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viicaka. The lopa of one of the Upamanas which constitute a mmitiple
paming is cormmon,  Dharmaluptd eccurs frequently ns the cornmon
property is left to the understanding of the diseerning reader. Vikyo-
pamis 55 well as Upamés based on Vaidharmys are, by ne mesan;,
uncommon. Free expression of Sankavicirya has given rise to many
nregularities. Thus at times the Upameya-vikys as well as the
Upamina-vikya are put in a suecinet form. On some ocecasions,
however, both namely, the Upameya-vekya as well as Upamina-
vikys are very loosely construeted and have to be reeast for the purposes

_of understanding the simile. This is only natural as the Acirya was not

primarily interested iz ornamentation.

SANKARA-VIJAYA OF ANANTANANDAGIRI
"Pr, W. R, ANTARKAR

FTER discussing the works of Citsukha and Anandagiri, T wish

to deal with the third of the ten works referred to in may previous

article.) I intend to discugs only two such worksas they have given

rise t¢ some controversy. The present work is ope of the Two and ig

taken up first because that, in my humble epinien, is comparatively
the older one.

This work was priblished in the Bibliotheca Tndica Series in 1881
AD. by Jivinamda Vidyfisigara. It is also available I mos.-form at
many places.®  All these copies generally contain 74 chapters though
the Kaéi and Sankes$vars rase, have only 78 chapters. The Satkedvara
muth ms. gives the name of the work as mata-nibarhans (refutation of
theories} whereas the colophons to the first three chapt rs of the work in
the printed edition give its name as Acirya-Vijayas.?

There are twe controversial issues with regard to this work, viz
{1} Identity of the author and {2) authenticity of the work itself, I
shall deal with thern separaiely.

ldentity of the awthor

The colophons at the end of the first 32 chapters of the printed
edition of this work give the author’s name as Anantinandagivi whereus
the remaining 42 chaplers give it as Anandagiri, This creates the
impression that one and the same persen hears these two names.  'This
impression seems to be current among many scholars even today, whe
believe t at this work is written by Anamlagiri, the famous commenisn-
tor of Sri Sankarfcarya’s Bhisyas. In my hwmble opinion, Lowever,
Ansntinandagivi and Anandagiri sre two distinet individuals, out of
whom the first and not the second is the author of the work in question,
My reasons are as follows : '

{1} The Anandiérama Mss. Library, Poona, containg two mss.
of thiswerk., Thave also a copy of the same procured from the Saaked-

. Vide JUB Vol. XXIX—Part 2..-Sept. 60,

2. {7} Anandagrama Mss. Eibrary, Poona, (i) Oriental Research Institute,
Mysore, {111) Shrivama Thraka Must, Kasi, (v} Sarssvat] Mahal, Tanjore efe.

8. 'The steneas queted by Susami as from Aciirya-Vijays ate found in this
§. V. The work Acirya-Vijays, therefore, is not an ancnymous work as maintained
by Mr. ®. K. Aiyar in his booklet, * Kumbakonarm Mult claims ® at p. 25.
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vara mutt,  All these three mss. give in all the colophons the name of
the author as Anantinandagirl

{2} At the very commencement of the work itself, the author
refers to himself as Apantinandagirh! At the beginning of Ch., IV,
however, of the same, he refers to Apandagivi independently and that
also by the side of Suddhinands.®

(3) Anandagiri, the commentator Ofr 431 Sankara’s ;3115$yas,
invariably refers to himself as the disciple of Suddhinanda Ya;m wh‘erea,s
we do et get a single such reference in any of the eolpph(ms eitherin ti?e
printed copy or in the mss, Our suther has referred to Sm&karfa &y hfs
Paramaguri and called himself his sfageisg ¢ suggesting hzg
conteraporaneity with his Guru,  Curiously enough, }}e refer.s to hm}‘seﬁf
i the third person but in the same capacity of & direct disciple, in a
later chapter.’

{4) I have already referred in my previeus article, o 890 :?.11(1
odd stanzas quoted by Dhanapatisiirin in his commentary Dindima
on ch. XV of Madhava's 8. 8. Jaya and also shown that not even one
of these can be traced to the S. V. of Anatd., at present under eonsidera-
tion and that they must have belonged to an older work which can be
identified as Pr. S.V. of Anandagin, the disciple of Sudd}iénaz?da.*
These stanzas describe in detalls the various stages of Sankara’s trium-
phant tour. The &V, of Apantd. in question is mostly Oﬁf:ll?lt‘.‘(i
with a sunilar description. On a comparison, of the two descriptions
it was found that they agreed with each other almost completely with
regard to (1) the order of the various stages of the tour, {2) the names
of the opponents and also of the places where they were encmmt»?red,
(8} the deseriptions of the two, {4} arguments and cifations on fj‘zther
side, {3} the period of Sankara's stay st every place efe. In spite of
this agrecment, however, it is clear that the two descriptionsarefrom
twa different pens, for,

{a} The order of stages in Anantd.’s work is different at two
or three places from the one as found in the quoted
stanzas.

4. Reud the opening wards««-gfmﬁm_ i

B, Bead: oo WW@F@&:%@&WW
frforqd: frerad; AT ... ove ST TR |

L

6. Read: yeTRiiegmRmafiren: wy a0 )

and also his salutation, just prior to this sentence—
Al AECIRREE TR | ey serareg RISty wasisg eErEaen |
7. Read—wuifafommn: smerafilonmET wORqR WA | oh. 06

8. Vide JUB—VolL-XXIX, Part 2, Sept. 60,
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{6y  Anantd.’s work contains more prose and less poetry and
much more annotative matter than is to be found in the
quoted stanzas,

{¢} The bulk of the stanzas quoted cannet at all be fraced fo
Ananti.’s work,

All these facts, { believe, are sufficient to show that Anantinsnda-
girl, the auther of our present work is distinet from the celebrated
Anandagiri though the question whe followed whem remains undecided.
1 am supported in my belief by Prof, B. Upidhyiya who alse holds
the same view in tihs matter.® The misconception abont the identity
of the two has led the late Mr. M. R. Bodas to remark that the
stanza “ FEEW TRETUTSITRT Y cte. guoted as frem Anandagir’s
work is not found in the printed work {i.e. 8,V. of Anantid.)!® The
stanza properly belongs to Pr. 8V, of Anandagisi. Te deecide the
question of priority and the true meaning of the expression  syfagafirsy
we must 2y $o settle the date of Anantd. The late Mr. Telang has
advanced mainly two arguments for the purpoge.?  They are

{1} Ananti. cites in ch. XIX of his work the stanza * SoTd®T
Eﬁfmw " oetes as a Srati text. According to Mr. Telang, this
stanza is not a druti text hut is one of the introductory stanzas in
Vicaspati's S#nkhyvatattvakammudi © Vicaspadi is generally assigned
to the 9th cent. A.D. 5. V. of Ananti., therefore, has to be placed later.

This, however, does not seem to be convineing for the stanza in
question is not only found in Svetasvatara Up. (4:5) but has alse been
quotad as a §mti text by Sl SankarfieArya in bis commentary on the
Br. Sutras. {Vide comm. on Br. Su. L:4:8),

{2) S.V. quotes in ch. XT and XL three stanzas as from
Adhikaranaratnamils or Vyfsadhikarepanala,’® traditionally aseribed
to Madhaviedrya afs Vidyranya or Blfratitirthe, his precepior,
Both persons are generally held to belong to the latter half of the T4th
¢ent, AD. at the latest.  Anantd. therefore, cannot be placed earlier
than the 14th cent. AD,

b Vide sfrargmorard—siamefor gar sua—p. 11,

10. Vide sflUmsqET @ wiMT 9RER—p. 18,

I1.  Vide Indian dntiguary—Vol Ve--p. 287,
12, The stanzas ave : )

sfgard fraed o7 agmremafagome | awdgsesrart @ faar ggf |
AR wErE: wrgsgrsdtee 1 eigm P faeaed g @
T onBr S 3l :
and  yifewrdwrend v @ fravmgled v wvTsTeeE &
qrfCSaTdE: It onBr. Su. 51428




LT

i L B A £

6 JOURNAL OF THE UNIVERSITY OfF BOMBAY

If this is correct, Anantil. cannet be admibied to be Sankara’s
direct diseiple, even if we aceept for the Iatter the latest date, viz. 8th
cent. A.I). The expression sMfagafsT may, therefore, mean that
Anantd. came in the direet line of Sankara and nething more.

Now, sccording to the line of succession of the Kanci mutt (which
the Srisrer] psople call into question), Suddhinands and Anandagini
are the 8th and 7th dcdryas from the first fcfrya. I this is true and if
following the raethed adopted by modern scholars for computing time,
we ascribe an average of 25/80 vears to every #ciirya, Anandagiri
cannst be placed roveh later than 200 years after Sankara.

Even if we choose to distrust the Kanel succession list, we can
prove Anandagivi’s priovity fo 1100 A.B. in ancther way. According
1o Venkate Dixit and Jayatirtha, the commentators of REminujdcirya
and Madhvacirya, the latter eriticise Safikara’s interpretation of the Bhg.
at many places. Now, Anandagiri has also commented upon Satkara’s
GBh. Ifhehad known the criticisms of Rami. and Madhva, he would
certainly have tried to defend Sankara against them but he does not do
s anywhere. This is pessible only on the hypothesis that he preceded
both and, therefore, also preceded 12th cent. A.D.  This automatically
proves his priority to Ananti. who, s already shown, cannot be placed
eariier than the 14th cent. AD.

The conclusion, therefore, 'seerns irresistible that Anandagiri
is the earlier of the fwe writers and that Anantd. must have drawa
wpen his Pr. 8.V, while writing his own S,V2% In the absence of the
former, it 8 not posstble to say anything about it authenticity and the
same granted also, it is not possible to say how far the Anant® hes kept

to the orvigingl or where and how much, if at all, he has deviated from

the same. It is, therefere, uvnsafe to draw any inlerences as to the
suthenticity of Anantd’™s work. For that, we must look to othey sources
and that brings me to the second of the two issues referred to at the
beginning. '

Authenticity of the work

Opinion is sharply divided en this point both among the traditionists

and the modern scholars., The Kanci mutt people look upon this work

a8 very authoritative and have faken great pains to answer objections

18. It is for this reason also that I cannot accept the contention of the Kinel
people thut the Pr. 8. Jays referred to by Midhvicirya at 1 r1 of his 8. 8, Juya is

the same a8 the 8, V, of Ananta, Vide 8 ¥ TH-~pp. 16 10 26, That
otherwise also, thiv contention cannot be maintained s sufficiently clear from my
previous article (JUB-—-Vol. XXIX—Part 2, Sept. 1960). The correspondences
referred to by them (i.e. Kanel people) only point to a comaton spurce for bhoth,
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raised against it.1%  The Sm‘lgeri Mutt and #s adherents, however,

_megative the claim with egual vehensence, saying thatitis more or less a

fabrication for the express purpose of hoosting up the claim of the
Kancel Mutt,’® whicl has alse published an * embellished » {afesga)
edition of the same and hence it is valueless for purpeses of his!;o;‘y.
The reasons given for this view may be stated ae follows :

{1} Both the original and the *embellished ’ editions * even in
its language and in its contents bear such evident traces of recent
fabrication by unskilled hands that the reliance placed upon it is being
relaxed for seme time past ;7% and that Y is fall of (iiserepmmie:
and mistakes.”??

{2} I contains references to Rémanuja and Madhya, 19

Among the moderns, Prof. Wilson alone holds that * the work is
sufficiently historieal sinee it bears internal and indisputable evidence
of being the composition of a period not far removed from that at which
he {i.e. Sankara) may be supposed to have flourished... ™ My, Telang
however has controverted this view with regard to the work. Mr. Collins
Mackenzie describes this work as “a Iegendary Iife of Sankara 720
while the editor of the catalogue of Mss. in Saraswati Mahal Library
Tanjore, says that © A pernsal of the work will convinee anyhody t‘na‘;
the work is very unrelinhle, 1t is fuli of discrepancies and rz':ista-kes‘”?l

(8) Tt contains particulars, subversive of all known versions, of
Sankara’s parentage, birth place and the place of his final disappear-
ance.*2  Thas, Ssiﬁkara’s grand-parents are mentioned as Vidvan
Mahendra (fgengE) and Kamaksi (wrareh), parents as Sarvajit
@dfrg) and Visigta {Fafrsey), birth-place as Cidambaram and the
place of final departure as Kanei Further, he is stated o have met
and received initiation into Sanniyasa from Govindammmi at Cidambaram
only, from which place again, he started on hig iriumyphant tonr.  is
encounter with Vydsa is very queerly narrated. Perhaps, these are the
diserepancies and mistakes referred to in {1} above. We may also add
that the work does very scant justice to Sankara-Mandana discussion
and omits all reference fo important events like the passing away of
Sankara’s mother, acquisition of diseiples like Sadinanda etet

14 Vide sfrargroisacaait—rp. 14 10 16.

5. Vide pamphlets ** 8t Smgers 85rada Mutt * and “ Ka i o
by Shat g & iph S M ] X Amakott Pradeepam
8}7 y ASiyg‘z.mderamah and * Kuambakonam Mutt olaims * by Shei B, Krishna.

16, Vide * Humbalkonsm Mutt claims —p. 12

17, Catalogue of Sanskrit Mss., Ssraswati Mahal, Fanjere, p. 3281,

;g. Vide * Kumbakenam Mutt claims..p, 12,

Mute o _3};;:6 KVcnimt,amman guoted by Shrt Sunderamish in S Sragers Stirada

20. Quoted by K. T\ Telang—vide ¥.A.~Vol V. ¢

:2.1‘ Vide Oxford Catalogue of Sanskrit Meg, . fog‘ T

%2, Vide Catalogue of Sanskrit Msé., Sarasvati shif-p. 828%,
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1% must be admitied that in this maze of conflicting epinions, it is
very difficult to come to a decisive verdict cither way. I may, however,
state oy findings as follows: -

I have yet o see the ‘ embellished” edition of the work. T was,
however, told by a Sastrin (Sri Pollaham Ramasastrin) at Mylapore,
Madras, that no such edition had been published by the Kanol Mutt
so far. e has written a small booklet on this particular S.V. in some
mss. of which, available in Government Oriental Mss. Library, Madras,
the additional paragraphs, peinted out by Sa1 It K. Ajyar in * Kumba-
Yonam Mutt clpims * a8 from the embellished edition, were to be found.
The Sastrin told me that this was being described as the * exnbeltished
edition of the §.V. He himself expressed the opinion that a eritical
edition of the work, putting together all the available mss. of this work
in different places was a grest necessity and in the cireumstances this
appesrs to be the maximum fair criticism of the additional passages.

Mr. Collins’ remark, however, that the work is ** a legendary life ”
need not be taken Iterally for it will be appreciated that to the average
western mind, everything and every happening that does not conform
to the every-day experience of the common man is & legend. This was
particularly so at the beginning of Oriental Studies.  After the reeent
advances in the different fields of science like telepathy and clairvoy-
ance, extra-sensory perception and para-psychology ete; it is ne longer
pecessary 1o believe that no such thing as what can he called ¢ amivacle’
can be a fact of life. Dr. Burnell gives no reasons for the stabemeént
rve: the modernity of the work. Arguments from style and languags axe
subjective and hence not conclusive, '

(it} Mr. Venkataraman’s statement regarding the reference to
Ramanuje and Madhva in Anantd's work eannot be understood. I
was unable to find any such reference in the printed edition of the work
and neither Mr. Venkataramana nos the two exifies, Mr. 8. Sunderamiah
and Mr. B. K. Aiyar state where theso references arc to be found.
Tt is, indeed, interesting o know that Prol. Wilson thought of placing
the work prior to the 11th cent. A.D. just because it made no referenee
cither to Réimi. or Madhva.®

{#) The main objection seems to be with regard to the pavticulars
of Sankara's parentage ete. I hope to show b a later article that from
the evidence in hand, it seens more Hkely that the place of Sankara’s
passing away is Kincl rather than Kailisa. 1 shall, therefore, discuss
the other aspeets of this last objection.

28, Quoted by K. T. Telang—vide LA ~Vol. V--p. 287,
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The objection with regard to the particulars of Sankara’s parentage
will, if true, have to be immediately eonceded. 1 have, however,
eonsulted a number of mes? for this particular purpose and found
that they fall into fwo groups, one giving Kalati as the birth-place of
Sankara etc. and the other giving Cidambaram as the birth-place ete.
Both these groups contain very old Tada-paten mss., thus obviating the
possibility of one of the two being a later thought or fabrication. In
the present state of our knowledge, no completely satisfactory explana-
tien ean be given for this contradictionin the mss. The following two
considerations may, however, be noted with profit.

{#) Acyutiriyas Medak {1820 A, D.) in his commentary on Midha-

va's 8. 8. Jeya says: “ esmramedudenrgfid g7 swaaned waed
Icresgdr o 1 gm0

Comm. on 8. §... Jaya—JI: 1 This shows that the copy of Anant’s,
S. V. before A, Modak also must have contained the same parth
culars s in the other biographies of Sankara.

(¢} While introducing the story of Sapkaras lfe, G.V.K
{Gurnvarnia-Kavya), which describes the birth of Sankara at Kilati
in Kerala Pradesha, states at I 6 that the same story has already l;ee;1
described by ‘great poete’ {wd¥¥E 1), The commeniator whe gs alsn
the author of the Kivya, states very clearly that the great poels are
Anandagiri-yati and o, {arwafrforimaafe ). This Kavya is
undoubtedly a Srageri mutt work and I leave it to scholars to draw
their own conclusions in the matter. '

With regard to the omissiens, it has been found that almost no
biegraphy of Sarikara gives any reliable account of Sankara-Mandana
controversy. These other works do not also necessarily recount a]i the
incidents in Sankara’s life. Tt is again the other works, particnlarly
that of Madhava and those that follow him {works of Sadananda and
Nilakantha) that ave guilty of the most glaring anachronisms.  No such
sgnachronism is to be found in Anantd.’s work.

Mahgf.Li &ﬁ&ffgﬁjg} é;zanz;::'éeérama Mss. Library, Poona-—2 mss. ¢ {#) Sarasvati
25, 'Fhe stanzas in question are :

Frozured Wl deregedr w1 Prafrowers s Bt
o TR SRR | aTe aewet Hi eRe i
T e g iy | spomaw O w redewgETd |

AT AT §9 e s | iR R e e
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) All this does not mean that T regard this $,V. as absolutely authori-
tative, My only peintis that the argurnents and objections put forward
against it eannot prove either the forged nature or the unreliability of
the work. Palm-leaf mss. of this work are to be feund throughout
India, from K#&! %o Kénel and Ujjain to Mysore. The charge,
therefore, that the work in question iz forged by the KancI mutt to serve
their ends is as much justified as is the charge that Madhavicirya’s
. 8. Jays was got up by the Srageri mutt to support its claim in its
case against the Kinel mutt, Its authenticity, however, does not
follow as a logieal sequel.  As a2 matter of fact, not one of the 1617
biographies of Saikara I have worked wupen inspires confidence in ifs
authenticity %o the expected degree.  YWe have to put together all these
biegraphies and after they are made mutually corroborative, we dre
able to get only an outline sketch of the grest man’s life.

ABBREVIATIONS

{4) Anaptd--AnantEnandagirs
{it} Rimi-—Rimanuin
@ity B.V.--Snikara Vijaya
{ivy Pr. §.V.—Pricina Sniksta Vijaya
@ 5. & Jaya--Sadkseps Sankara Jays
{vi) Br. S&.--Brahma Siteas
. {ei) GBh.--GHA Bhisya
(vite} - JUB—Journal of the University of Bombay
(i} LA~—Indian Angiquary

SOME GLIMPSES OF THE SOCIETY
AND CULTURE AS REFLECTED
IN THE PAUMACARIYA

By Dr. P. M. Upaneve, MA, P

HE Paumacariya of Vimalasari is one of the carliest Prakrit epies

of the Svetambara sect of Jainas and it depicts the Life of Rima

aceording to Jain traditions. The work is quite extensive and it

contains about 9000 gathés in 118 chapters. Though the date of the

P.C. is a disputable question, i is more or less certain that the werk
maust have been compuosed after the Christian era.

The aim of this article is to present before the readers some glimpses
of the soclety and culture as reflected in this earliest Prakrit epic, viz,
the Paumacsariya of Vimalasiivi. The data given in this article should
not belooked apen asanything more than a sampling of the vast material
eontained in the whele of the P.C., it ¢an be the subject of thorough and
systematic study on its merit. Buf this being not ene of the direct
objectives of this article, an attempt has been made to illustrate this
aspect by faking out some samples of the relevant data from various
portions of the text. Hence this stedy should be considered more or
less representative and net exhaustive. ' '

The information colliected deals with the following aspeets :

(A) Social Life

{m} Society in gencral {g) Women

{b} Houses () Edueation

{¢y Conveyance (4) Manners and Customs
{d} Food and drink {7} Amusements and Pastimes
{e) Dress " (k) Morals

(f} Ornaments

{(BY Flora and Fauno
(€} Religion
{Dy Political Life
"{a} . The King and kingship (¢} Law and Justice

(8} Administration {dy Army-Weapons




