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⁄ m u k h a m⁄ m u k h a m

    Rasadhvaner adhvani ye caranti  sa©kr¡ntavakroktirahasyamudr¡˙.
    Te'smatprabandh¡n avadh¡rayantu kurvantu ≈eß¡˙ ≈ukav¡kyap¡ ham.
                                                                                                Bilha∆asya.

     Gu∆adoß¡n a≈¡strajña˙ kathaµ vibhajate jana˙.
     Kim andhasy¡dhik¡ro'sti r¶pabhedopalabdhißu.
                                                           K¡vy¡dar≈a˙.

     ˛abd¡rtha-≈¡sana-jñ¡na-m¡tre∆aiva na vedyate.
     Vedyate sa hi k¡vy¡rtha-tattvajñaireva kevalam.
                                                           Dhvany¡loka˙.

     Gir¡m pravƒttir mama n•ras¡'pi m¡ny¡ bhavitr• nƒpate≈ caritrai˙.
     Ke v¡ na ≈ußk¡m mƒdam abhrasindhu-sambandhin•µ m¶rdhani dh¡rayanti.
                                                                                                         Bilha∆asya.

     Pavitram atr¡tanute jagad yuge smƒt¡ rasakß¡lanayeva yatkath¡.
     Kathaµ na s¡ madgiram ¡vil¡m api svasevin•m eva pavitrayißyati.
                                                                                            ˛r•harßasya.
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     The book has a very long story and a sad one too.  Throughout the book--here, ther
e, and everywhere--I have explained why it was composed and who are the adhik¡rin
s.  It is an outcome of fifty years of studies and research in the field of Sanskrit scholar
ship.  But it was written in America where I did not have enough bibliographical resour
ces easily accessible.  So many of the statements and quotations are derived from the 
memory.  Anabhy¡se vißam ≈¡stram!  Moreover,  I have been completely out of touch 
of Sanskrit studies during the last 25 years, which I have gainfully utilized in the servic
e of Library Science and building up of a worthy collection of Indic studies at the Univ
ersity of Missouri - Columbia.

    The book was written in 1977.  It was a kind of ≈oka˙ ≈lokatvam ¡gata˙.  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 loc
ate a worthy collaborator for Bilha∆a. I found one. He was super--par excellence.  But 
he had his own problems and delayed, and delayed, and delayed, and ultimately aban
doned the assignment.

    Finally I got the typescript back to Columbia.  It was revised and retyped.  It was se
nt back to an able editor in India. He was recommended by one of my closest and trust
worthy 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 sixty thousa
nd rupees just for production--all the editorial and proofreading work had to be extra a
nd beyond.

    When I asked the publisher in terms of the return, rupees and paise,  he had no ans
wer.  Then I got the typescript sent to another editor.  He demanded Rs.  15000/- just f
or 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 inspi
red by the same spirit that had been prompting me all along. There was none there wh
o was for dharma, artha and k¡ma with equal division and preponderance.

    I was born and brought up in India and continuously lived there for thirty three year
s before I came to America for advanced studies and research and a Ph.D. By now I h
ave lived in America for three decades.  It is my home.  I have a firm conviction, base
d 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, no wan
t. 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 Indi
a wrote to me to the effect that at that point I was in a country of plenty and abundanc
e 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 just to get up in the morning and shake the tree. The dollars just
 shower until the shaking stops!"



6

    America may seem a land of plenty for those who have never toiled  and suffered h
ere, but it is built by the bones of toilers and joined by the blood, sweat, and tears of th
e 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 is an imperial creation. 
 Well, this was an aside. Maybe some eyes get opened wide enough to realize and per
ceive the truth.

    Once again and for the last time,  I got the typescript back to Columbia.  It was in Fe
bruary 1990. Thirteen precious years were wasted in this mirage.  Originally as the bo
ok was composed all the  Sanskrit text "matter" was in Devanagari and also transliterat
ed 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 Indi
a 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 w
ho have never been here can never realize it in full. Yet I was left with no choice.  Th
e 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 n
ot even a single library in India found it worthy to give it a place on its shelve!  How s
ad!!

    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 r
esearch in Sanskrit would enable me to insert 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 techn
ology.  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 recede
d into the background.  It does not have the same sharp focus.  Yet I decided to bring t
he 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 r
eader can stay with this publication.

    The reader will observe that a great deal of stealing has been committed by some "s
cholars" from my previous work on Bilha∆a,  whose plagiarism has been criticized by 
me.  Yet I give full freedom to any Sanskrit pandit to edit this work,  revise it and publi
sh it.  There is no copyright!
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    Vi≈van¡tha ˛¡str• Bh¡radv¡ja, I think, is no more there to see his criticism.  But Misr
a will certainly see.  I don't think it will serve any useful purpose. He has already reac
hed 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 Tüb
ingen.

    Some very serious literary charges have been levelled in this study against Mr. B. N
. Misra and his so-called gurus at Tübingen, if there were any.  We request an inquiry. 
 We cannot believe a German University, much less Tübingen, could award a Ph.D. de
gree 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.  T
his has been an objective of writing this book.

    With these short notes I conclude my ⁄mukham.  I need not repeat all that has been 
stated throughout the book.

    S a t y a m  e v a  j a y a t e .    S a t y a m  e v a  j a y a t e .

    Columbia, MO                
                  Murari L. Nagar

    Gandhi Jayanti                                
S¡hityacharya (1940)

    (2 October 1990)
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An Appreciation

Bilha∆a's Vikram¡©kadevacarita and its neo-expounders

    During my sojourn in the U.S.A. in 1991, I was pleased to see a scholarly work entitl
ed Bilha∆a's Vikram¡©kadevacarita and Its Neo- Expounders by Dr. Murari Lal Nagar. 
It is a treatise on criticism,  a class by itself. It criticizes  mainly the works  of Dr. B. N. 
Misra and Pt. Vishvanath Shastri Bharadvaja  on Vikram¡©kadevacarita . Dr.  Nagar ha
d edited the poem as a youth in 1945 and composed a brief glossary naming it the Car
itacandrik¡.  Both the critics  unfairly utilized the writings of Dr. Nagar without any ack
nowledgement whatsoever.  Bharadvaja assigned the Candrik¡ to an ancient writer of 
the thirteenth century though it was written by Dr.  Nagar in the middle of this century 
and the composer is still alive and well and is working at the  University of Missouri at 
Columbia in America.  In many places both the critics ignored the explanations of Cari
tacandrik¡ and gave their own which are less acceptable,  or not at all acceptable.

    Again, Dr. Nagar finds their suggestions to replace the words of Bilha∆a by their ow
n to be unnecessary impositions. He also shows many other errors in their works while 
refuting  their explanations which are not befitting true scholarship. He is afraid that th
e future generation is bound to be misled in the wrong direction, shown by the critics, i
n understanding the great poet Bilha∆a judiciously. This caused immense pain in the h
eart of Dr. Nagar who had undergone a hard labor to give his edition the best possible 
form internally as well as externally. He has listed the passages where the poet is misu
nderstood and also those where his (Dr. Nagar's) rightful explanations were ignored by
 these critics  giving way to the wrong ones. He was so disgusted with this unacademic 
performance of these scholars  that he raised his tone beyond due limits in condemnin
g them explicitly or implicitly.  He reminds us of "˛oka˙ ≈lokatvam ¡gata˙," while des
cribing  his excruciating pain caused by the wrong handling and mistreatment of the gr
eat poet.  I would like to replace his sentiment with my own composition as follows:

         A s a t p r a u ∂ h y a n ƒ t ¡ j ñ ¡ n a - d ¶ ß a ∆ a i r  d ¶ n a c e t a s a ˙ .         A s a t p r a u ∂ h y a n ƒ t ¡ j ñ ¡ n a - d ¶ ß a ∆ a i r  d ¶ n a c e t a s a ˙ .
         K ¡ v y o p a p l a v a ≈ a © k o t t h a ˙  k o p o  g r a n t h a t v a m  ¡ g a t a ˙ .         K ¡ v y o p a p l a v a ≈ a © k o t t h a ˙  k o p o  g r a n t h a t v a m  ¡ g a t a ˙ .

    I examined the points of disagreement very carefully and gave suggestions to chan
ge wherever necessary. I agree with Dr. Nagar in so many places.  While advancing h
is views, he  has discussed them in a very vivid language, citing authoritative statemen
ts from various sastric disciplines to lead the reader along convincingly to the just goal.
  He has the ability of catching the subtle meanings in the poem, which are hidden fro
m the mind of an ordinary reader. He does not want to twist the meaning of the words 
or to replace them according to his own sweet will and pleasure, but tries faithfully to d
erive the meaning as the poet himself intended.  In fact, he has in the book confessed 
his inability to get the meaning in some places as a true researcher ought to do, withou
t trying to extract some sort of a meaning by hook or crook. And he does not hesitate t
o admit his own errors of judgment crept through his limitation of knowledge as a yout
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h in his early twenties when he prepared his previous work. His patience and persever
ance to bring the truth to light is highly praiseworthy. He was so anxious to bring out th
e correct text of Bilha∆a's immortal poem that he took an arduous journey to  Jaisalme
r long ago in order to collate the readings in the light of the additional data made avail
able since Drs. Bühler and Jacobi copied the entire manuscript in just a week in the ye
ar 1974. The wrong interpretations of Misra were felt so worthless by Dr. Nagar that h
e held doubts about Misra's  getting the degree on the basis of the published booklet. 
He entered into lengthy correspondence with the authorities of the University of Tübin
gen wherefrom Dr. Misra claims to have received the degree.  The authorities  could n
ot solve the riddle and have admitted that Misra has no legal right to call himself a DO
CTOR.

    Such a work, as this is, is essential to stop the mouth of irresponsible persons paradi
ng in disguise as the scholars and critics. A true scholar should analyze carefully and tr
y to talk sense. Dr. Nagar's work will be a good  lesson to irresponsible critics and a su
pply of instruments in the  hands of the conscientious writers to expose the pretenders i
n public.  Moreover, it will show an ideal path to the researchers in the pursuit of scient
ific methodology for literary and textual criticism.

    I will be very happy to see this  work of a rare type widely circulated and be able to
 provide immense bliss to the lovers of Sanskrit throughout the globe.  

                                                                                                Dr. Ladukeswar Satapathy
                                                                                                Professor (retd.)
                                                                                                Sanskrit University, Puri
                                                                                                Orissa, India.
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Dvit•yam ⁄mukham

    It is a pleasure, very great pleasure for us to present the second revised edition of Bi
lha∆a's Vikram¡©kadevacarita and Its Neo-Expounders to the lovers of Sanskrit around 
the world.  The first edition though quite limited in the total number of copies went out 
of print so fast!  It was simply amazing!!  But on the second thought, we believe it was 
not at all amazing.  The occurrence of this phenomenon will be attributed to the subjec
t of the book rather than the writer.  

    Mah¡kavi ˛r•harßa has sung:

         Pavitram atr¡tanute jagad yuge

    And our own poet Bilha∆a too:

         Gir¡m pravƒttir mama n•ras¡pi

    In our first ⁄mukham we had stated: "The book has a very long story and a sad one t
oo."  It was narrated in brief.  In spite of our best efforts we could not find even a singl
e scholar to collaborate. Most of them were eager to serve the second puruß¡rtha. The
re was none there who could just come forward for the first one only.

    The entire book was composed in just seven months in the year 1977.  I did not hav
e enough bibliographical resources in Columbia, Missouri.  Columbia is not K¡≈•.  Man
y of the citations were drawn from my memory.  Many statements were made without 
proper verification.  I was diffident.  Why I alone?  Even our great poet K¡lid¡sa-- one
 of the greatest poets to have appeared on this earth ever--had this to say about himsel
f:

                  ⁄ paritoß¡d viduß¡m s¡dhu na manye prayogavijñ¡nam.  
          Balavad api ≈ikßit¡n¡m  ¡tmanyapratyayaµ ceta˙.  

    Nevertheless I ventured.  The book was published after a wild wandering for thirtee
n years from the U.S.A. to India and back to the U.S.A. and back to India, etc.  

    But surprising are the ways of God Almighty.  Bilha∆a was pleased.  He bestowed a
 boon upon me for my devotion. A great scholar in the person of Dr. Ladukeswar Sata
pathy came to Columbia to live, though temporarily,  with his son, a physicist at the Un
iversity of Missouri, Columbia.

    We are reminded of another great Sanskrit poet, Kavit¡k¡min•h¡sa Bh¡sa about wh
om another poet has sung:

       S¶tradh¡rakƒt¡rambhair n¡ akair bahubh¶mikai˙.
    Sapat¡kair ya≈o lebhe Bh¡so devakulair eva.
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    What did Bh¡sa say?  He assured us:

    Dv•p¡d anyasm¡d api madhy¡d api jalanidher di≈o'pyant¡t.
    ⁄n•ya jha iti gha ayati vidhir abhimatam abhimukh•bh¶ta˙.

    So Vidhi became abhimukha.  He brought an abhimata  right to my home!  It was lik
e Bh¡g•rath• Ga©g¡ flowing into our own courtyard.  

    Dr. Satapathy went through the entire book.  Though no more possessing the best he
alth or the best eyesight, he went through the entire work letter by letter so meticulousl
y that the outcome was simply a miracle.

    Once again, it was not a miracle at all.  It was after all Bilha∆amah¡kaviya≈ogu∆ag¡
na.  The poet's spirit was behind all of us in this pravƒtti.

    In my view the original appearance of the entire book was a case of ≈oka˙ ≈lokatva
m ¡gata˙.  According to Dr. Satapathy, it was a case of kopo granthatvam ¡gata˙.  He 
is a poet too.  He has composed and entered a ≈loka in his review of the book just pres
ented.  He has put a seal of approval on my writing.  He has corrected many of my err
ors.  I am highly thankful to him.

    I wish Dr. Satapathy  had stayed in Columbia permanently.  But what is permanent i
n this phenomenal world?  He has many other commitments in India.  He may be invit
ed to adorn an honored chair of ˛¡stracu∂¡ma∆i in Sanskrit Vidy¡p• ham in his home t
own of Jagann¡thapur•.  It wil be a case of ratnam k¡ñcanam anvag¡t.  We wish him t
he best.

    This ⁄mukham is getting quite long.  I must stop now.  However, I am very happy a
nd satisfied that this second revised edition goes out into the world with greater confid
ence and assurance instilled into my pen!

        Sarve bhavantu sukhina˙  sarve santu nir¡may¡˙.
     Sarve bhadr¡∆i pa≈yantu m¡ ka≈cid du˙khabh¡g bhavet.

Columbia, MO                                        Murari Lal Nagar
1 January 1992                            Aspiring to remain  in service of
Happy New Year                              Mah¡kavi Vidy¡pati Bilha∆a
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Introduction
 
T h e  B a c k g r o u n dT h e  B a c k g r o u n d

    The Vikram¡©kadevacarita mah¡k¡vya of the great Kashmirian poet Bilha∆a 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.  Bilha
∆a himself declares:  

         Prau∂hiprakarße∆a pur¡∆ar•ti-vyatikrama˙ ≈l¡ghyatama˙ pad¡n¡m.
         Atyunnatispho itakañcuk¡ni vandy¡ni k¡nt¡kucama∆∂al¡ni.

    And also

         Sahasra≈a˙ santu vi≈¡rad¡n¡m vaidarbhal•l¡nidhaya˙ prabandh¡˙.
         Tath¡pi vaicitryarahasyalubdh¡˙  ≈raddh¡µ vidh¡syanti sacetaso'tra.

    Dr. Johann Georg Bühler (1837-1898, of Bombay and finally of Vienna)  became th
e first scholar in modern times to recover the poem from modern-day oblivion and plac
e it before the learned world.  With regard to the "recovery" of the poem and its value,
 he wrote in January 1874:  [IA 5 (March 1874):89].

    I have succeeded in seeing a portion of the famous Bhandar of the Oswal Jains of th
is town (Jaisalmer, Rajputana) and have obtained already results which repay me for t
he tedious journey, and the not less tedious stay in this country of sand, bad water, and
 guineaworms.  

    Dr. Bühler 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 emph
asized 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 w
as accomplished in seven days.

    The Carita was prescribed for the S¡hitya ⁄c¡rya Examination (Pt.l) of the Governm
ent Sanskrit College, Banaras (now Sanskrit University, Varanasi) for the first time in 1
940.  By that time I had already studied Sanskrit for about 12 years and had read most 
of the works by great Sanskrit writers like Bh¡sa, K¡lid¡sa, Bh¡ravi, Da∆∂in, M¡gha, 
B¡∆a, Bhavabh¶ti,  ˛riharßa and Subandhu, etc., some at the venerable feet of great S
anskrit gurus in Banaras and some through my self-study.
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    As an act of dharma and also for sv¡nta˙ sukh¡ya I used to teach Sanskrit to student
s junior to me every day for about seven hours.  In July of 1939 I was requested to tea
ch 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, p
revailed upon me. I had no choice.  That was my first acquaintance with this great wor
k.  My association with Bilha∆a, which began then, is still continued even after 37 year
s. [This writing goes back to 1977].

    The two friends were regular students of the College and were studying the work wi
th an old professor there, who was not at all able to grasp the true meaning of many ve
rses.  For example, he interpreted the word ≈au∆∂•ryam as madyap¡yitvam!  It won't b
e inappropriate to say here now that he was Pt. Gangadhar Shastri Bharadwaj, a broth
er of Vishwanath Shastri Bharadwaj, who subsequently edited the work and got it publ
ished with his own commentaries from the Banaras Hindu University.  If Bilha∆a 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 S¡hitya-vidy¡-vadh¶.

    As we proceeded further in our study, we got more and more enchanted by the poe
m. The taste of honey is appreciated only after it is tasted.  The more we taste, the mor
e we enjoy.  We got closer and closer to the poet.  V¡gdev• started to shower her bless
ings 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 th
e specific reading happened to be totally meaningless, it created less problems, becau
se 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 sa
ty¡yam¡nam asatyam!  It was like a sugar-coated bitter pill--seemingly innocent but gi
ving a bad taste later in the mouth!

    One of the greatest causes of the unintelligibility of the text was the corruptness of t
he edition we were using.  Dr. Bühler's first edition of 1875 had gone long out of print. 
 The then available edition published under the name of Mah¡mahop¡dhy¡ya Pt. R¡m
¡vat¡ra ˛arm¡ was a total disgrace to Sanskrit scholarship.  With regard to it, I had dec
lared in 1945:

         Idaµ no daurbh¡gyam saubh¡gyam v¡, yat pr¡c•natamam      ≈uddhatam
aµ ca Ja. pustakaµ sarvath¡nte, nav•natamam      a≈uddhatamaµ ca R¡. pusta
kaµ sarvata˙ prathamam      av¡lokyata.  Anyath¡ m¶lasaµ≈odhane'smatkƒta˙
      cirapari≈rama˙ kaß ¡nubhava≈ca abh¡vako ¡veva tiß het.  [Prast¡van¡, p.7
]  

And Shr• Vi≈van¡tha ˛¡str• Bh¡radv¡ja had the same opinion with regard to th
at edition, which he expressed in his edition.

         Dvit•yam--K¡≈•sthajñ¡nama∆∂al¡dhik¡ribhir guruvaryy¡n¡µ sammaty¡ 
asammaty¡ v¡ tann¡mn¡ prak¡≈itam     at•v¡≈uddham iti ≈r•guruvary¡∆¡µ dƒß i
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patham api na     gataµ sy¡d ityeva dyotayati.  Sati ravikaranikaraprave≈e     k
uto'ndha- k¡rasya saµbhava˙?  [Vol. I, Kiñcit pr¡st¡vikam, p.1].  

And  

         K¡lakram¡d b¶larasaµskara∆e sam¡ptim ¡s¡dite k¡≈•stha-Jñ¡nama∆∂al
a

mudr¡yantr¡lay¡n mah¡mahop¡dhy¡ya-pa∆∂itapravara-guruvara-˛r•-R¡m¡-
vat¡ra≈arman¡mn¡ samp¡ditam prakƒtamah¡k¡vyasya saµskara∆¡ntaram
ca prak¡≈abh¡vam ¡n•yata. Param atra saµskara∆a'pi  [?] p¶rvasaµakara∆¡-
≈uddh•n¡m nir¡kasya k¡ kath¡ [?] navanav¡nya≈uddhyantar¡∆yapi locanapth¡

-
tithit¡m 1pray¡nti, yata˙ sahƒday¡n¡m cekhidyate ceta˙. Atra ≈r•mat¡m guru
vary¡∆¡µ n¡ma saµyogo manasi vicikits¡m  utp¡dayati.  

                                [Vol. I, Bh¶mik¡, p. 3]
    
-------------- Bh makes a very funny statement here:--  locanapath¡tithit¡µ pray¡nti.  Mistakes, errors,
 and blunders cannot be compared with atithis,  the guests!  Bh continues:  yata˙ sahƒday¡n¡m cekh
idyate ceta˙.  Nobody would be tormented in his mind by seeing his guests!  Bh just likes the words! 
He does not care about their meaning!! His bh¡va˙ is always what he wants to get. It is none of his b
usiness if his words lead to that bh¡va or not! This is called Bh¡radv¡ja-racan¡-≈ail•.  [This is a footn
ote. Not properly displayed.]
-------------------

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

        5. Vikram¡©ka-deva-caritam...R¡m¡-vat¡ra-˛arma∆¡     saµskƒtam [ed. b
y R¡m¡vat¡ra ˛arm¡].  Benares:  Jñ¡nama∆∂ala Press, 1978 [i.e.=1921]. 1,4,2,
 153p.  This edition, which is full of inaccuracies, seems to     have been associ
ated by some one with the great name of     Mah¡mahop¡dhy¡ya Pa∆∂ita R¡m
¡vat¡ra ˛arm¡.   [p. 111].

-----------------
They did not get my sarcasm! Have you, Mr. Misra, verified it?
fn.
------------
    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 Bühler's errors as far as prac
ticable.  We took his word to be true and correct.  It was a Herculean task--a Bhag•rath
a pray¡sa to bring the River Ga©g¡ of Bilha∆a's Muse on to this earth once again.  It w
as found to be a very difficult task indeed.

                                                                
1

-------------- Bh makes a very funny statement here:--  locanapathÁtithitÁµ prayÁnti.  Mistakes, errors,
and blunders cannot be compared with atithis,  the guests!  Bh continues:  yataú sahÄdayÁnÁm
cekhidyate cetaú.  Nobody would be tormented in his mind by seeing his guests!  Bh just likes the
words! He does not care about their meaning!! His bhÁvaú is always what he wants to get. It is none of
his business if his words lead to that bhÁva or not! This is called BhÁradvÁja-racanÁ-Åail¥.  [This is a
footnote. Not properly displayed.]
-------------------



15

    However, gradually we became disillusioned and realized that the text of Sharma a
s presented in his edition suffered from many inaccuracies.  It may sound like braggin
g  (¡tma≈l¡gh¡),  but sometimes we had to spend several hours--even days--in trying t
o reconstruct a word or a sentence.  How could we even dream that Dr.  Bühler's text 
would have been rather distorted by ˛arm¡!

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

         Lekhan• pustik¡ n¡r• [d¡r¡˙] parahaste gat¡ gat¡.
         ⁄gat¡ daivayogena naß ¡ bhraß ¡ ca mardit¡.

    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 C
arita went to sleep.

    But the same poem was prescribed for the second year of the Acarya Examination t
he 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 i
nterpretation of the text.  Here was a clear evidence to show how teaching is a cooper
ative enterprise and how intelligent students contribute enormously toward the enrich
ment of the teacher's knowledge. It was truly saha v•ryam karav¡vahai.

    In January 1941 a great ambition was fulfilled.  I saw the edition of Bühler in the sa
me Library which might have been the karmakßetra of Bh provided he had made it.  
What a great delight it gave! The readings which we had reconstructed after a very ha
rd 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 di
sgusted when we realized how irresponsible Sharma's work was.  It generated a nause
ating feeling.

    I concluded that in spite of Bühler's edition, the correct and complete sense would n
ot be obtained without studying the historical literature and other manuscripts of the po
em.  The former I could obtain to my fullest satisfaction in my own College Library.  B
ut for the MSS.  we had to go out.  I obtained a "MS" from the Bhandarkar Oriental Re
search 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 B¡labod
ha (Devan¡gar•) characters but it seemed to be a b¡lakƒti (a child's work).  I did not un
derstand why the Institute had to get such an expensive "bond" executed for that seem
ingly cheap MS.  But a deeper study, closer examination, and a comparison with the fo
otnotes of Dr. Bühler's text enabled me to conclude that it was the transcript prepared 
by Drs. Bühler and Jacobi in Jaisalmer.
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 Nagar's Edition:

    I decided to go to Jaisalmer for a comparative study, collation,  and a direct verificat
ion 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 Bühler's text were filled w
ith 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 Bühler were already c
orrected with the help of P long before I saw J.

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

    The preservation of the MS is in general excellent....The MS has been writte
n with great care and has been corrected and annotated....I fear,  however, that
 some at least of the little lacunae and mistakes, which had to be filled in and c
orrected when the work was printing, are owing to the inaccuracy of our transcr
ipt and not that of the writer of the old MS.  [This is called honest and sincere s
cholarship!]....I have to thank Vamanacarya Jhalkikara for several emendation
s, 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 Introduct
ion and compose the Caritacandrik¡.  The work was published in 1945.  Its first review
er, Dr. H.D. Velankar commented:

    This is a critical edition of Bilha∆a's Vikram¡©kadevacarita which is a Mah¡
k¡vya in 18 sargas.  The present edition is based mainly upon the Jesalmir ma
nuscript, from a copy of which Dr. Bühler first published the poem in the Bomb
ay Sanskrit and Prakrit Series in 1875.  The editor has also consulted two other 
MSS, which are, however, only copies of the Jesalmir manuscript.  Dr. Bühler's 
edition as also the Benaras edition by Pandit Ramavatara Sarma published in 1
927 are utilized by the editor in preparing this edition.  It contains an exhaustiv
e Introduction written in simple elegant Sanskrit, furnished with footnotes givin
g full references for the various points raised and discussed by the editor.  In th
e Preface, also written in Sanskrit, which precedes this Introduction, the editor f
ully 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 t
he poem, giving it the name Carita-candrik¡.  This Candrik¡,  we are told, inclu
des 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 ti
me in this edition, after the Candrik¡.  At the end, an alphabetical list of import
ant proper names and subjects, a copper plate grant of Vikramaditya VI (the h
ero of the poem), reproduced from EI. XII,  pp. 142 ff, and three genealogical t
ables 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 
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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.  In the foot-notes to t
his Introduction he rightly points out many an error committed by Dr. Bühler, a
nd 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 t
he editor in this Introduction would have been surely most welcome from the p
oint of view of the general reader.

-----------
But Nagar had hardly any competence to write in English at that time!
-------------
   Another reviewer commented in 1947:

S.D. Bhanot.  Indian Librarian, 1 (March 1947): 126-27.

   The importance of the restoration of the text of all such works for the task of r
econstruction of ancient Indian history can never be overrated.  The present att
empt of Shri Murari Lal Nagar, therefore, will be greatly welcomed by all schol
ars interested in the study of Sanskrit poetry and Indian history.  To the latter th
e 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 thi
s edition registers a definite advance over the earlier attempts of both Dr. Bühl
er and Pandit Ramavatara Sharma.  The Edito Princeps of Dr.  Bühler, highly u
seful in many ways, suffered obviously from defects resulting from the inadequ
ate and unsatisfactory character of the materials then available.  The attempt o
f Pandit Ramavatara Sharma that followed also failed to improve upon the text 
of Dr. Bühler.  In fact his text is definitely more unsatisfactory as compared to t
hat 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 treatme
nt of a historical subject is spirited, though candidly speaking, unconvincing an
d similarly is his attempt to defend the poet's originality in points of common th
oughts and expressions which he shares with Kalidasa.

   Besides a critical Introduction and a brief though none-the-less useful glossar
y explaining important and difficult words and incorporating most of the notes i
n the scribe's own hand on the ancient Jaselmere manuscript, the editor has ap
pended an index of important persons and places mentioned in the text, the tex
t of the famous Epigraphic Record of King Vikramaditya VI reproduced from E
pigraphia Indica,  and Geneological Tables of the Lohara and Calukya familie
s.  These features have considerably added to the usefulness of the edition.

    Even Misra (with his tiny little  knowledge and a totally insensitive mind) was able t
o perceive the value of N's ed. as late as 1976:
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    Vikram¡©kadevacaritam Mah¡k¡vyam; ed. [with an elaborate Sanskrit intro
d.], 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 B
havana 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 MS
S, thoroughly recording the text variants, emendatory and conjectural readings.
  A detailed account of the critical apparatus has been given in the twelve page
s of the prast¡van¡.  An elaborated [!] introduction of forty pages, an alphabeti
cal list of proper names, an index to the verses, an extensive gloss,  a map of t
he Chola and Chalukya empire [!], a reproduction of the Nilgunda copper plate
 inscription of Vikramaditya VI,  dynastical tables of the Lohara, Chola and We
stern Chalukyas, and a concordance of important king-names [!] make this edit
ion still more useful. [Stress added] (Misra pp. 111-12)

Misra is not specific about the authorship of Candrik¡.  Probably he did not misunderst
and!  Or, did he not want to pronounce any judgment?

    Until 1945 I was merely a Sanskrit student.  My knowledge of English was quite limi
ted indeed.  I was a product of the ancient system of Indian education.  If I had adequ
ate command over English, I might have written my "Introduction" in English which mi
ght have reached a wider audience.  My edition was published in only 300 copies whi
ch might have gone out of print very soon.  However, I could not think of a revised edi
tion because I switched over to Library Science in 1945.  Since then,  Sanskrit and Libr
ary 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 visi
t the United States of America since my early youth.  The dream came true and I foun
d myself with my wife in the New World by the end of 1951.  We spent full five years i
n the U.S.A. working and studying.  We came back home in 1956.  I remained busy wi
th my new job with the India Wheat Loan Educational Exchange Program of the Forei
gn Service of the United States of America in New Delhi under which 1.5 million dolla
rs worth of American books were donated to approximately 100 institutions of higher l
earning in India.

    Around 1958, circumstances prompted me to think of a new and revised edition of t
he work  (Vik.).  I inquired with almost all the leading manuscript libraries of the world
 whether any new manuscript of the Vikram¡©kadevacarita was found in the meantim
e.  The response was negative.  However, I worked on the Vikram¡©k¡bhyudaya of S
ome≈vara Bh¶lokamalla, the son and successor of Ch¡lukya Vikram¡ditya 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 Vikram¡©kadevacarita.  In order to avoid duplication, I wrote to him to
 the following effect:



19

    I have been working on the Vikram¡©kadevacarita of Mah¡kavi Bilha∆a for many 
years.  Now I want to bring out a revised edition of the work.  I have learnt that you ar
e also working on the same poem.  There is no point in two people working on  the sa
me poem when there are thousands of unpublished literary gems still buried among bu
ndles of manuscripts in our old librarias.

   It will be a great service to the cause of Sanskrit scholarship if you take up some oth
er work.  However, if you insist on working on the same, i.e.  Vikram¡©kadevacarita,  
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 Gol
agali
    M.A., Kavyatirth, Vidyavagish                                                                            Banar
as - 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 kn
owing 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 Governm
ent 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 Bilha∆a'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 availabl
e 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 t
he use of the examinees.  Accordingly the lst seven cantoes [sic] of the same are alrea
dy out and the 2nd part, containing the remaining cantoes is under the press.  [!]
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    I know there is much unattended in the field of Samskrit literature, more than any o
ne [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 neve
r even dream of.  My work is neither duplicating nor a hindranc [!] to yours or to that o
f the Samskrit Academy of the Osmania University.  Besides, I do not appreciate the id
ea 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 hist
ory 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 bi
g 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 f
rom me how to read different metres.  When I came to know  from him that four of the
m had come from Germany to accomplish one work jointly and were studying it in diff
erent phases, my heart's joy [!] knew no bound.
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    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
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 sha
ll 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 Vikram¡©kadevacarita and so I might be even younger than your eldest chi
ld! 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 p
ractices,  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 Vikram¡©kadevacarita with Prabodhin• comme
ntary (canto 1), which is really Prabodhin• and I have learned many things from this.  F
or example,  Nandaka is Kaustubha Jewel (p. 2).  The commentator is R¡macandra ˛a
rm¡ P¡∆∂eya, M.A., Vy¡kara∆¡c¡rya, Gaekwad Research Fellow of the BANARAS H
INDU UNIVERSITY.  No wonder the students curse the people who have prescribed s
uch an "unintelligible,"  "uninteresting" work for their examination.  I wish we could st
op 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-1
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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.  Ul
timately 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 w
ould like you to know that the gloss Caritacandrik¡ is my own work!  On page 7 of the 
Preface (called Prast¡van¡) the last para clearly tells who is the author of the  ippa∆•, i
.e. Caritacandrik¡.  The work was so insignificant to me that I did not like the idea of g
lorifying myself by mentioning "I". Whereas years and years were spent in the researc
h pertaining to Vikram¡©ka and Bilha∆a,  the writing of the gloss was a quick affair an
d so trivial!

    Dr. Bühler too refers to the marginal gloss of Jaisalmer MS.  Certainly no MS. of that
 (small) size could contain all the Caritacandrik¡ in  its  margins.  Lines 21-22 on P. 7 o
f my description of Caritacandrik¡ state:

Antarbh¡vitata  ipa∆•k¡ saiß¡ "Candrik¡" tan•yasyapi granth¡rtham ujjvalayißy
at•ti vi≈vasima˙.

    Is it not clear from this statement that the Caritacandrik¡ is different from Jaisalmer's
 " ippa∆•," that the Caritacandrik¡ contains the " ippa∆•," and that the container and th
e contained cannot be one and the same?

    On page 209 of my edition, where the Caritacandrik¡ begins, I have given a foot-no
te:

* ‡dƒ≈acihnadvay¡ntarvartin•  ippa∆• 
Jaisalameragranthasthetyavagantavyam

and the quotations in the Caritacandrik¡ from Jaisalmer's  ippa∆• are preceded and foll
owed by (i.e. enclosed within)  the sign *, e.g. * R¡dh¡ Viß∆ubh¡ry¡ * (p.209),  * abhi
pr¡yo'nyatrollikhanam * (p.210). I have also given Hind•-pary¡y¡˙.  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 Caritacandrik¡ I have given the date V. 2001--.  Did y
ou 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 glos
s Caritacandrik¡ has understood the poet to any extent, I can assure you that your wor
k does not lead him even one inch further! While I was a student in Banaras and was e
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ngaged 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 padasy¡rtho n¡vag
amyate". Your  big commentaries are typical of what other pandits used to say in Bana
ras (e.g.  ≈rotƒ∆¡m it• vastuviplavakƒta˙ pr¡ye∆a  •k¡kƒta˙).  

   I don't know what is the purpose in explaining, for example, a word "s¶tik¡gƒham" b
y another word "ariß am?  For such work our forefathers have been saying:  "Maghav¡
 k•  •k¡ Bi∂auj¡!"  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 gramm
arian friend might have been able to give the prakƒti and pratyaya of an obscure word 
like akß¶∆a,  yet it does not convey the meaning desired by a sahƒdaya.  For such vaiy
¡kara∆akhas¶ci/s we have:  Vadantu katiciddha h¡t khaphacha heti var∆accha ¡˙.

    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 pi
cture.  You have involved them to justify your action.  I just wanted to know whether y
ou have followed the Western or Eastern practice in stealing the map which was prepa
red by a poor Sanskrit student after spending a great deal of his time, money, and ener
gy. 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 he?  You say that you have changed my readings and adopted your o
wn 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 b
lunders.  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 expr
ession R¡masya b¡∆ena hato V¡l• is preferable to R¡me∆a b¡∆ena hato V¡li.

    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 oth
er 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 Kalpal
at¡viveka 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 Cooperati
on."  
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     While working for the South Asia Studies Program at the University of Missouri Libr
ary 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, throu
gh 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.

     Bharadvaj wanted to steal from my Caritacandrik¡.  So he mischievously assigned t
he work to an ancient commentator who antedated 1286 V.  (i.e. 1229 A.D.).  How co
uld a modern man write such an erudite commentary?  This reminds me of another inci
dent back in 1962.  I was visiting the Sanskrit Department  (Manuscripts Section) of Os
mania University in Hyderabad, Andhra Pradesh.  A friend of mine named Shri Anant
acharya Dewal, who had studied with me in Banaras, introduced me as the editor of th
e 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 old man." Well, there are tw
o reasons for his disbelief.  When I edited the Vik.  I was very young.  I was the first st
udent in the history of the Government Sanskrit College, Banaras, whose work was pu
blished 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 yea
rs younger than what I am.  Be that as it may, I continued to work on the Vikram¡©kde
vacarita 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 will be in order here.  My f
ather was a devoted orthodox Br¡hma∆a and a great Vedic scholar.  Every morning h
e used to pray in a loud and clear voice:  Gurave nama˙. ˛r• parama-gurave nama˙. ˛
r• par¡t parama-gurave nama˙.  ˛r• par¡t paratara-parama-gurave nama˙. ˛r• par¡t p
aratama-parama-gurave nama˙,  etc., i.e. I bow down to my guru, I bow down to my g
rand guru; I bow down to my great grand guru, I bow down to my great great grand gu
ru, and so on and so forth.

    In coutries like India, 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 t
hey used to be in  ancient days, marriages are still arranged.  In societies where a long
 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 o
nly after the marriage, as is the case when marriages are arranged because the familie
s follow the same old orthodox Indian tradition,  there is no possibility of the girl's getti
ng acquainted with the family members of the boy.  After the wedding ceremony is co
mpleted,  the groom (husband) leads his newly-wed wife to the audience, including rel
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atives, and offers his respects by bowing down to each and every one of his elders.  T
he girl follows him and bows 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--jus
t because the husband bows down to the person, it is her duty to follow suit!

    Visvanatha Sastri Bharadvaja,  the great editor and commentator of Bilha∆a's Vikra
m¡©kadevacaritam  concludes his "Kiñcit Pr¡st¡vikam" with the following words:

         ˛r•madbhyo Î¡ J¡rja Byuhlara, Ke. Kƒs∆amm¡c¡riyara,  E. B•. K•tha, R¡
man¡tha D•kßita, Mah¡v•rapras¡da Dvived•,      Kalha∆a...Prabhƒtibhya˙ sarve
bhyo m¡nyebhyo lekhakebhyas      teß¡m pustakalekh¡-valokanena bahu≈a up
akƒtatv¡t      dhanyav¡d¡n samarpay¡mi.  

So, among others, Bharadvaj salutes also ˛r• R¡man¡tha D•kßita and says that 
he was highly obliged to him (RND) in so many ways since he (Bh) studied his (of RN
D) work (pustaka/lekha). We are not sure which particular Ramanatha Diksita Bh is re
ferring to.  If he means the same person who is cited in my work, then Bh is deceiving 
the world!  My R¡man¡tha D•kßita did not publish the pustaka or lekha 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 Res
earch 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 unknow
n to me! The original author had written it as an essay for some examination.  

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

    In my "Bibliography" of the works consulted  (Vikram¡©kadevacaritasya Aitih¡sikat
attva-Nir¶pa∆e Sah¡yak¡ Granth¡˙),  I had cited the above translation as follows:

    (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 "Pari≈iß am Gha. Vikram¡©kdev
acarita-mah¡k¡vyasya Vikram¡dityasya ca Var∆an¡tmak¡ Lekh¡ Granth¡≈ ca,"  appe
aring at the end of his V. 1, in the following words:

    5. C¡lukya ◊aß ha Vikram¡ditya k¡ J•vana va Samaya--˛r• R¡mn¡tha D•kßit
a, S¡hitya ˛iroma∆i, S¡dhol¡la Risarca Sk¡lara, Ban¡rasa-- ˛r• E. Vh•. Ve©ka 
arama∆a [sic] dv¡r¡ Temila [sic]  Bh¡ß¡ meµ Likhita the Life and Times  of C
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halukya Vikramaditya VI  [?] k¡ Anuv¡da. [N.B.  There is no imprint and no c
ollation either!]

    The above "Anuv¡da" has been viewed so far by only two persons in this wide worl
d--Shri D•kßita and myself.  It is still in my possession in the original form as it was writ
ten 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 D•kß
ita as a matter of courtesy, but we don't know why he had to say that he saw D•kßita's 
book even though he did not see it!  Also let it be noted that he has given no imprint, b
ecause it was never published!!

    Since he did not actually see the work of D•kßita and still he claims that he saw it, th
erefore,  we can conclude that he did not see any of the books listed by me, but he onl
y 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 ext
ension of the boundary of the field of the historical knowledge covered by the Vik. an
d discussed by any of the previous writers who preceded him.

    Bh says that he saw Kalhana's R¡jatara©gi∆•  (original Sanskrit) as well as Stein's K
alhana's Chronology of Kashmir (translation).  Had he done so, he would not have ma
de Kßitir¡ja a sahodara bhr¡t¡,  a real brother of Subha ¡ (see 18:47).

    We get much useful information from this great researcher, who was a member of th
e Sanskrit Sahitya Research Committee of the Banaras Hindu University, and who got 
this great assignment of editing the Carita from this Committee, as to how to prepare bi
bliographies and how to list the sources consulted.  He is VIDY⁄V⁄G°SH!  (See his let
terhead).

    We learn from Bh that the city of Bombay is the home of two Royal Asiatic Societie
s--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 men
tion 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 h
elp the students!  That is fine.  But then why to say that he studied those?  This is anyth
ing but honest scholarship.

    A product of plagiarism is easily detected.  Misra notes in the following words the th
eft committed by Bh [p.112]:

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

    Bh professes to have helped the examinees (students) by writing a simple yet brief c
ommentary.  How simple is his commentary can be easily realized when we find an or
iginal word (of the poet Bilha∆a)  like "s¶tik¡gƒha" explained by a synonym like "ariß 
am!"  This is called in popular parlance "Maghav¡ k•  •k¡ bi∂auj¡."

    Again Bh interprets "viplava" as "∂imba"  (Vik. 6:9).  Even a beginner in Sanskrit, a
nd even in modern Hindi, knows what "viplava" is. The question arises:  How many kn
ow "∂imba?"

    Great poets have beautifully described such great "commentators":

    Durbodhaµ yad at•va taddhi [vi] jahati spaß ¡rtham ityuktibhi˙
        Spaß ¡rtheßvativistrtiµ vidadhati vyarthai˙ sam¡s¡dikai˙.
    Asth¡ne'nupayogibhi≈ca bahubhir jalpair bhramaµ tanvate
        ˛rot+r∆¡m iti vastuviplavakƒta˙ pr¡ye∆a  •k¡kƒta˙.
                                                         (Ascribed to Bhoja)

    Let us see another attempt of Bh to "simplify":

    Bha©gas tara©ga ¶rmir v¡ striy¡m v•cir athormißu.
    Mahats¶llolakallolau...    (ityamara˙).

    So kallol¡˙ can be rendered as mah¡ntas tara©ga˙.  It is ridiculous to gloss kallol¡˙ 
by ullol¡˙ unless one wants to instruct the student in a more difficult synonym, or para
de one's own pedantry! The former is much more common, better known--  (pracalita) 
than ullol¡˙.  Also,  we would like to know what is the gain in explaining pƒthvy¡˙ by 
pƒthivy¡˙.  It is simply piß apeßa∆aµ.

    The easy way Bh steals from N and then interprets Bilha∆a reminds us of Bh¡ravi's 
following sadukti:

         Vißamo'pi vig¡hyate naya˙  kƒtat•rtha˙ payas¡m iv¡≈aya˙.
         Sa tu tatra vi≈eßadurlabha˙  sad upanyasyati kƒtyavartma ya˙.
                                             [Kir¡t¡rjun•ya. 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 whats
oever.  However, where N has failed, Bh had no brain to improve the text or solve the 
riddle.

    Bilha∆a says:

         S¡hityap¡thonidhimanthanottham kar∆¡mƒtam rakßata he kav•ndr¡˙.
         Yad asya daity¡ iva lu∆ han¡ya k¡vy¡rthcaur¡˙ pragu∆•bhavanti.
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    The poet had in his mind writer-pretenders like Bh in his mind.  Bh  copies from  N e
d.  prfofusely, yet he professes to have improved N' s text.  The present work will prov
ide innumerable examples of the depth of knowledge of Bh and demonstrate how bea
utifully he has improved the text!

    Bh admits that N has worked really hard to get the correct reading. He does have so
me good words for N's ed.  Yet he attributes certain errors to it.  He says: "Parañc¡tr¡p
i  yatra tatra samp¡danarabhas¡d  anyak¡ra∆¡d v¡ p¡ ha-bhedanir∆aye pram¡do j¡ta i
va dƒ≈yate." He cites three example to prove his point. The first example cited by Bh is
 Asmarad dviradad¡nav¡ri∆¡. 

    And the great scholar-pretender declares with all the vehemence at his command: It
yatra teneti p¡ h¡t tasyeti p¡ ha˙ s¡dhutara˙ pratibh¡ti. We don't know what Bh means
 by s¡dhutara˙. 

    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 accep
table 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.  Further
more, how can anyone conclusively assert that "tasya" is preferable to "tena?"  If so "R
¡me∆a b¡nena hato V¡l•" will be less desirable than "R¡masya b¡∆ena hato V¡l•."  "Dvi
radad¡nav¡ri∆¡" is only an instrument.  The agent or kart¡ is Vikrama. He polluted th
e sea (water) through "dviradad¡nav¡ri."  It seems Bh suffers from inferiority complex 
and just wants to show off.  We can only remind him:

         ˛¶ro'si kƒtavidyo'si dar≈an•yo'si putraka.
         Yasmin kule tvam utpanno gajas tatra na hanyate.

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

    Bh gives the following verse as the second example where N is alleged  to have err
ed in his opinion:

         Hastadvay•g¡∂hagƒh•talola-dol¡gu∆¡n¡µ jaghane vadh¶n¡m.
         Asamvƒtasrastaduk¶labandhe  kimapyabh¶d ucchvasito manobh¶˙.  [7:29]

    There is a famous ukti:

         N¡ndhr•payodhara iv¡titar¡µ prak¡≈a˙  no gurjar•stana iv¡titar¡m nig¶∂ha˙.
         Artho gir¡m apihita˙ pihita≈ca ka≈cit  saubh¡gyameti Maraha  avadh¶kuc¡bha˙.
         [quoted in B¡labodhin• Comm. on K¡vyaprak¡≈a., v.45]

    Thus if the vital organs (of the bodies) of the ladies would become totally naked, it 
would be obscene. There would be b•bhatsa scene and not the continuity of ≈ƒng¡ra.  
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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 a
pparel) 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, i
f it is seen just a little bit bare.  And the question again comes up:  What is the authorit
y to change?  A change is thought of only when what is existing does not make enoug
h sense!  Lakßa∆¡ comes only when abhidh¡ gets b¡dhita!

    Bh's third example is yasy¡ bhr¡t¡ (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  (pram¡da˙)  in determining the corr
ect reading (of the text) due to haste in editing or some other reason.  In another he all
eges that pitfalls  (skhalanam)  abound in abundance in the process of the reconstructi
on of the text on the part of N.  His actual words are "skhalanaµ var•varti."  Here we h
ave ya©luk which is enjoined by 'Dh¡tor ek¡co hal¡de˙ kriy¡samabhih¡re ya©.' It is e
xplained as:  Pauna˙punyam bhƒ≈¡rtha≈ ca kriy¡samabhih¡ra˙ = repetition of act or th
e intensity thereof.  Therefore,  "skhalanaµ var•varti" will mean ati≈ayena vartate, sut
ar¡m vartate, atyartham asti, bhƒ≈am asti  (that the mistakes abound, occur time and a
gain 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 like success.  Once all the three volumes of Bh were published, h
e got elated.  He lost his mind.  In his third volume his ¡tma≈l¡gh¡ knew no bounds.  O
n p. 3 of his Bh¶mik¡  (in Vol. 3) he says:

     Jaba Sva. m¡nan•ya ˛arm¡ j• ke [ guruvarya of Vol.1 has now become only
 ˛arm¡j•]  saµskara∆a k• pustakeµ apr¡pya hone lag•µ taba yaha ¡va≈yaka t
h¡ ki isa 
-------------

This is not true. The edition was not becoming apr¡pya.  In fact the students who studi
ed 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 w
as so poor and intrinsically so defective.  They used to charge (of course, jocularly) tha
t the edition was not being sold so it was prescribed in order that the "old paper" (radd•
) could be disposed of!  Also mark "hone lag•µ" not "ho gaiµ!
-----------------

mah¡k¡vya k¡ eka ≈uddha [!] saµskara∆a nikale.  Isa liye Î¡. Ma©galadeva ˛
¡str• Em. E. Îi. Phil (⁄nksan) [!] Pustak¡lay¡dhyakßa, Sarasvat• Bhavana Pust
ak¡laya,  V¡r¡∆asi ne S¡dhol¡la Risarca Sk¡lara [!] ˛ri Paµ. Mur¡r• [!] L¡la N
¡gara Em. E. S¡hity¡c¡rya dv¡r¡ Sarasvat• Bhavana Pustak¡laya, V¡r¡∆as• se 
isak¡ tƒt•ya saµskara∆a prak¡≈ita kar¡y¡. Isameµ sandeha nah•µ ki yaha saµ
skara∆a prak¡≈aka [!] mahodaya ke athaka pari≈rama se, prak¡≈ita t•na saµsk
ara∆oµ meµ ≈uddha va uttama hai.  
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---------------
The writer assumes quite a lot! He is inflated with false sense of success.
----------------

    Whosoever may be the writer of the above passage, he has demonstrated his abund
ance of knowledge. I don't believe it is the writing of Bh. In my Introduction I have nar
rated the circumstances which led me toward the study of this immortal work. The writ
er of the above passage makes Mangaladeva Sastri as the kart¡,  and Nagar only as th
e kara∆a!  This is a misrepresentation of facts and distortion of truth! Here are my wor
ds in Prast¡van¡: [p.10]

    °. 1940 Varß¡t K¡. R¡. Saµ. Ma. par•kß¡y¡m p¡ hyatvena nirdh¡ritam it•dam carita
µ lok¡n¡m vi≈eßato nayanagocarat¡m agacchat. Tadaiv¡sm¡bhir etat-k¡vyam p¡ hay
adbhir asya m¡h¡tmyam itih¡sajñ¡nas¡pekßatvam upalabdhasaµskara∆asya ca doßab
¡hulyam abhyupa gamya etadvißayakavi≈iß ¡dhyayan¡der ¡va≈yakatvam anvabh¡vi. 
Kiµ ca k¡vyam¶la saµ≈odhan¡d¡vapi pr¡varttyata.  Sarasvat•bhavane S¡dhol¡larisar
ca-sk¡larar¶pe∆a gaveßa∆¡ vasare samupalabdhe Vikram¡©kadeva- carita vißayaka 
gaveßa∆¡ manoratho'sm¡bhis teß¡m (Î¡. Ma©galadeva-≈¡stri∆¡µ) purata˙ pratyav¡st
h¡pyata.

     Sv¡nupamagu∆aprerit¡s te tu na paraµ tatk¡ryam anvamodayanta, api tu s¡dhu sa
mp¡dite tasmin mudra∆¡≈v¡sanamapyadu˙.

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

    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 Libraria
n 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 fo
r decades!  He must have been a Kaliyuga Kumbhakar∆a.  He got up all of a sudden a
nd wrote the narrative !  He thought that Dr. Mangal Deva Shastri was still the Libraria
n.  No, he was not the Librarian at that time.  He was then the Principal of the Govt. Sa
nskrit College, Banaras.  Before he occupied that distinguished chair, he was the Regis
trar of the Govt. Sanskrit College Examinations (U.P.) for years.  And he was the Libra
rian even before he became the Registrar!  It is very unfortunate that such irresponsibl
e "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 write
r means by "prak¡≈aka mahodaya"!  Does he mean the "College"? We can only bow d
own our head in reverence (or in disgust) for this sagacious suggestion.

    The writer (surrogate of Bh) reaches the highest peak of his vain glory when he tak
es the courage and declares:
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    Kucha sthaloµ para isa tƒt•ya saµskara∆a meµ bh• mujhe p¡ habheda meµ
 parivartana karan¡ paƒ¡ hai jo vic¡ra vinimaya ke anantara ¡va≈yaka prat•ta 
hu¡.

    He gives three examples, already discussed.

    And then he makes a general bold statement:

    Isa prak¡ra pr¡ya˙ sabh• sargoµ meµ thoƒ¡ bahuta p¡ habheda karan¡ ¡va
≈yaka hu¡ 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 instit
ution like the Banaras Hindu University founded by Mah¡man¡ Pandit Madan Mohan 
Malaviya.

    We have discussed the above three verses in their proper context in full detail and h
ave shown how hollow is the claim of Bh!  It is merely a b¡lac¡palam.  His action remi
nds us of a great sadukti of our own poet Bilha∆a:

    Kurvantu ≈eß¡˙ ≈ukav¡kyap¡ ham.

    We are also reminded of another n•tivacana:

         M¶rkho'pi ≈obhate t¡vat y¡vat kiñcin na bh¡ßate

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

    One last point before we turn to Mah¡pa∆∂itar¡ja Mah¡mahima Mißramah¡r¡ja.  Th
ere are innumerable features that are totally objectionable in Bh.  As an example we c
an state that the prose order of Bh is many times arbitrary,  to say the least.  No sahƒda
ya will accept it.  It is neither kha∆∂¡nvaya nor da∆d¡nvaya.  It is probably Bh¡radv¡j
¡nvaya, i.e. mana˙ p¶taµ sam¡caret.  Or, we may call it vita∆∂¡v¡d¡nvaya.  It is befit
ting his total personality and accomplishments.

 Misra's Magnum  Opus   

    The above background is presented here just to assure the readers that the present 
writer is not a beginner in this line  (Sanskrit studies).  I have studied Bilha∆a probably 
more than any other scholar in modern times.
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    In 1977 I chanced to see the Studies on Bilha∆a and his Vikram¡©kadevacarita by 
B. N. Misra.  The learned author has featured his degrees on the title page as follows:

    M.A., D.L.Sc.
Ph.D.  (Tübingen).

Apparently Misra is a Doctor of Library Science, too!  So he is a double doctor!!

    The Preface tells us:

    The investigations [!] submitted here have grown from a study [?] of Bilha∆a
's Vikram¡©kadevacarita (Vcar.), which I undertook under the guidance of Prof
essor Paul Thieme.  

A tree grows from a seed.  As compared to the tree, the seed is very, very small indee
d.  If these "investigations"  (totalling only 135 pages) have grown from the "study," w
e don't know how small the "study" would have been!

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

-----------
(a) and (b) both are absurdities of the highest kind on the part of Misra!
-----------

    It is hoped that the treatment of certain lexicographical items [?] in Chapter I
I, [!] will not only help the understanding and interpretation of Bilha∆a, 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 usa
ge of individual poets is more differentiated than commentaries that rely exclus
ively on works like Amarako≈a or even the PW. make us realize.

   The secondary source material, dealt with in Chapter III, comprises a quantu
m of quotations from Vcar. in the five important Subh¡ßita-s [!], viz. Subh¡ßitar
atnako≈a (Srk); Saduktikara∆¡mƒta (Skm,); S¶ktimukt¡val•  (Smk.); ˛¡r©gadhar
apaddhati (˛p.); and Subh¡ßit¡val• (Subh.).  As far as can be made out, the rea
dings 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 t
he MS.  readings. An exception may be formed [!] by 8.37c; 8.71d and 16.51c. 
 Some readings in the anthologies are due to the distinct intention of rendering 
a given verse a more general application (cp. on 16.44, 51,  52; 17.11, 12).  Cu
riously enough, some of Bilha∆a's verses are quoted in anthologies anonymous
ly.  These are marked in the table of concordance of quotations on pp. 65-68.
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    The most interesting result of Chapter IV, [?] is the proof that Vidy¡kara quo
tes Bilha∆a's Karnasundari (cp. verse 39)  on p. 81 whereby Kosambi's argume
nt regarding the time of Vidy¡kara in so far as it is based on his not knowing Bi
lha∆a (cp.  Srk. Introd.  p.xxxiii), is shown to be invalid.  Verses not verifiable i
n the extant works of Bilha∆a, but ascribed to him in the anthologies, have bee
n taken either from oral tradition of single verses or from works of his which ar
e altogether lost.  Four of the verses ascribed to Bilha∆a  (cp. vv. 14, 64, 71 an
d 79) treat the subject of the R¡ma-story.  This may seem interesting in connect
ion with the Vcar. 18.94 and Bühler's assumption of Bilha∆a's having compose
d R¡mastuti (a proper "R¡macarita" with Bilha∆a as an [!] author seems rather 
unlikely).  On  several occasions the verses treated here show affinity in style o
r vocabulary with the extant work [?] of Bilha∆a and these as such have been d
iscussed critically.  Not in all cases the genuineness of the ascription to Bilha∆a
 is warranted by such further evidence.

    Chapters V and VI, give or retrieve [!] available information on Bilha∆a and
 his works, with a view to revive interest in this poet and his works and  to facili
tate future research thereby.

    I express may [sic i.e. my] deep sense of gratitude to my revered teacher Pr
ofessor Dr. Paul Thieme,  who has given me the benefit of his great learning b
y going through the entire text of Vikram¡©kadevacarita  with me as well as his 
valuable guidance in making this work presentable...To Dr. A Wezler,  who al
ways helped me in academic and other matters, I express my gratefuness.  Ha
d it not been for Miss Angelika Ilsch's excellent typing accuracy, this dissertatio
n would never have attained its present,  almost flawless [!] presentation.  I wo
uld like to take this opportunity of warmly thanking her for her co-operation...

-----------
It is a disrespect to the great name of Paul Thieme to call him the "revered teacher" for
 this type of trash product!  
-----------

                                                   B.N. Misra
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 su
ch a great University as Tübingen,  it would certainly contain some substance in it.  Bu
t I was totally disappointed.  The more I read, the more disgusted I became.  I could no
t 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 h
ere, because it is a criticism of a work which in itself lacks coherence and order.  Our a
ttempt here is only to expose the hollowness of the unworthy and misguided comments
 of Misra, Bharadwaj and others and uphold the worthy muse of mah¡kavi Bilha∆a.  T
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he order adopted is, however, that of Vik. itself so that some sort of sequence is maint
ained.

    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 Bilha∆
a.  Many others had preceded him and had practiced it.  Bh had done it.  Musalgaonka
r had done it.  Then why to single out Misra?  The answer lies in the fact that Misra ha
d crossed the limits of academic discipline and decorum.  His was the worst performan
ce.  His ignorance could be matched only by his arrogance.  Of all the scholars who ha
ve ever worked on the Carita,  Misra probably knows the least.  Yet he pretends that h
e knows everything.  He finds fault not only with his predecessors, but even with the p
oet himself.  My criticism of Misra incidentally brings in also the performance of both 
Bh and Musalgaonkar.  So this  writing  is a kind of "˛oka˙ ≈lokatvam ¡gata˙!"

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

         Yadyapi na bhavati h¡ni˙ parak•y¡µ carati r¡sabhe dr¡kß¡m.
         Anucitam idam iti kƒtv¡ h¡ h¡ h¡ heti khidyate ceta˙.

       Hence my attempt to show the hollowness of Misra's critique of Bilha∆a and to ex
pose the vain glory in which Misra and the other neo-expounders of Bilha∆a have held
 themselves.

    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 jalat¡∂an
am and mudh¡ pray¡sa˙.

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

    1) 2+2 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) ther
e 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, p
uts the fire out, as it were, and declares himself to be a hero!
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    Many a time he destroys a load-bearing wall while attempting his "fire-fighting" ent
er- prises and the whole building tumbles, and crumbles, and gets turned into rubbles.

    Misra's attempts at emendations remind us the story of a man who was walking lone
ly in a sandy desert.  The sun was burning hot overhead. And the sand below was burn
ing hotter.  The man took off his shoes and put them on his head.  That was HIS way o
f 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  w
ould have been as follows:

    A patient comes to his clinic.  The patient is suffering from only a simple common c
old!  Instantaneously Misra would cut out and 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:

    Ga∆ayanti n¡pa≈abdaµ na vƒttabha©gam kßayaµ na c¡rthasya.
    Rasikatven¡kulit¡˙ ve≈y¡pataya˙ kukavaya≈ ca.
         [Baladeva Upadhyaya, comp. S¶kti-mañjar•, Varanasi, 1967, p.25]

    Bilha∆a knew that there would be many Misras in this world. He already predicted t
heir display of false erudition.

      1. Ku∆ hatvam ¡y¡ti gu∆a˙ kav•n¡m s¡hityavidy¡ßramavarjiteßu.
         Kury¡d an¡rdreßu kim a©gan¡n¡m ke≈eßu kƒß∆¡gurudh¶pav¡sa˙. [1:14]

      2. Vyutpattir ¡varjitakovid¡pi na rañjan¡ya kramate ja∂¡n¡m.
         Na mauktikacchidrakar• ≈al¡k¡ pragalbhate karma∆i  a©kik¡y¡˙. [1:16]

      3. Rasadhvaner adhvani ye caranti  sa©kr¡ntavakrokti-rahasya-mudr¡˙.
         Te'smatprabandh¡n avadh¡rayantu kurvantu ≈eß¡˙ ≈ukav¡kyap¡ ham.   [1:22]

      4. Alaukikollekhasamarpa∆ena vidagdhaceta˙kaßapa  ik¡su.
         Par•kßitaµ k¡vyasuvar∆am etal lokasya ka∆ h¡bhara∆atvam etu.    [ 1:24 ]

    In December 1977 I wrote to a friend in New Delhi to send me two copies of Misra's
 magnum opus by air.  I felt an irresistible urge to bring Misra out in his true colour.  Th
e 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 bo
ok from the "dust" after the book comes out of the press!  In the case of Misra's book t
his "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 inter
nal  (inherent) dust (dirt) already contained therein.  It is so beautiful and functional.  I 
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was also able to get more information about--an inner view of--this great author and cr
itic.  The dust-jacket reads:

    Bilha∆a's Vikram¡©kadevacarita  is one of the fine pieces [!] of the  Sanskrit 
historical Kavyas.  The text was edited, for the first time, by Georg Bühler on t
he basis of a single manuscript discovered in a Jain Bhandara at Jeselmer (Raj
asthan).  At places [!] where the manuscript reading was not clear to Bühler, 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 f
or the first time to arrive at a convincing conclusion [!].

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

    For easy dissemination to the scholars, [!] a comprehensive bibliography of 
Bilha∆a'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 t
hem in the present work, is keeping himself busy in giving wide treatment to th
ese in his critical edition of the Vikram¡©kadevacarita  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 M.A. (Sanskrit) from 
Banaras Hindu University in 1963.  After serving in B.H.U. for a number of ye
ars, he went to West Germany in 1969 and did his Ph.D. in 1972 under one of t
he foremost Sanskritists of the West - Professor Paul Thieme - at the University 
of Tübingen.

    Having worked at the University Library at Tübingen for three years as Assi
stant Librarian in the Oriental Section and going through an examination in libr
ary science, Dr. Misra has shaped his career as a distinguished oriental libraria
n.  He undertook extensive tour to the libraries and oriental institutions in Euro
pe and Russia.  

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

    The "dust jacket" declares that "an extensive use of both external and internal evide
nces has been made for the first time [?] to arrive at a convincing conclusion." But, ala
s, we do not find these conclusions convincing at all!  Rather, we believe, they are mis
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leading.  The reader will examine the comments of Misra and our criticism thereon.  W
e hope that will help in the correct understanding of Bilha∆a's poetic muse.

    We are reminded of some immortal words of Kavikulaguru K¡lid¡sa:

    Taµ santa˙ ≈rotum arhanti sadasadvyaktihetava˙.
    Hemna˙ saµlakßyate hyagnau vi≈uddhi˙ ≈y¡mik¡pi v¡. 1:10

    Also our own poet Bilha∆a has expressed his sincere wish:

        Ullekhal•l¡gha an¡pa ¶n¡m  sacetas¡µ vaika ikopam¡n¡m.
        Vic¡raß¡∆opalapa  ik¡su  mats¶ktiratn¡nyatith•bhavantu. [1:19]
    
     There are 6 chapters in Misra's work:

      1. Specimens of Textual Difficulties,

      2. Some Lexicographical Points of Interest,

      3. Secondary Source Material relating to Vikram¡©kadevacarita,

      4. Verses ascribed to Bilha∆a in Anthologies,

      5. Mention of and Quotations from Bilha∆a in other works, and

      6. Bibliography of Bilha∆a and his works.

    Our criticism is mainly on the first three chapters because it is there that Misra tries t
o show his extraordinary calibre (which in reality does not exist at all) and attempts to i
mprove upon not only the work of other scholars, but even upon Bilha∆a himself!  Oth
er chapters are not directly related to the main theme of the pretended work!  They me
rely increase the bulk of the booklet.  Let us examine Misra's "Investigations, inventio
ns, and discoveries" one by one.  

    Before we begin our critical study of the great performance of this great "investigato
r", 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 Tübingen has proved that he did not receive the degree!  The corres
pondence is presented here as an evidence.  Misra's Magnum Opus & the University o
f Tübingen 

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

    Misra begins his "Preface" with the following words: "The investigations submitted h
ere have grown from a study of Bilha∆a's Vikram¡©kadevacarita  (Vcar.), [Misra does n
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ot make any distinction typographically between the author and the title] which I unde
rtook 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 1
35 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 th
e University of Tübingen:  

    I would like to have a xerox copy of the thesis presented by Dr. B.N Misra f
or a Ph.D. from your University.  He says that he worked under the guidance of
 Prof. Paul Thieme.  The work is published under the title:  Studies on Bilha∆a a
nd his Vikram¡©kadevacarita  (New Delhi, 1976).

   I don't know if what is published is all that constituted his thesis,  or the publis
hed version is a selection.  In any case, I would like 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 Ihre Anfrage vom 17.10.77 mussen wir Ihnen leider mitteilen, dass Herr
 Misra seine Dissertation noch nicht bei uns abgeliefert hat.  Wir bemuhen uns j
edoch uber einen Mitarbeiter unseres Hauses, der sich zur Ze it in Indien aufha
lt, Kontakt zu Herrn Misra aufzunehmen und werden Ihnen dann  wieder Besc
heid geben.  Da wir unseren Kollegen erst Ende Dezember 1977 zuruckerwart
en, werden wir Ihnen fruhestens Anfang Januar 1978 Nachricht geben konnen.
  Wir bitten um etwas Geduld and verbleiben mit freundlichem Gruss im Auftra
ge.  

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 throug
h 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 t
he earliest.  We request you to be patient and we remain--with friendly greetin
gs. 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 Tübingen University and whet
her it was submitted originally in German.  It was my assumption that a German Unive
rsity would insist on the dissertation being written in German. Later I learnt from a UM
C faculty member, who had just returned from a year's work in Germany, that one coul
d write the dissertation there even in English.

    I could not understand why the lady-librarian, whom I wrote, had to get the needed i
nformation from the author through a common friend visiting India!  There was a lack 
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of understanding.  I wish I knew German or the lady would write to me in English.  I w
rote 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 rea
d German, I had to take help from a friend of mine.  It is not clear from your let
ter whether Mr. Misra has submitted his dissertation to your University and has 
already received the degree.  The Misra I am talking about has already receiv
ed his Ph.D. from Tübingen 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 teachi
ng of Sanskrit.  Bilha∆a is very close to my heart.  And so is the German schola
rship,  which, in a way, led the modern world in Sanskrit studies.  I have the gr
eatest 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 s
cholarship!  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 lot of information contained in my 
work published as early as 1945, when I was merely a youth in my early twenti
es.  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 poe
t at all and blames him unnecessarily just to parade his pedantry.

    I will appreciate it very much if you kindly clarify whether this Misra has rec
eived the degree from Tübingen and if he prepared the dissertation under Dr. P
aul Thieme.  I want to see the whole dissertation as it was submitted  to the Uni
versity of Tübingen.

    With  profound regrets and apologies for having caused this trouble to you.

    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, whic
h by the way, I already had with me.  Here is what she wrote:

    In Erganzung unseres Schreibens vom 26.10.77 konnen wir Ihnen heute mitt
eilen, dass die gesuchte Dissertation von Herrn B.N. Misra inzwischen in Tübin
gen vorliegt.  Leider durfen wir die Arbeit aus urheberrechtlich en Grunden nic
ht fur Sie fotokopieren, da das werk im Handel noch erhaltlich ist.  Wir haben d
as Titelblatt und das Vorwort fur Sie kopiert und diesem  Schreiben beigelegt.  
Diesen Kopien Konnen Sie auch die Verlagsangabe entnehmen....

Translated into English, the above would read somewhat as follows:
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    As a supplement to our letter of 26-10-77 we are able to inform you today th
at the dissertation of B.N.  Misra is at this time available in Tübingen.  Unfortun
ately, we are not able to copy it because of the copy right laws, since the work 
is presently available in the book trade [i.e still in print!].  We have copied the t
itle-page as well the preface for you and from these copies you can see the bib
liographic information.  

    With kind greetings.

I wrote to her:

    Before I could mail my letter of November 18, I received your kind letter of 
14-11-77 along with photocopies of the 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 1
977.  Nach Auskunft von Herrn Professor Dr. Paul Thieme handelt es sich bei d
em Ihnen vorliegenden Exemplar "Misra: Studies on Bilha∆a..." um die vollsta
ndiege Dissertation.  Wir haben Ihr Schreiben im Original an Herrn Professor D
r. Thieme, Spemannstr. 14, 7400 Tübingen weitergeleitet und hoffen, dass er z
ur 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 ev
en 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 referenc
e to the copy which you have of Misra: Studies on Bilha∆a...  it is a question of 
the complete dissertation.  We have forwarded your letter in original to Profess
or Dr. Thieme, Spemannstr. 14, 7400 Tübingen 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!
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    On September 25, 1978 I visited Tübingen with my wife.  I met everyone there who 
might (or could) throw some light on the matter and solve the riddle.  All my efforts pro
ved 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 becau
se we tried to get in touch with you over the phone the whole afternoon Monda
y and Tuesday morning too. [Did he really want to avoid me?]

    I am sorry to bother you.  The matter may seem very small, but it is quite im
portant.  Ms. Heidemarie Griewatz knows the whole story.  Now Dr. George Ba
umann too knows.

    Whether a particular person was awarded the degree should be of no concer
n 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 sinc
e also he says that the dissertation was prepared under your guidance, I though
t it desirable to verify the facts.

    I am not sorry that Mr. Misra has stolen quite a good deal from my writing. T
hat 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 und
erstood the poet at all!  Misra is a pretender.

    I would not have bothered over the above fact either, but the reason why I a
m troubling you is this:  I could not allow Mr. Misra's "baby talk" remain unchal
lenged. 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 whi
ch may be challenged at a later date.

    The question is:  Did you guide him to write what he has written?  I cannot b
elieve 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 m
ean?  I was left wondering.
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    In the middle of January 1979 I received the following letter from Tübingen:

    Unter der von meinem Vorganger mir ubergebenen Post fand sich auch Ihr 
Brief vom 27. September 1978.  Auf Ihre 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 [!] Bilha∆
a and his Vikramankadevacarita" eingereicht hat und dass am 29.5.1972 die m
undliche Prufung stattgefunden hat.  (Hauptfach: Indologie, Nebenfacher: Bibli
otheks-wissenschaft und Vergleichende Religions-wissen-schaft-Hauptberichte
rstatter Herr Prof. Thieme.)

    Wie Sie sicher wissen, bedeutet das, dass Herr Misra zumindest nach deutsc
hen Gepflogenheiten dadurch das Recht zur Fuhrung des Doktorgrades noch ni
cht erhalten hat.  Das ist erst nach Ablieferung der vorgeschriebnen Pflichtexe
mplare der gedruckten Dissertation und der im Anschluss daran erfolgenden A
ushandigung des Doktordiploms moglich.

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

    Translated into English, it would read:

    Among the letters handed over to me by my predecessor, I found a letter fro
m 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 [!] Bilha∆a and hi
s Vikramankadevacarita" and that on 29.5.1972 the oral examination took plac
e (Main subjects: Indology; Subsidiaries,  Library Science and Comparative Th
eology--Main reporter Prof. Thieme.

    As you certainly know, it means that Mr. Misra, at least according to German
 standards, h a s  n o t  y e t  r e c e i v e d  t h e  r i g h t  t o  b e a r  h i s  t i t l eh a s  n o t  y e t  r e c e i v e d  t h e  r i g h t  t o  b e a r  h i s  t i t l e . (stress 
added).  That is possible only after he has handed over the prescribed copies o
f the printed dissertation and finally after the degree has been formally conferr
ed 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 gat
her that he wrote a dissertation and took the "oral defence" as well.  The only f
ormality that yet remained to be gone through was the submission of the prescr
ibed copies of the printed dissertation.  
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    The question is: 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 tha
t the degree is conferred on him--even in absentia--and that he has the legal ri
ght 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 Tübingen, would give him a doctorate on such a trash.  And l
et me add that my conviction is based only on what is contained in the book pu
blished.

    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 continuin
g 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 14th I will try [sic] t
o reactivate my English in order to enlighten you in full details, even if the affa
ir 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 t
he 18th of February 1972, passed the "oral" the 29th May 1972, received a "pr
eliminary certification" the 12th of June 1972 and since this time didn't anythin
g else happen here at the Dekanat; although we wrote him  (Varanasi -5) sever
al times.

    2) Why Mr. Misra did not submit the copies, even if the book is printed, is 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. [stre
ss 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
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 the book is--as you write--a trash?  We only can say to you that, what Mr. Misr
a delivered as dissertation (we do not know whether this is identical with the pr
inted 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 finally 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 "p
reliminary" certification, he is a de facto doctor, if not de jure.

    Whether the "published" book is worth the degree is besides the point, as yo
u 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 "Bilh
a∆a'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:

    While Mr. Misra was conducting his "Investigations" in Tübingen, another  scholar w
as working on the same poet in Varanasi, (India), the ancient home of Sanskrit learnin
g.  His name is Priyatama Chandra Shastri, and he earned "Vidyavaridhi"  (Ph. D.) fro
m the Sanskrit University, Varanasi.  The title of his "≈odhaprabandha" is Vikram¡©ka
deva- caritasya S¡hityikaµ Sarvekßa∆am.  We don't know if the work is published as y
et or not, but we have acquired a xerox copy.  Limitations of space do not permit us to 
present even the highlights of this  work.  Suffice it to say that if try to condemn and cri
ticize this book another book will emerge of the same size.  We still wonder how any 
University, much less Sanskrit University in Varanasi  could award a Ph.D. on such a s
hallow and hollow work.   It does not deserve even an M.A.  Research scholars like Sh
astri should find a good guru who  might open their eyes  and guide them as to how to 
prepare a true and worthy thesis.

    Incidentally, Priyatama Chandra Shastri acknowledges the debt of one Dr. Chandrik
a Prasad Shukla, because his kƒti among others was helpful to PCS.  I have not heard o
f any work on Bilha∆a by CPS.  Let us find out.  PC's "Bibliography" does not describe 
this work.
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 2
C H A P T E R   I

 SPECIMENS OF TEXTUAL DIFFICULTIES

    [1] Misra begins his learned discourse with the following:

  1.48b-     lakßa- "aim": a wrong [!] orthography  (cp. also 12.5: 18.30) instead of lakßy
a "to be observed/marked", gerundive of root lakßa "to mark,  to observe", cp. 7.73; 12
.76; 13.19, 52, 55; 17.4, 53; 18.8. - cp.  on 12.5b; 18.30d.  lakßa- is an orthographic var
iant, y being dropped after ß.  (cp. J. Wackernagel, Altind.  Gram., Bd. 1 para 235. 195
7; P. Thieme, Heimat der indoger,  Gemeinsprache (Abh. d. Ak. Wiss. u. Lit. Mainz, G
eistes-und Sozialwiss.  Kl. Jg. 1953, Nr. 11, S.573 ff). [p. 1]

    The verse in reference is:

         Uttarjan•kena muhu˙ kare∆a kƒt¡kƒt¡vekßa∆abaddhalakßa˙.
         Ruß¡ nißedhanniva ceß it¡ni  dikp¡lavargasya nirargal¡ni.  [1:48]

    We do not know what, if any, "difficulty" is here.  The great lexicographer Amara la
ys down:  lakßaµ lakßyaµ ≈aravyaµ ca.  Both lakßa and lakßya are equally correct, le
gitimate, and acceptable.  They are both derived from the same root-- lakßa ¡locane.  
(lOth class, ¡tman. se ).  Gha© gives us lakßa,  while ∆yat gives us lakßya.  We can hav
e cvi from both.

    Apte, Monier-Williams and all other lexicographers explain as well as illustrate both
:

         Pr¡pnoty¡≈u paraµ sth¡nam lakßaµ mukta iv¡≈uga˙.

         Pratyakßavad ¡k¡≈e lakßaµ baddhv¡.

         Utkarßa˙ sa ca dhanvin¡m yad ißava˙
              siddhyanti lakße cale.

         Darpe∆a kautukavat¡ mayi baddhalakßya˙.

    There is nothing wrong. It is all gha ¡ opo bhaya©kara˙ on the part of Misra.  Misra 
cites the following on lakßya and lakßa:

    01:48b   Kƒt¡kƒt¡vekßa∆abaddhalakßa˙.

    12:05    Gav¡kßarandhrair avalokayant•
             lakß•kƒt¡ k¡pi manobhavena.
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    18:30    Kr•∂¡v¡t¡yanakƒtapadasyaiva lakß•bhavanti
             [The above two have been listed twice unnecessarily
             by Misra.]

    07:73    K¡ma˙ saµprati b¡∆amokßarasiko
             lakßyeßvalakßyeßu ca.

    12:76    Sthalavilu hitab¡ßpavyaktilakßyai˙ ka ¡kßai˙.

    13:19    Ghanoparodh¡t taral¡kßi lakßyate.

    13:52    Jar¡vimukteva mƒg¡kßi lakßyate.

    13:55    Svabh¡van•l¡˙ katham atra lakßyat¡m.

    17:04    Kvacin na durbhikßam alakßyata kßitau.

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

    18:81    Durlakßyatvam kaliyugadƒ≈¡m pr¡pite brahmadh¡mn¡.

    We do not understand either why Misra had to give so many examples.  Did he wan
t to exhaust the universe?  Of course, not, because we have many more such example
s, e.g.:

         Pañceßu≈ calalakßabhedavidhin¡ garvaµ sam¡rohati.                                            
        [7:72]

    It was all

         Yena kena prak¡re∆a prasiddha˙ purußo bhavet.

    So, Misra's conclusion that lakßa is a case of wrong orthography is absolutely wrong,
 since lakßa is a legitimate and grammatical variant of lakßya.

       Bilha∆a says:

         Jig•ßava˙ ke'pi vijitya vi≈vam vil¡sad•kß¡rasik¡˙ krame∆a.
         Cakru˙ padaµ n¡garakha∆∂acumbi-p¶gadrum¡y¡m di≈i dakßi∆asy¡m.

         Nirviße∆¡pi sarpe∆a kartavy¡ mahat• pha∆¡.
         Vißaµ bhavatu m¡ v¡stu spha ¡ opo bhaya©kara˙.
         [gha ¡ opo bhaya©kara˙ ityapi p¡ ha˙.]

    Here is a discussion on n¡garkha∆∂a by Misra [p. 33]:  
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n¡garakha∆∂a-  (1.64; 15.6). possibly written for n¡garßa∆∂a-  (cp: above p. 9 on kha∆
∂a -/ßa∆∂a- ), is unknown to the dictionaries (cp. remark in Eng. rend. on 1.64).  Since 
n¡gara- is quite common as a designation of a kind of ginger,  n¡garkha∆∂a- might be 
taken as "piece of ginger" (cp. Stein's remark in Eng. Trans. of R¡jat.  7.194).  A close 
examination, however, shows that the word is a name of a creeper from which a partic
ular betel leaf was taken  [when?] or the designation of this betel leaf itself.  [It is com
mon (or uncommon) to take a rope to be a snake! But a close examination, however, s
hows 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 Caritacandrik¡ had explained this as early as 
1945!]

    Characteristic seems Vcar. 1.64:

n¡garakha∆∂a-cumbip¶gadruma
"arecanut trees touching n¡gara-kha∆∂a" (15)
    Misra's footnote

    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  subha a˙ pramad¡kar¡rpitaµ [!]
        dalayan n¡garakha∆∂av• ik¡m.

    "A soldier cracking a n¡garakha∆∂a roll (Hindi: b•ƒ¡) [!] offered him by the hand of 
his beloved one."  

    Other occurrences of this word: ˛ambhukavi, Anyoktimukt¡lat¡  (KM.2), v.6:  pakva
µ n¡garakha∆∂apallavam "a ripe sprout [leaf?] of the n¡garakha∆∂a" Skm. 2081, ascr
ibed to R¡ja≈ekhara:  par∆am n¡garakha∆∂am ¡rdrasubhagam "a green beautiful leaf 
of the n¡garakha∆∂a."

    Even in R¡jat. 7.194 n¡garakha∆∂a- "a particular betel leaf" (thus tr. R.S. Pandit is s
uperior to "ginger piece."  (tr. M.A. Stein).

    In fact n¡garaßa∆∂a- is in modern Gujarati language a designation of a particular be
tel leaf.  It seems necessary, then,  to correct the orthography of our MSS. [!]  (n¡garak
ha∆∂a)  and read n¡garßa∆∂a-, when [?] it means "betel creeper or leaf."  [We do not 
agree at all!]

    Probably n¡garßa∆∂a- corresponds to what in Hindi is known as n¡garip¡n,  cf. Hind
i - ˛abdas¡gar, vol. 5,  s.v.  This is considered to be a superior quality of betel in some 
areas of the Indian subcontinent.  Cp. the Gujarati saying:  p¡nam¡hi n¡garßa∆∂a p¡na
 "amongst P¡n  (Piper betel)  N¡garaßa∆∂a is the [best]  P¡n."  Karp¶ravall•, Vcar. 9.6
0, in Hindi known as kapur• [sic], is another variety of betel, yellowish, hard, and full o
f veins, but of good taste and smell.
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n¡garip¡n and kapur•p¡n are perhaps cultivated betels and liked by the eaters [!] for t
heir particular smell, i.e. of ginger and camphor respectively.

    How about T¡mb¶laµ ka utiktam uß∆amadhuram?

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

    "N¡gara is nothing but "n¡gavall•." We have numerous uses of these two words in S
anskrit literature. For example, Bh¶lokamalla Some≈vara (III)  in his Vikram¡©k¡bhyu
daya:

    Sammukhopaviß ay¡ kucata avisrastavasanay¡ dayitay¡ d•yam¡na karp¶ra kast¶ri
k¡- vimi≈ra c¶r∆¡valiptap¡kaparip¡∆∂ura- n¡garakha∆∂apar∆av• ika˙. [p.25]

    Misra says that " kha∆∂a" is not correct, and so it should be replaced with " ßa∆∂a."  
He just shows his lack of knowledge of Sanskrit literature. " Kha∆∂a" is correct--as corr
ect as " ßa∆∂a."  It means "multitude", "assemblage", "group", etc. Apte also gives exa
mples containing expressions like " tarukha∆∂asya."  Bh¶lokamalla Some≈vara too ha
s n¡garakha∆∂a.  In brief, " n¡ga" and "n¡gara" are synonymous.

    Is it too early for Mr. Misra to know that J MS frequently interchanges kha and ßa?  
We don't know if he knows even today the birthplace of Bilha∆a.  It is not Khonamukh
a but Khonamußa.  Until N appeared all, repeat ALL thought it to be Khonamukha.  D
o you get the point, Mr. Misra?

    For Misra's enlightenment we may cite one more  kha∆∂a in:
        

 N¡rikelaphalakha∆∂at¡∆∂ava-kßu∆∆atatkuharav¡riv•caya˙.
         Yatra y¡nti maruta˙ smar¡strat¡µ  dh¶tapakvakadal•samƒddhaya˙.  [5:22]
  
Kha∆∂a and ßa∆∂a  both are correct and appropriate,  grammatically and by usage. Mi
sra's suggestion to throw one out and adopt the other is uncalled for.  cf. Discussion on 
1.64.
                   *              *              *
    Regarding the word  pratiß h¡ in:
         ⁄raktam argh¡rpa∆atatpar¡∆¡µ siddh¡©gan¡n¡m iva ku©kumena.
         Bimbaµ dadhe bimbaphalapratiß h¡µ  r¡j•vin•j•vitavallabhasya.    [1:35]

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

 Pratiß h¡-"likeness, sameness" is an idiomatic use of Bilha∆a, not recorded in lexica:

   The trouble with Misra is that he proceeds with a pre-conceived notion. He wants to f
ind out in Bilha∆a and in his own little "lexica" what his mini-mind dictates. The questi
on is : Why to interpret  pratiß h¡ as "likeness" or "sameness" here?  Pratis ˙¡ is to be t
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aken here in the sense of "pre-eminence,  superiority, high rank or position, fame, cele
brity." (Monier-Williams).

  1:35cd
    bimbam dadhe bimbaphalapratiß h¡m  r¡j•vin•j•vita-vallabhasya.

    "The orb of him who is the lover of lotuses [male or female?]  (i.e. the sun) took the 
likeness of a bimba fruit."  1.41...  ¡tapattram....kura©gan¡bh•tilakapratiß h¡m...  sam¡r
ohati, "the umbrella climbs up/ aquires the likeness of a tilaka of musk."

    There are some instances where pratiß h¡ is used in its literal [?] sense, as a derivati
on of prati-sth¡ "to stand against", meaning "footing, standing": 1:57ab kßm¡bhƒtkul¡n
¡m upari pratiß h¡m av¡pya "having gained footing above the family of the kings/mou
ntains";   1.66cd

    Viß∆o˙ pratiß heti vibh•ßa∆asya   r¡jye paraµ saµkucit¡ babh¶vu˙

    "They shrank / refrained from [entering] however, with respect to [why not into?] th
e kingdom of Vibh•ßa∆a (Ceylon)  [thinking]: it is the standing  point [or establishment
?]/  domain of Viß∆u."

    Cp. also 3.17; 16.29: par¡ pratiß h¡  "firmest stand"; 1.79: kulapratiß h¡ "firm stand o
f a family"; 18.59: ≈¡strapratiß h¡ "firm footing in the  [traditional] teaching."  [Misra is
 wrong:  It is not 18.59 but 18.56.  He did not even proof-read properly]  It seems that 
pratiß h¡- in the sense of "likeness" is derived from "reflection [in a mirror]",  [not nece
ssarily] lit. "what takes its stand [in the mirror]".  Compare.  6.48ab

     Pratiphalananibh¡t sahasrabh¡s¡   ma∆imayapalyayanapratiß hitena..
"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 Caritacandrik¡ translates pratiß h¡m as s¡myam, it can also mean pada
m.  Bh puts it better. He says "pratiß h¡m savar∆atv¡t s¡r¶pyam", i.e. t¡d¡tmyam, abhe
da˙.  

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

    Incidentally Misra has also discussed the meaning of sa©kucita with reference to 1:6
6 where it occurs with pratiß h¡ in the above-quoted para (p.30).

    The word 'sa©kucita ' 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:

         Dv•pakßam¡p¡laparampar¡∆¡m  dorvikram¡d utkhananonmukh¡s te.
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         Viß∆o˙ pratiß heti Vibh•ßa∆asya  r¡jye paraµ sa©kucit¡ babh¶vu˙.  [1:66]

    The kings of the C¡lukya dynasty were bent upon uprooting all the rival kings of the
 island-countries.  However, they spared the kingdom of Vibh•ßa∆a simply because it 
was founded by Lord Viß∆u, having appeared on this earth in the form [incarnation] of
 ˛r• R¡macandra.

    We have used the word "spared."  We can put it in a different way:  They did not da
re touch the Island of ˛r• La©k¡. But for the fact that it was founded by the Lord Himse
lf, the C¡lukya kings would have certainly conquered the Island of ˛r• La©k¡ as well!

    We have another use of "sa©kucita" by Bilha∆a:  La©k¡pate˙ sa©kucitam ya≈o 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 pratiß 
h¡ which has a very profound meaning.  The following meanings may be noted:

    Base for support:
         Dharmo vi≈vasya jagata˙ pratiß h¡.

    Firm basis:
         Apratiß he Raghujyeß he k¡ pratiß h¡ kulasya na˙.

    Foundation site:
         Lokasya n¡bhir jagata˙ pratiß h¡.

    An object of glory:
         Tyakt¡ may¡ n¡ma kulapratiß h¡.

    Installation, inauguration, or the consecration of an idol or image:
         Cal¡caleti dvividh¡ pratiß h¡ j•vamandiram.

    Also Pr¡∆apratiß h¡.
                   *              *              *

    The following verse provides an excellent opportunity for Misra to display his great 
vita∆∂¡v¡da:
         Yasy¡ñjana≈y¡malakha∂gapa  a-j¡t¡ni j¡ne dhavalatvam ¡pu˙.
         Ar¡tin¡r•≈arak¡∆∂ap¡∆∂u-ga∆∂asthal•nirlu han¡d ya≈¡µsi. [1:71]

Misra says:

   "Whose fame...became white, I fancy, because of its rolling  (ni˙-lu  (h) (33) on the c
heeks, white as sugarcane stalks (34) [from grief], of the wives of the enemies.

He adds footnotes: 
33. Cp. nirlu  (˙) ana- : 5.3
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34. For whiteness of (ripe) sugar-cane stalks cp. e.g. Viddh.  1.32/33...[?] parip
¡kap¡∆∂ur¡∆¡m ≈arak¡∆∂¡nam.  [Note: Misra's quoted word is ≈arak¡∆∂a, yet he trans
lates it as "sugar-cane stalks."]

     Misra tries to demonstrate his pr¡k¡∆∂aµ p¡∆∂ityam which is like a ≈a≈a-≈ƒ©ga!

    This is an utprekß¡, that is: a poetical fancy, not a description of a real happening. T
he poet imagines the fame (actually: "the fames") of the king to roll/wallow on the che
eks 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 reade
rs would understand Misra. At least we fail to understand.  Misra has omitted the follo
wing words from his quoted verse:  Añjana≈y¡malakha∂gapa  aj¡t¡ni--the fame is gene
rated from  (born out of) the (blade of) sword which is as dark as the añjana for the ey
e (Hind• k¡jala).  Now the "effect"

Collyrium or black pigment used to paint the eye-lashes. Cf.
    Ajñ¡n¡ndhasya lokasya jñ¡n¡ñjana≈al¡kay¡.
    Cakßurunm•litaµ yena tasmai P¡∆inaye nama˙.

(k¡rya) derives its qualities (like color) from the cause (k¡ra∆a).  That is the law of the 
nature. If so, how could the fame become white if it is born of a black substance?  It m
ust turn out to be black! The poet explains and provides the reason:  ar¡tin¡r•≈arak¡∆∂
ap¡∆∂u-ga∆∂asthal•nirlu han¡d.  Yes,  Mr. Misra, the fame HAD TO BE TURNED WH
ITE, of course in the k¡vya-saµs¡ra, not in your world; not in mine either.  You are trul
y a mugdha≈iroma∆i.  You have not explained the word mugdha on p.  38 of your boo
k.  Did you ever read Amara: Mugdha˙ sundara-m¶∂hayo˙.

    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?  Is it a natural phenomenon? Could we conclude
 then "that it is white like snow and can be verified by our eyes?" Does Misra have an
y means to prove its nature?

    Here is some information for an antev¡sin  of German gurus:
         Sadya˙ karaspar≈am av¡pya citram ra∆e ra∆e yasya kƒp¡∆alekh¡.
         Tam¡lan•l¡ ≈aradindup¡∆∂u ya≈as triloky¡bhara∆am pras¶te.
         K¡vyaprak¡≈e visam¡la©k¡rod¡hara∆am idam.

    According to the B¡labodhin• commentary on K¡vyaprak¡≈a this verse occurs as no.
 62 in the first canto of Navas¡has¡©kacarita  of Padmagupta Parimala.

    Atra k¡ryak¡ra∆ayo˙ ya≈a˙kƒp¡∆ayo˙ p¡∆∂uran•l¡khau gu∆au viruddh¡viti vißam¡
la©k¡ra˙. Taduktam Nidar≈anak¡rai˙. K¡ra∆agu∆¡˙ k¡ryagu∆¡n [svaj¡t•y¡n iti ≈eßa˙]
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  ¡rabhante [janayanti] iti sthite'pi kha∂galat¡y¡˙ kƒß∆¡y¡˙ ≈uklasya ya≈asa utpattir iti 
≈vetakƒß∆agu∆ayor vaißamyam.

    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 ala©k¡ras to Bilha∆a's compositio
ns.  We are not fully prepared at the moment to do it, and the subject is beyond the sco
pe of the present study. However,  our curiosity prompted us to see what ala©k¡ra-≈¡st
ra-p¡∆∂ityam is demonstrated by Bh in this instance. And here is a quote from Bh:

    Añjanena saha kha∂gasya ≈y¡malatvena s¡dƒ≈yadar≈an¡t ga∆∂asthaly¡˙ p¡∆∂utve
na ≈arak¡∆∂ena s¡dƒ≈y¡ccopam¡.  

    How simple! How innocent! How inocuous!

    The generations of students to come shall be really helped by the great service rend
ered by Bh. We are once again reminded of  Kurvantu ≈eß¡˙ ≈ukav¡kyap¡ ham.

    Bh tells us in his "Kiñcit Pr¡st¡vikam" [p.3]:

    ˛r•manto Ba ukan¡tha≈¡stri-Khistemahoday¡ Em. E.  S¡hity¡c¡ry¡ R¡jak•ya
 saµskƒtamah¡vidy¡layas¡hitya≈¡str¡dhy¡pak¡˙ s¡≈irv¡daµ dhanyav¡d¡n ar
hanti, yair ¡m¶lac¶lam Saµskƒta-Hind•-vy¡khy¡sahitaµ lekhar¶pam idam nib
h¡lya bahußu sthaleßu, vi≈eßato'la©k¡ranive≈e kavim¡tragamya-dur¶havic¡r¡∆
¡m nirde≈am kurvadbhir atra gu∆¡dhikyam utp¡ditam. [This is merely an  ati≈a
yokti, which is saµ≈ayokti as well].

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

    This is not gu∆¡dhikyam but sahƒdaya-hƒdaya-vid¡ra∆am,  v¡caka-pravañcanam, an
d  h¡ dhik kaß am.  Bh should have known that this is much more than upam¡.  Upam¡ 
is based as the root of all the ala©k¡ras. We don't know if our "Vidy¡v¡g•≈a" has ever 
come across the following sadukti:

    Upamaik¡ ≈ail¶ß• saµpr¡pya vicitrabh¶mik¡bhed¡n.
    Rañjayati k¡vyara©ge nƒtyant• tadvid¡µ ceta˙.

    The word "j¡ne" should have opened the closed doors of the mind of Bh!

    All this shows that Bh is not an adhik¡rin  at all.

    Apparently Bh not only did not study the K¡vyaprak¡≈a (an advanced text) but he di
d not study even the S¡hityadarpa∆a.
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    Tath¡ coktaµ S¡hityadarpa∆e:
         Gu∆au kriye [v¡] cet sy¡t¡m viruddhe hetuk¡ryayo˙.  69
         ...          ...           ...
                                                          tad vißamaµ mataµ.   70
         Sadya˙ karaspar≈am av¡pya citraµ...
         Atra k¡ra∆ar¶p¡silat¡y¡˙ 'k¡ra∆agu∆¡ hi k¡ryagu∆am      ¡rabhante' iti sthiter vir
uddh¡ ≈uklaya≈asa utpatti˙.
                                                                                                 [Na• Dill•: P¡∆ini, 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 i
s totally unfamiliar with the k¡vyam¡rga.  He is completely s¡hitya-vidy¡≈rama-varjita.
  It is for critics such as Misra that Bilha∆a sang long ago:

         Ku∆thatvam ¡y¡ti gu∆a˙ kav•n¡m s¡hitya-vidy¡-≈rama-varjiteßu.
         Kury¡d an¡rdreßu kim a©gan¡n¡m  ke≈eßu kƒß∆¡garudh¶pav¡sa˙.

    Although, according to Misra "in reality 'fame' is always thought to be white by natu
re" yet it was expected to turn out black--it had become black--because it was born of 
a black substance (k¡ra∆a--añjana≈sy¡malakha∂gapa  a).  So the poet had to find out a
 reason for its turning out white.

Misra p. 41, lines 17-18.

    Mr. Misra ought to have known that this is a play and display of vißama ala©k¡ra, no
t just utprekß¡ alone!  Vißama is the real vicchitti, real camatk¡ra.  Misra's philosophy o
f life is--"The easiest is the best."  But it is not always true.

    Let us resume our study  of Mister Misra: We have learnt at this advanced age, after
 having studied Sanskrit for about five decades,  for the first time through Misra that ≈a
rak¡∆∂a is sugar-cane!

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

    cf.  Ku≈ak¡≈a≈arai˙ par∆ai˙ suparicch¡dit¡m tath¡.

         ˛arak¡∆∂ap¡∆∂uga∆∂asthal¡.

         Mukhena S•t¡µ ≈arap¡∆∂ure∆a.

    And for "≈arak¡∆∂a" Apte says: a reed-stalk.

    In ˛abdakalpadruma, we read:
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         Tƒ∆avi≈eßa˙, k¡∆∂a iti Hind•bh¡ß¡. Tatpary¡y¡˙     ißu˙, k¡∆∂a˙, b¡∆a˙. muñja˙,
 tejana˙, gu∆∂raka˙, iti     Ratnam¡l¡ .

         Bhadramuñja˙ ≈aro b¡∆as tejana≈ cakßuveß ana˙.
         Muñjo muñj¡tako b¡∆a˙ sth¶ladarbha˙ sumedhasa˙.
         Muñjadvayam tu madhuram tuvarm ≈i≈iram tath¡
         D¡hatƒß∆¡visrap¡sra-m¶travastyakßirogajit.
         Doßatrayaharaµ vƒßyam mekhal¡s¶payujyate.

    We know at least this much that sugarcane is not used to make mauñji-mekhal¡ . cf. 
mauñji-bandh¡t prabhƒti.  Vik. 18:81.

    Explaining this very word (≈ara) N wrote in his Caritacandrik¡: "˛ara˙--Gundras tej
anaka˙ ityamara˙.  Sarahar• iti khy¡ta˙. K¡∆∂o da∆∂a˙. Either Misra did not see it, or 
disdainfully rejected it.

    It is true that "sugar" is regarded white occasionally, when a special kind is meant, li
ke "pu∆∂raka-≈arkar¡"--Dveßyaiva keß¡m api candrakha∆∂avip¡∆∂ur¡ pu∆∂raka ≈arka
r¡pi. (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 ha
ve some color like brown or white.

    *                        *                        *

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

         C¡lukyavaµ≈¡malamauktika≈r•˙ Saty¡≈rayo'bh¶d atha bh¶mip¡lah.
         Kha∂gena yasya bhƒku ikrudheva  dviß¡µ kap¡l¡nyapi c¶r∆it¡ni.  [1:74]
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He says:

    For- mauktika≈r•h , "splendour of the pearl",  (in all edd.) read mauktikah ≈r•- and con
strue ≈ri- with saty¡≈raya˙ as an honorific word,  which is fully confirmed by the parall
el stanzas, e.g. 1:68 ˛r•tailapa˙, 1:79 ˛r•jayasiµhadeva˙.  For the wrong [?] orthograph
y cp.  below on 7:29c; Chap. II, n. 48; Chap. IV, v. 66 [p.l]

    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 p¶rv¡c¡ryas.  He reminds us
 of a great sadukti:

          Mƒtkumbhab¡luk¡randhra-pidh¡naracan¡rthin¡.
          Dakßi∆¡varta≈a©kho'yaµ hanta c¶rn•kƒto may¡.

    In trying to mend a hole in an earthen  pot,  caused by a sand pebble, alas, I broke i
nto pieces--I powdered--a conch-shell possessing a dakßi∆a ¡varta  (having turns to the
 right from left--a very valuable object).  The great tragedy here is that the mƒtkumbha 
(earthen pot) did not have any hole to begin with!  Misra punches a hole just to fix it!!

    If we connect ≈r•˙ with Saty¡≈raya, the text would read:

         C¡lukyavaµ≈¡malamauktika˙  ≈r•saty¡≈rayo'bh¶d atha bh¶mip¡la˙.
    

The metre upaj¡ti, a union of Indravajr¡ and Upendravajr¡,  demands that ther
e must be 11 akßaras (or var∆as,  or syllables),  including conjunct consonants) in each
 quarter. If we represent the two quarters as given above, the first will have only 10, w
hile the second will have 12!  If we forcibly take "≈rih" to the first one,  we will take a
way all the "splendour" from the kavi-ukti.  We will do a great injustice to the poetic ge
nius of Bilha∆a.  It will be a literary crime also because there will be a faulty constructi
on (composition).  We will generate impurity where there was absolute purity.

    
Both Bh and Musalgaonkar have rendered the verse as it should be done.  "Va

µ≈a" means a dynasty as well as bamboo, which produces the pearl.  So the compoun
d should be dissolved as:  mauktikasya ≈r•r iva ≈r•r yasya sa˙.  The entire beauty, splen
dour, and meaning are lost if we force the word ≈ri˙ merely to be an honorific word jus
t to satisfy the genius of Misra!  "˛r•saty¡≈raya˙" won't get any more ≈ri˙.  It is unfortu
nate that some mugdha pen-holders who are totally s¡hitya-vidy¡-≈rama-varjit¡˙ try to 
interpret great poets such as Bilha∆a and in this process misinterpret them and misrepr
esent the truth.  And it is more painful when they claim to be not only research scholar
s themselves but also research guides!

    
Misra cites as an example "˛r•tailapa˙" and "˛r•jayasiµhadeva˙". He forgets "

H¡r•ta" and "M¡navya" (1:58) and "⁄havamalladeva" and "Trailokyamalla (1:87).  W
e don't have to have the honorific prefix "≈r•" everywhere.  And the question is: Where
 do we bring it from?  We cannot rob Peter to pay Paul!  Moreover, mauktika is a nitya
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napuµsaka word (i.e. it can never be used in either masculine or feminine). Amarasiµ
ha's n¡maling¡nu≈¡sanam unequivocally dictates:  atha mauktikam.  Therefore, we can
not have C¡lukyavaµ≈¡malamauktika˙ as Misra ordains.  If the reading is changed aga
inst the authority of the MS., we will be making Bilha∆a commit a literary crime!
                   *              *              *

    Misra is  miserably confused here:

         Pƒthv•bhuja©ga˙ parikampit¡©g•µ  ya≈a˙pa ollu∆ hanakelik¡ra˙.
         Vidhƒtya K¡ñc•µ bhujayor balena  ya≈ Colar¡jya≈riyam ¡cakarßa.  [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) h
ad been shaken/whose limbs had started to tremble, (28) after he had opened (29) K¡
ñci (30) /her belt,  indulging in the sport of robbing (ud with lu∆ h) it  (the capital)/her (t
he 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 a©gas; thus a©ga - stands here for catura©ga- '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 gr
ammatically possible?  We are not competent enough to judge.  Even if it is, why it is n
ecessary at all?]  

    29. Read vivƒtya instead of vidhƒtya; [why?].  cp. Bühler, Introd. p. 45 on  the difficul
ty of distinguishing "dha" and "va" in the MS.

    3O. The capital of the Colas.

    This is the most disgraceful translation of a Sanskrit poem I have ever seen.  How in
volved it is!!  Only the scholars of the calibre of Misra could grasp the meaning.  Other
s will fumble for ever!  They  will constantly grope in the dark!!  Let us try to understa
nd Misra, if we can:  

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

    Who, as the paramour of the earth (=as a king).  snatched, by the strength of his arm
s, the royal fortune of the kingdom of the Colas,  whose army had been shaken, after h
e had opened K¡ñci [city] indulging in the sport of robbing (ud with lun h) it (the capita
l) of its flags[?] that was its fame.

    His words applicable to the aprakƒta (upam¡na):
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    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 open
ed her belt [?] indulging in the sport of robbing her (the Fortuna)  of her [white] cloth (
dress) that was her honour.
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    The above words can be tabulated as follows:

  The Words of the Poet                 Misra's Translation

                        Prakƒtam or Upameyam    Aprakƒtam/Upam¡nam

Ya˙ pƒthv•bhuja©ga˙                      Who as the paramour of
                                                       the earth (= as a king)

¡cakarßa                                         snatched                raped [!]

bhujayo˙ balena                             by the strength of his
                                                       arms                    same [!]

parikampit¡©g•m                           the royal fortune of    Fortuna of the kingdom
Colar¡jya≈riyam                            the kingdom of the      of the Colas, whose limbs
                                                      Colas, whose army had   had started to tremble
                                                      been shaken

vidhƒ[vƒ]tya K¡ñc•m                      after he had opened her  K¡ñc•  belt

ya≈a˙pa ollu∆ hana-                     indulging in the sport of
kelik¡ra˙.                                     sport of robbing (ud    robbing (ud with lu∆ h)
                                                     with lu∆ h) 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 ha
s done a ignoble disservice to the poetic genius of Bilha∆a.  

    Here we have a play and display of the figure of speech called "sam¡sokti".  We do
n't know if Misra reached the bottom!  Did he find the tattvam of the ukti at all?  Of cou
rse, not!  

    Caritacandrik¡ explains:

    Pƒthv•bhuja©ga˙ bh¶pati˙ k¡muka≈ ca. Parikampit¡ng•m bhayena prem∆¡ ca. Ya≈a
 iti. Ya≈a≈ Colak•rtir eva pa as tasyollu∆ hanam apahara∆am tasya keliµ karot•ti t¡dƒ≈
a˙. K¡ñc•m Colar¡jadh¡n•m mekhal¡µ ca. Colar¡jya≈riyaµ Colanƒpatilakßm•m a©ga
n¡µ ca.

    Bh comments:

 Anvaya˙:
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    Ya˙ ya≈a˙pa ollu∆ hanakelik¡ra˙ pƒthv•bhuja©ga˙ bhujayo˙ balena K¡ñc•m vidhƒt
ya parikampit¡©g•µ Colar¡jya≈riyam ¡cakarßa.

 Vy¡khy¡:

       Ya˙ prasiddho, ya≈a≈ Colak•rtir eva pa as,  tasyollu∆ hanam utkßepa∆am apahara
∆am eva kelis t¡m     karot•ti, ya≈a˙pa ollu∆ hanakelik¡ra˙, pƒthvy¡˙     pƒthivy¡˙ bhuj
a©ga˙ pati˙ k¡muka≈ ca, bhujayor balena,  K¡ñc•m tann¡mn•m nagar•m ra≈an¡ñca, v
idhƒtya jitv¡     pragƒhya ca, parikampitam a©gam [or a©g¡ni?] yasy¡     [!] s¡, bhayen
a prem∆¡ ca kampa- yukt¡m, Colar¡jyasya     ≈riyam lakßm•m lalan¡ñc¡''cakarß¡''kƒß 
av¡n. Atra     nƒpar¡jyalakßm• vyavah¡re'prakƒtasya vi akartƒkasya k¡ñc•-parigrahe∆a
 ha h¡d anyas¡dh¡ra∆an¡yik¡- sam¡karßanar¶pasy¡prakƒta-vyavah¡rasy¡'bhedasam
¡rop¡t     sam¡soktir ala©k¡ra˙.  We don't know why Bh has "aprakƒta" twice and "pra
kƒta" not even once!

    Both M and Bh have missed the significance of a©ga in the prakƒta  sense.

    This just shows the extent of the literary contribution made by Bh.  He is only a prati
lipika.  If Caritacandrik¡ did not have it, how could he have it!

    And Gaj¡nana ˛¡stri Musalg¡onkar explains this as follows:

 Anvaya˙:

    Ya≈a˙pa ollu∆ hanakelik¡ra˙ pƒthvibhuja©ga˙ ya˙ K¡ñc•m vidhƒtya parikampit¡©g•
µ Colar¡jya≈riyam bhujayor balena ¡cakarßa. [Prose order of Bh is much better as far 
as the location of bhujayor balena is concerned].

Vy¡khy¡:

    Ya≈a iti.  Ya≈a  eva = Colak•rtir eva,  pa a˙ = ¡cch¡danam, uttar•yavastram [!] iti y¡
vat, tasya lu∆ hanam = apahara∆aµ, tasya keli˙ = kr•∂¡, t¡m karoti tacch•la˙,  pƒthv•b
huja©ga˙ = kßit•≈a˙ k¡muka≈ ca, ya˙ ⁄havamalladeva˙, K¡ñc•m Colar¡jadh¡n•m, me
khal¡m ca, vidhƒtya = gƒh•tv¡, bhayena prem∆¡ ca parikampit¡ni a©g¡ni yasy¡˙ s¡ t¡
m = vepam¡na≈ar•r¡m, Colar¡jya≈riyaµ = Colanƒpatilakßm•m a©gan¡µ ca, bhujayo˙ 
= b¡hvo˙, balena = ≈akty¡,  ¡cakarßa = ¡jah¡ra; Atra Colanƒpatir¡jyalakßm•vyavah¡re
 [!] k¡mukakartƒkasya K¡ñc•parigrahe∆a ha h¡d anyas¡dh¡ra∆an¡yik¡sam¡karßa∆ar¶
pasya aprakƒtavyavah¡rasya abhedasam¡rop¡t sam¡soktir ala©k¡ra˙.  [A copy of Bh]

    In Hindi too Musalgaonkar uses uttar•yavastra (oƒhan•).  We don't understand why h
e is afraid of removing the adhovastra, i.e.  the lower garment (the sari)!

    Musalgaonkar is another copy-cat!  He too misses the significance of a©ga!  K¡mad
ugh¡ hi mah¡kav•n¡m v¡co bhavanti, but Locan¡bhy¡m vih•nasya darpa∆a˙ kim karißy
ati!
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    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 m
ost miserable manner.  Translated into simple English, the above verse would read:

    ⁄havamalla, who was the paramour of the earth (feminine) [i.e. king]  and was fon
d of enjoying the sportive play of robbing the rival kingdom of its cloth-like fame, dre
w towards himself, by means of the force of his arms, the ˛r• [power] of the kingdom o
f 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 K¡ñc•, the capital.  This is prakƒ
ta, the reality.

    We get aprakƒta  by ≈abda-≈akti and li©ganirde≈a.  Caritacandrik¡, Bh and Mk all ha
ve explained the verse pretty well.  But Misra interprets the verse in a way that is not a
cceptable to us at all.

    We believe Misra was not able to grasp the true meaning of the poet's words!  The 
word ¡cakarßa is quite significant. According to Apte, ¡ + kƒs = [a] to draw towards,  at
tract (fig. also) [b] to deprive, take away by force, snatch.  So ¡cakarßa in prakƒta  take
s "b" meaning, while in aprakƒta it takes "a" meaning.  We are afraid that Misra, a gre
at disciple of a great German scholar, has missed the boat!  He is still standing on the s
hore.  We are not sure whether Misra knows that here is a play and display of a figure 
of speech called sam¡sokti, that is, the action of a lover is super-imposed on the king. 
The words bhuja©ga, a©ga, pa ollu∆ hanakeli and K¡ñc• (in the sense of ra≈an¡ or mek
hal¡) the feminine gender of ≈ri, the root vi-dhƒ, and finally the root ¡kƒß all are extre
mely significant.

    In the table presented above (showing Misra's interpretation)  we do not see the equ
ivalent of the king on the aprakƒta  or upam¡na side; i.e. there is no k¡muka or lover de
noted by the word bhuja©ga.

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

    We don't see any any¡©gan¡ (s¡dh¡ra∆an¡yik¡) here to represent the beloved lady 
in the aprakƒta  or upam¡na side who is gotten "raped" by Misra!  On one, prakƒta  or u
pameya, side Misra has "royal fortune" (both words beginning with small (lower case) l
etters. On the other side, i.e. aprakƒta  or upam¡na, the same "fortune" has been capital
ized, with a definite article "The" having been prefixed.  But both the "fortunes" belon
g to the kingdom of the Colas.  There is no human person whom Misra could get "rape
d."

    Abhinavabilha∆a Misra [that is how we have named Misra] in his profound scholarl
y way tells us that when ⁄havamalla "opened" [!] the city of K¡ñc• (the capital of the 
Colas), the army of the kingdom of the Colas was shaken.  And in his equally unequall
ed, superior style, he gives a footnote: "An army consists of four a©gas, thus a©ga stan
ds here for catura©ga army."
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    According to Monier-Williams, a©gam = (a) a limb or member of the body; (b) a divi
sion or department (of anything), a part or portion,  as of a whole; as sapt¡©gam r¡jya
m.

    And according to the same authority, r¡jy¡©ga = 'limb of royalty' a requisite of legal
 administration (variously enumerated as 7, 8, or 9,  viz. the monarch, the prime minist
er, a friend or ally, treasury,  territory, a stronghold, an army, the companies of citizens
, and the Puro-hita or spiritual adviser).  Amara says:

         Sv¡myam¡tyasuhƒtko≈a-r¡ß radurgabal¡ni ca.
         R¡jy¡©g¡ni prakƒtaya˙ paur¡∆¡m ˛re∆ayo'pi ca.

    [Paura≈re∆•bhi˙ sah¡ß ¡©gam api r¡jyam--R¡m¡≈ram•]
    And this is how K¡mandak•ya enumerates them:
         Sv¡myam¡tya≈ ca r¡ß ram ca durgaµ ko≈o balaµ suhƒt.
         Parasparopak¡r•dam sapt¡ngaµ r¡jyam ucyate.

    One of these seven (or 8 or 9) a©gas is the army (sen¡),  which has four sub-division
s:

         Hastya≈varathap¡d¡taµ sen¡©gaµ sy¡c catuß ayam.

    That is, there are four divisions of sen¡, viz. hasti  (elephants), a≈va (cavalry), ratha 
(chariot), and pad¡ti  (infantry).

    Misra's interpretation here is unacceptable.  Parikampit¡©g•m is a vi≈eßana and quali
fies Colar¡jya≈riyam,  which is the vi≈eßya.  It is a Bahuvr•hi compound-- pari kampit¡n
i a©g¡ni yasy¡˙ s¡ t¡m.

    Now here yasy¡˙ (pronoun) connects with Colar¡jya≈r•˙:  (substantive), i.e the divin
ity (feminine) of the Cola kingdom (the Fortuna of Misra).  So the limbs are hers and n
ot of the army.  The question is:  When ⁄havamalla seized K¡ñc•, whether the army al
one was shaken, or all the other parts of the kingdom too were shaken?  We would lik
e 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 f
ortifications too were not shaken?  And whether the people too were not shaken?  Onl
y the army was shaken!  Would it be correct to say so?  Let it be repeated that the arm
y [or the armed forces] is only one of the seven a©gas of the r¡jya≈r•. The fact is that 
when all the other constituents were shaken, the army too was shaken.  The army is ju
st one constituent element and is already included in the r¡jy¡©ga.

    It is to be remembered that unless and until we have a clear and specific mention of
 the word sen¡ (army), the mere term a©ga cannot stand for the catura©gasen¡.  This is
 not interpretation.  It is all s¡hasikasya karma.
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    We would like to know from Misra why a©ga here could not stand for pañc¡©go r¡j
anaya˙, five-part state-craft:

        Sah¡y¡˙ s¡dhanop¡y¡˙ vibh¡go de≈ak¡layo˙.
        Vinip¡taprat•k¡ra˙ siddhi˙ pañc¡©ga ißyate.
                                               ˛abdakalpadruma˙]

    Or ◊a∂a©go veda˙?  Or Sapt¡©gam r¡jyam?  Why only balam?

    Misra tries to surpass our ancient great Indian writer Bh¡skar¡c¡rya:  
Vayam iha padavidy¡µ tarkam ¡nv•kßik•m v¡               

yadi pathi vipathe v¡ vartay¡ma˙ sa anth¡˙.  
Udayati di≈i yasy¡µ bh¡num¡n saiva p¶rv¡               

na hi tara∆ir ud•te dikpar¡dh•navƒtti˙.  He reminds us of another sadukti:

         Uß r¡∆¡m ca viv¡heßu g•tam g¡yanti gardabh¡˙.
         Parasparam pra≈aµsanti aho r¶pam aho dhvani˙.

    Whatever Misra says is right!  He also reminds us of the great poet ˛r•harßa:
    

     S¡hitye sukum¡ravastuni dƒ∂hany¡yagrahagranthile
         tarke v¡ mayi saµvidh¡tari samaµ l•l¡yate Bh¡rat•.
     ˛ayy¡ v¡stu mƒd¶ttaracchadavat• darbh¡©kurair ¡stƒt¡
         bh¶mir v¡ hƒdaya©gamo yadi patis tuly¡ ratir yoßita˙.
    

Misra claims to be proficient in grammar as well as literature!  He says that ⁄h
avamalla raped [!] the Fortuna! And that too "by the strength of his arms."  We need n
ot tell Misra that the beloved lady likes her lover draw her towards him by holding her 
in the girdle  [k¡ñc•] after having been deprived of her s¡r• or adhovastra,  the lower g
arment.  She enjoys this keli (game, or play, or sportive act) on the part of her lover.  H
er limbs are trembling not because of any fear of danger, but because of the emergenc
e of the passionate desire to get engaged in sexual intercourse accompanied with or pr
eceded by kissing, embracing, etc. This is a s¡ttvika bh¡va.  She is not raped.

    
Here is some information on kampa for the enlightenment of our mugdha≈irom

a∆i Misra Maharaja, the great neo-expounder, from S¡hityadarpa∆e trit•ya˙ paricched
a˙  [1982 reprint of 1922 ed. of Nirnaya Sagar Press, p. 145]:  R¡gadveßa≈ram¡dibhya
˙ kampo g¡trasya vepathu˙.  Fn gives another reading of "Ga" ms.  

Vepathur yath¡

         R¡garoßabhay¡dibhya˙ kampo g¡trasya vepathu˙

bhay¡dibhya˙ is a better reading as compared to ≈ram¡dibhya˙!
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         Yath¡

         M¡ garvam udvaha kapolatale cak¡sti 
k¡ntasvahastalikhit¡ mama mañjar•ti.

         Any¡pi kiµ na khalu bh¡janam •dƒ≈•n¡µ 
vair• na ced bhavati vepathur antar¡ya˙.

         [Refer this to pattravallim kapole]

     R¡g¡d yath¡

     V¡raµv¡raµ tirayati dƒ≈or udgamaµ b¡ßpap¶ras
         tatsa©kalpopahitaja∂imastambham abhyeti g¡tram.
     Sadya˙ svidyatyayam aviratotkampalol¡©gul•ka˙
         p¡∆ir lekh¡vidhißu nitar¡µ kampate kiµ karomi.

     Evam roß¡dibhir ¶hyam.  Iti "Ga."
   

 Misra is not satisfied with vidhƒtya! He asks us to change it to vivƒtya.  And all t
his on orthographic grounds! (p.39). The suggestion is not acceptable.  Bühler might ha
ve indicated the difficulty in distinguishing dha from va (because of similarity), but I ha
ve in my possession even today (Oct. 14, 1977) a perfect photo-copy of J.  I have just 
now compared the text once again.  Dhƒ is clearly visible here. It is as clear as crystal. 
 It cannot be mistaken or misunderstood for vƒ under any circumstances--none whatsoe
ver. We have no right to change the reading unnecessarily and arbitrarily and thus ma
ke meaningful words lose their sense.  It is a great disservice to the poet. It is an  abjec
t negation of honest and true scholarship.

    Misra translates his chosen word as "after he had opened." We fail to understand ho
w the city could be opened!  The act of opening is not compatible even with the girdle 
(k¡ñc•), which is always open,  i.e. visible. The lover does not have to "open" the girdl
e to proceed further in the course of rati prasa©ga, i.e. sexual intercourse.  We would l
ike to know from Misra if he has ever heard the following sadukti and if he knows wha
t it means:
         Pra≈¡nte n¶pur¡r¡ve ≈r¶yate mekhal¡dhvani˙.
         K¡nte ratipari≈r¡nte k¡min• puruß¡yate.

    If Misra does not know what is mekhal¡  he can look it up in one of his lexica [!].  He
 will know that it is synonymous with k¡ñc•.  Yes,  girdle is an ornament worn over the 
s¡ri (lower garment).  Here it is used by the lover to draw his beloved (lady) towards h
imself, to bring her close to his own self.  The original word, the word of the poet,  vidh
ƒtya has a dual meaning, equally or even more relevant when applied toward the city-
-having laid siege on, having seized, stormed,  conquered, plundered, taken possessio
n of, occupied it. We don't know how vivƒtya could give even one of all these meaning
s!

   
 Undoubtedly, K¡madugh¡ hi mah¡kav•n¡µ v¡co bhavanti:  The sayings of the 

great poets are divine wish-cows; they would give any boon (meaning) we pray for. A
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nd one can derive more than one meaning from a word, yet the prakƒti (root) and prat
yaya (ending) must admit--have the inherent power to denote the desired meaning.  W
e cannot ask a dead barren woman to deliver a child through her womb!

    
The poet says: "Ya˙ [bhujayo˙ balena] K¡ñc•m vidhƒtya Colar¡jya≈riyam ¡cak

arßa." Just as a lover draws (attracts, brings closer physically as well as emotionally) hi
s beloved lady towards him by holding her in her girdle, so the King ⁄havamalla acqu
ired the Cola kingdom by seizing the city of K¡ñc•, the capital of the Colas. The fall of
 the city of K¡ñc• 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 k

¡ñc• (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 "be
lt".

    
And ladies in India don't wear a "belt" over their saris. It is tied by a knot [See 

bandhan¡t in the verse  --n•v• svayaµ bandhan¡t]  or tucked under a petticoat.  A belt i
s removed before the garment can be removed.  But the k¡min• continues to wear her 
k¡ñc• throughout her rati-prasa©ga.  Misra does not tell us how she is drawn by the lov
er towards him.  It is also to be remembered that that part of the body which is right bel
ow the front of the girdle is extremely delicate.  It sends the message directly to the mi
nd.  It serves as the power-source--a means of electrification. Once the lover touches t
hat part, the beloved loses her own self!  Read the following:

         N•v•µ prati pra∆ihite tu kare priye∆a
              sakhya˙ ≈ap¡mi yadi kiñcid api smar¡mi.

    And

         N•vimokßo hi mokßa˙.

    Also

     K¡nte talpam up¡gate vigalit¡ n•v• svayaµ bandhan¡t
         v¡sa≈ca ≈lathamekhal¡gu∆adhƒtaµ kiñcin nitambe sthitam.
     Et¡vat sakhi vedmi kevalam ahaµ tasy¡©gasa©ge puna˙
         ko'sau k¡smi rataµ ca kiµ katham iti svalp¡pi me na smƒti˙.
                                S¶ktimukt¡val•, 86:17 [Kasy¡pi]

    We don't know wherefrom Misra gets the "flags".  We don't see any!  He is prajñ¡ca
kßu in a sense of the term. [See his discussion on carmacakßu˙, pp.31-32].  Or, maybe 
he is confused.  He may have in his mind the following verse:
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Misra might have argued: Wherever there is K¡ñc• there are the flags.  So there are fl
ags even in 1:115!

         K¡ñc• pad¡tibhir amußya vilu∆ hit¡bh¶d
              dev¡layadhvajapa ¡valim¡tra≈eß¡.
         Lu∆ ¡kaluptanikhil¡mbara∂ambar¡∆¡m.
              kaup•nak¡rpa∆apareva pur¡©gan¡n¡m.      [3:76]
    
August Haack translates the above verse (1:115) as follows:

Although Mr. Misra was breathing German air, he did not consult the German translati
ons.  He was aware, but did not procure them.

    Dieser Küonig zog die Schutzgüottin des Colareiches an sich,  als er durch die Gew
alt der Arme die Stadt K¡nc• erstürmte, deren Glieder in zitternds Bewegung versetzt 
waren,  weil er sich ein Speil aus dem Zerreissen ihres Ruhmesgewandes machte.

    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 storme
d, by the force of his arms, the city of K¡nc•, whose limbs were made to tremble, beca
use he made a game of tearing her royal garment.  

    I don't know German. Therefore, I cannot determine how faithful is the translation i
n English of German, the original of which is Sanskrit.  Assuming that the English rend
ering is the correct representation of the German, we would declare without any hesita
tion that the German translation has totally murdered the s¡hitya-vidy¡-vadh¶. It is a di
sgrace to Indo-German scholarship. Cf. Bilha∆a's another poetic gem quite similar to th
e above (1:115):
         Taµ vibh¡vya rabhas¡d up¡gataµ  kßm¡bhuja©gam upaj¡tas¡dhvas¡.
         Lolav¡rinidhin•laku∆∂al¡   dr¡vi∂akßitipabh¶r akampata.  [5:28]
              (a play of Sam¡sokti).
                   *              *              *
    Explaining the verse:
         Av•kßam¡∆¡ sadƒ≈aµ gu∆air mama  kram¡gat¡ ≈r•r iyam ¡≈rayaµ pura˙.
         Payodhimadhyasthitapotak¶pakasthit¡ ≈akunt•va muhu˙ prakampate.    [2:31]

    Misra says:

    mama may either be construed with sadƒ≈am or gu∆aih .  This kind of construction is 
styled in Sanskrit k¡k¡kßigolakany¡ya-, lit. "the manner [! maxim?] of a crow's eye-ball
", a curious term [?] arising from the common belief in India that the crow possesses bu
t a single eye [-ball?], which may readily be transferred from one eye-socket to the oth
er. [p.1]

    This is another attempt on the part of Misra to create an aura of his learning.  We ar
e reminded of another meaningful sadukti:
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         Asth¡ne'nupayogibhi≈ca bahubhir jalpair bhramaµ tanvate.

    Misra refers to "k¡k¡kßigolakany¡ya."  We don't know how this "maxim" could be te
rmed as a "term" and how it is "curious"!  However,  that is apar¡ kath¡.  The main poi
nt 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, "sadƒ≈am" and "gu∆ai˙",
 just as the crow is said to possess one eyeball in between the two eye-sockets,  and w
hich, as a result, could be shifted left or right.  But here the case is totally different. Th
e poet's words are "sadƒ≈am gu∆ai˙ mama."  We don't know how Misra wants to constr
ue these three words:  "mama gu∆ai˙ sadƒ≈am"?  Or "gu∆ai˙ mama sadƒ≈am"?  The sec
ond one is the only correct interpretation.  The first one is ridiculous. The h¡rda of the 
poet is:  By virtue of his qualities he is comparable or equal to me.

    If we say "mama gu∆ai˙ sadƒ≈am", then the question arises:  "sadƒ≈am" of whose?  
Does Misra want to repeat "mama"?  i.e.  "mama gu∆ai˙ mama sadƒ≈am."  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 k¡vy¡rtha-bh¡van¡-paripakva-
buddhi-vibhava-m¡tra-vedya.  Misra may be aware of the following ukti:

         Sav¡san¡n¡µ sabhy¡n¡µ rasasy¡sv¡danaµ bhavet.
         Nirv¡san¡s tu ra©g¡nta˙-k¡ß haku∂y¡≈masannibh¡˙.

Of Dharmadatta, as cited by Vi≈van¡tha Kavir¡ja in his S¡hityadarpa∆a (Nirnaya Sag
ar ed. 1922. p. 84).

    Also
         Kavi˙ karoti k¡vy¡ni rasaµ j¡nanti pa∆∂it¡˙.
         Kany¡suratac¡turyaµ j¡m¡t¡ vetti no pit¡.

    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 "dehal•d•pakany¡ya," 'a lamp placed on the 
threshold lights both the sides.'

    If Misra wanted to know the true application of the maxim k¡k¡kßigolakany¡ya, he s
hould have referred to "adh•tavedo'smi kƒta≈rut¡gama˙", where "asm•tyaham arthe'vya
yam" or "uttamapurußaikavacanam" of as bhuvi is applicable both to the left and to the 
right.  We can interpret "aham adh•tavedo'smi" or "aham kƒta≈rut¡gama˙ asmi."  It is all
 improper to talk about asti sentence and asmi sentence,  as Misra does.  "Adh•taveda˙
" is a Bahuvr•hi compound and so is kƒta≈rut¡gama˙.

    As far as "≈ramo'sti bh¶y¡n itih¡savartmasu" is concerned, we have to bring mama b
y adhy¡h¡ra and the same adhy¡h¡ra will bring mama for gurußvajñ¡vimukhaµ sad¡ 
mana˙.

    We have just discussed a verse:

         Vidhƒtya K¡ñc•m bhujayor balena
              ya≈ Colar¡jya≈riyam ¡cakarßa.
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    This too is a very fine example of k¡k¡kßigolakany¡ya or dehal•d•pakany¡ya. The w
ords "bhujayor balena" could be connected either with what precedes or what succeed
s.

     *                       *                      *

    Misra introduces another vita∆∂¡v¡da regarding graha and ¡graha in:

         Alaµ viß¡dena karoßi kiµ mukhaµ kavoß∆ani˙≈v¡savidh¶sar¡dharam.
         Abh•ß avastupratibandhin¡m ahaµ kƒt¡graho nigraha∆¡ya karma∆¡m.  [2:38]
    
On the above Misra says:

  2.38d
    ¡graha- , is used in the sense of "stubborn wish, persistant [sic] resolusion [resolutio
n?]",  hence kƒt¡graha, "he who has formed a firm resolution."  Contrast Hindi ¡graha,
 meaning "request".

 We don't know what is the authority for Misra to say that Hindi ¡graha means "reques
t!"

Cp. ¡graha- 5.18, 9.130, 10.87 (emend l•l¡vag¡hagraha- to l•l¡vag¡h¡graha- );  dur¡g
raha "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 Bilha∆a has used t
he word "¡graha."  So he wants that the word "graha", which makes even a better sen
se in "graham utsasarja" etc. should be discarded. Once again Misra misses the essenc
e.  Cf.  graha-kalitam iv¡grajam [6.55]  Graha = seizing, holding, any state which proc
eeds from magical influences and takes possession of the whole man!  "Graham" mak
es a better sense here.  It is in the above sense alone that the second half acquires a b
etter meaning in Nisargaramye'pi viceß ite yad atiprasa©go rasabha©gahetu˙. [10.87]

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

    Na ≈a≈¡ka nir¡kartum agrajasya dur¡graham.
    R¡jyagrahagƒh•t¡n¡µ ko mantra˙ kiµ ca bheßajam.  [4:115]

    Would Misra discard one here too?  We don't know what Misra would do in such cas
es.
                   *              *              *
    On the verse
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         Adh•tavedo'smi kƒta≈rut¡gama˙  ≈ramo'sti bh¶y¡n itih¡savartmasu.
         Gurußvavajñ¡vimukhaµ sad¡ manas tad abhyupayo'tra may¡ na durlabha˙.  

[2:39]
   
 Misra presents a discourse, which is only his b¡lac¡palam:

  2.39a
    kƒta≈rut¡gama˙ of the MS. may be interpreted  (cp. p. 1 on 1.74a) as standing for kƒt
a≈ ≈rut¡gama˙.  [why?]. If this interpretation is accepted [why?] as it is by the 3rd ed.  t
he construction would be:

Third ed. is not brahma-v¡kya!  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 th
ird ed.!  It is the fourth.

    "I am [the] one who has studied the Veda, who has heard  (from an authoritative tea
cher) the tradition, rather much exertion/strenuous work (bh¶y¡n ≈ƒama˙) has been do
ne (kƒtah...asti) [by me]..."

              *            *            *

    The word order seems rather strange, [!] we do not expect kƒta˙ before ≈rut¡gama˙,
 because kƒta˙ belongs in the asti sentence, while ≈rut¡gama˙ belongs to the asmi sent
ence.  The interpretation of Bühler and ed. sec.  (kƒta≈rut¡gama˙), therefore, is to be a
ccepted:

This 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!

                   *              *              *

    adh•tavedo'smi kƒta≈rut¡gama˙  ≈ramo'sti bh¶y¡n itih¡savartmasu

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

    An objection against this might be raised.  The expressions adh•taveda- and kƒia≈rut
¡gama- [sic] amount to the same thing,  there would be a tautology (paunaruktya or piß
 apeßa∆a).

    A possible way to remove this tautology is to emend ≈rut¡gama- into smƒt¡gama- , "t
he smƒti tradition." The king would refer to his study of the Veda (veda), of the Dharm
a≈¡stra (smƒt¡gama)  and the Epics (itih¡sa).   [p. 2]

    This is all mattapral¡pa.  According to Monier-Williams,  smƒti means the whole bod
y of sacred tradition or what is remembered by human teachers (in contradistinction to 
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≈ruti or what is directly heard or revealed to the Ïßis). In its widest application, this use
 of the term smƒti includes 6 Ved¡©gas, the s¶tras both ≈rauta and gƒhya, the law books
 of Manu, etc.  [also] the itih¡sas...Smƒta  does not mean this body of knowledge!  If sm
ƒti in its widest sense includes itih¡sa too then there will be paunaruktyadoßa˙!  What i
s ≈rutam?  Anything heard, that which has been heard (especially from the beginning) 
knowledge as heard by holy men and transmitted from generation to generation, or tra
dition or revelation.  Cf. K¡lid¡sa:

         ˛rutasya y¡y¡d ayam antam arbhaka˙.

    Another sadukti:

         ˛rotraµ ≈rutenaiva na ku∆∂alena.

˛abdakalpadruma˙: ≈rutam (≈r¶yate sma yad iti) ≈¡stram.

˛rutam ≈¡str¡vadhƒtayo˙ [iti Amara˙.] Vedas, including smƒtis:
≈rutam ≈¡str¡∆i, Ved¡©g¡ni, dar≈an¡ni ca, itih¡sa˙, pur¡∆¡ni ca.

    Our own poet Bilha∆a too in 18:77:

         D¡t¡ par¡kramadhana˙ ≈rutap¡radƒ≈v¡

    Elsewhere we have explained in greater detail the nature and contents of the MS. A
.  [My edn. p. 4 (Prast¡van¡)]. It belongs to a different lineage (kula-parampar¡)  altog
ether. Although it gives many acceptable, alternative readings-- sometimes much mor
e desirable than those of J, we cannot accept them if we have to preserve the purity (a
s¡©karyam) of our m¶lagrantha˙ (arche-type), because, as the Lord Himself has instru
cted us in the Bhagavad-g•t¡, sa©karo narak¡yaiva.  "Kƒta˙ ≈rut¡gama˙" is the reading
 of A.  Bh has no scruples.  We cannot say whether he knows what are the Principles o
f 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 al
ternative--none whatsoever.  The great poet ˛r•harßa, (the composer of Naißadh•yacari
ta), has benevolently instructed us:

         Nißiddham apy¡cara∆•yam ¡padi  kriy¡ sat• n¡vati yatra sarvath¡.
         Ghan¡mbun¡ r¡japathe hi picchile  kvacid budhair apyapathena gamyate.  9:36

    Also the smƒtis prescribe:  ⁄patk¡le mary¡d¡ n¡sti.

    "Kƒta≈rut¡gama˙" of J cannot be converted into "kƒta˙ ≈rut¡gama˙" or kƒta≈ ≈rutaga
ma˙ because the J text does not read that way!  "Kƒta≈rut¡gama˙" will be only a bahu
vr•hi compound. We are not composing the poem. We are only interpreting it. To presc
ribe "smƒt¡gama˙" will be a svacchand¡c¡ra˙. "Smƒtam" can never mean the tradition 
of smƒtis!  It is a useless effort.
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       Furthermore, we have to consider the following point. The entire family of J [P, B, 
R & N] has accepted the reading "kƒta≈rut¡gama˙".  Only "A," which belongs to anoth
er family and is thus an external entity, an outsider, so to speak, has "kƒta˙ ≈rut¡gama
˙."  Bh prefers this reading of A,  but gives no reason.  Here we have a foreign eleme
nt.  J's reading is lost forever as far as Bh is concerned, even though it [J] is better and 
preferable.  Cf. what precedes:  adh•tavedo'smi.

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

    (Ahaµ) ≈rut¡gama˙ (san) adh•taveda˙ asmi.  Itih¡savartmasu bh¶y¡n pari≈rama˙ k
ƒta˙.  Mana˙ gurußu sad¡ avajñ¡vimukham asti.  Tat may¡ atra abhyup¡ya˙ na durlab
ha˙.

    Bh has forcibly brought "san" in; has taken  "kƒta˙" from the first quarter to the seco
nd; and has taken "asti" from second to the third; and has made "pari≈rama˙" out of "≈
rama˙". We fail to understand what is the use of this "dr¡vi∂a-pr¡∆¡y¡ma,"  the round-
about way.
     *                                *                       *
     On the verse:

         Sa somavannetracakorap¡ra∆¡m   cak¡ra gotrasya yad ujjval¡nana˙.
         Yathocitaµ soma iti kßam¡pates  tata˙ prasann¡d abhidh¡nam ¡ptav¡n.  [2:58]
   
    M says that r¶paka is preferable here, and adds:  "the implied comparison (upam¡) i
s of the prince and the moon, while the eyes are equated with cakora birds  (ed.ter. cor
rectly: upam¡r¶pakayo˙ sankara˙)" [p.3]

    We believe neither Bh nor Misra is right. First of all, the comparison is not implied (v
yakta), but denoted (abhihita)  in soma-vat by the suffix vat (enjoined by P¡∆ini--Tena t
ulyam kriy¡ ced vati˙).

    Secondly, Bh's conclusion - upam¡r¶pakayo˙ sa©kara˙ and its approval by Misra bo
th are wrong. Such sa©kara of two ala©k¡ras occurs only when there is neither a suppo
rter (s¡dhaka)  nor a detractor (b¡dhaka) for either of them occuring in one and the sa
me context. Mamma a makes this point very clear:

    Ekasya ca grahe ny¡ya-doß¡bh¡v¡dani≈caya˙.

    Dvayor bah¶n¡m v¡ ala©k¡r¡∆¡m ekatra sam¡ve≈e'pi virodh¡t na yatra yugapad a
vasth¡nam, na caikatarasya parigrahe s¡dhakaµ taditarasya v¡ parih¡re b¡dhakam a
sti yenaikatara eva parigƒhyeta, sa ni≈cay¡bh¡va- r¶po dvit•ya˙ sa©kara˙.

          [K¡vyaprak¡≈a: 10th Ull¡sa, 140 Vƒtti]

    In the present case (netracakora), we do have a s¡dhaka, viz., somavat.  Since soma
vat is definitely an upam¡, we have to accept upam¡ in netracakora also because the t
wo are inter-related. Appayyad•kßita has dealt with a pertinent case in his Citram•m¡µ
s¡ and has arrived at the same conclusion:
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    Astrajv¡l¡val•∂hapratibalajaladher antaraurv¡yam¡∆e
        sen¡n¡the sthite'smin mama pitari gurau sarvadhanv•≈var¡∆¡m.
    Kar∆¡laµ sambhrame∆a vraja Kƒpa samaraµ muñca H¡rdikya ≈ank¡µ
        t¡te c¡padvit•ye vahati ra∆adhur¡µ ko bhayasy¡vak¡≈a˙.

    Atra Dro∆asyaurve∆opam¡ pratibalajaladher ityatropam¡y¡˙ s¡dhike tyupam¡dvay
am api sañj¡taparamparam  (Citra- m•m¡µs¡, R¶pakapra kara∆am. Chowkhamba, 197
1.  [pp. 227-280])

    So the upam¡ in somavat should be taken as a s¡dhik¡ for the upam¡ in netracakora
.  Hence, Bh is wrong when he says that there is a sa©kara of upam¡ and r¶paka here. 
 Misra is doubly wrong because he declares that r¶paka is preferable.  [Nagaraja Rao]
                   *              *              *
     Commenting on the verse:
         Bhißagbhir ¡p¡ditasarvabheßajaµ   vit•r∆arakß¡vidhima∆∂al¡kßatam.
         Vi≈¡rad¡bhi˙ prasavocite vidhau   nirantaraµ gotravadh¶bhir añcitam.  [2:80]
   
 Misra dictates:

  2.80a
    For vit•r∆a-, "bestowed", (all ed.)  substitute vik•r∆a-.  "thrown about, scattered", whi
ch seems to be more suitable.  vik•r∆a also in 6.10--vik•r∆a...sam•ra-- "the breezes scatt
ered by".

We fail to understand how breezes could be scattered.

Cp. also 18.14 ≈il¡ viprak•r∆¡˙" the rocks that were scattered." 18.6--k•r∆akar∆¡mƒta  "
by which nectar for the ears is scattered".  akßata- "uncrushed grain", as an object of u
d-kƒ•, compare 2.83 akßatotkarai˙  "by the throwings up of uncrushed grain. [p. 3]

Vit•r∆arakß¡vidhima∆∂al¡kßatam:

    Vit•r∆a is accepted by all--from J to Bh.  Misra recommends vik•r∆a for it. Caritacan
drik¡ explains:  vit•r∆¡ni rakß¡vidhaye ma∆∂al¡nyakßt¡≈ ca, the latter two  words going
 back to J gloss.  Vit•r∆a = datta.  Cf. ≈aradvit•r∆asaubh¡gya [16:3].  We have already  
conferred  upon Misra the title of "Abhinavabilha∆a," because he does not explain or t
ry to improve.  He straightaway composes.  Certainly rice can be scattered (vik•r∆a); b
ut we don't know how ma∆∂ala  (circular formations) could be scattered!

    We do not want to go against J gloss unless it is absolutely unavoidable.  However, 
ma©gal¡kßata  could be suggested as an alternative reading to be considered for ma∆∂
al¡kßata .

    The last word in this verse (añcitam) ignites Misra's power of argumentation (vita∆∂¡
v¡da).  He says:
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    On --añcitam (ed.sec. and ter),  see below chap II n.2. [p. 3].  And the "note" expou
nds:

    Cp. 2.80d for arcitam in MSS. [?] and ed. pri, añcitam in ed. sec.  (followed by ed. te
r) is done needlessly by the editor, obviously in silent reference to P¡∆. 6.4.30 and 7.2.
53,  yet Bilha∆a has no example of añcita 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.

         añc =  Also means worship, honour, reverence, adorn, grace.

         añcita =  Honoured,  adorned, graced, graceful, handsome.

    Some examples of the use by great poets:

         Dorda∆∂¡ñcitamahim¡;

         Gateßu l•l¡ñcitavikrameßu;

         Kanak¡cala-sa©k¡≈a-devat¡yatan¡ñcite;

         Api khañjanam añjan¡ñcite.

         Añcit¡bhy¡m gat¡bhy¡m.

Here are the variant readings of the word under discussion:

         J    reads      arccitam,
         B    reads     arcitam,
         N    reads     añcitam,
         Bh   reads    añcitam but interprets p¶jitam,
         A    reads     arcitam,
         AP   reads    acitam.

    J has arccitam.  However, J gloss has bh¶ßitam, meaning thereby that the reading ou
ght to be añcitam, which is also madhuratara.  So N adopted it.  Linguistically both me
an the same.  However, the primary meaning of arcitam would be p¶jitam,  "worshipe
d" while that of añcitam would be bh¶ßitam,  "adorned." N did not adopt this "in silent r
eference to P¡∆," 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 annou
nce every change by beating the drum.  On p. 63, under 16:51(c) he says: "ed. sec. ch
anged silently--". On p. 26, note 2, he says "obviously in silent reference."  He says fur
ther:  "Yet Bilha∆a has no example of añcita in this sense."  We don't know what he m
eans by the word "this"!  He professes to know everything, yet he forgets that Na hi sa
rva˙ sarvaµ j¡n¡ti:  Everyone does not know everything!  His statements are always i
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ndicative of authority.  Maybe he means "stealthily" and uses a word to make it appea
r as innocent.

    ⁄tmavat sarvabh¶teßu ya˙ pa≈yati sa pa≈yati.

    Añcitam is explained in J gloss by the word bh¶ßitam in 2:80. Now arcitam does not 
mean bh¶ßitam in its primary sense.

    Misra says Bilha∆a had not used the word añcitam anywhere in this sense.  If by the
 word "this" he means "bh¶ßitam", Misra ignores the following verse:

         Anena n¶nam jaladhe˙ samuddhƒtam  vicitraratn¡©kuradanturaµ paya˙.
         Anekavar∆¡ñcitam anyath¡ kathaµ  payomuc¡ nirmitam indrak¡rmukam.  [13:2
1]

    In 2:80 Bh forces añcitam to mean p¶jitam, but Caritacandrik¡ has already put bh¶ßi
tam.  And this word goes back to J gloss, i.e., J gloss too has bh¶ßitam.  Bh had no justif
ication in accepting the reading of N and rejecting his meaning.  We are instructed: V¡
garth¡viva sampƒktau.  The word and its meaning go together.  Bh rejects the reading [
v¡k] of B presented by J, but accepts his meaning (artha) i.e., p¶jitam.  B & G translate
 the word in question "arcitam" by "worshiped."  So they follow Bühler's text.

    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?  [I
n any case, the translators do not go to P¡∆ini to settle the dispute!]

    On p. 29 Misra discusses "añcitam." He translates it as "marked  (characterized) by."
 I have put it as vi≈iß am (in Candrik¡).  But it can mean bh¶ßitam as well.  MW puts "di
stinguished" as a meaning of añcitam.

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

         Ityudañcitavil¡saras¡n¡m.  [11:67]

    and

         Udañcitabhr¶latik¡pat¡kam  ak¡ra∆¡d eva mukham cak¡ra.  [9:84]
                   *              *              *
    Misra tries to exhibit his erudition:

         Vive≈a subhr¶r atha s¶tik¡gƒhaµ   pradh¡nadaivajñanivedite dine.
         Samullasadbhi˙ ≈akunai˙ sahasra≈a˙   samarpayant• nƒpater mahotsavam.  [2:81
]
    
He says:
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  2.81d
    samarpayant• nƒpater 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 th
e genitive has taken over the function of the dative.  Further examples from our text ar
e:

  2.89a
    akathayad avan•ndor nandanotpattiv¡rtt¡m "told the king the news of the birth of the
 son";

  9.31ab...
    smara˙...asy¡˙ kathay¡µ babh¶va...."the god [God?] of Love told her..."

  9.73b...
    sakh•n¡µ kim api bruv¡∆¡...."saying something to [her]  girl friends";

  9.93a
    pradar≈ay¡m ¡sa tata˙ kum¡ry¡˙

Misra's carmacakßuß• are functioning here in a normal way.  He says [in a fn]: "kum¡ry
¡˙ is a conjecture cf [i.e. of]  ed. sec;  Bühler has in accordance with the MS. kum¡ry¡
m which is not construable."

    But on p. 16 he discusses the same reading.  This time even his carmacakßuß• fail hi
m.

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

  9.94
    yasya... maurv•rava˙ ... p¡t¡latalasthit¡n¡µ...kathay¡m babh¶va

    "whose bowstring twang told those who dwell on the bottom of the P¡t¡la....";

  13.50ab
    samarpay¡m ¡sa pay¡µsi... jaladhi˙ payomuc¡m "the ocean offered water to the clo
uds."  [pp.3-4]

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 gramm
ar.  p. 193).  [examples:]

    may¡ tasy¡bhayam pradattam.
    kim tava rocate eßa˙?
    mam¡natikruddho muni˙.
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    Misra says: "In later [?] Sanskrit the use of genetive instead of dative is found with i
ncreasing frequency..."

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

    P¡∆ini clearly declares:

         Caturthyarthe bahulaµ chandasi (ßaß h• sy¡t) (2.3.62).
         ([In the sense of] caturth• in the Vedas.)

    So we have ßaß h• even more frequently in the Vedas than in the classical Sanskrit. I
s the Vedic language also later?  Later to which language? Which vernacular influenc
ed it?  Misra merely asserts; he does not prove.

                   *              *              *

    Let us study Misra's comments on:

    Cañcacc¡ra∆ad•yam¡nakanakaµ sannaddhag•tadhvani
         sph¶rjadg¡thakalu∆ hyam¡nakara i

The correct reading for the second cara∆a is: ...kara i [and]  pr¡rabdha..., i.e. there are
 two compound words here--

   (1) sph¶rjadg¡thakalu∆ hyam¡nakara i, and,

   (2) pr¡rabdhanƒtyotsavam. (or nƒtto?)

There is a padaccheda in between the two in J.

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

    This correction was done only in December 1982. However, Bh has had two separat
e words all along-- another play of ghu∆¡kßarany¡ya!  Misra could have very well see
n it if he did not have the primary intention of displaying his erudition everywhere.

    P¶r∆am ma©galat¶ryadundubhiravair utt¡lavait¡lika-
         ≈l¡gh¡la©ghitap¶rvap¡rthivam atha kßm¡bhartur ¡s•d gƒham.
                                                        [2:90]
    He says:

    For cañcat- (all edd.) read carcat- , and for -kara i - "elephant" in b read with Bühler
 -kara am "A kind of drum."  For discussion of this p¡da [?] cp. Chap. II on root lu . [pp.
 45-46]  [p. 4]
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    Bühler is wrong.  Misra is doubly wrong when he rejects N's  (i.e. J's) reading and fo
llows the path of one who has no knowledge of direction!  J has "kara i" clear,  very cl
ear, absolutely and unquestionably.  Furthermore, J gloss puts "h¡th•" as a synonym fo
r "kara i". So there is no doubt that the meaning "elephant" antedates 1286 V. (1229/3
0 A.D.)!

    Misra says on pp. 45-46:

    The MS. reads kara i-, 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.) hƒ.  A mano (acc.) lu∆ h in the sense
 of "to fascinate" would, of course, be unexceptionable" [!].  [We don't know what Misr
a means by "unexceptionable"!

    We don't know where he gets his knowledge from!  How does he know that elephan
ts do not enjoy music?  Who told him so?  We wish he had read some books on elepha
nts before he made such a statement.

    M¡ta©gal•l¡ of N•laka∆ ha, 8:4, clearly states:  g¡napriyam [gajam]. Also 11:40: v•∆
¡dig•tapriya˙ [gaja˙].

    In the Pratijñ¡yaugandhar¡ya∆a ascribed to Bh¡sa, Udayana is described as catchin
g elephants by luring them by means of the sound of v•∆¡.

         Gajaµ tam ahaµ v•∆¡dvit•ya ¡nay¡mi.  (I act)

       and

         ˛rutisukhamadhur¡ svabh¡varakt¡   karajamukhollikhit¡graghƒß atantr•.
         Ïßivacanagateva mantravidy¡  gajahƒday¡ni bal¡d va≈•karoti.  [2:12]

    Here is a beautiful translation of Pur¡∆a-Bilha∆a's Muse rendered by Mr. Misra!  W
hat a contrast!!  Misra's words are:  

    "The king's palace...was one in which gold was being given to alternately [?] recitin
g bards, in which the sound of singing  was connected (continuous), in which the male 
singers were bursting forth  (loud songs) in which drums were beaten, in which a festiv
al of dancing had started."  [p.45]

We don't know what is the Sanskrit equivalent here [of Bilha∆a] which Misra has transl
ated as "alternately." Cañcat is the only word that could be thought of  (Misra's favorit
e phraseology!).
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    So all the elephants were removed by Misra.  The singers did not get them at all.  T
hey 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 K¡lid¡sa:

         Jan¡ya ≈uddh¡ntacar¡ya ≈aµsate   kum¡rajanm¡mƒtasammit¡kßaram.
         Adeyam ¡s•t trayam eva bh¶pate˙  ≈a≈iprabhaµ chatram ubhe ca c¡mare.

    Let us now consider Misra's remarks on cañcat:

    Misra recommends carcat for cañcat.  It is merely avy¡p¡reßu vy¡p¡ram.  There are 
innumerable verses in Sanskrit literature beginning with cañcat.  One has just to go thr
ough the indices of the anthologies. And let us remember:  Here we are talking in term
s of the word cañcat in the beginning only.  It may take a lot of time,  money, and ener
gy to find the word in the middle or end, unless and until we consult concordances of t
he words of great poets, or compile them if these are not available in the published for
m, and then study them.

    We fail to understand why Misra wants to discard cañcat in favour of carcat which l
atter is terribly harsh and kar∆aka u and cannot equal the former in beauty.  There are 
many verses which show that Misra's suggestion does not carry any weight.  For exam
ple,

         Cañcaccandrakaraspar≈a-harßonm•litat¡rak¡.
         Aho r¡gavat• sandhy¡ jah¡ti svaym ambaram.
                       [V¡lm•ki R¡m¡ya∆a. Kißkindh¡, 30:45]
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    And

    Cañcaccol¡ñcal¡ni pratisara∆arayavyastave∆•ni b¡hor
         vikßep¡d dakßi∆asya pracalitavalay¡sph¡lakol¡hal¡ni.
    ˛v¡satru yadvac¡µsi drutam itarakarotkßiptalol¡lak¡ni
         srastasrañji pramodam dadhati mƒgadƒ≈¡m kandukakr•∂it¡ni.
                                                  Subh¡ßitaratnako≈e anur¡gavrajy¡.

    And yes, we should not forget the following sadukti from Bilha∆a himself:

    Pußpair bhr¡jiß∆ubhastr¡kara∆im aga∆itai˙ ≈¡khina˙ ke na y¡t¡˙
         cañcannistriµ≈alekh¡mayam iva bhuvanaµ bhƒ©gam¡l¡bhir ¡ste.
    Trailoky¡k¡∆∂aca∆∂aprahara∆anibi∂ots¡haka∆∂¶ladoß∆a˙
         pußpeßor j¡itra≈astravyatikaravidhaye s¡dhu sajjo vasanta˙.
                                                 [7:68]

    Misra ought to  have seen two more occurrences of cañcat in Vik. itself.

    Yasminnurv•patigƒhatates tu©gim¡ var∆yate kim
         tasy¡≈ cañcaccaturavanit¡bh¶ßit¡nekabh¶me˙.
    J¡ne yasy¡µ Kusumadhanußa˙ svargar¡m¡man¡µsi
         kr•∂¡v¡t¡yanakƒtapadasyaiva lakß•bhavanti.  [18:30]

    And

    Yenod•cy¡m di≈i gatavat¡ vanditosau gir•ndra≈
         cañcacca∆∂ipativƒßakhurakßodalekh¡vataµsa˙.  [18:54]

    And here is one more cañcat from Ven•saµh¡ra:

         Cañcadbhujabhramitaca∆∂agad¡bhigh¡ta-
              sañc¶r∆itoruyugalasya Suyodhanasya.
         Sty¡n¡vanaddhaghana≈o∆ita≈o∆ap¡∆ir
              uttaµsayisyati kac¡µs tava devi Bh•ma˙.

    The following verse is cited by ˛obh¡kara as an example of "vy¡jastuti˙":

    Cañcac cumbati k¡ñcan¡calamukhaµ ka∆ ham kßam¡bandin¡µ
         no muñcatyacalendravakßasi ciram l•l¡m sam¡lambate.
    Kim c¡lli©gati dikta ¡n vitanute kr•∂¡m bhuja©gai˙ samam
         k•rtir m¡nam ap¡sya pa≈ya taru∆• dhik ceß itais t¡vak•.
                                                                       [ceß ate t¡vak•?]

    ˛obh¡kara adds:

         Atra k•rtipriyatam¡tvamukhena ninday¡ sarvavy¡pitvam iti     stutir lakßyate.

    This poet too did not know as much as our Misra did!
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    ˛obh¡kara has cited one more verse, which begins with the word cañcat. I am referr
ing to it only to show that the attempt on the part of Misra to discard Bilha∆a's cañcat is
 unscholarly.  The verse is:

         Cañcatka ¡kßabhramar¡bhir¡ma-r¡m¡mukh¡mbhojaparampar¡bhi˙.
         Itastata˙ [sic] yatra sar¡µsi ≈obh¡m gharmapras¡d¡d dvigu∆¡m av¡pu˙.
              Cited as an example of "sam¡dhi˙ ."

    Let us consult one more authority.  Monier-Williams says:  Bhv¡di cañcati = to leap, 
jump, move, dangle, be unsteady, shake,  Bhartƒ.; Ve∆•s.; Ïtus.; G•t.; Kath¡s.-  etc.  [N
ote "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 hyeßa sth¡∆or apar¡dho yad enam andho na pa≈yati.

    And

         Locan¡bhy¡m vih•nasya darpa∆a˙ kim karißyati.

    And we would like to ask Misra where in the world is this carcat used?  Is there a si
ngle verse which starts with this carcat so dear to Misra? We have not come across an
y!  Sri Misra might have read certain k¡vyas 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, cl I. ..
.cati, to abuse, censure, menace,  Dhatup.  xvii, 67; to injure, xxviii, 17.  Later are give
n the forms and meanings of carcayati, which are not relevant to us here.  Which of th
ese meanings does Misra want here for carcat?

    And let us see what Apte says:

    carc I.lO.U. (carcayati-te carcita) to read, read carefully, pursue study. --II.6.P. (carc
ati 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 s¡mr¡jya is discarded by Misra in the following verse. He does not believe i
n imperialism.  He is satisfied with "capacity." 
        
         Aurv¡gnitaptap¡thodhau candanasyandav¡sit¡˙.
         ˛•topac¡ras¡mr¡jyaµ bhejur malayanimnag¡˙.  [4:6]
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    He says:

    s¡mr¡jya-, "rulership, empire"... ≈•topac¡ras¡mr¡jyam bhejur malayanimnag¡˙ "the r
ivers 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 s¡marthyam, "capacity": [they acquired capacity] for the cooling treatment. 
 Cp. 4.120d s¡marthya-, "capacity." [p.6]

    Many a time,  we find it terribly distressing even to listen to the unreasonable sugge
stions made by Misra.  He wants to replace s¡mr¡jyam by s¡marthyam.  The idea is not
 acceptable.  We throw away cint¡ma∆i and get a piece of pebble in return.  Misra forg
ets that he is not the poet.  An "empire" and all the glory inherent therein is million tim
es better than just plain "capacity."  M¶rkho'pi ≈obhate t¡vat y¡vat kiñcin na bh¡ßate!  
We don't understand how s¡marthyam has the capacity to replace s¡mr¡jyam 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 kßat
e kß¡ram. 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 misl
ead all especially those who are guru-kula-kliß a, i.e. who have done some real work i
n the field and are, therefore, better equipped.  This is all extremely tragic.

    Bilha∆a himself had predicted such childish blabberings from critics such as Misra:

         Ananyas¡m¡nyagu∆atvam eva  bhavatyanarth¡ya mah¡kav•n¡m.
         Jñ¡tuµ yad eß¡µ sulabh¡˙ sabh¡su  na jalpam alpapratibh¡˙ kßamante.  [1:23]

    We can once again remind misra:  Arasikeßu kavitvanivedanam!  No one has the rig
ht to destroy a beautiful poem if he is unable to understand the exquisite words of grea
t poets like Bilha∆a.

                   *              *              *

    Bh is another neo-expounder.  We don't know how much did he understand the poet
.  Here is an example:

    Kakubh¡µ bhartƒbhakt¡n¡m pƒcchant•n¡m nƒpasthitim.
    Vidravantam iv¡bh¡ntam atyantatvaritai˙ padai˙.  [4:40]

    Bh interprets "kakubh¡m prati dh¡vantam iva," running towards the directions!

    The messenger was coming towards Vikrama, i.e. the bank of Krishna.

         "Sa tatkßa∆¡t pariml¡na-mukhaµ sammukhap¡tinam."
                                      says Bilha∆a: 4:37.



82

The d¶ta was running away from the direction of Kaly¡∆a, the Chalukya capital. He w
as not running toward the direction (dik).  He was running away from the north and goi
ng toward the south:

         "Dadar≈a r¡jadh¡n•ta˙ pradh¡nam d¶tam ¡gatam."
                                                                               [4:37].

The directions--di≈a˙--  (depicted to be female, beloved of the King ⁄havamalla) wer
e anxious to get the news of ⁄havamalla.  The messenger did not have the courage to 
tell them of the death of their lord, their lover, ⁄havamalla.  So the messenger was run
ning away from them and not running toward them!  Bh has supplied his own avyaya--i
ndeclinable particle "prati."  "Kakubh¡µ di≈¡µ di≈o diga©gan¡˙ prat•tyartha˙. [4:37].  
From the 6th vibhakti he has jumped back to the 2nd and then supplied his own "prati."
 He is kartum akartum anyath¡kartum samartha˙.  Is he not?  But in reality here the ge
netive (or the possesive) case is used in avajñ¡ or tirask¡ra or disregard.  It may be fe
ar as well.  "Kakubh¡m vidravantam," running away from the directions, being afraid o
f them, "di≈o'n¡dƒtya gacchantam." Bh forgets that prati will demand dvit•y¡ and not ßa
ß hi.

    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 o
f... fearing.

    He gives as an example a quotation from the Mah¡bh¡rata: bibh•mas tava = we are 
afraid of thee.

    The messenger is coming toward Vikrama from the opposite direction.  A significant
 word of the poet is: sammukhap¡tinam!  The distance between the directions (di≈a˙) a
nd the messenger is increasing. He is not going toward the directions!

    Let it be repeated:
Here we have "◊aß h• c¡n¡dare." Pan. 2.3.38.  This s¶tra gets anuvƒtti from "Yasya ca 
bh¡vena bh¡valakßa∆am." "An¡dare gamyam¡ne sati yasya kriyay¡ kriy¡ntaram lakßyat
e tasm¡t ßaß hisaptamyau sta˙."  As an example, we have "Rudati rudato v¡ pr¡vr¡j•t.  
Rudantam putr¡dikam an¡dƒtya sa©nyastav¡n iti bh¡va˙."

    Mamma a gives an example of similar ßaß h•:

         G¡m¡ruhammi g¡me vas¡mi ∆aara  hiim ∆a j¡∆¡mi.
         Ô¡ari¡∆aµ pai∆o haremi j¡ homi s¡ homi.
                                                     K¡vyaprak¡≈a.

                   *              *              *

    Misra presents an amusing situation in the following verse:

         Ku∆ h•kƒt¡ri≈astrasya tasya vajropam¡kƒte˙.
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         Bh¡gy¡n¡m eva me doß¡d eßa j¡ta˙ parikßaya˙.

         P¡ h¡ntaram--

         Madbh¡gyadoß¡d evaißa j¡ne j¡ta˙ parikßaya˙. [4.83]

    Discussing the above, Misra says:

    The MS. has two versions:

    I. Bh¡gy¡n¡m eva me doß¡d eßa j¡ta˙ parikßaya˙.

   II. Madbh¡gyadoß¡d evaißa j¡ne j¡ta˙ parikßaya˙..

    In the second one the 5th syllable of c is long,  which is against the metrical rules gi
ven for the ≈loka.  The first one removes this blemish and must, therefore, be consider
ed to be a deliberate improvement (made by somebody  [!], who noticed the poet's slip
, [!] afterwards) Cp. blow [sic, i.e. below!]

Like Mr. Misra indeed!

Yes, Misra knows quite well how to blow his own ≈a∆kha.

    The MS does not have two versions!  It seems Misra did not notice the first occurren
ce of the expression "p¡ h¡ntaram," in 1:102 Vi≈•r∆akar∆¡ and 1:103 Kar∆e vi≈•rne, wh
ere Caritacandrik¡ explains:

    P¡ h¡ntaram:  Mah¡kavaya uktam ev¡rthaµ bha©gyantare∆a bahudh¡ nir¶payanti. 
 Jainasamprad¡ye tad eva p¡ h¡ntaram ityucyata iti many¡mahe. Atra p¡ h¡ntara- pa
dena tad eva boddhavyam na tu p¡ h¡ntarar¶po'rtho' bhipreta˙.  [p. 217]

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

         ⁄ryaµ viparyastam api prabhavanti na b¡dhitum.

    In the anuß up chapter of the Vƒttaratn¡kara, 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?  Accordi
ng to Mr. Misra the second version is to be rejected.  If someone like Misra detected th
at Bilha∆a had committed an error,  his revised version should succeed and not preced
e!  In other words, the correct version follows and does not precede. Truly speaking, m
any of Misra's statements remind us of the following sadukti:

         Bahu jagada purst¡t tasya matt¡ kil¡ham.



84

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

    For Misra's enlightenment we are presenting below some "SPECIMENS" of the case
s where Bilha∆a, i.e. Pur¡∆a Bilha∆a has erred in the opinion of Misra!
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    Nivedayantam          4:39.3
    Anarthav¡rtt¡            4:41.1
    Tvada©kap¡l•            4:47.3
    Tara©gahastair          4:63.3
    Anyonyaka∆ h¡         4:93.1
    Tejonidh•n¡m            4:107.1
    ⁄ryam viparyastam   4:118.3
    Kƒt¡lav¡lam               8:14.3
    Manye tad¶r¶             8:16.1
    Nitamababimbam       8:17.1
    Prakoß habandhe        8:58.1
    Pur¡∆ab¡∆aty¡g¡ya    8:71.1
    Saundaryap¡tre           8:76.1

    Here is a bright light which might help Misra to see things in their proper perspectiv
e.

         Uktam ev¡rtham bha©gyantare∆a pratip¡dayati kavi˙:

         ˛i≈up¡lavadhe tƒt•ya˙ sarga˙:

         Pras¡dhitasy¡sya Madhudvißo'bh¶d  anyaiva lakßm•r iti yuktam etat.
         Vapußya≈eße'khilalokak¡nt¡  s¡'nanyak¡nt¡ hyuras•tar¡ tu.  3:12

         Kap¡ avist•r∆amanoramora˙sthalasthita≈r•lalanasya tasya.
         ⁄nandit¡≈eßajan¡ babh¶va sarv¡©gasa©ginyaparaiva lakßm•˙.  3:13

     The great commentator Mallin¡tha explains:

    Pr¡ye∆aik¡rthamapyanekaµ ≈lokam uktivi≈eßa- l¡bh¡l likhanti kavaya˙.  Yath¡ha 
Naißadhe--¡d¡veva 'Nip•ya'--(l:l) ity¡di ≈lokadvayam; tath¡ 'Svakelile≈a'  (1:23) ity¡di 
≈lokadvayaµ ceti.

    Thus my statement with regard to "Jainasamprad¡ye" is not correct.  It is a universal
 phenomenon, not confined to the Jain tradition.

                   *              *              *

    Misra turns out to be an historiographer all of a sudden.  Let us see his performance 
in this field.

         Iti sa manas¡ ni≈city¡rthaµ Culukya≈ikh¡ma∆i˙
              ≈rava∆asara∆im bhindan bher•rave∆a viniryayau.
         Api ca kupita˙ kßm¡bhƒtsen¡gajeßu nijeßubhi˙
              katißu vidadhe dhairyadhvaµsaµ na s¡hasal¡ñchana˙.
                                                         [4:119]

      Misra indulges in his characteristic jalpa:
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    Bühler reads kupito kßm¡bhƒt--which is, of course, impossible.  [Bühler does not rea
d!  It is the Printer's Devil, Mr. Misra! And you are cheating the world!!]  Ed. sec., follo
wed by ed. ter., silently changes to kupita˙.

We don't know why Misra always gives kartƒtvam to Bh,  who is merely a copy-cat!

Better sense results if we read kupita- instead of kupita˙ and compouud [i.e. compoun
d] it with kßm¡bhƒt:

c api ca kupitakßm¡bhƒtsen¡gajesu [sic] nijeßubhi˙

d katißu vidadhe dhairyadhvaµsaµ na s¡hasal¡ñchana˙//

    "and in how many elephants of the army of the enraged king (that is Somadeva) did
 Vikram¡ditya 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, cert

ainly did not take place; cp. 5.5 and 6 (6).  Perhaps we should amend nijerßubhi˙:  "by 
his jealous ones  (his male elephants that smell the king's elephants in their stables star
t to trumpet, whereupon these get afraid)"(7) Irßu for •rßyu is a common misspelling (se
e Apte.  s.v. •rßy¡, •rßya. •rßyu), Cp. also above on 1.48b  (lakßa for lakßya).

    
Note that Vikram¡ditya, 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 kßm¡bhƒt (king): verses 116-117.  Somadeva, of course is "enraged", becaus
e his younger brother leaves the town spontaneously--and obviously, without giving du
e notice--with an army: 5.3-5 (cp. in particular kvathamman¡˙ in 5.5, said of Somadev
a).

It 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.

Misra's footnotes:

    6.    Battles with other kings ensue only after  Vikram¡ditya has crossed the  
Tungabhadr¡ (5.18), the southern frontier of the C¡lukya kingdom.

    7.   As to the jealousy (•rßy¡, aß¶y¡, amarßa,  roßa) of the male elephants, cp. Ragh. 
     4.23  (as¶y¡); ˛i≈.  5.32-36, 42 etc. [p.8]

    It is anything but an honest and true scholarship to criticize an editor  (or writer) on t
he 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:
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         Gacchata˙ skhalanaµ kv¡pi bhavatyeva pram¡data˙.
         Hasanti durjan¡s tatra sam¡dadhati sajjan¡˙.

    Honest and sincere scholarship demands that before we start studying a book in a sy
stematic manner, especially for a critical, scholarly research, we must look for the "Err
ata" if there is one.  It is our moral obligation.  Even if we don't take such a prudent ste
p 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 display his scholarship!  Even though Bühler's text reads k
upito, his "Corrigenda and Addenda" (line 14) tells his readers, who are equipped with
 an unbiased mind, to "read kupita˙ for kupito!"

    It is painful to see that Misra has failed even to follow the most rudimentary principl
es of literary criticism and editorial responsibility.  We wonder how he would be able t
o guide others!  May God bless his disciples!  It will be only a case of andhena n•yam¡
n¡ yath¡ndh¡˙.

    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 thi
ng.

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

    udañcirom¡ñcatay¡ samantata˙
    sa ≈¡ityasamparkam iva nyavedayat.

and adds a footnote (no. 7) Ed. pri. samaµ tata˙.

    Yet the "Corrigenda and Addenda" of the same ed. pri. asks us to read "samantata˙
" for "samaµ tata˙," giving credit to Bh•m¡ch¡rya for this correction!  I would call it di
stortion of truth and misrepresentation of facts!  We get hurt to see the way Misra displ
ays his Sanskrit scholarship.

    Even if Bühler had not corrected his text by means of his "Corrigenda and Addenda
", N would have read kupita˙ for kupito, because the succeeding letter (conjunct conso
nant) "kß" of "kßm¡" won't allow it to be read as "kupito."  Misra sees something unusu
al about this change.  According to Misra, N should have made a great fuss about it.  T
rue scholars don't waste their precious time in such simple and obvious, grammatical o
r typographical errors which are inconceivable by their very nature and are incompati
ble 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 pa
ges, 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.

    "Nijerßubhi˙" by itself cannot mean "•rßy¡lugajai˙" unless Misra makes it mean that 
through his super power.  The poet makes a general statement.  Vikrama's march sign
alled the defeat and destruction of the courage and fortitude of all the enemies of the 
Chalukya kingdom.  "Kßm¡bhƒt" here does not mean Some≈vara Bhuvanaikamalla, bu
t "prati-nƒpataya˙" in general as explained by Caritacandrik¡  (p. 233, line 19).  Proba
bly Misra did not see it.

    Everywhere we see Misra exercising and displaying his enormous power of emenda
tion 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 i
n an earlier verse:

         May¡ nip•∂yam¡n¡s te nibi∂am Dravi∂¡daya˙.
         ⁄ryam viparyastam api prabhavanti na b¡dhitum.  [4.118]

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

    We don't know who has designated Vikrama here as kßm¡bhƒt  (king)!  Vikrama  de
cided to leave Kaly¡∆a, and left it.  Even upto the end of canto IV there is no  actual fi
ght 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 b
eginning of canto V, Bilha∆a says that Vikrama took Siµhadeva (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 mentioned.  So it is not proper to bring the fight in be
fore it really took place.

       *                             *                           *

    With regard to

         T¡m vidh¡ya katiciddin¡ni sa  preyas•ghusƒ∆apa©kil¡µ nad•m.
         Colasammukham ag¡hat¡havapr¡ptidurlalitab¡hur ¡graham.  [5:18]

    Misra comments:

    -¡havapr¡ptidurlalitab¡hu-, "whose arm was spoiled by the obtaining of fight", see
ms not intelligible.  Read, therefore, ¡hav¡pr¡ptidurlalitab¡hu-, "whose arm was spoil
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ed by not obtaining fights", i.e. unruly  because of not getting fights, like a child that w
as fondled too much or kept from exerting itself and hence gets restless. [p.9]

Because your anta˙kara∆a is still ajñ¡n¡ndha and no guru has as yet enlightened it, M
r. Misra!

     Ajñ¡n¡ndhasya lokasya jñ¡n¡ñjana≈al¡kay¡
     Cakßurunm•litaµ yena tasmai ≈rigurave nama˙.

    We do not agree at all!  ⁄hava-pr¡pti-durlalita-b¡hu˙ does not mean "whose arm w
as spoiled by the obtaining [!] of fight."  Misra tries to get what does not exist in the m¶
la and then complains. He assigns one specific meaning to the word in reference and t
hen runs away dissatisfied.  The result is frustration.  Or, does he act deliberately in thi
s manner so that he could suggest an emendation?

    Specifically, Misra goes here by the literal meaning of the word "spoiled" (= durlalit
a); rather he takes "spoiled" in one specific sense of the term and overlooks all the oth
er meanings that the term conveys even in English. "Spoiled" here does not mean "rui
ned" 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 exces
sively."

    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 a
nd with such frequency that they were restless when they were not engaged in the batt
les!  Fighting had become their second nature. They refused to keep quiet in the absen
ce of battles. Just as a pampered child, excessively attached to his, say,  toys, always 
wants to 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:

         Ud¡ra≈auryaikarasa˙ kßam¡pati˙
              sa nirvinoda˙ samarotsvaµ vin¡.
         Sam¡pit¡≈eßamad¡ndhabh¶payor
              asevakatvaµ bhujayor amanyata.  [17:8]

                   *              *              *
    Vik. is one of the most significant historical poems in Sanskrit literature.  Pt. Vi≈van¡t
ha ˛¡str• Bh¡radv¡ja 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 k
nowledge:

         ⁄lupendram avad¡tavikramas tyaktac¡palam as¡vavardhayat.
         D•payatyavinay¡grad¶tik¡ kopam apra∆atir eva t¡dƒ≈¡m.  [5:26]
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    Wherever and whenever N has presented an historical fact and has authenticated it 
by documentary evidence, Bh has conveniently copied it and has incorporated it beaut
ifully into his writing without any acknowledgment whatsoever.  Where due to the insu
fficiency 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 ⁄lupa [country?]. 
 The name is not yet identified.  Bh says in an extra-ordinary fashion "⁄lupasya de≈avi
≈eßayendraµ r¡j¡nam!"  We don't know how the reader is helped.  And how can we be
 sure that it is a de≈a?  It could very well be the name of a people like the Madra-s, or 
⁄ndhras, or a dynasty like Cola or Cera, or P¡∆∂ya!

    Here is another example that demonstrates how Bh fails in historical interpretation.  
Bilha∆a says:

    Yasyotsa©ge kulasarid asau N•laka∆ hapras¶t¡  [18:9]

    Candrik¡ stops with "˛iva˙" only with regard to "N•laka∆ ha."  While "nabha˙-sa©gi
-ga©g¡" was N•laka∆ ha = ˛iva-pras¶t¡ , Vitast¡ (river) was not!  Yet Bh says so.  In re
ality "Vitast¡" originated from a mountain called N•laka∆ ha  (and not ˛iva)!

    We are not sure if Bh's literary interpretation is always acceptable.  Let us see:
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         Vy¡pƒtair avirataµ ≈il•mukhai˙ Keralakßitipav¡macakßuß¡m.
         P¶rvakalpitam as¡vadar≈ayad ga∆∂ap¡lißu niv¡sam a≈ru∆a˙.  [5:27]

    ˛il•mukha. Bh knows that ≈il•mukh¡ means "arrow" as well as "bee".  See his  comm
ents on 5:72: "˛il•mukh¡ b¡∆¡ bhramar¡≈ ca.  Alib¡∆au ˛il•mukhau ityamara˙."  Nevert
heless he did not apply the "bee" meaning in 5:27a.  Candrik¡ says: "˛il•mukhai˙ b¡∆a
i˙ bhramarai≈ ca.  Bh and Banerji-Gupta both miss the point.  They take only one mea
ning, i.e. arrows.  They probably forget that here ≈il•mukha means both "arrow" as well
 as "bee".  How the bees are attracted toward the face of a beautiful woman is well de
picted by K¡lid¡sa in his immortal work Abhijñ¡na≈¡kuntalam. (Act I):

    Cal¡p¡©g¡µ dƒß iµ spƒ≈asi bahu≈o vepathumat•m          
rahasy¡khy¡y•va svanasi mƒdu kar∆¡ntikacara˙.  

    Karaµ vy¡dhunvaty¡˙ pibasi ratisarvasvam adharam          
vayaµ tattv¡nveß¡n madhukara hat¡s tvaµ khalu kƒt•.     

Our own poet Bilha∆a too has vividly delineated this bhramarab¡dh¡:

    K¡cit kßipant• madhupam vi≈antam itas tata˙ p¡∆isaroruhe∆a.
    B¡lye kƒtam kandukat¡∂aneßu ≈ramaµ mƒg¡kßi bahu manyate sma.
                                                                 [10:61]

    Kßipto mukh¡t ßa cara∆as taru∆y¡ vive≈a hast¡mbujako≈am asy¡˙.
    Tasm¡d vidh¶to mukham ¡jag¡ma lajj¡ kuta˙ sv¡rthapar¡ya∆¡n¡m.
                                                                                                      [10:62]

    Both Bh and B & G ought to have studied the entire carita before they began the ex
position of 5:27.  Vik. 10:28 presents another enchanting example of ≈il•mukha:

         Gu∆aµ dadh¡ne madhun¡rpyam¡∆am  manasvin¡m m¡nasabhedadakße.
         ˛il•mukha≈re∆ir upaiti sa©gam pußpe ca kandarpa≈ar¡sane ca.  [10:28]

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

    We have another verse depicting the same idea:

    P¡∆au padmadhiy¡ madh¶kakusumabhr¡nty¡ tath¡ ga∆∂ayor
         n•lend•vara≈a©kay¡ nayanayor bandh¶kabuddhy¡dhare.
    L•yante kabar•ßu b¡ndhavajanavy¡mohaj¡taspƒh¡
         durv¡r¡ madhup¡˙ kiyanti sutanu sth¡n¡ni rakßißyasi.
                                                                               [Kasy¡pi]
    [In S¶ktimukt¡val•. Kusum¡pa[va?] cay¡dipaddhati. 65]

    Here is one more verse where Bh presents an interpretation which we find unaccept
able:
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         Tvadbhiy¡ giriguh¡≈raye sthit¡˙ s¡has¡©ka galitatrap¡ nƒp¡˙.
         Jy¡ravapratirave∆a t¡n api tvaddhanu˙ samaras•mni b¡dhate.  [5:40]

    Bh points out that "giriguh¡su ye" is a variant reading.  No doubt, but if you remove 
the word "¡≈raya", i.e. refuge, half of the charm of the poem is lost!  Bilha∆a'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 "Vidy¡v¡g•≈a
!"  He comments on:

         G¡hate'tra dhƒtak¡rmuke tvayi pr•tid¡nam api bh•tid¡nat¡m.
         Tena tasya mahat• vilakßat¡ yan na vetsi gu∆apakßap¡tit¡m.  [5:58]

    B had made "yatra" of "yanna" which was copied by R.  N has "yanna" because J h
as it.  However, Bh takes the reading of B & R and makes special efforts to interpret th
e verse, especially the last quarter, in his own way.  In other words, Bh rejects even J.!
  He comments:

    Tena k¡ra∆ena yatra yasya Dr¡vi∂ar¡jasya vißaye...  gu∆apakßap¡tit¡m vetsi j¡n¡si
 dh¡rayas•tyartha˙...  Yasya kƒte tava gu∆apakßap¡titvaµ vartate.

    This is all unnecessary.  Bh tries to interpret yena kena prak¡re∆a which is not justifi
ed.  The reading "yatra" is not desirable.  It cannot be taken to mean "Yaµ Dr¡vi∂am p
rati tava Vikram¡©kasya gu∆apakßap¡tit¡". The d¶ta does not brag about the qualities 
of his master, who is,  or at least wants to be, humble.  These gu∆as (qualities) belong t
o Vikrama.

    The pakßap¡ta  of Dr¡vi∂ar¡ja 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 messe
nger tries to tell Vikrama is this: If you (Vikrama) do not realize that he  (Dr¡vi∂anƒpat
i) 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 th
at he was misunderstood, i.e. his offer was not taken in the spirit it was given.

    We are reminded of Bh¡ravi's one charming sadukti:

         V•taspƒh¡∆¡m api muktibh¡j¡m bhavanti bhavyeßu hi pakßap¡t¡˙.

    ⁄st¡m t¡vat, Prakƒtam anusar¡ma˙.

    Bh forces "yatra" to mean "yasya vißaye" and turns "vetsi" to mean "dh¡rayasi"!  Her
e it is not Vikrama, let it be repeated, who is "gu∆apakßap¡tin ," but it is the Cola King 
who is "gu∆apakßap¡tin ." The qualities belong to Vikrama and not to Colar¡ja!  Colar¡
ja is offering his daughter in marriage to Vikrama,  because the former is influenced b
y the qualities of Vikrama.  In fact,  Vikrama has invaded  the territory of the Colas. W
e don't know how Bh could force such an interpretation on us and create a situation wh
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ich is painful.  We are reminded here of a passage in Through the looking glass by Le
wis Carroll:

         "When I use a word,"  Humpty Dumpty said in rather a     scornful tone, "it mean
s 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."

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

London, Macmillan, 1895. p. 124.

    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.  No
w R has distorted it in many places because R did not know any better. The first word i
n 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.

    Banerj• and Gupta are satisfied merely with substituting words for words--makßik¡st
h¡ne makßik¡.  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 mea
ning.

    "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 t
he capital of the Colas.

                   *              *              *

Misra as an Historiographer

    Misra presents a very lengthy discussion on the following verse:

         Tatra dakßi∆ata e kƒtasthiti˙   Kuntalendur avalokya tadbalam.
         B¡hum ¡havasahasrad•kßitaµ  vandate sma paricumbati sma ca.  [5:78]

    He expounds:

    kƒtasthiti˙...In 5.56 the messenger of the Cola king proposes [?] Vikram¡ditya to ret
urn (ni--vƒt) [from the Cola country he has invaded] and to take his stand in the vicinity
/proximity (up¡ntavartmani)--obviously of the Cola country.  This vicinity/proximity is 
defined as tu©gabhadray¡ mudrite , "sealed by the Tungabhadr¡."  Whether we underst
and sealed (mudrita) in the sense of "marked" (cihnita) or "sealed off, closed" (cf. 11.1
9 amudrita "unsealed; unrestrained"; Kar∆asu.  4.5,6 mudrita "closed, sealed") the nort
hern shore of the Tungabhadr¡,  which lies outside the Cola country, but in its immedia
te vicinity (up¡ntavartmani), must be meant [?]!  The peacetreaty [sic] the Cola king pr
oposes and which he wants to cement by offering his daughter to Vikram¡ditya as a wi
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fe, can be concluded only--it seems obvious--when Vikram¡ditya has left the country: 
 only on this condition the Cola king's "gift of friendship" (that is the giving of his daug
hter 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 Tungabhadr¡, putting
 up a camp alongside its shore (verse 76) and enjoying bathing in the river (verse 77): 
this would be impossible if King Vikram¡ditya had himself with his army occupied the 
southern shore.  Consequently the reading of all the editions in verse 78 dakßi∆ata e kƒ
tasthiti˙ kuntalendu˙ ..." the moon of the Kuntalas having taken his stand on the south
ern shore," cannot be correct.  We have to amend dakßi∆ata e kƒtasthiti and construe it 
with tad balam.  Thus we get:

a    tatra dakßi∆ata e kƒtasthiti

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.lO-ll]  [How 
do you know Mr. Misra?]

    In brief, Misra suggests that the compound word kƒtasthiti˙ be turned into a napuµsa
ka 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 dakßi∆ata e 
kƒtasthiti˙" the word kƒtasthiti˙ 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.  Mi
sra has not advanced even one convincing sound argument to support his theory that c
ould be accepted.

    Misra has full freedom to make his own guesses and to believe that Vikrama was st
ationed on the north shore and the messengers were sent across the river (p. 11).

Misra talks of the messengers only.  Does he mean to say that both the parties were st
ationed on respective two different shores and the entire marriage ceremony was perf
ormed!  We cannot believe so.

   This  Misra is Abhinavabilha∆a.  He has the right to create his own sƒß i.

         Ap¡re k¡vyasaµs¡re kavir eka˙ praj¡pati˙.
         Yath¡'smai rocate vi≈vam 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 Upodgh¡ta :

    Vikram¡dityas¡mr¡jyas•m¡: Dakßi∆asy¡m ¡tu©gabhadr¡y¡ uttarasy¡m Narmad¡m 
y¡vat tats¡mr¡jyaµ vistƒtam abhavat.  Tungabhadr¡-Kƒß∆¡sa©gam¡d uttarato God¡va
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r•-Vardh¡ sa©gamaµ y¡vat,  tata≈ c¡gre et¡m Vardh¡nad•m y¡vat saralarekh¡y¡m ¡k
ƒß ¡y¡m C¡lukya  [s¡m] r¡jya-pr¡cyas•m¡ nirdh¡ryeta.

    His empire extended from the Narbudd¡ 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, discussin
g historical facts and trying to improve upon all the editions, including Bilha∆a himself.

    In the beginning of Canto 5, we see Vikrama leaving Kaly¡∆a [5:1].  He has a fight 
with the army dispatched by Some≈vara, his elder brother.  Vikrama achieves victory [
5:8].  He advances towards Tungabhadr¡, away from Kaly¡∆a [5:10].  He reaches the 
river [5:10].  He plans an attack on the Colas [5:18].  He stays in Vanav¡sama∆∂ala fo
r some time.  He advances towards the kings [5:23] of Malaya country.  Jayake≈in surr
enders.  ⁄lupa king is augmented [5:26].  Kerala is attacked [5:27].  The land of the D
ravi∂a king is shaken.  And finally the messenger from the Dravi∂a king comes to the 
court of Vikram¡ditya [5:29]. See pages 25 and 26 of the Upodgh¡ta  of Nagar.]  N als
o contains a map delineating the contemporary boundary between the two empires of t
he Cholas and the Chalukyas.  A map from Krishnaswami Aiyangar's Ancient India  ap
pears as an appendix at the end of this book.

    Misra wants us to believe that the River Tu©gabhadr¡ itself was the dividing line bet
ween the two empires.  If so, he is far removed from the reality. Vikrama had entered 
right into the territories of the Colas.  He was asked to retreat back toward the river.  B
oth 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 lear
ning and tries to show that he knows not only Sanskrit but also other European languag
es.  But he forgets his own rules and regulations.  He makes improper suggestions eve
n overlooking the demands of Sanskrit prosody.  We don't know what a havoc he woul
d have wrought on the Vikram¡©kadevacarita  had it been a prose work! He asks us to r
emove the visarga of "kƒtasthiti˙" [5:78.1], make it a neutral  (napuµsaka) compound 
and force it to qualify "tad balam," the army of the Chola king. He forgets that the metr
e here is Rathoddhat¡,  which demands ra-na-ra-la-ga, that is the cara∆a must end in g
uru.  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 v¡ p¡dante tvasau g vakr
a˙ (= a syllable is counted as guru at the end of a p¡da despite its laghutva for metrica
l purposes).  Therefore, no harm is done to the metre even when kƒtasthiti˙ is changed 
into kƒtasthiti.  But that is a rule which may be restored to if a mah¡kavi has already co
mposed that way and not to cater to the whims and caprices of every Tom, Dick and H
arry.
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    We find it difficult to leave this topic.  Delivering his learned discourse on kƒtasthiti˙
 (5:78a), as presented above,  Misra has pronounced his judgment and said: "This woul
d be impossible if king Vikram¡ditya had himself with his army occupied the southern 
shore."  He puts a severe limit on the length of the shore of Tungabhadr¡!  It was not a
 pond.  It was a mighty river, Dakßi∆¡patha-j¡hnav•. Its shore stretched for miles and m
iles, 400 miles to be exact.

Did Mr. Misra read Bilha∆a's ukti in verse:

The reader is invited to have a look at the map appearing at the end of this book. Dakß
i∆a ta a does not necessarily mean South bank.  It can mean only the right bank as opp
osed to the left bank,  determined on the basis of how the river flows!

         Sindhut•ranilay¡nurodhatas  tat tath¡ balam av¡pa d•rghat¡m.
         Antarakßapitar¡tribhir janai˙ pr¡pyate sma nƒpamandiraµ yath¡.  [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 distanc
e between their respective camps and the royal camp--before they could reach the Ro
yal mandiram.

      *                               *                           *

    Another unreasonable suggestion of Misra is about:

         Ra∆arabhasavil¡sakautukena sthitim atha bibhrad asau ya≈ovataµs¡m.
         Vidhihatakadur¡grah¡d ak¡∆∂e  gatam a≈ƒ∆od Dravi∂endram Indradh¡mni.  

[6:7]
    Misra says:

Interpret ra∆arabhasavil¡sakautukena not as instr., "by the curiosity for the spor
t of battle fury", but as loc. kautuke,  "in the curiosity...", and following negative particl
e 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 

         Ud¡ra≈auryaikarasa˙ kßam¡pati˙  sa nirvinoda˙ samarotsavaµ vin¡.

         and

         Colasaµmukhamag¡hat¡hava-pr¡ptidurlalitab¡hur¡graham.

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

    "not exhibiting continuance in (= continuous attachment to)  the glory-wreathed (= gl
ory-rewarded) curiosity (= desire) for the sport of battle fury".
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    The above interpretation goes against the very grain of v•rarasa and cannot be eve
n entertained as a sound suggestion.

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

    Misra also violates the basic rules of Sanskrit grammar.

If Bilha∆a wanted to say what Misra makes him do, he would have to say "abibhrat,"  
because the "nañ" freely used, goes only with the verb.  Obviously,  Misra's suggestion
 betrays his total ignorance of the grammatical rules of Negation (nißedha).  He does n
ot know the difference between paryud¡sa and prasajyapratißedha.  If the meaning su
ggested by Misra was desired by the poet, he would resort to paryud¡sa, where sam¡s
a of nañ and bibhrat is compulsory:

The author is indebted to Shri Nagaraja Rao of Mysore for this grammatical discussion.

         Pr¡dh¡nyaµ sy¡d vidher yatra pratißedhe'pradh¡nat¡.
         Paryud¡sa˙ sa vijñeyo yatrottarapadena nañ.

    Since such sam¡sa has not been used, if we allow Misra to have his way and split ka
utuke na, then it would be a case of prasajya pratißedha where the free nañ gets invari
ably connected with the finite verb:

         Apr¡dh¡nyaµ vidher yatra pratißedhe pradh¡nat¡.
         Prasajyapratißedho'sau kriyay¡ saha yatra nañ.
                                 [Vyaktiviveka, II Vimar≈a]

    Therefore, if we accept Misra's suggestion, we will have to construe Kautuke na a≈ƒ
∆ot, which will mean that the king did not hear...etc.  So, Misra's suggestion cannot be 
accepted.  
         *                        *                       *

    Plagiarism can be quite subtle.  For instance:

         Narapatitanaya˙ kay¡pi kopa-sphuritaradacchadalekhay¡luloke.
         Praka itapa upañcab¡∆al•l¡-kalakilakiñcitam •kßa∆¡ñcalena.  [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 K¡ñc•.  Then why to bring a 
related (or identical) idea once again?

    Misra appropriates the above idea from Bh as his own without any acknowledgeme
nt.  This is called any¡yap¶r∆am ¡tmas¡tkara∆am.  Here are Misra's words [p. 11]:

Verse 19 describes--like the preceding verses 12-17--the behavior of one particular gir
l at the sight of the king, while verse 18 gives a comprehensive finishing statement: iti.
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..abhavad...vil¡sa˙...  "thus was the playful behaviour [of the beautiful women of the t
own]..."  The order of the verses 18 and 19 should, therefore, be inverted.  

Misra knows that vil¡sa can be used as a substantive  (noun) and that it means playful 
behavior.  Still he forgets this fact while discussing Tav¡©gavall•kusumair and makes vi
l¡saih as vik¡laih (an adjective)--one more illogical attempt like so many others on the
 part of Misra!

    Honesty, sincerity, and truthfulness demanded that the credit ought to have been giv
en 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 that of an aliigtor.   
Misra had his own reason.  If he had ascribed this improvement to Bh, then he would n
ot have been able to dupe the University andn get the degree.

    Misra continues:

    ¡luloke "was looked at" in 19a is peculiar as it cannot be derived from ¡lokaya-, "to 
look at", of which the perf. pass. would be ¡lokay¡µ cakre, but must be taught [or thou
ght?] to belong to ¡ - lok  (Dh¡tup. 1.76 lokƒ dar≈ane): ¡lokate , not met with outside gr
ammatical works and possibly a grammatical fiction.

    N has no padaccheda between y¡ and lu.  However,  Candrik¡ says: luloke dƒß a˙, 
which is wrong, according to Rao.  It should be ¡luloke.  J has a clear sign, [ss i.e. avag
raha] visible even today, directing us to read ¡luloke. Although Bh does not have in th
e text the sign of d•rgha, i.e. avagraha "ss", yet in the commentary he puts ¡luloke saµ
dƒß a˙.  He does not criticize N for 'luloke'!  How to criticize such an ancient great scho
lar antedating 1286 A.D.!  Misra also has overlooked the error of N.  Or,  was he retice
nt for a change!  Shri Ladukeshwar, however, says it is right.

                   *              *              *

    Misra wants to change Bilha∆a's words to accommodate Bh's views!  Let us study:

         Katicid api din¡ni tatra n•tv¡  parisarabh¶mißu bh¶ribhir vil¡sai˙.
         Cara∆atalaniviß aduß avarga˙  puram avalokayati sma G¡©gaku∆∂am.  [6:21]

     Misra presents his outstanding stand:

    niviß a - does not mean dalita-, "torn asunder", as it is glossed in ed. ter.  What is exp
ected in this context cara∆atalaniviß aduß avarga˙, "by whom the crowd of the evil on
es was... by the soles of his feet", would be nipiß a-, "crushed." The sounds [?] p and v 
appear to be easily confounded by Jain writers, cp. ed. sec. Prast¡van¡, p. 3.  [p. 12]  [
Are they copying a written text or writing what is being heard?]

    Misra may recall:

    Y¡dƒ≈am pustakaµ dƒß aµ t¡dƒ≈aµ likhitaµ may¡.
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    Just because Bh translated "niviß a" as dalita it does not mean that we must discard t
his word and change Bilha∆a's thought into what we want him to tell us.  We have to tr
y to understand what he tells us.  We are merely ≈rot¡ra˙ and not racayit¡ra˙.  Niviß a 
means "lying, or resting, or sticking, or staying in (loc. or comp.)"  Monier-Williams.  M
isra 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.

    Misra recommends that niviß a be changed to nipiß a = "crushed!" If we merely want
 to say "crushed by the feet", we don't have to bring in "tala", sole or bottom.  Cara∆an
ipiß a 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 "nipiß a" is not 
in the usage of the poets. "Nißpiß a" is the current (pracalita) and hence the correct for
m.  On this ground too Misra's recommendation is to be rejected.

              *                                 *

    Once again Misra tries to be an historiographer.  Here is his discussion on:

         Atha katißucid eva daivayog¡t  parigaliteßu dineßu Colas¶no˙.
         ˛riyam aharata R¡jig¡bhidh¡na˙ prakƒtivirodhahatasya Ve©gin¡tha˙.  [6:26]

    Misra shows his prakƒti:

    The expression prakƒtivirodhahata- might mean according to Bühler (Introd., p. 35 a
nd note 3) either: "slain in consequence of a disagreement (virodha) with his subjects (
prakƒti)" or "killed  (by R¡jiga) in consequence of an inveterate enmity"; There is a thi
rd possibility, however: ya≈ovirodhin- in 6.62 means "what is in conflict with a good na
me", i.e. "disgraceful", dharmavirodhin- in 6.65 means "what is in conflict with sacred t
radition", i.e. "impious."  Hence prakƒtivirodhin- in 6.27 would mean "who is in conflict
 with nature", i.e. "unnatural." This  fits well as a qualification of Somadeva, who indul
ges in an unnatural hatred towards his brother.

We don't know how Somadeva's hatred toward Vikrama could be called "unnatural." 
Our response to Misra would be --mukham ast•ti vaktavyam.  Does Misra want to tell us
 that Adhir¡jar¡jendra was killed by Somadeva?  We cannot even dream that Misra w
ould turn out to be so senseless!  We simply fail to understand him.

    In 6.26 we should have to understand:  [What a beautiful English!  It is pardonable t
o borrow Misra's phraseology since he was breathing German air] "slain by conflict wit
h nature", which does not seem to make sense.  I propose to read instead of prakƒtiviro
dha-hatasya rather:  prakƒtivirodhihatasya "who was slain by an unnatural one,"  that i
s 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 rath
er more likely 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."
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  [p. 12]  [Misra does not know who R¡jiga was.  He ought to have studied pages 27-2
9 of my Upodgh¡ta].

How about expressions like h¡ hato'smi mandabh¡gya˙ and Vayam tattv¡nveß¡n madh
ukara hat¡s tvaµ khalu kƒt•!

    It is not necessary to make "virodhi" of "virodha."  As Caritacandrik¡ explains:  Pra
kƒtivirodho naisargikavairaµ tena hatasya.  We can interpret it only in the sense that R
¡jiga was an inveterate enemy-- "yeß¡µ ca virodha˙ ≈¡≈vatika˙," "ahinakulam,"  or "k¡
kol¶k•yam."  We can disregard the other meaning, the rebellion of the subjects,  becau
se that will be a weak point as far as Vikrama's action is concerned.  It will go against 
our own n¡yaka.  R¡jiga suspected,  rather apprehended, interference once again by 
Vikrama. So he aroused his brother Some≈vara.  The poet calls R¡jiga as galitanayasy
a.  [6:38]

Yat sy¡d anucitam vastu n¡yakasya rasasya v¡.
Viruddham tat parity¡jyam anyath¡ v¡ prakalpayet.

    "Prakƒtivirodhahatasya":  Bühler thinks that this means that the brother-in-law (Cola
s¶nu) of Vikrama was killed by the rebellion

Bühler does not identify Colas¶nu, but he was Adhir¡jar¡jendra.  of the people, the su
bjects.  But the poet uses the same expression at the end of the following verse prakƒti
virodhinam asya Somadevam (6.27).  Here and earlier,  in both the places, "prakƒtiviro
dha" means only the natural enmity like ahinakulam or k¡kol¶k•yam, as stated earlier.  
We cannot interpret "prakƒti" as the subjects (praj¡˙) or the people; nor the rebellion o
r uprising of the people.  Also we have to note the following:  R¡jiga killed Adhir¡jar¡j
endra on account of his natural or inborn enmity.  Here the expression "prakƒtivirodha
hatasya" is set in between "R¡jig¡bhidh¡na˙" and "Ve©gin¡tha˙."  So according to Deh
al•-d•pakany¡ya, the death was caused by R¡jiga,  who was Ve©gin¡tha.  We do not b
elieve that the people of the Cola kingdom first revolted, then killed Adhir¡jar¡jendra 
and then invited R¡jiga to occupy the throne.

    Bh renders the expression "prakƒtivirodhahatasya" in a way that leaves everything 
vague:

        Prakƒt•n¡µ praj¡n¡µ prakƒte˙ svabh¡vasya v¡ virodhena     pr¡tik¶lyena vaire∆a
 v¡ hatasya m¡ritasya.

    We don't believe that Adhir¡jar¡jendra was killed by his own subjects.  Unless all th
e subjects wanted R¡jendracola to be the ruler,  they would not have killed their own k
ing.  In any case, the allies of Adhir¡jar¡jendra must have been very weak.  He did no
t have enough support.  However, Banerji and Gupta attempt to translate the passage t
hus:
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    Then after the lapse of a few days, as Fate would have it, the lord of Ve©gi, named 
R¡jiga, 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 "puna˙" may have some significance.  When V•rar¡jendra died, R¡ji
ga had a chance to capture the throne.  Vikrama intervened and placed his brother-in-l
aw Adhir¡jar¡jendra on the throne. On the departure of Vikrama R¡jiga killed Adhir¡j
ar¡jendra and usurped the throne.  He was afraid Vikrama might thwart his plans once
 again.  So he entered into alliance with Somadeva.

    Bilha∆a says: Anucitam amun¡....[6:38]

    Criticizing the poet, Bühler remarks:  "Bilha∆a, 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 alli
ance with the enemy.  "War" is not the only way to deal with the enemy.  Sandhir n¡ v
igraho y¡nam...Sandhi,  alliance, is the first of the six gu∆as of diplomacy or statecraft 
 (ß¡∂gu∆yo mantra˙).  Bühler himself forgets that it is 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 off
ering his daughter in marriage, the Chola king V•rar¡jendra had virtually surrendered.

    Let us hear what the poet himself says:

         1. Sandhibandham avalokya ni≈calam... [5:62]

         2. R¡jyam uddhƒtam anarthapa©kata˙
                 kanyak¡vitara∆¡d amanyata.   [5:79]

    This was one of the wisest strokes of diplomacy on the part of Vikrama to develop fr
iendship with the most powerful enemy of the C¡lukyas.  War and peace both are to b
e practiced by a ruler.  We have already seen how so many rival kings gave their dau
ghters in marriage to Vikrama.  That was certainly a prudent way to extend his sway o
ver his political enemies.

    Bilha∆a says:

         Kany¡prad¡nacchalata˙ kßit•≈¡˙  sarvasvad¡nam bahavo'sya cakru˙.

    The king who gives his daughter to an enemy in marriage is certainly not the absolu
te victor in the deal.  Vikrama himself did not want to fight with his brother at all.  Othe
rwise, he would not have left the kingdom, the capital city of Kaly¡∆a.  He had alread
y declared:  

         Ty¡gam eva pra≈aµsanti guror utpathag¡mina˙. [4:117]
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         May¡ nip•∂yam¡n¡s te nibi∂am Dravi∂¡daya˙.
         ⁄ryam viparyastam api prabhavanti na b¡dhitum.  [4:118]

    The question is  what would have happened to the entire C¡lukya kingdom if Vikra
m¡ditya 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?  I
f R¡jiga had come out absolutely victorious from this war, the C¡lukya kingdom would
 have been completely wiped off then and there and forever!

    We are reminded of the story of a frog named Ga©gadatta who invited his enemy (a
 vicious cobra) in his home (well) to take revenge from his own d¡y¡das.  The story en
ds with:

         Bubhukßita˙ kiµ na karoti p¡pam kß•∆¡ nar¡ n•ßkaru∆¡ bhavanti.
         ⁄khy¡hi bhadre priyadar≈anasya  na Ga©gadatta˙ punar eti k¶pam.

    Let it be stressed once again that Vikrama entered into alliance with an enemy for p
eace, while Some≈vara entered into an alliance with the enemy for war, and that too w
ith his own younger brother!  It is unfortunate that Bühler did not see any difference in 
these two types of alliances. He simply overlooked the art of diplomacy.  Na hi sarva˙ 
sarvaµ j¡n¡ti.  

Misra's Misdirections

    Misra displays his critical judgement once again on pages 12-13 of Chapter I, with r
egard to the word druti in Asitavilasitena  (6:51).  This is how he accomplishes this cam
atk¡ra:

    Instead of Bühler's   (ed. pri.) navendran•l¡-  the MSS.  [!] and subsequent edd. have
 navendran•la- 

This is a very strange type of construction.  Why so much prominence is given to Bühl
er?  We don't know.  The MS. comes first.  All other editions come thereafter.  Bühler i
s in-between.  

We wonder if Misra knows the difference between "MS." and "MSS."  Here we have o
nly one MS.

     c   gaganagirita • navendran•la-
     d   druti≈atanirjharadh¡ri∆•va reje  //

    "the top of the mountain of the sky (lit. which     is the sky) shone like bearing a hun
dred cascades     of fresh meltings of (blue) sapphires (= of just     molten sapphires)".

While druti-, "melting, molten substance," here fits well as qualification of nirjhara-, "c
ascades", it should be changed into dyuti- [?] in 11.41a ketakadrutinibham maha˙... ind
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o˙,  "the splendour (maha˙)-of the moon that...was like the shine  (dyuti) of a [!]  (whit
e) Ketaka flower." Cp. 11.87:

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.

    a    nikßipya..............................
    b    ¡tmadyatiµ dadhati p¡∆∂urat¡m prad•p¡˙ /

         "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 sh
ould 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 an
y connection between the group of words ending with the first dyuti (line three of the p
aragraph) and another group of words beginning with "in 11.41a" and ending with "flo
wer"!  What does Misra want us to do here?  What is his vidheya?

    Misra cites ketakadrutinibham [11:41a] in support of his change.  The complete vers
e is

         Ketakadrutinibham bhuvan¡ntas  tanmaha˙ prakƒti≈•talam indo˙.
         Kasya no vapußi candanalepa˙ k¡ntita≈ ca gu∆ata≈ ca babh¶va.  [11.41]

    This change is dictated on page 17. The above text (in the quoted para)  (...ketakadr
utinibham...) 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 question of questions still remains--Why?

    Misra asks us to compare 11:87.  It contains dyuti.  We fail to understand how this dy
uti in 11:87  will help him to change druti into dyuti in navendran•ladruti (6.51) and ket
akadruti (11.41).  The whole discussion is not clear to us at all.  In our opinion this citat
ion (of Nikßipya) is irrelevant,  because we need the word dyuti there, as it means the "
rays" there, rather than the "lustre" only.  The fact is that indran•la  and ketaka themsel
ves are turned into drava or druti.  They are to be liquefied!  The lamps are not!  It is a
 kav•ndrokti and only a sahƒdaya can understand it.

    And, by the way, Misra translates the word nikßipya in 11:87 as "having thrown dow
n." He runs away with the very first meaning he gets in the dictionary!  He does not ha
ve the patience to go up to the end and consider all the available meanings.  Apte giv
es the following meanings for this word nikßip:  "To throw or cast down, put or place do
wn; To entrust,  commit, consign to the care of; To deposit, place as deposit;  To give o
r hand over, grant, bestow (on)."
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    Misra did not realize that the dyuti was too precious to be "thrown down.,"  It was en
trusted to the care of ga∆∂aphalaka!

    We hope Misra had read K¡lid¡sa:

         Din¡nte nihitam teja˙ savitreva hut¡≈ana˙.

     ⁄st¡m t¡vat, prakƒtam anusar¡ma˙.  Let us resume our main theme.  Once again w
e find Mr. Misra engaged in avy¡p¡reßu vy¡p¡ram.  Druti is not the qualification (quali
ty) of nirjhara (as Misra wants us to believe); it is the substance itself that constitutes th
e nirjhara!  To put it differently, the lustre of indran•la  does not constitute the cascade;
 it is the liquefied indran•la  itself that is showering!

     Moreover, if we accept the reading as ketakadyutinibhaµ maha˙,  of the two words 
dyuti and nibham one becomes redundant.  "Ketakadyuti" itself will give the whole me
aning by virtue of the upamita-sam¡sa (ketakasya dyutir iva dyutir yasya tat).  Similarly
 ketakanibham will give all the desired meaning (ketakasya nibh¡ k¡ntir iva nibh¡ yasy
a.) So, by suggesting a baseless reading,  Misra is not only spoiling the beautiful idea o
f Bilha∆a, but also making him commit a blunder of paunaruktya (tautology).

    To change ketakadruti into ketakadyuti will be a murder of the poetic genius of Bilha
∆a.  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 every
one by virtue of their lustre as well as the soothing quality.  To say ketakadyutinibham 
will be an utter nonsense.  How?  Why?  A bh¡vuka kavi alone can understand. One h
as to go and ask some real guru who knows. Upadekßyanti te jñ¡naµ jñ¡ninas tattva-d
ar≈ina˙.  Saµskƒta is divine.

         Saµskƒtam n¡ma daiv• v¡g anv¡khy¡t¡ maharßibhi˙.

    We are reminded of the following Sadukti:

         Ajñ¡n¡ndhasya lokasya jñ¡n¡ñjana≈al¡kay¡.
         Cakßur unm•litaµ yena tasmai [≈r• gurave] nama˙.

    An infant takes every woman to be its mama.  Misra would remove all the druti fro
m Vik.  We don't know what he did with kƒtadravai≈ candrakarair iv¡pluta˙ [2:79], and
 dr¡vitaspha ika≈aila . [11:38]

Mr. Misra may know:

    Sav¡san¡n¡m sabhy¡n¡m rasasy¡sv¡danaµ bhavet.
    Nirv¡san¡s tu ra©g¡nta˙ k¡ß haku∂y¡≈masannibh¡˙.

    Misra is advised to read the following:

         Dr¡vitaspha ika≈ailavi a©ka-sph¡ranirjharaparamparayeva.
         P¶rit¡ ≈a≈iruc¡ bhuvana≈r•r m¡napa©kam anudat pramad¡n¡m. [11:38]
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    and

         Jal¡≈ay¡ yatra hasanti santataµ navendran•ladravanirmalodar¡˙ [k¡˙?]
         ˛aratsamuts¡ritameghakardamam  Kalindakany¡hradamecakaµ nabha˙. [2:6]

    Commenting on 12:45a (p. 18) Misra uses the word "preposterous" to characterize B
ilha∆a's kavit¡-vicchitti.  To us Misra's attempts seem to be more than preposterous!  

    Misra expects us to accept his Ketakadyutinibham maha˙!  Poor critic!  He did not re
alize that it would be the total negation of sahƒdayatvam.  Dyuti will cover only k¡nti a
nd not the gu∆a as well.  Bilha∆a says: k¡ntita≈ca gu∆ata≈ca babh¶va.  Maybe Misra di
d not understand the poet.  If he is satisfied, well fine.  Let him remain satisfied.  But th
e true lovers of Bilha∆a's vyutpatti and vicchitti will never agree. They will remind Misr
a once again of Bilha∆a's own sadukti:

         Ku∆ hatvam ¡y¡ti gu∆ah kav•n¡m  s¡hityavidy¡≈ramavarjiteßu.

    and

         Kurvantu ≈eß¡˙ ≈ukav¡kyap¡ ham.  

    And here is our favorite poet Murari:

    Daiv•m v¡cam up¡sate hi bahava˙ s¡raµ tu s¡rasvatam
        j¡n•te nitar¡m asau gurukulakliß o Mur¡ri˙ kavi˙.
    Abdhir la©ghita eva v¡narabha ai˙ kintvasya gambh•rat¡m
        ¡p¡t¡lanimagnap•varavapur j¡n¡ti manth¡cala˙.
                                              [stress added]
    Also we have

         ˛•l¡-Vijj¡-M¡rul¡-Morik¡dy¡˙ k¡vyam kartuµ santi ≈akt¡˙ striyo'pi.
         Tattvaµ vettuµ v¡dino nirvijetum  vi≈vam vaktuµ ya˙ prav•∆a˙ sa vandya˙.

Why This Book?

    Misra really needs some real guru who could open his eyes and show him the corre
ct 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 t
he present work, is keeping himself busy in giving wide treatment to these in his critica
l edition of the Vikram¡©kadevacarita  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 amou
nt 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 Mah¡kavi Bilha∆a in parti
cular.  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 Bilh
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a∆a.  T h i s  h a s  b e e n  a n  o b j e c t i v e  o f  o u r  u n d e r t a k i n g  t h i s  s t u d y  o f  M iT h i s  h a s  b e e n  a n  o b j e c t i v e  o f  o u r  u n d e r t a k i n g  t h i s  s t u d y  o f  M i
s r as r a .

                   *              *              *

    Another "emendation" suggested by Misra relates to:

         Bahubhir abhihitai˙ kim adbhutair v¡
              bhayajananaµ Bhuvanaikamallasainyam.
         Ra∆arasacalitaµ vilokya keß¡m
              alabhata cetasi n¡ntaraµ vikalpa˙.  [6:53]

    Misra says:

    For ra∆arasacalitam, "moved towards [why not "by" or "for?"] the taste of battle", su
bstitute ra∆arasavalitam,  "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 distinguish (cp. Bühler, Introd. p. 45). [p. 13]
Å
Misra talks as if he has seen the J MS.!

    Misra recommends that we discard calitam and adopt valitam.  We cannot agree.  T
he trouble with Misra is that he interprets Bilha∆a's words arbitrarily and unreasonably
--the way he wants.  He breaks the whole glass, as it were.  And then like a child he w
ants to put it together.  He translates ra∆arasacalitam as "moved towards the taste of b
attle." The question is why to construe that way?  "Ra∆e ya˙ rasa˙ uts¡ha˙ (see Candri
k¡) tena tasm¡d v¡ heto˙ 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: "ra∆asya yuddhasya rasenots¡hena calitam sam¡patantam."

         *                   *                   *

    However, Misra has taken a correct stand regarding:

         Dviradapatir amußya ≈atrusen¡-bha amukhapadmavimardakelik¡la˙.
         Jha iti ra∆asara≈ cak¡ra lakßm•-karadhƒtavibhramapu∆∂ar•ka≈eßam.   [6:88]

     Misra states:

    Bühler (ed.pri.) reads in b kelik¡ra˙ (against kelik¡la˙ of second and third editions, 
which do not mention his reading), and -pu∆∂ar•kako≈am in d- against pu∆∂ar•ka≈esam
 (second and third edd., which in this case mention Bühler's reading) [!] kelik¡ra˙ in b i
s certainly preferable.

Misra's punctuation marks are baffling.

a. dviradapatir amußya ≈atrusen¡-
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b. bha amukhapadmavimardakelik¡ra˙ /

    "His (Vikram¡ditya's) leading elephant making     (-k¡ra, i.e. playing) the play of cr
ushing 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-

Misra displays here his knowledge of the elephants!

What about  his statement asserting "that elephants are not known to enjoy music." sup
ra, 82.  ///change the page no.///

a famous example: Megh. 1.2 vaprakr•∂¡- pari∆atagaja-, more suitable than: "His...ele
phant,  the god of death in (for) the play/game of crushing..."

Seeing that Bühler's reading is not even mentioned (8),  we may even consider the -k¡
la˙ of the second ed.,  taken over by the third ed., to be due to a slip of pen.

 - ≈eßam in d (against Bühler's ko≈am) seems to have the support of the MSS.  and alon
e makes good sense:

Misra always writes "MSS." Does he really know the difference between "MS" and "M
SS." or he deliberately uses the plural?  We are generally concerned here only with "J"
, i.e. only one MS.

c    ....ra∆asara≈ cak¡ra lakßm• [-]/

d    karadhƒtavibhramapu∆∂ar•ka≈eßam//

    "..he (the elephant) turned the pool that was     the battle, into one in which there wa
s left only     the lotus held by the hand of Lakßm• (the     goddess of Fortune)."

 ...pu∆∂ar•kako≈am. "he turned the battle-pool into one in which the lotus calix was hel
d by the hand of Lakßm•," would not express the idea, necessary in this context, that th
is was the only lotus left.  [pp.13-14]  

Misra's Footnote

    8. Cp. also 1.115... ya≈a˙pa ollu∆ hanakelik¡ra˙,  "indulging in the sport of robbing t
he dress that is  (white) fame"; 16.52 tuhinagirita •kelik¡r¡˙ sam•r¡˙,  "the winds indul
ging 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 pointi
ng 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 ghu∆¡kßara-ny
¡ya.
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     N inherits "k¡la˙" from R!  Of course, this is an error on the part of N, but can be ex
plained not only by the fact that the press copy for N was the R itself, but also "k¡la˙" 
was much more charming and yielded alliteration.  N was caught in the trap unawares!
  This is a case of a lie that seemingly appears like the truth!  We have named it Saty¡
yam¡nam asatyam. This shows how one is easily misled by a lie which does not seem t
o be a lie. Even though the specific reading is not genuine, one cannot suspect its bein
g corrupt, because it makes a good sense by itself.

     We would like to know from Misra where does the third edition mention the readin
g of B?  "Kelik¡la˙" of N is certainly an error, realized today, on Oct. 25, 1977!  J has "
kelik¡ra˙" 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 t
alk!  The above discussion merely proves the truth of our age-old saying:  To err is hu
man! Or,

         "Gacchata˙ skhalanaµ kv¡pi bhavatyeva pr¡madata˙."

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 ravikaranikaraprave≈e kuto'ndhak¡rasya sambhava
˙!  It has kelik¡la˙, i.e. its own creation!  It does not reproduce what B has.  So N got hi
mself caught in the trap laid by R! This is called Svayaµ naß a˙ par¡n n¡≈ayati.

    ˛eßam comes from J.  "Ko≈am" is the creation of Bühler's fertile brain. We don't kno
w how Misra got the evidence that "≈eßam" seems to have the support of the MSS. [p. 1
4].  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 copycat, a cheat and a liar.

         *                   *                   *

    We have yet another recommendation from a controversial critic for emendation in:

         Iti bhramatsaurabham¡µsalena  nim•lit¡n¡µ malay¡nilena.
         Abh¶c ciraµ bh¶migƒhasthit¡n¡µ  pral¡pam¡l¡ priyak¡©kßi∆•n¡µ.
                                                                                            [7:14 Kulakam]

    Here is another display of Misra's profound knowledge.  He says:

    nim•lita-, "having been closed", does not make sense here.  What is required, [!] is a
 participle meaning "tormented" 

(=vyathita, glossed in ed. ter.).  Hence read nip•∂ita- ⁄nip•˚ita- ⁄nip•lita. [p. 14]

    Once again we are reminded by our ancestor-gurus--jivat kaver ¡≈ay na var∆an•ya˙ 
= Don't try to interpret the poet who is still alive.  We hesitate to put our words into Mis
ra's mouth.  However, we have no choice.
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    Probably what Misra wants us to learn here is: nip•∂ita is derived from nip•˚ita, whic
h in turn is derived from nip•lita.  If so we can bow down our head not in reverence but
 in shame and say:  mugdha-mataye nama˙.  The original word of Bilha∆a is nim•lita.  
We fail to understand how 'm' gets turned into "p"!  A 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 und
erstand what is the connection between "nim•lita" (the starting point) and "nip•∂ita" (Mi
sra's end product!)  

    The trouble with Misra is that he wants to judge Bilha∆a by the time-worn, traditiona
l, hackneyed, common standards of literary interpretation.  If a word used by Bilha∆a i
s not found in a modern dictionary, Misra gets alarmed.  We should always keep in mi
nd that Vik. as a whole was unknown to the modern lexicographers until 1875.  Bilha∆
a does not profess to follow the tradition in a blind manner.  He himself declares:

         Sahasra≈a˙ santu vi≈¡rad¡n¡m vaidarbhal•l¡nidhaya˙ prabandh¡˙.
         Tath¡pi vaicitryarahasyalubdh¡˙ ≈raddh¡m vidh¡syanti sacetaso'tra.  [1:13]

    Also

         Prau∂hiprakarße∆a pur¡∆ar•ti-vyatikrama˙ ≈l¡ghyatama˙ pad¡n¡m.
         Atyunnatispho itakañcuk¡ni vandy¡ni k¡nt¡kucama∆∂al¡ni.  [1:15]

    Those who are born and brought up in the tradition of only the conventional poets li
ke K¡lid¡sa, Bh¡ravi, and M¡gha cannot easily appreciate the beauties of a poet like 
Bilha∆a, who was a pioneer in his own right.  Bilha∆a 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 a
new.  This is not reconstruction and restoration.  This is destruction and distortion.

    N translated nim•lit¡n¡m as paripi∂it¡nam.  Bh copied it and said vyathit¡n¡m!  Moni
er-Williams gives some better meanings: For example, "having closed the eyes." Apte 
gives other meanings too like "benumbed" and "stupefied." Nimilit¡n¡m really denotes
 intense pain causing the sufferer to close the eyes.  Nim•lita does not exclusively mea
n "having been closed" as Misra puts it. It has many meanings.  And we should never f
orget the great dictum:

         K¡madugh¡ hi mah¡kav•n¡m v¡co bhavanti.

    Atha ca

         Y¡ dugdh¡pi na dugdheva kavidogdhƒbhir anvaham.
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    Misra has no value for the anupr¡sa. He does not care for m¡dhuryam.  There is a w
orld of difference between nim•lit¡n¡m and nip•∂it¡nam.  One has to develop the art of
 appreciation of poetry to become a sahƒdaya.

              *                          *                        *

    The same type of rashness is displayed once again by our neo-expounders, Bh and 
Misra:

         Saundaryam ind•varalocan¡n¡µ dol¡su lol¡su yad ullal¡sa.
         Yadi pram¡d¡l labhate kavitvaµ j¡n¡ti tad var∆ayituµ manobh¶˙.  [7:20]

    The reading of N and that of J and P is "pram¡d¡l labhate ."  Forcibly and arbitrarily 
B has made it "pras¡d¡t."  Bh rejects the former and accepts the latter, i.e. "pras¡d¡t." 
 Then he creates his own world of imagination.  He explains "pras¡d¡t" by "Sarasvaty
anugrah¡t."  He criticizes Caritacandrik¡, which has tried to explain "pram¡d¡t anava
dh¡nat¡m parityajyeti bh¡va˙."  Bh argues that "pram¡d¡t" is an error of the scribe and
 gives certain Puranic story to support his argument,  which still remains unacceptable t
o us.  We still don't know how pras¡d¡t could specifically mean "Sarasvatyanugrah¡t!"
  However ˛obh¡kara has "pras¡d¡t."

    Probably this is the only instance where Bh has gone against Caritacandrik¡ (that gr
eat ancient glossary!) and is bold enough to disagree openly.  He says:  Caritacandrik
¡- ippa∆i-k¡rasya 'pram¡d¡d anavadh¡nat¡m parityajyeti bh¡va˙!' [!] ityapi cintyam."  

    Misra presents a lengthy discussion on the reading.  He unnecessarily goes to P¡∆ini
. N had no intention to get P¡∆ini involved here for the final decision.  Let it be stresse
d again that J has pram¡d¡t.  Also Smk. has pram¡d¡t as attested by our self-glorified r
esearch scholar, Mr. Misra [p. 53].

           *                        *                       *

    We can see in the following example very clearly to what extent the editors and co
mmentators can take liberty with the poet:

         Dol¡su yad dolanam a©gan¡n¡m  yan mallik¡ yac ca lava©gav¡yu˙.
         S¡ vi≈vasaµmohanad•kßitasya mukhy¡©gasampat kusum¡yudhasya.  [7:21]

    Bh does not like "yat yat."  He tries to replace the two words with "y¡" and "ya≈ca. H
e 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 chan
ged a reading and ruined the text, he had some support!  But he forgets that "yat" here
 is "S¡m¡nye napuµsakaµ." In order to match with "s¡" (singular), "yat" must be in sing
ular 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:  
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    Sometimes the relative yad, with or without its demonstrative, appears to be used re
dundantly  to eke out the metre, or perhaps to give force to the noun with which it is co
nnected, 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 mara∆aµ so'sy¡ vi≈r¡ma˙).

    But Bh belongs to a class of arm-chair "researchers" whose primary instrument is as
sertion and not v¡coyukti.  They don't want to search.  They just want to re-search.  Th
ey believe and practice mana˙p¶tam sam¡caret.  They don't have to prove.  They just 
dictate.  
         *                   *                   *

    Misra's genius soars high up when he discusses:

         Hastadvay•g¡∂hagƒh•talola-dol¡gu∆¡n¡µ jaghane vadh¶n¡m.
         Asaµvƒtasrastaduk¶labandhe kim apyabh¶d ucchvasito manobh¶˙.  [7:29]

    He remarks:

    asaµvƒtasrastaduk¶labandhe: it is difficult to construe this as a compound,  for the hi
ps of the women (jaghane vadh¶n¡m) are not first "uncovered"  (asaµvƒta-) and then "l
oosing their linen dress"  (-srastaduk¶labandha-) as we have to understand according t
o P¡∆, 2.1.49. Better is the conjecture of ed. ter.:  asaµvƒte srastaduk¶labandhe,  "[the 
hips of the women] having been uncovered,  their underwear [!] having gone."

Because you are a mugdha-≈iroma∆i!

Because he is mugdhatara-≈iroma∆i!!

Misra talks about their underwear.  We are not sure if they wore underwears!

Easiest, and therefore best, would be to interpret the tradition [?] as: asaµvƒta[s] srasta
duk¶labandha and construe asaµvƒtas with manobh¶˙ "love, unfettered."  Cp. above p
. 1, on 1.74a.  [pp. 14-15]

Notice how Misra's padam ends without any vibhakti!  He brings P¡∆ini again and agai
n.  But here Misra overlooks Subti©antam padam!!

    Following the footsteps of Bh, Misra recommends that we should read asaµvƒte sras
taduk¶labandhe, or better make it asaµvƒta˙ and connect the word with manobh¶˙!  M
isra merely provides one more example of ga∂∂alik¡prav¡hany¡ya when he recomme
nds that Bh's conjecture be adopted, which is unjustifiable.  It is to be noted that both t
he "restorers" have overlooked the word "bandha", i.e. knot = tie.  Asaµvƒtasrastaduk¶
labandhe is a bahuvr•hi compound qualifying jaghane.  Whatever is "asaµvƒta" and "s
rasta" is not jaghana or duk¶la , but the duk¶labandha.  The knot gets untied or loosene
d and then the garment (that part of the garment) [not their "underwear" as Misra tells 
us!]  slips down.  If the jaghana gets totally asaµvƒta  (naked) there will be rasabha©g
a and not the continuity of sƒ©g¡ra.  It will be a great interruption, mah¡vighna.  If the 
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vital parts of the body of a lady would become totally naked in public,  it would be obs
cene.  The dol¡-vil¡sa will stop instantaneously--then and there!  No respectable wom
an, no decent lady would like to remain naked in public even for a moment. In reality 
the jaghana had become just a little bit bare, because the knot  (or tie) of her s¡ri (wea
ring apparel) had become slightly loose,  and had slipped just a little.  There is no nee
d 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 jagh
ana that brings fresh filip to the mind-born (God of Love).  Misra translates "manobh¶˙
" as "love" only!

    And the question is: What is the need for a change?  A change is to be considered o
nly when the existing text does not make enough sense.  For example, we don't chang
e a particular part of an automobile if it is functioning perfectly well!

    Here is a great poet, echoing the same sentiments:

         N¡ndhr•payodhara iv¡titar¡m prak¡≈a˙
              no Gurajar•stana iv¡titar¡m nig¶∂ha˙.
         Artho gir¡m apihita˙ pihita≈ca ka≈cit
              saubh¡gyam eti maraha  avadh¶kuc¡bha˙.

Quoted in B¡labodhin• comm. on K¡vyaprak¡≈a, v. 45.
Jhalak•kara ed. Poona, 1965. p. 191 (Context: Gu∆•bh¶ta-vya©gya).

    Since we do not want to change asaµvƒta  into asaµvƒte ,  we are not willing to follo
w the other path suggested by Misra, though,  according to him, it is the best, but we re
gard it as the worst.  The whole inherent charm of the ucchvasita  of manobh¶˙ is ruine
d. If Bilha∆a were there to see what distortion Misra has perpetrated, the poet would m
erely cry in utter dispair:

         Arasikeßu kavitvanivedanaµ  ≈irasi m¡ likha m¡ likha m¡ likha.

    Here is a charming sadukti of a great poet, which may open the carmacakßu˙ of criti
cs like Misra:  

     Anudghuß a˙ ≈abdair atha gha anata≈ ca sphu atara˙
         pad¡n¡m arth¡tm¡ sukhayati na t¶tt¡nitarasa˙.
     Yath¡ kiñcitkiñcitpavanacalac•n¡µ≈ukatay¡
         kuc¡bhoga˙ str•∆¡m sukhayati na t¶dgh¡ itam ura˙.

This verse has some variant readings as quoted by V¡man¡c¡rya Jhalak•kara in his B
¡labodhin• on K¡vyaprak¡≈a. 7th ed. 1965,  p.191, fn.3.

     [Dharm¡≈okasya. From Suktimukt¡val•. Kavik¡vyapra≈aµs¡]

     Anuddhƒß a˙ ≈abdair atha ca racan¡ta˙ sphu arasa˙
         pad¡n¡m arth¡tm¡ janayati kav•n¡µ bahumudam.
     Yath¡ kiñcitkiñcitpavanacalacol¡ñcalatay¡
         kucadvandvaµ k¡ntiµ kirati na tathodgh¡ itam ura˙.
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anuddhƒß a˙ may very well be an error on the part of the scribe or printer.

    We would like to know from Misra, the critic, how does he want to construe the who
le verse.  Is asaµvƒta˙ an udde≈ya or vidheya?  What is the finite verb?  What is the m
eaning of kimapi?  How does it stand in relation to Misra's "Love unfettered?"  

    We have designated Misra as munitrayaikyam--P¡∆ini, K¡ty¡yana and Patañjali--all
 three in one!  He refers to P¡∆ini 2.1.49 in discussing the above--"asaµvƒta srastaduk
¶labandhe."  The s¶tra is "P¶rvak¡laikasarvajarat pur¡∆anavakeval¡˙ sam¡n¡dhikara
∆ena."  The example of "p¶rvak¡la", as given by Bha  oj• D•kßita, is "p¶rvam sn¡ta˙ p
a≈c¡danulipta˙ sn¡t¡nulipta˙."  Misra has not specifically stated in Sanskrit what he w
ants to convey.  Therefore, we cannot determine what he exactly wants to say.  We ca
n only guess.  If we are right, we will need a compound like "p¶rvam asaµvƒta˙ pa≈c¡
d srasta-duk¶labandha˙."  This will require that we have another sub-compound (bahu
vr•hi), something like "srasta˙ duk¶lasya bandho yasya tat (jaghanam)", because unles
s and until "srastaduk¶labandha" is made an adjective of jaghana, and made coordinat
e with "srasta", i.e.  a sam¡n¡dhikara∆a, we cannot apply the above s¶tra of P¡∆ini.

    If the above reasoning, as advanced by us, is accepted, then the whole compound w
ould mean that the hips got first naked and then their knot of the clothing (dress) got "s
rasta", i.e. slipped!  This will be an absurd idea.  If Misra wants to live in his own worl
d, he is free 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 akß¶∆a in the verse 7:40 provides an opportunity for Bh to display his com
mand over grammatical construction and interpretation.  Bilha∆a says:  

         R¡≈•kƒt¡˙ pußpap¡ragapuñj¡˙  pade pade dakßi∆am¡rutena.
         Mattasya caitradviradasya kartum akß¶∆ahetor iva p¡µsutalp¡n.  [7:40]

    I did not understand the meaning of the word akß¶∆a in this verse. I had no hesitatio
n in confessing the limitations of my knowledge and stated with all the honesty and sin
cerity at my command that akß¶∆apadasy¡rtho n¡vagamyate .  Even today, after a laps
e of four decades, I don't know exactly what it means!  

    Bh who took Candrik¡ to be an "ancient" commentary,  consciously or unconsciousl
y, remarked:

         Kutracit "asya ≈abdasy¡rth¡gamo na j¡yate" iti   spaß am likhitv¡  ippa∆•kƒt¡ vid
uß¡ niraha©k¡ram svap¡∆∂ityam paric¡yitam."  
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     I don't know wherefrom Bh quotes Caritacandrik¡.  The only place Nagar (i.e. Cari
tacandrik¡) used such an expression was here in 7:40, but N's words are: 'akß¶napadas
y¡rtho n¡vagamyate!  

    However, Bh had no difficulty at all  in understanding the meaning of the word.  Thr
ough a rigorous jugglery of a great grammarian, Bh has tried to establish that the word
 akß¶∆a can be interpreted as gatyavarodha˙, i.e. vi≈r¡ma˙. But he overlooks the signi
ficance 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 ene
rgy--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,  al
though we are not yet sure whether the word akß¶∆a is genuine and correct, (i.e. whet
her it represents the original correct reading),  we can tentatively assign it the meaning
 of vih¡ra, l•l¡, or kr•∂¡  (sportive play) to relieve him of the intense pressure caused b
y the severe mad¡vasth¡.

    It is interesting to observe that B & G try to render the verse in English, but they avo
id the interpretation of the words kartum akß¶∆ahetor iva.  Here is what they say:

    The southern breeze [!] piled up, at every step,  pollens of flowers as if to make a b
ed [beds?] of dust for the intoxicated [!] elephant in the shape of caitra.

I don't think the breeze can pile up. It has to be the wind.

    However, they are honest enough to add in the footnote:  "In this verse the word Ac
hy¶naheto˙ [sic] is obscure."  ["Achy¶na" won't make akß¶∆a.]

    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 f
antasies. However, he has not discussed the word akß¶∆a.  Probably he did not have a
ny "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 Gaja≈¡stra to understand this verse [7:
40].  M¡ta©ga-l•l¡ of N•laka∆ ha describes the first stage of must, (mada, dangerous pe
riodic excitement), pratham¡ mad¡vasth¡, as follows:

         Madhurucinakhadantaprekßa∆o n•lamegha-
              cchavir aru∆adƒganta˙ padmakiñjalkabindu˙.
         Aparagajavirodh• p¡µsup¡thovih¡rair
              bhavati ca ka ap¶r∆a˙ sundaro v¡ra∆endra˙.
                                [Navama˙ pa ala˙. 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 c
orners of the eyes, lotus-filament spots (on the skin), quarreling with other elephants, 
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with sporting in dust [stress mine] and water, the handsome elephant-king becomes "te
mple-filled" (in the first stage of must.)  

    The text reads p¡µsup¡thovih¡rair, i.e. instrumental of "bhavati."  Edgerton gives a 
variant reading vih¡r•.  We believe this reading is preferable.  The elephant does not b
ecome "ka ap¶r∆a˙" by means of or through "sporting in dust and water."  The mada is
 a natural phenomenon and the "sport" is the resultant natural behaviour. Vih¡r• is in p
erfect consonance with virodh•.

    Well, whatever it may be, our main concern is p¡µsuvih¡ra.  Dh¶limƒß i˙ is mention
ed as part of the daily routine  (dinacary¡) by N•laka∆ ha [11:8].  Edgerton translates t
he word as "rubbing down with powder." We believe this is p¡µ≈ukr•∂¡,  rather than "r
ubbing with powder."

    Cf. Vaprakr•∂¡pari∆atagajaprekßa∆•yaµ dadar≈a.
                                               [Meghad¶te  K¡lid¡sa˙]

    Now let us see what M¡ta©gal•l¡ says on p¡µ≈u [pußpa- par¡gapuñj¡˙ of Bilha∆a]:  

    Sarveß¡m madakƒd vasantasamaya˙ prokto, vi≈eß¡d asau
    n¡g¡n¡µ tu, tato vasantajanit¡ ye te tu gandhadvip¡˙.  [1:40]

    And  rajo'mbupa©kavihƒt•    [1:35]

    This justifies the mada in the Spring:

    Atimadhuraras¡n¡m sevay¡ patrabha©gai˙
         kabalakubala≈aßpair annap¡nair yathoktaih.
    ˛rutisubhagavacobhi˙ p¡µsu [stress added] pa©k¡mbud¡nair
         bhavati muditacet¡˙ k¡mac¡re∆a n¡ga˙.   [9:1]

     And pa©k¡mbup¡µsupriya˙ [stress added]   [5:6]

    We would like to refer to another ¡kara-grantha on the subject: P¡lak¡pyamuni- vir
acito Hasty¡yurveda˙.  [Poona, Anandashrama, 1894].

    Caturthe uttarasth¡ne triµ≈attama˙ p¡µsud¡n¡dhy¡ya˙. [p.691]

    Ath¡ta˙ p¡msud¡nasya vakßyate gu∆asa©graha˙.   [15]

    Atha ≈raddh¡m ca kurute tath¡h¡ra≈ramaµ bhavet [tyajet?]
    P¡µ≈ur mattasya n¡gasya mana˙saukhyavivardhana˙.   [16]

    P¡µ≈ur balasya janano [kathita≈ ca] vivardhana˙.
    P¡µ≈ur uß∆¡bhitaptasya jayasaukhyavivardhana˙.   [17]

    P¡µ≈ud¡nagu∆opeto rasadh¡tur vivardhate, etc. etc.
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    I went through the entire book, I am sorry to say, hurriedly, but I did not find any clu
e to solve the problem of akß¶∆aheto˙ in the verse being discussed.  

    As stated elsewhere, an attempt was made by a vaiy¡kara∆a≈iroma∆i a distinguishe
d friend of Bharadwaj, to give the derivation of this word [akß¶∆a].  Bilha∆a did not wr
ite a poetry that could be understood only with the help of such a great learned gramm
arian.  He composed his poem in Vaidarbh• r•ti and it is endowed with pras¡da gu∆a.  
Let us hear Bilha∆a himself:  

     Gr¡mo n¡sau na sa janapada˙ s¡sti no r¡jadh¡n•
         tann¡ra∆yam na tad upavanam s¡ na s¡rasvat• bh¶˙.
     Vidv¡n m¶rkha˙ pari∆atavay¡ b¡laka˙ str• pum¡n v¡
         yatronm•latpulakam akhil¡ n¡sya k¡vyam pa hanti.  [18:89]

    I am sure Bilha∆a knew the word "vi≈r¡ma", which could be substituted for akß¶∆a, 
which this great grammarian has derived with such a great verbal jugglery.  Instead of 
using the word "akß¶∆a" and forcing Bh to employ the services of such a great gramm
arian,  Bilha∆a could have easily sung:

         Mattasya caitradviradasya kartuµ vi≈r¡mahetor iva p¡µsutalp¡n. [!]

         *                   *                   *

    Let us study the following verse which gives us Misra's one more "non-sensical" inte
rpretation, to borrow his own terminology.  Bilha∆a says:

         Unnidrapa©ktisthitacampak¡ni cak¡≈ire kelivan¡ntar¡∆i.
         Viyogin•n¡µ kaval•kƒt¡n¡µ suvar∆ak¡ñc•bhir iv¡ñcit¡ni.   [7:50]

    Misra translates the above verse as follows:

    The interiors of the parks, whose campaka-[is a Sanskrit word] trees standing in row
s, were fully bloomed (with yellow-golden flowers), appeared as if marked by the gold
en belts of jilted lonely girls who intended to hang themselves by their belts.  (emphasi
s added) [p. 29]

    The underlined portion is a display of "nonsensical" interpretation by our Abhinava-
Bilha∆a Misra.  I don't know how he gets all this meaning. The poet says kaval•kƒt¡n¡
µ viyogin•n¡µ suvar∆ak¡ñc•bhir añcit¡ni iva = "adorned with [not merely "marked by"
] golden girdles [not belts]  of the devoured (swallowed) ladies who had been sufferin
g from the pain of separation from their lovers." The viyogin•s 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 ho
w far Misra can take himself!  Misra does not give the meaning of the word kaval•kƒt¡
n¡m which means "devoured", "eaten up", or "swallowed."  At least the word does not 
figure in his translation!



117

    ˛r•harßa in his Naißadh•yacarita describes the destructive force of campaka flowers. 
Here is one of his saduktis:

         Vicinvat•˙ p¡nthapata©gahiµsanair apu∆yakarm¡∆yalikajjalacchal¡t.
         Vyalokayac campakakorak¡val•˙   sa ˛ambar¡rer balid•pik¡ iva.
            [˛r•harßapa∆∂itasya.  Jalha∆a.  Sarvapad¡rthasaµstutipaddhati˙ , 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 Bilha∆a:

         Tath¡ gat¡ campakad¡magaur• ≈ar•rayaß i˙ kƒ≈at¡m kƒ≈¡©gy¡˙.
         Yath¡ galacc¡pamanoratho'sy¡m  maurv•lat¡sth¡µ madana˙ karoti.   [9:30]

    Once again we meet here the word añcitam, disliked so much by Misra, already disc
ussed,  in connection with the verse (in suvar∆ak¡ñc•bhir iv¡ñcit¡ni).

    Misra commented on this word as follows:

    for arcitam in MSS. and ed. pri., añcitam in ed. sec.  (followed by ed. ter.) is done ne
edlessly by the editor,  obviously in silent reference to P¡∆.6.4.30 and 7.2.53, yet Bilha
∆a has no example of añcita in this sense.  [p.26, fn.2]

    Misra does not ask us once again here to replace añcitam by arcitam!  Why?  Howe
ver, he translates the word as "marked by!"

         *                   *                   *

    A simple word 'kuh¶tk¡ri' occuring in

    P¡n•yaµ n¡liker•phalakuharakuh¶tk¡ri kallolayanta˙
         K¡ver•t•rat¡ladrumabharitasur¡bh¡∆∂abh¡©k¡raca∆∂¡˙.
    Unm•lann•lamoc¡paricaya≈i≈ir¡ v¡ntyam• Dr¡vi∂•n¡µ
         karp¶r¡p¡∆∂uga∆∂asthalalu hitaray¡ v¡yavo d¡kßi∆¡ty¡˙.
                                                         [7:71]

agitates Misra's brain-cells.  In his opinion, "the previous attempts in translating [Bilha
∆a] 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:

    kuh¶tk¡ri-: the wrong orthography kuh¶t- (all edd. and anthologies) instead of kuh¶, 
"a sound, like the cry of the Kokila", may be due to false [?] analogy after ph¶tkƒ  (8.1
8; 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. Kuh¶tk¡
ri is just an onomatopoeic word, being an imitation of the sound of the coconuts shake
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n by the winds (the nuts possessing water inside naturally make the specific sound whe
n shaken).

    Cf. N¡rikelaphalakha∆∂at¡∆∂ava

    Misra could have suggested an improved reading based on the A MS.  i.e. lulita for l
u hita in the fourth p¡da.  Cf.

Nißiddhair apyebhir lulitamakarando madhukarai˙  [Ve∆•saµh¡ra 1.1]  

    For a similar idea see:

    Ye dol¡kelik¡r¡˙ kim api mƒgadƒ≈¡µ m¡natantucchido ye
         sadya˙ ≈ƒ©g¡rad•kß¡vyatikaraguravo ye ca lokatraye'pi.
    Te ka∆ he lolayanta˙ parabhƒtavayas¡m pañcamaµ r¡gar¡jaµ
         v¡nti svairam sam•r¡˙ smaravijayamah¡s¡kßi∆o d¡kßi∆¡ty¡˙.

    The above verse, composed by R¡ja≈ekhara, is cited by S¶ktimukt¡val• right after th
e following two verses of Bilha∆a--P¡n•yaµ n¡liker• and Tanv¡na≈≈•talatvam. All the th
ree are very similar in wording and meaning--≈abd¡val• and arthatattvam.  

    Misra also discusses bh¡µk¡ri in 7:71.  He says:

         bh¡µk¡ri-f. "a certain (rambling) sound" in b     (onomotopoetic) [sic] also atteste
d in 9:22, to be     connected with bh¡µk¡ri f. "gad-fly", or just wrong     for jh¡µk¡ra- 
(cp. jh¡µkƒta 9.148).   [p. 15]

        *                            *                          *

Na hi sarva˙ sarvaµ j¡n¡ti

    B changed a perfectly sensible word into utter nonsense in the following verse as re
cognised by Misra also.  But Misra goes on to find fault with Caritacandrik¡ and Bh to
o.

         M¡ti nirvivare tasy¡≈ citraµ kucayug¡ntare.
         Kr•∂¡ku∆∂alitocca∆∂a-koda∆∂a˙ kusum¡yudha˙.
                                                      [8:41]

    Misra says:

    m¡ti: the reading of MS. (m¡ti) should be kept (with ed. sec.) and not changed into b
h¡ti (edd. pri.  and ter).  It can, of course, not mean ¡gacchati (ed. sec.) but fits, finds p
lace in". Cp.

Where does your " (quote) begin, Mr. Misra?
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2.79 kvacin na m¡ti sma mud¡ naresvara˙, "the king did not find a place anywhere thr
ough joy", i.e. "cannot [could not?] contain himself for [!] joy", cp. ˛i≈. 1.23 etc.  The v
erse in question... should be rendered as follows:

    "God Love, whose terrible [!] [ucca∆∂a = gigantic, not terrible]  bow is playfully arc
hed, fits, [it is] marvelous, in the space between her breasts, which [yet] is without an o
pening [!] [which might give him room]."  [What a terrible translation!]  [p. 15]

    Misra finds fault with N who has explained the word "m¡ti" by "¡gacchati."  P¡∆ini h
as ⁄dh¡ro'dhikara∆am (1.4.45) and Saptamyadhiara∆e ca.  (2.3.36).  Bha  oji D•kßita d
efines-- aupa≈leßiko, vaißayiko'bhivy¡paka≈ cety¡dh¡rastridh¡, and cites as the exampl
e of the third category sarvasminn¡tm¡sti. I don't know what else it (m¡ti) would mean 
when we put the following three words together: nirvivare kucayug¡ntare ¡gacchati.  

    Those who try to translate the poetry of one language into another faithfully and als
o want to preserve the beauties of the original alone know the problems involved.  It is
 more difficult to translate great poets like Bilha∆a, whose poetic muse cannot be easil
y rendered in other words, even in the same language.  Agamyo hi mah¡kav•n¡µ pant
h¡˙!  N follows sth¶l¡rundhat•ny¡ya or ≈¡kh¡candrany¡ya when he uses the word "¡g
acchati."  Misra has not given any other Sanskrit equivalent of his own choice.  He me
rely translates "m¡ti" into English by "fits, finds place in."  Misra has cited a similar pas
sage: kvacin na m¡ti sma mud¡ nare≈vara˙.  Let us examine how shallow is his translat
ion: "the king did not find a place anywhere through joy, i.e. "cannot [?] contain himse
lf for [!] joy."  It would have been much better to say:  The king's joy had no bounds (li
mits);  his joy was simply overwhelming, or, overflowing.  Misra is translating literally. 
'Na m¡ti 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 ab
ove verse is another example of this kind of unjust decision on the part of Bh.  He read
s "bh¡ti" and rejects "m¡ti", i.e. he goes against even J,  i.e. the poet himself.  He expl
ains "bh¡ti" as "p¶r∆atay¡ sam¡gatya s¡vak¡≈am vir¡jata iti citram iti ¡≈caryam."  Incid
entally it might be added that even Bh says: sam¡gatya.  Cf. N's ¡gacchati.

    We have already stated this and would state it once again that appreciation of poetr
y is an art.  It is a matter of feeling.  It is not a scientific phenomenon which can be ver
ified empirically or proved by physical, concrete evidence. The true meaning of a k¡v
ya can be comprehended only by those who are gifted by nature and have experience
d the beauties of poetic muse by actually feeling them. The essence of poetry is: K¡vy
¡rthabh¡van¡paripakvabuddhi- vibhavam¡travedyam.  

    And

     ˛abd¡rtha≈¡sanajñ¡na-m¡tre∆aiva na vedyate.
     Vedyate sa hi k¡vy¡rthatattvajñair eva kevalam.
                                    [Dhvany¡loka˙ 1.14]

    And here is our own poet Bilha∆a: Kurvantu ≈eß¡˙ ≈ukav¡kyap¡ ham.  [1:22]



120

    Bilha∆a himself has warned unqualified simple folks  (mugdhajanas) against trying t
o understand him:  [1:22, etc.]

    We fail to understand what is there to wonder about if K¡ma is able to stay there.  St
rangely enough Bh forces the word "bh¡ti" to mean far more than its prakƒti and praty
aya are capable of.

    Bh tries to defend Bühler for his erroneous renderings of the text of the Vik.  He say
s:

    Pr¡c•na kevala eka hasta-likhita pustaka ke ¡dh¡ra para jo bh• pustaka prathama b
¡ra ≈•ghrat¡se chapav¡• j¡eg•, unameµ [!] yadi a≈uddhiy¡µ ho [?] to ve kßamya haiµ
.  Î¡ J¡rja Byuhlara Mahodaya ko anya prati kah•µ na milane se kevala usa eka Vikr
am¡©kadevacarita Mah¡k¡vya k• hastalikhita prati ke ¡dh¡ra para h• pustaka chapav
¡n• paƒi th•. Kucha loga bhale h• Î¡ J¡rja Byuhlara Mahodaya k• pustaka k• a≈uddh• 
bahuta bat¡kara [!] usak• [!]

Did Bh actually want to say...pustaka ko a≈uddhi bahuta bat¡kara...  or, a≈uddh• bahul
a?  It seems someone else (who might have had some personal grudge against N) wrot
e the above words.  M¡tsaryar¡gopahat¡tman¡µ hi skhalanti s¡dhußvapi m¡nas¡ni.  B
haravi.  Bh merely got them published even without understanding them!  Dveßyaiva k
eß¡m api candrakha∆∂a-vip¡∆∂ur¡ pu∆∂raka≈arkar¡pi  [1:20.3-4]

nind¡ kareµ kintu maiµ to Î¡ J¡rja Byuhlara Mahodaya ko aneka dhanyav¡da det¡ 
h¶µ ki unhoµne isa mah¡k¡vyaratna ko parakha kara isako, a≈uddhiyukta h• kyoµ n
a ho, prak¡≈ita kara jagat ke sammukha praka a kiy¡.  Anyath¡ yaha mah¡k¡vya bh• 
anya uttama tath¡ upayog• saµskƒta grantha [!] ke sadƒ≈a pustak¡layoµ k• andher• ko
 hariyoµ meµ hastalikhita r¶pa meµ h• paƒ¡ rahat¡  [What a wonderful Hindi writing!
  Deserves Ma©gal¡pras¡da p¡ritoßika as well as Bh¡rat•ya Jñ¡nap• ha mah¡purask¡r
a!].

    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 o
ne old manuscript,  there are bound to be errors and they are to be condoned.

    Since Dr. Georg Bühler 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 (nind¡ kareµ) Dr. Georg Bühler by pointing out the errors of his editio
n,  but I offer myriads of my sincere thanks to that great Georg Bühler who realized th
e value of this great epic-gem and brought it out before the learned world--may be ev
en in erroneous form....  [Vol. III, Introd. p. 2]

    It is interesting to note that Bh did not indulge in this kind of unnecessary defence of
 Bühler 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 
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that he wanted.  His mental baloon of pride got inflated with hot air and soared high u
p in the skies.

    We do not understand why such a defense was necessary!  It assumes quite a lot. B
h does not mention the name of the "abuser" who has "abused," according to him,  the 
name of Bühler.  He merely says "some" (plural) as "abusing."  We wish he had name
d those who, in his opinion, had abused Dr. Georg Bühler.  Bh has used the word "nind
¡."  Now the word "nind¡" means "gu∆eßu doß¡ropa˙." i.e. to superimpose vices on vir
tues.  But Bühler is not criticized, even if he is, in a way that could be termed as "impo
sing vices on virtues."  To state the facts (vastu-sthiti-kathanam) is not "nind¡."  Our an
cient n•tik¡ras have already instructed us:

         ˛atror api gu∆¡ v¡cy¡ doß¡ v¡cy¡ guror api.

    If Bh has in his mind the criticism of Bühler by Nagar, he is sadly mistaken.  He is m
isrepresenting the facts; he is distorting the truth.  Here is what Nagar wrote in his "Intr
oduction" [pp. 2-4 Prast¡van¡,  p. 5 Upodgh¡ta].

     Durgamodvase Jaisalameranagare kƒtatatpustaka- prathamaparicayais tvar¡turai˙ 
Î¡. Byuhlaramahodayai˙ pragu∆agu∆abh¶yiß hasy¡pi Ja. pustakasya kƒteyaµ prati li
pis tad•yaliper atipr¡ktanatvena bahuvidhahetvantarai≈ ca prabh¶t¡≈uddhi bahul¡ 'bh¶
t.  

    Bühler was in great rush as far as the original copying is concerned.  His time in Jais
almer was extremely limited.  He had seen the manuscript for the first time.  He copie
d it within seven days.  Nagar has acknowledged how significant was the task perform
ed by Bühler.  It is not the intention of Nagar to decry Bühler'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 Bühler had just reproduc
ed 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 w
as 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 construct
ed?  He had never constructed even one bridge in his entire life.  Did he ever come ac
ross the following sadukti:

         Vidv¡n eva vij¡n¡ti vidvajjanapari≈ramam.
         Na hi vandhy¡ vij¡n¡ti gurv•µ prasavavedan¡µ.

    Also we have Mur¡ri kavi:

    Abdhir la©ghita eva v¡narabha ai˙ kintvasya gambh•rat¡m
         ¡p¡t¡lanimagnap•varavapur j¡n¡ti manth¡cala˙.
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    Nagar has shown how Bühler both restored and distorted the text.  Bühler's debt is a
cknowledged very well by Nagar in clear terms:

    Param atra na vi≈eßadoßabh¡janaµ Î¡. Byuhlaramahodaya˙.  Tena yadapyak¡ri ta
d astyadhikam. Tasya vidy¡vy¡sa©gagaveßa∆¡"saktiprabhƒtigu∆¡˙ pra≈aµs¡ko im at•t
ya vartante...  Khanipr¡durbh¶tam ratnaµ sadyo malinam eva j¡yate... Î¡.  Byuhlaras
aµskara∆adoß¡ na khalu na so∂havy¡˙.  [p. 4, Upodgh¡ta .]

    Maybe Bh did not read this eulogy.   If he read it, he certainly disregarded it while tr
ying to defend Bühler unnecessarily.  

    Let us resume our discussion. ⁄st¡m t¡vat, prakƒtam anusar¡ma˙.  The original readi
ng (8:41) was "m¡ti." Bühler changed it to "bh¡ti."  With reference to Bühler's knowled
ge of the K¡vyam¡rga and the power of appreciation of the poetic muse,  N had alread
y commented in his Introduction: [pp. 2-4 & 8 of Prast¡van¡ and p. 4 of Upodgh¡ta].  
We can reproduce here one of the most significant statements:  "Itih¡s¡c¡ryasya Î¡. B
yuhlaramahodayasya jñ¡nar¡≈¡vaitih¡siko'µ≈a˙ s¡hity¡µ≈am n¶nam atya≈eta ." [p. 6 of
 Upodgh¡ta].  Bh should not have forgotten the immortal dictum of Vi≈¡khadatta: Na h
i sarva˙ sarvaµ j¡n¡ti!

    Bh unnecessarily tries to defend B as if he (Bh) alone is a gu∆agr¡hin and has unde
rstood the value of Bühler'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 on
ly one ancient MS. was available to Bühler.  But that does not mean that the editor sho
uld take undue liberty 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 gu∆• putro na ca m¶rkha≈at¡nyapi.
         Eka≈ candras tamo hanti na ca t¡r¡ga∆o'khila˙.

    Bühler 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 misrepr
esentation 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 i
ntrinsically 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 (ka≈cana 
p¡∆∂ityapradar≈anapa u˙ pa∆∂itammanya˙ samp¡daka≈iroma∆i˙)  did not understand t
he meaning and tried to show his own pedantry,  and distorted the original text.  We w
ould 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 a≈uddhiyukta h• kyoµ na ho [V.3, Introd. p
. 2].  Does he mean "the one which was full of errors from the very beginning,  that is, 
which was originally (intrinsically)  erroneous" or does he mean "by making one erron
eous which had no error to begin with?"  If it is the former,  we have no quarrel with hi
m.  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 
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reigning supreme.  For example, substitution of manmathab¡∆amitram for manmathab¡
lamitram [7:3] and vibh¡tavarge for vibh¡vavarge [13:72].

    Having written what is presented above, I felt an unresistible urge to give a fuller tr
eatment to the topic and silence the neo-expounder,  (Bh) who unnecessarily tried to d
efend someone who did not need any defence!  Maybe Bh was just suffering from infe
riority complex. He wanted to show off.

    Let us consider some more vital readings and evaluate how they have been mishan
dled.

         Ullekhal•l¡gha an¡pa ¶n¡m  sacetas¡µ vaika ikopam¡n¡m.
         Vic¡ra≈¡∆opalapa  ik¡su mats¶ktiratn¡nyatith•bhavantu.  [1:19]

    The above is a true and exact reproduction of J.

    In the 4th p¡da, P committed an error while copying and turned the reading into-  ra
tn¡nyavibh•bhavantu.  That is "ta"  was read as "va," and "tha" as "bha". B exercised h
is power of reconstruction and restoration, and turned the whole into ratn¡ni nidh•bhav
antu.  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 
s¡myena nika asth¡n p¡ h¡n parityajya d¶rasth¡n ayukt¡n p¡ h¡n svabuddhy¡'gha ayat
.

    And here is another example of mishandling:

         Prakoß hapƒß hasphuradindran•la-ratn¡val•ka©ka∆a∂ambare∆a.
         Bandh¡ya dharmapratibandhak¡n¡µ  vahan sahotth¡n iva n¡gap¡≈¡∆.  [1:47]

This is the reading of J, correct one hundred percent.

    In the 4th p¡da, J has vahan sahotth¡n.

    P turned it into vah¶n sahotth¡n.

    B made it badhnan sahotth¡n.

       But badhnan  where?

    Obviously badhnan is far removed from vahan as compared to vah¶n which erroneo
usly had crept into P.

    Here is one more instance to satisfy Bh, if he could listen to reasoning.

         Sva˙sundar•bandiparigrah¡ya  datto'ñjali˙ samprati d¡navendrai˙.
         Iti praharß¡d amar¡©gan¡n¡µ netrotpala≈re∆ibhir arcyam¡na˙.  [1:52]



124

    In the first p¡da, J has bandi.  As stated on p.3 of my Prast¡van¡, samaste'pi Ja pust
ake ba var∆asya prayoga eva n¡sti.

    Naturally P could have taken it to be vandi.  Even a beginner knows ba-vayor abhed
a˙. B could have made it bandi (=captive). However, he went far away from the realit
y and turned the reading into vƒnda. The total charm of the poet's camatk¡rokti, madhu
rokti, and vicchitti was lost in that vƒnda (multitude).

                   *              *              *

         Pr¡ptas tata˙ ≈r•jayasiµhadeva≈    C¡lukyasiµh¡sanama∆∂anatvam.
         Yasya vyar¡janta gaj¡haveßu   mukt¡phal¡n•va kare ya≈¡µsi.  [1:79]

    Here is one more camatk¡ra of B.  Bilha∆a composed the fourth quarter as mukt¡ph
al¡n•va kare ya≈¡µsi. P omitted two letters (kare) and made it mukt¡phal¡n•va     ya≈a
µsi!  B fills the lacuna with mah¡!  Ya≈as might have become mahat, but the vacanam 
got laghu.

    As an essential decorum that deserves to be observed,  B ought to have enclosed hi
s own creation within square brackets with a question mark.  The B text as it appears h
as no indication whatsoever that mah¡ is not Bilha∆a-kavi-vacanam, but a creation of s
ome mah¡pa∆∂ita!

                   *              *              *

    Let us study one more example of "doßayukta h• kyoµ na ho":

         Cint¡ma∆ir yasya puro var¡kas    tath¡hi v¡rtt¡ janavi≈ruteyam
         Yat tatra sauvar∆atul¡dhir¶∂he  cakre sa p¡ß¡∆atul¡dhiroham.  [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 sm
a.  We are reminded of a popular saying--marza baƒhat¡ h• gay¡ jyoµ jyoµ dav¡ k•.  T
he disease went on increasing as we went on treating.

                   *              *              *

    Here is another failure on the part of B.  This is how Bilha∆a composed the followin
g verse originally:

         Sa saukum¡ryaikadhano'pi so∂hav¡µs
              tapodhanair dußprasahaµ pari≈ramam.
         Rar¡ja t•vre tapasi sthito nƒpa˙
              ≈a≈•va ca∆∂adyutima∆∂al¡tithi˙.  [2:45]
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    The fourth cara∆a in P reads ≈a≈•va dyutima∆∂al¡tithi˙ , i.e. there is an omission of t
wo letters.  B makes an attempt to fill the lacuna but fails.  Success eludes him.

    The king performed such a severe tapas that maharßayo'sm¡d apakarßam ¡yayu˙ [2:
44]. Also the poet says:  Nƒpaµ ka horavratacaryay¡ kƒ≈am [2:46].  Obviously the king
 got withered.  He became weak and pale.  Certainly he was not at his best as far as hi
s dyuti was concerned.  Now the moon shines (displays her glory and splendour) amon
g the stars.  The poet wants to convey the idea that the king resembled the moon when
 she is in direct contact with the sun, ca∆∂adyutima∆∂al¡tithi  [let us pay attention to th
e word "ca∆∂a"]. The poet wanted the "sun" but B gives us the stars!  Not t¡r¡ma∆∂ala
 even, but only the t¡r¡dyutima∆∂ala . Only their shine!  B ought to have remembered t
hat the moon does not lose her lustre among the stars!  What a contrast!  How deeply i
njurious is the distortion of truth and how undesirable is the misrepresentation of facts!!
  Still Bh has the dh¡rß yam (audacity)  to utter--kucha loga bhale h• nind¡ kareµ!

    We cannot expect B to have the divine insight--divyaµ cakßu˙.  Every scholar has hi
s 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 m¡ sad gamaya!

    It is better to keep quiet.  But if one decides to speak, he should see that it does not t
urn out to be meaningless.

    Cf. prabh¡takalp¡ ≈a≈ineva ≈arvar•.

                   *              *              *

         Kalatram urv•tilakasya mekhal¡kal¡pam¡∆ikyamar•cibhir dadhe.
         Udeßyata˙ s¶ryasamasya tejasa˙   samudgataµ b¡lam iv¡tapaµ pura˙.  [2:72]

    The word b¡la is not very clear in J.  It could very well be read as p¡la.  N's fn reads
: "P¡la- " ityasti "b¡la- " iti veti Ja.  pustake spaß aµ n¡sti."

    B reads j¡lamiv¡tapam.

    B fn. gives p¡lamiv¡tapam. (i.e. acc. to B, P (and supposedly J too) has p¡lamiv¡tap
am.

    However, the question is:  How the word j¡la would get connected with ¡tapam?

    And befitting its own "nature," R makes it "j¡lamiv¡tatam."  The person who saw the
 last edition first and struggled and struggled cannot come in the sphere of the limited 
knowledge of Bh, who had R¡m¡vat¡ra ˛arm¡ as his guruvary¡∆¡m.  This is called an
dhena n•yam¡n¡ yath¡ndh¡˙!  Bh cannot even dream of the terrible toil of N!  Na hi va
ndhy¡ vij¡n¡ti gurv•m prasavavedan¡m!  Bh had unlimited power in his pen.

    The restoring (or distorting ?)  editor did not care whether the text made any sense a
t all or not.
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              *                          *                        *

    Atra Dr¡vi∂abh¶mip¡ladalanakr•∂¡raso∂∂¡mare         koda∆∂adhvanibhir vidhunva
ti ghanadhv¡n¡nuk¡rair jagat.  Vaideh•rama∆asya R¡va∆a≈ira≈ chede 'pya≈¡ntakrudh
a˙  praty¡vƒttir ak¡∆∂akampataralair ¡≈a©ki La©k¡carai˙.  [3:77]

    J has Dr¡vi∂a.  The editor in B did not understand the meaning of the proper name. 
 So he made it dr¡vita = made to run away!  But there is no valor in dr¡vita-dalana!  Bi
lha∆a himself says elsewhere:

    Aripƒß hagraha∆¡n nyavarttata.  [15:84.4]

    Here in 3:77,  at the end of the first cara∆a we have kr•∂¡raso∂∂¡mare.  This is the r
eading of J.

    P omits ∂∂¡ and makes it kr•∂¡rasomare.

    B makes it kr•∂¡rasotthe rave.

    We don't know if the editor-restorer understood the meaning!  We can call it only av
y¡p¡re≈u vy¡p¡ram.

    However, B ed. gives kr•∂¡rasomarave in the fn., thereby attributing this reading to 
P, which is not true because P has kr•∂¡rasomare!!

    Thus we see that there is a divergence of form and substance between P and B fn!  I
n other words, B fn. = transcription of P, or "press-copy,"  and not what was prepared i
n Jaisalmer. This was an aside.

    To return to the main theme:  R makes it kr•∂¡rasotthe ra∆e.  Seyam apar¡ kath¡!!

                   *              *              *

    Then we come to verse 4:113:

         Pra∆ayaprava∆aiv¡s•t tasya ≈r•˙ saparigrah¡.
         Paraµ n¡©g•karoti sma Vikram¡©ka˙ kala©kin•m.  [4:113]

    This verse does exist in P, still it does not exist in the B ed.!  Would this kind of omis
sion too be called by Bh as "a≈uddhi bahuta  [a≈uddhibahula?] bat¡kara nind¡ kareµ!
"?

    We can simply say mukham ast•ti vaktavyam.

                   *              *              *

         R¡jahaµsam iva b¡hupañjare    ≈r•vil¡sabhuvi l¡layan ya≈a˙.
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         Tatra tatra ≈atapatralocana≈   citram abhyudayam ¡sas¡da sa˙.   [5:9]

    The original and correct reading is tatra tatra ≈atapatra.  P makes it tatra tatr¡tapatr
a.  How close to the original!  Interchange of one syllable a for ≈a.  We would like to r
emind our readers once again that the letter "≈" of P resembles "r¡." So tatra tatra ≈ata
patra of J very well might have been copied by P as tatra tatra r¡tapatra as far as the 
press-copy-writer is concerned.

    But B goes far away and makes it tatra t¡marasapatra. This is not restoration, but ne
w construction.  Did Bh examine these issues?  Did he have enough ability even to go 
in such deep waters?  Could he understand all these delicate points?

                   *              *              *

         Taccam¶rajasi d¶ram udgate    yan na digbhramam adhatta bh¡skara˙.
         Hetur atra rajas¡µ niv¡ra∆aµ   kuñjaradhvajapa ¡ntav•janai˙.   [5:66]

    The original reading is taccam¶rajasi.  Probably P too has the same because there is
 no fn. for it in B.

    But B makes it tatra bh¶rajasi.  Rajas, if not stated otherwise, comes from bh¶˙ only
.  We will call this once again avy¡p¡reßu vy¡p¡ram.

                   *              *              *

         Javasamucitadh¡van¡nur¶p¡ kimiti kƒt¡ pƒthul¡ na n¡tha pƒthv•.
         Nabhasi khurapu air iti sphuradbhir  vidhim iva ye sma muhu˙ pratikßipanti.  

[6:49]

    Here is another camatk¡ra of B.

    The ≈uddhipatra of B asks us to change javasa to rajama!  We don't understand wha
t is the purpose behind it!!

    J has Javasamucitadh¡van¡nur¶p¡---perfect and true, correct       and complete.

    P makes it  Javamamucitadh¡van¡nur¶pa---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 ravamanumitadh¡van¡nur¶pam!  A true s
ahƒadaya alone can feel the excruciating pain!  The editor alone might have been abl
e to figure out what is meant here.  Ravamanumitadh¡van¡- nur¶pam did not yield any
 sensible reading.  So the "Errata" of B makes it Rajamanumitadh¡van¡nur¶pam.  Here
 we find a perfect example of the sadukti--Vin¡yakam prakurv¡∆o racay¡m¡sa v¡nara
m.

    Another example of distortion:
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    J has Kimiti kƒt¡ pƒthul¡ na n¡tha pƒthv•.

    P has Kimiti kƒta pƒthul¡ n¡ya pƒthv•.

    B makes Kimiti kƒt¡ pƒthul¡ tvay¡ na pƒthv•.

    In other words, P changes kƒt¡ to kƒta, omits na and changes n¡tha to n¡ya!  Still P d
id not go far away from the original J.  But where does B lead us to?  It takes us far aw
ay from the original!  Although B successfully restores kƒta to kƒt¡, yet he does not brin
g in na to its proper place.  We can understand all this.  However, we don't understand 
how n¡ya could be turned into tvay¡?  N¡tha is much closer to n¡ya than tvay¡.

    Did the Great Defender Bh pay any attention to all these distortions and destructions
 in restoration when he assembled the courage and said:  kucha loga bhaleh• nind¡ kar
eµ.

                   *              *              *

         Atr¡ntare manmathab¡∆amitraµ lat¡vadh¶vibhramas¶tradh¡ra˙.
         Sth¡nopade≈• pikapañcamasya ≈ƒ©g¡rabandhur madhur ¡vir ¡s•t.  [7:3]

    B reads here--manmathab¡∆amitram.  Bilha∆a said:  manmathab¡lamitram.  Someon
e who was akßara≈atru n¡ma vidy¡dhara changed b¡la to b¡∆a!  This change is unwor
thy of great scholars such as Bühler,  V¡man¡c¡rya, and Bh•m¡c¡rya.  This is one of t
he most unjustifiable attempts on the part of B. [We would like to state with all the em
phasis at our command that by B we do not necessarily and always mean the person o
f Dr. Georg Bühler himself, but the one who fooled with Bilha∆a's original words.]  Ma
dhu (Spring) is the supplier of b¡∆as (arrows).  He is not a mitram of manmathab¡∆a!

    The person who distorted the truth and misrepresented the fact had totally missed th
e essence.  B¡lamitram has a very fine equivalent in Hindi.  It is called la©go iy¡ y¡ra!
  A friend from the very early childhood!!  In English we have another expression-- bo
som friend, but it 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 nind¡ kareµ!

                   *              *              *

         L•l¡≈uk¡˙ kokilak¶jit¡n¡m atipraharß¡d vihit¡nuk¡r¡˙.
         Gƒh¡d adh¡vyanta viyogin•bhir gu∆o hi k¡le gu∆in¡m gu∆¡ya.  [7:32]

    J is not clear.  One could read either dadh¡vyanta  or dadh¡ yanta . P has dadh¡dyant
a.  The copyist read dadh¡ yanta and wrote it in such a way that it resembled dadh¡dy
anta.

    But B goes far away and makes it dav¡hyanta .  It is not a scholarly attempt.  It will b
e called taking undue liberty.

                   *              *              *
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         Manasvin•n¡µ manaso'vat•rya   m¡nasya vegena pal¡yitasya.
         J•vagrah¡yeva vasantamitraµ   babhr¡ma v¡yu˙ kakubh¡µ mukh¡ni.  [7:43]

    This is a distressing attempt on the part of B to try to improve the text and in that pro
cess destroy it.  It is a negation of sahƒdayatvam!

    N's fn. no. 7 on p. 75 states:  m¡nasya iti g¡nasya iti v¡ Ja.  pustake spaß am n¡sti.

    B makes it g¡nasya.

    R makes it m¡sasya! That is befitting R ed.

    It is interesting to observe that B is  wrong as far as the first letter is concerned. R is 
wrong as far as the second letter is concerned!

    Elsewhere in this study we have discussed the concept of m¡na or kopa in full detail
s [p. 185+]  ///change page no.????l

    The poet has already told us:  ˛r©g¡rabandhur madhur ¡vir¡s•t.  [7:3.4]

    There was no scope for m¡na to be there anymore. It ran away.  V¡yuh is vasantmitr
am.  So he is chasing m¡na.  We don't know how g¡na (song, music) could run away?  
That is totally irrelevant.

    Still Bh declared kucha loga bhaleh• nind¡ kareµ!

                   *              *              *

    The poet says:

         Hemamañj•ram¡l¡bhy¡m bh¡ti jangh¡lat¡dvayam.
         Kƒt¡lav¡lam v¡llabhy¡t ku©kumeneva subhruva˙.
                                                  [8:14]

    P has kƒt¡lav¡laµb¡llabhy¡t.  This is correct and meaningful.  We need not repeat th
at J does not make any distinction between ba and va.  If we separate kƒt¡lav¡lam fro
m the word following--and the next word is v¡llabhy¡t--we reach Bilha∆a all the way.  
This is what Bilha∆a meant.

    However, B fn. says:  kƒt¡lav¡l¡lamb¡llabhy¡t.  i.e. acc. to B. ed. P has one extra let
ter "l¡" inserted in between "v¡" and "la".  Also it has changed "v" into "b".

    This leads us to reiterate once again that the press-copyist of B is not always true to 
his original, i.e. he created his own errors like the omission of total verses already exis
ting even in P.  In other words, B fn. means (=stands for) the press-copy of B rather tha
n P itself.  This is a very important matter to keep in mind.  Evidently there are deviati
ons in the press-copy from the P transcript.  To put it differently, B ascribes an error to 
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P which actually might be that of the "Press-copy" of his edition!  P is still correct, whil
e 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 kƒt¡lav¡l¡lamb¡llabhy¡t.  So it distorted the text, 
twisted it around, and murdered the s¡hityavidy¡vadh¶.

    B made it kƒt¡lav¡lam lamb¡bhy¡m!  So the hemamanj•ram¡le  (dual) got lengthened
!!  A perfect sense turned into total nonsense and rubbish.  In the process of legitimate 
reconstruction, we see total destruction.  We lose v¡llabhya completely.  Still the Bh ha
d the audacity to say Kucha loga bhaleh• nind¡ kareµ.

                   *              *

         M¡ti nirvivare tasy¡≈ citraµ kucayug¡ntare.
         Kr•∂¡ku∆∂alitocca∆∂akoda∆∂a˙ kusum¡yudha˙.
                                                     [8:41]

    This ≈loka has been discussed in full detail in its proper place.  [pp. 134-137]

                   *              *              *

         Bh¡ti dantacchaden¡sy¡˙ svacch¡ da≈anam¡lik¡.
         Sarasvatyakßam¡leva p¶j¡padmadal¡ñcit¡.  [8:69]

    N's fn. no. 1 on p. 88 declares:  Pra. pustake sannapyayaµ ≈loka˙ Ba pustake n¡sti.

     Vidvanm¶rdhanya pa∆dita≈iroma∆i Vidy¡v¡g•≈a Bh still has the courage to say Kuch
a loga bhaleh• nind¡ kareµ.  How pitiful. It is simply disgusting!  Na hi vandhy¡ vij¡n¡t
i gurv•µ prasavavedan¡m!

                   *              *              *

         A≈a©kita˙ ˛a©karamallayuddhe   ya˙ svedav¡r¡µ viniv¡ra∆¡ya.
         Bhasmotkaraµ vismayagh¶r∆itasya   kakß¡ntar¡t tasya sam¡cakarßa.  [9:102]

    In the second quarter, P has svedadh¡r¡µviniv¡ra∆¡ya.  B makes the reading sveda
dh¡r¡mbuniv¡ra∆¡ya and removes it far away from the original!  He takes undue liber
ty with the text, since he alters quite a bit.  dha and va are very close in resemblance a
s far as J MS. is concerned.

    The editor probably did not recall:  ¡pa˙ str• bh¶mni v¡r v¡ri.

    Yet Bh tries to defend B without any justification!

                  *              *              *
         Y¡nt•ßu yadv¡ravil¡sin•ßu   kare∆ubhi˙ p¶ritadikta ¡bhi˙.
         Dine'pi dikp¡lapur•gav¡kß¡˙   prakß¡lanaµ candrikay¡ labhante.  [9:127]
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    In the first quarter, P has Yadv¡rivil¡sin•ßu.  Instead of removing "i" from atop the let
ter "ra," Bühler breaks v¡ravil¡sin• into two and makes it Yaddv¡ri vil¡sin•ßu = at whos
e gate, the beautiful women (locative).  He did not like the idea of V¡ravil¡sini here!  
He thus takes away all the charm from Bilha∆a's kavivacanam.

                   *              *              *

         ⁄ropyam¡∆¡ dayitena k¡cit  nitambabh¡r¡t svayam apragalbh¡.
         Skandh¡t taro˙ pratyuta m¶lam ¡pa  svinnena p¡d¡mburuhadvayena.  [10:43]

    Bilha∆a said:  Svinnena (=perspiring.)  This is the reading up to and including P.  So
meone possessing a more fertile brain made it khinnena.  This is called poetic murder!!
 Still Bh had the courage....

                   *              *              *

         ⁄h¶yam¡n¡ iva haµsan¡dair   vikƒßyam¡∆¡ iva kautukena.
         Jagmus tata˙ kl¡ntiniv¡ra∆¡ya   l•l¡sarast•ram ar¡lanetr¡˙.  [10:63]

    Bilha∆a's expression is kl¡ntiniv¡ra∆¡ya.  B has made it kl¡ntinirv¡ha∆¡ya!  We wo
uld like to call it avy¡p¡reßu vy¡p¡ram.  The editor who changed the reading unnecess
arily did not realize that his reading also generates the blemish of chandobha©ga!

    However, we would like to point out that there is an alternative,  very close reading-
-close to nirv¡ha∆¡ya!  And that is nibarha∆¡ya, but that is kar∆aka u and uncalled for.

                   *              *              *

         P¡ alena mahas¡µ pa alena
   pr¡cya≈ailabhuvi b¡lamƒg¡©ka˙.

         Dh¡tu≈ƒ©gapƒthulasthaladh¶l•-
   kelidh¶sara≈ar•ra iv¡s•t.   [11:29]

    J has p¡ alena mahas¡µ. [tejas¡m]

    P has p¡daleva manas¡m. [m¡nas¡n¡m]

    B makes it p¡ alena tamas¡µ. [andhak¡r¡∆¡m]

    So we have come from light to darkness!  The Upanishads teach us to pray: Tamaso 
m¡ jyotir gamaya.  Here we have exactly the opposite.

    It will be called a disservice to the sahƒadaya.  The editor took it beyond the grasp o
f an intelligent reader.  May be the "Defender" of B could understand it.  We cannot, si
mply cannot.

                   *              *              *
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         K¡cit padair askhalitai˙ sakhelaµ y¡nt•ßu ≈uddh¡ntakare∆uk¡su.
         R¡j¡©gan¡n¡m akarod avajñ¡µ ≈ro∆•bhare ca stanagaurave ca.   [12:32]

    J has ˛ro∆•bhare ca stanagauraveca!  It makes perfect sense.

    P has ˛ron•bharevasthanagauraveva!  It makes half sense.

    B makes it ˛ron•bharevasthitagauraveva!  It makes no sense at all!

    Still the great "commentator and translator" Vidy¡v¡g•≈a Bh has the courage to say 
Kucha loga bhaleh• nind¡ kareµ.  We find no words to describe the courage of this sch
olar!

    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 co
rrect reading, capable of conveying the proper meaning.

                   *              *              *

         Vibh¡vavarge jalada tvam agra∆•r na candrik¡pi dyutim eti t¡vak•m.
         Karoßi kiµ ≈ubhratay¡ tad•yay¡  na sundaraµ candanam e∆an¡bhita˙.   [13:72]

    This is a classic example showing the lack of knowledge of K¡vyam¡rga on the part
 of the scholar-editor (B), whosoever he might have been.

    J and P both have Vibh¡vavarge.  However, B makes it vibh¡tavarge!  Vibh¡ta will 
merely mean "shining" or "bright."  The person who changed the reading and besmear
ed the beauty of our s¡hitya-vidy¡-vadh¶--the poetic charm of Bilha∆a's Muse--might n
ot have come across the word vibh¡va, one of the most pre-potent elements of the s¡hi
tya- saµs¡ra and rasa-saµs¡ra.  Did he ever hear expressions like

    Vibh¡v¡nubh¡va-vyabhic¡ri-saµyog¡d rasanißpatti˙, or

    Vibh¡ven¡nubh¡vena vyakta˙ sañc¡ri∆¡ tath¡.
    Rasat¡m eti raty¡di˙ sth¡y• bh¡va˙ sacetas¡m.

    We call this (attempt) only a  b¡li≈atvam.

                   *              *              *

         Niß huraµ kim api kathyate may¡ tatra Kuntalapate kuru kßam¡m.
         Yat svak¡ryam avadh•[dh¡?]rya gƒh∆ate sevayaiva paritoßam •≈var¡˙.  [14:2]

    J has sevayaiva.

    P has sevachaiva.
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    B makes svecchayaiva.

    This is really svecchay¡ eva.  It is svecch¡c¡ra˙, truly svacchand¡c¡ra˙.  We will cal
l it mana˙p¶taµ sam¡caret!  We cannot call it a scholarly attempt.  Sevachaiva may no
t convey the desired meaning.  However, orthographically it is much closer to the origi
nal.  Svecchayaiva is far removed; and, yet, it does not make any sense at all?  Bhakßit
e'pi la≈une na ≈¡nto vy¡dhi˙ .

    It is to be noted that the "restorer" changes chai into yai anyway, which makes the r
eading sevayaiva, thus virtually restoring the corrupt reading to its original correct form
.  There was no need to turn seva into sveccha!

    Still Bh had the courage to say nind¡ kareµ!  He is sarvatantrasvatantra.

    We would like to make one more point before we leave the discussion of this verse.
  All read svak¡ryam avadh•rya!  We believe we should read it svak¡ryam avadh¡rya 
= viditv¡!!

                   *              *              *

    One of the most striking examples is Gaur•vibhramadh¶padh¶ma  [16:51], discussed
 in its proper place [p. 227].

    Following the sth¡l•-pul¡ka-ny¡ya, 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 Bühler.  To err is human.  Our attempt was directed toward Bh who unnecessarily tri
ed to defend Bühler as if Bh alone was gu∆aika-pakßa-p¡tin , as if he alone was able to
 appreciate the great contribution made by Bühler.  If the editor of B had exercised a li
ttle 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 t
he struggle and strife of Nagar!  This is all the purpose of writing this section of the crit
ique.

    Na hi vandhy¡ vij¡n¡ti gurv•m prasavavedan¡m.

    Let us resume our earlier discussion.

    We do not discount the errors in the original.  We are merely trying to rectify the err
ors unjustifiably ascribed to J.  All the editions of Vik. published so far are derived fro
m J.  It is the m¶la ¡dh¡ra i.e. the arche-type, ¡kara-grantha. P is supposed to be a rep
lica 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 is right an
d still B rejects its reading and invents his own, would it be possible to support B?  Of c
ourse, not.  But this is exactly what Bh has tried to do.  It is not scholarly.  It is not acad
emic.  The above verse [M¡ti...] is an example.
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    Bühler gives in his fn. the rejected reading "m¡ti."  In other words, both J and natura
lly P too had "m¡ti."  B does not agree and makes it "bh¡ti."   N goes back to J and rest
ores the correct reading.  But Bh tries to prove his superiority of skill and asserts that B
 is preferable to J, i.e. the poet Bilha∆a himself!  "Bh¡ti" may be correct as far as its pr
akƒti and pratyaya are concerned.  But the vicchitti and camatk¡ra play their role to a 
much greater extent if the original reading is upheld, i.e. "m¡ti" is kept as it is.  Here is 
K¡lid¡sa suggesting the same idea:

         Anyonyam utp•∂ayad utpal¡kßy¡˙  stanadvayam p¡∆∂u tath¡ pravƒddham.
         Madhye yath¡ ≈y¡mamukhasya tasya  mƒ∆¡las¶tr¡ntaram apyalabhyam.

                         [Kum¡rasambhavam. 1:40]

    And ˛r•harßa:

         Paricyutas tat kucabh¡ramadhy¡t kiµ ≈oßam¡y¡si mƒ∆¡lah¡ra.
         Na s¶kßmatantor api t¡vakasya tatr¡vak¡≈o bhavata˙ kimu sy¡t.  8:41

    Also Bilha∆a:

         Mukhenducandrik¡p¶ra-pl¡vyam¡nau puna˙ puna˙.
         ˛itabh•t¡viv¡nyonyau tasy¡˙ p•∂ayata˙ kucau.  [8:47]

    And

    Dƒ≈o˙ s•m¡v¡da˙ ≈rava∆ayugalena pratikalam
         stan¡bhy¡µ saµruddhe hƒdi manasijas tiß hati bal¡t.
    Nitamba˙ s¡krandam kßipati ra≈an¡d¡ma parita˙
         prave≈as tanva©gy¡ vapußi taru∆imno vijayate.  [8:85]

    The following poetic gems might enlighten the mind of Bh with regard to m¡ti vs. bh
¡ti.

         Am¡n iv¡©geßu muda˙ prakarß¡t  pratyudyayau taµ janaka˙ kum¡ry¡˙.
         Anuß hitam samyag up¡yavidbhir  n•ta˙ parispandam iv¡rthas¡rtha˙.  [9:40]
    And
         Trilokalakßmyeva sal•lam •kßita˙  kƒtadravai≈ candrakarair iv¡pluta˙.
         Ad¶rav¡ñch¡latik¡phalodaya˙ kvacin na m¡ti sma mud¡ nare≈varah.  [2:79]

    And here is another great poet:

     Yan na m¡ti tada©geßu l¡va∆yam atisaµbhƒtam.
     Pi∆∂•kƒtam urode≈e tat payodharat¡m gatam.  [Kasy¡pi]
                   [cited by Saµskƒtas¶ktis¡gara, p.135]

    Bh is not totally oblivious of the true purport of the poet's heart,  i.e. what the poet w
ants to convey here.  There is no room--none whatsoever--between the two breasts of t
he heroine.  The word nirvivare is correctly translated by Bh: Nivvivare = nir n¡sti viva
ram chidram avak¡≈o yasmiµs tat tasmin niravak¡≈e.  It is not surprising that the God of
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 Love is seated there.  What is surprising is that there was no room at all for anything t
o begin with.  Nevertheless, not only K¡ma sits there, but he is also able to accommod
ate his gigantic bow therein!  This is the reason for surprise.  This is the cause for wond
er.  The two words "nirvivare" and "ucca∆∂a" are quite significant.  Bh has deliberatel
y overlooked their real meaning.  Every beautiful thing in this world bh¡ti.  The wonde
r is m¡ti.  Bh knows that here we have adhika ala©k¡ra.  He refers to its definition and 
says atr¡dh¡r¡pekßay¡"dheyasy¡dhikyavar∆an¡d adhik¡la©k¡ra˙.  Did he recall any e
xample of adhik¡la©k¡ra?  Probably not.  If he had taken the trouble of consulting eve
n the K¡vyaprak¡≈a, he might have perceived the real sense and would not have turne
d a sensible poetic sadukti into total nonsense. [See below]  He does not accept the rea
ding of N  "[m¡ti]".  He insists on "bh¡ti."  Smartly enough,  he makes "bh¡ti" yield the
 meaning of "m¡ti", of course, by his own force, twisting the word to mean anything he
 wants!  This is how he performs this feat:

         Bh¡ti p¶r∆atay¡ sam¡gatya s¡vak¡≈aµ vir¡jate.

    One fails to understand wherefrom did he bring the sense represented by the words 
"p¶r∆atay¡ sam¡gatya s¡vak¡≈am."  On second thought we think he is right.  He is vidy
¡v¡g•≈a.  He is kartum, akartum,  anyath¡kartum samartha˙?  Is he not?  Our limited kn
owledge cannot reach the unlimited height his knowledge has already reached!

    Let us study some more examples of adhik¡la©kara:

         Yug¡ntak¡lapratisaµhƒt¡tmano
              jaganti yasy¡m savik¡sam ¡sata.
         Tanau mamus tatra na Kai abhadvißas
              tapodhan¡bhy¡gamasaµbhav¡ muda˙. M¡gha. 1:23

    Mamma a cites the following verse as an example of adhik¡la©k¡ra˙.

         Aho vi≈¡laµ bh¶p¡la bhuvanatritayodaram.
         M¡ti m¡tum a≈akyo'pi ya≈or¡≈ir yadatra te.
                                [K¡vy¡dar≈a of Da∆∂in].

    I don't know whether Bh would have changed "m¡ti" to "bh¡ti" here too if he had th
e opportunity to edit the above text.

    V¡man¡ch¡rya Jhalkikar wrote the B¡labodhin• commentary on Mamma a.  By 196
5 it had run into 7 editions.  I don't know if the same Jhalkikar had any hand in the cha
nge from "m¡ti" to "bh¡ti" in Vik., B's edition.  Bühler says:

    As soon as I recognised the importance of the MS.,  I resolved to copy it out myself. 
 My time at Jesalm•r 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 w
as accomplished in about seven days.  He copied Sargas V. VI., XIV.-XVIII. 1-74, whi
le the rest fell to my share.  We then revised our copy together.  I fear however, that s
ome 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 th
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at 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 note
s.  With the exception of two or three passages  [e.g. II.21] about which I am still in do
ubt, the text of the Vikram¡©kak¡vya is readable,  and I believe that,  if fresh MSS. ar
e found, it will prove to be trustworthy.

I have to thank V¡man¡ch¡rya Jhalk•kar for several emendations, which he suggested
 while copying my transcript for the press and his brother Bh•m¡ch¡rya for some other 
corrections given in the addenda  [stress added].

According to the as•ma-dhißa∆¡ of B!

    Bh knows the n•ti-upade≈a:  gu∆ino na dur¡grah¡˙.  We don't know why he asserts i
n this case.  Did he not know:  Ek¡kin• pratijñ¡ hi pratijñ¡tam na s¡dhayet:  Mere asser
tion does not prove the theory!

    Here is one more poetic gem from Bilha∆a:

        S¡ stan¡ñjalibandhena manmathaµ  pratham¡gatam.
        Karot•vonmukhaµ b¡l¡  b¡ndhavaµ yauvana≈riyah.  [8:44]

    The compound word "añjalibandha" 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 whatsoeve
r!

    Also

    Vil¡sadol¡phalake nitamba-vist¡raruddhe paritas taru∆y¡˙.
    Labdha˙ paraµ kuñcitak¡rmuke∆a tatr¡vak¡≈a˙ kusum¡yudhena.
                                                          [7:19]

    The above idea very much resembles what is expressed by the poet in m¡ti nirvivar
e... [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 is witho
ut  opening [!] (D).

    The whole translation is really wonderful!  These translators should be awarded a n
ovel literary prize.  Such writers are alluded to by a poet in a desperate prayer:

         Arasikeßu kavitvanivedanaµ ≈irasi m¡ likha m¡ likha m¡ likha.

    And by Bilha∆a too:
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         Kurvantu ≈eß¡˙ ≈ukav¡kyap¡ ham!

    "A" should be "amazing" or "surprising" or simply "a wonder".

    "B" "ucca∆∂a" does not mean here "fierce" but "of a very large         size", or "gigan
tic."

    "C" should be "skilfully."

    "D" should be "space."

    Here is one more poetic gem from our own poet, Mah¡kavi Bilha∆a,  which may thr
ow some further light on the matter.

         Nitambabimbasya nitambavaty¡˙ prak¡mavist¡rava≈¡d iv¡sya.
         Pƒthv•pater uttaman¡yik¡pi na k¡pi lebhe hƒdaye'vak¡≈am.  [9:12]

    Let it be emphasized here that Bh fares better as far as "nirvivare" and "ucca∆∂a" ar
e concerned, but he displays his unreasonableness when he says:  bh¡ti p¶r∆atay¡ sam
¡gatya s¡vak¡≈am vir¡jate .

    Monier-Williams [1888 ed., p. 764, column 3] says:

    M¡ = to correspond in measure, find measure or room in (cl. 2 with loc.,) e.g. te ya≈o
-r¡≈ir bhuvana- tritayodare m¡ti, thy mass of fame finds room in the interior of three w
orlds.

    Apte, [1965, 3d. ed., p. 753, Column 1]:  M¡ = to be in, find room or space in, be co
ntained or comprised in.

    Once again we are reminded of a great sadukti of a great poet:

    Daiv•m v¡cam up¡sate hi bahava˙ s¡ram tu s¡rasvatam
        j¡n•te nitar¡m asau gurukulakliß o Mur¡ri˙ Kavi˙.
    Abdhir la©ghita eva v¡narabha ai˙ kintvasya gambh•rat¡m
        ¡p¡t¡lanimagnap•varavapur j¡n¡ti manth¡cala˙.

                   *              *              *

    Bilha∆a says:

     Dol¡y¡µ jaghanasthalena calat¡ lolekßan¡ lajjate
         dhatte dikßu nir•kßa∆aµ smitamukh• p¡r¡vat¡n¡µ rutai˙.
     Spar≈a˙ ka∆ akako ibhi˙ ku ilay¡ l•l¡vane neßyate
         sajjaµ maugdhyavisarjan¡ya sutano˙ ≈ƒ©g¡ramitraµ vaya˙.
                                                           [8:86]
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    While trying to explain this verse [8:86] Bh misses the true meaning.  We are referri
ng to the 2nd carana: Dhatte dikßu....Bh says:

    Kapotarutena suratasamaye li©gayonigharßa∆a- rutasmara∆enotka∆ hay¡ itastata˙ 
nir•kßate kuto'yaµ vicitra˙ ≈abda˙ sam¡y¡ti.  Kapot¡˙ khalu svabh¡vata eva bahuviß
ayalampa ¡ bhavanti.  Teß¡µ ≈abdena teß¡m k¡makr•∂¡µ draß um itastato'valokayat•
ti bh¡va˙.

    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 hi
s mind--when he wrote such nonsense and rubbish.  The cooing of pigeons resembles t
he sound from the throat, made by the lady as an essential function of the suratakr•∂¡ 
(sexual intercourse).  In other words, she makes a special cooing sound deliberately.  I
t is not the sound made by the friction of the sexual organs of the lover and the belove
d lady (li©ga and yoni).  [There is a lot of natural "grease" there, Mr. Vidy¡v¡g•≈a!]  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 h
is University Library and spared himself the ridicule of the future generation of the rea
ders of his "great" translation and interpretation.  We are told that many great pandits 
of K¡≈• had examined Bh's work. How did they overlook this asa©gati?

    Probably Bh had not yet read the 18th canto when he worked on the 7th canto, for B
ilha∆a expresses there similar ideas in 18:26:

     ˛rutv¡ ≈rutv¡ rutam avirataµ yatra p¡r¡vat¡n¡m
         dakß¡˙ ka∆ hadhvanißu ≈anakai˙ paurakany¡ bhavanti.

    Here is another poet:

         K¡nte tath¡ katham api prathitaµ mƒg¡kßy¡
              c¡turyam uddhatamanobhavay¡ rateßu.
         Tatk¶jit¡nyanuvadadbhir anekav¡raµ
              ≈ißy¡yitaµ gƒhakapota≈atair yath¡sy¡h.  [Kasy¡pi]
                    Saduktikar∆¡mƒta  of ˛r•dharad¡sa.  Calcutta, 1965. pp. 299-300.
                   (Also discussed in S¡hityadarpa∆a).

    Let us enjoy the beauties of another poetic gem:

         Narair viphalajanmabhir giridar• na kiµ sevyate
              na cec chrava∆agocar•bhavati j¡tucij janmani.
         Kapotaravam¡dhur•viracan¡nuk¡r¡daro
              rat¡sahakƒ≈odar•vacanak¡kur•tidhvani˙.

    Saµskƒtas¶ktis¡gara˙. Kasi, Akhila Bh¡rat•ya Vikrama Parißad, Saµvat 2014 V.  S
a©kalanakart¡ tath¡ anuv¡daka (compiler and translator):  ˛r• N¡r¡ya∆a Sv¡m•.

    The compiler does not give his source, but translates the verse beautifully in Hindi a
s follows:
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    Kab¶tarak• gu arag¶µk• mi h¡sak¡ anukara∆akaranev¡l•, ratik¡ pari≈rama sahane
meµ asamartha navel•ke pr¡rthan¡se bhare hue vacanoµ k• dhvaniko jisane [jinhoµ
ne] j•vanameµ kabh• nah•µ sun¡ una manußyoµ k¡ to janmah• vyartha hai.  Ve bhal
¡ parvatak• kandar¡oµ meµ kyoµ nah•µ cale j¡te?

    Saduktikarn¡mƒtam of ˛r•dharad¡sa cites the above verse,  ("Narair viphalajanmabh
ir"), under "Ka∆ hak¶jitam" and ascribes it to "kasy¡pi."  It also gives the following ver
se:

         K¡nte vicitrasuratakramabaddhar¡ge
              sa©ketake'pi mƒga≈¡vakalocan¡y¡˙.
         Tat k¶jitam kim api yena tad•yatalpaµ
              n¡lpai˙ par•tam anu≈abdital¡vakaughai˙.

    For further enlightenment of Bh on 8:86, we may offer an extract from the K¡mas¶tr
a of V¡tsy¡yana, tr. by S. C.  Up¡dhy¡ya.  Bombay, Taraporevala, 1970.  p. 121, Ch. 
7.

    S¶tra 5.--virut¡ni c¡ß au.

    On the other hand, what results from intense passion and not pain,  is "viruta" or coo
ing, which is of eight kinds.

S¶tra 6: Hi©k¡ra-stanita-k¶jita-rudita-s¶tkƒta-d¶tkƒta-ph¶tkƒt¡ni.  [only seven! s•tkƒta 
also?]  (5) K¶jita or cooing:

S¶tra 8: P¡r¡vata-parabhƒta-h¡r•ta-≈uka-madhukara-d¡ty¶ha-          haµsa-k¡ra∆∂ava-
-virut¡ni s•tkƒta-bh¶yiß h¡ni          vikalpa≈a˙ prayuñj•ta.

         A woman may also imitate the shrieks and calls of doves,  koels, pigeons...
 
S¶tra 15: Tatr¡ntarmukhena k¶jitam ph¶tkƒtam ca.  Tatra k¶jitam tat saµvƒtena 

ka∆ hena.  K¶jatya-          nen¡vyaktam ≈abditam.  Yadi vivƒtena jihv¡m¶lena 
ca          tat ph¶tkƒtam. Vy¡khy¡.  
    
         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 sou
nd, which is usually done with the mouth kept open).

    According to Apte, Ratak¶jitam = lustful or lascivious murmur.

    Thus it becomes evident that this ka∆ hadhvani was acquired through a voluntary le
arning process and was not merely an involuntary expression of exhaustion or pain, et
c.

    Cf.  Da∆∂in:
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         Kalakva∆itagarbhe∆a ka∆ hen¡gh¶r∆itekßa∆a˙.
         P¡r¡vata˙ paribhramya riramsu≈ cumbati priy¡m.

    K¡vy¡dar≈a, ed. by Dharmendrakum¡ra Gupta.  Delhi, Mehar     Chand Lacchmand
as, 1973. p. 85.

    While on the subject, we may also think of:

    ˛r•paricay¡j ja∂¡ api bhavantyabhijñ¡ vidagdhacarit¡n¡m.
    Upadi≈ati k¡min•n¡m yauvanamada eva lalit¡ni.
                                Quoted in K¡vyaprak¡≈a.

    We could go on and on.  Here is another poetic gem on surata-ka∆ ha-ruta , cited by 
Mamma a in his K¡vyaprak¡≈a as an example of smara∆a ala©k¡ra:

         Nimnan¡bhikuhareßu yad ambha˙  pl¡vitaµ caladƒ≈¡µ lahar•bhi˙.
         Tadbhavai˙ kuharutair natamadhy¡˙ sm¡rit¡˙ surataka∆ harut¡n¡m.
                               Jalha∆a 67:16.

Suran¡rya˙ ityapi p¡ ho dƒ≈yate.

    Here is one more example of surata-ka∆ ha-ruta .  Sumukha says to R¡va∆a:

         Y¡n¶rmil¡patir ayam ca tav¡tmaja≈ ca
              b¡∆otkar¡n vikirato racit¡ndhak¡r¡n.
         Te'nyonyakha∆∂anava≈¡d viphal•bhavanti
              ratyutsave badhirayor iva ka∆ han¡d¡˙.
         B¡lar¡m¡yana of R¡ja≈ekhara. A©ka 8, verse 44.

    Bh refers to Shri R¡m¡vat¡ra ˛arm¡ as his "guruvary¡∆¡m."  It is unfortunate that hi
s guru did not teach him even the basic Sanskrit k¡vyas.  We don't know whether Bh h
ad ever seen the following sadukti of Mah¡kavi M¡gha in ˛i≈up¡lavadham:

         Rat¡ntare yatra gƒh¡ntareßu vitardiniry¶havi a©kan•∂a˙.
         Rut¡ni ≈ƒ∆van vayas¡µ ga∆o'nte-v¡sitvam ¡pa sphu am a©gan¡n¡m.  3:55

    We find it difficult to leave the prakƒta-prasa©ga.  We are reminded of one more po
etic gem of our own poet Bilha∆a:

         Smarapra≈astiprativastut¡µ gat¡˙ sal•lad¡ty¶hasam¶hanisvan¡˙.
         Bhavanti yatra kßa∆am¡travi≈rama prad¡yina˙ ka∆ haraveßu yoßit¡m.  [2:15]

The MS. A has vibhrama.  I too thought it to be preferable. But no,  vi≈rama is much be
tter.

    D¡ty¶ha-sam¶ha-nisvan¡˙ give relief, even for a very short period though, to yoßit¡
m ka∆ haraveßu!  We have seen this in India in Harikath¡.  The principal performer (si
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nger) 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 t¡la and laya!

    Apparently Bh did not understand the poet here.  For ka∆ haraveßu he says:  bh¡ßa∆
a-k¡ryeßu g•teßu v¡. I wish he could tell us the significance of the words "kßa∆m¡travi≈r
ama"!  The komal¡©g• gets tired by constantly making the sound.  So the birds relieve 
her!  Bh concludes:  Tatraty¡n¡m n¡r•∆¡m ≈abdo d¡ty¶hak¶jitavan madhura iti vyajyate
.  We get hurt by the display of knowledge on the part of Bh.  Truly it is said:  Arasikeß
u kavitvanivedanam ≈irasi m¡ likha m¡ likha m¡ likha.  In Hindi too we have a beautifu
l saying: Bhainsa ke ¡ge b•na baj¡e bhainsa paƒ• pagur¡e.  Play v•∆¡ in front of the she
-buffalo;  she will continue her munching!

    We have cited above the verse Narair viphalahanmabhir.  It says:  Rat¡sahakƒ≈odar
•-vacanak¡kur•tidhvani˙ .  While V¡tsy¡yana in his K¡ma≈¡stra says that the sound is g
enerated 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 follo
wing verse:

     G¡∂h¡li©ganav¡man•kƒtakucaprodbhinnaromodgam¡
         s¡ndrasneharas¡tirekavigalacchr•mannitamb¡mbar¡.
     M¡ m¡ m¡nada m¡ti m¡m alam iti kß¡m¡kßaroll¡pin•
         supt¡ kiµ nu mƒt¡ nu kiµ manasi me l•n¡ vil•n¡ nu kiµ.

    Let us now discuss the third cara∆a of the above verse  (Dol¡y¡m jaghanasthalena). 
 Bilha∆a says:

     Spar≈a˙ ka∆ akako ibhi˙ ku ilay¡ l•l¡vane neßyate.
                                                   [8:86.3]

    Misra has really murdered the S¡hitya-vidy¡-vadh¶ here while commenting on this k
avivacanam.  He says:

     "For ißyate (of the MS. and edd.) "is desired", read anveßyate  "is looked for":  "the to
uch by the thorns is looked for by the tricky one", the idea being: that she enjoys the sc
ratchings that would take place in passionate embracings.  The mistake neßyate  (na-iß
yate) for 'nveßyate  must,  however, be old as the paraphrasing line in Sp. shows."  [p. 5
9]

    The critic had already ordered earlier [pp. 15-16]:

    Instead of neßyate (na-ißyate) "is not desired" pass. of anveßaya read anveßyate (anu-
ißyate)  "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 bu
lk of his book, or an unconscious display of his lack of knowledge.  Also we fail to und
erstand how anu + ißyate  becomes anveßyate!  Anu + ißyate will turn into anvißyate  and
 not anveßyate .  Cf. Anvißyan mara∆op¡yaµ du˙kh¡t tatsainyalu∆ hita˙. 4:16.
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NRR adds:  "Is Misra so ignorant that he does not know the inevitability of ya∆ here?  
Or, is he just careless?  Shouldn't he have said anu-eßyate?"

    Misra certainly crosses the limits of justice and decency when he calls "neßyate", a 
mistake!  He also calls it "old."  The question is:  How old?  Misra does not give the ag
e.  It is not only the J MS., which antedates the year 1229 A.D., but also the saduktikar
∆¡mƒta (1205 A.D.) has neßyate  (=is not desired, or liked, or looked for).

    So, if we understand Mr. Misra correctly,  the Pur¡∆a Bilha∆a wrote anveßyate--that 
was the original,  correct reading.  Someone at a later date, still in olden days,  commit
ted a mistake and made it neßyate . So Mah¡kavi Bilha∆a had to appear on this earth o
nce again, after so many centuries, in the n¡ma and r¶pa of B.N. Misra to restore the o
riginal.

    Let us resume our discussion of the current topic.

    The verse in reference appears in saduktikar∆¡mƒta as follows:--

    Dol¡y¡µ jaghanasthalena calat¡ lolekßa∆¡ lajjate
        sajjaµ maugdhyavisarjan¡ya sutano˙ ≈ƒ©g¡ramitraµ vaya˙.
    Spar≈a˙ ka∆ akako ibhi˙ ku ilay¡ l•l¡vane neßyate
        dhatte dikßu nir•kßa∆aµ smitamukh• p¡r¡vat¡n¡µ rutai˙.

    Incidentally we might add here that the transposition of the padas 2 and 4 in Sadukti
kar∆¡mƒta  cannot be justified because sajjam maugdhya- is the conclusion and it must 
come at the very end.  Sures Chandra Banerji, the editor of Saduktikar∆¡mƒta ,  traces t
his verse in other sources and anthologies:

    Spd 3278; Smv 51.14; V.C. VIII 86; and in the footnotes he provides the following in
formation:

    a) Sp. valat¡ for calat¡

    b) This line, with vaya˙ for vapu˙ is the fourth line in Spd., V.C. [?], Smv., Spd. read 
the second line thus:  Sa [S¡] ≈a©kaµ tanuka∆ ha [∆ a?] kakßatabhiy¡ kr•∂¡vane kr•∂ati
.  ["Kßata" is a very fine word, which reminds us of nakhakßata  and dantakßata].

    c) Ed. of ˛arm¡ l•l¡vanau for vane. Spd. omits          this line.

    d) As pointed out above, Spd. and Smv. read

    b) here. S p¡r¡vat•n¡m for -vat¡n¡m

    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 neßyate  to anveßyate!  We simply fail to 
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understand what Misra means by "as the paraphrasing line in ˛p. shows."  We feel mis
erable that we are not able to comprehend what Misra wants us to do.

    The so-called paraphrasing line, as cited by Misra himself reads:

     S¡≈a©kaµ tanuka∆ akakßatabhiy¡ kr•∂¡vane kr•∂ati.

    The poet here says that [s¡] kr•∂¡vane kr•∂ati= the lady does definitely play in the p
leasure garden, but s¡≈a©kam!  Why?  Tanuka∆ akakßatabhiy¡. She plays in the pleasu
re garden no doubt,  but with caution and care, lest the thorns scratch her body and tho
se very scratches are misunderstood for nakhakßatas!

    The words s¡≈a©kam and bhiy¡ 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 ed
itions of the Vik. but also against those ancient anthologies which have the readings ex
actly what Vik. has, i.e.  sparsa˙ ka∆ akako ibhi˙ ku ilay¡ l•l¡vane neßyate .  And the oth
er anthologies, which contain s¡≈a©kam tanuka∆ akakßatabhiy¡ kr•∂¡vane kr•∂ati, do n
ot lend any support to Misra's contention either that "the reading ought to be changed t
o "anveßyate" is "looked for."

    Misra acts in an unreasonable manner.  A reasonable man would have considered t
he issue once again to determine whether he should tamper with an existing reading o
r not.  Unless and until a scholar is absolutely certain about the worthlessness of the ori
ginal 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 t
he substitution.  Misra might have concluded irretrievably that he was absolutely right, 
 but what about his gurus in Germany, if there were any!

    We don't understand what is the gain of the n¡yik¡ in wilfully getting scratched by th
orns in the garden, unless she wants to invite trouble for herself unnecessarily!  We ha
ve a beautiful saying in Hindi:  ⁄ patthara mere paira para paƒa.  O stone, come and h
it me on my feet!  Misra would like to change the readings left and right, up and down,
 to suit the lack of his understanding.  So "l•l¡vane neßyate" becomes "l•l¡vane'nveßyate
."  No sahƒdaya will 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 f
or the scratchings (kßatas) received during the rati-kr•∂a, sexual play, not "passionate 
embracings" as Misra asks us to believe! She may enjoy the nakhakßata  or dantakßata  
from her lover, but not ka∆ aka-kßata  from the thorny bushes!  And, by the way,  wher
e did Misra get the idea that "scratchings take place in passionate embracings!" Does 
he not know any difference amongst the various components of ratikr•∂¡ like ¡li©gana
, cumbana, nakhakßata and dantakßata , etc.?  We are not sure in which science or art h
e has acquired proficiency. 
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    Naturally Bh reads kr•∂¡vane neßyate , but his cause is different.  He wants us to beli
eve that the lady did not want to be scratched by the thorny bushes because they were
 painful!  So what?  Every prick is painful.  The lady did not want to be scratched, not 
because of the potential pain, but because they were likely to be mistaken for the nak
hakßatas received during the ratikr•∂¡prasa©ga!

     We are not sure if our Neo-Expounders had come across the following sadukti:

     Dƒß im he prative≈ini kßa∆am ih¡pyasmadgƒhe d¡syasi
         pr¡ye∆¡sya ≈i≈o˙ pit¡ na viras¡˙ kaup•r apa˙ p¡syati.
     Ek¡kinyapi y¡mi satvaram itas srotas tam¡l¡kulam
         n•randhr¡s tanum ¡likhantu jara hacched¡ nalagranthaya˙.

    And what about the following:

         Kasya v¡ na bhavati roßo  dƒß v¡ priy¡y¡˙ savra∆am adharam.
         Sabhramarapadm¡ghr¡yi∆i  v¡ritav¡me sahasved¡n•m.
                  K¡vyaprak¡≈a.

         *                   *                   *
Misra, the Translator

    Misra is equally adept in the art of translation.  He translates the following verse be
autifully:

         Mukhena lajj¡bhinayapragalbh¡  l•l¡lavany¡ñcitakandhare∆a.
         Praty¡di≈ant•va divi sphurantam  anekadoßopahataµ mƒg¡©kam.  [9:53]

    I wish Misra had attempted more translations of Bilha∆a.  He translates mukhena pr
aty¡di≈ant• iva mƒga©kam as "putting as it were the moon in its place by her face" [p. 2
6].  We don't know how praty¡di≈ could mean "to put someone in its place."  And even
 if it meant that, what purpose would it serve!!

    According to Apte praty¡di≈ means to reject,  discard, shun--praty¡diß avi≈eßama∆∂a
navidhi˙; to repulse--praty¡dide≈ainam abh¡ßam¡∆¡; to cast off, repudiate-- k¡maµ pr
aty¡diß ¡m smar¡mi na parigrahaµ munes tanay¡m;  to obscure, eclipse, defeat, throw 
into the shade or background-- praty¡di≈yanta iva me dƒß alakßyabhida˙ ≈ar¡˙; rakß¡g
ƒhagat¡ d•p¡˙ praty¡diß ¡ iva.  The term also means "conquer" or "overcome" by the s
ame authority of Apte.  However, Bh correctly translates praty¡di≈ant• by tiraskurvant•
 and also cites Amara as his authority--praty¡de≈o nir¡kƒti˙ .

    And the English translators B & G, substituting word for word  [makßik¡sth¡ne makßi
k¡] say:

    Skilled in the acting of bashfulness with her face  [,] she was as if repudiating [emph
asis added] the moon,  disfigured with many blemishes, shining in the sky, with her ne
ck curved playfully.  B & G.
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The Hindi translator of Bh renders this verse as follows:

    Lajj¡ko praka a karane meµ prav•∆a (vaha Candra- lekh¡) vil¡sa se thoƒ• jhuk¡• h
u• gardana se yukta mukha se [so he bypasses the problem of yasya, yena, or yasmin ,  
etc.] ¡k¡≈ameµ camakanev¡le, aneka doßoµ se nindya athav¡ aneka r¡triyoµ meµ (
kƒß∆apakßa meµ) k¡ntih•na,  candram¡ k¡ tirask¡ra karat• hu• praka a hu•.

    Howsoever poor may be the translation in Sanskrit, English, or Hindi, none has miss
ed the meaning the way Misra has done.  He has missed everything.

    With regard to l•l¡lavanyañcitakandhare∆a, Candrik¡ interpreted it as follows: l•l¡y¡ 
lavena nyañcit¡ vakr•kƒt¡ kandhar¡ 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:

     L•l¡y¡ vil¡sasya lavena le≈ena nyañcit¡ vakr•kƒt¡      kandhar¡ gr•v¡ 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 no
t exist.  He suffers from bhr¡ntir mithy¡matir bhrama˙.

    Undoubtedly to err is human.  Our great n•tik¡ras have already taught us:

         Gacchatas skhalanaµ kv¡pi bhavatyeva pram¡data˙.

    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 ru
le, one should always be careful,  lest one errs.  However, one should be doubly caref
ul when trying to find fault with the work of others. Those who live in the glass house s
hould never throw stone at others.

    Here is Misra's unusual power of perception:

         Tayopade≈a˙ sa kƒta˙ kum¡ry¡µ vƒth¡gaman n•ca ivopak¡ra˙.
         Prem¡∆i janm¡ntarasañcit¡ni pr¡durbhavanti kvacid evam eva.  [9:92]

Misra expounds:
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    kum¡ry¡˙, in second and third editions, conjectured [?] for kum¡ry¡m, in the MS. an
d ed. pri is hardly correct.  Kum¡ry¡m (loc.) is to be construed with agamat (9),  like n•c
e in the comparison: "the instruction went to the girl in vain, like a service [goes in vai
n] to a vile one". For the thought compare: Bh¡sa, C¡rudatta, 1.19: B¡lacarita 1.15 (=˛
¶draka Mƒcchaka ika, 1,34):

         limpat•va tamo'©g¡ni varßat•v¡ñjanaµ nabha˙/
         asatpurußaseveva dƒß ir viphalat¡µ gat¡//

    Bharavi, Kirat., 13.33:

         upak¡ra iv¡sati prayukta˙ sthitim apr¡pya mƒge   gata˙ pra∆¡≈am/
         kƒta≈aktir adhomukho gurutv¡j janitavr•∂a iv¡tmapauruße∆a// [p. 16]

    fn. 9. Cp. Raghu. 6.66...tad•yo lebhe antaram [!] cetasi     nopade≈a˙, "her instructio
n did not obtain a place     in her mind."

    Let us see how the verse 9:92 reads both in B and N:

         Tayopade≈a˙ sa kƒta˙ kum¡ry¡µ [loc.] vƒth¡gaman n•ca ivopak¡ra˙.
         Prem¡∆i janm¡ntarasañcit¡ni  pr¡durbhavanti kvacid evam eva.  [9:92]

We read here kum¡ry¡µ [loc.] and not kum¡ry¡˙ [gen.] as alleged by Misra.  Then ho
w did he read kum¡ry¡˙ [gen.] in the same verse?  Well, he might have read the follo
wing verse no. 93, which has kum¡ry¡˙ [gen.].

         Pradar≈ay¡m¡sa tata˙ kum¡ry¡˙ kßit•≈am anyam pratih¡rarakß•.
         C¶t¡nubandhe madhup¡©gan¡y¡˙  mugdh¡ madhu≈r•r iva kar∆ik¡ram.  [9:93]

    So the word kum¡ry¡˙ [gen.] of verse 93 might have been read by Misra in verse 92
!  This entire discussion of Misra turns out to be jalat¡∂anam.

    The facts are as follows.  The verse 9:92 does not have kum¡ry¡˙.  It has kum¡ry¡µ
.  9:93 does have kum¡ry¡˙  which is correct in its own context.  The variant reading "k
um¡ry¡µ 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 kum¡ry¡˙ of 93.1.  92.1 already
 had kum¡ry¡µ.  There was no reason to change kum¡ry¡µ into kum¡ry¡µ!  92.1 read
s Tayopade≈a˙ sa kƒta˙ kum¡ry¡µ, and 93.1 reads Pradar≈ay¡m¡sa tata˙ kum¡rya˙.  
All this trouble arose,  maybe, because the two verses are in juxtaposition, one after th
e 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 ma∆∂¶kapluti--jumping of the frog!  Misra's eyes jumped f
rom one kum¡ry¡µ to another kum¡ry¡˙.  He did not distinguish the two as separate w
ords!  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 pres
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ent 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:

    pradar≈ay¡m ¡sa tata˙ kum¡ry¡˙ (2)  "then he  [who "he"?  It should be she, Mr. Mi
sra!] showed to the maiden."

    fn.2. Kum¡ry¡˙" is, Mr. Misra, a conjecture [!] of ed. sec.; Bühler has in accordance 
with the MS.  kum¡ry¡µ which is not construable."

         *                   *                   *

    We have another demonstration of Misra's domineering wisdom:

         Nirudhya randhraµ madhup¶ritasya  pußpasya lobh¡d bhramaro'vatasthe.
         Anyena m¡rge∆a papus tad anye labdh¡rjan¡n¡m ayam eva m¡rga˙.  [10:13]

Misra makes an unjust suggestion:

     For labdh¡rjan¡n¡m. [!] "of those that have obtained acquisition", which does not m
ake sense in the context  (labh¡rjan¡n¡m [sic] ayam eva m¡rga˙, "this is the way of th
ose that have obtained acquisition"). ed. ter.  conjectures: lubdhair jan¡n¡m, which see
ms 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 
loc., than an instrumental; besides, the verse is concerned with bees, not with people.  
More conservative [?] and without difficulties would be to read: lubdh¡rjan¡n¡m ayam
 eva m¡rga˙,  "this is the way of the acquisitions (= thus it goes with the acquisitions) of
 the greedy ones..." [p. 16]

    N has in the text "labdh¡rjan¡n¡m ayam eva m¡rga˙."  And so does J and B.  Howe
ver, J gloss says "yata up¡rjakapuµsa˙."  But Candrik¡ suggests: "lubdhair jan¡n¡m ay
am eva m¡rga˙ iti p¡ ha˙ s¡dh•y¡n."

Misra attributes the reading--lubdhair jan¡n¡m ayam eva m¡rga˙ to ed. ter. (i.e. Bh).  
He knows that ed. ter. is k¡vy¡rthacauryacatura˙.  Bh never acknowledges any debt t
o N.  He takes Caritacandrik¡ to be an ancient commentary antedating 1286 A.D.!  So
 whatever is contained in Caritacandrik¡ is Bh's own property!  On p. 269, lines 24-25,
 Nagar in HIS Caritacandrik¡ says:  Lubdhair jan¡n¡m ayam eva m¡rga˙ iti p¡ ha˙ s¡d
h•y¡n!  So it is not true to say that the above reading is a contribution of Bh.  Mr. Misra 
is careless.

    Bh probably did not know that when the N text was going through the press, Caritac
andrik¡ was not even composed!  As the printing of the text progressed, Nagar wrote 
HIS Caritacandrik¡.  Otherwise Candrik¡ would have appeared along with the text, at 
the bottom, where it actually belongs.  It is a p¡da- ippa∆• and ought to have gone to th
e p¡da.  It was not possible for Nagar to suggest the "conjectured" reading in the text p
art.  N text accepts what J states as far as the reading is concerned.  The conjectured r
eading could be put only in the footnote.  Since there was no possibility of putting it on



148

 the same page under the text as a footnote (p¡da- ippa∆•), it had to be put in the Carit
acandrik¡, after the text was finished.

    However, Bh adopts Candrik¡'s [i.e. Nagar's] conjectured reading for his text and re
legates N's (and of J too) reading labdh¡rjan¡n¡m ayam eva m¡rga˙ to the secondary 
position, downgrading it to his footnote.  His words are:  "Labdh¡rjan¡n¡m ayam eva m
¡rga˙ p¡ ho'yaµ cintya˙."  He does not give any credit to Caritacandrik¡ or N.  He do
es 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 
Candrik¡ is an ancient commentary, composed even before 1286 A.D.  I don't think su
ch a great ancient scholar, an imaginative creation of Bh's fertile brain,  if there were 
one, would say "iti p¡ ha˙ s¡dh•y¡n."  His words would be bolder, much more assertiv
e.  Also the same gloss-writer won't put yata up¡rjakapumsa˙, which is the translation 
of labdh¡rjan¡n¡m.  In other words, the sense in the J gloss  [yata up¡rjakapuµsa˙] is 
not the same as suggested in the conjectural reading of Candrik¡.  We are still not clea
r on this issue.  However, Misra, who does not have any doubt about anything ever,  re
commends that the reading be changed to "lubdh¡rjan¡n¡m ayam eva m¡rga˙."

    It is interesting to observe that according to Misra labdh¡rjan¡n¡m "does not make a
ny sense in the context."  To him lubdhair jan¡n¡m seems better, yet "it is difficult of [
?] construction." So he recommends that we force Bilha∆a to speak--lubdh¡rjan¡n¡m a
yam eva m¡rga˙, 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 var
ious reasons and on various grounds.  He says: "We should expect rather a loc."  [p. 16
, 1.30].  But his suggested reading ends in "lubdh¡rjan¡n¡m."  We fail to understand h
ow a word ending in "-n¡m" could be called a locative!  May be Misra's loc. ends in "-
n¡m"!  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) "
arth¡ntarany¡sa˙."  It is true that the verse is concerned with the bees, but only in the f
irst three quarters.  The fourth quarter is general (s¡dh¡ra∆a) and is appropriately conc
erned with the people!  Whether the reading is accepted to be

    a) Labdh¡rjan¡n¡m ayam eva m¡rga˙, or

    b) Lubdh¡rjan¡n¡m ayam eva m¡rga˙, or

    c) Lubdhair jan¡n¡m ayam eva m¡rga˙,

the main theme ends with the third quarter.  The fourth quarter is a generalization from
 the preceding special situation (case).  Our ¡k¡©kß¡ is satisfied with the three quarters.
  The fourth quarter stands by itself.  Even Misra brings the term "ones." We don't kno
w if his 'ones' refers to the people as well, or only to the "bees." In any case, he has mi
ssed the kavit¡ntargataµ kavit¡t¡tparyam.  An example of the beautiful editorial work 
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of Shri Nagaraja Rao.  I had used the word "finished." His word is much more "satisfyi
ng"!  How sincerely I wish he had finished what he had begun!

    Misra may know what is "arth¡ntarany¡sa."  Here is its definition from S¡hityadarpa
∆a of Vi≈van¡tha Kavir¡ja:

         S¡m¡nyaµ v¡ vi≈eße∆a vi≈eßas tena v¡ yadi.
         K¡ryaµ ca k¡ra∆enedaµ k¡rye∆a ca samarthyate.
         S¡dharmye∆etare∆¡rth¡ntarany¡so'ß adh¡ mata˙.
         [Na• Dill•: P¡∆ini, 1982. p. 579]

    It would have been much better if Misra had studied the basic,  elementary texts in I
ndia itself and then proceeded to earn a Ph.D. in Germany, where his so called "advis
ors" and "examiners" either did not read what he wrote or did not know any better!  Hi
s so-called "flawless" dissertation was written in German brand of English.  Maybe his 
advisors had no knowledge of English at all!

    As far as we are concerned, the problem still remains unresolved!  There are three 
possible readings as shown above.  We still maintain that lubdhair jan¡n¡m ayam eva 
m¡rga˙ is the most appropriate reading, yata up¡rjakapuµsa˙ of J gloss notwithstandin
g.  Let us hear what the poet wants to say:

    The flower is brimming--really brimming, overflowing with honey.  But the bee is to
o greedy.  Neither does it drink itself; nor does it allow others to enjoy the drink.  It cov
ers 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 h
oney was safely preserved.  This is all prakƒta , the true situation, a statement of facts.

    Let us pay special attention to the repetition of the word m¡rga.  Let us consider the 
style of composition  [racan¡≈ail•] of the poet.  We have lobh¡t in the prakƒta .  It will b
e much more pleasant and appealing to have lubdhai˙  in the concluding sentence.  No
t only does m¡rga mean "opening", it also means "way"--a way most appropriate,  a pr
udent way, to deal with the cunning and greedy people.

                   *              *              *

    Once again we see here Misra's fantastic flights of imagination:

         Tav¡©gavall•kusumair vil¡sair avaimi k¡mo hriyam¡∆anetra˙.
         Caitr¡rpitaµ n¶tanam astraj¡tam sandh¡tuk¡mo'pi na sandadh¡ti.  [10:27]

    Misra says:

    vil¡sa- (vi- las with ghañ), used as an adjective  (ed. ter., comm.; vil¡sair vil¡sayukta
i˙) is hardly possible.  Read perhaps for vil¡sair rather vik¡lair:



150

         tav¡©gavall•kusumair vil¡sair [!]  avaimi k¡mo hriyam¡∆anetra˙/
         caitr¡rpitaµ n¶tanam astraj¡taµ saµdh¡tuk¡mo'pi na saµdadh¡ti//

    "God K¡ma, whose eyes, I think, are robbed,  (forcibly taken) by the timeless (vik¡l
a)  flowers (=flowers that know no season) of the liana that is your body, does not plac
e on his bowstring the new arsenal of arrows [i.e. flowers] offered by the season Caitra
, though he is wishing to do so." [p. 17]

We don't know how "vik¡la" could mean [flowers] that know no season!  It is not "sarv
ak¡la" or "sarvaƒtu ."

    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 Candralekh¡y¡˙ vil¡sai˙ vil¡sayuktai˙ [,] a©g¡nyeva vallyo lat¡˙ t¡s¡µ k
usum¡ni pußp¡∆i tai˙ [,] athav¡ lat¡sth¡n¡pann¡ ≈ar•rayaß i˙ kusumasthane'©g¡ni.  

We do not think Bh understood what Bilha∆a has to say here!  He translates vil
¡saih as vil¡sayuktai˙ .  Misra finds fault with him, which is justifiable.  However, Misra
 misleads his readers by suggesting an "improved" reading.  His suggestion to read vik
¡lai˙ is as unacceptable to us as any that we have found in his entire product of "inves
tigations."

    It is obvious that Bh totally overlooks vil¡s¡˙ as substantive.  What he says does not 
make much sense to us.  At the end he says: Tav¡©gavall•kusumair [!] eva k¡masya ≈a
rasandh¡nahetukaµ k¡ryam kƒtam iti bh¡va˙.  We don't know how Bh could grow flow
ers in, or produce them from the body  (assemblage of limbs) of Candaladev•!

    Banerji and Gupta provide only a glimmering lamp to show the proper path to our n
eo-expounders.  However, none seems to use that lamp.  B and G say:

    I think, Cupid, with his eyes attracted by the dalliances  [vil¡sai˙] 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 fl
owers) to his Master, the God of Love,  has provided 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 vil¡sas of Candaladev•, which are equated with the fl
owers, blossoming forth from the creeper of [that is]  the body of Candaladev•, he gets
 so enamoured by them that he finds no enthusiasm to use those arrows (which are tra
ditional).  The vil¡sas of Candaladev• 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 Bilha∆a in a language which is still foreign to the present writer.  To
 substitute words for words following the principle of makßik¡sth¡ne makßik¡ can be do
ne.  But to bring out the real meaning of Bilha∆a by using English language is an extre
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mely difficult task indeed for me.  Every word of Bilha∆a is enriched with pregnant me
aning: hriyam¡nanetra˙ n¶tanam astraj¡tam sandh¡tuk¡ma˙ api na sandadh¡ti!  The b
eauties of poetry can be appreciated only through the feelings of one's heart.  K¡vy¡rt
ha-bh¡van¡-paripakva-buddhi-vibhava-m¡tra-vedyam is the kavikarma and kavimarma
!

    The poet says:

    I (Vikram¡©kadeva) imagine that K¡ma is getting so enchanted,  enamoured and o
verwhelmed (his eyes getting...)  by your (of Candaladev•) vil¡sas (amorous gestures),
  which are, as if, the flowers of your body-creeper  (limbs, which are like a creeper) th
at he does not want to aim at his targets the new assemblage of the arms (arrows) prov
ided by Caitra (the Spring Season),  although he would very much like to do so.  The e
ssence is: The vil¡sas of Candaladev• are much more charming (and so generating K¡
ma) than the traditional arrows (flowers) of K¡ma.

    This is what the poet wants to convey.  The above translation is put forth here with a
ll the due apologies to the great poet, because it still does not convey the full meaning.

    Let us see what is vil¡sa.  Vil¡sa as defined by Vi≈van¡tha Kavir¡ja in his S¡hityada
rpa∆a is:

         Y¡nasth¡n¡san¡d•n¡µ mukhanetr¡dikarma∆¡m.
         Vi≈eßas tu vil¡sa˙ sy¡d iß asandar≈an¡din¡.

    Here is an example:

         Atr¡ntare kim api v¡gvibhav¡tivƒtta-
vaicitryam ullasitavibhramam ¡yat¡kßy¡˙.

         Tad bh¶ris¡ttvikavik¡ram ap¡stadhairyam  
¡c¡ryakam vijayi m¡nmatham ¡vir ¡s•t.

    According to Hemacandra:

    L•l¡ vil¡so vicchittir vibboka˙ kilakiñcitam.  507

    Mo  ¡yitam ku  amitaµ lalitam vihƒtaµ tath¡.
    Vibhrama≈ cetyala©k¡r¡˙ str•∆¡µ sv¡bh¡vik¡ da≈a.  508
                                        [K¡vy¡nu≈¡sana]

    So Vil¡sa is one of the ten natural ornaments-- embellishments of the women.  Vil¡s
a is a basic quality of vil¡sin•.  It is a sƒ©g¡rabh¡vaj¡ kriy¡.  Let us see what Amara sa
ys:

         Str•∆¡µ vil¡savibbok¡ vibhram¡ lalitaµ tath¡.
         Hel¡ l•letyam• h¡v¡˙ kriy¡˙ sƒ©g¡rabh¡vaj¡˙.

    R¡m¡≈ram• comments on the above:
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    Sƒ©g¡r¡d raty¡de˙ bh¡v¡n manovik¡rac ca j¡t¡˙ (str•∆¡µ) kriy¡≈ ceß ¡ ala©k¡r¡khy
¡ vil¡s¡dik¡ h¡va-≈abdav¡cy¡˙.

    Let it be noted that vil¡sa leads the above enumeration of the sƒ©g¡rabh¡vaj¡ kriy¡.

    Here is another authoritative statement defining vil¡sa as presented in R¡m¡≈ram•:

         Vil¡so'©ge vi≈eßo ya˙ priy¡pt¡v¡san¡dißu.
         Vil¡so h¡vabhede sy¡l l•l¡y¡m api puµsyayam.

    Tatra priyasam•pagamane ya˙ sth¡n¡sanagamana- vilokiteßu vik¡ro'kasm¡c ca kro
dhasmitacamatk¡ramukha- viklavanaµ sa vil¡sa˙.

    We are reminded of a subh¡ßita  where kavikulaguru K¡lid¡sa has been equated wit
h kavit¡-k¡min•-vil¡sa:

         Yasy¡≈ Cora≈ cikuranikara˙ kar∆ap¶ro May¶ro
              Bh¡so h¡sa˙ kavikulaguru˙ K¡lid¡so vil¡sa˙.
         Harßo harßo hƒdayavasati˙ pañcab¡∆as tu B¡∆a˙
              keß¡m naiß¡ kathaya kavit¡k¡min• kautuk¡ya.

    One more example may be cited for vil¡sa:

    Dv¡rop¡ntanirantare mayi tay¡ saundaryas¡ra≈riy¡
         proll¡syoruyugaµ parasparasam¡saktam sam¡s¡ditam.
    ⁄n•taµ purata˙ ≈iroµ≈ukam adha˙ ksipte cale locane
         v¡cas tatra niv¡ritam prasara∆aµ sa©kocite dorlate.
          Subh¡ßitaratnabh¡∆∂¡g¡ra.  Bombay, 1952. p. 304.

    Bilha∆a uses this word (Vil¡sa) quite frequently:

    Vil¡sadol¡phalake   7:19      Vil¡sadol¡yita           2:4

    Vil¡savidy¡dhara    9:129     Vil¡sayuddhena          10:73

    Vil¡sin¡m           7:47      Vil¡sin•∆¡µ kusumo    10:60

    All the above verses begin with the word "vil¡sa."  So they are in a way prat•ka-≈lok
as.  There would be scores of verses where Bilha∆a has used the word vil¡sa, of cours
e, not in the beginning.  For example:

         Vijƒmbham¡∆eßvatha pañcab¡∆a-koda∆∂asiñj¡ghanagarjiteßu.
         Vil¡sin• m¡nasam ¡vive≈a s¡ r¡jahaµs•va nare≈varasya.  [9:1]

    Also      Vil¡sac¡pa˙
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    And       Vil¡sadhanv¡ dhanur ¡cakarßa.  [9:5]

    And       Teß¡µ prasanno hi vil¡sab¡∆a˙.  [10:24]

    And       ˛obhante sma vil¡sakuntalalat¡˙.  [10:91]

    And
         Iyaµ vil¡sadrumadohada≈r•r
              iyaµ sudh¡ yauvanadugdhasindho˙.
         L¡va∆yam¡∆ikyaruciccha eyam
              iyaµ mana˙k¡rma∆ac¶r∆amuß i˙.  [9:69]

    Bilha∆a exemplifies many vil¡sas beautifully in padyas 11-18 of sarga 6 and padyas
 2-33 of sarga 12.  Also see 9:73 and 9:74:

         Iyaµ mayi nyasyati netram¡l¡µ
              muhu˙ sakh•n¡µ kimapi bruv¡∆¡.
         Satyaiva s¡'bh¶danur¡gav¡rtt¡
              cir¡t prasanno bhagav¡n ana©ga˙.  [9:73]

         Jagh¡na p¡dena sakh•µ sakhelam
             ¡kƒßya h¡raµ muhur ¡mumoca.
         S¡ dar≈ane Kuntalap¡rthivasya
             na k¡rit¡ kiµ makaradhvajena.  [9:74]

    We don't know whether Bh understood the compound word "vil¡sab¡∆a˙" in 10:24. 
He merely translates Vil¡sab¡∆a˙ as k¡ma˙.  We are not sure if he knows the analysis,
 vigraha--how Vil¡sab¡∆a˙ is K¡ma˙--str•∆¡µ vil¡s¡ eva b¡∆¡˙ yasya--sa˙.

    Misra asks us to discard vil¡sai˙ and accept his vik¡lai˙!  This is one of the most und
esirable attempts on the part of Misra.  Discussing the performance of Bühler, the pres
ent writer wrote:  "Itih¡s¡caryasya Î¡ Byuhlara [Bühler] mahodayasya jñ¡nar¡≈au aiti
h¡siko'µ≈a˙ s¡hity¡µ≈aµ n¶nam atya≈eta ."  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 u
nacceptable emendation.  He wants us to replace vil¡sai˙ by vik¡lai˙--to throw away c
int¡ma∆i (wish-gem) and pick up mƒlloß a (sod of dirt)!  "Vil¡sai˙ is the prakƒta , i.e.  up
ameya.  Kusumai˙  is the aprakƒta , or upam¡na.  Vil¡sai˙ is the heart (true h¡rda) of thi
s kav•ndrokti.  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 vil¡sa˙ 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 k
art¡ of abhavat.   Yet on p. 17 in rejecting Bh's interpretation he reacts as if it can be o
nly a vi≈eßa∆a, i.e.  adjective.  As argued by Mister Misra, it may be "impossible" to int
erpret vil¡sai˙ here as an adjective, but we don't understand why it could not have bee
n "thought of" [Misra's favorite expression] as a noun!



154

    Bh has equally failed.  He has totally missed the essence and spirit of the poet's ukti.
  Vil¡sai˙ is not vil¡sayuktai˙ .  It is not a vi≈eßa∆a  (adjective).  It is a vi≈eßya (substanti
ve, noun).  Bh reminds us of an age-old saying: Svayaµ naß a˙ par¡n n¡≈ayati.  He hi
mself did not understand the true meaning and he misled Misra, if at all he did.  Of cou
rse, Misra's capacity to understand is lilmited anyway, especially when he does not wa
nt.  Flowers don't grow in the body (a©gavall•) of the beloved lady.  Her body is the ab
ode of vil¡s¡˙.   Here vil¡s¡˙ are identified with kusum¡ni.  It is unfortunate that neithe
r of these two neo-expounders cared to see Caritacandrik¡, which says:  a©g¡nyeva va
ll• tasy¡˙ kusumai˙ vil¡sai˙--abheda˙.

    So far we have come across only three vƒttis (or the power of a word to express the 
meaning).  They are:  abhidh¡, lakßa∆¡ and vyañjan¡--tisra˙ ≈abdasya vƒttaya˙  (or ≈a
ktaya˙).  Now we are learning for the first time of a new vƒtti, a new ≈akti, the fourth o
ne.  It is called "Mi≈ra- ≈akti," the power of Misra to force a word yield any meaning h
e dictates.  He asks us to believe that vik¡la˙ can mean timeless.  He did not give the 
prakƒti- pratyaya-vibh¡ga or vyutpatti  (derivation) of the word.  Dictionaries (Misra's l
exica) tell us that vik¡la˙ (viruddha˙ k¡la˙) stands for "evening, evening twilight,  the 
close of day; improper (emphasis added) time, unseasonable hour."

    Probably Misra wants to make this word (vik¡la˙) a compound word (may be a bahu
vr•hi) and have the vigraha something like vigata˙ k¡lo yeß¡m t¡ni.  Our p¶rv¡c¡ryas h
ave instructed us:  J•vatkaver ¡≈ayo na var∆an•ya˙.  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 Mis
ra wants to stand for "timeless" can also mean worn-out, withered, or [in the case of flo
wers] whose season is now over!

    Unfortunately both Bh and Misra had seemingly forgotten verses 11 to 18 of canto 6
 by the time they reached 10:27.  Bilha∆a dwells on vil¡sa in as many as eight verses.  
The description begins with Samajani kalamekhal¡kal¡pa (6:11) and is carried upto ab
havad ana©gavilobhano vil¡sa˙ (6:18).  Also verses 2-33 of canto 12 beginning with:

         Asmin kßa∆e Kuntalap¡rthivasya prave≈am ¡kar∆ya pur¡©gan¡n¡m.
         ⁄san vil¡savratad•kßit¡n¡m smaropadiß ¡ni viceß it¡ni.  [12:2]

and going upto:

         Dƒ≈¡m bhƒ≈am k¡mava≈•kƒt¡n¡m kasy¡≈cid ¡lokanakautikiny¡˙.
         Kar∆¡vataµse ca nij¡ñcale ca gat¡gatam yojanam¡tram ¡s•t.  [12:33]

tell us what the vil¡sas 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 w
e see a "Doctor" behave in this way, we don't know what to say--the words fail us!  Te 
ke na j¡n•mahe.  Also

         Saraso vipar•ta≈ cet sarasatvam na muñcati.
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         S¡kßar¡ vipar•t¡≈ cet ......

    We do not understand why Bh had to substitute vil¡sai˙  (substantive) by vil¡sayukta
i˙ (adjective).  And the question is:  Does he have any grammatical authority to do so?
  This is apart from the fact that in a varay¡tr¡, (marriage procession of the bridegroom
)  he cuts off the head of the bridegroom himself!

              *                   *                   *

Misra's B¡lac¡palam

    Bilha∆a says:

         S¶trit¡bhisara∆¡˙ pra∆ayinya˙ k¡ntasa©gamam avighnam av¡pu˙.
         Ph¶tkƒtai˙ pathi niv¡ritad•p¡≈ c¡palaµ jayati pañca≈arasya.  [11:23]

Commenting on the above verse Misra says:

    niv¡ritad•p¡h: here niv¡rita-;  [!] "kept off" does not yeild [sic] the sense pra≈¡nta ,  "
extinguished" (ed. ter., comm.).  I would suggest, in the light of the context, reading nir
v¡pita-, "extinguished", and thus render: "lamps were extinguished [by the women...]".
  For c¡palaµ (all edd.) in d read c¡turam, which suits well, since god Kama's action of
 procuring a love meeting without obstacles is one of "cleverness"  (c¡tura) and not of 
"fickleness"  (c¡pala).  [p.17]

    Let us discuss Misra's c¡palam first:  What Misra displays here is not a true scholarsh
ip.  No doubt "c¡palam" 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 "c¡palam" in the following order:  1. Quick m
otion, swiftness; 2) fickleness...We don't know how Misra concluded that the action inv
olved here was born out of "cleverness"!  Even Misra's own word "clever" will mean "s
howing skill or resourcefulness often with physical dexterity."

    The Hindi commentary of Bh has done a good job here.  It says:

    K¡madeva mah¡r¡ja [?] k• sph¶rti k• [?] balih¡r• hai arth¡t k¡m¡bhibh¶ta hone par
a striyoµ me jo sv¡bh¡vika ≈ighrat¡p¶rvaka apan¡ k¡rya samp¡dana karanek• buddh
i utpanna ho j¡t• hai vaha pra≈amsan•ya hai.

    Once again Misra shows his lack of appreciation of the beauties of the poetic muse 
by recommending the substitution of c¡palam by c¡turam.  The matter of the fact is tha
t c¡turam is not grammatically correct at all because catura is not included in yuv¡di.  
The rule which gives us forms like c¡pala  is H¡yan¡ntayuv¡dibhyo'∆ (P¡n. 5-1-130).  S
ince this is not applicable to c¡tura, Misra's suggestion will be an attempt to make Bilh
a∆a violate Sanskrit grammar, which we cannot endorse.  "C¡turyam" is the right form,
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 e.g.  "vic¡rac¡turyam ap¡karoti t¡tasya bh¶y¡n mayi pakßap¡ta˙."  [3.35] and "c¡tury
am ¡c¡mati Mandar¡dre˙" [9.119].  Once again we may point out that this is the usual 
kind of c¡palam of Misra.  He cites a meaning given by Bh, which may be wrong, but t
hen jumps to a conclusion and asks us to amend the reading.

    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 (Chanda˙≈¡stram).  Misra would like 
to read "nirv¡pita." We believe Misra knows that the present verse is composed in sv¡
gat¡ metre, the definition of which is "Sv¡gat¡ ranabhagair guru∆¡ ca."  Here is the se
tting:

 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

ph¶    tkƒ   tai˙  pa    thi   ni    v¡    ri    ta   d•    p¡˙     

    We also believe that Misra knows that a laghu akßara,  preceding a saµyukta-akßar
a (conjunct consonant) becomes d•rgha (i.e. long) by the rule "saµyukt¡dyaµ d•rgham.
"  So "rv¡" will make "ni" as d•rgha, which will destroy the life of the metre!  Besides "
niv¡rita" can easily mean eliminated,  put off, stopped, withheld, suppressed, removed
.  So we don't have to change it into "nirv¡pita." The question is:  What is the authority 
to declare that "keeping off" is the only meaning of "niv¡rita"?

    We have seen Misra's way of emending where the metre itself dictates the composit
ion in a specific way in terms of a letter being laghu or guru.  We don't know to what e
xtent the Vikram¡©kadevacarita would have been changed by Misra if there were no r
estrictions imposed by the chanda˙≈¡stra and there were no dangers of chandobha©ga
doßa in following Mi≈ram¡rga; in other words, if Vikram¡©kadevacarita would have be
en a gadya-k¡vya and not a padya-k¡vya!  We don't know why Misra forgets here his o
wn high sounding statement on metri causa!  [See his remarks regarding 9.41d, on p. 1
6].

Bh Shows the Limits of His Limited Knowledge

    We are obliged to say something quite frank though not very pleasant relative to Bh
's comment on the following verse:

    B¡∆¡˙ ≈vetamay¶kha≈¡∆akaßa∆akßu∆∆¡˙ kßa∆¡t ku∆ hat¡µ
         y¡t¡s tyaktanay¡su y¡su nihit¡˙ pañc¡pi pañceßu∆¡.
    Uttaµsotpalapallave'pi patite daiv¡t pura˙ p¡dayo˙
         ka∆ h¡≈leßaka horakautukaras¡s tiß hanti t¡˙ k¡min¡m.
                                                           [11:90]

    This is one more case that demonstrates how little Bh understood as far as the centr
al idea of Bilha∆a is concerned.  Bh proves the correctness of the age-old saying: "Littl
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e knowledge is a dangerous thing." As is usual with him, he has totally missed the true 
meaning!

    N in his Caritacandrik¡ has clearly shown how this verse is to be interpreted:  "Palla
vapatanam atra ßaß ha up¡yo ras¡ntaraµ v¡."  But our great "Vidy¡v¡g•≈a" Bh does no
t pay any attention to what Caritacandrik¡ says.  He provides his own independent int
erpretation.  Well, he too has his own power of imagination and the right to exercise it.
  Bh translates the related passage as follows:

         T¡˙ m¡ninya˙ daiv¡d durdaiv¡d abh¡gy¡d ityartha˙.

    This is all undesirable.  No sensible sahƒdaya will ever accept it.  "Daiv¡d" 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 fol
lowing enumeration of Amara:  "Daivaµ diß am bh¡gadheyaµ bh¡gyam str• niyatir vid
hi˙."  Bh comments: "P¡dayo˙ cara∆ayo˙ puro'gre uttaµsar¶pa ¡bh¶ßa∆ar¶pa˙ k¡min
¡ dh¡rita˙ ityartha˙."  This is not true.  The leaf of the blue lotus was worn  as an orna
ment 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 B
h wants to say here.

    Here are his words:

    Utpalapallava˙ kamalapatraµ tasmin patite'pi [!] pra∆atisamaye kar∆¡disth¡n¡t pat
ite'pi,
[we don't know why our "vidy¡v¡g•≈sa" has to repeat the same word!] k¡min¡µ k¡ma
 -p•∂it¡n¡µ pat•n¡µ ka∆ h¡≈leße ka∆ h¡li©gane ka horo m¡nadh¡ra∆e [!] dƒ∂ha˙ kaut
ukasya kut¶halasya rasa˙ ¡sv¡do y¡su t¡˙ satya˙ tiß hanti.  Na ken¡pi prak¡re∆a m¡n
aµ utsƒjya k¡mijanapriyaµ   

 The facts here are as follows: The first five weapons have already failed. Perh
aps this is the significance of the phrase "pañc¡pi pañceßu∆¡." The "s¡ma", "bheda", "d
¡na", and "nati" all have been tried, but all have failed.  They all went in vain.  The lo
ver also had been practicing "upekß¡", i.e.  indifference.  The whole night has passed. 
 Still the beloved lady is not pleased.  She is not yet reconciled.  We are reminded her
e of another sadukti of a great poet:

     Gatapr¡y¡ r¡tri˙ kƒ≈atanu ≈a≈• ≈•ryata iva
         prad•po'yaµ nidr¡va≈am upagato gh¶r∆ata iva.
     Pra∆¡m¡nto m¡nas tyajasi na tath¡pi krudham aho
         kucapraty¡satty¡ hƒdayam api te ca∆∂i ka hinam.

    In this verse "pra∆¡m¡nto m¡na˙" is quite significant.  In our verse too, the dawn ha
s almost dawned.  Now it is very close to the morning.  All the expedients, all the effor
ts, all the instruments have been tried but failed.  There is no question of the lover bow
ing down any more.  He had already fallen down at her feet.  But she did not give up 
her m¡na.  We would like to declare with all the vehemence at our command, even at 
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the risk of being repetitive,  that the lover has tried every possible means, including, of
 course,  "pra∆ati."

    Bh translates "ka horo = m¡nadh¡ra∆e dƒ∂ha˙." We don't know how this can be con
nected with "kautukarasa."  "Ka hora" here does not mean "stiff" or "hard", but "full-gr
own", or "mature", or "well-developed."  For example, "ka horagarbh¡µ J¡nak•µ." Do
 we translate this as having a "stiff" embryo?

    Bh concludes: "Na ken¡pi prak¡re∆a m¡nam utsƒjya k¡mijanapriyaµ kurvanti iti bh¡
va˙." If we accept this view,  then the question arises:  How do we interpret the first tw
o quarters of the verse?  What is the significance of "y¡t¡s tyaktanay¡su?"  And also th
e ultimate end will be "viprayoga" and not "saµyoga."

    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:  "uttaµsotpalapallave a
pi patite."  He turns the ukti around and makes it uttaµsotpalapallave patite api.  Thus 
he shows once again that he misses the meaning intended by the poet.  He believes in 
mana˙p¶tam sam¡caret.

    The poet says: daiv¡t.  He means "luckily."  Bh turns it around and makes it durdaiv
¡t abh¡gy¡d ityartha˙.  Certainly it was a durdaiva of Bilha∆a that a commentator [!] li
ke Bh used his pen  (worse than a poisoned sword) on him and tormented all of us tim
e and again!

    Let us seek the support of some higher authority in S¡hitya≈¡stra, in this case, Da≈ar
¶pa of Dhanañjaya who says:

Tr. by George C.O. Haas.  New York, 1965. pp. 136-37.

         S¡m¡dau tu parikß•∆e sy¡d upekß¡'vadh•ra∆am.
         Rabhasatr¡saharß¡de˙ kopabhraµ≈o ras¡ntaram.

     Of these [expedients], Concilliation [is the use of]  endearing words; Dissension, th
e winning over of her friends; Gift-giving, (regarding [regaining?] her favour)  under p
retext of [giving her] ornaments and the like;  Humility, falling at her feet.  When Conc
iliation 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).  Str•∆¡m •rßy¡kƒto m
¡na˙ kopo'ny¡sa©gini priye.

     ˛rute v¡'numite dƒß e...

     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 guru˙ ßa∂bhir up¡yais tam up¡caret.
     S¡mn¡ bhedena d¡nena natyupekß¡ras¡ntarai˙.
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    The loved one (guru) [?] may remedy this  [resentment] [or estrangement?] by six e
xpedients  [employed] in proper succession:  Conciliation (s¡man),  Dissension (bheda)
, Gift-giving (d¡na),  Humility (nati), Indifference (upekß¡),  and Diversion (ras¡ntara).

"guru˙" is not to be interpreted here as "the loved one  (guru)." "Guru˙" does not refer
 to the lover.  One cannot have rati with the guru. Guru˙ is not the kart¡ of up¡caret.  I
t refers to "kopa˙" (anger).  The anger grows in intensity and volume gradually.  Yatho
ttaram krama≈a˙, guru˙ gahana˙ (m¡na˙),  high in degree, vehement, violent.  Howev
er, yathottaram can also be interpreted as "in succession."  Cf. Tadbha©g¡ya pati˙ kury
¡t ßa∂up¡y¡n iti kram¡t.  We would like to call such foreign writers as "ko≈apa∆∂itas--d
ictionary scholars!

    Notes: The term ras¡ntara signifies [substitution     of] another emotion and consequ
ently indicates the diversion     from resentment effected by such substitution.  69     (p.
 62-64a; H. 57,58).

         Tatra priyavaca˙ s¡ma bhedas tatsakhyup¡rjanam.
         D¡nam vy¡jena bh¶ß¡de˙ p¡dyo˙ patanaµ nati˙.

    Similar ideas have been expressed by ˛¡rad¡tanaya in his Bh¡vaprak¡≈a (IV Adhik
ara∆a).

    Let us resume our discussion.  Prakƒtam anusar¡ma˙. Y¡su nihit¡˙ pañc¡pi pañceßu
∆¡ [11:90].  If all those severe weapons have already failed, then what is surprising if t
he very tender leaf of lotus fails?  Bilha∆a has already expressed similar ideas elsewh
ere:

    Ye ku∆ h•kƒtavallabhapra∆ataya˙ ≈astrair ana©gasya ye
         na pr¡pt¡≈ ca ni≈•thin•patikarai˙ ≈aithilyav•th•m api.
    Te ni˙≈a©kavi a©kat¡lutumulaprotaplutapl¡vitai≈-
         chinn¡˙ kukku ak¶jitair mƒgadƒ≈¡µ m¡nagrahagranthaya˙.
                                                  [11:83]

    This verse brings forth ideas similar to what are expressed in 11:90.  Here an ordina
ry, simple instrument, of course, seemingly, worked where great, fierce weapons had f
ailed!  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 a
gain the following evening!

    Bilha∆a has sung the same melodious song once again though in a different way.  T
his is what he says:

         Utth¡ya manyuva≈ata≈ calituµ pravƒtt¡˙
              kar∆aµ gate jha iti kukku aka∆ han¡de.
         Kiñcit kßut¡dinibham¡tram ud•rya n¡ry¡˙.
              pr¡∆e≈akeli≈ayaneßu puna˙ patanti.  [11:93]
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    This kav•ndrokti too is misunderstood and consequently misinterpreted by Bh. He sa
ys:

    Kukku ¡n¡m ka∆ han¡de kar∆aµ gate ≈rotram pr¡pte sati [absolute locative, or sati 
saptam•] manyuva≈ata˙ krodhava≈ata˙ jha iti ≈ighraµ utth¡ya ≈ayy¡µ parityajya calit
um gantuµ pravƒtt¡ udyukt¡ n¡rya˙ kiñcit kßut¡dinibham¡tram ud•rya pr¡ne≈akeli≈ay
aneßu puna˙ patanti.

    This is a murder of S¡hitya-vidy¡-vadh¶.  Bh expects us to believe that the women fi
rst heard the "kukku aka∆ han¡da, then they were angered because they had to leave, 
then they started leaving, then they pretended sneezing, etc.,  and finally they came b
ack to the bed of the lover!  This is all unacceptable.  The poet says:

         Utth¡ya manyuva≈ata≈ calitum pravƒtta˙
              kar∆aµ gate jha iti kukku aka∆ han¡de.

    Bh affects transposition of the first two cara∆as--he changes their respective order.  
Bh makes Bilha∆a say:

         Kar∆aµ gate jha iti kukku aka∆ han¡de
              utth¡ya manyuva≈ata≈ calitum pravƒtt¡˙.  [!]

    We would like Bh¡radv¡ja Mah¡≈aya to know that the ladies were angry not becau
se they were forced to leave on account of the morning--the day had dawned--they we
re angry, their manyu (kopa) was generated out of pra∆aya-kalaha or •rßy¡.  The facts 
are:  The ladies get up; they begin to leave.  Their going was caused by m¡na.  But the
y hear the kukku aka∆ han¡da.  They had no idea what the time was when they had st
arted to leave!  But it dawned on them that the day had already dawned; it was alread
y the day-break!!  So it was not proper for them to leave.  There was no more time left
 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 the
y 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!  W
hy did you come back?  I did not implore you to come back." Thus their pride would g
et further injured.  It would be kßate kß¡ram, insult added to injury.  So they wanted to 
show some pretext.  And consequently they sneezed, or pretended that someone else 
had sneezed.  So it was an apa≈akuna,  an ill omen. They could not go away at such a
n inauspicious moment.  So they had to come back.

Bh may not remember that when a married woman, say, a member of a joint Hindu fa
mily system, is forced to leave the ra©ga-mahal, because of her duty, she does not hav
e any excuse, she cannot make any excuse,  and she would not come back to her husb
and's bed even if someone sneezes.  Here the poet clearly states:  Kiñcit kßut¡dinibha
m¡tram!  Mark the word "nibham¡tram."

    Bh confirms his lack of appreciation through the Hindi translation:
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     Murge ke (pr¡ta˙ k¡l•na) ≈abda ke sun¡• paƒane para  (patise alaga hon¡ pa∂a rah
¡ hai) isa krodha se, jald• u hakara j¡ti hu• k¡miniy¡µ kucha ch•µka ¡di apa≈akuna s
¶caka b¡ta k¡ bah¡n¡ karake arth¡t kis• apa≈akuna m¡tra k¡ n¡mollekha karake pati
k• kr•∂¡≈ayy¡oµ para phira se le a j¡t• haiµ.

     The Hindi translator too misses the true h¡rda of the poet.  We repeat because dvir 
baddham subaddham bhavati.  Women did not get up and start going after they had he
ard the crowing of the cocks. They started first.  They would have waited for their love
rs to come and persuade them to come back to the bed.  Then alone they would have 
gone to the pr¡∆e≈akeli≈ayana.  But as it happened, the cocks crowed!  It was already t
he dawn.  There was no time left for any more pra∆aya-kalaha or rati-kopa.  They wer
e not angry,  let it be emphasized, because they had to leave.  They were angry becau
se of some fault on the part of their lovers, like gotraskhalana.  The translation as rend
ered by Bh and quoted above would suggest the word "du˙kha" 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 wor
ds--chinn¡˙ kukku ak¶jitair mƒgadƒ≈¡m m¡nagƒahagranthaya˙.

    It is unfortunate that commentators like Bh do not understand the kavivacanam, preg
nant with super ideas,  and mislead all the future generations of their readers.  Bilha∆a
 had already anticipated such wrong-doings by irresponsible neo-expounders like Bh 
when he had said:  Kurvantu ≈eß¡˙ ≈ukav¡kyap¡ ham. [1:22]

    Bh had certainly not seen verse 16:6 when he tried his skill on 11:93, because the fo
rmer could have shown him the way.  Here it is:

         Ratikope pras¡de ca dadh¡n¡˙ parip¶r∆at¡m.
         ⁄y¡mavatyo y¡minya˙ k¡min•n¡m mude'bhavan.  [16:6]

    Let us study some relevant passages from the S¡hityadarpa∆a of Vi≈van¡tha Kavir¡
ja:  What is ratikopa?  What is pras¡da?  What is the significance of the word "¡y¡mav
atya˙"?

    Atra S¡hityadarpa∆e tƒt•ya˙ Pariccheda˙.

    Atha m¡na˙:

         M¡na˙ kopa˙ sa tu dvedh¡ pra∆ayerßy¡samudbhava˙.
         Dvayo˙ pra∆ayam¡na˙ sy¡t pramode sumahatyapi.  198

         Prem∆a˙ ku ilag¡mitv¡t kopo ya˙ k¡ra∆am vin¡.

    Dvayor iti n¡yakasya n¡yik¡y¡≈ ca ubhayo≈ ca pra∆ayam¡no     var∆an•ya˙.  Ud¡h
ara∆am.  Tatra n¡yakasya yath¡:

         Al•kaprasupta nim•lit¡kßa dehi subhaga mama avak¡≈am.
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         Ga∆∂aparicumbanapulakit¡©ga na puna˙ cirayißy¡mi
                                                                                 (Ch¡y¡).

    N¡yik¡y¡ yath¡ Kum¡rasambhave sandhy¡var∆an¡vasare.

    Ubhayor yath¡:

    Pra∆ayakupitayor dvayor api al•kaprasuptayor m¡nino˙.
    Ni≈calaniruddhani˙≈v¡sa-dattakar∆ayo˙ ko malla˙.
                                                                          [Ch¡y¡]

         Anunayaparyant¡sahatve tvasya na vipralambhabhedat¡,  kintu sambhogasañ-c
¡ry¡khyabh¡vatvam.  Yath¡ 

    Bhr¶bha©ge racite'pi dƒß ir adhikam sotka∆ ham udv•kßate
         ruddh¡y¡m api v¡ci sasmitam idam dagdh¡nanaµ j¡yate.
    K¡rka≈yaµ gamite'pi cetasi tan¶ rom¡ñcam ¡lambate
         dƒß e nirvaha∆am bhavißyati katham m¡nasya tasmiñ jane.

    Yath¡ v¡

    Ekasmin ≈ayane par¡©mukhatay¡ v•tottaraµ t¡myator
         anyonyasya hƒdi sthite'pyanunaye saµrakßator gauravam.
    Dampatyo˙ ≈anakair ap¡©gavalan¡n mi≈r•bhavaccakßußor
         bhagno m¡nakali˙ sah¡sarabhasavy¡saktaka∆ hagraha˙.

    Patyur anyapriy¡sa©ge dƒß e'th¡numite ≈rute.      199

    °rsy¡m¡no bhavet str•∆¡m tatra tvanumitis tridh¡.
    Utsvapn¡yitabhog¡©ka-gotraskhalanasambhav¡.       200

    Tatra dƒß e yath¡

         Vinayati sudƒ≈o dƒ≈oh par¡gaµ pra∆ayini kausumam ¡nan¡nilena.
         Tadahitayuvater abh•kß∆am akß∆or  dvayam api roßarajobhir¡pup¶re.

    Sambhogacihnen¡numite yath¡

         Navanakhapadam a©gam gopayasyaµ≈ukena
              sthagayasi punar oß ham p¡∆in¡ dantadaß am.
         Pratidi≈am aparastr•sa©ga≈aµ≈• visarpan
              navaparimalagandha˙ kena ≈akyo var•tum.

    Evam anyatra

         S¡ma bhedo'tha d¡naµ ca natyupekße ras¡ntaram.
         Tadbha©g¡ya pati˙ kury¡t ßa∂up¡y¡n iti kram¡t.  201
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         Tatra priyavaca˙ s¡ma bhedas tatsakhyup¡rjanam.
         D¡nam vy¡jena bh¶ß¡de˙ p¡dyo˙ patanaµ nati˙.  202

         S¡m¡dau tu parikß•∆e sy¡d upekß¡vadh•ra∆am.
         Rabhasatr¡saharß¡de˙ kopabhraµ≈o ras¡ntaram.  203

    Yath¡

         No c¡ u≈rava∆am kƒtam ity¡di.
         Atra s¡m¡daya˙ pañca s¶cit¡˙. Ras¡ntaram ¶hyam.

         C¡ uk¡ram api pr¡∆a-n¡tham roß¡d ap¡sya y¡.
         Pa≈c¡tt¡pam av¡pnoti kalah¡ntarit¡ tu s¡.
                                              [82.  Source same]

    Yath¡ mama t¡tap¡d¡n¡m:

         No c¡ u≈rava∆am kƒtam [s¡ma] na ca dƒ≈¡  h¡ro'ntike v•kßita˙ [d¡naµ]
              k¡ntasya priyahetavo nijasakh•v¡co'pi d¶r•kƒt¡˙ [bheda˙].
         P¡d¡nte vinipatya [nati˙] tatkßa∆am asau  gacchan [upekß¡] may¡ m¶∂hay¡
              p¡∆ibhy¡m avarudhya hanta sahas¡  ka∆ he kathaµ n¡rpita˙.

    Here (in this last verse) we have examples of all the first five expedients.  There wa
s no ras¡ntaram.  So there was no reconciliation.  The lover left absolutely.  He would 
not return!  Now the beloved lady has merely to repent.  So the sambhoga ≈ƒ©g¡ra was
 not continued.  She is now "kalah¡ntarit¡ ." There is the "vipralambha", or "viyoga."

    Also the following sadukti will be relevant:

         Cara∆apatanapraty¡khy¡n¡t pras¡dapar¡©mukhe
              nibhƒtakitav¡c¡retyuktv¡ ruß¡ paruß•kƒte.
         Vrajati rama∆e ni˙≈vasyoccai˙ stanasthitahastay¡
              nayanasalilacchann¡ dƒß i˙ sakh•ßu nive≈it¡.

       Atra Viß¡dasyodaya˙. Na m¡nabha©ga˙. Amaru≈atake.

    Vi≈van¡tha Kavir¡ja did not give the example of ras¡ntaram.  Bilha∆a has given. K
ukku ak¶jit¡ni and uttamßotpalapallavapatanam are ras¡ntaram.  The "ancient" writer 
of Caritacandrik¡ says very clearly [p.281, line 15]:  "Pallavapatanam atra ßaß ha up¡
yo ras¡ntaraµ v¡.  We don't think Bh saw this. Even if he had seen this, he would hav
e rejected it.  His determination to interpret certain uktis in a certain way was firm.  M¡
ti nirvivare and Ya≈ya bhr¡t¡  are some examples.

    Here is one more vivid  example of ras¡ntaram:

     Kƒtv¡ vigraham a≈rup¡takalußam ≈ayy¡san¡d utthit¡
         krodh¡cc¡pi vih¡ya garbhabhavanadv¡raµ ruß¡ prasthit¡.
     Dƒß v¡ candramasaµ prabh¡virahitaµ praty¶ßav¡t¡hat¡
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         h¡ r¡tris tvarit¡ gateti patit¡ k¡nt¡ priyasyorasi.

Another example:

    Tasy¡˙ s¡ndravilepanastanayugapra≈leßamudr¡©kitaµ
         kiµ vakßa≈ cara∆¡nativyatikaravy¡jena gop¡yyate.
    Ityukte kva tad ityud•rya sahas¡ tatsampram¡rß um may¡
         saµ≈liß ¡ rabhasena tatsukhava≈¡t tanvy¡pi tad vismƒtam.
                                                                                      [Amaro˙]

    Bilha∆a himself makes a reference to m¡na in the following verse:

         Jñ¡tum adbhutavil¡sanidh¡ne prem∆i s¡myam iva j¡tagarim∆i.
         Kelidh¡mani tayo˙ ≈atav¡raµ kßiptav¡n manasi m¡nam ana©ga˙.  [11:72]

    A great deal of information on m¡na (love in separation) can be obtained from Kan
gra 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 Rasikapri
y¡ of Ke≈avad¡sa.

                   *              *              *

    Here is one more example of the unworthy attempts made by Bh to interpret our gre
at poet Bilha∆a. Such commentators were envisioned by Bilha∆a and were alluded in t
he very beginning of his immortal work:

         Rasadhvaner adhvani ye caranti  sa©kr¡ntavakroktirahasyamudr¡˙.
         Te'smatprabandh¡n avadh¡rayantu  kurvantu ≈eß¡˙ ≈ukav¡kyap¡ ham.  [1:22]

    The poet says:

         Nir¡daraµ v•kßya nƒpaµ mƒg¡kßy¡ l•l¡namatkandharay¡ kay¡pi.
         Hƒdi sthita˙ k¡rmukakarßa∆¡rtham ay¡cyateva prasabhaµ manobh¶˙.  [12:10]

    What is the prasa©ga (context) here?  The prasa©ga is:

         Asmin kßa∆e Kuntalap¡rthivasya prave≈am ¡kar∆ya pur¡©gan¡n¡m.
         ⁄san vil¡savratad•kßit¡n¡m smaropadiß ¡ni viceß it¡ni.   [12:2]

    The lady expected the king to see her, but the king did not pay any attention! He dis
regarded her completely!! So she became dejected, disheartened, depressed, and dow
ncast.  Her face fell down.  This is all prakƒta , the reality.  Now the poet imagines.  Th
e God of Love was already present in her heart  (as well as on the chest, i.e. the boso
m).  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.
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    We see here Bh misrepresenting the facts.  The commentary Ram¡ of Bh expects us
 to accept something which we find difficult to accept.  Bh gives k¡mava≈atv¡t as the c
ause of l•l¡namatkandharay¡!  This is not correct.  The lowering of the neck (gr•v¡) wa
s not caused by passionate feelings, but due to the insult, generated by the fact that the
 king did not pay any attention to her!  Nir¡daraµ v•kßya nƒpam!

    Probably Bh was led astray by the word l•l¡!  We have stated time and again that B
h turns the poet's words around--changes the order of the words completely--and gener
ates disorder.  The result is chaos.  The poet begins with Nir¡daraµ v•kßya nƒpaµ mƒg¡
kßy¡.  Then he says: l•l•namtkandharay¡.  The first statement  (occurence, i.e. vy¡p¡ra)
 is the cause.  The second statement (occurence) is the effect.  Bh transposes the cara∆
as.  This can be characterized only as avy¡p¡reßu vy¡p¡ram.  We are distressed not on
ly by the fact that Bh murders s¡hitya-vidy¡-vadh¶, we are also--and much more distre
ssed by the feeling that none of those "great pandits" claimed by Bh as having collabo
rated with him in this great performance were able to show him the correct path!  We c
annot believe that such great scholars would have allowed such incongruities to be per
petuated.  To quote Bh himself:   Sati ravikaranikaraprave≈e kuto'ndhak¡rasya sambha
va˙.

 Misra's Misdirected Emendation:

         Jƒmbh¡sam¡spho akar¡©gul•kam  akharvadorve∆ikay¡ kay¡cit.
         Nir•kßya r¡j¡nam aj¡tar¡gam atarjyatev¡tiruß¡ manobh¶˙.  [12:20]

Misra dictates on the above:

  12:20b
    For dorve∆ikay¡, "with the braid that was her arm" read dorve∆ukay¡...atarjayata , "
he was threatened"  [by some girl [how young?]] with the bamboo (= Hindi l¡ h•) that 
was her arm.  We don't know how "bamboo" could mean l¡ h•! Misra might not have r
ealized that "akharvadorve∆ikay¡" is a bahuvr•hi compound, qualifying kay¡pi.

    Misra shows here his lack of understanding of even the most rudimentary concepts 
of S¡hityavidy¡.  The face is identified with, for example, moon because of its beauty. 
 There is a common quality, s¡dharmya,  which is the means, whereby two different ob
jects are identified and regarded as one.  The Upapameya and upam¡na should have c
ertain common characteristics--gu∆as¡dh¡ra∆yam!

    Misra identifies arms (mark the plural, of course, dual number in Sanskrit) with the b
amboo [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 l¡ h• is only one!  If the arm (one only) was ex
tended in the form of a stick (Misra's l¡ h•), what is the significance of Jƒmbh¡sam¡sph
o akar¡©gul•kam!  The process of kar¡©gul•sam¡spho a (cracking the knuckles) cannot
 be performed without joining the two hands and all the fingers!!

    Let us consider the word ve∆u.  It is masculine.  So how could it be ve∆uk¡?  And wh
at is the significance of jƒmbh¡sam¡spho akar¡©gul•kam,  if we have only one arm?  H
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ere are some more relevant passages:  Uttarjan•kena muhu˙ kare∆a.  [1:48].  In the pr
ocess of tarjana we need the tarjan•  (the threatening finger, the forefinger, the pointin
g finger) and only one arm, preferably right.  Bilha∆a has another s¶kti:  Jƒmbh¡va≈ott
ambhitahastayugma-sa©gha  al•l¡sphu ada©gul•ka˙.  (9:85).  This is a very fine compar
ative study.  Here we have "uttambhita" as well as "hastayugma."

    Today (Oct. 28, 1977) while cosidering the unreasonable suggestion of Misra to cha
nge dorve∆ikay¡ to dorve∆ukay¡  (Vik. 12:20b), I gave more thought to the words of th
e poet. The n¡yik¡ is yawning.  She is stretching herself.  Her fingers are twisted.  The
y  produce a specific sound  (cracking of the bones!).  This process of kar¡©gul•sam¡sp
ho a cannot be performed unless and until both the arms are stretched upward, or forw
ard, and all the fingers are united and twisted together.

    Here "ve∆i" does not mean "braid" and the arm cannot be turned into it. There can b
e no abhedas¡dhana--identification of do˙ (arm) with ve∆• (braid).  No purpose is serv
ed in converting the braid into the arm or vice versa.  They are both prakƒtas.  They ar
e both real and existing.  Both of them are parts of the n¡yik¡.  Nagar was wrong when
 he glossed dorve∆yau as b¡hulate .  He did not visualize that the two arms have to be 
united at their ends before there could be the kar¡©gul•-sam¡spho a.  He was very you
ng at the time,  in his early twenties!

    Bh is wrong too when he takes ve∆• to be the ve∆• (Hindi co •).  There is no connecti
on between the arms and the braid.  Their mention at one place does not have any spe
cial significance.  Here Bh copies Candrik¡ literally, syllable by syllable.  "Jƒmbhay¡ s
am¡spho o y¡su, tadƒ≈ya˙ kar¡©gulyo yasmin karma∆i tad yath¡ sy¡t tath¡."  Bh says: d
orve∆yau b¡hulate ven• ca.  At least he does not make them identical; he does not treat
 them as one and the same.  What is jƒmbh¡?  Here is another poet:

    Cakr•kƒtabhujalatikaµ vakr•kƒtavaktram unnamadgr•vam.
    No harati kasya hƒdayaµ hari∆adƒ≈o jƒmbha∆¡rambha˙.

Ve∆i (hrasva) = the confluence or meeting of two or more [rivers or streams] in a com
mon point of union. Ve∆i = dam, bridge.  So it can mean sa©gama or union, meeting to
gether at a point! 

We believe Misra comes from Allahabad! He might be aware of "Trive∆•sa©gama!" A
nd Bharadvaja claims a Hindu traditional heritage.  Did he ever take a holy bath in Pr
ay¡ga?  Cakr•kƒtabhujalatikam expresses the idea in its totality.  The two arms are ext
ended, stretched, rounded and joined at the fingers.  This is a true description of the sp
ecific condition,  when a lady under the influence of the God of Love acts in a certain 
manner (a vil¡sa).  And here is anotner poet:

    ⁄syendo˙ pariveßavad ratipate≈ c¡mpeyakoda∆∂avad
         dhammill¡mbumuca˙ kßa∆adyutivad¡sajjau kßipant• bhujau.
    Vi≈lißyadvali lakßyan¡bhivigalann•vyunnamanmadhyamam
         kiñcitkiñcidudañcadañcalam aho kumbhastan• jƒmbhate.
                                        [Subh¡ßitaratnabh¡∆∂¡g¡ra˙. 8th ed.
                                                       Bombay, 1952. pp. 269-70 ]
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    So, Misra's understanding of the poem cannot be commended  and his emendation i
s to be condemned. 

 Misra's Pitiable Misrepresentation

    Neither Bh  nor Misra has understood the following:

    Asm¡kam ¡lokanavighnahetos tara©git¡©g• purata˙ sthit¡si.
    Kiµ tu©gav¡t¡yanasa©gat¡n¡m karoßi m¡tsaryapar¡ par¡s¡m. [12:27]

A free rendering would be:

    In order to create obstruction in our viewing, 0 tara©git¡©g• (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!  Asm¡kam... purata˙ sthit¡si. Tu©ga v¡t¡yana -sa©g
at¡n¡m par¡s¡m (any¡s¡m) kiµ karoßi?

    But Misra says:

  12:27d
    Instead of par¡s¡m (gen. pl. f. para-, "the other one") read par¡sam (acc. sing. of pa
r¡sa-m.  "driving away) in order to get an object for karoßi as "which" kim is not suitabl
e.

    cd   kiµ tu©gav¡t¡yanasa©gat¡n¡m karoßi  m¡tsaryapar¡ par¡s¡m//[sic].

    Misra asks us to emend, but himself keeps the original reading!]

       "why do you, being keen on jealousy, cause    driving away (par¡sa) [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 hi
m.  As a rule,  he takes only one meaning which he desires.  And then he proceeds wit
h his emending suggestions. He overlooks other meanings.  We would like to know fro
m Misra how would he interpret statements like the following:

         kiµ karoßi nijay¡thav¡ bhuv¡   [5:38]

         kiµ karoßi vayas¡dhikena 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  (par¡sa) [
of the girls] that have come together on the high roof platform?" How could she scare t
hose ladies away?
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    Let it be stressed here that Misra is not totally unaware of the existence of high balc
onies.  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 a
rms of the sentence, as it were--taking the words up and down without any rhyme or re
ason.  We don't know why he has taken m¡tsaryapar¡ at the very end.  Truly speaking
 m¡tsarya is the root cause of the specific action on the part of the obstructionist woma
n--to stand in front of others so as to obstruct their vision.  [cf. Bh¡ravi:  M¡tsaryar¡gop
ahatatman¡µ hi skhalanti s¡dhußvapi m¡nas¡ni.]

    However, Bh gives a meaning which is clear enough, ruling out any possibility for 
Misra to misinterpret the poet.  Bh says:

    Tara©git¡ng• tvam ¡lokane asmatkarmaka [!]- dar≈ane vighnahetor vighno- tp¡dan
¡rtham asm¡kam purta˙ sthit¡si.  Tu©gav¡t¡yana-samupaviß ¡n¡m par¡s¡m any¡s¡m 
n¡yik¡n¡m m¡tsarye par¡ par¡ya∆¡ kiµ karoßi.

    There is a lot of undesirable element dumped by Bh in his translation.  "Dar≈anam" 
need not necessarily be "asmatkarmaka."  It could very well be "asmatkartƒka" too.  Th
e ladies did not want merely "to be seen." They also wanted to see.  M¡tsaryapar¡ nee
d not be taken at the very end.  Sa©gat¡n¡m does not necessarily mean samupaviß ¡n¡
m.  They could be very well standing!

We would call all this avy¡p¡reßu vy¡p¡ram.  Evidently the Hindi translation is much 
more appropriate.  The Hindi translator knows much more than Bh.  It becomes more a
nd more evident to me that these two were not one and the same person.  They were t
wo different persons.  Hindi says:

    He cañcala≈ar•rav¡l• k¡min•!  Hama logoµke  [dv¡r¡?] r¡j¡ko dekhanemeµ vighn
a utpanna karaneke udde≈a se t¶ hama logoµ ke ¡ge khaƒ• ho ga• hai. Parantu m¡tsar
yabuddhi se vy¡pta t¶ ¶µce jharokhoµ meµ bai h• hu• anya n¡riyoµ k¡ ky¡ big¡ƒa s
akat• hai [emphasis  added].

    We believe the reader is able to distinguish the difference between the  two interpre
tations given above.  The Sanskrit commentator unnecessarily brings the idea of "to be
 seen" by the king--asmatkarmakadar≈ana--which is not expressed by asm¡kam ¡lokan
avighanaheto˙.  Hindi has correctly put it "hama logoµ ke r¡j¡ ko dekhanemeµ."  We h
ave added "dv¡r¡."

    And finally here is the English translation, which does not express fully the sense of 
the poem!  It is makßik¡sth¡ne makßik¡, and yet it gives enough meaning to enlighten t
he 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 s
ight.  Being jealous what will you do to other ladies who are at the elevated windows?
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    M¡tsaryapar¡ must come at the very beginning,  because her coming and standing i
n front of others was also born out of jealousy.  She was motivated by jealousy to  begi
n with--from the very start.  This is what Caritacandrik¡ says:  ⁄lokanavighnahetor ava
lokan¡varodh¡ya.  V¡t¡yanaµ gav¡kßa˙.  Par¡s¡m any¡©gan¡n¡m.

    So we see that Caritacandrik¡ had no problem.  Bh had no problem.  The English tr
anslators too had no problem.  But the author of "Specimens of Textual Difficulties" (th
at is how Misra has titled his first chapter), had great "difficulties" in understanding the 
verse with "par¡s¡m."  So he asks us to accept his suggestion of "par¡sam", which we f
ind difficult to accept

    Here is a verbal image.  People were standing on the ground level. One woman was
 jealous.  She was inconsiderate.  In 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 g
round,  thus obstructing their view--their range of vision.  So, one of the women, whose
 view was thus obstructed says:  Asm¡kam ¡lokanavighnaheto˙...

    We have shown what our earlier authorities (p¶rv¡c¡ryas)  have already said. Eithe
r Misra did not have access to their works,  or following the gajanim•lik¡ny¡ya did not s
ee them.

    Tara©git¡©g• here does not mean "with your body having folds" as the English transl
ators would want us to believe.  It means ca©cal¡©g•, moving restlessly to and fro.  Pro
bably 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 wor
ds of great poets.  K¡madugh¡ hi mah¡kav•n¡m v¡co bhavanti!  How appropriate is the
 word tara©git¡©g•!  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 v
iew. This was with a malicious design--¡lokanavighnaheto˙: To obstruct their view.

    Misra also notices [p. 22, comments on 14:44 and 17:29d] how Bh plays with the wo
rds.  First he would give the ≈abd¡rtha and then give any meaning desired by him as t
he bh¡v¡rtha whether it can be derived from the stated words or not.  The "bh¡va" of 
Bh is really what suits Bh¡radv¡ja.

                   *              *              *

    Misra once again puts us in a difficult situation.  He comments on the following vers
e:

         Vapus tuß¡r¡calatu©gam asya  vyar¡jad¡lepanacandanena.
         Vi≈vapraviß ¡rkamay¶khat¡pa-≈¡ntyartham ¡≈liß am ivendubh¡s¡.  [12:45]

    Misra proclaims:

  12:45a



170

    It is preposterous [!] to compare the king's body with the hight [sic] of the Him¡laya:
  vapus tuß¡r¡calatu©gam asya...  "his body, high as the Him¡laya."  For tu©ga, "high", 
read ra©ga "colour". ab-vapus tuß¡r¡calatu©gam asya vyar¡jad ¡lepanacandanena//

     His body appeared of the colour (ra©ga)  of the snow mountain by the sandal that 
was his coating  (with which he had smeared his body). [p.18-19]  We don't understand
 how Misra's mind works.  His quoted text reads "-tu©gam," while HIS translation reads
 "colour (ra©ga)."

    Misra crosses the limits of decency,  when he denounces the poet for having compo
sed his poetry according to the kavim¡rga, the path of the poets.

         Ap¡re k¡vyasaµs¡re kavireka˙ praj¡pati˙.
         Yath¡smai rocate vi≈vam tathaiva parivartate.

    The poet creates his own world.  If we don't like it, we don't go near it.  Bilha∆a had 
already anticipated such unjust critics when he had said:

         Kurvantu ≈eß¡˙ ≈ukav¡kyap¡ ham.

    Also Mamma a:

         Niyatikƒtaniyamarahit¡m hl¡daikamay•m ananyaparatantr¡m.
         Navarasarucir¡m nirmitim ¡dadhat• Bh¡rat• kaver jayati.

    We don't know if Misra saw the following s¶kti of Bilha∆a which would be branded 
by him as "preposterous."

         ˛r•kha∆∂acarc¡parip¡∆∂uro'yam  P¡∆∂ya˙ prak¡monnatac¡rudeha˙.
         Kß•rodadhikß•rapariplutasya c¡turyam ¡c¡mati Mandar¡dre˙.  [9:119]

    Here the body of the king of P¡∆∂ya country is compared with the Mandara mountai
n!  So Bilha∆a is guilty of using "preposterous" words not only once but at least twice!  
Not only Bilha∆a, even kavikulaguru K¡lid¡sa should be charged with the same guilt o
f saying "preposterous" things as determined by Misra:

         P¡∆∂yo'yam aµs¡rpitalambah¡ra˙ klƒpt¡©gar¡go haricandanena.
         ⁄bh¡ti b¡l¡taparaktas¡nu˙ sanirjharodg¡ra iv¡drir¡ja˙.
                                                                   [Raghuvaµ≈a, 6:60]

    Since, according to Misra, Bilha∆a (a Pur¡∆a Kavi)  had no right to say that the body
 of King Vikrama was as high as the Mountain Him¡laya, he suggests that the reading 
be changed to "tuß¡r¡calara©gam."  Misra probably would have the following vigraha 
in his mind:  "Tuß¡r¡calasya ra©ga iva ra©go yasya tam."

    We see expressions like:

    Kail¡sa≈ubhraµ bhavan¡©ga∆aµ tat.  [9:46]



171

    Kail¡sagauraµ vƒßam ¡rurukßo˙.   [Raghuvaµ≈a]

    Kundendutuß¡rah¡radhaval¡, etc.

    Misra very much would have liked Bilha∆a say:  Vapus tuß¡r¡calagauram asya!  It i
s interesting to observe that while preparing a draft for the present publication, Shri Na
garaja Rao of Mysore wrote Vapus tuß¡r¡calagauram asya, of course, correcting it sub
sequently, and not ...tu©gam asya. This phenomenon also shows how variant readings 
are created.

    We also don't know why the Himalayas had to be brought in at all if the unusual hei
ght was not intended to be conveyed.  There are thousands of other white objects in th
e universe of poets, their k¡vyasaµs¡ra.

 A Merciless Murder of the Poetic Muse

    With regard to

         Cak¡ra k¡nt¡kucapatrabha©ga-kast¶rik¡pa©kakala©kit¡ni.
         Varß¡jalabhr¡ntivilolahaµsa-h¡s¡ni l•l¡saras•pay¡µsi.   [12:69]

    Misra displays his critical acumen:

     The agent of cak¡ra is "he" the king.  In the preceding verse, however, "some girl" 
(k¡cana) is the agent of the verb (vila©ghay¡m ¡sa).  As the change to a new subject (t
he king) would necessitate this to be named, verse 69 should be read before 68 and af
ter 67, where deva˙ "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 reco
mmends that "verse 69 should be read before 68 and after 67." This is called ekaµ san
dhitsato'paraµ 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 Bilha∆a.  We will merely betray
 our own lack of appreciation of poetic art.

    Verse 67 reads:

         Deva˙ kar¡mbhoruhayantradh¡r¡m kßipan kapole vipulekßan¡y¡h.
         Kumudvat•k¡mini raßmida∆∂am prave≈ayannarka iva vyar¡jat.  [12:67]

And the next verse 68 reads:

         ⁄namya l•l¡parivartanena vila©ghay¡m¡sa narendramukt¡m.
         Ka∆ honmukh•m k¡cana kambuka∆ h• smar¡sidh¡r¡m iva v¡ridh¡r¡m.  [12:68]
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    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 t
hese two verses are like v¡gartha--one following the other--deva˙ (of 69) will get anuv
ƒtti (from 67) and get connected with cak¡ra (of 69).  We should not worry at all!

 Nagar's Youth & His Ati≈ayokti

    The youth in Nagar in his early twenties was so powerful and hence rash that he de
clared: Ja. pustak¡c chuddhataram pustakam ¡virbhavati ced ito'pyadhikam ≈odhanam 
n¡sambhavi. Prast¡van¡, p.7.  It was an immaturity on his part to think that he had tota
lly exhausted the collation of J and subsequent improvement of the text.  There is eno
ugh scope even today for a discerning scholar to make some improvements.  But Misr
a has missed all such opportunities.  Maybe he did not have enough resources.  For ex
ample, I have in my possession even today a true copy of J.

    Here is an interesting example to prove the above point:

    Vyadhita tadanu devy¡˙ pattravall•µ kapole
         vipulapulakalekh¡dantura˙ kuntalendu˙.
    Pratiyuvatibhir ardhe t¡∂ita˙ p¡∆∂uga∆∂a-
         sthalavilu hitab¡ßpavyaktilakßyai˙ ka ¡kßai˙.  [12:76]

    I do not believe Misra had any original source to improve upon the readings of the t
ext.  Certainly, he did not see any of the MSS.  Yet he writes beautifully: "Our MSS." e
tc.  Nor did he see even Bühler's edition!  Even if he saw it, Misra did not make any or
iginal contribution.

    Misra did not promise to correct the entire text of the poem. He just wanted to prese
nt "Some Specimens of Textual Difficulties."  Since his knowledge of Sanskrit was limi
ted, he had more "difficulties" in understanding the text than even a beginner would h
ave had!  Here is a reading which needs correction!  The correct reading is not "dantur
a˙ kuntalendu˙" but "danture kuntalendu˙, 'danture' being an adjective of "kapole!"  J 
actually has danture!  We could not expect such miracle from Bh.

    Nagar had missed it.  His text is deficient even today!  Many of the readings in N ar
e 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 poe
m the way I was, goes through J once again and compares it with N, he might be able t
o make some improvements.  Once a text is almost ka∆ hastha, even a wrong reading 
appears right. This is a psychological phenomenon.

    There was no apparent reason to doubt dantura˙ kuntalendu˙.  Thus it remained wr
ong.  But once I was going through a similar passage in Vikram¡©k¡bhyudaya.  It has d
anture kapole!  (or something like that). Ekasambandhi jñ¡nam aparasambandhismara
kam.  I was reminded of the passage in Vik.  I saw J.  It showed danture when carefully
 looked at.
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    P has danturakuntalendu˙--neither m¡tr¡ of e, nor visarga!  No padaccheda either!  
Undoubtedly the m¡tr¡ on the left was ignored by copyist P.  B made it dantura˙ kunta
lendu˙.  N copied B via R.  Bh copied N!  So that is the story!

    Lekhay¡ luloke [6:19] is one more example.
Nƒpasya vallabha˙ [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 emendati
on.  Bilha∆a sang:

         Prabuddhak¡r≈y¡˙ parit¡pasa©kucat sapa©kapa©keruhi∆•dal¡©kit¡˙.
         Da≈¡m alabdh¡bdhisam¡gam¡≈ ciraµ viyogayogy¡m abhajanta nimnag¡˙. [13:
8]

    Misra goes his own usual way.  He says:

  13.8
    Emend prabuddha-to pravƒddha-; cp. ed. ter., comm. where prabuddha- is explaine
d by pravƒddha- under the requirement of the text: pravƒddhak¡r≈y¡˙...nimnag¡˙, "the
 rivers whose leanness had grown big..." prabuddha- in 13.11d should also be emende
d to pravƒddha by which it is again glossed in ed. ter., commentary. [p. 19]

    Misra does not like the word prabuddha.  We don't know what Misra means by "und
er the requirement of the text."  Once again I have checked J today (Oct.31, 1977).  B
oth the passages [here and in 13:11] still have prabuddha very clearly visible.  To cha
nge from prabuddha to pravƒddha would be merely an avy¡p¡reßu vy¡p¡ram.  Prabud
dha conveys the  meaning intended by the poet!  One has to develop the power of app
reciation.  Listen to what Mur¡rikavi says:

         J¡n•te nitar¡m asau gurukulakliß o Mur¡ri˙ kavi˙.

    The most appropriate meaning of prabuddha here  (according to Apte)  would be--b
eginning to work, or take effect.

                   *              *              *

    Misra presents a long discourse on the following:

         Nirantar¡gha  itap¡ al¡dhar¡˙ kram¡n nid¡ghasya ghanoßmasa©gina˙.
         Vyaramsißu˙ ≈v¡sasam•ra∆¡ iva prabuddhad¡v¡nalabandhavo'nil¡h.
                                                                                                             [13:11]
Cp. Van¡ni dahato vahne˙ sakh¡ bhavati m¡ruta˙.

  He says:
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     Previous attempts in translating the verse have been banal,  since the poet's use of 
punning (≈leßa) in it could not find expression in them.  The pun, how it should be unde
rstood and explained is as follows:

    nirantar¡ gha  itap¡ al¡dhar¡˙  kram¡n nid¡ghasya ghanoßmasa©gina˙/
    vyaraµsißu˙ ≈v¡sasam•ra∆¡ iva     prabuddha(lO)d¡v¡nalabandhavo'nila˙//

"The incessant (nirantar¡˙) 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 p¡ ala  trees  (lit. "the bearer of the p¡ ala  - blossoms"), that were i
n connection with (were accompanied by) violent heat-  [that were] like the incessant 
breathings (≈v¡sa- sam•ra∆¡˙) of the hot season [in the act of violent love-making], tha
t are like grown forest fires (i.e.  that are hot like forest fires)(11) that hurt (lit.  violentl
y rub) (his) red lips, that are accompanied by sibilants/hissings (in the effort to cool the
m) in due course (kr¡m¡t) [sic] came to a stop." [pp.19-20]

Misra's footnotes:
  10. Read pravƒddha, see above on 13.8a

  11. In this case the compound ending in--bandhava˙ is to be taken as bahuvr•hi "who
se frinds [sic]  (i.e. equals) are..."

    It is difficult even to try to comment on what Misra talks here.

         Vƒkßo mah•ruha˙ ≈¡kh• vi ap• p¡dapas taru˙.
         Anokaha˙ ku a˙ ≈¡la˙ pal¡≈• drudrum¡gam¡˙.
                                             [Amara˙. 13  vƒkßasya.]

    We have no absolute, unrestricted authority to coin our own word like p¡ ala-dhara,
 p¡ ala=flower, dhara = bearer, i.e. bearer of p¡ ala  flowers,  therefore tree!  We have
 heard words like jaladhara and mah•dhara.,  but we have never heard of pußpa-dhara
 as tree!

    Misra is kartum akartum anyath¡kartum samartha˙.  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 b
een a very unpleasant reading.  Misra appears to be an all-powerful personality.  I hav
e been studying Sanskrit classics for the last 45 years 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 t
o discuss this further.  This writing goes back to 1977.

         Kath¡pi khalu p¡p¡n¡m alam a≈reyase yata˙.

    The above feelings were my immediate reaction.  Subsequently I decided to comme
nt 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 principl
es.
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    I have been living in the United States of America continuously for the last 18 years
.  Many Indian boys and girls have approached me through letters to help them cross t
he 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 Lear
ning.  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.

    I hold the same opinion about Misra.  He ought to have learnt the first lessons of po
etic criticism in India before he tried to demonstrate his knowledge in a country which 
is the cradle of modern western studies in Sanskrit.

    K¡vyakalpalat¡-kavi≈ikß¡vƒtti of Amaracandra Yati is very clear on the above point-
-how to coin a new term--and how not to coin it.  In his ˛abdasiddhi-prat¡na, Amaraca
ndra lays down:

         R¶∂hayaugikami≈r¡khy¡s tridh¡ ≈abd¡˙ prak•rtit¡˙.
         Yogo gu∆ena kriyay¡ sambandhena kƒto'nvaya˙.
         Sambandha˙ svasv¡mitv¡di˙.

Here are some examples:

         Bh¶net¡ bh¶patir bh¶bhuk bh¶p¡lo bh¶dhanas tath¡.
         Bh¶m¡µ≈ ceti kave r¶∂hy¡ jñeyod¡hara∆¡val•.

    Iti ≈abda˙ prak¡r¡rtha˙, tena bh¶p¡dayo'pi.

         Kav•n¡m r¶∂hi˙ parampar¡y¡t¡ prasiddhis tay¡, na tu     kavir¶∂hyatikrame∆a.  
Yath¡ kap¡l•ty¡dau satyapi svasv¡mi-     bh¡vasambandhe kap¡l• matvarth•ya eva bh
avati, na tu     kap¡lap¡la˙, kap¡ladhana˙, kap¡labhuk, kap¡lanet¡,  kap¡lapatir, ity¡
di.  Furthermore Amaracandra instructs the would-be poetic critics like Misra:

    Dh¡ry¡t dhvaj¡strap¡∆ya©ka-maulibhƒnma∆∂anasam¡n¡h.
    Dharabhartƒm¡limatvartha-≈¡li≈ekharasadƒkß¡≈ ca.

    After enumerating certain permissible and acceptable words,  Amaracandra rules o
ut 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:

         Kavir¶∂hyetyeva.  Tena satyapi dh¡ryadh¡rakabh¡va-     sambandhe na sarveb
hyo dh¡ryebhyo dhvaj¡dyarth¡˙ ≈abd¡˙     prayojy¡˙---Na hi bhavati Ga©g¡- dhara v
at Candra dhara˙.

    According to Misra nijerßubhi˙  (p.8 comments on 4:119c) can mean elephants of Vi
krama!  Catura©ga can mean a moving army (p.21 on 13:36c).  He can make n•lam st
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and for kamalam and ≈ukla˙ for pa a˙.  A qualifying adjective alone can be made to st
and for the qualified substantive.

    Anyone who has ever read any of my previous Sanskrit works would readily agree t
hat I have at least some ability to understand even subtle interpretations of Sanskrit cla
ssics.  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 p¡ ala  blossoms"
 are the p¡ ala  trees,  we fail to understand how 'p¡ aladhara' could come into being!  
If we have the vigraha like "p¡ al¡ni dharant•ti", the resulting compound word would b
e p¡ aladhar¡˙.  Only Misra's extraordinary calibre can bring in the d•rgha and make i
t p¡ al¡dhar¡˙.  Even if we say dharant•ti dhar¡˙, we would get only p¡ aladhar¡˙.  T
herefore, Misra's suggestion is absurd,  to say the least.

    Misra's other statements with reference to this verse are beyond the grasp of the limi
ted 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 compr
ehended by the uninitiated.  Critics like Misra not only miss them, but misunderstand th
em and misinterpret them.  For example:

         Tƒ∆¡ni bh¶bhƒtka akeßu nikßipan na kai˙ sphuraddh•ramƒda©ganisvana˙.
         Ta∂itprad•pai≈ calada©kal•lay¡ nid¡gham anvißyati v¡rid¡gama˙.  [13:36]

This is the reading in all, including J.  Misra comments on the above:

  13.36c
    calad a©kal•lay¡ is understood [!] by ed. ter.  as "moving with the beauty of a seal", 
which is impossible because calat n.  cannot be construed with v¡rid¡gama˙ m... "With
 the beauty of the moving curved line" (Eng. rend.) is grammatically possible, but give
s very poor sense.  The text seems to be not correct.  I propose: catura©gal•lay¡: [beca
use you are a mugdha, Mr. Misra]

         tƒ∆¡ni bh¶bhƒtka akeßu nikßipan na kai˙ sphuraddh•ramƒda©ganisvana˙/
         ta∂itprad•pai˙ calada©kal•lay¡ nid¡gham anvißyati  v¡rid¡gama˙//

    It is noteworthy that Misra's reformed and quoted version still reads--calada©kal•lay
¡!

    "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 (catura©ga),
 the sound of deep drums bursting forth from it, throwing down grass on the mountain s
lopes (or: the camps of the kings) (1) [pp 20-21].
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Misra's footnote:
  1. "Throwing grass on" [the camps] is used in the sense of:  making them left [abando
ned?] by the vanquished armies, cp. 9.113.

    This is one more futile attempt on the part of Misra to compose his own poetry rathe
r than to try to understand what the poet had in his mind and interpret it honestly and si
ncerely.

    Misra would force the word catura©ga into the mouth of Bilha∆a whether the poet li
kes it or not.  According to the great critic and philologist Mr.  Misra, Catura©ga (an ad
jective only) could mean balam--sainyam.  So ≈ukla˙ can mean pa a˙ and n•lam can m
ean kamalam.  Calada©ka becomes catura©ga.  We find ourselves running out of adjec
tives to offer our criticism to Misra's suggestions.  We can once again borrow from Misr
a 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 calada©ka (i.e. the existing re
ading) is correct one hundred percent--absolutely,  positively, undeniably--at least in it
s second component, a©ka.

    The facts of the matter are as follows: Bilha∆a is describing the rainy season and im
agining that it acted like a ...[?]  The text as it stands even up to Bh is not totally correc
t!

    The available text reads as quoted above.  Caritacandrik¡ attempts to explain certai
n words but shows its inability to comprehend fully the ultimate sense (bh¡va˙) and sta
tes at the end:  "t¡tparyam?" Caritacandrik¡k¡ra--that ancient commentator of ˛r• Bh¡r
adv¡ja 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):

    Sphuraddh•ramƒda©ganisvana˙ a©kal•lay¡ calat v¡rid¡gama˙ bh¶bhƒtka akeßu tƒ∆¡
ni nikßipan kai˙ ta∂itprad•pai˙ nid¡ghaµ na anvißyati.

    Then he comments on the verse as follows: (vy¡khy¡):

    Sphuranto dh•rasya gambh•rasya mƒda©gasya nisvan¡˙ ≈abd¡ iva nisvan¡ yasya sa
, a©kayati cihnayat•tyanena a©ka˙ "muharach¡pa" iti Hind•bh¡ß¡y¡m, tasya l•l¡ tay¡ 
calat gacchat,  v¡rid¡gama˙ varß¡k¡la˙,  bh¶bhƒtka akeßu parvatanitambeßu nƒpasen
¡su v¡ tƒ∆¡ni gh¡s¡n nikßipan samutp¡dayan,  kai˙ k•dƒ≈ai˙ ta∂id eva vidyud eva pra
d•po [?] d•pas tai˙, nid¡gham gr•ßmak¡lam n¡nvißyati arth¡t sarvaprak¡re∆a tam anvi
ßyat•tyartha˙.  Ady¡pi kim kutr¡pi nid¡gho vartate iti jijñ¡say¡ ta∂itprad•pais tasy¡nve
ßa∆am karot•ti bh¡va˙.

    Bh has easily drawn the conclusion 'iti bh¡va˙',  but we fail to understand how did h
e arrive at the specific "bh¡va˙."  The treatment of "na kai˙" by Bh is asa©gata .  Bh sh
ows that he has understood very well.  That he did not understand will be fully demons
trated after our present discussion is finished.  One reason of the lack of full and imme
diate  intelligibility of this verse lies in "na kai˙" which appear as if they are two differ
ent words! But in reality they are not!!  Also the word "a©ka" has a special significance



178

 which lies beyond the power of such critics who are not gurukulakliß a and who do not
 persevere to dig deep into the mine of jewels. They go after quick fame. They get onl
y artificial gem and  parade their wares and cheat their customers.  Caritacandrik¡ exp
lains all the difficult words except "a©ka".  Bh invents his own derivation by skillful ma
nouvering and says:  "a©kayati cihnayati ityanena a©ka˙ 'moharach¡pa' iti Hind•bh¡ß¡
y¡m."  He explains in Hindi:  "apane ¡nek• moharach¡pa lag¡nev¡l¡ ."  (stamp or seal?)
. This is all meaningless.  We fail to understand what meaning and purpose are attache
d by Bh to the word "nƒpasen¡su,"  which he steals outright once again without any ac
knowledgment, from Caritacandrik¡.  He connects "kai˙" with "ta∂itprad•pai˙" and put
s the whole sentence into an interrogative form!  He explains "kai˙" by the word "k•dƒ≈
ai˙".  The word "calat" is the first component of the karmadh¡raya compound,  "Calaµ
≈c¡sau a©ka≈ca calada©ka˙ tasya l•lay¡". But Bh treats it as a separate word and conn
ects it with v¡rid¡gam%ah."  Was  he unaware of the fact that "calat" becomes "calan"
 when it is seperated and is made  to qualify a noun in masculine gender  (v¡rid¡gama
˙ in this case)?  After the sandhi, we would have calanna©kal•lay¡,  which will totally r
uin 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 utprekß¡.  It is defined as: Sambh¡vanam at
hotprekß¡ prakƒtasya pare∆a yat.  There has to be a set of prakƒtas (upameyas),  the re
alities, and another set of aprakƒtas (upam¡nas)  or imaginary objects, the creations of 
the poet's own mind. The latter are superimposed by imagination on the former.  Let u
s analyze the objects or constituents expressed in this verse and assign them to the spe
cific category they belong to.

    The poet describes the rainy season.  There are the clouds, the table-land of mounta
ins, newly-growing grass, thunder, and lightning.  Taking these realities, the poet creat
es his own poetic world and says that, as though, the rainy season is searching the "nid
¡gha" or the Summer.  He creates the other attributes of the aprakƒta  world by his own
 imagination.

    Jalha∆a in his S¶ktimukt¡val• quotes a verse,  ascribed to P¡∆ini, which expresses so
mewhat similar ideas.  The verse reads as follows:

    Kßap¡˙ kß¡m•kƒtya prasabham apahƒty¡mbu sarit¡m
         prat¡pyorv•µ kƒtsn¡µ tarugahanam ucchoßya sakalam.
    Kva sampratyuß∆¡m≈ur gata iti tad¡lokanapar¡s
         ta∂idd•p¡lok¡ di≈i di≈i carant•ha jalad¡˙.
                                         Jalha∆a, 61:18.

    Bh repeats the words of Caritacandrik¡ (≈ukav¡kyap¡ ham)  and gives two meaning
s of "bh¶bhƒtka akeßu--that is,  parvatanitambeßu nƒpasen¡su v¡."  But he does not ask 
himself what is the significance of the second meaning, nƒpasen¡su, the aprakƒta  or up
am¡na."

    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 y
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oung beginner, but which he was able to do later after studying other texts. Then he w
as able to recommend a new reading.  In order to supply the word signifying thunder, 
Bh has resorted to a strange compound and says "sphuranto dh•rasya gambh•rasya mƒ
da©gasya nisvan¡˙ ≈abd¡ iva nisvan¡ yasya."  The word "nikßipan" is interpreted by B
h to mean "samutp¡dayan" which again is only the prakƒta  and not aprakƒta .

    Let us present these two sets of thoughts in parallel columns and find out what is mis
sing in this puzzle and then try if we can supply it:

   PRAKÏTA (UPAMEYA)             APRAKÏTA (UPAM⁄NA)

    tƒ∆a  (green grass)           tƒ∆a (hay)
    bh¶bhƒtka aka, i.e.           bh¶bhƒtka aka, i.e.
      parvatanitamba                nƒpasainya
        ????                      v•ramƒda©ganisvana [dh•ra is wrong.
                                    It has to be v•ra]
    ta∂it                         prad•pa
    v¡rid¡gama                    ????

    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 mƒda©ga while throwing grass
es 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 makßik¡sth¡ne makßik¡!  The translators have totally ne
glected the set of aprakƒtas.  We don't know what they mean by "alone with the beaut
y of a moving curved line."

    The true purport of this verse remained obscure until this author read a relevant pas
sage in the M¡nasoll¡sa worded as follows:

         Ekam uddi≈ya sarv¡n v¡ birudaµ p¡ hayet tu ya˙.  34

         G¡yayed v¡dayed v¡'pi k¡hal¡µ v¡ madoddhata˙.
         ⁄ruhya mahißam darp¡d div¡ d•pam prad•payet.     35

         Tƒ∆¡ni vikiran v•thy¡µ birud¡©ko nigadyate.
         [Adhy¡ya 4, Viµ≈ati 4, verses 34--36. GOS. 84, pt. 2]

    The challenger, who is at the height of his glory and pride, almost blinded by his ow
n 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-arroganc
e and lights lamps even during the day.  He strews grass in the path. Such a challenger
, hero, is called birud¡©ka.
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    M¡nasoll¡sa defines the "a©ka" as follows:

         Yena v¡ yuddhyate s¡rdham eka˙ khalakadh¡mani.   28

         Samen¡stre∆a ya˙ tajjnair a©ka˙ sa parik•rtita˙.  [Adhy¡ya 4, Viµ≈ati 4, verse 2
8 second half           and 29 first half.  GOS 84,  pt. 2, p. 225]  Vikram¡©k¡bhyudaya als
o has a similar passage:

    Kad¡cit kare∆uk¡r¶∂h¡n puro v¡dyam¡nav•ramƒda©g¡n...  cf. praka itav•ramƒda©g
adh•ran¡da˙. Vik .  6:68.2.  udbha adarpavipa∆im¡rgavik•r∆atƒ∆¡n...  a©kapha[kha?]la
ke yodhay¡m¡sa. [p. 26, 1. 13--2]

    Thus it is seen that what Bh has tried to derive out of a©ka is a totally irrelevant mea
ning.  "A©kayati cihnayati ityanena anka˙, 'moharach¡pa' iti Hind•bh¡ß¡y¡m" is an atte
mpt to extract a meaning which does not exist at all! And what we get is totally useless
.  Once again we are reminded of Bilha∆a's words:  Rasadhvaner adhvani ye caranti.  
A©ka is the hero, the challenger, aprakƒta  of "v¡rid¡gama."  Now the question is how t
o explain the two words "na" and "kai˙" [as they appear] and how to obtain the prakƒt
a of mƒda©ga-nisvana.  The B text reads "nikßipanna kai˙ ."  N has separated the last t
wo words and reads "nikßipan na kai˙ ."  That is dumb! This is copied by Bh.  J too has 
"-nnakai˙". The J, as is usual with most of the MSS., does not separate the words.  The 
letters "ka" and "va" resemble each other so closely (in J) that they are liable to be con
fused and interchanged. "Nra" and "nna" when written in the specific Devanagari scrip
t of J are almost identical in appearance.  If these statements of facts are accepted as v
alid bases for interpretation, we easily get the word "ravai˙" which becomes the prakƒt
a, the thunder of the clouds!  Also it is better to read "sphuradv•ramƒda©ga" instead of 
"sphuraddh•ramƒda©ga", because what is beaten to announce the call for challenge (¡
hv¡na, lalak¡ran¡ in Hindi) is the drum of bravery and not merely a deep [grave!]  sou
nd  of a drum.  Even in the passage from the Vikram¡©k¡bhyudaya quoted above,  we 
have v•ramƒda©ga and not dh•ramƒda©ga.  "V•ra" is the original reading.  Now we hav
e the full complement of the aprakƒta  with all its attributes-- the challenger, the army o
f the king, victory-drum, and the lamp.

    Although the above reading incorporating the word "ravai˙" is a pure conjecture on 
the part of Nagar,  not yet substantiated by any MS. or other evidence, yet the verse c
annot be explained unless and until we make this kind of a bold suggestion. Some oth
er worthier scholar (I mean truly) might be able to offer another interpretation which m
ight be more acceptable. Until then we can stay with this reading.

    Monier-Williams explains: a©ka˙ = a military show or sham-fight, and a©kak¡ra˙ = 
a champion chosen by each side to decide a battle.  We have many examples of the u
se of this word as given below.  Apte says: a©kak¡ra˙ = a champion warrior,  tvatk¡©k
ak¡ravijaye tava R¡ma La©k¡. B¡lar¡m¡ya∆a, Act. 8.  Practical Sanskrit English diction
ary.  Rev. & enl. ed. (3rd). 1965.  Appendix, p. 1.

    Here is the  full text:
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    R¡ja≈ekharapra∆•taµ B¡lar¡m¡ya∆aµ n¡ma n¡ akam.  Tatra V•ravil¡so n¡m¡ß am
o'©ka˙.

    La©ke≈vare∆a... D¡≈arathim abhidh¡tum abhihitam...

    Sa ni≈¡caracakravart• tv¡m ¡ha yaduta kim akhila-v¡nara-r¡kßasa-kßayakare∆a sa
µgr¡me∆a, tad ekam tul¡-dy¶taµ pravartay¡va˙.  Tatra ca

    Tvatk¡©kak¡ravijaye tava R¡ma La©k¡
         S•t¡ ca te punar iyaµ bhavato'stu d¡r¡˙.
    Matk¡©kak¡ravijaye tu mam¡dhipatyam
         tasy¡µ ca te puri kalatrajane ca tatra.

                   *              *              *

    And

      gauragu∆air aha©kƒtibhƒt¡m jaitr¡©kak¡re...  [Naißadh•yacaritam, 12:84]  

    The fame of his arms having gone afar like a champion warrior, conquering all obje
cts proud of their own whiteness, the timid night lotus 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: svayaµvara]  Tr. by Krishna Kanta Handiqi. Poona, 19
65. pp.189-90.

    And here is one more relevant passage from  Vikram¡©k¡bhyudaya:

    Tasy¡tmabhava˙ prak¡mavißamasaµgr¡malabdhavijayo Vijay¡ditya≈ cakravart• b
abh¶va, ya≈ caik¡k• nikßipy¡m¡tyeßu r¡jyabh¡ram ek¡©gav•ro nig¶hitanij¡k¡ra˙ Sing
haladv•pe, [sic]  K¡ñc•pure, Ve©gy¡m, Ga©gap¡ ik¡y¡m ca darp¡t praka it¡sidhenuvi
dyo niravadyapar¡- kramanihatapratya©kak¡ro niravadyam n¡ma lebhe.

    In our earlier passage just quoted above, we noted ek¡©gav•ra˙. We have also seen
 pratya©kak¡ra˙.  Here (in the following verse) we have ek¡©gabha a˙.

         Karoti caitra˙ saha candan¡nilai˙ kim indun¡ kokilapañcamena ca.
         Na vidyate jetur ana©gabh¶pate˙  kim anyad ek¡ngabha as tvay¡ sama˙.  [13:7
3]

    Thus it is proved that Misra's suggestion to read catura©ga in place of calada©ka is u
nsound.

    Reference has already been to Misra's fn.:  "throwing down grass on...the camps of t
he kings." (13)

   fn.13. "Throwing grass on" [the camps] is used in the sense of:  making them left by t
he vanquished armies. cp.9.113."
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    Once again Misra shows his lack of knowledge.  The challenger throws  (ni + kßip = 
scatters, strews, casts) grass on the ground as part of the process of challenging:  tƒ∆¡ni
 vikiran v•thy¡m or vipa∆im¡rgavik•r∆atƒ∆¡n.

    Misra asks us to compare the following verse:

         Yasya prat¡po'gnir ap¶rva eva
              j¡garti bh¶bhƒtka akasthal•ßu.
         Yatra praviß e ripup¡rthiv¡n¡m
              tƒ∆¡ni rohanti gƒh¡©ga∆eßu.  [9:113]

    This allusion is irrelevant.  In tƒ∆¡ni bh¶bhƒtaka akeßu, the prakƒta  is "growing  (cau
sing to grow) (green) grass on the mountain slopes," and the aprakƒta  is "strewing, scat
tering, 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  (udvasannagar•) (9:113
) is ridiculous.  There the cause is totally different.

    Therefore, we may conclude that neither Misra nor Bh has really understood Bilha∆
a,  but both have only attempted to emend or interpret according to their own whims a
nd caprices.  It is all gha ¡ opo bhaya©kara˙.  Shri Nagaraj Rao of Mysore tells me tha
t even today, a©ka means a challenge fight  (like that of cocks) in Kannada.

    Before we leave this topic, I would  like to point out that I am not yet fully satisfied 
with calada©ka!  "Calat" does not serve any special purpose here,  especially when co
mpounded.  It would be more helpful if we could separate it and connect it with v¡rid¡
gama˙.  But then we will have the problem of its turning into "calan."  Could calada©k
a be birud¡©ka,  or some such word?  It cannot be a©kak¡ra, but we need a "challenge
r", 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 a
t all absolutely essential, as little as possible. I have been thinking over this problem n
ow-a-days (March 1990). I think we need a prakƒta  to be in s¡m¡n¡dhikara∆ya with a©
kak¡ra or challenger. The dark moving rain cloud is what is missing and needed! The 
present text reads calada©ka. If we change only one letter, just one letter, we may get 
what is missing!! Let us read jalad¡©ka!!! We leave this problem for the next generatio
n to think upon and resolve.

    This is how the verse would read after all the above discussion and decision:

       Tƒ∆¡ni bh¶bhƒtka akeßu nikßipan ravai˙ sphurdv•ramƒda©ganisvana˙.
       Ta∂itprad•pair jalad¡©kal•lay¡  nid¡gham anvißyati v¡rid¡gama˙.

                   *              *              *   

    Bh creates a bitter controversy over:

         Namatyaya˙≈y¡mala≈aßpama∆∂ala-sthitendragopapracay¡su v¡rida˙.
         Giristhal•ßu cyuta≈akrak¡rmuka- bhram¡d ivodbhr¡ntata∂idvilocana˙.  [13:37]
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    This is one of those  examples cited by Bh where he has gone against the reading of
 N!  In 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 as
sert the supremacy of "namatyayam" over "namatyaya˙" reminds us of the following sa
dukti:

    Gha aµ bhindy¡t pa aµ chindy¡t kury¡d v¡ r¡sabhadhvanim.
    Yena kena prak¡re∆a prasiddha˙ purußo bhavet.

    It is to be remembered that

       J has "namatyaya˙-",

       B has "namatyaya˙-",

       N has "namatyaya˙-."

       Even the R text has "namatyaya˙-."

    Then how did "namatyayam" creep in?  Well, the R ed. has a long errata listing a tot
al of 79 corrections.  Strangely enough, or appropriately enough, even this "Errata" ne
eds another errata!

    N had commented upon R's ed. as early as 1945 in the following words:

    Sva. Ma. Ma. ˛r• Paµ. R¡m¡vat¡ra≈arma∆¡µ n¡mn¡ saµskƒtam 1927 I. varße [sic. i
n reality published in 1978 Vikram¡bda,  i.e. 1921/22 A.D.] K¡≈ikajñ¡nama∆∂al¡t pra
k¡≈itaµ saµskara∆am idam doßeßu prathamam satyamev¡ti≈ete. Atra prathamasaµsk
ara∆asth¡- ≈uddhißu kvacidaµ≈ata˙ ≈odhit¡svapi [note] naikatra n¶tan¡≈uddhiparamp
ar¡sƒß ir eva dƒß ipathaµ pray¡ti. Etatsaµskartr¡ prathamasaµskara∆astha≈uddhya≈ud
dhipatram api na vyalok•ti citram.  Etanmudra∆¡dikaµ tath¡ vi≈ƒ©khalam asti  yath¡ ta
d avalokya ciraµ cekhidyate ceta˙.  [Prast¡van¡, p. 5]

    An examiner examining a group of answer books is easily able to detect who steals 
from whom!  Bh is truly a nakalch• bandar!  In my Prast¡van¡ on p. 5, I have erroneou
sly given 1927 (A.D.)  as the date of publication of R ed.  It is wrong.  In reality it is 19
21/22, because its date (as given in the book) is 1978 Vikrama era.  Bh copied the wro
ng date on page 1 of his "Kiñcit Pr¡st¡vikam"!  With reference to the editor R, he calls 
him his guruvary¡∆¡m.  Did Bh really see the book even once in his life time from a cr
itical point of view?  He just copies N in its evaluation except that he insists that in som
e cases he has changed N's readings.  The changes are for "worse", rather than for "be
tter."  Misra, by the way, correctly gives the date on p. 111 of his Bibliography.

    Nagar continues:

    Khanipr¡durbh¶taµ ratnaµ sadyo malinam eva j¡yate.  Paraµ y¡th¡rthyena kal¡ni
ß∆¡to janas tat kaßa∆¡din¡  manojñ•kƒtya lokasamakßam upasth¡payati. Î¡. Byuhlara-
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saµskara∆adoß¡ na khalu na so∂havy¡˙. Sa tv¡s•t pr¡thamika˙ pray¡sa˙.  Paraµ dod
¶yate'nta˙kara∆aµ yadr¡m¡vat¡ra≈arma∆¡µ saµskara∆e tad ratnaµ pa©kakala©kita
m eva dƒßti-gocaram ¡y¡ti, kutas t¡vat punar ujjval•kƒti˙. Tatra khalu Î¡. Byuhlarasa
µskara∆¡≈uddhayas tu n¡mnaiva  saµ≈odhit¡˙,  [note again] paraµ tato'pyadhik¡˙ sƒ
ß ¡ n¶tan¡≈uddhaya˙.  Prathamasaµskara∆asth¡≈uddhi- sa©khy¡ dvit•ye dvigu∆•bh¶y
a 400 a©kaµ bhajate.  [Upodgh¡ta. p.
4]

    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 so
me corrections.  Whether the person was a m¶rkha≈iroma∆i (crest-jewel of the fools), o
r Bƒhaspati himself, it is evident that he did not understand the meaning of the compou
nd word aya˙≈y¡mala≈aßpama∆∂alasthitendragopapracay¡su.

    To support "namatyayam" over "namatyaya˙" is totalitarian dictatorship or simply a f
ool's obstinacy.  But that is exactly what Bh does.  He asserts:  "namatyaya˙ iti p¡ h¡t n
amatyayam iti p¡ ha eva sam•c•na˙." [Mark eva!] He does not advance any argument.  
He does not give any cogent reason. He merely dictates.  Cf. his statement on "yasy¡ b
hr¡t¡", 18:47. Bh overlooks the dictum: Ek¡kin• pratijñ¡ hi pratijñ¡taµ na s¡dhayet--M
ere assertion does not validate a theory.

    Once again we would like to remind pseudo-critics like Bh that appreciation of poetr
y is not an exact, verifiable science.  It is a subtle art--a feeling--which can be experie
nced only through the cultivated senses.  We have: a) ≈ußko vƒkßas tiß hatyagre.  We m
ay also have b) n•rasatarur iha vilasati purata˙.  How can we prove by any scientific e
vidence or methodology that (b)  is much more charming than (a)?

    We can only conclude that someone did not know what "namatyaya˙≈y¡mala" mean
t.  And so he made it "namatyayaµ ≈y¡mala!"  Such critics have existed all along since 
the creation of this universe.  It is with reference to such simpletons that a great poet s
ang long, long ago:

    Bindudvandvatara©git¡grasara∆i˙ kart¡ ≈irobindukam
         karmeti krama≈ikßit¡nvayakal¡ ye ke'pi tebhyo'ñjali˙.  (or tebhyo nama˙)

    A true sahƒdaya reader may recall:

         Kimapi kimapi mandaµ mandam ¡sattiyog¡d
              aviralitakapolam jalpator akrame∆a.
         A≈ithilaparirambhavy¡pƒtaikaikadoß∆or
              aviditagatay¡m¡ r¡trir eva vyaraµs•t.
                                            (Uattarr¡macarita)

    Once upon a time there was a heartless, senseless, thoughtless,  careless fellow who
 tried to improve this kav•ndrokti and recommended that the  penultimate word be cha
nged to evam! No further comments are necessary.
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    Let us see what the poet wants to say:  It is the rainy season.  It is raining dogs and c
ats.  The plateaus (the mountain tops, the table-lands) are dark green, very green inde
ed.  There are millions of tiny red insects.  All of a sudden there is a terrible flash of lig
htening.  This is all prakƒta ,  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  (rainbo
w) fall down?  Did I pour so heavily?  Did I fell it?"  The ground strewn with red insect
s is imagined to be the rainbow, fallen down on the ground, as it were, from the sky, b
y the force of the torrential rain!  The flash of lightning is imagined to be the scared ey
es of the cloud.  Such a ground is mistaken for the rainbow.

    Now a discerning reader, a true sahƒdaya can place his hand on his heart and answ
er the following question:  There are two possible meanings: (1) This cloud or (2) the g
round is dark green, like ayas (steel).  Which of the two would make a better sense?  A
 person with a cultivated  (saµskƒta) mind, capable of appreciating the beauties of a p
oetic genius like Bilha∆a 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 li
ght green.  Now in spite of all this, if someone insists on namatyayaµ ≈y¡mala- we can 
only fold our hands in reverance and say--ye ke'pi tebhyo'ñjali˙ .  We may also remind 
the pretender, who does not have a heart, tender like a lotus, but has a machine as har
d as  a cinder:

         ˛¶ro'si kƒtavidyo'si dar≈an•yo'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 frag
rance 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 low on the mountains on whi
ch 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]

    We have shown throughout this study--here, there, and everywhere-- how miserably
 B and G fail to represent the poet's h¡rda in a true and faithful manner.  One more ex
ample 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 Caritacandrik¡ which had e
xplained this verse in early forties when its writer was only in his early twenties.  This i
s what Candrik¡ stated:

    Ayo lauham tadvat ≈y¡maleßu ≈aßpama∆∂aleßu b¡latƒ∆asam¶heßu sthit¡ indragop¡n
¡µ ≈onavar∆ak• avi≈eß¡∆¡µ (Hi. b•rabah¶ •) pracay¡ y¡su t¡su....

    In spite of this B & G say--"fire-flies"!  The Sanskrit equivalent for "fire-flies" is kha
dyota˙!  It is glow-worm.  Yet it does not constantly glow.  It does not continuously shi
ne.  Its shining is intermittent.

    Also to be noted is the word "sthita" used by Bilha∆a.  A fly does not remain "sthita"
.  It FLIES.  It is cañcala!  Indragopas are red insects confined to the ground.  They are



186

 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.  H
ere is what he says:

  13.37a
    For aya˙ "iron" (in earlier edd.).  ed. ter. reads ayam "this"  (taken from the ed. of Pt.
 R¡m¡vat¡ra ˛arm¡).  aya˙≈y¡mala-, "black as iron", in itself would make good sense. 
 Yet, since the description concerns here a single detail--one particular cloud--of the ra
iny season ayaµ...v¡rida˙, "this (particular)...  cloud", seems called for.  Cp. next verse
;  am• payomuca˙, "those (particular) clouds."  [p.21]

    We need not tell Mister Misra that if the poet wanted to have "one" cloud, his purpo
se would have been easily served by the singular number--v¡rida˙ namati!  Misra is n
ot unaware of the fact that R, which is full of innumerable inaccuracies, seems to have
 been associated by someone with the great name of Mah¡mahop¡dhy¡ya Pa∆∂ita R¡
m¡vat¡ra ˛arm¡.  The question is how much faith we could place in that someone?

    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--am• payomuca˙.  He translates am• as "those", i.e. p
ratham¡bahuvacanam--asau, am¶, am•.  He brings payomuca˙ in s¡m¡n¡dhikaranya w
ith am•.  He translates the word payomuca˙ as the clouds, i.e.  pratham¡bahuvacanam. 
 We cannot believe that a person who claims to have earned a Ph.D. on this writing, ca
n write all this.  Let us read the full verse once again:

       Am• viyann•lasarojama∆∂ala- pralamban¡lapratimalla∂ambar¡˙.
       Ana©gan¡r¡caparampar¡nibh¡˙  patanti dh¡r¡nicay¡˙ payomuca˙.

    Misra's gurus ought to have told him that am• is not connected with "payomuca˙", bu
t it is connected with "dh¡r¡nicay¡˙."  "Payomuca˙" is not pratham¡bahuvacanam but i
t is ßaß hyekavacanam.  The meaning is not "these clouds" but the torrential rain--dh¡r¡
nicay¡˙ of this cloud!  Ke patanti?  Dh¡r¡nicay¡˙ 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:

         Nir•kßya vidyunnayanai˙ payodo  mukhaµ ni≈¡y¡m abhis¡rik¡y¡˙.
         Dh¡r¡nip¡tai˙ saha  kiµ nu v¡nta≈   candro'yam ity¡rtataraµ rar¡sa.
                                                                  Smk. 71:7  Abhis¡rik¡paddhati˙.
                                                                 Hariharasya? Rather anonymous.

 Bh as translator
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    I have not yet gone through the translation work of Bh in its entirety.  But whatever 
I have seen is enough to hurt a sahƒdaya.  We are not sure if Bh really understands the
  poet's heart and soul.

    Let us take the verse 13:54:

         Payodavƒndaµ gaganasthalollasat-ta∂illat¡dohadakardamadyuti.
         Cak¡sti sa©kr¡ntakala©kam ambhas¡m  nabha≈cyut¡n¡m iva g¡lan¡µ≈ukam.  [1
3:54]

    Bh translates the quarter ...ta∂illat¡dohadakardamadyuti as follows:

"y¡ ta∂idr¶pi∆• lat¡ tasy¡ dohadar¶po" (•psito) yo  [sic]  kardama˙" ("dohadasy¡rtha˙ '
kh¡da' iti "Hindy¡m") [!] "paµka˙ pañko'str• s¡dakardamau" ityamara˙"; "tasya" "dyu
tiriva dyuti˙ k¡ntir" yasya tat.

    We are learning for the first time in our life that the word dohada in Hindi means kh
¡da, i.e. manure or fertilizer!  Bh might have thought that since there is lat¡ (creeper) 
we must have the manure as well!  That may be his logic. No Hindi dictionary gives th
e meaning as claimed by Bh.  Of course, the ˛abdakalpadruma of R¡j¡ R¡dha K¡nta 
Deva (V¡r¡∆as•, 1967) says:  Dohada˙ puµ.  kl. (doham ¡karßaµ dad¡t•ti.  doha+da+
ka˙)  garbhi∆yabhil¡ßa˙. S¡da iti bh¡aßa." It does"not say kh¡da.  It says s¡da. Also it 
does not say  Hindi bh¡ß¡, but only bh¡ß¡.  Now this lexicographer hailed from Bengal
.  His  bh¡ß¡  would naturally be Bengali. Well, in Bengali s¡da does mean  icch¡, abh
il¡ßa,  garbhi∆•ra spƒih¡ and dohada.  Also, it is to be noted that s¡da is derived from s
¡dha = icch¡.

    However, MW lists one of the meanings of dohada as  a kind of fragrant substance 
used as manure, Naish. 1:82.

     *                      *                       *

    Misra exemplifies Ghu∆¡kßarany¡ya:

    Here is an exceptional case.  In understanding and interpreting the following verse 
N committed an error.  Misra corrects it.  We can call it only a ghu∆¡kßarany¡ya:

         Sarvadaiva hƒdayaµ mal•masam  na kßa∆am spƒ≈ati te prasannat¡m.
         Tat khalatvam akhilopat¡pina˙  pußpak¡rmukanƒpasya vallabha.  [14:44]

    Misra says:

  14.44c
    Instead of khalatvam", "roguishness", which cannot be construed unless one makes 
an arbitrary addition like "tava ni≈citam eva" (ed. ter., comm.) and changes the nomina
tive vallabha˙ into the vocative vallabha,  read tat khala tvam...vallabha˙,  therefore, t
hou rogue, art the friend of... [p. 22]



188

    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 vallabha˙ is concerned] and suggested the 
reading  [he]  vallabha for vallabha˙ because he took khalatvam  (bh¡ve) as one word 
meaning  duß atvam.  He did not notice the padaccheda (break of the words)  between 
khala  and tvam in J!  Bühler does not have the padaccheda!  Neither does R. N here h
as proved the truth of the age-old saying:  Ekaµ sandhitsato'param pracyavate . In tryin
g to keep khalatvaµ as one word, he erroneously changed vallabha˙ to vallabha. Bh f
ollows N blindly. He has no thinking of his own!  However, Misra brings out to light th
e real purport of the poet.

    Today [Oct. 31, 1977] I saw J once again  after I read Misra.  There IS a sign of pad
accheda between "khala" and "tvam".   Also on the top there is a gloss "he" for "khala"
!  [sambodhanam!]

                   *              *              *

    Bilha∆a composed:

         Subha a˙ pramad¡kar¡rpit¡m  dalayan n¡garakha∆∂v• ik¡m.
         Ripudantigha ¡su kha∆∂anam  tƒ∆am uts¡hava≈¡d amanyata.  [15:6]

    Misra reads:

         Subha a˙ pramad¡kar¡rpitam  dalayan n¡garakha∆∂av• ik¡m.  [p. 33]

    Misra takes a stand here which cannot be justified.  He copies B.  N reads--t¡m, whi
ch is correct.  It qualifies a feminine compound-- n¡garakha∆∂av• ik¡m.

    Also, could we have one word--ripudantigha ¡sukha∆∂anam and  have  gha ¡n¡m  i
n the  vigraha ?  J however has a padaccheda between gha ¡su and kha∆∂anam.

                   *              *              *

    Here is an interesting point. In S¶ktimukt¡val•, Hemantapaddhati˙  63:8 and 63:9  (16
:14 and 16:15 of Vikram¡©kadevacarita) appear as follows:

      A  Samakßam api s¶ryasya paryabh¶yata padmin•.          
          Tejasvino'pi kurvanti kiµ k¡la va≈am ¡gat¡˙.  8

      B  Madvairi∆a˙ ka hor¡µ≈or iyaµ pra∆ayabh¶r iti.  
           Roß¡d iva tuß¡re∆a paryabh¶yata padmin•.  9 

    Bilha∆a's order is:

    16:14 B  [.4 niradahyata  padmin•. Niradahyata  is much better in the  context.
    16:15 A
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    Misra notices only 16:14.  He does not notice 16:15.  Does it not add further weight t
o the inference that  he did not consult the original source, i. e. "Smk"'s edn. (GOS)!

    Of course, repeating the same paryabh¶yata  is no good composition. So Bilha∆a's or
iginal is preferable.

                   *              *              *

 Wrong Construction Leads to Destruction

    We can see how wrong construction of readings of B creates a destruction of the me
aning in the following verse:

    Gaur•vibhramadh¶padh¶mapa ala≈y¡m¡yam¡nodar¡˙
         ka∆ hakßodabhay¡n na ye kavalit¡˙ ˛r•ka∆ haka∆ horagai˙.
    Sph¡ronm•lita≈¡rad¡gƒhabƒhaddv¡r¡gragha∆ ¡rav¡s
         te ≈l¡gh¡m alabhanta Kuntalapate˙ Kail¡sa≈ail¡nil¡˙.
                                                    [16:51]

    The third and fourth lines in B read as follows:

    Sph¡ronm•lita≈¡rad¡gƒhabƒhaddvar¡n mud¡ nirgat¡s
         te ≈l¡gh¡m alabhanta Kuntalapate˙ Kail¡saraudr¡nil¡˙.
                           (underlined Byuhlarakavi-vacanam)

    The destruction created by the wrong reconstruction in the text may be presented an
d explained as follows:

     16:51.1  ≈y¡m¡yamodar¡˙ P. (omission and wrong copying by  P.  J is correct).  

     16:51.2  All have kßoda.  My conjecture is kßobha.

     16:51.3  -gƒhabƒddv¡rav¡ste --P. (omission).  J has gƒhavƒhaddv¡r¡graghaµ ¡rav¡s
te.         Letters   h a d-r¡ gra gha µ ¡ not copied by P.  In other words, although J 

       does contain these five specific   letters, they have been inadvertently   om
itted by P!

     16:51.3  -gƒhabƒhaddv¡r¡n mud¡ nirgat¡s.  B attempts to   emend. There is no     
         achievement!  It proves to be a    fruitless effort.

     16:51.4  Kail¡saraul¡nil¡˙  P.  Certainly it is a doubtful    case in original, i.e. "≈ai" 
of J 

      mistaken for    "rau" by the press-copyist.  It would have been like     "≈ai" i
n     

      P.  Cf 6:46.3 reading of P vi≈ikhar¡ka,  where ≈a has been mistaken for r¡.  
    Two occurences  of one type of error.  
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     16:51.4  Kail¡saraudr¡nil¡˙  B. Raudra (=fierce) winds  are not applauded. They 
  
       won't get ≈l¡gh¡ of  Kuntalapati. Absence of any sense created where perf

ect        sense was reigning supreme.

Together J has:
Sph¡ ro nm• li ta ≈¡ ra d¡ gƒ ha bƒ ha ddv¡ r¡ gra gha∆  ¡ ra v¡s

P has:
Sph¡ ro nm• li ta ≈¡ ra d¡ gƒ ha bƒ 0  ddv¡  0   0   0   0  ra v¡s

B has:
Sph¡ ro nm• li ta ≈¡ ra d¡ gƒ ha bƒ ha ddv¡ r¡ nmu d¡ nir ga t¡s

So P omitted second ha.  Bühler restored it correctly.

P omitted r¡ after ddv¡.  Bühler restored it correctly.

P also omitted three more letters: [a] gra ghaµ  ¡.

     Bühler, however,  could not fill the lacuna correctly.  In an attempt to secure the tru
e and correct reading, B threw away the last two letters  ra   v¡ (= sound) of P, i.e. last 
two letters of the cara∆a.  And he created through his own imagination six letters  (incl
uding one halanta)  r¡n mud¡ nirgat¡s as the substitutes.  Let it be reiterated that his fir
st letter is a correct restoration.  However, nmud¡  nirgat¡s is merely a wild guess. It d
oes not convey the meaning intended by the poet.  The editor had a right to  create thr
ough his own imagination any number of letters to bring some plausible meaning.  Ho
wever, we wonder if he had any right to throw away the two most significant letters ra 
v¡  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.  Pr
obably while copying, the eyes of P jumped from first ra to second ra in consonance w
ith the ma∆∂¶kaplutiny¡ya  (maxim of the jumping of the frog) or what we have terme
d netrocchalanam.  Originally this is how [...] he might have read [We cannot reproduc
e the diagram here through letters. It will have to be drawn graphically.]  ≈¡rad¡gƒhab
ƒddv¡....rav¡s.  Thus the letters represented by ellipses  were totally omitted.

    In brief, B really missed only "a gragha∆ ¡."  Since he did not have the gha∆ ¡, i.e t
he bells,  he had to discard also their sound rava.

    August A. Haack's German translation (1899)  of the original Sanskrit was based on 
Bühler's text.  Naturally he translates the words sph¡ronm•lita-≈¡rad¡-gƒha-bƒhaddv¡r
¡n mud¡ nirgat¡s as "coming out of the huge gates of Durga's [!] house, the gates that 
were thrown open with great force, etc.  [How ˛¡rad¡ could be translated as Durg¡ unl
ess we treat Mah¡k¡l•, Mah¡lakßm• and Mah¡ssarasvat• as one here!  But that is not t
he issue here.]  The above quotation is a re-translation in English of his German words
.  The original German in full reads:  Indische Stimmungsbilder, Sieben Episoden des "
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Vikramanka-deva caritam  aus dem Sanskrit uebersetzt und erklart, von August Haack
.  Sudoll bei Ratibor, 1899. p. 84.

    51. Die durch das grosse, mit einem Prall geoffnete Thor des Hauses der Durga  her
ausgekommenen  Kailasa  Winde, welche von den Schlangen,  der Perlenschnur  Civa
s's, aus Furcht vor dem Zermalmen des Halses nicht verschluckt worden sind - dunkelb
raun sind ihre Hohlungen durch die -Rauchmassen des a•ucherwerks bei den Buhlkun
sten  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 da
sh into the house [temple] but they cannot come out of the house by throwing the door
s open, because they do not originate inside the house!  Here they come out of the Kai
l¡sa mountain!!  From the open space!!!

    All this trouble arose because while copying J, the transcriber P omitted some letters
 (5 in number)--r¡gragha∆ ¡ and the editor B subsequently activated and energised his
 own poetic muse and invented certain substitute letters, thus making the whole readin
g as nmud¡ nirgat¡s.  Thus the most significant element, the gha∆ ¡rava "chime of the 
bells" was lost and the winds had to come out of the temple!  They are in Devan¡gar•. 
 Some being conjunet consonants.  "r¡ "gra" "gha" "∆ ¡".

    We maintain that Bühler took undue liberty with the poet.  He ought to have left the 
lacuna as it was found in P.  The best or utmost he could have done is to enclose his co
njectural reading within  [ ]  square brackets.  His performance was unscholarly at leas
t 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 wor
d gha∆ ¡rava and so they could speak of the "chime of bells." Their translation reads:

    [The] winds from the mount Kail¡sa, which wafted [?] the chime of bells in front of t
he huge doors of the temple of ˛¡rad¡ that were wide open, which were not gorged by
 the serpents round the neck of ˛iva  out of the fear of their throats being bruised [?] (a
nd) which were blackened by the mass of the smoke of incense at the amorous sports [
?] of Gaur•, received eulogy from the king of Kuntala.

    The translators have taken the word unm•lita to mean "wide open" doors!  It is not cl
ear how  they could have derived the expression "wafted" when there is no other word
 (verb, kriy¡pada)  to express the action.  "Waft" is all right in connection with the soun
d of the bells, but this specific action is not represented in the original.  There is no wor
d like v¡dana or c¡lana" or v¡yuprerita , etc. "Waft" means "to cause to move, or go lig
htly by, or as if by the impulse of wind or waves." According to Monier-Williams, "waft
"  (of English) could be translated in Sanskrit, as ≈anai˙ ≈anair v¡yau vah, or ¡ni, vayu
n¡  prer  or pra∆ud or  upanud."

    The reason why the serpents of ˛iva did not swallow the Kail¡sa winds lies in the fa
ct that they contained the smoke of Gaur•'s vibhramadh¶pa incense.  As compared to k
ßoda the term kßobha 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.  T
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he translators have missed the significance of this phenomenon.  The adjective sph¡ro
nm•lita does not qualify the doors of the ˛¡rad¡ temple, but the gha∆ ¡rava, the sound 
of the bells, which was highly magnified by the strong gusts of winds.  cf. J¡lodg•r∆air 
upacitavapu˙ ke≈asaµsk¡radh¶pai˙.  Meghad¶ta.  Also  Bilha∆a himself: Kury¡d an¡r
dreßu kim a©gan¡n¡m ke≈eßu kƒß∆¡gurudh¶pav¡sa˙.

    N has correctly explained the passage in his Candrik¡:

    Sph¡ram atyartham unm•lito vist¡raµ n•ta˙   ˛¡rad¡gƒhasya K¡≈m•ra-Sarasvat•-ma
ndirasya bƒhaddv¡r¡greßu sthit¡n¡m gha∆ ¡n¡m ravo yais te.

These words of N have been copied by Bh, syllable by syllable--akßara≈a˙--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 wo
rds within two asterisks.

 Misra Tries to Show Off

    Misra just wanted to show off.  One of his chapters is headed "Secondary Source Ma
terial Relating to Vikram¡©kadevacarita.  

    So Misra decided to tell the world that the text  of the Vikram¡©kadevacarita  here ha
s been corrected by N with the help of some secondary source material.  It is not true.  
N is not a k¡vy¡rthacaura that he would not disclose his source!  Had he taken any hel
p from any of the so called "secondary" sources of Misra, he would have certainly ack
nowledged it in his Prast¡van¡. We are not sure if Misra even read N's Prast¡van¡.  N'
s text is based on J.  Whatever is there [in N] is found in J even today, unless otherwis
e specified.

    Misra confuses between J and P, maybe deliberately.  On p. 63 under 16:51(c) he sa
ys:

    In: Vcar. MS. the syllables ha  in  bƒhat and r¡gragha∆ ¡ are left out. Bühler (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 o
mnipotent, 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:  gƒhabƒddv¡rav¡ste ≈l¡
gh¡- P.  Now "P" does not mean "J". Misra ought to have read pages one to three of N'
s  Prast¡van¡. This omission of J by P and subsequent attempt on the part of Bühler to 
restore the text were so significant that they were specifically noted by N as illustration
s of Bühler's futile attempts to restore the text.

    On page 3 N clearly says:
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    Param ito'dhikaµ vismay¡vah¡ni bah¶ni vipar•ta-sthal¡nyapi pura upatiß hanti.  Tat
h¡hi pra. pustake bƒddv¡rav¡ste  (ßo∂a. 51)  itya≈uddha˙ p¡ ho'sti.  Ja. pusake tvady¡pi
 bƒhaddv¡r¡gragha∆ ¡rav¡ste  iti spaß am ev¡ste.

    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!  Th
e same kind of phenomenon we witness with regard to Caritacandrik¡.  Bh took it to b
e an ancient work and continued to believe so in spite of my protest!  I wrote to him im
mediately after his first volume was published that it was my work, yet he did not chan
ge his stand. K¡lid¡sa did not give his name even when he composed such immortal p
oems  like Kum¡rasaµbhava, Meghad¶ta  and Raghuvaµ≈a.  But for the strict rule and t
radition of n¡ ya≈¡stra he might have omitted his name even from the Abhijñ¡na≈¡kunt
alam.  N did not want to claim Caritacandrik¡ to be acclaimed as an outstanding, epoc
h-making work that deserved an outstanding prize in literature.  To him  the  restoratio
n of the text was much more significant.  To N his Upodgh¡ta  was much more valuabl
e.  Probably Bh knew the truth.  But since he wanted to continue to incorporate Candri
k¡ 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 Upodgh¡ta , and his r
econstruction of the text took much more of his time, energy, and attention than what 
was needed to write Caritacandrik¡.  In fact his contribution to Bilha∆a, if there is any,
 lies in the first two components and not in the last one.  

    The editor of S¶ktimukt¡val• notes on p. 58  a variant reading for 16:51 (end):

    Santatam am• Kail¡sa≈ail¡nil¡˙ ityatra Kuntalapate˙
      Kail¡saraudr¡nil¡˙ iti p¡ habheda˙.

So Bühler's mis-construction has been taken to be a legitimate, variant reading!
Excellent! 
                   *              *              *

    We see Misra once again indulging in some unwanted emendation in:

         Nirantaraµ Brahmapur•bhir ¡vƒtam  cak¡ra tatraiva puraµ sa p¡rthiva˙.
         Viriñcilok¡t suralokata≈ ca yad  vibh¶ßya bh¡g¡viva kautuk¡t kƒtam.  [17:29]

    Misra expounds:
  
17.29d     Vibh¶ßya "having decorated", does not suit the context here.  Read vim¶ßya  
[!]. "having stolen" (Dh¡tup.  1.707 m¶ßa [!] steye): [Is this muß or mußa?

    b-d  cak¡ra tatraiva puraµ sa p¡rthiva˙/         
           viriñcilok¡t suralokata≈ ca yad         
           vibh¶ßya bh¡g¡v iva... kƒtam// 
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    "The king built just there [!] a city, which was made [by him] as if he had stolen/rob
bed (vim¶ßya) two pieces  [pieces or parts?] [one] from the world of Brahm¡n [!] and [t
he other] from the world of the gods."

Note that ed. ter. explains vibh¶ßya by alaµkƒtya but gives in the end as the sense (bh
¡va):... bh¡gau gƒh•tv¡ racitam. bha and ma are easily confounded in the MS.  [p. 22]

    Still there remains an unsolved problem.  J definitely and clearly has vibh¶ßya.  My 
conjecture is vikƒßya.  Or, could it be vicitya?  However, Misra suggests vim¶ßya.  He s
ays 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.  In my paper entitled "Bilha∆a's N
¡r¡ya∆apura:  Temple, Tank, and Town," I had changed the reading to vikƒßya.

    On August 22, 1990 we thought of another word--vijitya.  But it is far removed from 
the original reading--vibh¶ßya.  It seems we wil have to stay with vibh¶ßya unless and 
until we find a better substitute.

         *                   *                   *

    The following verse poses a problem in textual reconstruction:

         Saharßam ityapsaras¡m aj¡yata praj¡garaµ pañca≈arasya tanvat•.
         Prav•raka∆ hagrahar¡ntakautuka-pradh¡vit¡n¡µ ≈rava∆¡mƒtaµ kath¡.  [17:64]

    Let us compare the various readings:

    17:64.3  grahar¡nt¡ [?]  -graha∆¡[?]mta  [?]- J.  The Jaina Devan¡gar• ∆¡ of J could
 be easily mistaken by a foreigner for r¡. -graha≈¡nta  - B. Cf.  vi≈ikha≈akala  vs. vi≈ikha
r¡ka.  B lists the variant readings in the fns.  A discerning reader has a chance to consi
der,  weigh, and evaluate if the rejected reading is not better.  R does not list any  alter
native readings at all.  Hence naturally the reader is likely to conclude that it is a mista
ke of the scribe.  He has no clue to think of a better rendering.  In other words Bühler i
s scholarly, while R is not.

    17:64  B does not contain Etadanantaraµ kulakam.  [B omits all such literary essenti
als]. It does not appear even in the fn of B.

    Here is our Misra:

    There is no such word as r¡nta-  (edd. sec. and ter.;  Bühler  therefore conjectures ≈
¡nta- which, however,  does not yield good sense,  since prav•raka∆ hagraha≈¡ntakaut
uka- , would mean: "the desire that had ceased from [or for?] embracing the great hero
s [heroes, Mr. Misra!]."  Read s¡ndra, "intense, strong" (cp. 17.18; 18.52):  -s¡ndrakaut
uka-, "intense desire", [!] cp.  Kum. 7.62 t¡s¡m...s¡ndrakut¶hal¡n¡m,  "of those women
 whose desire/ curiosity was intense." [p. 22]  Misra says: "There is no such word as r¡
nta."  What about those scholars in Varanasi (the ancient seat of Sanskrit learning)  wh
o worked with Bh in bringing out his worthy ed.?
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It is not proper to say here--"Bühler therefore conjectures..."  Bühler had no other read
ing except what he has given, i.e. ≈¡nta.  Where does an opportunity occur for him to c
onjecture?  Where was the need?  Why would he conjecture at all?  The way Misra wri
tes, it would seem that Bühler conjectured in 1874, after he had read N's ed.  (1945) a
nd Bh ed. in 1964, and found that their readings were not acceptable!

    The two letters creating the problem very much look like "∆¡nta" (old Devan¡gar• st
yle, where the letter "∆a" resembles "r¡". This is in contradistinction to Mar¡ h• (b¡˚ab
odha) "∆a."  The difference can be better seen when given in original Devan¡gar• scri
pt and not transliterated into Roman script.  For approximate visualization we can cite t
he letter 'U' + a bar.  This makes Marathi ∆a.

    Once again I would like to reiterate here, even at the risk of being repetitive, that D
rs. Bühler 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 wa
s not their mother tongue and they did not begin their primary education in an environ
ment of, say, a Hindu Br¡hma∆a  born and brought up in Varanasi. No matter what we
 think or say, Devan¡gar• was still a foreign script to them. They were not raised with i
t.  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 Sa
hityacharya from the Government Sanskrit College, Banaras  (probably the most exact
ing and demanding Sanskrit degree  in India),  having studied Sanskrit for at least 14 y
ears.  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 a
nd taught the Vikram¡©kadevacarita for several years.  I had also seen the B ed.  I had
 also seen P--the transcript of J-- made by Bühler and Jacobi.  I had consulted some ot
her manuscripts too.  So there was nothing surprising if I could do a more representativ
e 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." (Bühler, Introd.)

    Also, I might add here that through the courtesy of Munivara Sri Pu∆yavijayaj• Mah
¡r¡ja, the same precious MS. J was brought to Ahmedabad in 1960.  I took it to Bomba
y 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 pra
ctically no "tools" yet went on constructing and reconstructing the Vikram¡©kadevacarit
a 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.  How
ever, we  cannot accept ≈¡nta as an appropriate representation, because, if the anxiety
 is ≈¡nta = quenched--≈¡nta-kautuka, then there is no justification for pradh¡vana.  One
 does not run if one's anxiety is satisfied.
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    Bühler created ≈¡nta out of his brain It is always necessary to keep in mind that whe
n we mention the name of Dr. Georg Bühler in these contexts, it is only an upalakßa∆a.
  The press copy for the printing of the Carita was prepared by someone else, here Shr
i Vamanacarya Jhalkikar, who could have taught students like Misra Sanskrit for one h
undred years, if both could have lived that long.  Certain changes were also recomme
nded by Bhimacarya, a brother of Vamanacarya.  without considering the consequenc
es. "˛¡nta" is certainly not acceptable. Since ≈¡nta  and r¡nta are very close in appear
ance (i.e. orthographically in Devan¡gar•, the way P was prepared)  N conjectured r¡n
ta.  One  who has thoroughly studied and examined both J and P alone knows how J w
as  converted into a "copy" by Bühler and Jacobi, as explained above.  And on the bas
is 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 s
cholarly and desirable method, we could lengthen the vowel in ∆anta  [which seems to 
be the reading in J]  and make it ∆¡nta .  Then we can interpret:  prav•raka∆ hagraha∆a
m anta˙ or ante yasya t¡dƒ≈aµ yat kautukaµ tena pradh¡vit¡n¡m.  Urged by the anxiet
y, the ultimate objective of which was to embrace the great warriors, they ran... Becau
se 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 en
d"...phaloday¡nt¡ya tapa˙sam¡dhaye.  [Kum¡rasaµbhava 5.6] "ending with (lasting til
l) the attainment of fruit."

    Restoration does not necessarily mean total replacement.  We have to restore with t
he same type of material and the restored object must look like the original one.  S¡nd
ra is too far removed from ∆anta .  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 Bilha∆a) 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 availab
le on this computer, but which looks very much like the repha in, say,  ˛arva, and whic
h is always used by J to lengthen the vowel written incorrectly as short. For example,  
kƒt¡spad¡˙ sv•ya- (17:10).  Here the word "kƒt¡spad¡˙" was read by P as "kƒt¡sparda˙
"!  [An uninformed person like Misra, who has never seen J  has no right to talk about i
t!]  So the original reading could very well be graha∆¡nta .  What about praviraka∆ hag
raha∆¡ttakautuka,  where ¡tta will mean gƒh•ta?

         *                   *                   *

    We have one more play of prank, a b¡lac¡palam,  by Misra Maharaja:

    Yasmin kiñcin na tad upavanam yatra no keliv¡p•
         naiß¡ v¡p• na vißamadhanußk¡rma∆am yatra r¡m¡˙.
    N¡sau r¡m¡  manasijakath¡gh¡tabhagn¡ yuv¡na˙
         k¡maµ yasy¡ na nibi∂atarapremabandhe patanti.  [18:20]

    The brilliant scholar-pretender shows his brilliant scholarship:
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  18:20c     manasijakath¡gh¡tabhagn¡ yuv¡na˙  (in the MS. and subsequent edd.), "yo
ung men broken by the beatings of the love-stories" does not give good sense.  More a
ppropriate would be manasijaka≈¡gh¡tabhagn¡-  (cp. also 7.52; 12.26, "tormented by 
whip strokes by K¡ma."  Tha and ≈a in Devan¡gar• are often confused.  [p. 23]  [We d
on't know how bhagn¡ could mean "tormented"!] By whom? Where? When?  What is t
he evidence?  How many MSS. have you seen Mr. Misra?  Which Devan¡gar• are you
 talking?  It must be of some German make!

    Once again Misra betrays  his total lack of knowledge of kavim¡rga when he makes
 such an absurd suggestion.  Manasija-kath¡ does not necessarily mean "love-stories" 
as Misra tries to restrict the meaning of the word kath¡.  It also means [rather that is th
e primary meaning, given first by Monier-Williams].  conversation, speech, talking tog
ether.  We can translate it by prem¡l¡pa, premasaµbh¡ßa∆a, prema-v¡rt¡, prema-kath
¡.

    Moreover, Manasija, as he is known to us, is not reputed to use the harsh whip as  hi
s weapon.  He uses very soft arrows of flower.  Maybe the German make of "Manasija
" uses a ka≈¡ as his weapon!  Here is an example from S¶ktimukt¡val•:

         Sud•rgh¡ r¡ga≈¡linyo bahuparvamanohar¡˙.
         Tasy¡ virejur a©gulya˙ k¡min¡µ saµkath¡ iva.
               [Str•∆¡m a©gavar∆anapaddhati˙. 53.45]

    The following two verses are alluded to by Misra in discussing the above verse 18:2
0, and in suggesting substitution of kath¡ by ka≈¡!

         Udañcayan kiµ≈ukapußpas¶c•˙ sal•lam ¡dh¶talat¡ka≈¡gra˙.
         Viyogin¡µ nigraha∆¡ya sajja˙ K¡m¡jñay¡ dakßi∆am¡ruto'bh¶t.  [7:52]

         Asaµ≈ayaµ n•lasaroruh¡kßi  sam¡ruroha tvayi pañcab¡∆a˙. 
         Drutair viniry¡si padair yad eß¡ ka≈¡hatevottaral¡ tura©g•.  [12:26]  

    None of the two verses contain even a single set of words that could be made to me
an "tormented by whip strokes by K¡ma."  Mi≈ra≈akti alone can make them mean wha
t Misra wants them to mean.  This is not proper.  Ka≈¡ may be appropriate in the two v
erses just given above.  It is irrelevant to allude to ka≈¡ occurring in these two verses 
while discussing yasmin kiñcin .  We have a saying in Hindi:  jitane k¡le utane b¡pa ke s
¡le!  Misra's effort is "preposterous" to borrow his own terminology, once again.  

    May we suggest vr¡ta for gh¡ta  and magn¡ for bhagn¡?

      *                     *                         *

    Kartuµ k•rty¡ tilakam Alak¡gopur¡∆¡µ gatena
         Krauñcasy¡gre Bhƒgupati≈aracchidram adrer vilokya.
    Yena kr•∂¡lava≈abalit¡˙ p•vare b¡huda∆∂e
         ca∆∂adhv¡ne dhanußi ca ruß¡ s¶trit¡ dƒß ip¡t¡˙.
                                                           [18:35]
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    Misra expounds:

  18:35c      For kr•∂¡ read vr•∂¡:-vr•∂¡lava≈abalit¡˙  dƒß ip¡t¡˙ "glances that are varie
gated/disfigured [!] by a little bit of shame."  [!] For an analogous idea compare 18.57 
savr•∂obh¶t, "he felt ashamed."  The idea seems [!] that shame gives the eye a particu
lar [which one?]  colour.

    Bilha∆a apprehended k¡vy¡rthacauryam.  He warned the kav•ndras against it.  Here
 and there Misra criticizes N by specification,  n¡magr¡ham, 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 Caritacandrik¡ (p.316, lines 3-4) says:  Api n¡ma 'vr•∂¡lava-≈abalit¡˙' iti p
¡ ho'nucita˙ sy¡t?  In the year 1976, Misra claims to have conducted his "investigation
s" 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 Mi≈ropajñam jñ¡nam!  This is call
ed PLAGIARISM, a literary theft, anything but an honest and true scholarship.  Not tha
t Misra did not read p. 316 of N, i.e. this page in Caritacandrik¡, 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:

    Camp¡s•mni Kßitipatikath¡dh¡mni D¡rv¡bhis¡re
         Traigart•ßu kßitißu bhavane Bhartulakßo∆ibhartu˙.
    Kr•∂¡≈ail•kƒtahimagirer h¡sabh•teva yasya
         bhr¡myaty¡jñ¡ sukƒtavasater bh¶˙ prat¡poday¡n¡µ.
                                                      [18:38]

    18:38.3  All have - girer h¡sabh•teva.  My conjecture, himagire˙ ≈•tabh•teva.

    18:38.4  -vasater bh¶prat¡- B 
                  -vasaterbhraprat¡- R

    Let us see what Misra says:

    ≈•tabh•t¡-proposed in ed. sec.  (p. 316) for h¡sabh•t¡- (in other edd.) seems not to be 
[!] required.  h¡sabh•t¡- "afraid of the laughter", gives good sense; cp. 7.4 ≈•tartubh•ty¡
, "out of fear of the winter season." [p. 23]

    In the very beginning we would like to say that Misra raises irrelevant matters.  We 
are not arguing over bh•ti itself; we are arguing over its cause--h¡sa or ≈•ta.  Therefore
, to refer to ≈•tartubh•ty¡ is not proper.  Misra does not advance any argument, or provi
de any explanation.  According to him h¡sabh•t¡  "makes good sense!"  But the questio
n is:  Afraid of whom?  Why?  Misra does not provide any details.  And finally he says:
  cp. 7.4 ˛•tartubh•ty¡, "out of fear of the winter season."  We don't know what is the us
e of alluding to this statement!  Does it make any sense here at all?  Thus we see time 
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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.

 Gacchata˙ skhalanam of N.

    To err is human.  I regret that my interpretation of bh¶˙ prat¡poday¡n¡m (18.38.4) 
was wrong, as pointed out by Shri Nagaraja Rao of Mysore, who had agreed to collob
orate with me and make this work ready for publication.  Unfortunately, however, he c
ould not complete it.

    This was an aside. Bh does not raise any objection to N's  (of Caritacandrik¡) interpr
etation [p. 316]:  Bh¶r utpattisth¡n¡ni karma.  Was he afraid of an ancient [!] comment
ator, as he took Caritacandrik¡k¡ra 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 ≈•tabh•t¡, which appears only here [on p. 316] and not in the original
 text.  I took bh¶˙ to be acc. pl., dvit•y¡ bahuvacanam rather than nom. sing.  prathama
ikavacanam!  Acc. Rao, the pl. of bh¶ would be bhuva˙ and not bh¶˙.  I am indebted t
o Shri Nagaraja Rao for this correction.

    Bh¶˙ is declined like p¶˙ and bhr¶˙ and not as vadh¶˙ or cam¶˙,  where acc. pl. res
embles nom. sing.  Nevertheless Bh (who takes bh¶˙ to be nom. sing.) does not explai
n the real purport at all.  Why kr•∂¡≈ail•kƒtahimagiri is ˛a©kara?  What connection doe
s he have here?  What is the purport of the "heat"-- the second meaning of prat¡pa wh
ich Bh too knows.  He says: prakƒß at¡pa≈ca.

    All the regions mentioned in the verse (Camp¡, D¡rv¡bhis¡ra,  Trigarta and  Bhartul
akßo∆ibhartu˙ bhavane) are in the Him¡laya mountain.  These regions  (territories) ar
e cold.  They need heat, they need warmth.  Unless and until we bring the "heating po
wer" into play, the second meaning of prat¡pa remains inoperative!

    What is kr•∂¡≈aila? It is an artificial hill serving as a pleasure spot; a pleasure mount
ain.  Here is K¡lid¡sa in his Meghad¶ta:

    Tasy¡s t•re racita≈ikhara˙ pe≈alair indran•lai˙
    Kr•∂¡≈aila˙  kanakakadal•veß anaprekßa∆•ya˙.  74.
                                                      [Tasy¡˙ v¡py¡˙]

    Also Harßacarita: 1:6

    And our own poet Bilha∆a:

         Kr•∂¡≈ail•bhavanti pratikalamalin¡m kausum¡˙ p¡µsuk¶ ¡˙.  [7:67]

    Let it be stressed that J and B both have h¡sabh•t¡ .  So N too has the same.  Howev
er, in his Caritacandrik¡ N says:

         N¶nam ≈•tabh•teva ityucita˙ p¡ ha˙.  [p. 316]
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Bh leaves the issue undecided.  He translates the words, following the maxim of makßi
k¡sth¡ne makßik¡ without reaching any conclusion and without getting the true essence
 of the poet's h¡rdam.  He does not arrive at any decision.  The first two lines are clear
 to all.  These are the territories located in the Him¡layas, which owed their allegiance
 to King Ananta of Kashmir.  He was their overlord.  His supremacy was recognized b
y all the vassal kings ruling those mountain regions.  Ananta's command (¡jñ¡) was ho
nored (accepted) by all as the supreme authority.  This is the prakƒta ,  or the statement
 of facts.

    Now comes the aprakƒta , the fanciful world created by the poet--

Yasya ¡jñ¡ bhr¡myati. Yasya Anantasya.  Kathambh¶tasya Anantasya?
Sukƒtavasate˙.  Puna˙ kathambh¶tasya? Kr•d¡≈ail•kƒtahimagire˙.

    These questions too can be easily answered.  Now the big question comes: Why the 
command (f.) (= ¡jñ¡) bhr¡myati, and where?

    Two possible answers have been provided so far: (1)  h¡sabh•teva or ≈•tabh•teva.  B
h makes us uneasy when he translates kr•∂¡≈ail•kƒtahimagire˙ as kr•∂¡≈ail•kƒta˙ kr•∂¡p
arvat•kƒta˙ himagiri˙ Kail¡sa˙ yena tasya ˛ivasya.  This is called mana˙p¶taµ sam¡ca
ret.  Kail¡sa is only a peak of the Him¡layas.  ˛iva has never been described as havin
g made either Kail¡sa or even the Great Him¡laya as his kr•∂¡≈aila.

    Bh has missed the true essence of the word kr•∂¡≈aila.  ˛iva is Dev¡dhideva, Mah¡
deva, the Supreme God of all the gods.  He can make the entire Him¡layas, nay even 
the entire universe as his abode. There is nothing surprising about it.  To limit ˛iva's all
- pervasiveness to Kail¡sa only is to show the limitations of one's own little knowledge
, which is always dangerous.  The fact of the matter is: Kr•∂¡≈ail•kƒtahimagire˙ is the q
ualifying adjective of "Anantasya"--Anant who has made the entire Him¡laya as his kr
•∂¡≈aila (play-hill).  There lies the beauty.  There lies the kavitvam.  That is called vicc
hitti˙.

    Another question is why ˛iva should laugh at Anantasya ¡jñ¡ or Anantasya ¡jñ¡ sho
uld be ˛ivasya h¡s¡d bh•t¡?  Why she should be Kail¡sasya ≈•tabh•t¡?  Is the Greatest 
of the Great Gods ˛iva here prasa©ga-sa©gata at all?  Of course, not.  Bh leaves every
thing for the reader to decide.  He does not want to risk any decision lest he is exposed
, if he is proven wrong.

    ˛iva is depicted white: rajatagirinibham.  Fame is depicted white. ˛iva may be imag
ined to laugh at the white fame.  We bring this here just for the sake of argument.  But 
¡jñ¡ is not depicted white.  So she should not be afraid of being laughed at.  There is n
o s¡dharmya.  There is no sharing of one and the same quality or characteristic.

    Bh has missed the significance of the word prat¡pa although he translates it correctl
y, of course copying from N.  What is prat¡pa?  Prat¡pa is:  Sa prat¡pa˙ prabh¡va≈ ca
 yat teja˙ ko≈ada∆∂ajam.
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    Bh performs the act of ≈ukav¡kyap¡ ham.  He quotes Amara and also copies Caritac
andrik¡--"koßada∆∂ajaµ teja˙ prakƒß at¡pa≈ ca."  We would like to know why Bh brin
gs the meaning prakƒß at¡pa≈ ca?   He does not apply it anywhere!  Then why does he
 bring it in?

    Prat¡pa is compared to fire.  We have numerous examples in literature:

         Yasya prat¡po'gnir ap¶rva eva  j¡garti bh¶bhƒtaka akasthal•ßu.  [9:113].

         Prat¡pam ¡ropya par¡m samunnatim  ya≈a˙ pradar≈yeva ca d¡vabhasmabhi˙.
         Bhajan nid¡gha˙ kƒtakƒtyat¡m iva  svapauruß¡vißkara∆¡n nyavarttata.  [13:1]

B has jagannid¡gha˙ here.  We don't know why Bh did not insist on that reading here! 
 Here is our N•lagu∆∂at¡mra≈¡sanam:  
         Tata˙ prat¡pajvalanaprabh¡va-nirm¶lanirdagdhavirodhivaµ≈a˙.
         Tasy¡tmaja˙ p¡layit¡ dhar¡y¡˙ ˛r•m¡n abh¶d ⁄havamalladeva˙.
                                                                             [N ed. p. 39, Section 8]

    Once again we may remind our neo-expounders that the fame is described as white:

         Yasy¡khilavy¡pi ya≈o'vad¡tam ak¡∆∂adugdh¡mbudhivƒddhi≈a∆k¡m.
         Karoti mugdh¡marasundar•∆¡m  abh¶t sa bh¶yo Jagadekamalla˙.

    And the laughter as well as fame both are described white;

         Han¶mad¡dyair ya≈as¡ may¡ punar  dviß¡µ hasair d¶tapatha˙ sit•kƒta˙.
                                                                                                      [˛r•harßasya]

    Since ¡jñ¡ is not white, it cannot be brought into the picture at all as far as ˛ivah¡sa 
or any white object is concerned.  ⁄jñ¡ is not afraid of the great Him¡layas either, if w
e take into consideration only its colour--whiteness.  

    Why do we have here the word prat¡pa with a second meaning prakƒß a˙ t¡pa˙  (te
rrible heat, or burning fire, etc.)?  Why does a person wander hither and thither in sear
ch 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 conject
ured meaning-- ≈•ta-bh•t¡.  We have a similar expression in:

         Mukhenducandrik¡p¶ra-pl¡vyam¡nau puna˙ puna˙.
         ˛•tabh•t¡viv¡nyonyam tasy¡˙ p•∂ayata˙ stanau.  [8:47]

Here is an actual concrete example of how variant readings are created, especially wh
en the copyist allows his memory to play its part.  Vik. has stanau and not kucau.  I wro
te kucau by relying upon my memory. This phenomenon explains one of the reasons o
f generating variants in anthologies. This may also explain some of the variations betw
een P and the press-copy for B, which was prepared by a great scholar,  real scholar, P
t. 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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    We took (or rather mistook)  bh¶r utpattisth¡n¡ni karma (acc. fem. plural) and want
ed to make it an object of bhr¡myati.  Kutra bhr¡myati?  Prat¡poday¡n¡m bh¶˙:  The r
egions where there is abundant growth and prevalance of prat¡pa in both the senses o
f the term.

    We have thought it time and again that Misra had no need to conduct any "investiga
tions" to arrive at his conclusions.  He has enough internal power to assert.  He has the
 freedom to pronounce ex cathedra judgement: "˛•tabh•ta  [!] proposed in ed. sec. (p. 3
16) for h¡sabh•ta  [!] (in other edd.) seems not to be required."  First of all N proposed ˛
•tabh•t¡.  Secondly, even his ed., i.e. N, has h¡sabh•t¡ .

    On Oct. 12, 1977 we conjectured another reading:  v¡sabh•t¡ .  She (¡jñ¡) does not li
ke to live in the colder regions but prefers to wander in the hotter regions.  In 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 num
ber of extensive territories in the Him¡layas a play-hill, kr•∂¡≈aila!  

 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 bhr¡t¡ Kßitipatir iti kß¡tratejonidh¡nam
         Bhojakßm¡bhƒtsadƒ≈amahim¡ Lohar¡kha∆∂alo'bh¶t.
    ˛a©ke lakßmy¡˙ ≈irasi cara∆aµ nyasya vakßa˙sthit¡y¡˙
         pr¡pt¡ l•l¡tilakatulan¡µ yanmukhe s¶ktidev•.  18:47]

    N's fn says:  All have yasy¡ bhr¡t¡ .  Yet N makes it yasya bhr¡t¡!

    Bh got inspired by a sudden impulse  to demonstrate his knowledge of historiograph
y.  All the editions including J read yasy¡ bhr¡t¡ .  So, he argued, what right does N ha
ve to make the reading yasya bhr¡t¡?  Consequently he asserts that yasya bh¡teti p¡ h
¡t yasy¡ bhr¡teti p¡ ha˙ samucita˙!  He does not cite any authority.  He does not adva
nce any argument.  He overlooks the great principle of v¡da--Ek¡kin• pratijñ¡ hi pratij
ñ¡taµ na s¡dhayet:  Mere assertion does not prove a theory.  All read yasy¡!  So we m
ust follow the crowd.  It is not the question of majority only; it is the question of unanim
ity--all against one!!  Bh alludes to two verses--18:38 and 18:67 where the name of Kß
itipati occurs, but that is irrelevant.

    N did not base his change on mere assertion.  It did not emanate from obstinacy.  H
e advanced cogent arguments.  This is what he said in his Upodgh¡ta  (p. 9):

    Loharadurg¡dhipati˙ Kßitipatir Anantadevasya bhr¡t¡ babh¶va.  Î¡. Byuhlara (Büh
ler) mahodayo 'Yasy¡ bhr¡t¡ Kßitipatir iti kß¡tratejonidh¡nam' iti p¡ ham abhyupagam
ya 'Kßitipati˙ Subha ¡bhr¡t¡s•d' iti vy¡cakhyau.  Dvivediprabhƒtayo vidv¡µsa •dƒ≈¡ne
kasthaleßu nirvic¡ram Î¡. Byuhlaramahodayam anucakru˙.  Vastutastu 'Yasya bhr¡t¡
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 Kßitipatir' iti p¡ ha˙ sa©gata˙.  Kßitipatir Anantadevasya pitƒvyajo bhr¡t¡''s•t.  Tath¡ c
a nirdiß am eva R¡jatara©gi∆y¡m (vii:251. Pa≈yata Pari≈iß am Ka):

    Putro Vigrahar¡jasya Kßitir¡j¡bhidhas tata˙.
    R¡jña˙ pitƒvyajo bhr¡t¡ kad¡cit p¡r≈vam ¡yayau.
                                                (Rajño'nantadevasya.)

    Stein translates the above verse as follows:

    Some-time, thereafter, the King [Ananta] was visited by his cousin [brother] called 
Kßitir¡ja, the son of Vigrahar¡ja.

    We learn from the  R¡jatara©gi∆• that Didd¡, daughter of Siµhar¡ja,  Lord of Lohar
a, married Kßemagupta, king of Kashmir.  She adopted her nephew, Saµgr¡mar¡ja, s
on of her brother Udayar¡ja, 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 (an
d successor) of Saµgr¡mar¡ja, Kßitir¡ja was a cousin, being the son of his uncle,  Vigr
ahar¡ja. The kingdom of Lohara got assimilated into that of Kashmir, when Kßitir¡ja g
ave it to Utkarßa.  Let it be stressed here that N's fn. no. 9 adds: Pa≈yata Pari≈iß am Ka.
  This Pari≈iß a (Appendix) appears  on p. 247, immediately after the N•lagu∆∂at¡mra≈
¡sanam in N's ed.  Here it is being reproduced for ready reference.

                 Scions of the Lohara Dynasty
                (As the rulers over Kashmir)

                * Siµhar¡ja (Lord of Lohara)
                            !
         --------------------------------------------
         !                                      !
    Didd¡                                 *Udayar¡ja
    980/1-1003 A.D.
    (m. Kßemagupta                              !
    (950-958 A.D.)                              !
    of Kashmir                                  !
                          -------------------------------------------
                                 !                             !
                            Saµgr¡mar¡ja                 *Vigrahar¡ja
                         (Adopted by Didd¡ as her       (Lord of Lohara
                         successor to the Kashmir              !
                         throne (1003-1028 A.D.)          *Kßitir¡ja
                                 !                             !
                                 !                        *Bhuvanar¡ja
                      -------------------------------
                       !                           !
                   Harir¡ja                    Ananta
                   (1028 A.D.)                 (1028-1063 A.D.
                                               (1063-1080 A.D.)
                                                   !
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                                                 Kala≈a
                                               (1063-1080 A.D.)
                                               (1080-1089 A.D.)
    -----------------------------------------------------------------
       !                              !                        !
     Harßa                         Utkarßa                *Vijayamalla
    (1089-1101 A.D.)              (1089 A.D.)

       Note:  * = Did not rule over Kashmir.
       Source: Stein.  Kalha∆a's Chronology of Kashmir.  I, 108;
       II, 294; Genealogical Tables, p. 145.  Raj. vii, 251-259.

    We believe Bh saw the above writing.  Nevertheless, to assert that the correct readi
ng for 18:47.1 is Yasy¡ bhr¡t¡  and to maintain that Kßitipati or Kßitir¡ja was the brothe
r, nay the sahodara of Subha ¡, 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 o
n p. 9 of his Upodgh¡ta .  Yet Bh does not accept the truth.  He wants to assert the supe
riority of his wisdom.  We are reminded of an excellent sadukti:

         Samp¶r∆akumbho na karoti ≈abdam  ardho gha o ghoßam upaiti n¶nam.
         Vidv¡n kul•no na karoti garvam  gu∆air vih•n¡ bahu jalpayanti.

    Here is one more interesting point worth noticing.  Bh, while commenting upon

         Dev• tasya pracuraya≈asa≈ candrikevenduj¡t¡
             y¡t¡ khy¡tim jagati Subha ety¡dibh¡ry¡ babh¶va. [18:40]

says: J¡landhar¡dhip¡dinducandr¡jj¡t¡ samutpann¡...Subha ¡dev•tin¡mn¡....
And in his fn. he adds: S¶ryamat•tyaparan¡madhey¡.  Bh copies, as usual, from Candri
k¡ where we read: Indu≈ candra˙ J¡landhar¡dhipa˙ Inducandra≈ ca.  Subha eti S¶rya
mat• -tyaparan¡madhey¡.

    N's Caritacandrik¡ derives its information from R¡jatara©gi∆•, which says:

         J¡landhar¡dhipasyendu-candrasyendumukh•µ sut¡m.
         Upayeme manojñatv¡j jyeß h¡m  ⁄samat•µ svayam. [7:150]

         Tasy¡˙ kiñcidvayony¶n¡m svas¡ram yo yav•yas•m.
         Atha S¶ryamat•m Dev•m bh¶bhuje pari∆•tav¡n. [7:152]

         Here "bh¶bhuje" means "Anantadev¡ya."

    We still don't know  if Bh saw the Genealogical Table of the Lohara dynasty  (Pari≈i
ß am "Ka" of N), and if so he understood it, and if so he compared it with his own state
ment on p. 209 of his Vol. 3.

    Bh admits that Subha ¡ (alias S¶ryamat•) was a daughter of king Inducandra, the Lo
rd of J¡landhara.  And yet he maintains that Kßitipati  (alias Kßitir¡ja)  was her brother,
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 not only a distant brother but real brother (sahodaro bhr¡t¡).  If Kßitir¡ja was a real br
other of Subha ¡, (Kßitir¡ja, who was a son of  Vigrahar¡ja, the Lord of Lohara--[Putro
 Vigrahar¡jasya Kßitir¡j¡bhidhas tata˙. R¡j.], then she must have  herself hailed from t
he Lohara Dynasty (the same dynasty that gave birth to  Anantadeva and Kßitir¡ja)!  
Did she?  If Subha ¡ and Kßitir¡ja were real sister and  brother then the name of her fa
ther would be Vigrahar¡ja and not Inducandra!

    Also we have  to consider one more fact.  Inducandra, the father of Subha ¡ was  th
e Lord of J¡landhara, while the father of Kßitir¡ja  (Subha ¡'s real brother, (even) in th
e opinion of Bh)  was the Lord of Lohara!  Would it be correct to conclude, then, that t
here was no difference between Lohara and J¡landhara as far as Bh is concerned?

    It is just possible that what is published in the name of Bh¡radv¡ja is the creation of 
more than one person!  His discussion on yasy¡ bhr¡t¡  (18:47) has a footnote: Atraitas
yaiva sargasya 38 tath¡ 67 sa©khy¡kau ≈lok¡[va]valokan•yau. Bh alludes to Kßitipati.

    The verse 18:67 reads:

         Durgaµ pr¡pya Kßitipatiya≈odh¡ma yasy¡nujo'sau
             kasy¡k¡rß•n na khalu pulakotkarßam Utkarßadeva˙.
         Yen¡ropya svabhuja≈ikhare nirmit¡ d¶ram urv•
             mlecchakßo∆•patiharikhurakßodamudr¡daridr¡. [18:67]

    In Sanskrit (Ram¡ of Bh) we read...Loharadurgaµ pr¡pya...  The word pr¡pya is not 
commented upon.  However, the Hindi vy¡khy¡k¡ra knows much more than all of us c
ombined.  He says:

    Harßadeva ke cho e bh¡• Utkarßadeva ne vipakß• [!] r¡j¡ Kßitir¡ja ke kirtisth¡na [!] 
Loharadurga n¡make kile ko j•takara [!!!] 

    This is flagrant violation of history.  Kßitir¡ja was not a vipakßi r¡j¡ .  And Utkarßa di
d not conquer the fort named Loharadurga!  Would it be possible to agree that Hindi a
nd Sanskrit commentaries came out of the same pen?  Of course, not!  

    Bh claims having  studied R¡jatara©gi∆•, Sanskrit as well as English.  He ought to ha
ve known that according to the R¡jatara©gi∆•, Utkarßa was still a stanandhaya (baby s
ucking mother's breast) when Kßitir¡ja gave him the kingdom of Lohara!

         Dattv¡ stanandhay¡y¡pi tadotkarß¡bhidh¡ya sa˙.

    The poet could have easily said: jitv¡, if the fort had to be conquered.  Why did Bilh
a∆a say pr¡pya?  It is difficult to describe in words what a great injury  Bh has inflicted
 on Bilha∆a.  Coming generations will remain ajñ¡na-andhak¡ra-¡cchanna.

    Here is the  relevant passage in full from the R¡jatara©gi∆•:

    Kalha∆a says:
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         Putro Vigrahar¡jasya Kßitir¡j¡bhidhas tata˙.
         R¡jña˙ pitƒvyajo bhr¡t¡ kad¡cit p¡r≈vam ¡yayau.  7:251

         Tasmai nyavedayat khedam sa cittasyopat¡pakam.
         Putre Bhuvanar¡j¡khye r¡jyalubdhe'tiviplute.     7:252

              *       *        *        *

         Kßitir¡ja˙ svavadhv¡µ ca viruddh¡y¡µ vi≈uddhadh•˙.
         Manast¡p¡phe cakre sarvaty¡g¡mƒte spƒh¡m.        7:255

         R¡jyaµ Kala≈aputr¡ya jyeß h¡anantarajanmane.
         R¡malekh¡bhidh¡n¡y¡µ r¡jñy¡µ j¡t¡ya satvaram.    7:256

         Dattv¡ stanandhay¡y¡pi tadotkarß¡bhidh¡ya sa˙.
         R¡jarßir vibhudhai˙ s¡rdhaµ vidadhe t•rthasevanam. 7:257

         Bhuktv¡ ≈amasukhaµ bh¶r•n varß¡n paramavaiß∆ava˙.
         Sa cakr¡yudhas¡yujyaµ yayau Cakradhare sudh•˙.   7:258

    Summing up we may say that although Kßitir¡ja had a son named Bhuvanar¡ja, he 
was wicked and vicious and hence unfit for the throne in the eyes of Kßitir¡ja, his fath
er.  So he gave away his kingdom to Kala≈a's son INFANT Utkarßa.  In this way he pa
rtially repaid the debt of Didd¡.

    There is nothing surprising if Bühler adopted the reading as "yasy¡ bhr¡t¡ Kßitipatir 
iti," because that is the reading of J.  In the absence of any contradictory immediate ev
idence, there was no reason for him to doubt the text.  Although he studied R¡jatara©g
i∆• later and corroborated many of Bilha∆a's statements by citing it as the authority, pr
obably he did not examine this specific issue.  Scholars like Dvivedi just followed Bühl
er by ga∂dulik¡prav¡hany¡ya and gat¡nugatikany¡ya.  

    Nevertheless, Bh should know better since all the data that was accumulated since 
Bühler wrote was available to him.  He had the N ed. and all the information containe
d in it.  Yet he asserts that Kßitir¡ja was a brother of Subha ¡; not only a distant brother
 but a sahodara bhr¡t¡  of Subha ¡, let it be repeated.

    Before we leave this topic we may present another case of a similar nature, but sho
wing dissimilar action on  the part of Bh.

         D¡t¡ par¡kramadhana˙ ≈rutap¡radƒ≈v¡
              n¡mn¡sya R¡jakala≈as tanayo babh¶va.
         Pr¡leyabh¶dharaguh¡s timiracchalena
              yasy¡dhun¡pi makhadh¶mam 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 t
o N?
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                *                   *                  *

    Misra's determination to destroy everything remains undaunted:

         Yasya pr¡pt¡dbhutapari∆ate˙ karka≈e tarkam¡rge
              ty¡ga˙ k¡s¡m vicarati gir¡µ gocare k¡ntak•rti˙.
         Yena nyast¡ dalitavipad¡m kovid¡n¡m gƒheßu
              ˛r•r n¡dy¡pi svapiti lalan¡bh¶ßa∆¡n¡m nin¡dai˙.  [18:48]

    It is a pity that more often than not whenever Misra opens his mouth to talk we fail t
o understand him.  Misra's propositions are "preposterous," to borrow his own terminol
ogy [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:

    For vicarati read na carati: ty¡ga˙ k¡s¡m na carati gir¡m gocare k¡ntak•rti˙  "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 kn
ow what Misra wants to convey.  We don't know it.  Does he want to say that Kßitir¡ja 
gave donations to the poets?  We are instructed by our gurus: j•vatkaver ¡≈ayo na var∆
an•ya˙: "Do not try to interpret the poet who is still living."  However, if our conjecture 
is right, then Misra will prove unjust.  Gir¡m here certainly does not mean poetry per s
e.  We believe Misra must have heard expressions like v¡c¡m agocaram, or giram at•t
ya vartate .  What Bilha∆a wants to say here is: The generosity of Kßitipati was indescri
bable.  K¡s¡µ gir¡m gocare vicarati?  Na k¡s¡m api iti bh¡va˙.

    We are not sure whether Misra considered what his p¶rv¡c¡ryas had already said--h
ow they had explained this ukti of Bilha∆a.  Candrik¡ says:  Gir¡m gocare v¡gvißaye.  
Bh translates:  Yasya Lohar¡dhipasya...ty¡ga˙ d¡nam...k¡s¡m gir¡m  v¡c¡m gocare v
ißaye vicarati vartate, v¡gagocaram d¡nam iti bh¡va˙.

    We believe Misra had seen the following sadukti while he was still in his senses:

         Kavitvavaktƒtvaphal¡ cucumba Sarasvat• tasya mukh¡ravindam. [3:19]

    In this connection Misra  ought to have known that the art of poetry (kavitva) is disti
nct from the art of speech,  oratory (vakƒtva).  One does not have to be a poet to displa
y the art of g•r (v¡∆•).  Here (i.e. in ty¡ga˙ k¡s¡m)  the poet Bilha∆a 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 undesirable ones-- in the
 following verse:
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         K¡la˙ K¡lañjaragiripater ya˙ pray¡∆e dharitr•µ
             tukkh¡r¡∆¡µ khurapu aravai˙ kßm¡pa≈¶ny¡m cak¡ra.
         ˛r•∂¡h¡lakßitiparivƒ∂ha˙ so'pi yaµ pr¡pya vƒttam
             Kar∆a˙ kar∆¡mƒtarasabhar¡sv¡dam antas tat¡na.  [18:93]

     Misra makes us terribly disturbed.  He says:

    18.93c   yam (acc. m.) cannot be construed with vƒttam n.,  as in ed. ter., comm.  It cl
early must refer to Bilha∆a, as the relative pronouns in the previous verses (18.90d,  9
1d, 92c) do.  vƒttam must be analyzed as accusative of a masculine noun.  Perhaps for 
vƒttam read bhƒtyam:

    c   ...so'pi yaµ pr¡pya bhƒityam  [bhƒityam or bhƒtyam, Mr. Misra?]

    d   kar∆a˙ ...¡sv¡dam antas tat¡na//

    "Even this king Kar∆a enjoyed in his heart  (Bilha∆a's poetry) after having him got [
!] as his servant (court poet)".   [p. 24]

    Misra makes Mah¡kavi Bilha∆a a bhƒtya (slave) of Kar∆a!  And that too in an autob
iographical narration by Bilha∆a himself!!  Words fail us when we try to describe How 
thoughtless a person can be.  Bilha∆a was one of the most self-respecting poets in the 
world.  It is Bilha∆a who said:  

         Sarvasvaµ gƒhavarti Kuntalapatir* gƒh∆¡tu tan me punar
              bh¡∆∂¡g¡ram akha∆∂am eva hƒdaye j¡garti s¡rasvatam.
         Re kßudr¡s tyajata pramodam acir¡d eßyanti manmandiram
             hel¡ndolitakar∆at¡lakara iskandh¡dhir¶∂h¡ ≈riya˙.
                                                 *[Gurjarapatirityapi p¡ ha˙]

    And

         N•lacchatronmadagajagha ¡p¡tram uttrastacol¡t
             C¡lukyendr¡d alabhata kƒt• yo'tra vidy¡patitvam.
         Asminn¡s•t tadanu nibi∂¡≈leßahev¡kal•l¡
             velladb¡hukva∆itavalay¡ santataµ r¡jyalakßm•˙.
                                                                              [18:101]

To make such a great poet a servant (slave) even of a king like Kar∆a is an act which 
can be "thought of" ( a favorite expression of Misra) only by a scholar of Misra's calibr
e.  
He was still breathing the air of Herr Hitler.
    
On p. 100 Misra himself describes the honour, glory, and splendour attained by Bilha∆
a, by quoting the following eulogy:

    Vapur y¡m ¡v¡sa˙ [y¡m¡v¡sa˙?] kucaparivƒta≈ Cedinƒpati˙
         paribhr¡nt¡ ratn¡karaparidhir eß¡ vasumat•.
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    Na muktv¡ r¡m¡∆¡µ  padam iha ≈iro'nyasya [≈iro yasya?] namitam
         kav•ndrai r¡jendrair lalitam iyat• Bilha∆akath¡.
                 [? pury¡m ¡v¡sa˙, a suggested reading]

This verse raises many questions. It is not clear to us at all.  But everything is clear to 
Misra.  Nothing is obscure to him.

And on p. 24 Misra asks us to make Bilha∆a a bhƒtya (slave) of Kar∆a!  We don't kno
w 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 vƒttam (or n¶nam?)  here, but to suggest bhƒtyam and that too for a self-respecting p
oet like Bilha∆a is in the domain of only  great critics like Misra!  It cannot be describe
d in words:  Kath¡pi khalu p¡p¡n¡m alam a≈reyase yata˙.

    Misra's first chapter ends here.  However, we have already discussed many of his su
ggestions made in subsequent chapters (of his book) as and when the topics (in Bilha∆
a's order) demanded.  So, avoiding repetition, we will try to discuss in the following ch
apters his other "investigations."
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CHAPTER   II

Some Lexicographical Points of Interest

    In Chapter II, entitled "Some Lexicographical Points of Interests,"  Misra lists the foll
owing words (for discussion?):

       1. a©kura- m.                      12. pratiß h¡

       2. añc, añcaya [!]               13. bha©gi/ bha©g•

       3. ¡rya                                14. mukt¡

       4. kuc  (+ sam)                    15. mugdha

       5. kƒtakßa∆a                        16. lu∆ h, lu  (h), lu h

       6. key¶ra                             17. vah (+ ud)

       7. carmacakßus-                 18. v¡t¡yana

       8. citra≈¡l¡-                         19. vy¡khy¡ 

We don't know how vel¡ can follow vy¡khy¡!  However, we point this out with terrible 
trepidation because Misra claims to have mastered Library Science as well. He is a D. 
L. Sc. too. 

       9. c•napiß a                       20. vel¡

     10. n¡garakha∆∂a              21. saµsthita

      11. p¡thonidhi

    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 occ
urence of one word more than once, he has picked up certain other word which is irrel
evant for the purpose in view.  

    For example, on p. 30, he discusses the word kƒtakßa∆a.  He locates the following oc
curences:

       1.   7:36      kram¡l lipijñ¡nakƒtakßa∆asya

       2.   9:13      pracch¡dan¡rthaµ vihitakßa∆o'pi

       3.  13:41      kƒtakßa∆aµ kßudranad•sam¡game



211

       4.  14:35      kßetrabh¶mißu kƒtekßa∆otsav¡˙ [!]

       5.  16:4       divasa-grasta-vist¡ra-karßa∆¡ya kƒtakßa∆¡˙.

    While it may be legitimate to include number 2 in the present discussion (because vi
hita is synonymous with kƒta),  we don't know how number 4-- kƒta- •kßa∆a- utsava cou
ld be made to belong to this category!  Here we have kƒtekßa∆a and not kƒtakßa∆a.

    Let us discuss Misra's comments on certain words.  It is all nothing but vita∆∂¡v¡da˙.

    Misra says:

     (1) a©kura- m.

a©kura-, "a sprout, shoot", in the end of a compound:

a)  ratn¡©kura-, "a sproutlike jewel" (ratnam a©kura iva)    = " a new/young jewel" = "
a small jewel" (M.W. only from the Mƒcch.): 1.18; 12.3; 15.77; vy¡ghranakh¡©kura- "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 bagha
n¡/baghanah¡/baghanakh¡.(1) 3.13.

Misra's footnote:

1. vy¡ghranakh¡©kura- a kind of "medicinal herb'' (Eng.  rend.) to be tied around the n
eck 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 f
orgot his own English!] to obtain than for a  common man.

b)   rad¡©kura-/dant¡©kura- "sprout of the tooth/tusk"  (radasya/dantasy¡©kura˙)- "tip 
of the tooth/tusk"  (PW. and MW. only from Abhidh¡naci. of Hemacandra,  297): 17.50
a rad¡©kuraprotam ar¡tidantin¡ "pierced with the tip of its tooth/tusk by the enemy ele
phant"; 17.56 ...rad¡©kur¡h...t¡n muku eßv at¡∂ayan "the tips of the teeth/tusks...struck 
at the diadems (helmets) [of the soldiers]."  More: literal "struck them (the soldiers) at t
heir diadems helmets)."

1.65cd     kar•ndradant¡©kuralekhan•bhir alekhi....vijaya-pra≈asti˙ // "a victory inscripti
on was written by the pens,  which were the tips of the tusks of the elephants."  [pp. 25
-26]

    A©kura 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 po
ets use many words, especially in the end of compounds, which merely add to the bea
uty of the preceding word.  For example, b¡hulat¡ or b¡huvall•.  There are many other
 words like karikalabha or pußpam¡l¡ or kƒp¡nalekh¡. It is very difficult to translate su
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ch words into English.  "Sprout-like-jewel" may be grammatically and lexicographicall
y harmless, but it is not needed.  R¡tn¡©kura means beautiful jewel.  That is all.

     This word (a©kura) is very much like lat¡ or latik¡, e.g.  Pu∆∂rakekßulatik¡≈ caka≈ir
e.  Here Latik¡ means "beauty in general" more than anything else.

                   *              *              *

    Misra expounds:

     4.  Root kuc (+sam)

sam-kuc means, in contradistinction to vi-kuc, "to open  (like  flower)"- "to close, to shri
nk, to shrink back." Thus in 1.66...te viß∆o˙  pratiß heti vibh•ßa∆asya r¡jye paraµ(9) sa
µkucit¡ babhuvu˙ "they (the kings  of the Chaulukya [!] family)  shrank, however, wit
h  respect to the kingdom of Vibh•ßa∆a (Ceylon) (i.e. they shrank back from entering it
)  [thinking] it is the standing point/domain of Visnu." [fn. 10] Cp. also   ?  1.27; 9.115; 
12.53; 16.1; 18.53, etc.

We are not sure if this is true!  May be Misra has his own dictionaries!!  We did not fin
d.

Misra's footnote:

    9.  param obviously not used in the sense of kevalam  (ed. ter., comm.) here.  Cp. als
o 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 überhaupt"i,.  [So Misra knows German too!]

    10.  Bilha∆a's statement seems to be historically correct [!], since no king of the Cha
ulukya [!] dynasty undertook military  expeditions to Ceylon.  In any case Bühler's und
erstanding of 1.66  ("narrow was the realm of Vibh•ßa∆a": Introd., p. 26) cannot be acc
epted. [p. 30]  

    We don't know what Misra means by "Ceylon"--Siµhala or La©k¡!
If he means Siµhala, then he has not seen the following:

         Tadbhay¡t Siµhaladv•pa-bh¶pati˙ ≈ara∆¡gata˙.
         Vi≈a≈r¡m¡≈ramapade Lop¡mudr¡pater mune˙.  [4:20]

    Also to be noted is:

         ⁄p¡∆∂up¡∆∂yam ¡lola-colam ¡kr¡ntasiµhalam. [4:45]

    Siµhala and La©k¡ are not accepted as being positively identical.  (Siµhalal©ketya
ßtopa-dv•pad•pite---we recite in sa©kalpa  daily)

    Misra overrules Bh as far as the meaning of "param" is concerned.  He says that the
 word cannot mean "kevalam".  However, he does not give any synonym in Sanskrit.  
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He translates it in English only and substitutes yadi param  (ref.?) by "if at all." As if En
glish was not sufficient to inform his readers, he adds some German words: "wenn übe
rhaupt."

5. kƒitakßa∆a-

kƒtakßa∆a-lit.  "having made the leisure" is used in the sense of "having taken the time 
to learn" [nonsense]:(ll)  7.36 kram¡l lipijñ¡nakƒtakßa∆asya, "of him who had taken tim
e to learn, in due course, the knowledge of writing." Cp. also 9.13;  13.41; 14.35; 16.4. 
kƒtakßa∆a- is synonymous to vihitakßa∆a- 9.13; pracch¡dan¡rthaµ  vihitakßa∆a˙, "he w
ho had taken the time to learn, to conceal (his  feelings)", Cp.  MW. s.v. [Candrik¡ say
s: nirvy¡p¡rasthiti˙ .  J gloss vatkaver says: niyama˙].

    Misra's footnote:

    11. Cp. Lat. schola "leisure" and "school." [p. 30]

    The Latin word schola  may mean "leisure" and "school,"  but kßa∆a of Sanskrit by it
self has nothing to do with "learning"!

    Lipijñ¡nakƒtakßa∆asya may mean "one who has devoted time to learn the writing," 
but "lipikƒtakßa∆asya" by itslef will hardly mean "learning."  

    Kßa∆a means, according to Amara: nirvy¡p¡rasthitau k¡lavi≈eßotsavayo˙ kßa∆a˙.  H
as Misra seen this?

    In kƒtakßa∆aµ kßudranad•sam¡game, there is no learning process at all!  Here kßa∆a
 = utsava,  festivity, enjoyment, etc.  The same is true of Vihitakßa∆a.  It may very well
 mean "who has given an opportunity or chance to conceal, who has made an effort, et
c."

    17.   Root vah (+ ud)

    Misra presents a long 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 crit
icizes his predecessors without understanding them.  He misunderstands the poet and t
ells us that the use of the word is rare, etc.  Misra says:

ud-vah is on several occasions 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 stana˙ (48).......................
       ...            ...              .../
    yasy¡˙ priy¡rdha˙sthitim udvahanty¡˙
    s¡ p¡tu va˙ parvatar¡japutr•//
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"May that daughter of the king of the mountains (i.e.  the Him¡laya) protect  you, the o
ne breast of whom  [whose ?]  who exhibits standing [!] in the half part of her beloved 
one, has  gone..."

    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.) commen
tators seem to have missed this sense [to exhibit?].  Their comment on udvahanty¡˙ as 
equivalent to dh¡rayanty¡˙ "carrying" alledgedly [sic] showing Bilha∆a to be a ≈¡kta h
as no cogency. 49 Bilha∆a has  used ud-vah in the non- figurative sense of "carrying" i
n  12:48...asyodvahata˙ kar¡bje...ambhoruhi∆•pal¡≈am "of him, who was carrying in hi
s hand the leaf of a lotus"; cp. also 15.64; 18.77.  The figurative use of udvah by Bilha
∆a may be compared to that of roots bhƒ and bhaj: in 1.91 bibhrat and 11.37 bh¡ji are 
replacable [sic, should be replaceable] by the corresponding forms of ud-vah. [47-48]

Misra's footnotes:

    48. ekastana˙ (ed. ter.) is a bad [?] orthography

This is not any systematic, consciously executed orthography.  It is a simple case of mi
sunderstanding.  If N had resorted to report such irregularities of B and R, his ed. woul
d have inflated ten times! It is silly even to discuss such matters.

for eka˙ stana˙ (edd. pri and sec.).  Cp. p. 1. 1.74a.

    49:  ˛iva and P¡rvat• are sometimes united in the form of a single androgynous deit
y.  The right hand [?] side of the divinity represents ˛iva and the left P¡rvat•.  It is ˛iva
, ardhan¡r• "half women [!]" and half •≈a 'lord'.  The male half has ja ¡muku a on the h
ead and the single breast of the female side is prominent, the waist pinched in,  the hai
r done up in a knot (dhammilla).  Cp.  e.g. the figure of Ardhan¡r•≈vara of Mahabalipu
ram, 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 Ardhan¡r•≈vara in Smk. 1.11,  ascribed to 
Bilha∆a.  [pp. 47-48]

    Lexicographers follow the literature.  The literature or the poets do not follow them. 
 Otherwise, we would not have the sayings like:  nira©ku≈¡˙ kavaya˙.  Even the gram
mar does not precede the literature.

    According to MW, ud-vah means also: to bear up, lift up,  elevate,  wear, (clothes, et
c.); have, possess, to show. Misra cites the following uses of ud-vah by Bilha∆a:

         samudvahannunnatam aµsak¶ am.             1:51

         pad¡tivratam udvah¡mi.                              3:39

         manyupa©kakalußaµ samudvahan
              bhr¡tƒdu≈caritacintan¡n mana˙.              5:10
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         yatra tiß hati virodham udvahan
              d¡hata˙ prabhƒti tejas¡ saha.                  5:20

         urv•pate˙ p¡rva∆acandravaktr¡
              samudvahant• hƒdaye niv¡sam.              9:11

         tantukƒ≈¡m vahanty¡˙.                                9:32

         pußp¡ñjalikßepam ivodvahanti.                 10:23

         samudvahantyos tad ath¡yat¡kß•-
              dol¡vilol¡nanam¡rgasakhyam.            10:36

         himaµ ≈il•bh¶tam ivodvahanti.                12:50

         m¡nase kalußat¡m samudvahan.              14:47

    It is just possible that ud-vah might have been used on several occasions in the sens
e "to exhibit, to show, to make manifest", but that does not mean that it is a "rare" use 
and that if a particular use is not properly recorded in lexica [!] then  it becomes a rare
 use.  Here is the full text of the verse under discussion:

         Eka˙ stanas tu©gatara˙ parasya v¡rt¡m iva praß um ag¡n mukh¡gram.
         Yasy¡˙ priy¡rdhasthitim udvahanty¡˙ s¡ p¡tu va˙ parvatar¡japutr•.  [1:4]

    Note: Misra's text reads...priy¡rdha˙sthitim

    Misra translates the words "priy¡rdhasthitim udvahanty¡˙" as one "who exhibits sta
nding [noun?] in the half part of her beloved one."  "To Exhibit" is one of the meaning
s 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," "continuan
ce," "high station or rank," "preservation," etc. etc.

    If a person "wears" an object, if a person "possesses" an object, he is bound to "exhi
bit" it, provided it can come into direct contact with the eyes of a perceiver.  The peopl
e "wear" the perfume too.  Even that is felt, if not by cakßurindriya, by ghr¡∆endriya.  
So "exhibit" is the effect rather than the  cause.  The cause is to "wear" or "possess."

    It is unfortunate that Misra does not understand N's Caritacandrik¡ and blames it unj
ustifiably.  He misleads his readers without quoting the Caritacandrik¡ in original.  Car
itacandrik¡ does not explain the word udvahanty¡˙ at all.  It merely explains the comp
ound word priy¡rdhasthitim  in the following way:  "Priyasya ardhan¡r•≈varasya ˛ivas
ya ardhe sv•ye dakßi∆¡©ge sthitis t¡m."  [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 t
rue  scholarship.  Kath¡pi khalu p¡p¡n¡m alam a≈reyase yata˙.  We can only say that 
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before Misra makes such "preposterous" statements (to borrow his own terminology)  h
e should sit with some learned Sanskrit scholar, a pandit, a true guru, become his antev
¡sin, and acquire a basic knowledge of Sanskrit as well as the principles of  literary cri
ticism.  Then alone he should try to interpret great poets  like  Bilha∆a.

    If Misra thinks that the interpretation of N means that "P¡rvat• is carrying ˛iva 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:

    Ajñ¡n¡ndhasya lokasya....

    Let us see what Bh says:

         Priyasya ˛ivasy¡rdhasthitimardhe svadakßi∆¡©ge        sthitimudvahanty¡˙ dh¡ra
yanty¡˙.

    Now Bh puts his own interpretation into the mouth of Bilha∆a and concludes:

"Tantra≈¡stradƒß y¡ P¡rvaty¡ ¡dya≈aktitvena graha∆am kavisammataµ pratibh¡ti."
He cites a beautiful stuti from ⁄nandas¡garastava of ˛r•n•laka∆ had•kßita:

         Ardhaµ striyas tribhuvane sacar¡care'smin
              ardhaµ pum¡µsa iti dar≈ayitum bhavaty¡.
         Stri [!] puµsalakßa∆am idam vapur ¡dƒtam yat
              ten¡si devi vidit¡ trijagacchar•r¡.

    Whether Bilha∆a was a ≈¡kta or not, but certainly Bh shows his bias.  Well, there is 
nothing wrong in that.  That is his interpretation.  ˛iva gives his half to P¡rvat•, or P¡rv
at• takes half of ˛iva is a question no one can decide in an absolute manner.  However
, that Bilha∆a wanted to pay his homage to the female deity is evident from his words i
n the prayer: "S¡ p¡tu va˙ Parvatar¡japutr•." To begin with, he offers his prayers to Lo
rd Viß∆u, manifest in the form Kaµsaripu, i.e. ˛r•kƒß∆a.  Then he offers his homage to 
Lord ˛eßa≈¡yin.  Once again he prays to Lord Viß∆u.  And then he pays his respect to 
P¡rvat•.  Next he shows his obeisance to Lord Viß∆u as the incarnation of Kƒß∆a.  Then
 comes ˛iva in an indirect manner.  After this we find his invocation to Sarasvat•, the g
oddess of learning.  And finally comes Ga∆e≈a, whom one would expect in the very b
eginning.  But Bilha∆a had his own special way.  He was following a new path of his o
wn.

    It is interesting to observe that in most of these cases, Bilha∆a does not offer his pra
∆¡ma directly to the deity.  In the first verse, he prays that the sword of Kaµsaripu ma
y protect the readers.  Then he prays that Bhagav¡n Mukunda  may bring prosperity to
 the readers.  And then comes vakßa˙sthal• of Garu∂adhvaja. In the fourth verse we fin
d Bilha∆a making a direct reference to Parvatar¡japutr• and praying that may she prot
ect the readers.  Nandaka (the sword) is directly mentioned thereafter and the poet wis
hes that let it give deep pleasure to his readers.  In  the sixth verse is worshiped ˛iva, n
ot directly but through his pra∆¡m¡˙, which are  said to be above all,  sarvotkarße∆a v
artante.  Next comes Sarasvat•. Bilha∆a prays  that she be pleased with the readers. E
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ven Ga∆e≈a is worshiped not directly, but  through his kara≈•kar¡∆¡µ vikßepal•l¡,  the 
playful scattering (sprinkling) of the drops of water through the trunk. So Bilha∆a demo
nstrates his own prau∂hi, his own special vicchitti and  vyutpatti.  By saluting one deity 
in a particular manner, he does not become a ≈¡kta, ≈aiva, or vaiß∆ava.  He did not as
k our Abhinava-Bilha∆a Misra to protect him from being branded as ≈¡kta.  If at all, he
 was more inclined toward ˛aivism, which flourished so pervasively in Kashmir, the ho
me of Bilha∆a.  Let us finish this discussion with the concluding words of Bilha∆a:

         Yasya svecch¡≈abaracarit¡lokanatrastayeva
              nyasta≈ c¶∂¡≈asikalikay¡ kv¡pi d¶re kura©ga˙.
         Sa vyutpattim sukavivacaneßv¡dikart¡ ≈rut•n¡m
              deva˙ prey¡n acaladuhitur ni≈cal¡m va˙ karotu.
                                                                     [stress added]

     Our prayer is: May God bless such ignorant writers with the light of learning.

     It is noteworthy that the poet finishes his great work by invoking the  blessings of "A
caladuhitu˙ prey¡n." the lover of the daughter of the Himalayas, i.e. ˛a©kara!  ˛a©kar
a does not come directly but through "acaladuhit¡ ."  Let us pay special attention to the 
two words "acala" in "acaladuhit¡ ," and ni≈cal¡m as an adjective of "vyutpattim."  We 
may recall the very early reference to this word in:

         Vyutpattir ¡varjitakovid¡pi na ra©jan¡ya kramate ja∂¡n¡m.
         Na mauktikacchidrakar• ≈al¡k¡  pragalbhate karma∆i  a©kik¡y¡˙.

What is vyutpatti˙?  Vyutpatti˙  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 prakƒti a
nd pratyaya.  We have the expressions like "avyutpannapr¡tipadika."

    So, unless and until one has been blessed with "sukavivacaneßu vyutpattim" he sho
uld not indulge in commenting upon great works such as the Vikram¡©kadevacarita  of 
Mah¡kavi Bilha∆a. He should first acquire this "sukavivacaneßu vyupattim" by becomin
g an antevasin of a worthy guru and acquire the quality of vinaya and jijñ¡s¡.  

    We are not sure if Misra has seen the K¡vyaprak¡≈a, the immortal work of Mamma 
a.  Mamma a gives hetu˙ (k¡ra∆am) of k¡vyam:

         ˛aktir nipu∆at¡ loka-≈¡strak¡vy¡dyavekßa∆¡t.
         K¡vyajña≈ikßay¡bhy¡sa iti hetus tadudbhave.

    This nipu∆at¡  is identical with vyutpatti˙.  Mamma a says:

    "Lokasya sth¡varaja©gam¡tmakavƒttasya.  ˛¡str¡∆¡µ chandovy¡kara∆¡bhidh¡nak
o≈a -kal¡caturvargagajatura©gakha∂g¡dilakßa∆agranth¡n¡m. K¡vy¡n¡µ ca mah¡kav
isam bandhin¡m.  ⁄digraha∆¡d itih¡s¡d•n¡µ ca vimar≈an¡d vyutpatti˙."
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    Avekßa∆¡d = vimar≈an¡d = muhur muhus tattatpad¡rtharas¡digocar¡d anusandh¡n¡
t.  Nipu∆at¡ = vyutpatti˙ = tattadartharas¡digocaro dƒ∂hatarasaµsk¡ra˙ =  sakalapad¡r
tha paurv¡pary¡locanakau≈alam.  B¡labodhin• of Vamanacarya Jhalkikar, pp. 12-13.

                  *              *              *

    Let us turn our attention to another demonstration of scholarship by Misra.  He acts l
ike a dictator as far as the interpretation of literature is concerned. He says:  
18. v¡t¡yana-

      v¡t¡yana- is invariably glossed in ed. sec. and reproduced  [mark the word] in ed. t
er. by gav¡kßa- "a round window" at the instance of Amarak. 2.3.9.  Literally v¡t¡yana
- may be explained as v¡tasy¡yanam yena "by which the wind  goes [and comes] = wi
ndow" or v¡tasy¡yanam yatra" where there is the going [and coming] of the "wind". T
hus it comes to be used not only in the sense  of gav¡kßa- but as a designation of "the f
lat roof of an Indian house (5O) roof terrace,  balcony (51) portico", etc.

From the context it appears that "balcony" or "flat roof" is the sense in which v¡t¡yana 
is used in 9.91...vil¡sav¡t¡yanasevanena "by enjoying the pleasure balcony."52

9.129cd  v¡t¡yanai˙ kelivim¡nakalpais  tav¡stu k¡ñc• nayanotsav¡ya.

    "May K¡ñc• be to the feast of your eyes by its balconies which are like pleasure vim
¡nas."

    Cp. also: 12.21, 27; 17.10, 30, 32, 60; 18.4,9,25. 30; Karnaßu.  1.22.   [pp. 48-49]

Misra's footnotes:

    50.  Kath¡s. 95.18 svagƒhottu©gav¡t¡yanagata˙ 'staying on the lofty roof of the hous
e'; ibid. 103.16 harmyav¡t¡yan¡r¶∂ha˙ "having climbed on the roof of the palace" [lik
e a monkey, is'nt it Mr....er....Doctor Misra?]  (cp. also Hcar. 4 para. 7. ...  sa r¡j¡... har
m [y?] asya pƒß he sußv¡pa "that king slept on the roof of the palace").  Tawney's expl
anation of v¡t¡yana by 'window' for these passages in Kath¡s., is shown [by whom?] to
 be wrong by the context. [Misra translates v¡t¡yana by "roof" in all these passages.  T
o us it seems merely a dur¡graha of one who is grahakalita].

    51. Bcar. 3.19-21; Ragh. 7.6-8; Rudrakavi, R¡ß rau∂ha., 20.57.  Balconies (= v¡t¡ya
na) framed by small railings, are found in sculptures at  B¡rhut [Bharhut?], S¡ñc•, Mat
hura etc.  Young women,  crowding each  other [or one another?], stand on these balc
onies in excitement, looking at scenes below.  Cp. A. Coomaraswamy, Early Indian  A
rchitecture (Palaces) pp. 181-217 (Eastern Art, 3).

    52.  For a similar description cp. particular passage in B¡∆abh[a?]  a's  Hcar., in whi
ch queen Ya≈ovat• is described to enjoy moonlight on a  balcony by putting on her upp
er garment. [pp.48-49]  
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    In response to Misra's explanations and interpretations as presented above, we woul
d like to submit as follows:  

    "V¡t¡yana is invariably glossed in ed. sec.  and reproduced [!] in ed. ter. by gav¡kßa
" because Amarasiµha has ordained that way in his N¡mali©g¡nu≈¡sanam: V¡t¡yana
µ gav¡kßa˙.  But there is nothing wrong in it.  "V¡t¡yanam" is "gav¡kßa˙" and "gav¡k
ßa˙" is "v¡t¡yanam."  They are interchangeable words.  They are pary¡ya (synonymo
us) padas.  The question is: How can Misra assert categorically and convincingly that g
av¡kßa is a round window?  What authority does he have to prove that "gav¡kßa" mea
ns a ROUND WINDOW only and not a square or an oblong window?  And what about 
hexagonal, octagonal, etc.?

    Misra gives the vyutpatti of v¡t¡yanam by the words-- v¡tasya ayanam yena, or yatr
a but he does not explain the word gav¡kßa by the same methodology.

    Let us see how R¡m¡≈ram• explains gav¡kßa: "Gav¡m akß•va...  g¡vo jal¡ni kira∆¡ v
¡ akßanti vy¡pnuvanti enam anena v¡."  i.e. the one which the water or rays can PERV
ADE, 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. Th
e point we want to make is this: Both the words have exactly the same meaning; a spa
ce 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 gav¡kßa is a ROUND WINDOW.  That is all.

                   *              *              *

    Misra once again plays plagiarism.

19   vy¡khy¡-

vy¡khy¡- "interpretation" is obvious in 18.4b and 78b.  In 18.79c Mah¡bh¡ßyavy¡khy¡-,
 is taken as "commentary on the Mah¡bh¡ßya" by Bühler,  followed by others,  which s
eems doubtful:

Misra does not clearly state what he means by "followed by others" (his p. 49, l. 21).  
Does he mean Nagar too?  If yes, then he is not speaking the whole truth.  

18.79cd
    mah¡bh¡ßyavy¡khy¡m akhilajanavandy¡m vidadhata˙ sad¡
    yasya cch¡trais tilakitam abh¶t pr¡©ga∆am api//

    "[Jyeß hakala≈a] even [!] whose courtyard was always adorned by pupils  when he 
gave his explanation of the Mah¡bh¡ßya, praiseworthy to all people (respected by eve
rybody)."

    The idea is that when he gave his instruction, there were so many pupils, that they h
ad to stand [?] partly outside the room in the courtyard  [nonsense of the greatest magn
itude!]
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    Therefore, vy¡khy¡- "interpretation [given to his pupils] [!] like former occurrences, 
[!] is more likely in above stanza.  Moreover, no commentary on the Mah¡bh¡ßya by J
yeß hakala≈a is known or mentioned elsewhere.  [pp. 49-50]

    Here is what Nagar had stated 35 years ago (1943):

    Mah¡bh¡ßyavy¡khy¡m....pr¡©ganam api', iti kaver uktim 'Jyeß hakala≈o mah¡bh¡ß
ya •k¡µ k¡ñcana pra∆in¡ya' iti vy¡khy¡tav¡n Î¡. Byuhlaramahodaya˙.  Iyaµ  •k¡ kv
acan¡pi nopalabhyate n¡pi ca nirdi≈yata iti tena pratyap¡di.  Sarvam etad asa©gatam. 
 Jyeß hakala≈a˙ k¡m api  •k¡µ na pra∆•tav¡n iti vastusthiti˙.  Sa hi mah¡bh¡ßyasya vy
¡khy¡y¡m (vy¡khy¡ne'dhy¡pane v¡)  ku≈alo'bhavad ityeva kaver ¡≈aya˙.  K¡≈m•reß
vanek¡ni vy¡khy¡sth¡n¡ny¡san K¡≈m•rik¡ vidv¡µsa≈ ca vy¡khy¡ku≈al¡ ¡sanniti kav
in¡'nyatr¡pi sth¡nadvaye (aß ¡.  4; aß ¡. 78) pratyap¡di.  Kave˙ pr¡guktoktau  •k¡nirm
¡naparakatay¡ pratipann¡y¡m ch¡tr¡∆¡µ nirde≈o na sa©gacchate.  Kiñca 'kƒtavata˙' i
ti padenaiva t¡tpary¡vabodhe sukare vartam¡nak¡laprayogo mudhaiva sy¡t.  [Upodg
h¡ta. p. 11]

    I don't know if it is virtuous for Misra to appropriate the above idea to his own self?  
If writers had not indulged in this kind of dirty deeds, Bilha∆a would not have said:

         S¡hityap¡thonidhimanthanottham kar∆¡mƒtaµ rakßata he kav•ndr¡˙.
         Yadasya daity¡ iva lu∆ han¡ya  k¡vy¡rthacaur¡˙ pragu∆•bhavanti.   [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) is uncal
led for.  It is  not necessary to imagine that the "room" in which Jyeß hakala≈a taught 
Mah¡bh¡ßya was so small that the students had to stand in the courtyard!  We don't bel
ieve  either that there were so many students--the crowd was so large--that they  overfl
owed the room.  We believe that "pr¡©ga∆am" here stands in contradistinction  to the v
y¡khy¡sth¡n¡ni,  which were more or less "public" places, while the house of Jyeß hka
la≈a was his own home, a private residence.  Misra's "vy¡khy¡" is far-fetched.

                   *              *              *

    Misra continues his learned exposition:

    20   vel¡
    vel¡- is explained by ta a "shore" edd. ter.  and sec. [why the order is changed here?
] on verse 9.7, which is hardly correct;

    ≈ƒ©g¡raratn¡karavelayeva tay¡ prave≈e vihite taru∆y¡/
    nav¡nur¡ge∆a manas tad•yam ratnotkare∆eva san¡tham ¡s•t//

    "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  join
ed [!] with  new affection  (colouring) as if with a scattering of jewels."
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    The idea is that she causes his mind to be full of affection like the flood wave of the
 ocean (ratn¡kara- "jewel mine") scatters jewels (makes  the shore full of jewels).  Cp. 
12.40cd:

         samucchalanty¡ pra∆ay•kƒt¡ni  l¡va∆yaratn¡karavelayeva//

    "as if embraced by the gushing up flood wave of the     ocean of loveliness."  
    In 7.75 vel¡cala- "coastal mountain" is used for "shore."

vel¡- originally means "tide, flow", whence developed some secondary senses, viz. "w
ave" (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-am
buvikƒtau vel¡ k¡lamary¡dayor api.

vel¡- prefixed with ud  (= udvela-) in 8.52 and 10.70 is used in the sense of "limitless." 
[pp. 50-51]

    Misra declares emphatically that vel¡ originally means "tide, flow."  We don't know 
what he means by "originally." [Does he mean before V¡lm•ki and Vy¡sa?] Even if it i
s admitted that the original meaning of vel¡ is "tide" or "flow," it does mean samudra-t
a a too.  Here is Apte:  Vel¡ [=] Time, Season, Opportunity, Interval of repose, Leisure,
  Tide, Flow, Current, Sea-coast, Sea-shore, (ex.  Vel¡nil¡ya prasƒt¡ bhuja©g¡˙; Sa vel
¡vapravalay¡m (urv•m),  Limit, Boundary, etc. etc.

    It is to be remembered that "tide" or "flow", i.e. the huge mass of water itself is not r
ed (r¡ga-yukta).  It is the jewels that are red.  Where do they get collected?  On the sh
ore!  They are washed ashore.  We have similar expression:  Samudravel¡ ratiratnasa
mpad¡m [Vik. 2:21].  The "tide" or "flow, unless it reaches the shore and washes the re
d 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 ti
de has ebbed, i.e. receded.  After the jewels are washed ashore and are collected on t
he shore, the tide does not have to stay there.  The jewels are seen on the shore after t
he water gets receded.  So we are more concerned here with the shore, rather than the
 tide! Compare also:

         Yaµ v•kßya p¡thodhir adhijyac¡pam ≈o∆¡≈mabhi˙ ≈o∆ita≈o∆adehai˙.
         Kßobh¡d abh•kß∆am raghur¡jab¡∆a-j•r∆avra∆aspho am iv¡cacakße.  [1:109]

    Thus we have shown following the maxim of sth¡l•pul¡ka the fact that Misra's argu
ments and statements leave much to be desired.  Now we will pass on to his third chap
ter to show him further in his true color.  
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CHAPTER III

Secondary Source Material Relating To

Vikram¡©kadevacarita

    In this "Chapter III: Secondary Source Material Relating to Vikram¡©kadevacarita ," 
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 fro
m Smk-, which reads talpeßu  (accordingly edd. sec. and ter. against Bühler's vist•r∆a-.  
[p.62]

    This is a misrepresentation of facts and distortion of truth.  A cruel  criminal takes ot
hers too to be criminals.  It is lokapravañcanam, and not ≈lokavivecanam.  It is all cheat
ing and lying. N did not use any secondary source to fill the lacunae caused by Bühler'
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 Gaur•vibhramdh¶padh
¶ma--(Vik. 16:51)

    It seems Misra did not read "the sigla and abbreviation"  [expression borrowed from
 Misra, p. 126] used by N in his Prast¡van¡ on p. 2.  (K¡vyam¶lasaµ≈odhanopayogin¡
m pustak¡n¡m s¡©ketikacihnavivara∆asahita˙ paricaya˙).

    At the bottom of page 175, fn no. 4 (four) of N reads: dareßu t¶la- Pra." Now this "P
ra" (= Pra. Pustakam) has been described on p. 2 of the "Prast¡van¡" thus:

    Pu∆yapattanasthabh¡∆∂¡rakarapr¡cyagaveßa∆¡saµsth¡y¡˙  (Bhandarkar Oriental 
Research Institute, Poona) adhigataµ pustakam idam Î¡. Byuhlara-Y¡kob• (Drs. Bühl
er and Jacobi)  Mahoday¡bhy¡m  1874 I. vatsare svahastalikhit¡ Ja. pustakapratilipi˙.

    Maybe Misra did not read this.  In case he read it and also understood it, the conclus
ion 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. Bühler and J
acobi are responsible for this lacuna.  J has even today the  three letters "talpeßu" right
 in their proper place. They are not "to be supplied from Misra's Smk." They were supp
lied by J to Nagar as early as 1941 or so when Nagar toiled in Jaisalmer and compare
d 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.  Ga∆∂e ma∆∂anam ¡tmanaiva 
kurute  (8:82) is cited by Saduktikar∆¡mƒta  (Calcutta, 1965, p. 137) as no. 506 under s
ection 7 Pragalbh¡, but the compiler ˛r•dharad¡sa puts it as anonymous kasyacit [!]
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    The very next verse in Saduktikar∆¡mƒta is Dol¡y¡m jaghanasthalena,  which is Vik
. 8:86.  This is correctly ascribed to Bilha∆a by the statement "Bilha∆asya."  Thus it can
 be concluded that the compiler did not consult the original Vik.  He depended upon a
n earlier compilation, or loka prasiddhi (popular tradition).  That Misra does not notice 
this omission (of 8:82) is apar¡ kath¡!  Or, was he concerned only with those verses w
hich were ascribed to Bilha∆a n¡magr¡ham (by name)?

    Let us study another instance:

S¶ktimukt¡val• Nagar•var∆anapaddhati˙  107:9.

         Ni≈¡su yatra pratibimbavartman¡  sam¡gata≈ c¡rudƒs¡µ ni≈¡kara˙.
         Vil¡sadol¡yitaku∆∂al¡hata˙  kapolal¡va∆yajale nimajjati.
                                                                 Bilha∆asya [Vik.17:34]

    The above verse is not listed by the editor of Smk as one of the compositions of Bilh
a∆a [!] although the text on p. 378 clearly states "Bilha∆asyaitau".  The dual number re
fers to the earlier verse "Sthit¡ [stu]" or "Sthit¡su" which is Smk. 107:8 and Vik. 17:33.
  Therefore, this omission seems very strange,  because after the second verse there is 
a clear statement "Bilha∆asyaitau." Although Misra does list this 17:34 verse in his "Co
ncordance" on page 67, yet he does not include it in his discussion in the Chapter entitl
ed "Secondary Source Material Relating to Vikram¡©kadevacarita ."

    It may be reasonable to infer from the successive enumeration  (or listing) of the tw
o verses in the order of the original that the compiler of Smk. had the original text of V
ik. with him!

    According to Misra the following verses of the Vikram¡©kadevacarita  are cited in an
thologies:  

01:07  Vac¡µsi V¡caspatimatsare∆a

01:14  Ku∆ hatvam ¡y¡ti gu∆a˙ kav•n¡m

01:18  Ja∂eßu j¡tapratibh¡bhim¡n¡˙

01:26  Pƒthv•pate˙ santi na yasya p¡r≈ve

01:27  La©k¡pate˙ sa©kucitaµ ya≈o yad

01:29  Kar∆¡mƒtaµ s¶ktirasam vimucya

There is a big gap between canto 1 and canto 7, i.e. no verse is quoted in anthologies f
rom cantos 2 through 6, inclusive.  Bilha∆a is remembered as a poet and not as a  biog
rapher of Vikram¡ditya although he composed Vikram¡ditya's Carita.  This is in respo
nse to those critics who blame him for having composed a carita mah¡k¡vya and  for h
is having followed the kavim¡rga.
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07:05  Kƒtaprakop¡˙ pavan¡≈an¡n¡m

07:20  Saundaryam ind•varalocan¡n¡m

07:22  Pras¡rya p¡dau vihitasthit•n¡m

07:23  Unnamya d¶ram muhur ¡namantya˙

07:63  M¡nagranthikadarthan¡ya kathit¡˙

07:64  L•l¡sn¡navidhikßamaµ madhulih¡m

07:70  Malayagirisam•r¡˙ Siµhaladv•pa

07:71  P¡n•yam n¡liker•phalakuhara

07:76  Ya≈ c¶t¡©kurakandal•kavalan¡t

08:06  Tasy¡˙ p¡danakha≈re∆i˙

08:08  Am¶lyasya mama svar∆a

08:10  J¡grata˙ kamal¡l lakßm•m

08:14  Hemamañj•ram¡l¡bhy¡m

08:16  Manye tad¶r¶ saµbh¡vya

08:21  Tannitambasya nindanti

08:25  Bh¡ti rom¡val• tasy¡˙

08:30  Manye sam¡ptal¡va∆ya

08:37  Daridram udaram dƒß v¡

08:47  Mukhenducandrik¡p¶ra

08:48  Tatkucau carata˙ kiñcin

08:51  Ayaµ tray¡∆¡m gr¡m¡∆¡m

08:60  A©gul•bhi˙ kura©g¡kßy¡˙

08:62  Haste cak¡sti b¡l¡y¡˙

08:64  Sarale eva dorlekhe
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08:65  B¡h¶ tasy¡˙ kuc¡bhoga

08:69  Bh¡ti dantacchaden¡sy¡˙

08:71  Pur¡∆ab¡∆aty¡g¡ya

08:73  Mƒg•sambandhin• dƒß ir

08:76  Saundaryap¡tre vaktrendau

08:79  Kiñcit savibhramodañci

08:82  Ga∆∂e ma∆∂anam ¡tmanaiva

08:85  Dƒ≈o˙ s•m¡v¡da˙ ≈rava∆a

08:86  Dol¡y¡m jaghanasthalena

08:87  L¡sy¡bhy¡samiße∆a citram

08:88  Vaktram nirmalam unnat¡

10:39  Asa©khyapußpo'pi manobhavasya

10:42  At¡∂ayat pallavap¡∆inaik¡m

10:46  Sved¡mbhas¡ pußparajobharai≈ ca

10:71  Dattaµ sarobhya˙ phalam

10:75  Kimapyavajñ¡tasaroruhebhya˙

11:09  Bh¡num¡n aparadigvanit¡y¡˙

11:77  Ya˙ sainye smarap¡rthivasya

11:83  Ye ku∆ h•kƒtavallabhapra∆ataya˙

13:05  Rave˙ samastakßitimadhyagam

13:09  Dƒ≈am prap¡p¡likay¡ prak¡≈ite

13:25  Adabhram abhropalapa  akeßu ye

13:80  Nayasva p¡raµ pulinadvay¡nug¡m

13:88  Vidyutpa©kajakha∆∂apa©kapa al•
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14:32  N•lan•radanicolakojjhite

14:37  Kßu∆∆amauktikapar¡gap¡∆∂ura˙

16:02  ˛aratk¡l¡tapakl¡nta

16:08  Alabhanta nabha˙kßetre

16:09  Sa≈a©keneva Kandarpa

16:10  Abh¶vannadbhutoßm¡na˙

16:14  Madvairi∆a˙ ka hor¡µ≈or

16:15  Samakßam api s¶ryasya

16:44  Svecch¡vih¡rarasikasya

16:49  A©g¡rah¡sißu vil¡sagƒhodareßu

16:51  Gaur•vibhramadh¶padh¶ma

16:52  Spƒß ¡˙ stokam Vitast¡ta a

17:11  Ahaµ sad¡ pr¡∆asamam

17:12  Narendrac¡m•karac¡rubh¶ßa∆a

17:33  Sthit¡stu yatroparibh¶mi

17:34  Ni≈¡su yatra pratibimba

18:06  Svecch¡bha©gurabh¡gyamegha

18:107 He r¡j¡nas 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
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         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 Ala©k¡raratn¡kara by ˛obh¡karamitra whi
ch cites many verses from Bilha∆a.  All the above ∂ambara on the part of Misra is mor
e of a padding rather than real k¡min•-kucakala≈au!
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CHAPTER IV

Verses Ascribed to Bilha∆a in Anthologies

    In Chapter IV Misra discusses "Verses Ascribed to Bilha∆a in Anthologies." He begi
ns with:

       atr¡ka∆ ham vilu ha salile nirjal¡ bh¶˙ purast¡j
       jahy¡˙ ≈oßaµ vadanavi[ni?]hiten¡malaky¡˙ phalena/
       sth¡ne sth¡ne tad iti pathikastr•jana[˙] kl¡ntag¡tr•µ
       pa≈yan s•t¡m kim u na kƒpay¡ vardhito roditaß ca//

         Smk. 90.19: Karu∆apaddhati˙; Bilha∆asya.

Misra's comments are:

(d) vardhito roditas ca "gladdened (comforted) and made to weep": the wives of the tr
avellers are comforted by their compassion (kƒp¡) because they realize that there is a 
woman even more unhappy than  themselves [nonsense]. vardhaya- "to gladden (com
fort)": Vcar. 5.26:  Karnasu.  21/2; 25/6 [!].  [p. 69]

    Like so many of Misra's "interpretations", this too does not make any sense to us!  A
ll the pathika-str•janas were not unlucky, destitute, or distressed.  And who says S•t¡ w
as unhappy?  Read what she says in V¡lm•ki--  [Ayodhy¡k¡∆∂a, sargas 27-30.

    It is a horrible insult to that Divine Lady Jaganm¡t¡ S•t¡   
--------
Udbhavasthitisaµh¡ra-k¡ri∆•µ kle≈ah¡ri∆•µ. 
Sarva≈reyaskar•µ S•t¡µ nato'haµ R¡mavallabh¡m.
⁄dy¡, Jaganm¡t¡, Jagacchakti˙ Devayajanasambhav¡....

Vi≈vambhar¡ bhagavat• bhavat•m as¶ta 
R¡j¡ praj¡pastisamo Janaka˙ pit¡ te.

Teß¡m vadh¶s tvam asi nandini p¡rthiv¡n¡m
yeß¡ kule ca savit¡ ca gurur vayam ca.

(Drawn from memory. To be checked).
---------
to say that she was so unhappy that the passersby women would take pity on her and r
egard themselves more lucky! Furthermore, we don't know how Misra gets the meanin
g "gladdened (comforted)" by the word vardhito!!  My interpretation is that the passers
by women were gladdened = happy, because they were able to have the divine dar≈a
na of Dev• S•t¡, and also satisfied that they were able to give some good,  helpful advi
ce to their "queen," which would help her cross the terrain where there was no water f
or a long stretch of land.

                   *              *              *
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Misra's Power of Perception (or deception)

     32
     dehapraviß ¡drisut¡mukhendu-
     dvit•yakha∆∂¡rdham iv¡gato ya˙/
     av¡ptuk¡ma˙ parip¶r∆abh¡vam
     sa p¡tu va˙ ˛ambhuja ¡rdhacandra˙//

     Smk. 2.52: ¡≈•rv¡dapaddhati˙ : Bilha∆asya-.

Misra ordains:

    (a) Read indum for indu-. "The half moon in ˛iva's hair...  that has approached the f
ace moon of P¡rvat•...as if it were its second half... [pp. 78-79]

    Once again Misra displays his ignorance.  And urged by his arrogance suggests an e
mendation 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 bet
ter 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 P¡r
vat•--as if it were the second half--" 

    In order to comprehend the kavit¡bhivyañjitaµ kavit¡tparyam,  it may be helpful to r
efer to another verse by the same poet, we mean our great poet Mah¡kavi Bilha∆a.

         Eka˙ stanas tuñgatara˙ parasya  v¡rtt¡m iva praß um ag¡n mukh¡gram.
         Yasy¡˙ priy¡rdhasthitim udvahanty¡˙ s¡ p¡tu va˙ parvatar¡japutr•.  [1:4]

    In Dehapriviß ¡drisut¡ ...the poet describes the moment of the immortal union of ˛iva
 with P¡rvat• and the emergence of the Lord Ardhan¡r•≈vara.  [See Misra's fn. no. 49 o
n p. 48]. ˛iva gives half of his body to P¡rvat•, or the half of P¡rvat•'s body gets merge
d into that of ˛iva.  One half is nara; the other half is n¡r•.  P¡rvat•'s face was a FULL 
MOON before this unification.  All of a sudden one half of it disappears and gets merg
ed into that [the face] of ˛iva.  These are the facts.  Now the poet displays his kavit¡-c
amatk¡ra-c¡tur•. He says that the half-moon (crescent), seen in ˛iva's ja ¡ (formation o
f hair) has come to secure the half moon of P¡rvat•'s face (which has now merged into 
˛iva's  face) in order that it, i.e.  ˛iva's half moon could become a full moon!  This is th
e meaning.

    Ya˙ ˛ambhuja ¡rdhacandra˙, parip¶r∆abh¡vam av¡ptuk¡ma˙ iva, dehapraviß ¡dri-
 sut¡mukhendu- dvit•yakha∆∂¡rdham ¡gata˙ sa˙ va˙ p¡tu.

    The verse is not very clear as it stands.  We have purposely kept it as it appears in t
he doctoral dissertation of Mr. Misra.  The problem is created by the two words kha∆∂a
 and ardha which are (almost) synonymous.  Ja ¡rdhacandra˙ ¡gata˙ is clear.  But wh
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ere?  Why?  So Misra suggests that we read mukhendum instead of mukhendu, thus ma
king dehapraviß ¡drisut¡mukhendum (acc.) and dvit•yakha∆∂¡rdham-- sam¡n¡dhikara∆
a--as one and the same object. The question is: Whose deha?  Whose body?  Where di
d the full-moon of Adrisut¡ go? Wherein did it disappear?  Whereinto did it get merged
?  Where did the ja ¡rdhacandra go?  To whom did it go?  To Adrisut¡?  Well, she doe
s not have the full moon anymore!  Half of her moon (face) has already gone into that 
(the face) of ˛iva and has disappeared.  She has already lost half of her face-moon.

    Misra wants us to accept his suggestion that ja ¡rdhacandra  [of ˛iva]  goes to P¡rva
t•'s half moon to get it?  If P¡rvat• gives all that is left with her now, what will she have
?  Can she give the remaining half too?  Is the ja ¡rdhacandra justified in expecting P¡
rvat• to give up even the half, which is the only remnant of her former full-moon face?

    Misra's suggestion is totally meaningless.  It is clear that he did  not understand the p
oet at all!  He has given one more proof  here that he is not yet an adhik¡rin .  We beli
eve instead of changing mukhendu into mukhendum, and creating a situation confirmin
g the age-old saying,  Bhakßite'pi la≈une na ≈¡nto vy¡dhi˙,  or Vin¡yakaµ prakurv¡∆o
 racay¡m¡sa v¡naram,  we should change ardham (half) into artham (prayojan¡ya)  i.
e. in order to obtain, or for the purpose of obtaining,  the second half of the full-face m
oon of Adrisut¡ (the half of which)  has merged  into the body of ˛iva!  The ja ¡rdhaca
ndra comes to ˛iva and not to P¡rvat•!  This is the fact.

    According to Apte, artha˙ = object, purpose, end and aim, wish,  desire; often used i
n 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≈an¡d abh¶c chambhor bh¶y¡n d¡r¡rtham ¡dara˙.
                                                                      Kum¡rasambhave.

    And here is our own poet:

         Praty¡gacchati langhan¡rtham asakƒd  vyom¡©ga∆aµ candram¡˙.  [8:83.2]

    [I had conjectured artham in early fifties, while still in India.  I was copying all the v
erses of Bilha∆a occuring in the S¶ktimukt¡val•. I had thought even at that time that th
e reading ought to be artham and not ardham.

Limits of Misra's Little Knowledge

     33
    deh¡rdham kuru p¡rvati sthirapadam [haste] dhanur dh¡raya
         sved¡rdram yadi mƒjyat¡m karatalaµ bhasm¡©gar¡ge∆a me/
    evaµ jalpata eva b¡∆a≈ikhini pro∂∂•ya ≈iñj¡pha∆i-
         ≈v¡sai˙ prajvalite pureßu jayati smeraµ pur¡rer mukham//
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Smk. 1.11:  Namask¡rapaddati˙ [sic]; Bilha∆asya.  c) ≈iñj¡-  as "bow string" (rare use) 
also Vcar. 8.88  [i.e. 8:89!] 9.1, 32 [p. 79]

    The editor of S¶ktimukt¡val• notes a variant "deham" for "haste" which is enclosed in
 square brackets!  

    With regard to ≈iñj¡- as "bow string" Misra says that it is a "rare use."  We don't agre
e.

    Amarako≈a R¡m¡≈ram• says on ˛iñjin•: maurv• jy¡ siñjin• gu∆a˙.  2:8.85.  ˛i©te, ≈iji a
vyakte ≈abde (a.¡. se.) ⁄va≈yake ∆ini˙  (3.3. 170).  Misra himself has given three examp
les:  

    1) ≈iñj¡c¡lanacañcala≈rutigalatt¡∂a©kapatra˙ smara˙.  8:89

    2) pañcab¡∆akoda∆∂a≈iñj¡ghanagarjiteßu.  9:1, and

    3) ≈iñj¡pi j¡t¡ 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 Bilha∆a we may conclude that he was 
very fond of the God Ardhan¡r•≈vara.

Misra Notices K¡vy¡rthacaurya

    34
    dr¡gh•yas¡ dh¡rß yagu∆ena yukt¡˙
        kai˙ kair ap¶rvai˙ parak¡vyakha∆∂ai˙/
    ¡∂ambaraµ ye vacas¡µ vahanti
        te ke'pi kanth¡kavayo jayanti//

˛p. 193: Kukavinind¡; Bilha∆asya. Smk. 5.1: idem;  Kßemendrasya (not  attested).

    Verses denouncing plagiarists (k¡vyacaura)  in Vcar.  1.11, 18   [p. 79]

    The edn of Smk. has kair apyap¶rvai˙ . [What about ap¶r∆ai˙?]

    We don't know wherefrom Misra gets his reading.  Probably from ˛p.

Once again Misra betrays his lack of knowledge:

    35
    dhatte dƒß im adh•ta[ra?]vibhramalav¡m s¡ pußpal¡v•jane
         caitrasya kßa∆a[ya?]m ¡dare∆a mahat¡ mauh¶rtik¡n pƒcchati/
    ≈yen¡[t?] tußyati  kokiladhvaniruß¡ saµty¡jy¡ [?] l•l¡≈uk¡n
         ni˙≈ok¡ tvayi durl¡bhe kiµ ¡[?]p¡r¡m ≈¡[?]kyam var¡ky¡ tay¡//
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We have re-presented the text here on the basis of what Misra has presented.  There a
re many errors.  If Misra himself press-copied what is printed here, then it is safe to co
nclude that he did not understand the poet at all!

     Smk. 44.15: n¡yakasy¡gre d¶tyukti˙; Bilha∆asya.

    Misra comments:

c) tußyati here with the abl. of starting point[?]

d) For ni˙≈oka [!]--read ni˙≈¶ka- "0 merciless one!"[?]  [Remember his  text has "ni˙≈o
k¡] because of her wrath with [on?] the kokilas "she is contented on account of  [!] the 
falcon"; var¡ka-/ fem. var¡k•- in the  sense of miserable, to be pitied"; Vcar. 1.18, 98; 
8.46; 11.9  (-•), 65 (-•); v¡r¡k•- 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 no
w totally tired.  There are many errors in his text.  There are many points where there i
s chandobha©ga.  For adh•ta do we read adh•ra?  Saµty¡jy¡ (second long) is wrong.  T
here is chandobha©ga too,  when the last letter (which will be 15th) of the word (saµty
¡jy¡)  is read as long.  The reading can be saµtyajya.  [Later on I found (in the original
, Smk) that it is santyajya].  Even that is not appropriate as far as the meaning is concer
ned.  I remember having read santarjya, meaning having chased them away.  Or, is it 
my kalpan¡ only?  Probably l•l¡≈ukas 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 ≈yen¡[t]tußyati. Smk has ≈yen¡[t]tußyati.  So the pañcam•
 vibhakti is not the original, but only conjectural.  Misra explains:  "(c) tußyati here with
 the abl. of starting point." Dhruvam ap¡ye'p¡d¡nam.  We don't find any "starting point
" (dhruva) here!  There is nothing like a≈v¡t patati or gr¡m¡d ¡y¡ti.  Misra himself tran
slates the phrase as "on account of" (line 3 in (d.  We believe this is hetvarthe pañcam•.

    Here is a relevant sadukti from our own poet:

         L•l¡≈uk¡˙ kokilak¶jit¡n¡m atipraharß¡d vihit¡nuk¡r¡˙.
         Gƒh¡d adh¡vyanta viyogin•bhir gu∆o hi k¡le gu∆in¡m gu∆¡ya.   [7:32]

             Gu∆o hi doß¡ya bhavet kad¡cit.  [Alternative reading of MS. A]

    Ni˙≈ok¡ seems to be wrong.  Ni˙≈oka = free from  (devoid of) sorrow or care.  Ni˙≈o
ka, an address to the n¡yaka will be quite appropriate, i.e.  he does not care what happ
ens to his [beloved] lady who is pining so intensely for him!

    We have never heard of ni˙≈¶ka!  Of course,  the dictionary gives the meaning as c
opied by Misra, but why to change when ni˙≈oka makes a perfect sense, even a better
 one!
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    In the fourth p¡da, Misra has committed two errors,  forgetting his own metri causa--
 1) durl¡bhe (durlabhe is the form) and 2) ¡p¡r¡m (aparam is the right form here)  and 
not ¡p¡r¡m!  It is ≈akyam, and not ≈¡kyam  (what Misra has).

    Kßa∆am does not make any sense here!  Of course, Misra does not care--He is ni˙≈o
ka!  He does not understand the poet anyway!  Kßayam will be more appropriate--Whe
n will the month of Caitra (destructive season) end?  Mark who are asked:  Mauh¶rtik¡
n pƒcchati!  It is to be remebered here that we have a dvikarmaka dh¡tu  here. Mauh¶rt
ik¡n kßayaµ pƒcchati.  Unfortunately, Smk too has kßa∆am.

                   *              *              *

    Misra has little regard for the science of prosody.  Let us see what he says on the fol
lowing verse:

     36
    dhik tv¡m re kalik¡la y¡hi vilayam [!] viparyastat¡
         h¡ kaß am ≈ruti≈¡lin¡m vyavahƒtir mlecchocit¡ dƒ≈yate/
    ekair v¡©mayadevat¡ bhagavat• vikretum ¡n•yate
         ni˙≈a©kair aparai˙ par•kßa∆avidhau sarv¡©gam udgh¡ yate//

˛p. 194. kukavinind¡: Bilha∆asya.  Smk. 5.2: idem.  Ralha∆asya.  In Bhand. rep.  (p. xx
xiii) the verse is ascribed to Bilha∆a.

In anthologies there is often confusion in ascribing verses to Bilha∆a or to Ralha∆a[!] T
hus ˛p. 913; 988, are ascribed to Ralha∆a by most, but to Bilha∆a by some MSS, (5) an
d by Bƒhacch¡r©gadharapaddhati.(6) [p. 80]

5:  ZDMG 27, 1876, p.56

6:  A.D. Pusalkar, P.K. Gode Commemoration Vol. Poona,
            1960, pt. 3, p. 157 f.  [p. 80]

    The above verse is an akßaravƒttam, called ˛¡rd¶lavikr•∂itam,  where each quarter 
has to contain 19 akßaras.  Its definition is:  s¶ry¡≈vair masajastat¡˙ sagurava˙ ˛¡rd¶l
avikr•∂itam.  In Misra's text as quoted above, in the first quarter two akßaras are missin
g.  Misra couldn't care less!  He is ni˙≈¶ka, anyway.  The missing letters maybe "keya
m", between "vilayam" and "viparyastat¡."  This omission did not strike Misra at all!  N
ot that Misra does not know that a metre can be spoiled.  On p. 61, with reference to v
erse 13:84  May¡ kum¡ry¡pi na suptam ekay¡, he points out that ˛p 3762 "omits me, w
hich 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 saw S¶ktimukt¡val•.  It does have keya
m in its proper place!  So Misra's performance is of a very low order.

    We might add as a footnote:  Smk has e[kai˙] and gives ek¡ as a variant reading in t
he footnote!
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                   *              *              *

Misra's ⁄∂ambara:

     39
     n•r¡g¡ mƒgal¡ñchane mukham api svaµ nekßate darpa∆e
     trast¡ kokilak¶jit¡d api giram nonmudrayaty ¡tmana˙/
     citram du˙sahad¡yini[!] dhƒtadveß¡'pi pußp¡yudhe
     mugdh¡ s¡ subhaga tvayi pratipadam prem¡dhikam pußyati//

Smk. 44.16: n¡yakasy¡gre d¶tyukti˙; Bilha∆asya. Srk.  536: d¶t•vacanavrajy¡; ˛ƒ©g¡ra
sya. Skm. 647:  ˛r©g¡raprav¡ha˙/˛ƒ©g¡rasya.  ˛p.3488: n¡yakasy¡gre d¶tyukti˙; kasy¡
pi.

    While trying to understand Misra many a time we have felt so frustrated that our fee
lings turn into v¡c¡m agocaram.

    Let us take, for example, the verse occuring as no. 39 on p.  81.  We don't know wh
at is the source of Misra.  Every editor (or critic) while noting the variant readings has 
a source as his ¡kara, while he notes the variations from it (his main source).  Here we
 find variant readings noted from Smk, Srk, Skm, and ˛p.  Then the question arises wh
ere in the world does the verse occur exactly as it appears in Misra's text?  That is, wh
at is Misra's primary  source?

     Saduktikar∆¡mƒtam has been divided into five sections, which the compiler has na
med as prav¡ha.  Each prav¡ha in its turn has been divided into subsections named v•c
aya˙.  On p. 70, under verse no. 5. Misra has noted a variant reading:  Skm. 2367:  ucc
¡vacaprav¡he samasy¡; kasyacit.  So here we have ucc¡vaca as prav¡ha and samasy¡ 
as v•ci.  On p. 91, lines 1-2:  Skm 607:  ≈ƒ©g¡raprav¡he virahi∆•vacanam; Silhanasy [!]

     Following the same principle we would expect in verse 39 (p.  81) ≈ƒ©g¡raprav¡he 
udvegakathanam, the latter being  the v•ci or subsection.  But Misra's relevant statemen
t stops with ≈ƒ©g¡raprav¡ha˙!

    Let us resume our discussion.  Misra gives:

Variants:

a)  For n•r¡g¡:  Srk.; Skm. sodveg¡.

c)  For citraµ du˙-:  Smk. itthaµ du˙.

d) For mugdh¡ s¡ subhag¡ [!] tvayi: Srk.
   b¡l¡ s¡...; ˛p.

s¡b¡l¡ subhagaµ prati;  for pratipadaµ prem¡:  Skm. pratimuhu˙ prem¡-.
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     That the ascription to Bilha∆a is correct,  [!] is proved by  the verse occuring in Kar
∆asu. 2.29.  Here we read:

     b)  khinn¡ kokilak¶jit¡d api; (d) mugdh¡kß•.

     khinn¡...-k¶jit¡t seems to be emended into trast¡...-k¶jit¡t "afraid of".  But "torment
ed on account of  the crying..." is unobjectionable, [?] cp. above verse 35c...≈yen¡[t] tu
ßyati."

     The verse was overlooked by D.D. Kosambi (7) when discussing the age of Vidy¡k
ara (the compiler of Srk.), Introd.  p. xxxiii.  It shows his conclusions to be wrong.  Also
 the statement, concerning the verses of Kar∆asu., given by B.S.  Miller, Caurap. p. 4 n
7 does not stand.  [pp. 81-82]

7:  Which is pardonable as the verse starts differently in Srk.  (sodveg¡ mƒga-) and Kar
∆asu.  (n•r¡g¡ mƒga-). 

    Mark the word "pardonable."  Otherwise Kosambi would have been hanged.

    Note the omission of two letters in the third quarter!  Skm.  edn.(GOS) clearly has th
e word d¡ha after du˙saha and before d¡yini.  So, it is evident that Misra does not eve
n consult the original.  We don't know what is his source.

    The above verse has been cited by ˛obh¡kara as an example of pratyan•kam.  It is 
not traced by Devadhara (editor) to any poet.  Identity of the n¡yaka with smara is sho
wn.  S¶ktimukt¡val• clearly and specifically ascribes it to Bilha∆a.

                   *              *              *

    Let us examine one more incongruity of Misra:

    pura˙ sthitv¡ kiµcid valitamukham ¡lokaya sakhe
    sakhed¡˙ sth¡syanti dhruvam idam adƒß ¡s tava dƒ≈a˙/
    itas cañcatk¡ñc•ra∆itamukhar¡n saudha≈ikhar¡n
    ar¡k¡y¡µ keyaµ kavacayati candre∆a mahas¡//

     While reading it, I got the feeling that adƒß ¡s tava dƒ≈a˙ does not make much sens
e!  I thought we should change the reading to adƒß v¡ tava dƒ≈a˙!  And lo, Misra has n
oted a variant reading.  ˛p. makes it adƒß v¡!  But, Misra, swayed by his own super-kn
owledge,  rejects it on the ground that it is "hardly possible." But he does not tell us wh
at sense does "his possible" make!

     Furthermore, we believe the penultimate word in the 4th p¡da should be c¡ndre∆a (
of the moon) and not candre∆a.  It is an adjective and qualifies mahas¡.

     We could go on and on.  But we don't want to become too boring to our own reader
s.
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     Incidentally, this verse contains the word cañcat,  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 cañcat is c
oncerned:  
         Mall•matall•ßu van¡ntareßu vallyantare vallabham¡hvayant•.
         Cañcadvipañc•kalan¡dabha©g•-sang•tam a©g•kurute sam bhƒ©g•.
                                                                                       (S¡hityadarpa∆a)

Misra Writes for Himself

    At least he did not write for me, bacause I find it beyond my power of understandin
g. I am simply dazzled by the effulgence  (divyajyoti) of his terrific writing. I feel lost. 
Misra quotes:

    mukharamurajam paurastr•bhir na l¡syam up¡syate
    sarasamadhuraµ n¡ y¡g¡re na k¶jati vallak•/
    ahaha pahita[!]dv¡raµ kasm¡d idaµ parita˙ puraµ
    [viratasurata] vy¡p¡ratv¡t prasuptam iv¡khilam.

Smk. 107-18 [sic]: nagar•var∆anapaddhati˙: Bilha∆asya.

d)  For viratasurata- of the edition: sukharatarata- reading of the MSS.[?] is to be retai
ned: "When the occupation is busy (rata) with the enjoyment  (rata n.) of happiness" [?
]  [p. 86]

    So according to Misra

       vy¡p¡ra = occupation
       rata    = busy [adj.?]
       rata    = enjoyment (n.)
       sukha   = happiness

    We are reminded of a well-known upade≈avacanam once again:  j•vatkaver ¡≈ayo n
a var∆an•ya˙.  God alone knows-- of course Mr. Misra does not know--and he does not
 care either--what he wants to tell us here.

    Ayam aparo'sya vi≈eßa˙ (or, sakhi me, caturo bhart¡)
    svayam api likhitam svayam na v¡cayati.

    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 los
t.  We scratch our head and exert our brain to understand Mr. Misra.  We fail miserabl
y.  We have to acquire his type of knowledge to understand him.

    We know that this is nagar•-var∆ana-paddhati˙ .  We imagine this nagar• is ≈ok¡kul¡
, 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 pahitadv¡ram.  It 



237

must be pihitadv¡ram. The whole may very well be a description of a city which is bes
ieged, beleaguered.  [Later on I found that Smk. has pihita.  So Misra is wrong in this c
ase too].

    The above criticism was written some time ago.  Today (Jan. 13, 1978)  I saw the S
mk. edn.  Of course, the general heading under which this verse is cited is Nagar•var∆
ana- paddhati˙ , 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 sugg
ested 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 ¡karagrantha (archetype MS.) of the editor had an o
mission 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 kn
ows better!  
                   *              *              *

    Here is another display of Misra's perfect performance:

    54
    ya˙ ≈rotr¡mƒtanirjharaikavasatiµ nirvy¡jam ¡r¶∂hav¡n
    ya˙ sañj•vanamantrit¡µ [!] trinayanapluß asya cetobhuva˙/
    v•∆¡van masƒ∆o  dhvani≈ catasƒ∆¡m p¡traµ ≈rut•n¡m abh¶t
    so'yaµ  kokilaka∆ have∆uvivaravy¡p¡rita˙ pañcama˙//

    Smk. 59.17: Vasantavar∆anapaddhati˙: Bilha∆asya.

    a) For -vasatim read -vasatir?

    b) For mantrit¡µ read mantrat¡µ ("lifegiving spell").  [p. 87]

    Misra suggests "For vasatiµ read vasatir".
It is not acceptable.  If ≈rotr¡mƒta...vasati˙ and pañcama˙ dhvani˙ are made coordinat
e with each other  (i.e. if they are made sam¡n¡dhikara∆a)  then what will be the obje
ct (karma) of ¡r¶∂hav¡n?  We are afraid our readers would have become bitterly bore
d by our repeated demonstration of the b¡lac¡palam, b¡lac¡pale, b¡lac¡pal¡ni of Mah
¡pa∆∂ita Mister Misramaharaja, a Ph.D. from Tuebingen, Germany.

                   *              *              *

    Anthologies also differ on the authorship.  Let us see the followng:

        S¶ktimukt¡val•.  Bh¶car¡˙. Siµhapaddhati˙.  Siµh¡nyokti˙.22.7

    Smer¡s santu sabh¡sada˙ karicam¶darpajvarots¡ri∆¡
         p¡r•ndre∆a samaµ sa jambukayuv¡ yuddh¡ya baddh¡dara˙.
    Tatr¡pi prathayanti tulyabalat¡m eke tayor uccakair
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         anye saµ≈aya≈aµsinas tad apare b¡∂haµ vipary¡sina˙.
                                                                     [Bh•mapa∆∂itasya]

    The above verse has been attributed to Bh•mapa∆∂ita by the compiler of S¶ktimukt¡
val•.  However, Bhand. Rep. ascribes it to Bilha∆a. Misra has cited many verses which 
are ascribed anonymously to a poet, or to some poet other than Bilha∆a  by the compil
er of an anthology.  However,  in such cases Misra cites Bhand. Rep. as the authority a
nd ascribes it to Bilha∆a.  But he has overlooked this verse.  Therefore, we cannot det
ermine 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-- "Yen¡nargala", 22:8, Misra's 
no. 58--is ascribed to Bher•bh¡©k¡ra by Jalha∆a. Yet on the basis of Bhand. Rep. it is 
ascribed by Misra to Bilha∆a. And the subsequent verse-- Gr¡m¡∆¡m upa≈alyas•mani, 
22:9, Misra's no. 23--is ascribed to Ralha∆a by Jalha∆a.  But the editor ascribes it to Bil
ha∆a on the basis of another MS.  

    Let it be noted here that all the three verses cited in succession are ascribed by the c
ompiler to a poet other than Bilha∆a,  but by another source to Bilha∆a.

              *              *              *              *

    Misra's One More "Nonsensical" Reading:

    59
    re m¡ta©ga mad¡mbu∂ambaratay¡ rolambarolaµ vahan
         vany¡n¡m avalambanaµ vanam idaµ bha©ktum yad utka∆ hase/
    dƒß a˙ [!] tat kim aho mahonnatadhar¡dhaureyadh¡tr•dhara-
         prasthaprasthitameghay¶thamathanotka∆ h• na ka∆ h•rava˙//

--˛p. 915: siµh¡nyoktaya˙; Bilha∆asya.

Misra commands:

a)  Instead of nonsensical [!] rolambarolam :  read rolambakholam  "[carrying] a helm
ent [!] 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 Bh¡ravi,  who taught us centuries a
go:

    Sahas¡ vidadh•ta na kriy¡m aviveka˙ param ¡pad¡m padam.

    Misra is very hasty.  He jumps immediately and condemns the poet.  He does not w
ant to consult any ¡karagrantha.  He is quick in suggesting an emendation.  He pronou
nces 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 l
ooking properly!  He calls rolam "nonsensical". We think Misra should have been mor
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e careful.  It is not proper to condemn Bilha∆a in this manner.  The word conveys a per
fect meaning.  Misra suggests kholam which is typical of his numerous incongruities.

    Misra recommends that we discard rolambarolam vahan and read rolambakholam v
ahan,  i.e. throw away a priceless real ruby and pick up a piece of red glass! [Misra ha
s plenty of "glass." See p. 88, line 25].  It is with reference to such thoughtless critics th
at a great poet sang long ago:

         Arasikeßu kavitvanivedanam ≈irasi m¡ likha m¡ likha m¡ likha!

    Maybe Misra has never come across the figure of speech called yamaka, a beautiful
 example of which is presented by Candr¡loka of Jayadeva:  

         ⁄vƒttavar∆astabakam stavakand¡©kuraµ kave˙.
         Yamakaµ pratham¡ dhurya-m¡dhuryavacaso vidu˙.

    Here is one more example from the Vikram¡©kadevacarita  itself:

         Vipakßav•r¡dbhutak•rtih¡r•   H¡r•ta ity¡dipum¡n sa yatra.
         M¡navyan¡m¡ ca  babh¶va m¡n•  m¡navyayaµ ya˙ kƒtav¡n ari∆¡m.  [1:58]

    "Rolambakholam"  will ruin the yamaka ala©k¡ra.  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 w
ord "rola"  mean?  Well, Abhidh¡nar¡jendra (Pr¡kƒta-M¡gadh•-Saµskƒta-≈abdako≈a)  o
f Vijayar¡jendras¶r•≈vara (Ratlam,  1923). v. 6, p. 580, states:  rola pu. ≈abde kalahe r
ave ca. Let it be noted that the next word rolamba is designated as de≈•. So we don't ha
ve to throw away rolam and ruin the poetic beauty.

    We might add here that Misra was not unaware of the Abhidh¡nar¡jendra. See his p
. 31, n. 12.  Our readers may recollect  the following saduktis:

         Locan¡bhy¡µ vih•nasya darpa∆a˙ kiµ karißyati, and

         Na hi kast¶rik¡moda˙ ≈apathena vibh¡vyate, and

         Na hyeßa sth¡∆or apar¡dho yad enam andho na pa≈yati.

     Misra's One More Attempt to Annoy His Readers:

    vƒth¡ g¡th¡[˙]≈lokair alam alam al¡k¡µ mama rujaµ
         kad¡cid dh¶rto'yaµ kavivacanam ity¡kalayati/
    idaµ p¡r≈ve tasya prahi∆u sakhi lagn¡ñjanalava-
         sravadb¡ßpotp•∂agrathitalipi t¡ ankayugalam//

Smk. 41.6: d¶t•preßa∆apaddhati˙; Bilha∆asya.



240

Skm. 607: ≈ƒ©g¡raprav¡he virahi∆•vacanam;   Silha∆asy[a].

Variants:

a) Editions write g¡th¡≈lokai˙ ,  which is hardly correct.  cp. p. 1 on 1.74a.

b) For ayam: Skm. asau.

d) For t¡ a©ka- : t¡∂a©ka- , which is the orthography of Bühler's Vcar. MS.: 1.102; 8.88
.  [pp. 90-91]

    Misra's above text reads al¡kam.  [We don't know what it means]  S¶ktimukt¡val• an
d Saduktikar∆¡mƒta  both have al•k¡m,  which is correct by itself since it means mithy¡, 
but we don't know how will it fit in the present context.

    Once again Misra proves the validity of the following saying:

         ................... kury¡d v¡ r¡sabhadhvanim.
         Yena kena prak¡re∆a prasiddha˙ pururßo bhavet.

    Misra probably does not know what he is talking about!  He says: "Editions write g¡t
h¡≈lokai˙   which is hardly correct.  Cp. p. 1 on 1:74a."  So Misra has inserted a visarga
 (:) in between g¡th¡ and ≈lokai˙, thus, probably converting g¡th¡ into a nominative pl
ural (noun), pratham¡ bahuvacanam--kartƒpadam.  We don't know.  However, g¡th¡≈l
oka is a compound word meaning a verse in g¡th¡. For example:

         sangrathya ka≈cit katicid pad¡ni  g¡th¡kavitvaµ kathay¡mbabh¶va. [Vik. 9:86]

    G¡th¡ means a song.  It also means a Pr¡kƒta dialect.  Furthermore, it stands for the 
name of the ⁄ry¡ metre.

    The poet says that the virahi∆• n¡yik¡ does not want to compose a love lament in po
etic form and in Pr¡kƒta dialect lest it is mistaken, by the cunning n¡yaka, for kavivaca
nam-- exaggerated poetic flights of imagination!  So she wants to send her ear-orname
nts which have plentiful writings made by her añjana 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 is hardly correct." Has he read
 Abhijñ¡na≈¡kuntalam or any other poetic composition where this kind of viraha-sande
≈a-lekhana-preßa∆a is described?  Probably not.  
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CHAPTER V

Conclusions

    The preceding  presentation represents our honest and sincere criticism  of Misra's w
ork as presented in his Studies on Bilha∆a and his Vikram¡©kadevacarita .  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 o
f Sth¡l•pul¡ka--offers merely specimens.  Our criticism was not intended to be exhausti
ve by any means.  It would have merely increased the bulk of the present study unnec
essarily.  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.  In our view he emerges as a mixture of pseudo-linguist  and a mi
sguided critic, a true sa©kara--neither this nor that.  He is a mixed breed.  Even his na
me corroborates this fact!  He is mi≈ra, i.e. mixed, not pure, a sa©kara.  And the Bhaga
vadg•t¡  has sung: Sa©karo narak¡yaiva.  Since we don't profess to be the former (lingu
ist), we have tried to cover only the literary aspect of his work. The other aspect is left 
for some other linguist-grammarian to discuss.

    Sri Nagaraja Rao of Mysore had agreed to collaborate with me in this work. His kno
wledge of Sanskrit grammar was excellent.  He has given some comments here and th
ere. But he could not complete his assignment.  I only wish some other scholar in futur
e takes up this challenge and silences Mr. Misra as far as the grammar is concerned.

    Misra's performance reminds us:

         Guror gira˙ pañca din¡nyadh•tya vedanta≈¡str¡∆i dinatrayaµ ca.
         Am• sam¡ghr¡ya ca tarkav¡d¡n  sam¡gat¡˙ kukku a-MI˛RA-p¡d¡˙.

    In his first chapter Misra presents "Specimens of Textual Difficulties." It is by no me
ans 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 diffi
culties.  This is a great injustice to the poet.  We have already observed time and agai
n:  Na hyeßa sth¡∆or apar¡dho yad enam andho na pa≈yati.  Also, Locan¡bhy¡m vih•n
asya darpa∆a˙ kiµ karißyati.  Misra's "difficulties" are mostly the creation of his own m
ind.  They simply betray his  own inherent lack of knowledge.

    In chapter 2, Misra points out "Some Lexicographical Points of Interest." They do no
t seem to be of any "interest" to us at all!  They merely  constitute Misra's childish atte
mpts to parade his pedantry. They don't lead us toward  any better appreciation of the 
poetic muse of Bilha∆a.  They don't add any glory  to Bilha∆a's vyutpatti or vicchitti.

    Rest of Misra's work consists of a kind of compilation.  There is hardly any originalit
y of ideas.  There is hardly any camatk¡ra.  All along we have been wondering what i
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s, after all, Misra's primary focus.  In Hindi we have a beautiful  saying: Isak• •µ a usak
¡ roƒ¡;  Bh¡numat• ne kunab¡ joƒ¡.  Misra has  titled his work as Studies on Bilha∆a an
d his Vikram¡©kadevacarita .  If we assume that the  study concerns primarily with one 
specific work of Bilha∆a,  then Chapter 4, "Verses Ascribed to Bilha∆a in Anthologies"
 is far removed from the  central theme  of the study.  Of course, there is nothing intrin
sically wrong with the contents of this  chapter, but then the title of the study would be 
more appropriately something like "Studies on Bilha∆a 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

              1                                     24
              2                                     27
              3                                     17
              4                                     38
              5                                       3
              6                                     16
         Works of references              8
         Index                                      2
                                               -------------
                                                   135

     Thus it is seen that Chap. 4 (Verses Ascribed to Bilha∆a in Anthologies) is the bulki
est.  Let us reiterate: there is nothing basically wrong, but then it is not directly related 
to the specific work--Vikram¡©kadevacarita . Consequently, the title of the work turns o
ut to be  misleading!  A student of Vikram¡©kadevacarita  will not find much to his inter
est in this work.  Yes, of  Bilha∆a, he will have something.  A greater part of this "Studi
es" 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 knowle
dge.  It represents discovery of unknown facts or a new interpretation of existing know
n facts.  Research is not mere compilation.  A florist cannot be equated with a floricult
urist.

    I would like to record here for further discussion one more idea as the Postscript to t
he 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 Mah¡mahop¡dhy¡ya Pa
∆∂itapravara R¡m¡vat¡ra ˛arm¡. Not that he does not accept its existence.  He does a
ccept it and its readings as well.  It is an edition definitely and must be reckoned as suc
h.  Truly speaking it is the second edition; while Nagar's is the third and that of Bharad
waj is the fourth!  On p. 111 Misra says:

5.  Vikram¡©ka-deva-caritam...R¡m¡-vat¡ra-˛arama∆¡ saµskƒtaµ [ed. by R¡m¡vat¡r
a ˛arm¡] Benares: Jñ¡na- ma∆∂ala Press, 1978 [= 1921]. 1, 4, 2, 153 p.
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     This edition [mark Misra's designation], which is full of inaccuracies, seems to have
 been associated by someone[?] with the great name of Mah¡mahop¡dhy¡ya Pa∆∂ita 
R¡m¡vat¡ra ˛arm¡.

    Misra does not comprehend the sarcasm contained in my statement to the effect that
 ˛arm¡ did not edit the work.  ˛arm¡ did and blundered.

    So Misra accepts the existence of R.  Appropriately enough, Misra numbers R as 5 a
nd puts it between the two editions of Bühler and Nagar, which are numbered 4 and 6 
respectively.  Nevertheless to call Bühler's ed. as No. 1 and that of Nagar as No. 2 is 
merely gajanim•lik¡ or sato'pyapl¡pa˙.
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APPENDIX I

On Caritacandrik¡

       Dr. H.D. Velankar, the first reviewer of N, had this to say with regard to Caritacan
drik¡ as early as 1945:

    At the end of the text of the poem, the editor has given a brief explanation of difficu
lt words in the poem, giving it the name Carita-candrik¡.  This Candrik¡, we are told, i
ncludes the very brief gloss written in the margin of the old Jesalmir manuscript.

    Another reviewer noted the true nature of Caritacandrik¡ in 1947.  He said:

    Besides a critical Introduction and a brief though nonetheless useful glossary explai
ning important and difficult words and incorporating most of the notes in the scribes' o
wn 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 Caritacandrik¡ is an "ancient" commentary! He  says:

    ˛r• N¡garamahodayair Jaisalamerabƒhajjñ¡na-koßabh¡∆∂¡rasth¡d hastalikhit¡t pust
ak¡t mahat¡ ≈rame∆a  ippa∆•saµgrahaµ kƒtv¡ Caritacandrik¡n¡mn¡ [!] s¡ pari≈iß ar¶
pe∆a svapustake saµgƒh•t¡,  ken¡pi kavirahasyaku≈alenaiva dh•mataiß¡ gumphitetyat
ra n¡sti sandehale≈¡vasara˙. ‡sav•ya 1286 varßato'pi pr¡c•ne'smin hastalikhite pustak
e  ippa∆yeß¡ svapr¡c•natvaµ praka ayatyeva.  Kutracit "asya ≈abdasy¡rth¡gamo [!] n
a j¡yate" iti spaß aµ likhitv¡  ippa∆•kƒt¡ viduß¡ [!] niraha©k¡raµ svap¡∆∂ityaµ paric¡
yitam.  Gu∆ino na dur¡grah¡ iti svagu∆itvam [!] api praka itam.  ˇ•k¡y¡ abh¡ve'rth¡va
bodhavißaye  ippa∆%yeß¡ bahußu sthaleßu p¡ hak¡n¡m at•vopak¡ri∆•ti ni≈capracam. (
V. 1, Kiñcit Pr¡st¡vikam, p. 2)

    There are 208 pages in the text of the Vikram¡©kadevacarita in Nagar's edition.  Ac
cording to the colophon of J, the p¶r∆agranthasa©khy¡ (or ≈lokasa©khy¡)  of the Carita
 as presented in J is 2545.  This number multiplied by 8 x 4 will be 81,440 akßaras. Thi
s is the volume, or size, or extent of the Carita text. Now the Caritacandrik¡ as present
ed in N extends to 117 pages. It is printed in much smaller type as compared to the tex
t.  Whereas the text has much wider margins and lots of space in between the lines, th
e composition and printing lay-out of the Candrik¡ is very  solid.  There are 27 lines in 
a full page of Candrik¡, each line containing approximately 30 characters.  Thus the to
tal granthasa©khy¡ of the Caritacandrik¡ would be approximately 2962, i.e. 417 ≈loka
s more than the text!  All these  facts are clearly visible to the person who is not weari
ng  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!  Bühler has des
cribed 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.



245

"  However, N has described the MS. and its gloss once again in his Prast¡van¡, pp. 1-
2 .  N says:

    16x2" ¡k¡r¡tmakeßu 158 t¡lapatreßvatyujjvalamas•likhite'smin pustake patrasa©khy
¡©k¡ß ippa∆ya≈ca svar∆amayy¡ masy¡ likhit¡ ¡san...."  "=" •dƒ≈acihnadvay¡ntaravast
h¡pit¡˙ sa©kßipt¡˙ sa©gat¡≈c¡rth¡˙ patr¡∆¡µ pr¡ntacatuß aye'pi s¶kßm¡kßarair likhit¡
˙ (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 Caritacandrik¡ to be an an
cient  commentary, contemporary with the writing of the MS.  I am not sure if he read 
my Prastutasaµskara∆avai≈iß yam...vißamasthal¡rth¡vabodhik¡  ippa∆•--Caritacandrik
¡  (pp. 7-8) wherein having referred to the J gloss, I have described the nature and con
tent of the Caritacandrik¡ in the clearest possible  terms.  Here are my words:

    ...antarbh¡vita-ta  ippa∆•k¡ saiß¡ 'Candrik¡' tan•yasyapi granth¡rtham ujjvalayißyat•
ti vi≈vasima˙.

    We are not sure if Bh understood the meaning of the compound word-- "antarbh¡vit
a-ta  ippa∆•k¡," since his knowledge of Sanskrit is extremely limited when it comes to 
a point which he does not want to understand!  If he did not, why did he not consult on
e 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 p
art of Bh.  But as soon as I saw his Vol. 1 (published in 1958 ) I  protested to him.  I wr
ote 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 di
d 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 subj
ect  an internal examination.  Bh ought to have considered the following facts if he we
re a scholar in the least sense of the term-- if he possessed even an iota of true scholar
ship in him.

    The Caritacandrik¡ begins on page 209.  The top of the page displays in bold,  larg
e, ornamental letters the following words:  Atha Caritacandrik¡.  We don't believe a  ip
pa∆• written on patr¡∆¡µ pr¡ntacatuß aye'pi will have a beginning like this!  But Bh w
as 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 •). At the bottom of that very first page 
there is a footnote, related to the above word,  which reads: Hi.= Hind•bh¡ß¡y¡m, i.e. 
any artha preceded by a letter Hi, is a Hindi word. Then, according to this great resear
ch scholar (Bh) Hindi was so well-developed even before 1286 A.D.,  the date on whic
h the J MS. was m¶lyena  punargƒh•t¡ ,  i.e. re-acquired by paying the price!  So this wo
rd antedates 1286 A.D.  Note Hindi linguists!
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    Line 14 reads: *R¡dh¡ Viß∆ubh¡ry¡*.  The footnote tells us:

idƒ≈acihnadvay¡ntarvartin•  ippa∆• Jaisalameragranthasthetyavagantavyam.

Maybe Bh did not read this too.  Or would it be correct to conclude that even if he  rea
d it, his knowledge of Sanskrit was so limited indeed that he did not comprehend  the tr
ue meaning!  Let it be stressed here that there are 19 lines in the first page (a large por
tion 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 '*'.

    On the next page (210) we read: 'Kukkuravadr¡' iti Vy¡khy¡sudh¡  (Bh¡nuj•d•kßitakƒ
t¡mara •k¡).  So Bh¡nuj•d•kßita must have flourished even before 1286 A.D.! Note the 
 historiographers of Sanskrit literature,  especially those who want to study  or discuss 
Amarako≈a!

    On page 214 we read : Sarahar• iti khy¡ta˙.  So  this word too proves quite old.

    On page 219 we read: * "Kaly¡∆aka akaµ 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 on
ce 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 (jñ¡namah¡s¡g
ara)  of Bh our "Vidy¡v¡g•≈a"!  He did not even think about these baffling points.  To 
him they were not baffling at all.

    On page 220 we read: K¡sucana pratißu 'yadva≈masu' iti pram¡d¡n mudritaµ ≈odha
n•yam.  So there was a printing press in India even before 1286 A.D.! The Vikram¡©ka
devacaritam was printed and published even before that date!  This is an important ma
tter to be noted by the historiographers of printing in India!

    On page 222 there is a Hindi word ch¡nan¡! Naturally this word too is older than 12
86 A.D.

    The bottom line of page 223 reads: up¡µ≈u ≈anai˙ *ek¡nte*. Did Bh think of the rel
ationship of these two expressions appearing in juxtaposition?

    On page 224 we have two more words of Hindi--¡rat• and turah•. N¡gar• Prac¡ri∆• S
abh¡ of V¡r¡∆as• should note these facts.

    On page 237 we read:  *cauryakeli˙ parapurußaparan¡r•kriy¡*.  But then the Carita
candrik¡ raises a question "(-kr•∂¡ ?)."  Would it be correct to conclude then that the sa
me writer wrote kriy¡ and then asked himself whether it should read kr•∂¡?

    There are Hindi words on almost every page, sometimes one page containing more 
than one.
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    On page 247 Caritacandrik¡ says: Dol¡su dol¡su iti Jalha∆a-˛¡r©gadhara-saµgƒh•t
a˙ p¡ ha˙.  Historiographers of Sanskrit literature note this fact which makes Jalha∆a a
nd ˛¡r©gadhara posterior to the date 1286 A.D.

    On page 248 we read:

    Akß¶∆aheto˙ a©g•kƒtas¡mr¡jyabh¡rasya madhor anucaratv¡n m¡rutasya.  'Akß¶∆a'
padasy¡rtho n¡vagamyate.  'Akßobha' iti p¡ he pratipanne-- akßobho gajabandhanasta
mbho gajabandhanabh¶mir vetyartha˙ sa©gata˙ sy¡t.  11 sarge  82 ≈loko'pi  draß avya
˙.

    What this "ancient" commentator could not understand was easily understood  and e
xplained by Bh in a split second! How? Because he had the help of a great grammaria
n which this poor Caritacandrik¡k¡ra lacked.

    It is interesting to watch how the term "akß¶∆a" has been interpreted by  Bh, of cour
se, with the help of a great grammarian,  whose debt he acknowledges in the followin
g words:

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 'akß¶∆a' (or whatever it might be) was so ga
t¡rtha that he did not think it needed any explanation!  Today the second part of my c
onjecture stated above seems ridiculous!

         ˛r• Paµ. R¡jan¡r¡ya∆a ˛arm¡∆o Hind¶vi≈vavidy¡lay•ya-     Saµskƒtamah¡vidy¡
layavy¡kara∆avibh¡g¡dhyakß¡     dhanyav¡dair abhinandyante, yais saharßam sarva
daiva     ka hin¡ prayukta≈abdasiddhau sv¡nupama≈abda≈¡stra-     jñ¡nena ≈abdasidd
him saµs¡dhya mah¡n upak¡ra˙ kƒta˙.  (Kiñcit Pr¡st¡vikam.  v.1, p.3)

Bilha∆a used neither ka hina nor aprayukta ≈abdas!  It is insult added to injury to blam
e Bilha∆a for such imaginary sins!  His r•ti is Vaidarbh• and his gu∆a is pras¡da.  Na hy
eßa sth¡∆or apar¡dho yad enam andho na pa≈yati.

    It is amusing to see how this "ka hina" and "aprayukta" ≈abda (akß¶∆a)  has been bl
essed with ≈abdasiddhi (derivation and explanation)  by the great grammarian-friend o
f Bh:

    akß¶∆aµ vi≈r¡ma˙ satatapari≈rame∆a
sam¡gatakl¡ntir¶pany¶nat¡y¡
d¶r•kara∆¡rthaµ vi≈r¡ntir ityartha˙.

    The above explanation appears in the commentary Ram¡.  The footnote reads:

    Saµjñ¡su dh¡tur¶p¡∆i pratyay¡≈ ca tata˙ pare.
    K¡ry¡d vidy¡d anu[!]bandham etac ch¡stram u∆¡dißu.

ˇukßu gatau - ¡d¡dik¡ddh¡tor bh¡ve na© pratyaye b¡hulak¡d d•rghe nañsam¡se 'akß¶
∆a' ≈abdo nißpanna˙. Na kß¶∆am akß¶∆aµ gatyavarodho vi≈r¡ma ityartha˙.
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    Both this great Vaiy¡kara∆a-≈iroma∆i (R¡jan¡r¡ya∆a) and S¡hitya- dhurandhara  "
Vidy¡v¡g•≈a" Bh have  overlooked one of the most significant words-- mattasya! Bilha
∆a did not say "≈r¡ntasya". Caitradvirada was not hauling huge logs of wood that he w
ould have been horribly exhausted and needed vi≈r¡ma 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 vaiy¡kara∆akesar• svapratibh¡µ pr¡dar≈ayat!
T¡van maunam ev¡valamban•yam y¡van na yath¡rthap¡ hapr¡pti˙.

The late Muni ˛r• Pu∆yavijayaj• Mah¡r¡ja had given me an appropriate meaning.  But
 I don't recall it now!  According to him the word was correct. Could this word mean m
adaniv¡ra∆a,  to bring back to sobriety?

    This topic has been discussed earlier.

    ⁄st¡µ t¡vat, prakƒtam anusar¡ma˙.

    On page 248 (of Caritacandrik¡) a sadukti is cited by N:

         Mallik¡mukule ca∆∂i!  bh¡ti guñjan madhuvrata˙.
         Pray¡∆e pañcab¡∆asya ≈a©kham ¡p¶rayanniva.

    So the author of the above must have flourished earlier than 1286 A.D. Let us find o
ut who the author is.  In any case, the assumed  ippa∆•k¡ra or  ippa∆•lekhaka was almo
st 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 o
n p. 439 of his vol. 1.  According to Bh. this Caritacandrik¡k¡ra must have been a  kavi
rahasyaku≈ala dh•m¡n  (p. 2 of his Kiñcit Pr¡st¡vikam.  Vol. 1). This Caritacandrik¡k¡r
a cited the above verse on p. 248 with reference to Lagnadvirephadhvanip¶ryam¡∆am.
.. 7:41.  Bh renders a great service to the world of scholarship by citing it, but he introd
uces it with the following words:  "Uktam S¡hityadarpa∆e."  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:--  Gop¡cala˙ *guy¡laeru* (s¡mprataµ Gv¡liyara ityucyate). 
 Did Bh stop to think what function this word *guy¡laeru*, enclosed within two asterisk
s, was performing here!  What did it represent!! And what is the significance of the wo
rd "s¡mpratam"? When? Before 1286 A.D.?

    We have three words-- gop¡cala˙, guy¡laeru, and gv¡liyara!  Is there any historical,
 chronological, or linguistic progression?  Do they belong to the same age, same langu
age, same stratum?  Bh, why did you  pretend to know everything when you actually d
id not know?  Your "great" Caritacandrik¡k¡ra accepted his limitations, a fact which y
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ou have noted  yourself. Why did you not?  Didn't you know that Na hi sarva˙ sarvaµ j
¡n¡ti!?

    It is fantastically funny to read Bh's commentary here.  He says:  Gop¡n¡m dhenup¡
lak¡n¡m acala˙ parvato  Govardhan¡khya˙!  So "Govardhana mountain" was a kingd
om and the king described in verse 9:109 of the Carita was its lord!

    On page 301, last line, we read:  Etadup¡dhin¡'nena chalena (etaddhetujanyen¡dh•r
a∆ena?)  Did Bh understand what is cited above? The  ippa∆•k¡ra explains certain  wo
rds.  Yet he is not sure.  So he asks a question. I believe Bh. can easily answer! What i
s adh•ra∆ena?  Pt. Bharadvajaji! This is a printing mistake, for avadh•ra∆ena!  (Detecte
d only on Dec. 24, 1982)!

    The writing of Bh is in many a place atyanta-h¡sy¡spada,  to say the least.  Bilha∆a 
says:

         Tat paryantasthitagu∆anik¡ma∆∂apaµ yatra dhatte
              dh¡ma vyom¡©ga∆atilakat¡m Kßemagaur•≈varasya.

    Caritacandrik¡ explains [p. 314]: Kßemagaur•≈varasya dh¡ma K¡≈m•ra-nƒpati-Kßem
agupta-nirm¡pitaµ ˛ivamandiram.  These words of NAGAR, repeat NAGAR, in Candr
ik¡ are followed by *Khemesaradeu*. Let it be stressed here with all the force at our c
ommand that this expression 'khemesaradeu' appears within two asterisks. So these wo
rds 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 K¡≈m•rabh¡ß¡y¡µ prasiddhe!  Note the scholars of Ka
shmiri 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 numero
us 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 tha
t Caritacandrik¡ was an ANCIENT commmentary! Or, would it be correct to assume th
at he knew the truth in his heart of hearts, yet he continued to deceive himself so that 
he could steal from the Candrik¡ upto the very end? This is exactly what he did.  The r
elevent portion from the Candrik¡ follows:

    Tat prasiddham.  Paryanteti--paryante pr¡ntabh¡ge sthito gu∆anik¡y¡ nƒtyasya ma∆
∂apo yatra tat.  Yatra pure.  Vyom¡©ga∆atilakat¡m ¡k¡≈abh¶ßa∆atvam.  Kßemagaur•≈
varasya dh¡ma K¡≈m•ra- nƒpati-Kßemaguptanirm¡pitam ˛ivamandiram.  *Khemesara
deu* R¡m¡˙ k¡minya˙. R¡m¡nukara∆avidhau ramy¡bhinayavy¡p¡re *R¡mo R¡mac
andra˙* N¡ yaprayoge n¡ ak¡bhinaya-kriy¡y¡m,  vi≈eßyam. Yogasth¡n¡m yog•ndr¡∆
¡m.  ⁄s¶trayanti janayanti.

    And here is an exact reproduction of the same passage from the great commentary 
called Ram¡ of Panditammanya Vi≈van¡tha ˛¡str• Bh¡radv¡ja [what a deceitful act of
 stealing]:
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    Yatra Pravarapure paryante pr¡ntabh¡ge sthito gu∆anik¡y¡ nƒtyasya  ma∆∂apo yatr
a tat Kßemagaur•≈varasya tat prasiddham dh¡ma gƒham  K¡≈m•iranƒpati-Kßemagupta-
nirm¡pitam ˛ivamandiram vyom¡©ga∆asy¡''k¡≈asya  tilakat¡m bh¶ßa∆atvaµ dhatte.  
Yatra ˛ivamandire (Khemesaradeu iti  K¡≈m•rabh¡ß¡y¡m  prasiddhe) r¡m¡˙ a©gan¡˙
 n¡ yaprayoge  n¡ ak¡bhinaya-kriy¡y¡m r¡m¡nukara∆avidhau rama∆•y¡bhinayavy¡p
¡re  r¡macandr¡bhinayavy¡p¡re[!] v¡ yogasth¡n¡m api yogin¡µ siddh¡n¡m api g¡tra
µ vapu˙ "g¡traµ vapu˙ saµhananaµ ≈ar•raµ varßma vigraha˙" ityamara˙. Sapulaka
µ saromañcam ¡s¶trayanti janayanti.

    No further comments are necessary.  Stealing is an art!  It is not at all a sin  unless a
nd until detected.

    The greatest service that Bh has rendered here relates to Khemesaradeu.  This is his 
most outstanding contribution.  Bilha∆a 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 Panditam¡n• Bharadvaja, only some 
of whose astonishing qualifications are displayed on the  title page of his immortal wor
k 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 Bühler (and by Nagar to
o) in  Jaisalmer.  It belongs to the Bƒhajjñ¡nakosha Bha∆∂¡ra of the Oswal Jains, prese
rved under the great temple of P¡risn¡th (P¡r≈van¡tha)  in the fort of Jaisalmer.

    With regard to this J gloss Bühler says: "The glosses are in a mixture of  ancient Guj
arati and Marvadi, such as is used by the Yatis down to the present day." Bühler also t
ells us that the letters of the MS. (including the  gloss  are  ancient Jain Devanagari.  [I
nrod. p. 45]

    And here is what Nagar said about the language and other aspects of the J  gloss:

    Kiñca g•rv¡∆av¡∆•nibaddh¡pi s¡ pr¡c•na ippa∆• kvacit Gurjara-Marude≈abh¡ß¡tmik
etyanadhigatasakal¡rthair apyasm¡bhi˙ s¡ tathaivopasth¡pit¡. Neyaµ m¶lavatsuv¡cy
eti bahutr¡sm¡bhir naiv¡vagantum ap¡ri, kutas t¡vat pratilipivißay•kartum.  Tath¡pi se
yam  atipr¡c•neti tadbh¡ß¡gaveßa∆¡y¡m s¡dhanaµ sy¡d ityavadh¡ryate.

    May be Bh did not have access to B ed.

The above was written long long ago. Today (10 March 1990) while computerizing my
 own writing, I recalled that I had seen the Bühler's edition in the same Banaras Hindu 
University (Library)  which was the Karmabh¶mi of this scholar-thief. He could have s
een it if he wanted.  But why should he have wanted?  He knew everything.  He was s
arvajñacakravart•.

But he has extensively used N ed. He has profusely copied from N's Caritacandrik¡.  
He should have seen many such words.  What did he think of those?
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    It will be quite appropriate  to cite  certain words here from this J gloss that may thro
w further light on the matter.

         g¡µ∂uyauµ                           p. 223
         choru                            248
         pav¡∂¡                           250
         goliy¡ 'dha∆uh•' abhy¡su         250
         dav¡∂i                           250
         jetalu vi≈eßu                    253
         pa∂ihatha                        255
         darau                            257
         kisauµ acha•                     263
         ¡µvaliyau                        263
         kasauµeku                        263
         cho i chur•                      264
         thahiy¡inu                       264
         thal•                            264
         guy¡laeru                        265
         darau                            272
         gh¡ u (followed by avayava
                            ≈uddhi˙       274
         p¡la auµ                         275
         p¡ au                            275
         vikhariyauµ                      276
         kh¡µpa∆u                         278
         gara∂hauµ                        280
         sej¡hala                         280
         dehur¡saru                       284
         yoge≈varu                        284
         teravauµ                         289
         koil¡                            289
         khola                            294
         caukapuriy¡                      297
         khemesaradeu                  314
         ah• h¡nam¡hi                   317
         praharah¡thi                     317
         ∂¡haliyau kar∆∆u              323

    I believe Bh would like us to believe that all these words belong to the Kasmiri lang
uage!  Bh has also stated elsewhere tad- bh¡ß¡y¡m. What an innocent statement! He is
 cunningly equivocal.  Naro v¡ kuñjaro v¡. He wanted to save his own skin too.  Bh co
pied so extensively from Caritacandrik¡, yet we don't know if he paid any attention to 
the words cited above.

A Note on the Starring in the Caritacandrik¡

    N has stated: "Antarbh¡vitata  ippan•k¡ saiß¡ Candrik¡..."
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    Caritacandrik¡ 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 i
ndicate their being definitely borrowed.  Certain  meanings occuring in J gloss had to b
e emphasized like "R¡dh¡ Viß∆ubh¡ry¡(1:5)"  and "R¡dh¡ Kƒß∆abh¡ry¡  (18:87)".  Ma
ny words occuring in J gloss were not intelligible to me also because they were illegibl
e.  So there was a specific motive in starring. It was to show that they were definitely n
ot my words.  I have found subsequently that there are many  words (meanings or inter
pretations) which are part of J gloss. Yet they are not starred. So this may be regarded 
as a flaw.  Yet 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 i
n J gloss! The criterion was how uncommon or significant was a word of J  gloss that w
arranted 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 Bilha∆a's Vikram¡©kadevaca
rita.  On p. 314 Caritacandrik¡ says:

    K¡ß h•ladvijavasataya˙ 'K¡ß h•la' iti n¡madhey¡ Br¡hma∆¡n¡µ niv¡sabh¶maya˙. 
K¡ß h•leti--*j¡tivi≈eßa˙*. Vastutastu Vitast¡v¡ma- ta astha˙  prade≈a-vi≈eßa˙.

    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 somet
hing strange in the above passage: that there are two writers involved. First we see tha
t the expression "K¡ß h•ladvijavasataya˙" is explained in a certain way.  Then the com
pound word "j¡tivi≈eßa˙" is given.  It is preceded and followed as well by a *.  Then w
e find the following words: Vastutastu...  In other words, "K¡ß h•la" is not the name of 
a specific j¡ti  [of the Br¡hma∆as] but it is the name of a locality (a residential area,  a 
sub-division, what we may call in Hindi "Mohall¡.")  If we assume that the entire Carit
acandrik¡ 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 us
e whatever he possessed) to grasp what is presented above. In spite of vastutas tu.... et
c., he maintains:

    T¡˙ K¡ß h•ladvij¡n¡m K¡ß h•la iti n¡madheyabr¡hma∆¡n¡m vasataya˙ niv¡sabh¶
maya˙.

    This is called dur¡graha˙. What Bilha∆a means and what the fact is--K¡s h•la-dvijav
asataya˙,  and not K¡ß h•ladvija-vasataya˙! Bh seems to have forgotten his own dictu
m: Gu∆ino na dur¡graha˙.

    Let us resume our main theme. In 18:44.1 there is a samastapada--adhiß h¡na-madh
ye.  Caritacandrik¡ explains:  Vitast¡pulinavartini prade≈avi≈eße,  and then adds withi
n two asterisks: *ah• h¡nam¡hi*. The great commentator Pt. Bharadvaja displays his e
xtra-ordinary erudition and says: "adhiß h¡namadhye Vitast¡pulinavartini prade≈avi≈eß
e  [exact copy of  Caritacandrik¡!]  ("Ah• h¡nam¡hi" iti tadbh¡ß¡y¡m)."  We don't unde
rstand what he means by "tad"!  [Maybe he thinks that there is a language called "tadb
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h¡ß¡!" Cf. Nagar's words: Tadbh¡ß¡gaveßa∆¡y¡m s¡dhanaµ sy¡diti many¡mahe."  But t
he interesting point is that he encloses all the six letters (ah• h¡nam¡hi) in " " quotation
 marks, i.e.  inverted double commas! He does not stop to think that "ah• h¡na" is "adhi
ß h¡na" and m¡hi  (old Gujarati) is "in" i.e. madhye!

    The Hindi commentator is still a greater authority.  He is wise.  He is wiser.  He is th
e wisest.  He excels everyone else in this art of interpretation.  He goes beyond!  He tr
anslates:  Ah• h¡∆am¡h• n¡maka sth¡na meµ. The short "i" of Sanskrit comm. in "m¡h
i" becomes long in Hindi comm.!  Is it possible for us to accept the contention that Hind
i and Sanskrit are from one and the same pen? It will be foolish even to think.  Kahat¡ 
bh• d•v¡n¡, sunat¡ bh• d•v¡n¡  (Insane speaking and insane listening.)

    There was  one more lamp which might have lighted the dark corner of Bh's mind a
nd made him aware of the reality that there are certain words which might have come 
from another pen in "Caritacandrik¡"  On page 321 we read:

    Ch¡yay¡ *dh¶mena citraµ vicch¡yaµ j¡yata iti bh¡va˙.*Vastutastu svapada- bhra
µ≈abhay¡t ˛akrasya vaivar∆yam.

    Certain words here are preceded and followed by asterisks!  They make a statemen
t.  The subsequent words reject it.  We don't know if Bh knows what is the significance 
of a statement if it is introduced with an expression like "vastutastu". See also:  Vastuta
stu Vitast¡v¡mata astha˙ prade≈avi≈eßa˙-- discussed earlier.

    Bh blindly copies both the statements. His exact words are: Dh¶mena citraµ vicch¡y
am j¡yate.  Vastutastu svapada-bhraµ≈a-bhay¡d Indrasya vaivar∆yamiti bh¡va˙.

    The question is:  Why does he give the first statement if he has to contradict the sam
e  by the subsequent statement? We don't know what he took the two asterisks for!

    We are not sure if he had ever read the Amara:  tvant¡th¡di na p¶rvabh¡k.  Vastuta
stu contradicts the previous statement. It means " but in reality." We fail to understand 
why such scholar-pretenders follow the path of darkness and do not  open their eyes e
ven when there is enough light all around?

    It is interesting to note that ˛akra of Bilha∆a and Caritacandrik¡ becomes Indra of R
am¡!  Bh has to show some originality!  How else he could add to the bulk of his grand
 edition of a "Vidy¡v¡ridhi?"

    In 18:18.3 Bilha∆a uses an expression-- dƒß ¡dƒß a.  Nagar was not sure about the m
eaning.  He was merely a youth in his early twenties! So he put it:  aihik¡mußmikobhay
avidh¡n¡m?  Bh copies the words of "Nagar" straightaway.  However, he removes the 
question mark.  He has no doubt, nowhere, never!

    Let us recall what Bh says about this Caritacandrik¡ and its author:

         ˛r•n¡garamahodayair Jaisalamerabƒhajjñ¡nako≈a-     bh¡∆∂¡rasth¡d hastalikhit¡
t pustak¡t mahat¡ ≈rame∆a      ippa∆•saµgrahaµ kƒtv¡ Caritacandrik¡n¡mn¡     s¡ pari
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≈iß a r¶pe∆a   svapustake saµgƒh•t¡,  ken¡pi kavirahasyaku≈alenaiva dh•mataiß¡     (st
ress added) gumphitetyatra n¡sti sandehale≈¡vasara˙.  ‡≈av•ya 1286 varßato'pi pr¡c•n
e'smin hastalikhite     pustake  ippa∆yeß¡ svapr¡c•natvaµ praka ayatyeva.  [Kiñcit Pr¡
st¡vikam. V. 1, p. 2] 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 a
s an appendix, naming it the "Caritacandrik¡." I have never seen a greater fool on this
 earth!! First of all Nagar won't steal.  He possessed enough brain power to compose hi
s own "annotations," (which he really did).  And he was not a habitual thief either.  Ev
en if he had stolen, he would not have the courage to "name" it.  A straight man does 
not name the baby of someone else as his own.  An honest and truthful scholar (if he h
ad taken someone else's work) would have called it "Jaisalmera-pustaka- ippa∆•," or s
omething like that.  A smart thief also knows how to cover up his theft.  Bh himself is a
 thief and accuses Nagar falsely of imaginary theft.

It is much larger, longer, and extensive than even the original!  It cannot be an Appen
dix.

    Again in his Bh¶mik¡ (V. 1, p.4) the learned scholar-pretender presents his distorted
 view:

         Tatk¡vy¡nte Caritacandrik¡n¡mn¡ Jaisalamera-     bƒhajjñ¡nako≈abh¡∆∂¡ra stha
 pustak¡   ippa∆isaµgraho     N¡garamahodayasya saµskara∆aµ suvar∆aµ sugandhi  
   yuktam iv¡'karot. ˇippa∆•k¡ra˙ ka iti yadyapi na     jñ¡taµ tath¡pi tasya p¡∆∂ityapr
akarßo vidyotata eva.

Mr. Bharadwaj, you are either a fool, or a cheat, or a liar, or all combined into one!

    Bh concludes his Pr¡st¡vikam with the following words:

    Ante ca Caritacandrik¡ ippa∆•k¡r¡ ye ke'pi te bhavantu [!] mama h¡rdik¡n dhanya
v¡d¡n arhanti.  Eteß¡m  ippa∆y¡  •k¡lekhane mahat• sah¡yat¡ j¡tetyam¡yam nir¶pya 
[!] viram¡myativistar¡t.  [p.4]

Whatever you may say, but you are a great m¡y¡vin  Mr. Bh!

    So, even such an ancient learned "composer" of Caritacandrik¡ was not sure about t
he meaning of dƒß ¡dƒß a.  Yet Bh had no problem. He copied it beautifully, but remov
ed 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 sarvajñacak
ravart•.

    Nagar concludes his Caritacandrik¡ with the following words:

        Iti ≈am. ˛r•r astu.  Kaly¡∆am astu.  Sam¡pteyaµ     Caritacandrik¡bhidh¡n¡ Vikra
m¡©ka devacarita mah¡k¡vya ippa∆•.  ˛r•˙ ˛r•˙ ˛r•˙.  Vijay¡da≈am•     Saµ 2001.

    So this "marginal gloss" had a colophon too!  And what about the date, i.e. Samvat 2
001, i.e. 1944/45 A.D.! Bh was not concerned at all with all these contradictory  evide
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nces.  Once he had decided that it was "ancient" no external or internal  evidence coul
d 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 Nar
endradeva, the then Vice-Chancellor?  That should have been enough proof to demon
strate that he knew everything!

This fact is well featured by Bh on the title page!
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Bibliography of Misra's Studies on Bilha∆a and His Vikram¡©kadevacarita

    The preceding pages have presented a candid criticism primarily of Misra's Studies 
on Bilha∆a and His Vikram¡©kadevacarita .  It has been a very unpleasant reading and 
writing.  And so is this criticism.  Throughout this book--here, there and everywhere--w
e have offered a justification of why we felt such an irresistible urge to express ourselv
es the way we did.  It was truly a case of ˛oka˙ ≈lokatvam ¡gata˙.  How beautifully it i
s said about our mah¡kavi Bhavabh¶ti:

    Api gr¡v¡ rodityapi dalati vajrasya hƒdayam.

    Same Bhavabh¶ti has sung:

         P¶rotp•∂e ta∂¡gasya par•v¡ha˙ pratikriy¡.
         ˛okasaµvignahƒdayam pral¡pair eva dh¡ryate.

    We have followed the great ethical principle of Spaß avakt¡ sukh• bhavet.  Also

         Sulabh¡˙ puruß¡ r¡jan satatam priyav¡dina˙.
         Apriyasya ca pathyasya vakt¡ ≈rot¡ ca durlabha˙.

    The reader would have found many passages which might have led him to one of th
e two conclusions--either Misra was out of his mind when he wrote, or this critic was o
ut of his mind when he wrote what he wrote!

    Our correspondence with the University of Tübingen, reproduced here in the very b
eginning, contains convincing evidence that there is something unusual about this "diss
ertation" of Misra, which he claims has earned a doctorate for him!  We don't believe i
t.

    Misra also claims to be a specialist in Library Science.  He has appended an extensi
ve bibliography to his Magnum opus.  For the reasons stated above, we did 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 "diss
ertation", we had decided to reproduce it mechanically and enclose it as an appendix t
o our work.  This would not have been any infringement of copyright either.  Neither it
 would have been branded as plagiarism--k¡vy¡rthacaurya.  We did not want to comm
it this sin, the same sin for which we have condemened Mr. Misra time and again.  Thi
s would have also demonstrated to the reader how a bibliography should be prepared 
and presented for a doctoral dissertation to a German university.  However, for various
 reasons, we abandoned the idea.

    Once again we offer our sincere apologies to our readers for having presented this b
ittersweet 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 with all the emphasis at our command that what is presented in this book i
n its final form is much more milder than how it had emerged originally.  A great deal 
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of spicy juices have been taken out.  After the whole book was completed, it was ruthl
essly purged!  A large amount of true yet frank criticism was eliminated.  We have trie
d our best to be as reticent as possible and we give credit to our better half for this swe
etening and softening.  The final judgement rests with the critical readers.
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Anubandha˙

Vapur y¡m ¡v¡s˙

    On p. 254 we have discussed Vapur y¡m ¡v¡sa˙...the reading having  been presente
d exactly the way it appears in Misra's magnum opus (p. 100).

    Earlier we had suggested [y¡m¡v¡sa˙] as an alternative reading.  Subsequently we 
thought of [pury¡m ¡v¡sa˙].  Our footnote provides a brief discussion there.

    Since then we consulted the S¶ktimukt¡val•.  It gives all the three components togeth
er--Vapury¡m¡v¡sa˙.  The editor, who is not as learned as Misra, has put a "?" after th
e first p¡da.  He could not understand it.  But Misra is a sarvajñacakravart•.  He knows 
everything and in a proper manner. He has no doubt on any subject anywhere of any 
kind--none whatsoever.

    So he has broken the cluster of letters (vapury¡m¡v¡sa˙) into three!  This is a despic
able attempt.  Vapur makes some sense independently. ⁄v¡sa˙ too would make some 
sense.  But we don't know what sense Doctor Misra (a Sn¡taka of Tübingen) would lik
e us to derive from y¡m. This is avy¡p¡reßu vy¡p¡ra˙--a monkey business.

    We think "Va" is an error.  It should be read as "Tri!"  We advice the reader to write
 "tra" in Devan¡gar• and then join the two protruding lines.  "Tra" will become "Va" ve
ry easily.  "Tripury¡m" will bring a new life into the kav•ndrokti.  The word "kuca" is sti
ll a puzzle to us. Could it be budha?

    We believe in the third p¡da "≈iro'nyasya" is wrong.  It should be read as ≈iro yasya.
  Misra could not care less.

    In spite of all these changes and suggestions  for improvement,  the true and final p
urport of the verse is still an enigma to us.

V¡de v¡de j¡yate tattvabodha˙

    As already stated in our "Dvit•yam ⁄mukham" the sojourn of Dr.  L. Satapathy in Col
umbia during the winter of 1991 was highly beneficial.  My contact with Sanskrit studi
es was revived.  It was a renaissance.  V¡de v¡de j¡yate tattvabodha˙.  One significant
 outcome of our "K¡vya≈¡stravinodena k¡lo gacchati dh•mat¡m" was a possible new int
erpretation of bh¶˙ prat¡poday¡n¡m in Camp¡s•mni  (Vik. 18:38), discussed on page 2
40 of this book.

    I had submitted my apologies for a wrong interpretation made earlier.  It was an err
or in  grammar.  Now we have a new interpretation. We believe bh¶˙ can stay as it is-
-not as dvit•y¡bahuvacanam--karma--but as kartƒpadam prathamaikavacan¡ntam, mea
ning prat¡poday¡n¡m bh¶˙ utpattisth¡nam ¡jñ¡ bhr¡myati!  She is ≈•tabhit¡, not for her
self but for her master, Anantanƒpati.  In order that her master might feel warm and co
mfortable in those colder regions, she roams around hither and thither to make them w
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arm!  She has the power to generate prat¡pa, meaning also utkƒßta˙ t¡pa˙. This new s
uggested interpretation is offered to the rasika-jana-ma∆∂al• for consideration.

    There are many more suggestions.  But we will wait until the next edition comes out
.

                                                         MLN
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K¡vyaprak¡≈e vißam¡la©k¡rod¡hara∆am   52
K¡vy¡rthabh¡van¡paripakvabuddhi   136
K¡vy¡rthacauryam wrt Misra   239
Kelik¡la˙   118
Kelik¡ra˙   119
Ke≈avad¡sa   194
Ketakadrutinibhaµ maha˙   114
Kha∆∂a   45+
Khiste, Ba ukan¡tha ˛¡str•   53
Kiµ karoßi nijay¡thav¡ bhuv¡   198
Kiµ karoßi vayas¡dhikena me   299
Kiµ tava rocate eßa˙   81
Kosambi, D. D.   287
Kr•∂¡ vs vr•∂¡   239
Kr•∂¡lava≈abalit¡˙   239
Kr•∂¡≈aila   241+
Kr•∂¡≈aila˙ kanakakadal•   241
Kr•∂¡≈ail•bhavanti pratikalam alin¡m   241
Kr•∂¡≈ail•kƒtahimagire˙   241
Kƒta˙ ≈rut¡gama˙   72+
Kƒtakßa∆a   255, 258
Kƒtasthiti˙  101
Kƒtv¡ vigraham aßrup¡ta   193
Kßa∆am¡travi≈rama   163
Kßap¡˙ kß¡m•kƒtya   213
Kßate kß¡ram wrt Misra   87
Kßipto mukh¡t ßa cara∆a˙   98
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Kßitipati or Kßitir¡ja   245+, 249
Kßm¡bhƒtkul¡n¡m upari pratiß h¡m   48
Kuc (+sam)   257
Kuh¶tk¡ri   133
Kulapratiß h¡   48
Kum¡rasaµbhavam   154
Kum¡ry¡˙ vs kum¡ry¡m   80, 170, 172
Kundendutuß¡rah¡radhaval¡   203
Ku∆ hatvam ¡y¡ti gu∆a˙ kav•n¡m wrt Misra   30, 117
Ku∆ h•kƒt¡ri≈astrasya   89
Kupita˙ kßm¡bhƒt   92+
Kurvantu ≈eßa˙ ≈ukav¡kyap¡ ham wrt B & G   158
Kurvantu ≈eß¡˙ ≈ukav¡kyap¡ ham wrt Bh   136, 190
Kurvantu ≈eß¡˙ ≈ukav¡kyap¡ ham wrt Misra   117, 202
Kury¡d an¡rdreßu kim a©gan¡n¡m   231fn

Labdh¡rjan¡n¡m   172
Lakßa   43+
Lakßya   43+
Lekhan• pustik¡ n¡r•   5
Lekhay¡ luloke   107, 206
Lexicographers vs poets   260
L•l¡ vil¡so vicchittir   178
L•l¡lavanyañcitakandhare∆a   168+
L•l¡≈uk¡˙ kokilak¶jit¡n¡m   283
Limits of Misra's unlimited knowledge   281
Limpat•va tamo'©g¡ni   170
Little knowledge dangerous wrt Bh   185, 242
Little knowldege dangerous wrt Misra   96
Locan¡bhy¡m vih•nasya wrt Misra   86, 292, 308?
Lohara   246
Lohara Dynasty, scions of   247
Lokasya n¡bhir jagata˙ pratiß h¡   50
Lubdhair jan¡n¡m   172
Lubdh¡rjan¡n¡m   172
Lulita vs lu hita   133
Luloke   107, 206

M¡ (root)   159
M¡ garvam udvaha kapolatale cak¡sti   65
Madvairi∆a˙ ka hor¡µ≈or   227
M¡gha   122, 163
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Mah¡bh¡ßyavy¡khy¡   267
Makßik¡sth¡ne makßik¡ wrt B & G   101, 168, 214
Makßik¡sth¡ne makßik¡ wrt Bh   163, 242
Mam¡natikruddho muni˙   81
Mamma a, example of ßaß h•   89
Mamma a on k¡vya-hetu   264
Mamma a on sa©kara   75
M¡na   185+
Manasija wrt ka≈¡   238
Manasijakath¡gh¡tabhagn¡˙   238
M¡nasoll¡sa   214
Ma∆∂¶kaplutiny¡ya   171, 229
Ma©gal¡kßata   76
Manyupa©kakalußam samudvahan   261
M¡ta©gal•l¡   83, 129
M¡ti vs bh¡ti   134+
M¡ti nirvivare tasy¡≈   134+
M¡tsarya   199
Mauktika≈r•˙   55
Mauñj•-mekhal¡   55
May¡ nip•∂yam¡n¡s te   95, 112
May¡ tasy¡bhayaµ pradattam   81
Meghad¶te  K¡lid¡sa˙   130
Misra & science of prosody   283+
Misra as an historiographer   101+
Misra as translator   57
Misra betrays ignorance   262+, 279, 282
Misra commits literary crime   262+
Misra condemns Bilha∆a's ukti as preposterous   201
Misra confuses nature of Vcar MS   232
Misra corrects N, a play of ghu∆¡kßarany¡ya   226
Misra crosses the limits of justice   165
Misra determined to destroy everything   251
Misra discounts R   297
Misra goes against all authorities   166
Misra indulges in unwanted emendation   241
Misra is confused   169
Misra makes ka≈¡ of kath¡   238
Misra murders poetic muse of Bilha∆a   118, 208
Misra murders S¡hitya-vidy¡-vadh¶   164
Misra notices k¡vy¡rthacaurya by others   282
Misra on genetive for dative   79+
Misra on N   8
Misra on payomuca˙  224
Misra on R   4
Misra on r¡nta   234
Misra once again plays plagiarism   267
Misra parades his pedantry   231, 259+
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Misra reaches the highest peak of absurdity   251
Misra really needs some real guru   117
Misra shows slavish mentality   252
Misra stoops to the lowest level   251
Misra writes for himself   288
Misra wrt literary criticism   209
Mi≈ra-≈akti   181
Misra--pratibh¡bh¡sa   122
Misra, a pretender   234
Misra, a sa©kara   295
Misra, a scholar-pretender   238, 265
Misra, a totalitarian dictator   265
Misra, kartum akartum anyath¡kartuµ samartha˙   208
Misra, munitrayaikyam   127
Misra's absurdities   251, 287, 292
Misra's ¡∂ambara   285
Misra's arrogance cum ignorance   89+, 93, 279, 292
Misra's as•maja∂at¡   164
Misra's avy¡p¡reßu vy¡p¡ram   206
Misra's b¡lac¡palam   182, 198
Misra's book full of errors   282+
Misra's chapters in terms of no. of pages   296
Misra's childish blabberings   184
Misra's eulogy and prospectus on dust-jacket   31+
Misra's ex cathedra judgment   245
Misra's one more attempt to annoy his readers   292
Misra's gajanim•lik¡   201, 297
Misra's great power of emendation   96
Misra's jalpa   92
Misra's knowledge of Gaja≈¡stra   121
Misra's knowledge of Sanskrit   212, 271
Misra's Magnum opus   25+
Misra's mana˙p¶tam sam¡caret   184
Misra's metri-causa   184
Misra's misdeeds   207+
Misra's misdirected emendation   195
Misra's misdirection   113
Misra's "nature"   52
Misra's one more nonsensical reading   291
Misra's performance (cint¡ma∆i vs mƒlloß a)   180
Misra's pitiable misrepresentation   198
Misra's plagiarism   107, 239
Misra's play of prank   237
Misra's preposterous propositions   251, 262
Misra's sato'pyapal¡pa˙   297
Misra's suggestions absurd   211
Misra's unreasobleness   103, 173, 203
Misra's utprekß¡   51+
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Misra's vita∆∂¡v¡da   50, 70
Misra's work more padding than real kucakala≈au   277
Misra's work--why to criticize?   28+
Misra's work, most irresponsible   208
Misra's work, nature of   295+
Mi≈ropajñaµ jñ¡nam   239
Mƒtkumbhab¡luk¡randhra   56
MS. A   74+
Mukham ast•ti vaktavyam wrt Misra   109fn
Mukharamurajaµ paurastr•bhir na l¡syam   288
Mukhena lajj¡bhinayapragalbh¡   168
Mukhena S•t¡µ ≈arap¡∆∂ure∆a   54
Mukhenducandrik¡p¶ra   155, 244
Mur¡rikavi   206
M¶rkho'pi ≈obhate t¡vat wrt Misra   87
Musalgaonkar   15

N interprets Yasya bhr¡t¡   246
N on B ed.   4-5, 232, etc.
N on Mah¡bh¡ßyavy¡khy¡   268
N on N ed.   23+
N on P   7
N on R   3, 219+
N teaches Vik.   2+
N visits Jaisalmer   6, 94, 235
N's "Sigla and abbreviations" wrt Misra   271
N's contribution to Vik.   233
N's ed. reviewed   6-8
Na hi kast¶rik¡moda˙ wrt Misra   292
Na hi sarva˙ sarvaµ j¡n¡ti   134
Na hi vandhy¡ vij¡n¡ti wrt Bh   154
Na hyeßa sth¡∆or apar¡dho wrt Misra   86, 292, 295
Na m¡ti sma   134+
Na ≈a≈¡ka nir¡kartum   71
Nagar on the correctness [!] of his ed.   204
Nagar's ed.  5
Nagar's text still deficient   205
N¡gara   47
N¡gar¡ja R¡o--Vapus tuß¡r¡calagauram asya   203fn
Nagar•var∆anapaddhati˙   288
N¡gavall•   47
Naißadh•yacaritam   73, 132
Nakalch• bandar wrt Bh   220
N¡mali©g¡nu≈¡sanam   266
Namatyaya˙≈y¡mala≈aßpama∆∂ala   219
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N¡ndhr•payodhara iv¡titar¡m   21, 126
Narair viphalajanmabhir giridar•   160
Narapatitanaya˙ kay¡pi kopa   107
N¡r¡ya∆a Sv¡m•   161
Navas¡has¡©kacarita    52
Navendran•l¡   113
Neo-expounders like M and Bh   244
Ni˙≈oka vs ni˙≈¶ka   283
Nijerßubhi˙   92, 95, 209
N•lacchatronmadagajagha ¡p¡tram   253
N•lagu∆∂at¡mra≈¡sanam   243
N•laka∆ ha, author of M¡ta©ga-l•l¡   83, 129
N•laka∆ ha mountain   98
N•lam/kamalam   211
Nim•lita   121
Nimnan¡bhikuhareßu yad ambha˙   162
Nipiß a   108
N•r¡g¡ mƒgal¡ñchane mukham api   285
Nira©ku≈¡˙ kavaya˙   261
Nirantar¡gha  itap¡ al¡dhar¡˙   207
Nirantaram Brahmapur•bhir ¡vƒtam   233
N•rasatarur iha vilasati purata˙   221
Nir•kßya vidyunnayanai˙ payodo   224
Nirudhya randhraµ madhup¶ritasya   172
Nirv¡pita   183
Nirviße∆¡pi sarpe∆a   45
Nirvivare   156
Ni≈¡su yatra pratibimbavartman¡   276
Nißiddhair apyebhir lulitamakarando   133
Nißiddham apy¡cara∆•yam ¡padi   73
Niv¡rita vs nirv¡pita   183
Niv¡ritad•p¡˙   183
N•v•m prati pra∆ihite tu kare priye∆a   67
N•vimokßo hi mokßa˙   67
Niviß a   108
Niyatikƒtaniyamarahit¡m   202
Novel prize in literature   158
Nƒpasya vallabha   206, 225

On Caritacandrik¡, a note on identification   298-312

Pad¡tivratam udvah¡mi   261
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Padmagupta   52
P¡lak¡pyamuni-viracito Hasty¡yurveda˙   130
P¡µsud¡na   130
P¡∆au padmadhiy¡ madh¶ka   99
Pañc¡©go r¡janaya˙   64
P¡∆∂yo'yam aµs¡rpitalambah¡ra˙   206
P¡n•yam n¡liker•phalakuhara   133
Pa©k¡mbup¡µsupriya˙   130
Par¡ pratiß h¡   48
Par¡sam   198
Par¡s¡m vs par¡sam   198
P¡r¡vat¡n¡m rutai˙   159
Paricyutas tatkucabh¡ramadhy¡t   155
Parip¡kap¡∆∂ur¡∆¡µ ≈arak¡∆∂¡n¡m   51
Paryud¡sa   106
P¡ ala-dhara   207
P¡ h¡ntaram   90
Pavitram atr¡tanute jagad yuge   iii
Payodavƒndaµ gagana   225
Poetry, appreciation of, a subtle art   136, 221
Poetry, essence of   136
Pra. MS.   271
Prabuddha vs pravƒddha   206
Prabuddhak¡r≈y¡˙ parit¡pa   206
Pradar≈ay¡m¡sa tata˙ kum¡ry¡˙   80, 170+
Pr¡dh¡nyam sy¡d vidher yatra   106
Prakƒtivirodhahata   111
Pram¡dat vs pras¡d¡t   123
Pra∆¡m¡nto m¡na˙   186
Pr¡∆apratiß h¡   50
Pr¡pnoty¡≈u paraµ sth¡nam   43
Pras¡da   191
Pras¡d¡t vs pram¡d¡t   123
Prasajyapratißedha   106
Pra≈¡nte n¶pur¡r¡ve   66
Prat¡pa   250, 252
Prat¡pam ¡ropya par¡m samunnatim   252
Pratijñ¡yaugandhar¡ya∆a    83
Pratiphalananibh¡t   49
Pratiß h¡   47+
Praty¡dide≈ainam abh¡ßam¡∆¡   168
Praty¡di≈   168
Praty¡diß avi≈eßama∆∂anavidhi˙   168
Prat¡di≈yanta iva me   168
Praty¡gacchati la©ghan¡rtham    281
Prau∂hiprakarße∆a pur¡∆ar•ti   1
Prau∂hiprakarße∆a pur¡∆ar•ti wrt Misra    30, 122
Pravƒddha   206
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Princess of Wales Saraswati Bhavan Texts Series   94
Priyatama Chandra Shastri   42
Pƒthv•bhuja©ga˙ parikampit¡©g•m   57+
Pu∆∂raka-≈arkar¡   55
Pura˙ sthitv¡ kiñcid valita   287
Pur¡∆a-Bilha∆a wrt Misra   83, etc.
P¶rvak¡laikasarvajarat  127
Pußpair bhr¡jiß∆ubhastr¡   84
Pußp¡ñjalikßepam ivodvahanti   261

R¡ja≈ekhara   134
R¡jatara©gi∆•   246
R¡jiga   109
Rajombup¡©kavihƒti   130
R¡jyam uddhƒtam anarthapa©kata˙   112
R¡man¡tha D•kßita wrt Bh   17
R¡m¡≈ram• on gav¡kßa   267
R¡m¡≈ram• on r¡jy¡©gam   63
R¡m¡≈ram• on vil¡sa   178
R¡m¡vat¡ra ˛arm¡, guruvary¡∆¡m of Bh   163
Ra∆arabhasavil¡sakautukena   105
Ra∆arasacalitam   118
Randhawa, M. S.   194
R¡nta vs ≈¡nta   234
Rasadhvaner adhvani ye caranti   iii
Rasadhvaner adhvani ye caranti wrt Bh   194
Rasadhvaner adhvani ye caranti wrt Misra   30
Ras¡ntaram   187
Rasikapriy¡ of Ke≈avad¡sa   194
R¡≈•kƒt¡˙ pußpapar¡gapuñj¡˙   128
Rat¡ntare yatra gƒh¡ntareßu   163
Ratikopa   191
Ratikope pras¡de ca   191
Ravai˙   215
Re m¡ta©ga mad¡mbu∂ambaratay¡   291
Research defined   297
Restoration of text   237
Rolambarolam vs rolambakholam   291
R¶∂hayaugikami≈r¡khy¡s   209

Sa somavannetracakorap¡ra∆¡m   74
S¡ stan¡ñjalibandhena   157
Sa tatkßa∆¡t pariml¡na   88+
Sabdakalpadruma   55
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˛abd¡rtha≈¡sanajñ¡na   iii, 136
˛abdasya ≈aktaya˙   181
◊a∂ up¡y¡˙   187
◊¡∂gu∆yo mantra˙   112
S¡dharmya   196, 243
Saduktikar∆¡mƒta  wrt Dol¡y¡m jaghana   165
Sadya˙ karaspar≈am av¡pya citram   52
Saharßam ityapsaras¡m aj¡yata   234
Sahas¡ vidadh•ta na kriy¡m   291
Sahasra≈a˙ santu vi≈¡rad¡n¡m   1
Sahasra≈a˙ santu vi≈¡rad¡n¡m wrt Misra   30, 124
S¡hityadarpa∆a   191
S¡hityadarpa∆a on arth¡ntarany¡sa   174
S¡hityadarpa∆a on kampa (vepathu)   65
S¡hityadarpa∆a on m¡na   191+
S¡hityadarpa∆a on vil¡sa   177
S¡hityap¡thonidhimanthanottham  20
S¡hityap¡thonidhimanthanottham   268
S¡hitye sukum¡ravastuni wrt Misra   64
Sahƒdaya hurt by Bh   224
˛¡kh¡candrany¡ya   135
Sakh•n¡m kim api bruv¡∆¡   80
˛aktir nipu∆at¡ loka≈¡stra   265
S¡m¡dau tu parikß•∆e   187
Samakßam api s¶ryasya   227
S¡m¡nye napuµsakam   124
Samarpay¡m¡sa pay¡µsi   80
S¡marthyam   87+
Sam¡sokti   59
˛ambhukavi   46
Samp¶r∆akumbho na karoti ≈abdam   248
S¡mr¡jyam   87+
Saµskƒtam n¡ma daiv• v¡k   116
Samucchalanty¡ pra∆ay•kƒt¡ni   269
Samudvahannunnatam aµsak¶ am   261
Samudvahantyos tad ath¡yat¡kß•   261
Saµyukt¡dyam d•rgham   184
◊a∆∂a   45+
Sandhibandham avalokya ni≈calam   112
Sangrathya ka≈cit katicit pad¡ni g¡th¡kavitvam   293
Sañkucita   49+
˛¡nta-kautaka   235+
Saptamyadhikara∆e ca   135
˛¡rad¡   229
˛arak¡∆∂a   54
˛arak¡∆∂a = sugarcane of Misra   51
˛arak¡∆∂ap¡∆∂uga∆∂asthala   54
Saraso vipar•ta≈ cet wrt Bh   182
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˛¡rd¶lavikr•∂itam   285
Sarvadaiva hƒdayaµ mal•masam   225
Sarvasvam gƒhavarti Kuntalapatir   253
Sarveß¡µ madakƒd vasantasamaya˙   130
◊aß ha˙ up¡ya˙   185
◊aß h• c¡n¡dare   89
˛¡strapratiß h¡   48
Satror api gu∆¡ v¡cy¡ wrt Bühler   138
Saty¡yam¡nam asatyam   120
Saundaryam ind•varalocan¡n¡m   123
Sav¡san¡n¡m sabhy¡n¡m   69
Savr•∂o'bh¶t   239
Shola (Latin)   259
S•l¡-Vijj¡-M¡rul¡   117
Silha∆a   293
˛il•mukha   98+
Sindhut•ranilay¡nurodhatas   105
Siñj¡   281
Siñjin•   281
˛irasi m¡ likha m¡ likha m¡ likha wrt Misra   292
˛•tabh•t¡   240, 245
Smara˙ asy¡˙ kathay¡mbabh¶va   80
Smarapra≈astiprativastut¡µ gat¡˙   163
Smer¡s santu sabh¡sada˙   290
Smk. compiler had the original text of Vik.   272
Smƒti   73
˛obh¡kara   85, 287
˛obhante sma vil¡sakuntalalat¡˙   179
Somadeva   111
Some≈vara Bh¶lokamalla   9, 47
Spar≈a˙ ka∆ akako ibhi˙ ku ilay¡   164
˛r•harßa   64, 73, 132, 155
˛r•kha∆∂acarc¡parip¡∆∂uro'yam   202
˛r•n•laka∆ had•kßita   263
˛r•paricay¡j ja∂¡ api   162
˛ƒ©g¡raratn¡karavelayeva   269
˛rotraµ ≈rutenaiva na ku∆∂alena   74
˛rutasya y¡y¡d ayam antam arbhaka˙   74
˛ruti   73
˛rutv¡ ≈rutv¡ rutam aviratam   160
Stein translates Putro Vigrahar¡jasya   246
Sth¡l•pul¡kany¡ya   295
Sthiti   262
Sth¶l¡rundhat•ny¡ya   135
Str•∆¡µ vil¡sa-vibbok¡   178
Subha ¡   248
Subha a˙ pramad¡kar¡rpit¡m wrt Misra   46, 226
Sud•rgh¡ r¡ga≈¡linyo   238
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˛ukav¡kyap¡ ham wrt Bh   243
Sukharatarata   288
˛ukla˙/pa a˙   211
S¶ktimukt¡val•   218, 227
Surata-kr•∂¡   159+
˛uro'si kƒtavidyo'si   222
˛¶ro'si kƒtavidyo'si wrt Bh   21
S¶ryamat•   248
Sußko vƒkßas tiß hatyagre   221
Sv¡gat¡ metre   184
Svagƒhottu©gav¡t¡yanagata˙   266
Sv¡myam¡tyasuhƒtko≈a   62
Svayaµ naß a˙ par¡n n¡≈ayati wrt Bh   181
Svayaµ naß a˙ par¡n n¡≈ayati wrt R   121

Tadbhay¡t Siµhaladv•pabh¶pati˙   258
Taddar≈an¡d abh¶c chambhor   281
Tad•yo lebhe'ntaram cetasi nopade≈a˙   170
Talpeßu   271
Taµ santa˙ ≈rotum arhanti wrt Misra   32
Taµ vibh¡vya rabhas¡d up¡gatam   68
T¡µ vidh¡ya katicid din¡ni   96
T¡mb¶laµ ka utiktam uß∆amadhuram   46
Tantukƒ≈¡µ vahanty¡˙   261
Tara©git¡©g•   198
Tarjana   196
Tasy¡˙ s¡ndravilepanastana   194
Tata˙ prat¡pajvalanaprabh¡va   244
Tath¡ gat¡ campakad¡magaur•   132
Tatra dakßi∆ata e kƒtasthiti˙   101
Tav¡©gavall•kusumair vil¡sai˙   175
Tayopade≈a˙ sa kƒta˙ kum¡ry¡m   170
Te ke na j¡n•mahe wrt Misra   182
Teß¡µ prasanno hi vil¡sab¡∆a˙   179
Thieme, Paul   34+
Through the Looking Glass  100
Translation, problems of   135, 177
Trilokalakßmyeva sal•lam •kßita˙   155
Tƒ∆¡ni bh¶bhƒtka akeßu   210
T|bingen, correspondence with   34+
Tu©gabhadr¡   101
Tvadbhiy¡ giriguh¡≈raye sthit¡˙   99
Ty¡gam eva pra≈aµsanti   112
Tyakt¡ may¡ n¡ma kulapratiß h¡   50
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Udañcayan kiµ≈ukapußpas¶c•˙   238
Udañciromañcatay¡ samantata˙   94
Ud¡ra≈auryaikarasa˙ kßam¡pati˙   97, 105
Udvasannagaram   289
Ullekhal•l¡gha an¡pa ¶n¡m wrt Misra   32
Unnidrapa©ktisthitacampak¡ni   131
Upak¡ra iv¡sati prayukta˙   170
Upam¡-r¶paka-sa©kara   75
Urv•pate˙ p¡rva∆acandravaktr¡   261
Uß r¡∆¡m ca viv¡heßu wrt Misra   64
Utprekß¡   213
Uttarjan•kena muhu˙ kare∆a   43, 196
Utth¡ya manyuva≈ata˙   188
ULLAS   15

V¡c¡m agocaram   252
V¡garth¡viva sampƒktau   78
Vah(+ ud)   259
Vaktƒtvam   252
Vallabha˙ vs vallabha   226
V¡lm•ki on S¡t¡'s resolve to accompany R¡ma   278
V¡man¡c¡rya Jha˚ak•kar   157
Vaprakr•∂¡pari∆atagaja   119
Vapur y¡m¡v¡sa˙ kucaparivƒta≈   254
Vapus tuß¡r¡calagauram asya--N¡gar¡ja R¡o   203fn
Vapus tuß¡r¡calatu©gam asya   201
Varam eko gu∆• putra˙   139
V¡raµv¡raµ tirayati dƒ≈or udgamam   65
Vardhito rodita≈ ca   278
Variant readings, how created   244fn
V¡sabh•t¡   245
V¡t¡yana   265
V¡t¡yanai˙ kelivim¡nakalpai˙   265
V¡tsy¡yana's K¡mas¶tra   161
Vayam iha padavidy¡m wrt Misra   64
Vel¡   269
Vel¡cala   269
Velankar, H. D.   6
Ve©gin¡tha   109
Ve∆•   195+
Ve∆•saµh¡ra   133
Ve∆uk¡   195+
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P.S.

A n d h e n a  nA n d h e n a  n •• y a my a m ¡¡ nn ¡¡  y a t h y a t h ¡¡ n d hn d h ¡¡ ˙̇ ..

One scholar named Priyatamacandra ˛¡str• earned the  degree of Vidy¡v¡ridhi (=Ph.D
.) from the V¡r¡∆aseya Saµskƒta Vi≈vavidy¡laya on   a ≈≈ o d h a p r a b a n d h ao d h a p r a b a n d h a   titled Vi
kram¡©kadevacaritasya s¡hityikam sarvekßa∆am under the guidance of a fantastic scho
lar named Pattabhirama Sastri,  famous as a m i mm i m ¡¡ m s a k am s a k a . We don't know how much
 of S¡hitaya he knew. However  he had earned a great deal of  name and fame.  But  
he seems to have given a true example of two  well known very ancient ny¡yas  N a   N a  
h i  s a r v ah i  s a r v a ˙̇  s a r v a m  j s a r v a m  j ¡¡ nn ¡¡ t it i  and  A n d h e n a  nA n d h e n a  n •• y a my a m ¡¡ nn ¡¡  y a t h y a t h ¡¡ n d hn d h ¡¡ ˙̇ .  .  This   w
ill be proved by the time this note is finished. 

This scholar Priyatamacandra says that he received great help from Batuk Nath Shastri
 Khiste. This too seems to be a mm ¡¡ nn ¡¡ n t a r a v i r u d d h a  a r t h a vn t a r a v i r u d d h a  a r t h a v ¡¡ d a .d a .  This Batuk Nat
h and the writer of these lines used to play pranks together. We were almost classsmat
es. He was just one or two years ahead. 

We don't know if this thesis is published as yet or not.  If not, good,  because it  lies.  It 
is not reliable.   The schoar has just wasted his time,  money and energy in bringing ou
t the b i m b a - p r a t i b i m b a - b hb i m b a - p r a t i b i m b a - b h ¡¡ v av a  in the immortal work of Bilhana and some earlier
 poets. He was not able to see the special v i c c h i t t iv i c c h i t t i  and c a m a t k a r a  c a m a t k a r a  in Bilhana. 

With regard to the Caritacandrik¡  this p a t h a b h rp a t h a b h r ¡¡ n t an t a  a n d h e n a  na n d h e n a  n •• y a m a n a  a n dy a m a n a  a n d
h ah a  scholar-pretender  Vidy¡v¡ridhi says: 

Vikram¡©kadevacaritasya prathamapustake [=J MS] arth¡vagama saukary¡ rt
ham vißamasthal¡rth¡vabodhin• Caritacandrik¡n¡mn•  ippa∆• vartate. Î¡. 

Byulhara[!] maho-dayena svak•ye Vikram¡©kadevacarite (dvit•yatƒt•yapustak
e) 

[P and B]  iyam  ippa∆• noddhƒt¡.  ˛r•madbhi˙ Mur¡ril¡la≈armabhi˙ Jaialamera
 - Bƒhajjñ¡nako≈abh¡∆∂¡ra sth¡d hasta likhit¡t  pustak¡t mahat¡ paris≈rame∆a 

sa©gƒh•teyam  ippa∆• Caritacandrik¡n¡mn• Vikram¡©kadevacaritasya 
Sarasvat•bhavanasaµskara∆e prak¡≈it¡. ASY⁄ ˇIPPAÔYA LEKHAKASYA  N

⁄MA DAURBH⁄GYEÔA K⁄LAKALITAMEV⁄STI. [nonsense and rubbish!] 1286 °. 
varßata˙ pr¡c•ne'smin pustake vidyam¡n¡ya asy¡˙ pr¡c•nat¡ 

n¡sti sandigdh¡. ˛r•mur¡ril¡lan¡garamahodayairanadhigatasakal¡rth¡ tathaivo
pasth¡pit¡. Asy¡ lekhaka˙ asya ≈abd¡rtho nopagamyate ity¡di likhitv¡ sv•ya-  

garva≈¶nyap¡∆∂ityasya paricayam dattav¡n. 

Then he copies some of my words from my U p o d g hU p o d g h ¡¡ tata  without understandin
g the meaning.

What  a worthless show of  scholarship  and what a horrible misleading stateme
nt!  Such scholar-pretenders are awarded Vidy¡ v¡ ridhi degrees on such trash of  misl
eading writings.  To us all this looks as an u n m a t t a p r a lu n m a t t a p r a l ¡¡ p ap a . I was born and brought
 up in Banaras. I know where and how much b hb h ¡¡ n g an g a  is used there.  This scholar - fa
ntastic must have been G aG a ©© gg ¡¡ t a r at a r a ©© g a v i l a s a n n a u d o lg a v i l a s a n n a u d o l ¡¡ l u l i t a ml u l i t a m ¡¡ n a s a b h an a s a b h a ©© gg
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a m a d h u r a m a d i ra m a d h u r a m a d i r ¡¡ r a s a pr a s a p ¡¡ n a m a d o n m a t t an a m a d o n m a t t a ˙̇    when he wrote his ≈≈ o d h a p r a b ao d h a p r a b a
n d h a .n d h a .  How else we can explain such nonsensical writing. If we apply the s ths th ¡¡ ll •• p u lp u l
¡¡ k a n yk a n y ¡¡ y a  y a  to this statement, we can well  guess what kind of the whole writing woul
d be. 
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Bilha∆a's Vikram¡©kadevacarita and Its Neo-Expounders

       Vikram¡©kadevacarita  is one of the best historical poems in Sanskrit literature, if n
ot the best.  Bilha∆a ranks as one of the greatest poets the world has enjoyed.  He was 
exceptionally romantic,  almost a legend himself.  A court poet of C¡lukya Vikram¡dit
ya VI, a great emperor of the 11th century India, Bilha∆a composed the poem as a pa
negyric for his patron.

    Dr. Nagar's work corrects some modern wayward writers who have done great injus
tice to the poet by misrepresenting the facts and distorting the truth.  Their ignorance c
an be matched only by their arrogance.  Here is a demonstration of their pompous pla
y and display of naked plagiarism, still generating great rewards of riches and reputati
on.  This book is a kind of remedial writing, which restores the truth and upholds the ju
stice.  It is an outcome of fifty years of learning, reading,  writing  and research in the f
ield of Sanskrit studies.  Dr. Nagar's exposition and application of certain fundamental 
principles of literary and textual criticism may serve as a guide to the succeeding critic
s.  The book is quite extensive, yet very inexpensive. Has an elaborate index and a m
ap of contemporary India.  Studded with charming gems of Sanskrit poetic citations.  A
 lovely  reading that assures bliss.

    1991  339pp.  ¶45.00   ISBN 0-943913-18-7

    We will be very happy to send you a copy on approval without any obligation on yo
ur part. You need not even return it! Just keep it as a gift from us.

    International Library Center, 1405 St. Christopher Street
    Columbia, MO 65203-2356. (314) 449-5871

ILC is a non-profit, charitable research institution promoting inter national fellowship o
f libraries and librarianship.  A list of some of its recent publications appears separatel
y. These have come out through the generous help of the University of Missouri, Colu
mbia.
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