: the iva attaches to the object of com-
parison. In the utpreksa, the iva attaches to the verb, which cannot
be considered an object of comparison since it possesses no property.

utpreksivayava
utpreksévayava, ‘component parts of the ascription’: (1) a type of meta-
phorical ascription (uspreksa) in which further subordinate metaphors
explicate and expand the principal ascription. (2) B 3.46 7,
V 4.3.31, 33. (3) angulibhir iva kesasamcayam samnigrhya timiram
maricibhih | kudmalikrtasarojalocanam cumbativa rajanimulcham Sast
(Vamana; the principal ascription is: “the moon, as it were, Kisses
the face of the night”; this is ‘extended by drawing a parallel between
fingers playing with a maiden’s tresses and the rays of the tmoon
glancing through the darkness (as through tree branches, etc.):
“Grasping the darkness with its rays as though it were hair and they
were fingers, the moon kisses the face of the night, her eyes demurely
closed—Iotuses on the lake unbloomed!”). (4) “The Moon, like a
flower, / In heaven’s high bower, / With silent delight / Sits and smiles
on the night” (William Blake; almost identical to Vamana’s example,
except that the subordinate parallel is between the moon itself and a
flower). (5) Utpreksdvayava is an independent figure in Bhamaha,
and one of the two compound figures (samsrsti) allowed by Vimana
(see upamaripaka); it may be considered in’ the same context as
utpreksa. 1t differs from simple utpreksa only in being associated
with other and subordinate figures in a “mixed” metaphor. Both the
English and Sanskrit examples show an upama and a ripaka in
conjunction with the principal utpreksa. Later writers considér this
figure nothing but one of the many -kinds of multiple alamkara
(samsrsti), and its early enumeration as a separate figure probably
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involves no other issues than the extreme frequency with which this
particular metaphorical complex is encountered. The poet is always
tempted to draw out his ascriptions (utpreksas), especially as they can
become quite obscure without much effort, and certainly because an
enlarged metaphor is more of a poetic object than an abbreviated
one. Vamana’s definition of utpreksdvayava is brief in the extreme
and quite misleading at first glance: he says simply: “utpreksahetur
utpreksdvayavah” (‘utpreksdvayava means the cause of an utpreksa
[is given]’). This is to be understood in the sense that the subordinate
metaphors or similes define the broader context in which the main
utpreksa becomes alive.

udatta

udatta, ‘lofty’: (1) a figure in which great accumulation of wealth or

greatness of character (viz. self-denial) is described. (2) B3.12(11, 13),
D 2.300-303, U 4.8, M 176-77. (3) muktah kelivisatraharagalitah
sammarjanibhir hrtah prdatah praiganasimni mantharacaladbdlén-
ghrilaksdrunah | dirad dadimabijasankitadhiyah karsanti kelisuka yad
vidvadbhavanesu bhojanrpates tat tydgalilayitam (Mammata: “Bestow-
ing benefits is so much a game to your Majesty that'in the homes of
your advisors the pearls, dropped from necklaces broken in the
sports of love,-are.swept up by the charwomen and, scattered dbout
the borders of the yards, are marked by red lac from the feet of
slowly strolling maidens; pet parrots drag the pearls away thinking
them to be pomegranate seeds™). (4) “The business was a gold mine,
as Sigsag had said. The profits on wine and liquot were of tourse
high; we paid no rent; and the best people in America’ Were our
customers. There was no overhead; refrigerators, light, office ex-
penses, telephone, glasses, ice and waiters were paid for by the hotel;
and a thick golden stream of profit ran into what von Kyling called
‘the General Welfare’. ... And aldng with the profits from the
immense turnover of champagne—a hundred cases sometimes being
used in some single party—there were of course liberal tips on how
to treble that profit on the stock-market” (Ludwig Bemelmans).
(5) The figure is always described as being two fold: if great wealth
can be appropriated, then it can also be relinquished; the greatness
of character is founded upon previously acquired material greatness.
The common example is Rima leaving his capital for the forest:
“udattam Saktiman ramo guruvakydnurodhakah | vihayépanatam
rdjyam yathd vanam upagamat” (Bhimaha: ‘Mighty Rama, faithful
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to the words of his teacher, abandoned his prosperous and devoted
kingdom and entered the forest’). Compare: “Till at length / Your
ignorance ... / ... deliver you as most / Abated captives to some
nation / That won you without blows! Despising, / For you, the
city, thus I turn my back: There is a world elsewhere” (Shakespeare;
Coriolanus speaks).

The element of exaggeration is not necessarily present, but of
course this amounts to a kind of hyperbole (see atis‘ayékti).] Udbhata
is careful to distinguish this figure from rasavad alamkara, for here
the evocation of the rasa (for example, vira rasa in the two quota-
tions given above) is subordinated to other considerations: a descrip-
tion of the forest, or the obloquy heaped upon Coriolanus’ enemies.
The example from Bhamaha does not support the distinction very
well; Udbhata’s example is a description of the wealth of the Himé-
laya as a background for Parvati’s birth.

The present figure is one of the group of figures which seem to
depend more on their subject matter than on form. Compare rasavad,
urjasvi, preyas. Except for Mammata, these figures are restricted
to the earlier writers. Anandavardhana devotes much significant
argument to these figures (especially rasavat) in discussing the
relation between rasa and alamkara; they do show that in the earlier
literature the tendency was to include the notion of “mood” within
that of “figure”, and not the reverse, as happened later.

upamai

upama, ‘comparison’: (1) the comparison of one thing with a substantially

different thing in terms of a property, quality, or mode of behavior
which they share; simile. (2) NS 16.40-52, B 2.30-33, D 2.14-65
(51-56) (discuss upamddosa), V 4.2.1-21, U 1.15-21, AP 344.6-21,
R 8.4-31, M 125-34. (3) ambhoruham ivitamram mugdhe karatalam
tava (Dandin: “Like a pale pink lotus, my sweet! your hand ...”).
(4) “My Luve’s like a red, red rose” (Robert Burns). (5) Upama, one
of the four original alamkaras, is in all the rhetorics the most im-
portant. figure. This is due in part to the universality of the simile
in works of art, but another and more cogent reason no doubt
concerns the place of simile in the system of the alamkaras. Of the
approximately one hundred figures enumerated, perhaps fifty are
reducible to a basic simile or are describable in terms appropriate to
the simile. One of the authors, Vamana, even attempts to state all of
the figures involving meaning (arthdlamkara) as similes, but his

7
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definitions of certain cases are vicious or too restricted (cf. slesa).
The two systematic writers, Dandin and Rudrata, as well as the
compiler Mammata, consider simile the characteristic figure and
offer elaborate classifications of it. Upama was recognized as a
category of interpretation as far back as Yaska’s Nirukta, and it
figures inm the Nighantu (3.13), but the term signifies generally
metaphorical usage and comprehends what are later considered
separate figures (ripaka, samasokti).

The broader question of the poetic scope and nature of simile
would of course be the most interesting to raise at this juncture.
The limitations put upon this work forbid it. A sketch, however,
may be in order, insofar as the later alamkara tradition itself develops
along lines which bring into prominence just that discussion. In the
dhvani theory and in the work on vakrékti, the notion is propounded
that poetry necessarily involves non-literalness: the poetic passage
must refer to a greater range of ideas and things than its immediate
words literally convey. In this same context, the importance of
simile is probably also to be located. The simile is just such a broad-
ening of the expression: a second thing, by nature irrelevant, is
brought into the context, whereby the first, the relevant, or subject
term is illuminated in a peculiarly characteristic way. The simplest
from of non-literalness is just this doubling of the subject. Of
course, the non-literal is not at all the irrelevant; the ultimate aim
of all poetic diction. is coherence, unity, and accuracy and is no
wise different from science in this respect. But the skill of the poet
lies in his ability to create that coherence out of words and phrases
that are constantly fleeing into the shady mists of connotation,
constantly avoiding their original meaning and scope. Likewise,
the poet who proclaims that his love is like a rose says something far
more accurate about that young lady as she is than he could hope to
express in terms of her eyes, hair, or physical shape. He does this
via an irrelevant discursus which takes us for a moment to the field
of botany and associated connotations. This irrelevance ‘is, of
course, irrelevant only in the realm of the literal and scientific and
constitutes the point of departure for those describing the poetic
function of comparison. The ultimate relevance of such oblique
reference is at the heart of the poetic problem. By singling out a
thing which is so obviously different—a rose or the moon—the
poet, by a type of Platonic definition, and by placing it against his
subject, immediately cancels out in the reader’s mind the entire
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range of literally irrelevant and incomparable aspects and connota-
tions of each term so juxtaposed taken separately, and presents only
those two things as manifesting some common aspect, the tertiym,
which by the force of this being abstracted and displayed alone, as
it were, redounds to the descriptive credit of the original subject.
Simile accomplishes this feat of intellective specification by the use
of particles such as “like” (iva).

The simile is limited in its expressive power only by the ability
of the mind to comprehend the two things as common; the appro-
priateness of the simile is primarily a question of the comparing
object being precisely proportioned to the subject in just that aspect
which is contextually relevant, although in rare cases the object
itself may have to be considered.

All Indian writers agree on analyzing the simile into the four com-
ponent aspects we have introduced: (a) the upameya, or ‘thing to be
compared’: the subject of comparison, through which'the simile is
related to the literal or outward sequence of ideas which constitute
the framework of the poem (compare this literal and grammatical
freedom of the subject in upama with its necessary subordination in
rapaka); (b) the upamana, or ‘agent of comparison’: the object
introduced to concentrate attention on the essentials of aspect or
behavior; (c) the sadharanadharma, ‘shared property’: the quality
so singled out; and (d) the dyotaka, or ‘clarifying’ element: the
comparative adverb “like” (iva), or a similar indicator. This termin-
ology goes back at-least to Panini, who uses it in describing certain
compounds which express comparisons (3.1.10, 3.4.45, 2.1.55-56,
etc.). The same concepts are also used to describe those figures which
depend upon a basic simile but do not express an explicit comparison,
such as ripaka, utpreksa, vyatireka, etc. Id this work, the words
“subject” and “object” are used in the senses given above unless
otherwise specified, and some care must be taken not to confuse
this usage with the more common philosophical or grammatical
subjects or objects.

All comparisons necessarily involve an element of non-identity,
but of course the terms of some comparisons are far more “realistic”
(sc. similar) than others, as: “Featured like him, like him with friends
possessed” (Shakespeare). Viamana alone of our authors seems to
have perceived this problem and allows a simile called tattvdkhydna,
or ‘literal’, where the end is not praise or blame, but merely precision.
Simile here seems to leave the strictly poetic realm, in the sense
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defined above; who indeed would deprive the scientist of the use of
such convenient explanatory devices as “sodium reacts like potassium
in many compounds”. Perhaps it is for this reason that Bhaniaha,
the earliest writer we know about, avers that no figure can be really
poetic unless it also has a touch of exaggeration, or atisayokti
(B 2.81, 85), associated with it (repeated by Dandin 2.220). Bhamaha,
Udbhata, and Mammata all emphasize in defining upama that the
things compared-must in fact be substantidlly different—‘contrary
by reason of place, time, or mode of action’, as Bhamaha says.
Mammata boldly defines.simile as ‘similarity in difference’ (sadhar-
myam bhede). But the other writers, sthough they consider only
similes which by any standard would be considered poetic, do not
appear to have been aware of the problent of over-extension, or “end”,
asit were. Dandin says only that upama is sadrsyam (‘sim‘ilitu’de’).

The problem is perhaps more academic-thian'real, since the non-
poetic similes are just those ‘'where the expressive potential of
simile is least well exploited, that is, where so little difference is
understood between the terms that comparison itself is almost otiose.
It might almost be said: “give a simile somethin} to do, and it will
be poetic”. The comparison of sodium and potassium is ‘not un-
poetic because of the subject matter, but just because, for all practical
purposes, the two things are in fact indistinguishable, are like
Tweedledum and Tweedledee (note that the last simile is highly
poetic). ,

Simile is limited on the one side by the indistinguishability or
literal replacability of its terms, but it also has the same limit on the
other side, for beyond simile lies the realm of metaphor (ripaka),
where, despite differences great enough to permit’scdpe to simile,
the terms of compatison are identified with each other—said in such
a way that sameness alone is suggested and not similarity—as in
the phrase “realm of métaphor.” The mode or the ‘modal reality
of the comparison changes, but the t&rms of its description do not;
in rapaka, for instance, the object of comparison (upamana) is
“projected onto” (meta-phor) or, as we say, identified with the subject
of comparison (upameya): not “her face is like the moon” but “her
face is the moon” (the moon of her face delights the' evening crowd).
The common property is usually not expressed, since the aim of
metaphor is to suppress all difference; the coniparative particle of
course is necessarily absent (but cf. utpreksa, where it reappears in
a new sense).
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In this way, the various figures involving a duplication of the
context are explained and reduced to similes. We need not charac-
terize them more fully here, since at least half of this work is con-
cerned with just that problem. However, some accounting of the
various classifications proposed for simile itself is necessary.

The general tendency is for the discriminations or subtypes more
and more to be based on the quadripartite structure we have given,
The earlier writers, however, while obviously recognizing that
structure in defining the basic figure, tended to classify simile in
terms of the end or final cause of the comparison. This is especially
interesting in view of the universal preoccupation with structure,
even among the early writers, in classifying riipaka. This difference
seems to reflect the character of the problem under consideration.
Since C(?mparison is always a matter of degree, it would appear
appropriate to consider the usage of the various degrees, which is
not a question of structure, but of the kinds of things compared
and the reasons for that selection of things; but metaphor, being
identification pure and simple, is never a question of degree (except
in the sense that the metaphor can be more or less well specified
in its parts, or complete), and the only relevant question concerns
the scope of the identification, which has little to do with the things
themselves, but is entirely a matter of the poet’s employing or
not employing the ideal metaphorical type (see ripaka).

In classifying upama, the non-structural, or contextual, tradition
may be said to begin with Bharata himself, for he allows similes of
praise (prasamsa) and blame (nindd), as well as three similes which
differ as to the degree of comparability intended by the poet:
sadrsi, or entirely comparable, that is, where the subject and object
possess the same property to a great degree; kimcitsadrsi, where the
same subject shares comparable qualities with several objects
and is therefore partially comparable; and kalpita, where, strictly
speaking, no comparability at all is alleged; that is, no property is
described as common to both subject and object, but rather different
descriptive properties are assigned to both which are, in fact, similar
(the similarity is not literal, but analogical).

The other, or structuraly tradition may claim almost the same
antiquity, for Bhamaha, who specifically objects to the classification
by praise and blame as irrelevant (2.37), enumerates only three
kinds of upama, depending only on the grammatical device by which
the similitude is expressed. We have mentioned previously only the
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adverb “like” in this connection, but Bhamaha allows two others
beside yathévasabda upama, namely samdsa, where the simile is
expressed by a compound word instead of the adverb (moon-faced),

-and vati, (‘possessing the suffix -vaz’), where the upamana is also

in bound form—-bound not by the upameya, but rather by an ad-
verbial suffix having the same meaning as iva (moon-like face).

Tt is in this context that the argument as to the relative antiquity of
Bhamaha and Dandin finds its moment. The two authors appear
to be engaged in mutual refutation. Bhamaha not only rejects a
sequence of similes in exactly the order in which Dandin gives them
(nindaprasamsécikhyasa), mentioning dacikhyasa, which term is
peculiar to Dandin, but in reply, Dandin appears to belittle the
classification by grammatical type in his rather offhand enumeration
of approximately fifty words and conventions for expressing simile
(2.57-65). Elsewhere, Dandin objects to figures which are peculiar
to Bhamaha (upamdripaka, utpreksdvayava, ananvaya, sasamdeha) in
2.358-59. Much controversy has been occasioned by this chronology,
and we make these comments only insofar as the ptoblem may com-
pliment that of the sequence of analytical models proposed for simile.

Dandin accepts Bharata’s point of view entirely, but advances the
classification to an undreamed of degree of subtlety. His treatment
of upama is probably unequaled in the history of alamkarasastra
for its length, perspecuity, and philosophical interest. The thirty-
four types illustrate a variety of intuitional situations which the
upamd may facilitate. From the old varieties of ‘praise’ and ‘blame’,
we progress to ‘judiciousness’ (dcikhydasa), ‘confusion’ (moha),
‘amazément’ (adbhuta), ‘flattery’ (catu). All of these are specific
ways of representing (or misrepresenting) the basic similitude, the
singled-out property.

An important distinction introduced by Dandin and accepted by
later authors is that between simile of quality and simile of mode of
action. The former is regarded as the.typical comparison, and is
that which has been described above; in the latter, the notion of
common property is broadened to include modes of attion; in
effect, adjectival similes are replaced by verbal similes (he is as swift
as a horse; he runs like a horse). Because the subject and object are
.related now through a verb, the latter type of simile, is called
vakydrtha, or ‘referring to the entire phrase’ (of noun and verb).
The simple simile, or simile of property, does not involve the verb.
Vamana also mentions this distinction.
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The contextual point of view loses ground after Dandin; only the
Agni Purana is fully committed to it. Vamana allows the three-
fold distinction “stuti [for prasamsa) ninda tattvakhydna”, presumably

' more on the authority of Bharata than Dandin, but at the same time,

he suggests another distinction which soon becomes dominant, and
which is clearly based on the method of Bhamaha. This distinction
is the first which clearly sets forth the four elements of simile as
criteria. A simile in which all four elements are explicit is called
pirna, or ‘complete’; if one or more of the elements is implieit only,
the simile is called Jupta, or ‘deficient’. Bhamaha’s samasdpama
would be an example of a lupta upama, since neither the tertium
nor the particle are expressed. Udbhata, who follows Bhamaha in
most matters, here adapts the parna-fupta distinction to his predeces-
sor’s three types and comes up with fourteen varieties of simile.
Calling lupta samksepa, or ‘ellipsis’, Udbhata defines four.Varieties
depending on which element or elements are not expressed (tertium,
particle, both, both plus subject). (See s@myavidcaka, tadvici-
samksepa.) Mammata takes-up this problem again and goes to
absurd lengths to illustrate certain possible ellipses (¢f. upameyadyo-
takalupta). These types usually amount to Bhamaha’s samdasépama,
but some involve other principles.

Udbhata also improves upon Bhimaha’s category vati, where,
it will be remembered, the object 'of comparison was bound by a
comparative suffix ~vat. Admitting this type, Udbhata. then finds
«certain other morphological contexts where the object of comparison
in some form or other appears in bound form with verb-, adverb-,
or adjective-forming suffixes. The Sanskrit language, in fact, allows
any noun to be made into a verb having the sense of “behaves like X
(see acara); likewise an adverbial accusative in -am, always distin-
guished from the accusative case, may express. the idea of similitude
when suffixed to the object of comparison (see ramul). Lastly, other
taddhita suffixes than -vat-are comparative in meaning (-kalpa, g.v.).

Rudrata in a way represents a summation of the structural
tradition. He allows the same three types as Bhamaha and Udbhata,
calling them vakydpama (not the same as Dandin’s vikydrthépama)
for Bhamaha'’s yathévasabdopama, as opposed to samdsépamd,
which name Rudrata keeps, and pratyaya, or suffixed similes, by
which term Rudrata apparently intends all those formed by suffixa-
tion as described by Udbhata. In .reference to samasa upama, it
might be remarked that the compound so formed is a bahuvrihi, or
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adjectival compound, thus distinguishing the compound which forms
a simile from that which forms a ripaka and which is a karmadharaya
type of tatpurusa. The terms of that compound, as we remark else-
where, are inverted. From the simile “moon-face(d)”, we get the
metaphor “face-moon”, but this inversion is just a transparent way
of illustrating the contrast in compound type.

As vakybpama, that is, similes expressed through free (not bound)
nouns and adverbs, Rudrata admits six types, all of which are
known from other authors but whose selection here again typifies the
author’s preoccupation with system. The first type (unnamed) is a
canonical piirna upama with all four elements explicit; the second
shows ellipsis of the common property (sdmanydbhava—the same
as Dandin’s vastu upamd). This pair illustrates the standard simile
in which the only variable element is the tertium. Next come two
similes which may be called reciprocal: or reflexive, in which the
subject is in effect compared to itself: this may be done either by
not mentioning an object at all (ananvaya:¥her face is like her face”),
or, when an object is given, by immediately proposing that object
as subject (ubhaya: “the moon is like her face”). This is Dandin’s
upameyépanid. Lastly, we may have similes in which either the prop-
erty (tertium) or the object are assumed to be hypothetical for the
purposes of the poet (kalpita and utpadya, or abhita).

Rudrata also mentions a simile which ds evidently patterned on
the standard treatment of ripaka and which shows very well the
influence of the structural approach to the definition of these figures:
he distinguishes samasfavisaya from ekadesin, assuming the standard
metaphorical whole (cf. ripaka).

atiSaya, ‘pre-eminence’: (1) an #pama in which'the similitude is expressed

by minimizing the difference between the things compared to the
point where they appear as bare facts without qualitative differ-
entiation. (2) D 2.22. (3) tvayy-eva tvanmukham drstam drsyate divi
candramah | iyaty eva bhida ndnya-(Dandin: “Your face is seen on
you, the moon is seen in the sky; so much are they different and
no more”).. (4) “For the time being he had lost the primitive faculty
that instinctively classifies the various sensory impressions according
to their relative values. One afternoon he saw a transport truck run
into an automobile. But this bloody accident impressed him no
more vividly than the sight, a few minutes later, of a scrap of news-
paper fluttering in the wind” (Carson McCullers). (5) For variations
on the theme of minimizing the difference, see catu, tattvikhyana.
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Here the common property is not shared to different degrees, yet the
two similars are not “confused” as in samsaya. In cafu, the common
property is shared to different degrees, but that difference is over- T
looked. See also pratiyamana vyatireka, bhedamatra vyatireka, :
vyatirekaripaka.
adbhuta, ‘marvellous’: (1) an upamd in which a real property of the sub-
ject is predicated of the object; a presumed similitude is thus ex-
pressed. (2) D 2.24, AP 344.16. (3) yadi kimcid bhavet padmam
udbhru vibhrantalocanam | tat te mukhasriyam dhattam (Dandin: “If
there were a lotus with arching brows and roaming glance, then it
would have the beauty of your face”). (4) “‘It’s lovely, lovely, lovely’,
she said, with diminishing cadence, ending in pensiveness once more.
‘Do you see that little bit just there? No, not where the trees are—that
bare spot that looks brown and warm in the sun. With a little
sage-brush, that spot would look something like a place I know on
Bear Creek. Only, of course, you don’t get the clear air here’”
(Owen Wister). (5) Cf. abhita, asidharana.
ananvaya, ‘lack of consequence’: (1) self-comparison; an upama in which
the subject doubles as object. (2) R 8.11 (12). (3) iyam iyam iva
tava ca tanuh ... (Rudrata: “Your body resembles itself alone™).
(4) “It was always a source of great preoccupation with the ladies
that no bit of pad should show through the natural hair. Often
they put up a tentative hand to feel, even in the midst of the most
absorbing conversation; and then their faces wore the expression
which is seen only on the faces of women whose fingers investigate the
back of their heads” (Vita Sackville-West). (5) This figure is an
independent alamkdra for Bhamaha (3.44), Vamana (4.3.14),
Udbhata (6.4), and Mammata- (135). Dandin (2.358) considers it
equivalent to his asadharana upama.
aniyama, ‘absence of restriction’: (1) an upama in which the similitude
is said to extend to-any object exhibiting the common property.
(2) D 2.20, AP 344.12. (3) padmam tavat tavénveti mukham anyac ca
tadrsam | asti ced astu tatkari (Dandin: “Your face resembles the
lotus, and whatever may be said-to be similar to the lotus—why your
face resembles that as well”). (4) “When, dearest I but think of thee, /
Methinks all. things that lovely be / Are present, and my soul
delighted” (Sir John Suckling). (5) Cf. niyama. This figure differs
from dcikhyasa in that there the idea is that we are debating the
appropriateness of the object of comparison.
anyonya, ‘mutual’; (1) an upamd in which the similitude is made reciprocal.
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(2) D 2.18. (3) tavénanam ivdmbhojam ambhojam iva te mukham
(Dandin: “Your face is like a lotus; the lotus is like your face”).
(4) “She walks in beauty, like the night / Of cloudless climes and
starry skies; / And all that’s best of dark and bright / Meet in her
aspect and her eyes” (Byron). (5) Anyonya is the same as upameyé-
pama of Bhamaha, Vamana, Udbhata, and Mammiata; as paraspa-
répama of the Agni Purana; as ubhayépama of Rudrata.

abhiita, ‘not happened’: (1) an upama in which the object of comparison

is a hypothetical universal and is, strictly speaking, nonexistent.
(2) D 2.38. (3) sarvapadmaprabhasarah samdhrta iva kvacit /
tvadananam vibhati (Dandin: “Like the distilled essence of every
lotus’ beauty, your face is lovely”). (4) “I am thinking of him—
loosely I admit—very much as some political cartoonist might think
of a generalized and consolidated figure that turns a deaf ear to the
Bolshevist and his sinister whisperings ...” (Oliver Onioms). (5) The
idea is that the object is never exposed to the pettiness of mere
experience, yet it can be expressed as an extrapolation on experience.
The subject is thus, a fortiori, elevated above the mundane. In
adbhuta, there is a transfer of property from subject to object; here
the object is impossible in its own terms. In utpadya, the object
is hypothetical, but not generalized.

asambhava, ‘impossibility’: (1) an upamd in which an incongruous

property, in fact belonging to the subject, is predicated of the object
of comparison. (2) V 4.2.20. (3) cakasti vadane tasyah smitacchaya
vikasinah [ unnidrasydravindasya madhye mugdhéva candrika (Vamana:
“A smile appears on her bright face like pure moonlight among
sleepless lotuses™). (4) “Holt was constantly attentive: the Admiral’s
flag-lieutenant hung over her like a decorated cliff” (Nicholas
Monsarrat). (5) Asambhava differs from asambhavita only in being
stated ‘positively, and from adbhuta in being stated as a proposition.

asambhavita, ‘impossible’ : (1) an upama in which the subject of comparison

is, strictly speaking, nonexistent; that is, the common property
proposed is incongruous or unlikely. (2) D 2.39. (3) candrabimbad
iva visam candandd iva pavakah | parusa vag ito vaktrat (Dandin:
«A harsh word from her mouth would be like poison from the moon’s
disc or fire from sandal-paste”). (4) “‘There’s that Bessy Cranage—
she’ll be flauntin’ i’ new finery three weeks after you’re- gone, I'll
be bound : she’ll no more go on in her new ways without you, than
a dog ‘ull stand on its hind-legs when there’s nobody looking’”
(George Eliot). (5) This is ironical comparison, for two things are
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compared through a property they do not have in order to express
the opposite property. The other forms of unreal comparison
(adbhuta, abhiita) are exaggerations only.

asadharana, ‘particular’: (1) an upamd in which the absence of proper

objects of comparison is described. (2) D 2.37, AP 344.19. (3)
candréravindayoh kaksyam atikramya mukham tava | atmanaivibhavat
tulyam (Dandin: “Exceeding the style of the moon or lotus flower,
your face is indeed like itself alone™). (4) ““‘She [Nature] is’, the
secretary continued, ‘like an assemblage of blondes and brunettes,
whose tresses—’ ‘Oh, bother the blondes and brunettes!” “Well, she
is like a picture gallery, where the features—’ ‘No, no; Nature is
like Nature; why introduce similes?’” (Voltaire, quoted by E. M.
Forster). (5) Asadharana is a variation of aranvaya, from which it
differs in that the object of comparison, though ultimately rejected,
is mentioned.:

acara, ‘conduct’: (1) a type of upama in which the object is expressed in a

verbal form. (2) U 1.17,19. (3) sa duhsthiyan krtértho’pi nihSesai-
Svaryasampada | nikamakamaniye’pi narakiyati kanane (Udbhata:
“He [Siva], all goals fulfilled in his infinite power, nevertheless suffered
[behaved himself in the manner of one suffering] in that forest lovely
yet filled with the tortures of hell [behaving like hell; helling]™).
(4) “The hills belly-rumbled with, thunder” (McDonald ‘Hastings).
(5) This facility of Sanskrit is a function of the denominative con-
jugation, whereby any noun or adjective can be transformed into a
verb having the sense of “resembling, acting like X” (Panini 3.1.10).
In the following example, a comparison is first drawn, then the object
is cleverly substituted for the grammatical subject in order to produce
a similar effect: “And there he would lie all day long on the lawn
brooding presumably over his poetry, till he reminded one of a cat
watching birds, and then he clapped his paws together when he had
found the word ...” (Virginia Woolf). By other writers, this type of
comparison is classified differently: see pratyaya, upameyadyotaka-
lupta, dharmadyotakalupta.

Compare also colloquial English “to rat”, and “to dovetail,” etc.

acikhyasa, ‘wanting to explain’: (1) an wpama in which the propriety

or aptness of the comparison is in doubt. (2) B 2.37, D 2.32. (3)
candrena tvanmukham tulyam ity acikhydsu me manah | sa guno
vastu doso va (Dandin: “Your face is indeed like the moon, but I
can’t decide whether this is a virtue or a vice”). (4) “Some moralist
or mythological poet / Compares the solitary soul to a swan; / I am
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satisfied with that, / Satisfied if a troubled mirror show it, / Before
that brief gleam of its life is gone, / An image of its state” (William
Butler Yeats). (5) The figure is not defined by Bhamaha, who con-
siders the term otiose. Here the intention of the speaker is neither
praise nor blame (¢f. prasamsa, ninda, to which acikhyasa stands
as third in a triad); the speaker is rather unable to decidé between
the two.

arthi, “implied’: (1) a type of piirna upama in which the similarity of

two things is inferred or indirectly expressed. (2 M 127. (3) durd-
lokah sa samare nidaghdmbararatnavat (Mammata: “His aspect is
as painful to look upon as is the summer sun”). (4) “The candles’
.. flames looked at me like the eyes of tigers just waking from sleep”
(Joyce Cary). (5) A subtlety is intended. A comparison, strictly
speaking, is the expression of a relation of similitude between two
things which have a property in common. But properties are
distinguished from modes of action or behavior. A comparison
based upon a like action permits only an inference as to the similitude
of the things as possessing properties. In the example, candles are
compared to eyes in virtue of their having a capacity in common—
“looked- at me”: the flame looked at me just as the eyes of tigers
might look at me. We may then presume that the eyes resemble
the flame as to color, size, or what have you, but this, the literal
comparison (cf. $abdi) is not made explicit. The same distinction
is involved in the definition of the vakydrtha upama.

utpadya, ‘invented’: (1) an upama in which the object of the comparison

exists only in the poet’s hypothesis and exhibits a striking quality
ofthe subject. (2) R .8.15 (16). (3) kumudadaladidhitinam tvak
sambhiiya cyaveta yadi tabhyah | idam upamiyeta taya sutanor asyah
standvaranam (Rudrata: “If skin could be imagined on the reflec-
tions of the lotus petals (in the pond), and if that skin *might be
touched—there would be something that might be comparable to
the gossamer of her breasts”). (4) “The new moon behind her head,
an old helmet upon it, a diadem of accidental dewdrops round her
brow, would have been adjuncts sufficient to strike .the note of
Artemis, Athena or Hera” (Thomas Hardy). (5) In adbhuta upamd,
a property is hypothetically transferred from subject to object; here
the object is-hypothesized as a substratum for the property. Compare
the following rapaka, where the basis of the identification is likewise
hypothesized: “Dr. MacBride had fixed upon me his full, mastering
eye: and it occurred to me that if they had policemen in heaven,
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he would be at least a centurion in the force” (Owen Wister).

utpreksita, ‘opined’: (1) an upama in which the similitude is expressed

as a relative and subjective opinion about which of several objects
of comparison is most likely or approriate. (2) D 2.23. (3) mayy
evdsyd mukhasrir ity alam indor vikatthanaih [ padme’pi sa yad asty
eva (Dandin: “Enough of the moon’s boasting ‘I alone rival the
beauty of her face’; her loveliness is found in the lotus, too™). (4)
“... T give you your choice which was the bluest—the aimlessly
fluttering butterflies, the nodding harebells, or her demure and
reprehensible eyes” (Oliver Onions). (5) The name of this simile
may be taken in the sense of “reflected, considered”, in which case
the emphasis in the examples should be placed on the judicious
meditation of the speaker vis-a-vis the scope of his simile. Uz-
preksita differs from samsayépama in that the confusion in the lat-
ter is between the object and the subject, and from nirpaya in that
the object in that case is distinguished from its own subject, not
putatively, as here, from several other objects.

upamanadharmadyotakalupta, ‘ellipsis of the object, common property,

and the particle of comparison’: (1) self-explanatory term. (2)
M 134. (3) mrganayana harate muner manah (Mammata: “Gazelle-
eyes’ steals the ascetic’s mind away”). (4) “Perhaps he lurks in
yonder woodbine bower / To steal soft kisses from her lips, and
catch / Ambrosial odours from her passing sighs” (William White-
head). (5) The compound mrganayana (‘gazelle-eyed’) and the phrase
“ambrosial odours” are alone relevant here. Fach is a simile in
miniature when interpreted, for example, “whose eyes are like the
eyes of a gazelle”. Only the subject is explicit: “eyes” and “odours”
are mentioned but once and are taken as the subjects of comparison.
Cf. upameyadharmadyotakalupta.

upamanalupta, ‘ellipsis of the object’: (1) an upama in which the object of

comparison is not made explicit. (2) M 129. (3) sakalakarana-
Dparavisramasrivitaranam na sarasakavyasya | drsyate’tha nisamyate
va sadrsam amsdémsamatrena (Mammata: “There is nothing seen
or heard which even in the smallest ‘part resembles mood poetry—
—nothing at all which provides such joyful relaxation of all the
senses”). (4) “Per Hansa stood there in the darkness of the winter
night, looking after the disappearing figure .... No, her equal was not
to be found!” (0. E. Rolvaag). (5) Mammata’s example can be taken
intwo ways. The obviousness of the first borders on pettiness: true po-
etry is like nothing(ellipsis through non-existence). Thiswould amount
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to asadharana upama;forexample: “Fair was this meadow, as thought
me overall; / With floweres sweet embroidered was it all; / As for tg
speak of gum, or herb, or tree, / Comparison may none y.-m.akec} l?e

(Chaucer). A more likely interpretation is that poc_au.‘y is 1mp11C{t1y
compared to yoga through the qualification “providing rela?(atlc{n
of all the senses”. We have followed the latter interpretation in
giving the English example: the absence of a proper obje.ct.is mentic.>1.1ed
only to suggest that Per Hansa’s wife has supra-feminine qualities.
“She could be both minister and father confessor, that woman!”

upameyadyotakalupta, “cllipsis of the subject and particle of comparison’:

(1) self-explanatory term. (2) M 133. (3) k_rpdnédagradordar_zgiah sa
[raja) sahasrdyudhiyati (Mammata: “With a sword held in his
outstretched hand, the King resembles a man having a thousand
weapons (sahasrdyudha)”). (4) “Then Jesse Jones brought a new
note into the self-congratulatory deliberations. In a hectoring speech,
he advised the banks to improve their capital position ...” (Ar'thur
Schiesinger, Jr.). (5) The point here turns upon a rather flimsy
grammatical exegesis. “In a hectoring speech” must be taken to
mean “in a speech in which he behaved himself like Hector”, as the
Sanskrit is taken to mean “he behaved himself like Sahasrﬁyudh'a”.
“Himself” becomes the subject of the comparison as.grammatical
object of the verb “behave” and parallel to “Hec.tor”. Hence the
ellipsis. Many of Mammata’s classifications are similarly far-fetched.
Cf. acara. ,

upameyadharmadyotakalupta, ‘ellipsis of the subject, the common

property, and the particle of comparison’: (1) self-expl.anatory term.
(2) U 1.17. (3) tam saSicchayavadanam ... gaurim prati mano dadhau
(Udbhata: “[Siva] contemplated Gauri, whose face had the beauty
of the moon™). (4) “... he recognized the pail-of-water-over-t.he-‘1‘1ead
experience ...” (Margery Allingham): (5) In the Sanskrit, “[the
beauty of whose] face [is like] the beauty of the moon”, oply the
latter beauty is explicit. In the English, the experience. which the
pail of water, etc. suffices to characterize is not named in so many
words. Cf. upamdanadharmadyotakalupta. For the problem of
distinguishing such similes from metaphors (ripaka), see lupta
upamd.

ubhaya, ‘both’; (1) same as anyonya. (2) R 8.9. .
ekadesin, ‘having parts, partial’: (1) a multiple upama wherein several

corresponding parts of the subject and object are compared without
that comparison being extended to the principal terms themselves.

ud
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(2) R 8.29 (31). (3) kamaladalair adharair iva dasanair iva kesarair
virdjante [ alivalayair alakair iva kamalair vadanair iva nalinyah
(Rudrata: “The lotuses are splendid—their petals like lips, their
filaments like teeth, bees like locks of hair swarming about their
face-like blooms”). (4) “... Mr. Moseley came in and knocked on
the counter with a half crown. His face was as red as red ink; and
he had a complete new colour scheme, all in browns. Brown suit,
the colour of old ale. Golden brown tie like lager. Brown boots
shining like china beer handles. Guinness socks. And a new brown
bowler, the colour of bitter beer, over his left eye” (Joyce Cary).
(5) See samastavastu upama, in which the major terms are men-
tioned.

ekabahu, ‘singular-plural’: (1) an upama in which the subject is plural

and the object singular. (2) NS 16.42 (43). (3) Sasérikavat prakasante
Jyotimsi (Bharata: “The stars shine like the rabbit-marked moon”).
(4) “These parties of theirs ... were like chain-smoking: each cigarette
was lighted in the hope that it might be more satisfactory than the
rest” (Vita Sackville-West). (5) By later writers, non-parallelism
of number is considered a defect (vacanabheda dosa). Here we have
a curious inconsistency in the general tendency to ‘preserve a classi-
fication at any cost. The terms of most similes are, of course, paral-
lel: “She stood breast-high among the corn, / ... Like the sweet-
heart of the sun” (Thomas Hood).

kalpapprabhrti, ‘having the form of, etc.’: (1) an upamad which contains

such an expression of comparison instead of the comparative particle
(“as”, “like”). (2) U 1.21. (3) candalakalpe kandarpam plustva
mayi tirohite | samjatdtulanairasya kim sa Sokan myta bhavet (Udbha-
ta: “While I was hidden there in the form of an outcaste man, Love
was consumed; and she [Parvati], in whom an immense despair was
born, appeared about to die of sorrow™). (4) “... drawn with Diireres-
que vigor and dash” (Thomas Hardy). (5) For other examples of
similes formed with taddhita suffixes, see s.v. and sadrsa, samdsa.

kalpita, ‘artificial’: (1) an upama wherein the similitude is stated in terms

of comparable properties of the subject and object, but not through
one property, common to both. (2) NS 16.46 (49), AP 344.21, R 8.13
(14). (3) mukham aparnakapolam mrgamadalikhitérdhapattralekham
te [ bhati lasatsakalakalam sphutalafichanam indubimbam iva (Rudra-
ta: “Your face, full-cheeked and bearing the beauty marks of musk,
resembles the full moon’s orb with its argent spots”). (4) “I saw
the professor winking at me so hard that his face was like a con-
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certina with a hole in it” (Joyce Cary). (5) Cf. sadrsavyatireka.

kimcitsadrsi, ‘somewhat similar’: (1) an upama in which one subject is

compared to several objects by means of several properties. (2)
NS 16.46 (51), AP 344.21. (3) sampiirnacandravadani nilétpalada-
léksand | mattamatangagamand sampraptéyam sakhi mama (Bhatata;
“My friend has been at last secured whose face is like the full moon,
whose eyes resemble the petals of the blue lotus, whose walk is
undulant like a rutting elephant”). (4) “Eustacia’s dreani ... had as
many ramifications as the Cretan labyrinth, as many. fluctuations
as the Northern Lights, as much colour as a parterre in June, and
was as crowded with figures as a coronation” (Thoma$ Hardy).
(5) This figure differs from ufpreksita in that property is there unique,
from ekadesin in that the similitudes are there subsidiary in a whole,
and from samuccaya in that there we have but one object.

gamana, ‘going’: (1) probably the same as rasand-upama (2) AP 344.20.

(5) Since the Agni Purana gives no examples, the definition of ‘this
unique item is subject to caution. The text.reads: “upameyam yad

. anyasya tad anyasybpamd matd [ yady uttarottaram. yati taddsau

gamandpama” (‘if the upameya of one term is deemed the upama of
another, and the sequence is continued, then this is gamana’).

catw, ‘flattering words’: (1) an upama in which the real difference between

subject and object—that of possessing the common property to a
lesser and a greater degree, respectively—though- recognized, is
voluntarily ignored. ,(2) D 2.35. (3) mrgéksandnkam ‘te vaktram
mygenaivdnkitah Sasi | tathdpi sama evisau nétkarsi.(Dandin: “Your
glance is Jearned froin the gazelle. The moon is marked with the
gazelle itself: he is. thus quite similar, but in no way superior™).
(4) “Ask me no more where Jove bestows, / When June is past,
the fading rose; / For in your beauty’s orient deep / These flowers,
as in their causes, sleep” (Thomas Carew). (5) Catu differs from
atisaya in that there the difference between the subject and object,
as far as.the common property. is concerned, is cancelled.

namul (fictive for the accusative absolute in -am): (1) an upama in which

the force of the comparison is rendered By means of such a construc-
tion. (2) U 1.20. (3) sa dagdhavigrahendpi viryamdtrasthitdtmand |
sprstah kamena samanyapranicintam acintayat (Udbhata: “Touched
by Love, though Love’s body was consumed and his force consisted
of heroism alone, Siva remained pensive with. cares common to all
men”).: (4) “Another head ¢ame into view from behind the wings of a
chair, and its owner glared at us with a Harvard accent” (Peter de
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Vries). (5) The English example illustrates the grammatical point
only grosso modo, of course. The comparison of Harvard glances
with Harvard speech is expressed via an adverbial clause which is
functionally similar to the Sanskrit “had the cares which all men
have”. Mammata (130) calls this a type of ayotakalupta.

tattvikhyina, ‘literal description’: (1) an upama in which the similitude

is assumed to lend itself to a confusion, so that one is obliged to
identify the subject and object of the comparison. (2) D 2.36.
(3) na padmam mukham evédam na bhriigau caksusi ime (Dandin:
“That is no lotus, that is a face; those are not bees, they are eyes”).
(4) “I have seen roses damask’d, red and white, / But no such roses
see 1 in her cheeks” (Shakespeare). (5) This figure differs from
nirpaya in that there a state of doubt or suspicion is assumed, here
there is merely a possibility of confusion. In hyperbolic exaggeration,
tattvékhyana is the next step beyond catu. Cf. tattvdpahnava ripaka.

tattvikhyina (I1): (1) an upama in which the aim is merely to represent—

neither to praise or blame. (2) V 4.2.7. (3) tam rohinim vijanihi
Jyotisam atra mandale | yas tanvi tarakanyasah Sakapdkaram dsritah
(Vamana; Rohini or Taurus, the “red one”, is so called from Al-
debaran, the main star: “Know that configuration of stars to be
Rohini which in form resembles a cart”). (4) “To my notion all of
the early part of Mourning Becomes Electra has the sinewy and
homely narrative strength of—let me reach for a comparison which
does him neither too little nor too much honor—a novel by Charles
Reade” (Alexander Woollcott). (5) For Vamana, this is the middle
term in the triad stuti ... ninda. Cf. Dandin, where tattvdkhydna is
replaced by dcikhyasa—doubt as to the appropriateness of praise or
blame.

taddhita, ‘secondary suffix’: (1) an upama utilizing such a suffix to express

the comparison. (2) U 1.20, M 127. (3) (4) For examples, see
subtypes vati, kalpapprabhrti. (5) The well-known grammatical
term. Mammata distinguishes taddhita upama from similes formed
by samdsa (compounding), g.v.

tadvicisamksepa,‘ellipsis of the comparative particle’: (1) same as

dyotakalupta. (2) U 1.18.

tulyayoga, ‘conjunction of equals’: (1) an upama in which the object is of

strikingly exalted station vis-3-vis the subject. (2) D 2.48 (49).
(3) divo jagarti raksayai pulomdrir bhuvo bhavan | asurds tena hanyante
sdvalepas tvayd nrpah (Dandin: “Indra keeps watch in heaven and
you, O Lord, on earth; demons are slain by him and by you, the
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proud and haughty”). (4) “And then the hyena laughed out. Pleased
at such an arrangement! Pleased at having her enemy converted
into a dean with twelve-hundred a year! Medea, when she describes
the customs of her native country ... assures her astonished auditor
that in her land captives, when taken, are eaten. “You pardon them?’
says Medea. ‘We do indeed,’ says the mild Grecian. ‘We eat them?!’
says she of Colchis, with terrific energy. Mrs. Proudie was the Medea
of Barchester; she had no idea of not eating Mr. Slope” (Anthony
Trollope). (5) Cf. tulyayogita alamkara where the same conjunction
is expressed literally and not through the use of figurative devices
(simile or metaphor).

dyotakalupta, ‘ellipsis of the comparative particle’: (1) self-explanatory

term. (2) M 130. (3) tatah ... kaminigandapanduna | ... candrena
mahéndri dig alamkrta (Mammata ; the Sanskrit translates literally as
“lover’s-cheek-pale moon”: “The eastern quarter-is adorned by the
moon pale as a lover’s cheek”). (4) “Her forehead ivory white”
(Edmund Spenser). (5) Mammata also includes here certain denom-
inative constructions: cf. dcdra and dharmadyotakalupta. This variety
of ellipsis is also known as tadvdci, pratyaya, vadi, q.v.

dharma, ‘property’: (1) an upama in which the similitude is spelled out by

mentioning the comparable property or aspect of the two terms.
(2) D 2.15, AP 344.10. (3) ambhoruham ivdtamram mugdhe karatalam
tava (Dandin: “The palm of your hand is like'a pale lotus”). (4)
“River roughed up with little waves like .the flat side of a cheese
grater” (Joyce Cary). (5) Cf. vastu, where that property is implicit.
The notion of property is here taken in an exact sense, and presum-
ably excludes those similes based on mode of action or result; cf.
vakydrtha. Vimana uses the word guna instead of dharma; ¢f. the
commonplace distinction guna-kriya. Here is an example of a simile
whose common property is a mode of action: “Richard arrested
his resumption of speech, and he continued slowly. to fizz like an
ill-corked effervescence” (George Meredith).

dharmadyotakalupta, ‘ellipsis of the common property and the particle of

comparison’: (1) self-explanatory term. (2) M 131. (3) savitd
vidhavati vidhur api savitarati tatha dinanti yaminyah | yaminayanti
dinani ca sukhaduhkhavasikrte manasi (Mammata; in the Sanskrit,
all the upamana are denominative verbs: “The sun resembles the
moon and the moon, the sun; the hours of the night are as those of
the day and those of the day, the night for one whose mind is afflicted
by the round of pleasure and pain”). (4) “No profane hand shall

e
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dare, for me ... to Bowdlerize my Shakespeare ...” (Anon., quoted in
Burton Stevenson; here one is enjoined from turning the author’s
edition into one like Dr. Bowdler’s in the matter of expurgation—the
common property). (5) The figure is also known as samyatadvacivi-
cyava. Cf. acara. Udbhata’s example is tridasddhisasardilah (‘Indra-
tiger’), an epithet of Siva; compare a term like “moonstone”.

dharmalupta, ‘ellipsis of the common property’: (1) self-explanatory

term. (2) M 128. (3) rajivam iva te vaktram netre nilbtpale iva
(Dandin: “Your face is like a lotus; your eyes are like lotus petals™).
(4) “My delight and thy delight / Walking, like two angels white,
/ In the garden of the night” (Robert Bridges). (5) This figure is
also known as vastu, samyavdcakasamksepa. Cf. dharma upamad.

dharmOpamanalupta, ‘ellipsis of the common property and the object of

comparison’: (1) self-explanatory term. (2) M 132. (3) tuntundyamano
marisyasi kantakakalitani ketakivanini | malatikusumasadrksam
bhramara bhraman na prapsyasi (Mammata: “Buzzing about in the
thorny ketaki groves, O bee! you will surely die; yet you will not
resemble the malati flower™). (4) “For her own person, [ It beggar’d
all description” (Shakespeare). (5) Mammata’s example requires
such a tortuous interpretation that this commentator blushes to
give it. “You will never attain similarity with the malati flower” is
taken to mean: “the. malati lower is like nothing else in the world
insofar as you areconcerned”. Cf. upamanalupta and the note thereon.

ninda (I), ‘blame’: (1) an upama whose intention is to depreciate or

belittle and whose object of comparison is therefore pejorative.
(2) NS 16.46 (48), V 4.2.7. (3) ... kalatram | halahalam visam
ivdpagunam (Vamana; the poison was so deadly it threatened to
kill all life: “An evil wife is like the poison Siva swallowed”). (4)
“Both of you are good at keeping secrets—like onions on the breath
...” (Joyce Cary). (5) Ninda is the opposite of stuti, ‘praise’. Cf.
dcikhyasa, tattvakhyana.

ninda (I): (1) an upama wherein, by an ironic depreciation of the object,

flattery of the subject is intended. (2) B 2.37, D 2.30, AP 344.21.
(3) padmam bahurajas candrah ksayi tabhyam tavinanam | samanam
api.sotsekam (Dandin: “The lotus is spotted with pollen, the moon
wanes; your face, though similar, is more proud”). (4) “If when the
sun at noon displays / His brighter rays, / Thou but appear, /{ He then
all pale with shame and fear, / Quencheth his light, / Hides his dark
brow, flys from thy sight, / And grows more dim / Compared to
thee than stars to him” (Thomas Carew). (5) See above.
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niyama, ‘restriction’: (1) an upama in which the similitude is said to be
limited to the object in question. (2) D 2.19, AP 344.12. (3) tvan-
mukham kamalenaiva tulyam nényena kena cit (Dandin: “Your face
may be compared to the lotus and to the lotus alone”). (4) “He
looked over his paper with that plump, gratified satisfaction at a
chance to shine which in the dog world is the peculiarity of the hound”
(Margery Allingham). (5) Cf. aniyama.

nirpaya, ‘deduction’: (1) an upama in which the two comparable things
are distinguished from one another through a deduction based upon,
but critical of, their excessive similarity. (2) D 2.27. (3) na padma-
syéndunigrahyasyéndulajjckari dyutih | atas tvanmukhari evédam
(Dandin: “That can’t be the gleam of a lotus putting the moon to
shame, since the lotus is liege to the moon; it must be your face™).
(4) “He was as a ghost, all whose power of wandering free through
these upper;regions ceases at cockcrow; or rather he was the oppo-
site of a ghost, for till cockcrow he must again be a serf” (Anthony
Trollope; reference is made to the dependence of the Bishop on his
wife). (5) In tattvdkhydna, the same distinction is'-made, but without
the semblance of an argument.

nicaya, ‘decision’: (1) probably the same as nirnaya. (2) AP 344.12.
(5) No example is given, but the commentary on D 2.27 equates
this term with nirnaya.

padarthavrtti, ‘whose scope is the meaning of a word’: (1) an upama which
expresses a relationshjp between things in terms of a common prop-
erty, not between actions in terms of analogy. Q) V 423. (3)
haritanusu babhrutvagvimukhasu yasam [ kanakakanasadharma
manmatho romabhedah (Vimana: “On whose golden bodies, now
divested of their clothes of reddish bark, was seen the lovely thin
line of hair resembling a string of golden beads™): (4) “Her breast
like to a bowl of cream uncrudded ...” (Edmund Spenser). (5) Cf.
vakydrthavrtti, dharma.

paraspara, ‘mutual’: (1) same as anyonya. (2) AP 344.11.

piirna, ‘full’: (1) an upama in which the four characteristic elements of
the comparison are explicitly stated. (2) V 4.2.5, R 85 (6); M 126.
(3) svapne’pi samaresu tvam vijayasrir. na muficati | prabhavaprabha-
vam kantam svddhinapatikd yatha (Mammata: “BEven in the sleep
between battles, the Goddess of Victory cleaves to you, O King,
like a faithful wife to her excellently beautiful lover”). (4) “The moon
was coming up ... making ... the houses look like fresh cut blocks
of coal, glittering green and blue” (Joyce Cary). (5) The four charac-
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teristic elements of every simile, whether explicit or not, are (@
the subject of comparison (upameya: “houses), (b) the object of
comparison (upamdana: “blocks of coal”), (c) the common property
(sadharanadharma: “glittering ...”), and (d) the comparative particle
(dyotaka: “like”). Cf. lupta and the various terms mentioned for
examples of ellipsis. See upama for the problem of translation,
and the appropriate terms for a discussion of their meaning and
context. Pirpa is described by Rudrata, but not named.

prativastu, ‘counterpart’: (1) example; an upama in which the object of

comparison is introduced as the subject of another situation which
manifests the relevant common property and in which the comparative
particle is absent. (2) B 2.34-35 (36); D 2.46 (47). (3) natko’pi
tvadrso’dydpi jayamanesu rdjasu | nanu dvitiyo ndsty eva parijatasya
Padapah (Dandin: “There is not even one who resembles you among
the victorious kings; but then, the coral tree has no imitator either™).
(4) “Follow a shadow, it still flies you; / Seem to fly it, it will pursue:
[ So court a mistress, she denies you; / Let her alone, she will court
you. / Say, are not women, truly, then, / Styled but the shadows
of us men?” (Ben Jonson). (5) Prativastu is considered by others
to be a separate figure, perhaps because the comparative particle is
necessarily absent. In this it differs from vakydrtha upama.

pratisedha, ‘prohibition’: (1) an upama in which certain flaws of the object

are said to vitiate the comparison. (2) D 2.34. (3) najatu $aktir indos
te mukhena pratigarjitum | kalaiikino jadasya (Dandin: “Indeed
the moon cannot rival your face; mark its cold and blemished air”).
(4) “Shall I compare thee to a summer’s day?/ ... Rough winds do
shake the darling buds of May, / And summer’s lease hath all too
short a date” (Shakespeare). (5) This figure differs from ninda in that
here the mood is the indicative rather than the * ‘optative”. In
vyatireka, the virtue of the subject, rather than the vice of the object,

is usually alleged as prohibition.

pratyaya, ‘suffix’: (1) an upama in which the force of the comparison is

rendered by a verbal suffix. (2) R 8.23 (24). (5) Pratyayais considered
by Rudrata to be an ellipsis of the comparative particle. Cf. dyotaka-
lupta. The same as dcara.

prasamsd, ‘praise’: (1) un upama whose intention is to appreciate or

praise, that is, whose upamana is mejorative. (2) NS 16.46 (47),
B 237, D 231, AP 344.21. (3) brahmano'py udbhavah padmas
candrah Sambhusirodhrtah | tau tulyau tvanmukhena (Dandin: “The
lotus is born of Brahman, the moon is fixed on the brow of Siva;
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both resemble your face”). (4) “She stood breast-high among the
corn, | Clasp’d by the golden light of morn, / Like the sweetheart of
the sun, / Who many a glowing kiss had won” (Thomas Hood).
(5) This figure illustrates the definition of the upamana (Objef:t of
comparison) as “that term in which the property resides to a hxg.her
degree”; by drawing a comparison with an exalted object, the subject
necessarily participates in its elevation. Cf. nindd, which can also
praise the subject through irony. Prasamsa is the same as stuti.

bahu, ‘many’: (1) an upama in which a number of different objects are

mentioned. (2) D 2.40, AP 344.14. (3) candanédakacandrdmsucan-
drakantédisitalah | sparsas tava (Dandin: “Your touch is:cool as
moonstone, as the fall of moonbeams, as sandal-water”). (4) “As
lightning, or a taper’s light, / Thine eyes, and not thy noise, waked.me”
(John Donne). (5) Bahu differs from utpreksita in that here thereis no
effort to find the right object; from mala 11 in that there the multitude
of objects manifests a multitude of properties, here there is but one

property.

bahveka, ‘plural-singular’: (1) an upgma in which the subject is singular

and the object plural. (2) NS 16.42 (44). (3) syenabarhinabhasanam
tulydrthah [sa kascit] (Bharata: “He is like eagles, peacocks, and
hawks”). (4) “Behold a critic, pitched like the castrati” (Theodore
Roethke). (5) See the note on ekabahu. An example of compax:ing
plural with plural is: “... elegant shoppers wrapped like dainty
bears” (Edgell Rickword). Bharata, not an accomplished class1ﬁer,
neglects the pos51b1ht1es offered by the Sanskrit dual.

mila (I), ‘garland’: (1) an upama in which a series of comparisons are

given which not only involve the same similitude, but in whicl'l a
qualification of that similitude becomes the subject of the following
simile. (2) D 2.42. (3) pasny atapa ivéhniva piisa vyomniva vasarah |
vikramas tvayy adhal laksmim (Dandin: “Victory founded its good
fortune on you, just as the heat did i the sun, the sun did in the day,
and the day did in the sky”). (4) “He moves among men as most
men move among things” (Bernard Shaw). .(5) This type of mala
differs from the following in that there but one similitude is stated.
It differs from rasandin that the architectonic moves from substratum
to manifestation rather than from subject of comparison to object
of comparison. Cf. asambhavita.

mila (II): (1) an upama in which one subject is compared to several objects

through one or several properties. (2) AP 344.15, R 8.25 (26), M 1?4:
(3) $yamalatéva tanvi candrakalévétinirmala sa me | hamsiva kaldlapa
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caitanyam harati nidréva (Rudrata: “Slender as the dark creeper, spot-
less as the new-born, waxing moon, soft-throated as the swan,
she steals my reason as do dreams”), (4) “What follows should be
prefaced with some simile—the simile of a powdermine, a thunder-
bolt, an earthquake—for it blew Philip up in the air and flattened
him on the ground and swallowed him up in the depths” (E. M.
Forster). (5) This figure is the same as kimcitsadrsi, except that
here the possibility of one property is allowed, atleast by Mammata:
“My heart is like a singing bird / Whose nest is in a water’d shoot; /
My heart is like an apple-tree / Whose boughs are bent with thick-
set fruit; / My heart is like a rainbow shell / That paddles in a halcyon
sea; [ My heart is gladder than all these, / Because my love is come
to me” (Christina Georgina Rossetti). Bhamaha (2.38) mentions
the term mala, but not in a way that would permit precise definition
of its significance.

moha, ‘bewilderment’: (1) an upama in which the two terms of comparison

fe

‘

are confused with one another. (2) D 2.25, AP 344.17. (3) sasity
utpreksya tanvangi tvanmukham tvanmukhdsaya | indum apy anu-
dhavami (Dandin: “Now I'm running about after the moon, seeking
for your face, for I thought that your face was the moon™). (4)
“‘When I slung my teeth over that,” he remarked, ‘I thought I was
chewing a hammock’” (Owen Wister). (5) Moha differs from bhran-
timat alamkdra only in that the comparability of the two confused
terms is here necessarily paramount.

yathévasabda, ‘the words yatha (as) and iva (like)’: (1) an upama wherein

the force of the comparison is borne by one of these words, the usual
adverbial particles of comparison. (2) B 2.31, U 1.16. (3) ksanam
kamajvarotthityai bhiiyah samtapavrddhaye | viyoginam abhiic candri
. candrika candanam yatha (Udbhata: “The moonlight of the full
moon, like sandal paste, rouses the sudden fever of love in parted
lovers and so increases their suffering”). (4) “And there was Hetty,
like a bright-cheeked apple hanging over the orchard wall” (George
Eliot). (5) Yathévasabda.is to be distinguished from those similes

expressed through compounding (samdsa). See also dyotakalupta
upama.

rasand, ‘rope’: (1) a concatenation of upamas in which the subject of

comparison of the first simile is the same as the object of comparison

- of the following. (2) R 8.27:(28), M 134C. (3) nabha iya vimalam

salilam salilam ivanandakari sasibimbam | Sasibimbam iva lasaddyuti
tarunivadanam Sarat kurute (Rudrata: “The autumn season makes
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the crystal water clear as sky, the round, refreshing moon limpid as
water, the maiden’s coquettish mien like the glancing moon”). (4) “If
when the sun at noon displays / His btighter rays, / Thou but appear, /
He .../ .../ ... grows more dim / Compared to thee than stars to
him” (Thomas Carew). :

Tapta, ‘ellipsis’: (1) an upamda in which at least ore of the four characteris-
tic elements is not explicitly stated. (2) V 4.2.6, M 126. (3) (4) See
the various subtypes grouped under the names of the element drop-
ped: upameya, upamana, dyotaka, dharma. (5) All the writers implic-
itly recognize this type, beginning with-Bhamaha who distinguishes

»  similes containing a particle of comparison- (yathévasabda) from

\  those formed by compounding and therefore witliout such a particle.
Likewise, Dandin distinguishes dharma and vastu upamas on the
basis of the former mentioning the common property and the latter
not. The distinction between pirna and lupta upama has, however,

*  become such a commonplace in the later poetics that it is usually
imposed by commentators whenever possible upon the earlier writers,
even though they manifestly had other reasons for arranging their

b3 distinctions in the way they did. Mammata shows the way, being

‘the first writer to ignore completely considerations of subject matter

and intention in defining.simile in favor of elements of construction.

This may be called the triumph of the material principle over the

# final.

J2 1 have the following simile to add td Mammata’s collection, which
seems to exhibit ellipsis of both the subject and object of comparison:
“Smell of boot polish like a lion cage” (Joyce Cary). Here someone’s
boots are being compared to those of a lion tamer.

vati, ‘the: suffix -vat (‘like’): (1) an upamad wherein the force of the com-
parison is*borne by such a particle suffixed to the object of com-
parison. (2) B 2.33, U 1.20-21, M 127. (3) -dvijativad adhite ’sau
guruvac. cénusasti nah (Bhidmaha: “Brahmin-like he studies; guru-
like He instructs us”). (4) “Lion-like March cometh in” (W. D.
Howells). (5) This is the example par excellence of the use of a
taddhita suffix in forming similes. In English, the same word may be
used in or out of compound, but in Sanskrit, the morphemes are
different: -vat only in.compound, iva never in compound. In the
ordinary uncompounded simile (¢f. vakydrthavrtti and padérthavrtti),
this type is subdivided into those which express a nominal comparison
and those which express a verbal comparison. The examples given
illustrate the latter subtype, which seems more natural. Compare the
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phrase *“... drawn with Diireresque vigor and dash” (Thomas Hardy),
which expresses a purely nominal similitude (vigor like that of Diirer).

This type is recognized by Yaska (3.17), who asserts that it
expresses a perfect or total similitude (siddha), as opposed to a
partial or presumed similitude expressed by iva.

vastu, ‘the real thing’: (1) same as dharmalupta upama. (2) D 2.16, AP

344.10. (5) The name implies, according to the commentary, that
the empbhasis is to be placed on the things compared, rather than on
the common property. See the note on hpta.

vakya, ‘phrase’: (1) an wpama in which the comparison is expressed in

the form of a phrase, that is, a relation of independent words. (2)
R 8.5-16, M 127. (3) svapne’pi samaresu tvam vijayasrir na muiicati |
prabhavaprabhavam kantam svddhinapatikd yatha (Mammata: see
ptirpa for the translation). (4) “Let us go then, you and I / When
the evening is spread out against the sky / Like a patient etherized
upon a table” (T. S. Eliot). (5) In this sense, the term is distinguished
from similes formed by compounding and those which are telescoped
into verbs (¢f. samdasa, taddhita, pratyaya). As an instance of the
baroque complexity which these classifications can attain, take the
two terms pirna upama and vakya upama. For Mammata, vakya is
the first subtype of piirna; for Rudrata, pirna is the-first subtype of
vakya. Although both authors define the term vakya in approxim-
ately the same way, the system of classification in which the term
figures obliges us to modify that meaning slightly and consider its
two occurences to be of different scope. For Rudrata, a dharmalupta
upamd is a type of vakya on the same level as a pirna; for Mammata,
it is simply a non-p@rpa and may or may not be a vakya.

vakyirthavrtti, ‘whose scope is the phrase’: (1) an upama whose two

terms extend each to an entire phrase or sentence. (2) D.2.43 (44-
45),V 4.2.3, AP 344.19. (3) tvadananam adhiréksam avirdasanadidhiti |
bhramadbhyiigam ivédlaksyakesaram bhati panikajam (Dandin: “your
face of gently roaming glance and lustrous smile gleams like a lotus
with its darting bees and filaments so fine”). (4) “The readers of
the Boston Evening Transcript [ Sway in the wind like a field of ripe
corn” (T. S. Eliot). (5) These similes extend to the entire phrase in
the sense that the similitude involves, and in fact is basically a func-
tion of, the verb. On the other hand, a “simple” simile expresses a
direct relationship between two nouns through a common property
(¢f. padarthavrtti) and does not involve the sentefce itself, that is,
the grammatical association of noun plus verb. A simile extending
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to the verb is thus coextensive with the phrase and is sometimes
thought of as a simile of action or mode of behavior. A good test for
discriminating such a phrasal simile is this: the same verb is either
repeated, as: “The daylight struck down with a pallid glare upon the
tatters of soot draping the flue as sea-weed drapes a rocky fissure”
(Thomas Hardy), or must be supplied in the other of the two phrases
(as in the example from Eliot) to make sense. “My Luve’s like a red,
red rose” (Robert Burns) requires no such suppletion.
vadilopa, ‘ellipsis of v4, etc.’: (1) same as dyotakalupta. (2) M 130. (5) va
is a term standing here for the ensemble of comparative particles.
Though its usual meaning is ‘or’, it can be taken in the sense of iva
according to Bohtlingk and Roth.
vikriyd, ‘transformation’: (1) an ypama in which the subject of comparison
is expressed as a transformation or modification of the object. (2)
D 241, AP 344.15. (3) candrabimbad ivétkirnam padmagarbhad
ivéddhrtam | tava tanvangi vadanam (Dandin: “O slender-limbed,
your face seems carved from the moon’s circle or raised from the
lotus’ bud”). (4) “Lowood shook loose its tresses; it became all
green ... and it made a strange ground-sunshine out of the wealth
of its wild primrose plants” (Charlotte Bronte; here the object is
expressed as a transformation of the subject). (5) In the post-dhvani
or encyclopaedic writers on figuration, this variety of simile is raised
to the status of a separate figure, called parindma (transformation).
Cf. Ruyyaka, Alamkarasarvasva (KM edition, p. 51).
viparita, ‘reversed’: (1) probably the same as viparydsa. (2) AP 344.11-12.
viparyasa, ‘transposition’; (1) an upama in which that term which in the
order of nature is the subject of comparison is cast in the form of
the object, and, similarly, the object term is cast as the subject.
(2) D 2.17. (3) tvadananam ivénnidram aravindam abhiit (Dandin:
“The full-blown lotus was like your sleepless face”). (4) “The flowers
did smile, like those upon her face” (William Drummond). (5) By
“order of nature”, we refer to the definitions of the subject and
object as those terms in which the common property resides to a
lesser and to a greater degree, respectively. In this type of simile,
each of the two terms is expressed in the formal position naturally
appropriate to the other, thus exaggerating the prominence of the
in fact inferior subject. In catu, there is merely a cancellation of this
difference, not an inversion.
virodha, ‘opposition’: (1) an upama in which the similitude is so expressed
as to imply rivalry on the part of the things compared. (2) D 2.33.
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(3) Satapattram Saraccandras tvadananam iti trayam [ parasparaviro-
dhi (Dandin: “The hundred-petaled lotus, the autumn moon, your
face—these three are warring”). (4) “‘Speak,’ she said, ‘thou fairest /
Beauty thou impairest ...”” (Henry Constable; here Venus address;s
Adonis). (5) Theidea seems'to be that nothing breeds incompatibility
like' similitude. In atisaya, the difference between the terms of com-
Panson is minimized ; here that minimum is dialectically turned into
its opposite: mutual contradiction.
vyati.reka, ‘distinction’: (1).an upama of the Agni Purana whose meaning
is unclear. There are no parallels. (2) AP 344.14. (5) The text
reafls: “yad ucyate’tiriktatvam vyatireképama tu sa” (“where pre-
eminence is expressed, that is called vyatirekdpama”). This figure is
probably the same as atisaya upama.
$rauti, ‘audible’: (1) an upama in which the force of the comparison is
made explicit. (2) M 127. (3) svapne’pi samaresu tvam vijayasrir na
muficati | prabhavaprabhavam kantam svédhinapatika yatha (Mam-
mata; see pirpa for the translation). (4) “However, I kept myself
safe yet, though I began, like my Lord Rochester’s mistress, that
loved his company, but would not admit him farther, to have the
§candal of a whore, without the joy” (Daniel Defoe). (5) A subtlety
i is intended: ¢f. arthi and vakya upama.
slesaf ‘double-entendre’: (1) an upama in which the common property
is replaced by a pun. (2) D 2.28. (3) Sisirdmsupratispardhi Srimat
surabhigandhi ca | ambhojam iva te vaktram (Dandin; “rival”’means
“enemy” when applied to the lotus, “similar to” when applied to the
face, and Sri refers to the goddess when applied to the lotus, to
“beauty” when applied to the face: “Like the lotus is your fe,xce:
moon’s rival, abode of Sri, perfumed”). (4) ““Now it’s time I was
up at the office to get my vay-bill and see the coach loaded; for
coaches ... is like guns—they requires to be loaded with wery great
care, afore they go off’” (Charles Dickens; the venerable Mr.
Weller, Sr. speaking). (5) Here we have an example of the ubiquity
of slesa alamkara; Dandin regularly expresses interrelationships of
figures by considering one a subtype of another.
sams'aya., ‘dotibt’: (1) an wpamad in which doubt is expressed as to
which of the two things being compared is which. () D 2.26, AP
344.18. (3) kim padmam antarbhrantali kim te loléksanam mukl;am /
mama dolayate cittam (Dandin: “My mind doth. pZ)nder well:
is it a lotus bud with captive bees or a sloe-eyed maiden’s face?”)
(4) “I observe: ‘Our sentimental friend the moon! | Or possibl);
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(fantastic, I confess) / It may be Prester John’s balloon / Or an old
battered lantern hung aloft / To light poor travellers to their distress’”
(T. S. Eliot). (5) If such a doubt is subjected to reasoning, we.have
nirnaya; if related to other people’s opinion, mata. See also samideha
alamkara and subtypes.

samksepa, “ellipsis’: (1) same as lupta. (2) U 1.17. (5) Only four types are

given by Udbhata: ellipsis of the property, of the particle, of both,
and of both plus the subject. See samyavacaka, tadvdci. Mammata
gives nineteen types of /upta in all.

$adréapada, “the word ‘resembling’”: (1) an upamd wherein a word such

as sadrsa expresses the force of the comparison. (2) U 1.16. (3)
prabodhad dhavalam ratrau kifijalkélinasatpadam | piirnendubimbena
samam asit kumudakananam (Udbhata: “The lotuses were quite
similar to the orb of the full moon—freshly white from blooming
and drawing the night bees to their pollen cups”). (4) “... and their
other North Oxford acquaintances of the same kidney” (Michael
Innes). (5) Udbhata probably intends by this term that large and
vague category of words capable of expressing the idea of resem-
blance. He thinks of the two most common (yathd, iva) as different,
probably in the sense that they set up the norm to which the others

* approximate.
$adréi, ‘similar’: (1) an upama in which two things are represented as

fully comparable. (2) NS 16.50, AP 344.21. (3) yat tvayddya krtam
karma paracittdnurodhing | sadrsam na tathaiva syad atimanusa-
karmanah (Bharata: “What you did today out of compassion for
another could be compared only to the deed of a superhuman soul”).
(4) “T. S. Eliot resembles oné of those mighty castles in Bavaria which
are remarkably visible, famed for their unsightliness, and too
expensive to tear down” (Karl Shapiro). (5) Sadrsi is distinguished
on the one hand from kimcitsadrsi, where one thing is compared
to several others through its aspects “(partial similitudes), and on
the other from kalpita, in that the similitude is here actually present
in both terms, and the common properties apply literally to both
subjects; the similitude is not just an analogy of qualities whichr they
severally possess.

samastavisaya, ‘the whole matter’: (1) an upamd in which two things and

their several corresponding parts are systematically compared. (2)
R 8.29 (30). (3) alivalayair alakair iva kusumastabakail stanair iva
vasante | bhanti lata lalana iva panibhir iva kisalayaih sapadi (Rudrata:
“The climbing vines resemble maidens, their clouds of bees like
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tresses, their clusters of blossoms like bosoms, their tendrils like
clasping arms™). (4) “She summed her life up every day; / Modest
as morn, as mid-day bright, / Gentle as evening, cool as night”
(Andrew Marvell). (5) See also ekadesin. These two terms are but
tardy extensions of a commonplace distinction usually applied to
ripaka alamkara.

samdna, ‘uniform’: (1) an upamad in which the common property is

replaced by a play on words. (2) D 2.29. (3) balévédyanalatéyam
salakananasobhint (Dandin: “The young girl is like a forest creeper—
of beautiful tresses [alaka] and aspect [anana]” or “beautifying the
forest [kanana] of Sal trees [sala]”). (4) “Why is a lady like a hinge?
Because she is a thing to adore” (M. E. W. Sherwood, quoted by
Russell Lynes). (5) A play on words differs from a pun in that the
latter plays upon a legitimate duplicity of meaning (double-entendre):
a word can in context be taken in either of two senses (¢f. Slesa
upama). But here there are no words at the base of the play, only
the appearance of words (hence the name ‘uniform’) which must be
differently construed to obtain the two desired senses. Only as the
construction of the sentence is decided are the words themselves
determined. This is, as it were, a syntactical pun. The Sanskrit
example is clearer because the component words of the two senses
don’t even have a common phonemic basis; they are functions of a
different analysis of the long compound word salakdnana as sa-
alaka-anana and sala-kanana.

samasa (I), ‘compound’: (1) an upama in which the object of comparison

occupies the first position in a compound word. (2) B 2.32, AP 344.8-
9, R 8.17-22. (3) [sa] kamalapattrdksi Sasérkavadand (Bhamaha:
“Lotus petal-eyed, moon-faced, she ...”). (4) “Dawn broke in Lon-
don, clear and sweet, dove grey and honey” (Evelyn Waugh). (5)
Several subtypes are recognized, depending on what element of the
simile completes the compound : the common property (as in Waugh’s
example), the subject of comparison (as in the Sanskrit; compare
“pot-belly”), and the Agni Purana seems to include here compounds
of type indusamam (‘moon-like’), in which the comparative particle
takes second place. It is important to remark that all such com-
pounds are adjectival, but that none involve the object of comparison
in second position (see ripaka).

samaisa (II): (1) an upama in which the object of comparison is in an

oblique case and is compounded with, that is, followed by, the
comparative particle. (2) M 127. (3) atyayatair niyamakaribhir
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uddhatanam divyaih prabhabhir anapdyamayair updyaih | Saurir
bhujair iva caturbhir adah sada yo laksmivilasabhuvanair bhuvanam
babhdara (Mammata: in the Sanskrit, the two terms of comparison,
‘arms’ and ‘powers’, are in the instrumental case: “Like Srikrsna,
who supports the world with his four arms where Laksmi finds
delight, [this King supports the world] with the four royal powers,
wide extending, punishers of the haughty, divinely glorious, and
eternal”). (4) “There was a great clock ticking, and eyery time it
ticked the tears all fell together with a noise like broken glass tinkling
in a plate” (Joyce Cary). (5) In addition to the commonplace ex-
ample mentioned in connection with the’ Agni Purana in the previous
entry, Mammata includes in the present category of simile this
bizarre and unparalleled instance whereby we are given to under-
stand that the comparative particle (iva, ‘like’), whén preceded by
its object of comparison in an oblique case, is considered to form a
compound with it. In the grammatical literature, such compounds
are admitted.

samuccaya, ‘accumulation’: (1) an upamd in which a second common
property cumulates the effect of the first common property. (2)
D 2.21, AP 344.13. (3) na kantyaiva mukham tava | hladandkhyena
cénveti karmanéndum (Dandin: “Not only in beauty is your face
likened to the moon, but in its gladdening charm”). (4) “The sun’s
beams seemed to hit the white road with a directed energy and bounce
back like a rubber ball” (Somerset Maugham). (5) TFhis figure differs
from utpreksita upama in that here the properties alone are relevant
... to hit ... and bounce back ...”); no question is intended as to
the adequacy of the object to represent the comparison. Samuccaya
differs from mald upama in iterating only the property, but not the
object. It has no relation whatever to the upamdasamuccaya alamkara
of Rudrata.

samanyabhiva, ‘ellipsis of the common property’: (1) same as dharmalupta
upama. (2) R 8.7 (8).

simyatadvicisamksepa, ‘ellipsis of the common property and the com-
parative particle’: (1) same as dharmadyotakalupta. (2) U 1.18.

samyavacakasamksepa, ‘ellipsis of the common property’: (1) same as
dharmalupta. (2) U 1.17.

sdmybpameyatadvacisamksepa, ‘ellipsis of the common property, the
particle of comparison, and the subject of comparison’: (1) same as
upameyadharmadyotakalupta. (2) U 1.17.

stuti, ‘praise’: (1) same as prasamsa upama. (2) V 4.2.7.

bl |
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hetu, ‘cause™: (1) an upama in which the common property is expressed
as the cause of the similitude. (2) D 2.50. (3) kantya candramasam
dhamna siryam dhairyena cdrnavam | rajann anukarosi (Dandin:
“O King, you rival the moon with your beauty, the sun with your
glory, the sea with your steadfastness”). (4) “At the edge of this
box there lies a great wooden doll, which, so far as mutilation is
concerned, bears a strong resemblance to the finest Greek sculpture,
and especially in the total loss of its nose” (George Eliot). (5)
Specifically intended is that the common property be expressed
grammatically as a cause would be expressed; for example, with
the instrumental or, in the English, with “in.”

upamariipaka

upamariipaka (I), ‘simile-metaphor’: (1) a figure consisting of a ripaka
to. which is subordinated, in completion of the image, an upama
(simile’). (2) B 3.34 (35. (3) samagragagandyamamainadando
rathdnginah | pado jayati siddhastrimuk héndunavadarpanah (Bhama-
ha; according to the commentator, D. T. Tatacharya, the figure
concerns only the final attributive compound: “mukham indur iva
mukhénduh | tasydbhitapirvo darpana ivéti"—literally, foot-mirror
[rdpaka] for the moonlike faces [upamal: “May Visnu’s foot be
victorious, which is the measuring stick of the entire heaven and
a new mirror for the moon-like faces of the celestial maidens”).
(4) “Thou [West Wind] on whose stream, ‘mid the steep sky’s com-
motion, / Loose clouds like earth’s decaying leaves ‘are shed”
(Shelley). (5) The definition which Bhamaha gives is clearly different
from that for the figure upamarapaka of Vamana: (see paramparita
ripaka), but his example is inconclusive. Mukhéndu (‘face-moon’)
would by later writers be considered not an upama, but another
ripaka (see samasta ripaka); the figure would show then a ripaka
subordinated to another ripaka, and indeed illustrate a paramparita
ripaka. Our English example appears to illustrate Bhamaha’s
intention better than his own example: a completely articulated simile
(clouds like leaves) is subjoined to the main metaphor (wind-stream)
in order to give added force to the identification of property or
aspect which that metaphor suggests. Likewise, this independent
figure should not be. confused: with the upamd, a subspecies of
ripaka, delineated by Dandin; in this latter case, the metaphorical
identification is completed by a mention of the common property
which justifies it.
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upamariipaka (II): (1) same as paramparita ripaka. (2) V 4.3.31-.32. ©)
This is one of the two kinds of multiple figure (samsrsti) given by
Vamana (¢f. utpreksdvayava).

upamisamuccaya
upamisamuccaya, ‘simile-conjunction’: (1) same as samdna upamd.
(2) R 4.32 (34).

upameydpama
upameydpami, ‘comparison of the compared’: (1) same as anyonya
upama. (2) B 3.36 (37), V 4.3.15, U 5.14, M 136. (5) Another name

for the same concept is ubhaya upama.

ubhayanyésa

wbhayanyisa, ‘introducing both’: (1) a figure in which the statement
of two general remarks suggests a parallel between them, which may
in turn suggest a specific reference but in which there is no explicit
comparison. (2) R 8.85 (86). (3) sakalajagatsadhdranavibhava bhuvi
sadhavo’dhund viralah | santi kiyantas taravah susvadusugandhi-
caruphalah (Rudrata: “Rare indeed are those genial souls whose
dominion is spread throughout the world; how many trees aré there
sweet smelling and bearing tender fruit?”). (4) “When the lute is
broken, / Sweet tones are remembered not; / When the lips have
spoken, />Loved: accents are soon forgot” (Shelley). (5) This figure
is peculiar to Rudrata and seems to fill the classificatory gap occa-
sioned by his definitions of arthdntaranyasa and drstdnta: here we
have adjunction of remarks general; in drszdnta, of remarks specific;
and in’ arthdntaranydsa, of a remark specific and its appropriate
universal. The.purpose of this figure is both illustrative and com-
parative and may be seen as a continuation of prativastu (prativas-
tipama) alamkara and drstdnta. Though the references seem tq be
general in both examples cited above, a particular (a beneficent king,
a departed mistress) is obviously intended.

tirjasvi
iirjasvi, ‘violent’:" (1) the expression of extraordinary self-assurance or
arrogance. (2) B 3.7, D 2.294 (293), U 4.5. (3) apakartdham asmiti
hrdi te ma sma bhad bhayam | vimukhesu na me khadgah prahartum
Jjatu vasichati (Dandin: “Let there be no fear in your heart from think-
ing yourself an evil rogue; my sword never wishes to strike the backs
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of those who flee from me!”). (4) “Nor Mike Fink along the Ohio
and the Mississippi, half wild horse and half cock-eyed alligator,
the rest of him snags and snapping turtle. ‘I can out-run, out-jump,
out-shoot, out-brag, out-drink, and out-fight, rough and tumble,
no holds barred, anyman on both sides of the river from Pittsburgh
to New Orleans and back again to St. Louis. My trigger finger itches
and I want to go redhot. War, famine and bloodshed puts flesh on
my bones, and hardship’s my daily bread’” (Carl Sandburg).
(5) As the third in the trio preyas, rasavat, drjasvi, this figure may
originally have meant “excess in the portrayal of a rasa”, and this
explanation is in fact adopted by Udbhata, though his example in
no way differs from the one given. The other two writers seem to
pair arjasvi with preyas (excess of animosity and excess of compliance).
Mammata treats this trio, not under alamkdra, but in ‘subordinated
suggestion’ (gunibhitavyangyadhvani; 661f.). He tries to reintegrate
Anandavardhana, who was not interested in figures except as they
manifested a kind of imperfect dhvani, into the poetic tradition.
Cf. rasavat and uditta.

ekivall

ekévali, ‘a single row’: (1) a figure in which a series of statements is so

arranged that a notion introduced as a qualification (direct object,
etc.) in a preceding statement becomes the subject of the following
qualification, and so on. (2) R 7.109 (110-11), M 198. (3) salilam
vikasikamalam kamalani sugandhimadhusamrddhani | madhu lindliku-
lékulam alikulam api madhuraranitam iha (Rudrata: “The stream is
abloom with lotuses and the lotuses are replete with sweet-smelling
nectar; the nectar is attracting bee swarms, and the bees are gently
buzzing”). (4) “I come from the city of Boston, / The home of the
bean and the cod, / Where the Cabots speak only to Lowells, /| And
the Lowells speak only to God” (Anon.). (5) Compare kdranamala,
where a similar causal sequence is portrayed, and sara, where a
gradation of excellences constitutes the “necklace”. Mala (‘garland’)
has of course been associated with many figures, notably upama,
as a series of (usually) concatenated' comparisons. The present
figure illustrates a rhetorical form only—that of superadded qualifi-
cation.

aucitya

aucitya, ‘appropriateness’: (1) the appropriate correspondance of subject
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and style, acting and mood; a blend of vigor and. gentleness. (2)
AP 345.5. (5) This is one of the six Sabddrthdlamkdra enumerated by
the Agni Purdpa in an unparalleled treatment (cf. abhivyakti, the
sixth such figure). All six are elements of style rather than forms of
speech and belong rather to that subject (guna). It is difficult to say
precisely what is meant in the text, both due to the lack of examples
and because the Agni Purana also gives an entirely unique account
of the gunas themselves. It seems safe to say that Dandin’s and
Vamana’s list of ten has been differently sorted out, some now being
called sabdérthélamkaras, as kanti, some gunas, as Slesa. The
catalytic factor may indeed be the dhvani theory (see abhivyakti),
for the term aucitya is of extreme importance in that latter specula-
tion (Dhvanyaloka, chap. 3); there seems to be no specific reference
to such a concept among Dandin’s ten gunas.

aupamya

aupamya, ‘comparative’: (1) a generic term for those figures based

ultimately on upama (‘simile’) or describable in terms of the same
structure (upameya, upamana). (2) R 7.9, 8.1. (5) Rudrata divides
arthdlamkara into four subtypes: aupamya, vastava (descriptive),
atisaya (hyperbolic), and $lesa (punning). In this, he improves upon
Vimana, who wanted all the figures involving meaning to be derived
from upama.

kanti

kanti, ‘loveliness’: (1) agreeable or pleasant utterance in appropriate

circumstances. (2) AP 345.4. (5) This is one of the six Sabdarthd-
lamkara of the Agni Purdna (see aucitya and abhivyakti). Kanti
may be related to the guna “kanta” of Dandin. See prasasti.

karanamala

karanamala, ‘garland of causes’: (1) a figure wherein an effect (a term so

introduced) is said to be the cause of a subsequent effect, and so on.
(2) R 7.84 (85), M 186. (3) vinayena bhavati gunavan gunavati
loko’nurajyate sakalah | abhigamyate’nuraktah sasahdyo yujyate
laksmya (Rudrata: “By just actions one attains virtue; the whole
world delights in a virtuous man. When one is loved, he is never
alone; a befriended man enjoys prosperity”). (4) “By the side of a
murmuring stream an elderly gentleman sat. / On the top of his
head was a wig, and a-top of his wig was his hat. / The wind it blew
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high and blew strong, as the elderly gentleman sat; / And bore from
his head in a trice, and plunged in the river his hat. / The gentleman
then took his cane which lay by his side as he sat; / And he dropped
in the river his wig, in attempting to get out his hat. / His breast it
grew cold with despair, and full in his eye madness sat; / So he flung
in the river his cane to swim with his wig, and his hat. / Cool reflexion at
last came across while this elderly gentleman sat; / So he thought
he would follow the stream and look for his cane, wig, and hat. /
His head being thicker than common, o’er-balanced the rest of his
fat; / And in plumped this son of a woman to follow his wig, cane,
and hat” (George Canning). (5) The figure is nothing but a string of
causes enchainées.

kavyadrstinta
kavyadrstinta, ‘poetic example’: (1) same as drsdnta. (2) U 6.8. (5)
Udbhata has been reading Bhamaha, where drstdnta has its logical
connotation only.

kavyaliiiga
kivyalifiga, ‘poetic cause’: (1) a figure in which a metaphorical relation
of cause and effect is expressed conventionally either as intention
or rationale. (2) M 174. (3) pranayisakhisalilaparihdsarasidhigatair
lalitasirisapuspahananair api tamyati yat | vapusi vadhdya tatra tava
Sastram upaksipatah patatu Sirasy akande’yam adanda ivdisa bhujah
(Mammata; the subject phrase “may my arm fall” describes the con-
ventional effect and riposte to the cause: the attack of the love god:
“My body suffers from the blows of gay sirisa flowers that you
stole from the mocking games of her dearest friends! You have
certainly shot these weapons in the hope of killing me. May my
defenceless arm fall for once on your head!”). (4) “When he saw
in their bright eyes the shadow of the registry office, he told them
that the memory of his one great love would always prevent him
from forming any permanent tie” (Somerset Maugham; the registry
office is the cause of the convenient memory). (5) There is little
ground for distinguishing this rather obscure‘ﬁgure from the ordinary
hetu (q.v.). The main structural argument for the distinction is that
the cause is here specified as poetic; for hetu, such a determination has
always been implicit. Yet the figure has been rejected by several
authors on the ground that it involves no element -of vakrokti,
metaphorical utterance. Mammata’s kavyalifiga may represent no
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more than an effort to take account of that hypothetical objection:
he does not himself define a figure hetu and indeed says, in discussing
the figure karanamala, “pirvéktakavyaliigam eva hetuh” (‘the figure
hetu is indeed nothing but the previously mentioned figure kavya-
liniga’). Mammata’s three examples show quite forcefully that he
intends the expression of the relation of cause and effect to be other
than .descriptive—definitely conventional and presumptive; the
figure thus resembles lesa (I).

kavyahetu
kavyahetu, ‘poctic cause’: (1) same as smarana alamkdra. (2) U 6.7.
(5) In the text, Udbhata also calls this kavyalinga; Mammata, uses
the name kdavyalifiga for another figure and calls this one <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>