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1. Prakrit and the Language Disciplines

Prakrit is known primarily as a language of literature, or kavyam. Dandin, for example, identified
Prakrit as the language in which Pravaraséna composed The Building of the Bridge.' It has also been
one of the languages that Jains have used for their religious literature from a relatively early date.’
By contrast, Prakrit was not in widespread use as a language of systematic knowledge, or sastram.’
There are three exceptions to this overall tendency. First, Jain authors such as Kundakunda and
Siddhaséna wrote philosophical texts in Prakrit in the first half of the first millennium ce. Even Jain
philosophers, however, largely abandoned Prakrit in favor of Sanskrit by the second half of the first
millennium.’ Second, there are a number of Prakrit texts devoted to what we might call “practical”
knowledge, such as assessing gems, treating snakebites, or crafting love-potions.’ These are the
same domains of systematic knowledge which would later be represented by texts in regional verna-
culars, including Kannada and Brajbhasha. Finally, there are grammar, lexicography, metrics and
poetics, which we can identify as “language disciplines”, following the ninth-century poet Jinaséna.’
There are works composed in Prakrit in all of these disciplines.

Since Prakrit was the language of a significant literary tradition, it should not come as a complete
surprise that it would also be used in those branches of systematic knowledge that were concerned
with literature. As a whole, however, these contributions in Prakrit to the language disciplines
remain unstudied, and in many cases, almost nothing is known about their history, their intertexts,
and how, if at all, they fit into a larger story about the history of knowledge. In this paper, I will
focus on one such text, the Mirror of Ornaments (Alankaradappanam). 1 argue that its relationship with
Sanskrit works of poetics — and in particular, Bhamaha’s Ornament of Literature — deserves serious

' Dandin, Mirror of Literature, 1.34 (p. 24): mahdrastrasrayar bhasam prakystar prakrtarn viduh ~ sagarah sitktaratnandr
setubandhadi yanmayam ~~ (“The finest Prakrit is known to be the language of Maharastra, in which are works like The
Building of the Bridge, an ocean filled with the jewels of beautiful expressions”). The introduction to this paper builds on
material that is presented in Ollett 2017: 143-153. I presented versions of this paper at the Hebrew University in Jerusalem
(October 2015) and at the Prakrit International Conference at Sravanabelagola (November 2017). Note, finally, that I follow
a version of the 1S0-15919 standard for transliterating South Asian languages, writing € and 6 (with macrons) when these
letters are long and e and o (without macrons) when they are short.

21 distinguish “Prakrit” from “Middle Indic” and thus maintain that Jains came to use Prakrit — after having used
Ardhamagadhi — around the first century CE, with Bhadrabahu’s niryuktis. See Ollett 2017: 69-73.

*For the languages of systematic knowledge (“science”) in South Asia, see Pollock 2011, which surveys the dominance
of Sanskrit and its interaction with regional vernaculars in various fields of systematic knowledge.

“For the language practices of Jain intellectuals, see Dundas 1996.

®See Chintamani 1971 for more details about these texts, and Upadhye 1977 for Hara’s Belt (Haramékhala).

®Jinaséna, Long History 16.111 (p. 356): padavidyam adhicchandovicitim vagalarikrtih ~ trayim samuditam etam tadvids van-
mayarn viduh ~~ (“The science of words, the repertoire of meters, and the adornment of speech: these three, taken
together, are what experts call ‘the language disciplines’ [lit. ‘made of language’].”)
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scrutiny, since the story that we tell about poetics in South Asia depends crucially on what we make
of this relationship. I will, in this paper and elsewhere, make an argument for the historical priority
of the Mirror to its Sanskrit intertexts. I am very well aware that my arguments may not convince
everyone, and that a more detailed study may support the opposite conclusion. My purpose here,
however, is not necessarily to prove the priority of the Mirror to the Ornament, but rather to high-
light three larger issues which can only be addressed in a preliminary fashion in this paper: first, the
nature and directionality of intertextual relations between Sanskrit and Prakrit works; second, the
historical phenomenon of works of systematic knowledge composed in Prakrit; third, the different
shape that the history of the language disciplines takes on when we take into serious consideration
the influence of works composed in Prakrit.

We may begin a brief survey of contributions in Prakrit to the language disciplines with poetics,
the analysis of literary forms and techniques. The only surviving work in this field is the Mirror of
Ornaments, which is organized around a set of just over forty “ornaments” or figures of speech. One
work which does not survive, but which certainly dealt with literary techniques to some degree, was
composed by the poet Harivrddha. Although most of the fragments of Harivrddha’s work, the title of
which is not known, relate to the fourfold classification of Prakrit words into Sanskrit-identical,
Sanskrit-derived, Regional, and Colloquial, one fragment enumerates eight styles of alliteration.
Thus it is likely that this work, in dealing with Prakrit as a literary language, also addressed certain
aspects of literary technique. Harivrddha’s terminus ad quem is the metrical handbook by Viraharnka,
A Compendium of Syllable- and Mora-Counting Meters (Vrttajatisamuccayah).”

More Prakrit works were written on metrics than any other domain of systematic knowledge.
The earliest surviving text is the aforementioned handbook by Virahanka, dated to no later than the
eighth century by its editor, H.D. Velankar. I conjectured that it was composed by the great poet
Haribhadra, who was also known as Viraharka, before his conversion to Jainism.® Another import-
ant text is Svayambhii’s Meters (Svayambhiichandah), composed by the well-known Apabhramsha poet
around the beginning of the ninth century. One Mirror for Poets (Kavidappanam) was composed in the
thirteenth century.’” A short work called the Definition of the Gaha (Gahalakkhanam) is attributed to
Nanditadhya and dated to about 1000 ce by H.D. Velankar, but H. C. Bhayani claimed, with good
reason, that the text as it survives is “a mutilated and interpolated version or recast of the metrical
In Ratnasékhara’s Storehouse of Meters (Chandahkdsah),
composed in the later fourteenth century and written partly in Prakrit and partly in Apabhramsha,

7110

manual composed by a poet Narhdiyaddha.

we have quite a few references to an earlier work on Apabhramsha meter composed by Alhu and
Gulhu. The Prakrit Pingala (Prakrtapaifigalam), also from the later fourteenth century, but much more
influential than Ratna$ekhara’s work, evidently used some of the same sources." Another metrical
handbook, referred to as the Sprout of Meters (Chandahkandali), was evidently composed in Prakrit,
but it is now lost.”” The handbooks of Virahanka and Svayambhi make reference to a number of

7 See Namisadhu's commentary on Ornament of Literature 2.19 (p. 17) and Ollett 2017: 207. For more on Harivrddha, see
Bhayani 1973 and 1975.

®For the date, see p. xxv of Velankar’s edition. For his identification with Haribhadra, see Ollett 2017: 146.

’See p. iv of Velankar’s edition.

1°See p. xxxii of Velankar’s edition, and Bhayani 1993 [1975]: 165. Bhayani notes that Nanditadhya might be identical
with a Prakrit poet named elsewhere as Nandivrddha.

' See pp. xxxiii-xxxv of Velankar’s edition of the Mirror for Poets.

" See p. iv of Velankar’s edition of the Mirror for Poets.
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authors whose works are now lost, including Satavahana and Vrddhakavi.” Special mention might
be made of one more lost work on Prakrit meter. Pdlittiyam, identified as a work of Prakrit metrics, is
mentioned in a Tamil work on meter of the late tenth century.™ The name leaves little doubt that
the work was either composed by, or inspired by, the poet Palitta, who was one of the pioneers of
Prakrit literature.”

In the field of lexicography, the surviving works are Dhanapala’s Prakrit Laksmi (Paiyalacchi), com-
posed in 972 ck, and Hémacandra’s Garland of Regional Nouns (Déesinamamala), composed around the
middle of the twelfth century. Hémacandra’s work mentions and quotes a number of predecessors,
some of whom, such as Abhimanacihna, evidently wrote in Prakrit.' No work dedicated to the
grammatical analysis of the Prakrit language survives, but a number of Prakrit verses that discuss
various aspects of its grammar can be found quoted in a diverse group of texts, including the White
(Dhavala) and Victory-White (Jayadhavald) commentaries of Viraséna and Jinaséna, Haribhadra’s
commentary on the Dasavaikdlikasiitram of the Svetambara Jain canon, the Treatise on Theater (Natya-
$astram) ascribed to Bharata, and the Prakrit Grammar (Prakrtalaksanam) of Canda. Hiralal Jain
surmised that these quotations came from an independent work on Prakrit grammar. "

In all of these fields, we either have fragments of, or references to, Prakrit works that were
composed prior to the eighth century. If we were to take seriously the attribution of some of these
works to authors of the “first phase” of Prakrit literature, when it was patronized by kings of the
Satavahana dynasty, then several of these works — those of Palitta and Satavahana, and perhaps
Harivrddha and Nandivrddha as well — must have been composed prior to the third century c.
Whatever their time of composition may have been, there was a historical tendency for Sanskrit to
replace Prakrit as the language of systematic knowledge, even when Prakrit literature was the
object of that knowledge. This tendency is most visible in Prakrit grammar, where Sanskrit is the
metalanguage of all of the texts that survive. The degree to which they reflect or recapitulate earlier
texts in Prakrit cannot be determined. In lexicography, the point is made clearly enough by the
contrast between Dhanapala, who wrote entirely in Prakrit verse, and Hémacandra two centuries
later, who provided his versified Prakrit lexicon with a Sanskrit commentary. In metrics, the fact
that that certain verse forms were only ever used in certain languages generally required that such
forms be exemplified, and sometimes defined, in those languages, and hence the meters charac-
teristic of Prakrit literature would continue to be defined and exemplified in Prakrit. Even so, there
is an almost-inexorable shift from Prakrit to Sanskrit. Svayambi’s Meters, in Prakrit and Apabhram-
sha, was virtually translated into Sanskrit by a Jain monk named Rajasékhara at the court of Bhgja in
the eleventh century. And his Sanskrit text, the Crown of Meters (Chandahsekharah), was in turn an
important source for Hémacandra’s Teaching on Meter (Chandonusasanam), likewise written in Sans-
krit, in the following century.” A similar story could be told of the adaptation of the Prakrit Pingala
into a Sanskrit text, the Ornament of Speech (Vanibhiisanam), composed around the year 1400 by

" Bhayani 1993 [1975]: 163-164. I think that Vrddhakavi probably refers to Nandivrddha, otherwise known as Nandita-
dhya, who is known to have written a handbook of Prakrit meter. It is also possible, however, that it refers to Harivrddha,
as Bhayani suggests.

' Namely in the introduction to Kunacakarar’s Virutti on Amitacakarar’s Yapparurikalakkarikai. See Niklas 1993.

' On Palitta, see Ollett 2018,

'*On Hémacandra’s predecessors see Bhayani 1997.

V7 See Jain 1945. A list of the fragments is found in Ollett 2017: 205-211.

" See p. xxii of Velankar’s edition of Svayambhii’s Meters.
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Damddara at the court of Kirtisirhha in Mithila.” By contrast, it is very rare to see Sanskrit texts on
grammar, metrics, lexicography or poetics adapted into Prakrit at any time.” The author of the
Prakrit metrical handbooks did draw on Sanskrit metrical handbooks when discussing Sanskrit
meters, and the author of the Mirror for Poets turned to Hémacandra’s Sanskrit handbook as a source
for Prakrit meters as well. But generally the direction of adaptation is from Prakrit to Sanskrit.

2. The Mirror of Ornaments

The Mirror of Ornaments (Alarikaradappanam) survives in a single palm-leaf manuscript at the Jina-
bhadra Stri Tadapatriya Granth Bhandar at Jaisalmer. The manuscript, consisting of 13 leaves, is
written in the so-called Jaina Nagari script with prsthamatras. It was first described in the catalogue
prepared in 1923 by C.D. Dalal. It is bundled with copies of two other texts, one of which is a copy of
Dandin’s Mirror of Literature (Kavyadarsah) dated to V.S. 1161 (1104 ce).” Dalal thus surmised that the
copy of the Prakrit Mirror was completed before this date, but Muni Jambavijaya, in his more recent
catalogue, listed V.S. 1300 as the date the Prakrit Mirror’s copying.”” Muni Punyavijaya had provided
a copy of the Jaisalmer manuscript to Agaracandra Nahata, and in 1968, the latter published his
edition of the Prakrit Mirror, together with a Sanskrit and Hindi translation provided by his nephew
Bharhvaralala Nahata.” In 1999, H. C. Bhayani published an edition and English translation of the
Mirror of Ornaments that he had prepared on the basis of a photocopy of the Jaisalmer manuscript. I
am currently preparing a new edition and translation — the necessity of which will be made clear
below — on the basis of digital photographs that were kindly supplied by Muni Pundarikavijaya.

The Mirror defines and exemplifies 42 different ornaments.” It consists largely of verses, with
short prose sentences introducing each of the examples. It has 134 verses, each of which are num-
bered. Although some of the verses are corrupt, most of them are clearly meant to have been in the
gaha (gatha) meter, which is the verse form par excellence of Prakrit literature. The first verse praises
the goddess of learning, and on this basis Dalal guessed that the author was a Jain:”

sundarapaavinnasam vimalalankararéhiasariram
suideviamn ca kavvam ca panamimé pavaravannaddharm
With a beauty to her step,

[Arranged in beautiful words,]
faultless ornaments adorning her body,

[faultless ornaments adorning its body,]
and rich in the choicest color,

¥ Vyas 2007: 367.

One exception appears to be the popular Jewel-Garland of Questions and Answers (Prasnottaramald), which was translated
into Prakrit (Panhuttararayanamald). See Gandhi 1949: 421-422.

' See Dalal 1923: 24. The manuscript bundle was numbered 211 in Dalal’s catalogue. It has the number 326 in Jambu-
vijaya Muni’s newer catalogue. Dalal identifies the third text as a copy of Induraja’s Brief Commentary on Udbhata’s work of
literary ornaments (Kavyalanikarasarasangrahalaghuvrttih); Muni Jambivijaya’s catalogue, however, identifies it as a com-
mentary on the third chapter of Dandin’s Mirror.

“Dalal 1923: 62; Jambiivijaya 2000: 36. The date of 1300 V.S. is also reported in Bhayani’s edition.

»Nahata and Nahata 1968.

#Both Nahata and Bhayani give the number as 40, based on a misreading of verse 10. For the repertoire of the Mirror as
compared to that of Bhamaha’s Ornament, see below.

®Dalal 1923: 62. The reading of the text (orthographically normalized) and the translation is my own; I have corrected
the manuscript’s panaviarh to panamima.
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[and rich in the choicest syllables,]
I do reverence to the Goddess of Learning
and to poetry.

The examples of the individual ornaments contain references to other deities, but since these
examples may have been taken from other texts, they do not necessarily tell us anything about the
author’s religious persuasion.” The author’s name is not mentioned. Some of the examples refer to a
king with the title naras¢hara- (“Crown of Men”). If it were known that a king ever took this title, we
might be better able to locate the author of the Mirror in history.” Bhayani guessed that the ninth-
century poet Svayambhii might have been the Mirror’s author, based simply on the fact that he was
said to have written on the topic of poetics.”

3. Bhamaha’s Ornament of Literature and the Prakrit Mirror

H.C. Bhayani first noted the close relationship between the Mirror and a Sanskrit work of poetics, the
Ornament of Literature (Kavyalankarah). There are two works with this name, one composed by Bha-
maha, likely in the sixth or early seventh century, and another composed by Rudrata in the ninth
century.” In what I can only explain as a confusion, Bhayani says, several times, that the Mirror
bears a close resemblance to Rudrata’s Ornament of Literature, but the text that he goes on to cite in
support of this claim is actually Bhamaha's Ornament, not Rudrata’s.” In fact there is nothing about
the Mirror that would lead us to believe that Rudrata’s Ornament was one of its sources. The Mirror is
a short text that defines and exemplifies a set of 42 ornaments. Unlike Rudrata’s Ornament, which
defines many more, it does not attempt to classify them in terms of their underlying principles. In
these respects, the Mirror closely resembles other works from the “early period” of South Asian
poetics. Bhamaha discusses around 40 ornaments in his Ornament’s second and third chapter. Bhatti’s
Poem (Bhattikavyam), composed within more or less the same time-frame as Bhamaha’s Ornament —
that is, between the late sixth and early seventh century — exemplifies roughly the same number of
ornaments in its tenth chapter.”® And Dandin’s Mirror of Literature (Kavyadarsah), composed around
700 ck, defines and exemplifies a similar number of ornaments between its second and third chap-
ters. In terms of its repertoire, then, the Mirror clearly belongs with these early texts. And among
these texts, the Mirror most closely resembles Bhamaha’s Ornament, as Bhayani surely meant to
observe.

Before examining the connections between the two texts, we should note that the author of the
Mirror made no claims whatsoever to originality, nor is any indication given of the text’s sources.
Bhamaha, by contrast, often reflected on his own position within the tradition of poetics, at times
acknowledging the work of previous scholars, at times offering criticism of their classifications, and

at times foregrounding his own original contributions. At the end of his second chapter, he reports

*See the references to Visnu in vv. 17 and 20 and Siva in vv. 69 and 73.

”See vv. 93 and 105.

*See Bhayani’s edition, p. 2.

* Bhamaha’s terminus ad quem is sometimes taken to be 638 ck, the date of Harisvamin’s commentary on the Satapatha-
brahmanah, as Mahéévara, who quotes Bhamaha in his own commentary on Yaska’s Niruktam, was evidently a fellow-
student of Harisvamin. The argument is not totally convincing, but as Bronner (2012: 95) notes, a sixth- or seventh-century
date for Bhamaha would accord with other evidence. For the date of Rudrata see Kane 1961: 155.

* Bhayani’s edition, p. 2. This is one particularly egregious example of the many mistakes in an otherwise extremely
valuable publication.

*'For the date of Bhatti, who says that he wrote the poem while Dharaséna was ruling in Valabhi, see Kane 1961: 74.
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that he has provided his own examples.” The implication of this statement, in my reading, is that
Bhamaha did not formulate his own definitions.

Bhayani gave several examples of similarities between the Mirror’s definitions and those in Bha-
maha’s Ornament. These similarities are systematic: for nearly every ornament that Bhamaha
defines, the Mirror defines it in almost exactly the same words. The examples are different. Some of
the examples of a given ornament share a theme, and a smaller number are so similar that they
could not possibly have been composed independently, but these are exceptions to the general
pattern.” Regarding the definitions, by contrast, we only need to look at a few to see that it is
impossible for them to have been composed independently. Below I give a series of definitions for
particular ornaments from both the Mirror and the Ornament. The definitions are so close that a
single translation is more or less sufficient for both texts. I have selected these ornaments simply
because in these cases the text of the Ornament can be used to emend the text of the Mirror. The
emendations admittedly bring the texts closer together, but their similarity is obvious even if the
emendations are not accepted.

A. Utpreksa or “Seeing-as”

Mirror of Ornaments 113 Ornament of Literature 2.91
thévovamai sahid asantakiriyadgunanujoena avivaksitasamanya kircic copamaya saha
avivakkhiasamanna uppekkha hoi saisad atadgunakriyayogad utpreksatisayanvita

In utpreksa, “seeing-as,” which has exaggeration, and accompanies a trace of comparison,
the similarity between two things is not meant to be expressed. It comes about through the
application of qualities and actions which do not really exist [Bha.: which do not actually
belong to the thing in question].**

B. Atisayah or “Exaggeration”

Mirror of Ornaments 54 Ornament of Literature 2.81
jattha nimittahinto loaikkantagoararn vaanari nimittato vaco yat tu lokatikrantagocaram
viraijjai so tassa a aisaandmo alarnkaro manyante 'tisayoktim tam alankaratayd yatha

When a statement is composed that, in view of particular occasions, goes beyond

the limits of the everyday world, that ornament is called atisayah, “exaggeration.””

%2 Ornament 2.96: “I have provided this ornament of language with examples that I have produced myself” (svayarkrtair
éva nidarsanair ayam maya praklpta khalu vagalankrtih). At the end of the third chapter, Bhamaha similarly claims (3.57) to
have “himself critically reviewed the formulation of how speech is ornamented, extensive as it is, and enunciated it
thoughtfully” (giram alarikaravidhih savistarah svayam viniscitya dhiya mayoditah).

* Bhayani pointed out that their examples of preyah are the same (Mirror 91, Ornament 3.5), although this is perhaps a
special case, since Dandin uncharacteristically gives the exact same verse as an example (Mirror 2.274). Compare also the
examples of apahnutih or “denial” (Mirror 90, Ornament 3.22) and yathasarikhyah or “ordered enumeration” (Mirror 68, Orna-
ment 2.90).

**In this verse, the manuscript has kirana in the first line, read correctly by Nahata and emended to kdrana by Bhayani.
I believe the correct emendation is kiriyd. In the second line, the manuscript has avivikkhiasamasse, once again read correct-
ly by Nahata, which he emended to avivakkhiasamatthé. Bhayani followed his emendation (except reading -samatthd instead
of -samatthé). The Mirror also suggests the reading asad- instead of atad- in the second line of the Ornament’s definition.

% The manuscript reads loaekkarnta-, which Nahata and Bhayani both accepted. It should be emended to l6aikkanta-.
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C. Prativastiipama or “Counterpart comparison”

Mirror of Ornaments 14 Ornament of Literature 2.34
padivatthi sa uvamd ja héi samanavatthuria a samanavastunydséna prativastiipamocyate
ivamivapivairahid vi sarisagunapaccaahinto yathévanabhidhané 'pi gunasamyapratititah

Prativastu, “counterpart,” is that comparison which takes place in the form of something
similar [Bha.: by introducing something similar], despite the absence of words like iva, miva,
and piva [Bha.: even without expressing yatha or iva] through the apprehension of similar
qualities.*

D. Aksépah or “Dismissal”
Mirror of Ornaments 58 Ornament of Literature 2.68
jattha niseho vva samihiassa kirai visésatanhae pratisedha ivéstasya yd visesabhidhitsayd
s6 akkhevo duviho hontavakkantabhééna dksepa iti tam santah Sarmsanti dvidham yatha

That wherein what one wished [to say] appears to be contradicted, with a desire for [Bha.:
with a desire to express] some special feature, is called aksepah, “dismissal,” which is
twofold by the distinction of present and past.”

In the following pair of definitions, the reading of the Mirror speaks in favor of a variant in the
text of Bhamaha’s Ornament.

E. Visesah or “Distinction”

Mirror of Ornaments 56 Ornament of Literature 3.22
vigaé vi ekkadesé gunantarénarn tu sarithui jattha ¢kadesasya vigamé ya gunantarasarnstutih
kirai visesapaadanakajjéenam so viséso tti visesaprathanayasau visesoktir mata yatha

When, for the sake of making something’s distinction clear, it is praised on account of one

of its qualities, even as another one is absent, that is called visésah, “distinction.”**

These pairs of definitions show that one of the two texts was dependent on the other for the
definitions. But they do not provide, in themselves, any evidence about the directionality of borro-
wing. There are, of course, differences in wording, but these can easily be explained by the different
form of the two texts — the Sanskrit anustubh in the one case, and the Prakrit gaha in the other.
Arguments about the directionality of borrowing that are based exclusively on a subjective evalua-
tion of style are not probative.” One other important difference must be noted. The definitions in
Bhamaha’s Ornament are very rarely shorter than a complete $lokah, whereas in the Mirror, many of

*Here Bhamaha’s Ornament shows that we should read vi in the Mirror’s second line as the concessive particle, rather
than as part of the following word, as Nahata and Bhayani took it (visarisa-).

¥ The manuscript reads sasihia, followed by Nahata and Bhayani. I have corrected it to samihiassa. A word of that metri-
cal shape is necessary in any case.

* The word samthui should correspond to samstutih, which is found in quotations of Bhamaha in Abhinavagupta,
Jayamangala, and Pratiharénduraja (see Trivedi’s ed. ad loc.). The manuscripts of the Ornament give the reading samsthitih. I
have read viseso tti (= visésa iti) in the Mirror. The reading visesotti (= visésoktih) would be closer to Bhamaha’s text.

* As Wright (2002) attempted to do (calling Dandin’s formulations “pedestrian,” “fragmented,” and “vague” (p. 329),
“pedestrian” again (p. 330), and “contrived” (p. 333) relative to those of the Subddhalarnkaro.
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the definitions occupy only half of a gaha. Even in such cases, however, it is often difficult to identify
elements of Bhamaha’s definition that are lacking in the Mirror’s. Here is one example:

F. Aprastutaprasangah (or -prasamsa) or “Introduction out of context”

Mirror of Ornaments 108ab Ornament of Literature 3.29
appatthuappasargé adhikdrad apétasya vastund nyasya ya stutih
ahiaravimukkavatthuno bhananam aprastutaprasamseti sa caiva kathyate yatha

Aprastutaprasangah “introduction out of context” is mentioning something outside of its
proper context. [Bha.: The introduction of another thing, outside of its proper context, is
called aprastutaprasarsa.]

The repertoire of ornaments is not exactly the same across the two texts. The Mirror defines 42
ornaments, and the Ornament, 38. The ornaments which appear in the former, but not the latter, are
bhavah (different from Bhamaha’s bhavikatvam), three kinds of uttaram, rodhah (different from
virodhah, which the Mirror defines separately), adarsah, udbhedah, valitam, and anyaparikarah. One
ornament which Bhamaha mentions, but explicitly refuses to define and exemplify, is hetuh, the
statement of an inferential reason (2.86). The Mirror defines and exemplifies an ornament called
anumanam (108), which seems to be identical to hetuh. Similar is the case of jatih or svabhavoktih, the
description of things as they are, which is included in the Mirror (61). Bhamaha does include it (2.96-
97), but with the ambivalent comment that “some people” (kecit) consider it to be an ornament. He
had stated previously that an ornament generally requires indirect speech (2.86). It is certainly the
case that Bhamaha had rejected some ornaments found in earlier texts, and two of these ornaments,
anumanam and jatih, are given without apology in the Mirror. This might lead us to think that the
Mirror was one of Bhamaha’s sources. Two considerations, however, might cast doubt on this hypo-
thesis. The first is that Bhamaha does not so much as mention several other ornaments included in
the Mirror, such as rodhah, whereas he might have been expected to do so if he really used the Mirror
as a source. The second is that two other ornaments that Bhamaha found in earlier works and rejec-
ted, namely siiksmah and lésah (2.86), are not mentioned at all in the Mirror.

Related to Bhamaha’s rejection of ornaments that are included in the Mirror is the different
treatment of upamd or “comparison” in both texts. The Mirror defines and exemplifies seventeen
subvarieties of comparison. Bhamaha, by contrast, provides one subvariety — prativastipama or
“counterpart comparison,” whose definition was given above — and then remarks that “it would be
useless to include the whole long list of subvarieties, such as malopama or ‘garland comparison,’

"% “Garland comparison” is actually

since their general properties have already been pointed out.
included in the Mirror (19). There must, however, have been other texts besides the Mirror that
provided such a “list of subvarieties,” because Bhamaha mentions a threefold classification of
comparisons into those that praise, blame, or merely describe their subjects. Although the Mirror
includes subvarieties of comparison that praise their subject in the guise of blaming it (31) or blame
their subject in the guise of praising it (34), it does not present a classification like the one Bhamaha
mentions.

The ornaments included by Bhamaha that are not found in the Mirror are fewer than the reverse.

They are upaméydpamd, ananvayah, and bhavikatvam. Of these, we should perhaps exclude upaméyo-

“° Ornament 2.38: samanyagunanirdesat trayam apy uditar nanu ~ malopamadih sarvo pi na jydyan vistaro mudha ~~.



Mirror of Ornaments and Ornament of Literature 171

pamd, as it is essentially identical to a subvariety of comparison that the Mirror calls “mutual
comparison” (ekkekkvama or anyonyopamd, 28). These three ornaments are clustered at the very end
of Bhamaha’s treatment (3.37, 3.45, and 3.53). Their position suggests, given Bhamaha’s roughly
historical treatment — beginning with ornaments that are found in the earliest texts, such as the
triad of upama “comparison,” ripakam “identification,” and dipakam “illumination,” and proceeding
to those that have been recognized more recently — that they were relatively recent additions to
the repertoire. Before concluding, however, that Bhamaha had added these ornaments from a
source that postdates the Mirror, we must observe that several other ornaments found at the end of
Bhamaha’s treatment are also defined in the Mirror, such as utpreksavayavah, samsrstih, and dsih. In
terms of the organizational logic of Bhamaha’s Ornament, there are reasons to put samsrstih
“mixture” and asih “blessing” towards the end, regardless of where they might have been located in
a strictly historical ordering of ornaments, mixture being a commingling of two of the previously-
defined ornaments, and blessing being an appropriate way to conclude the discussion.

We can thus envisage two scenarios: either the author of the Mirror relied on Bhamaha’s
Ornament, or a text nearly identical with it, in fashioning his or her own definitions, or Bhamaha
relied on the Mirror, or a text nearly identical with it, in fashioning his. In the first case, the author
of the Mirror must have found some other source for the definitions of a handful of ornaments that
Bhamaha either ignored or rejected, and omitted an even smaller handful of ornaments that
Bhamaha had included. In the second scenario, we must imagine Bhamaha ignoring or rejecting
several ornaments that were treated in the Mirror, and adding, towards the end, a small number that
were not treated in the Mirror. There is nothing implausible about either scenario in itself, but the
second seems more likely for two reasons. First, we already know that Bhamaha did subject the
ornaments collected by earlier authors to critical scrutiny. Bhamaha proudly enunciates the
principle of indirectness (vakroktih) for determining whether an ornament that has been proposed
by earlier authors is actually an ornament.” By applying this principle, he explicitly rejects several
ornaments, one of which, as noted before, is actually found in the Mirror. He may well have silently
rejected several others, either because they also did not pass his “indirectness test,” or for other
reasons. Second, we already know that Bhamaha utilized a number of different sources in compiling
his Ornament, perhaps including Ramasarman (2.19) and Médhavin (2.88). By contrast, in the first
scenario, we would have to assume that the author of the Mirror followed Bhamaha’s definitions in
the main, but went his or her own way at certain critical moments. Hence, in treating of the sub-
varieties of comparison, this hypothesis would require us to believe that the author of the Mirror
followed Bhamaha in the definition of “counterpart comparison,” but either invented his own
definitions, or found them elsewhere, for all of the other subvarieties.

The author of the Mirror does refer, at one point, to earlier “creators of systematic knowledge”
(satthadra-, 80). Interestingly, however, this reference occurs in the definition of anyapadésah or
“symbolic reference,” which the author of the Mirror considers to be a subvariety of an ornament
called bhavah or “inner feeling” (78). Bhamaha does not refer to either bhavah or anyapadésah. Their
earliest appearance in the tradition of Sanskrit poetics is in Rudrata’s Ornament.”

“! As noted by Bronner and Cox (forthcoming).
2 See Rudrata’s Ornament, 7.38 and 7.84. Bhamaha’s bhavikatvam is different.
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4, Conclusion

From the time of the Treatise on Theater (Natyasastram), which cannot be dated more precisely than
the early centuries of the common era, up to around 600 cg, poetics grew into a relatively stable
system of knowledge, organized around the analysis of discrete literary devices, and particularly of
“ornaments,” or figures of sound and sense. The definition and exemplification of these ornaments
would come to be the central concern of South Asian poetics, from which the entire discourse —
alarnikarasastram, “the systematic knowledge of literary ornaments” — drew its name. The earliest
surviving representatives of this tradition, namely Bhamaha’s Ornament of Literature and Dandin’s
Mirror of Literature, built upon a foundation laid by a number of earlier authors. Despite many
differences in their treatment of individual ornaments, both authors present an inventory of around
forty ornaments, which largely coincides, in turn, with the inventory of ornaments exemplified in
Bhatti’s Poem. Did the tradition prior to Bhamaha and Dandin include any works composed in
Prakrit? Prakrit literature, after all, occupied a central place in systematic thought about literature
in South Asia, and Prakrit examples were cited in Sanskrit works on poetics from at least the time of
Udbhata in the eighth century.” Dandin relates, in his Story of Avantisundari, that his great-grand-
father Damodara “provided South India with analyses of works of both Sanskrit and Prakrit

literature.”*

J.C. Wright also suggested, albeit on the basis of a tendentious argument about the
sources of Dandin’s Mirror of Literature, that the authors of Pali works of poetics, such as Ornaments
Made Easy (Subddhalarikars) had availed themselves of Prakrit sources.”

The discovery of the Mirror of Ornaments among the manuscripts at Jaisalmer in the early
twentieth century, and the very close relationship between this text and Bhamaha’s Ornament of
Literature — noted first by H. C. Bhayani — raises an important question of priority. If the Mirror
preceded the Ornament, then it would be the earliest surviving work specifically dedicated to poetics
in South Asia. It would also show us how an earlier tradition was integrated and transformed into a
tradition that we now know as “Sanskrit poetics.” If the reverse is true, then it would point to the
creation of systematic knowledge in Prakrit on the basis of existing works in Sanskrit. There is a
third possibility, namely, a third text, prior to both the Mirror and the Ornament, that both of them
drew upon for their definitions.

Certainty is elusive in this matter, at least until a thorough comparison of the Mirror and
Bhamaha’s Ornament is completed. At present it seems more likely to me that the Mirror of Ornaments
was earlier than, and served as one of the principal sources for, Bhamaha’s Ornament of Literature.
First, this scenario would accord better with what we know about the history of systematic know-
ledge in Prakrit. For it seems that, in general, very few works of systematic knowledge were
translated from Sanskrit into Prakrit, whereas we have numerous examples of works originally
composed in Prakrit being utilized as sources, either directly or indirectly, for Sanskrit works.
Second, the asymmetries between the text create the impression that Bhamaha self-consciously
rejected several ornaments, or subvarieties of ornaments, that were found in the Mirror. The path
from the Mirror to the Ornament is more straightforward than the reverse, which would involve
restoring ornaments that Bhamaha had rejected.

* One Prakrit verse (tarn natthi ki pi paino) is found in the fragments of Udbhata’s commentary on Bhamaha's Orna-
ment (see Gnoli 1962: 40). For Prakrit verses in Sanskrit works on poetics, the standard reference work is Kulkarni 1988.

* Story of Avantisundari, p. 11 (sarskrtaprakrtanam ca kavyanam laksanair daksinapatharh sanatham akarot).

> Wright 2002: 341.
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One type of argument that could be decisive for this question has to do with the translation from
one language into another. I have not yet found any examples in which the text of the Ornament can
only be explained by a misunderstanding of the text of the Mirror, or vice versa. If Bhamaha did
indeed use the Mirror as a source, he was a competent reader of Prakrit. In that connection, we
might mention another text that is ascribed to someone named “Bhamaha.” The earliest surviving
grammar of Prakrit — mentioned by Abhinavagupta, and hence earlier than 1000 ce — is the Light on
Prakrit attributed to Vararuci.* “Bhamaha” is the author of a commentary called Charming (Mang-
ramd) on this grammar, but it has long been unclear whether he is identical with the author of the
Ornament of Literature. The Charming commentary is extremely practical, even pedestrian, whereas
the Ornament reveals an authorial persona that is erudite, cantankerous, and sarcastic. If, however,
Bhamaha the literary theorist and Bhamaha the Prakrit grammarian are one and the same, it would
become all the more likely that Bhamaha the literary theorist would have utilized Prakrit sources.
Evidence that the author of the commentary on the Light was familiar with the Prakrit Mirror, were
it to be found, would speak strongly in favor of the Mirror’s priority to the Ornament.
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