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By SrvAPRASAD BHATTACHARYA 

Hemacand.ra is known to students of Sanskrit, Prakrit and Apabhramsa 
literatures as a writer who utilized to the full his extensive and varied 
scholarship in whatever department he worked and recorded what he thought 
worth recording for the benefit of posterity. In the department of poetics, 
where as an early nibandha writer he made his name, constructive work 
had given place to systematizing and co-ordination by the end of the tenth 
century and it had become the fashion to formulate, elucidate or tabulate 
whatever was taught by great masters. Anandavardhana (ninth century) 
has been the master-poeticist, and authoritative scholars and thinkers like 
Bhatta-nayaka and Bhoja, who apparently belonged to a different school­
the left wing as opposed to that of the dhvani school-only served to streng­
t~en their position and plan of study of the subject. Kashmir, 1 from early 
times and particularly in this period, has been the land that furnished the 
m3:terial groundwork and gave the signal to start for investigations by 
writ~rs all over the country. By the end of the eleventh century, the epoch­
making Kiivyaprakii.Aa appeared and took the scholarly world by storm. 
~t was nothing but a terse and compact treatise, incorporating whatever · 
its au~hor thought noteworthy in the field of poetics from the viewpoint of a 
practical and inquisitive student. It has explored the labours of Ananda­
vardhana and of his expositor, the philosopher-poeticist Abhinavagupta, the 
two great masters whose teachings and examples have been marked, f :esented. and recorded almost in every page of Hemacand.ra's Kavyanu­
lliana (Viveka, p. 66). Hemacand.ra, who used the K.P. liberally, however, 
Ka .. ::/0 r~et to present what is worth noting in the writings of other 
alannk- W'riters like Kuntaka, Mahimabhatta, Bhatta Tauta, the illustrious 

oun ara teacher of Abhinava, and Rajanaka Tilaka, who might have been a 
~ntu~er coitemporary ofMammata, and the great Bhoja, also of the eleventh 
bhatt,J; 0 a~oth~r land and of a different line of thought. Mahima­
the strikfuecuµar views in relation to dhvani (and very likely only a few of 
incorporat!dvi_ew:hofBhatta Tauta), and the casual remarks ofKuntaka. were 
place because m e _K.P:, but not all. They were not given a prominent 

. of their bein of their bemg not very distant from him in point of time and 
Fortunately f!r engulfed by the great Abhinava (Abhinavaguptapadii,'/.i). 
kautuka2 have bus, t: Vak. jiv. and the Vyaktiviveka but not the Kavya­
fourteenth-centu:6n . cove~ed a?d published-works which even famous 
take direct notic! wrters like V1svanatha and Vidyanatha had missed to 
Hemacandra took inot;-and have served to heighten the interest which em. 

1 
Nai, C. XVI. 131. ~~ , 

(first half of the twelfth · · • ~- Its author was a contempor"'°" century) of II ~., 
pp. 24-25, for~ and emaca.ndra. Cf. Nai. C. X. 115 and K .A ., 

2 Vid p ~-
Three F e · V. Ko:ne--Hiatory of San · . 
Vol I Ngo:en Maeterpieces of Alamkar;~t Poetics, 2nd edn. (1051) (pp. 210-21) and 

· , o. ( I 944). aatra by the present writer in the Pracydvani, 
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The K.A. is later than the K .P. by about half a century and n~ available 
commentary on the latter, l.tself one of the mos~ profusely commented-on 
works in Sanskrit literature, is known to be earlier than the former. The 
earlier commentators on the K.P., e.g. Rucaka, Sridhara and Cal).<;lidasa, are 

.. 09casionally critical ofMammata's views, as ~as the K.A ·: though it butrar_ely 
mentions him and his work3 by name and 1s seldom disrespectful to him. 
:S:emacandra is believed to have had a very good and up-to-date MSS. collec­
tion, especially of Kashmir works, in bis private library, which is borne out by 
his citations from late writers, which except in the case of Tauta, Abhinava 
and Mammata, however, are nowhere by name and which include con­
temporary works from other lands also. One of the former class, Rajanaka 
Tilaka was the father and teacher of Rucaka, the author of the earliest 
commentary on the K.P. (Sanketa) and of the Alanlccirasarvasva. It is to be 
noted that though the Viveka on the K.A. came by way of supplement, a few 
additions to the original work in the vrtti portion were made still later on as 
was the habit of the author in course ofrevision work (e.g. p. 292, pp. 31-34, 
pp. 258-263, N.S. edition). The K.A.'s direct citations, except in the case of 
the illustrations and their connecting statements in his treatment of the 
vrttis (sense-functions) in Chapter I, of his citations from the Nilfyasastra of 
Bharata in Chapter VIII and of three extracts from the Abhinavablliirati4 

in his vrtti, are all found in the Viveka, which professedly is a supplement. 5 

We have also one passage in the vrtti in the K.A. from Bhatta Tauta's 
Kavyakautuka, which work is known to students from occasional citations of 
terse statements in early commentaries on the K.P. and more widely by 
Abhinavagupta's references, especially in his Abh. bh. (Abh.'s three alam­
kara works include a vivarana on the K.K.). Following Vamana, he uses 
prose for his siltras or kcirikas, is very terse and businesslike in his vrtti; 
but elaborate in his citations. The present paper has in its purview only 
five out of the eight chapters in the book as those directly associated with 
citations from the eleventh-century Kashmir writers. Bhatta Tau ta, cited in 
Chapters I and VIII in the K.A., and Rajanaka Tilaka are included, because 
Tauta in the fag end of his life and Tilaka in his earlier years lived in this 
century. Chapter IV deals with gur_ias, with matter treated and brought in 
the gloss which, except in the case of notes on verses where it is the uniform 
practice of Hemacandra to draw from the Dh. a. and the Locana whenever 
that is possible, is derived from other sources. In Chapter V dealing ,vith 
sabdiilamkaras, Vamana, Rudrata (and his commentator Namisaclhu, a Jaina 

3 viz . K .A ., p . 100 (~:), p. 4 '!(ollr-flfilf.ir<i ... 'Q~fu~'ffll{, p. 25 (-r ~: ... 

'llll~fu~ffiT), p. 202 (~~: ~«'(l.;JQ[T ~lf ~'iii=), p. 204 (~~'{-iln,Jl;Q~~.Hii: 

.. . ~if"lTT iliiT:) I "' " 

4 K.A., p. 68 (~ 11~li ~~T~inllll ~~T: . . . lil"<ll{) = Abh. bh., Vol. I (2nd edn.), 

p. 341; K.A ., p. 83 (lfflif ~ f'{ "finft~wrfu: ~fc1fyj: ~ifT illifif I . . . ~P'l'<!m:'IIIT i:J 

~ill<flill~ -rrm Sf~) = Ab~. bh . ., Vol. I, pp. 282-83 (in one part a little 

s implified); K.A., pp. 99-100 (~~~filf;r . . . il~nfif<(:) in Abh. bh., Vol. VII (which 

is not available now, vide rof. to this in the Abh. bh., Vol. II, pp. 152-53. (N'ffl!ffl~ 
?.Jl! ~ "if'!: ~~- ( = ~~fl! in the K .A .) ~ffil-il,;JT~'{'!(\1l;lq illlfiq<(N ifllfll,!J~ 

~l'Jl\llTil° ~ Rnrll" mfq,rfl!fif Sif: fifi if<l:nl1!fl'lo! I). Similarly long extracts in the · 

1Jrt1i of tho K.A . ure taken from t,ho Vy. Vi., o.g. in Chap. III, pp. 153-54. 

6 m~ti ~ if<i ~~IT ffi<J: , "1~1~Tl'JifW]"q f<i~"= ~f<iil~w 11 
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• ata (whom for obvious reasons we have not inclu-
predecessor of his), ~a:ters and Bhoja are drawn upon and ~andavar­
dehd h~re_b of_ ~~hich Mammata has only used for a few choice yamaVIkaI 
d ana s evis . ll ti& d esp in the V iveka. In Chapter 
references) are sy~t,emat1ca y ub i6 'unctiliously followed with a closing 
the Dasa:u::;t:: ;!:e:

0
;::_-t~~ ~67i. bh. The introduction to_ Chap~er I 

~efir~ce matter treated in sik§a type of alamkara works-and Jama wr_iters 
}~i~ ee:rl dates have had a fancy for it-and has drawn f:om t~e ~avy~-

- - - y(900 A c ) which is utilized also in a long sustamed citation m 
mimansa . • 
the Viveka on Chapter III. · £ t 

The above observations seem to bring into relief one promment ea_ ure 
of the K.A.-each chapter of the work has as its source c:me or more _writers 
as authority. The K.A. is thus in a sense like a treatise, where different 
chapters are written by different authors who are ackno,~le~ged 1:1:asters 
on the subject. In Chapter I, leaving out the introductory sik,Ja po~t10n and 
the definitions of kiivya and its entities where there are unrmst1;1'kable 
traces of the K.P.'s influence in the expression and in the ultimate dommance 
of the vyanjanii view, t?~ author's guides are_ the !Jhv. a. and the Locana. 
He has occasionally utilized the K.P., especially m the treatment of the 
vrttis, though Hemacandra cho?ses t~ differ from ·Mammata_here and ther~;

6 

His illustrations everywhere mcluchng those for explammg Bhart:rhan s 
karikii, samyogo viprayogasca (which is read as now samsargo viprayogiisca), 
where unlike earlier authors he tries to be comprehensive, 7 are from 
kiivyas. His efforts for being exhaustive in his treatment are evidenced 
in his taking the cue from Anandavardhana's specifications of four varieties 
of vastudhvani,B followed in toto by almost all the later writers anq 
amplifying them to thrice their number with apt illustrations in Prakrit. 
The age-old practice of giving stock examples, which has much in its favour, 
is scrupulously followed, but the author is never oblivious of the practi_cal 
nature of poetics and adds here and there examples which serve to increase 
the range of the students in their studies of kavyas. His discretion, however, 
never leads him to unnecessary and irrelevant elaboration or dissuades 
him from picking up supplementary matter9 in his gloss which is worth 
be!ng much thought of_ b_y the advanced student. A paragraph in the 
V iveka by way of explalillilg the Prakrit verse bhama dhammia IO-which 
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launches us in the printed edition in a co1:1"11pt reading-~ts at his zea! for 
clarification even at the cost of throwmg overboard his trusted guides. 
That the K.A. did not often abide by the principle of parivrtti.sahatvasahatva, 
an innovation, though a logical view, noted in the K.P., is evident from his 
following earlier writers (and Rucaka has done the same thing in his Sanketa 
on the K.P.) in not including the ubhayasaktimilla there defined as a third 
variety of vyangya kavya.s.11 

In the second chapter the author's authority is constituted by the 
Nafyasa.stra, Chapters VI and VII, and the Abhinavabharati thereon. To­
wards the close we have, as in the K.P., an account of the intermingling 
of bhava.s and of ra.sabluz.sa, of which the first is dealt with in the Locana and 
the second adumbrates Bhoja's views primarily. The division of kiivyas 
on the basis of vyanjami, as we find in the K .P. (particularly as in Chapters 
V and VI), brings the chapter and the treatment of dhvani to an end. The 
illustrations, over and above those based on the Dh. a., the Locana and the 
Abhinavabharati, are picked up from the Dasarilpakavaloka, the Srngarati­
laka and from both ofBhoja's works on thesa.stra, especially the Sar. ka. abh. 
As usual, the Viveka uses the Locana and the Abh. bh. for the exposition 
of verses,12 while the author takes his stand on Abhinava's acceptance 
ofthe nine ra.sa.s13 and has three long extracts (from the Abh. bh. on this 
topic, one of which discusses the .sattvika blu'iva.s, as emanating from the 
transformation of the human body in the elemental aspect. The V iveka 
gives a very !ong dissertationl4 on the interpretation of Bharata's ra.sani!Jpatti 
dictum, which, though primarily agreeing with that used in the Abh. bib., 
is sometimes fuller, more direct and better connected as in the case of the 
interpretation of Sankuka, whose work might have been available to Hema­
candra in the original or through the Kavyakautuka. The K.P. text here 

il~'ffi ~ ~ ~ if':f I ••• 1l""(RT~ifl'~T'i'<R111'511r'Ti,:ir;f<l'T'iflllmll!fl~~T'if-
\ • ... :::i,. .., 

iflWf ~f.J ... I @dl•l'Cit~~~~nl'~~a Uii ~T~Tif ... q''ffi V{qiffl I ... This is .. ' 
not found either in the Locana or in the Vyaktiviveka. 

11 K.A. , p. 38, ~»lMi'i("1t{ ~11:~~~a ... I The illustration 

of the K.P. therefore ("11~~111T like the Dh. a citations ("5llrf: S!"'llli,:l<il I<; 

... ) is shown in the K .A. (p. 42) a s instances of ~ lt&l:~itl following the clever 
interpretat ion of Abhinavagupta in the Locana (p. 105). Our notes on Rucaka's 

remark in the K.P. Sanke/a (p. 29) '~~"n ~R ~~~ ffl"il: .. .'maybe 

referred to (footnotes 57, 59, 60, 62 and 63). Pa.i:i<;litaraja Jaga.nnatha also is not 

very keen on admitting this variety. • Sa.ya he (p. 139, N.S. edn.) ~ g . . . '!QiJ! 

l{&l:»lf"!llla_'itiqir<rfli Jl:ltil~T 1:qf-r~: thus echoing the views of Hemacendra. 

12 e.g. K.A., pp. 66-67 = Abh. bh., Vol. I, p. 286; K .A. , pp. 70-72 = Abh. bh., Vol. I, 
pp. 303- 307; K.A., p. 77 = Locana, pp. 80-81; K. A ., p. 104 = Locana, p. llO; 
K.A ., p. 105 = Locana, p. 67; K.A., p. 106 = Locana, p. 75 . .,. ' 

ta K .A., p. 68 (~ ;r;rcr · • · ~:) = Abh. bh., Vol. I, p. 341. 

14 K. A ., pp. 57-66 (;r,q ~~~!Tcf~ ifl'f"if~ • • ~TlfT~\ff<r-IT "'f 

~~Rfif .. . ) and Abh. bh., Vol. I, pp. 272-286 ("Irr <l~<il""lllii!i~<l4di<4~<i 

ifl'['<flfl! . . . ,:jf!f1'~lfi~T 'q flf\flqtf~fuf~fif), t he verse illustrations in Sankuka's 

expos~t ion (ij~ ~ ... i~"l'ffi:l . . . p . o8, K. A .) which n.re n ot cited in tho 

-Abh. bh. a re included in Mamrnata's torso presentut ion in the K.P. This incidentally 
:ahows that Sankuka. is later than Rudrata, who is t-ho author of the seconrl verse. 



1957] .HEMA.CANDRA AND THE ELEVENTH-CENTURY KASHMIR POETICISTS 121 

gives only a gist, in its usual terse and measured style, ;vith_ illust:i-ations 
taken from the original here and there. Hemacandra s VIewpomt_ (as 
much as his zeal for full and exhaustive presentation) is substantially 
different from that of Abhinava, whose tangible work, both in the Locana 
and in the Abh. bh., has been to expose the unreasonable st'and_ of B~atta­
nayaka his immediate opponent. It is noteworthy that his estunate 
of ka1~riavipralambha16 as a variety of kariiria rasa is fundamenta?y 
different from that of the Nat. sas. and the Sar. ka. abh., but agrees with 
the view of the Dasarupaka. .. 

The other way of dividing kavyas based on their form, which is as old 
as Dandin is found in the last chapter of the K.A. as it is also in the Kavya­
lankii;a," or'Rudrata. The source-book for the whole chapter in all its details 
is the Srngarapr°akasa (Chapter XI), following which we have a mention 
of twelve major drsya kavyas and eleven minor ones (with one of them 
left out and two given a different name). The Nat. Sas., or to be more 
precise, the Abh. bh., 16 among Kashmir works is used in the text and in 
the Viveka, on the drsya kavyas generally and the geya (and raga-kavyas), 
which are treated more fully by his pupil Ramacandra in his Natyadarpar_w,. 
The V iveka practically on this part is nothing but excerpts17 from the 
Abh. bh. Ramacandra's fancy for the twelve rupakas as opposed to the time­
honoured numbering of Bharata is to be traced to Hemacandra's treatment. 
Amongst noted alamki.ira nibandha writers, Hemacandra is the first to 
include dramaturgy in his purview though his accounts, even including 
that in the Viveka, are only scrappy. This defect has been remedied by 
Ramacandra-Gw;iacandra who, having opportunities of access to the 
Abh. bh., have given a faithful presentation in tl:1-eir work.1s The Sah. 
dar. is fuller and clearer, though its acquaintance with the Abh. bh. seems 
to be not very substantial or direct; but for minor sravya kavyas and their 
several prevalent forms, the S.D. in spite of its knowledge of the views 
of Bhoja, who is relied on also by Hemacandra, furnishes meagre informa­
tion. It has to be added that Hemacandra was more at home than Visva­
natha in his intimate and immediate acquaintance with the Prakrit and 
apabhramsa literatures, in which Visvanatha's claims appear to be nothing 
more than those of a versatile dilettante.19 Hemacandra's citation in 
this chapter from Bhatta, Tauta, who had a pronounced leaning towards 
drsya kavyas, brings into relief the thinness of the veil separating drsya 
kamJas from ,sravya kavyas, a point hinted at by earlier authors including 

16 K . .-t~, p. 71 (111,illMSl'ti'tl: ~ ~<i) and the D.R., p. 105 (N.S. edn.), Kar. "i 

end vrtt,i thereon. The N.S. (Vol. I, p. 310) avers: ~<ffl~: ~~ f~ Uif I 
vide the S.k.d., pp. 537-39. 

16 K.A., pp. 317-29 (~ ~T'I'~~ ~~'llil'TlJ'i(l{ (the K.A. reading 

should be !;i~T~ ~<i) • • • ~~ g iJ'{ in the vrtti portion leaving out one 

single verse defining mil", which may have been supplied from the S'r. Pr., Ch. XI) 
end the Viveka thereon= Nd#. S'aaflr., XVIII. (G.0.8. edn.), 9-11, 45-50 58-60 
63-~f• 78-8~, 8~89, 90--96, 101-105, 108-110, and Abh. bh., Vol. I, pp. 181-82'. ' 

• T~e c1tat1ons fro~ the Abh. bh., XVIII, on these portions of pp 411-450 I · 
out the irrelevant port10ns and on the Abh bh I pp 182 1 . · . ea:vmg 

18 Vide J .B.O.I., I, Vol. V, No. 3, for the -~e;ent · . - . • . · •· . s m P0!1}t. 
ca.ndra.-Gw:,ace.ndra's prominent citations fro~ the . h, b"f/ ,~ 1"AP!__M'f of R ama. 
restore the present corrupt Abh. bh. text. , . '~-!.... ....-< .X:C~ '.'!'hf~elp to 

18 As per reference to his father's wo , ,. ;;;;; B;ia,.- na , ...;__vc:-<) \ 

-.fl~~~ ~~:i•n~~"1 (Ch. vr of the Sa ~( Aco. Wo .:~)~"'\ 
c::;, ~ 'P.J.. ~ ,\ 
-,:.~ ,. Da.te ... .. , .. /.j • - .t::::, II 
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Vamana.20 His affiliation to the Kashmir line of thought is- apparent 
in his echoing the view of .Anandavardhana on the place of lyrics in 
literature. 21 

The Vyaktiviveka of l\fahimabhatta is the work that has been drawn 
upon in the major portion of Chapt(lr III that deals with dosas, while the 
Dh. a. and the Locana on the Dh. ii have been for the rasado§as, as is the 
case in the K.P. The primary do§as pertain to rasa as the gu?J,as do-they 
are secondary (bhiikta) (p. 16)-when relating to sabdas and arthas. Im­
propriety (anaucitya) is noted as the root of rasarlo§as, as .Anandavardhana 
had indicated-though the implications of aucitya in their positive side are 
not stressed in the K .A . as in the monograph Aucityavicaracarca of K~e­
mendra who wrote on poetics in the vein of the sikt;a manuals and lived 
in the eleventh century in Kashmir. Mahimabhatta's hand is writ large 
on this portion,22 as is indicated by the long excerpts running over page 
after page in the Viveka. Sometimes the wording in the Viveka 23 is delu­
sive, but there is no difficulty in finding out the source. The Prakrit 
illustrations are traceable to the Dli. a. ; 24 the Vy. vi. and the Sar. kan. abli. 
of Bhoja and several other illustrations are taken from the K.P. One 
long explanatory note25 is not found in any of these Kashmir works, but is 
at the same time presumably not Hemacandra's. 

20 Bhatta Tauta was a ~f.1"1!1iftil"I~, to use the phrase of Kuntaka. with 

reference to another great m a.ster. Cf. also Abh. bh., Vol. I, p. 291 l:J~T¥! llifl!l'llftglti­

'l!llPl"iiffli'fT'lf!I 111'Ti! i!T~1ll'f: I ~frr-<11q .. "J,q1f<illliTlTT~'ifm ~11f1r,n: I 

~Ti1111'Tiil~T \TT<fr: "Srnl~ ~r: U ~frr Vamana's K.A.S. V. under I.3.32. 

~t("'qq1~q ~ ~ f>«ifuri ~ ~T~~aii ti'ffll'T~ I 
21 K.A., p . 340 ~'ili<lf l:J'ITSll~~ miuf<r ~~~"'! ;J'iliifil': = Dh. a., III, mnaii~ 

~ ~M ~~if~T~: ll[q~ ~~ ~T 'Wti~ fli'ffiifil'! Wiil~~~Rif: 
~T?ffllifl! I (pp. 141-42, N.S., 2nd edn.). 

22 K.A., pp. 145-46 = V. V. (Bena.res edn.), pp. 380, 387-88, K.A. (with ffllli), 
p. 150 = V. V., pp. 259-60, K.P., pp. 153-54 = V. V., pp. 276, 247, 378, 374-75; K.A., 
p . 162 = V. V., pp. 385, 189; K.A., pp. 171-73 = V. V ., pp. 155-56, 372, 153-54 for the 
vrtti portion; o.nd K.A., pp. 138-39 = V. V ., pp. 332-35; K.A., pp. 145---52 = 
V. V., pp. 284, 286-87, 280-82, 387, 415, 259, 260, 250, 253; K.A., p. 155 = V. V., 
p. 370 ; K.A., pp. 163-64 = V.V., pp. 380-81; K.A., p. 172 = V.V:, pp. 162, 371-?2; 
K.A., p. 173 = V.V., I, 377; K.A., p. 175 = V .V., pp. 183-205 ~with a small portion 
loft out) and pp. 221-26, all in the Viveka. K.A., p. 125 = Dh. a., pp. 145-81. 

23 K.A., pp. 139-43, introduced with an expression ~ liJ_fi': (where excepting the 

first three sentences everything else is found in the Vak. jiv., p. 17. 1Rihi'~., • 'Sffll{T 

~~) I The V. V. reading of '51'8(~- (in De's V .J.) should better be changed to 
'Sill:~ as in the K.A. The Vak. jiv. is also drawn upon in the Viveka here in 
pp.153-54 (= Vak.jiv., pp. 39-40). Similarly in p. 72 ~~ti': = Abh. bh., I, p. 307. 

24 e .g. <ii'<:! 111' ~'g~T'lln' (K.A., p. 252) on Locana, / 41, ~'911!:N (K.A ., P· 

254) from Dh. a., p. 109, ~nr "i'ffl~"l'T"fi (K.A., p . 257) in Locana, p. 43; Ill°'! ~ 
(K.A., p. 282) = S.k.ii., p. 297, N .S. edn:, ~~111( (K.A., p. 287) from S.k.a., p. 

288, p . 548, '81.Q"lll!iil"lll1<! (p. 259) from Dh. a., p. 219; ~fcl- (K.A., p. 266) from the 

S.k.ii., p. 317; l:!l!i'fi'I ~"lllt: (K.A., p. 119) from Dh. a., p. 173; "'1N1'{"111 · · • (K.A.'. 

p. 141) from the S.k.ii., p. 22 ; 'q"f~1;f ... (K.A ., p. 146) from V.V., P· 387; ~ 
•T"III'{ (K.A. , p. 148) from the S.k.a., p. 18; l'fllii!T !lfT'IIPfi (K.A., p. 144) from 
Dh. ii ., p . 62 ; l:!it'III ~ (K.A., p . 150) from V . V., p. 415; 1'IT'<Tf,r'31.: (K.A., p. 186) 
from the S.k.u., p. 33. 

26 on the well-known verse f;;i-1i'! "(li!~1.f: (K.A., p. 115). 
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The artltii,lamkara section (Chapter VII) is the weakest portion in t~e 
K.A., as is also the case in the K.P. Hemacandra's efforts t_o reduce their 
number-67 in Rudrata's K.A. and 61 in the K.P. but 29 m t_he K.A.­
which have been provoked by Kuntaka's attitude in the. V.J., towar?s 
particular alamkaras-are at the root of this, which is somet11in~ ~usual ID 

him. Besides Udbhata and Rudrata (and his commentator Nam1sadhu), ~~e 
acknowledged authorities on the subject in ~he old schoo_l, he has :~_qms1-
tioned the help of the V.J. and very likely the _ijdbhata-viveka of RaJanaka 
Tilaka20o no longer available to us but thought highly of, e.g. by Jaya­
ratha, the great commentator on the Al. Sar., a work later by only a few 
years than the K.A., that has since been the standard work on the subject 
to writers20b of tho now school. The acquiescence in the K.A. 27 on Bhatta 
Tauta's theory of the influence of the lak§a~ias on the emergence and the 
mode of operation of alamkilras, the vindication of Vamana's emphasis28 

26a K.A., p. 253. ~~T'.r~lll~~ilfli~TliT ~"IT ~~<! ... ~ '(!f¾1rT 'i'im if 

"'~~ . . . (The V.j. is of the same view, p. 200, p. 202); K.A., pp. 239-40 

(<i'I!~~ <l'~'il: .•• <;;;""qfll~T ~~ fq-,a,r ~~TTf iflifiq<J! ll~~'(!WfR~if ~ t:TTI") 
seems to be taken from the V.j. as is indicated by Dr. De's summary, p. 205); K.A., 

pp. 254-55 (ifij ~ ... if~mr nfi~T-q,t ~~ agrees with V.j., pp. 178-79). K.A., 

p. 273. ( ifi~~ ... ~<f~'IJ<fflq) is also the position of the V.j., pp. 210-11. The 

expression in tho verse cited 'llllilil'~~fiil~~-r "8CTll'T~if~T il'~T noted in the resume 

appears in the K.A. citation. The karika V.j., p. 23 'lllli"'~~i'IT ~'IT ... is cited in 
K.A., p . 275, and refuted. 

20b The four verse illustrations common to the UdbhaJa-viveka (fn. 38) and the 

K.A. include 'ill~ 1ll ~It[~, which is cited in the Dh.a. In the c88e of the other 

three ( ~ ~~f.ir p. 227, K.A.) ~~T<l'lli ~~ ..• (K.A., p. 257); it~~ ... (K.A., p. 292) 

the views are the same. The half-hearted compliance complained of in the paper (vide 

fn. 29) is indicated in the remark (K.A., p. 292) ~~ S~ffi<l'~T\l'T~: ... if~rf-q il''i! 

~T'l!I~ <l'l ~"'litltli<lii!:f'liTTf ..• which represents the viewpoint of Riijiinaka Tilaka. 

K.A., p. 249 ( ~TtififNl'<l'~T~ rj',r "tJ"<ii 'q'~ ~T-0 ••• if~«;:~"qifl II) appears to be from 

the 7!dbhata-vi~:ka (the ITTTTf, p. 8, cites 'lllli"'f 'if 1'if"'l'~~n~i1Wfffi ~• 'Olli~ 

f,!fq~ I 'lllliolf ~~1{-~'l tlii '<I' ~'ffi! "q'q ~rs: ) but not tho verses 

'81:~Tlf'ifT~f<! ... which are cited in the Lagl;uvrtti of Pratihiirenduriija, pp. 11-12, N.S. 

edn. The •. Laghuvrtti does not contain the previous sentence "tl"<ii 'if~ ~T~ which 
introduces this in the commentary utilized. It is very likely that K.A., pp. 244-245 

( ~Tilliflfl:(lti~IIYiiN •• - ~~~q'8{~'i!TT\l't:Hf~Qlif) is from the Udbhata-viveka. 

27 K.A., p. 239 is a citation ( if'I!~~ '"Uif: ~~~ l:lli~ 'of ••• ) so is K.A., 

p. 316 ( -i'l"f~il'T ifif.rnT ~ ~T<f6:lflil'T if "iflli'ilr ). His appreciative m ention of Bhatta 

Tau ta 's views has to be noted. Vide Abh. bh., Vol. II, p. 296 ( 'Olliatlil" ~<( if~ ~lii"tftf 
· · • ~r-qr~~~~wm: · • • ), Vol. II, p. 321 ( ~ ffllil"T1m::-r,a~~ ... ff~ 

~l',;Jllffll~ffi, il"il "ll~~lfi\!q~l"'w.'RT "fi'3'i!T <l"ffi~T: ..• ), and Vol. III, p. 78. 

( ~';;Jll[~n'f~'IIT ~•n: '81:~~: · · · where ~~ffiT~ ~ . . . 'i!TTf\l'T~: 

~11~\iT~T= ~if~ <ti"ITT"I(~: is tho emended reading.) 

~ 28 
~A.S. V., IV. 2. I. ( ~ ~4f~ll"~ll[ if ~'fl~l{ I ~~1{ I if<!: l!irf ~Tifimf-ls-• 

.,,..._-q-~1{- •• ) I 
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on conventional recognition -(prasiddhi) as the basis of the highly important 
and basic alamkara upamii, which as in the K.P., is the starting point in 
this chapter, Hemacandra's apparent half-hearted compliance with the 
theory of parivrttisahatvasahatva, which might have been added at the close 
of the chapter as a later appendage after the Viveka was completed-a 
point discussed and dismissed by Rajanaka Tilaka29 as it appears on the 
evidence of Jayaratha and his original, and the rejection of (the extra 
sabdiilankara8 and) a few arthalankiiras sponsored by Bhoja in the S.k.ii.30 

are significant. Of equal, if not greater, importance is his incorporation 
of Mahimabhatta's cogent observations in relation to svabhavokti.31 

Would that Hemacandra had given in full Kuntaka's remarks in relation 
to the figure rasavat32 as well, which like him he rejects on other but less 
solid considerations. So are his citations of an alternative view in relation 
to the verse of Dharmakirti33 discussed in the Dh. a. and commented 
fully on in the Locana-(as is the practice with him, in this chapter too 
Hemacandra has used liberally the Dh. a. 34 and the Locana). His indica­
tion in the Viveka-was he voicing a siddhanta following tradition 135-of 

29 We have preferred this term to the easier "4"'f<l<tlf.i<lfi to avoid misunder­

standing of the practical aspects of the question (cf. Al. Sar. liiJ~ 

~~"'T~f.r.f~""{, 'ti"'l<l<tlfii<~ lj ii~~ 'Sl~'5f~ if ~~\WT~~ ... and Jaya­

ratha's comment: ~~rf~-1«1' f'II ~"'qfil<llf'1q1~c<.l"'l<litlfo<qil~q~lijl• 

ili<til.jilq .r g.r~"'R(q'l{ . · . <!i'l'•i'lfiefq<f~ ~crilf;ijj'if;.r ~'l'f1lnj'ili"{ • •. ) 

(N.S., 2nd edn., p. 257.) 

30 K.A., p. 295 ( 91'Tfirirfir~ ... ~~'G: ~'lilf'Sf~ff ... ~~"1D 
~ \fl8JU'5iil' 'Sff;J'IJlf~T~ ~f'<l"~~qT-iflf<Wil ... t:fir if ~:) I This remark of 
Hemacandra is cited verbatim in the Kavyaprakasaviveka of Sridhara (fol. 169a) A.S. 

M8S. C III, 116. 

31 K.A., p. 275('fl'"lT"iT'S:-~~, q~T~~<€-C2lf'1'il Iii~ I 0° -~ 

"i1'fT"lt: 'Sffirmsfqwr: 1 ••. ) = v. v., pp. 390-391. ( '3'ifffl ... 'Slftrmsfihrr: I) 
32 "I'(!~ if~~~<! •.• m -.wr.it '<'mffll~T~ ~rMfrf ~ ~'ll'VT~: ifi'q"'(!:, 

if lj W~ ~ (?) if fqi~ ~H! I (pp. 156-166. V. Jiv., 2nd edn.); 

K.A. , p. 294. _ 
38 K.A., pp. 263-64 (the verse referred to is •ifl,!Pf~WT~ • • • Dh. a., P· 217); 

~ 'iqfS:-"ffl ~ 'Sl!'fi~"lm~'sl'Tiflffl ~ .. · ~'f1•l1fitliol~ ~ ~'21":, 

'fl'~lc(..flfffi°{~fmif I 
34 K.A ., p. 254 = ~T 'i:l""<ff<:lil!f,i Dh. a.., p . 109 (cf. Nf#. S'iistr., XVI. 54, Vol. II, 

p. 325) and Locana thereon, p. 255; U1i '{if i(i!'.OO~'lt • • • = Locana, P· 40, K.A. 

Viveka, p. 258 = Dh. a., p. 218 ( ~ <l'T if~q-~ ~ ~) and Locana thereon; K.A •• 

P· 264 ~~i( = Loe., p. 39; K.A., p. 268 if~l4i:f"t!<atlNI = Locana, p. 37; K.A., P· 

258 'Sf!ll{T ~ ~tlfqw~q • • • = Locana, p. 43 ( ~S~'IJ~~-'SITllIT ~if 

... ) ; K.A. Viv., p. 259 ( •fifqfi!,n,i ~'l!fT-~ m: ... and ~9fl"lllfT<!" • · • '.'." Dh. a.., 
P· 219; K.A. Viv., pp. 261-63). (•"l lfiT~'ft'R:? li!'T<f~ ... ) = ~h. <t., p. 216 

t hereon pp. 216-17· KA 274 ( <lfli'l"G'U1l'll ... ) = Dh. a. and Locana 
and Locana ' • · •, P· • 

35 . KA p 276 ("'-' -r~- ) = Locmia p. 24; K.A.., p. 288 
thereon, P· , · '' · · lq'I ,:;. ' ' -...,. • • · --' ' 

( <l'Tfiir~ ... ) = Dh. a., p. 128; K.A., p. 291 ( '81:f~~ :._ . . ) ~ Locana, p. 40. . 

36 K..4. Viv., pp. 278-79. ~~,-fm~Jtifl~T i'l"T~flRlif .· · · w-TT~ iil'iil'll~iftt<fITfir• I 

~Tfq ... f111;;, ~T~"Tl~"lT~ .r w,qr 'fl'~' I . · • ~ $!1!lM~" ~en~ I 
~' . .., 
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t· 11 different from what n·idarsanii and anyokti86 

artlliintaranyasa b~!i ess~nmm~ad; one of the confusion apt to be created by 
as defined by -J e - - D din 
the treatment of that figure in the Ka~yadarsa37 of a:q._ . 

This f the KA is sufficient to show how that work may be 
survey o · · d · · f t t 

utilized for the very important task. of restora~ion an remion o . ex s 
like the Vak. J . and the Vy. vi., which, as availa?l? to us, are published 
from single manuscripts or manuscripts of same ongm and_ for the urge to 
initiate intensified efforts to secure the K. Ka_utuka and its co~entary 
(the K. K. vivara~a) by Abhinava. We have purposely reframe~ from 
including K~emendra in our survey. We think that He~acandra _1gno~e~ 
him on the plea that his works, including the now ;11-ot avail~ble Kavikr:r~i~a 
and the Kavikalanka and the V iveka, or the Kavikalankaviveka-unlike his 
other works, they are not of primary importance-are in the nature of 
help-books, and nothing more. The G.O.S. edition of the K.A.S.S. of 
Udbhat;a is accompanied by the commentary Vivrti which on internal 
evidencess based chiefly on the position of the parivrttisahatviisahatva 

36 The nomenclature is after Rudra~a; 8,K.A. VIII. 74 and the treatment afte1· 

the V.j. which calls it with the old name 'ill~il~T. This figure especially had 
become very popular, as is indicated by its most prominent illustrations in the 
Bhal/,a,/aBataka. 

37 II. e.g. in II. 173. ~l~li! ~~ift.fq- f.f·in111~: I ~~ N li~if 
~~sfq- ~: u 

38 In spite of the G.O.S. editor's advocacy the case of the identity of tho two is not 
proved. Of the three references to Tilaka's work in Jayarathu.'s commentary on the 

Al-sar, the one in connection with the figure f<l~fifi which is a citation is not 
found in the Vi?Jrii (p. 41). Kane (Sanskrit Poetics, p. 130), who has drawn our attention 
to this reference, has sensed but has not insisted on this. This is conveniently slurred over 
in the introduction to the G.O.S. edn. (pp. 34.-38). Tho other reference (at t,he end) 

is damaging to the position of the Vivrti (p. 40), if the passage lfil;ir ,t'fli!~T~T 
'q' ~mt~.l<ii~fti~t r<lllHI: fifi.f.i, which it is not actually, is taken as the 

siddhiinta and if the compromising weak attitude ~ il'T lJ~~T ~~TU 
~ ~~ ~ ""-- " "' 
.,1"1"'!'41'1 '"""ll"i.,.,,,.,.,11: if fl 1fi1<>«1cTl~)"iii~l{ is taken to be tho position ofTilaka. 
As Kane has noted, the ascription of parivrttisahatvr'faahatva view to Ti!aka and the 
statement ~ha.t Mammaya used Tilnk';''s .W':'rk are wrong-• the truth is just the other 
~ay ':'bout . ~he fact 1s_ that the Vwr_t• (1t may be later than the Al-sar) is a compi!a­
t10n mcorporatmg the views of pro1runent commentators like Pratihiirenduriiju. ru1d 
Rajfuiaka Tilaka, both of whom u.re copiously cited._ Tho cryptic int,rodnctory vorse 
and the absence of any colophon lend support to this supposition which is confirmed 

by the te:,i;t (p. 40) ~"( 'q'gif ~~ :ilil~@~ifi 'q' 'i~'ffi ~'iii~ if ll:«.1'"'~ 

~ I The <:S'ffiif~ is ~~ iffllniw.'T~: (the vehemently espoused view of Tilaka). 

The '§~lfi reference in the above passage is not found in the Vivrt·i (p. 26), 

where instead of Tilaka's co=ent the Lauhu-vrtti'B note , p. 38 ( ~~r.tN~T11ll1{ ... ), 

is incorporated. The G.O.~- f<le@ reading ~~m11lif: is faulty, it should be 

q'lltltiltlliiil'ilitllil• I lu it ~J!.«i.~ •is substituted for ~T tr-f.1111. The technical word 

~ is throughout changed into~~ in this compilation. Tho reference t-0 the figuro 
~ (Vivrti, p. 22) which ends with llf,q~) on " 3 b t 1,-1 ]- • t ·t d ~- p. - may e o I a -11, s ex au 
emphasizes Tila.ka's view of 'IIIIT'!l'lfr-,.,"i<il<f I TJ10 •t· . f Udbl t t i d th . · en 1c1sm o 1n n. iere an e 
presentat10n of two more ex~I:>les are substant: . . . : . . 
tally Ruoaka. accepts the position of hi f: iatod by tho Al . .sr111 . where mc1dcn-

.s.. 8 llther from whom ho hud his lessons on 
Alamlcara-sastra. ( 'IJT«fT -oi 1 ~~ ~qT~"'t'ITir . 
by the present writer.) 1ll?i.n{ I(.P. Sa111kcta, p. I, us ed1tod 
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t~eory380 s~ems to be a different and less authoritative work than Rajanaka 
Tilaka's Viveka. · 
. Other_ such fundamental queries crop up as to the source of certain 
issues_ availed of as postulates which in the present state of our knowledge 
are difficult to determine. One naturally expects that a well-read scholar 
that Hemacandra was, he could have shed much light on these issues It 
~as to ~e candidly confessed, however, that our author has seldom t~ken 
mterest ID such things in the K.A. in spite of his being a Jaina dialectician 
of no mean order. The dicta of sabdabuddhi-karmaniim viramya vyapiirii­
bhava"/.1,,39 kiivyamiirge svaro na ga1J,yate,40 arthabhedena· sabdabheda"IJ,41 (in the 
t~eatment of the figure sle§a Hemacandra like Rudrata and Mammata recog­
mzes arthasle§a as a different figure from sabdasle§a), and of the n<1/ya­
yamunatva view of sravyakavyas42 are vital issues on which Hemacandra's 
work touches, though it would be bold to say that we get full and satis­
factory information as to their sources and modus operandi in earlier thought. 

The K.A. has been used by scholars as a help to restore the rather 
hopeless and corrupt text of the Abhinavabharati in Chapter VI and the 
lacuna in Chapter VII and has yielded pretty good results. 43 It would 

. asa The -qf,efn~TsR«I idea is known to Yamana ( ~~Tfif ~'if -qftef%­
~f,cau<1 l4t) but little use was made of this in the matter of division ·of do~a, gu~za 

" and alamkiira before l\fommata (V'ide sec. under notes 57 and 59 inK.P. Sankuta, p. 29). 

39 The <qifi<fi[~HfTil'1N~ll!I 8.l! well as the 'qlii<tif,~ of the 'fl"'- and the <Q~ 

meanings which the K_-A: also rec?~nizes (p. 277/ are implied a_nd posited ~espectively in 
the Rasagangiidhara (m ,ts clefin1tion of the third class of kavyas) and 1n the utpala-

satapatrabheda maxim of explaining "'i~~<Q~. It would be bold to say that 
both these do not charm us at the same time when we read of verses like 

~ili,n~~"( -qfif,Tlil"ftifH{ (Abh. S'ak. IV. 2). 

40 K.P. II. ~ ~ if ~ ~,T f.rir,:{'51~ffl~<! I Candidiisa's K.P. Dipika (pp. 

71-72) ~~ l!:~f,r if~iH i[!J"Hl~T~~ il'TWi~'•fTt: ~TN~ ~ii' ~N~if1{ I So also 
" " Sridhara on that passage, who also like the K.A. relies on the Nufyasiistra, p. 234 

4111ii4ililf'lti<~'<i!if if Cf1""T 1ffc!'l,f~{q1'1! and the Viveka thereon, pp. 234--37 = 
Nat. S'astr., Vol. II, pp. 387-98 and the Abh. bh. (following Bhat~a Tauta), 
pp. 386, 391. _ _ 

41 K.A., p. 227 ( ~f~l{~T~~C:: UW if~ ... ), p. 276 ( ifr"'l~'itITl!lil'1 ~-q · • ,) 

and Pramiitiamimiinsa (p. 70, Jaina Grantlmmala, etc.) "(fl!lYSif~T~1'f'qlf if '11:~­

Sif~'ffili~~ ~~l~s~:r~l~l<J: I 

42 K.A., p. 316 ~~fiN'f'<n{, ~if-rf.i~~ and the citation from BhaHa Tauta 

preceding K.A ., p. 327 ( ~f.iir<J~Hfflfff.f ... ~~Tfif I ) The recognition of gitavidhi 
(Nat. S'iis., V. 21) as an integral unit of rupakas by way of dvipadi samya and ttila­

yoJ°ana and the d efinition of nat,aka in Bhamaha's Kav. Al. ( ifT~lfi f{1l"~l{J1.IT,~­

~~ lf1! I '3'i!i ~fWhll'ell{ ... ) show that the recitative and representative 
aspects are not mutually exclusive. Vide fn. 20 for Bhatta Tauta's views. 

4s e .g. Nii!, S'us., Vol. I, p. 273 (~I¥: ... ~~n1~1"~T~-K.A., p. 59 

reading is fif~1"~ ), p. 274 ( ~ l!:if ,~llfif~: . .. K.A. reading in p. 59) 

~ l!if 'll~l:llil~ ~~1'i~'qj ~1!i: 'fil~llll~~'llll~ ~ ... ; p. 276 (~ if: '51'ffTfu:., • 
iq f<fi ~~1f11{-JCA. reading, p. 6l-~~li'1f<1S1•Hl'lf<( iq mC::"TT"flifRI) I 

p. 282. ( ?ffil,!q'itlT O · · · if 'fiTli~"sf K.A. rending in p. 65 i!Til'liq'ffH • , , 'i'lll 'II~ 

,(111:); p. 386. ( ~~~r · • , f.f~r ~T~fu<l'T ... K .A. reading in p. 68 is r-fm1 
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appear from the K.A. that the Kiivyamimiinsii44 as available in the G.O.S. 
edition has certain portions left out. In the Vak. j'i,v. too, especially in 
its defective text portion where there is granthapata, there are portions 
which can be supplied from the K.A. and may stand as ~-!le authenticated 
text in case other manuscripts are not forthcoming. In the Vyalctiviveka, 45 

there is one instance at least where the present text seems to leave out 
(and fabricate one significant emendation _in that process) one important 
line. The non-availability of the commentary of Rucaka on a fairly good 
portion of the second chapter and for the whole of the third chapter has 
been a serious handicap. 

It has got to be ad.initted, however, that the expectations aroused 
by virtue of the above considerations are not actually fulfilled by the K.A., 
as we have it now. The circulation of the work was confined to a 
particular part of the country and among people of a particular bent of 
mind, unlike the case with other popular manuals like those of Vidyanatha 
and Visvanatha; and later writers have not much turned to it. The N.S. 
edition of the K.A., which had been for long the only edition available for 
students, had to depend on faulty MSS. and the editing work was very 
perfunctorily done. The Ahmedabad edition by R. C. Parikh has used 
four MSS., one of which was of the early fourteenth century for the text and 
vrtti portions, and three for the Viveka, which are not older than the seven­
teenth century. The (carefully collated N.S. edition of the) S.k.a. and 
the Vak.jiv., the Vyaktiviv, and the first volume of the Abh-inavabharati were 
out before the publication of this edition; but except in the case of the last 
named work and that very rarely, no use was made of them. While the text 
portion in the Ahmedabad edition has shown better and more correct 
readings,46 generally but not always, the readings in the Viveka, especially of 
those portions that have important bearing, as that dealing 1,ith the expo­
sition of rasa, leave much to be desired. To this the usua,l ina,ccuracies 
in punctuation and sentence-arrangement have to be added, much to 
bewilder the reader. Suspicious and doubtful readings are plenty.47 

•!H~f~~ ... ) ; p. 307 ( <ill'in >!lf:-m~t <(W:T~T . • • ~iffif ~V<f ~); K.A., p. 72 

( ... ~~<i~); p. 341 (~~~T~ ~~~); K.A. reading, p . 68 mi­
~ lftiifi~ • • • I See fn. 4 for the restora tion of a passage in the Abh. bh., Ch. VII. 

44 K.A., p. 9, just after the S~~ type ofit~TW~~iq- has a remark ~T'Ti~1111Twl-lft 
"ifg~ 'Slllof~ I which is not found in the K.M. (p. 64). It was obviously there. 
For the V .J., vide fn. 26a. 

46 V. v., p. 392 ~Tlfl~ ~\l"T<iT ~: ••. ~Rlif<il<(~ ~~~T lfif! II K.A., 

p. 275 reads' this last line as ••• ~lqifilfi,ffi N lJ! I :nd then completes the sentence 

thereon ~~Tl{: ~ <(ll;!~~Sl! t.nf ift~~ II This extra line seems to fit in with the text 
of the V. V. and is presumably the right reading. 

46 
e.g. p. I 7 ( ... iiiiflit!W,'T~~ fifif1t: for ... ,;iirl{: in N.S. edn.); p. 34 ( ~T~ ;:R.~: for . . . ~sfrm:'il'iT: in N.S. edn.); p . 49 ( ~: °S'f"ilflTT'llif'lTTSfu ... for 

l!· m N.S. edn. For a similar scribal blunder cf. ~"ltil..;,."'-..,;,.,;;.-: · 340 S k -
'-.I "ill•ll"ll'l!~ Ill p. , . . a. 

N.S. edn. for 1I~"tfo<1T ~1'.!:: ) ; p. 276 ( ... ~~Si:Rr-fTlfm-i;i== f ,.,. "' ;,,. 
· N s .,,_ ~'!!II or ... .,'9t-i;i~ 1 
m . . edn., K.A., p. 292). ( ~1Jififl1,a~~ for N.S. ~qifilff'lifii!'ill<li~'R'l1Tnr (Z)). 
p. 325 (~"(lil'T~itl"ftarn for ~itl"T,;r1ilT~1ilf,ij,t ) - . ' 
of Nat. S'iia., p . 445]. · · · [cf. ifil1ilT~"iiJ : ifi~ftr in N.S. edn. 

,., e .g. 'Slfiff>f....-ifi'iQ"i1'fl"T (R. C. p's I( A fl "" 
odn., p. 24), '!fl,f: ~T~SN (p. 24), f.;:~~~6

) il"~.lf~f'f'li!~P~: • • • (R. C. P 's 
" ~;qrn. . . . (p. 74), i(~ffil: 
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The Prakrit gathas-which are generally very indifferently presented­
have suffered the most. Because of Hemacandra's fancy for Prakrit and 
apabhramsa literatures, these are more abundant in the K.A. than in the 
other nibandhas. . Anandavardhana and Bhoja are the two great alamkiira 
writers who have utilized such things to the desired extent. It is a pity 
that in our editions of the K.A., while most of the Prakrit verses common 
with the Dh. a. have been fairly well presented, those that are found48 

(and they are quite a good many) in the S.k.a.-have not been properly 
printed. In the case of the few, not included in this category, the readings 
offered49 are far from satisfactory. This is a serious drawback in the 
eyes of the present-day scholar as also for the University student who 
has to read the work. 

The general opinion about Hemacandra's lack of originality is sub­
stantially true. But this may be countered by two questions. Was, for 

R"lir~T (p. 50) ... ~~"{~R~ -1p;i~1~: in m"' commenting on ~~l~ 
Uil' ( in ~lfi sec. p. 249 ); "{~Tifi'~T'ilif~ (for if~PJ) in Chap. VIII. ( ifT~S 

enumerated); ifiJ ~r: 'ifi"tl:fT ~ ... 'li~if"<f!$'ffif ... in ITTlfi on ifT~, 

'IJR1Q.nMf<i'lllli:I ; ~: (R. C. P's edn., p. 19). Among the corrupt readings in the 

Abh. Dh. citations in K.A ., Chap. II, are ( ~ ... ) ; 'llllli~~ (?} f<f~ 
(p. 58) tr<i 'RTSN (N.S., p. 62). f..,'Rq<.'l!q,f.l~ll!Tiifq lfi~fcliw;rr (R. C. P. 

~T N.S.) ~T ~~; ( cfif.ff~~lr-f ~ 'fi•'f~lr,iJ~ ~1:) ~f.{ -t' 

~; (N.S. edn., p. 68). ~sfq ~rvl~ "{llf~ p. 64 (K.A., N.S., p. 81). 

~~TU) 'tl~l"rfi~T ~l~fflll:fR~ ~ ~~ (R. C. P., 
p. 121). . 

48 K.A., p. 30 (N.S. edn.) 'IIIT~T~ . . . ~~ ~ ... (R. C. P's reading) 

-S.k.a., p. 469 gives the correct reading ~fit~ cf ~ ( ilt~1l!T1{); K.A. Vi., p. 100 

(N.S. edn.) a c'JT111: ~ •. lfri<fm I ~~ •• S.k.a. gives the reading iIT 1ITT( ~'l(j 

••• 1J<::!f~fif I 'lll~t,mi <f fill'III~ .. . I '1CA. (p. 148, N.S. edn.) lfi'T,lfJ •f( 

riN ~~ ~ = S.lc.a., p : 18 ... if ~~ ~~•~; · .K;.,'I ., p. 186 (N.S. edn.) 
~'S'Qi "ii~ . .. S.k.a.,,:"p. 33. lfiT<.lR~ ( ifil<.~t<I'{ ) ; K .A., p. 287 (N.S. edn.) 

mffl"@llli. ··if ~ ~i.i "I" . .. fef;r ... U ci. C. P. in/an~ N.S.). S.k.a. (p. 288, 

p. ;48) reading is ... if <.~ W{l~{ I , , . if, if ftJN· c ~mW.).', .. ) 
49 K.A,, p . 31 (N.S. edn.) ffil"~N. -~.filr.j~'Q[ ·.; . (N.S. anq R. C. P.) = Vajjalagga, 

II., 351, v. 491 (Bib. edn.) where. ,thii _rea4g -~ ~~ ~ -s~cn I The re!lding is 

~11[. N.S. and R. C. P's readings are rrieir.iMIJy defective. For~ as a pretext 

and ladies' fancy for lN~ flowers cf. Guhiisatta8ai, II. 3, 4; II. 59; VI. 39; IV. 
C\ 

55-59; II. 45. Cf. Raghuv. VI. 25 and H emacandra's Apabhramsa vide IV. 3302; 

K.A., p. 32 (N.S.). ~ ~ ... ~fftffc' nff<f'«{"'f (N.S. <fil'.!"11 R. C. P.) il!lfiq- · · · 

fll!lii~T-t he correct reading is il!l<f'lllll!lfll! (cf. R v. XIII. 326 l1Jif!N<.Tll~<flfi'T~) 

... ~ffl fll!fiit"'fT; in K .A., p. 33 the reading is ~1~ ~li!W ( =~Tt,t<.: 

~Hll'iillT); K.A., p . 41 (N.S. odn.) 'tl"T~'Q: Vi!1 ~"1<.~f.el .. tho reading is··~ ...... ~ 
see notes on the K. P. Sanke/a on this by the present writer; K.A., P· 107 "llf'l"III 

... "!'~l: fq'liITN • . . the r carling is '<11""1111!<.Tt: ... (vido Giiluisatt<J,'Jui , II. 27 

&nd its commentary). ,j 



AND 
THE ELEVENTH-OENTURY K.ASHMIB POETIOISTS 129 

1957) HEMA.CANDRA 

f th t any of the alamkara nibandha writers, including the 
the f ~;ter oata ~rlginal in the strict sense of the term 1 Again, He';Ila­
gre~ a~ w~s dubbed by contemporary opinion as kalikala-sarvaJna, 
r:.ae~ h:s ~et forth a criterion for decidin~ this topic in. his phil?s?phical 

t t . t-he Pramanamimiinsii.50 As Jacobi (Encyclopaedw.,of Religion and 
rea ise, . . h li . I d' k th Ethics, Vol. VI) has put it-' His strengt es Ill encyc opae _re ~or , ra . er 

than in original research, in presenting enormous, mass of var~ed info~m~t10!1 
gathered from original sources mostly lost to us. The fact 1s that it 1s hrs 
manner of direct extensive citations that has been at the root of this charge. 
Moreover it is bold to aver that his claims to recognition will stand on his 
alamkara work alone. As for him in this department we must acknowledge 
that his work as a scholar and a teacher-like all great sastrakiiras, be was 
a teacher (an acanJa) in the best sense of the term-is far more important 
than of those who put forward extracts from different authors or commen­
tators and heap them up in a loose disorderly fashion. 61 In a country where 
much of its valuable heritage has faced the risk of being irretrievably lost, 
the services of such writers can hardly be over-estimated. 

50 Pramii,:iamimiinsa, p. I. 'i!.i'iff~ll ~~•fT f,n:n: ~i-qf,ng~f<f~T ifi'fil~lii'ff.ir 

ffi<li~ifil"'i!"'liif I fifi ifl~lft: "ii ifi~T~~ift~w '5f11<!? " Hemacandra's credit lay in 
picking up, thrashing and systematizing things utilized and modifying them when that is 

necessary as evinced in his incorporation cf. the "'l~W,'T~~~,;n of the Dh. ii., Ch. II 
(K.P., pp. 17-22), which Mamma~a did not incorporate in the K.P., because perhaps, 
of his 'IIT~•ninfif~fi;;i;,'icl, he being at heart an admirer of the Udbha~a school, as 
complaine~ of _by his earl{' ~o_mmentator~, p~rticularly Ca,:ic;lidiisa, in h!s finding fault with 
Mamma~a a e1ght-ol<!- d1v1s10n of gul'},ibhutavyangya (and later nibandhakiiras have 
finally followed slavishly Mammata), and in his use of Kuntaka's approach towards 
figures of speech. . 

61 As to his manner of picking up of extracts, his remark (K.A., pp. 182-85) 

"'1~ • . • ~'ffi"(ll!q'('t"ilJr~irifi~f~ifinlll ~fif~rili'fl:fT~lllif 'Slef1hi'Tsfq- ~~~;: 
~il'if wf;fcr1fiif '!J~H'lltif'l~: is sufficient explanation of his stand. 
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