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1. INTRODUCTION

The present article attempts to contribute to the analysis of how the
Sankrit grammar tradition interacted with the development of ancient In-
dian Poetics. The topic has been explored in the enlightening research con-
ducted by Marie-Claude Porcher, such as in “Métaphore et comparaison
dans quelques composés sanskrits”, JA 270, 1982, p. 153–171. The Vākya-
padīya (hereafter, VP) does indeed contain several passages that might
have influenced the Sanskrit theoreticians, e.g. in their way of envision-
ing the figurative meaning of words and more generally the metaphorical
power of language. Scholars have mainly chosen to focus on the sections
VP 2.250–317 and VP 3.3.39–51 (see also recently Tzohar 2011: 45), but
we are persuaded that another important section is VP 3.14.360 onwards

*All translations are by the authors, unless explicitly stated otherwise. This paper is
the result of joint research discussed and shared by the authors: for the sake of academic
requirements, §§ 1 and 3 are attributed to M. P. Candotti, §§ 2 and 4 to T. Pontillo. The
authors are indebted to both the Editors for their insightful suggestions.
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and have thus decided to specifically concentrate this work on verses VP
3.14.360–389.

The core of this section is a single comparative compound (śastrīśyāma-,
“knife-dark”) already discussed at length by Patañjali in his commentary
on a specific rule in Pāṇini’s grammar. Thefirst half of this section is a tight
dialogue with the traditional reading of the compound, which takes up the
thread of the problems already raised. The second half seems instead to
look for an endorsement of its innovative solutionswithin the relationship
with those same ancient authoritative sources.

Among the breakthrough ideas included in this group of verses, spe-
cial mention must be made of Bhartṛhari’s usage of the notion of vivakṣā,
which here also solves an apparent aporia. As is well-known, although
the term’s etymological meaning is the “desire to say or speak”, it is com-
monly interpreted as “speaker’s intention”, in all the grammatical works
from Patañjali onwards. There is a quite long story of misinterpretation
of the scope of the notion in ancient Indian linguistics and philosophy of
language, where it is condemned as a mere escamotage to bring about dif-
ficult derivations. Nonetheless, the vivakṣā has recently been reassessed as
an important outcome of the linguistic theory studied in selected passages
of the Vākyapadīya and its commentaries by Vergiani (2022). Although the
verses we focus onwere not the object of thementioned article, we believe
that they could be important in furthering the discussion of the nature of
Bhartṛhari’s concept of vivakṣā. For instance, the analysis presented here
will hopefully allow us to understand whether this vivakṣā can be consid-
ered as individual, i.e. belonging to the single speaker’s linguistic usages
(prayoktrī-) or general, i.e. proper to the linguistic community (laukikī-), to
stay with the two categories introduced by Patañjali in Mahābhāṣya (here-
after M) 2.342.28−343.6 ad Aṣṭādhyāyī (hereafter A) 5.1.16. To note that
while Radicchi (1994: 2249) suggests that Bhartṛhariwas not aware of these
categories, Vergiani believes (2022: 1259–1260) the contrary.
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Let us now proceed with a linear commented translation of the men-
tioned verses.

2.1. VP 3.14.360–362: UPAMĀNA AND MĀNA COMPARED IN TERMS OF
KNOWLEDGE ACQUISITION

In this section, Bhartṛhari investigates the notion of “standard of com-
parison” (upamāna) with particular focus on its relationship with themore
general notion of “measure” (māna). It is clear that such a reflection is
grounded on the commentarial tradition that regards Pāṇini’s grammar
and on the Nirukta, but the speculative depth he achieves is far greater
than that of its inspirational sources.

He starts by addressing some apparent difficulties in interpreting the
condition of being sāmānyavacana “the expression of something general”,
to account for a karmadhāraya compound formed according to the follow-
ing rule:

A 2.1.55
upamānāni sāmānyavacanaiḥ [sup 2; vā 18; tatpuruṣaḥ 22; samānādhi-
karaṇena 49]
[padas i.e. inflected words that denote] standards [preferably] com-
bine with [inflected words that are co-referent and denote] some-
thing general1 [to derive a tatpuruṣa karmadhāraya compound].

The commentarial example of A 2.1.55 in theMahābhāṣya is śastrīśyāma-
“knife-dark” used as a qualifier for a feminine qualificand, precisely the
feminine proper name devadattā-. Bhartṛhari regularly reflects on this
example in the following verses, either using the proper name devadattā-
or the common noun kumārī- “girl” as the linguistic referent of the ques-
tioned compound.

Compared to his inspirational sources, he is particularly innovative
in dealing with the way in which speakers and hearers work in process-

1. As for this interpretation see Candotti–Pontillo 2017: 361–366.
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ing these kinds of compounds, making use of the categories of identity
(abheda) and difference (bheda) between the compared items.

anirjñātasya nirjñānaṃ yena tan mānam ucyate |
prasthādi tena meyātmā sākalyenāvadhāryate || 360 ||
That throughwhichwhat is not distinctly known is distinctly known
is called “measure” (māna-), e.g. a Prastha.2 Through it the essence
of what is to be measured is ascertained in detail.
anirjñātaṃ prasiddhena yena taddharma gamyate |
sākalyenāparijñānād upamānaṃ tad ucyate || 361 ||
What is well-established and through which what is not distinctly
known is understood as sharing some feature (with what is well-
established), is called upamāna- (i.e. “standard of comparison”), be-
cause it (i.e. the upameya- “subject of comparison”, which is not dis-
tinctly known) is not grasped in all its parts.
dvayoḥ samānayor dharma upamānopameyayoḥ |
samāsa upamānānāṃ śabdais tadabhidhāyibhiḥ || 362 ||
In the case of two similar items, there is a feature3 which belongs
to both the standard and the subject of comparison. A compound
can be made up of [words signifying] the standards with [words] ex-
pressing it [i.e. the shared feature].4

Patañjali had already focused on how a māna works in terms of knowl-
edge acquisition to better explain the role played by the upamāna for the
same purpose. The first sentence of the following passage is almost re-
sumed verbatim, while the second sentence is paraphrased, even though

2. A Prastha is an example of unit of measure, i.e. what allows the specific knowledge
of what is not specifically known to be grasped.

3. We have decided to translate dharma in this section of the VP as “feature” because
it is only used to single out what is shared by several items and more especially by both
the upameya and the upamāna. As we will see later, an action may also be a dharma in this
meaning.

4. The “darkness” which is the common feature between the standard of comparison
(the knife) and the subject of comparison (Devadattā) may occur in a compound with that
very standard as “knife-dark” qualifying Devadattā.
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Bhartṛhari later (VP 3.14.388–389) actually reuses some of the words from
the latter. The difference betweenmāna and upa-māna is also crucial: while
a “measure” ensures the ascertainment of the essence of what is to bemea-
sured in all its parts, the standard of comparison is literally an “approxi-
mate measure”, since the property of the upameya at stake is only indi-
rectly hinted at by means of the standard.

M I.397 ll. 9–10 ad A 2.1.55
māna5 hi nāmānirjñātajñānārtham upādīyate ’nirjñātam arthaṃ
jñāsyāmīti | tatsamīpe yan nātyantāya mimīte tad upamānam.
What is “measure” (māna-) by name is indeed used for the purpose
of distinctly knowing what is not distinctly known [, as if saying]: “I
will know the item which is not distinctly known.” That which is
close to this (māna-), but which does not measure completely, is the
upamāna-.

The cognitive mechanism evoked by both Patañjali and Bhartṛhari
might have been inspired by an interesting part of the definition of com-
parison in theNirukta (hereafter Nir.), even though Yāska’s term prakhyāta-
“renowned” is replaced by prasiddha- “well-established (in the usage)” in
VP 3.14.361 with reference to the upamāna and by nirjñāta- “distinctly
known” in both M ad A 2.1.55 and VP 3.14.360 with reference to the māna.

Nir. 3.13
jyāyasā vā guṇena prakhyātatamena vā kanīyāṃsaṃ vāprakhyātaṃ
vopamimīte.
An inferior or non-renowned quality is compared with a superior or
very renowned quality.

It is clear that, when in VP 3.14.362 Bhartṛhari describes the formation
of a compound according to A 2.1.55, he is taking into account the word
sāmānya- of the reference rule as a sort of tertium comparationis or however

5. We assume that this is themasculine form of themuchmore commonly used neuter
noun mānam “measure”, as recorded by the St Petersburg Lexicon.
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as something which is shared by the subject and standard of comparison,
as explained in the first hemistich.6 This interpretation matches that ad-
vanced by Kātyāyana in the following vārttika (hereafter Vt.).

M 1.398 ll. 10–11 Vt. 2 ad A 2.1.55
na vā śyāmatvasyobhayatra bhāvāt tadvācakatvāc ca śabdasya sāmānya-
vacanaprasiddhiḥ.
Or rather, it is commonly recognised that there can be an expression
of something general, because the condition of being dark exists in
both [subject and standard of comparison], and the word expresses
that [condition].7

Thus, like Yāska and Patañjali, Bhartṛhari also recognises the mecha-
nism of making known what is not known by passing through what is al-
ready known, relying on theproperties shared by these two as the essential
foundation of the comparison itself.

2.2. VP 3.14.363–367: FOCUS ON THE TERM SĀMĀNYA OF A 2.1.55
The just quoted vārttika constitutes the final solution adopted by

Kātyāyana for the problem of the right interpretation of the term sāmānya-
in rule A 2.1.55. The problem was raised in Vt. 1:

M 1.398 l. 6 Vt. 1 ad A 2.1.55
upamānasamāse guṇavacanasya viśeṣabhāktvāt sāmānyavacanāpra-
siddhiḥ.

6. As for the difference between Pāṇini’s and his commentators’ interpretation of the
term sāmānya- in A 2.1.55, see Candotti–Pontillo 2017: 364–365.

7. Patañjali endorses Kātyāyana’s reading but in the very last lines of his commentary
on rule A 2.1.55 advances an alternative explanation that supersedes it, by introducing the
concept of being “a word conveying something general”, highlighting the fact that such a
feature must be evaluated before the word enters into any relationship with other words
(M 1.328 ll. 17–19 ad Vt 1 ad A 2.1.55).
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In the case of a compound with a standard of comparison, the ex-
pression of something general (as required by A 2.1.55) is not well-
established,8 because of the fact that the word expressing a quality
takes part in something specific.

Bhartṛhari pays repeated attention to the expression sāmānyavacana-
in the Vṛttisamuddeśa, which led Kapil Deo in 1964 and 1965 to devote two
articles to the subject, even though this scholar concentrated on the sec-
tion VP 3.14.390–427 and 590–605. Here instead we will analyse the five
verses (VP 3.14.363–367) that Bhartṛhari uses to deal with this risk of form-
ing a compound which does not comply with rule A 2.1.55 because of the
shortcoming raised by Vt. 1.9 The lexicon is more technical in these five
verses than in the Vts. andM. The risk that śyāma-might always be specific
in its realisation, thus contravening the sāmānya- constraint of A 2.1.55, is
said to depend on the two substrata (ādhāra-), denoted by the two occur-
rences of the feature. This shared feature is grammatically indicated as
the guṇa- instead of as the dharma-, once the discussion is focused on the
specific example śastrīśyāma-.

However, what is most intriguing is the explanation as to why, when
śyāma- qualifies the knife or Devadattā respectively, its specificity is delib-
erately ignored in the compound formation which makes use of the gram-
matically grounded notion of speaker’s intention. Indeed, the expression
of the difference (bheda-) between the two shades of dark colour is said to
be excluded by the speaker’s intention (a-vivakṣita-).10 But there is more,

8. i.e. there is the risk that no general expression may ever be produced in concrete
utterances.

9. See M 1.398 ll. 8–9 ad Vt. 1 ad A 2.1.55: śyāmāśabdo ’yaṃ śastrīśabdenābhisaṃ-
badhyamāno viśeṣavacanaḥ saṃpadyate. tatra sāmānyavacanair iti samāso na prāpnoti “The
word-form śyāmā- which is connected with the word-form śastrī- occurs as an expression
of something specific. In this case when sāmānyavacanaiḥ is said, the [desired] compound
cannot be formed.
10. Bhartṛhari seems to anticipate this statementwhenhe explains inVP3.14.12–15 that

a single substance can be known as one thingwhen it is associatedwith a quality (guṇa) and
as a second thing when it is associated with a universal (jāti). This happens because of the
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because, as we can see in the following verses, Bhartṛhari continues to re-
flect on the bheda and abheda of this quality.

ādhārabhedād bhedo yaḥ śyāmatve so ’vivakṣitaḥ |
guṇo ’sāv āśritaikatvo bhinnādhāraḥ pratīyate || 363 ||
The difference which takes place in the condition of being dark be-
cause of the different substratum [of the subject and of the standard
of comparison] is not intended to be expressed [by the speaker].
This quality, although relying on its being just one, is recognised
as having different substrata.
guṇayor niyato bhedo guṇajātes tathaikatā |
ekatve ’tyantabhede vā, nopamānasya saṃbhavaḥ || 364 ||
The restricted difference of the two qualities occurs as well as the
oneness of the universal (jāti-) of [these] qualities while, whether
there is the condition of being just one [i.e. absolute identity] or ab-
solute difference, no standard of comparison arises.
jātimātravyapekṣāyām upamārtho na kaś cana |
śyāmatvam ekaṃ guṇayor ubhayor api vartate || 365 ||
If only the universal is taken into account, there is no scope for a
comparison. The single condition of being dark takes places in both
the qualities as well.
yenaiva hetunā śyāmā śastrī tatra pratīyate |
sa hetur devadattāyāḥ pratyaye na viśiṣyate || 366 ||
The precise reason why in this case the knife (f.) is understood as
“dark (f.)” is not different from the reason [which is found] in the
action of understanding Devadattā [as “dark”].

different causes for the application (nimittas) of single words, so that the same substance
can even be conceived as a third thing, when the two causes combine with each other.
What is more noteworthy is that the author explicitly maintains that it is in the intellect
alone that the differentiation of causes and the establishment of the linguistic object takes
place (VP 3.14.15cf: buddhyāvasthā vibhajyante sā hy arthasya vidhāyikā). For instance, when
kṛṣṇ̣atila- “dark sesame seed” is uttered, the specific meaning of kṛṣṇa- is processed in the
mind by realising that it is the dark colour having sesame seeds as specific substratum.
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āśrayād yo guṇe bhedo jāter yā cāviśiṣṭatā |
tābhyām ubhābhyāṃ dravyātmā11 savyāpāraḥ pratīyate || 367 ||
The essence of the individual substances is understood as engaged
in both of these, i.e. the difference in the quality, due to the substra-
tum, and the non-distinction due to the universal.

The comparison in śastrīśyāma- is made possible precisely by the co-
existence (VP 3.14.364) of the quality, restricted by the single substrata
(in the subject and the standard of comparison), together with the univer-
sal trait of the quality, i.e. its jāti. The latter, on the other hand, should
block any comparison if used on its own (VP 3.14.365). The formation of
this class of compounds is guaranteed exactly by the balance between the
two, i.e. the universal (jāti) in the guṇa śyāma-, and its specific meanings
determined by the two different substrata of the knife and the woman re-
spectively, in other words bheda in the guṇa, and abheda in the jāti, better
explained as aviśiṣṭatā- “non-distinction” (VP 3.14.365). This abheda is fur-
ther explored in VP 3.14.366, where it is singled out as the reason (hetu)
why the two compared items are understood as the expression of the sin-
gle jāti of śyāma-. It is tempting to interpret this hetu as the cause for ap-
plication (nimitta) of the word śyāma- to the knife and to the woman (see
also below VP 3.14.379–380).

Moreover, the aforesaid balance between bheda and abheda is manda-
tory, because indeed, from a logical point of view, a standard of compar-
ison cannot be used either when śyāma- qualifies two identical items or
11. The term drāvyātman- is a compound occurring 8 times in the third kāṇḍa of the VP.

It is used to indicate the undifferentiated denotative nucleus of aword. See e.g. VP 3.14.184-
185, where the individual substance is described as something which is tyaktabheda- “free
from any difference” (even of gender) to which, for instance, a feminine affixmay apply in
order to highlight the specific variant of that substance. Only when it assumes its particu-
lars (paricchinnaparigraha-) it is connectedwith actions and takes up the state of beingmade
up of parts through the differences (which are intrinsic in the nominal stem)—kriyābhir
yujyate bhedair bhāgaśaś cāvatiṣṭhate (VP 3.14.185cd). Thus, drāvyātman- indicates a peculiar
condition of individual substances (as meanings of the words) when they are not yet fully
realised in all their potential features.
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when it qualifies two absolutely different items (VP 3.14.367). The roots of
such reasoning probably lie in another passage of theM on A 2.1.55, where
the risk of the non-allowance of comparison is dealt with more generally.

M 1.397 ll. 6–8 ad A 2.1.55
yadi yad evopamānam tad evopameyaṃ ka ihopamārtho gaur iva gaur iti |
athānyad evopamānam anyad upameyaṃ ka ihopamārtho gaur ivāśva iti.
If the standard of comparison is the subject of comparison itself,
what would be the sense of comparison in this case: “The cow is like
the cow”? [By contrast,] if the standard of comparison is one thing
and the subject of comparison another, what would be the sense of
comparison in this case: “The horse is like the cow”?

This passage from Patañjali is commented on again below, with a pre-
cise reference to the first example of “the cow like the cow” in VP 3.14.395:

tatrābhinnavyapekṣāyām upamārtho na vidyate |
yo hi gaur iti vijñāne hetuḥ so ’sti gavāntare ||
Where the identity is expected, no sense for the comparison is found.
Indeed, the cause in the action of recognising “it is a cow” is [the
same cause] in the case of another cow.

Despite all the coincidences underlined till now, Bhartṛhari’s solution
to the problemof the risk of non-compliancewith rule A 2.1.55 in the event
that śyāma- is not classifiable as sāmānya, is different both from that of the
two vārttikas and from that advanced by Patañjali as an alternative to Vt. 2.
The latter states that śyāma- must first be evaluated in sequence, namely
as sāmānya-vacana before the word enters into a relationship with other
words,12 and then as viśeṣa-vacana “expression of something specific”, be-
cause every word which enters into a relationship with another word is an
expression of something specific.13 Elsewhere indeed, e.g. in VP 3.14.38,
12. M 1.398 l. 19 on Vt. 2 on A 2.1.55: ta evaṃ vijñāsyāmaḥ prāg abhisambandhād yaḥ

sāmānyavacana iti.
13. M 1.398 l. 18 on Vt. 2 on A 2.1.55: sarvaḥ […] śabdo ’nyena śabdenābhisaṃbadhyamāno

viśeṣavacanaḥ saṃpadyate.
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Bhartṛhari’s reading of this phenomenon is partly similar to the above-
mentioned interpretation advanced by Patañjali. While comparing the
signification of śyāma- in the questioned compound and in the matching
analytical sentence (vākya), both Patañjali and Bhartṛhari maintain that
śyāma- is a sāmānyavacana in the latter,14 but that it is a viśeṣavacana in the
vṛtti “complex formation”, namely in the compound.

VP 3.14.38
vṛttau viśeṣavṛttitvād bhede sāmānyavācitā |
upamānasamāsādau śyāmādīnām udāhṛtā ||
The signification of śyāma- etc. in a compound with a standard of
comparison etc. is given as an example: in the vṛtti it depends on
the characteristic of being a specific feature of the vṛtti, while it does
work as a signification of something general in the analytical sen-
tence.

Nonetheless the prevalence of abheda which was mentioned in VP
3.14.37 is better explained in VP 3.14.363, as an effect of the speaker’s in-
tention, the so-called vivakṣā (see also below VP 3.14.387–389), which vice
versa takes bheda apart. And it is this which makes Bhartṛhari’s reading so
innovative.

2.3. VP 3.14.368–374: HOW THE VIVAKṣĀ REALLY WORKS WHEN THE COM-
POUND ŚASTRĪŚYĀMA- IS FORMED

In this third section of verses the target of the discussion passes from
the problem of the compliance of the sāmānyavacana with rule A 2.1.55,
where the focus is on a description of the data of the compound at stake,
to a reflection on the real functioning of the compound. The latter is aimed
at understanding how the speaker organises the expression, relying on the
oneness (ekatva-) and manifoldness (nānātva-) presupposed at the same
14. The matching sentence the authors probably involve here is śastrīva śyāma- “dark as

a knife”.
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time in the pair of denotata involved in any identification. The author’s
whole attention seems to converge on the cognitive and communicative
attitudes of speaker and hearer.

so ’yam ekatvanānātve vyavahāraḥ samāśritaḥ |
bhedābhedavimarśena vyatikīrṇena vartate || 368 ||
This usage of identifying (lit. saying “this is that”)15 which relies on
oneness andmanifoldness together takes place bymeans of amixed
consideration of difference and identity.
śyāmety evābhidhīyeta jātimātre vivakṣite |
śastryādinām upādāne tatra nāsti prayojanam || 369 ||
If there is the intention of only signifying the universal, śyāma- ex-
clusively should be expressed: there is no scope for adding śastrī-
etc.
aśabdavācyo yo bhedaḥ śyāmamātre na vartate |
śyāmeṣu keṣu cid vṛttir yasya so ’tra vyapekṣyate || 370 ||
The difference which must not be verbally expressed does not take
place in the case of the mere [word] śyāma-. Here what is taken into
account is this [śyāma-] whose application is in whatever dark item.
śyāmeṣu keṣu cit kiṃ cit kiṃ cit sarvatra vartate |
sāmānyaṃ kaś cid ekasmiñ chyāme bhedo vyavasthitaḥ || 371 ||
Something general always occurs in whatever kind of dark item,
some difference is settled on whatever dark item.
tathā hi sati saurabhye bhedo jātyutpalādiṣu |
gandhānāṃ sati bhede tu sādṛśyam upalabhyate || 372 ||
In this way indeed when there is a scent, the difference resides
in the jasmine16 and nymphaeas etc., but, even if there is a differ-

15. The copular clause so ’yam occurs other 16 times in the Vākyapadīya, especially to
convey a special relationship of identification, but it is always followed by the particle iti,
whose absence here remains puzzling.
16. Note that here the word-form jāti denotes a botanical species.



MARIA PIERA CANDOTTI – TIZIANA PONTILLO 213

ence between fragrances, the resemblance is perceived (between
fragrances).17

guṇānām āśrayād bhedaḥ svato vāpy anugamyate |
anirdeśyād viśeṣād vā saṃkarād vā guṇāntaraiḥ || 373 ||
The difference of qualities is observed due to the substratum or also
by nature or due to an undefinable specificity or due to a mixture
with other qualities.
upamānaṃ prasiddhatvāt sarvatra vyatiricyate |
upameyatvam ādhikye sāmye vā na nivartate || 374 ||
The standard of comparison always stands out due to its being well-
established. The role of subject of comparison is not excluded in the
case of superiority or equality.

First of all, the double root of identification turns out to be the result
of a deliberate choice (vimarśa-) on the part of the speaker to mix the one-
ness andmanifoldness conveyed by śyāma- (VP 3.14.368). The difference in
śyāma- can depend on the different substrata on which śyāma- relies—and
this had already been explained in VP 3.14.363 and 367, but it is also some-
thing that may be intrinsically connaturated to the guṇa itself (as in the
case of several shades of a colour, such as white, bright white, off-white,
etc.) or it could even be an undefinable specificity (as in the case of two
shades of the same colour which are perceptually but not linguistically
distinct) or by the combination with other guṇas relying on the same sub-
stratum, as something which is white and bright (VP 3.14.373). On the
other hand, it is explained that if one decided to only signify the univer-
sal, the use of śastrī- in addition to śyāma-would be pointless (VP 3.14.369).
Likewise no difference would be involved without the addition of śastrī- to
śyāma-, which applies to all “dark items” (VP 3.14.370). In the combina-
tion of śastrī- with śyāma-, something general and something specific will
be perceived at the same time (VP 3.14.371), just as a pervading scent of
17. The focus here seems to be on the human ability to perceive both difference and

resemblance between different scents, without one hindering the other.
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flowers can be perceived when one is in the presence of several kinds of
flowers, but one can also distinguish the different fragrances belonging
to each of the several varieties of flowers (VP 3.14.372). And this is espe-
cially interesting because, as Vergiani has also recently pointed out (2023:
1309), “[…] in general the grammarians focus on the speaker’s side of ver-
bal communication much more than the hearer’s”, while here Bhartṛhari
also concentrates on how hearers understand the meaning of words.

The section closes with a verse dedicated to clarifying what he had
established in verse 361 in line with the tradition of the Nirukta and the
Mahābhāṣya. He seems to want to clearly demonstrate that the object of
comparison is not necessarily superior to the subject of comparison (as
Yāska instead explicitly proposed by using jyāyas- “superior” alongside
prakhyāta- “renowned”—see Nir. 3.13 above § 2.1), since the only require-
ment is that the standard of comparison is better known—literally better
established in its usage—than the subject of comparison. Should the latter
be equal or even exceeding its standard, the comparison would be allowed,
and the compound taught by A 2.1.55 can be properly formed.

3.1. THE LINGUISTIC DIMENSION OF COMPARISON
At this point Bhartṛhari takes a clear step backwards and picks up the

definitions of māna and upamāna presented in 360–362. He recalls how
other scholars have argued for a more linguistic reading of the act of mea-
suring since this function is performed not only by the actual units of mea-
surement but more generally by things such as the universals, as tools for
precisely identifying a denotation:

anyais tu mānaṃ jātyādi bhedyasyārthasya varṇyate |
anirjñātasvarūpo hi jñeyo ’rthas tena mīyate || 375 ||
Nevertheless, others consider that it is the universal etc.18 that is
the measure of the item which has to be distinguished. In fact, the

18. The author uses jātyādi to hint at the fourwell-known causes of application of aword
(nimitta), i.e. jāti, guṇa and kriyā and yadṛcchā where the cause of application of a given
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item to be known, whose own visible appearance (svarūpa-) is un-
known, is measured through this.

Accordingly, the corresponding definitions of subject and standard of
comparison are also described in linguistic terms. In particular, it is em-
phasised that even a substratum of a quality (i.e. a concrete entity denoted
by a word through a universal, a quality or an action) can in turn act as a
“measurer” of something else, albeit only partially:

mitas tu svena mānena prasiddho yo guṇāśrayaḥ |
āśrayāntaramānāya svadharmeṇa pravartate || 376 ||
But a well-known substratum of a quality, which is measured by
means of its measure itself, serves to measure some other substra-
tum by means of a feature of its own.
rūpāntareṇa saṃsparśo rūpāntaravatāṃ satām |
bhinnena yasya bhedyānām upamānaṃ tad ucyate || 377 ||
That by means of whose different visible appearance—which is
distinct—there is a contact with items having a different visible
appearance—which have to be distinguished—is called upamāna.

One can use the word “moon” to refer to the face of a beautiful woman
on the basis of a specific well-known feature of the moon (round form,
whiteness, brilliance), even if this feature is not directly denoted by the
word “moon”. The moon and the woman’s face have completely differ-
ent forms, yet, through partial “contact” (saṃsparśa-), one is the standard
and the other the subject of comparison. Note how the point in common
may not even be linguistically expressible here. In other words, it is not
a tertium comparationis that finds its explicit or implicit lexical realisation;
instead, it is a contact that is established between concrete entities on the
basis of the cognitive richness associated with the objects of experience.
Bhartṛhari forcefully emphasises the cognitive richness of the denotative
proper name to a denotatum is the form of the word itself (svarūpa-) associated in usage to
that denotatum. For the fourfold division in Bhartṛhari see Candotti 2006: 177–183.
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dimension from a perspective that is quite innovative compared to his pre-
decessors.

3.2. COMMON FEATURE, GENERAL NOUN AND TERTIUM COMPARATIONIS:
SYNTACTIC NOTATIONS

We have seen that Bhartṛhari devoted ample space to the notion of a
general name and the possible difficulties arising from its application in
A 2.1.55 as a common feature between two denotata.

Bhartṛhari takes up the subject again here but fromadifferent perspec-
tive which is aimed at showing the fluidity of the concept of dharma start-
ing from its core meaning of a common feature between two or more indi-
vidual concepts. He also resorts to different comparative patterns, such as
the compounds formed according to A 2.1.56 such as puruṣavyāghra- “tiger-
man” or mukhacandra- “moon-like face”:

upamitaṃ vyāghrādibhiḥ sāmānyāprayoge [sup 2; vā 18; tatpuruṣaḥ 22;
samānādhikaraṇena 49]
[A nominal pada] denoting an object which is measured preferably
combines with a nominal pada of the list beginning with vyāghra,
provided that no nominal pada denoting something general is used,
[to derive a tatpuruṣa karmadhāraya compound].19

Bhartṛhari aims to show how the dharma assumes different linguistic
functions in different syntactic contexts of comparison, namely

(a) (VP 3.14.378) in cases of the type śastrīśyāmā- where the common
feature is the pradhāna, i.e. the head (and determinatum) of the final
syntagm or compound (as in A 2.1.55);

(b) (VP 3.14.379) in fully-fledged similes such as (śyāmā) śastrīva śyāmā
kumārī “a girl who is as dark as a knife (is dark)” where the common
feature plays the role of non-head/determinans for both the terms
of the simile;

19. As for this interpretation see Candotti–Pontillo 2017: 367–369.



MARIA PIERA CANDOTTI – TIZIANA PONTILLO 217

(c) (VP 3.14.380–381) in compounds of the type mukhacandra- “moon-
like face” taught in A 2.1.56 as metaphorical identifications where
a common feature is merely presupposed, but not expressed.20
dharmaḥ samānaḥ śyāmādir upamānopameyayoḥ |
āśriyamānaprādhānyo dharmeṇānyena bhidyate || 378 ||
When the feature śyāma- etc. common to the standard and subject
of comparison is resorted to as head [of the compound], it is distin-
guished by means of some other property.
śastrīkumāryoḥ sadṛśaḥ śyāma ity evam āśrite |
vyapadeśyam aneneti nimittaṃ guṇayoḥ sthitam || 379 ||
If one relies on the analysis “a similar śyāma- is found in the knife
and in the girl”, then the cause for application of both qualities is
established by the fact that “it has to be specifically designated by
means of this”.21

yadā nimittais tadvanto gacchantīva tadātmatām |
bhedāśrayaṃ tadākhyānam upamānopameyayoḥ || 380 ||
When those that have this [common dharma] in terms of causes for
application almost become identical, then there is the mention of
the standard and subject of comparison based on the difference.
tattvāsaṅgavivakṣāyāṃ yeṣu bhedo nivartate |
luptopamāni tāny āhus taddharmeṇa samāśrayāt || 381 ||
When there is the intention of expressing the pasting the two
realities (i.e. of identifying them), they call those in which the

20. Such a classification by Bhartṛhari is quite different from the better known one by
the theoricians onpoetics, focused on the typologyof ellipsis involved in the several figures
of speech. Sometimes this typology also refers to Pāṇini’s relevant rules. See e.g. Porcher
1978: 31; 50.
21. A vyapadeśa (see Candotti 2006: 337) is a designation that applies under specific con-

ditions. A syntagm such as e.g. “Rāhu’s head” may apply, outside figurative usage, only if
Rāhu is just a bodiless head (which in fact he is). Such specific conditions are called nimitta.
VP 3.14.379 thus states that you can refer to the quality of being knife-dark of the girl only
if the knife is also dark.
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difference—due to their commondepending on the same feature—is
omitted as luptopamāni- (comparisons with a zero-replacement).

In other words, if one were to start from the assumption that there
is only one trait in common, one has to consider that this single common
feature is to be further distinguished by another one: a generic dark colour
in śastrīśyāmā- is specified through some other feature (such as brightness
etc.) proper to the knife. If, on the other hand, one wishes to state the
mere similarity between two different qualities (the dark colour of both
the knife and the girl) the usage of the term śastrīśyāmā- to refer to the
girl is only possible under the specific condition that the knife is also dark.
On the other hand, when the compoundmerely identifies the standard and
the subject of comparison (as inmukhacandra-) the two substrates showing
the same qualities (tadvantas) are almost perceived as identical in terms of
their causes for application (both the face and the moon are resorted to
here because of their roundness, whiteness, brilliance).

Once again Bhartṛhari proves that he is aware of Yāska’s teachingwhen
he uses the neuter term luptopama-, which also occurs in Nirukta 3.18. The
latter work considers an almost purely formal level of comparison. The
zero-replacement of what will be called the dyotaka, i.e. of the comparative
particle iva, is focused on to distinguish betweenwhat will be called upamā
“comparison” and rūpaka “metaphorical identification”. Bhartṛhari seems
to turn Yāska’s passage into something different, since the formal aspect
of this class of compounds is settled in the notion of “intention of pasting
the two realities” (tattvāsaṅgavivakṣā-), while the most emphasised feature
is the omission of the difference between these two (bhedo nivartate). Thus,
Bhartṛhari gives the distinct impression of seeking an endorsement for his
theory on the abheda (realised by means of the comparative compound) in
the Nirukta.

The ingenious solution of the vivakṣā that Bhartṛhari invented in or-
der to explain how one can intentionally ignore the difference between
the two śyāma- colours (of the knife and the girl which/who are involved)
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in the compound śastrīśyāmā, might also be presupposed here. It could ex-
plain how the difference between the moon and the face is excluded when
there is the intention of pasting the two realities (tattvāsaṅgavivakṣāyām),
thus focusing on their mutual abheda instead of bheda. Such a reading
of the comparative linguistic structures seems to anticipate Daṇḍin’s per-
spective on the arthālaṃkāra called rūpaka, in the following passage, where
the examples are compounds formed according to A 2.1.56:

Kāvyādarśa 2.66
upamaiva tirobhūtabhedā rūpakam ucyate |
yathā bāhulatā pāṇipadmaṃ caraṇapallavaḥ
The comparison where the differences are set aside is called rūpaka,
such as “arm-creeper”, “hand-lotus”, “foot-sprout”.

3.3. A MIXTURE OF SIGNIFIER AND SIGNIFIED
Since the standard of comparison is a semantic, albeit partial measure

of its subject (thus, it is in some way a signifier with respect to a signified),
it becomes important to be able to recognise which of the two denotata is
capable of performing this function. In order to recognize it, upamāna is
defined as that substratum in which the specific trait is commonly known
and is taken as an, albeit partial, unit of measurement for something that,
as a substratum of that same trait, is not so universally known:

śastryāṃ prasiddhaṃ śyāmatvaṃ mānaṃ sā tena mīyate |
anyā śyāmā tu tadrūpā tenātyantaṃ na mīyate || 382 ||
In the knife the characteristic of being śyāma- is a well-established
measure. This [sā- f. the girl] is measured by means of this [i.e. the
knife]. Nevertheless, the other who is śyāma- (f.), endowed with its
(specific) visible appearance,22 is not completely measured by this
[measure].

22. The two visible appearances (rūpas) respectively of the girl and the knife being com-
pletely different, the girl is only partially “measured” from the point of view of darkness
by the knife.
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śastrīṃ svena guṇenāto mimānām āśrayāntaram |
asamāptaguṇaṃ siddher upamānaṃ pracakṣate || 383 ||
Thus, the knife measuring something having another substratum
[i.e. the girl]—whose quality is not completely attained—by means
of its own quality is called upamāna- because of its full attainment
[of that quality].

It is certainly no coincidence that here the formulation of the problem and
its solution echoes two similar issues already tackled byKātyāyana, namely
how to distinguish

(a) the relationship between a qualifier and its qualified (vīraḥ puruṣaḥ)
from the one between a designation and a designated item, such as
that often used by Pāṇini’s designation rules, since both find their
syntactic expression in a nominative + nominative pattern;

(b) the relationship between a name and the named, in ametalinguistic
context.

The sūtra of reference is A 1.1.1 vṛddhir ādaic “vṛddhi is [the name of] ā,
ai and au”. In summing up and elaborating on Vts. 5–7 ad A 1.1.1, Patañjali
explicitly states that while the relationship between a qualifier and what
it qualifies is established between two words whose meanings are equally
well-known (pratītapadārthaka), in the relationship between a name and
what it names, it is the name which is well-known:

M I.39 ll. 22–25 ad A 1.1.1 vt. 7
dvayor hi pratītpadārthakayor loke viśeṣaṇaviśeṣyabhāvo bhavati na ca
ādaicchabdaḥ pratītapadārthakaḥ. tasmāt sañjñāsañjñināv eva.
[…] in theworld the qualifying/qualified relationship takes place be-
tween twowordswithwell-knownmeanings, and theword ādaic has
no well-known meaning. Consequently, one of the two [words in A
1 1 1] is the name and the other the bearer of the name.

In considering the possibility of this expansion of the determinans/de-
terminatum mechanism to other pairs of relational terms, including pre-
cisely that between the technical name and the bearer of the name, one



MARIA PIERA CANDOTTI – TIZIANA PONTILLO 221

must recall Bhartṛhari’s radical change of perspective. He recognises that
knowledge arising from language is a complex cognition inwhich the form
is part of the meaning itself and determines it, in the same way as an ad-
jective determines a substantive or a standard of comparison its subject:

VP 2.369
vṛddhyādīnāṃ ca śāstre ’smiñ chaktyavacchedalakṣaṇaḥ |
akṛtrimo hi saṃbandho viśeṣaṇaviśeṣyavat ||
And even with regard to words like vṛddhi- etc. in grammar, the con-
nection [between word and meaning], characterised by a limitation
of the [expressive] power (śakti-),23 is in truth as natural as the con-
nection between qualifier and qualified.

In Bhartṛhari’s perspective, it is therefore not possible to clearly distin-
guish signifier from signified, but linguistic cognition arises from a kind of
mixture of both. We might go as far as to say that the self-same meaning
in Bhartṛhari can thus also function as a signifier of something other than
itself, while, on the other hand, the linguistic form is also part of the rele-
vant meaning.24

3.4. WHAT IS THE SUBSTRATUM OF A COMMON ELEMENT?
This approach also makes it possible to confront the age-old problem

of the feature common to two or more substrata and the identification of
the substratum to which it refers (see above § 2.2).

upameye sthito dharmaḥ śruto ’nyatrānumīyate |
śruto ’tha vopamānastha upameye ’numīyate || 384 ||
The feature heard as residing in the subject of comparison is in-
ferred elsewhere; otherwise, the one heard as relying on the stan-
dard of comparison is inferred in the subject of comparison.

23. On the notion of śakti in Bhartṛhari’s works, see Ogawa 1997.
24. This perspective might have been further developed by the poetics theoreticians, in

particular by Ānandavardhanawith his “theory of the fourth operation (vyāpara-) of words,
i.e. suggestion”, as Sylvain Brocquet kindly suggested us.
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adhīyate brāhmaṇavat kṣatriyā iti dṛśyate |
upameyasya bhinnatvād vacanaṃ kṣatriyāśrayam || 385 ||
It is seen that when it is said “the warriors study like the brahmins”,
the expression has the warriors as its substratum because the sub-
ject of comparison [the brahmins] is characterised by being differ-
ent [from the subject of the sentence, the warriors]”.25
sādhāraṇaṃ bruvan dharma kva cid eva vyavasthitam |
sāmānyavacanaḥ śabda iti sūtre ’padiśyate || 386 ||
In the aphorism (A 2.1.55), the word-form sāmānyavacana- is taught
as conveying a property which is precisely settled in some place and
which is common [i.e. shared by the subject and the standard of com-
parison].
nābhedena na bhedena guṇo dviṣṭho ’bhidhīyate |
bhinnayor dharmayor ekaḥ śrūyate ’nyaḥ pratīyate || 387 ||
A quality existing in two items is not signified either by means of its
identity nor by means of its difference. One of the two properties is
heard and the other one is understood.

The common feature, while acting as something which is heard as ex-
pressly (śruta-) attributed to one substratum, may also in turn bring to
mind another substratum where it is nevertheless not explicitly stated.
This may happen (384), both in cases where the common feature is ex-
pressly attributed to the subject of comparison (e.g. 2.1.55 or in the ex-
ample adhīyate brāhmaṇavat kṣatriyāḥ) and in the case when it is attributed
to the standard of comparison in a fully-fledged simile. On the other hand,
it is impossible for the common feature (even if it is common) to be ex-
pressed twice: a given property is always settled in a specific place (386)
and is common inasmuch as it is understood in the other.

This is at the heart of the very mechanism of comparison in its various
forms, i.e. both when the tertium comparationis is explicit and when it is
25. The taddhita affix -vat is taught by rule A 5.1.115: tena tulyaṃ kriyā ced vatiḥ “The

taddhita -vat is applied to a nominal stem to denote an action similar to X (i.e. similar to
the action performed by the one who is denoted by that nominal stem).”
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not. It is precisely as a concrete hypostasis of a common feature that the
standard can serve as a benchmark. Once again, the cognitive richness
of the individual, concrete, concept (and the fact that it is not an inert
endpoint of the communicative or cognitive process) is highlighted.

Bhartṛhari values this point to such an extent that he even attempts to
backdate it, as it were, by attributing it to Patañjali through an ingenious
interpretation of an already quoted passage (see above, § 2.1. – M I.397
ll. 9–10 adA 2.1.55) that reads tatsamīpe yannātyantāyamimīte tad upamānam
“that which is close to that but does not measure completely is the upa-
māna”. However, with great intellectual honesty, he is forced to admit
the possibility of a much less salient reading of the passage which unfortu-
nately may actually be the correct one:

nātyantāya mimīte yat sāmānye samavasthitam |
sādṛśyād upameyārthasamīpe parikalpyate || 388 ||
What is associated with what is common [i.e. the standard of com-
parison] does not measure completely [the subject of comparison].
It is appointed in the proximity of themeaning of the subject of com-
parison because of the resemblance.
mānaṃ prati samīpaṃ vā sādṛśyena pratīyate |
paricchedād dhi sādṛśyam iha mānopamānayoḥ || 389 ||
Otherwise, the proximity to the measure is understood by means
of the resemblance. Indeed, due to the accurate distinction here
there is a resemblance between the measure (māna-) and the stan-
dard (upamāna-).

4. CONCLUSIONS

Bhartṛhari thus starts from the same starting point as Patañjali. In fact,
he considers the everyday cognitive activity of placing two different cogni-
tions alongside each other by working through the categories of similarity
and difference. The speaker’s free choice comes into play within this com-
parative game insofar as he or shemay ormay not disregard either similar-
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ities or differences, thus arriving at different conceptual representations
of the relationship between the two cognitions. This choice, however, is
not entirely free and idiosyncratic, especially as regards the identification
of the element fit to play the role of the standard for the two terms of com-
parison. From Yāska onwards the standard of comparison is emphasised
as being better known than the subject or a better representative of the
property at stake.26 As for examples such asmukhacandra- “moon-face”, it
is the moon which is the notion most frequently and most vividly associ-
atedwith the common feature of roundness. As a consequence, the vivakṣā
used to explain how one can ignore the difference between the two cog-
nitions could appear as a prayoktrī vivakṣā,27 purely connected with each
speaker’s choices. However, it is the speech community that orientates
the effective selection of what is stable in everyday usage and fit to be
used as an upamāna. The linguistic turn becomes even more evident in
the second part of the argument when the cognitive activity of “measur-
ing by comparison” is read completely within the linguistic mechanism,
particularly with regard to the role of universal (jāti) and individual sub-
stance (dravya) in the understanding of linguistic meaning. The prototyp-
ical jāti “measurer” that enables the identification of the specific denota-
tion is only functional to individual substance and is semantically shared
by the whole speakers’ community but poorly informative. The specific
cognition that is instead reached through the universal is instead semanti-
cally very rich and complex and can, in turn, be used tomeasure something
else in the metaphorical thought and the linguistic productions in which
it comes about. This fundamental innovation of which there is no trace
in the preceding grammatical authors could be one of the elements un-
derlying the intense dialogue between grammar and poetics that is amply
attested from Bhartṛhari onwards.
26. See supra §§ 2.1; 2.3. Sometimes the standard of comparison is identified through a

list of lexemes as in A 2.1.56.
27. See supra: § 1.
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ABSTRACTS

This article aims to contribute to the analysis of how the Sanskrit gram-
matical tradition, and in particular Bhartṛhari’s speculation, interacted
with the development of ancient Indianpoetics. It focuses on awell-known
type of ‘comparative compounds’ such as śastrīśyāma- ‘knife-dark’ as an
ideal vantage point fromwhich to understand the grammatical interpreta-
tion of the linguistic and cognitive dimension of comparison. Bhartṛhari’s
main section devoted to these compounds is translated and analysed in
detail in comparison with Patañjali’s commentary on Pāṇini sūtra 2.1.55.
This allows us to highlight some specific features of Bhartṛhari’s contri-
bution to the subject, in particular (a) the importance he attaches to the
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balance between, on one side, the speaker’s individual intention (vivakṣā)
in choosingwhich traits of the comparated items are to be highlighted and,
on the other side, the linguistic conventions governing what is suitable to
become a standard of comparison, (b) the awareness that there is nothing
inert in language and that something that is signified can be used as sig-
nifier, (c) the relevance he attaches to the cognitive richness of individual
substance (on the side of the signified) that is exploited in metaphorical
signification to convey something other than itself in a meaningful way.
« RETOUR SUR L’INTENTION DU LOCUTEUR (VIVAKṣĀ) : SPÉCULATIONS DE
BHARTṚHARI SUR LES COMPOSÉS DU TYPE ŚASTRĪŚYĀMA- (VP 3.14.360-389) »

Cet article vise à contribuer à l’analyse de la façon dont la tradition
grammaticale sanskrite, et en particulier la spéculation de Bhartṛhari, a
interagi avec le développement de la poétique de l’Inde ancienne. Il se
concentre sur un type bien connu de « composés comparatifs » tels que
śastrīśyāma- « noir-couteau », comme point de vue privilégié pour com-
prendre l’interprétation grammaticale de la dimension linguistique et cog-
nitive de la comparaison. La principale section de Bhartṛhari consacrée à
ces composés est traduite et analysée en détail, en comparaison avec le
commentaire de Patañjali sur le sūtra de Pāṇini 2.1.55. Cela nous permet de
mettre en évidence certains traits spécifiques de la contribution de Bhartṛ-
hari sur ce sujet, en particulier : (a) l’importance qu’il attache à l’équi-
libre entre, d’une part, l’intention individuelle du locuteur (vivakṣā) dans
le choix des traits des éléments comparés à mettre en évidence et, d’autre
part, les conventions linguistiques régissant ce qui est apte à devenir une
norme de comparaison. (b) La conscience qu’il n’y a rien d’inerte dans le
langage et que quelque chose qui est signifié peut être utilisé comme si-
gnifiant. (c) La pertinence qu’il attache à la richesse cognitive de la sub-
stance individuelle (du côté du signifié), qui est exploitée en tant que signi-
fiantmétaphorique pour transmettre quelque chose d’autre qu’elle-même
d’une manière significative.
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