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Chapter I ABOUT THE COMMENTARY & THE COMMENTATORS:

2.1 The Art of Commentary:
Poetry of the spontaneous variety is beyond comprehension to the layman.
Bhartrhari, the author of Bhattikavya, in one of the concluding verses has
observed that his poem is comprehensible only with help of a commentary. To
the highly intelligent, the poem may become a festivity once the commentator
gives an adequate explanation.

SIS hieacad: fermed |

g gruaete foga e
It is admitted by the learned that poem is something which is eternal especially
that coming from the pen of the master poets. They note down their poem on the
well of the world with colourful ink using their tongue as pen.
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According to one view, poetry has a complex nature which marks it impossible
to have a full comprehension at one go. Puranasarasvati one of the greatest
commentators of all time has observed that none could claim complete success
in explaining the poem of Kalidasa word by word since it is simply to be enjoyed
and relished by oneself. As the omnipotent form of Visnu is beyond the
comprehension of ordinary devotees, the words of Kalidasa too become
incomprehensible in their entirety to one and all.
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1 Unni, N. P. of Highways and Byways in Sanskrit Literature vol2, New Bhatiya Publisher, Delhi, 2012, p.687.
2 Ibid, p.687
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There is a view that the poet is the best commentator since he alone understands
his mind. The nuance of his words and ideas can be brought out only if chooses
to compose an auto commentary. There is a popular saying to this effect:
ahfaea s ol afteet Frm |l
Mallinatha in his prefatory stanzas to his commentary on Kumarasambhavam has

observed as follows.

FIACTENT AR T ASTHEEE T |

Here the famous south Indian commentator Pradipa Daksinavartanatha has noted
that the words of Kalidasa are fully understood by Kalidasa, goddess of Speech
and the creator. Still he has attempted to comment on it through the opening
provided by Dal Sinavartanatha. According to another school of thought only the
commentator could have a comprehensive view which enables him to appreciate
the poet through his poetic sensibility. There is a famous dictum which states
Frearar dfd a1 &fa:. Only the commentator knows well, not the poet. This is
especially true when the poem is abounding in suggestive meanings.
Compo sing a commentary is a daunting task by all means. If there is a previous
commentary the later commentator will certainly make use of it. He finds
justification in composing a new gloss since he feels he has something to add by
way of explanations.

A=Y GadTehTe Ao = i |
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3 Unni, N.P. of Meghasandesa with the commentaries Pradipa, Vidyullata and Sumanoramani, Bharatiya
Vidya Prakashan, Delhi, 1987, p.2.
4 M. R. Kale, Kumdrasambhava of Kalidasa, Motilal Benarsidass, Delhi; 1981, Introduction, p. XXXii.
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‘This above observation is made by Arunagirinatha also known as
Arunacalanatha, one of the early Commentators of Kerala who composed glosses
on the Raghuvamsam and Kumarasambhavam of Kalidasa. According to him
each commentator believes that he has something to add to what has already been
explained by his predecessors. It is this attitude that resulted in the composition
of sixty four or more commentaries on the Meghadiita of Kalidasa.s

It cannot be said that all explanations are to the point. There is the possibility of
wrong or vicious explanation. Such views are termed as poison. Mallinatha has
pointed out such instances where commentators are found misrepresenting the
facts. On commenting the thirty fourth stanza of the Uttarasandesa beginning

with “Tamayusman mama ca Vacanta” Mallinatha refers to his predecessor as

follows: e = Fafwg fadtaresiaig wei 7 qum 3hi  Arere=mwTaE==0a | this great commentator

99 ¢

has referred to earlier commentators with observations like “ityanye”, “apare”
etc. The same commentator had a feeling that the poetry of Kalidasa has been
wrongly explained on various occasions. He felt that some kind of rejuvenation
was needed to save the stanzas from bad interpretations. Hence he has named his
commentaries on Raghuvamsam, Kumarsambhava and Meghasandesa with the
significant term “Sasijivani” the elixir that brings to life the dead ones. According
to him the poem of Kalidasa were contaminated by the poison of
misinterpretation at the hands of incompetent earlier commentators. He had in his
mind commentators like Vallabhadeva of Kasmira, Niruktakara and
Daksinavartanatha — In all his Commentaries he has included a prefatory stanza

which runs as follows.

I ShfetaTaress geaeaTfarsmfesdr |
TNT He{ o T araissiarrsafd ||

5> Raghuvamsa with Prakasika, Ravivarma Sanskrit Series No.3, Trippunithura, Cochin, 1964. P.69
¢ For an account of the commentaries on Meghadiita see, S. K. De’s edition, Sahitya Academy, New Delhi,
1957.



This idea of the misrepresentation by predecessors is shared by
Daksinavartanatha also, who has stated as follows in his commentary on
Raghuvamsam named Dipika:

AR TR |

WA TfAeTEe Fg e |
Commentators are subjected to correction and criticism by the later writers.
Hence it is not easy to launch a new commentary. Even a great commentator like
Piiranasarasvatt the author of the Vidyullata commentary on Meghadiita
congratulates himself for his boldness in the venture.

[ECIRGICIN SR PRIIEISERIEERICEE

T s Farefdrel a1 snfuferst wm af Fdrsta |

T forama e STt qut foreTasehm |

fereaiiarr=t Tpeweisd fageedare fasome ||
In the second stanza he names his commentary as, Vidyullata, lightening, a title
appropriate to the work relating to Megha, literally a cloud with which lightning
is associ ated. The word “Visadaprakasa™ is also significant since it refers to
effulgence as well as clarity. Here he salutes his audacity in composing a
commentary on Kalidasa. This Kerala commentator has sounded a warning note
that unless the critic is conversant with the principals of poetics, he is apt to
commit mistakes. Even in the selection of reading of the text he has to be careful
in ancient works which has a wide circulation all over the land, it is possible that
numerous readings will occur. There is the possibility of Praksiptas i.e.
interpolations both in the form of stanzas in full or parts. To distinguish the
original readings and to fix the text traditional a scholarship is a must. Those
‘without this are referred to as Gurukulavimukhas — people averse to the tradition
maintained by preceptors. It is observed by Piiranasarasvati in the concluding
stanzas of Vidyullata as follows:

Tt sitene foem |
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He bows to the audacity of such writers who are bold enough to give wrong
interpretations in the assembly of the learned. He has in fact composed detailed
discussions rather than brief commentaries. Further he has justified the volume
of his glosses in the following words in the preface of his Rasamarjart
commentary on Malatimadhava.

ERZRERINICISUE REEIREIIN Tt i

HA: FORISTA Hal: Heed (TR ||
Discussions regarding the fixing of the text forms one of the duties of a
commentator. Daksinavartanatha in his Dipikad commentary on Raghuvarmsam
has alluded to this aspect as follows:?

FaRTRY I TTSHEH I |

YRS, SR |
It follows that Daksinavartanatha has procured the text from different regions in
order to have a critical study of the readings. This is textual criticism of the
highest kind: An instance may be cited from the Raghuvamsam (IV 55).

ARG e T |

LEICERCIMIEERISEEEIt
Daksinavartanatha has for the first time given the reading Muraci to denote the
name of the river and has commented on it as follows:

T SRR 4] |
Following him Narayana Pandita in his Padartha Dipikd commentary observes®

AEE A ey aferore fafRr et |
The present writer has identified the river Muraci with the river Curin alias

Periyar or Always River flowing to the west and having a length of 142 miles and

7 Trivandrum Sanskrit Series NO. 173, Trivandrum, 1953.
8 op. cit. p.70
% Ibid. p.690



one of the longest rivers of Kerala. “In the above instance Mallinatha in his
Sanjivant Commentary has preferred the reading Murald and gives the alternative
form Murali.

TLAT AH A FHlf=aT |

TR shf waf |
V Rajarajavartna Raja, a historian of Kerala Sanskrit literature has offered the
following remarks in dealing with the commentaries in Sanskrit.
“Commentators in Sanskrit are often classified in to five groups depending on

their attainments:

1. Scholar,

2. Connoisseurs,

3. Scholars with aesthetic sensibility,

4. Ordinary critics and

5. Those who could not claim any originality or outstanding qualities.

People of the first variety have erudition in Sastras and they manage well
especially when they have to quote from such treatises. Their comments will be
scientifically based and well arranged. Those belonging to the second group
mainly lack in scientific wisdom. But they will be able to bring out the
suggestions employed by the poet and would present the poem from the
perspective of the poet. Their treatises are enjoyable for the readers in spite of the
fact that they lack in depth. The third group belonging to the ideal class combine
the qualities of the first two classes. The fourth and fifth classes of commentators
somehow manage to give an idea of the work on which they comment, the fourth
group comparing somewhat better to the last group. But those who belong to the
third type are best suited to explain the works belonging to the fourth group
comparing somewhat better to the last group. But those who belong to third type
are best suited to explain the works belonging to the fields of Mahakavyas,
Natakas and message poems. Scholarship and aesthetic sensibility are a must to

bring out the full worth of such works. In other words, they must be endowed
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with a great measure of poetic qualities. Only a poet could understand the mind
of another poet. The commentator brimming with poetic ability could do better
than any other type of critics.”

The same historian while dealing with the Vidyullata commentary of
Piiranasarasvati on Meghadiita has enumerated the following features of the gloss

which may be considered as guidelines to commentators.

. Purpose of the particular text.

The suggestive import conceived by the poet.

Exposition of hitherto unknown aspect of the ideas or purport.

Explanation of points alluded to by earlier commentators in a terse manner or
comprehension of the views insufficiently expressed.

Citing of authority to substantiate the explanation from lexicons, scientific texts,
authoritative writers etc.

Prefatory introduction to each of the stanzas so as to invite the attention of the
reader to the point of debate.

Discussion regarding the appropriateness of the particular word or expression.
Literary beauty of the sentences under discussion by pointing out figures and
meters employed.

Interconnection of the earlier stanza to the succeeding ones and

10. Selection of the best recession of the text or reading.

Here it may be noted that R. V Krisnamacari has pointed out the features of the
Vidyullata commentary in his prefatory note to the edition of the commentary as
follows."

HEIT G AT WA Gl Fam GUiegT Sfauar foarordar Jefedtt | areivesi=gae: s
arg frefua: | & O TgHEHTE o WhyATT YeRid | e = vt feeiar | s
Tt Fefuas | sreesry arfaert fodfea: | sagmedy fammr fawfesd:, @ fhar afeamrem wenty 7

10 Tbid, p.690
' R. V Krishnamachariar, Srirangam, 1926, Introduction, p.10.
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Another feature of a good commentary is the discussion regarding the purpose of
the poem. Here again Piiranasarasvati has proved himself as the best example
enumerating the aim of the poem in so many words. He anticipates the question
from an ordinary inquisitive reader as to what purpose does the study of the poem
serve. He himself answers that there are many advantages to be gained by the
study of the work. One will have a better knowledge of the sound and sense in
poetry; familiarity with customs and manners of various regions; attainment of
merit having known about various shrines and holy Ghats; eternal flame; fortune
gained by being dear to the kings and nobles; expertise in erotic text like the
Kamasitra and knowledge about various fine arts like music and dance; dexterity
in dealing with emotions of love in union and separation; knowledge about the
habits and behavior of chaste women; recognition as a literary connoisseur in the
assembly of the elite; aesthetic relish of the sublime variety and so on.
Piiranasarasvati states as follows:

ITATE I —

T TR T, TN J TEACRIIRIL: TTe I, AAISETE: qadi Juadi = oA 3fd | 390
— 3 dEHgeed  WqEl  oJrENmdiHe  fafgerseredegeat:  aeeenedaeRde
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Tefeshery = e, FrRTTeTr TR g TRHT RN afdsares-aigee, e 3fa aefy gapf:

AT RERGH-aIes THRATE SeaTalt T 30 SRS |

It may be noted that Gauridasa (15" century) has followed Piiranasarasvati in
enumeration the purpose of similar poem. In his Cintatilaka commentary on
Sukasandesa of Laksmidasa he has stated as follows:

SEASHHTY forerd, ser drae faferersarelsyeat: quadteienEieshid gitder: wifbeReTioRTeT =
Hifel: gl dred fmeg) | AriehamTIaTRtd: TR T U U SIS |



The commentary remains unpublished thought manuscripts are available in the
Kerala University Manuscripts Library, Trivandrum.
Dharmagupta, the author of the Varavarnini commentary on Sukasandesa'> has
made some observations on his ability when compared to the arduous task of
commenting on the message poem.

AeHIETEFRS: T AT IR

fereTgI RO e gy sFerameTg e |

TS qTTY e foehe eaarsETe ot

ST JIAHE Heeared Feftarg 7: |l
In another stanza he has referred to previous commentaries pointing out their
limitations.

WISHRAT Hidrerd, Yo TR 9L Fare: |

HaTgaTe g SareATE: fohf-erar ool : ||
Some are flamboyant, some derive satisfaction by offering synonyms for words
under Explanation. Some others just point out similarity between the incidents or
expressions by quoting from literature. But such explanations do not serve the
purpose for the common reader.
The name Varavarnini is given to the commentary by the author deliberately to
bring out the likeness of a lady. This he has alluded to in the following verse;

Fauafarsiie giower geaueriie: |

fraTerT SehTiTersra foefafeirg gafaf |

ag Fafcareaie Ju e |

TSRS Tieh STEINT SR fvfHT 1|
Gauridasa the author of the Cintatilaka commentary on the same message poem

conveys his intention in commenting on the work as follows:

TETRE: T TaTdafamEt |

12 Unni, N.P., Sukasandesa of Laksmidasa, with Vilasini commentary of Manaveda, Nag Publishers, Delhi,
1985, p.54.
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These are the minimum requirements expected from a commentary by the
readers. An anonymous author of the Padartha Dipikd commentary on
Sukasandesa compares the poem to a deep ocean abounding in incomprehensible

expression and the gloss to stick which enables one to cross it."?

S IGNBRILE LRI

TR ST RTER |

SR gAfAqmaaHsy IS

T sereg e |
But Manaveda the author of the Vildsini commentary compares the poem to a
mountain which is insurmountable by the obstacle posted by difficult words.
Hence he resorts to a stick which is none other than the blessing of his preceptor.
Like an old man he proposes to climb the mount by depending on the support of

the stick.
LR E e I RIS N R CR e
TerlAgHISE ferumerdear HAISsERId |
farpvanfiepeped: Tufotag T=aTh =iererem ||

He is conscious of the critics who are biased against him. They may not receive
the work and may ignore it. Let there be blind men or people with diseases of the
eye. But that is no reason why a lamp should not be lit, for the light is for the
benefit of the world at large.

SrfermirafimmmerET S

Tk e RfwaT Fiad |

g an i g

Arssacad ferfufa ToRUa SR 1|

13 Tbid, Introduction, p.61.
14 Ibid, p.2.
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From the above observation it may be seen that composing a good commentary
is not an easy task. It is a venture best suited to a few scholars of the stature of
Daksinavaratanatha, Mallinatha, Arunagirinatha, Puranasarasvati and Rsiputra
Parameswara and others. However great they are in their achievement they are
made the target of sharp criticism by the writers of the caliber of Bhoja and
Nilakanthadiksita. The following stanza of Bhoja contains a classic observation
on the role of the commentator sounding a warning to those who are not well
accomplished.

et Fedlia qg farstef snmrfiey iRty

wqmresafafaefd faqeta e e |

FETSTHRTTE ST (Sed 9 =

SIUITHT SEqforeetahd: TSy Jehred: ||

What, is extremely difficult to comprehend is left out from the purview of
comment with a simple and convenient observation that the meaning is clear or
obvious. Where the meaning is obvious posing no problem for understanding the
commentator embarks into a digression with the classification of various
compound formation of words in the stanza. Further they point out many features
which are totally irrelevant to the situation such as the recapitulation of the stories
connected with the character etc. This is just to show off the erudition of the
commentator rather than to serve the context. In short most of the commentators
are flamboyant when it comes to the explanation of the purport of the text. The
famous south Indian poet, critic, philosopher and satirist have come down heavily
on bad critics”.

According to him bad critics deserve to be ignored. The criticism of a bad poet in
regard to poetry is not at all a disqualification. A pond made turbulent by the
fleeting fish becomes crystal clear in a short time. One should not begin to
criticize even before reading and appreciating a poem. Such critics find fault with

poets who blaze a trail of their own as unorthodox. If a poet follows the path

12



trodden by a worthy predecessor, he is derided as blind follower without any
originality on his part. Biased critics are described as foul — mouthed. It seems
that the creator has filled up the mouth of biased critics with garlic and then
drenched it with the sour juice of Nima. But for this how could they emanate such
foul smell and taste. It is better to be condemned by the sweet and suggestive
words of a good poet rather than being praised by the sour — mouthed and tasteless
poetasters.

According to Nilakantha critics belong to three kinds such as ignorant ones, those
possessed of improper knowledge and those who are really learned. While the
first two types are to be ignored the views of the learned are to be appreciated and
recognized. The stanza, the poem, the intelligence and the fame are lost if one
ignores the fault pointed out on these by the learned critic. One may legitimately
conclude that Nilakanthadiksita had strong view regarding the various aspects of
literature.'s

The dictum of Pataijali, the greatest ever commentator whose work is
appropriately called the

Mahabhdsya — the great commentary is worthy of our attention.

The nuances of the text can be known only through traditional commentaries
which help to resolve apparent contradictions. This exactly is the purpose of the

study of hermeneutics.'¢

2.2 Introduction of Commentator’s

While reading Sanskrit Dramas, Bhavabhiiti’s Uttararamacaritam touched me.
Bhavabhiiti’s diction, simple language, beautiful verses attracted me. A lot has
been already discussed about the story, characters, Rasa, Nature, poetry of

Uttararamacaritam. Almost all the scholars of Sanskrit have taken note of this

15 Unni N. P. Nilakanthadiksita, Makers of Indian Literature, Sahitya Akademi, New Delhi, 1995, p.61.

16 Unni N.P. Highways and Byways in Sanskrit Literature, and New Bharatiya book Corporation, 2012, P.687
to 696.
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drama. Dr. V. V. Mirashi has discussed about Bhavabhiiti right from his birth
place till the smallest element of Drama.

G. K. Bhatt in his book ‘“Sanskrit drama and dramatists” has discussed upon
Bhavabhiiti’s three dramas, their story, plot, changes made in there, in
psychological delineation, etc.

The plays composed by Bhavabhuti are Mahaviracarita, Malatimadhava,
Uttararamacarita, the commentaries and critics on these passages three plays are

as follows:

i Commentaries on Mahaviracaritam

. Manuscripts. Com.; by Atmarama by Viraraghava.

Anundoram Borooah with Sanskrit commentaries London 1877
Commentator Viraraghava edited by T.R. Ratnam Aiyar, Bomabay1892
Commantaries of Laksmana Suri, Madras, 1904

Commentary by ‘Prakash’ Acharya Ramachandra Mishra,1970

il. Commentaries on Malatimadhava

. Commentary by Jagaddhara, R.G.Bhandarkar, Bomabay 1876

Commentary of Prakrit, Calcutta, 1830

Commentary by J. Vidyasagara, calcuttal 876

Commentary of Tripurarisuri called Bhavapradipika in Telugu, Madras 1883
Commentary of Jagaddhara, edited by Bhuvanacandra Vasaka, Calcutta, 1886
Commentaries of Tripurari and Jagaddhara, edited by M. R. Telang, Bombay,
1892

Commentary by Harihara, Pondichery, 1999

. Commentary by ‘Ganga’Dr.Gangasagar ray, Chaukhamba 2014

Commentaries on Uttararamacaritam

14



There are many commentaries available on Uttararamacaritam, in which the
commentaries of Ghanshyama, Viraraghava, Narayana and Ramachandra
Budhendra are famous. Several Indian editions of it have been published. The
more popular of these is the Nirnaysagara edition, the first edition of which was
published from Mumbai in 1899. There have been many other edits to it. The
famous versions of these are: C.H. Published with English translation by tony
(Calcutta, 1871), with French translation by Feline (Qd “III”” VIII) from Brussels
and Paris published in 1880, edited in the Harvard oriental Series as an English
translation only and foreword by Dr. Belwalkar (1915 AD).

I have collected the data about Sanskrit commentaries available on
Uttararamacaritam. Some of them are published and some are not, following is
the list of the commentators who have written commentaries on
Uttararamacaritam.

There are several commentaries written on Uttararamacaritam which attracted

my attention, which are listed below:

2.3 AVAILABLE PUBLISHED SANSKRIT COMMENTARIES ON
UTTARARAMACARITAM

1. Mitabhasini by Saradaraiijana Roy
Talashparshini of Viraraghava.

Untitled Tika by Anandasvariipa.

Commentary by Ramadhara Sarma.

Sanjivani of Ghanasyama Pandita.

Untitled Tika of Tarakumar Cakravarti.
Bhavbhutaarthbodhikay of Pandit Bhatji Shastri
Bhavarthdipika of Narayan

‘Chandrika’ of Dr. Rakesh Shastri.

‘UMA’ Dr. Omawati Sharma

v ©® 3 kWD

—_
—- O

‘Rama’ Dr. Ramakant Tripathi
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12.
13.
14.

Commentary by Shivbalak dvivedi
‘Chandrakala — Vidhyotini’ Shri SheshrajSharma
Commentary by Tarinish Jha

2.4 Unpublished Sanskrit Commentaries:

l.

A S B ST R T

e e T e T e T
S A A e

15.

Uttararamacaritam with a commentary on Prakrta passage.
‘Bhavabodhini” of Rama Candra Budhendra.
Commentary by K. B. Mande.
Commentary by Pandit B. S. Ghate.
'Kumbhakonam’ of Laksman suri
‘Bhavartha Dipika’ of Narayana Bhatta.
Commentary by Isvara Candra Vidyasagara.
‘Tika’ by Abhiramabhatta (Son of Rudra)
Commentary by Premacandra Tarkavagisa.
‘Kalla’ by Addangikumara Tatacarya
Apeksitavyakhya by Bhatta Narayana (Son of Ranganatha Diksita)
Bhavatalasparsinil by AnnavappayyangarCommentary by Ananda Sarma.
Commentary called Laghuvyakhya.
Commentary by Raghavacarya.
Commentary by Venubhupa etc...

To work upon all the commentaries and their commentator’s is too big or

elaborate. Moreover not all these commentaries are available so I will work upon

six published Sanskrit commentaries in my thesis, viz. Mitabhdsini, Safijivani,

Talsaprshin, Rama Tika

2.5ABOUT THE COMMENTATORS:-

Information about commentators is rare to find. I have tried to collect information

about the commentators as much as possible.

Saradaraiijana Roy:

16



Particular characteristic of Saradarafijana Roy is that he does not give the
commentary of the passage. He gives the commentary of verses. He firstly gives
the main Sloka and after doing its translation into English. He gives ‘Mitabhasint
anvaya’ and ‘vyakhya’. Thus he gives his
Commentary as well as notes at the end."”

ii. Ghanasyama Pandita:
Ghanasyama Pandita firstly presents eulogy and gives commentary on both
verses and Passages. He gives a detailed commentary of each word. He explains
the meaning of words along with the grammar. There seems clarity in his
commentary writing. He presents first “/dari. .. and at the end of Sloka no.1 and
at the end of the Act writes ‘Uttararamacarite Sanjivani vyakhya’. This is not
seen in other commentators. Ghanas§yama gives notes at the end after the seventh
act. At the end he writes, ‘Sanjivanivyakhyayah prathamo nkah samaptah’. Thus,
he gives this at the end.
The only commentaries available on this side of India were that of Viraraghava
issued by the Nirnayasagara press and the one included in Vidyasagara’s edition,
says that he has been fortunate enough to secure a transcript of the commentary
of Ghanasyama through the Kindness of Mr. Varadacari, Librarian of the
Government Oriental Mss. Library at Madras. He was informed by M. M.
Ganapati Sastri of Trivandrum that there is another commentary at Trivandrum
by a pupil of Narayana Bhatta.
A few remarks about Ghanasyama must be made here. He furnishes us with a
good deal of information about himself in the introductory verses to his
commentary and the colophons at the end of the first and seventh acts. He seems
to have been a Maharashtra (Desastha) Brahmana his surname was Caundo

Caunde? He belonged to the Manu — Bhdargava gotra. His grandfather’s name

17 Roy Saradaranjan, Uttararamacaritam of Bhavabhuti, with the commentary, Bharatiya kala Prakashan,
Delhi 2008.p.(vi)
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was Balaji his mother and father were respectively called Kasi and Mahadeva.
His Maternal Grand — father was Timmaji Balaji of the Kaundinya gotra. He was
the younger brother of Sakambhari and Cidambara, the latter of whom is styled
Paramahamsa. Ghanasyama had two wives Sundari and Kamala in the
introduction the author furnishes us with the details of his horoscope (the
Lagnakundali and also the Navamamsakundali) Ghana§yama seems to have been
prolific writer. He tells us that he composed 64 works but of these he mentions
his commentaries on the Sakuntalam, Vidvasalabhaiijika, Bhojacampii and
Bharatacampiui. He seems to have written several works dealing with metrics and
poetics one of which was called Pracandarahudayadipika.) Introductory verse
16) He seems to have been a staunch Saiva. He mentions about thirty Marathi
words and a few south Indian words. He was a minister of king Tukka;1 Maharaja
of Chola. This we identify with Tukkaji king of Tanjore who ruled from 1728 to
1735 A. D.

Ghanasyama was a man of great erudition. His commentary is replete with
quotations from numbers works. He generally comments upon every verse in the
text. His explanations, however, are not full. He very often notes various reading
and discusses them. He refer to previous commentators, though not by name and
his criticisms never spare his opponents and sometimes verge upon the indecent.
He never allows an opportunity to pass of finding fault with Bhavabhti himself.
Some of his strictures passed on the author of the drama are however, quite beside
the point. His explanation are often far — fetched and sometimes positively wrong.
Excluding lexicons and lexicographers, Ghanasyama mentions the following
authors and work by name. Agamatatra ISvarakyrsnamisra, Uttararamayana,
Kavyacintamani, Kavaydipika composed by Dandi. Kavyalaksana composed by
Sinatha, Kamandaka, Kalidasa, Kundamkumakavi Kumdarasambhava ksotriya
Govardhana, Gaudapadacarya, Caturvarga chandogyopanisada Jayadeva
Dindima Dandi Diksita (Appaya?) Natyapadvati Nilakantha ) a poet )

Nyayasastra Purana puranapadvati, Puspadantastava, Prabhakaramisra) a poet),
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Bana, Bilhana, Bhagavanbodhayana) author of a Ramayana composed in various
meters and of Mahanataka ), seem to be Sarkaracarya, Bhattacarya, Bhatti,
Bhartrhari, Bharata, Bharavi, Bhojacarita Mandanamisra Mallinatha, Magha
Mudraraksasa Murari Ramayana rupadarsa) on dramaturgy ) Liladhara) a poet )
Lilasuka ( a poet ) Lolamba Varasanta ( an author of Sri Kalahastisvarastaka (
Vararuci (author of the Prakrta Vyakarana) Valmiki, Vikramacarita
Vikramarkacarita Venisamhara Sasisekhara Sivagita Srngaramanjari) on
potions ) Sri Natha) author of Kavyalaksana Sahitya Mandlaand
Vikramarkacarita( ~ Srisukabhasya Sri Harsa Saptasati samaya padvati
sarvabhauma hanumannatka Haradatta Hasamisra) a poet )

There are many quotations from Srutis and Smrtis there are some quotations
which we have not been able to identify. Ghanas§yama. calls himself
Kosavalivallabha (Introductory verses 5) which epithet he richly deserves besides
the Amarakosa on which he says there were numerous 77kds in his day, he refers
by name to the following lexicographers and lexicons: Agastya, Amaramala,
Amarasesa, Abhayariipa, Ekaksara, Kopila, Kedara, Kesava, Caksurupa, Jaya
Trikandt )different from Amarakosa (Trikandasesa Trirupa

Dananjaya Dhanvantari (dealing with trees and plants) Dharani Dhvanimanjari
Nandi Nandarjuna (a commentator it seems on some lexicon)

Nanarthamanjari, Namanidhana namamala namarnava padarthamala, Padmalala
mukuta Mathara) a lexicon dealing with verbs), Medini Yadava Ratnakar,
Ratnakosa Sabdamafijari Sabdamala Sabdarnava Sarasvata Halayudha Haravali
Hemacandra Haima.

It seems that at least in the opinion of Ghanasyama, Kalidasa was also called
Bhartrmidha and Isvarakrsna Ghanasyama cites verse from the
Kumarasambhavam, Raghuvarmsam and Sakuntalam as if they were composed
by Bhartrmidha or Isvarakrsna. If Ghanasyama is right then this would open up
the question whether I§varakrsnamisra Kalidasa is the same as the author of the

Sakhyakarikara? The commentary of Viraraghava is fuller than that of
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1il.

iv.

Ghanasyama and is more helpful to the student. He calls himself in the colophons
at the end of the acts a descendant of the family of Rama himself and come from
a town called Bhuisara of Bhiimisara his family name was Vadhula .He is later
than Ghanasyama and often citizen him though without, naming him he seems to
be the same Viraraghava that commented on the Mahaviracaritam where his
name is also given as Annappanharya. There is a third commentary by Rama
Candrabudhendra, who seems to have been an inhabitant of Benares. This was
printed in Telugu and Grantha Characters Vidyasagara in his Bengali
introduction to the Uttararamacarita says that he derived help from a
commentary on the Drama composed by Narayanabhatta in Sarmvat 1686 and
embodied it in his Sanskrit notes whether Ramacandrabudhendra and
Narayanabhatta are identical is very doubtful. But to Judge from Vidyasagara’s
Sanskrit notes embodying Narayanabhatta commentary was almost word to word

same as that of Ramacandrabudhendra.s

Viraraghava:

He explains the meaning of words of each paragraph and verses by writing in
detail on them. Having presented the original sloka, he explains at length catching
every word. He did not translate the verses. He writes the first letter of a sloka
and at the end gives number to the sloka so that we get to know that the
commentary of the sloka gets over here. For example he presents the words,
meaning and grammar of every sloka or passages. He presents the mood of it also

along with the compounds.®*

Ramadhara Sharma:

18 P, V. Kane, Bhavabhuti of the Uttararamacarita, With Commentary of, Ghansyama Pandita, Bombay-
1929.

19 Kale, M. R., Uttararamacaritam of Bhavabhuti, with the commentary of Viraraghava,
Motilal Banarasidass, Delhi, 1982
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This commentator seems to follow the commentator Anandasvarupa because
there is a lot of similarity found between them, although they differ to some
extent. For e.g. Commentator Ramadhara Sarma presents ‘anvaya’ after
presenting the original sloka. Then he presents the literal meaning and Hindi
meaning; there after he presents his comment. Giving ‘Samskrta vyakhya’,» he
gives grammar, then presents comments and even he presents his opinion about
it too.

He has discussed even the characters, summary, main stanzas in relation to the
introductory bhiimika. He has given anvaya, sabdarthah, arthah, tika, tippant
and vyutpatti etc.

He also has given index with each act and characterization of the characters, act-
wise summary in Sanskrit and Hindi.

Dr. Ramadhara Sarma has given Bhavabhiiti’s introduction in Hindi as well as

Sanskrit.

Tarakumara Chakravarti:

To explain the ‘patha’ or word’s meaning at length. He only presents the given
meaning or ‘patha’ which is correct and completely apt where in there is no
difference of opinion, incorrectness and there is no great change in it and there
has been given enough justice to every sloka and paragraph of Bhavabhiiti. There

has not been demonstrated any kind of objection.?!

21 Majumdara, Babu Bardaprasad, Uttararamacaritam of Bhavabhuti with the commentary of Tara Kuamar
Chakravarti.
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V1.

Ananda Svarupa:

There is hardly any information found about the life, date & time of Ananada
Svarup. In his Uttararamacarita commentary, he has given the meaning of every
word. He has also presented metaphorical verses etc. in Hindi and has translated
the verses and explained the words of Importance. He has also mentioned other

commentators.

2.6 Conclusion:

To understand plays in Sanskrit literature, it is very necessary to read critiques
and commentators from this criticism, the reader can easily understand the play.
From the critics of Uttararamacarita it becomes easier for us to understand this
play of Bhavabhiti.

The commentators have tried to explain or elaborate a concept given by
Bhavabhiiti as per their understanding of the drama and its characters. At times
they even deviate from what seems to be the most problem meaning in first
reading. They do so giving reasoning about such a thought. Many commentators

follow the line of thought of Bhavabhiiti and refrain from commenting at places
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where the imports clear. All this will be discussed in the next chapter at
appropriate places. It is not mentioned here in order to avoid repetition.

Uttararamacaritam his played and important role in pointing out interpretation of
several verses & passages, heightening the meaning or giving perspective of the

situation. The study of commentary in this light is very important.

2.7 Table of the Commentaries and commentators details
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Sr.no. | Editor Name of | Name of | Publication Years | Language
Commentary commentator
1. M.R.Kale Talasparsini Viraraghava | Motilal 1982 | Sanskrit
banarasidas
2 Saradaranjana | Mitbhashini Saradarafijana | Bhartiyakala | 2008 | Sanskrit
Roy Roy Praksan And
Delhi. English
3 P.V.Kane Sanjivani Ghanasyama | Bombay Sanskrit
Pandita
4 B.P.Majumdara | Untitled Tarakumar K.C.Chucker | 1870 | Sanskrit
Cakravartt L.Butty at, Devanagari
B.P.M.S. lipi
Jammu.
5 Ramadhar Rama Ramadhar Bhartiya 2005 | Sanskrit
Sarma Sarma Vidhya and Hindi
prakashan,
Delhi
6 Sri Janardan | Tika Anand Motilal 1963 | Sanskrit
Sastri Pandye Svartipa Banarasidas, and Hindi
Delhi
7 E. B. Cowell Tarkabagisa Premacandra | Calcutta 1862 | Sanskrit
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8 Isvaracandra Untitled Isverchandra | Culcutta 1876 | Sanskrit
Vidyasagara
9 - Bhavabodhi Ramacandra | Madras 1881 | Sanskrit
Budhendra
10 K.B. Mande Untitled K.B.Mande |Poona 1881 | Sanskrit
and
English
11 S.G. Bhanap Untitled S.G.Bhanap | Bombay 1888 | Sanskrit
and
English
12 V.S.Patvardhan | Bhavbhuttarth B.S.Ghate Nagpur 1895 | Sanskrit
bodhikam
13 T.R.Ratnam Talahsapshini Viraraghava | Bombay 1899 | Sanskrit
14 - Kumbhakonam Laksmana Bombay 1900 | Sanskrit
Suri
15 - - Anandasarma | Mysore - -
16 - Laghuvyakhya - Mysore - -
17 - Tika Abhirama B.C.Lib of | 1941 | Sanskrit
Bhatt, India office by
Son of Rudra | A.C. Burnel -
1
18 - Kala Addanjai Madaras 1906 | Pali
Kumara
Tatarya
19 - - Narayana Banaras 1901 |-
20 - - Narayana Madaras 1880 | Sanskrit
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21 - Apeksita Bhatta Nasik - -
Vyakyana Narayana

(Son of
R anganatha
Diksita)

22 - Bhavabodhini Ramachandra | Madaras 1882 | Telugu
Budhendra Grantha

Script

23 - - Vemabhupa | Go. Oriental | 1922 | Sanskrit
(Very brief) | Lib. Maysore

24 - Kumbhakonam Lakshman - 1900 | Sanskrit
suri

25 - Bhavbhuttarth Pandit Bhattji | Nagapur 1909 | Sanskrit

bodhikam
26 Sankara Rama | Bhavarathadipika | Nayaran Madaras 1932 | Sanskrit
Shastri

27 Dr, R. Shastri | Chandrika Dr. Rakesh | Chaukhambha | 2022 | Sanskrit
shastri Oriental and Hindi

28 Uma Sharma | UMA Dr. Omawati | Chaukhambha | 1997 | Sanskrit
Sharma Oriental and Hindi

Delhi.
29 Dr Ramakanta | Rama Dr. Chaukhambha | 2020 | Sanskrit
Tripathi Ramakanta Surbharti, and Hindi

Tripathi Varansi

30 Dr.Prtyuvtsala | Surbhivibhushitam | Dr.Shiv Balak | Kanpur Sanskrit
drivedi and Hindi
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31 Jaykrushnadas | Chandrakala- Shri Sheshraj | Banaras 1949 | Sanskrit
Haridas Gupt | Vidhyotini Sharma
Shastri
32 Ramnarayana |- Tarinish Jha | Ilahabad 1963 | Sanskrit
Veniprasada and Hindi
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