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Amukham

Rasadhvaner adhvani ye caranti
sankrantavakroktirahasyamudrah.
Te'smatprabandhan avadharayantu
kurvantu Segah Sukavakyapatham.
Bilhagpasya

Gupadogan asastrajiah kathap vibhajate janah.
Kim andhasyadhikaro'sti rupabhedopalabdhigu.
Kavyadars$al.

Sabdartha-$asana-jiiina-mitrepaiva na vedyate.
Vedyate sa hi kavyartha-tattvajhaireva kevalam.
Dhvanyalokal.

Giram pravgttir mama nirasa'pi
manya bhavitrl ngpate$ caritrail.
Ke va na Sugkam mrdam abhrasindhu-
sambandhinig mirdhani dharayanti.
Bilhapasya.

Pavitram atratanute jagad yuge
smarta rasakgalanayeva yatkatha.
Kathap na s3a madgiram avilam api
svasevinim eva pavitrayigyati.
: Sriharsasya.
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The book has a very long story and a sad one too. Throughout the
book--here, there, and everywhere--I have explained why it was composed
and who are the adhikarins. It is an outcome of fifty years of
studies and research in the field of Sanskrit scholarship. But it was
written in America where I did not have enough bibliographical resources
easily accessible. So many of the statements and quotations are derived
from the memory. Anabhydse vigam sastram! Moreover, I have
been completely out of touch of Sanskrit studies during the last 25
years, which I have gainfully utilized in the service of Library Science
and building up of a worthy collection of Indic studies at the
University of Missouri - Columbia.

The book was written in 1977. It was a kind of sokah sSlokatvam
dgatah. During the academic year 1978/79 I was in Mysore on
sabbatical. Even there my main focus was TULIP--The Universal/Union
List of Indian Periodicals. It was my earnest desire to locate a
worthy collaborator for Bilhaga. I found one. He was super--par
excellence. But he had his own problems and delayed, and delayed, and
delayed, and ultimately abandoned the assignment.

Finally I got the typescript back to Columbia. It was revised and
retyped. It was sent back to an able editor in 1India. He was
recommended by one of my closest and trustworthy friends. He did not do
anything! Maybe it was beyond his limited knowledge. Maybe it was not
his field. Then I got it sent to a publisher. He demanded fifty
thousand rupees just for printing--all the editorial and proofreading
work had to be extra and beyond.

When I asked the publisher in terms of the return, rupees and paise,
he had no answer. Then I got the typescript sent to another editor. He
demanded Rs. 15000/- just for editing it! I had no money to squander
in that manner.

Once for all, I abandoned all the hopes of ever getting a generous
collaborator inspired by the same spirit that had been prompting me all
along. There was none there who was for dharma, artha and kama with
equal division and preponderance.

I was born and brought up in India and continuously lived there for
thirty three years before I came to America for advanced studies and
research and a Ph.D. By now I have lived in America for three decades.
It is my home. I have a firm conviction, based on my own personal
experience, that many people in India imagine that every tom, dick, and
harry in America is rolling in dollars. There is no poverty, no squalor,

-iv -



no want. There is no needy person. All are well to do. Even a mazdoor
drives a car!

When I arrived in this country for the second time in 1965, one of
my friends in India wrote to me to the effect that at that point I was
in a country of plenty and abundance and thereonwards I won't feel any
monetary need. I wrote him back to the effect: "Yes, it is true. Every
house in America is blessed in its courtyard with a Tree of Dollars. The
householder has 3just to get up in the morning and shake the tree. The
dollars just shower until the shaking stops!"

America may seem a land of plenty for those who have never toiled
and suffered here, but it is built by the bones of toilers and joined by
the blood, sweat, and tears of the sufferers. America has been made
what she is. It was not discovered the way she is now. The wealth of
America has been drawn from the bosom of the Mother Earth. It is not
fallen down onto the earth from the open skies. Neither it 1is an
imperial creation. Well, this was an aside. Maybe some eyes get opened
wide enough to realize and perceive the truth.

Once again and for the last time, I got the typescript back to
Columbia. It was in February 1990. Thirteen precious years were wasted
in this mirage. Originally as the book was composed all the Sanskrit
text "matter" was in Devanagari and also transliterated in Roman
following the International standard uniform code.

One of the main reasons of my trying so very hard to get the book
published in India was to keep the price within the limits of the
budgets of Indian libraries, who may be the major buyers. The prices of
goods and wages are so high in America that those who have never been
here can never realize it in full. Yet I was left with no choice. . The
book is now produced in America, the country of trees showering dollars.
Even if the book is distributed at cost price, an average Indian library
may find it difficult to buy it. And how will they realize its value?
No bookseller would like to promote its sale. It won't bring lucrative
commission and means to persuade the librarians. We have had a very sad
experience with TULIP. Libraries all over the world have acquired it,
but not even a single library in India found it worthy to give it a
place on its shelve! How sad!!

The greatest problem still to be tackled was the provision of
diacritical marks. Until about six months ago I could not even dream
that the modern computer technology, as it was available to me here in
Columbia with no active studies, reading, writing, and research in
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Sanskrit would enable me to 1insert all the diacritical marks.
However, it did, thanks a million to Mr. Greg Johnson of the Computing
Services of the University of Missouri at Columbia. But all the

Sanskrit matter in Devanagari had to be eliminated. It could not be
composed here. It is presented only in transliterated form.

This book is then a product of the latest developments in the field

of computer technology. If there was ever a case of "from pillar to
post,” this was it. I don't think it is a perfect production. There
are many flaws. My knowledge of Sanskrit has now receded into the

background. It does not have the same sharp focus. Yet I decided to
bring the work out as it is.

Until the world of Sanskrit learning finds a dedicated selfless
scholar who possesses all the knowledge which has been an instrument

here, plus all that is still lacking, the reader can stay with this
publication.

The reader will observe that a great deal of stealing has been
committed by some "scholars" from my previous work on Bilhapa, whose
plagiarism has been criticized by me. Yet I give full freedom to any
Sanskrit pandit to edit this work, revise it and publish it. There is
no copyright!

Visvanitha Sastri Bharadvaja, I think, is no more there to
see his criticism. But Misra will certainly see. I don't think it will
serve any useful purpose. He has already reached the top of the Mount
Everest. He cannot go any higher. But he will certainly come down in the
eyes of those who have been misled by him. So a copy will be sent to
Tiibingen.

Some very serious literary charges have been levelled in this study
against Mr. B. N. Misra and his so-called gurus at Tiibingen, if there
were any. We request an inquiry. We cannot believe a German
University, much less Tiibingen, could award a Ph.D. degree on what is
presented by Misra in his book. The University owes an explanation. If
they cannot justify the award of a Ph.D., they owe a word of apology to
the Sanskrit World of Learning. This unscholarly writing cannot be
allowed to go unchallenged. This has been an objective of writing this
book.

With these short notes I conclude my Amukham. I need not
repeat all that has been stated throughout the book.
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Satyam eva jayate.

Columbia, MO Murari L. Nagar
Gandhi Jayanti Sahityacharya (1940)
(2 October 1990)
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Introduction

The Background

The Vikramankadevacarita mahakavya of the great Kashmirian poet
Bilhapa is one of the best (if not the best) historical poems in
Sanskrit literature. It follows a new path in poetic composition and
blazes a new trail scarcely witnessed in earlier poets. Bilhanpa
himself declares:

Praudhiprakargepa purapariti-
vyatikramah $§laghyatamah padanam.
Atyunnatisphotitakaifcukani
vandyani kantakucamapdalani.

And also

Sahasra$ah santu viéaradanam
vaidarbhalilanidhayah prabandhalh.

Tathapi vaicitryarahasyalubdhah
§raddham vidhasyanti sacetaso'tra.

Dr. Johann Georg Biihler (1837-1898, of Bombay and finally of
Vienna) became the first scholar in modern times to recover the poem
from modern-day oblivion and place it before the learned world. With
regard to the "recovery" of the poem and its value, he wrote in January
1874: [IA. S(March 1874):89].

I have succeeded in seeing a portion of the famous Bhandar
of the Oswal Jains of this town (Jaisalmer, Rajputana) and have
obtained already results which repay me for the tedious journey,

and the not less tedious stay in this country of sand, bad
water, and guineaworms. -

Dr. Biihler edited the work and got it published with his learned
Introduction in the Bombay Sanskrit and Prakrit Series (as no. 14) in
the year 1875. Once again he emphasized the value of the work [p.46]:

As soon as I recognised the importance of the MS, I resolved
to copy it out myself. My time at Jesalmir was limited. But
with the help of my companion Dr. H. Jacobi of Bonn, who kindly



lent me his assistance during my whole tour in Rajputana, the
task was accomplished in seven days.

The Carita was prescribed for the S3ahitya Acdrya Examination
(Pt.1) of the Government Sanskrit College, Banaras (now Sanskrit
University, Varanasi) for the first time in 1940. By that time I had
already studied Sanskrit for about 12 years and had read most of the
works by great Sanskrit writers 1like Bh3sa, Kalidasa, Bharavi,
Dapdin, Magha, Bapa, Bhavabhiti, ériharsa and Subandhu, etc.,
some at the venerable feet of great Sanskrit gurus in Banaras and some
through my self-study.

As an act of dharma and also for svantah sukhaya I used to teach
Sanskrit to students junior to me every day for about seven hours. In
July of 1939 I was requested to teach the Carita. However, I had no
time. That was my final year in the University and I had to maintain my
first position in the final examination. So I did not want to teach.
Nevertheless, two of my close friends, who had to study it as part of
their curriculum, prevailed upon me. I had no choice. That was my first
acquaintance with this great work. My association with Bilhana, which
began then, is still continued even after 37 years. [This writing goes
back to 1977].

The two friends were regqular students of the College and were
studying the work with an old professor there, who was not at all able
to grasp the true meaning of many verses. For example, he interpreted
the word saupdiryam as madyapayitvam! It won't be inappropriate to
say here now that he was Pt. Gangadhar Shastri Bharadwaj, a brother of
Vishwanath Shastri Bharadwaj, who subsequently edited the work and got
it published with his own commentaries from the Banaras Hindu
University. If Bilhapa could hear how his poetic muse was molested by
this great pandit, he would have certainly cried in despair. It was
truly the murder of Sahitya-vidya-vadha.

As we proceeded further in our study, we got more and more enchanted
by the poem. The taste of honey Es appreciated only after it is tasted.
The more we taste, the more we enjoy. We got closer and closer to the
poet. vagdevi started to shower her blessings on us--more and more,
as we went ahead.

We struggled for hours and hours to get some sense out of a
senseless reading. If the specific reading happened to be totally
meaningless, it created less problems, because we could easily conclude
that it was wrong. But when a reading apparently seemed correct--by



virtue of its being correct grammatically--it created more problems. It
was like a lie which looked like truth and could not be easily detected.
We would call it satyayamanam asatyam! It was like a sugar-coated
bitter pill--seemingly innocent but giving a bad taste later in the
mouth!

One of the greatest causes of the unintelligibility of the text was
the corruptness of the edition we were using. Dr. Biihler's first
edition of 1875 had gone long out of print. The then available edition
published under the name of Mahamahopadhyaya Pt. Ramavatara
Sarma was a total disgrace to Sanskrit scholarship. With regard to
it, I had declared in 1945:

Idap no daurbhagyam saubhagyam va, yat pracinatamam
$uddhatamap ca Ja. pustakam sarvathante, navinatamam
asuddhatamap ca Ra. pustakap sarvatah prathamam
avalokyata. Anyath3d milasamp$odhane'smatkgtah
ciraparisramah kagtanubhavasca abhavakotaveva tisgthet.

[Prastdavana, p.7]

And Shri Viévaniatha S$S3astri Bharadvaja had the same opinion
with regard to that edition, which he expressed in his edition.

Dvitiyam--Kasisthajfianamagdaladhikaribhir gquru-
varyyanap sammatya asammatya va tannamna prakasitam
ativasuddham iti Sriguruvaryapam dgstipatham api na
gatap syad ityeva dyotayati. Sati ravikaranikarapravese
kuto'ndhakarasya sambhavah?

[Vol. I, -Kificit prastavikam, p.l].

And

Kalakramad byularasampskarape samaptim asadite
Kadistha-jfianamapdalamudrayantrialayan mahémahopédhyiya¥
papditapravara-guruvara-Sri-Ramavatidrasarmanamni
sampaditam prakgtamaha-kavyasya samskarapantaram
ca prakasabhavam daniyata. Param atra sapskarage'pi [?]
pirvasagpskarapasuddhinam nirakaragasya ka katha?
Navanavanya$uddhyantaragyapi locanapathétithitéml

1 Bh makes a very funny statement here:-- locanapathatithitam
prayanti. Mistakes, errors, and blunders cannot be compared with
atithis, the guests! Bh continues: yatah sahrdayanam cekhidyate
cetah. Nobody would be tormented in his mind by seeing his guests! Bh



prayanti, yatah sahgdayanam cekhidyate cetah. Atra
$rimatam guruvaryapam nimasamyogo manasi vicikitsam
utpadayati.

(Vol. I, Bhumika, p. 3]

Misra also expresses the same kind of opinion on R's edition:

5. Vikramanka-deva-caritam...Rimi-vatara-Sarmana
sapskrtam [ed. by Ramdvatdra Sarmd). Benares:
Jiianamapdala Press, 1978 [i.e.=1921]. 1,4,2, 153p.

This edition, which is full of inaccuracies, seems to
have been associated by someone with the great name of
Mahimahopadhyiya Papdita Ramavatidra Sarma.l [p. 111].

The learned pandit Sharma tells us in his short introduction of one
and a half pages, which too is full of numerous errors, that he has
corrected Biihler's errors as far as practicable. We took his word to
be true and correct. It was a Herculean task--a Bhagiratha prayasa to
bring the River Gangd of Bilhapa's Muse on to this earth once again.

It was found to be a very difficult task indeed.

However, gradually we became disillusioned and realized that the
text of Sharma as presented in his edition suffered from many
inaccuracies. @ It may sound like bragging (atmaslagha), but
sometimes we had to spend several hours--even days--in trying to
reconstruct a word or a sentence. How could we even dream that Dr.
Biihler's text would have been rather distorted by Sarma!

Fortunately one of our friends chanced to see Bihler's edition
with one of his classmates. He compared only two readings of Sharma's
text with those of Biihler and reported them to me. It was great
delight and reassurance. There was clear evidence that Biihler's
edition was much superior. However, the student who owned that rare
copy of Biihler's edition would not lend it even for a day! There was
so much distrust:

just likes the words! He does not care about their meaning!! His
bhavah is always what he wants to get. It is none of his business if
his words lead to that bhava or not! This is called
Bharadvaja-racana-saili.

1 They did not get my sarcasm! Have you, Mr. Misra, verified it?



Lekhanl pustika nari [darah] parahaste gata gata.
Agata daivayogena nasta bhragta ca mardita.

The owner was not ready to part with it even for a moment. So we
could not see it. I tried my best, but could not procure another copy.
I was terribly anxious to see it, but my anxiety remained unfulfilled.
I got busy in other pressing engagements and the Carita went to sleep.

But the same poem was prescribed for the second year of the Acarya
Examination the following year. The same friends came to me once again
and I had to teach them. These friends were highly intelligent and
contributed a great deal toward the correct interpretation of the text.
Here was a clear evidence to show how teaching is a cooperative
enterprise and how intelligent students contribute enormously toward the
enrichment of the teacher's knowledge. It was truly saha viryam
karavavahai.

In January 1941 a great ambition was fulfilled. I saw the edition
of Biihler in the same Library which might have been the karmaksetra of
Bh provided he had made it. What a great delight it gave! The readings
which we had reconstructed after a very hard labor of hours and days
were found to be right there in their correct form! This fact clearly
demonstrated what a criminal havoc Sharma had wrought. We were terribly
disgusted when we realized how irresponsible Sharma's work was. It
generated a nauseating feeling.

I concluded that in spite of Biihler's edition, the correct and
complete sense would not be obtained without studying the historical
literature and other manuscripts of .the poem. The former I could obtain
to my fullest satisfaction in my own College Library. But for the MSS.
we had to go out. I obtained a "MS" from the Bhandarkar Oriental
Research Institute, Poona. When it arrived it did not look like a
conventional manuscript at all! It was copied on a large size thick
modern paper. Of course, it was in Balabodha (Devanagari) characters
but it seemed to be a balakrti (a child's work). I did not
understand why the 1Institute had to get such an expensive "Bond"
executed for that seemingly cheap MS. But a deeper study, closer
examination, and a comparison with the footnotes of Dr. Biihler's text
enabled me to conclude that it was the transcript prepared by Drs.
Bilhler and Jacobi in Jaisalmer.

Nagar's Edition:



I decided to go to Jaisalmer for a comparative study, collation, and
a direct verification of the text with the original J MS. As already
reported in my Introduction, the text stood almost corrected by the time
I reached Jaisalmer. Many of my conjectures were proved to be true
after verification. Many of the lacunae in Bilihler's text were filled
with the original readings because they were not lacking in J MS. It was
a perfect MS. Of course, many of the errors committed by the
press-copyist of Biihler were already corrected with the help of P long
before I saw J.

Regarding the authenticity of J MS, Biihler says in his
Introduction (pp.45-46):

The preservation of the MS is in general excellent....The MS
has been written with great care and has been corrected and
annotated....I fear, however, that some at least of the 1little
lacunae and mistakes, which had to be filled in and corrected
when the work was printing, are owing to the inaccuracy of our
transcript and not that of the writer of the old MS. [This is
called honest and sincere scholarship!]....I have to thank
Vamanacarya Jhalkikara for several emendations, which he
suggested while copying my transcript for the press and his
brother Bhimacarya for some other corrections given in the
addenda.

It took almost five years for me to complete the editorial work,
write the Introduction and compose the Caritacandrika. The work was
published in 1945. 1Its first reviewer, Dr. H.D. Velankar commented:

This is a critical edition of Bilhapa's
Vikramankadevacarita which is a Mahdakdavya in 18 sargas. The
present edition is based mainly upon the Jesalmir manuscript,
from a copy of which Dr. Biihler first published the poem in the
Bombay Sanskrit and Prakrit Series in 1875. The editor has also
consulted two other MSS, which are, however, only copies of the
Jesalmir manuscript. Dr. Biihler's edition as also the Benaras
edition by Pandit Ramavatara Sarma published in 1927 are
utilized by the editor in preparing this edition. It contains
an exhaustive Introduction written in simple elegant Sanskrit,
furnished with footnotes giving full references for the various
points raised and discussed by the editor. In the Preface, also
written in Sanskrit, which precedes this Introduction, the
editor fully and clearly explains the material and plan of his
edition. At the end of the text of the poem, the editor has



given a brief explanation of difficult words in the poem, giving
it the name Carita-candrika. This Candrika, we are told,
includes the very brief gloss written in the margin on the old
Jesalmir manuscript. A complete alphabetical index of the
stanzas in the poem is given for the first time in this edition,
after the Candrika. At the end, an alphabetical 1list of
important proper names and subjects, a copper plate grant of
Vikramaditya VI (the hero of the poem), reproduced from EI. XII,
pp. 142 ff, and three genealogical tables are supplied, all of
which immensely add to the utility of the edition.

It is indeed a great pleasure to find that the editor has
greatly improved upon the earlier editions and has given us a
more reliable text of the poem with the help of a critical and
judicious use of the material which was available to him. In
his Sanskrit Introduction, running over nearly 40 pages printed
in small type, the editor very ably discusses many historical
problems presented by the poem, and arrives at conclusions which
can hardly be disputed. 1In the foot-notes to this Introduction
he rightly points out many an error committed by Dr. Biihler,
and others in the discussion of the historical material
contained in the poem. A brief summary in English of all the
important points discussed and decided by the editor in this
Introduction would have been surely most welcome from the point
of view of the general reader.l

Another reviewer commented in 1947:2

The importance of the restoration of the text of all such
works for the task of reconstruction of ancient Indian history
can never be overrated. The present attempt of Shri Murari Lal
Nagar, therefore, will be greatly welcomed by all scholars
interested in the study of Sanskrit poetry and Indian history.
To the latter the text of the poem, as constituted by him on the
basis of authentic manuscript material available, can serve as a
satisfactory basis of study. In this respect this edition
registers a definite advance over the earlier attempts of both
Dr. Biilhler and Pandit Ramavatara Sharma. The Edito Princeps of
Dr. Biihler, highly useful in many ways, suffered obviously
from defects' resulting from the inadequate and unsatisfactory

L But Nagar had hardly any competence to write in English at that time!

2 5.p. Bhanot. Indian Librarian, 1 (March 1947): 126-27.



character of the materials then available. The attempt of
Pandit Ramavatara Sharma that followed also failed to improve
upon the text of Dr. Bilhler. In fact his text 1is definitely
more unsatisfactory as compared to that of his predecessor.

In the Introduction the Editor has treated in detail the life
history and literary merits of the author of the poem. His
defence of the poet's unhistorical treatment of a historical
subject 1is spirited, though candidly speaking, unconvincing and
similarly is his attempt to defend the poet's originality in
points of common thoughts and expressions which he shares with
Kalidasa.

Besides a critical Introduction and a brief though
none-the-less useful glossary explaining important and difficult
words and incorporating most of the notes in the scribe's own
hand on the ancient Jaselmere manuscript, the editor has
appended an index of important persons and places mentioned in
the text, the text of the famous Epigraphic Record of King
Vikramaditya VI reproduced from Epigraphia Indica, and

Geneological Tables of the Lohara and Calukya families. These
features have considerably added to the usefulness of the
edition.

Even Misra (with his limited knowledge and a totally insensitive
mind) was able to perceive the value of N's ed. as late as 1976:

Vikramankadevacaritam Mahakavyam; ed. [with an elaborate
Sanskrit introd.]), by Murari-(!] Lal Nagar. Benares: Govt.
Sanskrit College, 1945. 2,([2], 12, 40, 325. 42, [6]. [!'] p.,
fold map, tabs., app., (The Princess of Wales Sarasvati Bhavana
Texts Series, 82)

This ed., which has invariably [?] been referred to by me as
editio secunda, is in fact a great improvement on the previous ,
edd. by way of collating “the MSS, thoroughly recording the text
variants, emendatory and conjectural readings. A detailed
account of the critical apparatus has been given in the twelve
pages of the prastdavana. An elaborated [!] introduction of
forty pages, an alphabetical list of proper names, an index to
the verses, an extensive gloss,l a map of the Chola and Chalukya
empire [!], a reproduction of the Nilgunda copper plate
inscription of Vikramaditya VI, dynastical tables of the Lohara,
Chola and Western Chalukyas, and a concordance of important



king-names [!] make this edition still more useful. [Stress
added] (Misra pp. 111-12)

Until 1945 I was merely a Sanskrit student. My knowledge of English
was quite limited indeed. I was a product of the ancient system of
Indian education. If I had adequate command over English, I might have
written my "Introduction" in English which might have reached a wider
audience. My edition was published in only 300 copies which might have
gone out of print very soon. However, I could not think of a revised
edition because I switched over to Library Science in 1945. Since then,
Sanskrit and Library Science have been to me like my two eyes. It is
difficult to say which one is closer to my heart!

I worked in the University of Delhi Library from 1947 to 1951. I
had a dream to visit the United States of America since my early youth.
The dream came true and I found myself with my wife in the New World by
the end of 1951. We spent full five years in the U.S.A. working and
studying. We came back home in 1956. I remained busy with my new ‘job
with the 1India Wheat Loan Educational Exchange Program of the Foreign
Service of the United States of America in New Delhi under which 1.5
million dollars worth of American books were donated to approximately
100 institutions of higher learning in India.

Around 1958, circumstances prompted me to think of a new and revised
edition of the work (Vik.). I inquired with almost all the leading
manuscript libraries of the world whether any new manuscript of the
Vikramankadevacarita was found in the meantime. The response was
negative. However, I worked on the Vikramankabhyudaya of Someévara
Bhiilokamalla, the son and successor of Chalukya Vikramaditya VI. It
was subsequently published in the Gaekwad's Oriental Series of Baroda as
no. 150.

I learnt that Pt. Vishwanath Shastri Bharadwaj of the Banaras Hindu
University was working on the Vikramankadevacarita. In order to avoid
duplication, I wrote to him to the following effect:

I have been working on the Vikramankadevacarita of
Mahakavi Bilhapa for many years. Now I want to bring out a
revised edition of the work. I have learnt that you are also
working on the same poem. There is no point in two people
working on the same poem when there are thousands of

1 wMisra is not specific about the authorship of Candrikd. Probably he
did not misunderstand! Or, did he not want to pronounce any judgment?



unpublished literary gems still buried among bundles of
manuscripts in our old librarias.

It will be a great service to the cause of Sanskrit
scholarship if you take up some other work. However, if you
insist on working on the same, i.e. Vikramankadevacarita, I
will withdraw and work on some other poet. You have all my best
wishes for a total success.

His reply was anything but pleasant. He said:

Pt. Vishwanath Shastri Bharadwaj 17 Golagali
M.A., Kavyatirth, Vidyavagish Banaras - 1
Retd. Lecturer, History of Sanskrit Dated
Literature and Philosophy January 27, 1960

Sanskrit Mahavidyalaya, B.H.U.

Ex-member, Board of Sanskrit Studies, U.P.
& its Examination Committee

Member, Faculty of Oriental Learning &
Boards of Sahitya & Itihasa-Purana

Banaras Hindu University

Dear Murari Lall(!] Ji,

I am glad to acknowledge the receipt of your card [?] dated
the 27th of December, 1959, which I could find on the 26th of
January, 1960, on returning from a long tour of two month's [!]
duration in Madhya Pradesh. I was in need of two manuscripts
and knowing that they could be had in M.P., I went there and
witnessed a great collection of old and precious manuscripts at
Bajrangarh [!] and other places. Our Indian Government should
be keen enough to procure such collections otherwise the old and
precious store is sure to be ruined. But experience shows that
the work under-taken [!] by our Government in this respect is
only showy and in spite of high expenses, no solid work has yet
been done. [not true!]

Regarding Bilhapa's Vikramankadeva Charit, I, first of all,
thank you very much for your earnest wish of my success; for the
prayer of an aged man like you, is promptly accepted. I,
hereby, inform you that the book being prescribed and not being
available in the market, the Sahitya Research Committee of the
Banaras Hindu Universtiy, (!] entrusted me with the work of
editing it with Samskrit and Hindi commentories [!] for the use
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of the examinees. Accordingly the lst seven cantoes [sic] of
the same are already out and the 2nd part, containing the
remaining cantoes is under the press. [!]

I know there is much unattended in the field of Samskrit
literature, more than any one [else?]. Being born in a family
of highly learned Samskrit scholars, I have had the good
opportunity of seeing and going through such manuscripts which
others can never even dream of. My work is neither duplicating
nor a hindranc [!] to yours or to that of the Samskrit Academy
of the Osmania University. Besides, I do not appreciate the
idea that a work commenced by a particular man must not be
touched by others, though the beginner may be slumering (!] for
years together.

No doubt, you have done a great deal in connection with the
critical study of the history of the period, but there is much
to be done in other respects and may the Almighty give you
strength and energy to accomplish it.

I am very thankful to you; for your work has been of great
use to me in bringing out my new edition, though I have accepted
different readings at some places. [!]

We should appreciate the idea of the people of foreign
countries who complete a big work jointly without grudge. I may
tell you that I used to teach a German student on the
recommendation of my revered Guru, the late Prof. P. Sheshadri,
who only learnt from me how to read different metres. When I
came to know from him that four of them had come from Germany
to accomplish one work jointly and were studying it in different
phases, my heart's joy [!] knew no bound.

Again thanking you. for your edition of Vikramankdeva
Charitam.

Yours sincerely

[Sd. V. N. Shastri]
Shriman Pt. Murari Lall Ji Nagar

"M.A., etc. etc. etc. [!]
24/4 Railway Colony
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Kishan Ganj
Delhi-6

I wrote to him immediately:

24/4 Railway Colony

Kishanganj

February 5, 1960
Dear Shri Bharadwaj:

Thanks for your letter. I would not say anything about your
work until I see it. I shall appreciate if you kindly send me a
copy per VPP.

You are sadly mistaken if you think that I am an "aged" man.
I was only 22 when I edited the Vikramankadevacarita and so I
might be even younger than your eldest child! I am born and
brought up in Banaras (76 Ramghat) in a family exactly like that
of yours. Therefore I share all your experiences and thoughts.
As regards the Western practices, I know about them too, since I
have been to England twice and have lived in the United States
of America for full five years!

I am sending herewith a copy of the Vikramankadevacarita

with Prabodhini commentary (canto 1), which is really
Prabodhini and I have learned many things from this. For
example, Nandaka is Kaustubha Jewel (p. 2). The commentator is
Ramacandra Sarma Papdeya, M.A., Vyakarapacarya,
Gaekwad Research Fellow of the BANARAS HINDU UNIVERSITY. No
wonder the students curse the people who have prescribed such an
"unintelligible,” "uninteresting" work for their examination. I
wish we could stop such devices of making easy money!

Please return the book after you have gone through it!
Thanks again,
Sincerely yours,

Murari L. Nagar
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Pt. Vishwanath Shastri Bharadwaj
17 Golagali
Banaras-1l

Reminder sent on March 3, 1960.

March 27, 1960
Dear Shri Bharadwaj Shastri,

I am not sure whether you received my last letter sent some
time ago, because I am still awaiting its reply. I was so
anxious to see your edition, yet you did not send it.
Ultimately I asked one of my friends in Banaras to send me a
copy . I have gone through your work (first part only) and
congratulate you on your excellent performance. You have really
increased the bulk of the edition.

There are certain points which I wanted to bring to your.
kind notice. First of all, I would like you to know that the
gloss Caritacandrika is my own work! On page 7 of the
Preface (called Prasfavané) the last para clearly tells
who is the author of the tippani, i.e. Caritacandrika. The
work was so insignificant to me that I did not like the idea of
glorifying myself by mentioning "I". Whereas years and years
were spent in the research pertaining to Vikramanka and
Bilhapa, the writing of the gloss was a quick affair and so
trivial!

Dr. Biihler too refers to the marginal gloss of Jaisalmer
MS. Certainly no MS. of that (small) size could contain all the
Caritacandrika in its margins. Lines 21-22 on P. 7 of my
description of Caritacandrika state:
Antarbhavitatattipanika saiga “"Candrika" taniyasyapi
granthartham ujjvalayigsyqtiti visvasimah. Is it not clear
from this statement that the Caritacandrika is different £from
Jaisalmer's “"tippani,” that the Caritacandrika contains the
ntippapi, * and that the container and the contained cannot be
one and the same?

On page 209 of my edition, where the Caritacandrika begins,
I have given a foot-note: * Idrsacihnadvayantarvartini
tippapi Jaisalameragranthasthetyavagantavyam and the
quotations in the Caritacandrika from Jaisalmer's tippani
are preceded and followed by (i.e. enclosed within) the sign *,
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e.g. * Radha Visnubharya * (p.209), *
abhiprdayo'nyatrollikhanam * (p.210). I have also given
Hindi-paryayah. Do you think the words of Hindi which I
have given here and there did exist in the 12th or 13th century?
Furthermore, at the end of the Caritacandrika I have given the
date V. 2001--. Did you see it? What does it mean?

Well, I am very much grateful to you for whatever nice
things you have said about my work on the whole. If you think
that the editor of the poem or the writer of the gloss
Caritacandrika has understood the poet to any extent, I can
assure you that your work does not lead him even one inch
further! While I was a student in Banaras and was engaged in
editing this work, I went from door to door begging €for the
correct meaning of the obscure words. None was able to help me!
So I wrote "Asya padasydartho navagamyate". Your Dbig
commentaries are typical of what other pandits used to say in
Banaras (e.g. $rotfndm iti wvastuviplavakrtah prayepa
tikakrtah). I don't know what is the purpose in
explaining, for example, a word "sutikagrham” by another word
"aristam? For such work our forefathers have been saying:
®“Maghava ki tika Bidauja!"

In spite of the best of your efforts, all my obscure words
still remain obscure. Your big commentaries do not throw any
new light on the text. Your grammarian friend might have been
able to give the prakrti and pratyaya of an obscure word like
akgupa, yet it does not convey the meaning desired by a
sahpdaya. For such vaiydkarapakhasuci/s we have: Vadantu
katiciddhathat khaphachatheti varpacchatah.

You have given a map of llth century India. Would you
kindly tell me what sources have you used in preparing it?

You may think that I am too severe in this letter. Yes, I .
have a reason to do so. In your first and the only letter to me
you have brought in the western practice into the picture. You
have involved them to justify your action. I just wanted to
know A whether you have followed the Western or Eastern practice
in stealing the map which was prepared by a poor Sanskrit
student after spending a great deal of his time, money, and
energy. Of course, you were very cunning in the art of stealing
since you got it copied by hand. It was not a machine-copying.
The man who copied it might have guessed your act of theft! Did
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he? You say that you have changed my readings and adopted your
own in many places; otherwise you have followed those of my
edition. Don't you think it was your moral duty to have
indicated all those verses where you differed from me? There
are many verses where your readings are just misprints--sheer
mistakes--total blunders. Who has to take the credit for them?
For example, your reading in verse 16 of canto 5 is
unconvincing. If your theory is accepted we will have to say
that the expression Ramasya bapena hato Vali is preferable

to Ramepa bapena hato Vali.

There are innumerable verses where we find the text totally
distorted in your edition. I hope your second part will
eliminate all such blunders.

Wishing you all the success.
Yours,
Whatever you may regard,

I never received a reply to the above! Since then I remained
engaged in many other literary activities. I worked on a Union List of
Learned American Serials in Indian Libraries (ULLAS), which took full
five years. I also edited and published the Kalpalataviveka of an
unknown author.

In 1965 I returned to the United States and spent most of my time
in working on the "History of the Baroda Library Movement" and the
*Indo-American Library Cooperation."”

While working for the South Asia Studies Program at the University
of Missouri Library in Columbia, I saw the complete set of Bharadvaja's
three-volume edition. He had stolen quite a good deal from my work [see
Misra's criticism of Bharadvaj‘s work. p. 112].

Then I saw Musalgaonkar's monumental work (a tiny little booklet).
He, too, through his wife, had plagiarized and stolen a good deal of
information from my edition. I wonder why people copy from other's
works and do not even acknowledge!' Probably they think that the author
from whom they are 'stealing might have left this world long ago, or,
that he would not be able to see the act of stealing even if he were
still alive.
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Bharadvaj wanted to steal from my Caritacandrika. So he
mischievously assigned the work to an ancient commentator who antedated
1286 V. (i.e. 1229 A.D.). How could a modern man write such an erudite
commentary? This reminds me of another incident back in 1962. I was
visiting the Sanskrit Department (Manuscripts Section) of Osmania
University in Hyderabad, Andhra Pradesh. A friend of mine named Shri
Anantacharya Dewal, who had studied with me in Banaras, introduced me as
the editor of the Vik. (Banaras, 1945) to one of his senior colleagues
named Shri Viraraghavacharya. The latter could not believe it. He
would not believe it! He said: "Such a young man could not be the
editor of that work. He must be quite an o0ld man." Well, there are two
reasons for his disbelief. When I edited the Vik. I was very young. I
was the first student in the history of the Government Sanskrit College,
Banaras, whose work was published in such a prestigious series as the
Princess of Wales Saraswati Bhavan Texts. And secondly, God has blessed
me with excellent health and I look at least 10-12 years younger than
what I am. Be that as it may, I continued to work on the
Vikramankdevacarita as the time permitted, because Bharadvaj's work
was nothing but a guide (or misguide) to the student examinees.

Comments on Bh's Edition

Some preliminary remarks about the work of Bharadwaj wiil be in
order here. My father was a devoted orthodox Brahmana and a great
Vedic scholar. Every morning he used to pray in a loud and clear voice:
Gurave namah. Sri parama-gurave namah. Sri pardt parama-gurave
namah. Sri parat paratara-parama-gurave namah. Sri pardt
paratama-parama-gurave namah, etc., i.e. I bow down to my guru, I bow
down to my grand guru; I bow down to my great grand guru, I bow down to
my great great grand guru, and so on and so forth.

In coutries 1like 1India, and in the communities which are not yet
totally ruined by the unwholesome influences of Western traditions and
in which things occur even now as they used to be in ancient days,
marriages are still arranged. Th societies where a 1long courtship-
precedes the actual marriage, the girl may come to know almost, say, all
the aunties and uncles of the boy. However, when the girl sees the boy
for the first time only after the marriage, as 1is the case when
marriages are arranged because the families follow the same old orthodox
Indian tradition, there 1is no possibility of the girl's getting
acquainted with the family members of the boy. After the wedding
ceremony is completed, the groom (husband) leads his newly-wed wife to
the audience, including relatives, and offers his respects by bowing
down to each and every one of his elders. The girl follows him and bows
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down to whomsoever the husband bows down. She does not know at all the
person to whom she is paying her homage. It is merely a ritual--just
because the husband bows down to the person, it is her duty to follow
suit!

Visvanatha Sastri Bharadvaja, the great editor and commentator of
Bilhapa's Vikramankadevacaritam concludes his "Kincit Prastavikam"
with the following words:

Srimadbhyo Da Jarja Byuhlara, Ke. Kyspammacariyara,
E. Bi. Kitha, Ramandtha Dikgita, Mahaviraprasada Dvivedl,
Kalhapa...Prabhgtibhyah sarvebhyo manyebhyo lekhakebhyas
tesam pustakalekhd-valokanena bahu$a upakgtatvat
dhanyavadan samarpayami.

So, among others, Bharadvaj salutes also §ri Ramandatha Diksita

and says that he was highly obliged to him (RND) in so many ways since
he (Bh) studied his (of RND) work (pustaka/lekha). We are not sure which
particular Ramanatha Diksita Bh is referring to. If he means the same
person who is cited in my work, then Bh is deceiving the world! My
Ramandtha Dikgita did not publish the pustaka or 1lekha BH is
alluding. At least I did not consult any of his published books. He was
my fellow-scholar at the Govt. Sanskrit Collcge, Banaras, where both of
us were recipients of the Sadholal Research Fellowship and conducted our
own individual research.

In the Sarasvati Bhavan Library of the College, I found a booklet in
Tamil. Since I could not read it, and my friend Shri Ramanatha Diksita
could read it, I requested him to translate it for me. The subject was
unknown to him and the language was unknown to me! The original author
had written it as an essay for some examination. '

Well, we sat together. Dikgita dictated in Hindi whatever he
could gather from the original -Tamil. It was in many ways a new
interpretation of the matters and topics studied and reported by Western
scholars like Biihler and their Indian copyists (copy-cats) like
Dvivedi. It was an enchanting work.

In my "Bibliography" -of the works consulted

(Vikramankadevacaritasya - Aitihasikatattva-Nirupane Sahayaka
Granthah), I had cited the above translation as follows:
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(19) LIFE. The Life and Times of Chalukya Vikramaditya VI,
A.V. Venataram (Tamil), Translated into Hindi by Shri Ramanatha
Dikshit, Sahitya Shiromani, Sadholal Research Scholar, Benares.

The same work has been cited by Bharadvaj in his *Parisistam Gha.
Vikramankdevacarita-mahakavyasya Vikramadityasya ca Varpanatmaka
Lekha Granthds ca," appearing at the end of his V. 1, in the
following words:

5. Calukya Sagtha Vikramaditya ka Jivana va
Samaya--Sri Ramnitha Diksita, Sahitya Siromapi,
sadholila Risarca Skidlara, Banirasa-- Sri E. VhI.
Venkataramaga [sic] dvara Temila [sic] Bhaga memn
Likhita the Life and Times of Chalukya Vikramaditya VI [?] ka
Anuvada. [N.B. There is no imprint!]

The above "Anuvada" has been viewed so far by only two persons in
this wide world--Shri Dikgita and myself. It is still 'in my
possession in the original form as it was written by me as early as
1940. I don't know where and how Bharadvaj saw this! And we don't know
either where he got the English title! We can understand him saluting
Dikgita as a matter of courtesy, but we don't know why he had to say
that he saw Diksita's book even though he did not see it! Also let it
be noted that he has given no imprint, because it was never published!!

Since he did not actually see the work of Dikgita and still he
claims that he saw it, therefore, we can conclude that he did not see
any of the books listed by me, but he only reproduced my list. It was
not necessary for him either to study those works. That is a fact.
Anyone who goes through my elaborate "Introduction," and goes through
what Bh has reproduced in his edition, will be fully convinced that Bh
has not made any extension of the boundary of the field of the
historical knowledge covered by the Vik. and discussed by any of the
previous writers who preceded him.

Bh says that he saw Kalhana's Rajatarangipl (original Sanskrit)
as well as Stein's Kalhana's Chronology of Kashmir (translation). Had
he done so, he would not have made Kgitirdja a sahodara bhrita, a
real brother of Subhata (see 18:47).

We get much useful information from this great researcher, who was a
member of the Sanskrit Sahitya Research Committee of the Banaras Hindu
University, and who got this great assignment of editing the Carita from
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this Committee, as to how to prepare bibliographies and how to list the
sources consulted. He is VIDYAVAGISH! (See his letterhead).

We learn from Bh that the city of Bombay is the home of two Royal
Asiatic Societies--and he consulted two journals--one titled the
"Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society, Bombay" and another called
"Journal of the Bombay Branch of Royal Asiatic Society," listed as no.
10 and 11 respectively by him.

Bh also consulted Indian Antiquary, page 325. It was not necessary
for him to mention the vol. no. or date of a set consisting of more than
50 volumes!

We could go on and on and on like this. What we want to prove here
is that he did not consult any of the books he has listed. He merely
prepared the "Bibliography" to help the students! That is fine. But
then why to say that he studied those? This is anything but honest
scholarship. '

A product of plagiarism is easily detected. Misra notes in the
following words the theft committed by Bh [p.1l12]:

No v 1. is recorded expect [sic] cases where the editor has
come up with his own conjecture. Other features, viz. index to
verses and proper names, genealogical tabs., map, inscription
etc. have been mostly reproduced, as such, from the
editio secunda. (stress added)

Bh professes .to have helped the examinees (students) by writing a
simple yet brief commentary. How simple is his commentary can be easily
realized when we find an original word (of the poet Bilhapa) like
»sutikagrha” explained by a synonym like "arigtam!" This is called
in popular parlance "Maghava ki tika bidauja."

Again Bh interprets “viplava" as “"dimba" (Vik. 6:9). Even a
beginner in Sanskrit, and even in modern Hindi, knows what "viplava” is.
The question arises: How many know "dimba?” .

Great poets have beautifully described such great “"commentators":
Durbodhap yad ativa taddhi [(vi] jahati spagtartham ityuktibhih
- Spagtarthegvativistrtip vidadhati vyarthaih samasadikail.

Asthdne'nupayogibhisca bahubhir jalpair bhramap tanvate
Srotipim iti vastuviplavakgtah prayepa tikakgtah.
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(Ascribed to Bhoja)
Let us see another attempt of Bh to "simplify":

Bhangas taranga drmir va striyam vicir athormigu.
Mahatsullolakallolau... (ityamaral).

So kallolah can be rendered as mahantas tarangah. It is
ridiculous to gloss kallolah by ullolah unless one wants to instruct
the student in a more difficult synonym, or parade one's own pedantry!
The former is much more common, better known-- (pracalita) than
ullolah. Also, we would like to know what 1is the gain in
explaining prthvyah by prthivyah. It is simply pistapesanam.

The easy way Bh steals from N and then interprets Bilhapa reminds
us of Bharavi's following sadukti:

Vigmo'pi vigahyate nayah
kgtatirthah payasam ivasayah.
Sa tu tatra viSesadurlabhah
sad upanyasyati kgrtyavartma yah.
[Kiratarjuniya. 2:3]

How much N and his friends had to struggle to bring some sense out
of a seemingly nonsense created by R! And Bh just takes it over without
any acknowledgment whatsoever. However, where N has failed, Bh had no
brain to improve the text or solve the riddle.

Bilhaga says:

Sahityapathonidhimanthanottham
karpamgtam rakgata he kavindrah.

Yad asya daitya iva lupthanidya
kavyarthcaurah pragugpibhavanti.

The poet had writer-pretenders like Bh in his mind. Bh copies from
N ed. profusely, yet he professes to have improved N's text! The
present work will provide innumerable examples of the depth of knowledge
of Bh and demonstrate how beautifully he has improved the text!

Bh admits that N has worked really hard to get the correct reading.
He does have some good words for N's ed. Yet he attributes certain
errors to it. He says: "Parancatrad'pi yatra  tatra
sampadanarabhasad anyakarapad va pathabhedanirpaye pramado [!]
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jata iva drsyate." (Bh V.1, Bhumika, p. 3]. Bh cites three
examples to prove his point. The first example cited by Bh is Asmarad
dviradadanavarina.

And the great scholar-pretender declares with all the vehemence at
his command: Ityatra teneti pathat tasyeti pathah sadhutarah
pratibhati. We don't know what Bh means by sadhutarah.

All the MSS. (J & A) and all the texts (B, N, & R) have "tena".
There was no doubt. There was no‘question. There was no scope for any
deliberation and determination as to the correctness of the reading.
Under the circumstances the reading "tena" is acceptable to all! We
fail to understand what authority does any editor, much less Bh, have to
change the reading unnecessarily! It is unwanted, uncalled for and
unjust. Furthermore, how can anyone conclusively assert that "tasya” is
preferable to “tena?” If so "Ramepa banena hato Vali" will be less
desirable than "Ramasya banena hato Vali."” “Dviradadanavaripa"
is only an instrument. The agent or kartd is Vikrama. He polluted the
sea (water) through “dviradadanavari."” It seems Bh suffers from
inferiority complex and just wants to show off. We can only remind him:

§iro'si krtavidyo'si darsaniyo'si putraka. ’
Yasmin kule tvam utpanno gajas tatra na hanyate.

Modern historical and critical research is different from what Bh is
familiar with, if at all, he is familiar with anything substantial.

Bh gives the following verse as - the second example where N is
alleged to have erred “in his opinion:

Hastadvayigadhagghitalola-

dolagupanamp jaghane vadhinam.
Asamvgtasrastadukidlabandhe

kimapyabhud ucchvasito manobhih. [7:29]

There is a famous ukti:

Nandhripayodhara "ivatitaram prakasah

no gurajaristana ivatitaram nigtghal.
Artho giram apihitah pihitasca kascit

saubhagyameti Marahattavadhukucabhah.
(quoted in Bdlabodhini Comm. on Kdvyaprakdsa., v.45]
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Thus if the vital organs (of the bodies) of the ladies would become
totally naked, it would be obscene. There would be bibhatsa rasa and
not sSrngara. No decent woman would like her jaghana to be totally
naked in public. In reality, the jaghana had become just a little bit
bare, because the knot or tie of her sari (wearing apparel) had become
loose and it had just slipped a little! There is no need to make the
jaghana totally naked, completely bare. The purpose is served, and in a
better way, if it 1is seen just a little bit bare. And the question
again comes up: What is the authority to change? A change 1is thought
of only when what is found does not make enough sense! Lakgapa comes
only when abhidha gets badhita!

Bh's third example is yasya bhrata (18:47). It is discussed in
full length in its proper place. [pp. 245-249] Here we can only say that
it would have been much better if Bh had kept quiet!

In one place Bh accuses Nagar of carelessness (pramadah) in
determining the correct reading (of the text) due to haste in editing or

some other reason. In another he alleges that pitfalls (skhalanam)
abound in abundance in the process of the reconstruction of the text on
the part of N. His actual words are “skhalanam varivarti." Here we
have yanluk which is enjoined by ‘Dhator ekdco  haladeh
kriyasamabhihare yan.' It is explained as: Paunahpunyam

. bhrsirthas ca kriyasambhihdrah = repetition of act or the
intensity thereof. Therefore, "skhalanap varivarti” will mean

atisayena vartate, sutaram vartate, atyartham asti, bhrsam asti
(that the mistakes abound, occur time and again etc.,). Is this
justified? How many cases can Bh cite? Seeing all the blunders he has
himself committed, we don't know which pratyaya should be used in regard
to him!

Nothing succeeds 1like success. Once all the three volumes of Bh
were published, he got elated. He lost his mind. In his third volume
his atmaslagha knew no bounds. On p. 3 of his Bhumika (in Vol. 3)
he says:

Jaba Sva. m3naniya Sarmd ji ke [ guruvarya of Vol.l
has now become only Sarmdji] sapskaraga ki pustakenm
aprapya hone lagiml taba yaha avasyaka tha ki isa

1 fThis is not true. The edition was not becoming aprapya. In fact the

students who studied this poem for the first time used to curse the
authorities of the Government Sanskrit College, Banaras, for having
prescribed such a work, the available edition of which was so poor and
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mah3akavya ka eka Suddha [!] sampskarapa nikale. 1Isa liye
Da. Mangaladeva S3astri Em. E. Di. Phil (Anksan) [!]
Pustakalayadhyaksa, Sarasvatil Bhavana Pustakalaya,
Viaragasi ne Sadholdla Risarca Skalara [!] Sri Pam.
Murari ([!] Lala Nagara Em. E. Sahityacarya dvara
Sarasvatl Bhavana Pustakalaya, Varanasl se isaka tgtiya
samskarapa prakasita kardya. Isamem sandeha nahimp ki
yaha sampskarapa prakasaka [!] mahodaya ke athaka parisrama
se, prak3asita tina samskaragop mem $Suddha va uttama
hai.l

Whosoever may be the writer of the above passage, he has
demonstrated his abundance of knowledge. I don't believe it is the
writing of Bh. In my Introduction I have narrated the circumstances
which led me toward the study of this immortal work. The writer of the
above passage makes Mangaladeva Sastri as the karta, and Nagar only as
the karapa! This is a misrepresentation of facts and distortion of
truth! Here are my words in Prastavana: [p.10]

I. 1940 Varsat Ka. Ri. Sap. Ma. pariksdyam pathyatvena
nirdhdritam itIdam caritam lokanam viSesato nayanagocaratam
agacchat. Tadaivasmabhir etat-kavyam pathayadbhir asya
mahatmyam itihasajfianasapeksatvam upalabdhasamskarapasya
ca dogabahulyam abhyupagamya etadvigayakavi$igtadhyayanader
avasyakatvam anvabhavi. Kim ca kdavyamilasap$odhanadavapi
pravarttyata. Sarasvatibhavane Sadholala risarca-skidlara-
ripepavasare samupalabdhe Vikramdnkadevacaritavigayaka-
gavegapamanoratho'smabhis tesam (Pa. Mangaladeva-
8astripam) puratah pratyvasthidpyata.

Svanupamagupapretitds te tu na paramp tatkdaryam
anvamodayanta, api tu sadhu sampadite tasmin

mudragasvasanamapyadul .

Dr. Mangal Deva Shastri himself says in his "Foreword."

intrinsically so defective. They used to charge (of course, jocularly)
that the edition was not being sold so it was prescribed in order that
the "old paper"” (raddi) could be disposed of! Also mark "hone lagim"
not "ho gaim!

1 oThe writer assumes quite a lot! He is inflated with false sense of
success.
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The editorial duties, on his own request [stress added] were
assigned by me to Pt. Murari Lal Nagar, Sahityacharya, then
working as a Sadholal Research Scholar in the Sarasvati Bhavan
Library, Benares.

The writer of the above "history" says that Dr. Mangal Deva Shastri
was the Librarian of the Sarasvati Bhavan Library when he got this work
done by [!] Nagar! He must have returned from a distant planet after a
lapse of decades. Or, he must have slept for decades! He must have been
a Kaliyuga Kumbhakarpa. He got up all of a sudden and wrote the
narrative ! He thought that Dr. Mangal Deva Shastri was still the
Librarian. No, he was not the Librarian at that time. He was then the
Principal of the Govt. Sanskrit College, Banaras. Before he occupied
that distinguished chair, he was the Registrar of the Govt. Sanskrit
College Examinations (U.P.) for years. And he was the Librarian even
before he became the Registrar! It is very unfortunate that such
irresponsible "pen-holders" pretend that they too can write! ‘

There are many untruths and half-truths in this Introduction of Bh.
I was not even a B.A., not to talk of M.A., when I completed this
research! I don't know what the writer means by "prakasaka
mahodaya*"! Does he mean the "College"? We can only bow down our head
in reverence (or in disgust) for this sagacious suggestion.

The writer (surrogate of Bh) reaches the highest peak of his wvain
glory when he takes the courage and declares:

Kucha sthalop para isa tgtiya sampskarapa meq bhil
mujhe pathabheda mem parivartana karand paga hai jo
vicdra vinimaya ke anantara avasyaka pratita hua.

He gives three examples, already discussed.

And then he makes a general bold statement:

Isa prakdra prayalh sabhl sargom mep thora bahuta
pathabheda karana avasyaka hud hai.

This is anything but an honest and true scholarship, not worthy of
one who claims to be a member of the Sanskrit Sahitya Research Committee
of a great educational institution like the Banaras Hindu University
founded by Mahamand Pandit Madan Mohan Malaviya.
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We have discussed the above three verses in their proper context in
full detail and have shown how hollow is the claim of Bh! It is merely
a balacapalam. His action reminds us of a great sadukti of our own
poet Bilhapa:

Kurvantu Segdh Sukavakyapatham.
We are also reminded of another nitivacana:
Murkho'pi Sobhate tavat yavat kificin na bhiasate

True scholarship and due morality demanded that Bh should have
indicated all the cases wherever he had changed N's text so that the
discerning critics might have seen for themselves how true was his
claim! If the three cases cited by him provide any evidence, the
conclusion is irresistible that it is the despicable destruction rather
than praiseworthy construction which Bh has wrought! And yet he is
proud of his achievement. )

One last point before we turn to Mahapapditaraja Mahamahima
Misramaharaja. There are innumerable features that are totally
objectionable in Bh. As an example we can state that the prose order of
Bh is many times arbitrary, to say the least. No sahrdaya will accept

it. It is neither khapdanvaya nor dapdanvaya. It is probably
Bharadvajanvaya, i.e. manah putam samiacaret. Or, we may call it
vitapdavadanvaya. - It is befitting his total personality and
accomplishments.

Misra's Magnum Opus

The above background is presented here just to assure the réaders
that the present writer is not a beginner in this 1line (Sanskrit
studies). I have studied Bilhapa probably more than any other scholar
in modern times. @

In 1977 I chanced to see the Studies on Bilhapa and his
Vikramankadevacarita by B. N. Misra. The learned author has featured
his degrees on the title page as follows:

M.A., D.L.Sc.l Ph.D. (Tiibingen).

1 Apparently Misra is a Doctor of Library Science, too! So he 1is a
double doctor!!
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The Preface tells us:

The investigations [!] submitted here have grown1 from a
study [?] of Bilhapa's Vikramankadevacarita (Vcar.), which I
undertook under the guidance of Professor Paul Thieme.

In Chapter I, a number of textual improvements are proposed.
Even if not each of them will be accepted, it will emerge from
my treatment that our MS. tradition, scanty as it is, shows more
doubtful readings as [?] seems to have been realized (for
example: by Biihler, Vcar., Introd. p. 46). At least in two
cases, the text, as it stands, cannot give a true picture of the
historical events described (see p. 8 on 4.119c (in Biihler's
ed. 4.118c (a) and p. 10 on 5.78a (b).2

It is hoped that the treatment of certain lexicographical
items [?] in Chapter II, [!] will not only help the
understanding and interpretation of Bilhapa, but will be
welcome as a small contribution to the history of the Sanskrit
vocabulary in the late Middle Ages. Now-a-days it will [?]
generally be accepted that the usage of individual poets is more
differentiated than commentaries that rely exclusively on works
like Amarako$a or even the PW. make us realize.

The secondary source material, dealt with in Chapter III,
comprises a quantum of quotations from Vcar. in the five
important Subhdgita-s [!], viz. Subhdgitaratnako$a (Srk);
Saduktikarapamgta (Skm, ); Stuktimuktavalil (Smk.);
§arngadharapaddhati (Sp.); and Subhagitdavall (Subh.).

As far as can be made out, the readings of the anthologies are
inferior [!] or deliberate changes (cp. e.g. on 16.2). In fact
the readings offered by the anthologies can hardly help us to
correct the MS. readings. An exception may be formed [!] by
8.37c; 8.71d and 16.5lc. Some readings in the anthologies are
due to the distinct intentipn of rendering a given verse a more
general application (cp. on 16.44, 51, 52; 17.11, 12).

1 a
very
have
have

2 (a) and (b) both are absurdities of the highest kind on the part of

tree grows from a seed. As compared to the tree, the seed is very,
small indeed. If these "investigations" (totalling only 135 pages)
grown from the "study," we don't know how small the "study" would

been!

Misra!
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Curiously enough, some of Bilhapa's verses are quoted in
anthologies anonymously. These are marked 1in the table of
concordance of quotations on pp. 65-68.

The most interesting result of Chapter IV, [?] is the.proof
that Vidyakara quotes Bilhapa's Karnasundari (cp. verse 39) on
p. 81 whereby Kosambi's argument regarding the time of
Vidyakara in so far as it is based on his not knowing Bilhanpa
(cp. Srk. Introd. p.xxxiii), is shown to be invalid. Verses
not verifiable in the extant works of Bilhapa, but ascribed to
him in the anthologies, have been taken either from oral
tradition of single verses or from works of his which are
altogether lost. Four of the verses ascribed to Bilhapa (cp.
vv. 14, 64, 71 and 79) treat the subject of the Rama-story.
This may seem interesting in connection with the Vcar. 18.94 and
Biihler's assumption of Bilhapa's having composed Ramastuti (a
proper "Ramacarita" with Bilhaga as an [!] author seems rather
unlikely). On several occasions the verses treated here show
affinity in style or vocabulary with the extant work [?] of
Bilhapa and these as such have been discussed critically. Not
in all cases the genuineness of the ascription to Bilhapa is
warranted by such further evidence.

Chapters V and VI, give or retrieve (1] available
information on Bilhapa and his works, with a view to revive
interest in this poet and his works and to facilitate future
research thereby.

I express may [sic i.e. my] deep sense of gratitude to my
revered teacher Professor Dr. Paul Thieme,l who has given me the
benefit of his great learning by going through the entire text
of Vikramankadevacarita with me as well as his valuable
guidance in making this work presentable...To Dr. A Wezler, who
always helped me in .academic and other matters, I express my
gratefuness. Had it not been for Miss Angelika 1Ilsch's
excellent typing accuracy, this dissertation would never have
attained its present, almost flawless [!] presentation. I would
like to take this opportunity of warmly thanking her for her
co-operation...

B.N. Misra

1 1t is a disrespect to the great name of Paul Thieme to call him
"revered teacher" for this type of product!
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G.N.Jha Kendriya Sanskrit
Vidyapitha, Allahabad
lst September, 1976

Naturally I thought that since the work was done under the guidance
of such a great German scholar as Dr. Paul Thieme and since it had
earned Mr. Misra a Ph.D from such a great University as Tiibingen, it
would certainly contain some substance in it. But I was totally
disappointed. The more I read, the more disgusted I became. I could
not resist the urge to offer my honest and sincere criticism of the
work. The present study is an outcome of that urge. The reader may not
find any coherent, orderly narration here, because it is a criticism of
a work which in itself lacks coherence and order. Our attempt here |is
only to expose the hollowness of the unworthy and misguided comments of
Misra, Bharadwaj and others and uphold the worthy muse of mahakavi
Bilhapa. The order adopted is, however, that of Vik. itself so that
some sort of sequence is maintained.

The question arises why I felt such an irresistible urge to offer my
criticism of Misra's work. He was not the first one to practice
plagiarism and murder the muse of Bilhaga. Many others had preceded
him and had practiced it. Bh had done it. Musalgaonkar had done it.
Then why to single out Misra? The answer lies in the fact that Misra
had crossed the limits of academic discipline and decorum. His was the

worst performance. His ignorance could be matched only by his
arrogance. Of all the scholars who have ever worked on the Carita,
Misra probably knows the least. Yet he pretends that he knows

everything. He finds fault not only with his predecessors, but even
with the poet himself. My criticism of Misra incidentally brings in
also the performance of both Bh and Musalgaonkar. So this writing is
a kind of "Sokah Slokatvam dgatah!"

The question still remains unanswered: "Why one should get so much
disturbed if Bilhapa is misinterpreted by someone else?" Well, it
gives an honest critic the most severe pain to see such a great poet
like Bilhapa being wrongly interpreted and his muse molested. The
following sukti demonstrates this fact:

Yadyapi na bhavati hanih parakiyam carati rdsabhe drakgam.
Anucitam idam iti kgtva ha ha ha heti khidyate cetal.

Hence my attempt to show the hollowness of Misra's critique of Bilhapa

and to expose the vain glory in which Misra and the other neo-expounders
of Bilhapa have held themselves.
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The "investigations" of Misra on the Vik. remind us of Don
Quixote de la Mancha, who imagines himself to be a knight (hero), and
with a view to revive the institution of Knight-errantry, sets out on a
mission of adventure with his squire (deputy), mistakes a windmill to be
a giant and attacks it only to be a subject of ridicule of his squire
and other spectators. Misra creates doubts and imagines problems (where
none exist), and then tries to solve them unnecessarily. Most of his
attempts are nothing but jalatadanam and mudha prayasah.

The argumentative statements of Misra run very much 1like the
following:

1) 242 cannot make four. They make five.
So let us read 2+2 = 5.

2) Wherever there is smoke there is fire. In this
ayogolaka (red-hot ball of iron) there is no
smoke. So there is no fire. And so let us
lift it! He asks us to lift it.

3) A horse has four legs. A cow too has four legs.
Therefore, this horse is a cow! :

Misra himself ignites the fire. And then he shouts "fire", "fire"!
He takes a bucket, puts the fire out, as it were, and declares himself
to be a hero!

Many a time -he destroys a load-bearing wall while attempting his
"fire-fighting" enterprises and the whole building tumbles, and
crumbles, and gets turned into debris.

Misra's attempts at emendations remind us the story of a man who was
walking lonley in a sandy desert. The sun was burning hot overhead.
And the sand below was burning hotter. The man took off his shoes and
put them on his head. That was HIS way of saving himself.

Misra would like us to believe that he is not a "single" doctor but
a "double" doctor. See the title page of his "magnum opus."
Fortunately for the mankind he is not a Doctor of Medicine. Had he

been a physician and surgeon, his methodology of treatment would have
been as follows:
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A patient comes to his clinic. The patient is suffering from only a
simple common cold! Instantaneously Misra would throw away his heart
and replace it with that of a monkey!! Then he would ask the patient to
go home, drink a lot of juice, and go to the bed permanently!!!

"Investigators" like Misra have been well depicted by a poet:

Gapayanti napasabdap na vyttabhangam ksayam na carthasya.
Rasikatvenakulitah veéyiapatayah kukavaya$ ca.

(Baladeva Upadhyaya, comp. Sukti-manjari,

Varanasi, 1967, p.2§]

Bilhapa knew that there would be many Misras in this world. He
already predicted their display of false erudition.

1. Sahasra$ah santu visaradanam
vaidarbhalilanidhayah prabandhal.
Tathapi vaicitryarahasyalubdhah
gsraddham vidhasyanti sacetaso'tra. [1:13]

2. Rupthatvam ayati gupah kavinam
sahityavidyagsramavarjitesu.
Kuryad anardresu kim angananam
ke$sesu krspagurudhipavasah. [1:14]

3. Praughiprakarsepa purapariti-
vyatikramah $laghyatamah padanam.
Atyunnatisphotitakaficukani
vandyani kantiakucamapdalani. [1:15]

4. Vyutpattir avarjitakovidapi
na rafijanaya kramate jadanam.
Na mauktikacchidrakari $alaka
pragalbhate karmapi tankikayah. [1:16]

5. Rasadhvaner adhvani ye caranti
sankrantavakrokti-rahasya-mudral.
Te'smatprabandhan avadharayantu
kurvantu $esah Sukavakyapatham. [1:22]

6. Alaukikollekhasamarpapena
vidagdhacetahkagapattikasu.
Parikgitam kavyasuvarpam etal
lokasya kapthabharanatvam etu. [ 1:24 ]
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In December 1977 I wrote to a friend in New Delhi to send me two
copies of Misra's magnum opus by air. It was necessary to bring Misra
out in his true colour. The books arrived in early January of 1978. I
was fortunate to see the beautiful "jacket" designed by S.K. Berry. The
book-jacket is also called "dust-jacket." It protects the book from the
"dust" after the book comes out of the press! In the case of Misra's
book this "dust" jacket is doubly meaningful. It serves two purposes.
It protects the book not only from the [future] external dust in the
air, but it also covers the work from its internal (inherent) dust
(dirt) already contained therein. It is so beautiful and functional. I
was also able to get more information about--an inner view of--this
great author and critic. The dust-jacket reads:

Bilhapa's Vikramankadevacarita is one of the fine

pieces [!] of the Sanskrit historical Kavyas. The text was
edited, for the first time, by George Biihler [!] on the basis
of a single manuscript discovered in a Jain Bhandara at Jeselmer
(Rajasthan). At places [!] where the manuscript reading was not
clear to Biihler, he has [!] to come up with his own conjectural
readings and thus raised [?] textual problems. At the outset,
some such problems have been discussed in the work and an
extensive use of both external and internal evidences has been
made for the first time to arrive at a convincing conclusion

(1.

Attempts in interpreting the text, in the hands of modern
scholars, have been dubious [?] at places where the poet's
usages of particular words has(?) been interpreted freely. A
lexicographical study of some such vocables would help in proper
understanding of the text on one side and make a [n?] humble
contribution to the Sanskrit lexica on the other.

For easy dissemination to the scholars, [!] a comprehensive
bibliography of Bilhapa's work has been appended to the work
which would of course retrieve essential information on the poet
and his works. [Just to increase the bulk!]

The author, who has taken only specimens of these problems
and discussed them in the present work, is keeping himself busy
in giving wide treatment to these in his critical edition of the
Vikramankadevacarita in near future [!]. B. N. Misra,
being the youngest son of the great Sanskrit scholar Late Pandit
Kamala Kant Misra, was born at Allahabad in 1935. He took his
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M.A. (Sanskrit) from Banaras Hindu University in 1963. After
serving in B.H.U. for a number of years, he went to West Germany
in 1969 and did his Ph.D. in 1972 under one of the foremost
Sanskritists of the West - Professor Paul Thieme - at the
University of Tiibingen.

Having worked at the University Library at Tiibingen for
three years as Assistant Librarian in the Oriental Section and
going through an examination in library science, Dr. Misra has
shaped his career as a distinguished oriental librarian. He
undertook extensive tour to the libraries and oriental
institutions in Europe and Russia.

Dr. Misra has contributed many articles in research journals
and gquided research scholars for Ph.D. in Sanskrit philology.
He is working at the G.N. Jha Research Institute, Allahabad (at
present on deputation to the Nepal German Research Centre at
Kathmandu). Besides, Dr. Misra was offered many distinguished
assignments from universities and institutions abroad. [Did he
accept them?]

The "dust jacket" declares that "an extensive use of both external

and internal evidences has been made for the first time [?] to arrive at
a convincing conclusion." But, alas, we do not find these conclusions
convincing at all! Rather, we believe, they are misleading. The reader
will examine the comments of Misra and our criticism thereon. We hope

that will help in the correct understanding of Bilhaga's poetic muse.

We are reminded of some immortal words of Kavikulaguru Kalidasa:

Tap santah $rotum arhanti sadasadvyaktihetaval.
Hemnah saplaksyate hyagnau viduddhih Syamikapi va. 1:10

Also our own poet Bilhapa has expressed his sincere wish:

Ullekhalilaghatanapatinam
sacetasam vaikatikopamanam.
Vicaragagopalapattikasu
matsiktiratndnyatithibhavantu. [1:19]

There are 6 chapters in Misra's work:

1. Specimens of Textual Difficulties,
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2. Some Lexicographical Points of Interest,

3. Secondary Source Material relating to
Vikramankadevacarita,

4. Verses ascribed to Bilhapa in Anthologies,

5. Mention of and Quotations from Bilhapa in
other works, and

6. Bibliography of Bilhapa and his works.

Our criticism is mainly on the first three chapters because it is
there that Misra tries to show his extraordinary calibre (which in
reality does not exist at all) and attempts to improve upon not only the
work of other scholars, but even upon Bilhapa himself! Other chapters
are not directly related to the main theme of the pretended work! They
merely increase the bulk of the booklet. Let us examine Misra's
“Investigations, inventions, and discoveries" one by one.

Before we begin our critical study of the great performance of this
great "investigator", it would be appropriate to declare in the most
categorical terms that B.N. Misra has no legal right whatsoever to bear
the title "doctor". My extensive correspondence with the University of
Tibingen has proved that he did not receive the degree. The
correspondence is presented here as an evidence.

Misra's Magnum Opus & the University of Tiibingen

The "Preface" is dated lst September, 1976 and was written from G.N.
Jha Kendriya Sanskrit Vidyapeeth, Allahabad. The title page sﬂows that
he ["Doctor" Misra] was working with Rashtriya Sanskrit Sansthan, New
Delhi.

Misra begins his "Preface" with the following words: "The
investigations submitted here have grown from a study of Bilhapa's
Vikramankadevacarita (Vcar.), [Misra does not make any distinction
typographically between the author and the title] which I undertook
under the guidance of Professor Paul Thieme." The title page shows that
he had already received his Ph.D. degree. Naturally I became curious to
know whether the 135 pages comprising the small booklet represented his
total DISSERTATION submitted to a German University for a Ph.D. On
October 17, 1977 I wrote to the Librarian of the University of
Tibingen:
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I would like to have a xerox copy of the thesis presented by
Dr. B.N Misra for a Ph.D. from your University. He says that he
worked under the gquidance of Prof. Paul Thieme. The work is
published wunder the title: Studies on Bilhapa and his
Vikramankadevacarita (New Delhi, 1976).

I don't know if what is published is all that constituted his
thesis, or the published version is a selection. In any case, I
would 1like to know whether I can get a xerox copy of the
thesis, and, if so, what would be the total cost including air
mail postage.

The reply came in German. It was dated October 26, 1977:

Auf TIhre Anfrage vom 17.10.77 mussen wir Ihnen leider
mitteilen, dass Herr Misra seine Dissertation noch nicht bei uns
abgeliefert hat. Wir bemuhen uns jedoch uber einen Mitarbeiter
unseres Hauses, der sich zur Ze it in Indien aufhalt, Kontakt zu
Herrn Misra aufzunehmen und werden Ihnen dann wieder Bescheid

geben. Da wir unseren Kollegen erst Ende Dezember 1977
zuruckerwarten, werden wir Ihnen fruhestens Anfang Januar 1978
Nachricht geben konnen. Wir bitten um etwas Geduld and

verbleiben mit freundlichem Gruss im Auftrage.
Translated freely into English, the above would read:

In response to your letter dated 17-10-77 we are sorry to
inform you that Mr. Misra has not yet submitted his thesis to us
[!]. However, we are trying through a colleague of our Library
who is at present in India, to get in touch with Mr. Misra and
later let you know about it. Since we do not expect our
colleague to be back before Dec. 1977, we will be able to give
you news in January '78 at the earliest. We request you to be
patient and we remain--with friendly greetings. Yours....

I could not grasp the meaning in full. My curiosity was not
satisfied at all. I was still wondering whether the full dissertation
was available in Tiibingen University and whether it was submitted
originally in German. It was my assumption that a German University
would insist on the dissertation being written in German. Later I learnt
from a UMC faculty member, who had just returned from a year's work in
Germany, that one could write the dissertation there even in English.
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I could not understand why the lady-librarian, whom I wrote, had to
get the needed information from the author through a common friend
visiting India! There was a lack of understanding. I wish I knew
German or the lady would write to me in English. I wrote to her once
again on Nov. 18, 1977:

I am not sure if we are talking about the same Mr. Misra.
Since I do not read German, I had to take help from a friend of
mine. It 1is not clear from your letter whether Mr. Misra has
submitted his dissertation to your University and has already
received the degree. The Misra I am talking about has already
received his Ph.D. from Tiibingen as evidenced by the title page
of his book already published. (New Delhi, K.B. Publications,
1976. 135 pp. Some pages from his published dissertation are
enclosed for your verification).

I am an Oriental scholar and have devoted all my life to the
study and teaching of Sanskrit. Bilhapa is very close to my
heart. And so is the German scholarship, which, in a way, led
the modern world in Sanskrit studies. I have the greatest
regard for both of them.

This is the most irresponsible work in Sanskrit I have ever
seen in my whole life. I am pained to see that the author
attributes it to the guidance of German scholarship! It is a
disgrace to any Sanskrit scholar. To say that it was prepared
under Dr. Paul Thieme is insult added to injury.

I am not sorry that Mr. Misra has stolen a 1lot of
information contained in my work published as early as 1945,
when I was merely a youth in my early twenties. I am not sorry
either that he passes a good deal of earlier published data as
his own, a criminal plagiarism. I am sorry that he does not
understand the poet at 4ll and blames him unnecessarily just to
parade his pedantry.

I will appreciate it very much if you kindly clarify whether
this Misra has received the degree from Tilbingen and if he
prepared the dissertation under Dr. Paul Thieme. I want to see
the whole dissertation as it was submitted to the University of
Tibingen.

With profound regrets and apologies for having caused this
trouble to you.
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Before I could mail my letter, just reproduced above, I received

another letter from her dated 14.11.77 along with photo-copies

of

the

preliminary pages of the book, which by the way, I already had with me.

Here is what she wrote:

In Erganzung unseres Schreibens vom 26.10.77 konnen

Ihnen heute mitteilen, dass die gesuchte Dissertation von Herrn
B.N. Misra inzwischen in Tiibingen vorliegt. Leider durfen wir

Sie
Wir

die Arbeit aus urheberrechtlich en Grunden nicht fur
fotokopieren, da das werk im Handel noch erhaltlich ist.

haben das Titelblatt und das Vorwort fur Sie kopiert und diesem

Schreiben beigelegt. Diesen Kopien Konnen Sie auch
Verlagsangabe entnehmen....

wir

die

Translated into English, the above would read somewhat as follows:

As a supplement to our letter of 26-10-77 we are able to
inform you today that the dissertation of B.N. Misra is at this
to
copy it because of the copy right 1laws, since the work is

time available in Tibingen. Unfortunately, we are not able

presently available in the book trade [i.e still in print!].

have copied the title-page as well the preface for you and from

these copies you can see the bibliographic information.

With kind greetings.

I wrote to her:

Before I could mail my letter of November 18, I received
the

your kind letter of 14-11-77 along with photocopies of

preliminary pages. I was myself going to send them to you as I

have indicated in my accompanying letter.

I have the book here. I am going to send you a detailed

reply soon.

Thanking you so much,

Her reply came promptly:

Wir bestatigen dankend den Eingang Ihres Schreibens vom 18,

November 1977. Nach Auskunft wvon Herrn Professor Dr.
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Thieme handelt es sich bei dem Ihnen vorliegenden Exemplar

"Misra: Studies on Bilhapa..." um die vollstandiege
Dissertation. Wir haben 1Ihr Schreiben im Original an Herrn
Professor Dr. - Thieme, Spemannstr. 14, 7400 Tiibingen

weitergeleitet und hoffen, dass er zur Klarung dieser
Angelegenheit beitragen kann.

I had the same problem of understanding her letter once again. This
time I went to a senior professor of German, who translated the letter
for me, which was not clear even to him:

We acknowledge receipt of your letter of 18 November, 1977
and thank you for it. According to the information of Professor
Dr. Paul Thieme with reference to the copy which you have of
Misra: Studies on Bilhapa... it is a question of the complete
dissertation. We have forwarded your letter in original to
Professor Dr. Thieme, Spemannstr. 14, 7400 Tibingen and hope
that he can contribute to the clarification of this matter.

Consequently I wrote to Dr. Paul Thieme on March 6, 1978:

Please find herewith a copy of a letter dated 7.12.77 from
Ms. Heidemarie Griewatz. I will appreciate it very much if you
kindly favor me with your reply.

Thanking you so much,
I never received a reply!

On September 25, 1978 I visited Tiibingen with my wife. I. met
everyone there who might (or could) throw some light on the matter and
solve the riddle. All my efforts proved fruitless. It was certain that
the Misra in question was not yet a DOCTOR legally!

-

I wrote to Dr. Thieme on Sept. 27, 1978:

I visited your town and the University last Monday September
25 but did not have enough luck to be able to see you. Probably
you were out of town because we tried to get in touch with you
over the phone ‘the whole afternoon Monday and Tuesday morning
too. [Did he really want to avoid me?]
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I am sorry to bother you. The matter may seem very small,
but it 1is quite important. Ms. Heidemarie Griewatz knows the
whole story. Now Dr. George Baumann too knows.

Whether a particular person was awarded the degree should be
of no concern to another scholar, but since Mr. Misra has
written a very irresponsible piece of work and since it crosses
the limits of decency and fair scholarship, and since also he
says that the dissertation was prepared under your guidance, I
thought it desirable to verify the facts.

I am not sorry that Mr. Misra has stolen quite a good deal
from my writing. That kind of plagiarism is not an uncommon
phenomenon in the literary world. Many have been guilty of this
sin in the past. I am sorry that Misra has not understood the
poet at all! Misra is a pretender.

I would not have bothered over the above fact either, but
the reason why I am troubling you is this: I could not allow
Mr. Misra's "baby talk" remain unchallenged. I felt an
irresistible urge to write a criticism of what Misra has
written. I have written almost 150 pages. The book is going to
be published in India as soon as I arrive there. I don't want
to go on record for making a statement which may be challenged
at a later date.

The question is: Did you guide him to write what he has
written? I cannot believe it!

Please send your reply to my address in India.
Thank you very much,

Once again there was no response whatsoever! What does this
continued silence mean? I was left wondering.

In the middle of January 1979 I received the following letter from
Tiibingen:

Unter der von meinem Vorganger mir ubergebenen Post fand
sich auch Ihr Brief vom 27. September 1978. Auf TIhre Anfrage
"whether one Mr. B.N. Misra earned his 'Ph.D.' degree" kann ich
Ihnen lediglich mitteilen, dass Herr Misra laut unserer Kartei
am 18.2.1972 eine Dissertation ueber "Studies in ([!] Bilhapa

- 38 -



N
and his Vikramankadevacarita" eingereicht hat und dass am
29.5.1972 die mundliche Prufung stattgefunden hat. (Hauptfach:
Indologie, Nebenfacher: Bibliotheks-wissenschaft und
Vergleichende Religions-wissen-schaft-Hauptberichterstatter Herr
Prof. Thieme.)

Wie Sie sicher wissen, bedeutet das, dass Herr Misra
zumindest nach deutschen Gepflogenheiten dadurch das Recht =zur
Fuhrung des Doktorgrades noch nicht erhalten hat. Das ist erst
nach Ablieferung der vorgeschriebnen Pflichtexemplare der
gedruckten Dissertation und der im Anschluss daran erfolgenden
Aushandigung des Doktordiploms moglich.

Ich hoffe, dass Ihnen mit diesen Angaben wenigstens
einigermas sen gedient ist, und bin mit freundlichen grussen.

Translated into English, it would read:

Among the 1letters handed over to me by my predecessor, I
found a letter from you, dated 21st September, 1978. To your
question "whether one Mr. B.N. Misra earned his 'Ph.D.' degree,"
I can only answer you and say that Mr. Misra according to our
records has compiled a thesis on "Studies in [!] Bilhapa and
his Vikramankadevacarita® and that on 29.5.1972 the oral
examination took place (Main subjects: Indology; Subsidiaries,
Library Science and Comparative Theology--Main reporter Prof.
Thieme. "

As you certainly know, it means that Mr. Misra, at least
according to German standards, has not yet received the right to
bear his title. That is possible only after he has handed over
the prescribed copies of the printed dissertation and finally
after the degree has been formally conferred on him.

I hope that with these statements your queries have been
answered.

And this is what I wrote to Dr. Klein:
. Thank you very much for your kind letter of Jan. 9, 1979.
I only wish I knew German. My question still remains

unanswered: Did Mr. Misra really qualify for the degree? From
what you have written I can only gather that he wrote a
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dissertation and took the "oral defence" as well. The only
formality that yet remained to be gone through was the
submission of the prescribed copies of the printed dissertation.

The question 1is: The book is already printed. Why did Mr.
Misra not submit the prescribed number of copies to the
University? Does he not care to see that the degree is
conferred on him--even in absentia--and that he has the legal
right to call himself a DOCTOR?

You say that he has not yet received the right to bear the
title. But the book published by him bears this very title on
the title page!

You may wonder why I am so insistent! Well, I believe no
university in the world, much less Tiibingen, would give him a
doctorate on such a trash. And let me add that my conviction is
based only on what is contained in the book published.

I want to know definitely if the so-called dissertation was
accepted as worthy of the degree and if Mr. Misra passed the

oral. From what you have stated the reply seems to be in the
affirmative. Then why is Prof. Paul Thieme continuing to
observe silence? Was there none else in the Committee of
Examiners?

Please enlighten me in full details. I will appreciate.
Thanking you,
I received the following letter from Dr. Klein dated 27-3-1979:

Some time after having received your letter of February 1l4th
I will try [sic] to reactivate my English in order to enlighten
you in full details, even if the affair cannot--as it seems to
me--be wholly clarified.

Now let me answer your questions in the order of your
letter:

1) It seems to me that you understand German rather good:
Mr. Misra did not really qualify for the degree [stress added]
as he has missed up to this day to submit the prescribed copies
of the dissertation. He delivered his dissertation the 18th of
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February 1972, passed the "oral" the 29th May 1972, received a
"preliminary certification" the 12th of June 1972 and since this
time didn't anything else happen here at the Dekanat; although
we wrote him (Varanasi -5) several times.

2) Why Mr. Misra did not submit the copies, even if the book
is printed, 1is a question which can be answered perhaps by Mr.
Misra, but not by us. We also cannot understand why he
renounces to get the legal right to bear the title. [stress
added]

3) We also see that on the title-page of the printed book,
of which you sent us some copies, "this very title" can be
seen-- but what can we do here, even if the book is--as you
write--a trash? We only can say to you that, what Mr. Misra
delivered as dissertation (we do not know whether this. is
identical with the printed book or not), was accepted by the two
"reviewers", Prof. Thieme and Prof. de Simone. Whether Prof.
Thieme has reason to say anything to this affair or not, also is
a question not to be answered by us.

I hope that these specifications suffice for you.
And this is what I wrote to Dr. Klein on April 9, 1979:

Thank you for your kind letter of March 27, 1979. I am
fully satisfied. You have totally clarified the matter.

If Misra submitted his "dissertation", passed the "oral" and
also obtained a “"preliminary" certification, he is a de facto
doctor, if not de jure.

Whether the "publiéhed" book is worth the degree is besides
the point, as you have ably pointed out.

There is nothing that we can do about the matter we have
discussed so far.

My criticism of Misra's work, running to more than 200 pages
(entitled *Bilhapa's Vikramankadevacarita and its
Neo—-expounders") is getting ready for the press. Now I am in a

better position to expose the hollowness of this imposter.

The following may be added as a footnote to the above:
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While Mr. Misra was conducting his "Investigations" in Tiibingen,
another real scholar was working on the same poet in Varanasi, (India),
the ancient home of Sanskrit learning. His name is Priyatama Chandra
Shastri, and he earned "Vidyavaridhi® (Ph. D.) from the Sanskrit
University, Varanasi. The title of his "$odhaprabandha" is
Vikramankadevacaritasya Sahityikam Sarveksapam. We don't know if
the work is published as yet or not, but we have acquired a xerox copy.
Limitations of space do not permit us to present even the highlights of
this noble work. Suffice it to say that this is an antithesis of
Misra's work. We still wonder how any University, much less Tiibingen
of West Germany, could award a Ph.D. on such a shallow and hollow work
as Misra's is. It does not deserve even an M.A. Misra is advised to
read Shastri's work which might open his eyes and guide him as to how to
prepare a true and worthy thesis.

Incidentally, Priyatama Chandra Shastri acknowledges the debt of one
Dr. Chandrika Prasad Shukla, because his krti among others was helpful
to PCS. I have not heard of any work on Bilhapa by CPS. Let us find
out. PC's "Bibliography" does not describe this work.
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There

Darpepa kautukavata mayi baddhalakgyah.

is nothing wrong. It is all ghatatopo bhayankarah on the

part of Misra. Misra cites the following on laksya and laksa:

01:48b

12:05

18:30

07:73

12:76
13:19
13:52
13:55

17:04

18:81

Krtakgtavekgapabaddhalakgah.

Gavaksarandhrair avalokayantil
laksgikrta kapi manobhavena.

Krigavatayanakgtapadasyaiva lakgibhavanti
{The above two have been listed twice unnecessarily

by Misra.]

Kamah sampprati bapamoksarasiko
lakgyesvalakgyegu ca.

Sthalaviluthitabagpavyaktilakgyaih kataksaih.
Ghanoparodhat taralaksi lakgyate.
Jaravimukteva mrgaksi lakgyate.
Svabhavanilah katham atra lakgyatam.

Kvacin na durbhikgam alakgyata kgitau.

[We don't know why Misra has included such
verbs here!]

Durlakgyatvam kaliyugadg$am prapite brahmadhamna.

We do not understand either why Misra had to give so many examplés.

Did he want

to exhaust the universe? Of course, not, because we have

many more such examples, e.g.:

Paficegué calalaksabhedavidhind garvap samarohati.

[7:72]

It was all

Yena kena prakarepa prasiddhah purugo bhavet.
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So, Misra's conclusion that laksa is a case of wrong orthography is

absolutely wrong, since laksa is a legitimate and grammatical variant
of laksya.

Bilhapa says:

Jigigavah ke'pi vijitya visvam
vilasadikgsarasikah kramepa.

Cakruh padam nagarakhapdacumbi-
pugadrumdyam disi daksgipasyam.

On the above, Misra has a long discussion, which seems like deep,
but is in reality shallow, like most of his discussions, which remind us
of another sadukti:

Nirvigepapi sarpepa kartavya mahatl phapa.
Visap bhavatu ma vastu sphatatopo bhayankaral.
[ghatatopo bhayankarah ityapi pathal.]

Here is a discussion on nagarkhapda by Misra (p. 33]:

nagarakhanpda- (1.64; 15.6). possibly written for
nagarganda- (cp: above p. 9 on khapda -/sapda- ), is
unknown to the dictionaries (cp. remark in Eng. rend. on 1.64).
Since nagara- is quite common as a designation of a kind of
ginger, nagarkhapda- might be taken as "piece of ginger"™ (cp.
Stein's remark in Eng. Trans. of Rajat. 7.194). A close
examinatibn, however, shows that the word is a name of a creeper
from which a particular betel 1leaf was taken [when?] or the

designation of this betel 1leaf itself. [It is common (or
uncommon) to take a rope to be a snake! But a close examination,
however, shows that the rope is a rope and not a snake!! We

find it difficult to accept the type of research Mr. Misra has

performed. The Caritacandrika had explained this as early
as 1945!]

Characteiistic seems Vcar. 1.64:

nigarakhapdé-cunbipﬁgadruma "arecanut trees touching
nagara-khapda” (15)

Misra's footnote
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15. Description of areca-nut trees kissing betel-creepers
here, and betel- embracing the areca-nut trees elsewhere (cp.
Ragh. 6.64; Viddha, 4.11). symbolizes love union.

Cp. also

15.6ab subhatah pramadakararpitam [!]
dalayan nagarakhapdavitikam.

"A soldier cracking a nagarakhapda roll (Hindi: biga)
[!] offered him by the hand of his beloved one."

Other occurrences of this word: Sambhukavi,
Anyoktimuktalata (KM.2), v.6: pakvanm
nagarakhapndapallavam "a ripe  sprout [leaf?] of the
nagarakhapda” Skm. 2081, ascribed to Rajasekhara: parpam
nagarakhandam ardrasubhagam "a green beautiful leaf of the
nagarakhanpda. "

Even in Rajat. 7.194 nagarakhapda- "a particular betel
leaf” (thus tr. R.S. Pandit is superior to "ginger piece." (tr.
M.A. Stein).

In fact nagarasapda- is in modern Gujarati language a
designation of a particular betel leaf. It seems necessary,
then, to correct the orthography of our MSS. [t]
(nagarakhapda) and read ndgarsapda-, when [?] it means
"betel creeper or leaf."” [We do not agree at all!]

Probably ndgarsapda- corresponds to what in Hindi is
known as ndgaripan, cf. Hindi - Sabdasiagar, vol. 5, s.v.
This is considered to be a superior quality of betel in some
areas of the 1Indian subcontinent. Cp. the Gujarati saying:
panamahi nagarsanda pana °""amongst Pan (Piper betel)
Nagaragapda is the [best] Pan." Karpuravalli, Vcar.

9.60, in Hindi known as kapuri [sic], is another variety of
betel, yellowish, hard, and full of veins, but of good taste and
smell.

nagaripan and kapuripan are perhaps cultivated betels and
liked by the eaters [!] for their particular smell, i.e. of

ginger and camphor respectively.

How about Tambilam katutiktam ugpamadhuram
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Misra seems to have had a good deal of trouble understanding the
text and makes an excellent display of his wonderful flights of
imagination, soaring high up in the skies. To us all that seems
redundant.

"Nagara is nothing but ”"nagavalli." We have numerous
uses of these two words in Sanskrit literature. For example,
Bhilokamalla Someévara (III) in his Vikramankabhyudaya:

Sammukhopavigtaya kucatatavisrastavasanaya dayitaya
diyamanakarpiirakastirikavimisractirpavaliptapakaparipaggura-
nagarakhagpdaparpavitikah. (p.25]

Misra says that " khapda” is not correct, and so it should be
replaced with " sapda.” He just shows his lack of knowledge of
Sanskrit literature. " Khapda” is correct--as correct as " sapda."”

It means “"multitude", “assemblage", "group", etc. Apte also gives
examples containing expressions like " tarukhapdasya.” Bhilokamalla
Someévara too has nagarakhapda. In brief, " naga® and "nagara"

are synonymous.

Is it too -early for Mr. Misra to know that J MS frequently
interchanges kha and sa. We don't know if he knows even today the
birthplace of Bilhapa. It is not Khonamukha but Khonamusa. Until N
appeared all, repeat ALL thought it to be Khonamukha. Do you get the
point, Mr. Misra? '

For Misra's enlightenment we may cite one more khapda in:’
Narikelaphalakhapdatapdava-
ksunnatatkuhgravirivicayab.
Yatra yanti marutah smarastratam
dhitapakvakadalisamgddhayah. [5:22]
Khapda and gsapda both are correct and appropriate,

grammatically and by usage. Misra's suggestion to throw one out and
adopt the other is uncalled for. cf. Discussion on 1l.64.

* * *
Regarding the word pratigtha in:

Araktam argharpagatatparapanp
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siddhangananam iva kunkumena.

Bimbapm dadhe bimbhaphalapratigtham

Misra has

rajivinijivitavallabhasya. (1:35]

the following learned discourse [pp.35-36]:

Pratigtha- “likeness, sameness" is an idiomatic use of

Bilhapa, not recorded in lexica:

1

1:35cd
bimbam dadhe bimbaphalapratistham

fema
1.41

rajivinijivita-vallabhasya.

"The orb of him who 1is the 1lover of 1lotuses [male or
le?] (i.e. the sun) took the likeness of a bimba fruit."
«.. atapattram....kuranganabhitilakapratisthanm...

samarohati, “the umbrella climbs up/ aquires the likeness of
a tilaka of musk."

its

There are some instances where pratistha is wused in

literal (?] sense, as a derivation of prati-stha "to

stand against", meaning "footing, standing”: 1:57ab
ksmabhrtkulanam upari pratistham avapya "having
gained footing above the family of the kings/mountains®;

1.66¢cd

Viggoh pratigtheti vibhigapasya

rajye parap sapkucita babhiivuh

*"They shrank / refrained from [entering] however, with

respect to [why not into?] the kingdom of Vibhisapa (Ceylon)

[thi

nking]: it is the standing point [or establishment?]/

domain of Vigpu."

Cp. also 3.17; 16.29: para pratigtha “"firmest

stand"; 1.79: kulapratigtha "firm stand of a family";
18.59: sdstrapratigtha “firm footing in the

1 The trouble with Misra is that he proceeds with a pre-conceived

notion.
what his

He wants to find out in Bilhapa and in his own little "lexica"
mini-mind dictates. The question is : Why to interpret

pratigtha as "likeness" or "sameness" here? Pratisthd is to
be taken here in the sense of "pre-eminence, superiority, high rank or

position,

fame, celebrity." (Monier-Williams).
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(traditional] teaching." [Misra is wrong: It is not 18.59 but
18.56. He did not even proof-read properly]

It seems that pratistha- in the sense of "likeness"
is derived from "reflection [in a mirror]", [(not necessarilyl
lit. "what takes its stand [in the mirror]". Compare.

6.48ab .
Pratiphalananibhat sahasrabhasa
mapimayapalyayanapratigthitena..

"by the sun, sitting under the pretext of reflection, on the
saddle made out of jewels". [pp.35-36].

[This example has no relevance here, none whatsoever.]

Although N's Caritacandrika translates pratigtham as
samyam, it can also mean padam. Bh puts it better. He says
"pratigtham savarpatvat sarupyam", i.e. tadatmyam,
abhedah.

We don't have to insist that it means "likeness", "sameness", and
that it is an idiomatic use, or that we have to bring in a "mirror" or
*image" or "reflection" to prove our point.

Incidentally Misra has also discussed the meaning of sankucita
with reference to 1:66 where it occurs with pratistha in the
above-quoted para (p.30).

The word ‘sankucita' has many meanings. It may be taken here to
mean 'narrowed' or ‘'cowering'. It can be better explained in context.
Here is the full verse:

Dvipakgamapalaparamparagam
dorvikramad utkhananonmukhas te.
Vigpoh pratigtheti Vibhigapasya
rajye parap sankucitd babhivuh. [1:66]

The kings of the Cidlukya dynasty were bent upon uprooting
all the rival kings of the island-countries. However, they
spared the kingdom of Vibhisapa simply because it was founded
by Lord Viggu, having appeared on this earth in the form
{incarnation] of Sri Ramacandra.
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We have used the word "spared." We can put it in a different way:
They did not dare touch the Island of SriI Lank3d. But for the fact
that it was founded by the Lord Himself, the Calukya kings would have
certainly conquered the Island of Sri Lankda as well!

We have another use of "sankucita" by Bilhapa:
Lankapateh sankucitam yaso yat. 1:27. Here it means merely
"narrowed down, not allowed to spread far and wide."

We would like to stress once again that Misra misses the essence of
the word pratistha which has a very profound meaning. The
following meanings may be noted:

Base for support:
Dharmo vi§vasya jagatah pratigtha.

Firm basis:
Apratigthe Raghujyesthe ka pratigtha kulasya nah.

Foundation site:
Lokasya nabhir jagatah pratigtha.

An object of glory:
Tyakta mayd nama kulapratigtha.

Installation, inauguration, or the
consecration of an idol or image:

Calacaleti dvividha pratigtha jivamandiram.

Also Prapapratigtha.

The following verse provides an excellent opportunity for Misra td
display his great vitapdavada:

Yasyafijanasyamalakhadgapatta—-
jatani jane dhavalatvam apul.
Aratinarisarakandapapdu

gapdasthalinirluthanad yasamsi. [1:71]

Misra says:
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"Whose fame...became white, I fancy, because of its rolling
(nih-l1ut (h) (33) on the cheeks, white as sugarcane stalks
(34) [from grief], of the wives of the enemies.

He adds footnotes:
33. Cp. nirlut (h) ana- : 5.3

34. For whiteness of (ripe) sugar-cane stalks cp. e.g.
viddh. 1.32/33...[2] paripakapapdurapam
sarakapdanam. (Note: Misra's quoted word is
sarakapda, yet he translates it as "sugar-cane stalks."]

Misra tries to demonstrate his prakapdam pandityam which
is like a sasa-srnga!

This is an utpreksa, that is: a poetical fancy, not a
description of a real happening. The poet imagines the fame
(actually: "the fames") of the king to roll/wallow on the cheeks
in a feeling of exuberance, like say, those horses of verse 1.67
(cp. also 7.37). In reality "fame" is always thought to be
white by nature, it need not become white. [p.41].

We are not sure if Mr. Misra understood the poet. Even if he did,
whether his readers would understand Misra. At least we fail to
understand. Misra has omitted the following words from his quoted
verse: Anjanasyamalakhadgapattajatani--the fame is
generated from (born out of) the (blade of) sword which is as dark as
the anjana for the eye (Hindl kéjala).1 Now the "effect"

(karya) derives its qualities (like color) from the cause
(kdrapa). That is the law of the nature. If so, how could the

fame become white if it is born of a black substance? It must turn out
to be Dblack! The poet explains and provides the reason:
aratinarisarakapdapapdu-gapdasthalinirluthanad. Yes,

Mr. Misra, the fame HAD TO BE TURNED WHITE, of course in the
kdvya-sapsdra, not in your world; not in mine either. You are

truly a mugdhasiromani. You have not explained the word
mugdha on p. 38 of your book. Did you ever read Amara: Mugdhah
sundara-mudhayoh.

L Collyrium or black pigment used to paint the eye-lashes. Cf.

Ajianandhasya lokasya jfiandfijanasalakaya.
Cakgurunmilitap yena tasmai Paginaye namah.
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And, by the way, we don't know what Misra means by the term
"nature." Does he mean "the inherent character or basic constitution,"
or "a creative and controlling force in the universe?" Or, something
else? 1Is it a natural phenomenon? Could we conclude then "that it is
white 1like snow and can be verified by our eyes?" Does Misra have any
means to prove its nature?

Here is some information for an antevasin of German gurus:

Sadyah karaspar$am avapya citram
rape rape yasya kgpapalekha.

Tamdlanil3d $aradindupandu
yaéas trilokyapharapam prasite.
Kavyaprakase visamalankarodaharapam idam.

According to the Balabodhini commentary on Kavyaprakasa
this verse occurs as no. 62 in the first canto of
Navasahasankacarita of Padmagupta Parimala.

Atra karyakaragpayoh yasahkrpanayoh
. papduranilakhau gupau viruddhaviti vigamalankarap.
Taduktam Nidar$ana- karaih. Karapagupah karyagupan
[svajatiyan iti Segah] arabhante [ janayanti] iti
sthite'pi khadgalatayah kypspayah Suklasya yasasa
utpattir iti Svetakrgpagupayor vaigamyam.

Incidentally we may remark here that we have not tried to study or
criticize what Bh has done or undone with regard to the ascription of
alankaras to Bilhapa's compositions. We are not fully prepared
at the moment to do it, and the subject is beyond the scope of the
present study. However, our curiosity prompted us to see what
alankara-sastra-papdityam is demonstrated by Bh in this
instance. And here is a quote from’Bh:

Afijanena saha khadgasya $yamalatvena sadgSya-
dar$anat gandasthalyah papdutvena Sarakapgdena
sadgSyaccopama.
How simple! How innocent! How inocuous!
The generations of students to come shall be really helped by the

great service rendered by Bh. We are once again reminded of Kurvantu
sesah sukavakyapatham.
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Bh tells us in his "Kincit Prastavikam" (p.3]:

Srimanto Batukanitha$dstri-Khistemahodayda Em. E.
Sahityacarya Rajakiyasampskgtamahavidyalayasahitya-
S$astradhyapakah sasirvadapm dhanyavadan arhanti, yair
amilaciulam Sampskgta-Hindi-vyakhyasahitam lekhardpam
idam nibhalya bahugu sthalesu, vi$esato'lankaranivese
kavimatragamya-durihavicaragpam nirde$am kurvadbhir atra
gupadhikyam utpaditam. [This is merely an atisayokti,
which is samsayokti as well].

Truly it is said: One sparrow does not make the summer. But then we
have Sthalipulakanyaya too. If we take the above example as a
rule rather than an exception, then we can declare without any fear of
contradiction that Bh has done a great disservice to the poet and his
readers.

This is not gupadhikyam but sahyrdaya-hrdaya-vidarapam,
vacaka-pravancanam, and ha dhik kastam. Bh should have
known that this is much more than upama. Upama is based as the
root of all the alankdras. We don't know if our
"Vidyavagisa" has ever come across the following sadukti:

Upamaik3d $aildgl sapprapya vicitrabhimikabhedan.
Ranjayati kavyarange ngtyantil tadvidam cetah.

The word "jane" should have opened the closed doors of the mind
of Bh!

All this shows that Bh is not an adhikarin at all.

Apparently Bh not only. did not study the Kavyaprakdsa (an
advanced text) but he did not study even the Sahityadarpana.

Tathd coktam Sahityadarpane:

Gupau kriye cet syatam viruddhe hetukaryayoh. 69
o o t;;.visamam matamn. 70
Sadyaﬁ karaspar$am avapya citram...

Atra kdraparipasilatayah 'karagagupa hi kiaryagupam

arabhante' iti sthiter viruddha Suklaya$asa utpattil.
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(NaI Dilli: Papini, 1982. p. 593]

Misra misses here the essence of the poetic charm in a miserable
manner. A barber cannot be a farmer. Misra might have acquired some
knowledge somewhere, but he is totally unfamiliar with the
kavyamarga. He is completely sahitya-vidyasrama-varjita.

It is for critics such as Misra that Bilhapa sang long ago:

Kupthatvam ayati qupah kavinam
sdahitya-vidya-$rama-varjitesu.

Kuryad anardresu kim angananam
keSsesu krspagarudhipavasal.

Although, according to Misra "in reality 'fame' is always thought to
be white by nature"l yet it was expected to turn out black--it had
become black--because it was born of a black substance
(karapa--anjanassyamalakhadgapatta) . So the poet had to
find out a reason for its turning out white.

Mr. Misra ought to have known that this is a play and display of
vigsama alankara, not just utpreksa alone! Vigama is
the real vicchitti, real camatkara. Misra's philosophy of life
is--"The easiest is the best." But it is not always true.

Let us resume our study of Mister Misra: We have 1learnt at this
advanced age, after having studied Sanskrit for about five decades, for

the first time through Misra that sarakapda is sugar-cane!

Apte explains sara as "a kind of white reed or grass."
[(Probably Mr. Misra uses this "sugar" in his tea!]

cf. Ku$akasasaraih parpaih suparicchaditam tatha.
Sarakapdapapdugapdasthald.
Mukhena Sitam Sarapapdurepa.

And for "Sarakdpda" Apte says: a reed-stalk.

In Sabdakalpadruma, we read:

TrpaviSesah, kapda iti Hindibhdga. Tatparyayah

1 Misra p. 41, lines 17-18.
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isuh, kagpdah, banah. munijah, tejanah, gupdrakah, iti
Ratnamala.

Bhadramufijah Saro bapas tejana$ caksuvesgtanah.
Muiijo mufijatako bapah sthuladarbhah sumedhasal.
Muiijadvayam tu madhuram tuvarm $§iSiram tatha
Dahatrsgpavisrapasra-mitravastyaksirogajit.
Dogatrayaharap vysyam mekhalasupayujyate.

We know at 1least this much that sugarcane is not used to make
mauniji-mekhala. cf. maunji-bandhat prabhrti. Vik. 18:8l.

Explaining this very word (sara) N wrote in his
Caritacandrika: *Sarah--Gundras tejanakah ityamarah.
Sarahari iti khyatah. Kapndo dandah. Either Misra did not
see it, or disdainfully rejected it.

It is true that “"sugar" is regarded white occassionally, when a
special kind is meant, like "pupdraka-sarkara”--Dvesyaiva kegam
api candrakhapdavipapdura pundrakasarkarapi. (Vik. 1:20).
We say "occasionally" because we have the "brown" sugar too. But the
stalk is green, never white. It is only when it is turned into edible
sugar, that we have some color like brown or white.

* * *

The following verse is discussed by Misra in his own inimitable way:

Calukyavamp$éamalamauktikasrih
Satyasrayo'bhid atha bhamipalah.
Khadgena yasya bhrkutikrudheva
dvigamp kapalanyapi ciurpitani. [1:74]

He says:

For- mauktikasrih, "splendour of the pearl", (in all
edd.) read mauktikah sSri- .and construe sSri- with
satyasrayah as. an honorific word, which is fully
confirmed by the parallel stanzas, e.g. 1:68 Sritailapap,
1:79 Srijayasimhadevab. For the wrong ([?] orthography
cp. below on 7:29c; Chap. II, n. 48; Chap. IV, v. 66 [p.l]
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It seems Misra possesses some unseen power of forcing the
construction the way he wants, even when there is no need at all to go
against the purvacaryas. He reminds us of a great sadukti:

Mg tkumbhabalukarandhra-pidhanaracanarthina.
Daksipavartasankho'yam hanta cirnikrto maya.

In trying to mend a hole in an earthen pot, caused by a sand
pebble, alas, I broke into pieces--I powdered--a conch-shell possessing
a daksipa avarta (a very valuable object). The great tragedy
here is that the mrtkumbha (earthen pot) did not have any hole to
begin with! Misra punches a hole just to fix it!!

If we connect srih with Satyasraya, the text would
read:

Calukyavap$amalamauktikah
S§risatyasrayo'bhid atha bhimipalah.

The metre upajati, a union of Indravajra and Upendravajra,
demands that there must be 11 aksaras (or varpas, or
syllables), including conjunct consonants) in each quarter. If we
represent the two quarters as given above, the first will have only 10,
while the second will have 12! If we forcibly take "srih" to the
first one, we will take away all the "splendour" from the kavi-ukti.

We will do a great injustice to the poetic genius of Bilhapa. It will
be a literary crime also because there will be a faulty construction
(composition). We will generate impurity where there was absolute
purity.

Both Bh and Musalgaonkar have rendered the verse as it should be
done. "Vapsa® means a dynasty as well as bamboo, which produces
the pearl. So the compound should be dissolved as: mauktikasya
srir iva Srir yasya sah. The entire beauty, splendour, and
meaning are lost if we force the word sSrih merely to be an
honorific word just to satisfy the genius of Misra!
“Srisatydsrayah” won't get any more srih. It s
unfortunate that some mugdha pen-holders who are totally
sdhitya-vidya-srama-varjitdah try to interpret great poets such
as Bilhapa and in this process misinterpret them and misrepresent the
truth. And it is more painful when they claim to be not only research
scholars themselves but also research gquides!
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Misra cites as an example *Sritailapah"” and
"érijayasimhadevab". He forgets "Harita" and "Manavya" (1:58)
and "Ahavamalladeva® and "Trailokyamalla (1:87). We don't have to have
the honorific prefix "sri" everywhere. And the question is: Where
do we bring it from? We cannot rob Peter to pay Paul! Moreover,
mauktika is a nityanapupsaka word (i.e. it can never be used in
either masculine or feminine). Amarasimpha's namalinganusasanam
unequivocally dictates: atha mauktikam. Therefore, we cannot have
Calukyavapsamalamauktikah as Misra ordains. If the reading is
changed against the authority of the MS., we will be making Bilhapa
commit a literary crime!

Misra is terribly confused here:

Prthvibhujangah parikampitangimp
yasahpatollupthanakelikiarah.

Vidhgtya Kaficim bhujayor balena
ya$ Colarajyasriyam dcakarga. [1:115]

Misra expounds the verse as follows [pp. 39-40]:

"Who, as the paramour of the earth (= as a king)
snatched/raped by the strength of his arms the royal fortune/the
Fortuna of the kingdom of the Colas, whose army (27) had been
shaken/whose limbs had started to tremble, (28) after he had
opened (29) Kanci (30) /her belt, indulging in the sport of
robbing (ud with lupth) it (the capital)/her (the ’
Fortuna) of its flags/of her ([white] cloth (dress) that was
its/her [white] fame/honour.

-

Misra's footnotes:

27. An army consists of four angas; thus anga -
stands here for caturanga- 'army'

28. I take kampita - to be p.p of the causative
kampaya - when applied to the army [kampayita?] and p.p. of
the root kamp when applied to the body of Fortuna. [Is this
grammatically possible? Even if it is, why it is necessary at
all?]
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29. Read vivrtya instead of vidhrtya; [why?]. cp.
Biihler, Introd. p. 45 on the difficulty of distinguishing
*dha" and "va" in the MS.

30. The capital of the Colas.

This is the most disgraceful translation of a Sanskrit poem I have

ever seen. How involved it is!! Only the scholars of the calibre of
Misra could grasp the meaning. Others will fumble for ever! They will
constantly grope in the dark!! Let us try to understand Misra, if we
can:

Misra's words applicable to the prakrta (upameya):

Who, as the paramour of the earth (=as a king). snatched,
by the strength of his arms, the royal fortune of the kingdom of
the Colas, whose army had been shaken, after he had opened
Rafici [city] indulging in the sport of robbing (ud with
lunth) it (the capital) of its flags(?] that was its fame.

His words applicable to the aprakrta (upamana):

Who, as the paramour of the earth [?] raped, by the strength
of his arms, the Fortuna of the kingdom of the Colas [?], whose
limbs had started to tremble, after he had opened her belt [?]
indulging in the sport of robbing her (the Fortuna) of her
[white] cloth (dress) that was her honour.

The above words can be tabulated as follows:
The Words of the Poet Misra's Translation

Prakrtam qr Upameyam Aprakrtam/Upamanam

Yah pgthvibhujarngah Who as the paramour of
the earth (= as a king)

acakarga snatched raped [(!]
bhujayoh balena by the strength of his
arms same [!]
parikampitangim the royal fortune of Fortuna of the kingdom
Colarajyasriyam the kingdom of the of the Colas, whose limbs
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Colas, whose army had had started to tremble
been shaken

vidhg(vy]tya Kancim after he had opened after he had opened her
Kancl belt

yasahpatollupthana- indulging in the indulging in the sport of

kelikarah. sport of robbing (ud robbing (ud with lupth)
with lupth) it (the her (the Fortuna) of
capital) of its flags her [white] cloth
that was([?] its (dress) that was her
[white] fame. honour.

We hope we have represented the interpretation of Misra correctly.
If so, Misra has done a disservice to the poetic genius of Bilhapa.

Here we have a play and display of the figure of speech called
“samasokti". We don't know if Misra reached the bottom! Did he
find the tattvam of the ukti at all? Of course, not!

Caritacandrika explains:

Prthvibhujangah bhipatih kamuka$ ca.
Parikampitdngim . bhayena prempd ca. Ya$a iti. Ya$a$
Colakirtir eva patas tasyollupthanam apaharagam tasya
kelip  karotiti tadgéah. . Kancim Colarajadhanim
mekhalan ca. Colarajyasriyam Colangpatilakgmim
angananp ca.

Bh comments:
- Anvayah:

Yah yasahpatollupthanakelikarah prthvibhujangalh
bhujayoh balena Kaficim vidhgtya parikampitanginp
Colarajyasriyam acakarsa.

Vyakhya:
Yah prasiddho, yasa$ Colakirtir eva patas,
tasyollupthanam utksepapam apaharapam eva kelis tam
karotiti, yasahpatollupthanakelikdrah, pgthvyah

prthivyah bhujangah patih kamuka$ ca, bhujayor balena,
Raficim tannadmnim nagarim rasandica, vidhrtya jitva
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pragrhya ca, parikampitam angam [or angani?] yasya
[t] sd, bhayena prempd ca kampayuktam, Colarajyasya
§riyam lakgmim lalanaifica'‘'cakarsga’'kgygtavan. Atra
nrparajyalakgmivyavahare'prakgtasya vitakartgkasya
kanici-parigrahepa hathad anyasadharapanayika-
samdkarsanaripa-syaprakgtavyavaharasya'bhedasamaropat
samasoktir alankaral.

We don't know why Bh has "aprakrta" twice and “prakrta"
not even once!

Both M and Bh have missed the significance of anga in the
prakrta sense.

This just shows the extent of the literary contribution made by
He is only a pratilipika. If Caritacandrika did not have it,
how could he have it!

And Gajdnana Sastri Musalgdonkar explains this as follows:
Anvayah:
Yasahpatollupthanakelikarah pgthvibhujangah yah
Raficim vidhgtya parikampitangim ColarajyaSriyam

bhujayor balena dcakarga. [Prose order of Bh is much better as
far as the location of bhujayor balena is concerned].

Vyakhya:

Yasa iti. Yasa eva = Colakirtir eva, patah =
dcchadanam, uttariyavastram [!] iti yavat, tasya lupthanam
= apaharapanp, tasya kelih = krida, tam karoti
tacchilah, pgthvibhujangah = kgitisah kamukas ca,

yah Ahavamalladevah, Kaficim Colardajadhianim, mekhalam
ca, vidﬁ;tya = grhitva, bhayena prempa ca parikampitani
angani yasyah sa tam = vepamanasariram,
Colarajyasriyapm = Colanrpatilakgmim anganam ca,
bhujayoh = b3ahvoh, balena = $aktyd, acakarga = ajahara;
Atra Colanrpatirajyalaksmivyavahdare [!] kamukakartgkasya

Kanciparigrahepa hathad
anyasadharapandyikasamakargaparipasya
aprakrtavyavaharasya abhedasamaropat samasoktir

alankarah. [A copy of Bh]
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In Hindi too Musalgaonkar uses uttariyavastra (orhani). We
don't understand why he is afraid of removing the adhovastra, i.e.
the lower garment (the sari)!

Musalgaonkar is another copy-cat! He too misses the significance of
anga! Kamadugha  hi mahakavinam vaco bhavanti, but
Locanabhyam vihinasya darpapah kim karigyati!

Even though all the above interpretations and explanations were
available to Misra, he totally fails to understand the poet and displays
his poverty of knowledge in the most miserable manner. Translated into
simple English, the above verse would read:

Ahavamalla, who was the paramour of the earth (feminine)
[i.e. king] and was fond of enjoying the sportive play of
robbing the rival kingdom of its cloth-like fame, drew towards
himself, by means of the force of his arms, the Sri [power] of
the kingdom of the Colas, whose seven constitutent elements
(king, minister, allies, treasury, nation (country or
territory), fortifications and the armed forces) were all shaken
to the bone, after he had seized (plundered or stormed) the city
of Kafici, the capital. This is prakrta, the reality.

We get aprakrta by sSabda-sakti and linganirdesa.
Caritacandrika, Bh and Mk all have explained the verse pretty well.
But Misra interprets the verse in a way that is not acceptable to us at
all.

We believe Misra was not able to grasp the true meaning of the
poet's words! The word dcakarsa is quite significant. According
to Apte, & + krs = [a] to draw towards, attract (fig. also) [b] to
deprive, take away by force, snatch. So acakarsa in prakrta
takes "b" meaning, while in aprakrta it takes "a" meaning. We are
afraid that Misra, a great disciple of a great German scholar, has
missed the boat! He is still standing on the shore. We are not sure
whether Misra knows that here is a play and display of a figure of
speech called samasokti, that 1is, the action of a lover is
super-imposed on the king. The words bhujanga, anga,
patollunthanakeli and Kafici (in the sense of rasana or
mekhal3) the feminine gender of sri, the root vi-dhr, and
fiﬁally the root akrs all are extremely significant.

In the table presented above (showing Misra's interpretation) we do
not see the equivalent of the king on the aprakrta or upamana
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side; i.e. there is no kamuka or lover denoted by the word
bhujanga.

We don't know how "acakarsa" (in the aprakrta sense)
could mean "raped". "Rape" is not a sign of valor. It is a display of
brutal force. The word itself is abhorent. We fail to understand also
how one could "rape" with the strength of one's arms! '

We don't see any anyangand (sadharapanayika) here to
represent the beloved lady in the aprakrta or upamana side who
is gotten "raped" by Misra! On one, prakrta or upameya, side
Misra has "royal fortune" (both words beginning with small (lower
case) letters. On the other side, i.e. aprakrta or upamana,
the same "fortune" has been capitalized, with a definite article "“The"
having been prefixed. But both the "fortunes" belong to the kingdom of
the Colas. There is no human person whom Misra could get "raped."

Abhinavabilhana Misra [that is how we have named Misra] in his
profound scholarly way tells us that when Ahavamalla "opened" [!] the
city of Raiicl (the capital of the Colas), the army of the kingdom of
the Colas was shaken. And in his equally unequalled, superior style, he
gives a footnote: "An army consists of four angas, thus anga
stands here for caturarnga army."

According to Monier-Williams, angam = (a) a limb or member of
the body; (b) a division or department (of anything), a part or portion,
as of a whole; as saptarnigam rajyam.

And according to the same authority, rajyanga = 'limb of
royalty' a requisite of legal administration (variously enumerated as 7,
8, or 9, viz. the monarch, the prime minister, a friend or ally,
treasury, territory, a stronghold, an army, the companies of citizens,

and the Puro-hita or spiritual adviser). Amara says:

Svamyamatyasuhgtko$a-rastradurgabalani ca.
Riajyangani prakrtayah paurdpam Srepayo'pi ca.

(Paurasrepnibhihh sahagtangam api rdajyam—--Ramasrami]
And this is how Kamandakiya enumerates them:

Svamyamiatya$ ca rastram ca durgam ko$o balam suhgt.
Parasparopakaridam saptangam rajyam ucyate.
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One of these seven (or 8 or 9) angas is the army (send),
which has four sub-divisions:

Hastyasvarathapadatap senangam syac catugtayam.

That 1is, there are four divisions of sena, viz. hasti
(elephants), asva (cavalry), ratha (chariot), and padati
(infantry).

Misra's interpretation here is unacceptable. Parikampitangim
is a visesana and qualifies Colarajyasriyam, which is the
visesya. It is a Bahuvrihi compound-- parikampitani
angani yasyah sa tam.

Now here yasyah (pronoun) connects with Colarajyasrih:
(substantive), i.e the divinity (feminine) of the Cola kingdom (the

Fortuna of Misra). So the limbs are hers and not of the army. The
question is: When Ahavamalla seized Raifici, whether the army alone
was shaken, or all the other parts of the kingdom too were shaken? We

would like to know from Misra whether the king was not shaken, whether
the ministers too were not shaken, whether the allies too were not
shaken, whether the treasury too was not shaken, whether the entire
territory of the Colas too was not shaken, and whether the
fortifications too were not shaken? And whether the people too were not
shaken? Only the army was shaken! Would it be correct to say so? Let
it be repeated that the army [or the armed forces] is only one of the
seven angas of the rajyasri. The fact is that when all the

other constituents were shaken, the army too was shaken. The army is
just one constituent element and is already included “in the
rajyanga.

It is to be remembered that unless and until we have a clear and
specific mention of the word sena (army), the mere term anga
cannot stand for the caturargasena. This is not interpretation.
It is all sahasikasya karma.

We would -like to know from Misra why anga here could not stand
for pancango rajanayah, five-part state-craft:

Sahayah sadhanopayah vibhago des$akalayol.

Vinipatapratikarahh siddhih paficanga igyate.
(Sabdakalpadrumah]
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Or Sadango vedah? Or Saptangam rajyam? Why only
balam?

Misra tries to surpass our ancient great Indian writer
Bhaskaracarya:

Vayam iha padavidyam tarkam anvikgikim va

yadi pathi vipathe va vartayamah sa panthah.
Udayati diséi yasyam bhanumdn saiva pirva

na hi tarapir udite dikparadhinavgttih.

He reminds us of another sadukti:

Ustrapam ca vivahegu gitam gayanti gardabhal.
Parasparam pra$amsanti aho ripam aho dhvanil.

Whatever Misra says is right! He also reminds us of the great poet
Sriharga:

Sahitye sukumaravastuni dyghanyayagrahagranthile
tarke va mayi samvidhatari samam lilayate Bharati.
Sayya vastu mpdittaracchadavati darbhankurair astrta
bhimir va hgydayangamo yadi patis tulya ratir yogital.

Misra claims to be proficient in grammar as well as literature! He
says that Ahavamalla raped [!] the Fortuna! And that too "by the
strength of his arms." We need not tell Misra that the beloved lady
likes her lover draw her towards him by holding her in the girdle
[kanci]) after having been deprived of her sari or
adhovastra, the lower garment. She enjoys this keli (game, or
play, or sportive act) on the part of her lover. Her limbs are
trembling not because of any fear of danger, but because of the
emergence of the passionate desjre to get engaged in sexual intercourse
accompanied with or preceded by kissing, embracing, etc. This is a
sattvika bhava. She is not raped.

Here 1is some information on kampa for the enlightenment of our
mugdhasiromapi Misra Maharaja, the great neo-expounder, from
Sahityadarpape tritiyah paricchedah [1982 reprint of 1922 ed.
of Nirnaya Sagar Press, p. 145]:

Riagadvegasramadibhyah kampo gatrasya vepathul.

Pn gives another reading of "Ga" ms.
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Vepathur yatha
Ragarogabhayadibhyah kampo gatrasya vepathubl
Yatha

Ma garvam udvaha kapolatale cakasti
kantasvahastalikhita mama mafijariti.
Anyapi kim na khalu bhdjanam id$inam
vairl na ced bhavati vepathur antarayah.
[Refer this to pattravallim kapole]

Ragad yatha

Varapvarap tirayati dgSor udgamam bagpapiiras
tatsankalpopahitajagimastambham abhyeti gatram.

Sadyah svidyatyayam aviratotkampalolangulikah
pagir lekhavidhigu nitaram kampate kim karomi.

Evam rogadibhir ghyam. Iti "Ga."

Misra is not satisfied with vidhrtya! He asks us to change it
to vivrtya. And all this on orthographic grounds! (p.39). The
suggestion 1is not acceptable. Biilhler might have indicated
difficulty in distingquishing. dha from va (because of

the

similarity), but I have in my possession even today (Oct. 14, 1977) a
perfect photo-copy of J. I have just now compared the text once again.

Dhr is clearly visible here. It is as clear as crystal. It cannot
be mistaken or misunderstood for vr under any circumstances--none
whatsoever. We have no right to change the reading unnecessarily
arbitrarily and thus make meaningful words lose their sense. It

great disservice to the poet. It is an abject negation of honest
true scholarship.

Misra translates- his chosen word as "after he had opened." We
to understand how the city could be opened! The act of opening is

and
is a
and

fail
not

compatible even with the girdle (kafici), which is always open, i.e.
visible. The lover does not have to "open" the girdle to proceed further

in the course of rati prasanga, i.e. sexual intercourse. We would

1 bhayadibhyah is a Dbetter reading as compared to
sramadibhyah!
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like to know from Misra if he has ever heard of the following
sadukti and if he knows what it means:

Prasante nipurarave Sriyate mekhaladhvanil.
Rante ratipariérante kaminl purusayate.

If Misra does not know what is mekhala he can look it up in one
of his 1lexica [!]. He will know that it 1is synonymous with
kanci. Yes, girdle is an ornament worn over the sari (lower
garment). Here it is used by the 1lover to draw his beloved (lady)
towards himself, to bring her close to his own self. The original word,
the word of the poet, vidhrtya has a dual meaning, equally or even
more relevant when applied toward the city--having laid siege on, having
seized, stormed, conquered, plundered, taken possession of, occupied it.
We don't know how vivrtya could give even one of all these
meanings!

Undoubtedly, Kamadugha hi mahakavinam vaco bhavanti: The
sayings of the great poets are divine wish-cows; they would give any
boon (meaning) we pray for. And one can derive more than one meaning
from a word, yet the prakrti (root) and pratyaya (ending) must
admit--have the inherent power to denote the desired meaning. We cannot
ask a dead barren woman to deliver a child through her womb!

The poet says: "Yah [bhujayoh balena] Rancim vidhgtya
Colarajyadriyam acakarsa." Just as a lover draws (attracts, brings
closer physically as well as emotionally) his beloved lady towards him
by holding her in her girdle, so the King Ahavamalla acquired the Cola
kingdom by seizing the city of Kainci, the capital of the Colas. The
fall of the city of Kancl signalled the defeat of the Cola king and
the victory of the Calukyas over the Colas, their inveterate enemies.

How did the lover bring his -beloved lady towards him? By holding her
in her kanci (girdle). Girdle became the physical means or
instrument in the action of drawing her towards him. She had to be
brought close! How? By pulling her. Through what? Through the girdle!
This is the meaning. Misra should know that the girdle is not a "belt".

And ladies in India don't wear a "belt" over their saris. It is tied
by a knot [See bandhanat in the verse --nivi svayanm
bandhanat] or tucked under a petticoat. A belt is removed before the
garment can be removed. But the kamini continues to wear her
kanci throughout her rati-prasanga. Misra does not tell us
how she is drawn by the lover towards him. It is also to be remembered
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that that part of the body which is right below the front of the
girdle is extremely delicate. It sends the message directly to the
mind. It serves as the power-source--a means of electrification. Once
the 1lover touches that part, the beloved loses her own self! Read the
following:

Nivip prati prapihite tu kare priyenpa
sakhyah $apami yadi kificid api smarami.
And

Nivimokgo hi moksah.
" Also

Kante talpam upagate vigalita nivi svayap bandhanat
vasa$ca $lathamekhalagupadhgtam kificin nitambe sthitam.
Etavat sakhi vedmi kevalam aham tasyarngasarige punah
ko'sau kasmi ratap ca kimp katham iti svalpapi me na smytih.
Suktimuktavali, 86:17 [Kasyapil

We don't know wherefrom Misra gets the "flags". We don't see any!
He 1is prajnacaksu in a sense of the term. [See his discussion on
carmacakguh, pp.31-32]. Or, maybe he is confused. He may have in
his mind the following verse:!

Kancl padatibhir amugya vilupthitabhad
devalayadhvajapatavalimatrasesa.

Luptakaluptanikhilambaradambarapam.
kaupinakarpapapareva purangananam. [3:76]

August Haack translates the above verse (1:115) as follows:?
Dieser Kdnig zog die Schutzgéttin des Colareiches an sich,
als er durch die Gewalt der Arme die Stadt Kanci
erstiirmte, deren Glieder in zitternds Bewegung versetzt waren,
weil er sich ein Speil aus dem Zerreissen ihres Ruhmesgewandes
machte.

1 Misra might have argued: Wherever there is Kafncl there are the
flags. So there are flags even in 1:115!

2 Although Mr. Misra was -breathing German air, he did not consult the
German translations. He was aware, but did not procure them.
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Re-translated into English, the above would read somewhat as
follows:

This king pulled the patron goddess of the Chola kingdom
toward him, as he stormed, by the force of his arms, the city of
Kanci, whose limbs were made to tremble, because he made a
game of tearing her royal garment.

I don't know German. Therefore, I cannot determine how faithful is
the translation in English of German, the original of which is Sanskrit.
Assuming that the English rendering is the correct representation of the
German, we would declare without any hesitation that the German
translation has totally murdered the meaning. It 1is a disgrace to
Indo-German scholarship. Cf. Bilhapa's another poetic gem quite similar
to the above (1:115):

Tap vibhavya rabhasad upagatam
kgmabhujangam upajatasadhvasa.

Lolavarinidhinilakunpdala
dravidakgitipabhir akampata. [5:28]
(a play of Samasokti).

Explaining the verse:

Avikgamdpd sadgSamp gupair mama

kramagata &rir iyam asrayam purah.
Payodhimadhyasthitapotakipaka-

sthita Sakuntiva muhuh prakampate. [2:31]

Misra says:

mama may either be con;trued with sadrsam or
gunpaih. This kind of construction is styled in Sanskrit
kakakgigolakanyaya-, lit. "the manner [! maxim?] of a
crow's eye-ball", a curious term [?] arising from the common
belief in India that the crow possesses but a single eye
[-ball?], which may readily be transferred from one eye-socket
to the other. ([p.1]

This is another attempt on the part of Misra to create an aura of
his learning. We are reminded of another meaningful sadukti:
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Asthane'nupayogibhisca bahubhir
jalpair bhramam tanvate.

Misra refers to "kakakgsigolakanyaya." We don't know how
this "maxim" could be termed as a "term" and how it is “curious"!
However, that is apara katha. The main point is this. If we take
Misra's application of the maxim here as valid, the word "mama" will
have to appear as sandwiched in between the two words, "sadrsam"
and "gupaih", just as the crow is said to possess one eyeball in
between the two eye-sockets, and which, as a result, could be shifted
left or right. But here the case is totally different. The poet's words
are "sadrsam gupaih mama." We don't know how Misra wants to
construe these three words: "mama gupaih sadrsam"? Or
"gupaih mama sadysam"? The second one is the only correct
interpretation. The first one is ridiculous. The hdrda of the poet
is: By virtue of his qualities he is comparable or equal to me.

If we say "mama gupaih sadrsam", then the question arises:

"sadrsam" of whose? Does Misra want to repeat "mama"? i.e.

“mama gupaih mama sadrsam." That will be an inappropriate
interpretation. How and why? Well, the appreciation of poetry is an art
of feeling and not a science for verifying facts. It is

kavyartha-bhavana-paripakva-buddhi-vibhava-matra-vedya. Misra
may be aware of the following ukti:

Savasanananp sabhyanap rasasyasvadanap bhavet.
Nirvasanas tu raﬁgintab-kis;hakudyiémasannibhib.1

Also

Kavih karoti kavyani rasap jananti pagpditah.
Kanyasuratacaturyam -jamata vetti no pita.

We don't know if Misra is aware of another maxim which may not sound
as “curious" to him as the one referred to by him. It is
"dehalidipakanyaya,” ‘'a lamp placed on the threshold lights both
the sides.'

If Misra wanted to know the true application of the maxim
kikaksigolakanydya, he should have referred to
*adhitavedo'smi krtasrutagamah”, where

1 of Dharmadatta, as cited by Visvandtha Kavirdaja in his
Sahityadarpapa (Nirnaya Sagar ed. 1922. p. 84).
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"asmityahamarthe 'vyayam" or "uttamapurugaikavacanam" of as

bhuvi is applicable both to the 1left and to the right. We can
interpret “aham adhitavedo'smi" or "aham krtasrutagamah

asmi." It is all improper to talk about asti sentence and
asmi sentence, as Misra does. "Adhitavedah" is a
Bahuvrihi compound and so is krtasrutagamah.

As far as "sramo'sti bhuyan itihasavartmasu" is concerned,
we have to bring mama by adhyahara and the same
adhyahdra will bring mama for gurugvajriavimukham sada

manah.
We have just discussed a verse:

Vidhgtya Kancim bhujayor balena
yaé Colarajyasriyam acakarga.

This too is a very fine example of kakaksigolakanyaya or
dehalidipakanyaya. The words "bhujayor balena" could be
connected either with what precedes or what succeeds.

Misra introduces another of his vitapdavada regarding
graha and agraha in:

Alap vigadena karogi kimp mukhamp
kavogpanihsvasavidhiisaradharam.
Abhigtavastupratibandhinam ahanp
krtagraho nigrahapaya karmagam. [2:38]

On the above Misra says:

2.38d
dgraha- , 1is used in the sense of "stubborn wish,
persistant (sic] resolusion [resolution?]", hence

krtagraha, *he who has formed a firm resolution."
Contrast Hindi agraha, meaning ”request".l

Cp. agraha- 5.18, 9.130, 10.87 (emend
lilavagahagraha- to lilavagahagraha- )

1 We don't know what is the authority for Misra to say that Hindi
agraha means "request!"
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duragraha "bad (ill-abvised) [i.e. ill-advised]
resolution”. 3.52; 4.115; 6.7; 7.12; 16.42. [p. 2]

But we do not agree at all. Misra refers to many passages where
Bilhapa has used the word "agraha." So he wants that the word
“"graha", which makes even a better sense in "graham utsasarja"
etc. should be discarded. Once again Misra misses the essence. Cf.
graha-kalitam ivagrajam (6.55] Graha = seizing, holding, any
state which proceeds from magical influences and takes possession of the
whole man! “Graham" makes a better sense here. It is in the above
sense alone that the second half acquires a better meaning in
Nisargaramye'pi vicestite yad atiprasango rasabhangahetuh.

(10.87]

Although Misra indulges in jugglery over "graha" and
"agraha" and wants us to discard one in favor of another, we may
submit the following verse that contains both the words in one place:

Na Sas3dka nir3akartum agrajasya duridgraham.
Rajyagrahaggrhitanam ko mantrah kip ca bhesajam. [4:115]

Would Misra discard one here too? We don't know what Misra would do
in such cases.

On the verse

Adhitavedo'smi krtasrutagamah

§ramo'sti bhiiydn itihasavartmasu.
Gurugvavajfiavimukhap sad3d manas

tad abhyupayo'tra maya na durlabhah. [2:39]

Misra presents a discourse, which is only his balacapalam:

2.39a
krtasrutagamah of the MS. may be interpreted (cp. p.
1 on 1.74a) as standing for krtas srutagamah. [why?].
If this interpretation is accepted [why?] as it is by the 3rd
ed.l the construction would be:

1 oDhird ed. is not brahma-vakya! That it is not an absolute
authority is proved here times without number. Bh is merely a copy-cat.
Also, we fail to understand how Bh is the third ed.! It is the fourth.
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*T am [the] one who has studied the Veda, who has heard
(from an authoritative teacher) the tradition, rather much
exertion/strenuous work (bhuyan sramah) has been done
(krtah...asti) [by me]..."

The word order seems rather strange, [!] we do not expect
krtah before sSrutagamah, because krtah
belongs in the asti sentence, while sSrutagamah
belongs to the asmi sentence. The interpretation of Biihler
and ed. sec. (krtasrutagamah), therefore, is to be
accepted:1

adhitavedo 'smi krtasrutagamah
sSramo'sti bhuyan itihasavartmasu

“I am [the?] one who has studied the Veda, who has done
(executed) the tradition of the sacred texts (i.e. of the
Sruti) there exists rather ample exertion (undergone by me]
on the paths of the lore of stories."

An objection against this might be raised. The expressions
adhitaveda- and kriasrutagama- [sic] amount to the
same thing, there would be a tautology (paunaruktya or
pistapesapa).

A possible way to remove this tautology is to emend
sSrutagama- into  smrtagama- , "the smrti
tradition." The king would refer to his study of the Veda
(veda), of the Dharmasastra (smrtagama) and the
Bpics (itihasa). (p. 2]

This is all mattapralapa. According to Monier-Williams,
smrti means the whole body of sacred tradition or what is
remembered by human teachers (in contradistinction to sSruti or what
is directly heard or revealed to the Rsis). In its widest application,
this use of the term smrti includes 6 Vedangas, the

1 ophis is one of those rare instances where Misra talks sense and
follows B and N. No, he takes away by one hand what he gives with
another! See below!
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sutras both srauta and grhya, the law books of Manu, etc.

[also] the itihasas...Smrta does not mean this body of
knowledge! If smrti in its widest sense includes itihasa too

then there will be paunaruktyadogsah! What is sSrutam?

Anything heard, that which has been heard (especially from the
beginning) knowledge as heard by holy men and transmitted from
generation to generation, or tradition or revelation. Cf. Kalidasa:

§rutasya ydyad ayam antam arbhakah.
Another sadukti:
Srotrap Srutenaiva na kupdalena.

éabdakalpadrumab: §rutam (Srdyate sma yad iti)
gastram.

Srutam $&astravadhrtayoh [iti Amarah.] Vedas, including
smytis:  Srutam $astrapi, Vedangani, dar$anini ca,
itihasalh, puragani ca.

Our own poet Bilhapa too in 18:77:

Data parakramadhanal Srutaparadgéva

Elsewhere we have explained in greater detail the nature and
contents of the MS. A. [My edn. p. 4 (Prastavand)]. It belongs to
a different lineage (kula-parampara) altogether. Although it gi&es
many acceptable, alternative readings-- sometimes much more desirable
than those of J, we cannot accept them if we have to preserve the purity
(asankaryam) of our mulagranthah (arche-type), because, as
the Lord Himself has instructed us in the Bhagvad-gita, sankaro
narakayaiva. :

"Krtah sSrutdgamah® is the reading of A. Bh has no
scruples. We cannot say whether he knows what are the Principles of
Textual Criticism. He accepts the reading of A so light-heartedly. Of
course, we (N) too have accepted A readings in certain [!] cases, but it
was only when there was no alternative--none whatsoever. The great poet
érfharsa, (the composer of Naisadhiyacarita), has benevolently
instructed us:

Nigiddham apyacarapiyam apadi

- 173 -



kriya satil navati yatra sarvatha.
Ghanambuna rajapathe hi picchile
kvacid budhair apyapathena gamyate. 9:36

Also the smrtis prescribe: Apatkdle maryada nasti.

"Krtasrutdgamah® of J cannot be converted into "krtah
Srutdgamah" or krtas srutagamah because the J text does not
read that way! "Krtasrutdgamah" will be only a bahuvrihi
compound. We are not composing the poem. We are only interpreting it. To
prescribe “smrtagamah" will be a svacchandacarah.
"Smrtam® can never mean the tradition of smrtis! It is a
useless effort.

Furthermore, we have to consider the following point. The entire
family of J (P, B, R & N] has accepted the reading
"krtasrutagamah". Only "A," which belongs to another family and
is thus an external entity, an outsider, so to speak, has "krtah
Srutagamah." Bh prefers this reading of A, but gives no reason.

Here we have a foreign element. J's reading is lost forever as far as
Bh is concerned, even though it [J] is better and preferable. Cf.
what precedes: adhitavedo'smi.

It is interesting to see the "anvaya," prose order, designed by
Bh. Here is an exact reproduction of what he has done:

(Ahan) §rutagamah (san) adhitavedalh asmi.
Itihdsavartmasu bhiyan pariéramah krtah. Manah gurugu
sada avajnavimukham asti. Tat maya atra abhyupayah na
durlabhal.

Bh has forcibly brought "san" in; has taken "krtah"
from the first quarter to the second; and has taken "asti" from
second to the third; and has- made ‘“parisramah" out of
“Sramah". We fail to understand what 1is the wuse of this
"dravida-prapayama,® the round-about way.

On the verse:
Sa somavannetracakoraparapam

cakdra gotrasya yad ujjvalananal.
Yathocitap soma iti kgamapates
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tatah prasannad abhidhanam dptavan. [2:58]

M says that rupaka is preferable here, and adds: "the
implied comparison (upamd) is of the prince and the moon, while
the eyes are equated with cakora birds (ed.ter. correctly:
upamarupakayoh sankarah)" [(p.3]

We believe neither Bh nor Misra is right. First of all, the
comparison is not implied (vyakta), but denoted (abhihita) in
soma-vat by the suffix vat (enjoined by Pagini--Tena
tulyam kriya ced vatih).

Secondly, Bh's conclusion - upamarupakayoh sankarah and
its approval by Misra both are wrong. Such sankara of two
alankaras occurs only when there is neither a supporter
(sddhaka) nor a detractor (badhaka) for either of them
occuring in one and the same context. Mammata makes this point very
clear:

Ekasya ca grahe nyidya-dogabhavadaniscayal.

Dvayor bahiinam va alankardpam ekatra samaveSe'pi
virodhat na yatra yugapad avasthanam, na caikatarasya
parigrahe sadhakam taditarasya va parihdre badhakam asti
yenéikatara eva parigrhyeta, sa niscayabhava- rupo
dvitiyah sankarah. .

(Kavyaprakasa: 10th Ullasa, 140 Vptti]

In the present case (netracakora), we do have a sadhaka,
viz., somavat. Since somavat is definitely an upama, we have
to accept upamda in netracakora also because the two are
inter-related. Appayyadikgita. has dealt with a pertinent case in his
Citramimamsa and has arrived at the same conclusion:

Astrajvalavalighapratibalajaladher antaraurvayamape
senanathe sthite'smin mama pitari gurau sarvadhanvisvarapam.
Karpdlap sambhramepa vraja Krpa samarap mufica Hardikya Sankam
tite cdpadvitiye vahati rapadhur3dm ko bhayasyavakdsal.

‘Atra . Dropasyaurvenopama pratibalajaladher
ityatropamayah sadhiketyupamadvayam api safijataparamparam
(Citra- mimapsa, Rupakaprakarapam. Chowkhamba, 1971.

(pp. 227-280])
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So the upama in somavat should be taken as a sadhika
for the upama in netracakora. Hence, Bh is wrong when he says
that there is a sankara of upama and rupaka here. Misra

is doubly wrong because he declares that rupaka is preferable.
[Nagaraja Rao]

Commenting on the verse:

Bhigagbhir dpaditasarvabhesajam
vitirparakgavidhimapdalaksatam.
Viéaradabhihh prasavocite vidhau
nirantarap gotravadhibhir aficitam. [2:80]

Misra dictates:

2.80a
For vitirpa-, "bestowed", (all ed.) substitute
vikirpa-. "thrown about, scattered", which seems to be
more suitable. vikirpa also in

6.10--vikirpa...samira-- "the breezes scattered by".l Cp.
also 18.14 sSila viprakirpah® the rocks that were
scattered." 18.6--kirpakarpamrta "by which nectar for

the ears is scattered". aksata- "uncrushed grain", as an
object of ud-kri, compare 2.83 aksatotkaraih "by the
throwings up of uncrushed grain. [p. 3]

Vitirparaksavidhimandalaksatam:

' vitirpa is accepted by all--from J to Bh. Misra recommends
vikirpa for it. Caritacandrika explains: vitirpani
raksavidhaye mapdalanyakstas ca, the latter two words going
back to J gloss. Vitirpa = datta: Cf. Saradvitirpasaubhagya
[(16:3]. We have already conferred upon Misra the title of
"Abhinavabilhaga," because he does not explain or try to improve. He
straightaway composes. Certainly rice can be scattered (vikirpa):;
but we don't know how mapdala (circular formations) could be
scattered!

1 We fail to understand how breezes could be scattered.
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We do not want to go against J gloss unless it 1is absolutely
unavoidable. However, mangalaksata could be suggested as an
alternative reading to be considered for mapdalaksata.

The last word in this verse (afcitam) ignites Misra's power of
argumentation (vitapdavada). He says:

On --afncitam (ed.sec. and ter), see below chap
II n.2. [(p. 3]. And the "note" expounds:

Cp. 2.80d for arcitam in MSS. [?] and ed. pri,
ancitam in ed. sec. (followed by ed. ter) is done
needlessly by the editor, obviously in silent reference to
Pap. 6.4.30 and 7.2.53, yet Bilhapa has no example of
ancita in this sense. [ p. 26]

Let us see what these words mean:

arc = To adore, worship, salute, welcome with respect.
It also means to honour, i.e. decorate and adorn.
anc = Also means worship, honour, reverence, adorn, grace.

aincita = Honoured, adorned, graced, graceful, handsome.
Some examples of the use by great poets:

Do:daqdéﬁditamahimi;

Gategu lilaincitavikramesgu;

Kanakdcala-sankdsa-devatayatanancite;

Api khafijanam anjanancite.

Aficitabhyam gatabhyam.

Here are the variant readings of the word under discussion:

- Jd reads arccitanm,
B reads arcitam,
N reads afiicitam,
Bh reads aficitam but interprets pujitam,
A reads arcitam,
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AP reads acitam.

J has arccitam. However, J gloss has bhugitam, meaning
thereby that the reading ought to be afdcitam, which is also
madhuratara. So N adopted it. Linguistically both mean the same.
However, the primary meaning of arcitam would be pujitam,
“worshiped" while that of afdcitam would be bhidsitam,
"adorned.” N did not adopt this "in silent reference to Pap," as Misra
puts it [p. 26]. I am amused by the use of the word "silently" by
Misra. He is very fond of the word "silent" or "silently." He expected
N to announce every change by beating the drum. On p. 63, under
16:51(c) he says: "ed. sec. changed silently--". On p. 26, note 2,
he says “obviously in silent reference." He says further: "Yet
Bilhapa has no example of afcita in this sense." We don't know
what he means by the word "this"! He professes to know everything, yet
he forgets that Na hi sarvah sarvap janati: Everyone does not
know everything! His statements are always indicative of authority.
Maybe he means "stealthily" and uses a word to make it appear as
innocent.

Atmavat sarvabhiitesu yah pasyati sa pasyati.

Ancitam is explained in J gloss by the word bhusitam in
2:80. Now arcitam does not mean bhuagitam in its primary sense.

Misra says Bilhapa had not used the word afcitam anywhere in
this sense. If by the word "this" he means "bhugitam", Misra
ignores the following verse:

Anena niinam jaladheh samuddhgtam
vicitraratnankuradanturam payah.
Anekavarpancitam anyatha katham
payomucd nirmitam indrakarmukam. [13:21]

In 2:80 Bh forces afcitam to mean pujitam, but
Caritacandrikd has already put bhisitam. And this word goes
back to J gloss, i.e., J gloss too has bhigitam. Bh had no
justification in accepting the reading of N and rejecting his meaning.

We are instructed: Vagarthaviva samprktau. The word and its
meaning go together. Bh rejects the reading (vak] of B presented
by J, but accepts his meaning (artha) i.e., pujitam. B & G

translate the word in question "arcitam" by "worshiped." Sso they
follow Biihler's text.
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In 13:21 B & G avoid the issue. They translate the verse as
follows:

By this (cloud) certainly the water, bristling with
variegated gems, had been raised from the ocean; otherwise, how
was the multicoloured rainbow made by the cloud? [In any case,
the translators do not go to Papini to settle the dispute!]

On p. 29 Misra discusses "afdcitam." He translates it as "marked
(characterized) by." I have put it as visistam (in
Candrika). But it can mean bhugitam as well. MW puts
"distinguished" as a meaning of ancitam.

We are not sure if Misra had seen the following saduktis of our
own poet, Bilhapa:

Ityudaficitavilasarasanam. [11:67]
and

Udancitabhrilatikapatakam
akdranad eva mukham cakara. [9:84]

Misra tries to exhibit his erudition:

ViveSa subhriir atha sitikagrham
pradhanadaivajnanivedite dine.

Samullasadbhih Sakunailh sahasra$ah
samarpayanti ngypater mahotsavam. [2:81]

He says:

2.814
samarpayanti 'nrpater mahotsavam, "offering the king a
great festival", genitive far [i.e. for] dative: In later [!]
Sanskrit, the use of genitive instead of dative is found with
increasing frequency. This is due to the influence of the
_vernaculars in all of which the genitive has taken over the
function of the dative. Further examples from our text are:

2.89%a
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akathayad avanindor nandanotpattivarttam "told the
king the news of the birth of the son";

9.31ab...
smarah. ..asyah kathayam babhuva...."the god [God?]
of Love told her..."

9.73b...
sakhinam kim api bruvapi...."saying something to
[her] girl friends":;

9.93a
pradarsayam dsa tatah kumaryah!

then he [who? Should be she! The subject pratihararaksi
is a woman Misra, and not a man!!] showed to the maiden....."

9.94
yasya. .. maurviravah ... patalatalasthitanam...
kathayam babhuva

"whose bowstring twang told those who dwell on the bottom of
the Patala....";

13.50ab
samarpayam asa payampsi... jaladhih payomucam “the
ocean offered water to the clouds." (pp.3-4]

1 misra's carmacakgusi are functioning here in a normal way. He
says [in a fn]: "kumaryah is a conjecture cf [i.e. of] ed.
sec; Biihler has in accordance with the MS. kumdrydm which is
not construable."

But on p. 16 he discusses the same reading. This time even his
carmacakgusi fail him.
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But Macdonell says:

Genitive--frequently (instead of the dat. of the indirect
object) with verbs of giving, telling, promoting, showing,
sending, bowing, pleasing, being angry. (Sanskrit grammar.

p. 193). [examples:] '

maya tasyabhayam pradattam.
kim tava rocate esah?
mamanatikruddho munip.

Misra says: "In later [?] Sanskrit the use of genetive instead of
dative is found with increasing frequency..."

We don't know what Misra means by "later" and which specific
vernaculars he is referring to. He did not specify the period when this
transition took place or even started.

Papini clearly declares:

Caturthyarthe bahulam chandasi (sasthl syat) (2.3.62).
([{In the sense of] caturthi in the Vedas.)

So we have gasthi even more frequently in the Vedas than in
the classical Sanskrit. Is the Vedic language also later? Later to
which language? Which vernacular influenced it? Misra merely asserts;
he does not prove. '

Let us study Misra's comments on:

Caiicaccaragadiyamanakanakam sannaddhagitadhvani
sphﬁrjadgithak;lug;hyaminakara;il prarabdhangttotsvam.

1 The correct reading for the second carapa is: ...karati

[and] prarabdha..., i.e. there are two compound words here--
(1) sphirjadgathakalupthyamanakarati, and,

(2) prarabdhangtyotsavam. (or ngtto?)
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Purpam mangalatiryadundubhiravair uttalavaitalika-
§laghalanghitapirvaparthivam atha kgmabhartur asid ggham.
[2:90]

He says:

For cancat- (all edd.) read carcat- , and for
-karati - "elephant" in b read with Bihler -karatam
*"A kind of drum." For discussion of this pada [?] cp.
Chap. II on root lut. [pp. 45-46] [p. 4]

Biihler is wrong. Misra is doubly wrong when he rejects N's (i.e.
J's) reading and follows the path of one who has no knowledge of
dik! J has “karati" clear, very clear, absolutely and
unquestionably. Furthermore, J gloss puts "hathi" as a synonym
for "karati". So there is no doubt that the meaning "elephant"
antedates 1286 V. (1229/30 A.D.)!

Misra says on pp. 45-46:

The MS. reads karati-, which would be "elephant." If
this is adopted, no acceptable sense can be worked out from the
text: "where elephants were being robbed"” cannot be twisted
into "were carried away" (i.e. fascinated [by the singers]) as
interpreted by Eng. rend., apart from it that elephants are
not known to enjoy music. (stress added)

Misra has a fn no. 41 on the word “fascinated," which reads as
follows:

*To fascinate in Sanskrit would be mano (acc.) hr.
A mano (acc.) lupth in the sense of "to fascinate"
would, of course, be unexceptionable" [!]. [We don't know what
Misra means by "unexceptionaﬂle'!

There is a padaccheda in between the two in J.

The elephants are not dancing. They are just being robbed (taken
away) by the singers. The dance is performed by the dancers.

This correction was done only in December 1982. However, Bh has had
two separate words all along-- another play of ghupaksaranyaya!
Misra could have very well seen it had he not have the primary intention
of displaying his erudition.
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We don't know where he gets his knowledge from! How does he know
that elephants do not enjoy music? Who told him so? We wish he had
read some books on elephants before he made such a statement.

Matangalila of Nilakaptha, 8:4, clearly states:
ganapriyam [gajam]. Also 11:40: vinadigitapriyah (gajah].

In the Pratijnayaugandhardyapa ascribed to Bhidsa, Udayana
is described as catching elephants by luring them by means of the sound
of vipa.

Gajamp tam ahap vipadvitiya anayami. (I act)
and

Srutisukhamadhur3d svabhavarakti
karajamukhollikhitagraghgstatantri.
Rgivacanagateva mantravidya
gajahgdayani balad vasikaroti. [2:12]

Here is a beautiful translation of Purapa-Bilhapa's Muse
rendered by Mr. Misra! What a contrast!! Misra's words are:

"The king's palace...was one in which gold was being given
to alternately (211 reciting bards, in which the sound of
singing was connected (continuous), in which the male singers
were bursting ﬁorth (loud sonés) in which drums were beaten, 1in
which a festival of dancing had started.” [p.45]

So all the elephants were removed by Misra. The singers did not get
them at all. They were left only with the drums to beat and make loud
noise of music. .

We are not sure if Mr. Misra had ever seen the following immortal
composition from the pen of Kavikulaguru Kalidasa:

Janaya Suddhadntacardya Sapsate
kumdrajanmamgtasammitakgaram.

Adeyam asit trayam eva bhiipateh
Sadiprabhap chatram ubhe ca camare.

1 We don't know what is the Sanskrit equivalent here [of Bilhapa] which
Misra has translated as "alternately.” Cafdcat is the only word that
could be thought of (Misra's favorite phraseology!).
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Let us now consider Misra's remarks on cancat:

Misra recommends carcat for cancat. It is merely
avyaparesu vyaparam. There are innumerable verses in Sanskrit
literature beginning with cadcat. One has just to go through the
indices of the anthologies. And let us remember: Here we are talking in
terms of the word cancat in the beginning only. It may take a lot
of time, money, and energy to find the word in the middle or end, unless
and until we consult concordances of the words of great poets, or
compile them if these are not available in the published form, and then
study them.

We fail to understand why Misra wants to discard caricat in
favour of carcat which latter is terribly harsh and karpakatu
and cannot equal the former in beauty. There are many verses which show
that Misra's suggestion does not carry any weight. For example,

Caficaccandrakaraspar$a-hargonmilitataraka.
Aho ragavati sandhya jahati svaym ambaram.
(valmiki Ramayapa. Kiskindha, 30:45]

aAnd

Caficaccolaficalani pratisaraparayavyastavepini bahor
vikgepad daksipasya pracalitavalayasphalakolahalani.
§visatru;yadvacimsi drutam itarakarotksiptalolalakani
srastasrafiji pramodam dadhati mggadg$am kandukakriditani.
Subhasitaratnakose anurdgavrajya.

And yes, we should not forget the following sadukti from
Bilhaga himself:

Pugpair bhrajigpubhastrikaragim agapitaih $iakhinah ke na yatah
caficannistrim$alekhamayam iva bhuvanam bhrngamalabhir aste.
Trailokyakapdacapdapraharaganibidotsahakapduladogpalh
puspesor jaitraSastravyatikaravidhaye sadhu sajjo vasantal.
[7:68]

Misra ought to have seen two more occurrences oOf cafcat in
Vik. itself.

Yasminnurvipatigrhatates tungima varpyate kim
tasyas caficaccaturavanitabhiigitanekabhimeh.
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Jane yasyap Kusumadhanusah svargaramamanamsi
krigavatayanakgtapadasyaiva lakgibhavanti. [18:30]

And

Yenodicyam diéi gatavata vanditosau girindra$s
caficaccapdipativggakhuraksodalekhavatapsah. [18:54]

And here is one more caifcat from Venisamhara:

Caficadbhujabhramitacandagadabhighata-
saficirpitoruyugalasya Suyodhanasya.

Styanavanaddhaghanasogitasopapapir
uttapsayisyati kacams tava devi Bhimah.

The following verse is cited by Sobhdkara as an example of
"vyajastutih®:

Caficac cumbati kadficandcalamukham kaptham kgam3abandinam
no muiicatyacalendravaksasi ciram 1ilam samalambate.
Kim c3dllingati diktatan vitanute krigam bhujangaih samam
kirtir manam apasya paéya tarugl dhik cegtitais tavakl.
[cegtate tavaki?]

Sobhikara adds:

Atra kirtipriyatamatvamukhena nindaya sarvavyapitvam iti
stutir lakgyate.

This poet too did not know as much as our Misra did!

Sobhdkara has cited one more verse, which begins with the word
caficat. 1 am referring to it only to show that the attempt on the
part of Misra to discard Bilhapa's caficat is unscholarly. The
verse is:

Caficatkataksabhramardbhirama-
ramamukh@mbhojaparamparabhil.
Itastatah [sic] yatra saragpsi Sobham

gharmaprasadad dvigupam avapul.

Cited as an example of “samadhih."
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Let us consult one more authority. Monier-Williams says: Bhvadi
cancati = to leap, jump, move, dangle, be unsteady, shake,
Bhartr.; Vepis.; Rtus.; Git.; Kathas.- etc. [Note "etc."]

The word is extensively used by so many great poets and dramatists.
Therefore, the contention of Misra that it is seldom used does not hold
good. We can only say:

Na hyesa sthanor aparadho yad enam andho na pasSyati.
And
Locanabhyam vihinasya darpapah kim karigyati.

And we would like to ask Misra where in the world is this carcat
used? 1Is there a single verse which starts with this carcat so dear
to Misra? We have not come across any! Sri Misra might have read
certain kavyas not known to us so far where it occurs, but we have
never heard of them until now.

Also, what is the meaning of carcat? MW gives the following
meanings: carc, ¢l I. ...cati, to abuse, censure, menace,
Dhatup. xvii, 67; to injure, xxviii, 17. Later are given the forms and
meanings of carcayati, which are not relevant to us here. Which of
these meanings does Misra want here for carcat?

And let us see what Apte says:

carc 1.10.U. (carcayati-te carcita) to read, read
carefully, pursue study. --II.6.P. (carcati carcita- ) to
abuse, condemn, censure, menace.--2 To discuss, consider,
investigate.--To injure, hurt.--4 To anoint, smear.

We ‘don't know which of these meanings does Mr. Misra want to apply
here?

The word samrajya is discarded by Misra in the following
verse. He does not believe in imperialism. He is satisfied with
“capacity."

Aurvagnitaptapathodhau candanasyandavasitalh.
éitopacéras&mrajyam bhejur malayanimnagah. [4:6]
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He says:

4.6cd
samrajya-, "rulership, empire"...

sitopacdarasamrajyam bhejur malayanimnagah “the rivers
of the Malaya [-mountain] acquired rulership in cooling
treatment (in the medical sense) [why?]: i.e. "they became
royally potent"”, may just be possible. Easier would be to read
samarthyam, “capacity": [they acquired capacity] for the
cooling treatment. Cp. 4.120d samarthya-, "capacity."
(p.61]

Many a time, we find it terribly distressing even to listen to the

unreasonable suggestions made by Misra. He wants to replace
samrajyam by samarthyam. The idea is not acceptable. We
throw away cintamapi and get a piece of pebble in return. Misra

forgets that he is not the poet. An "empire" and all the glory inherent
therein is million times better than just plain "capacity."
Murkho'pi sobhate tavat yavat kificin na bhagate! We don't

understand how samarthyam has the capacity to replace
samrajyam here!

We wonder whether Misra is serious when he makes such incongruous
suggestions. We firmly believe that many of his "emendations" are
"insult added to injury," or ksate ksaram. He proceeds with the
assumption that there are many "textual difficulties.” He tries to
solve them for the ignorant. He might have misled some but he cannot
mislead all especially those who are guru-kula-kligta, i.e. who
have done some real work in the field and are, therefore, better
equipped. This is all extremely tragic.

Bilhagpa himself had predicted such childish blabberings from
critics such as Misra:

Ananyasamanyagupatvam eva
bhavatyanarthaya mahakavinam.
Jndtup yad esam sulabhdh sabhidsu
na jalpam alpapratibhah ksamante. [1:23]

We can once again remind misra: Arasikesu kavitvanivedanam!

No one has the right to destroy a beautiful poem if he is unable to
understand the exquisite words of great poets like Bilhapa.
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Bh is another neo-expounder. We don't know how much did he
understand the poet. Here is an example:

Kakubhap bhartgbhaktanam pgcchantinam ngpasthitim.
Vidravantam ivabhantam atyantatvaritaih padaih. [4:40]

Bh interprets "kakubham prati dhavantam iva," running towards
the directions!
The messenger was coming towards Vikrama, i.e. the bank of Krishna.

"Sa tatkgapat parimlana-mukham sammukhapatinam."
says Bilhapa: 4:37.

The duta was running away from the direction of Kalyapa, the
Chalukya capital. He was not running toward the direction (dik). He

was running away from the north and going toward the south:

*Dadar$a rajadhanitah pradhanam ditam agatam."

(4:37].
The directions--disah-- (depicted to be female, beloved of the
King Ahavamalla) were anxious to get the news of Ahavamalla. The

messenger did not have the courage to tell them of the death of their
lord, their lover, Ahavamalla. So the messenger was running away from

them and not running toward them! Bh has supplied his own
avyaya--indeclinable particle "prati." "Kakubham disam
diso diganganah pratityarthah. [4:37]. From the 6th

vibhakti he has jumped back to the 2nd and then supplied his own
"prati.* He is kartum akartum anyathakartum samarthah. Is he

not? But in reality here the genetive (or the possesive) case is used
in avajAd or tiraskara or disregard. It may be fear as well.
"Kakubham vidravantam," running away from the directions, being
afraid of them, "diso'nadrtya q?cchantam.“ Bh forgets that

prati will demand dvitiya and not gasthi.

W.D. Whitney in his Sanskrit grammar (Cambridge, Mass, 1923, p.
100) says:

297 (d): A genitive, instead of an ablative, is sometimes
found used with a verb of... fearing.

He gives as an example a quotation from the Mahabharata:
bibhimas tava = we are afraid of thee.
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The messenger is coming toward Vikrama from the opposite direction.
A significant word of the poet is: sammukhapatinam! The distance
between the directions (disah) and the messenger is increasing. He
is not going toward the directions!

Let it be repeated: Here we have "Sasthl canadare.”" Pan.
2.3.38. This sutra gets anuvrtti from "Yasya ca bhavena
bhavalakgapam. " "Anadare gamyamdne sati yasya kriyaya kriyantaram
lakgyate tasmat gsasthisaptamyau stah." As an example, we have
"Rudati rudato va pravrajit. Rudantam putradikam anadrtya
sannyastavan iti bhavah."

Mammata gives an example of similar gagthi:
Gamaruhammi game vasami paaratthiim pa japami.

Naariagamp paipo haremi ja homi sa homi. [chaya]
Kavyaprakasa.

Misra presents an amusing situation in the following verse:

RupthikgtariSastrasya tasya vajropamakrgteh.
Bhiagyanam eva me dosad esa jatah pariksayah.

Pathantaram--
Madbhagyadogad evaiga jane jatah pariksayah. [4.83]
Discussing the above, Misra says:

4.83cd E
The MS. has two versions:

I. Bhagyanam eva me dosad ega jatah pariksayah.
II. Madbhdgyadogad evaiga jane jatah parikgayah..

In the second one the 5th syllable of c is long, which is
_against the metrical rules given for the sSloka. The first
one removes this blemish and must, therefore, be considered to
be a deliberate improvement (made by somebody1 [!'], who noticed
the poet's slip, [!] afterwards) Cp. blow [sic, i.e. below!]2
Chap.III on 16.2 [p.7].
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The MS does not have two versions! It seems Misra did not notice
the first occurrence of the expression "“pathantaram," in 1:102
Visirpakarpa and 1:103 Karpe visirne, where
Caritacandrika explains:

Pathantaram: Mahakavaya uktam evartham bhangy-
antarepa bahudha nirupayanti. Jainasampradaye tad eva
pathantaram ityucyata iti manyamahe. Atra pathantara-
padena tad eva boddhavyam na tu pathantararipo'rtho’
bhipretah. [p. 217]

With regard to the metre (5th syllable etc.), what Misra says is not
tenable. There are many anustup verses where the 5th syllable is
long. For example:

Aryap viparyastam api prabhavanti na badhitum.

In the anustup chapter of the Vrttaratnakara, one can
see numerous varieties where exceptions are found to the general rule
that the 5th syllable should always be a laghu. Hence the second
reading is not any deliberate improvement on the first.

And the question is: Which of the two is an "improvement" over the
other? According to Mr. Misra the second version is to be rejected. 1If
someone like Misra detected that Bilhapa had committed an error, his
revised version should succeed and not precede! In other words, the
correct version follows and does not precede. Truly speaking, many of
Misra's statements remind us of the following sadukti:

Bahu jagada purstat tasya matta kilaham.

Most of what Misra says is "jagada®” and not "“jagada." It is

really painful to see the extent of Misra's mastery of traditional
Sanskrit scholarship. It is not becoming of his family if it was what
he has publicized in his "dust jacket."

1 Like Mr. Misra indeed!

2 Yes, Misra knows quite well how to blow his own Sapkha.
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For Misra's enlightenment we are presenting below some "SPECIMENS"

of the cases where Bilhapa, i.e. Purdpa Bilhagna has
opinion of Misra!

Nivedayantam 4:39.3
Anarthavartta 4:41.1
Tvadankapalil . 4:47.3
Tarangahastair 4:63.3
Anyonyakanptha 4:93.1
Tejonidhinam 4:107.1
Aryam viparyastam 4:118.3
Krtalavalam 8:14.3
Manye tadiri 8:16.1
Nitamababimbam 8:17.1
Prakogthabandhe 8:58.1
Purapabapatyagaya 8:71.1
Saundaryapatre 8:76.1

erred

in

the

Here is a bright light which might help Misra to see things in their

proper perspective.

Uktam evartham bhangyantarepa pratipadayati kavih:

§idupdlavadhe tritiyah sargah:

Prasadhitasyasya Madhudvigo'bhud
anyaiva laksgmir iti yuktam etat.

Vapugyasege'khilalokakanta
sa'nanyakanta hyurasitara tu. 3:12

Kapatavistirpamanoramorah-
sthalasthitasdrilalanasya tasya.

Ananditdsegajand babhiva
sarvangasanginyaparaiva laksgmih. 3:13

The great commentator Mallinatha explains:

Prayepaikarthamapyanekapm $lokam uktivi$esa- labhal

likhanti kavayah. Yathaha Naigadhe--adaveva
‘Nipiya'~-(l:1) ityadi $lokadvayam; tatha ‘'Svakelile$a'’

" (1:23) ityadi &lokadvayamp ceti.

Thus my statement with regard to "Jainasampradaye" is not

correct.

It is a universal phenomenon, not confined to the Jain tradition.
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Misra turns out to be an historiographer all of a sudden. Let us
see his performance in this field.

Iti sa manas3d niscityartham Culukyasikhamagibh
§ravapasarapim bhindan bheriravepa viniryayau.
Api ca kupitah kgmabhgtsenagajesu nijegubhih
katisu vidadhe dhairyadhvampsam na sdhasalarnchanal.
(4:119]

Misra indulges in his characteristc jalpa:

4.119c

Biihler reads kupito kgmabhrt--which is, of course,
impossible. [Biihler does not read! It is the Printer's Devil,
Mr. Misra! And you are cheating the world!!] Ed. sec.,
followed by ed. ter., silently changes to kup.itab.l
Better sense results if we read kupita- instead of
kupitah and compouud [i.e. compound ] it with
ksmabhrt:

c api ca kupitaksmabhrtsenagajesu [sic] nijesubhih
d katisu vidadhe dhairyadhvamsam na sahasalarnchanah//

*and in how many elephants of the army of the enraged king
(that is Somadeva) did Vikramaditya not cause crumbling of
fortitude by his arrows?"

Misra then expounds, and compounds [i.e. mixes] -fancy and facts
together:

The expression "arrows" is strange as a battle with his
brother, at this point, certainly did not take place; cp. 5.5
and 6 (6). Perhaps we should amend nijergubhih: "by his
jealous ones (his male elephants that smell the king's elephants
in their stables start to trumpet, whereupon these get
afraid)"(7) Irsu for Irsyu is a common misspelling

(see Apte. s.v. Irsya, irsya. irsyu), Cp. also above
on 1.48b (laksa for lakgya).

1 We don't know why Misra always gives kartrtvam to Bh, who |is
merely a copy-cat!
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Note that Vikramaditya, though in distress about the bad
behaviour of his elder brother Somadeva, is himself not "enraged
* (kupita) [!] neither can he be designated, as yet, as
ksmabhrt (king): verses 116-117. Somadeva, of course is
"enraged”, because his younger brother leaves the town
spontaneously--and obviously, without giving due notice--with an
army: 5.3-5 (cp. in particular kvathammanah in 5.5, said
of Somadeva).1

Misra's footnotes:

6. Battles with other kings ensue only after
Vikramaditya has crossed the Tungabhadra (5.18),
the southern frontier of the Calukya kingdom.

7. As to the jealousy (irsya, asuya, amarsa,
roga) of the male elephants, cp. Ragh. 4.23
(asuya); Sis. 5.32-36, 42 etc. [p.8]

Misra's Unscholarly Behaviour

It is anything but an honest and true scholarship to criticize an
editor (or writer) on the basis of his text alone and not to consider
his "Corrigenda and Addenda," or "Errata," as integral parts of the
text. Truly it is said:

Gacchatab\skhalanam kvapi bhavatyeva pramadatah.
Hasanti durjanas tatra samadadhati sajjanah.

Honest and sincere scholarship demands that before we start studying
a book in a systematic manner, especially for a critical, scholarly
research, we must look for the "Errata" if there is one. It is our
moral obligation. Even if we don't take such a prudent step to begin
with, we must try to search for an "Errata" if we think that there might
be an error.

Once again Misra tries to disblay his scholarship! Even though
Bihler's text reads kupito, his "Corrigenda and Addenda" (line 14)

1 1t is difficult to accept Misra's arguments. He thinks that he knows
everything. Vikrama cannot be enraged! Somadeva, of course, is
enraged!! He is justified.
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tells his readers, who are equipped with an wunbiased mind, to "read
kupitah for kupito!"

It is painful to see that Misra has failed even to follow the most
rudimentary principles of literary criticism and editorial
responsibility. We wonder how he would be able to guide others! May
God bless his disciples! It will be only a case of andhena niyamana
yathandhah.

Here is one more evidence to support the conclusion that Misra did
not consult the "Corrigenda and Addenda" of B. His German gurus did not
teach him even this little thing.

On p. 29 of his magnum opus, Misra cites:

2.54cd
udafniciromancataya samantatah
sa S3ityasamparkam iva nyavedayat.

and adds a footnote (no. 7) Ed. pri. samam tatah.

Yet the "Corrigenda and Addenda"” of the same ed. pri. asks us to
read “"samantatah" for "samanm tatah," giving credit to Bhimacharya
for this correction! I would call it distortion of truth and
misrepresentation of facts! We get hurt to see the way Misra displays
his Sanskrit scholarship.

Even if Biihler had not corrected his text by means of his
"Corrigenda and Addenda"”, N would have read kupitah for kupito,
because the succeeding letter (conjunct consonant) "ks" of
"ksma" won't allow it to be read as "kupito." Misra sees
something unusual about this change. According to Misra, N should have
made a great fuss about it. True scholars don't waste their precious
time in such simple and obvious, grammatical or typographical errors
which are inconceivable by their very nature and are incompatible with
common sense. N was not paid on "per-page" basis. The total
remuneration (monetary compensation) he received from the Government
Sanskrit College (Banaras) for the entire work lasting more than five
years was only Rs. 200/-. He had to spend more than that amount in just
taking a trip to Jaisalmer, staying there for 18 days and hiring an
assistant. His real gain was the honor, prestige, and recognition. He
was the first student whose work was published in such a prestigious
series as the Princess of Wales Saraswati Bhavan Texts.
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Since N was not paid monetary compensation on the basis of the total
number of pages, and since he did not want to display his erudition, he
did not think it appropriate to waste his time in discussing such
obvious grammatical or printing errors.

"Nijersubhih" by itself cannot mean "irsyalugajaih"
unless Misra makes it mean that through his super power. The poet
makes a general statement. Vikrama's march signalled the defeat and
destruction of the courage and fortitude of all the enemies of the
Chalukya kingdom. “Ksmabhrt" here does not mean Some$vara
Bhuvanaikamalla, but "prati-nrpatayah" in general as explained by
Caritacandrika (p. 233, line 19). Probably Misra did not see it.

Everywhere we see Misra exercising and displaying his enormous power
of emendation whether it is needed or not. We don't say that Vikrama is
enraged with his elder brother; he is enraged with all his enemies.
The poet has already alluded to this idea in an earlier verse:

Maya nipidyamanas te nibidam Dravidadayah.
Aryam viparyastam api prabhavanti na badhitum. [4.118]

It is not proper even to imagine that as soon as Vikrama's elephants
departed from Kalyana, Some$vara's elephants got terrified! These
two groups of elephants did not dwell separately. They had been living
and fighting together (with their common enemies) for a long time--all
along. Therefore, to assume that "his male elephants that smell the
king's elephants in their stables start to trumpet, whereupon these get
afraid” is not justifiable. How truly it is said: "Little knowledge is
a dangerous thing!" .

We don't know who has designated Vikrama here as kgmabhrt
(king)! Vikrama decided to leave Kaly3pa, and left it. Even upto
the end of canto IV there is no actual fight between the two brothers.
The canto ends with the statement that without Vikrama the kingdom of
the Chalukyas became bare and sullen, lonely and deserted. In the
beginning of canto V, Bilhapa says that Vikrama took Simphadeva (the
younger brother) along with him. It is in the 5th stanza of this canto
V that the dispatch of the troops by Some$vara to capture Vikrama is
ment ioned. So it is not proper to bring the fight in before it really
took place.

* * *

With regard to
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Tam vidhaya katiciddinani sa
preyasighusrpapankilam nadim.

Colasammukham agahatahava-
praptidurlalitabahur agraham. [5:18]

Misra comments:

5.18cd
—-ahavapraptidurlalitabahu-, "whose arm was spoiled by
the obtaining of fight", seems not intelligible.l Read,
therefore, ahavapraptidurlalitabahu-, "whose arm was
spoiled by not obtaining fights", i.e. unruly because of not
getting fights, like a child that was fondled too much or kept
from exerting itself and hence gets restless. [p.9]

We do not agree at all! Ahava-prapti-durlalita-bdhuh does
not mean “whose arm was spoiled by the obtaining [!] of fight." Misra
tries to get what does not exist in the mula and then complains. He
assigns one specific meaning to the word in reference and then runs away
dissatisfied. The result is frustration. Or, does he act deliberately
in this manner so that he could suggest an emendation?

Specifically, Misra goes here by the literal meaning of the word
"spoiled" (= durlalita); rather he takes "spoiled" in one specific
sense of the term and overlooks all the other meanings that the term
conveys even in English. "Spoiled" here does not mean "ruined" or "laid
idle® and so made out of use, etc. The verb "spoil" here means to
"impair the disposition or character by over-indulgence or excessive
praise"; "to pamper excessively."

Let us see what Apte says: Durlalita = spoilt by fondling,
fondled too much, hard to please; (hence)...naughty...

The arms of Vikrama had become.used to getting into the battles to
such an extent and with such frequency that they were restless when they
were not engaged in the battles! Fighting had become their second
nature. They refused to keep quiet in the absence of battles. Just as a
pampered child, excessively attached to his, say, toys, always wants to

1 Because your antahkarapa is still ajnanandha and no guru
has as yet enlightened it, Mr. Misra!

Ajfianandhasya lokasya jfianafijanasalakaya
Cakgurunmilitap yena tasmai §rigurave namal.
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play with them, so was the case with Vikrama. He wanted to remain
fighting always--remain engaged in battles forever--constantly with no
respite at all. '

We wonder if Misra had read the following:

Udarasauryaikarasah ksamapatih

sa nirvinodah samarotsvam vina.
Samapitasegamadandhabhiupayor

asevakatvam bhujayor amanyata. [17:8]

Bh as an historiographer

Vik. is one of the most significant historical poems in Sanskrit
literature. Pt. Visvanatha S3astri Bhiradvaja attempts to show
off his competence in historical matters as well. The following verse
may be cited as an example to show the nature of his historical
knowledge:

Alupendram avadatavikramas

tyaktacapalam asavavardhayat.
Dipayatyavinayagradutika

kopam aprapatir eva tadgéam. [5:26]

Wherever and whenever N has présented an historical fact and has
authenticated it by documentary evidence, Bh has conveniently copied it
and has incorporated it beautifully into his writing without any
acknowledgment whatsoever. Where due to the insufficiency of the data
or lack of evidence N has not been able to ascertain the facts or make
full identification, Bh uses his exceptional skill and totally avoids
the problem. He does not move even one inch further! Vik. 5:26
names a king of Alupa [country?]. The name is not yet identified. Bh
says in an extra-ordinary fashion "Alupasya desavisesayendram
rajanam!" We don't know how the reader is helped. And how can we
be sure that it is a desa? It could very well be the name of a
people like the Madra-s, or Andhras, or a dynasty like Cola or Cera, or
Pagdya!

Here is another example that demonstrates how Bh fails in historical
interpretation. Bilhapa says:

Yasyotsarnge kulasarid asau Nilakapthaprasuta [18:9]
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Candrika stops with "Sivah" only with regard to
"Nilakaptha."” While "nabhah-sangi-ganga" was Nilakaptha
= Siva-prasutd, Vitasta (river) was not! Yet Bh says so. In
reality "Vitasta" originated from a mountain called Nilakaptha (and
not Siva)!

We are not sure if Bh's literary interpretation 1is always
acceptable. Let us see:

Vyapgtair aviratam $ilimukhaih
Keralakgitipavamacakgusam.
Pirvakalpitam asidvadars$ayad
gapdapalisu nivasam asSrupah. [5:27]

Silimukha. Bh knows that sSiliImukhd means "“arrow" as

well as "bee". See his comments on 5:72: “Silimukhd bapa
bhramaras ca. Alibapau Silimukhau ityamarah." Nevertheless he
did not apply the "bee" meaning in 5:27a. Candrika says:

*Silimukhaih bapaih bhramarais ca. Bh and Banerji-Gupta both

miss the point. They take only one meaning, i.e. arrows. They probably
forget that here sSilimukha means both "arrow" as well as "bee".

How the bees are attracted toward the face of a beautiful woman is well
depicted by Kalidasa in his immortal work Abhijnanasakuntalam.

(Act I):

Calapangam dgstim sprSasi bahu$so vepathumatim
rahasyakhyayiva svanasi mydu karpantikacaral.
Karap vyadhunvatyah pibasi ratisarvasvam adharam
vayap tattvanvesan madhukara hatas tvam khalu kgtl.

Our own poet Bilhapa too has vividly delineated this
bhramarabadha:
Kacit kgipantl madhupam vi$antam itas tatah papisaroruhepa.
Balye krtam kandukatadanesu $ramam mggakgi bahu manyate sma.
[10:61]

Kgipto mukhat gatcarapas tarugya vivesa hastambujakosam asyah.
Tasmad vidhito mukham ajagdma lajja kutah svarthaparayapanam.
(10:62]

Both Bh and B & G ought to have studied the entire carita before

they began the exposition of 5:27. Vik. 10:28 presents another
enchanting example of silimukha:
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Gunap dadhane madhunarpyamanam

mansvinam manasabhedadakse.
Silimukhaérepir upaiti sangam

puspe ca kandarpar$ardsane ca. [10:28]

Coming back to the main point: Arrows don't stay. They fly past or
pierce through. The black color of the bees becomes the means for the
imagination of the tears on the cheeks.

We have another verse depicting the same idea:

Pagau padmadhiya madhukakusumabhrantya tatha gapdayor
nilendivara$ankaya nayanayor bandhikabudhyadhare.
Liyante kabarigu bandhavajanavyamohajataspgha
durvara madhupah kiyanti sutanu sthanani raksigyasi.
Kasyapi
[In Suktimuktavali. Kusumapa[va?] cayadipaddhati. 65]

Here 1is one more verse where Bh presents an interpretation which we
find unacceptable:

Tvadbhiya giriguh3dsraye sthitah

sahasanka galitatrapa ngpah.
Jyaravapratiravepa tan api

tvaddhanuh samarasimni badhate. [5:40]

Bh points out that "giriguhdsu ye" is a variant reading. No
doubt, but if you remove the word "asraya", i.e. refuge, half of
the charm of the poem is lost! Bilhapa's poetic muse does not permit
us to adopt it.

Bh believes that he can interpret any word the way he wants. He is
a "Vidyavagisa!" He comments on:

Gahate'tra dhgtakarmuke tvayi
pritidanam api bhitidanatam.
Tena tasya mahatl vilaksata
yan na vetsi gupapakgapatitam. [5:58]

B had made "yatra" of "yanna" which was copied by R. N has
'yaﬁha“ because J has it. However, Bh takes the reading of B & R
and makes special efforts to interpret the verse, especially the last
quarter, in his own way. In other words, Bh rejects even J.! He
comments:
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Tena karanena yatra yasya Dravidarajasya visaye...
gupapaksapatitam vetsi janasi dharayasityarthah...
Yasya kgte tava gupapaksapatitvam vartate.

This 1is all wunnecessary. Bh tries to interpret yena kena
prakarepa which is not justified. The reading "yatra" 1is not
desirable. It cannot be taken to mean "Yam Dravidam prati tava

Vikramankasya gupapakgapatita". The duta does not brag
about the qualities of his master, who is, or at least wants to be,
humble. These gupas (qualities) belong to Vikrama.

The paksapata of Dravidaraja for Vikrama owes its origin to
the excellent qualities of the latter. The reading ought to be
“"yanna", i.e. "yad na" (yad =if). What the messenger tries to
tell Vikrama is this: If you (Vikrama) do not realize that he
(Dravidangpati) is fond of your qualities, and therefore wants to
give his daughter to you in marriage, then he will feel embarrassed
(mentally disturbed or disappointed). He would feel that he was
misunderstood, i.e. his offer was not taken in the spirit it was given.

We are reminded of Bharavi's one charming sadukti:

Vitasprhapam api muktibhajam
bhavanti bhavyesu hi paksapatah.

Astam tavat, Prakptam anusaramal.

Bh forces "yatra" to mean "yasya vigaye" and turns
"vetsi" to mean "dharayasi"! Here it is not Vikrama, let it be
repeated, who is "gupapaksapatin,” but it is the Cola King who is
“gupapaksapatin." The qualities belong to Vikrama and not to
Colaraja! Colaraja is offering his daughter in marriage to Vikrama,
because the former is influenced by the qualities of Vikrama. In fact,
Vikrama has invaded the territory of the Colas. We don't know how Bh
could force such an interpretation on us and create a situation which is
painful. We are reminded here of a passage in Through the looking
glass by Lewis Carroll:

"When I use a word," Humpty Dumpty said in rather a
scornful tone, "it means just what I choose it to
mean--neither more nor less."

*...The question is,"” said Alice, "whether you can
make words mean so many different things."”

- 100 -



"The question is," said Humpty Dumpty, "which is to be
the master—-that's all."l

Bh just wants to show his skill. If a reading is found correct and
true upto B, i.e., J, P, and B, N had adopted it because it is the
reading intended by the poet himself. Now R has distorted it in many
places because R did not know any better. The first word in line 4 is
"yanna." R makes it "yatra"” unnecessarily. We even don't know
whether it is a deliberate attempt or just a misprint! Bh adopts it and
then takes pains to justify it.

Banerjl and Gupta are satisfied merely with substituting words for
words--maksikasthane maksika. They agree to "yanna", and
explain it in the same way. Bh goes in his own way, but we are left
wondering to what extent did they comprehend the true meaning.

“Atra" here does not mean "in this capital of the Cola kingdom"
as Bh would like us to believe, but in the territory belonging to the
Colas. Vikrama did not advance upto the capital of the Colas.

Misra as an Historiographer
Misra presents a very lengthy discussion on the following verse:

Tatra dakgipatate krtasthitih
Runtalendur avalokya tadbalam.
Bahum 3dhavasahasradiksitam
vandate sma paricumbati sma ca. [5:78]

-

He expounds:

krtasthitih...In 5.56 the messenger of the Cola king
proposes [?] Vikramaditya to return (ni--vrt) (from the
Cola country he has invaded] and to take his stand in the
vicinity/proximity (updntavartmani)--obviously of the Cola
country. This vicinity/proximity is defined as
tungabhadraya mudrite, "sealed by the Tungabhadra."
Whether we understand sealed (mudrita) in the sense of
"marked" (cihnita) or "sealed off, closed" (cf. 11.19

1 London, Macmillan, 1895. p. 124.
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amudrita "unsealed; unrestrained"; Karpasu. 4.5,6 mudrita
“closed, sealed") the northern shore of the Tungabhadra, which
lies outside the Cola country, but in.its immediate vicinity
(upantavartmani), must be meant [?]! The peacetreaty [sic]

the Cola king proposes and which he wants to cement by offering
his daughter to Vikramaditya as a wife, can be concluded
only--it seems obvious--when Vikramaditya has left the country:
only on this condition the Cola king's "gift of friendship"
(that is the giving of his daughter in matrimony) cannot be
looked at as a "gift of fear" (verse 58). This is borne out by
the following description of the Cola king's army reaching the
Tungabhadra, putting up a camp alongside its shore (verse 76)
and enjoying bathing in the river (verse 77): this would be
impossible if King Vikramaditya had himself with his army
occupied the southern shore. Consequently the reading of all
the editions in verse 78 daksipatate krtasthitih
kuntalenduh ..." the moon of the Kuntalas having taken his
stand on the southern shore," cannot be correct. We have to
amend daksipatate krtasthiti and construe it with tad

balam. Thus we get:

a tatra dakgipatate krtasthiti
b kuntalendur avalokya tad balam/

*The moon of the Kuntals having seen [from the northern
shore] his (the Cola king's) army, that had taken its stand on
this southern shore..."

Afterwards messengers are sent (verse 80) of course across the
river. (pp.10-11] ([How do you know Mr. Misra?]

In brief, Misra suggests that the compound word krtasthitih be
turned into a napupsaka word and be made to qualify the army
(balam) of the Cola king! He is mistaken. J does not support him
at all! The J gloss has "san," ruling out any possibility of
treating it anyhing but a masculine-ending compound. Also in the
sentence  “tatra dakgipatate krtasthitih" the word
krtasthitih is so sandwiched in between that it is impossible to
take it out even if it were possible. Southern shore was not a part of
the Chola empire. Misra has not advanced even one convincing sound
argument to support his theory that could be accepted.
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Misra has full freedom to make his own guesses and to believe that
Vikrama was stationed on the north shore and the messengers were sent
across the river (p. 11).1

Misra is Abhinavabilhapa. He has the right to create his own
srsti.

Apare kavyasamsare kavir ekah prajapatil.
Yath3a'smai rocate visvam tathaiva parivartate.

Misra too can be creative, especially when he has reached such a
high position. Let us see what N says on p. 39 of his Upodghata:

Vikramadityasamrajyasima: Dakgipasyam
atungabhadraya uttarasyam Narmadam yavat tatsamrdjyam
vistgtam abhavat. Tungabhadra-Kgyspnasangamad uttarato

Godavari-Vardha sangamam yavat, tata§ <cagre etam
Vardhanadim yavat saralarekh3dyam akggtayam Calukya
[sam] rajya-pracyasimd nirdharyeta.

His empire extended from the Narbudda southwards to the
Tungabhadra; and from the junction of the latter with the
Krishna, if a line be drawn northwards more or less in a
straight line to where the Wardha meets the Godavari and
continued up this affluent, we shall have marked the eastern
boundary of the Chalukya Empire. (Ancient India. pp.
138-39]

Here we see Misra, playing the role of an historiographer for the
first time, discussing historical facts and trying to improve upon
all the editions, including Bilhapa himself.

In the beginning of Canto 5, we see Vikrama leaving Kalyapa [5:1].
He has a fight with the army dispatched by Someévara, his elder
brother. Vikrama achieves victory [5:8]. He advances towards
Tungabhadra, away from Kalyaga [5:10]. He reaches the river [5:10].

He plans an attack on the Colas (5:18]. He stays in Vanavasamapdala
for some time. He advances towards the kings [5:23] of Malaya country.
Jayake$in surrenders. Alupa king is augmented [5:26]. Kerala is
attacked [5:27]. The land of the Dravida king is shaken. And finally

1 Misra talks of the messengers only. Does he mean to say that both the
parties were stationed on respective two different shores and the entire
marriage ceremony was performed! We cannot believe so.
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the messenger from the Dravida king comes to the court of Vikramaditya
(5:29]. See pages 25 and 26 of the Upodghata of Nagar.] N also
contains a map delineating the contemporary boundary between the two
empires of the Cholas and the Chalukyas. A map from Krishnaswami
Aiyangar's Ancient India appears as an appendix at the end of this
book.

Misra wants us to believe that the River Tunigabhadra itself was
the dividing line between the two empires. If so, he 1is far removed
from the reality. Vikrama had entered right into the territories of the
Colas. He was asked to retreat back toward the river. Both armies met
on the South Bank itself. Vikrama did not cross the river. He did not
go across to the North Bank.

Misra is very quick in suggesting emendations. He creates an aura
of his great learning and tries to show that he knows not only Sanskrit
but also other European languages. But he forgets his own rules and
requlations. He makes improper suggestions even overlooking the demands
of Sanskrit prosody. We don't know what a havoc he would have wrought
on the Vikramankadevacarita had it been a prose work! He asks us
to remove the visarga of "“krtasthitih" [5:78.1], make it a
neutral (napupsaka) compound and force it to qualify "tad
balam;" the army of the Chola king. He forgets that the metre here is
Rathoddhata, which demands ra-na-ra-la-ga, that is the carapa must
end in guru. Not that Misra is totally unaware of the needs of the
specific metrical composition. See his comments on 16.9, p. 61, at the
bottom, and p. 62.

Misra may advance a counter-argument and say: The rule va
paddante tvasau g vakrah (= a syllable is counted as guru at the
end of a pada despite its laghutva for metrical purposes).
Therefore, no harm is done to the metre even when krtasthitih is
changed into krtasthiti. But that is a rule which may be restored
to if a mahakavi has already compoéed that way and not to cater to the
whims and caprices of every Tom, Dick and Harry.

We find it difficult to leave this topic. Delivering his learned
discourse on krtasthitih (5:78a), as presented above, Misra has
pronounced his judgment and said: "This would be impossible if king
Vikramaditya had himself with his army occupied the southern shore."
He puts a severe limit on the length of the shore of Tungabhadra! It
was not a pond. It was a mighty river, Daksipapatha-jahnavi.

Its shore stretched for miles and miles, 400 miles to be exact.l Did Mr.
Misra read Bilhapa's ukti in verse:
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Sindhutiranilayanurodhatas

tat tatha balam avapa dirghatam.
Antaraksapitaratribhir janailh

prapyate sma nrpamandirap yatha. [5:76]

Everyone wanted to camp quite close to the river bank. Consequently
the stretch of the army got so lengthened that people had to travel many
nights to cover the distance between their respective camps and the
royal camp--before they could reach the Royal mandiram.

Another unreasonable suggestion of Misra is about:

Raqarabhasavilisakautukena'

sthitim atha bibhrad asau yasovatamsam.
Vidhihatakaduragrahad akagde

gatam asrpod Dravidendram Indradhamni. [6:7]

Misra says:

Interpret raparabhasavilasakautukena not as instr., "by

the curiosity for the sport of battle fury", but as loc.
kautuke, "in the curiosity...", and following negative
particle na, see above remark on 3:60d. [p.5 & 11]

Misra's suggestion to read kautuke and separate na (p. 5) is
incongruous because no true warrior can ever lose interest in the

battles. We have already discussed

Ud3araSauryaikarasah ksamapatih
sa nirvinodah saparotsavam vina.

and

Colasampmukhamagahatahava-
praptidurlalitabahuragraham.

Misra's interpretation [on p. 5] is:

1 The reader is invited to have a look at the map appearing at the end
of this book. Daksipa tata does not necessarily mean South bank.

It can mean only the right bank as opposed to the 1left bank,
determined on the basis of how the river flows!
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*not exhibiting continuance in (= continuous attachment to)
the glory-wreathed (= glory-rewarded) curiosity (= desire) for
the sport of battle fury".

The above interpretation goes against the very grain of
virarasa and cannot be even entertained as a sound suggestion.

The following may be interpolated as a special note. The author is
indebted to Pt. Nagaraja Rao for this contribution.

Misra also violates the basic rules of Sanskrit grammar.l If
Bilhapa wanted to say what Misra makes him do, he would have to say
"abibhrat," because the "nan" freely used, goes only with the
verb. Obviously, Misra's suggestion betrays his total ignorance of the
grammatical rules of Negation (nisedha). He does not know the
difference between paryudasa and prasajyapratigsedha. If the
meaning suggested by Misra was desired by the poet, he would resort to
paryuddsa, where samasa of narn and bibhrat is
compulsory:

Pradhanyap syad vidher yatra pratisedhe'pradhanata.
Paryudasah sa vijfieyo yatrottarapadena naii.

Since such samasa has not been used, if we allow Misra to have
his way and split kautuke na, then it would be a case of prasajya
pratigsedha where the free nan gets invariably connected with the
finite verb:

Apradhanyap vidher yatra pratigedhe pradhanata.
Prasajyapratigedho'sau kriyaya saha yatra naii.
(Vyaktiviveka, II Vimarsal]
Therefore, if we accept Misra's suggestion, we will have to construe

Kautuke na asrpot, which will mean that the king did not
~ hear...etc. So, Misra's suggestion cannot be accepted.

Plagiarism can be quite subtle. For instance:

Narapatitanayah kayapi kopa-

1 fThe author is indebted to Shri Nagaraja Rao of Mysore for this
grammatical discussion.
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sphuritaradacchadalekhayaluloke.
Prakatitapatupancabagalila-
kalakilakificitam Iksapancalena. [6:19]

Bh recommends that this verse should come earlier. I agree. The
poet has already ended an episode--viewing of Vikrama by the damsels of
Kanci. Then why to bring a related (or identical) idea once again?

Misra appropriates the above idea from Bh idea as his own without
any acknowledgement. This is called anyayapurpam
atmasatkarapam. Here are Misra's words [p. 1l1]:

Verse 19 describes--like the preceding verses 12-17--the
behavior of one particular girl at the sight of the king, while
verse 18 gives a comprehensive finishing statement:
iti...abhavad...vildsah...! "thus was the  playful
behaviour [of the beautiful women of the town]..."” The order of
the verses 18 and 19 should, therefore, be inverted.

Honesty, sincerity, and truthfulness demanded that the credit ought
to have been given to Bh in this case. But Misra wants to take all the
credit for himself! He condemns Bh freely wherever the latter has
erred, but he does not commend him where he (Bh) has improved! This is
not a characteristic of an "investigator." But Misra had his own
reason. If he had ascribed this improvement to Bh, then he would not
have been able to get the degree.

Misra continues:

6.19a
dluloke "was looked at" in 19a is peculiar as it cannot
be derived from alokaya-, "to look at", of which the perf.
pass. would be alokayap cakre, but must be taught [or
thought?] to belong to & - lok (Dhatup. 1.76 lokr
darsane): alokate, not met with outside grammatical works
and possibly a grammatical fiction.

1 Misra  knows that vildsa can be used as a substantive (noun) and

that it means playful behavior. Still he forgets this fact while
discussing Tavangavallikusumair and makes vilasaih as

vikalaih (an adjective)--one more illogical attempt 1like so many
others on the part of Misra!
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N has no padaccheda between ya and lu. However,
Candrika says: luloke drstah, which is wrong. It should be
dluloke. J has a clear sign, [ss i.e. avagrahal visible even
today, directing us to read aluloke. Although Bh does not have in
the text the sign of dirgha, i.e. avagraha "ss", yet in the
commentary he puts aluloke samdrstah. He does not criticize N
for 'luloke'! How to criticize such an ancient great scholar
antedating 1286 A.D.! Misra also has overlooked the error of N. Or,
was he reticent for a change!

Misra wants to change Bilhapa's words to accommodate Bh's views!
Let us study:

Raticid api dinani tatra nitva

parisarabhimisu bhiuribhir vilasail.
Carapatalanivigtadugtavargah

puram avalokayati sma Gangakupdam. [6:21]

Misra presents his outstanding stand:

nivigta - does not mean dalita-, "torn asunder",
as it is glossed in ed. ter. What is expected in this
context carapatalanivigtadustavargah, "by whom the
crowd of the evil ones was... by the soles of his feet", would
be nipigta-, "crushed." The sounds [?] p and v
appear to be easily confounded by Jain writers, cp. ed. sec.
Prastavana, p. 3. [p. 12] [Are they copying a written text
or writing what is being heard?]

Misra may recall:
Yadr$am pustakap drgtam tadySap likhitam maya.

Just because Bh translated "nivista" as dalita it does not
mean that we must discard this word and change Bilhapa's thought into
what we want him to tell us. We have to try to understand what he tells
us. We are merely srotarah and not racayitdarah. Nivigta
means "lying, or resting, or sticking, or staying in (loc. or comp.)"
Monier-Williams. Misra is always ready to destroy first what is already
there and then reconstruct his own. He does not want to interpret the
poet's words. He wants to put his own words into the poet's mouth.
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Misra recommends that nivista be changed to nipista =
*crushed!" If we merely want to say "crushed by the feet", we don't have

to bring in “"tala", sole or bottom. Carapanipista would
easily express the desired meaning. So "tala" would become
redundant. "Tala® serves us better if we have to say 'under the

feet.' Also the word "nipista" is not in the usage of the poets.
"Nigpista" is the current (pracalita) and hence the correct
form. On this ground too Misra's recommendation is to be rejected.

Once again Misra tries to be an historiographer. Here 1is his
discussion on:

Atha katisucid eva daivayogat
parigalitesu dinegu Colasunoj.

Sriyam aharata Rajigabhidhanah
prakgtivirodhahatasya Venginathah. [6:26]

Misra shows his prakrti:

6.26d4

The expression prakrtivirodhahata- might mean according
to Bihler (Introd., p. 35 and note 3) either: "slain in
consequence of a disagreement (virodha) with his subjects
(prakrti)® or "killed (by Rajiga) in consequence of an
inveterate enmity"; There 1is a third possibility, however:
yasovirodhin- in 6.62 means "what is in conflict with a
good name®”, i.e. "disgraceful", dharmavirodhin- in 6.65
means "what is in conflict with sacred tradition", 1i.e.
"impious.” Hence prakrtivirodhin- in 6.27 would mean "who
is in conflict with nature", i.e. "unnatural.® This fits well
as a qualification of Somadeva, who indulges in an unnatural
hatred towards his brother.l

In 6.26 we should have to understand: [What a beautiful
English! It is pardonable to borrow Misra's phraseology since
he was breathing German air] "slain by conflict with nature",

1 We don't know how Somadeva's hatred toward Vikrama could be called
*unnatural.®” Our response to Misra would be —--mukham astiti
vaktavyam. Does Misra want to tell us that Adhirajarajendra was

' killed by Somadeva? We cannot even dream that Misra would turn out to
be so senseless! We simply fail to understand him.
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which does not seem to make sense. I propose to read instead of
prakrtivirodha-hatasya rather: prakrtivirodhihatasya

"who was slain by an wunnatural one," that is a relative who
thereby acted towards him in an unnatural way. [an absurd
idea!] It may be noted that also historically a palace intrigue
led by a relative of the king is rather more 1likely than a
rebellion of the subjects. This latter point may be the reason
that the Eng. rend. interprets: "distressed by the revolt of his
subjects." But hata- obviously is not "distressed", rather
only "slain, killed."!l [p. 12] [Misra does not know who Rajiga
was. He ought to have studied pages 27-29 of my
Upodghata].

It is not necessary to make "virodhi" of "virodha." As
Caritacandrika explains: Prakrtivirodho naisargikavairam tena
hatasya. We can interpret it only in the sense that Rajiga was an
inveterate enemy-- "yesam ca virodhah  sasvatikah,"
"ahinakulam,® or "kakolukiyam." We can disregard the other
meaning, the rebellion of the subjects, because that will be a weak
point as far as Vikrama's action is concerned. It will go against our
own néyaka.2 Rajiga suspected, rather apprehended, interference
once again by Vikrama. So he aroused his brother Someévara. The poet
calls Rajiga as galitanayasya. [6:38]

"Prakrtivirodhahatasya": Bihler thinks that this means that
the brother-in-law (Colasunu) of Vikrama3 was killed by the rebellion
of the people, the subjects. But the poet uses the same expression at
the end of the following verse prakrtivirodhinam asya Somadevam
(6.27). Here and earlier, in both the places, "prakrtivirodha"
means only the natural enmity like ahinakulam or kakolukiyam,
as stated earlier. We cannot interpret "prakrti" as the subjects
(prajah) or the people; nor the rebellion or uprising of the

people. Also we have to note the following: Rajiga killed
Adhirajarajendra on account of his natural or inborn enmity. Here the
expression *prakrtivirodhahatasya" is set in between

1 How about expressions like ha hato'smi mandabhagyah and Vayam
tattvanvesan madhukara hatas tvam khalu krti!

2 yat syad anucitam vastu nayakasya. rasasya va. Viruddham tat
parityajyam anyathad va prakalpayet.

3 Biihler does not identify Colasiinu, but he was Adhirajarajendra.
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"Rajigabhidhanah" and "Venginathah." So according to
Dehali-dipakdanyaya, the death was caused by Rajiga, who was
Vennginatha. We do not believe that the people of the Cola kingdom
first revolted, then killed Adhirajarajendra and then invited Rajiga
to occupy the throne.

Bh renders the expression "prakrtivirodhahatasya" in a way that
leaves everything vague.

Prakptinam prajanam prakrteh svabhavasya va virodhena
pratikilyena vairepa va hatasya maritasya.

We don't believe that Adhirajarajendra was killed by his own
subjects. Unless all the subjects wanted Rajendracola to be the ruler,
they would not have killed their own king. In any case, the allies of
Adhirajarajendra must have been very weak. He did not have enough
support. However, Banerji and Gupta attempt to translate the passage
thus:

Then after the lapse of a few days, as Fate would have it,
the 1lord of Vengi, named Rajiga, carried away the goddess of
royalty of the prince of Cola who was distressed (!] by the
revolt of the subjects.

We are left wondering if the translators really understood the poet!

Also the word "punah" may have some significance. When
Virarajendra died, Rajiga had a chance to capture the throne.
Vikrama intervened and placed his brother-in-law Adhiréjaréjendra'on
the throne. On the departure of Vikrama Rajiga killed
Adhirajarajendra and usurped the throne. He was afraid Vikrama might
thwart his plans once again. So he entered into alliance with
Somadeva.

Bilhapa says: Anucitam amuna....[6:38]

Criticizing the poet, Biihler remarks: "Bilhapa, in uttering this
statement, forgets that his hero had formed a matrimonial alliance with
the same Chola race."

We believe this is an unjust criticism. There is nothing wrong in
entering into an alliance with the enemy. "War" is not the only way to
deal with the enemy. Sandhir na vigraho yanam...Sandhi, alliance,
is the first of the six gupas of diplomacy or statecraft
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(sadgunyo mantrah). Biihler himself forgets that it 1is one

thing to accept the daughter of an enemy (king) to cement the bond of
friendship, and it is something else to enter into an alliance with an
inveterate enemy to subdue one's own younger brother. In offering his
daughter in marriage, the Chola king Virarajendra had virtually
surrendered.

Let us hear what the poet himself says:
1. Sandhibandham avalokya niécalam... [5:62]

2. Rajyam uddhgtam anarthaparnkatah
kanyakavitaragdd amanyata. [5:79]

This was one of the wisest strokes of diplomacy on the part of
Vikrama to develop friendship with the most powerful enemy of the
Calukyas. War and peace both are to be practiced by a ruler. We have
already seen how so many rival kings gave their daughters in marriage to
Vikrama. That was certainly a prudent way to extend his sway over his
political enemies.

Bilhapa says:

Kanyapradanacchalatah ksitisah
sarvasvadanam bahavo'sya cakrul.

The king who gives his daughter to an enemy in marriage is certainly
not the absolute victor in the deal. Vikrama himself did not want to
fight with his brother at all. Otherwise, he would not have 1left the
kingdom, the capital city of Kalyapa. He had already declared:

Tyagam eva praSamsanti guror utpathagaminah. [4:117]

Maya nipidyamanas te nibidém Dravidadayah.
Aryam viparyastam api prabhavanti na badhitum. [4:118]

The question is what would have happened to the entire Calukya
kingdom if Vikramaditya had not been strong enough and was not able to
defend his ancestral territory from the onslaught of two enemies,
hitting him hard in the front as well as the back? If Rajiga had come
out absolutely victorious from this war, the Calukya kingdom would have
been completely wiped off then and there and forever!
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We are reminded of the story of a frog named Gangadatta who invited
his enemy (a vicious cobra) in his home (well) to take revenge from his
own dayadas. The story ends with:

Bubhukgitah kim na karoti papam
kgipa nara nigkarupa bhavanti.
Akhyahi bhadre priyadar$anasya
na Gangadattah punar eti kipam.

Let it be stressed once again that Vikrama entered into alliance
with an enemy for peace, while Some$Svara entered into an alliance with
the enemy for war, and that too with his own younger brother! It is
unfortunate that Biihler did not see any difference in these two types
of alliances. He simply overlooked the art of diplomacy. Na hi
sarvah sarvam janati.

Misra's Misdirections

Misra displays his critical judgement once again on pages 12-13 of
Chapter I, with regard to the word druti in Asitavilasitena
(6:51). This is how he accomplishes this camatkara:

6.51c
Instead of Biihler's! (ed. pri.) navendranila-
the Mss.? (!] and subsequent edd. have navendranila-

¢ gaganagiritati navendranila-
d drutisatanirjharadharipiva reje //

"the top of the mountain of the sky (lit. which
is the sky) shone like bearing a hundred cascades
of fresh meltings of (blue) sapphires (= of just
molten sapphires)".

While druti-, "melting, molten substance,"” here fits well as
qualification of nirjhara-, "cascades", it should be changed
into dyuti-. [?] in 1ll.4la ketakadrutinibham mahah...

1 rthis is a very strange type of construction. Why so much prominence
is given to Biihler? We don't know. The MS. comes first. All other
editions come thereafter. Biihler is in-between.

2 we wonder if Misra knows the difference between "MS." and "MSS." Here
we have only one MS.

- 113 -



indoh, "the splendour (mahah)-of the moon that...was
like the shine (dyuti) of a [!]l (white) Ketaka flower."
Cp. 11.87:

a Nik$ipya..ceeceee.. o is7ie 1a 1 {8 Pecies 1 1 91 Wl 8% e 0 e e
b dtmadyatim dadhati papduratam pradipah /

*having thrown down their own lustre (dyuti) the
lamps are taking on whiteness (becoming pale). [p.12-13]

The very first question that comes to our mind is this: If a
reading "fits well," why should it be changed at all? Misra has not
given any reason except citing another verse.

There is something wrong (in Misra's text) in the above paragraph,
beginning with "While" and ending in "flower" (6 lines). At least it is
not clear to us. We fail to find any connection between the group of
words ending with the first dyuti (line three of the paragraph)
and another group of words beginning with "in 1l1l.4la" and ending with
"flower"”! What does Misra want us to do here? What is his vidheya?

Misra cites ketakadrutinibham [ll:4l1a] in support of his change.
The complete verse is

Ketakadrutinibham bhuvanantas
tanmahah prakrtisitalam indoh.
Kasya no vapugi candanalepah
kantita$ ca gupatas ca babhiva. [11.41]

This change is dictated on page 17. The above text (in the quoted
para) (...ketakadrutinibham...) contains the word druti even as
quoted by him! However, in translating it he says: like the shine
(dyuti)! Did he read druti as dyuti, or changed it in the
course of translating? The questiofi of questions still remains--Why?

Misra asks us to compare 11:87. It contains dyuti. We fail to
understand how this. dyuti in 11:87 will help him to change
druti into dyuti in navendraniladruti (6.51) and
ketakadruti (11.41). The whole discussion is not clear to us at
all. 1In our opinion this citation (of Nikgipya) is irrelevant,

1 It seems Misra has only one flower! We cannot make a paste for the
entire world with one flower! Time and again we find it difficult
to understand Misra.
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because we need the word dyuti there, as it means the "rays" there,
rather than the "lustre" only. The fact is that indranila and
ketaka themselves are turned into drava or druti. They are

to be liquefied! The lamps are not! It is a kavindrokti and only
a sahrdaya can understand it.

And, by the way, Misra translates the word niksipya in 11:87 as
"having thrown down." He runs away with the very first meaning he
gets in the dictionary! He does not have the patience to go up to the
end and consider all the available meanings. Apte gives the
following meanings for this word niksip: "To throw or cast down,
put or place down; To entrust, commit, consign to the care of; To
deposit, place as deposit; To give or hand over, grant, bestow (on)."

Misra did not realize that the dyuti was too precious to be
"thrown down.," It was entrusted to the care of gapdaphalaka!

We hope Misra had read Kilidi3sa:
Dinante nihitam tejah savitreva hutasanah.

Astam tdvat, prakrtam anusarimah. Let us resume our main
theme. Once again we find Mr. Misra engaged in avyaparesu
vyaparam. Druti 'is not the qualification (quality) of
nirjhara (as Misra wants us to believe); it is the substance itself
that constitutes the nirjhara! To put it differently, the lustre of
indranila does not  constitute the cascade; it is the liquefied
indranila itself that is showering!

Moreover, if we accept the reading as ketakadyutinibhapm
mahah, of the two words dyuti and nibham one becomes
redundant. "Ketakadyuti® itself will give the whole meaning by
virtue of the upamita-samasa (ketakasya dyutir iva dyutir yasya
-tat). Similarly ketakanibham will give all the desired meaning
(ketakasya nibha kantir iva nibha yasya.) So, by suggesting a
baseless reading, Misra is not only spoiling the beautiful idea of
Bilhaga, but also making him commit a blunder of paunaruktya
(tautology).

To change ketakadruti into ketakadyuti will be a murder of
the poetic genius of Bilhaga. The rays of the moon are cool by their

very nature. They are like liquefied ketaka flowers. Such rays
become the ointment (paste) of sandlewood for the body of everyone by
virtue of their lustre as well as the soothing quality. To say
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ketakadyutinibham will be an utter nonsense. How? Why? A
bhavuka kavi alone can understand. One has to go and ask some real
guru who knows. Upadeksyanti te jAdnam  jnaninas
tattva-darsinah. Samskgta is divine.

Sapskgtam nama daivl vag anvakhyata mahargibhil.
We are reminded of the following Sadukti:

Ajfidnadhasya lokasya jfiananjanasalakaya.
Caksur unmilitap yena tasmai [$rI gurave] namal.

An infant takes every woman to be its mama. Misra would remove
all the druti from Vik. We don't know what he did with
krtadravais candrakarair ivaplutah [2:79], and
dravitasphatikasaila. [11:38]1

Commenting on 12:45a (p. 18) Misra uses the word "preposterous" to
characterize Bilhapa's kavita-vicchitti. To us Misra's attempts
seem to be more than preposterous!

Misra expects us to accept his Ketakadyutinibham mahah! Poor
critic! He did not realize that it would be the total negation of
sahrdayatvam. Dyuti will cover only kanti and not the
gupa as well. Bilhapa says: kantitasca gupatasca

1 Mr. Misra may know:

Savasandnam sabhyanam rasasyasvadanam bhavet.
Nirvasanas tu rangantah kagthakudyasmasannibhah.

Misra is advised to read the following:

Drivitaspha;ikaéailavi;aﬁka;
spharanirjharaparamparayeva.

Pirita $asiruca bhuvanasrir
manapankam anudat pramadanam. [11:38]

and
Jalasaya yatra hasanti santatanp:’
navendraniladravanirmalodarah (kah?]

Saratsamutsiritameghakardamam
Kalindakanyahradamecakap nabhah. (2:6]
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babhiiva. Maybe Misra did not wunderstand the poet. If he is
satisfied, well fine. Let him remain satisfied. But the true lovers of
Bilhaga's wvyutpatti and vicchitti will never agree. They will

remind Misra once again of Bilhapa's own sadukti:

Kupthatvam ayati gupah kavinam
sdhityavidyasramavarjitesu.

and
Kurvantu $Sesah Sukavakyapatham.
And here is our favorite poet Murari:

Daivim vacam upasate hi bahavah sdrap tu sarasvatam
janite nitaram asau gurukulaklisto Murarih kavil.
Abdhir langhita eva vanarabhatail kintvasya gambhiratam
apatalanimagnapivaravapur janati manthacalal.
[stress added]
Also we have

§11a-vijja-Marula-Morikadyah

kdvyam kartump santi $aktah striyo'pi.
Tattvap vettum vadino nirvijetum

visvam vaktum yah pravipah sa vandyal.

Why This Book?

Misra really needs some real guru who could open his eyes and show
him the correct path. Otherwise there will be constant chaos. The
*dust-jacket" of his book tells us: "The author, who has taken only
specimens of these problems and discussed them in the present work, is
keeping himself busy in giving wide treatment to these in his critical

"edition of the Vikramannkadevacarita in [the] near future." If the

whole work is going to be like the "specimens" we see here, we simply
shudder at the thought of the amount of unworthy writing that would be
scattered all over the Sanskrit world in India and abroad. It will be a
disaster as far as the Sanskrit scholarship is concerned. It will be a
disservice to the cause of Sanskrit studies in general and to Mahakavi
Bilhapa in particular. Let us save the world from this calamity. Let
us persuade Misra to acquire the basic knowledge of literary criticism,
‘before he wields his pen on a great poet like Bilhapa. This has been
an objective of our undertaking this study of Misra.
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Another "emendation" suggested by Misra relates to:

Bahubhir abhihitail kim adbhutair va
bhayajananap Bhuvanaikamallasainyam.
Raparasacalitam vilokya kegam
alabhata cetasi nantaram vikalpah. [6:53]

Misra says:

6.53c
For raparasacalitam, "moved towards [why not "by" or
"for?"] the taste of battle", substitute raparasavalitam,
*addicted to the taste of battle" [!] valita- from the root
val in the sense of "to turn to, to be drawn to, to be
attached to" (Apte, s.v. 3). Ca and Va in the MS. is [!]
difficult to distinquish (cp. Biihler, Introd. p. 45). [p. 13)1

Misra recommends that we discard calitam and adopt valitam.
We cannot agree. The trouble with Misra is that he interprets
Bilhapa's words arbitararily and unreasonably--the way he wants. He
breaks the whole glass, as it were. And then like a child he wants to
put it together. He translates raparasacalitam as "moved towards
the taste of battle." The question is why to construe that way?
"Rape yah rasah utsdhah (see Candrika) tena tasmad va
hetoh calitam, moved forward because of, on account of, in order to
fulfill, the intense desire to get engaged in the battle." That is the
meaning.

Bh translates correctly: ‘“"rapasya yuddhasya rasenotsahena
calitam samapatantam."

However, Misra has taken a correct stand regarding:

Dviradapatir amugya $atrusend
bhatamukhapadmavimardakelikalal.

Jhatiti rapasara$ cakara lakgmi-
karadhgytavibhramapupdrikasesam. [6:88]

1 Misra talks as if he has seen the J MS.!
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Misra states:

6.88bd
Biihler (ed.pri.) reads 1in b kelikarah (against
kelikalah of second and third editions, which do not
mention his reading), and -pupdarikakosam in d- against
pupdarikasesam (second and third edd., which in this
case mention Biihler's reading) [!] kelikarah in b is
certainly preferable.l

a. dviradapatir amugya satrusena-
b. bhatamukhapadmavimardakelikarah /

"His (Vikramaditya's) leading elephant making

(-kara, i.e. playing) the play of crushing the lotus
_flowers that were the faces of the soldiers of the enemy
army",

is an allusion to the well known sportive nature of elephants—2
a famous example: Megh. 1.2 vaprakrigda-
paripatagaja-, more suitable than: "His...elephant, the god

of death in (for) the play/game of crushing..."

Seeing that Biihler's reading is not even mentioned (8), we may
even consider the -kalah of the second ed., taken over by

the third ed., to be due to a slip of pen.

- Segam in d (against Biihler's kosam) seems to have
the support of the MSS.3 and alone makes good sense:

c ....rapasaras cakara laksmi (-]/

d karadhrtavibhramapundarikasesam//

1 Misra's punctuation marks are baffling.

2 Misra displays here his. knowledge of the elephants! What about his
statement asserting "that elephants are not known to enjoy music."

supra, 82.°

3 Misra always writes "MSS." Does he really know the difference between

.HMSH

and "MSS." or he deliberately uses the plural? We are generally

concerned here only with "J", i.e. only one MS.
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"..he (the elephant) turned the pool that was

the battle, into one in which there was left only
the lotus held by the hand of Laksmil (the

goddess of Fortune)."

...pupndarikakosam. "he turned the battle-pool into one
in which the lotus calix was held by the hand of Laksmi,"
would not express the idea, necessary in this context, that this
was the only lotus left. [pp.13-14]

Misra's Footnote

., 8. Cp. also 1.115... yasahpatollunthanakelikarah,
*indulging in the sport of robbing the dress that is (white)
fame"; 16.52 tuhinagiritatikelikarah samirah, "the
winds indulging in sports on the slopes of the snow mountain."

This is the first instance (6:86) where Misra has improved the
reading of N by pointing its deviation from B, without the support of J,
and then concluding that it was a slip of pen on the part of N. This
improvement is owed to M. This is called ghupaksara-nyaya.

N inherits "kalah" from R! Of course, this is an error on
the part of N, but can be explained not only by the fact that the press
copy for N was the R itself, but also "kalah" was much more
charming and yielded alliteration. N was caught in the trap unawares!
This 1is a case of a lie that seemingly appears like the truth! We have
named it Satyayamanam asatyam. This shows how one is easily misled
by a lie which does not seem to be a 1lie. Even though the specific
reading is not genuine, one cannot suspect its being corrupt, because it
makes a good sense by itself.

We would like to know from Misra where does the third edition
mention the reading of B? ”Kélikélaﬁ" of N is certainly an error,
realized today, on Oct. 25, 1977! J has "kelikarah" and so
naturally, or as is expected, B should have the same. It has.

Misra too can talk some sense. Everything has a first. This is
Misra's first sensible talk! The above discussion merely proves the

truth of our age-old saying: To err is human! Or,

"Gacchatah skhalanam kvapi bhavatyeva pramadatalh."
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No man is infallible. After I had written the above, I saw once again
the unworthy ed. of R [for which Bh had said:... sati
ravikaranikarapravese kuto'ndhakarasya sambhavah! It has
kelikdlah, i.e. its own creation! It does not reproduce what B

has. So N got himself caught in the trap laid by R! This is called
Svayap nastah paran nasayati.

Sesam comes from J. "Kosam" is the creation of Biihler's
fertile brain. We don't know how Misra got the evidence that
"Sesam" seems to have the support of the MSS. [p. 14]. He did not
consult any MS of Vik. His "seems" denotes his supposition, because

N goes back to J. However, M is not explicit on this point. He is
equivocal.

It is useless to talk about Bh because he is only a copyist.

We have yet another recommendation from a controversial critic for
emendation in:

Iti bhramatsaurabhamampsalena
nimilitanam malayanilena.
Abhic ciram bhumigghasthitanamg
pralapamala priyakanksipinam.
[7:14 Kulakam]

Here is another display of Misra's profound knowledge. He says:.

nimilita-, "having been closed", does not make sense
here. What is required, (!] is a participle meaning "tormented"
(=vyathita, glossed in ed. ter.). Hence read
nipidita- >nipilita- >nipilita. [p. 14]

Once again we are reminded by our ancestor-qurus--jivat kaver
dsay na varpaniyah = Don't try to interpret the poet who is still
alive. We hesitate to put our words into Misra's mouth. However, we
have no choice.

Probably what Misra wants us to learn here is: nipidita is
derived from nipilita, which in turn is derived from
nipilita. If so we can bow down our head not in reverence but in
shame and say: mugdha-mataye namah. The original word of Bilhapa
is nimilita. We fail to understand how 'm' gets turned into "p"! A
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reader of these lines is bound to reach one of the two conclusions:
Either this writer (N) is a dumb fool or Misra is not honest and
reliable.

Misra shows here his superb knowledge of "philological linguistics."
We fail to understand what is the connection between "nimilita”
(the starting point) and "nipidita" (Misra's end product!)

The trouble with Misra is that he wants to 3judge Bilhaga by the
time-worn, traditional, hackneyed, common standards of literary
interpretation. If a word used by Bilhapa is not found in a modern
dictionary, Misra gets alarmed. We should always keep in mind that
Vik. as a whole was unknown to the modern lexicographers until 1875.
Bilhapa does not profess to follow the tradition in a blind manner. He
himself declares:

Sahasrasalh santu visaradanam
vaidarbhalilanidhayah prabandhal.

Tathapi vaicitryarahasyalubdhah
§raddham vidhdsyanti sacetaso'tra. [1:13]

Also

Praughiprakargepa purapariti-
vyatikramah $§laghyatamah padanam.
Atyunnatisphotitakaficukani
vandyani kantakucamapdalani. [1:15]

Those who are born and brought up in the tradition of only the
conventional poets 1like Kalidasa, Bharavi, and Magha cannot easily
appreciate the beauties of a poet like Bilhapa, who was a pioneer in
his own right. Bilhapa wanted to set his own standards. He wanted to
follow his own path. The work of restoration is a very delicate task.
At the very first attempt, Misra tries to destroy whatever exists. Then
he wants to build anew. This is not reconstruction and restoration.
This is destruction and distortion.

N translated nimilitanam as paripiditanam. Bh copied
it and said wvyathitanam! Monier-Williams gives some better
meanings: For example, "having closed the eyes." Apte gives other
meanings too like "benumbed" and "stupefied." Nimilitanam really
denotes intense pain causing the sufferer to close the eyes.
Nimilita does not exclusively mean "having been closed" as Misra
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puts it. It has many meanings. And we should never forget the great
dictum:

Kamadugha hi mahakavinam vaco bhavanti.
Atha ca
Ya dugdhapi na dugdheva kavidogdhgbhir anvaham.

Misra has no value for the anuprasa. He does not care for
madhuryam. There is a world of difference between
nimilitanam and nipiditanam. One has to develop the art
of appreciation of poetry to become a sahrdaya.

The same type of rashness 1is displayed once again by our
neo-expounders, Bh and Misra:

Saundaryam indivaralocanananm
dolasu lolasu yad ullalasa.
Yadi pramadal labhate kavitvam
janati tad varpayitum manobhuh. [7:20]

The reading of N and that of J and P is "pramadal labhate."
Forcibly and arbitrarily B has made it "prasadat." Bh rejects the
former and accepts the latter, i.e. "prasadat." Then he creates
his own world of imagination. He explains “"prasadat" by
“Sarasvatyanugrahat." He criticizes! caritacandriki, which
has tried to explain "“pramadat anavadhanatam parityajyeti
bhavah." Bh argues that "pramadat" is an error of the scribe
and gives certain Puranic story to support his argument, which still
remains unacceptable to us. We still don't know how prasadat
.could specifically mean "Sarasvatyanugrahdt!" However Sobhdkara
has "prasadat."

Misra presents a lengthy _discussion on the reading. He
unnecessarily goes to Papini. N had no intention to get Papini

1 Probably - this . is the only instance where Bh has gone against
Caritacandrikd (that great ancient glossary!) and is bold enough to

disagree openly. He says: Caritacandrika-tippapi-karasya
‘pramadad anavadhanatam parityajyeti  bhavah!' (!] ityapi
cintyam."
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involved here for the final decision. Let it be stressed again that J
has pramadat. Also Smk. has pramadat as attested by our
self-glorified research scholar, Mr. Misra [p. 53].

We can see in the following example very clearly to what extent the
editors and commentators can take liberty with the poet:

Dolasu yad dolanam angananam
yan mallik3a yac ca lavangavayul.
Sa visvasampmohanadikgitasya
mukhyangasampat kusumayudhasya. [7:21]

Bh does not like "yat yat." He tries to replace the two words
with "ya® and "yasca. He did not like the original reading and
would have loved to replace, but refrained from doing so on account of
the unavailability of other reading, as if wherever he has changed a
reading and ruined the text, he had some support! But he forgets that
"yat" here is "Samanye napumsakam." In order to match with
"sa" (singular), "yat" must be in singular too. This matching
can be performed better if the gender is not changed.

If Bh had seen Monier-Williams (p. 807, col. 3) he might not have
been confused. MW says:

Somet imes the relative yad, with or without its
demonstrative, appears to be used redundantly to eke out the
metre, or perhaps to give force to the noun with which it is
connected, even the neut. sing. being occasionally thus used in
connection with words of a different gender and number, and the
relative being itself almost untranslatable (e.g. yan
marapam so'sya visramah).

But Bh belongs to a class of arm-chair "researchers" whose primary
instrument is assertion and not vacoyukti. They don't want to

search. They just want to re-search. They believe and practice
manahputam samacaret. They don't have to prove. They just
dictate.

* * *

Misra's genius soars up when he discusses:

- 124 -



Hastadvayigadhagrhitalola-

dolagupanam jaghane vadhidnam.
Asapvrtasrastadukilabandhe

kim apyabhid ucchvasito manobhidh. [7:29]

He remarks:

7.29C
asapvrtasrastadukulabandhe: it is difficult to

construe this as a compound,1 for the hips of the women
(jaghane vadhunam) are not first "uncovered"
(asapvrta-) and then "loosing their linen dress"
(-srastadukulabandha-) as we have to understand according

to Pap, 2.1.49. Better is the conjecture of ed. ter.:2
asapvrte srastadukulabandhe, "[the hips of the women]
having been uncovered, their underwear [!]3 having gone."
Easiest, and therefore best, would be to interpret the tradition
[?] as: asmvrtals] srastadukilabandha% and construe

asampvrtas with manobhuh “love, unfettered." Cp.

above p. 1, on 1.74a. [pp. 14-15]

Following the footsteps of Bh, Misra recommends that we should read
asapvrte srastadukulabandhe, or better make it asamvrtah
and connect the word with manobhuh! Misra merely provides one
more example of gaddalikapravahanydaya when he recommends that
Bh's conjecture be adopted, which is-unjustifiable. It is to be noted
that both the "restorers" have overlooked the word "bandha", i.e.
knot = tie. Asapvrtasrastadukulabandhe is a bahuvrihi
compound qualifying jaghane. Whatever is “asamvrta" and
"srasta" is not jaghana or dukula, but the
dukulabandha. The knot gets untied or loosened and then the
garment (that part of the garment) [not their "underwear" as Misra tells
.us!] slips down. If the jaghana gets totally asamvyta (naked)

1 Because you are mugdha-siromanpi!
2 Because he is mugdhatara-siromani! !

3 Misra talks about their underwear. We are not sure if they wore
underwear!! ' '

4 Notice how Misra's padam ends without any vibhakti! He brings

Papini again and again. But here Misra overlooks Subtinantam
padam! !
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there will be raudra, bibhatsa or bhayanaka and not

srngara. It will be a great interruption, mahavighna. If
the vital parts of the body of a lady would become totally naked in
public, it would be obscene. The dola-vilasa will stop

instantaneously--then and there! No respectable woman, no decent lady
would 1like to remain naked in public even for a moment. In other words,
the jaghana had become just a little bit bare, because the knot (or
tie) of her sari (wearing apparel) had become slightly loose, and

had slipped just a little. There is no need to make the jaghana
totally naked, completely bare. The purpose is served, and in a better
way, if it is seen just a little bit bare. It is the slight glimpse of
a part of the jaghana that brings fresh filip to the mind-born (God

of Love). Misra translates "manobhuh" as "love" only!

And the question is: What is the need for a change? A change is to
be considered only when the existing text does not make enough sense.
For example, we don't change a particular part of an automobile if it is
functioning perfectly well!

Here is a great poet, echoing the same sentiments:

Nandhripayodhara ivatitaram prakasah
no Gurajaristana ivatitaram nigughal.
Artho gir3am apihitah pihitasca kascit
saubhagyam eti maraha;;avadhﬁkucébhab.l

Since we do not want to change asamvrta into asapvrte,
we are not willing to follow the other path suggested by Misra, though,
according to him, it is the best, but we regard it as the worst. The
whole inherent charm of the ucchvasita of manobhuh is ruined.
If Bilhapa were there to see what distortion Misra has perpetrated, the
poet would merely cry in utter dispair:

Arasikesu kavitvanivedanam,
§irasi ma likha ma likha ma likha.

Here is a charming sadukti of a great poet, which may open the
carmacaksuh of critics like Misra:

Anudghustah $abdair atha ghatanatas ca sphutatarah

1 Quoted in Balabodhini comm. on Kavyaprakasa, v. A45.
Jhalakikara ed. Poona, 1965. P- 191 (Context:
Gunibhuta-vyangya) .
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padanam arthatmad sukhayati na tuttanitarasah.
Yathd kificitkificitpavanacalacinamsSukataya
kucabhogah strigam sukhayati na tudghatitam ural;x.1

[Dharmasokasya. From Suktimuktdvali. RavikavyapraSamsa]

Anuddh;stabz §abdair atha ca racanatah sphutarasah
padanam arthatma janayati kavinam bahumudam.

Yathd kificitkificitpavanacalacolancalataya
kucadvandvap kantim kirati na tathodghatitam urah.

We would like to know from Misra, the critic, how does he want to
construe the whole verse. Is asapvrtah an uddesya or
vidheya? What is the finite verb? What is the meaning of
kimapi? How does it stand in relation to Misra's "Love unfettered?"

We have designated Misra as munitrayaikyam—-Papini,
Kityidyana and Pataifijali--all three in one! He refers to Papini
2.1.49 in discussing the above--"asamvrtastrastadukulabandhe."
The sutra is "Purvakalaikasarvajarat purapanavakevalah
samanadhikarapena." The example of "purvakala", as given by
Bhattojl Dikgita, is “"purvam snatah pascadanuliptah
snatanuliptah.” Misra has not specifically stated in Sanskrit what

he wants to convey. Therefore, we cannot determine what he exactly
wants to say. We can only guess. If we are right, we will need a
compound like "purvam asapvrtah pascad
srasta-dukulabandhah." = This will require that we have another
sub-compound (bahuvrihi), something 1like "srastah dukulasya

bandho yasya tat (jaghanam)", because unless and until

"srastadukulabandha® is made an adjective of jaghana, and made
coordinate with "srasta", i.e. a samanadhikarpa, we cannot
apply the above sutra of Papini..

If the above reasoning, as advanced by us, is accepted, then the
whole compound would mean that the hips got first naked and then their
knot of the clothing (dress) got "srasta", i.e. slipped! This will
be an absurd idea. If Misra wants to live in his own world, he is free

1 oThis verse has some variant readings as quoted by Vamanacarya
Jhalakikara in his Balabodhini on Kavyaprakasa. 7th ed.

1965, p.191, fn.3.

2 anuddhrstah may very well be an error on the part of the
scribe or printer.
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to do so. But no sane lover of the poetry would accompany him into that
world of fantasy created by him.

Bh's Grammatical Jugglery

The word aksupa in the verse 7:40 provides an opportunity for
Bh to display his command over grammatical construction and
interpretation. Bilhapa says:

Ras1krtah puspaparagapuiijah
pade pade dakgipamarutena.

Mattasya caitradviradasya kartum
aksupahetor iva pampsutalpan. [7:40]

I did not understand the meaning of the word aksupa in this
verse. I had no hesitation in confessing the limitations of my knowledge
and stated with all the honesty and sincerity at my command that
aksunapadasyartho navagamyate. Even today, after a lapse of
four decades, I don't know exactly what it means!

Bh who took Candrika to be an "ancient" commentary, consciously
or unconsciously, remarked:
Kutracit "asya $abdasyarthagamo na jéyate"l iti
spastam likhitva tippapikgyta vidugsa nirahankaram sva-
papdityam paricayitam."”

However, Bh had no difficulty in understanding the meaning of the
word. Through a rigorous jugglery of a great grammarian, Bh has tried
to establish that the word aksupa can be interpreted as
gatyavarodhah, 1i.e. visramah. But he overlooks the
significance of the expression pade pade = at every step,
everywhere. The must elephant does not need immediate or constant
rest. He needs an outlet for his over-bursting energy--to let his steam
off, as it were. He is not suffering from, say, tuberculosis that he
would need rest at every step. In reality, he would like to get engaged
in sportive acts at every step. That is the meaning. So, although the
dictionaries do not support us, although we are not yet sure whether the

1 1 don't know wherefrom Bh quotes Caritacandrika. The only place
Nagar (i.e. Caritacandrika) used such an expression was here in
7:40, but N's words are: 'aksunapadasyartho navagamyate!
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word aksupa is genuine and correct, (i.e. whether it represents

the original correct reading), we can tentatively assign it the meaning
of vihara, 1ila, or krida (sportive play) to relieve him

of the intense pressure caused by the severe madavastha.

It is interesting to observe that B & G try to render the verse in
English, but they avoid the interpretation of the words kartum
akgupahetor iva. Here is what they say:

The southern breeze [!]} piled up, at every step, pollens of
flowers as if to make a bed [beds?] of dust for the intoxicated
[!] elephant in the shape of caitra.

However, they are honest enough to add in the footnote: “In this
verse the word Achyunahetoh [sic] is obscure." ["Achyuna"
won't make aksupa.]

Misra's Chapter I is titled: "Specimens of Textual Difficulties.”
He has discussed so many “difficulties," as felt by him. To us many of
them are merely his own fantastic fantasies. However, he has not
discussed the word aksuna. Probably he did not have any
*difficulty® in it at all! Nevertheless, it is still a cause of great
*"difficulty"” to me!

I believe we must go to some ancient text on Gajasastra to
understand this verse [7:40]. Matanga-111a of Nilakaptha
describes the first stage of must, (mada, dangerous periodic
excitement), prathama madavastha, as follows:

Madhurucinakhadantaprekgano nilamegha-
cchavir arupadggantah padmakinjalkabindul.
Aparagajavirodhl pampsupathoviharair
bhavati ca katapurpah sundaro varapendral.
[Navamah patalah. Verse 12]

And here is Edgerton's translation of the above verse [pp. 82-83]:

12. With honey-coloured nails, tusks and eyes [? MLN], skin
like a dark cloud, red corners of the eyes, lotus-filament spots
(on the skin), quarreling with other elephants, with sporting in
dust [stress mine] and water, the handsome elephant-king
becomes "temple-filled" (in the first stage of must.)

1 1 don't think the breeze can pile up. It has to be the wind.
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The text reads pamsupathoviharair, 1i.e. instrumental of

"bhavati." Edgerton gives a variant reading vihari. We

believe this reading is preferable. The elephant does not become
"katapurpah" by means of or through “sporting in dust and

water." The mada is a natural phenomenon and the "sport" is the

resultant natural behaviour. Vihari is in perfect consonance with
virodhi.

Well, whatever it may be, our main concern is pamsuvihara.
Dhulimrstih is mentioned as part of the daily routine
(dinacaryd) by Nilakaptha [11:8]. Edgerton translates the word
as "rubbing down with powder." We believe this is pamsukrida,
rather than "rubbing with powder."

Cf. Vaprakridaparipatagajapreksapiyap dadarsa.
[Meghadute Kalidasah]

Now let us see what Matangalilda says on pamsu [puspa-
paragapunjah of Bilhapa]:

Sarvesam madakrd vasantasamayah prokto, visegad asau
naganagp tu, tato vasantajanitd ye te tu gandhadvipah. [1:40]

And rajo'mbupankavihrti [1:35]

This justifies the mada in the Spring:

Atimadhurarasanam sevaya patrabhangail
kabalakubalasagpair annapanair yathoktaih.

Srutisubhagavacobhih pamsu [stress added] pankambudanair

bhavati muditacetah kamacarepa nagah. [9:1]

And pankambupamsupriyah [stress®added] [5:6]

We would like to refer to another akara-grantha on the subject:
Palakapyamuniviracito Hastyayurvedah. [Poona, Anandashrama,
1894].

Caturthe uttarasthidne trim$attamah pamsudanadhyayah. (p.691]

Athitah pamsudanasya vakgyate gupasangrahal. [15]

Atha Sraddhdm ca kurute tath3dharasramap bhavet [tyajet?]
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PapSur mattasya négasya-manabsaukhyavivardhanab. [(16]

PapSur balasya janano [kathitas$ ca] vivardhanah.
PapSur ugpabhitaptasya jayasaukhyavivardhanal. [17]

PapSudanagupopeto rasadhatur vivardhate, etc. etc.

I went through the entire book, I am sorry to say, hurriedly, but I
did not find any clue to solve the problem of akgupahetoh in the
verse being discussed.

As stated elsewhere, an attempt was made by a
vaiyakarapasiromapi a distinguished friend of Bharadwaj, to give
the derivation of this word [aksupa]. Bilhapa did not write a
poetry that could be understood only with the help of such a great
learned grammarian. He composed his poem in Vaidarbhi riti and it
is endowed with prasada gupa. Let us hear Bilhapa himself:

Gramo nasau na sa janapadah sasti no rajadhani
tannaragyam na tad upavanam s3 na sarasvati bhih.

Vidvan murkhal paripatavaya balakah stri puman va
yatronmilatpulakam akhila n3asya kavyam pathanti. [18:89]

I am sure Bilhaga knew the word "visrama", which could be
substituted for aksupa, which this great grammarian has derived
with such a great verbal jugglery. Instead of wusing the word
"aksupa" and forcing Bh to employ the services of such a great
grammarian, Bilhapa could have easily sung:

Mattasya caitradviradasya kartum
viSramahetor iva pampsutalpan. [!]

-

Let us study the following verse which gives us Misra's one more

"non-sensical” interpretation, to borrow his own terminology. Bilhapa
says: '

Unnidrapanktisthitacampakani
~ caka$ire kelivanantarapi.
Viyogininap kavalikgtanam

suvarpakancibhir ivancitani. [(7:50]

Misra translates the above verse as follows:
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The interiors of the parks, whose campaka-[is a Sanskrit
word] trees standing in rows, were fully bloomed (with
yellow-golden flowers), appeared as if marked by the golden
belts of jilted lonely girls who intended to hang themselves by
their belts. (emphasis added) [p. 29]

The underlined portion is a display of "nonsensical" interpretation
by our Abhinava-Bilhana Misra. I don't know how he gets all this
meaning. The poet says kavalikrtanam viyogininam
suvarpakancibhir ancitdni iva = "adorned with [not merely
*marked by"] golden girdles [not belts] of the devoured (swallowed)
ladies who had been suffering from the pain of separation from their
lovers."” The viyoginis died when the campaka flowers attained
the stage of full bloom. I don't know why Misra had to take the ladies
to the campaka trees to hang themselves? Were they the gallows? We

don't know how far Misra can take himself! Misra does not give the
meaning of the word kavalikrtdanam which means "devoured", "eaten

up", or "swallowed." At least the word does not figure in his
translation!

Sriharga in his Naigadhiyacarita describes the destructive
force of campaka flowers. Here is one -of his saduktis:

Vicinvatilh panthapatangahimpsanair
apupyakarmanyalikajjalacchalat.
Vyalokayac campakakorakavalil
sa Sambararer balidipikd iva.
[Sriharsapapditasya. Jalhapa.
Sarvapadarthasamstutipaddhatih, 109:27]

Probably Misra did not read it. Neither Bh nor B & G are very clear
here. However, they have not misunderstood the way Misra has done.

Also Bilhapa:

Tatha gata campakadamagauri
Sarirayagtih kr$atam kgsSangyah.

Yatha galaccapamanoratho'syam
maurvilatastham madanah karoti. [9:30]

Once again we meet here the word adcitam, disliked so much by

Misra, already discussed, in connection with the verse (in
suvarpakancibhir ivancitani).
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Misra commented on this word as follows:

for arcitam in MSS. and ed. pri., afdcitam in
ed. sec. (followed by ed. ter.) is done needlessly by
the editor, obviously in silent reference to Pap.6.4.30 and
7.2.53, yet Bilhapa has no example of ancita in this
sense. [p.26, fn.2]

Misra does not ask us once again here to replace afcitam by
arcitam! Why? However, he translates the word as "marked by!"

A simple word 'kuhutkari' occuring in

Paniyam nalikeriphalakuharakuhutkari kallolayantah
kéveritiratiladrumabharitasurébhigdabhaﬁkéracandéb.
Unmilannilamocaparicaya$i§ira vantyaml Draviginam
karpirapandugandasthalaluthitaraya vayavo dakgipatyal.
[7:71]

agitates Misra's brain-cells. 1In his oinion, "the previous attempts in
translating (Bilhapa] have been banal." (p. 19] Also "attempts in
interpreting the text, in the hands of modern scholars, have been
dubious."” [Misra on his DUST-jacket!] So he says:

7.71ab
kuhutkari-: the wrong orthography kuhut- (all
edd. and anthologies) instead of kuhu, "a sound, like the
cry of the Kokila", may be due to false [?] analogy after
phuatky (8.18; 11.23) "to make a hissing sound." Cp. below
Chap. III on 7.71. [p. 15]

We don't understand what the melodious song of the Kokila has to do
here. Kuhutkari 1is just an onomatopoeic word, being an imitation
of the sound of the coconuts shaken by the winds (the nuts possessing
water inside naturally make the specific sound when shaken).

Cf. Narikelaphalakhapdatanpdava

- Misra could have suggested an improved reading based on the A MS.
i.e. lulita for luthita in the fourth pada. Cf.
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Nigiddhair apy ebhir lulitamakarando madhukarail
(Vepisamhara 1.1]

For a similar idea see:

Ye doldkelikardh kim api mgygadg$am manatantucchido ye
sadyah Srngaradikgavyatikaraguravo ye ca lokatraye'pi.

Te kapthe lolayantah parabhgtavayasam paficamap ragarajam
vanti svairam samir3h smaravijayamahasaksino daksipatyah.

The above verse, composed by R3jasekhara, is cited by
Suktimuktavali right after the following two verses of
Bilhapa--Paniyamp nalikeri and Tanvanassitalatvam. All
the three are very similar in wording and meaning--sabdavali and
arthatattvam.

Misra also discusses bhapkari in 7:71. He says:

bhamkari-f. "a certain (rambling) sound" in b
(onomotopoetic) [sic] also attested in 9:22, to be
connected with bhamkari f£. "gad-fly", or just wrong
for jhampkara- (cp. jhamkrta 9.148). [p. 15]

Na hi sarvahh sarvap janati

B changed a perfectly sensible word into utter nonsense in the
following verse as recognised by Misra also. But Misra goes on to find
fault with Caritacandrika and Bh too.

Miti nirvivare tasya$ citram kucayugantare.
Krigakupdalitoccapda-kodapdalh kusumayudhal.
[8:41]

Misra says:

8.41a
mati: the reading of MS. (mati) should be kept
(with ed. sec.) and not changed into bhati (edd.
pri. and ter). It can, of course, not mean
agacchati (ed. sec.) but fits, finds place in*.l Cp.

1 Where does your " begin, Mr. Misra?
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2.79 kvacin na mati sma muda naresvarah, "the king did

not find a place anywhere through joy", i.e. "cannot [could
not?] contain himself for [!] joy", cp. Sis. 1.23 etc.

The verse in question... should be rendered as follows:

"God Love, whose terrible [!] [uccapda = gigantic, not
terrible] bow is playfully arched, fits, (it is] marvelous, in
the space between her breasts, which [yet] is without an opening
['] [which might give him room]." [What a terrible
translation!] [p. 15]

Misra finds fault with N who has explained the word "mati" by
"3gacchati." Pagini has Adhdro'dhikarapam (1.4.45) and
Saptamyadhiarape ca. (2.3.36). Bhattoji Diksita defines--
aupaslesiko, vaigayiko'bhivyapakas cetyadharastridha, and
cites as the example of the third category sarvasminnatmasti. I
don't know what else it (mati) would mean when we put the following
three words together: nirvivare kucayugantare dgacchati.

Those who try to translate the poetry of one language into another
faithfully and also want to preserve the beauties of the original alone
know the problems involved. It is more difficult to translate great
poets like Bilhapa, whose poetic muse cannot be easily rendered in
other words, even 1in the same language. Agamyo hi mahakavinam
panthah! N follows sthularundhatinyaya or
sakhacandranyaya when he uses the word "agacchati." Misra
has not given any other .Sanskrit equivalent of his own choice. He
merely translates "mati" into English by "fits, finds place in."
Misra has cited a similar passage: kvacin na mati sma muda

naresvarah. Let us examine how shallow is his translation: "the
king did not find a place anywhere through joy, i.e. "cannot [?] contain
himself for [!] joy." It would have been much better to say: The

king's joy had no bounds (limits); his joy was simply overwhelming, or,
overflowing. Misra is translating literally. 'Na mati sma' is an
idiomatic expression and hence it should be translated idiomatically.

Bh takes pride  in copying "B" and "R" even where "N" has a better
reading. The above verse is another example of this kind of unjust
decision on the part of Bh. He reads "bhati" and rejects
"mati®, i.e. he goes against even J, i.e. the poet, himself. He
explains ~"bhati® as ‘"purpatayd samdgatya sdvakdsam
virdjata iti citram iti ascaryam." Incidentally it might be added
that even Bh says: samagatya. Cf. N's dgacchati.
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We have already stated this and would state it once again that
appreciation of poetry is an art. It is a matter of feeling. It is not
a scientific phenomenon which can be verified empirically or proved by
physical, concrete evidence. The true meaning of a kdvya can be
comprehended only by those who are gifted by nature and have experienced
the beauties of poetic muse by actually feeling them. The essence of
poetry is:

Kavyarthabhavanaparipakvabuddhivibhavamatravedyam.
And

Sabdarthasisanajiidnamitrepaiva na vedyate.
Vedyate sa hi kdvyarthatattvajfair eva kevalam.
[Dhvanyalokah 1.14]

Kurvantu $esah éukavékyapé;ham.l [1:22]

We fail to understand what is there to wonder about if Kama is able
to stay there. Strangely enough Bh forces the word "bhati" to mean
far more than its prakrti and pratyaya are capable of.

Bh tries to defend Biihler for his erroneous renderings of the text
of the Vik. He says:

Pracina kevala eka hasta-likhita pustaka ke adhara para
jo bhi pustaka prathama bara $§ighratase chapavail jaegqil,
unameq [!] yadi asuddhiyam ho [?] to ve kgamya haip. DA
Jarja Byuhlara Mahodaya ko anya prati kahip na milane se
kevala usa eka Vikramankadevacarita Mahakavya kI
hastalikhita prati ke adhara para hl pustaka chapavani
pagi thi. Kucha loga bhale hl Da Jarja Byuhlara Mahodaya
ki pustaka kI asuddhi bahuta? batdkara [!] usakI [!]

1 Bilhapa himself has warned unqualified simple folks (mugdhajanas)
against trying to understand him: [1:22, etc.]

2 pida Bh actually want to say...pustaka ko asuddhi bahuta
batakara... or, asuddhibahula? It seems someone else (who

might have had some personal grudge against N) wrote the above words.
Matsaryaragopahatatmanam hi skhalanti s3dhugvapi manasani.

Bharavi. Bh merely got them published even without wunderstanding
them! Dvesyaiva kesam api candrakhapda-vipapdura
pundrakasarkarapi [1:20.3-4]
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ninda karep kintu maip to Da Jarja Byuhlara Mahodaya ko
aneka dhanyavada deta hump ki unhomne isa mahakavyaratna

ko parakha kara isako, aSuddhiyukta hi kyom na ho,
prakasita kara jagat ke sanmukha prakata kiya. Anyatha
yaha mahakdvya bhl anya uttama tatha upayogi samskrta
grantha [!] ke sadgr$a pustakalayom ki andherI kothariyom

mem hastalikhita rupa mem hi paga rahata [What a
wonderful Hindi writing! Deserves Mangalaprasada
paritosika as well as Bharatiya Jhianapitha

mahapuraskaral].

The above words, if freely rendered into English, would read as
follows:

When a work is published for the first time in rush [!] and
when it is based on only one old manuscript, there are bound to
be errors and they are to be condoned.

Since Dr. Georg Biihler did not get any other manuscript of
the Carita, he had to get the work published on the basis of
only one manuscript that he had found. Some may very well abuse
(ninda karem) Dr. Georg Biihler by pointing out the errors
of his edition, but I offer myriads of my sincere thanks to that
great Georg Biihler who realized the value of this great
epic-gem and brought it out before the learned world--may be
even in erroneous form....l {vol. III, Introd. p. 2]

We do not understand why such a defense was necessary! It assunes
quite a lot. Bh does not mention the name of the "abuser® who has
"abused," according to him, the name of Biihler. He merely says "some"
(plural) as "abusing." We wish he had named those who, in his opinion,
had abused Dr. Georg Biihler. Bh has used the word "nindi." Now
the word "ninda" means “gupesu dosaropah." i.e. to
superimpose vices on virtues. But Biihler is not criticized, even if he
is, in a way that could be termed as "imposing vices on virtues." To
state the facts (vastu-sthiti-kathanam) is not "nind3." Our
ancient nitikdras have already instructed us:

1 1t is interesting to note that Bh did not indulge in this kind of
unnecessgry'defenCe of Biihler in his first two volumes. It seems his
mind got inflated by his apparent success when he saw that even his
third volume was published and he was able to put forth all that he
wanted. His mental baloon of pride got inflated with hot air and soared
high up in the skies.
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Satror api gupa vacya dosa vacya guror api.

If Bh has in his mind the criticism of Biihler by Nagar, he is sadly
mistaken. He is misrepresenting the facts; he is distorting the truth.
Here is what Nagar wrote in his *"Introduction” (pp. 2-4
Prastavana, p. 5 Upodghatal.

Durgamodvase Jaisalameranagare krtatatpustaka-
prathamaparicayais tvaraturaih Da. Byuhlaramahodayaih
pragupagupabhiyigthasyapi Ja. pustakasya kgteyam
pratilipis tadiyaliper atipraktanatvena bahuvidha-
hetvantarai$§ ca prabhdtasuddhibahula‘'bhit.

Bilhler was in great rush as far as the original copying is
concerned. His time in Jaisalmer was extremely limited. He had seen
the manuscript for the first time. He copied it within seven days.
Nagar has acknowledged how significant was the task performed by
Biihler. It is not the intention of Nagar to decry Biihler's virtues,
but just to state the facts. However, it is not only the copying of J
at Jaisalmer that created errors, but great many of them were generated
subsequently in the process of preparing the press copy, and in
consciously editing the work for publication. If Biihler had just
reproduced the Jaisalmer MS. photographically--exactly as it was--it
would have been far more authentic and helpful to future generations!

Bh has no idea--none whatsoever--of the "blood, sweat and tears" to
which Nagar was subjected in correcting the text. He (Bh) crossed the
turbulent river easily by means of the bridge constructed by Nagar. How
could he know how the bridge was constructed? He had never constructed
even one bridge in his entire 1life. Did he ever come across the
following sadukti:

Vidvan eva vijanati vidvajjanaparisramam.
Na hi vandhya vijanati gurvip prasavavedanan.

Also we have Murari kavi:

Abdhir langhita eva vanarabhataih kintvasya gambhiratam
apatalanimagnapivaravapur janati manthacalal.

Nagar has shown how Biihler both restored and distorted the text.
Bihler's debt is acknowledged very well by Nagar in clear terms:

Param atra na visesadogabhajananp pa.
Byuhlaramahodayal. Tena yadapyakari tad astyadhikam. Tasya
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vidyavyasanga- gavesanasaktiprabhgtigupah
prasampsakotim atitya vartante... Khanipradurbhitam
ratnanp sadyo malinam eva jayate... pDa.
Byuhlarasamskarapadosa na khalu na sodghavyah. (p. 4,
Upodghata. ]

Maybe Bh did not read this eulogy. If he read it, he certainly
disregarded it while trying to defend Biihler unnecessarily.

Let us resume our discussion. Astam tavat, prakrtam
anusaramah. The original reading (8:41) was "mati." Biihler
changed it to "bhati." With reference to Biihler's knowledge of
the Kavyamarga and the power of appreciation of the poetic muse, N
had already commented in his Introduction: [pp. 2-4 & 8 of
Prastavana and p. 4 of Upodghata]. We can reproduce here one
of the most significant statements: "Itihasacaryasya pa.
Byuhlaramahodayasya jnanarasavaitihdsiko'msah sahityamsam
nunam atyaseta." [p. 6 of Upodghatal. Bh should not have
forgotten the immortal dictum of Visakhadatta: Na hi sarvah sarvam
janati!

Bh unnecessarily tries to defend B as if he (Bh) alone is a
gupagrahin and has understood the value of Biihler's work, and
that no one else has been able to appreciate the great contribution B
has made to the Indological studies in general. Bh argues that only one
ancient MS. was available to Biihler. But that does not mean that the
editor should take undue 1liberty with it. None can justify the
distortion of the original text. Even one MS can be so accurate as to
surpass ten inaccurate ones. It is well said:

Varam eko gupl putro na ca mirkhasatanyapi.
Ekas§ candras tamo hanti na ca taragapo'khilal.

Bihler had only one MS. So what? It is one of the best that ever

existed. One can condone the errors if they had existed in the
original. But one cannot tolerate misrepresentation of the true text on
the part of any editor, howsoever great he might be. J is far more

correct than one could ever imagine! B was not to be blamed at all if J
was intrinsically erroneous and its errors were reproduced by B. We are
disturbed by those passages where J is perfect, i.e. true and correct
one hundred percent, but B (kascana papdityapradarsanapatuh
papnditammanyah sampadakasiromapih) did not understand the
meaning and tried to show his own pedantry, and distorted the original
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text. We would have no quarrel with B at all if he and his associates
had brought forth only a true representation of J.

We do not understand what Bh means by asuddhiyukta hi kyom na
ho [V.3, Introd. p. 2]. Does he mean "the one which was full of
errors from the very beginning, that 1is, which was originally
(intrinsically) erroneous" or does he mean "by making one erroneous
which had no error to begin with?" If it is the former, we have no
quarrel with him. If it is the latter, we cannot agree. It is better
not to publish a text than to publish it by distorting the original,
creating non-sense where there was a perfect sense already reigning
supreme. For example, substitution of manmathabapamitram for
manmathabalamitram [7:3] and vibhatavarge for
vibhavavarge [13:72].

Having written what is presented above, I felt an unresistible urge
to give a fuller treatment to the topic and silence the neo-expounder,
(Bh) who unnecessarily tried to defend someone who did not need any
defence! Maybe Bh was just suffering from inferiority complex. He
wanted to show off.

Let us consider some more vital readings and evaluate how they have
been mishandled.

Ullekhalilaghatanapatinam
sacetasanp vaikatikopamanam.
Vicarasapgopalapattikasu
matsiktiratnanyatithibhavantu. [1:19]

The above is a true and exact reproduction of J.
In the 4th pada, P committed an error while copying and turned
the reading into- ratnanyavibhibhavantu. That is "ta" was read
as "va," and "tha" as "bha". B exercised his power of reconstruction
and restoration, and turned the whole into ratnani nidhibhavantu.
That is, not only "bha" and "ba" were changed but also "nya-" into "ni."
Consequently the reading got far removed from the original. This is
an example of samyena nikatasthan pathan parityajya durasthan
ayuktan pathan svabuddhya 'ghatayat.

And here is another example of mishandling:

Prakogthapgrsthasphuradindranila-
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ratnavalikankapadambarepa.
Bandhiaya dharmapratibandhakanam
vahan sahotthdn iva nagapasap. [1:47]

This is the reading of J, correct one hundred percent.
In the 4th pada, J has vahan sahotthan.
P turned it into vahun sahotthan.
B made it badhnan sahotthan.
But badhnan where?

Obviously badhnan is far removed from vahan as compared to
vahun which erroneously had crept into P.

Here is one more instance to satisfy Bh, if he could listen to
reasoning.

Svahsundaribandiparigrahaya
datto'fijalih samprati danavendrail.

Iti prahargad amarangananam )
netrotpalasrenibhir arcyamanah. [1:52]

In the first pada, J has bandi.. As stated on p.3 of my
Prastdvand, samaste'pi Ja pustake ba varpasya prayoga eva nasti.

Naturally P could have taken it to be vandi. Even a beginner
knows ba-vayor abhedah. B could have made it bandi (=captive).
However, he went far away from the reality and turned the reading into
vrnda. The total charm of the poet's camatkarokti, madhurokti,
and vicchitti was lost in that vrnda (multitude).

Priptas tatah Srijayasimphadevas
Calukyasiphasanamagdanatvam.

Yasya vyardjanta gajahavesu
muktaphaliniva kare yasampsi. ([1:79]

Here is one more camatkdra of B. Bilhapa composed the fourth

quarter as muktdphalaniva kare yasapsi. P omitted two letters
(kare) and made it muktaphalaniva yasamsi! B fills the
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lacuna with maha! Yasas might have become mahat, but the
vacanam got laghu.

As an essential decorum that deserves to be observed, B ought to
have enclosed his own creation within square brackets with a question
mark. The B text as it appears has no indication whatsoever that
maha is not Bilhapa-kavi-vacanam, but a creation of some
mahapapdita! '

Let us study one more example of "dosyukta hi kyom na ho":

Cintamapir yasya puro varakas
tathahi vartta janavisruteyam
Yat tatra sauvarpatuladhirighe
cakre sa pagsapatuladhiroham. [1:98]

J has cakre sa.
P turned it into cakre sma.

As if this aberration was not enough, the Errata of B makes the
reading as dhatte sma. We are reminded of a popular saying--marza
barhata hi gaya jyom jyom dava ki. The disease went on
increasing as we went on treating.

Here is another failure on the part of B. This is how Bilhapa
composed the following verse originally:

Sa saukumaryaikadhano'pi sodhavanps
tapodhanair dugprasaham pari$ramam.
Raraja tivre tapasi sthito ngpah
Sasiva capdadyutimandalatithih. [2:45]

The fourth carapa in P reads sasiva
dyutimapdalatithih, i.e. there is an omission of two letters. B
makes an attempt to f£ill the lacuna but fails. Success eludes him.

The king performed such a severe tapas that maharsayo'smad

apakargsam ayayuh [2:44]). Also the poet says: Nrpam
kathoravratacaryaya krsam [2:46]. Obviously the king got
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withered. He became weak and pale. Certainly he was not at his best as
far as his dyuti was concerned. Now the moon shines (displays her
glory and splendour) among the stars. The poet wants to convey the idea
that the king resembled the moon when she is in direct contact with the
sun, capdadyutimapndalatithi [let us pay attention to the word
"capda”"]. The poet wanted the "sun" but B gives us the stars! Not
taramapdala even, but only the taradyutimapdala. Only

their shine! B ought to have remembered that the moon does not lose her
lustre among the stars! What a contrast! How deeply injurious is the
distortion of truth and how undesirable is the misrepresentation of
facts!! Still Bh has the dharstyam (audacity) to utter--kucha

loga bhale hi ninda karem!

We cannot expect B to have the divine insight--divyam caksuh.
Every scholar has his own limitations. He may not be able to divine the
actual words of the poet. But it is his academic and moral duty to see
that what he imagines does not lead us the wrong way--asato ma sad
gamaya!

It is better to keep quiet. But if one decides to speak, he should
see that it does not turn out to be meaningless.

Cf. prabhatakalpa $a$ineva $arvari.

Kalatram urvitilakasya mekhala-
kalapamanikyamaricibhir dadhe.

Udegyatah siiryasamasya tejasah
samudgatap balam ivatapam purah. [2:72]

The word bala is not very elear in J. It could very well be
read as pala. N's fn reads: "Pala- " ityasti "bala- " iti veti
Ja. pustake spastam nasti."

B reads jalamivatapam.

B fn. gives palamivatapam. (i.e. acc. to B, P (and supposedly
J too) has palamivatapam.

However, the question is: How the word jala would get
connected with atapam?
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And befitting its own "nature," R makes it "“jalamivatatam."
The person who saw the last edition first and struggled and struggled
cannot come in the sphere of the 1limited knowledge of Bh, who had

Ramdvatira Sarmd as his guruvaryanpam. This is called
andhena niyamana yathandhah! Bh cannot even dream of the
terrible toil of N! Na hi vandhya vijanati gurvim

prasavavedanam! Bh had unlimited power in his pen.

The restoring (or distorting ?) editor did not care whether the
text made any sense at all or not.

Atra Dravidabhumipaladalanakridarasoddamare
kodapdadhvanibhir vidhunvati ghanadhvananukarair jagat.
Vaidehiramapasya RavapaSiraschede'pyasantakrudhah
pratyavgttir akapdakampataralair asanki Lankacarail.
(3:77]

J has Draviga. The editor in B did not understand the meaning of
the proper name. So he made it dravita = made to run away! But there
is no valor in dravita-dalana! Bilhapa himself says elsewhere:

Ariprsthagrahapan nyavarttata. [15:84.4]

Here in 3:77, at the end of the first carapa we have
kridarasoddamare. This is the reading of J.

P omits ¢da and makes it kridarasomare.
B makes it kridarasotthe rave.

We don't know if the editor-restorer understood the meaning! We can
call it only avyaparesu vyapdram.

However, B ed. gives kridarasomarave in the fn., thereby
attributing this reading to P, which is not true because P has
kridarasomare! !

Thus we see that there is a divergence of form and substance between

P and B fn! In other words, B fn. = transcription of P, or
"press-copy," and not what was prepared in Jaisalmer. This was an aside.
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To return to the main theme: R makes it kridarasotthe rane.
Seyam apara katha!!

Then we come to verse 4:113:

Prapayapravanaivasit tasya $rih saparigraha.
Parap nangilkaroti sma Vikramankah kalankiniIm. [4:113]

This verse does exist in P, still it does not exist in the B
ed.! Would this kind of omission too be called by Bh as "asuddhi
bahuta [asuddhibahula?)] batakara ninda karem!"?

We can simply say mukham astiti vaktavyam.

Rajahapsam iva bahupainjare
S$rivilasabhuvi lalayan yasah.
Tatra tatra Satapatralocan$
citram abhyudayam asasada sah. [5:9]

The original and correct reading is tatra tatra satapatra. P
makes it tatra tatratapatra. How close to the original!
Interchange of one syllable a for sa. We would like to remind
our readers once again that the letter "S" of P resembles "ra." So
tatra tatra satapatra of J very well might have been copied by P as
tatra tatra ratapatra as far as the press-copy-writer is concerned.

But B goes far away and makes it tatra tamarasapatra. This is
not restoration, but new construgtion. Did Bh examine these issues?
Did he have enough ability even to go in such deep waters? Could he
understand all these delicate points?

Taccamirajasi diram udgate
yan na digbhramam adhatta bhaskarah.
Hetur atra rajasam nivarapam
kufijaradhvajapatantavijanail. [(5:66]

The original reading is taccamurajasi. Probably P too has the
same because there is no fn. for it in B.
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But B makes it tatra bhurajasi. Rajas, if not stated
otherwise, comes from bhuh only. We will call this once again
avyaparesu vyaparam.

Javasamucitadhavananurupa
kimiti kgtd prthula na natha pgthvi.
Nabhasi khuraputair iti sphuradbhir
vidhim iva ye sma muhuh pratiksipanti. [6:49]

Here is another camatkara of B.

The Suddhipatra of B asks us to change javasa to
rajama! We don't understand what is the purpose behind it!!

J has Javasamucitadhavananurupa---perfect and true, correct
and complete.

P makes it Javamamucitadhavananurupa---hardly any change.

It is remarkable to see how close is P to J. But what does B do?
It takes the reading far far away from the original and makes it
ravamanumitadhavananurupam! A true sahradaya alone can feel
the excruciating pain! The editor alone might have been able to
figure out what is meant here. Ravamanumitadhavana- nurupam did
not yield any sensible reading. So the "Errata" of B makes it
Rajamanumitadhavananurupam. Here we find a perfect example of
the sadukti--Vinayakam prakurvano racayamasa vanaram.

Another example of distortion:
J has Kimiti krta prthula na natha prthvi.
P has Kimiti krta prthula naya prthvi.
B makes Kimiti krta prthula tvaya na prthvi.
In other words, P changes krta to krta, omits na and
changes natha to naya! Still P did not go far away from the
original J. But where does B lead us to? It takes us far away from the

original! Although B successfully restores krta to krta, yet
he does not bring in na to its proper place. We can understand
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all this. However, we don't understand how naya could be turned
into tvaya? Natha is much closer to naya than
tvaya.

Did the Great Defender Bh pay any attention to all these distortions
and failures in restoration when he assembled the courage and said:
kucha loga bhalehi ninda karem.

Atrantare manmathabalamitram
latavadhivibhramasutradharal.
Sthanopade$§1 pikapancamasya
§rngarabandhur madhur avir asit. ([7:3]

This change 1is unworthy of great scholar such as Bihler,
Vamanacarya, and Bhimacarya. This is one of the most
unjustifiable attempts on the part of B. [We would like to state with
all the emphasis at our command that by B we do not necessarily and
always mean the person of Dr. Georg Biihler himself, but the one who
fooled with Bilhaga's original words.] Madhu (Spring) is the
supplier of bapas (arrows). He is not a  mitram of
manmathabanpa!

The person who distorted the truth and misrepresented the fact had
totally missed the essence. Balamitram has a very fine equivalent
in Hindi. It is called langotiya yara! A friend from the very
early childhood!! In English we have another expression-- bosom friend,
but that does not convey a long friendship that begins in the very early
age.

In spite of all these aberrations, Bh had the audacity to say
ninda karem!

* * *

L1lasuk3dh kokilakdjitanam
atiprahargad vihitanukarap.
Gghad adhavyanta viyoginibhir
gupo hi kale gupinam gupaya. [7:32]

J is not clear. One could read either dadhavyanta or
dadhdtyanta. P has dadhadyanta. The copyist read
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dadhatyanta and wrote it in such a way that it resembled
dadhadyanta.

But B goes far away and makes it davahyanta. It is not a
scholarly attempt. It will be called taking undue liberty.

Manasvininap manaso'vatirya

manasya vegena palayitasya.
Jivagrahayeva vasantamitram

babhrama vayuh kakubhdam mukhani. [7:43]

This is a distressing attempt on the part of B to try to improve the
text and in that process ruin it. It is a negation of
sahrdayatvam!

N's fn. no. 7 on p. 75 states: manasya iti ganmasya iti va Ja.
pustake spagtam nasti.

B makes it ganasya.
R makes it mdsasya! That is befitting R ed.

It is interesting to observe that B is wrong as far as the first
letter is concerned. R 1is wrong as far as the second letter is
concerned!

Elsewhere in this study we have discussed the concept of mana
or kopa in full details.

The poet has already told us: Srngarabandhur madhur
avirasit. [7:3.4]

There was no scope for mana to be there anymore. It ran away.
Vayuh is vasantmitram. So he is chasing mana. We don't
know how gana (song, music) could run away? That 1is totally
irrelevant.

Still Bh declared kucha loga bhalehi ninda karem!

The poet says:
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Hemamanjiramalabhyam bhati janghalatadvayam.
Krtalavalam vallabhyat kunkumeneva subhruvalh.
[8:14]

P has krtalavalamballabhyat. This is correct and
meaningful. We need not repeat that J does not make any distinction
between ba and va. If we separate krtalavalam from the
word following--and the next word is vallabhyat--we reach Bilhapa
all the way. This is what Bilhaga meant.

However, B fn. says: krtalavalalamballabhyat. i.e. acc.
to B. ed. P has one extra letter "1a" inserted in between "va"
and "la". Also it has changed "v" into "b".

This leads us to reiterate once again that the press-copyist of B is
always true to his original, i.e. he created his own errors like the
omission of total verses already existing even in P. In other words, B
fn. means (=stands for) the press-copy of B rather than P itself. This
is a very important matter to keep in mind. Evidently there are
deviations in the press-copy from the P transcript. To put it
differently, B ascribes an error to P which 1is actually that of the
"Press-copy" of his edition! P is still correct, while the press-copy
of B is wrong. Once the press-copy was made from P, we don't know if
anyone compared and collated it with the original P.

B ed. did not know what to do with
krtalavalalamb3allabhyat. So it distorted the text, twisted it
around and murdered the s3hityavidyavadha.

B made it krtalavalam lambabhyam! So the
hemamanjiramale (dual) got lengthened!! i'perfect sense turned
into total nonsense. In the process of legitimate reconstruction, we
see total destruction. We lose éﬁllabhya completely. Still the Bh
had the audacity to say Kucha loga bhalehi nindi karem.

Mati nirviﬁare tasyas citra@ kucayugantare.
Kridakupdalitoccapdakodapdah kusumdyudhah.
[8:41]

This 8Sloka has been discussed in full detail in its proper place.
[pp. 134-137]
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Bhati dantacchadendsyalh svaccha dasanamalika.
Sarasvatyaksamdleva pujapadmadalancita. [8:69]

N's fn. no. 1 on p. 88 declares: Pra. pustake sannapyayam
Slokah Ba pustake nasti.

Vidvanmirdhanya papditasiromapi Vidyavagisa Bh still
has the courage to say Kucha loga bhalehi ninda karem. How
pitiful. It is simply disgusting! Na hi vandhya vijanati gqurvim
prasavavedanam!

ASankitah Sankaramallayuddhe

yah svedavaram vinivarapaya.
Bhasmotkarap vismayaghirpitasya

kaksantarat tasya samacakarga. [9:102]

In the second quarter, P has svedadharapvinivarapaya. B
makes the reading svedadharambunivarapnaya and removes it far
away from the original! He takes undue liberty with the text, since he
alters quite a bit. dha and va are very close in resemblance as
far as J MS. is concerned.

The editor probably did not recall: apah stri bhumni var
vari.

Yet Bh tries to defend B without any justification!

Yantisu yadvaravilasinigu .,
karegubhih puritadiktatabhil.
Dine'pi dikpalapurigavaksah
praksdalananp candrikaya labhante. [9:127]

In the first quarter, P has Yadvarivilasinigu. Instead of
removing "in from atop the letter "ra," Biihler breaks
varavilasini into two and makes it Yaddvari vilasinisu =
at whose gate, the beautiful women (locaéive). He did not like the idea
of Varavilasini here! He thus takes away all the charm from
Bilhapa's kavivacanam.
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Aropyamapa dayitena kacit
nitambabharat svyam apragalbha.
Skandhat taroh pratyuta mulam apa
svinnena padamburuhadvayena. [10:43]

Bilhapa said: Svinnena (=perspiring.) This is the reading up
to and including P. Someone possessing a more fertile brain made

khinnena. This is called poetic murder!! Still Bh had the
courage....

Ahliyamana iva hapsanadair
vikggyamapa iva kautukena.

Jagmus tatalh klantinivarapaya
lilasarastiram aralanetrah. [10:63]

Bilhapa's expression is klantinivarapaya. B has made it
klantinirvahapaya! We would 1like to call it avyaparesu
vyaparam. The editor who changed the reading unnecessarily did not
realize that his reading also generates the blemish
chandobhanga!

it

of

However, we would like to point out that there is an alternative,

very close reading--close to nirvahapaya! And that is
nibarhapaya, but that is karpakatu and uncalled for.

Patalena mahasam patalena
pracyasailabhuvi balamggankal.
Dhatus$gngapgthulasthaladhili-
kelidhusarasarira ivasit. [11:29]
J has pé;alena_nahasép}

P has padaleva manasam.

B makes it patalena tamasam.
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It will be called a disservice to the sahradaya. The editor
took it beyond the grasp of an intelligent reader. May be the
"Defender" of B could understand it. We cannot, simply cannot.

Kacit padair askhalitail sakhelam

yantisu $Suddhantakarenukasu.
Rajangananam akarod avajiam

Sropibhare ca stanagaurave ca. (12:32]

J has $ropibhare ca stanagauraveca! It makes perfect sense.
P has Sronibharevasthanagauraveva! It makes half sense.

B makes it Sronibharevasthitagauraveva! It makes no sense at
all!

Still the great "commentator and translator" Vidyavagisa Bh
has the courage to say Kucha loga bhalehi ninda karem. We find
no words to describe the courage of this scholar!

The editor (B) ought to have recalled that in J MS. va and
ca are indistinguishable. He ought to have tried to substitute
va by ca and then tried to see if he could get the correct
reading, capable of conveying the proper meaning.

Vibhavavarge jalada tvam agrapir
na candrikapi dyutim eti tavakim.
Karogi kip Subhrataya tadiyaya
na sundaramp candanam epanabhital. [13:72]

This is a classic example showing the 1lack of knowledge of
Kavyamarga on the part of the scholar-editor (B), whosoever he
might have been.

J and P both have Vibhavavarge. However, B makes it
vibhatavarge! Vibhata will merely mean "shining" or "bright."
The person who changed the reading and besmeared the beauty of our
sahitya-vidya-vadhu--the poetic charm of Bilhapa's Muse--might
not have come across the word vibhava, one of the most
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pre-potent elements of the sahitya- samsara and
rasa-sapsdra. Did he ever hear expressions like

Vibh3avanubhava-vyabhicari-samyogad rasanigpattib, or

Vibhavenanubhdvena vyaktah saficarina tatha.
Rasatam eti ratyadih sthayi bhavah sacefasam.

We call this (attempt) only a balisatvam.

Nigthurap kim api kathyate maya
tatra Kuntalapate kuru kgamam.

Yat svakdryam avadhi[dha?]rya grhpate
sevayaiva paritogam isvarah. [14:2]

J has_sevayaiva.
P has sevachaiva.
B makes svecchayaiva.

This is really svecchaya eva. It is svecchacarah, truly
svacchandacarah. We will call it manahputam samacaret!
We cannot call it a scholarly attempt. Sevachaiva may not convey
the desired meaning. However, orthographically it is much closer to the
original. Svecchayaiva is far removed; and, yet, it does not make
any sense at all? Bhaksite'pi lasune na santo vyadhih.

It is to be noted that the "restorer" changes chai into yai
anyway, which makes the reading sevayaiva, thus virtually restoring
the corrupt reading to its originil correct form. There was no need to
turn seva into sveccha!

Still Bh had the courage to say ninda karenm! He is
sarvatantrasvatantra. )

We would like to make one more point before we leave the discussion

of this verse. All read svakaryam avadhirya! We believe we
should read it svakaryam avadharya = viditva!!
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One of the most striking examples is Gaurivibhramdhupadhuma
[16:51], discussed in its proper place ([p. 227].

Following the sthali-pulaka-nydya, we have presented above
some examples of the restoration--rather distortion--work of B. It was
not our intention to point out the errors of Biihler. To err is human.
Our attempt was directed toward Bh who unnecessarily tried to defend
Biihler as if Bh alone was gupaika-paksa-patin, as if he alone
was able to appreciate the great contribution made by Biihler. If the
editor of B had exercised a little more caution and care, the future
scholars like us would have been spared a good deal of pain and grief.
Bh got everything ready-made! How could he even dream of the struggle
and strife of Nagar! This is all the purpose of writing this section of
the critique.

Na hi vandhya vijanati gurvim prasavavedanam.
Let us resume our earlier discussion.

We do not discount the errors in the original. We are merely trying
to rectify the errors unjustifiably ascribed to J. All the editions of
Vik. published so far are derived from J. It is the mula
adhara i.e. the arche-type, akara-grantha. P is supposed to be
a replica of J. B is supposed to be a replica of P, unless otherwise
stated. R is supposed to be a replica of B. N goes back to J. Bh
copies N. Now, if there is a wrong reading in B, which can be traced
back to J, B is not to be blamed at all! However, if J 1is right and
still B rejects its reading and invents his own, would it be possible to
support B? Of course, not. But this is exactly what Bh has tried to
do. It is not scholarly. It 1is not academic. The above verse
(Mati...] is an example.

Biihler gives in his fn. the rejected reading "mati." 1In other
words, both J and naturally P too had "mati." B does not agree and
makes it “"bhati." N goes back to J and restores the correct
reading. But Bh tries to prove his superiority of skill and asserts
that B is preferable to J, i.e. the poet Bilhapa himself! "Bhati"
may be correct as far as its prakrti and pratyaya are
concerned. But the vicchitti and camatkara play their role to
a much greater extent if the original reading is wupheld, i.e.
"mati® is kept as it is. Here is Kialidasa suggesting the same
idea:

Anyonyam utpidayad utpalakgyah
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stanadvayam pandu tatha pravgddham.
Madhye yath3a $yamamukhasya tasya
mrpalasutrantaram apyalabhyam.

[Kumarasambhavam. 1:40]
And Sriharga:

Paricyutas tat kucabharamadhyat
kip Sogamayasi mgpalahara.
Na sukgmatantor api tavakasya
tatravakaso bhavatah kimu syat. 8:41

Also Bilhapa:

Mukhenducandrikapiura-plavyamanau punah punah.
§itabhitavivanyonyau tasyah pidayatah kucau. [8:47]

And

DrSoh simavadah Sravapayugalena pratikalam

stanabhyam sampruddhe hrdi manasijas tigthati balat.
Nitambah sakrandam ksipati ra$andadama paritah

prave$as tanvangya vapusi tarupimno vijayate. [8:85]

The following poetic gems might enlighten the mind of Bh with regard
to mati vs. bhati.

Aman ivangesu mudah prakarsat

pratyudyayau tam janakah kumaryah.
Anugthitam samyag upayavidbhir

nitah parispandam ivarthasarthah. [9:40]

And

Trilokalakgmyeva salilam 1ksgitah

kgtadravai$ candrakarair ivaplutah.
Aduravanchdlatikaphalodayah

kvacin na mati sma muda naresSvarah. [2:79]

And here is another gieat poet:
Yanm na mati tadangegu lavapyam atisambhgtam.

Pipdikgtam urode$e tat payodharatam gatam. [Kasyapil]
[cited by Samskrtasuktisagara, p.1l35]
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Bh is not totally oblivious of the true purport of the poet's heart,
i.e. what the poet wants to convey here. There is no room--none
whatsoever--between the two breasts of the heroine. The word
nirvivare 1is correctly translated by Bh: Nivvivare = nir nasti
vivaram chidram avakaso yasmims tat tasmin niravakase. It is not
surprising that the God of Love is seated there. What is surprising is
that there was no room at all for anything to begin with. Nevertheless,
not only Kama sits there, but he 1is also able to accommodate his
gigantic bow therein! This is the reason for surprise. This is the
cause for wonder. The two words "nirvivare" and “uccapnda" are
quite significant. Bh has deliberately overlooked their real meaning.
Every beautiful thing in this world bhati. The wonder is
mati. Bh knows that here we have adhika alankara. He refers
to its definition and says atradharapeksaya"”
dheyasyadhikyavarnanad adhikalankarah. Did he recall any
example of adhikalankara? Probably not. If he had taken the
trouble of consulting even the Kavyaprakasa, he might have
perceived the real sense and would not have turned a sensible poetic
sadukti into total nonsense. [See below] He does not accept the
reading of N "[mati]". He insists on "bhati." Smartly enough, he
makes "bhati" yield the meaning of "mati", of course, by his
own force, twisting the word to mean anything he wants! This is how he
performs this feat:

Bhati pirpataya samagatya savakasam virajate.

One fails to understand wherefrom did he bring the sense represented
by the words “"purnataya samagatya sdvakasam." On second
thought we think he is right. He 1is vidyavagisa. He is
kartum, akartum, anyathakartum samarthah? 1Is he not? Our limited
knowledge cannot reach the unlimited height his knowledge has already
reached!

Let us study some more examples Of adhikadlankara:
Yugantakalapratisamphgtatmano
jaganti yasyam savikasam asata.
Tanau mamus tatra na Kaitabhadvigas

tapodhanabhyagamasapbhava mudah. Magha. 1:23

Mammata cites the following verse as an example of
adhikalankarah.

Aho vi$alap bhiipdla bhuvanatritayodaram.
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Mati matum asakyo'pi yasorasir yadatra te.
[Kavyadarsa of Dagpdin].

I don't know whether Bh would have changed "mati" to
"bhati" here too if he had the opportunity to edit the above text.

Vamanacharya Jhalkikar wrote the Balabodhini commentary on
Mammata. By 1965 it had run into 7 editions. I don't know if the same
Jhalkikar had any hand in the change from "mati® to "bhati" in
Vik., B's edition. Biihler says:

As soon as I recognised the importance of the MS., I
resolved to copy it out myself. My time at Jesalmir was
limited. But with the help of my companion Dr. H. Jacobi of
Bonn, who kindly lent me his assistance during my whole tour in
Rajputana, the task was accomplished in about seven days. He °
copied Sargas V. VI., XIV.-XVIII. 1-74, while the rest fell to
my “share. We then revised our copy together. I fear however,
that some at least of the little lacunae and mistakes, which had
to be filled in and corrected when the work was printing, are
owing to the inaccuracy of our transcript and not to that of the
writer of the old MS. (stress added) Every case where in
printing I thought it necessary to alter the text given by the
transcript, has  been carefully stated in the notes. With the
exception of two or three passages [e.g. II.21] about which I am
still in doubt, the text of the Vikramidikakdvya is readable,l
and I believe that, if fresh MSS. are found, it will prove to be
trustworthy. I have to thank Vamanacharya Jhalkikar for
several emendations, which he suggested while copying mj
transcript for the press and his brother Bhimachdarya for some
other corrections given in the addenda [stress added].

Bh knows the niti-upadesa: dgugino na duragrahah. We
don't know why he asserts in this case. Did he not know: Ekakini
pratijia hi pratijnatam na sadhayet: Mere assertion does not
prove the theory!

Here is one more poetic gem fromABilhaqa:

Sa standjnjalibandhena manmathap prathamagatam.
-Karotivonmukham b3ala bandhavap yauvanasriyah. [8:44]

1 According to the asima-dhigapa of B!
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The compound word "anjalibandha" is quite significant here.
What does it mean? It means the "folded hands", i.e. two hands joined
together. The two breasts are likened to the two hands joined together.
There is no space in between them--none whatsoever!

Also
Vilasadolaphalake nitamba-vistararuddhe paritas tarupyah.
Labdhah param kuficitakarmukepa tatravakasah kusumayudhena.

[7:19]

The above idea very much resembles what is expressed by the poet in
mati nirvivare... [8:41].

Banerji and Gupta translate 8:41 as follows:
It is wonderful (!] (A) that the flower-arrowed god (i.e.
Cupid), with his fierce [!] (B) bow playfully [!] (C) coiled,
appears [!] in the interval of her breasts, which 1is without
opening [!] (D).
The whole translation is really wonderful! These translators should
be awarded a novel literary prize. Such writers are alluded to by a

poet in a desperate prayer:

Arasikegu kavitvanivedanam

§irasi ma likha m3a likha ma likha.
And by Bilhapa too:
Kurvantu $egidh Sukavakyapatham!
"A" should be "amazing" or "surprising" or simply "a wonder".

"B" "uccapda" does not mean here "fierce" but "of a very large
size", or "gigantic."

"C" should be "skilfully."
*D" should be "space."

Here is one more poetic gem from our own poet, Mahdkavi Bilhapa,
which may throw some further light on the matter.
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Nitambabimbasya nitambavatyah
prakamavistaravasad ivasya.
Prthvipater uttamanayikapi
na kapi lebhe hgdaye'vakasam. [9:12]

Let it be emphasized here that Bh fares better as far as
"nirvivare" and "uccapda" are concerned, but he displays his
unreasonableness when he says: bhati purpataya samagatya
savakasam virajate.

Monier-Williams [1888 ed., p. 764, column 3] says:

Ma = to correspond in measure, find measure or room in
(cl. 2 with loc.,) e.g. te yaso-rasir bhuvana- tritayodare
mati, thy mass of fame finds room in the interior of three
worlds.

-Apte, [1965, 3d. ed., p. 753, Column 1]: Ma = to be
in, find room or space in, be contained or comprised in.

Once again we are reminded of a great sadukti of a great poet:
Daivim vacam upasate hi bahavah sdram tu sdrasvatam
janite nitaram asau gurukulakligto Muraril Kavih.
Abdhir langhita eva vanarabhataih kintvasya gambhiratam
apatalanimagnapivaravapur janati manthacalal.

* * *
Bilhapa says:

Dolayanp jaghanasthalena calgté loleksana lajjate
dhatte dikgu nirlkgapap smitamukhi paravatanam rutail.
Spar$ah kaptakakotibhih kutilayda 1ilavane negyate
sajjap maugdhyavisarjanaya sutanoh Sghngaramitram vayah.
(8:86]

While trying to explain this verse (8:86] Bh misses the true
meaning. We are referring to the 2nd carana: Dhatte diksu....Bh
says:

Kapotarutena suratasamaye lingayonigharsana-
rutasmaragenotkapthaya itastatah niriksate kuto'yanm
vicitrah $abdah samayati. Kapotdh khalu svabhdavata eva
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bahuvigayalampata bhavanti. Tesam $abdena tesam
kamakridap drastum itastato'valokayatiti bhaval.

This is all incongruous. When we read such indescribable babble of
tongue we are kept wondering whether the writer was awake, dreaming, or
asleep--or totally out of his mind--when he wrote such nonsense. The
cooing of pigeons resembles the sound from the throat, made by the lady
as an essential function of the suratakrida (sexual intercourse).

In other words, she makes a special cooing sound deliberately. It is
not the sound made by the friction of the sexual organs of the lover and
the beloved lady (linga and yoni). [There is a lot of natural

"grease" there, Mr. Vidyavagisa!] It is surprising that Bh did know

of this himself! Neither did he consult a friend. Maybe he was shy of
asking such a silly question, but he could have studied the literature
in his University Library and spared himself the ridicule of the future
generation of the readers of his "great" translation and interpretation.
We are told that many great pandits of Kasi had examined Bh's work.
How did they overlook this asangati?

Probably Bh had not yet read the 18th canto when he worked on the
7th canto, for Bilhapa expresses there similar ideas in 18:26:

Srutva Srutvad rutam aviratap yatra paravatanam
daksah kapthadhvanisu $anakailh paurakanya bhavanti.

Here is another poet:

Kante tatha katham api prathitam mggaksgya
caturyam uddhatamanobhavaya ratesu.
Tatkijitanyanuvadadbhir anekavaram
§igyayitap grhakapotasatair yathasyah. [Kasyapil
Saduktikarpamrta of Sridharadasa.
Calcutta, 1965. pp. 299-300.
(Also discussed in Sahityadarpana).

Let us enjoy the beauties of another poetic gem:

Narair viphalajanmabhir giridarl na kim sevyate
na cec chravapagocaribhavati jatucij janmani.

Kapotaravamadhuriviracananukaradaro
ratasahakg$odarivacanakakuritidhvanip.

Sampskrtasuktisdgarah. Kasi, Akhila Bharatilya
Vikrama Parigad, Samvat 2014 V. Sankalanakarta tatha
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anuvadaka (compiler and translator): Sri Narayana
Svami.

The compiler does not give his source, but translates the verse
beautifully in Hindi as follows:

Kabiitarak1l gutaragumk1 mithasaka
anukaragakaranevali, ratikd pariSrama sahanemem asamartha
navelike prathanase bhare hue vacanom k1 dhvaniko jisane
(jinhomne] jivanamep kabhi nahiIm suna una manusyom ka
to janmahl vyartha hai. Ve bhala parvatakl kandaraom mem
kyop nahip cale jate?

Saduktikarnamytam of Sridharadisa cites the above verse,
("Narair viphalajanmabhir"), under "Kapthakujitam" and
ascribes it to "kasyapi." It also gives the following verse:

‘Kante vicitrasuratakramabaddharige
sanketake'pi mggasavakalocanayal.
Tat kdjitam kim api yena tadiyatalpam
nalpailh paritam anu$abditalavakaughaih.
For further enlightenment of Bh on 8:86, we may offer an extract
from the Kamasutra of Vatsyayana, tr. by S. C. Upadhyaya.
Bombay, Taraporevala, 1970. p. 121, Ch. 7.

Sutra 5.--virutani cagtau.

On the other hand, what results from intense passion and not pain,
is "viruta" or cooing, which is of eight kinds.

Sutra 6: Hinkara-stanita-kijita-rudita-sitkgta-ditkgta—-phitkgtani.
[only seven! sitkrta also?]

(5) Kujita or cooing:
Sutra 8: Paravata-parabhgta-harita-$uka-madhukara-datyiha-
hapsa-karapdava-lavaka-virutani sitkgta-bhidyisthani

vikalpasah prayufijita.

A woman may also imitate the shrieks and calls of doves,
koels, pigeonms...

Sutra 15: Tatrantarmukhena kiijitam phitkgtam ca.
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Tatra kiijitam tat samvgtena kapthena. Kiujatya-
nenidvyaktam $abditam. Yadi vivrtena jihvamilena ca
tat phitkgtam. Vyakhya.

At such a time, the woman should alternately utter the
cooing sound from inside her mouth and the 'fu-fu' sound. (The
‘fu-fu' sound is almost the opposite of cooing sound, which is
usually done with the mouth kept open).

According to Apte, Ratakujitam = lustful or lascivious murmur.

Thus it becomes evident that this kapthadhvani was acquired
through a voluntary learning process and was not merely an involuntary
expression of exhaustion or pain, etc.

Cf. Dapdin:

Kalakvapitagarbhepa kagpthenaghirpitekganah.
Pardvatah paribhramya riramsu$ cumbati priyam.

Kavyadarsa, ed. by Dharmendrakumdra Gupta. Delhi, Mehar
Chand Lacchmandas, 1973. p. 85.

While on the subject, we may also think of:

Sriparicaydj jada api bhavantyabhijiid vidagdhacaritanam.
Upadi$ati kamininam yauvanamada eva lalitani.
Quoted in Kavyaprakasa

We could go on and on. Here 1is another poetic gem on
surata-kaptha-ruta, cited by Mammata in his Kdvyaprakasa
as an example of smarapa alankara:

Nimnandabhikuharesu yad ambhah
plavitam caladg$am laharibhil.
Tadbhavaih kuharutair natamadhyibl
smaritalh suratakaptharutanam.
Jalhapa 67:16.

Here is one more example of surata-kaptha-ruta. Sumukha says
to Ravapa:

! Suraniaryalh ityapi patho driyate.
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Yanurmil3dpatir ayam ca tavatmajas$ ca
banotkaran vikirato racitandhakaran.

Te'nyonyakhandanavasad viphalibhavanti
ratyutsave badhirayor iva kapthanadah.

Balaramayana of Rajasekhara. Anka 8, verse 44.

Bh refers to Shri Ramavatara Sarma as his
"guruvaryapam.®” It is unfortunate that his guru did not teach
him even the basic Sanskrit kavyas. We don't know whether Bh had
ever seen the following sadukti of Mahakavi Magha in
Sisupalavadham:

Ratantare yatra grhantaresu
vitardiniryihavitankanidah.

Rutdni Sgpvan vayasam gapo'nte-
vasitvam apa sphutam angananam. 3:55

We find it difficult to leave the prakrta-prasanga. We are
reminded of one more poetic gem of our own poet Bilhapa:

SmaraprasSastiprativastutam gatah
saliladatyuhasamihanisvanah.
Bhavanti yatra ksapamitravisramal

praddyinah kaptharavesu yositam. [2:15]

Datyuha-samuha-nisvanah giVe relief, even for a very short
period though, to yositam kantharavesu! We have seen this in
India in Harikatha. The principal performer (singer) takes a
breather. The melody is continued by his associate. Then the principal
picks up once again. So there is continuation and also on the same
tala and laya!

Apparently Bh did not understand the poet here. For
kantharavesu he says: bhasana-karyesu gitesu va. I
wish he could tell us the significance of the words
"ksanmatravisrama"! The komalangi gets tired by

constantly making  the sound. So the birds relieve her! Bh concludes:
Tatratyanam naripam sabdo datyuhakujitavan madhura iti

vyajyate. We get hurt by the display of knowledge on the part of Bh.
Truly it is said: Arasikesu kavitvanivedanam sirasi ma 1likha ma
likha ma likha. In Hindi too we have a beautiful saying: Bhainsa

l The MS. A has vibhrama. I too thought it to be preferable. But
no, visrama is much better.
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ke age bina bajae bhainsa pari pagurae. Play vipa in
front of the she-buffalo; she will continue her munching!

We have cited above the verse Narair viphalahanmabhir. It says:
Ratasahakrsodari-vacanakakuritidhvanih. While Vatsyayana
in his Kamasastra says that the sound is generated by passion and
not pain and that it is voluntary and made with special effort, Narair

viphalajanmabhir has a different interpretation. That idea is echoed
in the following verse:

Gaghalinganavamanikgtakucaprodbhinnaromodgama
sandrasneharasatirekavigalacchrimannitambambara.

M3 m3 manada mati mam alam iti ksamaksarollapini
suptd kim nu myta nu kim manasi me 1ind vilind nu kin.

Let us now discuss the third carapa of the above verse
(Dolayam jaghanasthalena). Bilhana says:

SparSah kaptakakotibhih kutilayda lilavane negyate.
[8:86.3]

Misra has really murdered the Sahitya-vidyda-vadhi here while
commenting on this kavivacanam. He says:

"For igyate (of the MS. and edd.) "is desired", read
anvesyate "is looked for": “the touch by the thorns is
looked for by the tricky one", the idea being: that she enjoys
the scratchings that would take place in passionate embracings.
The mistake negyate (na-isyate) for 'nvesyate

must, however, be old as the paraphrasing line in Sp. shows."
(p. 59]

The critic had already ordered earlier [pp. 15-16]:

Instead of nesyate (na-igyate) "is not desired" pass.
of anvegaya read anvegsyate (anu-igyate) "is looked
for", cp. below Chap. III on 8.36 [sic., should be 8:86!]

We don't know whether this is a deliberate attempt on Misra's part
to increase the bulk of his book, or an unconscious display of his 1lack
of knowledge. Also we fail to understand how anu + igyate becomes
anve;yate!l Anu + igyate will turn into anvigyate and not
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anvesyate. Cf. Anvigyan maragopayam duhkhat
tatsainyalupthitah. 4:16.

Misra certainly crosses the limits of justice and decency when he
calls "negsyate", a mistake! He also calls it "old." The question
is: How o0ld? Misra does not give the age. It is not only the J MS.,
which antedates the year 1229 A.D., but also the saduktikarpamrta
(1205 A.D.) has negyate (=is not desired, or liked, or looked for).

So, if we understand Mr. Misra correctly, the Puraga Bilhapa
wrote anvegyate--that was the original, correct reading. Someone
at a later date, still in olden days, committed a mistake and made
it negsyate. So Mahakavi Bilhana had to appear on this earth once
again, after so many centuries, in the nama and rupa of B.N.

Misra to restore the original.

Let us resume our discussion of the current theme.

The verse in reference appears 1in saduktikarpamrta as
follows:-—-

Dolayap jaghanasthalena calata loleksapa lajjate

sajjap maugdhyavisarjan3dya sutanoh Sghgaramitram vayalh.
Sparfah kaptakakotibhih kutilaya lilavane negyate

dhatte diksu nirTksapamp smitamukhl paravatanam rutail.

Incidentally we might add here that the transposition of the
padas 2 and 4 in Saduktikarpamrta cannot be justified because
sajjam maugdhya- is the conclusion and it must come at the very end.
Sures Chandra Banerji, the editor of Saduktikarpamrta, traces
this verse in other sources and énthologies:

Spd 3278; Smv 51.14; V.C. VIII 86; and in the footnotes
he provides the following information:

a) Sp. valata for calata
b) This line, with vayah for vapuh is the fourth

line in Spd., V.C. [?], Smv., Spd. read the second line
thus:  Sa [S3d] sankap tanukaptha [pta?] kaksatabhiya

I NRR adds: "Is Misra so ignorant that he does not know the
inevitability of yap here? Or, is he just careless? Shouldn't he
have said anu-egyate?"
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krigavane kridati. ["Ksata” is a very fine word,
which reminds us of nakhaksata and dantaksata].

c) Ed. of Sarma lilivanau for vane. Spd. omits
this line.

d) As pointed out above, Spd. and Smv. read
b) here. S paravatinam for -vatanam

b) and d) are transposed in Ed.

Notwithstanding all the variant readings and transpositions of the
lines, etc., there is not even a single convincing reason to change
negyate to anvesyate! We simply fail to understand what Misra
means by "“as the paraphrasing line in Sp. shows." We feel miserable
that we are not able to comprehend what Misra wants us to do.

The so-called paraphrasing line, as cited by Misra himself reads:
Sasankaqp tanukaptakaksatabhiya kridavane kridati.

The poet here says that [sa] kridavane kridati= the lady
does definitely play in the pleasure garden, but sasankam! Why?
Tanukaptakaksatabhiya. She plays in the pleasure garden no
doubt, but with caution and care, lest the thorns scratch her body and
those very scratches are misunderstood for nakhaksatas!

The words sasankam and bhiya are quite significant.
Misra misses the essence of all!

Let it be emphasized that Mr. Misra goes against not only all
the MSS. and all the editions of the Vik. but also against those
ancient anthologies which have the readings exactly what Vik. has,
i.e. sparsah kaptakakotibhih kutilaya lilavane negyate.
And the other anthologies, which contain sasankam
tanukaptakaksatabhiya kridavane kridati, do not lend any
support to Misra's contention either that "the reading ought to be
changed to "anvesyate" is "looked for."

Misra acts in an unreasonable manner. A reasonable man would have

considered the issue once again to determine whether he should tamper
with an existing reading or not. Unless and until a scholar is
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absolutely certain about the worthlessness of the original reading and
strongly feels that there is an unavoidable need for a substitution to
make some sense out of a nonsensical reading, he does not take the
courage to make the substitution. Misra might have concluded
irretrievably that he was absolutely right, but what about his advisers
in Germany!

We don't understand what is the gain of the nayika in wilfully
getting scratched by thorns in the garden, unless she wants to invite
trouble for herself unnecessarily! We have a beautiful saying in Hindi:
A patthara mere paira para para. O stone, come and hit me on my
feet! Misra would like to change the readings left and right, up and
down, to suit the 1lack of his understanding. So "lilavane
negyate" becomes "lilavane'nvesyate." We cannot agree.

Of course, the lady does not look for the scratchings caused by the
thorns, in spite of Mr. Misra's assertions. She wants to avoid them by
all means, lest they are mistaken for the scratchings (ksatas)
received during the rati-krida, sexual play, not “"passionate
embracings" as Misra asks us to believe! She may enjoy the
nakhakgata or dantakgsata from her lover, but not
kantaka-kgata from the thorny bushes! and, by the way, where did
Misra get the idea that “"scratchings take place in passionate
embracings!” Does he not know any difference amongst the various
components of ratikrida like alingana, cumbana, nakhaksata
and dantaksata, etc.?

Naturally Bh reads kriddvane nesyate, but his cause is
different. He wants us to believe that the lady did not want to be
scratched by the thorny bushes because they were painful! So what?
Every prick 1is painful. The lady did not want to be scratched, not
because of the potential pain, but because they were 1likely to be
mistaken for the nakhak;atas received during the
ratikridaprasanga!

We are not sure if our Neo-Expounders had come across the following
sadukti:

Drstim he prative§ini ksapam ihdpyasmadgrhe dasyasi
prayepdsya $iSoh pitd na virasadh kaupir apah pasyati.
Ekakinyapi yami satvaram itas srotas tamdalakulam
nirandhrads tanum alikhantu jarathaccheda nalagranthayah.

And what about the following:
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Kasya va na bhavati roso
drstva priyayah savrapam adharam.
Sabhramarapadmaghrayini
varitavame sahasvedanim.
Kavyaprakasa.

Misra, the Ttanslatbr

Misra is equally adept in the art of translation. He translates the
following verse beautifully:

Mukhena lajjabhinayapragalbha
lilalavanyaicitakandharepa.

Pratyadisantiva divi sphurantam
anekadogopahatam mggankam. [9:53]

I wish Misra had attempted more translations of Bilhapa. He
translates mukhena pratyadisanti iva mrgankam as "putting as it
were the moon in its place by her face" [p. 26]. We don't know how
pratyadis could mean "to put someone in its place.” And even if
it meant that, what purpose would it serve!!

According to Apte pratyadis means to reject, discard,
shun--pratyadistavisesamapdanavidhih; to
repulse--pratyadidesainam abhasamanpa; to cast off,
repudiate-- kamap pratyadigtam smarami na parigraham munes
tanayam; to obscure, eclipse, defeat, throw into the shade or
background-- pratyadisyanta iva me drstalaksyabhidah sarah;
raksagrhagata dipah pratyadigtd iva. The term also means
“conquer"” or "overcome" by the same authority of Apte. However, Bh
correctly translates pratyadisanti by tiraskurvanti and also
cites Amara as his authority--pratyddeso nirakrtih.

And the English translators B & G, substituting word for word
[(makgikasthane maksika) say:

Skilled in the acting of bashfulness with her face [,] she
was as if repudiating [emphasis added] the moon, disfigured
with many blemishes, shining in ‘the sky, with her neck curved

playfully. B & G.

The Hindi translator of Bh renders this verse as follows:
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Lajjako prakata karane mem pravipa (vaha Candra-
lekha) vilasa se thorl jhukal hul gardana se yukta mukha
se [so he bypasses the problem of yasya, yena, or vyasmin,
etc.] dk3asamep camakanevale, aneka dosom se nindya
athava aneka ratriyom mem (kgspapaksa mem) kantihina,
candrama ka tiraskara karatil hul prakata hul.

Howsoever poor may be the . translation in Sanskrit, English, or
Hindi, none has missed the meaning the way Misra has done. He has
missed everything.

With regard to lilalavanyancitakandharena, Candrika
interpreted it as follows: lilaya lavena nyafcita vakrikrta
kandhara yasya tena. [I believe "yasya" is wrong. It should be
yena. The face has turned the neck a little. When the face is
turned, naturally the neck gets turned too.]

Misra merely raises the problem but does not try to solve it! He
says: "Usually the neck is thought to belong to the head, rather than
to face." (p. 26, note 3].

Let us see what Bh says:

Lilaya vilasasya lavena le$ena nyaficita vakrikrta
kandhara griva yasmin tena mukhena."

So Bh uses locative!
Misra Seems Confused

Here is a case where we find Misra quite confused. He sees what in
reality does not exist. He suffers from bhrantir mithyamatir

bhramah.

Undoubtedly to err is human. Our great nitikaras have already
taught us:

Gacchatas skhalanap kvapi bhavatyeva pramadatalh.
Those who ride the horses are likely to fall sometimes. There is
hardly any human being on this earth who could prove that he/she has

never committed an error! As a rule, one should always be careful, lest
one errs. However, one should be doubly careful when trying to f£ind
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fault with the work of others. Those who live in the glass house should

never throw stone at others.
Here is Misra's unusual power of perception:

Tayopade$ah sa krtah kumaryam
vrthagaman nica ivopakaral.
Premapi janmantarasarncitani
pradurbhavanti kvacid evam eva. [9:92]

Misra expounds:

9.92a
kumaryah, in second and third editions, conjectured

(?] for kumaryam, in the MS. and ed. pri 1is hardly
correct. Kumaryam (loc.) is to be construed with
agamat (9), like nice in the comparison: *"the
instruction went to the girl in vain, like a service [goes in
vain] to a vile one". For the thought compare: Bhasa,
Carudatta, 1.19: Balacarita 1.15 (=Sadraka
Mrcchakatika, 1,34):

limpativa tamo 'ngani varsativanjanam nabhah/
asatpurusaseveva drstir viphalatam gata//

Bharavi, KRirat., 13.33:

upakdra ivasati prayuktah sthitim aprapya mrge
gatah prapasam/

krtasaktir adhomukho gurutvaj janitavrida ivatma-
paurugena// [p. 16]

fn. 9. Cp. Raghu. 6.66...tadiyo lebhe antaram [!] cetasi
nopadesah, "her instruction did not obtain a place
in her mind."

Let us see how the verse 9:92 reads both in B and N:
Tayopade$Sah sa krtah kumdryam [loc.]
vgthagaman nica ivopakaral.

Premdpi janmatarasaifcitani
pradurbhavanti kvacid evam eva. [9:92]
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We read here kumaryamp [loc.] and not kumaryah (gen.]
as alleged by Misra. Then how did he read kumaryah [(gen.] in the
same verse? Well, he might have read the following verse no. 93, which
has kumaryah (gen.].

Pradar$ayamasa tatah kumaryah

kgitiSam anyam pratihdararaksi.
Citanubandhe madhuparnganayah

mugdha madhusrir iva karpikaram. [9:93]

So the word kumaryah [gen.] of verse 93 might have been read
by Misra in verse 92! This entire discussion of Misra turns out to be
jalatadanam.

The facts are as follows. The verse 9:92 does not have
kumaryah. It has kumaryam. 9:93 does have
kumaryah which is correct in its own context. The variant

reading "kumaryam of J and B appearing at the bottom of page 100

of N, refers to 9:93, and not 9:92! The figure 2 appears as superscript
on the word kumaryah of 93.1. 92.1 already had kumaryam.

There was no reason to change kumaryamp into kumaryam!

92.1 reads Tayopadesah sa krtah kumaryam, and 93.1 reads
Pradarsayamasa tatah kumaryah. All this trouble arose, maybe,

because the two verses are in juxtaposition, one after the other, and
Misra was too anxious to find fault with his predecessors.

We may offer an explanation to Misra's performance. It may be a
case of the play and display of the maxim of
mapndukapluti--jumping of the frog! Misra's eyes jumped from one '
kumaryam to another kumaryah. He did not distinguish the
two as separate words! The similarity of the form deceived him. Had he
seen both the verses carefully, and at the same time, he would have
spared his readers a great deal of trouble as well as a lot of wastage
of time and energy on the part of all concerned, including the present
writer. Misra seems to be careless. We do not doubt Misra's correct
reading of the verse 9:93 because on page 4 we find him discussing the
same verse: -

9:93a

pradarsayam asa tatah kumdryah (2) "then he [who
*he"? It should be she, Mr. Misra!] showed to the maiden."
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fn.2. Kumaryah" 1is, Mr. Misra, a conjecture [!] of
ed. sec.; Biihler has in accordance with the MS.
kumaryam which is not construable."

We have another demonstration of Misra's domineering wisdom:

Nirudhya randhram madhupiritasya

puspasya lobhad bhramaro'vatasthe.
Anyena margepa papus tad anye

labdharjananam ayam eva margah. [10:13]

Misra makes an unjust suggestion:

For labdharjananam. [!] "of those that have obtained
acquisition®, which does not make sense in the context
(labharjananam [sic] ayam eva margah, "this is the
way of those that have obtained acquisition"). ed. ter.
conjectures: lubdhair jananam, which seems better--as it
is indeed a greedy bee that is spoken of in the verse--but is
difficult of [!] construction: "this is the way of people with
the greedy". We should expect rather a 1loc., than an
instrumental; besides, the verse is concerned with bees, not
with people. More conservative [?] and without difficulties
would be to read: lubdhdrjananam ayam eva margah, "this
is the way of the acquisitions (= thus it goes with the
acquisitions) of the greedy ones..." [p. 16]

N has in the text "labdhdrjananiam ayam eva margah." And so
does J and B. However, J gloss says "yata uparjakapumpsah." But
Candrika suggests: "lubdhair jandanam ayam eva margah iti
pathah sidhiyén.'l

1 Misra attributes the reading--lubdhair jananam ayam eva margah
to ed. ter. (i.e. Bh). He knows that ed. ter. is
kavyarthacauryacaturah. Bh never acknowledges any debt to N. He
takes Caritacandrika to be an ancient commentary antedating 1286

A.D.! So whatever is contained in Caritacandrika is Bh's own
property! On p. 269, lines 24-25, Nagar in HIS Caritacandrika
says: Lubdhair jananam ayam eva margah iti pathah

sadhiyan! So it is not true to say that the above reading is a
contribution of Bh. Mr. Misra is careless.
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Bh probably did not know that when the N text was going through the
press, Caritacandrika was not even composed! As the printing of
the text progressed, Nagar wrote HIS Caritacandrika. Otherwise
Candrika would have appeared along with the text, at the bottom,
where it actually belongs. It is a pada-tippani and ought to
have gone to the pada. It was not possible for Nagar to suggest
the "conjectured® reading in the text part. N text accepts what J
states as far as the reading is concerned. The conjectured reading
could be put only in the footnote. Since there was no possibility
of putting it on the same page under the text as a footnote
(pada-tippapi), it had to be put in the Caritacandrika,
after the text was finished.

However, Bh adopts Candrika's [i.e. Nagar's] conjectured
reading for his text and relegates N's (and of J too) reading
labdhdrjananam ayam eva margah to the secondary position, '
downgrading it to his footnote. His words are: "Labdharjananam
ayam eva margah patho'yam cintyah." He does not give any credit
to Caritacandrika or N. He does not ascribe the improved ([?]
reading to its true originator. He takes all the credit to himself, to
be appreciated by future scholars like Misra.

Let it be remembered that for the reasons best known to him, Bh has
assumed that Candrika is an ancient commentary, composed even
before 1286 A.D. I don't think such a great ancient scholar, an
imaginative creation of Bh's fertile brain, if there were one, would say
"iti pdathah sadhiyan." His words would be bolder, much more
assertive. Also the same gloss-writer won't put yata
updrjakapumsah, which is the translation of labdharjananam.

In other words, the sense in the J gloss [yata uparjakapumsah] is

not the same as suggested in the conjectural reading of Candrika.

We are still not clear on this issue. However, Misra, who does not have
any doubt about anything ever, recommends that the reading be changed to
"Jubdharjananam ayam eva margah."

It is interesting _ to observe that according to Misra
labdhdrjananam "does not make any sense in the context." To him
lubdhair jananam seems better, yet "it is difficult of (?]
construction." So he recommends that we force Bilhapa to
speak--lubdhdrjandnam ayam eva margah, because that would be
“more conservative [?]! We don't know what is meant here by the last

word “"conservative"! It is difficult to agree with Misra for various
reasons and on various grounds. He says: "We should expect rather a
loc." [p. 16, 1.30]. But his suggested reading ends in
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"lubdharjananam." We fail to understand how a word ending in
"-nam" could be called a locative! May be Misra's loc. ends in
"-nam"! Probably he meant "genitive."

And then Misra argues: "Besides the verse is concerned with bees,
not with people." Evidently he had seen Bh, who says that here we have

(the figure of speech called) "arthantaranyasah." It is true
that the verse is concerned with the bees, but only in the first three
quarters. The fourth quarter is general (sadharapa) and is
appropriately concerned with the people! Whether the reading is

accepted to be
a) Labdharjananam ayam eva margal, or
b) Lubdhdrjananam ayam eva margah, or
c) Lubdhair jananam ayam eva margal,

the main theme ends with the third quarter. The fourth quarter is a
generalization from the preceding special situation (case). Our
akankga is satisfiedl with the three quarters. The fourth
quarter stands by itself. Even Misra brings the term "ones." We don't
know if his 'ones' refers to the people as well, or only to the "bees."
In any case, he has missed the kavitantargatap kavitatatparyam.

Misra may know what is "arthantaranyasa." Here 1is its
definition from S3hityadarpapa of Visvandtha Kaviraja:

Samanyam va viSesepa viSesas tena va yadi.
Raryam ca kdrapenedap karyepa ca samarthyate.
Sadharmyepetareparthantaranyaso'gtadha matah.

(Nail Dilli: Papini, 1982. p. 579]

It would have been much better if Misra had studied the basic,
elementary texts in India itself and then proceeded to earn a Ph.D. in
Germany, where his so called "advisors" and "examiners" either did not
read what he wrote or did not know any better! His so-called "flawless"
dissertation was written in German brand of English. Maybe his advisors
had no knowledge of English at all!

1 an example of the beautiful editorial work of Shri Nagaraja Rao. I
had used the word "finished." His word is much more "satisfying"! How
sincerely I wish he had finished what he had begun!
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As far as we are concerned, the problem still remains unresolved!
There are three possible readings as shown above. We still maintain
that Ilubdhair jananam ayam eva margah is the most appropriate
reading, yata uparjakapupsah of J gloss notwithstanding. Let us
hear what the poet wants to say:

The flower is brimming--really brimming, overflowing with honey.
But the bee is too greedy. Neither does it drink itself; nor does it
allow others to enjoy the drink. It covers the opening, obstructs the
path, and stays right there, totally tight.

Now the other bees could not tolerate this disgusting situation.
They found another opening and drank all the honey while this greedy one
kept on believing that all the honey was safely preserved. This is all
prakrta, the true situation, a statement of facts. '

Let us pay special attention to the repetition of the word

marga. Let us consider the style of composition
[racanasaili] of the poet. We have Ilobhat in the
prakrta. It will be much more pleasant and appealing to have

lubdhaih in the concluding sentence. Not only does marga mean
"opening”, it also means "way"--a way most appropriate, a prudent way,
to deal with the cunning and greedy people.

* * *
Once again we see here Misra's fantastic flights of imagination:

Tavangavallikusumair vildsair
avaimi kamo hriyamapanetrah.
Caitrarpitap nitanam astrajatam
sandhatukamo'pi na sandadhati. [10:27]

Misra says:

10.27a )
vilasa- (vi- las with ghan), used as an adjective
(ed. ter., comm.; vildsair vilasayuktaih) is  hardly
possible. Read perhaps for vilasair rather vikalair:

tavangavallikusumair vilasair [!]

avaimi kamo hriyamapanetrah/
caitrarpitamp nutanam astrajatan
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sapdhatukamo'pi na samdadhati//

"God Kama, whose eyes, I think, are robbed, (forcibly
taken) by the timeless (v.ikéla)l flowers (=flowers that
know no season) of the liana that is your body, does not place
on his bowstring the new arsenal of arrows [i.e. flowers]
offered by the season Caitra, though he is wishing to do so."
[p. 171

Let us examine what Bh has to say on this point that led Mr. Misra
astray, if at all it did. Misra is confused.

Tava Candralekhayah vilasaib vilasayuktaih [,]
anganyeva vallyo latah tasamp kusumdni pugpapi taih [,]
athava latasthdndpanna Sarirayastih kusumasthane'ngani.

We do not think Bh understood what Bilhapa has to say here! He
translates vilasaih as vildsayuktaih. Misra finds fault with
him, which 1is justifiable. However, Misra misleads his readers by

suggesting an "improved" reading. His suggestion to read vikalaih

is as unacceptable to us as any that we have found in his entire product

of "investigations." .
It is obvious that Bh totally overlooks vilasah as

substantive. What he says does not make much sense to us. At the end

he says: Tavangavallikusumair [!] eva kamasya

sarasandhanahetukam karyam krtam iti bhavah. We don't know how

Bh could grow flowers in, or produce them from the body (assemblage of

limbs) of Candaladevi!

Banerji and Gupta provide only a glimmering lamp to show the proper
path to our neo-expounders. However, none seems to use that lamp. B
and G say:

I think, Cupid, with his eyes attracted by the dalliances
[vilasaih] in the shape of [?] the flowers of your
body-creeper, does not wield [aim or set] the new weapon offered
by Caitra, though he is willing [?] to do so.

The Spring, whose responsibility it is to provide the arsenal of
weapons (arrows of flowers) to his Master, the God of Love, has provided

1 we don't know how "vikala"” could mean [flowers] that know no
season! It is not "sarvakala" or "sarvartu."
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him (God of Love) with abundant new and fresh weapons, and he (God of
Love) also does want to aim those arrows at his targets; yet when he
sees the vilasas of Candaladevi, which are equated with the
flowers, blossoming forth from the creeper of [that is] the body of
Candaladevi, he gets so enamoured by them that he finds no enthusiasm
to use those arrows (which are traditional). The vilasas of
Candaladevi are much more attractive, bewitching, effective, and
superior as compared to all the arsenal of the Spring Season.

Truly speaking it is very difficult, almost impossible, to translate
impregnated words of great poets like Bilhapa in a language which is
still foreign to the present writer. To substitute words for words
following the principle of maksikasthane maksgika can be done.

But to bring out the real meaning of Bilhapa by using English language
is extremely difficult task indeed for me. Every word of Bilhapa is
enriched with pregnant meaning: hriyamananetrah nutanam astrajatam |
sandhatukamah api na sandadhati! The beauties of poetry can be
appreciated only through the feelings of one's heart.
Kavyartha-bhavana-paripakva-buddhi-vibhava-matra-vedyam is the
kavikarma and kavimarma!

The poet says:

I (Vikramankadeva) imagine that Kama is getting so
enchanted, enamoured and overwhelmed (his eyes getting...) by
your (of Candaladevi) vilasas (amorous gestures), which
are, as if, the flowers of your body-creeper (limbs, which are
like a creeper) that he does not want to aim at his targets the
new assemblage of the arms (arrows) provided by Caitra (the
Spring Season), although he would very much like to do so. The
essence is: The vilasas of Candaladevi are much more
charming (and so generatipg Kama) than the traditional arrows
(flowers) of Kama.

This is what the poet wants to convey. The above translation is put
forth here with all the due apologies to the great poet, because it
still does not convey the full meaning.

Let us see what is wvildsa. Vilasa as defined by
Visdvanatha ‘Raviraja in his Sahityadarpapa-is:

Yanasthanasanadinap mukhanetradikarmapam.
ViSesas tu vilasah syad igtasandarSanadina.
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Here is an example:

Atrantare kim api vagvibhavativgtta-
vaicitryam ullasitavibhramam ayataksyah.

Tad bharisattvikavikaram apastadhairyam
acaryakam vijayi manmatham avir asit.

According to Hemacandra:
LiIla vildso vicchittir vibbokah kilakificitam. 507
Mottayitam kuttamitap lalitam vihgtam tatha.
Vibhrama$ cetyalankardah stripam svabhiavika dasa. 508
[{Kavyanusasanal
So Vilasa is one of the ten natural ornaments-- embellishments
of the women. Vilasa is a basic quality of vilasini. It is

a srngarabhavaja kriya. Let us see what Amara says:

Stripap vilasavibboka vibhrama lalitam tatha.
Hela liletyaml havah kriyah srngarabhavajah.

Ramdsraml comments on the above:
Sgngarad ratyadeh bhavan manovikarac ca jatah
(stripam) kriyaé cesta alankarakhya vilasadika

hava- $abdavacyah.

Let it be noted that vilasa leads the above enumeration of the
srngarabhavaja kriya.

Here is another authoritative statement defining wvilasa as
presented in Ramaérami:

Vilaso'nige viseso yah priyaptavasanadisgu.
Vilaso havabhede syal lilayam api pumsyayam.

Tatra priyasamipagamane yah sthanasanagamana-
vilokitegu vikaro'kasmac ca krodhasmitacamatkaramukha-

viklavanap sa vilasah.

We are reminded of a subhagita where kavikulaguru
Rdlidasa has been equated with kavita-kamini-vilasa:

- 178 -



Yasya$§ Cora$ cikuranikarah karpapiro Mayiro
Bhaso hasah kavikulaguruh Kalidaso vilasah.

Hargo hargo hgdayavasatilh pancabanas tu Bapalh
kegam naiga kathaya kavitakamini kautukaya.

One more example may be cited for vilasa:

Dvaropantanirantare mayi taya saundaryasarasriya
prollasyoruyugap parsparasamasaktam samidsaditam.
Anitap puratah $irom$ukam adhah ksipte cale locane
vacas tatra nivaritam prasarapamp sankocite dorlate.
Subhagitaratnabhapndagara. Bombay, 1952. p. 304.

Bilhapa uses this word (Vilasa) quite frequently:

Vilasadolaphalake 7:19 Vilasadolayita 2:4
Vilasavidyadhara 9:129 Vilasayuddhena 10:73
Vilasinam 7:47 Vilasinipamp kusumo 10:60

All the above verses begin with the word "vilasa."” So they are
in a way pratika-slokas. There would be scores of verses where
Bilhapa has used the word vilasa, of course, not in the beginning.
For example:

Vij;mbhamégesQatha paficabapa-
kodapdasifijaghanagarjitesu.
Vilasinl manasam avivesa
sd rajahapmsiva nare$varasya. [9:1]

-

Also vilasacapah

And Vilasadhanva dhanur acakarga. [9:5]

And Tesém_prasanﬁo hi vilasabagah. [10:24]
And Sobhante sma vilisakuntalalatdh. ([10:91]
And -

Iyap vilasadrumadohadasSrir
iyap sudha yauvanadugdhasindhol.
Lavanyamapikyarucicchateyam
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iyap manahkarmapacirpamugtih. [9:69]

Bilhana exemplifies many vildsas beautifully in padyas
11-18 of sarga 6 and padyas 2-33 of sarga 12. Also see 9:73
and 9:74:

Iyap mayi nyasyati netramalam
muhuh sakhinap kimapi bruvapa.
Satyaiva sa'bhiidanuragavartta
cirat prasanno bhagavan anangah. [9:73]

Jaghana padena sakhip sakhelam
akrsya haram muhur amumoca.
Sa dar$ane Kuntalaparthivasya
na karitd kim makaradhvajena. [9:74]

We don't know whether Bh understood the compound word
"vilasabapah" in 10:24. He merely translates Vildsabapah
as kamah. We are not sure if he knows the analysis,
vigraha--how Vilasabapah is Kamah--stripam wvilasa
eva bapah yasya--sah.

Misra asks us to discard wvilasaih and accept his
vikalaih! This is one of the most undesirable attempts on the
part of Misra. Discussing the performance of Biihler, the present
writer wrote: "“Itihasacaryasya Da Byuhlara (Buhler] mahodayasya '
jhanarasau aitihasiko'msah sahityamsam ninam atyaseta."
We are unable to decide whether Misra's performance deserves any
comment.

Misra goes to Bh and finds fault with him. Then he suddenly asks us
to accept his unacceptable emendation. He wants us to replace
vilasaih by wvikdlaih--to throw away cintamapi
(wish-gem) and pick up mrllosta (sod of dirt)! "Vilasaih
is the prakrta, i.e. upameya. Kusumaih 1is the
aprakrta, or upamana. Vilasaih is the heart (true
harda) of this kavindrokti. To throw it away will mean total
destruction. There will be nothing left. It will be a dead body without
the soul!

Misra knows that vilasah means "playful behaviour of the
beautiful women" [see his comments on 6:19, p. 11], and that this word
could be a substantive (noun) too--here karta of abhavat. Yet
on p. 17 in rejecting Bh's interpretation he reacts as if it can be only
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a visesapa, i.e. adjective. As argued by Mister Misra, it may

be "impossible” to interpret vilasaih here as an adjective, but we

don't understand why it could not have been "thought of" [Misra's
favorite expression] as a noun!

Bh has equally failed. He has totally missed the essence and spirit
of the poet. Vilasaih is not vilasayuktaih. It is not a
visesapa (adjective). It is a visesya (substantive, noun).
Bh reminds us of an age-old saying: Svayam nastah paran
nasayati. He himself did not understand the true meaning and he
misled Misra, if at all he did. Of course, Misra's capacity to
understand is lilmited anyway, especially when he does not want.
Flowers don't grow in the body (angavalli) of the beloved
lady. Her body is the abode of vilasah. Here vilasah
are identified with kusumani. It is unfortunate that neither of
these two neo-expounders cared to see Caritacandrika, which says:
anganyeva valli tasyah kusumaih vilasaih--abhedah.

So far we have come across only three vrttis (or the power of a
word to express the meaning). They are: abhidha, laksapa and
vyanjana--tisrah sabdasya vrttayah (or saktayah). Now we
are learning for the first time of a new vrtti, a new sakti,
the fourth one. It is called "Misra- sakti," the power of Misra
to force a word yield any meaning he dictates. He asks us to believe

that vikalah can mean timeless. He did not give the
prakrti- pratyaya-vibhaga or vyutpatti (derivation) of the
word. Dictionaries (Misra's lexica) tell us that wvikalah

(viruddhah kalah) stands for "evening, evening twilight, the close
of day; improper (emphasis added) time, unseasonable hour."

Probably Misra wants to make this word (vikalah) a compound
word (may be a bahuvrihi) and have,the vigraha something like
vigatah kalo yesam tani. Our purvacaryas have
instructed us: Jivatkaver asayo na varpaniyah. We hesitate
to put our own words (interpretation) into Mr. Misra's mouth. We only
wish he had explained the word fully and systematically to avoid any
unintentional misinterpretation. The specific word Misra wants to stand
for “timeless" can also mean worn-out, withered, or [in the case of
flowers] whose season is now over!

Unfortunately both Bh and Misra had seemingly forgotten verses 1l to
18 of canto 6 by the time they reached 10:27. Bilhana dwells on
vilasa in as many as eight verses. The description begins with
Samajani kalamekhalakalapa (6:11) and is carried upto abhavad
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anangavilobhano vilasah (6:18). Also verses 2-33 of canto 12
beginning with:

Asmin ksape Kuntalaparthivasya
pravesam akarpya purangananam.

Asan vilasavratadiksgitanam
smaropadigtani vicegtitani. [12:2]

and going upto:

Dgr$am bhg$am kamavasikrtanam

kasyaécid alokanakautikinyah.
Karpavatamse ca nijancale ca

gatagatam yojanamatram asit. [12:33]

tell us what the vilasas are, provided we keep our eyes open and
the mind receptive.

In response to the performance of Bh we can only say: To err |is
human. But when we see a "Doctor" behave in this way, we don't know what
to say--the words fail us! Te ke na janimahe. Also

Saraso viparita$§ cet sarasatvam na muiicati.
Saksara viparitas cet ......

We do not understand why Bh had to substitute vilasaih
(substantive) by vilasayuktaih (adjective). And the question is:
Does he have any grammatical éuthority to do so? This is apart from the
fact that in a varayatra, (marriage procession of the bridegroom)
he cuts off the head of the bridegroom himself!

Misra's Balacapalam ’
Bilhapa says:
Sutritabhisarapah prapayinyah
kantasangamam avighnam avapuh.
Phitkgtaih pathi nivaritadipas

capalaqp jayati paficasarasya. [11:23]

Commenting on the above verse Misra says:
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nivaritadipah: here nivarita-; [!] "kept off"
does not yeild [sic] the sense prasanta, "extinguished"
(ed. ter., comm.). I would suggest, in the 1light of the
context, reading nirvapita-, "extinguished", and thus
render: "lamps were extinguished (by the women...]". For
capalap (all edd.) in d read caturam, which suits
well, since god Kama's action of procuring a love meeting
without obstacles is one of "cleverness" (catura) and not
of "fickleness" (capala). [(p.1l7]

Let us discuss Misra's capalam first: What Misra displays here
is not a true scholarship. No doubt "capalam" means "fickleness",
but it also means mobility and swiftness (besides "fickleness"). In fact
Monier-Williams lists the meanings in the above order, i.e. "mobility"
and "swiftness" precede "fickleness." If one were to consult MW, one
will see mobility and swiftness first before reaching "fickleness".

Apte too enumerates the meanings of "capalam" in the following

order: 1. Quick motion, swiftness; 2) fickleness...We don't know how
Misra concluded that the action involved here was born out of
"cleverness"! Even Misra's own word "clever" will mean "showing skill

or resourcefulness often with physical dexterity."
The Hindi commentary of Bh has done a good job here. It says:

Kamadeva maharaja [?] ki sphurti ki [?] baliharl hai
arthat kamabhibhita hone para striyopm me jo svabhavika
§ighratapirvaka apana karya sampadana karaneki buddhi
utpanna ho jati hai vaha prasamsaniya hai.

Once again Misra shows his lack of appreciation of the beauties of
the poetic muse by recommending the substitution of cdpalam by
caturam. The matter of the fact 1is that cdturam 1is not
grammatically correct at all because catura is not included in
yuvadi. The rule which gives us forms 1like capala is
Hayanantayuvadibhyo'n (Pan. 5-1-130). Since this is not
applicable to catura, Misra's suggestion will be an attempt to make
Bilhapa violate Sanskrit grammar, which we cannot endorse.
“Caturyam" is the right form, e.g. “vicaracaturyam apakaroti
tatasya bhuyan mayi paksapatah." (3.35] and “caturyam
acamati Mandaradreh" [9.119]. Once again we may point out that
this is the usual kind of capalam of Misra. He cites a meaning
given by Bh, which may be wrong, but then jumps to a conclusion and asks
us to amend the reading.
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Many times we have wondered whether it is even appropriate for us to
comment on the unsound suggestions of Misra. In order to get his wrong
suggestions implemented, he will have to write his own Science of
Prosody (Chandahsastram) . Misra would like to read
"nirvapita." We believe Misra knows that the present verse |is
composed in svdgatd metre, the definition of which is "Svagata
ranabhagair gurup@ ca." Here is the setting:

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
guru laghu guru laghu laghu laghu guru laghu laghu guru guru

S 1 S 1 1 1 S 1 1 S S
phu tky taih pa thi ni va ri ta di pah

We also believe that Misra knows that a laghu aksara, preceding
a samyukta-akgsara (conjunct consonant) becomes dirgha (i.e.
long) by the rule "sampyuktadyam dirgham." So "rva" will
make "ni" as dirgha, which will destroy the life of the metre!
Besides "nivarita" can easily mean eliminated, put off, stopped,
withheld, suppressed, removed. So we don't have to change it into
*nirvapita." The question is: What is the authority to declare
that "keeping off" is the only meaning of "nivarita"?

We have seen Misra's way of emending where the metre itself dictates
the composition in a specific way in terms of a letter being laghu
or guru. We don't know to what extent the
Vikramankadevacarita would have been changed by Misra if there
were no restrictions imposed by the chandahsastra and there were
no dangers of chandobhangadosa in following Misramarga; in
other words, if Vikramankadevacarita would have been a
gadya-kdvya and not a padya-kavya! We don't know why Misra
forgets here his own high sounding statement on metri causa! [See
his remarks regarding 9.41d, on p. 16].

Bh Shows the Limits of His Knowledge

We are obliged to say something quite frank though not very pleasant
relative to Bh's comment on the following verse:

Bapah Svetamayikha$anakasapaksuppah ksapat kupthatam

yatas tyaktanaydsu yasu nihitah paificapi paficegupa.
Uttapsotpalapallave'pi patite daivat purah padayoh
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kapthdaslegakathorakautukarasds tigthanti tah kaminam.
[11:90]

This is one more case that demonstrates how little Bh understood as
far as the central idea of Bilhagpa is concerned. Bh proves the
correctness of the age-old saying: "Little knowledge is a dangerous
thing." As is usual with him, he has totally missed the true meaning!

N in his Caritacandrika has clearly shown how this verse is to
be interpreted: "Pallavapatanam atra sastha updyo rasantaram
va." But our great "Vidyavagisa” Bh does not pay any
attention to what Caritacandrikd says. He provides his own
independent interpretation. Well, he too has his own power of
imagination and the right to exercise it. Bh translates the related
passage as follows:

Tah maninyah daivad durdaivad abhagyad ityarthah.

This is all undesirable. No sensible sahrdaya will ever accept
it. "Daivad" does not mean here "bad luck;" it means "by chance,"
or even luckily--exactly the opposite of what Bh intends to say. It
also means "accidentally." Perhaps Bh did not recall the following
enumeration of Amara: “"Daivam distam bhagadheyam bhagyam stri
niyatir vidhih." Bh ‘comments: “"Padayoh carapayoh puro'gre
uttapsarupa 4bhusaparipah kamind dharitah ityarthah."
This is not true. The leaf of the blue lotus was worn as an ornament
by the beloved lady and not by the lover (man). We are not sure whether
we are reproducing the idea of Bh correctly. Sincerely, we are not able
to understand what Bh wants to say here.

Here are his words:

Utpalapallavah kamalapatram tasmin patite'pi (']
prapatisamaye karpadisthanat patite'pi, [we don't know why
our "vidyavagissa" has to repeat the same word!] kaminam
kamapiditanam - patinam kapthaslese
kapthalingane ' kathoro manadharage (1 dgdhah
kautukasya kutihalasya rasah asvado yasu tah satyah

tigthanti. Na kenapi prakarepa manam utsrjya
kamijanapriyam [what about their own priyam?] kurvanti iti
bhavah.

The facts here are as follows: The first five weapons have already
failed. Perhaps this is the significance of the phrase "pancapi
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pancesupa.” The "sama", "bheda", “dana", and
"nati" all have been tried, hut all have failed. They all went in

vain. The 1lover also had been practicing "upeksa", i.e.
indifference. The whole night has passed. Still the beloved lady is
not pleased. She is not yet reconciled. We are reminded here of

another sadukti of a great poet:

Gatapraya ratrih kr$atanu $asi $iryata iva
pradipo'yam nidravasam upagato ghiirpata iva.

Prapamanto manas tyajasi na tathapi krudham aho
kucapratyasattya hydayam api te capdi kathinam.

In this verse "prapamanto manah" is quite significant. 1In

our verse too, the dawn has almost dawned. Now it is very close to the
morning. All the expedients, all the efforts, all the instruments have
been tried but failed. There is no question of the 1lover bowing down
any more. He had already fallen down at her feet. But she did not give
up her mana. We would like to declare with all the vehemence at

our command, even at the risk of being repetitive, that the 1lover has
tried every possible means, including, of course, "prapati."

Bh translates "kathoro = manadharape drdhah." We don't
know how this can be connected with "kautukarasa." "Kathora"
here does not mean "stiff" or "hard", but "full-grown"”, or "mature", or
"well-developed." For example, "kathoragarbham Janakim." Do
we translate this as having a "stiff" embryo?

Bh concludes: "Na kenapi prakdarepa manam utsrjya
kami janapriyap kurvanti iti bhavah." If we accept this view, then
the question arises: How do we interpret the first two quarters of the
verse? What is the significance of "yatas tyaktanayasu?" And
also the ultimate end will be "viprayoga" and not "samyoga."

Many a time Bh takes undue liberty and reduces a perfectly sensible
sadukti into an abject nonsense. In the verse under discussion, the
poet says: “"uttamsotpalapallave api patite." He turns the
ukti around and makes it uttamsotpalapallave patite api. Thus
he shows once again that he misses the meaning intended by the poet. He
believes in manahputam samacaret.

The poet says: daivat. He means "luckily." Bh turns it around

and makes it durdaivat abhagyad ityarthah. Certainly it was a
durdaiva of Bilhaga that a commentator [!] like Bh used his pen
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(worse than a poisoned sword) on him and tormented all of us time and
again!

Let us seek the support of some higher authority in
Sahityasastra, in this case, Dasarupa of Dhanafijaya1 who says:

Samadau tu parikgipe syad upeksa'vadhirapam.
Rabhasatriasahargiadeh kopabhram$o rasantaram.

Of these [expedients], Concilliation [is the wuse of]
endearing words; Dissension, the winning over of her friends;
Gift-giving, (regarding [regaining?] her favour) under pretext
of [giving her] ornaments and the like; Humility, falling at her
feet. When Conciliation and the other [expedients] have been
exhausted, [then] Indifference--[that is], disregard [of
her]--may be [employed]. Diversion is the interruption of anger
through impetuosity, fear, joy, or the like.

(4.67] p.59, 60; H. 54 b.c, 55).

Strigpam Irsyakgto manah kopo'nyasangini priye.
Srute va'numite drste...

The Resentment arising in [a state of] jealousy is anger on
the part of women when their lover is heard, inferred, or seen
[to be devoted to another]. 68 (p. 61; H. 56).

Yathottaram guruh sagbhir upayais tam updcaret.
Samna bhedena danena natyupeksarasantaraily.

The loved one (guru) [?]2 may remedy this [resentment] [or
estrangement?] by six expedients (employed] in proper
succession: Conciliation (saman), Dissension (bheda),
Gift-giving (dana), Humility (mati), Indifference
(upeksd), and Diversion (rasantara).

L. by George C.0. Haas. New York, 1965. pp. 136-37.

2 "guruh” is not to be interpreted here as "the loved one (guru)."
“Guruh" does not refer to the lover. One cannot have rati with

the guru. Guruh is not the kartda of updcaret. It refers

to "kopah"- (anger). The anger grows in intensity and volume
gradually. Yathottaram kramasah, guruh gahanah (manah),

high in degree, vehement, violent. However, yathottaram can
also be interpreted as "in succession." Cf. Tadbhangaya patih
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Notes: The term rasantara signifies [substitution

of ] another emotion and consequently indicates the diversion
from resentment effected by such substitution. 69

(p. 62-64a; H. 57,58).

Tatra priyavacah sama bhedas tatsakhyuparjanam.
Danam vyajena bhiigadeh padyoh patanam natil.

Similar ideas have been expressed by Siradatanaya in his
Bhavaprakasa (IV Adhikarapa).

Let us resume our discussion. Prakrtam anusaramah. Yasu
nihitah pancapi pafncegupa [11:90]. If all those severe
weapons have already failed, then what is surprising if the very tender
leaf of 1lotus  fails? Bilhaga has already expressed similar ideas
elsewhere:

Ye kupthikgtavallabhaprapatayah Sastrair anangasya ye
na praptas ca niéithinipatikaraih Saithilyavithim api.
Te nihSankavitankat3dlutumulaprotaplutaplavitais-
chinnah kukkutakiijitair mggadgSam managrahagranthayah.
(11:83]

This verse brings forth ideas similar to what are expressed in
11:90. Here an ordinary, simple instrument, of course, seemingly,
worked where great, fierce weapons had failed! Why? Because it is the
dawn. If the beloved (lady) does not still get reconciled, she will
have to suffer for the entire day? And who knows if the lover will
visit her again the following evening!

Bilhaga has sung the same melodious song once again though in a
different way. This is what he says:

Utthdya manyuvasata$ calitum pravgttah
karpam gate jhatiti kukku;akag;hanide.
Rificit ksutadinibhamatram udirya naryal.
prapeSakeli$ayanesu punah patanti. [11:93]

This kavindrokti too is misunderstood and consequently
misinterpreted by Bh. He says:

kuryat sadupayan iti kramadt. We would like to call such foreign
writers as "kosapapditas--dictionary scholars!
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Kukkutanam kapthanade karpam gate &rotram prapte
sati [absolute locative, or sati saptami] manyuva$atah
krodhavasatalh jhatiti $ighram utthiaya $ayyam parityajya

calitum gantunp pravgtta udyukta naryah kincit
ksutadinibhamatram udirya pranesakeli$ayanesu punah
patanti.

This is a murder of Sahitya-vidya-vadhu. Bh expects us to
believe that the women first heard the "kukkutakapthanada, then
they were angered because they had to leave, then they started leaving,
then they pretended sneezing, etc., and finaliy they came back to the
bed of the lover! This is all unacceptable. The poet says:

Utthdya manyuvasata$ calitum pravgttah
karpam gate jhatiti kukkutakapthanade.

Bh affects transposition of the first two carapas--he changes
their respective order. Bh makes Bilhapa say:

Karpap gate jhatiti kukkutakapthanade
utthaya manyuvasata$ calitum pravrttah. [!]

We would like Bharadvaja Mahasaya to know that the ladies were
angry not because they were forced to leave on account of the
morning--the day had dawned--they were angry, their manyu (kopa) was
generated out of prapaya-kalaha or irgya. The facts are:

The ladies get up; they begin to leave. Their going was caused by
mana. But they hear the kukkutakanthanada. They had no

idea what the time was when they had started to leave! But it dawned on
them that the day had already dawned; it was already the day-break!! So
it was not proper for them to leave. There was no more time 1left to
while away. If they wanted to enjoy the remaining hours, rather
minutes, they must go back to their lovers. Otherwise they would have to
suffer for the whole day. So they had to come back! But if they came
back out of their own accord, i.e. voluntarily, i.e. without any
anunaya on the part of the lover, they would degrade themselves in

the eyes of their lovers, who would very well say: "Well, you left with
such arrogance! Why did you come back? I did not implore you to come
back."” Thus their pride would get further injured. It would be ksate
ksaram, insult added to injury. So they wanted to show some
pretext. And consequently they sneezed, or pretended that someone else
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had sneezed. So it was an apasakuna, an ill omen. They could not
go away at such an inauspicious moment. So they had to come back.l

Bh confirms his lack of appreciation through the Hindi translation:

Murge ke (pratah kdalina) $abda ke sunail pagane para
(patise alaga hona pada raha hai) isa krodha se, jaldil
uthakara jati hul kaminiyam kucha chipka adi apasakuna
sicaka bata k3 bah3dn3d karake arthat kisl apasakuna
matra ka3 namollekha karake patikl kridasayyaom para
phira se leta jiti‘haim.

The Hindi translator too misses the true harda of the poet. We
repeat because dvir baddham subaddham bhavati. Women did not get up
and start going after they had heard the crowing of the cocks. They
started first. They would have waited for their lovers to come and
persuade them to come back to the bed. Then alone they would have gone
to the prapesakelisayana. But as it happened, the cocks crowed!
It was already the dawn. There was no time 1left for any more
prapaya-kalaha or rati-kopa. They were not angry, let it be
emphasized, because they had to leave. They were angry because of some
fault on the part of their 1lovers, 1like gotraskhalana. The
translation as rendered by Bh and quoted above would suggest the word
“duhkha®” rather than "manyu." If the women were forced to
leave the beds of their husbands because it was the dawn, they would be
unhappy rather than angry!

It seems that by the time Bh came to verse 11:93 he had forgotten
11:83 and its words--chinndah kukkutakujitair mygadrsam
managrahagranthayah.

It is unfortunate that commentators like Bh do not understand the
kavivacanam, pregnant with super ideas, and mislead all the future
generations of their readers. Bilhana had already anticipated such
wrong-doings by irresponsible neo-expounders like Bh when he had said:
Kurvantu sesah sukavakyapatham. [1:22]

1 gp may not remember that when a married woman, say, a member of a
joint Hindu family system, is forced to leave the ranga-mahal,
because of her duty, she does not have any excuse, she cannot make any
excuse, and she would not come back to her husband's bed even if someone
sneezes. Here the poet clearly states: Kifcit
ksutadinibhamatram! Mark the word "nibhamatram."
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Bh had certainly not seen verse 16:6 when he tried his skill
11:93, because the former could have shown him the way. Here it is:

Ratikope prasade ca dadhanah paripiurpatam.
Ayamavatyo yaminyah kdminindm mude'bhavan. [16:6]

Let us study some relevant passages from the Sahityadarpapa of
Vidvanitha Kavirdja: What is ratikopa? What is prasada?
What is the significance of the word "ayamavatyah"?

Atra Sahityadarpape trtiyah Paricchedal.

Atha manal:

Manah kopah sa tu dvedha prapayergyasamudbhaval.
Dvayoh prapayamanalh syat pramode sumahatyapi. 198

Prempah kutilagamitvat kopo yah kdrapam vina.

Dvayor iti niayakasya nayikaya$ ca ubhayo$ ca prapayamano
varpaniyah. Udaharagam. Tatra nayakasya yatha:

Alikaprasupta nimilitaksa dehi subhaga mama avakasam.
Gapdaparicumbanapulakitanga na punal cirayigyami
(Chaya).
Nayikaya yatha Kumarasambhave sandhyavarpanavasare.
Ubhayor yatha:
Prapayakupitayor dvayor api alikaprasuptayor maninoj.
Niscalaniruddhanih$vasa-dattakarpayoh ko mallah.
. [Chaya]

Anunayaparyantasahatve tvasya na vipralambhabhedata,
kintu sambhogasafcaryakhyabhavatvam. Yatha

Bhriibhange racite'pi dgstir adhikam sotkaptham udviksate
ruddhayam api vaci- sasmitam idam dagdha@nananp jayate.
Karkadyam gamite'pi cetasi tanu romaificam 3dlambate

drste nirvahapam bhavigyati katham manasya tasmifi jane.

Yatha va
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Ekasmin $ayane paranmukhataya vitottaram tamyator
anyonyasya hrdi sthite'pyanunaye sampraksator gauravam.

Dampatyoh $anakair apangavalanidn miSribhavaccakgusgor
bhagno manakalih sahasarabhasavyasaktakapthagrahalh.

Patyur anyapriydsange drgte'thanumite Srute. 199

Irsyamano bhavet stripam tatra tvanumitis tridha.
Utsvapnayitabhoganka-gotraskhalanasambhava. 200

Tatra dgste yatha
Vinayati sudr$o dgsoh paragam
prapayini kausumam anananilena.
Tadahitayuvater abhikgpam akspor
dvayam api rogarajobhirapupire.
Sambhogacihnenanumite yatha
Navanakhapadam angam gopayasyam$ukena
sthagayasi punar ogtham panina dantadagtam.
PratidiSam aparastrisangasam$éi visarpan
navaparimalagandhah kena Sakyo varitum.

Evam anyatra

Sama bhedo'tha danam ca natyupekse rasantaram.
Tadbhangaya patih kuryat sadupayan iti kramat. 201

Tatra priyavacah sama bhedas tatsakhyuparjanam.
Danam vyajena bhigadeh padyoh patanam natih. 202

Samadau tu pariksipe syad upeksavadhirapam.
Rabhasatrasahargadeh kopabhram$o rasantaram. 203

Yatha

No catusravapam kptam ityadi.
Atra samadayah pafica siicitah. Rasantaram dhyam.

Catukaram api prapa-natham rogad apasya ya.

Pajcdttipam avapnoti kalahidntaritd tu sa.
(82. Source same]
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Yatha mama tatapadanam:

No catusravapam krtam [sama] na ca dgsa
haro'ntike vikgitah [danam]
kantasya priyahetavo nijasakhi-
vaco'pi durikgtah (bhedah].
Padante vinipatya [natih] tatksapam asau
gacchan [upeksd] maya mighaya
papibhyam avarudhya hanta sahasa
kanthe katham narpitalh.

Here (in this last verse) we have examples of all the first five
expedients. There was no rasantaram. So there was no
reconciliation. The lover left absolutely. He would not return! Now
the beloved lady has merely to repent. So the sambhoga srngara
was not continued. She 1is now "kalahantarita." There is the
"vipralambha", or "viyoga."

Also the following sadukti will be relevant:
Carapapatanapratydkhyanat prasadaparanmukhe
nibhgtakitavacaretyuktva rusa pagusikgte.
Vrajati ramape nih$vasyoccaih stanasthitahastaya
nayanasalilacchanna dgstih sakhigu nive$ita.

Atra Vigadasyodayah. Na manabhangah. Amarusatake.

Visdvanatha Kavirdja did not give the example of rasantaram.

Bilhapa has given. Kukkutakujitani and
uttamsotpalapallavapatanam are rasantaram. The "ancient"
writer of Caritacandrika says very clearly [p.281, 1line 15]:
"Pallavapatanam atra gastha updyo rasantaram va. We don't

think Bh saw this. Even if he had seen this, he would have rejected it.
His determination to interpret certain uktis in a certain way was
" firm. Mati nirvivare and Yasya bhratd are some examples.

Here is one more vivid example of rasantaram:

Krtva vigraham asrupatakalusam Sayyasanad utthit3
krodhaccapi vihaya garbhabhavanadvaram ruga prasthita.

Dgrstva candramasam prabhdvirahitap pratyusavatahata

hd ratris tvarita gateti patit3d kanta priyasyorasi.

Another example:
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Tasyah sandravilepanastanayugapra$lesamudrankitam
kip vakga$§ carapdnativyatikaravyajena gopayyate.
Ityukte kva tad ityudirya sahas3a tatsampramarstum maya
sap$lisgtd rabhasena tatsukhava$at tanvyapi tad vismgtam.
"Amaroh"

Bilhapa himself makes a reference to mana in the following
verse:

Jiiatum adbhutavilasanidhane

prempi samyam iva jatagarimpi.
Kelidhamani tayoh Satavaram

kgiptavan manasi manam anangah. [11:72]

A great deal of information on mana (love in separation) can be
obtained from Kangra paintings on love (M.S. Randhawa, Comp.,
New Delhi, National Museum, 1962. Chap. 7. pp. 89-97) where Randhawa
discusses the theme on the basis of the Rasikapriya of
Ke$avadasa.

Here is one more example of the unworthy attempts made by Bh to
interpret our great poet Bilhapa. Such commentators were envisioned by
Bilhapa and were alluded in the very beginning of his immortal work:

Rasadhvaner adhvani ye caranti
sankrantavakroktirahasyamudral.
Te'smatprabandhan avadharayantu
kurvantu $egdh Sukavakyapatham. [1:22]

The poet says:

Niradarapm viksya nypam mggaksya
lilanamatkandharaya kayapi.

Hrdi sthitah karmukakargapartham
ayacyateva prasabham manobhuh. [12:10]

What is the prasanga (context) here? The prasanga is:
Asmin ksape Kuntalaparthivasya
prave$am akarpya purangananam.

Asan vilasavratadiksitdnam
smaropadigtani vicesgtitani. (12:2]
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The 1lady expected the king to see her, but the king did not pay any
attention! He disregarded her completely!! So she became dejected,
disheartened, depressed, and downcast. Her face fell down. This is all
prakrta, the reality. Now the poet imagines. The God of Love was
already present in her heart (as well as on the chest, i.e. the bosom).
So she asked him all of a sudden (or with all the earnestness, or with
all the force) to aim his bow at the king so that he gets attracted
toward her. That is the central idea of the poet.

We see here Bh misrepresenting the facts. The commentary Rama
of Bh expects us to accept something which we find difficult to accept.
Bh gives kamavasatvat as the cause of lilanamatkandharaya!
This is not correct. The lowering of the neck (griva) was not
caused by passionate feelings, but due to the insult, generated by the
fact that the king did not pay any attention to her! Niradaram
viksya nypam!

Probably Bh was led astray by the word 1lila! We have stated
time and again that Bh turns the poet's words around--changes the order
of the words completely-—-and generates disorder. The result is chaos.
The poet begins with Niradaram viksya nrpam mrgaksya.
Then he  says: lilinamtkandharaya. The first statement
(occurence, i.e. vyapara) is the cause. The second statement
(occurence) is the effect. Bh transposes the carapas. This can be
characterized only as avydparesu vyaparam. We are distressed
not only by the fact that Bh murders sahitya-vidya-vadhu, we are
also--and much more distressed by the feeling that none of those "great
pandits" claimed by Bh as having collaborated with him in this great
performance were able to show him the correct path! We cannot believe
that such great scholars would have allowed such incongruities to be
perpetuated. To quote Bh himself: Sati ravikaranikarapravese
kuto 'ndhakarasya sambhavah.

-

Misra's Misdirected Emendation:
Jymbhasamasphotakarangulikam
akharvadorvepikaya kayacit.
Nirilkgya rajanam ajataragam
atarjyatevatiruga manobhih. [12:20]

Misra dictates on the above:

12:20b
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For dorvenpikaya, "with the braid that was her arm"
read dorvenpukayd...atarjayata, "he was threatened" [by
some girl [how young?]] with the bamboo (= Hindi 1lathi)
that was her arm.l

Misra shows here his 1lack of wunderstanding of even the most
rudimentary concepts of Sahityavidya. The face 1is identified
with, for example, moon because of its beauty. There is a common
quality, sadharmya, which 1is the means, whereby two different
objects are identified and regarded as one. The Upapameya and
upamana should have certain common
characteristics--gupasadharapyam!

Misra 1identifies arms (mark the plural, of course, dual number in
Sanskrit) with the bamboo [stick]! We don't know what identical quality
he found in both of them. Length? May be. However, the colour is
certainly not identical. Also notable is the fact that the arms are two
in number and Misra's lathi is only one! If the arm (one only)
was extended in the form of a stick (Misra's lathi), what is the
significance of Jrmbhasamasphotakarangulikam! The process of
karangulisamasphota (cracking the knuckles) cannot be performed
without joining the two hands and all the fingers!!

Let us consider the word vepu. It is masculine. So how could

it be vepuka? And what is the significance of
Jjrmbhasamasphotakarangulikam, if we have only one arm? Here

are some more relevant passages: Uttarjanikena muhuh karepa.
(1:48]. In the process of tarjana we need the tarjani (the
threatening finger, the forefinger, the pointing finger) and only one
arm, preferably right. Bilhapa has another sukti:
Jrmbhavasottambhitahastayugma-sanghattalilasphutadangulikah.

(9:85). This is a very fine comparative study. Here we have

“uttambhita" as well as "hastayugma."

Today (Oct. 28, 1977) while cosidering the unreasonable suggestion
of Misra to change dorvepikaya to dorvepukaya (Vik.
12:20b), I gave more thought to the words of the poet. The nayika
is yawning. She is stretching herself. Her fingers are twisted. They
produce a specific sound (cracking of the bones!). This process of
karangulisamasphota cannot be performed unless and until both

1 We don't know how "bamboo" could mean l1athi! Misra might not
have realized that "akharvadorvenpikaya® is a  bahuvrihi
compound, qualifying kayapi.
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the arms are stretched upward, or forward, and all the fingers are
united and twisted together.

Here “"vepi" does not mean "braid" and the arm cannot be turned
into it. There can be no abhedasadhana--identification of doh
(arm) with vepni (braid). No purpose is served in converting the
braid into the arm or vice versa. They are both prakrtas. They
are both real and existing. Both of them are parts of the nayika.
Nagar was wrong when he glossed dorvepyau as bahulate. He did
not visualize that the two arms have to be united at their ends before
there could be the karanguli-samasphota. He was very young at
the time, in his early twenties!

Bh is wrong too when he takes vepi to be the veni (Hindi
coti). There is no connection between the arms and the braid.
Their mention at one place does not have any special significance. Here
Bh copies Candrika literally, syllable by syllable. "Jrmbhaya
samasphoto yasu, tadrsyah karangulyo yasmin karmapi tad yatha
syat tatha." Bh says: dorvepyau bahulate veni ca. At least
he does not make them identical; he does not treat them as one and the
same. What is jrmbha? Here is another poet:

Cakrikgptabhujalatikam vakrikgtavaktram unnamadgrivam.
No harati kasya hydayam haripadg$o jrymbhaparambhah.

Vepi (hrasva) = the confluence or meeting of two or more [rivers or
streams] in a common point of union.- Vepi = dam, bridge. So it

can mean sanigama or union, meeting together at a point! We believe
Misra comes from Allahabad! He might be aware of "Trivepisangama!”
And Bharadvaja claims a Hindu traditional heritage. Did he ever take a
holy bath in Prayaga? Cakrikrtabhujalatikam expresses the idea

in its totality. The two arms are extended, stretched, rounded and
joined at the fingers. This 1is a true description of the specific
condition, when a lady under the influence of the God of Love acts in a
' certain manner (a vildsa). And here is anotner poet:

Asyendoh parivesavad ratipate$ campeyakodapdavad
dhammillambumucalh kgapadyutivadidsajjau ksipanti bhujau.
Visligyadvali lakgyandbhivigalannivyunnamanmadhyamam
kificitkificidudaficadaficalam aho kumbhastani jrmbhate.
’ (Subhdsitaratnabhipdigarah. 8th ed.
Bombay, 1952. pp. 269-70 ]
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So, Misra's understanding of the poem 1is questionable and his
emendation is to be rejected.

Misra's Pitiable Misrepresentation
Neither Bh nor Misra has understood the following:

Asmakam alokanavighnahetos tarangitangl puratah sthitasi.
Kim tungavatayanasangatanam karogi matsaryapara parasam.
(12:27]

A free rendering would be:

In order to create obstruction in our viewing, 0
tarangitangi (having leaping limbs) woman, you have come and
stood right in front of us. You are so selfish and jealous! What can
you do to those women who are situated (standing) on the balconies high
up? You cannot obstruct their views! Asmakam... puratah sthitasi.
Tungavatayanasangatanam parasam (anyasam) kim karogi?

But Misra says:

12:274 v
Instead of parasam (gen. pl. f£. para-, "the other
one") read parasam (acc. sing. of parasa-m. "driving
away) in order to get an object for karogsi as "which"
kim is not suitable.

cd kip tungavatdyanasangatanam karosi
matsaryapara parasam//(sic].

Misra asks us to emend, but himself keeps the original reading!]

"why do you, being keeri on jealousy, cause
driving away (parasa) [of the girls] that have
come together on the high roof platform."

Misra tries to interpret "kim" as "why" rather than "“what"!
We fail to understand him. As a rule, he takes only one meaning which
he desires. And then he proceeds with his emending suggestions. He
overlooks other meanings. We would like to know from Misra how
would he interpret statements like the following:

kip karogi nijayathava bhuva (5:38]
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kip karogi vayasadhikena me [5:83]

We are still kept wondering how the particular jealous woman, coming
and standing on the ground level in front of the other women, could
"cause driving away (pardsa) [of the girls] that have come together
on the high roof platform?" How could she scare those ladies away?

Let it be stressed here that Misra is not totally unaware of the
existence of high balconies. He observes: "Young women, crowding each
other, stand on these balconies in excitement, looking at scenes below."
[p. 49. fn. 51].

Let us now see Bh's performance. Bh displays once again his habit
of twisting the arms of the sentence, as it were--taking the words up
and down without any rhyme or reason. We don't know why he has taken
matsaryapard at the very end. Truly speaking matsarya is the
root cause of the specific action on the part of the obstructionist
woman--to stand in front of others so as to obstruct their vision. [cf.
Bharavi: Matsaryaragopahatatmanam hi skhalanti sadhusvapi
manasani. )

However, Bh gives a meaning which is clear enough, ruling out any
possibility for Misra to misinterpret the poet. Bh says:

Tarangitangl tvam 3alokane asmatkarmaka [!]- darSane
vighnahetor vighnotpadanartham- asmdakam purtah sthitdsi.
Tungavatayana-samupavigtanam parasam anyasam
nayikanam matsarye para parayapa kim karosi.

There is a 1lot of undesirable element dumped by Bh in his
translation. *Darsanam" need not necessarily be
*asmatkarmaka."l It could very well be “asmatkartrka" too. The
ladies did not want merely "to be seen." They also wanted to see.

‘Matsaryapara need not be taken at the very end. Sangatanam
does not necessarily mean samupavistanam. They could be very
well standing! ’

Evidently the Hindi translation is much more appropriate. The Hindi
translator knows much more than Bh. It becomes more and more evident to
me that these two were not one and the same person. They were two
different persons. Hindi says:

1 We would call all this avydpdresu vyaparam.
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He caficalasariravalil kamini! Hama  logomke
[dvara?] rajako dekhanememp vighna utpanna karaneke uddeS$a
se tu hama logop ke age khagyl ho gal hai. Parantu
matsaryabuddhi se vyapta tu dmce jharokhom mep baithil
hul anya nariyom ka kya bigaga sakatI hai [emphasis
added].

We believe the reader 1is able to distinguish the difference
between the two interpretations given above. The Sanskrit
commentator unnecessarily brings the idea of "to be seen" by the
king--asmatkarmakadarsana--which is not expressed by asmakam
dlokanavighanahetoh. Hindi has correctly put it "hama logom
ke raja ko dekhanemem." We have added "dvara."

And finally here is the English translation, which does not
express fully the sense of the poem! It is maksikasthane
maksika, and yet it gives enough meaning to enlighten the minds
of critics such as Misra and Bh. The English translation says:

You, with your body having folds [!], are staying in front
for the obstruction of our sight. Being jealous what will you
do to other ladies who are at the elevated windows?

Matsaryapara must come at the very beginning, because her
coming and standing in front of others was also born out of jealousy.
She was motivated by jealousy to begin with--from the very start. This

is what Caritacandrika says: Alokanavighnahetor
avalokanavarodhaya. Vatayanam  gavaksah. Parasam
anyangananam.

So we see that Caritacandrikd had no problem. Bh had no

problem. The English translators too had no problem. But the author of
"Specimens of Textual Difficulties" (that is how Misra has titled his
first chapter), had great "difficulties" in understanding the verse with ’
“parasam." So he asks us to accept his suggestion of
"parasam®, which we find difficult to accept

Here is a verbal image. People were standing on the ground level.
One woman was jealous. She was inconsiderate. 1In order to have a full
and unhindered view of King Vikrama, she virtually jumped and stood in
front of others, who were standing on the ground, thus obstructing their
view--their range of vision. So, one of the women, whose view was thus
obstructed says: Asmakam alokanavighnahetoh...
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We have shown what our earlier authorities (purvacaryas) have
already said. Either Misra did not have access to their works, or
following the gajanimilikanyaya did not see them.

Tarangitdangi here does not mean "with your body having
folds" as the English translators would want us to believe. It means
cancalangi, moving restlessly to and fro. Probably the
translators jumped and ran away with the very first meaning they got in
the dictionary, i.e. "having folds as waves."

The deeper we go, the greater depth we find. That is the beauty of

the immortal words of great poets. Kamadugha hi mahakavinam

vaco bhavanti! How appropriate is the word tarangitangi!

The subject (woman) was standing behind the other women. All of a
sudden she pushed others aside and came in front of them, thus
obstructing their view, This was with a malicious

design--alokanavighnahetoh: To obstruct their view.

Misra also notices [p. 22, comments on 14:44 and 17:29d4] how Bh
plays with the words. First he would give the sabdartha and then
give any meaning desired by him as the bhavartha whether it
can be derived from the stated words or not. The "bhava" of Bh is
really what suits Bharadvaja. ’

Misra once again puts us in a difficult situation. He comments on
the following verse:

Vapus tugaracalatungam asya
vyarajadalepanacandanena.
Viévapravigtarkamayikhatapa-
Santyartham a$ligtam ivendubhdsd. [12:45]

Misra proclaims:

12:45a
It is preposterous [(!] to compare the king's body with the
hight [sic] of the Himalaya: vapus tusardcalatungam
asya... "his body, high as the Himalaya." For tunga,
*high", read ranga "colour"”. ab-vapus
tusaracalatungam asya vyardjad alepanacandanena//
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His body appeared of the colour (ratiga)1 of the snow
mountain by the sandal that was his coating (with which he had
smeared his body). [p.18-19] :

Misra crosses the limits of decency, when he denounces the poet for
having composed his poetry according to the kavimarga, the path of
the poets.

Apare kavyasampsare kavirekah prajapatil.
Yathasmai rocate visvam tathaiva parivartate.

The poet creates his own world. If we don't like it, we don't go
near it. Bilhapa had already anticipated such unjust critics when he
had said:

Kurvantu Sesah Sukaviakyapatham.
Also Mammata:

Niyatikgtaniyamarahitam
hladaikamayim ananyaparatantrim.
Navarasaruciram nirmitim
adadhati Bharati kaver jayati.

We don't know if Misra saw the following sukti of Bilhapa
which would be branded by him as "preposterous."

érikhagdacarcaparipéqduro'yam

Papdyah prakamonnatacarudehal.
Kgirodadhikgirapariplutasya

caturyam acamati Mandaradreh. [9:119]

Here the body of the king of Papdya country is compared with the
Mandara mountain! So Bilhapa is quilty of using "preposterous" words
not only once but at 1least twice! Not only Bilhapa, even
kavikulaguru Kalidasa should be charged with the same guilt of
saying "preposterous” things as determined by Misra:

Papdyo'yam amsarpitalambaharah
klrptangarago haricandanena.
Abhati balataparaktasanuh

1 We don't understand how Misra's mind works. His quoted text reads
"-tungam," while HIS translation reads "colour (ranga)."
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sanir jharodgara ivadrirajah.
[Raghuvamsa, 6:60]

Since, according to Misra, Bilhapa (a Purapa Kavi) had no right
to say that the body of King Vikrama was as high as the Mountain
Himalaya, he suggests that the reading be changed to
"tusaracalarangam." Misra probably would have the following
vigraha in his mind: "Tusaracalasya ranga iva rango yasya
tam."

We see expressions like:

KailasaSubhrap bhavanangapam tat. [9:46]
Railasagaurap vysam aruruksoh. [Raghuvamps$a]
Kundendutugaraharadhavali, etc.

Misra very much would have liked Bilhaga say: Vapus
tusdracalagauram asya!1

We also don't know why the Himalayas had to be brought in at all if
the unusual height was not intended to be conveyed. There are thousands
of other white objects in the universe of poets, their
kavyasapsara.

A Merciless Murder of the Poetic Muse
With regard to
Cakara kantakucapatrabhanga-
kastirikapankakalankitani.
Vargajalabhrantivilolalampsa-

hasani lilasarasipayamsi. (12:69]

Misra displays his critical acumen:

L 1t is interesting to observe that while preparing a draft for the
present. phblication, Shri Nagaraja Rao of Mysore wrote Vapus
tugdracalagauram asya, of course, correcting it subsequently, and

not ...tungam asya. This phenomenon also shows how variant readings

are created.
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The agent of cakara is "he" the king. In the
preceding verse, however, "some girl" (kacana) is the agent
of the verb (vilanghayam asa). As the change to a new
subject (the king) would necessitate this to be named, verse 69
should be read before 68 and after 67, where devah "the
king" is explicitly given as the subject. [p.19]

The more we read the "suggestions" made by Misra, the more we feel
sad. He recommends that "verse 69 should be read before 68 and after
67." This is called ekam sandhitsato'param pracyavate.

Verse 67 and 68 are so intimately interwoven that to insert a wedge
in between the two would be a great disservice to the Poetic Muse of
Bilhanpa. We will merely betray our own lack of appreciation of poetic
art.

Verse 67 reads:

Devah karambhoruhayantradharam
kgipan kapole vipuleksanayah.
Kumudvatikamini ragmidapdam
prave$ayannarka iva vyardajat. [12:67]

And the next verse 68 reads:

Anamya lildparivartanena
vilanghayamasa narendramuktam.
Kapthonmukhim kd3cana kambukapthi
smarasidharam iva varidharam. [12:68]

The first verse is the offence. The second is the defence. To put
another verse (and all the ideas expressed therein) in between the two
would not be appropriate. Since these two verses are like
vdgartha--one following the other--devah (of 69) will get
anuvrtti (from 67) and get connected with cakara (of 69). We
should not worry at all!

Nagar's Youth & His Atisayokti

The youth in Nagar in his early twenties was so powerful and hence
rash that he declared: Ja. pustakac chuddhataram pustakam
dvirbhavati ced ito'pyadhikam sSodhanam nasambhavi. Prastdvana,

p.7. It was an immaturity on his part to think that he had totally
exhausted the collation of J and subsequent improvement of the text.
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There is enough scope even today for a discerning scholar to make some
improvements. But Misra has missed all such opportunities. Maybe he
did not have enough resources. For example, I have in my possession
even today a true copy of J.

Here is an interesting example to prove the above point:

Vyadhita tadanu devyah pattravallim kapole
vipulapulakalekhadanturah kuntalenduh.
Pratiyuvatibhir ardhe taditah papduganpda-
sthalaviluthitabagpavyaktilaksyaih kataksaih.
[12:76]

I do not believe Misra had any original source to improve upon the
readings of the text. Certainly, he did not see any of the MSS. Yet he
writes beautifully: "Our MSS." etc. Nor did he see even Biihler’s
edition! Even if he saw it, Misra did not make any original
contribution.

Misra did not promise to correct the entire text of the poem. He
just wanted to present "Some Specimens of Textual Difficulties." Since
his knowledge of Sanskrit was limited, he had more "difficulties" 1in
understanding the text than even a beginner would have had! Here is a
reading which needs correction! The correct reading is not "danturah
kuntalenduh® but “danture kuntalenduh, ‘danture’ being an
adjective of "kapole!" J actually has danture! We could not
expect such miracle from Bh. i

Nagar had missed it. His text is deficient even today! Many of the
readings in N are assumptions, i.e. accepted as correct. Wherever there
was a doubt, N has examined the MS and other sources with deep insight.
I believe if one, not familiar with the poem the way I was, goes through
J once again and compares it with N, he might be able to make some
~ improvements. Once a text is almost kapthastha, even a wrong
reading appears right. This is a psychological phenomenon.

There was no apparent reason to doubt danturah kuntalenduh.
Thus it remained wrong. But once I was going through a similar passage
in Vikramankabhyudaya. It has danture kapole! (or something
like that). Ekasambandhi jnanam aparasambandhismarakam. I was
reminded of the'passage in Vik. I saw J. It showed danture
when carefully looked at. '
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P has danturakuntalenduh--neither matra of e, nor
visarga! No padaccheda either! Undoubtedly the matra on
the left was ignored by copyist P. B made it danturah
kuntalenduh. N copied B via R. Bh copied N! So that 1is the
story!

Lekhaya  luloke [6:19] is one more example. Nrpasya
vallabhah [14:44] is another example where the text of N remained
defective.

Here is one more display of the unusual power of Misra in
recommending emendation. Bilhapa sang:

Prabuddhakar$yah paritdpasankucat-
sapankapankeruhinidalankitah.

Das3am alabdhdbdhisamagamas ciramp
viyogayogyam abhajanta nimnagah. ([13:8]

Misra goes his own usual way. He says:

13.8
Emend prabuddha-to pravyddha-; cp. ed. ter.,

comm. where prabuddha- is explained by pravyrddha- under
the requirement of the text:
pravyddhakarsyah. . .nimnagah, *the rivers whose
leanness had grown big..." prabuddha- in 13.11d should also
be emended to pravrddha by which it is again glossed in
ed. ter., commentary. [p. 19]

Misra does not 1like the word prabuddha. We don't know what
Misra means by "under the requirement of the text." Once again I have
checked J today (Oct.31, 1977). _Both the passages [here and in 13:11]
still have prabuddha very clearly visible. To change from
prabuddha to pravrddha would be merely an avyaparesu
vyaparam. Prabuddha conveys the meaning intended by the
poet! One has to develop the power of appreciation. Listen to what

Murarikavi says:
Janite nitaram asau gurukulaklisto Murarih kavil.
The most appropriate meaning of prabuddha here (according to

Apte) would be--beginning to work, or take effect.
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Misra presents a long discourse on the following:

Nirantaraghattitapataladharah
kraman nidaghasya ghanogmasanginah.
Vyaramsiguh $vasasamirapa iva
prabuddhadavanalabandhavo'nilah.l
[13:11]

He says:

Previous attempts in translating the verse have been banal,
since the poet's use of punning (Slegsa) in it could not
find expression in them. The pun, how it should be understood
and explained is as follows:

_ nirantara ghattitapataladharah
kraman nidaghasya ghanosmasanginah/

vyarapsisuh svasasamirapa iva
prabuddha(10)davanalabandhavo 'nilah//

"The incessant (nirantarah) winds that are the friends of

the grown/big forest fires (i.e. that are accompanied by forest
fires, [or increasing the fury of the fires?] that rubbed
(violently shook) the patala trees (lit. "the bearer of

the patala - blossoms"), that were in connection with

(were accompanied by) violent heat- [that were] 1like the
incessant breathings (svdsa- samirapah) of the hot

season [in the act of violent love-making], that are like grown
forest fires (i.e. that are hot like forest fires)(1ll) that
hurt (lit. wviolently rub) <(his) red lips, that are accompanied
by sibilants/hissings (in the effort to cool them) in due course
(kramat) [sic] came to a stop." [pp.19-20]

Misra's footnotes:
10. Read pravyddha, see above on 13.8a

‘1 Cp. Vanini dahato vahneh sakhd bhavati marutah.
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11. In this case the compound ending in--bandhavah is to
be taken as bahuvrihi "whose frinds [sic] (i.e. equals)
are..."

It is difficult even to try to comment on what Misra talks here.

Vrkgo mahiruhalh $3khi vitapi padapas taruh.
Anokahal kutah $3lah palda$i drudrumigamih.
(Amarah. 13 vrksasya.]

We have no absolute, unrestricted authority to coin our own word
like patala-dhara, patala=flower, dhara = bearer, i.e.
bearer of patala flowers, therefore tree! We have heard words
like jaladhara and mahidhara., but we have never heard of
puspa-dhara as tree!

Misra is kartum akartum anyathakartum samarthah. By the time

I came to page 19 of Misra, I had become so unhappy that I almost
decided to give it up! His work has been a very unpleasant reading.
Misra appears to be an all-powerful personality. I have been studying
Sanskrit classics for the last 45 yearsl or so, but I have never seen
such an irresponsible work of any writer, Indian or foreigner.
Commenting on Vik. 13:11, Misra says: "Previous attempts.... a
stop.” My pen stops right here. I would not want to discuss this
further.

Rath3api khalu papanam alam aSreyase yatah.

The above feelings were my immediate reaction. Subsequently I
decided to comment just to show the hollowness of what Misra had said.
Here Misra has tried to coin his own term. He is wrong. While coining
a new term one has to observe certain principles.

I have been living in the United States of America continuously for
the last 18 years. Many 1Indian boys and girls have approached me
through letters to help them cross the seven seas in order to study in
the USA, the "Land of Opportunities." Many parents have entreated me to
get their sons and daughters step on the soil of the Land of Learning.
I have always discouraged them. I have tried to make them understand
that it is foolish, rather absurd to learn the ABC of any Science or Art
in the USA. One should at least become a master in a field of
knowledge. Then alone he should go abroad.

1 This writing goes back to 1977.
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I hold the same opinion about Misra. He ought to have learnt the
first lessons of poetic criticism in India before 'he tried to
demonstrate his knowledge in a country which is the cradle of modern
western studies in Sanskrit.

Kavyakalpalata-kavisikgavrtti of Amaracandra Yati is very
clear on the above point--how to coin a new term--and how not to
coin it. In his Sabdasiddhi-pratana, Amaracandra lays down:

Righayaugikamisrakhyas tridha Sabdah prakirtital.
Yogo gupena kriyaya sambandhena krto'nvayal.
Sambandhalh svasvamitvadil.

Here are some examples:

Bhiinetd bhiipatir bhiibhuk bhipdalo bhidhanas tatha.
Bhimap$ ceti kave riighya jileyodaharapavali.

Iti Sabdah prakararthah, tena bhupadayo'pi.

Kavinam ridhih paramparayata prasiddhis taya, na tu
kavirigdhyatikramepa. Yath3d kapalityadau satyapi svasvami-
bhavasambandhe kapdll matvarthiya eva bhavati, na tu
kapalapalah, kapaladhanalb, kapalabhuk, kapdlaneta,
kapalapatir, ityadi.

Furthermore Amaracandra instructs the would-be poetic critics like
Misra:

Dharyat dhvajiastrapapyanka-maulibhrnmagpdanasamanah.
Dharabhartrmilimatvartha-$3liSekharasadgksas ca.

After enumerating certain permissible and acceptable words,
 Amaracandra rules out any possibility of a display of erudition by
half-baked scholars like Misra, which will merely prove that "little
knowledge is a dangerous thing." Once again Amaracandra ordains:

Kaviridhyetyeva. Tena satyapi dharyadharakabhava-
sambandhe na sarvebhyo dhdryebhyo dhvajddyarthdh Sabdah
prqyojyih-—-ﬂa hi bhavati Gangadharavat Candradharal.
According to Misra nijersubhih (p.8 comments on 4:119c) can

mean elephants of Vikrama! Caturanga can mean a moving army (p.21
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on 13:36¢c). He can make nilam stand for kamalam and
Suklah for patah. A qualifying adjective alone can be made
to stand for the qualified substantive.

Anyone who has ever read any of my previous Sanskrit works would
readily agree that I have at least some ability to understand even
subtle interpretations of Sanskrit classics. However, I fail to
understand in many places what Misra wants to convey to his reader. The
above (Vik. 13:11, Misra p.19) is a classic example.

Even if we accept for the sake of argument that "the bearers of the
patala blossoms" are the patala trees, we fail to understand
how 'pataladhara' could come into being! If we have the
vigraha like "patalani dharantiti", the resulting compound
word would be pataladharah. Only Misra's extraordinary calibre
can bring in the dirgha and make it pataladharah. Even if
we say dharantiti dharah, we would get only pataladharah.
Therefore, Misra's suggestion is absurd, to say the least.

Misra's other statements with reference to this verse are beyond the
grasp of the limited knowledge of this writer. So I express my
inability to comment on them. They can be understood and discussed only
by a man of Misra's capabilities!

Words of great poets may contain some ideas so deep that they are
not easily comprehended by the uninitiated. Critics like Misra not only
miss them, but misunderstand them and misinterpret them. For example:

Trpani bhubhrtkatakegu nikgipan

na kaih sphuraddhiramgdanganisvanah.
Taditpradipai$ caladankalilaya

nidagham anvigyati varidagamah. (13:36]

This is the reading in all, including J. Misra comments on the above:

13.36¢c
calad ankalilaya is understood [!] by ed. ter.
as "moving with the beauty of a seal", which is impossible
because calat n. cannot be construed with varidagamah
m... "With the beauty of the moving curved line" (Eng. rend.)
is grammatically possible, but gives very poor sense. The text
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seems to be not correct. I propose: caturangalilaya:
[because you are a mugdha, Mr. Misra]

trpani bhubhrtkatakesu niksipan na kaih sphurad-
dhiramrdanganisvanah/

taditpradipaih caladankalilaya nidagham anvisyati
varidagamah//

It is noteworthy that Misra's reformed and quoted version still
reads--caladankalilaya!

"By which lamps, which are [its] lightnings, does not the
rainy season search for the hot season, with the beauty (showing
the splendour) of a [moving] army (caturanga), the sound of
deep drums bursting forth from it, throwing down grass on the,
mountain slopes (or: the camps of the kings) (1) [pp 20-21].

Misra's footnote:

1. "Throwing grass on" [the camps] is used in the sense of:
making them 1left [abandoned?] by the vanquished armies, cp.
9.113. .

This is one more futile attempt on the part of Misra to compose his
own poetry rather than to try to understand what the poet had in his
mind and interpret it honestly and sincerely.

Misra would force the word caturanga into the mouth of Bilhaga
whether the poet likes it or not. According to the great critic-. and
philologist Mr. Misra, Caturanga (an adjective only) could mean
balam--sainyam. So sSuklah can mean patah and nilam
can mean kamalam. Caladarnka becomes caturanga. We find
ourselves running out of adjectives to offer our criticism to Misra's
suggestions. We can once again borrow from Misra his own word
" "preposterous" to characterize his attempt here to reconstruct. He did
not know, he could not know, that what we read here as caladanka
(i.e. the existing reading) is correct one hundred percent--absolutely,
positively, undeniably--at least in-its second component, anka.

The facts of the matter are as follows: Bilhapa is describing the

rainy _sedson and imagining that it acted like a ...[?] The text as it
stands even up to Bh is not totally correct!
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The available text reads as quoted above. Caritacandrika
attempts to explain certain words but shows its inability to comprehend
fully the wultimate sense (bhavah) and states at the end:
“tatparyam?" Caritacandrikdkara--that ancient commentator of
Sri Bharadvaja accepts his limitations. But Bh possesses unlimited
knowledge and so he does not want to accept any limitations to it and
tries to explain the verse by every possible means. Bh prescribes the
following anvaya (prose order):

Sphuraddhiramgdanganisvanah ankalilaya calat
varidagamah bhibhgtkatakegsu trpani nikgipan kaih
taditpradipailh nidaghamp na anvigyati.

Then he comments on the verse as follows: (vyakhya):

Sphuranto dhirasya gambhirasya mgdangasya nisvanah
8abda iva nisvana yasya sa, ankayati cihnayatityanena
ankah "muharachapa" iti Hindibhagayam, tasya 11la
taya calat gacchat, varidagamah vargakalalh,
bhibhrtkatakesu parvatanitambesu nrpasendsu va tgpani
ghdsan nikgipan samutpadayan, kaibh kidg$aih tadid eva
vidyud eva pradipo (?] dipas taih, niddgham grigmakalam
nanvigyati arthat sarvaprakarepa tam anvigyatityarthah.
Adyapi kim kutrapi nidagho vartate iti jijnasaya
taditpradipais tasyanvesanam karotiti bhavalh.

Bh has easily drawn the conclusion 'iti bhavah', but we fail
to understand how did he arrive at the specific "bhavah." The
treatment of "na kaih" by Bh is asangata. Bh shows that he
has understood very well. That he did not understand will be fully
demonstrated after our present discussion is finished. One reason of
the lack of full and immediate intelligibility of this verse lies in
"na kaih® which appear as if they are two different words! But in
reality they are not!! Also -the word "anka" has a special
significance which lies beyond the power of such critics who are not
gurukulakligta and who do not persevere to dig deep into the mine
of jewels. They go after quick fame. They get only artificial gem and
parade their wares and cheat their customers. Caritacandrika
explains all the difficult words except "anka". Bh invents his own

derivation by skillful manouvering and says: "ankayati cihnayati
ityanena ankah ‘'moharachapa’ iti Hindibhasayam." He explains
in Hindi: "apane aneki moharachapa laganevala." (stamp or

seal?). This is all meaningless. We fail to understand what meaning and
purpose are attached by Bh to the word "nrpasenasu," which he
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steals outright once again without any acknowledgment, from

Caritacandrika. He connects “kaih" with
"taditpradipaih® and puts the whole sentence into an
interrogative form! He explains “"kaih" by the word

“kidrsaih®. The word "calat" is the first component of the
karmadharaya compound, "Calamscdasau ankasca caladankah

tasya lilaya®. But Bh treats it as a separate word and connects it
with varidagamgah." Was he unaware of the fact that “"calat"

becomes "calan® when it is seperated and is made to qualify a noun

in masculine gender (varidagamah- in this case)? After the
sandhi, we would have calannankalilaya, which will totally

ruin the metre. We wonder, however, if Bh is aware of his shortcoming?
Probably not. Is he really satisfied with his performance? But Misra
is aware of Bh's blunder! He was not convinced.

Here we have a figure of speech called utpreksa. It is
defined as: Sambhavanam athotpreksa prakrtasya parepa yat.
There has to be a set of prakrtas (upameyas), the realities, and
another set of aprakrtas (upamanas) or imaginary objects, the
creations of the poet's own mind. The latter are superimposed by
imagination on the former. Let us analyze the objects or constituents
expressed in this verse and assign them to the specific category they
belong to.

The poet describes the rainy season. There are the clouds, the
table-land of mountains, newly-growing grass, thunder, and lightning.
Taking these realities, the poet creates his own poetic world and says
that, as though, the rainy season is searching the "nidagha" or the
Summer. He creates the other attributes of the aprakrta world by -
his own imagination.

Jalhapa in his Suktimuktavall quotes a verse, ascribed to
Papini, which expresses somewhat similar ideas. The verse reads as
_follows:

Ksapah ksamikgtya prasabham apahgtyambu saritam
pratapyorvim kgtsndp tarugahanam ucchogya sakalam.
Kva sampratyugpdméur gata iti tadalokanaparas
tadiddipaloka disi disi carantiha jaladap.
Jalhapa, 61:18.
Bh repeats the words of Caritacandrika (sukavakyapatham)
-and gives two meanings of  "bhubhrtkatakegu--that is,
parvatanitambesu nrpasendsu va." But he does not ask himself
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what is the significance of the second meaning, nrpasenasu, the
aprakrta or upamana."

There is the thunder. It is expressed by the poet specifically and
separately, yet it is hidden in a misreading which N could not detect in
the early 1940's, when he was a young beginner, but which he was able to
do later after studying other texts. Then he was able to recommend a new
reading. In order to supply the word signifying thunder, Bh has
resorted to a strange compound and says "“sphuranto dhirasya
gambhirasya mydangasya nisvanah sabda iva nisvana yasya." The
word "nikgsipan" is interpreted by Bh to mean "samutpadayan"
which again is only the prakrta and not aprakrta.

Let us present these two sets of thoughts in parallel columns and
find out what is missing in this puzzle and then try if we can supply

it
PRAKRTA (UPAMEYA) APRAKRTA (UPAMANA)
tyrpa (green grass) tgpa (hay)
bhubhgtkataka, i.e. bhubhgtkataka, i.e.
parvatanitamba nrpasainya
22?22 viramgdanganisvana [dhira is wrong.
It has to be vira]
tadit pradipa
varidagama 22?22

The question now before us is how to bring in what is missing!
Banerji and Gupta translate the verse thus:

The rainy season, with the rising grave [!] sound of a
mydanga while throwing grasses on the slopes of mountains,
is searching with the lightning lamps for summer alone with the
beauty of a moving curved line. [stress added]

What a disgusting display of maksikasthane maksika! The
translators have totally neglected the set of aprakrtas. We don't
know what they mean by "alone with the beauty of a moving curved line."

The true purport of this verse remained obscure until this author
read a relevant passage in the Manasollasa worded as follows:

Ekam uddidya sarvan va birudam pathayet tu yah. 34
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Gayayed vadayed va'pi kahalam va madoddhatah.
Aruhya mahisam darpad diva dipam pradipayet. 35

Trpani vikiran vithyam birudanko nigadyate.
(Adhyaya 4, Vimpsati 4, verses 34--36. GOS. 84, pt. 2]

The challenger, who is at the height of his glory and pride, almost
blinded by his own utter superiority, causes his eulogy to be read aloud
or sung in public. The eulogy is aimed at one (the most powerful) or
all---anyone who is ready to meet the challenge! A large drum is beaten
to announce his challenge. He rides a buffalo in self-arrogance and
lights lamps even during the day. He strews grass in the path. Such a
challenger, hero, is called birudanka.

Manasollasa defines the "anka" as follows:
Yena va yuddhyate sardham ekah khalakadhamani. 28

Samendstrepa yah tajjnair ankah sa parikirtital.
(Adhyaya 4, Vim$ati 4, verse 28 second half
and 29 first half. GOS 84, pt. 2, p. 225]

Vikramankabhyudaya also has a similar passage:

Radacit karepukarughan puro vadyaménaviram;daﬂgén...1
udbhatadarpavipapimargavikirpatgpan... ankaphal[kha?]lake
yodhayamasa. [p. 26, 1. 13--2]

Thus it is seen that what Bh has tried to derive out of anka is
a totally irrelevant meaning. "Ankayati cihnayati ityanena ankah,
'‘moharachapa’ iti Hindibhasayam" is an attempt to extract a
meaning which does not exist at all! And what we get is totally useless.
Once again we are reminded of Bilhapa's words: Rasadhvaner adhvani
ye caranti. Anka is the hero, the challenger, aprakrta of
"varidagama." Now the question is how to explain the two words
"na" and "kaih" [as they appear] and how to obtain the
prakrta of mrdanga-nisvana. The B text reads "nikgipanna
kaih.” N has separated the last two words and reads "niksipan na

kaih." ~That is dumb! This is copied by Bh. J too has
"-nnakaih®. The J, as is usual with most of the MSS., does not
separate the words. The letters "ka" and "va" resemble each

1 cf. prakatitaviramrdangadhiranddah. Vik. 6:68.2.
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other so closely (in J) that they are 1liable to be confused and
interchanged. "Nra" and "nna" when written in the specific
Devanagari script of J are almost identical in appearance. If these
statements of facts are accepted as valid bases for interpretation, we
easily get the word "ravaih" which becomes the prakrta, the

thunder of the clouds! Also it is Dbetter to read
"sphuradviramrdanga" instead of "sphuraddhiramydanga",

because what is beaten to announce the call for challenge (ahvana,
lalakarand in Hindi) is the drum of bravery and not merely a deep
(grave!] sound of a drum. Even in the passage from the
Vikramankabhyudaya quoted above, we have viramgrdanga and

not dhiramydanga. "Vira" is the original reading. Now we

have the full complement of the aprakrta with all its attributes--

the challenger, the army of the king, victory-drum, and the lamp.

Although the above reading incorporating the word "ravaih" is a
pure conjecture on the part of Nagar, not yet substantiated by any MS.
or other evidence, yet the verse cannot be explained unless and until we
make this kind of a bold suggestion. Some other worthier scholar (I mean
truly) might be able to offer another interpretation which might be more
acceptable. Until then we can stay with this reading.

Monier-Williams explains: ankah = a military show or
sham-fight, and ankakarah = a champion chosen by each side to
decide a battle. We have many examples of the use of this word as given
below. Apte1 says: ankakarah = a champion warrior,
tvatkankakaravijaye tava Rama Lanka. Balaramayapa, Act. 8.

Here is the full text:

Rajasekharaprapitap Bialaramayagam nama natakam.
Tatra Viravilaso namagtamo'rkal.

Lanke$varepa... Dasarathim. abhidhatum abhihitam...
Sa nisacaracakravartil tvam aha yaduta kim
akhila-vanara-raksasa-kgayakarepa sapgramepa, tad ekam

tula-dyutap pravartayavah. Tatra ca

Tvatkankakaravijaye tava Rama Larka
Sita ca te punar iyam bhavato'stu darah.

1 practical Sanskrit English dictionary. Rev. & enl. ed. (3rd).
1965. Appendix, p. 1.
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Matkankakaravijaye tu mamadhipatyam
tasyamp ca te puri kalatrajane ca tatra.

And

gauragupair ahankgtibhgtam jaitrankakare...
[Naigadhiyacaritam, 12:84]

The fame of his arms having gone afar like a champion
warrior, conquering all objects proud of their own

whiteness, the timid night 1lotus sleeps not at night; the

wreath of mallika blossoms on the braid of thy hair crouches

in

fear; the terrified moon perspires, shedding its nectar.

[Context: svayamvara] Tr. by Krishna Kanta Handiqi. Poona,
1965. pp.189-90.

And here is one more relevant passage
Vikramankabhyudaya:

Tasyatmabhavah prakamavigamasamgramalabdhavijayo
Vijayadityas cakravarti babhiiva, yas caikakil
nikgipyamatyesu rajyabharam ekangaviro
niguhitanijakarah Singhaladvipe, [sic] Kafncipure,
Vengyam, Gangapat ikayam ca darpat

prakatitasidhenuvidyo niravadyaparakramanihatapratyankakaro
niravadyam nama -lebhe.

In our earlier passage just quoted above, we
ekangavirah. We have also seen pratyéﬁkak&rab. Here (in
the following verse) we have ekarigabhatah.
Karoti caitrah saha candananilail
kim induna kokilapaficamena ca.
Na vidyate jetur anangabhiipateh
kim anyad ekdngabhatas tvaya samah. ([13:73]

Thus it is proved that Misra's suggestion to read caturanga in

place of caladanka is unsound.

Reference has already been to Misra's fn.:
_on...the camps of the kings." (13)
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fn.13. "Throwing grass on" [the camps] is used in the sense
of: making them left by the vanquished armies. cp.9.113."

Once again Misra shows his lack of knowledge. The challenger throws
(ni + kgip = scatters, strews, casts) grass on the ground as part
of the process of challenging: trpani vikiran vithyam or
vipapimargavikirpatrnpan.

Misra asks us to compare the following verse:

Yasya pratapo'gnir apirva eva
jagarti bhubhgtkatakasthaligu.
Yatra pravigte ripuparthivanam
trpani rohanti gghangagesu. [9:113]

This allusion is irrelevant. In trpani bhubhrtakatakesu,
the prakrta is "growing (causing to grow) (green) grass on the
mountain slopes," and the aprakrta 1is "strewing, scattering,
casting down, dry grass (hay) in the camps of kings." So to bring in
the idea of causing the grass (rather weeds) to grow because of
desertion (udvasannagari) (9:113) is ridiculous. There the cause
is totally different.

Therefore, we may conclude that neither Misra nor Bh has really
understood Bilhapa, but both have only attempted to emend or interpret
according to their own whims and caprices. It is all ghatatopo
bhayankarah. Shri Nagaraj Rao of Mysore tells me that even today,
anka means a challenge fight (like that of cocks) in Kannada.

Before we leave this topic, I would 1like to point out that I am not
yet fully satisfied with caladanka! "Calat" does not serve any
special purpose here, especially when compounded. It would be more
helpful if we could separate it and connect it with varidagamah.
But then we will have the problem .of its turning into "calan."
Could caladanka be birudanka, or some such word? It cannot
be ankakdara, but we need a "challenger", and not just a
"challenge” or sham fight, or a “citrayuddha."

The art of reconstruction is a very delicate and skilful task. We
have to change, if at all absolutely essential, as little as possible. I
have been thinking over this problem now-a-days (March 1990). I think we
need a prakrta to be in samanadhikarapya with
ankakara or challenger. The dark moving rain cloud is what is
missing and needed! The present text reads caladanka. If we change
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only one letter, just one letter, we may get what is missing!! Let
us read jaladanka!!! We leave this problem for the next generation
to think upon and resolve.

This is how the verse would read after all the above discussion
and decision:

Trpani bhubhgtkatakesu nikgipan
ravailh sphurdviram;daﬁganisvanab.

Taditpradipair jaladankalilaya
nidagham anvigyati varidagamal.

Bh creates a bitter controversy over:

Namatyayah$Syamalasagpamandala-
' sthitendragopapracayasu varidah.
Giristhaligu cyutasakrakarmuka-
bhramad ivodbhrantatadidvilocanah. [13:37]

This is one of those examples cited by Bh where he has gone against
the reading of N! 1In his opinion he has improved. We don't know if M
read the conclusions of both N and Bh with regard to the worthlessness
of R ed. The attempt on the part of Bh to assert the supremacy of
"namatyayam" over “namatyayah" reminds us of the following
sadukti: ‘

Ghatap bhindyat patam chindyat kuryad va rasabhadhvanim.
Yena kena prakarepa prasiddhah purugo bhavet.

It is to be remembered that

-

J has "namatyayah-",
B has "namatyayah-",
N has 'nanatyayab-l"
Even the R text has "namatyayah-."
Thén how did "namatyayam" creep in? Well, the R ed. has a 1long

~errata listing a total.- of 79 corrections. Strangely enough, or
appropriately enough, even this "Errata" needs another errata!
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N had commented upon R's ed. as early as 1945 in the following
words:

Sva. Ma. Ma. Sri Pap. Ramavatarasarmagam namna
samskrtam 1927 I. varse [sic. in reality published in 1978
Vikramabda, i.e. 1921/22 A.D.] Kasikajfanamandalat

prakasitanm samskarapam idam dogesu prathamam
satyamevatisete. Atra prathamasamskarapasthasuddhigu
kvacidap$atal §odhitasvapi [note] naikatra

nitanasuddhiparamparasggtir eva drstipatham prayati.
Etatsapskartra prathamasamskarapasthasuddhyasuddhipatram
api na vyalokiti citram. Etanmudrapadikap tatha
vis§gnkhalam asti yatha tad avalokya cirap cekhidyate
cetah. [Prastavana, p. 5]

An examiner examining a group of answer books is easily able to
detect who steals from whom! Bh is truly a nakalchi bandar! In my
Prastavana on p. 5, I have erroneously given 1927 (A.D.) as the
date of publication of R ed. It is wrong. In reality it is 1921/22,
because its date (as given in the book) is 1978 Vikrama era. Bh copied
the wrong date on page 1 of his "Kifcit Prastavikam"! With
reference to the editor R, he calls him his guruvaryapam. Did Bh
really see the book even once in his life time from a critical point of
view? He just copies N in its evaluation except that he insists that in
some cases he has changed N's readings. The changes are for "worse",
rather than for "better." Misra, by the way, correctly gives the date
on p. 111 of his Bibliography.

Nagar continues:

Khanipradurbhutap ratnap sadyo malinam eva jayate.
Parap yatharthyena kalanispato janas tat kasapadina

manojiitkgtya lokasamakgam., upasthapayati. pa.
Byuhlara-sapskarapadogsd na khalu na soghavyalh. Sa
tvasit prathamikah prayasal. Paran
doduyate'ntahkaragam yadramavatarasarmanam

sapskarage tad ratnap pankakalankitam eva dggti-gocaram
ayati, kutas tavat punar ujjvalikgtih. Tatra khalu Da.
Byuhlarasapskarapdsuddhayas tu namnaiva samp$odhitah,
[note again] param tato'pyadhikah sygta
nitandsuddhayah. Prathamasapskarapasthasuddhi-
sarikkhyd dvitiye dvigugpibhiya 400 arnkap bhajate.
(Upodghata. p. 4]
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Nevertheless Bh insists on R's reading, which is the product of some
fertile brain of a thoughtless and senseless person who was asked to go
through the text and offer some corrections. Whether the person was a
markhasiromapi (crest-jewel of the fools), or Brhaspati himself,
it is evident that he did not understand the meaning of the compound
word ayahsyamalasaspamapdalasthitendragopapracayasu.

To support "namatyayam" over “"namatyayah" is totalitarian
dictatorship or simply a fool's obstinacy. But that is exactly what Bh
does. He asserts: “"namatyayah iti pathat namatyayam iti patha
eva samicinah.® (Mark eva!] He does not advance any argument.

He does not give any cogent reason. He merely dictates. Cf. his
statement on "yasyd bhrata", 18:47. Bh overlooks the dictum:
Ekakini pratijia hi pratijnatam na sadhayet--Mere assertion

does not validate a theory.

- Once. again we would like to remind pseudo-critics like Bh that
appreciation of poetry is not an exact, verifiable science. It is a
subtle art--a feeling--which can be experienced only through the
cultivated senses. We have: a) susko vrksas tigthatyagre. We
may also have b) nirasatarur iha vilasati puratah. How can we
prove by any scientific evidence or methodology that (b) is much more
charming than (a)? '

We can only conclude that someone did not know what
"namatyayahsyamala" meant. And so he made it "namatyayam
$ydmala!™ Such critics have existed all along since the creation of
this universe. It is with reference to such simpletons that a great
poet sang long, long ago:

Bindudvandvatarangitdgrasaragih kartd Sirobindukam
karmeti kramasikgitadnvdyakalad ye ke'pi tebhyo'fijalib.
(or tebhyo namah)

A true sahrdaya reader may recall:

Kimapi kimapi mandap mandam &sattiyogad
aviralitakapolam jalpator akramepa.
ASithilaparirambhavyapgtaikaikadogpor
. » aviditagatayama ratrir eva vyarampsit.
(Uattarramacarita)
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Once upon a time there was a heartless, senseless, thoughtless,
careless fellow who tried to improve this kavindrokti and
recommended that the penultimate word be changed to evam! No
further comments are necessary.

Let us see what the poet wants to say: It is the rainy season. It
is raining dogs and cats. The plateaus (the mountain tops, the
table-lands) are dark green, very green indeed. There are millions of
tiny red insects. All of a sudden there is a terrible flash of
lightening. This 1is all prakrta, the reality; a statement of
facts. Now the poet creates his own world of fancy and fiction. The
cloud gets scared: "Did the bow of Indra (rainbow) fall down? Did I
pour so heavily? Did I fell it?" The ground strewn with red insects is
imagined to be the rainbow, fallen down on the ground, as it were, from
the sky, by the force of the torrential rain! The flash of lightning is
imagined to be the scared eyes of the cloud. Such a ground is mistaken
for the rainbow.

Now a discerning reader, a true sahrdaya can place his hand on
his heart and answer the following question: There are two possible
meanings: (1) This cloud or (2) the ground is dark green, like
ayas (steel). Which of the two would make a better sense? A person
with a cultivated (samskgta) mind, capable of appreciating the
beauties of a poetic genius like Bilhapa will immediately say that a
dark green background will show the beauties of the red insects far far
better than if it is otherwise, i.e. green only, or light green. Now in
spite of all this, if someone insists on namatyayam syamala- we
can only fold our hands in reverance and say--ye ke'pi
tebhyo'njalih. We may also remind the pretender, who does not have
a heart, tender like a lotus, but has a machine as hard as a cinder:

§lro'si krtavidyo'si dar$aniyo'si putraka.
Yasmin kule tvam utpanno gajas tatra na hanyate.

Although the translation of B and G is like a plastic rose (flower)
devoid of any fragrance or soft touch, as compared to the real one, yet
it is clear enough not to allow any sensible person go on insisting on
an absurd interpretation. B and G say:

The cloud, with its lightning-eye perplexed, is bending 1low
on the mountains on which there is a multitude of fireflies in
the grass black as iron, as if owing to an illusion of the
rainbow that has dropped down. [stress added]
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We have shown throughout this study--here, there, and everywhere--
how miserably B and G fail to represent the poet's hiarda in a true
and faithful manner. One more example is presented here: They have
translated "indragopa" as fire-flies. It is not true. We simply fail
to understand why they did not consult the Caritacandrika which had
explained this verse in early forties when its writer was only in his
early twenties. This is what Candrika stated:

Ayo lauham tadvat 'éyémalesu Sagpamapdalesu
balatgpasamuhegu sthita indragopanam
SonavarpakitaviSeganap (Hi. birabahiiti) pracaya
yasu tasu....

In spite of this B & G say--"fire-flies"! The Sanskrit equivalent
for "fire-flies" is khadyotah! It is glow-worm. Yet it does not
constantly glow. It does not continuously shine. Its shining is
intermittent.

Also to be noted is the word "sthita" used by Bilhapa. A fly
does not remain "sthita". It FLIES. It is cancala!
Indragopas are red insects confined to the ground. They are called
(in English) cochineal insects. They are used to produce a dye.
How sincerely we wish these translators had been more thoughtful.

As we stated earlier, Bh does not advance any argument. However,
Misra does. Here is what he says:

13.37a

For ayah "iron" (in earlier edd.). ed. ter. reads
ayam "this" (taken from the ed. of Pt. Ramavatdra Sarmi).
ayahsyamala-, "black as iron", in itself would make good
sense. Yet, since the description concerns here a single detail--one
particular cloud--of the rainy season ayam...varidah, "this
(particular)... cloud”, seems called for. Cp. next verse; ami
payomucah, "those (particular) clouds." [p.21]

We need not tell Mister Misra that if the poet wanted to have "one"
cloud, his purpose would have been easily served by the singular
number--varidah namati! - Misra is not unaware of the fact that R,
which is full of innumerable inaccuracies, seems to have been associated
by someone with the great name of Mahamahopadhyaya Papdita
Rimdvatdra Sarmd. The question is how much faith we could place in
. that someone?
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If what we are writing now in the following paragraphs is true,
Misra will prove to be a very careless writer.

Misra alludes to the next verse--ami payomucah. He translates
ami as "“those", i.e. prathamabahuvacanam--asau, amu, ami.
He brings payomucah in samanadhikaranya with ami. He
translates the word payomucah as the clouds, i.e.
prathamabahuvacanam. We cannot believe that a person who claims to
have earned a Ph.D. on this writing, can write all this. Let us read
the full verse once again:

Ami viyannilasarojamandala-
pralambanalapratimallagambaral.
Ananganaracaparamparanibhah
patanti dharanicayalh payomucal.

Misra's gurus ought to have told him that ami is not connected
with "payomucah", but it is connected with "dharanicayah."
"Payomucah" is not prathamabahuvacanam but it is
sasthyekavacanam. The meaning is not "these clouds" but the
torrential rain--dharanicayah of this cloud! Ke patanti?
Dharanicayah patanti! Whose? Of the cloud--one cloud--not many.
Misra's gurus must not have even seen what he wrote and presented as his
doctoral dissertation!

Before we leave this topic we may cite for our sensible readers a
sadukti expressing similar sentiments:

Nirikgya vidyunnayanail payodo
mukhap nisdyam abhisarikayah.
Dharanipataih saha kip nu vantas
candro'yam ityartataram rarasa.
Smk. 71:7 Abhisarikapaddhatih.
Hariharasya? Rather anonymous.

Bh as translator

I have not yet gone through the translation work of Bh in its
entirety. But whatever I have seen is enough to hurt a sahrdaya.
We are not sure if Bh really understands the poet's heart and soul.

Let us take the verse 13:54:

Payodavyndamp gaganasthalollasat-
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tadillatadohadakardamadyuti.
Cakasti sankrantakalankam ambhasam
nabhascyutanam iva galanam$ukam. [13:54]

Bh translates the quarter ...tadillatadohadakardamadyuti as
follows:

"ya tadidriupipl lata tasya dohadaripo" (iIpsito) yo
[sic] kardamah" ("dohadasYérthab 'khada' iti "Hindyam")
(!] "papkah painko'strl sadakardamau" ityamarah"; "tasya"
"dyutiriva dyutih kantir" yasya tat.

We are learning for the first time in our life that the word
dohada in Hindi means khada, i.e. manure or fertilizer! Bh
might have thought that since there is lata (creeper) we must have
the manure as well! That may be his logic. No Hindi dictionary gives
the meaning as claimed by Bh. Of course, the Sabdakalpadtuma of
Raja Radha Kanta Deva (Varapasi, 1967) says: Dohadah pum.
k1. (doham akarsam dadatiti. doha+da+kah) garbhipyabhilasah.

Sada iti bhaasa." It does"not say khada. It says sada.
Also it does not say Hindi bhasa, but only bhasa. Now
this lexicographer hailed from Bengal. His bhaga would

naturally be Bengali. Well, in Bengali sada does mean iccha,
abhilaga, garbhipira spriha and dohada. Also, it is to be noted
that sada is derived from sadha = iccha.

However, MW lists one of the meanings of dohada as a kind of
fragrant substance used as manure, Naish. 1:82.

Misra exemplifies Ghupaksaranyaya:

Here 1is an exceptional case. In understanding and interpreting the
following verse N committed an error. Misra corrects it. We can call
it only a ghupaksaranyaya:

Sarvadaiva hrdayap malimasam
na ksapam spgSati te prasannatam.
Tat khalatvam akhilopatapinah
' puspakarmukangpasya vallabha. [14:44]

Misra says:
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14.44c
Instead of khalatvam", "roguishness", which cannot be
construed unless one makes an arbitrary addition 1like "tava
niscitam eva" (ed. ter., comm.) and changes the
nominative vallabhah into the vocative vallabha, read
tat khala tvam...vallabhah, therefore, thou rogue, art the
friend of... [p. 22]

This is one of those rare instances where Misra makes some sense and
improves the reading of N. N went against all (as far as vallabhah

is concerned] and suggested the reading [he] vallabha for
vallabhah because he took khalatvam (bhave) as one word
meaning dustatvam. He did not notice the padaccheda (break
of the words) between khala and tvam in J! Biihler does not

have the padaccheda! Neither does R. N here has proved the truth of

the age-old saying: Ekamp sandhitsato'param pracyavate. In trying

to keep khalatvam as one word, he erroneously changed
vallabhah to vallabha. Bh follows N blindly. He has no thinking

of his own! However, Misra brings out to light the real purport of the

poet.

Today [(Oct. 31, 1977] I saw J once again after I read Misra. There
IS a sign of padaccheda between "khala" and "tvam". Also on
the top there is a gloss "he" for "khala"! [sambodhanam! ]

Bilhana composed:

Subhatalh pramadakararpitam

dalayan nagarakhapqdvitikam.
Ripudantighatasu khapdanam

trpam utsdahavasad amanyata. [(15:6]

Misra reads:

Subhatalh pramadakararpitam
dalayan nagarakhapdavitikam. [p. 33]

Misra takes a stand here which cannot be justified. He copies B. N

reads--tam, which is correct. It qualifies a feminine compound--
nagarakhandavitikam.
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Also, could we have one word--ripudantighatasukhapdanam and
have ghatanam in the vigraha ? J however has a
padaccheda between ghatasu and khanpdanam.

Here is an interesting point. In  Suktimuktavali,
Hemantapaddhatih 63:8 and 63:9 (l6:14 and 16:15 of
Vikramankadevacarita) appear as follows:

A Samakgam api suUryasya paryabhiyata padmini.
Tejasvino'pi kurvanti kim kalavasam agatih. 8

B Madvairipah kathoramsor iyam prapayabhir iti.
Rogad iva tugarepa paryabhiyata padmini. 9

Bilhapa's order is:

16:14 B (.4 niradahyata padmini. Niradahyata
is much better in the context.
16:15 A

Misra notices only 16:14. He does not notice 16:15. Does it not
add further weight to the inference that he did not consult the
original source, i. e. "Smk"'s edn. (GOS)!

of course, repeating the same paryabhuyata is no good
composition. So Bilhapa's original is preferable.

Wrong Construction Leads to Destruction

“

We can see how wrong construction of readings of B creates a
destruction of the meaning in the following verse:

Gaurivibhramadhipadhimapatalasyamayamanodarih
kapthakgodabhayan na ye kavalitah érikaq;hakag;horagaib.
Spharonmilitasaradagghabghaddvaragraghagtaravas
te §lagham alabhanta Kuntalapateh Railasa$ailanilah.
[16:51]

The third and fourth lines in B read as follows:
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Spharonmilita$aradagghabghaddvaran muda nirgatas
te §lagham alabhanta Kuntalapateh Kailasaraudranilah.
(underlined Byuhlarakavi-vacanam)

The destruction created by the wrong reconstruction in the text may
be presented and explained as follows:

16:51.1 syamayamodarah P. (omission and wrong copying by P.
J is correct).

16:51.2 All have ksoda. My conjecture is ksobha.

16:51.3 -grhabrddvaravaste --P. (omission). J has
grhavrhaddvaragraghamptaravaste. Letters
h a d-ra gra gha mpta not copied by P. 1In other
words, although J does contain these five specific
letters, they have been inadvertently omitted by P!

16:51.3 -grhabrhaddvaran muda nirgatas. B attempts to
emend. There is no achievement! It proves to be a
fruitless effort.

16:51.4 Kailasaraulanilah P. Certainly it is a doubtful
case in original, i.e. "sai" of J mistaken for
"rau” by the press-copyist. It would have been like
"sai” in P. Cf 6:46.3 reading of P visikharaka,
where sa has been mistaken for ra. Two occurences
of one type of error.

16:51.4 Kailasaraudranilah B. Raudra (=fierce) winds
are not applauded. They won't get slagha of
Kuntalapati. Absence of any sense created where perfect
sense was reigning supreme.

Together J has:
Spha ro nmiI 1i ta $3 ra d

]

gr ha by ha ddva ra gra ghap ta ra vas

P has:
Spha ro nmiI 1i ta 3 ra d

gr ha by 0 ddva 0 0 0 0 ra vas

B has:
Spha ro nmi 1li ta $3a ra d

[T

gy ha by ha ddva ra nmu da nir ga tas

So P omitted second ha. Biihler restored it correctly.
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P omitted ra after ddva. Biihler restored it correctly.
P also omitted three more letters: [a] gra gham ta.

Biihler, however, could not fill the lacuna correctly. In an attempt
to secure the true and correct reading, B threw away the 1last two

letters ra va (= sound) of P, i.e. last two letters of the
carapa. And he created through his own imagination six letters
(including one halanta) ran muda nirgatas as the

substitutes. Let it be reiterated that his first letter 1is a correct
restoration. However, nmuda nirgatds is merely a wild guess. It

does not convey the meaning intended by the poet. The editor had a
right to create through his own imagination any number of letters to
bring some plausible meaning. However, we wonder if he had any right to
throw away the two most significant letters ra va meaning the

sound already existing in J, copied by him, and existing also in P.

We may try to provide an explanation as to why this mistake
originally occurred. Probably while copying, the eyes of P jumped from
first ra to second ra in consonance with the
mapdukaplutinydya (maxim of the jumping of the frog) or what we
have termed netrocchalanam. Originally this is how [...] he might
have read (We cannot reproduce the diagram here through letters. It will
have to be drawn graphically.] saradagrhabrddva....ravas.

Thus the letters represented by ellipses were totally omitted.

In brief, B really missed only "a graghapta." Since he did
not have the ghapta, i.e the bells, he had to discard also their
sound rava.

August A. Haack's German translation (1899)l of the original
Sanskrit was based on Biihler's text. Naturally he translates the words
spharonmilita-sarada-grha-brhaddvaran muda nirgatds as
'”coming out of the huge gates of Durga's [!] house, the gates that were
thrown open with great force, etc. [How Siarad3 could be translated
as Durgd wunless we treat Mahakili, Mahalaksmi and
MahissarasvatI as one here! But that is not the issue here.] The
above quotation is a re-translation in English of his German words. The
original German in full reads:

L Indische Stimmungsbilder, Sieben Episoden des "Vikramanka-deva caritam
aus dem Sanskrit uebersetzt und erklart, von August Haack. Sudoll bei
Ratibor, 1899. p. 84.
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51. Die durch das grosse, mit einem Prall geoffnete Thor des
Hauses der Durga herausgekommenen Kailasa Winde, welche von
den Schlangen, der Perlenschnur Civas's, aus Furcht vor dem
Zermalmen des Halses nicht verschluckt worden sind - dunkelbraun
sind ihre Hohlungen durch die -Rauchmassen des alucherwerks bei
den Buhlkunsten Gauri's —empfingen mit Freuden den Lobpreis des
Kuntalakonigs.

It is to be noted that strong gusts of wind may blow in--throw the
doors open--and dash into the house [temple] but they cannot come out of
the house by throwing the doors open, because they do not originate
inside the house! Here they come out of the Kailasa mountain!! From
the open space!!!

All this trouble arose because while copying J, the transcriber P
omitted some letters (5 in number)-—régraghap;il and the editor
B subsequently activated and energised his own poetic muse and invented
certain substitute letters, thus making the whole reading as nmuda
nirgatas. Thus the most significant element, the ghaptarava
"chime of the bells" was lost and the winds had to come out of the
temple!

We maintain that Biihler took undue liberty with the poet. He ought
to have 1left the lacuna as it was found in P. The best or utmost he
could have done is to enclose his conjectural reading within [ ] square
brackets. His performance was unscholarly at least in this instance. It
was not a reconstuction, but utter destruction.

Banerji and Gupta do not acknowledge N's text as their source, yet
they had the word ghantarava and so they could speak of the
"chime of bells." Their translation reads:

[(The] winds from the mount Kailasa, which wafted [?] the
chime of bells in front of the huge doors of the temple of
Saradda that were wide open, which were not gorged by the
serpents round the neck of Siva out of the fear of their
throats being bruised [(?] (and) which were blackened by the mass
of the smoke of incense at the amorous sports [?] of Gauril,
received eulogy from the king of Kuntala.

1 They are in Devanagari. Some being conjunet consonants. "ra
"gra" 'ghd ” .pti. .
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The translators have taken the word unmilita to mean "wide
open" doors! It is not clear how they could have derived the
expression "wafted" when there is no other word (verb, kriyapada)
to express the action. "Waft" is all right in connection with the sound
of the bells, but this specific action is not represented in the
original. There is no word like vadana or calana" or
vayuprerita, etc. "Waft" means "to cause to move, or go lightly by,
or as if by the impulse of wind or waves." According to Monier-Williams,
"waft®* (of English) could be translated in Sanskrit, as sanaih
sanair vayau vah, or ani, vayuna prer or prapud or upanud.”

The reason why the serpents of Siva did not swallow the Kaildsa
winds lies in the fact that they contained the smoke of Gauri's
vibhranadhﬁpal incense. As compared to ksoda the term
ksobha is preferable. Air filled with smoke is likely to be less
palatable (desired for). The first line of the verse narrates the cause
and the second its effect. The translators have missed the significance
of this phenomenon. The adjective spharonmilita does not qualify
the doors of the Sdarada temple, but the ghaptdrava, the sound
of the bells, which was highly magnified by the strong gusts of winds.

N has correctly explained the passage in his Candrika:
Spharam atyartham unmilito vistaranm nitah
Saradiagrhasya Kasmira-Sarasvati-mandirasya
brhaddvaragresu sthitanam ghaptanam ravo yais te.?

Misra Tries to Show Off

Misra just wanted to show off. One of his chapters is headed
"Secondary Source Material Relating to Vikramankadevacarita.

So Misra decided to tell the world that the text of the
Vikramankadevacarita here has been corrected by N with the help of

1 ef. Jalodgirpair  upacitavapuh kesasamskaradhupaih.

Meghaduta. Also Bilhapa himself: Kuryad anardresu kim
angananam kesesu krspagurudhipavdsah.

2 fThese words of N have been copied by Bh, syllable by
syllable--ék;ara§ap--of course, as is usual with him without any
acknowledgment, none whatsoever! Let it be emphasized that N has
.indicated the direct quotations from J gloss by enclosing its words
within two asterisks.
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some secondary source material. It 1is not true. N is not a
kavyarthacaura that he would not disclose his source! Had he

taken any help from any of the so called "secondary" sources of Misra,
he would have certainly acknowledged it in his Prastavana. We are

not sure if Misra even read N's Prastavana. N's text is based on

J. Whatever is there [in N] is found in J even today, unless otherwise
specified.

Misra confuses between J and P, maybe deliberately. On p. 63 under
16:51(c) he says:

In: Vcar. MS. the syllables ha in brhat and
ragraghaptd are left out. Biihler (ed. pri.) tried
to fill the gap by his wording, ed. sec. changed silently
following secondary tradition. (Smk 63:22).

This is an unjust assumption on the part of Misra. It seems he
thinks himself to be omnipotent, omniscient, omnipresent. Misra is
mistaken if he believed that his (of Misra) Vcar MS. here is J!

The footnote no. 6 on p. 175 of N reads: grhabrddvaravaste
slagha- P. Now "P" does not mean "J". Misra ought to have read
pages one to three of N's Prastavand. This omission of J by P and
subsequent attempt on the part of Biihler to restore the text were so
significant that they were specifically noted by N as illustrations of
Biihler's futile attempts to restore the text.

On page 3 N clearly says:

Param ito'dhikam vismayavahani bahuni
viparita-sthalanyapi pura upatisthanti. Tathahi pra.
pustake brddvaravaste (soda. 51) ityasuddhah
patho'sti. Ja. pusake tvadyapi
brhaddvaragraghaptaravaste iti spagtam evaste.

Misra alleges that N changed "silently". [Does he mean “"stealthily?"
He expected N to announce it with a grand beating of drums as he himself
does time and again! The same kind of phenomenon we witness with regard
to Caritacandrikd. Bh took it to be an ancient work and continued
to believe so in spite of my protest! I wrote to him immediately after
his first volume was published that it was my work, yet he did not
change his stand. Kilidasa did not give his name even when he composed
such immortal poems like Kumarasambhava, Meghaduta and
Raghuvapsa. But for the strict rule and tradition of
natyasdastra he might have omitted his name even from the
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Abhijnanasakuntalam. N did not want to claim
Caritacandrika to be acclaimed as an outstanding, epoch-making work

that deserved an outstanding prize in literature. To him the
restoration of the text was much more significant. To N his
Upodghata was much more valuable. Probably Bh knew the truth. But
since he wanted to continue to incorporate Candrika into his work
without any acknowledgment, he did not ascribe it to its proper author.

Truly speaking Nagar's historical research, as embodied in his
Upodghata, and his reconstruction of the text took much more of his
time, energy, and attention than what was needed to write
Caritacandrika. In fact his contribution to Bilhapa, if there is
any, lies in the first two components and not in the last one.

The editor of Suktimuktavali notes on p. 58 a variant
reading for 16:51 (end):

Santatam ami Kaildsa$ailanilah ityatra Kuntalapateh
Kailasaraudranilah iti pathabhedal.

So Biihler's mis—-construction has been taken to be a legitimate, variant
reading!

We see Misra once again indulging in some unwanted emendation in:
Nirantarap Brahmapuribhir avytam
cakdra tatraiva puram sa parthivah.
Virificilokat suralokata$ ca yad
vibhigya bhagaviva kautukat kgtam. [17:29]

Misra expounds: )
17.294d
Vibhugya "having decorated", does not suit the context
here. Read vimusya [!]. "having stolen" (Dhatup. 1.707
muga [!] steye): (IS this mus or musa?

b-d cakara tatraiva puram sa parthivah/
virincilokat suralokatas ca yad
. vibhugya bhagav iva... krtam//
*The king built just there [!] a city, which was made

[by him] as if he had stolen/robbed (vimasya) two
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pieces ([pieces or parts?] [one] from the world of Brahman
[!] and [the other] from the world of the gods."

Note that ed. ter. explains vibhusya by
alapkrtya but gives in the end as the sense (bhava):...
bhagau grhitva racitam. bha and ma are easily
confounded in the MS. [p. 22]

Still there remains an unsolved problem. J definitely and clearly
has vibhugya. My conjecture is vikrsya. Or, could it be
vicitya? However, Misra suggests vimusgya. He says that
bha and ma are easily confounded in the MS., but not here [in
J], and the idea of stealing also does not sound very commendable. 1In
my paper entitled "Bilhapa's Narayapapura: Temple, Tank, and Town,"
I had changed the reading to vikrsya.

On August 22, 1990 we thought of another word--vijitya. But it
is far removed from the original reading--vibhusya. It seems we
wil have to stay with vibhusya unless and until we find a better
substitute.

The following verse poses a problem in textual reconstruction:

Sahargam ityapsarasam ajayata

prajagaram paificasarasya tanvati.
Pravirakapthagraharantakautuka-

pradhavitanagp Sravapamgtam katha. [17:64]

Let us compare the various readings:

17:64.3 graharanta [?] -grahapal[?]mta [?]- J. The Jaina
Devandgarl pa of J could be easily mistaken by a foreigner

for ra. -grahasanta - B. Cf. visikhasakala vs.

visikharaka. B lists the variant readings in the €£ns. A
discerning reader has a chance to consider, weigh, and evaluate if the
rejected reading is not better. R does not 1list any alternative

readings at all. Hence naturally the reader is likely to conclude that
it is a mistake of the scribe. He has no clue to think of a better
rendering. In other words Biihler is scholarly, while R is not.

17:64 B does not contain Etadanantaram kulakam. [B omits all
such literary essentials]. It does not appear even in the fn of B.
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Here is our Misra:

There is no such word as ranta- (edd. sec. and
ggg.;l Biihler? therefore conjectures santa- which,
however, does not yield good sense, since
pravirakanthagrahasantakautuka- , would mean: "the
desire that had ceased from [or for?] embracing the great heros
[heroes, Mr. Misra!]." Read sandra, "“intense, strong" (cp.
17.18; 18.52): -sandrakautuka-, "intense desire", [!] cp.
Kum. 7.62 tasam...sandrakutuhalanam, "of those women
whose desire/ duriosity was intense." [p. 22]

The two letters creating the problem very much look 1like
*"nanta® (old Devanagari style, where the letter "pa"
resembles "ra". This is in contradistinction to Marathil
(bdlabodha) "pa." The difference can be better seen when given
in original Devanagari script and not transliterated into Roman
script. For approximate visualization we can cite the letter 'U' + a
bar. This makes Marathi pa.

Once again I would like to reiterate here, even at the risk of being
repetitive, that Drs. Bihler and Jacobi saw the Carita and the
manuscript J for the first time in their life in Jaisalmer. They copied
the entire (voluminous) work just in seven days! Sanskrit was not their
mother tongue and they did not begin their primary education in an
environment of, say, a Hindu Brahmapa born and brought up in
Varanasi. No matter what we think or say, Devanagarl was still a
foreign script to them. They were not raised with it. So we can easily
imagine what kind of "copy" they would have made.

On the other hand, before I went to Jaisalmer I had already earned
the degree of Sahityacharya from the Government Sanskrit College,

1 Misra says: "There is no such word as ranta." What about those
scholars in Varanasi (the ancient seat of Sanskrit learning) who
worked with Bh in bringing out his worthy ed.?

2 1t is not proper to say here--"Biihler therefore conjectures..."
Biihler had no other reading except what he has given, i.e. santa.

Where does an opportunity occur for him to conjecture? Where was the
need? Why would he conjecture at all? The way Misra writes, it would
seem that Biihler conjectured in 1874, after he had read N's ed. (1945)
and Bh ed. in 1964, and found that their readings were not acceptable!
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Banaras (probably the most exacting and demanding Sanskrit degree in
India), having studied Sanskrit for at least 14 years. I had already
lived in Sanskrit and Hindi environment for more than 22 years. I had
taught Sanskrit for many years. Sanskrit was almost my mother tongue. I
had just earned then the first prize in an All-Banaras Sanskrit
Elocution Contest. I had studied and taught the
Vikramankadevacarita for several years. I had also seen the B ed.

I had also seen P--the transcript of J-- made by Biihler and Jacobi. I
had consulted some other manuscripts too. So there was nothing
surprising if I could do a more representative job than those foreigners
who had seen that Ms. for the first time in their life in that
"country of sand, bad water, and guineaworms." (Biihler, Introd.)

Also, I might add here that through the courtesy of Munivara Sri
Pupyavijayaji Mahdraja, the same precious MS. J was brought to
Ahmedabad in 1960. I took it to Bombay where I got it photocopied in
my direct supervision. That very photocopy is still with me! And I have
been using it all along since then.

Let us resume our study of the enlightening performance of Mr.
Misra, who had practically no "tools" yet went on constructing and
reconstructing the Vikramankadevacarita in a foreign land.

I have once again checked (today on Nov. 2, 1977) the J MS., (of
course, its photo-copy). I don't know at this moment how these two
letters were represented in P. However, we cannot accept santa
as an appropriate representation, because, if the anxiety is sSanta
= quenched--santa-kautuka, then there is no justification for
pradhdavana. One does not run if one's anxiety is satisfied.

Biilhler! created sdnta out of his brain without considering
the consequences. nSanta” is certainly not acceptable. Since
santa and ranta are very close in appearance (i.e.
orthographically in Devanagari, the -way P was prepared) N conjectured
ranta. One who has thoroughly studied and examined both J and P
alone knows how J was converted into a "copy" by Biihler and Jacobi, as

L1t is always necessary to keep in mind that when we mention the name
of Dr. Georg Biihler in these contexts, it is only an upalaksana.

The press copy for the printing of the Carita was prepared by
someone else, here Shri Vamanacarya Jhalkikar, who could have taught
students like Misra Sanskrit for one hundred years, if both could have
lived that long. Certain changes were also recommended by Bhimacarya, a
brother of Vamanacarya.
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explained above. And on the basis of our personal knowledge we can
declare even today, with all the emphasis at our command, that that was
the best Nagar could do at that time.

If we want to reconstruct the text with the least possible change,
which is the most scholarly and desirable method, we could lengthen the
vowel in panta ([which seems to be the reading in J] and make it
panta. Then we can interpret: pravirakanthagrahanpam
antah or ante yasya tédréay yat kautukam tena
pradhavitanam. Urged by the anxiety, the ultimate objective of
which was to embrace the great warriors, they ran... Because anta
also means (according to Apte) "end, conclusion, termination, of. In
comp. in this sense and meaning "ending in or with", "ceasing to exist
with", "reaching to the. end"...phalodayantaya tapahsamadhaye.
(Kumarasapbhava 5.6] "ending with (lasting till) the attainment of
fruit."

Restoration does not necessarily mean total replacement. We have to
restore with the same type of material and the restored object must look
like the original one. Sandra is too far removed from panta.

Misra violates all the Principles of Textual Criticism when he takes
liberty with the poet and puts his "nonsensical" (to borrow Misra's own
phraseology used by him with reference to the great poet Bilhapa) words
into the poet's mouth. This is his usual pattern. Also to be noted is
a small sign, looking like a hook, which cannot be reproduced here
because of the limitations of the characters available on this
computer, but which looks very much 1like the repha in, say,
Sarva, and which is always used by J to lengthen the vowel written
incorrectly as short. For example, krtaspadah sviya- (17:10).

Here the word "kgtaspadah" was read by P as “krtaspardah"!

(An uninformed person like Misra, who has never seen J has no right to
talk about it!] So the original reading «could very well be
grahapanta. What about pravirakapthagrahapattakautuka,

where atta will ‘mean grhita?

We have one more play of prank, a balacapalam, by Misra
Maharaja: :

YasminAkiﬁcin na tad upavanam yatra no kelivapi
naigd vapl na vigamadhanugkdarmapam yatra ramah.
Nasau ram3d manasijakathaghatabhagna yuvanah
kamap yasyd na nibidatarapremabandhe patanti. ([18:20]
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The brilliant scholar-pretender shows his brilliant scholarship:

18:20c

manasijakathaghatabhagna yuvanah (in the MS. and
subsequent edd.), "young men broken by the beatings of the
love-stories" does not give good sense. More appropriate would
be manasijakasaghatabhagna- (cp. also 7.52; 12.26,
"tormented by whip strokes by Kama." Tha and sa in
Devanagari are often confused.l [p. 23] (We don't know how
bhagna could mean "tormented"!]

Once again Misra shows his total lack of knowledge of kavimarga
when he makes such an absurd suggestion. Manasija-katha does not
necessarily mean "love-stories" as Misra tries to restrict the meaning
of the word katha. It also means (rather that is the primary
meaning, given first by Monier-Williams]. conversation, speech, talking
together. We can translate it by premalapa, premasambhasana,
prema-varta, prema-katha.

Moreover, Manasija, as he is known to us, is not reputed to use the
harsh whip as his weapon. He uses very soft arrows of flower. Maybe
the German make of "Manasija" uses a kasa as his weapon! Here is
an example from Suktimuktavali:

Sudirgha ragasalinyo bahuparvamanoharih.
Tasyd virejur angulyah kaminam samkathda iva.
[Strigam angavarpanapaddhatih. 53.45]

The following two verses are alluded to by Misra in discussing the
above verse 18:20, and in suggesting substitution of katha by
kasa!

Udaficayan kimp$ukapugpasiicih
salilam adhitalatakasagrah.
Viyoginap nigrahapaya sajjah
Kama jiaya dakgipamaruto'bhit. [7:52]

Asamp$ayam nilasaroruhidksi
samaruroha tvayi paficabapah.
Drutair viniryasi padair yad esa

1 By whom? Where? When? What is the evidence? How many MSS. have you
seen Mr. Misra? Which Devanagari are you talking? It must be of some
German make!
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kasdhatevottarald turangi.l [12:26]

This is not proper. Kasa may be appropriate in the two verses
just given above. It is irrelevant to allude to kasa occurring in
these two verses while discussing yasmin kincin. We have a saying
in Hindi: jitane kale utane bapa ke sale! Misra's effort is
"preposterous” to borrow his own terminology, once again.

May we suggest vrata for ghata and magna for
bhagna?

Kartup kirtya tilakam Alakagopurapam gatena
Rrauiicasyagre Bhrgupati$aracchidram adrer vilokya.
Yena kridalavasabalitah pivare bahudapde
capdadhvane dhanugi ca rusa sittrita dgstipatah.
[18:35]

Misra expounds:

18:35c
For krida read vrida:-vridalavasabalitah
drstipatah "“glances that are variegated/disfigured [!]
by a little bit of shame." (!] For an analogous idea compare
18.57 savridobhut, "he felt ashamed.” The idea seems [!]
that shame gives the eye a particular [which one?] colour.

Bilhapa apprehended kavyarthacauryam. He warned the
kavindras against it. Here and there Misra criticizes N by
specification, namagraham, e.g., ed. sec. is wrong, etc. But
he does not give credit to N for any suggestion he made even before
1945! )

On 18:35 Caritacandrika (p.316, lines 3-4) says: Api nama
'vridalava-sabalitah' iti patho'nucitah syat? 1In the year
1976, Misra claims to have conducted his "investigations"” under a great
German scholar Paul Thieme [!] and  proclaims the above conjectured
reading as if he thought it for the first time! It was a
Misropajnam jnanam! This is called PLAGIARISM, a literary

1 None of the two verses contain even a single set of words that could
be made to mean "tormented by whip strokes by Kama." Misrasakti
alone can make them mean what Misra wants them to mean.
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theft, anything but an honest and true scholarship. Not that Misra did
not read p. 316 of N, i.e. this page in Caritacandrika, because he
refers to it in his discussion of the following verse [18:38] which
provides ample food for thought.

The following verse presents a riddle not yet solved:

Campasimni Kgitipatikathadhamni Darvabhisare
Traigartigu kgitigu bhavane Bhartulakgonpibhartuh.
KridaSailikgtahimagirer hasabhiteva yasya
bhramyatyajna sukgtavasater bhih pratapodayanam.
(18:38]

18:38.3 All have - girer hasabhiteva
My conjecture, himagireh sSitabhiteva.

18:38.4 -vasater bhuprata- B
-vasaterbhraprata- R

Let us see what Misra says:

s$itabhita-proposed in ed. sec. (p. 316) for
hasabhita- (in other edd.) seems not to be [!] required.
hasabhita- "afraid of the laughter", gives good sense;
cp. 7.4 sitartubhitya, "out of fear of the winter
season.” [p. 23]

In the very beginning we would 1like to say that Misra raises
irrelevant matters. We are not arguing over bhiti itself; we are
arguing over its cause--hdsa or sita. Therefore, to refer to
Sitartubhitya is not proper. Misra does not advance any
argument, or provide any explanation: According to him hasabhita
"makes good sense!" But the question is: Afraid of whom? Why? Misra
does not provide any details. And finally he says: cp. 7.4
Sitartubhityi. "out of fear of the winter season." We don't
know what is the use of alluding to this statement! Does it make any
sense here at all? Thus we see time and again Misra raising
irrelevant matters. He merely raises a smoke-screen and blurs the
vision of his spectators! He does not answer. He creates more problem
for us.

Gacchatah skhalanam of N.
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To err is human. I regret that my interpretation of bhuh
pratapodayanam (18.38.4) was wrong, as pointed out by Shri Nagaraja
Rao of Mysore, who had agreed to colloborate with me and make this work
ready for publication. Unfortunately, however, he could not complete
it. This was an aside. Bh does not raise any objection to N's (of
Caritacandrika) interpretation [p. 316]: Bhur utpattisthanani

karma. Was he afraid of an ancient [!] commentator, as he took
Caritacandrikakara to be? He silently puts his own
interpretation. Not that he did not see the passage, because he takes
into consideration, rather discusses, N's conjecture of

sitabhita, which appears only here [on p. 316] and not in the
original text. I took bhuh to be acc. pl., dvitiya
bahuvacanam rather than nom. sing. prathamaikavacanam! Acc. Rao,
the pl. of bhu would be bhuvah and not bh&b.l

Bhuh 1is declined 1like puh and bhruh and not as
vadhuh or camuh, where acc. pl. resembles nom. sing.
Nevertheless Bh (who takes bhuh to be nom. sing.) does not explain
the real purport at all. Why kridasailikrtahimagiri is
Sankara? What connection does he have here? What is the purport of
the "heat"-- the second meaning of pratapa which Bh too knows. He
says: prakrstatapasca.

All the regions mentioned in the verse (Campa, Darvabhisara,

Trigarta and Bhartulakgopibhartuh bhavane) are in the Himalaya
mountain. These regions (territories) are cold. They need heat, they
need warmth. Unless and until we bring the "heating power" into play,

the second meaning of pratapa remains inoperative!

What is kridasaila? It is an artificial hill serving as a

pleasure spot; a pleasure mountain. Here 1is Kalidasa in his
Meghadita: )

Tasyds tire racitasikharah peSalair indranilail
Kridasailah kanakakadal1ves;anapteksag1yab 74.

lTasyab vapyah]

Also Hargacarita: 1:6

And.our own poet Bilhapa:

1 I am indebted to Shri Nagaraja Rao for this correction.
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Kridasailibhavanti pratikalamalinam
kausumah pampsukitah. [(7:67]

Let it be stressed that J and B both have hasabhita. So N
too has the same. However, in his Caritacandrika N says:

Ninam $itabhiteva ityucitah pathah. ([p. 316]

Bh leaves the issue undecided. He translates the words, following
the maxim of maksikasthane makgika without reaching any
conclusion and without gétting the true essence of the poet's
hardam. He does not arrive at any decision. The first two lines
are clear to all. These are the territories located in the Himalayas,
which owed their allegiance to King Ananta of Kashmir. He was their
overlord. His supremacy was recognized by all the vassal kings ruling
those mountain regions. Ananta's command (ajna) was honored
~ (accepted) by all as the supreme authority. This is the prakrta,
or the statement of facts.

Now comes the aprakrta, the fanciful world created by the
poet-- Yasya ajna bhramyati. Yasya Anantasya. Kathambhutasya
Anantasya? Sukrtavasateh. Punah kathambhutasya?
Kridasailikrtahimagireh.

These questions too can be easily answered. Now the big question
comes: Why the command (f.) (= ajna) bhramyati, and where?

Two possible answers have been provided so far: (1)
hasabhiteva or sitabhiteva. Bh makes us uneasy when he
translates kridasailikytahimagireh as
kridasailikrtah kridaparvatikrtah himagirih Kailasah
yena tasya Sivasya. This is called manahputam samacaret.
Kailasa is only a peak of the Himalayas. S§iva has never been

described as having made either Kaildsa or even the Great Himalaya as
his kridasaila.

Bh has missed the true essence of the word kridasaila.

Siva is Devadhideva, Mahddeva, the Supreme God of all the gods. He
can make the entire Himalayas, nay even the entire universe as his
abode. There is nothing surprising about it. To limit Siva's all-
pervasiveness to Kaildsa only is to show the limitations of one's own
little knowledge, which is always dangerous. The fact of the matter is:
Kridasailikrtahimagireh is the qualifying adjective of
“Anantasya"--Anant who has made the entire Himalaya as his
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kridasaila (play-hill). There lies the beauty. There lies the
kavitvam. That is called vicchittih.

Another question is why Siva should laugh at Anantasya ajna
or Anantasya ajia should be Sivasya hdsid bhita? Why
she should be Kaildasasya sitabhita? Is the Greatest of the
Great Gods Siva here prasanga-sangata at all? Of course, not.
Bh leaves everything for the reader to decide. He does not want to risk
any decision lest he is exposed, if he is proven wrong.

Siva is depicted white: rajatagirinibham. Fame is depicted
white. Siva may be imagined to laugh at the white fame. We bring this
here just for the sake of argument. But ajna is not depicted
white. So she should not be afraid of being laughed at. There is no
sadharmya. There is no sharing of one and the same quality or
characteristic. '

Bh has missed the significance of the word pratapa although he
translates it correctly, of course copying from N. What is pratapa?
Pratapa is: Sa pratapah prabhavas ca yat tejah
kosadapdajam.

Bh performs the act of sukavakyapatham. He quotes Amara and

also copies Caritacandrika--"kosadandajam tejah
prakrstatapas ca." We would like to know why Bh brings the
meaning prakrstatdpas ca? He does not apply it anywhere!

Then why does he bring it in?

Pratapa is compared to fire. We have numerous examples in °
literature:

Yasya pratdpo'gnir apirva eva
jagarti bhﬁbh;takaﬁakasthalisu. [9:113].

Pratapam aropya param samunnatim
yadah pradarSyeva ca davabhasmabhil.
Bhajan nidaghahl krtakgtyatim iva
svapéurusiviskaragin nyavarttata. [13:1]

Here is our NiIlagupgdatamrasasanam:

1 B has jagannidaghah here. We don't know why Bh did not insist
on that reading here!
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Tatah pratapajvalanaprabhava-
nirmilanirdagdhavirodhivanpsah.
Tasyatmajah palayita dharayah
Srimdn abhid Ahavamalladevalh.
[N ed. p. 39, Section 8]

Once again we may remind our neo-expounders that the fame is
described as white:

Yasydkhilavydapi yas$o'vadatam
akapdadugdhambudhivgddhisagkam.
Karoti mugdhamarasundaripam
abhiut sa bhiuyo Jagadekamallah.

And the laughter as well as fame both are described white;

Hanimadadyair ya$asa maya punar
dvigap hasair datapathah sitikgtal.
(Srihargasya]

Since ajAa is not white, it cannot be brought into the
picture at all as far as Sivahdsa or any white object is
concerned. Ajia is not afraid of the great Himdlayas either, if
we take into consideration only its colour--whiteness.

Why do we have here the word pratapa with a second meaning
prakrstah tapah (terrible heat, or burning fire, etc.)? Why
does a person wander hither and thither in search of hot regions unless
and until he/she wants warmth? When do we want warmth? Of course,
when we feel cold, or when we are afraid of cold. Thus comes my
conjectured meaning-- sSita-bhitda. We have a similar expression
in:

Mukhenducandrikapira-plavyamidnau punah punal.
S§itabhitiavivanyonyam tasyah pidayatah stanau.
[(8:47]

1

1 Here is an actual concrete example of how variant readings are
created, especially when the copyist allows his memory to play its part.
Vik. has stanau and not kucau. I wrote kucau by relying

upon my memory. This phenomenon explains one of the reasons of
generating variants in anthologies. This may also explain some of the
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We took (or rather mistook) bhur utpattisthanani karma (acc.
fem. plural) and wanted to make it an object of bhramyati. Kutra
. bhramyati? Pratapodayanam bhuh: The regions where there is
abundant growth and prevalance of pratapa in both the senses of the
term.

We have thought it time and again that Misra had no need to conduct
any "investigations" to arrive at his conclusions. He has enough
internal power to assert. He has the freedom to pronounce ex
cathedra judgement: "Sitabhita [!] proposed in ed. sec. (p.

316) for hasabhita [!] (in other edd.) seems not to be required."
First of all N proposed Sitabhitd. Secondly, even his ed., i.e.
N, has hasabhita.

On Oct. 12, 1977 we conjectured another reading: vasabhita.
She (ajna) does not like to 1live in the colder regions but
prefers to wander in the hotter regions. 1In any case, the true meaning
of this verse is not yet clear to me!

The real purport (vastu-tattvam) here is that King Anant' had
made such a large number of extensive territories in the Himalayas a
play-hill, kridasaila!

Bh, the Great Historiographer

The following verse provides an excellent opportunity for Bh to
demonstrate that he too can be an historiographer. (See the long list
of books consulted [!] by him).

Yasya bhrata Ksitipatir iti kgatratejonidhanam
Bhojaksmabhgtsadg$amahima Lohardkhapdalo'bhit.
Sanke lakgmydh $irasi carapap nyasya vaksahsthitdyah
prapta lildtilakatulandm yanmukhe siktidevi.
' (18:47]

N's fn says: All have yasya bhrata. Yet N makes it yasya
bhrata! A

variations between P and the press-copy for B, which was prepared by a
great scholar, real scholar, Pt. Shri Vamanacharya Jhalkikar. When

a true scholar copies some work, his memory becomes an obstacle to the
true and faithful copying, which is harmful!
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Bh got inspired by a sudden desire to demonstrate his knowledge of
historiography. All the editions including J read yasya bhrata.
So, he argued, what right does N have to make the reading yasya
bhrata? Consequently he asserts that yasya bhateti pathat
yasya bhrateti pathah samucitah! He does not cite any
authority. He does not advance any argument. He overlooks the great
principle of vada--Ekakini pratijna hi pratijnatam na

sadhayet: Mere assertion does not prove a theory. All read
yasya! So we must follow the crowd. It is not the question of
majority only; it is the question of unanimity--all against one!! Bh

alludes to two verses--18:38 and 18:67 where the name of Kgitipati
occurs, but that is irrelevant.

N did not base his change on mere assertion. It did not emanate
from obstinacy. He advanced cogent arguments. This is what he said in
his Upodghata (p. 9):

Loharadurgadhipatih Ksgitipatir Anantadevasya bhrata
babhuva. Da. Byuhlara (Biihler) mahodayo 'Yasya bhrata
Kgitipatir iti ksatratejonidhanam' iti patham abhyupagamya
'Rgitipatilh Subhatabhratasid’ iti vyacakhyau.
Dvivediprabhrtayo vidvamsa idg$anekasthalegu nirvicaram
pa. Byuhlaramahodayaﬁ anucakruh. Vastutastu 'Yasya bhrata
Kgitipatir' iti pathah sangatah. Kgitipatir
Anantadevasya pitgvyajo bhrata''sit. Tatha ca nirdigtam
eva Rajatarangipyam (vii:251. PaSyata PariSigtam
Ka):

Putro Vigraharajasya Kgitirajabhidhas tatal.
Rijflah pitrvyajo bhrata kadacit parSvam ayayau.
(Rajno'nantadevasya.)

Stein translates the above verse as follows:

Some-time, thereafter, the King [Ananta] was visited by his
cousin [brother] called Kgitirdaja, the son of Vigraharaja.

We learn from the Rajatarangipi that Didda, daughter of
Sipharaja, Lord of Lohara, married Kgemagupta, king of Kashmir. She
adopted her nephew, Samgramaraja, son of her brother Udayaraja, as
the son (and successor), to the throne of Kashmir. He ruled over
Kashmir from 1003 to 1028 A.D. Naturally to Ananta, who was the son
(and successor) of Sampgramaraja, Kgitiraja was a cousin, being the
son of his uncle, Vigraharaja. The kingdom of Lohara got assimilated
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into that of Rashmir, when Kgitirdja gave it to Utkarsa. Let it be
stressed here that N's fn. no. 9 adds: Pasyata Parisistam Ka.

This Parisista (Appendix) appears on p. 247, immediately after

the Nilagupdatamrasdsanam in N's ed. Here it is being

reproduced for ready reference.

Scions of the Lohara Dynasty
(As the rulers over Kashmir)

* Sipharaja (Lord of Lohara)
!

! !
Didda *Udayaraja
980/1-1003 A.D.
(m. Ksemagupta
(950-958 A.D.)
of Kashmir

!
Sapgramaraja
(Adopted by Didda as her
successor to the Kashmir

!
*Vigraharaja
(Lord of Lohara
]

throne (1003-1028 A.D.) *Kgitiraja
! !
! *Bhuvanaraja
! !
Hariraja Ananta
(1028 A.D.) (1028-1063 A.D.

(1063-1080 A.D.)

!

Kalasa

(1063-1080 A.D.)
(1080-1089 A.D.)

] ; !
Harga ' Utkarga
(1089-1101 A.D.) ‘ (1089 A.D.)

Note: * = Did not rule over Kashmir.
Source: Stein. Kalhapa's Chronology of Kashmir.

!
*Vijayamalla

I, 108;

II, 294; Genealogical Tables, p. 145. Raj. vii, 251-259.
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We believe Bh saw the above writing. Nevertheless, to assert that
the correct reading for 18:47.1 is Yasya bhrata and to maintain
that Kgitipati or Ksitiraja was the brother, nay the sahodara of
Subhata, the queen of Ananta, is to negate the facts of history. The
tragic situation is that this point is well discussed and clarified by N
in his edition on p. 9 of his Upodghata. Yet Bh does not accept
the truth. He wants to assert the superiority of his wisdom. We are
reminded of an excellent sadukti:

Sampirpakumbho na karoti $abdam
ardho ghato ghosam upaiti nanam.

Vidvan kulino na karoti garvam
gupair vihina bahu jalpayanti.

Here 1is one more interesting point worth noticing. Bh, while
commenting upon

Devi tasya pracurayas$asa$ candrikevendujata
yata khyatim jagati Subhatetyadibharya babhiva.

[18:40]
says: Jalandharadhipadinducandrajjata samutpanna...
Subhatadevitinamna.... And in his fn. he adds:

Suryamatityaparanamadheya. Bh copies, as usual, from Candrika
where we read: Indu§ candrah Jalandharadhipah Inducandra$ ca.
Subhateti Suryamatityaparanamadheya.

N's Caritacandrika derives its information from
Rajatarangini, which says:

Jalandharadhipasyendu-candrasyendumukhim sutam.
Upayeme manojiiatvdj jyestham Asamatip svayam.
(7:150]
Tasyah kificidvayonyinam svasaram yo yaviyasim.
Atha SuryamatIm Devim bhibhuje paripitavan.
(7:152]

Here "bhubhuje" means "Anantadevaya."
We still don't know if Bh saw the Genealogical Table of the Lohara

dynasty (Parisigtam "Ka” of N), and if so he understood it, and
if so he compared it with his own statement on p. 209 of his Vol. 3.
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Bh admits that Subhat3d (alias Siryamati) was a daughter of king
Inducandra, the Lord of Jalandhara. And yet he maintains that
Kgitipati (alias Kgitiraja) was her brother, not only a distant
brother but real brother (sahodaro bhrata). If Ksitiraja
was a real brother of Subhatd, (Kgitiraja, who was a son of
Vigraharaja, the Lord of Lohara--[Putro Vigraharajasya
Kgitirdjabhidhas tatah. R&aj.], then she must have herself
hailed from the Lohara Dynasty (the same dynasty that gave birth to
Anantadeva and Kgitiraja)! Did she? If Subhata and Kgitiraja
were real sister and brother then the name of her father would be
Vigraharaja and not Inducandra!

Also we have to consider one more fact. Inducandra, the father of
Subhat3d was the Lord of Jialandhara, while the father of Ksgitiraja
(Subhatd's real brother, (even) in the opinion of Bh) was the Lord
of Lohara! Would it be correct to conclude, then, that there was no
difference between Lohara and Jalandhara as far as Bh is concerned?

It is just possible that what is published in the name of
Bhiaradvaja is the creation of more than one person! His discussion on
yasya bhrata (18:47) has a footnote: Atraitasyaiva sargasya 38
tatha 67 sankhyakau sloka[valvalokaniyau. Bh alludes to
Kgitipati.

The verse 18:67 reads:

Durgap priapya KgitipatiyaSodhdma yasyanujo'sau
kasydkarsin na khalu pulakotkargam Utkargadeval.
Yenaropya svabhuja$Sikhare nirmita diram urvi
mlecchakgopipatiharikhurakgodamudradaridra. [18:67]
In Sanskrit (Rama of Bh) we read...Loharadurgam prapya...
The word prapya is not commented upon. However, the Hindi
vydkhyakara knows much more than all of us combined. He says:

Hargadeva ke chote bhal Utkargadeva ne vipaksl [!]
raja Kgitiraja ke kirtisthana [!] Loharadurga namake
kile ko jitakara [!!1]

This is flagrant violation of history. Kgitiraja was not a
vipakgi raja. And Utkargsa did not conquer the fort named
Loharadurga! Would it be possible to agree that Hindi and Sanskrit
commentaries came out of the same pen? Of course, not!
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Bh claims having studied Rajatarangini, Sanskrit as well as
English. He ought to have known that according to the
Rajatarangipni, Utkargsa was still a stanandhaya (baby
sucking mother's breast) when Ksitiraja gave him the kingdom of
Lohara!

Dattva stanandhayayapi tadotkarsabhidhaya sah.

The poet could have easily said: jitva, if the fort had to be
conquered. Why did Bilhapa say prapya? It is difficult to
describe in words what a great injury . Bh has inflicted on Bilhapa.
Coming generations will remain ajnana-andhakara-acchanna.

Here is the relevant passage in full from the
Rajatarangipi:

Kalhapa says:

Putro Vigraharajasya Kgitirajabhidhas tatal.
Rajiah pitgyvyajo bhrata kadacit parSvam ayayau. 7:251

Tasmai nyavedayat khedam sa cittasyopatdpakam.
Putre Bhuvanarajakhye rajyalubdhe'tiviplute. 7:252

Kgitirajah svavadhvam ca viruddhdayam visSuddhadhih.
Manastapaphe cakre sarvatyagamgte sprham. 7:255

Riajyap Ralasaputrdya jyesthaanantarajanmane.
Ramalekh3abhidh@nadyam rajiiyam jataya satvaram. 7:256

Dattva stanandhaydayapi tadotkargabhidhaya sal.
Rijargir vibhudhailh sardhamp vidadhe tirthasevanam. 7:257

Bhuktvd $amasukham bhirin vargan paramavaigpavah.
Sa cakrayudhasayujyap yayau Cakradhare sudhil. 7:258

Summing up we may say that although Kgitiraja had a son named
Bhuvanaridja, he was wicked and vicious and hence unfit for the throne
in the eyes of Kgitiraja, his father. So he gave away his kingdom to
KalaSa's son INFANT Utkarsa. In this way he partially repaid the debt
of Didda.
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There is nothing surprising if Biihler adopted the reading as
"yasya bhrata Kgitipatir iti," because that is the reading of J.
In the absence of any contradictory immediate evidence, there was no
reason for him to doubt the text. Although he studied
Rajatarangini  later and corroborated many of Bilhapa's
statements by citing it as the authority, probably he did not examine
this specific issue. Scholars like Dvivedi just followed Biihler by
gaddul ikapravahanyaya and gatanugatikanyaya.

Nevertheless, Bh should know better since all the data that was
accumulated since Biihler wrote was available to him. He had the N ed.
and all the information contained in it. Yet he asserts that
Kgitiraja was a brother of Subhata; not only a distant brother but a
sahodara bhrata of Subhata, let it be repeated.

Before we leave this topic we may present another case of a similar
nature, but showing dissimilar action on the part of Bh.

Data parakramadhanah $rutaparadréva
namnasya Ridjakalasas tanayo babhiva.
Praleyabhudharaguhas timiracchalena
yasyadhunapi makhadhumam ivodvahanti.
[(18:77]

All end with udvamanti. Nagar made it udvahanti. Bh copies
N in a casual manner. We don't know why in this case he did not raise
the flag of revolt! Why did he submit to N?

* * *

Misra's determination to destroy everything remains undaunted:

Yasya praptadbhutaparijateh karkase tarkamirge
tydgah kasam vicarati giram gocare kantakirtih.
Yena nyasta dalitavipadam kovidanam grhesu
Srir nadydpi svapiti lalandbhiigapinim ninadaih.
’ [18:48]
It is a pity that more often than not whenever Misra opens his mouth
to talk we fail to understand him. Misra's propositions are
*preposterous,” to borrow his own terminology [p. 18, note on 12:45a].

Of course, there are exceptions too; but they merely prove the rule.

With regard to the verse 18:48 he says:
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For vicarati read na carati: tyagah kasam na
carati giram gocare kantakirtih "in the domain of which
poetry does not move his liberality, which is of lovely glory?"
(p. 23]

We are simply puzzled. First of all, the question is why we should
read na carati for vicarati when the latter makes perfect sense
already? Secondly, we would like to know what Misra wants to convey.
We don't know it. Does he want to say that Kgitiraja gave donations
to the poets? We are instructed by our gurus: jivatkaver asayo na
varpaniyah: "Do not try to interpret the poet who is still living."
However, if our conjecture 1is right, then Misra will prove unjust.
Giram here certainly does not mean poetry per se. We believe
Misra must have heard expressions like vacam agocaram, or giram
atitya vartate. What Bilhapa wants to say here is: The generosity
of Kgitipati was indescribable. Kasam giram gocare vicarati? Na
kasam api iti bhavah.

We are not sure whether Misra considered what his purvacaryas
had already said--how they had explained this ukti of Bilhapa.
Candrika says: Giram gocare vagvisaye. Bh translates: Yasya
Loharadhipasya...tydgah danam...kdsam giram vacam gocare
vigaye vicarati vartate, vagagocaram danam iti bhavah.

We believe Misra had seen the following sadukti as well!

Kavitvavaktrytvaphala cucumba
Sarasvatl tasya mukharavindam. [3:19]

In this connection Misra ought to have known that the art of poetry
(kavitva) is distinct from the art of speech, oratory
(vakrtva) . One does not have to be a poet to display the art of
gir (vapi). Here (i.e. in tyagah kasam) the poet
Bilhapa refers to the art of speech, narration, i.e. oral presentation,
rather than poetic composition.

We have one more suggestion from Misra--one of the most unacceptable
ones in the following verse:

Kdlah Kalanjaragiripater yah prayage dharitrim
tukkhdarapap khuraputaravail ksmapasinyam cakara.

§rigahdlakgitiparividhah so'pi yamp prapya vgittam
Karpah karpamgtarasabharasvadam antas tatana.
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(18:93]
Misra makes us terribly disturned. He says:

18.93c yam (acc. m.) cannot be construed with
vrttam n., as in ed. ter., comm. It clearly must refer
to Bilhapa, as the relative pronouns in the previous verses
(18.90d, 91d, 92c) do. vrttam must be analyzed as
accusative of a masculine noun. Perhaps for vrttam read
bhrtyam:

c ...So'pi yam prapya bhrityam

[bhrityam or bhrtyam, Mr. Misra?]
d karpah ...asvadam antas tatana//

"Even this king Karpa enjoyed in his heart (Bilhapa's
poetry) after having him got [!] as his servant (court poet).".
[(p. 24]

Misra makes Mahdkavi Bilhapa a bhrtya (slave) of Karpa! And
that too in an autobiographical narration by Bilhapa himself!! Words
fail us when we try to describe How thoughtless a person can be.
Bilhapa was one of the most self-respecting poets in the world. It is
Bilhaga who said:

Sarvasvap grhavarti Kuntalapatir* grhpatu tan me punar
bhandagaram akhandam eva hrdaye jagarti sarasvatam.
Re ksudras tyajata pramodam acirad egyanti manmandiram
helandolitakarpatalakaratiskandhadhiriidhd sriyah.
*[Gurjarapatirityapi pathah]

And

Nilacchatronmadagajaghatapatram uttrastacolat
Calukyendrad alabhata kgtl yo'tra vidyapatitvam.
Asminnasit tadanu nibidaslegahevakalili
velladbahukvapitavalaya santatam rajyalakgmih.
[18:101]

To make such a great poet a servant (slave) even of a king 1like Karpa
is an act which can be "thought of" ( a favorite expression of Misra)
only by a scholar of Misra's calibre.

On p. 100 Misra himself describes the honour, glory, and splendour

attained by Bilhapa, by quoting the following eulogy:
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Vapur yam avasah [yamavasah?] kucaparivita$é Cedingpatih
paribhranta ratndkaraparidhir eg3d vasumati.
Na muktva ramagapm padam iha §iro'nyasya [$iro yasya?] namitam
kavindrai rajendrair lalitam iyatI Bilhapakatha.
[(? puryam avasah, a suggested reading]l

And on p. 24 Misra asks us to make Bilhagpa a bhrtya (slave) of
Karpa! We don't know if these two Misras are one and the same. The
lion may die of hunger, but he won't eat grass! We may not be able to
ascertain the original, true reading to take the place of vrttam (or
nunam?) here, but to suggest bhrtyam and that too for a
self-respecting poet 1like Bilhaga is in the domain of only great
critics like Misra! It cannot be described in words: Kathapi khalu
papanam alam asreyase yatabh.

Misra's first chapter ends here. However, we have already discussed
many of his suggestions made in subsequent chapters (of his book) as and
when the topics (in Bilhapa's order) demanded. So, avoiding
repetition, we will try to discuss in the following chapters his other
"investigations."

1 fThis verse raises many questions. It is not clear to us at all. But
everything is clear to Misra. Nothing is obscure to him.

- 254 -



CHAPTER I

Some Lexicographical Points of Interest

In Chapter II, entitled "Some Lexicographical Points of Interests,"
Misra discusses the following words:

1. ankura- m. 12. pratigtha
2. aifc, ancaya [!] 13. bhangi/ bhangil
3. arya 14. mukta
4. kuc (+ sam) 15. mugdha
5. kgtaksapa 16. lupth, lut (h), luth
6. keyira 17. vah (+ ud)
7. carmacaksus- | 18. vatayana
8. citrasala- 19. vyakhyal
9. cinapigta 20. vela
10. nagarakhapda " 21. sampsthita

11. pathonidhi

We fail to understand the full significance of these long, elaborate
discussions. We don't know either what Misra's central objective is.
In his enthusiasm to locate the occurence of one word more than once, he
has picked up certain other word which is irrelevant for the purpose in
view.

For example, on p. 30, he discusses the word krtaksanpa. He
locates the following occurences:

1 We don't know how veld can follow vyakhya! However, we
point this out with terrible trepidation because Misra claims to have
mastered Library Science as well.
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1. 7:36 kramal lipijhanaktaksapasya

2. 9:13 pracchadanarthap vihitaksano'pi

3. 13:41 krtaksapap ksudranadisamagame

4. 14:35 kgetrabhumisu kgteksapotsavah [!]

S. 16:4 divasa-grasta-vistara-karsapaya krtakgapah.

While it may be legitimate to include number 2 in the present

discussion (because vihita is synonymous with krta), we don't
know how number 4-- krta- iksapa- utsava could be made to belong to
this category! Here we have krteksapa and not krtaksanpa.

Let us discuss Misra's comments on certain words. It is all nothing

but vitapdavadah.

Misra says:
(1) ankura- m.
ankura-, "a sprout, shoot", in the end of a compound:

a) ratnankura-, "a sproutlike jewel" (ratnam ankura

iva) = " a new/young jewel” = "a small jewel" (M.W. only
from the Mgcch.): 1.18; 12.3; 15.77; vyaghranakhankura-

“a sprout like a [!] tiger nail" = "a small tiger nail, tied
around the neck of children, even now-a-days, as an amulet, to
ward off the bad effect of an evil spirit, cp. Hindi
baghana/baghanaha/baghanakha.(l) 3.13.

Misra's footnote:

1. vyaghranakhankura- a kind of "medicinal herb'' (Eng.

rend.) to be tied around the neck of children, [!] is probably a
substitute for the real tiger nail, which for a king was more
easier (! What a beautiful English! In the company of his German
Gurus, Misra forgot his own English!] to obtain than for a
common man.

b) radankura-/dantankura- “sprout of the tooth/tusk"
(radasya/dantasyankurah)- "tip of the tooth/tusk" (PW.
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and MW. only from Abhidhanaci. of Hemacandra, 297): 17.50a
radankuraprotam aratidantina "pierced with the tip of

its tooth/tusk by the enemy elephant"; 17.56
...radankurah...tan mukutesv atadayan "the tips of

the teeth/tusks...struck at the diadems (helmets) [of the
soldiers].” More: literal "struck them (the soldiers) at their
diadems helmets)."

1.65cd
karindradantankuralekhanibhir
alekhi....vijaya-prasastih// "a victory inscription was
written by the pens, which were the tips of the tusks of the
elephants.” [pp. 25-26]

Ankura literally may mean anything, but here it is used in the
sense of "beautiful", "newly-appeared", "fresh-cut." Students of
Sanskrit literature know it very well that poets use many words,
especially in the end of compounds, which merely add to the beauty of
the preceding word. For example, bahulata or bahuvalli. There
are many other words like karikalabha or puspamala or
krpanalekha. It is very difficult to translate such words into
English. "Sprout-like-jewel" may be grammatically and lexicographically
harmless, but it is not needed. Ratnankura means beautiful
jewel. That is all.

This word (ankura) is very much like 1lata or 1latika,
e.qg. Pundrakekgsulatikds cakasire. Here Latika means
"beauty in general" more than anything else.

Misra expounds:
4. Root kuc (+sam)

sam-kuc means, in contradistinction to vi-kuc, "to open1

(like flower)"- "to close, to shrink, to shrink back.® Thus in
1.66...te vigpoh pratistheti vibhisapasya rajye

paramp(9) sapkucita babhuvuh “they (the kings of the
Chaulukya [!] family) shrank, however, with respect to the
_kingdom of Vibhigapa (Ceylon) (i.e. they shrank back £from

entering it) (thinking] it 1is the standing point/domain of
Visnu." [(fn. 10] Cp. also ? 1.27; 9.115; 12.53; 16.1; 18.53,
etc.
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Misra's footnote:

9. param obviously not used in the sense of kevalam
(ed. ter., comm.) here. Cp. also 1.85; 2.30; 4.30; 7.19;
7.65; 15.72; yadi param [Ref.? Does Misra mean 18:99?] "if
at all" (PW "wenn iliberhaupt"i,. [So Misra knows German too!]

10. Bilhapa's statement seems to be historically correct
[!], since no king of the Chaulukya [!] dynasty undertook
military expeditions to Ceylon. In any case Biihler's

understanding of 1.66 ("narrow was the realm of Vibhigapa":
Introd., p. 26) cannot be accepted. [p. 30]

We don't know what Misra means by "Ceylon"--Siphala or Lanka! If
he means Simphala, then he has not seen the following:

Tadbhayat Siphaladvipa-bhiipatih $arapagatal.
Visasramasramapade Lopamudrapater munel.
[4:20]

Also to be noted is:
Apapdupandyam 3dlola-colam akrantasimhalam. [4:45]
Siphala and Larnka are not accepted as being positively identical.

Misra overrules Bh as far as the meaning of “param" Iis
concerned. He says that the word cannot mean "kevalam”. However,
he does not give any synonym in Sanskrit. He translates it in English
only and substitutes yadi param (ref.?) by "if at all." As if
English was not sufficient to inform his readers, he adds some German
words: "wenn iiberhaupt."

5. kritakgapa-

krtakgapa-lit. "having made the leisure" is used in the

sense of "having taken the time to learn" [nonsense]:(1ll) 7.36
kramal lipijnanakrtaksapasya, “"of him who had taken

time to learn, in due course, the knowledge of writing." Cp.
also 9.13; 13.41; 14.35; 16.4. krtaksapa- is synonymous

1 We are not sure if this is true! May be Misra has his own
dictionaries!! We did not find.
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to vihitaksapa- 9.13; pracchadanartham
vihitaksapah, "he who had taken the time to 1learn, to
conceal (his feelings)", Cp. MW. s.v. [Candrika says:
nirvyaparasthitih. J gloss vatkaver says: niyamah].

Misra's footnote:
11. Cp. Lat. schola "leisure" and "school." [p. 30]

The Latin word schola may mean "leisure” and "school," but
ksapa of Sanskrit by itself has nothing to do with "learning"!

Lipijhanakgtaksanasya may mean "one who has devoted time to
learn the writing," but "lipikgtaksapasya" by itslef will hardly mean
"learning."

Ksapa means, according to Amara: nirvyaparasthitau
kalavisesotsavayoh ksapah. Has Misra seen this?

In krtakgapap ksudranadisamagame, there is no learning
process at all! Here kgapa = utsava, festivity, enjoyment, etc.
The same is true of Vihitaksapa. It may very well mean "who has
given an opportunity or chance to conceal, who has made an effort, etc."

17. Root vah (+ ud)

Misra presents a 1long discourse. He creates a mountain of a
mole-hill. He assumes certain things without any basis and then tries
to offer solutions and comments. He criticizes his predecessors without
understanding them. He misunderstands the poet and tells us that
the use of the word is rare, etc. Misra says:

ud-vah is on several o¢Qccasions used in the sense "to
exhibit, to show to make manifest", which seems rather a rare
use (not properly recorded in lexica). Thus in
1.4 ekas stanah (48)..c.cccevececcecccccnnes
" eww - . sosf
yasyah priyardhahsthitim udvahantyah
sa patu vah parvatarajaputri//

"May that daughter of the king of the mountains (i.e. the

"Himdlaya) protect you, the one breast of whom [whose ?] who
exhibits standing [!] in the half part of her beloved one, has
gone..."
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In this sense ud - vah occurs also in 1.51; 3.39; 5.10,
20; 9.11, 32; 10.23, 36; 12.50; 14.47 etc.

Interpreting this word literally (on 1.14 [i.e. 1.4]
edd. sec. and ter., comm.) commentators seem to have
missed this sense (to exhibit?]. Their comment on
udvahantyah as equivalent to dharayantyah
"carrying® alledgedly [sic] showing Bilhapa to be a Sakta has
no cogency.49 Bilhaga has used ud-vah in the non-
figurative sense of “carrying" in 12:48...asyodvahatah
karabje. ..ambhoruhinipalasam "of him, who was carrying in
his hand the 1leaf of a lotus"; cp. also 15.64; 18.77. The
figurative use of udvah by Bilhapa may be compared to that
of roots bhr and bhaj: in 1.91 bibhrat and 11.37
bhaji are replacable [sic, should be replaceable] by the
corresponding forms of ud-vah. [47-48]

Misra's footnotes:

48. ekastanah (ed. ter.) is a bad [?] orthographyl
for ekah stanah (edd. pri and sec.). Cp. p. l.
1.74a.

49: Siva and ParvatI are sometimes united in the form of
a single androgynous deity. The right hand [(?] side of the
divinity represents §iva and the left Parvati. It is Siva,
ardhanari "half women [!]" and half isa 'lord'. The
male half has jatamukuta on the head and the single
breast of the female side is prominent, the waist pinched in,
the hair done up in a knot (dhammilla). Cp. e.g. the
figure of Ardhanarisvara of Mahabalipuram, belonging to 7th
cent. A.D. (T.A. Gopinath Rao, Elements of Hindu Iconography,
vol. 2, pt. 1, p. 328). Cp. also the verse on Ardhanarisvara
in Smk. 1.11, ascribed to Bilhapa. [pp. 47-48]

Lexicographers follow the literature. The literature or the poets
do not follow them. Otherwise, we would not have the sayings like:

1 this is not any systematic, consciously executed orthography. It is a
simple printing mistake. If N had resorted to report such printing
mistakes of B and R, his ed. would have inflated ten times! It is silly
even to discuss such meaningless printing errors.
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nirankusah kavayal. Even the grammar does not precede the
literature.

According to MW, ud-vah means also: to bear up, lift up,
elevate, wear, (clothes, etc.); have, possess, to show. Misra cites
following uses of ud-vah by Bilhapa:

samudvahannunnatam amsakutam. 1:51

padativratam udvahami. 3:39

manyupankakalugap samudvahan
bhratgduscaritacintanan manah. 5:10

yatra tigthati virodham udvahan
dahatah prabhgti tejasa saha. 5:20

urvipateh parvapacandravaktra

samudvahantl hydaye nibadsm. 9:11
tantukg$am vahantyah. 9:32
pugpanjaliksepam ivodvahanti. 10:23

samudvahantyos tad athayataksi-

dolavilolananamargasakhyam. 10:36
himap §ilibhiitam ivodvahanti. 12:50
manase kalugatam samudvahan. 14:47

It is just possible that ud-vah might have been used on several

the

occasions in the sense "to exhibit, to show, to make manifest", but that

does not mean that it is a "rare" use and that if a particular use
not properly recorded in lexica [!] then it becomes a rare use.
Here is the full text of the verse under discussion:

Ekahh stanas tungatarah parasya
vartam iva pragtum agan mukhagram.
Yasyah priyardhasthitim udvahantyah

sad patu vah parvatarajaputri. [l:4]

Note: Misra's text reads...priydardhahsthitim
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Misra translates the words “priyardhasthitim udvahantyah” as one
"who exhibits standing [noun?] in the half part of her beloved one."
"To Exhibit" is one of the meanings of udvah. That is all. Apte
gives ‘"standing" as the first meaning of the word "sthiti", and
Misra runs away with it. He does not go beyond the first meaning. This
word has many meanings, more profound than "standing." It means
“continuance in one state," "steady application or devotion,"
"stability”, "permanence", "perpetuation," "continuance," "high station
or rank," "preservation," etc. etc.

If a person "wears" an object, if a person "possesses" an object, he
is bound to "exhibit" it, provided it can come into direct contact with
the eyes of a perceiver. The people "wear" the perfume too. Even that
is felt, if not by caksurindriya, by ghrapendriya. So
"exhibit" 1is the effect rather than the cause. The cause is to "wear"
or "possess."

It is unfortunate that Misra  does not understand N's
Caritacandrika and blames it unjustifiably. He misleads his
readers without quoting the Caritacandrika in original.
Caritacandrika does not explain the word udvahantyah at all.

It merely explains the compound word priyardhasthitim in the
following way: npriyasya ardhandrisvarasya Sivasya ardhe sviye
dakgipange sthitis tam." [p. 209]. To attribute more to an
earlier writer and to distort his statement is a misrepresentation of
facts and certainly not a sign of true scholarship. Kathapi khalu
papanam alam asreyase yatah. We can only say that before Misra
makes such "preposterous" statements (to borrow his own terminology) he
should sit with some learned Sanskrit scholar, a pandit, a true guru,
become his antevasin, and acquire a basic knowledge of Sanskrit as

well as the principles of 1literary criticism. Then alone he should try
to interpret great poets 1like Bilhapa.

If Misra thinks that the interpretation of N means that "Parvatl
is carrying Siva in her half" he is sadly mistaken. Misra does not
know the true meaning of N's words at all. We are reminded of the
famous prayer once again:

Ajnanandhasya lokasya....

Let us see what Bh says:

Priyasya Sivasydrdhasthitimardhe svadakgipange

sthitimudvahantyah dharayantyah.
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Now Bh puts his own interpretation into the mouth of Bilhapa and
concludes: "Tantrasastradrstya Parvatya  adyasaktitvena
grahapam kavisammatam pratibhati." He cites a beautiful stuti
from Anandasdgarastava of Srinilakapthadiksita:

Ardhap striyas tribhuvane sacaracare'smin
ardham pumdmsa iti dar$Sayitum bhavatya.

Stri [!] pupsalakgapam idam vapur adrtam yat
tenasi devi vidita trijagaccharira.

Whether Bilhana was a $3kta or not, but certainly Bh shows his
bias. Well, there 1is nothing wrong in that. That 1is his
interpretation. S§iva gives his half to Parvati, or Parvati takes
half of Siva is a question no one can decide in an absolute manner.
However, that Bilhapna wanted to pay his homage to the female deity is
evident from his words in the prayer: "“Sa patu vap.
Parvatarajaputri." To begin with, he offers his prayers to Lord
Visgpu, manifest in the form Kamsaripu, i.e. Srikgspa. Then he
offers his homage to Lord éesaéiyin. Once again he prays to Lord
Vigpu. And then he pays his respect to Parvati. Next he shows his
obeisance to Lord Vigpu as the incarnation of Kgsnpa. Then comes
§iva in an indirect manner. After this we find his invocation to
Sarasvatil, the goddess of learning. And finally comes Gage$a, whom
one would expect in the very beginning. But Bilhapa had his own
special way. He was following a new path of his own.

It is interesting to observe that in most of these cases, Bilhapa
does not offer his prapama directly to the deity. In the first
verse, he prays that the sword of Kamsaripu may protect the readers.
Then he prays that Bhagavan Mukunda may bring prosperity to the
readers. And then comes vaksahsthali of Garudadhvaja. In the
fourth verse we find Bilhapa making a direct reference to
Parvatarajaputri and praying that may she protect the readers.
Nandaka (the sword) is directly mentioned thereafter and the poet wishes
that let it give deep pleasure to his readers. In the sixth verse is
worshiped §iva, not directly but through his prapamih, which
are said to be above all, sarvotkarsepa vartante. Next comes
Sarasvati. Bilhapa prays that she be pleased with the readers. Even
Gape$a is worshiped not directly, but through his karasikarapam
viksepalila, the playful scattering (sprinkling) of the drops of
water through the trunk. So Bilhapa demonstrates his own praugdhi,
his own special vicchitti and vyutpatti. By saluting one deity
in a particular manner, he does not become a $3kta, Saiva, or
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vaigpava. He did not ask our Abhinava-Bilhaga Misra to protect him
from being branded as §3kta. If at all, he was more inclined toward
Saivism, which flourished so pervasively in Kashmir, the home of
Bilhana. Let us finish this discussion with the concluding words of
Bilhapa:

Yasya svecchdSabaracarit3lokanatrastayeva
nyasta$ cigasasikalikaya kvapi dire kurangah.
Sa vyutpattim sukavivacanegvadikarta Srutinam
devalh preyan acaladuhitur niScalam vah karotu.
(stress added]

Our prayer is: May God bless such ignorant writers with the 1light
of learning.

It is noteworthy that the poet finishes his great work by invoking
the blessings of "Acaladuhituh preyan." the lover of the daughter
of the Himalayas, i.e. Sankara! Sankara does not come directly but
through "acaladuhita." Let us pay special attention to the two
words ‘"acala® in "acaladuhita," and niscalam as an
adjective of "vyutpattim." We may recall the very early reference
to this word in:

Vyutpattir avarjitakovidapi
na ranjanaya kramate jadanam.
Na mauktikacchidrakari $alaka
pragalbhate karmagi tankikayah.

What is wvyutpattih? Vyutpattih is development, perfection, growth

(esp. in knowledge, proficiency, esp. in literature or science),
comprehensive learning or scholarship, etc. It also means “derivation"
(in grammar), the power to analyze a word into its prakrti and
pratyaya. We have the expressions like "avyutpannapratipadika."

So, unless and until one “has been blessed with "sukavivacanesu
vyutpattim” he should not indulge in commenting upon great works such as
the Vikramarnkadevacarita of Mahdakavi Bilhapa. He should €first
acquire this "sukavivacanesu vyupattim" by becoming an antevasin of
a worthy guru and acquire the quality of vinaya and jijnasa.

We are not sure if Misra has seen the Kavyaprakdsa, the

immortal work of Mammata. Mammata gives hetuh (karapam) of
kavyam:
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Saktir nipupatd loka-$3strakivyiadyaveksapat.
Ravyajfiasikgsayabhyasa iti hetus tadudbhave.

This nipupata 1is identical with vyutpattih. Mammata
says:

"Lokasya sthavarajangamatmakavgttasya. Sastrapam
chandovyakaragabhidhanakosakala-
caturvargagajaturangakhadgadilaksagagranthanam.
Kavyanan ca mahakavisambandhinam. Adigrahapad
itihdsadinap ca vimar$anad vyutpattih."

Avekgapad = vimaréanad = muhur muhus
tattatpadartharasadigocarad anusandhanat. Nipupata =
vyutpattih = tattadartharasadigocaro drghatarasamskarah =
sakalapadarthapaurvaparyalocanakau$alam. Balabodhini of
Vamanacarya Jhalkikar, pp. 12-13.

Let us turn our attention to another demonstration of scholarship by
Misra. He acts like a dictator as far as the interpretation of
literature is concerned. He says:

18. vatayana-

vatdyana- is invariably glossed in ed. sec. and
reproduced [mark the word] in ed. ter. by gavaksa- “a
round window" at the instance of Amarak. 2.3.9. Literally
vatayana- may be explained as vatasyayanam yena "by
which the wind goes [and comes] = window" or vatasyayanam
yatra"” where there 1is the going [and coming] of the "wind".
Thus it comes to be used not only in the sense of
gavdksa- but as a dééignation of "the flat roof of an
Indian house (50) roof terrace, balcony (51) portico", etc.

From the context @t appears that "balcony” or "flat roof" is the

sense in which vatayana is used in
9.91...vildsavatdyanasevanena "by enjoying the pleasure
balcony."52

© 9,129cd vatayanaih kelivimanakalpais
tavastu kanci nayanotsavaya.
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"May Kancl be to the feast of your eyes by its balconies
which are like pleasure viminas."

Cp. also: 1:2.21, 27; 17.10, 30, 32, 60; 18.4,9,25. 30;
Karnasu. 1.22. (pp. 48-49]

Misra's footnotes:

50. Kathdas. 95.18 svagrhottungavatayanagatah
'staying on the 1lofty roof of the house'; ibid. 103.16
harmyavatayanarughah "having climbed on the roof of the
palace" [like a monkey, is‘'nt it Mr....er....Doctor Misra?] (cp.
also Hcar. 4 para. 7. ... sa raja... harm [y?] asya prsthe
sugvapa "that king slept on the roof of the palace").
Tawney's explanation of vatayana by 'window' for these
passages in Kathas., is shown [by whom?] to be wrong by the
context. [Misra translates vatayana by "roof" in all these
passages. To us it seems merely a duragraha of one who is
grahakalita].

51. Bcar. 3.19-21; Ragh. 7.6-8; Rudrakavi, Ragtraugdha.,
20.57. Balconies (= vatayana) framed by small railings, are
found in sculptures at Barhut [Bharhut?], Sanci, Mathura
etc. Young women, crowding each other [or one another?], stand
on these balconies in excitement, looking at scenes below. Cp.
A. Coomaraswamy, Early Indian Architecture (Palaces) pp.
181-217 (Eastern Art, 3).

52. For a similar description cp. particular passage in
Bapabh[a?]tta's Hcar., in which queen Ya$ovatl is
described to enjoy moonlight on a balcony by putting on her
upper garment. [pp.48-49]

In response to Misra's explanations and interpretations as presented
above, we would like to submit as follows:

"Vatdyana is invariably glossed in ed. sec. and reproduced
(!] in ed. ter. by gavaksa" because Amarasipha has ordained that way
in his Namalinganusasanam: Vatayanap gavaksah. But there is
nothing wrong in it. "Vatayanam" is "gavaksah" and "gavaksah"
is “"vatayanam." They are interchangeable words. They are
paryaya (synonymous) padas. The question is: How can Misra
assert categorically and convincingly that gavaksa is a round
window? What authority does he have to prove that "gavaksa" means
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a ROUND WINDOW only and not a square or an oblong window? And what
about hexagonal, octagonal, etc.?

Misra gives the vyutpatti of vatayanam by the words-- vatasya
ayanam yena, or yatra but he does not explain the word gavaksa by
the same methodology.

Let us see how Ramasrami explains gavaksa: "Gavam
aksiva... gavo jalani kirapa va aksanti vyapnuvanti enam anena
va." i.e. the one which the water or rays can PERVADE, or permeate,
or penetrate, i.e. an open space, or an opening through which the water
or rays can pass. This can mean window. It can also mean an open
terrace. The point we want to make is this: Both the words have exactly
the same meaning; a space open, as opposed to a room, which is closed by
four walls through which neither air nor water could enter in, or
penetrate. In brief, Misra has not given any documentary evidence to
prove that gavaksa is a ROUND WINDOW. That is all. '

Misra once again plays plagiarism.
19 vyakhya-

vyakhya- "interpretation" is obvious in 18.4b and 78b. In
18.79c Mahabhagyavyakhya-, is taken as "commentary on

the Mahabhagya” by Biihler, followed by others,l which seems
doubtful:

18.79cd
mahabhagyavyakhyam akhilajanavandyam vidadhatah sada
yasya cchatrais tilakitam abhiit prangapam api//
"[Jyegthakalasa] even [!] whose courtyard was always
adorned by pupils when he gave his explanation of the
Mahabhagya, praiseworthy to all people (respected by
everybody) ."

1 Misra does not clearly state what he means by "followed by others"

(his p. 49, 1. 21). Does he mean Nagar too? If yes, then he is not
justified.
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The idea is that when he gave his instruction, there were so
many pupils, that they had to stand [?] partly outside the room
in the courtyard [nonsense of the greatest magnitude!]

Therefore, vyakhya- "interpretation [given to his
pupils] [!] like former occurrences, [!] is more likely in above
stanza. Moreover, no commentary on the Mahabhasya by
Jyesthakalasa is known or mentioned elsewhere. [pp. 49-50]

Here is what Nagar had stated 35 years ago (1943):

Mahabhagyavyakhyam....pranganam api', iti kaver uktim
‘Jyesthakalaso mah3abhagyatikam kaficana prapinaya'’
iti vyakhyatavan Da. Byuhlaramahodayal. Iyap tika
kvacanapi nopalabhyate napi ca nirdisyata iti tena
pratyapadi. Sarvam etad asangatam. Jyesthakalasah kam
api tikap na prapitavan iti vastusthitih. Sa hi
mahdbhagyasya  vyakhyayam (vyakhyane'dhyapane va)
kuSalo'bhavad ityeva kaver asayah. Kasmiregvanekani
vyakhyasthananyasan Kasmirika vidvamsa$ ca
vyakhyaku$ala asanniti kavina'nyatrapi sthanadvaye
(agta. 4; agta. 78) pratyapadi. Kavelhh praguktoktau
tikanirmanaparakataya pratipannayam chatrapan
nirde$o na sangacchate. Kifica 'kgtavatah' iti padenaiva
tatparyavabodhe sukare vartamanakidlaprayogo mudhaiva syat.
[Upodghata. p. 11]

I don't know if it is virtuous for Misra to appropriate the above
idea to his own self? 1If writers had not indulged in this kind of dirty
deeds, Bilhapa would not have said:

Sahityapathonidhimanthanottham
karpamgtamp raksata he kavindrah.
Yadasya daitya iva lupthanaya
kdvyarthacaurah pragugibhavanti. [1:11]

Before we leave this topic we would like to point out that Misra's
attempt to interpret "api"™ to mean the “smallness" of the room
(causing the overflow of students) 1is uncalled for. It is not
necessary to imagine that the "room" in which Jyesthakalasa taught
Mahdabhagya was so small that the students had to stand in the
courtyard! We don't believe either that there were so many
students--the crowd was so large--that they overflowed the room. We
believe that "prangapam" here stands in contradistinction to the
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vyakhyasthanani, which were more or less "public" places, while the
house of Jyesthkalasa was his own home, a private residence. Misra's
"yyakhya" is far-fetched.

Misra continues his learned exposition:
20 vela

vela- is explained by tata "shore" edd. ter.
and sec. [(why the order is changed here?] on verse 9.7,
which is hardly correct;

§gngararatnakaravelayeva

taya prave$e vihite tarupya/
navanuragepa manas tadliyam
ratnotkaregeva sanatham asit//

"When the entrance was effected by that young girl, [why not
say: when that young girl entered!] who was like the flood wave
of the ocean of love [!], his mind was joined [!] with new
affection (colouring) as if with a scattering of jewels."

The idea is that she causes his mind to be full of affection
like the flood wave of the ocean (ratnakara—- "jewel mine")
scatters jewels (makes the shore full of jewels). Cp. 12.40cd:

samucéhalantyé prapayikrtani
lavapyaratniakaravelayeva//

"as if embraced by the gushing up flood wave of the
ocean of loveliness.:

In 7.75 velacala- "coastal mountain® is used for
"shore."

vela- originally means "tide, flow", whence developed some
secondary senses, viz. "wave" (originally: "“of which the tide
consists"), *shore" (originally: *on which the tide is
observed"), "boundary/limit" (originally: "of the tide"). Cp.
"Amarak. 3.3.98 abdhy-ambuvikrtau vela kalamaryadayor

api.
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vela- prefixed with ud (= udvela-) in 8.52 and
10.70 is used in the sense of "limitless." [pp. 50-51]

Misra declares emphatically that vela originally means "tide,
flow." We don't know what he means by "originally." [Does he mean
before Valmiki and Vyasa?] Even if it is admitted that the original
meaning of vela is "tide" or "flow," it does mean samudra-tata
too. Here is Apte: Vela [=] Time, Season, Opportunity, Interval
of repose, Leisure, Tide, Flow, Current, Sea-coast, Sea-shore, (ex.
Velanilaya prasrtd bhujangah; Sa velavapravalayam (urvim),

Limit, Boundary, etc. etc.

It is to be remembered that "tide" or "flow", i.e. the huge mass of
water itself is not red (raga-yukta). It is the jewels that are
red. Where do they get collected? On the shore! They are washed
ashore. We have similar expression: Samudravela ratiratnasampadam
[Vik. 2:21]. The "tide" or "flow, unless it reaches the shore and
washes the red gems on it, cannot be coloured and can not colour any
other object.

In other words, the jewels are strewn, or are found scattered on the
shore after the tide has ebbed, i.e. receded. After the jewels are
washed  ashore and are collected on the shore, the tide does not have to
stay there. The jewels are seen on the shore after the water
gets receded. So we are more concerned here with the shore, rather than
the tide! Compare also:

Yap vikgya pathodhir adhijyacapam
$opasmabhih $opita$opadehail.

Kgobhad abhikgpam raghurajabapa-
jirpavrapasphotam ivacacaksge. [1:109]

Thus we have shown following the maxim of sthalipulaka the
fact that Misra's arguments and statements leave much to be desired.
Now we will pass on to his third chapter to show him further in his true
color.
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CHAPTER Il

Secondary Source Material Relating To

Vikramankadevacarita

In this "Chapter III: Secondary Source Material Relating to
Vikramankadevacarita," Misra discusses variant readings found in
anthologies. With regard to 16:49 he states:

(b) In our [!] MS. the first three syllables are missing.
They have to be supplied from Smk-, which reads talpesu
(accordingly edd. sec. and ter. against Biihler's
vistirpa-. [p.62]

This is a misrepresentation of facts. N did not use any secondary
source to fill the lacunae caused by Biihler's errors in transcribing J.
N went straight to J and found the correct and complete, true and exact
readings still preserved there. See N's comments on
Gaurivibhramdhupadhuma--(Vik. 16:51)

It seems Misra did not read "the sigla and abbreviation" [expression
borrowed from Misra, p. 126] used by N in his Prastavand on p. 2.
(Kavyamulasapsodhanopayoginam ) pustakanam
sanketikacihnavivarapasahitah paricayah).

At the bottom of page 175, fn no. 4 (four) of N reads: daré§u
tula- Pra." Now this "Pra” (= Pra. Pustakam) has been described
on p. 2 of the "Prastavana" thus:

“

Pugyapattanasthabhigdérakaraprécyagavesap&samsthéyib
(Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, Poona) adhigatanp
pustakam idam Da. Byuhlara-Yakobl (Drs. Biihler and Jacobi)

Mahodayabhyam 1874 I. vatsare svahastalikhita Ja.
pustakapratilipib.
Maybe Misra did not read this. In case he read it and also

understood it, the conclusion is irresitible that he is not honest. We
don't know what Misra means by "Our" MS. The omission was generated by
"P* and not by J! Now P is not J! So Drs. Biihler and Jacobi are
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responsible for this lacuna. J has even today the three letters
"talpesu" right in their proper place. They are not "to be supplied

from Misra's Smk." They were supplied by J to Nagar as early as 1941 or
so when Nagar toiled 1in Jaisalmer and compared his "copy" with the
original J MS. To bring in "ed. ter." is uncalled for, because Bh

is merely a copier.

Let us see, once again, Misra's power of perception. Gande
mandanam dtmanaiva kurute (8:82) is cited by Saduktikarpamrta
(Calcutta, 1965, p. 137) as no 506 under section 7 Pragalbha, but
the compiler Sridharaddsa puts it as anonymous kasyacit ([!]

The very next verse in  Saduktikarpamrta is Dolayam
jaghanasthalena, which 1is Vik., 8:86. This is correctly ascribed to
Bilhapa by the statement "Bilhapasya". Thus it can be concluded that
the compiler did not consult the original Vik. He depended upon an
earlier compilation, or loka prasiddhi (popular tradition). That
Misra does not notice this omission (of 8:82) is apara katha! Or,
was he concerned only with those verses which were ascribed to
Bilhapa namagraham (by name)?

Let us study another instance: Suktimuktavali
Nagarivarpanapaddhatih 107:9.

Ni§3asu yatra pratibimbavartmana
samagata$ carudgsam nisakaral.
Vilasadolayitakupdalahatah
kapolalavanyajale nimajjati.
Bilhanasya [Vik.17:34]

The above verse is not listed by the editor of Smk as one of the
compositions of Bilhapa [!] although the text on p. 378 clearly states
*“Bilhapasyaitau". The dual number refers to the earlier verse
“Sthita [stu]” or "Sthitasu" which is Smk. 107:8 and Vik. 17:33.
Therefore, this omission seems ;ery strange, because after the second
verse there is a clear statement "Bilhapasyaitau." Although Misra
does 1list this 17:34 verse in his "Concordance" on page 67, yet he does
not include it in his discussion in the Chapter entitled "Secondary
Source Material Relating to Vikramankadevacarita."

It may be reasonable to infer from the successive enumeration (or

listing) of the two verses in the order of the original that the
compiler of Smk. had the original text of Vik. with him!
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According to Misra the following verses of the
Vikramankadevacarita are cited in anthologies:

01:07 Vacamsi Vacaspatimatsarepa

01:14 Kupthatvam ayati gupah kavinam
01:18 Jadesu jatapratibhabhimanah
01:26 Prthvipateh santi na yasya parsve
01:27 Lankapateh sankucitam yaso yad
01:29 Karpamptam stuktirasam vimucya1
07:05 Kgtaprakopah pavanid$ananam
07:20» Saundaryam indivaralocananam
07:22 Prasarya padau vihitasthitinam
07:23 Unnamya diram muhur anamantyah
07:63 Managranthikadarthanaya kathitadh
07:64 Lilasnanavidhiksamap madhuliham
07:70 Malayagirisamirah Simhaladvfpa
07:71 Paniyam nalikeriphalakuhara
07:76 Ya$ citankurakandalikavalanat
08:06 Tasyah padanakhaéregih‘

08:08 Amulyasya mama svarpa

1 fThere is a big gap between canto 1 and canto 7, i.e. no verse is
quoted in anthologies from cantos 2 through 6, inclusive. Bilhapa is
remembered as a poet and not as a biographer of Vikramdditya although
he composed Vikramaditya's Carita. This is in response to those
critics who blame him for having composed a carita mahdkdvya and

for his having followed the kavimarga.

- 273 -



08:10

08:14

08:16

08:21

08:25

08:30

08:37

08:47

08:48

08:51

08:60

08:62

08:64

08:65

08:69

08:71

08:73

08:76

08:79

08:82

08:85

08:86

Jagratah kamaladl laksmim
Hemamanjiramalabhyam
Manye taduru sambhavya
Tannitambasya nindanti
Bhati romavalil tasyah
Manye samaptalavapya
Daridram udaram dgstva
Mukhenducandrikapura
Tatkucau caratah kiificin
Ayaq trayapam gramagam
Angulibhil kurangaksyah
Haste cakasti balayah
Sarale eva dorlekhe

Bahu tasyah kucabhoga
Bhati dantacchadenasyah
Purapabapatyagaya
Mggisambandhini dggtir
Saundaryapatre vaktrendau
Kificit savibhramodaifici
Gapde mapdanam atmanaiva
Dréoh simavadah Sravapa

Dolayam jaghanasthalena
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08:87

08:88

10:39

10:42

10:46

10:71

10:75

11:09

11:77

11:83

13:05
13:09
13:25
13:80
13:88
14:32
14:37
16:02
16:08
16:09
16:19

16:14

Lasyabhyasamigepa citram
Vaktram nirmalam unnata
Asankhyapuspo'pi manobhavasya
Atadayat pallavapapinaikam
Svedambhasa pusparajobharai$ ca
Dattam sarobhyah phalam
Kimapyavajfiatasaroruhebhyah
Bhanuman aparadigvanitayah

Yah sainye smaraparthivasya

Ye kupthikgtavallabhaprapatayah
Ravelh samastakgitimadhyagam
Dg$am prapapalikaya prakasite
Adabhram abhropalapattakesu ye
Nayasva parap pulinadvayanugam
Vidyutpaﬁkajﬁkhagdapaﬁkapatali
Nilaniradanicolakojjhite
Ksuppamauktikaparagapagdurah
Saratkalatapaklanta

Alabhanta nabhabksetre
Sasarnikkeneva Kandarpa
Abhtivannadbhutogmanah

Madvairipah kathoraméor
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16:15 Samaksam api suryasya

16:44 Svecchavihararasikasya
16:49 Angarahasisu vilasagghodaresu
16:51 Gaurivibhramadhipadhima
16:52 Sprstah stokam Vitastatata
17:11 Ahap sada prapgasamam

17:12 Narendracamikaracarubhisapa
17:33 Sthitastu yatroparibhumi
17:34 NiSasu yatra pratibimba
18:06 Svecchabhangurabhagyamegha
18:107 He rajanas tyajata sukavi

Here is a summary:

Canto Total no. of verses
01 06
07 09
08 26
10 05
11 ’ 03
13 06
14 02
16 10
17 ’ 04
18 02
10 73

Cantoes disregarded by anthologists: 2-6, 9, 12, 15 = 8.

It is to be noted that Misra overlooks the Alankararatnakara
by Sobhdkaramitra which cites many verses from Bilhapa. All the
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above dambara on the part of Misra is more of a padding rather than
real kamini-kucakalasau!
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CHAPTER IV
Verses Ascribed to Bilhaga in Anthologies

In Chapter IV Misra discusses "Verses Ascribed to Bilhapa in
Anthologies." He begins with:

atrakaptham vilutha salile nirjala bhilh purastaj
jahyah $osam vadanavi[ni? Jhitenamalakyah phalena/
sthane sthane tad iti pathikastrijana[h] klantagatrim
pasyan sitam kim u na kypaya vardhito roditas ca//

Smk. 90.19: Karupapaddhatih; Bilhapasya.
Misra's comments are:

(d) vardhito roditas ca "gladdened (comforted) and made to
weep": the wives of the travellers are comforted by their
compassion (krpa) because they realize that there 1is a
woman even more unhappy than themselves [nonsense].
vardhaya- "to gladden (comfort)": Vcar. 5.26: Karnasu.
21/2; 25/6 [!]1. [p. 69]

Like so many of Misra's "interpretations", this too does not make
any sense to us! All the pathika-strijanas were not unlucky,
destitute, or distressed. And who says Sita was unhappy? Read what
she says in Valmiki-- [Ayodhyakapda, sargas 27-30.

1 to

It is a horrible insult to that Divine Lady Jaganmdta Sita
say that she was so unhappy that the passersby women would take pity on
her and regard themselves more lucky! Furthermore, we don't know how
Misra gets the meaning "gladdened (comforted)" by the word .
vardhito!! My interpretation is °that the passersby women were
gladdened = happy, because they were able to have the divine
darsana of Devi Sita, and also satisfied that they were able to
give some good, helpful advice to their "queen," which would help her

cross the terrain where there was no water for a long stretch of land.

1 Udbhavasthitisamhara-karinim klesaharinim.
Sarvasreyaskarim Sitam nato'ham Ramavallabham. Adya,
Jaganmata, Jagacchaktihh Devayajanasambhava....
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Misra's Power of Perception

32

dehapravigtadrisutamukhendu-
dvitiyakhandardham ivagato yah/
avaptukamal) paripiurgabhavam

sa patu vah Sambhujatardhacandrab//

Smk. 2.52: asirvadapaddhatih: Bilhapasya-.
Misra ordains:

(a) Read indum for indu-. "The half moon in Siva's
hair... that has approached the face moon of Parvati...as if
it were its second half... [pp. 78-79] )

Once again Misra displays his ignorance. And urged by his arrogance
suggests an emendation which does not solve the problem at all! Rather
it creates a situation which can well be described as
"confusion-worse-confounded." It would have been much better if he had
observed silence and merely stated, like in the previous verse (his no.
31), this "seems obscure."

Misra says: "The half-moon in $iva's hair--that has approached the
face moon of Parvati--as if it were the second half--"

In order to comprehend the kavitabhivyanjitam kavitatparyam,
it may be helpful to refer to another verse by the same poet, we mean
our great poet Mahdkavi Bilhapa.

Ekahh stanas tungataral) parasya

varttam iva pragstum agan mukhagram.
Yasyahh priyardhasthitim udvahantyah

sa patu vah parvatarajaputri. [1l:4]

In Dehaprivigta...the poet describes the moment of the
immortal union of Siva with Parvati and the emergence of the Lord
Ardhanarisvara. [See Misra's fn. no. 49 on p. 48]. Siva gives half
of his body to Parvatl, or the half of Parvati's body gets merged
into that of Siva. One half is nara; the other half is nari.

Parvati's face was a FULL MOON before this unification. All of a
sudden one half of it disappears and gets merged into that [the face] of
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Siva. These are the facts. Now the poet displays his
kavita-camatkara-caturi. He says that the half-moon (crescent),

seen in Siva's jatd (formation of hair) has come to secure the

half moon of Parvati's face (which has now merged into Siva's face)
in order that it, i.e. Siva's half moon could become a full moon!
This is the meaning.

Yah Sambhujatardhacandrah, paripirpabhavam
avaptukamah iva, dehapravigtadrisutamukhendu-
dvitiyakhanpdardham agatah sah vah patu.

The verse is not very clear as it stands. The problem is created by
the two words khapda and ardha which are (almost) synonymous.
Jatardhacandrah agatah is clear. But where? Why? So Misra
suggests that we read mukhendum instead of mukhendu, thus making.
dehapravigtadrisutamukhendum (acc.) and
dvitiyakhapndardham-- samanadhikarapa--as one and the same
object. The question is: Whose deha? Whose body? Where did the
full-moon of Adrisutd go? Wherein did it disappear? Whereinto did it
get merged? Where did the jatardhacandra go? To whom did it go?

To Adrisuta? Well, she does not have the full moon anymore! Half of
her moon (face) has already gone into that (the face) of Siva and has
disappeared. She has already lost half of her face-moon.

Misra wants us to accept his suggestion that jatardhacandra
[of Siva] goes to Parvati's half moon to get it? If Parvatl gives
all that is left with her now, what will she have? Can she give the
remaining half too? 1Is the jatardhacandra justified in expecting
Parvati to give up even the half, which is the only remnant of her
former full-moon face?

Misra's suggestion is not acceptable. It is clear that he did not
understand the poet at all! He has given one more proof here that he
is not yet an adhikarin. We believe instead of changing
mukhendu into mukhendum, and creaﬁing a situation confirming the
age-old saying, Bhaksite’'pi lasune na santo vyadhih, or
Vinayakap prakurvapno racayamasa vanaram, we should change
ardham (half) into artham (prayojanaya) i.e. in order to
obtain, or for the purpose of obtaining, the second half of the
full-face moon of Adrisuta (the half of which) has merged into the
body of S$iva! The jatdrdhacandra comes to Siva and not to
Parvati! This is the fact.
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According to Apte, arthah = object, purpose, end and aim, wish,
desire; often used in this sense as the last member of compounds and
translated by "for" 'for the sake of'... It mostly occurs in this sense
as artham as the last member of compounds and has an adverbial force
--kimartham for what purpose? Why? For whom, or for which?

Here are some examples:

Taddar$anad abhiic chambhor bhiyan darartham adarah.
Kumarasambhave.

And here is our own poet:

Pratyagacchati langhanartham asakgd
vyomangapam candramah. ([8:83.2]

[I had conjectured artham in early fifties, while still in
India. I was copying all the verses of Bilhapa occuring in the
Suktimuktavali. I had thought even at that time that the reading
ought to be artham and not ardham.

Limits of Misra's Knowledge

33
dehardham kuru parvati sthirapadam [haste] dhanur dharaya
svedardram yadi mgjyatam karatalap bhasmangaragepa me/
evap jalpata eva bapasikhini proddiya Sifijdphapi-
§vasailh prajvalite puresu jayati smeram purdrer mukham//

Smk. 1.1l1: Namaskdrapaddatih [sic]; Bilhapasya. c)

) o e 0=

sinja- as "bow string” (rare use) also Vcar. 8.88 [i.e.
8:89!]1 9.1, 32 [p. 79]

The editor of Siuktimuktavali notes a variant "deham” for
"haste” which is enclosed in square brackets!

s oM o=

"rare use.* We don't agree.

Amarakosa Ramasrami says on SiAjini: maurvi jya
sifijini gupah. 2:8.85. Sinte, Siji avyakte sabde (a.d. se.)
Avasyake npinih (3.3. 170). Misra himself has given three

examples:
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1) §ifijacalanacaificalasrutigalattadankapatrah smarah. 8:89

2) paifcabapakodapdasifjaghanagarjitesu. 9:1, and

3) §injapi jata na manobhavasya. 9.32 .

Nevertheless he calls the use "rare." We don't know what he means.

If the above verse is a poetic composition of Bilhapa we may
conclude that he was very fond of the God Ardhanarisvara.

Misra Notices Kavyarthacaurya

34
draghiyasa dhargtyagupena yuktah

kaih kair apirvail parakavyakhapdaibh/
adambaram ye vacasamp vahanti

te ke'pi kanthdakavayo jayanti//

§p. 193: Kukavinindd; Bilhapasya. Smk. 5.1: idem;
Ksemendrasya (not attested).

Verses denouncing plagiarists (kavyacaura) in Vcar.
1.11, 18 [p. 791

The edn of Smk. has kair apyapurvaih. [What about
apiirpaih?] '

We don't know wherefrom Misra gets his reading. Probably from Sp.
Once again Misra betrays his lack of knowledge:

35
dhatte drstim adhita[ra?]vibhramalavam sid pugpalavijane
caitrasya ksapa(ya?]m %darega mahata mauhirtikan pgcchati/
S§yend(t?] tugyati kokiladhvanirugd samtyajya [?] 1ilasukan
nihsoka tvayi durlabhe kim a(?]param $a[?]kyam varakya tayé//1

Smk. 44.15: nayakasyagre dutyuktih; Bilhapasya.

1 We have re-presented the text here on the basis of what Misra has
presented. There are many errors. If Misra himself press-copied what
is printed here, then it is safe to conclude that he did not understand
the poet!
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Misra comments:
c) tugyati here with the abl. of starting point([?]

d) For nihsoka [!]--read nihsuka- "0 merciless

one!"(?] [Remember his text has "nihsokd] because of her
wrath with [on?] the kokilas "she is contented on account of
[!] the falcon"; vardaka-/ fem. varaki- in the sense

of miserable, to be pitied"; Vcar. 1.18, 98; 8.46; 11.9 (-1),
65 (-1); vardaki- in the sense of "miserable, wretched,

of vile behaviour": Vcar. 6.35; Karnasu. 1.11 [p. 79]

We don't believe Misra has understood the meaning of this verse. It
seems he is now totally tired. There are many errors in his text.
There are many points where there is chandobhanga. For adhita
do we read adhira? Saptyajya (second long) is wrong. There
is chandobhanga too, when the last letter (which will be 15th) of

the word (samtyajya) is read as long. The reading can be
samtyajya. [Later on I found (in the original, Smk) that it is
santyajyal. Even that is not appropriate as far as the meaning is

concerned. I remember having read santarjya, meaning having chased
them away. Or, is it my kalpana only? Probably lilasukas

were copying the melodious tunes of the kokilas. So she drove them
away, and now she is pleased with the falcon, because it does not
imitate the kokilas. Misra has sSyena[t]tugyati. Smk has
Syend|[t]tusyati. So the pancami vibhakti is not the

original, but only conjectural. Misra explains: "(c) tusyati here
with the abl. of starting point." Dhruvam apaye'’'padanam. We
don't find any "starting point" (dhruva) here! There is nothing
like asvat patati or gramad ayati. Misra himself

translates the phrase as "on account of" (line 3 in (d. We believe
this is hetvarthe pancami. .

Here is a relevant sadukti from our own poet:
Liladukdh kokilakidjitanam
atipraharsad vihitanukarah.
Grhad adhavyanta viyoginibhir

gugo hi kdle gupindam gupiya. [7:32]

Gupo hi dogaya bhavet kadacit.
(Alternative reading of MS. A]
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Nihsoka seems to be wrong. Nihsoka = free from (devoid
of) sorrow or care. NihsSoka, an address to the nayaka will
be quite appropriate, i.e. he does not care what happens to his
(beloved] lady who is pining so intensely for him!

We have never heard of nihsuka! Of course, the dictionary
gives the meaning as copied by Misra, but why to change when
nihsoka makes a perfect sense, even a better one!

In the fourth pada, Misra has committed two errors, forgetting
his own metri causa-- 1) durlabhe (durlabhe is the form) and 2)
dparam (aparam is the right form here) and not aparam! It
is sakyam, and not sakyam (what Misra has).

Ksanam does not make any sense here! Of course, Misra
does not care--He is nihsoka! He does not understand the poet
anyway! Ksayam will be more appropriate--When will the month of
Caitra (destructive season) end? Mark who are asked: Mauhurtikan
prcchati! It is to be remebered here that we have a dvikarmaka
dhatu here. Mauhurtikan ksayam prcchati. Unfortunately, Smk
too has ksanpam.

Misra has little regard for the science of prosody. Let us see what
he says on the following verse:

36
dhik tvam re kalikala yahi vilayam [!] viparyastata
hd kagtam Srutisalinam vyavahgtir mlecchocita dgSyate/
ekair vanmayadevat3a bhagavatl vikretum aniyate
nih$ankair aparaih pariksapavidhausarvangam udghatyate//

$p. 194. kukavinindd: Bilhapasya. Smk. 5.2: idem.
Ralhapasya. In Bhand. rep. (p. xxxiii) the verse is
ascribed to Bilhapa.

In anthologies there is often confusion in ascribing verses to
Bilhaga or to Ralhapa[!] Thus Sp. 913; 988, are ascribed to
Ralhapa by most, but to Bilhapa by some MSS, (5) and by
Brhaccharngadharapaddhati.(6) {p. 80]

fn. S5: 2ZDMG 27, 1876, p.56

- 284 -



fn. 6: A.D. Pusalkar, P.K. Gode Commemoration Vol. Poona,
1960, pt. 3, p. 157 £. [p. 80]

The above verse is an aksaravrttam, called
Sardulavikrigditam, where each quarter has to contain 19
aksaras. Its definition is: surydsvair masajastatah

saguravah Sdrdulavikriditam. In Misra's text as quoted above, in
the first quarter two aksaras are missing. Misra couldn't care
less! He is nihsuka, anyway. They may be "keyam”, between
“yilayam” and “viparyastata.” This omission did not strike

Misra at all! Not that Misra does not know that a metre can be spoiled.

On p. 61, with reference to verse 13:84 Maya kumaryapi na suptam
ekaya, he points out that Sp 3762 "omits me, which spoils the
metre."

I had conjectured "keyam” the moment I read the above verse for

the first time and noticed Misra's omission. Today (Jan 12, '78) I
Suktimuktavali. It does have keyam in its proper place! So
Misra's performance is of a very low order.

We might add as a footnote: Smk has e[kaih] and gives eka
as a variant reading in the footnote!

Misra's Adambara:

39 ;
niraga mygalanchane mukham api svap neksate darpape
trasta kokilakiijitad api giram nonmudrayaty atmanah/
citram duhsahadayini[!] dhgtadvega'pi puspayudhe
mugdha s3 subhaga tvayi pratipadam premadhikam pusyati//
Smk. 44.16: nayakasyagre dutyuktih; Bilhapasya. Srk.
536: dativacanavrajyd; Srngarasya. Skm. 647:
Srngarapravahah/Srigdrasya. S$p.3488: nayakasydgre
datyuktih; kasyapi.

The following may be interpolated as a footnote:

While reading Misra's work and trying to understand it, we have
wondered many a time whether we are losing our own mind (getting insane)

or Misra is writing from the outer space!
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Let us take, for example, the verse occuring as no. 39 on p. 81.
We don't know what is the source of Misra. Every editor (or critic)
while noting the variant readings has a source as his akara, while
he notes the variations from it (his main source). Here we find variant
readings noted from Smk, Srk, Skm, and Sp. Then the question arises
where in the world does the verse occur exactly as it appears in Misra's
text? That is, what is Misra's primary source?

Saduktikarpamptam has been divided into five sections, which
the compiler has named as pravaha. Each pravaha in its turn
has been divided into subsections named vicayah. On p. 70, under
verse no. 5. Misra has noted a variant reading: Skm. 2367:
uccavacapravahe samasya; kasyacit. So here we have uccavaca
as pravaha and samasyad as vici. On p. 91, lines 1-2:
Skm 607: sSrngarapravahe virahipivacanam; Silhanasy [!]

Following the same principle we would expect in verse 39 (p. 81)
srngarapravahe udvegakathanam, the latter being the vici
or subsection. But Misra's relevant statement stops with
srngarapravahah!

Let us resume our discussion. Misra gives:
Variants:

a) For niraga: Srk.; Skm. sodvega.

c) For citram duh-: Smk. ittham dub.

d) For mugdha sa subhagad [!] tvayi: Srk.
bala sa...; Sp.

sabala subhagam prati; for pratipadam prema: Skm.
pratimuhuh prema-.

That the ascription to Bilhapa is correct, [!] is proved
by the verse occuring in Karpasu. 2.29. Here we read:

b) khinna kokilakujitad api; (d) mugdhaksi.
khinna...-kujitdat seems- to be emended into
trasta...-kujitat "afraid of". But "tormented on account

of the crying..." 1is unobjectionable, [?] cp. above verse
35c...Syena[t] tugyati."
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The verse was overlooked by D.D. Kosambi (7) when
discussing the age of Vidyakara (the compiler of Srk.), Introd.
p. xxxiii. It shows his conclusions to be wrong. Also the
statement, concerning the verses of Karpasu., given by B.S.
Miller, Caurap. p. 4 n7 does not stand. [pp. 81-82]

fn. 7: Which is pardonable as the verse starts differently in

Srk. (sodvega mrga-)- and Karpasu. (niraga
mrga-).
Mark the word "pardonable." Otherwise Kosambi would have been
punished.
Note the omission of two 1letters in the third quarter! Skm.
edn. (GOS) clearly has the word daha after duhsaha and before
dayini. So, it 1is evident that Misra does not even consult the

original. We don't know what is his source.

The above verse has been cited by Sobh3ikara as an example of
pratyanikam. It is not traced by Devadhara (editor) to any poet.
Identity of the nayaka with smara is shown.
Suktimuktavali clearly and specifically ascribes it to Bilhapa.

Let us tolerate one more incongruity of Misra:

puralh sthitva kipcid valitamukham 3lokaya sakhe
sakhedah sthasyanti dhruvam idam adggtas tava drsah/
itas cafcatkanciragitamukharan saudhas$ikharan
arakayam keyam kavacayati candrepa mahasi3//

While reading it, I got the feeling that adrstas tava
drsah does not make much sense! I thought we should change the
reading to adrstva tava drsah! And lo, Misra has noted a
variant reading. $p. makes it adrstva! But, Misra, swayed by
his own super-knowledge, rejects it on the ground that it is "hardly
possible.” But he does not tell us what sense does "his possible" make!

Furthermore, we believe the penultimate word in the 4th pada

should be candrepa (of the moon) and not candrepa. It is an
adjective and qualifies mahasa.
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We could go on and on. But we don't want to be too boring to our
own readers.

Incidentally, this verse contains the word carncat, unworthy in
the eyes of Misra! We don't know why he did not recommend that it be
discarded right away?

Here is one more poetic gem which might make Misra re-think as far
as cancat is concerned:

Mallimatalligu vanantaresu
vallyantare vallabhamahvayanti.
Canicadvipanicikalanadabhangil
sangitam angikurute sam bhgngil.
(Sdhityadarpana)

Misra Writes for Himself

At least he did not write for me, bacause I find it beyond my power
of understanding. I am simply dazzled by the effulgence (divyajyoti)
of his terrific writing. I feel lost. Misra quotes:

mukharamurajam paurastribhir na lasyam upasyate
sarasamadhurap natyagare na kiujati vallaki/

ahaha pahita(!]dvarap kasmad idam paritah puramp
[viratasurata] vyaparatvat prasuptam ivakhilam.

Smk. 107-18 [sic]: nagarivarpanapaddhatih: Bilhapasya.

d) For viratasurata- of the edition: sukharatarata-

reading of the MSS.[?] is to be retained: "When the occupation
is busy (rata) with the enjoyment (rata n.) of

happiness® (?] (p. 86]

So according to Misra

vyapara = occupation

rata = busy [adj.?]
rata = enjoyment (n.)
sukha = happiness

We are reminded of a well-known upadesavacanam once again:
jIvatkaver asayo na varpaniyah. God alone knows-- of course
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Mr. Misra does not know-—-and he does not care either--what he wants to
tell us here.

Ayam aparo'sya visesah (or, sakhi me, caturo bharta)
svayam api likhitam svayam na vacayati.

We don't know what Misra wants to mean by "occupation." How could
"occupation® be busy with the "enjoyment of happiness!" Most of the
time Misra speaks, we feel lost. We scratch our head and exert our
brain to understand Mr. Misra.

We know that this is nagari-varpana-paddhatih. We imagine
this nagari is Sokakula, distressed by grief; may be she is
deserted. Otherwise, what is the significance of the exclamatory word
ahaha? Why the gates are closed? Misra reads pahitadvaram.
It must be pihitadvaram. The whole may very well be a description
of a city which is besieged, beleaguered. [Later on I found that' Smk.
has pihita. So Misra is wrong in this case too].

The above criticism was written some time ago. Today (Jan. 13,
1978) I saw the Smk. edn. Of course, the general heading under which
this verse is cited is Nagarivarpanapaddhatih, but there is a
sub-heading—- udvasannagaram under which this verse is cited. So my
guess was right. My conjecture is viratasakala. But it is not any
closer (orthographically or morphologically) to the reading of the MSS.
sukharatarata. I suggested sakala as a substitute for
surata; but that is the conjectured reading of the editor and not of
the MsS. '

Let it be stressed here that the akaragrantha (archetype MS.)

of the editor had an omission of six letters. Editor supplies
substitutes from his own imagination. Four MSS. give the reading as
sukharatarata. The editor rejects all the four! However, Misra

knows better!

Here is another disblay of Misra's performance:

54

yah .srotramgtanirjharaikavasatip nirvyajam aruaghavan

yah safijivanamantritam (!] trinayanaplugtasya cetobhuvab/
vigavan masgpo dhvani§ catasgpam patram $rutinam abhit
so'yap kokilakapthavepuvivaravyaparitah paicamab//
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Smk. 59.17: Vasantavarpanapaddhatih: Bilhapasya.
a) For -vasatim read -vasatir?

b) For mantritam read mantratam ("lifegiving spell").
[p. 87]

Misra suggests "For vasatim read vasatir". It is not
acceptable. If sSrotramrta...vasatih and pancamah dhvanih are’
made coordinate with each other (i.e. if they are made
samanadhikarapa) then what will be the object (karma) of
arudhavan? We are afraid our readers would have become terribly
bored by our repeated demonstration of the balacdpalam, balacidpale,
balacapalani of Mahapapdita Mister Misramaharaja, a Ph.D.

Anthologies also differ on the authorship. Let us see the followng:

Suktimuktdvali. Bhicarah. Simhapaddhatih.
Simhanyoktih.22.7

Smeras santu sabhdsadah karicamidarpajvarotsarina
parindrepa samap sa jambukayuva yuddhiya baddhadarah.
Tatrapi prathayanti tulyabalatam eke tayor uccakair
anye sap$ayasamsinas tad apare baghap viparyisinah.
[Bhimapapditasya]

The above verse has been attributed to Bhimapapdita by the
compiler of Suktimuktavali. However, Bhand. Rep. ascribes it
to Bilhapa. Misra has cited many verses which are ascribed anonymously
to a poet, or to some poet other than Bilhapa by the compiler of an
anthology. However, in such cases Misra cites Bhand. Rep. as the
authority and ascribes it to Bilh&qa. But he has overlooked this
verse. Therefore, we cannot determine whether he studied the
anthologies in original or copied the information from a secondary
source!

It is to be noted in this connection that the next verse--
"Yenanargala”, 22:8, Misra's no. 58--is ascribed to
Bheribhanikara by Jalhapa. Yet on the basis of Bhand. Rep. it is
ascribed by Misra to Bilhapa. And the subsequent verse-- Gramapam
upasalyasimani, 22:9, Misra's no. 23--is ascribed to Ralhapa by
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Jalhapa. But the editor ascribes it to Bilhapa on the basis of
another MS.

Let it be noted here that all the three verses cited in succession
are ascribed by the compiler to a poet other than Bilhapa, but by
another source to Bilhapa.

Misra's One More "Nonsensical" Reading:

59
re*matanga madambudambarataya rolambarolam vahan
vanyanam avalambanap vanam idam bhannktum yad utkapthase/
drstah [!] tat kim aho mahonnatadharadhaureyadhatridhara-
prasthaprasthitameghayiithamathanotkapthl na kagthiravah//

--8p. 915: simhanyoktayah; Bilhapasya.
Misra commands:

a) Instead of nonsensical [!] rolambarolam : read
rolambakholam "[(carrying] a helment [!] of bees" (the
closed "helmet" prevents the elephaut [sic] from looking
properly). ro for kho is a simple mistake. [pp. 88-89]

We don't know if Misra ever read the great poet Bharavi, who taught
us centuries ago: i

Sahas3a vidadhita na kriyam avivekah param apadam padam.

Misra is very hasty. He jumps immediately and condemns the poet.
He does not want to consult any akaragranthas. He is quick in
suggesting an emendation. Heqpronounces the judgement right away. We
don't know what he means by "simple mistake." We have never heard of a
closed helmet worn by an elephant that prevents him from 1looking
properly! He calls rolam "nonsensical”. We think Misra should have
been more careful. It is not proper to condemn Bilhapa in this manner.
The word conveys a perfect meaning. Misra suggests kholam which is
typical of his numerous incongruities.

Misra recommends that we discard rolambarolam vahan and read

rolambakholam vahan, i.e. throw away a priceless real ruby and pick
up a piece of red glass! [Misra has plenty of "glass." See p. 88, line
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25]. It is with reference to such thoughtless critics that a great poet
sang long ago:

Arasikesu kavitvanivedanam
§irasi ma likha md likha ma likha!

Maybe Misra has never come across the figure of speech called
yamaka, a beautiful example of which is presented by Candraloka
of Jayadeva:

Avrttavarpastabakam stavakandankuram kavel.
Yamakap prathama dhurya-madhuryavacaso vidul.

Here is one more example from the Vikramankadevacarita itself:

Vipakgaviradbhutakirtihari

Harita ityadipuman sa yatra.
Manavyanama ca babhiva mani

manavyayam yah krtavan arigam. [1:58]

"Rolambakholam” will ruin the yamaka alankara. It would
have been much better if Misra had contained his erudition itself in a
khola (slip cover).

The above discussion does not answer the main question: After all
what does the word "rola" mean? Well, Abhidhanarajendra
(Prakrta-Magadhi-Samskrta-sabdakosa) of
Vijayarajendrasiri$vara (Ratlam, 1923). v. 6, p. 580, states:
rola pu. sabde kalahe rave ca. Let it be noted that the next word
rolamba is designated as desi. So we don't have to throw away
rolam and ruin the poetic beauty.

We might add here that Misra was not unaware of the-
Abhidhanarajendra. See his p. 31, n. 12. Our readers may
recollect the following saduktis:

Locanabhyam vihinasya darpagah kim karigyati, and
Na hi kastilirikamodah $apathena vibhavyate, and

Na hyesa sthapor aparadho yad enam andho na pasyati.

Misra's One More Attempt to Annoy His Readers:
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vgtha gathalh)]Slokair alam alam aldkam mama rujam
kadacid dhurto'yam kavivacanam ityakalayati/

idap parséve tasya prahigu sakhi lagnafijanalava-
sravadbagpotpidagrathitalipi tatankayugalam//
(line 1: Do we read alikam?]

Smk. 41.6: dutipresapapaddhatih; Bilhapasya.

Skm. 607: Srngarapravahe virahipivacanam;
Silhapasyla].

Variants:

a) Editions write gathaslokaih, which is hardly
correct. cp. p. 1 on 1l.74a.

b) For ayam: Skm. asau.

d) For tatanka- : tadanka- , which is the orthography

of Biihler's Vcar. MS.: 1.102; 8.88. [pp. 90-91]

Misra's above text reads alikam. [We don't know what it means]
Suktimuktavali and Saduktikarpamrta both have
alikam, which is correct by itself since it means mithyd, but
we don't know how will it fit in the present context.

Once again Misra proves the v&lidity of the following saying:

cessscessssesssssss kurydd va rasabhadhvanim.
Yena kena prakarepa prasiddhah pururso bhavet.

Misra probably does not know what he is talking about! He says:
"Editions write gathdslokaih which is hardly correct. Cp. p. 1
on 1l:74a." So Misra has inserted a visarga (:) in between

gatha and slokaih, thus, probably converting gatha

into a nominative plural (noun), prathama bahuvacanam--kartrpadam.
We don't know. However, gétbééloka is a compound word meaning a
verse in gatha. For example:

sangrathya kascit katicid padani
gathakavitvap kathayambabhiva. [Vik. 9:86]
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Gatha means a song. It also means a Prakrta dialect.
Furthermore, it stands for the name of the Arya metre.

The poet says that the virahini nayika does not want to
compose a love lament in poetic form and in Prakrta dialect lest
it is mistaken, by the cunning nayaka, for kavivacanam—-
exaggerated poetic flights of imagination! So she wants to send her
ear-ornaments which have plentiful writings made by her anjana
mixed with flowing warm tears! There is enough message of sufferings
carved on those ear-rings of the beloved lady.

We feel mentally tormented when Misra says "which 1is hardly
correct." Has he read Abhijnanasakuntalam or any other poetic
gem where this kind of viraha-sandesa-lekhana-pregapa is
described? Probably not.
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CHAPTER V
Conclusions

The preceding presentation represents our honest and sincere
criticism of Misra's work as presented in his Studies on Bilhapa and
his Vikramankadevacarita. Incidentally it also deals with certain
half-baked and fully naked scholars who preceded Misra and offered him a
ground to play his pranks! Our delineation of Misra follows the maxim of
Sthalipulaka--offers merely specimens. Our criticism was not
intended to be exhaustive by any means. It would have merely increased
the bulk of the present study unnecessarily. It would have caused
continuous pain and suffering for longer periods to our readers.

We don't know what Misra's central focus--primary objective-- was in
writing what we read in his book. 1In our view he emerges as a mixture
of pseudo-linguist and a misguided critic, a true sankara--neither '
this nor that. Even his name corroborates this fact! He is misra,

i.e. mixed, not pure, a sankara. And the Bhagavadgita has
sung: Sankaro narakayaiva. Since we don't profess to be the
former (linguist), we have tried to cover only the literary aspect of

his work. The other aspect is left for some other linguist-grammarian to
discuss.!

Misra's performance reminds us:

Guror girah pafica dinanyadhitya
vedantadastrani dinatrayam ca.

Aml samaghraya ca tarkavadan
samagatah kukkuta-MISRA-padah.

In his first chapter Misra presents “Specimens of Textual
Difficulties.” It is by no. means an exhaustive study. He merely
presents some specimens, by his own cofession. The reader finishes
the chapter with the impression that the poem (Vik.) is full of
difficulties. This is a great injustice to the poet. We have already
observed time and again: Na hyesa sthapor aparadho yad enam andho
na pasyati. ‘Also, Locanabhyam vihinasya darpapah kim

1 gri Nagaraja Rao of Mysore had agreed to collaborate with me in this
work. His knowledge of Sanskrit grammar was excellent. He has given
some comments here and there. But he could not complete his assignment.

I only wish some other scholar in future takes up this challenge and
silences Mr. Misra as far as the grammar is concerned.
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karigyati. Misra's "difficulties" are mostly the creation of his own
mind. They simply betray his own inherent lack of knowledge.

In chapter 2, Misra points out "Some Lexicographical Points of
Interest." They do not seem to be of any "interest" to us at all! They
merely constitute Misra's childish attempts to parade his pedantry.
They don't lead us toward any better appreciation of the poetic muse of
Bilhapa. They don't add any glory to Bilhapa's wvyutpatti or
vicchitti.

Rest of Misra's work consists of a kind of compilation. There is
hardly any originality of ideas. There is hardly any camatkara.
All along we have been wondering what is, after all, Misra's primary
focus. In Hindi we have a beautiful saying: Isaki imta usaka
rora; Bhanumati ne kunaba jora. Misra has titled his work as
Studies on Bilhapa and his Vikramankadevacarita. If we assume
that the study concerns primarily with one specific work of Bilhapa,
then Chapter 4, "Verses Ascribed to Bilhapa in Anthologies" is far
removed from the central theme of the study. Of course, there is
nothing intrinsically wrong with the contents of this chapter, but then
the title of the study would be more appropriately something like
*Studies on Bilhapa and his Works". Here is a comparative statement
showing the relative size of all of Misra's chapters in terms of the
total number of pages:

Chapter Total No. of Pages

24
27
17
38
3
16
Works of references , 8
Index 2

A U W N+

135

Thus it is seen that Chap. 4 (Verses Ascribed to Bilhapa in
Anthologies) is the bulkiest. Let us reiterate: there is nothing
basically wrong, but then it is not directly related to the specific
work--Vikramankadevacarita. Consequently, the title of the work
turns out to be misleading! A student of Vikramankadevacarita
will not find much to his interest in this work. Yes, of Bilhaga, he
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will have something. A greater part of this "Studies" is more or less a
reproduction of the standard published anthologies. Misra makes hardly
any contribution of his own. This is not a work of research.

What is research? Research is the extension of the boundary of the
field of knowledge. It represents discovery of unknown facts or a
new interpretation of existing known facts. Research is not mere
compilation. A florist cannot be equated with a floriculturist.

I would like to record here for further discussion one more idea as
the Postscript to the work. Every time I read the expressions of Misra
like ed. ter. or ed. sec. [the "sigla" of Misra!] I wondered why
he totally disregarded the ed. of Mahamahopadhyaya Papditapravara
Ramivatira Sarmd. Not that he does not accept its existence. He
does accept, it and its readings as well. It is an edition definitely
and must be reckoned as such. Truly speaking it is the second edition;
while Nagar's is the third and that of Bharadwaj is the fourth! On p.
111 Misra says:

5. Vikramianka-deva-caritam...Rama-vatara-Saramapa
sapskytap [ed. by Ramdvatdra Sarmd] Benares: Jiidna-
mapdala Press, 1978 (= 1921]. 1, 4, 2, 153 p.

This edition [mark Misra's designation], which is full of
inaccuracies, 'seems to have been associated by someone[?] with
the great name of Mahamahopadhyaya Papdita Ramavatara
ra - l .

Sarma.

So Misra accepts the existence of R. Appropriately enough, Misra
numbers R as 5 and puts it between the two editions of Biihler and
Nagar, which are numbered 4 and 6 respectively. Nevertheless to call
Biihler's ed. as No. 1 and that of Nagar as No. 2 is merely
gajanimalika or sato'pyapalapah.

1 misra does not comprehend the sarcasm contained in my statement to the
effect that Sarma did not edit the work. Sarma did and
blundered.

- 297 -



APPENDIX I
On Caritacandrika

Dr. H.D. Velankar, the first reviewer of N, had this to say with
regard to Caritacandrika as early as 1945:

At the end of the text of the poem, the editor has given a
brief explanation of difficult words in the poem, giving it the
name Carita-candrika. This Candrika, we are told, includes
the very brief gloss written in the margin of the o0ld Jesalmir
manuscript.

Another reviewer noted the true nature of Caritacandrika in
1947. He said:

Besides a critical Introduction and a brief though
nonetheless useful glossary explaining important and difficult
words and incorporating most of the notes in the scribes' own
hand on the ancient Jaselmere manuscript...

These reviewers had no difficulty at all. Yet Bh, for the reasons
best known to him, assumes that the Caritacandrika is an "ancient"
commentary! He says:

§r1 Nigaramahodayair
Jaisalamerabrhajjfana-kogabhdapdarasthad hastalikhitat
pustakat mahata $ramepa tippapisapgraham kgtva
Caritacandrikanamna (] sa parisigtariipepa
svapustake sapgrhita, kenapi kavirahasyaku$alenaiva
dhimataiga gumphitetyatra nasti sandehale$avasaral.
Isaviya 1286 vargato'pi prdcine'smin hastalikhite pustake
tippapyesa svapracinatvam prakatayatyeva. Kutracit
"asya $abdasyarthagamo -(!] na jayate" iti spastam
likhitva tippapikgta vidusa [t] nirahankaram
svapapdityap paricayitam. Gupino na duragraha iti
svagupitvam (] api prakatitam. Tikaya
abhave'rthavabodhavigaye tippapyesa bahusu sthalegu
pathakanam ativopakaripiti nis§capracam. (V. 1, Kifcit
Prastavikam, p. 2)

There are 208 pages in the text of the Vikramankadevacarita in

Nagar's edition. According to the colophon of J, the
purpagranthasankhya (or sSlokasankhya) of the Carita as presented

- 298 -



in J 1is 2545. This number multiplied by 8 x 4 will be 81,440
aksaras. This is the volume, or size, or extent of the Carita text.

Now the Caritacandrika as presented in N extends to 117 pages. It

is printed in much smaller type as compared to the text, whereas the
text has much wider margins and lots of space in between the lines. On
the other hand, the composition and printing lay-out of the Candrika is
very very solid. There are 27 lines in a full page of Candrika, each
line containing approximately 30 characters. Thus the total
granthasankhya of the Caritacandrika would |Dbe

approximately 2962, i.e. 417 Slokas more than the text! All these
facts are clearly visible to the person who is not wearing blinding
folds of pride and prejudice.

We are not sure if Bh knows what is meant by marginal gloss--
whether he has ever seen even a single manuscript, in his entire life,

with marginal notes! Biihler has described the J MS. in his
Introduction (Section IV, pp. 44-45). Maybe Bh did not read it. Even
if he read it, maybe, he did not understand the meaning of the word

"annotated."” However, N has described the MS. and its gloss once again
in his Prastavana, pp. 1-2 . N says:

l6x2" akaratmakesgu 158
talapatregvatyujjvalamasilikhite'smin pustake
patrasankhyankastippagyasca svarpamayya masya
likhita asan..." "=" Jdg$acihnadvayantaravasthapitah
sankgiptah sangatascarthah patrapam
prantacatustaye'pi suksmdksarair 1likhitah (stress
added). )

Now Bh ought to have realized that what is written on. the
margins cannot be bigger, larger or longer than the main text! Yet he
took the entire Caritacandrika to be an ancient commentary,
contemporary with the writing of the MS. I am not sure if he read my
Prastutasapskarapavaisistyam...visamasthalarthivabodhika
tippapi--Caritacandrika (pp. 7-8) wherein having referred to
the J gloss, I have described the nature and content of the
Caritacandrika in the clearest possible terms. Here are my words:

...anﬁarbhivita-ta;tippagika saiga ‘Candrika’
taniyasyapi granthdartham ujjvalayigyatiti visvasimah.

-We are not sure if Bh understood the meaning of the compound word--

"antarbhavita-tattippapika," since his knowledge of Sanskrit
is extremely limited when it comes to a point which he does not want to
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understand! If he did not, why did he not consult one of the myriads of
specialists who are alleged to have assisted and helped him in this
entire work?

Be that as it may. Let us assume that it was an honest [?] error of
judgment on the part of Bh. But as soon as I saw his Vol. 1 (published
in 1958 ) I protested to him. I wrote to him in the clearest possible
language that it was MY work. Probably he did not get my letter, or
threw it away in the waste-paper basket even without reading. He did
not like my writing to begin with anyway! . In any case, he did not
correct himself.

All the circumstances stated above were external grounds. Now let
us give the subject an internal examination. Bh ought to have
considered the following facts if he were a scholar in the least sense
of the term-- if he possessed even an iota of true scholarship in him.

The Caritacandrika begins on page 209. The top of the page
displays in bold, large, ornamental letters the following words: Atha
Caritacandrika. We don't believe a tippapli written on
patrapap prantacatustaye’'pi will have a beginning like this!

But Bh was his own master. Why should he pay any attention to such
trifling matters! Once he had decided that two plus two make five, no
power on earth could change his mind.

Line 9 of the very first page says: (Hi. Kasau{i). At the
bottom of that very first page there is a footnote, related to the above
word, which reads: Hi.= Hindibhasayam, i.e. any artha
preceded by a letter Hi, is a Hindi word. Then, according to this
great research scholar (Bh) Hindi was so well-developed even before 1286
A.D., the date on which the J MS. was mulyena punargrhita, i.e.
re-acquired by paying the price! So this word antedates 1286 A.D. Note
Hindi linguists!

Line 14 reads: *Radha Vigpubharya*. The footnote tells us:
idrsacihnadvayantarvartini tippani Jaisalameragranthasthetyavagantavyam.
Maybe Bh did not read this too. Or would it be correct to conclude that
even if he read it, his knowledge of Sanskrit was so 1limited indeed
that he did not comprehend the true meaning! Let it be stressed here
that there are 19 lines in the first page (a large portion at the top
having been taken by the heading) each line containing approximately 30
letters. However, in the entire page only 6 letters have been enclosed
within '*',
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On the next page (210) we read: 'Kukkuravadra' iti
Vyakhyasudha (Bhanujidikgitakrtamaratika) . So
Bhanujidiksita must have flourished even before 1286 A.D.! Note the
historiographers of Sanskrit literature, especially those who want to
study or discuss Amarakosa!

On page 214 we read : Sarahari iti khyatah. So this word
too proves quite old.

On page 219 we read: * "Kalyapakatakam nagaram iti pra* (pra.=
prasiddham?)." So the ancient writer of the gloss himself wrote
pra and since he himself was not sure about its meaning, he raised
a question too (pra = prasiddham?)! It must be stated once again
here that there are two stars which precede and succeed the specific
phrase. We <can simply admire the depth and breadth of the
knowledge-ocean (jAanamahasagara) of Bh our "Vidyavagisa"!

He did not even think about these baffling points. To him they were’ not
baffling at all.

On page 220 we read: Kasucana pratigu ‘'yadvasmasu' iti
pramadan mudritam sodhaniyam. So there was a printing press in
India even before 1286 A.D.! The Vikramankadevacaritam was printed
and published even before that date! This is an important matter to be
noted by the historiographers of printing in India!

On page 222 there is a Hindi word chanana! Naturally this word
too is older than 1286 A.D.

The bottom line of page 223 reads: upapsu sanaih *ekante*.
Did Bh think of the relationship of these two expressions appeariﬁg in
juxtaposition?

On page 224 we have two more words of Hindi--arati and
turahi. Nagarl Pracarinl Sabha of Varapasi should note
these facts.

On page 237 we read: *cauryakelih
parapurusaparanarikriya*. But then the Caritacandrikd raises
a question "“(-krida ?)." Would it be correct to conclude then
that the same writer wrote kriya and then asked himself whether it
should read krida?

There are Hindi words on almost every page, sometimes one page
containing more than one.
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On page 247 Caritacandrika says: Dolasu dolasu iti
Jalhapa-Sarngadhara-samgrhitah pathah. Historiographers of
Sanskrit literature note this fact which makes Jalhana and
Sarngadhara posterior to the date 1286 A.D.

On page 248 we read:

Akgupahetoh angikgtasamrajyabharasya madhor
anucartvan marutasya. 'Aksipa'padasyartho navagamyate.
‘Akgobha' iti pathe pratipanne-- akgobho gajabandhanastambho
gajabandhanabhimir vetyarthah sangatah syat. 11 sarge 82
§loko'pi drasgtavyah.

What this "ancient" commentator could not understand was easily
understood and explained by Bh in a split second! How? Because he had

the help of a great grammarian which this poor Caritacandrikakara
lacked.

It is interesting to watch how the term “aksupa" has been
interpreted by Bh, of course, with the help of a great grammarian,
whose debt he acknowledges in the following words:1

§ri Pap. Rajanarayapa Sarmago Hindividvavidyalayiya-
Sapskptamahavidyalayavyakaranavibhagadhyaksa
dhanyavadair abhinandyante, yais sahargam sarvadaiva
ka;hiné2 prayuktasabdasiddhau svanupama$abdasastra-
jfidnena $abdasiddhim sapsddhya mahan upakarab kgtah.
(Kifcit Prastavikam. v.l, p.3)

It is amusing to see how this “"kathina" and “aprayukta"”
sabda (aksupa) has been blessed with sabdasiddhi (derivation
and explanation) by the great grammarian-friend of Bh:

1 p.s.: on Jan. 8, 1983, while making the fair copy of the above, a
thought comes to my mind that to the writer of J gloss, the word
‘aksupa’ (or whatever it might be) was so gatartha that he

did not think it needed any explanation! Today the second part of my
conjecture stated above seems ridiculous!

E Bilhapa used neither kathina nor aprayukta sabdas! It is
insult added to injury to blame Bilhapa for such imaginary sins! His
riti is Vaidarbhi and his gupa is prasada. Na hyesa

sthapor aparadho yad enam andho na pasyati.
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akgunam visramah satataparisramepa
samagataklantiripanyunataya dirikaraparthan
visrantir ityarthalh.

The above explanation appears in the commentary Rama. The
footnote reads:

Sapjiidsu dhaturipapi pratyaya$ ca tatah pare.
Karyad vidyad anu[!]bandham etac chastram upadigu.

Tukgu gatau - adadikaddhator bhave nan pratyaye
bahulakdd dirghe nafisamidse 'aksiipa' $abdo nigpannal.
Na kgiipam akgipam gatyavarodho viSrama ityarthah.

Both this great Vaiyakarapa-Siromapi (Rajanarayapa) and
Sahitya- dhurandhara "Vidyavagisa" Bh have overlooked one of the
most significant words-- mattasya! Bilhana did not say
rsrantasya”. Caitradvirada was not hauling huge logs of wood that
he would have been horribly exhausted and needed visrama and quite

so often. See below the discussion of the immortal words “pade
pade”. I had annotated the above passage (in Bh's ed.) with the

following words:

Ko'pi vaiyakarapakesari svapratibham pradarsSayat.!
Tavan maunameva asrtavyam yavan na
yathirthapé;hapréptib.l

Astap tavat, prakgtam anusaramal.

On page 248 (of Caritacandrikd) a sadukti is cited by N:

Mallikimukule capdi!” bhidti gufijan madhuvratah.
Prayapge paficabapasya Sarikkham dpirayanniva.

1 oThe late Muni S§ri Pupyavijayaji Mahdraja had given me an
appropriate meaning. But I don't recall it now! According to him
word was correct. Could this word mean madanivarapa, to bring back
to sobriety?

This topic has been discussed earlier.
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So the author of the above must have flourished earlier than 1286
A.D. Let us find out who the author is. In any case, the assumed
tippapikara or tippanilekhaka was almost a magician. He
could write all these long verses on the margins! We wonder again and
again if Bh has ever seen even one "marginal gloss." (See his letter to
me where he brags about having seen many priceless MSS.)

And, by the way, the great commentator Bh copied the above verse as

a footnote on p. 439 of his wvol. 1. According to Bh. this
Caritacandrikakara must have been a kavirahasyakusala dhiman

(p. 2 of his Kincit Prastavikam. Vol. 1). This
Caritacandrikakara cited the above verse on p. 248 with reference to
Lagnadvirephadhvanipuryamapam. . . 7:41. Bh renders a great

service to the world of scholarship by citing it, but he introduces it
with the following words: "Uktam Sahityadarpape." We don't know

how would it help! Still we don't know the name of the poet who
composed this beautiful couplet.

On page 265 we read:-- Gopacalah *guydlaeru* (sampratam
Gvaliyara ityucyate). Did Bh stop to think what function this word
*guyalaeru*, enclosed within two asterisks, was performing here! What
did it represent!! And what is the .significance of the word
"sampratam"? When? Before 1286 A.D.?

We have three words-- gopacalah, guyalaeru, and gvaliyara!

Is there any historical, chronological, or linguistic progression? Do
they belong to the same age, same language, same stratum? Bh, why did
you pretend to know everything when you actually did not know? Your

"great" Caritacandrikakara accepted his limitations, a fact which
you have noted yourself. Why did you not? Didn't you know that Na hi
sarvah sarvamp janati!?

It is fantastically funny to read Bh's commentary here. He says:
Gopdndm dhenupilakanam acalah parvato Govardhanakhyah! So .
*Govardhana mountain®” was a kingdbm and the king described in verse
9:109 of the Carita was its lord!

On page 301, last 1line, we read: Etadupadhina 'nena chalena
(etaddhetujanyenadhirapena?) Did Bh understand what is cited above?
The tippanilkdra explains certain words. Yet he is not sure. So he
asks a question. I believe Bh. can easily answer! What is
adhirapena? Pt. Bharadvajaji! This is a printing mistake, for
avadhirapena! (Detected only on Dec. 24, 1982)!
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The writing of Bh is in many a place atyanta-hasyaspada, to
say the least. Bilhapa says:

Tat paryantasthitagupanikamandapam yatra dhatte
dhama vyomangapatilakatam Ksemagaurisvarasya.

Caritacandrika explains [p. 314): Ksemagaurisvarasya
dhama Kasmira-nrpati-Ksemagupta-nirmapitam Sivamandiram.
These words of NAGAR, repeat NAGAR, in Candrikd are followed by
*Khemesaradeu*. Let it be stressed here with all the force at our
command that this expression ‘khemesaradeu’ appears within two
asterisks. So these words are directly borrowed from the J gloss.

But Bh wanted to display his brilliant scholarship. So he adds to

the knowledge [?] of his readers: Khemesaradeu iti
Kasmirabhasayam prasiddhe! Note the scholars of Kashmiri
language!! Here is a great Pandit from Kashi who is giving you a new

word! What a great pity!

We really wonder whether Bh possessed enough brain power to discern
the numerous incongruities we have been pointing out time and again. Any
sensible person would have stopped to think if he was following a
correct path in sticking to a false belief that Caritacandrika was
an ANCIENT commmentary! Or, would it be correct to assume that he knew
the truth in his heart of hearts, yet he continued to deceive himself so
that he could steal from the Candrika upto the very end? This is
exactly what he did. The relevent portion from the Candrika follows:

Tat prasiddham. Paryanteti--paryante prantabhage sthito
gupanikadya nrtyasya mapdapo yatra tat. Yatra pure.

Vyomangaga tilakatam dkasabhigsapatvam.
Ksemagauri$varasya dhama Kasmira-
ngpati-Kgemaguptanirmipitam Sivamandiram. *Khemesaradeu*
Ramah ka@minyah. Ramanukarapavidhau
ramyabhinayavyapare *Ramo Ramacandrah* Natyaprayoge
natakabhinaya-kriyayam, viSegyam. Yogasthanam

yogindrapam. Asitrayanti janayanti.

And here is an exact reproduction of the same passage from the great
commentary called Ramd of Panditammanya Visvanitha S&astri
Bharadvaja [what a deceitful act of stealing]:

Yatra Pravarapure paryante prantabhage sthito

gupanikaya nrtyasya mapdapo yatra tat
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Ksemagaurisvarasya tat prasiddham dhama grham
Kasmiirangpati-Kgemagupta-nirmapitam Sivamandiram
vyomangapasya''kasasya tilakatam bhisapatvam dhatte.

Yatra Sivamandire (Khemesaradeu iti KasmiIrabhagayam
prasiddhe) ramah anganah natyaprayoge
natakabhinaya-kriyayam ramanukarapavidhau
ramapiyabhinayavyapare ramacandrabhinayavyapare(!] va
yogasthanam api yoginam siddhanam api gatram vapuh
“gatrap vapuh samphananam $ariram vargma vigrahah"
ityamarah. Sapulakamp saromaficam asitrayanti janayanti.

No further comments are necessary. Stealing is an art! It is not
at all a sin unless and until detected.

The greatest service that Bh has rendered here relates to
Khemesaradeu. This is his most outstanding contribution. Bilhapa
hailed from Kashmir. So the specific word must be an integral part of
the Kashmiri language! Can anybody doubt this fact, especially when it
is uttered by such a learned authority as Panditamani Bharadvaja, only
some of whose astonishing qualifications are displayed on the title
page of his immortal work and at the head of the letter he wrote to
me.

We are not sure if Bh had seen the descriptions of J gloss anywhere
and, if so, if he remembered it! Let it be recalled that the J MS. was
seen by Biihler (and by Nagar too) in Jaisalmer. It belongs to the
Brhajjnanakosha Bhapdara of the Oswal Jains, preserved under the
great temple of Parisnath (Par§vanatha) in the fort of Jaisalmer.

With regard to this J gloss Biihler says: "The glosses are in a
mixture of ancient Gujarati and Marvadi, such as is used by the Yatis
down to the present day." Biihler also tells us that the letters of the
MS. (including the gloss are ancient Jain Devanagari. [Inrod. p. 45]

And here is what Nagar said about the language and other aspects of
the J gloss:
Kifica girvapavapinibaddhapi sa pracinatippapil

kvacit Gurjara-Marude$abhagatmiketyanadhigatasakalarthair
apyasmabhih sa tathaivopasthapita. Neyam
milavatsuvacyeti bahutrasmabhir naivavagantum apari, kutas

tavat pratilipivigayikartum. - Tathapi seyam atipracineti
tadbhagagavesapayam sadhanap syad ityavadharyate.
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May be Bh did not have access to B ed.l But he has extensively used
N ed. He has profusely copied from N's Caritacandrika. He should
have seen many such words. What did heink of those?

It will be quite appropriate to cite certain words here from this
J gloss that will throw further light on the matter.

gampduyaun p. 223
choru 248
pavada » 250
goliyd 'dhaguhi' abhyasu 250
davadi 250
jetalu visesu 253
padihatha 255
darau 257
kisaup achail 263
amvaliyau 263
kasaumpeku 263
choti churi 264
thahiyainu 264
thalil 264
guyalaeru 265
darau 272
ghatu (followed by avayava

Suddhih 274
palataum 275
patau 275
vikhariyaunp . 276
khappanu 278
garaghaun 280
sejahala 280
dehurasaru 284
yoge$varu 284
teravaunq . 289
koila 289
khola 294
caukapuriya 297

1 The above was written long long ago. Today (10 March 1990) while
computerizing my own writing, I recalled that I had seen the Biihler's
edition in the same Banaras Hindu University (Library) which was the
Karmabhimi of this scholar-thief. He could have seen it if he wanted.
But why should he have wanted? He knew everything. He was sarvajna
cakravarti.
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khemesaradeu 314

ahithanamahi 317
praharahathi 317
dahaliyau karnppu 323

I believe Bh would like us to believe that all these words belong to

the Kasmiri language! Bh has also stated elsewhere tad-
bhasayam too. What an innocent statement! He 1is equivocal
cunningly. Naro va kunjaro va. He wanted to save his own skin

too. Bh copied so extensively from Caritacandrika, yet we don't
know if he paid any attention to the words cited above.

A Note on the Starring in the Caritacandrika
N has stated: "Antarbhavitatattippanika saisa Candrika..."
Caritacandrika contains many explanatory words which are direct

borrowings from J gloss. So the featuring of certain J gloss words
within two asterisks was intended to indicate their being definitely

borrowed. Certain meanings occuring in J gloss had to be emphasized
like "Radha Vispubharya(l:5)" and "Radha
Krspabharya (18:87)". Many words occuring in J gloss were not

intelligible to me also because they were illegible. So there was a
specific motive in starring. It was to show that they were definitely
not my words. I have found subsequently that there are many words
(meanings or interpretations) which are part of J gloss. Yet they are
not starred. So this may be regarded as a flaw. VYet it is not. I did
not think that the words which are found so easily in the dictionaries
and presented no conflict had to be starred simply because they occured
in J gloss! The criterion was how uncommon or significant was a word of
J gloss that warranted starring.

Here is a passage that clearly demonstrates--if one more demonstration
were needed--how ill-equipped Bh was to interpret a divine poem like
Bilhapa's Vikramankadevacarita. On p. 314 Caritacandrikd says: '

Ragthiladvijavasatayah 'Kasthila' iti namadheya
Brahmaganam nivasabhimayah.
Kagthileti--*jativisesgah*. Vastutastu Vitastavama-
tatasthah prade$a-visesgal.

Even the above passage did not remove the darkness pervading the

mind of Bh. A man possessing a sound mind in a sound body would have
realized that there is something strange in the above passage: that
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there are two writers involved. First we see that the expression
"Kasthiladvijavasatayah" 1is explained in a certain way. Then

the compound word "jativisesah" is given. It is. preceded and
followed as well by a *. Then we find the following words:
Vastutastu... In other words, "Kasthila" is not the name of a
specific jati (of the Brahmapas] but it is the name of a locality

(a residential area, a sub-division, what we may call in Hindi
"Mohalld."”) If we assume that the entire Caritacandrika was
composed by one and the same person, who flourished in ancient India,
then the same person would have to be accepted as contradicting himself!

The conclusion is irresistible that Bh did not have enough brain
power (or did not use whatever he possessed) to grasp what is presented
above. In spite of vastutas tu.... etc., he maintains:

Tah Kagthiladvijanam Kagthila iti
namadheyabrahmapanam vasatayah nivasabhimayal.

This is called duragrahah. What Bilhapa means and what the
fact is--Kasthila-dvijavasatayah, and not
Kagthiladvija-vasatayah! Bh seems to have forgotten his own
dictum: Gupino na duragrahah.

Let us resume our main theme. In 18:44.1 there is a
samastapada--adhigsthana-madhye. Caritacandrikda explains:
Vitastapulinavartini pradesavisese, and then adds within two
asterisks: *ahithanamahi*. The great commentator Pt. Bharadvaja
displays his extra-ordinary erudition and says: "adhigthanamadhye
Vitastapulinavartini pradesavisege [exact copy of
Caritacandrika!] ("Ahithanamahi" iti tadbhasayam)." We
don't understand what he means by "tad"! (Maybe he thinks that
there is a language called "tadbhaga!" Cf. Nagar's words:
Tadbhasdagavesanayam sadhanam syaditi manyamahe." But the
interesting point is that he encloses all the six letters

(ahithanamdhi) in " " quotation marks, i.e. inverted double
commas! He does not stop to think that "ahithana" is
»adhigthana” and mahi (old Gujarati) is *in" i.e.
madhye!

The Hindi commentator is still a greater authority. He is wiser. He
is the wisest. He excels everyone else in this art of interpretation.
He goes beyond! He translates: Ahithapamahi namaka sthana
ne;.- The short "i" of Sanskrit comm. in “mahi” becomes long in
Hindi comm.! 1Is it possible for us to accept the contention that Hindi
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and Sanskrit are from one and the same pen? It will be foolish even to
think. Kahata bhi divana, sunata bhi divana (Insane speaking
and insane listening.)

There was one more lamp which might have lighted the dark corner of
Bh's mind and made him aware of the reality that there are certain words
which might have come from another pen in “"Caritacandrikd" On page
321 we read:

Chayaya *dhumena citram vicchayam jayata iti
bhavah. * Vastutastu svapadabhramp$abhayat Sakrasya
vaivarpyam.

Certain words here are preceded and followed by asterisks! They
make a statement. The subsequent words reject it. We don't know if Bh
knows what 1is the significance of a statement if it is introduced with
an expression like "vastutastu”. See also: Vastutastu
Vitastavamatatasthah pradesavisesah-- discussed earlier.

Bh blindly copies both the statements. His exact words are:
Dhumena citram vicchayam jayate. Vastutastu
svapada-bhrapsa-bhayad Indrasya vaivarpyamiti bhavah.

The question is: Why does he give the first statement if he has to
contradict the same by the subsequent statement? We don't know what he

took the two asterisks for!

We are not sure if he ever read the Amara: tvantathadi na

purvabhak. Vastutastu contradicts the previous statement. It
means " but in reality." We fail to wunderstand why such
scholar-pretenders follow the path of darkness and do not open their

eyes even when there is enough light all around?

It is interesting to note that Sakra of Bilhaga and.
Caritacandrika becomes Indra of Rama! Bh has to show some
originality! How else he could add to the bulk of his grand edition of
of the "almost flawless" dissertation!

In 18:18.3 Bilhapa uses an expression-- drstadrsta.
Nagar was not sure about the meaning. He was merely a youth in his
early twenties! So he put it: aihikdmusmikobhayavidhanam? Bh
copies the words of "Nagar" straightaway. However, he removes the
question mark. He has no doubt, nowhere, never!
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Let us recall what Bh says about this Caritacandrika and its
author:

Srindgaramahodayair Jaisalamerabrhajjfianakosa-
bhapdarasthdd hastalikhitat pustakat mahata Sramepa
tippapisamgrahamp krtva Caritacandrikdnamnil
sa pariéis;arﬁpegaz svapustake samgrhita,
kendpi kavirahasyaku$alenaiva dhimataisa

(stress added) gumphitetyatra nasti sandehales$avasaral.
Isaviya 1286 vargato'pi pracine'smin hastalikhite
pustake tippapyesa svapracinatvam prakatayatyeva.
[Rificit Prastavikam. V. 1, p. 2]

Again in his Bhumika (V. 1, p.4) the learned scholar-pretender
presents his distorted view:

Tatkavyante Caritacandrikanamnad Jaisalamera-
brhajjfianako$abhandarasthapustakattippagpisamgraho
Nagaramahodayasya sampskarapagp suvarpanm sugandhi
yuktam iva‘'karot. Tippapikarah ka iti yadyapi na
jnatam tathapi tasya pandityaprakarso vidyotata eva.l

Bh concludes his Prastavikam with the following words:

Ante ca Caritacandrikatippapikara ye ke'pi te
bhavantu [!] mama hardikan dhanyavadan arhanti. Etegam

1 A thief takes everyone else to be a thief in this world. Bh tells his
readers that Nagar collected all the "notes" from J MS. and reproduced
it in his book as an appendix, naming it the "Caritacandrika." I

have never seen a greater fool on this earth!! First of all Nagar won't
steal. He possessed enough knowledge to compose his own "annotations,"
and he was not a habitual thief either. Even if he stole, he would not
have the courage to "name" it. A sincere man does not name the baby of
someone else. An honest and truthful scholar (if he had taken someone
else's work) would have called it "Jaisalmera-pustaka-tippani,"

or something like that.. A smart thief also knows how to cover up his
theft. '

2 It is much larger than even the original! It cannot be an Appendix.

3 Mr. Bharadwaj, you are either a fool, or a cheat, or a liar, or all
combined into one!
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tippagya tikalekhane mahatl sahayata jétetyaméyaml
nirdpya [!] viramamyativistarat. [p.4]

So, even such an ancient learned "composer" of Caritacandrika
was not sure about the meaning of drstadrsta. Yet Bh had no
problem. He copied it beautifully, but removed the question mark! He
never had any problem--any question-- about his knowledge, because it
was unlimited-- he knew everything and corrctly too. He was
sarvajnacakravarti.

Nagar concludes his Caritacandrika with the following words:

Iti %am. Srir astu. Kaly3pam astu. Samapteyan
Caritacandrikabhidhana Vikramankadevacarita-
mahdkdvyatippapi. Srih Srih Srih. Vijay3adadami
Sap 2001.

So this "marginal gloss" had a colophon too! And what about the
date, i.e. Samvat 2001, i.e. 1944/45 A.D.! Bh was not concerned at all
with all these contradictory evidences. Once he had decided that it
was "ancient" no external or internal evidence could influence him to
change his mind! Was he not appointed a member of the Sanskrit
Sahitya Research Committee of the Banaras Hindu University in 1953 by
Acharya Narendradeva, the then Vice-Chancellor?? That should have been
enough proof to demonstrate that he knew everything!

1 Whatever you may say, but you are a great mayavin Mr. Bh!

2 phis fact is well featured by Bh on the title page!
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Appendix II: Calukya Cola Empires
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Bibliography of Misra’s
Studies on Bilhapa and His Vikramankadevacarita

The preceding pages have presented a candid criticism primarily of
Misra's Studies on Bilhapa and His Vikramankadevacarita. It has
been a very unpleasant reading and writing. And so is this criticism.
Throughout this book--here, there and everywhere--we have offered a
justification of why we felt such an irresistible urge to express
ourselves the way we did. It was truly a case of Sokah slokatvam
agatah. How beautifully it is said about our mahakavi
Bhavabhuti:

Api grava rodityapi dalati vajrasya hrdayam.
Same Bhavabhiti has sung:

Pirotpide tadagasya parivahah pratikriya.
Sokasapvignahydayam praldpair eva dharyate.

We have followed the great ethical principle of Spagtavakta
sukhi bhavet. Also

Sulabhdh purugd rdjan satatam priyavadinah.
Apriyasya ca pathyasya vaktd Srota ca durlabhal.

The reader would have found many passages which might have led him
to one of the two conclusions--either Misra was out of his mind when he
wrote, or this critic was out of his mind when he wrote what he wrote!

Our correspondence with the University of Tiibingen, reproduced here
in the very beginning, contains convincing argument that there is
something unusual about this "dissertation" of Misra, which he claims
has earned a doctorate for him! We don't believe it.

Misra also claims to be a specialist in Library Science. He has
appended an extensive bibliography to his Magnum opus. For the
reasons stated above, we do not think it necessary to present another
bibliography of our own. But since we wanted the reader to have the
benefit of Misra's exceptional bibliography, befitting his exceptional
"dissertation", we decided to reproduce it mechanically and enclose it
as an appendix to our work. This will not be an infringement of
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copyright also. Neither it will be branded as
plagiarism--kavyarthacaurya. We did not want to commit this sin,

the same sin for which we have condemened Mr. Misra time and again.
This will also demonstrate to the reader how a bibliography should be
prepared and presented for a doctoral dissertation to a German
university. [For various reasons, we abandoned the idea]

Once again we offer our sincere apologies to our readers for having
presented this bittersweet writing in this vein. Truth is many a time
unpalatable. It takes two to utter it: One who can speak and another
who can listen. However, we would like to assure our readers that what
is presented in this book in its final form is much more milder than how
it had emerged originally. A gr<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>