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ABSTRACT 

Previous studies of alamkavasastra or Sanskrit poetics are 

unsatisfactory for two related reasons. First, many evaluate it nega

tively using contemporary standards of taste and modern theories about 

the process of literary creation. Secondly, even sympathetic studies 

interpret alamkarasastva narrowly in relation to Sanskrit grammar and 

literature. Testing Ananda Coomaraswamy's contention that traditional 

India presents a national aspect of a once-universal Traditional culture 

embracing medieval Europe as well, this dissertation recognizes the need 

to establish a neutral context of comparison permitting a re-evaluation 

of alamkarasastra by standards less parochial than previous researchers 

employ. It finds that context in the concept, advanced by a number of 

seminal thinkers of the twentieth century, of the evolution of human 

consciousness through the development of cultures over time. Specifi

cally, it integrates Owen Barfield's, Carl Jung's, and C. S. Lewis' 

explanations, borrowing Lewis' term internalization and Jung's with

drawal of projections. Chapter 1 argues that Sanskrit critics consid

ered figurative language the distinguishing characteristic of poetry 

because in the earliest, sacred poetry, the Vedas, this language was 

not merely decorative but necessary to the metaphysical content. By 

the so-called figures of speech, thought structured reality to form 

collective representations which were not created by individual poets. 

Although later poets and orators learned to pour new contents into the 

ix 
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molds of inherited figures, the power of the latter was so great that 

in both India and the West poetics and rhetoric continued to be con

ceived as consisting largely in their study. Chapters 2 and 3 compare 

the emergence of Sanskrit poetics, beginning with Vedic exegesis, to 

the development of Western rhetoric and poetics. They show how intui

tive perceptions of a hierarchic structure of homologous relationships 

linking various levels of reality, originally presented by the mythol

ogy which provided the matter of the earliest poetry, began to be ana

lyzed consciously as statements of likeness and comparison, the 

earliest kind of formal figures. By comparing in detail the etymolog

ical meanings of the names of the earliest figures, and the illustra

tions of them in texts, these chapters demonstrate that in spite of 

historical differences between Indian and classical cultures, the 

poeticians and rhetoricians were indeed discovering the same figures. 

Chapter 4 compares in detail selected verbal figures from medieval 

Sanskrit and Latin texts, showing that many are the same in both 

definitions and illustrations, while others, although differing in 

culturally determined ways, are similar. Chapter 5 compares Sanskrit 

Atisayokti and Latin Hyperbole as representative figures of thought. 

Although similar, these reflect cultural differences more typically 

than figures of speech. In conclusion, both Indian and Western theories 

of poetic diction are not merely techniques of verbal expression, but 

amount to theories of knowledge embodying implicit assumptions about 

language, thought, and reality. They reflect a time when the pre-

individualistic seer-poet, inspired rather than self-consciously 
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"creative," worked as a craftsman with inherited cultural materials and 

ways of presenting them. The poetics of ornamentation admitted some 

individual contribution to the finished work; but supposed much of the 

expressive power which modern theories attribute to individual talent 

to be inherent in the language, specifically in the figures of speech 

and thought. It reflects a stage in the evolution of consciousness 

when mental activities were no longer projected entirely onto the ex

ternal world (as among primitives) but were not yet withdrawn entirely 

into the personal consciousness either. Rather, they were projected 

onto language itself. Sanskrit poetics is neither a peculiar aberra

tion of the Indian mind nor a critical theory which mistook its proper 

object; like medieval European rhetoric and poetics, it is a better 

description than has commonly been admitted of how literary composition 

was once felt to take place. 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Many Western orientalists, and some Indian scholars as well, 

have been harshly critical of classical Sanskrit poetry. Such standard 

authorities as A. A. Macdonell and A. B. Keith have made the obstacles 

to its appreciation seem almost insurmountable. M. Winternitz (1971, 

I, p. 3) thought that Indian literature cannot be compared to 

Greek literature in artistic merit, and that works of the ornate kavya 

genre in particular, "on account of their exaggerated artificiality, 

which often exceeds all bounds, do not by any means always suit our 

Western taste." Although he defended what merit he did find in Sanskrit 

literature, Winternitz thought its chief interest was in the light it 

threw upon "the beginnings of our own culture" and the earliest Indo-

European culture, and upon "the striking points of agreement between the 

German and the Indian mind" (1971, I, pp. 6-7). Even that most 

sympathetic popularizer of classical Indian culture, A. L. Basham (1954, 

p. 415) comments that "on the whole classical Sanskrit literature has 

not been well received in the West. Though the works of Kalidasa de

lighted Goethe, the literature as a whole has been called artificial, 

over-ornate, lacking in true feeling, or even an example of wasted and 

perverted ingenuity." 

1 
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This unfavorable judgement was reached by Western, especially 

English and American, writers who "subjected Sanskrit literature to 

the literary canons of their own land. Their conclusions would have 

been unsound even had they choses the canons of Latin and Greek. By 

choosing as they did those of Victorian England and nineteenth centu

ry America they made judgements that were sometimes monstrous" (Ingalls 

1968, pp. 44-45). Moreover, these Western scholars did not attempt to 

apply to Sanskrit literature the canons of its own critical tradition. 

The Reputation of Sanskrit Poetics 

The failure of Western scholars to apply the canons of the 

native Indian tradition of criticism to the appreciation of Sanskrit 

literature is, however, not surprising. For this tradition -- called 

alamk&rasilstra or "the theory of ornamentation" -- has suffered 

judgements even harsher than those of the literature it elucidates. 

Nor is this dissatisfaction confined to Western scholars of earlier 

generations. The most comprehensive recent attack against alconkJOra-

sttstra is S. K. De's relatively recent (1963) Sanskrit Poetics as a 

Study of Aesthetia. He goes even a step beyond the earlier scholars in 

that he applies the anachronistic standards which Ingalls deplores to 

the study of Sanskrit criticism itself. Moreover, he condemns the 

poetry and its criticism in the same breath. He asserts that it was 

the artificial nature of later ornate Sanskrit poetry -- "a highly fac

titious product of verbal specialists" -- which "obscured the activity 

of the poetic imagination." With such an example before them, he ex

plains, the critics turned to systematizing the rules and techniques 
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of merely external production, so that alconkarcisastra remained merely 

a kind of artificial advice to the poet. Furthermore, because the 

Sanskrit critics (the term will be used in this work to denote Indian 

scholars who wrote in Sanskrit about Sanskrit poetry) did not consider 

the imagination in their attempts to explain poetry, they concerned 

themselves chiefly with the function of words in producing meaning. 

For them the "mere verbal expression" was enough to explain poetic 

diction (De 1963, p. 3). 

De's work, in fact, makes explicit what all those writers who 

call classical Sanskrit poetics arid, mechanical, and irrelevant merely 

imply. He does concede that there were "scattered glimpses of theoretic 

speculation" among the Sanskrit critics. He grants that Kuntaka (tenth 

to eleventh centuries), for example, in his understanding of the 

principles of vakrokti ("bent utterance" or non-literal expression) 

"shows himself cognizant of the aesthetic problem, even if he does not 

deal with it clearly and completely."1 De further admits that Kuntaka 

realized that the charm of poetic expression was brought about by the 

1. The term vakrokti was not invented by Kuntaka, but had al
ready been used by Bhamaha, the earliest extant Sanskrit critic. As 
he does not define it, it may already have become established by the 
time he wrote in the early eighth century. After describing the various 
literary genres of classical Sanskrit, Bhamaha concludes that: "All 
this is sanctioned combined with indirect and natural speech" (yuktam 
vakrasvabhavoktya; Kavyalanikara I. '60) . The concept of vakrokti had 
various meanings at different stages of its evolution. To De, how
ever, it "connotes a deviating strikingness of expression" which under
lies the specific alainkaras or ornamental figures of speech, and which 
is the "fundamental principle of figurative expression" (De 1963, 
pp. 23-24). De does not pursue the implications of this contrast be
tween vakrokti. and svabhavokti much further, however; his criticism 
concentrates on other aspects of alamka.rasd.stra. 
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pratibha or kausala ("genius" or "skill") of the poet and, although 

Kuntaka did not explain the term, by his kavikarman or poetic function. 

But in general De thinks that the Sanskrit critics found the essence 

of poetry in the language itself, not in the creative activity of the 

poet (De 1963, pp. 34-35). Here De has articulated the most important 

complaint against alarnkdwasastva, one shared by almost all of those 

who are dissatisfied with Sanskrit poetics and the classical poetry to 

which it applies. 

De speaks for many others when, in summing up the accomplish

ments of Sanskrit poetics he declares that "we have a group of rheto

ricians who deal with the theme of kavisiksS. [education of the poet]" 

and furnish elaborate instructions to the aspiring poet in the arti

fices of his craft, "overlooking the fact that no amount of profound 

culture or technical skill can make a poet" because "a poetic intuition 

cannot have a prescribed technique of expression." De argues that on 

the contrary "each expression is unique and indivisible; that artistic 

facts in their unified concreteness cannot, like physical facts, be 

logically formulated into abstract universals" (De 1963, pp. 76-78). 

In focusing its attention on mechanical details or external forms, 

Sanskrit poetics "forgets that the language of poetry must be taken as 

one of intuition and not of intelligence, as an aesthetic and not an 

intellectual fact" (De 1963, p. 10). 

De's terminology embodies a number of tacit assumptions about 

human consciousness, its relation to itself and to what may for the 

present be called "the world," and about language and meaning. These 
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assumptions, as was noted earlier, are common among critics of 

Sanskrit literature and poetics, although De has made them explicit. 

Thus he contrasts •intuition and/or poetic intuition to intelligence 

(rather than to its proper opposite, intellect as one of the functions 

of intelligence more broadly conceived); unique and indivisible ex

pression to prescribed technique and abstract universals; and aesthetic 

fact to intellectual fact. Moreover, De uses rhetorician in a subtly 

pejorative sense (which is, admittedly, a common one). 

De observes that "It is curious that these theorists expend a 

great deal of dogmatic, abstract, and intellectualistic erudition on a 

cold and monotonously inflated rhetoric -- and yet they enjoy poetry as 

poetry and hardly ever think of the moral end or the intellectual gain" 

(De 1963, pp. 65-66). And yet this curious contrast has not led him to 

go back and question his assumption about the relevance of Sanskrit 

poetics to the appreciation of Sanskrit poetry. He takes it for 

granted that his contemporary canons of taste are the standards to 

which alairik&rasasbra must be compared (and inevitably found deficient). 

Edwin Gerow (1971, p. 70) was apparently thinking of De's 

History of Sanskrit Poetics in particular when he wrote that "histories 

of Indian poetics have been little more than attempts to justify this 

ex post facto subordination" (of alarnkd.rasU.stra to the later theory 

that dhvani or "resonance" was the essence of poetry); for in that work 

De treated the emphasis of the early works on the theory of ornamenta

tion as a kind of false start. But Gerow rightly asserts that "The 
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theory should be considered in its own terms, and not for what defects 

may be predicated of it in terms of another aesthetic" (1971, p. 70). 

But even Gerow "saves" the theory by an operation of critical 

surgery that seems to disfigure its object. That object is the clas

sical kavya genre, "that literary form whose interest is carried by 

its ideal or grammatical shape." He explains that the kavya represents 

a poetic ideal of the language in its proper form, independent of sub

ject matter (as it is not in the other Indian genres such as the fable 

literature and the story anthologies). "The field of interest is 

relatively narrow, and historically quite precise: a certain modality 

of language, determined as beautiful in itself" (Gerow 1971, p. 83). 

Thus on the one hand we have an example of a modernist critic 

who condemns alamkSLvasiSLstva for not being a "study of aesthetic" rele

vant to contemporary sensibilities; and on the other hand, we have a 

defender who argues that alcortkaras&stra is relevant to its object 

alone, that is, to the classical kavya3 and should not be criticized 

for its limitations because its object is very limited. Behind this 

grudging defense one can scent a certain romantic prejudice against the 

concept of poetry inherent in the meaning of kavya. 

Sanskrit Poetics in Relation to its Cultural Tradition 

Neither of the viewpoints discussed above is prepared to fol

low D. H. H. Ingalls in abandoning literary dogmas and admitting that 

"In finding one's way" (to a correct understanding of Sanskrit poetry) 

"one must seek guidance from those versed in the tradition, from the 

great critics of the ninth to the thirteenth centuries, and from those 
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few modern Indians and fewer Europeans who can understand and interpret 

their works." He adds that one must abandon alien theories for the 

present, and that only "after one has in mind clearly what the texts 

mean and what their authors were seeking to achieve one may go on to 

compare the general principles of Sanskrit poetry with those set forth 

by Aristotle or I. A. Richards" (Ingalls 1968, p. 47). 

Ingalls1 advice to "seek guidance from those versed in the 

tradition" indicates the correct path to follow in interpreting alant-

karasHstra as well as k&vya literature. It should not be criticised as 

"a study of aesthetic" because it is not an aesthetic. Rather, it is a 

tradition of interpretation which guides the poet and his sahrdaya or 

sympathetic reader to the proper use of poetry. As such it operates, 

as Ingalls goes on to show, on assumptions different from those of 

nineteenth and twentieth century criticism. But these assumptions are 

not as peculiarly Indian as Ingalls supposes. Specifically, the 

Sanskrit critics are not alone in considering the verbal expression to 

be no negligible element in poetic diction, even if it is not enough to 

explain it entirely; nor in finding the essence of poetry at least as 

much in the inheritance of the language as in the activity of the poet. 

The study which follows will seek guidance from one of "those 

few modern Indians" who did understand the tradition, the late Ananda 

Coomaraswamy, whose numerous works constitute in their entirety what is 

probably the most trenchant recent defense of the traditional against 

the modern. In Figures of Speech or Figures of Thought (1946) he argues 

that it is not alamkarasastra which is irrelevant to poetry, but modern 
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criticism: "We [by which he means modern people, particularly but not 

exclusively Western] are a peculiar people. I say this with reference 

to the fact that whereas almost all other peoples have called their 

theory of art or expression a 'Rhetoric' and have thought of art as a 

kind of knowledge, we have invented an 'Aesthetic' and think of art as 

a kind of feeling" (Coomaraswamy 1946, p. 9). 

Coomaraswamy goes on to assert (1946, pp. 9-10) that if one 

wishes to understand any art (including literature) correctly, one must 

abandon modern critical approaches and return to a traditional theory. 

Our word "aesthetic," then, takes for granted what is now com
monly assumed, viz. that art is evoked by and has for its end 
to express and again evoke emotions. . . . "Rhetoric," of 
which the Greek original means "skill in public speaking," im
plies, on the other hand, a theory of art as the effective 
expression of theses. ... My thesis will be, then, that if 
we propose to use or understand any works of art (with the 
possible exception of contemporary works, which may be "unin
telligible,"), we ought to abandon the term "aesthetic" in its 
present application and return to "rhetoric," Quintilian's 
bene dicendi scientia. 

The Resemblance between Sanskrit Poetics 
and Western Rhetoric 

Others have noticed a similarity between Sanskrit poetics and 

Western rhetoric in the emphasis which both place on the figures of 

speech, De's "cold and monotonously inflated rhetoric" makes the com

parison in a way pejorative to both. But Gerow (1971, pp. 13-16) re

futes the comparison between the two disciplines (which De also makes 

at greater length in his History of Sanskrit Poetics') and justifies the 

purely poetic function of the figures. "The form of poetic beauty is 

not only inseparable but, in the context of poetic language, it defines 



what we mean by beauty. The manifest, finished metaphor is an example 

of the poetic imagination. Metaphor in general defines the limit and 

possibility of the poetic imagination; the figures are the structure of 

that possibility" (italics added). In this brief but pregnant state

ment Gerow has succinctly refuted objections of the kind discussed 

above to alcorikJarasastva with respect to its emphasis on the figures, 

and has recognized the nature of their significance. He does not ex

pand these remarks into a more extended discussion of metaphor and the 

poetic imagination. But his observations are a brief and apparently 

independent restatement of some of the ideas about the nature and func

tion of metaphor (and of figurative language in general) expressed by 

Owen Barfield — one of "those fewer Europeans" who has seen beyond 

contemporary commonplaces, and whose theory of poetic diction pro

vides another way of viewing alarpharasastra intelligently and appre

ciatively. Barfield1s theory will be discussed at more length sub

sequently. 

Gerow continues (1971, p. 14) that "By our notion of a rheto

ric, the figures are among the persuasive devices which further the 

course of an argument and produce conviction." But their rhetorical 

application, he adds, is something apart from their pure form; "the 

figures are forms of assertion and judgement which are common to all 

intelligent discourse." Modem efforts to distinguish poetics (San

skrit or otherwise) from rhetoric are, in fact, misguided not only 

in Coomaraswamy1s sense (of assuming that poetry is not intelligible 

discourse), but even on historical grounds. For judicial and political 
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rhetoric of the kind Gerow has in mind became merely textbook exer

cises after the extinction of the Greek city-states and of the Roman 

Republic. As Ernst Curtius (1953, p. 70) explains, rhetoric then "lost 

its original meaning and purpose. Hence it penetrated into all liter

ary genres." Consequently poetry also became rhetoricized: "This is 

the most influential development in the history of antique rhetoric." 

Contrary to the popular stereotype, then, the rhetoric.of late 

antiquity and the Middle Ages is not simply a set of instructions in 

courtroom technique, but is a general theory of literature -- rhetoric 

in Coomaraswamy1 s sense. Most attempts to differentiate alairik&va-

sftstva from Western rhetoric are knocking down a straw man. One may 

consign this musty effigy to the dustbin of error and proceed from 

here with the correct understanding of rhetoric as bene diaendi 

soientia in a broader sense. One might note in this connection that 

the early Sanskrit critic Dandin also calls poetics a science -- vidya 

-- and in likening it to a boat in which one can sail the deep ocean 

of poetry (Kavyadarsa 1.12) implies that poetry is intelligible and 

that one need not drown in its unutterable depths. 

The resemblance between Sanskrit poetics and Western rhetoric 

need not be, therefore, an embarassment to Sanskrit poetics which must 

be explained away. On the contrary, a comparative study of the two 

may possibly provide a better understanding of the emphasis of alcon-

ka.vaeS.stva on formal figures of speech, not as an Indian eccentricity, 

but as the natural consequence of certain underlying assumptions about 

the arts of verbal expression which were at one time common to both 



Europe and India. Previous studies of Sanskrit poetics have, to the 

best of this author's knowledge, overlooked the fact that Europe has 

its own equivalent of alamkarasastra: the ars poetiaa, as it is called, 

of the twelfth and thirteenth centuries. This comprises a number of 

Latin treatises on how to write poetry, in which the list of rhetorical 

figures inherited from the Rhetorioa ad Herenniutn (first century B.C.) 

was adapted to poetic composition to supply a set of "ornaments of dic

tion" comparable to those of Sanskrit poetics (and comparably alien to 

modern ideas about the process of poetic composition). 

If there is indeed -- as Coomaraswamy asserts -- a universal 

and "traditional" agreement about the nature and purpose of literary 

composition, then it should be possible to discover at least some 

traces of it by comparing surviving Western and Indian works on the 

poetics of ornamentation. Moreover, if the "pure forms" of the figures 

are "forms of assertion and judgement common to all intelligent dis

course," as Gerow claims, then there should be at least a common core 

of specific figures in both traditions. 

Ray Livingston, one of Coomaraswamy's admirers, assembled the 

latter1s comments on literature (which are scattered throughout many 

books and articles on other subjects) and integrated them in The Tradi

tional Theory of Literature. But this work has the peculiar lim

itation of reconstructing its theory with very little reference to any 

actual classical or medieval works on literary criticism or the composi

tion of poetry from any country. Its chief value to the comparativist 
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lies in the attention it draws to certain important differences between 

traditional and modern criticism. 

The most important way in which the tradition -- and actual 

works on rhetoric and poetics -- differ from modern criticism is con

cerning the role of the individual in creating works of art. The mod

ern opinion is that an artist's work should be the expression of his 

own personality or of some uniquely personal insight, whereas older 

theories of literature assume that a work of art is the manifestation 

in an effective form of a correct view of reality. Rhetoric, for ex

ample, should ideally be the making effective of truth. A work of art 

may even represent an identification of the artist's own self with an 

archetypal form. Such an insight is obtained by contemplation of the 

thing to be represented. Accordingly, far from seeking to express his 

own individuality or to obtain a unique and hence idiosyncratic view 

of reality, the artist should clear his mind of egoism and self-

consciousness . 

In addition to perfection of contemplation, an artist must have 

"skill perfected through long practise." The inherited rules of his 

art, far from being a kind of artificial advice as De supposes, are 

rather (as Coomaraswamy calls them) "the vehicles assumed by sponta

neity" (Livingston 1962, pp. 43-48). 

As an example of the traditional poet at work, Coomaraswamy 

cites the example of Valmiki, contemplating the story of Rama and Sita 

until by his yogic powers he saw them as if before his eyes; then, 



after the story "lay like a picture in his mind," beginning to shape it 

into stanzas (Livingston 1962, p. 52). 

Coomaraswamy argues that although alamkd.vasO.stva can be Eng

lished as the "science of [poetic] ornament," translating alamkclva as 

ovnament in the general sense of either rhetorical ornament or simply 

jewelry or trappings, nevertheless it corresponds to the medieval West

ern category of Rhetoric or Art of Oratory -- not in any emphasis on 

the artist's skill, or on display for its own sake, but rather because 

both are forms of the art of effective communication (Coomaraswamy 

1946, p. 87). He further argues that in fact in the older Sanskrit 

literature alairi-kv or avanj-kv originally meant to make fit ov suitable, 

and that in the Satapatha Bvahnana the word is used with reference to 

the "due ordering" of the sacrifice, not to its "adornment" (Coomara

swamy 1946, p. 88). 

Coomaraswamy is not the only modern Indian scholar who has ob

served that alcunkavasastva resembles medieval Western rhetoric in its 

purpose, and not merely in its form. In his chapter on "An Etymolog

ical Note on the Meaning of alamk&va" G. C. Tripathi also argues that 

alairikavasastva means "the science which tells what a kavya should be 

like," taking alatji/arcan in the sense derived from its Vedic usage as 

"fit," and hence "appropriate" or "sufficient." In his comment on Tri

pathi' s paper the editor, R. C. Dwivedi, observes that it would seem 

from a reference in Subandhu's Vasavadatta^ bauddliasarggitam iva alam-

kavabhusitain, where the word lias the sense "graceful approach" or art 

of persuasion, that the word was used in this sense in Buddhist 
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circles. Dwivedi thinks that this usage "compares well with the con

cept of the Greek rhetorics" (Dwivedi 1969, pp. 29-33). 

Discussions about the Nature of Figures of Speech 

If there were not such an obvious resemblance between ala/pkara-

sastr>a and Western rhetoric, then there would not be so many scholars 

who feel compelled to make some comment about it, either to affirm or 

deny it. Gerow's remarks have already been cited above (pp. 9-10), 

whereby he reasserts the warning (which H. Jacobi had made earlier) 

against a too-hasty identification, on the basis of mere formal resem

blance, of two disciplines whose purposes are so different. Arguments 

of this sort usually mean by rhetoric what is more properly called 

sophistic, and not the bene dioendi scientia that Coomaraswamy and 

Dwivedi intend by the word. Gerow fails to draw this distinction, and 

instead attempts to reconcile the similarities by a process of reduc

tion when he says (1971, p. 14): "In part, the pure formalism of the 

figures explains the possibility of confusion between poetic and rhet

oric," and goes on to add later (p. 17) that "nevertheless the forms 

constituting intelligent discourse generally are assumed by the poetic 

too, whose burden is to redefine their function." When, for example, 

poetics utilizes the logical concept of comparison, "the problem 

we face is defining the poetic application of this concept" (1971, 

p. 17). But this understanding of the "problem" begs the whole ques

tion, and works backwards as it were from the modern to the medieval 

or traditional. A different understanding results if one follows a 

traditionalist and begins at the beginning, with the figure as such 
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and not as a bare logical concept. Cooinaraswamy (1946, p. 91) does so 

in trying to discover the original nature and function of the 

alamkara: 

Returning now to alcunkScra as "rhetorical ornament," Gonda very 
properly asks, "Have they always been but embellishments?", 
pointing out that very many of these so-called embellishments 
appear already in the Vedic texts, which, for all that, are 
not included in the category of poetry (kavya), i. e. are not 
regarded as belonging to "belles lettres." Yaska, for exam
ple, discusses upama, "simile" or "parable" in Vedic contexts, 
and we may remark that such similes or parables are repeat
edly employed in the Pali Buddhist canon, which is by no means 
sympathetic to any kind of artistry that can be thought of as 
ornamentation for the sake of ornamentation. Gonda goes on to 
point out, and it is incontrovertably true, that what we 
should now call ornaments (when we study "the Bible as liter
ature") are stylistic phenomena in the sense that "the scrip
tural style is parabolic" by an inherent necessity, the bur
den of scripture being one that can be expressed only by 
analogies: so this style had another function in the Vedic 
contexts "than to be nothing but ornament. Here, as in the 
literature of several other peoples, we have a sacred or rit
ual 'Sondersprache'. . . different from the colloquial speech." 
At the same time, "These pecularities of the sacred language 
may also have an aesthetic side. . . . Then they become fig
ures of speech and when applied in excess they become 
'Spielerei.' Alainkvta in other words, having meant originally 
"made adequate," came finally to mean "embellished." 

In brief, the figures existed before poeticians made any conscious 

analysis of them. Simile or lipoma, was not invented by applying the 

logical concept of comparison, but rattier was discovered in poetry 

and identified with the aid of logic. 

As was noted above (pp. 3-4 and 8-9), alarnkSLvaidLstra has been 

criticized for finding the explanation of poetic diction in the "mere 

verbal expression" rather than in the poetic imagination, and has been 

defended on the grounds that "the finished metaphor is an example of 

the poetic imagination" which, moreover, defines its limit and 
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possibility, for "the figures are the structure of that possibility." 

But even this generous insight still restricts metaphor (or figura

tive language in general) to serving as a kind of external framework 

or mold for the imagination, which is then filled by the poet with the 

poetic content or essence. Accordingly, although (from this point of 

view) the Sanskrit critics were certainly not wrong nor misguided in 

their emphasis on the function of verbal expression in producing mean

ing and manifesting the poetic imagination, nevertheless their insight 

was only partial. 

It was mentioned above (p. 9) that Owen Barfield is one of 

those "fewer Europeans" who can offer some assistance toward under

standing the viewpoint of the Sanskrit critics. Mis Poetie Diction 

(1973, p. 85) begins where they do in seeking the roots of its sub

ject -- with the word. He discovers the source of metaphor (by which 

he means figurative language in general rather than the specific trope) 

in the original meanings of words themselves, and not in the imagina

tions of individual poets: "These poetic and apparently 'metaphorical' 

values [of words] wei-e latent in meaning from the beginning." He 

argues that if you want to assume that the earliest words were no more 

than names for sensible or material objects, then you have to assume 

that the objects were more than what they are now, "that they were 

not, as they appear to be at present, isolated or detached from think

ing and feeling" and requiring a poet to bring them to life. 

In other words, in discussing earlier periods it is anachronis

tic to distinguish between "aesthetic facts" which are. as De implies, 



"in" the poet's head, and "intellectual facts" which are "outside" the 

poet and are apprehended by him. On the contrary, both are "in" the 

language itself. Consequently it is also anachronistic (at best) to 

expect earlier poetic theories which are closer in Weltanschauung as 

well as in time to the age of which Barfield speaks, to look for the 

poetic in the poet rather than in the language itself. 

To restate the matter in the terminology of analytical psy

chology, people at the stage of psychological evolution which Barfield 

describes "projected" their thought processes and feelings onto the 

exterior world. An apposite example is the familiar topos in Sanskrit 

literature of the disinterested benevolence of the sheltering and nour

ishing tree. In time this became merely allegorical; but undoubtedly 

at one time men commonly believed that the tree had the feelings which 

they projected onto it -- indeed, it is not hard to find contemporary 

people who do not clearly distinguish between their feelings about the 

tree and the tree's feelings until some skeptic presses them to admit 

that they are being sentimental. Analogously, verbal activity is pro

jected onto the language, which is seen as having inherent powers. 

Barfield (1973, pp. 72-73) further criticizes linguistic 

philosophers of what he calls the "Lockc-Muller-France way of think

ing" for making certain false assumptions about the role of metaphor 

in the development of language. Among these are supposing that since 

at one time all our words were "the names of sensible objects," that 

therefore they "at that time, had no other meaning." For, Barfield 

argues, "the full meanings of words arc flashing, irridescent shapes 
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like flames -- ever-flickering vestiges of the slowly-evolving con

sciousness beneath them." Moreover, the way of thinking which Barfield 

criticizes projected modern abstract concepts into the mind of early 

man, then assumed that, because lie lacked abstract words for them, he 

had to use "concrete" words metaphorically. "In other words, although, 

when he [the linguistic philosopher] moves backward through the history 

of language, he finds it becoming more and more figurative with every 

step, yet he has no hesitation in assuming a period -- still further 

back -- when it was not figurative at all." 

Barfield has adduced here two key concepts which, if applied to 

the interpretation of Sanskrit poetics, obviate much that has been 

written about it up to the present. These concepts are the evolution of 

consciousness and the originally figurative nature of language. That 

there has been an evolution of consciousness which, by altering the re

lations among language, thought, and physical reality, has produced a 

new human type, modern man, is an idea which has been advanced in one 

form or another by numerous writers in several disciplines; Barfield 

did not invent it. His unique contribution is the application of this 

concept to poetic diction. Most of the discussions of Sanskrit poetics 

which this study has cited so far implicitly assume that the Sanskrit 

critics of the eighth to thirteenth centuries differed from their 

modern equivalents only in degree of relative ignorance: being naive, 

they made mistakes -- but these were only such mistakes as moderns might 

likewise have made, working in an equivalently rudimentary state of the 

art. The early Indian poeticians were temporarily too impressed by 



the effect -- the poem -- to search for its cause in the poet's imag

ination. One might imagine the analogy of a schoolboy Newton, momen

tarily so stunned by the concussion of the falling apple that he sank 

into a reverie about apples rather than inferring the law of gravity. 

This analogy is not inapposite: for in fact it was not simple ignorance 

that kept medieval man from discovering gravitation, but rather his 

possession of an altogether different theory about why objects fall. 

This theory depended on medieval cosmology, a theory about the universe 

which, however unsatisfactory it may seem now, was complex, internally 

consistent, and by no means to be explained away by simple ignorance. 

It was the product of a different stage in the evolution of Western 

consciousness. Similarly, the poetics of ornamentation, both Sanskrit 

and Latin, represent an earlier stage in the evolution of consciousness 

and of language. They deal with language at a stage when it was still 

inherently more figurative than it is now; in addition, they still pro

ject onto language itself mental activity that would now be viewed as 

taking place in the individual mind. 

Applied to Coomaraswainy's contention about the original nature 

of the alamkava, Barfield's theory comes to the similar conclusion that 

the so-called "figures of speech" are really "figures of thought," 

that is, forms in which thought manifests directly, without the inter

position of any logical processes such as comparison. Consequently, 

applied to Gerow's definition of them it would deny that they are 

"forms of assertion and judgement"; instead, they are symbols of an 

organic reality that has not yet been slain by the intellect. Indeed, 
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the antithesis between abstract and generalized meanings and material 

and sensual ones which is implied in Gerow's assertion (1971, p. 17) 

that 

. . . the language of poetry is by nature and design not lit
eral. . . . poetics appears as the systematization, the reg-
ularization of that vast body of usage whose lower forms are 
labelled 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 

is too extreme. Moreover, it describes language at a somewhat later 

stage of materialization than the Sanskrit of the Indian theoreticians. 

For as Barfield (1973, pp. 79-81) explains, the more exclusively mate

rial a word attempts to be, the more general and abstract, the less 

concrete and particular it is in fact. The further back we trace 

common words, the more concrete and undivided their meanings are. For 

example, in the Greek word uvEupa, which means both spirit and wind, a 

physical and a psychic referent, "spirit" is not a figurative use of 

"wind." The purely material idea of "wind" and the purely abstract 

idea of "life principle" are both alien to the earliest period: "Their 

abstractness and their simplicity are alike evidence of. long ages of 

intellectual evolution." Consequently, the modern distinction must not 

be imported into discussions of earlier stages of the language. 

We must, therefore, imagine a time when "spiritus" or 
rtveupa , or older words from which these had descended, meant 
neither breath, nor wind, nor spirit, nor yet all three of 
these things, but when they simply liad their own old pecu
liar meaning, which has since, in the course of the evolution 
of consciousness, crystallized into the three meanings 
specified. . . . 

In the ages of speech proceeding anything that can be 
touched by modern etymology the main stream of language, 
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whose course is afterwards to become plainly visible to us, 
was already flowing in the same direction (i. e. from homo
geneity towards dissociation and multiplicity) and not in 
an opposite one (Barfield 1973, pp. 81-82). 

Coomaraswamy (1946, p. 114) analyzed the same subject more 

scholastically: ". . . in any analysis of meaning, we must distinguish 

the literal and categorical or historical significance of words from 

the allegorical meaning that inheres in their primary referents: for 

while words are symbols of things, they can also be heard or read as 

symbols of what those things itnply" [italics added]. Therefore the 

validity of the image in any figure of thought is one of true analogy, 

or to follow Plato not of mere resemblance ('o poLoxris) but of real 

Tightness or adequacy ('auto TO "LOOV) that effectively reminds us of 

the intended referent (Coomaraswamy 1946, p. 115). In Barfield's 

terms Coomaraswamy would be describing a stage in the development of 

language at which the meanings of words have begun to be dissociated, 

so that they now have "primary referents" (and by implication secondary 

ones) instead of single undivided meanings comprising all their refer

ents; but at which enough memory of their original unity survives that 

the primary referents are felt to imply the secondary ones as "true 

analogies" and not as merely fanciful comparisons. 

The language of older poetry, therefore, was not composed by 

a process the reverse of that by which philologists analyze it; even 

the language of everyday communication was not. This concept of the 

nature of "figures of thought" stands in contrast to Gerow's assertion 

(1971, p. 47) that "the idea of figuration itself is predicated on the 

notion of systematic deviation from the norms of real utterance." For 



22 

to suppose "norms of real utterance" in this sense is to imply speakers 

who have a materialistic world-view or at best (to borrow Barfield's 

term) a sort of "naive realism." Indeed, Gerow's concept of "the norms 

of real utterance" does not stand up to rigorous analysis very well. 

It is difficult to tell exactly what he means by real utterance --

whether the speech of ordinary people as distinct from poets, or lan

guage which is merely an objective description of the "real" world. 

He seems to mean what De contends (1963, p. 23), that in the works of 

the early Sanskrit critics Bhamaha, Dandin, and Vamana, the word alam-

kara connotes the principle of embellishment, "an extraordinary turn 

given to ordinary speech, which makes it into poetic speech." 

Behind such arguments as De's and Gerow's lies an assumption 

that there was a level of ordinary or merely rational speech which had 

some sort of one-to-one correspondance between words and "things" or 

concrete referents; and that poets, by conscious activity and using 

logical processes expressed through grammatical rules, "distorted" that 

level to produce poetry. An alamkd^a was a particular form which such 

a distortion took. One could raise a logical quibble over this point: 

if the figures are both forms of assertion and judgement which are 

common to all intelligent discourse, and also "systematic deviations 

from the norms of real utterance," than intelligent discourse must not 

be a form of real utterance. But as was noted above (p. 5), attempts 

to interpret alainkavasasbva with a modernistic bias can lead the critic 

to curious contradictions. P. V. Kane (1961, p. 326 et seq.) even seems 

to suppose that the redactors of the Vedic hymns had worked up to 
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writing poetry of a somewhat rudimentary sort from a prior stage of 

prosiness, and had thus reached a preliminary stage of accomplishment 

which later poets would surpass — providing an Indian example of 

Barfield's "Locke-Muller-France" way of thinking. 

Poetic Imagination and the 
Evolution of Consciousness 

If it were true that there is (and was in ancient and classical 

India) a level of language which was essentially a code, and that there 

was commonly assumed to be an objective reality to which this code bore 

a one-to-one correspondance, then alamk&r>as&stra could be criticized 

justly for ignoring the role of the individual poet in the creation of 

poetry and concentrating instead on the figures. But if Coomaraswamy 

and Barfield are correct, then that stage of Indian poetics which De 

calls the alamkava school may correspond to a period in the evolution 

of consciousness v/hen men had only recently begun consciously to divide 

up the "old peculiar meanings" of words and to analyze the problems of 

meaning itself. In both India and the medieval West poetics remained 

closely and clearly linked to grammar (in the West it had long been a 

branch of grammar). The poet was not considered to be a creator ex 

nihilo, but a craftsman working with the poetic meanings latent in 

words, for whom grammar provided the words of his craft. 

As Barfield explains (1973, p. 107), there are two principles 

of language: the poetic; and the rational, abstracting, formal princi

ple, In the history of language the latter gradually gained ascendency 

over the former. In earlier ages the poetic principle is "operative 
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of its own accord in the meanings of words," and the words carry the 

"primitive bard . . . forward on their meanings." Alamk5.rasd.stra as a 

theory of composition fits a language at that stage when the balance 

has already begun to tip toward the formal principle, but at which the 

poetic principle is nevertheless still operative of its own accord in 

the meanings of words. Therefore it concentrates on explaining the 

functions of form and meaning as they are found in language itself, 

and views the individual's contribution to a work of poetry as a 

matter of craftsmanship. 

De (1963, p. 45) conceded that the Sanskrit critics had at 

least " a glimpse of the true character of poetic expression" because 

they did not distinguish between prose and poetry as metrical and non-

metrical. Thus rather jejune comment would not be worth mentioning, 

except that it provides an occasion to remark that the Latin ars 

dictaminis also applied the doctrine of the figures to all the arts of 

discourse, and treated meter and rhyme (rithmus) as aspects of the art 

of poetry more broadly conceived, and not as defining features of it. 

The Indian theorists had, however, no more than a "glimpse" of 

the proper object of their studies — and De (1963, p. 72) delivers an 

indictment which may be taken as representative of modern dissatis

faction with the adequacy of alamka.rasd.stra. 

One of the greatest limitations of Sanskrit poetics which 
hindered its growth into a proper aesthetic was its almost to
tal disinterest in the poetic personality by which a work of 
art attains its particular shape and individual character. 
Thereby it neglects a most vital aspect of its task, the study 
of poetry as the individual expression of the poet's soul, 
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which should have been one of its fundamental issues. . . . 
It is not surprising, therefore, that we search in vain for a 
complete definition or clear discussion of the poetic imagi
nation in the whole range of Sanskrit poetics. 

This indictment has already been partially answered in the pre

ceding discussion of the power of words and the nature of figures. 

That discussion makes clear why De has searched in vain for a complete 

definition of the poetic imagination: he has not seen the forest for 

the trees. AlamkUvasastra does not contain such a definition, but 

rather taken in its entirety constitutes it. Instead of studying poet

ry as "the individual expression of the poet's soul," works on alam-

ka.ras7i.stra attempt to identify the soul (atman) of poetry itself. 

"This problem of the responsibility of individuals for poetic values 

is just one of the most important questions which a theory of poetic 

diction has to attack. To make any assumptions beforehand would be to 

beg it" (Barfield 1973, p. 71). 

A further weakness of alarnkaras&stra according to De (1963, p. 

16) is that even when the Sanskrit critics advance beyond the doctrine 

of the figures to the consideration of rasa (the ineffable "relish" of 

poetry), they still approach this from the standpoint of the reader or 

the critic, considering the aesthetic enjoyment of the reader to be 

their subject rather than the question of how the poet externalizes 

his creative imagination in his creation. But one could argue from a 

more fundamental posttion that De mistakes the function of criticism 

in his charges; for as Barfield (1973, p. 132) asserts: 

Surely, if criticism is anything worth while, it must be a 
sort of midwifery -- not, of course, in the Socratic sense, 
but retrospectively. It must try to niter the state of 
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mind of the artist's audience, from mere wondering contempla
tion of an inexplicable result, toward something more like 
sympathetic participation in a process. And in poetry, as far 
as it is merely semantic, and not dramatic, or sentimental, or 
musical, -- this process is the making of meaning. 

In all his criticism of alamkSLrasastra De himself never (at 

least to this writer's satisfaction) explained what lie meant by the 

poet's creative imagination. Other critics of Sanskrit poetics likewise 

seem to assume a general consensus among their readers about the nature 

of the creative imagination. But Barfield's theory of poetic diction, 

seemingly so much narrower, makes the role of the poet admirably clear; 

it does so, moreover, in a way which can go far toward helping to ex

plain the working of alarnkarasastra without leading to a consequent de

nigration of it. According to Barfield (1973, p. 132), the poetic 

. . . can only manifest itself as fresh meaning; it operates es
sentially within the individual term, which it creates and re
creates by the magic of new combinations. . . . Thus the poet's 
relation to terms is that of maker. And it is in this making of 
terms -- whether the results are to be durable or fleeting --
that we can divine the very poetic itself. When we strive to 
contemplate the genesis of meaning -- to be one with the poet, 
as it were, while the term is still uncreate -- then we have de
scended with Faust into the realm of the Mothers; then we are 
drinking the springs and freshets of Becoming. 

It might be remarked parenthetically that such a recreation of 

the individual terms by the magic of new combinations lends charm to 

those much-maligned alcvnkav&s, Prahelika or Aenigma and Ycunaka or Rith-

mus (in this dissertation names of formal figures as items in a set of 

such figures will be capitalized to distinguish them from the same word 

used in another sense). They have often been called mere verbal tricks 

devoid of poetic imagination, yet the Sanskrit critics treat them ser

iously; Dandin devotes a substantial chapter to Yamaka alone. 
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One Indian theorist to whom De (1963, p. 39) does concede a 

vague awareness of the function of the poetic imagination is Raja-

sekhara, although De thinks that the latter reveals this awareness in 

an unsystematic way. Rajasekhara talks about the poet's pratibha, an 

inward power of illumination which lets the poet "conceive even unseen 

and far-off tilings." This pratibha may be creative and serving the 

poet (kavayitr), but it may also be a discriminative faculty which as

sists the reader to appreciate poetry. To De, pratibha is merely a 

weak foreshadowing of the poetic imagination. But viewed supra-

personally, it can be seen as an Indian analogue of the two principles 

or forces which Barfield conceives as operative in the evolution of 

consciousness. 

In Barfield1s view (1973, pp. 87-88), these principles are op

posing. The first is the force by which single meanings tend to split 

up into separate and often isolated concepts. Although this principle 

is non-poetic, yet it is necessary for the appreciation of language as 

poetry. It corresponds to Rajasekhara's second kind of pratibha. The 

second force is the principle of living unity. Subjectively, the 

first marks the difference between things, whereas the second observes 

the resemblances. In individual poets the latter enables them "to in

tuit relationships which their fellows have forgotten -- relationships 

which they must now express as metaphor." This intuitive ability cor

responds to the inward illumination of pratibha. A sense of immediacy, 

of direct vision, is common to both the Sanskrit term and the poet's 

vision as Barfield (1973, p. 92) describes it: "Connections between 
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discrete phenomena, connections which are now apprehended as metaphor, 

were once perceived as immediate realities (e.g., in myth). As such 

the poet strives, by his own efforts, to see them, and to make others 

see them, again." 

Far from ignoring the poetic imagination, alamkarasastra rec

ognizes it in the very names which it gives to the figures: for these 

names are themselves metaphors for the mode of action of the poet's 

intuition (operating in the way which Barfield describes). By showing 

the reader how to recognize an alarrikclra, Sanskrit poetics assists him 

toward sympathetic participation in the process of poetic intuition. 

For example, two terms which are both commonly translated as "meta

phor," Eupakaj "having an assumed form" (Burrow 1965, p. 196) and Ut-

prekea, "observation" (and by implication comparison), reveal in their 

very meanings an awareness of the poet's effort to see and to make oth

er's see. The Greek term metaphor, on the other hand, contains no such 

compressed theory of the imagination. It is a mechanical description 

of the end result of the intuition: the apparent "transfer" of a word 

from its proper referent to another. 

The term pratibha actually has a rather broad meaning in San

skrit poetics, comprising (1) creative inspiration or genius, (2) com

petent poetic expression, (3) aesthetic sensibility, and (4) poetic 

beauty. The Sanskrit critics conceived the doctrine of pratibhS. quite 

independently of philosophy until Abhinavagupta, in his philosophical 

analysis of it, identified it with the ultimate consciousness, the 

Self, and admitted that it burns in a poet (as contrasted to ordinary 



people) with a purified light (Dwivedi 1969, p. 155). Although it is 

the word which most nearly corresponds to the modern English term 

genius, it has a rather different idea in its original acceptation. 

For whereas genius originally meant a disembodied attendant spirit 

who assisted the poet, pratibha in its verbal radical sense means "to 

shine upon, to come into sight, to appear good or to please." Like 

Rupaka and Utpreksa, it is an example of that light-and-vision imagery 

which is so prominent in the technical terminology of Sanskrit poetics 

Mammata (eleventh century) says that pvatibha is naisargiki, 

innate, and comes from previous births (Kavyaprakasa 103-104). This 

idea, like that of a disembodied attendant genius, is rather einbarass-

ing to the modern critic who would prefer to leave metaphysics out of 

literary aesthetics. It serves as a reminder, however, that Sanskrit 

poetics is the product of a different age, with a different world view 

It would not be appropriate in the present study to stress the 

metaphysical dimensions of the difference between medieval India and 

Europe on the one hand, and their modern descendents on the other. 

Nor will this study try to recapitulate the process by which the one 

turned into the other. For C. C. Lewis' observation (1967, p. 42) 

holds true for the present study also: 

It would detain us too long here to trace the steps where
by a man's genius, from being an invisible, personal, and ex
ternal attendant, became his true self, and then his cast of 
mind, and finally (among the Romantics) his literary or artis
tic gifts. To understand this process fully would be to grasp 
that great movement of internalization, and that consequent 
aggrandizement of man and dessication of the outer universe, 
in which the psychological history of the west has so largely 
consisted. 
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But two points should be noted. The first is that there was a 

time when both pratibhd. in the Oast and genius in the West meant the 

true self. In the East, however, this idea did not decline altogether 

into mere cast of mind, still less into literary "gifts" of unknown or

igin. The second is that the kind of criticism represented by the var

ious unfavorable judgements of alamkd.rasd.stra stands at the end of that 

process which Lewis calls internalization, and assumes it unconsciously, 

whereas older (traditional) theories of literature stand somewhat closer 

to its beginning. To a fully internalized critic, all of the poetry 

must be "in" the poet's "creative imagination," and not objectively 

present in either the language or the phenomena which it describes. 

But to early writers on poetics, both Eastern and Western, much was al

ready present in both the language and the culture, and was not created 

but discovered. (The discussions in the medieval Latin poetic treatises 

of whare to find material for Invention provides evidence supporting 

this contention.) The poet's genius was a kind of inward illumination 

which helped him, not to make up what did not exist before nor to 

express his individuality, but rather to "see" what was already 

there but overlooked by the common man. Accordingly, the task of poet

ics was not to try to explain how the poet created ex nihilo, as it 

were, but rather to lead the sahrdaya, the man of feeling or sympathiz

er, along the path which the poet had blazed -- illuminating it with 

the light of intellect as well as intuition. 

Although De never gives a satisfactory definition of the poetic 

imagination, Barfield (1973, pp. 48-51) gives one which (in the opinion 



of this writer) can not only be confirmed by introspection, but which 

also throws considerable light on the Sanskrit critics' conception of 

rasa, the essential oil, the "juice" or "relish" of poetry. Indeed, 

Barfield in effect restates the rasa theory from the viewpoint of a 

modern internalized consciousness, in terms understandable to such. 

He defines it as "a 'felt change of consciousness,' where 'conscious

ness' embraces all my awareness of my surroundings at any given moment, 

and 'surroundings' includes my own feelings. By 'felt' I mean to sig

nify that the change itself is noticed, or attended to." Now, the 

aesthetic imagination which Barfield defines in these terms is, like 

rasa, the experience of the reader, rather than the capacity of the 

poet. Barfield then goes on to explain that the change of conscious

ness may be produced by language which was ordinary to the speaker but 

exotic to the hearer, or it may be largely produced by the conscious 

art of the poet. But it can never be entirely the result of art, be

cause no poet can create all of the meaning in his poem: he must work 

with inherited materials. 

Besides the two explained above, there is a third kind of 

pleasure possible from poetry. Barfield quotes a selection from Cam

pion, and explains that some of the pleasure it affords is due to 

Campion's individual genius, and some to the "Elizabethanness" of the 

poem. The enjoyment of this "joint stock" element of a particular 

genre is a third kind of pleasure which the producers of it did not 

share at all, because "this was a part of their work of which they 

were unconscious, for they were actually living it" (Barfield 1973, 



p. 51). Some modern scholars (e.g., Ingalls 1968 and O'Flaherty 1971) 

have raised the question of how much of the charm -- or sterile arti

ficiality, depending on one's literary taste -- of the classical kavya 

is due to just this element of its "Sanskritness.11 It was mentioned 

above (pp. 6-7) that Ingalls advised turning to the Indian theorists 

for guidance in understanding Sanskrit poetry. But if the Indian crit

ics were unconscious of the Sanskritness of the poetry and were simply 

living it to the same degree as the poets themselves, it is possible 

that they may not be able to offer much help in understanding or ap

preciating some of the apparent defects of the poetry which are due 

to that Sanskritness. 

Yet the Sanskrit of the classical kavya was a deliberately cul

tivated literary and scholarly language, as Latin was in medieval Eu

rope. As the conventions of the Sanskrit drama indicate, it was not 

commonly spoken by women or by the lower classes. The mother tongue of 

a poet or critic would have been some form of Middle Indo-Aryan; San

skrit would have been acquired by study. However fluent they became, 

poets and critics, one suspects, must always have written with a cer

tain consciousness of the form of the language, and of its relation to 

the content of the cultural heritage of which it was the vehicle. For

mal training in grammar and rhetoric imparted a similar linguistic 

self-consciousness to the medieval Latin writer of poetry or treatises 

on how to compose it. 
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Traditional Theories of Literature as 
Stages in the Process of Internalization 

Both alamkavasastra and the medieval European ars poetiaa offer 

advice about how to write poetry in a deliberately cultivated language 

which the poet has learned as a second language, and over which his 

conti-ol is at least as much conscious as intuitive. Given this situa

tion, it is possible that the prominence of the figures in both alcon-

kavas&stra and Western Greco-Latin rhetoric and poetics is due to the 

fact that authors of treatises on the art of poetry had only recently 

(from the viewpoint of the history of consciousness) ceased to live the 

figures and begun to be conscious of them. They had only recently, to 

use Coomaraswamy1s terminology (1946, p. 122) begun to reduce them from 

figures of thought to figures of speech. 

Whoever wishes to understand the real meaning of those figures 
of thought that are not merely figures of speech must have 
studied the very extensive literature of many countries in 
which the meanings of symbols are explained, and must himself 
have learned to think in those terms. Only when it is found 
that a given symbol -- for instance, the number "seven" (seas, 
heavens, worlds, nations, gifts, rays, breaths, etc), or the 
notions "dust," "rope," "needle," "ladder," etc. — has a 
generally consistent series of values in a series of intel
ligible contexts widely distributed in time and space, that 
one can safely "read" its meaning elsewhere, and recognize 
the stratification of literary sequences by means of the 
figures used in them. 

Coomaraswamy1s remarks might seem more relevant to compar

ative mythology than to comparative literature; he seems to be talking 

about symbols or motifs, which may happen to take the form of figures 

of speech but are not figures in a properly literary sense. But Hindu 
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and classical myths and legends, and Biblical narratives -- or stories 

and themes adapted from thein -- provide the content for a large share 

of the literature which alainkSrasastra and medieval European poetics 

are intended to explicate. In fact, many of the examples of alamkaras 

and exornationes supplied by the texts themselves are symbols in Coom-. 

araswamy's sense as well as being formal figures. 

Regarding this subject of metaphor Barfield (1973, p. 86) cites 

Shelley's A Defense of Poetry, wherein Shelley in turn quotes Bacon's 

Advancement of Learning: "Neither are these only siinilitides, as men of 

narrow observation conceive them to be, but the same footsteps of na

ture, treading or printing upon several subjects or matters" -- a more 

succinct and graceful version of Coomaraswamy's "generally consistent 

series of values in a series of intelligible contexts." Barfield 

would, in fact, prefer to restrict metaphor to its modern sensej and 

instead apply the terms figure and figurative to the "form in which 

these unitary meanings" (Coomaraswamy's symbolic figures) "first man

ifest in consciousness," because of their perceptual or pictorial 

(Barfield's italics) form. 

Accordingly Barfield (1973, pp. 75-76) refutes Max Muller's 

statement, "I call it a radical metaphor when a root which means to 

shine is applied to form the names, not only of the fire or the sun, 

but of the spring of the year, the morning light, the brightness of 

thought, or the joyous outburst of hyinns of praise." For such a fig

ure, argues Barfield (1973, pp. 88-89), is "not an empty root meaning 

'to shine,' but the same definite spiritual reality which was beheld 



on the one hand in what has since become pure human thinking; and on 

the other hand, in what has since become physical light; not an ab

stract conception, but the echoing footsteps of the goddess Natura --

not a metaphor but a living F-'igure." 

One might still object that this approach to figurative lan

guage applies very well to the Vedas, or to Homer, where the subjects 

of the poetry are mythological; but that it hardly applies to poetry 

in general. This objection is half right: such a conception of fig

urative language may not apply to contemporary works, which may, as 

Coomaraswamy said, be unintelligible. For the contemporary poet is 

free to express a purely idiosyncratic vision, or even a schizophrenic 

delusion. But neither alainka.rasd.stva nor Western medieval rhetoric 

and poetics granted a writer such liberties. Both assumed that his 

universe was that described by the Hindu or classical/Christian cos

mology; both had canons of propriety or appropriateness; and both il

lustrated their rules with examples which do in fact have the kind of 

consistency, intelligibility, and universality which Coomaraswamy and 

Barfield describe. Poetic diction was not a kind of free and random 

association of ideas, but rather an adequate expression of an exist

ent and intelligible reality. This reality had its own structure and 

meaning, and not only that which the poet gave it. 

Modern dissatisfaction with a theory of literature which gives 

a central position to "mere" figures of speech can be seen, then, as 

the result of that i>rocess which Lewis and Barfield call internaliza

tion: the removal of significance from the world into the mind. This 
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process, in Coomaraswamy's view (1946, p. 29) began rather early in 

the West. 

Such an application of the arts as Plato presecribes for his 
City of God . . . survives for so long as forms and symbols 
are employed to express a meaning, for so long as "ornament" 
means "equipment"; and until what were originally imitations 
of the reality, not of the appearance, of tilings became, as 
they were already rapidly becoming in Plato's time, merely 
"art forms more and more emptied of significance on their way 
down to us" -- no longer figures of thought, but only figures 
of speech. 

A traditional theory of literature such as Livingston tries 

to reconstruct, on the other hand, would recognize that the figures 

are not mere surface decoration applied to literature as an after

thought, but are on the contrary the necessary and adequate expression 

of the content of the literature. Far from being simply verbal frills, 

they are the very forms of the imagination. Even though, in Coomara

swamy's pessimistic view, they were already becoming emptied of sig

nificance in Plato's time, nevertheless some inkling of their 

original power must have been grasped by later critics, for them to 

have preserved the place of honor which they enjoyed in both alcunkava-

sastra and in the Western critical tradition down through the Middle 

Ages (and even until the eighteenth century). 

But curiously enough, the arch-traditionalist himself seldom 

referred to the Indian tradition of literary criticism, alamkara-

sastra, even when he was discussing the core of its subject matter in 

Figures of Speech or Figures of Thought. Moreover, he seems not to 

have had much recourse to Western rhetoric or poetics except for 
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Quintilian's Institutes) instead, he relied heavily on Plato, Thomas 

Aquinas, Meister Lckhart, and other philosophers and theologians. 

Consequently Ray Livingston, Coomaraswamy's literary executor, 

so to speak, was forced to reconstruct The Traditional Theory of Lit

erature "by coupling Coomaraswamy's many specific statements on liter

ature with his doctrine of art" (Livingston 1962, p. 5). It is curious 

that Livingston found it necessary to piece together his "traditional 

theory of literature" from bits and fragments, when the corpus of the 

actual traditional (that is, pre-modern and pre-individualistic) 

theory is still extant. For at least some of the Sanskrit critics must 

have been available to Coomaraswamy, and Faral's edition of the major 

medieval Latin works on poetics was published twenty years before 

Figures of Speech or Figures of Thought. It is possible to compare 

extant treatises on alamkarasastra and medieval Latin works on poetics, 

to discover whether they do in fact share an agreement on first 

principles from which the modern West has fallen away. 

For if Coomaraswamy is correct, then even allowing for change 

and decay, one should be able to recognize in earlier formal and im

personal theories of literature the remains of a once-universal under

standing, if indeed such did exist. One should be able to trace a 

recognizably common heritiage in the nature of the formal categories of 

poetic diction, as well as in the importance attributed to them. 

Many of the difficulties which modern scholars, Eastern and 

Western, experience in trying to understand and appreciate 
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alaijikavasastva spring from narrowness of vision. For example, it is 

easy to dismiss its similarities to Western rhetoric as accidental if 

one considers only early classical rhetoric before the Second Sophis

tic. It is easy to find it artificial from a romantic point of view. 

A deracinated modern scholar might well find it peculiar, alien, and 

"Indian." But although it is certainly Indian (since everything that 

exists has some particular identity), it is neither peculiar nor alien 

if viewed in its proper, broader, perspective. 

Summary 

The history of literary criticism is one aspect of the history 

of consciousness itself. Any attempt to understand the works of an 

earlier age, which does not take the history of consciousness into ac

count, is likely to misunderstand those works by misinterpreting them 

in terms of its own cultural preconceptions. Most discussions of alairi-

kavasastra have suffered from precisely this weakness. Consequently 

they have often been little more than expressions of personal distaste, 

and have said little more than the obvious: that Sanskrit poetics can

not readily be assimilated to modern criticism. As statements quoted 

earlier in this chapter show, alamka.rasd.stva has even been considered 

to be an unfortunate aberration of the Indian mind, an exotic and pe

culiar eccentricity. Such dismissals of the subject are (to para

phrase the Buddha) not profitable and do not conduce to enlightenment. 

Discussions of alamka.vasd.stva agree, in general, that it has 

three prominent characterizing features: (1) a strong emphasis upon the 
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contribution of aZcankU.vas, or figures of speech, to poetic diction; 

(2) a correlative neglect of the creative imagination of the individu

al poet; and (3) a marked resemblance to Western rhetoric in both of 

the first two features. Although there lias been considerable contro

versy about the relative importance of these features, especially in 

relation to the development in Sanskrit poetics of the concepts of 

rasa and dhvani, the question of why they are such prominent charac

teristics has seldom been raised. When it has been posed, it has been 

explained away rather than explained. Yet until one has discovered 

why Sanskrit poetics took the form it did, one can neither adequately 

defend it nor legitimately dismiss it. 

This chapter has drawn on the speculations of Ananda Coomara-

swamy and Owen Barfield to suggest that the figures of speech are 

given a place of honor in earlier works on poetics (Western and East

ern) because they were once something more than the mechanical verbal 

tricks they are now commonly thought to be. As a corollary, the poet 

was once less a demiurge and more a craftsman than he is now. To 

describe the evolution of consciousness that took place from that 

time (extending through the Middle Ages in the West) to the present, 

C. S. Lewis coined the term internalization, by which he meant a 

change in the experienced relationship between man and his environ

ment, whereby he gradually "internalized" or assimilated to himself, 

activities and powers which he had formerly attributed to phenomena in 

the world around him. With regard to literary composition, internal

ization took the form of attributing to the writer's creative 
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imagination powers (and even contents) which had once been thought to 

inhere in language and cultural tradition. 

The concepts of the evolution of consciousness and of inter

nalization help one to interpret those features of alamkS.rasa.stva 

which have so far provided such solid obstacles to its understanding. 

In their light, its resemblance to rhetoric, and more accurately to 

rhetoricized medieval poetics, appears as neither superficial nor ac

cidental; for both alajnkd.rasa.stra and ars poetica are theories of 

literary composition which arose in their respective cultures at com

parable stages of internalization. (The periods of their florescence 

even overlap in historical time, that of alarrikarasastra being approx

imately from the ninth to the thirteenth centuries, and that of ars 

poetica the twelfth and thirteenth centuries.) Thus the resemblance 

of alamka.rasU.stra to Western rhetoric is neither an embarassment which 

must be explained away in order to maintain the legitimacy of Sanskrit 

poetics, nor is it evidence that Sanskrit poetics did indeed mistake 

its legitimate object. Rather, this resemblance allows a fruitful 

comparison between the two, that may show that the supposed weaknesses 

of Sanskrit poetics are in fact its strengths. At the very least, 

such a study may demonstrate that alainkarasastra is not some exotic 

aberration of the Indian mind. 

The similarities between alainkScrasastra and Western rhetoric, 

in particular the rhetoricized ars poetica of the Middle Ages, are in 

fact too numerous to be discussed in full in the study which follows. 

It would be possible, in the opinion of the author, to demonstrate in 



detail that the two traditions of advice to the poet are analogous in 

the relationship which poetics bears to grammar and logic; in their 

tripartite classification of style; in their concepts of literary 

merits (virtutes or gimSs) and literary defects (vitiae or dosas); and 

in other respects. These resemblances, however, will be described 

only briefly; this study will concentrate on a comparison of selected 

sets of alarnkcir3s and ezornatione3. The latter are treated very pro

minently in the ars poetica, while the former are so important a part 

of Sanskrit poetics that they have supplied the name of the discipline. 

Moreover, because (as the foregoing discussion of figurative language 

has argued) they are the forms of thought and the substance of poetic 

diction, they are the subject with which a comparative study must 

necessarily begin. Finally, to reiterate, they are the biggest pro

blem the modern critic encounters in trying to appreciate Sanskrit 

poetics. Therefore this study will first present a comparative re

sume of early Eastern and Western efforts to assess the nature and 

function of figures of speech. It will then use a detailed comparison 

of a selected set from the Western and Eastern inventories of figures 

in an attempt to plot the synchronic and diachronic coordinates of 

alamkarasastra on the record of human thought. 



CHAPTER 2 

THE ROOTS 

The analysis of figurative language into a system of formal 

"figures" is a prominent characteristic of both the Indian tradition of 

poetics, alamka.vasd.stva or "the technique of ornamentation," and of the 

European rhetorical tradition (down to and including medieval poetics). 

The development of the European tradition can be traced in considerable 

detail through many works, from Aristotle (and perhaps even earlier) 

through the Roman period and into the Middle Ages. But it is much more 

difficult to uncover the roots of alamkarasastva, which in its flores

cence demonstrates such numerous and striking resemblances to the for

mal and elaborated theories of late classical and medieval rhetoric 

and poetics. 

Many Indian scholars attempt to argue a relative antiquity for 

the discipline of alamikarasftstva. The section on poetics in P. V. 

Kane's History of Sanskvit Poetics (1961, pp. 335-338) provides a good 

example of the common approach. He adduces basically two kinds of 

evidence. The first kind is direct evidence, in the form of discussions 

of figurative language in sucli early works as the Nighantu. and the Niv-

ukta, Panini's treatise on grammar, and the Vedanta (or Brahma) Su

tras. The second kind of evidence is indirect, and consists of 
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examples of ornate and highly figurative language which can be found in 

literature. Kane attaches particular importance to the ornate style of 

certain inscriptions dating from as early as the second century A. D., 

from which he thinks that one can infer that there already existed for

malized standards for composing poetry. 

The existence of poetry possessing complex and rigid stanzaic 

and metrical structure may indeed attest to the pre-existence of for

mal rules for its composition. But its use of complex and subtle poet

ic diction is no evidence for the pre-existence of any consciously 

elaborated theory analyzing such diction: in this sphere of creative 

activity, the theory is (ontologically always and chronologically to 

begin with) dependent on the practice. Homer did not compose after 

contemplating Aristotle. To cite an example closer to home, contem

porary slang is highly figurative, often unconsciously rhetorical in 

intent, and sometimes rather poetic as well; but those individuals rely 

most heavily on it for self-expression, whose formal training in the 

language arts is most deficient. 

With regard to the first sort of evidence for the antiquity of 

alamkSLradiXstra, there is a further kind of difficulty. That is whether 

the use of such terms as Uparria and Rupaka, which later came to denote 

specific figures of speech, had that sense in the early works which 

Kane cites as evidence. McCall (1969) has shown that certain familiar 

classical rhetorical terms were only gradually narrowed down to their 

final technical meanings. Upama and Riipaka are two of the four orig

inal alcapkaras, first identified as such in Bharata's NatyasSstra. 
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They are commonly translated as "Simile" and "Metaphor," which are in 

turn basic elements in the European system of rhetorical figures, Sim

ile being a figure of thought and Metaphor a trope, to use the later 

classifications. Just as Upainci and Rupaka are the terms for kinds of 

figurative language which occur earliest in the Sanskritic tradition 

(in however loose a sense), analogously terms for comparison and iden

tification are discussed earliest in the Greek sources. Aristotle, for 

example, contrasts and compares metaphor with more extended figures of 

comparison in some detail. Because these sets of terms are original, 

both logically and chronologically, to their respective traditions, the 

comparison of their meanings in their earliest contexts is a good intro

duction to the comparison of the two rhetorical systems in general. 

This chapter will therefore treat their earliest occurrences in some 

detail. It will then summarize the development of the system of 

"tropes and figures" in European rhetoric and poetics during the period 

for which India furnishes no comparable direct evidence, and go on to 

anticipate briefly analogues in the Sanskritic tradition which will be 

discussed more fully in later chapters. 

The Nivuktaxs Treatment of Upama 

Upama is one of the four figures first specifically identified 

as an alamkclrai moreover, it is by far the most important alamkara, as 

it forms the basis for many sub-varieties. Its usual translation as 

"Simile" is often close enough for most critical purposes, for both 

terms do have in common that they denote some kind of comparison, and 
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each is more nearly the equivalent of the other than is any second term 

on either side. But whether they are, strictly speaking, formally 

equivalent is another matter. They-would seem to have become so only 

in later stages of their respective traditions. And whether, as "fig

ures of speech," they emanated from the same "figure of thought," that 

is, whether they represent the same way of subdividing the possibili

ties of non-literal expression, initially or finally, will be the first 

question to which this study will address itself. 

The problem is complicated by a situation that has attracted 

sui*prisingly little attention: that rhetorical terms are themselves 

"figures of speech." They are one of the earliest kinds of what Bar-

field (1957, p. 25) calls "beta thinking," that is, thinking not about 

things, but about the process of thinking itself. To understand, then, 

the structure of those classifications of figuration which are popu

larly called rhetorical, one must seek not only their historical, but 

their conceptual bases. What do the words mean by which the ancients 

first identified and delimited the kinds of figuration? 

The following facts will appear. First, the terms for com

parison and identification in both traditions seem to have been visual 

and/or spatial metaphors. Second, both traditions are initially more 

concerned with the content of the comparison than with its particular 

form. Third, the Indians sought a philosophical understanding of fig

urative language which could be applied to the interpretation of the 

sacred scriptures (and which was later adapted to the criticism of the 

kavya literature), whereas the Greeks (for the most part) sought a 
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the emotions of others. Fourth, and consequently, the Greeks (and 

therefore the European tradition) are more concrete, the Indians more 

abstract, from the first. 

The term upa-ma is a compound of the preposition upa-, "to

wards, near, or with," and the root ma-, which as early as the Eg Veda 

had the meanings "measure, mete out, or mark off; build or make; show 

or exhibit." It is cognate with the Greek MeTpeu and the Latin metior. 

The root idea of the term is to measure one thing with another, hence 

to compare. As early as the Satapatha Brahmana the term occurs as a 

feminine noun having the sense "resemblance," as of a picture or por

trait; it is therefore roughly equivalent to the Greek 'eumcov, "like

ness or image" (such as a statue), from IE 5'!IVEIK-, "to be like." 

'Eumuv, as will be seen, is the earliest and most common Greek term 

for figures of likeness or comparison. 

The first occurrence in the Indian tradition of the term upama 

in something like its later technical sense occurs in the Nighantu, a 

list of "hard words" from the Vedic literature. It was compiled at an 

uncertain date; and its earliest commentary, Yaska's Nirukta, calls it 

"a traditional list of words" (Sarup 1967, p. 32 of the Sanskrit and 

p. 5 of the English translation; subsequent references are to this 

edition). The passage in question runs: idam iva. idam yatha. agnir 

na ye. aatu.rasoiddadamd.ncit. brahman<2 vratacariyah. vrksasya nu te 

puruhuta vayah. jara a bhagam. meqo bhuto. 'bhi yannayah. tadrupah. 

tadurnah. tadyat. tathetyupconah (Nighantu 3.13). 
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Yaska's Nivukta, its commentary, is the earliest surviving work 

in etymology. As with most early Indian works, there is controversy 

about the date of YSska; but there exists among scholars . . unanim

ity which sets down his lower limit as not later than 500 B.C.," so 

that "it may therefore be safely assumed that Yaska lived at least 

about a century earlier than Plato" (Sarup 1967, p. 54). 

Yaska commences his discussion of upama, in which he takes up 

most of the phrases in the section of the Nighantu quoted above, at the 

end of section 13, book 3, of his Nirukta. He begins: athata^ upa-

mah^, "now then*, comparisons2." (In the writer's opinion, Sarup begs 

the question by translating the term as "similes" at this point. Here 

and throughout this work, although relying on the interpretations of 

translators, the writer has Englished most Sanskrit, Greek, and Latin 

passages herself -- that is, translated them word by word, as liter

ally as possible and even at some sacrifice of fluency, in order to 

facilitate comparison of the various works cited.) Yaska then contin

ues, in his highly condensed style, yadl atat% tat3 sadrsyam4 iti§ 

gavgyah®t "when1 that3 is like^ not-that2 thus.^ [says] Gargya^." That 

is, Gargya (an earlier authority) has defined upama as a case of one 

thing being somehow like a second thing which is different. Yaska 

continues, tadasam  ̂ karma3, "That1 [is] their2 function3," or "here 

is how they work." He explains, jyayasa* va^ gwj.ena? prakhyatatamena^ 

va  ̂ kaniyamsaxnS va% aprakhyatarpG voparnimite2> ?, "with either2 a betters-

quality3 or2 a well-known^, it wants to compare^ an inferior^ or2 not-

well -known^." He concludes, athccpil kaniyasa  ̂ jyasamsam3, "likewise1 
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the superior3 with the inferior2." As will be seen below, this last 

phrase refers to the comparison of actions rather than of things or of 

qualities. 

Next, section 16 of book 3 of the Nirukta opens with a quo

tation from Eg Veda 10.4.6, illustrating an upama. It.is worth noting 

at this point that both early Greek and Indian discussions of figura

tion rely heavily on examples to convey the nature of their subjects, 

and that it is safer to infer that the term is broad enough to cover 

all the given examples than to assume that the examples have been 

carelessly chosen by the ancient author. The quotation runs: tanu-

tyajeva^J ^ taskara? vanargiir^ radanabhir^ dasabhir® abhyadhitain 

"like^ two [dual number] thieves^ life-risking^, forest-dwelling^, 

they covered^ with ten^ fingers/ropes^." 

The Nirukta goes on to explicate the image in great detail. 

For those who are not familiar with the Nirukta, it should perhaps be 

pointed out here that it is not arranged like a Greek rhetoric. The 

explanation is subordinate to the examples, rather than the examples 

serving to illustrate the explanation. Moreover, the examples are ar

ranged by content, with the lexicography, etymology, etc., immediately 

following. The following discussion will omit the etymology. After 

providing synonyms for the words of the quotation, the Nirukta proceeds 

to explain the figure as such: agnimanthanau^ bcihifi taskarabhyamupa-

mimiteSi4) "jie wishes to compare4 [desiderative of the verb upama] the 

fire-kindlingl arins2 to [two] thieves3.11 The example is by no means a 

simple one: not only is it proportional -- fingers are to arms as ropes 
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are to thieves -- but it also turns on the double meaning of rakana, 

"finger" or "rope," and according to later systems would be considered 

a compound figure. The Nighanpu, according to Monier-Williams (I960, 

p. 869), provides the first instance of this double meaning. The Nir-

ukta, however, is less concerned with the form of the figure than with 

its content, with what it is doing. After supplying the etymologies 

1 2 3 4 
for two of the words, it concludes: jydtyHns tatva gwio 'bhipretah , 

"thus" a better* quality^ is intended^" (literally "gone near") --

that is, intended to be compared with an inferior, when the arms are 

compared to thieves. The example illustrates the first half of the 

definition. The emphasis, as has been observed, is on the content, not 

the specific form: not on how the comparison is accomplished, but on 

what is compared. Moreover, the nominal term is defined by a form of 

the verb derived from the same root. 

The Nirukta continues with the explanation of upama toward the 

1 2 3 4 5 1 end of section 3.15: atlia nip&ta'b puvas tadeva vy&khyatah , "now 

2 3 4 5 1 2 3 
the particles previously thus explained yatheti kavmopama 3 , 

1 2,3 
"as [is] a comparison of action ' ." That is, idam yathd,, the second 

comparison in the Nighanpu list, compares actions. It thus stands in 

contrast to the idam iva, "like that," of the thief/arm comparison, 

which compared objects. The Nirukta then goes on to supply three ex-

12 13 1 ainples of comparisons of actions: (1) yatha vato yathR vanam yatha 

samudraf ejato^, "as* the wind^ , as* the forest^, as* the sea^ stirs^" 

(Rg Veda 1.50.3, an example of what later systematic works would call 

- 1 2 3 3 1 a Dipaka or Zeugma); (2) bhrajajvbo agnayo yatha , "as the brilliant 
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fires" (Atharva Veda 13.2.18; 20.47.15); (3) ntrrid} yaksmasya" nasyati^ 

4 5 6 1 2 3 pura j-lvagrbho yathH : "the soul of one with consumption perishes 

beforehand^ like*' a captured bird*'" (Vdjasaneyi Samhita 8.40; Satapatha 

Br&hmarta 4.5.11, Sarup's translation). 

After explaining the derivation of atrna ("Self" or "soul"), the 

Nirukta goes on to explain the next item in the Nighantu list, the 

phrase agnir na ye, which contains the Vedic particle of comparison na. 

It gives the complete Vedic quotation from which the lUighantu took the 

1 2 3 4 S 3 2 phrase: agnir na ye bhrHjasa rukmavaksasah , "they who are like 

Agnil by the brilliance^ of their bright-breasts^" (or according to 

Sarup, "breasts with golden ornaments"). The Nirukta explains that this 

refers to the Maruts. It is an example of the third type of comparison 

which is possible: that of qualities or attributes rather than of ob

jects as such or of actions. Gerow (1971, p. 145) would therefore seem 

to be mistaken in giving Dandin credit for being the first to introduce 

this distinction. 

The next phrase in the Nighantu list, aaturasaiddadamUnat, is 

/i 2 3 • — 4 —5 
taken from Rg Veda 1.41.9: aaturas aid dadaman5.d bibhiyad a ni-

G 7 8 9 2  4 5 6  dhd.toh na duruktaya sprhayet , "as one should fear until the end 

3 1 7 9 he who takes up the four [dice], one should not be eager ' for harsh 

speech ." Then the Nirukta elucidates this question simply by rephras

ing it in two different ways. It skips the next two phrases in the Ni- . 

ghantu list, brahmanQ vrata aarinah and vrksasya nu te puruhuta vayah, 

7 0 ?  a  
and goes on to j&ra a bhagam (Rg Veda 10.11.6 ). It explains that 

the particle a, which it has already explained in another sense, can 
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2 1 
also be used in the sense of a comparison: "like a paramour to his 

2 
pleasure*5-" emphasize the comparison, it paraphrases this as java 

iva^ bhagaji?, merely substituting iva, "like, as," for a  (the phrase 

7 1 3 -
can also be read, "as a consumer to his portion "). Yaska explains: 

"Here Aditi (Sarup has 'the sun') is called 'The Consumer.' He is the 

consumer of night. He is likewise of lights. Furthermore there is the 

passage swasuî  javcih? svnotu? nah?3 'may^ the sister's* paramour^ 

hear"* us^' (Bg Veda 6.55.5)." The connection between this and the pre

vious Vedic quotation lies in the association of java, "paramour," and 

of course in the fact that figurative substitution continues to be the 

subject. The Nivukta goes on: "He calls dawn his sister, because of the 

companionship [of the dawn and the sun]. Or because of carrying the 

juice. Or it may even be that a human lover was meant. That would be 

•enjoyment' of a woman, from bhaj ['enjoy']." Although this passage 

must necessarily be left somewhat obscure because an extended explana

tion of all the Vedic allusions would be out of. place here, two things 

are clear. The first is that Yaska is explaining why the dawn is to 

the sun as a sister to a brother, if one takes that interpretation, 

and that he is also suggesting other possible interpretations, based on 

some kind of likeness, which the passage could have. The second is 

that the associative (rather than logical) method by which the explana

tion proceeds, implies that the Nivukta understands upama. in a way 

which comprises a broad spectrum of figurative usage, not yet clearly 

differentiated, but based on various kinds of loose comparisons. It is 

not yet the Upama of classical alcanka.vaaU.stva, Moreover, as this par

ticular example of upama contains no particle of comparison, it is 
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clear that at this early stage in the development of the concept, one 

is not necessary, as it is in the classical figure. 

The Nirukta goes on to explain the next phrase in the Nighantu 

list: meso  ̂ bhuto  ̂ 'bhi yannay ah?, "disguised as^ a ram* thou hast 

approached^ us^," and explains that in ram and so on, bhuta, "having 

become," is the upama. Alternatively, one could translate this com-

12 3 4 
ment, which in Sanskrit reads mesa iti bhutopama J , more literally 

as "ram^, namely^, [is] a condition-comparison^'^." That is, it com

pares two states of being, two things which have come-to-be. The lat

ter more literal translation emphasizes the parallelism between this 

1 2 3 4 1 ? 
example and the next one: agniv iti vupopama 3 , "Agni1, namely , 

is a form-comparison^'^," and makes it clear that Yaska intends to con

trast the two types of comparison. 

The next two items in the Nighantu list are compound adjectives 

which imply comparison: tadrupah, "having the form of that," and tad-

varnah, "having the color/appearance of that." 

Finally, concerning the last item in the list, the word tadvat, 

19 % 4 l 1 
Yaska explains, vad iti siddhopama * , "likeL, namely^, [indicates] 

comparison to something well-known^'^." Alternatively, siddhopama 

might be translated "total comparison," if one accepts Gerow's (1971, 

p. 164) translation of siddha as perfect or total similitude; the con

text, however, seems to support the first translation as the better one. 

In support of his explanation, Yaska cites the passage brahmana^ vad% 

vrgala-^ vat^, "like^ a brahman*, like^ a contemptible man^," which ac

cording to Sarup (1967, p. 65.note) has not been traced. 
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Section 3.18 of the Nivukta begins, atha? luptopcanmyavthopa-

rnanZty (luptaupamanyavthaupamdniity )̂ aaaksate ,̂ "now^ el-

liptical/omitted2 comparisons^ are called^ thus^ meaning-^ compari-

sons^," It goes on to explain that lion, tiger, etc., confer honor, 

whereas dog, ovou, etc., revile. It shows that a number of animal 

names are really descriptive epithets derived from verbal roots which 

express some prominent characteristic of that animal. For example, the 

word simha, "lion," is said to come either from sahana, "powerful," or 

perhaps (syat) by metathesis from hins, "injure." The discussion is 

highly condensed; but what Yaska is saying is that certain words, when 

they are used as epithets, are really comparisons of which one term has 

been omitted. For example, in using the epithet "the Desert Fox," one 

really means ".Gereral Rommel, who maneuvers in the desert like a fox." 

One is using a comparison, the elements of which have been partially 

omitted. An English example of a "meaning-comparison" is harder to 

produce. In Sanskrit, using lion as an epither for some particular 

king would be an example of one: the figure would depend, not on some 

generally "leonine" quality about the king, but on the etymological 

meaning of the word lion itself. The king, like the lion, is strong 

or is a killer, which are the etymological meanings possible for the 

word lion. Yaska's "meaning'comparison" is therefore a form of word

play as well as a type of comparison. 

The foregoing analysis of the discussion of upama in the Niv

ukta may seem to have been unnecessarily detailed; but it has been 

necessary to show that by the term upama the Nivukta does not intend 



the specific UpamalamkSra of the later classical writers, but rather 

figurative language in a more general sense; and that it conceives fig

urative language as depending upon various kinds of likeness or corre

spondence. Figuration is sometimes possible because of the polyvalence 

of language itself, as in a "meaning-comparison," in which the etymo

logical meaning of a name is broadened to include other entities to 

which that name could apply. (In fact, Yaska's arthopama. is equivalent 

to one of Aristotle's kinds of metaphor, the transfer of a species-name 

to the genus). The indeterminacy of Gargya's "that . . . not that," 

which Yaska cites, imposes no particular limitation on what can be com

pared in an lipoma of that period. Likeness can be of quality (guna), 

in action (karma), of form (rUpa), in state of being or of having be

come (bhUta), or in resemblance to something well-known (siddha). The 

comparison may be simple, or it may be a proportional analogy; it may 

be either complete or elliptical. 

But the Nirukta, although it prefigures the classical Upam&lam-

kSra in several respects, does not demand the fourth component of the 

classical figure, the dyotaka or particle which "clarifies" the compar

ison. Moreover, the purpose of the Nirukta in this explanation is to 

enable one to distinguish literal from non-literal ways of speaking, 

and thereby to avoid misinterpreting Vedic texts. It does not seem to 

use the term upamB to denote a rhetorical ornament. Moreover, the fact 

that other technical terms for figuration, such as riipaka, are not in

troduced, would seem to preclude classifying upamU. as used in the Niruk-

ta .as an ornament in a set of ornaments, a specific "figure of speech." 
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Max Muller achieved a certain notoriety by calling mythology a 

disease of language. If such a disease in fact ever existed, YSska was 

not infected with it. His discussion of comparison in the Nirukta dem

onstrates that he was perfectly aware that "that" is not "not-that," 

and that language related the terms to each other on its own level of 

reality. Tiiis conscious recognition of what one might call the 

creative power of language in its own right is Yaska's most important 

contribution to later Indian theories of figurative language, and not 

his supposed discovery of one specific alamkBra. 

Dasgupta (1947, vol. 1, p. 518), before commencing his very 

brief discussion of the Nirukta, mentions a few other early occurrences 

of words which later came to have technical rhetorical senses. Upama 

occurs in Tjg Veda 1.31.15 and 5.34.9; alamkttra occurs in Satccpatha 

Brahmana 3.5.1.36 and 13.8.4.7 and in Chandogya Upanisad 8.8.5. 

The Upanisadic passage in question runs pretaeya* dariram^ 

amiksaya? vasanena? dlamkarenaitiP samskurvanti^ (Bohtlingk 1889, 

7 2 16 3 
p. 91), "they adorn the body of the departed thus with curds , a 

garment4J an ornament5." it is difficult to find any evidence of a 

theory of figures of speech in this passage, Dasgupta notwithstanding. 

But interestingly, it does anticipate the comparison which later crit

ics make of the poem with its dlamkd.ras to the body with its jewelry. 

Panini's Discussion of Figurative Language 

After the Nirukta, the next discussion of figurative language 

as such in the Indian traditon occurs in Panini's Sanskrit grammar, 

Astadhyayi. There has been considerable controversy about the date of 
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this also, with guesses running back to the sixth century B. C. The 

grammar carries the discussion of comparison further than the Nirukta, 

and in a more organized way. Dasgupta (1947, vol. 1, pp. 513-517 and 

passim) thinks that alamkavasastva developed from the study of gram

mar. Although it would be premature to draw any elaborate analogies 

at this point, poetics was first introduced to the student as part of 

grammar in the European tradition also. 

Kane (1961, p. 338) and Gerow (1971, p. 142) both cite 

Panini's Astadhyayil 2.1.55-56 and 3.1.10 as containing material re

lating to upamd.', in the same place Kane also cites 2.3.72 and 5.1. 

115-116, and Gerow adds 3.4.5. 

Sutras 2.1.55-56 occur in the course of a discussion of com

pound words. Sutra 2.1.55 runs: upamdtnSnî  samanyavaoccnaih ,̂ "[the 

words designating things] serving to compare [form determinative com

pounds] with the words designating common notions [with regard to the 

thing comparing and the thing being compared, in other words, with re

gard to the epithet serving as the common third term]" (Renou 1966, 

vol. 2, pp. 96-97;.here and in subsequent citations of PSnini the Eng

lish versions are the author's rendering of Renou's French translation). 

Renou supplies these examples of determinative compounds which function 

as comparisons: (1) sankhapandarah, "conch-white," that is, "white like 

a conch"; (2) mrgaaapala, "deer-timid," that is, "timid like a deer." 

In this sutra two of the elements of the classical Upama are discussed: 

the common property and the object of comparison. The next sutra, 

7 2 — 3 4 
2,1.56, runs: upamitam vyaghradibh-ih samanyaprayoge ' , "[an 
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inflected word designating] the thing compared* [forms a determinative 

compound] with words of the group vyagvah 'tiger^' [serving as things 

to compare] when there is no use^ [of a word designating] a common no-

tion Here Renou cites as an example of this type of comparative 

compound purusavyaghra, "human tiger," i.e., a man [strong -- the com

mon notion which is not expressed] like a tiger." In these sutras, Pa-

nini is simply showing how certain kinds of compound words may express 

comparisons. In the first instance the common qualities such as white

ness or timidity are explicit but the subject of the comparison is not 

mentioned; in the second, the subject and object of comparison are both 

included in the compound, but the common property must be inferred. 

Astadhyayi 2.3,72, the third example given by Kane (1961, 

p. 338) but not mentioned by Gerow, occurs in the context of a treat

ment of the use of the grammatical cases. It runs: tulyZtrthair^ atul-

2 — 3 4 3 opamabhyarp trtiyccnyatarasyam 3 , "the endings of the third case [the 

instrumental] go concurrently^ [with those of the sixth case or geni

tive, when there is a joining] with words having the sense of 'compar

able*,1 except with tula and upam'd [which take the genitive only]" 

(Renou 1966, vol. 2, p. 128). It would be going too far, in this 

writer's opinion, to assume that here iq>ama means anything more spe

cific than comparison or image, in a general sense; although the com

parison itself seems to be an already stereotyped example, there seem 

to be no grounds for supposing that in this sutra upamQ. is a partic

ular rhetorical figure in a set of such figures. 

Kane's other references mentioned above are in contexts in which 

various kinds of affixes are being discussed. Sutra 3.1.10 continues a 
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discussion, begun in sutra 3.1.8, of the use of the suffix which forms 

1 - 2 denominative verbal stems from nouns. It runs: icpomanad aaare "[be

sides having its proper value, the denominative suffix is used] to ex

press the idea of 'treating like^,' according to the thing to which [the 

person thus treated] is compared'''." Renou (1966, 1:149) cites as an ex

ample how the denominative verb putriyati, from putra, "son," has the 

12 3 same meaning as the more extended putram iva aaarati , "he treats 

2 1 [someone] like a son ." 

Sutras 5.1.115-116 occur in the context of a discussion of sec-

1  2 * 3  * 4 5  
ondary suffixes. Sutra 115 runs: tena tulyam kriya cedvatify J , "the 

5 2 
secondary suffix vati can be used in the sense of similar to some

thing"'' [a being or an object which, if it did not have this suffix, 

would be in the instrumental case and construed with some such word as 

3 tulya, 'equal to'] if it is a matter of an action ." Renou supplies 

the examples vipravat, "[he studies] like a priest," and putram^ mitra-

0 "Z 7 

vad aaaret , "he treats [sic] his son-'- like a friend^." Sutra 116 runs 

1 2 3 
tatra tasya iva , "[the secondary suffix vati also has the sense of] 

'as in such-and-such a place'''' [when it is affixed to a base which has 

3 9 
a locative value] or 'like that which belongs to someone"' [when it is 

affixed to a base with a genitive value]." Examples are: mathuravat, 

"as at Mathura," and brahmanavat, "like that of a brahman" (Renou 1966, 

2:25-26). 

Gerow (1971, p. 142) claims that in sutras 2.1.55-56, 3.1.10, 

and 3.4.45, Panini established the fourfold structure of the classical 

Upamd on which the development of "the structural type of analysis" (in 

Gerow's words) rests. The terms of this structure are the upamsya or 
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"thing to be compared," and the upamana or "thing being compared," 

that is, the subject and object or predicate of comparison; the 

sadharanadharma or common property; and the dyotaka or "clarifier," the 

particle or other indicator which signals the whole process. All Indi

an writers agree on this structural analysis. 

— 1 2 3 3 
Sutra 3.4.45 runs: upamane kavmani aa , literally, "and 

when''' an action^ is being compared*," but in a fuller rendering, "[the 

suffix indicating the adverbial accusative is used after a given root] 

when there is [for the word construed with it syntactically a noun hav

ing the value of] (a) direct object as well as (b) agent, to express a 

1 2 •• 3 comparison." An example of (a) is: ratjta- nidhayam nihitah } "depos-

3 2 3 / 7 
ited secretly as [one deposits] a treasure and for (b) rmpganasarri 

o 2 1 
nas^ah , "[he has] perished like a deer ." 

In these various sutras, such terms as upama, upamana, and upa-

mita do occur; particles expressing comparison are discussed; and the 

idea that comparison rests on some common property is brought out. But 

these sutras which deal in various ways with comparison are scattered 

among several contexts. Panini does not single upama out for special 

discussion as anything like a discrete figure of speech, still less a 

poetic alamkara. The "four-fold" structure can be easily inferred, as 

later writers no doubt did. But one cannot argue from the evidence in 

Panini that in discussing upama as comparison he had in mind Upamalam-

kara, the specific poetic figure; although later writers may owe much 

of the concept to his earlier treatment of comparison in general, it is 

not possible to trace alamka.rasd.stra back to Pacini, for no system of 

concrete figures had evolved that early. 



60 

Par.illei Evidence from Early Greek Sources 

A similar conclusion was reached by M. H. McCall (1969) with 

regard to the earliest Greek writers on rhetoric and poetics. The 

Preface to his Ancient Rhetorical Theories of Simile and Comparison 

(p. x) contains a particularly apposite warning, as applicable to the 

Indian tradition as to the Greek one he is discussing: 

It is to be hoped that this study may, among other things, 
serve as a reminder against easy equation of the critical 
terminology of ancient languages, particularly when they are 
separated by significant intervals of time. 

Applying his own advice to pre-Vergilian views on simile, Mc

Call discovered that "increasingly the possibility suggested itself 

that in reality there was no true concept in ancient literary criticism 

of simile as a rhetorical figure separate from other forms of compar

ison or illustration" (1969, p. viii). The English term simile, com

monly used to translate the Sanskrit Upama, and the Greek and Latin 

rhetorical terms 'ELMOIV, 'ELMOAUA, 'ououwausj itapa3oXn, Collatio} Com-

paratio, Imago, Similitudo, and others, refers quite specifically to a 

comparison introduced by as or like. It does not include broader types 

of illustration or gnomic comparison (McCall 1969, p. viii). But just 

as Yaska did not consider the dyotaka or particle necessary for his 

upama, and as not all Panini's types of comparison included it, the an

cient classical terms seem to be similarly unrestricted. "Further, and 

more specifically, the ancient use of terms is divided between contexts 

describing the general act or process of comparison, and contexts in 

which a figure of comparison is present" (McCall 1969, p. ix). This 

division of function corresponds to the various uses discussed in the 
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Nirukta: "it seeks to compare an inferior or not-well-known quality 

with either a better quality or a well-known one" refers to comparison 

in general; and "as is a comparison of action" refers to a specific 

figure of comparison, a karmopam3 (see p. 49 above). 

At this point some explanation of relative chronology is in 

order. It will be apparent throughout this study that it is hard to 

collate F.uropean and Indian texts, because the dates of the latter are 

uncertain. If the Nirukta and the Aptadhyayi be dated no later than 

the fifth century B. C., they may be contemporary with the pre-

Aristotelian rhetoricians. But no precise matching is possible. This 

study will attempt to provide synchronisms where possible, but these 

will not be intended to do more than provide some kind of historical 

context for the sources. They are not intended to suggest neatly 

equivalent stages of development for the respective traditions. The 

primary questions this work asks are: how did each tradition separately 

come to analyze the possibilities of figuration the way it did, and how 

do the end results compare? Historical parallels will be presented 

from this viewpoint. 

Compared to the small number of extant Indian works from the 

same period, with their dubious use of terms that only later acquired 

a restricted technical meaning, the classical European sources are rel

atively numerous. But they too afford little support for identifying 

the terms they use for various types of comparison or illustration as 

technical terms within a system of figures of speech. Just as the San-

skritic tradition has preserved in whole or in part many works from 

very early periods which contain highly figurative poetic passages, 
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secular as well as religious (Kane 1961, pp. 326-335), the Greeks pro

duced similarly such figures as the orator Gorgias, famous or notorious 

for carrying ornate language to new and fantastic lengths. But the 

Greeks seem also to have produced critics who dealt specifically with 

figurative language. Three rhetorical treatises, On Likeness in 

Speech (IlepX ' oyouwaeos Aoyou), On Illustrations or Comparisons (llep\. 

'euxdvwv "ntou itapagoAwv), and On Figures (Ilepl axnyaTuiv) are attributed 

to one Theramenes of Coos, whom McCall (1969, pp. 5-8), after reviewing 

the evidence', thinks was pre-Aristotelian. Unfortunately, these works 

have not survived, so it is not known how they used the terms 'oyouwaLS 

("likeness"), 'ELMIOV ("illustration"), and uapa$oAn ("parable, compar

ison"). If there had come to exist a settled system of axnyctxa or 

figures, equivalent to alamk&ras, one would expect them to be treated 

in the third book of Aristotle's Ehetorio, in which he deals with style 

(AE'̂ LS, equivalent to Sanskrit riti); but in fact separate treatments 

of the figures do not appear until later (McCall 1969, p.8). 

The term 'euxtuv, from which English icon is derived, usually 

means "statue," hence "likeness, image, illustration." McCall (1969, 

pp. 8-17) cites instances of the use of the term in literature to mean 

something like simile or comparison; but all the authors he cites, up 

to and including Plato, use the term ' euiwv in a more generalized sense 

than that of the English term simile'. 

The total impression of Plato's concept of "euxwv is hardly in 
doubt. Of the four instances in which the term refers at 
least in part to simile, all but one (the Symposium passage) 
allow in fact considerable latitude of meaning. More than a 
dozen other instances show 'euxwv in an unambiguous sense of 
"illustration," "image," or "comparison." This is certainly 
Plato's understanding of the term. 
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The Sanskrit word upaxna can also mean "picture" or "portrait," 

although 'EUHIOV, which has "statue" as its primary meaning (from "'ETMW, 

'EOUHCIJ "to be or look like") remains a more concrete visual metaphor 

even when used as a rhetorical term. In uparriQ. the abstract sense of 

"comparison" is more prominent. 

Plato is the first (surviving) writer to use terms of comparison 

other than 'euxwv. These terms are 'OMOUWCTLS and itapafloAn. 'opoLajaus 

means "likeness, resemblance" (literally homoi-os-is, "same-like-ness") 

and has as its opposite 'aAAouoots (alloi-os-is, "different-like-ness"). 

HapaGoAn means literally a "placing beside," hence a comparison, illus

tration, or parable; in its root sense it is the closest of the terms 

discussed so far to upama. Plato uses these terms, like ' GOHUJV, in a 

general sense. McCall (1969, pp. 17-23) marshalls his evidence to dem

onstrate that 'ELMWV and itapa3oAn are the only words in general use be

fore Aristotle as terms of comparison, and that ' euMiov is much more 

common, and concludes: 

The sense most consistently fitting the contents of these terms 
is perhaps "illustrative comparison" or "comparative illustra
tion," the emphasis shifting from passage to passage. Although 
the terms refer at times to simile, none of them should be 
thought to mean primarily "simile." 

To summarize the discussion so far, both the Indian and Euro

pean traditions recognized quite early that one important source of 

figurative language was the making of statements about one thing that 

in some way, direct or indirect, likened or compared it to another. 

For this process the earliest Indian sources used the word upama, the 

Greeks ' euxu5v and itapafSoAn. The two Greek terms share between them in 
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the early period approximately the possible semantic range of the San

skrit word, ranging from a spatial metaphor implying the placing or 

measuring of one thing against another, to a visual metaphor implying 

pictorial representation. Both traditions seem to have started trying 

to analyse figurative language with the same "figure of thought," which 

in the early stages was conceived very loosely, and to have applied to 

it terms of close semantic equivalence. But at that period comparison 

under whatever name seems to have been thought of as a kind of logical 

process, and not as an ornament of diction in a system of definite 

ornaments. 

After Yaska's Nirukta and Panini's A$tadhyayZ there is a long 

hiatus in the Indian critical tradition. The Vedanta Sutras name two 

supposed alajnka.ra.8i upama and rupaka. If one accepts the conventional 

date of the second century B.C. for the Vedanta Sutras, then they come 

after Aristotle and before the Bhetorica ad Herennium. But the mere 

occurrence of these two terms does not constitute a poetics. There 

may have been works written in India which dealt in whole or in part 

with poetic diction; but nothing has survived earlier than Bharata's 

Natyasastra or treatise on dramaturgy, which Gerow (1971, p. 95) as

signs to perhaps the seventh century A.D. Even if one accepts an 

earlier date, possibly "not later than 300 A.D." (Kane 1961), one 

must still concur with Dasgupta's conclusion (1947, p. 523) that "we 

thus see that there is no evidence that any alamkarasastra existed be

fore the commencement of the Christian era." By then Greco-Roman 

rhetoric and poetic had already divided the possibilities of poetic 
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diction into an elaborated system of "figures." Bharata, on the other 

hand, names only four alamkaras: Vpama and Rupaka, the two terms which 

occurred in the Vedanta Sutras, plus Yamaka and Dipaka, which are re

spectively a kind of rhymed word-play and Zuegma. The first treatises 

which are specifically devoted to poetics are Bhamaha's Kavyalamkara 

or The Ornaments of Poetry, and Dandin's Kavyadavsa or A Look at Poet

ry. There has been a great deal of detailed discussion about which one 

is earlier, as each seems to be refuting the other. It will suffice 

for the purposes of this study to accept Gerow's decision (1971, pp. 25 

and 95) that Bhamaha was the earlier, and that both flourished in the 

first half of the eighth century. It is interesting to consider that 

these earliest of Sanskrit poeticians are therefore roughly contempora

ry with the Venerable Bede, A.D. 673-735, whose little treatise on the 

use of figures for clerics summarizes and simplifies a long rhetorical 

and poetic development. 

For there is no such gap in the European line of thought about 

figurative language as there is in the Indian. During the period for 

which there is no evidence from India, The Greeks and Romans developed 

that system of "figures of thought and figures of speech" (exornationes 

sententiarum et exornationes verborum) which every schoolboy learned 

down to the eighteenth century, and they distinguished these from 

tropes. They discussed style, and the defects and virtues or qualities 

of good and bad poetry (categories strikingly similar to the rlti3 

dosaj and guna of alamkarasastra), and attempted to solve the problem 

of what made poetry poetic. Medieval European writers on rhetoric and 

poetics were the heirs of the Greeks and Romans. Although it would be 
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redundant to summarize the classical developments which are so well 

known, it will be necessary to discuss such as are of particular im

portance in a comparative study before going on to compare and contrast 

the highly elaborated formal treatments of the subject from the re

spective medieval periods. 

Aristotle 

Aristotle's treatment of ornamented language is divided between 

the Rhetoric and the Poetics. The discussion which follows will re

strict itself primarily to Aristotle's treatment of comparison, and the 

question of how this agrees with or differs from Indian ideas about 

upama; and to Aristotle on metaphor, looking ahead to the famous exam

ple of a rupaka in the Vedctnta Sutras and to the later Indian formal 

concepts of Rupaka and Utpreksa. 

Aristotle's two essential terms of comparison are 'euxiov and 

rcapofgoAn. napa|3oAn in turn is one of the two subdivisions of the fic

tional as opposed to the historical TtapaSeuyua (the other subdivision 

is Aoyou in the sense of "fables"). Most other ancient rhetoricians 

tend to couple fictional comparison and historical example; Aristotle 

is somewhat unique in that, in book 3 of his Rhetoric, he frequently 

pairs 'etxwv or comparison with metaphor. He seems to be more con

cerned with the use of these than with their form. For example, he 

•regards TtapafieLyvia, TtapaSoXn, and Ac5you as means of persuasion, which 

differ from one another not so much in their specific form as in their 

content. In a parallel way, Aristotle discusses 'ELHWV in the larger 

context of metaphor, and throughout his analysis the motif recurs that 
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it is a subordinate and less desirable form of metaphor. Although it 

was the most general term of comparison in pre-Aristotelian literature, 

Aristotle uses it as a rhetorical term only in certain passages of 

book 3 of the Rhetoric, and then in a specific sense. He seems to 

think of napa3oXn instead, as the general term (the foregoing paragraph 

summarizes McCall 1969, pp. 24-31). 

The Rhetoric (3.4.1.1406b), however, seems to differentiate 

'eumujv clearly from metaphor: 

"Eotl 6e mcxl *ri ' euiuv Meiaipopd. fiuatpepeu yctp yuxpov. 
"oiav pev yap "euixij tov 'AxtAAed 

'us 6e Aewv 'enopoSaev, 

' eLHU)v ' eor l v, "oTav 6e "Aewv 'eiidpoQae," yExatpopct. 

The 'elkuv is also a metaphor. For the difference is 
small. For when on the one hand one says of Achilles, "like 
a lion he rushed violently," it is an 'euiuv; when on the 
other hand, "a lion, he rushed violently," a metaphor. 

McCall (1969, p. 37), referring to J. II. Freese's trans

lation of this passage: "The simile is also a metaphor; for there is 

very little difference. When the poet says of Achilles, 'he rushed on 

like a lion,' it is a simile; if he says 'a lion, he rushed on,' it is 

a metaphor," comments that "this implies not just that 'us is an inte

gral part of an 'euiuv, but, even more, that the label 'eumuv can only 

be applied to the phrase 'us Aeuv 'Eitdpo^oev ('leapt on the foe as 

a lion1) as long as 'us or some other introductory word on comparison 

is present." 

But the list of examples which follows forces one to infer, on 

the contrary, that an 'euxuv is marked as much by an overall element of 

comparison as by a specific introductory word, for in some of the 



examples such a word is lacking. Moreover, an ' EUHGJV can be a fairly 

extended comparison; McCall (1969, p. 37) concludes that Aristotle's 

concept does not depend on length or brevity, and continues: 

The list of prose examples of 'ELKUJV is followed by a short 
passage of summation commenting on the examples and obscure
ly relating Aristotle's view of 'EOKUIV as a subdivision of 
metaphor: udoas 6e Tautaa )<al 'ais 'euiovas MOO- 'US peraqjopas 
"e^eart Xeyeuv, "aiate "oaau "av ' eu6oKciia5ai,v 'uis yeracpopaX 
MAT 'at ' ELMOVES yexaipopao AOYOTF 6EOM£VALS "All these ideas 
may be expressed as similes or metaphors; those which will 
succeed as metaphors will obviously do well as similes, and 
similes, with the explanation omitted, will appear as meta
phors." 

McCall (1969, p. 38) finds the phrase Aoyou 6eo'yevau, "with the 

explanation omitted," difficult; he suggests that the text is corrupt 

and should be emended to read "but not normally in prose." More lit

erally translated, the passage in question (Rhetoric 4.4.3) runs some

thing like this: "It is possible to interpret all these both as 'ELMOV

ES and as metaphors, since as many as would be esteemed as metaphors, 

it is clear that the same also will be 'ELMOVES, and the 'ELMOVES meta

phors, lacking the word." It requires no great leap of imagination to 

take "lacking the word" as referring to the absence of the comparative 

particle. 

Aristotle describes metaphor as a kind of noun: "airav 6E "ovopa 

'ECJTLV "n jjeiaipopd. Elsewhere (Rhetoric 3.10.3) he contrasts the meta

phor to the simile; the latter does not say that "this is that." In so 

doing, he would appear to have held the same concept that underlay the 

later form of the Indian Rupaka ("having the form of") alamkava: the 

idea of direct identification. The 'ELMWV, on the other hand, merely 

says that the subject and predicate are similar in some way, not that 
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there is a direct correspondence between them (McCall 1969, p. 42). 

Aristotle assumes that pleasure arises from the satisfaction of the 

natural human desire to know. An 'euxoiv's effectiveness is less than a 

metaphor's because, being longer, it is less easily grasped and hence 

gives instruction less easily. 

Metaphors can be simple: A is B; or they can be proportional: 

the X of A is the Y of B, Aristotle stresses that it must be possible 

to reverse the terms, or there is no true proportional metaphor: 'ctel 6& 

6eu Tnv jiETaipopav xnv 'ex TOU 'avaXoyou 'avTai[o6u6d\>ao xao ' ETCL Qaxepoi 

TWV ' oyoyevSiv, 'ouou 'EL ' n (puaAri 'aaiiLs Auovuaos, HOU, TTIV 'acntufia 'ap-

MOTTEO Xeyea^au (puaXriv "Apeus, "But the proportional metaphor must 

always apply reciprocally to either of its co-ordinate terms. For 

instance, if a drinking-bowl is the shield of Dionysus, a shield may 

fittingly be called the drinking-bowl of Ares" (Rhetoric 3.4.1407a.15-

18; McCall 1969, pp. 45-46). 

At Rhetoric 3.11.1413a.10-16 Aristotle repeats what he had said 

earlier: that successful ('EU, "good, fine") 'EUKOVES are akin to pro

portional metaphors. He gives two examples, both with the particle "oo-

itep, "like," and concludes: xctu xa -rouauTa navi' 'ELMOVES 'EOUV. 'au 6* 

'EUMOVES 'OTU META<popau, 's'tpnTaL TtoXXaxuSj "All the above are 'ELMOVES; 

and it has already been often stated that 'ELMOVES are metaphors" [Mc

Call 1969, p. 49). Because Aristotle considered ' ELHO'VES too poetic to 

be completely effective in prose, one would expect to find a fuller dis

cussion of them in his Poetics; but in fact they are not treated there 

at all. But the Poetics does describe what gives merit to diction, 



70 

and the function of metaphor in poetry. A^£eajs 6e 'apern aacprj xai. pn 

xontELvnv 'elvul, "the merit of diction is to be clear and not lowly (or 

commonplace)"; otyvri 6e wal 'e^axxattosaa to ' u6uu)tlmov 'n Sevukous 

KGXPW^vrij "that which uses foreign words is lofty and unusual"; and 
/ 

Cevutov 6e X£yw yXwTTctv Hal yeTanopav xau 'ETtdwraauv Mat itav to napa 

T^ wOpuov, "by 'foreign' I mean a rare word, a metaphor, a lengthening, 

and anything beyond the ordinary use" (Poetics 22.1-7; this and sub

sequent quotations from the Poetics are from Fyfe 1965, the Loeb Clas

sical Library edition). Rare words, metaphor, and "ornament" ('o 

wtfayog) save the diction from being commonplace. Unfortunately, how

ever, the section in which Aristotle discusses "ornament" as distinct 

from other contributors to poetic diction has been lost. 

Aristotle defines and illustrates metaphor carefully: MeTcupopa 

6e 'eotuv 'ovomoitos 'aXXotTpu'ou 'suLcpopa "n 'onto tou y^vous 'eul eC6os 

'n. 'aito tou "eu6ous ' etil to yeajos 'n 'aito 'ec6ous ' etcY el6os 'rj }iat& to 

'avaXoyov, "metaphor is the transferring either from the genus to the 

species (the particular form), from the species to the genus, from one 

species to another, or by analogy, of a word belonging to another" 

(Poetics 12.7). He uses as illustrations "ten thousand" as a species 

of the more general concept "many," and certain specific verbs as 

species of more general classes of actions. 

Metaphor by analogy necessitates a more general description 

( P o e t i c s  2 1 . 1 1 ) :  

to 6| 'ctvaXoyou Xeyw, "otciv ' oyoi^ws "exfl to Seutepov itpos t^> 
jip&tow jial Tcb t^taptow icpbs to tputov. 'eueC yap 'oivtu tou 
6e9tepou to TeTotpTov *n 'oivtu tou TETotpTou to 6e9t£pov. (12) 
xal 'gvl'ote irpocttls^aalv 'av©' o5 X^yet np'bs °o 'eotl. X£yu> 
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OLOV '  OPOLUIS "EX^ <pu<An rcpos Ato'vuaov holI 'aouLS np~o£ "Apn. 
'eneC TOLVOV T^)V ipudAnv 'aam?6a ALOVOCJOO nab rriv 'aoitufia cpuaAriv 
wAp£u>£. (13) "n 'B ynpas npos 3LOV, xal 'eone'pa np'bs 'npepov. 
'eiteC Totvov rnv '  e o  n e p a v  ynpas 'nviepas 'n " u o n e p  'EpitefioxAnSs 
xa\, TO yiipas 'eaiiepav GLOO 'h 6uay^s (3LOU. (14) 'EVLOLS 6* oo>< 
"EOTLV "ovoya HELIJEVOV TUJV 'avaAoyov, 'aAA' 'OO6EV ?ITTOV 
'OJJOUOS Aex^NOETAT. o£ov TO TBV xapnov pfev 'aipuevau aitetpeLV, 
TB 6i TVIV <pAo'ya 'EJIL TOO 'HALOU 'avwvoviov. 'aAA' 'OPOLWS "EXE^ 

TOOTO itpbg TOV "HALOV xai, TO oneLpov Ttpos TOU xapitov, 6LO 

"ECPNTAT f'o7ietpa)v SEOXTL'CJTOIV (pAo 'YA." 

By analogy I mean: whenever the second is related to the 
first like the fourth to the third, then the fourth term re
places the second and the second the fourth. And sometimes it 
adds that to which the term supplanted by the metaphor is rel
ative. For instance, a cup is to Dionysus what a shield is to 
Ares; so it will call the cup "Dionysus' shield" and the shield 
"Ares' cup." Or old age is to life as evening is to day; so it 
will call the evening day's old age or use Empedocles' phrase; 
and old age it will call the evening of life or life's setting 
sun. Sometimes there is no word for some of the terms of the 
analogy, but the metaphor can be used anyway. For example, to 
scatter seed is to sow, but there is no word for the action of 
the sun in scattering its fire. Yet this has to the sunshine 
the same relation as sowing has to the seed, and so there is 
the phrase "sowing the god-created fire" (Fyfe's translation, 
slightly modified). 

At Poetics 21.15 Aristotle continues: "EOTL 6E Tiji UPON^ TOOTI^I  

THS YETAIPOPAS XPNAQA  ̂ WAI "aAAtoSs itpooayopeuacivTa TO 'OAAOTPLOV 'ano-

TPNAAL TUJV 'OLKEUDV TL, o£ov 'EL TTIV 'aottL6a 'ELHOL (pLCtAnv PH "APEWS 

'aAA' "aoLVov, "with regard to the above way of using metaphor there is 

also another, calling a thing alien to deny something proper to it, as 

if one called the shield a cup, not of Ares, but wineless." 

Meta-phor implies a "carrying-over" or transfer of the word for 

one thing to some other thing: Aristotle's definition, which is a kind 

of paraphrase, makes this clear. It is yeTa - (popa 6e ECTTLV .  .  .  'EJIL-

cpopa, in which he substitutes for meta-phova the more specific word epi

phora, a "transfer" (of one word, in this case). The definition is on 
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a linguistic level: what is transferred is TO "ovoua 'aXXorpLou, "the 

name belonging to another." What Aristotle is describing here is the 

figure which in later alamkarasastra became known as UtpreksS, and 

which Gerow (1971, p. 131) defines as "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." He adds, 

"the figure utprekscl probably comes closer than any other to capturing 

the vague term metaphor." The term usually translated as "metaphor," 

Rupaka, is a direct identification of one thing with another (through 

various grammatical and syntactical structures), and "the relation of 

identification is of course directly from one term to another and does 

not require the interposition of properties, although these may implic

itly substantiate the identification" (Gerow 1971, p. 131). 

But the logical structures underlying Aristotle's first three 

types of metaphor already preclude the identification of the Aristoter-

lian term with any single later Sanskrit term. Metaphor is a rather 

comprehensive term, but it is not vague and, correctly understood, has 

never subsequently been vague. A look at Aristotle's illustrative ex

amples (which will not be repeated here in detail, as anyone can refer 

to the Poetics and the Rhetoric: for them) reveal the following points. 

1. With regard to the transfer of the species to the genus, a ship 

is not "literally" incapable of standing, for the Greek word "tOTnyt 

is of broad application and can be not incorrectly applied to a ship, 
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is of broad application an can be not incorrectly applied to a ship, 

even though one would usually say that the ship rides at anchor. 

2. Aristotle's second kind of metaphor is the transference of the 

genus to the species. His example, "ten thousand noble things," would 

not be considered an Utpveksa by an Indian writer in any case, for it 

contains no implicit simile at all. It is merely a kind of exaggera

tion — and one cannot be sure that it is literally untrue, for no 

one knows exactly how many noble things Odysseus did. 

3. Aristotle's last example, Fyfe (1965, p. 80, note b) explains, 

turns on the fact that xa^xo's, "bronze, brass," refers in the first 

place to a knife and in the second to a cupping-bowl used for drawing 

blood in medicine. The knife is spoken of as "drawing off" blood, an 

action more appropriate to the bowl, and the bowl as "severing," an 

action more appropriate to the knife. That is why there is a transfer 

from species to species, and the words are figurative rather than lit

eral. Rut one could, in fact, read Aristotle's last example backwards 

from the semantic content of the noun to the nature of its applications 

and argue that xrî x<5s is what would be called an dbhinnapada, the use 

of a single word in which two meanings are legitimately implicit. Of 

course there is no evidence that Aristotle thought of it this way. In

stead he seems to conceive of words as having definite and known mean

ings, and being transferred from one referent to another, with the 

referents being related in particular ways (such as by analogy). 

Instead of listing the carrying over of meaning from one genus 

to another, Aristotle substitutes the metaphor by analogy. But this 
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could be analyzed logically as amounting to such a transfer implicitly, 

for what one does when one calls a shield a cup and vice versa is make 

changes in the species of the genus "symbols of gods" and of the genus 

"gods," 

One thing should be apparent if one compares even this rather 

sketchy treatment of Aristotle with the discussion of comparison in the 

Nirukta. This is, that even in the beginning the European approach to 

figurative language is through the words to the things, whereas the In

dian one seems to be through the things (and the actions, qualities, 

etc.) to the words. When confronted with a figurative statement which 

seems to call for an explanation, the Indians seem to look at the under

lying reality, and ask how the words fit; the Europeans, on the other 

hand, seem to look at the words and ask how the reality underlies them. 

The Use of UpamcL and Eitpaka 
in the Vedanta Stttr&s 

The terms upamS. and riipaka occur in the Vedanta Sutras of 

BadarHyana in contexts which help to illustrate both how these terms 

were understood at that period, and how the understanding of figuration 

in a broader sense was considered necessary for the interpretation of 

Vedic texts in philosophical argument. (Authorities differ widely 

in their estimates of Badarayana's date, from the second century B.C. 

to the third century A.D.). This specialized use of rhetorical analy

sis helps to explain why the Indian approach was more interested in the 

formal level of the reality underlying the figuration than in the 

verbal level which forms its surface. 
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A strict construing of the passages in which the two terms oc

cur suggests that they had become distinct by Badarayana's time; but it 

is possible to argue that they were not yet entirely so (Gambhirananda 

1965, pp. 243-248; all subsequent quotations from the Vedanta Sutrcls 

are from this edition). The term upama occurs at Vedanta SutvcLs 3.2.19 

at a} eva? copama (aa? upama?) suryakadivat (suryakaadi6 vat?)} "just^ 

so* also^ the comparison^ 'like^ the sun's reflection^' etc.^." Surya-

kadivat is an upama formed in one of the ways listed by the Nirukta 

and Panini, with the suffix vat. 

The argument in which the upama occurs runs approximately thus: 

the Vedantin asserts that the Self is formless and consists of con

sciousness alone, without other attributes; it only seems to be quali

fied and subdivided, just as the reflections of the sun seem to be 

limited and subdivided when seen in the water in different pots, al

though sunlight is really continuous and formless. The opponent argues 

that "from the non-understanding of the water-like (ambu-vat) there is 

no parallelism (tathatva)": that is, water and sun are both material 

entities, and different ones at that; but the Self is neither material, 

nor really different from anything, so the comparison is inappropriate 

(or as Aristotle would have put it, the terms of the analogy are not 

reciprocal, for what one has here is a metaphor by analogy). The Vedan 

tin replies, however, that the subject and predicate, the upameya and 

upamana, cannot be alike in every respect, for then the illustration 

would not work. They need be alike in only one point of similarity, 

which in this case is the increase and decrease in the reflection 



according to modifications in the medium, body or water as the case may 

be (Gambhirananda 1965, pp. 608-617). 

Two things are worth noting here. The first is that this is a 

rhetorical use of upama.', it is a kind of fictional comparison being 

used in a Greek or Roman way as an element of proof. Moreover, the 

Vedantin's defense of the disparity of the terms is, essentially, that 

such a difference is necessary to assist understanding. No doubt the 

authority of the upama is increased by its being a svuti, or scriptural, 

quotation; but it can stand by itself, as the Vedantin makes clear in 

defending it. (It is, incidentally, incorrect to say that India has no 

rhetorical tradition in the European sense, for the classic works of 

Hindu philosophy are replete with interesting examples of the rhetorical 

use of figurative language.) The second thing to note is that the va

lidity of the proof is challenged by challenging the legitimacy of the 

rhetorical figure on which it depends; and the challenge and the re

sponse present two views of the nature of upama. The opponent insists 

on the strict analogy of the parts, especially, in this case, an equal

ity of bheda or distinctness. The Vedantin, on the other hand, asserts 

that the core of the figure is the homology between subject and predi

cate, which does not depend on formal analogy (that is, there does not 

have to be the same real difference between the Self and its apparent 

modifications as there is between the sun and its reflections). Basic

ally he takes a common-sense approach, arguing that the philosophical 

identification of everything with the Self is not relevant to the par

ticular level on which the figure operates. Absolute monism is a sort 
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of intellectual black hole which swallows up all possibilities of fig

uration, by obliterating the hierarchic distinctions upon which true 

homologies rest. 

One cannot help but feel that, logically, the imaginary oppo

nent has the better argument. But the Vedantin (that is, Sankarac3rya) 

has preserved the freedom and flexibility of upama by making it clear 

that it is not necessarily a matter of strict logical analogy. Clear

ly he interprets upama as having a rather broad application, as being 

a relatively free form of comparison, and one which is based on what 

appears to be cominon-sense likeness. Arguments in Hindu philosophy are 

reinforced by many such homely analogies, such as calling a verbal 

proposition which corresponds to no actuality, "bird footprints in the 

air." Nevertheless, beneath their apparent simplicity they are "fig

ures of thought" in Coomaraswamy1s sense; that is, they are images 

which express succinctly intuitions about the structure of reality. 

The word rupaka occurs at Vedanta Sutras 1.4.1: anumanikam^ 

0  3  4  5  6  '  -  7  8  Q  ~  2 0  2 2  
ccpi ekasam iti 3 aet } na > sarira- rupaka- vinyasta- grhiteh aa 

1 22 darsayati , "'the inferred! even2 to the [followers] of one [recen

sion]^: if one thinks^ thus'', no^, because of comprehendinglO that it 

is located® in a metaphor^ of the body? and it [the Katha Upanisad] 

shows^^ [this]." The opponent is arguing that a passage from the Katha 

Upanisad confirms part of the Sankhya Smrti, because three terms, 

mahatj avyakta, and puru$a, are mentioned in the former in the same way 

as in the latter. The Vedantin argues that this is not so, for the 

terms have to be understood in their context. The context is a rupaka, 
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is, in fact, the famous body/chariot image that is so similar to the 

Platonic one. (The three terms in question constitute the upper end of 

a hierarchy that starts with the senses and their objects, mind, etc.). 

The passage in question runs: atmanam^ rathinam^ viddhz^ davzram^ 

5 6 7 8 7 9 3 10 11 ratham eva tu buddhim tu sarathim viddhi manah pragraham 

eva^ (Sarma 1961, 56-58), "know^ the Self* [to be] the master of a 

chariot^, the body^ indeed^ the chariot^; know^ the intellect® [to be] 

the driver^, the mind-*® indeed^ the rein**." The text continues: 

indriyani^ hayani^ ahur^ visayarris^ testf* goaarZn*', "they say^ the 

senses-*- [are] the horses^, their^ objects^ the roads**." 

These statements are direct identifications, for in contrast to 

the passage cited as an upama. they contain no particles of comparison. 

But the rest of the passage continues: yas^ tv? avijnan^ bhavaty^ 

5 6 7 8 9 / 10 ^ 11 12 ayuktena manasa sada tasya- indi>iyany avasayani dustasva iva 

sarathah^^, "but^ he who* is^ ignorant^ with a mind^ always^ unyoked^, 

8 9 10 12 11 13 
his senses [are] restive like bad horses for a charioteer ." 

In this verse the comparative particle iva does occur. 

If one reads the sutras in question narrowly, it would seem 

that the Vedanta Sutras implicitly recognize a difference between upama 

and ru.pa.ka, the one turning on likeness, the other on identification. 

But if one reads the whole passage to which the sutra refers, it be

comes apparent that the term rupaka refers to the image in its entire

ty. The Vedanta Sutras seem to be using the word in a sense closely 

akin to the Greek 'euxcov or itapaftoAn. It seems to this writer diffi

cult to defend the proposition that these two occurrences of the terms 
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upama and rtipaka can be used to prove that they were separate alamVUras 

at the time the Vedanta Sutras were composed. 

A Glance at the Later Classical Tradition 

The common classical division of stylistic devices into the 

three categories of tropes, figures of speech, and figures of thought, 

was not yet developed in Aristotle. He did not use the later term 

schema as a title for a class of figures. Under XE?LS or style he 

covered "almost none" of the figures of thought. He used metaphor as a 

generic word for the whole class of figures which later came to be 

called tropes. For example, he treats what later came to be known as 

synecdoche and metonymy as kinds of metaphor (Murphy 1972, p. 61). But 

although his treatment of figurative language was more elaborated than 

that of any of the early Indian sources discussed up to now, it was 

still rudimentary compared to even late classical works. 

Although it is not so long as the textual hiatus in the devel

opment of Indian poetics, nevertheless there does exist a period be

tween Aristotle's death and the appearance of the Rhetorioa ad Heven

niwn in the first century B.C. -- McCall calls it a "vast gap" -- from 

which little evidence survives. Only a fragmentary history of the 

developments during this period can be reconstructed, for "a lacuna ex

ists from Aristotle to the first century B.C., and the treatises that 

mark the reappearance of rhetorical literature are, geographically, not 

products of the Greek world but of Rome" (McCall 1969, pp. 53-56). 

The Rhetorioa ad Herennium does make the distinction between 

figures of speech and figures of thought, in book 4.12, and also treats 
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ten special figures of speech which are actually tropes: Onomatopoeia, 

Antonomasia, Metonymy, Periphrasis, Hyperbaton, Hyperbole, Synecdoche, 

Catachresis, Metaphor, and Allegory. These are all devices for 

achieving dignitas in style (Murphy 1972, p. 88). 

During the period from the beginning of Tiberius' reign in 

A.D. 14 to the end of Hadrian's in A.D. 138, rhetoric lost the practical 

application it had had for self-government; nevertheless, it became one 

of the most important components of education. As orations became for 

the most part entertaining declamations on invented themes, really a 

literary genre, style became increasingly important. The rhetor or 

teacher of rhetoric encouraged his students to strive for novelty and 

ingenuity; this in turn enhanced the importance of the use of figura

tive language (Murphy 1972, pp. 151-152). 

The famous first century work, On the Sublime, attributed to 

Longinus, is a work of literary criticism rather than a rhetoric nar

rowly defined. It is an enquiry into the sources of the sublime (T'6 

'uiKros) in literature. In this it continues the line of investigation 

begun earlier by Aristotle and pursued in the Rhetoriea ad Herennium: 

how to make utterance more powerful, or intense, or elevated, how to 

set it apart from and above workaday language. 

Longinus says in 8.1 that the proper construction of figures ('n 

re 7toL& T&v CTxriparajv itAaaos) is one of the five sources of the sublime in 

literature. The two most important sources, which he names first, are 

full-blooded ideas (to itepu icts uorfaeus 'afipennBoAov) and vehement and 

enthusiastic feelings (xb a<po6pbv xal 'evdouauaoTLxda) ncxSos) . 



The proper construction of the figures, or schemata, comes third, 

after these. Fourth comes nobility of phrase (*n yevvata cppaaus), 

which in turn can be subdivided into choice of words ('ovoyatov T E  

'EKAOYTI) and figurative (itponuxn) and elaborated (Tteitouvyevn) diction. 

Fifth is the synthesis of worthiness and elevation ('n 'E V  ' A G L W P A T U  

nal 6ucxp0eL auvSeous) in general (Fyfe 1965, pp. 140-141; subsequent 

quotations from Longinus are from this edition). 

Longinus differentiates figures from tropes. To oxnya, -axos 

Cfrom which English scheme is derived) means "form, shape, appearance," 

and also refers to outward appearance as opposed to inner reality; it 

can mean the fashion, manner, or way of something (as of dressing); in 

the plural it can also mean the steps of a dance. It comes from oxev, 

the aorist second infinitive of ' exw, "have, hold," etc. Its root 

idea might perhaps be expressed as [something] being, at the moment 

when one considers it, in a particular articulated condition. More 

figuratively one might think of schemata as crystals of language, 

which is normally a fluid. 

In the same place, Longinus adds that schemata are of two 

kinds, thought and speech (6uaaa 6e nou Tauxa,  xa JJEV vorfaeuis,  §crrepa 

St AE'SEWS) . This division is not quite parallel to the later Indian 

distinction between artha- ("meaning") and sabda- ("sound" or "word") 

alamkTlvas. *H voncn^s means "thought" or "intelligence," and in 

refers to a way of speaking, or diction. Moreover, some of the San

skrit avtha.lcurkU.rSis are really tropes, not figures. 
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Longinus makes it clear in 32.4 and 38.3 (Fyfe 1965, pp. 212-

213 and pp. 230-231) that metaphor and hyperbole are not figures. The 

use of metaphor is one of the beauties of diction or style CwaXXct ' ev 

Aoyous). At the beginning of 35 (Fyfe 1965, pp. 228-229) he states that 

illustration (ttupaftoAn) and images C'eLxovots) are closely related to 

metaphor; but unfortunately the rest of this chapter has not survived. 

In chapters 31 and 32 he had explained that metaphors are expressive 

because of their implied analogy; and that sometimes vulgar phrases 

are more meaningful (anyonruHtfs). It is possible to make excessive use 

of metaphor, but if a work is sufficiently powerful, a flood of bold 

metaphors might be appropriate. (The distaste which nineteenth and 

early twentieth century Indologists felt for some of the later artifi

cial kZLvya works and for alamkaradSstra itself seems at first glance 

to have been inspired by romantic taste, although they never say so; 

but it could equally well have been inspired by classical ideals). 

A summary of classical rhetoric should really conclude with 

Quintilian, to whom medieval rhetoric and poetics are so heavily in

debted. This is, however, a comparative study of two traditions, and 

to summarize Quintilian at this point would not only be unprofitable, 

but would also tax the reader's patience. For the purpose of this 

work, he is better viewed from the perspective of a later age, and 

allowed to remain in storage until the next stage of the Indian tra

dition, the treatment of alamkSLras in Bharata's Natyasastra, has been 

duscussed. 
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Summary 

The earliest Indian and European attempts to understand fig

urative language interpreted it as depending on some kind of perception 

of likeness between two different things, that is, on some kind of com

parison. In both cases, these interpretations were rather general; the 

early writers seemed to be discussing the process of comparison or the 

existence of analogies. Although they used terms which were taken up 

by later writers in more specific senses, it is not possible to argue 

that any definite set of discrete figures had as yet developed. More

over, the idea of figurative language as a kind of ornamentation of 

poetry is lacking in the Indian texts which some try to argue are pre

cursors of Sanskrit poetics. But whereas it is not possible to iden

tify any alamkaras as such in any Indian work earlier than the Natya-

sastra, a formalized and elaborated system had developed in Europe by 

the first century B.C., in the Rhetoriaa ad Hevennium. This work 

divided figurative language in three ways, into figures of thought, 

figures of speech, and tropes, whereas the Indian tradition divided 

it into cwthalainkaras and aabduXamkavas. The possibility that the 

concept of the trope corresponds to the Indian idea of vakrokti must 

await discussion in a later chapter. Longinus thought that schemata 

contributed to sublimity in literature; but his work is not a piece 

of advice on how to write poetry. Nor is he, strictly speaking, 

talking about "ornamentation" in a way comparable to the Sanskrit 

critics. 



CHAPTER 3 

LATER EVOLUTION 

In their fully developed stages, Indian alamkSrasastra and the 

medieval European arts of discourse are comparable in several specific 

ways. One might object that they are necessarily so, to the extent 

that they deal with the same subject matter. But as Chapter 1 showed, 

alamkd.rasa.stra approached its subject in a way so alien to modern 

appreciation that a critic like S. K. De could accuse it of having 

missed the point altogether. Similarly, the medieval European arts of 

poetry with their quaint catalogs of ways of beginning, amplifying, 

abbreviating, and ornamenting a poet's work, appear today as survivals 

of a theory of literature which is hardly comprehensible any more. 

The similarities between the older Indian and European arts of poetry 

are not necessarily inherent in their subject matter, but rather are 

instances of the more general principle, enunciated by Coomaraswamy 

(1936, p. 331), that 

. . . the commonly accepted formula of a gulf dividing Europe 
from Asia is thus fallacious in this sense, that while there 
is a division, the dividing line is not traceable as between 
Europe and Asia normally considered, but as between medieval 
Europe and Asia on the one hand, and modern Europe on the oth
er: in general and in principle, whatever is true for medieval 
Europe will also be found to be true for Asia, and vice versa. 

Coomaraswamy has overstated his case somewhat, and of course it 

would be possible to refute him regarding particulars, especially in 

84 
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such areas as technology and economic organization. But most of his 

works deal with religion, philosophy, and the arts. In general, medi

eval literary treatises, Eastern and Western, support his contention. 

There is no shortage of comprehensive histories of Sanskrit 

literature and poetics on the one hand, and of Western rhetoric and 

poetics on the other. Since this work is not primarily an historical 

study in that sense, it will not attempt a full comparative chronology. 

It will merely review a few salient points. 

Contrasting Historical Development 

There is a long hiatus in the Hindu tradition between the first 

inchoate discussions of figurative language (reviewed in Chapter 2 of 

this work) and the next and more fully developed treatment of it in 

Bharata's NatyasSstra (variously dated from the fourth to the seventh 

century). The Natyasastra discusses four alamkdtrBs: Ricpaka, Upama (of 

several kinds), Dvpaka or Zeugma, and Yamaka (complex punned rhyme-

patterns) . In addition it enumerates thirty-six taksanas or charac

teristic "marks" of drama, with examples. Among these are some terms 

which in later writers are names for alamk&r3s, for example samsaya 

(which in later works denotes a figure which is a mixture of Aposio-

pesis and Aporia) and drstanta (Maxim). As Dasgupta observes (1947, 

p. 513), ". . . in all probability works on Alamkara [sic] must have 

existed in the time when the relevant passages referring to Alamkara 

topics were written." "Hiis supposition seems to be supported by the 

way Bhamaha (in the early eighth century) organizes his KavyalcankUva. 
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He refers to certain predecessors. Moreover, he first states that only 

five (pancaiva) alamkaras have been recognized by others; then he later 

adds a list of further ones which the intelligent (sumedhas) also rec

ognize, thereby suggesting that he was taking account of certain ear

lier controversies by which the number of recognized alainkSrSs had 

gradually been increased. Nevertheless, there survive no more than 

faint traces of the evolution of Indian poetics up to Bhamaha's time. 

He is "the first Great Rhetorician" (Sastry 1970, p. vii). 

In the West, on the other hand, the three authors whose works 

were to have the greatest influence on medieval and Renaissance rhet

oric and poetics lived in the first centuries before and after Christ. 

These were Cicero (106-43 B.C.), whose De inventione was "so highly 

regarded in the middle ages that it is referred to as rhetorica prima 

or rhetorica vetus" (Murphy 1974, p. 10); the unknown author of the 

Rhetorica ad Herennium (second decade of the first century B.C.); and 

Quintilian (circa A.D. 35-95), author of the Institutio Oratoria (which 

is frequently cited by Coomaraswamy). 

Murphy (1974, pp. 8-9) places these works in one common tradi

tion which he calls "Ciceronian" because of the "homogeneous flavor" 

of Roman rhetoric and the pre-eminence of Cicero in it. In contrast to 

the "Peripatetic" tradition represented by Aristotle, the Ciceronians 

are practical rather than philosophical in emphasis, and share "... 

the same highly developed, rather mechanistic theories of style (elo

cution based upon a Hellenistic proliferation of figurae" — qualities 

shared with Indian alarrikZLra treatises. The Rhetorica as Herennium is 
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very close to Cicero's De inventione: in fact, its division of argu-

mentio into the five parts of proposition, reason, proof of the reason, 

embellishment, and resume is "the only major innovation" distinguishing 

its first two books from Cicero's work (Murphy 1974, p. 19). 

The doctrine of the figures in the medieval European arts of 

poetry goes back specifically to the Rhetoviaa ad Herennium. Indeed, 

the major treatises followed it closely even in the order in which they 

presented the figures (see the chart in Faral 1924, pp. 52-54). 

The earliest Sanskrit critics, BhSmaha, Dandin, and Udbhata, 

present the alarnkdras in virtually the same order (see Table 1), 

placing the three "original" figures of Rupaka3 Dtpaka3 and Upama at or 

near the head of the list. Rudrata expanded this inventory and reor

ganized it.on a more logical basis. Mammata in turn took a large num

ber of "new" figures from Rudrata, but did not preserve the latter's 

method of organization; in fact, Mammata's list divides itself into 

two sections: the "old" figures of Bhamaha, Dandin, and Udbhata (al

though not in their order), then the "new" figures following it in a 

separate group. 

There is, then, this contrast between the European medieval 

arts of poetry and the Sanskrit texts: that the former preserved the 

list of figures from the Rhetorica ad Hevennium virtually intact in 

the major works of the twelfth and thirteenth centuries, (and some 

earlier works had kept the list From Donatus likewise virtually un

changed); whereas the latter began with a rather fixed list of figures, 

but critics as early as Rudrata (ninth century) began to expand this, 
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TABLE 1 

ALAMliAEAS OF BHARATA, BHAMAHA, DAN DIN, AND UDBHATA 

Bharata Bhamaha Dandin Udbhata 

Chapter 17 

Upama 
Rupaka 
Dipaka 
Yamaka 

Chapter 2 

Anuprasa 
Yamaka 

Rupaka 
Dipaka 
Upama. 

Ak$epa 
Arthantaranyasa 
Vyatireka 
Vibhuvana 
SamSsokti 
Atisayokti 

hetu (not 
suksma alam-
lesa karas) 

Yathasamkhya 
Utpreksa 

Chapter 3 

Preyas 
Raj as vat 
Urjasvin 
Paryayokta 
SamShita 

Slista 

Apahnuti 

Chapter 2 

Svabhavokti 

(in chapter 1) 
(in chapter 3) 

Upama 
Rupaka 
Dzpaka 

Avrtti 

Ak$epa 
ArthSntaranyasa 
Vyatireka 
Vibhavana 
SamSsokti 
Atisayokti 
Utpreksa 
Hetu 
Suksma 
Lesa 

Yathasamkhya 

Preyas 
Raj as vat 
Urjasvin 
Paryayokta 
SamShita 

Apahnuti 

Slesa 

Chapter 1 

Punaruktavad-
hbhssa 

Anuprasa 
(omitted) 

Rupaka 
Dipaka 
Upama. 

Chapter 2 

Aksepa 
Arthantaranyasa 
Vyatireka 
Vibhavana 
Samasokti 
Atisayokti 

Chapter 3 

Yathasaipkhya 
Utpreksa 
Svabhavokti 

Chapter 4 

Preyasvat 
Rajasvat 
Urjasvin 
Paryayokta 
SamShi ta 
• 
Slista 

Chapter 5 

Apahnuti 
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Bharata 

TABLE 1, continued 

Bhamaha Dandin 

Chapter 3 

Visesokti 

Virodha 
Tulyayogitd. 

Apras tutaprasamsd 
Vyajastuti 

Nidarsana 
Upamarupaka 
Upameyopama. 
Sahokti 
Parivrtti 

Sasandeha 
Ananvaya 

Utpreksavayava 
Samsrsti 
Bh&vika 
Asis 

Chapter 2 

Visesokti 

Tulyayogitd. 
Virodha 

Aprastutaprasamsa 
Vyajastuti 

Uidarsana 

(under Upama) 
Sahokti 
Parivrtti 
Asis 

Ananvaya 
Sasandeha 
Upamarupaka 
Utpreksavayava 
Saiusrsti 
Bhavika 

Udbhata 

Chapter 5 

Visesokti 

Virodha 
Tulyayogitd. 

Aprastutaprasamsa 
Vyajastuti 
VidarSana 
Samkara 

Upameyopama 
Sahokti 
Parivrtti 

Chapter 6 

Sasandeha 
Ananvaya 

Saiqsrspi 
Bhavika 

Kavyahetu 
Kavyadrqtanta 
Paryayokta 

Bharata1s Thirty-six Laksanas 

Those which are starred have the same names as alarpkarZts 

bhusana 
aksarasanghata 
sobha 
udtfharava 

*hetu 
*samsaya 
*drst3nta 

prSpti 
abhipraya 

*vidarsana 
nirukti 
siddha 

*visesccna 
gunatipUta 
gunatisaya 
tulyatarka 
padooaaya 
disba 

upadista 
vicara 

*viparyaya 
bhraqisa 
ananyaya 

*mala 
dak$inya 
garhaya 

*arthdpatti 

prasiddhi 
proaha 
sarvipya 
manoratha 

*lesa 
*samksepa 

gunak%rtana 
anuktasiddhi 
priyavaoana 
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and to seek some principle of organization for the figures that would 

clarify the relationships among them. 

Other Analogous Divisions of Subject Matter 

Besides their common emphasis on the skillful use of ornaments 

of diction, there are several other striking analogies between alccm-

kcLvasastva and the medieval avs poetiaa. Both are closely related to, 

and indeed in part derived from, grammar, because poeticians realized 

the need to understand the nature and function of words and sentences 

before one can discuss their poetic use. Both distinguish three de

terminable levels or kinds of style, although on different bases. The 

Indian theory of the gunas and dosas of poetry is similar to the 

Western concept of the virtutes and vitiae, the virtues and vices of 

diction, although differing in details. 

The more comprehensive works on alamkarasSstra (that is, those 

which do not treat exclusively of the list of figures) often place a 

discussion of the qualities or gunas immediately before the list of 

alamkaras: Bhamaha, Dandin, and Mammata (late eleventh century) arrange 

their works this way. The Indian gunas represent a more elaborate 

theory of the qualities of poetic diction than one finds in the medi

eval Latin works. In the latter, elocutio oommoda et perfeata has the 

three qualities of dignitas, elegantia3 and aompositio (and the figures 

contribute to dignitas). The gunas of Sanskrit poetics are more numer

ous (the number varies from one work to another), and necessarily 

differ in some cases from the qualities of the Latin writers because of 

the differences between Latin and Sanskrit. For example, the guna of 
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ojas or "vigor" is achieved by the use of compound words, which may not 

be made up freely in Latin. Some of the Sanskrit guruis correspond to 

elements contributing to the more broadly conceived vivtutes', and some 

of the vitiae that the Latin works advise the poet to avoid are the 

converses of the Sanskrit gitnas. In spite of somewhat different ways 

of classifying merits and defects, alamkarasastra and medieval poetics 

agree to a considerable extent about what makes a good or a bad poem. 

And the two disciplines do agree specifically on such merits or gunas 

as correctness and ease of understanding, and on the avoidance of such 

unpleasant effects as cacaphony. 

Relationship of Poetics to Grammar and Logic 

In clarifying the distinction between Western rhetoric and In

dian poetics, Gerow (1971, p. 14) observes that "... the figures are 

forms of assertion and judgement which are common to all intelligent 

discourse," and that the Sanskrit critics "... 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." 

What Gerow overlooks -- and what studies of Sanskrit poetics have gen

erally overlooked -- is that grammar provides the background and ap

proach to poetics in the medieval West as well. Poetics and rhetoric 

have never been as distinct in the Western tradition after the classi

cal period as is often supposed; but Western poetics, like alamkB.ra-

sastva, developed from and was closely related to grammar. It is true 

that the fully developed doctrine of tropes and figures came from Roman 

rhetoric. But grammarians, who in Roman schools gave only elementary 
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instruction in this subject by teaching a few "grammatical" figures, 

later expanded their own sphere of activity, so that by the time of 

Isidore of Seville (A.D. 560?-636) there was no longer a clear division 

between grammatical and rhetorical figures [Murphy 1974, p. 185). 

The earliest classical work on poetics which was influential 

for the Western Middle Ages was the Ars poetica of Horace (written 

circa 65-68 B.C.)- In spite of some parallels to the Ciceronian rhe

torical tradition, "... the fact remains that the Ars poetica stands 

squarely in what is more properly called a grammatical tradition. Spe

cifically, it is an extension of that part of grammar known as ennar-

atio poetarum" (Murphy 1974, p. 29). It represents an extension of the 

ars grammatica because Horace no longer practises criticism alone; he 

also derives from the study of literature and from his own experience 

prescriptive advice for would-be writers. Nevertheless he is still 

within the mainstream of grammar, and is not a rhetorician (Murphy 

1974, p. 32). Horace's /Irs poetica is rather general and philosophical 

and contains no detailed discussion of figurae. 

Quintilian taught that ars grammatica had two parts: recte lo-

quendi or correct discourse, and ennaratio poetarum or the interpreta

tion of poets. The latter did not include advice on how to write 

poetry, but was intended to develop the critical faculties (cognitione 

et aestimatione rerum). If grammarians had gone so far as to tender 

prescriptive advice, they would have trespassed into rhetoric (Murphy 

1974, p. 26) . 

Aelius Donatus, who flourished about A. D. 350, wrote two works 

which became standard texts for the Middle Ages. The first of these is 
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his De partibus orationis, a simple description of the parts of speech 

that became a popular elementary textbook during the Middle Ages under 

the common title Ars minor. The second is his Ars gramnatiaa, which to 

correspond to the drs minor was called the Ars major. Book 3 of this, 

called the Barbarismus from its first word, contains a discussion of 

schemata and tropi. 

Donatus' Barbarismus is "the first recorded intrusion of gram-

matioa into a field hitherto appropriated by rhetoriaa. In one sense 

this marks a partial breakdown of ancient attempts to keep the two 

disciplines separate" (Murphy 1974, p. 33) . After a brief survey of 

the Barbarismus Murphy concludes (1974, p. 35): "It thus seems fair to 

conclude that even in the realm of figures, there is a Roman grammati

cal tradition different in some ways from that represented by the 

Ciceronian school." 

Besides Donatus, the fourth century produced another literary 

theorist whose ideas were of great importance for the Middle Ages: St. 

Augustine (A.D. 354-430). His De doatrina Christiana had considerable 

influence on later medieval writers. He represents a Christian theory 

of literature, according to which the useful tools of pagan rhetoric 

need not be thrown away, but can be adapted to Christian ends. More

over, he ". . . lays down certain principles of discourse which are 

important in their own right" (Murphy 1974 , pp. 60-61). 

In its choice of subjects, De doatrina Christiana presents 

certain interesting parallels to the preoccupations of the Indian 
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mimamsakas (exegeticists) and grammarians. Taken as a whole, the first 

three books deal with ways in which the words of Scripture (which sup

ply the materials for sermons) may be understood. Like St. Augustine, 

the Nirukta was also concerned with the words of the revealed scrip

tures -- in its case, Hindu svut-t texts. The first book of De doatrina 

Christiana discusses signs of realities; the second, words as conven

tional signs; and the third book deals with the problem of ambiguity. 

But St. Augustine is specifically Christian, in that his advice is 

directed to the preacher, who, no less than the poet, needs a knowledge 

of the resources of language. He takes up both ambiguities derived 

from words used literally, and ambiguities derived from words used fig

uratively (Murphy 1974, p. 57). 

The Etymologia of Isidore of Seville is a landmark in the tran

sition from ancient to medieval thought regarding the arts of discourse 

for two reasons. In the first place, it preserves a body of lore from 

ancient times. In the second place, it accomplishes this in a work 

which establishes the seven liberal arts as the preliminaries to fur

ther studies in both secular and religious subjects. Nevertheless, 

Isidore merely salvaged part of the classical heritage, and the con

tradictory and confused nature of his book, Murphy thinks (1974, p. 76) 

reveals the low level of learning in the Spain of his time. 

Isidore's work bears, at least for this writer, a curious re

semblance to the ninth-century Indian text, the Agni Parana, as a 

rather disorderly compendium of sacred and secular learning. It is a 

scholarly stereotype that the purUnas are also reflections of the low 
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level of learning of their times. Both the Agni PurSria and the Ety-

mologia recount the mythoi of their respective religions and the rites 

thereof, with institutional and more or less historical appurtenances; 

both also discuss grammar, poetics, metrics, astronomy, medicine, omens 

and portents, building, and the art of war, among other things (this 

list follows Isidore's order, with omissions). Indeed, it does not 

seem unfair to Isidore to call his work a Christian puva îa. Being an 

historically-minded Christian, however, Isidore names his precursors in 

the art of rhetoric, so that one can trace his sources with far more 

exactitude than those of any early Sanskrit critic such as Bhamaha. 

The separate existence of the third book of Donatus' Ars major, 

the Barbarismus, which discusses thirty-three figures and tropes, seems 

to have created a special interest among the grammarians in the f-Lgurae 

as such (Murphy 1974, p. 140). There was a separate tradition of writ

ing treatises on this subject alone. An interesting example of this 

genre is De schematibus et tropis, written airaa 673-675 by the Vener

able Bede. It was the first treatise on style composed in England. 

Bede follows Donatus closely in the order of his figures, and takes 

nineteen of his definitions from him (Miller, Prosser, and Benson 1973, 

p. 96n). 

Major works on alcurtkarasastva were written in seventh-century 

India, and minor works continued to be written in the nineteenth century 

(Dasgupta 1947, pp. 564-566). But this long persistence of an old 

theory of literature by no means exemplifies some uniquely Indian stag

nation of thought, for separate treatises on the tropes and figures 
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continued to be composed (at least in England) until a surprisingly 

late period also. John Stirling's A System of Rhetoricj which pre

sents a large inventory of figures classified by logical categories, 

was first printed in 1733. The first section of it is in rhymed Eng

lish couplets, and contains ninety-five figures. The second section 

is a translation of the first into quantitative Latin verse. It is a 

textbook for schoolboys who, Stirling assumes, can memorize it in three 

weeks. Stirling thus perpetuates into the eighteenth century the com

mon medieval assumption that the study of the tropes and figures was an 

elementary subject to be acquired early in one's education, as a found

ation for the proper understanding of the classics. Stirling's little 

handbook was reprinted twelve times in eighteenth-century England. 

twice in the United States (in 1788 and 1789), and four times in nine

teenth-century England, the last impression being in 1833. And his work 

is merely one specimen of this type of textbook. Clearly an "ornamen

tal" approach to literature was flourishing in the West until rather 

recent times. 

Although one cannot clearly trace the relationship between 

grammar and poetics as far back in India as in Europe, it is already 

evident in Bhamaha, the earliest alcajikavika. His sixth and last chap

ter is devoted to grammar in its relationship to poetics and the com

position of poetry. It is important to remember in this connection 

that grconmatica and its Indian equivalent, vyakarana, were not what is 

often meant by "grammar" at present, that is, a rather limited treat

ment of structure and correct usage; they were, instead, the precursors 
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of linguistics. Bhamaha's sixth chapter.(Sastry 1970, p. 113; all 

Sanskrit quotations from Bhamaha arc taken from this edition) begins 

by praising grammar. 

sutrambhasarti padavavtcon parayayarasatalam / 
dh&tuxtadiganagrahcun dhyanagraha hrhatplavam // 1 

dhirair alokitaprantam amedhobhiv asuyitam / 
sadopabhuktcun sarvabhir anyavidyakavenubhih // 2 

naparayitva durgadhamam amurp vyakaranarnavam / 
sabdaratnam svayarpgamyam alamkartum ay am (jccnab // 3 

That person makes the word-jewel his own [who] has not failed 
to cross the unfathomable ocean of grammar, 

Whose water is sutras, whose whirlpools are words, whose bottom 
is thorough study, whose crocodiles are the host of [verbal] 
roots and unadhi affixes, 

Whose further shore is seen only by the steadfast -- those 
with poor memories grumble about it -- and which is always 
partaken of by the elephants of all the other sciences. 

In his next verse Bhamaha adds more prosaically that a would-be poet 

should therefore acquire grammar; he then goes on to discuss various 

grammatical topics. To this assessment of the role of grammar, one 

might compare Isidore of Seville (Etymologia 1.5.1): Gx'cuwnatioa est 

scrLentia veate loquendi et origo et fundamentvm liberalium litterarum, 

"Grammar is the science of speaking correctly, both the origin and the 

foundation of the liberal arts." 

But in spite of its relationship to grammar, poetics was al

ready a separate discipline in India by the time the earliest extant 

works were composed. Bhamaha's Kavyalainkara has as its object ". . . 

not so much to bring into existence a theoretical treatise on the sub

ject as to facilitate a critical study with a view to serve as a 
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practical handbook on the art of Poetical Composition" (Sastry 1970, 

p. x). On the other hand, the classical age of European culture, al

though it produced many artes rhetorioae, produced very few prescrip

tive works on imaginative literature. "It is precisely on this issue 

[of prescriptive advice] that medieval grammarians strike out into new 

areas, so that a clear understanding of this ancient principle [that 

grammarians should limit the scope of their activities to explanation] 

can help us to comprehend more clearly what was attempted by writers 

like Geoffrey of Vinsauf and John of Garland" (Murphy 1974, pp. 26-27). 

Not only did Sanskrit poetics become independent of grammar 

earlier than its European equivalent, but also recognized the unique 

nature of its subject earlier, in its quest for the soul (atman) of 

poetry as distinguished from other forms of verbal expression. For 

as Curtius observes (1953, p. 153), in the Western Middle Ages "... 

poetry was simply not recognized as a separate art." The word poetria 

does not appear until around 1150. In Greek, TtounxpLa had meant simply 

"poetess." It appears in that sense in Cicero; it came to mean "poet

ry" because readers misunderstood it. Finally it came to mean "art 

of poetry," the sense in which Geoffrey of Vinsauf uses it in his Poet-

ria Nova, civoa 1210. It is only in the twelfth and thirteenth cen

tury arts of poetry that we possess a poetics distinguished from the 

ax's dictaminis as a general theory of literature (Curtius 1953, p. 153). 

The separation of poetics from grammar and rhetoric was one re

sult of a general expansion of linguistic speculation. Medieval grammar 

before 1200 dealt basically with syntax and figures. It was descriptive 
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and did not concern itself with how to write. The change to a grammar 

11. . . that can fairly be called preceptive -- from the classifications 

of Donatus to the quasi-rhetorical advice of Vinsauf -- occurred 

largely as a result of twelfth-century re-examinations of the nature of 

language" (Murphy 1974, pp. 140-142). But besides the grammatical 

textbooks or rulebooks themselves, there was a tradition of commentaries 

on them which went back to ancient times, and which appeared in a "con

tinuous stream" throughout the Middle Ages. These commentaries began 

to raise what would now be called linguistic questions. The change 

from a descriptive to a prescriptive grammar came about largely from 

the re-examination of language mentioned by Murphy. Around 1200 the 

old art of grammar, no longer able to subsume all the newly-raised 

problems, broke up into its constituent parts. The new "art of poet

ry" was in the last analysis simply another example of that fragmen

tation (Murphy 1974, pp. 138-148). 

This new art of poetry is principally represented by five au

thors of the twelfth and thirteenth centuries. At the time when Edmond 

Faral wrote his pioneering study of them in 1924, most of their works 

had either not been edited at all, or existed only in rare, old, or 

unsatisfactory editions. And yet, as Faral asserted (1924, p. xv): 

The doctrines which are expressed in our treatises offer a 
real interest. Not for their absolute value: in general they 
take no account of imagination [I 'esprit]. If one often meets 
rather penetrating observations in them, their systematic con
ception is weak, and most of the ideas lack bearing. At bot
tom, an insufficient definition of the faculties of the in
telligence; in the application, very uncertain views on the 
function of art; a superficial order, devoid of deep logic; 
a classification of principles which seem false, for lack of 
sufficiently pursued preliminary analysis of the genre of 
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operations which they deal with; in short, no satisfactory 
philosophy: these are the faults of which, without excessive 
severity, one can justly accuse them (author's translation). 

This is an evaluation strikingly reminiscent of De's condemnation of 

Sanskrit poetics. 

The texts in question are as follows: 1 

1. Matthew of Vend3me Ars versificatoria (circa 1175) 

2. Geoffrey of Vinsauf Poetria nova (1208-1213) 

Doaumentum de modo et arte dictandi et 
versifiaandi (after 1213) 

Summa de coloribus rhetoricis 

Ars versificatoria (oiraa 1215) 

Parisiana poetria de arte prosaioa3 

metricay et rhythmica (after 1229) 

3. Gervase of Melkley 

4. John of Garland 

Exempla vitae honestae (1257-1258) 

5. Eberhard the German Laborintus (after 1213, before 1280) 

These twelfth and thirteenth-century arts of poetry are the 

works which correspond most closely in the European tradition to the 

Sanskrit treatises of alarykaraaSstra, in that they are preceptive, 

1. In addition to the editions of the Poetria nova and the 
Parisiana poetria listed among the References (Gallo 1971 and Lawler 
1974), the following current editions and/or translations of these 
works are available: the Poetria nova in Jane Lucile Baltzell, An Ex
ploration of Medieval Poetic (Ann Arbor: University Microfilms, 1965); 
James Jerome Murphy, comp., Three Medieval Rhetorical Arts (Berkeley: 
University of California Press, 1971); Margaret F. Nims, trans., Poet
ria Nova (Toronto: Pontifical Institute of Medieval Studies, 1962); 
the Documentum in Roger P. Parr, trans., Doaumentum de modo et arte 
diatandi et versificandi (Instruction in the Method and Art of Speaking 
and Versifying) (Milwaukee: Marquette University Press, 1968); Gervase 
of Melkley in Hans-Jurgen Grabener, ed., Gervais von Melkley (Munster: 
Forsohiingen zur romaniechen Philologie, Heft 17, 1965); the author has 
not been able to discover any other current editions of any of these 
works at the time of writing. 
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they are concerned especially or mainly with poetry, and they attach 

great importance to the exornationas. Moreover, they are dealing with 

the composition of written works and not, like the ancient orators, 

with oral ones. This study will rely upon them heavily for definitions 

and examples, although it will also have recourse to earlier works 

when these provide a fuller or clearer definition or example of a 

particular exovnatio. 

These six preceptive grammars (excluding Geoffrey's Surma and 

John's Exempla, which are more limited in scope) were composed in a 

"climate of grammatical revolution" in which grammar had ceased to be 

simply the study of correct form (Murphy 1974, p. 161). Faral suggests 

(1924, pp. 48-54) that the shorter works such as the Simma may belong 

to a second genre of avs poetriae consisting of short treatises on the 

figures and tropes, and distinct from longer works which are outgrowths 

of speculative grammar. They have their Indian equivalents in such 

works as Ruyyaka's Alarnkarasarvasva (twelfth century), which simply 

catalogs the alconkaras. 

There is no need to summarize the relationhhip between this new 

grammatiaa speculativa and the medieval arts of poetry; Murphy (1974) 

gives an excellent description of it in his fourth chapter. But it is 

worth remembering that poetics evolved in response to changes in gram

matical speculations: there was a continuing and creative relationship 

between grammar and poetics. Regarding Sanskrit poetics, it is clear 

that its crowning achievement -- the dhvani theory, which advances the 

thesis that language has a third power of "resonance" in addition to 
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the two commonly recognized ones of denotation and connotation, and 

that the exploitation of this dhvani is the mark of the highest 

poetry -- closely related to grammatical speculation. 

Certain aspects of alcankarasastra and medieval poetics which 

have drawn the sharpest criticism, their neglect of the imagination and 

the prominent place they give to form, can be seen in a more natural 

perspective when viewed against the background of grammar from which 

these older theories of poetics arose, and to which they continued to 

be related. 

It was mentioned above (p. 87) that the Rhetoriea ad Herennium 

introduced the five-part rhetorical syllogism. It is interesting to 

observe that the Indian five-part syllogism (properly speaking the syl

logism of the NyZtya davdana, the philosophical school cited by Bhamaha 

and other Sanskrit critics), which is usually contrasted to the three-

part syllogism of Aristotle, in fact corresponds very closely to the 

rhetorical one of the Rhetorioa ad Herennium. 

1. Proposition pratijna ("proposition") 

2. Reason hetu ("reason") 

3. Proof of the reason drstanta ("exemplification") 

4. Embellishment upanaya ("application") 

5. Resume nigamana ("conclusion") 

That Indian philosophical treatises contain many examples of 

the rhetorical use of figurative language has already been noted in 

Chapter 2; in a somewhat broader sense, their methods or argumentation 

might be called rhetorical too, rather than mathematically logical. 

For example, as was mentioned, they make considerable use of homely 
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analogies to explain subtle concepts. Conversely, poetics has borrowed 

from logic, for two of the terms of the Nyaya syllogism given above, 

hetu and drstanta, are also accepted as alamkavas by writers who came 

after Bhainaha (the latter denied them this status) . 

It may be more accurate to say that Indian philosophy and 

poetics share a certain "rhetorical" approach to expression. For ex

ample, Bhamaha's fifth pariacheda discusses logical faults in poetry: 

pratijnahetuvadh-inarn dustam, "defects involving the lack of a proposi

tion, reason, and so on." This chapter is yathanyaya, according to 

the Nyaya philosophy. Poetry, however, is different from sastras, or 

prescriptive works; therefore, although certain statements which a 

poet makes could be analyzed logically and criticized as untrue (e.g., 

the ocean is called blue, although strictly speaking it merely seems 

so, for in fact the water of which is is composed is not blue, but 

colorless), such statements are not faulty in poetic terms (Sastry 

1970, pp. 102-103). But however literally untrue the statement em

bodied in an alcunkara may be, nevertheless it has a logical structure. 

In this respect the alamkaras are rhetorical in the same sense as the 

Western exornationes: they are kinds of patterned speech intended to 

arouse the audience emotionally rather than to convince them logically; 

but they never provoke resistance by egregious illogic. 

Treatment of Aesthetic Questions 

There remain to be discussed a few other points of similarity 

between alcorikavasastra and the medieval European ars dictaminis (in

cluding poetics). Of these the two most interesting are the place which 
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they accorded to originality or imagination in literary creation, and 

the nature of artistic as opposed to ordinary expression. 

As has been shown, medieval criticism in both the East and the 

West has been accused of not taking account of the role of the imagi

nation, that is, of the creative contribution of the individual poet. 

It has also been shown that Coomaraswamy's (and Livingston's) response 

to this accusation was a counterattack directed against individualism 

as such, coupled with the assertion that the function of the poet is 

not to express himself, but to express the truth. One extreme bal

ances another in this exchange. Curiously, although the Platonic con

cept of poetic inspiration was known to the Middle Ages as an inher

itance from classical antiquity, it made no difference to medieval 

poetics, in which "writing poetry was considered to be sweat-producing 

labor and was recommended as such" (Curtius 1953, pp. 474-475). 

That at least some Sanskrit critics conceived of poetry as 

the fruit of a flash of intuition is suggested by Dhvanyaloka 1.5 

(Krishnamoorthy 1974, p. 13; all subsequent quotations from the Dhvany

aloka are taken from this edition): 

kavyasyatma sa evarthas tatha cadikavefy pura / 
krauncadvandvaviyogotthati sokah slokatvam agatah // 

That [dhvani] alone is the soul of poetry; and so in ancient 
times the sorrow of the first poet [Valmiki] at the sundering 
of the curlew couple came out in the form of a sloka. 

But on second thought, there seems to be a kind of incongruity in this 

verse, for Valmiki's flash of insight manifested itself in the patterned 

form of the sloka. (Furthermore it was not a naive reaction, but a com

plex response conditioned by a great tradition; but that is another 
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subject.) Deeper consideration of this apparently simple verse from 

the Dhvanyaloka will suggest one reason why the problem of inspiration 

is not discussed very much in older theories of poetics: it is beyond 

the conscious control of the poet. The texts are Sastras, preceptive 

treatises dealing with the finished work — and no authority can tell 

a poet how to win a poetic insight. But the communication of it is 

another matter. As Valery observed (1958, pp. 212-213), it is not 

enough to be inspired and to expect things to happen by themselves. 

Now, experience and reflection both show us, on the contrary, 
that those poems whose intricate perfection and felicitous 
development give their wonder-struck readers most strongly 
the notion of a miracle, a stroke of fortune, a superhuman 
accomplishment (because of an extraordinary assembly of vir
tues that one may wish but not hope to find together in such 
a work), are also masterpieces of labor and are, too, mon
uments of intelligence and sustained work, products of the 
will and of an analysis that exacts qualities too multifar
ious to be reduced to those of a machine for recording en
thusiasms and ecstasies. 

It is the intelligent and sustained work, the labor as Eberhard the 

German likewise expressed it, which is the subject of poetics. 

But although older theories of poetics may neglect the creative 

imagination, they do not ignore the problem of originality altogether, 

"All the writers of the ars poetriae urge their readers to go beyond 

the 'ordinary' uses of language to devise new ways of expression" (Mur

phy 1974, p. 149). This is one teaching of alamkavasastra too. From 

BhSmaha's declaration that all descriptions should contain Atisayokti 

as far as possible (by which he meant striking expression going beyond 

simple Hyperbole) to the revaluation of the alconkjaras by the dhvani 

theorists, they are all concerned with new ways of expressing meaning. 
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Sanskrit poetics evolved rapidly between Bhamaha in the early 

eighth century and Anandavardhana in the late ninth. Some Indian 

scholars have divided the Sanskrit critics into separate schools ac

cording to the prominence of the treatment they give to the alamkaras, 

to riti or style, to rasa or abstract aesthetic emotion, or to dhvani, 

the "resonance" or suggestive power of poetry. These so-called schools 

are more accurately conceived as representing stages of increasing 

sophistication in the analysis of poetry. The whole subject of the 

differences between them is somewhat outside the scope of this study, 

and in any case has been presented in the standard histories of Indian 

poetics such as P. V. Kane's. But two characteristics of Indian alarp-

kara literature should be noted. The first is that in their discus

sions of rasa and dhvani the Sanskrit critics are undeniably more con

cerned with aesthetic psychology that are most European works on 

poetics from earlier periods, which tend to be more exclusively con

cerned with formal analysis. The second is that even works such as the 

Dhvanyaloka, which have supposedly progressed beyond mere techniques of 

ornamentation, nevertheless do not abandon the alamkaras: they revalue 

them from a new perspective, their contribution to the dhvani. Finally, 

even the dhvani theorists, when all is said and done, continue to see 

poetry as a special kind of language, and to seek its identity in the 

powers of language and not in the activities of poets. 

Perhaps it would be better to say that the Sanskrit critics de

vote their attention to the explicit analysis of matters which European 

rhetoricians and poet.icians unconsciously assume, which they do not 
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mention because they take them for granted. Certainly rhetoricians 

have always recognized that the whole purpose of their art was to 

arouse in the audience such emotions as indignation, pity, admiration, 

and so on; and by the time of the Second Sophistic rhetoric had become 

pure entertainment, not political argument. Moreover, Western rheto

ricians generally relied heavily on the poets for examples of the fig

ures of speech, as poetry was considered more moving. But Western 

treatises were empirical and did not, like the Indian ones, try to for

mulate a theoretical basis for the emotive power of language (apart 

from the associations evoked by its referents). 

The chief method of emotional enhancement from the classical 

period through the Middle Ages to the Renaissance was Amplification. 

In the classical period Amplification was accomplished through the 

commonplaces (locum oommitnem, Rhetoviaa ad Herennium 2.30.47-48), 

stereotyped arguments designed to arouse pity or indignation, and 

which are still used in somewhat updated forms by defense and pros

ecuting attorneys today. Classical Amplification manipulated cultural 

conditioning, to explain the matter in psychological terms. What 

evoked emotion was not diction in itself, but shared concepts and 

values skilfully expressed in artistic diction. 

But in the Middle Ages Amplification or emotional enhancement 

was also considered to be achieved by the use of the figures themselves. 

In this respect the medieval treatises are more nearly in agreement 

with alamk&Pasastra, which explains how the figures contribute to the 

experience of the rasa, or ideal aesthetic emotion, which a literary 
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work arouses. Gallo (1971, pp. 150-166) thinks that the Middle Ages 

differed from the classical period only in putting more emphasis on the 

figures as a means of Amplification (and that the Renaissance went fur

ther than the Middle Ages in this respect). He also rejects the con

tention of some scholars that the Middle Ages narrowed the definition 

of Amplification to mere expansion or "padding": expansion and en

hancement are not exclusive, but complementary. 

Vakvokti and the Nature of Poetic Diction 

After his discussion of the "five only" alconkaras with which 

he begins his list, BhUmaha says (2.85): saisa sarvaiva vakvoktvv 

anayartho vibhavyate, "all this is just that vakrokti; by this the 

meaning is beautified." The meaning of vakvokti has been the subject 

of a considerable amount of learned discussion; Bemheimer (1909, 

1910a, 1910b, 1911) and Jacobi (1910, 1911) argued it at length early 

in this century. At present most Sanskritists would probably agree 

that "Bhamaha means by it not so much an 'essence' . . .as a genus — 

a term which describes in a general way the fundamental characteristic 

of all modes of poetic diction -- their systematic deviation from a 

literal norm" (Gerow 1971, p. 44). 

Now this fundamental characteristic is similar to the criterion 

by which the Rhetoriaa ad Ilerennium 4.31.42 defines the tropes (al

though it does not use that term for them): "There remain also ten 

Figures of Diction which I have intentionally not scattered at random, 

but have separated from those above, because they all belong in one 

class. They indeed all have this in common, that the language departs 
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from the ordinary meaning of the words and is, with a certain grace, 

applied in another sense" (Caplan's translation). Vahcokti is a more 

comprehensive concept than tvopos. But "the whole theory of exorna-

tiones, after all, rests upon a principle of deviation from a norm" 

(Murphy 1974, p. 186). St. Augustine notes (in De doctvina Christiana 

3.29) that it was of two kinds, natural and artistic. The ancient 

(and even the medieval) rhetoricians seldom inquired into the nature 

of the tropes and figures; as has already been observed, it was the 

grammarians who pursued such investigations beyond mere inventories. 

As Murphy states (1974, p. 191): 

The principle of deviation, in other words, is more important 
in medieval literary instruction than the number of exemplary 
figures and tropes used to teach the principle. . . . Gram
matical instruction during the middle ages included a consid
erable treatment of the principle of ornamental deviation. 
. . . The ubiquity of the figures and the tropes is therefore 
a factor which should be kept in mind during any study of 
medieval uses of language. 

The Sanskrit word vakrokti would seem to represent a similar 

principle of deviation. The word means "curved," "bent," or "oblique 

utterance," an idea similar to the "turning" of tropos. As Bernheimer 

showed (1909, pp. 797-821), the meaning of the term changed over time. 

In earlier critics such as Bhamaha it meant a general principle of 

poetic diction; Vamana narrowed its meaning down to a particular fig

ure of speech, an elliptical expression made possible by a resemblance 

between two things; and authors from Rudrata (ninth century) on 

turned it into a figure of diction (sabdalamkara) resting on double 

entendre. Through all of these transformations the same principle of 

deviation from the norms of usage is operative, but on different 
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levels. In Bernheimer's opinion, Dandin contrasts svabhavokbi to 

vakrokti in the sense of natural as contrasted to transferred speech. 

Subsequent researchers have continued to interpret the contrast 

as between normal or natural, and figurative or artistic, description. 

A careful reading of the relevant passages suggests, however, that the 

contrast might be stated more precisely as between describing something 

in terms of its ow>i nature (the literal translation of svabhavokti), 

and describing it in terms of some second thing similar to it. The 

"bending" may be of the perception or attention of the poet and the 

reader from the subject (upameya) to the predicate {upamana), and only 

secondarily of the language. Bernheiiner's earlier and more general 

concept of vakrokti would, in other words, embody a conceptual, not 

necessarily an expressive, deviation. In its earlier usage, therefore, 

vakrokti may have had the same breadth of meaning that metaphor has 

for Aristotle, and even for Longinus: a principle of poetic diction, 

rather than a particular and sharply delimited form of it. But in the 

later stages of its development the term does converge in meaning with 

the kind of deviation which is the principle of the Western exorna-

tiones: of the language itself from the grammatical, syntactic, or 

semantic norm. 

Summary 

This chapter has outlined some of the similarities and differ

ences between atamkavasastra and medieval European rhetoric and, espe

cially, poetics. Although their historical developments were different, 

alamkarasastra and medieval ars poetica share a number of common 
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characteristics: (1) a division into three kinds or levels of style; 

(2) agreement about many of the merits and defects of good and bad 

poetry; (3) a common origin in grammar and a continuing close relation

ship to it; and (4) an apparent lack of concern with the imagination, 

which can be traced to the common origin in grammar, with its concern 

with the language rather than with the individual writer. The expla

nation of the tropes in the Rhetovioa ad Hevennium resembles the Indian 

concept of vakrokti, a principle of poetic diction resting on "devi

ation" from the norms of the language. Many of the apparent defi

ciencies of both disciplines can be traced to limitations inherent in 

their respective intellectual environments, which determined their 

approach to poetry as a special kind of language rather than as the 

unique result of individual human inspiration. One would expect that 

since Latin and Sanskrit are closely related Indo-European languages, 

poetics derived from and closely related to the study of grammar would 

show certain similarities in both cases. 



CHAPTER 4 

FIGURES OP SPEECH 

Both Indian alamkarasastra and the medieval European artes 

diaendi distinguish between figures of speech and figures of thought. 

In the Western tradition this distinction was first made by the Rhet-

oriaa ad Herennium 4.18: 

Haec in verborum et in sententiarum exornationes dividitur. 
Verborum exornatio est quae ipsius sermonis insignita con-
tinetur perpolitione. Sententiarum exornatio est quae non 
in verbis, sed in ipsis rebus quandam habet dignitatem. 

Ornaments are divided into those of speech and those of 
thought. It is a figure of speech if the decoration is 
comprised in the fine polish of the language itself. A 
figure of thought is one which is not in the words, but 
has a certain dignity from the subject itself. 

The earliest extant Sanskrit critics, Bhamaha and Dandin, re

fer to the exornationes as vacam alarnkarah, "ornaments of speech," but 

using speech in the sense in which the passage from the Rhetorica ad 

Rerermium quoted above uses sermo. The term usually considered more 

or less equivalent to verborum exornatio is sabdalarpkara, "ornament 

of sound." Its companion, equivalent to sententiarum exornatio, is 

arthalamkara, "ornament of meaning." Neither Bhamaha nor Danqlin 

explicitly divides the alamMras up into these categories, although 

Dandin treats the three alainkaras of Yamaka} Citra, and Prahelika sep

arately in his third chapter, seeming to imply that they are different 

112 
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from the thirty-five discussed in the second chapter. The Agni Puraria 

seems to be the first Indian work which makes an explicit distinction, 

using the .above terms. But these apparently parallel sets of cate

gories are in fact organized on somewhat different principles. 

In adapting the classical rhetorical figures to poetry, the 

medieval European writers on poetics followed their sources closely. 

They were especially strongly influenced by the Rhetorica ad Herennium, 

as has been pointed out, and derived from it not only the figures them

selves, but the very order in which they were discussed. The Indian 

aZamkaras, on the other hand, are not classified into any such tidy 

system agreed upon and adhered to by all the Sanskrit critics. 

In compiling A Glossary of Indian Figures of Speech Gerow 

(1971, p. 54) invented his own system of classification, for which he 

acknowledges some debt to Ruyyaka and Rudrata. He divides the figures 

into six broad categories, according to whether they are essentially 

based on (1) Simile, (2) Hyperbole, (3) relationships of causality or 

character, (4) conjunction or collocation, (5) puns, or (6) patterns 

of grammar and syntax. At first glance this system seems incommen

surable with the traditional Western categories, according to which 

Simile is a figure of thought, Hyperbole is a trope, relationships of 

causality and character may be comprised under the term enthymeme, a 

pun is a figure of speech, and only the last category can be paralleled 

with any exactness by the class verborum exornationes. Nor is the in

commensurability a mere illusion created by a different ordering of the 

same elements. On the contrary: although it is possible to match up 
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mechanically many more of the figures with many more of the a.laipk&r3s 

than Gerow did, there is a difference of a higher order between the two 

systems. This difference can be explained most clearly by actually 

matching figures on the basis of their examples and definitions, then 

contrasting their principles of classification. This approach is most 

easily and clearly illustrated with the grammatical and syntactical 

figures. Because Gerow's glossary is likely to remain authoritative 

for some time to come, the following discussion will follow his order 

of analysis (Gerow 1971, pp. 64-70). 

Phonemic Repetitions 

Anupvasa or Alliteration 

The Rhetoviaa ad Ilerennium 4.12.18 does not treat alliteration 

as a figure of speech at all, but rather warns against the excessive 

use of it as a fault -- a vitia -- to be avoided if one wishes to make 

all parts of a discourse equally polished. Among the medieval writers, 

Geoffrey of Vinsauf follows the Rhetoviea ad Herennium closely in con

demning excessive alliteration of either vowels or consonants, and 

following this with a denunciation of the excessive repetition of 

words, or of the same termination for different words (Poetria nova, 

lines 1927-1943). John of Garland, on the other hand, treats Allitera

tion as one of the forms of Annominatio (Paronomasia) in Pavisiana 

poetria 6, lines 174-176, giving as his example: 

Donari debent socio dignissima dona 
Cui dare dignetur premia digna Deus. 

Lawler (1974, p. 121; subsequent references are to this edition) 
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translates these lines: "Most gracious gifts should be given to a friend 

whom God graces with the gift of grace." Caplan (1954, p. 271) notes 

that "alliteration (as it has been called since early modern times) 

played a larger role in Latin than in Greek style"; and it is with Latin 

style that medieval rhetorical and poetic texts are concerned. 

Chekanuprasa or Metathetic Alliteration 

Chekanuprcisa or "clever alliteration" is repetition with var

iation (e.g., Udbhata's prathamaih pramathaiK); it may also include 

substitution of vowels instead of consonants. Of the Sanskrit critics 

cited by Gerow (1971, pp. 103-105), only Udbhata and Mammata cite this 

variety. Moreover, Mammata's Chekdcnuprasa does not exactly match 

Gerow's definition, for Kavyaprakasa 79 (Jha 1967, vol.2, pp. 319-321; 

subsequent references are to this edition) says: 

vavnasamyam anyprasah chekavrttigato dvidhd. / 
sonekasya sakrtpurvah ekasya apy asakrtparah // 

Alliteration is similarity of letters. It is of two kinds, 
namely, aheka and vrtti. The former is the single repetition 
of several; the latter is several repetitions of a single one. 

Mammata1s example is a couplet in which nd and nd are each repeated 

once, in -parispandamcoidi- and -gandapandutarri. 

The seventh and eighth forms of paronomasia discussed in the 

Bhetorica ad Herennium 4.22.29 are precisely ahekanuprasa as defined by 

Gerow. They are transferendis litteris or transposing letters, and 

aommutandis or changing letters. The examples given are: 

Videte, judices, utram homini navo an vano credere malitis. 

Deligere oporter quem velis diligere. 
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These examples are quite parallel to the one from Udbhata cited on 

the preceding page. (examples of figures of speech depending on the 

sound of the words will not be translated unless the figure can be 

carried over into English, as the effect of the figure can be grasped 

from the original even by a reader not fluent in the language.) 

John of Garland classifies what the Indians call Cheka.nuprU.sa 

as a variety of Paronomasia or Annominatio also; he discusses it in 

two places: in chapter 5 under the defects of poetry, and with re

spect to its proper use in chapter 6, lines 155-160, under embellish

ment of poetry (ds ornatu matri)• In the latter place, his example of 

changing a letter is: 

0 dileate mihi, verum delecte Iohanni, 
Pre reliquis aliquis hec tibi forte feret. 

Transposition of a letter is exemplified in: 

Presumit metra pingens, monstrataque matre 
Ecclesia spernit publica uerba sequi. 

In chapter 5 John anticipates all the possible combinations, as thor

oughly as any Sanskrit critic, by giving a third example which contains 

both kinds of transformations: 

0 malum, mala quanta sapis, quod prebuit aspisl 
Quo bona frangit Eua, fracta resarcit Aue. 

Lawler's translation of this (1974, p. 97) carries the word-play over 

into English: "0 apple from the asp, how evil your sapl Though Eva 

shattered good, the Ave repairs the break." 

The inclusion of these types of alliteration under Paronomasia 

should serve as a warning against equating the Sanskrit figure Slesa too 

simply with the Latin one. Although double entendre is indeed one type 
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of Paronomasia, the essence of the Western figure is not pure punning, 

although today it is sometimes defined as such, but rather all kinds of 

changes in the forms of words. The very name of the figure implies 

this: paronomasia, from napa and 'ovcpa, adjectival form itapcjvuijos, 

"formed by a slight change from a word." Ad-nominatio is a literal Lat 

in translation. Moreover, as the next section will show, Paronomasia 

should not be too hastily identified with Sanskrit Yamaka. 

Yamaka 

There seems to be a good deal of confusion about the nature of 

this peculiar figure Yamaka, a confusion shown by even such a careful 

scholar as Gerow. Much of this confusion could be obviated simply by 

considering the implication of the name of this alamk&ra, and by admit

ting the possibility that the name itself gives a clue to the inner 

nature of the figure. 

Gerow (1971, p. 223) defines Yamaka as "doubled" or "restraint, 

and explains that "the etymology of the word can be traced either di

rectly to the root yam ('restrain') or to the derived form yama- (which 

can mean 'twin') from the same root. The application of either is ob

vious. Yamaka is a pun spelled out." 

But the application of "restraint" does not seem especially ob

vious, at least not to this writer. Yama, masc., "twin"; neut., "pair, 

seems to be derived from IE ':'yem, "to pair" (Pokorny iem- 505; Turner 

1966, p. 602), to which Gerow does not trace it back. As an adjective, 

the derived form yamaka means "double"; but as a masculine noun, it 
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means "twin," and as a neuter noun, "pair." Latin geminus, "twin," 

appears to be derived from the same source. And the function of 

Yamaka is precisely "twinning": the production of "pairs" whose mem

bers look alike but have separate identities. The examples of Yamaka 

given by the Sanskrit critics are rarely simple puns (in the modern 

sense) "spelled out," but rather are "pairings" of a different kind. 

Because of certain developments in the historical phonology 

of Sanskrit, notably the coalescence of the Indo-European short and 

long vowels into short and long a/a, it is easier to make up identical 

sound-sequences with different meanings (either with homonyms, by 

shifting the morpheme boundaries, or by some combination of these) in 

Sanskrit than in other Indo-European languages. Therefore Sanskrit 

Yamaka has no equally elaborate and formal analogues in the poetic in

ventories of other tongues. Nevertheless, there are Greek and Latin 

rhetorical and poetic figures which rest upon the same principles, 

although these figures are simpler in form. 

Gerow (1971, p. 223) has chosen to render Yamaka as "cadence," 

to reflect its "more highly developed and formal" character in Sanskrit 

as compared to English types of paronomasia. It might better be ren

dered as "semio-gemination," not only because this term uses a probable 

cognate of the Sanskrit one, but also because it relates Yamaka to a 

classical rhetorical figure which applies the same principle in a 

simpler form. This figure is Quintilian's geminatio verborurn, one of 

the verborum figurae (Institutes 9.3.45; Butler 1921, III, p. 470; 

subsequent references to Quintilian are from this edition). 
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Quint.il Lan first discusses simple varieties of repetition which 

add emphasis or grace but which, being only a kind of quantitative 

addition of the same thing, are not forms of geminatio properly speak

ing. Then at Institutes 9.3.45 he distinguishes a different class: 

Illus est acrius genus, quod non tantum in ratione positum 
est loquendi, sed ipsius sensibus cum gratiam turn etiam vires 
accomodat. E quibus primum sit, quod fit adiectione. Plura 
sunt genera; nam et verba geminantur, vel amplificandi gratia, 
ut Oaaidi, oocidi, non Sp. Maelium; alterum est enim, quod 
indicat, alterum quod adfirmat .... 

There is a keener kind, which is not dependent merely on the 
ordering of the language, but which gives charm and even power 
to the very meanings. Among which the first would be, what 
one could achieve by addition. There are many kinds; for 
either the words are geminated for the sake of amplifying, as 
in "I have killed, I have killed, not Spurius Maelius"; for 
the first is what indicates, the second what affirms .... 

One might even call this sort of semio-gemination a kind of 

Avyapeta Yamaka ("uninterrupted pairing"), in which the repeated ele

ment immediately succeeds that which it repeats. Sanskrit examples, 

however, involve a different meaning of the repeated element, not sim

ply a difference of purpose or emphasis, so that the resemblance be

tween the Sanskrit figure and Quintilian's is of outward form only. 

Quintilian adds two other examples of the immediate repetition of 

single words, the one to arouse pity, the other to express irony. 

He then goes on to discuss more complex forms of geminatio 

verborum: in which a number of clauses each begin with the same word 

(9.3.30) or both begin and end with the same word (9.3.31); or in which 

the first words of alternate phrases are repeated (9.3.32); or in which 

there is alternating repetition (9.3.33). Other kinds of geminatio are 
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of the beginning and middle of a sentence or clause; of the middle and 

end; or of the middle of both clauses. 

These kinds of gerninatio, although they are not illustrated by 

poetic examples in Quintilian, are clearly analogous in structure to, 

for example, Bhamaha's varieties of Yamaka, for in both analyses the 

varieties of semio-gemination are distinguished according to the 

sequence-position of the word or words which are repeated. The imme

diate repetition exemplified in Institutes 9.3.28 corresponds most 

closely to Bhamaha's Adi Yamaka, in which the beginning of the verse 

is immediately repeated; the repetition around the parenthesis might 

be considered an analogue of Samudgaka Yamaka, and the example in 

9.3.31: 

Qui sunt, qui faedere saepere ruperunt? Carthaginienses. 
Qui sunt, qui crudelissime bellum gesserunt? Carthaginienses. 
Qui sunt, qui Italium deformarunt? Carthaginienses. 
Qui sunt, qui sibi ignosci postulant? Carthaginienses. 

corresponds to Samastapada Yamaka, repetition in every quarter-verse 

of the Sanskrit stanza. 

Quintilian's gerninatio does not require a different meaning of 

each repeated sound-sequence, as Sanskrit Yamaka does. Nevertheless, 

it is not simple quantitative repetition, either. For in the repeti

tion of words, the second word, although identical in referent to the 

first, nevertheless has a different effect, the one indicating, the 

other affirming. After defining and exemplifying further types of 

gerninatio, Quintilian concludes with a variety which is analogous to 

CakravSla Yamaka, that is, the repetition of the preceding clause's 

last word as the first word of the succeeding one (9.3.44). Tlien he 
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leaves off the treatment of geminatio and goes on to discuss the repe

tition of the same meaning through different words. That is, he next 

takes up a technique which is structurally opposite that of gsminatio. 

This method of developing his ideas-by contrast provides further support 

for the argument that Quintilian's geminatio is analogous to Yamaka not 

only in repetition of forms, but in combining .this with variation of 

meaning to the extent that the resources of Latin permit it. 

But although all Quintilian's examples of geminatio verborum 

are structurally analogous to Yamaka, nevertheless they are mere skel

etons, as it were, of the Sanskrit figure. Not only do they fail to 

exploit full double entendre in the repeated sequences, but they are 

not fleshed out into poetry. Furthermore, other late classical rhet

orics do not present any figures as closely analogous to Yamaka as 

Quintilian's geminatio verborum. But in the Middle Ages rhymed as 

well as quantitative poetry flourished, and in medieval treatises on 

poetics one can find examples of rhyme that might be defended as true 

Yamaka. John of Garland furnishes some charming examples, one of which 

(see Figure 1) is not only a Yamaka but a Citrakctvya, or picture poem, 

as well. John's analogues of Yamaka occur under two headings: An-

nominatio and Rhythmus (rhymed poetry). 

One of the kinds of Yamaka which Dandin defines and gives an 

example of is the Palindrome, Pratiloma Yamaka (Kavyadarsa 3.73T77). 

His specimens reverse the line syllable by syllable rather than letter 

by letter, but the principle is undoubtedly the same as that of Greek, 

Latin, and (for that matter) English palindromes; the difference 
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pur 

£ tabella venustatis,  luccrna, vas splcncloris 

cr S pudoris laus supcrna, dcitatis Stella 

signata est donata, translata est Icuata 

Figure 1. Rhymed Picture-poem from John of Garland's Parisiana poetria 
(Lawler 1974, p. 118). 

Reproduced by permission of the publisher. 
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derives from what each culture considers to be the irreducible constit

uent of the word. 

John of Garland includes palindromes, which he calls versus 

retvogradi, under Paronomasia because, he says, they involve some of 

the principles of that figure: transmutation, shortening, and length

ening. That is, one must sometimes ignore vowel length (as Latin 

spelling does) to produce a "perfect" palindrome. John's examples 

(Pavisiana poetria 6, lines 167-170) are word-palindromes, rather than 

ones based on letters or syllables. 

Patronem laudo, fecti [sia] qui cunta, supremum. 
Supremum, cunta qui fecit, laudo patronem. 

Both lines mean, "I praise the supreme patron, who made all things," 

although vowel length in words must be changed to preserve the meter. 

Retroverso dabo que metro notificabo, 
Notificabo metro que dabo uersa retro. 

The meaning is: "I shall give [things] turned backwards, which I shall 

make known in meter; I shall make known in meter [things] which I shall 

give turned backwards." 

A comparable example from Dandin would be this palindrome of 

the half-sloka (Kavyadavsa 3.75): 

nadinomadana dhih sva na me kaaana kamita / 
tamika na aa karnena svadhina damanodina // 

With my thoughts fixed on Brahma and Shiva, 
there is nothing I desire; 

[I meditate] untiringly, willingly, freely, 
with [my senses] subdued and distanced. 

This is a description of a yogi, and is admittedly a greater tour de 
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force than John's example, since the reversal of the lines produces a 

completely different sense. Consequently, although the Latin example 

is analogous in form to the Sanskrit one, it is not fully equivalent. 

Under Ars Rithmioa, the Art of Verse, John of Garland presents 

some rhymed verses that are also comparable to Yamaha (as well as being 

examples of Annominatio). One is Parisiana poetria 7, lines 552-554: 

Eua mundum deformavit, 
Aue mundum xeforvaavit, 
Munda mundum emendavit. 

Eve deformed the world, 
"Ave" reformed the world, 

A pure one freed the world from errors. 

This may be compared to the Yarnaka from Dandin's Kavyadarsa 3.40: 

sabhasu raJan na suvahatair mukhai-
rmahisuxaria/ri vasurajitaity stutah / 
na bh3sura yanti suran na te guridh 
praja.su. ragatmasu rUsit&m gatafy // 

0 King, you are praised in assemblies by eminent brahmans who 
are undaunted by Titans and who are resplendent with good for
tune; 0 Good King, your shining excellences do not diminish, 
they increase among people with passionate souls. 

Dandin's specimen undoubtedly surpasses John's in sheer formal 

virtuosity, for John repeats one and the same word and one and the same 

inflectional ending, whereas Dandin obtains his repeated syllables by 

various combinations. But a visual inspection of the pattern of rep

etition reveals a clear likeness in kind. 

John comments further that the same rhetorical figures (which 

he calls "colors of rhetoric") are just as necessary in rhymed as in 

measured (that is, quantitative) poetry, and enumerates them: Similiter 

Desinens, equality in number of syllables, Annominatio (Paronomasia) 
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and its varieties; Traductio; Exclamatio; and Repetitio. Annominatio, 

he reiterates, rests on similar elements of words, and extends to both 

shortening and lengthening. An example is found in Paviaiana poetvia 

7, lines 874-877: 

Nos trans muridi mavia 
Ducas, 0 Mavia; 
Deuiis per auia 
Nobis esto uia. 

Keeping as much of the word-play as possible, Lawler (1974, p. 175) 

translates this: "Lead us across the seas of this world, 0 Mary; 

through pathless ways be a way to wayward us." 

Although a Yamaha is something more than merely "a pun spelled 

out," it is interesting to note that a medieval writer like John of 

Garland specifically recognized that this sort of patterned poem does 

depend in part on Paronomasia. Among the other figures which John 

mentions, he defines Similiter Desinens: "Similiter Desinens est color 

rhetoricus continens rectas consonancias en fine dictionem, qui dicuntur 

'Leonitates' a Leone inuentore" (Pavisiana poetria 7, lines 866-869). 

"End Rhyme is a rhetorical figure containing matching sounds at the 

ends of words, which are called 'leonines' after their inventor, Leo." 

One of the kinds of Yaxnaka is actually nothing more than end 

rhyme. Dandin furnishes one example of it in Kavyadavsa 3.41: 

tava pviya sacaavitapramatta ya 
vibhusoncS/ri dhavyamihaysumattayH / 
va8otsavamodavi8esama.tta.ya 
pvayojanam nasti hi kantimattaya. // 

John also recommends using Repetitio in rhymed poetry, and ex

plains that although interrupted repetition is good (vivtutem), 
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uninterrupted repetition is to be avoided except in special cases. 

His example of- the former (Parisiana poetria 7, lines 900-904) is: 

0 Maria, / Mater pia, 
Mater saluatoris: 

Tu nos audi, / Tue 1audi 
Grata sit laus oris. 

In his translation, Lawler (1974, p. 177) preserves as much of the 

play on words as possible: "0 Mary, Mother so kind, mother of the Sav

ior; do you hear us, let the praise of our mouth be welcome to your 

Praiseworthiness." To this one might roughly compare Dandin's verse 

from Kavyadarsa 3.43: 

iZlSLsmitena. 3uoina mrclunoditena. 
vyalokitena laghuna gwrurta gatena / 
vyajrmbhitena jaghanena aa darsitena 
sa hanti tena galitam mama givitena // 

This Yamaka depends specifically on a simple use of Similiter Desinens, 

in this case the instrumental singular ending on a series of perfect 

passive participles (and one pronoun), with interrupted repetition. 

It contains no double entendre at all, although this is usually thought 

to be essential to Yamaka. 

Regarding uninterrupted repetition, John of Garland observes 

that "there are some who delight in such poetry, who wish to test their 

own ingenuity," and cites (Parisiana poetria 7, lines 912-915) the fol

lowing example: 

Pallentis kurore 
Bore uultus defluit; 
Fluit ex amore, 
More qui mox corruit. 

Lawler (1974, p. 177) translates this: "The face of Pale Dawn flows with 

dew; it flows from love, which is soon destroyed by habit." For once, 
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the Latin example can at least challenge the Sanskrit one in complexity 

or ingenuity. Compare Dandin's (admittedly longer) example from Kavya-

darsa 3.48: 

maya mayalambyakalamayamaya-
inayamayatayyauiramayamaya / 
mayainayartim nisayamayamaya-
mayamayamwm karunamayamaya // 

The meaning, according to Shastri (1970, p. 233-234) is something like 

this: "0 thou who art non-deceitful and filled with compassion! Unite 

him who has become wasted away by night with that one ugly (from ascet

icism) too far away, who is accompanied by the darkness of separation, 

[and hence also unite] her who has become oppressed by the sight of 

the moon with him who is completely filled with passion." A literal 

translation would be virtually meaningless, as the poet has had to 

use words in obscure senses and rely on a complex chain of associations 

in order to obtain the necessary repeating syllables. But as far as 

this writer can tell, the verse does not involve double entendre in the 

usual sense of the word. 

Dandin's first three couplets in chapter 3 define Yamaka and 

enumerate the possible varieties. The first couplet says (author's 

translation): 

Yamaka has a connected [John of Garland's "uninterrupted"] and 
a non-connected [John's "interrupted"] form; it uses repetition 
ivrtti, equivalent to Repetitio] with a difference as to how 
the sounds [var%a, which the editor glasses as svara-vyanjana.j 
"vowels and consonants"] are joined. It has as its provenance 
the beginning, middle, and end of verses. 

Yamaha, in other words, is the immediate or delayed repetition of sounds 

at certain positions in a verse. The fact that Dandin defines it thus 
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purely in terms of form implies that double entendre, although it is 

almost necessarily involved, is not the essence of Yamaka. Dandin's 

next two couplets, which continue the definition in terms of form alone, 

seem to bear this out: 

The alternatives of Yamakds of the first, second, third, or 
fourth quarter-verse are, altogether: beginning, middle, and 
end; middle-and-end; middle-and-beginning; beginning-and-end. 

The different forms of them are many, having their basis in 
mixture [that is, in mixtures of the various kinds listed in 
the second verse]. They are shown here, some easy to do and 
some hard to do. 

Yamaka is rithmue, that is, rhymed verse. Both terms go beyond 

the meaning of rhyme in English, as they include such unlikely possibil

ities as beginning rhyme, whereas in English (and in general in other 

modern European languages) poetry generally uses only internal or end 

rhyme. Even Latin hardly offers the possibilities that Sanskrit does, 

although one might consider the achievement of this verse from Paris-

iana poetria 7, lines 992-997: 

Quid intrieo tot scripturas 
Et extriao tot. figimze? 
Heo est nobis omnia: 
Hea est decus uirginaZe, 
Et eaemplum speciaZe 
Mulieram gloria. 

This verse utilizes beginning {et ex- and hea est), middle {-trieo tot), 

and end {-uvas3 -ia3 and -ale) types of rhyme, equivalent to the same 

types of Yamaka, of the non-connected variety. Lawler (1974, pp. 179-

181) translates the verse: "Why do I entangle so many scriptures and 

draw out so many emblematic meanings? She is everything to us: the or

nament of virgins, a unique model, the glory of women." 
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But although Yamaka is an alamkara, medieval Latin writers did 

not consider vithmus an exoimatio, for various reasons. First, and 

most simply, it was not in the inherited list of figures which they 

used; it was not developed in all its intricacy until the Middle Ages. 

Second, as John of Garland explained, it made use of various classical 

figures of speech, and so was too comprehensive a topic to be considered 

a figure, of speech itself. Finally, it seems to have been thought of 

not so much as an ornament of poetry, as a kind of poetry in its own 

right. The fact that the Sanskrit critics classified Yamaka as an 

alamkUra rather than as a kind of poetry may be related to the Indian 

concept of the size of a poem (a subject which will be discussed at 

greater length with regard to Bhd.vika~). Nevertheless, because of the 

similarities discussed above, and of the limitations of the modern 

English word rhyme, Yamaka could be rendered effectively by vithmus, at 

least in contexts where one wished to emphasize the rhyming aspect of 

the Indian figure. 

The classical figures of speech which John of Garland states 

may be used to achieve rhyme are Similiter Desinens, Equality of Number 

of Syllables (Compar in Numero Sillihavwri), Annominatio and its species, 

Transplacement, Apostrophe, and Repetition. John's definition of Sim

iliter Desinens is a generalization which fits two figures which in 

classical rhetoric were separate, although related: Similiter Desinens 

and Similiter Cadens. The former is similar endings on indeclinable 

words, and the latter is similar endings on declinable words (Caplan 

1954, pp. 299-301). Similiter Cadens is clearly exemplified in the 
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verse quoted above from Dan^in's Kavyadaraa 3,43, which rhymes instru

mental endings. The use of Annominatio or Paronomasia in the Sanskrit 

Yamaha is so prominent that Gerow has seen it as the heart of the fig

ure. Traductio or Transplacement, the use of either one word with a 

variety of case endings, or of homonyms, is also not uncommon in San

skrit ornate poetry, and lends itself to Yamaha for obvious reasons. 

Nevertheless it must be admitted that Yamaha, considered in its integ

rity, is more complex than any of the Western figures that correspond 

to one or another sub-variety of it, even Annominatio. For although 

definitions of Yamaka tend to stress its external form, the fact re

mains that in the majority of examples of the figure, there is a dif

ference of meaning in each occurrence of the identical phonetic se

quence. Moreover, that identical phonetic sequence is often consid

erably longer than is possible in the Western rhyming figures. 

Comparison of Yamaha to Western rhyming figures leads one to 

conclude, however, that the Indian figure is not some unique and exotic 

species, but is generically related to the phenomenon of rhyme in 

other cognate languages. It shows to what length the principle of 

rhyme can be carried, given the resources of the Sanskrit language. 

A concluding illustration is furnished by the palindrome in 

Parisiana poetria 7, lines 1191-1193, which is a simple Yamaha closer in 

its composition to the Indian model than most of the Latin verses cited 

above, because it does get two meanings from one sound-sequence by 

shifting the morpheme boundaries of deous de and dedecus: 
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Esse decus de te, presul, gens prouida dicit. 
Dicit prouida gens, presul, te dedecus esse. 

Lawler (1974, p. 187) translates this: "Thoughtful people say, bishop, 

that grace springs from you. Thoughtful people say, bishop, that you 

are a disgrace." 

Morphemic Repetitions 

Of Homonyms: Vunavukt^bhasa and Avrtti 

Mammata's PunaruktavadabhSsa, "fallacious appearance of repe

tition," is the use of words which appear to be, but in fact are not, 

synonyms — as Gerow's example (1971, p. 207) shows, in contradiction 

to his definition of it as "a figure in which two homonyms are used in 

the same sentence in different senses." This figure is an ubhayalarri-

kSLva, a figure of both sound and sense, because (as in Mammata's ex

ample) some of the synonymous words can be replaced by still other 

synonyms without spoiling the effect, and some cannot (Jha 1967, 

vol. 2, p. 348). Udbhata is the only other Sanskrit critic who pre

sents this figure, and his definition of it is the same as Mammata's: 

it is the alamkara called punaruktabhasa when words having distinct 

forms but perceived as similar in substance are recognized as having 

one meaning (punavuktabhasam abhinnavastvivobhasibhinnarupapadam; 

Tripathi 1966, p. 250). Udbhata's example is: 

tadaprabhrti nihsangi naqakunjarakrttibhrt / 
sitakanthah k&lagalatsab%sokanalca)yathah // 

Since then Shiva [the black-throated], indifferent, wearing 
the skin of a splendid elephant, was afflicted with the fire 
of.grief for Sati, [who was] subject to death [who was in 
the black throat, or in the throat of destruction]. 
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Two of these synonyms, both meaning "black throat," are obvi

ous. Nagakuftjara, however, is a third, for besides its usual meaning 

of "snake," naga can also mean "like an elephant, great, splendid" 

(Tripathi 1966, pp. 252-253) . PunaruktabhasZL in Udbhata and Mammata 

is virtually the same figure as Avth&vvtti , "repetition of meaning," 

in Dandin. 

Dandin places Avvbti rather logically after Dipaka, of which 

it is the structural opposite (for Dipaka omits what would "normally" 

be repeated) . He explains that "a triad of alarnkZa>Us is pleasing in

stead of Zeugma (dlpakasthane): repetition of the meaning, repetition 

of the word, and repetition of both," and follows this with the ex

amples ([Kavyadarsa 2.74-79). Avrtti, in other words, makes explicit 

what Dipaka leaves implicit. Juxtaposing these two ornaments in the 

sequence of his discussion, Daijdin employs an economy of means which 

is found in other alamkZira texts as well, for the figures are often 

placed next to ones which are considered to be similar or opposite, so 

that the context supplies a clue to their nature in addition to the 

explicit definition given by the writer. 

The Agni Purana places Avrtti between Yamaka and Citva with e-

qual logic, for all three are kinds of patterned repetition, but from 

different viewpoint than Dandin's. Agnipuranarjji 343, lines 18-20, says 

There are two kinds of repeating, of words which are either 
bound [morphs] or free. Men know that Avrtti is of words 
having different purports. 

There may be a compound of two repeated words, succinctly, 
or, because they are not compounded but rather are independent, 
two words may be together but separate. 
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There may also be a repetition of sentences, such as scuribhavam 
isyate [in which both the subject and the verb can have sever
al meanings]. Because even the trivial is deserving [of 
mention, it might be noted that] the figure is a form of allit
eration [the second half of this line is rather obspure]. 

Avrtti and Punaruktfibhasa are, then, merely different names 

for the same basic figure. There are a number of figures of speech in 

the Western tradition which correspond to some subdivision of these 

two Indian alatnkaras. Numbering them according to the order in which 

they occur in the Rhetorioa ad Herennium, they are: 

1. Repetitio or Epanaphora (the same word begins several succes

sive phrases). 

2. Conversio or Antistrophe (the same word ends several successive 

phrases). 

3. Complexio or Symploke (a combination of the above two). 

4. Traductio or Syncrasis (simple repetition of the same word, 

equivalent to Padavrtti), and its subvariety: 

4a. Antanaclasis (repetition of the same word in different func

tions, for example, as both noun and verb; it is equivalent to Ubhay-

avrtti). 

27. Conduplicatio or Anadiplosis (repetition of the same one or 

more words, for the purpose of amplifying or commiserating). 

28. Interpretatio or Synonym (equivalent to Arthd.vrtti) . 

The first three kinds of repetition listed above, which are 

defined according to the location of the repeated word, bear a struc

tural resemblance to Adi-S Anta-3 and Adyanta Yamaka, and it is an 

interesting coincidence of interpretation that just as the Agni Puv3y\a 
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places Yarnaka before Avrtti, the Rhetovlaa ad Herennium places the 

forms that resemble Yarnaka before the figures that resemble Avrtti. 

Geoffrey of Vinsauf includes the above, and in fact all the 

figures of diction, under the heading Ornatus levis, or Easy Ornamen

tation, and exemplifies them all in a little excursus on the Fall of 

Man. He presents them in the same order as the Rhetorioa ad Herennium, 

except for reversing the last two. 

Epanaphora: Res mala! res pejor aliis! res pessima rerum! 

Antistrophe: 0 malum! Miserum maluml miserabile maluml 

Complexio: Cur tetigit te gustis Adael Cur unius omnes culpam 
flemus Adae? {.Why were you touched by Adam's taste? Why must 
we all weep for the guilt of one Adam?) 

In the place where Traductio should go, Geoffrey has a sentence 

involving the popular medieval pun on malum, "apple," and malus, 

"evil": "Fuit haec gustatio mali publica causa mali," "This tasting of 

the apple was a public cause of evil." This pun should not be called 

Traductio, as Geoffrey probably intended it to be (Gallo 1971, p. 73). 

But his next example (Poetria nova lines 1107-1108) is correctly called 

Antanaclasis: 

Pater, in nos tam ferus hostis 
Se perhibit non esse patrem . . . 

"The father [that is, Adam], so fierce an enemy to us, shows himself 

not to be a father." 

The Poetria nova lines 1178-1179 gives a short example of 

Synonym: "Haec sua mors animae sanavit vulnera, lavit sordes, amouit 

culpas," "His death has cured the wounds of the soul, has washed off the 
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filth, has removed the guilt." Conduplicatio, however, has a more 

extended illustration (lines 1174-1177): 

Prodi tor humanae naturae, proditor inquam, 
Vis ubi nunc tua? Vis ubi? Mors tua vincula rupit. 
Rupit vi mira tua vincula mors sua. Quam mors 
Felix! Quam felix mors! Ilia, redemptio nostra. 

Which Gallo (1971, p. 77) translates: "Betrayor of human kind, betray

er, I say, where now is your power? Your power where? Your death has 

broken our bonds. His death has broken your bonds with marvellous 

force. How happy is that death! That death, how happy! It is our 

redemption." 

John of Garland's Expolicio, which he defines as saying the 

same thing in other words for the sake of refining, is also a kind of 

Arthavrtti (Parisiana poetria 6, lines 345-346): 

Indoctus doctor pueros necat, amputat illis 
Guttera, diffundit uncera, corda rapit. 

Lawler (1974, pp. 130-131) translates this: 

This ignorant teacher destroys boys, cuts their 
Throats, scatters their viscera, cuts out their hearts. 

But Expolicio or Refining is a "figure of thought," not of 

words. John's example is a rather extended sort of Arthavrtti, re

peating as it does the sense of a whole clause. 

Dipaka or Zeugma 

These two figures can be unequivocally identified with each 

other. Dipaka is one of the foul- original alconkavU.s of the Natya-

sastra, and is discussed in all the major treatises except the Agni 

Furana. 
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The NatyasZlstPa does not subdivide its treatment of Dipaka, 

but the other Sanskrit critics do so in various ways. All but Mammata 

recognize three basic types, according to whether the shared element 

is at the beginning, middle, or end of the construction; that is, they 

classify the subvarieties structurally. Dandin's more elaborate 

treatment breaks the figure down further according to whether the 

shared element is a verb, a noun (either generic or proper), or an ad

jective; and according to the logical relationship of the parts of the 

Zeugma. These categories are not mutually exclusive, as one Zeugma 

may combine two or more. Dandin's discussion is the most comprehen

sive, and is shared only in part by other writers. 

In the Western tradition, varieties of what the Sanskrit crit

ics would accept as Dvpaka were not always regarded as figures. For 

example, Quintilian (Institutes 9.3.64) asserts that a simple zeugma 

in which a number of clauses are completed by a single verb placed at 

the beginning or end or in the middle -- what the Sanskrit critics 

would call a Kz'iya Dipaka combined with Anta-3 Adior Madhya-

Dipaka -- is too common to lay claim to the art necessary to figures. 

He calls these simple forms of omission, per detraationem figura. 

There are, however, other types of zuegma which may properly be called 

figures. In the first, a common verb governs two clauses of different 

grammatical construction (for example, one in which an active verb is 

linked with a participial clause). The Sanskrit critics identified no 

type of Dipaka equivalent to this. The second kind is ouvoi,)teuw0Ls, 

as in: "Tam deest avaro, quod habet, quain non habet," "The miser lacks 
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that which he has, as well as that which he has not." This is a 

Viruddhavtha Dipaka, a type which Dandin alone defines and illustrates. 

The third type is TiapaSLOToXtf, which distinguishes similar 

things, as in; "Cum re pro astute sapientam appeles, pro confidente 

fortem, pro illiberali diligentum," "When you call yourself wise in

stead of astute, brave instead of reckless, thrifty instead of stingy." 

Quintilian thinks that this example may not be a genuine figure either, 

because it depends entirely on definition. A fourth type is its op

posite: "Brevis esse laboro, obscurus fio," "I labor to be brief, I 

turn obscure." 

The last example is what the Sanskrit critics call a Vivodha 

rather than a Dipaka. It is included at the end of the list because 

all the figures that go beyond mere omission involve some kind of con

nection, or aonjunatio, although Quintilian does not treat the word as 

a technical term. Moreover, Quintilian states that omission is not 

strictly necessary to figures of connection, although all his examples 

but the last are in fact Zeugma (Institutes 9.3.62-65). 

It is interesting to note that Quintilian does not consider 

patterned speech that deviates only a little from the expected norm to 

be figurative: a figure must be somewhat artistic. His viewpoint seems 

to be somewhat more internalized than that of the Sanskrit critics, in 

that he considers that figures are not merely objectively present in 

language, but represent an artistic modification of language. 
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The Rhetovioa ad Hevennium 4.27.37 treats Conjunctio formally 

as one of the figures of diction, which occurs "when both the previous 

and the succeeding phrases are held together by placing the verb be

tween them," as in "either with disease physical beauty fades, or with 

age." Conjunctio is clearly equivalent to Madhyadipaka. 

Anta- and Adidipaka correspond to the next two figures, Adjunc-

tio and Disjunctio. "It is Adjunctio when we do not place the verb by 

which the subject is understood in the middle, but we put it either at 

the beginning or at the end." Disjunctio "is used when each of two or 

more clauses ends with a special verb (eevto aoncluditev vevbo), as in 

"with disease beauty fades, with age it dies" (fovmae dignitas aut 

morbo deflovescit aut vetustate extinguituv) ." The author explains 

that these three exovnation.es form a single type (de simpliae generaj 

Rhetovica ad Hevennium 4.27.37-38). 

Dandin alone among the Sanskrit critics distinguishes Disjunc

tio, which he calls Ekavthadipaka. His example (Kavyadavia 2.111) is: 

havaty abhogam as<Snam gvhnSti jyotiscbn gariam / 
Zdatte aadya me pvanUm asau jaladharfivali // 

Yonder garland of rain clouds conquers the expanse of the sky, 
locks up the host of the stars, and now takes away my breath. 

He explains that just one common idea appears here because of the sem

antic agreement of several words (the verbs) with one, the noun "gar

land of rain clouds"; therefore it is called a "single-meaning Zeugma." 

Dandin's term for the figure, indicating that the parts are linked by 

a common meaning, is more appropriate than the Latin name, which 

serves chiefly to contrast it to the other two closely related figures. 
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All three of the Latin figures are treated by all the medieval 

writers on poetics summarized by Faral C1924, p. 52), with the single 

exception of Onulf. 

Dandin's classification of kinds of Zeugma according to the 

parts of speech of the linking word is the most complete, and is only 

partly shared by other Sanskrit critics. Medieval Latin critics give 

no figure, as such, which duplicates these categories. But the subject 

itself was not neglected; it was merely treated under different head

ings. A fruitful comparison can be drawn between Dandin's "grammat

ical" kinds of Dipaka and the use of Determinatio as a mode of Orna

mented Facility (Ovnata Faaititatis) in medieval writers on poetics. 

Geoffrey of Vinsauf's De modo presents the simplest treatment of the 

subject, and John of Garland's Parisiana poetria discusses it some

what more elaborately. 

Ornamented Facility and Ornamented Difficulty are two tech

niques which the medieval treatises discuss along with the traditional 

three levels of style, high, middle, and low. Ornamented Difficulty 

is characterized by the use of tropes. Ornamented Facility is char

acterized by the use of figures of diction and thought (apart from 

tropes), and by a certain use of Determinatio (Faral 1924, pp. 89-91). 

According to Geoffrey, Determinatio is the most important 

mode of Ornamented Facility. Two things are determined, the noun (no-

men) and the verb (verbum). Common nouns are in turn divided into 

substantives (substanbivim) and adjectives (adjeativum). These last 

four categories are respectively equivalent to four categories of the 
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Sanskrit critics: ki'iya or verb, jati or proper noun, dravya or com

mon noun, and gima or adjective. 

A verb, Geoffrey explains, may be determined in two ways: 

either through an adverb, or through an expression involving a case. 

When the determinations arc heaped up, they form an ornament (inculaatio 

determinationum faoit ornatum; Faral 1924. p. 293). John of Garland's 

example (Partsiana poetria 2, lines 191-193) of one verb "determined" by 

several nouns in oblique cases is: "Rumpuntur digitis crines, cutis 

ungue, furore uestis, singulti verba, domusque sono," which Lawler 

(1974, p. 45) translates "hair is torn by fingers, the skin by a 

fingernail, clothing by rage, words by sobbing, and a home by noise." 

Tliis example may be roughly compared to Dandin's Kavyadarsa 2.99: 

aaranti aaturambhodive lodijanesu dantinah / 
caki'avaladrikungesu kwdabhaso guqasca te // 

Elephants wander in the gardens by the ocean, and your virtues, 
shining like jasmine flowers, in the bowers of the mountains of 
the world. 

But the treatment of the Determination of verbs in the medieval 

Latin poeticians is much more extended than Dandin's single illustra

tive couplet. There is also a difference of emphasis in the two ap

proaches. Dandin and the other Sanskrit critics (who treat the "gram

matical" forms of Dipaka in less detail) are thinking in terms of two 

complete utterances united by a single common element; whereas the 

Latin writers are thinking in terms of a single part of speech with a 

string of parallel modifiers, simple or complex, which may either 

form a complete utterance or merely be part of one. (There are also 

mixed Determinations, but in their complexity they would be more 
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comparable to Sarpsrsbi or Sarnkara, to be discussed later.) So although 

the illustrations for each kind are often parallel in structure, the 

Indian analysis seems to represent an attempt to simplify the phenom

enon and assimilate it to a recognized figure, with Dvpaka being the 

logical choice. Medieval Latin poetics recognized the phenomenon as a 

kind of ornament, but not as a definite exornatio. 

It would be possible to present parallel examples of Determina

tion and Dvpaka for each of the other parts of speech, but these would 

not differ in principle from the kind of structural parallelism mani

fested between Kriyadipaka and Determinable) Verbi. 

Latanuprasa 

Udbhata alone among the Sanskrit critics treats Latanuprasa or 

"Gujarati alliteration" as a separate alarrikara. Bhamaha, Vamana, and 

Mammata also discuss it, however, the latter in some detail. The posi

tion which the various critics assign to Latanuprasa in the list of 

alarpkaras tends to support Gerow's contention (1971, p. 106) that "the 

figure Latanuprasa thus occupies the mid-position between alliteration 

and cadence, differing from the former in its concern with meaning 

rather than phonemic sequence." 

Bhamaha, for example, makes Anuprasa the first alamkara and 

treats its subvariety Latiyanuprasa last, immediately before Yamaka, to 

which it forms a kind of bridge. lie gives no definition of it, and his 

illustration (Kavyalarnkara 2.5) is: drstim drstisukhdm dhehi aandras 

candramukhoditah, "put on a look sweet to look at, Moonface; the moon 

has arisen." The repeated words, have the same referent, but a different 
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purport, because they are used in inflected forms and as bound inorphs, 

respectively. BhSmaha's example illustrates but one of those forms of 

Lat>3nupr3sa which later writers identify. 

Vamana treats Anuprasa after Yamaka', nevertheless, he seeins to 

consider the figures to be related. Udbhata places it after Punavukta-

bhasa, which is repetition of the sense rather than of the sound, and 

immediately before Rupaka rather than Yamaka. He defines the figure 

thus (Tripathi 1966, p. 261): 

svaruparthavisese 'pi punaruktih phalantarat / 
sabdanam va padaridun va lata.nupra.3a isyate // 

Repetition of either whole words or bound inorphs, with no dif
ference in meaning and form, but with a difference of usage, 
is called Latanupvasa. 

He then gives a detailed breakdown of the possible kinds of Latanu

pvasa: either according to the grammatical relationships of the repeated 

words; or depending on whether the repetition is of two independent 

inflected words, of one independent word by its stem recurring as a 

bound morph in a compound, of two bound morphs in either the same or 

different compounds, or of whole series of words. The latter form is 

the repetition of whole padas or quarter-verses, and clearly corresponds 

to what other critics treat under Yamaka. 

The important point in this definition is that although the re

peated elements (which in Udbhata's examples are all stems or inflected 

words) are identical as to referent, they nevertheless produce a differ

ent effect, either because as parts of inflected words they are in dif

ferent cases, or because as members of compounds they have different 

grammatical functions. In one of Udbhata's verses, for example, the 
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word bee occurs first in the nominative case as the subject of the 

verb hovering, then is repeated as the first member of the compound 

word buzzing of bees. As another example, the stem garrulous occurs 

twice as an adjective, but in one instance modifies cranes, and in the 

other modifies Autumn in a necessarily figurative sense. 

The Western figure to which Latanuprasa most closely corresponds 

is Antanaclasis, the use of the same words as various parts of speech. 

But just as Latanuprasa is not considered a separate alamkaj>a by most 

Sanskrit critics, but rather a variety of Anuprasa, similarly Antana

clasis is considered a variety of Traductio, frequent use of the same 

word, by medieval Latin writers. Traductio, however, is more properly 

equivalent to Avrtti or Punaruktabhasa, and is not considered a form 

of Alliteration, although the Rhetorica ad Herennium 4.12.18 does warn 

against too-frequent repetition of the same word as one of the ways in 

which one may make excessive use of Alliteration. 

The place of repetition in the scheme of verbal figures is 

most clearly evident in Quintilian's treatment of the subject. He 

divides the figures of speech into two main categories. The first 

pertains to the forms of the language floquendi ratio), and consists 

of formations which would be errors if they were not sanctioned by 

age, usage, and authority, and used deliberately. Simple forms of 

repetition which are, strictly speaking, superfluous, fall into this 

category. This class of figures is grammatical. 

The second class depends on the arrangement of the words (col-

locatio) in a broader sense, and is more rhetorical. It has two 
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subvaricties. The first lends grace and power, not to the language 

alone, but to the thought as well. It includes various kinds of 

doubling or repetition (Institutes 9.3.28-36), which are comparable to 

very simple kinds of Yamaha. Among these is one, Polyptoton, which 

varies the case of the repeated word, and another which varies the 

gender. An effect similar to the more complicated Ploke, or Traductio, 

is produced by the frequent repetition in the same sentence of the same 

word with changed endings {in iisdem sententiis ovebvioribus mutata 

declinationibus iteratione verboi'um) . An example from Institutes 9.3. 

42 is: "Usque adeone scire tuum nihil est, nisi te scire hoc sciat 

alter?" Butler (1921, III, p. 469, translates this: "Is then to know in 

thee / Nothing unless another thou knowest?" 

The second subdivision of the second class can also include 

emphasis and repetition, but on a somwhat more complex level: it 

rests on some resemblance, equality, or contrast of words ("Tertium 

est genus figuram quod aut similitudine aliqua vocum aut paribus aut 

contrarius convertit in se," Institutes 9.3.66). It includes Parono

masia. In this category falls Antanaclasis, where there are different 

meanings of the same word (eiusdem verba aontraria significatio). 

Quintilian's example relates how, when one Proculeius reproached his 

son because he exspeataret, "aniticipated" or "hoped for" his father's 

death, the son replied that se vevo non exspeotare, he truly did not 

expect it (in the sense of thinking it would occur soon). The father 

replied, "Immo, rogo exspectes," "Well, I ask you to expect [await] it," 

that is, not try to hasten it for the inheritance (Institutes 9.3.68). 



145 

This is a kind of word-play in which various parts of the semantic 

range of the word are selected, according to context; it is a technique 

often used in Sanskrit ornate poetry. 

A similar kind of word-play is seen in one variety of Traductio, 

which consists either of distinguishing precisely or even of reversing 

the meaning of things by varying the preposition with which the root 

is compounded, as in: "Non emissus ex urbe, sed immissus in urbem esse 

videatur," "lie would seem not to nave been tossed out of the city, but 

hurled against the city" (Institutes 9.3.71). Quintilian then goes on 

to discuss other kinds of play on verbal resemblances, some approaching 

or even amounting to rhyme. 

The Rhetoriaa ad Herennium 4.14.21 discusses two figures which 

involve repetition of the same word: Traductio, which is named but 

not defined, and Antanaclasis, which is defined but not named as such. 

The latter is said to be of the same kind as Traductio, and occurs 

when the same word is used first in one function and then in another 

[cum idem verbum ponitur modam hacj modo in altera re). An example is 

"Veniam ad vos, si mihi Senatus det veniam," "I would come to you, if 

Senate would give me permission." Antanaclasis is related to three 

more complex figures using repetition: Repetitio (Epanaphora), Con-

versio (Antistrophe), and Complexio (Symploke), according to the Rhet-

orica ad Herennium 4.14.21. These resemble simple forms of Xamaka. 

The Traductio defined by the medieval Latin writers is even 

closer to Labanuprasa in its conception than that of the late classical 

rhetoricians. John of Garland, for example (Parisiana poetria 1, lines 
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341-344) defines Traductio as when one word (dictio) is frequently 

transferred from case to case (aasu in casurn), as in . . umbone 

repellitur umbo, / Ense minax ensis, pede pes, et cuspide cuspis," 

. . shield is repelled by shield, / Threatening sword by sword, foot 

by foot, and spear by spear." 

John also defines Traductio as the distinguishing of homonyms 

(equivoaa) and as the repeated use of the same word to make a sentence 

more elegant. In his section on how to invent material, he treats it 

as a figure of speech, and places it between Paronomasia and Repetitio. 

Futher on, he discusses the importance of rhetorical figures in the 

composition of rhymed poetry and calls Traductio a figure of Rhetoric, 

illustrating it with a short poem. 

Geoffrey of Vinsauf treats Traductio under Ornamented Facility 

and fits it into his theory of Determination (which has been explained 

above, under Dipaka). His discussion of Traductio shows certain re

semblances to Udbhata's discussion of the asraya (case relationship) 

of the repeated words in Latanuprasa, although Udbhata deals with the 

repetition of roots and stems rather than of larger syntactic struc

tures, as Geoffrey does in his treatment of Determinatio. But it is 

the different "determinations" of the same root or stem which comprise 

the figure Latanuprasa, and indeed one could accurately translate Ud

bhata's asraya, "[grammatical] relation," by Determinatio. The term 

asraya occurs in the phrase dvayor va ekapadasraycit, "of because of 

the relationship in a single [compound] word of two [different stems]" 

(Tripathi 1966, p. 261). That is, there is a type of Latanuprasa in 
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which the same stem is repeated in a single compound word, but with 

two different meanings because of two different grammatical relation

ships or "determinations." As in the Latin treatises, the figure is 

not "poetic" merely because of the repetition of the sound sequence, 

but rather because of the "piling up of Determinations." 

But since the other Sanskrit critics do not consider Latanu-

prasa a separate figure, but merely a variety of Alliteration, where

as the medieval Latin writers attach as much importance to the 

differences of meaning as to the repetitions of the sounds, one can

not say that Latanuprasa is the "same thing" as Antanaclasis conceptu

ally. The two terms seem to represent different definitions of the 

same linguistic phenomenon. 

Ekavali or Gradatio 

Ekaoati, on the other hand, can be unambiguously identified 

with Gradatio or Climax. This alcujikara is defined and illustrated only 

by Rudrata and Mammata, neither of whom gives a very clear explanation. 

But their illustrations are perfectly clear. In Kavyalconkava 7.109 

Rudrata explains: 

ekavaliti seyairi yatrarthapavampara yathalambham / 
adhZyate yathottarav sesarid sthityapohabhydon // 

"Ekavaliit is this, where there is a continuation of the 
meaning just as it happens to occur. It is considered a qual
ification of the succeeding, because of the use and the 
location. 

As Gerow (1971, p. 172) gives Rudrata's example, there is no 

need to repeat it. Mammata's definition (Kaoyapvakasa 10.131) runs: 
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s thapyatepohyate vapi ya thapurvcup jparain par am / 
visesanataya yextra vastu saikavalz dvidha // 

Where the thing which follows is either affirmed or denied as 
qualifying the things which precede it, it is Necklace, which 
is of two kinds. 

Mammata's examples show how there can be two kinds of Ekavali, 

affirming or denying (translation from Jha 1967, vol. 2, pp. 448-449). 

The city there contained excellent women; the excellent women 
. were adorned with beauty; their beauty was teeming with 
lasciviousness; and lasciviousness is the weapon of the Love-
god. 

It is not water which does not contain beautiful lotuses; it 
is not lotus which does not contain the hidden black bee; it 
is not a bee which hums not sweetly; and it is no humming 
which does not captivate the heart. 

But unlike the Indians, Western rhetoricians have little to say 

about precisely what kind of relationship exists between the repeated 

words in Gradatio; they are more or less content to describe the form. 

The Rhetorioa ad Herennium 4.15.34 explains that Climax is the figure 

in which one does not go on to the following word before going back to 

the previous one. Quintilian also explains that Gradatio or Climax 

repeats what has been said, and before it goes on to something else 

lingers on what has preceded (Institutes 9.3.54-55). 

The medieval writers give similar definitions, but rely chiefly 

on their examples to make the figure clear. In Parisiana poetria 6, 

lines 202-207, John of Garland explains that Gradatio is when one does 

not go on to the following word without first reverting to the pre

ceding one. His example repeats the verbs, as it happens, so perhaps 

by word (uerbum) he means "verb." 
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Sed non uersutam furum noui; neque noui, 
Nec mea seruaui, sed mala multa tuli. 

Et mala multa tuli, mihi nec caui; neque caui, 
Nec mihi profeci, mente nec Argus eram. 

But I didn't realize he was a sneak; neither realized, 
Nor kept my [money], but endured many evils. 

And I endured many evils, nor did I watch myself; 
neither watched, 

Nor helped myself; I was no Argus in mind. 

John adds (Parisiana poetvia 6, lines 202-212) that there is another 

kind of Gradatio, and simply gives an example without defining it. 

Simplicitas iuuit gestum, gestusque tegebat 
Mentem, mens struxit famina, famen opus. 

Si uirtus socii potuisset scisse quid esset, 
Non socium fraudis falleret arte suum. 

Lawler (1974, p. 123) gives a prose translation of this: "His sympathy 

aided his manner, his manner masked his mind, his mind devised his 

'line,' his line did the job. If he could have known the value of a 

friend, he would not have practised his skill at fraud on a friend." 

Matthew of Vend6me gives the clearest definition of the figure 

in Ars vevsificatoria 3.42. 

Methalemsis or Climax is the proceeding step by step [gradatim] 
of a series of clauses so that the last word [dictio] of the 
prior clause is the beginning of the subsequent one, as accord
ing to Virgil in the Bucolics [2.63]: 

Torva leaena lupum sequitiir, lupus ipse capellam, 
Florentem cithisum sequitur lasciva capella. 

[The grim lioness pursues the wolf, the wolf 
himself the she-goat, 

The greedy she-goat the blossoming cithisum.] 

In this example the last word of the prior clause is the first 
one of the subsequent as to construction, but not as to meter 
[i.e. gramatically but not by position]. But because it is 
shorter in meter it is filled out in construction. A clearer 
example follows: 
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Ira movet litem, lis proelia, proelia mortem, 
Mors lacrimas, lacrimae numina, numen opem. 

[Anger provokes a lawsuit, the lawsuit fights, the fights death, 
death tears, the tears the divine will, the divine will the help 
of the gods.] 

Sara 

Like Ekavalij Sara is discussed only by Rudrata and Mammata. 

In his edition of the Kavyaprakasa, Jha (1966, p. 437) in fact trans

lates Sara as "climax." Gerow's Englishing of Sara as "pith" (1971, 

p. 322), although possible, seems to miss the point; it seems more per

ceptive to translate it as "course" or "flowing," from the root sr, 

"flow," for it is a kind of running or flow of the idea, as Mammata's 

definition (Kavyaprakasa 10.123) implies. This is: uttarottaramutkarso 

bhavet sarah paravidhih, "the dragging up from higher to higher would 

be Sara, having the best as its termination." Rudrata gives a similar 

definition in Kavyalamkara 7.96: yatra yatha samudayad athaikadesam 

kramena guriavad iti nirdharyate paravidhi niratisayam tad bhavet sararn, 

"where each portion is considered as a progressive improvement over 

the last, so that the whole approaches a limit of excellence not to be 

surpassed, that would be Sara." Both Mammata and Rudrata give the same 

illustration, which Gerow (1971, p. 322) reproduces. 

Isidore of Seville's definition of Gradatio (Etymologiarum 2. 

12) is very close to Rudrata's: "Climax is a ladder [gradatio], whereby 

the superior meaning is terminated where the lower begins, so that the 

order of speaking is kept up from here as if by steps, as is this of 
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Africanus: 'From innocence is born dignity, from dignity honor, from 

honor mastery, from mastery liberty'." 

Geoffrey of Vinsauf's example of Gradatio in Poetria nova 

lines 1152-1155 also fits the concept of Sara (better than John of 

Garland's cited above, which is closer to Ekavali), for his does indeed 

ascend by stages toward a limit of excellence -- in this case, in terms 

of Christian theology. 

Sic in eo juste damnatio desiit a quo 
Coeperat. Hostis enim primus damnaverat Evam, 
Eva secundam virum, vir tertius omne quod ejus 
Stirpis erat, stirps quarta Deum, Deus ultimus hostem, 
Cui mors ipse fuit; fuit et sic profuit orbi; . . . 

Thus damnation justly ended in him in whom 
It began. For first the enemy damned Eve, 
Eve secondly the man, the man third all which was his 
Stock, fourth the stock [condemned] God, last God [condemned] 

the enemy, 
Whose death he was; he was, and thus he did good for the 

world; . . . 

Both Ekavali or Necklace and Sara are equivalent to the one 

Western figure Gradatio or Climax. In effect, the two Sanskrit terms 

divide Climax into two figures, depending on whether there is a simple 

carrying-over of the idea and the word, or else some kind of implied 

ascent or progression. In other words they add logical modifications 

to the definition, whereas the medieval poeticians give a purely formal 

definition of the figure. 

This kind of difference is characteristic, and can be observed 

when one attempts to collate other figures as well. The names for the 

figures are often instructive. For example, Climax and Gradatio both 

mean "ladder," a term which combines the idea of mechanical succession 
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(for the rungs follow one another like the beads in the Indian figure 

Necklace), and of upward motion like that implied by Sara insofar as 

the ladder is used as a means of ascent. Of course it is possible to 

make too much of these metaphorical names for the figures; but many 

scholars seem to have made too little of them, overlooking the fact 

that they are often condensed definitions in themselves. They are an 

especially useful clue to whether the same configuration of language is 

in fact the same "figure." 

Yathasamkhya 

Yathascopkhya or relative enumeration is discussed by all the 

Sanskrit critics whom Gerow (1971, p. 222) cites. Accordingly, the 

earliest definition is Bhamaha's, in Kavyalaqikara 2.89: 

bhuyasam upadippanam arthanam asadharmariam / 
kramaso yo' nunivdeio yathasarrikhyam tad uayate // 

"That which is the successive reiterative reference to things which 

have been set out [previously] and have no common meaning, that is 

called 'relative enumeration'." 

The common element in the various definitions which the Sanskrit 

critics give for this figure seems to be that it proceeds by steps 

(krameya). It would be tedious to repeat every definition, and those 

of Dandin (Kavy&darsa 2.73) and Mammata (Kavyaprakasa 10.108) respec

tively reinforce Bhamaha's well enough. 

uddistanam padavbhanam anuddeso yathakramam / 
yathasairikhyam it-L proktam samkhyanam kvama ity api // 

"The subsequent indication in order of things which have been indicated 

[earlier] is called 'relative enumeration'; and also the enumeration 
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called] 'step'." Maminata is briefer: yathasamkhyam kramenaiva krami-

katTaip samanvayah, "Relative enumeration is the regular succession of 

successive [things] by stages." His example is: 

ekas tvidha vasasi aetasi aitramatpa 
deva dviscbri ca vidusam ca mrgidrsarp ca / 

taparp aa sarnmadca'asarp aa ratim ca pusnan 
sauryosmaqa aa vinayena aa iZlaya ca // 

Jha (1967, vol. 2, p. 406) translates this: "It is wonderful, 0 Lord, 

that being one you live triply in the minds of enemies, of scholars, 

and of deer-eyed women, giving rise to distress, delighted appreciation, 

and rapture by the force of your might, your discipline, and your 

sport." 

The Sanskrit Yathasarpkhya seems to correspond to Distributio, 

which occurs "when certain particular roles are dispersed among sev

eral things or persons," as in: "The Senate's office is to aid the 

state with counsel; the magistrate's office is to implement the Sen

ate's will by diligent works; the people's office is to choose the 

best things and the most suitable men by its votes and to support 

them" (Rhetoviaa ad Hevenniwn 4.35.47). 

Distributio is a figure of thought, not of speech. It is a 

logical construction which distributes "each to each" (Gerow 1971, 

p. 222), to borrow an expression which closely parallels that of John 

of Garland's Parisiana poetria 6, line 322: "Distributio attributes to 

each what is his own." Although Distributio does the same thing as 

Yathasamkhya, the Sanskrit critics seem to emphasize the form in 

which the distribution is made: namely, two sets of parallel lists in 

which the items are correlated. For a Sanskrit critic to consider 
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Geoffrey of Vinsauf's example of Distributio, in Poetria nova lines 

1285-1286, to be a specimen of Yathasarpkhya, it would have to be re

structured from 

Est papae leges sacras dictare, minorum 
Praescriptam juris formam servare, 

to 

Est papae et minorum leges sacras dictare et 
Praescriptam juris formam servare. 

That is, Geoffrey's "it is the duty of the Pope to dictate sacred laws, 

and of his subordinates to obey the form of the laws which have been 

prescribed," would have to be changed to "it is the duty of the Pope 

and his subordinates to dictate and to obey the form of the laws which 

have been prescribed." 

In other words, any example of Yathasamkhya could certainly be 

identified as Distributio, but not necessarily the reverse, for Yatha

samkhya prescribes the order of the presentation as well as the logi

cal structure of the aZamkcuca. Monier-Williams' definition (1960, p. 

843), "name of a figure (which separating each verb from its subject 

so arranges verbs with verbs and subjects with subjects that each may 

answer to each)" corresponds more closely to the actual definitions of 

the Sanskrit critics than Gerow's (1971, p. 66) explanation that 

Yathasamkhya occurs when "... the multiple predicates of several 

sentences exactly parallel each other in terms of some larger image" 

(which definition would also fit Distributio). Perhaps the Sanskrit 

critics did not consider the other forms in which the Greco-Latin fig

ure could be expressed sufficiently artful to constitute an alconkava. 



155 

Mala and Samsr>$ti 

Mala or "Garland" is the repetition of the same figure, and 

Sconsvsti or "Collection" is the repetition of different figures. All 

the Sanskrit critics treat Mala as a variety of some other alamkara 

rather than as a separate figure. Discussions of Scorisrsti are equally 

varied in their particulars. But none of the Sanskrit critics seems 

to have isolated Mala and given a generalized definition of it. Con

sidering the rather fragmentary way in which the Sanskrit critics 

treat Mala, it seems too extreme to claim, as Gerow (1971, p. 67) does, 

that 

It is in terms of this category of complex figuration that the 
early Indian poetic approached the problem of composition — 
the actual manifestation 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 in hermetic isolation. More often, and especially 
in the most beautiful examples, it is precisely the number and 
the intimate blending of types which is striking and worthy of 
wonder and praise. . . . Nevertheless, the charm of such ex
pression, the alcvnkarikas would hold, is not, in fact, simple 
unless complexity itself is given a poetic value. What it 
means as poetry is still dependent on the meticulous isolation 
of its constituent figures. The collocation has no other 
meaning or guiding principle behind it. 

But in the texts "complexity itself" is not, in fact, given an 

independent poetic value by Mala, and Mala is not presented as a "cate

gory of complex figuration" apart from its particular application to 

specific individual figures. Even the choice of the name Garland seems 

to imply a conception of composite, rather than complex, figuration, 

with the particular figures accumulating one after the other, like so 

many flowers on a string. 
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But if one analyse the examples given by the Sanskrit critics 

according to the categories of medieval Latin poetics, it becomes ap

parent that Mala is a rather comprehensive term, and that the forms 

are complex in that they are one figure, the parts of which are other 

figures (see Table 2), For example, Dandin gives an illustration of 

Upcandmala, a Garland of Similes, in Kavyadarsa 2,42: 

pttsny atapa ivdehniva puqa mjomaniva vasarah / 
vikramas tvayy adhal laksmin iti malopama mata // 

This may be translated: "Victory founded its good fortune on you, just 

as the heat did in the sun, the sun did in the day, and the day did in 

the sky," Admittedly it does contain what Gerow (1971, p. 161) calls 

"the same similitude, but in which a qualification of that similitude 

becomes the subject of the following simile," But it is simpler to 

say that this is an example of Climax, or Gradatio, whose "rungs" are 

a series of Similes. 

Dipaka Mala is also a combination of Climax with another fig

ure, in this case Zeugma; in fact, the examples of Gradatio quoted 

above from Isidore of Seville and Geoffrey of Vinsauf could be spec

imens of Dipaka MSla, as one can see by comparing them with the il

lustration of this figure in Dandin's Kavyadarsa 2.107: 

suklah sveb&vciso vrddhyai paksah pancasarasya sah / 
sa aa vagosya. ragopi yunam ratyutsavasviyah // 

Gerow (1971, p. 198) translates this: "The waxing phase makes for the 

prosperity of the white-rayed moon, the moon of the Love God, he, of 

passion, passion, for youths' happiness in festival of love." 

If Mal<% really were an approach to the problem of composition, 

one could argue that it is the equivalent of the Expolicio or Refining 



TABLE 2 DISTRIBUTION OF DISCUSSIONS OF MALA 

Mala is always viewed as a duplication of some other figure, not as a figure in its own 
right. This fact, plus the scattered discussion of it which the table shows, by which it seems to be 
assigned in a random way to various figures by different critics, suggests that there is little jus
tification for regarding it as a principle of composition of a higher order than other figures. 

Type of Mala Natyasastra Dandin Aqni Tuvana Udbhata Rudrata Mammat a 

Upama 1 

Upama 2 

Dipaka 

Nidarsana 

Yamaha 1 

Yamaka 2 

Rvcpaka 

Vyatireka 

2.42 

2 .108  

16 83 (84) 

344.15 

1.13 

8.25 

3.40 (43) 

8.46 (49) 

134 

157 

149C 

144 

160C 

Upama 1 
Upama 2 

Dipaka 
Nidarsana 
Yamaka 1 and 2 
Rupaka 
Vyativeka 

A Climax which consists of a series of Similes. 
A combination of Simile and Comma, in which one subject is compared to several 
predicates. 
A combination of Zeugma and Climax. 
A series of negative, even pejorative, comparisons, sometimes by Allegories. 
Kinds of internal rhyme. 
A series of parallel metaphors. 
A series of comparisons in the form of contrasts. 
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of the medieval Latin writers, a technique of amplifying one's materi

al. But the provenance (or visaya, to use the more precise Sanskrit 

term) of Mala seems to be narrower than that of Expolicio. Mala refers 

to the immediate repetition of some one particular figure. Expolicio 

is a figure of thought, and refers to the repetition and/or expansion 

of an idea, not of one particular figure. 

This kind of interpretive difficulty -- the attempt to find in 

one or another Sanskrit alamk&ra some groping toward a conception of 

"the creative process" --is even more evident in modern critical ap

proaches to Bhavika3 to te discussed below. Such efforts commonly go 

astray by neglecting to consider the loous of the figure. 

Samsrsti or Samkara 

Samsrsti or Samkara — which may be literally translated as 

"mixing" or "mingling" -- are the terms used for complex (as opposed to 

compound) figuration. The "mingling" of the constituent figures, the 

fact of complexity per se, is viewed as an ornament of poetry. Bhamaha, 

Dandin, Mammata, and Rudrata place it near or at the end of their lists 

of figures, perhaps recognizing that as a "figure of figures" it rep

resents a last stage in subtlety in diction. 

Bhamaha chooses the term Samsrsti. He places it after Ut-

preksavayava, another mixed figure, which contains Utpreksa} Slesa, 

and Rupaka, and before Bhavika and Asi or Benediction (which are fig

ures that can be made up ad libitum). In Kdvyalamkara 3.49 he defines 

it as "the use of many alamkaras arranged like a necklace of gems" 
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[ratnaincilZi). Each of Bhnmaha's two illustrations is a mixture of three 

simple ulamkavas. The first, in Kavydlamkara 3.50, may serve as an 

example: 

gcsnbhZryalaghavavatop yuvayofy pvUjyaratnayoh / 
sukhasevyo jandnSm du.stagv3.ho 'mbhasam patih // 

In this figure Slesa or double entendre is combined with Upama and with 

Vyatireka, the distinguishing of two similar things. A translation can 

give only a rough idea of the effect of the original, by giving both 

meanings of the words which are double entendres in the original: "Of 

you [two] who have dignity/depth and skill/lightness and many gems, you 

are the lord of men, easy to serve; the crocodile [the evil snatcher] 

of the waters." 

Dandin moves Saipsrsti forward a notch relative to Bhamaha's 

ordering, and places it between Asis and Bhavika. His Kavy&davsa 2. 

358-363 gives a fuller explanation, but one which is not too long to 

translate in its entirety. 

Ananvaya and sasa/fldeya displayed just in Upamas, and also 
Upamarupakas displayed just in Rupakas [Ananvaya is the com
parison of something with its own ideal form; Sasamdeha is 
indirect praise through feigned uncertainty], 

And also that Utprekpavayava just different from Utpreksa [is] 
a mixture of various ornaments, but is called Samsrsti [JJt-
preksavayava is a kind of extended metaphor in which further 
parallel similarities are adduced for the things compared]. 

The residing in mutual balance of the different parts of all 
is equilibrium [samkakpata]; thus a second kind of the mixing 
of ornaments is to be expressed. 

Examples: 

0 sweet one, the lotuses are challenging the beauty of your 
face. What difficulty have they, fully equipped with buds/ 
treasuries and stalks/weapons? 
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The darkness anoints its limbs, as it were; the sky pours down, 
as it were, collyrium; like honor to false people, their look 
has gone fruitless. 

Double entendre is displayed in all, usually best among tropes 
[vakpokti]; the different possibilities of speech are twofold: 
literal [svabhavokti] and figurative [vakrokti]. 

By placing this figure before Bhavika. which comprises the to

tal effect of a verse, both Bhamaha and Dandin may have meant it to 

serve as a transition between specific figures and the result which 

can be obtained by literal and figurative language in general. 

Udbhata calls this figure Samkara. He seems to have no partic

ular rationale in placing it between Nividarsana and Upameyopama. Be

cause his analysis is more complex than that of his predecessors, it 

can merely be summarized here. He divides Scorikara into four categories. 

The first is Samdsha, in which there is "doubt" as to which of two al

ternative (vikalpa) figures is actually present, because although their 

forms seem mutually incompatible, still there are grounds for admitting 

/ 

both of them, and no reason to reject either. The second type is Sab-

dSrthavartya, when both figures of sound and of sense occur in one and 

the same sentence. In the third variety of Samkara, Ekasabdabhidhana, 

the simultaneous existence of two different figures in a single sen

tence hinges on the double function of a single word. This kind of 

Samkava rests on scmmoaaya, the joining together of two or more inde

pendent things associated in turn by some common action or quality. 

The fourtli type of Sarjkara, Angangibhava, depends on the mutual relation 

of its parts (which is the meaning of the term); that is, neither of the 

mixed figures makes sense without the other (whereas in the preceding 
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types the image is perfectly clear even if one fails to appreciate one 

of the figures involved: there is a loss of richness, but not of lucid

ity). This latter type is also called Anugvahyanugvahaka, "helper and 

helped," by which name Mammata also refers to it. 

It is a curious oversight on the part of modern critics of 

alamkarasastra that, although they have misspent considerable ingenuity 

in trying to prove such arguments as that Bhavika prefigures the con

cept of the creative imagination, it seems not to have occurred to any 

of them that perhaps Udbhata ought to be given credit for anticipating 

New Criticism. 

Mammata follows Udbhata closely in interpreting this figure, 

except that the second of his three categories approximately combines 

Udbhata's second and third. 

Rudrata simplifies the whole subject drastically in Kavyalcon-

kara 10.25, witli a figurative definition and example: "Samkara appears 

in two forms depending on whether its parts are distinct or not dis

tinct, like rice mixed with sesame or milk mixed with water, because 

of the [respectively different kinds of] union of these [combina

tions]." In other words, figures may be either chemically combined, 

so to speak, so that neither makes sense without the other, or they may 

be mechanically joined. 

As Gerow (1971, p. 308) observes, all the writers regard klesa, 

the pun, as the figure most suited to this sort of blending, and use it 

in their examples. But many of these specimens of Slesa are not exact

ly puns in the sense in which the word is meant in English (a play on 
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homonyms) or in Latin (as in the common medieval pun on apple and evil, 

malus). Instead, they rest on the fact that many Sanskrit words have 

a very broad semantic range because they can comprise all the particu

lar forms in which the activity expressed by the root can become con

cretized. In the example from Dandin quoted above (p. 157), kosa can 

mean either "bud" or "treasury," not because the words are homonyms, 

but because both things "enclose" (the root idea) something else. It 

is an example of the self-consciously artistic use of an originally 

undivided meaning (see Chapter 1, p. 20). In English and other lan

guages less "transparent" (to borrow Sir William Jones' term) than 

Sanskrit, the effect of complex figuration resting on this kind of 

Slesa is likely to appear too abstract or too precious to be entirely 

poetic. 

A comparison of the various definitions of Samsrsti or Samikara 

to their illustrations reveals that this alamkara focuses on the sur

face of the poetic forms which it characterizes, and views them at 

close range. One cannot help being reminded of the fable about the 

blind men and the elephant, for Samsrsti never deals with its phenom

enon on a higher level of organization. Consequently Allegory, the 

Western figure which seems identifiable with Samsrsti om the basis of 

the examples which the Sanskrit and Latin writers give of each, is the 

most difficult to conflate on the basis of definitions. Allegory, 

sometimes defined as an extended metaphor, comes at the end of the list 

of tropes in the Rhetorioa ad Herennium, the Parisiana poetria> and the 

Ars versifiaatoria, as combining the simpler tropes which precede it. 
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Mammata wisely observed that it was not a good idea to try to 

divide Samkara into more than the three types he defined, as there 

would be an infinite number of such subdivisions (Jha 1967, vol. 2, 

p. 473). Allegory as a figure is also a very modest approach to the 

phenomenon of compounded figures, or complex figurative language. Al

though the Sanskrit critics and the medieval poeticians analyze this 

phenomenon with a considerable difference of emphasis, there are 

enough similarities to suggest that they were, nevertheless, both at

tempting to deal with the problem of a higher level of figurative lan

guage than is represented by an individual alarpkara or exornatio. The 

word allegory comes from the Greek 'aAA-nyopeu), and means to speak so 

as to imply other than what is said. In this it is certainly akin to 

/ 
Samsrsti or Samkara, of which Slesa or double entendre is the component 

par excellence, as Dandin suggests in Ka.vyad.arsa 3.363. 

The Rhetoriaa ad Herennium defines Allegory precisely this way: 

as a kind of speech showing one thing by the words and another by the 

meaning. It can be subdivided into three types. The first is for com

parison, when a number of metaphors drawing from a similarity of ex

pression {translationes plures ... a simili oratione duotae) are 

placed together, as in: "For when dogs perform the office of wolves, to 

what caretaker can we entrust our herds of cattle?" This particular 

Allegory might be taken as an example of Udbhata's Ekasabdabhidana, for 

it contains a set of Utpreksas linked by the somewhat ironic use of the 

expression [funguntur] offiaiis, "[perform] the duties." The second 

type of Allegory takes the form of an argument, when the similarity 
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expressed by the first type is used in addition to magnify or minify. 

The example in the Rhetoriaa ad Hevennium 4.24.46 is calling a certain 

Drusus Graoaum nitopem obsoletum, a "faded afterglow of the Gracchi." 

In Indian terms it would be an Angangibhava, for Drusus' being a faded 

afterglow depends on the Gracchi's being a glorious day. Finally, an 

Allegory can be based on a combination of irony and contrast, as when 

one calls a spendthrift frugal; this type can also be used for argu

ment. 

Isidore of Seville goes somewhat beyond his late classical pre

cursors in asserting that there are many kinds of Allegory (plura sunt 

species); but he gives full recognition to seven varieties: irony, con

trary (antiphrasiu), enigma, charientismos ("by which harsh sayings are 

made more gracious"), proverb, sarcasm, and urbane wit. Isidore's 

whole discussion is too long to repeat and too detailed to summarize; 

but his illustration of Asyndeton or urbane wit is a fair example 

(taken from Virgil, Eclogues 3.90): "One who does not dislike Bavius 

would love your songs, Maevus; and he would likewise yoke up wolves 

and milk billy goats." In other words, as Isidore explains, anyone who 

would like a bad poet such as Bavius would also like Maevus, another 

bad poet (and both enemies of Virgil); moreover, he would have to be 

insane, and so would do other crazy things as well (Etymologiarum 1.37). 

Later medieval writers on poetics treated Allegory more brief

ly. Although Matthew of Vendome followed Isidore in giving seven 

species of the figure (Ars versif-Leatoria 3.43), he illustrated only 

four of them. Geoffrey of Vinsauf viewed it as an extended metaphor: 
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he combines explanations and examples in Poetria nova lines 941-949. 

Thus a simple change [metaphorically] transfers a single word. 
Sometimes it is several [such changes], as in this verbal 

schema: 
"The- shepherds prey on the sheep"; you transfer two Nouns, 
Shepherds and sheep; the name shepherd to the selfsame 
Prelates and the name sheep you transfer to the selfsame 
Subjects. Moreover, a whole statement may be transferred 

[metaphorically] 
And not just a part of it, as an example shows: 
"He plows the seashore, washes the brick, thrashes the air." 

These 
Are the ways in which metaphor [Trans sump tio] colors words. 

John of Garland discusses Allegory, or Permutacio, very brief

ly under the figures of words and sentences (Parisiana poetria 6, lines 

313-316): "Permutacio is as if a miser were called prodigal, and so 

on. Here a dog, say rather a wolf, lurks about, passes for a shepherd; 

he aims at tearing the flock apart." In Indian terms one would say 

that this combines, among other things, Utprek§a (the dog passes for a 

shepherd, which he cannot literally do); Apahnuti (he is not a dog, 

but a wolf); and Eupaka (priest and congregation are identified with 

shepherd and sheep to create the Allegory, which is Angangibhava, as 

all the parts have to work together if the whole is to make sense). 

But John's own analysis of it would be different. In its entirety it 

is an extended metaphor (Permutatio per similitudinem). Dog and wolf 

are specimens of Permutatio per argumentum (minifying epithet), and 

shepherd is Permutatio per oontrarium (Irony). 

In Institutes 8.6.58, Quintilian observes that some argue that 

the subdivisions of Allegory are really separate tropes, and that it 

has no separate existence of its own. But he replies that even after 

one divides it into its various species, it always has some property 
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peculiar to itself (allegopia vevo habet aliquid proprium) because it 

it is a species itself — "Quod quo modo fieri potest, nisi ipsa 

species est?" 

"For how can it exist, if it is not a species itself?" This 

question opens up a chasin too deep to plumb here. But it also suggests 

another question more narrowly pertinent to the comparison of these 

"mixed figures." By admitting that there could be doubt or disagree

ment about the existence or nature of certain figures, the Sanskrit 

and Latin critics were in some sense recognizing, although dimly, that 

the figures were not simply there "in" the language, but were in the 

mind of the writer or reader. The figures are not only certain pat

terns deviating in some way from the expected norm, but also and in

separably, the way those patterns are perceived. Therefore it is not 

strictly accurate to say that a certain exovnatio is "the same" as a 

particular alarnkara unless the definition of that alconkara given by the 

Sanskrit critics is reasonably close to the one accepted by the Western 

rhetoricians. If the two are different, then one must say that what 

the Western rhetorical tradition represents as Figure X, the Sanskrit 

critics call Alarnkara Y. The unrepresented (to use Owen Barfield's 

term) verbal phenomenon is not the figure; but rather that, plus the 

collective representation of it, is the figure. 

Consequently one cannot simply say in this case that Allegory 

is Samsrsti or Sccnxkara, for the two interpretations of what appears to 

be the same thing are so divergent that they are different representa

tions. The Sanskrit Samsvsti or Samkara takes an analytic approach to 
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complex figurative diction: like Quintilian's imaginary doubter, it 

divides the poetic statement into its component figures and then ana

lyzes the kind of relationship that subsists between or among those 

figures (although it does not go so far as to analyze the complexity 

itself away). The Greco-Latin approach, on the other hand, is syn

thetic, in that it interprets Allegory as a kind of trope of a whole 

statement (rather than of a single word). It is a complete utterance 

which seems to say one thing but mean another. The Western tradition 

recognizes that Allegory involved a series or set of metaphors, that 

is, of shifts of word-meaning; but it ignored the middle level of 

analysis on which the Sanskrit critics discussed the phenomenon, and 

instead classified the types of Allegory according to what they ac

complish by the change from a literal to another meaning. From this 

point of view it would be irrelevant to consider (as Udbhata, for 

example, does) whether the complex figure combines Alliteration with 

Simile, of whether it is a moot point if it consists of a Simile or 

a Metaphor. For such questions have little to do with how and why 

a statement as a whole says one thing and means another for some 

particular purpose. 

There is some degree of mechanical incommensurability between 

Allegory and Sainsrsti also, because although every specimen of Allegory 

that one might cite could probably be considered an example of Samsrspi 

as well, the reverse is not true, for one can easily imagine that Sam-

srsti might take the form of an alliterative line involving an Upama or 

a Rupaka, that could not properly be called an Allegory. Because of 
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its analytic approach, the Sanskrit alajrik&va is more abstract and gen

eral than the Western figure. 

Allegory, SamcLsokti, Apr as iu tapvasarnsd.i and Anyokti 

There are, however, three other alamkSrSts which closely resemble 

Allegory, namely, SamQ.sok.ti, Aprastutaprasainsn, and Anyokti. 

Anyokti is duscussed only by Rudrata, in Kavyalamkara 8.74-75; 

on the other hand, he omits Apx>astutapra&arrisa. The term means implying 

one thing by overtly describing another; Rudrata's illustration implies 

a girl and her lover by describing a swan and a lake. Gerow (1971, 

pp. 108-109) thinks that in this figure explicit and implicit subjects 

are united only by a common mode of action (in Rudrata's illustration, 

the girl/swan leaving the lover/lake for other men/ponds). 

Samasokti is discussed by Bhamaha in Kavyalamkara 2.79; by 

Dandin in Kdvyadarsa 2.205-213; bv Udbhata in Mvy3lamkJaras5rasamgraha 

2.10; by Vamana in Kavydlamkaravrtti 4.3.3; in the Agnipurana 345.17; 

by Rudrata in Kavyalamkara 8.67-68; and by Mammata in Kavyaprakasa 148. 

As in the case of other alamkaras, the context in which Samasokti is 

presented helps to clarify its meaning. In the earliest authors it 

comes after Vibhavana and Atisayokti (see p. 88 above). In Vibhavana 

effects are described as occurring although their usual causes are ab

sent, whereby some unusual cause is impled. Atisayokti is treated in 

Chapter 5 of this study. All three of these figures are related to 

each other, in that by describing one thing they suggest something 

else by implication. They also contain a certain element of fancy, 

or fantasy, and please in part by surprising. 
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In Kdvyalcorikara 2.79 Bhamaha defines Samasokti very simply, 

however: yatpokte '̂̂  gamyate  ̂ hiyo  ̂ 'rthah ,̂ "where* another^ meaning^ 

is understood3 in the statement2." This is closely equivalent to the 

definition of Allegory in the Rhetoriaa ad Hevennium (see p. 161 above). 

According to Mammata in Kavyaprakasa 10, parokbir^ bhedakaih^ sliq^avh? 

samasoktih^, "Samasokti^ [is] a statement about a different thing* by 

2 3 discriminating double entendres ." He considers it to be a type of 

Tulyaprastutaprasainsd (involving similar or equal things). 

Samasokti is easily confused with Aprastutaprasamsa, and there 

is considerable disagreement among the various writers about the exact 

meaning of these two terms (Gerow 1971, pp. 317-318). Here too, a 

consideration of the context in which Aprastutapvasamsa is discussed 

(see p. 89 above) helps to clarify its nature by comparison with re

lated alarnkarcts. In the earliest critics it comes after Virodha and 

Tulyayogita. In the former the subject has either contradictory prop

erties, or one property with mutually contradictory effects (as when 

the cool rays of the moon burn the pining lover); the latter explic

itly declares that two subjects share the same properties (although 

actually they may not) in order to praise or blame one of the subjects. 

In Kdvyalamkara 3. 28-29 Bhamaha defines Aprastutaprasamsa as 

2 2 3 4 5 6 5 adhikarad apetasya vastuno 'nyasya yd stutih , "That which [is] 

mention^ of another^ thing3 different2 from the explicit subject'''." 

This definition appears co differ very little from his explanation of 

Samasokti, and it is not surprising that Mammata included the latter as 

a kind of Aprastutapvasamsd. Gerow (1971, pp. 316-317) thinks that 
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the figures differ in this way: (1) the implicit and explicit subjects 

share the same descriptive qualifications in Scun&sokti, whereas in 

Aprastutapradamsa they may be related in other ways (e.g. , through 

cause and effect); and (2) Samasokti places no emphasis on the explicit 

term, whereas Appastutapvasamsa does. This difference can be made a 

little clearer. 

The very name of Samasokti indicates that it is not simply an 

indirect, but also a condensed, way of conveying a tenor different from 

the literal import of the statement. Vibhavana and AtiSayokti also 

have this power (anyone who tries to explicate an example of either 

will almost invariably find that the result is not merely more ped

estrian but also longer than the figure itself). These alamkaras 

require the audience to infer allegorical (in the broader sense) pat

terns of equivalence which are only partially expressed in the par

ticular Allegory. Samasokti, for example, can evoke a complex set of 

associations for each of the qualities or properties that the explicit 

and implied subjects share; but the very economy with which all this 

is expressed contributes to the pleasure it gives (just as, according 

to Aristotle, a metaphor gives more pleasure than a simile because 

it is briefer and conveys its insight more readily). 

The name of ApvastutapvasamsU., on the other hand, stresses the 

element of indirection: this is central to the figure, as Gerow says. 

The real subject of the alccnkara is the aprastuta, the thing which is 

not mentioned). It can be hinted at in various ways (for an extended 

analysis see Gerow 1971, pp. 316-319). For example, a cause may be 



171 

implied by its effect, and vice versa; a general principle by a par

ticular case, and vice versa (proverbs, one of the varieties of Alle

gory, are instances of this type; or the aprastuta could be implied 

simply by an overt subject similar to it in some ways (not necessarily 

only in having similar properties). 

All three Sanskrit figures can be called kinds of Allegory. 

Even their definitions (in at least some authors) are very close to 

Western definitions of Allegory. A Western critic would probably 

classify Rudrata's illustration of Anyokti as Asyndeton or urbane wit 

(and many instances of Samasokti would doubtless come under this head

ing too, brevity being proverbially the soul of wit). Allegory is a 

catch-all name for a variety of kinds of figurative expression, as 

Isidore of Seville admitted; and the later writers tended to lump the 

kinds together rather than to split them up, being satisfied that 

aspiring poets could grasp how Allegory ipsa speaies est, and could 

reconstruct its many varieties for themselves. 

In fact, the foregoing discussion points up how medieval Latin 

poetics, in spite of being derived primarily from grammar, is yet re

lated to rhetoric too. Alamkarasastva is not only a kind of prescrip

tive advice to poets, but is also a method of literary criticism, 

teaching a reader to appreciate subtlety of technique. Medieval Latin 

poetics is more exclusively a form of the avs diotaminis, the art of 

expression, teaching to would-be poet how to adapt the rules of that 

art of effective communication to the particular requirements of writ

ing poetry. 
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Bhavika 

Bhavika is sometimes translated as "imagination." But any 

discussion of imagination in the modern sense is precluded by the 

viewpoint of the Sanskrit critics, although modern Indian critics have 

attempted to show that the concept of Bhavika is a step in the right 

direction (Gerow 1971, pp. 68-69). This effort is not only misguided, 

but also does a misservice to the concept, which is interesting in its 

own right. 

Bhavika means "that which produces bhava." Bhava in turn means 

a state of being, a condition of mind or body, and hence a feeling or 

emotion (the common meaning in dramaturgy and poetics). Bhavika, then, 

is language full of feeling, expression capable of arousing emotion. 

"Imagination" is a fair translation for it only if one take the word in 

its etymological sense of the image-making faculty, the power to re

create reality so effectively that one experiences the accompanying 

emotions. 

In the West the ancients distinguished poetry from rhetoric by 

its typical movement. That of poetry was "a progress from image to 

image, determined emotionally"; that of rhetoric, "a progress from 

idea to idea, determined logically" (Baldwin 1924, p. 3). It is 

tempting to see in Bhavika some such notion of the force of a poem as 

a whole, and therefore to identify it with the "poetic imagination." 

Attempts to do so seem to be based on Dandin's definition of 

the term, which stresses its application to the poetic work as a whole. 

But Bhamaha, Mammata, and Udbhata give definitions of the term which 
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are somewhat more limited than Dandin's, and less abstract. Mammata 

and Udbhata seem to have stressed one part of Bhamaha's definition, and 

Dandin to have amplified another part, to produce two somewhat differ

ent concepts of Bhavika. Mammata also furnishes an illustration of it. 

Bhamaha's definition of Bhavika, in Kavyalamkara 3.53-54, is: 

The quality (gioia) which has the whole work as its provenance 
they call Bhavika-ness, 

Where past and present affairs (avtha) are described as if 
present before one's eyes. 

One calls the causes of it: being made of picturesque, sublime, 
(udatta), and marvelous 

Accounts; being good for performing [on stage]; and being clear 
in language [words]. 

This definition presents two basic characteristics.of Bhavika: (1) per

taining to the work as a whole (prabandhavisayam) and (2) being realis

tic (so that one seems to see it and could act it out), vivid, and 

clear. 

Mammata stresses this second aspect of the figure: pratyaksa 

iva yad.bhU.vah kriyants bhutabhavinafy tad bhdvikam, "the feeling we 

have when past and present are made [to appear] as if before our eyes, 

that is Bhavika." The commentary explains that the figure is called 

Bhavika because it represents the poet's intention, bhavah. kaver; and 

the editor translates the term as "Visualization" (Jha 1967, vol. 2, 

p. 415). This is a more satisfactory rendering than "imagination," as 

the following argument will show. Mammata's example, with Jha's trans

lation (Jha 1967, vol. 2, p. 416) is: 

aszd (mjanam atveti pasyami tava loaane / 
bhuvibhusanasambhavam sdksclt kwcve tavakptam // 
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Here there was collyrium, so I see in your eyes; 
I visualize your form about to be graced with 

ornaments. 

Mammata's example suggests that the definition should be taken very 

litera]ly: the poet says that he sees what he is describing. Udbhata's 

definition is similar: "Where past and present affairs are described 

as if seen before one's eyes, it should be Bhavika, very marvelous, 

with its words easy to understand" (Tripathi 1966, p. 407). 

Neither Mammata nor Udbhata say anything about the figure's 

applying to the work as a whole; their whole emphasis is on the sub

ject's being vividly present (.saksdt), clear, and marvelous {adbhuta). 

Indeed, they seem to be talking about what Western rhetoric calls Dem

onstratio or Ocular Demonstration (compare Jha's "Visualization"), a 

figure of thought. The Rhetorica ad Herenniuin 4.54.68 defines it thus: 

"Demonstratio est cum ita verbis res exprimitur ut geri negotium et res 

ante oculos esse videatur," which may be translated "Ocular Demonstra

tion is when a tiling is expressed in words in such a way that the bus

iness seems to be carried on and the thing to appear before our eyes." 

The very terminology of this definition is close to that of Bhamaha, 

Mammata, and Udbhata: negotium is equivalent to artha; geri et res 

ante ooulos to saksat, and videatur to Udbhata's drsyante. 

Among the medieval writers, John of Garland gives only a brief 

example of Demonstratio, a little sketch of Aristotle at work with an 

exhortation to the reader to imagine him writing (Parisiana poetria 6, 

lines 388-393). But Geoffrey of Vinsauf gives an extended example in 

the form of a description of the fall of Lucifer. In this description 
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Geoffrey follows Bhamaha's precepts. He vividly evokes what came 

before the act (bhuta, the past); the act itself; and what came after 

it, its attendant circumstances and consequences (bhavin). The story 

is certainly picturesque, lofty, and marvelous; it is in clear medieval 

Latin; and there seems to be no reason why it could not be acted on the 

stage. Moreover, it also fits Dandin's requirements, for all the five 

parts of the subject -- the act itself, what preceded and followed, 

its circumstances and consequences -- assist each other mutually. 

Moreover, this example (and for that matter the somewhat shorter one 

in the Rhetorica ad Hevennium) show that although Demonstratio did not 

have a whole work as its provenance, it did apply to a connected (Dan-

din's pvabandha) narrative portion of a work, and certainly to more 

than a single short utterance. Therefore one can argue that far from 

being anything so ineffable as "the imagination," Bhavika is in fact 

not a "curious alamk&ra" for BhUmaha, Mammata, and Udbha^a, but a def

inite figure with a fairly close Greco-Latin equivalent — even with

in the limitations discussed under Samsrsti. 

But Dandin's definition of Bhavika in Kavyadarsa 2.364-366 

requires separate treatment, for it does seem to imply something less 

simple than those of the other Sanskrit critics. It runs: 

tad bhavikam iti prahufy prabandhavi^ayam gunarn / 
bhavah kaver abhiprayah kavyesu asiddhi samsthitdh // 

parasparopakdritvain savvesam vastuparvanam / 
vise^anam vyavthfttWon akriya sthanavarnana // 

vyaktiv uktikvcanabalad gambhirasy&pi vastwiah / 
bhavSyat tarn idain sarvam iti- tad bhctoikarr} viduh // 
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What they call Bhavika is a quality whose provenance is the work 
as a whole. Bhava is the poet's intention realized in works as 
a whole. 

All the parts of the subject assist each other mutually; irrel
evant matters are not introduced [but] appropriate ones are 
used. 

What they call Bhavika is that which rests on the bhava of pro
found subjects and [arises] from the steps of individual 
utterances. 

The editor comments, "Bhava is the intention of the poet. And 

this bhava in poems is a success extending to [located in] their com

pletion [or perfection] . Therefore this alamkizra should be interpreted 

as referring not only to the words and sentences, but rather to their 

connection [or composition]" (Shastri 1970, p. 311). BhSvika would 

seem to mean not imagination, but unity or some principle of unity, 

what Gerow (1971, p. 68) describes as ". . . the ability to make the 

several images of the individual poetic statements coherent in terms 

demanded by the work as a 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 ap

propriateness of one image to its neighbors, and the like." Else

where Gerow CI971, p. 220) comments that it ". . . perhaps represents 

the extreme interpretation of the extent of a figure of speech. Here 

is clearer than usual the etymological sense of alamkSra: a 'making 

adequate' of the work of art." In these statements Gerow seems to be 

assuming that this odd "figure" applies to "the work" in the sense of 

some larger unit of composition such as a mah&k&vya. If that is cor

rect, then it is indeed strange that Dandin would assimilate such a 
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general concept to the inventory of the alajrikarcis. Unfortunately he 

supplies no illustration to show how he meant Bhavika to be under

stood. 

But elsewhere Gerow himself (1971, pp. 71-72) suggests the 

reason why this apparently overriding principle of unity might be 

stated as an alartikara among other alamkaras: 

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 quite a radical way as 
excluding larger units of composition such as the chapter or 
the work itself. The latter are in typical cases not even 
present, as, for example, in the anthological and thematic 
collections of Amaru and Mayura. But even those compositions 
which have a story or a plot, however loose -- the mahakavya 
par excellence -- retain 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 
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 standards emphasising the unity of 
plot. Moreover, the overdevelopment and the stylistic com
plexity 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 (italics added). 

If this be true, then Gerow (1971, p. 220) contradicts himself 

when he asserts that "Bhclvika is perceived in such aspects as the rele

vance of the various parts of the story to one another, the clarifica

tion of difficult contexts by an emphasis on a chain of events, the 

suitability of the story to be represented in the form chosen, clarity 

of language, and so on." 

But if Bhavika be percieved in the coherence, not of a long 

work, but of the stanza as the basic literary unit, then it is not such 
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an incongruous addition to the set of alarrikaras as it appears to be. 

There is nothing in Dandin's definition which precludes one's taking it 

as applying to the stanza: pvabandhavisaycon guriam fits a polished and 

tightly-knit stanza as well as a larger composition. So does kavyesu, 

for as Bhamaha pointed out (and later critics concurred), Sabdarthau 

sahitau. kSvyain, "poetry is the composition of words and meaning," and 

resides in the stanza no less than in the longer composition. Inter

preted this way, Dandin's definition is not inconsistent with those of 

other Sanskrit critics; it is simply more detailed. Mis gambhirasya 

. . . vastunah is simply another way of expressing Bhamaha's "pictur

esque, sublime, and marvelous accounts." 

This explanation not only does not range beyond the scope of 

the figures narrowly understood, but it is also consistent with the 

location of Bhavika after Samsrsti in the works of Bhamaha, Udbhata, 

and Dandin. For one follows the other quite logically; for if the lat

ter is the combining of the various figures in the stanza, the former 

is simply the vyaktiruktikvamabala, "the power of the steps of indi

vidual utterances," by which this is successfully accomplished, and 

comprises the vasticpai'vantih, the "parts of the subject," being mutual

ly compatible or appropriate (implying a sense of decorum) and rele-

1 
vant. 

1. For a discussion of the concept of bhava in Sanskrit poet
ics, including the reason for Bhamaha's comment that being suitable for 
stage performance is one of the causes of a work's being characterized 
by Bhavika, see Jaitley's "Bhava in Sanskrit Poetics" (Dwivedi 1969, 
pp. 102-103 ). 
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Gerow's analysis of the figures of speech continues with rid

dles, geometric and pictorial verse, and puns. Something has already 

been said in this chapter about puns and, briefly, about pattern verse. 

The subject of Prahelika, riddle or Aenigma, is a very complex one and 

deserves separate treatment more detailed than this study can give it. 

It is appropriate to end the discussion of the figures of grammar and 

syntax as the Sanskrit critics do, with Bhavika. 

Summary 

This chapter lias tried to show that behind the strikingly un

usual selections of words and arrangements of syntax usually called 

figures of speech, are conceptual structures for relating ideas in 

chosen ways. One would expect that since Sanskrit, Greek, and Latin 

are cognate, synthetic, Indo-European languages all would share some 

figures of speech based on common linguistic features; but the con

ceptual structures underlying their shared figures also coincide to a 

striking degree. Even where they differ, they do so in culturally 

predictable ways. Certain alamkaras, which have been so defined by 

modern critics that they appear to be principles of writing rather 

than figures of speech, have been shown to be appropriately included 

in the inventory of figures after all and even to have their equiva

lents in the Western set of figures.. The subdivisions of the Indian 

and Western lists are not parallel, however, as some of the Sanskrit 

sdbdalamkavas or verbal figures are equivalent to Western ones which 

are classified as exormationes sententiarum or ideal figures. 



CHAPTER 5 

ATISAYOKTI AND HYPERBOLE 

Atisayokti is usually translated as "Hyperbole." The terms and 

their definitions seem to have similar meanings. Hyperbole, from 'uitep-

gdAAw, means a "throwing beyond" (and is translated by the Latin Super-

latio, a "carrying beyond"), while AtiSayokti means "a statement lying 

beyond." What it is that the statement "goes beyond" also seems simi

lar. For example, the Rhetorica ad Herenniwn 4.33.44 defines the fig

ure thus: "Superlatio est oratio superans veritatem," that is, "Hyper

bole is a statement exceeding the truth." Bhamaha in Kavyalamkara 2.81 

calls it "a statement whose range oversteps the mundane" (vaao . . . 

lokatikrantagocaram). 

But Veritas and loka, truth and the world, are of course not 

quite the same thing (especially from the Indian viewpoint). Without 

raising any fine philosophical quibbles on this subject, it seems safe 

to say that the Rhetorica ad llcvenniwn presents a working definition of 

the figure which is appropriate to argument or oratory, whereas Bha

maha' s presupposes the use of the figure in poetry, where its charm re

sides in its departure from the ordinary rather than in its exaggeration 

of the facts. This difference is characteristic of the Eastern and 

Western approaches to the figure. Consequently Atisayokti often ven

tures beyond mere exaggeration and enters the realm of fantasy. 

180 
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Longinus did not consider hyperbole a figure of speech at all, 

but rather a beauty of diction, like metaphor. But the definitions of 

Hyperbole and Atisayokti remain very consistent in later writers of the 

respective traditions. Quintilian, for example, calls it "an elegant 

straining of the truth" (decerns veri superieatio, Institutes 8.6.67). 

In Etymologiavion 1.37.21 Isidore of Seville (perhaps reflecting his 

theological preoccupations) calls it "elevation stretching the faith 

beyond what is to be believed" (exoelsitas f-Ldem exaedens ultra quccrn 

eredentum est). The Pai'isiana poetria 6.298 calls it simply "an ex

pression that goes beyond the truth." 

Although the Western rhetoricians and poeticians illustrate the 

figure well enough by examples, their definitions, it should be noted, 

apply equally well to other figures also (e.g., to Metaphor). Among 

the Sanskrit critics, Dandin in effect paraphrases Bhamaha in KavyS-

davka 2.214, describing the figure as tokasimativavtini, "transgressing 

mundane boundaries." In KavySlamkarasavasaijigr'aha 2.11, Udbhata uses 

the same descriptive term as Bhamaha; and the Agni Purarja 344.26 de

fines it by a compound word similar to Dandin1s, lokasimanivrtta. Mam-

mata does not give a general definition of Atisayokti. In the Latin 

West, Geoffrey of Vinsauf does not give one of Hyperbole, either; but 

both writers do discuss the figure in effect. 

The twelfth-century Sanskrit critic Ruyyaka gives a definition 

of Atisayokti which differs considerably from those of his predecessors 

and greatly from those of the Western rhetoricians. In Alamk&rasarva-

sva 22, he says: adhyavasitapradhanye tu atisayoktih, "but there being 
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predominance of the apprehended, there is Atisayokti." The interpre

tation of the sutra in which this definition occurs is rather compli

cated, but it throws considerable light on concepts which were merely 

implicit (and perhaps even unconscious) in the earlier Sanskrit critics, 

and which seem not to have occurred to the Western poeticians at all. 

Therefore it deserves a somewhat detailed discussion. 

Ruyyaka's but serves to contrast Atisayokti to Utprek$a, which 

immediately precedes it. Gerow (1971, p. 131) defines Utpveksa very 

clearly, if somewhat cumbersomely, as "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 (upaniana) is the real basis of that property" (italics 

added). Now, in sutra 21 Ruyyaka defines it thus: adhyavasaye vyapara-

pradhanye utpreksS, "there is Utpreksa when the mode of behavior is 

predominant in the apprehension." That is, the subject and predicate 

of the implicit Simile are overshadowed by the common mode of behavior 

which relates them. Atisayokti stands in contrast, for in this figure, 

as Ruyyaka's explanation shows, the object of comparison is the center 

of attention. In Atisayokti three things are apprehended: (1) the 

svariipa, or the thing in itself; (2) the vi$aya, its sphere of activity 

(or the thing as subject); and (3) the visayin or predicate, which is 

the "real basis" of the common property. Its name indicates that the 

predicate possesses the activity which is attributed to the subject. 

The visaya is the upameya or subject (and not the svarupa); the visayin 
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is the upamana, "and there being predominance of the apprehended visa-

yin, then there is Atisayokti." 

In spite of the difference of his definition, Ruyyaka's sub

divisions of the figure, and his illustrations of the subdivisions, are 

similar to those of Udbhata and Mammata, to be discussed below. More

over, Mammata (on whom Ruyyaka wrote a commentary) anticipated him to 

some extent in recognizing that there was a likeness between Atisayokti 

and Upamd, for he found it necessary to differentiate between the el

liptical Simile which appears as a single compound word, and the kind 

of Atisayokti which can take the same form. This he accomplished by 

semantic expansion of the compounds into complete examples of each fig

ure. But Ruyyaka attempts a definition of a higher order of generality 

that would give Atisayokti an identity of its own that is not also a 

property of poetic diction in general {vakrokti). Interpolating the 

substance of his explanation, one could interpret Ruyyaka's definition 

thus: "An Atisayokti is an implicit Simile, in which the object of com

parison is of a higher order than the subject." This definition en

compasses most examples of all the critics, East and West. Moreover, 

it provides a standard against which other, partial, definitions may 

be measured, and by which they may be compared to each other. 

Both Bhamaha and Udbhata say that Atisayokti overstates the 

actual situation for a particular reason. But neither of them explains 

what that reason might, be, and other Sanskrit critics do not add this 

qualification. Most of the Western writers, however, do supply a 

reason for the use of Hyperbole, and this reason constitutes an 
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important part of the definition of the figure. It is to magnify or 

minify (Rhetorica ad Horennium: augendi minuendi causa; Quintilian: 

par augendi atque minuendi; Isidore: non solum augetuv aliquid, sed et 

minuitw, John of Garland: augendi or minuendive; others could be 

cited). In simpler language, Hyperbole is used to glorify or belittle. 

This continuing recognition of the purpose of the figure, of its "why" 

(in contrast to the Sanskrit critics' attention to its "how") seeins, 

superficially, to indicate a rhetorical orientation in even medieval 

works which discuss the poetic application of Hyperbole. Moreover, it 

is a qualification which distinguishes Hyperbole from other related 

figures. Nevertheless, this causa is a modus too, for the magnifying 

is accomplished by comparing or identifying the subject with an object 

of a superior order, and the minifying by comparing or identifying it 

with one of an inferior order. 

Among the Sanskrit critics, Bhamaha does comment in Kavyalairi-

kara 2.84 that his examples of Atisayokti are given gur}atisayayogatah, 

"as a means of magnifying qualities," but he adds the rather enigmatic 

statement sarvaivatisayoktis tu tarkayet tarn yatftagamam. The editor 

translates this: "In fact, in the case of all descriptions Hyperbole 

should be understood as existing as far as possible" (Sastry 1970, 

p. 49). This statement seems to mean either that all descriptions, or 

perhaps that even all the figures, which Bhamaha discusses up to this 

point are enhanced by some touch of Hyperbole. 

Bhamaha's next sutra, KavySlaipkara 2.85, is more enigmatic: 

saisa sarvaiva vakvoktiv anayartho vib'navyate / 
yatno 'syain kavina karyah ko ' Imikd.ra 'naya vina // 
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The editor translates the first line: "This particular method of state

ment (vak.vok.ti) is found everywhere (i.e., in other alamkaras). By 

this, meanings are rendered beautiful" (Sastry 1970, p. 49); he adds 

that Anandavardhana quotes this verse in support of his contention that 

there is the germ of Hyperbole (atisayoktigavbhata) in the operation of 

all alamkaras, But Krishnamoorthy in his edition of the Dhvanyaloka 

(1974, p. 229) translates the same line: "This [exaggeration] is itself 

the artistic turn of speech and it is by this that poetic content is 

made manifest." However one translates the line, it seems to recognize 

that Atisayokti as Bhamaha defines and illustrates it is not only a 

particular figure, but also an element in other figures in so far as 

they too depart from the literal and mundane. 

Indeed, Anandavardhana even goes so far as to assert that only 

the alamkara in which Atisayokti is preeminent (adhitisthati) has 

superlative beauty due to the poet's genius (pratibha). Others are 

"ornamental figures only in name" (Krifhnamoorthy 1974, p. 229). They 

are merely bodies, whose soul is Atisayokti; therefore one could say 

that it is the meaning of all the figures: sarvalamkararupety ayam 

evartho 'vagccntavya (vrtti on Dhvanyaloka 3.36). This high value 

placed upon Atisayokti cannot be merely a by-product of the dhvani 

theory, for Dandin says in Kavyadaraa 2.220: 

alamkarantavanam apyekamahuh parathanam / 
vagisamahitam uktim imam atisayahvayam // 

which means, "they call just one of the kinds of ornaments the summit: 

that utterance which calls upon Atisayokti is praised as Lord of 
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speech." Since Western writers place no such high value upon Hyper

bole (and in fact Quintilian and Geoffrey of Vinsauf warn against 

excess in its use), they must, one suspects, have either a different 

perception of the figure, or a different standard of taste, or per

haps both. 

Western rhetoricians never suggested that Hyperbole was the 

soul of the other figures; but they did recognize that it could be 

mechanically combined with certain others, and these various combina

tions constitute the subdivisions of it. For example Quintilian (In

stitutes 8.6) states that magnifying and minifying may be accomplished 

through simple exaggeration, or by exaggerating a Simile or a compari

son. It can result from signi, "indications," that is, effects exag

gerated so as to magnify the cause; an example is the lightness of the 

girl warrior Camilla, indicated by: "She would fly / Over the very tops 

of the unmown corn, / Nor would she bruise the tender ears as she ran" 

CAeneid 7.808). One could also combine Hyperbole with Metaphor, or 

insert one Hyperbole into another. 

There is no very exact correspondence between the ways the 

Latin and the Sanskrit critics subdivide Hyperbole and Atisayokti. 

Some of the examples reveal a close enough kinship, however, to lend 

support to the argument that they are talking about the same figure 

if indeed "the figures are nothing but their exemplifications" (Gerow 

1971, p. 14), but that logically they analyze the figure differently. 

For example, in the Rhetoviaa ad Herennium 4.33.44 simple exaggeration 

(sepavatim hyperbolem) is illustrated by an example which corresponds 
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closely to Dandin's Adhikya, "superabundance" of the qualities of the 

subject (KcZvySdarsa 2.219). The former has: "But if we retain concord 

in the state, we shall measure the empire's vastness by the rising and 

setting of the sun." The latter has: "0 King, the totality of the 

three worlds is broad; here is the glory, the blessing which is yours --

a measure impossible to measure." The greatness of the state and the 

king are thus asserted to be of cosmic dimensions in each case. 

A more complex correspondence of subdivisions can be found by 

considering Quintilian's example of Superlatio per similitudinem or 

hyperbolic Simile (taken from Aeneid 1.162): "You would have thought 

that the Cyclades [islands] had been torn loose and set afloat." A 

Sanskrit critic would probably consider this to be an example of 

sambhavyamanartha Atisayokti, in which the object of comparison is 

imaginary. But it differs in form although the content seems the same, 

for the Sanskrit type is stated as an "if . . . then" proposition. 

Dandin and Rudrata take this case as an example of Simile rather than 

Hyperbole; as Gerow observes (1971, p. 101): "The end in all cases is 

comparison, and hyperbole is only a means to that end," and "the end 

does generally serve as the genus." Granting that, the Western defin

ition which includes purpose is more adequate for preserving the 

uniqueness of the figure than that of any Sanskrit critic except 

Ruyyaka. 

It seems possible to this writer that asambhava Atisayokti of 

the Agni Purana 344.26, the "impossible" or "nonexistent" Hyperbole, 

may correspond to sanibhavya/ndndrtha Atisayokti. That is, the two 
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categories of the figure in the Agni Pur&ja may depend on whether the 

object of the implicit Simile is really existent or possible, or 

imaginax-y and impossible. 

Other subdivisions of Hyperbole in the later classical rheto

ricians do not seem to be closely equivalent to those made by the 

Sanskrit critics, although Quintilian's explanation that "would fly" 

is used to mean "would go light 1y" in the description of Camilla cited 

above and is an example of Hyperbole by Metaphor reminds one of Mam-

mata's care to distinguish Luptopamcl or elliptical Simile from Ati-

dayokti. 

The treatment of Atisayokti. and Hyperbole developed in oppo

site directions in West and East. The medieval European writers who 

adapted the system of the figures specifically to poetry contented 

themselves with simple general definitions of Hyperbole, and did not 

attempt to analyze it more finely, although their examples often con

tain more than one type. Geoffrey of Vinsauf's, which uses Hyperbole 

through Simile and Metaphor, is a fair example: "He pierces the enemy 

with spears like a drenching hailstorm; the heaped pile of broken 

spears imitates a forest; waves of blood flow like the sea; the corpses 

oppress the valleys" [Poetria nova lines 1021-1024). On the other 

hand, Sanskrit critics after Bhamaha analyze Atisayokti in various ways 

into at least four types. Moreover, they do not solve the problem of 

the nature of the genus by a simple statement of its end or purpose, 

and therefore do not achieve the same unanimity about it as the Latin 

writers. 
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Gerow1s glossary gives an excellent description of the various 

subdivisions of the figure according to the Sanskrit critics (see 

Table 3). What he calls the most characteristic exaggeration, "that of 

two objects in the presence of one another being made indistinguishable 

by the property which both share" (Gerow 1971, p. 98), seems also to be 

considered the typical case and usually comes first, before the sub-

varieties . 

Udbhata, Mammata, and (not surprisingly) Ruyyaka tend to agree 

on the varieties of Atisayokti with small exceptions. As the left-hand 

column of Table 3 shows, some of the Indian subvarieties of this figure 

would have to be taken in Western rhetoric as hyperbolic examples of 

other figures, because Hyperbole proper is defined according to its 

purpose. Indeed, Dandin's Samsayatisayokti is differentiated from Sam-

saya proper only by its purpose (Gerow 1971, p. 101), not by its form 

or content. From the table it is easy to see why, lacking the speci

fying criterion of intention, Bhamaha and Anandavardhana were led to 

assert that there is Atisayokti. in the other alamkd.rS.s, and Dandin to 

assert that it is the summit of ornaments. 

One of the kinds of Atisayokti, karyakaranapaurvapavyaviparyaya 

in Udbhata and Mammata and karyakaranapaurvaparyavidhvamsa in Ruyyaka, 

not only has no equivalent in Western rhetoric or poetics (as far as 

this writer can determine), but is also very hard to exemplify from 

Western literature. Gerow (1971, p. 100) quotes a couplet from Fulke 

Greville: "Was it for this that I might Myra see / Washing the water 

with her beauties white?" But this example uses a role-reversal -- Myra 



TABLE 5. DISTRIBUTION OF DISCUSSIONS OF ATISAYOKTI 

Type of Atisayokti Bhamaha Dandin Vamana Udbhata Agni Pwpana Mammata Ruyyaka 

common 2.82 2 .2.214-216 4.3.10 • • • . . . • • • . . . 

adkyavasana (Allegory) . . . • . . .  • • • .  .  .  153 22 (type 1, 
bhedabhedxx) 

ananyatva (Paradox) .  .  .  • . . .  2 .12 .  .  .  153 .  .  .  

adhikya (Hyperbole) 
» • • 2, .2.219 . . . , , . . .  . . .  • • • 

karyakararLczpaurva-
paryaviparyaya 
(no equivalent) 2, .13 153 22 (type 5) 

rianS.tvU. (no equiv
alent) .  .  .  • . . .  2, .12 .  .  .  153 22 (type 2, 

abhede bhedo) 

nirnaya (fanciful kind 
of Expeditio) 

samsaya (hyperbolic 
Aporia) 

sambhava (all types of 
Atiiayokti except 
asambhava) 

.  .  .  

2. 

2. 

.2.218 . . . 

.2.216-217 . . . • • • 

344.26 

.  .  .  

[22, type 3, 
sambandhe a-
sambandha, is 
unique and is 
the opposite 
of type 4, 
asambandhe 
sambandha] 

asambhava (= sambhav-
yamanartha) 2.83 . . . 4.5.10 2, .12 344.36 153 22 (type 4) 
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washes the water white with her beauty, rather than her beauty white 

with the water -- and not, strictly speaking, an inversion of the tem

poral sequence of cause and effect. Greville, in other words, is using 

a kind of Metonymy. The Indian figure, on the other hand, has a curi

ous metaphysical dimension. All three examples given for it are very 

similar, showing the love god afflicting the lover even before the be

loved appears on the scene. That is, the effect, love (personified as 

the love god) appears before the cause, the beloved, implying some sort 

of prefiguration or even predestination. It has, as Manunata explains, 

the purpose of showing the power of the cause, karanasya sighrakaritam 

vaktum, in other words, of "magnifying" the cause. But it does not fit 

the pattern of an implied Simile in which the predicate is of a higher 

order (quantitative or qualitative) than the subject. (It is unfortu

nate that all the Sanskrit critics give essentially the same example, 

for one is therefore tempted to suspect that this sub-figure falls 

into the Western category of wot^vot TOJIOL or commonplaces, and has been 

included in Atisayokti simply because either it fits the broad defini

tion thereof, or the authors did not know quite where else to put it). 

Prom the foregoing discussion one can conclude that Atisayokti 

certainly includes what is meant by Hyperbole; but also that it.is a 

broader concept than Hyperbole, and that the Sanskrit critics viewed it 

both as a particular figure and as an aspect of other figures. In the 

latter aspect it is, as has been shown, vakrokti, figurative speech in 

general: language which is able to express imaginary realms. The mean

ing of vakrokti, as Bernheimer (1909, 1910a) argued, narrowed over the 
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course of time from Bhamaha's use of the word to mean poetic diction in 

general to the more limited figure defined by the later Sanskrit crit

ics. Anandavardhana still uses it in the more general sense in 

Dhvanyaloka 3.36 et seq., but Vamana had already narrowed it down to 

mean something close to Metonymy. 

Gerow (1971, p. 262) defines vakrokti (II) as it appears in 

Vamana, as "a figure wherein a word is used in a figurative sense based 

on similitude; metonymy of resemblance" (his vakrokti I is the figure 

in Rudrata's and Mammata's sense, a kind of rejoinder resting on double 

entendre). He concludes (1971, p. 262) that "this one figure, sauf 

evreur, marks the only effort of an Indian alairikclrika to define a poetic 

figure in the referential use of a single word (trope, metonymy" which 

plays such a large role in our own rhetorics." 

The tropes, however, can have a broader scope than a single 

word. As the Rhetorica ad Hevenniion 4.31.42 says, (referring to the 

tropes although it does not call them that): "Nam earum omnium hoc prop-

rium est, ut ab usitate verborum potestate recedatur atque in aliam rat-

ionem cum quadam venustate oratio conferatur," "This is common to all 

of them, that the language departs from the ordinary use of the words 

and is applied in another sense with a certain beauty." Quintilian 

CInstitutes 8.6) is more specific about the scope of the tropes: 

Tropus est verbi vel sermonis a propria significatione in aliam 
cum virtute mutatis. . . . vertique formas non verborum modo, 
sed et sensum et compositionis. Quare mihi videntur erasse, 
qui non alios crediderunt tropos, quam in quibus verbum pro 
verbo poneretur. Neque illud ignoro, in iisdem fere, qui sig-
nificandi gratia adhibentur, esse et oraatum; sed non idem 
accidet contra, eruntque quidam tantuin ad specium accomodati. 
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A trope is the change of a word or phrase from its proper 
meaning to another artistically. . . . and the changes are 
not only of words but also of thoughts and of structure. 
Whence they seem to me to err, who believe that tropes are 
nothing more, than substituting one word for another. Neither 
do I ignore that those same which are used to convey meaning 
are also brought to be ornamental; but the opposite is not the 
case, for there are some suited only for decoration. 

That is, a trope which is used to convey a special meaning may happen 

to be ornamental also; but a trope may, on the contrary, be purely 

ornamental without adding anything to meaning. 

One is reminded of Anandavardhana's distinction between poetry 

in which suggestion (idhvani) is the overriding purpose, and the ex

pression is subordinate to it, and that in which the beauty of the ex

pression is the purpose, and the dhvani is secondary. Dhvani may be 

conveyed through alamkclras, but alarnkavas do not necessarily convey 

dhvani. 

The medieval Latin poeticians, however, gave a new significance 

to the tropes. They divided poetic ornaments into two kinds (which 

they named by various synonyms), "easy" and "difficult." "Difficult" 

ornamentation was the use of the tropes, and "easy" ornamentation was 

the use of the rest of the figures of thought and speech (Faral 1924, 

pp. 89-98). The other ornaments were seen as somewhat external, but 

the tropes were considered to "rejuvenate" the language. Thus the 

Poetvia nova lines 262-263 and 268-269 expresses the matter: "Si vetus 

est verbum, sis physicus et veteranum / Redde novem. ... si conficus 

istud / Antidotuin, verbi facies juvenescere vultim," "If a word be aged, 

be a physician and make the old soldier new. ... if you prepare this 

remedy [the tropes] you will make the world's face young." 
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Summary 

Atisayokti is, then, not only a broader concept than Hyperbole, 

but also seems to share its identity with some of the other tropes of 

Western rhetoric, especially Metonymy and Permutatio. In so far as it 

is identified with vakvokti (in the broadest sense, as well as in any 

of its particular senses) it is extended to mean tropaic language in 

general. It is not simply exaggeration to magnify or to minify, al

though it includes that, but is a kind of imaginative extrapolation 

from or expansion of the mundane, in a broader sense. In the various 

types of it described by individual Sanskrit critics, this extrapola

tion can be seen to correspond to some of the other tropes of Western 

rhetoric besides Hyperbole. Just as the tropes -- the "difficult 

ornaments" -- rejuvenate language, similarly Atisayokti gives the 

other figures beauty due to the poet's genius: tatra atiSayoktiv ayam 

alaxrikSLvam adhitisthati kavipratibh&vasat (Dhvanyaloka 3.36 vrtti). But 

Hyperbole has descended a little further along the way from being a 

"figure of thought" in Coomaraswamy's sense toward being a mere "fig

ure of speech" than has Atisayokti. 



CHAPTER 6 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

The foregoing study has attempted to prove two closely related 

arguments as contributors to a single thesis. The first argument is 

that not only the critics, but even the defenders, of Sanskrit poetics 

have underestimated it by asserting or conceding that it is culturally 

parochial and peculiarly Indian, and that its evident resemblance to 

Western rhetoric is either adventitious or discreditable; whereas in 

fact it is similar in many respects, not to rhetoric in the limited 

sense of oratorical technique, but rather to the medieval European orna

mental theories of poetry which developed from classical grammar and 

rhetoric. The second argument is a corollary to the first: that the re

semblance of Sanskrit poetics to medieval European poetics is neither 

merely accidental, nor attributable entirely to structural similarities 

between Sanskrit, Greek, and Latin, for the coincidences are too numer

ous to be explained away on such grounds. The thesis is that the orna

mental poetics of the East and the West, and especially the place of 

honor which the figures of speech enjoy in such poetics, are the prod

ucts of analogous stages in the history of consciousness of each culture. 

The Concern with Figuration 

Historians of Indian literature have been almost uniformly 

uncomfortable with the emphasis which Sanskrit poetics places on the 
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alamkaras or ornaments of diction as the characteristic specialty of 

poetic speech. S. K. De's Sanskrit Poetics as a Study of Aesthetic 

both summarizes and epitomizes this hostile attitude toward alamkava-

kastra. Since its appearance in 1963, however, other critics have at

tempted to rectify the one-sided view of the subject which it repre

sents. The Introduction to Edwin Gerow's A Glossary of Indian Figures 

of Speech offers a deliberate answer to De's charges, and is the most 

trenchant recent defense of Sanskrit poetics. After discussing the in

terpretation by De and others of poetics as aesthetic psychology, Gerow 

(1971, p. 13) concludes that "by its creative persistence, this concern 

with figuration cannot be dismissed as a primitive survival. Rather it 

is indicative of a radically different view as to the kind of discip

line poetics is." 

The basis of this radically different view is the first problem 

which a study of Sanskrit poetics must attempt to solve, and with this 

problem Gerow begins his Introduction. He concludes that in the Indian 

view the distinctiveness of poetic diction lies in its being a deliber

ate "misapplication" of the forms of grammar and logic. "Poetic ex

pression which is 'true,' nevertheless deviates from the norms and 

standards of literal expression, which is the most usual (or most ob

vious) apparatus for defining what is true; poetic expression is false, 

yet it does not serve the ends of falsehood" (Gerow 1971, p. 18). 

Elsewhere Gerow (1971, p. 12) notes that "oddly enough, the im

portant place that the figures have occupied in most Western poetics is 
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overlooked by the historians of Indian poetics." But lie does not in

vestigate this coincidence of emphasis between Sanskrit and Western 

poetics. Moreover, he contrasts Western and Eastern concepts of the 

figures, deciding that the former are morphemic, that is, based on 

patterns of word usage, whereas the latter are logical. Therefore, he 

concludes, one cannot identify Sanskrit poetics with Western rhetoric 

as De does (Gerow 1971, p. 20). 

Gerow makes a commendable and largely successful effort to 

identify and discredit old stereotypes about the figures of speech in 

Sanskrit poetics, and makes some interesting comparative observations. 

He even identifies a few alatrikavas with specific Western figures, and 

manages to find an example from English literature for every alconkara. 

Yet they always remain, for him, Indian figures of speech; and he never 

answers the question he raises, of why they were so important that they 

gave their name to the discipline of poetics: alamkaras&stva, the 

science of figures of speech. And his assumption of an underlying 

conceptual difference in Western and Eastern approaches to the figures 

seems to have led him to ignore the most interesting question of all: 

whether this persistent concern with figuration in both traditions may 

not indeed be a primitive survival, not in the pejorative sense of 

being crude or naive, but rather in the sense of representing an orig

inal agreement about the nature of poetry and poetic diction. An af

firmative answer to this question could free Sanskrit poetics from a 

charge which Gerow does not quite succeed in refuting: that even if 

alarnkarasastra can be demonstrated to be valid in its own terms, it is 
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nevertheless culturally parochial and peculiarly Indian. Moreover, it 

would give a positive insight into that "radically different view" of 

poetics that the emphasis on figuration implies. 

If the first chapter of this work stresses the deficiencies of 

earlier works on Sanskrit poetics, this is not so much from any simple 

desire to refute thein in one or another particular, as it is an attempt 

to demonstrate that even the best of them have spent a great deal of 

argument on false issues and overlooked the fundamental questions. 

The Origin and Nature of Figures of Speech 

Curiously enough, neither the detractors nor the defenders of 

Sanskrit poetics pay much (if any) attention to a work by the erudite 

and contentious art historian Ananda Coomaraswamy: his Figures of Speech 

or Figures of Thought. Yet in his first chapter he anticipates a great 

deal of later scholarship. He argues that primitive (in the sense of 

original) figures of speech were not mere word-play (as De supposed) nor 

systematic misapplication of the norms of expression, but were rather 

expressions of genuine homological relationships between different or

ders of being. Coomaraswamy is referring specifically to the figurative 

language of the Vedas, of the Bible, and of the earliest poets such as 

Homer; to language which is symbolic as well as artistic. In time the 

forms or structures of such symbolic statements were copied in the im

ages of later poetry, and sometimes did become mere word play. But so 

great was the power of these original "figures of thought" that the 

later "figures of speech" came to be regarded as the differentiating 
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characteristic of poetic diction, even in the secular compositions of 

individual poets. 

Throughout the voluminous corpus of his work, Coomaraswamy took 

a broadly comparative approach to his subjects. The tenor of much of 

his scholarship was that traditional India in all its aspects was not a 

cultural anomaly, but was indeed the vehicle of what he called the 

normal or Traditional view of art and life -- and that this view was 

shared by the medieval West. If one grants this assumption, and accepts 

Coomaraswamyrs theory about the original nature of the so-called figures 

of speech, then one would expect to find that the figures occupy an 

important place in both Indian and western poetics. 

The present study does not attempt anything so ambitious as the 

reconstruction of a traditional theory of literature from extant works 

of medieval criticism in Latin and Sanskrit -- although in the author's 

opinion what it does do would be a necessary preliminary to any such 

attempt. Rather, it makes a more limited comparison of the treatment 

of figures of speech in alamkarasclstra texts on the one hand and in 

medieval Latin treatises about poetics on the other. It traces the 

development and expansion of the respective inventories of alamkZlr<2s 

and exovnationes in outline; and it tries to determine whether, and to 

what extent, one can say that they are dealing with "the same" figures. 

Chapter 2 presents early efforts to analyze figures of speech in some 

detail, in order to show that figurative language was first perceived 

as the expression of various kinds of likeness. Similarity and compar

ison remain important elements of many figures of speech which were 
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differentiated by later writers; they even contribute to such apparent

ly purely verbal figures as Zeugma or Dvpaka, Rithinus, and Yamaha. 

It is not surprising that Coomaraswamy1s theory about figur

ative language has been neglected -- if not actually resisted -- by 

others who have discussed Sanskrit literature and Sanskrit poetics. 

For his organizing concept of a universal and original Tradition views 

all change as a kind of decay, a falling away from truth and knowledge 

into falsehood and ignorance. It demands that any discussion of the 

subject make moral as well as intellectual judgements. 

Yet anyone who undertakes a comparative study is — whether he 

admits it or not -- taking a stand on some Archimidean point outside 

both areas which he is comparing. He is, in other words, assuming some 

larger context within which the things compared can both be accomodated. 

Superficially Gerow (for example) seems to take a neutral standpoint in 

some undefined present concensus, from which he sums up previous schol

arly controversy and to which he adds modifications. But at bottom, his 

decision that the underlying notion of alarnkara is a systematic misap

plication of the norms of literal expression rests on what Owen Barfield 

calls "naive realism." Now besides the fact that naive realism is an 

error into which the Indians have been less prone to fall than any other 

people, the understanding of alamkara to which it leads enhances the ap

parent cultural specificity of alamkclrashsbra and makes comparison more 

difficult by directing one's attention to mechanical differences between 

Indian and Western figures. 
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Poetic Diction and the Evolution of Consciousness 

As a preliminary to the comparison of Sanskrit and Western fig

ures of speech with regard to their origin and nature, this study tries 

to establish a context of comparison which is both germane to the prob

lem of why older poetics attaches such importance to figuration, and 

which does not arouse animus before the discussion even begins. The 

concept of the evolution of consciousness which Owen Barfield uses as 

the background to his study of poetic diction provides just such a con

text of comparison. It allows one to investigate the nature of "a rad

ically different view as to the kind of discipline poetics is" without 

falling at once into an argument about whether the difference represents 

a change for the better or the worse. Barfield arrived at his theory 

about the nature of poetic diction through an analysis of the origins of 

figurative language. As the passages quoted in Chapter 1 show, his con

clusions are not radically different from Coomaraswamy1s (although they 

are stated in different terms). 

The common ground of agreement is this: that in the earliest 

poetry (such as the Vedas or the Homeric epics) figurative language was 

a symbolic way of speaking which, far from being merely a deviation from 

the literal norm, was an expression of the true homologies that consti

tute the harmony of the cosmos. It is doubtful that early poets had a 

literal norm at all, in the sense of a conception of purely material 

reality. They did not invent the relationships which they expressed by 

figurative language, but rather, perceived them as inherent in reality. 

A number of seminal thinkers of the twentieth century have made 



202 

essentially the same point: that certain ideas and intuitions are not 

created out of individual experience and reflection alone, but seem to 

be universal experiences. Carl Jung (1938, p. 4) put the matter in 

psychological terms: 

The fact is that certain ideas exist almost everywhere and 
at all times and they can even spontaneously create themselves 
quite apart from migration and tradition. They are not made 
by the individual, but they rather happen -- they even force 
themselves upon the individual's consciousness. This is not 
platonic philosophy but empirical psychology. 

Jung is referring to the archetypes of the collective unconscious. 

These archetypes, or to be more precise, their symbolic representations 

in art and literature, correspond to what Coomaraswamy calls "figures 

of thought," although unlike the latter Jung disclaims metaphysical 

speculations. 

These various approaches to the subject of figuration all share 

the idea that what is now called poetic diction was originally a sym

bolic mode of speech uniting levels of reality. It is not accurate to 

say that poetic expression is false (as Gerow does), for originally it 

did not spring from a materialistic world-view that allowed only one 

level of truth. This is not to say that early poets were out of touch 

with what would today be called common-sense actuality; they recognized 

its existence and allowed some poetic license regarding it. Bhamaha's 

example (see p. 103 above) of allowing the poet to say that the ocean is 

blue, although water is colorless, serves as a specimen. Yet this seems 

a strange argument to a modern person, for the ocean (as distinct from 

the water) does indeed look blue; Bhamaha seems to be raising an irrel

evant quibble. But a moment's reflection will force one to admit that 
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the water is the actuality; the ocean is already an abstraction from it 

and hence a mental construct, an entity of a different order from the 

water that is its substratum. It is what Barfield would call a col

lective representation. Although this may seem a trivial example, it 

serves as an illustration of the sort of misunderstandings that one can 

fall into by assuming too .hastily that one shares a common understand

ing about what constitutes a literal description of the world with 

older writers. 

In time, through the process which from a psychological point 

of view Jung called the withdrawal of projections, and which from a 

literary/historical point of view C. S. Lewis called internalization, 

the relationships expressed by figures of thought were removed from the 

outer universe into the poet's mind. Homologies became analogies, and 

figures of thought became figures of speech. Thereby the poet acquired 

the power to make up new relationships between things, linkages which 

were analogous to the original homologies. 

But Sanskrit poetics and its contemporary equivalent in the 

Latin West did not carry the process of transferring the poetic imagi

nation into the poet's head all the way. The formal figures of San

skrit and Greco-Latin poetics still retained something of the objective 

reality and power of the old symbols from which they were descended --

and in fact, the quotations with which Indian and medieval European 

writers illustrate their alamkaras and exovnation.es are often drawn 

from, or at least based upon, traditional sources: myths, legends, the 

Bible, the Hindu scriptures; and so they are both symbols and schemata. 
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Although it has not been possible to include more than a very 

few exemplifications of figures from medieval works on poetics, the 

importance of these illustrations cannot be overstressed. Taken as a 

whole, their contents represent those models of the universe -- those 

"discarded images," to use C. S. Lewis' phrase -- which one must rec

ognize if one is to understand the systems of the figures. The world-

models of Christianity and Hinduism provide the contents of the figures 

in the West and the Oast, not merely because there was no other content 

available to the poeticians, but because the figures themselves are 

products of those models. The early rhetoricians and poeticians did 

not make up the figures first as abstract structures permissible by the 

rules of their languages, and then look around for scraps of poetry to 

illustrate them, but "discovered" them in the poetry they knew. No 

rhetorician, to suppose a concrete scenario, ever looked at a ladder 

and decided that a ladder-like arrangement of clauses might be inter

esting, then proceeded to invent Gradatio, nor did some Indian grammar

ian, taking a garland as an offering, realize in a flash that he could 

string together a garland of phrases. Rather, systems of linked hier

archic correspondances are built into the structure of Indo-European 

mythology and appear in the earliest poetry. Although the series 

water-lotus-bee-sound-heart in Mammata's example cited on page 147 

above might appear to be just a pretty conceit on a superficial reading, 

to one with any knowledge of Indian mythology the water-lotus linkage 

alone evokes a set of symbolic correspondences. The appropriateness of 

Geoffrey of Vinsauf's example quoted on page 150 is too obvious to need 
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comment. The kind of hierarchies or linked chains expressed by the 

figures of Gradatio, Ekavali, and Sara were inherited from the cultural 

traditions, and even in these medieval technical treatises the writers 

often choose to quote traditional examples rather than fanciful and 

imaginary ones. The "Ladder" of Gradatio is itself a symbol, as well 

as a tool, for a way of getting from one level to another; and the In

dian "garland" has a symbolic as well as a decorative function. Al

though it is possible to substitute personal contents for the tradition

al ones within the formal framework of any given figure once that figure 

has been defined in general and abstract terms, nevertheless that def

inition original1y applied to statements that comprised a meaningfully 

ordered mode of expression, that united form and content in a correct 

statement about the nature of things. 

Homology, Likeness, and Comparison 

In the light of the foregoing discussion, it is not surprising 

that the first figures that were discussed in the earliest texts of 

both traditions were those of similarity and comparison. For the rec

ognition that, as Yaska puts it, "that is like not-that" (see p. 47 

above and the discussion of Aristotle beginning on p. 66) represents 

the first step toward a differentiation of consciousness, a splitting 

up of Barfield's old, peculiar, undivided meanings. Chapter 2 reviews 

these earliest efforts to analyze figurative language in some detail, 

in order to show (1) that such language was initially identified in 

statements about certain kinds of likeness, and (2) that although they 

later came to denote formal figures, words describing the expression of 



206 

likeness or comparison originally signified the principle thereof 

rather than any particular technique of statement -- the figure of 

thought rather than the figure of speech. In these early analyses one 

can see the inchoative stage of internalization, in which original ho-

mological relationships are just beginning to be reduced to comparisons 

and likenesses. No longer to accept the poetic statements in the old 

way, the writers are trying to explain, in terms acceptable to the awak

ening intellect, why one can make them. Thus Yaska explains that the 

dawn can be called the sister of the sun, because they are companions 

(like a brother and sister, p. 51 above); and Aristotle explains that 

the sun can be described as "sowing" its fire because it scatters it as 

one does seed (see p. 71 above). 

This fundamental recognition of similarity-in-difference and of 

difference-with-similarity is the basis of many of the other ornaments 

of diction which were recognized later. "Interpenetrations of qualities 

and contents are typical of 'symbols'" (Jung 1938, p. 89); and many fig

ures amount to definitions of the ways in which such interpenetration 

occurs. It was stated above (pp. 197-198) that similarity and likeness 

are the basis of figures which seem superficially to be dependent mere

ly on the polish of the language, pure figures of speech, such as Yama-

ka. It is not too great a step from the perception of the supposed 

first figures, or at least types of figurative language, upama and rup-

aka, to the next two formal figures which appear in an extant text, 

Dipaka and Yamaka. For what is a Dipaka, but a sort of elliptical Kav-

mopaka which takes a certain fixed form, comparing the activities of 
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two subjects by making them share one and the same verb. Yamaha brings 

about a very complex kind of interpenetration of qualities and contents 

by, for example, selecting collocations of words 90 that different 

morphemic sequences yield the same phonetic pattern while (often simul

taneously) certain combinations of the semantic ranges of the words can 

be selected to yield different meanings than other combinations for the 

same words (as in the example cited on p. 126 above). Even the simplest 

forms of Yamaka and RitTunus, those which depend on rhyming grammatical 

affixes (see p. 125 above) are not necessarily as simple-minded as some 

critics think. Grammatical affixes express such qualities as causality 

(ablative), instrumentality (instrumental), and so on; and rhyming fig

ures link contents by emphasizing common qualities. Indeed, behind the 

charge that such figures are utterly unimaginative tricks, there lies, 

one suspects, a certain resentment against the amount of power and au

tonomy which they concede to language itself. 

It is, then, clear from what little one can trace of the history 

of the earliest ala/rikaras and schemata that poeticians did not invent 

them, but rather discovered them in poetry. The conscious recognition 

of these earliest figures -- of likeness and comparison -- illustrates a 

step in the process of internalization: the dividing up of the meanings 

of words (in the way described in Chapter 1) so that they came to have 

primary or "literal" referents and secondary or "figurative" referents. 

These powers of words were, however, seen as inherent in language, not 

as products of the individual creative imagination. 
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The Limits of Creativity 

"Before people learned to produce thoughts, the thought came to 

them. They did not think, but perceived their mental function" (Jung 

1938, p. 57). The recognition that there exist certain kinds of pat

terned speech, the ornaments of diction, was such a perception. Con

sequently many of the figures have names indicating how they were once 

seen as independent capacities of language (as the study of these names 

in Chapter 4 argues). A would-be poet was not expected to "create" his 

poem by thinking up something that had never occurred to anyone else 

before, but rather to "invent" it in the medieval sense according to 

well-defined techniques and authoritative models. When in the first 

chapter of his Parisiana poetria John of Garland explains that "to in

vent is to come into knowledge of an unknown thing through the agency of 

one's own reason" (Lawlor 1974, p. 9), he is talking about a European 

equivalent to the Indian pramar^a of inference rather than about creative 

thinking in the modern sense. This is apparent from the rest of his 

instructions, for he goes on to divide invention into where, what, what 

kind, how, and why, with numerous concrete examples to follow. The 

medieval poet is, one might say, part way between the case which Jung 

describes and that of the modern "creative writer." He is still not 

expected to produce his own thoughts, but only a new re-working of pre

existing material. 

The traditional story of how Valmiki, the First Poet, composed 

the first sloka, represents a poet in a condition closer to that which 

Jung describes. The sloka was inspired by an intuitive linking of two 
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kinds of symbolically related sorrow; Valmlki did not have to "invent" 

his material in the medieval sense of consciously rearranging elements 

of a literary inheritance, for he found it in his own experience. But 

he was not a self-conscious writer; the very form of the verse emerged 

spontaneously, and was recognized with wonder by its creator. To Val-

mTki one may contrast Dandin, who provides an example of how the poet-

craftsman should work by taking the stock comparison of the moon to a 

girl's face (or vice versa) and expressing it by each of the alainkaras 

in turn. Dandin demonstrates that there is a great variety of ways in 

which one can say any given thing; but what the Indian or European poet 

of that age could say was, in the view of the poeticians, given (and 

the lists of virtues and vices, of gunas and dosas, helped to make the 

limits explicit). 

Consequently to view the emphasis on the poem as a finished 

work -- with apparent neglect of the creative function of the poet --

as a deficiency of Sanskrit poetics and of the "rhetorical" poetics of 

the Middle Ages, is to engage in irrelevant anachronism. The texts are 

accurate descriptions of the composition of poetry as it was at that 

time, when in fact poets externalized or projected their mental contents 

and processes, and did not perceive the outer universe as having a lit

eral or prosaic level in the sense of an exclusively material one; but 

when nevertheless internalization had proceeded far enough so that 

language itself had come to be the screen onto which some mental con

tents were projected, and not reality. There is no reason to suppose 

that the authors of texts on poetics were not good Christians or Hindus, 
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but logical positivists; on the other hand, their respective traditions 

of speculative granunar had made them aware of the complexity of the re

lationships between thought, language, and reality. If the poetics of 

ornamentation seems to neglect individual creativity in the modern 

sense, it is not because of ignorance or naivety, but because that 

poetics is the product of an age when creation was still the prerogative 

of divinity. The poet's power lay in his pratibha, his ability to un

derstand and visualize the elements and harmonies of the Creation, and 

to express them in appropriate and artistic language. 

It was stated above (p. 113) that there is a difference of a 

higher order between the way the Indian and the Western poeticians 

order their systems of figures. Indian figures are logical, Western 

ones are (to use Gerow's term) morpho-logical. This difference is re

flected in the very names which the two traditions give to the poet. 

The Sanskrit kavi means "one gifted with insight," whereas the Western 

poet is a "maker," a craftsman with language. Western works on poetics 

of the period under discussion follow a fixed order for the figures, 

classifying them according to external characteristics: a way of pre

senting them which is appropriate to the conception of a craftsman 

selecting and arranging the components of his work according to their 

function in the finished product. The Indians do not have any such 

unanimous agreement about the ordering of the figures; but their var

ious systems of classification have a kind of internal logic. One 

figure is listed after another because there is some evolutionary or 

dialectical relationship between them: perhaps the second is a special 
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adaptation of an aspect of the first, or a generalization from it; or 

perhaps one is the opposite of the other. Collectively an Indian list 

of figures amounts to a system for seeing things as well as for saying 

them. The Western figures are this too, of course; but their long 

servitude to the Admetus of judicial oratory has given them the look of 

mere mechanisms of expression, mechanically defined -- unimaginative 

and "merely" rhetorical. The detailed comparisons of specific Indian 

and Western figures which this study has made, have been intended to 

show (among other things) that this contrast is rather external and 

that the rhetorical application of the Western inventory of figures is 

an historical use of them which does not prove that they are different 

in essence from the Indian alamkZLrZls. In works on poetics, they are 

are the same: forms of language which at one time revealed the possibil

ities of poetic expression, but which now seem to impose its limits. 

Poetry and Knowledge 

The most important conclusion that emerges from the foregoing 

discussion is not simply that there was at one time a close resemblance 

between Sanskrit and Western poetics in the importance which they at

tached to the figures of speech as the specialty of poetic diction, and 

even in the figures themselves; but rather that neither alaink&vasclstra 

nor the medieval European artes poetriae can be understood apart from 

the theories of knowledge which they presuppose. C. S. Lewis wrote The 

Discarded Image as an introduction to medieval and renaissance litera

ture, because these were so often and so profoundly misunderstood by 

those who plunged into them with no understanding of the medieval world 
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image. No one has, to the best of the author's knowledge, performed an 

equivalent service for Sanskrit literature, perhaps because a reading 

knowledge of Sanskrit is still more usually accompanied by familiarity 

with traditional Hindu cosmology than fluency in English is by the 

Christian one. In spite of this advantage of Sanskritists discussions 

of alamkS.vasastva have often been conducted, as this study has tried to 

show, in a cultural semi-vacuum. Aristotle thought that the pleasure 

of poetry was in knowledge, and the Sanskrit critics consciously related 

poetry to philosophy (see, for example, p. 89 above). Early works on 

poetics make it perfectly clear that poetry conveys a kind of knowledge; 

but in spite of this too many modern critics do not take the expressed 

relationship between poetics, etymology, grammar, and philosophy seri

ously. Not only does poetry not serve the ends of falsehood in any 

rudimentary sense, but it is not even false if it is read on its proper 

level. 

The kinds of statements which poetry makes are true not only in 

the sense of being artistically valid, that is, aesthetically satisfy

ing, but also in that they express principial relationships within the 

world model which is the basis of the poetry. When the Vajasaneyi Sam-

h'ita says (p. 50 above) that the soul of one with consumption perishes 

beforehand like a captured bird, it is not merely making an image of 

charming and delicate pathos which one can appreciate in a sentimental 

way from ordinary worldly experience, but is evoking the primordial 

image of the bird-soul trapped in the cage of the ribs. On a more 

overtly secular level, praises of kings (of which an example is cited 
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on p. 123 above), although they may be self-serving flattery of the 

patron in any given instance, nevertheless are meaningless even as 

flattery without reference to the ideal of kingship as the secular re

presentative and type of divine sovereignty. 

In the era which gave rise to ornamental theories of poetics, 

the knowledge necessary to interpret poetic images came not only from 

experience and reason, but also from authority and revelation. Many, 

if not most, of the illustrations cited in Chapter 4 would be incompre

hensible to one who knew nothing of Hinduism and Christianity. Reve

lation arid authority, however, convey kinds of knowledge which are not 

accessible to observation and inference at all, and establish connec

tions between phenomena which are unrelated by scientific laws or even 

common-sense experiences. Some famous figures, such as the body-

chariot image (cited on p. 78 above) may seem to be obvious and logical 

allegories; but this appearance is a deceptive result of cultural fa

miliarity, and of still-persisting participation in the tradition. 

Moreover, it depends on certain assumptions about the relationships 

among the mind, senses, body, and so on, which are derived from meta

physics. The ability to say that such images are literally false yet 

serve the ends of truth is itself the product of a certain stage of 

psychological evolution. The body-chariot image is not an unfair exam

ple of the kind of reality that poetry talked about in the view of 

traditional poetics. The "ornaments" of that poetics were necessary to 

make a work "adequate" because without them the poet could not, proper

ly speaking, write poetry at all -- could not, that is, talk about 
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those things which were the proper subject of poetry. For poetry is 

about matters which cannot be communicated except in figurative lan

guage; and it is these matters, not the figures, which are the distinc

tive feature of poetry. 

Poetry does not differ from prose (non-poetry) in outer form, 

but rather in content. This is especially apparent in Sanskrit works, 

for technical treatises may be composed in verse as an aid to memory; 

but Western rhetoricians also recognize that certain images are too 

poetic for oratory. Poetry is about a different class of subjects. 

Once one recognizes this principle, certain problems in Sanskrit poet

ics become clearer. One can understand, for example, why Sanskrit 

critics were initially reluctant to include svabhavokti among the alcori-

karas. If the term be translated simply as "natural description" the 

reluctance appears to be due to a taste for the elaborated instead of 

the simple; but if it be translated "description [of a subject] in 

terms of itself," then the reluctance can be understood as due to the 

prose quality of such a description -- to its failure to perform the 

transcendent function of poetry, to link levels or aspects of reality. 

Poetry may not be false in the sense of wilfully violating the pramanas 

or means of correct knowledge; it may not, for example, make outright 

logical errors. But although an alarpkara makes assertions or judgements 

which could be made in any intelligent discourse, it must extend these 

beyond practical everyday communication. Ornate poetics explains how 

this is done. 

When a poet says: "Your face is the moon," the educated audience 
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knows that this statement is neither false (if it is addressed to a 

human girl) nor nonsensical, because they can identify it, with the as

sistance of poetics, as a Rupaka or a metaphor. On one level of rea

soning the figure might be defined as the superimposition of one form 

on another on the basis of certain common properties (roundness, radi

ance, etc.); but on another level -- that proper to poetry -- there is 

a genuine homology between the moon and the face of the beloved. The 

poetics of ornamentation, then, provides a key to understanding the po

etry it describes in a deeper way than what is usually meant these days 

by appreciation. For a correct understanding of what the ornaments are 

doing lets one duplicate the original poetic intuition of an interpene-

tration between levels of reality. It lets one understand how the poet 

has rejuvenated the language, and not just feel that he has done so. 

Far from leading to or being the product of an empty and inflated rhet

oric, ornamental theories of poetics provide a constant reminder of the 

truth behind the forms. This kind of poetics does not say what that 

truth is -- it assumes that one must study poetics in conjunction with 

philosophy, grammar, and so on -- but only how poetry tells the truth. 

Truth and Exaggeration 

If the poetics of ornamentation describes how that special re

lationship between language, thought, and reality which is poetry sub

sists, if it is (in other words) a theory of knowledge of a special 

kind, then the value which the medieval treatises place on the tropes 

or on vakrokti, and in India on that special kind of vakrokti which 

Atisayokti is, becomes easier to understand. 
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Svabhavokti, to which the Sanskrit critics at first denied the 

status of an alamkara, is the simplest kind of statement that one can 

make, for in it one describes a subject in terms of its "own-nature," 

without comparing, contrasting, or in any way relating it to anything 

else. It corresponds to the Western figure Descriptio or vivid descrip

tion, which Quintilian gives as the first form of Ornatus in Institutes 

8.3.61 et seq. Vakrokti, or undeniably poetic diction, is contrasted to 

it not (as is commonly explained) by being "bent" in the sense of devi

ating from a literal norm, but of being bent from the subject of compar

ison toward its object. In vakrokti the subject is described, not in 

terms of its "own-nature," but in terms of something else. This concept 

is analogous to that of the tropes in Western poetics. One might say 

that vakrokti involves a kind of superimposition, of which the classic 

example in Indian philosophy is mistaking a rope for a serpent. But in 

vakrokti the superimposition is intentional, not mistaken. Perhaps in 

late artificial poetry poets utilize accidental similarities, such as 

the rope's and the serpent's being both long, thin, and tubular; but 

ideally there should be some essential likeness. 

Atisayokti would not be as highly regarded by the Sanskrit crit

ics as Chapter 5 showed it to be, if it were merely exaggeration, nor 

would it be linked to vakrokti as an element of the best figurative 

language. Atisayokti is praiseworthy because it is a step beyond sva

bhavokti and vakrokti, a heightening of the latter. It can be included 

in all forms of vakrokti, as the trope Hyperbole can be included in the 

other tropes. Tropes and vakrokti somehow relate one thing to another; 
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but the things related have a real existence within the models of the 

cultures in question (even though the poet may be comparing a natural 

thing to what would today be called a supernatural one). Hyperbole and 

Atisayoktr, however, can add a genuinely imaginary element to the re

lationship . 

The imaginary element is most strongly evident in that form of 

Atisayokti called sambJiavyainftncZrtlia, or "having an imaginary meaning." 

One of the best examples is Bhamaha's, which Gerow (1971, p. 101) trans

lates thus: "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." One imagines, in other words, that 

the river (being long and rippling) is a snake, and that the snake has 

shed its skin] one then supposes, that garments of the bathing women, 

transparent because they are wet, are pieces of that skin. This kind 

of Atisayokti does not violate truth; it signals its nature by taking 

the form of an "if . . . then" proposition. But it goes beyond such 

simple forms of vakrokti as Rupaka (according to which one might say 

that the river is a snake), and says that if river = snake, then 

snake's skin = women's clothes. But the poet must imagine the first 

condition, before he can state the second. 

Compared to such an example, Hyperbole seems superficially to 

be no more than simple exaggeration. But a little reflection will show 

that exaggeration is often not so simple. Geoffrey of Vinsauf's illus

tration (p. 189 above) uses a series of proportional metaphors: spears 

are to the warrior as hailstones are to the storm, so that spears are 
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hailstones of the warrior. Hyperbole is not a lie, for a lie is a 

falsehood disguised as the truth. No one would ever mistake this exam

ple of Hyperbole for the truth. Like Atisayokti, Hyperbole stands in a 

special relationship to the truth, somewhere beyond it; in order to ap

preciate the figure, one must know what the truth is, and where the fig

ure stands in relationship to it. 

Why the Sanskrit critics valued Atisayokti so much more than the 

Western ones did Hyperbole is a question too complex to be answered in 

the compass of this study. Perhaps the Vedanta interpretation of phen

omenal existence as maya or magical effect gave a different significance 

to the magic of the poet's subcreation than did the Christian interpret

ation of it as a real creation. As was noted in Chapter 5, it is not 

the same thing to go beyond the truth as to transcend the mundane. 

Whatever the explanation for the different value placed upon 

Hyperbole and Atisayokti in their respective traditions, they both have 

this value for a modex-n student of poetic diction: they illustrate most 

clearly how a theory of poetic diction necessarily assumes both an 

ontology and an epistemology; and how no figure of speech, still less 

theory of figures, can be understood without its tradition. 

The Consensus of Tradition 

Do the similarities between alarnkZlra&cistva and medieval Western 

rhetoric and poetics presented in this study permit one to assert that 

there is a universal traditional theory of literature? 

In one sense, no. Certainly the author has not traced the two 

national varieties of poetics back to a single source, nor discovered 
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any transparent and unmistakable influence of one over the other. More

over, although this study has had to bypass them, there are numerous 

presentations of the differences between Indian and Western poetry as 

arising out of the difference between Eastern and Western thought (for 

example, Nathan 1976, to give only a recent one). Any attempt to estab

lish a "traditional theory" in terms of goals and techniques, such as 

Livingston made, would have to take these differences into account. 

Moreover, as has been shown, Sanskrit poetics cannot be proven to be of 

any great antiquity; whereas the visible roots of the medieval European 

arts of poetry go back to the Greeks. More significantly, poetics was 

not traditional in the sense of being fixed and unchanging, nor in 

being overtly subordinate to homiletic purposes. Livingston's assertion 

(1962, p. 126) that "literary criticism, like all legitimate pursuits 

in the Traditional way of life, is here dedicated primarily to making 

essential truth manifest" is only indirectly true in the sense argued 

by this chapter: that it is inseparable from the theory of knowledge 

which accompanies the world model of its culture. Narrowly construed, 

Livingston's Traditional criticism would produce only works similar to 

St. Augustine's De dootrina Christiana, and would exclude the kind of 

works that the medieval arts of poetry and the Indian alamk3ras8stra 

texts are. 

But there are two senses in which medieval poetics, East and 
» 

West, can be called traditional. The first sense is psychological: they 

are traditional in that they are not fully internalized. They were 

written by and for people who had not yet withdrawn the world into their 



220 

own minds, with consequent inflation of the "creative imagination." 

The second sense is cultural: alamkZrasdstra and medieval rhetoric and 

poetics are derived from the great traditions of Europe and India, tak

ing "great tradition" in the sense of high culture as opposed to folk 

culture. They cannot be understood if they are detached from their 

roots. Their innovations are more properly described as renovations, 

for in revaluing what they have received from the past they do not use 

it merely to subsume it or to rebel against it. 

This comparative study of two traditional theories of poetics 

has not been primarily an apology for either one or both of them, nor 

has its purpose been to help the reader learn to like ornate poetry 

by learning to appreciate the poetics of ornamentation in any purely 

aesthetic sense. Instead, this has been an effort to compare alam-

kavasastva with medieval Western rhetoric and poetics in a context that 

would help the reader to rise above taste or distaste to genuine under

standing. In accomplishing this primary purpose, it has hopefully also 

answered the charges levelled against the poetics of ornamentation by 

earlier critics. Perhaps for at least some readers it has done a little 

more: that is, shown the relativity of any critical theory which starts 

by absolutizing some historical phase of the phenomenal self. It is 

not denying a common humanity to admit that the mind of one age is not 

that of another. Medieval cosmology is a discarded image, left behind 

in the evolution of consciousness. On a smaller scale, the poetics of 

ornamentation is the discarded enterprise of earlier generations. Sim

ple minded modernism would say that both were abandoned because they 
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are wrong. But it is more accurate to say that they were discarded 

because they no longer fit reality as people had oome to experience it. 

No one feels any need to engage in polemics against the Ptolemaic sys

tem or the Puranic cosmology at this late date. The contemporary per

son is comfortable enough with the heliocentric system to relax and 

admire the intellectual finesse with which the geocentric one saved the 

appearances of celestial motion. But evidently not everyone is com

fortable enough with modern theories about literary activity to abandon 

polemics against older ones and admire the skill with which they ac

counted for literary creation. Yet no one can begin to evaluate alain-

kclrasdstra and the medieval avs poetiea objectively, who is not 

prepared to recognize that they are neither more peculiar nor less true 

than the consciousness that they reflect and express. 
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