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A Note on Spelling and Transliteration

To make the volume as accessible as possible to nonspecialist readers (and in a
volume of this scope and scale, probably everyone will be a nonspecialist reader
of at least some part), it avoids diacritical marks in proper names. Names are
given a spelling that best approximates their pronunciation—so, Dandin (not
Dandin), Shrivijaya (for Srivijaya), and so on. Chapter editors were free to
replicate pronunciation in their language of expertise; hence Nrupatunga for
Nrpatunga in Kannada, but Bhartrihari for Bhartrhari in Sanskrit. By and large,
work names appear in the text in translation, with the transliterated original in
parenthesis after the first appearance in every chapter and in an abbreviated form
thereafter: so Dandin’s Mirror of Literature is typically the Mirror, but the trans-
literated title or an abbreviation (e.g., Kavyadarsa and KA) are used in footnote
references. We likewise tried to minimize the use of technical terms in the orig-
inal languages and preferred consistent translations wherever possible (again,
with the transliterated term in parenthesis after the first appearance); the index
refers to both translated and original items. When quoting from the different
languages, of course, the relevant system of transliteration is used.






Introduction

Yigal Bronner

I.1. Traveling Poetics: Dandin and Aristotle

The protagonist of this volume, The Mirror of Literature (Kavyadarsa), is a
Sanskrit treatise on poetics that has had a remarkable career. Its author, Dandin,
was a poet and scholar who flourished around the year 700 ck in Kanchipuram,
South India, but his Mirror was read, commented upon, translated, and adapted
well beyond his location in regions spanning much of Asia: in Sri Lanka to the
south, in Tibet far to the north, across the Bay of Bengal in Burma and possibly
in Java and Bali, in Mongolia, and perhaps even as far away as China. In South
Asia, too, it solicited numerous responses in Sanskrit and in a variety of local
languages, from Karnataka in the southwest to Bengal in the northeast, and from
Kashmir at the northern edge of the Indian subcontinent to its Tamil home re-
gion in its southernmost tip. We know of a few texts that enjoyed this sort of
transregional and multilingual circulation in premodernity—typically religious,
scientific, or narrative works—but the list is not very long, and in the field of po-
etics, it is hard to think of many parallels.

One counterpart that suggests itself is Aristotle’s Poetics. Sheldon Pollock
has already depicted the Mirror’s phenomenal spread using Aristotle’s work as a
yardstick:

Measured by the crudest quantitative standards—miles traveled, size of read-
ership, kinds of language-traditions influenced, numbers of translations and
adaptations and borrowings—Dandin’s . . . [Mirror] can be safely adjudged the
most important work on literary theory in Asian history, and, in world history,
a close second to Aristotle’s Poetics.!

Below I address Pollock’s key notion of the “Sanskrit cosmopolis” which provides
a particularly valuable context for plotting the Mirror’s amazing success. For
now, it may be useful to push his comparison further. The goal is not so much

! Pollock 2005: 637.

A Lasting Vision. Yigal Bronner, Oxford University Press. © Oxford University Press 2023.
DOI: 10.1093/0s0/9780197642924.003.0001



2  YIGAL BRONNER

to revise the ranking of the two treatises in world history, although a plausible
case for such a revision could be made. Rather, my hope is that by extending its
comparison with Aristotle’s Poetics, we can highlight what was unique about the
Mirror’s Asian story.

I begin by noting how short-lived the initial reaction to the Poetics was. It
may come as a surprise to some today, but “after Aristotle’s death, the Poetics
disappeared almost without trace from the ancient literary scene,” and although
the text was copied into the medieval period, “the relatively uncomplicated
stemma,” harking back to a single manuscript, is one of several indicators “that
there was little demand for the work in antiquity”? Only around the year 900
CE, more than 1,200 years after its composition, did the Poetics begin to attract
some attention following its translation into Syriac and, through it, to Arabic.?
Between the early tenth and the late twelfth century, it enjoyed a burst of com-
mentaries and responses, primarily by Iberian intellectuals who wrote in Arabic.
The dominant voices in this textual engagement were renowned thinkers such as
Al-Farabi (872-950), Ibn Sina, or Avicenna (980-1037), and, most prominently,
Ibn Rushd, also known as Averroes (1120-1198).

By this time, however, the Poetics had been severed from its original con-
text, which led to “a process of assimilating Aristotle by misinterpretation”* Al
Farabi and his followers had no access to the classical corpus to which Aristotle
responded, and what is more, literature as they knew it, primarily in Arabic,
possessed nothing comparable to the Homeric epic or the Greek tragedy which
were so central to his analysis.® This stark divide has inspired a short story by
Jorge Luis Borges, where he compares his difficulty in imagining Averroes’s
life to the latter’s difficulty in understanding drama without ever setting foot
in a theater.® The medieval Arab interpreters tended to see the Poetics as sub-
sumed by the discipline of logic (where it supplied an “imaginative” variety to
the menu of syllogisms), as a practical rhetoric, and as “the servant of philos-
ophy.”” In doing so, they ignored most of the technical aspects of the Poetics, cre-
atively reinterpreted or sidestepped the key concepts of mimesis and catharsis,
misunderstood or silently glossed over Aristotle’s examples, and quoted things

2 Hardison 1968: 57. Indeed, many scholars believe that a second part of the book was lost in
antiquity, which is the premise of Umberto Eco’s The Name of the Rose. According to the standard
account, Aristotle’s entire corpus was scarcely in circulation during the centuries immediately fol-
lowing his death (Barnes 1997: 5-11). But even when it surfaced in Rome in c. 60 BCE, after a hiatus of
300 years, the Poetics remained largely ignored.

3 Schrier 1997: 263, 275. The earliest translations are mostly lost.

4 Hardison 1968: 59. According to a less judgmental view, however, “what we perceive as a fault
and misunderstanding might and, in all probability, will have been read as a valid idea or argument
by contemporary readers” (Vagelpohl 2008: 208).

° Tobi 2004: 325.

¢ Ben-Menahem 2017: 29-31.

7 Hardison 1968: 60-61; Butterworth 1977: 38; Tobi 2004: 324.
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he never said. Moreover, Hermannus, who in 1256 produced a Latin translation
of Averroes, “did him a bad service . . . [as] his knowledge of Arabic was inade-
quate for his arduous task”® Thus the main Latin version of the Poetics between
the thirteenth and the fifteenth centuries was a rather distorted rendition thrice
removed.

Then there is the question of impact. The medieval response to the Poetics
primarily took place outside poetic discourse and reflected concerns that were
rooted in philosophy writ large. It was thus at best tangential to the rich pro-
duction of literature in a variety of languages between Iraq and the Iberian
Peninsula. “Arabic philosophers were interested in Aristotle’s Poetics insofar as
it relates to logic,” and we will simply “not find an influence of the Poetics in the
books of the Arab theorists of poetry” It is only in the sixteenth century that
the Poetics was retranslated directly from the Greek,!” this time along with its
accompanying corpus of poetry, epic, and stage plays. Aristotle’s Poetics was fi-
nally relieved of the philosophical straitjacket, although even then, Averroes’s
authority as Aristotle’s senior interpreter was respected throughout much of the
century.!! Beginning in the Italian Renaissance and continuing throughout the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, it helped inspire a wave of literary produc-
tion in a variety of languages.

What can we learn from this story, admittedly painted in broad strokes? One
possible lesson is that the ability of a work of poetics to integrate meaningfully
into new literary cultures and, more importantly, its ability to help generate new
expressive modes therein are the real measures of its impact, far more than, say,
the mere tally of its adaptations, commentaries, and miles traveled. Moreover,
if the story of Aristotle’s Poetics in the medieval Mediterranean teaches us any-
thing, itis the fact that for a literary theory to productively cross both cultural and
linguistic borders, its new readers, adaptors, and translators must also have some
proficiency in its original cultural milieu: its literature in different genres and its
auxiliary cultural grammars. Judging by these standards, Aristotle’s Poetics was
not a particularly important work for the bulk of its history.

Now apply the same standards to Dandin’s Mirror, beginning with the four
main cases of translation and adaptation discussed in this volume: the Kannada-
and Tamil-speaking regions of the Indian subcontinent, the island of Sri Lanka,
and the Tibetan plateau. Here literary cultures received Dandin’s Mirror of
Literature relatively close to the time of its composition—the dates differ from

8 Tigerstedt 1968: 8-9.

° Harb 2020: 75; Tobi 2004: 328. That said, the strange reading of Aristotle’s notion of mimesis
(Arabic: muhakat) did lead philosophers such as Ibn Sina and Ibn Rushd to fascinating theories on
wonder and estrangement in literary language and rhetorical speech, as is shown in Harb’s illumi-
nating discussion (Harb 2020: 88-111).

10" An earlier translation directly from Greek done in 1278 was by and large ignored.
' Hardison 1968: 73-77.



4 YIGAL BRONNER

region to region, but the window between the ninth and the thirteenth cen-
turies emerges as the pivotal period of Dandin-mania—while the original
literary world that led to its composition was very much alive and directly ac-
cessible to the Mirror’s adaptors, translators, commentators, and some of their
readers. Moreover, the Mirror came to these cultures not as a lone wanderer,
but with a band of companions: poems, dramas, epics, and narrative works,
as well as treatises on grammar, lexicography, and prosody. Most importantly,
local mirrors modeled on Dandin’s became highly influential texts in all of the
receiving cultures—this despite the fact that all four cultures already possessed
thriving literary traditions (even if sometimes little is left from the early, pre-
Dandin phase), and in the case of Tamil, also a long-standing and well-attested
tradition of poetics. Yet once they welcomed the Mirror, they changed course
and produced new creative modes that thrived up to (and in some cases well
into) the modern era.

Here in brief are the details. In the Deccan, the ninth-century Way of the
Poet-King (Kavirajamargam), the earliest adaptation of Dandin’s treatise, is the
foundational and first extant text in Kannada, and its impact on later production
in this still-flourishing literary tradition was formative: for centuries Kannada
authors went back to the Way for ideas and inspiration. In Sri Lanka, another
adaptation, Poetics for This Language of Ours (Siyabaslakara; hereafter: Our Own
Poetics), probably from the tenth century, serves as the cornerstone of Sinhala
literary culture and reigned indisputably in that position for almost a millen-
nium. In Tibet, the first translation of the Mirror around the year 1200 inaugu-
rated the dominant mode of literary production in the plateau; it also was one
of a very small set of nonreligious texts studied by monks and laymen alike and,
hence, formed the basis of a shared learned idiom for Tibet’s literati. More than
anywhere else, perhaps, the Mirror, through an industry of translations, com-
mentaries, and the countless “example notebooks” written by its students, so
dominated the literary landscape (and through it, also that of literary production
in Mongolia), that in the twenty-first century, a group called “Third Generation”
writers “explicitly identified itself in terms of a trenchant rejection of the Mirror’s
poetics”’!? Even in Tamil, a language with a particularly strong history of poetry
and poetics predating Dandin by centuries, the Mirror broke new paths. A se-
ries of translations and adaptations beginning in the twelfth century helped set
in motion a new style of writing and, eventually, a new synthesis of the pre- and
post-Dandin models.

The inspiring impact of Dandin was also felt in Southeast Asia. In Burma
and other parts of the Theravada Buddhist world, a thirteenth-century Pali
adaptation of Dandin’s Mirror that was produced in Sri Lanka, Lucid Poetics

12 Bhum and Gyatso, section 6.13 in this volume.
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(Subodhalarikara), was the main authority on poetic speech. It was repeatedly
utilized by poets and scholiasts, and it was copied and studied constantly at least
until the eighteenth century. A different case is presented by Java, where as early
as the ninth century there arose a tradition in the model of Indic poetry that later
migrated to Bali, where it thrived until the twentieth century. Here we have no
record of any treatise on poetics that helped inaugurate this movement, but there
is little doubt that such treatises were involved, and there is good reason to think
that the Mirror was one of them. Finally, even in China, where literary produc-
tion is vastly different from that of the subcontinent, and where there existed a
robust tradition of literary theory long before Dandin, there is reason to believe
that the Mirror has at least made a dent in pattern poems and patterns of po-
etic analysis in Chinese, and there is even a Chinese compendium on poetics by
the Japanese scholar Kukai that, perhaps not coincidentally, is also named the
Mirror.

Thus, unlike Aristotle’s Poetics, Dandin’s Mirror not only left a remarkable
paper and palm-leaf trail extending over long stretches of time and covering
vast tracts of land, it also helped stimulate a wave of creativity that continues
to reverberate in some Asian languages to this day. The present volume is ded-
icated to this Asian story, so far never told. One main question shared by all
the contributors of this volume is how to account for the Mirror’s amazing suc-
cess: Why did Dandin’s Mirror travel the way it did, why did it encounter so many
open doors, and why, unlike Aristotle’s Poetics (at least for the first 1,500 years of
its existence), was it so productive wherever it went?

Before considering these questions in earnest, it may be useful to reject some
all-too-easy answers. One such answer may be that the openness with which the
Mirror was received in many parts of Asia had to do with the close affinity be-
tween its medium, Sanskrit, and the languages into which it was adapted. One
might argue that its translators found it easy to read and understand it and
the literature it strove to theorize, in stark contrast to Aristotle’s Poetics and
its adventures in Syriac, Arabic, and, through them, Latin. But no such direct
linguistic affinity may be assumed in the cases discussed below. From the lan-
guages of the Mirror’s main translations and adaptations, Kannada and Tamil
are Dravidian languages, Tibetan and Mongolian belong to the Tibeto-Burman
and Mongolian language families, respectively, and only Pali and Sinhala are, like
Sanskrit, Indo-Aryan languages. Of course, belonging to the same family is not
the only indication of proximity between languages, and it is certainly true that
Kannada and Tamil came to share a significant portion of their lexicon and im-
agery with Sanskrit, and the same is true of a language like Old Javanese. But this
kinship is to a large extent the result of cultural connections mediated through
works such as the Mirror. In short, the success of the Mirror cannot be reduced to
the linguistic matter itself.
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A second pseudo-explanation is religion: it is clear that Dandin enjoyed a
place of honor in the Buddhist circuits, such as the Theravada cultures of Sri
Lanka and Burma, the Tantric Buddhist cultures of Tibet and Mongolia, and the
great academic centers in the subcontinent. But this is not exclusively the case,
and the Mirror was popular among many other religious readers: Shaiva and
Vaishnava Hindus, Jains, and others. Indeed, it may not be a coincidence that
a Buddhist monk, a Jain, and a Brahmin were the three earliest commentators
on the Mirror.!3 So while it is true that Dandin was the clear favorite among
followers of the Buddha, this only begs the question: Why was a treatise on po-
etics whose author was a Brahmin and a follower of Shiva so warmly embraced
by Buddhist thinkers?

Finally, another explanation might be that Dandin’s Mirror was the founda-
tional work on poetics in Sanskrit, and hence, the obvious candidate to spread its
message. This is simply not the case. The discipline of poetics is unique among
Sanskrit’s knowledge systems in that it never possessed a foundational text of in-
disputable authority, and the Mirror was always, at best, one of several prominent
texts on the shelf. Indeed, it was conceived as a rejoinder to an earlier such work,
Bhamaha’s Ornament of Literature (date unknown), and for a long time the two
were understood and studied as a pair, at least among Sanskrit literati. Bhamaha’s
Ornament, too, was known to readers of Kannada, Sinhala, Pali, and Tibetan,
but its impact in these cultures was not commensurate with that of the Mirror.
Moreover, exactly coinciding with the centuries of its rapid spread, the Mirror
was largely snubbed by literati in the Kashmir valley who, between the ninth
and the twelfth centuries, consciously fashioned their region as the center of
Sanskrit poetic theory. While the Kashmirians clearly studied the Mirror closely,
it was not, by any means, their standard reference book.!* Indeed, for them,
their followers, and most modern scholars, the Mirror was entirely eclipsed by
the works Kashmir produced during this period. Still, not one of these Kashmiri
works ever enjoyed a success even remotely similar to that of Dandin’s Mirror.
This is certainly true outside the Indian subcontinent, where the Kashmirian
authors on poetics were far less known, and even among Sanskrit literati in the
post-Kashmiri era, when the Mirror enjoyed continuous study and admiration
in many parts of the subcontinent.

So the Mirror presents us with an enigma: a treatise in Sanskrit that was partic-
ularly well received by readers of Kannada, Tamil, Sinhala, Tibetan, Mongolian,
and Burmese; the work of a Shaiva Brahmin that was enthusiastically adopted by
Buddhists and adherents of other religions; and a piece on Sanskrit poetics that
had a huge transregional success despite ranking rather low in the minds of the

13 As shown in Pollock 2005.
14 See McCrea, section 5.4 in this volume.
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doyens of this field. At the very least, this enigma calls for serious explanation.
Let us first turn to existing scholarship, to see what answers it may offer.

I.2. Dandin in the Mirror of Scholarship

With very few exceptions, the vast dimensions of the Dandin phenomenon have
never been acknowledged, let alone documented. And since questions about
it were never posed, no one ever sought to answer them. The field of Dandin
studies, then, unlike that of Aristotle’s Poetics, is in its infancy. Let me very briefly
survey the relevant scholarship under the following headings: (1) studies of
the Mirror itself by Sanskrit specialists; (2) studies of the reception of Dandin
in some of its receiving literary cultures; and (3) Sheldon Pollock’s work on the
“Sanskrit cosmopolis”

Dandin’s Mirror was first published in 1836,!° but like many important
Sanskrit works, it has received little sustained analysis. What were its aesthetic
theory, methodology, and innovative goals? These questions were so far simply
never asked. Moreover, since the early 1900s, almost every mention of Dandin’s
text in the next few decades was subsumed by a heated controversy concerning
the relative chronology between it and Bhamaha’s Ornament of Literature (first
published in 1909).!° And, in the second half of the twentieth century, after this
debate gradually subsided unresolved, there was very little interest in the Mirror.
The attention of those studying Sanskrit poetics was, by and large, directed to
Kashmir, and between 1950 and the present, it is impossible to find a single mon-
ograph, or even a journal article, dedicated to examining the Mirror as a whole.!”
The picture is similar with respect to the responses to Dandin in Sanskrit: most of
the Mirror’s commentaries remain unpublished and unstudied, and most of the
other responses are uncharted.'® One notable exception is Dragomir Dimitrov’s
work on Dandin’s most important commentator, Ratnashrijnana, which I dis-
cuss below.

Specialists on literary cultures other than Sanskrit have in some cases noted
and begun to explore the Mirror’s impact on those cultures. This is particularly
true for Tibetan, where the contributions of Leonard van der Kuijp, Dragomir
Dimitrov, Matthew Kapstein, and Jonathan Gold have opened an important

15 For a brief summary of the history of printed editions and a complete and annotated list, see
Dimitrov 2002: 3-6, 305-21.

16 For a survey of this debate, see Bronner 2012.

17 Two important near-exceptions are Eppling 1989 (a PhD dissertation that provides a translation
of the Mirror’s second chapter, and whose introduction acknowledges the work’s wide impact; 1393—
94), and Singh 1979 (a monograph whose Dandin section does not focus on the Mirror).

18 V. Raghavan’s 1978 study of Bhoja is one important exception.



8 YIGAL BRONNER

window into the reception of Dandin in this world and some of its main ac-
tors.!? In Tamil studies, we have the pioneering work of Anne Monius, who took
part in one of our group meetings and who sadly passed away prematurely in
2019.20 T refer below to her insights on the connection between the adaptations
of Dandin in Tamil and local Buddhist communities. For Kannada, we have
the pioneering work of Sheldon Pollock, which led to his theorization of the
Sanskrit cosmopolis, also discussed below. In addition, we are now fortunate
to have a pair of learned English translations of Dandin’s Kannada adaptations,
the Ornament of King Udayaditya (Udayadityalankarari) and the aforemen-
tioned Way of the Poet-King, both by R. V. S. Sundaram, one in collaboration
with Gil Ben-Herut, and the other with Deven Patel.?! For Sinhala, we have
another translation of a major adaptation, the Compendium of Language and Its
Meaning (Sidatsarigara) by James Gair and W. S. Karunatillake.?? And for Pali,
there is the first study of another adaptation, Lucid Poetics (Subodhalankara),
by Alistair Gornall.** Concerning the possible involvement of the Mirror in Old
Javanese literature, there are the early insights of Hooykaas and, more recently,
Thomas M. Hunter.?* Mair and Mei’s provocative essay postulating the influ-
ence of Sanskrit poetics in general and Dandin in particular on Tang China
has received little follow-up or fine-tuning since its publication in 1991.% Note
that there is also considerable scholarship in the many languages under discus-
sion in this volume. For example, Dge ‘dun rab gsal’s history of Tibetan litera-
ture includes an extensive study of the Mirror in Tibet, and several conferences
on the Mongolian commentaries on Dandin’s Mirror had their proceedings
published in that language.?® To these one may add Wijayawardhana’s impor-
tant unpublished doctoral dissertation on the relations between Sanskrit and
Sinhala poetics.?” These contributions are crucial for future study. But not one
of them sets out to tell the full story of the Mirror in any one region or literary
culture, let alone across regions.

One exception worth separate notice is the work of Dragomir Dimitrov, a spe-
cialist of Sanskrit, Tibetan, and Pali. Dimitrov produced the only critical editions

19 van der Kuijp 1996; Dimitrov 2002: 25-60; Kapstein 2003: 781-82, 788-89; Gold 2007: 117-19,
135-39.

20 Monius 2000, 2001: 128-36.

2L Pollock 2006: 338-56; Sundaram and Ben-Herut 2015; Sundaram and Patel 2016. Sundaram,
Ben-Herut, and Patel have all participated in earlier meetings of our group, and Ben-Herut is also a
contributor to this volume.

22 Gair and Karunatillake 2013. See also Wright 2002 and Jaddipal, Viroopaksh V. 2010, for var-
ious aspects of the life of the Mirror in Sri Lanka.

23 Gornall 2020: 145-67. Gornall also has contributed to this volume.

2 Hooykaas 1958: 40-46; Hunter 2001: 6, 9-10. Hunter is also a contributor to this volume.

25 Mair and Mei 1991.
For these, see Bhum and Gyatso, section 6.13, and Wallace, section 6.12, in this volume.
27 Wijayawardhana 1963.
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of parts of the Mirror on the basis of manuscripts in Sanskrit and Tibetan.?
He also drew attention to a key player in Dandin’s Asian story, Ratnashrijnana
(hereafter Ratna), a tenth-century Sri Lankan Buddhist monk who traveled to
mainland India, and whose commentary accompanied the Mirror in its travels in
several Buddhist regions. Dimitrov’s monumental The Legacy of the Jewel Mind
reconstructs Ratna’s life and scholarly career and puts forward a set of detailed
and bold hypotheses about his contribution to the Sinhala literary and intellec-
tual scene (some of which still await substantiation). Thus, his work stands out in
being conducive to our understanding of the Mirror’s reception in Sanskrit, Sri
Lankan, and Tibetan circles, and it has influenced several chapters of the current
volume.?

Finally, this volume could not have been even conceived without Sheldon
Pollock’s key interventions. In a series of groundbreaking publications, Pollock
charted two extended moments that tied together much of South and Southeast
Asia. In the first such moment, around the middle of the first millennium CE,
Sanskritic models of aesthetics and political imagination spread widely and
came to enjoy a monopoly over an entire variety of expressive practices that
shaped this “cosmopolis.” In the second, around the end of the millennium, this
world was decidedly vernacularized, which, among other processes, entailed
a wave of literary creativity in languages from Kannada to Javanese and from
Sinhala to Nepali, through internalization of and engagement with cosmopol-
itan models.*

There are at least three aspects of Pollock’s theory that are particularly relevant
to the story of Dandin’s Mirror:

(1) What the cosmopolis shared was never an ethnic, political, or reli-
gious unity, but rather a set of ideas and practices concerning language,
grammar, philology, and, indeed, literature (kavya). These aspects, and
especially the latter, are at the heart of the Mirror, and the fact that the
cosmopolis was united by such notions enabled Dandin’s adaptors and
readers to engage with him in a way that Aristotle’s medieval counterparts
could not.

(2) The chronological coordinates in Pollock’s account fit the contours of the
Mirror’s story perfectly: the work was composed during the first extended
cosmopolitan moment, and its wave of translations and adaptations coin-
cided with the second extended moment of vernacularization. Pollock

28 Dimitrov 2002, 2011.
2 Dimitrov 2016. Dimitrov also presented his findings to the members of this group in 2015.
30" Pollock 1998, 2003, 2006.
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was the first to notice this coincidence and to allot the Mirror an impor-
tant role in this process.’!

(3) Pollock’s theory was developed on the basis of the Kannada case, where
the foundational statement, the Way of a Poet-King, is an adaptation of the
Mirror, and the first one at that.*?

I.3. The Mirror’s Cosmopolitan Ways

Thus, the journey of this volume commences with Pollock’s road map in hand.*
But his metanarrative is not, in and of itself, an answer to the “why Dandin”
question, or to its “how Dandin” concomitant.>* Moreover, as the first in-depth
case study of its kind, the exploration of the story of Dandin’s Mirror promises
to teach us a great deal about the cosmopolitan culture it helped promote. If it
was, indeed, “the most influential textbook of its kind in the history of southern
Asia,” what cosmopolitan views and ideals about literature and society did the
Mirror help shape, and what made it the most suitable candidate for this task?3®
Moreover, what can the engagements with the Mirror in different regions teach
us about the uneven making of the cosmopolis and the various patterns of its
vernacularization? And how can the extremities and confines of the Mirror’s
voyages help us redraw the map of the cosmopolis? These are some of the
questions that this volume sets to answer.

Let me illustrate some of the ways in which the Mirror and its reception can
refine our understanding of this larger cultural formation. For Pollock, key to
the cosmopolitan prestige of Sanskrit were (1) its grammaticality—the fact
that it came ready with a sophisticated tradition of linguistic analysis that ren-
dered it stable and rule-bound; (2) its transregionality—the fact that it was not
a “language of a place,” but the prominent member of a tiny club of “languages
of the way,” whose use and aesthetic ideals were not bound to any one region;
and, relatedly, (3) its ready-made menu of regional varieties (with the southern
Vaidarbha being a clear favorite), which—somewhat paradoxically, since “its re-
gional differences were matters of style only, not substance”—allowed it to feel at
home in any region.*® Interestingly, on all three of these counts, the two earliest
extant works on Sanskrit poetics, Bhamaha’s Ornament and Dandin’s Mirror,
offer starkly different views.

31 Pollock 2003: 43; 2006: 343-44.

32 PollocK’s reliance on the Kannada case has been the source of some criticism of his model of
vernacularization (e.g., Novetzke 2016: 17-18).

33 Bronner 2011: 541.

3 Following Hallisey and Meegaskumbura, section 3.1 in this volume.

% The quote is from Pollock 2003: 43.

3 The quote is from Pollock 2006: 346.
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Take the question of grammar. For Bhamaha, not only should Sanskrit be rule-
bound, but Panini and his most reliable followers alone can be trusted as its rule
makers; no one else, certainly not the poet, is licensed to depart from their dictates
and to set new norms. Dandin’s approach is diametrically opposed. While he has
utmost respect for the discipline of Sanskrit grammar, he never narrows it down to
just its Paninian branch, and, on the key question of poetic license, he makes sure
to turn his predecessor’s words on their head: where Bhamaha said that forms not
sanctioned by Panini are necessarily faulty, regardless of the use of the “learned,
Dandin holds that “if favored by the learned, this is no flaw.’*” So while it is true that
a notion of Sanskrit literature as bound by grammar is found in both treatises, it is
quite a different notion nonetheless.

A similar point can be made about the cosmopolitan language club. Bhamaha
allowed only three members in—Sanskrit, Prakrit, and Apabhramsha—before
shutting the door behind them. Dandin seems to follow him at first (although he
adds a fourth variety of a “mixture” thereof). But he then pluralizes Prakrit based
its ability to be formed on the basis of an open-ended list of local linguistic media,
and ends up by stating, quite shockingly, that “all local languages (bhdasa) as well as
Sanskrit can produce all kinds of narrative literature.”*® So again, both texts share a
worldview that restricts the entry of languages to the literary arena, but the criteria
for admission differ, and so does the arena.

Then there is the fact that Sanskrit comes with a ready-made geocultural matrix
that, while mapped onto specific regions of the subcontinent, can be repositioned
elsewhere. For Pollock, the repurposing of Sanskrit’s southern and northeastern
ways (marga) is a key move on the part of the Kannada literati, as explained in his
discussion of the Way:

The two madrgas, meant to reaffirm the limitless expansion of Sanskrit literature
precisely by identifying all the quasi-regional varieties it can possess, have been
congruously pasted onto the equivocally limited sphere of Kannada. Thus the cat-
egory marga appears to capture nothing of the actual character of the Kannada
literature and to fit only to the degree that the vernacular enacted a kind of a preco-
lonial mimicry of the dominant cultural formation.*

37 Compare BKA 4.22 and 6.36 to KA 3.148. For more on this point, see Bronner, section 1.2 in this
volume, and Kawamura 2017.

3 Compare BKA 1.16 to KA 1.33-38. Pollock 2016: 90-92, 101, partly acknowledges Dandin’s
expansion over Bhamaha’s but does not see it in the context of his overall open vision. See also Ollett
2017:153. For a fuller discussion, see Bronner, section 1.2 in this volume.

3 Pollock 2006: 348.
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Whether or not one shares the concluding judgment—and Pollock himself later
qualifies it with a crucial forward trajectory*—the theory of “ways” is another
topic on which Bhamana and Dandin could not have disagreed more. As Pollock
himself shows, Bhamaha denied the very existence of the ways and the means
for distinguishing between them.*! Dandin, by contrast, not only affirmed their
validity (and structured his discussion of them as a rebuttal of Bhamaha, as the
commentator Ratna shows*?), he used the accepted list of ten poetic “virtues”
to instill life breath (to use his own image) into them and revamp the “ways”
in a manner that enabled, as Pollock also notes, their later assimilation in the
Kannada Way.

Yet even to say this is only to scratch the surface of Dandin’s re-theorization
of the building blocks of Bhamaha’s Ornament. The poetic “virtues” that now
breathed life into his preferred southern way were matched with several alterna-
tive routes. First is the northeastern way which, although clearly not as favored as
the southern, is not without virtue and hence also legitimate. Second are the po-
etic faults, which, almost without exception, can be turned into virtues if only the
poet is a savvy traveler on “the path of flaws and virtues” (mdrgena dosagunayoh),
the method for navigating which Dandin takes pains to demonstrate. Then there
is poetry’s “difficult path” (duskaramarga), which includes a variety of intricate
rhyming and “twinning” effects, palindromes, pattern poems, and riddles, all of
which, we shall see, were crucial to the reception of Dandin’s treatise wherever
it went. Finally, there is the admission that there are countless literary ways, “as
many as there are poets” (pratikavi). This statement seems to take into account
not just the past and present but a future proliferation as well, just as Dandin does
when he notes, by way of introducing poetic ornaments, the main topic of his
book, that these “continue to be coined even as we speak”*?

We can begin to realize why such practices and statements endeared the
Mirror to many commentators, respondents, and adapters. We can also imagine
why they were unsavory to others. The Mirror is not, by any means, a text pro-
mulgating a vernacular agenda. But one key to its vast transregional success is
its open cosmopolitan vision, one that saw in the past and could see in the fu-
ture a proliferation of directions: the coining of unauthorized grammatical
forms (thereby authorizing them), the creation of (at least) narrative works in an

40 Pollock later argues that the Way “is identifying and counterposing two modes of writing that
constituted the foundational cultural choices for Kannada, indeed, for all South Asian vernacular
literatures . . . [between] the aesthetic ‘of the way’ and ‘of place’” (Pollock 2006: 350). For a rather
different take on this supposed remapping of the cosmopolitan onto the vernacular, see Ollett and
Pierce Taylor, section 2.2 in this volume, and also below.

41 BKA 1.31-36; Pollcok 2006: 209-12.

42 See Bronner and Cox, section 5.6 in this volume.

43 The quotes are from KA 3.187 (margena dosagunayoh), 3.96 (duskaramarga), 1.101 (pratikavi),
and 2.1 (te cadyapi vikalpyante). They are all discussed in Chapter 1.
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expanding list of languages, the invention of new figures, and the breaking of new
poetic paths. This is one aspect of the Mirror that finds little to compare with in
Aristotle’s highly normative Poetics, or, for that matter, in any such other ancient
work. One treatise that comes to mind, in this respect, is Quintilian’s Institutio
Oratoria, which also has a lot to say on the topic of invention and which, like the
Mirror, pays close attention to the different types of figures. But what may appear
to a superficial gaze as a typology of figurative language in the Mirror is really
almost the opposite: Dandin engages in a problematization of literary language
and provides a bold investigation of it as an open-ended, generative system.
Indeed, this unique theoretical openness, the main topic of Chapter 1, can and
should be understood in social terms as well; below I discuss Dandin’s religious
tolerance as one of the reasons he was received across religious boundaries.

There are, of course, limits to his openness, both socially and aesthetically.
Dandin’s cosmopolitan view certainly depended on its being rule-bound: there
was a method involved in turning flaws to virtues, and a principle on the basis
of which one could coin new figures or use old ones in new combinations and
contexts. But all these rules, methods, and principles come equipped with modes
and ways of overruling or transcending them. There was thus a great deal of flex-
ibility integral to every category, and there were many degrees of freedom in
Dandin’s vision, partly explaining why it was so expansive and lasting.

I.4. Courtand Monastery: The Mirror on the Ground

The current volume investigates more than just the cosmopolitan worldview it-
self. It also explores the mechanisms through which this vast world was formed
and some of the differences between its literary cultures. In other words, an in-
depth exploration of one case study like Dandin’s Mirror across languages and
regions may offer insight into the social and textual practices that helped create,
expand, sustain, and ultimately remold the cosmopolitan order. In the following
sections I deal with relations, mediations, and negotiations among texts; here
I discuss the institutional and social settings they inhabited.

One of Pollock’s most important insights is that royal courts played a crucial
role in shaping the Sanskrit cosmopolitan culture and, later, those of its vernac-
ular successors. In everything from the production of inscriptions, the sponsor-
ship of cultural grammars (including lexicography, prosody, poetics, dramaturgy,
musicology, and, of course, grammars per se), and the personification of the ideal
of refined speakers and poets, kings and their courtiers were leading cultural
agents. In a fascinating section of his Language of the Gods, Pollock documents
what he aptly terms “grammar envy”: the insatiable royal appetite for recruiting
experts and producing titles in the language sciences—a grammatical arms race
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that in a few cases even escalated to violent conflict.* Indeed, it was not un-
common for kings to be (or claim to be) leading grammarians, literary theorists,
poets, literary connoisseurs, or all of the above. The most famous example is King
Bhoja of Dhara (r. ca. 1010-1055), in whom all these identities were combined
and whose name became synonymous with the ideal he embodied.*> But there
are many other such examples. For instance, the great cultural turning point that
decisively put Kashmir on the map of cosmopolitan poetics is described by the
Kashmirian chronicler Kalhana as the pet project of one king, Jayapida (r. 776-
807): Kalhana depicts him as a disastrous military campaigner, who preferred
scholarship to diplomacy and who was so engrossed in his academic work that
“his fame in his capacity as pandit was greater than in his capacity as king4¢

In many ways, the story told in this volume corroborates PollocK’s thesis.
Dandin himself was likely the recipient of support from the Pallava kings of
Kanchipuram, and royal eulogy is one of the two main poetic topics the Mirror
imparts by example (the other is love; some would say “courtly love”).#” And as
Pollock has already observed about the Way of a Poet-King, both the title and
the authorial practices of this Kannada adaptation of the Mirror—much of its
teaching is attributed to King Nrupatunga—indicate beyond doubt that the
composition of this work was directly connected to the Rashtrakuta court.*
This volume supplies a great deal of additional evidence from the Asian travels
of Dandin and other peripatetic poetic models. In Sri Lanka, some of the main
translations and adaptations of the Mirror are likewise the product of courtly cul-
ture: Our Own Poetics, like the Kannada Way, identifies a king as the author (his
name is Salamevan), and the Compendium of Language and Its Meaning reports
that its author composed it at the request of Patiraja, a minister who protects the
whole of south Sri Lanka.*” In the Tamil-speaking region, the first theoretical text
to incorporate Dandin’s poetics, the eleventh-century Heroic Chola Grammar
(Viracoliyam), was written at the behest of the Chola king Virarajendra whose
“pure Tamil” it purports to document. Indeed, the worK’s title could be trans-
lated as referring to this very king: “The Work of the Heroic Chola”*® In Tibet,
the introduction of Indic culture and the adoption of Buddhism were from
the start state operations, and the first complete translation of the Mirror into
Tibetan by Shongton in the late thirteenth century was sponsored by Pakpa, an

4 Pollock 2006: 162-88; the section on grammar envy is 177-84.

45 Pollock 2006: 179-81; see also Cox, section 5.8 in this volume.
¢ RT 4.91; Pollock 2006: 171-73; Bronner 2013.

47 There seem to be references to the Pallava kings and their city in the Mirror (KA 2.277, 3.114),
pointing to his court connections (Bronner 2012: 75-77).

48 Pollock 2006: 343.

4 See Hallisey and Meegaskumbura, section 3.2, and Gornall, Hallisey, and Meegaskumbura, sec-
tion 3.6, in this volume.

S0 Viracoliyam 7.7. See also Monius 2000: 2, Clare and Shulman, section 4.3 in this volume. For a
discussion of this king’s court culture, see Cox 2016: 60-69.
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imperial preceptor of Kublai Khan.”! In Burma, an early record of the Mirror is
in a fifteenth-century stone inscription that hails a local lord and his wife, both
related to the family of the kings of Ava, who donated several manuscripts of
Dandin’s treatise and various commentaries thereon.>? In China, during the last
quarter of the tenth century, a wave of translations of Buddhist texts from India
took shape at an institute founded by the second Song emperor, Taizong, pre-
cisely for this purpose.®® Many more such examples could be supplied.

But the picture is much more complicated. Kings and their courtiers were not
alone in these efforts. For example, Andrew Ollett and Sarah Pierce Taylor be-
lieve that the plotting of the cosmopolitan “ways” onto the various regions of
Kannada speakers was meant, at least in part, to make “space for the sensibilities
and competencies of the ‘people of the country’ within the exclusive space of the
court” Indeed, if the Way’s polyphony included not only the authorial pair of
King Nrupatunga and his court poet, Shrivijaya, but also more distant authori-
ties, then its titular metaphor also alludes to the creation of “a kind of ‘highway
systemy’ that integrates the court and country, and their respective ideals and
practices, into a single space.”>* Or take a contemporaneous example from Java,
thousands of miles to the east: the Old Javanese Ramayana, the first known lit-
erary work in Old Javanese, is an adaptation of another cosmopolitan model
from Sanskrit, Bhatti’s Killing Ravana (knowledge of Dandin’s Mirror may have
played a role in this adaptation). It was sponsored by the ruling families of Java at
the time, but as Thomas M. Hunter suggests, the work was likely led “by learned
preceptors of the Atimarga form of Shaivism,” to whom the text alludes.>

If in the Kannada and Old Javanese cases we know little for certain about those
additional agents and their possible affiliations, other regions offer ample infor-
mation. The international network of Buddhist monasteries, for one, was clearly
key to the spread, adaptation, and promulgation of the Mirror. In Sri Lanka,
monastic colleges (mula) were the major site for these activities from the very
start. I will say more shortly about Ratna’s tenth-century Sanskrit commentary
in this connection, but consider, for now, the aforementioned thirteenth-century
Compendium of Language and Its Meaning, the poetic section of which primarily
draws on Dandin: as noted, it was composed at the behest of a powerful minister,
but the author was the head of an important monastic college.”® Or take the first
engagement with Dandin in Tamil, the just-mentioned Heroic Chola and its com-
mentary, composed by Perundevanar (late eleventh century) and Puttamittiran

Li, section 6.5 in this volume.

Kirichenko, Lammerts, and Ruiz-Falqués, section 7.2 in this volume.
Li, section 9.6 in this volume.

Ollett and Pierce Taylor, section 2.2, in this volume.

Hunter, section 8.2, in this volume.

Gornall, Hallisey, and Meegaskumbura, section 3.6 in this volume.
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(early twelfth), respectively. Both intentionally catered, as Anne Monius has con-
vincingly shown, to a Buddhist readership familiar with the corpus of hymns to
the Buddha and the stories of his former births. While Monius cautions that we
do not know for sure whether the pair of author and commentator represented
“monastic voices,” the evidence from other regions suggests that this is entirely
plausible.’” Indeed, it is possible that the Tamil title of the work, Heroic Chola,
is a pun that refers not just to the heroic Chola king whose language the work
claims to describe, but also to the Céliya monastic community that had ties in
both South India and Sri Lanka.®

The most extensive evidence for the massive role of monastic institutions in the
story of the Mirror comes from Tibet and Burma. The text was first introduced to
Tibetan readers in the form of a partial translation made by the head of the all-
important Sakya monastery, and from then on, the vast industry of translations,
adaptations, commentaries, example notebooks, and other scholarly and literary
engagements with the Mirror were often the work of monks, including various Dalai
Lamas. And while in Tibet the Mirror was not an official part of the monastic cur-
riculum (and was perhaps taught outside the monastery),*
evidence not only that it sometimes became part of the curricular requirements,
but that it was even included, however tangentially, in the Buddhist canon accepted
there.®” Indeed, virtually all of the royal donations of manuscripts of the Mirror, its
commentaries, and its accompanying texts from Burma were made to monastic
libraries, including the donative stone inscription mentioned above. There is also
occasional evidence that translations of the Mirror were included in the Buddhist
canon in Tibet and Mongolia.®!

What is more, local engagements with Sanskrit poetic models in the Buddhist
communities mentioned so far (and also in Thailand, Mongolia, Java, and
China) did not happen in isolation. The different Buddhist communities were
connected through various nodes, where the Mirror was copied and studied
and knowledge about it was exchanged. One such central node is Kanchipuram,
Dandin’s hometown, and a powerful monastic center according to the detailed
account of Xuanzang, a Chinese monk, scholar, and traveler who visited India
in the 630s and 640s, just decades prior to the composition of the Mirror. By
his account, the Kanchipuram Buddhist scene consisted of hundreds of mon-
asteries and ten thousand monks, all of which make it quite likely that Dandin

in Burma there is ample

57 Monius 2000, the quote is from p. 18.

8 David Shulman, personal communication, October 2020. For a discussion of this monastic
group, see Monius 2001: 124-26. Note that Puttamittiran is likely an ordination name.

%9 Bhum and Gyatso, section 6.7 in this volume.

0 Kirichenko, Lammerts, and Ruiz-Falqués, section 7.2 in this volume.

6l See sections 6.5 (Li) and 6.12 (Wallace), respectively.
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himself was familiar with this cultural world and tried to cater to it.5% It is in
this context that, several centuries later, Dandin’s Tamil adaptations were studied
and perhaps also produced. Moreover, right at the time when the Mirror was
being adapted into Tamil, Sinhala, and Pali, there was a constant back-and-forth
movement of Sinhala monks between the island and the subcontinent, and
Kanchipuram was either their destination or at least their first stop.®* (There was
also a constant cultural and intellectual exchange between Java and the monastic
centers of Kanchipuram, another reason to suspect that the Mirror was known
in the Indonesian archipelago.®*) Sri Lanka, in turn, was a preferred destination
for Burmese monks in which to study and receive their ordination. It is in the
context of this repeated movement and intellectual exchange that the thirteenth-
century Pali Lucid Poetics, an adaptation of Dandin composed in Sri Lanka, was
introduced to Burma, where it became a foundational text that, like the Mirror
itself, enjoyed a semi-canonical status.®

Kanchipuram was not alone. The northern monastic-academic centers of
Nalanda, Vikramashila, and others were key nodes of exchange for monks trav-
eling to Tibet, China, and northern Burma, just as they were connected to those
of Kanchipuram and the south. We have a fairly accurate picture of the itiner-
aries of monks who traveled between these monasteries and centers in Tibet,
China, and central Asia, and some of them carried copies of the Mirror with
them. Indeed, both Bhamaha’s Ornament and Dandin’s Mirror were studied in
Nalanda and Vikramashila, quite likely together, and there are some clues that
at least one early commentary on the Mirror, by a certain Vagishvarakirti, was
composed in Vikramashila. We know for certain that copies of the Mirror, to-
gether with this commentary and another by Ratna (who may have also attended
Vikramashila—more on this shortly), were then taken from Vikramashila via
Jagaddala to Tibet by Shakyashri Pandita.®

I do not want to belabor this point, which many will find obvious. Nor do
I wish to postulate, by my emphasis on the Buddhist monastic network, a kind
of a court-monastery divide.” Clearly, there were often close relationships

62 Xuanzang’s account is cited in Monius 2001: 6. See Wright 1996: 48-54, 59f., on Dandin’s famil-
iarity with Buddhist literature. On the Mirror as catering to Buddhist readers, see Bronner, section 1.4
in this volume.

6 Hallisey and Meegaskumbura, section 3.1 in this volume.

64 See Creese, section 8.6 in this volume.

6 See in this volume, Gornall, Meegaskumbura, and Hallisey, section 3.6, Kirichenko, Lammerts,
and Ruiz-Falqués, section 7.2, and Ruiz-Falqués, section 7.3.

6 Bhamaha is quoted by Shantarakshita and Kamalashila, who were based in Nalanda and who
have visited Tibet. On the significance of this passage, and on studying both Bhamaha and Dandin
together, see Bronner 2012: 89-90 and 80-86, respectively. On the Buddhist identity and possible
Vikramashila ties of Vagishvara, see Bronner and Cox, section 5.5 in this volume. On Shakyashri’s
role in the story of the Mirror (via Sapan), see Gold 2007: 10-11.

67 Here I follow the caution of Gornall, Hallisey, and Meegaskumbura in section 3.6 in this volume.
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between royal powers and the monastic orders, cases in which people shifted
from one to another,®® and, in Tibet, the Gelukpa monastic order was beholden
to the government of the Dalai Lama after the Great Fifth. In fact, as the evidence
overwhelmingly suggests, the transmission, reproduction, translation, adapta-
tion, and other scholastic engagements with the Mirror and its accompanying
texts were typically a joint project of royal agents and of others, be they Shaiva
preceptors, Jain literati, country poets, or, indeed, Buddhist monks. But the fact
that these agents interacted and collaborated does not mean that they necessarily
inhabited the same spheres, and to fully understand the story of the Mirror in
Asia, and thus to fully appreciate the mechanisms of cosmopolitanism and sub-
sequent vernacularization, we have to explore the role not only of kings such as
Nrupatunga, Virarajendra, and Kublai Khan, but also of agents inhabiting adja-
cent spheres, such as Perundevanar, Sangharakkhita, and Sakya Pandita.

To realize the exchange between the two related worlds, consider the case of
Ratna, who, after Dandin, is perhaps the most important person in the story of
the Mirror in Asia. A native of Sri Lanka, Ratna, like many Sinhala monks, trav-
eled to the mainland, and his first stop, like many other compatriots, may have
been the monastic center of Kanchipuram. He likely attended Vikramashila,
as suggested by his initiation name.%® He emerges out of historical mist in 944,
when he leaves a signed and dated inscription in Bodhgaya, sponsored by a cer-
tain King Tunga. As Whitney Cox and I argue in this volume, what both the
inscription and the commentary he composed on Dandin’s Mirror share is the
attempt to inhabit two interlocking but not overlapping worlds: that of the royal
court, the literary salon, and the nondenominational culture of Sanskrit, on the
one hand, and that of Buddhist monasticism and Buddhist lay readership, on the
other. Indeed, the location of this inscription, on the outer door of a Buddhist
monastery, and its twofold praise, of the sponsoring Hindu king (in the first part)
and of the Buddha (in the second), are iconic of Ratna’s liminal status between
the two worlds.”

We do not know for sure whether Ratna, who composed his commentary
during his stay in the subcontinent, later returned to the island.”" But we do
know that his commentary was widely circulated in and through the monastic
network of India, that it was repeatedly read and studied in Sri Lanka, and that

% One fascinating example mentioned in this volume (in several sections of Chapter 3) is that
of Totagamuve Sri Rahula, one of the greatest writers in Sinhala, who was the head of the island’s
Sangha, but who grew up in the court.

% Dimitrov 2016: 85-90.

70 Bronner and Cox, section 5.5, in this volume. For the full edited text of the inscription, a transla-
tion, and a discussion, see Dimitrov 2016: 19-48.

7! Dimitrov 2016: 203 assumes he did.
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it was likewise transmitted to Tibet, where it was also studied.”? By contrast,
his work enjoyed far less success in non-Buddhist circles, and there is no con-
crete evidence that it was available to Dandin’s readers in Kashmir or to his great
synthesizers in the plains and in the south, King Bhoja and Appayya Dikshita
(although the possibility cannot be ruled out). This discrepancy between Ratna’s
pivotal role in Buddhist circuits and his marginal role outside them is another
indication that the different spheres of the cosmopolis intersected but did not
necessarily overlap.

In short, notwithstanding Pollock’s critique of the tendency to reduce ver-
nacular literary production to religion,”? it is clear that religious institutions
played a crucial role in the Mirror’s career throughout Asia. In fact, it may be
more accurate to speak of two (or more) partly overlapping cosmopolitan ver-
nacular orders, one connected to the court, with its ethos of political praise
poetry (and veiled biting criticism), courtly love, and refined speech, and the
other centered in the monastery, whether Buddhist, Jain, or Hindu, or still
other institutions that are less visible in the historical records, such as the lit-
erary reading circle or nonroyal assembly (sabha).”* Moreover, it is crucial to
understand that while kings exchanged models and ideas about poetics and
grammar, through imitation and competition, the exchange in the network of
Buddhist monasteries was at least as intense. The current volume thus offers,
through the example of Dandin, a nuanced view of cosmopolitan structures on
the ground.

I would like to conclude, for now, with two observations. First, the move-
ment of ideas and models in the cosmopolis was not just “vertical,” that is, from
Sanskrit to vernacular cultures, but also “horizontal,” that is, between the dif-
ferent vernacular cultures (say, from Tamil to Sinhala, or from Sinhala, via Pali, to
Burmese, or from Tibetan to Mongolian), partly through interregional religious
networks and with the help of vernacular polyglots.”> Second, this movement
was also partly due to the vital mediation of a liminal space between religious
and more “secular” (or, rather, nondenominational) institutions, which Dandin’s
Mirror, a work that consciously catered to different communities and heralded
a uniquely open vision, was so successful in inhabiting. And as I show below,

72 For Sri Lanka, see Gornall, Hallisey, and Meegaskumbura, section 3.6 in this volume; for Tibet,
see Bhum, Gyatso, and Li, sections 6.5-6.6 in this volume.

73 For this critique, see Pollock 2006: 423-36. And indeed, even Novetzke, who offers a different
case of vernacularization in Maharashtra, where bhakti was far more important than the court, does
not wish to completely disagree with Pollock’s corrective (Novetzke 2016: 16-17).

74 In this connection, it is interesting to investigate the yet unexplored curricula of Hindu mathas,
such as those of Shrivaishnava Qualified Nondualists (Visistadvaita) in South India. One of the great
builders of this network, Vedanta Deshika, certainly knew the Mirror and cited it in his works (see
Bronner, section 1.2 in this volume).

75 An example of such a polyglot is again Sri Rahula (Hallisey 2003: 694).
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equally important to this success were the various partners and intermediaries
that facilitated Dandin’s acceptance in different destinations.

I.5. Fellow Travelers and Fast Friends: Dandin in Company

Wherever he went, Dandin never traveled alone. In their introduction to a
volume dedicated to global intellectual history, Samuel Moyn and Andrew
Sartori argue that such a history “might be less concerned about establishing
the parameters of a global scale of inquiry . . . than about insisting on an im-
plicit holism according to which cultural, social, linguistic, civilizational, or ge-
ographical boundaries are always occupied by mediators and go-betweens who
establish connections and traces that defy any preordained closure””® This ad-
vice rings especially true of the story of Dandin, and, again, the comparison with
Aristotle is illuminating. His Poetics, too, was transmitted to medieval Europe
in the company of other texts (most notably his own) and with the help of au-
thoritative intermediaries. But beyond the aforementioned crucial absence of
Greek poetry and drama from the package that accompanied the Poetics before
the Italian Renaissance, we are now in a better position to realize the difference
between Dandin’s and Aristotle’s all-important middlemen, such as the near
contemporaries Ratna and Averroes. Whereas the former comfortably inhabited
two interlocking cosmopolitan worlds—that of the royal court, from which the
Mirror emerged and which it helped shape, and that of the Buddhist monas-
tery and academic elite, to which it also catered—the latter was firmly rooted
only in the receiving cosmopolitan order of the medieval Mediterranean (itself
consisting of the partly interlocking realms of Latin and Arabic), in the absence
of a Hellenistic cosmopolis that had by then been irrevocably lost.

Beyond this general observation, it is crucial to understand that Dandin’s
company differed considerably from place to place. To begin with, the Mirror
traveled with a band of other treatises on Sanskrit poetics, most prominently
Bhamaha’s Ornament, to which it formed a thorough response and, hence, a
partner by design. We have evidence of familiarity with Bhamaha in Kannada,
Sinhala, Pali, Tibetan, and possibly also in Old Javanese.”” Interestingly, though,
we see no obvious traces of Bhamaha in Tamil literary theory, where Dandin

76 Moyn and Sartori 2013: 9.

77" On Bhamaha in Kannada, see Ollett and Pierce Taylor, section 2.2 in this volume. For Bhamaha
in Sinhala, see Dimitrov 2016: 152-53; and Hallisey and Meegaskumbura, section 3.2 in this
volume. On Bhamaha in Tibet, see van der Kuijp 1986. On Bhamaha in Java, see Bronner and Creese
2019: 50, 52.
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became synonymous with the analysis of ornaments, or in Burma, where Dandin
arrived in very different company.

Among the other early texts on Sanskrit poetics, the lost work of Ramasharman,
to which both Bhamaha and Ratna refer, was perhaps still in circulation in Sri
Lanka at the beginning of the second millennium. But beyond an occasional
reference, we hear very little about what he actually argued.”® Likely more influ-
ential is Bhatti’s Killing Ravana (Ravanavadha), better known as Bhatti’s Poem
(Bhattikavya). This work is a telling of the Ramdyana, wherein each chapter also
teaches—by illustration—aspects of the Sanskrit cultural package, including,
most prominently, Panini’s grammatical sutras. The tenth chapter of Bhatti’s Poem
systematically illustrates poetic ornaments, following an order that was likely
original to Bhamaha.” Bhatti’s Poem traveled widely and was surely known in
parts of the subcontinent. It was also the prime representative of the Sanskrit cos-
mopolis in Java, where it supplied the foundation to the first extant literary work
of Old Javanese, now known as the Old Javanese Ramayana (OJR). To the extent
that Dandin’s Mirror and Bhamahas Ornament were also involved in mediating
this knowledge, as I believe they were, they served as companions to the OJR.3
The distribution of poetic manuals in this world was neither random nor incon-
sequential. It would thus seem that the choice of Bhatti’s Poem in Java is related to
a long-standing preference for practice (prayoga) over theory (sastra) as the pri-
mary medium for pedagogy and the preservation and expansion of knowledge.®!

Just as significant is the choice to avoid certain texts. I find it meaningful that
asarule, later treatises, especially those composed in Kashmir between the ninth
and the twelfth centuries, the formative period in the history of Sanskrit po-
etics, hardly play any role in our story. This despite the fact that chronologically
speaking, Anandavardhana and his followers could have easily reached Tibet,
Sri Lanka, or the Tamil south before, along with, or shortly after Dandin’s ar-
rival.2 Indeed, Ratna, who accompanied Dandin to Sri Lanka and Tibet, was
already familiar with Anandavardhana’s work and even cites it, albeit briefly and
dismissively.®> One could say that once a literary culture received the Mirror
along with some specific combination of companions, it rarely felt the need for

78 On Ramasharma in Lucid Poetics, see Gornall, Hallisey, and Meegaskumbura, section 3.6 in this
volume, and Ruiz-Falqués, section 7.3. On his mention in Ratna’s commentary apropos of riddles, see
Bronner 2012: 83.

79 1believe that Bhatti’s work is later than Bhamaha’s and prior to Dandin’s, but his relative chro-
nology still awaits serious research.

80" See Hunter, sections 8.2 and 8.4 in this volume.

81 See Creese, sections 8.6-8.10 in this volume.

82 Indeed, we know that Anandavardhana’s and Abhinavagupta’s works on poetics did travel all
the way to the Tamil south (Cox 2011: 187-91), for instance, but their impact there is not commensu-
rate with that of Dandin’s.

83 See Ratna on KA 2.203, and Bronner and Cox, section 5.6 in this volume. The Sinhala Our Own
Poetics may have had a similar approach (Wijayawardhana 1964).
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a cosmopolitan update. A minor exception here is the work of Vamana, which
was likely known in Sri Lanka and possibly also influenced the author of the
Ornament of Udayaditya in Kannada.3* That Vamana’s work was sometimes
consulted for updates also seems meaningful; of all the Kashmiri authors, he
follows the Mirror most closely.®®

While later works of Sanskrit literary theory were often ignored by the receiving
cultures, this is not necessarily so for other sorts of texts, as the case of Dharmadasa
proves. Dharmadasa was a Buddhist author who lived in Bengal about two cen-
turies after Dandin and whose work was also studied in local Buddhist monastic
academic centers such as Vikramashila. His Adornment for the Connoisseur’s
Mouth (Vidagdhamukhamandana), an anthology of riddles, was likely composed
in response to Dandin’s important discussion of the prahelika variety of riddling.3¢
Dharmadasa quickly became Dandins main companion in Bengal, and from
there, the two traveled together to Burma. In this new milieu, it is hard to come by
a mention of the Mirror without the Adornment tagging along, and the two works,
together with the Katantra grammar, became a closely knit unit that embodied
Sanskrit learning and entered as such into the monastic curriculum. Indeed, of the
three, the Adornment was probably the more influential and lasting in Burma.?”
Again, the choice is meaningful, if, as seems likely, Dharmadasa was a pair to
Dandin by design. It likewise reflects the peculiarities of the Burmese monastic
culture: a preference for riddling as a pastime (by no means unique to Burmese
monks), a wish to incorporate Sanskrit treatises on refined speech but not neces-
sarily in the service of producing poetry, and the habit of putting them, instead,
to new and surprising uses in exegesis and ritual (more on which below). And
here, too, the choice of what not to read along with Dandin is equally meaningful.
Ratna’s commentary, which in Sri Lanka and Tibet is Dandin’s closest companion,
is absent from the records in Burma, perhaps as part of a general disinterest in the
models and methodology of the Mirror and its place in the context of Sanskrit lit-
erary theory proper (two main preoccupations of Ratna’s commentary); Ratnas

grammatical treatise, by contrast, does surface in Burma.®

84 Vamana is mentioned as one of the authorities on poetics in the tenth-century Sinhala Our Own
Poetics, and even if the reading in that verse is dubious (as argued in Dimitrov 2016: 150-51), there
are signs that his treatise was known to the work’s author (Hallisey and Meegaskumbura, section
3.2 in this volume). There is also a reason to believe that it was known to the author of the Pali Lucid
Poetics (Gornall, Hallisey, and Meegaskumbura, section 3.6). For a possible trace of Vamana in the
Ornament of Udayaditya, see Ben-Herut, section 2.5. For Vamana’s influence on Keshava Bhattaraka’s
late-medieval Sanskrit commentary on the Mirror, see Cox, section 5.9.

85 On Dandin’s influence on Vamana, see Bronner, section 5.3, and McCrea, section 5.4, in this
volume.

86 For a discussion of Dharmadasa, his background, and his relation to Dandin, see d’'Hubert, sec-
tion 7.4, in this volume.

87 On this joint package, see Kirichenko, Lammerts, and Ruiz-Falqués, section 7.2 in this volume.

8 On Ratna’s grammatical treatise as known to Dharmasenapati (thirteenth-century Pagan), see
Ruiz-Falqués, section 7.3 in this volume.
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The Burmese case is interesting because here we can demonstrate that Dandin
arrived via two different routes, and that on each he traveled in different com-
pany. The western route led from Bengal, and here Dandin was primarily accom-
panied by Dharmadasa and the grammarian Sharvavarman (in addition to works
on Sanskrit lexicography, prosody, and other sciences). The southern route led
from Sri Lanka and included hardly any works in Sanskrit. Here Dandin is found
insofar as he is incorporated into Sangharakkhita’s Lucid Poetics and travels in
the company of other learned Pali authors. The two Dandins, one entering from
Bengal and the other from Sri Lanka, occasionally crossed paths when commen-
taries and subcommentaries on Lucid Poetics used citations from the Mirror to
clarify their root text, in what Aleix Ruiz-Falqués aptly calls a “camera obscura
effect”® Something similar happened when Dharmadasas categorization of
riddles and Dandin’s prahelika were discussed and combined in Pali adaptations
of the Adornment.”

Another important contingent of Dandin’s caravan is kavya literature.
Consider the classic courtly works which Dandin knew and alluded to indi-
rectly, such as the canonical poems and plays of Kalidasa, Bharavi’s Arjuna and
the Hunter (Kiratarjuniya), or the prose art of Subandhu and Bana, in Sanskrit,
and the short poems of Hala’s anthology (Sattasai) and Pravarasena’s grand
poem The Building of the Bridge (Setubandha), both composed in Prakrit. This
prized corpus, along with the Sanskrit epics and a variety of other titles, traveled
throughout subcontinental India and beyond, including the islands of Sri Lanka,
Java, and Bali. But here, too, there are potential variations that merit further re-
search. For example, it would seem that Kalidasa’s Cloud Messenger (Meghadiita)
was particularly popular in Sri Lanka (where it helped inaugurate a popular
genre of messenger poems) and perhaps also in Tibet, where it is “the only piece
of non-Buddhist Sanskrit formal poetry (kdvya) to be translated . . . prior to the
modern era,” whereas his Lineage of Raghu (Raghuvamsa) was more influential
in Java and Bali, although far more research is needed to determine the distribu-
tion pattern of this corpus.’!

A second literary package consists of Buddhist poetry and literature with
Buddhist themes: Aryashuras Garland of Previous Births (Jatakamala) in art
prose mixed with verse; Ashvaghosha’s highly influential Life of the Buddha
(Buddhacarita), a grand poem only partly preserved in Sanskrit; Matricheta’s
hymns; poems by Dharmakirti; Harsha’s stage play that features the self-sacrifice

89 Ruiz-Falqués, section 7.5 in this volume.

9% See d’Hubert, section 7.4 in this volume.

°1 On Dandin’s method of alluding to this earlier corpus, see Bronner, section 1.2 in this volume.
On the Meghadiita in Sri Lanka, see Hallisey 2003: 723 and Gornall, Hallisey, and Meegaskumbura,
section 3.7 in this volume; in Tibet, see Epperson 2017 (the quote is from p. 2). For the Raghuvamsa
in Javanese, see Hunter, section 8.2, and Creese, section 8.6, in this volume.
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of Jimutavahana (Nagananda); and other such works. This corpus was studied
in the Buddhist monasteries of Kanchipuram in the Tamil-speaking region and in
Vikramashila and Nalanda in Bengal, and from there, along with Dandin’s Mirror,
it traveled to and was translated in Sri Lanka, Tibet, Java, and Cambodia, among
other destinations. This entire package was also translated and retranslated by
Chinese literati, where we find occasional traces of Sanskrit literary theory, pos-
sibly including Dandin. In the case of China, we do not know of translations of
texts on Sanskrit poetics; rather, they seem to have been transmitted indirectly
and orally, in conversations with knowledgeable informants.??

As we should by now expect, the distribution of the different literary corpora
did not necessarily overlap. In the extreme case of China, we find a full set of the
latter Buddhist corpus and virtually nothing of the former. In Tibet, too, with the
exception of Kalidasa’s Cloud Messenger, it is Buddhist poetry that was received
and translated. In Sri Lanka, by contrast, the picture is far more balanced, as it
was in many parts of the subcontinent, and also in Java. Here, again, Ratna stands
unique, and his commentary shows him to be entirely at home in both literary
sets.”

Speaking of literature, one notable absence in the package that accompanied
Dandin’s Mirror is that of Dandin’s own literary output, and primarily his prose
art. There is no sign in Kannada, Sinhala, Pali, or Tibetan textual engagements
with Dandin that the authors were familiar with Dandin’s prose. Again, a notable
exception may be Ratna, who in a passing comment seems to betray awareness of
Dandin as a poet as well.”*

Finally, a major contingent of the company in which Dandin made his
rounds consists of works dedicated to the different sciences of language, prima-
rily grammar, lexicography, and prosody.”> All three sciences are assumed and
alluded to by Dandin, and as he surely anticipated, his work was transmitted
and studied together with them.” This is a vast and complex field. For one

92 See Li, Chapter 9 in this volume.

3 See Bronner and Cox, section 5.5 in this volume.

% On Dandin’s poetry, see Bronner, section 1.1, in this volume. On Ratna’s awareness of Dandin’s
reputation as a poet, see his comments ad KA 1.50 (cited in Bronner, section 1.4, note 103). [ am
grateful to Whitney Cox for first pointing out to me the significance of this passage. Bhoja, too, was
aware of Dandin’s literary works (see Srrigaraprakdsa 494, cf. Bronner 2010: 100-1).

% Other disciplines were also represented: dramaturgy, treatises on erotic life, astral sciences,
Dharma discourse, Vedic hermeneutics (Mimamsa), language philosophy, etc.

% Among his references to metrics, Dandin dubs prosody “the knowledge that is a raft for those
wishing to sail the deep sea of poetry” (KA 1.12), mentions the basic division of meters to two types
(1.11), refers to the types of meters with which various prose narratives are mixed (1.26-27), and
defines the flaw of breaking the meter (3.152-58), which for him is the one flaw that is beyond re-
demption. He betrays his deep knowledge of grammar (and must have anticipated such knowledge
from his readers) in his discussion of “seeing-as” (utpreksa, 2.224-32), and in the aforementioned
discussion of the flaw of nongrammaticality (3.148-51). As for lexicography, see, for instance, his
digression where he provides a long list of vocabulary items that denote simile (2.57-65); see also the
emphasis on the correct and incorrect use of words in the introduction (1.6).
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thing, works on the different sciences existed in at least three cosmopolitan lan-
guages: Sanskrit, Prakrit, and Pali (and to a lesser extent also in Apabhramsha),
not to mention treatises in the local languages, such as Kannada, Tamil, and
Sinhala. For another, this was a wide library, and there was a significant va-
riety within and between languages and domains. For instance, among the
Sanskrit grammars there were treatises with a clear Vedic orientation) as in the
case of Panini and his followers), and others whose approach was more non-
denominational. There were differences in terms of the religious identity of the
writers, some Hindu (Sharvavarman) and others Buddhist (Chandragomin and
Kumaralata),”” whereas among the Prakrit treatises, there was a strong contin-
gent composed by Jain authors (most famously Hemachandra). Far more re-
search is needed on each of these sciences in general, and on the way they crossed
paths with Dandin’s Mirror in particular. Here I will limit myself to four initial
observations.

First, it is clear that Prakrit treatises were primary companions of Sanskrit po-
etics in regions where vernacular literary cultures either emerged or were dra-
matically reshaped as a result of their encounter with cosmopolitan models. This
is true in at least three cases discussed in this volume: Kannada, Sinhala, and
Old Javanese, literary cultures that, we now know thanks to the seminal work
of Andrew Ollett, conceived and theorized themselves with the help of Prakrit
models.?® It may also be somewhat true in the case of Tamil and Tibetan.® The
impact of Prakrit models seems particularly evident in the case of prosody. In
Sinhala, the most basic prosodic form is the gi meter, which shares patterns with
the Prakrit gathd, and it was so well-known and ingrained that the author of the
tenth-century Our Own Poetics felt emboldened, as Charles Hallisey and P. B.
Meegaskumbura show, to open his work with a verse that playfully stretches its
rules.!® In Kannada, as Andrew Ollett and Sarah Pierce Taylor argue, the ninth-
century adaptation of Dandin negotiates and re-theorizes metrical models from
both Sanskrit and Prakrit that were likely already in place.!’! And here, too, the
Way itself is mostly written in a metrical form that is based on a Prakrit verse
form (in this case, the kanda meter, which is based on the Prakrit khandaa). In
both regions there was a lively production of works on metrics in the vernacular,

97 Pollock 2016: 169-72.

8 On the existence of systematic theory in Prakrit, and on its importance in the self-theorization
of vernacular literary cultures, see Ollett 2017: 144-46, and 161-68, respectively. We have no pre-
cise knowledge about the role Prakrit might have played in theorizing Old Javanese, but the verb for
translation or vernacularization in this language is “to Prakritize” (see Creese, sections 8.6 and 8.10 in
this volume).

9 For the literary and theoretical influence of Prakrit on Tamil, see, for example, Shulman
2016: 188, 203. On Rinpungpa’s notion that Tibetan is a form of Prakrit, see Bhum, Gyatso, and Li,
section 6.6 in this volume.

100 See Hallisey and Meegaskumbura, section 3.3 in this volume.
101 See Ollett and Pierce Taylor, section 2.4 in this volume.
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and, in the case of Sri Lanka, later also in Pali. In Java, one of the few surviving
early theoretical texts is the Compendium of Meters (Wrttasaficaya) written by
Mpu Tanakung in the late fifteenth century.!? There is good reason to believe
that Prakrit knowledge was just as involved as Sanskrit knowledge (if not more)
in the growing vernacular industry of theorizing metrics.

Second, there seems to be a noticeable pattern of language distribution in the
different paths the Mirror took. Pali treatises on grammar, prosody, and poetics
went from Sri Lanka to the Theravada lands in mainland Southeast Asia. They
did not travel much elsewhere, and they were not accompanied by similar works
in either Sanskrit or Prakrit on this route. Sanskrit treatises on the language sci-
ences, by contrast, circulated throughout the subcontinent, and from there to
Tibet and Mongolia, Burma, Sri Lanka, Java, and other destinations, including,
perhaps, China. So Sanskrit, as befitting Pollock’s basic thesis, was clearly capable
of spreading across regions and religious lines, even if unevenly, as the case of the
Theravada cultures shows. Prakrit largely overlapped with the Sanskrit, but not
tully, and it, too, had found pockets where it was dominant, such as among Jain
literati. That Dandin’s Mirror, either in the original or in translation, full or par-
tial adaptation, commentaries, or even secondhand knowledge (as was probably
the case in China) was found across these partly overlapping circuits testifies to
the unique success of this work’s open and lasting vision.

Third, we find a similar pattern of distribution among the Sanskrit
grammars that accompanied the Mirror. The works that circulated within the
Buddhist monastic network were primarily by Kumaralata, Sharvavarman,
and Chandragomin, whereas Panini and his followers dominated elsewhere.
I have already referred to Dandin’s nonalignment policy on the question of
which grammar to follow, and this likely helped him to bond with different
grammarians. In lexicography, it is clear that Amara’s Lexicon (Amarakosa)
was in wide circulation, and that it, too, like the Mirror, catered, by design, to
authors of various religious affiliation. It is not a coincidence, for instance, that
the initial verses of the “heaven” section of this thematically organized the-
saurus include both the different epithets of the Buddha and the names of the
Hindu gods.!%3

A fourth and final observation again concerns Ratna’s unique position as
conversant with much of this cosmopolitan literature across linguistic and re-
ligious lines. As an expert on Sanskrit grammar, he unsurprisingly was familiar
with both Panini and Chandragomin—he composed a commentary on the
latter—but it is interesting that in his commentary on Dandin he also quotes
from Harivriddha’s Prakrit-language grammar of Prakrit.!%* He is also obviously

102 See Creese, section 8.9 in this volume, for this and more such works.

103 See esp. Amarakosa 1.1.11-57.

104 For a reference to Patanjali in his commentary on Chandra’s grammar, see Dimitrov 2016: 606.
In his commentary on Dandin’s discussion of utpreksa (ad KA 2.225), it seems clear that he is familiar
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familiar with Amara’s thesaurus.!% He is likewise versed in philosophy emerging
from both Hindu and Buddhist circles: from among the former, he quotes the
famous linguist and philosopher of language Bhartrihari and is familiar with the
towering philosopher and Vedic exegete Kumarila; as for the latter, he cites the
Buddhist logician Dharmakirti.!? As already noted, he is also familiar with post-
Dandin poetics produced in Kashmir (Anandavardhana), and in addition, refers
to the erotic sciences (Mallanaga), dramaturgy, and so on.!%” Once again, Ratna’s
ability to inhabit multiple worlds made him Dandin’s most suitable companion.

It is sometimes hard to draw the line between Dandin’s fellow travelers,
authors of treatises that accompanied the Mirror to its various destinations, and
Dandin’s newfound friends, who authored works in response to the Mirror once
it arrived. For instance, from a certain perspective, Ratna’s work may be seen as
a local response to the Mirror in Sri Lanka, but to the Tibetans it already came
as a cosmopolitan companion from afar, and the same can be said of the Pali
Lucid Poetics, composed in Sri Lanka but then disseminated in Southeast Asia, or
of Dharmadasa’s tract that was composed in Bengal, where it thrived, and then
traveled with the Mirror to Burma. Nonetheless, we should take a closer look at
the works that responded directly to Dandin in languages that were more local in
orientation: Kannada, Sinhala, Tamil, and Tibetan. Here, while the Kannada case
was a bit of an outlier, we can see that one fast friend was never enough, and usu-
ally a whole family of texts—sometimes, as in the Tibetan case, a sprawling mul-
tigenerational lineage—grew out of the encounter. It is time for us to come to the
fascinating question of the different strategies employed by these texts: how they
positioned themselves vis-a-vis the Mirror, how they engaged it (for instance,
what they edited out and what they added), and what we can learn from these
complex patterns of textual filiation.

I.6. A Study in Reflections: Engagements
with Dandin’s Mirror

Dandin’s Mirror was reflected and refracted in numerous texts in a vast variety of
genres, languages, and cultures. When approaching this uniquely complex field
with its multiple textual behaviors and patterns, it may be useful to begin with

with Patanjali’s discussion of Panini 3.1.7 (though he does not refer to him by name). For a quote of
Harivriddha, see KA 1.33, cf. Ollett 2017: 153.

105 Compare, for instance, his commentary on KA 2.183 to Amarakosa 2.3.3 (cf. Dimitrov
2016:95).

106 For Bhartrihari, see ad KA 1.104; for Kumarila, see Dimitrov 2016: 189, 619; for Dharmakirti,
seead KA 1.102. i

107 Mallanaga, the author of the Kamasiitra, is mentioned ad KA 1.3; Bharata and Kolaha, authors
on Natyasastra, ad 1.31.
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several general observations. First, the fundamental principle that no translation
is ever faithful to the original (or vice versa, as Borges reminds us), no adaptation
is ever simple, and no commentary is entirely bound by its root text. Second, that
the textual strategies of the Mirror’s many mirrors often differ dramatically from
region to region and language to language. Third, within this immense variation
there are also recurring convergences, and some of the patterns hark back to tex-
tual practices and mirroring effects already employed by Dandin himself.

Let me begin with the basic question of how the different textual engagements
with the Mirror position themselves with respect to Dandin and his text. There
is a wide spectrum of choices here. The Tibetan literati embody one extreme.
They explicitly portray themselves as reproducing Dandin’s original: they set out
to take the Mirror, a Sanskrit work from India, and translate, explicate, and cap-
ture its meaning most accurately. Whatever discord is found in the vast literature
that grew around Dandin in Tibet is presented as stemming from differences in
reconstructing the Indian master’s original intention. On the other extreme, the
Kannada Way never mentions Dandin. Its contents are presented as the contri-
bution of its two main authorial voices, the king Nrupatunga and the literatus
Shrivijaya, who presumably came up with it in response to the unique challenge
posed by Kannada’s poetic practice and nothing else.!® True, they consulted a
variety of “teachers of old,” but they never acknowledge the fact that the Mirror is
their dominant source, or that it even exists. In this they follow Dandin himself,
who never names his most important predecessor, Bhamaha (or any other pred-
ecessor, for that matter). One could say that the authors of the Way are faithful to
their source precisely by not acknowledging it.

A middle position can be found in the Sinhala Our Own Poetics. This work,
which in many passages approaches a literal translation of Dandin’s Mirror,
never presents itself as such. Yet it mentions, right at the start, a list of sources and
inspirations. It begins with three divinities, Brahma, Indra, and Brihaspati, and
ends with three humans, Kashyapa, Vamana, and, finally, Dandin. Scholars de-
bate whether “Vamana” is the correct reading or a scribal error for “Bhamaha’1%
Be that as it may, the fact that the list ends with Dandin is significant and comes
close to acknowledging him as the main source, even if with a wink. Moreover,
the fact that like all of Dandin’s lists this one, too, ends with “and so on” can also
be seen as a nod to the Mirror’s author. Dandin’s adaptors, we will see, developed
awhole set of such textual gestures.

Finally, consider the surprising gesture of the Tamil adaptation, an abridged
translation of the Mirror that features the definitions of ornaments (a possibly

108 See KRM 1.42 and the discussion of Ollett and Pierce Taylor in section 2.2 in this volume.
109 SBL v. 2. See the discussion of Hallisey and Meegaskumbura in section 3.2 in this volume. For
more on the Bhamaha-Vamana question, see also Dimitrov 2016: 150-51.
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later textual layer provides the examples, some of them also directly inspired by
Dandin). This work is explicitly called “Tandi’s [Dandin’s] Figures” But nowhere
in it is there even a mention of the existence of the Mirror as a separate text, or
even of a Dandin who is different from the author who opens the work by stating,
in the first person, “Focusing my mind on the feet of Sarasvati, I will define the
ornaments of versified poetry”!!% A naive reader might come to the conclusion
that Tandis Figures in Tamil is an independent work, the Sanskrit Mirror its
mirror, and the Sanskrit Dandin a conniving Doppelgénger.

One thing to keep in mind, though, is that the adaptations of the Mirror were
not produced for a naive readership. We can formulate this as a fourth general
observation: while adaptors of Dandin, and of Sanskrit poetics more generally,
clearly wrote for readers versed in the target languages (Kannada, Javanese,
Sinhala, Pali, Tamil, Tibetan, Mongolian, and so on), they also assumed at least
a contingent of readers who were conversant in Sanskrit and familiar with the
originals. The Sinhala Our Own Poetics even states at the outset that it is meant for
such “two groups of people”!!! It is for this bilingual readership that the adaptors
scattered a variety of textual “Easter eggs” that give pleasure only to those well
versed with the intertext.!'? In this, again, they were following Dandin, whose
made-up illustrations were often little-disguised reworkings of classical passages
(from Sanskrit and Prakrit, verse and prose) and, as such, offered added pleasure
to readers who could recognize them.!!? The existence of such dual audiences,
something that Pollock already predicted, is another key to our understanding
of these texts.

A fifth general observation is about ambivalence. The two target audiences
and the complex posturing of proximity and distancing from Dandin suggest
a tension between the poles of attraction and resistance. It is obvious that the
different literary cultures that responded to Dandin found his Mirror highly at-
tractive; it is also clear that the importation of his method and tools was always
met with some friction. Attraction manifested itself in a variety of modes, from
the Tibetan admiration to the Tamil appropriation, and the same is true of re-
sistance. In Tibet we find a hesitation about the non-Buddhist and often sensual
nature of Dandin’s illustrations, and whether it should even be allowed into the
monastery; in Tamil, there is a friction between his system and the older po-
etic grammar based on landscapes. More generally, while all vernacular literary

1O Tantiyalarikaram 1: collin kilatti méll iyal inaiy ati | cintai vaitt’ iyampuval céyyutk aniye ||.
For more, see Clare and Shulman, section 4.4 in this volume. I am grateful to David Shulman for
discussing this verse with me.

111 SBL v. 3. For more, see Hallisey and Meegaskumbura in section 3.4 in this volume.

112 Thorrow this term from Ollett and Pierce Taylor, section 2.2 in this volume.

113 See Bronner, section 1.1 in this volume.
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cultures discussed in this volume tried to shape themselves according to the cos-
mopolitan models, they also constantly begged to differ.

With these initial observations in mind, let me turn to a set of more specific
textual behaviors in the responses to Dandin. I offer three pairs of behavioral ten-
dencies here: selectivity and retention, playfulness and distinction, and, finally,
remodeling and repurposing. All of these are, in each adaptation and every lit-
erary culture, part of a holistic mode of engagement, but for analytical purposes,
I discuss them separately.

Let me take up selectivity first. The tendency to leave out parts of Dandin’s
discussion is found almost across the board. Many of the Mirror’s adaptations
did not deem it necessary to include all of Dandin’s categories. Sometimes whole
topics of analysis did not make it to the target language, and the case of Tamil
is the most conspicuous. Tandi’s Figures, for instance, was primarily interested
in Dandin’s analysis of ornaments, viewed as his most valuable contribution,
and topics such as literary paths and virtues were dramatically truncated, and
in the Heroic Chola they were simply left out. More typically, however, the selec-
tion was carried out among subcategories. Authors in all languages recognized
Dandin’s modular, metatropic method (discussed in section 1.3 in this volume),
and, following him, classified subtypes of ornaments based on their combination
with others. But they felt no need to include all of Dandin’s subtypes or neces-
sarily to provide the same ones. Instead, they often edited out subvarieties, and,
in some cases, added others, thereby showing that they fully internalized and
came to own the modular method. Thus, the Kannada Way settled for only five
subvarieties of the ornament “dismissal” (Dandin had twenty), but considerably
expanded the possibilities for the ornament “illustration,” which was deemed
useful for Kannada genres.!!

Another area in which Dandin’s adaptors were highly selective is his
polemics with other Sanskrit authors, primarily Bhamaha. Whereas Sanskrit
commentators such as Ratna went out of their way to name and cite the rele-
vant intertexts and flesh out the disagreements, the authors of Kannada, Tamil,
Sinhala, and Pali adaptations (and their commentators) had little interest
in these, even as some of them were clearly conversant with Bhamaha. Such
polemics were likely seen as Sanskrit-internal and, hence, of little relevance for
the project of theorizing vernacular literatures. They tended not to cross the
cosmopolitan-vernacular barrier.

While some passages from the Mirror were silently edited out, the decision to
avoid others is acknowledged (although without mentioning the Mirror as the
source) or even theorized. Theorizing the cosmopolitan-vernacular barrier is

114 See Ollett and Pierce Taylor, section 2.2, and Ollett, section 2.3 in this volume.
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not unique to the adaptations of Dandin, and it has been observed and discussed
elsewhere.!!®> The Kannada Way occasionally provides a direct meditation on the
materials that should and should not be allowed to be borrowed from Sanskrit,
from the level of phonetics up. It also occasionally reflects on the applicability
of rules that come from treatises such as the Mirror (again, without naming its
source). An example is the flaw of failing to align word boundaries with metrical
caesuras. This is listed as one of the ten flaws in Dandin’s Mirror. Dandin has al-
ready noted, as he did with nearly every other flaw, that breaking of the caesura
may be permissible under certain circumstances.!!® But as Andrew Ollett and
Sarah Pierce Taylor show, the problem with the prohibition of such enjambments
in Kannada is that it limits the options for creating initial alliteration, the most
prominent mark of versification in Dravidian languages. More specifically, it
would turn alliterations that are based on words that do not align with metrical
caesuras—a feature that is built in to the Way itself and many other Kannada
works—into a flaw. Hence the author of the Kannada Way notes:

When they were laying down the Regional,
the teachers of the past liked to make a fault appear as a virtue
in Kannada, and so they violated the caesura

on the grounds that run-on alliteration was superior.'!’

What we see here, thanks to the analysis of Ollett and Pierce Taylor, is how the
Kannada author uses Dandin’s principle of turning a fault into a virtue in order
to theorize the difference between the vernacular and the cosmopolitan and
thereby reject, or at least dramatically restrict, the applicability of one of Dandin’s
rules to Kannada literary culture.

The flipside of selectivity is retention. Since translations and adaptations are
supposed to retain elements from the original, this textual behavior may not
seem particularly striking at first. Here, however, I would like to call attention to
cases where the receiving literary cultures go out of their way to retain elements
of the Mirror despite good reasons not to do so. Let me begin with the Mirror’s
opening verse, a benediction which Dandin addresses to the goddess of speech,
poetry, and the arts:

May all-white Sarasvati—a goose
in a forest of lotuses that are the mouths

115 Gee, for example in the case of Telugu, Narayana Rao 1995 and 2003: 397-402. For a recent dis-
cussion of the case of Malayalam, see Goren-Arzony 2021.

116 KA 3.152-58.

W7 Kavirajamargari 1.75, translation by Ollett and Pierce Taylor, section 2.4 in this volume.
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of the four-faced Brahma—forever delight
in the lake of my heart.!'#

Several aspects of this verse merit attention, such as its tight set of metaphor-
ical identifications (Sarasvati as a female goose, Brahma’s four mouths as a bed
of lotuses, and the speaker’s heart as a lake), as well as its relation to Dandin’s
“pleasure principle’!! Here, however, I would like to highlight the fact that it
invokes Hindu divinities, and also the distinctive voice of an author whose wish
is self-directed and who speaks in the first person.

One would perhaps assume that this verse, with its personal voice and ex-
clusive religious pantheon, would be the first to be edited out, especially for
those adaptors who wish to begin a work on poetics in their own name and au-
thority and with an appeal to their own divinities. But this was not always the
case. Both the Kannada Way and the Sinhala Our Own Poetics begin with close
translations of Dandin’s verse that retain all of its key elements (and add more,
in significant ways); this despite the fact that the former never mentions Dandin
and the latter writes for a strictly Buddhist audience.!?’ The same textual beha-
vior is also found in the many translations of Dandin in Tibet. In fact, there is a
later discussion among the Tibetan commentators about the verse’s implication
for its speaker: some interpreters go as far as portraying Dandin’s invocation in
Tantric terms, as an act of visualizing or uniting with goddess Sarasvati; others,
such as the Fifth Dalai Lama, find this reading ridiculously anachronistic. But
however they understood it, this verse remained front and center among the
all-Buddhist literati of Tibet.!?! Even texts that chose to move away from some
aspects of this opening stanza nevertheless retained others. Thus, the Tamil
Tandi’s Figures opens with an invocation to the goddess of speech, still voiced in
Tandi’s (Dandin’s) first person, even if the all-white goose and the four mouths
of Brahma are edited out. Likewise, the Pali Lucid Poetics, which as we shall see
replaces Dandin’s illustrative verses with Buddhist poetry, nonetheless retained
key elements of the opening verse: the author, Sangharakkhita, still invokes Vani,
or Speech, who now emerges not from Brahma’s but from the Buddha’s mouth,
and he still asks Her to gladden his mind, this time so that he may compose his
work effortlessly.12?

In short, this invocation of Sarasvati became something of a Dandin sig-
nature, kept in full or in part, regardless of the identity of the signatory. And

18 KA 1.1.

19 See Bronner, section 1.6 in this volume.

120 See Ollett and Pierce Taylor, and Hallisey and Meegaskumbura, in sections 2.2 and 3.3,
respectively.

121 Bhum and Gyatso, section 6.10 in this volume.

122 See Gornall, Hallisey, and Meegaskumbura, section 3.6 in this volume.
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as a signature, or set piece, it continues to reverberate. I will mention just two
examples here, a millennium apart from one another. A relatively recent instance
is penned by the Mongolian scholar Jamyangarav (1861-1917), who in the early
twentieth century wrote an extensive commentary on the Mirror in Tibetan. This
work discusses and criticizes earlier commentators and considers Mongolian
poetry that was inspired by Dandin. In the context of criticizing his predecessors’
understanding of Dandin’s distinction between the different literary paths, the
southern and the northeastern, he composes an example, which happens to be
an invocation that calls upon Sarasvati to “pervade our mind-streams” and “and
bring us to the extraordinary, supreme state”’!?* More examples of authors asking
Sarasvati to take pleasure in their hearts can be supplied in a variety of lan-
guages, typically retaining key elements and lexical items from Dandin’s opening
verse.!24

In this large echo-chamber of Sarasvati invocations, one occasionally finds more
direct and pointed responses. Consider, for example, the following verse by the po-
etess Vijjika (ninth-century?), who is known to us primarily from the anthologies:

My name is Vijjika. 'm black

as the petal of the dark lily.
Dandin wrongly dubbed Sarasvati
“all-white,” just because

he didn’t know me.!?

There are many things that catch our attention in this striking stanza: the clear
voice of its female author, the confident self-reflection and expression of her sub-
jectivity, and the almost modern-sounding reference to her skin color. It is also a
good example of the tendencies of playfulness and distinction addressed below.
But in the context of this discussion, it is an early sign of how Dandin’s opening
verse became an acknowledged trademark, to be retained, emulated, and played
with. Indeed, note Vijjika’s insertion of her name to this stanza: one clear sign of
being a signature is that others add theirs to it.

A second, more general trend of retention can be seen in the domain of
puns, extended repetitions (“twinning”), riddles (many of which related to

123 See Wallace, section 6.12 in this volume.

24 An  example is the opening verse of the Hammiramahakavya 1.1: sada
cidanandamahodayaikahetum paramjyotir upasmahe tat | yasmin Sivasrih sarasiva hamsi visuddhi-
krdvarini ramramiti ||. For a discussion of this verse, see Hens 2020: 49-56.

125 SRBh p. 36 (under Vijjika): nilotpaladalasyamam vijjikam mam ajanata | vrthaiva dandina
prokta sarvasukla sarasvati ||. See also Narayana Rao and Shulman 1998: 46. For information about
Vijjika, her literary output, and possible dates, see Warder 1983: 421-28.
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word sounds and wordplays), palindromes, and other phenomena that are
extensively treated in the Mirror’s third chapter. It should be noted that
in Sanskrit poetics, the Mirror’s display of these devices was given a cold
shoulder: Dandin’s thorough analysis of “twinning” is unmatched in later
tradition, and most writers either remain silent or express a resounding aver-
sion to the use of this device;!2° he is also the last mainstream theorist in
Sanskrit poetics to address riddles. Thus Dandin’s treatment of such topics
is another trademark of his Mirror. Moreover, such devices are, at the very
least, not easily translatable, and one could have expected many of them to
be discarded as Sanskrit-specific effects that the vernacular cannot and need
not reproduce.

Against this background, one can say without hesitation that the responses
to Dandin are unanimous in their wish to join his journey on literature’s “diffi-
cult path” In Tamil, the turn to Dandin is perhaps most noticeably associated
with experiments with double entendre, “folding over” (matakku, the Tamil ver-
sion of “twinning” or yamaka), and similar devices: Tandi discusses these ex-
tensively in what amounts to “the extension of ‘folding’ into twenty additional
bitextual genres, which, with the possible exception of verses that avoid labial
sounds . . . push the play of sound and sense to extreme limits”!?” Tamil po-
etry from the post-Dandin times exemplifies this trend most remarkably.'?® The
same is true of the incredibly complex Pali invocations produced in Sri Lanka
and Burma under the influence of Lucid Poetics.!* There is even good reason to
think that the Chinese revival of Huiwen pattern poems under the second Song
emperor, Taizong, was inspired by Dandin’s Mirror and its discussion of pattern
poetry.1®0 Speaking of pattern poems, the author of the Sinhala Compendium
provides his credentials in a verse at the end of the poem, but the informa-
tion becomes apparent only when the verse is rearranged in a wheel-pattern
(cakrabandha).®! In Java, too, even in the absence of an adaptation of Dandin,
“twinning” was extremely popular from the get-go, and was even pushed to the

126 For an analysis of Dandin’s discussion of “twinning,” see Bronner and Tubb, section 1.5 in this
volume.

127" Clare and Shulman, section 4.4 in this volume.

128 See Clare and Shulman, throughout Chapter 4 in this volume. See also Clare 2017 and
Shulman 2016.

129 See Gornall, Hallisey, and Meegaskumbura, section 3.7, and Ruiz-Falqués, section 7.3, on Sri
Lanka and Burma, respectively.

130 See Li, section 9.6 in this volume.

131 Gornall, Hallisey, and Meegaskumbura, section 3.6 in this volume. A similar argument has
been made about the author of the Kannada Way (Timmappayya 1948: 92-93), although the reading
and the interpretation of the verse in question have been doubted (Venkatachalasastri 1987: 438-39).
I am grateful to Andrew Ollett for this reference.
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extreme and further experimented with, and so were other “difficult” devices.!
Many more examples could be supplied.!

A third pattern of retention is found in the secondary texts, such as com-
mentaries produced around the primary adaptations of the Mirror. There is a
recurring tendency among the exegetes who composed such works to bring their
root texts closer to Dandin. The clearest discussion of these tendencies in Sri
Lankan commentarial literature, in both Sinhala, Pali, and Sanskrit, is offered
by Gornall, Hallisey, and Meegaskumbura in section 3.6 of this volume (I pro-
vide some examples below). It is also clear that the commentators on the Tibetan
translations of the Mirror often work with the purpose of retaining more of
Dandin, or better capturing his intention, than their root texts.!* Finally, we find
some of the most intense Tamil engagements with Dandin in the commentarial
literature that grew around Tandi’s Figures and the Heroic Chola.'* In short, even
when the adaptors did not even acknowledge their dependence on Dandin, their
exegetes often worked with an open copy of the Mirror at hand.

Consider Sangharakkhita’s Lucid Poetics as an example of all of the tex-
tual behaviors discussed so far. This Pali adaptation of the Mirror, like many
other such texts, never mentions Dandin. Indeed, from all of the adaptors,
Sangharakkhita seems to veer furthest away from his source. His plan to cater
strictly to Buddhist poets leads him to reject the entire edifice of Dandin’s illus-
tration verses, a major component of the Mirror, and to replace his erotic and po-
litical poems with those that praise the Buddha. He also edits out of his text some
of its signature elements, such as the mention of Sarasvati in the opening verse
(instead he invokes Vani, or Speech), and the sections dealing with riddles and
“twinning” This would seem to go against the general pattern described so far.
But, in fact, Sangharakkhita closely follows the Mirror and tries to retain from
it as much as he can. Consider, for instance, his illustrations of the ornament
“citing another case” (arthantaranydsa): while verses about the Buddha replace
those that describe the pangs of lonely lovers as amplified by the southern wind
and the bees’ buzz, Dandin’s signature opening example is retained. In the orig-
inal, this verse (“Look at the sun and the moon, / the celestial eyes of the world. /
Even they go down. / There’s no escaping one’s fate.”) was possibly meant as a po-
litical reminder that every rise leads to a fall. But a nearly verbatim Pali transla-
tion of this verse (“Even those who serve the world, / even the sun and the moon,
/ look: they, too, go down. / There is no escaping one’s lot”) is now repurposed in

132 See Hunter, section 8.4 in this volume.

133 For examples from Tibet, see Bhum and Gyatso, section 6.8 in this volume. On the prime po-
sition given to the difficult ornaments of sound in the Kannada Way, see Ollett and Pierce Taylor,
section 2.2 in this volume, and also below.

134 See Bhum, Gyatso, and Li, section 6.6 in this volume.

135 See, for instance, Chevillard, in press.
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its new context, where the Buddha teaches the impermanence of everything by
way of his own demise.!3¢

Even more importantly, Sangharakkhita composed his own commentary on
his Lucid Poetics, and in it, like other commentators, he brings the adaptation, in
this case his own, back to the Mirror on every one of the topics mentioned above.
In commenting on the opening benediction, he ties Speech, Vani, to Sarasvati,
and apropos of literature’s difficult path, he reintroduces both “twinning” and
riddles and deals with them in some detail. Thus, the combined package of text
and commentary includes all of the above-mentioned key elements of the Mirror,
and later Pali commentators continue this tendency and bring the Lucid Poetics
and its autocommentary even closer to Dandin.!?’

I have been using terms such as “translation,” “adaptation,” “selection,” and
“retention” to describe some textual behaviors of the responses to the Mirror.
But it may be more useful to use Dandin’s own terminology.'*® For example,
the above pair of verses depicting the eventual demise of the sun and the moon,
one in Sanskrit and the other in Pali, may better be thought of as an instance of
“twinning”: two (almost) identical iterations, each with a different meaning—
one more courtly oriented and the other attuned to Buddhist doctrine. Once we
begin to apply Dandin’s analytical tools to the different engagements with his
Mirror, several new avenues open up. Consider, for example, the category “dis-
tinction” (vyatireka), where a subject is compared to a standard in a way that
indicates that it surpasses it. Dandin considerably expands the discussion of this
ornament and uses it to showcase the vast potentials of playful interplay between
the vectors of similarity and difference.!*® The pages of this volume are full of
cases where the responses to the Mirror playfully and consciously call attention
to the differences with their otherwise very similar source text and the ways in
which they “out-Dandinize” Dandin;!*’ in doing so, they create a kind of meta-
“distinction,” something already seen in the Mirror’s own engagement with its
predecessors.!!

Perhaps the clearest example of these complex textual tendencies comes from
the very discussion of “distinction” in Tandi, himself a distinct twin of Dandin.

136 Compare KA 2.170 (bhagavantau jagannetre siryacandramasav api | pasya gacchata evastam
niyatih kena lanighyate ||) to Subodh 240 (te pi lokahita satta / siriyo candima api /attham passa
gamissanti / niyamo kena langhyate // hisahitasabbabyapt); for a discussion of this passage, see
Bronner, section 1.4, and Ruiz-Falqués, section 7.3, in this volume.

137 See Gornall, Hallisey, and Meegaskumbura, section 3.6, and Ruiz-Falqués, section 7.3 in this
volume.

138 See Bronner 2017; Ollett, section 2.3 in this volume.

139 KA 2.178-196, cf. Bronner, section 1.3 in this volume.

140 v, Raghavan first said of Bhoja that he “out-Dandins Dandin” (Raghavan 1978: 345, cf. Cox,
section 5.8 in this volume).

141 Qllett and Pierce Taylor, section 2.2 in this volume; for a similar point apropos of the Pali verse
of the Burmese scholar Saddhammajotipala, see Ruiz-Falqués, section 7.3.
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As Jennifer Clare and David Shulman show, Tandi’s discussion of this ornament
not only pushes the device further, amounting to what they call “a ‘distinction’
with an extra shot”; he also uses it to call attention to the distinctiveness of Tamil
poetry and poetics as a whole. The reader is referred to section 4.4 of this volume
for a detailed discussion of this passage in Tandi; here I want to excerpt only the
final example from it:

First appearing, resplendent, on a high mountain,
as great people sing praise,

are those that drive darkness away

from the world circled by roaring waves.

One is the blazing sun, its singular disc bright

as lightning. The other is Tamil

that has no equal.'*?

I cannot discuss in full the many levels of signification that Clare and Shulman
show to operate in this poem, and I will limit myself to three. First, it inverts
the imagery of Dandin’s final illustration of “distinction,” which speaks of a spe-
cial kind of darkness that renders the youth blind, and that neither luminous
stones nor the sunrays can dispel.!** The Tandi verse, by contrast, speaks of two
powerful entities that do drive away darkness, “the blazing sun” and Tamil. Note
that the idea that language can dispel darkness appears at the very beginning of
Dandin’s Mirror, in another signature verse, but here it is Tamil that is explicitly
given this prerogative. So Tandi is using one verse from Dandin to invert an-
other, and this complex intertextual engagement with the original substantiates
its claim that Tamil, indeed, is distinct."** Second, the verse is an instance of a
subtype of “distinction” called “substance,” or porul, as part of a fourfold division
to “attribute,” “substance,” “class,” and “action” that Dandin uses elsewhere, but
not for “distinction.” So again, Tandi uses Dandin’s methodology from one part
of the text to reconfigure another, and here the effect is particularly powerful.
This is because porul, as Clare and Shulman remind us, also refers to the Tamil
system of poetic conventions, and so the name of the category also supports the
general argument about the distinctiveness of Tamil. Thus—and this is the third
point—although Tandi supposedly creates a distinction between the blazing
sun and the Tamil language—the latter, it is implied, is even more blazing and
dependable than the former in its ability to “drive darkness away”—a third,

2 Tantiyalasikaram 2.24b. Translation by Clare and Shulman, section 4.4 in this volume.
143 KA 2.195. Dandin’s verse itself is a close reworking of a passage from Bana (Kadambari, p. 221).
144 KA 14.
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unspoken standard is nonetheless loudly heard: the Sanskrit language, its own
system of poetics, and its own Dandin. To me this meta-distinction is brought
about most powerfully in the way the verse pushes “distinction” to what Clare
and Shulman call its “outer limit,” that is, the notion of singularity, by denying
that Tamil can even be the subject of comparison.!4>

I could go on, but I think the point is clear enough: the responses to the Mirror
engage with it by coming close and distancing themselves, by doubling and win-
ning distinction, by pitting one piece of it against another, and so on. Moreover,
this is done throughout with endless playfulness that takes a cue from the Mirror
itself.

Finally, I do not want to create the impression that the receiving texts only
work with Dandin’s tools, however playfully and creatively. This brings me to
the discussion of remodeling and repurposing, our last pair. Dandin’s model is
built around two foundational metaphors. One is that of the “ways”: the southern
and northeastern, the individual way each poet takes, the so-called difficult
path, the “path of virtues and flaws,” and so on. Another is the metaphor of the
“body;” consisting of a work’s plot, genre, language, arrangement (verse and/or
prose); it is this “body” that is endowed with ornaments, virtues, and flaws. These
metaphors helped Dandin organize his materials in the Mirror. They partly
overlap—perhaps not very smoothly, though Dandin seems undisturbed by this.
For him, these foundational metaphors are just that, metaphors, basic and useful
though they may be.

While all of the textual responses to the Mirror recognize the efficacy of these
metaphors, they employ different methods of dealing with them. For instance,
whereas the Way turns the “way” metaphor into the cornerstone of its theori-
zation of Kannada, Our Own Poetics significantly downplays its relevance for
Sinhala. Instead, it opts for a tighter conceptual framework of the “body” met-
aphor, in which the “virtues” are no longer analyzed through the scheme of the
different regional paths (the opposition between the southern and northeastern
is silently glossed over) but as the “life-breaths” (prana; Sinhala: pana) of Sinhala
poetry. Dandin has already used the term when saying that the “virtues” breathe
life into the southern way.!*® But Our Own Poetics renames Dandin’s “virtues”
altogether: they are now the ten “life-breaths” that animate literature. With the
body metaphor subsuming corporeal elements from that of the way, the text
becomes far more consistent and rigorous.'#

145 This involves other tools from Dandin’ original kit, including “inimitability” (anavaya). But, as
Dandin’s metatropic system itself shows, “inimitability” only makes sense by presupposing imitation,
just as “distinction” presupposes simile.

146 KA 1.42.

47 This Sinhala development is also attested in comments by Ratna on this topic. For a discus-
sion, see Hallisey and Meegaskumbura, section 3.4 in this volume. Pranas (life breaths) are likewise
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A further extension of the body metaphor is found in the work of some
commentators on the Mirror in Tibet. The sixteenth-century literati Drangchen
Lotsawa and Zurkharwa Lodro Gyalpo argued that the meaning of a poem, such
as its promotion of the “four ends of men” already mentioned by Dandin, are the
life-force or “soul” (srog) of the literary “body” As Bhum and Gyatso show, this
conceptual innovation, which could well be independent of the postulation of
suggestion as the “soul” of poetry in Sanskrit poetics, was met with opposition
precisely on the grounds that it has no clear basis in the system handed down
from Dandin. But it was nonetheless endorsed by powerful and authoritative
voices within the commentarial tradition, most notably the Fifth Dalai Lama.!#3

While the notions of “life-breaths” and “soul” form an extension to Dandin’s
body metaphor, if not an attempt to improve and make it more coherent, some
conceptual innovations seem to hark back to no precedent in the Mirror and to
be based on local notions. An example from Our Own Poetics is the use of the
cross-cut notion of niyara. As Hallisey and Meegaskumbura explain, niyara is
a native Sinhala word that refers, among other things, to the bund that hems in
the water in the paddy field: it thus constitutes the field, serves as its outer border,
and is a necessary means for nurturing its crop. Our Own Poetics uses niyara to
define a vast variety of topics and tools (body, ornament, specific ornaments, and
so on), and is thus a new foundational metaphor of “our own” that is ultimately
meant to naturalize normativity in Sinhala literature.!*® It may thus be said that
Our Own Poetics is not so much a translation of the Mirror as it is a niyara for
allowing elements of Dandin’s poetics to flourish on Sinhala soil.

An even more extreme example of remodeling and, hence, repurposing,
is found in the case of the Tamil responses. From all the receiving cultures
discussed in this volume, Tamil alone had a distinct and sophisticated poetic
theory that predated the composition and adaptations of the Mirror. This theory
was built around a set of local landscapes (tinai) and figures, such as the par-
adigmatic u/lurai uvamam, the oblique or hidden comparison that typically
opens the ancient Sangam poems. Faced with two distinct poetic systems, that
of Dandin’s ornaments, on the one hand, and that of Sangam poetry’s aestheti-
cized geography and oblique insets, on the other, a major dilemma of the Tamil
responders to the Mirror was whether to select one of the two systems, subsume
one to the other, or create some sort of new synthesis. All these strategies were
experimented with in different texts and times. Yet as Clare and Shulman show,
the main thrust of Tamil thinkers was to create a novel synthesis that, in the end,

prominently highlighted in the opening verse of the Life Breath of Poetry, one of a few theoretical
texts we have for Kakawin (see Creese, section 8.10 in this volume).

148 Bhum and Gyatso, section 6.11 in this volume.
149 Hallisey and Meegaskumbura, section 3.4 in this volume.
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was an independent system in its own right.!*® In this sense, as the title of their
chapter suggests, works such as Tandi’s Figures and the Heroic Chola were not
so much adaptations of Dandin’s Mirror as they were exercises in “folding over”
(matakku), the Tamil equivalent of “twinning” And as in the case of “twinning,’
where the iteration of the phonetic twin generates an enhancement of meaning
and beauty, the folding of one Tamil poetic system into another, or their simulta-
neous presence in a single poem, is seen as capable of intensifying and deepening
expressive possibilities.

Many more instances of such “folding over” can be demonstrated in other
language traditions discussed in this volume. I will give one last example that is
highlighted as such in the Kannada Way: the author of this text groups together
the different sound effects that Dandin discusses separately, in chapters 1 and 3
of his Mirror, explaining that “according to the analytical system of the pleasant
king Amoghavarsha [Nrupatunga], the supreme ornaments are distinguished
according to the categories of sound and meaning” He notes that the devices
now grouped together are all “ornaments of sound” (for Dandin, some were clas-
sified “virtues,” while others formed part of the “difficult path”), and adds:

Moreover, to describe it in my own way, the ornaments of sound
should be considered first among these two.

They are more important since they are unique

and form the basis for the meaning.!>!

So here we have it all: recategorization and reorganization of devices that are
inherited from Dandin, along with additional novel ones, basing oneself on
local authority (“the analytical system of the pleasant king Amoghavarsha,” and
“my own way”), creating a new theory on the relative importance of sound and
meaning in literature, and foregrounding this theory as breaking new grounds.
Finally, a word about repurposing, or putting the Mirror’s tools to new
uses: it may not shock us that Sangharakkhita in his Lucid Poetics exemplified
all of Dandin’s categories with poetry lauding the Buddha. Dandin, after all, may
have well anticipated such usage. But that ornaments such as “condensed speech,”
as Dandin defined it, could be used to express veiled criticism of China’s Cultural
Revolution is quite beyond what anyone in the early eighth century could have
foreseen.!>? And what is more, the Mirror was not used only to help generate
poetry on any odd topic; it was also put to extra-literary uses. Its definitions

150 Clare and Shulman, Chapter 4 in this volume.
151 Kavirajamargari 2.2-3; translation by Ollett and Pierce Taylor, section 2.2 in this volume.
152 Bhum and Gyatso 2017: 178-81.
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and illustrations ended up serving a variety of purposes from purely philolog-
ical (in illustrating a lexicographical or exegetical point) to purely philosophical
(in supporting an argument about the open-endedness of knowledge, for in-
stance).!> There may have likewise been ritual and theoretical-methodological
uses for the Mirror and its companions (in Burma and China, respectively).!>* In
this, the Mirror is not necessarily unique. Many texts that live long enough tend
to change purpose and roles in new times and contexts, and I have already noted
that Aristotle’s Poetics was subsumed by logic in medieval Europe. But there is
something unique about the living presence of the Mirror in distant parts of Asia,
and it is not by coincidence that three of the volume’s chapters end with personal
statements of Sinhala, Tibetan, and Burmese speakers who describe the ongoing
presence of Dandin and his companions in their lives.!>> And as I suggest below,
the Mirror’s longevity itself may have been a part of its own lasting vision.

I.7. The Vision of A Lasting Vision

But before that, a few words on this volume. Piecing together the story of Dandin
in Asia requires a team of scholars: no one person can have expertise in all the
languages and cultures that welcomed the Mirror, and in every one of them,
the multiplicity, longevity, and complexity of the materials call for collabora-
tion. This volume is thus the product of a group effort. Its nine chapters were
written by twenty-five contributors in a variety of combinations. Indeed, with
the exception of the last, all the chapters are multi-authored. More important
yet is the method of collaboration. This volume is the result of a decade-long
series of meetings, some of them consisting of only the core contributors, while
others expanded to include many additional scholars, who shared their know-
ledge with us and helped us shape this project. Most importantly, the group
that produced this volume convened for an extended period of five months
(September 2015-January 2016) in Jerusalem, as the guests of the Israel Institute
of Advanced Studies (ITAS). Here we sat and read together the Mirror, along with
its many mirrors. It is this unique opportunity to familiarize ourselves with the
materials and with one another that eventually yielded this volume, even as more
materials, ideas, and colleagues emerged since this formative period of residence
at the ITAS.

153 For philology in the uses of the Mirror, see Ruiz-Falqués, section 7.3 in this volume; for the
philosophical point on openness, see Bronner, section 1.2.

154 For ritual, at least in the case of Dharmadasa’s text, see d’'Hubert in section 7.4. For Dandin’s
methodology as helping writers such as Kukai shape his, see Li, section 9.5 in this volume.

155 See in this volume, sections 3.8 (Hallisey), 6.13 (Bhum and Gyatso), and 7.5 (Ruiz-Falqués).
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The volume is primarily organized by region or language. After the
first chapter that introduces Dandin, his Mirror, and some of its concep-
tual and methodological innovations (Chapter 1), come chapters about the
engagements with Dandin in Kannada (Chapter 2), Sri Lanka (Chapter 3), and
Tamil (Chapter 4). These are followed by a study of Dandin’s place within the
Sanskrit tradition itself (Chapter 5), and the story of his reception in Tibet and
Mongolia (Chapter 6), Burma and the Bay of Bengal (Chapter 7), Java and Bali
(Chapter 8),and, finally, East Asia, with an emphasis on China (Chapter 9). As can
be seen, some of the chapters are more regionally oriented and hence multilin-
gual: Chapter 3 deals with materials in Sinhala, Pali, and Sanskrit; Chapter 6 with
Tibetan and Mongolian; Chapter 7 with Burmese, Pali, Sanskrit, and Bengali;
and Chapter 8 with Javanese and Balinese. Others are more focused on one lan-
guage, such as Kannada (Chapter 2), Tamil (Chapter 4), Sanskrit (Chapter 5), or
Chinese (Chapter 9), although often from a multiregional perspective.

In other words, the chapters are considerably different from one another. The
difference is partly determined by variance in the engagements with the Mirror
across regions, and partly by the methodology and focus of the different authors.
For a combination of both, consider the distinction between Chapter 4, which
is built around a set of close readings of Tamil poems that employ and extend
Dandin’s figuration, and Chapter 7, which provides a meticulous study of the
material and social presence of the Mirror in libraries and curricula in Burma.
Similarly, some chapters concentrate primarily on theories of poetics (Skt. Sastra)
in a given culture (as in the case of Kannada in Chapter 2), while others on the
poetry itself (prayoga; as in Java and Bali in Chapter 8). Some deal with many
direct engagements with Dandin (Tibet and Mongolia, Chapter 6), while other
address what must have been faint reflections and oral renditions of its contents
(China, Chapter 9).

There are, however, many aspects that all the chapters share. Most impor-
tantly, they each provide an alternative history of one literary culture or tra-
dition. The history is alternative in that it follows its subject matter primarily
through the lens of the Mirror and the engagements with it. Obviously, this
is not the only way to tell the literary history of, say, Kannada, Tibetan, or
Tamil. But, as the volume shows, doing so affords a new perspective and many
insights in each case. Consider, for example, Chapter 5, which provides a de-
tailed account of Sanskrit poetics, the tradition to which Dandin presumably
“belonged,” with the Mirror at its center. In standard accounts of this tradition,
Dandin is usually marginalized as a minor predecessor of Anandavardhana and
his followers in Kashmir. But once the focus shifts to Dandin, his precursors,
and his followers, an altogether different discipline emerges, with its distinct
foci and intertextual networks. The same is true of every other chapter in this
volume.
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That said, the division into chapters along linguistic and regional lines is not
without its pitfalls. One problem is that South and Southeast Asia never consisted
of well-defined regions with monolingual communities. Another is that the story
of Dandin is, as already noted, interconnected, with ties between Kannada and
Javanese, Tamil and Sinhala, or Pali texts from Sri Lanka and those produced
in Burma. A volume organized along regional lines will inevitably tilt the pic-
ture to focus on what is unique to any one region and its ties with the Sanskrit
models. I hope that we have succeeded in mitigating this problem to some extent
by the very nature of our collaborative group work (the fact that we all shared our
work as it was being produced, and that some of us contributed to more than one
chapter), and by our extensive system of cross-referencing. In many ways, how-
ever, this volume is hopefully just the beginning of a field of Dandin studies, and
we anticipate that future studies will improve upon our shortcomings.

Speaking of shortcomings, this volume is not a complete statement. Dandin’s
Mirror has played an important role in literary cultures that are not discussed
in its pages, such as Brajbhasha (old Hindi). One of the founders of this tradi-
tion, Keshavdas, partly based his influential Kavipriya on Dandin’s Mirror.!>
A full documentation of the means of interaction and the overall effect of this
intertextual engagement still await study. Another absence is that of Dandin the
poet, and especially of his art prose: What Ten Young Men Did and The Beauty
from Avanti. The two still await a comprehensive study in their own right, and we
do not possess a good understanding of the transmission of what were possibly
parts of the same original, nor of the relationship between their reception and
that of the Mirror. For instance, while Dandin’s art prose seems to have a more
lasting presence in Telugu literature, we know of no Telugu adaptation of the
Mirror. Is this a matter of choice between Dandin the poet and Dandin the the-
orist, or are there traces of the Mirror in Telugu that have thus far not surfaced?
Such questions are left for future work in this nascent field.

Here, in brief, is what the nine chapters of A Lasting Vision do offer.
Chapter 1 presents Dandin and his Mirror of Literature, the work at the center of
this volume. It discusses Dandin’s ethos of openness and method of modularity
and presents his main tools and concepts: ornaments, ways, virtues, flaws, and
literature’s “difficult path” The following three chapters explore the receptions of
the Mirror that are closest to it in time and space. Chapter 2 deals with Kannada
literary culture. It analyzes the first adaptation of the Mirror, the ninth-century
Way of the Poet-King, discusses its complex ways of engagement with Dandin,
and continues to address later responses to the Mirror in Kannada. The long his-
tory of Dandin in Sri Lanka is the topic of Chapter 3, with an emphasis on a
window around the twelfth and thirteenth centuries when the Mirror was the

156 See Busch 2011: 4-5, 103-6.
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focus of adaptations, commentaries, and other responses, both in Sinhala and
Pali. Even after this period, the chapter shows, Dandin was a constant presence
in the literatures of Sri Lanka up to the modern era. The equally long history of
Dandin in Tamil is the topic of Chapter 4. The window of intensive engagement
with the Mirror in Tamil coincides with that of Sri Lanka, and this is clearly no
coincidence. And again, Dandin’s models continued to play an important role
much later, at least up to early modernity, with a period of a profound synthesis
of the various poetic systems of Tamil during the sixteenth century.

Chapter 5 explores Dandins role in the Sanskrit tradition. The chapter
examines the work of Ratna, Dandin’s most authoritative commentator, but it
also charts Dandin’s predecessors and followers, including Bhoja (r. ca. 1010-
1055), whose work slightly predates the Dandin window in Tamil and Sinhala,
and Appayya Dikshita (1520-1592), who worked in the Tamil country at the
time when Tamil authors such as Kavirayar were completing their synthesis,
with Tandi at its center. Chapter 6 provides a similarly long vision of the story
of Dandin in Tibet (and through it, Mongolia), where the Mirror was met with
singular enthusiasm. The chapter begins with a brief vista on Tibetan literature
before the introduction of Indic models, tells the story of the first partial trans-
lation of the Mirror by Sakya Pandita (aka Sapan) in the thirteenth century, and
follows the subsequent waves of translations, commentaries, and scholarly and
literary engagements with it all the way to the present, in occupied Tibet and in
independent Mongolia.

The volume ends with three chapters that throw light on the outer reaches
of the Dandin story. Chapter 7 focuses primarily on Burma, which is not a part
of the Sanskrit Cosmopolis as mapped and defined by Pollock, but where the
presence of the Mirror, both in Sanskrit and through the Pali Lucid Poetics, was
constant since at least the fifteenth century. Moreover, the close cultural ties with
centers of learning on the other side of the Bay of Bengal helped color the re-
ception of the Mirror with Bengali hues, and especially its companionship with
Dharmadasa’s Adornment, a text that became a fixture in the learned culture
of the region. Chapter 8 takes us to Java and then Bali, where the Sanskrit cul-
tural package was adopted and vernacularized in parallel to developments in
Karnataka, but through distinct modes of dissemination and pedagogy. This
meant, among other things, that Dandin’s Mirror and other cultural grammars
left little concrete trace in these islands, although, as the chapter shows, they may
well have played a role behind the scenes in helping to inscribe theory in the
practice. Finally, Chapter 9 focuses on East Asia, which never adopted Sanskrit
or its literary models, and which has had its own long-standing and robust cos-
mopolitan literary culture. Nonetheless, China had several big waves of trans-
mission and translations of Buddhist literature from India, and as the chapter
shows, there is good reason to believe that oral knowledge of Dandin’s Mirror
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may have played a role in both the production of theory (in the case of Kukai’s
Mirror of Literature and Treasury of Mysteries, early ninth century) and of Song-
era experiments with pattern poems.

Read individually, each Chapter from 2 to 9 offers an extended alternative ac-
count of one long-standing literary tradition as seen from the unusual perspec-
tive of Dandin’s Mirror. But taken together, they open up a discussion not just
about the reception of this one work. Rather, they offer us ways of thinking about
an interconnected, multilingual, and multiregional literary history: its modali-
ties and creative powers, its material and social contours, its commonalities, and
its limits, in this case, across much of what is today called “Asia” The hope is that
this volume, in addition to contributing to our understanding of these different
traditions, will also contribute to such an endeavor.

I.8. A Note on Lasting

Itis perhaps appropriate to conclude this Introduction by returning to its framing
comparison between Aristotle and Dandin, this time apropos the question of
lasting visions. Aristotle’s primary orientation is the existing corpus of Greek lit-
erature (primarily epic and drama), past and present, and theoretical thought
based on it. He is keenly aware of the historical development of the genres he
discusses, but he implies that tragedy (unlike comedy) may have already “ceased
to evolve, since it had attained its natural fulfillment,” and may have even begun
to deteriorate, as “tragedies of most recent poets are lacking in characteriza-
tion”!5” Obviously, the strong normative language of the work means that the
author was thinking of setting norms for future writers. But the bulk of the en-
ergy is spent on restricting, with a verylittle sense of openness to the evolution of
new, future norms.

Whereas Aristotle opens his Poetics by getting right down to business, Dandin
begins his with a brief but broad meditation on the powers of language in general
and literature in particular. Moreover, both his introduction and the Mirror as a
whole are oriented to the future as open: unknown literary paths his readers will
discover, unforeseen combinations of categories they will find, and new catego-
ries they will coin. Appropriately, then, his opening lines also address the future
as inherent in literature’s ability to defy mortality and time:

The mirror of words holds fast to the image
of kings who came first and their feats.

157" Poetics, chapters 4, 6 (pages 35 and 38 in Halliwell’s translation).
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They can no longer face it, but look:
their reflection will not fade.!*

It seems right that this verse, with its strong future orientation and hope of un-
fading, gave its name to a work that came to embody this vision.!* The current
volume is dedicated to studying this endurance.
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1.1. Poet, Pedagogue, Professor: Introducing Dandin
Yigal Bronner

Who was Dandin, and why should we care about him? Here is the response of an
anonymous Sanskrit verse that is not sparing with praise:

When Valmiki was born,

the word “poet” was coined.

After Vyasa, you could say it

in the dual. And “poets” (in the plural)
first appeared

along with Dandin.!

Valmiki is the composer of the first poem, the Ramdyana. The second, the
Mahabharata, is famously attributed to Vyasa. So primordial are these authors
and their epic works that with them the word kavi (“poet”) was originally uttered,
first only in the singular and then in the dual. But it was only with Dandin that
the category became popular, as manifested linguistically by its use in the plural,
and the rest is history. It was Dandin, this verse suggests, who opened the gates
of poetry, so far associated with its exclusive pair of founding fathers. One could
take this as a comment on the vast success of his Mirror of Literature, a book that
introduced readers throughout Asia to the art of poesy.
Another verse further corroborates the propensity to put Dandin in triads:

v Saktimuktavali 4.75: jate jagati valmikau sabdah kavir iti sthital | vyase jate kavi ceti kavayas ceti
dandini||. Here Jalhana anachronistically ascribes the verse to Kalidasa.

A Lasting Vision. Yigal Bronner, Oxford University Press. © Oxford University Press 2023.
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There are three fires, three deities,
three Vedas, three qualities,
and three works by Dandin,
celebrated across the triple world.?

Itis possible to interpret this floating verse, which the anthologist Jalhana ascribed
to the great poet and theorist Rajashekhara (fl. 920), as emphasizing Dandin’s
multiple personae. Just like the triad of scripture, the trinity of gods, the trio of
sacrificial fires, or, indeed, the entire trifold universe, Dandin had three distinct
and mutually constitutive roles, arguably embodied by his troika of texts. But it is
perhaps not a coincidence, given our author’s avowed ideology of openness, that
several competing lists have been offered to match this seemingly fixed corpus of
three, with no resolution in sight.? Taking a cue from this repeated notion of trios,
I present here three of Dandin’s personae, although this tripartite analytical divi-
sion, too, betokens a reality that is at once more myriad and interwoven.

The first Dandin, as the above verses attest, was an admired, adventurous poet.
We know, for example, that he was the author of a poem that simultaneously nar-
rated both the Ramayana and the Mahabharata, the two foundational works of
his dual predecessors, and that this work likely pioneered an entire genre of
such bitextual poems.* He also penned the celebrated What Ten Young Men Did
(Dasakumaracarita), an art-prose work that lovingly and humorously narrates
the incredible adventures of ten princes coming of age. In these inventive stories,
Dandin follows in the tradition of another stellar duo, the great prose masters
Subandhu and Bana, but his prose is swifter and lighter than theirs. His words seem
to be dancing, another floating verse famously states.” Indeed, his Ten Young Men
gives the false impression that it was easy to compose. The bulk of this masterful and
much-admired narration is extant, although the work has come to us in the form of
a “headless, tailless torso,” now “sandwiched between two secondary paraphrases
of the missing sections of [Dandin’s] original work”® Finally, we have his Tale of
the Beauty from Avanti (Avantisundari), also in prose, whose transmission is even
poorer. Only two manuscripts of this work have survived, both of which break off
atan early point, having hardly laid out the frame of a vastly expansive work.”

2 Suktimuktavali 4.74: trayo gnayas trayo devas trayo vedas trayo gunah | trayo dandiprabandhas
ca trisu lokesu visrutah ||.

3 Below I provide a possible inventory of his works and a brief discussion of the difficulty in enu-
merating them. For more, see Bronner 2012: 72-74.

4 This work is now lost, but one of its verses is cited as an example of the bitextual genre in a tenth-
century work of Bhoja. See Bronner 2010: 99-102.

5 “Kalidasa had his simile, / Bharavi has weighty meaning, / Dandin dancing words. / Magha had
all three” (upama kalidasasya bharaver arthagauravam | dandinah padalalityam maghe santi trayo
gundh ||). Translation from Bronner, Shulman, and Tubb 2014: 15.

¢ Onians 2005: 23,22-23.

7 Some believe that this personal tale is the missing “head” of the Ten Young Men’s “torso.” See
Raghavan 1978: 821-24; Warder 1983: 166-69; and Khoroche 2005.
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Highly fragmented though it is, this text is of great importance because in it,
Dandin the poet presents invaluable details about his ancestry, his background,
and his life story up to the point of composing this work (as did Bana before
him in his biography of his patron-king, Life of Harsha, or Harsacarita). Dandin
tells here of his great-grandfather, the poet Damodara, who was associated with
some of the leading poets and politicians of the Deccan and who was invited to
the Pallava court in Kanchipuram. Here Dandin was born and was orphaned
at a young age. He fled town because of an enemy invasion and returned to it
when peace resumed, and it was from here that he left for a trip to the port city of
Mahabalipuram, a visit that inspired him to compose the now-lost work.® The in-
formation supplied by this now-textless introduction thus helps us locate its au-
thor in space, in the city of Kanchipuram in the Tamil country, and also in time,
most likely at the close of the seventh century or the beginning of the eighth.’

Dandin the pedagogue composed The Mirror of Literature, the work that is at
the heart of this volume, also under Pallava patronage, as some clues in it sug-
gest.!? The Mirror was self-consciously meant to train “those who wish to enter
the deep sea of poetry” in their voyage.!! In fact, the work showcases one of the
most sophisticated pedagogies ever produced in South Asia; certainly nothing
like it had been written up to Dandin’s time. Take, for example, the style of
presentation. The entirety of the Mirror, consisting of its discursive passages,
definitions, and poetic illustrations, is uniformly written in the simplest and
most common meter in Sanskrit prosody (anustubh or sloka),'> making it easy to
comprehend and memorize.

This basic format is already found in Bhamaha’s Ornament of Poetry
(Kavyalarkara), the main precedent Dandin had in front of him, but Dandin
clearly brought it to perfection.!® First, the work as a whole is easy to navigate,
thanks to a web of cross-references among and within its three chapters.!
Second, the definitions are clear and thus diverge from Bhamaha’s terse and
often tautological style.!® Third, unlike Bhamaha, in whose work examples are

8 Avantisundari, pp. 1-12; cf. Avantisundarikathasara 1.1-36.
° For more on the relevance of this introduction, see Bronner 2012: 70-78.

10 See Bronner 2012: 76-77.

11 KA 1.12: viviksianam gambhiram kavyasagaram.

12 The only exceptions are the illustrations of the complex rhyming patterns, twinning or yamaka,
some of which necessitate longer lines (on which, see Bronner and Tubb in section 1.5 below), and
verses that mark the end of a chapter.

13 On the relative chronology of the two and the reasons to believe that Dandin had Bhamaha’s text
in front of him, see Bronner 2012. Bhamaha claimed credit for his self-composed examples (BKA
2.96), but these are far more sporadic and less elegant than Dandin’, and it is not rare to find in his
book illustrations that only paraphrase the phenomena in question (e.g., BKA 3.10-11, and most of
the examples after 5.8). See also Bronner and Ollett in section 5.2 in this volume.

14 See, for example, KA 2.3,2.102, 2.115, 2.239,2.290, 2.311, 3.37-38.

15 For cases where Bhamaha does not provide any definition or provides one that is purely tauto-
logical, see, for example, BKA 3.5, 3.7, 3.10, 3.11.
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in short supply and seldom discussed, Dandin offers numerous illustrations,
each carefully and explicitly tied to one subtype of the category under discussion
and often prefixed or followed by an explanation of how it works as an example.
Moreover, Dandin has a strong tendency to pair or group his examples, and he
frequently keeps everything else constant between two examples while changing
only the variable he is introducing. A case in point is his pair of nearly identical
illustrations of “condensed speech,” aimed at showing that not all modifiers need
to be equivocal if, when one is narrating story X, an analogous story Y is evoked.
As Dandin adds in a typical follow-up comment: “In the above two examples, a
man is described as a tree. But in the former, all the modifiers equally apply to
both tree and man, while in the latter only two of them do.”!¢ Dandin, in other
words, created a perfectly methodical set of definitions (laksana) and paired
them with an elaborate set of straightforward, self-made illustrations (laksya)
that were suited to his pedagogy. It was in accordance with this pedagogical plan
that he originally named his book not The Mirror of Literature (Kavyadarsa) but
The Definition(s) of Literature (Kavyalaksana)."”

My description of Dandin’s method of exposition may create the impres-
sion that he was a dreary pedagogue. Nothing could be further from the truth.
Dandin the poet also coauthored this work with Dandin the pedagogue, and he
was teaching by example.!® As in his poetic corpus, the words in his made-up
examples are “dancing”: they are playful and humorous, and even when they are
boldly experimental and self-admittedly difficult, they give the impression that
they are easy to compose. Moreover, the seemingly simple illustrations not only
are cleverly paired with others in the book, but also are often carefully crafted
to replicate verses and prose passages by famous poets—a gesture to the style
or topic that earned such poets their fame.!® This is another technique whose

16 KA 2.209. For a discussion of this verse, see Bronner 2017. For additional cases of carefully
paired illustrations, see for example KA 1.43-44 (slista), 1.45-46 (prasada), 1.48-49 (sama), 1.73-74
(arthavyakti; here the commentator Ratna explicitly explains this method), 1.82, 1.84 (ojas), 1.86 and
1.90,and 1.87 and 1.91 (kanta), 2.309-10 (slista the ornament), as well as 3.174 and 3.178 (virodhadosa).

17 KA 1.2: yathasamarthyam asmabhih kriyate kavyalaksanam. It is perhaps no coincidence that
in languages of the South, where Dandin served as a key model, the word for poetics is derived from
laksana and the word for literature is derived from laksya.

18 In fact, the examples are an integral part of the definitions. See, for example, the definition of
yamaka discussed in section 1.5.

19 T will give only a few examples. The illustration of the ornament “flavored” (rasa) by grief is
almost a verbatim quote from Aja’s lament in Kalidasa’s Raghuvamsa, the best-known emotional
elegy in all of Sanskrit poetry (compare KA 2.284 and Raghuvamsa 8.57); the pair of examples of
“embrace” (slesa) is a direct echo of Subandhu, who pioneered the use of this device on a large scale
(compare KA 2.309-10 and Vasavadatta, pp. 245, 355; on Subandhu’s pioneering work, see Bronner
2010: 20-56); the culminating example of “distinction” (vyatireka), which laments the blindness
of youth, is an unmistakable gesture to one of the best-known poetic orations in Sanskrit about
the dangers of youth, which is found in Bana’s Kadambari (compare KA 2.195 and Kadambari,
p- 221; I am grateful to H. V. Nagaraja Rao for this reference); the example of “citing another case”
(arthantaranyasa) that speaks of the altruism of clouds is another nod to Kalidasa, who used this
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origins may hark back to Bhamaha but that Dandin expanded and perfected, and
itallowed his book to nourish learners at different levels of their study, depending
on their familiarity with the canon. It is interesting to note in this context that
the work ended up being called almost universally The Mirror of Literature. This
title likely owes its origin to a verse in the preface that compares literature to a
magic mirror that continues to carry the reflection of great kings long after they
stopped standing in front of it (KA 1.5), but it is also a pun, referring to Dandin’s
power to capture and display what literature is about. Indeed, this looking glass
proved just as lasting as the poetry it captured, and it generated an entire hall of
Mirrors throughout Asia in the form of later works in different languages that
replicated Dandin’s own examples. The Mirror, it would seem, was the perfect
title, even if unwittingly so.

Finally, let me briefly introduce a third persona, “Professor Dandin”
(acaryadandi), as some sources refer to him.?’ The Mirror was meant to lead
students on a productive literary path, but Dandin also imagined it as partic-
ipating in a learned theoretical discourse (sastra) that, he says, has deeper
roots and forms an absolute necessity for literature, as for any other human ac-
tivity.2! Indeed, he states at the very outset that his work is based not only on
observations of poetic practice (as I have noted), but also on a summation of
earlier scholarship.?? The more academic side of the Mirror is, for the most part,
not foregrounded. Dandin the scholar never names his predecessors and almost
never explicitly calls attention to his disagreements with his colleagues.?* But as
I have already begun to show elsewhere (and as will become clearer below), under
the guise of a benign textbook, the Mirror is a highly polemical treatise. In almost
every line, Dandin systematically engages with the scholarship of his seminal
forerunner, Bhamaha, often providing biting refutations as well as flippant reuses

ornament both as a signature device and, more specifically, to corroborate the conceit of altruistic
clouds in his Cloud Messenger, or Meghasandesa (KA 2.171; this is also seen already in Bhamaha's
BKA 2.74); the first illustration of “antithesis” (virodha) elegantly echoes a similar instance in
Bharavi’s famous description of autumn (compare KA 2.332 and Kiratarjuniya 4.25); and the ex-
ample of condensed speech (samasokti), reminiscent of Prakrit poetry, which is full of suggestion,
is a direct echo of one such poem from Kalidasa’s Abhijianasakuntala (compare KA 2.204 and
Abhijiianasakuntala 5.1; T am grateful to Whitney Cox for pointing this out to me; for more on this
verse, see Bronner 2017).

20" On the manuscript pattern of referring to Dandin by this title, see Gupta 1970: 10-11, 13.

21 KA 1.8-9; see also Bronner 2020.

22 KA 1.2: parvasastrani samhrtya prayogan upalaksya ca.

23 One important exception is his discussion of “seeing as” (utpreksa), where he digresses into
a lengthy attack on an anonymous predecessor who labeled a certain verse a simile rather than
“seeing as” Here Dandin showcases his erudition in a discussion that involves grammar, logic, and
Sanskrit philosophy of language more generally (KA 2.224-32; the first half of the verse appears
in Mrcchakatika 1.34 and Carudatta 1.19; Dandin refers to it as known, but does not mention its
source).
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of this predecessor’s notions and images for very different purposes. All this is
done silently and playfully, but it was certainly meant to be noticed, and noticed
it was. Two prominent readers, Ratnashrijnana and Vadijanghaladeva, tenth-
century scholars who produced the earliest extant commentaries on the Mirror,
dedicated considerable attention to identifying a Bhamaha source for many of
Dandin’s more blatant contestations.?* Moreover, it is clear that in learned circles,
the works of Dandin and Bhamaha were seen and read as a pair,?® and that the
Mirror’s containment of Bhamaha is one of the keys to its breathtaking success.

1.2. An Air of Openness
Yigal Bronner

One of the defining characteristics of Sanskrit theoretical discourse (Sastra) is its
avowed ideology of knowledge as a closed set. This view harks back to the un-
derstanding of the revelation of the Veda, the paradigm of true knowledge in the
Brahminical world, as eternal, immutable, and transcending human agency. All
that mortals can do, according to this ideology, is to partially reproduce know-
ledge. Although the practice of theory always brimmed with innovation and
originality, authors of cultural grammars on nearly every topic almost unani-
mously subscribed to a metatheory according to which knowledge systems were
fixed.?® Sanskrit poetics was an exception in being empirically oriented from the
start, and Bhamaha’s openly empiricist agenda, his explicit reliance on his own
intellectual power, and his appeal to the authority of the wise are early examples
of this trend.?” That said, Dandin’s approach in the Mirror is entirely unprece-
dented. No other Sanskrit scholar writing in any field and no earlier authority
on literature—certainly not the decidedly conservative Bhamaha—ever breathed
such an air of openness.

For Dandin, every category is deliberately celebrated as unbounded. There
are numerous examples of this approach. Take, for instance, his presentation of
poetic ornaments, the topic of his central and longest chapter. Dandin begins
this chapter by stating that ornaments cannot be presented in toto because
“they continue to be coined even as we speak”; he brings it to a close 365 verses

24 Por Ratnashrijnana, see Bronner and Cox in sections 5.5-5.7 in this volume. For an earlier dis-
cussion of both commentators, see Bronner 2012: 80-86.

25 See Rifthanemicariu 1.2, where all other disciplines have a single author but where “Ornaments”
has Bhamaha and Dandin (in this order). See also Paiimacariu 1.1.3.8 for another early mention of
them as a pair. For more, see Bronner and Ollett in section 5.2 in this volume.

26 Pollock 1985.

27 See, for example, BKA 5.69. For empiricist trends in Sanskrit poetics before Dandin, see Bronner
and Ollett in section 5.2 and Bronner forthcoming 2.
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later by noting that the preceding was only a brief foray into “a vast field that is
boundless”?® Moreover, throughout the chapter, very similar statements frame
the presentation of most individual ornaments. For example, the discussion of
the quintessential ornament simile begins by highlighting its “vast universe”
and concludes, after discussing both it and its sibling device of “identification”
(ritpaka) in unprecedented detail, by noting that “there is no end to the categories
of simile and identification.”?® Likewise, the discussion of “dismissal” (aksepa)
opens by stating that it is infinite and concludes by reminding the reader that
additional types can be named and illustrated,®® and the chapter is replete with
such language.

I will say more about ornamentation as open-ended shortly. But note that
Dandin’s bold vision of openness is also true of every other topic in the Mirror,
from poetic paths, which are “as numerous as are poets,” to the types and
subtypes of rhyming devices, again said to be innumerable.?! Indeed, elasticity is
also written into the definitions of various poetic phenomena: simile is said to be
a commonality between entities that is “understood in whatever manner”; allit-
eration is defined as a similarity of sound that is “experienced in whichever way”;
the virtue “magnificent” (udara) consists of the portrayal of “any good quality”;
powerful poetry (ojas) is said to be “multiform”; and a plotline should be derived
from historical narratives, “or from some other good source”*

In addition to a vision of poetic devices as boundless, Dandin’s openness also
means that almost every “no” is a strong “yes” in disguise. This is especially true
in the case of Bhamaha’s noes: factual statements (svabhavokti) and various types
of causation (hetu, sitksma, lesa), which Bhamaha viewed as prosaic, become
“the number one ornament” and “first-rate ornaments,” respectively; riddles
(prahelika), which Bhamaha ridiculed as difficult to the point of unintelligi-
bility (at least without a running commentary), are “fun to use in the company
of connoisseurs”; and an unconventional plot structure, where, to Bhamaha’s
horror, the antagonist is first valorized and later is slain, is just as good as the

28 KA 2.1 (te cadyapi vikalpyante), 2.365 (vistaram anantam). Anandavardhana, who otherwise
snubs Dandin, directly echoes him on this point. This is apropos of discussing the way “the en-
tire troop of ornaments” can support rasa. He explains: “When we speak about ‘the entire troop of
ornaments’ of the literal meaning, we speak about the list beginning with ‘metaphorical identifica-
tion’ that has already been identified, and also of what others will identify in the future, since there is
no end to ornaments” (vacyalankaravargas ca ripakadir yavan ukto vaksyate ca kaiscit, alankaranam
anantatvat, Dhvanyaloka, p. 223).

29 KA 2.14 (tasyah prapafico ’yam pradarsyate), 2.96 (na paryanto vikalpanam rapakopamayoh).

30 KA 2.120 (asya . .. anantata), 2.166 (anye 'pi vikalpah sakyam uihitum).

31 For regional styles, see KA 1.101-2 and section 1.4 below; for the rhyming device called
“twinning” (yamaka), see KA 3.3 (atyantabahavas tesam bhedah sambhedayonayal), 3.38 (na
prapaiicabhayad bhedah kartsyenakhyatum ipsitah), and Bronner and Tubb in section 1.5 below.

32 KA 2.14 (yatha kathaicit sadrsyam yatrodbhitam pratiyate),1.52 (yaya kayapi $rutya yat
samanam anubhiiyate), 1.76 (kascid gunah), 1.81 (uccavacaprakaram), 1.15 (itarad va sadasrayam).
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standard one (which begins with the protagonist) because, well, “I like this too”*
More generally, as I show below, Dandin’s discussion of poetic flaws dwells not
on liabilities in and of themselves, but rather on the way each is an asset waiting
to be realized.’* The same approach is found when Dandin deals with the simile
and addresses a subset of flaws that hamper it (upamadosa). Here, too, instead of
simply reproducing the age-old warnings about faulty similes, Dandin frames
this discussion by stating that if these so-called deficiencies are used thought-
fully, they are not deficiencies at all.*

A different version of this open approach is found when Dandin touches on
the all-important category of “poet” A true poet, he asserts, possibly following
an earlier list of factors, must have “inborn insight, impeccable long education,
and unwavering hard work.”*¢ The implication of the first item is that the literary
path is determined by oneé’s birth, and that being born with the right gift is neces-
sary (albeit insufficient) for poetic success. But Dandin hastens to add that “even
if one lacks insight resulting from past good deeds, one can still win the grace
of Speech merely by education and hard work”?” So the category “poet,” too, is
open, if only the candidate is receptive to instruction and is willing to try.*3

Indeed, all lists that Dandin presents as closed come with caveats that render
them at least partially open. Consider in this connection the crucial question of
the languages in which literature can be composed. Like Bhamaha before him,
Dandin allows only the cosmopolitan idioms, the “languages of the way;” the
right to poetic expressivity. No local idiom (“language of place”) is given in his
short list, which consists merely of Sanskrit, Prakrit, Apabhramsha, or a mix-
ture thereof.** But it immediately becomes clear that the list is more inclusive
than it seems. This is because Prakrit itself is presented as a multifaceted category

33 For factual descriptions, compare BKA 2.93 and KA 2.8 (adya salasikrtil). For causation-related
ornaments, compare BKA 2.86-87 and KA 2.233 (vacam uttamabhiisanam). For riddles, compare
BKA 2.19-20 and KA 3.96-97 (kridagosthivinodesu . . .). For plot structure, compare BKA 1.22-23
and KA 1.21-22 (... ca dhinoti nah).

3 See section 1.4 below.

3 “Discrepancy in case, number, and gender, as well as between a greater and a lesser, does not
necessarily flaw a simile when it does not offend the poetic sensibilities of the wise” (KA 2.51: na
lingavacane bhede na hinadhikatapi va | upamadusandyalam yatrodvego no dhimatam).

36 KA 1.103. For a discussion of the three causes of poetry in later Sanskrit poetics, see Pollock
2005a: 19-27; and Shulman 2008: 499-503.

37 KA 1.104 (na vidyate yady api piarvavasanagunanubandhi pratibhanam adbhutam | Srutena
yatnena ca vag upasita dhruvam karoty eva kamapy anugraham); see also the next verse. For a discus-
sion of this passage in Ratna, see Bronner and Cox in section 5.5 in this volume.

38 The same notion is in play in Dandin’s opening verses, where he states that his book is meant to
open the eyes of those who are, without access to authoritative knowledge, blind to the differences
between virtues and flaws (KA 1.8-9). This is a typically playful inversion of the metaphor that closes
Bhatti’s poem (Ravanavadha 22.33). Bhatti states that his book, like a handlamp, is useless for the
blind: those not familiar with the grammatical knowledge needed for decoding his work. Dandin,
by contrast, makes sure his students can use what he has to offer and step from blinding darkness
to light.

3 The mixture variety is already an expansion of Bhamaha’s list in BKA 1.16.
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(anekah prakrtakramah), whose vocabulary is derived not only from Sanskrit
loanwords and cognates, but also from the languages of place (desi).*° This in it-
selfis not an innovation, as already the Treatise on Dramaturgy states that Prakrit
is threefold in its lexicon (loanwords, cognates, local), even if Dandin’s choice
of “multifaceted” as an adjective may be significant. Nor is it entirely ground-
breaking that Dandin states that Prakrit is based on a variety of ethnic and lin-
guistic communities—this, too, is known from the Treatise on Theater and its
acceptance of different dialects in theatrical dialogue—though again, Dandin’s
list is said to be incomplete, and in that sense open.*!

But when Dandin turns to the task of plotting literary genres onto his lin-
guistic grid, he seems to imply that these can migrate from one linguistic me-
dium to another, and the list of genres associated with each language is again
capped by an “etc” Moreover, we suddenly learn that “all languages as well as
Sanskrit” can produce “narrative literature of various kinds” (kathadi; note again
the open list). The commentators try hard to explain away the implications of this
strong statement by arguing that the plural in “all languages” is there either to in-
clude Sanskrit (although it is mentioned separately in “as well as Sanskrit”) or to
include a “mixture” (although this is not a language).*? But Dandin here is crystal
clear in his employment of the word “all,” in his mention of Sanskrit separately,
and, indeed, in his use of the word bhdasa that he applies only to the vernaculars
and never to Sanskrit. As if to drive this point home, yet another language, the so-
called Language of the Ghosts (or perhaps some “dead language,” bhiitabhdsa) is
introduced as the medium of the “amazing Great Story” (Brhatkatha), a work
that is now lost (and may have already been lost by Dandin’s time).** This lan-
guage does not seem to fall under the initial division into Sanskrit, Prakrit, or
Apabhramsha; it appears to be yet another language in which literature was at
least once produced.

Thus, although it is true that Dandin stops short of licensing specific living
vernaculars that are not included under the umbrella of Prakrit as literary media,
and while he is strangely silent about Tamil, the language of his surroundings
and the medium of a long-standing literary tradition, he does leave the door
of the language club at least a crack open. This surprising approach was instru-
mental in applying the Mirror to literary languages originally outside its official
scope. For instance, several Tibetan commentators identified their nascent lit-

>«

erary idiom with Dandin’s “Language of the Ghosts,” Apabhramsha, or a variety

40 KA 1.33.

41 NS 17.7. See also Ollett 2017: 124. In addition to Maharashtri, Dandin mentions Sauraseni,
Gaudi, Lati, “and others like them” (anya ca tadrsi); KA 1.33-35.

42 See Ratna and Vadijanghaladeva, respectively, ad KA 1.38.

43 KA 1.38. Ratna identifies bhitabhasa with Paishachi. For an interpretation of the phrase as
meaning simply a “dead language,” see Ollett 2014.
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of his open-ended Prakrit, and in the ninth-century Way of the Poet-King, which

closely mirrors the Mirror, Kannada often seems to replace Prakrit as the coun-
terpart of Sanskrit (even as it is officially counterposed to both).**

In short, Dandin produced a kind of a literary grammar wherein every rule
also contains the seed of self-transcendence, something David Shulman believes
is emblematic of South Indian grammars.* I will shortly extend the grammar
analogy, but for now, note Dandin’s remarkably open approach to the extremely
influential discourse of grammar proper. For one thing, Dandin differed from
his predecessors and successors by freely veering into areas uncharted by Panini.
For instance, he had no qualms about locating “identifications” both inside
and outside nominal compounds, despite the fact that Panini designated such
compounds only for analogies.*® For another, he was explicit about this approach
when he said, boldly and in stark contrast to Bhamaha, that nongrammatical
forms can be used in poetry if they are patterned on precedents set by trust-
worthy writers, who for him are authority: what they used (Sistesta) is the gold
standard.*’

More generally, we know that one’s grammar of choice often marked one’s reli-
gious or regional identity, and that certain grammars were preferred in Brahmin
circles while others were preferred in Buddhist and Jain communities.*® Again,
Dandin’s policy here is illuminating. Whereas Bhamaha (and many of his later
followers from Kashmir) swore exclusive alliance to Panini, Katyayana, and
Patanjali, the triumvirate of grammarians in mainstream Vedic circles,*” Dandin
is audibly silent on this point and never mentions his preferred grammar,

# For the Tibetan sources, see, for example, the discussion of Khamtrul in Rgyan gyi bstan bcos
dbyangs can ngag gi rol mtsho, pp. 109-10, where he ends up concluding that Tibetan is parallel to
Apabhramsha and where he makes use of Dandin’s “etc” (adi; KA 1.36) to make room for Tibetan
(I am grateful to Shenghai Li for this reference). For Kannada’s juxtaposition of Kannada to both
models, see, for example, KRM 1.41-42. For a more general discussion of Prakrit as the basis for
theorizing the vernacular in South Asia, see Ollett 2017. I am grateful to Andrew Ollett for repeated
discussions on this topic.

45 David Shulman, personal communication. See also Shulman 2001: 13-17.

46 KA 2.68. For a discussion of this perceived lacuna in Panini and the rather strange solutions that
Dandin’s predecessors and followers came up with in order to be consistent with Paninian discourse,
see Bronner 2016: 92-93.

47 KA 3.148: “Nongrammatical forms that have no precedent in theory or practice are
the path the ignoramuses follow; but if favored by the learned, this is no flaw” (sabdahinam
analaksyalaksyalaksanapaddhatih | padaprayogo ¥istestah Sistestas tu na dusyati ||), pace Bhamaha
(BKA 4.22): “Nongrammatical forms are said to be when words are used against the instructions
of Panini and the author of the List of Words, for their trustworthy disciples do not use such forms”
(sitrakrtpadakarestaprayogad yo anyathd bhavet | tam aptasravakasiddheh sabdahinam vidur yatha
|]). For more on this point, see Kawamura 2017.

48 See, for example, Pollock 2006: 62, 169-71, on the grammars of Sharvavarman (a Brahmin) and
Kumaralata (a Buddhist) as alternatives to Panini outside vaidika circles and in the South. On the
importance of Sharvavarman’s Katantra as a companion of the Mirror in Burmese monastic circuits,
see Kirichenko, Lammerts, and Ruiz-Falqués in section 7.2 in this volume. See also Monious
2013: 123-28, for the cases of the Sanskrit Ripavatara and the Tamil Viracoliyam, Buddhist
grammars that display strategies of appropriation of and competition with Panini.

4 BKA 4.22,6.37,6.63.
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thereby suggesting, especially to the many readers who studied his work along
with Bhamaha’s, that he was open to the use of linguistic treatises prevalent in
non-Brahmin communities. Indeed, non-Paninian grammars often accompa-
nied the Mirror as it traveled through Asia.>

There are other indications that, despite Dandin’s Brahmin identity, the Mirror
was crafted so as not to offend the sensibilities of other religious communities. For
instance, Dandin was careful not to repeat anything like Bhamaha’s attack on the
Buddhist theory of apoha, which was not particularly well received in Buddhist
circles.’! Below I argue that Dandin also actively tried to cater to Buddhist
poets (see section 1.4). It is thus perhaps no coincidence that of the three ear-
liest commentators on his work, one was a Buddhist monk, the other was likely
a Jain, and the third was a Brahmin.>? The vast success of the Mirror throughout
the expanding network of Buddhist centers of learning is also clearly not an acci-
dent. Dandin’s openness helped him speak in a truly cosmopolitan voice, and his
Mirror was adopted in, and thus helped create, a truly vast cosmopolis.

In short, with unbounded categories celebrated as such, a principle that every
rule can be transcended, a cosmopolitan and tolerant worldview, and an appeal
to a variety of communities, the Mirror was unabashedly open and openly re-
ceived. When writers in fields other than poetics looked for a rare quote about
the inherently open nature of knowledge, Dandin was a natural choice. Take, for
example, the great tenth-century polymath Vachaspati Mishra. In corroborating
Shankara’s claim that Brahma’s composition of the vast Veda is proof of his om-
niscience, he notes: “Nowadays, too, when I and others compose treatises about
comprehensive topics, we know more than we actually say. For even if you realize
a whole gamut of special facets, there is simply no way you can spell them all
out. After all, even Goddess Sarasvati,” he adds in a close paraphrase of Dandin,
“cannot describe all the different types of sweetness of sugarcane, milk, sugar,
and so on” And yes, Dandin originally left this list, too, open.>*

But there is a risk in openness. One may end up with no boundaries whatso-
ever, a state in which anything goes. Certain passages in the Mirror may appear
particularly vulnerable to such criticism, as can be seen in the aforementioned

50 See note 48 above.

51 BKA 6.17-19; for the responses, see Bronner 2012: 89-90.

52 Pollock 2005a.

53 Bhamati ad BS 1.1.3: adyatve ’py asmadadibhir samicinarthavisayam Sastram viracyate
tatrasmakam vaktinam vakyaj jianam adhikavisayam. na hi te te sadharanadharma anubhityamana
api sakya vaktum. na khalv iksuksiragudadinam madhurarasabhedah sakyah sarasvatyapy akhyatum.
Compare KA 1.102: iksuksiragudadinam madhuryasyantaram mahat | tathapi na tad akhyatum
sarasvatyapi Sakyate ||. The same Dandin verse was later quoted verbatim by Vedanta Deshika, but
now to stress not so much the notion that the author knows more than he or she can ever say as the
impossibility of expressing subtle (albeit real and important) differences (Nikseparaksa, p. 72; 1 am
grateful to Manasicha Akepiyapornchai for this quote). Both statements are plausible interpretations
of Dandin’s open statement about openness.
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tendency to accept whatever Bhamaha rejected. The threat lies not so much in
the inclusion of all of these elements as in the seeming lack of criteria. If the ulti-
mate authority is simply the taste of connoisseurs, is it possible to come up with
any principled aesthetic criteria? After all, taste differs from person to person, as
Dandin himselfwas the first to acknowledge, and as his repeated disagreements
with Bhamaha make clear. Indeed, if you define ornaments, like Dandin, in the
broadest possible terms (“the elements that make poetry beautiful”), and if you
believe, with him, that they are subject to endless permutation (“even as we
speak”) and hence escape encapsulation (“who can describe them comprehen-
sively?”), could you not also forgo altogether any theoretical pretense?>”

The danger is even more pronounced if we realize how new and tenuous was
the discipline’s claim to be governed by rules. It was Bhamaha who first took
credit for “fathoming the definition ofliterature in my own mind” and indeed for
discovering “the law of ornaments, which I ascertained with my own mind and
stated and elaborated with my own words.”* Key to this newly discovered law
is the principle that in order to be aesthetically pleasing, poetry must entail an
intensifying language that is indirect and nonfactual (vakra), and it is precisely
this law that allowed Bhamaha to deny, in a principled way, the ornamental status
of “factual statement” and “causation”” By welcoming these ornaments back
and by leaving the door open for countless others, Dandin threatened to derail
Sanskrit poetics from a journey just begun.

1.3. The Modular Grammar of Ornaments
Yigal Bronner

Or so it seems. In fact, as already noted, Dandin presents his work as part of a
rule-bound knowledge system ($astra) meant to provide practitioners with clear
guidelines about right and wrong. “This is why,” he adds, “the seers, aiming at
the enlightenment of the people, came up with the law [vidhi] for working with
words with their variegated ways [madrga].”>® The most relevant seer is surely
Bhamaha, who took personal credit for discovering such a law, and here Dandin
purports to follow in his footsteps. So how is one to resolve the contrast between

3 See, for example, KA 1.101, and other verses quoted in note 61 below.

% KA 2.1: kavyasobhakaran dharman alankaran pracaksate | te cadyapi vikalpyante kas tan
kartsyena vaksyati ||.

6 BKA 6.64, 3.58: avagamya svadhiya ca kavyalaksma; giram alasikaravidhih savistarah svayam
viniscitya dhiya mayoditah.

57 See, for example, BKA 2.85-87.

5 KA 1.8-9: gunadosan asastrajiiah katham vibhajate janah | kim andhasyadhikaro ‘sti
riupabhedopalabdhisu || atah prajanam vyutpattim abhisandhaya sirayah | vacam vicitramarganam
nibabandhuh kriyavidhim ||.



62 YIGAL BRONNER

Dandin’s commitment to a principle such as Bhamaha’s, on the one hand, and
his avowed openness and repeated undoing of his important predecessor, on
the other?

One answer to this question is with a word just cited: “ways” (marga). It is
all too easy to understand this term strictly in its no doubt important technical
sense of a regional style, which for Dandin are two: the southern (vaidarbha)
and the northeastern (gaudiya).>® But a close inspection of the Mirror shows that
“way” (marga and its synonyms) has a much broader application for Dandin. He
uses this term not just apropos of regional styles (in his first chapter) but also of
poetic ornaments (in the second) and of easy and difficult devices of sound (in
the third and last). It also appears, as we have just seen, in the very beginning of
the work, and also in its closing statement, apropos of poetry’s virtues (guna) and
flaws (dosa).®® So Dandin brings up “way” in the context of all of the Mirror’s key
topics, and in each case, he uses this term to make two seemingly contradictory
arguments. First, he says that the ways of literature are numerous, myriad, and,
indeed, infinite; at one point he even notes that there are as many ways as there
are poets.®! Second, he maintains that he has discussed this inherently plural re-
ality in a concise manner and, indeed, has shown the way, that is, a single, rule-
bound, and hence useful method for cultivating the pupil’s mind—even if the
student is not naturally gifted but is willing to work hard—in the innumerable
routes of literature.5?

What is this method? Perhaps the clearest illustration is found in Dandin’s dis-
cussion of ornaments, which occupies the entire second chapter of the Mirror,
the central and by far the longest of the work’s three. By “ornaments,” Dandin
refers here to a rather disparate assortment of poetic elements that are prima-
rily related to meaning.®® This is a rather unruly bunch. Some ornaments, such
as simile, identification, and antithesis, are based on the propositional structure
of the statement (X is like Y; X is Y; although X, it is Y) or the logical relation-
ship it entails (analogy, identity, contradiction); others are defined by their prag-
matic effect (praise, blame, or blessing), or the mode in which a certain suggested

%% Por a definitive discussion of stylistic regions in Sanskrit, see Pollock 2006: 204-22.

60 See, in the order of mention, KA 1.40 and 1.101-4; 2.365; 3.186; 1.9; and 3.187.

6l KA 1.40 (aneka), 1.9 (vicitra), 3.186 (citra), 2.356 (vistaram anantam), 1.101 (pratikavi). See
also KA 1.102, cited above, on Sarasvati’s inability to tell the different shades of sweet, apropos of such
endless personal styles.

2 On abridgment, see KA 3.187 (sariksipya) and 2.365 (parimanavrttya saiiksipya); on the way’s
being rule bound, see 1.9 (kriyavidhi) and 3.186 (vidhidarsitena, vyutpannabuddhi); and on shaping
the student’s mind, see again 1.9 (vyutpattim abhisandhaya) and 3.186—in the former instance,
credit is given to earlier writers, whereas in the latter, Dandin himself claims credit. On the practice
of this way, see 2.365 (abhyasa) and also 1.103-5, where Dandin emphasizes that hard work can com-
pensate for the absence of natural gifts. On marga in the sense of method, see Pollock 2006: 207-8.

3 This in itself indicates a helpful distinction because according to an even broader view, the same
category also includes sound effects such as alliterations and the exact repetition of more extensive
clusters of sounds (yamaka), effects that Dandin relegates to the first and third chapter, respectively.
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meaning is conveyed in a roundabout way; and some are based on their emo-
tional or narrative contents, such as joy, grief, and a character’s opulence or
munificence. Likewise, some ornaments are based on the subject matter, while
others are based on the manner in which it is described (as in the case of some
of the punning and syntactic devices). Finally, while most devices pertain to a
single statement and can thus be demonstrated by using a single example verse,
one last ornament is defined as a works overall integrity (bhavika).

This highly varied field stems from a very long line of connoisseurs who
minted different ornaments in response to specific aesthetic experiences in a
process that Dandin explicitly acknowledges and expects never to end. One can
see why Bhamaha felt that a rule governing all these devices was a desideratum,
and why his notion that they must entail intensification—through indirect and
counterfactual language—was so important. This criterion allowed him to affirm
the ornamental status of most received devices, such as simile and identification
(as he notes, the face is not exactly like the moon, empirically speaking, only
partly so), while at the same time rejecting others that seemed reducible to em-
pirical observations about the world and its causal relations. This also clarifies
the potential price of Dandin’s definition of ornaments in the broadest possible
terms (“elements that make poetry beautiful”) and of his readmission of “factual
statements” (svabhavokti) and the causal ornaments into the mix.

Still, it is not as if Dandin forgoes altogether the principled vision of aesthetics
or rejects outright all of his predecessors’ categories. Quite the contrary: imme-
diately after defining ornaments so broadly, both theoretically and in terms of
their ever-evolving status, he adds, “That said, past teachers have laid out the
core of all ornamental categories, and my goal here is merely to put polish on this
very core”®* So previous thinkers in his line—and again, I believe that Bhamaha
in particular is meant here—have already identified the key categories, and it is
crucial to understand that, his polemics and playfulness notwithstanding, out of
thirty-five ornaments defined and exemplified by Dandin, only one was not al-
ready mentioned by Bhamaha (approvingly or, in some cases, disapprovingly).%®
More important for my point is Dandin’s method of expanding the discussion
without harm to this inherited core. The Mirror’s expansionist energy in this
chapter is strictly channeled to ornaments’ subcategories, which are explored
in great detail. Whereas Bhamaha recognized only a handful of subdivisions,
Dandin has over 150 by a conservative count, and he repeatedly maintains that
these are only examples of a vast and limitless spectrum. Moreover, the manner

64 KA 2.2: kim tu bijam vikalpanam pirvacaryaih pradarsitam | tad eva pratisamskartum ayam
asmatparisramal ||.

% The one exception is “repetition” (avrtti; KA 2.116-19), which is paired with “illumination”
(dipaka) in the same way in which “identification” is paired with simile, and which is likely Dandin’s
own invention. On avrtti, see Bronner in section 5.3 in this volume.
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in which subtypes are presented is methodical, and to realize Dandin’ vision, we
must follow his method.

Let us begin with the order of the presentation. Precisely because Dandin
largely follows the sequence of Bhamaha’s list of ornaments, any deviation from it
is significant, as is especially conspicuous in the beginning of his second chapter.
The fact that factual statement is not only allowed but is made “the number one
ornament” is not just a dig at his predecessor, who dismissed it. It is also meant to
impart the lesson that a poet needs to be grounded in reality, and that the ability to
identify and capture a good subject with all its richness and beauty is a basic first
step for the remaining devices to build on and intensify.® For example, one needs
first to be able to observe the colorfulness of parrots, the courting dance of doves,
one’s wonderful reactions to the touch of one’s beloved, or even God when He sud-
denly becomes visible.®” Simile, moved up to the number two slot and discussed
at greatlength, is the first nonfactual ornament: it is the primary device for casting
two distinct real-world objects as similar. It also introduces some of the funda-
mental conventions of Indic poetry, such as the fact that a beloved face, eyes, and
arms are comparable to lotuses of various colors and kinds.® Then follows “iden-
tification,” which takes simile a step forward, for it is “nothing but a simile wherein
difference is obscured”® A basic identification like “vine-arm,” then, disguises a
simile (the arm is like a vine) only to evoke it in the mind and, through it, to revive
the actual multifaceted beauty of the arm and the vine themselves.

This is still rather simple, but now consider the ornament “distinction”
(vyatireka), mentioned somewhat later in the chapter. Dandin defines it as “the
proclamation of difference between two entities whose similarity has first been
established, either explicitly or by implication””? For example, the fact that a king
is comparable to the ocean (another basic poetic convention, this time from the
realm of political poetry) is called into question by noting that the fair-bodied king
is superior to his dark and amorphous standard.”! So the distinction here calls
the bluff on simile, but this act of estrangement only revives the initial analogy
with added force. Then there is the fact that the poet can estrange the distinction

% A poet also needs to be conscious of the reality of his or her own work, which must be well
integrated in every aspect. It is surely not a coincidence that the list of ornaments is bookended by
svabhavokti (factual statement, KA 2.4-13) and bhavikatva, or bhavika (integrity; KA 2.361-63). For
more on Dandin’s emphasis on grounding poetry in reality, see section 1.4 below.

67 KA 2.9-12. There is a clear escalation in this sequence of examples of “factual statement,’
examples that are also meant to demonstrate that the device can be used to depict genera, actions,
attributes, and individuals, respectively.

8 KA 2.15-16.

% KA 2.66: upamaiva tirobhiitabheda ripakam ucyate. For Bhamaha, “identification” comes after
“alliteration” and “twinning” and before “illumination,” only after which does he present simile.

70 KA 2.178: sabdopatte pratite va sadrsye vastunor dvayol | tatra yad bhedakathanam vyatirekah sa
kathyate ||.

71 KA 2.179.
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itself, or call the bluft on calling the bluff, by using a form of double speech, what
Sanskrit thinkers call “embrace” (slesa). That is, the king and the ocean are made
distinct, but only because the vocabulary used to portray them refers simultane-
ously to the former’s wit and to the latter as being “watered-down””2

A certain pattern that I will call metatropic begins to emerge, wherein sets of
ornaments are used to disguise and reveal one another and eventually to activate a
core set of beautiful items and the poetic conventions that concern them. This pat-
tern is particularly pronounced in Dandin’s modular vision of ornamental subtypes.
By this I refer to the way in which endless new poetic expressions can easily be cre-
ated by combining distinct ornamental modules, as in the addition of “embrace”
to “distinction.” One of Dandin’s methods for highlighting this modularity is in his
pairing of categories and their illustrations. Consider, for example, two subtypes
of “identification” that involve the just-mentioned devices of simile and distinc-
tion: “identification leading to simile” and “identification leading to distinction™

Your moon-face,

red with passion,

and the rising crimson moon
are rivals.

The gods drink nectar from the moon,
I from your moon-face.

Theirs is waning, but always perfect

is the disk of yours.”

The first of the above two verses begins by identifying, within the bounds of
a simple nominal compound, the beloved’s face with the moon. Indeed, the
identification (riipaka) seems to be corroborated by the fact that the face is
“red with passion,” just like the full moon, crimson at dawn. But if identifica-
tion is nothing but simile wherein difference is obscured, this difference is sum-
marily resummoned when the real moon, the standard supposedly subsumed
by the subject, is reintroduced into the verse. Suddenly there are two moons,
the moon-face and earth’s satellite, and this new situation immediately provides
scope for a further simile, indicated by the word “rivals”: the moon-face is like
the moon.” The second verse presupposes the first and introduces a distinction
(vyatireka) on top of the simile that was added to the identification, which in

72 KA 2.183. For a more detailed discussion of these verses, see Bronner 2010: 224-26.

73 KA 2.89-90: ayam alohitacchayo madena mukhacandramah | sannaddhodayaragasya candrasya
pratigarjati || candramah piyate devair maya tvanmukhacandramal | asamagro 'py asau sasvad ayam
apirnamandalal ||.

74 Earlier Dandin has listed words for rivalry as indicating simile (KA 2.58ab).
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turn is a simile in disguise: the actual moon, where the gods store their nectar
of immortality, is prone to waning, but not so the beloved’s moon-face, also a
source of nectar (for the speaker), which always remains round and is hence
superior.

One can see how Dandin is playing here with the opposite vectors of simi-
larity and dissimilarity, as he notes in an explanatory note that introduces these
illustrations.” Each vector has its moment in the spotlight, from whence it gently
undermines the other, and both take turns in intensifying the beloved’s beauty
and thus help the speaker win her heart. In addition to the endless playfulness
that is inherent in this process, the series of disguises and revelations also creates
tremendous complexity, even if the basic building blocks are few and relatively
simple. The complexity lies in the way these elements are combined and in the
accumulated set of presuppositions they create.

Indeed, one way to think about the metatropic effect of combining ornamental
modules in the Mirror is by analyzing the web of presuppositions this system
entails. Consider an example from the discussion of simile: “This is no lotus, it
is your face. / These are not bees but eyes.”’® This is a factual statement, but it is
not identical with the empirical observations of the parrots’ colors and the doves’
courtship with which the chapter on ornaments begins. Rather, it is consid-
ered a case of “simile through stating the fact” (tattvopakhyanopama), wherein
pointing out the correct identity of the beloved’s face and eyes presupposes some
confusion, feigned or real, in the speaker’s mind, stemming from and hence
also implying their striking similarity to the lotus and bees, respectively. (Note,
by the way, how a statement of difference, here and elsewhere, strongly affirms
similarity.) Moreover, this illustration is also highly reminiscent of an earlier
one: “The luster of a lotus simply could not shame the moon. . . . This therefore
must be nothing but your face””” This is an illustration of “simile through infer-
ence” (nirnayopama), and one is right to wonder what differentiates this instance
from the later variety of “simile through stating the fact” The answer seems to be
that they differ in the aesthetic modules that each presupposes. As Dandin’s most
important commentator astutely explains, it is true that both categories “are in-
distinguishable insofar as they express a true conviction about reality. Still, there
is a considerable difference because in ‘simile through inference’ this realistic
conviction comes in response to a doubt, whereas [in ‘simile through stating the
fact’] it comes about through the removal of delusion. In this and similar cases,”

75 KA 2.88: istam sadharmyavaidharmyadarsanad gaunamukhyayoh | upamavyatirekakhyam
ripakadvitayam yatha ||.

76 KA 2.36ab: na padmam mukham evedam na bhriigau caksusi ime |.

77 KA 2.27: na padmasya . . . indulajjakari dyutil | atas tvanmukham evedam.
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he adds, “one has to explain differences between categories in terms of their dif-
ferent presuppositions [apeksavisesa] 78

I have given here only a handful of examples of a practice that is far more per-
vasive, varied, and intricate in Dandin’s presentation of ornaments. Still, certain
conclusions can already be drawn. First, we see at least one sense in which a single
modular method, or way, enables poets to walk an infinite number of paths.
Since Dandin’s core set of ornaments numbers a few dozen, and since they can be
added on top of one another far more flexibly than, say, morphemes in an agglu-
tinative language, there is simply no end to their possible combinations. Second,
and relatedly, we realize another sense in which the Mirror works like a grammar,
in this case a generative one. It imparts to its readers a set of basic principles (e.g.,
factual statement, simile, identification, distinction, and embrace) and a foun-
dational vocabulary (including the comparability of a face to a lotus and a king
to the ocean), thereby allowing them to produce new poetic expressions, rather
than merely understanding or reproducing existing ones. Third, Dandin’s dis-
cussion teaches that such expressions are inherently intertextual in the sense that
they “create presuppositions and hence pre-texts for themselves,” with a variety
of rhetorical effects.” In fact, it is even possible to understand Dandin’s modular
method as subtly reinterpreting Bhamaha’s law of indirectness (vakrokti), now
applying not to the lack of factuality, but to the indirect and suggestive mode of
signification of ornaments through a variety of presupposed pre-texts.3

Let me clarify that much of this is only implied in Dandin’s analysis and mode
of presentation. He does not use adjectives such as “modular” and “metatropic,”
nor does he explicitly explain the nature of poetic language as resting on an inter-
related system of presuppositions. That said, the fact that numerous ornamental
subtypes in the Mirror are based on modular combinations, in stark contrast to
Bhamaha’s practice, is indisputable, as are Dandin’s pairs of examples and similar
sets of types and subtypes. Moreover, Dandin does occasionally call attention to
aspects of his method. For instance, when he addresses the ornament “denial”
(apahnuti), he reminds his readers that he has already illustrated how statements
of denial can work as subtypes of simile, and that now its own subtypes will be
shown, thereby highlighting this device’s capacity to be used on various modular
levels.3!

78 Ad KA 2.36: nirnayopamaya asyas ca ko bhedah? ubhayatrapi tattvaniscayavisesat. yady api
tattvaniscayas tulyah, tathapi samsayacchedena niscayah, iha tu viparydasaniraseneti mahan bhedal.
anyatrapy evam kvacit katharicid apeksavisesad vyakhyeyo bheda iti. The former category of “simile
through inference” indeed follows on the heels of an example of “simile through doubt” See more on
Ratna’s similar commentarial practices in Bronner and Cox, section 5.7 in this volume.

79 The quote is from Culler 1981: 118.

80 Bronner 2010: 219-22.

81 KA 2.307.
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Another particularly illuminating case is that of “embrace” (slesa), which
for Dandin is the most pervasive and potent device of disguise and revelation.
He introduces a subtype based on embrace for almost every other ornament in
the book, and when he finally discusses it as an ornament in its own right, he
underscores this fact: “I have already demonstrated ‘embraces’ in the domains
of simile, identification, dismissal, distinction, and so on. I will now demon-
strate several others”®” Later, when he concludes the chapter by specifically
addressing the question of mixing ornaments, he again states, “As a rule, ‘em-
brace’ enhances the entire domain of ‘crooked speech’ (vakrokti)”®* To me, this
indicates that Dandin was entirely conscious of his modular metatropic system
and perhaps even of its ability to redefine Bhamaha’s notion of “crookedness.”
Certainly this system was obvious to Dandin’s most important interpreter in
Asia, Ratnashrijnana (hereafter Ratna), who often responded to statements of
the open-endedness of different ornaments in creating new subtypes precisely
by extending Dandin’s modular method.®* We have also seen that Ratna spelled
out the principle of distinguishing categories by their different presuppositions.
In Ratna’s reading of the Mirror and in the responses it elicited in many readers
in other language traditions discussed in this volume, I see a strong affirmation
of Dandin’s generative modularity. This method is one of the secrets of his work’s
success.

Before I conclude this section, let me clarify that Dandin’s modular method for
creating new ornamental subtypes—and hence new poetic statements—involves
more than just combining ornaments that made it to his short list, and that he
uses as modules other tropes and conceits as well. An example already noted
in passing is that of epistemic doubt, with which Dandin creates repeated orna-
mental subtypes—simile through doubt, intensification based on doubt, and the
dismissal of a doubt®®
ment for him. In fact, this is another example where Dandin is conscious of and
outspoken about this methodology. I say this because “in doubt” (sasandeha) is
an independent ornament expressing similitude in Bhamaha, and Dandin makes
a point of noting that he has turned it into a subtype of simile,% while at the
same time introducing modules of doubt-based varieties for other ornaments
as well. Moreover, he routinely tops oft such doubt varieties with additional var-
ieties based on the resolution of doubt (as we have seen in the case of simile),
indicating the metatropic potentials of certainty (to reveal uncertainty) and of

—even though doubt itself is not an independent orna-

KA 2.311: upamaripakaksepavyatirekadigocarah | prag eva darsitah slesa darsyante kecanapare ||.
KA 2.360ab: slesah sarvasu pusnati prayo vakroktisu sriyam |.

On this, see Bronner and Cox, section 5.7 in this volume.

85 See KA 2.26,2.214cd-15, and 2.161-62, respectively.

KA 2.356ab: ananvayasasandehav upamasv eva darsitau |.
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uncertainty (to suggest similitude or intensification).8” Another prominent ex-
ample is the paired modules of congruity (yukta) and incongruity (ayukta): with
these, Dandin is happy to create two subtypes of “identification,” two of “cau-
sation,” and no less than four of “citing another case” (arthantaranyasa), even
though neither is an independent ornament.®® In adopting such modules,
Dandin may have been influenced by dramaturgy’s theory of poetic “characteris-
tics,” as Andrew Ollett and I argue later.®’

There are also modules that involve the analysis of ornaments by the type of
entity depicted (genera, attributes, actions, and individual manifestations), or by
whether they pertain to an attribute or its possessor (dharma, dharmin), which
are useful for the creation of new subtypes for a variety of ornaments.”® And there
are numerous other ways to create ornamental categories, often in a manner that
is not necessarily modular in the sense that they seem best to fit just one device,
such as the structure of the analogical proposition in simile or the different types
of causal relations in causation. These additional subtypes serve as a reminder of
Dandin’s avowed open-endedness, according to which new ornamental catego-
ries are infinite and will forever continue to be invented. But it is precisely this
vast open-endedness that makes his use of repeated modules so important, both
for pedagogical purposes and for advancing his notion of aesthetics, or even the
“Law of Ornaments” as he understood it.

Indeed, we can see here the combined effort of Dandin’s aforementioned per-
sonae. Dandin the poet recognized the infinite plurality of literature; Dandin
the scholar devised a modular method underlying much of its aesthetic effect;
and Dandin the pedagogue (with the help of Dandin the poet, who penned the
illustrations) found the way to his students’ hearts and provided them with a gen-
erative grammar so that they could go their own way. Still, important questions
remain: Is there a normative side to Dandin’s generative grammar? Can one play
at will with the modules? Is there such a thing as too much playfulness and com-
plexity? These questions drive the following sections.

87 “Simile through doubt” is followed by “simile through resolution” (2.27); “intensification

phrased as doubt” is followed by “intensification phrased as inference” (2.216, as Ratna explains); and
“the dismissal of a doubt” obviously presupposes a doubt (2.161). This pattern is seen elsewhere in
the Mirror, even when Dandin does not call attention to it. For example, under causation (hetu), the
final two examples also involve doubt and its resolution (2.256-57).

8 For identification, see KA 2.77-78; for citing another case, 2.174-77; and for causation, 2.256~
57, which also involve doubt and its resolution, as noted in note 87 above.

89 See Bronner and Ollett, section 5.2 in this volume.

%0 See “factual statement,” “illumination” (dipaka), and “exceptionality” (visesokti) for the former
categorization, and simile, “dismissal,” and “denial” (apahnuti) for the latter. Obviously, these subcat-
egories should not be limited only to the ornaments under which they are given, as Ratna’s additional
illustrations show (see Bronner and Cox, section 5.7 in this volume).
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1.4. The Scalar Path of Flaws and Virtues
Yigal Bronner

Ornaments are the heart of Dandin’s work, but the paired discussions of poetic
virtues (guna) and flaws (dosa) are key to understanding the Mirror and itslasting
success. The two bookend the treatise: virtues feature in the first chapter, imme-
diately after the introductory discussion of the “body” of literature, and flaws
form the end of the third chapter, bringing the work to completion. Moreover,
statements about the two and their relationship frame the treatise. The Mirror
opens by announcing its goal of enlightening those who are blind to the differ-
ence between virtues and flaws, and it ends by inviting readers whose mind has
now been cultivated by the “path of flaws and virtues” (margena dosagunayoh) to
compose poetry and “earn fame and have fun like youth”!

What is this path? To begin with, the structure of Dandin’s work and the lan-
guage of his opening and closing statements suggest that poetic flaws and virtues
are in mutual balance. This is also confirmed by the extremely different approach
of Dandin’s main predecessor. Flaws dominate Bhamaha’s Ornament, while he
treats virtues only in one ofthand comment.®? But if for Bhamaha, teaching poesy
meant first and foremost a long list of don’ts, Dandin found little sense in exam-
ining flaws in the absence of virtues and vice versa. In fact, his exploration of one
category is the exploration of the other, and as I show below, Dandin often explic-
itly comments on this dialectic.”®

Stated in the broadest terms, flaws, for Dandin, are virtues waiting to be real-
ized, and virtues always run the risk of becoming flaws. The first part of this equa-
tion means that in the hands of a gifted poet, any base metal can be turned into
gold. One subtle way in which Dandin illustrates this alchemy is by his treatment
of many of Bhamaha’s “don’ts” Consider, for instance, the two groups of flaws
that are discussed in the first chapter of Bhamaha’s Ornament. Dandin mentions
none of these, so it may seem that he simply ignored them. In reality, he quietly
folds every one of these liabilities into his discussions of a range of poetic as-
sets: riddles (prahelika), ornaments, and the virtues of “sweetness” (madhurya)

91 KA 1.8, 3.187.1return to the last verse in section 1.6 below.

°2 In chapter 1, Bhamaha dedicates twenty-three verses to discussing two groups of flaws, nine
in total (BKA 1.37-59). Chapter 4 is entirely dedicated to another list of ten flaws (the same list that
Dandin has; 4.1-50), whereas chapter 5 is taken up by logical flaws (5.1-69). Finally, a significant
part of chapter 6 is devoted to grammatical missteps that poets should avoid. All in all, Bhamaha’s
treatment of flaws is largely tantamount to his treatment of ornaments, the titular topic of his book.
For his ofthand comment on virtues, see BKA 2.1-3.

3 For instances of similar statements apropos of ornaments, see KA 2.56, 2.270, 2.341. For the
statements made in the context of flaws and virtues themselves, see below.
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and “transference” (samadhi).”* The second part of the equation means that
every positive is contrasted with, if not defined by, a negative into which it can
turn and which may result from non-doing, ill doing, or, often, overdoing. Thus
the Mirror’s path of flaws and virtues is a maze of mirrors, and it is no wonder
that virtues define both of poetry’s main trails—the favorite southern and the less
favorite northeastern—trails that either run parallel, head in opposite directions,
or intersect.

To realize the nature of this delicate mutuality, let us look at a few examples,
beginning with virtues. They number ten in the standard list that Dandin
inherited from the Treatise on Theater (Natyasastra), and he replicates this list
faithfully, while radically changing the nature of its items.®” Yet despite being few
in number, virtues are just as diverse as Dandin’s thirty-five ornaments. Some,
like “concision” (slista), pertain strictly to phonetic texture; others, like “clarity”
(prasada), are a function of meaning; and still others are said to be qualities of
both (“sweetness”—mdadhurya). Similarly, “evenness” (sama) is explained spe-
cifically in terms of the relationship between metrical units, while “power”
(ojas) is by definition oriented to prose. Furthermore, virtues like “tenderness”
(sukumarata) represent the specific local taste of southerners, while “transfer-
ence” (samadhi) is said to be universal. Finally, some are rather specific, while
others (“sweetness” is again a prominent example) are metaprinciples that un-
derlie other virtues or ornaments. Indeed, an added complexity is a possible
overlap with ornaments: some virtues and ornaments share a name, while others
are similar even in the absence of shared nomenclature.”®

Dandin never tries to mask these complexities. He offers no rule that governs
all virtues (or an easy demarcation from ornaments) even though one fea-
ture common to many of them is that they pertain to the overall arrangement
(bandha) of poetic elements.”” Still, a close reading of the discussion of virtues
reveals a consistent scalar quality. If ornaments are about the endless potential for
intensifying poetic convention and calling attention to complex metatropic rela-
tions, the virtues of poetry in its preferred southern variety consist of success in
avoiding excess and maintaining moderation. Put differently, virtuous southern

%% In some cases, the former flaws become virtues, ornaments, or clever riddles in their own right,
and in other, they serve as the backdrop of “sweetness”” See Bronner forthcoming 1.

% Thelist of ten appears in NS 17.96. I plan to write elsewhere on Dandin’s overhaul of this list. For
a good summary, see Raghavan 1978: 257-75.

% Slista, udara, and madhurya (in its definition as rasavat) all share their name with ornaments.
A virtue like arthavyakti, by contrast, has a unique label, but it calls to mind the ornament “rounda-
bout speech” (paryayokta, see KA 1.73). Dandin explicitly acknowledges this partial overlap in KA
2.3. On arthavyakti, see Bronner and Cox in section 5.6 in this volume.

%7 For mentions of bandha, see KA 1.44 (slista), 1.47 (sama), 1.60 (madhurya), 1.69 (sukumaratda;
see also 1.72 badhyate), and 1.83 (ojas).
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poetry strongly prefers subtlety and understatement over heavy-handedness and
hyperbole.

Consider, for example, the virtue of “tenderness” (sukumarata). This quality
means the avoidance of phonemes that, in Dandin’s experience, are harsh on the
ear and hard on the tongue; a poem that shuns them is “tender” Note, however,
that like other virtues, tenderness means striking a fine balance. It is not advised
that all phonemes be soft, for this entails the flaw of “looseness” (saithilya).”
Rather, it is enough that a poem be predominantly nonharsh (anisthuraksara-
praya), or at least not predominantly (bhiimna) harsh, in order to be succulent.
Note the consistent use of vocabulary denoting degree (prayas, bhiimna) here
and elsewhere.” Tenderness, in other words, is a type of moderation, as Dandin
illustrates and explains:

mandalikrtya barhani kanthair madhuragitibhil |
kalapinal pranrtyanti kale jimitamalini || (KA 1.70)
They display a full circle of feathers,

their throats let out a mellifluous trill—

peacocks pirouette in the season

when the sky is circled by clouds.

As this example shows, when it is read in Sanskrit, the poetic convention of
peacocks dancing at the sight of monsoon clouds can be expressed softly, that is,
by largely avoiding harsh sounds.

Dandin then adds a typical follow-up comment: “Here the meaning is totally
unamplified, nor is any such ornament at play, and still the verse, just by being
tender, merits recitation by the wise”1%° This statement implies that even a poem
that is unadorned can be attractive if tender-sounding, but it also suggests that
its tenderness may be related to its unassuming message. After all, the poem does
contain an ornament, as the commentator Ratna perceptively notes, namely,
“factual statement” (svabhavokti; that is, factual depiction of peacocks during the
monsoon), but this ornament does not involve a “puffed-up” (#irjita) overstate-
ment. Thus, although nearly all the other ornaments in Dandin’s kit are based on
some sort of amplification, here the desired moderation in sound goes hand in
glove with an understatement. Note, moreover, that one of Dandin’s ornaments,
urjasvin, which consists of bold speech if not self-aggrandizement, embodies,

%8 See KA 1.69; cf. 1.43.

9 The quotes are from KA 1.69, 72. For other mentions of prayas in the discussion of virtues,
see KA 1.42, 54. For Ratna’s use of this word, see Bronner and Cox, section 5.6 in this volume; for
Vamana’s avoidance of it, see Bronner in section 5.3.

100 KA 1.71: ity anirjita evartho nalaikaro 'pi tadrsah | sukumaratayaivaitad arohati satam
mukham ||.
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in name and in meaning, the very opposite of tenderness’s lack of amplifica-
tion (anidrjita). Yet here, in the context of discussing supple poetry, Dandin’s
preference seems clearly for the moderate virtue rather than the immoderate
ornament.

Subtlety also works in concert with moderation, as can be seen in the case
of “magnificence” (udaratva). This virtue is nearly synonymous with another
ornament (udara), but here too, the virtue seems tenderer than its namesake.
This is because the exalted magnificent property that gives both categories their
names is here, by definition, suggested rather than explicitly stated. To drive the
point home, Dandin notes that there is another, clearly less desirable version of
this virtue. Some people, whom the commentators identify with the immoderate
northeasterners, express magnificence by burdening the poem with high-flown
adjectives.!0!

Finally, moderation entails the avoidance of hyperbole, as is clear in the case
of the virtue “charming” (kanta). For the southerners, this means depicting or
evoking tangible beauty, whereas the northeastern “sophisticates” (vidagdha)—
here the word seems to be used sarcastically—have a taste for aggrandizing
things beyond what is humanly possible (lokatita) and are enamored (upalalita)
with overstatement (atyukti).'%? For example, expressing doubt whether a
woman’s swelling breasts can be contained by her delicate frame is charming
for the southerners, but wondering whether the creator has miscalculated the
proportions of the entire universe because the world is simply too small to en-
compass the beloved’s bust is a blatant overkill typical of the northeasterners.!%
Here the intended contrast with the chapter on ornamentation is a func-
tion of Dandin’s language, rather than his nomenclature. “Charming,” for the
southerners, is a beauty that “does not overstep the boundaries of what is possible
in the world” (laukikarthanatikrama, lokayatranuvartin), whereas the founda-
tional ornament “intensification” (atisayokti) is later defined, in seeming agree-
ment with the northeasterners, as rooted “in the desire to state the exceptional as
out of this world” (vivaksaya visesasya lokasimativartinah).\%

101 KA 1.76-80. For the ornament uddra, see KA 2.298-301.

102 KA 1.89,92.

103 Compare KA 1.87 with 1.91.

104 KA 1.85, 1.88, and 2. 212. Compare the last statement with 1.89: lokatita ivatyartham
adhyaropya vivaksitali | yo rthas tenatitusyanti vidagdha netare janal ||. Some voices within the tra-
dition have suggested that they understood Dandin’s nuanced connection between the ornament
“intensification” (atisayokti) and the virtue “charm” (kanti). Thus Appayya Dikshita (ca. 1520-1593),
who lived nearly a millennium after Dandin but who deeply respected him, gives Dandin’s kanti ex-
ample (KA 1.87) as an instance of one of his own subtypes of atisayokti (itself clearly modeled after
that of Dandin; Kuvalayananda, p. 45; for Appayya’s take on Dandin, see Bronner, section 5.10 in this
volume). Likewise, the tenth-century Sinhala work, Our Own Poetics, has two types of atisayokti, one
that transcends worldly boundaries, and one that is worldly (Siyabaslakara 173); for more on this
work, see Hallisey and Meegaskumbura, sections 3.2-3.5 in this volume.
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How is one to account for this conscious reversal: the fact that practices
warned against in the discussion of virtues apropos of the northeasterners are
later endorsed in the discussion of ornaments, and, conversely, that the southern
recommendation of the virtues seems not to be heeded in the later teaching
on ornamental modules? Several explanations suggest themselves. First, in his
opening discussion of regional practices, Dandin feels most compelled to defend
his inherited southern style with its ethos of suggestion and understatement,
which also seems to characterize his own poetry.!% Second, it can be argued that
the contrast is not a complete contradiction, so that, for example, despite the con-
flicting definitions, the more moderate verse praising the woman’s breasts under
the virtue “charming” is not all that different from another take on a similar topic
under the ornament “intensification.”!% In fact, Dandin may be suggesting this
when he states that the examples of “charming” are elaborated (samskrta) and
express intensification (viSesa, which Ranta glosses as atisaya) without exceeding
worldly boundaries.!?” Third, and relatedly, it may be that the contrastive lan-
guage is meant to highlight precisely that intensification is not tantamount to
overdoing: even hyperboles should have their limits. A similar point is made in
the Mirror’s aforementioned discussion of the flaws of similes: the employment
of a standard of comparison from a higher order is certainly acceptable and often
recommended in elevating the subject, but one should not go as far as comparing
a firefly with the sun.!% Before giving his readers the keys to the toolkit of inten-
sification through ornamentation, Dandin wanted to demonstrate that playing
with them is good so long as it is done in good measure.

Seeking a delicate middle path between non-doing and overdoing, then, is
one sense in which virtues are scalar, but it is not the only one. If one turns the
scale too far, resulting in blunder, one might as well keep turning to render one’s
flaw a virtue again. This brings me to Dandin’s innovative discussion of another
standard list: that of the ten flaws. The basic idea is simple: what is misstated as
the result of sloppiness or inattention is faulty, but if uttered with the intention
of serving a particular poetic purpose, what is technically a flaw can become a
virtue. For instance, speaking incoherently (apartha) or inconsistently (vyartha)
is obviously not welcomed in poetry, but if characters in a poem are drunk, mad,
or madly in love, such language becomes aesthetically opportune.'® Likewise,

105 Interestingly, it is under the discussion of the virtue “even” (sama) that the commentator Ratna
says, if I understand him correctly, that Dandin’s own writing is reputed for this very quality: etac ca
dandinapy atyantasamradhitam iti $rityate (KA ad 1.50, following a pair of illustrations from Kalidasa
and Aryashura). I am grateful to Whitney Cox for first drawing my attention to the significance of
this comment.

196 Compare, for example, KA 1.87 (no room for the breasts between the woman’s arms; example
of “charming”) with KA 2.215-16 (no waist between the woman’s breasts and bottom; example of
“intensification”).

107 KA 1.89.

108 KA 2.51-56. For more see Bronner 2007: 95-98.

109 KA 3.128-34.
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when two lists are meant to express parallelism between their items, it makes no
sense to switch the order midway (e.g., X, Y, Z, and then X, Z, Y), but in some
cases this flaw, called “disorder” (apakrama), allows for a special emphasis on the
element mentioned out of sequence, in which case it becomes a virtue.!1?

Dandin’s method is not new; it is occasionally found in Bhamaha’s Ornament.
The novelty is in the consistency with which flaws are considered redeem-
able, and in redirecting the discussion from warning against misstatements to
showing their vast poetic potential. Only one flaw, the breaking of metrical rules
(bhinnavrtta), proves irredeemable, and it, too, is accepted as potentially virtuous
by vernacular adaptors of the Mirror, who often respond to this work by being
more Dandin-like than the original.!'! Moreover, the calculated departures from
Bhamaha’s far stricter vision show how “flaws” for Dandin are a major site for de-
veloping a bold theory of openness.

One particularly instructive example is “contradiction” (virodha). Poetic
statements are considered flawed if they contradict, among other things, scrip-
ture (agama) or logic (or policy, nyaya). In Bhamiha’s treatise, both of these
categories are defined in strictly Brahminical terms: scripture refers to Hindu
Dharma literature and the limits it sets, and logic to other authoritative treatises,
political theory in particular.!'? Indeed, both of Bhamaha’s examples involve
characters who break shastric rules. That King Vatsa, though described as po-
litically savvy, failed to employ spies is a flaw of contradicting reason or good
policy.!' Likewise, the illustration of contradicting scripture portrays an un-
timely intervention by a prince who, although his father is still alive, his educa-
tion (or rites, samskara) is incomplete, and he is not yet married, rushes to kill
an enemy at night.!! The story is somewhat obscure, but it is clear that by thus
acting, the prince oversteps the boundaries of Brahminical legal tradition,
which renders the narrative flawed.

From the many types of damaging contradictions, Dandin turns the two afore-
mentioned subtypes into a tight pair. The contradiction of scripture (dgama) re-
mains purely Brahminical, whereas nyaya is now identified with logic broadly
defined.!'> Indeed, the examples are coupled along religious lines, and we see that
the category of contradicting logic is expanded to include Buddhist teachings:

The Buddha spoke the truth:
impressions [samskara] are eternal.

110 KA 3.144-47.

11 KA 3.156-58; KRM 1.75; See Ollett and Pierce Taylor, section 2.4 in this volume.

112 BKA 4.48: agamo dharmasastrani lokasima ca tatkrta; BKA 4.39: nyayah sastram trivargoktir
dandanitim ca tam viduh.

113 BKA 4.41.

114 BKA 4.49-50.

115 KA 3.163: hetuvidyatmako nyayah sasmrtih $rutir agamah.
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Hence that girl with chakora eyes
forever remains in my heart.}1®

Although a novice, hes got a guru
to teach him the Vedas.
A diamond naturally pure

needs no polish [samskara].'!’

These examples of “contradiction with logic” and “contradiction with scripture,”
respectively, are twinned by their use of the pregnant word samskdra—initiation,
education, polish, acculturation—which already appeared in Bhamaha’s ex-
ample of the latter, and which has, by design, a very different meaning in
Buddhism (mental formations, impressions, anything formed).!'® Moreover,
although otherwise quite elegant, each verse grossly misinterprets one reli-
gious teaching: Buddhism teaches not the permanence of mental impressions
but rather their transience, and Brahmins do not allow noninitiates access to
the Vedas. These misrepresentations, moreover, are by definition the result of
neglect (kaveh pramadat), which renders them flawed.!'® All this is par for the
course for Dandin, but the fact that he fashions the former category so as to take
Buddhist and not just Brahminical teaching into account is striking. Here and
elsewhere he seems to operate under the assumption that his theory and ped-
agogy are meant for and are open to poets of religions and communities other
than his own.!20

That this message rang loud and clear to Buddhist readers can be seen in
Sangharakkhita’s Lucid Poetics (Subodhalarkara), a thirteenth-century Pali trea-
tise composed in Sri Lanka. In this work, a close adaptation of Dandin’s Mirror,
Sangharakkhita replaces nearly all of Dandin’s illustrations with verses that laud
the Buddha. Here I would like to draw attention to just one such verse, an illus-
tration of “citing another case,” which directly and playfully echoes Dandin’s ad-
monition about misrepresenting the Buddha’s teaching:

Even our master, teacher of humans and gods,
even the sage of sages,

116 KA 3.174: satyam evaha sugatah samskaran avinasvaran | tatha hi sa cakoraksi sthitaivadyapi
me hrdi ||.

17 KA 3.178: asav anupanito 'pi vedan adhijage guroh | svabhavasuddhah sphatiko na samskaram
apeksate ||.

118 On the word samskara as an instance of Buddhist subversive appropriation, see Pollock
2016: 53.

119 KA 3.164.

120 pollock makes a similar point about Sharvavarman’s Katantra as a grammar “intended to meet
the new needs of Sanskrit usage outside the world of the Brahmanical liturgy” (Pollock 2006: 170).
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he, too, had to pass away.

No formation is forever.!2!

The first three lines of this stanza communicate that even the Buddha, no matter
how powerful and praiseworthy a sage he was, eventually had to pass. The fourth
line is the general case cited to drive the point home: nothing is permanent. What
I find striking about this stanza is the way it directly responds to Dandin’s paired
examples of “contradiction with scripture” and, primarily, “contradiction with
logic” Both of them were cases of “citing another case” that went wrong (due to
doctrinal misrepresentations), so it is seems only right that the correction will
also be in the illustration of this ornament. And like both of Dandin’s examples,
Sangharakkhita’s verse also includes the all-important word sasikhara (the Pali
equivalent of the Sanskrit samiskara), here in the sense of “formations” (“No for-
mation is forever”). As can be seen, then, Dandin’s open invitation to use his tools
for poetry that correctly depicts the Buddha was embraced with open hands.

Before I conclude this section, note that these contradictory flaws, fatal for
Bhamaha, are remediable for Dandin. In other words, they, too, are not dead
ends but rather openings for the use of poetic skill (kavikausalya):

I reckon you—you're beyond reckoning.
You are whole but you have no parts.
You are one. You are legion.

You are everything.'?

The Lady of Panchala, wife to five
Pandu sons, was the best of women.
A person’s destiny

is destined to be.1?3

In the first of these verses, one again finds a contradictory religious teaching, but
this time, this contradiction is true to the infinitely paradoxical nature of the di-
vine, rather than the result of neglect. In other words, the contradiction inheres
in the doctrine as seen through emic eyes, and the poet highlights this “flaw” and
turns it into the centerpiece of the short praise poem. Note, by the way, that the
verse does not identify its addressee, who, in theory, could be of any denomina-
tion. Likewise, in the second verse, the contradiction between Draupadi’s being

121 Subodh 241: sattha devamanussanam / vasi so pi munissaro /gato va nibbutim / sabbe saikhara
na hi sassata //. Translation adapted from Ruiz-Falqués, section 7.3 in this volume.

122 KA 3.184: prameyo 'py aprameyo i sakalo ‘py asi niskalah | ekas tvam apy aneko si namas te
visvamiirtaye ||.

123 KA 3.185: paficanam panduputranam patni paiicalakanyaka | satinam agranis casid daivo hi
vidhir idrsal ||.
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married to five men and her role as a paragon of women is the very topic of poetic
contemplation and the source of its charm, rather than the result of oversight.
Moreover, this short poem may be read as a statement about the aesthetic prin-
ciple at hand: in poetry, just as in Dharma, a seeming wrong can actually be a
right, options are plural, and one always has to keep one’s eyes open to hidden
plans and explanations.

To conclude: the poet is invited to play with poetic convention and the or-
namental modules so long as he or she has a good hand and a light touch. One
should not go overboard, but if one does, one ought to do so consciously and
playfully, drawing attention to one’s choice, because flaws result from virtues
and virtues from flaws. Each category is the source of the other, so that talking
about them in isolation is meaningless. This, then, is the basic “path of flaws and
virtues.” This lesson proved particularly attractive to readers of the Mirror in cos-
mopolitan and vernacular settings, who found Dandin’s contrasting contours of
virtues and flaws and their scalar quality uniquely useful in the process of making
his model their own. It was also crucial in framing Dandin’s own analysis, as can
be seen in his discussion of poetry’s most arduous path.

1.5. An Easy Stroll on Poetry’s Difficult Path: Dandin
on “Twinning”

Yigal Bronner and Gary Tubb

One of the most salient features of Dandin’s Mirror is its unique treatment of
yamaka, or “twinning” Yamaka is the repetition of a cluster of sounds, each time in
a different meaning. This device is mentioned in all the extant pre-Dandin works
of Sanskrit poetics alongside alliteration (anuprasa), the other main member of
a group that post-Dandin thinkers call “ornaments of sound” (Sabdalarikara).
But unlike its sibling ornament, twinning came to be treated with deep suspicion
by many literary experts. We see the first hint of this in the work of Bhamaha,
Dandin’s most significant predecessor. While celebrated poets such as Kalidasa
and Magha were conducting extensive experiments with it, Bhamaha’s discussion
of twinning seems intentionally terse: he insists that only five subtypes of yamaka
are needed and rejects others, notes that the complete-verse variety of yamaka is
hard to compose, adds a list of stipulations that must be adhered to for yamaka to
be appreciated (e.g., clarity and easy comprehension), and then rejects prahelika,
riddle poems that for him are also a type of yamaka, on the grounds that they
are so difficult that they necessitate a running commentary.'?* The acceptance of

124 For the literary experiments, consult Bronner 2010: 63-64, 77-78; and Tubb 2014a. For
Bhamaha’s discussion, see BKA 2.10-20.
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twinning thus seems, at the very least, conditioned by a demand that it not be “too
difficult” and some later thinkers rejected it altogether, often quite vehemently.!?
Simply stated, yamaka posed an aesthetic and pedagogical challenge to Dandin,
who never seemed to shy away from a challenge.

Dandin tackles the yamaka problem boldly and originally. First, he uncouples
the ornaments of sound. Alliteration becomes one of several factors that make up
his much-expanded virtue of “sweetness,” which, like all virtues, is discussed in
the first chapter of his book.!?¢ Twinning, too, is considered under sweetness but
is rejected as not invariably sweet.!?” Instead, it is relegated to the third and last
chapter, where Dandin groups a variety of more controversial topics, including
the riddles that Bhamaha dismissed but which Dandin happily embraces, poems
that can be read from beginning to end as well as from end to beginning (techni-
cally considered “twinning” by Dandin), pattern poems, other experiments that
test the limits of poetry (such as passages that consciously avoid certain sounds),
and, finally, outright flaws. And as we have seen with the virtues that are not nec-
essarily flawless and his rather virtuous flaws, the sweetness of Dandin’s allitera-
128 and the notoriously difficult twinning reveals a surprisingly
sweet and nonchalant side, even if producing it is far from easy.

Second, Dandin’s vision of twinning is vast. Whereas Bhamaha went out of
his way to be terse, Dandin allots some seventy verses to yamaka, easily the most
space given to any device in the Mirror (11 percent of the entire text, to be pre-
cise). And while Bhamaha grudgingly accepted no more than five categories,

tion has its limits,

Dandin gladly envisions an endless universe (praparica) of types and subtypes
of twinning, dozens of which he defines and illustrates. If the plan was that the
more delicate topics be left for last, where he could deal with them attentively and
leisurely, Dandin certainly took the time to show methodically how twinning can
be simple and complex, lighthearted and dizzyingly dense, and he marvelously
displayed his skill as a poet in penning its examples. All this, moreover, was done
conspicuously and openly, almost as a dare: if Bhamaha grumbled that twinning
is riskily arduous, Dandin welcomed the risk with enthusiasm. As far as we know,
the dare was never fully accepted: no later mainstream work on ornaments even
came close to the brazenly vast portrayal of twinning in the Mirror.'?®

Dandin begins his discussion with a laconic definition: “Twinning is the rep-
etition of clusters of phonemes,” unlike alliteration, which he earlier defined

125 For example, Anandavardhana labeled the use of yamaka in the context of the erotic rasa as
“carelessness, even if used with skill” (Saktav api pramaditvam; Dhvanyaloka 2.15), and Nilakantha
Dikshita termed it a “disease leading to sudden death” (amaye yamake jagraty apamrtyau ca
duskavau; Gangavatarana 1.30).

126 KA 1.51-69.

127 KA 1.61: naikantamadhuram.

128 KA 1.59-60.

129 The one exception is Rudrata, who comes as a close second. He devotes the whole third chapter
of his book to twinning, fifty-eight verses in total, and his discussion is primarily based on Dandins.
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as the “repetition of [individual] phonemes”!*® Note that he does not mention
that each identical cluster must have a different meaning, presumably because,
as in the exposition of other devices, he trusts his readers to realize key char-
acteristics not just from systematic stipulations but also from his illustrations.
He next outlines the basic formal parameters for classifying yamaka’s “extremely
numerous types and subtypes”’!3! Then he divides twinning into “easy” and “dif-
ficult;”!3? a division that serves to structure the remainder of the discussion. To
understand his fascination with twinning and his crucial distinction between its
ostensibly “easy” and “difficult” varieties, we must look closely at his examples.
Because these are numerous, we offer here a short case study of six verses from
the two halves of his exposition (four “easy” and two “difficult”). For every verse
we provide the Sanskrit text with the repetition underscored, a “translation” that
unfortunately but unavoidably fails to replicate the language-specific puns and
wordplays, and a brief discussion.

Let us begin, like Dandin, with simple cases. Each of the following four verses
contains a single instance of contiguous twinning, located at the beginning of
one metrical unit. In the first verse, this “initial twinning” (adiyamaka) is found
in the first metrical quarter, in the second it is found in the second, and so on, as
per Dandin’s methodical exposition. Note that the first two verses are about love
and the last two about kingship, a typical Dandinian mix. All follow a simple
pattern of twinning, although this simplicity, we will show, is deceptive. Take, for
instance, Dandin’s first example:

manena manena sakhi pranayo "bhiit priye jane |

khandita kantham aslisya tam eva kuru satrapam || (KA 3.4)
In dealing with that dear man of yours,

friend, don't fall in love with your pride.

You've been cheated. Throw your arms around him.

Let him feel uneasy.

A woman is coaching her friend on how to deal with her partner’s disloyalty.
Twinning is found at the very outset and consists of the repeated manena: “with
pride” but also ma + anena, “don’t . . . with your” This repetition, as often in the
133 which here is
that of the dangers of jealous pride. It also manages to convey concisely a psycho-

logically complex bit of advice: the woman should not simply express her anger,

hands of skilled poets, calls attention to the underlying issue,

130 Compare KA 1.55 (varpavrttir anuprasah) with 3.1 (vyavrttir varnasamhater yamakam).

131 KA 3.3: atyantabahavah . . . bhedah sambhedayonayal.

132 KA 3.3: sukara duskardas caiva.

133 See Tubb 2014a: 162-71 for a discussion of Kalidasa’s subliminal use of yamaka, a technique
that his faithful reader Dandin likely noticed.
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but rather should make the man the uncomfortable one in an unexpected way.
The commentator Ratna recognizes this emotional complexity by apologizing
for not having the space to explain it.!** On top of all this, note that in addi-
tion to the twinning in the first quarter, there is also alliteration in the second
(pranayo . . . priye) and the third (khandita kantham). Dandin shows already in
his first example of yamaka that it can be simple linguistically but rich in its po-
etic effects.
This pattern carries over to the following example:

meghanddena hamsanam madano madanodin |
nunnamanam manah strindm saha ratya vigahate || (KA 3.5)
The thunder delights the geese

and drives pride from the hearts of women,

where Love dives in

along with Passion.

This is a typical depiction of the onset of the rainy season, when the hearts of
women whose husbands are away soften. As they hear the first thunder, home-
bound women imagine that so do their traveling husbands, and that they will
immediately start home before the roads become impassable. The yamaka is
simple, based on twin derivations from the same root, mad (madana, “Love,”
and mada, “delight,” + nodita). But here, too, the simplicity is misleading. Note,
first, the added acoustic effects: the highly alliterative third metrical quarter
(nunnamanam manah) and, across the caesura, the repetition of another root,
nud, in two different derivations (nodina | nunna-) and two different meanings.
Second, the twinning calls attention to the great eruption of passion during the
monsoon because the reader likely takes the poem (or perhaps even the geese)
to cry “love, love” (madano madano) before reinterpreting the second instance
to avoid plain repetition, and this initial take leaves a subliminal impression in
the mind. Third, the sound effects heighten a carefully crafted vision of the pas-
sionate chain reaction that reverberates worldwide: the cloud’s sonorous rumble
leads to the geese’s cries of delight (they, too, take a cue from the thunder to mi-
grate for nesting in Lake Manasa), and these, in turn, facilitate passion’s entrance
into human hearts (manas).!*> Fourth, there is the return to “pride” (mana), cen-
sured in the previous verse and now successfully driven away, a precondition
for the resuming of love. Finally, note the complex intersubjective interplay that
this short verse creates when the women imagine the men’s thoughts to be in

134 Ratna on KA, p. 203: kim maneneti? sabdarthapradhanam etad yamakavyakhyanam kriyate,
bhavarthacarcayam ativistaraprasangat.
135 For a discussion of such chains of reaction, see Bronner 2014: 250-59.
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harmony with theirs and with all the forces of nature, so that it is not by chance
that the verse concludes with a vision of togetherness of the erotic divinities
themselves, Love (masculine) and his consort, Passion (feminine).!*® Twinning,
it would seem, goes hand in hand with a mode of resonant cognitions.

In the next verse, twinning moves forward to the third metrical foot and also
to a very different context, where a poet praises a king:

rajanvatyah praja jata bhavantam prapya sampratam |
caturam caturambhodhirasanorvikaragrahe || (KA 3.6)
Your subjects have now become well ruled

by obtaining you, who are skillful

in collecting taxes from the earth

encircled by the four oceans.

We are now in the political arena, although, as we shall see, the erotic is also
embraced. The basic yamaka is built around the words caturam (“skillful”) and
catur + am . . . (“four”). This is straightforward, but again, there is ample com-
plexity. Virtually all the words here have a double meaning: praja (“subjects,’
“children”), catura (“skillful,” “good-looking”), sampratam (“now;” “suitable”
rajanvatya: (“having a king, “having a good king”);!¥” most significantly,
karagraha means not just collecting taxes but also taking the hand of the person-
ified earth in marriage, something a king is expected to do.!3® Thus there is also
a bitextual “embrace” (slesa) here, and the whole verse can be translated twice,
with two different mini-narratives about the king. He is both a good husband
and a good ruler, and there is a causal relationship between these two semantic
layers as between one phonetic twin (catur-a as marking the dominion over the
earth in its entirety, that is, surrounded by all four seas) and the other (catura as
marking the charm and political skill of the king).!* The king, in other words, is
doubly skillful, which again supports a subliminal message embedded in the ini-
tial plain repetition: caturam caturam, or: “skillful, skillful”

To complete our first quartet of illustrations, consider the following verse,
where twinning moves, according to Dandin’s systematic presentation, to the be-
ginning of the fourth and final metrical quarter:

136 For a discussion of such intersubjective machinations in courier poetry, see Bronner, Shulman,
and Tubb forthcoming.

137" A Paninian rule explains the latter: the siitra is rajanvan saurajye (Astadhyayi 8.2.14, in the sec-
tion on using the possessive suffix vant instead of mant). The commentary on this is clear: rajanvan iti
nipatyate saurdjye gamyamane. Sobhano rdja yasminn iti sa rajanvan desah. rajanvati prihvi. rajavan
ity evanyatra (Kasikavrtti, p. 912).

138 A pun on kara is already featured in Dandin’ first example of “embrace,” KA 2.309.

139 This relationship is further substantiated by the variant reading sat-pati (“good king/husband”)
found in the editions of Sastrulu (p. 217) and Rangacharya (p. 316 nl).
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aranyam kaiscid akrantam anyaih sadma divaukasam |
padatirathanagasvarahitair ahitais tava || (KA 3.7)
Some have crowded the forest,

some the halls of heaven:

these are your enemies, stripped

of their infantry, chariots, elephants, cavalry.

Again, a bard is speaking, this time hailing his patron’s victory over his enemies.
We already know that an able king controls the four corners of the compass (the
four seas), but we now learn that he also deprives his foes of the four pillars of
their army (infantry, chariots, elephants, and cavalry), leaving them with two op-
posite paths: the glory of heaven that comes with a heroic death in battle, or the
disgrace of fleeing to the forest. The verse includes a variety of fine syntactic,
alliterative, and rhythmic effects,'*° but let us turn directly to the twinning with
which it culminates. The noun ahita (“enemy”) is modified by the preceding
adjective rahita (“deprived”). This, together with the identical morpholog-
ical ending of both modifier and modified and the fact that the last phoneme
of the former (r) can be severed from it and added to the latter for the sake of
repetition, creates perfect phonetic twins (rahitai rahitai). This is an excellent
example of Dandin’s light touch, but note that the seemingly simple repetition
also calls attention to a causal relationship between the enemies’ ill intentions
(the literal meaning of ahita, “enemy”) and their ill fate (rahita signifies their
being “stripped” of their armies). Moreover, there is also a pointed reference
here to Bhatti’s Killing of Ravana (Ravanavadha), a poem Dandin likely knew.
In Bhatti’s first example of twinning (in a chapter that systematically illustrates
all ornaments), there is a complex yamaka, featuring, among other elements, the
same word ahita, but with an exactly opposite affect and causal effect. In Bhatti,
Rama’s faithful servant Hanuman shows that he is a true rival (ahita) of his nem-
esis, Ravana, which earns him Rama’s utmost respect (mahita).'*! This playful
inversion is typical of Dandin,'*? and as we can see here and in the preceding
verses, a great deal of complexity is packed into his easy examples of twinning.
Indeed, things continue to get complicated, but we cannot illustrate this prog-
ress in detail.'*> Dandin ends his long section on “easy twinning” with a typical

140 Note, for example, the interplay between short words at the beginning and end of the verse and
a five-word compound occupying the middle and extending over the caesura in the middle (exactly
where the twinning begins). For a discussion of such bold experiments in the works of Dandin’s pred-
ecessor Bana, see Tubb 2014b.

141 Ravanavadha 10.2. See also Tubb 2014a: 159-61.

142 See Bronner 2017 for similar inversions, including of Bhatti’.

143 Let us just note that the very next verse (3.8) includes no less than four ornamental effects—
identification (or simile: ambhojavadane), illusion (vidambayati), doubt (kim nu), and an amazing
alliteration (vibhramam bhramarabhrantya)—all in addition to featuring a “doubled initial twinning””
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statement to the effect that numerous other subtypes can be postulated if only one
follows his way (gati), but that he has no intention of “doing the topic to death”
(prapaficabhayat). Instead, he switches gears and turns to demonstrating “only a
few instances that are considered difficult” (duskarabhimata eva darsyante tatra
kecana).'** Note the playful tone. First, the instances are far from few. Second,
Dandin is implying that despite all the complexity seen thus far, only now begins
the truly complicated part. Third, he may be suggesting, conversely, that the dif-
ficult cases of twinning are only perceived as such, perhaps by hostile thinkers
like Bhamaha, but if they are taught properly, they will prove friendlier than they
seem. Here, too, a methodical demonstration follows that leads, with growing in-
tricacy, from multiple repetitions in different locations in the metrical matrix to
replications of entire metrical feet and, finally, to a fully twinned verse that yields
one meaning when it is read forward, from left to right, and another when it is
read backward, from right to left.

Again, we will look only at the opening illustrations. Here is Dandin’s first ex-
ample of a difficult yamaka:

sthirayate yatendriyo na hiyate yater bhavan |

amayateyate 'py abhiit sukhaya te ’yate ksayam || (KA 3.39)
Lasting is your legacy, sir. You've mastered

your senses no less than a sage.

Your being beyond error

brings bliss with no end.

When one reads the Sanskrit aloud, the initial impression is dominated by the
stunning sound effects. The string yate is repeated eight times, with two con-
tiguous instances in the middle of every metrical unit, and accounts for half the
syllables in this short but immensely dense stanza. It takes at least another round
of reading, preferably with the help of a commentary, before the poem begins to
unfold. Some items must be interpreted differently from what they appear at first
blush.!*> Moreover, no two instances of yafe can mean the same thing, so dif-
ferent appropriate meanings must be supplied for each of the eight appearances.
Then there are various residual impressions, such as the fine alliteration sur-
rounding the twinning in the first quarter, the fact that the verse begins on a note
on durability (“lasting”; sthira) and ends with the word “end” (ksayam), and the
subliminal message that the repetitions of yate burn in the mind: “O sage!”—
even as it turns out that none of them has “sage” as its addressee. Rather, a king is
being addressed and is said to be no less a sage than an actual one.

144 KA 3.37-38.
145 Most conspicuously, sthirayate is not a denominative verb but a vocative noun.
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Then the real complexity hits the reader. It turns out that the whole verse is
doubled: it simultaneously depicts political and spiritual advancement in a way
that favors the former.!¢ This is because, on the part of the sage, the bliss of
being beyond error (amayata) is self-enjoyed, whereas in the case of the king,
it is shared by all his subjects. Once this meaning, which resonates well with the
subliminal message “O sage!” is realized, the verse lends itself to at least two ad-
ditional interpretations: an insinuation on the part of the speaking bard that the
king should make him happy as well (by paying him generously) and a possible
hint from Dandin to his readers, poets in the making, how good and successful
they can be if they have been carefully following his teaching.

Technically speaking, this example illustrates a contiguous case of “multiple
twinning,” displayed uniformly in the middle of every metrical quarter. For our
final example, we will skip one verse in Dandin’s patient and methodical presen-
tation to a similar instance wherein the repetition is found at the end of every
unit (to allow for a longer repeated stretch, he turns to a more capacious meter).
Here Dandin turns once again to the realm of love, even though little love is lost
between the speakers:

tava priya saccaritapramatta ya
vibhiisanam dharyam ihamsumattaya |
ratotsavamodavisesamattaya

na me phalam kificana kantimattaya || (KA 3.41)
Precisely because you always know whats right,
have your darling wear this bright adornment.
She can be proud at pleasing you so well

in bed. No point in my trying to look pretty.

A man has brought a piece of jewelry in hopes of appeasing his woman. She knows
well that he has been having an affair with her rival, which is why she refuses his
gift. For all the complex repetitions, the verse is surprisingly readable and yields
meaning quite immediately. Still, what first caught our attention in this verse is
the deep suggestive effect that strongly supports the speaker’s bitter sarcasm. The
repeated stretch mattaya intuitively refers to her rival's pride—she believes her-
self to be special or is even drunk (matta) on her newly won power. This, indeed,
is the sense in which this stretch is used at the end of the third line (“She can be
proud”). But on an even deeper level, mat and taya are two pronouns that, taken
separately, mean “from me” and “by her,” respectively. The speaker bemoans the

146 Rangacharya in his commentary takes the verse only in the spiritual application (kascid
jivanmuktam satpurusam stauti; p. 328), and none of the other commentators explicitly applies the
verse to a king. Our interpretation is nonetheless implied by the contrast in the word yateh (“than a
sage”) understood in the setting of court poetry.
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fact that her partner was snatched “from me by her,” which is why she insists that
the other woman should “bear this bright adornment” These two pronouns are
not actually used in themselves in the explicit syntax of the verse, but the rep-
etition at the end of each of the four lines of the exact sequence of sounds that
would constitute the phrase mat taya, “from me by her,” builds up the subliminal
suggestion of something that is central to what the speaker is thinking and that
explains the reasons for her uttering such unusually harsh words. This is perhaps
the best example we have seen so far of the causal effect of the yamaka’s hidden
message and its ability to call attention to itself.

Although we have examined only a tiny sample of Dandin’s leisurely, method-
ical, and extensive exploration of twinning, several insights suggest themselves.
First, as we have come to expect, the “easy” cases of yamaka can be mind-
numbingly complex, whereas some of the more difficult ones, while at least as
intricate, demonstrate a surprisingly light touch. Second, against the lingering
suspicion about the pointlessness of twinning, Dandin shows how it can support
some of the mainstays of poetry—erotic encounters and praise for one’s king—
and that it can add to these a special force. Third, such enhancement is often
helped by a residual, subliminal meaning that is not necessarily explicit and that,
like the aforementioned metatropic interplay and the flaws-turned-virtues, is
inherently reflexive and opens a space for a variety of effects and affects: playful-
ness, irony, and sheer pleasure.

1.6. The Pleasure Principle: A Farewell
Yigal Bronner

In the famous opening verse of the Mirror, functioning as its customary benedic-
tion, Dandin asks Sarasvati, goddess of poetry and the consort of Brahma, the cre-
ator of the world, for her blessing. She is depicted as an all-white female goose,
and he invites her to “forever delight in the lake of my heart’'*” The work ends, as
we have seen, with Dandin’s own blessing on the readers trained by his treatise to
compose poetry and thereby “earn fame and have fun” One Sanskrit root, ram,
appears in both verses. This root’s semantic field includes “playing,” “delighting in,”
and “rejoicing” It also typically refers to erotic games with their distinct form of
pleasure. This connotation is hinted at in the opening verse, where Dandin refers to

Sarasvati as the partner of Brahma and even more so of himself, as a poet worthy of

W KA 1.1 caturmukhamukhambhojavanahamsavadhiir mama | manase ramatam nityam
sarvasukla sarasvati ||. The word for heart, manasa, is also the name of a famous lake. For the Sinhala
response to this verse in Our Own Poetics, see Hallisey and Meegaskumbura, section 3.3 in this
volume.
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her attention. It is made fully explicit in the closing verse, where the poet’s thrill in
playing with words is compared to the love life of a “fortunate youth, who has made
a rendezvous with women of enchanting eyes, who would do as he pleases”!*8

Itis clear that for Dandin, the whole business of poetry, from inception to recep-
tion, is a matter of joy that is akin to sexual pleasure. Poets may become rich and
famous as a result of their literary work, but on a more basic level, the act of com-
posing poetry must be a delightful adventure that, like love, requires an openness
to being enchanted and the ability to enchant. Note, in this connection, that both
verses include “embraces” (slesa) on various levels, literally and figuratively. Note
also the choice of the word “youth” in the latter verse. Why highlight the young age
of the lover? One possibility is that by doing so, Dandin, as a seasoned writer, sets
himself apart from his younger imagined readers, poets in the making. After all,
one does not usually speak of “youth” in this way while being one. Indeed, there are
indications that Dandin composed the Mirror at a relatively late stage in life, when
he could look back with the wisdom and reflexivity that comes with age:

I earned no money, gained
no knowledge, did nothing
for my soul. I lived a long life
but wasted it all.1*

Gone is the thrill of talking of love.

Spent is my puerile passion.

I am done with delusion, no longer thirsty;
my mind is fixed on the pious path.!>

Even if the Mirror was a not late work, either literally or in the qualitative sense
that Said eloquently described,!>! Dandin’s treatise gives the clear impression of a
veteran author who has seen it all: senior men who prey on adolescent girls, well-
adorned women who start for the homes of their lovers on moonlit nights, men
who use slick language to deny their wrongdoing, wives who resort to various
shades of irony to make their partners stay, husbands who keep betraying their
wives, and the bitterness and sarcasm that come with being betrayed.!*? Dandin
is also a savvy court poet who has seen poets stretch the boundaries of what is

148 KA 3.187: vyutpannabuddhir amuna vidhidarsitena margena dosagunayor vasavartinibhily |
vagbhil krtabhisarano madireksanabhir dhanyo yuveva ramate labhate ca kirtim ||.

149 KA 2.157: artho na sambhrtal kascin na vidya kacid arjita | na tapah saficitam kificid gatam ca
sakalam vayal ||.

150 KA 2.246: gatah kamakathonmado galito yauvanajvarah | ksato mohas cyuta trsna krtam
punydsrame manal ||.

151 Said 2007.

152 See KA 2.204,2.213,2.131, 2.135-45, and 3.41, respectively.
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permissible in speaking to power, but always with a smile.!>® He has witnessed
the surprising fact that inept poets can suddenly find their gift, and others have
used nongrammatical language to charming effect.!>* He has fathomed that a
strict and inflexible theory quickly runs up against its limits, and that in the end,
each poet has his or her own style.!>> And he has realized that to teach poesy, one
has to find a modular approach that is far more generative than normative and
that imparts to students the basic modules and a familiarity with both ends of the
scale, leaving the rest in their hopefully sensitive hands.

In crafting this enabling, open pedagogy, as in many other aspects of his
work—think, for example, of his image of the lasting reflection that later gave its
name to his work—Dandin saw into the future. But even he, perceptive author
that he was, could not have foreseen the amazing future of his Mirror. The re-
mainder of this volume is dedicated to this future.
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2.1. Introduction
Andrew Ollett

Shrivijaya’s Way for Poets is both a mirror and a handlamp for the minds of in-
spired poets. .. .!

One of the earliest texts to engage with Dandin’s Mirror—and the earliest vernac-
ular text to do so—is the Way of the Poet-King (Kavirajamargari), composed by
Shrivijaya around 870 ck. The Way, as we refer to it, is written in Kannada, one
of the regional languages of South India and the language of the modern Indian
state of Karnataka. Kannada belongs to the Dravidian language family, together
with Tamil, Malayalam, Telugu, and Tulu.

The Way is, with a number of qualifications, the earliest Kannada text
to survive. It is also a text about Kannada, in the sense that it offers a pro-
grammatic vision of Kannada literature. Its place at the beginning—or, as this
chapter argues, a new beginning—of Kannada literature has been affirmed by
modern literary historiography. Thus Dandin’s Mirror of Literature is present at
a crucial moment of vernacular beginnings. This chapter shows how Dandin’s

! Five Discourses in Kannada, v. 19 (p. 3). Note that in this chapter we employ the orthographic
conventions for Kannada that we have proposed in Ollett and Pierce Taylor forthcoming. For the
sake of consistency, we use the same conventions when quoting Sanskrit text. Hence we use 1 for vo-
calic r, v for anusvara, and € and 6 for the long versions of these vowels (as opposed to e and o, which
are reserved for the short versions of these vowels, which do not occur in Sanskrit).
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Mirror is reflected in the Kannada Way. Regarding the more difficult ques-
tion of why the beginnings of several vernacular literatures were articulated
through Dandin’s Mirror, it is evident from the Way of the Poet-King that the
Mirror provided an open-ended but coherent literary system for a vernacular
community that was in search of precisely such a system. Shrivijaya’s Way was
remembered, like Dandin’s text, as a mirror to reflect, and reflect upon, a set of
literary practices constitutive of an ideal literary community. In doing so, as
this chapter shows, it necessarily “refracted” the Mirror’s light, changing the
way that those practices appeared. But it was also remembered as a handlamp.
The implications of this metaphor—that one cannot find the path in the sur-
rounding darkness—seem to apply specifically to the Way and its vernacular
project.

The Way has sometimes been described as a “translation” of Dandin’s Mirror.
Since “translation” continues to suggest a one-to-one mapping of the meaning
of a text into another language, even though the field of translation studies has
shown that this is merely one kind of translation, the Way’s relation to the Mirror
might be better described as “adaptive reuse.”? As this chapter shows, Shrivijaya
does not simply translate the content of the Mirror, but channels its spirit for his
vernacular project. The Way’s model of engagement with Dandin established a
pattern within the world of Kannada literature: for centuries afterward, Kannada
authors kept going back to the Mirror to explain the fundamental techniques
of literature. This chapter first introduces the Way and the project in which
Dandin’s Mirror was imaginatively and centrally put to use. Section 2.2, written
by Andrew Ollett and Sarah Pierce Taylor, is organized around the axes of the
Way’s authors, its intertexts, and its languages. It shows that Shrivijaya engages
with Dandin by “playing Dandin’s own game.” His use of the Mirror is generally
subtle and allusive, even and especially where he seems to be following Dandin
closely. Sometimes Shrivijaya diverges from the model of the Mirror, doing to
Dandin what Dandin himself had done to Bhamaha, often in the same under-
stated and playful mode. In some cases, these divergences are motivated by dif-
ferent theoretical concerns—above all, the concerns of the vernacular—and in
others, apparently, by more general concerns of economy and logical coherence.
The Way invites its readers to reflect on these varied intertextual phenomena as
a set of meanings that is consistently “built into” the Way and needs to be uncov-
ered, and appreciated, by skilled readers who are familiar with Dandin’s Mirror.
One of the pleasures of reading the Way, in fact, is experiencing these moments
of alignment and disjuncture. In this respect the Way, the earliest attempt to
adapt Dandin’s Mirror to a vernacular world, can be compared to Our Own

2 For “adaptive reuse;” see Freschi and Maas 2017.
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Poetics, the next-earliest attempt to do so.® The introduction to the Way in sec-
tion 2.2 is followed by two detailed case studies. The first (section 2.3), written by
Ollett, examines how Shrivijaya transforms Dandin’s discussion of the ornament
of “dismissal” (aksépa), in accordance with his own intellectual and pedagogical
priorities. This section shows that the use of the Mirror as a model did not imply
acceptance of Dandin’s treatment in all particulars. The second (section 2.4),
written by Ollett and Pierce Taylor, illustrates how, following Dandin’s example,
Shrivijaya turns a poetic flaw into a poetic virtue: in this case, a general require-
ment of metrical structure is sacrificed in order to allow another feature of poetic
structure—one which characterizes Kannada in distinction to Sanskrit—to be
implemented. In section 2.5, Gil Ben-Herut turns to another Kannada text that
engages closely with Dandin’s Mirror, the Ornament of King Udayaditya, which
has several key differences from the Way of the Poet-King.

We conclude in section 2.6 with a reflection on the long history of effects that
Dandin’s Mirror has had in the world of Kannada literature and poetics, initi-
ated and to some degree mediated by the Way of the Poet-King. One feature that
distinguishes this history from that of other regions, such as Tibet, is the absence
in the earliest period of “translation” in the strict sense of the word, and corre-
spondingly, the fact that the “Kannada Dandins,” rather than doing away with
the need to read their Sanskrit prototype, engaged Dandin in a way that arguably
increased his popularity and influence in the Kannada-speaking world.*

2.2. The Way of the Poet-King: Authority,
Intertextuality, Language

Andrew Ollett and Sarah Pierce Taylor

The Way has played a critical role in discussions of South Asian vernacularity for
two reasons. First, it is the earliest vernacular text to survive in manuscript form
in all of South Asia, with the exception of Tamil. Second, and relatedly, Sheldon
Pollock has used Kannada, specifically as it was “systematized” in the Way of the
Poet-King, as his primary example of a “cosmopolitan vernacular,” a local lan-
guage that was deliberately enriched with the expressive resources of Sanskrit.>
The Way’s nuanced stance toward Dandin’s Mirror instantiates a specific kind of
vernacularity that Pollock did not elicit in his discussion: respect, yet not defer-
ence, for the Sanskrit tradition; presupposing rather than replacing it; delight in
the particularities of the vernacular without either defensiveness or a feeling of

3 See Hallisey and Meegaskumbura, sections 3.2-3.5 in this volume.
* For the Tibetan Dandins, see Chapter 6.
5 Pollock 2006: 368.
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insufficiency. The tonalities of the Way allow us to understand vernacularity not
simply as a linguistic phenomenon, but also through its structures of feeling.® In
this section, we examine these structures through complex notions of authority,
intertextuality, and language. Each of these features locates Dandin’s Mirror
in the field of forces that configures the Way’s vernacular project. In contrast to
many texts composed around the same time, the Way does not state the name
of its author unambiguously.” Unsurprisingly, then, it has been ascribed to dif-
ferent figures in its premodern reception. Much of the secondary scholarship on
the Way has sought to address the question of who should be credited as the text’s
“author” The text supplies us with two candidates: one is the Rashtrakuta king
Amoghavarsha, who ruled over much of the southeastern part of the subconti-
nent from 815 to 877 ck, and another is a little-known poet named Shrivijaya.
Another possibility, besides one or the other having authored the text on his own,
is that the two of them collaborated on it, in a sense that remains to be defined.’
Our investment in this author question is not empirical: who sat where, whose
authority predominated, or whose name rightfully deserves to be at the top of the
page. Instead, we are interested in the “author functions” of the Way, namely, the
way in which figures of authority come to be associated with or even representa-
tive of distinct spaces of literary production.’ These spaces are, in our reading, one
of the key concerns of the text. Although they are imagined partly through geog-
raphy, they are not physical spaces, but idealized spaces that are constituted by
different kinds of concerns—aesthetic, political, cultural, religious—and for that
reason can also be objects of deeply held feelings, aspirations, and imagination.
Like previous scholars, we also see two figures of authority in the text. In our
reading they triangulate between two relatively well-defined cultural spaces, the
court (sabhe) and the country (nadu). The court includes both Amoghavarsha
and Shrivijaya. The king is naturally at its center, and without him the court
would not exist. The poet represents a set of cultural competencies that members
of the court were expected to have. Among these competencies was knowledge of

® For “structures of feeling” see Williams 1977: 128 (we thank Claudio Sansone for the reference).

7 Contrast Bhamaha's Ornament 6.64 and 6.66, and, in the field of Kannada literature, Pampa, who
includes an autobiography in his Victory of Valiant Arjuna (vv. 14.40-50).

8 Pathak (ed.) 1898; Fleet 1904a, 1904b; Timmappayya 1948; see also the introduction to Seetha
Ramaiah’s edition. Timmappayya 1948 was the first to discuss a substantive “collaboration” between
Shrivijaya and Amoghavarsha. See Maralawadi and Masadi date unknown, for a depiction of this
relationship in film. Since Timmappayya’s monograph, most printed editions include Shrivijaya’s
name on the title page, either with the name of Nrupatunga (one of the titles of Amoghavarsha; this
is true of Seetha Ramaiah 1994 and Krishna Murthy 1983), or without it (Venkatachala Sastry
2011; Sundaram and Patel 2017). Note that we give the king’s name as Amoghavarsha, but he has a
number of other titles, as will be clear from the verses quoted in this chapter. The ascription of the text
seems to have gone back and forth over the centuries: Durgasimha (eleventh century) refers to it as
Shrivijaya’s Path of Poets ($rivijayara kavimargam; Five Discourses in Kannada, v. 19, p. 3, discussed
below), while Bhatta Akalanka Deva (seventeenth century) refers to it as the “book of Nrupatunga”
(nrpaturigagranthé; Instruction in the Language of Karnataka, p. 263).

® For “author functions” see Foucault 1977.
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Sanskrit, the language in which all of the literary productions of Amoghavarsha’s
court, except the Way itself, were composed.!? But Shrivijaya also represents the
basis of the vernacular speech community. He injected the language, practices,
sensibilities, tastes, and values of the country into the set of courtly cultural com-
petencies. We refer to Shrivijaya as the author of the Way here, simply to give a
name to the composite sensibility that distinguishes the text, and not to make
any claims about the actual processes of composition that the historical figures of
Amoghavarsha and Shrivijaya might have undertaken.

This ongoing question of the text’s authorship has been negotiated in the trans-
lation of its title, the Kavirajamargarir. In translating this title, a lot of emphasis
has been given to the relationship between the words kavi, or “poet,” and raja, or
“king,” which plausibly map onto the Way’s two author figures. For us, however,
it is the final word, marga, that encapsulates the text’s project. The word means a
path, a way, or a road, but what exactly is it a metaphor for, and how can we sen-
sibly relate the words “poet” and “king” to it? The combinations kavirdja (“king
among poets”) and rajamarga (“royal road”) were both in common use, which
makes a single straightforward interpretation difficult. One of the meanings
of the word madarga, which is foregrounded in a tradition of poetics that long
predates this Kannada text, is a set of normative practices. We suggest that the
Way is a kind of “highway system” that integrates the court and country, and
their respective ideals and practices, into a single space.

The Way not only connects spaces but, in so doing, defines those very spaces
through their representative author figures. When Amoghavarsha is made pre-
sent in the text, then, what is the nature of the space where that happens? Take,
for example, the very first verse:

Shri, nestled on his chest, encircled

as if by a screen of light of the Kaustubha jewel,

out of love does not leave him—who?

The exalted Nrupatunga, Completely Suffused with Wisdom.!!

The references to the kaustubha jewel and the goddess Shri identify
Amoghavarsha—here called by his title Nrupatunga—with Vishnu, who
represents the ideal of supreme political power. The very next verse affirms this
identification explicitly by describing Amoghavarsha as “Heroic Narayana”

19 The Sanskrit poets (all of whom were Jain) active in Amoghavarsha’s court include: Jinasena,
Mahavira, Ugraditya, Virasena, Shakatayana, and perhaps the king himself. For more on the Jain lit-
erary activities in this court and Amoghavarsha’s involvement, see Taylor 2016a.

W Way 1.1: $ri talt’ urado| kaustubhajatadyuti balasi kandapatad’ ant’ ire sampratiyin avanan
agalal nitinirantaran udaran a nypatungari. We do not indicate metrical units in our quotation of
verses in these footnotes, and we cite the verses according to Pathak’s numbering (although some-
times with different readings). Note that the text begins with the auspicious word sri.
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(viranarayana). The first verse uses another epithet: “Completely Suffused
with Wisdom” (nitinirantara), which invokes the concept of niti, or political
wisdom.!? These are two among many examples of royal titulature that suffuse
the Way. The text shares with the inscriptions of the Rashtrakutas a repertoire of
royal epithets, signaling the Way’s participation in the court’s larger political pro-
ject.!3 While references to Amoghavarsha using his imperial titulature carry dif-
ferent shades of determination, they are almost always used to present the king
as a figure of authority for the literary “system” (krama) that the text builds. That
system—that is, the Way itself—is consistently presented as Amoghavarshas.!4

At the end of the Way, we encounter a long encomium. To call it an encomium
of Amoghavarsha is to be misled by the presence of the king’s name. More than
anything else, it praises the court as an idealized literary community, the site of a
specific set of values, aspirations, competencies, and practices. Both the king and
the members of his court come in for breathless praise:

In the enterprise of literary science,

the court scholar who has taken refuge in the Great Nrupatunga
is dedicated to judging all of the particulars

of what belongs to the world, what belongs to spirituality,

and the vast domain of what belongs to the Vedas.

He combines clear statements with the various arts,

has the power of astonishing imagination,

is extraordinary in his remarkably

ingenious conduct and self-possessed,

and subjects norms and models to exacting debate.!®

This verse describes an idealized and anonymized court scholar (sabhdsadan)
located in Amoghavarsha’s court. While it is possible that this passage holds in
view a historical person who embodied the literary and aesthetic milieu specific
to the time and place of the Rashtrakuta capital of Manyakheta (Malkhed) in
the 870s, its abstract cultural ideals could in principle be realized anywhere, pre-
cisely by virtue of the fact that they have been “textualized” in the Way. But this

12 To our knowledge, nitinirantara does not occur as a title of Amoghavarsha within the inscrip-
tional record. For niti in medieval India, see, for example, Narayana Rao and Subrahmanyam 2008,
2009. For the representation of Amoghavarsha as Viranarayana, see Taylor 2016a: 215-16.

13 For Viranarayana, for example, see Bhandarkar 1925-26: 251, v. 2; Kielhorn 1902: 25, v. 2.

14 See the phrases srinrpatungavicarakramamarga (“The Way, the analytical system of the splendid
Nrupatunga,” 2.2), nypaturigadévaviditakrama (“the well-known system of Lord Nrupatunga,” 1.44),
nrpaturigadévamargakrama (“the system that is The Way of Lord Nrupatunga,” 1.146).

15 Way 3.218-19: sakalalaukikasamayikoruvaidikavisésavivékaparayanari prakatitoktiviviktaka-
lakalapakan upahitasahityavidyeyol atisayapratibhavibhavari mahdcaturavrttinitantam anakulari
prativitarkitalaksanalaksyan asritamahanypaturgasabhasadan.
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list of qualities is certainly not meant as a list of the qualifications for the post of
a court poet, in the manner of a job advertisement. Rather, it gives a name to a
particular set of intellectual, literary, and ethical aspirations. The poet invoked in
this verse links the specificity of Amoghavarsha’s court to the possibility of cre-
ating a literary space elsewhere on the basis of the Way.

One important feature of this space is that it is limited: it is a small enclave
of the intellectual and cultural elite, located, if only notionally, in a specific ge-
ographic location. Another feature is the presence of royal power, suggested by
the phrase “taken refuge” In the world of the text, however, to subject yourself
to Amoghavarsha’s power is to subject your compositions to the norms enunci-
ated in his system. It is partly a consequence of the Way’s insistence on the court
as a space of literary production that earlier literature, probably less “courtly”
than the Way’s ideal, was left to crumble. Notably, the court became the privi-
leged space of literary production for the next two centuries.!® The “three jewels”
of classical Kannada literature, for example, were all closely associated with
royal courts: Pampa with that of Eastern Chalukya king Arikesari, Ponna with
the Rashtrakuta king Krishna III, and Ranna with the Western Chalukya kings
Tailapa IT and Satyashraya, all in the mid- to late tenth century.!”

One possible referent of the “court scholar” of the above verse is the Way’s
other author-figure, Shrivijaya. He is far less conspicuous in the text than
Amoghavarsha. But once you know to look for him, it is impossible not to see
him. In one important verse, Shrivijaya is figured as an author of the text—
actually, the “source” of the text, to use the word prabhuti that appears to be his
“signature”—on the basis of his mastery of the craft of poetry:

By manifesting different configurations of syllables,

like a painter manifests different combinations of colors,

which sparkle with beauty and emotion,

poets enter into the storied divide between

the realm of discourse and the totality of the arts.

In order to produce a work of art in speech,

poets must take in hand this method that originates from Shrivijaya.'®

Although the Way clearly locates Shrivijaya in the court, many of the cultural
competencies that he represents—above all, mastery of the Kannada language—
are connected to a space with very different properties and valences. We see this
most clearly in the Way’s discussion of the location of Kannada speech. The Way

16 Nagaraj 2003: 326.

17" Taylor 2020: 347-348, 350.

8 Way 1.149: sakalalapakalakalapakathitavyavrttiyol kidi citrakarambol parabhagabhavavi-
lasadvarnakramavrttiyarii prakatarin mad’ ire pelda citrakrtivarii vyavarnisuttarn kaviprakarari
Srivijayaprabhiitaman idarit kaikolvud’ i malkeyaril.
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Figure 2.1. Map of the Kannada-speaking region according to the Way of the
Poet-King.
Prepared by Andrew Ollett.

says that Kannada was spoken from the Godavari river to the Kaveri river. This
is an extremely large space, although, in Amoghavarsha’s time, it did more or
less overlap with the dominions of the Rashtrakutas. But Shrivijaya claimed that
the “core” (tirul) of Kannada—which we understand to mean the most prestig-
ious form of the language—was not located in the political center of the empire,
at Manyakheta, but further south, in a quadrangle bounded by the towns of
Kisuvolal, Kopana, Onkunda, and Puligere (see Figure 2.1).!° Indeed, the capital
city of Manyakheta is never named in the text.

Y Way 1.37: adarolagan kisuvolala viditamahakopananagarada puligeriya tadabhistutam app’
onkundada naduvana nade kannadada tirul.
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This is strong evidence for a space of linguistic authority distinct from the
court that had functioned in this manner prior to the Way and would continue to
do so for many generations afterward. In absolute contrast to the small and exclu-
sive space of the court, this alternative literary space, called the “country” (nadu),
is distributed over an immense area. Within this area, there is the smaller—but
still very broad—area that the Way identifies as the “core” This identification
would be cited by Pampa a hundred years later, and it is the most widely circu-
lated verse of the Way today.?’ To state the obvious, the space of the court and
the space of Kannada literature were not coextensive. There are some indications
that the relation between them was even more fraught: of the texts produced at
Amoghavarsha’s court, we can count many works in Sanskrit and Prakrit, but
only this single work in Kannada.

In the Way’s representation of space, the “country” is not defined in contrast
to the putatively more cultured or sophisticated spaces, such as the court or
the city, but rather by its own cultural practices. One group of people to whom
the Way refers frequently, and with respect and sympathy, is the “people of the
country” (nadavar). They are represented as having a natural eloquence, but who
are in the difficult situation of having to contend with a language without articu-
lated norms:

When it comes to Kannada, it is completely impossible

to go around collecting all of the bits and pieces,

and then to claim “T will explain it through my expertise”
like the teachers of old.

The teachers of Kannada in this country do not have it easy.?!

The “teachers of old” are teachers of Sanskrit and Prakrit, in contrast to the
teachers of Kannada, who not only have to determine the norms of literature, but
who must do so in the absence of existing systematic knowledge. The following
verse similarly highlights an important feature of the country as a cultural space
that distinguishes it from the court: their ways of knowing, of acquiring exper-
tise, are different. Within the court, there is an emphasis on mastery of tradi-
tional texts ($dstra or dgama), whereas in the country:

The people of that land can speak with propriety
and critically reflect on what is spoken.
Naturally clever and full of dedication, their minds

20 Victory of Valiant Arjuna 14.58: puligereya tirula kannadadol.
2L Way 1.42: arid’ adarii kannadadol tirikoregond’ ariye pélven embud’ id’ argarit paramacaryaravol
saitiral ariyar kannadakke nadavar ojar.
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are transformed by the practice of poetry,
even without formal training.??

This verse and similar verses in the Way have been read as a “defense of the
vernacular” along the familiar lines of twentieth-century linguistic nation-
alism: the language of the country is naturally beautiful, and its speakers are
naturally eloquent. Yet in our reading of the Way, nature is not enough for
Shrivijaya. Even birds possess this untutored eloquence: if Kannada is ever to
contend with Sanskrit as a language of learning and culture, it must become
an object of systematic knowledge in the same way that Sanskrit was, and the
teachers of Kannada should avail themselves of the models furnished by Sanskrit
in this respect: “one must therefore become an expert in the supreme teachings
and the compositions of earlier poets”*

The poetic consequences of the different epistemic modalities of the court and
country are evident from reading the Way, where they are brought together in
striking ways. Consider, for example, the following verse:

If you join together two adverbs that do not obviously go together,
then one of them will necessarily fail to connect with the main verb.
It’s like a calf that is born to two cows.*

This verse starts out in a rather technical, and even pedantic, mode: it is making
recommendations about the syntax of adverbs. Yet it ends with a folksy, prover-
bial turn of phrase. We see this combination of technical and real-world know-
ledge, of the scholarly and the down-to-earth, as characteristic of the Way, and
perhaps more specifically of Shrivijaya himself. Part of Shrivijaya’s project, in
other words, might have included making a space for the sensibilities and com-
petencies of the “people of the country” within the exclusive space of the court.
This project is broadly similar to Dandin’s in the Mirror: he stepped into the space
of poetics, which was relatively scholastic, with the sensibility of a poet and the
openness of a good teacher, as argued elsewhere in this volume.?®

If the Way is a “highway system” connecting the literary cultures of the court
and the country, it also connects the Sanskrit and Kannada languages. In doing
so, it does not take the unity and identity of Kannada—or, for that matter,
Sanskrit—for granted. One of the Way’s overarching questions is how languages

22 Way 1.38: padan aridu nudiyalum nudidudan arid’ arayalum arpar a nadavargal cadurar
nijadirit kurit’ 6dadeyuri kavyaprayogaparinatamatigal.

23 Way 1.9: paramagamakovidan appudu pirvakavyaracanegalari.

24 Way 2.9: ondair kriyavisésanamariv dorekole saitu pélad’ adarol peratarir sandisi példode
krtiyolag’ ond’ irad’ eradakke bitta karuvari polguri.

%5 See Bronner, section 1.1 in this volume.
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are to relate to each other. This question firstly concerns the relation between
Sanskrit and Kannada. This is part of the problematic of vernacularization as we
understand it from Sheldon Pollock’s work. According to Pollock, “what every-
where conditions [the Way’s] exposition is the specification of Kannada differ-
ence, and it is against the backdrop of the Sanskrit cultural episteme—defining
what language, especially the language of literary culture, is supposed to be—
that this difference is constituted”?® Yet the Way is clear that neither Sanskrit
nor Kannada are completely homogeneous categories: just as there are multiple
Sanskrits, in the sense of vastly different ways of using the totality of Sanskrit’s ex-
pressivity, so too there are multiple Kannadas.?” This multiplicity complicates the
binary opposition of the two languages.

From this multiplicity emerges another question: How is Kannada to relate
to itself? In the form it takes in the Way, this is a specifically vernacular ques-
tion, related to the phenomena of a language’s variance with itself across space
and time. With regard to space, Dandin refers to styles of Sanskrit named for
the regions of Bengal (gauda) and Khandesh (vidarbha).?® Shrivijaya takes up
these categories in the Way, as usual, adapting the categories to his vernacular
project. He consistently uses “northern” (uttara) and “southern” (daksina) in
place of Bengal and Khandesh, inviting readers to understand these terms in ref-
erence to the geography of Kannada speech, while never explicitly making the
connection himself. Somewhat tentatively, Pollock understands this maneuver
as a remapping of “the cosmopolitan Way onto the local world of Karnataka”
This remapping required Shrivijaya “to speak of a northern and a southern
style of Kannada poetry—the domain of Kannada had to be shown to embrace
a north and a south, to constitute a regional world unto itself—whether or not
such a division corresponded to any actually existing forms of literature”? For
Pollock, Shrivijaya’s purpose in reformulating Dandin’s categories was to dem-
onstrate that Kannada can do what Sanskrit can do. As is usually the case, how-
ever, Shrivijaya’s interest is in explaining features of Kannada, rather than merely
demonstrating its parity with Sanskrit. In this case, this remapping addresses
the internal heterogeneity of Kannada and casts it, at least notionally, in regional
terms. Shrivijaya’s use of the categories of “north” and “south” ranges over topics

26 Pollock 2004: 400. See also Pollock 2006: 333ff. The relation of Sanskrit and Kannada has
a history that long predates the Way of the Poet-King. From the earliest inscriptional evidence for
Kannada, there are a number of strategies for accommodating Sanskrit lexical items within the gram-
matical structure of Kannada. The Way does not lay down rules ex nihilo, but against the background
of a linguistic “common sense” that had developed over the preceding centuries.

27 For “Sanskrits” (sakkadarigal), see Way 1.60, 1.148; for “Kannadas” (kannadarigal), see Way,
1.46, 1.56. The point stands even if these terms refer specifically to Sanskrit and Kannada words in
these passages.

28 Mirror 1.40 (responding to Bhamaha’s critique of these categories in Ornament 1.32). See also
Bronner, section 1.4, and Bronner and Cox, section 5.6, in this volume.

29 Pollock 2006: 348.
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of usage and grammar that have no parallel in Dandin’s text. To take a simple
example, certain verbal roots, such as nodu “see,” form their non-past stem as
noduv- on the “northern way” and as nalp- on the “southern way”* Whether
such distinctions were truly regional in nature is difficult to say, and it is similarly
difficult to say what, if any, significance they had for later authors.>! What we
can say, however, is that Shrivijaya used Dandin’s categories for a completely new
purpose, namely, to map the heterogeneity of Kannada in space.

The heterogeneity of Kannada through time, too, was one of Shrivijaya’s per-
sistent concerns. The Way offers a critique of past literary practices in Kannada,
which he calls “old Kannada” (palegannadarit), that marks the Way as a “new be-
ginning” in the history of Kannada literature.> The Way thus gives Kannada a
particular and important temporality that we might think about by taking a cue
from Gadamer, who described “the classical” as “a past that is contemporaneous
with every present”’* On the one hand, for Kannada to be “classical” it had to
have a past, which is to say, a textual archive associated with the great poets and
teachers of earlier days. We can note that the pastness of earlier Kannada litera-
ture differed from the pastness of earlier Sanskrit literature. Whereas the forms of
the Sanskrit language were imagined to be changeless, Shrivijaya claims that “old
Kannada” is qualitatively different from the Kannada of his day, raising the pos-
sibility that the literary past would become inaccessible on account of linguistic
difference. On the other hand, Kannada needed to address itself to the pre-
sent. Here, too, Sanskrit provided a model of an expressive idiom that perdures
throughout generations, precisely because it has been made the object of system-
atic knowledge. The Way’s efforts toward systematicity should not be mistaken
for a kind of classicism or literary conservatism, however. It is oriented toward
the present, where literature in fact comes into being. The Way is designed to in-
spire creativity and innovation. Although the word posatu (“new”) appears just
once in the Way, where it qualifies a thought rather than the linguistic means of
expressing it, the Way nevertheless conforms in spirit to the programmatic use of
posatu in later literature, where it qualifies “Kannada” as the privileged medium
of new thoughts and expressions.**

30 Way 2.100.

31 Janna, for example, uses nalpen (Story of Yasodhara, v. 4.19) while Durgasimha uses noduven
(Five Discourses in Kannada, vacana 1.70), both meaning “I see.” The distinction between a northern
and southern way more generally provides the only context in which the seventeenth-century gram-
marian Bhatta Akalanka Deva mentions the Way (Instruction in the Language of Karnataka, p. 263),
though he quotes a verse from the Way elsewhere.

32 See Seetha Ramaiah (ed.), introduction, p. 38, for the Kannada works that Shrivijaya is aware of.
Note that modern scholarship has a different classification of the stages of the Kannada language and
calls the language of the Way “old Kannada” (halegannada), in contrast to the text’s own usage.

33 Gadamer [1975] 2006: 288.

34 The word posatu is used in 1.12, which—despite the theme of a “novel idea” (bage . . . posatu) in
the verse—draws upon the idea of Bhamahas Ornament of Literature 1.12 (namely, that people are
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Although Shrivijaya does not explain why he is so dismissive toward “old
Kannada,” his comments make it clear that he felt that the relationship between
Sanskrit and Kannada in “old Kannada” was not properly calibrated. The Way
uses a number of metaphors to describe both proper and improper combin-
ations of Sanskrit and Kannada, including mixtures of boiling milk and butter-
milk, pearls and black pepper strung on a necklace, and an ensemble consisting
of different kinds of drums.*> Continuously cited and revisited by later literary
theorists, these verses evoke a sense of proportion but never articulate hard-and-
fast rules.

What, then, does it mean to “calibrate” the relationship between these two
languages? The Way deals with this fundamental question through highly spe-
cific and technical rules that build up to an overarching vision of the new literary
language. For example, the Way rejects Sanskrit indeclinables as adverbs unless
they happen to end in the ending -ari. Hence cirari (“for a long time”) is accept-
able, but antah (“inside”) is not.>® In this rule, as indeed in the larger discussion
about language usage of which it forms a part, the frequent use of Sanskrit lexical
items is taken for granted. The Way employs the term “Sanskrit-identical words”
(samasariiskrta) to refer to Kannada words that differ from Sanskrit words only
in their case-endings.’” These rules for integrating such words into Kannada
compositions might appear to be pedantic, but this pedantry shows that
Shrivijaya was deeply concerned about the calibration of Sanskrit and Kannada
to produce a register that was coherent, aesthetically pleasing, and distinctive.

The Way gives us a much more general picture of the relationship between
Sanskrit and Kannada at the end of the first chapter:

In the beauty of the local language,

speech and thought seem to act in concert,

the one never going too far beyond the other.
For Kannada expressions, the words of Sanskrits,
in good measure, serve as the standard,

so long as you don't get tangled up

in their dreadful syllables. Thus is the system

criticized for being bad poets, but nobody is criticized for not being a poet at all). Gurevitch (2022)
examines some of the conceits of “newness” in eleventh- and twelfth-century Kannada literature.

3 Way 1.57,2.5,1.52, and 1.54. See Ollett 2022.

3 Way 1.53. The reader is expected to infer the rule from the examples Shrivijaya lists.

37 The term samasariiskrta is defined by Keshiraja in his Jewel-Mirror of Language
(Sabdamanidarpanari) as follows: “They assign the name samasariiskrta to those nominal stems of the
[Sanskrit] lexicon with the exclusion of all of the number-words and indeclinables” (samuditasaikhya-
vyayarahitam enisi vartipa nighanfuvina namapadottamavarnaprakrtigalarit samasariiskrtavesaran
ittu linigarit malvar [v. 80 in Kedaliya’s edition]). The Way uses the term twice, at 1.26 and 1.54.
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that Nitinirantara put forth, expansive and delicate,
like a long creeping vine left to grow.>®

What is notable here is an awareness of the explicit usefulness of Sanskrit as a
standard, contrasted with its aesthetic limitations. On the one hand, Kannada
lacks an authoritative standard (pavan), but what it does have is an effortless
beauty (bedangu) as well as melpu. Depending on whether it is pronounced
with a long or short e, which are metrically equivalent here and not distin-
guished in the manuscripts, this Kannada word can mean two things. First, it
can mean “loftiness” (mélpu), containing an aspiration for the language that the
Way describes to be more abundant and prestigious—an aspiration, we think,
for the “vernacular millennium”* Second, it can mean “delicateness” (melpu)
which contains the aspiration to a particular aesthetic quality. Kannada has a
starting advantage, so to speak, over Sanskrit in this respect: for although there is
nothing inherently “dreadful” about Sanskrit’s syllables, the kinds of sounds that
earlier theorists had identified as “harsh”—breathy aspirates, crashing combin-
ations of consonants, hissing sibilants—are largely absent from Kannada words.
The language thus has the kind of delicacy that had earlier been associated with
Prakrit: a natural feature of its phonology that could be strategically exploited in
literature. 0

This verse in itself exemplifies the strategic exploitation of Kannada’s delicacy
in contrast to Sanskrit’s harshness. Almost none of the words here are Sanskrit
lexemes (samasariiskrtar). They are, by contrast, words that scholars have vari-
ously called “native;” “indigenous,” and “Dravidian,” or even simply “Kannada”
What we call them is less important than recognizing that they constitute the
linguistic background against which two exceptions are clearly visible, or rather
audible. The first is the phrase meaning “dreadful syllables” (vikataksara-) that
embodies the very quality that it names, clipped and hissing, and is thus nec-
essarily a samasariskrta word. The second is “the system of Nitinirantara”
(nitinirantarakrama), a royal epithet that hence also needs to be in Sanskrit. Of
all of the titles that could have been used, this one arguably accords most easily
with the phonological system of Kannada since it contains no aspirates and
only one conjunct consonant (kr-) that would not appear in a Kannada word.
Shrivijaya’s concern with texture, down to the level of phonemes, reflects what
we mean by “calibration”

3 Way 1.148: nudigal odambadal bagedavol bageyari migal iyad’ onde nalnudiya bedaige
kannadada matinol a vikataksarangalol todarade sakkadargala padarii pavan ag’ ire mélpuvettu
dangudividuv’ ante nildu nile pélvudu nitinirantarakramari.

3 Pollock 1998b.

40 QOllett 2017: 88-94.
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The deliberateness of the Way’s lexical choices in this verse draws us to one
final point: the word padarii. This word could be a Kannada word, referring to
the state of being “just right,” as we might expect from the preponderance of
Kannada words here. Or it could be the Sanskrit word that means “word,” as we
might expect from its close connection to the “Sanskrits” (sakkadarigal) in the
verse. Both meanings are present in the regulative principle that Shrivijaya lays
out, namely, that Sanskrit words can be used, but they need to be used in the
proper state or degree. And just as the “Sanskrit” word padarii, recontextualized
as a Kannada word, takes on a new shade of meaning, so, in general, Sanskrit
within Kannada has expressive possibilities that it does not have on its own. The
Way is a two-way street.

The “new beginning” the Way represents was founded on this careful calibra-
tion of Kannada’s expressive resources at every level of language, including the
integration of almost the entire Sanskrit lexicon.*! It might not seem as if this
aspect of the Way’s program owes anything to Dandin’s Mirror. Yet we can think
of Dandin, too, as engaged in a broadly similar project: he also endeavored to
integrate, and actually subsume, the systematic treatments of literary art that he
found before him, in the service of fashioning a system that could be more flex-
ible and productive. Before turning to the specific manner in which Shrivijaya
responds to his Sanskrit intertexts, we might note that it is just possible that
Dandin’s Mirror had some role to play in making conceptual space for the cali-
bration, or recalibration, of literary language that occurs in the Way.*?

In the earlier discussion of authorship, we described Amoghavarsha as
being constantly brought into the foreground, and Shrivijaya being allowed
to recede into the background. A similar strategy operates with respect to the
Way’s primary Sanskrit intertexts: Dandin’s Mirror and Bhamaha’s Ornament.
As noted below, these two constituted a pair and often traveled as part of the
same package.*? In the wake of Dandin’s and Bhamaha’s works, two of the big
questions in the subcontinental enterprise of formulating systems of poetics
were which text should serve as the starting point for a nascent system, and what
form of textual engagement that should take. The Way is a critical piece of evi-
dence for understanding this phenomenon: it is not only the earliest engagement
with Dandin’s Mirror, but also one of the earliest engagements with Bhamaha’s
Ornament available to us, and it uses both of these texts in a very distinctive and
deliberate way.

4l Sheldon Pollock makes a similar observation: “Every feature of the literary in Kannada is
marked by a calculation of how the local responds to the global that seems ever copresent with it”
(2004: 400).

42 See Bronner, section 1.2 in this volume.

43 See Bronner and Ollett, section 5.2 in this volume.
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Given their obvious influence on the Way, it is somewhat surprising that nei-
ther Dandin nor Bhamabha is ever named in the text. Whether we want to say that
Dandin, for example, is subordinated as a source of authority, or is integrated
into the persona of the Way’s author, or is put under erasure, the phenomenon is
marked very clearly at the very beginning of the Way.** The text begins with two
verses about Amoghavarsha—one of them discussed earlier in this chapter—
followed by this third verse:

Her stunning white color matches her faultless speech,

her sweet and pleasant cry matches her singing,

her steps match her skillful and resplendent compositions.
May Sarasvati, taking the form of a goose,

reside as long as she wants in the Manasa Lake of my mind.*®

Nobody could fail to see the similarity to Dandin’s first verse:

May all-white Sarasvati—a goose

in a forest of lotuses that are the mouths
of the four-faced Brahma—forever delight
in the Manasa Lake of my heart.*®

This verse functions as an acknowledgment of the influence of Dandin’s Mirror.
Between Dandin and Bhamabha, it is very clearly Dandin whom Shrivijaya regarded
as his main guide, his margadarsaka (“the one who shows the way”). Someone
who has studied Dandin’s Mirror closely will see the influence of Dandin every-
where in the Way, especially in the core topics of poetics—such as the ornaments
of meaning (arthalasikaras) in the third chapter and the qualities of poetry
(gunas) in the second—that constitute the bulk of the text. This opening verse
primes the reader to be attentive to these influences, but it does something else
as well. As Dandin himself would say, behind every similarity lurks some differ-
ence. Through a series of bitextual adjectives that refer to Sarasvati both as the
goddess of literature and as a white goose, Shrivijaya has added the ornament of
“condensed speech” (samdsokti), which involves talking about two things at the
same time, or of “embrace” (slesa).”’
gagement with the Mirror that Shrivijaya carries throughout the Way, which is

This verse prepares us for the kind of en-

# On Dandin’s subordination to Amoghavarsha, see Taylor 2016b.

45 Way 1.3: érivisadavarne madhuraravocite caturarucirapadaracane ciram dévi sarasvati hatriisa-
vibhavade nelegolge kiirtu manmanasadol.

4 Mirror 1.1: caturmukhamukhambhojavanahariisavadhiir - mama manasé ramatam cirar
sarvasukla sarasvati. This verse is also discussed in sections 1.6 and 3.3 in this volume.

47 “Condensed speech” was the focus of a special issue of Rivista degli Studi Orientali in 2017. See
Ollett 2017 for the Way’s treatment of this ornament.
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characterized by precisely this kind of “condensed speech?” Just like a reader will
not completely understand the third verse of the Way without appreciating the
double reference of each of its adjectives, a reader will similarly not understand
the Way as a whole without seeing the Mirror in it, and seeing it differently.

In more general terms, the Way engages with the Mirror according to a prin-
ciple for which we propose the term “extratextuality” Extratextuality involves
diverging from a text once you have set up an expectation of “intertextuality,’
that is, of converging with it. Shrivijaya does this in all kinds of ways. Very often
he does so by riffing on Dandin’s text, as in the verse above. Many scholars have
been misled by the fact that the Mirror and the Way were composed in different
languages into thinking that the Way’s citations and recreations of verses from
the Mirror are “translations”8 In fact, Shrivijaya seems to go out of his way to
avoid producing “translations.” Rather than a one-to-one correlation, every verse
in the Way that has some parallel in the Mirror shows evidence of deliberate, and
often playful, modification. To take one example, besides those discussed below,
consider the Way’s example of the “vulgar” (gramya) quality:

Thinking of you night and day,

I burn with a deep love for you.

I am so agitated, my heart can’t even bear it.

You have no compassion at all. You're like a tree.®

Readers of Dandin will recognize this as a transcreation of his example: “I love
you. Why don’t you love me back?”? But they will also recognize that Shrivijaya
has switched the genders of the speaker and addressee, a switch he only reveals
in the last word of the verse—literally, “you are a man made of wood” and thus
without feeling. Our impression is that Shrivijaya has scattered such “Easter
eggs” throughout the Way. Besides rewarding his readers with the pleasure of
discovery, these verses reveal to them that he is not simply reproducing Dandin’s
Mirror in Kannada but is using it strategically to construct a new text.

The Way’s extratextuality vis-a-vis the Mirror takes a number of additional
forms, which are explored in the detailed case studies offered later in this chapter.
It is in the discussion of “ornaments of meaning” that the Way’s proximity to the
Mirror is most evident. The fact, however, that the Way uses the Mirror to dis-
cuss a particular ornament does not at all mean that the Way follows the Mirror,

48 Fleet 1904: 38: “[M]ost of the verses in the third parichchhéda of the Kavirajamarga are either
translations or adaptations from Dandi.”

49 Way 2.81: nened’ irulurir pagalurii ninnane pinam oraldu marugi katarisutturii manadol sairisal
aret ninag’ enasurit karunam illa maravanisanai.

0" Mirror 1.63: kanyé kamayamanatii mar na tvari kamayasé katham.
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or that the two texts say “the same thing” Shrivijaya’s discussion of “dismissal”
(aksepa), for example, is shorter than Dandin’s, for reasons explained below. But
this is not universally the case. Shrivijaya’s discussion of the ornament “exempli-
fication” (nidarsana) exhibits quite a different kind of extratextuality: whereas
Dandin’s discussion is brief (three verses), Shrivijaya’s is quite long (fourteen
verses), evidently because he wants to show that the ornament is especially useful
for genres of ethical and political poetry in which the Way’s readers, and perhaps
its author as well, might have taken a strong interest.

The other case study focuses on the Way’s discussion of “run-on allitera-
tion” (khandaprasa), a novel feature of Kannada verse. Here we might add that
the Way’s concern with literary practices that are unique to Kannada, above all
second-syllable alliteration (prdsa), is one major area where we might expect the
Sanskrit model of Dandin’s Mirror to be left behind. Yet the Way makes space for
such Kannada vernacular practices within the system represented by the Mirror,
even if a few adjustments are needed.

Shrivijaya does not hesitate to make adjustments to the overall structure and
organization of Dandin’s system. For example, he diverges from Dandin regarding
the order in which the “ornaments of meaning” are presented, for reasons that
are still opaque. Another example is the very distinction between “ornaments
of meaning” (arthalankara) and “ornaments of sound” (Sabdalasikara). Dandin
already refers to “ornaments of sound and meaning” (Sabdarthalarikriya) at the
end of the Mirror (3.186), but he does not use this distinction as one of the orga-
nizing principles of the Mirror itself.

The ornaments are presented differently in the Way. At the beginning of the
second chapter, we are told that “in the organization of the Way, according to the
analytical system of the pleasant king Amoghavarsha, the supreme ornaments
are distinguished according to the categories of sound and meaning”>! The Way
then goes on:

Moreover, to describe it in my own way, the ornaments of sound
should be considered first among these two.

They are more important since they are unique

and form the basis for the meaning.>

This verse explicitly calls attention to the intervention the Way has made in
the system of poetics. First, the distinction between ornaments of sound and
ornaments of meaning is explicitly elevated to an organizational principle,

S Way 2.2: carusrinrpaturigavicarakramamargagananeyol paramalaikaravibhagarii vividhakaram
sabdarthabhédadind’ erad’ akkurit.

52 Way 2.3: annegam adarolage samutpannapradhanyam anyam arthadhararit munnam
$abdalarikararii niscitam akke pélva malkeyol enna.
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whereas it is implicit, if present at all, in Dandin and Bhamaha’s works. Here,
Shrivijaya is systematizing the system in his “own way;” by improvising with
the terms and categories he has at hand. Second, Shrivijaya insists that the
ornaments of sound ought to come first in view of their greater importance.
As already noted, Dandin does not have a dedicated section on ornaments of
sound. He discusses some of them in his first chapter, on virtues, and others in
his third chapter, on difficult poetry. At first, we might think that Shrivijaya is
reverting back to Bhamaha’s mode of organization. Bhamahass list of ornaments
(2.4) begins with two ornaments of sound, alliteration (anuprasa) and twin-
ning (yamaka). What Shrivijaya actually does, however, is reorganize the entire
system such that all of the phenomena that give beauty to the linguistic forms
themselves are recategorized as “ornaments of sound.” This includes the “difficult
poetry” (duskara) of Dandin’s third chapter, which is reorganized as part of the
Way’s second chapter. This leaves the Way’s third and final chapter to deal solely
with ornaments of meaning.

It is not obvious that sound is prior to meaning, and even less obvious that the
ornaments of sound are more “unique” or “special” (anya) than the ornaments
of meaning. Shrivijayas perspective, however, differs crucially from that of
Dandin or Bhamaha because he is writing in and for the vernacular. For him, the
ornaments of sound include all of the ways of regulating the forms of language
themselves with a view to their beauty. This includes a number of phenomena
with which Sanskrit theorists of literature did not have to concern themselves,
either because they had been exhaustively described in other domains of sys-
tematic knowledge, such as grammar or metrics, or because they simply did not
arise in Sanskrit. The Way does not refer to earlier works devoted to Kannada
grammar or metrics, and suggests, in a verse translated above (1.42), that none
was available.>> Many of the topics that the Way discusses in the second section
are indeed “unique,” in the sense of being unique to Kannada. These include the
optional lengthening of case affixes, the sensitivity of metrical patterns to con-
junct consonants, the syntax of adverbs and adjectives, and the use of Sanskrit
indeclinables as adverbs. These topics make up a set of issues related to grammar
and metrics. Dandin and Bhamaha could presume that, even if these issues were
not completely settled in Sanskrit, readers would nonetheless be able to con-
sult technical works wherein they were discussed. Shrivijaya, by contrast, had to
tackle such issues on his own in the uncharted terrain of Kannada.

Shrivijaya’s relationship with Bhamaha is much more understated than his re-
lationship with Dandin, and not quite as well understood. Partly this is because

53 There was probably at least one work on Kannada meter composed prior to the Way, namely
the Guunagarkiyari, which bears the title of the Eastern Chalukya king Vijayaditya III (r. 843-887
CE). Itis referred to in a Tamil text of the later tenth century (the Yapparurikalakkarikaiviruttiyurai of
Kunacakarar) but is now lost. See Venkatachala Sastry 2011.
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he engages with Bhamaha indirectly, that is, through Dandin. It seems that
Shrivijaya, like many of Dandin’s commentators who wrote in Sanskrit, un-
derstood him to have carried on an argument with Bhamaha.>* And it seems
that Shrivijaya was not always in agreement with Dandin’s interventions: in
fact, one of the main uses that he has for Bhamaha is in his subtle critiques of
Dandin, where he suggests a reversion to Bhamaha’s understanding of a given
phenomenon. Nevertheless, more work must be done on the extent and na-
ture of Shrivijaya’s engagement with Bhamaha specifically. At this point, we can
only say that there are passages of the Way, for example on the sources of poetic
ability, and one of the sections on flaws, that have closer parallels to Bhamaha’s
Ornament than to Dandin’s Mirror.>

One of the key ways in which the Way responds creatively to the Mirror, and
takes its program into the future, is by “out-Dandining” Dandin. Shrivijaya
has taken from Dandin not just a list of ornaments, their definitions, and their
examples, but something more intangible: an approach, a tone, a sensibility.
Specifically, Shrivijaya’s manner of “extratextual” engagement with Dandin’s
Mirror is patterned on Dandin’s own engagement with Bhamahas Ornament of
Literature. We see this when he makes subtle but pointed changes to Dandin’s
wording, strategically winnows down his categories, expands or contracts his
examples, or reorganizes the entire structure of the system. Perhaps Shrivijaya
did not mention Dandin for the same reason that Dandin did not mention
Bhamaha. First, some of his readers would have already mastered the Mirror,
and would therefore not need to be told. Second, his goal is not to criticize the
literary works of the past, as theoretical texts often do, but to give his readers
the equipment they need to create works of literature in their present. Shrivijaya
therefore employs many of Dandin’s strategies, but in the service of a very dif-
ferent project: he incorporates the literary theory of the past to envision a literary
future that is shaped but not bound by it.

2.3. The Mechanics of Engagement: “Dismissal”
Andrew Ollett
Dandin focused, in his Mirror, on “ornaments” (alasikaras), broadly defined as

the features that imbue a literary work with beauty.® It is with these ornaments
that the Way is primarily concerned. We can gain a better understanding of how

54 See Bronner and Cox, section 5.6 in this volume.
5 See Way 1.11 (close to Ornament 1.5 and 1.10) and 1.61 (close to Ornament 1.47).
6 See Bronner, section 1.2 in this volume.
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the Way engages with the Mirror by examining its treatment of one ornament in
particular, namely aksépa, or “dismissal.”>’

“Dismissal” is exemplary for the treatment it receives at Dandin’s hands. Prior
to Dandin, “dismissal” contained two key elements: it was defined by “taking
back” a given statement, and it could be classified according to whether the state-
ment occurred in the past or the present. This much is clear from what Dandin
and Bhamaha have in common, as well as from other early texts of poetics, such
as Bhatti’s Poem and the Prakrit Mirror of Ornaments.>® Dandin begins his dis-
cussion by defining the ornament in the briefest possible terms—“dismissal is
the statement of a negation”—before presenting its two subvarieties, to which
he adds a third, namely, the negation of something that will be stated in the fu-
ture.>® In a typical Dandin move, however, he quickly dismisses this classification
by saying that “dismissal” is in fact infinite on account of the infinite variety of
things that can be dismissed.®® What follows are twenty examples of different
types of “dismissal,” although Dandin takes care to tell us that this is, of course,
only the beginning.®!

One possible problem with the Mirror’s discussion is that it was not exactly
clear what “dismissal” meant to begin with, and it is even more difficult to see a
common thread among Dandin’s proliferation of examples. Ingalls, Masson, and
Patwardhan noted that the word dksépa has three different senses that tend to
blend into each other: it can be a “hint” of something unexpressed, a “denial” of
something expressed, or a “censure” of someone by someone else.%? All three are at
work in the Mirror’s examples, but we might expect the Way, a text that consistently
emphasizes its own systematicity, to pick one of them to focus on. The tendency
of “dismissal” to “hint” at something unexpressed, moreover, brings the ornament
close to what Anandavardhana called resonance (or “suggestion,” dhvani). Here,
too, we might expect the Way to intervene in the discussion by minimizing the ele-
ment of a “hint” For Shrivijaya makes no secret of his dislike for Anandavardhana’s
notion of resonance, which he considers to be willful obscurity.%3

57 This section of the chapter was presented at the Institute for the Intellectual and Cultural History
of Asia in July 2017; I am grateful to the attendees of that event for comments. I also thank Yigal
Bronner for making his annotated translation of the second chapter of Dandin’s Mirror available to
me. I have maintained my own translations throughout. Bronner discusses Dandin’s treatment of
“dismissal” in a forthcoming paper. His interpretation and conclusions will differ somewhat from
those presented here.

8 For these texts, see Bronner and Ollett, section 5.2 in this volume (Bhatti 10.38-39, Ornament
2.68, and Mirror of Ornaments 58).

5 Mirror 2.120ab.

0" Mirror 2.120: pratisédhoktir aksepas traikalyapeksaya tridha | athdasya punar dksépyabhédanan-
tyad anantata ||. See also Bronner, section 1.2 in this volume.

1 Mirror 2.166: anayaiva disanyé pi vikalpah sakyam ithitum.

62 Note to Light on Suggestion 1.13e (p. 142).

63 See Way 3.208, which lists resonance as an ornament: dhvaniy embud’ alasikararii dhvaniyisugusit
Sabdadindam arthade diisyam (“What is called ‘resonance’ is only an ornament when it suggests
something through a linguistic expression. When it does so through a meaning, it something to be
criticized”).



“A MIRROR AND A HANDLAMP” 113

Dandinss first example demonstrates a subvariety called “dismissal pertaining
to the past” (vrttaksépa):

It’s unbelievable that the Bodiless God
conquered the world with five arrows
made of flowers. Or maybe not:

the powers of things might surprise you.®

This verse, Dandin explains, dismisses something that has already taken place,
namely, the idea that the world conquest by Kamadeva, God of Love, doesn’t
stand to reason. This is, in fact, a double negation, since the statement that is
dismissed (“it is unbelievable that . . ”) itself contains a negation (“it is not the
case that it is believable that . . ). Thus Dandin’s initial example is rather elabo-
rate: logically, it amounts to a positive statement, despite the fact that “dismissal”
is defined as a negation, and rhetorically, this statement is all the more striking
and powerful on account of its double negation.®

Shrivijaya begins his discussion, like Dandin, by briefly defining “dismissal” as
the “controversion of a meaning already known.” He bypasses, however, Dandin’s
threefold classification. Instead, he declares his intention to “illustrate particular
varieties of it in practice, by way of example.”® I take this to mean that Shrivijaya
has silently accepted Dandin’s intervention. As we just saw, Dandin mentioned
the possibility of classifying “dismissal” according to past, present, and future
before dismissing it. This might have suggested to Shrivijaya that such a classi-
fication was not particularly enlightening. Dandin’s first example, of “dismissal
pertaining to the past,” is then transformed, in Shrivijaya’s hands, into an ex-
ample of “dismissal” per se:

To be sure, the arrowhead of the God of Love

gains its entrance by the most tender of paths.

But then it completely tears the heart apart with its
twists and turns. That’s why it can’t be made of flowers.®”

The theme of this verse is recognizably the same as Dandin’s, namely, affirming
the poetic convention that Love’s arrows are flowers. Let us call the proposition

% Mirror 2.121: anangah paficabhili pauspair visvari vyajayatésubhil | ity asaribhavyam athava
vicitra vastusaktayal ||.

¢ For further reflections about the strengthening effect of double negations, see Mahimabhatta,
Critical Analysis of Manifestation, p. 60.

% Way 3.99: viditarthaviparyasaspadame dal aksépam emb’ alarmkararin matt’ adara
visesavibhagaman udaharanamargadiri prayogisi torperi.

7 Way 3.100: mydutaramargade kennatit madanasaranikam oykan olavari padeguri hrdayaman
alavalavind’ ure vidarisuvud’ intu kusumamayam alt’ adariri.
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that the arrows of the God of Love are flowers “P” Whereas Dandin’s example
ultimately affirmed this convention by means of a double negation (“it is not
the case that it is unbelievable that P”), Shrivijaya’s example does the opposite: it
negates the convention (“it is not the case that P”) by presenting a violent and de-
structive quality that is not usually associated with flowers.

This example serves as a dismissal of Dandin’s “dismissal” I believe that these
intertextual effects are intentional: Shrivijaya often configures his own examples
so that they can be read in conjunction with, and as “ornamenting,” Dandin’s
examples.®® Just as the literary Kannada presented by the Way presupposes rather
than replaces Sanskrit, so the Way’s examples presuppose familiarity with Dandin’s
Mirror. And this relationship of presupposition allows us to see ornaments them-
selves as relations that obtain not just between meanings that are presented in a
given text, but between meanings that are dispersed across texts and languages—in
other words, precisely as Dandin would have wanted us to see them.®

Shrivijaya also compresses the discussion: whereas the Mirror includes
twenty subvarieties of “dismissal,” the Way presents only five: “regret” (anusaya),
“embrace” (lista), “comparison” (upama), “doubt” (sarisaya), and “reason”
(hetu). All five have parallels in the Mirror—although the “comparison” subva-
riety is an invention of Shrivijaya, as we will see—but they are all drawn from
the very end of Dandin’s discussion of this ornament. The beginning of Dandin’s
discussion is an elaboration on a single situation: a man is going off on a journey;,
and his beloved is trying to stop him from going. Here is an example of a “harsh
dismissal” (parusaksepa):

If you're really going,
go hunt after some other girl.
From now on I'm spoken for—

by death, who's waiting in the wings.”®

Dandin’s decision to spin out this premise across more than a dozen verses has
the effect of associating “dismissal” with a particular theme and narrative situa-
tion, and also with the tone of “censure” that is evoked in the name of the orna-
ment itself. But in doing so, he has effectively redefined “dismissal,” from “taking
back” a statement to “negating” an element of meaning. In fact, the verse quoted
above is typical in not having an explicit negation, and certainly not the phrase
“or rather” (athava), which occurs in many of the early examples. Rather, what is

%8 See Ollett 2017 for an example of “condensed speech” (samdsokti).

% “Dandin’s Kavyadarsa offers a vast repertory of strategies for multilayered presuppositions, an
intertextual grammar of literary speech acts” (Bronner 2010: 221).

70 Mirror 2.143: yadi satyaiva té yatra kapy anya mrgyatam tvaya | aham adyaiva ruddhasmi
randhrapeksena mrtyuna ||.
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“negated,” in the sense of being foreclosed, is the lover’s journey, as Dandin him-
self repeatedly notes in his own explanations of his examples.

In Dandin’s last few examples, by contrast, the premise is no longer a woman
speaking to her lover on the eve of a journey, and the “dismissal” takes the form
of an explicit negation. Shrivijaya’s examples of “regret,” “embrace,” and “reason”
are all based closely on verses of the Mirror that fall into this second category. As
is usually the case, Shrivijaya tries to achieve a similar meaning using completely
different words. This point bears emphasis because it is possible to use Sanskrit
expressions unchanged in Kannada. And in fact, other engagements with the
Mirror—namely, the Ornament of Madhava—often incorporate Dandin’s very
words. Here, for comparison, are Dandin’s and Shrivijayas examples of the
“reason” subvariety of “dismissal”:

Nobody ever says of you, king,

that you give, since those who want it
take money from you

in the belief that it’s theirs.”!

“You, who are rich in honor—how can somebody
praise you as a donor? Your gold is always in the hands
of the poor and helpless anyway. How does that

make you a donor?”—this is “dismissal with a reason.””?

This pair of verses, incidentally, illustrates another way in which Shrivijaya
compresses Dandin’s discussion: whereas Dandin typically uses one verse to il-
lustrate a particular subvariety of the ornament and another to name and explain
it, Shrivijaya puts both the name and the illustration in the same verse. He was
able to do so partly because of the greater length of his chosen verse form, the
kanda, relative to the Sanskrit sloka.

Besides these similarities, there are also a number of puzzling differences.
Dandin’s “doubt” variety runs as follows:

Is this an autumn cloud?

Or a flock of geese?

You can hear something like anklets.
So it’s not a cloud.”®

7L Mirror 2.165: na stityasé narendra tvarit dadasiti kadacana | svam éva matva grhnanti yatas
tvaddhanam arthinal ||.

72 Way 3.105: manadhana pogalisal éri daniye nin unte ninna kasavaram endurir dinanathara keyy
adu daniy ad’ ent’ embud’ intu hétvaksepari.

73 Mirror 2.161: kim ayarir Saradambhédah ki va hariisakadambakam | rutarm nipurusarvadi
Srityaté tan na toyadal ||.
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The following verse from the Way certainly looks as if it is responding to
that verse:

“That’s a flock of beautiful geese, not an autumn cloud,
since the lovely sound of tinkling anklets is arising from it”—

This is what is called a “dismissal with a comparison.”’4

Dandin, however, does not list “comparison” as a subvariety of “dismissal”
Moreover, his “doubt” subvariety directly corresponds to the verse that Shrivijaya
provides immediately afterward:

“Is it a bee, or an autumn cloud? It’s not a cloud.
Arising from it is the attractive fragrance of the saptacchada tree”—

One should consider this to be “dismissal with a doubt.””>

Shrivijaya seemingly relabels Dandin’s “doubt” subvariety as a “compar-
ison,” and then adds another closely related verse to exemplify the “doubt”
subvariety. Precisely what motivated these changes is unclear. One possi-
bility, based on a global feature of the Way identified above, is that this is an
exercise in “extratextuality”: Shrivijaya established a baseline of intertextu-
ality with Dandin’s Mirror, and veered away from this baseline for a single
verse, as if to check if his readers were paying attention. As Yigal Bronner
suggests to me, this short detour through “comparison,” before returning
to “doubt,” has a basis in Dandin’s own system, where “doubt” is not an or-
nament on its own but is instead a subvariety of the ornament of “compar-
ison” We should also remember that Dandin concludes his discussion of
“dismissal” by inviting his readers to come up with subvarieties of their own
(2.166). Shrivijaya’s introduction of one new subvariety might be a response
to this challenge.

At the conclusion of this section, Shrivijaya reflects on the relationship be-
tween “dismissal” and other ornaments:

Those who are clever will recognize, on the basis
of the system presented in the Way, the teaching of Atishayadhavala,
that these are the options for the ornament of “distinction,”

74 Way 3.103: varahariisakadambakam adu $aradambudam altu mukharanipurasarvadiravar
negald’ appudu bandhuram adarind’ idarol embud’ upamakséparit.

75 Way 3.104: madakariyo  ghanasamayambudamo — ghanam  altu  negalvud’  adaro|
saptacchadagandhasurabhi padularit madakariy ene nenege samsayaksépakamarit.
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and take the ornament known as
“dismissal” in conformity with it.”®

In keeping with the Way’s specific mode of “authorizing” its teachings, this
verse refers to Amoghavarsha (“Atishayadhavala” is one of his titles) as the au-
thority for the system, despite the fact that careful readers would easily have
recognized Dandin’s Mirror as the primary source for much of the discussion.
The verse also reminds readers that “dismissal” had appeared earlier in the
Way as one of the subvarieties of the ornament “distinction”””” Shrivijaya thus

calls attention to a feature of Dandin’s system—and thus also the system that

bears Amoghavarsha’s name—that Yigal Bronner describes as “modularity””’

Modularity means that ornaments can be combined with each other to produce
new ornaments.” As is clear from Bhamaha’s formulation, both “dismissal” and
“distinction” result in the communication of a special quality (visésa) present
in the object under description, although “distinction” affirms it positively, and
“dismissal,” negatively.3

The final verse of the section switches over to the gitike meter, which Shrivijaya
uses to take a step back from his discussion and reflect on the overall architecture
of the poetic system:3!

It results in a negation with reference to a particular state of affairs
that corresponds to a meaning expressed in language.

It is just to this extent that the account of the supreme

ornament of “dismissal” goes its own way

in the Way of Lord Nrupatunga.®?

76 Way 3.106: vyatirékavikalpam id’ end’ atisayadhavalopadésamargakramadind’ atinipunar
aridu kolg’ anumatiyind’ aksépam emb’ alarikaramumarni. Note that all of the manuscripts read
anumatiyand’ (= anumatiyind’); Seetha Ramaiah had conjectured anumitiyind’.

77 Way 3.43: alaghubhujan agiyurit niscalam agiyum akhilabhiibhydutturgateyol nelasiyum eydadu
ninna vilasitamar meéru kathinabhogadharar (“You have big arms, and he has big slopes; you are
steady, and he doesn’t move; you stand higher than all kings, and he stands higher than all mountains.
But Meru is hard as a rock. He can’t come close to your grace”). This verse reimagines the “distinction
with dismissal” that is taught and exemplified in Mirror 2.183-86.

78 See Bronner, section 1.3 in this volume.

79 As Yigal Bronner argues in a forthcoming paper, the final section of Dandin’s discussion of “dis-
missal” showcases the modularity of the ornament, and this may have been one of the reasons that
Shrivijaya decided to focus on this final section in his own adaptation.

80 Compare Ornament of Literature 2.68 (pratisédha ivéstasya yo visesabhidhitsaya | aksepa iti
tarii santah Sariisanti dvividhaw yatha ||) with 2.75 (upamanavaté ‘rthasya yad visésanidarsanan |
vyatirékarii tam icchanti visésapadanad yatha ||).

81 The majority of the Way of the Poet-King is written in the kanda verse form, which is the standard
discursive meter in Kannada (see section 2.4 below). The gitike, which is used much more rarely, has
not been well understood; it differs from the gitike described by later authors such as Nagavarman
and Jayakirti who wrote about Kannada meters.

82 Way 3.107: pratipadarthatattvabhédado] ~pratisedhamarii negalgum anite malkeyind’
atisayaksépagananavyatigati nypatusngadévamargadol.
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Shrivijaya here identifies the principle underlying his discussion of “dis-
missal” The initial definition referred to a “controversion” (paryaya) of a meaning
that was already known, and this summary refers to a “negation” (pratisédha)
pertaining to a particular state of affairs (tattvabhéda). On my understanding,
this state of affairs is qualified as “corresponding to a meaning expressed in lan-
guage” (pratipadartha, taking padartha literally as “the meaning[s] of word([s]”).
This hints that, according to Shrivijaya’s understanding of the ornament, the
negated meaning must be expressed, rather than implied or suggested. By
contrast, the negated meaning is often left unexpressed in many of Dandin’s
examples. And whereas Dandin’s long elaboration on “dismissal” connected
the ornament with certain discursive situations—above all, a lover about to set
out on a journey—and a range of affective dimensions, Shrivijaya’s discussion
focuses on the logical property of negation as the ornament’s core characteristic.
We might suspect that Shrivijaya sought to “prune” Dandin’s overgrown discus-
sion, both to make it more theoretically cogent, and to halt the encroachment
onto this ornament of a poetics of implied or suggested meaning. Notice, too,
that the phrase “the account of the supreme ornament of ‘dismissal’ going its own
way” (atisayaksepagananavyatigati) can be read in two ways: first, and primarily,
as referring to the feature that differentiates “dismissal” from other ornaments in
the system, and second, as referring to the features that differentiate Shrivijayas
account from Dandin.

Shrivijaya’s discussion of “dismissal” is an example of how to read Dandin’s
Mirror and what to do with it. He is not just an attentive and engaged reader of
the Mirror, but also a critical reader. It appears that he found Dandin’s treatment
of “dismissal” to lack coherence, and to veer, in certain cases, toward a poetics
of implied meaning of which he did not entirely approve. One of his interven-
tions was to restore an earlier understanding of “dismissal,” found in Bhamaha’s
Ornament, for example, as the “taking back” of a statement, rather than the “ne-
gation” of a meaning. Aside from Shrivijaya’s theoretical reservations, however,
Dandin’s influence is manifest in this section of the Way. Shrivijaya does not
only use Dandin’s text as the raw material from which he builds his own—readers
of Dandin’s Mirror will recognize every single one of Shrivijaya’s examples in
this section as a transformation of one of Dandin's—but he also responds di-
rectly to Dandin, for example by “dismissing” Dandin’s preliminary classifica-
tion of “dismissal,” or by coming up with a novel subvariety of “dismissal” And
he manifests a keen understanding of the organizational and theoretical prin-
ciples of Dandin’s Mirror of Literature, including the possibility of combining
ornaments, the concepts that serve as connective tissue, so to speak, between in-
dividual ornaments, and the layering of meanings in relationships of presupposi-
tion. His discussion of “dismissal” shows that Shrivijaya could both incorporate
the insights of earlier teachers and still go his own way.
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2.4. Turning Flaws into Virtues: Alliteration
Andrew Ollett and Sarah Pierce Taylor

Discussions of poetic technique in South Asia almost always include a discus-
sion of poetic “flaws”®3 These are choices—related to poetic expressions, their
meaning, or metrical form—that are likely to “ruin” the aesthetic effect of a poem.
As Bronner explains in this volume, Dandin very often treated flaws as “virtues
in disguise”: every flaw has the potential to become a virtue, and an expression
or meaning can be all the more striking if it is conveyed in the outward appear-
ance of a flaw.®* There are times in Shrivijaya’s discussion of poetic flaws that
he takes a very similar approach, showing that he clearly understood the game
that Dandin was playing. Indeed, Shrivijaya even uses the expression “making a
flaw appear as a virtue” (dosamane gunadavol udbhasisi; see below). Shrivijaya’s
version of this poetic alchemy, however, crucially differs from Dandin’s in its ap-
plication: Shrivijaya recognizes the space between “rule-following” and “rule-
breaking” practice as a productive space for the vernacular, and it is there that he
locates some of the most striking deviations of Kannada poetry from the rules
articulated for Sanskrit and Prakrit poetry.

Shrivijaya discusses poetic flaws around the middle of the Way’s first chapter.
The basic framework of the discussion is borrowed from Dandin’s Mirror. One
genre of flaws pertains to metrical form. This includes simple violations of the
metrical pattern, listed as a flaw as early as the Treatise on Theater (Natyasastra)
in the early centuries CE, as well as incorrect placement of a caesura (yati), de-
fined in Dandin’s Mirror.% For these purposes, a caesura is a word boundary (a
place where one word ends and another begins) that is expected at a given posi-
tion in the metrical pattern.®® Shrivijaya says that the rules for caesura should be
known from metrical textbooks, which often specify the location of a caesura as
part of the definition of a given metrical form.?” It is possible that textbooks of

83 Work on this section first began as a paper that Pierce Taylor gave at the Annual South Asia
Conference, Madison (2016¢). Invaluable feedback from Gary Tubb and Yigal Bronner heavily
shaped the interpretation of the text found here.

8% See Bronner, section 1.4 in this volume.

85 Treatise on Theater 15.93 (vrttabhédo bhavéd yatra visamatit nama tad bhavet), corresponding
to Dandin’s bhinnavrtta (“incorrect pattern,” Mirror 3.156-58); for misplacement of caesura, see
Mirror of Literature 3.152 (and the next note).

86 According to Shrivijaya’s definition (Way 1.71), “a fixed place to take a breath, in the course
of language in syllable- and mora-counting meters, is called ‘caesura’” (yatiy embud’ usirva tanar
krtaspadarii vritajatipadapaddhatiyol). This is modeled on Mirror 3.152, “in verse, a word-break at a
fixed position is called ‘caesura’ ” (slokésu niyatasthanar padacchédarit yatiri vidul). For a historical
poetics of the manipulation of word boundaries in Sanskrit literature, see Pollock (1977). For an ac-
count of the selective laxity with which the rules regarding caesura were applied, see Balogh (2017).

87 Way 1.71: “[The caesura] is to be known from the ways that are described in well-known and
widely studied texts on meter” (satatarit chandoviditapratitasastroktamargadind’ arivud’ idan).
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Kannada meter were in circulation at the time, but Shrivijaya is likely referring
to textbooks of Sanskrit and Prakrit meter.®® In fact, however, the meters that
are relevant to this section of the Way—and the vast majority of the meters that
are actually used in the Way—are identical to meters that were used in earlier
Sanskrit and Prakrit literature and defined in Sanskrit metrical handbooks.

In exemplifying the flaw of the “breaking the caesura” (yatibharga), Shrivijaya
follows what he has by now established as his standard pattern: he gives a verse
that violates the relevant metrical rule, followed by a verse that identifies the flaw
and introduces a correction. The corrected verse is largely identical to the earlier
verse except that the flaw no longer appears. What is noteworthy about this series
of verses is how minute the metrical flaw actually is. For example, compare the
faulty and corrected verses:

kéd’ adasid’ andu bageyurin

kidadu kididudum alidu viparitamumari
madugum adariri karmakk’

odi bardumkalkam arivar ar bhitaladol?°

kéd’ adasidodarit bageyum

kidadu kididudum alidu viparitamumari
madugum adaririt karmakk’

odi bardumbkalke kaltar ar binnanamari?*°

The translation for both is largely the same:

When disaster strikes, you can’t even think,

and even if you can, you lose it and do the opposite.
So who on earth even knows how to survive

when he’s on the run from karma?

Caesuras are regularly specified for longer syllable-counting meters (those with 15 or more syllables
per line), as well as for all of the mora-counting meters.

8 See note 53 above on the Gunagarikiyarir. The earliest surviving textbook of Kannada meter,
Nagavarman’s Ocean of Meters, dates from about a century after the Way. The Way does, however, at
least attest to a vocabulary for different metrical forms, since it mentions several meters (akkaras,
cavupadi, gitike, tivadi) in its discussion of the cattana and bedande genres (Way 1.33; see also the
discussion of these genres in Clare and Shulman, section 4.6 in this volume).

89 Way 1.72. Both of these verses seem to also have an uncorrected metrical flaw in the second line,
namely, that a word boundary should occur before the m in kiididum alidu, but instead it occurs af-
terward. All of the manuscripts, however, read the text as printed here, and it seems that none of the
previous editors noticed the problem.

0 Way 1.74.
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Like the majority of the Way, these verses are written in the kanda meter (de-
rived from the Prakrit khandaa), which is the standard meter of exposition in
Kannada, analogous to the anustubh sloka in Sanskrit. This meter requires a cae-
sura between the first and second syllable of the seventh metrical group (gana),
if that group consists of all light syllables. In the second half of the first verse,
the seventh metrical group consists of four light syllables, ka-ma-ri-va (in bold).
But kam is the end of one word, and ariva- is the beginning of the next word.
There is no caesura between the first syllable (ka) and the second syllable (ma)
of this group. In the second, corrected verse, the seventh group in each line is no
longer constituted by four light syllables (ke kalta), and as a consequence, there
is no longer a requirement for a word boundary after the first syllable (although
it has one for good measure). If this sounds a bit like splitting hairs, that’s be-
cause it is. The rule in question is, no doubt, completely valid, but it is also not
likely to be the first thing one thinks of when “caesura” is mentioned. By contrast,
Dandin’s example of the same flaw is much more obvious, since he uses a meter
(mandakranta) with caesuras in very salient locations.”!

Why does Shrivijaya select such a marginal example? Probably because it
is one domain of Kannada literary practice where the rules of caesura, such as
they are formulated in Sanskrit and Prakrit metrical handbooks, actually apply.
In Sanskrit and Prakrit, a word boundary is expected to occur between the end
of one metrical line (pdada) and the beginning of the next. To have a word that
straddles the two lines of a verse would be a serious metrical flaw. As Shrivijaya
explains, Kannada usage is different:

dosamane gunadavol ud-

bhasisi kannadadol oldu pirvacaryar

désiyane nirisi khanda-

prasaman atisayam id’ endu yatiyarin mikkar.%*

When they were laying down the Regional,

the teachers of the past liked to make a flaw appear as a virtue
in Kannada, and so they violated the caesura

on the grounds that run-on alliteration was superior.

Shrivijaya names the violation of the caesura khandaprasa. Although the term
itself is never explained, if we were to translate it literally, it might mean “allit-
eration (prasa) by means of a broken (khanda) [word],” since the alliterative el-
ement requires a word to be broken across the line boundary. We render it as

1 Mirror 3.153.
2 Way 1.74.



122 ANDREW OLLETT

“run-on alliteration,” in which words skip over metrical boundaries to achieve
alliteration. Alliteration refers to the practice, common in most South Indian
languages but not in Sanskrit or Prakrit, of making the consonant of the second
syllable identical (or nearly identical) across all four lines of a verse. By the
time of the Way, this was a mandatory feature of Kannada verse and Shrivijaya
himself adheres to it assiduously. The requirement of alliteration serves the
purpose of signaling the beginning of a line of verse, just as the requirement of
a word boundary signals the end of a line of verse. In principle, one could ob-
serve both requirements, and poets often did, especially in regional metrical
forms such as tivadi. But it was very difficult to maintain this form of allitera-
tion, and if the poet is not very good, there was also risk of tedium in the use of
the same or similar words at the beginning of every line. The “teachers of the
past” found a way out of this alliterative bind by easing up on the requirement
of line-final caesura.

The ability to position words across a metrical line boundary immeasur-
ably opened up the possibilities for second-syllable alliteration. The verse
quoted above itself illustrates the phenomenon of “run-on alliteration” that it
describes. The past participle udbhasisi (underlined) breaks across the first line
and the second line, providing the necessary “s” (bold) for the second syllable
alliteration.”® “Run-on alliteration” became one of the most distinguishing and
enduring features of Kannada verse, and it was cherished by Kannada poets pre-
cisely because it indexed a difference from the norms of Sanskrit and Prakrit
composition. Shrivijaya goes on to say:

niratisayam akkum adu ban-
dhurakavijanataprayogasambandhanadim
gurujaghanastanabharaman-

tharalilalasavilasinicalitambol.**

Indeed nothing is superior to it, owing to the charming ways
that the community of poets have used it,

like the swaying and nonchalant bearing of a beautiful woman
slowed down by her thick thighs and heavy breasts.

Remember that Shrivijaya is discussing “run-on alliteration” in this context be-
cause it is, technically, a flaw. But flaws, as he no doubt learned from Dandin, are

93 The compound khandaprasaman similarly breaks across the third and fourth line in order to
provide the alliterative “s” But even in Sanskrit a caesura can fall between the constituents of a com-
pound word.

94 Way 1.75. With the words bandhura (“charming,” literally “bent”) and manthara (“slow”) tum-
bling across line breaks, Shrivijaya again uses this verse to both describe and enact “alliteration by

means of a broken word.”
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full of aesthetic possibilities. Shrivijaya’s defense of this flaw-turned-virtue has
two parts. First, he appeals to its acceptance, in practice, among a community of
poets (kavijanata). Then he explains what is so “charming” about it. The words
do not stop at a metrical boundary, but stagger past it as if propelled by their own
weight, captured in the verse by the image of a woman sashaying with confident
indifference. What had started out as a flaw is, in this treatment, not merely ac-
ceptable, but “superior”

The rules regarding caesura need to be reformulated for Kannada if we want
to be able to use them to separate good verse from bad. This is the final note that
Shrivijaya makes in this section: rather than requiring a caesura at the end of
each of a verse’s four lines, he suggests instead that a caesura really only needs to
occur between the two halves of a verse.®® This reformulation thus satisfies not
only the aesthetic preference for “run-on alliteration” between the odd and even
lines of a verse, but also the more conventional requirement for a caesura at the
end of the line between the even and odd lines. Shrivijaya prescribes this form
of “run-on alliteration” for the popular drye and kanda meters, but he himself
uses it in other Sanskrit-derived meters in the Way. In later Kannada poets such
as Pampa, the feature appears in Sanskrit-derived meters as well. By contrast,
“run-on alliteration” does not commonly appear in regional meters like tivadi, or
in Shrivijaya’s own gitike verses. While second-syllable alliteration is a common
teature of South Indian verse, “run-on alliteration” itself is not. It was introduced
specifically to “Kannada-ize” Sanskrit and Prakrit meters. Thus, besides demon-
strating how to “make a flaw appear as a virtue,” this section demonstrates how
to formulate new norms of composition in the vernacular, by transforming the
practices of Sanskrit and Prakrit versification.”®

2.5. The Afterlife of the Mirror in Kannada
Literary Discourse

Gil Ben-Herut

This section examines the tradition of poetics in Kannada in the centuries
following the appearance of the Way, and in particular a work of poetics called
the Ornament of King Udayaditya (Udayadityalarnkaram). This text was prob-
ably composed at the court of the eponymous Udayaditya, a “Chola king” who
likely ruled Warangal in the twelfth century.”” Consisting of only seventy-six

% Way 1.76.

% See Pollock 1998a; 2006: 322.

7 The reference in verse 24 to “the Chola king Udayaditya, son of King Somanatha” led some
scholars to connect this text to a king named Udaya of the Chola dynasty in twelfth-century
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verses, the Ornament offers a highly condensed guide to the composition of liter-
ature. As its title suggests, the majority of the text (forty-nine verses) is dedicated
to poetic ornaments. Its brevity and plainness distinguish it from other Kannada
works of poetics, including the Way of the Poet-King, and reflect an attempt to
offer a pedagogically useful synthesis of poetics that was still closely aligned with
the court.

The Ornament’s particularity is immediately visible upon comparison with
the Way. The Way, as shown in the previous sections, represents an original,
polemical, and expansive endeavor to provide a set of explicitly articulated and
copiously illustrated norms for literary composition in Kannada, in a way that
was self-consciously modeled on Sanskrit texts but nevertheless attuned to local
literary practices. Its ambition was appropriate to the foundational moment in
which it was composed, in the mid-ninth century. In contrast, Ornament was
composed in the twelfth century, at a rather mature moment in the history of
this literary culture, and reflects much more modest and pragmatic aspirations,
in terms of its format, structure, length, and content. And while the author of the
Way engages Dandin in an extended conversation that covers all of the topics
treated in the Mirror and more, the Ornament uses the Mirror for its general plan
and for much of its material, but does not engage it in an intertextual conversa-
tion, and its scope is much narrower. It is also much more compressed, in the
sense that both the Mirror and the Way typically devote entire verses to either
defining or exemplifying an ornament, whereas the Ornament often combines
the definition and the example in a single verse or even less. Its brevity indicates
that it served the goal of introducing young writers to basic concepts in literary
composition, above all the ornaments of sense, in a form that they might easily
memorize. But the text clearly served a different goal as well: praising its titular
king. In fact, these two goals are systematically intertwined in the Ornament.
Many of its verses both exemplify the literary phenomenon at hand and praise
King Udayaditya.

The Ornament praises the king in a very specific way. He is assimilated both
to a political ideal, through his heroic conquests, as well as to a cultural ideal,
on account of his excellence of literary taste and competence. These aspects are
combined in the ideal of the “poet-king” that the Way references both in its title
and in its depiction of King Nrupatunga. The Ornament, however, makes no ref-
erence at all to the Way of the Poet-King, and it is difficult to determine whether it
used Shrivijaya’s text as a source (although, as noted below, it does discuss some

Warangal, who is known from an inscription from that region. Udayaditya was also the name of a
king in the Paramara dynasty in the late eleventh century, although it is unlikely that this is the king
who lent his name to the Ornament (Pollock 2006: 177-78).
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of the same topics). For the Ornament, the epitomes of “poet-kings” are all kings
of the past who wrote in Sanskrit. In verse 75, the author refers to “Munja, Bhoja,
and the famous Shriharsha” Munja and Bhoja were both kings of the Paramara
line of modern-day Madhya Pradesh. Munja, who ruled in the late tenth cen-
tury, was a well-known poet and patron of literature. So, too, was his nephew
Bhoja, who ruled in the early eleventh century, wrote a large number of works
in Sanskrit, including a major synthesis of poetics, and became legendary
for his support of poets. Shriharsha was a king of Kanauj in the seventh cen-
tury who patronized the poet Bana and who wrote Sanskrit plays of his own.
The Ornament’s program of creating a system of poetics that is “branded” with
the name of its royal sponsor seems to be continuous with that of the Way of
the Poet-King. But we may also consider it to be an early example of the “adorn-
ment of glory” (yasobhiisana) genre. The best-known example of this genre is
Vidyanatha’s Ornament of Prataparudra (Prataparudriya), a Sanskrit treatise on
poetics that also serves to praise Prataparudra, the great Kakatiya king who ruled
Warangal in the late thirteenth and early fourteenth centuries. The structure of
the two works, together with the possible Warangal connection, suggests a his-
torical continuity between the Ornament of King Udayaditya and the Ornament
of Prataparudra.

Despite owing much of its framework and content to the Mirror, the author
of the Ornament makes no mention of Dandin’s work. The same is true for the
Way of the Poet-King, although the author of the Ornament briefly acknow-
ledges other poets and theorists in general terms. Moreover, there are a few
points on which the Ornament deviates from both the Mirror and the Way.
These are generally issues on which the Ornament represents more current
trends in the subcontinental discourse of poetics since the turn of the first mil-
lennium ck.

The Ornament can be divided into two main segments. The first opens with
an invocation to Sarasvati (v. 1) that is quite different from the one found in the
Mirror and the Way. It continues with the purpose for writing the book (v. 2), the
definition of poetry and its division into three parts (prose, verse, and mixed, vv.
3-6), poetic styles and tastes (ritis and rasas, vv. 7-10), the components (arigas)
of the “grand poem” (mahakavya, vv. 11-13), and poetic qualities (gunas, vv.
14-23), including an explanation and example for each quality. In its first twenty-
three verses, then, the author of the Ornament makes a quick run through major
aspects of South Asian poetics. Details and examples are generally absent, ex-
cept for the section on qualities. His discussion of poetic styles in particular
shows that the author of the Ornament had a different agenda and used dif-
ferent sources than the Mirror or the Way. Both Dandin and Shrivijaya system-
atically related the poetic styles, which they both called margas, or “ways,” to
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the ten poetic qualities, and each devoted dozens of verses to this topic.”® But
verses 7 and 8 of the Ornament merely state that there are many styles, of which
three—vaidarbha, gauda (gaudiya), and paricala—can be named. The fact that
the author calls them ritis rather than madrgas, and the fact that his division is
tripartite instead of bipartite, both suggest the influence of Vamana (ca. 815 cE).
Recall, too, that the Way uses the generic categories “northern” and “southern,”
instead of regionally specific names like vaidarbha and gaudiya, in order to re-
late the discussion of regional styles to the Kannada language. The author of the
Ornament simply borrows the categories, as they are, from Sanskrit authors.
Moreover, his initial concession to the multiplicity of styles suggests that he
was aware of the debates regarding the number and identity of styles in Sanskrit
poetics.”

Dandin enumerated eight rasas (literally “tastes,” but in this context, an
aesthetic emotion). The author of the Ornament—like Shrivijaya, but also
like many other authors of his time—includes a ninth. The Ornament also
uniquely connects the rasas with the poetic styles, mapping, for example, the
tragic (karuna) and peaceful ($anta) rasas to the gaudiya style.' The Way had
connected the rasas with particular qualities (2.99-100), but the Ornament
seems to go further in making connections between the different categories that
are described in the traditional systems of poetics and the map of regional styles.
Although these connections themselves seem to have been an innovation, the
author of the Ornament, in keeping with his minimal style, does not elaborate on
them.!0!

The second and longest segment of the text, from verses 25 to 73, treats the
titular theme of poetic ornaments. Here the author enumerates thirty-five
ornaments of sense (arthalarikaras)—the same as those enumerated by Dandin,
but in a different order. In a few cases the Ornament difters from Dandin’s no-
menclature, most probably because of metrical constraints. The text typically
presents a brief definition of each ornament and then a separate illustration
verse, although in some cases the two are combined within a single verse or a
single half-verse.!%? Unlike the Mirror and the Way, the Ornament does not dis-
cuss any subvarieties.

As an illustration, consider the treatment of “dismissal” (dksépa), already
discussed in a previous section:

8 See Bronner, section 1.4 in this volume.
% Pollock 2006: 218.
190 Ornament 9-10 and 24.
101 Ornament 10.
102 For example, while the first ornament discussed by the author, svabhavokti, takes a verse and a
half, the one that follows, the foundational simile (upame), occupies as little as the remainder of the
same verse, and “identification” (ripaka) occupies a single verse. See Ornament 31-32.
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“The creator made scholars poor.

But you, Udega, were born to protect them,

and to remove their tribulations”

This is “dismissal,” where a prior statement is negated.!%

This verse exhausts the Ornament’s discussion of “dismissal.” The author has
presented the ornament only in its most basic form, without any subvarieties.
At first glance, it seems that in avoiding the entire question of subvarieties, the
Ornament also avoided the questions of definition and classification with which
it was closely connected, and on which the Way, as we have seen, sometimes
challenged the Mirror. In fact, the Ornament engages these questions, briskly
but pointedly, in its very examples. In the case of “dismissal,” for instance, the
Ornament’s illustration would be acceptable on Dandin’s relatively expansive cat-
egory, but perhaps not on Shrivijaya’s more constrained definition (see above).

The above example also shows another aspect of the Ornaments pro-
gram: whereas the definitions often reflect Dandin’s, albeit at several degrees of
compression, all of the examples are made to order, and many of them either
mention Udayaditya by name or speak of a king or hero that the reader will
know, from context, to identify with him.

One feature of the Ornament, which picks up on a tendency already visible
in Dandin’s Mirror, is the pedagogical importance of its examples. Often the
author of the Ornament defines an ornament in a relatively vague way and
let the finer contours of the definition emerge from the example he provides.
Take “identification” (ritpaka), for example. Dandin defined it as “nothing but
a simile wherein difference is obscured,” and Shrivijayas definition follows
suit.!® By contrast, the author of the Ornament merely states that “identifica-
tion is saying in a comprehensive manner,” while the characteristic features of
this ornament are taught through the accompanying illustration.!%

The author of the Ornament is explicit about his pedagogical aim at the begin-
ning of the work:

103 Ornament 35: badatanamari bidi budharol padedari poredavaran udega nin avaredarii kedisal
udayisidey emb’ i nudivol pratisédham appa nudiy aksépari.

104 Mirror 2.66: upamaiva tirobhitabhéda ripakam ucyaté. Translation by Yigal Bronner (forth-
coming). For a discussion of this definition, see Bronner, section 1.3, McCrea, section 5.4, and Cox,
section 5.9 in this volume. The Way’s definition (3.12) is ripakam embudu peravara ripadigunangalan
abhédoktigalirii rapisuvud’ intu bahulatapadambujamukhéndunayanaligalirii (“Itis called ‘identifica-
tion’ when you depict the qualities, such as visual form, of two different things through expressions of
identity, such as ‘creeper-arm, ‘lotus-foot, ‘moon-face; and ‘bee-eyes’”).

105 Ornament 32: intu samant’ usirdode rispakarit akkum. Not all the ornaments in the Ornament
lack an explanation. Most of the presentations of ornaments include an explanation directly
borrowed from Dandin, although usually in a truncated manner. Compare, for example, Dandin’s
definition of tulyayogita in Mirror 2.328 with the equivalent treatment of samayoga in Ornament 56.
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I shall explain this in short compass so that children, full of splendor, might begin
to grow in and, ultimately; shine in poetic speech.!%

The Ornament is composed entirely in the kanda meter, the primary discursive
meter of premodern Kannada. It was thus probably intended to be memorized.
As noted, it provides a basic understanding of the key concepts of poetics, such as
ornaments, qualities, and styles, as well as a brief survey of the forms of poetry. In
this respect it follows upon the pedagogical mission of Dandin’s Mirror.!" But there
is a major difference between the two texts: whereas Dandin could aspire to present
an entire system of poetics in a single book, by the time of the Ornament of King
Udayaditya, it was perhaps impossible for a single work to be both student-friendly
and comprehensive, owing to the massive expansion of poetics as a discourse in
the intervening centuries. The Ornament is an introductory text and was meant to
be supplemented by other texts—possibly including the Mirror and the Way—at a
more advanced level. The Kannada poetic tradition has produced several such short
texts throughout the ages, such as the Kabbigara Kaipidi, literally A Handbook for
Poets, a sixteenth-century thesaurus in ninety-nine verses.!%

Even if students continued to study poetics with more advanced texts,
the definitions and examples of the Ornament would have remained deeply
embedded in their memories. Hence we see that, contrary to what we might
expect from a school text, the Ornament was used as a reference by several ac-
complished poets and theorists. For example, the Ocean of Beautiful Sayings
(Suiktisudharnavar; mid-thirteenth century), the first literary anthology in
Kannada, includes a verse from the Ornament. Verses from the Ornament were
also quoted in the Ocean of Rasa (Rasaratnakara), a treatise on dramatic com-
position from the sixteenth century.!'® One verse from the Ornament, about the
eighteen components of a grand poem (mahakavya), had a particular appeal for
later writers, perhaps because, for the first time in the history of Kannada po-
etics, it condensed the long list found in Dandin’s Mirror into a single convenient
Kannada couplet.!'® The Ornament’s straightforward and concise list continues
to be cited even by modern writers.!!! There is considerable evidence to sug-
gest that, throughout the later history of Kannada poetics, the Ornament played

106 Ornament 2: [ . . . | kiridariri1 tilipidaperit sribharitabalakar kavitabhaniteyol amardu nimirdu
neremerevinegarit.

107 See Bronner, section 1.1 in this volume.

108 Tn contrast to the Ornament, however, such short texts usually attend to specific aspects of po-
etry (Rice [1921] 1982: 112-13).

109 Narasimhacharya [1929] 2005: 180, 433.

10 Ornament 13. See Venkatachala Sastry and Nagaraja Rao 2015: 51-52.

111 'When Narasirhhacar [1971] 2005: 547-98 discusses descriptions of the elements of nature in
classical Kannada poetry, he quotes the same verse from the Ornament in order to present to his
readers all eighteen themes. Similarly, R. Narasimhacharya [1940] 1988: 15 points to this verse in the
Ornament as the first to list the eighteen themes in a single Kannada verse and adds that it influenced
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the role of a technical reference book, as well as that of an abridged manual on
the basic principles of Kannada literature.

Finally, let me return to the Ornament’s consistent praise of King Udayaditya.
The latter is, as noted earlier, the text’s main addressee, and he is eulogized as a
generous patron of poetry (see, for example, verse 37) and an invincible fighter
(see, for example, verses 48 and 49). Beyond these typically royal ideals, however,
in as many as thirty verses out of a total of seventy-six, the king is praised with
epithets such as “Crown-Jewel of Poets” (verse 69) and “Gem-Ornament among
the Best of Poet-Kings” (verses 32 and 42), which specifically refer to his compe-
tence in the field of literature.!12

Udayaditya figures as the addressee in many verses, and he is presented as a
“poet-king” in the tradition of Munja, Bhoja, and Shriharsha, as noted above.
In one case—the oft-quoted verse on the eighteen components of a grand
poem mentioned earlier—Udayaditya is also acknowledged as the source of
the ideas expressed in the work.!!® In this respect, his function in the text seems
very similar to the function of Amoghavarsha in the Way of the Poet-King: he
is the authority on which the system contained in the text is promulgated. One
major difference, however, is that Amoghavarsha is generally not praised in the
examples provided by the Way and is not addressed in the second person, as
Udayaditya is in the Ornament. This feature of the Ornament—Ilet us call it “eu-
logy of direct address”—is important because it implicates a court poet who is
never named but who is presumed to compose, and speak, the text’s verses of
praise.

The Ornament differs from the Way in its configuration of authorial voices
and, in this way, in its relationship to royal authority. As a comparison—of which
the author of the Ornament may have been aware—consider the inscriptional
poems found at Bhoja’s library in Dhar, especially the two Prakrit poems about
the tortoise that supports the earth.!'* These poems, too, combine a claim of
Bhoja’s personal authorship with many cases in which Bhoja is directly addressed

later poets. In comparison, the Way contains slightly different themes, and they are presented in a
more elaborate manner over several verses (Way 3.209-16).

112 Some of the phrases that refer to the king’s literary merits in this text are kaviratnasékhara
(“Crown-Jewel of Poets”), kavirajasekhara (“Crown of Poet-Kings”), sahityavidyadhara (“Sorcerer
of Literature”), rajasukaviratnabharana (“Gem-Ornament among the Best of Poet-Kings”), and
sahityaratnakara (“Ocean of Literature”).

113 Verse 24 directly claims that it is this king who composed this text: esev’ i kavyasariramarit
posayis’ ird’ astadasangangalarii rasaritikramadindam ondida dasapranarngal ondondamarit
vasudhanathana somandthana sutam colodayadityan int’ usirdam peldapan inn alasikrtigalari
sahityaratnakarar (“The Chola king Udayaditya, son of King Somanatha, presented in this manner
the eighteen components that infuse life in the glittering body of a poem, taking one by one the ten
forms of expression in conformity with aesthetic experience and style. This man, called the ‘Ocean of
Literature, will now present the ornaments”).

114 Kulkarni 2003.
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by the poet. It is possible to read these poems, and by extension the Ornament,
as simple cases of “self-praise” But in the case of the Ornament, the suggestion of
other speakers besides the king extends to the possibility of a rather more ironic
and critical voice in the text. Thus, simply because of the unrelenting character
of the eulogy, the author of the Ornament seems to comment on the king’s insa-
tiable desire for fame, whether poetic or political. And there are a few instances
of a tongue-in-cheek acknowledgment of the duty of a court poet to flatter his
patron. For instance, right before the author declares that the work as a whole is
to be credited to the king, he casually provides the following example of a poetic
quality called “compression” (samadhi), in which something is described using
words that typically apply to something else:
The bard’s tongue is sharp in praising the king’s qualities.!!®

On its own, this verse uses the language of a knife to refer to the bard’s tongue.
The qualities that we might impute to the bard’s tongue are quickness and ef-
ficacy. But perhaps we are meant to understand that the bard’s tongue can be
injurious, even deadly. Read in context, this statement may even “cut away”
at the claim that we encounter in the following verse (verse 24), which figures
Udayaditya as the author of the Ornament. If he is famous at all, it may not be be-
cause of his own literary genius, but because of the sharpness of his court poets.

2.6. Conclusion
Andrew Ollett

Ollett and Pierce Taylor began this chapter by introducing the Way of the Poet-
King, a ninth-century text that represents an attempt to create a system for
Kannada literature, just as Dandin had offered a modular method for analyzing
and producing literature in Sanskrit. This discussion focused on the concepts of
authority, language, and intertextuality. In the Way, Dandin is constantly present
as an intertext, but he is deliberately “absenced” by a set of processes that deter-
mine two other figures, Shrivijaya and Amoghavarsha, as authorities for the lit-
erary system that the Way presents, each in very different ways. Those very same
processes locate that system, and the literary practices that it makes possible, in
two imagined spaces, that of the court (sabhe) and that of the country (nddu). One
constitutive characteristic of vernacular systems, like the one the Way presents,
is their negotiation of language at both the macroscopic and microscopic level.

U5 Ornament 23: [ . .. | nijagunanutiyol vandige nalage karittu [ ... ].
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The Way does not exactly construct a system for Kannada on the model that
Dandin had constructed for Sanskrit: it creates a system that accommodates
Sanskrit and Kannada side by side, making them objects of reflection and choice,
and thus aestheticizing language in a way that the Mirror itself could do only
very incidentally. Finally, they discussed the intertextual relationships that the
Way itself thematizes: a general orientation toward the works of earlier scholars
as a source of insight and inspiration, and a specific orientation toward Dandin’s
Mirror, which is never named but is constantly reimagined, expanded upon
and edited, and lightly criticized, according to Shrivijaya’s changing priorities.
Shrivijaya’s tendency to align himself closely with Dandin in order to draw even
greater attention to his deviations from Dandin was called “extratextuality;” for
which Dandin himself provided a model, in his relation to Bhamaha.

As an example of how Shrivijaya responds to Dandin’s Mirror, Ollett looked at
the ornament of “dismissal” (@ksépa). This is a clear case of Shrivijaya compressing,
rather than expanding, the discussion found in Dandin’s Mirror. But the rationale
for this compression must be reconstructed by reading the Way alongside the
Mirror. Ollett argued that Shrivijaya omitted a classification based on time because
he implicitly accepted Dandin’s dismissal of this classification, while he omitted
many of Dandin’s subvarieties for the opposite reason, namely, because he implicitly
rejected the more expansive understanding of “dismissal” that they reflected.

Ollett and Pierce Taylor then examined a case where the norms laid out in
the Way’s Sanskrit models were overridden by the concerns of the vernacular.
Within the discussion of poetic flaws, the overall framework of which was
borrowed from Dandin’s Mirror, Shrivijaya noted that the practice of “run-on
alliteration,” which is a structural requirement in the text of the Way itself, would
have to be considered a flaw according to the rules of Sanskrit and Prakrit met-
rical practice. But he endorses it nonetheless, following the aesthetic judgments
of Kannada’s community of poets.

Clearly, the Way reflects a different set of concerns, and a different cultural
context, from those of Dandin’s Mirror. Nevertheless, this chapter should make it
clear that Shrivijaya was a worthy heir to Dandin. As Yigal Bronner explains, one
reason for the Mirror’s success was Dandin’s ability to inhabit the roles of teacher,
theorist, and poet simultaneously.!'® And a very similar combination of peda-
gogy, theory, and poetry is present in the Way as well.

This chapter has not focused on the poetry of the Way, but like Dandin’s
Mirror, it provides copious examples for all of the phenomena it discusses. In
many cases, Shrivijaya picks a single example and makes slight modifications to
it throughout a topic. It is worth noting that Shrivijaya, like Dandin, was known
for his poetry: Nagavarman, a poet of the eleventh century (and a literary theorist

116 See Bronner, section 1.1 in this volume.
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himself), praised Shrivijaya’s now-lost poem about the Lineage of Raghu at the
very beginning of his own poem.!!” The many examples in the Way on the theme
of the Ramadyana have suggested to some scholars that some of these were not
made to order, as the vast majority of Dandin’s examples were, but rather were
drawn from an existing composition, perhaps by Shrivijaya himself.

The game that Shrivijaya constantly plays with Dandin—consistently using
the Mirror as an inter- and extratextual layer in the Way’s meanings, and drawing
attention to this intertextual relationship in various ways—is similar to the game
that Dandin had played with Bhamaha. This can be thought of as an aspect of
Shrivijaya’s (and Dandins) pedagogy: the Way insists that students familiarize
themselves with what he calls “the supreme teachings and the compositions of
earlier poets,” which surely include Dandin’s Mirror.!'8 Having presupposed
their familiarity with those texts, he proceeds to model a certain way of using
them: he shows that one can use these texts productively and creatively, as a re-
source for thinking through literary beauty in all of its aspects, without being
beholden to them. Particularly important for Shrivijayas readers is the possi-
bility of composing a work of literature in Kannada, a vernacular language that
Dandin had not even mentioned, which nevertheless belongs to the “great path”
that Dandin had helped to point out.!*

In the domain of theory, it seems that Shrivijayas aims were actually higher
than Dandins. Or perhaps it would be more appropriate here to speak of
Amoghavarsha’s aims. For the Way consistently draws attention to the “system”
or “model” (krama) that it offers, but under the name and authority of the
Rashtrakuta king. Although much of this system is recognizably the same as
Dandin’s, Shrivijaya does intervene in Dandin’s system much more than the ru-
bric of “translation” or “adaptation” would lead us to expect. He reorganizes and
refines it, expanding some ornaments and paring others down, and adds a sub-
stantial number of new topics, especially in the Way’s first and second chapters.
The Way demands that we confront the assumption that Sanskrit was the only
language of theory in premodern South Asia and begin to think of a discourse
of “South Asian poetics” beyond “Sanskrit poetics,” in which vernacular authors
did not merely “vernacularize” the theory of Sanskrit authors, but made impor-
tant interventions into it themselves. One brief and suggestive example is the
Way’s partial rejection of “resonance” (dhvani) as an ornament, at almost exactly

17 Tale of Vardhamana (Vardhamanapuranari), v. 2: aghavighatanakaranamam maghatita- (read
sughatita?) padabandhabandhuralarikrtiyarii laghuv age pogale peldarii raghuvariisamahapuranamarit
srivijayarit (“To his praise, Shrivjaya wrote the Great Tale of the Lineage of Raghu in brief, with pleasing
ornaments and well-constructed arrangements of words, which brings about the destruction of sin”).

U8 Way 1.9: paramagamakovidan | . .. | piirvakavyaracanegalari (cited above, note 21).

19 Way 1.16: tadeyade mahadhvakrtigalan odarisal arpp’ atan ellarindarit ballar (“He is most
knowledgeable of all who is able to compose works of the great path without any hesitation”).



“A MIRROR AND A HANDLAMP” 133

the same time that Anandavardhana was making it into the centerpiece of his
theory of literature.!?

After this discussion of the Way of the Poet-King, Gil Ben-Herut used the
Ornament of King Udayaditya to examine other possibilities of engagement
with Dandin’s Mirror that were available to authors writing in Kannada. The
Ornament seems to reflect the Way’s engagement in certain respects, such as its
authorization by a king, but in other respects, such as its brevity, it clearly speaks
to a different set of concerns: as Ben-Herut argues, it was probably intended for
beginning students, but its concise formulations of core literary phenomena
proved useful even beyond this audience.

The Ornament of King Udayaditya raises the question of the Mirror’s long-
term history of reception in the world of Kannada literature. In this chapter, we
have limited our discussion to two Kannada texts, the Way of the Poet-King and
the Ornament of King Udayaditya. Nevertheless, we can observe a curious pat-
tern of bifurcation that sets Dandin’s reception in this space somewhat apart
from his reception in other linguistic and cultural spaces. For, on the one hand,
the Mirror exerts a strong indirect influence through the Way of the Poet-King.
The Way offered a clear and compelling vision of what it means to compose re-
fined literature (samari példudu) in Kannada. Dandin’s Mirror, more than any
other text, is what made this vision possible, but many Kannada authors would
point to the Way, in addition to or in preference to the Mirror, when referencing
it. On the other hand, the Mirror never ceased to be studied in the Kannada-
speaking world, and several texts—including the Ornament of King Udayaditya
as well as the Ornament of Madhava—clearly went straight back to Dandin as a
model. A similarly bifurcated reception of the Mirror is evident in other regions
that are discussed in this volume, including the Bay of Bengal, Sri Lanka, and the
Tamil country.!?! This chapter concludes with some reflections on this pattern of
bifurcation in the Kannada-speaking world.

In contrast to other regions of South Asia, Sanskrit literacy remained an ideal
for Kannada poets throughout the medieval period, despite resistance to the
use of Sanskrit lexemes in certain currents of literature.'?? But most Kannada
poets, including those who called themselves ubhayakavi, “a poet of both lan-
guages,” namely, Kannada and Sanskrit, did not write in Sanskrit at all.!?> One
might speculate that Sanskrit remained important primarily because it was the

120 See note 63 above.

121 See Chapters 3, 4, and 7 in this volume.

122 For such currents, see the more popular poetry of the Viragaiva movement. See Ben-Herut
2018. One poem, Andayya’s Kabbigara Kava (thirteenth century), avoids Sanskrit-identical lexemes
entirely.

123 See Ollett 2017: 176-177 on the trope of the ubhayakavi.
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language of a tradition of literature, and a tradition of reflection on literature,
that remained authoritative well into the “vernacular millennium.

The Ornament of Madhava, of uncertain date, complicates this picture slightly.
But in its own way, it reflects both the continuing influence of Dandin’s Mirror in
the Kannada-speaking world and a changing relationship to Sanskrit knowledge
within that world. For its project is very clearly to render Dandin’s definitions
and examples into Kannada as closely as possible.!?* It can therefore be seen as a
“translation” or “adaptation” of the Mirror in ways that the Way of the Poet-King,
or even the Ornament of King Udayaditya, cannot be. It seems rather unlikely
that the primary audience of the Ornament of Madhava was as literate in Sanskrit
as the primary audience of the Way. But if this is the case, then the Ornament of
Madhava would suggest that when Sanskrit literacy could no longer be expected
as a matter of course, Dandin’s Mirror was among the texts for which the need
was felt rather urgently to render them into Kannada. This aspect of the Mirror’s
reception in the Kannada-speaking regions bears some structural similarity to
the situation in Tibet.!?®

The other avenue through which Dandin’s Mirror continued to influence lit-
erary culture in the Kannada-speaking world is, of course, through the Way of
the Poet-King. We do not yet have a clear idea of just how deep the Way’s in-
fluence was. It is clear, however, that the Way was the primary reference point
on several topics of poetics that were distinctive to Kannada. Put another way,
the Way enabled and invited authors to think about Kannada’s distinction vis-
a-vis Sanskrit. The Way’s discussion of second-syllable alliteration (prasa)
was borrowed, usually with only the smallest changes, by later authors such
as Nagavarman (Ocean of Meters [Chandombudhi], late tenth century) and
Ishvarakavi (Binding the Poet’s Tongue [Kavijihvabandham), date unknown).!26
And a number of other borrowings, in both theme and wording, can be found
in authors who wrote on Kannada poetics and grammar, such as the later
Nagavarman (mid-eleventh century), Keshiraja (thirteenth century), and Bhatta
Akalankadeva (1604 CE).

124 Compare Dandin’s example of “dismissal,” cited above, with the corresponding verse in the
Ornament of Madhava (2.126): calad’ alimaley’ ondu tiruvari padapirii talid’ iksucapadind’ alarganey
aidarind’ atanu mijagaman nelegeld’ en’ emb’ id’ ond’ alal id’ asaribhavarii negald’ id’ appude men
dharanitalagradél nelasuge daivayogade vicitratarangalu vastusaktigal (“Everyone knows that it’s im-
possible that the bodiless god should have solemnly strung a bowstring of bees unto his bow of sug-
arcane and then conquered the three worlds with five arrows of flowers. Or rather, let it remain on the
surface of the earth: after all, the powers that fate has bestowed on things are extremely surprising”).
The verse (in need of emendation in a few places) is longer than Dandin’s, but the idea is exactly the
same, as are many of the words.

125 See Chapter 6 in this volume.

126 Ollett and Pierce Taylor discuss these borrowings at length in their forthcoming book on the
Way of the Poet-King.
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One specific case of borrowing that fits into this category might be mentioned.
The Way briefly mentions two genres, the cattanari and the bedande, that are
particular to Kannada.!?” No examples of these compositions survive today, and
indeed they may have ceased to be productive genres shortly after the time of
the Way. But because they represent features of Kannada’s “