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The purpose of the present paper is to offer the necessary theoretical and
methodological considerations for undertaking the analysis of the typology of
the desi class of Prakrit words starting from Hemacandra’s Desinamamald, the
most important lexicon, and almost the sole one, dealing with these specific
words. The issues concerned the de$i words in Prakrit, as well as tatsama and
tadbhava words, will be illustrated and analysed beginning with offering a review
of the various scholars’ position on this topic. At the same time, and this is the
main goal of the paper, the typology of desi words will be investigated, this in
order to understand how the heterogeneity of this specific class of Prakrit words
is constructed. In this manner, we will have the opportunity to see that the scope
of the tripartite classification of Prakrit words in tatsama, tadbhava and des is to
give a tool in the hands of Indian medieval authors for comparing/understanding
and/or for teaching the words used in Prakrit by means of Sanskrit words. Thanks
to the proposed analysis, we will have a clearer idea of what Prakrit really was
and how the perspective on considering it changed at the beginning of the first
millennium in India.
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1. Introduction*

Prolegomena to the analysis of desi words in Hemacandra’s Desinamamala

During the second stage of development of the Indo-Aryan (IA) languages, normally known as Middle

Indo-Aryan (MIA) and lasting around sixteen centuries (c. 600 BCE-1000 CE),” we can witness a number

! This paper is the English and totally revised and updated version of Drocco (2006), in Italian.

2 Chatterji (1926: 17-20; 1960) divides the whole MIA period into four stages:

1.

language varieties and written in the Kharosthi and Brahmi scripts;

used in dramatic literature and by the Ardhamagadhi variety of the Jain Canon; and

a first stage (600-200 BCE), represented by the MIA administrative language of the ASoka edicts and by the language of
the Therevada Buddhist canon (Pali);

a second stage (200 BCE-200 CE), understood as transitional and represented by the inscriptions composed in MIA

a third stage (200-600 CE), represented by Prakrit (i.e. Maharastri) and Prakrit viarieties (i.e. Sauraseni, Magadhi, Pai$aci)

311



Andrea Drocco - Prolegomena to the analysis of words in desi words in Hemacandra’s Desinamamala

of linguistic varieties being adopted as religious, administrative, scholarly and literary vehicles. In
particular, certain varieties of MIA were chosen as religious languages for the canonical and extra-
canonical Buddhist and Jain texts (cf. Pischel 1965: 11-25; Norman 1993; Ghatage 1996-: Vol. I, ¥1-*25, i-
xxxiii). Other varieties were chosen as administrative languages for the court in some of the most
important Indian kingdoms in the period just before and immediately after the beginning of the
Christian era (Lienhard 1984: 82-83; Deshpande 1993: 15, 92; Ollett 2017) and thus can be seen used in
the texts of some of the edicts and inscriptions found in a number of places across the Indian sub-
continent (Hultzsch 1924; Mehendale 1948; Bloch 1950; Salomon 1998). Lastly, some varieties are known
for their particular use in works that form part of Indian kavya literature and classical drama (Katre
1964; Lienhard 1984; Boccali 2000).

While it is correct to say that some of these MIA varieties, and their corresponding textual
traditions, were strongly influenced by Sanskrit, it is also true that some others—especially those
whereby the large number of Jain MIA works has been composed—constitute an interesting source for
the study of the linguistic peculiarities that substantially deviate from those forms normally
considered as ‘close’ to the Sanskrit language. Interestingly, only the latter are described in grammars
pertaining to one of these varieties, thus attributing to at least one of them the status of standard form
(Bhayani 1988e: 155, 1988f: 219-222; Balbir 1989; Bhayani 1998b: 13, 23). As I will have the opportunity
to show, this variety, and only this, is called ‘Prakrit’ by Prakrit grammarians and Prakrit/Sanskrit
authors of rhetorical treatises. Traditionally, the anomalies of Prakrit that are not ‘close’ to Sanskrit
are referred to as desi/desya/desaja (hereafter simply desi). They have been explained on the basis that
the language of certain works is heavily characterized by a tendency to absorb words, forms and uses
from the many spoken dialects (cf., for example, Alsdorf 1935-1937; Balbir 1989), which is exactly the
situation with the texts written, especially, by the Jain authors. Consequently, these particular MIA
texts—probably because they are dedicated to a broader audience—offer an unparalleled source for
knowledge and insight into the desi lexical material attested in Prakrit (Bhayani 1988e, 1988f, 1998a,

1998by; cf. also Salomon 1989: 285).’

4,  afourth stage (600-1000 CE), represented by the various forms of Apabhramsa. Masica (1991) adds as well to the second
stage the MIA language of the Ceylon inscriptions and that linguistic variety known as ‘hybrid Buddhist Sanskrit,” “[...] a
Middle Indo-Aryan dialect in Sanskrit garb, vehicle of Mahayana Buddhist literature [...]” (Masica 1991: 52-53).

*I called here, provisionally, desi the lexical material of the varieties of literary MIA other than Prakrit, even though, strictly

speaking, this category of words is functional only for Prakrit. As regards the abundant use of non-standard vocabulary in Jain

Sanskrit, a particular form of Sanskrit considerably influenced by literary MIA, see Sandesara and Thaker (1962).

312



Kervan - International Journal of Afro-Asiatic Studies 28/2 (2024)

As for the meaning and use of the term desi in first millennium India, it is certainly true that
Biihler’s (ed.) (1878) acute, and in many respects pioneering, argumentations and recent works help us
to improve our understanding of what this and other technical terms mean in the context of Prakrit
grammatical tradition. However, many aspects still remain to be studied regarding Prakrit desi words.
Among the most important I can mention:

1. the typology of desi words;

2. the correct classification of a word as tatsama or tadbhava, originally reported in a Prakrit text and
then used in a Sanskrit one, thus the biunivocal—and not univocal as normally thought’—
relationship and influence between Sanskrit and Prakrit in pre-modern India (cf. Bubenik 1998,
2011; Kulikov 2013; Houben 2018);

3. the correct spelling and meaning of desi words in different Prakrit texts;’

4, the possible evolution of desi words in New Indo-Aryan (NIA) languages, with all the aspects related

to the reasons of their evolution in some languages but not in others.

Therefore, as far as the points just listed are concerned, it is correct to argue that the Prakrit desi class
of words is partly an unexplored area of study. This can be the result of the fact that this kind of Prakrit
words constitute still a complicated area of research. Indeed, despite their importance, since the
observations of Biihler (ed.) (1878), Pischel (1877-80, 1880), Beames (1872-79), Hoernle (1880), and
Bhandarkar (1914), to name only the best known, these words have been scarcely studied (Bhayani
1988a, 1998e: 143). Bhayani’s work (1988a, 1998b, 1998c, 1998d, 1998f) represents an important
exception in this respect, at least as regards point 3. above. The reason behind this state of things is
that most of Prakrit texts are still subject to the analysis required to ascertain and authenticate the
form and meaning of the dest words reported in them, and to identify those recorded in other texts.
This task is arduous, since most of the editions of Prakrit texts published so far do not include any word
index.

When it comes to the study of the issues relating to the desi element in Prakrit, the Desinamamald—

the Prakrit lexicon drawn up by the Jain monk Hemacandra—undoubtedly represents an essential

* See, for example, Drocco (2012) and Ollett (2017) as regards desi; Kahrs (1992) with respect to the term tadbhava.

* In this respect it should be noted that Prakrit tatsama words are understood, almost always, as borrowings from Sanskrit (cf.,
e.g., Pollock 2007), not taking into account, consequently, the possibility that a tatsama may also be a loan from Prakrit (see
below).

¢ On this matter see Pollock’s important remarks (2006: 403).
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source. Indeed, it is the most important lexicon of desi words now available (Ramanujaswamy 1938: 6;
Pischel 1965: 48-50; Shriyan 1969: 25-32; Upadhye 1978: 182; Bhayani 1988e: 162; Tieken 1992: 221;
Ghatage 1996-: Vol. I, *2-*3). In most of his studies, Bhayani put forward the idea that a critical
examination of the headwords recorded in this lexicon might lead on to several valuable lines of
investigation. For this reason, starting from the analysis of the Desinamamala, the main aim of this study
is to offer, on the one hand, a detailed overview of the studies regarding this text and the analysis of
the meaning of the grammatical/lexicographical technical term desi in the wider context of the
traditional grammars of Prakrit in general, and of Hemacandra’s works on Prakrit grammar and
lexicography in particular, this, especially, in the face of the recent studies already mentioned (see note
4). On the other hand, the present study wants also to shed light on the typology of desi words, that is
to say on how the heterogeneity of this class of Prakrit words is composed. Following this kind of
analysis, this will allow us to understand the possible consequences arising from the wrong
interpretation of the meaning of the tripartite terminology in tatsama, tadbhava and desi in establishing
the reciprocal influences between Sanskrit and Prakrit and between these two literary languages and
the other languages—not only those used for cultural purposes—throughout the MIA period. I think
that, as a result, we will have a clearer view of the history of the Sanskrit language and of the various
MIA administrative, religious and literary varieties, among the latter, in particular, of Prakrit.

I add that in one of my previous papers (Drocco 2012) I tried to understand and to account for the
tripartite classification of Prakrit in tatsama, tadbhava and desi according to the view of Sanskrit as an
eternal language.” The goal of some of the ensuing sections is to start again and to continue part of the
discussion, in order to give additional proofs and arguments. For this reason, I needs to go through
again some of the considerations which I have already addressed in the above said paper.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 describes the meaning of the Sanskrit word prakrta
and its use to designate ‘Prakrit’ as one form of literary language during the second diachronic phase
of IA linguistic evolution. Section 3 explores the relationship of this language to the Sanskrit language;
in this section I also unpack the tripartite classification of Prakrit words as tatsama, tadbhava and dest,
focusing mainly on the latter. Section 4 presents Hemacandra’s Desinamamald, describing the
configuration of the desi words in the text here examined (section 4.2). Section 5 explain the tripartite
classification in tatsama, tadbhava and desi as a tool for comparing Prakrit with Sanskrit. Section 6 is
devoted to describe how the heterogeneity of dest words is constitued, therefore to present the various

neologisms constituting this specific class of words of Prakrit lexicon. Finally, after providing two

7 On this topic, see Deshpande (1993), Bronkhorst (1993), Aklujkar (1996), and the paper collected in Houben (ed. 1996a).
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important remarks as proofs of my discussion (section 7), in section 8 the conclusions of the present

study are advanced.

2. “Prakrit” as a specific literary variety among other Middle Indo-Aryan literary varieties

Although early Jains and Buddhists used various varieties of MIA to draw up their canonical texts, and
starting from the reign of ASoka Maurya (c. 268-232 BCE) we have a vast number of inscriptional
records in MIA, the first grammatical descriptions that we have of any of these varieties used as
literary, religious or administrative languages only stem from the beginning of the first millennium. It
is important to note, as I have just remarked above, that these descriptions only concern one particular
scholarly variety of MIA (i.e. Prakrit), and that they are present, to begin with, only in specific types of
works, Sanskrit works on performing arts and poetics (Scharfe 1977: 191).® According to these works,
Prakrit had to be learnt through formal instructions, and thus, following on from the first early
descriptions just mentioned, further manuals of Prakrit grammar were composed at intervals (Bhayani
1988c: 155).”

The fact that out of the different varieties of MIA used for cultural purposes only one is described
through a grammatical analysis, and that this analysis, in any Prakrit grammar we are in possess, is
strictly linked to Sanskrit, can seem quite strange. This situation can only be understood by taking into
account the particular use of the term ‘Prakrit’ to refer to this specific South Asian literary language of
the first millennium CE and the meaning of the tripartite classification of Prakrit words into tatsama,
tadbhava, and desi. These topics have already been discussed in the past by some scholars,'® and Ollett
(2017) recently offered an interesting and detailed analysis on both of them. However, some questions
still remain to be clarified. This is even more true taking into account the fact that although the
meaning of the terms tatsama, tadbhava and desi now is, according to some, clear to almost all scholars,""

many of them continue to use ‘Prakrit’ to refer to the entire MIA or even just to all its religious,

% On Harivrddha, as a possible author of a Prakrit grammar composed in Prakrit see Pollock (2006: 102, note n. 61) and Ollett
(2017). Pollock (2006: 102, note n. 61), following Nitti-Dolci (1972: 209) and von Hiniiber (1986: 55), adds that “The prototype
of Canda’s grammar may also have been in Prakrit.”

° On the works of Prakrit grammarians see, especially, Nitti-Dolci (1972).

10 As for the use of the term “Prakrit” see, for example, Pisani (1957) and the works mentioned by Ollett (2017: 11-12). The
meaning of the terms tatsama, tadbhava, and desi according to modern scholars and traditional Indian grammarians and
authors is the object of the subsequent sections.

" This is the view of one of the anonymous reviewers of this paper. Even though I fully agree with him, see my remarks in

what follows.
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administrative and literary varieties (see, e.g., Hock 2021 and in part also Hock 2016; Balbir 2017,
Houben 2018). In doing so, not only the meaning and the purpose of the tripartite classification, but
also the close interconnection between the latter and Prakrit is completely obscured, just as what the
Indian grammarians actually understood by ‘Prakrit’ in first millennium India is obscured (for this last
consideration see Ollett 2017: 13-14). In my opinion this is the result of the fact that even if the meaning
of tatsama, tadbhava and desi is clearer with respect to the past, the relevance of its correct
interpretation to understand the relationship and coexistence of Sanskrit and Prakrit in first
millennium India and the role of the tripartite classification of Prakrit words in shaping this
relationship and in excluding some MIA varieties from the denomination of Prakrit’ (as, for example,
Ardhamagadhi, at least in the case of Hemacandra and Trivikrama; see Drocco forthcoming) are still
not totally clear, this even taking into account the important works of Hock and Pandharipande (1976,
1978), Ollett (2017), Houben (2018) as well as those of Salomon (1989), Bubenik (1996, 1998) and Kulikov
(2013).

In the light of these preliminary observations, it is correct to say that, as is well known, the English
term Prakrit, as the proper name for a specific MIA literary variety, derives from the Sanskrit adjective
prakrta ‘connected with an origin’—used as a proper noun—itself in turn derived from the Sanskrit
noun prakrti ‘origin, base, nature’ (see Monier-Williams 1899: 703). However, it is not so well known
that although the adjective prakrta generally carries a clear and precise meaning, this leads, as Norman
pointed out (1996: 23-24), to a double interpretation.'” Thus while prakrta can mean ‘having the nature
of an origin’ or ‘original, natural, it can also be understood as ‘derived from an origin’ or ‘secondary.’
In explaining his argument, Norman clearly follows Woolner (1928: 3), who recognized that two
meanings could be attributed to the term prakrta:

1. aprecise meaning, referring to something that derives from one prakrti, its basic, original form,

2. amore generic meaning, indicating all that is ‘natural, vulgar, ordinary, provincial’

Initially, according to Woolner (1928: 3), the term prakrta was used with the second meaning to indicate

the spoken language," in contrast to the elaborate (samskrta) and codified language, Sanskrit. However,

12 On this topic see also Pollock (2006: 91) and the references of the primary sources he gives (2006: 91, note n. 38).

3 Even though Woolner does not give evidences to his statement, it is a fact that Prakrit words appear more ‘natural’ (prakrta)
(see what mentioned in the next note) and, according to some Sanskrit authors, also ‘vulgar, ‘corrupted’
(apabhramsa/vibhrasta, see below the correspondence of the two terms vibhrasta and tadbhava in the context of the tripartite
classification of Prakrit words), thus having a negative connotation, despite being part of a literary vehicle such as Prakrit. On

this issue see also the conclusion of this paper.
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the same scholar also highlights the fact that the position taken on this subject by the Prakrit
grammarians was entirely different. By attributing to the term prakrta its more accurate and original
meaning as ‘derived from an origin’ and therefore ‘secondary,” the grammarians thought that Sanskrit
was the original form (prakrti), from which Prakrit originated.'* This idea—to be discussed in detail in

this paper—is reflected in a statement by Hemacandra in his important Prakrit grammar:"

prakrtih samskrtam / tatra bhavam tata agatam va prakrtam |[...]

Siddhahemasabdanusasana 1, 1 (Vaidya (ed.) 1980)
‘Sanskrit is the base; what originates in it or comes from it is base-derived.’ (transl. Pischel 1965: 1)

It is perhaps for these reasons—that is, because of its literary use alongside Sanskrit and, theoretically,
its strict dependence/connection on/with it—that Prakrit was described using clear grammatical rules
to explain how the Prakrit words and the Prakrit grammatical features used in the literature are
connected to their corresponding Sanskrit words and Sanskrit features, respectively. That is why,
starting from the fact that it is this variety of MIA, among the others used for cultural purposes, that is
commonly referred to as ‘Prakrit’ by traditional Indian grammarians and authors of rhetorical
treatises, I am quite convinced that the term ‘Prakrit,’ in its narrow sense (as defined by Ollett 2017:
14), must be considered a technical term of the Indian grammatical tradition and Indian rhetorical
works exactly like the terms tadbhava and desi with whom it is tightly associated because only this sense
“[...] maps closely onto what premodern Indians meant by the word.” A word whose appearance “[...]
as a language name and the literature it designates marks a major turning-point in the cultural history
of language in India—a turning-point that is completely obscured if we continue to equate ‘Prakrit’ with ‘Middle

Indic.” (Ollett 2017: 14, emphasis added).

" For the different position taken by the Indian poet Vakpati (VIIith century CE), who considers Prakrit to be the mother of
all languages, including Sanskrit, see Scharfe (1977: 191). Similarly, it is well-known Namisadhu’s view (Namisadhu was a Jaina
Svetambara author) commenting Rudrata’s Kavydlamkara, where he clearly states that Sanskrit is derived from Prakrit (see,
for example, Bronkhorst 1993).

' For other statements similar to that of Hemacandra, and for the identity of the languages normally included under the name
prakrta (i.e., Prakrit), see Pischel (1965: 1-3), Scharfe (1977: 191) and Nitti-Dolci (1972).

317



Andrea Drocco - Prolegomena to the analysis of words in desi words in Hemacandra’s Desinamamala

3. Prakrit and the tripartite classification in tatsama, tadbhava and desi

Taking into consideration, on the one hand, the traditional interpretation of the term prakrta to mean
one definite MIA scholarly variety, and, on the other, the use of Prakrit as a literary language alongside
Sanskrit, it is easier to understand (but see below) what is known in the literature as the tripartite
classification of the Prakrit lexicon employed by Indian grammarians and authors of rhetorical works.

To be more precise, with regard to the vocabulary and grammar of Prakrit, Sanskrit works on
poetics and the Prakrit grammars made in fact a three-fold classification of the words and grammatical
features of the linguistic variety that they described (see Pischel 1965: 7, among others). The explicit
goal of these works is to explain Prakrit starting from Sanskrit. Then, starting from the knowledge of
Prakrit, they explain other varieties, which must be considered indeed as varieties, perhaps regional,
of Prakrit and not as different Prakrits (but see Ollett 2017: 135-139).

Bharata’s Natyasastra, in chapter XVII, provides us, perhaps, with the oldest pieces of Prakrit
grammar, dealing, in the first fragment, with phonemic rules for the conversion of Sanskrit words into
Prakrit (Pischel 1965: 40-41; Nitti-Dolci 1972: 61; Scharfe 1977: 191). In addition to these rules, it is
possible to say, from the sources now available, that Bharata is the first author to divide Prakrit words

into the aforementioned three classes:

trividham tac ca vijfieyam natyayoge samasatah /
samanasabdam vibhrastam desigatam athapi ca //

Natyasastra17.3  (Joshi (ed.) 1984)

‘And it (i.e., Prakrit) should be known in a summary manner in connection with the dramatic
representation, as being of three kinds:

[that consisting of] words common [with Sanskrit], [that having] corrupt words, or [that with the
words of] indigenous origin.” (transl. Nitti-Dolci 1972: 71)

According to Nitti-Dolci, the adjectives samana, vibhrasta and desi used by Bharata should be understood
as the equivalents of the three categories of words named tatsama, tadbhava and desi/desya,
respectively. In fact, compared to the Natyasastra, the terms employed by the majority of Prakrit

grammarians and/or by the authors of Sanskrit/Prakrit rhetorical treatises are slightly different.'®

1 Both Pollock (2006) and Ollett (2017) translate vibhrasta as ‘Sanskrit-derived.” Even though Prakrit vibhrasta words can be
considered the future tadbhava words, actually they are proto-tadbhava words only as regards their form and meaning. As a
matter of fact, the judgment, negative, given to the vibhrasta words by Sanskrit authors like Bharata is different from that,

positive, given to the tadbhava words by Sanskrit authors like Dandin. On this topic see my conclusions to the present paper.
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More specifically, in accordance with these authors, a Prakrit word could be (Beames 1872-1879; Pischel

1965: 6-7; Chatterji 1926, 1960, 1983: 98-100; Bhayani 1998c: 48):"

e samskrtasama ‘the same as Sanskrit,” commonly referred to as tatsama ‘the same as that,” but also as
tattulya ‘equal to that’ and samanasabda ‘the same word (as that),’

e samskrtabhava ‘of the nature of Sanskrit,” commonly referred to as tadbhava ‘of the nature of that,’
but also as samskrtayoni ‘the origin is (in) samskrta,” tajja ‘born out of that’ and vibhrasta ‘fallen,
corrupt, deteriotated,” but also ‘separated,’

o desya, desi or desaja ‘country-born,’ i.e. ‘local, regional, but also referred to as desiprasiddha ‘famous

in the country’ and desimata ‘known in the country.’

The earliest reference to the subdivision of Prakrit words using the tripartite classification of tatsama,
tadbhava and desi seems to be in Dandin’s Kavyadarsa (Kahrs 1992: 227; Pollock 2006: 93, 93 note n. 46),

from nearly the end of the VIIth century:*

samskrtam nama daivi vag anvakhyata maharsibhih /
tadbhavas tatsamo desity anekah prakrtakramah //
Kavyadarsa 1.33 (Bohtlingk (ed.) 1890)

‘Sanskrit is the divine language analysed by the great sages;
Prakrit moves in three ways: derived, identical and regional [word and forms].’

(transl. Scharfe 2002: 309, note 42)

To be more specific (but see below):

7 Bhayani’s work (1998c) has been particularly valuable in this analysis. Starting from some statements made by the Buddhist
monk Ratnasrijiiana and relating to the Prakrit works of the obscure author Harivrddha—of which no trace remains—he
reports that as well as the tripartite classification in vogue among Prakrit authors and grammarians, there was also a
quadripartite classification, in which, in addition to the well-known terms tatsama, tadbhava and desi, the word samanya
(Prakrit samanna) was also present. The latter term, based on our current knowledge, would seem to indicate those words
common to all varieties of Prakrit, albeit for a more correct interpretation, using the words of Bhayani himself (1998c: 48),
“[...] we shall have to wait for a clear understanding of Samanya Prakrit and Samanya Apabhraméa till the time we recover
Harivrddha's work on Prakrit.” Recently Ollett (2017: 158-159) focused the attention on this term adding that “H. C. Bhayani
(1973) was the first to notice this distinction, although he did not quite understand the significance of samanna” (Ollett 2017:
252).

18 For a discussion of the use of the various terminologies relating to the threefold division of Prakrit words, which “[...] emerge
as a cornerstone of Indian philological thought [...]” (Pollock 2006: 93), see Kahrs (1992), but also Pischel (1965: 7). On the
different conceptual scheme of categories used to organize difference among the varieties of Prakrit in Bhoja’s Syngaraprakasa,
see Pollock (2006: 107-108).
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e tatsama Prakrit words have the same Sanskrit form and meaning; they can be direct literary
borrowings from Sanskrit, but this is not always the case;

e tadbhava words are connected to Sanskrit words through the grammatical rules of ‘transformation’
explained in the most important Prakrit grammars; consequently, tadbhava words differ from
Sanskrit in their formal shape, but, as in the case of tatsama, must have the same meaning as their
corresponding Sanskrit word;

o desi words are those words for which no evident correspondent can be found in Sanskrit; for this

reason they are regarded as regional words, thus not linked with Sanskrit.

As anticipated, it is the purpose of the present paper to offer an updated overview of what is behind
the meaning of this last sentence in the context of the Indian literary production and Indian
grammatical tradition of the first millennium CE. In particular this means that in what follows I attempt
to understand what, in practical terms, the absence of link with Sanskrit entails with respect to Prakrit
lexicon. This can help us to better understand what Prakrit really was for the Indian authors of first
millennium India. As we will see, this interpretation and the use of the term ‘Prakrit’ as language
designation by these authors is quite different from what we can find in modern scholars’ works, even
the most recent ones (cf. e.g. Balbir 2017), although Ollett’s recent work (2017) has provided solid
arguments to clarify the issue in detail.

I already pointed out that many texts written by Jain authors allow us to study the lexical material
attested in Prakrit and not linked to the Sanskrit tradition. While this lexical material, that is the desi
lexical material of Prakrit remains in part still underexplored, we are in a good position for analysing
it, if we consider that two of the basic and most important sources for our knowledge of this material

are the Prakrit grammar and the Prakrit desi lexicon, the latter named Desinamamald, written by the
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Jain monk and polymath Hemacandra Siri (Bhayani 1988a: 3-9, 1988b: 104-105; Pischel 1965: 47-50;
Shriyan 1969: 26)."° Both these texts are available in good editions nowadays.*

The Prakrit grammar of Hemacandra constitutes the eighth section of his grammar,
Siddhahemasabdanusasana,” the first seven sections of which are devoted to the Sanskrit language
(Nitti-Dolci 1972: chapter 5; Scharfe 1977: 169; Pischel 1965: 47-48). The Desinamamald, on the other
hand, is one of four kosas, dictionaries, written by this author. The other three are:

e the Abhidhanacintamaninamamala,
o the Anekarthasamgraha, dealing with Sanskrit synonyms and Sanskrit homonyms, respectively; and,
finally,

e the Nighantusesa, on botanical terms (Vogel 1979: 336-345).

4, Hemacandra’s Desindmamala

Even though already discussed by other scholars (see Biihler 1874, Pischel 1880, Ramanujaswamy 1938;
cf. also Vogel 1979), some introductory words on the editorial history of the work here analysed are in
order.

Hemacandra’s Desinamamald was first brought to public notice by Biihler (1874: 17-21) in the
second volume of the well-known Indological journal, Indian Antiquary. At his request (October 1877),
Pischel prepared the first edition of the work, published with critical notes in 1880. For this first edition,
nine manuscripts were used. A second edition (1938), based mainly on Pischel’s original, was prepared
by Ramanujaswamy, drawing on three other manuscripts in addition to those used by Pischel. This

edition also included an extensive introduction, a glossary with English meanings for the desi words

! Hemacandra (c. 1087 CE to c. 1173 CE) lived in Gujarat under the Chalukya king Jayasimha-Siddharaja. A brief account of
Hemacandra’s life is given by Vogel (1979) (see also Scharfe 1977), while Biihler (1889) provides a thorough biography. In
traditional Indian texts, Hemacandra’s life is narrated in part in Jayasimha’s Kumdrapalacarita, Merutunga’s
Prabandhacintamani, Raja Sekhara’s Prabandakosa and Prabhacandra’s Prabhavakacarita. Hemacandra, in addition to being the
author of several literary and related works (e.g. the Kumarapala-carita, a poem in Sanskrit and Prakrit describing the deeds of
the Chalukya king, Kumarapala; the Trisasti-Salakapurusa-carita, a grandiose epic poem divided into ten books containing the
biography of Mahavira and other holy Jain men; the Upadesamala, which provides teachings, in more than 500 gathd, on about
twenty religious subjects; the Chandonusasana, on Prakrit metrics; and the Kavyanusasana, dealing with various themes
relating to poetics), is known above all as a grammarian. Pischel (1965: 47) considers him the most important of the Prakrit
grammarians. Nevertheless, as I have already mentioned, Hemacandra’s fame is also and above all linked to his activity as a

lexicographer.
* However, see, on this point, the important arguments advanced by Bhayani (1988b).

*! Siddhahemasabdanusasana (adhyaya 8); references are to the edition by Vaidya (1980).
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treated by Hemacandra and, lastly, three appendices.” The work itself was also published in 1931 and
1948 by Banerji and Doshi, respectively.

The title Desinamamala was not supplied by Hemacandra himself, who instead, in the last verse
(Desinamamala V111, 77), entitles his work Rayanavali (Sanskrit Ratndvali) and/or Desisabdasamgraha.” It
was Pischel, in the first edition (1880), who gave the text the name we know it by today, following the
title provided by the best manuscripts (those classified with the letters A and E), and also on the basis
that Rayanavali was, in his opinion, a not very informative name, in contrast to Desinamamala (Pischel

(ed.) 1880, mentioned in Ramanujaswamy (ed.) 1938: 31).

4.1. The importance of Hemacandra’s Desinamamald in the realm of Prakrit lexicography

Before dealing with the features which, according to Hemacandra, allow a word to be classified as dest,
it is necessary to indicate why Hemacandra’s work is so important. Its value derives in part from its
almost unique status within the panorama of medieval Indian lexicography. This does not mean that
this text is anomalous, that is, foreign to the Prakrit lexicographic tradition of the time (Pischel 1965:
47-50). On the contrary, it seems to be an integral part of a wide range of Prakrit grammatical and
lexicographical works that are, as in the case of Sanskrit, dependent on a specific Indian tradition of
language and speech studies (cf. Vogel 1979). The fact that Hemacandra was not the only author to
prepare a Prakrit lexicon of desi words can be gathered, as we will see later, from his own observations.
Nonetheless, even if we must consider the Desinamamala as an integral part of a broad Prakrit
lexicographic tradition, it is essential to emphasise that Hemacandra’s text represents our only

available desi vocabulary (Pischel 1965: 48-50; Bhayani 1988e: 162-165; Tieken 1992: 221; Shriyan 1969:

*? The first appendix collects all the words regarded as desi by the other Prakrit lexicographers, but classified as tatsama or
tadbhava by Hemacandra. In the second appendix, Ramanujaswamy provides a list of dhatvadesas or ‘verbal substitutes,
prepared on the basis of what Hemacandra himself says in the commentary on Desinamamald and in his Prakrit grammar. The
last appendix deals separately with interjections and other particles which, like the dhatvadesas, had been analysed by
Hemacandra in his grammar. In the last two appendices, Ramanujaswamy does not pay any particular attention to going back
to the Sanskrit word from which the respective Prakrit forms are derived.

% tha rayanavalinamo desisaddana samgaho eso /

vayaranasesaleso raio sirthemacandamunivaina // (Desinamamala V111, 77)

The denomination of the work with the name Desisabdasamgraha can also be found at the beginning of the work:
nisesadesiparimalapallaviakuithalaulattena /

viraijjai desisaddasamgaho vannakamasuhao // (Desinamamala 1, 2)
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25-32; Ghatage 1996-: Vol. I, *2-*3),* other than Dhanapala’s Paiyalacchi Namamala (Biihler (ed.) 1878),
which is considerably less comprehensive (cf. Vogel 1979: 322; Pischel 1965: 47; Ramanujaswamy (ed.)
1938: 6, 8).

The importance of Hemacandra’s Desinamamala also stems, though, from the particular
methodology used for classification, and the organization of the lexical material described
(Ramanujaswamy (ed.) 1938; Pischel 1965: 8-9, 48-50; Shriyan 1969: 29-31; Bhayani 1988e: 164-165;
Ghatage 1996-: Vol. I, *2-*3). This work has a total of 783 drya stanzas, divided into eight vargas. Each
word is placed within a specific varga, according to its initial letter. Thus, following the order of the
ndgari script, in the first varga, the vowels are treated, in the second, the guttural consonants, and then,
in successive vargas, the palatal, cerebral, dental, and labial consonants, respectively, followed by the
semivowels, and finally the sibilants and the aspirate. Each varga is further subdivided into many
sections, according to the number of sounds within the class in question. In each section, the words
with only one meaning (ekartha words) and those with more than one meaning (anekartha words) are
illustrated. All the words are then listed, again following the order of the nagari writing script, as in
Sanskrit, and taking into account increasing numbers of syllables. Words of different lengths are
grouped together here and there if they are synonymous. Hemacandra gives the meaning, or meanings,
of the different desi words recorded through the aid of a corresponding Prakrit non-desi word. Perhaps
since this was not sufficiently exhaustive for a correct interpretation of the various desi words under
analysis, Hemacandra added to the text of the Desinamamald a Sanskrit commentary, written by himself.
In this commentary, each desi word recorded is explained using a Sanskrit synonym. Sometimes,
within the same commentary, the reasons prompting the author to omit and/or include certain words,

or to adopt a certain spelling and/or meaning, are also recorded.

** As Bhayani (1988e) has pointed out, many desi words are attested in the Jain canon (even though I don’t know if it is correct
to speak of desi words for a MIA language used for cultural purposes other than Prakrit, and the language of the Jain Canon
(i.e. Ardhamagadhi (= Arsa)) is not considered Prakrit, at least by Hemacandra and Trivikrama; on this matter see Drocco, to
appear), as well as in Vasudevahindi and Kuvalayamald, works which are both in Prakrit. Similar considerations apply to some
of the most important texts written in Apabhramga, such as Svayambhi’s Paumacariya, Puspadanta’s Mahdpurana and
Santisiiri’s Puhavicandacariya. With regard to the first of these three texts, Bhayani has provided an index of the desi words it
contains in his editions of 1953 and 1960. On Puspadanta’s Mahdpurdna, it is important to mention the excellent work of
Shriyan (1969). The index of the desi words (about eight hundred) reported in Santisiri’s Puhavicandacariya, and drawn up on
the basis of the edition of this work by Muni Ramnikvijaya (1972), is by the same author. Bhayani (1988e: 175-176, notes n. 4
and 5) adds that many desi words are also mentioned in Dhahila’s Paumasiri-cariya, in Sadharana’s Vildsavaikahd, in Karakanda-
cariya and in Vira’s Jambiisami-cariya, in Causupannisamahaya’s Silarika and in Akhyanakamanikosavrtti by Amradeva. For the

exact details of these works, I refer the reader to Bhayani (1988e: 175-176).
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A particular place in the organization of the lexical material included in the Desinamamala (or
rather, in its commentary) is occupied by the dhatvadesas, or ‘verbal substitutes’ (cf. Pischel 1965: 7-9;
Ramanujaswamy 1938: 5-7), which, although not deriving from Sanskrit, can assume suffixes and
endings typical of this language. Hemacandra excludes these from the Desinamamala itself, and
therefore does not mention them in the verses that form the body of the work. However, following
what must have been the common practice of many Prakrit lexicographers, the dhatvadesas are
included in the explanatory glosses of the commentary on the Desinamamald, after the corresponding
words with the same number of syllables, and together with the indeclinables and all those particles

already treated in his grammar.

4.2. What makes a word desi? Insights from Hemacandra’s Desinamamala

In order now to understand the importance of this text, it must be asked, “What is a desi word for the
Indian grammarians or at least for Hemacandra?,” “How can we decide whether a Prakrit word is
classifiable under the tadbhava or desi category?” and “Can the exact meaning of the term desi help us
to understand the background under which the Prakrit grammarians wrote their texts?” To answer all
these questions, it is necessary to consider what might be the best interpretation of the term desi in
the context of the Prakrit tripartite classification found in the various Prakrit grammars, and as a
consequence of this, to determine the true significance of these grammars and of the Desinamamala.
Although this topic has been a subject of study for many Indologists, not everyone agrees on the exact
answer to the question, “What makes a word desi?,” even in terms of what is being referred to by the
medieval Indian grammarians and rhetoricians.”

Starting from Shriyan’s (1969: 9-23) careful exposition of this topic, we can argue, to begin with,
that in the Indian classical tradition, with reference to languages and/or language features the term
desi had been understood to have two different meanings, depending on whether it refers to i) a
language variety, or ii) a Prakrit word (cf. Tagare 1948: 7). In the first case, it was mainly used to:

1. indicate a particular local spoken dialect/language,
2. indicate a particular linguistic variety of Prakrit, or

3. asasynonym for Apabhramsa.”

% In doing this, I refer to the following studies: Kahrs (1992), Drocco (2006, 2012), and Ollett (2017).

% Even in this case see Tagare (1948) and Shriyan (1969).
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Concerning the second use, and still following the synthesis of Shriyan (1969: 32-44), we can say that
the tradition of modern Indological studies, referring back to the work of the Indian grammarians on
Prakrit, considers as desi any Prakrit word that is not linked with the Sanskrit tradition, and thus as
precisely the opposite of a tadbhava word. But how should this ‘link” with the Sanskrit tradition be
understood? It is not easy to answer this question, because there is no general consensus on the issue.
However, it is important to understand and to keep in mind what correctly this link consist of, in order
to study the various types of desi words and as a consequence to grasp the real nature of Prakrit (on
which, as already said at the beginning, see Ollett 2017).

Starting from the term tadbhava, the exact opposite of desi, it is correct to say that in the
indigenous context, for example, the prevailing interpretation of this term among modern scholars is
that of ‘derived from Sanskrit.””’ This sense, as Kahrs (1992: 255-227) and other authors have pointed
out (e.g. Masica 1991: 65-67), has largely been interpreted from a Western perspective, meaning that
the ‘derivation’ of Prakrit tadbhava words from Sanskrit—that is to say, the ‘link’ between Sanskrit and
Prakrit—has been understood as a process of ‘historical derivation,” and explained in terms of the
concept of ‘changes over time’ (cf. Kahrs 1992; Drocco 2012). Perhaps it is for this reason that, in modern
times, the tripartite terminology of tatsama, tadbhava and desi has also been used in the context of IA
historical linguistics. From here, it is easy to see how authors like Beames (1872-79: 13-17) and Hoernle
(1880: xxxviii-xxxix) were able to distinguish between what they called ‘early’ and ‘old’ tadbhavas,
terming the latter semi-tatsamas. We can presume that the use of ‘early’ and ‘old’ by these authors is
another indication of the use of the historical approach in discussing the tripartite classification of
Prakrit words. Moreover, it is probably on the basis of this approach that the entire tripartite
terminology, originally made by ancient Indian grammarians only in relation to Prakrit words, has
come to be used in discussions of modern IA languages (cf. Masica 1991: 65). Thus Kellogg, for example,
in his A grammar of the Hindi language, writes: “The word Tadbhava [...] denotes [...] all corrupted Sanskrit
words, which, by the addition, loss, or change of certain letters, have come to appear in Hindi in a form
more or less modified, and often greatly disguised” (Kellogg 1893: 42; cf. also Chatterji 1926: 189-192;

Hoernle 1880: xxxviii-xl; Grierson 1927: 127-128; Caracchi 2002: 21; Tiwari 1960: xliv-xlv).

%7 See, for example, Nitti-Dolci (1972: viii), Macdonell (1893: s. v.) in his Sanskrit-English dictionary, Scharfe (1977: 186) and,
more recently, Pollock (2006: 108, 368-369, 401). Pischel’s translation of the term tadbhava (1965: 7) is ‘originated from that.’
whereas Beames (1872-79: 11) and Kellogg (1893: 42) translate this term as ‘of the nature of it.” Even though they do not use
the term ‘derived,” whose meaning lends itself more to a historical interpretation, actually they also understood the term

tadbhava according to historical principles (cf. Kahrs 2012).
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What, then, about desi? Modern Western and Indian scholars who have examined the problem of
this category of words, exactly as for the tadbhava category, have between them expressed very
different views, and a considerable amount of confusion thus prevails regarding the nature and
character of the meaning of this particular term (Tagare 1948: 7; Shriyan 1969: 9). In my opinion, this
confusion is closely connected with the above said assumption of ‘changes over time’ concerning
Prakrit tadbhava words, and starting from this also with a misunderstanding not only of the term
‘Prakrit,” but also of the term ‘Sanskrit.” As a matter of fact, I can say that traditionally a good part of
scholars have been inclined to identify tadbhava words with words inherited (i.e. ‘derived’) from Old
Indo-Aryan (hereafter OIA) by MIA and/or New Indo-Aryan (NIA) languages, and desi words with words
borrowed from non-IA languages by MIA and NIA languages.”® Therefore, and more explicitly, behind
this interpretation of the specular tadbhava-desi terms two different misunderstanding are at work:

e the wrong ‘historical interpretation’ (i.e. ‘changes over time’) of the term tadbhava as pointed out
and clearly explained by Kahrs (1992) (cf. also Turner 1960);”

e the misuse not only of the term ‘Prakrit’ but also of the term ‘Sanskrit’ as language designations,
to mean the entire MIA (see Jacobi 1886) and OIA, respectively, that is to say all the languages,
attested and unattested, of MIA and OIA (as, for example, in many of Chatterji’s works, such as 1926,

1960, 1983).%°

Beginning with these assumptions and concerning the second point, it is not easy to understand the
different phases through which the two kinds of identifications just said have been made (as for Prakrit
see Ollett 2017 already mentioned above). It seems to me that in the majority of cases the term samskrta,

present in the word samskrtabhava and implicit in tadbhava, has been understood to include not only

% Chatterji speaks of “Words borrowed from the non-Aryan languages of India [...] (the de$i element in MIA)” (1983: 102).
Norman says that the third component part of the structure of MIA includes those forms which are to be regarded as
innovations; these, according to the same author, “[...] fall into two classes [...],” the second of which includes “[...] those forms
which have no affinity with anything else in OIA or MIA, and must therefore be regarded as borrowings from a known or
unknown non-IA source. These constitute the so-called de$i forms” (1992b: 115). Cf. also Bryant, who writes: “[...] the
traditional grammarians of India [...] had noted the distinction between the Sanskrit words and the non-sanskritic desya ones,

thus alerting [...] linguists to the possibility of a non-Indo-Aryan family of languages in the subcontinent [...]” (1999: 61).

» QOllett, in following Houben (1994) and referring to Kahrs (1992), states that “This is not to say that premodern Indians were
incapable of thinking about their language practices in historical terms, as some have argued” (2017: 155).

*° 1t is worth mentioning that Chatterji (1983) highlights what he calls a ‘traditional interpretation’ and a ‘modern
interpretation’ of the terms tatsama, tadbhava, and desi. Interestingly, in some of his other works on the subject (1926, 1960)
he does not do this sort of clarification and he mentions only the ‘modern interpretation’ as if it were the only possible

interpretation.
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classical Sanskrit, but also Vedic,” and/or the whole OIA stage in the history of IA languages,®
involving in this way old popular IA languages, of which we have only limited evidence, for example,
in the Vedic and MIA texts still available (Burrow 1955: 45-47; Emeneau 1966; Witzel 1989; Norman
1992a: 225-243, 1992b: 115-125).

Similarly, the term ‘Prakrit’ has been frequently used not only to refer to all varieties of literary
MIA as well as those used as religious and administrative vehicles (except Pali language), but also to
cover the whole MIA stage itself, and through this the entire MIA scholarly and colloquial/popular
repertoire.”

The process that equates the whole OIA with Sanskrit and the whole MIA with Prakrit gives as a
result a meaning which is, as already said at the beginning of the present paper referring to Drocco
(2016) and Ollett (2017), radically broader compared with the meaning understood by first millennium
Indian authors and, for this reason, overshadow not only the cultural/literary identity of Prakrit but
also its linguistic specificity in comparison to the other MIA linguistic varieties, | mean the various MIA
varieties used for cultural/administrative purpose.

It is important to stress that as a consequence of these two misunderstandings
1. changes over time,

2. OIA = Sanskrit and MIA = Prakrit—if a Prakrit tadbhava word is a MIA word derived from Sanskrit

and, moreover, Sanskrit is equal to the whole OIA,

it follows naturally that a Prakrit desi word is a MIA word not derived from OIA, i.e. a non-IA word.**

This is even more the case if all those MIA words created or built up with roots and affixes derived from

*1 On the use by some scholars of the name ‘Sanskrit’ for various forms of Vedic as well, see Thieme (1994), Wezler (1996: 346,
note n. 73), and Pollock (2006). Not all scholars agree with this usage (for example, Mayrhofer, 1986-). Cf. also Aklujkar (1996:
70, 1. 18).

’ See, for example, the following phrases from Chatterji (1983: 99): “The great fact of the presence of Sanskrit or OIA [...],”
“We generally have our main or basic references to OIA or Sanskrit [...]” and “Taking Sanskrit as being loosely the equivalent
of OIA, [..]”

33 As Chatterji writes: “Thus words like deva, [...] might be as much an inherited element in Prakrit or MIA [...]"” (1983: 98). Cf.
also Norman (1990: 64, 67, 1996: 92). It is quite interesting that even Kahrs, dealing with the interpretation of the technical
term tadbhava in the context of Indian grammatical tradition, speaks of “[...] prakrta or Middle Indo-Aryan words [...]” (Kahrs
1992: 225), as if ‘Prakrit’ and ‘Middle Indo-Aryan’ were synonymous.

** As already pointed out at the beginning, if it is true that most scholars no longer consider the term desi as a synonym of
non-IA and the term tadbhava according to an historical interpretation, it is equally true that, as far as I know, the reasons
that led several scholars in the past to reach these two conclusions have not yet been sufficiently explored. The same is true

for how we came to consider OIA as equal to Sanskrit.
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OIA are also included in the category of tadbhava (as in Chatterji 1983: 101). It is perhaps for this reason
that in modern Indological studies, the combination of the term dest with the non-IA lexical element
of Prakrit is quite frequent, even in this case almost as if the two terms were synonymous. The following

is indeed a statement along these lines advanced by Chatterji (1926: 191):*

The term Desi in its present-day application [sic!] embraces a numerous class of words which cannot
be traced to Aryan roots and which obviously were derived from the pre-Aryan languages of the country,
Dravidian and Kol (emphasis added]

Consider, however, what Tagare has to say (1948: 7):

[...] Desi as applied to a word implies a word non-derivable from Sk., expressing thereby the limits
of the philological studies of the author who classes it thus. [...] The identification of Desi with non-
Aryan elements in IA is a hasty conclusion of Caldwell and his followers, [...] [emphasis added]

As for Hemacandra’s Desinamamald, there are certainly words in this text which probably derive from
non-IA languages, such as Dravidian and Munda languages (see below). However, if it is true that a large
number of words of non-IA origin are mentioned in this text, it is also true that there are many words
that can undoubtedly be traced back to the original OIA lexicon, but not necessarily Sanskritic. In this
regard, it is important to emphasize here that the misinterpretation of the traditional terms tadbhava
and desi adopted by modern scholars has definitely influenced their opinions of Hemacandra’s
Desinamamala text and their, and not only their, interpretation of the term ‘Prakrit’ as language
designation, albeit Biihler and Pischel’s important remarks on Hemacandra’s use of the term desi when
the Desinamamald work was discovered in the second half of the XIX century.’® In fact, it is fairly evident
that if we understand desi as synonymous with non-IA, the question arises of whether or not
Hemacandra has fallen into error. Indeed, many Indologists who have advanced observations on the
Desinamamala have concluded that Hemacandra’s text, despite being a worthy work and unique in the
pantheon of Prakrit lexicography (see above), is nevertheless full of errors regarding the correct
interpretation of a Prakrit word as desi. This, according to the same scholars, is due to the fact that, as
already mentioned above, a large number of words reported in the Desinamamala are originally

connected with IA lexical material. The first linguists who studied this kosa suggested this conclusion,

% For other opinions on this topic, in part divergent, see the views reported by Shriyan (1969: 32-44).

*¢ Biihler (ed.) (1878), in particular, proposed interesting suggestions on how must be understood the category of desi words

in Prakrit starting from Hemacandra’s detailed definition.
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and over the years, other scholars have supported the thesis. Summarising what has been discussed so

far, it is helpful to quote the following statement by Vaidya (1926-27: 67):

[...] DNM [Desinamamald] as a lexicon of desi words remains incomplete; on the other hand, many of
the so called desi words could be traced to their Sanskrit originals; and further, if we are prepared
to apply some of the recognised philological processes, free exercise of the science of Semantics [...]
I think over 75 per cent words in DNM would cease to be desi [emphasis added]

The following quotation is the opinion of Chatterji (1960: 92):

A good many Desi words are just inherited Aryan words in MIA, only the carelessness of some early
grammarian has failed to identify them as Tadbhavas. Such words are not too few in a work like the
Desinamamala [emphasis added]

Somewhat similar observations have been advanced more recently by Norman (1990: 62):

In recent years two works have appeared which have served to enable scholars to assess accurately
the extent of the non-Aryan element in DNM [Desinamamala]. [...] [N]evertheless, it seems clear that
the majority of words in DNM [Desinamamala] must be considered as being of 1A origin. This was
noted long ago by Biihler in the introduction to his edition of Paiyalacchinamamala...].

We can now understand why Chatterji in his Indo-Aryan and Hindi clearly states “The desi element in

MIA is another absorbing and frequently baffling topic” (1960: 92).

Although the opinions of many of the scholars who have studied the Desinamamala are sometimes
excessive, if not (as we will see) totally unfounded, it is undoubtedly true that, setting aside the desi
words deriving from non-IA sources and those rare occurrences of genuine tatsama and/or tadbhava
(understood to be included due to Hemacandra’s error), the Desinamamala still contains a great number
of words whose classification as desi by the author must be explained. This last observation needs to be
assessed in order to carry out my analysis. Indeed, given the position of the majority of modern
scholars, we should now ask, which is Hemacandra’s opinion as regards the interpretation of the term
desi provided by other Prakrit grammarians? It is only within this context that we can understand the
importance of Hemacandra’s Desinamamald. As a matter of fact, the unique nature of the Desinamamala
is perhaps linked to the reasons that led the author to compile his text. These had to do—according to
his own testimony—with the scarcity and inaccuracy of the correct spelling and classification of the
desi words reported in the many previous Prakrit lexicons (of which we have no examples left, except

for the Paiyalacchi mentioned previously). This situation triggered a great confusion with regard to desi
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expressions and words, which was probably attributable not only to the compilers’ lexicons
themselves, but also to their uncertain manuscript tradition. It was precisely the desire to correct the
errors of the previous Prakrit lexicographers and to provide a model for those who would follow him
that led Hemacandra to the compilation of a new desi vocabulary, as he indicates in the last chapter of
his work (Desinamamala, commentary VIII, 12; cf. also Pollock 2006: 403 who mentions other
Hemacandra’s statements attested in the Desinamamald, commentary 1, 2 and I, 47). As a consequence,
Hemacandra starts his Desinamamald by providing, in verses 3-4 of the first varga, a clear definition of

what he means by the term desi, while explaining at the same time the purpose of his work:

je lakkhane na siddha na pasiddha sakkayahihanesu /
na ya gaunalakkhanasattisambhava te iha nibaddha //

desavisesapasiddhii bhannamana anantaya hunti /
tamha andipdiapayattabhdsavisesao desi //

Desinamamala 1, 3-4 (Ramanujaswamy (ed.) 1938).

Those words are included here which are not explained in (my) grammar, not known from the
Sanskrit lexicons, nor owe their origin to the power called gauni laksana (i.e., are not common words
used in a metaphorical sense). Endless are the forms that are used in the various provincial dialects.
Therefore, the term desi is (used here) to denote those words only which have been used since
immemorial times in Prakrit (transl. Bithler 1874: 18-19).

With the purpose of explaining in depth the various features that a word needs to have in order to be
classified as desi by Hemacandra, it is important to emphasise that the author considers as desi, first of
all, any possible Prakrit word that is not treated in his Prakrit grammar, the aforementioned
Siddhahemasabdanusasana. That is to say, a Prakrit word is recognized as dei if, for it, the rules of
‘transformation’ from Sanskrit to Prakrit as reported in this grammar are not applicable. Moreover,
according to Hemacandra, a Prakrit word must also be understood as desi if, even though the
aforementioned rules of ‘transformation’ can be applied, the resulting corresponding form is not
attested in Sanskrit literary texts or in Sanskrit lexicons.” Finally, in the Desinamamald are also included

all those Prakrit words which, though deriving from corresponding Sanskrit forms according to the

%7 As 1 will say later, according to this principle it is likely that Hemacandra considered as desi some Prakrit words that actually
possessed a corresponding Sanskrit form, but whose attestation in the literature was unknown to the author, perhaps due to
their scarce relevance or diffusion in literary production of the time.
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rules explained in the Siddhahemasabdanusasana, do not show semantic correspondence with those
forms, except through the process of gauni laksana.*®

Still focusing on the initial verses of the Desinamamala, in addition to providing the rules just
mentioned for the exact determination of what he regards as a desi word, Hemacandra imposes a limit
on his work. He adds that his enumeration of desi words is limited to those words that occur most
frequently in the ancient Prakrit literature. Thus, the author does not take into consideration all the
words used in the spoken languages. Hemacandra’s observations in his commentary further

demonstrate this, in fact:*

desavisesa maharastravidarbhabhiradayastesu prasiddha / maga pascat / nikkuila jitah / ukkhuruhamcio
utksiptah / preyamdo dhirtah / himgo jarah / viddo prapaficah dadhamidho mirkha ekagrahi
ityevamadayah $abda yadducyeramstada desaviSesanamanantatvat purusayesendapi na sarvasamgrahah
syat / tasmadanadipravrttaprakrtabhdsavisesa evayam desisabdenocyata iti nativyaptih / yadaha /

vacaspaterapi matirna prabhavati divyayugasahasrena /
desesu ye prasiddhastarisabdan sarvatah samuccetum //

Desinamamala, commentary [, 4 (Ramanujaswamy 1938).

They are not simply the words used in particular places such as Maharashtra, Vidharbha, among
the Abhiras, and so on. If that were what was meant [by desi], it would be an impossible task to
collect these words even over an entire lifetime. What we mean by the word desi is instead [the
lexicon of] a specific language, namely, Prakrit, such as is used from time immemorial.

% Indian theorists have classified the meaning (artha) of a word (both Sanskrit and Prakrit) into three distinct categories:
1.  abhidha ‘power, literal sense, primary meaning of a word;’
2. laksanad ‘use of one word for another with a similar meaning,’ i.e., ‘indirect or figurative sense of a word;’

3. vyafijana ‘the ability to suggest another meaning in addition to the literal meaning.’

For an in-depth study of abhidha, laksana and vyafijana, see Kunjunni Raja (1977: 17-94, 229-273, 275-315, respectively).
Hemacandra in his definition of the term desi, however, mentions a certain type of laksand, or metaphorical use of a word,;
more precisely he refers to gauni laksana. The various Indian authors, who have treated the theories regarding the meaning
that a word can possess, have enumerated different types of laksand, mainly divided into two classes. According to these
authors, the relationship that exists between the primary and the indirect meaning of a word can be one of similarity, or some
sort of relationship other than similarity: in the first situation, we will have a case of gauni vrtti or gauni laksand, while in the
second, a case of $uddha (‘pure’) laksand. To quote the words of Kunjunni Raja (1977: 241) “[...] if the relation is one of similarity,
the transfer is qualitative (gauni); if it is any other relation such as that of cause and effect, owner and owned, measure and
measured, part and whole, etc., it is pure laksana [...]”. For a classification of the different types of laksand, see Kunjunni Raja
(1977: 256-257), and for an in-depth analysis of gauni laksana (or gauni vrtti), see again Kunjunni Raja (1977: 242-245). For further
discussion on this point, see Pollock (2006: 403-405).

% For a discussion on this point, see Pollock (2006: 403-405).
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Even (Brahma) Vacaspati, the Lord of Speech himself, does not possess the skill to collect all the
words that are used in all regions, not if he had a thousand cosmic cycles to try (transl. Pollock 2006:
403).

To sum up, if we carefully want to analyse the typology of the words covered by Hemacandra’s

definition of desisabda, it is possible to show that desi, with its literal meaning of ‘born in the country,’

has been used by this author to collect in his desikosa, with regard to Prakrit:

1. words which can be related to words found in Sanskrit (with the same meaning), but only by
postulating phonological changes not described in his Prakrit grammar;

2. words which differ only in meaning from Prakrit words whose relationship with correspondent
Sanskrit words, according to Hemacandra, is unquestioned, and which therefore presumably
represent some kind of semantic change;

3. any word which cannot be traced back to a corresponding Sanskrit one.

We can note that according to Hemacandra, desi words are not all non-IA words. This situation in turn
reflects the way the term desi, when used to mean a language variety (see above), was never related
only to non-IA languages by ancient Indian authors, who spoke rather about Samskrta, Prakrta, Bhasas,
Vibhasas, Apabhramsa and Desabhdsas (Grierson 1913, 1918; Pischel 1965: 1-3). Although it is not possible
to talk in any detail here about the exact meaning of the last five terms, since the Indian grammarians
differ from one another on this issue (Pischel 1965: 1; Nitti-Dolci 1972 and again Grierson 1913, 1918;
more recently, Ollett 2017), it seems that the lists of languages cited under the categories of vibhasa and

desabhasa include especially, and perhaps only (but this is still unproven), 1A languages.*

5. The tripartite classification in tatsama tadbhava and desi as a tool to compare Prakrit with Sanskrit

Now that we have set out modern scholars’ views on the meaning of the term desi, and at the same time
examined Hemacandra’s definition of what a desi Prakrit word is and, lastly, the unique nature of his

dest lexicon, are we now in a better position to conduct a proper investigation to evaluate the

0 See, for example, the list of languages under the category of vibhasa mentioned in Markandeya’s Prakrtasarvasva and
discussed by Grierson (1913, 1918). See also the names of some of the famous eighteen Desabhdsds mentioned in Saradatanaya’s
Bhavaprakasana (cf. Pollock 2006: 95, 299), and discussed and exemplified in the Manasolldsa (cf. Bhayani 1993b; Pollock 2006:
300-301), the great royal encyclopedia composed by King Some$vara in northern Karnataka in the first half of the XIith
century. It is also possible to find some information about sixteen Desabhdsas cited by name in Uddyotana Stiri’s Kuvalayamala,
and examined in part by Master (1950, 1951) and Upadhye (1965).
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consistency of the position taken by Hemacandra, and above all, to understand the real nature of the
Prakrit lexical material classified (at least by Hemacandra) as desi? Certainly, from the introductory
verses of the Desinamamala and a critical consultation of Hemacandra’s Prakrit grammar, we have
evidence that the classification of Prakrit words as tatsama, tadbhava and desi was not interpreted by
this author (unlike most of the scholars who dealt with this subject so far) in historical/etymological
terms (cf. Drocco 2006). Rather, following a valuable suggestion made by certain authors (see, among
others, Turner 1960: 47-49; Masica 1991: 64-67; Deshpande 1993: 73-74), this tripartite classification can
be viewed instead as offering a comparison between the lexicons of two different languages, one of
which is being held up as a point of reference. But pursuing a point raised in Drocco (2012: 126), what
does this consideration mean?

From the point of view of IA historical linguistics, the desi class of Prakrit words is certainly an
interesting class of words, in particular because it is in this group of words that we have to search words
of IE origin not recorded in Sanskrit and words of non-IA origin, with all that this means from the point

1" and contact linguistics.*’

of view of historica

Nevertheless, it is from the sociolinguistic point of view that it is, undeniable, difficult to answer
the aforementioned question comprehensively. In making the attempt, however, it needs to be
remembered that a fundamental characteristic which a Prakrit word must possess in order to be
classified as desi is, according to Hemacandra, the non-occurrence of a corresponding words in the

Sanskrit language, according to the rules of transformation explained by Hemacandra in his Prakrit

Grammar.

The conclusions from this are manifold. For example, a specific Prakrit word could be a desi word
for one author, but a tadbhava or tatsama for another author, depending on:

1. the period in which the comparison between the Sanskrit and Prakrit lexicons is being made. In
this respect, a Prakrit word could be a desi word for Hemacandra, who died during the second half
of the XIIth century, but not for the Prakrit grammarian Trivikrama, who lived during the XIIIth
century.” This could be the case if the particular Prakrit word taken into consideration had been
included in a Sanskrit text, as a loanword from Prakrit, after Hemacandra’s death, thus becoming,

but only from that moment, a tadbhava or tatsama,

“1 cf.,, among others, Emeneau (1966), Norman (1985), and Witzel (1989).
“2 See, for example, Bloch (1934, 1930), Emeneau (1980), and Masica (1976, 2001).

3 On the date of Trivikrama, see Nitti-Dolci (1972: 187-188).
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2. the knowledge of the Sanskrit lexicon and/or what must be considered as being part of the Sanskrit
lexicon by the different Prakrit grammarians; on this point, it is important to remember that
according to Hemacandra the words which constitute the Sanskrit lexicon are perhaps those
discussed in his dictionary of Sanskrit synonyms, Abhidhanacintamaninamamala (see 3. above), even
if further research is needed to determine the accuracy of this statement,*

3. the means of the comparison, i.e. the rules set out in the various Prakrit grammars; thus a word
can be classified by Hemacandra as desi even if it is connected with a Sanskrit model, if that
connection depends on applying phonological rules of “transformation” not described in his

grammar (albeit their mention in other Prakrit grammars).

As a result, according to Hemacandra the Prakrit desi class also—perhaps especially—includes those
words which, even though typically inherited from Sanskrit from the point of view of historical
linguistics, are esteemed as too ‘far’ from this language as regards their phonological shape as well as
their meanings, and thus classified as ‘inappropriate’ to be part of Prakrit. And what is intruguing is
that this last judgement is not objective and unanimous. On the contrary it depends on the
grammarians we are taking into consideration.” Therefore, it should be assumed that as regards first
millennium India we face with a true ‘language question’ (cf. the well-known Italian questione della
lingua)*® concerning the nature of what must be considered the ‘pure’ Prakrit (‘pure’ in comparison
with the other MIA varieties used for cultural purposes, ‘pure’ because esteemed as the variety of
literary MIA closest to the Sanskrit language and, for this reason, worthy to be part of the prestigious

- ‘eternal’ according to Kahrs (1992)—sphere of Sanskrit).

6. The heterogeneity of desi words

Now, if we really follow Hemacandra’s definition of what he regards as a desi word, we are in a better

position to understand why Pischel (1965: 7-8) writes that in the category of desi words, “[...] the Indians

* To my knowledge, for example, there is not any study dealing with a comparison between Hemacandra and Amara’s famous
Sanskrit lexicons.

* Cf. Biihler’s important words in the introduction of his edition of Dhanapala’s Paiyalacchi Namamala (Biihler 1878).

* La questione della lingua refers to a significant dispute that arose in late medieval and Renaissance Italy regarding the
appropriate linguistic conventions to be utilized in the written form of the Italian language. Since the progression of the latter
did not align with the emergence of a national spoken language, the various Italian authors had to learn the written language
through literary imitation. The absence of a unified spoken language to serve as a foundation for literary expression led to an

extended and contentious discussion about what the standard literary language ought to be.
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include very heterogeneous elements [...]” (cf. also Shriyan 1969: 44; Norman 1990: 64-65). This is

because this specific category of words used in Prakrit literature can include:"’

words of ancient IA or even Indo-European origin which, although not used as words in the OIA
literary languages (i.e. Vedic and/or Sanskrit)—because regarded, for example, as too vulgar—were
later inherited or borrowed by some varieties of literary MIA, and thus perhaps also by Prakrit.*®
The same is true for those inherited words which happen to descend from OIA dialects other than
that on which Sanskrit was based (Burrow 1955; Emeneau 1966; Masica 1991: 67; Norman 1992b). It
is a fact that literary MIA has undoubtedly evolved from OIA but—as can be deduced from what has
just been mentioned, and has already been highlighted by authors such as Bloch (1934: 14-15; 1930),
Burrow (1955: 45-47), and above all Emeneau (1966), as well as more recently by Witzel (1989)—
talking about OIA in general is not the same as talking about Vedic and Sanskrit, because these
languages represent only two of the many languages of OIA.* Moreover, in terms of any
evolutionary pattern, the MIA literary varieties known so far present evident analogies with Vedic
rather than with Sanskrit, though in many cases the forms of MIA seem to have evolved (probably)
from the spoken forms of this language (see Pischel 1965: 4-6; Emeneau 1966; Hiniiber 1986:
paragraphs 7-11; Witzel 1989).*° As regards the IA/IE non-Vedic/non-Sanskrit words, Norman
(1992b: 115) does not consider them to be real lexical innovations, but inherited words that have
evolved diachronically only at a low level, and that have corresponding forms in IE languages other
than Sanskrit. An example mentioned by this author and present in Desinamamala is the desi word
chasi (Desinamamala 111, 26), reported by Hemacandra with the meaning of ‘whey,’ but by Norman
(1992b: 118) with that of ‘cheese.” According to Norman, this desi word must be connected to the
Latin caseus (cf. also Alsdorf 1937: 39). Similar factors may also be relevant to Prakrit words that are
still obscure in origin or that reveal irregular phonological changes, such as the desi word lugga

‘broken,” which should be placed side by side, according to Norman (1990: 65), with Sanskrit rugna-,

¥ 0n the typology of the various desi words—alongside many examples—reported by Hemacandra and on their possible
manners of classification, see Vaidya (1926-27), Shriyan (1969), Norman (1990), Bhayani (1988b, 1988c, 1998e, 1998f) and
Drocco (2006).

“ For some examples of this kind of words, see the study, albeit now dated, by Gray (1940). See also Norman (1992b) and the
recent study by Zoller (2016).

4 Cf. also Norman (1992a: 225-231, 1992b: 116), Elizarenkova (1989), Pinault (1989) and Pirart (1989).

** With respect to the non-Sanskrit features that can be found in the various MIA literary varieties, see Bloch (1934: 14-15;
1930, 1920), Burrow (1955: 45-47) and the excellent data supplied by Norman (1989, 1992a: 225-243, 1992b: 115-125); and see

again the references given in the previous note.
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deriving from the Sanskrit root ruj- (cf. Monier-Williams 1899: 882). The word lugga could indeed
be derived from a hypothetical root *luj-, a variant of the Sanskrit root just mentioned, according
to the well-known -r-/-I- alternation present in IA.”!

e genuine loanwords from non-IA languages of India, such as the Prakrit words anni ‘wife’s or
husband’s brother, ‘husband’s sister,” ‘paternal aunt’ (Desinamamala 1, 51) and cicci ‘fire’
(Desinamamala 111, 10), which are probably linked to original Dravidian forms. This hypothesis can
be proven by:

a. the wide presence in modern Dravidian languages of comparable words with a similar
meaning,

b. the total absence of words in OIA that allow us to postulate the existence of a genetic
relationship between them,

c. the occasional (and in some cases missed) development of NIA words derived from these

words.*

Similar observations are also valid for other words classified as desi by Hemacandra. For instance, pulli
‘tiger, lion’ (Desinamamala V1, 79), karada ‘tiger’ (Desinamamala 11, 55), tira ‘village’ (Desinamamala 1, 143),

cumcua ‘garland for the head’ (Desinamamala 111, 16) and, as Norman has pointed out (1990: 63), gutti

*! In the ancient verses of Rgveda, the use of -r- is almost exclusive; in this text, there are very few words that contain the
liquid -I-. In classical Sanskrit, -r- is still dominant, although in a less exclusive way than in the (Early) Vedic; as a consequence,
both -r- and -I- are present in Sanskrit. The same phenomenon occurs also in Pali and in the various varieties of Prakrit and
of scholarly MIA, where the change of -r- into -I- is very common. Sometimes, both in Pali and in Sanskrit, there is the presence
of double forms (e.g. Pali lohita, rohita, ‘red’): in some cases, the classical Sanskrit used different meanings for these duplicates.
Eastern MIA varieties show the predominance of -I-, and, contrary to the Western varieties, have totally absorbed the -r-, This
fact is documented by the epigraphy. In particular, the A$oka inscriptions found in the Ganges basin and on the Odisha coast
show almost exclusively -I-. The fact that in classical Sanskrit and in Pali there is the presence of both liquids, and that in the
Eastern varieties there is the presence of only -I-, with the complete exclusion of -r-, suggests that the liquid -I- did not
disappear in OIA only to reappear later, but rather, that it survived only at the spoken dialect level. Its extreme rarity in Rgveda
is an index of style with respect to dialects, while its rare use in classical Sanskrit clearly shows a distinction from the spoken
language, as desired by the Brahmanic tradition. For an in-depth discussion of this question, see, among others, Bloch (1934),
Chatterji (1960: 51, 1983: 67-69), Pischel (1965: 210-212) and Geiger (1969: 88-89).

°? Regarding the Prakrit word anni, consider the Tamil words afifiai ‘mother’, annai, tannai ‘elder sister’ and Parji afifia ‘father’s
sister’ (Burrow & Emeneau 1961: 6, n. 53). As regards the Prakrit word cicci, consider the Tamil word kiccu ‘fire’, the Kannada

words kiccu, kircu ‘fire’, the Telugu word ciccu ‘fire, flame’, and so on (Burrow & Emeneau 1961: 106, n. 1272).
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‘garland’ (Desinamamala 11, 101), kondiya ‘one who creates hatred between the inhabitants of the village’

(Desinamamala 11, 48), and many others,”’

e allloanwords from non-Indian languages such as Greek, Arabic and Persian, introduced to India by
the intellectual and cultural exchange with foreign dynasties; these loanwords, according
Hemacandra’s primary feature for a Prakrit word to be a dest word (see above), must be considered
as desi,”*

e all those words that can be classified as pure neologisms (cf. Norman 1990, 1992b), which are
generally complex, coined by putting together desi and Sanskrit elements, or which, though built
up from elements regarded separately as pure tadbhavas, never existed as such in Sanskrit,
probably because they were created in Prakrit without following the rules of the
Siddhahemasabdanusasana (Biihler 1878: 11-12), or because they are simply specific Prakrit new
words. These neologisms are clearly part of the group of Prakrit words regarded as desi by
Hemacandra, even though they cannot be attributed to a non-1A source. Consequently, according
to Hemacandra, new compounds exclusive to Prakrit, even if formed using elements that have an
attested Sanskrit counterpart, are to be considered desi. The same is true for new derivatives
formed from ancient words through the addition of suffixes or prefixes (a situation characteristic
of Prakrit), but for which no analogous Sanskrit form is attested. Typical examples of Prakrit

compounds considered as desi by Hemacandra are the words vasavala ‘dog’ (Desinamamala V11, 60)

> As regards the desi word pulli, the following modern Dravidian forms can be taken into account: Tamil puli, pul ‘tiger’,
Malayalam puli ‘tiger’, Kannada puli ‘tiger’ (Burrow & Emeneau 1961: 285, n. 3532). In Tamil, karati has the semantic value of
‘Indian black bear” and ‘juggling bear’ (only the meaning ‘bear’ is attested in the other most important Dravidian languages,
such as Kannada, Malayalam and Telugu), while the words kradi, krandi of the Dravidian Kui language and the word kediak of
the Dravidian Kolami language carry the meaning of ‘tiger, leopard, hyena’ (Burrow & Emeneau 1961: 89, n. 1059). The desi
word dira can be compared with Tamil ar ‘village, city’, Malayalam dr ‘village, city’, Kannada ar ‘village, city’, Telugu airu ‘village,
city’, and so on (Burrow & Emeneau 1961: 57, n. 643), while the correspondent Dravidian forms of the desi word gutti are Tamil
kottu ‘bunch’, Malayalam kottu ‘bunch of leaves, of flowers’, Kannada gutti, gudi ‘bunch of fruits or flowers’, etc. (Burrow &
Emeneau 1961: 141, n.1741). The desi word kondiya has strong analogies with the Tamil konti, kontiyam ‘gossip’, Kannada
kondeya, konde, kondega ‘slander’, and so on (Burrow & Emeneau 1961: 149, n. 1865), while cumcua ‘garland for the head’ can be

compared with Kannada cuficu ‘hair wrapped around the forehead’ (Burrow & Emeneau 1961: 169, n. 2180).

> Even if words of this type should be classified as desi according to Hemacandra, Chatterji (1983: 101) suggests that they must
be distinguished from words borrowed from the alloglot element, as they can be traced back to that lexical material of the
MIA defined as vides ‘foreign’. Some of these words, albeit only a few, were borrowed from Sanskrit and subsequently
inherited from MIA, while others (the majority) were borrowed directly from MIA and in some cases, while remaining alive
only at the dialectal level, evolved into the different NIA languages. Words of this type were borrowed from the Iranian, Greek,
Bactrian and other languages and dialects of Central Asia, as well as from the languages and dialects of the Chinese, Turks and
Huns. All these populations, which arrived in India at different times and in different ways, entered the country after the
various MIA languages had fully developed (Chatterji 1983: 101-102, 105-106).
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and sairavasaha ‘bull free to roam’ (Desinamamala V111, 21). These are both new Prakrit coinages, not
occurring in Sanskrit as such, but formed on the basis of original Sanskrit words. The first of them
has been coined from the Sanskrit words vasa (m.) ‘dwelling house’ and pala ‘protector, keeper’
(literally: ‘protector of the dwelling’), while the second is a neologism formed from the Sanskrit
words svaira ‘free, independent, who goes where he likes’ and vrsabha (m.) ‘bull, male’ (literally:
‘free bull, who goes where he likes’). With respect to derivatives I can mention, for example, the
Prakrit word gonikka ‘herd of cows’ (Desinamamala 11, 97) formed starting from the original Prakrit
word gona ‘witness; ox’ (Desinamamala 11, 104) with the addition of the Prakrit suffix -ikka. Both
words, gonikka and gona, are enumerated in the Desinamamala as desi, as they are not attested in
Sanskrit forms corresponding to them. The same applies to the Prakrit word ucchilla ‘hole’
(Desinamamala 1, 95) derived from the original Prakrit word chilla ‘hole, den, hut; opening in an
enclosure’ (Desinamamala 111, 35) with the addition of the Sanskrit prefix ut-,

e words that are phonologically linked to a corresponding Sanskrit form according to the
‘transformation’ rules explained by Hemacandra in his Siddhahemasabdanusasana, but whose
Prakrit meaning is not attested in Sanskrit. This reflects the fact that although Hemacandra’s
attention is evidently focused on the form of the words that he treats, when assigning Prakrit words
to the desi category, as has already been noted, he also gives considerable importance to the
meaning of the words involved. This is an important factor for understanding the real nature of
the desi class of Prakrit words, especially because it has never been taken into consideration by
previous scholars who have made observations on and/or criticised the Desinamamala. An example,
demonstrating the consistency of the position taken by Hemacandra, is represented by the Prakrit
word rattaccha ‘tiger; wild goose’ (Desinamamala V11, 13) and ‘buffalo’ (Desinamamald, commentary
VII, 13). The author is aware of the derivation of rattaccha from the Sanskrit raktaksa as regards the
form of this word. However, taking into consideration the semantic aspect, for the meaning of
‘buffalo,” already attested in Sanskrit, rattaccha is recognized by Hemacandra as a tadbhava word. In
contrast, for the meanings of ‘tiger’ and ‘wild goose,” peculiar to Prakrit (i.e., not attested in
Sanskrit), rattaccha is classified as a desi word. This is demonstrated by the fact that only the

meanings of ‘wild goose’ and ‘tiger’ are given in the text of the work:

hamse vagghe rattaccho raijoajahanesu railakkham /
daianirantarasohiasanahapaliesu raho vi // 13 //

Desinamamala V11, 13 (emphasis added).
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Conversely, in the commentary Hemacandra also mentions the meaning of ‘buffalo,” specifying

however that this meaning, and only this meaning, is typical of Sanskrit:

rattaccho hamso vyaghrasca / mahise tu samskrtabhavam /

Desinamamald, commentary VII, 13 (emphasis added).

Hemacandra’s consistency in respecting his rules for the correct interpretation of the term desi is
further confirmed by the fact that in the Desinamamala, if only in the commentary, there are many
words that the author classifies as tatsamas or tadbhavas,” even though, as he explains, previous Prakrit
lexicographers had understood them as desi. This is the case, for example, with the words undura
‘mouse, rat’ (Desinamamald, commentary I, 102) and guluficha ‘cluster’ (Desinamamala, commentary II,
92) which are clearly connected to Sanskrit by Hemacandra as tatsama words. Similar observations
apply to the Prakrit word pamaro ‘man of a large family’ (Desinamamala, commentary VI, 41), also clearly
understood to be a tatsama word.*® The Prakrit words pavitto ‘grass kusa’ (Desinamamala, commentary
V1, 14) and payaro ‘arrow’ (Desinamamala, commentary VI, 14) are linked to Sanskrit as tadbhava words,
since they derive, according to Hemacandra, from the Sanskrit words pavitra and pradara with the same
meaning, respectively.”” The same is true for the Prakrit word davviaro ‘snake,’ to be traced back,
according to the author, to the Sanskrit darvikara.”®

These kinds of examples are quite numerous. Nevertheless, they do not represent the only
peculiarity of Desinamamald. The scrupulousness of Hemacandra’s description and cataloguing is in fact
further confirmed by the attention he pays to the dialectal variants of many of the recorded Prakrit
words. Some of the most characteristic examples are the Prakrit words rikkha and riccha, both classified
as tadbhavas by Hemacandra (Desinamamala, commentary VII, 6), because linked to the same Sanskrit

word rksa, but with a different phonological output.” Similarly, the non-dest Prakrit word rojjha ‘a type

> As already mentioned (note n. 22), all these words have been collected by Ramanujaswamy in appendix I of the second
edition of the Desinamamald; in this appendix, 213 Prakrit words are listed.

*¢ [...] undurauccayasabdavakhunivivacakau samskrtasamau / [...] (De$indgmamald, commentary 1, 102). [...] atra guluficho guficha iti
samskrtasamah / [...] (Desinamamald, commentary 11, 92). For the attestation in Sanskrit of the words undura ‘mouse, rat’ and
guluficha ‘cluster’ see Monier-Williams (1899: 193, 360, respectively); atra pamaro kutumbiti samskrtasamah / (Desinamamald,
commentary VI, 41), For the attestation in Sanskrit of the word pamara, see Monier-Williams (1899: 619).

*7 atra / pavitto darbhah / payaro $arah / iti pavitrapradarasabdabhavau / (Desinamamald, commentary VI, 14), For the attestation
in Sanskrit of the words pavitra and pradara, see Monier-Williams (1899: 611, 680 respectively).

*8 atra / davviaro sarpa iti darvikarasabdabhavah / (Desinamamald, commentary V, 37). For the attestation in Sanskrit of the word
darvikara, see Monier-Williams (1899: 470).

** rikkho tatha riccho vrddhah / rksavacakau tu
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of deer; white-hoofed antelope’ (Desinamamala, commentary VII, 12) is mentioned along with its variant
with the same meaning, rohia (Desinamamald, commentary VII, 12).%

In some cases, however, words apparently deriving from the same source are correctly connected
by Hemacandra to different Sanskrit words. Typical examples are the desi words kulha (Desinamamala
11, 34) and kolhua (Desinamamala 11, 65), both with the semantic value of ‘jackal,’ which are classified by

Hemacandra as independent words.”

ikkharicchagabdavrksasabdabhavau / (Desinamamala, commentary VII, 6)

In reporting the Prakrit words rikkha and riccha, deriving, as has been said, from the Sanskrit word rksa, we note the MIA
bivalent result in -kkh- and -cch- of the Sanskrit consonant group -ks-, which in the view of Bubenik (1996: 49), “[...] is difficult
to describe diatopically and diachronically.” A greater understanding of the bivalent MIA outcome of this Sanskrit consonant
group is provided by the comparative studies carried out by Tagare (1948: 87-92), where different ideas are made available for
a diachronic and diatopic study. In addition to the discussion in Tagare, see Pischel (1965: 258-260), Geiger (1969: 99-100) and
Masica (1991: 460).

% rojjho rohio ityanyonyaparyavysyavacakau / (Desinamamald, commentary VII, 12)

This case too can be seen as an interesting example of Prakrit duplication. According to the commonly accepted hypothesis,
the Prakrit word rohia derives from the Sanskrit rohita, since the fall of the voiceless dental plosive in the intervocalic position
is recognized as a regular norm of Prakrit phonetics. The same phenomenon occurs in Apabhramsa, although Hemacandra’s
indications in this regard point out that an intervocalic -t- can also be voiced, thereby changing into -d-. Tagare (1948) is of
the same opinion, even if he reports that an intervocalic -t- falls in the majority of cases in literary Apabhramsa, and only
rarely changes into -d-. The more regular and affirmed transformation would therefore lead to Sanskrit rohita > Prakrit rohia
(for the outcome of the Sanskrit voiceless dental plosive -t- in Prakrit, see Pischel (1965: 163), while for the outcome in
Apabhramsa, see Tagare (1948: 78-81) and again Pischel (1965: 166)). The Prakrit word rojjha is instead a variant of rohia,
probably due to diachronic reasons. In fact, after the voiceless dental plosive is dropped in intervocalic position, the
semivowel -y- is inserted in its place, especially in Ardhamagadhi, Maharastri and Jain Sauraseni (concerning the insertion of
the semivowel -y- instead of the plosive -t-, see Pischel (1965: 163-164)). Later, with the drop of the vowel -i-, the resulting
cluster -hy- is changed into the palatal consonant cluster -jjh-, as in many other Prakrit words (for the change of the consonant
cluster -hy- into -jjh-, see the material provided in Pischel 1965: 267).

¢! kukkhi kucchi kulho a sidle pottale kumti /

kumbhi simantai kuddam bahu mafijari kamti // (Des$inamamala 11, 34)

[...] kulho $rgalah / [...] (Desinamamala, commentary I1, 34)

koso kosumbhajalahisu kolio tantuvayalidsu /

acchunivilanajantammi kolhuo taha sialammi // (Desinamamala 11, 65)

[...] kolhuo iksunipidanayantram $rgalasca // (Desinamamald, commentary 11, 65)

The Prakrit words kulha, kolhua ‘jackal’ could be seen as two variants derived from the same Sanskrit word. However, on the
basis of the two verses of the Desindmamald just quoted, it can be observed that Hemacandra classifies them as independent
words. Pischel (1965) is of the same opinion, as he considers kulha to be the MIA outcome of the Sanskrit krostr, and kolhua the
MIA outcome of the Sanskrit krostuka. This hypothesis is undoubtedly the most plausible, even if we can note that both original
words present the consonant group kro-, which would therefore have had to evolve in two different ways. In the passage from
OIA to MIA, this consonant group is in fact simplified by means of the drop of -r-. In the case of kolhua, the vowel -o- is kept,
while in the case of kulha, the -o- is changed into -u-, following some analogous cases occurring mainly in Maharastri,

Ardhamagadhi and Jain Maharastri, where the same change occurs before a consonant cluster (see Pischel 1965: 90-91). 1t is
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To sum up, based on what has been said so far, it can be seen that the criteria followed by
Hemacandra in his cataloguing attest to the existence of a clear lexicographic project. In addition to
this, though, and what makes the Desinamamala of extreme interest, and in a certain sense provides a
further guarantee of its validity, is the frequent quotation by Hemacandra of the opinion of other
lexicographers, from which he, in some cases, differs. This happens with reference not only to the
proposed form of the dest word under consideration, but also, in some cases, to its semantic value.
Hemacandra mentions the names of eight authors of Prakrit dest kosas. We know only a few of these,
and the works attributed to them have not come down to us.*

In more than one case, our author points out how, in his opinion, his predecessors committed
inaccuracies, and how difficult it was for him to determine the meaning of several words. For example,
in commenting on the desi word bhamdso ‘a type of grass that looks like sugar cane’ (Desinamamala VI,
101), Hemacandra informs us that the Prakrit lexicographer Dhanapala® reports for this word the form

bhamaso:

bhamaso iksusattasatynam / bhamaso iti dhanapalah / [...]

Desinamamald, commentary VI, 101.

important to add that Mayrhofer (1956-: vol. I, 281) believes that the Sanskrit word krostuka is a Prakritism deriving from the

original Sanskrit form krostr (m.).

¢ Among the different authors of desikosas mentioned in Desinamamalad we find: Abhimanacihna, mentioned by Hemacandra
five times, four in agreement with his interpretations (I, 144; VI, 93; VIII, 12, 17), and one in disagreement (VII, 1); Gopala,
mentioned five times in agreement with Hemacandra (V1, 58, 72; VII, 76; VIII, 1, 17), five times in disagreement regarding the
form of the word analysed (I, 25, 45; 111, 47; VI, 26; V11, 2), once with regard to the meaning (11, 82), and twice in disagreement
on both the form and the meaning (I, 31; VIII, 67); Devaraja, mentioned three times in the Desinamamald, two of these in
agreement with Hemacandra’s interpretation (VI, 72; VIII, 17), once with some divergence (V1, 58); Drona, mentioned once in
accordance with Hemacandra’s opinion (VII, 17), twice in disagreement regarding the form (1, 18, 50), and once regarding the
meaning (VI, 7); Dhanapala, author of a Prakrit lexicon, mentioned by Hemacandra once in agreement with his hypotheses
(V111 17), twice with a divergence on the form of the words (IV, 30; VI, 101), and twice with a divergence on the meaning
(1, 141; 111, 22); and Padaliptacarya who wrote a kosa of dest words (I, 2) (on Padaliptacarya, also known as Palitta, see Ollett
2018). It seems that Hemacandra wrote the Desinamamala following the work of the latter author, and also following Rahukala’s
lexicon, which is mentioned in the Desinamamald only once (IV, 4). Hemacandra is supposed to have followed many of
Rahukala’s views in drafting the Desinamamala. Silanka is also the author of a desikosa, of which, however, we know nothing;
he is mentioned three times in the Desinamamala (11, 20; VI, 96; VIII, 40). For a discussion of the kosa authors mentioned by
Hemacandra in the Desinamamald, see Ramanujaswamy (1938: 12-14), Pischel (1965: 49-50) and Vaidya (1926-27: 64-67).

I would like to thank an anonymous reviewer of this paper who pointed out that the citations from Dhanapala given in the
examples are not actually found in the Pdiyalacchi, which raises the sticky question of Hémacandra referring to a désikasa by

‘Dhanapala’ that apparently is different from the surviving desikdsa by ‘Dhanapala.’

341



Andrea Drocco - Prolegomena to the analysis of words in desi words in Hemacandra’s Desinamamala

Similarly, in discussing the desi word tsaiam (Desinamamala 1, 141), Hemacandra informs us that the
meaning to be attributed to this is that of ‘scattered’ (Sanskrit viksiptam), and not that of ‘launched,

thrown’ (Sanskrit utksiptam), as claimed instead by Dhanapala:

[...] asaiam viksiptam / saiam utksiptamiti dhanapalah / [...]

Desinamamald, commentary 1, 141.

7. The tripartite classification in tatsama, tadbhava and desi vs. an historical approach to Prakrit

Before moving on to the conclusions, two remarks are in order.

First, in order to explain that for Prakrit grammarians, or at least for Hemacandra, desi is not
synonymous with non-1A and/or has a precise meaning—even if including an heterogeneous class of
words—we must note that, as shown above, not all Prakrit words of non-IA etymology are to be
regarded as desi words. This might seem quite strange, because a word of non-IA origin reported in a
Prakrit text should certainly be classified as a desi word as it is not linked to a corresponding Sanskrit
word. However, the tripartite classification in tatsama, tadbhava and desi does not exclude the
possibility that a word of non-IA origin attested in Sanskrit is also attested in Prakrit and this
invalidates its classification as a desi word. This is the case, for example, of the words inherited from
Sanskrit, with or without the necessary phonological changes, but actually of ancient Dravidian or
Munda origin before the differentiation between the OIA and MIA languages and thus inherited, as
‘new OIA words,” by MIA and possibly also by Prakrit; these words should be understood as genuine
tatsama or tadbhava. Among the most significant examples of this type of words, I can mention the
Prakrit word undura, classified as tatsama by Hemacandra,* probably because it occurs with the same

form and meaning in Sanskrit (see Monier-Williams 1899: 193), but according to authoritative studies

¢ This is the verse of the Desinamamala relating to the Prakrit word undura, where, as can be seen, it is not quoted together
with the other desi words:

khinne uvvauttampia ya hasammi ullevo /
ubbhuggopphamdola calammi miadhammi ummaiam // (Desinamamala 1, 102)
On the contrary, this word is mentioned by Hemacandra in the commentary, where it is explicitly stated that it is a tatsama:

[...] undurauccayasabdavakhunivivacakau samskrtasamau / [...] (Desinamamala, commentary I, 102)
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(cf. Kuiper 1948: 27; Mayrhofer 1956: vol. I, 105; Turner 1966: 98, n. 2095), etymologically deriving from
anon-IA source.”

Another example that can be understood similar to the previous one concerns the Prakrit word
ghoda ‘horse’ classified as tadbhava by Hemacandra, as it is linked to the Sanskrit word ghota, and having
the same meaning,* even though it too, according to Mayrhofer (1956-: vol. I, 361-362), Turner (1966:
244, 1, 4516) and Chatterji (1983: 115-116), has a Dravidian etymology.®’ In this case, however, we don’t
know, at the current state of knowledge, if this word has been used for the first time in a Prakrit or in
a Sanskrit work.

Second, in order to provide further evidence that the tripartite classification of Prakrit words in
tatsama, tadbhava and desi need not be analysed taking into consideration their possible origin from a
purely historical-linguistic perspective, it is important to look at the reciprocal influences between
Sanskrit and Prakrit and between these literary languages and the other non literary languages
throughout the MIA period. In following this line of approach, a correct analysis of the relationship

between Sanskrit and Prakrit in this period must be provided,” clarifying, at the same, what is meant

% More precisely, the Sanskrit word undura ‘mouse’ is compared by Mayrhofer (1956-: vol. 1, 105) with a word from Sora (a
Munda language, of the Austro-Asiatic language family, spoken in India), guntir ‘rat’, while Kuiper (1948: 27) compares the
same word also with the Sora word kentir ‘bat’, arguing that, in this language, ‘mouse, rat’ and ‘bat’ are often denominated

with the same words. As regards the NIA evolution of the tatsama undura ‘mouse, rat’, see Turner (1966: 98, n. 2095).

% Below, I quote the verse from the Desindmamala relating to the Prakrit word ghoda where, as can be seen, it is not referred
to together with the other desi words:

ghori salahavisese ghosali sarayavallibheammi /

ghatto kusumbharatte sariatithammi vamse a // (Desinamamala 11, 111)

On the contrary, the word ghoda is mentioned by Hemacandra in the commentary:

[...] atra ghodo asva iti ghotasabdabhavah / [...] (Desinamamala, commentary 11, 111)

¢ Mayrhofer (1956-: vol. I, 361-362) postulates a Dravidian origin for the Sanskrit word ghota. On this matter he mentions the
Tamil words kutirai, the Kannada word kuduré and the Telugu word gurramu, all deriving from a probable reconstructed form
*gudr. Mayrhofer (1956-: vol. I, 361-362) also proposes a comparison with the Gadaba word kruta ‘horse’ and the Savara word
kurtd ‘horse’ (Gadaba and Savara are two Munda languages). For the citation of other Dravidian words analogous to those
mentioned above, see Burrow and Emeneau (1961: 117, n.1423), and regarding the evolution in NIA of the Prakrit word ghoda

‘horse’, see the material provided in Turner (1966: 244, no. 4516).
% As already pointed out by some scholars (see, among others, Burrow 1955: 374, 386-387; Bloch 1934: 14; Chatterji 1960: 67-

68), Sanskrit, in the course of its history (to which reference has been made at the start of this paper), has undergone a
constant evolution with an evident lexical enrichment. Indeed, A§vaghosa and Kalidasa’s texts testify to uses and forms that
go beyond what Panini describes in his grammar. Through the hyper-Sanskritization of MIA forms, these innovations, part of
the Sanskrit lexical enrichment, demonstrate the influence of a regional dialect that has become politically and culturally
prestigious in a given period. The same kind of deviations occur in the epic Sanskrit of the Ramdyana and Mahabharata (Oberlies
2003). It is also worth mentioning in this regard the following observations of Salomon (1989: 277): “[...] in reality there is

much in the literary and textual history of Sanskrit to suggest that, in terms of practical reality as opposed to linguistic ideals,
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by ‘Sanskrit’ and ‘Prakrit.”® In this regard, I mention here an example which, originally reported by
Deshpande (1993: 74), can help to clarify the argument that has just been made, although it does not
actually involve a desi word.

The corresponding Pali and Prakrit words of the Sanskrit word grha ‘house’ are gaha and giha, gaha,
respectively (Turner 1966: 227, n. 4240). It is important to point out that in Prakrit the word geha, with
the same meaning of grha, is also attested; this form is not deriving from Sanskrit grha, but, as pointed
out by Mayrhofer (1956: Band I, 345), from an unattested OIA word *gedha. Maythofer’s hypothesis
seems to be supported by the fact that deriving geha from grha suggests an atypical phonogical change
from OIA to MIA (“Lautlich kaum aus grhah zu entwickeln, wie vielfach versucht wurde, Falsch;”
Mayrhofer 1956: Band I, 345). Therefore, geha can be classified as a MIA colloquial form occurring in
Prakrit literature, ‘colloquial,” because not corresponding to a Sanskrit word, but to a OIA non-
Sanskritic form.” Interestingly, as suggested by Deshpande (1993: 74), geha was later borrowed by
Sanskrit, from Prakrit, as a word of dialectal origin, that is to say as a colloquial MIA word, becoming
thus part of Sanskrit lexicon through the mediation of Prakrit. Assuming Sanskrit, erroneously, as a
synonym of OIA, geha can be understood as a Prakrit tadbhava word (because, after all, an 1A word) as a
consequence of the fact that is derived, historically, from an unattested ‘Sanskrit’ (OIA = Sanskrit) word
*gedha. Neverthless, as we have seen, *gedha is in no way to be identified, if attested, as a Sanskrit word.
It is certainly a possible OIA word, but non part of Sanskrit lexicon. Actually, geha is a tatsama word,
since it is found with an identical form and the same meaning in Sanskrit texts, but even in this case
further clarifications are required. Normally, from the poit of view of historical linguistics, Sanskrit, as
an OIA language, is considered as a most ancient language as compared to Prakrit, a MIA literary
language, and thus as a previous language in terms of chronology. Consequently, if a word with the
same meaning and form occur in both languages, normally this word in Prakrit is considered as a
loanword from Sanskrit. As a matter of fact, tatsama words are normally classified as Sanskrit
borrowings (see, e.g., Pollock 2006). However, as has been shown in tracing the ‘history’ of the word in
question, the direction of the loan turns out to be the opposite way round, since it is Sanskrit that has

incorporated in its lexicon a word whose form and meaning are previously attested in Prakrit. For this

Sanskrit and Prakrit were, at least in early times, not so much separate and irreconcilable opposites as the poles of a dialect

spectrum [...]". On this topic, see also Deshpande (1993).

 For example, the majority of scholars uses the term “Sanskrit” to indicate also what is actually the Vedic language: cf.
Houben (1996b: 10), Thieme (1994) and Wezler (1996: 346, note no. 73). On the contrary, Mayrhofer (1986-) seems to behave
differently in his Etymologisches Worterbuch des Altindoarischen.

7 Monier-Williams (1899: 363) speaks of a corrupted form from grha.
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reason, it is my belief that geha, in Prakrit, can be classified as tatsama purely and exclusively on the
basis of the fact that in Sanskrit there is a word with the same form and the same meaning, regardless

of what the real history and origin of that word is.

8. Conclusion

Thanks to his clear definition of desi, Hemacandra has imposed his superiority and originality over the
desi lexicographers who preceded him (cf. Ramanujaswamy 1938; Pischel 1965: 8-9, 48-50; Shriyan 1969:
29-31), and perhaps this is what accounts for the unique nature of his work in the context of desi
lexicons.

As already mentioned at the start, in the explanation of the purpose of the present paper, we can
understand now why Hemacandra’s Desinamamala is a incomparable text for study, and for aiding our
understanding not only of the exact meaning of the tripartite classification of the Prakrit lexicon, and
thus of the term desi, but also of the heterogeneity of the desi Prakrit class of words. In this regard I
have shown how desi ‘regional/local’ is used by Hemacandra with respect to the Prakrit lexicon to
indicate the ‘new’ lexical material specific to a particular MIA literary variety, that is to say Prakrit.
Within this material are sometimes certainly included words borrowed from alloglot groups of South-
Asia, but also all those independent neologisms for which there is no loan relationship between the
Prakrit element classified as desi and a possible Sanskrit model. Taking into consideration all these
suggestions and following the conclusions of one of my previous papers (cf. Drocco 2012), this means
that the division into tatsama, tadbhava and desi was probably a tool in the hands of Indian authors,
offering them the unique scope to compare the Prakrit lexicon with the Sanskrit one, in a period when
these two varieties were used side by side as literary vehicles, even if, between them, Sanskrit had
achieved the dominance. Actually, it is likely that this tripartite classification of Prakrit words was used
by these authors only for composing their works, beginning with the consultation of Prakrit grammars
and desikosas. Thanks to these grammars, it was possible for them not only to compose new works using
‘standard’ Prakrit variety, building on their previous knowledge of Sanskrit, but also, at the same time,
to understand the ancient Prakrit texts. All this was achieved with the simple application of real rules
of ‘transformation,” such as those explained in the Prakrit grammars, by means of which a Sanskrit
word, the only one probably present in the cultural background of the author, was literally
‘transformed/translated’ into a Prakrit word. It is for this reason that Prakrit grammarians argued that
‘Prakrit originates from Sanskrit.” As a matter of fact, it does ‘originate’ from Sanskrit, not as a result of
a historical linguistic process, but rather through a rule, the latter working as a sort of

‘linguistic/language equation,’” an equation that can also be used in reverse, thus for generating a new
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Sanskrit word starting from the new Prakrit one. For all the new words or for all the new meanings of
ancient Sanskrit words, in both cases specific to Prakrit, the different desikosas, among which the
Desinamamala was and still is the most important, came to the aid of the Indian author.

In this way, starting from the premise that Prakrit has to be analyzed from within the larger
system of Sanskrit grammar and lexicography (see above), the tripartite system just outlined makes it
possible to understand the dependence on and the closeness with Sanskrit, and the degree of this
dependence/closeness, of a particular Prakrit text by analysing its lexicon, since not all authors used
lexical material connected or not connected with Sanskrit to the same extent. While it is true that, in
some cases, the author’s origin and/or his cultural milieu could be a decisive factor here, as well as the
period and/or circumstances in which he composed his work, in other cases, the specific variety of
language used, closer or not to Prakrit, and the aims behind the text were more important. For
example, the use of Prakrit for some of the characters in Sanskrit dramas first came about through a
constant reference to the Sanskrit tradition. Consequently, in such texts, the use of tatsama and
tadbhava is predominant, although we cannot exclude the attestation, albeit rare, of some desi words.

In a nutshell, therefore, and in line with the opinion of the majority of scholars, it can be said with
near certainty that Prakrit can be considered the most artificial of the various MIA varieties used as
literary, religious and administrative vehicles. Even though Prakrit shows some similarity with spoken
forms showing thus typical ‘dialectal/colloquial’ features, testifying in this respect to its diachronic
and diatopic variability’' (cf. Tagare 1948; Pischel 1965; Bubenik 1998, 2003), it no longer has any strong
connection with spoken languages (Pischel 1965: 4; Chatterji 1983), because it is deeply dependent on
and close with Sanskrit, even as if it were a form of the latter. I believe that now we are in a better
position to understand why Bhayani maintains that “Literary Maharastri (i.e. Prakrit; AD) was in that
regard rather a colloquialized and stylized form of Sanskrit [...]” (Bhayani 1998d: 29-30).

I conclude by saying that the close relationship of Sanskrit and Prakrit, as if they were two
specular varieties of the same language, can also explain the change related to the terms used in the
tripartite terminology—I mean the terminological change concerning the term tadbhava previously
named vibhrasta—and reported as an essential part, that is at the underpinning of the grammatical
description of Prakrit. Although Pollock (2006) and Ollett (2017), also referring to previous scholars (as,
for example, Nitti-Dolci 1972), have discussed Bharata’s work and the meaning of the tripartite

classification in great detail and at length, it seems to me that the possible motivations for this

"' This is equally valid for the final form of MIA, Apabhramsa; in this regard see, for example, Pischel (1965), Tagare (1948) and
Bubenik (1998).
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terminological change have not been explored by any scholar so far. I firmly believe that this change
is strictly correlated with a change of perspective towards the Prakrit language. What this
terminological change tell us is that at the beginning of and/or before the process that gradually
transformed Sanskrit as a cosmopolitan language (see Pollock 2007), Prakrit was seen as something
outside the Sanskrit sphere. Afterwards, on the contrary, it became part of the ‘world of Sanskrit’
(‘eternal world of Sanskrit” according to Kahrs 1992) thanks, above all, Prakrit grammarians’ works,
whose beginning was inaugurated by Bharata. Actually, the latter saw Prakrit as something still outside
the ‘Sanskrit tradition,” perhaps because he was located at the outset of the above said cosmopolitan
change concerning Sanskrit. This is not the case, however, for the subsequent Prakrit grammarians. To
understand the cultural milieu and the socio-political dynamics behind this change of perspective on

Prakrit can be a good topic for future researchs.
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