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PREFACE 

This is the first volume of the Series The Contribution of Women 
to Sanskrit Literature—a critical edition of the Viddha-Salabhaiijika 
of Rajasekhara and its two commentaries, viz. (1) the Prana-prati-
§tha of Ghanasyama and (2) the Camatkara-tarangini of Sundari and 
Kamala. Unfortunately, owing to many preoccupations of the press 
as well as of myself, much delay has been involved and six other 
volumes of this series have already been published earlier than 
this. In the meantime numerous enquiries have been made regard-
ing this volume and I only hope that the present volume too wi l l 
please the readers just the same as the other volumes did. 

A critical edition of the Viddha-alabhaiijika of Raja­
sekhara, the celebrated author of the Karpiira-maiijari and the 
Kavya-mimamsa, is a long-felt desideratum. Of the three editions 
of the work, two, viz. the Benares and Calcutta editions possess 
no critical value ; the Benares edition is prepared from a single 
manuscript and the Calcutta edition is a mere reproduction of 
the same in a different size. And though the third one, viz. the 
Poona edition of Arte, is prepared from four manuscripts in addition 
to the previous two editions, it is not at all a critical edition, as the 
MSS. in question are more or less alike and the readings too are* 
very carelessly chosen. Further, the two commentaries, the Prana-
pratistha of Ghanasyama and the Camatkara-tarangini of Sundari 
and Kamala are published here for the first time. The Camatkara-
tarangini is a work of intrinsic merit, apart from the additional 
value it possesses as a contribution of women. The introductory 
verses show that Sundari and Kamala were endowed with great poetic 
abilities and the commentary throws a flood of l ight upon the vast 
knowledge of its composers about the technique of Sanskrit drama­
tical Literature and Sanskrit Lexicography. 

The importance of Rajasekhara as a Prakrta author and other 
relevant topics about him, a detailed study about Ghanasyama, the 
place of the Viddha-salabhanjika in Sanskrit Dramatical Literature 
and similar other topics could not be dealt with here on account of 
pnper shortage. Variant readings of the MSS. of the Viddha-sala-
bhafijika really .constitute a booklet and could not, therefore, be 
inserted here. A l l these, the critical Apparatus as well as the 
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General Index w i l l be published in a second volume as soon as 
possible. 

As the present volume is published as the first volume of the Series 
The Contr ibut ion of Women to Sanskrit Li tera ture , we are main ly 
concerned here w i t h Sundari and Kamala. Therefore, the readings 
that they chose have been included in the Text , though it is obvious 
that they are not always the best; s t i l l , for a c r i t i ca l study of 
Sundari and Kamala , they have to be chosen ; as a consequence, I 
have inserted in footnotes only those readings that are relevant to 
the Text thus reconstructed by me on the basis of the commentary 
Camatkara-tarangini. Four MSS. of the Viddha-salabhanjika have 
been consulted. The references in the commentaries, copious though 
they are, have mostly been traced to their sources. Vernacular 
words also used therein have been checked and verified as to the i r 
current use and subsequent changes in meaning, if any. 

I take this oppor tuni ty of extending my cordial thanks to the 
authorities of Tanjore Maharaj Serfoji 's Sarasvati Mahal L ib ra ry 
for offering me every fac i l i ty to ut i l ise the materials at their disposal, 
and par t icu lar ly , for thei r very prompt replies to my numerous enqui­
ries. Prof . P. K. Gode of Bhandarkar Oriental Research Ins t i tu te , 
w i t h his usual courtesy, twice sent me the MSS. of the Viddha-sala-
bhanjika his Ins t i tu te possesses and thus has l a id me under deep 
obl igat ion. Thanks are also due to D r . Nihar Ranjan Ray, L i ­
brarian, Calcutta Univers i ty , and his staff for their un fa i l i ng 
assistance whenever sought. Dr . H. N. Randle, L ib ra r i an of the 
I n d i a Office L i b r a r y , encouraged me by sending by air m a i l the 
Ind i a Office copy of Arte ' s edition of the Viddha-6alabhanjika which 
happens to bear a manuscript value now and is, real ly , not traceable 
in the Oriental Libraries in I n d i a . 

I am much indebted to Dr . N. N. Law, M. A . , Ph. D. , for k indly 
inc lud ing this volume in his well-known Calcutta Oriental Series. 

Presidency College, J. B. C. 
Calcutta, 

1943. 



INTRODUCTION 

Dramatis Personcz. 

Males. 

The Stage-manager. Vidyadharamalla (the hero), k ing of 
Karpuravarsa. Bhagurayana, prime minister of Vidyadharamalla. 
Carayana, buffoon of Vidyadharamalla. Haradasa, a pupi l of 
Bhagurayana. Kurangaka, a messenger from Vatsa, General of 
Vidyadharamalla. A messenger from Candravarman, k ing of Lata . 
A man-servant of Madanavati , the queen. 

Females. 

Madanavati, queen of Vidyadharamalla, and niece of Candra­
varman, k ing of Lata- Mrgankavall , (the heroine), daughter of 
Candravarman, k ing of Lata, and Haralata. Kuvalayamala, 
daughter of Candamahasena, k ing of Kuntala . Pi i igal ika, wife of 
Carayana, the buffoon. Mekhala. Vicaksana. Sulaksana. Tarangika. 
Kurangika. Harayasthi. Kalakanthl . Vasantalata. Mangalika, Kama-
kel i . Mrgankalekha. BakulavatI, Parabhrtika. Kalpalata. Po r t r e s s -
Ladies-in-waiting on Queen Madanavati. 

S U M M A R Y 

Vidyadharamalla, the k ing of Karpiiravarsa, was a mighty 
monarch. But Bhagurayana, his devoted and very shrewd prime-
minister, wishing to make his master s t i l l might ier , made plans to 
get h im married to Mrgankaval i , the only daughter of the great 
king Candravarman of Lata, the maternal uncle of Madanavati, 
the queen of Vidyadharamalla. Now, Candravarman had no son, 
and so he always attired his daughter Mrgankavali in men's clothes 
and let her pass as a son, named Mrgankavarman. But Bhagurayana 
came to know the real state of affairs through trusty spies, and in 
order that K i n g Vidyadharamalla and Mrgankaval i might fa l l in 

1. The name "Viddha-salabhanjika" rests on a slight incident in the play 
(cf. the name Mrc-chakatika). In the first act, the Vidusaka sees a 'statue on a 
pillar, ' the 'pierced and movable statue', i.e. the statue (salabbanjika) was 
pierced (viddha) so that it could be securely fixed on the pillar. Vide Narayanans 
gloss "Avasthana-sthale viddha". This statue plays but a minor part in the 
drama. 
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love w i t h each other, he at once brought Mrgai ikaval i to the court 
of Vidyadharamalla . None came to know that Mrgankaval i was 
really a woman, not even the queen Madanavati herself, but every 
one unsuspectingly took her to be Mrgankavarman, the son of the 
queen's maternal uncle. Madanavati , however, in fun , often dressed 
her cousin Mrgankavarman (really Mrgaiikavali) in women's clothes, 
thereby unconsciously helping the prime-minister Bhagurayana 
who natura l ly wanted the k ing to meet Mrgai ikaval i as a woman. 

After having thus brought Mrgai ikaval i to the King ' s Court, 
the indefatigable Bhagurayana began to make arrangements for 
a meeting between the two. W i t h this end in view, he first took 
his p u p i l Haradasa in confidence, and through his help, had a special 
sleeping chamber erected for the K i n g , the columns of which were 
perforated by ski l ful workmen, and also a special picture gallery 
w i t h crystal-walls on the pleasure mount. Then Bhagurayana 
approached Vicaksana, one of the ladies-in-waiting on the queen, 
and asked her help in this project. No th ing loathe, Vicaksana, as 
instructed by Haradasa, approached Mrgankaval i and told her that 
Madana, God of Love, himself would come and rest in that newly 
erected sleeping-chamber, and that if Mrgankaval i wanted a lover 
l ike Madana, she should go there and put her own pearl nacklace 
on his neck. Accordingly, Mrgankaval i entered the chamber 
through the passages in the columns and put her necklace on the 
neck of the K i n g Vidyadharamal la who was sleeping there. The 
K i n g , on waking up, saw her there, but thought that it was only a 
dream. The next morning, as anticipated by Bhagurayana, found 
the k i n g in an intensely love-lorn condition for the maiden seen in 
the dream. That very day, however, he was destined to see her 
actually, and recognised her in the garden swinging in a swing. 
He, then, went to the picture gallery and saw her pictures on the 
walls, which Mrgankava l i herself had painted at the instance of 
Vicaksana. Further , he found a beaut i ful statue of her, also 
constructed by herself, in front of which a l ine of love-poem 
composed by her, in reference to the K i n g himself, was engraved. 
F i n a l l y , the K i n g saw Mrgai ikaval i in person as she was s i t t ing on 
the other side of the crystal-wall of the gallery, (needless to say, at 
the inst igat ion of the clever Vicaksana) and was thereby p la in ly 
visible to the K i n g from this side. Later on, the K i n g met her once 
more while she was engaged in p lay ing at ba l l ; hastening to meet 
her, he found again a love-poem wr i t t en by his lady-love herself in 
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reference to h i m . This series of meetings, cleverly arranged by 
Vieaksana, produced the desired results, and the hero and the 
heroine fe l l over head and ears in love. 

Not satisfied w i t h mere meetings, Vieaksana planned to let the 
K i n g himself hear Mrgankaval i ' s protestations of love for h i m . 
Accordingly, when w i t h the hope of meeting her, the K i n g came 
near the court-yard where Mrgankaval i was p lay ing at ba l l but could 
not find her there, and sat down on the verandah, Vieaksana brought 
Mrgankaval i on the other side of the wa l l and made her talk through 
the hole in a column, so that the K i n g migh t hear her d i rect ly . 
Fur ther , Vieaksana also promised to carry her message of love to the 
K i n g himself. Then, again, when the K i n g was roaming in the royal 
garden on a moon-lit n igh t , he found again the love-poem on a palm-
leaf and then, further, overheard Mrgankaval i confiding to Vieaksana 
her great love for the K i n g , and then the consequent torments she 
was undergoing at her separation from h i m . Emboldened at this, 
the K i n g approached her, declared his equally great love for her and 
put his own pearl-necklace on her neck. 

Thus everything came to pass as the shrewd prime-minister had 
planned. The only t h i n g that remained was a formal marriage be­
tween the K i n g and Mrgankavali . Through an irony of fate, it was 
the queen Madanavati herself who arranged and brought about this 
marriage wi thout the intervention of the prime-minister. How this 
miracle came to pass is as follows : — 

Before the K i n g Vidyadharamal la saw Mrgankaval i in his sleep­
ing-chamber and fe l l in love w i t h her, he was in love w i t h Kuva­
layamala, whom he met whi le she was coming from bathing at the 
r iver Narmada. Kuvalayamala was the daughter of Candamahasena, 
K i n g of Kunta la , who had lost his kingdom and had taken refuge in 
the court of Vidyadharamalla . The queen Madanavati , on coming 
to know this , planned to k i l l two birds w i t h one stone, i.e. to take 
Kuvalayamala out of the reach of the K i n g to please her maternal 
uncle by mar ry ing his son to a princess ; and marr ied Kuvalaya­
mala to her cousin Mrgankavarman (really, Mrgankaval i ). Simulta­
neously the queen in fun, arranged a mock-marriage for Carayana, 
the buffoon. Accordingly , she dressed a man-servant as a woman 
and marr ied her to Carayana w i t h due eclat. 

When Carayana found out the real state of affairs he was very 
angry and planned to take revenge on Mekhala, one of the queen's 
ladies-in-wait ing, who had played a prominent part in the mock-
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marriage ceremonies. Hence he approached the K i n g for his help, 
and the S i n g summoned Suiak$ana, another lady- in-wai t ing and told 
her in confidence what to do. Accordingly, Sulak§ana climbed up a 
tree towards n i g h t f a l l and in a nasal twang said to Mekhala, who 
was wa lk ing below in the garden, that she (Mekhala) would die on 
the evening of the full-moon of the month of Vaisakha. Trembl ing 
w i t h fear, Mekhala prayed for being to ld of a means whereby this 
terr ible disaster could be averted. Therefore, Sulaksana told her, 
according to instructions, that if Mekhala would pay homage to a 
Br&hmana versed in the Gandharva-veda, f a l l at his feet and'pass 
through his legs, then alone she could survive. Mekhala went home 
and tearfully reported the inc ident to the queen, who personally 
took her to the K i n g for advice. Then, in accordance w i t h Carayana's 
scheme, the K i n g advised Mekhala to pay homage to Carayana, who 
wae a Brahmana and well-versed in the Gandharva-Veda too. Out of 
fear for her l i f e , Mekhala d id so, f e l l at the feet of Carayana asking 
for meroy, and passed between his feet. Overjoyed at the success 
of his scheme and at the humi l i a t i on of Mekhala, Carayana laughed 
aloud and taunt ingly revealed the t r i ck to which she had been 
subjected out of his desire for revenge. 

Enraged at this most h u m i l i a t i n g t r i ck to which Mekhala had 
been rendered a v i c t i m , Queen Madanavati planned to be avenged, 
in her t u r n , on the K i n g , whom she spotted at once as Carayana's 
accomplice. Accordingly she dressed her cousin Mrgankavarman 
whom she had unsuspectingly taken to be a man a l l along, in a 
woman's clothes, and sent words to the K i n g through Vicaksana 
t ha t Mrgankaval i , the dear sister of Mrgankavarman, had come to 
v i s i t her brother, and that she being the daughter of a migh ty 
monarch, the queen wanted her to be married to the K i n g himself. 
Overjoyed at this unexpected t u r n of events, the K i n g gave an 
immediate assent. The queen, too, t h i n k i n g that she had at last 
been able to score a v ic tory over her husband, herself saw to the 
proper performance of what she thought but a mock-marriage 
between two men, her own husband, and her cousin, the husband 
of Ruvalayamala, l i t t l e dreaming that it was she who was really 
being t r icked. 

Aa soon as the marriage ceremony was concluded, the prime-
ipiaister B h a g u r a y n a , accompanied by a messenger from K i n g 
Candravarman, appeased, on the scene. The messenger informed 
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the queen that Mrgankavarman was really Mrgankavall , that she 
was so long made to pass as a son, as her maternal uncle had no 
son, and now as her uncle had got a son, it was no longer necessary 
to go on w i t h the pretention, and that the queen should now marry 
her cousin Mrgankavall to a great k ing . The queen was thunder­
struck at this whol ly unexpected revelation, but ris the marriage 
ceremony was already over, she made up her mind to put on a 
brave face and play the game out, so she deputed the messenger 
to t e l l her uncle that she had already married her cousin to her 
own husband. Here Carayana, the buffoon, put in the suggestion 
that Kuvalayamala could hardly be regarded as the wife of 
another woman; so, she too should be given in marriage w i t h the 
K i n g . The prime-minister assenting to this, the queen married 
her to her husband then and there. Then a messenger from the 
Commander-in-Chief came and informed the K i n g that the army 
had vanquished a l l his enemies and secured universal Sovereignty 
for h i m . Thus ended happily the story of the K i n g Vidyadhara-
malla , married simultaneously to both his lady-loves, Mrgankavall 
and Kuvalayamala, by the queen Madanavati herself, and the 
sovereignty spreading far and wide. 

Ghanasyama 

Court-poet and Minister of 

Tukkoji I of 
Tanjore, 

F rom one of the introductory verses of the Uttara-Rarna-carita-
vyakhya of Ghanasyama1, it may be calculated that Ghanasyama 
was born in 1700 A . D . In many works Ghanagyama himself says 
that he was the Minister of Tukko j i I of Tanjore2. Tukkoji 
ruled from 1729 to 1735. So it is evident that he became Minister 
when he was 29 years o ld . That he survived Tukkoj i ia expressly 
stated in the Nilakantha-oampu-sarnjivani3. As he began to wri te 
books at a very early age, the extant record being a composition 
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of his 18th year, viz. the Yuddha-kanda, his l i terary activities 
must have continued from 1715 to 1750. He was a native of Maha­
r a j a ; he, however, resided in Tanjore as Minis ter for a long t ime. 

His family. Ghanasyama was the son of Mahadeva and Kasi . 
His elder brother was Isa who appears to have assumed the name 
Cidambara Brahmacarin in his later l i f e when he became an 
ascetic. Sundari was his f irst wife . Only her name is mentioned 
in a l l the works of Ghanasyama u n t i l he married Kamala. Ghana-
Syama's fondness for Sundari and Kamala is manifest throughout 
his works. He pays a glorious t r ibute to their talents in one of the 
introductory verses of his Abhijnana-Sakuntala-Samjivani. Ghana-
Syama's father's father was Caunda Balaji and mother's father 
T i m m a j i Ba la j i . Ghanadsyama had two sons, Candrasekhara and 
Govardhana by name. The former commented upon his father's 
work Damaruka and the latter who was b l ind commented upon the 
Ghatakarpara-Kavya. Our poet was a worshipper of the panca-
yatana-Devata and pays homage to almost a l l the celebrated gods 
and goddesses. 

Works of Ghanasyama. Ghanasyama claims to have composed 
works in various languages—Sanskrit, P rakr i t as wel l as Vernaculars. 
Thus in his Commentaries on the Nllakantha-campu, he says he 
composed sixty-four works in Sanskrit, twenty in Prakr i t and 25 
in Vernaculars. Fortunately, Ghanasyama himself refers to his 
works on many occasions and Sundari and Kamala too referred to 
many of them in their commentary, Camatkara-taraiigini on the 
Viddha-salabhanjika of Rajasekhara. Unfortunately, Ghanafiyama's 
works are mostly lost to us; s t i l l no less than 25 are extant of 
which only two have as yet been published. 

That Ghanasyama was a precocious person cannot be doubted. 
His earliest extant work is the Dhatu-kosa in which even he does 
not fight shy to criticise an author of the standing of Amara Simha. 
This work was composed at a very tender age. He composed the 
Ramayana-campu at the age of 18 and the Madana-sanjivana as 
we l l as the Kumara-Vijaya-Nataka at the age of 20. The Pamaruka 
was his eighth book and composed when he was 22. A close 
examination of the manuscripts of his works reveals that he compos­
ed three or four works every year t i l l very late i n l i f e , when 
c h i l l penury repressed his genial soul and became a deadly barrier 
to his l i terary work. Fur ther , it also becomes manifest that Ghana­
syama devoted the early part of his l i fe to making or ig ina l compo-
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sitions; whereas he dedicated the later par t of his l i fe to commenting 
upon various dramas and Kavyas. Though Ghanasyama usually 
writes in a very heavy style, his composition is not devoid of interest. 
Some of his verses are indeed very attractive. 

Ghanasyama, however, proves annoying for two reasons: (1) Lack 
of chronological sense; (2) extreme self-conceit. Regarding the 
latter, it may be pointed out that he ridicules even Kalidasa and 
Bhavabhuti . He has nothing but comtempt for a l l the authors of 
the works he comments upon and goes so far as to declare outr ight 
that he does them a great favour by commenting upon their works 
as by doing so he makes them immor ta l . Ghanasyama's genius 
was, no doubt, defiled by his excessive self-conceit; but it cannot 
be doubted that his commentaries deserve whole-hearted praise. 
One who has thoroughly studied any one of them w i l l at once 
recognise his other commentaries. He r ichly deserves the epithet 
Kosavali-vallabha which he applies to himself in one of his verses 
in the introductory part of the Uttara-Rama-carita-samjivani1. 

Sundari and Kamala. 

There is no doubt that Sundari was married at a tender age. 
Ghanasyama refers to her in his earliest works that were composed 
when he was only 18 or so. It was customary in the 18th Century 
Ind ia to get married at an early age; accordingly, GhanaSyama 
and Sundari were married before their teens. Sundari was, probably, 
born about 1705 A . D . Kamala's name appears in those works where 
Ghanasyama refers to himself as the minister of Tukkoj i and also 
claims to have composed 53 or even more works. Kamala was married 
when Ghanasyama was at least t h i r t y and she herself, probably, 
was 13 or 14. 

Ghanasyama pays t r ibute to his learned wives in various works. 
S imi la r ly , Sundari and Kamala were also very proud of their hus­
band's learning and achievements. They were confident that their 
husband was Sarasvati incarnate in the garb of a man2 . They say 
in the in t roductory part of the Camatkara-tarangini that their hus-

1. For a detailed account of Ghanasyama, See my article in Indian 
Historical Quarterly, Sept., 1943. 

2. p. 6 of this edition. 
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band was born to immortalise Rajasekhara whom they r idicule as 
the author of only three works as opposed to their husband who 
composed a large number of works in various languages. They 
simply howl down Rajasekhara for stating that morning was the 
suitable t ime for composing verses ; their husband could wr i te w i t h 
equal fac i l i ty throughout the 24 hours of the day1. Further , 
Sundarl and Kamala assert that no work could exceed the Pracanda-
rahudaya and other works of their husband in poetic excellence2. 

A n d it was out of this great admirat ion for their husband's 
scholarship that Suudari and Kamala happen to refer to or quote 
from a large number of the works of Ghanasyama. Thus, they have 
quoted from the Damaruka3 , Jatigunollasa4 , Bharata-campu5, Hari6-
candra-campu6, Bhoja-campu7, Uttara-Ramacarita-vyakhya8 , A b h i -
jiiana-Sakuntala9, Yudha-kanda-campu10, Prabodha-candrodaya11, 
and Anandasundari12. 

It cannot be doubted that Sundarl and Kamala mastered thoro­
ughly the works of their husband as wel l as many other works from 
which apt quotations have persistently been made throughout their 
commentary13. They were rather proud of their scholarship; they 
say they oould give a hundred interpretations of each word in the 
t ex t ; but refrain from doing so on considerations of the reluctance 
of people to read and teach so many al ternative interpretations14 . 

L ike their husband, Sundarl and Kamala, too, were admirers 
of Cidambara Brahmacarin, elder brother of Ghanasyama, and author 
of the Kalpataru, a work that does not appear to be extant. They 
refer to h i m twice in the Camatkara-taranginl15 . 



1 The Camatkara-tarangini materially help9 us in having many 
good readings of the text. The illustrations are too copious to be 
inserted here. 

Further, this commentary naturally improves our knowledge of 
the Viddha-salabhanjika with regard to the very beginning of the 
work. The Camatkara-tarangini shows that the work began with a 
verse, (commented upon by Sundarl and Kamala, pp. 10-11) which 



is not found anywhere else. From the commentary the verse may 
be reconstructed as follows : — 

The Prana-pratistha of GhanaSyama, a commentary on the 
Viddha-salabhanjika hardly deals w i t h the Sanskrit portion of the 
Text to which the Camatkara-tarangini is specially devoted and 
therefore, Sundari and Kamala are eminently justified in stating 
that the knowledge of the Viddha-salabhanjika remains incomplete 
wi thout a thorough study of the Camatkara-tarangini, The 
Camatkara-tarangini is clearly a supplement of the Prana-pratistha. 
Fur ther , it quotes in some places the opinions of Ghanasyama which 



pratistha. In p. 201, they state that details of a particular point, 
w i l l be supplied by Ghanasyama; but where,—it is not clearly 
mentioned; the future tense is puzzling. 

The commentators have on many occasions questioned the gram­
matical accuracy of many words or the application of dramatic 
technics in the Viddha-salabhanjika. They have further emphatically 
declared, assigning their own reasons, that the poet made many 





Kalidasa and Bhavabhut i . Needless to say, that some of these are 
.petty-fogging criticisms and some are, of couise, accurate, particular­
ly those re la t ing to Prakr i t Grammar. 



Again, the commentators knew for certain that Raja6ekhara 
flourished in Maharastra and nobody is known to have questioned 
the validity of this t ruth. S t i l l , the commentators stress upon this 
fact again and again, and sometimes, wrongly so. Thus, they say 
that because the poet has used ifa compound "f^Tf-^flT'' (p. 182) 
he must have been a Marathi writer : it is well-known that "faqrcf-
Snr" is used throughout northern, eastern and western India 
in the same sense and this cannot be in any way indicative of his 
being a Marathi. 

The commentators are not infrequently audacious enough to 
pardon even Bhavabhuti and Kalidasa, like their husband. Even 
Ghanasyama himself is not justified in declaring Bhavabhuti wrong 
in his grammar in many places in his commentary on the Uttara-
Bama-carita. 



Tho commentators, in their enthusiasm for crit icising RajaSekbara, 
forget that in the Balaramayana the poet himself asserted that he was 
the author of six works. They are definitely wrong when they say 



that Raja£ekhara composed only three works as he wrote no less 
than six works in any case. 



1. M. defective.  

2 . M. Sardula-vikridita 
3. T w o syllables missing. to be added ? 

2 



I. M. Upajati, combination of Indra-vamsa (1st and 3rd lines) and 
vamsa-sthavila (2nd and 4th lines). For a general definition of Upajati 
as a combination of different jati metres, see ChanM., I I . 43, p. 39 of 
Gurunatha Vidyanidhi 's ed. 

2. This verse is missing in the MSS. of the Viddha-sala-bhanjika 
we have consulted. They begin with the verse etc. 

3. A K . I . 4. 15. Cp. A K . I I , 6, 135 etc. 

4. Seef. n. 2. 



1. A work on Dhatu-patha, which is, most probably, extinct now. 
2. Not traced in Gurunatha Vidyani dhi's ed. of the DRK. by 

Puru§ottamadeva. 
3. A lexicon which is, probably, extinct now. 
4. I, 3, 15 & I I I . 1. 53, p. 174. 5. KumS., 111. 10, p. 73, 

6. A L . , v. 8. 7. 11.8. 87., P . 135 



1. Quoted in the Kavyan-, p. 167 and p. 264 and p. 326 ; Sah D. , 
p. 476 ; KavP ., etc. M. Pathya-vaktra. 

2. Omitted in some Mss. 
3. V . r.  

4. V . r. 5. I I . 6, 3, p . 91 

6. Not traced in AC or ASm. 7. BG, X I I , 19, p. 804 
8. S L , v . 1. 



1. V. r. 2. Quoted in SarasK. M. Snrclula-vikndita. 

3. Cf. Moles., p. 737. 4. , 3, 154, p. 210. 

5. Moles., p. 627,  



I . V . r. 2. V .  

3. Here the refers to the queen Madanavatl ; the  

to Kuvalayamala, the king's former love, succeeded by the beloved 

one viz. Mrngakavali ; the bee to the king. M. Gi t i . 

5. PPr., 2, 32, p . 47. 



1. Not traceable in A K . , but Cp. in 

Ksirasvamin on A K . I I , v t 29, p. 162. 
2. P C , I I , V. 72, p. 63. 3. Moles., p. 521. 
4. This wrong name for the cannot be deciphered. 



I . i.e. Rajasekhara. 2. V. r .  

3. V. r, • 4. M. Puspitagra. 
5. This passage is not found in the MSS. of the VidSB. consulted. 
6. Not in Moles. 



I. V. r. 2. See f. n. 4, p. 16. M. Sardula-vikridita. 

3. This verse is also found in the BR.. Chap.. I, p. 14. 
4. 1.9. 11. p. 41 . 5. A L . v. 2. 6. A L . v. 76. 
7. Not traced in the Nirnaya-sagara ed. 







1. V. r. 2. V. r. not found elsewhere. 

3. V. r. not found. 4 I I , 8, 19, p. 125. 

5 Not traceable in the AS. of Purusottamadeva. 









I . V . r . 2 . M . Pathya-vaktra. 

3. Moles. , p. 839, also ; see also | See Molesworth's 

interesting note under the latter, p. 839. 

4 . M. Mandakranta. 5 . Moles., p . 497,  



8. This reference to Cidambara, elder brother of their husband 
Ghanasyama, in a simple case like this shows the deep respect and 
esteem our commentators Sundari and Kamala had for him. For 
other references to h im, see introduction. 

9. As opposed to misra or samkirna viskambhaka. This interlude 
is suddha, as only Haridasa, a character of middling status, is presented 
on the stage. T h e other person employed here remains behind the 
screen and, therefore, though he is an actor of inferior grade, *ke inter-
lude still remains suddha. For the distinction between the suddha and 
saipkirna viskambhakas, see SahDar. , 6, 55, 56, p. 293. 
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I. Not found in some MSS. 2. Moles, p. 670. 
3. Op. cit., p. 423. 
4. Vide p. 80 of our I. O. C, vol. I. where one Amaruka sataka 

is found attributed to Samkara Acarya-







same proverb occurs in Vidusaka's speech. Folios I I and 12 of the 
Camatkara-tarahgini missing. So the comm. of *tmq (v. 15) to the end 
of v. 18 cannot be restored. V. r. 6. Cp. 1, 3, 28, p. 24. 

7. Cp. I l , 6,90, p . 106. 8. PPr., 4,5, p. 101. 











1 . V . r . * | 

2. M. Vasanta-tilaka. 3.  

4. Further uses: GatSS, 328 ; AupS. index ; PaiLNM., v. 175, 

etc. For the krd-anta forms of the same, see AbhR., index; A3, NSP. 
ed., p. 185; etc. 

5. I . 4, 1, p. 25. 
6. A £ 6th act, p. 527; cp. U R C , 1.35, p. 23. 













5. V. r. 6- M. Sardula-vikrio!ita. 

7. Moles., p. 667. 
8. I I , 8, 46, p. 129. Other forms of Vihlika: Balhika, Balhika. 
9 I I , 4. 15. p. 55. 
10. For this maxim. Cp. GRM, iii. 195; PR., p. 9; RT., iv. 167; 

SV.. iii. 58 









1 . V . r . 2 . M . Sragdhara. 

3. i. e. Cidambara Brahrnacarin. See f. n. 8, p. 25 ; also Intro­
duction. 

4. PPr . , 2. 35. T h e reading in the eds. of Va idya (p. 36) and 

Catfopadhyaya (p. 48) Cp. P r a V . , 8. 1.217, 

p . 33 ; P a i L N M . ; in the sense of palanquin : D e s i N M . , 4. I l , p. 161. 

5. For this maxim, cp. Bra.'s comm. on Sva/s H Y P . , 4. 10 ; 

AG.'s comm. DAL. on DA. of A V . , 3. i ; KamNS., 1. 24. 
6. T h e work is probably no more in existence. 

7. Not found in the Tri-kanda-sesa ; cp. A K . , 1 .6 . I . p. 31 . 
This Amara-sesa has been frequently quoted by our commentators ; 
but the quotations are not traceable in the TS . 







6. Cidambara, elder brother of Ghanasyama, has been referred to 
several times by Sundari and Kamala as well . 7. ppr., 2, 4, p. 35. 





1. V . r. 2. V . r.  

3. Cp. K M . , act 2, the King watching Karpura-manjarl. M. 

Vasanta-tilaka. 

4. I , 5, 24, P . 30. 

5. SV„ 4. J 4. 

6. This statement presupposes other commentators. 

7. Moles, p. 232. 
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I. Not found in some Mss. 2. V. r.  

3. V . r. 4. V . r.  

5. Cp. K£. on AK. , I l , 8, 54  
6. Moles, p. 901, 



































I V . r. 2. V . r.  

3. V. r. for as 23, p. the viklapadesa for §7, see praV., I V . 
65 ; cp. 1 ,8 ; I I I . 130 ; Pr., 8. 223. For other uses of the participial 
adjective :GathSs,, 1. 65 ; SupasC, pp. 36 and 113. 

4. V . r. 5. V . r.  
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