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" CHGPTER - V

MODERN COMMENTARIES

When we come upon the study of modern commentaries on Vik, the

first question that faces us is about the connotation of the word 'modem'.
How do we distinguish a modern cd&nnentary from an ancient one ? Which
commentary will be called modern? A rough answer can b’e that, because
1850 A.D. is roughly marked as the beginning of modern age in India, the
commentaries written after 1850 A.D. would be called modern. But such
commentaries were never found in a MS form, they were always printed; on
the other hand commentaries before and around 1800 A.D. were first found in
MS form and then they were collated from various MSS and printed. It
would, therefore, be sensible if we accept this criterion for deciding the
modernness of a commentary. Accordingly, we should consider the following
few commentaries as modern because they were never circulated in a MS
form. When they first appeared, they were in a printed form 6nly.
According to this criterion, then, the following commentaries will be
considered modemn and studied in this chapter.
(A) 1. Abhayacaran’as commentary “VyakhyZ’ on Vikramorvasi Trotaka,
Calcutta, Firsfc Published 1872.*
2. Jibananda’s commentary “7ikZ° on  Vikramorvast Trotakam,
Calcutta. First Published 1873.
3. Mrtyufijaya Bhiipala’s commentary called “ Ws’ig,taram‘adz;’pzka“”

Madras (Telugu character) 1884.
4, M.R. Kale’s commentary called “Arthaprakasikia”, Bombay, First

Published Saka year 1820 (i.e. 1898 A.D.)
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S. Chalcralihara Shastri’s commentary called “Candrakala”, Lahore,

1926."
6. Asananda Varman’s Sanskrit-Hindi commentary “7ika, > Lahore,

1926.
7. Surendra Nath Shastri’s commentary called “Kalpalata”, Bombay,

1942.

8. Ramacandra Misra’s commentary called “ Prakasa”, Benaras, 1953.
9. Vindhyeswari Prasad Mishra's commentary called “ Vinod” Varanasi,

First published 1984.
(B) 1. Vikramorvast with a commentary explanatory of the Prakrit passages,

Calcutta. 1830.
2. Prakrtabhasavyikhya with Latin Introduction 1833.

3. Vikramorvasi with interpretation of Prakrit passages, Edited by

P.C.N. Charya Vizagapattam, 1883.

We may not call them commentaries m a strict sense as they do not
actually comment but only give a specific type of help in the understanding
of the play, say, give sastraic definitions of technical terms (that too, only for
the longer version of the 4th Act). They are, therefore, not included in the
study in this chapter. The full text of the above two available books [(B)
1&2] of this group are reproduced as Appendices to Chapter I11.

We may, therefore, pfoceed on to study the available commentaries

under group (A) above.

* Attention of the reader is drawn to the relevant paragraphs in Ch. III above.



VI WL 5T

7161 7

R g ’/AY/MA

SECTION-I
ABHAYKCARANA’S VYAKHYA

Abhayacarana Vidyaratna (ACV) composed a commentary on Vik
which was printed in Saka year 1794 ie. A.D. 1872 from Samvadajiiana-
ratnakara Press, Calcutta. The manuscript form of this commentary is not

available anywhere today, only the printed form is available. It appears that
the commentary is the first modern commentary in a printed form. The

printed edition of Vik from Calcutta prior to this one was the one which

mentions only the Prakrit stanzas and contains musical technical terms.
Surely, there was no characteristic of a commentary in it. Though ACV is the

first modern commentator of Vik yet he seems to follow the style of Pandit
Jibananda Vidyasagara (PJV). It would appear rather a strange statement but

we have to consider the fact that PJV was already writing and publishing
commentaries on Sanskrit works since about 1865. So ACV had the model of
PJV’s commentaries before him. Generally, he has followed the style of the
commentaries of PJV and his father Taranatha Tarkavacaspati though PJV

has written commentary on Vik only after one year i.e. in 1873, Thus ACV 1s
the first to comment upon Vik. He notes variant readings in his commentary.

He does not mention any benedictory or colophonal verses and phrases or
give information about his person in his commentary. We could not collect

any further informataion of ACV from any other source only from the title

page, we come to know that he was the resident of Bhattapalli.
ACV calls his commentary Vyakhya as the title page shows :
“bhattapalli- nivasi sriyukta-abhayacarana-vidyaratnakrta vyakhya sahitam.”

i
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The main characteristics of his commentary are indicated here-in-below

briefly.

(1) ACV calls Vik a Trotaka and quotes its definition from SD as he
follows the larger version of the text of the play.

(2)  He, of course, gtves Sanskrit renderings of Prakrit portions. He locates
them by numericals after the Prakrit passages. in the text and before the
Sanskrit renderings in the commentary.

(3) So far as notes on terms and explanations of verses are concerned,
them also he indicates by numericals but indicates these numericals
after the explanations of the commentary.

(4) ACV explains in his commentary, some dramatic terms viz. Nandi,
Prastavana, Janantikam, Pravesaka, Apavarya etc and quotes their
definitions from the dramaturgical works like NS, SD, etc. He also
mentions the characteristics of some minor characters like Vidusaka,
Kaficuki etc.

(5) The sources he quotes from or mentions are very few. Such as:

Amarakosa, Visva, Bharata, SD, Medini, Muktavali and Matsyapurana.

(6) ACV accepts the larger version of the text which includes the Prakrit
verses in the fourth Act of the play. He, therefore, comments on the
musical as well as the dramatic terms. In the beginning of the fourth

Act, when Citralekha and Sahajanya enter the stage, the commentator
mentions AksiptZ as an entrance song and quotes its definition from
Bharata, viz. cafdcalputaditalena etc. He also calls it a Gaifa.

He mentions sixteen musical terms and identifies their types like this :

1. Dvipadika (giti) “suddha khanda ca maira” etc.p.73
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Jambhalika " suddha dvipadikagitipsai va jambhalik’ocyate.
”op77

Khandadhara | caturdasakalayuktai etc. p.78

Carcan (giti)

Carcartka  {giti/iana), (gati)
Bhinnaka (raga)

Khandaka  (giti) purvam caturvinisatibhih etc.p.84
Valantika  (ragopanga) (7)
Kakubha (raga)

Khuraka (nrtya)

Kuglika (natya)
Mandaghati (natya)

Galitaka (natya)
Ardhadvicaturasraka (avasthana)
Caturasraka (avasthana-bheda)

Sthanaka (alapa)

He quotes the definitions of four terms only as shown above. He

follows the ancient commentator RN in indicating these musical terms

(except that of Khandaka of which the source is not known.)

He also notices the variant readings of the text of the play throughout

his commentary. He notices seventeen such variants. The distinctive

characteristic of this commentary is showing variant readings which

are not shown by any other comimentator. This can be presented in a

tabular form as follows:



VARIANTS NOTED BY ABHAYACARANA
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SI | LOCATION: | READING ACCEPTED IN | VARIANT NOTED IN | SANSKRIT
No | ACT, PAGE, THE TEXT THE COMMENTARY
'LINE ’
1 I, 2, 24 sadvastu salpurusa
2 L, 4, 17 citrarambhaviniscalam citranyastamivacalam
3 I, 15, 12 biralajanasampade viralajapasammadde sarmmardde
4 ., 18, 13 alavida Znabrdz ajiapta
5 I, 26, 20 ma una paridebidehim s& una paridebidehim s punah
samadhim bhafijismasi samadhim uijia esmadi | paridevitaih
samadhr
bhanktvaesyati
6 o, 37, 17 taptena taptam ayasa tam kaunmudimiva sami-
ghatanaya yogyam gamayendubimbe
7 |1, 41, 7 binabida pubba binabiadi vijiiapyate
8 , 45, 17 anam, anacintie abesido pio | anam abbhatthaia anyadabhayathy
abesido bijo a avesito’pi yah
9 , 45, 17 asmasido anusasido anusasita
10 , 46, 19 dakkhinasma dakkhina kida pacchattz | daksinyakrta
| basma pascattapasya
11 {1, 48, 9 dosavikasa sadosavikasa
12 |, 49, 17 | tilloa tllokka
13 |1, 50, 21 | kaficuk’ (jaravaiktavya- uktipratyuktinipuna
hyuktena
14 | O, 55, 20. | anugupa anuguni/ sataguni -
15 |1, 56, 12 | pilamanipariggaho nilam sua pariggaho nilamsukukapar

1graha
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Sl | LOCATION: | READING ACCEPTED IN | VARIANT NOTED IN | SANSKRIT
No | ACT, PAGE, THE TEXT THE COMMENTARY
" LINE

16 | I, 62, 19 idigo nam sotthibaanam idiso so tthibaanehim de | tdrsasvasti
karanto mama bahuso bahuso varodho bhodu | vicanat
uahuso uarodho bhodu stetahusa

uparodho
bhavatu
17 |1, 62, 24 akaranam aharnisamn
18 |1, 69, 16 coritamayi ! me cauri hrtam me/corita
mapl e

19 |1V, 73,10 samullabai samullasai sanullasati

20 1V, 74, 19 basmantasamao vasanta samao

21 [IV, 79,12 barisel kariser karsati

22 | 1V,81,24 mahardjopacarah mama 1ajopacara

23 |1V, 82,18 cambuvahah sanurmanta

24 |1V, 8522 haredesa vaheh? asya mayrasya

25 | IV,93,23 nasia npamia namita

26 {1V, 97,11 asahamana asahana sa

27 |1V, 97,24 kurnkuma kummaa kurmmaka

28 11v,98,22 tvayi, celasi, mayi tava, celasa, mama

29 '\/,~ 108, 9- angapuleanamallabhat anganu anganulepana-
bhaduo lebanaballabhahim vallabhabhir re

antare




166

VARIANT NOTED IN

SI | LOCATION: | READING ACCEPTED IN SANSKRIT
No | ACT, PAGE, THE TEXT THE COMMENTARY '
LINE
30 |V, 111,17 “kahim gado manikumbhilao | kahitipi gado kutrapi gato
bhabado sasanado mantkumbhilao bhabado | mani-
muncismadi sasanado na kumbbo]lako
mudcisiadi bhavatah
sasandn na
moksyati
31 |V, 116,21 upanatena upagatena
32 |V, 117,13 asmama-basa- paricidg asmama parido paricida | asramam
paritah paricita
33 | V,120,24 sphurati, muktavali- mahati, muktavali
viracanam viracanam
34 |V,121,22 ciraila-sangama-pimitlam Jjadametta jjeba Jatamalra eva
bijjagama pinuttam vidyagama-
nimittam
35 |V,122,26 apatthanuvandhao anatthanubandhau anyarthanuband
haka
36 | V,122,26 atthabhabam debarao atthabhabad bakkalam | atrabhavata
gehlia tabobapam valkalam gr
gantavvam hitva
topovanain
ganlavyam
37 | V,124,25 muktagunatisaya-sambhrta- | muktaphalatisayasambr
mandana tayauvanasth
38 |V,128,19 abhiyuktam abhisiktam
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SECTION - 11
JIBANANDA VIDYASAGARA'’S TIKA
A. Personal Information about Pandita Jibananda Vidyasagara :
Pandita Jibananda Vidyasagara (PJV) is perhaps the second modemn
commentator on K’s Vik. Most probably this commentary comes in printed

form directly and its commentator is in the modern age as he was bom in

1844 AD. PIV was also a learned scholar like his father Taranatha
Tarkavacaspati. He was a social reformer. He has simplified so many
traditional Sanskrit works and made them easy to understand for the first
time. He has published a large number of Sanskrit works, viz. Vedas,
Puranas, Ayurveda, Grammar, Jyotisa, Mimamsa, Nyayayoga, Vedanta etc.

and also published all of them and his father's works also. He does not give
any introduction in the beginning or any colophon in the end of his Sanskrit
commentaries. Actually, it was very difficult to identify and separate the

works of Taranatha and PJV. In most of their works, they did not give any
introduction, any marigala sloka or personal information etc. So very often

we are confused as to which would have come from the father's pen and
which from the son's. The writing style of the two is also almost similar. This

is why, some scholars have ascribed to Taranatha the commentary on Vik

which is actually written by the son PJV. This is confirmed directly from the
cover page and inner title page of the edition itself (as can be seen from their
xerox copy facing this page). Some more personal information about PJV can

be gatheréd from the introduction of a study of his commentary on

Vagbhatalarikara made by Mrs. Rekha Joshi.! The source of her information
is the book “ Ta‘rszé‘t{za Tarkavacaspate . Jivanacaritam ” by Ramakrsna -

Paramahansa. In it, four genérations of PJV are mentioned. Pandita Ramram -
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was a resident of a village Vaicandi in the district of Barishal in East Bengal
(present Bangladesh). He was a renowned scholar, many students went to

him for learning. He had defeated in s@starthas some scholars by his own

scholarship in the study of the Scriptures. The king was pleased with his
scholarship and donated to him some land property in Calcutta. He settled in

Calcutta from that time and the Calcuttians call his descendants

“Bangiyabhatt” even to this day. In his family tradition, there have been
many genuine scholars. He had two wives. Shivdas was the son from his first
wife, Durgadas and Kalidas from the second. Kalidas was the father of
Taranatha and grandfather of PJV. Taranatha was professor of Sanskrit
grammar and philosophy at the Government Sanskrit College, Calcutta. In
Ws’vako;a,z we get some information about his personal life. He was bom in
the village Kalna in the district of Vardhaman in 1812 A.D. He received the
title Tarkavacaspati from the Government Sanskrit 'College._ Then he studied

Vedéz?zta at Kashi. He taught many students in his own village and also fed |

them. At first, he was only a businessman déaling In items liké rice, cloth,
Shaal-wood etc. He was appointed as a professor and head in Sanskrit
College. As he was engaged in his professorship, he could not give enough
attention to his business. As a résult, a lot of Shaal-wood was damaged by the

insects and Pt. Taranatha was in heavy debts. Hearing of the debt of Pt.
Taranatha the principal of the Sanskrit College Mr. Cowell advised him to

print and publish the ancient Sanskrit works. He accepted the advice and
started printing and selling Sanskﬁt books. Within a short time he could
repay all his debts and even earn large profit. From that time he started the
work editing and publishing ancient Sanskrit books. The printing profession

was SO thriVing that he then prepared and published a ten-volume
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monumental encyclopaedia in Sanskrit called Vacaspatyam at the cost of Rs.

80,000/~ (of those days) and in 12 years. He wrote many other large works.

Sabdastomamahanidhi, Dhaturapadarsa and commentaries on Tattvakaumudrs
and Panim are also composed by Pt. Taranatha. His first wife died in her
young age. Then he was married to Ambika Devi who gave birth to two sons:

First died very young. The second was PJV. His birth is recorded by Pt.

Paramahathsa in these words :
“vedavedavasusasankamite (1844) khristabde caitramasasya samkrantidivase,
tadiyo dvitiyah putral sriman jibanando janmalabhat/” 3

He was given the name Jibananda by his father because he gave or

furthered the delight of the peoplé (around him).

“jibanam anandavardhanatvat, jibananandayatiti va jibanamanando yasma
diti/”’
| He got married in 1862 A.D. The event is mentioned in this words :
“atha paksartuvasubhrgangamane (1862) khristabde, mahasamaroha-
purvakam  dvitiya- puirasya astimalo jibanandasya parinayavidhim
sampadayamasa/” '

PJV had two sons naﬁely Asubodh and Nityabodh. He studied in the
Government Sanskrit College, Calcutta. He also learned grammar,
Kavyalanikara, Nydya, Sarikhya, Patafijalayoga, Vedanta, Mimamsa, Jyolisa,
Smrti and other sciences under the guidance of his father and obtained the
title ‘Vidyasagara® from the Government Sanskrit College m 1870 A.D.
khasindhuvasuvidhumite (1870) khristabde rajakiya-samskria-vidyamandirat

“vidyasagara” ityupadhifica pra’pa/”sAftér that he formally obtained the
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degree of B.A from the University of Calcutta. PJV also like his father

became a learned scholar of Jyotisa, Nyaya and Poetics.

Smt. Rekha Joshi mentions on p.24 of her book that PJV was offered
various highly paid positions by various kings of those days but he rejected
them all. For example, after completing studies, he was offered the posts of
principalship of Pracina (Orieﬁtal) Vidyalaya, Lahore and Jabalpur Vidyalaya
with Rs. 300/- stipend p.m. but he rejected both the proposals. Being highly
pleased with his commentaries on various works of Sanskrit literature the
king of Jaypur also wanted to appoint him in his service with Rs. 500/- salary
p.m. but this proposal was also not accepted by him. The king of Kashmir
wanted to appoint him for the work of publications of Sanskrit books giving
Rs. 1000/- salary p.m. but he turned it down. The king of Nepal came to
Calcutta and after observing his scholarship proposed to give him Rs. 1000/-
p.m. which also he did not accept. Smt. Joshi says, he followed the order of
his grand-father i.e. “mulyam grhitva adhyapanam pasandaniam eva karyam/’”

If he had been in service of any of these kings, the pﬁblications of these
valuable books would not have been possible.
However, one evidence does not sit well with her assertions. The

volumes of Vacaspatyam bear the photographs of both Taranatha and PJV

and the latter is captioned as “Superintendent, Free Sanskrit College,
Calcutta.” Is this or is this not a mention of his position in service? Smt. Joshi
has not indicatcd‘any source for her information. Can we reconcile the two
facts by saying that PJV did not want to leave Calcutta as he spent his whole
life in Calcutta that he had no special attraction for money, and he was much
more happy staying in Calcutta and carrying on his business of writing
Sanskrit works and publishing his and his father's works ? Actually, it was a
tradition of his family to work for Sanskrit. He was not free from that great

influence.
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B : Works of Jibananda : .

PIV has commented and published many works on Vedas, Purapas,
Ayurveda, Grammar, Jyotisa, Mimamsa, Nyaya, Yoga, Vedanta etc. and
made them easy to understand which uphold his all-round versatile

scholarship. He has written commentaries and edited the works of almost all

forms or all types of literature; various forms of Drsyakavya, viz. Nataka,
Prakarana, Bhana, Mahanataka, Trofoka, Saftaka and Natika; on
Sravyakavya, viz. Gadya, Padya, Misra (i.c. Campil) Katha, Akhyadyika,
" Prabandha, Muktaka, Mahakavya, Khandakavya, Niti and Bhakti,

To wit, PJV has | edited with his own commentary on (i)
Abhijfianasakuntalam, (i) Uttararamacaritam, (i) Malatimadhavam, (iv)
. Caitanyacandrodayam, (v) Vikramorvasiyam, (Vi) Ratnavali, (vii)
Privadarsika (viil) Rtusamhdram, (ix) Gitagovindam (X) Hitopadesa (xi)
Sb[&anitisﬁra, (xii) Vagbhatalankara (xiil) Sahityadarpana etc. Even beyond
these, PJV has only edited more than hundred books and published them, viz.
(1) Mahanatakam by Hanuman compiled by Madhusudana Mishra, (11)

Puspabanavilasa with Venkata  Sarvabhauma’s commentary, (i)
Venisarnharam with Taranatha’s commetary, (vi) Viddhasalabhafjika with
Satyévrata Samasrami’s commentary, (V) Vasantatilakam by Varadacarya,
(vi) Balaramayanan, (vii) Harsacaritam, (Viii) Naz?a@acaritam, (ix)
Prasannaraghavam, (xX) Raghuvarhsam with Mallinatha’s commentary, (x1)
Nalodayam with Prajiiakara’s commentary, (xil) Patafdjaladarsanam, (xii1)
Agnipurana, (xiv) Vedantasara with Subodhini commentary, (xv)
Bhagavadgita with Sayanacarya’s commentary and Anandagiri and Sridhara

Swami’s notes, (xvi) Upanisads collection, (xvii) Dasariipaka with Dhanika’s
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commentary etc. He has complied some books, viz. Sabdaripadarsa,
Kavyasamgraha etc. Mrs. Rekha Joshi mentions in her book that PJV has

commented upon more than hundred Sanskrit works but we do not find any
substantiation for her assertions. Almost all the books of PIJV (i.e. either
written by him or commented upon by him or simply published by him) are
available in the printed section of the Oriental Institute (M.S. University),
Baroda. Only a glance at these clearly shows that the only common factor

among all these is that all of them are published by PJV. But some of them

were written by his father Pt. Taranatha Tarkavacaspati, and only published
by PJV. A very few are either written or edited by some person other than
these two. Many are found in the name of PJV but here also as the inner title
pages show some are only edited by him (Skt. samaskrtam) while others are
both commented upon and edited by him (Skt. bie upadhidharina
srijivananda-vidyasiagara bhantacaryepna viracita-tika-sametam, ren’aiva
samskrtam) and his book Vikramorvast Trotakam falls in this last category.

The confusion aﬁout authorship of these works was created perhaps by the
fact that in all his publications he listed all the 135 works on the frontis page .
and on the last and last cover pages without giving any clear indication about
either the authorship of the work or of the type of authorship (i.e.
commentatorship or only editorship). What was more, the list was invaribly
captioned by the words: pandita-kula-tilaka-pujya-pada srimat-tarka vacaspati
pada pranita praka$ita pustakany’etani / This gave rise to the confusion in
which many of the commentary works by PJV were ascribed to his father Pt.
Taranatha and PJV was taken to be only the publisher of his father's works.

That is how PJV’s commentary on Vik has come to be noted as authored by [

Taranatha.
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C:HIS STYLE :
Simplicity is the main feature of his commentary. He has followed the
same style in all of his commentaries. He does not give any names to his

commentaries. He also does-not give mangala-sloka, does not mention his

own name in the body of the commentary, does not give family introduction
nor mention his teachers. He also never gives colophons of the traditional
type. His commentary is more like notes than like a running commentary. For
example, we can refer to the following edition of PJV’s commentary on K's

Rrusamharam poem (Ist edn. 1872 A.D.). It seems that this was the first

commentary among his all of works. The commentator mentions about the
aspects of his commentary in its preface. > They are as follows :
1) He has made his commentary as simple as possible.

2) He does not elaborate 1t by giving quotations from works like Amarakosa
Kavyaprakasa, Dasartipaka etc.

3) He does not like to make i1t complex or dull by using synonyms and
compounds, and

4) He always corrected the text very carefully and has always shown the
variant readings in the footnotes with quotations from scientific works.

We observe some characteristics of his style adopted from our
traditional system. Particularly in the commentary on the plays, he gives
Sanskrit rendering of Prakrit speeches of the .characters and defimtions of
certain technical words occurring in the play, quotes from standard works of
dramaturgy and of course explains certain words by giving synonyms and
verses by putting the verses in prose orders. (In some early works, he has not

giveﬁ aﬁy Sanskrit chaya of Prakrit speeches, viz. in Priyadarsikanatika). He
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refers his commentaries to the relevant portion in the text by giving
pratikas with the words 7tyads as the traditional commentaries do. But he also .
employs some modern devices: he indicates the textual portions commented
upon by him with numericals and the Prakrit portions 1n the text by the
alphabetical consonants. The xerox copy of two pages from his printed
commentary on Vik given herewith will clarify these points abundantly (pp.
100-101). He has reformed and simplified so manyA traditional Sanskrit works

and made them easy to underétand to us for us.

D : PIV’s Tikd on Vikramorva$i-Trotakam :
As shown earlier PJV does not give any particular name to this

commentary also. He calls the play “ Vikramorvasr Trotakan?’ on the inner
title page. The book is printed at the Valmiki Press, Calcutta and published in

1873. The commentator follows the larger version of the text. He is quite
brief in his comments. The style, as already indicated, is very systematic. In

the text, he has given ka, kha, ga, etc for passages in Prakrit speeches and
according to these numbers he gives their Sanskrit renderings in the “ 7ika,”

putting them as footnotes and in smaller types. He also comments on some
technical points and words in the same manner and indicates them by
numerical in the text;and prints the comments in small types in the footnotes.
He comments on a few dramaturgical points quoting the definitions from the

following standard books. For example, he quotes from SD (Vide, this edition
on pp. 23, 28, 70, 108 & 156), BP (p.30), Hemachandra (p.28), Trikandasesa
(p.108), Pingala (p.101), Bharata (pp.102 106 & 107) etc. He also quotes

once from K’s RV (p.22) and once from an unverified source (p.101). In the

fourth Act, since he follows the larger version, he has mentioned the entrance

song Aksiptika and called it Gathachanda and defined it. He has mentioned



179

thirteen musical terms, viz. Dvipadika, Jambhalika, Khandadhira, Khandaka,
Khuraka,  Valantika, Kutilika, Mandaghati,  Ardhadvicaturasraka,
Caturasraka, Sthanaka, Khandika and Galitaka. He has indicated all of these

terms. Among these thirteen terms, he has quoted the definitions of five terms
only, viz. Dvipadika, Jambhalika, Khandadhara, Khandaka and Caturasraka.
He has also mentioned the sources, like the earlier commentator RN, as
Bharata instead of SR but these definitions are not similar to those given by
RN. Particularly these ancient musical terms are not found in Bharata’s NS or
Bharatakosa.

Thus, PJV’s commentary (pub. 1873) is perhaps the second modern
commentary on Vik. It is classed as modern because it is straightaway made
available in a printed form, it was never circulated in a manuscript form. It is
a simple commentary. He has followed the traditional commentators in that
he has quoted from some standard dramaturgical and other books. He does
not deal with the aspect of plot—construcﬁon like KV. He does not mention

any Samdhi or Samdhyariga etc, neither does he quote any Paninian siltras,
nor any definitions of metres or Alankaras. Though he has accepted the larger -

version and quoted the definitions of a few musical terms from ‘Bharata,’ yet
he does not seem to deal with the particularly music dance lyrical form of the
play, particularly its fourth Act. The publication appears more, therefore, like

an annotated edition of Vik in which annotations are in Sanskrit. It hardly

follows the standard form of a traditional commentary.
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SECTION - 1]
MRTYUNJAYA BHUPALA’S VISISTARATNADIPIKA

A. Personal Information about Mrtyuinijaya Bhiipala :
..~ Mrtyuiijaya Bhupala (MB) composed the commentary on Vik and

called 1t Visistararnadipika Though the language of the commentary is

Sanskrit, it is printed in Telugu script. From the title page of his edition, we
know that he was the king of Vaisakhapattana of which the capital city is

Balasa. The colophon of the commentary on fifth Act informs us that his
father’s name was Srimad Verikata Mabhipala. He belonged to the family of
Nissanka. He was the disciple of Pt. Venkata Rangacarya and St
Akellavenkata Sastri. He wrote this commentary with the permission of
Srimad Anarevil Devit Primantil Karmekil, who was chief of the officers at
Chennopuri (at present Chennai) a great scholar. and very fond of Sanskrit
language. ' i
B. Visistaratnadipika (or Mrtyufijayabhipoliya)

The commentary is published in 1806 Salivahana i.e. 1884 A.D. by the
Vartamanatarangini Press, Madras. In the beginning, the commentator puts a
benedictory verse in which he praises the author of the play Vik, i.e. K. The

main characteristic of his commentary is that he gives synonyms of each and
every word of the text either in Sanskrit or Prakrit dialogues. He shows the
grammatical formation of the title of the play Vik like the earlier

commentator KV thus: “vikramorvasiya nama vikramah - puriravah
parakramasca urvasi - apsarovises ca vikramorvasyaw/ te adhikrtya krto

granthah vikramorvasiyam / etad abhidhanam / sii // adhikrtya krte grantha
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ityadhikare sisukrandrayamasabhadvandvelyadin cha pratyayah /" His text
calls Vik a Nataka: To justify this he quotes from DR the definition of -
Nataka. 1t appears that MB tries to show in this play the three main
characteristics of a Nataka in this way. (1) The story of Urvast and Purtiravas

is famous; (2) the hero of this play belongs to a royal family and he is

Dhirodatta in character, and (3) the main sentiment is virasiigara. MB
explains it like this: “kartavyam natake vastu prakhyatam misrameva va /
byjadi paribhasanta sarvalaksapa samyulam / rajarsivamsyodipyo va
diirodattas’ ca nayakah / eko raso bhaved angi virasirigarayor dvayob//*

He quotes definition of the dramatic terms like Nindj Prastivani,
Pravesaka etc. and of the minor characters like Vidiisaka, Stitradhara etc. He
often quotes Paninian sifras and indicates ‘S’ i.e. (Sitra) before the
quotation of Paninian sitras. He also very often quotes Amarakosa and
indicates ‘N7’ i.e. (Nirukt) before the quotation where he mentions the
quotation from Amarakosa. At times he shows the compounds in his
commentary. Besides Amarakosa, he also quotes the definitions from SD,
VR, Bharata etc.

Though he calls Vik a Nataka, he accepts the larger version of the text

and comments oﬁ Prakrit verses which include musical technical terms in the
fourth Act of the play. He indicates the type or class of all the musical terms
but quotes definition of only a few, viz. Dvipadika, Khandadhara,
Jambhalika, Khandaka etc.. It is not unlikely that he follows the commentary

works of his senior contemporaries like. e.g. ACV or PJV. He defines

Khandaka like this:
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purvam caturvimsatibhih astavimsatibhih parah /
matrabhir iha yasyardham khandakah sah prakirtitah //

He follows the standard methods of such commentaries. He mentions
the terms first, then defines technical terms, quotes from standard authorities;
then, gives (not refers by only pratika but quotes in full) the full text of the
verse (in Sanskrit rendering if the original 1s in Prakrit) and then explains
every word of the origmal text by giving synonyms, then gives general
comments including grammatical notes etc. This is particularly obvious in the

case of the fourth Act.

REFERENCES
1. Panini 4/3/87-88
2. agy Y W@ qe@w etc. DRI 11
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SECTION - IV

M.R. KALE’S ARTHAPRAKASIKA

A. Life and Works of M.R. Kale :
M.R. Kale is well known to Sanskrit students as a scholar of Sanskrit
literature who prepared text-book editions of a number of important Sanskrit

classics like the works of K, plays of Harsa, Kadambari etc.

We get some personal information from the colophon of his

commentary as follows :

“kalevamsodbhaven’eyam ramacandrasya sinuni /
moresvarenalpadhiya nirmit arthapraksaika //
nama tika subodhartham balanam nyiinam alra yat /
tad vudhah ksantum arhanti hamsaksiranayena me //
svatantrah sarvatantresu lokamanditapanditah /

tebhyo’pita taya laksmimadhavau paritusyatam //” !

Thus, he belonged to the family of Kales, his father's name was

Ramacandra, and his name was Moresvara. Sometimes his name was
sanskritised as  Mayuresvara  viz.  “mahakavisrikalidisaviracitam
vikramorvasiyam, mayuresvara-krtayartha- praké‘s’zkayodbbéz“sitaﬁ/’z He was
a devotee of Laksmimadhava. He stayed in the Girgaon area of Bombay
where a very famous temple of Laksminarayana in the place called Madhav-

baug is situated even today. He does not mention any other fact about his

personal life in his commentaries. We, however, have been able to trace his

relatives. One of his grandsons Sri S.V. Kale has provided the following

information about the author. Sri Moresvara Ramacandra Kale was born on
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6-6-1862 and passed away on 3-5-1930 A.D. His wife’s name was Janaki.
She died on 25-7-1959. He had five children (3 sons and 2 daughters).

M.R. Kale served as a teacher, presumably of Sanskrit, in the Wilson
High School, (Wilson Street, Girgaon) Bombay. From the title pages of some
of his books, he is known to have earned the degree of B.A.

He composed the following books about Sanskrit Grammar and
composition viz. ‘A Higher Sanskrit Grammar’, ‘Smaller Sanskrit Grammar,’
‘Practical ~ Sanskrit-English  Dictionary’,  ‘Students  English-Sanskrit
Dictionary,” ‘Guide to Sanskrit Composition’ etc. He also edited the
following works with Sanskrit commentaries composed by himself,

Vikramorvasiyam, Kumarasambhavam, Malatimadhavam, Pratimanatakam,

i

Svapnavasavadatta, Priyadarsika, Kadambari, Hitopadesa, Niti and Vairagya
satakas etc. He has edited some books with English Translation, notes and

Introduction only. He also edited some famous classical works with their

famous commentaries, viz, Vadhula Viraraghava’s commentary on
Uttararamacaritamn, Mallinatha’s commentary on Megbé{dﬁlam, and
Kiratarjuniyam, an anonymous . commentary on Das’akiﬁn&‘racaziz‘am,
Katayavema’s commentary on Malavikagnimitram (Actually M.R. Kale had
added his own.connnentary in the text of Katayavema. In the preface of his
edition Mr. Kale says: “The Commentary of Katayavema being too meagre

has been copiously amplified with additions, which are indicated by being

enclosed in rectangular brackets, So as to make it complete without being

tiresomely prolix”3), Prthvidhara’s commentary on Mrcchakatikam,
Dhundhiraja’s  commentary on  Mudraraksasam, . Raghavabhatta’s

commentary on AbhijAanasakuntalam etc.
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It appears that he round, edited number of Sanskrit works

only with English Trauslations, Notes and Introduction of basic facts. In the
second round, that is, when these works, which were very popular (because
they were useful text-books also) went into second and further editions, he
decided to add to the texts their Sanskrit commentaries also. Here also, he
seems to have adopted twofold method. For famous and outstanding classics

like Abhijaanasakuntalam, Uttararamacaritam, Kumara-sambhavam etc., he
edited commentaries of well known commentators like those of Raghavabatta
on Abhijianasakuntalam, of Viraraghava on = Uftararamacaritam, of
Dhundhiraja on Mudraraksasam etc. For works of lesser importance he often

composed the Sanskrit commentaries himself. His commentary on Vik falls in
this group.
From the western India he has written, composed and edited so many

works on Sanskrit just as PJV (and his father Taranatha) did the same service

in the eastern part of India.
B : Arthaprakasika :
M.R. Kale wrote commentary on K’s Vik called Arthaprakasika. This

commentary was first published by Saradakridana Press, Bombay in (1820

Saka year i.e.) 1898 A.D. The commentator has followed the text prepared by -

S.P. Pandit on the basis of three MSS.* He refers to the view of the play being

called the Trotaka. He mentions it in the Introduction to his edition: "It is a
love drama and belongs according to the Sahityadarpapa to that subdivision
of dramatic compositions which are known as ‘Trofakas’ (a division not

perhaps known to the poet himself)” 3 However, the portion in the bracket
shows, he does not subscribe to it. He starts his commentary with two

benedictory verses :
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“ninmanam jagatam karoti rajasa hinam yadanandakam
sattvenapi na lipyate tadapi yadraksasudaksam sada /
asprstam tamas’api nasayali yatsarvam ca sarvatrikam
kasnmumscinmahasi svavasamadhuna dhattam madiyam manah //
krpasandramcaksur bhagavati patamcceltava jade
sakrtprajii ommesatsa bhavati kavinam ku]agurulz /
pravandhakavyartham sarasaruciralamkrtijusam
na kastad vapi tvam stutibhir upatistena jadadhih // o
This is one of the two largest commentaries on Vik (the other being
that of Surendra Nath Shastri) in which the commentator has quoted from a

number of sources. Mr. Kale has followed the South Indian recension of the
text as that of KV which does not accept the Prakrit Dbru‘,%“-lﬂce verses in the
fourth Act. He says: “With regard to the extraordinary number of the Prakrit
passages found in the fourth Act in some editions, it must be observed that
they are not genuine. x X x It is strange coincidence that both the third Act of

the Sak and the fourth Act of the present play, should have been tampered

with by meddlesome scribes or poe:ts.”7 He reveals a close understanding of
the dramaturgical structure of the play. He has pointed out the dramaturgical
points, like Arthaprakrt, Karyavastha with their five stages. He has also

located five Samdhis and their thirtyone azrigas with their definitions quoted
from the various works of dramaturgy like NS, DR, SD etc. in favour of his

views. On this particular point he seems to have closely followed the ancient
commentator KV, who has given these dramaturgical terms in a very clear
and perfect way. Mr. Kale has also quoted from KV's commentary thirteen

times throughout his commentary. For example, in the third Act, when Urvasi



188

says to Citralekha that the queen has given the king to her and she, therefore,
can freely share the seat with the king, then the king asks Urvasi, with whose
permission had she stolen his heart. Mr. Kale explains:

“devyd dana iti devya anumatir labdh'eli yad asmin me Sarire
vyaparam alinganadim vrajasi/  larli  prathamarika’syanumate/
kasyamunatyetyarthah / etaddhrdayam tvaya coritam / ‘atra deviprasarigena
vyavahitsya bijasya pwﬁyojanz?d ‘aksepal)’ nama samdhyarigam uktam
bhavari’ti katayavemah /° o

He has also referred to another ancient commentator RN and quoted

from his commentary Prakasika very often. He has quoted him thirty eight

times throughout his commentary. He often cites RN for his text-variants
with his explanations. Sometimes he quotés him either for corroboration for
his own views, or for comparing his views about something with those of
KV. But on the whole, he appears to be in agreement with the text as
presented in the southern version by KV. One such point is as follows:

‘mlanakamalanalopamair arigaih’ iti rariganathasammatah pathah /
“kamalanalayamanaih kantakitair ityarthat / anena romaficena rajfi obfgfétvam
uktam bhavati” iti katayavemah /

kamalanalayamanath kamalanadlavadacaradbhih _>/ tvadartham uttam yaio
gadha Vzkébotakaz,nga ya parimlanaistaniyobhisca/ A

Mr. Kale also reveals a good knowledge of grammar as well as of

alarikaras and metres in his commentary. He has mentioned and identified
eight alarikaras with their definitions. They are: Kavyalingam (p.7),
Bhrantiman (p.12), Utpreksa (pp. 12 & 52), Sasamdeha (p.17), Upama (pp.
53 & 132), Vikrta (p. 90), Parikara (p. 114) andlAnuprésha (p. 111). He has
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also mentioned eleven metres with their' definitions and located them in
proper places. They are: Sardiila vikriditam, Arya, Vasantatilaka,
Upendravajra, Aupacchandasika, Mandakranta, Malini, Drutavilambitam,
Puspitagra,Upajati and Haripi. He has quoted from many sources for the
reference to his arguments like K’s Kumarasambhavam, Rag[u)vazﬁs’am,
Meghadutam,  Abhijianasakuntalam and  Malavikagnimitram;  from
dramaturgic works like NS, DR, SD, ND, Sahasarikatika etc. ; from Kosas,
Vedas, Puranas, Upanisads, Samhitas, Smytis, Ramayana, Mahabharata and
all standard Grammatical works like Panini, Patafijali, Siddhantakaumudr etc.
He has also quoted from séme precious commentaries like that of Mallinatha
on Kumarasambhava, of Jagaddhara on Malatimadhava ; of Dhanika,
Devapani and Sahasanka on DR etc. All in all, it appears that he has a

thorough knowledge of grammar, lexicons, dramaturgy, poetics and classical
literature which form the very fundamental equipments of any commentator

worth his name.

C: ;S'arhdkié and Sarndhyangas :

We have only passingly remarked above that Kale has closely followed
the ancient commentator KV in locating the Sariidhis and Samdhyarigas in his
commentary. Sometimes he has quoted from KV’s commentary directly on
these points. In the technical remarks of the Introduction of his edition, he has
explained how the five Samdhis are employed in the entire plot structure of
this play. He says: “The Mukhasardhi introduces the heroine to the hero and
love germinates between them. The final object is the union in wedlock."

The ground for the seed was prepared, in the case of the king, when the

Apsarasfesgaf/_e him a lively description of Urvasi’s charms. The seed is cast
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when the king and Urvasi see each other. x x x It takes up the whole of the

first Act and the prologue to the second Act. The Pratimukhasardhi fills up
the whole of the second Act and a portion of the third Act. The seed sprouts
up in this which is marked by the Vidusaka and Chitralekha, and by the Cheti

and the queen. The effort or Prayaina is implied in adarsanai etc. (11.2). The
search for the means to the desired end, Urvasi’s departure at the surmnons-
from her lord and the queen’s interference notwithstanding forms the Bindu.
The Garbhasamdhi begins from where the Pratimukha closes and ends with

the departure of the queen. x x X The seed is sown to grow further in as much

as the king has from Urvasi an actual confession of her love. There is hope of
success (Praptyasa) as the obstacle from the queen is removed. This Samdhi,
however, is characterised by the absence of the Pataka. The Avamarsasamdhi
actually begins with Urvasi’s entrance x x x and extends to the close of the
fourth Act. There is Niyatapti or certain attainment but it is obstructed by
Urvast’s metamorphosis. The Nirvahanasarirdhi occupies the last Act of our

play. In it all the fore-going arrangements terminate in the happy union of the

‘ »11
husband, wife and son.”

He has located the Samdhyarigas throughout his commentary. They are:

Four arigas of the Mukhasamdhi, viz. (1) Upaksepa, (2) Parikara, (3)
Parinyasa, and Prapti ; ten arigas of the Pratimukhasamdhi viz. (1) Vilasa, (2)
Parinyasa, (3) Tapana, (4) Upanyasa, (5) “Lekha”, (6) Puspa, (7) Narma, (8)
Pragamana, (9) Narmadyuti and (10) Paryupisana ; seven argas of the
Garbbasa;izdbi, viz. (1) Anumana (2) Abhutaharana, (3) Marga, (4) Udahrti,
(5) Sambhrama, (6) Krama, (7) Aksepa ;two arigas of the Avamarsasamdhi, viz. (1)
Dyuti (2) Virodhans, and eight arigas of the Nirvahapasarih, viz(1) Sarthi, (2)
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Vibodha, (3) Gmtl;vana (4) Upagiihana, (5) Samaya, (6) Ananda, (7) Kavyasamhara
and (8) Prasasti. In all, Kale has mentioned thirtyone Samdyarigas out of sixtylour
described in NS and other dramaturgical works.

Kale mentions 74pana and quotes the definition from SD. According to S.N.
Shastri, “Such a position is experienced by ﬁ;xﬁravas when he finds no means to

get at the celestial nymph and permits in remorse the God of Love to be victorious

over him.”* He expresses about Sama : “There is a school of thought represented
by Dhanafijaya, Singa Bhiipala, Saradatanaya, Srikrsna -and Vidyanatha, that does
not récogm'ze ‘Tapana’ as an element of the Pratinuikha Samdhi, probably for the
~ reason that such a mental phenomenon is covered by the definition of the Vidhita

according to them. Since the torment and unrequited ness require pacification
before a fresh quota of zeal for further efforts can be anticipated, the alleviation as

extremely necessary to the proper development of action. Hence they believe in the

existence of Sarna or alleviation as a sequel to Vidhiita. o3

Among these, one Samdhyanga called ‘Lekha’ of Pratirnukhasamdhi is not
found in the list of sixty four described in NS and other texts like DR, SD, ND
etc.. What is noteworthy is that he has located Upanyasa and Lekha 1
Saridhyarigas at one and the same place but-he has not mentioned any source |

_of the Samdhyariga he calls Lekha. The definition of Lekha given by him is
as under: taduktam - vivaksitarthakalita patrika lekha ucyate/ A Actually this
is not a Sarmdhyariga bul one of the Samdhyantaras and the above definition
is quoted from RS by Singa Bhupala, Il -91B. S.N. Shastri has cleared it in
tﬁe footnote of his book: “Urvasi sends a written letter of love to Puriiravas in

Vikra Act II"'°
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SECTION-V
ASANANDA VARMAN’S TIKA

Asananda Varman is one of the modern commentators who has written
a Sanskrit-Hindi commentary on Vik. He does not make any benediction or
colophon in his commentary; neither does he give any information about his
personal life. On the title page, his name 1s given thus: “ Sikarpur (sindhu)
prantiya b.l. samskriangal-vidyalaya-pradhinadhyapakena hindi sahitya-
kiilabhusanena  sri-asananda- varnana-krtayd — samskria-hindi-tikaya
samvalitamy/”

Thus he was the principal of B.L. Sanskrit English School of the city of
éikérpur (Sindh), (situated at present in Pakistan) and possessed the degree of
‘Kulabhiisana’ in Hindi literature.

His commentarﬁr has been revised by 81 Celalala Sastri, the son of $ri
Pandita Karmmacandra Sarma, who was a resident of Multan (in Pakistan
now). It was first published by ‘Mehercanda Laksmanadas’ of Sanskrit
Pustakalaya, Lahore m 1926 A.D., though the India Office Library mentions
‘Educational Printing Works, Lahore as its publisher in their Printed Books

Catalougue. 1

Asananda calls the play as a Trotaka and follows the larger version of
the play but at the end of the play he has called Vik as the both ‘7rotaka’ and
‘Nataka’' thus :“iti sri-mahakavi-kalidasa-krta-vikramorvasiya-nama-trotaka-
nataka-samapta/ "2

He mainly gives the construe (anvaya), commentary (vyakhya) i

Sanskrit language and the sense or import _(bba‘vé'rﬂ;a) of the text in Hindi
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language which is” almost a sort of loose Hindi translation. The book is
written only for the guidance of the students. He says in the preface that there

are many commentaries of this 7rofaka available, but they have not proved

beneficial for the students. He clearly mentions that he has included the types
of questions and answers, life of the poet, model question-paper and
appreciation-criticism of the drama etc.

This is a very simple commentary in which Asananda has explained
each word with its Sanskrit synonym, shown Metres like S'é“rdﬁlavzlaiq&'tam
etc. and quéted their definitions from works like Vrttaratnakara etc. He also
quotes from the Kosas mostly Amarakosa, etc. as the other commentators

usually do. This is only a Sanskrit-medium text-book. The book has an

alphabetical index of the verses occuring in the play.

REFERENCES

1.Napier, C.J. (Rev. & Edl), Catalouge of the India Office Libfafy; Sanskrit -
Books, Vol.Il, Part-I, Section IV, London, 1957, p.2993.
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SECTION - VI
SURENDRA NATH SHASTRI’S KALPALATA:

A. Personal Information about Surendra Nath Shastri:
Pandit Surendra Nath Shastri (SNS) iS the author of the largest and
perhaps the best modern commentary. From the colophon of his commentary

on Vik and the benedictory stanzas, we know many things about his ancestors
and himself. His grandfather’s name was Gopinatha. He was from a Prasnora
Nagara community of Junagarh. This community is well known in Gujarat

for its high education and high royal connections. He had obtained royal
honour from the kings of Dadapura (modem Dasor or Mandasor). He was a
famoﬁs astrologer who had many disciples.

His father's name was Shri Krsnacarya who was very well-versed in

the Vedas and all the six Vedangas, as well as philosophical systems like
Nyaya, Vedanta, Mimamsa etc. He was prominent amoﬂg the followers of the
religious practices of the sect of Sri Ramanujacarya. He was the master of
one Totadri Vijiana Vibhava Peetha(?). He was honoured with the title
Vijfiznavibhusana and was offered one royal seat and two beetle leaves
(tambula) by the kings of Ara and Indore. He was like moon among the

scholars due to his profound knowledge. Shrikrsna Shastri seems to have

compiled a work called “ Vagvilasa” which is mentioned in the bibliography
of SNS's work “Laws and Practice of Sanskrit Drama.”

SNS also was a great scholar like his father. He earned the degrees of
MA. LLB, Sastri in Vedanta, Kavyatirtha, Purapatirtha and Visgrada in

Sahitya. He was the principal of the Sanskrit College (established by the
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Maharaja of Indore) in 1941 A.D. He was the court poet of the king shri

Ya$avantarao who belonged to the ‘Holkar’ family of Indore’. He later
became a professor in the Sanskrit Department, University of Allahabad,

around 1947 AD. He was the disciple of Rai-ratna Pandita-Sri-Vinayaka
Krsna Sankara Joshi of Indore.

B : Works :

Besides this comméntary‘ on Vik SNS has also written “Laws and
Practice of Sanskrit Drama, ' “A Briel” Note on Sanskrit Compounds, ““A
Manual of Classical Sanskrit prosody,” “Alankara-kaumudi” etc.
Chowkhamba Sanskrit Series mentions some more of his compositions such
as “Sanskrit Figures of Speech, “Nirukta Mimamsa, = “Gitabhasd
Navambara and “Vaidic Vammaya me Bhasacintan.” He has also edited one
Campii work called “ Guga‘darshcampi‘z” of 8 Venkatadhari with Sanskirt
commentary Padathacandrika by Balakrsna Shastri and its Hindi version
“ Prabhz by Jatasankara Pathaka.

C : Kalpalata:
Pandit SNS calls his commentary on Vik, Kalpalata. He completed this

commentary on Tursday, Tirteenth Isnerday of the darkhalf in the month of
Margasirsain year of 1997 V.S. .e. 1941 A.D. In his own words:

“vidyabandhucanasya samskrtamahavidyalayadhyaksatam
drudhasya surendranathavidusah sarivatsare nandane /
munyankankavasundharaparimite mase sahasye’site
pakse’nangatithav 1')}31}1 gwud)}ze yata samaptiri krtih /7 2

This is the most extensive commentary among all the commentaries on

Vik. SNS claims that this play (i.e. Vik) of the great poet had long fainted

away and his commentary would lend it profusely fruitful. His words are:
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“Sudhasyandivyakhya-virahavidhuras tatrabhavatah
kavisasydyam sadbhanitidrdhabandho’ mitagunah /
ciran murecham apto mama bhuvi sada kalpalatikam
rasollasan stirva pracuraphalayogam hi labhatam/ 3

This book is first published by the Nirnayasagar Press, Bomaby in 1942

A.D. The commentator shows his best skill in this commentary. He starts
his commentary with the benediction to the God Srikrsna as follows :

“amandanandasamdoham govindam gopa-nandanam /

vande rakenduvadanari sundarari sundanasinam /"
We may note the salient features of his commentary as follows :

(a) He exactly explains all technical terms. He comments on every stage

direction as well as technical dramaturgic terms like Nepathye,
Pranipatya, Niskranf etc. or Nandi, Pariparsvaka etc.

“nepathyeti - nepath yarh nama rangasthalasya pascat yavanikantarito
vamagrahanadiyogya  kusilavakutumbavasthanadesah /  “kusilava-

e

kutumbasya sthali nepathya Isyate i vacanat tripurareh/
“nepath yazﬁ syad yavanika rangabhiimih prasadhanam” ity ajayah / 5

He also explains all dramatic technical terms Tike Nandj,
Prastavana Arthopaksepaka etc. and quotes the definitions from different
works of dramatics e.g. He gives definition for Nandr as follows:

“tatha ca nandayali anandayati stavena devadin dsisa va sabhyan iti
idantanandadhatoh ‘facadyac”(3.1.114) tena nanda iti ﬁ'ipam, latah
prajiiaditvat an pratyayah svarthe ; tena nanda eva nandah pascat striyam
nip tena nandi- tath’zha bharatah <“yady apy angani bhuyamsi

purvarangasya natake / lathapyavasyam kartavya nandi vighne

prasantaye/ 6
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He also defines all classes of minor characters of the play like

Siitradhara Paipasvka, Marisa, Vidusaka etc. e.g. Paripar$vaka :

“pari parsvam yatha bhavati tatha’iva vartate iti pariparsvakah
siltradharad isannylnako natah/ “siiradharasya parsve yah pravadan
kurute’rthanam /' kavyarthasiicanalapam sa bhavet pariparsvakal 7

(b) He quotes .deﬁm'tions from various sources. The special feature of his
commentary 1is that he mostly quotes from more than one source, whereas
all the earlier commentators, even the ancient ones, usually quoted, if at
all, from a single source and very rarely from more than one source. We

can refer to the two definitions of Nepathya quoted above or the
definitions of Vidisaka as quoted from two sources or for Pravesaka
quoted from SD and DR tika and so on.

(c) Again, SNS explains all terms by giving grammatical derivations. He
seems to have very good command over traditional Sanskrit grammar and
he takes fullest advantage of his knowledge by explaining grammatical
derivations of all the technical terms and class names. He explains the

minor character called Marisa like this:

“mariseti — maris’eti na hinasti dustabhinayadina samajikanam santim
manovinodam c¢’eti marisah / pariparsvako natavisesah / masabdopapadat
risa himsayam (bhva. pa. se) (?) iti rnsdhatoh namyupadhatvat
“Igupadha” (3.1.135) iti kah pratﬁzya{z / natap sitradharepa marisa iti
vacyah “siud natena bhav’eti tan’dsau mariseti ca-" iti vacanat / athava
marsapat sahanat marisah “prsodaradifi” (6.3.109) “marisah sakabhidi
arye, natyoktya pumsi yositi” iti daksambayam / ita asmin sthane iti

saptamyarn sarvavibhaktikastasil / »8
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(d) Of course, he explains all the important words as other commentators

do. He gives the synonyms of the words and quotes from lexical works

like Amarakosa, Halayudha etc. e.g. the kfng says in the second Act,
“tatrepsitasannidhanad bhavan ramsyate/” and the commentator
explains: “bhavan tavat bhavatah ipsitasyabhilasitasya vastunah tatra
sandhanal yogar labhad va ramsyate vinodito bhavisyati / A little
before the king has said, “kiﬁ'] bhavamstuspimaste.” The commentatary
runs thus: “kirm bhavan tuspim aste / tvam tu nirvacano’si na vadasiti
bhavah / mauna dhrtavan asi / “maune tu tuspith tuspikam”
ity’amaraly’” 10
He dissolves the compound words in his commentary like this:
“rasaprabandhal ity’atra rasamayah prabandhah iti madhyamapadalopi
samasal/ A
He also indicates all the technical details like Samdhis, Samndhyangas
Samdhyantaras, Alankaras, Metres, Nalyalaksanas, Sébdagzzgzas,
Arthagunas, Vithyangas, Rasas etc. He locates the stages of love,
Arthaprakrii and Karyavastha and gives their explanations. Many times

when he is indicating a number of different aspects of dramaturgy in a
particular area, his commentary appears to assume a classical shade. We
quote below one such characteristic portion form the first act: When the
king’s chariot lands on the grounds, touches the land of the pack of the
Hemakuta mount, the sudden jolt causes Urvasr’s shoulder to hit lightly
against the king’s shoulder, Urva$i is slightly embarrassed, but the king
is happy. \
“vadidarn rathasarhksobhadangenangar mamayateksapaya /
sprstam saromakaptakam atikuritarh manasijeneva If 12
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The  commentator’s  words  are: yat  rathasamksobhat
nz)nnonnatab]zEpfades"eﬁs'u rathopagharal ayateksanaya dirghanayanaya
anayd sviyena angena gatralh mama angam manasijena kamena
saro@akag{aka:n ankuritam iva anandatisayat pulakayamanam iva sprstam
hastena .dhrtam / yad anena ladiyangena 157&m2’1§gaspars’a_]1 safdjata i
kptartham me janm’ety’arthalh / idamn premnah dvifiyam cihnam apara
c’avastha’tra / atra pulakani kamenevankuritaniti  sambhavanad
utpreksalankarah / anena manasi manasijena svasatta sthapit’eti vyajyate
/ atra ndyakagatah purvaragah / nayikagatah plrvaragah’upakriam
iti’sthale X X X plrvam evabhivyakiah / atra natakiyakaryasya
arambhakhyd prathamavastha, yad uktamh “bhaved drambha autsukyari
yan mukliyaphalasidhaye/ * api c’atra ‘asyah sargavidhav iti padye (1.10)
vikramorvasyoh  samagamajanyd-nur dgabijasyopaksepat  pravritasya
mukhasandheh praptir namangam “praptih sukhagamah” iti laksanat /
mukhasamdhilaksanan t —“yatra bijasamultpattir nanartharasasambhava/
prarambhena samayukia tan mukharh parikirtitamy/ ” manasijetyatriluk
samasah / iyam c’'aryajétih //” 13

It can be seen that the commentator indicates many technical and
grammatical terms at this single point.‘ He locates here Mukha Sarhdhi,
one of Samdhyangas of Mukha Samdhi callad Prapti, the first stage of
Karya called Arambha, the second stage of love, Piirvaraga of the hero,
Utpreksa Alankara, Ery@?ﬂf metre and A/uk compound all together. Of

course, its shows the special characteristics of the commentator.
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SNS locates all the five Sariidhis and their fiftyfour argas, in all, where

even an ancient commentator like KV had shown only forty four

Samdhyangas. The Samdhyangas are as follows:

1) Six angas of Mukha Sandhi

(1) Prapu,

(iv) Vilobhana,

(ii) Udbheda,
(v) Yukti  and

2) Thirteen anggas of Pratimukha Samdhi -

(1) Vilasa,

(iv) Puspa,

(vii) Pragamana,
(x) Narmadyuti,

(xiit) Upeksa,

(ii) Parisarpa,
(v) Dyuti,
(viii) Nirodhana,

(xi) Paryupasana,

3) Thirteen azgas of Garbha Sardhi:

(1) Marga,

(iv) Vidrava,
(vii) Adhibalsa,
(x) Udzharana &

(i1) Abhiitzharana,
(v) Totakam,
(viii) Anuma,

(xi) Prarthana

4) Eleven angas of Vimarsa Saindhi:

(1) Sampheta,
(iv) Dyut,
(vii) Kheda,

(x) Adana and

(ii) Chalana,
(v) Vicalana,
(viit) Virodhana,

(xi) Chadana

(ii1) Paribhavana,

(vi) Vidhana

(ii1) 7apana,
(vi) Narma,
(ix) Vajra,

(xii)Upanyasa &

(iii)) Ridpa,
(vi) Kspti / Aksepa,
(ix) Krama,

(iii) Vyavasaya,
(vi) Pratisedha,

(ix) Prarocana,
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5) Thirteen arigas of Nirvahana Saridhi:

(1) Sarndhi, (ii) Vibodha, (11) Grathana,

(1v) Nirnaya, (v) Paryupasana, (vi) U]')agifbana,

(vi1) Pirvabhava, (viil) K1, (1xX) Samaya,

(x) Ananda, (xi) Bhasana, (xii) Kavyasarhhara
and Xiii) Prasasti.

With regard to these Samdhyangas, the following points must be noted :
1) SNS mentions Dyuti as a Samdhyanga of Pratimukha Samdhi but actually
Dyuti is not included in the angas of Pratimukha Sarhdhi in any work of

dramaturgy.

2) (a) Even the so-called anga, Upeksa shown under Pratimukha Sarndhi, is
not found in any of the works ot\dramaturgy as a Samdhyanga.

(bA) It is actually one of the six way\s of elimination of anger of the lady-
love which 1s employed by the king Puriiravas towards his queen
Auéinari

(¢) Upeksa actually can be included under the Samdhyanga Paryupasana .

3) Chalana and Chadana are one and the same anga of Vimarsa Samdhi. 1

Similarly, Vicalana and Kheda are also one and the same anga of Vimarsa

Samdhi. However, SNS locates all the four Sarmidhyangas separately in

different places and gives them separate names in the Vimarsa Samdhi it

self.

4) SNS also mentions Paryupasana as a Samdhyarnga at two places, once as
an anga of Pratimukha and then as an anga of Nirvahana Samdhi. The

works of dramaturgy, however, recognize it as an anga under Pratimukha

only. 15
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4) On p.132 SNS locates the ‘an'ga called Ksipi (according to Viévanatha) or
Aksepa (according to Dhanafijaya). As it is, Ksipti and Aksepa are
synonyms. SNS quotes both definitions of Dhanafijaya and Vigvartha. He
also refers to KV as locating this anga Aksepa in a different place. 16

5) He has recorded Lekha with the same definition as quoted by Kale:
“vivaksitartha kalita patrika lekha ucyatel” but has not identified it either
as a Samdhyariga as anything else.

A COMPARATIVE TABLE OF SAMDHIS & SAMDHYANGAS

STRUCTURAL | KV | KALE | SNS | REMARKS
ELEMENTS
M)Bz"]‘a + v v v
(K) Arambha = v v v
(S) Mukha v v S
Upaksepa v v X
Parikara v v X
Parinyasa v v X
Udbheda X X v
Prapti v v v
Paribhavana v X v
Samadhana’ v X X
Vilobhana X X v
Yukti X X v
“Vidhana p'e X v
(A) Bindu + v v v
(K) Prayatna = v v v
(S) Pratimukha v v v
Vikisa v v v
Vidhiita 4 v X X
Sama v X X
Tapana X v v
Parisarpa v v v
Pragamana v v v




STRUCTURAL | KV | KALE | SNS | REMARKS
ELEMENTS

Nirodhana X X v

Vajra v X v

Upanyasa v v v

Lekha X v X Kale calls it Samdhyanga, SNS does not

(Samdhyantara) identify it, only quotes definition.

Puspa v v v

Dyuti X X v SNS calls it Saridhyanga of Pratimukha
Sarirdhibut it is found in Garbha Samdhi.

Narma v v v

Narmadyuti v v v

Paryupasana v v v

Upeksa X X ¥ | SNS calls it Sardhyarigabut it is one of
the six ways of elimination of anger, it is
a part of Paryupisana Samdhyanga.

(4) Bindu + v v v

(K) Praptyasa = v v v

(S) Garbha v v v

Anurina v v v

Marga v v v

Abbatibamga v v v

Udaharana v v v

Rapa X X v

Sambhrama / Vidrava | ¥ v ¥ | KV & Kale call it Sambhrama. SNS calls
it Vidrava. Both are same,

Sarmgraha v X X

Totaka X X v
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STRUCTURAL | KV | KALE | SNS | REMARKS
ELEMENTS :

Aksepa / Ksipti v v ¥ | KV & Kale call it Aksepa. SNS calls it
both Ksipti & Aksepa

Adhivala X X v

Krama v v v

Prarthang X X v

(4) Bindu + v v v

(K) Niypatapti = v v v

(S) Vimarsa v v v

Sampheta X X v

Chalanam X X v Chalana & Chadana are one and the same
anga i the works of dramaturgy. SNS
Locates it separately.

Vyavasaya v X v

Apavida v X X

Dyuti v v v

Vicalana v X v Vicalana & Kheda are one and the same
Sarhdhyanga in dramaturgical works but
SNS locates them separately.

Pratisedha b X v

Kheda X X v

Viradhana v v v

Prarocana v X v

Adana v X v

Chadana X X v

Sakti v X X
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STRUCTURAL | KV | KALE | SNS | REMARKS
ELEMENTS

(4) Karya + v v v

(K} Phalagama = v v v

(S) Nirvahana v v v

Sarndhi v v v

Vibodha v v v

Grathana v v v

Nirpaya v X v

Prasada v X X

Paribhasz v X X

Paryupasana X X v Pazj}upésanzt is not an arga of Nirvahapa
but it is only available in Pratimukha
Sarhdhi.

Upagiihana v v v

Pirvabhava X X v

Kt v v v.

Ananda v v v

Samaya v v v

Bhasana X X v .

Upasarihara v v ¥ | KV calls it Kavyasarhhara ; Kale & SNS
call it Upasambhara.

Prasasti v v v

In his = comprehensive commentary, SNS mentions nineteen

(Sarditlavikeiditam,

Vasantatilakam,

Vamsasthavilam, = Mandakrants,

Aryajati, Anustup, Aupachandasikam, Malini, Drutavilambitam, Harini,

Praharsini, Upajati, Prthvi,. .S‘ikban}_u‘; Pu,spftagra, Viyogini, Manfjubhasini,
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Indravajra, and Aparavakira) metres with their definitions quoted from
various metrical books like Vittarainakara, .Pingala’s Chandahsitra,
Bhattakedara, etc.. Sometimes he even omits mentioning any definition of the
metre or source from which he has quoted. He only says : taduktam or
yé][a ksanam tu. He has identified all the metres in all the verses of the
original text of K’s Vik.

He also reveals a profound knowledge of various kinds of Alankaras

and other dramatic elements as shown in works of poetics and dramaturgies.
In fact, he mentions these elements throughout his commentary and quotes

their definitions from various authorities like NS, SD, DR, KP, KN, etc. At

times, of course, he may identify some of them without giving their
definitions and sources.
We give here an almost exhaustive conspectus of all such elements The

‘poetic’ Alankaras i.e. the Alankaras of words and meaning shown by SNS

are listed here-in- below:

D Sabdalankara - (1) Anuprasa, (i) Slesa, (iii) Yamaka &
(iv) Vrmtanuprasa

2) Arthalankara . (i) Upama, (1) Ripaka, (iii) Samdeha,
(iv) Utpreksa, (v) Parikara, (vi) Anumana,

(vil) Malopama, (viii) Rupakatisaya,(ix) Drstanta,

(x) Vyatireka, (xi) Tulyayogita, (xii) Svabhavokii,
(xiii) Atisayokti, (xiv) Arthapatti, (xv) Samasokti,
(xvi) Samuccaya, (xvii) Arthantaran 1yasa,

(xviii) Visesokti, (ixx) Vibhavana, (xx) Sahokt,
(xxi) Aksepa, (xxii) Smarana,  (xxvi) Udatta,
(xxiv) Visama, (xxviii) Paryayokta, (ixxx) Luptopama,
(xxx) Nidarsana, (xxxi) Samsrst, (xxxii) Unmilita,
(xxxiii) Prasamsa (xxxiv) Preyas, (xxxv) Urjasvi,
(xxxvi) Upacara (xxxvii) Kavyalingam, &
(xxxviii) Yathasarnkhyam,
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3) Natyalankara : (i) Pariva‘da,” (it) Nit, 18 (iii) Asirvacana" &
(iv) Adlu']{gepa20
4) Nayikalankara : (i) Hava, (i) Dipti, * (iii) Audarya, >
(iv) Dhairya,**  (v) Lalita, (vi) Vihrta® and
(vii) V;r']qtaz7
4a) Naiyalaksana: (1) Gugakirlana,zs (i1) P!‘CC/)3,29 (iii) Samsa ya,:m
. (iv) Pré‘ptf,31 (v) Anuna ya,32 (vi) V1’c§ra,33

(vii) Abhipraya® (viii) Tulyatarka> (ix) Viparyaya,
(X) Garhaga®' &  (xi) Prasiddhi’®
5) .fabdagzzna . (i) Madhurya, 39 (i1) Alzdé’ryado & (i) Sukumaratd
6) Arthaguna : (i) Ké‘ntﬂu (ii) Samz?d!zz’,43 (iii) Artha Vyaktl',44
” (iv) Prasadd” & v) S]’ega.“
7) Nayakaguna : (i) Sobha'’
6) Vithyanga: (i) Asatpralapa,*® (i) Trigata® &  (iii) Prapaica’

7) Bhava : () Viida "
8) Rasa : 1) S:}z‘zgérasz &  (ii) Bha yz?naka.ss

Some observations regarding these elements as shown by SNS follow:

1) SNS once locates Prasamsa Alafkara in his commentary in the last verses (

of Act I but it is not found in any work of poetics@der any of the various =} ,

types of Alankara. His words are: “idarh prasamsia namalankaranam
yannayakah — svamanah- — sagarasasilekham — manonitan  preyasim
prasamsaty »** But he also mentions it as a laksana by name Gunakirtana
and quotes its definition from SD. |

2) He mentions Upacara in the second Act. His words are:
“arnglamatanusaram (U nirjive sajivatvaropanat cetanatv’opacar akhyati
(personification fti tadakhyam) alarikarapam 7™ He does not give any
definition of Upacara Alankara which can, however, be included under

Upacaravakraia. 56
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3) SNS mentions Preyas (111.7) and Urjasvi (V.17) Alankaras. He shows
them as Bhavas. They are not found in DR, KP or KXN. The commentator
says. “atra  1ajAall  somavamsiyalvat  candradevatavisayakarati-
pratipadanena preyo’lankaro ratyakhyo bhavas ca vyajate/ AT 1t is well
known that only Dandin considers the group of Rasavad, Preyas & Urjasvi
as Alankaras. Vide his Kavyadarsa (11.275) Ruyy aka alse comsidons Aht

Samy ﬁ/fb“f
SaGaranadm accepts that the poetic Alankaras and the dramatic

Alankaras are different. Alankaras like Upama etc. are employed to beautify

the poem but these Natyalankiras decorate the dramas. They can also,

therefore, be called Alankaras"® SNS mentions four such Natyalankaras viz.
Parivada, Niti, Asirvacana and Adhiksepa in his commentary. About this last

group of dramaturgic elements, the following peculiarities need to be noted.

1. SNS mentions Adb1k56p359 as a Natyalankara but this term 1s not found in
any well-known work of dramaturgy. He does not give any definition of
this term, he only locates it in his commentary. 60

2. Nayikalankaras are of three types: Argaja, Ayatnaja and Svabhavaja.
’Among the seven Nayikalankaras mentioned by SNS Hava belongs to the
Angaja group ; Dipti, Audarya and Dhairya to the Ayatnaja group ; Lalita
and Vihrta are classed as Svabhavika.

3. Among the eight Gw_zas mentioned by SNS, Madhurya, Sukumarata and
Udarata (or Audarya) are 5abdagagas and Kanti, Samadhi, Artha-vyakti
Prasada and Slesa are Arthagunas. He also quotes from Jagannatha’s
Rasaanigadhara the definitions of these Gupas. For example, When he

.comments on III-13 he says : “atra madhuryakhyah sabdagunah //



pa]
yadukiam “samyogaparahrsvatiriktavarnaghatitatve sati prthakpadatvam
madhuryam °~  tatha  capariisavarnaghatitatvat  sukumarati — nama
sabdagunaly/ tatha >atra prasadakhyal arthagunah yadiha pandit’endrah
“ yz?Vad'artbalgapadgg_varﬁpazn’ar[bavai{gab/afi) prasadah/ 1 Here SNS
locates three Gupas in a single place i.e. Madhurya & Sukumdirala are
S’abdagugas and Prasada is an Arthagupa. He quotes the definitions {from
Rasagangadhara, Candraloka etc.

4. The commentator also mentions only one Nzyakaguna called Sobha in

Act 1 but does not give its definition. Here it is used for showing the
valour of king Puriiravas.

5. Once he mentions Vrid7 the thirteenth among the 33 Vyabhicaribhavas as

shown by Bharata.

6. Among Rasas, Spagara is, of course, the principal Rasa, but SNS also
locates Bhayanaka i the beginning of the play in the cries of the”
apsarases. He also mentions melambbas;ﬁgira& in Act II. “arra
vipralambha-srigarapariposinam  vitarkautsukyacintanam — bhavanam
vyajyamanatvad bhavasabalata/”

SNS has also referred to the ancient commentator RN at many places.

(1) In Act II, when he has indicated the place ‘JhuisT’, he says : x x X
pratisthanasya ladakhyanagarasya X X X {aiparyam - vikramasya
rajadhani gangatata-paricumbini babhiiva/ X X X atra hi rajadhanya
gangasalilesv eva svarupadarsana- rupavyaparapralipadanena X X X tatha
ca tasya rajadhani yatrd kulr3pr tirtharajasya prayagasya samipe evasid jti
sicitam/ pratisthanasy'ety’anena bhaver “patana *

prayagapirvatirasthitam (jhiisi) nagaram - it ranganathaly »83
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In the fouth Act also he has marked °pratisthana’ like this:

VP _ o . 64
pratisthanam hi prayagasya pirvatire vartamana vikramarajadhany”

Here it should be noted that SNS has called the king as Vikrama
(vikramarajadhani)! There is nowhere any evidence or support to show
that Puriiravas was also called Vikrama. SNS’s supposition, therefore,
is entirely unwarranted and unsupported. Of course, this is the only
place where he calls Purtiravas as Vikrama. May be this is only an
inadvertent mistake. The word Vikrama, of course, occurs in the title

of the play but it 1s always taken in the sense of “valour.” The title is

f— 33

explained as “vikramena jiia urvasi.” Here vikrama means valour by
which the king had obtained Urvasi by rescuing her from the demon
and is able to retamn her for his lifetime only through his valour mn the
fifth Act.

(1) SNS mentions RN in the context of a single word nibhrtarh (I11.5), RN has
explained: “nibhrtair guptail” but SNS explains “nibhrtair vinitaif”® He
corroborates it from Amarakosa and ‘referé RN’s variant view thus:
“mbhrtavinitaprasritah samah ° ityamarah / raﬁgabé‘tbasta guptair it
Likhati® |

(ii)In the third Act (Verse 6), SNS refers to RN in these words:

“udayagudhasa  sankamaricibhir’ity’atra  ranganathena ‘udayagudha

udayacalena cchannah” itil But he disagrees, saying that if the rays are}

hidden behind the Udaya mountain, how can they dispel the darkness?

“lattavadasamicinam - kutah- guidhdsu maricisu tamonihsarapam
1,66
asambhavam /

SNS  says- (IV.54): “pilrvadisetipady’ asyavataranikayam

<%

 rafganathah” “unmadatisayavasato. nadim samudratvena kalayamstam
ganathah” “ur yavasato. nadii sarm  kalayars
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narttakatvena Va;{;ayati “tygha / ar’eyam cinta yal yadiam saiva nadi ya
13jiia prasadyale yasyastiropakantham upavistas ca sah tam muhuriiantare
samudratvena kalayati lada ko’sau samudrah yam’abhisarantim tam drstva
13ja nlinam iyam nadi n’ orvasit pram}nite{ g:tc.

Here 'what RN’s commentary means is perfectly clear but SNS has
criticised it. He argues: if the king is propitiating his beloved in the form
of the river, then which is the sea to whom she is rushing? He then

explains the verse IV. 54 thus: the king is the lord of Pratisthana. He has
gone out on the outskirts of the city with Urvasi and she is lost. The king

believes the white waters of Garga to be Urvasi converted into river, and

the dark waters of Yamuna at some distance (the colours of the waters of

the two rivers are clearly seen at confluence) as the ocean. Thus, SNS

refers to RN very often. He has accepted RN only at one place in his |

identification of Pratisthana but at other places he generally refers to RN
only to show his mistakes as on pp. 159, 203, 204 & 210.

One Special feature of this commentary is that the commentator not
only quotes from the ancient Indian authorities and commentators but also
quotes from the classical western poets like Milton and Shakespeare. He
has shown his great knowledge of western literature. For example,

udayagudhasasinka-maricibhis tamasi etc (1I1.6) . SNS has explained it

with so many references.

“anglesvapyetanmanyate yat bhagavan sitarasmih parvatantarito
bhavati / yathah tatra bhavan milton (Milton) panditah :-

“ The sun to me is dark
And silent is the moon
When she deserts the night

* I3 3 £2] 67
Hid in her vacant interlunar cave /

N
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SNS says: “etadeva —“gurvapi hi virahaduhkham asabandhaf
sadaiva sadayat/ “evam eva kiyal sundaram  abhihitam
sekspiyaramahakavina\

“Hope is a lover’s staff, walk hence with that and manage it
against despairing thoughts.” 68

He .ZjﬂSO“ quotes from the modem Indian poet Ravindranath
Tagore. In the third Act, when Urvasi goes to her lover in the dress on
an Abhisarika she asks Citralekha to look at herself:

“sakhi! rocate te me yam muktabharana-bhusito nilamsuka-
parigraho’ bhisarikavesaly”

At this pomnt SNS remarks: kavindraih srimadravindranatha-
thakkura mahodayair abhisarikavarnane samyag idarm bhanitam yat —

“When I go alone at night to my love-tryst, birds do not sing, the wind
does not stir, the houses on both sides of the street stand silent .... it is
the jewel at my breast that shines and gives light. I do not know how to
hide it.” *

SNS comments on the musical technical terms as he accepts the
larger version of the text in which the Prakrit stanzas are included in

the fourth Act. He has also called Vik a Trotaka. He almost follows the

earlier commentator RN for these technical terms and their definitions.
He has, perhaps, nothing new to add to or differ from RN in this

matter.
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MUSICAL TABLE

MUSICAL
ELEMENTS

RN

Kon

SNS

REMARKS

Aksiptika

Kon calls Pravesiki Aksiptika

Dvipadika

Kon does not mention Dvipadikd

Jambhalika

Khandadhara

Carcari

Teni

Bhinnaka

" | Khandaka

LS SN € I 4 I S B o

Carcarikd

Khuraka

Kon does not mention Carcarikd

Valantiks

LS S

Vamaka

Kon does not mention Viamaka

Kakubha

Kuulika

Mallaghatt

Ardhadvicaturasraka

< € < K™

Caturasraka

Kon does not mention Caturasraka

Kulika (Kutilika?)

AR Y R S R S S S S S S S LSS IR SR S B SR SRR S

LS Qi

< < <« o« o« <)< o« o« <] <] < « € <] «f «f €

Mandaghati
(Mallaghat)

Khandika

Kon does not mention Khandika

Galitaka

Kon does not mention Galitaka

It must be accepted that SNS is more complete in his commentary than

any other ancient or modern commentator of Vik. He has shown his profound

knowledge of grammar, metre, figure of-speech and other dramatic technical

details in his commentary. Particularly the. Nagyalankaras, Né’yzkg‘!aﬁké‘ras,

Gunas, Rasas are not mentioned by any other commentator earlier than him.

He also shows the development of the play into three-fold analysis of the

dramatic structure i.e. Arthaprakriis, Karyavasthas and five Samdhis with

their 54 Sarmdhyangas employed in the construction of the whole play. SNS

“Jocates them very clearly and - quotes their definitions from .yarious
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dramaturgical works like NS, SD, DR etc. In this aspect he appears to follow

the ancient commentator KV rather closely. SNS also reflects the musical
terms which are employed in the Prakrit verses in the fourth Act of the play.
Here he follows RN and generally respects his opinion. The most individual
aspect and characteristic of this commentary is that no one else refers to the
western poets like Milton, Shakespeare etc. and even the modern Indian poet
Ravindranath Tagore. Besides these, he has quoted from some uncommon

sources like Suryasiddhanta, Daksamba, Vacanatripurari etc. We can,

therefore, say that as a commentator he is the most comprehensive and

extensive and in many respect the best among the commentators of Vik.
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SECTION - VIi
RAMACHANDRA MISHRA’S PRAKASA

A. Personal Information about Ramachandra Mishra :

Pandit Sri Ramacandra Misra (RCM) is one of the modern
commentators who has written a Sanskrit-Hindl commentary on Vik called
Prakisa. He has given information about his ancestors and himself under the
title Prakasa kaﬂurvazﬂsbparicaya(zl at the end of the book, and also in the

colophon of his commentary. He belonged to the Maithila Bhusura family of
the village Pakdi, (District Muzaffarpur). He was born in Saka year 1834 i.e.

1912 A.D. His father’s name was Madhusudana Misra and his Mother's name
was Jayamani. His grand father's name was Sri Chitana Sarma & great grand-
father’s name was Kanhai Misra. When he was only 8 years old his father
died (1920 A.D.). From that period he was brought up in his maternal uncle’s
house. He learned well Sanskrit language from his preceptor Pandit Jhirigura
Sarma. He shows deep gratefulness for his maternal uncle $ri Sriniatha. One
Isvaranatha was his fellow-desciple. RCM earned the degrees of Acarya in
Sahitya from Sri Kisori Sarma and Acarya in Philosophy from Sri Jatesvara.
When he composed this commentary on Vik around 1953 A.D., he was a
Professor of Vedanta philosophy in Dharma Samaj Sanskrit College,
Muzaffarpur, U.P.. Later on, he became a Professor of Sahitya in the Royal
Sanskrit College, Ranchi, Bihar around 1955 A.D. At that time he was well
known as ‘Maithila Pandita’ Still later he became the Professor & Head of
the Department of Literature in Kame§vara Singh Darabhanga University,

'Darabhang3; Bihar, He had also earned the title 'Viplavacaspati.” ‘ 2

-
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B ~Works of Ramachandra :
RCM composed Samskrta Sahityetihasa and Tarukatha. He has

commented on many types of Drsyakavyas like Campil, Nataka, Natika,

Trotaka etc. and some works on poetics. He has commented on
Campuramayanam, Campiibharatam, Nilakantha-vijayam dramas like
.Anargharaghavam, Abhisekanatakani, Mahaviracaritam, Vikramorvasiyam
(Trotaka), Privadarsika (Natika), etc. He has commentedﬂ on Dandin’s
Kavyadarsa. He has also edited Amrtodayam of S$ti Gokulanatha Maithila,
etc. He names many of his commentaries as Prakasa like Campabharatam,
Campiramayanam, Nilakanthavijayam, Anargharaghavam, Vikramorvasi-
yam, Priyadarsika etc.

C : Rimacandra’s Prakasa :

RCM’s Sanskrit-Hindi commentary on Vik is also called Prakasa. ‘He
‘mentions in the preface : “atb’eda@ upakramyate prakasayjtum ‘prakasa’
samanvitam vikramorvasiyam nama lrotakam / asya racayituh paricayam
sahityikam gauravamanyafica jiiatavyam agre rasirabhasayam likhitam asfiti
lala eva jAatavyam/” % This commentary was published by the Chowkhamba

Sanskrit Series Office, Benaras in 1953 A.D. The author accepts the larger

version of the text of the play. He, therefore, calls it a 7rotaka and gives its

definition. He, of course, mentions the earlier commentators like KV, RN,

Taranatha, M.R. Kale and SNS. “vikramorvasiyatrotokasyanekas [ikah
‘prathante 1- kdtayavemakrti, 2- rariganathakr(a;, 3-taranathakrta, 4- kale
mahasayakrta, 5- surendranatha sastrikrta ca l” 4

We have shown before that Taranatha perhaps is not a commentator of

Vik and the commentary on Vik is written by his son PJV. RCM also quotes

¢
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from all the earlier commentaries except Taranatha. Is it possible that he had
only heard about Taranatha’s commentary, but it was not available to him?

RCM’s commentary is almost like notes. It gives word to word

meaning. He shows grammatical formations of the title of the play Vik thus:
vikramorvasiyam = VH{rame@ labdha urvast vikramorvasi madhyapadalopi
samasafi/ tam adhikrtya krtam vikramorvasiyam, ‘adhikrtya kite granthe’ iti
chah P Thus, he dissolves compounds systematically and generally quotes

satras from Panini. He also explains many grammatical points with relevant

sutras from Panini. e.g. Priyasulirde = priyamilraya, atra ‘caturthi
casisyayusyamadra bhadrakusalasukharthahitaih’ iti caturthi/ 6
In the second Act RCM explains the king's capital city Pratisthana and

quotes  from  Sruti and  Smyti.  “kalindjpayasa — militatvena
satisayapavitratakaresu / pratisthanasya nagarasya / bhagirathya yamuna
sangamavisesapavanesu X X X yamund sangata-ganga-jalasya savisesa-
pavanatve srutih - ‘sitasite saritau yalra sangate tatraplutaso viyadutpatanti’
iti / ye vaji tanva visgjanti dhiraste vaijana amyrtatvam bhajante, iti ca /
smyrtirapy’aha- ‘'ya gatir yogayuktasya tattvajiiasya zﬁaajgipa[: / s gatis
tyajatah pranan gangdyamungsangame’ / iti V4

ganga-yamuna-sangame svam avalokayatah pratisthanasyetyanena
‘fhusi’ namakam sampratikam nagaram eva lada puriiravaso nagaram asid iti
kathayanti lokah/”

At another place, he compares the two ancient commentators RN and

KV on a single point. He says : “kamalanaliyamanaih = tvadartham

uttamyato’sya rajio gadhavirahotkanthayd parimlanaih krsais cangais
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tvadvisayanurago’'naksaram ukta ev’eti vrtha tadarthd tava vicikits’eti bhavaj
/ ‘mlanakamalanalopamair angaifi, iti patho ranganathasya,sa c’atispastal /
kalayavemas tu ‘kamalanalayamanail’ity’asya 1(31_1;‘31(1'13))‘ ity’artham
varpayati, lafica kantakodayain rajahrda ya&thorvas?snebapmmﬁ- pakam
manyate/ 8 4
RCM mentions the dramatic elements like Arthaprakrtis and
Karyavasthas with the stages of love of the hero and the heroine. He mentions
five Samdhis with their twenty-eight angas throughtout the commentary. The
Samdhyangas are given here in below according to their Sarmdhis.
l. Mukha Samdhi : [(1) Upaksepa, (ii) Parinyasa, and (iii) Prapti] Act-1
2. Pratimukha Samdhi : [(1) Vilasa, (i1) Parisarpa, (iii) Tdpana, (iv) Lekha
("), (v) Upanyasa, (vi) Pugpa, (vii)) Narma, (viii)) Pragamana, (iX)
Narmadyuti and (X) Paryupasana.] Act - 11
3. Garbha Samdhi : [(1) Anumana, (i) Abhifizharana, (iii) Marga, (iv)
Udahyti, (v) Sambhrama, (vi) Krama and (vii) Aksepa] Act - 11
4. Vimarsa Samdhi: [(I) Virodhana) Act-IV
5. Nirvahana Samdhi : [(1) Samdhi, (ii) Vibodha, (iii) Grathana, (iv)
Upagithana, (v) Samaya (vi) Ananda and (vii) Prasasti} Act -V |
In this context RVCM has shown five Samdhis as employed aéﬁwise, 1e.

one in each Act, which isnot shown by any of the previous commentators like

Kale, SNS etc. Actually, he has identified four Sariadhis only. In the fourth
Act he only locates the fourth stage of Karya i.e. M’yatéptzg but strangely fails
to mention the fourth Samdhi Vimarsa. Again, he mentions only one arga of

this Sariidhi called Virodhana. Perhaps he does not feel like giving enough
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attention to this aspect of the fourth Act in this commentary as he has paid
more attention in this Act to showing and defining the musical technical

terms. He usually quotes the definitions of these Samdhyangas from NS, SD,

DR, NLR etc. but often does not mention the source as they are very
common. He has, however, followed the ancient commentator KV on this
point rather closely. He often quotes KV's views also. For example, the
definitions of Narmadyuti, Virodhana, Vibodha and Grathana are quoted
from KV with a clear mention of his name. At one place when he mentions
Aksepa, an anga of the Garbha Samdhi, he almost reproduces KV but does
not mention his name.

RCM also mentions Lekha as an anga of Pratimukha Samdhi and
follows Kale. Actually, Lekha is a Sarmdhyantara mentioned in RS. He
mentions Prasasti, an anga of the Nirvahana Samdhi and quotes its definition

without source. This definition, however, is not found in any standard work
of dramaturgy.

RCM has recorded sixteen metres throughout his commentary. They
are :

(1) Sardalavikeidita — (2) Aryal Aryabheda (3)  Vasantatilaka

(4) Vamsastha (occurs 4 times, out of which 3 times it is called Variréasthavils. pp.14, 20, 153 &201)

(5) Mandakranta (6) Upajari (7)  Aupacchandasika
(8) Malini (9) Drutavilambita ~ (10) Prthvi

(11) Malabharini (12) Aparavakira (13) Puspitagra

(14) Sikharini (15) Magjubbasini & (16) Harini

He has also shown some Alankaras. They are :

(1) Upama/ Purnopama! Malopama, (2) Ullekha,
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3) Udatta, (4) Drstanta, (5)  Pratipa,

(6) Vinokti, (7) Utpreksa, (8) Samuccaya,
(9) Arthantarnydsa, (10) Parikara, (1 Slle:ca,

(12) Samdeha & (13) Ausayokti

RCM mentions Sankardlankara only at two places. First one is
employed in the verses ‘asyal sargavidhau prajapatir’abhuccandro’ etc. (1.8)
where he calls it Atisayokti Alankara according to SD and then Suddha-
sandeahalankara according to KP. “afra nardyapnamunau nirmana-
sambandhe’py’asambandhabhidhanad atisayoktir iti sahityadarpanah /
atr'anyasya nirmana-karttrtve  drdha-niscay’abhavad eva  parardhena
prajapater  nirmapa-kartirtvavyavittir  api . sandigdharveti  suddha-
sandehalankaro’tr’eti kavyaprakasah | tena ca suddhasandehatisayoktyor
ekasrayanupravesarupalh sankaro’trdlankarah /" The second Saskara-
lankara 1s employed by RCM in the verse ‘na tatha nandayisi mam sakhya
etc. (I1.15). Here Upama and Vinokti Alankaras are observed. He quotes the
definition of Vinok#i from Panditaraja Jagannatha. In his own words:
“upamam aha - sangame prayagabhidhane ganga-yamunayoh sangamasthale
pﬁrvgdrsgé prathamama avalokita yamuna kalindi pascat gangaya vina drsta
salf yathZ na nandayati nayanam harati / yatha prayagabhidhe
gangayamunayoh sangamasthale gangaya saha viloKyamana yamuna
nayanam harati na tétb;? pascat gangaya virahita sati drsyamana, tadvat tvam
api pran mama sakhyorvasya saha drsta yavatim Gptim akaror na tavatim

adhunZ taya vina drsyamana karositi bhavah / atr’ opamavinoktyoh sankarah /



P A

# ¢
¢ 229
4«’/’/’/‘&"/3

‘vinoktir yadvina’'nyena nasadhvanyad asadhu va' iti hi vinoktilaksanam,
'vinarthasambandha eva vinoktir iti ca panditarajah/" u

Even beyond these, he has recorded some poetic terms in his
commentary. He mentions one Nayikalankara called D]Jaflya,u one
Natyalankara called V1'1qm,l3one Vithyanga called Trigéta,14 one rasa called
Vipralambhasrgara. 5 Once he quotes from Bharata the definition of
Sattvikabhava. His words are:  “stambhah  pralayaromaiicau svedo

vaivarnyavepathil / asruvaisvaryam ity’astau stambho’smin niskrivangatz /
[ §1 SKITyang.

pralayo nastasamjfiatvarm Sesah suvyaktalaksanah’ iti/ »16

RCM has mentioned the classical musical terms in the fourth Act of

the play as he follows the larger version of the text. He almost follows the

ancient commentator RN in this aspect. He shows Aksiptika, a dhruva in the

dialogue between Citralekha and Sahajanya in the beginning of the fourth

Act. He also calls it as a Gatha or Arya metre (“arya gath’eti sabdantaram’)
and quotes its /aksana thus :

“vasyah pade prathame dvadasamairastatha triiye’pi/
astadasa dvitiye caturthake paficadasa sa”’ rya/ AT
He also mentions the musical songs like Dvipadika, Jambhalika,

Khandadhara, Carcari; Khandaka, Carcarika, Kulika, Mandaghati, Khandika
(git)) and Bhinnaka, Valantika, Kakubha (raga). He mentions Khuraka (nrtya
/ geya) ; Tena (mangala) ; Vamaka, Ardhadvicaturasraka and Caturasraka
(samsthana) ; and Kutilika (natya). He does not mention Mallaghatf in his

commentary.

He quotes from some uncommon sources which are not quoted by the

previous commentators viz. Nz?_tyapmab‘pa.ls Na]odayaw, Sabodbz}zﬂfé‘ram,
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B]zzzvanakosazx, Vamanasutra~,  Kaiyala-bhasya-1ika", Vazdyakau,
25 o 26 .27 28 29
Rabhasa™, Bhanu Diksita™, Sabdabhedaprakasa™ , Sudhakara™ , and Rava

These are the sources which are not commonly quoted by commentators.

Some like Vaidyaka, Rabhasa, Rava etc. are hardly even known. We must

observe the simple fact that he does not show any new or uncommon insight
in this play. He has read almost all the ancient classical and modem
commentaries which were before him and has follows them in this or that
aspect or part of his commentary. RCM is more like an easy notes-writer than
a commentator. This was only to be expected since he was preparing a text-
book of Vik to be printed and circulated among and used by the students
studying the play through the medium of Sanskrit language.
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SECTION-VIII
' VINDHYESHWRI PRASAD’S VINODA

A: Personal Information about Vindhyeshari Prasad Mishra:
Dr. Vindhyeshwari Prasad Mishra (VPM) is the latest modern

commentator of Vik. He has adopted an allonym ‘ Vinaya’ which he mentions

on the inner title page, in the colophons of the first and fifth Acts of the
commentary and in the ‘7ika k7 upasamhre’ which is appended to the

commentary. In the upasambrti, he provides personal information about

himself. He also gave some more information about himself in his personal
letter to this writer. Accordingly, he was born on 18" March 1956 A.D. His
father’s name is Pandita Umadatta Mishra. He was a teacher, a leader of his
community and respected by leamed people. He was the inhabitant of the
village called Pahara, in the district of Chatarpur, south of ‘Banda’ region in
M.P. This village belonged to the Bundela area and was situated on the bank
of the river called Suktimati. The author has only one brother, younger to him
and Vinod by name. The commentary is named after him.

VPM passed S.S.C. and H.S.C. from Madhyapradesh Education Board,
Bhopal in 1970 and 1972 respectively. He passed B.A. from Avadhesh Pratap
Singh University, Riva, M.P. in 1975, then he earmned M.A. (Samskrta

Sahitya) and Ph. D. (Topic: Srimadbhagavat me Krspakatha) degrees from
Benaras Hindu University in 1978 and 1982 respectively. His post-doctoral
research at Sagar was on ‘Manuscripts of Nafyasasira.’ He was appointed as a

lecturer in the Department of Sanskrit in Dr. Hari Singh Gaur University,
Sagar, M.P. (1983-84). Then he became a U.G.C. Research Associate in that
University (1984-85). His commentary on Vik is a work of this period. He

mentions the date of its completion as on Monday, Asvin Krsna, eighth day
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of V.S. 2038! He was a lecturer in the Government College of Panna, M.P.
(1985-86). From 1986 onwards he became a lecturer (senior scale) in the
Sanskrit Department, Vikram University, Ujjain. He has written many articles
on Sanskrit works and read papers in seminars and conferences. He won
prizes for his essays, poems etc. He has also presents programmes on All-
India Radio and Televisi(;n. He is now also a popular exponent of

Srimadbhagavatapurapam. He carries on weekly discussions on Bhagavata-
philosophy, and gives popular expositions and conducts Safftras on
Bhagavata. Three of the four Ph. D. studies guided by him are on topics
related to Bhagavata, the fourth is on Vallabha philosophy. His commentary *
Vinoda’ on Vik is perhaps his first publication.

B: The commentary Vinoda:

VPM calls his commentary ‘ Vinoda’ (after his brother’s name) which is

wriiten in Sanskrit and Hindi languages. It is first published by Krishnadas
Academy, Varanasi in 1984 A.D. He follows the style of the first Sanskrit-

Hindi commentary of Asananda Varman. He gives construe (anvaya) of
verses, commentary (vyakhya) and import (bhavartha) of the text. In the
benedictory verses, he praises lord Ganesa and the subtle speech. He accepts
the larger vc;rsion of the text as do RN, Kon, ACV, PJV, MB, Asananda, S.N.
Shastri and RCM. He agrees with the opinion that the word vikramalarikara
suggests king Vikrama being his patron, i.e. vikramalankara =
pardkramasyabharanam, vinamratayaiva pardkramah sobhata iti bhavah / atra
vikramalanikara iti sabdena mahakavingd svasrayadaiuh vikramadityasya

sariketena namagrahanamapi nirvyudham’ iti kecit /” 2
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At one place, while comparing the views of RN and KV he repeats the
text of RCM verbatimi® that the name of RCM is mentioned here seems only

on inadvertent slip, since at other three places, he clearly mentions his name

(pp. 58, 184 & 190). He mostly quotes from RN’s commentary (seventeen

times), but also twice from KV and once from Kale. He gives word to word

-meaning and quotes the relevant portions from numerous sources. He shows

four Samdhis and their fifteen Samdhyargas throughout his commentary.

They are as follows:

1. Mukha Samndhi : (1) Vidhana

2. Pratimukha Samdhi: (i) Parisarpa, (ii) 7apana, (iii) Lekha
(iv) Puspa, (v) Narmadyuti, (vi) Narma &

(vii) Paryupasana.

3. Garbha Samdhi - (i) Anumana, (i) Marga &
(iii) Abhiutaharana
4. Nirvahapa Samdhi: (i) Upagithana (i) Samaya (iii) Ananda

& (iv) Kavyasamhara.

VPM does not mention Vimarsa Samdhi any of its Samdhyarigas in his
commentary. He calls Lekha as a Saa}dbyaziga_ like his predecessor Kale,
RCM etc. He quotes the definitions of these Samdhyarigas from DR and SD.

Beyond these, he mentions nineteen metres with their definitions viz.

(1) Anustup/ Sloka, (2) Aparavakira, (3) Arya/ Aryabheda,

(4) Upajati, (5) Prthvi, (6) Drutavilambita,

(7) Puspitagra, (8) Praharsini, (9) Aupacchandasika,

(10) MadjubhasinF, (11) Mandakrantz, (12) Malini,

(13) Malabharini, (14) Vasantatilaka, (15) Haripi.
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(16) Viyogini, (17) Sarditlavikridita, — (18) Sikharini, &
(19) Vamsasthavilal Vamsastha.

He also mentions the following A/arikaras in his commentary:

(1) Arthantaranyasa, (2) Anuprasa, (3) Anumana,
(4) Aksepa, (5) Utpreksa, (6) Smarana,
(7) Kavyalinga, (8) Tulyayogita, (9) Drstanta,
(10) Paryayokia, (11) Paripama, (12) Preyas,
(13) Yathasamkhya, (14) Yamaka, (15) Rupaka,
(16) Vikrama, (17) Vibhavana, (18) Visesoki,
(19) Vyatireka, (20) Slesa, (21) Samdasokti,
(22) Samuccaya, (23) Sasamdeha, (24) Samkara,
(25) Samdeha, (26) Sc;m'::sps,ti &

(27) Upamdal Purnopamal Malopama,

VPM mentions some other poetic terms in his commentary like
Asirvacana’ (Natyalatikara), Mé‘dburya,s Saukume?ryaf Prasada’
(Kavyaguna), Tn;gatas (Vithyariga) and two rasas, Viz. W’pralambb39 and
Vatsala® He also indicates one variant reading iﬁ his commentary:
“alpabharanabhusitah = svalpalarikarah / atra ‘muktabharanabhusitah’ iti va
pathab/ ™

In the fourth Act of the play, he identifies some musical terms. They
are. Jambhalika, Khandadhara, Carcari, Khandaka and Khandika (gitivisesa) ;

Bhinnaka, Valantika, Kakubha, (ragavisesa) ; Dvipadika (padadvayam
calitva) ; Khuraka (nrtyavisesa/geyavisesa); Kutilika and Mallaghati
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(natyavisesa); Ardhadvicaturasraka and Calurasraka (natyasamsthana); and
Tena (marngalartham aksaradvayam).
Though VPM explains grammatical formations of words, reveals the

imports of verses, identifies technical terms and aspects and quotes from

numerous authorities, there i1s neither any new information nor any unnoted

reference to be noted. But with so many commentators with their richly
learned and exhaustive commentaries going before him, this was only to be

expected and natural.
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