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" HEMACANDRAX AND THE ELEVENTHYX
KASHMIR POETICISTS

By SIvAPRASAD BHATTACHARYA

Hemacandra 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
‘;ﬁgtl; 1:scc;rdi1;§ for t'lllye b;}neﬁt c‘)f polslx,terityCi i‘i the departm:nt gf poetici,

TL rly nwbandaha writer he made S nmame, constructive wor.
had given pl':fmce to systematizing and co-ordination by the end of the tenth
cellllt:—,lry and it had become the fashion to Aflclu'mulafce, elucidate or tabulate
Whatever was taught by great masters. andavardhana (ninth century)
has been the master-poeticist, and authoritative scholars and thinkers like
311;&113;9;-1‘1:;:15:31{& and Bh((i)jéx, :irlhz &gfﬁre;}tly b.elolIllgeii to ai diﬁ'eregt school—

as opposed to tha -
z%mn their p%sitio?lpand plan of szudyeof tﬁnxgje(::?:._(l)&zhﬁzi ggétzggg
m:S and particularly in this period, has been the land that furnished the
?I“’Jitzll“?ingroundwork and gave the signal to start for investigations by
et over the country. By the end of the eleventh century, the epoch-
It Wasgnfgh?%ap?fgég ta,ppeareg and took the.schglarly WOI‘!d by storm.
its author thougéht notewer:teixm‘l tion;ip?“ E e il'n corp}cira-tl.ng -
Practical and oo orthy in the field of poetics from the viewpoint of a
vardhzon fqu}m ive student. It has explored the labours of Ananda-
b B m&(; 1jhls exgosn;or, the philosopher-poeticist Abhinavagupta, the
prosemtiod and recorded shoss in Sors pags.of Homacundrs Kavpdrne
dasana (Vivels ost in every page of Hemacandra’s Kavyanu-
did not forge(:’ 1%. 66). Hema,caa}dra,, who used the K.P. hbgrfa.ﬂy, however,
oy _Present what is worth noting in the writings of other
latlm :Z'la.c?f:rhl;‘i; %u}ltaka, Mahimabhatta, Bhatta Tauta, the illustrious
younger contom o hinava, and Rajanaka Tilaka, W_'ho might have been a
century, of am, %‘i‘:‘ary of Mammata, and the great Bhoja, also of the eleventh
bhatta ’. ulia(.)r v‘;;‘ v«rlsa?;i rallala.% of a different line of thought. Mahima-
the striking vigws £Bh elation to dhvani (and very likely only & few of
incorporated in tlf - atta Tauta), and the casual remarks of Kuntaka were
gf (31 because of theeir bl;ﬁgbﬁg tn0t auciis t;Th?"ﬁr Wer(]aailllrtl)ff givqnta. fPtr;ominent;
eir hes very ant from in point of time and
FonMate]i);]?ogr lelggzlllfed by the great Abhinava (Abhigmva,guptapdddb).
kautuka2 hayve been diz Vak. jiv. and the Vyaktiviveka but not the Kavya-
fourteepth-century Writg°vflb_red and published—works which even famous
take direct notice of rsdﬂﬁi Viévanatha and Vidyanatha had missed to
Hemacandra toolk in them ave served to heighten the interest which

_—

1 Nai, 0. X

» 2 XVL 131, sy -
(first half of the twelfth century) of H - Liniaoiior was s conterporary
PP- 2425, for T e emacandra. Cf. Nas. C. X. 115 and K.4.,

2 Vide P. V. K .
Three Forgotten 1r, ane—History of Sans,
Vol. I, No. 3 (]94:;g,ter

Y krit Poet;
pieces of Aj ics, 2nd edn. (1951 . 210-2
amkara Sastra by the present writm? 12) ﬁ)e Pmc;z)z’v:r?g
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The K.A. is later than the K.P. by s;bout half a century and no available
v ¢ itself one of the most profusely cominented-on

commentary on the latter, itsel b
works in Sa}.’nskrit 1iteratu’re, is known to be earlier than the former. The

earlier commentators on the K.P., e.g. Rucaka, Sridhara and Czu_}didisa, are
_occasionally critical of Mammata’s views, as was the K.A - though it butmr.ely
" mentions him and his work3 by name and is seldom disrespectful to him.
_ Hemacandra is believed to have had a very good and up-to-date MSS. collec-
tion, especially of Kashmir works, in his private library, which is borne qut 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 Alankdrasarvasva. 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 vrtf: portion were made still later on as
was the habit of the author in course of revision 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 Natyadastra of
Bharata in Chapter VIII and of three extracts from the Abhinavabharati*
in his vptti, are all found in the Viveka, which professedly is a supplement.®
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 wivarana on the K.K.). Following Vamana, he uses
prose for his satras or karikds, 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 Tauta, cited in
Chapters I and VIII in the K.4., 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 gunas, 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. . and the Locana whenever
that is possible, is derived from other sources. In Chapter V dealing with
Sabdalamkaras, Vamana, Rudrata (and his commentator Namisadhu, a Jaina

5 viz. K.A., p. 100 (W), p. 4 WawaaTtwE . . . warfaws, p. 25 (7 =fe: .. .
wanfiam), p. 202 (TU15: SfAFEITETT X4 ), p. 204 (FAN—AHFAHRAT:
... Qe |an) | :

4 K.A., p. 68 (T8 #37 womragat <§I: . .. TNY) = Abh. bh., Vol. T (2nd edn.),
p. 341; K.4., p. 83 (1% €7 f§ smfiadifi ¢fafg wQav vafa) .. afweifiad g
wfawrawnd ararf 91f@) = 4ok, bk, Vol. I, pp. 282.83 (in onme part a little
simplified); K.4., pp. 99-100 (Srzmfafafa ... weafag:) in 46k, bh., Vol. VII (which
is not available now, vide ref. to this in the Abh. bh., Vol. IT, pp. 152.53. (Fawefaey
I G aq 4@g- (= T in the K.4.) SRMITUIRHAATATZIZNT Wianary
gy & famq faefaafafd ga & aefuwida |). Similarly long extracts in tho-
writi of the K.A. are taken from the Vy. Vi., o.g. in Chap. 111, pp. 1563-54.

s foaQlg wfagad @9 g=fig afeq| sEngweaey fads sfawd o
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i ammata (whom for obvious reasons we have not inclu-
gg?idi(;is;s)ozig fl‘ih;:I)l:ml\ﬁIr writers (and Bhoja are drawn upon and 5nandavar-
dhana’s Devisataka (which t 1 used f(_)r a few choice yamaka
references) are systematically utilized, esp. 1 the Viveka. In.Chapter Vil
the Dadarupaka is the source-book punctiliously followed with a closing
reference to matter taken from the Abh. bh. The introduction to Chapter I
includes matter treated in diksa type of alamkara works—and Jaina Wr_lters
from early dates have had a fancy for it—and has drawn from the Kavya-

mamansa (900 A.C.) which is utilized also in a long sustained citation in

the Viveka on Chapter IIL o . .
The above observations seem to bring into relief one prominent feature

of the K.A.—each chapter of the work has as its source one 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 acknowledged masters
on the subject. In Chapter 1, leaving out the introductory siks@ portion and
the definitions of kdwya and its entities where there are unmistakable
traces of the K.P.’s influence in the expression and in the ultimate dominance
of the vyanjand view, the author’s guides are the Dhv. @. and the Locana.
He has occasionally utilized the K.P., especially in the treatment of the
vrttis, though Hemacandra chooses to differ from Mammata here and there.®
His illustrations everywhere including those for explaining Bhartrhari’s
karika, samyogo viprayogasca (which is read as now samsargo viprayogasca),
where unlike earlier authors he tries to be comprehensive,? are from
kavyas. His efforts for being exhaustive in his treatment are evidenced
in his taking the cue from Anandavardhana’s specifications of four varieties
of 'uc.zstzfdhvam,s followsad in toto by almost all the later writers and
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 pra,cticaj
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 matter? in his gloss which is worth
being much thought of by the advanced student. A paragraph in the
Viveka by way of explaining the Prakrit verse bhama dhammial0—which

% e.g. p. 25 (FNE ...« wfe), p. 46 (FfaNAFala. .. 5 wos
- . , D - ... f& w9w«), pp. 80-83
(\HUWT‘F(- ywwfaure: ... @39 yowmcfafamt aafe <an), pp. 105-109 (wsw
IuT1 .. <A I wgwaTEdET @ w3 1), p. 202 (F YAH TSR . .. 9W), p. 234
(FFaRtreEwEa 7 arar) .. )
?
KA. p. 40 (wifgugwwrq. . wgw | WIRW F9r. .. Ty qur . . d5r 3w
o AT .. T qr, . L)
ﬁﬁ‘%{fin pPp- 30-33 (afafedY fag=< gur. .. Y favyr=< ar. .. fafufing
. fafufasy 3wt . . . Gfufasydfigsc Fur

fafufry Rty '
e Ry qur fafufaiuaawd aur ... ffufRyewd qur

9
) 2 26, WAR et e rmasfus @ 3 faafata 7 szt |
-4., pp. 26.27, & 3
e rﬁ;fwﬁqraﬂzgamtmﬁ . wifkw wwfed & g
MEFAL = (WaRw) seadfyamdm. . faasi agia g scamfeay
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launches us in the printed edition in a corrupt reading—hints at his zea} for
clarification, even at the cost of throwing overboard his trusted guides.
That the K.4. did not often abide by the principle of parivritisahatvasahatva,
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 ubhayasaktimala there defined as a third
variety of vyangya kavyas.11

In the second chapter the author’s authority is constituted by the
Natyasastra, 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 bhavas and of rasabhasa, of which the first is dealt with in the Locana and
the second adumbrates Bhoja’s views primarily. The division of kavyas
on the basis of vyanjana, 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. d., the Locana and the
Abhinavabharati, are picked up from the Dasaripakavaloka, the Srngarati-
laka and from both of Bhoja’s works on the éastra, 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
of the nine 7asas!3 and has three long extracts (from the Abh. bh. on this
topie, one of which discusses the sattvika bhivas, as emanating from the
transformation of the human body in the elemental aspect. The Viveka
gives a very long dissertation14 on the interpretation of Bharata’s rasanispatti
dictum, which, though primarily agreeing with that used in the Abh. bh.,
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

YR I I FE 991 .. AROEU=FRWETRICCERfRTgafaceEgyE-
ada werfa. .. wANNTEIIgAtvETaR W JTGT . .. IF WHH |. .. This is
not found either in the Locana or in the Vyaktiviveka.

11 KA., p. 38, swanfaaes WEAtAgeaEEafcaa ... | The illustration
of the K.P. therefore (WW=3¥-3TWYWI like the Dh. & citations (STW: TEESTT
...) is shown in the K.4. (p. 42) as instances of IT9 WXWAI® following the clever
interpretation of Abhinavagupta in the Locana (p. 105). Our notes on Rucaka’s
remark in the K.P. Sanketa (p. 29) ¢ Wa7 TAX SwIufads ¥I:..." may be
referred to (footnotes 57, 59, 60, 62 and 63). Panditaraja Jagannitha also is not
very keen on admitting this variety. - Says he (p. 139, N.S. edn.) € g ... 9@

~B_ .
w=NAgEaaard WRIIIWY sqfafCaTE: thus echoing the views of Hemacandra.

12 o9 K.A.,pp. 86-67 = 4bh. bh., Vol. T, p. 286; K.A.,pp. 70-72 = Abh. bh., Vol. L,
pp. 303-307; K.A., p. 77 = Locana, pp. 80-81; K.4., p. 104 = Locana, p- 110;
K.A., p. 105 = Locana, p. 87; K.A., p.' 106 = Locana, p. 75.

13 K. 4., p. 68 (T w49 ... ) = 4ph. bh., Vol. I, p. 341.

14 KA., pp. 57-66 (49 vVEdwewradd a;rgew . . . GETEEA T
fawrargifufcf .. .) and Abh. b, Vol. I, pp. 272-286 (WH VEQWSRIWEIA
AT . . GIHTCTHIEAT T fawraifefafif), tho verse illustrations in Sankuka’s

3

. a . o -
exposition (59 ﬂ*ﬂi’?‘ ... SATEYNY . .. p. 58, K.A.) which are not cited in the

Abh. bh. are included in Mammata’s torso presentation in the K.P. This incidentally
‘shows that Sankuke is later than Rudrata, who is the author of the second verse,
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. . o gist, in its usual terse and measured style, with iHust}‘atlons
f;iilo?rlgm ’?ﬁi original here and there. Hemacandra’s viewpoint (as
much as his zeal for full and exhaustive presentation) 1s'substa,nt1a.11y
different from that of Abhinava, whose tangible work, both in the Locana
and in the Abh. bh., has been to expose the unreasonable stand of Bhatta-
nayaka, his immediate opponent. It is moteworthy that his estimate
of karunavipralambha'® as a variety of karuna rasa 18 fundamenta_lly
different from that of the Nat. éas. and the Sar. ka. @bh., but agrees with
the view of the Dasarapaka. o

The other way of dividing kdvyas based on their form, which is as old
as Dandin, is found in the last chapter of the K.4. as it is also in the Kavya-
lankara of Rudrata. The source-book for the whole chapter in all its details
is the Srngaraprakasa (Chapter XI), following which we have a mention
of twelve major dréys kdvyas and eleven minor ones (with one of them
left out and two given a different name). The Nat. Sdas., or to be more
precise, the Abh. bh.,16 among Kashmir works is used in the text and in
the Viveka, on the dréya kavyas generally and the geya (and rdga-kavyas),
which are treated more fully by his pupil Rimacandra in his Nafyadarpana.

The Viveka practically on this part is nothing but excerptsl? from_the
Abh. bh. Ramacandra’s fancy for the twelve r@pakas as opposed to the time-
honoured numbering of Bharata is to be traced to Hemacandra’s treatment.
Amongst noted alamkdra nibandhe 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-Gunacandra who, having opportunities of access to the
Abh. bh., have given a faithful presentation in their work.l8 The Sah.
dar. is fuller and clearer, though its acquaintance with the Abhk. bh. seems
to be not very substantial or direct; but for minor §ravya kdvyas 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 Viéva-
natha in his intimate and immediate acquaintance with the Prakrit and
apabhramse literatures, in which Vi§vanatha’s claims appear to be nothing
more than those of a versatile dilettante.l® 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
kavyas from S$ravya kavyas, a point hinted at by earlier authors including

16 K. 4, p. 71 (FTCIIE: W €F) and the D.R., p. 105 (N.S. edn.), Kar. 7

and ortts thereon. The N.S. (Vol. I, p. 310) avers: TIHY: QY fyoaw {ﬁﬂ
vide the S.k.G., pp. 537-39.

18 K.4., pp. 317-29 (F9T T@Raglawy TGraQIuAIIHY (the K.4. reading

. D .
should be YETAXIWATAR H4) . .. Frafxd d 99 in the w4 portion leaving out one

single verse defining M8, which may have been supplied from the S7. Pr., Ch. XI)
and the Viveka thereon = NG, Sastr., XVIIL. (G.0.S. edn.), 9-11, 45-5 =
63-64, 78-81, 84-89, 00-96, 101-105, 108-110, and Ao b Vo, T pp. 18182
. The citations from the Abk. bh., XVIII, on these portions of pp. 411-450 leavin,
out the irrelevant portions and on the Abh. bh., I pPp. 182-185 3 i ot~
18 Vide J.B.0.L., I, Vol. V, No. 3, for the proseas wij
candra-Gunacandra’s prominent citations from the

restore the present corrupt 4bh. bh. text,. v s 2k RN )
i he  Bhasg )
» c:f’ﬁ*@?mﬁ}gw"

19 Ag per reference to his father's wo
A
45.(
Z 26)
M. Date..... saedefoCoacae

DEATIAT THEFAE@Y (Ch. VT of tho Sa
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Vimana.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.2!

The Vyaktiviveka of Mahimabhatta is the work that has been drawn
upon in the major portion of Chapter III that deals with dosas, while the
Dh. a. and the Locana on the Dh. @ have been for the rasadosas, as is the
case in the K.P. The primary dosas pertain to rasa as the gunas do—they
are secondary (bhakte) (p. 16)—when relating to dabdas and arthas. Im-
propriety (anaucitya) is noted as the root of rasadosas, as Anandavardhana
had indicated—though the implications of aucitya in their positive side are
not stressed in the K.4. as in the monograph Aucityavicaracarcd of Kge-
mendra who wrote on poetics in the vein of the diksd 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?3 is delu-
sive, but there is no difficulty in finding out the source. The Prakrit
illustrations are traceable to the Dh. G. ;24 the Vy. vi. and the Sar. kan. abh.
of Bhoja and several other illustrations are taken from the K.P. One
long explanatory note?5 is not found in any of these Kashmir works, but is
at the same time presumably not Hemacandra’s.

20 Bhatta Tauta was a wrmﬁnmamﬂﬂ, to use the phrase of Kuntaka with
reference to another great master. Cf. also Abk.bh., Vol. I, p. 291 AXTS\: maza?taai-—
TOWEAAIGE  wF ATEILENE: | fA—aune eSS gRafar |
SYERTMITHGT WA TAGT] @ | K@ Vamana’s K.4.8.V. under 1.3.32.

TwTAET 9 95 fawfed aga sunmenfad sty |
21 K.4., p. 340 G798 FUIHIRY TFRNI Q=AY AR = Dh. a., I1I, FAHY

R ywafgs wanfufaafim: sad Tww gu gaeaw sagaan TgeEgt=:
YAMTIFIAT | (pp. 141-42, N.S., 2nd edn.).

22 K. A., pp. 14546 — V.V. (Benares edn.), pp. 380, 387-88, K.A. (with fa3®),
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
vriti portion; and K.A4., pp. 138-39 = V.V., pp. 332-35; K.A., pp. 145-52 =
V.V., pp. 284, 286-87, 280-82, 387, 415, 2569, 260, 250, 253; K.A4., p. 166 = V.V,
p. 370; K.A., pp. 163-64 = V.V, pp. 380-81; K.4., p. 172 = V.V., pp. 162, 371.72;
K.A.,p. 173 = V.V.,I,377; K.4.,p. 175 = V.V., pp. 183-205 (with a small portion
left out) and pp. 221-26, all in the Viveka. K.4.,p. 125 = Dh. a., pp. 145-81.

23 K.A., pp. 139-43, introduced with an expression I &' (where excepting the
first three sentences everything else is found in the Vak. jiv., p. 17. YTRYT . . . g6
SIM) | The V.V. reading of WWHT (in De’s V.J.) should better be changed to
YWRAT as in the K.A. The Vak. jw. is also drawn upon in the Viveka here in
pp. 153-54 (= Vak. jiv., pp. 39-40). Similarly in p. 72 799 §7* = Abk. bk., I, p. 307.

2% og 9 WATTUNY (K. 4., p. 252) on Locana, p. 41, T=HOLE (K.4., p.
254) from Dh. d., p. 109, 9% guifcsis (k.4., p. 257) in Locana, p. 43; &\
(K.A., p. 282) = S.k.d., p. 297, N.S. odn., VeAfR@Y (K.4., p. 287) from S.k4., p.
288, p. 548, SUWSTTNIT (p. 259) from Dh. @., p. 219; T {4 (K.4., p. 266) from the
S.k.d., p. 317; THW WL (K.A., p. 119) from Dh. d., p. 173; WY ... (K4,
p. 141) from the S.k.d., p. 22; WAfwws ... (x.4., p. 146) from V.V, p. 387; AT
@NT (K.A., p. 148) from the S.kd., p. 18; ar@r swfw (K.4., p. 144) from
Dh. ., p. 62; TAY S (KA., p. 150) from V.V., p. 415; FFTUfaSW (K.4., p. 186)

from the S.k.d., p. 33.
25 on the well-known verse fEH! Y@IF@H: (K.4., p. 115).
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The arthalamkara section (Chapter VII) is the weakest portion in th.e
K.A. as is also the case in the K.P. Hemacandra’s efforts to reduce their
number—67 in Rudrata’s K.4. and 61 in the K.P. but 29 in the K.A.—
which have been provoked by Kuntaka’s attitude in the V.j., towards
particular alamkaras—are at the root of this, which is something unusual in
him. Besides Udbhata and Rudrata (and his commentator Namisadhu), t:;h.e
acknowledged authorities on the subject in the old school, he has requisi-
tioned the help of the V.J. and very likely the Udbhata-viveka of Rajanaka
Tilaka2« 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.4., that has since been the standard work on the subject
to writers2¢® of the new school. The acquiescence in the K.4.27 on Bhatta
Tauta’s theory of the influence of the laksanas on the emergence and the
mode of operation of alamkdras, the vindication of Vamana’s emphasis?®

26a K.A., p. 253. STRTUFAPTEA I g9 %qu ... TER wfgar aur «
€=ga ... (The V.j. is of the same view, p. 200, p. 202); K.A., pp. 239-40
(FuM=® aga: ... SUATYT €U {agqa CIfd AG=ET: gUNEHFILEA aTH TfA)
seems to be taken from the V.j. as is indicated by Dr. De’s summary, p. 205); K.4.,
pp- 254-55 (A9 gfg . . . a@g fagree am agrees with V.j., pp. 178-79). K.4.,
p. 273. (?F‘Fg'f’i S5 Giaﬂmﬁa) is also the position of the V.j., pp. 210-11. The
expression in the verse cited WEFTUTHIEA WWILA AT 99T noted in the résumé
appears in the K.A. citation. The kdrikd V.j., p. 23 WEFKI&HAT 97 . .. is cited in
K.A., p. 275, and refuted.

265 The four verse illustrations common to the Udbhata-viveka (fn. 38) and the

K.A. include §Y% @ H“Im, which is cited in the Dk.@. In the case of the other
three (& We&f p. 227, K.4.) TTaw gufd ... (K.4., p. 257); A€, (K. 4., 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.4., p. 292) Ty gATAIAZINEG: | |, auify /9
3 a
=R e 91 afg=geefata . . which represents the viewpoint of Réajanaka Tilaka.
K.A.,p. 249 (FITEATYIGTH Ifd g G5 TAIY . . . A== EYAT || ) appears to be from
the Udbhata-viveka (the faefa, p. 8, cites W7 & %f“aazrﬁvﬁmﬂwfﬁ‘i 54d, WY
faodaw) w9 Megg—we @ 9 gm YW TAIS) but not the verses
‘IE‘NIWT'(TF{ - -« which are cited in the Laghuvriti of Pratiharenduraja, pp. 11-12, N.S.
tadn. The"La'ghfwﬂti does not contain the previous sentence @ 955 mrft which
introduces this in the commentary utilized. It is very likely that K.A., pp. 244-245
e o - -

(mramifyscaaty . . . YU TIN=atuyTfaed ) is from the Udbhata-viveka.

2? K.A., p. 239 is a citation ( TUAYTY Tge: TTHHIY HAY F...) 0 is K.A

316 (=nfgar afaar v St ). .
p. 316 < T ATISITET & 9WAT).  His appreciative mention of Bhatta
Tauta’s views has to be noted. Vide 4bk. bh., Vol. IT, p. 296 ( €AT WA a9 aqgTatfa

AN

<o - ATYTCEATITEIFILL .. . ), Vol. I1, p. 321 ( TH SITRATYCIGGLISTE . . .q39
wwufigd, a9 AAEWHEF @gAT WA ... ), and Vol. I1T, p. 78,
(a“ﬁwmw;ffvw <:m- WRIATAA: . . . where THWNIG WSTH . . . SFAWIET
NG §IE HIFIHG: js tho emended reading.)

2 K.ASV, IV. 2. 1. (99 SHI9RG 7 H5 i
" | 99WY | «q Ha @ %
afcasmeg. . L)) ® ) Wrtats
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on conventional recognition (prasiddhi) as the basis of the highly important
and basic alamkara wpamd, 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 Tilaka2? as it appears on the
evidence of Jayaratha and his original, and the rejection of (the extra
dabdalankaras and) a few arthalankdras sponsored by Bhoja in the 8.k.@.30
are significant. Of equal, if not greater, importance is his incorporation
of Mahimabhatta’s cogent observations in relation to svabhdvokts.3!
Would that Hemacandra had given in full Kuntaka’s remarks in relation
to the figure rasavats2 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 Dharmakirti38 discussed in the Dh. @. and commented
fully on in the Locana—(as is the practice with him, in this chapter too
Hemacandra has used liberally the Dh. @.3¢ and the Locana). His indica-
tion in the Viveka—was he voicing a siddhanta following tradition ?36—of

29 We have preferred this term to the easier FgAfal® to avoid misunder-
standing of the practical aspects of the question (cf. Al Sar. WYAaETHATHTGWTIY
AMEEFI AAHAY, AR  aendd TNSA 9 AXEFIE ... and Jaya-
ratha’s comment: WeAmTlE—wd f¥ AdvwrafaifcnsraTEfataTT-
WHART A JAGSEFIEY . . . D@ add COnASfaedhT GAUGEHA ... )
(NV.S., 2nd edn., p. 257.)

30 K.4., p. 205 (enfaafaQfa . . . wrEwICn IWATIIEE . . . wEiEFQ
& WerusE sfauifear@ afggaea=vats. .. gfa @ &9a1) | This remark of
Hemacandra is cited verbatim in the Kavyaprakasaviveka of Sridhara (fol. 169a) A.S.
MS8S. C III, 116.

81 K.A., p. 275 (A9 GTE:— VIR, IQIQEE TEATHE TG | . . . graTiEATT
aaat: SfaTsfaaT 1., .) = V.7, pp. 300.301. (9q ... Sfawnsfaar 1)

12 QEFTY @ ag .. . fow &y afemag wigfifd @ gawg &9,
7 g weymadw oted (?) @ fafexfuled @1 (pp. 156-166. V. Jiv,, 2nd edn.);

K.A., p. 294. i
38 K.A., pp. 263-64 (the verse referred to is WAHATIATINTS . . . Dh. G., p. 217);

& S—ad T AT AR TAra . . - GEEAeuiay Far e,
Errone el

3 K.A., p. 254 = T91 =AY Dh. a., p. 109 (cf. Nat. Sastr., XVI. 54, Vol. II,
p. 325) and Locana thereon, p. 255; TW 9 EWCHIHEN ... = Locana, p. 40, K.A.
Viveka, p. 258 = Dh. d., p. 218 ( F91 41 W#a—WaY & T ) and Locana thereon; K. 4.,
p. 264 WIRE = Loc,, p. 39; K.4., p. 268 AQTEH@H(E = Locana, p. 373 K.A.,ap.

< = i)
958 STW 39 SRIGATEA . . . = Locana, p. 43 (TAHZIHTIHEZUTG—STAT A7
..); KA. Viv, p. 259 (Wfaafims qur—awet . .. and STEMWIL . .. = Dh. &,
p. 219; K.A4. Viv., pp. 261-63). (WY RVATEFHT: ? AWKTT - - L) = J_Jh. a., p. 216
and Locane thereon, Pp. 216-17; K. 4., p. 274. (gdeTI. . .) = Dh. a'. and Locana
thereon, P. 303 K.A., p. 278, (f& w1 . . . ) = Locana, p. 24; KA., p. 288
’ 7 . . .) = Locana, p. 40.
arfqe . . ) = Dh. @, P- 128; K.4,, p. 201 (:nﬁ@(ﬂl; )= :
( a6 K.A. Viv., pp. 278-79. Wﬂw‘{?ﬂﬁr{ummamfwzé-“‘@ Wﬁf‘;‘ﬂ !
' 1sgte TEI ... geprateEd

ga, swgAiy . . . faw a9 (98 « a4y
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7] i i different from what nidaréan@ and anyokti36
:ghg:ﬁﬁzﬁn%;aﬁifiiﬁg}s’ one of the confusion apt_to be created by
the treatment of that figure in the Kavyadarsas? of Dandin.

This survey of the K.A. is sufficient to show how tha,t{y'.()rk may be
utilized for the very important task of restoration and revision of texts
like the Vak. J. and the Vy. vi., which, as available to us, are published
from single manuscripts or manuscripts of same origin and for the urge to
initiate intensified efforts to secure the K. Kautuka and its commentary
(the K. K. vivarana) by Abhinava. We have purposely refraine.d from
including Ksemendra in our survey. We think that Hemacandra ignored
him on the plea that his works, including the now not available Kavikarnika
and the Kavikalanka and the Viveka, or the Kawikalankaviveka—unlike his
other works, they are mnot of primary importance—are in the nature of
help-books, and nothing more. The G.O.S. edition of the K.4.8.8. of
Udbhata is accompanied by the commentary Vivrti which on internal
evidence38 based chiefly on the position of the parivritisahatvasahatve

36 The nomenclature is after Rudrata; s.K.A. VIII. 74 and the treatment after
the V.j. which calls it with the old name YSNRAYWHT. This figure especially had

become very popular, as is indicated by its most prominent illustrations in the
Bhallatasataka.

37 IL eg. in IL 173. SHIR=aqy wfemfy fawaw:) wwmefa & vua
ggmsfa fesiw )

38 In spite of the G.0.S. editor’s advocacy the case of the identity of the two is not
proved. Of the three references to Tilaka’s work in Jayaratha’s co¥nmentary on the

Al-sar, the one in conmection with the figure fawafiy which is a citation is not
found in the Vivrti (p. 41). Kane (Sanskrit Poetics, p. 130), who has drawn our attention
Po this xzeference,.has sensed but hag not insisted on this. Thisis conveniently slurred over
in the introduction to the G.O.S. edn. (pp. 34-38). The other reference (at the end)
's damaging to the position of the Vivrti (p. 40), if tho passage 1Y LTOTEFTCAT
9 w=oaaaTEaafatEat v s, which it is not actually, is taken as tho
siddhanta snd if the compromising weak attitude W a1 YTRTAAT IHIHIEFII
< ~ < = EN

argQta f:a'mﬁwfﬁ%: 7 g wfedarafea®m® is taken to bo the position of Tilaka.
As Kane has noted, the ascription of parivrttisahatvasahatva view ilaka and th

statement that Mammata used Tilaka’s work are wrong—. tﬁevtf:tht ois’lrilll:Zt thol(’t‘h‘;'
way about’. The fact is that the Vivrti (it may be later thun the Al-sar) is & compila-
tion_incorporating the views of prominent commentators like Pratiharendurija and

Rajanaka Tilaka, both of whom are copiously cited. T, ryptic int
and the absence of any colophon lend support to thig sup%;;itiozc ;;}::ftfﬁ:%rx{ﬁ:gsdo
td

by the text (p. 40) TIYY FGY wIH FYAGH T I3 qeqgaga 7 CHEECEE
A The SR is ﬁﬁ'ﬂ AYTEAFIL (the vehemently espoused view of Tilaka).
The HYATAH reference in the above passage ig not, found in the Vivrts (p. 26),
where instead of Tilaka’s comment the Laghu-vpiti’s g, p. 38 (maﬁ"ﬁlﬁmm cad)s
is incorporated. The G.O.S. faefd reading ;
TYARTCLERUA: |  In it mcis substituteq for
&+ is throughout changed into TAW in thig compilg
WY (Vivrti, p. 22) which ends with ¥fg#y B,

) ; L & 23 may be to Tilaka’s text and
emphu.sxz(_es THl's s 6f NI 1 The criticism of Udbhata there and the
presentation of two more examples are su :

tally Rucaka accepts tho position of hig Pstantiatod by thoe A4l sarv. where inciden-

father from whom he had hi

s lesson
Alamkarasastra, (&1 NP@wag gat o
by the present writer.)

TYHIQA: is faulty, it should be
{7 7@W. The technical word
tion. The reference to the figure

, p. 1, us edited
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theory38e seems 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. QOne naturally expects that a well-read scholar
that Hemaacand.ra was, he could have shed much light on these issues. It
yas to ‘pe candldl_y confessed, however, that our author has seldom taken
interest in such things in the K.4. in spite of his being a Jaina dialectician
of o mean order. The dicta of Sabdabuddhi-karmanam viramya vyapara-
bhavah,3® kavyamarge svaro na ganyate, 20 arthabhedena $abdabhedak4l (in the
tx:eatment of the figure $lesa Hemacandra like Rudrata and Mammata recog-
nizes arthaslesa as a different figure from Sabdaslesa), and of the nitya-
yamanatva view of $ravyakdvyast? 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

. 38a The Wi EfMEN@199d idea is known to Vamana (FaZifa «wmi~gg ufcefs-
E‘F’\""tl.ﬁ’ﬁ{) but little use was made of this in the matter of division of dosa, guna
and alamkdra before Mammata (vide sec. under notes 57 and 59 in K.P, Sankata, p. 29).

39 The iﬂﬁﬁTWTﬂTﬂTfﬂ“‘@ ay well as the ?ﬂﬁm(:ﬁ'ﬂ"{ﬂ of the 199 and the AF]

meanings which the K.4. also recognizes (p. 277) are implied and posited respectively in
the Rasagangddhara (in its definition of the third class of kdwyas) and in the utpala-

éatapatrabheda maxim of explaining WHEHHAAF]. It would be bold to say that
both these do not charm us at the same time when we read of verses like
Frajaas@ies aeatATy (40h. Sak. IV. 2).

40 KP. II. 3% T & &9 @O fawugaifasa| Candidasa’s K.P. Dipika (pp.
71-72) 3T Tafd azar IwwyHg AR aifaey fga @afa¥ag | So also
Sridhara on that passage, who also like the K.A. relies on the Ndtyasastra, p. 234
WM(W(T&‘T | g7 mawﬁarq and the Viveka thereon, pp. 234-37=
Nat. Sastr., Vol. II, pp. 387-98 and the Abh. bh. (following Bhatta Tauta),
pp. 386, 391. L

a KA., p 227 (SN <fq @99 . .. ), p. 276 (ATIHTADTAGT HY . . .)
and Pramanamimansé (p. 70, Jaina Granthamala, etc.) WW?H“WT?\’W‘Tﬂ q W=-
gRERHEH A TR AR g RETq |

42 K.A., p. 316 E‘W“ﬁ?ﬁ*&m, FPAATUAGH and the citation from Bhatta Tauta
preceding K.4., p- 327 (weTatfudggurarfa . . . 391f@ 1) The recognition of gitavidhi
(Na. Sds., V. 21) as an integral unit of ripakas by way of dvipadi $amyd end tala-
yojand and the definition of ndke in Bhamaha's Kav. AL (sre® fEuruaTTEs-
T 49| & agfudmyy . .) show that the recitative and representative
aspects are not mutually exclusive. Vide fn. 20 for Bhatta Tauta’s views.

48 og. Nat. S@s., Vol I, p. 273 (axre:...faagafeeATZ—K.4., p. 59
reading is ﬁﬁ"]ﬁ]‘am )s p. 274 (w0 T (?q‘i\[ﬁ‘t‘lli\i‘%:. .. K.A. reading in p. 59)
T TE SRtHETE ARG FIHAF: s fy.. . 5 p. 276 (I gatfa:...
aq f& agraa@—K.4. roading, p. l—IwIwYAfaTeFiy 69 frag=ag) |
p. 282. (afgmar g - - - F &YITH K. A. reading in p. 656 afqwvar . . . a9 afggd
QW ); p. 386. (TYET - .. fafogr srafesr.. . K.A. reading in p. 68 is fafusT
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appear from the K.4. that the Kavyamimansatt as available in the G.O.S.
edition has certain portions left out. In the Vak. jw. too, especially in
its defective text portion where there is granthapdta, there are portions
which can be supplied from the K.A. and may stand as the authenticated
text in case other manuscripts are not forthcoming. In the Vyaktiviveka,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 admitted, however, that the expectations aroused
by virtue of the above considerations are not actually fulfilled by the K.4.,
as we have it mow. 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.A4., 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.G. and
the Vak. jiv., the Vyaktiviv, and the first volume of the Abhinavabhiarati 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 with the expo-
sition of rasa, leave much to be desired. To this the usual inaccuracies
in punctuation and sentence-arrangement have to be added, much to
bewilder the reader. Suspicious and doubtful readings are plenty.47

Jrafes ... ); p. 307 (FFW FH—aATTW] IATAT . . . vifa w9 ©3); K4, p. 72
(...TIMENT €A ) ; p. 341 (T TuGITya® SEEW ); K.A. reading, p. 68 TH-
@Tfa®@ .. .| See fn. 4 for the restoration of a passage in the Abh. bk., Ch. VII.

44 KA., p. 9, just after the LTI typo of YZTUILT has o remark TEOHTGIRTST
?’fj‘lﬁﬂﬁ'{ STYTYH | which is not found in the K.M. (p. 64). It was obviously there,
For the V.J., vide fn. 26a.

© V.V., p. 302 ST WHIT T TGEAGILY ThxwE! @90 K4,
P. 275 reads this last line as . . . 'i(‘ﬂﬂ@ ¥ a1 and then completes the sentence
thereon vﬁi’m: 9 i“'%tw gfa M= I This extra line seems to fit in with the text
of the V.V. and is presumably the right reading.

46 eg. p. 17 (... AATAFIY fadw: t :
fafcan fl'j)r ..(. @Sﬁﬁ?ﬁi in N.S uedi)r:..qavgz maf‘l;: T (WTW
fatws: in N.S. edn. For a similar )i b 40 ' Hqi‘lﬂquﬁI ot

.S, 3 scribal blunder cf. @RI E: in p- 340, S.k.a.

NS edn. for SIWNAIN FI) ; p. 276 (. . . GHARCHHAHRSTS for . . . TRTETHY
M NS.edn, K.4.,p. 202). (TUwafa@aramanty for N5, wugafeasaEsy (7)) ;

p. 325 (RwIfzefaq for MEINET
e i s feafaa. . ) or. srares: afemfa in N.S. edn,

47 o Sfafamasmwar (R, ¢ py x4 =
- 4., p. 16) wgfuxta : 5
edn., p. 24), a: W& (p. 24), f?wmﬁwfaﬁtmwéz .. .G(‘;a 74.)' -q(r!ng' iy ;
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The Prakrit gathds—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.4. than in the
other nibandhas. Anandavardhana and Bhoja are the two great alamkara
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. . have been fairly well presented, those that are found48
(and they are quite a good many) in the §.k.G.—have not been properly
printed. In the case of the few, not included in this category, the readings
offered4? 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

fawag=r (p. 50). .. THgFAfafd A9 in f99% commenting on AATEATHITEIF
Tfd (in ®IF sec. p. 249 ); TRTHIINATIRY (for FFHHIG ) in Chap. VITL. (1=
enumerated) ; 9 T Yy wafe . . . m’f ... in f43% on aqifear,
yfcuaffas® : WEE@: (R. C. P’s edn., p. 19). Among the corrupt readings in the
Abh. Dh. citations in K.A., Chap. II, are (fum=g...); wwd@aaar (?) favma
(p. 58) & wufe (NS, p. 62). A ECEwRIwEaTTHyEmey wzfeeT (R. C. P.
ﬁ‘gﬁl‘ﬂl’ N.S.) TR AW ; (=fafezifa TG ATwwgdwy q@n:) T
faw®; (N.S. edn, p. 68). WGWY JXAHY WY p. 64 (K.4., NS, p. 8I).
fygargaar (?) Qfearaiiaaadl FNRUEYRTaGT § J@w@E (R. C. P.,

p- 121). .

18 K.A., p. 30 (N.S. edn,) SIEIKY ... 3faww awfafy ... (R. C. P’s reading)
.S.k.d., p. 469 gives the correct reading afny 7 frsiy ( ?r?mrq); K.A.Vi., p. 100
(N.S. edn.) § ATCEY . . YORATY | WG . . §.4.4. gives the reading AN AT TIRIY

... USEIEE | W @FEedar @ fqWE. .. KA. (p. 148, N.S. edn.) FTY WX
gafe faew< TR = Sk4., pr18... Gwx faqw< &Y ; K.4., p. 186 (N.S. edn.)
FOfEST @S .. Sk, p. 33. dAFHI (FCfHai); K4, p. 287 (N.8. edn.)
PrEafe@Tl . .. 4 WE F%.| F...f&MR ... I (R.C.P. injand N.8.). S.k.d. (p. 288,
p- 548) reading is . . . @ TT GRIFF | ... d @ ufE (=wfd): ./

49 K.A., P31 (NS.edn.) #R€f¥. .. fCEIC.. . . (N8, and R. C. P.) = Vajjdlaggd,
1L, 351, V. 491 (Bib. cdn.) whére tho reading is 91%H @%@ g | The roading is
fgwgw. N.S.and R.C.P’sreadings are rﬁé‘fifictilly defective. For HYRTIT as a pretext
and ladics’ fancy for Y& flowers cf. Gahdsaitasai, II. 3, 4; 1L 59; VI. 39; IV.
55-59; IL. 45. Cf. Raghup. VI. 25 and Hemacandra’s Apabhraméa vide IV. 3302;
K4, p 32 (N.8). fofed ax . | | wfemfy fefage (N.s. 999 R.C.P) afg. ..
fm T tho correct roading is MAGERY (cf. Rv. XII1. 326 @ATHCHEGIRRETY )
...z7auw fuf@¥; in K 4, p. 33 the reading is FU=WIT FTHEF ( =famary:
WRETF) ; K.A., p- 41 (N.S. edn.) 99 q TH g@afd . . tho readingis . . smv:wwﬁw
gee notes on the K. P. Sanketa on this by the present writer; K.A., p. 107 9X4

. waETs e .. the reading is SWRTIX ... (vide Gahdsattasui, IT. 27

“

and its commentary)-
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the matter of that, any of the alamkira nibandha writers, including the
i ‘n the strict sense of the term? Again, Hema-

great Mammata, original in th _ :
candra, who was dubbed by contemporary opinion as kalikala-sarvajna,
or deciding this topic in his philosophical

himself has set forth a criterion fi

treatise, the Pramanamimdnsa.’0 As Jacobi (Encyclopaedia.of Religion and

Ethics, Vol. VI) has put it—* His strength lies in encyclopaedic work, rather
ting enormous mass of varied information

than in original research, in presen
gathered from original sources mostly lost to us.” The fact is that it is his
oct extensive citations that has been at the root of this charge.

manner of dir
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 $astrakdras, he was
a teacher (an dcd@rya) in the best sense of the term—is far more in;portza.nb
than of those who put forward extracts from different authors or commen-
tators and heap them up in a loose disorderly fashion.51 1In 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. d ’

- - - - N -
60 Pramdnamiminsa, p. 1. HAXHF TIqT fEEHT: Ggfﬁq‘f‘m(f‘am]v Waﬂaﬂafﬁ{

[ =~ E
aﬁji@@ﬂ | fa A “a a1feeAtew S99 ? ” Hemacandra’s credit lay in
picking up, thrashing and systematizing things utilized and modifying them when that is
necegsary as evinced in his incorporation c¢f. the QGE‘TW?{?{T of the Dh. a., Ch. IT
(K.P., pp. 17-22), which Mammata did not incorporate in the K.P., becaus.a ;erha:ps
of his .qr%aaﬁﬁr.af‘ﬁﬂa, he being at heart an admirer of the Udbhata school a;
1<‘z’i:~rnpla.utns’d of 'by his early commentators, particularly Candidasa, in his ﬁndi;xg fault v:"th
ﬁ:Iﬁmafals eight-old division of gunibhitavyangya (a.r{d later nibandhakaras ha.l
I ally followed slavishly Mammata), and in his use of Kuntaka’s & h to s
gures of speech. pproac wands
51 . . . s
As to his manner of £1ekmg up of extracts, his remark (K.4., pp. 182-85)
wTY . . . GA@IOTAGAafRaar sgErmidnmaycaa yefwanfe aggy:

AT afg3da sUANANT s sufficient explanation of his stand. ‘
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