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AMUKHAM

Rasadhvaner adhvani ye caranti
sankrantavakroktirahasyamudrah.

Te'smatprabandhan avadharayantu
kurvantu Sesah Sukavakyapatham.

Bilhanasya

Gunadosan a$astrajiah katham vibhajate janah.
Kim andhasyadhikaro'sti ripabhedopalabdhisu.

KavyadarSah

Sabdartha-§asana-jiiana-matrenaiva na vedyate.
Vedyate sa hi kavyartha-tattvajiaireva kevalam.

Dhvanyalokah

Giram pravrttir mama nirasa'pi
manya bhavitrf nrpate§ caritraih.

Ke va na Suskam mrdam abhrasindhu-
sambandhinim mirdhani dharayanti.

Bilhanasya
Pavitram atratanute jagad yuge
smrta rasaksalanayeva yatkatha.
Katham na sa madgiram avilam api

svasevinim eva pavitrayisyati.

Srtharsasya.



This book has a very long story and a sad one too. Throughout the book--here,
there, and everywhere--I have explained why it was composed and who the adhikarins are.
It is the outcome of fifty years of study and research in the field of Sanskrit scholarship, but
it was written in America where I did not have easy access to bibliographical resources.
Many of the statements and quotations are derived from memory. Anabhydse visam
sastram! Moreover, I have been completely out of touch with Sanskrit studies during the
last 25 years, which I have gainfully utilized in the service of Library Science and building
up of a worthy collection of Indic studies at the University of Missouri - Columbia.

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

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

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

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

I was born and brought up in India. Ilived there continuously for thirty-three years
before I came to America for advanced studies, research, and a Ph.D. By now I have lived
in America for three decades; it is my home. I have a firm conviction, based on my own
personal experience, that many people in India imagine that everyone in America is rolling
in dollars. There is no poverty, no squalor, no want. There are no needy people. All are
well-to-do. Even a mazdoor drives a car!

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



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

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

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

The greatest problem still to be tackled was the provision of diacritical marks. Until
about six months ago I could not even dream that modern computer technology--as it was
available to me here in Columbia with no active studies, reading, writing, or research 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 tech-
nology. If there was ever a case of one project being pushed "from pillar to post," this was
it. I don't think it is a perfect production. There are many flaws. My knowledge of Sans-
krit has now receded into the background. It does not have the same sharp focus. YetI
decided to bring the work out as it is.

Until the world of Sanskrit learning finds a dedicated, devoted, selfless scholar who
possesses all the knowledge which has been instrumental here, plus all that is still lacking,
readers can stay with this publication.

Readers will observe that a great deal of stealing has been committed by some
"scholars" from my previous work on Bilhana, and this plagiarism has been heavily crit-
icized by me. YetlI give full freedom to any Sanskrit pandit to edit, revise, and publish
this work. There is no copyright!



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

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

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

Satyam eva jayate.
Columbia, MO Murari L. Nagar

Gandhi Jayanti Sahityacharya (1940)
2 October 1990



AN APPRECIATION

Bilhana's Vikramankadevacarita and Its Neo-Expounders

During my sojourn in the U.S.A. in 1991, I was pleased to see a scholarly work
entitled Bilhana's Vikramarnkadevacarita 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 Vikramankadevacarita. Dr. Nagar had
edited the poem as a youth in 1945 and composed a brief glossary naming it the "Carita-
candrika." Both the critics unfairly utilized the writings of Dr. Nagar without any acknow-
ledgement whatsoever. Bharadvaja assigned the "Candrika" 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 "Caritacandrika" and
gave their own which are less acceptable, or not at all acceptable.

Again, Dr. Nagar finds their suggestions to replace the words of Bilhana by their
own 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 the
future generation is bound to be misled in the wrong direction, shown by the critics, in un-
derstanding the great poet Bilhana judiciously. This caused immense pain in the heart of
Dr. Nagar who had undergone a hard labor to give his edition the best possible form intern
ally as well as externally. He has listed the passages where the poet is misunderstood 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 condemning them explicitly or implicit
ly. He reminds us of "Sokah Sloka tvam dagatah,” while describing his excruciating pain
caused by the wrong handling and mistreatment of the great poet. I would like to replace
his sentiment with my own composition as follows:

Asatpraudhyanrtajiiana-disanair dinacetasah.
Kavyopaplava$ankotthah kopo granthatvam agatah.

I examined the points of disagreement very carefully and gave suggestions to
change wherever necessary. I agree with Dr. Nagar in so many places. While advancing
his views, he has discussed them in a very vivid language, citing authoritative statements
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 from the
mind of an ordinary reader. He does not want to twist the meaning of the words or to re-
place them according to his own sweet will and pleasure, but tries faithfully to derive 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, without trying to extract
some sort of a meaning by hook or crook. And he does not hesitate to admit his own errors
of judgment crept through his limitation of knowledge as a youth in his early twenties when



he prepared his previous work. His patience and perseverance to bring the truth to light is
highly praiseworthy. He was so anxious to bring out the correct text of Bilhana's immortal
poem that he took an arduous journey to Jaisalmer long ago in order to collate the readings
in the light of the additional data made available since Drs. Biihler and Jacobi copied the
entire manuscript in just a week in the year 1874. The wrong interpretations of Misra were
felt so worthless by Dr. Nagar that he 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 Tiibingen wherefrom Dr. Misra claims to have received the degree.
The authorities could not solve the riddle and have admitted that Misra has no legal right to
call himself a DOCTOR.

Such a work, as this is, is essential to stop the mouth of irresponsible persons parad-
ing in disguise as the scholars and critics. A true scholar should analyze carefully and try to
talk sense. Dr. Nagar's work will be a good lesson to irresponsible critics and a supply of
instruments in the hands of the conscientious writers to expose the pretenders in public.
Moreover, it will show an ideal path to the researchers in the pursuit of scientific methodo-
logy 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.



DVITIYAM AMUKHAM

It is a pleasure, a very great pleasure, for me to present the second revised edition
of Bilhana's Vikramankadevacarita and Its Neo-Expounders to the lovers of Sanskrit around
the world. The first edition, though quite limited, went out of print so fast! It was simply
amazing! But on the second thought, I believe it was not at all amazing. The occurrence
of this phenomenon will be attributed to the subject of the book rather than the writer.

Mahakavi Sriharsa has sung,

Pavitram atratanute jagad yuge
And our own poet Bilhana too:

Giram pravrttir mama nirasapi

In the first "Amukham" I stated, "The book has a very long story and a sad one too."

It was narrated in brief. In spite of my best efforts I could not find even a single scholar to

collaborate with me on the work. Most of them were eager to serve the second purusartha
. There 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
have enough bibliographical resources in Columbia, Missouri. Columbia is not Kasi. Many
of the citations were drawn from my memory. Many statements were made without proper
verification. I was diffident. Why me alone? Even our great poet Kalidasa--one of the
greatest poets to have ever appeared on this earth--had this to say about himself:

A paritosad vidusam
sadhu na manye prayogavijianam.
Balavad api §iksitanam
atmanyapratyayam cetah.

Nevertheless I ventured. The book was published after a wild wandering for thirteen years
from the U.S.A. to India and back and forth and back again.

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

I am reminded of another great Sanskrit poet, Kavitakaminihdasa Bhasa about whom
another poet has sung,

Sutradharakrtarambhair natakair bahubhtimikaih.



Sapatakair yaso lebhe Bhaso devakulair eva.
What did Bhasa say? He assured us that

Dvipad anyasmad api madhyad api jalanidher di$o'pyantat.
Antya jhatiti ghatayati vidhir abhimatam abhimukhibhitah.

So Vidhi became abhimukha. He brought an abhimata right to my home! It was like
Bhagavatt Bhagiratht Ganga flowing into our own courtyard.

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

Once again, it was not a miracle at all. It was, after all, Bilhanamahakaviyasoguna-
gana. The poet's spirit was behind all of us in this pravrtti.

In my view the original appearance of the entire book was a case of Sokah Sloka-
tvam dgatah. According to Dr. Satapathy, it was a case of kopo granthatvam agatah. He is
a poet too. He has composed and entered a Sloka in his review of the book just presented.
He has put a seal of approval on my writing. He has corrected many of my errors. I am
highly grateful to him.

I only wish that Dr. Satapathy could have stayed in Columbia permanently. But
what is permanent in this phenomenal world? He has many other commitments in India.
He may be invited to adorn an honored chair of Sastracudamani in Sanskrit Vidyapitham in
his home town of Jagannathapurt. It will be a case of ratnam karicanam anvagat. 1 wish
him the best.

This "Amukham" is getting quite long. I must stop now. However, I am very happy
and satisfied that this second revised edition goes out into the world with greater confidenc
e and assurance instilled into my pen!

Sarve bhavantu sukhinah sarve santu niramayah.
Sarve bhadrani paSyantu ma kascid duhkhabhag bhavet.

Columbia, MO Murari Lal Nagar
1 January 1992 Aspiring to remain in
service of
Happy New Year Mahakavi Vidyapati Bilhana
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INTRODUCTION

THE BACKGROUND

The Vikramankadevacarita mahakavya of the great Kashmirian poet Bilhana 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 fresh trail scarcely witnessed in earlier poets. Bilhana him

self declares,

Praudhiprakarsena puranariti-vyatikramah §laghyatamah padanam.
Atyunnatisphotitakaficukani vandyani kantakucamandalani.

and also

SahasraSah santu vi§aradanam vaidarbhalilanidhayah prabandhah.
Tathapi vaicitryarahasyalubdhah Sraddham vidhasyanti sacetaso'tra.

Dr. Johann Georg Biihler (1837-1898, of Bombay and finally of Vienna) became
the first scholar in our time to recover the poem from modern day oblivion and place it be-
fore the learned world. With regard to the "recovery" of the poem and its value, he wrote
in January of 1874,

I have succeeded in seeing a portion of the famous Bhandar of the Oswal
Jains of this town (Jaisalmer, Rajputana) and have obtained already results which
repay me for the tedious journey, and the not less tedious stay in this country of
sand, bad water, and guineaworms [IA 5 (March 1874):89].

Dr. Biihler edited the work and had it published with his learned "Introduction” in
the Bombay Sanskrit and Prakrit Series (as no. 14) in 1875. Once again he emphasized the
value of the work:

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 Raj-
putana, the task was accomplished in seven days (p. 46).

The Carita was prescribed for the Sahitya Acarya Examination (Pt. 1) of the Govern
-ment Sanskrit College, Banaras (now Sanskrit University, Varanasi), for the first time in
1940. By that time I had already studied Sanskrit for about twelve years and had read
most of the works by great Sanskrit writers like Bhasa, Kalidasa, Bharavi, Dandin, Magha,
Bana, Bhavabhiti, Sriharsa, and Subandhu, some at the venerable feet of great Sanskrit
gurus in Banaras and some through my own studies.
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As an act of dharma and also for svantah sukhdya, I used to teach Sanskrit to junior
students every day for about seven hours. In July of 1939 I was requested to teach the
Carita. However, I had no time. That was my final year in the University and I had to
maintain my first position in the final examination; so I did not want to teach. Neverthe-
less, two of my close friends, who had to study it as part of their curriculum, prevailed upon
me. [ had no choice. That was my first acquaintance with this great work. My association
with Bilhana, which began then, still continues today after thirty-seven years. (This writing
goes back to 1977.)

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

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

We struggled for hours and hours to get some sense out of a senseless reading. If
the specific reading happened to be totally meaningless, it created fewer problems because
we could easily conclude that it was wrong. But when a reading only seemed correct--by
virtue of its being correct grammatically--it created more problems. It was like a lie which
looked like truth and could not be easily detected. We would call it "satyayamanam
asatyam”! It was like a sugar-coated bitter pill--seemingly innocent, but giving a bad taste
later in the mouth!

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

Idam no daurbhagyam saubhagyam va, yat pracinatamam Suddhatamam ca
Ja. pustakam sarvathante, navinatamam aSuddhatamam ca Ra. pustakam sarvatah
prathamam avalokyata. Anyatha milasam$odhane'smatkrtah cirapariSramah kastta
nubhavas$ca abhavakotaveva tisthet ("Prastavana," p. 7).

And ShrT Visvanatha Sastrf Bharadvaja had the same opinion with regard to that
edition, which he expressed in his own version:

12



Dvitiyam--Kasisthajidnamandaladhikaribhir guru-varyyanam sammatya
asammatya va tannamna prakasitam ativasuddham iti Sriguruvaryanam drstipatha
m api na gatam syad ityeva dyotayati. Sati ravikaranikarapravesSe kuto'ndhakara- s
ya sambhavah (Kificit prastavikam, vol. 1, p. 1)?

and

Kalakramad bytilarasamskarane samaptim asadite Kasistha-jiianamandala
mudrayantralayan mahamahopadhyaya-panditapravara-guruvara-Sri-Ramavatara-
Sarmanamna sampaditam prakrtamaha-kavyasya samskaranantaram ca prakasa-
bhavam aniyata. Param atra samskarane'pi [?] purvasamskaranas§uddhinam nira-
karanasya ka katha? NavanavanyaSuddhyantaranyapi locanapathatithitam

Bh makes a very funny statement here: "locanapathatithitam prayanti.” "Mistakes, errors,
and blunders cannot be compared with atithis, the guests!" Bh continues, "yatah sahrdaya-

nam cekhidyate cetah.” "Nobody would be tormented in his mind by seeing his guests!" Bh
just likes the words! He does not care about their meaning! His bhdvah is always what he

wants to get. It is not his concern if his words lead to that bhava or not! This is called "bha
radvdja-racana-saili."

prayanti, yatah sahrdayanam cekhidyate cetah. Atra Srimatam guruvaryanam
namasamyogo manasi vicikitsam utpadayati (Bhiimika, vol. 1, p. 3).

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

5. Vikramanka-deva-caritam . . . Rama-vatara-Sarmana samskrtam [ed. by Ra
mavatara Sarma]. Benares: Jiianamandala Press, 1978 [i.e. = 1921]. 1, 4, 2, 153p.
This edition, which is full of inaccuracies, seems to have been associated by some-
one with the great name of Mahamahopadhyaya Pandita Ramavatara Sarma (p. 11

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

The learned pandit Sharma tells us in his short introduction of one and a half pages,
which is also full of numerous errors, that he has corrected Biihler's errors as far as practic-
al. We took his word to be true and correct. It was a Herculean task--a Bhagiratha praya-
sa--to bring the River Ganga of Bilhana's muse on to this earth once again. It was found to
be a very difficult task indeed.

However, gradually we became disillusioned and realised that the text of Sharma
as presented in his edition suffered from many inaccuracies. It may sound like bragging
(atmaslagha), but sometimes we had to spend several hours--even days--in trying to recon-
struct a word or a sentence. How could we even dream that Dr. Biihler's text would have
been so distorted by Sarma?
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Fortunately one of our friends chanced to see Biihler's edition with one of his class-
mates. He compared only two readings of Sharma's text with those of Biihler and reported
them to me. It was a great delight and reassurance. There was clear evidence that Biihler
's edition was superior. However, the student who owned that rare copy of Biihler's edition
would not lend it even for a day! There was so much distrust:

Lekhant pustika narf [darah] parahaste gata gata.
Agata daivayogena nastta bhrastta ca mardita.

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

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

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

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

NAGAR'S EDITION
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I decided to go to Jaisalmer for a comparative study, collation, and direct verifica-
tion 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, and some of the lacunae in Biihler's text were filled
with the original readings because they were not lacking in the J MS. It was a perfect MS.
Of course, many of the errors committed by the press-copyist of Biihler were already corret
ed with the help of P long before I saw J.

Regarding the authenticity of the J MS., Biihler says in his "Introduction,"

The preservation of the MS is in general excellent.. . .The MS has been written with
great care and has been corrected and annotated.... I fear, however, that some at
least of the 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
that of the writer of the old MS (pp. 45-46).

... L have to thank Vamanacarya Jhalkikara for several emendations, which he sug-
gested 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 "Caritacandrika." The work was published in 1945. Its first review
- er, Dr. H. D. Velankar, commented,

This is a critical edition of Bilhana's Vikramankadevacarita which is a maha
-kavya in 18 sargas. The present edition is based mainly upon the Jesalmir manu-
script, from a copy of which Dr. Biihler first published the poem in the Bombay San
skrit and Prakrit Series in 1875. The editor has also consulted two other MSS,
which are, however, only copies of the Jesalmir manuscript. Dr. Biihler's edition as
also [sic] the Benaras edition by Pandit Ramavatara Sarma published in 1927 are
utilized by the editor in preparing this edition. It contains an exhaustive "Introduct-
ion" written in simple elegant Sanskrit, furnished with footnotes giving full refer-
ences for the various points raised and discussed by the editor. In the "Preface,"
also written in Sanskrit, which precedes this "Introduction," the editor fully and
clearly explains the material and plan of his edition. At the end of the text of the
poem, the editor has given a brief explanation of difficult words in the poem, giving
it the name "Carita-candrika." This "Candrika,"we are told, includes the very brief
gloss written in the margin on the old Jesalmir manuscript. A complete alphabetical
index of the stanzas in the poem is given for the first time in this edition, after the "
Candrika." At the end, an alphabetical list of important proper names and sujects, a
copper plate grant of Vikramaditya VI (the hero of the poem), reproduced from EI.
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XII, pp. 142 ff, and three genealogical tables are supplied, all of which immensely
add to the utility of the edition.

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

But I had hardly any competence to write in English at that time!
Another reviewer commented in 1947,

The importance of the restoration of the text of all such works for the task of
reconstruction of ancient Indian history can never be overrated. The present attempt
of Shri Murari Lal Nagar, therefore, will be greatly welcomed by all scholars inter-
ested in the study of Sanskrit poetry and Indian history. To the latter the text of the
poem, as constituted by him on the basis of authentic manuscript material available,
can serve as a satisfactory basis of study. In this respect this edition registers a def-
inite advance over the earlier attempts of both Dr. Biihler and Pandit Ramavatara
Sharma. The Edito Princeps of Dr. Biihler, highly useful in many ways, suffered ob-
viously from defects resulting from the inadequate and unsatisfactory character of
the materials then available. The attempt of Pandit Ramavatara Sharma that follow
-ed also failed to improve upon the text of Dr. Biihler. In fact his text is definitely
more unsatisfactory as compared to that of his predecessor.

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

Besides a critical "Introduction” and a brief though none-the-less useful glos
-sary explaining important and difficult words and incorporating most of the notes
in the scribe's own hand on the ancient Jaselmere manuscript, the editor has append
-ed an index of important persons and places mentioned in the text, the text of the
famous Epigraphic Record of King Vikramaditya VI reproduced from Epigraphia
Indica, and Geneological Tables of the Lohara and Calukya families. These fea-
tures have considerably added to the usefulness of the edition [S. D. Bhanot, Indian
Librarian, 1 (March 1947): 126-27].
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Even Misra (with his tiny little knowledge and totally insensitive mind) was able to
perceive the value of my edition as late as 1976:

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

This ed., which has invariably [?] been referred to by me as editio secunda,
is in fact a great improvement on the previous edd. by way of collating the MSS,
thoroughly recording the text variants, emendatory and conjectural readings. A
detailed account of the critical apparatus has been given in the twelve pages of the
prastavana. An elaborated [!] introduction of forty pages, an alphabetical list of pro
per names, an index to the verses, an extensive gloss, a map of the Chola and Chalu
kya empire [!], a reproduction of the Nilgunda copper plate inscription of Vikrama-
ditya VI, dynastical tables of the Lohara, Chola and Western Chalukyas, and a con
cordance of important king-names [!] make this edition still more useful (Misra, pp.
111-12, stress added).

Misra is not specific about the authorship of "Candrika." Probably he did not mis-
understand! Or did he not want to pronounce any judgment?

Until 1945 I was merely a Sanskrit student. My knowledge of English was quite
limited indeed. I was a product of the ancient system of Indian education. If I had had
adequate command over English, I might have written my "Introduction" in English, which
might have reached a wider audience. My edition was published in only three hundred
copies that might have gone out of print very soon. However, I could not think of a revised
edition because I switched over to Library Science in 1945. Since then, Sanskrit and
Lib rary 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. Since my early
youth I had had a dream to visit the United States of America. This dream came true and [
found myself with my wife in the New World by the end of 1951. We spent full five years
in the U.S.A., working and studying. In 1956 we came back home. I remained busy with
my new job at the India Wheat Loan Educational Exchange Program of the Foreign Serv-
ice of the United States of America in New Delhi, under which 1.5 million dollars worth of
American books were donated to approximately one hundred institutions of higher learning
in India.

Around 1958, circumstances prompted me to think of a new and revised edition of
the work. I inquired with almost all the leading manuscript libraries of the world whether
any new manuscript of the Vikramankadevacarita had been acquired recently; the res-
ponse was negative. However, I worked on the Vikramankabhyudaya of Somes$vara Bhu-

17



lokamalla, the son and successor of Chalukya Vikramaditya VI. It was subsequently pub-
lished in the Gaekwad's Oriental Series of Baroda as no. 150.

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

I have been working on the Vikramankadevacarita of Mahakavi Bilhana for
many years. Now [ want to bring out a revised edition of the work. I have learnt
that you are also working on the same poem. There is no point in two people work-
ing on the same poem when there are thousands of unpublished literary gems still
buried among bundles of manuscripts in our old libraries.

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

His reply was anything but pleasant. He said,

Pt. Vishwanath Shastri Bharadwaj 17 Golagali M.A., Kavyatirth, Vidyavagish

Banaras - 1
Retd. Lecturer, History of Sanskrit Dated
Literature and Philosophy January 27, 1960

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

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

Dear Murari Lall [!] Ji,

I am glad to acknowledge the receipt of your card [?] dated the 27th of Dece
-mber, 1959, which I could find on the 26th of January, 1960, on returning from a
long tour of two month's [!] duration in Madhya Pradesh. I was in need of two
manuscripts and knowing that they could be had in M.P., I went there and witnessed
a great collection of old and precious manuscripts at Bajrangarh [!] and other
places. Our Indian Government should be keen enough to procure such collections
otherwise the old and precious store is sure to be ruined. But experience shows that
the work undertaken [!] 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 Bilhana'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
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being available in the market, the Sahitya Research Committee of the Banaras Hin
du Universtiy, [!] entrusted me with the work of editing it with Samskrit and Hindi
commentories [!] for the use of the examinees. Accordingly the Ist seven cantoes [s
ic] of the same are already out and the 2nd part, containing the remaining cantoes
is under the press [!].

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

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

I am very thankful to you; for your work has been of great use to me in bring
ing 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 com-
plete a big work jointly without grudge. I may tell you that I used to teach a Ger-
man student on the recommendation of my revered Guru, the late Prof. P. Shesha-
dri, who only learnt from me how to read different metres. When I came to know
from him that four of them had come from Germany to accomplish one work jointly
and were studying it in different phases, my heart's joy [!] knew no bound.

Again thanking you for your edition of Vikramankdeva Charitam.

Yours sincerely
[Sd. V. N. Shastri]

Shriman Pt. Murari Lall Ji Nagar
M.A,, etc. etc. etc. [!]

24/4 Railway Colony

Kishan Ganj

Delhi-6

I wrote to him immediately:
24/4 Railway Colony

Kishanganj
February 5, 1960
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Dear Shri Bharadwaj:

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

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

I am sending herewith a copy of the Vikramankadevacarita with Prabodhint
commentary (canto 1), which is really Prabodhint and I have learned many things
from this. For example, Nandaka is Kaustubha Jewel (p. 2). The commentator is
Ramacandra Sarma Pandeya, M.A., Vyakaranacarya, Gaekwad Research Fellow
of the BANARAS HINDU UNIVERSITY. No wonder the students curse the people
who have prescribed such an "unintelligible," "uninteresting" work for their exam--
ination. I wish we could stop such devices of making easy money!

Please return the book after you have gone through it!
Thanks again,
Sincerely yours,
Murari L. Nagar
Pt. Vishwanath Shastri Bharadwaj
17 Golagali

Banaras-1

I wrote again on March 3, 1960, but never received a reply. This reminder was sent later
that same month:

March 27, 1960
Dear Shri Bharadwaj Shastri,
I am not sure whether you received my last letter sent some time ago, be-
cause I am still awaiting its reply. I was so anxious to see your edition, yet you did
not send it. Ultimately I asked one of my friends in Banaras to send me a copy. I

have gone through your work (first part only) and congratulate you on your excel-
lent performance. You have really increased the bulk of the edition.
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There are certain points which I wanted to bring to your kind notice. First of
all, I would like you to know that the gloss "Caritacandrika" is my own work! On
page 7 of the "Preface" (called "Prastavana") the last para clearly tells who is the
author of the tippani, i.e. "Caritacandrika." The work was so insignificant to me
that I did not like the idea of glorifying myself by mentioning "I." Whereas years
and years were spent in the research pertaining to Vikramanka and Bilhana, the
writing of the gloss was a quick affair and so trivial!

Dr. Biihler too refers to the marginal gloss of Jaisalmer MS. Certainly no
MS. of that (small) size could contain all the "Caritacandrika" in its margins. Lines
21-22 on p. 7 of my description of "Caritacandrika" state,

Antarbhavitatattipanika saisa "Candrika" tanTyasyapi granthartham
ujjvalayisyatiti visvasimah.

Is it not clear from this statement that the "Caritacandrika" is different from Jaisal-

mer's "ttippani,” that the "Caritacandrika" contains the "ttippant," and that the con-
tainer and the contained cannot be one and the same?

On page 209 of my edition, where the "Caritacandrika" begins, [ have given
a foot-note:

* IdrSacihnadvayantarvartin ttippant
Jaisalameragranthasthetyavagantavyam.

and the quotations in the "Caritacandrika" from Jaisalmer's tippant are preceded
and followed by (i.e. enclosed within) the sign *, e.g. *Radha Visnubharya * (p. 209
), * abhiprayo’nyatrollikhanam * (p. 210). T have also given Hindi-paryayah. Do
you think the words of Hindi which I have given here and there did exist in the 12th
or 13th century? Furthermore, at the end of the "Caritacandrika" [ have given the
date V. 2001--. Did you see it? What does it mean?

Well, I am very much grateful to you for whatever nice things you have said
about my work on the whole. If you think that the editor of the poem or the writer
of the gloss "Caritacandrika" has understood the poet to any extent, I can assure
you that your work does not lead him even one inch further! While I was a student
in Banaras and was engaged in editing this work, I went from door to door begging
for the correct meaning of the obscure words. None was able to help me! So I wrote

"Asya padasyartho navagamyate."Your big commentaries are typical of what other
pandits used to say in Banaras (e.g. Srotrnam itT vastuviplavakrtah prayena ttika--
krtah).

I don't know what is the purpose in explaining, for example, a word "sttika-
grham" by another word "aristtam"? For such work our forefathers have been say--
ing: "Maghava ki ttika Bidauja!" In spite of the best of your efforts, all my obscure
words still remain obscure. Your big commentaries do not throw any new light on
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the text. Your grammarian friend might have been able to give the prakrti and prat
yaya of an obscure word like akstina, yet it does not convey the meaning desired by
a sahrdaya. For such vaiyakaranakhasitci/s we have: Vadantu katicid dhathat khap
hachatheti varnacchatah.

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

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

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

Wishing you all the success.
Yours,

Whatever you may regard.

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

In 1965 I returned to the United States and spent most of my time in working on the

"History of the Baroda Library Movement" and the "Indo-American Library Cooperation."

While working for the South Asia Studies Program at the University of Missouri Lib

rary 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).
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Then I saw Musalgaonkar's monumental work (a tiny little booklet). He, too,
through his wife, had plagiarized and stolen a good deal of information from my edition. I
wonder why people copy from others' works and do not even acknowledge it? 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 "Caritacandrika"; so he mischievously assigned the work to an
ancient commentator who antedated 1286 V. (i.e., A.D. 1229). How could a modern man
write such an erudite commentary?

This reminds me of another incident back in 1962. I was visiting the Sanskrit
Department (Manuscripts Section) of Osmania University in Hyderabad, Andhra Pradesh.
A friend of mine named Shri Anantacharya Dewal, who had studied with me in Banaras,
introduced me as the editor of the Vik. (Banaras, 1945) to one of his senior colleagues
named Shri Viraraghavacharya. The latter could not believe it. He would not believe it!
He said, "Such a young man could not be the editor of that work. He must be quite an old
man." Well, there were two reasons for his disbelief. When I edited the Vik. I was very
young. I was the first student in the history of the Government Sanskrit College, Banaras,
whose work was published in such a prestigious series as the Princess of Wales Saraswati
Bhavan Texts. And secondly, God has blessed me with excellent health and I look at least
ten years younger than [ am. Be that as it may, I continued to work on the Vikramanka-
devacarita as time permitted because Bharadvaj's work was nothing but a guide (or mis-
guide) to the student examinees.

% % *k

COMMENTS ON BHARADVAIJ'S EDITION

Some preliminary remarks about the work of Bharadwaj would be in order here.
My father was a devoted orthodox Brahmana and a great Vedic scholar. Every morning he
used to pray in a loud and clear voice, "Gurave namah. Sri parama-gurave namah. Sripar
at parama-gurave namah. Sri parat paratara-parama-gurave namah. Sri parat para- tama-
parama-gurave namah,” etc. "l bow down to my guru, I bow down to my grand guru, I bow
down to my great grand guru, I bow down to my great great grand guru,” and so on.

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 they
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 aunts and
uncles of the boy. However, when the girl sees the boy for the first time only after the mar
-riage, as is the case when marriages are arranged because the families follow the same
old orthodox Indian tradition, there is no possibility of the girl's getting acquainted with the
family members of the boy. After the wedding ceremony is completed, the groom leads his
new wife to the audience, including relatives, and offers his respects by bowing down to
each and every one of his elders. The girl follows him and bows down to whomsoever the
husband bows down. She does not know at all the person to whom she is paying her
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homage. It is merely a ritual--just because the husband bows down to the person, it is her
duty to follow suit!

Visvanatha Sastri Bharadvaja, the great editor and commentator of Bilhana's Vikra
mankadevacaritam, concludes his "Kificit Prastavikam" with the following words:

Srimadbhyo Da Jarja Byuhlara, Ke. Krsnammacariyara, E. B1. Kitha, Rama
natha Diksita, Mahaviraprasada Dvivedi, Kalhana. . Prabhrtibhyah sarvebhyo
manyebhyo lekhakebhyas tesam pustakalekhavalokanena bahuSa upakrtatvat
dhanyavadan samarpayami.

So, among others, Bharadvaj salutes Srf Ramanatha Diksita and says that he was highly
obliged to Ramanatha Diksita. I am not not sure which particular Ramanatha Diksita Bh is
referring to. If he means the same person who is cited in my work, then Bh is deceiving
the world! My Ramanatha Diksita did not publish the pustaka or lekha Bh is alluding to.
At least I did not consult any of his published books. He was my fellow-scholar at the Govt
Sanskrit College, Banaras, where both of us were recipients of the Sadholal Research
Fellowship and conducted our own individual research.

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

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

In my "Bibliography" of the works consulted (Vikramankadevacaritasya Aitihasika
tattva-Niripane Sahayaka Granthah), I had cited the above translation as follows:

(19) LIFE, The Life and Times of Chalukya Vikramaditya VI, A.V.
Venkataram (Tamil), Translated into Hindi by Shri Ramanatha Dikshit,
Sahitya Shiromani, Sadholal Research Scholar, Benares.

The same work has been cited by Bharadvaj in his PariSistam Gha. Vikramanka
devacarita-mahakavyasya Vikramadityasya ca Varnanatmaka Lekha Granthas$ ca, appear
ing at the end of his vol. 1, in the following words:

5. Calukya Sastha Vikramaditya ka JTvana va Samaya--SrT Ramnatha Diksita,
Sahitya Siromani, Sadholala Risarca Skalara, Banarasa--SrT E. Vhi. Venkata
ramana [sic] dvara Temila [sic] Bhasa mem Likhita The Life and Times of
Chalukya Vikramaditya VI [?] ka Anuvada. [N.B. There is no imprint and no col-
lation either!]
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The above "Anuvada" has been viewed so far by only two people in this wide world: Shri
Diksita and me. It is still in my possession in its original form as it was written by me as
early as 1940. I don't know where or how Bharadvaj saw this! And I don't know either
where he got the English title! I can understand him saluting Diksita as a matter of court-
esy, but I don't know why he had to say that he saw Diksita's book even though he did not
see it! Also let it be noted that he has given no imprint, because it was never published!

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

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

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

I learn from Bh that the city of Bombay is the home of two Royal Asiatic Societies,
and that 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
by him as no. 10 and 11, respectively.

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!

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

A product of plagiarism is easily detected. Misra notes in the following words the
theft committed by Bh (p. 112):

No v 1. is recorded expect [sic] cases where the editor has come up with his
own conjecture. Other features, viz. index to verses and proper names, geneological
tabs., map, inscription etc. have been mostly reproduced, [stress added] as such,
from the editio secunda.
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Bh professes to have helped the examinees (students) by writing a simple yet brief com-
mentary. How simple his commentary is can be easily realized when we find an original
word (of the poet Bilhana) like "sitikagrha” explained by a synonym like "aris am"! This
is called in popular parlance "Maghava ki tka bidauja.”

Again Bh interprets "viplava” as "dimba" [Vik. 6:9]. A beginner in Sanskrit, and
even in modern Hindi, knows what "viplava"” is. The question arises, how many know
"dimba"?

Great poets have beautifully described such great "commentators":

Durbodham yad ativa taddhi [vi] jahati spastartham ityuktibhih
Spastarthesvativistrtim vidadhati vyarthaih samasadikaih.

Asthane'nupayogibhi§ca bahubhir jalpair bhramam tanvate
Srotrnam iti vastuviplavakrtah prayena tikakrtah.

(ascribed to Bhoja)
Let us see another attempt of Bh to "simplify" the interpretation:

Bhangas taranga Grmir va striyam vicir athormisu.
Mabhatstllolakallolau . . . (ityamarah).

So "kallolah" can be rendered as "mahantas tarangah.” It is ridiculous to gloss "kal-
lolah"” by "ullolah” unless one wants to instruct the student in a more difficult synonym, or
parade one's own pedantry! The former is much more common and better known (praca- li
ta) than "ullolah.” Also, I would like to know what is the gain in explaining "prthvyah” by

"prthivyah.” 1t is simply pistapesanam.

The easy way Bh steals from me and then misinterprets Bilhana reminds me of Bha
ravi's following sadukti:

Visamo'pi vigahyate nayah krtatirthah payasam ivasayabh.
Sa tu tatra viSesadurlabhah sad upanyasyati krtyavartma yah.

(Kiratarjuniya, 2:3)

How much my friends and I had to struggle to bring some sense out of the apparent
nonsense created by R! And Bh just takes it over without any acknowledgment what-soev
er. However, where I have failed, Bh had no brain to improve the text or solve the riddle.

Bilhana says,

Sahityapathonidhimanthanottham karnamrtam raksata he kavindrah.
Yad asya daitya iva lunthanaya kavyarthcaurah pragunibhavanti.
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The poet had writer-pretenders like Bh in mind when he wrote this. Bh copies from my ed.
profusely, yet he professes to have improved on my text. The present work will provide in
numerable examples of the depth of knowledge of Bh and demonstrate just how beautifully
he has improved the text!

Bh admits that I have worked really hard to get the correct reading, and he does
have some good words for my ed. Yet he attributes certain errors to it. He says, "Pararica
trapi yatra tatra sampdadanarabhasad anyakarandd va patha-bhedanirnaye pramado jata
iva drsyate.” He cites three example to prove his point.

The first example cited by Bh is "Asmarad dviradadanavarina.” The great scholar-
pretender declares with all the vehemence at his command, "Ityatra teneti pathat tasyeti pa
hah sadhutarah pratibhati.” 1 don't know what Bh means by "sadhutarah.”

All the MSS. (J & A) and all the texts (B, N, & R) have "tena.” There was no doubt.
There was no question. There was no scope for any deliberation or determination as to the
correctness of the reading. Under the circumstances the reading "fena” is acceptable to all!
I fail to understand what authority any editor, much less Bh, has to change the reading un-
necessarily! It is unwanted, uncalled for, and unjust. Furthermore, how can anyone con-
clusively assert that "fasya” is preferable to "tena”? If so, "Ramena banena hato Vali" will
be less desirable than "Ramasya banena hato Vali." "Dviradadanavarina” is only an instru
ment. The agent or karta is Vikrama. He polluted the sea (water) through "dvirada- dana
vari.” It seems Bh suffers from an inferiority complex and just wants to show off. We can
only remind him,

Saro'si krtavidyo'si dar§anTyo'si putraka.
Yasmin kule tvam utpanno gajas tatra na hanyate.

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

Bh gives the following verse as the second example where I have allegedly erred in
his opinion:

Hastadvayigadhagrhitalola-dolagunanam jaghane vadhiinam.
Asamvrtasrastadukiilabandhe kimapyabhiid ucchvasito manobhih (7:29).

There is a famous ukti:

Nandhripayodhara ivatitaram prakasah no gurjaristana ivatitaram nigtidhah.
Artho giram apihitah pihitaSca kascit saubhagyameti Marahattavadhiikucabhah.

(quoted in BalabodhinT Comm. on Kavyaprakasa, v. 45)

Thus if the vital organs (of the bodies) of the ladies would become totally naked, it would
be obscene. There would be a bibhatsa scene and not the continuity of srngara. No decent
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woman would like her jaghana to be totally naked in public. In reality, the jaghana had be
come just a little bit bare, because the knot or tie of her sari (wearing apparel) had bcome
loose and it had just slipped a little! There is no need to make the jaghana totally naked,
completely bare. The purpose is served, and in a better way, if it is seen just a little bit
bare. And the question again comes up, when does one have the authority to change the
meaning? A change is thought of only when what exists does not make sense! Laksana
comes only when abhidha gets badhita!

Bh's third example is "yasya bhrata” (18:47). It is discussed in full length in its
proper place. Here I can only say that it would have been much better if Bh had kept quiet
!

In one place Bh accuses me of carelessness (pramddah) in determining the correct
reading due to haste in editing or some other reason. In another he alleges that pitfalls
(skhalanam) abound in the process of the reconstruction of the text on my part. His actual
words are "skhalanam varivarti.” Here we have "yanluk,” which is enjoined by "Dhator
ekdaco haladeh kriyasamabhihare yan." To explain, "Paunahpunyam bhrsarthas ca kriya-
samabhiharah" = "repetition of act or the intensity thereof." Therefore, "skhalanam vart
varti” means "atiSayena vartate, sutaram vartate, atyartham asti, bhrsam asti” ("that the mis
takes abound, occur time and again," etc.). Is this justified? How many cases can Bh cite?
Seeing all the blunders he has himself committed, I don't know which pratyaya should be
used in regard to him!

Nothing promotes success like a previous success. Once all three volumes of Bh
were published, he became elated. He lost his mind. In his third volume his atmaslagha
knew no bounds. On p. 3 of his Bhiimika (vol. 3) he says,

Jaba Sva. mananiya Sarma jT ke [guruvarya of Vol. 1 has now become only
Sarmaji] samskarana ki pustakem aprapya hone lagim taba yaha avasyaka tha ki is

This is not true. The edition was not becoming aprapya. In fact the students who studied
this poem for the first time used to curse the authorities of the Government Sanskrit Colleg
e, Banaras, for having prescribed such a work, the available edition of which was so poor
and intrinsically defective. They used to charge (jocularly, of course) that the edition was
not being sold so it was prescribed in order that the "old paper" (raddi) could be disposed of
! Also, mark "hone lagim,” not "ho gaim"!

mahakavya ka eka Suddha [!] samskarana nikale. Isa liye Da. Mangaladeva Sastr
Em. E. Di. Phil (Anksan) [!] Pustakalayadhyaksa, Sarasvati Bhavana Pustakalaya,
Varanasi ne Sadholala Risarca Skalara [!] Sri Pam. MurarT [!] Lala Nagara Em. E.
Sahityacarya dvara Sarasvatl Bhavana Pustakalaya, VaranasT se isaka trtTya samsk
arana prakasita karaya. Isamem sandeha nahim ki yaha samskarana prakasaka [!]
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mahodaya ke athaka pariSrama se, prakasita ttna samskaranom mem Suddha va utt
ama hai.

The writer assumes quite a lot! He is inflated with a false sense of success.

Whoever the writer of the above passage is, he has demonstrated his abundance of
knowledge. I don't believe it is the writing of Bh. In my "Introduction," I narrated the circu
mstances which led me toward the study of this immortal work. The writer of the above
passage makes Mangaladeva Sastri as the karta, and me as only the karana! This is a mis-
representation of facts and a distortion of truth! Here are my words in "Prastavana":

I. 1940 Varsat Ka. Ra. Sam. Ma. pariksayam pathyatvena nirdharitam itida
m caritam lokanam viSesato nayanagocaratam agacchat. Tadaivasmabhir etat-kav
yam pathayadbhir asya mahatmyam itihasajianasapeksatvam upalabdhasamskaran
asya ca dosabahulyam abhyupagamya etadvisayakaviSistadhyayanader avaSyakatv
am anvabhavi. Kim ca kavyamiulasamSodhanadavapi pravarttyata. Sarasvatibhav
ane Sadholalarisarca-skalararlipena gavesanavasare samupalabdhe Vikramankade
va- carita visayaka gavesana manoratho'smabhis tesam (Da. Mangaladeva-$astrina
m) puratah pratyavasthapyata.

Svanupamagunapreritas te tu na param tatkaryam anvamodayanta, api tu sa
dhu sampadite tasmin mudranasvasanamapyaduh (p. 10).

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 Scho
lar in the Sarasvati Bhavan Library, Benares.

The writer of the above "history" says that Dr. Mangal Deva Shastri was the Librarian of th
e Sarasvati Bhavan Library when he got this work done by (!) me! He must have returned

from a distant planet after a lapse of decades. Or maybe he slept for decades! He must ha
ve been a Kaliyuga Kumbhakarna, he got up all of a sudden and wrote the narrative! He th
ought that Dr. Mangal Deva Shastri was still the Librarian. No, he was not the Librarian at
that time. He was then the Principal of the Govt. Sanskrit College, Banaras. Before he oc-
cupied that distinguished chair, he was the Registrar of the Govt. Sanskrit College Examin-
ations (U.P.) for years. And he was the Librarian even before he became the Registrar! It

is very unfortunate that such irresponsible pen-holders pretend that they too can write!

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

The writer (surrogate of Bh) reaches the highest peak of his vain glory when he
declares,
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Kucha sthalom para isa trtiya samskarana mem bhi mujhe pathabheda mem
parivartana karana para hai jo vicara vinimaya ke anantara avaSyaka pratita hua.

He gives three examples, already discussed, and then he makes a generally bold statement

Isa prakara prayah sabhi sargom mem thora bahuta pathabheda karana avas
yaka hua hai.

This is anything but honest and true scholarship, not worthy of one who claims to be a mem
ber of the Sanskrit Sahitya Research Committee of a great educational institution like the
Banaras Hindu University founded by Mahamana Pandit Madan Mohan Malaviya.

We have discussed the above three verses in their proper context in full detail and
have shown how hollow the claim of Bh is! It is merely a balacapalam. His action reminds
me of a great sadukti of our own poet Bilhana:

Kurvantu Sesah Sukavakyapatham.
I am also reminded of another nitivacana:
Murkho'pi Sobhate tavat yavat kificin na bhasate

True scholarship and simple morality demand that Bh should have indicated all the cases
where he had changed my text so that the discerning critics might have seen for themselves
how true his claim was! If the three cases cited by him provide any evidence, the conclus-
ion is indisputable that it is despicable destruction rather than commendable construction
which Bh has wrought! And yet he is proud of his achievement.

One last point before we turn to Mahapanditaraja Mahamahima Misramaharaja.
There are innumerable features that are totally objectionable in Bh. As an example I can
state that the prose order of Bh is arbitrary at many times, to say the least. No sahrdaya
will accept it. It is neither khandanvaya nor dandanvaya. 1t is probably Bharadvdjanvaya,
1.e. manah pitam samdcaret. Or we may call it "vitandavadanvaya"; it befits his total per-
sonality and accomplishments.

& % *

MISRA'S MAGNUM OPUS

The above background is presented here just to assure the readers that I am not a be
ginner in this line (of Sanskrit studies). I have studied Bilhana probably more than any
other scholar in modern times.
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In 1977 I chanced to see the Studies on Bilhana and his Vikramankadevacarita by
B. N. Misra. The learned author has featured his degrees on the title page as follows:

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

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 Bilhana

's Vikramankadevacarita (Vcar.), which I undertook under the guidance of Profes-
sor Paul Thieme.

A tree grows from a seed. As compared to the tree, the seed is very, very small indeed. If
these "investigations" (totalling only 135 pages) have grown from the "study," then the
"study" must have been very small!

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

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

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

The secondary source material, dealt with in Chapter III, comprises a quant-
um of quotations from Vcar. in the five important Subhasita-s [!], viz. Subhasita-
ratnako$a (Srk); Saduktikaranamrta (Skm,); Stuktimuktavalf (Smk.); Sarhgadharapa
ddhati (Sp.); and Subhasitavalf (Subh.). As far as can be made out, the readings of
the anthologies are inferior [!] or deliberate changes (cp. e.g. on 16.2). In fact the
readings offered by the anthologies can hardly help us to correct the MS. readings.
An exception may be formed [!] by 8.37c; 8.71d and 16.51c. Some readings in the
anthologies are due to the distinct intention of rendering a given verse a more gener
al application (cp. on 16.44, 51, 52; 17.11, 12). Curiously enough, some of Bilhana's
verses are quoted in anthologies anonymously. 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 Vidyakara quo
tes Bilhana's Karnasundari (cp. verse 39) on p. 81 whereby Kosambi's argument reg
arding the time of Vidyakara in so far as it is based on his not knowing Bilhana (cp.
Srk. "Introd." p. xxxiii), is shown to be invalid. Verses not verifiable in the extant
works of Bilhana, but ascribed to him in the anthologies, have been taken either
from oral tradition of single verses or from works of his which are altogether lost.
Four of the verses ascribed to Bilhana (cp. vv. 14, 64, 71 and 79) treat the subject of
the Rama-story. This may seem interesting in connection with the Vcar. 18.94 and
Biihler's assumption of Bilhana's having composed Ramastuti (a proper "Rama-
carita" with Bilhana as an [!] author seems rather unlikely). On several occasions
the verses treated here show affinity in style or vocabulary with the extant work [?]
of Bilhana and these as such have been discussed critically. Not in all cases the
genuineness of the ascription to Bilhana is warranted by such further evidence.

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

I express may [sic, i.e., my] deep sense of gratitude to my revered teacher
Professor Dr. Paul Thieme, who has given me the benefit of his great learning by go
ing

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

through the entire text of Vikramankadevacarita with me as well as his valuable gui
dance in making this work presentable. ... To Dr. A Wezler, who always helped
me in academic and other matters, I express my gratefuness. Had it not been for
Miss Angelika Ilsch's excellent typing accuracy, this dissertation would never have
attained its present, almost flawless [!] presentation. I would like to take this opport
unity of warmly thanking her for her co-operation. . . .

B. N. Misra
G.N.Jha Kendriya Sanskrit
Vidyapitha, Allahabad
Ist September, 1976

Naturally I thought that since the work was done under the guidance of such a great
German scholar as Dr. Paul Thieme and since it had earned Mr. Misra a Ph.D. from such a
great university as Tiibingen, it would certainly contain some substance in it. But I was
totally disappointed. The more I read, the more disgusted I became. I could not resist the
urge to offer my honest and sincere criticism of the work. The present study is an outcome
of those feelings. The reader may not find any coherent, orderly narration here, because it
is a criticism of a work that lacks coherence and order in itself. My attempt here is only to
expose the hollowness of the unworthy and misguided comments of Misra, Bharadwaj, and
others, and to uphold the worthy muse of mahdakavi Bilhana. The order adopted is, how-
ever, that of the Vik. itself so that some sort of sequence is maintained.
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The question arises, why should I feel 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
Bilhana. Many others had preceded him and had practiced it. Bh had done it. Musalgaon
kar had done it. Then why single out Misra? The answer lies in the fact that Misra had
crossed the limits of academic discipline and decorum. His was the worst performance.
His ignorance could be matched only by his arrogance. Of all the scholars who have ever
worked on the Carita, Misra probably knows the least. Yet he pretends that he knows
everything. He finds fault not only with his predecessors, but even with the poet himself.
Incidentally, my criticism of Misra also brings in the performance of both Bh and Musal-
gaonkar. So this writing is a kind of "Sokah §lokatvam dagatah!”

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

Yadyapi na bhavati hanih parakiyam carati rasabhe draksam.
Anucitam idam iti krtva ha ha ha heti khidyate cetah.

Hence my attempt to show the hollowness of Misra's critique of Bilhana and to expose the
vainglory in which Misra and the other neo-expounders of Bilhana have held themselves.

The "investigations" of Misra on the Vik. remind me of Don Quixote de la Mancha,
who imagines himself to be a knight (hero) and, with an intent 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 become the subject of ridicule from 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 jalatddanam
and mudha praydasah.

The argumentative statements of Misra run very much like the following:
1) 2 + 2 cannot make four. They make five. Soletusread 2+ 2 =35.

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

3) A horse has four legs. A cow also has four legs. Therefore, this horse is a cow!
Misra himself ignites the fire, and then he shouts, "Fire, fire!" He takes a bucket, puts the
fire out, and declares himself to be a hero! Many a time he destroys a load-bearing wall
while attempting his "fire-fighting" enterprises, and the whole building crumbles.

Misra's attempts at emendations reminds me of the story of a man who was walking

alone in a sandy desert. The sun was burning hot overhead, and the sand below was burn-
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ing hotter. The man took off his shoes and put them on his head. That was HIS way of sav
ing 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 mankind he is not a doctor of
medicine. Had he been a physician and surgeon, his method of treatment would have been
as follows:

A patient comes to his clinic. The patient is only suffering from a common cold!
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 bed per
manently!

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

Ganayanti napaSabdam na vrttabhangam ksayam na carthasya.
Rasikatvenakulitah veSyapatayah kukavayas ca.

(Baladeva Upadhyaya, comp. Siikti-mafjari, Varanasi, 1967, p. 25)

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

1) Kunthatvam ayati gunah kavinam sahityavidyasramavarjitesu.
Kuryad anardresu kim angananam keSesu krsnagurudhtipavasah (1:14).

2) Vyutpattir avarjitakovidapi na rafijanaya kramate jadanam.
Na mauktikacchidrakarf §alaka pragalbhate karmani tankikayah (1:16).

3) Rasadhvaner adhvani ye caranti sankrantavakrokti-rahasya-mudrah.
Te'smatprabandhan avadharayantu kurvantu Sesah Sukavakyapatham (1:22).

4) Alaukikollekhasamarpanena vidagdhacetahkasapattikasu.
Partksitam kavyasuvarnam etal lokasya kanthabharanatvam etu (1:24).

In December of 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 colours.
The books arrived early in January of 1978. I was fortunate to see the beautiful "jacket" de
signed by S. K. Berry. A book jacket is also called a "dust jacket." It protects the book
from dust after the book comes off the press. In the case of Misra's book this dust jacket is
doubly meaningful because it serves two purposes: it protects the book not only from the
external dust in the air, but it also covers the work from its own internal or inherent dust
already contained therein. It is so beautiful and functional. It also gave me more inform-
ation about this great author and critic. The dust jacket reads,
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Bilhana's Vikramankadevacarita is one of the fine pieces [!] of the Sanskrit
historical Kavyas. The text was edited, for the first time, by Georg Biihler on the
basis of a single manuscript discovered in a Jain Bhandara at Jeselmer (Rajasthan).
At places [!] where the manuscript reading was not clear to Biihler, he has [!] to
come up with his own conjectural readings and thus raised [?] textual problems. At
the outset, some such problems have been discussed in the work and an extensive
use of both external and internal evidences has been made for the first time [?] to
arrive at a convincing conclusion [!].

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

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

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

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

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

The dust jacket declares that "an extensive use of both external and internal evidences has
been made for the first time to arrive at a convincing conclusion.” But, alas, I do not find
these conclusions convincing at all! Rather, [ believe, they are misleading. The reader
will examine the comments of Misra and my criticism thereon. I hope that will help in the
correct understanding of Bilhana's poetic muse.
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I am reminded of some immortal words of Kavikulaguru Kalidasa:

Tam santah Srotum arhanti sadasadvyaktihetavah.
Hemnah samlaksyate hyagnau viSuddhih §yamikapi va (1:10).

Also our own poet Bilhana has expressed his sincere wish as follows:

Ullekhalilaghatanapatiinam sacetasam vaikaikopamanam.
Vicarasanopalapattikasu matsiiktiratnanyatithibhavantu (1:19).

There are six chapters in Misra's work:
1) Specimens of Textual Difficulties
2) Some Lexicographical Points of Interest

3) Secondary Source Material relating to Vikramankadevacarita

4) Verses ascribed to Bilhana in Anthologies
5) Mention of and Quotations from Bilhana in other works
6) Bibliography of Bilhana and his works.

My criticism is mainly on the first three chapters because it is there that Misra tries to show
his extraordinary calibre (which in reality does not exist at all) and attempts to improve up-
on not only the work of other scholars, but even upon Bilhana himself! Other chapters are

not directly related to the main theme of the pretended work; they merely increase the bulk

of the booklet. Let us examine Misra's "investigations, inventions, and discoveries" one by
one.

Before I begin my critical study of the great performance of this great "investigator,
" it would be appropriate to declare in the most categorical terms that B. N. Misra has no
legal right whatsoever to bear the title "doctor." My extensive correspondence with the
University of Tuebin gen has proved that he did not receive the degree! The correspond-
ence is presented here as evidence from Misra's magnum opus and the University of Tiibin
gen.

The "Preface" is dated 1st September 1976 and was written from G. N. Jha Kendr-
iya  Sanskrit Vidyapeeth, Allahabad. The title page shows that "Doctor" Misra was
working with Rashtriya Sanskrit Sansthan, New Delhi.

Misra begins his "Preface" with the following words: "The investigations submitted
here have grown from a study of Bilhana's Vikramankadevacarita (Vcar.), [Misra does not
make any distinction typographically between the author and the title] which I undertook
under the guidance of Professor Paul Thieme." The title page shows that he had already
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received his Ph.D. degree. Naturally I became curious to know whether the 135 pages com
prising the small booklet repre sented his total DISSERTATION submitted to a German
University for a Ph.D. On October 17, 1977, I wrote to the Librarian of the University of
Tiibingen,

I would like to have a xerox copy of the thesis presented by Dr. B. N. Misra
for a Ph.D. from your University.  He says that he worked under the guidance of
Prof. Paul Thieme. The work is published under the title Studies on Bilhana and his
Vikramanka devacarita (New Delhi, 1976).

I don't know if what is published is all that constituted his thesis, or the pub-
lished 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 Thre Anfrage vom 17.10.77 mussen wir Ihnen leider mitteilen, dass Herr
Misra seine Dissertation noch nicht bei uns abgeliefert hat. Wir bemuhen uns jedoc
h uber einen Mitarbeiter unseres Hauses, der sich zur Ze it in Indien aufhalt, Konta
kt zu Herrn Misra aufzunehmen und werden Thnen dann wieder Bescheid geben.
Da wir unseren Kollegen erst Ende Dezember 1977 zuruckerwarten, werden wir Ih
nen fruhestens Anfang Januar 1978 Nachricht geben konnen. Wir bitten um etwas
Geduld and verbleiben mit freund lichem Gruss im Auftrage.

Translated freely into English, the above would read,

In response to your letter dated 17.10.77 we are sorry to inform you that Mr.
Misra has not yet submitted his thesis to us [!]. However, we are trying through a
colleague of our Library, who is at present in India, to get in touch with Mr. Misra
and later let you know about it. Since we do not expect our colleague to be back be
fore Dec. 1977, we will be able to give you news in January '78 at the earliest. We
request you to be patient and we remain--with friendly greetings. Yours. . ..

I could not grasp the meaning in full. My curiosity was not satisfied at all. I was
still wondering whether the full dissertation was available in University of Tiibingen and
whether it was submitted originally in German. It was my assumption that a German unive
rsity would insist upon the dissertation being written in German. Later I learnt from a
UMC faculty member,who had just returned from a year's work in Germany, that one could
write the dissertation there even in English.

I could not understand why the lady-librarian to whom I had written had to get the
needed information from the author through a common friend visiting India! There was a
lack of under standing. I wished that I knew German or that the lady would write to me in
English. I wrote to her once again on Nov. 18, 1977:
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I am not sure if we are talking about the same Mr. Misra. Since [donot r
ead German, I had to take help from a friend of mine. It is not clear from your
letter whether Mr. Misra has submitted his dissertation to your University and has
already received the degree. The Misra I am talking about has already received his
Ph.D. from Tiibingen as evidenced by the title page of his book already published.
(New Delhi, K. B. Publications, 1976. 135 pp. Some pages from his published dis-
sertation are enclosed for your verification).

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

This is the most irresponsible work in Sanskrit I have ever seen in my whole
life. I am pained to see that the author attributes it to the guidance of German
scholarship! Itis 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 twenties. [
am not sorry either that he passes a good deal of earlier published data as his own,
a criminal plagiarism. I am sorry that he does not understand the poet at all and
blames him unnecessarily just to parade his pedantry.

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

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

Before I could mail my letter (reproduced above) I received another letter from her
dated 14.11.77along with photocopies of the preliminary pages of the book, which 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 Tiibingen
vorliegt. Leider durfen wir die Arbeit aus urheberrechtlich en Grunden nicht fur Si
e fotokopieren, da das werk im Handel noch erhaltlich ist. Wir haben das Titelblatt
und das Vorwort fur Sie kopiert und diesem Schreiben beigelegt. Diesen Kopien K
onnen Sie auch die Verlagsangabe entnehmen. . . .

Translated into English, the above would read as follows:
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As a supplement to our letter of  26.10.77 we are able to inform you today
that the dissertation of B. N. Misra is at this time available in Tiibingen. Unfortuna
tely, we are not able to copy it because of the copyright laws, since the work is pre-
sently available in the book trade [i.e still in print!]. We have copied the title page
as well as the preface for you and from these copies you can see the bibliographic
information.

With kind greetings. . . .
I wrote to her in turn:
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 Thres Schreibens vom 18, November 1
977. Nach Auskunft von Herrn Professor Dr. Paul Thieme handelt es sich bei dem I
hnen vorliegenden Exemplar "Misra: Studies on Bilhana ... " um die vollstandiege
Dissertation. Wir haben Ihr Schreiben im Original an Herrn Professor Dr. Thieme,
Spemannstr. 14, 7400 Tiibingen weitergeleitet und hoffen, dass er zur Klarung diese

r Angelegenheit beitragen kann.

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

We acknowledge receipt of your letter of 18 November, 1977 and thank you
for it. According to the information of Professor Dr. Paul Thieme with reference to
the copy which you have of "Misra: Studies on Bilhana ..." itis a question of the
complete dissertation. We have forwarded your letter in original to Professor Dr.
Thieme, Spemannstr. 14, 7400 Tiibingen and hope that he can contribute to the clari
fication 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 Tiibingen with my wife. I met everyone there
who could (or might) throw some light on the matter and solve the riddle. All my efforts
proved fruitless. It was certain that the Misra in question was not yet a DOCTOR legally!

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

I visited your town and the University last Monday September 25 but did not
have enough luck to be able to see you. Probably you were out of town because we
tried to get in touch with you over the phone the whole afternoon Monday and Tues
day 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
important. Ms. Heidemarie Griewatz knows the whole story. Now Dr. George Bau
mann too knows.

Whether a particular person was awarded the degree should be of noconcern
to another scholar, but since Mr. Misra has written a very irresponsible piece of
work and since it crosses the limits of decency and fair scholarship, and since also
he says that the dissertation was prepared under your guidance, I thought it desir-
able to verify the facts.

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

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

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

Please send your reply to my address in India.

Thank you very much. . ..

Once again there was no response whatsoever! What did this continued silence mean? I
was left wondering.
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In the middle of January 1979 I received the following letter from someone by the
name of Dr. Klein in Tiibingen:

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 ear
ned his 'Ph.D." degree" kann ich Ihnen lediglich mitteilen, dass Herr Misra laut unse
rer Kartei am 18.2.1972 eine Dissertation ueber "Studies in [!] Bilhana and his Vikr
amankadevacarita" eingereicht hat und dass am 29.5.1972 die mundliche Prufung st
attgefunden hat. (Hauptfach: Indologie, Nebenfacher: Bibliotheks-wissenschaft u
nd Vergleichende Religions-wissen-schaft-Hauptberichterstatter 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 nicht e
rhalten hat. Das ist erst nach Ablieferung der vorgeschriebnen Pflichtexemplare de
r gedruckten Dissertation und der im Anschluss daran erfolgenden Aushandigung de
s Doktordiploms moglich.

Ich hoffe, dass IThnen 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
from you, dated 21st September, 1978. To your question "whether one Mr. B. N.
Misra earned his 'Ph.D." degree," I can only answer you and say that Mr. Misra
according to our records has compiled a thesis on "Studies in [!] Bilhana and his Vik
ramankadevacarita" and that on 29.5.1972 the oral examination took place (Main
subjects: Indology, Subsidiaries, Library Science and Comparative Theology--
Main reporter Prof. Thieme.)

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

I hope that with these statements your queries have been answered. . . .
And this is what I wrote to Dr. Klein:
Thank you very much for your kind letter of Jan. 9, 1979.
I only wish I knew German. My question still remains unanswered: Did Mr.

Misra really qualify for the degree? From what you have written I can only gather
that he wrote a dissertation and took the "oral defence" as well. The only formality

41



that yet remained to be gone through was the submission of the prescribed copies of
the printed dissertation.

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 that the
degree is conferred on him--even in absentia--and that he has the legal right to call
himself a DOCTOR?

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

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

I want to know definitelyif the so-called dissertation was accepted as worthy
of the degree and if Mr. Misra passed the oral. From what you have stated the
reply seems to be in the affirmative. Then why is Prof. Paul Thieme continuing to
observe silence? Was there none else in the Committee of Examiners?

Please enlighten me in full details. I will appreciate.
Thanking you. ...
I received the following letter from Dr. Klein dated 27.3.1979:

Some time after having received your letter of February 14th I will try [sic/
to reactivate my English in order to enlighten you in full details, even if the affair
cannot --as it seems to me--be wholly clarified.

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

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

2) WhyMr. 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 under-
stand why he renounces to get the legal right to bear the title [stress added].

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

I hope that these specifications suffice for you. . . .
And this is what I wrote to Dr. Klein 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 "
preliminary" certification, he is a de facto doctor, if not de jure.

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

There is nothing that we can do about the matter we have discussed so far.
My criticism of Misra's work, running to more than 200 pages (entitled Bilha

na'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 to the above information: While Mr. Misra was con-
ducting his "investigations" in Tiibingen, another scholar was working on the same poet in
Varanasi, India, the ancient home of Sanskrit learning. His name is Priyatama Chandra
Shastri, and he earned "Vidyavaridhi” (a Ph. D.) from the Sanskrit University, Varanasi.
The title of his "Sodhapra- bandha" is Vikramankadeva-caritasya Sahityikam Sarveksanam
. Idon't know if the work is published as yet or not, but I have acquired a xerox copy. Limi
tations of space do not permit me to present even the highlights of this work. Suffice it to
say that if [ try to condemn and criticize this book, another book will emerge of the same
size as this one. I still wonder how any university, much less Sanskrit University in
Varanasi, could award a Ph.D. on such a shallow and hollow work. It does not even
deserve an M.A. Research scholars like Shastri 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. Chandri
ka Prasad Shukla, because his kr#i among others was helpful to him. I have not heard of
any work on Bilhana by CPS. Let us find out. PCS's "Bibliography" does not describe this
work.
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CHAPTER 1

SPECIMENS OF TEXTUAL DIFFICULTIES
Misra begins his learned discourse with the following:
1.48b
laksa- "aim": a wrong [!] orthography (cp. also 12.5: 18.30) instead of laksya "to
be observed/marked", gerundive of root laksa "to mark, to observe", cp. 7.73; 12.76;
13.19, 52, 55; 17.4, 53; 18.8. - cp. on 12.5b; 18.30d. laksa- is an orthographic vari-
ant, y being dropped after s. (cp.J. Wackernagel, Altind. Gram., Bd. 1 para 235. 19
57; P. Thieme, Heimat der indoger, Gemeinsprache (Abh. d. Ak. Wiss. u. Lit. Mainz
, Geistes-und Sozialwiss. KI. Jg. 1953, Nr. 11, S.573 ff) (p. 1).

The verse in reference is

Uttarjanikena muhuh karena krtakrtaveksanabaddhalaksah.
Rusa nisedhanniva cestitani dikpalavargasya nirargalani (1:48).

I do not know what, if any, "difficulty" is here. The great lexicographer Amara states, "Lak
sam laksyam Saravyam ca.” Both "laksa” and "laksya” are equally correct, legitimate, and
acceptable. They are both derived from the same root, "laksa alocane” (10th class, atman.
set). Ghan gives us "laksa,” while nyat gives us "laksya.” We can have cvi from both.
Apte, Monier-Williams, and all other lexicographers explain as well as illustrate both:

Prapnotyasu param sthanam laksam mukta ivasugah.

Pratyaksavad akase laksam baddhva.

Utkarsah sa ca dhanvinam yad isavah siddhyanti lakse cale.

Darpena kautukavata mayi baddhalaksyah.

There is nothing wrong. It is all ghatat opo bhayarikarah on the part of Misra. He cites the
following on "laksya” and "laksa”:

01:48b Krtakrtaveksanabaddhalaksah.

12:05 Gavaksarandhrair avalokayantt
lakstkrta kapi manobhavena.

18:30 Kridavatayanakrtapadasyaiva laksibhavanti

The above two have been listed twice unnecessarily by Misra.
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07:73 Kamah samprati banamoksarasiko
laksyesvalaksyesu ca.

12:76 Sthalaviluthitabaspavyaktilaksyaih kataksaih.
13:19 Ghanoparodhat taralaksi laksyate.
13:52 Jaravimukteva mrgaksi laksyate.
13:55 Svabhavanilah katham atra laksyatam.
17:04 Kvacin na durbhiksam alaksyata ksitau.
I don't know why Misra has included such verbs here!
18:81 Durlaksyatvam kaliyugadr§am prapite brahmadhamna.

I do not understand either why Misra had to give so many examples. Did he want to ex-
haust the universe? Of course not, because we have many more such examples:

Pancesus$ calalaksabhedavidhina garvam samarohati (7:72).
It was all
Yena kena prakarena prasiddhah puruso bhavet.

So, Misra's conclusion that "laksa” is a case of wrong orthography is absolutely wrong,
since "laksa” is a legitimate and grammatical variant of "laksya."”

Bilhana says,

Jigisavah ke'pi vijitya viSvam vilasadiksarasikah kramena.
Cakruh padam nagarakhandacumbi-ptigadrumayam diSi daksinasyam.

Nirvisenapi sarpena kartavya mahatt phana.
Visam bhavatu ma vastu sphatatopo bhayankarah.
[ghatatopo bhayankarah ityapi pathah.]

Here is a discussion on "ndgarkhanda” by Misra:

nagarakhanda- (1.64; 15.6). possibly written for nagarsanda- (cp: above p. 9 on
khanda-/sanda- ), is unknown to the dictionaries (cp. remark in Eng. rend. on 1.64).
Since nagara- is quite common as a designation of a kind of ginger, nagarkhanda-
might be taken as "piece of ginger" (cp. Stein's remark in Eng. Trans. of Rajat. 7.19
4). A close examination, however, shows that the word is a name of a creeper from
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which a particular betel leaf was taken [when?] or the designation of this betel leaf
itself (p. 33).

It is common (or uncommon) to take a rope to be a snake! A close examination, however,
shows that the rope is a rope and not a snake!l find it difficult to accept the type of research
Mr. Misra has performed. The "Caritacandrika" had explained this as early as 1945!

Vcar. 1.64 seems characteristic:
nagarakhanda-cumbiptigadruma "arecanut trees touching nagara-khanda"A15

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. ... [Misra's footnote].

15.6ab
subhatah pramadakararpitam [!]
dalayan nagarakhandavitikam.

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

Other occurrences of this word: Sambhukavi, Anyoktimuktalata (KM.2), v.6
: pakvam nagarakhandapallavam, "a ripe sprout ["leaf"?] of the nagarakhanda" Sk
m. 2081, ascribed to Rajasekhara: parnam nagarakhandam ardrasubhagam, "a
green beautiful leaf of the nagarakhanda."

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

In fact nagarasanda- is in modern Gujarati language a designation of a parti
cular betel leaf. It seems necessary, then, to correct the orthography of our MSS [!]
(nagarakhanda) and read nagarsanda-, when [?] it means "betel creeper or leaf." [I
do not agree at all!]

Probably nagarsanda- corresponds to what in Hindi is known as nagaripan,
cf. Hindi- Sabdasagar, 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: panamahi
nagarsanda pana "amongst Pan (Piper betel) Nagarasanda is the [best] Pan." Karp
gravalli, Vcar. 9.60, in Hindi known as kapuri [sic], is another variety of betel, yello
wish, hard, and full of veins, but of good taste and smell.

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

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

"Nagara" is nothing but "ndagavalli.” We have numerous uses of these two words in
Sanskrit literature. For example, Bhiillokamalla SomeSvara (III) states in his Vikramankab

hyudaya,

Sammukhopavistaya kucatatavisrastavasanaya dayitaya diyamana karpiira kasttirik
a- vimiSra ctrnavaliptapakaparipandura- nagarakhandaparnavitikah (p. 25).

Misra says that "khanda" is not correct, and so it should be replaced with "sanda.” He just
shows his lack of knowledge of Sanskrit literature. "Khanda" is correct, as correct as "sand
a." It means "multitude," "assemblage," "group," etc. Apte also gives examples contain-
ing expressions like "tarukhandasya.” Bhillokamalla SomeS§vara, too, has "nagarakhanda.
" In brief, "ndaga” and "ndgara” are synonymous.

non

Is it too early for Mr. Misra to know that the J MS frequently interchanges "kha”
and "sa”? I'm not sure if he knows even today the birthplace of Bilhana. It is not Khona-
mukha, but Khonamusa. Until I appeared, everyone, repeat EVERYONE, thought it to be
Khonamukha. Do you get the point, Mr. Misra?

For Misra's enlightenment, I would like to cite one more "khanda":

Narikelaphalakhandatandava-ksunnatatkuharavarivicayah.
Yatra yanti marutah smarastratam dhutapakvakadalisamrddhayah (5:22).

"Khanda" and "sanda” both are correct and appropriate, grammatically and by usage.
Misra's suggestion to throw one out and adopt the other is uncalled for. Cf. discussion on 1.
64.

The word "pratistha” appears as follows:

Araktam argharpanatatparanam siddhangananam iva kunkumena.
Bimbam dadhe bimbaphalapratistham rajivinijivitavallabhasya (1:35).

Misra has the following learned discourse:

Pratistha- "likeness, sameness" is an idiomatic use of Bilhana, not recorded in
lexica . . . (pp. 35-36).

The trouble with Misra is that he proceeds with a preconceived notion. He wants to find
out in Bilhana and in his own little "lexica" what his mini-mind dictates. The question is,
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why interpret "pratis ha" as "likeness" or "sameness' here? "Pratistha” is to be taken here
in the sense of "pre-eminence, superiority, high rank or position, fame, celebrity" (Monier-
Williams). Let us now continue with Misra's misinterpretation:

1:35¢cd
bimbam dadhe bimbaphalapratistham
rajivinijivita-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 ... dtapattram . .. kuranganabhitilakapratis ham . .
. samarohati, "the umbrella climbs up/aquires the likeness of a tilaka of musk."

There are some instances where pratist ha is used in its literal [?] sense, as a
derivation of prati-stha "to stand against", meaning "footing, standing": 1:57ab
ksmabhrtkulanam upari pratis ham avapya "having gained footing above the family
of the kings/mountains"; 1.66¢d. . . .

Visnoh pratistheti vibhisanasya rajye param samkucita babhtivuh

"They shrank/refrained from [entering] however, with respect to [why not 'into'?]
the kingdom of Vibhisana (Ceylon) [thinking]: it is the standing point [or 'establish
ment'?]/domain of Visnu."

Cp. also 3.17; 16.29: para pratist ha "firmest stand"; 1.79: kulapratist ha "fi
rm stand of a family"; 18.59: Sastrapratis ha "firm footing in the [traditional] teachi
ng." [Misra is wrong; it is not 18.59 but 18.56. He did not even proofread properly!
] It seems that pratist ha- in the sense of "likeness" is derived from "reflection [in a
mirror]", [not necessarily] lit. "what takes its stand [in the mirror]". Compare. 6.48
ab

Pratiphalananibhat sahasrabhasa manimayapalyayanapratisthitena.

"[Bly the sun, sitting under the pretext of reflection, on the saddle made out of jewe
Is" (pp. 35-36). [This example has no relevance here, none whatsoever.]

Although my "Caritacandrika" translates "pratist ham" as "samyam,” it can also mean "pad

am.” Bh puts it better. He says "pratist ham savarnatvat saripyam,” i.e., "tadatmyam, abhe
dah.”

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

Incidentally, Misra has also discussed the meaning of "sankucita” with reference to
1:66, where it occurs with "pratist ha" in the para quoted above (p. 30). The word "sarnkucit
a" has many meanings. It may be taken here to mean "narrowed" or "cowering," but it can
be explained better in context. Here is the full verse:
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Dvipaksamapalaparamparanam dorvikramad utkhananonmukhas te.
Visnoh pratistheti Vibhisanasya rajye param sankucita babhtivuh (1:66).

The kings of the Calukya dynasty were bent upon uprooting all the rival kings of the island
-countries. However, they spared the kingdom of Vibhisana simply because it was founde
d by Lord Visnu, having appeared on this earth in the form (incarnation) of Srf Ramacandr
a.

I have used the word "spared,"” but it can be put in a different way: They did not dar
e touch the Island of SrT Lanka. But for the fact that it was founded by the Lord Himself, th
e Calukya kings would have certainly conquered the Island of StT Lanka as well!

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

I would like to stress once again that Misra misses the essence of the word "pratist
ha,” which has a very profound meaning. The following definitions may be noted:

"Base for support": Dharmo visvasya jagatah pratis ha.

"Firm basis": Apratis he Raghujyes he ka pratis ha kulasya nah.
"Foundation site": Lokasya nabhir jagatah pratis ha.

"An object of glory": Tyakta maya nama kulapratis ha.

"Installation, inauguration, or the consecration of an idol or image": Caldcaleti dviv
idha pratis ha jivamandiram.

Also Pranapratist ha.

The following verse provides an excellent opportunity for Misra to display his great
vitandavada:

Yasyaifijanasyamalakhadgapatta-jatani jane dhavalatvam apuh.
AratinariSarakandapandu-gandasthalinirluthanad yasamsi (1:71).

Misra says,

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

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

34. For whiteness of (ripe) sugar-cane stalks cp. e.g. Viddh. 1.32/33 ... [?] paripak
a- panduranam sarakandanam. [Note: Misra's quoted word is "Sarakanda,” yet he
translates it as "sugar-cane stalks."]

Misra tries to demonstrate his prakandam pandityam, which is like a Sasa-srnga! This is an
ut- preksa, a poetical fancy, not a description of a real event. The poet imagines the fame (
actually, "the fames") of the king to roll/wallow on the cheeks in a feeling of exuberance, li
ke 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).

I am not sure if Mr. Misra understood the poet. Even if he did, I doubt his readers
will be able to understand him. Misra has omitted the following words from his quoted ver
se: "Afnjanasyamalakhadgapattajatani,” "the fame is generated from (or 'born out of’) the
(blade of) sword which is as dark as the afijana for the eye (Hind1 kgjala).” Now the
"effect” Collyrium or black pigment used to paint the eye-lashes. Cf. the following verse.

Caksurunmilitam yena tasmai Paninaye namah.

(karya) derives its qualities (like color) from the cause (karana). That is the law of nature.
If so, how could the fame become white if it is born of a black substance? It too must turn
out to be black! The poet explains and provides the reason: "ardtinarisarakandapandu-ga
ndasthali- nirlut handd.” Yes, Mr. Misra, the fame HAD TO BE TURNED WHITE, of cou
rse, in the kavya-samsara; not in your world, and not in mine either. You are truly a mugdh
asiromani. You have not explained the word "mugdha” on p. 38 of your book. Did you eve
rread Amara: "Mugdhah sundara-mudhayoh”?

And, by the way, I don't know what Misra means by the term "nature.” Does he me
an "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 any means to prove
its nature?

Here is some information for an antevasin of German gurus:
Sadyah karaspar§am avapya citram rane rane yasya krpanalekha.

Tamalanitla Saradindupandu yasas trilokyabharanam prasite.
Kavyaprakase visamalankarodaharanam idam.

According to the BalabodhinT commentary on Kavyaprakasa, this verse occurs as no. 62 in
the first canto of the Navasahasankacarita of Padmagupta Parimala.
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Atra karyakaranayoh yaSahkrpanayoh panduranilakhau gunau viruddhaviti
visamalankarah. Taduktam Nidar§anakaraih. Karanagunah karyagunan [svajatiya
n iti Sesah] arabhante [janayanti] iti sthite'pi khadgalatayah krsnayah Suklasya yasa
sa utpattir iti Svetakrsnagunayor vaisamyam.

Incidentally I would like to remark here that I have not tried to study or criticize what Bh
has done or undone with regard to the ascription of alarnikaras to Bilhana's compositions. I
am not fully prepared at the moment to do it, and the subject is beyond the scope of the pre
sent study. How- ever, my curiosity prompted me to see what alankara-sastra-pandityam is
demonstrated by Bh in this instance. Here is a quote from Bh:

Afijanena saha khadgasya Syamalatvena sadrSyadar§anat gandasthalyah pa
ndutvena Sarakandena sadr§yaccopama.

How simple! How innocent! How inocuous! Generations of students to come shall really
be helped by the great services of Bh. I am once again reminded of Kurvantu Sesah Sukava
kya- pa ham.

Bh tells us in his "Kificit Prastavikam":

Srimanto Batukanatha$astri-Khistemahodaya Em. E. Sahityacarya Rajakiy
a samskrtamahavidyalayasahityasastradhyapakah sasirvadam dhanyavadan arhanti
, yair amulactlam Samskrta-Hindi-vyakhyasahitam lekharGipam idam nibhalya bah
usu sthalesu, viSesato'lankaraniveSe kavimatragamya-durtihavicaranam nirdesam
kurvadbhir atra gunadhikyam utpaditam (p. 3). [This is merely an atisayokti, which
is samsayokti as well.]

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

This is not gunadhikyam but sahrdaya-hrdaya-vidaranam, vacaka-pravaricanam, and
ha dhik kastam. Bh should have known that this is much more than upama. Upama is base
d as the root of all the alankaras. 1 wonder if our "VidyavagiSa" has ever come across the
following sadukti:

Upamaika $ailtisT samprapya vicitrabhtimikabhedan.
Rafijayati kavyarange nrtyantT tadvidam cetah.

The word "jane"” should have opened the closed doors of his mind! All this shows that Bh
is not an adhikarin at all. Apparently Bh not only did not study the Kavyaprakasa (an adva
nced text), but he did not even study the Sahityadarpana.

Tatha coktam Sahityadarpane:
Gunau kriye [va] cet syatam viruddhe hetukaryayoh. 69
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tad visamam matam. 70
Sadyah karaspar§am avapya citram . . .
Atra karanartipasilatayah 'karanaguna hi karyagunam
arabhante' iti sthiter viruddha Suklaya$asa utpattih.

(Nar Dillt: Panini, 1982. p. 593)

Misra misses here the essence of the poetic charm in a miserable manner. A barber
cannot be a farmer. Misra might have acquired some knowledge somewhere, but he is tot
ally unfamiliar with the kavyamarga. He is completely sahitya-vidyasrama-varjita. It is for
critics such as Misra that Bilhana sang long ago:

Kunthatvam ayati gunah kavinam sahitya-vidya-Srama-varjitesu.
Kuryad anardresu kim angananam keSesu krsnagarudhtipavasabh.

According to Misra, "'fame' is always thought to be white by nature,” yet it was expected to
turn out black--it had become black--because it was born of a black substance (karana--asij
anas- syamalakhadgapa a). Therefore the poet had to find a reason for its turning out whit
e. See Misra p. 41, lines 17-18.

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

Let us resume our study of Mr. Misra: Thanks to him I have learnt at this advanced
age, after having studied Sanskrit for five decades, that "Sarakanda” means "sugar-cane"!
Apte explains "Sara” as "a kind of white reed or grass." (Probably Mr. Misra uses this "sug
ar" in his tea!)

KuSakasasaraih parnaih suparicchaditam tatha.

Sarakandapandugandasthala.

Mukhena Sitam Sarapandurena.

And for "Sarakanda”: "a reed-stalk."

In Sabdakalpadruma, we read:

TrnaviSesah, kanda iti Hindibhasa. Tatparyayah isuh, kandah, banah. muiija
h, tejanah, gundrakah, iti Ratnamala.

Bhadramuiijah $aro banas tejana$ caksuvestanah.

Muijjo muiijatako banah sthiladarbhah sumedhasah.
Muijadvayam tu madhuram tuvarm §iSiram tatha
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Dahatrsnavisrapasra-miitravastyaksirogajit.
Dosatrayaharam vrsyam mekhalastipayujyate.

We know at least this much: sugarcane is not used to make mauriji-mekhala. Cf. mauriji-ba
ndhat prabhrti (Vik. 18:81).

Explaining this very word ("$ara”) I wrote in my "Caritacandrika," "Sarah--Gundras
tejanakah ityamarah. Sarahari iti khyatah. Kando dandah.” Either Misra did not see it, or
he disdainfully rejected it.

It is true that "sugar" is occasionally regarded as being white when a special kind is
meant, like "pundraka-sarkara--Dvesyaiva kesam api candrakhandavipandura pundraka Sar
karapi” (Vik. 1:20). Isay "occasionally" because we have brown sugar too. But the stalk
is green, never white. It is only when it is turned into edible sugar that we have some color
like brown or white.

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

Calukyavams$amalamauktikasrih Satyasrayo'bhiid atha bhiimipalah.
Khadgena yasya bhrkutikrudheva dvisam kapalanyapi ctrnitani (1:74).

He says,

For- mauktikasrih, "splendour of the pearl", (in all edd.) read mauktikah Sri-
and construe $ri- with satydsrayah as an honorific word, which is fully confirmed by
the parallel stanzas, e.g. 1:68 Sritailapah, 1:79 Srijayasimhadevah. For the wrong [?
] ortho- graphy cp. below on 7:29¢; Chap. II, n. 48; Chap. IV, v. 66 (p. 1).

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 pitrvdacaryas. He reminds me of a great

sadukti:

Mrtkumbhabalukarandhra-pidhanaracanarthina.
Daksinavartasankho'yam hanta ctirnikrto maya.

In trying to mend a hole in an earthen pot (caused by a sand pebble), alas, I shattered a con
ch shell with a daksina avarta (a shape which spirals to the right from the left, a very valua
ble object). The great tragedy here is that the myrtkumbha (earthen pot) did not even have a
ny hole to begin with! Misra punched a hole just so that he could fix it!

If we connect "§rih"” with "Satyasraya,” the text would read,

Calukyavams$amalamauktikah $risatyasrayo'bhiid atha bhtimipalah.
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The metre upajati, a union of Indravajra and Upendravajra, demands that there
must be eleven aksaras (i.e., varnas, or "syllables"), including conjunct consonants) in each
quarter. If we represent the two quarters as given above, the first will have only ten, while
the second will have twelve! If we forcibly take "srih” to the first one, we will take away
all the splendour from the kavi-ukti, and we will do a great injustice to the poetic genius of
Bilhana. It will be a literary crime also because there will be a faulty construction (compos

ition). We will generate impurity where there was absolute purity.

Both Bh and Musalgaonkar have rendered the verse as it should be. "Vamsa" mean
s "a dynasty" as well as "bamboo," which produces the pearl. So the compound should be
resolved as "mauktikasya Srir iva Srir yasya sah.” The entire beauty, splendour, and mean-
ing of the verse is lost if we force the word "srikh"” to be merely an honorific word just to sati
sfy the genius of Misra! "Srisatyasrayah” won't get any more Srih. It is unfortunate that so
me mugdha pen holders who are totally sahitya-vidya-srama-varjitah try to interpret great
poets like Bilhana and in the process misinterpret them and misrepresent the truth. And it
is more painful when they claim to be not only research scholars themselves but also resear
ch guides!

Misra cites as examples "Sritailapah” and "Srijayasimhadevah.” He forgets "Harita
" and "Manavya" (1:58), and "Ahavamalladeva” and "Trailokyamalla” (1:87). We don't
have to have the honorific prefix "sr7” everywhere. The question is, where do we bring it
from? We cannot rob Peter to pay Paul! Moreover, "mauktika" is a nityanapumsaka word (
i.e., it can never be masculine or feminine). Amarasimha's namalinganusasanam unequivo
cally dictates "atha mauktikam.” Therefore, we cannot have "Calukyavamsamalamauktikah
," as Misra ordains. If the reading is changed against the authority of the MS., we will be

making Bilhana commit a literary crime!
%k k &
Misra is miserably confused here:

Prthvibhujangah parikampitangtm yaSahpatollunthanakelikarah.
Vidhrtya KaficTm bhujayor balena ya$ Colarajyasriyam acakarsa (1:115).

He expounds the verse as follows:
"Who, as the paramour of the earth (= as a king) snatched/raped by the strength of h
is 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,A28 after he had opened”29 Ka
nci*30 /her belt, indulging in the sport of robbing (ud with [un h) it (the capital)/her (
the Fortuna) of its flags /of her [white] cloth (dress) that was its/her [white] fame/ho
nour (pp. 39-40).

Misra's footnotes:

27. An army consists of four arigas; thus ariga- stands here for caturanga- 'army'
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28. Itake kampita- to be p.p. of the causative kampaya- when applied to the army [
"kampayita”?] and p.p. of the root "kamp” when applied to the body of Fortuna. [Is
this grammatically possible? I am not competent enough to judge. Even if it is, wh
y is it necessary at all?]

29. Read vivrtya instead of vidhrtya [why?]. cp. Biihler, Introd. p. 45 on the difficul
ty of distinguishing "dha” and "va" in the MS.

30. The capital of the Colas.

This is the most disgraceful translation of a Sanskrit poem I have ever seen! How involved
itis! Only scholars of the calibre of Misra could grasp the meaning; others will fumble for
ever! They will constantly grope in the dark! Let us try to understand Misra, if we can:

Misra's words applicable to the prakrta (upameya): Who, as the paramour of the ea
rth (= "as a king"), snatched, by the strength of his arms, the royal fortune of the kingdom o
f the Colas, whose army had been shaken, after he had opened Kafici (city) indulging in the
sport of robbing (ud with lun h) it (the capital) of its flags (?) that was its fame.

His words applicable to the aprakrta (upamana): Who, as the paramour of the earth
(?) raped, by the strength of his arms, the Fortuna of the kingdom of the Colas (?), whose li
mbs had started to tremble, after he had opened her belt (?) indulging in the sport of robbin
g her (the Fortuna) of her (white) cloth (dress) that was her honour.

The above words can be tabulated as follows:

WORDS OF THE POET MISRA'S TRANSLATION
Prakrtam or Upameyam Aprakrtam/Upamanam
Yah prthvibhujangah Who as the paramour of th
e earth (= as a king)
acakarsa snatched raped [!]
bhujayoh balena by the strength of his arms  same [!]

parikampitangim Colarajya the royal fortune of the kin ~ Fortuna of the kingdom of t

Sriyam gdom of the Colas, whose a he Colas, whose limbs had
rmy had been shaken started to tremble
vidhr[vr]tya Kafcim after he had opened Kafct  after he had opened her bel
t
yaSahpatollunthana-kelikar indulging in the indulging in the sport of rob
ah sport of robbing (ud with lu  bing (ud with lunth) her (th
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nth) it (the capital) of its fla e Fortuna) of her [white] cl
gs that was [?] its [white] f oth (dress) that was her hon
ame. our.

I hope that I have represented the interpretation of Misra correctly. If so, Misra has done a
great disservice to the poetic genius of Bilhana.

Here we have a play and display of the figure of speech called "samasokti.” 1don't

know if Misra reached the bottom! Did he find the tattvam of the ukti at all? Of course not
!

The "Caritacandrika" explains,

Prthvibhujangah bhiipatih kamuka§ ca. Parikampitangim bhayena premna c
a. YaS$a iti. YaSa$ Colakirtir eva patas tasyollunthanam apaharanam tasya kelim k
arotiti tadrSah. Kafictm Colarajadhanim mekhalam ca. Colarajyasriyam Colanrpat
ilaksmTm anganam ca.

Bh comments,
Anvayah:

Yah yaSahpatollunthanakelikarah prthvibhujangah bhujayoh balena Kaficim
vidhrtya parikampitangim ColarajyaSriyam acakarsa.

Vyakhya:

Yah prasiddho, yasa$ Colakirtir eva patas, tasyollunthanam utksepanam apa
hara- nam eva kelis tam karotiti, yasahpatollunthanakelikarah, prthvyah prthivyah
bhujangah patih kamuka$ ca, bhujayor balena, Kaficim tannamnim nagarim ra§ana
fica, vidhrtya jitva pragrhya ca, parikampitam angam [or "angani”?] yasya [!] sa, bh
ayena premna ca kampa- yuktam, Colarajyasya Sriyam laksmim lalanafica "cakars
a" krstavan. Atra nrparajyalaksmi vyavahare'prakrtasya vittakartrkasya kanci-parig
rahena hathad anyasadharananayika- samakarsanartpasyaprakrta vyavaharasya'bh
edasamaropat samasoktir alankarah. [I don't know why Bh has "aprakrta” twice an
d "prakrta” not even once!]

Both M and Bh have missed the significance of "ariga” in the prakrta sense. This just show
s the ex tent of the literary contribution made by Bh. He is only a pratilipika. If the "Carita
candrika" did not have it, how could he have it?

Gajanana Sastri Musalgaonkar confronts this as follows:

Anvayah:

56



YaSahpatollunthanakelikarah prthvibhujangah yah Kafcim vidhrtya parika
mpita- ngim Colarajyasriyam bhujayor balena acakarsa. [The prose order of Bh is
much better as far as the location of bhujayor balena is concerned. ]

Vyakhya:

YasSa iti. Yasa eva = Colakirtir eva, patah = acchadanam, uttariyavastram [
']1iti yavat, tasya lunthanam = apaharanam, tasya kelih = krida, tam karoti tacchtla
h, prthvi- bhujangah = ksitiSah kamukas ca, yah Ahavamalladevah, Kaficim Colara
jadhanim, mekhalam ca, vidhrtya = grhitva, bhayena premna ca parikampitani ang
ani yasyah sa tam = vepamanasariram, Colarajyasriyam = Colanrpatilaksmim anga
nam ca, bhujayoh = bahvoh, balena = Saktya, acakarsa = ajahara; Atra Colanrpatira
jyalaksmivyavahare [!] kamukakartrkasya Kaficiparigrahena hathad anyasadharan
anayikasamakarsanartipasya aprakrtavyavaharasya abhedasamaropat samasoktir a
lankarah. [This is a copy of Bh.]

In Hindi, too, Musalgaonkar uses uttariyavastra ("orhant”). 1 don't understand why he is afr
aid of removing the adhovastra, i.e., the lower garment (or the sari)/

Musalgaonkar is another copycat! He also misses the significance of "arniga”! "Ka
ma- dugha hi mahakavinam vaco bhavanti,” but "locanabhyam vihinasya darpanah kim karis
vati"!

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

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

We get aprakrta by Sabda-Sakti and linganirdesa. The "Caritacandrika," Bh, and Mk all ha
ve ex- plained the verse pretty well, but Misra interprets the verse in a way that is not acce
ptable to me at all.

I believe that Misra was not able to grasp the true meaning of the poet's words! Th
e word "dacakarsa” is quite significant. According to Apte, a + krs = 1) "to draw towards, att
ract,” or 2) "to deprive, take away by force, snatch." So "dcakarsa” in the prakrta takes the
latter meaning, while in aprakrta it takes the former meaning. I am afraid that Misra, a gr
eat disciple of a great German scholar, has missed the boat! He is still standing on the shor
e! I am not sure whether Misra knows that this is a play and display of a figure of speech ¢
alled "samasokti,” that is, the action of a lover is superimposed on the king. The words "bh
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"non

ujanga,” "anga,” "pa ollun hanakeli," and "Karict” (in the sense of rasana or mekhala), the f
eminine gender of "sri,” the root "vi-dhr,” and finally the root "akrs” all are extremely signi

ficant.

In the table presented above (showing Misra's interpretation), we do not see the equ
ivalent of the king on the aprakrta or upamana side; i.e., there is no kamuka or lover denote
d by the word "bhujanga.”

I don't know how "dcakarsa” (in the aprakrta sense) could mean "raped.” "Rape" is
not a sign of valor; it is a display of brutal force. The word itself is abhorent. I fail to unde
rstand also how one could "rape" with the strength of one's arms!

I don't see any "anyangana” (sadharanandyika) here to represent the beloved lady i
n the aprakrta or upamana side who has been "raped" by Misra! On one side (prakrta or u
pameya) Misra has "royal fortune" (both words beginning with small or lowercase letters).
On the other side (i.e., aprakrta or upamana) the same "fortune" has been capitalized, with
a definite article ("the") having been prefixed. But both of the "fortunes" belong to the kin
gdom of the Colas. There is no human person who could be "raped."

Abhinavabilhana Misra (that is how I have named Misra), in his profound scholarly
way, tells us that when Ahavamalla "opened" (!) the city of KaficT (the capital of the Colas
), the army of the kingdom of the Colas was shaken. And in his equally superior style, he g
ives a footnote: "An army consists of four arigas, thus arnga stands here for caturanga army

According to Monier-Williams, "arigam” = 1) "a limb or member of the body," or 2)
"a division or department (of anything), a part or portion, as of a whole; as ‘saptangam rajy
am.” And according to the same authority, "rdjyanga” = "limb of royalty," a requisite of le
gal administration (variously enumerated as seven, eight, or nine; viz. the monarch, the pri
me minister, a friend or ally, treasury, territory, a stronghold, an army, the companies of cit

izens, and the Puro-hita or spiritual adviser). Amara says,
Svamyamatyasuhrtko$a-rastradurgabalani ca.
Rajyangani prakrtayah pauranam Srenayo'pi ca.
[Paurasrenibhih sahastangam api rajyam--Ramasrami]

And this is how Kamandakiya enumerates them:

Svamyamatya$ ca rastram ca durgam koso balam suhrt.
Parasparopakaridam saptangam rajyam ucyate.

One of these seven (or eight or nine) arnigas is the army (send), which has four subdivisions:

HastyasSvarathapadatam senangam syac catustayam.
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That is, there are four divisions of send: hasti (elephants), asva (cavalry), ratha (chariot), a
nd padati (infantry).

Misra's interpretation here is unacceptable. "Parikampitangim” is a viSesana and qu
alifies "Colardjyasriyam,” which is the visesya. It is a Bahuvrihi compound--pari kampitani
angani yasyah sa tam.

Now here "yasyah” (pronoun) connects with "Colardjyasrih” (substantive), i.e., the d
ivinity (feminine) of the Cola kingdom (the Fortuna of Misra). So the limbs are hers and n
ot those of the army. The question is, when Ahavamalla seized Kafici, was the army alone
shaken, or were all the other parts of the kingdom shaken as well? I would like to know fr
om Misra whether or not the king was shaken, and whether the ministers too were shaken,
and the allies, and the treasury, and the fortifications, and the people, and the entire territor
y of the Colas! Only the army was shaken! Would it be correct to say so? Let it be repeat
ed that the army (or the armed forces) is only one of the seven arngas of the rajyasri. The f
act is that when all the other constituents were shaken, the army too was shaken. The arm
y is just one constituent element and is already included in the rajyarga.

We must remember that until and unless we have a clear and specific mention of th
e word "sena” (army), the mere term "ariga” cannot stand for the "caturangasena.” This is
not interpret- ation. It is all sahasikasya karma. 1 would like to know from Misra why "arng
a" here could not stand for "paricango rajanayah,” "five-part statecraft":

Sahayah sadhanopayah vibhago desakalayoh.
Vinipatapratikarah siddhih paficanga isyate.

[Sabdakalpadrumah]

Or "Sadango vedah"? Or "Saptangam rajyam”? Why only "balam”?
Misra tries to surpass our great Indian writer Bhaskaracarya:
Vayam iha padavidyam tarkam anviksikim va

yadi pathi vipathe va vartayamah sa anthah.
Udayati diSi yasyam bhanuman saiva pairva
na hi taranir udite dikparadhinavrttih.

He reminds me of another sadukti:

Ustranam ca vivahesu gitam gayanti gardabhah.
Parasparam prasamsanti aho ripam aho dhvanih.

Whatever Misra says is right! He also reminds me of the great poet Srtharsa:

Sahitye sukumaravastuni drdhanyayagrahagranthile
tarke va mayi samvidhatari samam lilayate Bharati.
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Sayyﬁ vastu mrduttaracchadavatt darbhankurair astrta
bhiimir va hrdayangamo yadi patis tulya ratir yositah.

Misra claims to be proficient in grammar as well as literature! He says that Ahava

malla raped (!) the Fortuna "by the strength of his arms." We need not tell Misra that the b
eloved lady likes her lover to draw her towards himself by holding her girdle (karici) after h
aving been depriv- ed of her sari or adhovastra, the lower garment. She enjoys this keli (ga
me, play, or sportive act) on the part of her lover. Her limbs are trembling not because of a
ny fear or danger, but because of the emergence of her passionate desire to engage in sexu
al intercourse accompanied with or pre- ceded by kissing, embracing, etc. This is a sattvika
bhava. She is not raped.

Here is some information on "kampa"” for the enlightenment of our mugdhasiromani
Misra Maharaja, the great neo-expounder, from Sahityadarpane Trittyah Paricchedah: "R
agadvesa-Sramadibhyah kampo gatrasya vepathuh” (1982 reprint of 1922 ed. of Nirnaya Sa
gar Press, p. 145). Fn gives another reading of "Ga" MS.:

Vepathur yatha
Ragarosabhayadibhyah kampo gatrasya vepathuh
Bhayadibhyah is a better reading as compared to Sramdadibhyah!
Yatha
Ma garvam udvaha kapolatale cakasti
kantasvahastalikhita mama mafijarfti.
Anyapi kim na khalu bhajanam 1dr§Tnam
vairT na ced bhavati vepathur antarayah.
Compare this to pattravallim kapole.
Ragad yatha
Varamvaram tirayati drSor udgamam baspapiras
tatsankalpopahitajadimastambham abhyeti gatram.
Sadyah svidyatyayam aviratotkampalolangulikah
panir lekhavidhisu nitaram kampate kim karomi.
Evam rosadibhir iihyam. Iti "Ga."”
Misra is not satisfied with "vidhrtya”! He asks us to change it to "vivrtya.” And all t
his on orthographic grounds (p. 39)! The suggestion is not acceptable. Biihler might have i

ndicated the difficulty in distinguishing "dha"” from "va" (because of similarity), but I have 1
n my possession even today (Oct. 14, 1977) a perfect photocopy of J. I have just now comp
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ared the text once again. "Dhr" is clearly visible here. Itis as clear as crystal. It cannot b
e mistaken or misunderstood for "vr” under any circumstances, none whatsoever. We have
no right to change the reading unneces-arily and arbitrarily and thus make meaningful wor
ds lose their sense. Itis a great disservice to the poet. It is an abject negation of honest an
d true scholarship.

Misra translates his chosen word as "after he had opened." I fail to understand how
the city could be opened! The act of opening is not compatible even with the girdle (karict
), which is always open, i.e., visible. The lover does not have to "open" the girdle to procee
d further in the course of rati prasanga, i.e., sexual intercourse. I would like to know from
Misra if he has ever heard the following sadukti and if he knows what it means:

Prasante ntpurarave Sriyate mekhaladhvanih.
Kante ratipariSrante kamini purusayate.

If Misra does not know what "mekhald" is, he can look it up in one of his lexica! He will le
arn that it is synonymous with "karici.” Yes, the girdle is an ornament worn over the sari (1
ower garment). Here it is used by the lover to draw his beloved lady towards himself, to br
ing her close to his own self. The original word, the word of the poet, is "vidhrtya,” and it h
as several meanings equally or even more relevant when applied toward the city: "having
laid siege on; having seized, stormed, conquered, plundered, taken possession of, or occupi
ed. I don't know how "vivrtya" could provide even one of all these meanings!

Undoubtedly, "kamadugha hi mahakavinam vaco bhavanti,” "the sayings of the grea
t poets are divine wish-cows"; they would give any boon (meaning) we pray for. One cand
erive more than one meaning from a word, yet the prakrti (root) and pratyaya (ending) mus
t have the inherent power to denote the desired meaning. We cannot ask a barren woman t
o deliver a child through her womb!

The poet says, "Yah [bhujayoh balena] Kaiicim vidhrtya Colardjyasriyam dacakarsa.”
Just as a lover draws (attracts, brings closer physically as well as emotionally) his beloved
lady towards him by holding her in her girdle, so the King Ahavamalla acquired the Cola ki
ngdom by seizing the city of KaiicT, the capital of the Colas. The fall of the city of KaficT si
gnalled the defeat of the Cola king and the victory of the Calukyas over the Colas, their inv
eterate enemies.

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

Ladies in India don't wear a "belt" over their saris. It is tied by a knot (see "bandha
nat" in the verse "nivi svayam bandhandt”) or tucked under a petticoat. A belt is removed b
efore the gar-ent can be removed. But the k@mini continues to wear her karici throughout h
er rati-prasanga. Misra does not tell us how she is drawn by the lover towards him. It is al
so important to remember that the part of the body that is right below the front of the girdle
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is extremely delicate; it sends the message directly to the mind. It serves as the power sour
ce, a means of electrification. Once the lover touches that part, the beloved loses her own
self! Read the following:

Nivim prati pranihite tu kare priyena sakhyah Sapami yadi kificid api smarami.
and

Nivimokso hi moksah.
and also

Kante talpam upagate vigalita nivi svayam bandhanat

vasasca §lathamekhalagunadhrtam kificin nitambe sthitam.
Etavat sakhi vedmi kevalam aham tasyangasange punah

ko'sau kasmi ratam ca kim katham iti svalpapi me na smrtih.

Suktimuktavalt, 86:17 (Kasyapi)

I don't know where Misra gets the "flags" from; I don't see any! He is prajiidacaksu (see his
dis-ussion on "carmacaksuh,” pp. 31-32), or maybe he is confused. He may have the follow
ing verse in mind:

Kafict padatibhir amusya vilunthitabhad
devalayadhvajapatavalimatrasSesa.

Luntakaluptanikhilambaradambaranam.
kaupTnakarpanapareva purangananam (3:76).

Misra might have argued that wherever there is KaficT there are the flags. So there are fla
gsevenin 1:115!

August Haack translates the above verse (1:115) as follows:

Dieser Kiionig zog die Schutzgiiottin des Colareiches an sich, als er durch di
e Gewalt der Arme die Stadt Kanct erstiirmte, deren Glieder in zitternds Bewegung
versetzt waren, weil er sich ein Speil aus dem Zerreissen ihres Ruhmesgewandes
machte.

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

This king pulled the patron goddess of the Chola kingdom toward him, as he

storm e, by the force of his arms, the city of Kanct, whose limbs were made to trem
ble, because he made a game of tearing her royal garment.
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I don't know German; therefore, I cannot determine how faithful the translation to E
nglish from German is, the original of which is Sanskrit. Assuming that the English renderi
ng is the correct representation of the German, I would declare without any hesitation that t
he German translation has totally murdered the sahitya-vidya-vadhi. It is a disgrace to Ind
o-German scholarship. Cf. another poetic gem of Bilhana, a play of "Samdsokti” quite simi
lar to the above verse (1:115):

Tam vibhavya rabhasad upagatam ksmabhujangam upajatasadhvasa.
Lolavarinidhinilakundala dravidaksitipabhtr akampata (5:28).

& & *k

Misra examines the verse

Aviksamana sadrSam gunair mama kramagata $rir iyam asrayam purah.
Payodhimadhyasthitapotaktipakasthita Sakuntiva muhuh prakampate (2:31).

and explains it as follows:

[M]ama may either be construed with sadrsam or gunaih. This kind of construction
is styled in Sanskrit kakaksigolakanyaya-, lit. "the manner ['maxim'?] of a crow's eye
-ball", a curious term [?] arising from the common belief in India that the crow poss
esses but a single eye ["-ball"?], which may readily be transferred from one eye-soc
ket to the other (p. 1).

This is another attempt on the part of Misra to create an aura of his learning. I am reminde
d of another meaningful sadukti:

Asthane'nupayogibhi§ca bahubhir jalpair bhramam tanvate.

Misra refers to "kakaksigolakanyaya.” 1 don't know how this "maxim" could be defined as
a "term" or how it is "curious"! However, that is apara katha. The main point is this: if we
take Misra's application of the maxim here as valid, the word "mama” will have to appear
sandwiched in between the two words "sadrsam” and "gunaih,” just as the crow is said to p
ossess one eyeball in between the two eye sockets, and which, as a result, could be shifted
left or right. But here the case is totally different. The poet's words are "sadrsam gunaih m
ama.” 1 don't know how Misra wants to construe these three words, "mama gunaih sadrsam
" or "gunaih mama sadrsam”? The second one is the only correct interpretation; the first on
e is ridiculous. The harda of the poet is, "By virtue of his qualities he is comparable or equ
al to me."

If we say "mama gunaih sadrsam,” then the question arises, "sadrsam” of whom? D
oes Misra want to repeat "mama,” i.e., "mama gunaih mama sadrsam.” That will be an ina
ppropriate interpretation. How and why? Well, the appreciation of poetry is an art of feeli
ng and not a science for verifying facts. It is kavyartha-bhavana-paripakva-buddhi-vibhava-
matra-vedya. Misra may be aware of the following ukii:
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Savasananam sabhyanam rasasyasvadanam bhavet.
Nirvasanas tu rangantah-kasthakudyasmasannibhah.

This is from Dharmadatta, as cited by Vi§vanatha Kaviraja in his Sahityadarpana (Nirnaya
Sagar ed., 1922, p. 84).

Perhaps he knows this one as well:

Kavih karoti kavyani rasam jananti panditah.
Kanyasuratacaturyam jamata vetti no pita.

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

If Misra wanted to know the true application of the maxim "kakaksigolakanyaya,” h
e should have referred to "adhitavedo’smi krtasrutagamah,” where "asmityaham arthe'vyaya
m" or "uttamapurusaikavacanam" of "as bhuvi” is applicable both to the left and to the right
. We can interpret "aham adhitavedo’smi" or "aham krtasrutagamah asmi.” It is improper t
o talk about "asti” sentence and "asmi"” sentence, as Misra does. "Adhitavedah” is a Bahuv
rthi compound, and so is "krtasrutadgamah.” As far as "Sramo’sti bhiiyan itihasavartmasu” is
concerned, we have to bring "mama” by "adhyahara” and the same "adhyahara” will bring
"mama’" for "gurusvajnavimukham sada manah."

We have just discussed this verse:

Vidhrtya Kaficim bhujayor balena
ya$ Colarajyasriyam acakarsa.

This too is a very fine example of "kakaksigolakanyaya” or "dehalidipakanydaya.” The word
s "bhujayor balena” could be connected with either what precedes or what succeeds.

& & *

Misra introduces another vitandavada regarding "graha” and "agraha":

Alam visadena karosi kim mukham kavosnanih§vasavidhiisaradharam.
Abhistavastupratibandhinam aham krtagraho nigrahanaya karmanam (2:38).

On the above Misra says,
2.38d
agraha- , is used in the sense of "stubborn wish, persistant /sic] resolusion ['resoluti

on'?]", hence krtagraha, "he who has formed a firm resolution." Contrast Hindi agr
aha, meaning "request".
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I don't know what authority Misra has to say that Hindi "dgraha” means "request"!

Cp. agraha- 5.18,9.130, 10.87 (emend lilavagahagraha- to lilavagahdagraha- ); dur
agraha "bad (ill-abvised) [i.e., 'ill-advised'] resolution". 3.52; 4.115; 6.7; 7.12; 16.4
2 (p. 2).

But I do not agree at all. Misra refers to many passages where Bilhana has used the word
"agraha"; so he wants the word "graha,” which makes even a better sense in "graham utsa
sarja," etc., to be discarded. Once again Misra misses the essence. Cf. "graha-kalitam iva
grajam” (6.55). "Graha" = "seizing, holding, any state which proceeds from magical influe
nces and takes pos- session of the whole man"! "Graham” makes better sense here. It is in
the above sense alone that the second half acquires a better meaning in "Nisargaramye'pi
vices ite yad atiprasango rasabharngahetuh” (10.87).

Although Misra indulges in jugglery over "graha” and "dgraha” and wants us to disc
ard one in favor of the other, I would like to submit the following verse that contains both w
ords in one place:

Na Sasaka nirakartum agrajasya duragraham.
Rajyagrahagrhitanam ko mantrah kim ca bhesajam (4:115).

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

% % *k

On the verse

Adhttavedo'smi krtasrutagamah Sramo'sti bhiiyan itihasavartmasu.
Gurusvavajiiavimukham sada manas tad abhyupayo'tra maya na durlabhah (2:39).

Misra presents the following discourse that is only his balacapalam:

2.39a

krtasrutagamah of the MS. may be interpreted (cp. p. 1 on 1.74a) as standing for krt
as Sruta gamah [why?]. If this interpretation is accepted [why?] as it is by the 3rd ed
. the construc- tion would be. . . .

The third ed. is not brahma-vakya! That it is not an absolute authority is proved here time
without number. Bh is merely a copycat. Also, I fail to understand how Misra thinks this i
s the third 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 (bhiiyan sramah) has been
done (krtah . .. asti) [byme]..."
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The word order seems rather strange, [!] we do not expect krtah before sruta
ga- mah, because krtah belongs in the asti sentence, while Srutagamah belongs to th
e asmi sentence. The interpretation of Biihler and ed. sec. (krtasrutagamah), therefo
re, is to be accepted. . . .

This is one of those rare instances where Misra talks sense and follows B and me. No, he t
akes with one hand what he gives with another! See below!J

adhitavedo'smi krtasrutagamah Sramo’sti bhiiyan itihasavartmasu

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

An objection against this might be raised. The expressions adhitaveda- and
kria- Srutdgama- [sic] amount to the same thing, there would be a tautology (paunar
uktya or pis apesana).

A possible way to remove this tautology is to emend sSrutagama- into smytag
ama- , "the smyti tradition." The king would refer to his study of the Veda (veda), of
the Dharma- §astra (smrtdgama) and the Epics (itihasa) (p. 2).

This is all mattapralapa. According to Monier-Williams, “smyti” means "the whole body of
sacred tradition or what is remembered by human teachers" (in contradistinction to "sruti,”
or "what is directly heard or revealed to the Rsis"). In its widest application, this use of th
e term "smyti" in- cludes six Vedangas, the siitras both Srauta and grhya, the law books of

Manu, etc. Also, "itihasas . . . Smrta” does not mean this body of knowledge! If "smyrti” in

its widest sense includes "itihdsa" too, then there will be paunaruktyadosah! What is "Sruta

m"? Anything heard, that which has been heard (especially from the beginning), knowledg
e as heard by holy men and transmitted from generation to generation, or tradition or revel
ation. Cf. Kalidasa:

Srutasya yayad ayam antam arbhakah.
and another sadukti:

Srotram $rutenaiva na kundalena.
Sabdakalpadrumah: $rutam (Sriiyate sma yad iti) Sastram. Srutam $dastravadhrtayoh [iti Am
arah]. Vedas, including smytis: Srutam Sastrani, Vedangani, darsanani ca, itihasah, purana
ni ca. And our own poet Bilhana says,

Data parakramadhanah Srutaparadrsva (18:77)

Elsewhere I have explained in greater detail the nature and contents of the MS. A (my edn.
p. 4 "Prastavana"). It belongs to a different lineage (kula-parampara) altogether. Althoug
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h it gives many acceptable alternative readings--sometimes much more desirable than thos
e of J-- we cannot accept them if we want to preserve the purity (asarnkaryam) of our miilag
ranthah (archetype) because, as the Lord Himself has instructed us in the Bhagavad-gita, "
sankaro narakayaiva.” "Krtah srutagamah" is the reading of A. Bh has no scruples. I cann
ot say whether he knows what the Principles of Textual Criticism are. He accepts the readi
ng of A so lightheartedly. Of course, I too have accepted A readings in certain cases, but it
was only when there was no alternative, none whatsoever. The great poet Sriharsa, (the c
omposer of Naisadhtyacarita), has benevolently instructed us,

Nisiddham apyacaraniyam apadi kriya satt navati yatra sarvatha.
Ghanambuna rajapathe hi picchile kvacid budhair apyapathena gamyate (9:36).

Also the smrtis prescribe, "Apatkale maryada nasti.”

"Krtasrutagamah" of J cannot be converted to "krtah Srutagamah" or "krtas srutaga
mah" because the J text does not read that way! "Krtasrutagamah” will only be a bahuvrihi
compound. We are not composing the poem; we are only interpreting it. To prescribe "sm
rtagamah” will be a svacchanddcarah. "Smrtam” can never have the tradition of "smytis"!
It is a useless effort.

Furthermore, we have to consider the following point. The entire family of J (P, B,
R & N) has accepted the reading "krtasrutagamah.” Only A--which belongs to another fam
ily and is thus an external entity, an outsider, so to speak--has "krtah Srutagamah.” Bh pref
ers this reading of A, but gives no reason. Here we have a foreign element. J's reading is |
ost forever as far as Bh is concerned, even though it (J) is better and preferable. Cf. what p
recedes: "adhitavedo’smi."

It is interesting to see the anvaya (prose order) designed by Bh. Here is an exact re
pro- duction of what he has done:

(Aham) Srutagamah (san) adhitavedah asmi. Itihasavartmasu bhiiyan parisr
amah krtah. Manah gurusu sada avajiiavimukham asti. Tat maya atra abhyupayah
na durlabhah.

Bh has forcibly brought "san” in, taken "krtah” from the first quarter to the second, taken "a

sti"” from the second to the third, and has made "parisramah” out of "Sramah.” 1fail to unde
rstand what is the use of this dravida-prandayama, this roundabout way.

*k % *

On the verse

Sa somavannetracakoraparanam cakara gotrasya yad ujjvalananah.
Yathocitam soma iti ksamapates tatah prasannad abhidhanam aptavan (2:58).
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M says that "ripaka” is preferable here and adds, "The implied comparison (upama) is of t
he prince and the moon, while the eyes are equated with cakora birds (ed. ter. correctly: up
ama- riapakayoh sankarah)" (p. 3).

I believe that neither Bh nor Misra is correct. First of all, the comparison is not impl
ied (vyakta), but denoted (abhihita) in "soma-vat" by the suffix "vat” (enjoined by Panini, "
Tena tulyam kriya ced vatih").

Secondly, Bh's conclusion, upamaripakayoh sarkarah, and its approval by Misra, ar
e both wrong. Such sarikara of two alarikaras occurs only when there is neither a supporter
(sadhaka) nor a detractor (badhaka) for either of them occuring in one and the same context
. Mammata makes this point very clear:

Ekasya ca grahe nyaya-dosabhavadaniscayah.
Dvayor bahtinam va alankaranam ekatra samavese'pi virodhat na yatra yug
apad avasthanam, na caikatarasya parigrahe sadhakam taditarasya va parihare bad

hakam asti yenaikatara eva parigrhyeta, sa niScayabhava- riipo dvitiyah sankarah.

(Kavyaprakasa: 10th Ullasa, 140 Vrtti)

In the present case (netracakora), we do have a sadhaka, viz. "somavat.” Since "so
mavat” 1s definitely an upamd, we have to accept upamd in "netracakora” also because the
two are inter-related. Appayyadiksita has dealt with a pertinent case in his Citramimamsa
and has arrived at the same conclusion:

Astrajvalavalidhapratibalajaladher antaraurvayamane
senanathe sthite'smin mama pitari gurau sarvadhanvi§varanam.
Karnalam sambhramena vraja Krpa samaram mufica Hardikya Sankam
tate capadvitiye vahati ranadhuram ko bhayasyavakasah.

Atra Dronasyaurvenopama pratibalajaladher ityatropamayah sadhike tyupamadvay

am api safijataparamparam (Citra-mimamsa, Rupakapra karanam. Chowkhamba,
1971. pp. 227-280).

So the upama in "somavat” should be taken as a sadhika for the upama in "netracakora.” H

ence, Bh is wrong when he says that there is a sarnkara of upama and rijpaka here. Misra is
doubly wrong because he declares that "ripaka” is preferable (Nagaraja Rao).

%k k &
Commenting on the verse

Bhisagbhir apaditasarvabhesajam vitirnaraksavidhimandalaksatam.
Visaradabhih prasavocite vidhau nirantaram gotravadhtibhir aficitam (2:80).
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Misra dictates,

2.80a

For vitirna-, "bestowed", (all ed.) substitute vikirna-. "thrown about, scattered", whic
h seems to be more suitable. vikirna also in 6.10--vikirna . . . samira-- "the breezes
scattered by".

I fail to understand how breezes could be scattered.

Cp. also 18.14 sila viprakirnah "the rocks that were scattered." 18.6--kirnakarnamrt
a "by which nectar for the ears is scattered". aksata- "uncrushed grain", as an objec
t of ud-kri, compare 2.83 aksatotkaraih "by the throwings up of uncrushed grain" (p.
3).

Once again, Misra does not appreciate an accepted reading:
Vitirnaraksavidhimandalaksatam

Vitirna is accepted by all--from J to Bh. Misra recommends "vikirna” for it. "Caritacandrik
a" explains, "[V]itirnani raksavidhaye mandalanyakstas ca,” the latter two words going bac
k to J gloss. Vitirna = datta. Cf. Saradvitirnasaubhagya (16:3). 1 have already conferred u
pon Misra the title of "Abhinavabilhana" because he does not explain or try to improve; he
straightaway com- poses. Certainly rice can be scattered (vikirpa), but I don't know how "
mandala” ("circular form- ations") could be scattered!

I do not want to go against the J gloss unless it is absolutely unavoidable. However,
"mangaldksata” could be suggested as an alternative reading to be considered for "mandal

aksata."”

The last word in this verse ("aficitam”) ignites Misra's power of argumentation (vita
ndavada). He says,

On --aficitam (ed. sec. and ter), see below chap Il n. 2. (p. 3).
The "note" expounds,
Cp. 2.80d for arcitam in MSS. [?] and ed. pri, aficitam in ed. sec. (followed b
y ed. ter) is done needlessly by the editor, obviously in silent reference to Pan. 6.4.3

0 and 7.2.53, yet Bilhana has no example of aicita in this sense (p. 26).

Let us see what these words mean:

"arc" = "to adore, worship, salute, welcome with respect"; "to honour; i.e., decorate
and adorn"
"anc" = "worship, honour, reverence, adorn, grace"
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"ancita” = "honoured, adorned, graced, graceful, handsome"
Some examples of their use by great poets:

Dordandancitamahima

Gatesu ITlancitavikramesu

Kanakacala-sanka$a-devatayatanaficite

Api khafijanam afijanaficite

Aficitabhyam gatabhyam

Here are the variant readings of this word:

J "arccitam”

B "arcitam”

N "ancitam”

Bh "anicitam,” but interprets “pujitam”
A "arcitam”

AP "acitam”

J has "arccitam.” However, J gloss has "bhiisitam,” meaning thereby that the reading ought
to be "aricitam,” which is also "madhuratara”; so 1 adopted it. Linguistically, both mean t
he same. However, the primary meaning of "arcitam” would be "pujitam,” or "worshiped,”
while that of "aficitam” would be "bhiisitam,” ("adorned”). 1did not adopt this "in silent re
ference to Pan," as Misra puts it (p. 26). I am amused by the use of the word "silently" by
Misra; he is very fond of the words "silent" and "silently." He expected me to announce ev
ery change by beating a drum. On p. 63, under 16:51(c), he says "ed. sec. changed silently-
-". On p. 26, note 2, he says "obviously in silent reference." He says further, "[Y]et Bilhan
a has no example of aficita in this sense." I don't know what he means by the word "this"!
He professes to know everything; yet he forgets that "na hi sarvah sarvam janati,” "everyon
e does not know everything"! His statements are always indicative of authority. Maybe he
means "stealthily" and uses a word to make it appear innocent.

Atmavat sarvabhiitesu yah pasyati sa paSyati.

"Aficitam” 1s explained in J gloss by the word "bhiisitam” in 2:80. Now "arcitam” does not
mean "bhiisitam” in its primary sense.

Misra says Bilhana had not used the word "aficitam” anywhere in this sense. If by "
this" Misra means "bhiisitam,” then he has ignored the following verse:

Anena ntnam jaladheh samuddhrtam
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vicitraratnankuradanturam payabh.
Anekavarnaficitam anyatha katham
payomuca nirmitam indrakarmukam (13:21).

In 2:80 Bh forces "aricitam” to mean "pijitam,” but "Caritacandrika" has already put "bhiisi
tam.” This word goes back to J gloss, i.e., J gloss too has "bhiisitam.” Bh had no justificatio
n in accepting my reading and rejecting his meaning. We are instructed, "Vagarthaviva sa
mprktau.” The word and its meaning go together. Bh rejects the reading ("vak”) of B prese
nted by J, but accepts his meaning ("artha”), i.e., "pujitam.” B & G translate the word in qu
estion, "arcitam,” as "worship- ed"; so they follow Biihler'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? [In any case, the translators do not go to Panini to settle the dispute!]

On p. 29 Misra discusses "aricitam.” He translates it as "marked (characterized) by." I hav
e put it as "visis am” (in "Candrika"), but it can mean "bhisitam” as well. MW puts "disting
uished" as a meaning of "asicitam.”

I am not sure if Misra had seen the following saduktis of our own poet, Bilhana:

Ityudaficitavilasarasanam (11:67).

and

Udancitabhrilatikapatakam

akaranad eva mukham cakara (9:84).
k k &

Misra tries to exhibit his erudition:

Vivesa subhrir atha satikagrham pradhanadaivajfianivedite dine.

Samullasadbhih Sakunaih sahasra§ah samarpayantt nrpater mahotsavam (2:81).
He says,

2.81d

samarpayanti nrpater mahotsavam, "offering the king a great festival", genitive far [
i.e., "for"] dative: In later [!] Sanskrit, the use of genitive instead of dative is found
with increasing frequency. This is due to the influence of the vernaculars in all of w
hich the genitive has taken over the function of the dative.

Here are further examples from our text:
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2.89a
akathayad avanindor nandanotpattivarttam "told the king the news of the birth of th
e son"

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

9.73b. ..
sakhinam kim api bruvanad . . . "saying something to [her] girl friends"

9.93a
pradarsayam asa tatah kumaryah

Misra's carmacaksust are functioning here in a normal way. He says (in a footnote) "/K]u
maryah is a conjecture cf [i.e., 'of'] ed. sec, Biihler has in accordance with the MS. kumarya
m which is not construable." But on p. 16 he discusses the same reading. This time even hi
s carmacaksust fail him.

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

9.94
yasya . . . maurviravah . . . patalatalasthitanam . . . kathayam babhiiva "whose bowst

",

ring twang told those who dwell on the bottom of the Parala. . . .";

13.50ab
samarpayam asa payamsi . . .jaladhih payomucam "the ocean offered water to the cl
ouds" (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 (Sanskri
t Grammar p. 193). [Examples:]

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

Misra says, "In later [?] Sanskrit the use of genetive instead of dative is found with increasi
ng frequency. . .." I don't know what Misra means by "later" and which specific vernacula
1s he is referring to. He did not specify the period when this transition took place or even st
arted. Panini clearly declares,

Caturthyarthe bahulam chandasi (sastht syat) (2.3.62).

72



([In the sense of] caturthi in the Vedas.)
So we have "sas hi” even more frequently in the Vedas than in the classical Sanskrit. Is th

e Vedic language also later? Later to which language? Which vernacular influenced it?
Misra merely asserts; he does not prove.

* * *
Let us study Misra's comments on the following:

Cancaccaranadiyamanakanakam sannaddhagitadhvani
sphiirjadgathakalunthyamanakarati

The correct reading for the second carana is "kara i [and] prarabdha,” because there are t
wo com- pound words here:

1.) sphiurjadgathakalunthyamanakarati
2.) prarabdhanrtyotsavam (or "nrtto"?)
There is a padaccheda in between the two in J.

The elephants are not dancing. They are just being stolen (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 separa
te words all along--another play of ghunaksaranydaya! Misra could have very well seen it if
he did not have the primary intention of displaying his erudition everywhere.

Ptarnam mangalatiiryadundubhiravair uttalavaitalika-
Slaghalanghitaptrvaparthivam atha ksmabhartur asid grham (2:90).

He says,
For caricat- (all edd.) read carcat- , and for -kara i- "elephant” in b read with
Biihler -kara am "A kind of drum." For discussion of this pdda [?] cp. Chap. Il on ro
ot [u . (pp. 45-46) (p. 4).
Biihler is wrong. Misra is doubly wrong when he rejects my (i.e., J's) reading and follows t
he path of one who has no sense of direction! J clearly has "kara i,” absolutely and unquest
ionably. Furthermore, J gloss puts "hdathi” as a synonym for "kara i”; so there is no doubt th

at the meaning "elephant" antedates 1286 V. (A.D. 1229-30)!

Misra says on pp. 45-46:
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The MS. reads kara i-, which would be "elephant." If this is adopted, no acc
eptable sense can be worked out from the text: "where elephants were being robbe
d" cannot be twisted into "were carried away" (i.e. fascinated [by the singers]) as in
terpreted by Eng. rend., apart from it that elephants are not known to enjoy music (s
tress added).

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

"To fascinate in Sanskrit would be mano (acc.) hr. A mano (acc.) lun h in th
e sense of "to fascinate" would, of course, be unexceptionable"” [!]. [I don't know w
hat Misra means by "unexceptionable"!]

I don't know where he gets his knowledge from! How does he know that elephants do not
enjoy music? Who told him so? I wish he had read some books on elephants before he ma
de such a statement.

Matangalila of Nilakantha clearly says "ganapriyam [gajam]" (8:4) and "vinadigita
priyah [gajah]" (11:40). In the Pratijiayaugandharayana ascribed to Bhasa, Udayana is de
scribed as catching elephants by luring them by means of the sound of vina.

Here is a beautiful translation of Purana-Bilhana's Muse rendered by Mr. Misra! W
hat a contrast!

Gajam tam aham vinadvitiya anayami (I act).
and

Srutisukhamadhura svabhavarakta karajamukhollikhitagraghrstatantri.
Rsivacanagateva mantravidya gajahrdayani balad vasikaroti (2:12).

Misra's words are:

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

I don't know what the Sanskrit equivalent is here (of Bilhana) that Misra has translated as "
alternately." "Caiicat” is the only word that could be thought of--Misra's favorite phraseolo
gy! So all the elephants were removed by Misra. The singers did not get them at all. The

y were left only with the drums to beat and make loud noises of music! I am not sure if Mr.
Misra had ever seen the following immortal composition from the pen of Kavikulaguru Ka
lidasa:

Janaya Suddhantacaraya Samsate kumarajanmamrtasammitaksaram.
Adeyam asTit trayam eva bhiipateh $§asiprabham chatram ubhe ca camare.

74



Let us now consider Misra's remarks on "caricat.” He recommends "carcat” for "ca
iicat.” It is merely avyaparesu vyaparam. There are innumerable verses in Sanskrit literat
ure beginning with "caricat”; one just has to go through the indices of the anthologies. Let
us remember that here we are talking in terms of the word "caricat” in the beginning only.
It may take a lot of time, money, and energy to find the word in the middle or end, until an
d unless we consult concordances of the words of great poets, or compile them if these are
not available in the published form, and then study them.

I fail to understand why Misra wants to discard "caricat” in favour of "carcat,” whic
h is terribly harsh and karnaka u and cannot equal the original in beauty. There are many v
erses which show that Misra's suggestion does not carry any weight. For example,

Cancaccandrakaraspar§a-harsonmilitataraka.
Aho ragavatt sandhya jahati svaym ambaram.

(Valmiki Ramayana. Kiskindha, 30:45)

and

Caicaccolaincalani pratisaranarayavyastavenini bahor

viksepad daksinasya pracalitavalayasphalakolahalani.
Svasatrutyadvacamsi drutam itarakarotksiptalolalakani

srastasrafiji pramodam dadhati mrgadr§am kandukakriditani.

(Subhasitaratnako$e Anuragavrajya)

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

Puspair bhrajisnubhastrakaranim aganitaih $akhinah ke na yatah
caficannistrim§alekhamayam iva bhuvanam bhragamalabhir aste.
Trailokyakandacandapraharananibidotsahakandtladosnah
puspesor jaitrasastravyatikaravidhaye sadhu sajjo vasantah (7:68).

Misra ought to have seen two more occurrences of “cafnicat” in Vik. itself:
Yasminnurvipatigrhatates tungima varnyate kim
tasyas$ caficaccaturavanitabhtisitanekabhtimeh.
Jane yasyam Kusumadhanusah svargaramamanamsi

kridavatayanakrtapadasyaiva laksibhavanti (18:30).

and

Yenodicyam disi gatavata vanditosau girindra$
caficaccandipativrsakhuraksodalekhavatamsah (18:54).
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And here is one more "caricat” from Venisamhara:

Cancadbhujabhramitacandagadabhighata-
safictirpitoruyugalasya Suyodhanasya.

Styanavanaddhaghana$onitasonapanir
uttamsayisyati kacams tava devi Bhimah.

The following verse is cited by Sobhakara as an example of vydjastutih:

Cancac cumbati kaficanacalamukham kantham ksamabandinam
no muficatyacalendravaksasi ciram I1lam samalambate.
Kim callingati diktatan vitanute kridam bhujangaih samam
kirtir manam apasya paSya taruni dhik cestitais tavaki ["cestate tavaki"?].

Sobhakara adds,
Atra kirtipriyatamatvamukhena nindaya sarvavyapitvam iti stutir laksyate.

This poet too did not know as much as our Misra did! Sobhakara has cited one more verse
that begins with the word "caricat.” 1 am referring to it only to show that the attempt on the
part of Misra to discard Bilhana's "caricat” is unscholarly:

Caficatkataksabhramarabhirama-
ramamukhambhojaparamparabhih.
Itastatah [sic] yatra saramsi Sobham
gharmaprasadad dvigunam avapuh.
[cited as an example of samadhih]

Let us consult one more authority. Monier-Williams says that "Bhvadi caiicati” = "to leap,
jump, move, dangle, be unsteady, shake, Bhartr.; Venis.; Rtus.; Git.; Kathas, etc." [note "et
c."]. The word is extensively used by so many great poets and dramatists. Therefore, the ¢
ontention of Misra that it is seldom used does not hold. We can only say,

Na hyesa sthanor aparadho yad enam andho na pasyati.
and

Locanabhyam vihinasya darpanah kim karisyati.
And I would like to ask Misra where in the world is this "carcat” used? Is there a single ve
rse which starts with this "carcat” so dear to Misra? I have not come across any! Sri Misra
might have read certain kavyas not known to me so far where it occurs, but I have never he

ard 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 the for
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ms and mean- ings of "carcayati” are given, which are not relevant here. Which of these m
eanings does Misra want here for "carcat”?

And let us see what Apte says:

carc 1.10.U. (carcayati-te carcita) to read, read carefully, pursue study. --11.6.P. (car
cati carcita- ) to abuse, condemn, censure, menace.--2 To discuss, consider, investi
gate.--To injure, hurt.--4 To anoint, smear.

I don't know which of these meanings Mr. Misra wants to apply here!

& & *k

The word "samrdjya” is discarded by Misra in the following verse. He does not beli
eve in imperialism. He is satisfied with "capacity."

Aurvagnitaptapathodhau candanasyandavasitah.
Sttopacarasamrajyam bhejur malayanimnagah (4:6).

He says,

samrdjya-, "rulership, empire". . . Sitopacarasamrdjyam bhejur malayanimna
gah "the rivers of the Malaya [-mountain] acquired rulership in cooling treatment (i
n the medical sense) [why?]: i.e. "they became royally potent", may just be possible
. Easier would be to read samarthyam, "capacity": [they acquired capacity] for the
cooling treatment. Cp. 4.120d samarthya-, "capacity” (p. 6).

Many a time, I find it terribly distressing even to listen to the unreasonable suggestions ma

de by Misra. He wants to replace "samrajyam” with "samarthyam.” The idea is not accept

able. He wants us to throw away cintamani and get a piece of a pebble in return. Misra for
gets that he is not the poet. An "empire" and all the glory inherent therein is a million time
s better than just plain "capacity." Murkho'pi Sobhate tavat yavat kiricin na bhasate! 1don't

understand how "samarthyam" has the capacity to replace "samrdjyam” here!

I wonder whether Misra is serious when he makes such incongruous suggestions. I f
irmly believe that many of his "emendations" are "insult added to injury," or ksate ksaram.
He proceeds with the assumption that there are many "textual difficulties." He tries to solv
e them for the ignor- ant. He might have misled some, but he cannot mislead everyone, es
pecially those who are guru-kula-klis a, i.e., who have done some real work in the field an
d are, therefore, better equipped. This is all extremely tragic.

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

Ananyasamanyagunatvam eva bhavatyanarthaya mahakavinam.
Jiatum yad esam sulabhah sabhasu na jalpam alpapratibhah ksamante (1:23).
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Once again I would like to remind Misra, "Arasikesu kavitvanivedanam!” No one has the ri
ght to destroy a beautiful poem if he is unable to understand the exquisite words of great po
ets like Bilhana.

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

Kakubham bhartrbhaktanam prcchantinam nrpasthitim.

Vidravantam ivabhantam atyantatvaritaih padaih (4:40).
Bh interprets this as "kakubham prati dhavantam iva,” "running towards the directions"! Th
e messenger was coming towards Vikrama, i.e., the bank of Krishna.

Sa tatksanat parimlana-mukham sammukhapatinam (Bilhana: 4:37).

The diita was running away from the direction of Kalyana, the Chalukya capital. He was n
ot run- ning toward the direction (dik). He was running away from the north and going tow
ard the south:

Dadars$a rajadhanitah pradhanam datam agatam (4:37).

The directions, disah, (depicted to be female, beloved of the King Ahavamalla) were anxio
us to get the news of Ahavamalla. The messenger did not have the courage to tell them of
the death of their lord and lover, Ahavamalla. So the messenger was running away from th
em and not running toward them! Bh has supplied his own avyaya--the indeclinable particl
e "prati": "Kakubham disam diso diganganah pratityarthah” (4:37). From the sixth vibhakt
i he has jumped back to the second and then supplied his own prati. He is kartum akartum
anyathakartum samarthah, 1s he Jnot? But in reality here the genetive (or the possesive) ca
se 1s used in avajiia or tiraskara or disregard. It may be fear as well. "Kakubham vidravant
am”; running away from the directions, being afraid of them, "diso'nadrtya gacchantam.”
Bh forgets that "prati” will demand "dvitiya” and not "sas hi."”

W. D. Whitney, in his Sanskrit Grammar, says,

297 (d): A genitive, instead of an ablative, is sometimes found used with a v
erb of . . . fearing (Cambridge, Mass, 1923, p. 100).

He gives as an example a quotation from the Mahabharata: "bibhimas tava" = "we are afr
aid of thee."

The messenger is coming toward Vikrama from the opposite direction. A significan
t word of the poet is "sammukhapatinam.” The distance between the directions (disah) and
the mes sen- ger is increasing. He is not going toward the directions! Let it be repeated:
Here we have Sas hi candadare (Pan. 2.3.38). This sttra gets anuvrtti from "Yasya ca bhave
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na bhavalaksanam.” "And- dare gamyamane sati yasya kriyaya kriyantaram laksyate tasmat
sas hisaptamyau stah.” As an example, we have "Rudati rudato va pravrdjit. Rudantam pu
tradikam anddrtya sannyastavan iti bhavah."

Mammaa gives an example of similar sas hi:

Gamaruhammi game vasami naaratthiim na janami.
Naarianam paino haremi ja homi sa homi (Kavyaprakasa).

& & *k

Misra presents an amusing situation in the following verse:

KunthikrtariSastrasya tasya vajropamakrteh.
Bhagyanam eva me dosad esa jatah pariksayah.

Pathantaram--
Madbhagyadosad evaisa jane jatah pariksayah (4.83).
Discussing the above, Misra says,
The MS. has two versions:
I. Bhagyanam eva me dosad esa jatah pariksayah.
II. Madbhagyadosad evaisa jane jatah pariksayah..
In the second one the fifth syllable of c is long, which is against the metrical
rules given for the §loka. The first one removes this blemish and must, therefore, b
e considered to be a deliberate improvement (made by someone [!] who noticed the
poet's slip [!] after- wards) Cp. blow [sic; i.e., "below"!]
Like Mr. Misra indeed! Yes, Misra knows quite well how to blow his own §ankha. The M
S. does not have two versions! It seems Misra did not notice the first occurrence of the exp
ression "pa ha- ntaram,” in 1:102 Vistrnakarna and 1:103 Karne visirne, where "Caritacan
drika" explains,
Pathantaram: Mahakavaya uktam evartham bhangyantarena bahudha nirtipayanti.
Jaina sampradaye tad eva pathantaram ityucyata iti manyamahe. Atra pathantara-

padena tad eva boddhavyam na tu pathantarartipo'rtho' bhipretah (p. 217).

With regard to the metre (fifth syllable, etc.), what Misra says is not tenable. There are ma
ny anus up verses where the fifth syllable is long. For example:

Aryam viparyastam api prabhavanti na badhitum.
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In the anus up chapter of the Vrttaratnakara, one can see numerous varieties where excepti
ons are found to the general rule that the fifth syllable should always be a laghu. Hence th
e second read- ing is not any deliberate improvement on the first.

The question is, which of the two is an "improvement" over the other? According to
Mr. Misra the second version is to be rejected. If someone like Misra detected that Bilhan
a had com- mitted an error, his revised version should succeed and not precede! In other w
ords, the correct version follows and does not precede the first. Truly speaking, many of M
isra's statements remind me of the following sadukti:

Bahu jagada purstat tasya matta kilaham.

It is really painful to see the extent of Misra's mastery of traditional Sanskrit scholarship. I
t is not becoming of his family if what he has published on his "dust jacket" is true.

For Misra's enlightenment I am presenting below some "SPECIMENS" of the cases
where Bilhana (i.e., Purana Bilhana) has erred in the opinion of Misra!

Nivedayantam 4:39.3
Anarthavartta 4:41.1
Tvadankapalt 4:47.3
Tarangahastair 4:63.3
Anyonyakantha 4:93.1
Tejonidhinam 4:107.1
Aryam viparyastam 4:118.3
Krtalavalam 8:14.3
Manye tadara 8:16.1

Nitamababimbam  8:17.1
Prakosthabandhe 8:58.1
Puranabanatyagaya 8:71.1
Saundaryapatre 8:76.1
Here is a bright light which might help Misra to see things in their proper perspective.
Uktam evartham bhangyantarena pratipadayati kavih

Sisupalavadhe trtfyah sargah

Prasadhitasyasya Madhudviso'bhiid anyaiva laksmir iti yuktam etat.
VapusyaSese'khilalokakanta sa'nanyakanta hyurasttara tu (3:12).

Kapatavistirnamanoramorahsthalasthitasrilalanasya tasya.
Ananditasesajana babhuva sarvangasanginyaparaiva laksmih (3:13).

The great commentator Mallinatha explains,
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Prayenaikarthamapyanekam Slokam uktivi§esa- 1abhal likhanti kavayah. Y
athaha Naisadhe--adaveva 'Nipiya'--(I:]) ityadi Slokadvayam; tatha 'Svakelile§a' (1
:23) ityadi Slokadvayam ceti.

Thus my statement with regard to "Jainasampraddye" is not correct. It is a universal pheno
menon, not confined to the Jain tradition.

& & *k

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

Iti sa manasa niscityartham Culukyasikhamanih
Sravanasaranim bhindan bheriravena viniryayau.
Api ca kupitah ksmabhrtsenagajesu nijesubhih
katisu vidadhe dhairyadhvamsam na sahasalafichanah (4:119).

Misra indulges in his characteristic jalpa:
Biihler reads kupito ksmabhrt--which is, of course, impossible. [Biihler does
not read!J It is the Printer's Devil, Mr. Misra! And you are cheating the world!] E
d. sec., fol lowed by ed. ter., silently changes to kupitah.

I don't know why Misra always gives kartrtvam to Bh, who is merely a copycat!

Better sense results if we read kupita- instead of kupitah and compouud [i.e., compo
und] it with ksmabhrt:

C api ca kupitaksmabhrtsendgajesu [sic] nijesubhih
d katisu vidadhe dhairyadhvamsam na sahasalariichanah//

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

Misra then expounds, and compounds (i.e., mixes) fancy and facts together:

The expression "arrows" is strange as a battle with his brother, at this point,
certain ly did not take place; cp. 5.5 and 6 (6). Perhaps we should amend nijersubhi
h: "by his jealous ones (his male elephants that smell the king's elephants in their st
ables start to trumpet, whereupon these get afraid)"(7) Irsu for irsyu is a common mi
sspelling (see Apte. s.v. irsyd, irsya. irsyu), Cp. also above on 1.48b (laksa for laksya
).
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Note that Vikramaditya, though in distress about the bad behaviour of his el
der brother Somadeva, is himself not "enraged" (kupita) [!] neither can he be design
ated, as yet, as ksmabhrt (king): verses 116-117. Somadeva, of course is "enraged",
because his younger brother leaves the town spontaneously--and obviously, without

giving due notice--with an army: 5.3-5 (cp. in particular kvathammandah in 5.5, said
of Somadeva).

It is difficult to accept Misra's arguments. He thinks that he knows everything. Vikrama ca
nnot be enraged! Somadeva, of course, is enraged! He is justified.

Misra's footnotes:

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

7. As to the jealousy (irsya, asitya, amarsa, rosa) of the male elephants, cp. Ragh.
4.23 (asiya); SiS. 5.32-36, 42 etc. (p. 8).

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

Gacchatah skhalanam kvapi bhavatyeva pramadatah.
Hasanti durjanas tatra samadadhati sajjanah.

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

we must try to search for an "Errata" if we think that there might be an error.

Once again Misra tries to display his scholarship! Even though Biihler's text reads k
upito,” his "Corrigenda and Addenda" (line 14) tells his readers, who are equipped with an
unbiased mind, to "read kupitah for kupito”!

It is painful to see that Misra has failed even to follow the most rudimentary princip
les of literary criticism and editorial responsibility. I wonder how he would be able to guid
e others! May God bless his disciples! It will be only a case of andhena ntyamana yathand
hah.

Here is one more piece of evidence to support the conclusion that Misra did not con
sult the "Corrigenda and Addenda" of B. His German gurus did not teach him even this litt

le thing. On p. 29 of his magnum opus, Misra cites the following:

udaficiromaficataya samantatah
sa §aityasamparkam iva nyavedayat.
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and adds a footnote (no. 7) Ed. pri. samam tatah. Yet the "Corrigenda and Addenda" of the
same ed. pri. asks us to read "samantatah” for "samam tatah,” giving credit to Bhimachary
a for this correction! I would call it a distortion of truth and misrepresentation of facts! 1 g

et hurt to see the way Misra displays his Sanskrit scholarship!

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

"Nijersubhih"” by itself cannot mean "irsyalugajaih” unless Misra makes it mean tha
t through his superpower. The poet makes a general statement. Vikrama's march signalled
the defeat and destruction of the courage and fortitude of all the enemies of the Chalukya
kingdom. "Ksmabhrt” here does not mean "Somesvara Bhuvanaikamalla,” but "prati-nrpat
ayah" in general, as explained in the "Caritacandrika" (p. 233, line 19). Probably Misra did
not see it.

Everywhere we see Misra exercising and displaying his enormous power of emend
ation, whether it is needed or not. I don't say that Vikrama is enraged with his elder brothe
r; he is en- raged with all his enemies. The poet has already alluded to this idea in an earli
er verse:

Maya nipidyamanas te nibidam Dravidadayah.
Aryam viparyastam api prabhavanti na badhitum (4.118).

It is not proper even to imagine that as soon as Vikrama's elephants departed from Kalyana
, Somesvara's elephants became terrified! These two groups of elephants did not dwell sep
arately. They had been living and fighting together (with their common enemies) for a lon

g time--all along. Therefore, to assume that "his male elephants that smell the king's eleph
ants in their stables start to trumpet, whereupon these get afraid” is not justifiable. How tru
ly it is said that "a little know ledge is a dangerous thing"!

I don't know who has designated Vikrama here as ksmabhrt (king)! Vikrama decide
d to leave Kalyana, and left it. Even up to the end of Canto IV there is no actual fight betw
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een the two brothers. The canto ends with the statement that without Vikrama the kingdom
of the Chalukyas became bare and sullen, lonely and deserted. In the beginning of Canto
V, Bilhana says that Vikrama took Simhadeva (the younger brother) along with him. Itisi
n the fifth stanza of this canto that the dispatch of the troops by Somes§vara to capture Vikra
ma is mentioned; so it is not proper to bring the fight in before it really took place.

& & *k

With regard to the following verse,

Tam vidhaya katiciddinani sa preyasighusrnapankilam nadim.
Colasammukham agahatahavapraptidurlalitabahur agraham (5:18).

Misra comments,

-ahavapraptidurlalitabahu-, "whose arm was spoiled by the obtaining of figh
t", seems not intelligible. Read, therefore, ahavapraptidurlalitabahu-, "whose arm
was spoiled by not obtaining fights", i.e. unruly because of not getting fights, like a
child that was fondled too much or kept from exerting itself and hence gets restless

(p. 9).

Your antahkarana is still ajiianandha, and no guru has as yet enlightened it, Mr. Misra!

Caksurunmilitam yena tasmai Srigurave namabh.

I do not agree at all! "Ahava-prapti-durlalita-bahuh” does not mean "whose arm was spoil
ed by the obtaining [!] of fight." Misra tries to get what does not exist in the miila and then
complains. He assigns one specific meaning to the word in reference and then runs away d
issatisfied. The result is frustration. Or does he act deliberately in this manner so that he ¢
an suggest an emendation?

Specifically, Misra goes here by the literal meaning of the word "spoiled" (= "durlal
ita”); he takes "spoiled" in one specific sense of the term and overlooks all the other meani
ngs that the term conveys even in English. "Spoiled" here does not mean "ruined" or "laid
idle and so made out of use," etc. The verb "spoil" here means "to impair the disposition or
character by over-indulgence or excessive praise'"; "to pamper excessively." Let us see w
hat Apte says: "Durlalita” = "spoilt by fondling, fondled too much, hard to please; [hence]
...naughty...."

The arms of Vikrama had become used to getting into battles to such an extent and
with such frequency that they were restless when they were not engaged in battles! Fightin
g had become their second nature. They refused to keep quiet in the absence of battles. Ju
st as a pampered child, excessively attached to his, say, toys, always wants to play with the
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m, so was the case with Vikrama. He wanted to remain fighting always--remain engaged 1
n battles forever--constantly, with no respite at all.

I wonder if Misra has read the following:

UdaraSauryaikarasah ksamapatih
sa nirvinodah samarotsvam vina.
Samapitasesamadandhabhupayor
asevakatvam bhujayor amanyata (17:8).

& & *k

The Vik. is one of the most significant historical poems in Sanskrit literature. Pt. Vi
$va- natha Sastrf Bharadvaja attempts to show off his competence in historical matters as
well. The following verse may be cited as an example to show the true nature of his histori
cal knowledge:

Alupendram avadatavikramas tyaktacapalam asavavardhayat.
Dipayatyavinayagraditika kopam apranatir eva tadr§am (5:26).

Wherever and whenever I have presented an historical fact and authenticated it by docume
ntary evidence, Bh has conveniently copied and incorporated it beautifully into his writing

without any acknowledgment to me whatsoever. Where, due to insufficiency of data or lac
k of evidence, I have not been able to ascertain the facts or make full identification, Bh use
s his exceptional skill and totally avoids the problem. He does not move even one inch furt
her! Vik. 5:26 names a king of Alupa [country?]. The name is not yet identified. Bh says,
in an extraordinary fashion, "Alupa sya deSaviSesayendram rajanam!" 1 don't know how the
reader is helped. And how can we be sure that it is a desa? It could very well be the nam
e of a people like the Madra-s, or Andhras, or a dynasty like Cola or Cera, or Pandya!

Here is another example that demonstrates how Bh fails in historical interpretation.
Bilhana says,

Yasyotsange kulasarid asau Nilakanthaprasata (18:9).
The "Candrika" stops with Sivah only with regard to Nilakan ha. While "nabhah-sangi-gan
ga" was Nilakan ha = Siva-prasiita, Vitasta (river) was not! Yet Bh says so. In reality "Vit
asta" originated from a mountain called "Nilakan ha" (and not "Siva”)!

I am not sure if Bh's literary interpretation is always acceptable. Let us see:

Vyaprtair aviratam Silimukhaih Keralaksitipavamacaksusam.
Parvakalpitam asavadarSayad gandapalisu nivasam asrunah (5:27).

Silimukha. Bh knows that "Silimukha” means "arrow" as well as "bee." (See his comments
on 5:72: "Silimukha bana bhramaras ca. Alibanau Silimukhau ityamarah.”) Nevertheless
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he did not apply the "bee" meaning in 5:27a. "Candrika" says, "Silimukhaih banaih bhram
arais ca.” Bh and Banerji-Gupta both miss the point. They take only one meaning, i.e., "ar
rows." They probably forget that here "Silimukha” means both "arrow" as well as "bee." H
ow the bees are attracted toward the face of a beautiful woman is well-depicted by Kalidas
a in his immortal work Abhijiiana§akuntalam (Act I):

Calapangam drstim sprsasi bahu$o vepathumatim
rahasyakhyayiva svanasi mrdu karnantikacarah.
Karam vyadhunvatyah pibasi ratisarvasvam adharam
vayam tattvanvesan madhukara hatas tvam khalu krti.

Our own poet Bilhana has also vividly delineated this bhramarabadha:

Kacit ksipantT madhupam viSantam itas tatah panisaroruhena.
Balye krtam kandukatadanesu Sramam mrgaksi bahu manyate sma (10:61).

Ksipto mukhat satcaranas tarunya vive$a hastambujako$sam asyah.
Tasmad vidhiito mukham ajagama lajja kutah svarthaparayananam (10:62).

Both Bh and B & G ought to have studied the entire carita before they began the expositio
n of 5:27. Vik. 10:28 presents another enchanting example of "Silimukha":

Gunam dadhane madhunarpyamanam manasvinam manasabhedadakse.
Siltmukhasrenir upaiti sangam puspe ca kandarpasarasane ca (10:28).

To come back to the main point, arrows don't stay. They fly past or pierce through. The bl
ack color of the bees becomes the means for the imagination of the tears on the cheeks.

We have another verse depicting the same idea:

Panau padmadhiya madhtkakusumabhrantya tatha gandayor
nilendivarasankaya nayanayor bandhiikabuddhyadhare.

Liyante kabarisu bandhavajanavyamohajatasprha

durvara madhupah kiyanti sutanu sthanani raksisyasi.

(Kasyapi, Suktimuktavali, Kusumapa ["va"?] cayadipaddhati. 65)

Here is one more verse where Bh presents an interpretation that I find unacceptable
Tvadbhiya giriguhasraye sthitah sahasanka galitatrapa nrpah.
Jyaravapratiravena tan api tvaddhanuh samarastmni badhate (5:40).

Bh points out that "giriguhasu ye" is a variant reading. No doubt, but if you remove the wo

rd "asraya,” i.e., "refuge," half the charm of the poem is lost! Bilhana's poetic muse does n
ot permit me to adopt it.
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Bh believes that he can interpret any word the way he wants. He is a "Vidyavagisa"
! He comments on the following verse:

Gahate'tra dhrtakarmuke tvayi pritidanam api bhitidanatam.
Tena tasya mahati vilaksata yan na vetsi gunapaksapatitam (5:58).

B had made "yatra" of "yanna,” which was copied by R. T have "yanna"” because J has it.
How- ever, Bh takes the reading of B & R and makes special efforts to interpret the verse,
especially the last quarter, in his own way. In other words, Bh rejects even J! He comment
S,

Tena karanena yatra yasya Dravidarajasya visaye . . . gunapaksapatitam vetsi jana
si dharayasityarthah. ... Yasya krte tava gunapaksapatitvam vartate.

This is all unnecessary. Bh tries to interpret "yena kena prakarena,” which is not justified.
The reading "yatra” is not desirable. It cannot be taken to mean "Yam Dravidam prati tava
Vikrama- nkasya gunapaksapatita.” The diita does not brag about the qualities of his maste
r, who is, or who at least wants to be, humble. These gunas (qualities) belong to Vikrama.

The paksapata of Dravidaraja for Vikrama owes its origin to the excellent qualities
of the latter. The reading ought to be "yanna,” i.e., "yad na" ("yad" = "if"). What the mess
enger tries to tell Vikrama is this: "If you (Vikrama) do not realize that he (Dravidanrpati)
is fond of your qualities, and therefore wants to give his daughter to you in marriage, then h
e will feel embar- rassed (mentally disturbed or disappointed). He would feel that he was
misunderstood; i.e., his offer was not taken in the spirit in which it was given." I am remin
ded of Bharavi's charming sadukti:

Vitasprhanam api muktibhajam bhavanti bhavyesu hi paksapatah.
Astam tavat, Prakrtam anusaramah.

Bh forces "yatra” to mean "yasya visaye” and turns "vetsi” into "dharayasi”! Here it
is not Vikrama, let it be repeated, who is "gunapaksapatin,” but it is the Cola King who is
gunapaksa- patin. The qualities belong to Vikrama and not to Colaraja! Colaraja is offerin
¢ his daughter in marriage to Vikrama because the former is influenced by the qualities of t
he latter. In fact, Vikrama has invaded the territory of the Colas. I don't know how Bh cou
1d force such an interpretation on us and create a situation which is painful. I am reminded

here of a passage in Through the Looking Glass by Lewis Carroll:

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

" ... The question is," said Alice, "whether you can make words mean so m
any different things."
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"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 was found correct and true to B (i.e., J, P, and
B), I adopted it because it is the reading intended by the poet himself. Now R has distorted
it in many places because he did not know any better. The first word in line 4 is "yanna.”
R unnecessarily makes it "yatra.” 1don't even know whether it was a deliberate attempt or

just a misprint! Bh adopts it and then takes pains to justify it.

BanerjT and Gupta are satisfied merely with substituting words for words--"maksika
sthane maksika." They agree to "yanna,” and explain it in the same way. Bh goes in his o
wn way, but [ am left wondering to what extent did they comprehend the true meaning.

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

MISRA AS AN HISTORIOGRAPHER

Misra presents a very lengthy discussion on the following verse:

Tatra daksinatate krtasthitih Kuntalendur avalokya tadbalam.
Bahum ahavasahasradiksitam vandate sma paricumbati sma ca (5:78).

He expounds,

krtasthitih. . .. In 5.56 the messenger of the Cola king proposes [?] Vikramaditya to
return (ni--vrt) [from the Cola country he has invaded] and to take his stand in the v
icinity/pro- ximity (upantavartmani)--obviously of the Cola country. This vicinity/pr
oximity is defined as turigabhadraya mudrite, "sealed by the Tungabhadra." Wheth
er we understand sealed (mudrita) in the sense of "marked" (cihnita) or "sealed off,

closed" (cf. 11.19 amudrita "unsealed; unrestrained'; Karnasu. 4.5,6 mudrita "close
d, sealed") the northern shore of the Tungabhadra, which lies outside the Cola count
ry, but in its immediate vicinity (upanta vartmani), must be meant [?]! The peacetre
aty [sic] the Cola king proposes and which he wants to cement by offering his daug

hter to Vikramaditya as a wife, can be concluded only--it seems obvious--when Vik
ramaditya has left the country: only on this condition the Cola king's "gift of friends
hip" (that is the giving of his daughter in matrimony) cannot be looked at as a "gift o
f fear" (verse 58). This is borne out by the following description of the Cola king's a
rmy reaching the Tungabhadra, putting up a camp alongside its shore (verse 76) and
enjoying bathing in the river (verse 77): this would be impossible if King Vikrama
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ditya had himself with his army occupied the southern shore. Consequently the rea
ding of all the editions in verse 78 daksinata e krtasthitih kuntalenduh . . . "the moon
of the Kunta las having taken his stand on the southern shore," cannot be correct.
We have to amend daksinata e krtasthiti and construe it with tad balam. Thus we ge
t:

a tatra daksinatate krtasthiti
b kuntalendur avalokya tad balam/

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

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

In brief, Misra suggests that the compound word "krtasthitih” be turned into a napu
msaka word and made to qualify the army (balam) of the Cola king! He is mistaken. J doe
s not support him at all! The J gloss has "san,” ruling out any possibility of treating it as an
yhing but a mascu- line-ending compound. Also, in the phrase "tatra daksinata e krtasthitih
," the word "krtasthitih” is so sandwiched in between that it is impossible to take it out. Th
e southern shore was not a part of the Chola empire. Misra has not advanced even one con
vincing argument to support his theory.

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 tal
ks of the mes- sengers only. Does he mean to say that both parties were stationed on two d
ifferent shores while the entire marriage ceremony was performed? I cannot believe so!

This Misra is Abhinavabilhana. He has the right to create his own srs i.

Apare kavyasamsare kavir ekah prajapatih.
Yatha'smai rocate viSvam tathaiva parivartate.

Misra can also be creative, especially when he has reached such a high position. Let me s
how what I said on p. 39 of my Upodghata:

Vikramadityasamrajyasima: Daksinasyam atungabhadraya uttarasyam Nar
ma- dam yavat tatsamrajyam vistrtam abhavat. Tungabhadra-Krsnasangamad uttar
ato Goda- vari-Vardha sangamam yavat, tata$ cagre etam Vardhanadim yavat sara
larekhayam akrstayam Calukya [sam] rajya-pracyasima nirdharyeta.

Translated into English, this passage reads as follows:
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His empire extended from the Narbudda southwards to the Tungabhadra, an
d from the junction of the latter with the Krishna, if a line be drawn northwards mor
e or less in a straight line to where the Wardha meets the Godavari and continued u
p 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, discussi
ng historical facts and trying to improve upon all the editions, including Bilhana himself:

In the beginning of Canto 5, we see Vikrama leaving Kalyana (5:1). He has
a fight with the army dispatched by Somesvara, his elder brother. Vikrama achiev
es victory (5:8). He advances towards Tungabhadra, away from Kalyana (5:10). H
e reaches the river (5:10). He plans an attack on the Colas (5:18). He stays in Van
avasamandala for some time. He advances towards the kings (5:23) of Malaya cou
ntry. JayakeSin surrenders. Alupa king is augmented (5:26). Kerala is attacked (5:
27). The land of the Dravida king is shaken. And finally the messenger from the D
ravida king comes to the court of Vikrama ditya (5:29). [See pages 25 and 26 of my
Upodghata.] N also contains a map delineating the contemporary boundary betwe
en the two empires of the Cholas and the Chalukyas. A map from Krishnaswami Ai
yangar's Ancient India appears as an appendix at the end of this book.

Misra wants us to believe that the River Tungabhadra itself was the dividing line between t
he two empires. If so, he is far removed from reality. Vikrama had entered right into the t
erritories of the Colas. He was asked to retreat back toward the river. Both armies met on

the South Bank itself. Vikrama did not cross the river. He did not go across to the North B
ank.

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 European languages. Howe
ver, he forgets his own rules and regulations. He makes improper suggestions, even overlo
oking the demands of Sanskrit prosody. I don't know what havoc he would have wrought o
n the Vikrama- nkadevacarita had it been a prose work! He asks us to remove the visarga
of "krtasthitih” (5:78.1), make it a neutral (napumsaka) compound, and force it to qualify "¢
ad balam,” the army of the Chola king. He forgets that the metre here is Rathoddhata, whi
ch demands ra-na-ra-la-ga, that is, the carana must end in guru. However, Misra is not tot

ally unaware of the needs of the specific metrical composition; see his comments on 16.9, p
. 61, at the bottom, and also p. 62.

Misra may advance a counter argument and say, ""The rule 'va padante tvasau g vak
rah’="'a syllable is counted as guru at the end of a pdda despite its laghutva for metrical pu
rposes.’ Therefore, no harm is done to the metre even when ‘krtasthitih’ is changed to ‘krtas
thiti.”" But that is a rule which may be restored to if a mahakavi has already composed that
way and not to cater to the whims and caprices of every Tom, Dick, and Harry.

I find it difficult to leave this topic. Delivering his learned discourse on "krtasthitih”
(5:78a), as presented above, Misra has pronounced his judgment and said, "This would be
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impos- sible if king Vikramaditya had himself, with his army, occupied the southern shore.'

He puts a severe limit on the length of the shore of Tungabhadra! It was not a pond; it wa
s a mighty river, Daksinapatha-jahnavi. Its shore stretched for miles and miles (four hundr
ed miles, to be exact).

Did Mr. Misra read Bilhana's ukti in verse? The reader is invited to have a look at t
he map appearing at the end of this book. "Daksina ta ta” does not necessarily mean "Sout
h bank." It can mean only the right bank as opposed to the left bank, determined on the ba
sis of which way the river flows!

Sindhutiranilayanurodhatas tat tatha balam avapa dirghatam.
Antaraksapitaratribhir janaih prapyate sma nrpamandiram yatha (5:76).

Everyone wanted to camp quite close to the river bank. Consequently, the stretch of the ar
my became so lengthened that people had to travel many nights to cover the distance betw
een their respective camps and the royal camp before they could reach the royal mandiram

Another unreasonable suggestion of Misra is about the following verse:

Ranarabhasavilasakautukena sthitim atha bibhrad asau yaSovatamsam.
Vidhihatakaduragrahad akande gatam asrnod Dravidendram Indradhamni (6:7).

Misra says,

Interpret ranarabhasavilasakautukena not as instr., "by the curiosity for the s
port of battle fury", but as loc. kautuke, "in the curiosity . . . ", and following negativ
e particle na, see above remark on 3:60d (p. 5, 11).

Misra's suggestion to read "kautuke” and separate "na” (p. 5) is incongruous because no tru
e warrior can ever lose interest in battles.

I have already discussed "Udarasauryaikarasah ksamapatih sa nirvinodah samarots
avam vind,” and "Colasammukhamagdahatahava-praptidurlalitabahurdagraham.” Misra's int
erpretation (on p. 5) is "not exhibiting continuance in (= continuous attachment to) the glory
-wreathed (= glory-rewarded) curiosity (= desire) for the sport of battle fury." This above i
nterpretation goes against the very grain of virarasa and cannot be even entertained as a so
und suggestion.

The following may be interpolated as a special note. I am indebted to Pt. Nagaraja
Rao for this contribution:

Misra also violates the basic rules of Sanskrit grammar. If Bilhana wanted to say w
hat Misra makes him do, he would have to say "abibhrat,” because the "nan"” freely
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used, goes only with the verb. Obviously, Misra's suggestion betrays his total ignor

ance of the gram- matical rules of Negation (nisedha). He does not know the differ
ence between paryuddsa and prasajyapratisedha. If the meaning suggested by Misr
a was desired by the poet, he would resort to paryuddsa, where samasa of nan and b
ibhrat is compulsory. . . .

I am indebted to Shri Nagaraja Rao of Mysore for this next grammatical discussion: resum
e

Pradhanyam syad vidher yatra pratisedhe'pradhanata.
Paryudasah sa vijiieyo yatrottarapadena nafi.

Since such samasa has not been used, if we allow Misra to have his way and split &
autuke na, then it would be a case of prasajya pratisedha where the free nan gets in
variably con- nected with the finite verb:

Apradhanyam vidher yatra pratisedhe pradhanata.
Prasajyapratisedho'sau kriyaya saha yatra nafi (Vyaktiviveka, II Vimarsa).

Therefore, if we accept Misra's suggestion, we will have to construe "Kautuke na asrnot,”

which will mean that the king did not hear . . . etc. So Misra's suggestion cannot be accepte
d.

Plagiarism can be quite subtle. Regard the following verse:

Narapatitanayah kayapi kopa-sphuritaradacchadalekhayaluloke.
Prakatitapatupaficabanaltla-kalakilakificitam tksanaficalena (6:19).

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

Misra appropriates the above idea from Bh as his own without any acknowledgeme
nt. This is called "anyayapiirnam atmasatkaranam.” Here are Misra's words:

Verse 19 describes--like the preceding verses 12-17--the behavior of one particular
girl at the sight of the king, while verse 18 gives a comprehensive finishing stateme
nt: iti . ..abhavad . . .vilasah . . ." thus was the playful behaviour [of the beautiful
women of the town]. ... " The order of the verses 18 and 19 should, therefore, be i
nverted (p. 11).

Misra knows that "vilasa” can be used as a substantive (noun) and that it means "playful be
hav- ior." Still he forgets this fact while discussing "Tavangavallikusumair” and turns "vilas
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aih” into "vikalaih” (an adjective)--one more illogical attempt just like so many others on th
e part of Misra!

Honesty, sincerity, and truthfulness demand that credit ought to have been given to
Bh in this case, but Misra wants to take all the credit for himself! He condemns Bh freely
wherever the latter has erred, but he does not commend Bh where he has improved the stu
dy of the text! This is not a characteristic of an "investigator,” but that of an alligator. Mi
sra had his own reasons. If he had ascribed this improvement to Bh, then he would not hav
e been able to dupe the university and get his degree.

Misra continues,

aluloke "was looked at" in 19a is peculiar as it cannot be derived from alokaya-, "to
look at", of which the perf. pass. would be alokayam cakre, but must be taught [or "t
hought"?] to belong to a - lok (Dhatup. 1.76 lokr darsane): alokate, not met with ou
tside grammatical works and possibly a grammatical fiction.
I have no padaccheda between "ya" and "lu.”" However, "Candrika" says "luloke drs ah,” w
hich is wrong according to Rao. It should be "aluloke.” J has a clear sign ("ss," i.e., "avagr
aha”), visible even today, directing us to read "aluloke.” Although Bh does not have in the
text the sign of dirgha, i.e., "avagraha” "ss," yet in the commentary he puts "aluloke samdrs
ah.” He does not criticize me for "luloke”! What a way to criticize such a great ancient sc
holar antedating A.D. 1286! Misra also has overlooked my error. Or was he reticent for a
change? Shri Ladukeshwar, however, says it is right.

& % *

Misra wants to change Bilhana's words to accommodate Bh's views! Let us study th
e next example:

Katicid api dinani tatra nitva parisarabhiimisu bharibhir vilasaih.
Caranatalanivistadustavargah puram avalokayati sma Gangakundam (6:21).

Misra presents his outstanding version:
nivis a - does not mean dalita-, "torn asunder", as it is glossed in ed. ter. What is ex
pected in this context caranatalanivis adus avargah, "by whom the crowd of the evil

ones was . . . by the soles of his feet", would be nipis a-, "crushed." The sounds [?]
p and v appear to be easily confounded by Jain writers, cp. ed. sec. Prastavana, p. 3

(p. 12).
Are they copying a written text or writing what is being heard?
Misra may recall

Yadrsam pustakam drstam tadrS§am likhitam maya.

93



Just because Bh translated "nivis a” as "dalita” it does not mean that we must discard this

word and change Bilhana's thought into what we want him to tell us. We have to try to und
erstand what he tells us. We are merely Srotarah, and not racayitarah. "Nivis a” means "ly
ing, or resting, or stick- ing, or staying in (loc. or comp.)" (Monier-Williams). Misra is alwa
ys ready to first destroy what is already there and then reconstruct his own meaning. He do

es not want to interpret the poet's words; he wants to put his own words into the poet's mout
h.

Misra recommends that "nivis a” be changed to "nipis a” = "crushed"! If we merely
want to say "crushed by the feet," we don't have to bring in "fala,” "sole or bottom." "Cara
nanipis a” would easily express the desired meaning; so "tala” would become redundant. "
Tala" serves us better if we want to say "under the feet." Also, the word "nipis a” is notin t
he usage of the poets. "Nispis a” is the current (pracalita) and hence the correct form. Ont
his ground too Misra's recommendation is to be rejected.

% % *k

Once again Misra tries to be an historiographer. Regarding the verse

Atha katisucid eva daivayogat parigalitesu dinesu Colastinoh.
Sriyam aharata Rajigabhidhanah prakrtivirodhahatasya Venginathah (6:26).

Misra shows his prakrti:

The expression prakrtivirodhahata- might mean according to Biihler ("Introd
., p- 35 and note 3) either: "slain in consequence of a disagreement (virodha) with
his subjects (prakrti)” or "killed (by Rajiga) in consequence of an inveterate enmity
". There is a third possibility, however: yasovirodhin- in 6.62 means "what is in con
flict with a good name", i.e. "disgraceful", dharmavirodhin- in 6.65 means "what is 1
n conflict with sacred tradi- tion", i.e. "impious." Hence prakrtivirodhin- in 6.27 wo
uld mean "who is in conflict with nature", i.e. "unnatural." This fits well as a qualif
ication of Somadeva, who indulges in an unnatural hatred towards his brother.

I don't know how Somadeva's hatred toward Vikrama could be called "unnatural." My resp
onse to Misra would be "mukham astiti vaktavyam.” Does Misra want to tell us that Adhir3j
arajendra was killed by Somadeva? Even I cannot dream that Misra would turn out to be s
o senseless! I simply fail to understand him.

In 6.26 we should have to understand: "slain by conflict with nature", which
does not seem to make sense. [What a beautiful English! It is pardonable to borro
w Misra's phraseology since he was breathing German air.] I propose to read instea
d of prakrti- virodha-hatasya rather: prakrtivirodhihatasya "who was slain by an un
natural one," that is a relative who thereby acted towards him in an unnatural way [
an absurd idea!]. It may be noted that also historically a palace intrigue led by a rel
ative of the king is rather more likely than a rebellion of the subjects. This latter po
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int 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" (p. 12).

Misra does not know who Rajiga was. He ought to have studied pages 27-29 of my Upodg
hata!

How about expressions like "had hato’smi mandabhdgyah” and "Vayam tattvanvesan
madhukara hatdas tvam khalu krtt"?

It is not necessary to make "virodhi"” of "virodha.” As "Caritacandrika" explains, "P
rakrti virodho naisargikavairam tena hatasya.” We can interpret it only in the sense that R
ajiga was an inveterate enemy, "yesam ca virodhah sasvatikah,” "ahinakulam,” or "kakolitkt
yam." We can disregard the other meaning, the rebellion of the subjects, because that will
be a weak point as far as Vikrama's action is concerned. It will go against our own ndyaka.
Rajiga suspected, rather apprehended, interference once again by Vikrama; so he aroused
his brother Somes§vara. The poet calls Rajiga "galitanayasya” (6:38).

Yat syad anucitam vastu nayakasya rasasya va.
Viruddham tat parityajyam anyatha va prakalpayet.

"Prakrtivirodhahatasya”: Biihler thinks that this means that the brother-in-law (Colasiinu)
of Vikra ma was killed by the rebellion.

Biihler does not identify Colasiinu, but he was Adhirajarajendra of the people, the s
ubjects. But the poet uses the same expression at the end of the next verse: "prakrtivirodh
inam asya Somadevam" (6.27). Here and earlier, in both the places, "prakrtivirodha” mean
s only "natural enmity" like "ahinakulam” or "kakoliikiyam,” as stated earlier. We cannot 1
nterpret "prakrti” as the subjects (prajah) or the people, nor the rebellion or uprising of the
people. Also we have to note the following: Rajiga killed Adhirajarajendra on account of
his natural or inborn enmity. Here the expression "prakrtivirodhahatasya" is set between "
Rajigabhidhanah” and "Vengi- nathah.” So, according to Dehali-dipakanyadya, the death wa
s caused by Rajiga, who was Venginatha. 1 do not believe that the people of the Cola king
dom first revolted, then killed Adhirajarajendra, and then invited Rajiga to occupy the thro
ne.

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

Prakrtinam prajanam prakrteh svabhavasya va virodhena pratikiilyena vairena va h
atasya maritasya.

I don't believe that Adhirajarajendra was killed by his own subjects. Unless all the subjects
want- ed Rajendracola to be the ruler, they would not have killed their own king. In any c
ase, the allies of Adhirajarajendra must have been very weak; he did not have enough sup
port. However, Banerji and Gupta attempt to translate the passage thus:

95



Then after the lapse of a few days, as Fate would have it, the lord of Vengi, named
Rajiga, carried away the goddess of royalty of the prince of Cola who was distresse
d [!] by the revolt of the subjects.

I am left wondering if the translators really understood the poet!

The word "punah” may also have some significance. When Virarajendra died, Raji
ga had a chance to capture the throne. Vikrama intervened and placed his brother-in-law
Adhirajaraje- ndra on the throne. On the departure of Vikrama, Rajiga killed Adhirajaraje
ndra and usurped the throne. He was afraid Vikrama might thwart his plans once again; so
he entered into alliance with Somadeva.

Bilhana says, "Anucitam amund. . . . " (6:38). Criticizing the poet, Biihler remarks, "
Bilhana, in uttering this statement, forgets that his hero had formed a matrimonial alliance
with the same Chola race."”

I believe this is an unjust criticism. There is nothing wrong in entering into an allian
ce with the enemy. "War" is not the only way to deal with the enemy. Sandhir na vigraho
yanam . . . Sandhi, alliance is the first of the six gunas of diplomacy or statecraft (sadgunyo
mantrah). Biihler himself forgets that it is one thing to accept the daughter of an enemy (ki
ng) to cement the bond of friendship, and it is something else to enter into an alliance with
an inveterate enemy to subdue one's own younger brother. In offering his daughter in marr
iage, the Chola king Virarajendra had virtually surrendered.

Let us hear what the poet himself says:
1.) Sandhibandham avalokya niScalam. . . (5:62).

2)) Rajyam uddhrtam anarthapankatah
kanyakavitaranad amanyata (5:79).

This was one of the wisest strokes of diplomacy on the part of Vikrama to develop friendsh
ip with the most powerful enemy of the Calukyas. War and peace both are to be practiced
by a ruler. We have already seen how so many rival kings gave their daughters in marriag
e to Vikrama. That was certainly a prudent way to extend his sway over his political enem
ies.

Bilhana says,

Kanyapradanacchalatah ksitisah sarvasvadanam bahavo'sya cakruh.
The king who gives his daughter to an enemy in marriage is certainly not the absolute victo
r in the deal. Vikrama himself did not want to fight with his brother at all. Otherwise, he w

ould not have left the kingdom, the capital city of Kalyana. He had already declared,

Tyagam eva prasamsanti guror utpathagaminah (4:117).
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Maya nipidyamanas te nibidam Dravidadayah.
Aryam viparyastam api prabhavanti na badhitum (4:118).

The question is, what would have happened to the entire Calukya kingdom if Vikramaditya
had not been strong enough and was not able to defend his ancestral territory from the onsl
aught of two enemies, hitting him hard in the front as well as the back? If Rajiga had come
out absolutely victorious from this war, the Calukya kingdom would have been completely
wiped out then and there and forever!

I am reminded of the story of a frog named Gangadatta who invited his enemy (a vi
cious cobra) in his home (a well) to take revenge from his own ddayddas. The story ends wit
h these lines:

Bubhuksitah kim na karoti papam ksina nara niskaruna bhavanti.
Akhyahi bhadre priyadar§anasya na Gangadattah punar eti kipam.

Let it be stressed once again that Vikrama entered into an alliance with his enemy for peac
e, while Someg§vara entered into an alliance with his enemy for war, and that with his own
younger brother! It is unfortunate that Biihler did not see any difference in these two types
of alliances. He simply overlooked the art of diplomacy. Na hi sarvah sarvam janati.

% % *k

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). See how he accomplishes this camatkar
a:

Instead of Biihler's (ed. pri.) navendranila- the MSS. [!] and subsequent edd. have n
avendranila-

This is a very strange type of construction. Why is so much prominence given to Biihler? I
don't know. The MS. comes first; all other editions come afterwards. Bihler is in-between
. I wonder if Misra knows the difference between "MS." and "MSS." Here we have only o
ne MS.

c gaganagirita T navendranila-
d drutisatanirjharadhariniva rejel/

" ... the top of the mountain of the sky (lit. which is the sky) shone like bearing a h
undred cascades of fresh meltings of (blue) sapphires (= of just molten sapphires)".
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While druti-, "melting, molten substance," here qualifies of nirjhara-, "cascades", it
should be changed into dyuti- [?] in 11.41a ketakadrutinibham mahah . . . indoh, "the
splendour (mahah)-of the moon that . . . was like the shine (dyuti) of a [!] (white) K
etaka flower." Cp. 11.87. ...

It seems that Misra has only one flower! We cannot make a paste for the entire world with
one flower! Time and again I find it difficult to understand Misra.

a niksipya. . . .
b atmadyatim dadhati panduratam pradipah/

"having thrown down their own lustre (dyuti) the lamps are taking on whiteness (bec
oming pale) (p.12-13).

The very first question that comes to my mind is this: if a reading "fits well," why should it
be changed at all? Misra has not given any reason except citing another verse.

There is something wrong (in Misra's text) in the above paragraph, beginning with "
While" and ending in "flower" (6 lines). At least it is not clear to me. I fail to find any con
nection bet- ween the group of words ending with the first "dyuti” (line three of the paragra
ph) and another group of words beginning with "in 11.41a" and ending with "flower"! Wha
t does Misra want us to do here? What is his vidheya?

Misra cites "ketakadrutinibham" (11:41a) in support of his change. The complete ve
rse is

Ketakadrutinibham bhuvanantas tanmahah prakrti§italam indoh.
Kasya no vapusi candanalepah kantita$ ca gunata$ ca babhtva (11.41).

This change is dictated on page 17. The above text (in the quoted para: " . . . ketakadrutini
bham . .. ") 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 did he change it in the cour

se of translating? The question of questions still remains, why?

Misra asks us to compare this verse to 11:87. It contains "dyuti.” I fail to understan
d how this "dyuti” in 11:87 will help him to change "druti” into "dyuti” in "navendraniladrut
i"(6.51) and "ketakadruti” (11.41). The whole discussion is not clear to me at all. In my op
inion this citation (of "Niksipya”) is irrelevant because we need the word "dyuti” there sinc
e it means the "rays" there, rather than "lustre” only. The fact is that "indranila” and "ketak
a" themselves are turned into "drava” or "druti.” They are to be liquefied! The lamps are
not! Itis a kavindrokti, and only a sahrdaya can understand it.

And, by the way, Misra translates the word "niksipya” in 11:87 as "having thrown d
own." He runs away with the very first meaning he gets in the dictionary! He does not hav
e the patience to go up to the end and consider all the available meanings. Apte gives the f
ollowing meanings for this word "niksip”: "to throw or cast down, put or place down; to ent
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rust, commit, consign to the care of; to deposit, place as deposit; to give or hand over, grant
, bestow (on)."

Misra did not realize that the dyuti was too precious to be "thrown down." It was en
trusted to the care of gandaphalaka!

I hope Misra has read Kalidasa:
Dinante nihitam tejah savitreva hutasanah.

Astam tavat, prakrtam anusaramah. Let us resume our main theme. Once again we
find Mr. Misra engaged in avyaparesu vyaparam. "Druti” is not the qualification (quality)
of "nirjhara” (as Misra wants us to believe); it is the substance itself that constitutes the nir
Jhara! To put it differently, the "lustre" of "indranila” does not constitute the cascade; it is
the liquefied indranila itself that is showering!

Moreover, if we accept the reading as "ketakadyutinibham mahah,” then one of the t
wo words "dyuti” and "nibham” becomes redundant. "Ketakadyuti” itself will give the whol
e meaning by virtue of the upamita-samasa (ketakasya dyutir iva dyutir yasya tat). Similarl
y, "ketaka- nibham” will give all the desired meaning (ketakasya nibha kantir iva nibha yas
ya). So by sug- gesting a baseless reading, Misra is not only spoiling the beautiful idea of
Bilhana, but also making him commit a blunder of paunaruktya (tautology).

To change "ketakadruti” into "ketakadyuti” would be a murder of the poetic genius o
f Bilhana. The rays of the moon are cool by their very nature. They are like liquefied keta
ka flowers. Such rays become the ointment (paste) of sandlewood for the body of everyone
by virtue of their lustre as well as their soothing quality. To say "ketakadyutinibham" woul
d be utter non- sense. How? Why? A bhavuka kavi alone can understand. One has to go a
nd ask some real guru who knows. Upadeksyanti te jianam jianinas tattva-darsinah. Sams
krta is divine.

Samskrtam nama daivi vag anvakhyata maharsibhih.

I am reminded of the following sadukti:

Caksur unmilitam yena tasmai [$1T gurave] namah.
An infant takes every woman to be its mama. Misra would remove all the "druti” from Vik
. I don't know what he did with "krtadravais candrakarair ivaplutah” (2:79) and "dravitasp
ha ikasaila” (11:38).

Mr. Misra may know this verse:

Savasananam sabhyanam rasasyasvadanam bhavet.
Nirvasanas tu rangantah kasthakudyasmasannibhah.
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I advise him to read

Dravitasphatikasailavitanka-spharanirjharaparamparayeva.
Parita Sasiruca bhuvanasrir manapankam anudat pramadanam (11:38).

and

JalaSaya yatra hasanti santatam navendraniladravanirmalodarah [kah?]
Saratsamutsaritameghakardamam Kalindakanyahradamecakam nabhah (2:6).

Commenting on 12:45a (p. 18) Misra uses the word "preposterous” to characterize Bilhana'
s kavita-vicchitti. To me Misra's attempts seem to be more than preposterous!

Misra expects us to accept his "Ketakadyutinibham mahah"! Poor critic! He did not
realize that it would be the total negation of sahrdayatvam. "Dyuti” will cover only "kanti"”
and not "guna” as well. Bilhana says "kantitasca gunatasca babhiiva.” Maybe Misra did n
ot understand the poet. If he is satisfied, well, fine. Let him remain satisfied. But the true
lovers of Bilhana's vyutpatti and vicchitti will never agree. They will remind Misra once ag
ain of Bilhana's own sadukti:

Kunthatvam ayati gunah kavinam sahityavidyasramavarjitesu.
and
Kurvantu Sesah Sukavakyapatham.
And here is our favorite poet Murari:
Daivim vacam upasate hi bahavah saram tu sarasvatam
janite nitaram asau gurukulaklisto [stress added] Murarih kavih.
Abdhir langhita eva vanarabhataih kintvasya gambhiratam
apatalanimagnapivaravapur janati manthacalah.

Also we have

Stla-Vijja-Marula-Morikadyah kavyam kartum santi §aktah striyo'pi.
Tattvam vettum vadino nirvijetum vi§vam vaktum yah pravinah sa vandyabh.

*k % *

WHY THIS BOOK?

Misra needs a real guru who can open his eyes and show him the correct path. Oth
erwise there will be constant chaos. The "dust jacket" of his book tells us, "The author, wh
o has taken only specimens of these problems and discussed them in the present work, is ke
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eping himself busy in giving wide treatment to these in his critical edition of the Vikraman

kadevacarita in [the] near future." If the whole work is going to be like the "specimens" I s
ee here, I simply shudder at the thought of the amount of unworthy writing that would be sc
attered all over the Sanskrit world in India and abroad. It will be a disaster as far as Sansk
rit scholarship is concerned. It will be a dis- service to the cause of Sanskrit studies in gene
ral and to Mahakavi Bilhana in particular. Let us save the world from this calamity. Letu

s persuade Misra to acquire the basic knowledge of lite- rary criticism before he wields his

pen on a great poet like Bilhana. This has been the objective of my undertaking this study

of Misra.

Another "emendation” suggested by Misra relates to this verse:

Bahubhir abhihitaih kim adbhutair va
bhayajananam Bhuvanaikamallasainyam.
Ranarasacalitam vilokya kesam
alabhata cetasi nantaram vikalpah (6:53).

Misra says,

For ranarasacalitam, "moved towards [why not 'by' or 'for'?] the taste of battl
e", substitute ranarasavalitam, "addicted to the taste of battle" [!] valita- from the ro
ot 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. Biihler, "Introd." p. 45) (p. 13).

He talks as though he has seen the J] MS.!

Misra recommends that we discard "calitam” and adopt "valitam.” I cannot agree.
The trouble with Misra is that he interprets Bilhana's words arbitrarily and unreasonably--t
he way he wants. He breaks the whole glass, as it were, and then like a child he wants to p
ut it back together. He translates "ranarasacalitam” as "moved towards the taste of battle."
The question is, why con- strue it that way? "Rane yah rasah utsahah (see 'Candrika’) ten
a tasmad va hetoh calitam; moved forward because of, on account of, in order to fulfill, the
intense desire to get engaged in the battle." That is the meaning.

Bh translates correctly: "ranasya yuddhasya rasenotsahena calitam samapatantam.”
k k &
Surprisingly, Misra has taken a correct stand here:

Dviradapatir amusya Satrusena-bhatamukhapadmavimardakelikalah.
Jhatiti ranasara$ cakara laksmi-karadhrtavibhramapundarikasesam (6:88).

Misra states,
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Biihler (ed.pri.) reads in b kelikarah (against kelikalah of second and third ed
itions, which do not mention his reading), and -pundarikakosam in d- against pundar
Tkasesam (second and third edd., which in this case mention Biihler's reading) [!] kel
ikarah in b is certainly preferable.

Misra's punctuation marks are baffling.
a. dviradapatir amusya Satrusend-
b. bha amukhapadmavimardakelikarah/
"His (Vikramaditya's) leading elephant making (-kara, i.e. playing) the play
of crushing the lotus flowers that were the faces of the soldiers of the enemy army",
is an allusion to the well known sportive nature of elephants. . . .
Misra displays here his knowledge of elephants! What about his statement asserting that "
ele- phants are not known to enjoy music" (discussed earlier)? Here is a famous example:
Megh. 1.2 "vaprakrida- parinatagaja-,” more suitable than "[h]is . . . elephant, the god of d

eath in (for) the play/game of crushing. . .."

Seeing that Biihler's reading is not even mentioned”\8, I may even consider t
he "-kalah” of the second ed., taken over by the third ed., to be due to a slip of pen.

... -Sesam in d (against Biihler's kosam) seems to have the support of the MSS. and
alone makes good sense:

Misra always writes "MSS." Does he really know the difference between "MS." and "MS
S.," or does he deliberately uses the plural? Here I am generally concerned only with "J," i
.e., only one MS.

C. ...ranasaras cakara laksmi [-]/

d. karadhrtavibhramapundarikasesaml//

" ... he (the elephant) turned the pool that was the battle, into one in which t
here was left only the lotus held by the hand of Laksmt (the goddess of Fortune)."

... pundarikakosam. "He turned the battle-pool into one in which the lotus c
alix was held by the hand of Laksmt," would not express the idea, necessary in this

context, that this was the only lotus left (pp.13-14).

Misra's footnote:
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8. Cp.also 1.115 . .. yasahpa ollun hanakelikarah, "indulging in the sport of robbing
the dress that is (white) fame"; 16.52 tuhinagirita tkelikarah samirah, "the winds in
dulging in sports on the slopes of the snow mountain".

This is the first instance (6:86) where Misra has improved my own reading by pointing its d
eviation from B, without the support of J, and then concluding that it was a slip of the pen o
n the my part. This improvement is owed to Misra. This is called "ghunaksara-nyaya."

I inherited "kalah” from R! Of course, this is an error on my part, which can be expl
ained not only by the fact that my press copy was the R itself, but also because "kalah” was
much more charming and yielded alliteration. I was caught in the trap unawares! This is
a case of a lie that seemed like the truth! I have named it "Satyayamanam asatyam.” This
shows how easily one is misled by a lie which does not seem to be a lie. Even though the s
pecific reading is not genuine, one cannot suspect its being corrupt because it makes good s
ense by itself.

I would like to know from Misra where the third edition mentions the reading of B?
"Keli- kalah" is certainly my error, realized today on Oct. 25, 1977! J has "kelikarah,” and
so naturally, or as is expected, B should have the same. It does.

Misra too can talk some sense. Everything has a first. This is Misra's first sensible
talk! The above discussion merely proves the truth of the old saying, "to err is human," or,

Gacchatah skhalanam kvapi bhavatyeva pramadatah.

No man is infallible. After [ had written the above, I saw once again the unworthy ed. of R
[for which Bh had said, " . . . [S]ati ravikaranikarapravese kuto'ndhakarasya sambhavah.”
It has "keli- kalah," 1.e., its own creation! It does not reproduce what B has. So I got mysel

f caught in the trap laid by R! This is called "Svayam nas ah paran nasayati."”

"Sesam” comes from J. "KoSam" is the creation of Biihler's fertile brain. I don't kno
w how Misra got the evidence that "Sesam” seems to have the support of the MSS. (p. 14).
He did not consult any MS of Vik. His "seems" denotes his supposition, because I went ba
ck to J. However, Misra is not explicit on this point; he is equivocal. It is useless to talk ab
out Bh because he is only a copycat--a cheater and a liar.

& & *

Here we have yet another recommendation from a controversial critic for emendati
on:

Iti bhramatsaurabhamamsalena nimilitanam malayanilena.
Abhtic ciram bhiimigrhasthitanam pralapamala priyakanksininam (7:14 Kulakam).

And now another display of Misra's profound knowledge:
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nimilita-, "having been closed", does not make sense here. What is required
, [!] is a participle meaning "tormented. . . ."

(= vyathita, glossed in ed. ter.). Hence read nipidita- Anipilita- Anipilita (p. 14).
Once again we are reminded by our ancestor-gurus: "Jivat kaver dsay na varnaniyah." ="
Don't try to interpret the poet who is still alive." I hesitate to put my words into Misra's mo
uth. However, I have no choice.

Probably what Misra wants us to learn here is that "nipidita” is derived from "nipilit
a,” which in turn is derived from "nipilita.” 1If so we can bow down our heads, not in revere
nce, but in shame and say, "Mugdha-mataye namah.” The original word of Bilhana is "nimi
lita.” 1fail to understand how the "m" gets turned into a "p"! A reader of these lines is bou
nd to reach one of two conclusions: either this writer (refering to me!) is a fool, or Misra is
not honest or reliable.

Misra shows here his superb knowledge of "philological linguistics.”" I fail to unders
tand the connection between "nimilita” (the starting point) and "nipidita” (Misra's end prod
uct)!

The trouble with Misra is that he wants to judge Bilhana by the time-worn, tradition
al, hackneyed, common standards of literary interpretation. If a word used by Bilhana is no
t found in a modern dictionary, Misra gets alarmed. We should always keep in mind that V
ik. as a whole was unknown to modern lexicographers until 1875. Bilhana does not profess

to follow the tradition in a blind manner. He himself declares,

Sahasrasah santu vi§aradanam vaidarbhalilanidhayah prabandhah.
Tathapi vaicitryarahasyalubdhah Sraddham vidhasyanti sacetaso'tra (1:13).

and

Praudhiprakarsena puranariti-vyatikramah §laghyatamah padanam.
Atyunnatisphotitakaficukani vandyani kantakucamandalani (1:15).

Those who are born and brought up in the tradition of only the conventional poets like Kali
dasa, Bharavi, and Magha cannot easily appreciate the beauties of a poet like Bilhana, wh
o was a pioneer in his own right. Bilhana wanted to set his own standards and follow his o

wn path. The work of restoration is a very delicate task. At the very first attempt, Misra tri
es to destroy what- ever exists. Then he wants to build anew. This is not reconstruction an
d restoration; this is destruction and distortion.

I translated "nimilitanam” as "paripiditanam.” Bh copied it and said "vyathitanam"!

Monier-Williams gives some better meanings. For example, "having closed the eyes." A

pte gives other meanings as well, like "benumbed" and "stupefied." "Nimilitanam" really d
enotes intense pain causing the sufferer to close the eyes. "Nimilita” does not exclusively
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mean "having been closed," as Misra puts it; it has many meanings. And we should never f
orget the great dictum:

Kamadugha hi mahakavinam vaco bhavanti.
Atha ca
Ya dugdhapi na dugdheva kavidogdhrbhir anvaham.

Misra has no value for the anuprasa. He does not care for madhuryam. There is a world of
dif- ference between "nimilitanam” and "nipiditanam.” One has to develop the art of appr
eciation of poetry to become a sahrdaya.

% % *k

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

Saundaryam indivaralocananam dolasu lolasu yad ullalasa.
Yadi pramadal labhate kavitvam janati tad varnayitum manobhth (7:20).

My reading and that of J and P is "pramddal labhate.” Forcibly and arbitrarily, B has made
it "prasadat.” Bh rejects the former and accepts the latter, i.e., "prasadat,” then he creates
his own world of imagination. He explains "prasadat” by "Sarasvatyanugrahat.” He critic
izes "Carita- candrika," which has tried to explain "pramadat anavadhanatam parityajyeti b
havah.” Bh argues that "pramadat” is an error of the scribe and relates a certain Puranic st
ory to support his argument, which still remains unacceptable to me. I still don't know how
"prasadat” could specifically mean "Sarasvatyanugrahat”! However, Sobhakara has "pras
adat.”

Probably this is the only instance where Bh has gone against "Caritacandrika" (that
great ancient glossary!) and is bold enough to disagree openly. He says, "Caritacandrika- i
ppani-karasya ‘pramadad anavadhanatam parityajyeti bhavah!’ [!] ityapi cintyam.”

Misra presents a lengthy discussion on the reading. He unnecessarily goes to Panin
i. I had no intention of getting Panini involved here for the final decision. Let it be stresse
d again that J has "pramadat.” Also Smk. has "pramadat,” as attested by our self-glorified
research scholar, Mr. Misra (p. 53).

*k % *

We can see in the following example very clearly to what extent the editors and co
mment- ators take liberties with the poet:

Dolasu yad dolanam angananam yan mallika yac ca lavangavayuh.
Sa visvasammohanadiksitasya mukhyangasampat kusumayudhasya (7:21).
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Bh does not like "yat yat.” He tries to replace the two words with "ya@" and "yasca.” He did
not like the original reading and would have loved to replace it, but refrained from doing s
o on account of the unavailability of another reading, as if wherever he has changed a read
ing and ruined the text he had some support! But he forgets that "yat” here is "Samanye na
pumsakam.” In order to match with "sa” (singular), "yat" must be in singular too. This mat
ching 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,

Sometimes the relative yad, with or without its demonstrative, appears to be
used redundantly to eke out the metre, or perhaps to give force to the noun with whi
ch it is con- nected, even the neut. sing. being occasionally thus used in connection
with words of a different gender and number, and the relative being itself almost un
translatable (e.g. yan maranam so’sya visramah).

But Bh belongs to a class of arm-chair "researchers" whose primary instrument is assertion
and not vdacoyukti. They don't want to search; they just want to research. They believe and
practice manahpritam samdcaret. They don't have to prove; they just dictate.

% % *k

Misra's genius soars high up when he discusses this verse:

Hastadvayigadhagrhitalola-dolagunanam jaghane vadhiinam.
Asamvrtasrastadukiilabandhe kim apyabhiid ucchvasito manobhih (7:29).

He remarks,

asamvrtasrastadukiilabandhe: it is difficult to construe this as a compound, for the h
ips of the women (jaghane vadhiinam) are not first "uncovered" (asamvrta-) and the
n "loosing their linen dress" (-srastadukiilabandha-) as we have to understand accor
ding to Pan, 2.1.49. Better is the conjecture of ed. ter.: asamvrte srastadukiilabandh
e, "[the hips of the women] having been uncovered, their underwear [!] having gon

€.

He is mugdhatara-siromani! Misra talks about their underwear. I am not sure if they wore
under- wear!

Easiest, and therefore best, would be to interpret the tradition [?] as: asamvrta[s] sr
asta- dukiilabandha and construe asamvrtas with manobhiih "love, unfettered." Cp.

above p. 1, on 1.74a (pp. 14-15).

Notice how Misra's padam ends without any vibhakti! He brings Panini again and again. B
ut here Misra overlooks Subtinantam padam!

106



Following the footsteps of Bh, Misra recommends that we should read "asamvrte sr
asta- dukiilabandhe,” or better make it "asamvrtah” and connect the word with "manobhith”
! Misra merely provides one more example of "gaddalikapravahanyaya” when he recomm
ends that Bh's conjecture be adopted, which is unjustifiable. It is to be noted that both "rest
orers" have over- looked the word "bandha,” i.e., "knot" or "tie." "Asamvrtasrastadukiilaba
ndhe" is a bahuvrihi compound qualifying "jaghane.” Whatever is asamvrta and srasta is n
ot jaghana or dukiila, but dukiilabandha. The knot gets untied or loosened and then the gar
ment (that part of the garment, not their "underwear" as Misra tells us!) slips down. If the j
aghana gets totally asamvrta (naked), there will be rasabharnga and not the continuity of sy
ngara. It will be a great interruption, maha- vighna. If the vital parts of the body of a lady
would become totally naked in public, it would be obscene. The dola-vilasa will stop insta
ntaneously--then and there! No respectable woman, no decent lady would like to remain n
aked in public even for a moment. In reality the jaghana had become just a little bit bare, b
ecause the knot (or tie) of her sari (apparel) had become slightly loose and had slipped just
a little. There is no need to make the jaghana totally naked, completely bare. The purpose

is served, and in a better way, if it is seen as just a little bit bare. It is the slight glimpse of
a part of the jaghana that brings fresh filip to the mind-born (God of Love). Misra trans lat
es "manobhiih” as "love" only!

The question is, what is the need for a change? A change is to be considered only
when the existing text does not make enough sense. We don't change a particular part of a
n automobile if it is functioning perfectly well! Here is a great poet, echoing the same sent
iments:

Nandhripayodhara ivatitaram prakasah
no Gurajaristana ivatitaram nigadhah.
Artho giram apihitah pihitadca kascit
saubhagyam eti marahattavadhtkucabhah.

(Quoted in Balabodhini comm. on Kavyaprakasa, v. 45. Jhalakikara ed. Poona, 196
5.p. 191. Context: Gunibhiita-vyangya.)

Since I do not want to change "asamvrta” into "asamvrte,” I am not willing to follow the oth
er path suggested by Misra. According to him, it is the best, but I regard it as the worst. Th
e whole inher ent charm of the ucchvasita of "manobhiih” is ruined. If Bilhana were here t
o see what distortion Misra has perpetrated, the poet would cry in dispair,

Arasikesu kavitvanivedanam Sirasi ma likha ma likha ma likha.

Here is a charming sadukti of a great poet, which may open the carmacaksuh of critics like
Misra:

Anudghustah Sabdair atha ghatanata$ ca sphutatarah

padanam arthatma sukhayati na tattanitarasah.
Yatha kifcitkificitpavanacalacinamS$ukataya
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kucabhogah strinam sukhayati na tadghatitam urah.

This verse has some variant readings as quoted by Vamanacarya Jhalakikara in his Balabo
dhint on Kavyaprakasa:

[Dharmasokasya, from Suktimuktavalt, Kavikavyaprasamsa]

Anuddhrstah Sabdair atha ca racanatah sphutarasah
padanam arthatma janayati kavinam bahumudam.
Yatha kifcitkificitpavanacalacolaficalataya

kucadvandvam kantim kirati na tathodghatitam urah (7th ed. 1965, p.191, fn.
3).

["Anuddhrs ah” may very well be an error on the part of the scribe or printer.]

I would like to know from Misra, the critic, how he wants to construe the whole verse. Is ”
asam- vrtah" an uddesya or vidheya? What is the finite verb? What is the meaning of "kim
api”? How does it stand in relation to Misra's "love unfettered"?

I have designated Misra as munitrayaikyam--Panini, Katyayana, and Patafjali--all t
hree in one! He refers to Panini 2.1.49 in discussing the above, "asamvrta srastadukiilaban
dhe.” The sutra is "Purvakalaikasarvajarat purananavakevalah samandadhikaranena.” The
example of "piirva-kala,” as given by BhattojT Diksita, is "pirvam snatah pascadanuliptah s
natanuliptah.” Misra has not specifically stated in Sanskrit what he wants to convey. Ther
efore, I cannot deter- mine exactly what he wants to say; I can only guess. If I am right, w
e will need a compound like "pitrvam asamvrtah pascad srasta-dukiilabandhah.” This will r
equire another subcompound (bahu- vrihi), something like "srastah dukiilasya bandho yasya
tat (jaghanam)," because until and unless "srastadukiilabandha” is made an adjective of "j
aghana,” and made to coordinate with "srasta” (i.e., a "samanadhikarana”), we cannot appl
y the above sutra of Panini.

If the above reasoning, as advanced by me, is accepted, then the whole compound
would mean that the hips first became naked, and then their knot of the clothing (dress) bec
ame "srasta,” i.e., it slipped! This would be an absurd idea. If Misra wants to live in his o

wn world, he is free to do so. But no sane lover of the poetry would accompany him into hi
s world of fantasy.

BHARADVAJ'S GRAMMATICAL JUGGLERY

The word "aksiina” in verse 7:40 provides an opportunity for Bh to display his com
mand over grammatical construction and interpretation. Bilhana says:

Rastkrtah puspaparagapuiijah pade pade daksinamarutena.
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Mattasya caitradviradasya kartum akstinahetor iva pamsutalpan (7:40).

I did not understand the meaning of the word "aksiina” in this verse. I had no hesitation in
con- fessing the limitations of my knowledge and stated with all the honesty and sincerity a
t my com- mand that aksinapadasyartho navagamyate. Even today, after a lapse of four de
cades, I still don't know exactly what it means!

Bh who took "Candrika" to be an "ancient" commentary, consciously or unconscious
ly, re- marked,

Kutracit "asya Sabdasyarthagamo na jayate" iti spastam likhitva ttippanikrta
vidusa nirahankaram svapandityam paricayitam."

I don't know where Bh quotes "Caritacandrika" from. The only place I (in my "Caritacandr
ika") used such an expression was here in 7:40, but my words were "aksiinapadasyartho na
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 "aks
iina” can be interpreted as "gatyavarodhah,” i.e., "visramah.” But he overlooks the signific
ance of the expres- sion "pade pade” = "at every step, everywhere." The "must" elephant d
oes not need immediate or constant rest. He needs an outlet for his over-bursting energy--t
o let his steam off, as it were. He is not suffering from, say, tuberculosis, so that he would
need rest at every step. In reality, he would like to be engaged in sportive acts at every ste
p; that is the meaning. So, although the dictionaries do not support me, although I am not y
et sure whether the word "aksiina"” is genuine and correct (i.e., whether it represents the ori
ginal and correct reading), I can tentatively assign it the meaning of "vihara, lila, or krida"
(sportive play) to relieve him of the intense pressure caused by the severe madavastha.

It is interesting to observe that B & G try to render the verse in English, but they av
oid the interpretation of the words "kartum aksiinahetor iva.” Here is what they say:

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

I don't think the "breeze" can pile up pollen. It has to be the wind. However, they are hone
st enough to add in the footnote, "In this verse the word Achyiinahetoh [sic] is obscure." [”
Achyiina” won't make "aksiina."|

Misra's Chapter I is titled "Specimens of Textual Difficulties." He has discussed so
many "difficulties," as felt by him. To me many of them are merely his own fantastic fanta
sies. How- ever, he has not discussed the word "aksiina.” Probably he did not have any "di
fficulty” in it at all! Nevertheless, it is still a cause of great difficulty to me!
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I believe that we must go to some ancient text on Gajasastra to understand this vers
e (7:40). Matanga-Iila of Nilakantha describes the first stage of "must," ("mada,” "dangero
us periodic excitement"), prathama madavastha, as follows:

Madhurucinakhadantapreksano nilamegha-

cchavir arunadrgantah padmakifijalkabinduh.
Aparagajavirodht pamsupathoviharair

bhavati ca kataptrnah sundaro varanendrah.

(Navamah patalah, verse 12)

And here is Edgerton's translation of the above verse (pp. 82-83):

12. With honey-coloured nails, tusks and eyes [? MLN], skin like a dark clo
ud, red corners of the eyes, lotus-filament spots (on the skin), quarreling with other
elephants, with sporting in dust [stress mine] and water, the handsome elephant-kin
g becomes "temple-filled" (in the first stage of must.)

The text reads "pamsupdathoviharair,” i.e., instrumental of "bhavati.” Edgerton gives the va
riant reading "vihari.” 1believe this reading is preferable. The elephant does not become
"ka apurnah” by means of or through "sporting in dust and water." The mada is a natural p
henomenon, and the "sport" is the resultant natural behaviour. "Vihari” is in perfect conson
ance with "virodhi."

My main concern is "pamsuvihara.” "Dhilimrs ih"” is mentioned as part of the daily
routine (dinacaryd) by Nilakantha (11:8). Edgerton translates the word as "rubbing down w
ith powder." I believe this is "pamsukrida,” rather than "rubbing with powder."

Cf. Vaprakridaparinatagajapreksaniyam dadarSa (Meghadate, Kalidasah).

Now let us see what Matangalila says on "pamsu” ("puspa-paragapunjah” of Bilhan

Sarvesam madakrd vasantasamayah prokto, visesad asau

naganam tu, tato vasantajanita ye te tu gandhadvipah (1:40).

And "rajo'mbupankavihrti” (1:35).

This justifies the mada in the Spring:

Atimadhurarasanam sevaya patrabhangaih

kabalakubalaSaspair annapanair yathoktaih.
Srutisubhagavacobhih pamsu [stress added] pankambudanair

bhavati muditacetah kamacarena nagah (9:1).

And pankambupamsupriyah [stress added] (5:6)
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I would like to refer to another akara-grantha on the subject, Palakapyamuni-viracito Hast
yayur- vedah (Poona, Anandashrama, 1894):

Caturthe uttarasthane trimSattamah pamsudanadhyayah (p. 691)
Athatah pamsudanasya vaksyate gunasangrahah (15).

Atha Sraddham ca kurute tathaharasramam bhavet ["tyajet"?]
PamSur mattasya nagasya manahsaukhyavivardhanah (16).

PamsSur balasya janano [kathita$ ca] vivardhanah.
PamsSur usnabhitaptasya jayasaukhyavivardhanah (17).

PamsSudanagunopeto rasadhatur vivardhate, etc.

I went through the entire book, I am sorry to say, hurriedly, but I did not find any clue to sol
ve the problem of "aksiinahetoh” in the verse being discussed.

As stated elsewhere, an attempt was made by a vaiyakaranaSiromani, a distinguished fri
end of Bharadwayj, to give the derivation of this word ("aksiina"”). Bilhana did not write poe
try that could be understood only with the help of such a great learned grammarian. He co
mposed his poem in Vaidarbhi riti and it is endowed with prasdda guna. Let us hear Bilha
na himself:

Gramo nasau na sa janapadah sasti no rajadhant
tannaranyam na tad upavanam sa na sarasvati bhah.
Vidvan murkhah parinatavaya balakah strT puman va
yatronmilatpulakam akhila nasya kavyam pathanti (18:89).

I am sure Bilhana knew the word "visrama,” which could be substituted for "aksiina,” and
which this great grammarian has derived with such great verbal jugglery. Instead of using t
he word "aksiina” and forcing Bh to employ the services of such a great grammarian, Bilha
na could easily have sung,

Mattasya caitradviradasya kartum viSramahetor iva pamsutalpan [!].

& % *

Let us study the following verse, which gives us one more "non-sensical" interpretat
ion from Misra, to borrow his own terminology. Bilhana says,

Unnidrapanktisthitacampakani cakasire kelivanantarani.
Viyogininam kavalikrtanam suvarnakaficibhir ivaficitani (7:50).

Misra translates the above verse as follows:
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The interiors of the parks, whose campaka-[is a Sanskrit word] trees standin
g in rows, were fully bloomed (with yellow-golden flowers), appeared as if marked
by the golden belts of jilted lonely girls who intended to hang themselves by their b
elts (p. 29).

The stressed portion is a display of "non-sensical" interpretation by our Abhinava-Bilhana
Misra. I don't know how he gets this meaning. The poet says "kavalikrtanam viyogininam s
uvarnakancibhir aficitani iva” = "adorned with [not merely 'marked by'] golden girdles [not
belts] of the devoured (swallowed) ladies who had been suffering from the pain of separati
on from their lovers." The viyoginis died when the campaka flowers attained the stage of f
ull bloom. I don't know why Misra had to take the ladies to the campaka trees to hang the
mselves! Were they the gallows? 1 don't know how far Misra can take himself! Misra doe
s not give the meaning of the word "kavalikrtanam,” which means "devoured, eaten up, or s
wallowed." At least the word does not figure in his translation!

Sriharsa in his Naisadhiyacarita describes the destructive force of campaka flowers.
Here is one of his saduktis:

Vicinvatth panthapatangahimsanair apunyakarmanyalikajjalacchalat.
Vyalokayac campakakorakavalih sa Sambararer balidipika iva.

(Srtharsapanditasya. Jalhana. Sarvapadarthasamstutipaddhatih, 109:27)

Probably Misra did not read it. Neither Bh nor B & G are very clear here. However, they
have not misunderstood it the way Misra has.

The problem occurs again in another verse by Bilhana:

Tatha gata campakadamagaurT Sarfrayastih krSatam krsangyah.
Yatha galaccapamanoratho'syam maurvilatastham madanah karoti (9:30).

Once again we meet here the word "aricitam,” which is disliked so much by Misra (already
discus- sed in "suvarnakaricibhir ivaricitani”). Misra commented on this word as follows:

... for arcitam in MSS. and ed. pri., aficitam in ed. sec. (followed by ed. ter.) is done
need- lessly by the editor, obviously in silent reference to Pan.6.4.30 and 7.2.53, ye

t Bilhana has no example of a7icita in this sense (p. 26, fn. 2).

Misra does not ask us once again here to replace "asicitam” by "arcitam”! Why? He does,
how- ever, translate the word as "marked by"!

*k % *

A simple word, "kuhiitkari,” occuring in the verse
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Pantyam nalikeriphalakuharakuhttkari kallolayantah
Kaverttirataladrumabharitasurabhandabhankaracandah.

Unmilannilamocaparicayas$iSira vantyami Dravidinam
karptrapandugandasthalaluthitaraya vayavo daksinatyah (7:71).

agitates Misra's brain cells. In his opinion, "the previous attempts in translating [Bilhana] h
ave been banal" (p. 19). Also, "attempts in interpreting the text, in the hands of modern sc
holars, have been dubious" (Misra on his DUST jacket!). So he says,

kuhiitkari-: the wrong orthography kuhiit- (all edd. and anthologies) instead of kuhii,
"a sound, like the cry of the Kokila", may be due to false [?] analogy after phiitkr (
8.18; 11.23) "to make a hissing sound." Cp. below Chap. IIl on 7.71 (p. 15).

I don't understand what the melodious song of the Kokila has to do with the rest. "Kuhiitkar
i" 1s just an onomatopoeic word, an imitation of the sound of coconuts shaken by the winds

(the nuts possessing liquid inside naturally make the specific sound when shaken).

Cf. Narikelaphalakhandatandava.

Misra could have suggested an improved reading based on the A MS., i.e., "lulita” for "lu t
hita" in the fourth pada. Cf.

Nisiddhair apyebhir lulitamakarando madhukaraih (Venisamhara 1.1)
For a similar idea, see

Ye dolakelikarah kim api mrgadr§am manatantucchido ye
sadyah Srngaradiksavyatikaraguravo ye ca lokatraye'pi.
Te kanthe lolayantah parabhrtavayasam paficamam ragarajam
vanti svairam samirah smaravijayamahasaksino daksinatyah.

The above verse, composed by Rajasekhara, is cited by Stktimuktavali right after the follo
wing two verses of Bilhana, "Paniyam naliker” and "Tanvanassitalatvam.” All the three ar
e very similar in wording and meaning--§abdavalt and arthatattvam.

Misra also discusses "bhamkari” in 7:71. He says,

bhamkari- f. "a certain (rambling) sound" in b (onomotopoetic) [sic] also attested in
9:22, to be connected with bhamkari f. "gad-fly", or just wrong for jhamkara- (cp. jhamkrta
9.148) (p. 15).

Na hi sarvah sarvam janati.
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B changed a perfectly sensible word into utter nonsense in the following verse, as r
ecog- nised by Misra also. But Misra goes on to find fault with "Caritacandrika" and Bh to
0.

Mati nirvivare tasyas citram kucayugantare.
Kridakundalitoccanda-kodandah kusumayudhah (8:41).

Misra says,

mati: the reading of MS. (mati) should be kept (with ed. sec.) and not changed into
bhati (edd. pri. and ter.). It can, of course, not mean dgacchati (ed. sec.) but fits, fin
ds place in". Cp.

Where does your " (quote) begin, Mr. Misra?

2.79 kvacin na mati sma muda naresvarah, "the king did not find a place anywhere t
hrough joy", i.e. "cannot ['could not'?] contain himself for [!] joy", cp. Sis. 1.23 etc.
The verse in question . . . should be rendered as follows:

"God Love, whose terrible [!] [uccanda = 'gigantic,' not 'terrible'] bow is play
fully arched, fits, [it is] marvelous, in the space between her breasts, which [yet] is
without an opening [! 'which might give him room']" (p. 15).

What a terrible translation! Misra finds fault with me when I have explained the word "ma
ti" by "agacchati.” Panini has "Adharo’dhikaranam” (1.4.45) and "Saptamyadhiarane ca.”
2.3.36). Bhattttoji Diksita writes "aupaslesiko, vaisayiko'bhivyapakas cetyadharas tridha,”
and cites as the example of the third category "sarvasminnatmasti.” 1 don't know what else
it ("mati”) would mean when we put the following three words together: "nirvivare kucayu
gantare agacchati.”

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. Itis eve
n more difficult to translate great poets like Bilhana, whose poetic muse cannot be easily r
endered in other words, even in the same language. Agamyo hi mahakavinam panthah! 1f
ollowed sthiilarundhatinyaya or sakhdcandranydya when I used the word "dgacchati.” Misr
a has not given any other Sanskrit equivalent of his own choice. He merely translates "mat
i" into English by "fits, finds place in." Misra has cited a similar passage: "kvacin na mati
sma mudd nareSvarah.” Let us examine how shallow his translation is: "'[T]he king did not
find a place anywhere through joy,'i.e., 'cannot [?] contain himself for [!] joy."" It would h
ave been much better to say, "The king's joy had no bounds (limits); his joy was simply ove
rwhelming or overflowing." Misra is translating literally. "Na mati sma” is an idiomatic ex
pression and hence should be translated idiomatically.

Bh takes pride in copying "B" and "R" even when my reading was better. The abov

e verse is another example of this kind of unjust decision on the part of Bh. He reads "bhat
i" and rejects "mati,” i.e., he goes against even J, the poet himself. He explains "bhati" as
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"plirnatayd samdagatya savakasam virdjata iti citram iti ascaryam.” Incidentally, it might be
added that even Bh says "samdgatya.” Cf.N's dgacchati.

I have already stated this and would state once again that appreciation of poetry is
an art. It is a matter of feeling; it is not a scientific phenomenon which can be verified emp
irically or proved by physical, concrete evidence. The true meaning of a kGvya can be com
prehended only by those who are gifted by nature and have experienced the beauties of po
etic muse by actually feeling them. The essence of poetry is

Kavyarthabhavanaparipakvabuddhi-vibhavamatravedyam.
and

Sabdarthasasanajiana-matrenaiva na vedyate.
Vedyate sa hi kavyarthatattvajiiair eva kevalam (Dhvanyalokah 1.14).

And once again here is our own poet Bilhana:
Kurvantu §esah Sukavakyapatham (1:22).

Bilhana himself has warned unqualified simple folks (mugdhajanas) against trying to under
stand him (1:22). I fail to understand what there is to wonder about if Kama is able to stay
there. Strangely enough Bh forces the word "bhati” to mean far more than its prakrti and

pratyaya are capable of.

Bh tries to defend Biihler for his erroneous renderings of the text of the Vik. He say

Pracina kevala eka hasta-likhita pustaka ke adhara para jo bht pustaka prat
hama bara §ighratase chapavar jaegi, unamem [!] yadi aSuddhiyam ho [?] to ve ksa
mya haim. Da Jarja Byuhlara Mahodaya ko anya prati kahtm na milane se kevala
usa eka Vikramankadevacarita Mahakavya k1 hastalikhita prati ke adhara para ht p
ustaka chapavant pari thi. Kucha loga bhale hi Da Jarja Byuhlara Mahodaya ki pu
staka kT aSuddhi bahuta batakara [!] usakT [!]

Did Bh actually want to say "pustaka ko asuddhi bahuta batakara" or "asuddhi bahula”? 1t

seems someone else (who might have had some personal grudge against me) wrote the abo
ve words. Matsaryaragopahatatmanam hi skhalanti sadhusvapi manasani. Bharavi. Bh me
rely got them published without even understanding them! "Dvesyaiva kesam api candrakh
anda-vipandura pundrakasarkarapi” (1:20.3-4).

ninda karem kintu maim to Da Jarja Byuhlara Mahodaya ko aneka dhanyavada det
a hum ki unhomne isa mahakavyaratna ko parakha kara isako, asuddhiyukta ht kyo
m na ho, prakasita kara jagat ke sammukha prakata kiya. Anyatha yaha maha kav
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ya bhT anya uttama tatha upayogt samskrta grantha [!] ke sadr§a pustakalayom ki a
ndherT kothariyom mem hastalikhita ripa mem hi para rahata. [What wonder ful H
indi writing! It deserves Marngalaprasdada paritosika as well as Bharatiya Jianapt h
a mahapuraskara!]

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 o
n only one old manuscript, there are bound to be errors and they are to be condoned.

Since Dr. Georg Biihler did not get any other manuscript of the "Carita," he
had to get the work published on the basis of only one manuscript that he had found.
Some may very well abuse (ninda karem) Dr. Georg Biihler by pointing out the err
ors of his edition, but I offer myriads of my sincere thanks to that great Georg Biihle
r who realized the value of this great epic-gem and brought it out before the learned
world--may be even 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 Biihle
r in his first two volumes. It seems his mind was inflated by his apparent success when he s
aw that even his third volume was published and he was able to put forth all that he wanted
. His mental baloon of pride was inflated with hot air and soared high up in the skies.

I do not understand why such a defense was necessary! It assumes quite a lot. Bhd
oes not mention the name of the "abuser” who has "abused," according to him, the name of
Biihler. He merely says that "some" (plural) have been "abusing." I wish he had named t
hose who, in his opinion, had abused Dr. Georg Biihler. Bh has used the word "ninda.” No
w the word "ninda” means "gunesu dosaropah,” i.e., "to superimpose vices on virtues." But
even if he is guilty of this, Biihler has not been criticized in a way that could be termed as
"imposing vices on virtues." To state the facts (vastu-sthiti-kathanam) is not "ninda.” Our a
ncient nitikaras have already instructed us:

Satror api guna vacya dosa vacya guror api.

If Bh has in his mind the criticism of Biihler from me, he is sadly mistaken. He is misrepre-
senting the facts; he is distorting the truth. Here is what [ wrote in my "Introduction":

Durgamodvase Jaisalameranagare krtatatpustaka-prathamaparicayais tvarat
uraih Da. Byuhlaramahodayaih pragunagunabhiyisthasyapi Ja. pustakasya krteya
m prati lipis tadTyaliper atipraktanatvena bahuvidhahetvantarai$ ca prabhita suddhi
bahula 'bhit (pp. 2-4 Prastavana, p. 5 Upodghata).

Biihler was in a great rush as far as the original copying is concerned. His time in Jaisal m
er was extremely limited. He had seen the manuscript for the first time. He copied it withi
n seven days. [ have acknowledged how significant the task performed by Biihler was. Iti
s not my intention to decry Biihler's virtues, but to state the facts. However, it is not only th
e copying of J MS. at Jaisalmer that created errors. A great many of them were generated
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subsequently in the process of preparing the press copy, and in consciously edit- ing the wo
rk for publication. If Biihler had just reproduced the Jaisalmer MS. photogra- phically--exa
ctly 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 I was su
bjected in correcting the text. He (Bh) crossed the turbulent river easily by means of the br
idge I constructed. How could he know how the bridge was constructed? He had never con

structed even one bridge in his entire life. Did he ever come across the following sad- ukti
?

Vidvan eva vijanati vidvajjanapariSramam.
Na hi vandhya vijanati gurvim prasavavedanam.

We also have Murari kavi:

Abdhir langhita eva vanarabhataih kintvasya gambhiratam
apatalanimagnapivaravapur janati manthacalah.

I have shown how Biihler both restored and distorted the text. My debt to Biihler is ack-n
owledged in very clear terms:

Param atra na viSesadosabhajanam Da. Byuhlaramahodayah. Tena yad apy
akari tad astyadhikam. Tasya vidyavyasangagavesana'saktiprabhrtigunah prasams
akotim atitya vartante. . . . Khanipradurbhiitam ratnam sadyo malinam eva jayate.
... Da. Byuhlarasamskaranadosa na khalu na sodhavyah (p. 4, Upodghata).

Maybe Bh did not read this eulogy. If he read it, he certainly disregarded it while trying to
defend Biihler unnecessarily.

Let us resume our discussion. Astam tavat, prakrtam anusaramah. The original rea
ding (8:41) was "mati." Biihler changed it to "bhati.” With reference to Biihler's knowledg
e of the Kavyamarga and the power of appreciating the poetic muse, I had already comme
nted in my "Introduction" (pp. 2-4, 8 of Prastavana and p. 4 of Upodghata). I would like to
reproduce here one of the most significant statements: "ltihdsdcaryasya Da. Byuhlaramaho
dayasya jianardsavaitihasiko’'msah sahityamsam niinam atyaseta" (p. 6 of Upodghata). Bh
should not have forgotten the immortal dictum of Visakhadatta: "Na hi sarvah sarvam jana
ti!"”

Bh unnecessarily tries to defend B as if he (Bh) alone is a gunagrahin and has unde
rstood the value of Biihler's work, and that no one else has been able to appreciate the grea
t contribution B has made to the Indological studies in general. Bh argues that only one an
cient MS. was available to Biihler. But that does not mean that the editor should take undu
e liberty with it. Nothing can justify the distortion of the original text. Even one MS. can b
€ So accurate as to surpass ten inaccurate ones. It is well said that

Varam eko guni putro na ca murkha$atanyapi.
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Eka$§ candras tamo hanti na ca taragano'khilah.

Biihler had only one MS. So what? It is one of the best that ever existed. One can condon
e the errors if they had existed in the original. But one cannot tolerate misrepre- sentation
of the true text on the part of any editor, howsoever great he might be. J is far more correct
than one could ever imagine! B was not to be blamed at all if J was intrinsically erroneous
and its errors were reproduced by B. I am disturbed by those passages where J is perfect, t
rue, and correct one hundred percent. But B (kascana pandityapradarsanapatuh panditamm
anyah sampddakasiromanih) did not understand the meaning and tried to show his own ped
antry by distorting the original text. I would have no quarrel with B at all if he and his asso
ciates had brought forth only a true representation of J.

I do not understand what Bh means by "asuddhiyukta ht kyom na ho" (vol. 3, "Introd.
"p.2). Does he mean "the one which was full of errors from the very beginning," that is, w
hich was originally (intrinsically) erroneous, or does he mean "by making one erroneous w
hich had no error to begin with"? If it is the former, I have no quarrel with him. If it is the |
atter, I cannot agree. It is better not to publish a text than to publish it by distorting the orig
inal, creating nonsense where there was perfect sense already reigning supreme. For exa
mple, substitution of "manmathabanamitram” for "manmathabalamitram” (7:3) and "vibhat
avarge" for "vibhavavarge" (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 defend
someone who did not need any defence! Maybe Bh was just suffering from an inferiority ¢
omplex and wanted to show off. Let us consider some more vital readings and evaluate ho
w they have been mishandled:

Ullekhalilaghatanapatiinam sacetasam vaikatikopamanam.
Vicarasanopalapattikasu matstiktiratnanyatithibhavantu (1:19).

The above is a true and exact reproduction of J.

In the fourth pdda, P committed an error while copying and turned the reading into ”
ratnanyavibhibhavantu.” That is, "ta” was read as "va,” and "tha” as "bha.” B exercised hi
s power of reconstruction and restoration by turning the whole into "ratnani nidhibhavantu."

Not only "bha" and "ba” were changed, but also "nya-" was turned to "ni.” Consequently
the reading became far removed from the original. This is an example of samyena nika ast
han pa han parityajya durasthan ayuktan pa han svabuddhya’gha ayat.

Here is another example of mishandling:

Prakosthaprsthasphuradindranila-ratnavaltkankanadambarena.
Bandhaya dharmapratibandhakanam vahan sahotthan iva nagapasan (1:47).

This is the reading of J; one hundred percent correct.
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In the fourth pdda, J has "vahan sahotthan.” P turned it into "vahiin sahotthan.” B
made it "badhnan sahotthan.” But "badhnan” where? Obviously "badhnan” is far removed
from "vahan" as compared to "vahiin,” which had erroneously crept into P.

Here is one more instance to satisfy Bh, if he can listen to reasoning:

Svahsundaribandiparigrahaya datto'fijalih samprati danavendraih.
Iti praharsad amarangananam netrotpalasrenibhir arcyamanah (1:52).

In the first pada, J has "bandi.” As stated on p. 3 of my Prastavana, "samaste’pi Ja pustake
ba varnasya prayoga eva nasti."”

Naturally P could have taken it to be "vandi.” Even a beginner knows "ba-vayor ab
hedah.” B could have made it "bandi” (= "captive"). However, he went far away from the
reality and turned the reading into "vrnda.” The total charm of the poet's camatkarokti, ma
dhurokti, and vicchitti was lost in that vrunda (multitude).

% % *k

Praptas tatah $rjjayasimhadeva$§ Calukyasimhasanamandanatvam.
Yasya vyarajanta gajahavesu muktaphalaniva kare yasamsi (1:79).

Here is one more camatkara from B. Bilhana composed the fourth quarter as "mukta- phal
aniva kare yasamsi." P omitted two letters ("kare”) and made it "muktaphalaniva yasamsi"!

B fills the lacuna with maha! "Yasas" might have become mahat, but the vacanam got lag
hu.

As an essential decorum that deserves to be observed, B ought to have enclosed his
own creation within square brackets with a question mark. The B text as it appears has no
indication whatsoever that mahda is not Bilhana-kavi-vacanam, but a creation of some mahd
pandita!

Let us study one more example of "dosayukta hi kyom na ho":

Cintamanir yasya puro varakas tathahi vartta janavisruteyam
Yat tatra sauvarnatuladhirtidhe cakre sa pasanatuladhiroham (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 "dhatte s

ma." 1 am reminded of a popular saying: "marza barhata hi gaya jyom jyom dava ki.” The
disease went on increasing as [ went on treating.

% % *
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Here is another failure on the part of B. This is how Bilhana originally composed th
e following verse:

Sa saukumaryaikadhano'pi sodhavams
tapodhanair dusprasaham pariSramam.
Raraja tivre tapasi sthito nrpah
Sasiva candadyutimandalatithih (2:45).

The fourth carana in P reads "Sasiva dyutimandaldatithih", there is an omission of two letter
s. B makes an attempt to fill the lacuna but fails. Success eludes him.

The king performed such a severe fapas that "maharsayo’smad apakarsam ayayuh" (
2:44). Also the poet says, "Nrpam ka horavratacaryaya krsam” (2:46). Obviously the king
withered. He became weak and pale. Certainly he was not at his best as far as his dyuti w
as concerned. Now the moon shines (displays her glory and splendour) among the stars. T
he poet wanted to convey the idea that the king resembled the moon when she was in direc
t contact with the sun, candadyutimandalatithi (let us pay attention to the word "canda"”). T
he poet wanted the sun, but B gives us the stars! Not taramandala even, but only the tarad
yutimandala, only their shine! B ought to have remembered that the moon does not lose he
r lustre among the stars! What a contrast! How deeply injurious is the distortion of truth an
d how undesirable is the misrepresentation of facts! Still Bh has the dhars yam (audacity) t
o utter "kucha loga bhale hi ninda karem"!

We cannot expect B to have divine insight, divyam caksuh. Every scholar has his o
wn limitations. He may not be able to divine the actual words of the poet. But it is his aca
demic and moral duty to see that what he imagines does not lead us the wrong way--asato
ma sad gamaya! 1t is better to keep quiet, but if one decides to speak, one should see that it

does not turn out to be meaningless. Cf. prabhatakalpa sasineva sarvari.

& & *

Kalatram urvitilakasya mekhalakalapamanikyamaricibhir dadhe.

Udesyatah stiryasamasya tejasah samudgatam balam ivatapam purah (2:72).

The word "bala"” 1s not very clear in J; it could very well be read as "pala.” My fnr
eads, "'Pala-" ityasti 'bala- ' iti veti Ja. pustake spas am nasti.” B reads "jalamivatapam.” B'
s fn. gives "palamivatapam” (i.e., acc. to B, P, and supposedly J too, have "palamiva- tapam
.") However, the question is, how did the word "jala"” get connected with "atapam”?

Befitting its own "nature," R makes it "jalamivatatam.” The person who saw the las
t edition first and struggled and struggled cannot come into the sphere of the limited knowl
edge of Bh, who had Ramavatara Sarma as his guruvaryanam. This is called "andhena niy
amana yathandhah"! Bh cannot even dream of the terrible toil I endured! Na hi vandhya vi

120



janati gurvim prasavavedanam! Bh had unlimited power in his pen. The restoring (or disto
rting?) editor did not care whether or not the text made any sense at all.

& & *k

Atra Dravidabhtimipaladalanakridarasoddamare kodandadhvanibhir vidhun
vati ghanadhvananukarair jagat. Vaidehiramanasya Ravanasira$ chede 'pyaSantak
rudhah pratyavrttir akandakampataralair asanki Lankacaraih (3:77).

J has "Dravida.” The editor in B did not understand the meaning of the proper nam
e; so he made it "dravita” = "made to run away"! But there is no valor in "dravita-dalana”!
Bilhana himself says elsewhere:

Ariprsthagrahanan nyavarttata (15:84.4).

Here in 3:77, at the end of the first carana, we have "kridarasoddamare.” This is the readi
ng of J. P omits "dda" and makes it "kridarasomare”; B makes it "kridarasotthe rave.” 1 do
n't know if the editor-restorer understood the meaning! I can call it only "avyaparesu vyapa

"

ram.

However, B ed. gives "kridarasomarave” in the fn., thereby attributing this reading t
o P, which is not true because P has "kridarasomare”! Thus we see that there is a diverg- e
nce of form and substance between P and B fn! In other words, B fn. =transcription of P, or
"press-copy," and not what was prepared in Jaisalmer.

This was an aside. To return to the main theme, R makes it "kridarasotthe rane.” S
eyam apara katha!

Now we come to verse 4:113:

Pranayapravanaivastt tasya $rih saparigraha.
Param nangikaroti sma Vikramankah kalankintm (4:113).

This verse does exist in P, but still it does not exist in the B ed.! Would this kind of omis- si

on too be called by Bh "asuddhi bahuta ["asuddhibahula”?] batakara ninda karem!”? 1 can
simply say, "Mukham astiti vaktavyam."”

*k % *

Rajahamsam iva bahupaifijare Srivilasabhuvi lalayan yasah.
Tatra tatra Satapatralocana$ citram abhyudayam asasada sah (5:9).

The original and correct reading is "tatra tatra Satapatra.” P makes it "tatra tatra- t
apatra.” How close to the original, the interchange of only one syllable "a” for "§a”! 1T wou
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1d like to remind my readers once again that the letter "s” of P resembles "ra.” There fore

"tatra tatra Satapatra” of J might very well have been copied by P as "tatra tatra ratapatra”
as far as the press copy writer was concerned.

But B goes far away and makes it "fatra tamarasapatra.” This is not restoration, bu
t new construction. Did Bh examine these issues? Did he have enough ability even to go i
n such deep waters? Could he understand all these delicate points?

& & *k

Taccamiirajasi diram udgate yan na digbhramam adhatta bhaskarah.
Hetur atra rajasam nivaranam kufijaradhvajapatantavijanaih (5:66).

The original reading is "taccamiirajasi.” Probably P has the same because there is no fn. f
or it in B. But B makes it "tatra bhiirajasi.” "Rajas,” if not stated otherwise, comes from b

hith only. I will once again call this "avyaparesu vyaparam.”

% % *k

Javasamucitadhavananurtipa kimiti krta prthula na natha prthvi.
Nabhasi khuraputair iti sphuradbhir vidhim iva ye sma muhuh pratiksipanti (6:49).

Here is another camatkara of B. The suddhipatra of B asks us to change "javasa” to "rajam
a”! 1 don't understand what the purpose behind it is!

J has "Javasamucitadhavananuriipa”--perfect and true, correct, and complete.

P makes it "Javamamucitadhavananuripa”--hardly any change.

It is remarkable to see how close P is to J, but what does B do? It takes the reading
far, far away from the original and makes it "ravamanumitadhdavandanuriipam”! A true sahr
adaya alone can feel the excruciating pain! The editor alone might have been able to figur
e out what is meant here. "Ravamanumitadhavana-nuripam” did not yield any sens- ible re
ading; so the "Errata” of B makes it "Rajamanumitadhavananuriipam.” Here we find a perf
ect example of the sadukti, "Vinayakam prakurvano racayamdasa vanaram."

Another example of distortion:

J has "Kimiti krta prthula na natha prthvi.”

P has "Kimiti krta prthula naya prthvi."”

B makes "Kimiti krta prthula tvaya na prthvi."”

In other words, P changes "krta” to "krta,” omits "na,” and changes "ndatha” to "naya”! Still
P did not go far from the original J. But where does B lead us to? It takes us far away fro
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m the original! Although B successfully restores "krta” to "krta,” he does not bring "na” to

its proper place. I can understand all this. However, I don't understand how "ndya” could b
e turned into "tvaya”! "Natha" is much closer to "ndya” than "tvaya.” Did the Great Defen
d- er Bh pay any attention to all these distortions and destructions in restoration when he as

- sembled his courage and said, "[K]ucha loga bhaleht ninda karem"?

& & *k

Atrantare manmathabanamitram latavadhiivibhramasttradharah.
SthanopadesTt pikapaficamasya Srngarabandhur madhur avir astt (7:3).

Here B reads "manmathabdanamitram.” Bilhana said "manmathabdlamitram.” Someone w

ho was aksarasatru nama vidyadhara changed "bala" to "bana”! This change is unworthy o
f great scholars like Biihler, Vamanacarya, and Bhimacarya. This is one of the most unjust
ifiable attempts on the part of B. (I would like to state with all the emphasis at my comma

nd that by "B" I do not necessarily and always mean the person of Dr. Georg Biihler himsel
f, but the one who fooled with Bilhana's original words.) Madhu (Spring) is the supplier of

banas (arrows). He is not a "mitram” of "manmathabana’!

The person who distorted the truth and misrepresented the facts has totally missed t
he essence. "Balamitram” has a very fine equivalent in Hindi. It is called "lango iya- yara,
" "a friend from very early childhood"! In English we have another expression, "bosom fri
end," 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 "ninda karem"!

& & *

Ltlasukah kokilak@jitanam atipraharsad vihitanukarah.
Grhad adhavyanta viyoginibhir guno hi kale guninam gunaya (7:32).

J is not clear. One could read either "dadhavyanta” or "dadha yanta." P has "dadha-dyanta
."'The copyist read "dadha yanta” and wrote it in such a way that it resembled dadha -dyant
a." But B goes far away and makes it "davahyanta.” It is not a scholarly attempt. It will b

e called "taking undue liberty."

& & *

Manasvintnam manaso'vatirya manasya vegena palayitasya.
Jivagrahayeva vasantamitram babhrama vayuh kakubham mukhani (7:43).

This is a distressing attempt on the part of B to try to improve the text and in that process d
estroy it. It is a negation of sahrdayatvam!

My fn. no. 7 on p. 75 states, "[M]anasya iti ganasya iti va Ja. pustake spas am nasti."
B makes it "ganasya.” R makes it "mdasasya”! That is befitting R ed. It is interesting to o
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b-serve that B is wrong as far as the first letter is concerned, while R is wrong as far as the
second letter is concerned!

Elsewhere in this study we have discussed the concept of "mana” or "kopa" in full d
etail. The poet has already told us, "Sriigarabandhur madhur avirasit” (7:3.4). There was
no scope for "mana” to be there anymore. It ran away. "Vayuh" is "vasantmitram”; so he is

chasing "mana.” 1don't know how gana (song or music) could run away. That is totally irr
elevant. Still Bh declared, "[K]ucha loga bhalehi ninda karem"!

& & *k

The poet says,

Hemamaijiramalabhyam bhati janghalatadvayam.
Krtalavalam vallabhyat kunkumeneva subhruvah (8:14).

P has "krtalavalamballabhyat.” This is correct and meaningful. I need not repeat th
at J does not make any distinction between "ba” and "va.” If we separate "krtalavalam” fro
m the following word--and the next word is "vallabhyat”--we reach Bilhana anyway. This i
s what Bilhana meant. However, B fn. says "krtalavalalamballabhyat,” i.e., acc. to B. ed. P

”n =1 n_.n

has one extra letter "/@" inserted in between "va@” and "la.” Also it has changed "v" into "b

"

This leads me to reiterate once again that the press-copyist of B is not always true t
o his original; i.e., he created his own errors, like the omission of total verses already existi
ng even in P. In other words, B fn. means (= stands for) the press-copy of B rather than P it
self. This is a very important matter to keep in mind. Evidently there are deviations in the
press-copy from the P transcript. To put it differently, B ascribes an error to P which actual
ly might be that of the "press-copy" of his edition! P is still correct, while the press-copy of
B is wrong. Once the press-copy was made from P, I don't know if anyone compared and c
ollated it with the original P.

B ed. did not know what to do with "krtalavalalamballabhyat”; so it distorted the tex
t, twisted it around, and murdered the sahityavidyavadhii. B made it "krtalavalam lambabh
yam"! So the hemamanjiramale (duel) was lengthened! Perfect sense turned into total non
sense and rubbish. In the process of legitimate reconstruction, we see total destruction. W
e lose vallabhya completely. Still Bh had the audacity to say, "Kucha loga bhalehi ninda ka

”n

rem.

Mati nirvivare tasyas citram kucayugantare.
Kridakundalitoccandakodandah kusumayudhah (8:41).

This sloka has been discussed in full detail in its proper place.
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Bhati dantacchadenasyah svaccha dasanamalika.
Sarasvatyaksamaleva piijapadmadalaficita (8:69).

My fn. no. 1 on p. 88 declares, "Pra. pustake sannapyayam slokah Ba pustake nasti.” Vidva
nmirdhanya panditasiromani Vidyavagisa Bh still has the arrogance to say, "Kucha loga bh
aleht ninda karem.” How pitiful; it is simply disgusting! Na hi vandhya vijanati gurvim pra
savavedanam!

Asankitah Sankaramallayuddhe yah svedavaram vinivaranaya.
Bhasmotkaram vismayaghturnitasya kaksantarat tasya samacakarsa (9:102).

In the second quarter, P has "svedadharamvinivaranaya.” B makes the reading "svedadhar-
ambunivarandaya” and removes it far away from the original! He takes undue liberty with t
he text and alters quite a bit. "Dha"” and "va" are very close in resemblance as far as J] MS.
is concerned.

The editor probably did not recall "apah stri bhumni var vari.” Yet Bh tries to defen
d B without any justification!

Yantisu yadvaravilasintsu karenubhih paritadiktatabhih.
Dine'pi dikpalapurigavaksah praksalanam candrikaya labhante (9:127).

op the letter "ra,” Biihler breaks "varavilasini” into two and makes it "yaddvari vilasinisu”
= "at whose gate, the beautiful women (locative)." He did not like the idea of varavilasini
here! He thus takes away all the charm from Bilhana's kavivacanam.

& & *

Aropyamana dayitena kacit nitambabharat svayam apragalbha.
Skandhat taroh pratyuta mtlam apa svinnena padamburuhadvayena (10:43).

Bilhana said "svinnena"” (= "perspiring"). This is the reading up to and including P. Some-

one possessing a more fertile brain made it "khinnena.” This is poetic murder! Still Bh had
the audacity. . . .

Ahtiyamana iva hamsanadair vikrsyamana iva kautukena.
Jagmus tatah klantinivaranaya Iflasarastiram aralanetrah (10:63).
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Bilhana's expression is "klantinivarandya.” B has made it "klantinirvahanaya”! 1 would lik
e to call it "avyaparesu vyaparam.” The editor who changed the reading unnecessarily did

not realize that his reading also generates the blemish of chandobharnga! However, I woul

d like to point out that there is an alternative, a very close reading--close to "nirvahanaya.”
That is "nibarhanaya,"” but that is karnaka u and uncalled for.

& & *k

Patalena mahasam patalena
pracyaSailabhuvi balamrgankah.
Dhatusrngaprthulasthaladhli-
kelidhiisaraSarira ivasit (11:29).
Jhas "pa alena mahasam" (tejasam).
P has "padaleva manasam" (manasanam).
B makes it "pa alena tamasam” (andhakaranam).
So we have come from light to darkness! The Upanishads teach us to pray, "Tamaso ma jy
otir gamaya.” Here we have exactly the opposite. It will be called a disservice to the sahr

adaya. The editor took it beyond the grasp of an intelligent reader. May be the "defender”
of B could understand it. I cannot; I simply cannot.

& & *

Kacit padair askhalitaih sakhelam yanttsu Suddhantakarenukasu.
Rajangananam akarod avajiam Sronibhare ca stanagaurave ca (12:32).

J has "Sronibhare ca stanagauraveca"! It makes perfect sense.
P has "Sronibharevasthanagauraveva”! It makes half sense.
B makes it "Sronibharevasthitagauraveva"! It makes no sense at all!

Still the great "commentator and translator” VidyavagiSa Bh has the courage to say, "Kuch
aloga bhalehi ninda karem.” 1 find no words to describe the arrogance of this scholar!

The editor (B) ought to have recalled that in ] MS. "va” and "ca” are indistinguish-a

ble. He ought to have tried to substitute “va” by “ca” and then tried to see if he could get th
e correct reading, capable of conveying the proper meaning.

*k % *

Vibhavavarge jalada tvam agranir na candrikapi dyutim eti tavakim.
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Karosi kim Subhrataya tadiyaya na sundaram candanam enanabhitah (13:72).

This is a classic example showing the lack of knowledge of Kavyamarga on the part of the
scholar-editor (B), whosoever he might have been.

J and P both have "vibhavavarge.” However, B makes it "vibhatavarge"! "Vibhata"
will merely mean "shining" or "bright." The person who changed the reading and bes-mea
red the beauty of our sahitya-vidya-vadhii--the poetic charm of Bilhana's Muse--might not h
ave come across the word "vibhava,” one of the most pre-potent elements of the sahitya- sa
msara and rasa-samsara. Did he ever hear expressions like the following?

Vibhavanubhava-vyabhicari-samyogad rasanispattih
or

Vibhavenanubhavena vyaktah saficarina tatha.
Rasatam eti ratyadih sthayT bhavah sacetasam.

I call this (attempt) only a "balisatvam.”

% % *k

Nisthuram kim api kathyate maya tatra Kuntalapate kuru ksamam.
Yat svakaryam avadhi["dha"?]rya grhnate sevayaiva paritosam i§varah (14:2).

J has "sevayaiva.”
P has "sevachaiva.”
B makes "svecchayaiva.”

This is really "svecchaya eva.” 1t is "svecchacarah,” truly "svacchandacarah.” 1 will call it
"manahpitam samacaret"! 1 cannot call it "a scholarly attempt." "Sevachaiva” may not con
vey the desired meaning. However, orthographically, it is much closer to the original. "Sve
cchayaiva” is far removed; yet it does not make any sense at all. Bhaksite'pi lasune na sant
o vyadhih.

It is to be noted that the "restorer" changes "chai” into "yai” anyway, which makes t
he reading "sevayaiva,” thus virtually restoring the corrupt reading to its original correct for
m. There was no need to turn "seva” into "sveccha”! Still Bh had the audacity to say "nind
a karem”! He is sarvatantrasvatantra.

I would like to make one more point before we leave the discussion of this verse. A
Il read "svakaryam avadhirya”! 1believe we should read it as "svakaryam avadharya” = "vi
ditva"!
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One of the most striking examples is "Gaurivibhramadhiipadhiima” (16:51), discuss
ed later in its proper place.

Following the sthali-pulaka-nyaya, 1 have presented above some examples of the re
storation--rather, distortion--of the work of B. It was not my intention to point out the errors
of Biihler; to err is human. My attempt was directed toward Bh, who unnecessarily tried to
defend Biihler as if Bh alone was gunaika-paksa-patin, as if he alone was able to appreciat
e the great contribution made by Biihler. If the editor of B had exercised a little more cauti
on and care, future scholars like me would have been spared a good deal of pain and grief.
Bh got everything ready-made! How could he even dream of the struggle and strife I woul
d later endure! This was all the purpose of writing that section of the critique.

Na hi vandhya vijanati gurvim prasavavedanam.

Let us resume our earlier discussion. I have not discounted the errors in the original
. I'am merely trying to rectify the errors unjustifiably ascribed to J. All the editions of Vik.
published so far are derived from J. It is the mila adhara, i.e., the arche-type, akara-grant
ha. P is supposed to be a replica of J. B is supposed to be a replica of P, unless otherwise s
tated. R is supposed to be a replica of B. N (my edition) goes back to J. Bh copies N. No
w, if there is a wrong reading in B, which can be traced back to J, B is not to be blamed at a
11! However, if J is right and still B rejects its reading and invents his own, would it be poss
ible to support B? Of course not! But this is exactly what Bh has tried to do. It is not schol
arly. Itis not academic. The above verse ("Mati . .. ") is an example.

In his fn. Biihler gives the rejected reading "mati.” In other words, both J and natur
ally P too had "mati.” B does not agree and makes it "bhati.” N goes back to J and restore
s the correct reading, but Bh tries to prove his superiority of skill and asserts that B is prefer
able to J, i.e., to the poet Bilhana himself! "Bhati” may be correct as far as its prakrti and p
ratyaya are concerned, but the vicchitti and camatkara play their role to a much greater ext
ent if the original reading is upheld, i.e., "mati" is kept as it is. Here is Kalidasa suggesting
the same idea:

Anyonyam utpidayad utpalaksyah stanadvayam pandu tatha pravrddham.
Madhye yatha Syamamukhasya tasya mrnalasttrantaram apyalabhyam.

(Kumarasambhavam 1:40)

And Srtharsa:

Paricyutas tat kucabharamadhyat kim Sosamayasi mrnalahara.
Na stiksmatantor api tavakasya tatravakaso bhavatah kimu syat (8:41).

And also Bilhana:
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Mukhenducandrikaptra-plavyamanau punah punah.
Sitabhttavivanyonyau tasyah pidayatah kucau (8:47).

and
DrSoh stmavadah Sravanayugalena pratikalam
stanabhyam samruddhe hrdi manasijas tis hati balat.
Nitambah sakrandam ksipati raSanadama paritah

pravesas tanvangya vapusi tarunimno vijayate (8:85).

The following poetic gems might enlighten the mind of Bh with regard to "mati" vs. "bhati.

"

Aman ivangesu mudah prakarsat pratyudyayau tam janakah kumaryah.
Anusthitam samyag upayavidbhir nitah parispandam ivarthasarthah (9:40).

and

Trilokalaksmyeva salilam tksitah krtadravai$§ candrakarair ivaplutah.
Aduravanchalatikaphalodayah kvacin na mati sma muda nareSvarah (2:79).

Here is another great poet:

Yan na mati tadangesu lavanyam atisambhrtam.
Pindikrtam urodeSe tat payodharatam gatam (Kasyapi)

(cited by Samskrtastuktisagara p. 135)

Bh is not totally oblivious of the true purport of the poet's heart, i.e., what the poet
wants to convey here. There is no room, none whatsoever, between the two breasts of the
heroine. The word "nirvivare” is correctly translated by Bh: "nivvivare” = "nir nasti vivara
m chidram avakaso yasmims tat tasmin niravakase.” It is not surprising that the God of Lov
e is seated there. What is surprising is that there was no room at all for anything to begin w
ith. Nevertheless, not only Kama sits there, but he is also able to accommodate his giganti
¢ bow therein! This is the reason for surprise. This is the cause for wonder. The two word
s "nirvivare"” and "uccanda” are quite significant. Bh has deliberately overlooked their real
meaning. Every beautiful thing in this world "bhati.” The wonder is "mati.” Bh knows tha
t here we have "adhika alarnkara.” He refers to its definition and says "atradharapeksaya'd
heyasyadhikyavarnandad adhikalankarah.” Did he recall any example of "adhikalankara”?
Probably not. If he had taken the trouble of consulting even the Kavyaprakasa, he might h
ave perceived the real sense and would not have turned a sensible poetic sadukti into total
nonsense (see below). He does not accept the my reading ("mati”). He insists on "bhati."”
Smartly enough, he makes "bhati" yield the meaning of “mati,” of course, by his own force,
twisting the word to mean anything he wants! That is how he performs this feat:

Bhati purnataya samagatya savakasam virajate.
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One fails to understand where he acquired the sense represented by the words "piirnataya s
amdagatya savakasam.” On second thought, I think he is right. He is vidyavagisa. He is kart
um, akartum, anyathakartum samarthah, is he not? My limited knowledge cannot reach the
unlimited height his knowledge has already reached!

Let us study some more examples of "adhikalankara”:

Yugantakalapratisamhrtatmano
jaganti yasyam savikasam asata.

Tanau mamus tatra na Kaitabhadvisas
tapodhanabhyagamasambhava mudah (Magha, 1:23).

Mammata cites the following verse as an example of "adhikalankarah”:

Aho visalam bhiipala bhuvanatritayodaram.
Mati matum aSakyo'pi yaSorasir yadatra te (KavyadarSa of Dandin).

I don't know whether Bh would have changed "mati"” to "bhati" here, too, if he had the oppo
rtunity to edit the above text.

Vamanacharya Jhalkikar wrote the BalabodhinT commentary on Mammata. By 196
5 it had run into 7 editions. I don't know if the same Jhalkikar had any hand in the change f
rom "mati" to "bhati” in Vik., B's edition. Biihler says,

As soon as I recognised the importance of the MS., I resolved to copy it out
myself. My time at Jesalmir was limited. But with the help of my companion Dr. H
. Jacobi of Bonn, who kindly lent me his assistance during my whole tour in Rajputa
na, the task was accomplished in about seven days. He copied Sargas V. VL., XIV.-
XVIIL. 1-74, while the rest fell to my share. We then revised our copy together. I f
ear however, that some at least of the little lacunae and mistakes, which had to be f
illed in and corrected when the work was printing, are owing to the inaccuracy of ou
r transcript and not to that of the writer of the old MS [stress added]. Every case wh
ere in printing I thought it necessary to alter the text given by the transcript, has bee
n carefully stated in the notes. With the exception of two or three passages (e.g. IL.
21) about which I am still in doubt, the text of the Vikramankakavya is readable, an
d I believe that, if fresh MSS. are found, it will prove to be trustworthy.

I have to thank Vamanacharya Jhalkikar for several emendations, which he suggest
ed while copying my transcript for the press and his brother Bhimacharya for some
other corrections given in the addenda [stress added].

According to the asima-dhisana of B!
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Bh knows the "niti-upadesa: gunino na durdagrahah.” 1don't know why he asserts t
his here. Did he not know that "ekakini pratijina hi pratijiatam na sadhayet,” "mere asserti
on does not prove the theory"?

Here is one more poetic gem from Bilhana:

Sa stanafijalibandhena manmatham prathamagatam.
Karotivonmukham bala bandhavam yauvanasriyah (8:44).

The compound word "anijalibandha” is quite significant here. What does it mean? It mean
s "folded hands," i.e., two hands joined together. The two breasts are likened to the two ha

nds joined together. There is no space in between them, none whatsoever!

Vilasadolaphalake nitamba-vistararuddhe paritas tarunyah.
Labdhah param kuficitakarmukena tatravakasah kusumayudhena (7:19).

’

The above idea very much resembles what is expressed by the poet in "mati nirvivare . . ."'
(8:41).

Banerji and Gupta translate 8:41 as follows:
It is wonderful [! A] that the flower-arrowed god (i.e., Cupid), with his fierc
e [! B] bow playfully [! C] coiled, appears [!] in the interval of her breasts, which is

without opening [! D].

The whole translation is really wonderful! These translators should be awarded a literary p
rize. Such writers are alluded to by a poet in a desperate prayer:

Arasikesu kavitvanivedanam Sirasi ma likha ma likha ma likha.
And by Bilhana too:
Kurvantu §esah Sukavakyapatham!
A) This should be "amazing" or "surprising" or simply "a wonder."
B) Uccanda does not mean "fierce" here, but "of a very large size" or "gigantic."
C) This should be "skilfully."
D) This should be "space."

Here is one more poetic gem from our own poet, Mahakavi Bilhana, which may thr
ow some further light on the matter:

Nitambabimbasya nitambavatyah prakamavistaravasad ivasya.
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Prthvipater uttamanayikapi na kapi lebhe hrdaye'vakasam (9:12).

Let it be emphasized here that Bh fares better as far as "nirvivare” and "uccanda” are con-
cerned, but he displays his unreasonableness when he says "bhdti pirnataya samagatya sav
akasam virdajate.”

Monier-Williams says,

Ma = to correspond in measure, find measure or room in (cl. 2 with loc.,) e.g. te yaso
-rasir bhuvana- tritayodare mati, thy mass of fame finds room in the interior of thre
e worlds (1888 ed., p. 764, column 3).

Apte:

Ma = to be in, find room or space in, be contained or comprised in (1965, 3d. ed., p.
753, Column 1).

Once again I am reminded of a great sadukti of a great poet:

Daivim vacam upasate hi bahavah saram tu sarasvatam
janite nitaram asau gurukulaklisto Murarih Kavih.

Abdhir langhita eva vanarabhataih kintvasya gambhiratam
apatalanimagnapivaravapur janati manthacalah.

% % *k

Bilhana says,

Dolayam jaghanasthalena calata loleksana lajjate
dhatte diksu nirtksanam smitamukhf paravatanam rutaih.
Sparsah kantakakotibhih kutilaya lflavane nesyate
sajjam maugdhyavisarjanaya sutanoh §rngaramitram vayah (8:86).

While trying to explain this verse (8:86), Bh misses the true meaning. I am referring to the
second carana: "Dhatte diksu. . .." Bh says,

Kapotarutena suratasamaye lingayonigharsana- rutasmaranenotkanthaya ita
statah nirtksate kuto'yam vicitrah §abdah samayati. Kapotah khalu svabhavata eva
bahuvisayalampata bhavanti. Tesam $abdena tesam kamakridam drastum itastato’
valokayattti bhavah.

This is all incongruous. When I read such indescribable babble I keep wondering whether t
he writer was awake, dreaming, or asleep--or totally out of his mind--when he wrote such n
onsense and rubbish. The cooing of pigeons resembles the sound from the throat, made by
the lady as an essential function of the suratakrida (sexual intercourse). In other words, sh
e makes a special cooing sound deliberately. It is not the sound made by the friction of the
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sexual organs of the lover and the beloved lady (l/ifiga and yoni). (There is a lot of natural
"grease" there, Mr. Vidyavagisa!) It is surprising that Bh did know of this himself! Neithe
r did he consult a friend. Maybe he was shy of asking such a silly question, but he could ha
ve studied the literature in his University Library and spared himself the ridicule of future g
enerations of readers of his "great" translation and interpretation. I am told that many grea
t pandits of Kast had examined Bh's work. How did they overlook this asarngati?

Probably Bh had not yet read the eighteenth canto when he was working on the sev
enth canto, for there Bilhana expresses similar ideas in 18:26:

Srutva $rutva rutam aviratam yatra paravatanam
daksah kanthadhvanisu §anakaih paurakanya bhavanti.

Here is another poet:

Kante tatha katham api prathitam mrgaksya
caturyam uddhatamanobhavaya ratesu.

Tatkjitanyanuvadadbhir anekavaram
Sisyayitam grhakapotasatair yathasyah.

(Kasyapi, Saduktikarnamrta of Sridharadasa, Calcutta, 1965, pp- 299-300. Also dis
cussed in Sahityadarpana.)

Let us enjoy the beauties of another poetic gem:

Narair viphalajanmabhir giridarT na kim sevyate
na cec chravanagocaribhavati jatucij janmani.
Kapotaravamadhuriviracananukaradaro
ratasahakrSodarivacanakakurTtidhvanih.

(Samskrtasuktisagarah, Kasi, Akhila Bharattya Vikrama Parisad, Samvat 2014 V.
Sankalanakarta tatha anuvadaka, compiled and translated by Srf Narayana Svami.)

The compiler does not give his source, but translates the verse beautifully in Hindi as follo
ws!

Kabutaraki gutaragimkt mithasaka anukaranakaranevali, ratika pariSrama sahane
mem asamartha navelike prarthanase bhare hue vacanom ki dhvaniko jisane [jinho
mne] jivanamem kabhi nahTm suna una manusyom ka to janmaht vyartha hai. Ve

bhala parvataki kandaraom mem kyom nahtm cale jate?

Saduktikarnamrtam of Sridharadasa cites the above verse, "Narair viphalajanmabhir,” und
er "Kan hakiijitam” and ascribes it to "kasyapi.” It also gives the following verse:

Kante vicitrasuratakramabaddharage
sanketake'pi mrgasavakalocanayah.
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Tat kijitam kim api yena tadiyatalpam
nalpaih parftam anuSabditalavakaughaih.

For further enlightenment of Bh on 8:86, I would like to offer an extract from the Kama- st
tra of Vatsyayana, tr. by S. C. Upadhyaya (Bombay, Taraporevala, 1970, p. 121, Ch. 7):

Sttra 5.--virutani castau.

On the other hand, what results from intense passion and not pain, is "viruta"” or cooing, whi
ch is of eight kinds.

Satra 6: Hinkara-stanita-kajita-rudita-satkrta-datkrta-phttkrtani. [Only seven! Sitk
rta also?] (5) Kujita or cooing. . . .

Satra 8: Paravata-parabhrta-harita-Suka-madhukara-datytha-hamsa-karandava--vi
rutani sitkrta-bhuyisthani vikalpasah prayuiijita.

A woman may also imitate the shrieks and calls of doves, koels, pigeons. . . .
Satra 15: Tatrantarmukhena kiijitam phutkrtam ca. Tatra kijitam tat samvrtena ka
nthena. Kijatya- nenavyaktam Sabditam. Yadi vivrtena jihvamilena ca tat phutkrt

am (Vyakhya).

At such a time, the woman should alternately utter the cooing sound from inside her mouth
and the "fu-fu" sound. (The "fu-fu" sound is almost the opposite of the cooing sound, which
is usually done with the mouth kept open).

According to Apte, "Ratakiijitam” = "lustful or lascivious murmur." Thus it becomes
evident that this kan hadhvani was acquired through a voluntary learning process and was
not merely an involuntary expression of exhaustion or pain, etc.

Cf. Dandin:

Kalakvanitagarbhena kanthenaghtrniteksanah.
Paravatah paribhramya riramsu$ cumbati priyam.

(Kavyadarsa, ed. by Dharmendrakumara Gupta, Delhi, Mehar Chand Lacchmandas
, 1973, p. 85.)

This subject also brings the following verse to mind:

Sriparicayaj jada api bhavantyabhijfia vidagdhacaritanam.
Upadisati kamininam yauvanamada eva lalitani.

(quoted in Kavyaprakasa)
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I could go on and on. Here is another poetic gem on surata-kan ha-ruta, cited by Mammata
in his Kavyaprakas$a as an example of smarana alankara:

Nimnanabhikuharesu yad ambhah plavitam caladr§am laharibhih.
Tadbhavaih kuharutair natamadhyah smaritah suratakantharutanam (Jalhana 67:16

).
Suranaryah ityapi patho drs$yate.
Here is one more example of surata-kan ha-ruta. Sumukha says to Ravana,
Yantrmilapatir ayam ca tavatmajas ca
banotkaran vikirato racitandhakaran.
Te'nyonyakhandanavasad viphalibhavanti

ratyutsave badhirayor iva kanthanadah.

(Balaramayana of Rajasekhara, Anka 8, verse 44)

Bh refers to Shri Ramavatara Sarma as his "guruvaryanam.” It is unfortunate that his guru
did not teach him even the basic Sanskrit k@vyas. I don't know whether Bh has ever seen th
e following sadukti of Mahakavi Magha in Si§upalavadham:

Ratantare yatra grhantaresu vitardinirythavitankanidah.
Rutani §rnvan vayasam gano'nte-vasitvam apa sphutam angananam (3:55).

I find it difficult to leave the prakrta-prasarnga. 1 am reminded of one more poetic gem of o
ur own poet Bilhana:

Smaraprasastiprativastutam gatah salfladatythasamthanisvanah.
Bhavanti yatra ksanamatraviSrama pradayinah kantharavesu yositam (2:15).

The A MS. has "vibhrama.” 1too thought it to be preferable. But no, "visrama" is much be
tter.

Datyiiha-samitha-nisvanah give relief, even for a very short period, to yositam kan h
aravesu! We have seen this in India in Harikatha. The principal performer (singer) takes a
breather. The melody is continued by his associate. Then the lead singer picks up once ag
ain; so there is continuation on the same tala and laya!

Apparently Bh did not understand the poet here. For "kan haravesu" he says "bhasa
na-karyesu gitesu va." 1 wish he could tell us the significance of the word "ksana- matravisr
ama"! The komalangi gets tired by constantly making the sound; so the birds relieve her!
Bh concludes, "Tatratyanam narinam sabdo datyinhakiijitavan madhura iti vyajyate.” 1 geth
urt by the display of knowledge on the part of Bh. Truly it is said that arasikesu kavitvanive
danam Sirasi ma likha ma likha ma likha. In Hindi too we have a beautiful saying: "Bhains
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a ke age bina bajae bhainsa part pagurde,” "play vind in front of the she-buffalo; she will co
ntinue her munching"!

I have cited above the verse, "Narair viphalahanmabhir. . . ." 1t says, "Ratasaha- kr
Sodari-vacanakakuritidhvanih.” While Vatsyayana in his Kamagastra says that the sound is
generated by passion and not pain and that it is voluntary and made with special effort, "N
arair viphalajanmabhir” has a different interpretation. That idea is echoed in the following
verse:

Gadhalinganavamanikrtakucaprodbhinnaromodgama
sandrasneharasatirekavigalacchrimannitambambara.
Ma ma manada mati mam alam iti ksamaksarollapint
supta kim nu mrta nu kim manasi me 1ina vilina nu kim.

Let us now discuss the third carana of the above verse (Dolayam jaghanasthalena). Bilhan
a says,

Sparsah kantakakotibhih kutilaya lflavane nesyate (8:86.3).

Misra has really murdered the Sahitya-vidya-vadhii here while commenting on this kavi- va
canam. He says,

For isyate (of the MS. and edd.) "is desired", read anvesyate "is looked for": "the to
uch by the thorns is looked for by the tricky one", the idea being: that she enjoys th
e scratchings that would take place in passionate embracings. The mistake nesyate
(na-isyate) for 'nvesyate must, however, be old as the paraphrasing line in Sp. shows

" (p. 59).
The critic had already ordered earlier on pp. 15-16,

Instead of nesyate (na-isyate) "is not desired" pass. of anvesaya read anvesyate (anu-
isyate) "is looked for", cp. below Chap. III on 8.36 [sic., should be 8:86!]

I don't know whether this is a deliberate attempt on Misra's part to increase the bulk of his
book, or an unconscious display of his lack of knowledge. I also fail to understand how "an
u" + "isyate"” becomes "anvesyate”! "Anu” + "isyate” will turn into "anvisyate" and not "anv
esyate.” Cf. Anvisyan maranopayam duhkhat tatsainyalun hitah, 4:16. NRR adds, "Is Misra
so ignorant that he does not know the inevitability of yan here? Or, is he just care- less? S
houldn't he have said anu-esyate”?

Misra certainly crosses the limits of justice and decency when he calls "nesyate” a
mistake! He also calls it "old." The question is, how old? Misra does not give the age. Iti
s not only the J] MS., which antedates the year A.D. 1229, but also the Saduktikarnamrta (A
.D. 1205) has "nesyate” (= "is not desired, liked, or looked for").
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So, if I understand Mr. Misra correctly, the Purana Bilhana wrote "anvesyate”--that
was the original and correct reading. Someone at a later date, still in olden days, commit- t
ed a mistake and made it "nesyate,” so Mahakavi Bilhana had to appear on this earth once
again, after so many centuries, in the ndma and ripa of B. N. Misra to restore the original.

Let us resume our discussion of the current topic. The verse in reference appears in
Saduktikarnamrta as follows:

Dolayam jaghanasthalena calata loleksana lajjate

sajjam maugdhyavisarjanaya sutanoh §rngaramitram vayah.
Sparsah kantakakotibhih kutilaya lilavane nesyate

dhatte diksu nirtksanam smitamukhi paravatanam rutaih.

Incidentally I might add here that the transposition of padas 2 and 4 in Saduktikarnamrta ca
nnot be justified because "sajjam maugdhya-" is the conclusion, and it must come at the ver
y end. Sures Chandra Banerji, the editor of Saduktikarnamrta, traces this verse in other so

urces and anthologies (Spd 3278; Smv 51.14; V.C. VIII 86). In the footnotes he provides th
e following information:

a) Sp. valata for calata

b) This line, with vayah for vapuh, is the fourth line in Spd., V.C. [?], Smv., Spd. rea
d the second line thus: Sa [Sa] Sankam tanukan ha ["n a"?] kaksatabhiya kridavane
kridati. ["Ksata is a very fine word, which reminds me of "nakhaksata” and "dantak
sata"].

c) Ed. of Sarma lilavanau for vane. Spd. omits this line.

d) As pointed out above, Spd. and Smv. read (b) here. Sparavatinam for -vatanam
(b) and (d) are transposed in Ed.

Notwithstanding all the variant readings and transpositions of the lines, etc., there is not ev
en a single convincing reason to change "nesyate” to "anvesyate"! 1 simply fail to under- st
and what Misra means by "as the paraphrasing line in Sp. shows." I feel miserable thatIa
m not able to comprehend what Misra wants me to do.

The so-called paraphrasing line, as cited by Misra himself, reads,

Sasankam tanukantakaksatabhiya kridavane kridati.
The poet here says that "[sa] kridavane kridati” = "the lady does definitely play in the plea
sure garden," but sasarikam! Why? Tanukan akaksatabhiya. She plays in the pleasure gar

den, no doubt, but with caution and care, lest the thorns scratch her body. Those very scrat
ches are misunderstood for nakhaksatas!
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The words "sasankam” and "bhiya" are quite significant. Misra misses the essence
of all! Let it be emphasized that Mr. Misra goes against not only all the MSS. and all the e
ditions of the Vik., but also against those ancient anthologies which have exactly the same
readings that Vik. has; i.e., sparsah kan akako ibhih ku ilaya lilavane nesyate. And the othe
r anthologies, which contain "sasankam tanukan akaksatabhiya kridavane kridati,” do not le
nd any support to Misra's contention that "the reading ought to be changed to ‘anvesyate” is
"looked for" either!

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 or not.
Untill and unless a scholar is absolutely certain about the worthlessness of the original rea
ding and strongly feels that there is an unavoidable need for a substitution to make some se
nse out of a nonsensical reading, he does not have the right to make the substitut- ion. Misr
a might have concluded irretrievably that he was absolutely right, but what about his gurus
in Germany, if there were any?

I don't understand what is the gain of the nayika in wilfully getting scratched by thor
ns in the garden, unless she wants to invite trouble for herself unnecessarily! We have a be
autiful saying in Hindi: "A patthara mere paira para para.” "O stone, come and hit me on
my feet!" Misra would like to change the readings left and right, up and down, to suit the 1
ack of his understanding. So "/ilavane nesyate” becomes "lilavane’nvesyate.” No sahrdaya
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 for t
he scratchings (ksatas) received during the rati-krida, sexual play, not "passionate embraci
ngs" as Misra asks us to believe! She may enjoy the nakhaksata or dantaksata from her lov
er, but not kan aka-ksata from thorny bushes! And, by the way, where did Misra get the ide
a that "scratchings take place in passionate embracings"? Does he not know any differenc
e amongst the various components of ratikrida like alingana, cumbana, nakhaksata, and da
ntaksata, etc.? I am not sure whether he acquired proficiency in science or art.

Naturally Bh reads "kridavane nesyate,” but his cause is different. He wants us to b
elieve that the lady did not want to be scratched by the thorny bushes because they were pa
inful! So what? Every prick is painful. The lady did not want to be scratched, not be- caus
e of the potential pain, but because they were likely to be mistaken for the nakha-ksatas re
ceived during the ratikridaprasanga!

I do not know if our neo-expounders have come across the following sadukti:
Drstim he prative$ini ksanam ihapyasmadgrhe dasyasi

prayenasya $iSoh pita na virasah kaupir apah pasyati.
Ekakinyapi yami satvaram itas srotas tamalakulam

nirandhras tanum alikhantu jarathaccheda nalagranthayah.

And what about the following?
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Kasya va na bhavati roso drstva priyayah savranam adharam.
Sabhramarapadmaghrayini varitavame sahasvedanim (Kavyaprakasa).

& & *k

MISRA THE TRANSLATOR

Misra is equally adept in the art of translation. He translates the following verse be
autifully:

Mukhena lajjabhinayapragalbha ltlalavanyaficitakandharena.
PratyadiSantiva divi sphurantam anekadosopahatam mrgankam (9:53).

I wish Misra had attempted more translations of Bilhana. He translates "mukhena pratya-
disantt iva mrgankam” as "putting as it were the moon in its place by her face" (p. 26). I do
n't know how "pratydadis" could mean "to put someone in its place." And even if it meant th
at, what purpose would it serve?

According to Apte "pratyadis” means "to reject, discard, shun"; pratya- dis avisesam
andanavidhih,” "to repulse"; "pratyadidesainam abhasamand,” "to cast off, repudiate"; "ka
mam pratydadis am smarami na parigraham munes tanayam,” "to obscure, eclipse, defeat, th
row into the shade or background"; "pratyadisyanta iva me drs alaksyabhidah Sarah, raksag
rhagata dipah pratyddis a iva.” The term also means "conquer" or "overcome" by the same

authority of Apte. However, Bh correctly translates "pratyadisanti” as "tiraskurvanti” and
also cites Amara as his authority--pratyadeso nirakrtih. And the English translators B & G,
substituting word for word (maksikdasthane maksika), say,

"w,on

Skilled in the acting of bashfulness with her facel[,] she was as if repudiating [emph
asis added] the moon, disfigured with many blemishes, shining in the sky, with her n
eck curved playfully (B & G).

The Hindi translator of Bh renders this verse as follows:

Lajjako prakata karane mem pravina (vaha Candra- lekha) vilasa se thorT jhukat hu
T gardana se yukta mukha se [so he bypasses the problem of "yasya,” "yena,” or "ya
smin,” etc.] akasamem camakanevale, aneka dosom se nindya athava aneka ratriyo

m mem (krsnapaksa mem) kantihina, candrama ka tiraskara karatt hut prakata huf.

Howsoever poor the translation in Sanskrit, English, or Hindi may be, no one has missed th
e meaning the way Misra has. He has missed everything.

"Candrika" interpreted "l/ilalavanyaiicitakandharena" as follows: "lilaya lavena nyan

-cita vakrikrta kandhara yasya tena.” [l believe "yasya"” is wrong. It should be "yena.” The
face has turned the neck a little. When the face is turned, naturally the neck turns too.]
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Misra merely raises the question and 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 B
h says:

Lilaya vilasasya lavena leSena nyaficita vakrikrta kandhara griva yasmin tena muk
hena.

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 bhrantir mithyamatir bhramah. Undoubtedly, "to err is human." O
ur great nitikaras have already taught us,

Gacchatas skhalanam kvapi bhavatyeva pramadatah.

Those who ride horses are likely to fall sometimes. There is hardly any human being on th
is earth who could prove that he/she has never committed an error! As a rule, one should a
Iways be careful, lest one errs. However, one should be doubly careful when trying to find
fault with the work of others. Those who live in glass houses should never throw stones at

others.

Here is Misra's unusual power of perception:

Tayopadesah sa krtah kumaryam vrthagaman nica ivopakarah.
Premani janmantarasaficitani pradurbhavanti kvacid evam eva (9:92).

Misra expounds:

kumaryah, in second and third editions, conjectured [?] for kumdaryam, in the MS. an
d ed. pri is hardly correct. Kumaryam (loc.) is to be construed with agamat 9, like n
ice in the comparison: "the instruction went to the girl in vain, like a service [goes 1

n vain] to a vile one". For the thought compare: Bhasa, Carudatta, 1.19: Balacarit

a 1.15 (= Sudraka Mrcchakatika, 1, 34):

limpativa tamo'ngani varsativanjanam nabhah
asatpurusaseveva dys ir viphalatam gata

Bharavi, Kirat., 13.33:

upakara ivasati prayuktah sthitim aprapya myrge gatah prandasam
krtasaktir adhomukho gurutvdj janitavrida ivatmapaurusena (p. 16).
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9. Cp. Raghu. 6.66 . . . tadiyo lebhe antaram [!] cetasi nopadesah, "her instruction di
d not obtain a place in her mind" [Misra's footnote].

Let us see how the verse 9:92 reads both in B and N:

TayopadeSah sa krtah kumaryam [loc.] vrthagaman nica ivopakarah.
Premani janmantarasaficitani pradurbhavanti kvacid evam eva (9:92).

We read here "kumaryam"” (loc.) and not "kumaryah" (gen.) as alleged by Misra. Then how
did he read "kumaryah” (gen.) in the same verse? Well, he might have read the following
verse, which has "kumaryah” (gen.):

Pradar§ayamasa tatah kumaryah ksitiSam anyam pratihararakst.
Catanubandhe madhupanganayah mugdha madhusrir iva karnikaram (9:93).

So the word "kumaryah” (gen.) of verse 93 might have been read by Misra in verse 92! Thi
s entire discussion of Misra turns out to be jalatadanam.

The facts are as follows: The verse 9:92 does not have "kumaryah.” It has "kumar-
yam." Verse 9:93 does have "kumaryah,” which is correct in its own context. The variant r
eading "kumaryam"” of J and B, appearing at the bottom of page 100 of N, refers to 9:93 an
d not 9:92! The figure 2 appears as superscript on the word "kumaryah” of 93.1; 92.1 alrea
dy had "kumaryam.” There was no reason to change "kumaryam" into "kumaryam"! Note t
hat 92.1 reads "Tayopadesah sa krtah kumaryam,” and 93.1 reads "Pradarsayamasa tatah k
umaryah.” All this trouble arose, perhaps, because the two verses are in juxtaposition, one
after the other, and Misra was too anxious to find fault with his predecessors.

I can offer an explanation for Misra's performance. It may be a case of the play an
d display of the maxim of "mandikapluti,” "jumping of the frog"! Misra's eyes jumped fro
m one "kumaryam” to another "kumaryah.” He did not distinguish the two as separate word
s! The similarity of the form deceived him. Had he seen both the verses carefully and at t
he same time, he would have spared his readers a great deal of trouble as well as time and
energy, including me. Misra seems to be careless. I do not doubt Misra's correct reading o

f the verse 9:93 because on page 4 we find him discussing the same verse:

pradarsayam asa tatah kumaryah’? "then he [Who "he"? It should be "she," Mr. M
isra!] showed to the maiden."

Regarding the footnote, "kumaryah” is, Mr. Misra, a conjecture of ed. sec. In accordance w
ith the MS., Biihler has "kumaryam,” which is not construable.

*k % *

Here we have another demonstration of Misra's domineering wisdom:

Nirudhya randhram madhuptiritasya puspasya lobhad bhramaro'vatasthe.
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Anyena margena papus tad anye labdharjananam ayam eva margah (10:13).
Misra makes an unjust suggestion:

For labdharjananam. [!] "of those that have obtained acquisition", which doe
s not make sense in the context (labharjananam [sic] ayam eva margah, "this is the
way of those that have obtained acquisition"). ed. ter. conjectures: lubdhair janana
m, which seems better--as it is indeed a greedy bee that is spoken of in the verse--b
ut is difficult of [!] construction: "this is the way of people with the greedy". We sh
ould 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 re
ad: lubdharjananam ayam eva margah, "this is the way of the acquisitions (= thus it
goes with the acquisitions) of the greedy ones ... " (p. 16).

My text reads "labdharjananam ayam eva margah,” and so does J and B. However, J gloss
says "yata uparjakapumsah.” But "Candrika" suggests "lubdhair jananam ayam eva marga
h iti pa hah sadhiyan."”

Misra attributes the reading, "lubdhair jananam ayam eva margah,"” to ed. ter. (i.e.,
Bh). He knows that ed. ter. is "kavyarthacauryacaturah.” Bh never acknowledges any debt
to me. He takes "Caritacandrika" to be an ancient commentary antedating A.D. 1286; so
whatever is contained in "Caritacandrika" is Bh's own property! On p. 269, lines 24-25,1's
aid in MY "Caritacandrika," "Lubdhair jananam ayam eva margah iti pa hah sadhiyan"! 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, "Carita
candrika" was not even composed! As the printing of the text progressed, I wrote MY "Car
itacandrika." Otherwise "Candrika" would have appeared along with the text, at the botto
m, where it actually belongs. Itis a pdda- ippant and ought to have gone to the pada. It wa
s not possible for me to suggest the "conjectured" reading in the text part. My text accepts
what J states as far as the reading is concerned. The conjectured reading could be put only
in the footnote. Since there was no possibility of putting it on the same page under the text
as a footnote (pada- ippani), it had to be put in the "Caritacandrika," after the text was finis
hed.

However, Bh adopts the conjectured reading of "Candrika" (i.e., my reading) for his
text and relegates N's (and that of J too) reading "labdhdrjananam ayam eva margah” to th
e secondary position, downgrading it to his footnote. His words are "Labdharjananam aya
m eva margah pa ho’yam cintyah.” He does not give any credit to "Caritacandrika" or to m
e. He does not ascribe the "improved" reading to its true originator. He takes all the credit
to himself, to be appreciated by future scholars like Misra.

Let it be remembered that for reasons best known to him, Bh has assumed that "Can
drika" is an ancient commentary, composed even before A.D. 1286. I don't think such a gr
eat ancient scholar, an imaginative creation of Bh's fertile brain, if he has one, would say "i
ti pa hah sadhiyan.” His words would be bolder, much more assertive. Also the same glos
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s-writer won't have "yata uparjakapumsah,” which is the translation of "labdharjananam.”
In other words, the sense in the J gloss ("yata uparjakapumsah”) is not the same as suggeste
d in the conjectural reading of "Candrika." I am still not clear on this issue. However, Mis
ra, who does not have any doubt about anything, ever, recommends that the reading be cha
nged to "lubdharjananam ayam eva margah.”

It is interesting to observe that according to Misra, "labdharjananam” "does not mak
e any sense in the context." To him "lubdhair jananam” seems better, yet "it is diffi-cult of
[?] construction." So he recommends that we force Bilhana to speak the words "lubdharjan
anam ayam eva margah" because that would be "more conservative"! I don't know what is
meant here by the last word "conservative"! It is difficult to agree with Misra for various r
easons and on various grounds. He says, "We should expect rather a loc" (p. 16, 1.30). But
his suggested reading ends in "lubdharjananam.” 1 fail to understand how a word ending i
n "-nam"” could be called a locative! May be Misra's loc. ends in "-nam"! Probably he mea
nt "genitive."

And then Misra argues that "[b]esides the verse is concerned with bees, not with pe
ople." Evidently he had seen Bh, who says that here we have (the figure of speech called)
"arthantaranyasah.” It is true that the verse is concerned with bees, but only in the first thr
ee quarters. The fourth quarter is general (sadharana) and is appropriately concerned with
people! Whether the reading is accepted to be

a) labdharjananam ayam eva margah
b) lubdharjananam ayam eva margah
¢) lubdhair jananam ayam eva margah

the main theme ends with the third quarter. The fourth quarter is a generalization from the

preceding special situation (case). Our gkariksa is satisfied with the three quarters. The fo

urth quarter stands by itself. Even Misra uses the term "ones." I don't know if his "ones" re
fers to the people as well, or only to the "bees." In any case, he has missed the kavitantarg

atam kavitatatparyam. An example of the beautiful editorial work of Shri Nagaraja Rao! 1
had used the word "finished." His word is much more "satisfying"! How sincerely I wish h
e had finished what he had begun!

Misra may know what "arthantaranydsa” is. Here is its definition from Sahitya-dar
pana by Visvanatha Kaviraja:

Samanyam va viSesena viSesas tena va yadi.
Karyam ca karanenedam karyena ca samarthyate.

Sadharmyenetarenarthantaranyaso'stadha matah.

(Nar DillT: Panini, 1982. p. 579)
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It would have been much better if Misra had studied the basic, elementary texts in India its
elf and then proceeded to earn a Ph.D. in Germany, where his so called "advisors" and "ex
aminers" either did not read what he wrote or did not know any better! His so-called "flaw
less" dissertation was written in a German brand of English. Maybe his advisors had no kn
owledge of English at all!

As far as I am concerned, the problem still remains unresolved! There are three po
ssible readings as shown above. I still maintain that "lubdhair jananam ayam eva margah"
is the most appropriate reading, "yata uparjakapumsah” of J gloss notwithstanding. Let us
hear what the poet wants to say:

The flower is brimming--really brimming, overflowing with honey. But the
bee is too greedy. Neither does it drink itself; nor does it allow others to enjoy the d
rink. It covers the opening, obstructs the path, and stays right there, totally tight.

Now the other bees could not tolerate this disgusting situation. They found a
nother opening and drank all the honey while this greedy one kept on believing that
all the honey was safely preserved. This is all prakrta, the true situation, a stateme

nt of facts.

Let us pay special attention to the repetition of the word "marga,” and also consider
the style of composition (racandsaili) of the poet. We have "lobhat” in the prakrta. It will
be much more pleasant and appealing to have "lubdhaih” in the concluding sentence. Not
only does "madrga” mean "opening," it also means "way," a way most appropriate and prud
ent way to deal with cunning and greedy people.

& % *

Once again we see here Misra's fantastic flights of imagination:

Tavangavallikusumair vilasair avaimi kamo hriyamananetrah.
Caitrarpitam naitanam astrajatam sandhatukamo'pi na sandadhati (10:27).

Misra says:

vilasa- (vi- las with ghari), used as an adjective (ed. ter., comm.; vilasair vilasayuktai
h) 1s hardly possible. Read perhaps for vildsair rather vikalair:

tavangavallikusumair vilasair ] avaimi kamo hriyamananetrah
caitrarpitam niitanam astrajatam samdhatukamo'pi na samdadhati

"God Kama, whose eyes, I think, are robbed, (forcibly taken) by the timeless
(vikala) flowers (= flowers that know no season) of the liana that is your body, does
not place on his bowstring the new arsenal of arrows [i.e., flowers] offered by the
season Caitra, though he is wishing to do so" (p. 17).
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I don't know how "vikala" could mean "[flowers] that know no season"! It is not sarvakadla
or sarvartu.

Let us examine what Bh has to say on this point that led Mr. Misra astray, if it did a
t all. Misra is confused.

Tava Candralekhayah vilasaih vilasayuktaih [,] anganyeva vallyo latah tasa
m kusumani puspani taih [,] athava latasthanapanna Sarirayastih kusumasthane'nga
ni.

I do not think Bh understood what Bilhana wanted to say here! He translates "vilasaih” as
"vilasayuktaih.” Misra finds fault with him, which is justifiable. However, Misra misleads
his readers by suggesting an "improved" reading. His suggestion to read "vikalaih" is as un
acceptable to me as any that [ have found in his entire product of "investigations."

It is obvious that Bh totally overlooks "“vilasah" as substantive. What he says does n
ot make much sense to me. At the end he says, "Tavangavallikusumair [!] eva kamasya Sar
asandhanahetukam karyam krtam iti bhavah.” 1don't know how Bh could grow flowers in o
r produce them from the body (assemblage of limbs) of Candaladevi!

Banerji and Gupta provide only a glimmering lamp to show the proper path to our n
eo-expounders. However, no one seems to use that lamp. B and G say,

I think, Cupid, with his eyes attracted by the dalliances [vilasaih] in the sh
ape 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 (arro
ws of flowers) 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 thos
e arrows at his targets; yet when he sees the vildsas of Candaladevi, which are equa
ted with the flowers, blossoming forth from the creeper of [that is] the body of Cand
aladevi, he gets so enamoured by them that he finds no enthusiasm to use those arr
ows (which are traditional). The vilasas of Candaladevi are much more attractive,
bewitching, effective, and superior as compared to all the arsenal of the Spring Sea
son.

Truly speaking it is very difficult, almost impossible, to translate impregnated words of gre
at poets like Bilhana in a language which is still foreign to me. To substitute words for wor
ds following the principle of maksikasthane maksika can be done, but to bring out the real m
eaning of Bilhana using the English language is an extremely difficult task indeed for me.
Every word of Bilhana is enriched with pregnant meaning: hriyamdananetrah niitanam astra
jatam sandhatukamah api na sandadhati! The beauties of poetry can be appreciated only th
rough the feelings of one's heart. Kavyartha-bhavana-paripakva-buddhi-vibhava-matra-ved
yam is the kavikarma and kavimarma!
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The poet says:

I (Vikramankadeva) imagine that Kama is getting so enchanted, enamoured,
and overwhelmed (his eyes getting . . . ) by your (Candaladevt's) vildsas (amorous
gestures), which are as if the flowers of your body-creeper (limbs, which are like cr
eepers) that he does not want to aim at his targets the new assemblage of the arms (
arrows) provided by Caitra (the Spring Season), although he would very much like t
o do so. The essence is: The vilasas of Candaladevi are much more charming (and
so generating Kama) than the traditional arrows (flowers) of Kama.

This is what the poet wants to convey. The above translation is put forth here with all due
apologies to the great poet, because it still does not convey the full meaning.

Let us see what "vilasa" 1s. "Vilasa" as defined by ViSvanatha Kaviraja in his Sahit
yadarpana is

Yanasthanasanadinam mukhanetradikarmanam.
Visesas tu vilasah syad istasandarSanadina.

Here is an example:
Atrantare kim api vagvibhavativrtta-
vaicitryam ullasitavibhramam ayataksyah.
Tad bhurisattvikavikaram apastadhairyam
acaryakam vijayi manmatham avir asit.
According to Hemacandra,

Li1la vilaso vicchittir vibbokah kilakificitam. 507

Mottayitam kuttamitam lalitam vihrtam tatha.
Vibhramas cetyalankarah strinam svabhavika dasa. 508

(Kavyanus$asana)

So "vilasa" is one of the ten natural ornaments--embellishments of the women. "Vildsa" is
a basic quality of "vilasini.” Itis a syngarabhavaja kriya. Let us see what Amara says:

Strinam vilasavibboka vibhrama lalitam tatha.
Hela Itletyamt havah kriyah srngarabhavajah.

Ramasrami comments on the above:

Srngarad ratyadeh bhavan manovikarac ca jatah (strtnam) kriyas cesta alankara- kh
ya vilasadika hava-S§abdavacyah.
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Let it be noted that "vilasa” leads the above enumeration of the syrigarabhavaja kriya. Her
e is another authoritative statement defining "vilasa” as presented in Ramasrami:

Vilaso'nge viSeso yah priyaptavasanadisu.
Vilaso havabhede syal ITlayam api pumsyayam.

Tatra priyasamipagamane yah sthanasanagamana- vilokitesu vikaro'kasmac ca kro
dhasmitacamatkaramukha- viklavanam sa vilasah.

I am reminded of a subhasita where kavikulaguru Kalidasa has been equated with kavita-k
amini-vilasa:

Yasya$ Cora$ cikuranikarah karnaptiro Maytro
Bhaso hasah kavikulaguruh Kalidaso vilasah.

Harso harso hrdayavasatih paficabanas tu Banah
kesam naisa kathaya kavitakamint kautukaya.

One more example may be cited for "vildsa":
Dvaropantanirantare mayi taya saundaryasaraS$riya
prollasyoruyugam parasparasamasaktam samasaditam.
Anttam puratah Sirom$ukam adhah ksipte cale locane

vacas tatra nivaritam prasaranam sankocite dorlate.

(Subhasitaratnabhandagara, Bombay, 1952, p. 304)

Bilhana uses this word ("vildsa") quite frequently:

Vilasadolaphalake 7:19

Vilasadolayita 2:4

Vilasavidyadhara  9:129

Vilasayuddhena 10:73

Vilasinam 7:47

Vilasintnam kusumo 10:60
All the above verses begin with the word "vildsa”; so they are in a way pratika-slokas. The
re would be scores of verses where Bilhana has used the word "vildsa,” but, of course, not i

n the beginning. For example:

Vijrmbhamanesvatha paficabana-kodandasifijaghanagarjitesu.
VilasinT manasam avivesa sa rajahamsiva nare$varasya (9:1).

and also
Vilasacapah

Vilasadhanva dhanur acakarsa (9:5).
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Tesam prasanno hi vilasabanah (10:24).
Sobhante sma vilasakuntalalatah (10:91).

Iyam vilasadrumadohadasrir

iyam sudha yauvanadugdhasindhoh.
Lavanyamanikyarucicchateyam

iyam manahkarmanactrnamustih (9:69).

Bilhana exemplifies the word "vildasa" beautifully many times in padyas 11-18 of sarga 6 a
nd padyas 2-33 of sarga 12. Also see 9:73 and 9:74:

Iyam mayi nyasyati netramalam

muhuh sakhinam kimapi bruvana.
Satyaiva sa'bhiidanuragavartta

cirat prasanno bhagavan anangah (9:73).

Jaghana padena sakhim sakhelam
akrsya haram muhur amumoca.
Sa dar§ane Kuntalaparthivasya
na karita kim makaradhvajena (9:74).

I don't know whether Bh understood the compound word "vilasabanah” in 10:24. He merel
y translates "vilasabanah" as "kamah.” 1 am not sure if he knows the analysis, "vigraha"--h
ow "vilasabanah" is "kamah"--strinam vilasa eva banah yasya--sah.

Misra asks us to discard "vildasaih" and accept his "vikalaih”! This is one of the mos
t undesirable attempts on the part of Misra. Discussing the performance of Biihler, I previo
usly wrote, "Itihasdacaryasya Da Byuhlara [Biihler] mahodayasya jiianarasau aitihdsiko'msa
h sahityamsam niinam atyaseta.” 1 am unable to decide whether Misra's performance deser
ves 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 "vilasaih” with "vikalaih," to throw away
cintamani (wish-gem) and pick up mrllos a (sod of dirt)! "Vilasaih" is the prakrta, i.e., upa
meya. "Kusumaih" is the aprakrta, or upamana. "Vilasaih" is the heart (true harda) of this
kavindrokti. To throw it away will mean total destruction. There will be nothing left; it wil
1 be a dead body without a soul!

Misra knows that "vilasah” means "playful behaviour of the beautiful women" (see
his comments on 6:19, p. 11), and that this word could be a substantive (noun) too--here kar
ta of abhavat. Yeton p. 17 in rejecting Bh's interpretation he reacts as if it can be only a vi
Sesana, i.e., adjective. As argued by Mister Misra, it may be "impossible" to interpret "vila
saih” here as an adjective, but I don't understand why it could not have been "thought of" (
Misra's favorite expression) as a noun!
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Bh has equally failed. He has totally missed the essence and spirit of the poet's ukti
. "Vilasaih" is not "vilasayuktaih.” It is not a visesana (adjective). It is a visesya (substanti
ve noun). Bh reminds me of an age-old saying: "Svayam nas ah paran nasayati.” He hims
elf did not understand the true meaning and he misled Misra, if he did at all. Of course, Mi
sra's capacity to understand is limited anyway, especially when he does not want to underst
and. Flowers don't grow in the body (argavalli) of the beloved lady. Her body is the abode
of vilasah. Here vilasah are identified with kusumani. It is unfortunate that neither of thes
e two neo-expounders cared to see "Caritacandrika," which says, "[A]nganyeva valli tasyah
kusumaih vilasaih--abhedah’”.

So far we have come across only three vrttis (or the power of a word to express the
meaning). They are abhidha, laksanad, and vyanjana--tisrah Sabdasya vrttayah (or Sakta- ya
h). Now we are learning for the first time of a new vrtti, a new Sakti, the fourth one. Itisc
alled "Misra- sakti,” the power of Misra to force a word to yield any meaning he dictates.
He asks us to believe that "vikalah" can mean "timeless." He did not give the prakrti- prat
yaya-vibhdga or vyutpatti (derivation) of the word. Dictionaries (Misra's lexica) tell us that
"vikalah" (viruddhah kalah) stands for "evening, evening twilight, the close of day; imprope
r [emphasis added] time, unseasonable hour."

Probably Misra wants to make this word ("vikalah”) a compound word (maybe a ba
huvrihi) and have the vigraha something like vigatah kalo yesam tani. Our pirvdacaryas hav
e instructed us, "Jivatkaver asayo na varnaniyah.” 1hesitate to put my own words (interpre
tations) into Mr. Misra's mouth. I only wish he had explained the word fully and systematic
ally to avoid any unintentional misinterpretation. The specific word Misra wants to stand f
or "timeless" can also mean "worn-out," "withered," or (in the case of flowers) "whose seas
on 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. Bilhana dwells on "vildsa” in as many as eight verses. Th
e description begins with "Samajani kalamekhalakalapa” (6:11) and is carried up to "abhav

ad anangavilobhano vilasah" (6:18). Also, verses 2-33 of canto 12 beginning with

Asmin ksane Kuntalaparthivasya prave§am akarnya purangananam.
Asan vilasavratadiksitanam smaropadistani vicestitani (12:2).

and going up to

Drsam bhr§am kamavasikrtanam kasyascid alokanakautikinyah.
Karnavatamse ca nijafcale ca gatagatam yojanamatram asit (12:33).

tell us what the "vilasas” are, provided we keep our eyes open and our minds receptive.
In response to the performance of Bh I can only say, "To err is human." But when I

see a "doctor" behave in this way, I don't know what to say; the words fail me! Te ke na ja
nimahe. Also
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Saraso viparita$ cet sarasatvam na muficati.
Saksara viparitas cet. . . .

I do not understand why Bh had to substitute "vildsaih" (substantive) with "vilasayuktaih” (a
djective). And the question is, does he have any grammatical authority to do so? Thisis a
part from the fact that in a varayatra, (marriage procession of the bridegroom) he cuts off th
e head of the bridegroom himself!

& & *k

MISRA'S BALACAPALAM
Bilhana says,

Satritabhisaranah pranayinyah kantasangamam avighnam avapuh.
Phitkrtaih pathi nivaritadipas capalam jayati paficasarasya (11:23).

Commenting on the above verse Misra says,

nivaritadipah: here nivarita-; [!] "kept off" does not yeild /[sic] the sense pr
asanta, "extinguished" (ed. ter., comm.). I would suggest, in the light of the context
, reading nirvapita-, "extinguished", and thus render: "lamps were extin- guished [b
y the women . . . ]". For capalam (all edd.) in d read caturam, which suits well, sinc
e god Kama's action of procuring a love meeting without obstacles is one of "clever
ness" (catura) and not of "fickleness" (capala) (p. 17).

Let us discuss Misra's "capalam” first: What Misra displays here is not true scholarship. N
o doubt "capalam” means "fickleness," but it also means "mobility" and "swiftness" (beside
s "fickleness"). In fact Monier-Williams lists the meanings in this order, i.e., "mobility" an

d "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 "cdpalam” in the following order: 1) "quick
motion, swiftness," 2) "fickleness. ... " I don't know how Misra concluded that the action i
nvolved here was born out of "cleverness"! Even Misra's own word, "clever," can mean s
howing skill or resourcefulness, often with physical dexterity."

The Hindi commentary of Bh has done a good job here. It says,

Kamadeva maharaja [?] k1 spharti ki [?] baliharT hai arthat kamabhibhita h
one para striyom me jo svabhavika Sighrataptirvaka apana karya sampadana karan
ekt buddhi utpanna ho jatt hai vaha prasamsaniya hai.

Once again Misra shows his lack of appreciation of the beauties of the poetic muse by reco

mmending the substitution of "capalam” for "caturam.” The matter of the fact is that "carur
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am” is not grammatically correct at all because "catura” is not included in "yuvadi.” The ru
le that gives us forms like "capala” is "Hayanantayuvadibhyo'n” (Pan. 5-1-130). Since this i
s not applicable to "cdatura,” Misra's suggestion will be an attempt to make Bilhana violate
Sanskrit grammar, which I cannot endorse. "Caturyam” is the right form, e.g., "vicaracatur
yam apakaroti tatasya bhiiyan mayi paksapatah” (3.35) and "caturyam acamati Mandaradre
h" (9.119). Once again I would like to point out that this is the usual kind of capalam of Mi
sra. He cites a meaning given by Bh, which may be wrong, but then jumps to conclusions a
nd asks us to amend the reading.

Many times I have wondered whether it is even appropriate for me to comment on t
he unsound suggestions of Misra. In order to get his wrong suggestions implemented, he wi
1l have to write his own Science of Prosody (Chandahsastram). Misra would like to read "n
irvapita.” 1believe Misra knows that the present verse is composed in svdgata metre, the d
efinition of which is "svagata ranabhagair gurund ca.” Here is the setting:

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
guru laghu guru laghu laghu laghu guru laghu laghu guru guru

S 1 S 1 1 1 S 1 1 S S
pht  tkr taith pa thi ni va ri ta dt pah

I also believe that Misra knows that a laghu aksara, preceding a samyukta-aksara (conjunct
consonant) becomes dirgha (i.e., long) by the rule "samyuktadyam dirgham.” So "rva” will
make "ni" as dirgha, which will destroy the life of the metre! Besides "nivarita” can easil
y mean "eliminated, put off, stopped, withheld, suppressed, removed"; so we don't have to

change it into "nirvapita.” The question is, does Misra have the authority to declare that "k
eeping off" is the only meaning of "nivarita"?

We have seen Misra's way of emending where the metre itself dictates the compos-
ition in a specific way in terms of a letter being /aghu or guru. 1 don't know to what extent
the Vikramankadevacarita would have been changed by Misra if there had been no res- tri
ctions imposed by the chandahsastra and no dangers of chandobhangadosa in following Mi
Sramarga; in other words, if Vikramankadevacarita had been a gadya-kavya and not a pady
a-kavya! 1don't know why Misra forgets here his own high-sounding statement on metri ca
usa! (See his remarks regarding 9.41d on p. 16.)

& & *

BHARADVAJ SHOWS THE LIMITS OF HIS LIMITED KNOWLEDGE

I am obliged to say something quite frank--though not very pleasant--relative to Bh'
s comment on the following verse:

Banah Svetamaytkhasanakasanaksunnah ksanat kunthatam

yatas tyaktanayasu yasu nihitah paficapi paficesuna.
Uttamsotpalapallave'pi patite daivat purah padayoh
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kanthaslesakathorakautukarasas tisthanti tah kaminam (11:90).

This is one more case that demonstrates how little Bh understood Bilhana's central ideas.
He proves the truth of the saying "a little knowledge is a dangerous thing." As is usual wit
h him, he has totally missed the true meaning!

In my "Caritacandrika," I have clearly shown how this verse is to be interpreted: "P
allavapatanam atra sas ha upayo rasantaram va.” But our great "vidyavagisa” Bh does not
pay any attention to what "Caritacandrika" says. He provides his own independent interpre
tation. Well, he too has his own power of imagination and the right to exercise it. Bh trans
lates the related passage as follows:

Tah maninyah daivad durdaivad abhagyad ityarthah.

This is all undesirable. No sensible sahrdaya will ever accept it. "Daivad” does not mean
here "bad luck"; it means "by chance," or even "luckily," exactly the opposite of what Bh i
ntends to say. It also means "accidentally." Perhaps Bh did not recall the following enume
ration of Amara: "Daivam dis am bhagadheyam bhdagyam stri niyatir vidhih.” Bh comment
s, "Padayoh caranayoh puro’gre uttamsarupa abhiisanarvipah kamina dharitah ityarthah.” T
his is not true. The leaf of the blue lotus was worn as an ornament by the beloved lady and
not by the lover (man). I am not sure whether I am reproducing the idea of Bh correctly.
Sincerely, I am not able to understand what Bh wants to say here. Here are his words:

Utpalapallavah kamalapatram tasmin patite'pi [!] pranatisamaye karnadi- st
hanat patite'pi, [I don't know why our "vidyavagissa” has to repeat the same word!]
kaminam kama -piditanam patinam kanthaslese kanthalingane kathoro manadhara
ne [!] drdhah kautukasya kutihalasya rasah asvado yasu tah satyah tisthanti. Na ke
napi prakarena manam utsrjya kamijanapriyam ??7?

The facts here are as follows: The first five weapons have already failed. Perhaps this is t
he significance of the phrase "paricapi panicesuna.” The sama, bheda, dana, and nati all ha
ve been tried, but all have failed. They all went in vain. The lover also had been practicin
g "upeksa,” 1.e., indifference. The whole night has passed, and still the beloved lady is not
pleased. She is not yet reconciled. I am reminded here of another sadukti of a great poet:

Gatapraya ratrih kr§atanu $as$T §Tryata iva
pradipo'yam nidravasam upagato ghtirnata iva.
Pranamanto manas tyajasi na tathapi krudham aho
kucapratyasattya hrdayam api te candi kathinam.

In this verse "pranamanto manah” is quite significant. In our verse, too, the dawn has al- m
ost broken. Now it is very close to the morning. All the expedients, all the efforts, all the i
nstruments have been tried but failed. There is no question of the lover bowing down any
more. He had already fallen down at her feet. But she did not give up her mana. 1 would 1
ike to declare with all the vehemence at my command, even at the risk of being repetitive,
that the lover has tried every possible means, including, of course, "pranati.”
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Bh translates "ka horo as manadhdrane drdhah.” 1 don't know how this can be conn
ected with "kautukarasa.” "Kathora" here does not mean "stiff" or "hard," but "full-grown,
" "mature," or "well-developed." For example, "kathoragarbham Janakim.” Do we transla
te this as having a "stiff" embryo?

Bh concludes, "Na kenapi prakarena manam utsyjya kamijanapriyam kurvanti iti bha
vah." If we accept this view, then the question arises, how do we interpret the first two qua

rters of the verse? What is the significance of "yatas tyaktanayasu”? And also the ultimate
end will be "viprayoga" and not "samyoga."

Many a time Bh takes undue liberty and reduces a perfectly sensible sadukti into ab
ject nonsense. In the verse under discussion, the poet says "uttamsotpalapallave api patite.
" Bh turns the ukti around and makes it "uttamsotpalapallave patite api.” Thus he shows on
ce again that he misses the meaning intended by the poet. He believes in manahpiitam sam
dcaret.

The poet says "daivat.” He means "luckily." Bh turns it around and makes it "dur-
daivat abhagyad ityarthah.” Certainly it was a durdaiva of Bilhana that a commentator [!] [
tormetor?] like Bh used his pen (worse than a poisoned sword) on him and tormented all of
us time and again!

Let us seek the support of some higher authority in Sahityasastra; DaSartipa of Dha
nafijaya says,

Samadau tu pariksine syad upeksa'vadhiranam.
Rabhasatrasaharsadeh kopabhramso rasantaram.

Of these [expedients], Concilliation [is the use of] endearing words; Dissension, the
winning over of her friends; Gift-giving, (regarding ["regaining"?] her favour) unde
r pretext of [giving her] ornaments and the like; Humility, falling at her feet. When
Conciliation and the other [expedients] have been exhausted, [then] Indifference--[t
hat is], disregard [of her]--may be [employed]. Diversion is the interruption of ange
r through impetuosity, fear, joy, or the like (4.67, p.59, 60; H. 54 b.c, 55). Strinam 1r
syakrto manah kopo'nyasangini priye.

Srute va'numite drste. . . .

The Resentment arising in [a state of] jealousy is anger on the part of wome
n when their lover is heard, inferred, or seen [to be devoted to another] (68, p. 61; H
. 56).

Yathottaram guruh sadbhir upayais tam upacaret.
Samna bhedena danena natyupeksarasantaraih.
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The loved one (guru) [?] may remedy this [resentment or estrangement?] by
six expedients [employed] in proper succession: Conciliation (saman), Dissension (
bheda), Gift-giving (dana), Humility (nati), Indifference (upeksa), and Diversion (ra
santara).

"Guruh" is not to be interpreted here as "the loved one (guru).” "Guruh" does not refer to t
he lover. One cannot have rati with the guru. "Guruh” is not the karta of updacaret. It refer
s to "kopah” (anger). The anger grows in intensity and volume gradually. Yathottaram kra

masah, guruh gahanah (manah), high in degree, vehement, violent. However, "yathottaram
" can also be interpreted as "in succession." Cf. Tadbhangaya patih kuryat sadupayan iti kr

amat. 1 would like to call such foreign writers "kosapanditas”--dictionary scholars!

Notes: The term rasantara signifies [substitution of] another emotion and co
nsequently indicates the diversion from resentment effected by such substitut- ion6
9. (p. 62-64a; H. 57,58).

Tatra priyavacah sama bhedas tatsakhyuparjanam.
Danam vyajena bhiisadeh padyoh patanam natih.

Similar ideas have been expressed by Saradatanaya in his Bhavaprakasa (IV Adhi-
karana).

(tr. by George C. O. Haas, New York, 1965, pp. 136-37)

Let us resume our discussion. "Prakrtam anusaramah. Yasu nihitah paricapi
panicesuna” (11:90). If all those severe weapons have already failed, then what is sur- prisi
ng if the very tender leaf of lotus fails? Bilhana has already expressed similar ideas elsew
here:

Ye kunthikrtavallabhapranatayah Sastrair anangasya ye
na praptas ca nisithinipatikaraih Saithilyavithim api.
Te nihSankavitankatalutumulaprotaplutaplavitais-
chinnah kukkutakjitair mrgadr§$am managrahagranthayah (11:83).

This verse brings forth ideas similar to those expressed in 11:90. Here, a simple, ordinary i
nstrument, of course, seemingly worked where great, fierce weapons had failed! Why? Be
cause it is the dawn. If the beloved (lady) does not still get reconciled, she will have to suff

er for the entire day? And who knows if the lover will visit her again the following evening
!

Bilhana sings the same melodious song once again, though in a different way. This
is what he says:
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Utthaya manyuvasata$ calitum pravrttah
karpnam gate jhatiti kukkutakanthanade.
Kificit ksutadinibhamatram udirya naryah.
praneSakeliSayanesu punah patanti (11:93).

This kavindrokti is also misunderstood and consequently misinterpreted by Bh. He says,

Kukkutanam kanthanade karnam gate Srotram prapte sati [absolute locative, or sati
saptami] manyuvasatah krodhavasatah jhatiti Sighram utthaya Sayyam parityajya c
alitum gantum pravrtta udyukta naryah kificit ksutadinibhamatram udirya pranesa-

keliSayanesu punah patanti.

This is a murder of Sahitya-vidya-vadhii. Bh expects us to believe that the women first hea
rd the kukku akan handda, then they were angered because they had to leave, then they sta
rted to leave, then they pretended to sneeze, etc., and finally they came back to the bed of t
he lover! This is all unacceptable. The poet says,

Utthaya manyuvasata$ calitum pravrttah
karnam gate jhatiti kukkutakanthanade.

Bh affects the transposition of the first two caranas; he changes their respective order. Bh
makes Bilhana say,

Karnam gate jhatiti kukkutakanthanade
utthaya manyuvasata$ calitum pravrttah [!].

I would like Bharadvaja Mahasaya to know that the ladies were angry, not because they w
ere forced to leave on account of the morning (the day had dawned), but becaues their man
yu (kopa) was generated out of pranaya-kalaha or irsya. The facts are as follows: The lad
ies get up; they begin to leave. Their going was caused by mana. But they hear the kukku
akan handada. They had no idea what the time was when they had started to leave! But the
n they realized that the day had already dawned; it was already daybreak! So it was not pr
oper for them to leave. There was no more time left to while away. If they wanted to enjo
y the remaining hours, rather minutes, they must go back to their lovers. Otherwise they w
ould have to suffer for the whole day; so they had to come back! But if they came back out
of their own accord, 1.e., voluntarily and without any anunaya on the part of the lover, they
would degrade themselves in the eyes of their lovers, who would very well say, "Well, you
left with such arrogance! Why did you come back? I did not implore you to come back."
Thus their pride would be further injured. It would be ksate ksaram, insult added to injury.
So they wanted to show some pretext. And consequently they sneezed, or pretended that s
omeone else had sneezed. So it was an apasakuna, an ill omen. They could not go away at
such an inauspicious moment; so they had to come back.

Bh may not remember that when a married woman, say, a member of a joint Hindu
family system, is forced to leave the ranga-mahal because of her duty, she does not have a
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ny excuse (she cannot make any excuse) and she would not come back to her husband's be
d even if someone sneezes. Here the poet clearly states "Kificit ksutadinibhamatram”! Ma
rk the word "nibhamatram.”

Bh confirms his lack of appreciation through the Hindi translation:

Murge ke (pratah kalina) Sabda ke sunaf parane para (patise alaga hona pad
a raha hai) isa krodha se, jaldi uthakara jati hut kaminiyam kucha chimka adi apas
akuna sticaka bata ka bahana karake arthat kisT apasakuna matra ka namo- llekha
karake patiki kridasayyaom para phira se leta jatt haim.

The Hindi translator, too, misses the true hdrda of the poet. I repeat because dvir baddham
subaddham bhavati. The women did not get up and start to go after they had heard the cro
wing of the cocks; they started first. They would have waited for their lovers to come and
persuade them to come back to the bed. Then alone they would have gone to the pranesak
elisayana. But as it happened, the cocks crowed! It was already the dawn. There wasno t
ime left for any more pranaya-kalaha or rati-kopa. They were not angry, let it be emphasiz
ed, because they had to leave. They were angry because of some fault on the part of their
lovers, like gotraskhalana. The translation as rendered by Bh and quoted above would sug
gest the word "duhkha” rather than "manyu.” 1f the women were forced to leave the beds o
f 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--"chinnah kukkutakiijitair mrgadrsam managrahagranthayah."”

It is unfortunate that commentators like Bh do not understand the kavivacanam, pre-
gnant with super ideas, and mislead all the future generations of their readers. Bilhana ha
d already anticipated such wrong-doings by irresponsible neo-expounders like Bh when he
said, "Kurvantu Sesah Sukavakyapa 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 prasade ca dadhanah pariptirnatam.
Ayamavatyo yaminyah kamininam mude'bhavan (16:6).

Let us study some relevant passages from the Sahityadarpana of Vi§vanatha Kaviraja: Wh
at is ratikopa? What is prasada? What is the significance of the word "ayamavatyah"?

Atra Sahityadarpane trtiyah Paricchedah.
Atha manah:

Manah kopah sa tu dvedha pranayersyasamudbhavah.
Dvayoh pranayamanah syat pramode sumahatyapi. 198
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Premnah kutilagamitvat kopo yah karanam vina.

Dvayor iti nayakasya nayikayas ca ubhayo§ ca pranayamano varnaniyah. U
daharanam. Tatra nayakasya yatha:

Alikaprasupta nimilitaksa dehi subhaga mama avakasam.
Gandaparicumbanapulakitanga na punah cirayisyami (Chaya).

Nayikaya yatha Kumarasambhave sandhyavarnanavasare.
Ubhayor yatha:

Pranayakupitayor dvayor api alikaprasuptayor maninoh.
Niscalaniruddhanih$vasa-dattakarnayoh ko mallah (Chaya).

Anunayaparyantasahatve tvasya na vipralambhabhedata, kintu sambhogasa
f-caryakhyabhavatvam. Yatha

Bhriibhange racite'pi drstir adhikam sotkantham udviksate
ruddhayam api vaci sasmitam idam dagdhananam jayate.
KarkaSyam gamite'pi cetasi tanli romaficam alambate
drste nirvahanam bhavisyati katham manasya tasmifi jane.

Yatha va
Ekasmin Sayane paranmukhataya vitottaram tamyator
anyonyasya hrdi sthite'pyanunaye samraksator gauravam.
Dampatyoh Sanakair apangavalanan misribhavaccaksusor
bhagno manakalih sahasarabhasavyasaktakanthagrahah.

Patyur anyapriyasange drste'thanumite Srute. 199

Irsyamano bhavet strinam tatra tvanumitis tridha.
Utsvapnayitabhoganka-gotraskhalanasambhava. 200

Tatra drste yatha

Vinayati sudr$o drSoh paragam pranayini kausumam anananilena.
Tadahitayuvater abhiksnam aksnor dvayam api rosarajobhirapupitre.

Sambhogacihnenanumite yatha
Navanakhapadam angam gopayasyams$ukena
sthagayasi punar ostham panina dantadastam.

PratidiSam aparastrisangasamsT visarpan
navaparimalagandhah kena Sakyo varftum.
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Evam anyatra

Sama bhedo'tha danam ca natyupekse rasantaram.
Tadbhangaya patih kuryat sadupayan iti kramat. 201

Tatra priyavacah sama bhedas tatsakhyuparjanam.
Danam vyajena bhiisadeh padyoh patanam natih. 202

Samadau tu pariksine syad upeksavadhiranam.
Rabhasatrasaharsadeh kopabhrams$o rasantaram. 203

Yatha

No catusravanam krtam ityadi.
Atra samadayah pafica siicitah. Rasantaram thyam.

Catukaram api prana-natham rosad apasya ya.
Pascattapam avapnoti kalahantarita tu sa (82, source same).

Yatha mama tatapadanam:

No catusravanam krtam [sama] na ca dr§a haro'ntike viksitah [danam]
kantasya priyahetavo nijasakhivaco'pi durikrtah [bhedah].

Padante vinipatya [natih] tatksanam asau gacchan [upeksa] maya miidhaya
panibhyam avarudhya hanta sahasa kanthe katham narpitah.

Here (in this last verse) we have examples of all the first five expedients. There was no ra
santaram; so there was no reconciliation. The lover left absolutely. He would not return!
Now the beloved lady has merely to repent; so the sambhoga Sriigara was not continued. S
he is now kalahantarita. There is the vipralambha or viyoga.

The following sadukti will also be relevant:

Caranapatanapratyakhyanat prasadaparanmukhe
nibhrtakitavacaretyuktva rusa parusikrte.

Vrajati ramane nih§vasyoccaih stanasthitahastaya

nayanasalilacchanna drstih sakhisu nivesita.

(Atra Visadasyodayah. Na manabhangah. AmaruSatake.)

ViSvanatha Kaviraja did not give the example of rasantaram Bilhana has given. "Kukkutak
ujitani” and "uttamsotpalapallavapatanam” are rasantaram. The "ancient" writer of "Carit

acandrika" says very clearly, "Pallavapatanam atra sas ha upayo rasantaram va” (p. 281, li
ne 15). I don't think Bh saw this. Even if he had seen this, he would have rejected it. His d
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etermination to interpret certain uktis in a certain way was firm. "Mati nirvivare” and "Yas
yva bhrata” are examples.

Here are more vivid examples of rasantaram:

Krtva vigraham aSrupatakalusam Sayyasanad utthita
krodhaccapi vihaya garbhabhavanadvaram rusa prasthita.
Drstva candramasam prabhavirahitam pratytsavatahata
ha ratris tvarita gateti patita kanta priyasyorasi.

Another example:

Tasyah sandravilepanastanayugapraslesamudrankitam
kim vaksa$ carananativyatikaravyajena gopayyate.
Ityukte kva tad ityudirya sahasa tatsampramarstum maya
samslista rabhasena tatsukhavasat tanvyapi tad vismrtam (Amaroh).

Bilhana himself makes a reference to mana in the following verse:

Jiiatum adbhutavilasanidhane premni samyam iva jatagarimni.
Kelidhamani tayoh Satavaram ksiptavan manasi manam anangah (11:72).

A great deal of information on mana (love in separation) can be obtained from Kangra Pai
ntings on Love (M. S. Randhawa, Comp., New Delhi, National Museum, 1962. Chap. 7, pp.
89-97) where Randhawa discusses the theme on the basis of the Rasikapriya of KeSava da
sa.

Here is one more example of the unworthy attempts made by Bh to interpret our gre
at poet Bilhana. Such commentators were envisioned by Bilhana and alluded to in the ver
y beginning of his immortal work:

Rasadhvaner adhvani ye caranti sankrantavakroktirahasyamudrah.
Te'smatprabandhan avadharayantu kurvantu Sesah Sukavakyapatham (1:22).

The poet says:

Niradaram viksya nrpam mrgaksya ITlanamatkandharaya kayapi.
Hrdi sthitah karmukakarsanartham ayacyateva prasabham manobhth (12:10)

What is the prasarnga (context) here? The prasanga is

Asmin ksane Kuntalaparthivasya prave§am akarnya purangananam.
Asan vilasavratadiksitanam smaropadistani vicestitani (12:2).
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The lady expected the king to see her, but the king did not pay any attention! He disregard

ed her completely; so she became dejected, disheartened, depressed, and downcast. Her f
ace fell down. This is all prakrta, the reality. Now the poet imagines that the God of Love
was already present in her heart (as well as on her chest, i.e., her bosom). So she asked hi
m all of a sudden (or with all the earnestness, or with all the force) to aim his bow at the ki
ng so that he will be attracted toward her. That is the central idea of the poet.

We see here Bh misrepresenting the facts. The commentary, Rama, of Bh expects
us to accept something that I find difficult to accept. Bh gives kamavasatvat as the cause of
"ltlanamatkandharaya”! This is not correct. The lowering of the neck (griva) was not caus
ed by passionate feelings, but due to insult generated by the fact that the king did not pay a
ny attention to her! Niradaram viksya nrpam!

Probably Bh was led astray by the word "/ilG"! 1 have stated time and again that Bh
turns the poet's words around--changes the order of the words completely--and generates d
isorder. The result is chaos. The poet begins with "Nirddaram viksya nrpam mrgaksya.” T
hen he says "lilinamtkandharaya.” The first statement (occurence, i.e., vyapara) is the caus
e. The second statement (occurence) is the effect. Bh transposes the caranas. This can be
characterized only as "avyaparesu vyaparam.” 1 am distressed not only by the fact that Bh
murders sahitya-vidyd-vadhii, but by the feeling that none of those "great pandits" claimed
by Bh as having collaborated with him in this great performance were able to show him the
correct path! I cannot believe that such great scholars would have allowed such incongruit
ies to be perpetuated. To quote Bh himself, "Sati ravikaranikarapravese kuto’ndhakarasya
sambhavah."”

MISRA'S MISDIRECTED EMENDATION

Jrmbhasamasphotakarangulikam akharvadorvenikaya kayacit.
Niriksya rajanam ajataragam atarjyatevatirusa manobhih (12:20).

Misra dictates on the above as follows:

12:20b

For dorvenikaya, "with the braid that was her arm" read dorvenukaya . . . atarjayata,
"he was threatened" [by some girl--how young?] with the bamboo (= Hindi /athi) th
at was her arm.

I don't know how "bamboo" could mean "/arhi”! Misra might not have realized that "akhar
vadorvenikaya" is a bahuvrihi compound, qualifying "kayapi.”

Misra shows here his lack of understanding of even the most rudimentary concepts

of Sahityavidya. The face is identified with, for example, the moon because of its beauty.
There is a common quality, sddharmya, which is the means whereby two different objects a
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re identified and regarded as one. The Upapameya and upamana should have certain com
mon characteristics--gunasadharanyam!

Misra identifies arms (mark the plural, of course, dual number in Sanskrit) with the
bamboo (stick)! I don't know what identical quality he found in both of them. Length? Ma
ybe. However, the colour is certainly not identical. Also notable is the fact that the arms a
re two in number and Misra's /athi is only one! If the arm (one only) was extended in the f
orm of a stick (Misra's lathi), what is the significance of "Jrmbhasamasphotakara- ngulitkam
"? The process of karangulisamdasphota (cracking the knuckles) cannot be per- formed with
out joining the two hands and all the fingers!

Let us consider the word "venu.” It is masculine. So how could it be "venuka”? An
d what is the significance of "jrmbhasamaspho akarangulikam” if we have only one arm?
Here are some more relevant passages: "Uttarjanikena muhuh karena” (1:48). In the proc
ess of tarjana we need the farjani (the threatening finger, the forefinger, the pointing finger
) and only one arm, preferably the right. Bilhana has another sitkti: "Jrmbhavasottambhita
hastayugma-sangha alilasphu adangulikah” (9:85). This is a very fine comparative study.
Here we have uttambhita as well as hastayugma.

Today (Oct. 28, 1977), while cosidering the unreasonable suggestion of Misra to ch
ange "dorvenikaya” to "dorvenukaya” (Vik. 12:20b), I gave more thought to the words of th
e poet. The nayika is yawning. She is stretching herself. Her fingers are twisted. They pr
oduce a specific sound (cracking of the bones). This process of karangulisamasphoa cannot
be performed unless and until both the arms are stretched upward or forward, and all the fi
ngers are united and twisted together.

Here "veni” does not mean "braid," and the arm cannot be turned into it. There can
be no abhedasadhana--identification of doh (arm) with veni (braid). No purpose is served 1
n converting the braid into the arm or vice versa. They are both prakrtas. They are both re
al and existing. Both of them are parts of the nayika. 1 was wrong when I glossed "dor- ve
nyau" as "bahulate.” 1did not visualize that the two arms have to be united at their ends be
fore there could be the karanguli-samaspho a. 1 was very young at the time, in my early tw
enties!
Bh is wrong too when he takes "veni” to be the "veni” (Hindi "co 7). There is no co
nnection between the arms and the braid. Their mention at one place does not have any sp
ecial significance. Here Bh copies "Candrika" literally, syllable by syllable: "Jrmbhaya sa
maspho o yasu, tadrsyah karangulyo yasmin karmani tad yatha syat tatha.” Bh says "dor- ve
nyau bahulate veni ca.” At least he does not make them identical; he does not treat them a
s one and the same. What is jrmbha? Here is another poet:

Cakrikrtabhujalatikam vakrikrtavaktram unnamadgrivam.
No harati kasya hrdayam harinadr§o jrmbhanarambhah.
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"Veni" (hrasva) = "the confluence or meeting of two or more [rivers or streams] in a com-
mon point of union." "Veni"” = "dam, bridge." So it can mean "sarigama” or "union, meet- i
ng together at a point"!

I believe Misra comes from Allahabad. He might be aware of "Trivenisangama"!
And Bharadvaja claims a Hindu traditional heritage. Did he ever take a holy bath in Praya
ga? "Cakrikrtabhujalatikam" expresses the idea in its totality. The two arms are extended,
stretched, rounded and joined at the fingers. This is a true description of the specific condi
tion, when a lady under the influence of the God of Love acts in a certain manner (a vildsa)
. And here is another poet:

Asyendoh parivesavad ratipate§ campeyakodandavad
dhammillambumucah ksanadyutivadasajjau ksipanti bhujau.

Vislisyadvali laksyanabhivigalannivyunnamanmadhyamam
kificitkificidudaficadaficalam aho kumbhastani jrmbhate.

(Subhasitaratnabhandagarah, 8th ed., Bombay, 1952, pp. 269-70)

So, Misra's understanding of the poem cannot be commended, and his emendation is to be
condemned.

MISRA'S PITIABLE MISREPRESENTATION
Neither Bh nor Misra has understood the following:

Asmakam alokanavighnahetos tarangitangt puratah sthitasi.
Kim tungavatayanasangatanam karosi matsaryapara parasam (12:27).

A free rendering would be as follows:

In order to create obstruction in our viewing, O tarangitangi (having leaping
limbs) woman, you have come and stood right in front of us. You are so selfish and
jealous! What can you do to those women who are situated (standing) on the bal-co
nies high up? You cannot obstruct their views! Asmakam . . . puratah sthitasi. Tung
a vatayana-sangatanam pardasam (anyasam) kim karosi?

But Misra says,
12:27d
Instead of parasam (gen. pl. f. para-, "the other one") read parasam (acc. sing. of pa
rasa-m. "driving away") in order to get an object for karosi as "which" kim is not sui

table.

cd kim tungavatayanasangatanam karosi matsaryapara parasaml// [sic].
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Misra asks us to emend the reading, but keeps the original!

... [W]hy do you, being keen on jealousy, cause driving away (pardsa) [of the girls
] that have come together on the high roof platform.

Misra tries to interpret "kim" as "why" rather than "what"! I fail to understand him. Asar

ule, he takes only the one meaning that he desires, and then he proceeds with his emend- i
ng suggestions. He overlooks other meanings. I would like to know from Misra how he wo
uld interpret statements like the following:

kim karosi nijayathava bhuva (5:38)
kim karosi vayasadhikena me (5:83)

I am still kept wondering how the particular jealous woman, coming and standing on the gr
ound level in front of the other women, could "cause driving away (parasa) [of the girls] th
at have come together on the high roof platform." How could she scare those ladies away?

Let it be stressed here that Misra is not totally unaware of the existence of high balc
onies. He observes, "Young women, crowding each other, stand on these balconies in excit
ement, 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 reason.

I don't know why he has taken "matsaryapara” at the very end. Truly speaking "matsarya

" is the root cause of the specific action on the part of the obstructionist woman--to stand in

front of others so as to obstruct their vision. (Cf. Bharavi: "Matsaryaragopahatatmanam hi
skhalanti sadhusvapi manasani.”)

However, Bh gives a meaning which is clear enough, ruling out any possibility for
Misra to misinterpret the poet. Bh says,

TarangitangT tvam alokane asmatkarmaka [!]- darSane vighnahetor vighno-
tpadanartham asmakam purtah sthitasi. Tungavatayana-samupavistanam parasam
anyasam nayikanam matsarye para parayana kim karosi.

There are a lot of undesirable elements dumped by Bh in his translation. "Darsanam” need
not necessarily be "asmatkarmaka.” It could very well be "asmatkartrka” too. The ladies
did not want merely "to be seen." They also wanted to see. "Matsaryapara” need not be t
aken at the very end. "Sarngatanam"” does not necessarily mean "samupavis anam.” They c

ould be very well standing!

I would call all this "avyaparesu vyaparam.” Evidently the Hindi translation is muc
h more appropriate. The Hindi translator knows much more than Bh. It becomes more and
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more evident to me that these two were not one and the same person. They were two diff
erent people. Hindi says,

He caficalasarfravalt kamini! Hama logomke [dvara?] rajako dekhanemem
vighna utpanna karaneke uddesa se to hama logom ke age kharf ho gat hai. Paran-
tu matsaryabuddhi se vyapta ti imce jharokhom mem baitht hut anya nariyom ka
kya bigara sakatf hai [emphasis added].

I believe the reader is able to distinguish the difference between the two interpretations giv
en above. The Sanskrit commentator unnecessarily brings the idea of "to be seen" by the k
ing--"asmatkarmakadarsana”--which is not expressed by "asmakam alokanavighna- hetoh."
Hindi has correctly put it as "hama logom ke raja ko dekhanemem.” 1have added "dvara."”

And finally here is the English translation, which does not express fully the sense of
the poem! It is maksikasthane maksika, and yet it gives enough meaning to enlighten the
minds of critics such as Misra and Bh. The English translation says,

You, with your body having folds [!], are staying in front for the obstruction of our si
ght. Being jealous what will you do to other ladies who are at the elevated wind- o
ws?
"Matsaryapard” must come at the very beginning because her coming and standing in front
of others was also born out of jealousy. She was motivated by jealousy to begin with--fro
m the very start. This is what "Caritacandrika" says: "Alokanavighnahetor avalokana- var
odhaya. Vatayanam gavaksah. Parasam anyangananam.”

So we see that "Caritacandrika" had no problem. Bh had no problem. The English
translators had no problem either. But the author of "Specimens of Textual Difficulties" (th
at is how Misra has entitled his first chapter), had great "difficulties" in understanding the v
erse with "pardasam”; so he asks us to accept his suggestion of "parasam,” which I find diffi
cult to accept.

Here is a verbal image: People were standing on the ground level. One woman wa
s jealous and 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 ground, thus obs
tructing their view, their range of vision. So one of the women, whose view was thus obstr
ucted, says, "Asmakam dalokanavighnahetoh. . .."”

I have shown what our earlier authorities (pirvdcaryas) have already said. Either
Misra did not have access to their works, or following the gajanimilikanydya did not see the
m.

"Tarangitangt” here does not mean "with your body having folds," as the English tra
nslators would want us to believe. It means "carncalangi,” "moving restlessly to and fro." P
robably the translators jumped and ran away with the very first meaning they got in the dict

ionary, i.e., "having folds as waves."
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The deeper we go, the greater depth we find. That is the beauty of the immortal wo
rds of great poets. Kamadugha hi mahakavinam vaco bhavanti! How appropriate is the wor
d "tarangitangi”! The subject (woman) was standing behind the other women. All of a sud
den she pushed the others aside and came in front of them, thus obstructing their view. Thi
s was with a malicious design--alokanavighnahetoh: 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 S§abdartha and then give any meaning desired by him as the bk
avartha, whether it can be derived from the stated words or not. The "bhdava” of Bh is reall
y what suits Bharadvaja.

Misra once again puts us in a difficult situation. He comments on the following vers
Vapus tusaracalatungam asya vyarajadalepanacandanena.
Visvapravistarkamaytkhatapa-Santyartham aslistam ivendubhasa (12:45).
Misra proclaims,
12:45a
It is preposterous [!] to compare the king's body with the hight /sic] of the Hima- lay
a: vapus tusardcalatungam asya . . . "his body, high as the Himalaya." For funga, "
high", read rarga "colour". ab-vapus tusaracalatungam asya vyardjad alepanacand
anenall
His body appeared of the colour (rarnga) of the snow mountain by the sandal that was his co
ating (with which he had smeared his body) (p. 18-19). I don't understand how Misra's min

d works. His quoted text reads "-turigam,” while HIS translation reads "colour" (“rarnga”).

Misra crosses the limits of decency when he denounces the poet for having compos-
ed his poetry according to the kavimarga, the path of the poets.

Apare kavyasamsare kavirekah prajapatih.
Yathasmai rocate viSvam tathaiva parivartate.

The poet creates his own world. If we don't like it, we don't go near it. Bilhana had alread
y anticipated such unjust critics when he had said,

Kurvantu Sesah Sukavakyapatham.
Also Mammata:

Niyatikrtaniyamarahitam hladaikamayim ananyaparatantram.
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Navarasaruciram nirmitim adadhatt Bharatt kaver jayati.

I don't know if Misra saw the following sizikti of Bilhana, which would be branded by him as
"preposterous':

Srikhandacarcaparipanduro'yam Pandyah prakamonnatacarudehah.
Ksitrodadhiksirapariplutasya caturyam acamati Mandaradreh (9:119).

Here the body of the king of Pandya country is compared with the Mandara mountain! So
Bilhana is guilty of using "preposterous" words not only once but at least twice! Not only B
ilhana, even kavikulaguru Kalidasa should be charged with the same guilt of saying "prepo
sterous" things as determined by Misra:

Pandyo'yam amsarpitalambaharah klrptangarago haricandanena.
Abhati balataparaktasanuh sanirjharodgara ivadrirajah (Raghuvamsa, 6:60)

Since, according to Misra, Bilhana (a Purana Kavi) had no right to say that the body of Kin
g Vikrama was as high as the Mountain Himalaya, he suggests that the reading be changed
to "tusardcalarangam.” Misra probably would have the following vigraha in his mind: "T
usardcalasya ranga iva rango yasya tam."

We see expressions like

KailasaSubhram bhavananganam tat (9:46)

Kailasagauram vrsam aruruksoh (Raghuvamsa)

Kundendutusaraharadhavala
Misra very much would have liked Bilhana to say, "Vapus tusaracalagauram asya!" It is in
teresting to observe that while preparing a draft for the present publication, Shri Naga-raja
Rao of Mysore wrote, "Vapus tusaracalagauram asya,” of course correcting it sub- sequentl
y,and not " . .. tunigam asya.” This phenomenon also shows how variant readings are creat
ed.

I also don't know why the Himalayas had to be brought in at all if the unusual heigh

t was not intended to be conveyed. There are thousands of other white objects in the unive
rse of poets, their kavyasamsara.

*k % *

A MERCILESS MURDER OF THE POETIC MUSE
With regard to

Cakara kantakucapatrabhanga-kasttrikapankakalankitani.
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Varsajalabhrantivilolahamsa-hasani Itlasarasipayamsi (12:69).
Misra displays his critical acumen:

The agent of cakara is "he" the king. In the preceding verse, however, "som
e girl" (kacana) is the agent of the verb (vilanighayam dsa). As the change to a new
subject (the king) would necessitate this to be named, verse 69 should be read befor
e 68 and after 67, where devah "the king" is explicitly given as the subject (p. 19).

The more I read the "suggestions" made by Misra, the sadder I feel. He recommends that "
verse 69 should be read before 68 and after 67." This is called "ekam sandhitsato'param pr
acyavate."

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 Bilhana. We would merely betray o
ur own lack of appreciation for poetic art. Verse 67 reads,

Devah karambhoruhayantradharam ksipan kapole vipuleksanayah.
Kumudvatikamini rasmidandam prave$ayannarka iva vyarajat (12:67).

And the next verse, 68, reads,

Anamya ITlaparivartanena vilanghayamasa narendramuktam.
Kanthonmukhim kacana kambukanthi smarasidharam iva varidharam (12:68).

The first verse is the offence. The second is the defence. To put another verse (and all the
ideas expressed therein) between the two would not be appropriate. Since these two verse
s are like vagartha--one following the other--devah (of 69) will get anuvrtti (from 67) and
will be connected with cakara (of 69). We should not worry at all!

% & *

NAGAR'S YOUTH AND ATISAYOKTI

When I was young, in my early twenties, I rashly declared, "Ja. pustakdc chuddha- t
aram pustakam avirbhavati ced ito'pyadhikam sodhanam nasambhavi" (Prastavana, p. 7). It
was an immaturity on my part to think that I had totally exhausted the collation of J and su
bsequent improvement of the text. There is enough scope even today for a discerning schol
ar to make some improvements. But Misra has missed all such opportunities. Maybe he di
d not have enough resources. For example, I have in my possession even today a true phot
ocopy of J.

Here is an interesting example to prove the above point:
Vyadhita tadanu devyah pattravallim kapole

vipulapulakalekhadanturah kuntalenduh.
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Pratiyuvatibhir ardhe taditah panduganda-
sthalaviluthitabaspavyaktilaksyaih kataksaih (12:76).

I do not believe Misra had any original source to improve upon the readings of the text. Ce
rtainly, he did not see any of the MSS. Yet he writes beautifully, "Our MSS.," etc. Nor did
he see even Biihler's edition! Even if he saw it, Misra did not make any original contributi
on.

Misra did not promise to correct the entire text of the poem. He just wanted to pre-
sent "Some Specimens of Textual Difficulties." Since his knowledge of Sanskrit was limit
ed, he had more "difficulties" in understanding the text than even a beginner would have h
ad! Here is a reading which needs correction: The correct reading is not "danturah kuntale
nduh"” but "danture kuntalenduh,” "danture” being an adjective of "kapole”! J actually " da
nture”! We could not expect such miracles from Bh.

I had missed it. My text is deficient even today! Many of the readings in N are ass
umptions, i.e., accepted as correct. Wherever there was a doubt, I have examined the MS.
and other sources with deep insight. I believe if one unfamiliar with the poem, the way [ w
as, were to go through J once again and compares it with N, he might be able to make som
e improvements. Once a text is almost kan hastha, even an incorrect reading appears right.

This is a psychological phenomenon.

There was no apparent reason to doubt "danturah kuntalenduh.” Thus it remained
wrong. But once I was going through a similar passage in Vikramankabhyudaya. It has "d
anture kapole” (or something like that). Ekasambandhi jianam aparasambandhi- smarakam
. I was reminded of the passage in Vik. Isaw J. It showed "danture” when carefully obser
ved.

P has "danturakuntalenduh'--neither mdatra of "e," nor visarga! No padaccheda eith
er! Undoubtedly the matra on the left was ignored by copyist P. B made it "danturah kunt
alenduh.” N copied B by way of R. Bh copied N! So that is the story!

"Lekhaya luloke" (6:19) is one more example, and "Nrpasya vallabhah" (14:44) is a
nother example where the text of N remained defective.

& & *

Here is one more display of the unusual power of Misra in recommending emenda-t
ion. Bilhana sang,

PrabuddhakarSyah paritapasankucat sapankapankeruhinidalankitah.
Dasam alabdhabdhisamagamas ciram viyogayogyam abhajanta nimnagah (13:8).

Misra goes his own usual way. He says,

13.8
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Emend prabuddha- to pravrddha-, cp. ed. ter., comm. where prabuddha- is explaine
d by pravrddha- under the requirement of the text: pravrddhakarsyah . . . nimnagah,
"the rivers whose leanness had grown big . . . " prabuddha- in 13.11d should also b
e emended to pravrddha by which it is again glossed in ed. ter., commentary (p. 19).

Misra does not like the word "prabuddha.” 1don't know what Misra means by "under the r
equirement of the text." Once again I have checked J today (Oct. 31, 1977). Both the pass
ages (here and in 13:11) still have "prabuddha” very clearly visible. To change from "prab
uddha" to "pravrddha” would be merely an avyaparesu vyaparam. "Prabuddha” conveys th
e meaning intended by the poet! One has to develop the power of appreciation. Listen to
what Murarikavi says:

Janite nitaram asau gurukulaklisto Murarih kavih.

The most appropriate meaning of "prabuddha” here (according to Apte) would be "begin-ni
ng to work or take effect.”

Misra presents a long discourse on the following:

Nirantaraghattitapataladharah kraman nidaghasya ghanosmasanginah.
Vyaramsisuh §vasasamirana iva prabuddhadavanalabandhavo'nilah (13:11).

[Cp. Vanani dahato vahneh sakha bhavati marutah.]
He says,

Previous attempts in translating the verse have been banal, since the poet's u
se of punning (§lesa) in it could not find expression in them. The pun, how it should
be understood and explained is as follows:

nirantard gha itapa aladharah kraman nidaghasya ghanosmasanginah/
vyaramsisuh §vasasamirand iva prabuddha™10 davanalabandhavo’nilah//

"The incessant (nirantarah) winds that are the friends of the grown/big forest fires (1
.e., that are accompanied by forest fires, [or increasing the fury of the fires?] that ru

bbed (violently shook) the pa ala trees (lit. "the bearer of the pa ala - blossoms"), th
at were in connection with (were accompanied by) violent heat- [that were] like th

e incessant breathings (§vdsa- samiranah) of the hot season [in the act of violent lov
e-making], that are like grown forest fires (i.e., that are hot like forest fires)*11 that
hurt (lit. violently rub) (his) red lips, that are accompanied by sibilants/hissings (in t
he effort to cool them) in due course (kramat) [sic] came to a stop" (pp. 19-20).

Misra's footnotes:
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10. Read pravrddha, see above on 13.8a

11. In this case the compound ending in--bandhavah is to be taken as bahuvrihi "wh
ose frinds [sic] (i.e., equals) are. ... "

It is difficult even to try to comment on what Misra says here.

Vrkso mahiruhah §akht vitapt padapas taruh.

Anokahah kutah §alah palast drudrumagamah (Amarah. 13 vrksasya).
We have no absolute, unrestricted authority to coin our own words like "pa ala-dhara,” "pat
ala" = "flower," "dhara" = "bearer," i.e., "bearer of pa ala flowers"; therefore, "tree"! I ha
ve heard words like "jaladhara” and "mahidhara,” but I have never heard of "puspa-dhara”
as "tree"!

Misra is kartum akartum anyathakartum samarthah. By the time I came to page 19
of Misra, I had become so unhappy that I almost decided to give it up! His work has been
a very unpleasant reading. Misra appears to be an all-powerful personality. I have been st
udying Sanskrit classics for the last 45 years, but I have never seen such an irresponsible w
ork of any writer, Indian or foreigner. Commenting on Vik. 13:11, Misra says, "Previous at
tempts . .. a stop." My pen stops right here. I would not want to discuss this further. This
writing goes back to 1977.

Kathapi khalu papanam alam asreyase yatah.

The above feelings were my immediate reaction. Subsequently I decided to comment just
to show the hollowness of what Misra had said. Here Misra has tried to coin his own term.
He is wrong. While coining a new term one has to observe certain principles.

I have been living in the United States of America continuously for the last eight- e
en years. Many Indian boys and girls have approached me through letters to help them cro
ss the seven seas in order to study in the USA, the "Land of Opportunities." Many parents
have entreated me to help their sons and daughters step on the soil of the Land of Learning
. I'have always discouraged them. I have tried to make them understand that it is foolish, r
ather absurd to learn the ABCs of any science or art in the USA. One should at least beco
me a master in a field of knowledge. Then alone should one 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 th
e cradle of modern western studies in Sanskrit.

Kavyakalpalata-kaviSiksavrtti of Amaracandra Yati is very clear on the above point
--how to coin a new term, and how not to coin it. In his Sabdasiddhi-pratana, Amaracandr
a dictates,

Rudhayaugikamisrakhyas tridha Sabdah prakirtitah.
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Yogo gunena kriyaya sambandhena krto'nvayah.
Sambandhah svasvamitvadih.

Here are some examples:

Bhuneta bhipatir bhubhuk bhiipalo bhudhanas tatha.
Bhiimams ceti kave ridhya jieyodaharanavali.

Iti Sabdah prakararthah, tena bhiipadayo'pi.

Kavinam radhih paramparayata prasiddhis taya, na tu kaviridhyatikramena.
Yatha kapalityadau satyapi svasvami-bhavasambandhe kapalt matvarthiya eva b
havati, na tu kapalapalah, kapaladhanah, kapalabhuk, kapalaneta, kapalapatir, itya
di.

Furthermore, Amaracandra instructs the would-be poetic critics like Misra,

Dharyat dhvajastrapanyanka-maulibhrnmandanasamanah.
Dharabhartrmalimatvartha-§aliSekharasadrksas ca.

After enumerating certain permissible and acceptable words, Amaracandra rules out any p
ossibility of a display of erudition by half-baked scholars like Misra that will merely prove
that "a little knowledge is a dangerous thing." Once again Amaracandra ordains,

Kavirtidhyetyeva. Tena satyapi dharyadharakabhava-sambandhe na sarveb
hyo dharyebhyo dhvajadyarthah §abdah prayojyah--Na hi bhavati Ganga- dharavat
Candradharah.

According to Misra, "nijersubhih” (p. 8 comments on 4:119¢) can mean "the elephants of V
ikrama"! "Caturanga” can mean "a moving army" (p. 21 on 13:36¢). He can make "nilam”
stand for "kamalam" and "Suklah” for "pa ah.” A qualifying adjective alone can be made t
o stand 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 clas- si
cs. 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 I could accept for the sake of argument that "the bearers of the patala blos-
soms" are the pa ala trees, 1 fail to understand how “pa aladhara” could comeinto being! If
we have the vigraha like "pa alani dharantiti,” the resulting compound word would be "pat
aladharah.” Only Misra's extraordinary calibre can bring in the dirgha and make it "pa ala
dharah.” Even if we say "dharantiti dharah,” we would get only "pa aladharah.” Therefor
e, Misra's suggestion is absurd, to say the least.

171



Misra's other statements with reference to this verse are beyond the grasp of my lim
ited knowledge; so I express my inability to comment on them. They can be understood an
d discussed only by a man of Misra's capabilities!

& & *k

Words of great poets may contain some ideas so deep that they are not easily com-
pre hended by the uninitiated. Critics like Misra not only miss them, but misunderstand the
m and misinterpret them. Take, for example,

Trnani bhuibhrtkatakesu niksipan na kaih sphuraddhiramrdanganisvanah.
Taditpradipai$ caladankaltlaya nidagham anvisyati varidagamah (13:36).

This is the reading in all of the texts, including J. Misra comments on the above,

13.36¢

[C]alad ankalilaya is understood [!] by ed. fer. as "moving with the beauty of a seal
", which is impossible because calat n. cannot be construed with varidagamah m . . .
"With the beauty of the moving curved line" (Eng. rend.) is grammatically possible,
but gives very poor sense. The text seems to be not correct. I propose: caturangalt
laya . . . [because you are a mugdha, Mr. Misral].

trnani bhitbhrtka akesu niksipan na kaih sphuraddhiramyrdanganisvanah/
taditpradipaih caladankalilaya nidagham anvisyati variddagamah//

It is noteworthy that Misra's reformed and quoted version still reads "caladankalilaya”!

"By which lamps, which are [its] lightnings, does not the rainy season search
for the hot season, with the beauty (showing the splendour) of a [moving] army (cat
uranga), the sound of deep drums bursting forth from it, throwing down grass on the
mountain slopes (or: the camps of the kings)*1 (pp 20-21).

Misra's footnote:

1. "Throwing grass on" [the camps] is used in the sense of: making them left ["aba
nJdoned"?] by the vanquished armies, cp. 9.113.

This is one more futile attempt on the part of Misra to compose his own poetry rather than t
o try to understand what the poet had in his mind and interpret it honestly and sincerely. M
isra would force the word "caturanga” into the mouth of Bilhana, whether the poet likes it o
rnot. According to the great critic and philologist Mr. Misra, "caturaniga” (an adjective onl
y) could mean "balam--sainyam.” So "Suklah” can mean "pa ah” and "nilam” can mean "ka
malam.” "Caladarka” becomes "caturanga.” 1find myself running out of adjectives to offe
r my criticism to Misra's suggestions. I will once again borrow from Misra his own word, "p
reposterous,"” to characterize his attempt here to reconstruct. He did not know, he could not
know, that what we read here as "caladanka” (i.e., the existing reading) is correct one hun
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dred percent; absolutely, positively, undeniably--at least in its second component, "arka.”
The facts of the matter are as follows: Bilhana is describing the rainy season and imaginin
g that it acted like a. . .. [?] The text as it stands even up to Bh is not totally correct!

The available text reads as quoted above. "Caritacandrika" attempts to explain cert
ain words but shows its inability to comprehend fully the ultimate sense (bhavah) and states
"atparyam?" at the end. Caritacandrikakara, that ancient commentator of StT Bharadvija,
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 pres

cribes the following anvaya (prose order):

Sphuraddhiramrdanganisvanah ankalilaya calat varidagamah bhubhrtkata-
kesu trnani niksipan kaih taditpradipaih nidagham na anvisyati.

Then he comments on the verse as follows (vyakhya):

Sphuranto dhirasya gambhirasya mrdangasya nisvanah Sabda iva nisvana y
asya sa, ankayati cihnayatityanena ankah "muharachapa" iti Hindibhasayam, tasya
ITla taya calat gacchat, varidagamah varsakalah, bhiibhrtkatakesu parvata- nitamb
esu nrpasenasu va trnani ghasan niksipan samutpadayan, kaih kidrSaih tadid eva vi
dyud eva pradipo [?] dipas taih, nidagham grismakalam nanvisyati arthat sarvaprak
arena tam anvisyatityarthah. Adyapi kim kutrapi nidagho vartate iti jijiiasaya tadit
pradipais tasyanvesanam karotiti bhavah.

Bh has easily drawn the conclusion “iti bhavah,” but I fail to understand how he arrived at t
he specific "bhavah.” The treatment of "na kaih" by Bh is asarngata. Bh shows that he has

understood very well. That he did not understand will be fully demonstrated after my pre-

sent discussion is finished.

One reason of the lack of full and immediate intelligibility of this verse lies in "na k
aih,” which appear as if they are two different words, but in reality they are not! Also the
word "arnka” has a special significance which lies beyond the power of such critics who are
not gurukulaklis a and who do not persevere to dig deep into the mine of jewels. They go a
fter quick fame. They get only artificial gems and parade their wares and cheat their custo
mers. "Caritacandrika" explains all the difficult words except "arika.” Bh invents his own
derivation by skillful maneuvering and says, "[A]nkayati cihnayati ityanena ankah 'mohara
chapa’ iti Hindibhasayam.” He explains in Hindi, "[A]pane aneki moharachapa laganevala
" (stamp or seal?). This is all meaningless. I fail to understand what meaning and purpose
are attached by Bh to the word "nrpasenasu,” which he steals outright once again without a
ny acknowledgment to "Caritacandrika." He connects "kaih” with "tadit- pradipaih” and p
uts the whole sentence into an interrogative form! He explains "kaih” by the word "kidrsai
h.” The word "calat” is the first component of the karmadharaya com- pound, "Calamscasa
u ankasca caladarnkah tasya lilaya.” But Bh treats it as a separate word and connects it with

"varidagamah.” Was he unaware of the fact that "calat” becomes "calan” when it is seper
ated and is made to qualify a noun in masculine gender ("varida- gamah" in this case)? Aft
er the "sandhi,” we would have "calannankalilaya,” which will totally ruin the metre. I wo
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nder, however, if Bh is aware of his shortcoming? Probably not. Is he really satisfied with
his performance? But Misra is aware of Bh's blunder! He was not convinced.

Here we have a figure of speech called "utpreksa.” It is defined as "Sambhavanam
athotpreksd prakrtasya parena yat." There has to be a set of prakrtas (upameyas), the realit
ies, and another set of aprakrtas (upamanas) or imaginary objects, the creations of the poet'
s own mind. The latter are superimposed by imagination on the former. Let us analyze the
objects or constituents expressed in this verse and assign them to the specific category the
y belong to:

The poet describes the rainy season. There are the clouds, the table-land of moun- t
ains, newly-growing grass, thunder, and lightning. Taking these realities, the poet creates
his own poetic world and says that it is as though the rainy season is searching the nidagha
or "the Summer." He creates the other attributes of the aprakrta world by his own imagina
tion.

In his Suktimuktavali, Jalhana quotes a verse ascribed to Panini that expresses som
ewhat similar ideas. The verse reads as follows:

Ksapah ksamikrtya prasabham apahrtyambu saritam
pratapyorvim krtsnam tarugahanam ucchosya sakalam.
Kva sampratyusnamsur gata iti tadalokanaparas
tadiddipaloka diSi diSi caranttha jaladah (Jalhana, 61:18).

Bh repeats the words of "Caritacandrika" ("Sukavakyapa ham”) and gives two meanings of
"bhitbhrtka akesu"--that is, "parvatanitambesu nrpasendsu va.”" But he does not ask himself
about the significance of the second meaning, "nrpasenasu,” the aprakrta or upamana.

There is the thunder. It is expressed by the poet specifically and separately, yet it is
hidden in a misreading that I could not detect in the early 1940s, when I was a young begi
nner Later, after studying other texts, I was able to locate it and recommend a new reading.
In order to supply the word signifying "thunder," Bh resorts to a strange com- pound and s
ays "sphuranto dhirasya gambhirasya mrdangasya nisvanah Sabda iva nisvand yasya." The
word "niksipan” is interpreted by Bh to mean "samutpadayan,” which again is only the prak
rta and not aprakrta.

Let us present these two sets of thoughts in parallel columns and find out what is mi
ssing in this puzzle, then try to supply it:

PRAKRTA (UPAMEYA) APRAKRTA (UPAMANA)
trna (green grass) trna (hay)
bhubhrtkataka, i.e., parvatanitamba bhubhrtkataka, i.e., nrpasainya
? viramrdanganisvana ["dhira” is wrong;
it has to be "vira"]
tadit pradipa
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varidagama ?

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 mrdarnga while throw- i
ng grasses on the slopes of mountains, is searching with the lightning lamps for sum
mer alone with the beauty of a moving curved line [stress added].

What a disgusting display of maksikasthane maksika! The translators have totally neglect-
ed the set of aprakrtas. 1don't know what they mean by "alone with the beauty of a mov- i
ng curved line."

The true purport of this verse remained obscure until [ read a relevant passage in th
e Manasollasa, worded as follows:

Ekam uddiSya sarvan va birudam pathayet tu yah. 34

Gayayed vadayed va'pi kahalam va madoddhatah.
Aruhya mahisam darpad diva dipam pradipayet. 35

Trnani vikiran vithyam birudanko nigadyate.

(Adhyaya 4, VimSati 4, verses 34-36. GOS. 84, pt. 2)
The challenger, who is at the height of his glory and pride, almost blinded by his own utter
superiority, causes his eulogy to be read aloud or sung in public. The eulogy is aimed at on
e (the most powerful) or all---anyone who is ready to meet the challenge! A large drum is
beaten to announce his challenge. He rides a buffalo in self-arrogance and lights lamps ev

en during the day. He strews grass in the path. Such a challenger, a hero, is called "biruda
nka."

Manasollasa defines the "'anka” as follows:
Yena va yuddhyate sardham ekah khalakadhamani. 28
Samenastrena yah tajjnair ankah sa parikirtitah.

(Adhyaya 4, VimSati 4, verse 28, second half; and 29, first half. GOS 84, pt. 2, p. 22
5.)

Vikramankabhyudaya also has a similar passage:

Kadacit karenukarudhan puro vadyamanaviramrdangan . . . cf. prakatita-vir
amrdangadhirandadah. Vik. 6:68.2. udbhatadarpavipanimargavikirnatrnan . .. ank
apha[kha?]lake yodhayamasa (p. 26, 1. 13-20).
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Thus it is seen that what Bh has tried to derive out of "arnka” is a totally irrelevant mean- in
g. "Ankayati cihnayati ityanena ankah, ‘'moharachapa’ iti Hindibhasayam" is an attempt to e
xtract a meaning which does not exist at all! What we get is totally useless. Once again |
am reminded of Bilhana's words: "Rasadhvaner adhvani ye caranti.” "Arnka" is the hero, th
e challenger, aprakrta of "varidagama.” Now the question is how to explain the two words
"na" and "kaih” (as they appear) and how to obtain the prakrta of "mrdanga-nisvana.” The
B text reads "niksipanna kaih.” N has separated the last two words and reads "niksipan na
kaih." That is dumb! This is copied by Bh. J too has "-nnakaih.” The J, as is usual with m
ost of the MSS., does not separate the words. The letters "ka” and "va" resemble each othe
1 so closely (in J) that they are liable to be confused and interchanged. "Nra” and "nna” wh
en written in the specific Devanagari script of J are almost identical in appearance. If thes
e statements of facts are accepted as valid bases for interpretation, we easily get the word
"ravaih,” which becomes the prakrta, the thunder of the clouds! Also it is better to read "sp
huradviramrdanga” instead of "sphuraddhiramrdanga” because what is beaten to announce
the call for challenge ("ahvana,” "lalakarana” in Hindi) is the drum of bravery and not mer
ely a deep (grave!) sound of a drum. Even in the passage from the Vikramankabhyudaya q
uoted above, we have "viramrdanga” and not "dhiramrdanga.” "Vira" is the original readi
ng. Now we have the full complement of the aprakrta with all its attributes--the challenger
, the army of the king, the victory-drum, and the lamp.

Although the above reading incorporating the word "ravaih"” is a pure conjecture on
my part, not yet substantiated by any MS. or other evidence, the verse still cannot be ex- pl
ained until and unless we make this kind of a bold suggestion. Some other worthier scholar

(I mean that truly) might be able to offer another interpretation that might be more accepta
ble. Until then we can stay with this reading.

Monier-Williams explains that "arnkah” = "a military show or sham-fight" and "arka
karah” = "a champion chosen by each side to decide a battle." We have many examples o
f the use of this word as given below. Apte says that "arnikakarah” = "a champion warrior, ¢
vatkankakaravijaye tava Rama Lanka" (Balaramayana, Act. 8. Practical Sanskrit English D
ictionary. Rev. & enl. 3rd ed. 1965. Appendix, p. 1). Here is the full text:

Rajasekharapranitam Balaramayanam nama natakam. Tatra Viravilaso nama- sta
mo'nkah.

LankeSvarena . . . Dasarathim abhidhatum abhihitam . . .

Sa niSacaracakravartl tvam aha -- yaduta kim akhila-vanara-raksasa-ksayakarena s
amgramena, tad ekam tula-dyatam pravartayavah. Tatra ca

Tvatkankakaravijaye tava Rama Lanka

Sita ca te punar iyam bhavato'stu darah.

Matkankakaravijaye tu mamadhipatyam
tasyam ca te puri kalatrajane ca tatra.

Here is another example:
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gauragunair ahankrtibhrtam jaitrankakare . . . (Naisadhiyacaritam, 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 per
spires, shedding its nectar. (Context: svayamvara) (Tr. by Krishna Kanta Handiqi.

Poona, 1965. pp. 189-90).

And here is one more relevant passage from Vikramankabhyudaya:

Tasyatmabhavah prakamavisamasamgramalabdhavijayo Vijayaditya$ cakra
varti babhiiva, ya$ caikaki niksipyamatyesu rajyabharam ekangaviro nigthitanija-
karah Singhaladvipe, [sic] Kafcipure, Vengyam, Gangapatikayam ca darpat pra-
katitasidhenuvidyo niravadyapara- kramanihatapratyankakaro niravadyam nama le
bhe.

In the earlier passage just quoted above, we noted "ekarngavirah.” We have also seen "pra
tyankakarah.” Here, in the following verse, we have "ekangabha ah":

Karoti caitrah saha candananilaih kim induna kokilapaficamena ca.
Na vidyate jetur anangabhtpateh kim anyad ekangabhatas tvaya samah (13:73).

Thus it is proved that Misra's suggestion to read "caturanga” in place of "caladarka" is abs
urd.

Reference has already been to Misra's fn.: "throwing down grass on . . . the camps
of the kings"13."

fn. 13. "Throwing grass on" [the camps] is used in the sense of: making them left b
y the vanquished armies. cp.9.113."

Once again Misra shows his lack of knowledge. The challenger throws ("ni” + "ksip” = "sc
atters, strews, casts") grass on the ground as part of the process of challenging: "trnani viki
ran vithyam" or "vipanimargavikirnatrnan.”

Misra asks us to compare the following verse:

Yasya pratapo'gnir apiirva eva

jagarti bhiibhrtkatakasthaltsu.
Yatra praviste ripuparthivanam

trnani rohanti grhanganesu (9:113).

This allusion is irrelevant. In "tynani bhitbhrtaka akesu,” the prakrta is "growing (causing t

o grow) (green) grass on the mountain slopes," and the aprakrta is "strewing, scattering, ca
sting down, dry grass (hay) in the camps of kings." So to bring in the idea of causing the gr
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ass (rather weeds) to grow because of desertion (udvasannagart) (9:113) is ridiculous. Ther
e the cause is totally different.

Therefore, we may conclude that neither Misra nor Bh has really understood Bilhan
a, but both have only attempted to emend or interpret according to their own whims and ca
prices. Itis all gha a opo bhayankarah. Shri Nagaraj Rao of Mysore tells me that even tod
ay that "anka” 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 "caladanka.” "Calat” does not serve any special purpose here, especially when com-
pounded. It would be more helpful if we could separate it and connect it with "varida- gam
ah,” but then we would have the problem of turning it into "calan.” Could "caladarka” be "
birudanka,” or some such word? It cannot be "arnkakara,” but we need a "challenger" and n
ot just a "challenge," a sham fight, or a "citrayuddha.”

The art of reconstruction is a very delicate and skilful task. We have to change as li
ttle as possible, and even then only when it is absolutely essential. I have been thinking ov
er this problem now-a-days (March 1990). I think we need a prakrta to be in samana_ dhik
aranya with "ankakara"” or "challenger." The dark moving rain cloud is what is missing and
needed! The present text reads "caladanka.” If we change only one letter, just one letter,
we may get what is missing! Let us read "jaladarnka”! 1 will leave this problem for the nex
t generation to think upon and resolve.

This is how the verse would read after all the above discussion and decisions have b
een applied:

Trnani bhubhrtkatakesu niksipan ravaih sphurdviramrdanganisvanah.
Taditpradipair jaladankalilaya nidagham anvisyati varidagamah.

k k &
Bh creates a bitter controversy over

NamatyayahSyamalaSaspamandala-sthitendragopapracayasu varidah.
Giristhalisu cyutasakrakarmuka- bhramad ivodbhrantatadidvilocanah (13:37).

This is one of those examples cited by Bh where he has gone against my reading! In his op
inion he has improved it; I don't know if M read both my conclusions and those of Bh with r
egard to the worthlessness of the R ed. The attempt on the part of Bh to assert the suprema

cy of "namatyayam” over "namatyayah” reminds me of the following sadukti:

Ghatam bhindyat patam chindyat kuryad va rasabhadhvanim.
Yena kena prakarena prasiddhah puruso bhavet.

It is to be remembered that
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J has "namatyayah-"
B has "namatyayah-"
N has "namatyayah-"

Even the R text has "namatyayah-"! Then how did "namatyayam” creep in? Well, the R ed
. has a long errata listing a total of 79 corrections. Strangely enough, or appropriately enou
gh, even this "Errata” needs another errata!

I had commented upon R's ed. as early as 1945 in the following words:

Sva. Ma. Ma. Sri Pam. Ramavatara§armanam namna samskrtam 1927 1. var
se [sic, in reality published in 1978 Vikramabda, i.e. A.D. 1921-22] KaSikajfianama
ndalat prakasitam samskaranam idam dosesu prathamam satyamevatiSete. Atra pr
athamasamskaranastha- §uddhisu kvacidam§atah Sodhitasvapi [note] naikatra niitan
asuddhiparamparasrstir eva drstipatham prayati. Etatsamskartra prathamasamskar
anasthasuddhyasSuddhipatram api na vyalokiti citram. Etan- mudranadikam tatha vi
$rnkhalam asti yatha tad avalokya ciram cekhidyate cetah (Prastavana, p. 5).

An examiner checking a group of answer books is easily able to detect who steals fr
om whom! Bh is truly a nakalcht bandar! In my "Prastavana" on p. 5, I had erroneously gi
ven A.D. 1927 as the date of publication of R ed. It is wrong. In reality it is 1921-22 becau
se its date (as given in the book) is 1978 Vikrama era. Bh copied the wrong date on page 1
of his "Kificit Prastavikam"! He calls the editor of R his guruvaryanam. Did Bh really see
the book even once in his lifetime from a critical point of view? He just copies my text in i
ts evaluation except that he insists that in some cases he has changed the N text's readings.
The changes are for the "worse" rather than for the "better." Misra, by the way, gives the
correct date on p. 111 of his "Bibliography."

My text continues,

Khanipradurbhtitam ratnam sadyo malinam eva jayate. Param yatharthyena
kalanisnato janas tat kasanadina manojiitkrtya lokasamaksam upasthapayati. Da.
Byuhlara-samskaranadosa na khalu na sogdhavyah. Sa tvastt prathamikah pra- yasa
h. Param dodiiyate'ntahkaranam yadramavatarasarmanam samskarane tad ratnam
pankakalankitam eva drsti-gocaram ayati, kutas tavat punar ujjvalikrtih. Tatra khal
u Da. Byuhlarasamskaranasuddhayas tu namnaiva sam$odhitah, [note again] param
tato'pyadhikah srsta nutanasuddhayah. Prathamasamskaranastha- §uddhi- sankhya
dvittye dvigunibhiiya 400 ankam bhajate (Upodghata, p. 4).

Nevertheless Bh insists on R's reading, which is the product of some fertile brain of a thoug
htless and senseless person who was asked to go through the text and offer some correction
s. Whether the person was a miirkhasiromani (crest-jewel of the fools), or Brhaspati himsel
f, it is evident that he did not understand the meaning of the compound word "ayahsSyamala

Saspamandalasthitendragopapracayasu.”
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To support "namatyayam” over "namatyayah” is totalitarian dictatorship or simply a
fool's obstinacy, but that is exactly what Bh does. He asserts, "[N]amatyayah iti pa hat nam
atyayam iti pd ha eva samicinah” (mark "eva”!). He does not advance any argument. He d
oes not give any cogent reason. He merely dictates. Cf. his statement on "yasya bhrata,” 1
8:47. Bh overlooks the dictum "Ekakint pratijana hi pratijiatam na sadhayet,” "mere asserti
on does not validate a theory."

Once again I would like to remind pseudo-critics like Bh that the appreciation of po
etry is not an exact, verifiable science. It is a subtle art--a feeling--which can be experienc
ed only through the cultivated senses. We have 1) Susko vrksas tis hatyagre. We may also
have 2) nirasatarur iha vilasati puratah. How can we prove by any scientific evidence or
methodology that the latter is much more charming than the former?

I can only conclude that someone did not know what "namatyayahsSyamala” meant,
and so he made it "namatyayam Syamala”! Such critics have existed all along since the cre
ation of the poetic tradition. It is with reference to such simpletons that a great poet sang lo
ng, long ago,

Bindudvandvatarangitagrasaranih karta Sirobindukam
karmeti kramasSiksitanvayakala ye ke'pi tebhyo'fjalih [or "tebhyo namah"].

A true sahrdaya reader may recall,

Kimapi kimapi mandam mandam asattiyogad

aviralitakapolam jalpator akramena.
ASithilaparirambhavyaprtaikaikadosnor

aviditagatayama ratrir eva vyaramsit (Uattarramacarita).

Once upon a time there was a heartless, senseless, thoughtless, careless fellow who tried to
improve this kavindrokti and recommended that the penultimate word be changed to "evam
"/ No further comments are necessary.

Let us see what the poet wants to say: It is the rainy season. It is raining cats and d
ogs. The plateaus (the mountain tops, the table-lands) are dark green, very green indeed.
There are millions of tiny red insects. All of a sudden there is a terrible flash of lightening.

This is all prakrta, the reality; a statement of facts. Now the poet creates his own world o
f fancy and fiction. The cloud becomes frightened: "Did the bow of Indra (rainbow) fall do
wn? Did I pour so heavily? Did I fell it?" The ground strewn with red insects is imagined t
o be the rainbow, fallen down on the ground, as it were, from the sky, by the force of the to
rrential rain! The flash of lightning is imagined to be the scared eyes of the cloud, and the
ground is mistaken for the rainbow.

Now a discerning reader, a true sahrdaya, can place his hand on his heart and answ

er the following question: There are two possible meanings: 1) This cloud or 2) the ground
is dark green, like ayas (steel). Which of the two would make better sense? A person with
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a cultivated (samskrta) mind, capable of appreciating the beauties of a poetic genius like
Bilhana, will immediately say that a dark green background will show the beauties of the r
ed insects far, far better than if it is otherwise; i.e., green only, or light green. Now in spite
of all this, if someone insists on "namatyayam syamala"--1 can only fold my hands in revera
nce and say, "Ye ke'pi tebhyo'iijalih.” 1 would also like to remind the pretender, who does n
ot have a heart that is tender like a lotus, but a machine as hard as a cinder,

Siiro'si krtavidyo'si darSaniyo'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 a real one, it is still clear enough not to allow any sensib
le 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 which there is a multitude of fireflies in the grass black as iron, as if owing to an
illusion of the rainbow that has dropped down [stress added].

I have shown throughout this study--here, there, and everywhere--how miserably B and G f
ail to represent the poet's hdrda in a true and faithful manner. One more example is pre- s

ented here: They have translated "indragopa” as "fire-flies." It is not true. I simply fail to
understand why they did not consult the "Caritacandrika," which had explained this verse i

n the early 1940s when I was only in my early twenties. This is what "Candrika" stated:

Ayo lauham tadvat §yamalesu Saspamandalesu balatrnasamuhesu sthita indr
agopanam SonavarnakitaviSesanam (Hi. birabahitl) pracaya yasu tasu. . . .

In spite of this B & G say "fire-flies"! The Sanskrit equivalent for "fire-flies" is "khadyo- ta
h"! Itis "glow-worm." Yet it does not constantly glow; it does not continuously shine. Its s
hining is intermittent.

Also to be noted is the word "sthita” used by Bilhana. A fly does not remain "sthita.
" It FLIES. Itis caficala! Indragopas are red insects confined to the ground. They are call
ed (in English) "cochineal" insects. They are used to produce a dye. How sincerely I wish
these translators had been more thoughtful.

As I stated earlier, Bh does not advance any argument. However, Misra does. Her
e is what he says:

13.37a

For ayah "iron" (in earlier edd.). ed. ter. reads ayam "this" (taken from the ed. of Pt.

Ramavatara Sarma). ayahs§yamala-, "black as iron", in itself would make good sens
e. Yet, since the description concerns here a single detail--one particular cloud--of t
he rainy season ayam . . . varidah, "this (particular) . . . cloud", seems called for. C

p. next verse; ami payomucah, "those (particular) clouds" (p. 21).
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I need not tell Mister Misra that if the poet wanted to have "one" cloud, his purpose would
have been easily served by the singular number "varidah namati”"! Misra is not unaware of
the fact that R, which is full of innumerable inaccuracies, seems to have been associated b
y someone with the great name of Mahamahopadhyaya Pandita Ramavatara Sarma. The
question is, how much faith should we place in that someone?

If what I am writing now in the following paragraphs is true, Misra will prove to be
a very careless writer--anything but a worthy scholar.

Misra alludes to the next verse, "ami payomucah.” He translates "ami” as "those," i
.e., "prathamabahuvacanam”--asau, amii, ami. He brings "payomucah” in "samanadhi- kar
anya" with "ami.” He translates the word "payomucah” as "the clouds," i.e., "prathama bah
uvacanam.” 1 cannot believe that a person who claims to have earned a Ph.D. on this writi

ng can write all this. Let us read the full verse once again:

Ami viyannilasarojamandala- pralambanalapratimalladambarah.

Ananganaracaparamparanibhah patanti dharanicayah payomucah.
Misra's gurus ought to have told him that "ami” is not connected with "payomucah,” but it is
connected with "dharanicayah.” "Payomucah” is not prathamabahuvacanam, but it is sas h
yekavacanam. The meaning is not "these clouds," but "the torrential rain," "dhdara nicayah,
" of this cloud! Ke patanti? Dharanicayah patanti! Whose? Of the cloud--one cloud--not
many. Misra's gurus must not have even seen what he wrote and presented as his doctoral
dissertation!

Before I leave this topic I would like to cite for my sensible readers a sadukti expres
sing similar sentiments:

Niriksya vidyunnayanaih payodo mukham ni§ayam abhisarikayah.
Dharanipataih saha kim nu vanta$ candro'yam ityartataram rarasa.

(Smk. 71:7 Abhisarikapaddhatih. Author unknown; possibly Hariharasya.)

& & *

BHARADVAJ AS TRANSLATOR
I have not yet gone through the translation work of Bh in its entirety, but what I hav
e seen is enough to hurt a sahrdaya. 1 am not sure if Bh really understands the poet's heart

and soul. Let us take the verse 13:54:

Payodavrndam gaganasthalollasat-tadillatadohadakardamadyuti.
Cakasti sankrantakalankam ambhasam nabhascyutanam iva galanam$ukam (13:54)

Bh translates the quarter " . . . tadillatadohadakardamadyuti” as follows:
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"ya tadidripinT lata tasya dohadartipo" (ipsito) yo [sic] kardamah" ("dohadasya- rth
ah 'khada' iti "Hindyam") [!] "pamkah pafiko'strT sadakardamau" ityamarah"; "tasya
" "dyutiriva dyutih kantir" yasya tat.

I am learning for the first time in my life that the word "dohada"” in Hindi means "khdda,"” i.
e., 'manure" or "fertilizer"! Bh might have thought that since there is lata (creeper) there
must be manure as well! That may be his logic. No Hindi dictionary gives the meaning as
claimed by Bh. Of course, the Sabdakalpadruma of Raja Radha Kanta Deva (Varanasi, 19
67) says, "Dohadah pum. kl. (doham akarsam dadatiti. doha+da+kah) garbhinyabhi- lasah.

Sada iti bhaasa." It does not say "khdda.” It says "sada.” Also it does not say Hindi "bha
sa,” but only "bhasa.” Now this lexicographer hailed from Bengal. His "bhdsa” would natu
rally be Bengali. Well, in Bengali "sada"” does mean "iccha, abhildasa, garbhinira spriha, a
nd dohada.” Also, it is to be noted that "sada” is derived from "sdadha"” = "iccha.”

However, MW lists one of the meanings of "dohada" as "a kind of fragrant sub- sta
nce used as manure," (Naish 1:82).

% % *k

Here is an exceptional case. In understanding and interpreting the following verse,
I committed an error. Misra corrects it. I can call it only a "ghunaksaranydaya”:

Sarvadaiva hrdayam maltmasam na ksanam sprsati te prasannatam.
Tat khalatvam akhilopatapinah puspakarmukanrpasya vallabha (14:44).

Misra exemplifies "ghunaksaranydaya.” He says,

14.44c¢

Instead of khalatvam", "roguishness", which cannot be construed unless one makes
an arbitrary addition like "tava niscitam eva" (ed. ter., comm.) and changes the nomi
native vallabhah into the vocative vallabha, read tat khala tvam . . . vallabhah, there
fore, thou rogue, art the friend of . . . (p. 22).

This is one of those rare instances where Misra makes some sense and improves on my rea
ding. I went against all the others (as far as "vallabhah” is concerned) and suggested the re
ading "[he] vallabha" for "vallabhah” because I took "khalatvam" (bhave) as one word mea
ning "dus atvam.” 1did not notice the padaccheda (break of the words) between "khala” a

nd "tvam” in J! Biihler does not have the padaccheda! Neither does R. Here I have prove
d the truth of the age-old saying, "Ekam sandhitsato’param pracyavate.” In trying to keep "
khalatvam" as one word, I erroneously changed "vallabhah" to "vallabha.” Bh followed my
example blindly. He has no thinking of his own! However, Misra brings out to light the re
al 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 the gloss "he"” for "khala” (s
ambodhanam)!
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Bilhana composed,

Subhatah pramadakararpitam dalayan nagarakhandvitikam.
Ripudantighatasu khandanam trnam utsahavasad amanyata (15:6).

Misra reads,
Subhatah pramadakararpitam dalayan nagarakhandavitikam (p. 33).

Misra takes a stand here which cannot be justified. He copies B. N reads "tam,” which is ¢
orrect. It qualifies a feminine compound, "nagarakhandavi ikam.” Also, could we have on
e word, "ripudantigha asukhandanam,” and have gha anam in the vigraha? J, however, has
a padaccheda between "gha asu" and "khandanam.”

% % *k

Here is an interesting point. In Stktimuktavali, Hemantapaddhatih 63:8 and 63:9 (
16:14 and 16:15 of Vikramankadevacarita) appear as follows:

A) Samaksam api stiryasya paryabhiiyata padmini.
Tejasvino'pi kurvanti kim kala vaSam agatah. 8

B) Madvairinah kathorams$or iyam pranayabhdr iti.
Rosad iva tusarena paryabhiiyata padmini. 9

Bilhana's order is

16:14 B [.4 niradahyata padmini. Niradahyata is much better in the context.]
16:15 A

Misra notices only 16:14. He does not notice 16:15. Does it not add further weight to the i

nference that he did not consult the original source, i.e., "Smk's" ed. (GOS)? Of course, rep
eating the same paryabhiiyata is no good composition; so Bilhana's original is prefer- able.

& % *

INCORRECT CONSTRUCTION LEADS TO DESTRUCTION

We can see how the incorrect construction of the readings of B creates a destruction
of meaning in the following verse:

GaurivibhramadhtpadhtimapatalaSyamayamanodarah
kanthaksodabhayan na ye kavalitah Srikanthakanthoragaih.
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Spharonmilitasaradagrhabrhaddvaragraghantaravas
te Slagham alabhanta Kuntalapateh Kailasasailanilah (16:51).

The third and fourth lines in B read as follows:

Spharonmilitasaradagrhabrhaddvaran muda nirgatas
te Slagham alabhanta Kuntalapateh Kailasaraudranilah.

[underlined Byuhlarakavi-vacanam]

The destruction created by the wrong reconstruction in the text may be presented and ex- p
lained as follows:

16:51.1: "Syamayamodarah” P. (Omission and incorrect copying by P; J is correct.)
16:51.2: All have "ksoda.” (My conjecture is "ksobha.”)

16:51.3: "-grhabrddvaravaste” P. (omission). J has "grhavrhaddvaragragham arava
ste." Letters "ha,"” "d-ra,” "gra,” "gha,” and "m a” were not copied by P. In other w
ords, although J does contain these five specific letters, they have been inadvertentl
y omitted by P!

16:51.3: "-grhabrhaddvaran muda nirgatas.” B attempts to emend. There is no ach
ievement! It proves to be a fruitless effort.

16:51.4: "Kailasaraulanilah” P. Certainly it is a doubtful case in original, i.e., "Sai
" of J mistaken for "rau” by the press-copyist. It would have been like "sai” in P. C
f. 6:46.3 reading of P visikharaka, where §a has been mistaken for ra. Two occuren
ces of one type of error.

16:51.4: "Kailasaraudranilah" B. "Raudra” (= fierce) winds are not applauded. Th
ey won't get "§lagha” of Kuntalapati. This creates an absence of all sense creat- ed
where perfect sense was reigning supreme.

All together,

Jhas spha, ro, nmi, li, ta, $a, ra, da, gr, ha, br, ha, ddva, ra, gra, ghan, a, ra, and vas
P has spha, ro, nmi, li, ta, $a, ra, da, gr, ha, br, ddva, ra, and vas

B has spha, ro, nmi, li, ta, sa, ra, da, gr, ha, br, ha, ddva, ra, nmu, da, nir, ga, and tas

So P omitted the second /a; Biihler restored it correctly. P omitted "ra@” after "ddva"”; Biihl

er restored it correctly. P also omitted three more letters: “[a] gra,

non no=n

gham,” and " a.

185



Biihler, however, could not fill the lacuna correctly. In an attempt to secure the true
and correct reading, B threw away the last two letters, "ra” and "va@” (= sound) of P, i.e., th
e last two letters of the carana. And he created (through his own imagination) six letters (i
ncluding one halanta) "ran muda nirgatas” as the substitutes. Let it be reiterated that his fi
rst letter is a correct restoration. However, "nmuda nirgatas" is merely a wild guess. It doe
s not convey the meaning intended by the poet. The editor had a right to create through his
own imagination any number of letters to bring some plausible meaning. However, I won
der if he had any right to throw away the two most significant letters, "ra” and "va,” meani
ng the sound already existing in J, copied by him, and existing also in P.

I will try to provide an explanation as to why this mistake originally occurred. Whil
e copying, the eyes of P probably jumped from first “ra” to the second "ra” in consonance
with the mandiikaplutinyaya (maxim of the jumping of the frog) or what I have termed "netr
occhalanam.” Originally this is how he might have read--I cannot reproduce the diagram h
ere through letters.; it will have to be drawn graphically--"saraddagrhabrddva . . . ravas." T
hus the letters represented by ellipsis dots were totally omitted.

In brief, B really missed only "a graghan a.” Since he did not have the "ghan a," i.e
., "the bells," he had to discard also their sound, "rava.”

August A. Haack's German translation (1899) of the original Sanskrit was based on
Biihler's text. Naturally he translates the words "spharonmilita-sarada-grha-brhaddvaran
mudd nirgatdas” as "coming out of the huge gates of Durga's [!] house, the gates that were t
hrown open with great force, etc. (How could Sarada be translated as Durga unless we tre
at Mahakali, Mahalaksmi, and Mahassarasvatt as one here? But that is not the issue.) Th
e above quotation is a re-translation in English of his German words. The original German
in full reads, Indische Stimmungsbilder, Sieben Episoden des "Vikramanka-deva caritam a
us 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 he
rausgekommenen Kailasa Winde, welche von den Schlangen, der Perlenschnur Civ
as's, aus Furcht vor dem Zermalmen des Halses nicht verschluckt worden sind - dun
kelbraun sind ihre Hohlungen durch die -Rauchmassen des atucherwerks bei den B
uhlkunsten Gauri's -empfingen mit Freuden den Lobpreis des Kuntalakonigs.

It is to be noted that strong gusts of wind may blow in--throw the doors open--and dash into
the house (temple), but they cannot come out of the house by throwing the doors open, beca
use they do not originate inside the house! Here they come out of the Kailasa mountain, fr
om the open space!

All this trouble arose because while copying J. The transcriber P omitted some lette
rs (five in number); ragraghan a and the editor B subsequently activated and energised his
own poetic muse and invented certain substitute letters, thus making the whole reading as n
muda nirgatas. Thus the most significant element, the "ghan arava,” "chime of the bells,"
was lost and the winds had to come out of the temple! They are in Devandgari, some being

" on non

conjunet consonants ("ra,” "gra,” "gha,” and "n a"
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I maintain that Biihler took undue liberty with the poet; he ought to have left the lac
una as it was found in P. The best or utmost he could have done is to enclose his conjectur
al reading within square brackets [ ]. His performance was unscholarly in this instance, at t
he very least. It was not a reconstuction, but utter destruction.

Banerji and Gupta do not acknowledge my text as their source; yet they had the wor
d "ghan arava" so they could speak of the "chime of bells." Their translation reads,

[The] winds from the mount Kailasa, which wafted [?] the chime of bells in f
ront of the huge doors of the temple of Sarada that were wide open, which were not
gorged by the serpents round the neck of Siva out of the fear of their throats being b
ruised [?] (and) which were blackened by the mass of the smoke of incense at the a
morous sports [?] of GaurT, received eulogy from the king of Kuntala.

The translators have taken the word "unmilita” to mean "'wide open' doors"! It is not clear
how they could have derived the expression "wafted" when there is no other word (verb, "k
riyapada”) to express the action. "Waft" is all right in connection with the sound of the bel
Is, but this specific action is not represented in the original. There is no word like "vddana,
" "calana,” or "vayuprerita." "Waft" means "to cause to move; go lightly by, as if by the im
pulse of wind or waves." According to Monier-Williams, "waft" (English) could be translat
ed to Sanskrit as "Sanaih Sanair vayau vah,” "ani,” "

non

vayund prer,” "pranud,” or "upanud."

The reason why the serpents of Siva did not swallow the Kailasa winds lies in the f
act that they contained the smoke of GaurT's vibhramadhiipa incense. As compared to "kso
da,” the term "ksobha" is preferable. Air filled with smoke is likely to be less palat- able (d
esired). The first line of the verse narrates the cause, and the second its effect. The transla
tors have missed the significance of this phenomenon. The adjective "spharonmi- lita" doe
s not qualify the doors of the Sarada temple, but the ghan arava, the sound of the bells, whi
ch was highly magnified by the strong gusts of winds. Cf. "Jalodgirnair upacita-vapuh kesa
samskaradhiipaih. Meghadiita.” Also Bilhana himself: "Kuryad anardresu kim angananam
keSesu krsnagurudhiipavasah.”

I correctly explained the passage in "Candrika":

Spharam atyartham unmilito vistaram nitah Saradagrhasya Kasmira-Sarasvati-man
dirasya brhaddvaragresu sthitanam ghantanam ravo yais te.

These words of mine have been copied by Bh, syllable by syllable--"aksarasah"--of course,
as is usual with him, without any acknowledgment to me; none whatsoever! Let it be emp

hasized that I have indicated the direct quotations from the J gloss by enclosing its words w
ithin two asterisks.

MISRA TRIES TO SHOW OFF
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Misra just wanted to show off. One of his chapters is headed "Secondary Source M
aterial Relating to Vikramankadevacarita."

Misra decided to tell the world that the text of the Vikramankadevacarita here had
been corrected by me with the help of some secondary source material. It is not true. I am
not a kavyarthacauryacatura that I would not disclose his source! Had I taken any help fro
m any of the so-called "secondary" sources of Misra, I would certainly have acknowledg -e
d it in my "Prastavana." I am not sure if Misra even read my "Prastavana." My text is bas
ed on J. Whatever is there (in N) is found in J even today, unless otherwise specified.

Misra confuses J and P, maybe deliberately. On p. 63, under 16:51(c), he says,

In: Vcar. MS. the syllables ha in brhat and ragraghanta are left out. Biihler
(ed. pri.) tried to fill the gap by his wording, ed. sec. changed silently following seco
ndary tradition. (Smk 63:22).

This is an unjust assumption on the part of Misra. It seems he thinks himself to be omni-po
tent, omniscient, omnipresent. Misra is mistaken if he believed that his Vcar. MS. here is J
! The footnote no. 6 on p. 175 of N reads "grhabrddvaravaste slagha- P." Now "P" does no
t mean "J." Misra ought to have read pages one to three of my "Prastavana." This omis- sio
n of J by P and subsequent attempt on the part of Biihler to restore the text were so signi fic
ant that they were specifically noted by me as illustrations of Biihler's futile attempts to res
tore the text.

On page 3 of my text I clearly say,

Param ito'dhikam vismayavahani bahtini viparita-sthalanyapi pura upa- tisth
anti. Tathahi pra. pustake brddvaravaste (soda. 51) ityaSuddhah patho'sti. Ja. pusak
e tvadyapi brhaddvaragraghantaravaste iti spastam evaste.

Misra alleges that I changed "silently." (Does he mean "stealthily"?) He expected me to a
nnounce it with a grand beating of drums as he himself does time and again! The same kin
d of phenomenon occurs with regard to "Caritacandrika." Bh took it to be an ancient work,
and continues to believe so in spite of my protest! I wrote to him immediately after his first
volume was published that it was my work, yet he did not change his stand. Kali- dasa did
not give his name even when he composed such immortal poems like Kumara- sambhava,
Meghadiuta, and Raghuvamsa. But for the strict rule and tradition of natya- sastra he might
have omitted his name even from the Abhijiianasakuntalam. I did not want "Caritacandrik
a" to be acclaimed as an outstanding, epoch-making work whose author deserved an outsta
nding prize in literature. To me the restoration of the text was much more significant. To
me, my Upodghata was much more valuable. Probably Bh knew the truth, but since he wa
nted to continue to incorporate "Candrika" into his work without any acknowledgment, he d
id not ascribe it to its proper author.
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Truly speaking, my historical research as embodied in Upodghata and the recon- str
uction of the text took much more of time, energy, and attention than what was needed to
write "Caritacandrika." In fact my contribution to Bilhana, if there is any, lies in the first t
wo components and not in the last one.

The editor of Stktimuktavali notes on p. 58 a variant reading for 16:51 (end):

Santatam ami KailasaSailanilah ityatra Kuntalapateh Kailasaraudranilah iti pathab
hedah.

So Biihler's misconstruction has been taken to be a legitimate, variant reading!
Excellent!

Here we see Misra once again indulging in some unwanted emendation:

Nirantaram Brahmapuribhir avrtam cakara tatraiva puram sa parthivah.
Virificilokat suralokata$ ca yad vibhiisya bhagaviva kautukat krtam (17:29).

Misra expounds,

17.29d
Vibhiisya "having decorated", does not suit the context here. Read vimiisya [!]. "ha
ving stolen" (Dhatup. 1.707 miisa [!] steye): [Is this mus or musa?]

b-d  cakara tatraiva puram sa parthivah//
virificilokat suralokatas ca yad
vibhiisya bhagav iva . . . krtam/

"The king built just there [!] a city, which was made [by him] as if he had stolen/ ro
bbed (vimiisya) two pieces ["pieces” or "parts"?] [one] from the world of Brahman [!
] and [the other] from the world of the gods."

Note that ed. ter. explains vibhiisya by alamkrtya but gives in the end as the sense (b
hava): . . . bhagau grhitva racitam. bha and ma are easily confounded in the MS. (p.
22).

Still there remains an unsolved problem. J definitely and clearly has "vibhiisya.” My conje
cture is "vikrsya.” Or could it be "vicitya”? However, Misra suggests "vimiisya.” He sayst
hat "bha"” and "ma" are easily confounded in the MS., but not here (in J), and the idea of st

ealing also does not sound very commendable. In my paper entitled "Bilhana's Narayanap
ura: Temple, Tank, and Town," I had changed the reading to "vikrsya.”
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On August 22, 1990, I thought of another word: "vijitya.” But it is far removed from
the original reading ("vibhiisya”). It seems we will have to stay with "vibhiisya” until and
unless we find a better substitute.

The following verse poses a problem in textual reconstruction:

Saharsam ityapsarasam ajayata prajagaram paficasarasya tanvati.
Pravirakanthagraharantakautuka-pradhavitanam Sravanamrtam katha (17:64).

Let us compare the various readings:

17:64.3 graharanta ?] -grahana(? Jmta [?]- J. The Jaina Devanagart na of J could
be easily mistaken by a foreigner for ra. -grahasanta - B. Cf. visikhasakala vs. visik
haraka. B lists the variant readings in the fns. A discerning reader has a chance to
consider, weigh, and evaluate if the rejected reading is not better. R does not list an
y alternative readings at all. Hence naturally the reader is likely to con- clude that i
tis a mistake of the scribe. He has no clue to think of a better rendering. In other w
ords Biihler is scholarly, while R is not.

17:64 B does not contain Etadanantaram 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 ranta- (edd. sec. and ter.; Biihler therefore conject
ures Santa- which, however, does not yield good sense, since pravirakanthagraha- $
antakautuka- , would mean: "the desire that had ceased from [or "for"?] embracing
the great heros [heroes, Mr. Misra!]." Read sandra, "intense, strong" (cp. 17.18; 18.
52): -sandrakautuka-, "intense desire", [!] cp. Kum. 7.62 tasam . . . sandrakutii- hala
nam, "of those women whose desire/curiosity was intense" (p. 22).

Misra says, "There is no such word as ranta.” What about those scholars in Varanasi (the a
ncient seat of Sanskrit learning) who worked with Bh in bringing out his worthy ed.? Itisn
ot proper to say here, "Biihler therefore conjectures. . .." Biihler had no other reading exc
ept what he has given, i.e., "Santa.” Where does an opportunity occur for him to con-jectur
e? Where was the need? Why would he conjecture at all? The way Misra writes, it would
seem that Biihler conjectured in 1874, after he had read my ed. (1945) and Bh ed. in 1964,
and found that their readings were not acceptable!

The two letters creating the problem look very much like "nanta” (old Devanagart s
tyle, where the letter "na” resembles "ra.” This is in contradistinction to Maratht (bala- bo
dha) "na.” The difference can be better seen when given in original Devanagart script and
not transliterated into Roman script. For approximate visualization we can cite the letter "
U" + a bar. This makes Marathi "na.”
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Once again [ would like to reiterate here, even at the risk of being repetitive, that D
rs. Biithler and Jacobi saw the "Carita" and the manuscript J for the first time in their lives 1
n Jaisalmer. They copied the entire (voluminous) work in just seven days! Sanskrit was no
t their mother tongue, and they did not begin their primary education in the environment of
a Hindu Brahmana born and brought up in Varanasi. No matter what they think or say, De
vanagart was still a foreign script to them. They were not raised with it; so we can easily i
magine 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 exacting a
nd demanding Sanskrit degree in India), having studied Sanskrit for at least fourteen years.

I had already lived in a Sanskrit and Hindi environment for more than 22 years. I had tau
ght Sanskrit for quite some time. Sanskrit was almost my mother tongue. I had just earned
then the first prize in an All-Banaras Sanskrit Elocution Contest. I had studied and taught t
he Vikramankadevacarita for several years. I had also seen the B ed. as well as the P ed.--
the transcript of J--made by Biihler and Jacobi. I had consulted some other manuscripts too
. So there was nothing surprising if I could do a more representative job than those foreign
ers who had seen that MS. for the first time in their lives in that "country of sand, bad water
, and guineaworms" (Biihler, "Introd.").

Also, I might add here that through the courtesy of Munivara Sri Punyavijayaji Mah
araja, the same precious MS. J was brought to Ahmedabad in 1960, where it was photocop
ied under my direct supervision. That very photocopy is still with me, and I have been usin
g 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 Vikramankadeva- carita
in a foreign land.

I have once again checked (today on Nov. 2, 1977) the J] MS., (of course, its photo-
copy). I don't know at this moment how these two letters were represented in P. However,
I cannot accept "santa” as an appropriate representation, because if "the anxiety" is "Santa

" ="quenched," "Santa-kautuka,” then there is no justification for "pradhavana.” One does
not run if one's anxiety is satisfied.

Biihler created "Santa” out of his brain. It is always necessary to keep in mind that
when [ mention the name of Dr. Georg Biihler in these contexts, it is only an upalaksana. T
he press copy for the printing of the "Carita" was prepared by someone else, here Shri Va
manacarya Jhalkikar, who could have taught students like Misra Sanskrit for one hundred y
ears, if both could have lived that long. Certain changes were also recommended by Bhim
acarya, a brother of Vamanacarya, without considering the consequences. "Santa” is certai
nly not acceptable. Since "santa” and "ranta” are very close in appearance (i.e., orthograph
ically in Devanagari, the way P was prepared), I conjectured "ranta.” One who has thorou
ghly studied and examined both J and P alone knows how J was converted into a "copy" by
Biihler and Jacobi, as explained above. And on the basis of my personal know- ledge I can
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declare even today, with all the emphasis at my command, that that was the best I could d
o 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 "nanta” (which seems to be
the reading in J) and make it "nanta.” Then we can interpret "pravirakan hagrahanam anta
h'" or "ante yasya tadrsam yat kautukam tena pradhavitanam.” "Urged by the anxiety, the ul
timate objective of which was to embrace the great warriors, they ran...." "Anta” also m
eans (according to Apte) "end, conclusion, termination of." In comp. in this sense and mea
ning "ending in or with," "ceasing to exist with," "reaching to the end" ". . . phalo dayantaya
tapahsamadhaye” (Kumarasambhava 5.6) "ending with (lasting till) the attain- ment of frui
t."

nmn

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. "Sandra”
is too far removed from "nanta.” Misra violates all the principles of textual criticism when
he takes liberty with the poet and puts his "nonsensical" (to borrow Misra's own phraseo-lo
gy used by him with reference to the great poet Bilhana) 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 r
eproduced here because of the limitations of the characters available on this computer, but
which looks very much like the repha in, say, "Sarva,” and which is always used by J to len
gthen the vowel written incorrectly as short. For example, "krtaspadah sviya-" (17:10). He
re the word "krtaspadah” was read by P as "krtaspardah”! (An uninformed person like Mis
ra, who has never seen J, has no right to talk about it!) The original reading could very wel
1 be "grahananta.” What about "pravirakan hagrahanattakautuka,” where "dtta” will mean
"grhita"?

We have one more prank, a balacapalam, by Misra Maharaja:

Yasmin kificin na tad upavanam yatra no kelivapt

naisa vapi na visamadhanuskarmanam yatra ramah.
Nasau rama manasijakathaghatabhagna yuvanah

kamam yasya na nibidatarapremabandhe patanti (18:20).

The brilliant scholar-pretender shows his ingenious skill:

18:20c¢

manasijakathaghatabhagna yuvanah (in the MS. and subsequent edd.), "young men
broken by the beatings of the love-stories" does not give good sense. More appro- p
riate would be manasijakasaghatabhagna- (cp. also 7.52; 12.26, "tormented by whip
strokes by Kama." Tha and Sa in DevanagarT are often confused (p. 23).
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I don't know how "bhagna” could mean "tormented"! By whom? Where? When? Whatis
the evidence? How many MSS. have you seen, Mr. Misra? Which Devanagart are you tal
king about? It must be of some German make!

Once again Misra betrays his total lack of knowledge of kavimarga when he makes
such an absurd suggestion. "Manasija-katha” does not necessarily mean "love-stories"; Mi
sra tries to restrict the meaning of the word "katha.” It also means--actually, its primary m
eaning, as the definition given first by Monier-Williams, is "conversation, speech, talking t
ogether." It can be translated as "premalapa, premasambhdsana, prema-varta, prema-katha

n

Moreover, Manasija, as he is best known, is not reputed to use the harsh whip as his
weapon. He uses very soft arrows of flowers. Maybe the German make of "Manasija" us
es a kasa as his weapon! Here is an example from Stktimuktavali:

Sudirgha ragasalinyo bahuparvamanoharah.
Tasya virejur angulyah kaminam samkatha iva.

(Strinam angavarnanapaddhatih, 53.45)

The following two verses are alluded to by Misra in discussing the above verse 18:20, and i
n suggesting substitution of "katha" by "kasa"!

Udaficayan kimS§ukapuspasiicth salilam adhatalatakasagrah.
Viyoginam nigrahanaya sajjah Kamajfaya daksinamaruto'bhat (7:52).

AsamS$ayam nilasaroruhaksi samaruroha tvayi paficabanah.
Drutair viniryasi padair yad esa kasahatevottarala turangt (12:26).

None of the two verses contain even a single set of words that could be made to mean "tor-
mented by whip strokes by Kama." MiSraSakti alone can make them mean what Misra wa
nts them to mean. This is not proper. "Kasa” may be appropriate in the two verses just giv
en above. It is irrelevant to allude to "kasa” occurring in these two verses while dis-cussing
"yasmin kificin.” We have a saying in Hindi: "Jitane kale utane bapa ke sale!" Misra's eff
ort is "preposterous,” to borrow his own terminology, once again.

May I suggest "vrata” for "ghdta” and "magna” for "bhagna"?

*k % *

Kartum kirtya tilakam Alakagopuranam gatena
Krauficasyagre Bhrgupati§aracchidram adrer vilokya.
Yena kridalava$abalitah pivare bahudande
candadhvane dhanusi ca rusa sutrita drstipatah (18:35).

Misra expounds,
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18:35¢

For krida read vrida: -vridalavasabalitah drs ipatah "glances that are varie-gated/di
sfigured [!] by a little bit of shame." [!] For an analogous idea compare 18.57 savrt
dobhiit, "he felt ashamed." The idea seems [!] that shame gives the eye a particular
[which one?] colour.

Bilhana apprehended kavyarthacauryam. He warned the kavindras against it. Here and th
ere Misra criticizes me by specification, "namagraham,” e.g., ed. sec. is wrong, etc. But he
does not give credit to me for any suggestion he made even before 1945!

On 18:35 "Caritacandrika" says, "Api nama "vridalava-sabalitah’ iti pa ho’nucitah sy
at?" (p. 316, lines 3-4). In the year 1976, Misra claims to have conducted his "investi- gati
ons" under the great German scholar Paul Thieme [!] and proclaims the above con-jectured
reading as if he thought it for the first time! It was a Misropajiiam jiianam! This is called
PLAGIARISM, a literary theft, anything but honest and true scholarship. Not that Misra di
d not read p. 316 of N (i.e., this page in "Caritacandrika") because he refers to it in his disc
ussion of the following verse (18:38) which provides ample food for thought.

% % *k

The following verse presents a riddle not yet solved:

Campastmni Ksitipatikathadhamni Darvabhisare

Traigartisu ksitisu bhavane Bhartulaksonibhartuh.
Kridasailikrtahimagirer hasabhiteva yasya

bhramyatyajiia sukrtavasater bhith pratapodayanam (18:38).

18:38.3 All have "-girer hasabhiteva." My conjecture: "himagireh Sitabhiteva.”

18:38.4 "-vasater bhiiprata” (B)
"-vasaterbhraprata” (R)

Let us see what Misra says:

Sitabhita- proposed in ed. sec. (p. 316) for hasabhita- (in other edd.) seems not to be
[!] required. hasabhita- "afraid of the laughter", gives good sense; cp. 7.4 Sitartu-bh
ityd, "out of fear of the winter season" (p. 23).

In the very beginning I would like to say that Misra raises irrelevant matters. We are not a
rguing over "bhiti” itself; we are arguing over its cause, "hdsa” or "Sita.” Therefore, to refe
r to "Sitartubhitya” is not proper. Misra does not advance any argument or provide any exp
lanation. According to him "hdsabhitd” "makes good sense"! But the question is, afraid of
whom? Why? Misra does not provide any details. And, finally, he says "cp. 7.4 Sitartubhi
tyd, 'out of fear of the winter season." I don't know what the use is of alluding to this state

ment! Does it make any sense here at all? Thus we see time and again Misra raising irrel
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evant matters. He merely raises a smoke-screen and blurs the vision of his spectators! He
does not answer any questions; he creates more problems for us.

& & *k

GACCHATAH SKHALANAM OF NAGAR

To err is human. Iregret that my interpretation of "bhiih pratapodayanam” (18.38.4
) was wrong, as pointed out by Shri Nagaraja Rao of Mysore, who had agreed to collaborat
e with me and make this work ready for publication. Unfortunately, he could not complete
it.

This was an aside. Bh does not raise any objection to my interpretation (in "Carita-c
andrika"): "Bhiir utpattisthanani karma" (p. 316). Was he afraid of an ancient [!] com-men
tator, as he took "Caritacandrikakara" to be? He silently inserts his own interpretation. No
t that he did not see the passage, because he takes into consideration (rather, "dis-cusses")
my conjecture of "Sitabhita,” which appears only here (on p. 316) and not in the original tex
t. Itook "bhith” to be acc. pl., "dvitiya bahuvacanam,"” rather than nom. sing. "prathamaika
vacanam”! Acc. Rao, the pl. of "bhit” would be "bhuvah” and not "bhith.” 1 am indebted to
Shri Nagaraja Rao for this correction.

"Bhith" 1s declined like "pith” and "bhrith” and not as "vadhith” or "camiih,” where a
cc. pl. resembles nom. sing. Nevertheless Bh (who takes "bhiih” to be nom. sing.) does not
explain the real purport at all. Why is "kridasailikrtahimagiri” Sankara? What con-nection
does he have here? What is the purport of the "heat" (the second meaning of "pratapa,” w
hich Bh knows too)? He says "prakrs atapasca.”

All the regions mentioned in the verse (Campa, Darvabhisara, Trigarta, and Bhartu
laksonibhartuh bhavane) are in the Himalaya Mountains. These regions (territories) are co
Id. They need heat, they need warmth. Until and unless we bring the "heating power" into

play, the second meaning of "pratapa” remains inoperative!

What is "kridasaila”? 1t is an artificial hill serving as a pleasure spot, a pleasure mo
untain. Here is Kalidasa in his Meghadata:

Tasyas tire racitaSikharah peSalair indranilaih
Kridasailah kanakakadalivestanapreksaniyah. 74

(Tasyah vapyah)
Consider also Harsacarita 1:6 and our own poet Bilhana:
Kridasailibhavanti pratikalamalinam kausumah pamsukatah (7:67).

Let it be stressed that J and B both have "hdasabhita”; so "Caritacandrika" has the same. H
owever, [ said in my text, "Niinam Sitabhiteva ityucitah pa hah” (p. 316). Bh leaves the issu

195



e undecided. He translates the words following the maxim of "maksikasthane maksika” wit
hout reaching any conclusion and without getting the true essence of the poet's hardam. He
does not arrive at any decision. The first two lines are clear to all. These are the territorie
s located in the Himalayas that owed their allegiance to King Ananta of Kashmir. He was
their overlord. His supremacy was recognized by all the vassal kings ruling those mountain
regions. Ananta's command (djiia) was honored (accepted) by all as the supreme authority
. This is the prakrta, or the statement of facts.

Now comes the aprakrta, the fanciful world created by the poet--

Yasya ajiia bhramyati. Yasya Anantasya. Kathambhiitasya Anantasya?
Sukrtavasateh. Punah kathambhiitasya? Kridasailikrtahimagireh.

These questions too can be easily answered. Now the big question comes: Why the com-
mand (f.) (= @jiia) "bhramyati,” and where?

Two possible answers have been provided so far: (1) "hdsabhiteva” or "Sita-bhiteva.
" Bh makes me uneasy when he translates "kridasailikrtahimagireh"” as "krida-sailtkrtah kr
idaparvatikrtah himagirih Kailasah yena tasya Sivasya." This is called "manahpiitam samac
aret.” Kailasa is only a peak of the Himalayas. Siva has never been described as having
made either Kailasa or even the Great Himalaya as his kridasaila.

Bh has missed the true essence of the word "kriddsaila.” Siva is Devadhideva, Mah
adeva, the Supreme God of all the gods. He can make the entire Himalayas--even the enti
re universe--as his abode. There is nothing surprising about it. To limit Siva's all- pervasiv
eness to Kailasa only is to show the limitations of one's own little knowledge, which is alw
ays dangerous. The fact of the matter is, "Kridasailikrtahimagireh" is the qualifying adjecti
ve of "Anantasya”--Anant who has made the entire Himalaya as his kriddsaila (play-hill).
There lies the beauty. There lies the kavitvam. That is called "vicchittih."”

Another question is why Siva should laugh at Anantasya djiid, or why Anantasya dj
7ia should be Sivasya hdsdad bhita? Why should she be "Kaildasasya Sitabhita"? Is the Great
est of the Great Gods, Siva, prasanga-sangata at all here? Of course not. Bh leaves everyt
hing for the reader to decide. He does not want to risk any decision lest he be exposed and
proven wrong.

Siva is depicted as being white, rajatagirinibham. Fame is depicted as white also.
Siva may be imagined to laugh at the white fame. I bring this up here just for the sake of a
rgument. But @jia is not depicted as white; so she should not be afraid of being laughed at.
There is no sadharmya. There is no sharing of one and the same quality or character- istic

Bh has missed the significance of the word "pratapa,” although he translates it cor-r
ectly, (of course copying from my text). Whatis "pratapa”? "Pratapa” is "Sa pratapah pra
bhavas ca yat tejah kosadandajam.”
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Bh performs the act of sukavakyapatham. He quotes Amara and also copies "Carita
candrika": "kosadandajam tejah prakrs atapas ca.” 1 would like to know why Bh mentions
the meaning "prakrs atapas ca.” He does not apply it anywhere; so why does he bring up
at all?

"Pratapa” is compared to fire. We have numerous examples in literature:
Yasya pratapo'gnir apiirva eva jagarti bhiibhrtakatakasthaltsu (9:113).

Pratapam aropya param samunnatim yaSah pradarSyeva ca davabhasmabhih.
Bhajan nidaghah krtakrtyatam iva svapaurusaviskaranan nyavarttata (13:1).

B has "jagannidaghah" here. 1 don't know why Bh did not insist on that reading here!
Here is our "Nilagundatamrasasanam”:

Tatah pratapajvalanaprabhava-nirmilanirdagdhavirodhivamsah.
Tasyatmajah palayita dharayah Sriman abhiid Ahavamalladevah

(N ed., p. 39, Section 8).
Once again I would like to remind the neo-expounders that the fame is described as white:

Yasyakhilavyapi yaSo'vadatam akandadugdhambudhivrddhi§ankam.
Karoti mugdhamarasundarinam abhtt sa bhiiyo Jagadekamallah.

And laughter as well as fame are both described as white:

Hantimadadyair yasasa maya punar dvisam hasair datapathah sitikrtah (Sriharsasy
a).

Since dgjiid is not white, it cannot be brought into the picture at all as far as Sivahasa or any
white object is concerned. Ajid is not afraid of the great Himalayas either, if we take into
consideration only its colour, white.

Why do we have here the word "pratapa” with a second meaning "prakrs ah tapah”
("terrible heat," "burning fire," etc.)? Why would a person wander hither and thither in sea
rch of hot regions unless and until he or she wants warmth? When do we want warmth? Of
course, when we feel cold, or when we are afraid of cold. Thus comes my conjectured me
aning, "Sita-bhita." Here is a similar expression:

Mukhenducandrikaptira-plavyamanau punah punah.
Sttabhitavivanyonyam tasyah pidayatah stanau (8:47).

Here is a concrete example of how variant readings are created, especially when the copyi
st allows his memory to play its part. Vik. has "stanau” and not "kucau.” 1 wrote "kucau” b
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y relying upon my memory. This phenomenon explains one of the reasons of generating v

ariants in anthologies. This may also explain some of the variations between P and the pre
ss-copy for B, which was prepared by a great scholar--a real scholar, Pt. Shri Vamanachary
a Jhalkikar. When a true scholar copies some work, his memory becomes an obstacle to th
e true and faithful copying, which is harmful!

I took (or rather mistook) "bhiir utpattisthanani karma"” (acc. fem. plural) and wante
d to make it an object of "bhramyati.” Kutra bhramyati? Pratapodayanam bhiih: The regi
ons where there is abundant growth and prevalance of pratdpa in both the senses of the ter
m.

I have thought time and again that Misra had no need to conduct any "investigat- io
ns" to arrive at his conclusions. He has enough internal power to assert. He has the freedo
m to pronounce ex cathedra judgement: "Sitabhita [!] proposed in ed. sec. (p. 316) for hasa
bhita [!] (in other edd.) seems not to be required." First of all, I proposed "Sita-bhita.” Sec
ondly, even his ed. (i.e. N) has "hdasabhita.”

On Oct. 12, 1977, I conjectured another reading: "vasabhita.” She (djaa) 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 t
hat King Anant had made a large number of extensive territories in the Himalayas a play-h
ill, kridasaila!

BHARADVAJ, THE GREAT HISTORIOGRAPHER

The following verse provides an excellent opportunity for Bh to demonstrate that he
too can be a historiographer. (See the long list of books consulted [!] by him).

Yasya bhrata Ksitipatir iti ksatratejonidhanam
BhojaksmabhrtsadrSamahima Loharakhandalo'bhiit.

Sanke laksmyah §irasi caranam nyasya vaksahsthitayah
prapta lilatilakatulanam yanmukhe suktidevt (18:47).

N's fn. says, "All have yasya bhrata.” Yet N makes it "yasya bhrata"!

Bh had a sudden impulse to demonstrate his knowledge of historiography. All the e
ditions, including J, read "yasya bhrata.” So, he argued, what right does N have to make th
e reading "yasya bhrata"? Consequently he asserts that yasya bhateti pa hat yasya bhrateti
pathah samucitah! He does not cite any authority. He does not advance any argument. He

overlooks the great principle of vada: "Ekakini pratijiia hi pratijiiatam na sadhayet.” "Mer
e assertion does not prove a theory." All read "yasya”! So we must follow the crowd. Itis
not the question of majority only; it is the question of unanimity--all against one! Bh allude
s to two verses, 18:38 and 18:67, where the name of Ksitipati occurs, but that is irrelevant.
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I did not base my change on mere assertion. It did not emanate from obstinacy; I ad
vanced cogent arguments. This is what I said in my "Upodghata" (p. 9):

Loharadurgadhipatih Ksitipatir Anantadevasya bhrata babhtiva. Da. Byuh- 1
ara (Biihler) mahodayo "Yasya bhrata Ksitipatir iti ksatratejonidhanam' iti patham a
bhyupagamya 'Ksitipatih Subhatabhratasid' iti vyacakhyau. Dvivediprabhrtayo vid
vamsa Tdr§anekasthalesu nirvicaram Da. Byuhlaramahodayam anucakruh. Vastuta
stu "Yasya bhrata Ksitipatir' iti pathah sangatah. Ksitipatir Anantadevasya pitrvyaj
o bhrata"sit. Tatha ca nirdistam eva Rajataranginyam (vii:251. Pasyata PariSistam
Ka):

Putro Vigraharajasya Ksitirajabhidhas tatah.
Rajiah pitrvyajo bhrata kadacit parSvam ayayau.

(Rajfio'nantadevasya)
Stein translates the above verse as follows:

Some-time, thereafter, the King [Ananta] was visited by his cousin [brother] called
Ksitiraja, the son of Vigraharaja.

We learn from the Rajatarangint that Didda, daughter of Simharaja, Lord of Lohara, marri
ed Ksemagupta, king of Kashmir. She adopted her nephew, Samgramaraja, son of her brot
her Udayaraja, as the son (and successor), to the throne of Kashmir. He ruled over Kashmi
r from 1003 to 1028 A.D. Naturally to Ananta, who was the son (and successor) of Samgra
maraja, Ksitiraja was a cousin, being the son of his uncle, Vigraharaja. The king-dom of L
ohara was assimilated into that of Kashmir when Ksitiraja gave it to Utkarsa. Let it be stre
ssed here that N's fn. no. 9 adds "Pasyata Parisis am Ka.” This "Parisista” (Appendix) app
ears on p. 247, immediately after the "Nilagundatamrasasanam” in N's ed. Here it is repro
duced on the next page for ready reference:
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Scions of the Lohara Dynasty
(as the rulers over Kashmir)

*Simharaja (Lord of Lohara)
U

U U
Didda *Udayaraja
980/1-1003 A.D.
[m. Ksemagupta U
(950-958 A.D.) U
of Kashmir] U
U J
Samgramaraja *Vigraharaja
[Adopted by Didda as her  (Lord of Lohara)
successor to the Kashmir
throne (1003-1028 A.D.)] *Ksitiraja
J
U *Bhuvanaraja
U U
Hariraja Ananta
(1028 A.D.) (1028-1063 A.D.)
(1063-1080 A.D.)
J
Kalasa
(1063-1080 A.D.)
(1080-1089 A.D.)
U
U U J
Harsa Utkarsa *Vijayamalla
(1089-1101 A.D.) (1089 A.D.)

Note: * = did not rule over Kashmir.
Source: Stein. Kalhana's Chronology of Kashmir. I, 108; II, 294; Genealogical Tables, p.
145. Raj. vii, 251-259.
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I believe that Bh saw the above writing. Nevertheless, to assert that the correct rea
ding for 18:47.1 is "Yasya bhrata" and to maintain that Ksitipati or Ksitiraja was the brother
--nay, the sahodara of Subhata, the queen of Ananta, is to negate the facts of history. The t
ragic situation is that this point is well discussed and clarified in my edition on p. 9 of "Upo
dghata." Yet Bh does not accept the truth. He wants to assert the superiority of his wisdom
. I am reminded of an excellent sadukti:

Sampirnakumbho na karoti Sabdam ardho ghato ghosam upaiti niinam.
Vidvan kulino na karoti garvam gunair vihina bahu jalpayanti.

Here is one more interesting point worth noticing. Bh, while commenting upon the verse

Devi tasya pracuraya$asa$ candrikevendujata
yata khyatim jagati Subhatetyadibharya babhtiva (18:40).

his fn. he adds, "Siryamatityaparanamadheya.” Bh copies, as usual, from "Candrika" wher
e we read, "Indus candrah Jalandhardadhipah Inducandras ca. Subha eti Siiryamati -tyapara
namadheya."”

My "Caritacandrika" derives its information from Rajatarangini, which says,

Jalandharadhipasyendu-candrasyendumukhim sutam.
Upayeme manojiiatvaj jyestham Asamatim svayam (7:150).

Tasyah kificidvayonylinam svasaram yo yaviyasim.
Atha Stryamatim Devim bhuibhuje parinitavan (7:152).

Here "bhitbhuje” means "Anantadevaya."
I still don't know if Bh saw the Genealogical Table of the Lohara Dynasty (Pari-Sist

am "Ka" of N), or if he understood it, or if he compared it with his own statement on p. 209
of his Vol. 3.

Bh admits that Subhata (alias Stryamati) was a daughter of King Inducandra, the L
ord of Jalandhara. Yet he maintains that Ksitipati (alias Ksitiraja) was her brother, not onl
y a distant brother but real brother (sahodaro bhrata). 1f Ksitiraja was a real brother of Sub
hata, (Ksitiraja, who was a son of Vigraharaja, the Lord of Lohara--Putro Vigraharajasya
Ksitirajabhidhas tatah. Raj.), then she must have herself hailed from the Lohara Dynasty (t
he same dynasty that gave birth to Anantadeva and Ksitiraja)! Did she? If Subhata and Ks
itiraja were real sister and brother, then the name of her father would be Vigraharaja and n
ot Inducandra!

We also have to consider one more fact. Inducandra, the father of Subhata, was the
Lord of Jalandhara, while the father of Ksitiraja [Subhata's real brother, (even) in the opi-
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nion of Bh] was the Lord of Lohara! Would it be correct to conclude, then, that there was n
o difference between Lohara and Jalandhara as far as Bh is concerned?

It is just possible that what is published in the name of Bharadvaja is the creation of
more than one person! His discussion on "yasya bhrata" (18:47) has a footnote: "Atrai- ta
syaiva sargasya 38 tatha 67 sankhyakau sloka[va]valokaniyau.” Bh alludes to Ksitipati.

The verse 18:67 reads,

Durgam prapya Ksitipatiyasodhama yasyanujo'sau
kasyakarsin na khalu pulakotkarsam Utkarsadevah.

Yenaropya svabhujaSikhare nirmita diram urvi
mlecchaksonipatiharikhuraksodamudradaridra (18:67).

In Sanskrit (Rama of Bh) we read " . . . Loharadurgam prapya . .. " The word "prapya” is
not commented upon. However, the Hindi vydkhyakara knows much more than all of us co
mbined. He says,

Harsadeva ke chote bhat Utkarsadeva ne vipaksT [!] raja Ksitiraja ke kirti-st
hana [!] Loharadurga namake kile ko jitakara [!]

This is flagrant violation of history. Ksitiraja was not a vipaksi raja, and Utkarsa did not co
nquer the fort named Loharadurga! Would it be possible to agree that Hindi and Sans- krit
commentaries came out of the same pen? Of course not!

Bh claims to have studied Rajatarangint in Sanskrit as well as English. He ought to
have known that according to the Rajatarangini, Utkarsa was still a stanandhaya (baby suc
king its mother's breast) when Ksitiraja gave him the kingdom of Lohara!

Dattva stanandhayayapi tadotkarsabhidhaya sah.

="

The poet could have easily said "jirva" if the fort had to be conquered. Why did Bilhana sa
y "prapya”? 1t is difficult to describe in words what a great injury Bh has inflicted on Bilha
na. Coming generations will remain ajiiana-andhakara-acchanna.

Here is the relevant passage in full from the Rajatarangini. Kalhana says,

Putro Vigraharajasya Ksitirajabhidhas tatah.
Rajiah pitrvyajo bhrata kadacit parSvam ayayau. 7:251

Tasmai nyavedayat khedam sa cittasyopatapakam.
Putre Bhuvanarajakhye rajyalubdhe'tiviplute. 7:252

Ksitirajah svavadhvam ca viruddhayam visuddhadhth.
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Manastapaphe cakre sarvatyagamrte sprham. 7:255

Rajyam KalaSaputraya jyesthaanantarajanmane.
Ramalekhabhidhanayam rajiiyam jataya satvaram. 7:256

Dattva stanandhayayapi tadotkarsabhidhaya sah.
Rajarsir vibhudhaih sardham vidadhe tirthasevanam. 7:257

Bhuktva Samasukham bhiirin varsan paramavaisnavah.
Sa cakrayudhasayujyam yayau Cakradhare sudhth. 7:258

Summing up, we may say that although Ksitiraja had a son named Bhuvanaraja, he was wi
cked and vicious and hence unfit for the throne in the eyes of Ksitiraja, his father. So he ga
ve away his kingdom to Kala$a's son, the INFANT Utkarsa. In this way he partially repaid
the debt of Didda.

There is nothing surprising if Biihler adopted the reading as "yasya bhrata Ksitipatir
iti,” because that is the reading of J. In the absence of any contradictory immediate evi-de
nce, there was no reason for him to doubt the text. Although he studied Rajatarangini later
and corroborated many of Bilhana's statements by citing it as the authority, probably he di
d not examine this specific issue. Scholars like Dvivedi just followed Biihler by gaddulikap

ravahanydaya and gatanugatikanyaya.

Nevertheless, Bh should know better since all the data that was accumulated since
Biihler wrote was available to him. He had my ed. and all the information contained in it.
Yet he asserts that Ksitiraja was a brother of Subhata, not only a distant brother but a saho
dara bhrata of Subhata.

Before we leave this topic I would like to present another case of a similar nature, b
ut showing different action on the part of Bh:

Data parakramadhanah Srutaparadr§va

namnasya Rajakalasas tanayo babhiiva.
Praleyabhiidharaguhas timiracchalena

yasyadhunapi makhadhtimam ivodvahanti (18:77).

All end with "udvamanti.” 1 made it "udvahanti.” Bh copied me in a casual manner. I don'
t know why in this case he did not raise the flag of revolt! Why did he submit to my readin

g?

Misra's determination to destroy everything remains undaunted:

Yasya praptadbhutaparinateh karkaSe tarkamarge
tyagah kasam vicarati giram gocare kantakirtih.
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Yena nyasta dalitavipadam kovidanam grhesu
Srir nadyapi svapiti lalanabhiisananam ninadaih (18:48).

It is a pity that, whenever Misra opens his mouth to talk, I fail to understand him more ofte
n than not. Misra's propositions are "preposterous,” to borrow his own terminology (p. 18, n
ote on 12:45a). Of course, there are exceptions too, but they merely accentuate the rule.

With regard to the verse 18:48 he says,

For vicarati read na carati: tyagah kasam na carati giram gocare kantakirtih "in the
domain of which poetry does not move his liberality, which is of lovely glory?" (p. 2
3).

I am simply puzzled. First of all, the question is, why should we read "na carati” for "vicar
ati” when the latter makes perfect sense already? Secondly, I would like to know what Mi

sra wants to convey; I don't know it. Does he want to say that Ksitiraja gave donations to t

he poets? We are instructed by our gurus, "Jivatkaver asayo na varnaniyah.” "Do not try to
interpret the poet who is still living." However, if my conjecture is right, then Misra will p

rove unjust. "Giram" here certainly does not mean "poetry," per se. I believe Misra must h
ave heard expressions like "vacam agocaram,” or "giram atitya vartate.” What Bilhana wa
nts to say here is, "The generosity of Ksitipati was indescribable." Kdasam giram gocare vic
arati? Na kdasam api iti bhavah.

I am not sure whether Misra considered what his pitrvacaryas had already said, how
they had explained this ukti of Bilhana. "Candrika" says "Giram gocare vagvisaye.” Bh tr
anslates, "Yasya Loharddhipasya . . . tyagah danam . . . kasam giram vacam gocare visaye vi
carati vartate, vagagocaram danam iti bhavah."

I believe Misra had seen the following sadukti while he was still in his senses:
Kavitvavaktrtvaphala cucumba Sarasvatt tasya mukharavindam (3:19).
In this connection, Misra ought to have known that the art of poetry (kavitva) is distinct fro
m the art of speech, oratory (vakrtva). One does not have to be a poet to display the art of
gir (vani). Here (i.e., in tyagah kasam) the poet Bilhana refers to the art of speech, narratio

n (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:

Kalah Kalafjaragiripater yah prayane dharitrim

tukkharanam khuraputaravaih ksmapastinyam cakara.
Sridahalaksitiparivrdhah so'pi yam prapya vrttam

Karnah karnamrtarasabharasvadam antas tatana (18:93).

Misra makes me terribly disturbed. He says,
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18.93c

yam (acc. m.) cannot be construed with vrttam n., as in ed. ter., comm. It clearly mu
st refer to Bilhana, as the relative pronouns in the previous verses (18.90d, 91d, 92c¢)
do. vrttam must be analyzed as accusative of a masculine noun. Perhaps for vrtta
m read bhrtyam:

C ...so'pi yam prapya bhrityam ["bhrityam” or "bhrtyam,” Mr. Misra?]
d karnah . .. dasvadam antas tatanall

"Even this king Karna enjoyed in his heart (Bilhana's poetry) after having him got [!
] as his servant (court poet)" (p. 24).

Misra makes Mahakavi Bilhana a bhrtya (slave) of Karna! And that too in an autobio-grap
hical narration by Bilhana himself! Words fail me when I try to describe how thought- less
a person can be. Bilhana was one of the most self-respecting poets in the world. It is Bilha
na who said,

Sarvasvam grhavarti Kuntalapatir®* grhnatu tan me punar
bhandagaram akhandam eva hrdaye jagarti sarasvatam.

Re ksudras tyajata pramodam acirad esyanti manmandiram
helandolitakarnatalakaratiskandhadhirtidha S$riyah.

*QGurjarapatirityapi pathah
And

Nilacchatronmadagajaghatapatram uttrastacolat
Calukyendrad alabhata krtT yo'tra vidyapatitvam.
Asminnastt tadanu nibidaslesahevakalila
velladbahukvanitavalaya santatam rajyalaksmih (18:101)

To make such a great poet a servant (slave), even of a king like Karna, is an act which can
be "thought of" ( a favorite expression of Misra) only by a scholar of Misra's calibre. He w
as still breathing the air of Herr Hitler.

On p. 100 Misra himself describes the honour, glory, and splendour attained by Bilh
ana by quoting the following eulogy:

Vapur yam avasah ["yamavasah"?] kucaparivrtas Cedinrpatih
paribhranta ratnakaraparidhir esa vasumati.

Na muktva ramanam padam iha §iro'nyasya ["$iro yasya"?] namitam
kavindrai rajendrair lalitam iyatt Bilhanakatha.

[? puryam avasah, a suggested reading]
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This verse raises many questions. It is not clear to me at all, but everything is clear to Misr
a. Nothing is obscure to him.

On p. 24 Misra asks us to make Bilhana a bhrtya (slave) of Karna! I don't know if t
hese two Misras are one and the same. The lion may die of hunger, but he won't eat grass!
We may not be able to ascertain the original, true reading to take the place of "vrttam” (or
"nitnam”?) here, but to suggest "bhrtyam”--and that too for a self-respecting poet like Bilha
na--is in the domain of only great critics like Misra! It cannot be described in words: Kath
api khalu papanam alam asreyase yatah.

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 Bilhana's or
der) demanded. So, to avoid repetition, we will try to discuss in the following section his ot
her "investigations."
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CHAPTER 1II

SOME LEXICOGRAPHICAL POINTS OF INTEREST

In Chapter 11, entitled "Some Lexicographical Points of Interests," Misra lists the fol
lowing words (for discussion?):

1.

N

N kAEW

ankura- m. 8. citrasala- 15.
afic, aficaya [!] 9. cinapista 16.
h
arya 10. nagarakhanda 17.
kuc (+ sam) 11. pathonidhi 18.
krtaksana 12. pratistha 19.
keyiira 13. bhangi/bhangt 20.
carmacaksus- 14. mukta 21.

mugdha
lunth, lut(h), lut

vah (+ ud)
vatayana
vyakhya
vela
samsthita

I don't know how "veld@" can follow "vyakhya"! However, I point this out with terrible trepi
dation because Misra claims to have mastered Library Science as well. He is a Doctor of
Lib. Sci. too.

I fail to understand the full significance of these long, elaborate discussions. I don't
know either what Misra's central objective is. In his enthusiasm to locate the occurence of
one word more than once, he has picked up other certain words which are irrelevant for the
purpose in view.

For example, on p. 30, he discusses the word "krtaksana.” He locates the following

occurences:
1.) 7:36
2.) 9:13
3.) 13:41
4.) 14:35
5.) 16:4

kramal lipijhanakrtaksanasya

pracchadanartham vihitaksano'pi

krtaksanam ksudranadisamagame

ksetrabhiimisu krteksanotsavah [!]

divasa-grasta-vistara-karsanaya krtaksanah

While it may be legitimate to include number 2 in the present discussion (because "vihita” 1
s synonymous with "krta”), I don't know how number 4, krta- tksana- utsava, could be made
to belong to this category! Here we have "krteksana” and not "krtaksana.”
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Let us discuss Misra's comments on certain words. It is nothing but vitandavadah.
He says,

(1) arkura- m.

ankura-, "a sprout, shoot", in the end of a compound:

a) ratnankura-, "a sproutlike jewel" (ratnam ankura iva) = "a new/young jewel" ="
a small jewel" (M.W. only from the Mrcch.): 1.18; 12.3; 15.77; vyaghranakha- rnkur
a- "a sprout like a [!] tiger nail" = "a small tiger nail, tied around the neck of childr
en, even now-a-days, as an amulet, to ward off the bad effect of an evil spirit, cp. H
indi baghanalbaghanahdalbaghanakha™l (3.13).

Misra's footnote:

1. vyaghranakhankura- a kind of "medicinal herb" (Eng. rend.) to be tied around the
neck of children, [!] is probably a substitute for the real tiger nail, which for a king
was more easier [What beautiful English! In the company of his German gurus, Mi
sra forgot his own English!] to obtain than for a common man.

b) radankura-/dantankura- "sprout of the tooth/tusk" (radasyal/dantasyankurah)- "tip
of the tooth/tusk" (PW. and MW. only from Abhidhanaci. of Hemacandra, 297): 17.
50a radankuraprotam ardtidantina "pierced with the tip of its tooth/tusk by the ene
my elephant"; 17.56 . . . radankurah . . . tan muku esv atadayan "the tips of the teeth
/tusks . . . struck at the diadems (helmets) [of the soldiers]." More: literal "struck th
em (the soldiers) at their diadems helmets)."

1.65cd karindradantarnkuralekhanibhir alekhi . . . vijaya-prasastih// "a victory inscri
ption was written by the pens, which were the tips of the tusks of the elephants" (pp
. 25-26).

"Ankura” has many meanings, but here it is used in the sense of "beautiful, newly-appeare

d, fresh-cut." Students of Sanskrit literature know very well that poets use many words, es

pecially in the end of compounds, which merely add to the beauty of the pre-ceding word.

For example, "bahulata” or "bahuvalli.” There are many other words like "karikalabha" or
"puspamald"” or "krpanalekha.” 1t is very difficult to translate such words into English. "Spr
out-like-jewel" may be grammatically and lexicographically harmless, but it is not needed.
"Ratnankura” means "beautiful jewel." That is all.

This word ("arnkura”) is very much like "lata” or "latika,” e.g., Pundrakeksulatikas c
akasire. Here "latika” means "beauty in general" more than anything else.

*k % *

Misra expounds:
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4. Root kuc (+ sam)

sam-kuc means, in contradistinction to vi-kuc, "to open (like flower)" - "to close, to s
hrink, to shrink back." Thus in 1.66 . . . te visnoh pratis heti vibhisanasya rdjye para
m”9 samkucita babhuvuh "they (the kings of the Chaulukya [!] family) shrank, howe
ver, with respect to the kingdom of Vibhisana (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.

I am not even sure if this is true! Maybe Misra has his own dictionaries; I did not find this
word! Misra's footnotes:

9. param obviously not used in the sense of kevalam (ed. ter., comm.) here. Cp. also
1.85; 2.30; 4.30; 7.19; 7.65; 15.72; yadi param [Ref.? Does Misra mean 18:997] "if
at all" (PW "wenn iiberhaupt"i,. [So Misra knows German too!]

10. Bilhana's statement seems to be historically correct [!], since no king of the Cha
ulukya [!] dynasty undertook military expeditions to Ceylon. In any case Biihler's u
nderstanding of 1.66 ("narrow was the realm of Vibhisana": "Introd.," p. 26) cannot
be accepted (p. 30).

I don't know what Misra means by "Ceylon"; Simhala or Lanka? If he means Simhala, the
n he has not seen the following:

Tadbhayat Simhaladvipa-bhupatih §aranagatah.
Visasramasramapade Lopamudrapater muneh (4:20).

Note the following as well:
Apandupandyam alola-colam akrantasimhalam (4:45).

Simhala and Lanka are not accepted as being positively identical. (Simhalalniketyastopa-dv
ipadipite--we recite in sarnkalpa 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. He tr
anslates it in English only and substitutes "yadi param” (ref.?) by "if at all." As if English
were not sufficient to inform his readers, he adds some German words: “wenn iiberhaupt.”

5. kritaksana-
krtaksana- lit. "having made the leisure” is used in the sense of "having taken the ti
me to learn" [nonsense]: (1) 7.36 kramal lipijianakrtaksanasya, "of him who had ta

ken time to learn, in due course, the knowledge of writing." Cp. also 9.13; 13.41; 14
.35; 16.4. krtaksana- is synonymous to vihitaksana- 9.13; pracchadanartham vihitak
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sanah, "he who had taken the time to learn, to conceal (his feelings)", Cp. MW. s.v.
["Candrika" says "nirvyaparasthitih.” J gloss vatkaver says "niyamah."]

Misra's footnote:
11. Cp. Lat. schola "leisure" and "school" (p. 30).

The Latin word "schola” may mean "leisure" and "school," but "ksana” of Sanskrit by itsel
f has nothing to do with "learning"!

"Lipijaianakrtaksanasya” may mean "one who has devoted time to learn the
riting," but "lipikrtaksanasya” by itself can hardly mean "learning."

"Ksana" means, according to Amara, "nirvydparasthitau kalavisesotsavayoh ksanah.
" Has Misra seen this?

In "krtaksanam ksudranadisamdagame,” there is no learning process at all! Here "ks
ana” = utsava, festivity, enjoyment, etc. The same is true of "vihitaksana.” It may very we
1l mean "who has given an opportunity or chance to conceal, who has made an effort, etc."

17. Root vah (+ ud)

Misra presents a long discourse; he makes a mountain out of a mole-hill. He assumes certa
in things without any basis and then tries to offer solutions and comments. He criticizes his
predecessors without understanding them. He misunderstands the poet and tells us that the
use of the word is rare, etc. Misra says:

ud-vah is on several occasions used in the sense "to exhibit, to show to make mani-f
est", which seems rather a rare use (not properly recorded in lexica). Thus in

1.4 ekas stanah’™M8. . . .

yasyah priyardhahsthitim udvahantyah
sa patu vah parvatarajaputri//

"May that daughter of the king of the mountains (i.e. the Himalaya) protect you, the
one breast of whom [whose?] who exhibits standing [!] in the half part of her belov-
ed 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.) c
ommentators seem to have missed this sense ["to exhibit"?]. Their comment on udv
ahantyah as equivalent to dharayantyah "carrying" alledgedly [sic] showing Bilhan
a to be a §akta has no cogency”49. Bilhana has used ud-vah in the non- figurative s
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ense of "carrying" in 12:48 . . . asyodvahatah karabje . . . ambhoruhinipalasam "of hi
m, who was carrying in his hand the leaf of a lotus"; cp. also 15.64; 18.77. The figur
ative use of udvah by Bilhana may be compared to that of roots bhr and bhaj: in 1.9

1 bibhrat and 11.37 bhaji are replacable [sic, should be "replaceable"] by the corres
ponding forms of ud-vah (47-48).

Misra's footnotes:

48. ekastanah (ed. ter.) is a bad [?] orthography for ekah stanah (edd. pri and sec.).
Cp. p. 1. 1.74a.

This is not any systematic, consciously executed orthography. It is a simple case of mis-un
derstanding. If I had resorted to report such irregularities of B and R, my ed. would have b
een inflated ten times! It is silly even to discuss such matters.

49. Siva and Parvati are sometimes united in the form of a single androgynous deit
y. The right hand [?] side of the divinity represents Siva and the left Parvati. Itis S
iva, ardhanart "half women" [!] and half 7sa 'lord'. The male half has ja amuku a on
the head and the single breast of the female side is prominent, the waist pinched in,

the hair done up in a knot (dhammilla). Cp. e.g. the figure of ArdhanariSvara of M
ahabalipuram, belonging to 7th cent. A.D. (T.A. Gopinath Rao, Elements of Hindu I
conography, vol. 2, pt. 1, p. 328). Cp. also the verse on Ardhanari§vara in Smk. 1.1
1, ascribed to Bilhana (pp. 47-48).

Lexicographers follow the literature, not the other way around. Otherwise, we would not h
ave the sayings like "nirankusah kavayah.” Even the grammar does not precede the literat
ure.

According to MW, "ud-vah" also means "to bear up, lift up, elevate, wear (clothes,
etc.); to have, possess, show." Misra cites the following uses of "ud-vah" by Bilhana:

samudvahannunnatam amsaktitam 1:51
padativratam udvahami 3:39

manyupankakalusam samudvahan
bhratrduscaritacintanan manah 5:10

yatra tisthati virodham udvahan

dahatah prabhrti tejasa saha 5:20
urvipateh parvanacandravaktra

samudvahantT hrdaye nivasam. 9:11
tantukr§am vahantyah 9:32
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puspaijaliksepam ivodvahanti 10:23

samudvahantyos tad athayataksi-

dolavilolananamargasakhyam 10:36
himam §ilibhiitam ivodvahanti 12:50
manase kalusatam samudvahan 14:47

It is just possible that "ud-vah” might have been used on several occasions in the sense of "
to exhibit, to show, to make manifest," but that does not mean that it is a "rare" use and tha
tif 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:

Ekah stanas tungatarah parasya vartam iva prastum agan mukhagram.
Yasyah priyardhasthitim udvahantyah sa patu vah parvatarajaputri (1:4).

Note: Misra's text reads "priyardhahsthitim.”

Misra translates the words "priyardhasthitim udvahantyah" as one "who exhibits sta
nding [noun?] in the half part of her beloved one." "To exhibit" is one of the meanings of "
udvah." Thatis all. Apte gives "standing" as the first meaning of the word "sthiti,” and Mi
sra runs away with it. He does not go beyond the first meaning. This word has many mean
ings that are more profound than "standing." It means "continuance in one state," "steady a
pplication or devotion," "stability," "permanence," "perpetuation,” "continuance," "high stat
ion or rank," "preservation," etc.

mn

If a person "wears" or "possesses” an object, he is bound to "exhibit" it, provided it
can come into direct contact with the eyes of a perceiver. People "wear" perfume too. Eve
n that is felt, if not by caksurindriya, then by ghranendriya. Therefore, "exhibit" is the effe
ct rather than the cause. The cause is to "wear" or "possess."

It is unfortunate that Misra does not understand "Caritacandrika" and blames it un-j
ustifiably. He misleads his readers without quoting the "Caritacandrika" in its original for
mat. My text does not explain the word "udvahantyah” at all. It merely explains the comp
ound word "priyardhasthitim” in the following way: "Priyasya ardhandrisvarasya Sivasya
ardhe sviye daksinange sthitis tam” (p. 209). To attribute more to an earlier writer and to di
stort his statement is a misrepresentation of facts and certainly not a sign of true scholarshi
p. Kathapi khalu papanam alam asreyase yatah. 1 can only say that before Misra makes su
ch "preposterous" statements (to borrow his own terminology) he should sit with some learn
ed Sanskrit scholar, a pandit, a true guru,; become his antevasin; and acquire a basic knowl
edge of Sanskrit as well as the principles of literary criticism. Then alone he should try to i
nterpret great poets like Bilhana.
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If Misra thinks the N text means that "Parvati is carrying Siva in her half," he is sad
ly mistaken. Misra does not know the true meaning of my words at all. I am reminded of t
he famous prayer once again: Ajaanandhasya lokasya. . . .

Let us see what Bh says:

Priyasya Sivasyardhasthitimardhe svadaksinange sthitimudvahantyah dharayantyah

Now Bh puts his own interpretation into the mouth of Bilhana and concludes,
TantraSastradrstya Parvatya adyaSaktitvena grahanam kavisammatam pratibhati.

He cites a beautiful stuti from Anandasagarastava of Srinflakanthadiksita:

Ardham striyas tribhuvane sacaracare'smin
ardham pumamsa iti darSayitum bhavatya.

Stri [!] pumsalaksanam idam vapur adrtam yat
tenasi devi vidita trijagaccharira.

Whether Bilhana was a §akta or not, Bh certainly shows his bias. Well, there is nothing wr
ong in that. That is his interpretation. Whether Siva gives his half to Parvati or Parvatf tak
es half of Siva is a question no one can decide in an absolute manner. However, that Bilha
na wanted to pay his homage to the female deity is evident from his words in the prayer, "S
a patu vah Parvatardjaputri.” To begin with, he offers his prayers to Lord Visnu, manifest 1
n the form Kamsaripu, i.e., Stikrsna. Then he offers his homage to Lord Sesasayin. Once
again he prays to Lord Visnu. And then he pays his respect to Parvati. Next he shows his
obeisance to Lord Visnu as the incarnation of Krsna. Then comes Siva in an indirect mann
er. After this we find his invocation to Sarasvati, the goddess of learning. And finally com
es Gane$a, whom one would expect in the very beginning. But Bilhana had his own specia
1 way. He was following a new path of his own.

It is interesting to observe that in most of these cases, Bilhana does not offer his pra
nama directly to the deity. In the first verse, he prays that the sword of Kamsaripu may pro
tect the readers. Then he prays that Bhagavan Mukunda may bring prosperity to the reader
s. And then comes vaksahsthali of Garudadhvaja. In the fourth verse we find Bilhana mak
ing a direct reference to ParvatarajaputrT and praying that she will protect the readers. Na
ndaka (the sword) is directly mentioned thereafter, and the poet wishes it to give deep plea
sure to his readers. In the sixth verse Siva is worshiped; not directly, but through his prana
mah, which are said to be above all, sarvotkarsena vartante. Next comes Sarasvati. Bilhan
a prays that she be pleased with the readers. Even Ganesa is worshiped indirectly, but thr
ough his karastkaranam viksepalila, the playful scattering (sprinkling) of the drops of water
through the trunk. So Bilhana demonstrates his own praudhi, his own special vicchitti and
vyutpatti. By saluting one deity in a particular manner, he does not become a Sakza, Saiva,
or vaisnava. He did not ask our Abhinava-Bilhana Misra to protect him from being brande
d as Sakta. If at all, he was more inclined toward Saivism, which flourished so pervasively

213



in Kashmir, the home of Bilhana. Let us finish this discussion with the concluding words of
Bilhana:

Yasya svecchaSabaracaritalokanatrastayeva
nyasta$ cudasasikalikaya kvapi dure kurangah.
Sa vyutpattim sukavivacanesvadikarta Sruttnam
devah preyan acaladuhitur niScalam vah karotu [stress added].

I pray that God will 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
caladuhituh preyan,” the lover of the daughter of the Himalayas; i.e., Sankara! Sankara do
es not come directly but through "acaladuhita.” Let us pay special attention to the two wor
ds "acala” in "acaladuhita,” and "niscalam” as an adjective of "vyutpattim.” Recall the ver
y early reference to this word in the verse

Vyutpattir avarjitakovidapi na ranjanaya kramate jadanam.
Na mauktikacchidrakarf §alaka pragalbhate karmani tankikayah.

What is "vyutpattih"? "Vyutpattih” is "development, perfection, growth (esp. in knowledge
or proficiency in literature or science), comprehensive learning or scholarship," etc. It also
means "derivation" (in grammar), the power to analyze a word into its prakrti and pratya-y
a. We have the expressions like "avyutpannapratipadika.”

So, until and unless one has been blessed with "sukavivacanesu vyutpattim,” one should n
ot indulge in commenting upon great works such as the Vikramankadevacarita of Maha- ka
vi Bilhana. One should first acquire this "sukavivacanesu vyupattim” by becoming an antev
asin of a worthy guru and acquire the qualities of vinaya and jijidsa.

I am not sure if Misra has seen the Kavyaprakasa, the immortal work of Mammata.
Mammata gives hetuh (karanam) of kavyam:

Saktir nipunata loka-§astrakavyadyaveksanat.
KavyajfiaSiksayabhyasa iti hetus tadudbhave.

This "nipunata” is identical with "vyutpattih.” Mammata says:

Lokasya sthavarajangamatmakavrttasya. Sastranam chandovyakaranabhidhana- k
oSa-kalacaturvargagajaturangakhadgadilaksanagranthanam. Kavyanam ca maha-k
avisam bandhinam. Adigrahanad itihasadinam ca vimar$anad vyutpattih.

Aveksanad = vimar$§anad = muhur muhus tattatpadartharasadigocarad anu-sandhan
at. Nipunata = vyutpattih = tattadartharasadigocaro drdhatarasamskarah = sakalap
adartha paurvaparyalocanakausalam. BalabodhinT of Vamanacarya Jhalkikar (pp.
12-13).
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Let us turn our attention to another demonstration of scholarship by Misra. He acts
like a dictator of the interpretation of literature. He says,

18. vatayana-

vatdayana- is invariably glossed in ed. sec. and reproduced [mark the word] in ed. ter.
by gavaksa- "a round window" at the instance of Amarak. 2.3.9. Literally vatayana
- may be explained as vatasyayanam yena "by which the wind goes [and comes] =

window" or vatasyayanam yatra" where there is the going [and coming] of the "win
d". Thus it comes to be used not only in the sense of gavdksa- but as a desig-nation
of "the flat roof of an Indian house”50 roof terrace, balcony?51, portico", etc.

From the context it appears that "balcony"” or "flat roof" is the sense in which vataya

na is used in 9.91 . . . vilasavatayanasevanena "by enjoying the pleasure balcony"/5
2.

9.129cd
vatayanaih kelivimanakalpais tavastu karict nayanotsavaya.

"May KaiicT be to the feast of your eyes by its balconies which are like pleasure vi
manas."

Cp. also: 12.21, 27; 17.10, 30, 32, 60; 18.4,9,25. 30; Karnasu. 1.22 (pp. 48-49).
Misra's footnotes:

50. Kathas. 95.18 svagrhottungavatayanagatah 'staying on the lofty roof of the hous
e'; ibid. 103.16 harmyavatayanartidhah "having climbed on the roof of the palace" [I
ike a monkey, isn't it Mister . . . er ... Doctor Misra?] (cp. also Hcar. 4 para. 7. . . sa
raja ... harm[y?]asya prsthe susvapa "that king slept on the roof of the palace"). T
awney's explanation of vatayana by 'window' for these passages in Kathas., is show

n [by whom?] to be wrong by the context. [Misra translates vatayana as "roof" in all
these passages. To me it seems merely a duragraha of one who is grahakalita.]

51. Bcar. 3.19-21; Ragh. 7.6-8; Rudrakavi, Rastraudha., 20.57. Balconies (= vatay
ana) framed by small railings, are found in sculptures at Barhut ["Bharhut"?], SaficT,
Mathura etc. Young women, crowding each other [or one another?], stand on these

balconies in excitement, looking at scenes below. Cp. A. Coomaraswamy, Early In
dian Architecture (Palaces) pp. 181-217 (Eastern Art, 3).

52. For a similar description cp. particular passage in Banabh[a?]tta's Hcar., in whi
ch queen Yasovatf is described to enjoy moonlight on a balcony by putting on her u
pper garment (pp. 48-49).
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In response to Misra's explanations and interpretations as presented above, I would like to
submit the following: "Vatdyana is invariably glossed in ed. sec. and reproduced [!] in ed. ¢
er. by gavaksa" because Amarasimha has ordained that way in his Namalinganu$§asanam, "
Vatayanam gavaksah.” But there is nothing wrong in it. "Vatayanam" is "gavaksah" and "g
avaksah" is "vatayanam." They are interchangeable words. They are parydya (syno- nymo
us) padas. The question is, how can Misra assert categorically and convincingly that "gava
ksa" is "a round window"? What authority does he have to prove that "gavaksa” means a R
OUND window only and not a square or an oblong window? And what about a hexagonal,
octagonal, etc. window?

Misra gives the vyutpatti of "vatayanam"” by the words "vatasya ayanam yena" or "ya
tra,” but he does not explain the word "gavdksa” by the same methodology.

Let us see how Ramasrami explains "gavaksa”: "Gavam aksiva . . . gavo jalani kira
na va aksanti vyapnuvanti enam anena va'",; 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." The point
I want to make is this: Both words have exactly the same meaning--an open space (as opp
osed to a room), which is closed by four walls through which neither air nor water could ent

er in or penetrate. Misra has not given any documentary evidence to prove that "gavaksa”
is a ROUND WINDOW. That is all.

% % *k

Misra is once again a plagiarist here:
19. vyakhya-

vyakhya- "interpretation” is obvious in 18.4b and 78b. In 18.79c Mahabhasya-vyakh
ya-, is taken as "commentary on the Mahabhasya" by Biihler, followed by others, w
hich seems doubtful. . . .

Misra does not clearly state what he means by "followed by others" (his p. 49, 1. 21). Does
he mean me too? If so, then he is not speaking the whole truth.

18.79cd
mahabhasyavyakhyam akhilajanavandyam vidadhatah
sada yasya cchatrais tilakitam abhat pranganam api//

"[Jyesthakalasa] even [!] whose courtyard was always adorned by pupils when he g
ave his explanation of the Mahabhasya, praiseworthy to all people (respected by ev
erybody)."

The idea is that when he gave his instruction, there were so many pupils, tha

t they had to stand [?] partly outside the room in the courtyard [nonsense of the grea
test magnitude!]. Therefore, vyadkhya- "interpretation [given to his pupils!] like for
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mer occurrences, [!] is more likely in above stanza. Moreover, no commentary on t
he Mahabhasya by JyesthakalaSa is known or mentioned elsewhere (pp. 49-50).

Here is what I had stated 35 years ago (1943):

Mahabhasyavyakhyam. . .. pranganam api', iti kaver uktim 'JyesthakalasSo
mahabhasyatikam kaficana praninaya'iti vyakhyatavan Da. Byuhlaramahodayah.
Iyam tika kvacanapi nopalabhyate napi ca nirdiSyata iti tena pratyapadi. Sarvam et
ad asangatam. JyesthakalaSah kam api ttkam na pranitavan iti vastusthitih. Sa hi
mahabhasyasya vyakhyayam (vyakhyane'dhyapane va) kuSalo'bhavad ityeva kaver

asayah. Kasmiresvanekani vyakhyasthananyasan Kasmirika vidvamsas ca vyakh

yakuS§ala asanniti kavina'nyatrapi sthanadvaye (asta. 4; asta. 78) pratyapadi. Kave
h praguktoktau ttkanirmanaparakataya pratipannayam chatranam nirde$o na sanga
cchate. Kifca 'krtavatah' iti padenaiva tatparyavabodhe sukare varta-manakalapra
yogo mudhaiva syat (Upodghata, p. 11).

I don't know if it is virtuous for Misra to appropriate the above idea to his own self. If write
rs had not indulged in this kind of dirty deed, Bilhana would not have said,

Sahityapathonidhimanthanottham karnamrtam raksata he kavindrah.
Yadasya daitya iva lunthanaya kavyarthacaurah pragunibhavanti (1:11).

Before I leave this topic I would like to point out that Misra's attempt to interpret "a
pi” to mean the "smallness" of the room (causing the overflow of students) is uncalled for.
It is not necessary to imagine that the "room" in which JyesthakalasSa taught Maha-bhasya
was so small that the students had to stand in the courtyard! I don't believe either that ther
e were so many students--that the crowd was so large--that they overflowed the room. I be
lieve that "pranganam” here stands in contradistinction to the vyakhyasthanani, which were
more or less "public" places, while the house of Jyesthkalasa was his own home, a private

Al n

residence. Misra's "vyakhya" is far-fetched.
k k &
Misra continues his learned exposition:

20. vela

veld- is explained by fa a "shore" edd. ter. and sec. [why is the order changed here?]
on verse 9.7, which is hardly correct;

$rngararatnakaravelayeva taya pravese vihite tarunya/
navanuragena manas tadiyam ratnotkareneva sanatham astt//

"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 j
oined [!] 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 wav
e of the ocean (ratnakara- "jewel mine") scatters jewels (makes the shore full of je
wels). Cp. 12.40cd:

samucchalantya pranayikrtani lavanyaratnakaravelayeva//
"as if embraced by the gushing up flood wave of the ocean of loveliness."
In 7.75 velacala- "coastal mountain" is used for "shore."

vela- originally means "tide, flow", whence developed some secondary senses, viz.
"wave" (originally: "of which the tide consists"), "shore" (originally: "on which the
tide is observed"), "boundary/limit" (originally: "of the tide"). Cp. Amarak. 3.3.98
abdhy-ambuvikrtau vela kalamaryadayor api.

vela- prefixed with ud (= udvela-) in 8.52 and 10.70 is used in the sense of "limit-les
s" (pp. 50-51).

Misra declares emphatically that "vela originally means 'tide, flow." I don't know
what he means by "originally." Does he mean before Valmiki and Vyasa? Even if it is ad
mitted that the original meaning of "vela"” is "tide" or "flow," it does mean "samudra-ta a” t
oo. Here is Apte: "Vela [=] Time, Season, Opportunity, Interval of repose, Leisure, Tide,
Flow, Current, Sea-coast, Sea-shore, [ex. Velanilaya prasrta bhujangah, Sa vela- vapravala

yam (urvim)], Limit, Boundary, etc."

It is to be remembered that "tide" or "flow" (i.e., the huge mass of water itself) is no
tred (raga-yukta). It is the jewels that are red. Where do they get collected? On the shore
! They are washed ashore. We have a similar expression: "Samudravela rati-ratnasampa
dam"” (Vik. 2:21). The "tide" or "flow, unless it reaches the shore and washes the red gems
on it, cannot be coloured and cannot colour any other object.

In other words, the jewels are strewn or found scattered along the shore after the tid
e has ebbed, i.e., receded. After the jewels are washed ashore and collected, the tide does
not have to stay there. The jewels are seen on the shore after the water recedes; so we are
more concerned here with the shore, rather than the tide! Compare also

Yam viksya pathodhir adhijyacapam Sonasmabhih Sonitasonadehaih.
Ksobhad abhiksnam raghurajabana-jirnavranasphotam ivacacakse (1:109).

Thus, through the maxim of "sthalipulaka,” 1 have shown the that Misra's arguments and st

atements leave much to be desired. Now I will pass on to his third chapter to further show
his true color.
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CHAPTER III

SECONDARY SOURCE MATERIAL
RELATING TO VIKRAMANKADEVACARITA

In this "Chapter III: Secondary Source Material Relating to Vikramankadeva carita
," 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 talpesu (accordingly edd. sec. and ter. against Biihler's vistirna

~) (p. 62).

This is a misrepresentation of facts and distortion of truth. A cruel criminal takes others too
to be criminals. It is lokapravaiicanam, and not §lokavivecanam. 1t is all cheating and lyin

g. 1 did not use any secondary source to fill the lacunae caused by Biihler's errors in transcr
ibing J. I went straight to J and found the correct and complete, true and exact readings still
preserved there. See my comments on "Gaurivibhramdhiupadhima” (Vik. 16:51).

It seems Misra did not read "the sigla and abbreviation" (expression borrowed from

Misra, p. 126) that I used in my "Prastavana" on p. 2. (Kavyamiilasamsodhanopayoginam p
ustakanam "sanketikacihnavivaranasahitah paricayah").

The bottom of page 175, fn no. 4 of N, reads "daresu tiila- Pra." Now this "Pra” (=
Pra. Pustakam) has been described on p. 2 of the "Prastavana"” thus:

Punyapattanasthabhandarakarapracyagavesanasamsthayah (Bhandarkar Oriental R
esearch Institute, Poona) adhigatam pustakam idam Da. Byuhlara-Yakobt (Drs. Bii

hler and Jacobi) Mahodayabhyam 1874 I. vatsare svahastalikhita Ja. pustaka-pratil
ipih.

Maybe Misra did not read this, but if he read and understood it, the conclusion is irresitible

that he is not honest. I don't know what Misra means by "our" MS. The omission was gene
rated by "P" and not by J! Now P is not J! So Drs. Biihler and Jacobi are responsible for th
is lacuna. J has even today the three letters "talpesu” right in their proper place. They are

not "to be supplied from Misra's Smk." They were supplied to me by J as early as 1941 wh
en | toiled in Jaisalmer and compared his "copy" with the original J MS. To bring in "ed. te
r.” is uncalled for, because Bh is merely a copier.

Let us see, once again, Misra's power of perception. "Gande mandanam atmanaiva
kurute” (8:82) is cited by Saduktikarnamrta (Calcutta, 1965, p. 137) as no. 506 under sectio
n 7 Pragalbha, but the compiler Sridharadasa puts it as anonymous kasyacit!

The very next verse in Saduktikarnamrta is "Dolayam jaghanasthalena,” which is V
ik. 8:86. This is correctly ascribed to Bilhana by the statement "Bilhanasya." Thus it can b
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e concluded that the compiler did not consult the original Vik. He depended upon an earlie
r compilation, or loka prasiddhi (popular tradition). That Misra does not notice this omissio
n (of 8:82) is apara katha! Or was he concerned only with those verses which were ascribe
d to Bilhana namagraham (by name)?

Let us study another instance:
Siktimuktavalt Nagarivarnanapaddhatih 107:9.

Nisasu yatra pratibimbavartmana samagatas$ carudrsam niSakarah.
Vilasadolayitakundalahatah kapolalavanyajale nimajjati.

Bilhanasya (Vik.17:34)

The above verse is not listed by the editor of Smk. as one of the compositions of Bilhana [!]
although the text on p. 378 clearly says "Bilhanasyaitau.” The dual number refers to the e
arlier verse "Sthita [stu]"” or "Sthitasu” which is Smk. 107:8 and Vik. 17:33. Therefore, this
omission seems very strange because after the second verse there is the clear state-ment ”
Bilhanasyaitau.” Although Misra does list this 17:34 verse in his "Concordance" on page 6
7, he does not include it in his discussion in the chapter entitled "Secondary Source Materia

1 Relating to Vikramankadevacarita."

It may be reasonable to infer from the successive enumeration (or listing) of the two
verses in the order of the original that the compiler of Smk. had the original text of Vik. wi
th him!

According to Misra the following verses of the Vikramankadevacarita are cited in a
nthologies:

01:07 Vacamsi Vacaspatimatsarena

01:14 Kunthatvam ayati gunah kavinam

01:18 Jadesu jatapratibhabhimanah

01:26 Prthvipateh santi na yasya parSve

01:27 Lankapateh sankucitam yaso yad

01:29 Karpamrtam stktirasam vimucya
There is a big gap between canto 1 and canto 7 (i.e., no verse is quoted in anthologies from
cantos 2 through 6, inclusive). Bilhana is remembered as a poet and not as a biographer of
Vikramaditya although he composed Vikramaditya's Carita. This is in response to those cr

itics who blame him for having composed a carita mahakavya and for his having followed t
he kavimarga.
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07:05 Krtaprakopah pavanasananam
07:20 Saundaryam indivaralocananam
07:22 Prasarya padau vihitasthittnam
07:23 Unnamya diram muhur anamantyah
07:63 Managranthikadarthanaya kathitah
07:64 Lilasnanavidhiksamam madhuliham
07:70 Malayagirisamirah Simhaladvipa
07:71 Paniyam nalikeriphalakuhara
07:76 Yas cutankurakandalikavalanat
08:06 Tasyah padanakhasrenih

08:08 Amilyasya mama svarna

08:10 Jagratah kamalal laksmTm

08:14 Hemamafijiramalabhyam

08:16 Manye tadtrt sambhavya

08:21 Tannitambasya nindanti

08:25 Bhati romavali tasyah

08:30 Manye samaptalavanya

08:37 Daridram udaram drstva

08:47 Mukhenducandrikapiira

08:48 Tatkucau caratah kificin

08:51 Ayam trayanam gramanam

08:60 Angulibhih kurangaksyah

08:62 Haste cakasti balayah
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08:64

08:65

08:69

08:71

08:73

08:76

08:79

08:82

08:85

08:86

08:87

08:88

10:39

10:42

10:46

10:71

10:75

11:09

11:77

11:83

13:05

13:09

13:25

Sarale eva dorlekhe

Bahu tasyah kucabhoga

Bhati dantacchadenasyah
Puranabanatyagaya
Mrgisambandhint drstir
Saundaryapatre vaktrendau
Kificit savibhramodaifici

Gande mandanam atmanaiva
DrSoh simavadah §ravana
Dolayam jaghanasthalena
Lasyabhyasamisena citram
Vaktram nirmalam unnata
Asankhyapuspo'pi manobhavasya
Atadayat pallavapaninaikam
Svedambhasa pusparajobharais ca
Dattam sarobhyah phalam
Kimapyavajiatasaroruhebhyah
Bhanuman aparadigvanitayah
Yah sainye smaraparthivasya

Ye kunthikrtavallabhapranatayah
Raveh samastaksitimadhyagam
Drd§am prapapalikaya prakasite

Adabhram abhropalapattakesu ye
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13:80

13:88

14:32

14:37

16:02

16:08

16:09

16:10

16:14

16:15

16:44

16:49

16:51

16:52

17:11

17:12

17:33

17:34

18:06

Nayasva param pulinadvayanugam
Vidyutpankajakhandapankapatalt
Nilaniradanicolakojjhite
Ksunnamauktikaparagapandurah
Saratkalatapaklanta

Alabhanta nabhahksetre
SaSankeneva Kandarpa
Abhtuvannadbhutosmanah
Madvairinah kathoramsor
Samaksam api stiryasya
Svecchavihararasikasya
Angarahasisu vilasagrhodaresu
Gaurtvibhramadhtipadhiima
Sprstah stokam Vitastatata

Aham sada pranasamam
Narendracamikaracarubhiisana
Sthitastu yatroparibhtimi

Nisasu yatra pratibimba

Svecchabhangurabhagyamegha

18:107 He rajanas tyajata sukavi

Here is a summary:

Canto

01

Total no. of verses

06
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08 26
10 05
11 03
13 06
14 02
16 10
17 04
18 02
10 73

Cantoes disregarded by anthologists: 2-6,9, 12, 15 =8.

It is to be noted that Misra overlooks the Alankararatnakara by Sobhakaramitra, wh
ich cites many verses from Bilhana. All the above dambara on the part of Misra is more of
a padding rather than real kamini-kucakalasau!
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CHAPTER IV

VERSES ASCRIBED TO BILHANA IN ANTHOLOGIES

In Chapter IV Misra discusses "Verses Ascribed to Bilhana in Anthologies." He be
gins with this verse:

atrakantham vilutha salile nirjala bhth purastaj
jahyah Sosam vadanavi[ni?]hitenamalakyah phalena/
sthane sthane tad iti pathikastrijana[h] klantagatrim
pasyan sitam kim u na krpaya vardhito roditas ca//

Smk. 90.19: Karunapaddhatih; Bilhanasya.

Misra's comments:

(d) vardhito roditas ca "gladdened (comforted) and made to weep": the wives of th
e travellers are comforted by their compassion (krpd) because they realize that ther
e is a woman even more unhappy than themselves [nonsense]. vardhaya- "to gladd
en (comfort)": 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 me! All the
pathika-strijanas were not unlucky, destitute, or distressed. And who says Stta was unhapp
y? Read what she says in Valmiki (Ayodhyakanda, sargas 27-30):

Udbhavasthitisamhara-karinim klesaharinim.
Sarvasreyaskarim Sttam nato’ham Ramavallabham.
Adya, Jaganmata, Jagacchaktih Devayajanasambhava. . . .

Visvambhara bhagavatt bhavatim asita
Raja prajapastisamo Janakah pita te.
Tesam vadhs tvam asi nandini parthivanam
yesa kule ca savita ca gurur vayam ca.

It is a horrible insult to that Divine Lady Jaganmata Sita to say that she was so unhappy tha
t the women passing by would take pity on her and regard themselves more lucky! Further
more, I don't know how Misra gets the meaning "gladdened (comforted)" by the word vard

hito! My interpretation is that the other women were gladdened (= happy) because they w

ere able to have the divine darsana of Devi Sita, and also satisfied that they were able to g
ive some good, helpful advice to their "queen," which would help her cross the long stretch
of terrain where there was no water.

% % *
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MISRA'S POWER OF PERCEPTION (OR DECEPTION)
Regarding the verse

32

dehapravistadrisutamukhendu-
dvittyakhandardham ivagato yah/
avaptukamah pariptrnabhavam

sa patu vah Sambhujatardhacandrah//

Smk. 2.52: asirvadapaddhatih: Bilhanasya-
Misra ordains:

(a) Read indum for indu-. "The half moon in Siva's hair. . . that has approached the
face moon of Parvatt . . . as if it were its second half . .. " (pp. 78-79).

Once again Misra displays his ignorance. Urged by his arrogance, he suggests an emendati
on which does not solve the problem at all! Rather it creates a situation which can well be

described as "confusion-worse-confounded." It would have been much better if he had obs

erved silence and merely stated, like in the previous verse (his no. 31), that this "seems obs
cure."

Misra says, "The half-moon in Siva's hair--that has approached the face moon of Pa
rvati--as if it were the second half--" In order to comprehend the kavitabhivyarjitam kavitat
paryam, it may be helpful to refer to another verse by the same poet, our great poet Mahak
avi Bilhana.

Ekah stanas tufigatarah parasya varttam iva prastum agan mukhagram.
Yasyah priyardhasthitim udvahantyah sa patu vah parvatarajaputri (1:4).

In "Dehaprivis adrisuta . . . " the poet describes the moment of the immortal union of Siva
with Parvatf and the emergence of the Lord Ardhanari$vara. (See Misra's fn. no. 49 on p.
48.) Siva gives half of his body to Parvati, or half of Parvati's body merges with that of Siv
a. One half is nara; the other half is nari. Parvatt's face was a FULL MOON before this u
nification. All of a sudden one half of it disappears and merges with that (face) of Siva. T
hese are the facts. Now the poet displays his kavita-camatkara-caturi. He says that the hal
f-moon (crescent), seen in Siva's ja d (formation of hair) has come to secure the half moon
of Parvati's face (which has now merged with Siva's face) in order that it (i.e., Siva's half m
oon) could become a full moon! This is the meaning.

Yah Sambhuja ardhacandrah, paripiirnabhavam avaptukamah iva, dehapravis adri- s
utamukhendu- dvitiyakhandardham agatah sah vah patu.

The verse is not very clear as it stands. I have purposely kept it as it appears in the doct
oral dissertation of Mr. Misra. The problem is created by the two words "khanda" and "ard
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ha" which are (almost) synonymous. "Ja ardhacandrah agatah” is clear. But where? Why
? So Misra suggests that we read "mukhendum” instead of "mukhendu,” thus making "deha
pravis adrisutamukhendum” (acc.) and "dvitiyakhandardham"-- samandadhikarana--as one a
nd the same object. The question is, whose deha? Whose body? Where did the full-moon
of Adrisuta go? Wherein did it disappear? Whereinto did it become merged? Where did t
he ja ardhacandra go? To whom did it go? To Adrisuta? Well, she does not have the full
moon anymore! Half of her moon (face) has already gone into that (the face) of Siva and h
as disappeared. She has already lost half of her face-moon.

Misra wants us to accept his suggestion that ja ardhacandra (of Siva) goes to Parvat
T's half moon to get it. If Parvati gives all that is left with her now, what will she have? Ca
n she give the remaining half too? Is the ja ardhacandra justified in expecting Parvati to gi
ve up even the second 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!l He has proved one more time here that he is not yet an adhikarin. 1believe that
changing "mukhendu” into "mukhendum” will only confirm the age-old saying, "Bhaksite’pi
lasSune na Santo vyadhih,"” or "Vinayakam prakurvano racayamdsa vanaram.” Instead, we s
hould change "ardham"” (half) into "artham” (prayojanaya) in order to obtain--or for the pur
pose of obtaining--the second half of the full-face moon of Adrisuta, the half which has mer
ged into the body of Siva! The ja ardhacandra comes to Siva and not to Parvati! This is th
e fact.

According to Apte, "arthah” = "object, purpose, end and aim, wish, desire; often use
d in this sense as the last member of compounds and translated by 'for' or 'for the sake of'. .
.. It mostly occurs in this sense as ‘artham’ as the last member of compounds and has an ad
verbial force--kimartham. . . . " For what purpose? Why? For whom, or for what?

Here are some examples:

Taddarsanad abhiic chambhor bhiiyan darartham adarah.

(Kumarasambhave)

And here is our own poet:
Pratyagacchati langhanartham asakrd vyomanganam candramah (8:83.2).
I had conjectured "artham” in early fifties, while still in India. I was copying all the verses

of Bilhana occuring in the Stktimuktavali. I had thought even at that time that the reading
ought to be "artham” and not "ardham.”

*k % *

LIMITS OF MISRA'S LITTLE KNOWLEDGE
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33

dehardham kuru parvati sthirapadam [haste] dhanur dharaya

svedardram yadi mrjyatam karatalam bhasmangaragena me/

evam jalpata eva banaSikhini proddtya Sifijaphani-

Svasaih prajvalite puresu jayati smeram purarer mukham//

Smk. 1.11: Namaskarapaddatih [sic/,; Bilhanasya. c) Si7ija- as "bow string" (rare us
e) also Vcar. 8.88 [i.e., 8:89!] 9.1, 32 (p. 79).

The editor of Stktimuktavali notes a variant "deham” for "haste,” which is enclosed in squa
re brackets!

-----

=nn

Amarako$a Ramasrami says on "§ifijini,” "maurvi jya sifijini gunah” (2:8.85). Siite,
§iji avyakte Sabde (a.a. se.) AvaSyake ninih (3.3. 170). Misra himself has given three examp
les:

1) Sifijacalanacaficalasrutigalattadankapatrah smarah (8:89)
2) paificabanakodandasifijaghanagarjitesu (9:1)
3) Sifijapi jata na manobhavasya (9.32)

Nevertheless, he calls the use "rare." I don't know what he means.

If the above verse is a poetic composition of Bilhana, we may conclude that he was

- —2

very fond of the God ArdhanariSvara.

& & *

MISRA NOTICES KAVYARTHACAURYA

34

draghiyasa dharstyagunena yuktah
kaih kair aptrvaih parakavyakhandaih/
adambaram ye vacasam vahanti

te ke'pi kanthakavayo jayanti//

Sp. 193: Kukavininda; Bilhanasya. Smk. 5.1: idem; Ksemendrasya (not attested).

Verses denouncing plagiarists (kavyacaura) in Vcar. 1.11, 18 (p. 79).

The edn. of Smk. has "kair apyapiirvaih.” What about apitrnaih? 1 don't know wher
efrom Misra gets his reading. Probably from Sp.
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Once again Misra betrays his lack of knowledge:

35

dhatte drstim adhita[ra?]vibhramalavam sa puspalavijane
caitrasya ksana[ya?]m adarena mahata mauhirtikan prcchati/
Syena[t?] tusyati kokiladhvanirusa samtyajya [?] 1Tlasukan
nih$oka tvayi durlabhe kim a[?]param $a[?]kyam varakya taya//

I have refitted the text here based on what Misra has presented. There are many errors. If
Misra himself press-copied what is printed here, then it is safe to conclude that he did not
understand the poet at all (Smk. 44.15: nayakasyagre diityuktih; Bilhanasya)!

Misra comments,
c) tusyati here with the abl. of starting point[?]

d) For nihsoka [']--read nihsitka-- "O merciless one!" [? Remember his text has "ni
hsokd."] because of her wrath with [on?] the kokilas "she is contented on account of
[!] the falcon"; varaka-/ fem. varaki- in the sense of miserable, to be pitied"; Vcar. 1
.18, 98; 8.46; 11.9 (-1), 65 (-1); varaki- in the sense of "miserable, wretched, of vile b
ehaviour": Vcar. 6.35; Karnasu. 1.11 (p. 79).

I don't believe Misra has understood the meaning of this verse. It seems he is now totally ti
red. There are many errors in his text. There are many points where there is chandobharg
a. Do we read "adhira” for "adhita"? "Samtyajya" (second long) is wrong. There is chando
bhanga too, when the last letter (which will be the 15th) of the word ("samtydjya”) is read a
s long. The reading can be "samtyajya.” (Later on I found --in the original Smk.--that it is
"santyajya”). Even that is not appropriate as far as the meaning is concerned. I remember
having read "santarjya,” meaning "having chased them away." Or is it my kalpand only?
Probably lilasukas were copying the melodious tunes of the kokilas. So she drove them aw
ay, and now she is pleased with the falcon because it does not imitate the kokilas. Misra h
as "Syend[t]tusyati.” Smk. has "Syend[t]tusyati"; so the paficami vibhakti is not the original,
but only conjectural. Misra explains, "(c) tusyati here with the abl. of starting point." Dhr
uvam apdye’padanam. I can't find any "starting point" (dhruva) here! There is nothing like
asvat patati or gramad ayati. Misra himself translates the phrase as "on account of" [line 3
in (d)]. Ibelieve this is hetvarthe paiicami.

Here is a relevant sadukti from our own poet:

Ltlasukah kokilak@jitanam atipraharsad vihitanukarah.
Grhad adhavyanta viyoginibhir guno hi kale guninam gunaya (7:32).

Guno hi dosaya bhavet kadacit [alternative reading of MS. A].
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"Nihsoka" seems to be wrong. "Nihsoka" = "free from (devoid of) sorrow or care." "NihSok
a,” an address to the nayaka, would be quite appropriate; i.e., he does not care what happen
s to his (beloved) lady, who is pining so intensely for him!

I have never heard of "nihsitka”! Of course, the dictionary gives the meaning as co
pied by Misra, but why change anything when "nihsoka” makes perfect sense, or even bett
er sense?

In the fourth pdda, Misra has committed two errors, forgetting his own metri causa:
1) "durlabhe” ("durlabhe"” is the form), and 2) "aparam” ("aparam” is the right form here) i
nstead of "aparam”! 1t is "Sakyam,” and not "Sakyam"” (which is what Misra has).

"Ksanam" does not make any sense here! Of course, Misra does not care; he is nihs
oka! He does not understand the poet anyway! "Ksayam" would be more appropriate. Wh
en will the month of Caitra (the destructive season) end? Mark those who are asked: Mau
hurtikan prcchati! It is to be remebered that we have a dvikarmaka dhatu here. Mauhiirtika
n ksayam prcchati. Unfortunately, Smk. too has "ksanam."”

% % *k

Misra has little regard for the science of prosody. Let us see what he says on the fol
lowing verse:

36

dhik tvam re kalikala yahi vilayam [!] viparyastata

ha kastam SrutiSalinam vyavahrtir mlecchocita drSyate/

ekair vanmayadevata bhagavati vikretum aniyate

nih$ankair aparaih pariksanavidhau sarvangam udghatyate//

Sp. 194. kukavininda: Bilhanasya. Smk. 5.2: idem. Ralhanasya. In Bhand. rep. (p
. xxxiii) the verse is ascribed to Bilhana.

In anthologies there is often confusion in ascribing verses to Bilhana or to Ralhana [
1. Thus Sp. 913; 988, are ascribed to Ralhana by most, but to Bilhana by some MS
S,A5 and by Brhaccharngadharapaddhati®6 (p. 80).

The footnotes are given as follows:

5. ZDMG 27, 1876, p.56

6. A.D. Pusalkar, P.K. Gode Commemoration Vol. Poona, 1960, pt. 3, p. 157 f. (p. 8
0)

The above verse is an aksaravrttam, called Sardiilavikriditam, where each quarter has to co

ntain nineteen aksaras. Its definition is "sirydsvair masajastatah saguravah Sardila- vikrid
itam." In Misra's text as quoted above, two aksaras are missing in the first quarter. Misra ¢
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ouldn't care less! He is nihsitka, anyway. The missing letters may be "keyam,” between "vi
layam” and "viparyastata.” This omission did not strike Misra at all! Not that Misra does
not know that a metre can be spoiled. On p. 61, with reference to verse 13:84 "Maya kuma

ryapi na suptam ekayd,” he points out that Sp. 3762 "omits me, which spoils the metre."

I had conjectured "keyam” the moment I read the above verse for the first time and
noticed Misra's omission. Today (Jan 12, '78) I saw Suktimuktavali. It does have "keyam”
in its proper place; so Misra's performance is of a very low order!

I would also like to point out that Smk. has "efkaih]"” and gives "eka” as a variant re
ading in the footnote!

Misra's Adambara:

39

niraga mrgalafichane mukham api svam neksate darpane
trasta kokilakdjitad api giram nonmudrayaty atmanah/
citram duhsahadayini[!] dhrtadvesa'pi puspayudhe

mugdha sa subhaga tvayi pratipadam premadhikam pusyati//

Smk. 44.16: nayakasyagre dityuktih; Bilhanasya. Srk. 536: ditivacanavrajya; Srng
arasya. Skm. 647: Srngarapravahah/Srngarasya. Sp. 3488: nayakasydgre diityukti
h; kasyapi.

While trying to understand Misra, many a time I have felt so frustrated that my feelings tur
n into vacam agocaram. Let us take, for example, the verse occuring as no. 39 on p. 81. 1d
on't know what Misra's source is. While noting the variant readings, every editor (or critic)
has a source as his gkara while he notes the variations from it (his main source). Here we
ind variant readings noted from Smk., Srk., Skm., and SJl Then the question arises, where

in the world does the verse occur exactly as it appears in Misra's text? That is, what is Mis

ra's primary source?

Saduktikarnamrtam has been divided into five sections, which the compiler has na
med as "pravaha.” Each pravaha in its turn has been divided into subsections named "vica
yah.” On p. 70, under verse no. 5., Misra has noted a variant reading: Skm. 2367: "uccava
capravahe samasya, kasyacit.” So here we have uccavaca as pravaha and samasya as vici.

On p. 91, lines 1-2: Skm. 607: Sragarapravahe virahinivacanam; Silhanasy!

Following the same principle we would expect in verse 39 (p. 81) §rrigarapravahe u
dvegakathanam, the latter being the vici or subsection. But Misra's relevant statement stops
with Srigarapravahah!

Let us resume our discussion. Misra gives the following variants:
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a) For niraga: Srk.; Skm. sodvega.
¢) For citram duh- : SmKk. ittham duh.

d) For mugdha sa subhaga [!] tvayi: Stk. bala sa. . . ; Sp. sabala subhagam
prati, for pratipadam prema: Skm. pratimuhuh prema- .

That the ascription to Bilhana is correct, [!] is proved by the verse occuring in Karna
su. 2.29. Here we read:

b) khinna kokilakijitad api, (d) mugdhaksi.

khinna . . . -kigjitat seems to be emended into trasta . . . -kujitat "afraid of". But "tor
mented on account of the crying . . . " is unobjectionable, [?] cp. above verse 35c.. ..
Syendft]tusyati.”

The verse was overlooked by D. D. Kosambi”7 when discussing the age of
Vidyakara (the compiler of Srk.), "Introd." p. xxxiii. It shows his conclusions to be
wrong. Also the statement, concerning the verses of Karnasu., given by B. S. Miller
, Caurap. p. 4 n7 does not stand (pp. 81-82).

Misra's footnote:

7. Which is pardonable as the verse starts differently in Stk. (sodvega mrga-) and K
arnasu. (nirdaga mrga-).

Mark the word "pardonable.” Otherwise Kosambi would have been hanged. Also note the
omission of two letters in the third quarter! Skm. edn. (GOS) clearly has the word "daha"
after "duhsaha” and before "dayini”; so it is evident that Misra did not even consult the orig

inal. I don't know what his source was.

The above verse has been cited by Sobhakara as an example of pratyanikam. It is n
ot traced by Devadhara (editor) to any poet. The identity of the nayaka with smara is show
n. Suktimuktavalf clearly and specifically ascribes it to Bilhana.

& & *

Let us examine one more incongruity of Misra:

purah sthitva kimcid valitamukham alokaya sakhe
sakhedah sthasyanti dhruvam idam adrstas tava drSah/
itas caficatkaficiranitamukharan saudhasikharan
arakayam keyam kavacayati candrena mahasa//

While reading it, I got the feeling that "adrs as tava drsah” does not make much sense. I th
ought we should change the reading to "adrs va tava drsah.” And lo, Misra has noted a var
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iant reading. Sp. makes it "adrs va"! But Misra, swayed by his own superior know-ledge,
rejects it on the ground that it is "hardly possible." But he does not tell us what sense "his p
ossible" makes!

Furthermore, I believe the penultimate word in the fourth pdda should be "candrena
" (of the moon) and not "candrena.” It is an adjective and qualifies "mahasa.”

I could go on and on. But I don't want to become too boring to my own readers.
Incidentally, this verse contains the word "caricat,” which is unworthy in the eyes of
Misra! Idon't know why he did not recommend that it be discarded right away. Here is on

e more poetic gem which might make Misra reconsider the word "caricat”:

Mallimatallisu vanantaresu vallyantare vallabhamahvayanti.
Cancadvipaicikalanadabhangi-sangitam angikurute sam bhrngf.

Sahityadarpana

% % *k

MISRA WRITES FOR HIMSELF

--At least he did not write for me, bacause I find it beyond my power of under- stan
ding. I am simply dazzled by the effulgence (divyajyoti) of his terrific writing. I feel lost.
Misra quotes,

mukharamurajam paurastribhir na lasyam upasyate
sarasamadhuram natyagare na kajati vallaki/
ahaha pahita[!]dvaram kasmad idam paritah puram
[viratasurata] vyaparatvat prasuptam ivakhilam.

Smk. 107-18 [sic]: nagarivarnanapaddhatih: Bilhanasya.
d) For viratasurata- of the edition: sukharatarata- reading of the MSS.[?] isto be r
etained: "When the occupation is busy (rata) with the enjoyment (rata n.) of happin

ess" [?] (p. 86).

So, according to Misra,

"vyapara" = "occupation”
"rata" = "busy" (adj.?)
"rata” = "enjoyment" (n.

)
"sukha" = "happiness"
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I am reminded of a well-known upadesavacanam once again: "Jivatkaver asayo na varnani
yah.” 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 viSesah (or, sakhi me, caturo bharta)
svayam api likhitam svayam na vacayati.

I 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, I feel lost. I scratch m
y head and exhaust my brain trying to understand Mr. Misra, but I fail miserably. I have to
acquire his type of knowledge to understand him.

I know that this is nagari-varnana-paddhatih. 1imagine this nagart is Sokakula, distr
essed by grief; maybe she has been deserted. Otherwise, what is the significance of the ex
clamatory word "ahaha”"? Why are the gates closed? Misra reads "pahitadvaram.” It must
be "pihitadvaram.” The whole may very well be a description of a city which is besieged,
beleaguered. (Later on I found that Smk. has "pihita”; so Misra is wrong in this case t00.)

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 "Nagari varnana
- paddhatih,” 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 (orthogra
phically or morphologically) to the reading of the MSS. "sukharatarata.” 1 suggested "saka
la" as a substitute for "surata,” but that is the conjectured reading of the editor and not of th
e MSS.

Let it be stressed here that the dkaragrantha (archetype MS.) of the editor had an o
mission of six letters. The editor supplied substitutes from his own imagination. Four MSS
. give the reading as "sukharatarata.” The editor rejects all four! However, Misra knows b
etter!

Here is another display of Misra's perfect performance:
54
yah Srotramrtanirjharaikavasatim nirvyajam artdhavan
yah safijtlvanamantritam [!] trinayanaplustasya cetobhuvah/
vinavan masrno dhvani$ catasrnam patram Srutinam abht
so'yam kokilakanthavenuvivaravyaparitah paficamah//
Smk. 59.17: Vasantavarnanapaddhatih: Bilhanasya.

a) For -vasatim read -vasatir [?]

b) For mantritam read mantratam ("lifegiving spell") (p. 87)
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Misra suggests, "For vasatim read vasatir.” It is not acceptable. If "Srotramrta . . . vasatih"
and "paricamah dhvanih” are made to coordinate with each other (i.e., if they are made sa
manddhikarana), then what will be the object (karma) of "ariidhavan”? 1 am afraid my rea
ders will become bitterly bored by my repeated demonstration of the balacapalam, bala ca
pale, balacapalani of Mahapandita Mister Misramaharaja, a Ph.D. from Tuebingen, Germa

ny.

Anthologies also differ on the authorship. Let us see the following:
Smeras santu sabhasadah karicamiidarpajvarotsarina

parindrena samam sa jambukayuva yuddhaya baddhadarah.
Tatrapi prathayanti tulyabalatam eke tayor uccakair

anye samsayaSamsinas tad apare badham viparyasinah.

Bhimapanditasya

Stuktimuktavali. Bhiicarah. Simhapaddhatih. Simhanyoktih 22.7.

The above verse has been attributed to Bhimapandita by the compiler of Stktimuktavali.
However, Bhand. Rep. ascribes it to Bilhana. Misra has cited many verses which are ascri
bed anonymously to a poet (or to some poet other than Bilhana) by the compiler of an anth
ology. However, in such cases, Misra cites Bhand. Rep. as the authority and ascribes it to
Bilhana. But he has overlooked this verse. Therefore, I cannot determine whether he studi
ed the anthologies in original or copied the information from a secondary source!

It is to be noted in this connection that the next verse ("Yenanargala,” 22:8, Misra's
no. 58) is ascribed to Bheribhankara by Jalhana. Yet on the basis of Bhand. Rep. it is ascri
bed by Misra to Bilhana. And the subsequent verse ("Gramanam upasalyasimani,” 22:9, M
isra's no. 23) is ascribed to Ralhana by Jalhana, but the editor ascribes it to Bilhana on the
basis of another MS.

Let it be noted here that all the three verses cited in succession are ascribed by the
compiler to a poet other than Bilhana, but by another source to Bilhana.

k k &
ONE MORE "NONSENSICAL" READING FROM MISRA
59
re matanga madambudambarataya rolambarolam vahan

vanyanam avalambanam vanam idam bhanktum yad utkanthase/
drstah [!] tat kim aho mahonnatadharadhaureyadhatridhara-
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prasthaprasthitameghaytthamathanotkantht na kanthiravah//

Sp. 915: simhanyoktayah; Bilhanasya.
Misra commands,

a) Instead of nonsensical [!] rolambarolam: read rolambakholam "[carrying] a hel
ment [!] of bees" (the closed "helmet" prevents the elephaut [sic] from looking prop
erly). ro for kho is a simple mistake (pp. 88-89).

I don't know if Misra ever read the great poet Bharavi, who taught us centuries ago,
Sahasa vidadhita na kriyam avivekah param apadam padam.

Misra is very hasty. He jumps immediately to conclusions and condemns the poet. He doe
s not want to consult any dgkaragrantha. He is quick in suggesting an emendation. He pron
ounces the judgement right away. I don't know what he means by "simple mistake." Ihav

e never heard of a closed helmet worn by an elephant that prevents him from looking prope
rly! He calls "rolam” "nonsensical." I think Misra should have been more careful. It is not
proper to condemn Bilhana in this manner. The word conveys a perfect meaning. Misra s

uggests "kholam,” which is typical of his numerous incongruities.

Misra recommends that we discard "rolambarolam vahan” and read "rolamba- khol
am vahan,” He wants us to throw away a priceless real ruby and pick up a piece of red glas
s! (Misra has plenty of "glass." See p. 88, line 25.) It is with reference to such thought les
s critics that a great poet sang long ago,

Arasikesu kavitvanivedanam §irasi ma likha ma likha ma likha!

Maybe Misra has never come across the figure of speech called "yamaka,” a beauti
ful example of which is presented by Candraloka of Jayadeva:

Avrttavarnastabakam stavakandankuram kaveh.
Yamakam prathama dhurya-madhuryavacaso viduh.

Here is one more example from the Vikramankadevacarita itself:

VipaksaviradbhutakirtiharT HarTta ityadipuman sa yatra.
Manavyanama ca babhiva manT manavyayam yah krtavan arinam (1:58)

"Rolambakholam” will ruin the yamaka alankara. 1t would have been much better if Misra
had contained his erudition itself in a khola (slip cover).

The above discussion does not answer the main question. After all, what does the
word "rola” mean? Well, Abhidhanarajendra (Prakrta-Magadhi-Samskrta-Sabdakos$a) of
Vijayarajendrastri§vara (Ratlam, 1923). v. 6, p. 580, says that "rola pu. Sabde kalahe rave
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ca.” Let it be noted that the next word, "rolamba,” is designated as desi; so we don't have t
o throw away "rolam" and ruin the poetic beauty.

I would like to add here that Misra was not unaware of the Abhidhanarajendra. See
his p. 31, n. 12. Readers may recollect the following saduktis:

Locanabhyam vihinasya darpanah kim karisyati.
Na hi kast@irikamodah Sapathena vibhavyate.
Na hyesa sthanor aparadho yad enam andho na pasyati.
* * *
MISRA ONCE MORE ATTEMPTS TO ANNOY HIS READERS
vrtha gathalh]Slokair alam alam alakam mama rujam
kadacid dhurto'yam kavivacanam ityakalayati/
idam parsve tasya prahinu sakhi lagnafijanalava-
sravadbaspotpidagrathitalipi tatankayugalam//
Smk. 41.6: dutipresanapaddhatih,; Bilhanasya.
Skm. 607: Srigarapravahe virahinivacanam;, Silhanasy[a].
Variants:
a) Editions write gathaslokaih, which is hardly correct. Cp. p. 1 on 1.74a.

b) For ayam: Skm. asau.

d) For ta anka- : tadarnka- , which is the orthography of Biihler's Vcar. MS.:
1.102; 8.88 (pp. 90-91).

Misra's above text reads "alakam.” 1 don't know what this means. Suktimuktavalf and Sad
uktikarnamrta both have "altkam,” which is correct by itself since it means "mithya,” but I d
on't know how it fits into the this context.

Once again Misra proves the validity of the saying,

... kuryad va rasabhadhvanim.
Yena kena prakarena prasiddhah pururso bhavet.

Misra probably does not know what he is talking about! He says, "Editions write gatha- slo

kaih which is hardly correct. Cp. p. 1 on 1:74a." So Misra has inserted a visarga (:) in bet
ween "gatha” and "Slokaih,” thus converting "gatha" into a nominative plural (noun), prath
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ama bahuvacanam--kartrpadam. 1don't know. However, gathasloka is a compound word
meaning "a verse in ‘gatha.”” For example,

sangrathya kaScit katicid padani gathakavitvam kathayambabhava (Vik. 9:86).

"Gatha” means "a song." It also means "a Prakrta dialect." Furthermore, it stands for the n
ame of the Arya metre.

The poet says that the virahini nayika does not want to compose a love lament in po
etic form and in the Prakrta dialect lest it be mistaken, by the cunning nayaka, for kavivaca
nam--exaggerated poetic flights of imagination! So she wants to send her ear-ornaments,
which have plentiful writings made by her a7ijana, mixed with warm, flowing tears! There
is a strong enough message of suffering carved on those earrings of the beloved lady.

I feel mentally tormented when Misra says "which is hardly correct." Has he read
Abhijiianasakuntalam or any other poetic composition where this kind of viraha-sandesa-le

khana-presana is described? Probably not.
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CHAPTER V

CONCLUSIONS

The analysis represents my honest and sincere criticism of Misra's work as pre- sent
ed in his Studies on Bilhana and His Vikramankadevacarita. Incidentally it also deals with
certain half-baked and fully naked scholars who preceded Misra and offered him a ground
on which to play his pranks! My delineation of Misra follows the maxim of Sthali- pulaka,
merely offering specimens. My criticism was not intended to be exhaustive by any means;
doing so would have merely increased the bulk of the present study unnecessarily. It woul
d have caused continuous pain and suffering to my readers for longer periods.

I don't know what Misra's central focus (primary objective) was in writing what I ha
ve read in his book. In my view he emerges as a mixture of pseudo-linguist and mis- guide
d critic, a true sankara, neither this nor that. He is a mixed breed. Even his name corrobor
ates this fact! He is misra, i.e., mixed, not pure, a sarikara. And the Bhagavadgita has sun
g, "Sankaro narakayaiva.” Since I don't profess to be a linguist, I have tried to cover only t
he literary aspect of his work. The other aspect is left for some other linguist-grammarian t
o discuss.

Sri Nagaraja Rao of Mysore had agreed to collaborate with me in this work. His kn
owledge of Sanskrit grammar was excellent, and he gave some comments here and there.
However, he could not complete his assignment. I only wish some other scholar in the futu
re takes up this challenge and silences Mr. Misra as far as the grammar is concerned.

Misra's performance reminds me that

Guror girah pafica dinanyadhitya vedanta$astrani dinatrayam ca.
AmT samaghraya ca tarkavadan samagatah kukkuta-MISRA-padah.

In his first chapter, Misra presents "specimens of textual difficulties." It is by no means an
exhaustive study. He merely presents some specimens, by his own cofession. The reader f
inishes the chapter with the impression that the poem (Vik.) is full of difficulties. This is a
great injustice to the poet. We have already observed time and again, "Na hyesa sthanor a
pardadho yad enam andho na pasyati.” Also, "Locanabhyam vihinasya darpanah kim karisya
ti.” Misra's "difficulties" are mostly the creation of his own mind. They simply betray his o
wn 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 me at all!l They merely constitute Misra's childish attempt
s to parade his pedantry. They don't lead us toward any better appreciation of the poetic m
use of Bilhana. They don't add any glory to Bilhana's vyutpatti or vicchitti.
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The rest of Misra's work consists of a kind of compilation. There is hardly any origi
nality in his ideas. There is hardly any camatkara. All along I have been wondering what
Misra's primary focus is, after all. In Hindi we have a beautiful saying: "Isaki im a usaka
rord, Bhanumatt ne kunaba jora.” Misra has titled his work as Studies on Bilhana and his
Vikramankadevacarita. If we assume that the study is primarily concerned with one specif
ic work of Bilhana, then Chapter 4, "Verses Ascribed to Bilhana in Anthologies," is far rem
oved from the central theme of the study. Of course, there is nothing intrinsically wrong wi
th the contents of this chapter, but then the title of the study would more appropri- ately be
something like "Studies on Bilhana and His Works."

Here is a comparative statement showing the relative size of all of Misra's chapters
in terms of the total number of pages:

Chapter Total No. of Pages

24
27
17
38

AN N R W=

References 8
Index 2

Thus it is seen that Chapter 4 ("Verses Ascribed to Bilhana in Anthologies") is the bulkiest.

Let us reiterate: there is nothing intrinsically wrong with this chapter, except that it is not
directly related to the specific work, Vikramankadevacarita. Consequently, the title of the
work turns out to be misleading! A student of Vikramankadevacarita will not find much to
his interest in this work. Yes, of Bilhana, he will have something. A greater part of this "st
udy" is more or less a reproduction of the standard published anthologies. Misra makes har
dly any contribution of his own. This is not a work of research.

What is research? Research is the extension of the boundary of a field of know-led
ge. Itrepresents a discovery of unknown facts or a new interpretation of existing facts. Re
search is not a mere compilation. A florist cannot be equated with a floriculturist.

For further discussion, I would like to record here one more idea as the "Postscript”
to the work. Every time I read the expressions of Misra like ed. ter. or ed. sec. (the "sigla"
of Misra!) I wondered why he totally disregarded the ed. of Mahamahopadhyaya Pandita-p
ravara Ramavatara Sarma. Not that he does not accept its existence. He does accept it an
d its readings as well. It is definitely an edition and must be reckoned as such. Truly speak
ing it is the second edition, while mine is the third, and that of Bharadwaj is the fourth! On
p. 111 Misra says:
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5. Vikramanka-deva-caritam . . . Rama-vatara-Saramana samskrtam [ed. by Rama
vatara Sarma] Benares: Jiiana- mandala Press, 1978 [= 1921]. 1, 4,2, 153 p.

This edition [mark Misra's designation], which is full of inaccuracies, seems
to have been associated by someone[?] with the great name of Mahamahopadhya-y
a Pandita Ramavatara Sarma.

Misra does not comprehend the sarcasm contained in my statement to the effect that Sarma
did not edit the work. Sarma did and blundered.

So Misra accepts the existence of R. Appropriately enough, Misra numbers R as 5
and puts it between the two editions of Biihler and Nagar (my own ed.), which are numb-er
ed 4 and 6, respectively. Nevertheless to name Biihler's ed. as no. 1 and mine as no. 2 is m
erely gajanimilika or sato'pyaplapah.
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APPENDIX 1

ON "CARITACANDRIKA"

Dr. H. D. Velankar, the first reviewer of my text, had this to say with regard to "Car
itacandrika" as early as 1945:

At the end of the text of the poem, the editor has given a brief explanation o
f difficult words in the poem, giving it the name Carita-candrika. This Candrika, we
are told, includes the very brief gloss written in the margin of the old Jesalmir man
uscript.

Another reviewer noted the true nature of "Caritacandrika" in 1947. He said,

Besides a critical Introduction and a brief though nonetheless useful glossary
explaining important and difficult words and incorporating most of the notes in the
scribes' own hand on the ancient Jaselmere manuscript. . . .

These reviewers had no difficulty at all. Yet Bh, for reasons known only to him, assumes t
hat the "Caritacandrika" is an "ancient" commentary! He says:

SrT Nagaramahodayair Jaisalamerabrhajjiana-kosabhandarasthad hasta-lik
hitat pustakat mahata Sramena tippanisamgraham krtva Caritacandrikanamna [!] sa
pariSistarlipena svapustake samgrhita, kenapi kavirahasyakuSalenaiva dhimatai- s

a gumphitetyatra nasti sandehale$avasarah. Itsaviya 1286 varsato'pi pracine'smin
hastalikhite pustake tippanyesa svapracinatvam prakatayatyeva. Kutracit "asya $a
bdasyarthagamo [!] na jayate" iti spastam likhitva tippanikrta vidusa [!] nirahan- ka
ram svapandityam paricayitam. Gunino na duragraha iti svagunitvam [!] api prakat
itam. Tikaya abhave'rthavabodhavisaye tippanyesa bahusu sthalesu pathakanam a
tivopakariniti niScapracam (V. 1, "Kificit Prastavikam," p. 2).

There are 208 pages in the text of the Vikramankadevacarita in my edition. According to t
he colophon of J, the piirnagranthasarnkhya (or slokasarnkhya) of the "Carita" as presented i

n J is 2545. This number multiplied by 8 x 4 will be 81,440 aksaras. This is the volume (or
size, or extent) of the "Carita" text. Now the "Caritacandrika" as presented in N ex-tends t
o 117 pages. It is printed in much smaller type as compared to the text. Whereas the text h
as much wider margins and lots of space in between the lines, the composition and printing
lay-out of the "Candrika" is very solid. There are 27 lines in a full page of "Candrika," eac
h line containing approximately 30 characters. Thus the total grantha sarnkhya of the "Carit
acandrika" would be approximately 2962; i.e., 417 Slokas more than the text! All these fac

ts are clearly visible to the person who is not wearing a blindfold of pride and bigotry.

I am not sure if Bh knows what is meant by marginal gloss--whether he has ever se
en a single manuscript in his entire life with marginal notes! Biihler has described the J M
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S.in his "Introduction” (Section IV, pp. 44-45). Maybe Bh did not read it. Even if he read
it, perhaps he did not understand the meaning of the word "annotated." However, I descri
bed the MS. and its gloss once again in my "Prastavana" on pages 1 and 2:

16x2" akaratmakesu 158 talapatresvatyujjvalamasilikhite'smin pustake patrasankh
yankastippanyaSca svarnamayya masya likhita asan. ... " "="1drSacihnadvayantar
avasthapitah sanksiptah sangatascarthah patranam prantacatustaye'pi siksmaksarai

r likhitah (stress added).

Now Bh ought to have realized that what is written on the margins cannot be bigger, larger,
or longer than the main text! Yet he took the entire "Caritacandrika" to be an ancient co
mmentary, contemporary with the writing of the MS. I am not sure if he read my "Prastuta
samskaranavaisistyam . . . visamasthalarthavabodhika tippani--Caritacandrika” (pp. 7-8) wh
erein having referred to the J gloss, I have described the nature and content of the "Caritac

andrika" in the clearest possible terms. Here are my words:

... antarbhavita-tattippanika saisa 'Candrika' taniyasyapi granthartham ujjvalayisy
atiti viSvasimalh.

I am not sure if Bh understood the meaning of the compound word "antarbhavita-tattippa-n
ka,"” since his knowledge of Sanskrit is extremely limited when it comes to a point when h
e does not want to understand! If he did not, why did he not consult one of the myriads of s
pecialists 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 pa
rt of Bh. But as soon as I saw his Vol. 1 (published in 1958 ), I protested to him. I wrote to
him in the clearest possible language that it was MY work. Probably he did not get my let
ter, or threw it away in the wastepaper basket without even reading it. He did not like my
writing to begin with anyway! In any case, he did not correct himself.

All the circumstances stated above were external grounds. Now let us give the subj
ect an internal examination. Bh ought to have considered the following facts if he were a
scholar in the least sense of the term, if he possessed even an iota of true scholar-ship in hi
m.

The "Caritacandrika" begins on page 209. The top of the page displays the follow-i
ng words in large, bold, ornamental letters: "Atha Caritacandrika.” 1don't believe that a ti
ppani written on patranam prantacatustaye’pi would have a beginning like this! But Bh wa
s his own master. Why should he pay any attention to such trifling matters? Once he had d
ecided that two plus two make five, no power on earth could change his mind.

Line 9 of the very first page says "Hi. Kasauti.” At the bottom of that very first pag
e there is a footnote, related to the above word, which reads "Hi. = Hindibhdasayam,” i.e., a
ny artha preceded by a letter Hi is a Hindi word. Then, according to this great research sch
olar (Bh), Hindi was well-developed even before A.D. 1286, the date on which the J MS. w
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as miilyena punargrhita (i.e., reacquired by paying the price)! So this word antedates A.D.
1286. Note Hindi linguists!

Line 14 reads, "*Rdadha Visnubharya.*" The footnote tells us,
idrsacihnadvayantarvartini tippani Jaisalameragranthasthetyavagantavyam.

Maybe Bh did not read this either. Or would it be correct to conclude that even if he did re
ad it, his knowledge of Sanskrit was so limited indeed that he did not comprehend the true
meaning? Let it be stressed here that there are nineteen lines in the first page (a large port
ion at the top having been taken by the heading), each line containing approximately thirty
letters. However, only six letters have been enclosed within asterisks (*) on the entire pag
e.

On the next page (210), we read, "Kukkuravadra' iti Vyakhyasudha (Bhanujidiksita-
krtamaratika).” So Bhanujidiksita must have flourished even before A.D. 1286! Historio-
graphers of Sanskrit literature should note this, especially those who want to study or dis-cu
ss Amarakos$a!

On page 214 we read, "Sarahart iti khyatah.” So this word too proves to be quite ol

On page 219 we read, "*Kalyanaka akam nagaram iti pra* (pra = prasiddham?).” S
o the ancient writer of the gloss himself wrote “pra,” and, since he himself was not sure ab
out its meaning, he raised a question too "(pra = prasiddham?)”! It must be stated once ag
ain here that there are two stars which precede and succeed the specific phrase. We can si
mply admire the depth and breadth of the knowledge-ocean (jianamahasagara) of Bh, our
"Vidyavagisa"! He did not even think about these baffling points. To him they were not b
affling at all.

On page 220 we read, "Kdsucana pratisu "yadvasmasu' iti pramadan mudritam Sodh
aniyam.” So there was a printing press in India even before A.D. 1286! The Vikrama-nka
devacaritam was printed and published even before that date! This is an important matter t
o be noted by the historiographers of printing in India!

On page 222 there is the Hindi word "chdnana.” Naturally this word too is older tha
n A.D. 1286.

The bottom line of page 223 reads "upamsu Sanaih *ekante.*" Did Bh think of the r
elationship of these two expressions appearing in juxtaposition?

On page 224 we have two more words of Hindi: "arati” and "turahi.” Nagari Pra-c
arinT Sabha of Varanast should note these facts.
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On page 237 we read, "*cauryakelih parapurusaparanarikriya.*" But then the "Car
itacandrika" raises a question: "(-krida ?).” Would it be correct to conclude then that the s
ame writer wrote "kriya"” and then asked himself whether it should read "krida”?

There are Hindi words on almost every page, sometimes more than one. On page 2
47 "Caritacandrika" says, "Doldsu dolasu iti Jalhana-Sarnigadhara-samgrhitah pa hah." Hi
storiographers of Sanskrit literature note this fact which makes Jalhana and Sarngadhara p
ostdate A.D. 1286.

On page 248 we read,

Akstinahetoh angikrtasamrajyabharasya madhor anucaratvan marutasya. 'Akstna’
padasyartho navagamyate. 'Aksobha' iti pathe pratipanne--aksobho gajabandhana-
stambho gajabandhanabhiimir vetyarthah sangatah syat. 11 sarge 82 §loko'pi drasta
vyah.

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 grammarian w
hich this poor Caritacandrikakara lacked.

It is interesting to watch how the term "aksiina” has been interpreted by Bh--with th
e help of a great grammarian, of course, whose debt he acknowledges in the following wor
ds:

SrT Pam. Rajanarayana Sarmano Hindavi§vavidyalayTya- Samskrtamaha-
vidyalayavyakaranavibhagadhyaksa dhanyavadair abhinandyante, yais saharsam s
arvadaiva kathina prayuktasabdasiddhau svanupamasabdasastra- jianena Sabda- si
ddhim samsadhya mahan upakarah krtah (Kificit Prastavikam, v.1, p. 3).

Bilhana used neither kathina nor aprayukta sabdas! 1t is insult added to injury to blame Bil
hana for such imaginary sins! His riti is Vaidarbhi and his guna is prasada. Na hyesa sthan
or aparddho yad enam andho na pasyati.

(On Jan. 8, 1983, while making the fair copy of the above, a thought comes to my m
ind that to the writer of J gloss, the word "aksiina” (or whatever it might be) was so gatarth
a that he did not think it needed any explanation! Today the second part of my conjecture
stated above seems ridiculous!)

It is amusing to see how this "ka hina"” and "aprayukta" sabda ("aksiina”) has been

blessed with sabdasiddhi (derivation and explanation) by the great grammarian-friend of B
h:

akstinam viSramah satatapariSramena samagataklantiripanytnataya
durikaranartham visrantir ityarthah.

The above explanation appears in the commentary Rama. The footnote reads,
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Samjiiasu dhaturtpani pratyayas ca tatah pare.
Karyad vidyad anu[!]bandham etac chastram unadisu.

Tuksu gatau - adadikaddhator bhave nan pratyaye bahulakad dirghe nafisamase 'ak
stina' Sabdo nispannah. Na kstinam akstinam gatyavarodho vi§rama ityarthah.

Both this great Vaiyakarana-Siromani (Rajanarayana) and Sahitya- dhurandhara "Vidya-v
agisa" Bh have overlooked one of the most significant words: "mattasya”! Bilhana did not
say "Srantasya.” Caitradvirada was not hauling such huge logs of wood that he would be h
orribly exhausted and needed visrama so often. See below the discussion of the im- mortal
words "pade pade.” 1had annotated the above passage (in Bh's ed.) with the fol-lowing w

ords:

Ko'pi vaiyakaranakesarT svapratibham pradarSayat!
Tavan maunam evavalambaniyam yavan na yatharthapathapraptih.

The late Muni SrT PunyavijayajT Maharaja had given me an appropriate meaning, but I do
n't recall it now! According to him the word was correct. Could this word mean "madaniva

non

rana,” "to bring back to sobriety"?
This topic has been discussed earlier. Astam tavat, prakrtam anusaramah.
A sadukti is cited on page 248 of "Caritacandrika":

Mallikamukule candi! Bhati gufijan madhuvratah.
Prayane paficabanasya Sankham aptrayanniva.

So the author of the above must have flourished earlier than A.D. 1286. Let us find out who
the author is. In any case, the assumed tippanikara or tippanilekhaka was almost a magic
ian. He could write all these long verses in the margins! I wonder again and again if Bh h
as ever seen even one "marginal gloss." (See his letter to me where he brags about having
seen many priceless MSS.)

And, by the way, the great commentator Bh copied the above verse as a footnote on
p. 439 of his vol. 1. According to Bh this Caritacandrikakara must have been a kavi rahas
va kusala dhiman (p. 2 of his Kificit Prastavikam, vol. 1). This Caritacandrikakara cited the
above verse on p. 248 with reference to "Lagnadvirephadhvanipiiryamanam . .. " 7:41. Bh
renders a great service to the world of scholarship by citing it, but he introduces it with the
words "Uktam Sahityadarpane.” 1 don't know how would it help! I still don't know the nam
e of the poet who composed this beautiful couplet.

On page 265 we read, "Gopacalah *guyalaeru® (sampratam Gvaliyara ityucyate)."”
Did Bh stop to think what function this word, "*guydalaeru,*" (enclosed within two asterisks
) was performing here? What did it represent, and what is the significance of the word "sa
mpratam”? When? Before A.D. 12867
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We have three words: "gopdcalah,” "guyalaeru,” and "gvaliyara.” Is there any his-t
orical, chronological, or linguistic progression? Do they belong to the same age, the same |
anguage, the same stratum? Bh, why did you pretend to know everything when you actuall
y did not know? Your "great" Caritacandrikakara accepted his limitations, a fact which yo

u have noted yourself. Why did you not? Didn't you know that "na hi sarvah sarvam janati
H?

It is fantastically funny to read Bh's commentary here. He says, "Gopanam dhenu-p
alakanam acalah parvato Govardhandakhyah!" So "Govardhana mountain" was a king-dom,
and the king described in verse 9:109 of the "Carita" was its lord!

On page 301, in the last line, we read, "Etadupddhina’nena chalena (etaddhetujanye-
ndadhiranena)?” Did Bh understand what is cited above? The ippanikara explains certain
words. Yet he is not sure; so he asks a question. I believe Bh can easily answer! What is
"adhiranena”? Pt. Bharadvajaji! This is a printing mistake for "avadhiranena” (detected o
nly on Dec. 24, 1982)!

The writing of Bh is atyanta-hasyaspada in many a place, to say the least. Bilhana
says,

Tat paryantasthitagunanikamandapam yatra dhatte
dhama vyomanganatilakatam KsemagauriSvarasya.

"Caritacandrika" explains, "Ksemagaurisvarasya dhama Kasmira-nrpati-Ksemaguptanir- m
apitam Sivamandiram” (p. 314). These words of mine, of NAGAR, in "Candrika" are follo
wed by "*Khemesaradeu.*" Let it be stressed here with all the force at my command that t
his expression, "khemesaradeu,” appears within two asterisks; so these words were directly
borrowed from the J gloss.

But Bh wanted to display his brilliant scholarship; so he adds to the knowledge (?) o
f his readers, "Khemesaradeu iti Kasmirabhasayam prasiddhe!” Scholars of the Kashmiri la
nguage should note this! Here is a great pandit from Kashi giving you a new word! What
a great pity!

I really wonder whether Bh possessed enough brain power to discern the numerous
incongruities I have been pointing out time and again. Any sensible person would have sto
pped to wonder if he were following a false belief that "Caritacandrika" was an ANCIENT
commmentary! Or would it be correct to assume that he knew the truth in his heart of heart
s, yet he continued to deceive himself so that he could steal from the "Candrika" until the v
ery end? This is exactly what he did. The relevent portion from the "Candrika" follows:

Tat prasiddham. Paryanteti--paryante prantabhage sthito gunanikaya nrt-ya
sya mandapo yatra tat. Yatra pure. Vyomanganatilakatam akasabhtisanatvam. Ks
emagauriSvarasya dhama KasmiranrpatiKsemaguptanirmapitam Sivamandiram. *
Khemesaradeu® Ramah kaminyah. Ramanukaranavidhauramyabhinayavyapare *

247



Ramo Ramacandrah* Natyaprayoge natakabhinayakriyayam, viSesyam. Yoga-stha
nam yogindranam. Asitrayanti janayanti.

And here is an exact reproduction of the same passage from the great commentary called
Rama of Panditammanya Vi$vanatha SastrT Bharadvaja (what a deceitful act of stealing!):

Yatra Pravarapure paryante prantabhage sthito gunanikaya nrtyasya manda-
po yatra tat KsemagauriSvarasya tat prasiddham dhama grham Kasmiiranrpati-Kse
maguptanirmapitam Sivamandiram vyomanganasya"kasasya tilakatam bhiisanatva
m dhatte. Yatra Sivamandire (Khemesaradeu iti Kasmirabhasayam prasiddhe) ra
mah anganah natyaprayoge natakabhinaya-kriyayam ramanukarana- vidhau rama
niyabhinayavyapare ramacandrabhinayavyapare[!] va yogasthanam api yoginam s
iddhanam api gatram vapuh "gatram vapuh samhananam Sariram varsma vigrahah"
ityamarah. Sapulakam saromaficam asilitrayanti janayanti.

No further comments are necessary. Stealing is an art! It is not a sin until and unless it is d
etected.

The greatest service that Bh has rendered here relates to "Khemesaradeu.” This is
his most outstanding contribution. Bilhana hailed from Kashmir; so the specific word must
be an integral part of the Kashmiri language! Can anybody doubt this fact, especially whe
n it is uttered by such a learned authority as Panditamani Bharadvaja? To think that only s
ome of his astonishing qualifications are displayed on the title page of his immortal work a
nd at the head of the letter he wrote to me!

I am not sure if Bh had seen the descriptions of J gloss anywhere. If so, did he reme
mber it? Let it be recalled that the J MS. was seen by Biihler (and by me too) in aisalmer.
It belongs to the Brhajjfianakosha Bhandara of the Oswal Jains, preserved under the great
temple of Parisnath (Par§vanatha) in the fort of Jaisalmer.

With regard to this J gloss Biihler says, "The glosses are in a mixture of ancient Guj
arati and Marvadi, such as is used by the Yatis down to the present day." Biihler also tells
us that the letters of the MS. (including the gloss) are ancient Jain Devanagari ("Inrod." p.
45).

Here is what I said about the language and other aspects of the J gloss:

Kifca girvanavaninibaddhapi sa pracinatippani kvacit GurjaraMarudeSa- bh
asat miketyanadhigatasakalarthair apyasmabhih sa tathaivopasthapita. Neyam mil
avatsuvacyeti bahutrasmabhir naivavagantum apari, kutas tavat pratilipi- visayikart
um. Tathapi seyam atipracineti tadbhasagavesanayam sadhanam syad ityavadhary

ate.

Maybe Bh did not have access to the B ed.
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The above was written long ago. Today (March 10, 1990) while reformatting my o
wn writing for computers, I recalled that I had seen Biihler's edition in the same Banaras H
indu University Library, which was the Karmabhiimi of this scholar-thief. He could have se
en it if he wanted. But why should he have cared? He knew everything. He was sarvajiia
cakravarti.

But he has extensively used my ed. He has profusely copied from my "Carita-candr
ika." He should have seen many such words. What did he think of those?

It will be quite appropriate to cite certain words here from this J gloss that may thro
w further light on the matter:

gamduyaum 223 choti churf 264 sejahala 280
choru 248 thahiyainu 264 dehurasaru 284
pavada 250 thalt 264 yogesvaru 284
goliya 'dhanuht' abhya 250 guyalaeru 265 teravaum 289
su

davadi 250 darau 272 koila 289
jetalu viSesu 253 ghatu* 274 khola 294
padihatha 255 palataum 275 caukapuriya 297
darau 257 patau 275 khemesaradeu 314
kisaum achat 263 vikhariyaum 276 ahithanamahi 317
amvaliyau 263 khampanu 278 praharahathi 317
kasaumeku 263 garadhaum 280 dahaliyau karnn 323

u

*followed by avayava Suddhih

I believe Bh would like us to believe that all these words belong to the Kasmiri language!
Bh has also stated elsewhere that tad- bhdasadyam. What an innocent statement! He is cunn
ingly equivocal. Naro va kufijaro va. He wanted to save his own skin too. Bh copied so ex
tensively from "Caritacandrika," yet [ don't think he paid any attention to the words cited a
bove.

A NOTE ON THE STARRING IN THE "CARITACANDRIKA"

I had stated, "Antarbhavitata ippanika saisa ‘Candrika.” . . .

"Caritacandrika" contains many explanatory words which are direct borrowings fro
m J gloss; the featuring of certain J gloss words within two asterisks was intended to indicat
e this. Certain meanings occuring in J gloss had to be emphasized, like "Radha Visnubhary
a" (1:5) and "Radha Krsnabharya” (18:87). Many words occuring in J gloss were not intelli
gible to me because they were illegible; so there was a specific motive in starring. It was't
o show that they were definitely not my words. I have found subsequently that there are m
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any words (meanings or interpretations) which are part of J gloss. They are not starred; so t
his may be regarded as a flaw. Yetitis not. Idid not think that words that are found so ea
sily in the dictionaries and presented no conflict had to be starred simply because they occ
ured in J gloss! The criterion that warranted starring was how uncommon or significant a w
ord of J gloss was.

Here is a passage that clearly demonstrates--as if one more demonstration were nee
ded--how ill-equipped Bh was to interpret a divine poem like Bilhana's Vikramanka- devac
arita. On p. 314, "Caritacandrika" says,

Kasthiladvijavasatayah 'Kasthila' iti namadheya Brahmananam nivasabhtimayah.
Kasthileti--*jativiSesah.* Vastutastu Vitastavama- tatasthah pradesa-viSesah.

Even the above passage did not remove the darkness pervading the mind of Bh. A man po
ssessing a sound mind in a sound body would have realized that there is something strange
in the above passage: there are two writers involved. First we see that the expression "Ka
s hiladvijavasatayah” is explained in a certain way. Then the compound word "jativisesah"
is given. It is preceded and followed as well by an asterisk (*). Then we find the following
words: "Vastutastu. . .. " In other words, "Kasthtla" is not the name of a specific jati (of t
he Brahmanas), but it is the name of a locality (a residential area, a sub-division, what we
may call in Hindi "Mohalla.”) If we assume that the entire "Caritacandrika" was composed
by one and the same person who flourished in ancient India, then it would have to be acce
pted that the same person contradicted himself!

The conclusion is irresistible that Bh did not have enough brain power (or did not us
e whatever he possessed) to grasp what ispresented above. In spite of "vastutas tu . . . " he
maintains,

Tah Kasthiladvijanam Kasthila iti namadheyabrahmananam vasatayah nivasa-bht
mayah.

This is called "durdagrahah.” What Bilhana means is "Kas hila-dvijavasatayah” and not "K
as hiladvija-vasatayah”! Bh seems to have forgotten his own dictum: "Gunino na dura-gra
hah.”

Let us resume our main theme. In 18:44.1 there is a samastapada--adhis hana-mad
hye. "Caritacandrika" explains, "Vitastapulinavartini pradesavisese,” and then adds within
two asterisks, "*ahi hanamahi.*" The great commentator Pt. Bharadvaja displays his extra
ordinary erudition and says"adhis hanamadhye Vitastapulinavartini pradesavisese [exact co
py of "Caritacandrika"!] ("Ahi hanamahi’ iti tadbhasayam).” 1 don't understand what he me
ans by "tad”! Maybe he thinks that there is a language called "tadbhdsa”! Cf. my words: ”
Tadbhasagavesanayam sadhanam syaditi manyamahe.” But the interesting point is that he
encloses all the six letters (ahi hanamahi) in quotation marks (")! He does not stop to think

that "ahi hana" is "adhis hana" and "mahi" (old Gujarati) is "in," i.e., "madhye”!
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The Hindi commentator is still a greater authority. He is wise. He is wiser. He is t
he wisest. He excels everyone else in this art of interpretation. He goes beyond! He trans
lates, "Ahi hanamahi namaka sthana mem.” The short "i" of Sanskrit comm. in "mdhi” beco
mes long in Hindi comm.! Is it possible for us to accept the contention that Hindi and Sans
krit are from one and the same pen? It will be foolish even to think this. Kahata bhi divana
, sunatd bhi divand, 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 "Caritacandrika." On page 321 we read,

Chayaya *dhiimena citram vicchayam jayata iti bhavah.* Vastutastu svapada- bhr
am$abhayat Sakrasya vaivarnyam.

Certain words here are preceded and followed by asterisks! They make a statement. The
subsequent words reject it. I don't know if Bh knows what the significance of a statement i
s if it 1s introduced with an expression like "vastutastu.” See also: "Vastutastu Vitasta- vam
ata asthah pradesavisesah” (discussed earlier).

Bh blindly copies both statements. His exact words are, "Dhiimena citram viccha-ya
m jayate. Vastutastu svapada-bhramsa-bhayad Indrasya vaivarnyamiti bhavah.” The questi
on is, why does he give the first statement if he has to contradict it by the subsequent state
ment? I don't know what he took the two asterisks to mean!

I am not sure if he had ever read the Amara: "tvantathadi na pirvabhak.” "Vastu ta
stu” contradicts the previous statement. It means "but in reality." I fail to understand why
such scholar-pretenders follow the path of darkness and do not open their eyes even when t
here is enough light all around.

It is interesting to note that Sakra of Bilhana and "Caritacandrika" becomes Indra of
Rama! Bh has to show some originality! How else he could add to the bulk of his grand e
dition of a "Vidyavaridhi"?

In 18:18.3 Bilhana uses an expression, "drs ddrs a.” 1 was not sure about the mean-
ing. I was merely a youth in my early twenties; so I put it as "aihikamusmikobhaya- vidhan
am?"” Bh copied my words straightaway. However, he removed the question mark. He ha
s no doubt, nowhere, never!

Let us recall what Bh says about this "Caritacandrika" and its author:

Srinagaramahodayair Jaisalamerabrhajjfianako$a-bhandarasthadhastalikhi-
tat pustakat mahata Sramena tippanisamgraham krtva Caritacandrikanamna sa pari
Sista ripena svapustake samgrhita, kenapi kavirahasyaku$alenaiva dhimataisa [str
ess added] gumphitetyatra nasti sandehalesavasarah. USaviya 1286 varsato'pi prac
Tne'smin hastalikhite pustake tippanyesa svapracinatvam prakatayatyeva (Kificit Pr
astavikam, vol. 1, p. 2).
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A thief takes everyone else to be a thief in this world. Bh tells his readers that I collected a
11 the "notes" from J MS. and reproduced them in my book as an appendix, naming it the "C
aritacandrika.” Ihave never seen a greater fool on this earth! First of all, I won't steal. Ip
ossessed enough brain power to compose my own "annotations.”" And I was not a habitual t
hief either. Even if [ had stolen, I would not have had 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 had taken someone else's work) would have called it "Jaisalmera-pustaka-tippani," or s
omething like that. A smart thief also knows how to cover up his theft. Bh himself is a thie
f and accuses me falsely of imaginary theft. It is much larger, longer, and extensive than e

ven the original! It cannot be an appendix.

Again in his Bhumika the learned scholar-pretender presents his distorted view:

Tatkavyante Caritacandrikanamna Jaisalamera-brhajjiianakoSabhandara sth
a pustakat tippanisamgraho Nagaramahodayasya samskaranam suvarnam sugandhi
yuktam iva'karot. Tippanikarah ka iti yadyapi na jiatam tathapi tasya pandityapra
karso vidyotata eva (vol. 1, p. 4).

Mr. Bharadwayj, you are either a fool, or a cheat, or a liar, or all combined into one!
Bh concludes his "Prastavikam" with the following words:

Ante ca Caritacandrikatippanikara ye ke'pi te bhavantu [!] mama hardikan
dhanyavadan arhanti. Etesam tippanya tikalekhane mahati sahayata jatetya-maya
m nirGipya [!] viramamyativistarat (p. 4).

Whatever you may say, you are a great mayavin Mr. Bh!

So, even such an ancient learned "composer"” of "Caritacandrika" was not sure abou
t the meaning of "drs ddrs 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 bec
ause it was unlimited; he knew everything, and corrctly too. He was sarvajiacakravarti.

I concluded my "Caritacandrika" with the following words:

Iti Sam. Srir astu. Kalyanam astu. Samapteyam Caritacandrikabhidhana Vikra-ma
fika devacarita mahakavyatippani. Stih Srih Srth. Vijayadasami Sam 2001.

So this "marginal gloss" had a colophon too! And what about the date; i.e., Samvat 2001, i.
e., A.D. 1944/45? Bh was not concerned at all with all this contradictory evidence. Once h
e had decided that it was "ancient," no external or internal evidence could influence him to
change his mind! Was he not appointed a member of the Sanskrit Sahitya Research Com
mittee of the Banaras Hindu University in 1953 by Acharya Narendradeva, the then Vice-
Chancellor? That should have been enough proof to demonstrate that he knew everything!
This fact is well featured by Bh on the title page!
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MISRA'S BIBLIOGRAPHY

This work has primarily been a candid criticism of Misra's Studies on Bilhana and H
is Vikramankadevacarita, and it was as unpleasant for me to write as Misra's book was to r
ead. Throughout this book--here, there and everywhere--1 have offered a justification of w
hy I felt such an irresistible urge to express myself the way I did. It was truly a case of Sok
ah slokatvam dagatah. How beautifully it is said about our mahakavi Bhavabhiiti,

Api grava rodityapi dalati vajrasya hrdayam.
Bhavabhiti himself has sung,

Purotpide tadagasya parivahah pratikriya.
Sokasamvignahrdayam pralapair eva dharyate.

I have followed the great ethical principle of Spas avakta sukhi bhavet. Also

Sulabhah purusa rajan satatam priyavadinah.
Apriyasya ca pathyasya vakta Srota ca durlabhah.

Readers would have found many passages which might have led them to one of two conclu
sions: either Misra was out of his mind when he wrote his book, or I was out of his mind w
hen I criticised it!

My correspondence with the University of Tiibingen, reproduced here in the very be
ginning, contains convincing evidence that there is something unusual about this "disser- ta
tion" of Misra, which he claims has earned a doctorate for him! I don't believe it.

Misra also claims to be a specialist in Library Science. He has appended an extensi
ve bibliography to his magnum opus. For the reasons already stated, I did not think it neces
sary to present another bibliography of my own. But since I wanted the reader to have the
benefit of Misra's exceptional bibliography, befitting his exceptional "dissertation," I almos
t decided to reproduce it mechanically and enclose it as an appendix to this work. This wo
uld not have been an infringement of any copyright, nor would it have been branded as pla
giarism--kavyarthacaurya. 1did not want to commit this sin, the same sin for which I have
condemened Mr. Misra time and again. This bibliography would have also demonstrated t
o readers how a proper one should be prepared and presented for a doctoral dissertation to
a German university. However, for various reasons, I abandoned the idea.

Once again I offer my sincere apologies to my readers for having presented this bitt
ersweet writing in this vein. Truth is at many times unpalatable. It takes two to grasp it: o
ne who can speak and another who can listen. However, I would like to assure my readers
with all the emphasis at my command that what is presented in this book in its final form is
much more mild than it was when it originally emerged. The most spicy juices have been
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edited and removed. After the whole book was completed, it was ruthlessly purged! A lar
ge amount of true yet frank criticism was eliminated. I have tried my best to be as reticent
as possible, and I give credit to my better half for this sweetening and softening. The final

judgement rests with the critical readers.
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ANUBANDHAH

I have previously discussed the reading "Vapur yam avasah . . . " which was re-pres
ented exactly the way it appears in Misra's magnum opus (p. 100). At that time I had sugge
sted "yamavasah” as an alternative reading. Subsequently I thought of "puryam avasah.”
My footnote provides a brief discussion there.

Since then I have consulted the Stktimuktavali. It gives all three components toget
her--Vapuryamavasah. Because I am not as learned as Misra, [ put a "(?)" (question mark)
after the first pada. 1 could not understand it. But Misra is a sarvajiiacakravarti. He knows

everything in a proper manner. He has no doubt on any subject anywhere of any kind, non
e whatsoever.

So he has broken the cluster of letters (vapuryamavasah) into three! This is a despi-
cable attempt. "Vapur” makes some sense independently. "Avasah” too would make some
sense. But I don't know what sense Doctor Misra (a Sndataka of Tiibingen) would like us to
derive from yam. This is avyaparesu vyaparah--monkey business.

I think that "Va" is an error. It should be read as "Tri!” I advise the reader to write
"tra” in Devanagari and then join the two protruding lines. "Tra” will become "Va" very e
asily. "Tripuryam” will bring a new life into the kavindrokti. The word "kuca" is still a puz
zle to me. Could it be budha?

I believe that "Siro’nyasya” (in the third pada) is wrong. It should be read as "Siro y
asya.” Misra could not care less.

In spite of all these changes and suggestions for improvement, the true and final pur
port of the verse is still an enigma to me.

As already stated in the "Dvitlyam Amukham," the sojourn of Dr. L. Satapathy in C
olumbia during the winter of 1991 was highly beneficial. My contact with Sanskrit studies
was revived; it was a renaissance. Vade vade jayate tattvabodhah. One significant outcom
e of our "Kavyasastravinodena kalo gacchati dhimatam” was a possible new interpretation
of "bhuih pratapodayanam” in "Campdsimni” (Vik. 18:38), discussed earlier in this book.

I have submitted my apologies for an incorrect interpretation made earlier. It was a
n error in grammar. Now [ have a new interpretation. I believe "bhith” can stay as it is--no
t as "dvitiyabahuvacanam”--karma--but as "kartrpadam prathamaikavacanantam,” meaning
"pratapodayanam bhith utpattisthanam djinda bhramyati”! She is Sitabhita, not for herself but
for her master, Anantanrpati. In order that her master might feel warm and comfortable in
those colder regions, she roams around hither and thither to make them warm! She has th
e power to generate pratapa, meaning also utkrstah tapah. This new suggested interpretati
on is offered to the rasika-jana-mandali for consideration.
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There are many more suggestions, but I will have to wait until the next edition com
es out.

MLN

INDEX

A lion won't eat grass, even if dying, 178
A patthara mere paira para para, 116
Abdhir langhita eva vanarabhataih (wrt Bh), 97
Abheda-sadhana, 138
Abhidha, laksana, vyafjana, 126
Abhidhanarajendra, 206
Abhijnanasakuntalam, 69, 297
Abhinavabilhana Misra, 44
Acaladuhituh preyan, 185
Adharo'dhikaranam, 95
Adhika alankara, 109
Adhirajarajendra, 78
Adhitavedo'smi krtasrutagamah, SOff.
Agraha, 50
Ahavapraptidurlalitabahu, 67ff.
Ahinakulam, 77
Aho visalam bhipala, 109
Ajiianandhasya lokasya, 81, 184
Akathayad avanindor nandanotpattivarttam, 56
Aksitina, 90
Alakam, 206
Alam visadena karosi, 49
Alaukikollekhasamarpanena, 22
Aluloke, 75, 144
Alupendram avadatavikramas, 68
Aman ivangesu mudah prakarsad, 108
Amaracandra Yati, 146
Amarasimha, 187
Ami viyannilasaroja, 157
Anamya ITlaparivartanena, 143
Anandasagarastava, 184
Ananta (King of Kashmir), 169, 172
Ananyasamanyagunatvam eva, 62
Afic, 544f.
Ancient India, 72f.
Aficitabhyam gatabhyam, 55
Aficitam, 93

Misra's vitandavada on, 55ff.
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Andhena ntyamana yathandhah (wrt Misra), 66
Anena niinam jaladheh, 55
Afijalibandha, 110
Anka, 149

in Manasollasa, 150
Ankura, 179
Anta, 166
Anuddhrstah Sabdair, 89
Anudghustah Sabdair, 89
Anvesyate, 115ff.
Anyayapiirnam atmasatkaranam, 75
Anyoktimuktalata, 33
Anyonyam utpidayad utpalaksyah, 108
Apare kavyasamsare, 77, 141
Apatkale maryada nasti, 52
Api khafijjanam afijanaiicite, 54
Appayyadiksita (Citramimamsa), 53
Apradhanyam vidher yatra, 74
Apratisthe Raghujyesthe, 36
Apte (on ankakarah), 151
Araktam argharpanatatparanam, 34
Arasikesu kavitva nivedanam, 62

wrt Misra, 89, 205

wrt B and G, 110

wrt Bh, 114
Arc, 54
Arccitam, 54
Ardham striyas tribhuvane sacaracare'smin, 184
Ardham vs. artham, 197
ArdhanariSvara, 183ff., 196
Arthantaranyasa, 121
AsamS$ayam nilasaroruhaksi, 167
Asamvrtasrastadukiilabandhe, 87ff.
Asmakam alokanavighnahetos, 138
Asmin ksane Kuntntalaparthivasya, 127
Asthane'nupayogibhi$ca bahubhir, 48
Astrajvalavalidhapratibala, 53
Asyendoh parivesavad, 138
Atha katisucid eva daivayogat, 76
Athatah pamsudanasya, 92
Atimadhurarasanam sevaya, 91
Atrakantham vilutha salile, 195
Atrantare kim api vagvibhavativrtta, 124
Aurvagnitaptapathodhau, 61
Authenticity (of ] MS.), 4
Aviksamana sadr§am gunair mama, 48
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Avrttavarnastabakam, 205
Avyaparesu vyaparam
wrt Misra, 59
wrt Bh, 69ff., 140

Bahu jagada purastat (wrt Misra), 63
Bahubhir abhihitaih kim adbhutair va, 83
Balabodhini commentary (on Kavyaprakasa), 16, 37
Balaramayana on ankakara, 151
Banah Svetamayukhasana, 129
Banerji and Gupta
on Tavangavallt, 123
on Trnani bhiubhrtkatakesu, 150
translation of (compared to a plastic rose), 156
on Gaurivibhrama, 161
Bhainsa ke age bina bajae, 114
Bhaksite'pi lasune na $anto vyadhih (wrt Misra), 197
Bhamkari, 94
Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, 190
Bhanot, S. D., 5
Bharadwaj, Vishwanath Shastri, Pt.
on R, 2f.
correspondence with, 7ff.
and "Caritacandrika," 11, 120
as an editor and researcher, 12ff.
preliminary remarks on, 12ff.
as a commentator, 14ff.
and textual criticism, 14ff.
as a translator, 14ff., 157
on N's readings, 15ff.
on N ed., 16ff.
and prose order, 18
on pratistha, 35
as an alankara$astrapandita, 37
as an historiographer, 68ff.
and literary interpretation, 69ff.
on Caritacandrikakara, 90
and lack of research, 95ff.
defends Biihler, 96
tries to interpret bhati, 109
is kavyarthacauryacaturah, 120
errs on vilasa, 123ff.
betrays ignorance of loka-vyavahara, 129ff.
misunderstands kavindrokti, 129ff.
murders Sahitya-vidya-vadha, 129ff., 169
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and ignorance of ratikopa, 132
confirms ignorance through Hindi, 133
on Asmakam alokanavighnahetos, 139
and avyaparesu vyaparam, 140
and asangata, 148ff.
explains yena kena prakarena, 148ff.
goes against N, 153
and totalitarian dictatorship, 154
is equivocal, 170
murders history, 174
as the Great Pretender, 171ff.
as an historiographer, 171ff.
reaches the pinnacle of absurdity, 174
and interpretation of Priyardhasthitim, 183ff.
Bharavi, 70, 86
Bhasa, 58
Bhaskaracarya, 45
Bhati vs. mati, 941f.
Bhattojt Diksita, 95
Bhimacarya (and correction of B ed.), 66
Bhimapandita, 204
Bhisagbhir apaditasarvabhesajam, 53
Bhrantir mithyamatir bhramah (wrt Misra), 118
Bhiibhrtkatakesu, 147
Bhah pratapodayanam, 168ff.
Bhir, 168
Bhuvanaraja, 175
Bilhana
as a pioneer, 86
exemplifies many vilasas, 125
and use of vilasa, 127ff.
as $akta (according to Misra), 176
demonstrates praudhi, 185
demonstrates vicchitti, 185
demonstrates vyutpatti, 185
and way of pranamah, 185
Bimbam dadhe bimbaphalapratistham, 34
Bindudvandvatarangitagrasaranih karta, 155
Birudanka, 150
Bubhuksitah kim na karoti papam, 79
Biihler, Johann Georg, Dr., 1
on Vik., 1
on Vikrama's alliance with the Cola King, 78
contributions of, 97
as a historiographer, 98
failure on the part of, 98ff.
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and mishandling of Vik. text, 98ff.

takes undue liberty, 98ff., 161

onlJ, 4, 109f.

and misconstruction of text (taken as variant reading), 163
omits collectivity of verses, 164

contrasted with N (wrt ] MS.), 165ff.

and transcription of J, 190

Cakara kantakucapatrabhanga, 142
Cakrikrtabhujalatikam, 138
Calacaleti dvividha, 36
Calad ankalilaya, 1471f.
Calapangam drstim sprsasi, 69
Calukya and Cola Empires, 73
Calukyavams$amalamauktikasrih, 39
Camatkara-parampara (of Biihler), 98ff.
Campaka flowers, 93
Campasimni Ksitipatikathadhamni, 168
Caicac-candrakaraspar$a, 59
Caicac-caranadiyamana, 57
Canfcac-colaincalani, 59
Cancac-cumbati kaficanacalamukham, 60
Caicad-bhujabhramita, 60
Caricat, 58ff.
Cancat-kataksabhramarabhirama, 60
Capalam, 131
Carcat, 58ff.
"Caritacandrika"
on pratistha, 35
nature of, 120ff.
on Trnani bhiubhrtkatakesu, 148
and note on identification, 211ff.
Carmacaksust, 56
Carroll, Lewis, 70
Caturam, 127
Caturanga, 147
Caturangalilaya, 147
Caturthyarthe bahulam chandasi, 57
Caturyam acamati Mandaradreh, 128
Ceylon irt Chalukyas, 181
Chandahsastram (wrt Misra), 128
Chandobhanga, 200
Citra-yuddha, 153
Colasammukham agahatahava, 74
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Daivam distam bhagadheyam, 129
Daivat, 129ff.
Daivim vacam

and upasate, 82

wrt mati nirvivare, 111
Daksinapatha-Jahnavt, 73
Dandin, 113
Danturah Kuntalenduh, 144
Danture kapole, 144
DaSartpa (of Dhanaifijaya), 130
Devah karambhoruhayantradharam, 143
Devi tasya pracurayaSasas, 174
Dhanafjaya, 130
Dharmo vi$vasya jagatah pratistha, 35
Dhatte drstim adhiravibhramalavam, 198
Dhik tvam re kalikala yahi vilayam, 200
Dhiramrdanga, 151
Dhulimrstih, 91
Dohada, 157
Dolavilasa, 88ff.
Dolayam jaghanasthalena, 111, 115, 193
Dordandafcitamahima, 54
Dorvenikaya, 137
Draghtyasa dharstyagunena yuktah, 198
Dr§am bhr§am kamavasikrtanam, 127
Drstim he prativesini ksanam, 117
DrSoh stmavadah, 108
Druti vs. dyuti, 80ff.
Durga, 160
Durlalita, 68
Dvaropantanirantare mayi taya, 125
Dvipaksamapalaparamparanam, 35
Dviradapatir amusya Satrusena, 83
Dyuti vs. druti, 791f.

Edgerton, Franklin (tr. of Matanga-Iila), 91

Ekah stanas tungatarah parasya, 183, 196
EkakinT pratijiia hi pratijhatam, 110, 154, 172
Ekam sandhitsato'param pracyavate, 143

Ekam uddiSya sarvan va, 150

Elephants (and music), 58

English translators (maksikasthane maksika), 140
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Gacchatah skhalanam kvapi, 66, 85, 118, 168
Gaddalikapravahanyaya

wrt Misra, 88

wrt scholars like Dvivedi, 176
Gadhalinganavamanikrtakucaprodbhinna, 185
Gaganagiritatf navendrantla, 79
Gahate'tra dhrtakarmuke tvayi, 70
Gaja-Sastra, 91
Gajam tam aham vinadvittyah, 58
Gamaruhammi game vasami, 63
Ganayanti napaSabdam (wrt Misra), 22
Gande mandanam atmanaiva kurute, 193
Gangadatta story, 79
Gatanugatikanyaya (wrt Dvivedi), 176
Gatapraya ratrih krSatanu, 130
Gatesu ITlancitavikramesu, 54
Gathasloka, 206
Gauragunair ahankrtibhrtam jaitrankakare, 152
Gaurivibhramadhtipadhtima, 159
Gavaksa, 186ff.
Ghatam bhindyat patam chindyat (wrt Bh and Misra), 31, 153
Ghatatopo bhayankarah

of Misra, 31, 153

of Bh, 153
Ghunaksaranyaya

wrt Bh, 58

wrt Misra, 86
Giram atitya vartate, 177
Giram pravrttir mama nirasapi, iii
Graha, 50
Grahananta, 164ff.
GrahaSanta, 164{f.
Gramanamupasalyasimani, 204
Gramo nasau na sa janapadah, 92
Grass (thrown on the ground), 148
Gunadosan a$astrajnabh, iii
Gunam dadhane madhunarpyamanam, 69
Gunino na duragrahah, 110
Guror girah pafica dinanyadhitya, 208

Haack, August A., 48, 160
Hantmadadyair yasasa maya punar, 170
Hasabhita vs. §ttabhita, 168ff.
Hastadvayigadhagrhitalola, 87

wrt Bh, 16
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Hastyayurvedah, 91

Hayanantayuvadibhyo'n, 128

Hemacandra on vilasa, 124

Himam Silibhatam ivodvahanti, 183

Hindf Sabdasagara, 33

Hindu marriage, customs, and traditions, 12
"History of the Baroda Library Movement," 11
Humpty Dumpty, 70f.

Incorrect Construction Leads to Destruction, 159
"Indo-American Library Cooperation," 11
Inducandra, 174

Indum for indu, 196

Isakt Tmta usaka rora, 208

Isyate, 115

Iti bhramatsaurabhamamsalena, 85

Iti sa manasa niscityartham, 65

Iyam mayi nyasyati netramalam, 125

Jacobi, H., Dr., 1

Jagannidaghah (wrt B), 170

Jaghana padena sakhim sakhelam, 126
Jala-tadanam (wrt Misra), 122

Jalhana, 149

Jatardhacandra, 196ff.

Janite nitaram asau gurukula, 144
Jigisavah ke'pi vijitya, 32

Jivatkaver aayo na varnaniyah (wrt Misra), 127, 177, 203
Jiatum adbhutavilasanidhane, 136
Jrmbhasamasphota ("Candrika" on), 138
Jrmbhasamasphotakarangulikam, 137
Jrmbhavasottambhita, 137
JyesthakalaSa, 187

Kacit ksipantT madhupam, 69
Kailasagauram vrsam aruruksoh, 142
KailasasSailanilah, 159ff.

KailasaSubhram bhavananganam tat, 142
Kakaksigolakanyaya, 48

Kakubham bhartrbhaktanam, 62ff.

Kalah Kalafjaragiripater yah prayane, 177
Kalakvanitagarbhena, 113

Kalhana as historian (wrt Bh), 171ff.
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Kalidasa, 59, 69, 86, 142, 162
Kamadugha hi mahakavinam vaco bhavanti, 46, 86, 141
Kamam pratyadistam smarami, 117
Kamandakiya (on rajyanga), 44
Kamasitra (of Vatsyayana), 113
Kanakacalasankasa-devatayatanafcite, 54
KaiicTt, 47

Kafict padatibhir amusya, 47

Kangra Paintings on Love, 136

Kante talpam upagate, 47

Kante tatha katham api prathitam, 112
Kante vicitrasuratakramabaddharage, 112
Kanyapradanacchalatah ksitisah, 79
Karati, 58ff.

Karna (King of Kalafjara), 177
Karanagunah karyagunan arabhante, 37
Karanguli-samasphota, 138

Karpiravallt, 33

Kartum kirtya tilakam alakagopuranam, 167
Kasya va na bhavati roso, 117

Kathapi khalu papanam, 146

Katicid api dinani tatra nitva, 76

Kavih karoti kavyani, 49

Kavimarga, 141

Kavitabhivyaijitam kavitatparyam, 196
Kavitvam, 176

Kavitvavaktrtvaphala cucumba, 177
Kavyakalpalata-kaviSiksavrttih, 146
Kavyamarga, 146

Kavyaprakasa, 63

Kavyaprakase visamalankarodaharanam, 37
Kavyarthabhavanaparipakvabuddhi, 95
Kavyarthacauryam wrt Misra, 167
Kelikalah, 83

Kelikarah, 83

KeSavadasa, 136

Ketakadrutinibham mahah, 80

Khanda, 33ff.

Khiste, Batukanatha Sastri, 37

Kim karosi nijayathava bhuva, 139

Kim karosi vayasadhikena me, 212

Kim tava rocate esah, 57

Kosambi, D. D., 201

Krida vs. vrida, 167

Kridalavasabalitah, 167

Kridasaila, 169ff.
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Kridasailah kanakakadali, 169
Kridasailibhavanti pratikalam alinam, 169
Kridasailikrtahimagireh, 169
Krtah Srutagamah, 50ff.
Krtaksana, 179, 181
Krtasthitih, 71
Krtva vigraham asrupata, 135
Ksanamatravi§rama, 114
Ksapah ksamikrtya, 149
Ksate ksaram (wrt Misra), 61
Ksipto mukhat satcaranah, 69
Ksitipati or Ksitiraja, 171ff., 174
Ksmabhrtkulanam upari pratistham, 35
Kuc (+ sam), 180
Kuhutkari, 94
Kulapratistha, 35
Kumarasambhavam, 108
Kumaryah vs kumaryam, 56, 119f.
Kundendutusaraharadhavala, 142
Kunthatvam ayati gunah kavinam (wrt Misra), 22, 82
Kunthikrtari§astrasya, 63
Kupitah ksmabhrt, 65ff.
Kurvantu $§esah Sukavakyapatham

wrt Misra, 82, 141

wrt Bh, 95, 133

wrt B and G, 110
Kuryad anardresu kim angananam, 161

Labdharjananam, 120
Laksa, 31ff.
Laksya, 31ff.
Lekhant pustika narf, 3
Lekhaya luloke, 75, 144
Lexicographers vs. poets, 183
Lila vilaso vicchittir, 124
Lilalavanyaficitakandharena, 118ff.
Lilasukah kokilakajitanam, 199
Limits of Misra's Little Knowledge, 197
Limpativa tamo'ngani, 119
Little knowledge is a dangerous thing, a
wrt Misra, 67
wrt Bh, 129, 169
Locanabhyam vihinasya (wrt Misra), 60, 206, 218
Lohara Dynasty, 172
Lokasya nabhir jagatah pratistha, 36
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Lubdhair jananam, 120
Lubdharjananam, 120
Lulita vs. luthita, 94
Luloke, 75, 144

Ma (root), 111

Ma garvam udvaha kapolatale cakasti, 46
Madvairinah kathoramsor, 159

Magha, 86, 114

Mahabhasyavyakhya, 187
Maksikasthane maksika

wrt B & G, 71, 117, 150

wrt Bh, 114, 169
Mamanatikruddho munih, 57
Mammata

on sankara, 52

and example of sasthi, 63

on kavya-hetu, 185
Mana, 129ff.

Manasija (wrt kasa), 166
Manasijakathaghatabhagnah, 166
Manasollasa, 150
Mandikaplutinyaya, 119, 160
Mangalaksata, 54

Manuscript

J, 1ff.

A, 52ff.
Manyupankakalusam samudvahan, 183
Matangalila, 58, 91
Mati nirvivare tasyas, 94{f.

Mati vs. bhati, 94fft.

Matsarya, 139

Mauktikasrih, 39
Mauiiji-mekhala, 39

Maya nipidyamanas te, 67, 79
Maya tasyabhayam pradattam, 57
Meghadite (of Kalidasah), 91
Misra

onR,3

onN, 6

and his magnum opus, 18ff.

and his dust-jacket, 22ff.

and vitandavada, 36, 49

and utpreksa, 36ff.

and his "nature," 37
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as a translator, 40

on genetive for dative, S6ff.

and arrogance cum ignorance, 63ff., 66, 196, 205
and jalpa, 65

and power of emendation, 68

as an historiographer, 71ff.

and unreasonableness, 73, 121, 142

and misdirection, 79

needs a real guru, 82

murders poetic muse of Bilhana, 83, 145
and knowledge of Gajasastra, 85

and pratibhabhasa, 86

munitrayaikyam, 89

and astmajadata, 114

disputes all authorities, 116

crosses the limits of justice, 115
murders Sahitya-vidya-vadha, 115

is confused, 118

and his performance (cintamani vs. mrllosta), 126
and Sakti, 126

and balacapalam, 127

and childish blabberings, 128

and manahpttam samacaret, 128

and metri-causa, 129

and misdirected emendation, 137

and pitiable misrepresentation, 138
condemns Bilhana's ukti, 141

and gajanimilika, 141, 210

and avyaparesu vyaparam, 144

and kartum akartum anyathakartum samarthah, 145
and misdeeds, 145ff.

and literary criticism, 146

and absurd suggestions, 148

and knowledge of Sanskrit, 148, 190

on payomucah, 156

corrects N (a play of ghunaksaranyaya), 158
parades his pedantry, 161, 182ff.
confuses nature of Vcar MS., 162

as a pretender, 164

on ranta, 164

makes kasa of katha, 166

plays a prank, 166

as a scholar-pretender, 166, 186

and unwanted emendation, 168

and ex cathedra judgment, 171

is determined to destroy everything, 176
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reaches the peak of absurdity, 176
stoops to the lowest level, 176
and absurdities, 176, 202, 205
and preposterous propositions, 176, 184
shows slavish mentality, 177
commits literary crime, 184ff.
betrays ignorance, 184ff., 196, 198
as a totalitarian dictator, 186
commits plagiarism, 187, 75, 167
and original text of Vik., 191
notices kavyarthacaurya, 198
and his book (full of errors), 198ff.
and science of prosody, 198ff.
and adambara, 200
writes for himself, 202
and nonsensical reading, 204
attempts to annoy his readers, 206
as a sankara, 208
discounts R, 209
and number of pages in chapters, 209
and sato'pyapalapah, 210
and his work
and criticisms, 20ff.
as irresponsible, 146
and padding, 194
nature of, 208ff.
MiSropajiiam jiianam, 167
Mrtkumbhabalukarandhra, 39
Mukham astiti vaktavyam (wrt Misra), 77
Mukharamurajam paurastribhir na lasyam, 202
Mukhena lajjabhinayapragalbha, 117
Mukhena Sttam Sarapandurena, 39
Mukhenducandrikaptra, 108, 171
Murarikavi, 144
Mirkho'pi §obhate tavat (wrt Misra) 61
Musalgaonkar, 11

Na hi kasttrikamodah (wrt Misra), 206
Na hi sarvah sarvam janati, 94
Na hi vandhya vijanati (wrt Bh), 107
Na hyesa sthanor aparadho (wrt Misra), 60, 206, 208
Na mati sma, 94ff.
Na $SasSaka nirakartum, 50
Nagar, Murari Lal, Dr.
teaches Vik., 1f.
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on R, 2, 153ff.

on B ed., 3f., 162

visits Jaisalmer, 4, 66, 165

onN ed., 4, 17ff., 143

reviews of, 4ff.

onP,5

and deficiencies in text, 144

and contribution to Vik., 163

interprets Yasya bhrata, 172

on Mahabhasyavyakhya, 188

and "Sigla and abbreviations" (wrt Misra), 190
Nagara, 34
Nagaraja Rao--Vapus tusaracalagauram asya, 142
Nagarivarnanapaddhatih, 202
Nagavalli, 33
Naisadhtyacaritam, 52, 93
Nakalcht bandar (wrt Bh), 154
Namalinganusasanam, 187
Namatyayah§yamalaSaspamandala, 153
Nandhripayodhara ivatitaram, 16, 88
Narair viphalajanmabhir giridart, 112
Narapatitanayah kayapi kopa, 75
Narayana Svami, 112
Navasahasankacarita, 37
Navendranila, 80
Neo-expounders, 170
Nihsoka vs. nihstka, 199
Nijersubhih, 65, 67, 147
Nilacchatronmadagajaghatapatram, 178
Nilagundatamrasasanam, 170
Nilakantha (author of Matanga-Iila), 58, 91
Nilakantha (mountain), 69
Nilam/kamalam, 148
Nimilita, 85
Nimnanabhikuharesu yad ambhah, 113
Nipista, 76
Niraga mrgalafichane mukham api, 200
Niranku$ah kavayah, 183
Nirantaraghattitapataladharah, 145
Nirantaram Brahmapuribhir avrtam, 163
Nirasatarur iha vilasati puratah, 155
Niriksya vidyunnayanaih payodo, 157
Nirudhya randhram madhupdritasya, 120
Nirvapita, 127
Nirvisenapi sarpena, 32
Nirvivare, 109
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Nisasu yatra pratibimbavartmana, 194
Nisiddhair apyebhir lulitamakarando, 94
Nisiddham apyacaraniyam apadi, 52
Nivarita vs. nirvapita, 127
Nivaritadipah, 127

Nivim prati pranihite tu kare priyena, 47
Nivimokso hi moksah, 47

Nivista, 76

Niyatikrtaniyamarahitam, 142

Nrpasya vallabha, 144, 158

Patala-dhara, 145
Padativratam udvahami, 183
Padmagupta, 37
Pathantaram, 63
Palakapyamuni-viracito Hastyayurvedah, 91
Pamsudana, 91
Panau padmadhiya madhuka, 69
Pancango rajanayah, 45
Pandyo'yam amsarpitalambaharah, 144
Paniyam nalikeriphalakuhara, 94
Pankambupamsupriyah, 91
Para pratistha, 34
Parasam, 138
Parasam vs. parasam, 139
Paravatanam rutaih, 111
Paricyutas tatkucabharamadhyat, 108
Paripakapanduranam Sarakandanam, 36
Paryudasa, 74
Pavitram atratanute jagad yuge, iii
Payodavrndam gagana, 157
Poetry
appreciation of, 95, 155
essence of, 95
Pra. Pustakam MS., 190
Prabuddha vs. pravrddha, 144
PrabuddhakarSyah paritapa, 144
PradarSayamasa tatah kumaryah, 56, 119ff.
Pradhanyam syad vidher yatra, 74
Prakrtivirodhahata, 78
Pramadat vs. prasadat, 87
Pranamanto manah, 130
Pranapratistha, 36
Prapnotyasu param sthanam, 31
Prasada, 64
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Prasadat vs. pramadat, 86f.
Prasajyapratisedha, 74
Prasante ntpurarave, 46
PratadiSyanta iva me, 117
Pratapa, 175, 177
Pratapam aropya param samunnatim, 177
Pratijiayaugandharayana, 58
Pratiphalananibhat, 35
Pratistha, 34{f.
Pratyadidesainam abhasamana, 117
Pratyadis, 117
PratyadistaviSesamandanavidhih, 117
Pratyagacchati langhanartham, 197
Praudhiprakarsena puranariti, 1

wrt Misra, 21, 86
Pravrddha, 144
Princess of Wales Saraswati Bhavan Texts Series, 66
Priyatama Chandra Shastri, 30
Prthvibhujangah parikampitangim, 40ff.
Pundraka-Sarkara, 39
Purah sthitva kincid valita, 202
Purana-Bilhana wrt Misra, 58
Parvakalaikasarvajarat, 89
Puspair bhrajisnubhastra, 59
Puspaijaliksepam ivodvahanti, 183

Rajasekhara, 94
Rajatarangini, 172
Rajiga, 76
Rajombupankavihrti, 91
Rajyam uddhrtam anarthapankatah, 78
Ramanatha Diksita (wrt Bh), 12
Ramasrami
on rajyangam, 44
on vilasa, 124
on gavaksa, 187
Ramavatara Sarma (guruvaryanam of Bh), 114
Ranarabhasavilasakautukena, 74
Ranarasacalitam, 83
Randhawa, M. S., 136
Ranta vs. Santa, 164
Rasadhvaner adhvani ye caranti, iii
wrt Misra, 22
wrt Bh, 136
Rasantaram, 130
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Rasikapriya of KeSavadasa, 136
Rastkrtah puspaparagapuiijah, 90
Ratantare yatra grhantaresu, 114
Ratikopa, 133

Ratikope prasade ca, 133

Ravaih, 151

Re matanga madambudambarataya, 204
Research (defined), 209

Restoration (of text), 166
Rolambarolam vs. rolambakholam, 205
RudhayaugikamiSrakhyas, 146

Sa somavannetracakoraparanam, 52
Sa stanaifijalibandhena, 110
Sa tatksanat parimlana, 62ff.
Sabdakalpadruma, 39
Sabdarthasasanajfiana, iii, 95
Sabdasya $aktayah, 126
Sad upayah, 131
Sadgunyo mantrah, 78
Sadharmya, 137, 170
Saduktikarnamrta (wrt Dolayam jaghana), 115
Sadyah karaspar§am avapya citram, 37
Saharsam ityapsarasam ajayatam, 164
Sahasa vidadhita na kriyam, 205
SahasraSah santu viSaradanam, 1

wrt Misra, 22, 87
Sahityadarpana, 133

on kampa (vepathu), 45

on arthantaranyasa, 121

on vilasa, 124

on mana, 133ff.
Sahityapathonidhimanthanottham, 15, 188
Sahitye sukumaravastuni (wrt Misra), 45
Sahrdaya (hurt by Bh), 157
Sakhacandranyaya, 95
Sakhinam kim api bruvana, 56
Saktir nipunata lokasastra, 185
Samadau tu pariksine, 130
Samaksam api stryasya, 159
Samanye napumsakam, 87
Samarpayamasa payamsi, 57
Samarthyam, 64ff.
Samasokti, 42
Sambhukavi, 33
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Sampirnakumbho na karoti Sabdam, 174
Samrajyam, 61ff.
Samskrtam nama daivt vak, 81
Samucchalantya pranayikrtani, 189
Samudvahannunnatam amsakiitam, 183
Samudvahantyos tad athayataksit, 183
Samyuktadyam dirgham, 128
Sanda, 32ff.
Sandhibandham avalokya niScalam, 78
Sangrathya kadcit katicit padani gathakavitvam, 206
Sankucita, 35ff.
Santa-kautaka, 164ff.
Saptamyadhikarane ca, 95
Sarada, 160
Sarakanda, 38

as Misra's sugarcane, 36
Sarakandapandugandasthala, 38
Saraso viparita$ cet (wrt Bh), 127
Sardalavikriditam, 200
Sarvadaiva hrdayam maltmasam, 158
Sarvasvam grhavarti Kuntalapatir, 178
Sarvesam madakrd vasantasamayah, 91
Sasthah upayah, 129
Sastht canadare, 62
Sastrapratistha, 35
Satror api guna vacya (wrt Biihler), 97
Satyayamanam asatyam, 84
Saundaryam indivaralocananam, 86
Savasananam sabhyanam, 49
Savrido'bhut, 167
Shola (Latin), 181
Stla-Vijja-Marula, 82
Silhana, 206
Silimukha, 69ff.
Sindhutiranilayanurodhatas, 73
Sinja, 197
Sifjint, 198
Sirasi ma likha ma likha ma likha (wrt Misra), 205
Sttabhitta, 168, 171
Smarah asyah kathayambabhtiva, 56
Smaraprasastiprativastutam gatah, 114
Smeras santu sabhasadah, 204
Smrti, 51
Sobhakara, 60, 202
Sobhante sma vilasakuntalalatah, 125
Somadeva, 77
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Somesvara Bhulokamalla, 7, 33
Sparsah kantakakotibhih kutilaya, 115
Sriharsa, 45, 52, 93, 108
Srikhandacarcaparipanduro'yam, 142
Srinflakanthadiksita, 184
Sriparicayaj jada api, 113
Smgéraratna‘lkaravelayeva, 188
Srotram $rutenaiva na kundalena, 51
Srutasya yayad ayam antam arbhakah, 51
Sruti, 51
Srutva §rutva rutam aviratam, 112
Stein translates Putro Vigraharajasya, 172
Sthaltpulakanyaya, 208
Sthiti, 183
Sthularundhatinyaya, 95
Strinam vilasa-vibboka, 122
Subhata, 174
Subhatah pramadakararpitam (wrt Misra), 33, 158
Sudirgha ragasalinyo, 167
Sukavakyapatham (wrt Bh), 170
Sukharatarata, 203
Suklah/patah, 148
Suktimuktavali, 152, 158
Surata-krida, 111ff.
Suro'si krtavidyo'si, 155

wrt Bh, 15
Stryamatt, 174
Susko vrksas tisthatyagre, 155
Svagata metre, 128
Svagrhottungavatayanagatah, 186
Svamyamatyasuhrtkosa, 44
Svayam nastah paran nasayati

wrt R, 85

wrt Bh, 126

Tadbhayat Simhaladvipabhtpatih, 181
TaddarSanad abhuc chambhor, 197

Tadfyo lebhe'ntaram cetasi nopadesah, 119
Talpesu, 190

Tam santah Srotum arhanti (wrt Misra), 23
Tam vibhavya rabhasad upagatam, 48
Tam vidhaya katicid dinani, 67

Tambilam katutiktam usnamadhuram, 33
Tantukr§am vahantyah, 183

Tarangitangt, 138
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Tarjana, 137

Tasyah sandravilepanastana, 135
Tatah pratapajvalanaprabhava, 170
Tatha gata campakadamagaurt, 93
Tatra daksinatate krtasthitih, 71
Tavangavallikusumair vilasaih, 122
TayopadeSah sa krtah kumaryam, 118
Te ke na janimahe wrt Misra, 127
Tesam prasanno hi vilasabanah, 125
Thieme, Paul, 24ff.

Through the Looking Glass, 70
Translation (problems of), 95, 123
Trilokalaksmyeva salilam tksitah, 108
Trnani bhubhrtkatakesu, 147
Tiibingen (correspondence with) 24ff.
Tungabhadra, 71

Tvadbhiya giriguhasraye sthitah, 70
Tyagam eva praSamsanti, 79

Tyakta maya nama kulapratistha, 36

Udaficayan kimS§ukapuspasiicth, 167
Udaficiromaficataya samantatah, 66
UdaraSauryaikarasah ksamapatih, 68, 74
Udvasannagaram, 203
Ullekhalilaghatanapatinam (wrt Misra), 23
Union List of Learned American Serials in Indian Libraries, 11
Unnidrapanktisthitacampakani, 92
Upakara ivasati prayuktah, 119
Upama-riipaka-sankara, 52

Urvipateh parvanacandravaktra, 183
Ustranam ca vivahesu (wrt Misra), 45
Utpreksa, 149

Uttarjanikena muhuh karena, 31, 137
Utthaya manyuvasatah, 132

Vacam agocaram, 177

Vagarthaviva samprktau, 55

Vah (+ ud), 182

Vaktrtvam, 177

Vallabhah vs. vallabha, 158
Valmiki, 195

Vamanacarya Jhalakikar, 180
Vaprakridaparinatagaja, 84

Vapur yamavasah kucaparivrtas, 178
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Vapus tusaracalagauram asya (Nagaraja Rao), 142
Vapus tusaracalatungam asya, 141
Varam eko gunf putrah, 98
Varamvaram tirayati drSor udgamam, 46
Vardhito roditas$ ca, 195
Variant readings, 171
Vasabhita, 171
Vatayana, 186
Vatayanaih kelivimanakalpaih, 186
Vatsyayana's Kamasitra, 113
Vayam iha padavidyam (wrt Misra), 45
Vela, 188
Velacala, 189
Velankar, H. D., 5
Venginatha, 76
Veni, 138ff.
Venisamhara, 94
Venuka, 137ff.
Verses (cited in anthologies), 191ff.
Vibhusya vs. vimusya, 163
Vicaracaturyam apakaroti, 128
Vicarati vs. na carati, 176
Vicinvatih panthapatangahimsanair, 93
Viddhasalabhaiijika, 36
Vidhrtya Kaficim bhujayor balena, 49
Vidhrtya vs. vivrtya, 46
Vidvan eva vijanati (wrt Bh), 97
Vidyakara (age of), 201
Vijrmbhamanesvatha, 125
Vikalaih of Misra, 122
Vikirna, 54ff.
Vikrama (and diplomacy), 78
Vikramaditya-samrajya-stma, 72
Vikramankabhyudaya, 7, 33, 144

on ankakara 151
Vilasa, 122ff.
Vilasabanah, 126
Vilasacapah, 125
Vilasadhanva dhanur acakarsa, 125
Vilasadolaphalake nitamba, 110
Vilasavatayanasevanena, 186
Vilaso'nge viSeso yah, 124
Vinayakam prakurvano, 197
Vipaksaviradbhutakirtihart, 205
Viraha-sandeSa-lekhana-presana, 207
Viramrdanga, 151
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Viratasurata, 202

Virutani castau, 113

Visamo'pi vigahyate nayah, 15

VisikhaSakala, 164

Visnoh pratistheti Vibhisanasya, 35
Vitasprhanam api muktibhajam, 70

Vitirna vs. vikirna, 54ff.

Vivesa subhrr atha satikagrham, 56

Vivrtya (Misra), 46

Vridalavas$abalitah, 167

Vrtha gathaslokair alam alam, 206

Vrttam vs. bhrtyam, 177

Vrttaratnakara, 63

Vyadhita tadanu devyah patravallim kapole, 143
Vyaprtair aviratam Silimukhaih, 69

Vyutpattih, 185ff.

Vyutpattir avarjitakovidapi (wrt Misra), 22, 185

Whitney, W. D., 62
Why This Book?, 82
Word formation, 146

Ya dugdhapi na dugdheva, 86
Yadatapatram mama netrapadma, 34
Yadrsam pustakam drstam, 76

Yadyapi na bhavati hanih . . . rasabhe, 21
Yah $rotramrtanirjharaikavasatim, 203
Yam viksya pathodhir adhijyacapam, 189
Yamaka-alankara, 205
Yanasthanasanadinam, 124
Yanarmilapatir ayam ca tavatmajas$ ca, 114
Yasmin kificin na tad upavanam, 166
Yasminnurvipati . . . caficac-catura, 60
Yasya bhrata Ksitipatir iti, 171

Yasya praptadbhutaparinateh karkase, 176
Yasya pratapo'gnir apiirva eva, 152, 170
Yasya svecchasabaracaritalokana, 185
Yasya ... maurviravah . .. patalatala, 57
Yasyakhilavyapi yaso'vadatam, 170
Yasyaiijana§yamalakhadgapatta, 36
Yasya$ Cora$ cikuranikurah, 124
Yasyotsange kulasarid asau Nilakantha, 69
Yatra tisthati virodham udvahan, 183
Yatra vs. yanna, 70
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Ye dolakelikarah kim api mrgadr§am, 94

Ye kepi tebhyo'fijalih, 155

Ye kunthikrtavallabha, 131, 193

Yena kena prakarena (wrt Misra), 206
Yenanargala, 204

Yenodicyam disi gatavata . . . caficac-Candipati, 60
Yesam ca virodhah $asvatikah, 77

Youth (of Nagar), 143
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Andhena ntyamana yathandhah.

One scholar named Priyatamacandra SastrT earned the degree of Vidyavaridhi (= P
h.D.) from the Varanaseya Samskrta Vi§vavidyalaya on a Sodhaprabandha titled Vikrama
nkadevacaritasya Sahityikam Sarveksanam under the guidance of a fantastic scholar name
d Pattabhirama Sastri, famous as a mimamsaka. 1 don't know how much of Sahitaya he kne
w, but he had earned a great deal of fame and notoriety. He seems to have given a true ex
ample of two well-known and very ancient nyayas: "Na hi sarvah sarvam janati”" and "And
hena niyamana yathandhah.” This will be proved by the time this note is finished.

This scholar Priyatamacandra says that he received great help from Batuk Nath Sha
stri Khiste. This too seems to be a manantaraviruddha arthavada. This Batuk Nath and I u
sed to play pranks together. We were almost classsmates; he was just one or two years ah
ead.

I don't know if this thesis is published as yet or not. If not, good, because it lies. Iti
s not reliable. The schoar has just wasted his time, money, and energy in bringing out the
bimba-pratibimba-bhava in the immortal work of Bilhana and some earlier poets. He was
not able to see the special vicchitti and camatkara in Bilhana.

With regard to the "Caritacandrika," this pathabhranta andhena niyamana andha sc
holar-pretender Vidyavaridhi says,

Vikramankadevacaritasya prathamapustake [=J MS] arthavagama saukary
a rtham visamasthalarthavabodhini Caritacandrikanamnf tippani vartate. Da. Byul
hara [!] mahodayena svakiye Vikramankadevacarite (dvitTyatrtiya pustake) [P and
B] iyamtippant noddhrta. Srimadbhih Murarilalasarmabhih Jaialamera brhajjianak
oSabhandarasthadhastalikhitat pustakat mahata parisSramena sangrhiteyamtippant
Caritacandrikanamnt Vikramankadevacaritasya Sarasvatibhavanasamskarane prak
asita. ASYA TIPPANYA LEKHAKASYA NAMA DAURBHAGYENA KALAKA
LITAMEVASTI [nonsense and rubbish!]. 1286 I. varsatah pracine'smin pustake vid
yamanaya asyah pracinata nasti sandigdha. Srimurarilalanagaramahodayairanadhi
gatasakalartha tathaivo pasthapita. Asya lekhakah asya Sabdartho nopagamyate it
yadi likhitva sviya-garvastinyapandityasya paricayam dattavan.

Then he copies some of my words from my Upodghdata without understanding the meaning.

What a worthless interpretation, and what a horribly misleading statement! Such sc
holar-pretenders are awarded Vidya va ridhi degrees on such worthless and misleading writ
ings! To me all this looks as an unmattapralapa. 1 was born and brought up in Banaras. I
know where and how much bhdnga is used there. This fantastic scholar must have been m
adhuramadirarasapanamadonmattah when he wrote his Sodhaprabandha. How else we ca
n explain such writing? If we apply the sthalipulakanyaya to this statement, we can well gu
ess what kind the whole work would be.
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BILHANA'S VIKRAMANKADEVACARITA AND ITS NEO-EXPOUNDERS

NEW VERSION PREPARED ON FEBRUARY 25, 1998

Vikramankadevacarita is one of the best historical poems in Sanskrit literature, if n
ot the best. Bilhana ranks as one of the greatest poets the world has enjoyed. He was exce
ptionally romantic, almost a legend himself. A court poet of Calukya Vikramaditya VI, a g
reat emperor of 11th century India, Bilhana composed the poem as a panegyric for his patr
on.

Dr. Nagar's work corrects some wayward modern writers who have done great in-
justice to the poet by misrepresenting the facts and distorting the truth. Their ignorance
can be matched only by their arrogance. Here is a demonstration of their pompous play
and display of naked plagiarism, still generating great rewards of riches and reputation.
This book is a kind of remedial writing which restores the truth and upholds justice. Itis an
outcome of fifty years of learning, reading, writing, and research in the field of Sanskrit
studies. Dr. Nagar's exposition and application of certain fundamental principles of literary
and textual criticism may serve as a guide to succeeding critics.The book is quite extensive
, yet very inexpensive. It has an elaborate index and a map of contemporary India. Studde
d with  charming gems of Sanskrit poetic citations, it's a lovely reading that will bring enj
oyment.

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
your 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 international fellowship of
libraries and librarianship. A list of some of its recent publications appears separately.
These have come out through the generous help of the University of Missouri-Columbia.
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