Journal
of the
University of Bombay

Vor. XLI (N”“ )

Series

CONTENTS
ARTICLES

Saftgeres  Sadmana  JAva op
Manpsvicinva on Sangara Tha-

VEFAYA OF SE VIDWARANYAMUNI W H. Avrarnar ¥
A Nors ox tag UNusoal CHARACTER .

orF At IV IN THE VIKRAMORVASRIVA 4. K. Buar &4
Tk Favnprd --Cow AND Tae © Asva-

. vAmfra ' 8. A, Daxcn 28
Tue Texr-Criviearn fevor or Rav. £

LET A, EsrenLer 52
SHARESTEARES" PrOBLEM Pravs IN
HazaTow o tog Porree or raw

METATHYEICALS . S, KaNpaswamy TR

Mangan vor TER KeNv-Rosavore
Frar o Worn-AsgociaTion Bassn
on TRE NosMmaTive RTopy CARriED
OUT RBY THE DEPARTMENT oF
Arromn Pavenmaroey, Inivensory P, K. Gross awn .
ar BoMmeay INAYAT JALEEL 107

‘Fpe Lesacy or Justioe Oiver W,
Hovmzs {(Mancn 8, 1841 —Mancn 6,
1085} ... Van e

Fammng rur Foroas ! CHALENGE oF
CHANGE  IN SCPER-TECHNOLOGIOAL
AMERITA B, Hamksn Bany 52

B Danan 141

Exmian BEamgnarionN i Hasr
Arnicany COUNTRIES DURING NEX
ann Fancy XX UENTUWIES R. R, Ramonranpang 166

1isrorIcaL Tanoussries WITH
Sreorar,  Bergzrenceg o Idpos-
ARTAN LANGUAGES : 180




it JOURNAL OF THE UNIVERSITY OF BOMBAY

gz Pl ‘T

IUT AT RO

SEMINAR PAPERS ON LINGUISTICS

g Narups  oF  HIEroRicaL
GRAMMAR . ’

Ox  THE  INTERPRETATION o¥
Ardsaus (I YasNa 2,92}

ROOT-GERMINATION AND RBepTrLl-
caTkp Roors v SaNsgRiT

Sangxair PRsFixEs STyLsiil AND
ProvLiak Lmaces .. .

Noirs oW INTERNAL RECoRsTRUCTION
ARD COMPARATIVE METHODS

ApovE TEE Sporapic CHANGE A1
v PRARKAIT

'Fur, SOURCE OF PrAxrrr Lawai-
AGEB
DESya YWorp$ IN PRiBAIT

Yrupies IN PALL PHONOLOGY

Prui—lrs Hisrory AND 1ra RELA
TN 10 THE " URINAL S CaNow

Tie ABLATIVE TN MARATHI

INFLURNCE OF MaRaTHP ON THE
STRUCTURE 0F IYARHNI FANGIUAGE

A CoMPARATIYE STubY oOF £ABE-
TERMINATIONS ANT POSE-POSIFIONS
IN MARATHE ... .

Acrive-Passivi  CoNsTRucTion  OF
Grranatt LANGUAGE

A Srupy or SoME OF THE ASPRCLS IN
g Fvonvrion OF THE Guaanari
LANGUAGE ..

ATewatl ProNoUNE

i

Usk orF Posrrosrion - S

KuARBoLL : A BIaNIFICANT Dairr
BOOK REVIEWS

Tur PARISTAN CHINA AXIE 8Y B. L.
SHARMA 'a

vEpte CoNCERT OF FiRLD AND THE
DiviNe FRUCTIFICATION WY 8 A,
Banar ves . e

¥ Arno-AmMericaN  READIiNGS
py Ross K BARER . .o

A M, GHATALE
1sHa Buse

S, A, Daxes

M. G. BHADPALE
M. A. MEHENDALE
11, C. Buavant

V. M, KULRARNE
P, M. UpranpuYE

M. 5. Baar

M. A, MERARDALE

(. B GrasmorabByi

§. H. KuLnagst

Yasmid SHAIKH

Cinsr G. DEsar

¥. B, VYA

0B H. BEagapwalr

C. L. PraBAY

B, Raxgsa Basy

1, (. Marsgan

. flavesg Bans

3

198

2045

208

215

296

241

248
258

25¢
264

287

512

320

323

333

82v

SANKSEPA SANKARA JAYA OF
MADHAVACARYA
OR

s’ﬁjLN'KARA DIGVIJAYA OF
SRI VIDYARANYAMUNI

Da. W. R, Axrarzan, MAL LLB., P0D
Khalsa College, Bombay,

Introductory :

® tw Py arti i
I w0 previous artieles® I discussed three biographies of Sn

Sankaried !
si;m;mr:‘ka‘:j?:;\y I;;]e next work to be considered is Sanksepa
, : Méadhavicarya or as it i I
o aya of Madhavi y it 15 more popular 2
oo -1;:;;8?1)1?\ 13;:3 a o{f 51 YVidyaranyaruni, Henc{)eegw aifiz‘:ﬁi{d,
> g 0 the aricle.  The first is the title as found thmughaz:

::;::t \:Serkm‘zzz%ﬂlltiie second is the popularly known one. If the
st ﬂ;]}e ge(:):; iy.unknown to anyone except the readers of the
c(,m,,;(m sec d is altogether unknown te the work Hself Th'

man’s knowledge of the life of $ri Saikaricirya is' base:;

on this work only and religi
i religious preschers i i
on this work only for his Iifwhisiory °re ke the kirtankaras rely

‘Fitie and the author:

The work is available i
. avallable 11 mss. ag well as in print
rl:[};f::tmf by the Armnd&él.‘am Press, Poong as farpﬁae}.{ a?lgg; -
ke ::Ig 5:, as stated already, the work is genemzly.t:taﬂed. Sﬁz‘ﬂ;n
D | tya an‘d ]_ms been aseribed by popular traditien t 'm
C,i..th srated Vidyaranyamond, the werk itself does nt::% ; Fhe
mlﬂpx;l:::;n; a;ir.\a];here. S’i‘}ze name of the work as given in :f;?;f:
olophe iksepa Senksra Jaya and § cen :
o - . ¥a and it has been uni
e rl:)f;;ir’ri fZ\Iqa:(i}mva. hAn old tradition says that Mﬁdha]fs:n\:g
wiyane, the famous co
e rohel ( s commentator of the ¢
Therize;?l;:cz;ze known as Vidyéranya after he became a S‘:;zdn‘::. z:::}
B & great controversy regarding the identity of g;wsz;
1. Vide the Journal of the

Hept. 19460, pp 115,40 125 and Ve}.}?ﬁf iff ;fsi’g?lgggi 11};;;.75{3{18}8(. P2,
* » + G B,
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there were three Madhavas, none of whom ever became a Sannyisin
and then he cited the authority of Guruvamsa Kivya, a poem .in
19 cantos, composed by Kié Laxman Siirin, a Srugeri mutt pum};t,
at the instance of Sri Saceidinanda Bhirati Svimi, the then ruling
Sviimiji of the said mutt, on the strength of informationr sgppiied
by the Iatter to the former. Scholars have debated this ]SS“e‘I)E
identity in & number of articles® and yet there has been no ﬂ!:cfﬁ]'ili"e
eon(tiw;ion. il such time, therefore, as such a conclusion I8
reached, T would prefer to keep the two distinet. 1 am going to
show later thet the work under eonsideration cannot be said fo
hiave come form the pen of $n Vidyiranvanmuni,

Extent and Nature:

All the avsilsble copices of the work I have inspected so0 f:u:
contain 16 chapters of unmixed poetry, with s total zufmber of
ahout 1848 stanzas, One Sastrin (Sri Mahiideva Sastrin} from
Kumbakepam showed me some additional stanzas as from the
same 8. 8, Jaya but not found in the printed edition thereof.
Now, the Govt. Oriental Mss. {dbrary, Madras conteins one solitary
mss, of this work {their zof. no 13, 12174} snd on comparing the first
chapter of the same, of which T have procured !'r{mi them abcopy,
with the ene b the printed book, 1 found that it did (?(?fit?*.rll'l (rr‘ze
sdditional stanze just in the same place as neted by th{! said Ss's:ftr;}a
i.e. hetween stanzas 4 and 5 of the printed edition.  From th‘l&i, it
may be inferved at least tentatively that the said ms. is very Hkely
to contain the other additions] stanzas also.®

The work purports to be an epitome of an eartier work called

Pricina Sankara Java., T have discussed the question of the iden-
) = - . ] - . - ‘i .

ity of this earlier work in my first article in this series? T am.

2. Pidz Indian Historieni Quarterfy, Vols. V1, VI and YIIL

i it ; s atanan, the chapter
8. It may be noted that in addition to this one st ' :
contains twe more stanzas between st 1 and 2. The i‘uf,t of 1-?1_1352 t“{: '!}u’s.‘
heen quoted iy the late Sri'T, Candradekharan in his iptrocuetion te Yvals
§. V. The two stnnzes are ;-

(1) mrrsmsegfas afrgayar. | TR ORISR \g-f??%:e
fagrppagareonfy gal- | erEgRSEpTRETEE s |
(7) remgrerfagomyieg wign | W qE W g AT
Fifrradzaws:  wafafassig: | FRvasEIEINTEERTHY |
4. Fide Foont pote 1 above, Vol. XXIX.
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therefore, unable to accept the contention of the Kane! Mutt that
the S.V. of Anantinandagiri was the basis of this 8. §. Jaya. In
fact, it is more likely that both these works are indebted to that
eatlier Pr. S.V. In the absence of this Pr.5.V., it is not possible
te say how far Mad, laid it under obligation and how faithlulty.

Date :

It seems possible to settle somewhat eorreetly the period of
composition of this work. The clues are as follows 1

{1) 'There are two commentaries on this work, viz., Dindima
of Dhanapalisiiin_ and  Advaila-rijya-Taxmi of Acyulardya
Modak, Al the end of these commentaries, both the writers have
given the years of their completion.  Thus, Digdima sa vs that it
was completed in the year 1768 AD. and A R.L. says that it was
completed in 1824 A.D.  This gives us 1798 A.D. as the terminus
ad guem of the work,

{2) 1t will be shown later that 8. 8. Jaya has borrowed from
Satkardbliyudaya of Réjs. D)., who is said to have flourished
towards the middle of the 17th Cent. ADS IFf this is correct,
the work must have been written affer 1650 AD. which is the
terminus of quo.

The work, therefore, seems to have been composed sometime
bebween 16850 A.D. and 1800 AD,

Authenticity of the work :

Regarding this work, there has been & very great coniroversy,
which can be stated as follows :(—

Sri T, S. Nardyapa Sastri said in 1916 A.D® and Mr Bodas
agreed with him in 1928 A7 that the work of Madhava, as
available in print, was not the original one and that it was printed
somewhat hastily by the Anandidrama Press, Poona, with many
additions and prepared specially by some adherent of the Srageri

5. See drgwvrard-saraftd @9 9T by Professor B
Upadhivays, p. 1L

6. Vide © Age of Sankara’—Part 1,
Yo Vide AT T AT GETETH—p. 0.
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Sarada Mutt to counteract the claim of the Kanct Mutt. Sri K.
Ruppuswamy Alyya quotes in sirssefiorasaqy® Kiﬁfxci
Mutt publication, the following extract frony a Telugu article
by one Sri Vemuri Prabhakar Séstel of the Government O. Mss,
Library, Madeas :

“ I happened to meet at Baptla, Brahmarst Vemlfri Norasinths
Sastri during my recent tour in the Guntur I)ist?-mt inst year,
in quest of manuscripts. ¥ mentioned casually to hm.}‘ MY TEasons
for doubting the authorship of Midhaviya Sankara Vijaya. Then
he gave out the following sceret.  When he was at Mz:»dms ah{:u't
15 ﬁrearﬁ- ago, he had the acquaintance of the late Sri Bhatgadr,
who wrote the §. V. published in the name ef Vidyiranya and that
four others helped him in this preduction. They, who were
attached to Srageri Mutt, had to do so to sapport the Stlpf:]‘.i{)r’lty
of the Sriger] Mutt over the Kanel Mutt, which was n?i.:o elaiming
to be the chief one, presided over by 511 Sankara. The 1Tnp:>rtnncc
of the Srngeri Mutt is very much in evidence in *;hm”bankam
Vijaya. It is not so found in Vyisicala Grantha. . ...

T g T
The extract seems to voice the same charge against Madhava's
5. . Jaya. Sri Alyys, however, does not seem to be convinced
and remarks o

“ Tt is elear from the above that Bhattadsi Nariyans Sistr
should have been either the real anthor of the work or was falsely
giving out that he was the author.”

I was told at Kanel that s dispute arose in 1844 AD. hetween
the Kanei and the Srageri Mutts regarding the right to pcrfi}rm
tle Tatanka Pratisthi to the Geddess Akhilandedvar? at Jambukt‘t»
{wamm;. When asked by the Court to furnish (;\.'.ificm'.e for their
respective rights, the Kinei Mutt produced Siva-rahasya and
Markandeya Samhits. The Srager] Matt laa'd no Smh, W?tk and
hence produced what now passes as Vidyiranya's Sdnkara

Digvijays,

If now the Telugu article, written in 1922 AD,, is ?m
believed, the work must have been composed prior to 1‘905 I}.'D"
when the meeting of Bhatiadri and Brahmarst Vemurt N. Mstel

8 Fide pp. 11 and 12--Hnglish portion.
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must have taken place. Aeccording to the second story, the work
must have come into being shortly after 1844 AD., Even if we
reconcile somehow these two ealeulations, the total reckoning will
be found to conflict with the date 1798 A.D. before which the work
in the present form must have come into existence. I have shown

already that there is sufficiently strong evidence for such an
inference,

Moreover, I have seen personally very old mss,—some even on
palm-leaf—of this same work with the same extent, in libraries all
over India. There sre some small portions also of this work,
preserved in some places, like Laghu-Sanka ra-Digvijaya,® Mandana
Pandita Vijaya™ &e., and the text therein was found to eonform
to the corresponding printed text. Tt is not reasonable to suppose
that mss. of a work of so recent an origin as about 1845 A, D. should
be found spread on such a seale throughout India, particularly when
printing facility hod become available, more or less. We have
therefore, to set aside the charge a gainst 8. §. Jays of Madhava as
unproved and even disproved by evidence to the eontrary.

This, however, should not be construed to mean that I accept
Vidydranya's authorship or the historical suthenticity of the work.
I have come to the conclusion that the work is no independent
eomposition of one single author but is merely a colleetion of stanzas
from four or even meore earlicr works, put together to form this
work. It is for this reason agsin that I feel that it is unworthy
of & genius like Vidydranya., My findings are -

Out of a total of about 1848 stanzas, comprising the 16 chapters

of this work, about 1100 stanzas are found to be common to 4 other
works as follows s

{1) Vya’s 5.V, 475 stanzas
(2) Tiru. D.'s Safzimr&bhyudaya 475 stanzas
(3) Rija. D.’s Sankaribbyudaya 125 stanzas
{4) Réwms.’s Pat, Ch. 11 stanzas

Total : 1084 stanzas

#. Notived in the Gackowad Oriental Serivs, No exiv, P 1042,
10, Notieed in the Indisn Museum Mss. Collection in the Royal Asiatie

Socigty ldibrary, Caleutta.
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In most of the cases, verbatim stanzas in succession  are
found common, In a few cases, only some lines are common while
in still fewer cases, substance is the same but stanzas have heen
composed afresh, The following are a few instances of cach :—

Verbatin :

Midhava: T: 29 to 82 = Tira, 1N I:27 to 20
1: 84 ko 44 e " I:81 o 87
I: 55 to 97 = . I: 42 to 84
1 49 1o 65 Vyi. iV: 3t 19
FHI: 10 : ¢, d. b0 == - YVi: 10 to 86
37: a8, b
WE: 87 e, d & = " VIi: 87 (3rnd
48: a line dropped)
Tif: 88: b, o, d, = . VI: 88 to 42
to 43 &
FEE: 44 to 77 i VI 44 o 77
V: 85 i0 58 = Tirw I3, T¥: 76 10 99
V. 60 to 66 = V. X1: 127 to 188
V: 68 to 80 = o IV : 40 ko 61
Vi 87 & 60 e Pat. Ch ViIT: 18& 19
Vo 32 o 85 P ' VIIT : 68 o 66
Y 08 to 1431 e ' VIII: 67 to 70
VIi: 21 to 29 = Tire D, TIF: 61 to 69
VI:68to7t = RajaD.  I1: 161019
VI : 104 Lo 107 = - IT:33 & 85 to
a7
VII: 67 to 70 . . T 24 to 26 &
20
XII: 1t0 87 - . Ve 1, 2 6 7,
14 to 88 and 50
to 62
Vil: 81 te 100 = Vyi, V: 12031
VIT: 7410180 = TFira D. IV 54 o 110
IX:1te2l s V:1t021
IX : 43 o 67 == ‘e YV 81 to5s
X 180 to 42 e “ VI: 461057 &
5%
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Half Stanzas .

Madhava: V:67:a8 b = Vyi, IX:3184:a b
YViot:e d = Pat, Ch. VII: 91: ¢ d
¥I:20:¢ d == Tira, Ih HE: 50: ¢ d
Vi: 60:0 b == Raja. D, 1:64: 8, b
Vil: $6: 2. b ' I1: 11: 48, b

New stanzag for common sehstanee :

Madhava:  II: 86 to 72 == Raia 1), 1:21 to 27
{except st, 27)
XL 76 s " 1: 929
i 85/0/7 - o I g12f0
VI: 44 = Piew ) ni: ar
VI: 79 o Vyd Vil
101 == 'Firu. D. IV: 26
VI : 3188 =:  Réja. D, I1: 50
XI1: 88 ) == Pira, B III: 95
XIEE: J6 == Yyl Vii: 48
XiV: 0 = " Vi{l: 71
XV:8&a99 = Réaja. D. I 89 & 42

These are only a few of the maay instances to be found in
Madhava's work, when commpared with the other three or four works.
It will he seen from a comparison of the verbatim quotations in
Chapter ITI of Madhava's work with Ch, VI of Vyﬁ;’.s work that
Midhava also combines half-stanzas of the latter to form his own
comple te stanzas, The same group discloses that in some cases,
he hus formed his stanzas by inking three lines of one stanza and
the first line of the next stanza (rom the latter.

A very natural question is here likely to be raised, vin., what
evidence is there to show that Madhava has borrowed from these
other writers snd not vice-versa T My reasons for such & deduction
BIe e .

Firstly, Madhava definitely refers to Vyfisieals in the stanza
s RYias  &e., cited earlier. Moreover, I personally
believe that there is a covert reference to the poet Vy#sieala at
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I: 17 of Madhava's work, though the actual context favours the
eommentator’s interpretation theveof, as referring to himself,

Secondly, Vya's work is cryptic in style and arrangement
while in the work of Madbavas, there is more elaborate arrangement
and amplification of material.

Between Vvi. and Madhava, therefore, Vyi. seems to be
earlier than Madhava,

Further, it has been found that the stanzas, single or in suoees:
sion, found common between Midhava and the other writers, fit in
into the contexts of the latter gquile well while in Midheva, they
give rise to repetitions and contradictions. A few itlustrations will
pear out this point.

{1) While deseribing Sankara’s education, Madhava tells us
that st the age of 2 only, he Jearnt to 1ead and write the characters
and then, after a single hearing of the Kavyas and the Purdnas, ke
understood them without instruction. The next stanza tells us in
a general way that he learnt without a teacher and taught his
colleagues. The next two stanzas tells us again that when it was
still time for playing, he mastered all the sexipts {(fordi:), learnt
the Vedas without any instruction and mustered Kavys and Nydya.
The first two stanzas from Madhava correspond to two in Vyi.
{X1I: 114/8) while the next two carrespond to two in Tirw 1o
{I1: 12 & 14).

{2) While describing the encounter between Sankara and
Kumarila, Madhsva gives the following three stanzas in the same
7th chapters

(a) smeY wgenfor fawfer P | warferl swadsy AT
a¢ ufy eywdaden o P gt 188 )|

(b) e v waafy M | s qArfy fram afam

rysPyredmtafy o aFer |
feerr ey gerfer Fyoagaom 11108
(¢} wpedt s Rswfy fy wmavarTATAT— |
wrasfy T fafeer aupsfergg 1 1e5:c,d
The idea that Kumérila missed the chance to attain fame by

writing s commentary on Sankara’s FRITATH] hecause he was
sredYe is obvicusly repreated, more partiewlarly in the second

SANKSEPA SANKARA JAYA OF MADHAVACARYA @

and the third stanzas. It is interesting to note that these three
sﬁzmzas correspond verbelim fo stangzas in three different works
vig. Vyd. Vo 14, Tire. D IV 28 and Raja. D. X1 : 85. ’

. {8) A sim‘iiar repetition is found with regnrd to the two sing
which, Kumirila says, he has committed, viz. gy and
&A1, The following stanzas from Madhava may be noted :

{a) =ragyore BRrgET | rafa frssRrmemen |

ey gerERAT | ST sreeerfrdeia o VID: 102

(b} stz agEmTETITEE |

sfaeemed gumrawerads 11 VIL: 105 :a, b it

These correspond verbatim to Tira, D. IV: & i
e s Do IV: 27 and Réis D,

< {4} , When bfm‘z kara offers to revive Kumarila, the latter admits
Sankara’s eapacity to do so but politely refuses to be revived.

I.“ ihlS €GH b'tl( H the f(?li( ki 23 5‘
ne + YWEIR ¢ Stﬂn?«%‘; 133 Ve i){.{‘,‘il 1€ 1}

(¢) wsframrr Fromromaer = o
alsf e el
HTEHAALAT FawerEd |
WEargat o el gurfafeg: o VIT: 110
(0) = maw wrreed | ey et gdurag
oL gueisty aarfast wm )
weitgavafeg e ffsmm 1 VI 111 0
(e) wrymd g afafedts |
waferd grgfd qawam i & o VIT:112: 0, byt

;l‘}hese three correspond to Raja, D, IT: 89 and Tirw. D, IV: 30
* - H

_ On the contrary, Kumdrila requests Sankara to instruet him
into @ivy §EF and thereby make him gard. Read:

(o)  germes dfrwd war— 1 mifieey gy wamdidar 1 VI 112 4y

() o favaner 32 ¥ wed g
AWF gEiERy Farddyr 0 VIL: 118

Th ; \, * . -
by ::.e .wrrespond to Tinw. D. IV: 31: ¢, d and Réja. D, II: 48
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(5) While Kumarila is asking Senkarn te go to Mandana,
Madhava gives ke following +—

(«) ferafmrrarmr fadd
gfenfowd adfud fad =g nVII: 11820, d

(b) waT FEAITTE WEHT |
a Frsaew gfoey ada® VI 114:a, b 1

These correspond te Tira D. IV: 82 and Vyi. V: 35 The
Iepfzﬁﬁtm: hetween frrafpsyeerazs: and afgdt adra® is obvieus,
Similazly, 75 9% a% wAeEy | (Madbava VIE: 1152 € = Vyii.
V.: 85) repeats the idea in gfenfrad odfg (od vy above in

substance though not verbntiz.

Apart from these repetitions, if we look to Vya. Vs 841 which
precedes #3737 & o, {V: 85) guoted shove, we shall find that
the two present participles #99 and &9 m V; 84 and V: 85
in Vyi. connect these {wo stanzas better syntactically than the
two consecutive stanzas in Madhava, which are from Tira. D, and
Vyé. respeetively.

{6} While narrating the incident of Sankara’s Parakiyipra-
vedn, Madhava gives the following two stanzas:

(¢) @ wan gAfaacifar Prfswsgy fesaeasfa
sy afeqd semeprdirriaEerE 1 IX: 74

(b) st FredramrEal §Y AOMIRANEOET
& ey wrisred qure gae arg @ gl IX 7S

The latter of these two stanzas corresponds verbatim to Réija, D.
IV:34. In Raja. D, Sankara is described as being on tour. He
1 going from place to place. Raja. I has deseribed the revival by
Saﬁkar& of & dead child at Kauddmbi and thereafter, he deseribes
this incident of Prakiyapravesa. In this context, therefere, the
werd @9 denotes ¥Wwd while in Madhavs, the second stanza
repeats very clearly what has been stated in the first and thus leaves
the word %% without any propriety. This shows that Rija. D.’s
work is votlier then that of Macdhavs,

1. Read: WEHETEAIREE | waA wrsefmerd v
T AgeriEr Bror | @ g aeR ST 1§V 840

SANKSEPA BANKARA JAYA OF MADHAVACARYA 11

(¥} While deseribing in Ch. XI the Ugra-Bhsirava incident,
Midhava says that when the Bhairva approached Sankars for his
head, so that by offering it te Lord Siva, he {i.e. W¥%) might go
to heuven with his human body, he poinied out to Sankaara the
perishable nature of the human body and cited the example of
Dadhici, who had surrendercd his own for T919%17 and attained
Immortal fame. The instance of Dadhici cecurs in Madhisva thrice
in three ditferent stanzas, 17, 18 and 21.* which correspond to Vyi
IX ¢ 46 (o, d), Tira. I, VII: 15 (8, b) and Raja D, IV : 65 (b ).

Regarding contradictions, we find the following —

White deseribing the discussion between Sankars and Mandana,
Madhavs tells us at VIIT: 180 in his work that Bhirati, Mandansa’s
wife, saw that Mandana's garland had faded. She then asked beoth
Sankaran and Mandana to come in for meals and then said to
Saskars thus 1

{«) srarirrros 917 I A7) gatear aeatataleat o
iy gawegdfe wfioeo
gt e, fasreoy gl VI 188
(b) =y Fraswaomgmt-l weRw i dge TR o
sisfy ey swedaqfasd |
wEmT: Taey ¥ wwEar o VI 184 4
{e) srfr & weeff fawng )
Fyey Wt gefreaaty 1 VI 18618, b i

These stanzas clearly show that after noticing Mandana's
defeat, Bhirati wes going back to her heavenly abode, as per the
limit of the curse laid down by Durvisas and that then, Saakara
detained her by a charm for the puipose of entering into argument
with her and defeating her also. As against this, we are told by
Madhavs in Ch, IX of his work that when Mandana surrendered to

12. Read: {a} f:{f{: 5{5?; §¥E’5§|m T |
wefaaeiiee aifsgarfrg n XL
by aehifrgern afas T
STy o A v X118
(¢} Frqzrargy Foorsfraarly 1 affreeafer ey aam
FHFFAFRNAR | g} T w0 e
fg nXI:21n
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Switkara and ssked him to initinte hin into the order of Sannyisins,
Senkare Jooked at Bhiratl significantly. She understood what
hie mmeant and then told him o story from her child-hood that it was
predicted by an ascetie that she would enter into an aecademie
discussion with a great Yati in her Iater life. She then said that
shie was the other half of Mandana, whem, therefore, Saakara had
conguered only helf. She then called upon Sankara to defeat her
first and they only to make Mandans his diseiple.®®  She ruled out
Senkars’s objeetion to & Yati like hin entering into an argument
with a lady and said that even if Sankara were the Highest
Renlity, sbe had an ardenl desire to argue with him 14

All this narration seems to be so very different from—nay,
even foreign to-- the earlier one of binding Bbarati by means of a
charm and detaining her for 8 disenssion when she was going back
te her heavenly abode.  There, she seems to have had no desire to
argue with Sankara while here she almest challenges him to a
discussion before he could make Mandana lis disciplie. In my
humble opinion, this contradiction is due to Madhava’s attempt
to put togelher stanzas from the works of Raja. D and Tire D,
with his own changes. The stanza ®MiREEay: & . (Mad, VIII:
188} iy worth a comparison with Rijs. D, 11 30, which runs thus:

Fynfamase ot g ey | wrmafras say Bfga Boar
g aarertfe afead- | gy Gdfrasdvenl e

Now, according to Rij 1., Bhirail disappeared immediately
after this and this agrees with R&js.’s stery because he does net
deseribe any discussion between Bharati and Sankara and the
subsequent story of Parakiydpravefn. Midhava has changed
the last quarter of the above stanza and connected it with the next
stanza of his own in a different metre. The subsequent portion
relating te Sankara-Bharati-discussion and the incident of Para-
kiyipraveda is the narration of Tiru. 1., who does not deseribe he
disappearance of Bharati as done by Rija. D. and hence there is
no contradietion in his version alse.  The contradiction in Madhave
is quite clear and it is obviously due to his atlempt to combine
stanzas from the works of the two writers,

13. Read: off § @msy # waufie: | sframolis ofrfzgs
agrineg @ ey whvs )
sfy wi fafeee g frerfiom W IX: 56 0

1. Read: ufE ey s Ay oA e qon RN
aafy eada we anaed + g Pl v grefeam W IXKG 57
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Moreover, it hes to be noted that i Madhava, Bhirati’s dis-
eussion with Sankara is cut off from the story of Sankara’s binding
I}er by the charm hy another story of Mandena’s regret that
Bankars had proved Jaimini wrong and Sankers’s telling him how
he had not done se and how Jaimini’s followers had mistbderstood
and misinterpreted him.  Tira.D. does not give this tory and hence
there is at least no break in his version. Madhava, who gives it,
breaks up the story of Sankara.-Bhirati discussion, in which he
follows Tiru, D. verbatim.

1 ' . N
(2} Contradiction appears in the form of confuson in names
and some fechuieal terms also.

{e) VIL: 118 (5. 8, Jaya) refers to Mandana while st. 114
refers to Vidvariipa and st. 116 identifies the latter with Umveka,
5t. 118 corresponds to Tiru. D. IV : 82, 4. 114 to Vy&, V: 85 and
5t. VI1: 116 corresponds verbatim t¢ Raja, DL I1: 41, This means
that Madhava has rolled alf the three Mandana, Visvariips and
Umveka—into one person who later on beeame Suredvers, who thus
becoraes identical with afl these three,  ¥n this connection, it has to
be noted that Tire.D. mentions Mandana only while Vy& and Ritja.
13, mention both Mandana and Vidvariipa hut keep flhem distinet
and deserihe an ecounter between Sankars and Vié'mr{:pa and the
latter’s conversion into a Sannyisin as Suredvara,

This confusion is found at two other places.  After deseribing
the birth of Suredvara from Brahmi snd alternatively that of
Mandana from Brhaspati (Mad. 11 : ¢, 8) (implying that Mandana
and Surefvaia are identical), Madhava gives an aceount of Ui;hayn
-Bhdratii, presumbaly Mandana’s wife, bDut in the course of this
rmrfuti{m, Mandana become Vigvariipa througheut, implying once
again an identity of the carlier Mandapa and this \ﬁ.s’;varﬁ.pa,
When Sankara eomes to Mal tgmati, this sawne pair has been reforred
to as Mandana and Ublieya-Bhirati throughout Ch, VIIL Tn this
vase, it has to be noted that almost the entire asrration about the
marriage of Vidvaripe and Ubbaya-Bharati is to be found in Vya.,
who, as stated above, refers to Yigvariapa only. o

‘ Stil Bater in Ch. XYIF, Suresvara, who is asked by Sankera o
}mtc a commentary on his Br. 8&. Bh., has been referred 1o as such
i the very first stanys, then as Mandana in st, 89 and #hyice as
Vidvariipa in stanzas 21, 5¢ and 68, Out of the Just three stanzas
the Brst is found in Rija, D, (11 : 58} and the other two are fezmci,
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in Vya. (VII: 58 & 70). Once again, all the three have been rolled
into one.

(8) Fven like the first name of Sure§vara, Midhava does not
seem to be either particular or certain about what Sankars wanted
him or Kumérila to write on his Br.Si.Bh. In connection with
Kumarila, Vyé. end Raja. D. refer to Virtikas while Tira. I
mentions Vriti but Madhava mentions in Ch. ViI hoth, in stanzas,
which correspond to stanzas in all these three.l®

Agoin in Ch. XIII, where Surebvara is asked to write the
commentary, the very first stanza refers to Vriti while the later
stanzas, which are commmon to Vy&.'s works meption Vartikas.
Two stanzas {XTIL: 21 & 78), which correspond to Rija.D.11: 48
& 60, use the word Tika. All these three words—-Vriti, Vartika
and Tiki—are technical terms and have special eonnotations??

In addition to repetitions and eontradictions, we also find that
there is in Midhava a lot of elaboration and a greater element of
the supernatursl, in comparison with the other three writers,
Both these factors have been regarded as indications of a later date

of any work.

It we look at the various incidents in Sankara's life, as des-
cribed by these four writers, we find that Vyii. does not give a large
sumber of ther while Madhava gives thém all.  Between Tira I
and Raja. D., Tira, D. gives some of them and omits the otbers
and so does Raja. 1L, there heing no ayreernent between the two

regrarding the same.

Plus, Tirw. D. and Raja. D. agree in giving the stories of
Sankara’s meeting with king Rijagekhara and Sankara’s offer o
Kumirila to revive bim. Tire. D., heowever, gives o number of
stavies like those of (1) the golden Amalakas even while Sankara
was in the Gurukula, {2) very leamned persons coming to him for
jstruction, immediately after his return from the CGureikula, (8} the
visit of the seges to bis house, who told his mother about his life-
span &e., (4} Sankara’s making the waters of the Narmads enter

15, OL Mad. VIF: 88 = Vyi. Vi 14 {Varkikas)
VI 107 and 118 = Rija. T 1T 87 and 48 {Vartikas}
VIE: 108 = Tirn, 1. IV ¢ 28 (Vi)
16, OF Mad N1EE: 5,43, 44, 45, 48, 533 = Vyd V1II: 29,49,50,51, 58, 51,
17. See Vyakerans Mahabhasye of Pata fafalt-—Tr. by the fate MM. Visi-
Aevadastri Abhvankar, Vol VIT, pp. 1 amd 2.
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the karaka, shortly after he went to the hermitage of Govinda and
i“;he sibsequent explanation of that deed by Govinda and {5
Sankara’s encounter with Lord Siva in the form of an Antyaia,
None of these stories has been giver by Raja. D. who, however
gives three other stories—one nbout the curse of a Gandharva upos;
the crocedile, which had caught Senkara’s foot in the Cfirnl river

the other, oceuring at the end of the Ilgra-bhairava incident,
shout Padmapida’s power to invoke Terd Nysitmha at will and Hlt:.
tllliz'('i about Sankara whe, being prevailed upen by his ether
Idz.scip]es net to allow Suredvara to write Virtikas on bis Br. i,
Bh.., consoled hin by saying that he would be reborn as Vieaspati
and write Bhisya-Tiki, which would hecome famous and which
wovdd make him famous also.  Tirw 1. s stient over these stories

the one about the crocodile having been omitted by him &it{;gﬁtherj

None of these storics has been given by Vyi. while Madhava
has given ali of them. In addition to these, Madhava gives some
st{)'mes, which have not been given by any one of these three
writers. Thus, the stories of Lord Maleda manifesting Himself
on the ¥rsaparvate in Kerala and some king Rijadekhars bni}&ing
in pursusnce of a dircetive received in a dream, a temple to thei;
God and arranging for His worship, marks of Mandana’s house with
the refrain wrify amvewitedls:® the initial wrangle between
Sankara and Mandana,'® Sankara’s reviving his own bod y in flames
af!}(fr his {Hght back from the body of Amariika, P}]dmﬂi)ﬁ{i&;;i
curing with his own power, Saakara’s Bhagandara disease, which
cven the divine Advins, sent by Tord Siva, could not ewre, Satkara’s
inveking, at the instance of his dying mother, Lord Siva, whose
Ganas then came fo take her away but with whom she refused to
ge and then Sankers’s inveking Lord Visnu, whose Ganas e.am.c i.n
anr aeriad car and took her away in the same®® and ﬁnall};, S&izk{;m;s
encounter with the Krakaca Kapilin,

. Gl of these, the stovies of learned pundits coming to Sankarn
for instruction, lking Rajudekhara’s encownter with Sankara mavks
of Mandana's hense and the initia? wrsngle hetween §ank;sm -and
Mandana are without any element of the supernatural but are

. Of, BEad. VEIL: 8, 7, 8.

19, The wrangle begins with 3’:6}1 H;“E"WTWFWQ' &e Mad. VEIT - a3,

20, Mad: XIV: 42 tells us that Sankara’s motd

. . & Hler gave up her Lagy 1
s Yﬂ%’l ] ;m(t stanza 44 says thrft afler her death, messez:g%rs af I{n;:,r\«lz;;u: (‘i; :‘i‘s
%t?\? i{:z?§ (::IH‘, E;a(ti sl]3ﬁ ;fm; detighted to yee them and praised herson. . ... &,
] - could she be delight ) ' i tor ke i
given up fer hody ¢ ghted undior how vould she praise her sen after she had
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clearly additions to the original by way of elaboration. The story
of the pundits is obvieusly in anticipation of Saakara’s future
grestness and is clearly out of pince,  The story of king Rijasekhara
appears to be a historien! anachronism.®  Morcover, out of Tira. D,
Rija.D. and Midhava, whe give the story, Tiru. I refers to
Réjnéckhara once only and devetes only 4 stanzas te him.  Raja. D.
mentions Rijaéekhara twice but has not more than about & stanzas
in all.  His first reference js fo the king's reading out his three
dramas to Sankara while the second deseribes in 4 stanzas enly how
the dramas were destroyed in a fire and how Sankara, at the king’s
request, dictated them to him from memory.?® Midhava refers to
Rijasekhara thrice, once at 1 2, as some king of Kerala and then
twice as in Rija. B, In his sceond reference, Midhava adds the
story of & boon by Sankars to the king for getting a son at the in-
stance of the Iatter and Sankara’s asking him in private to perform
an st {or the parpose.  Midhava’s claboration hére is gquite obvicus
and otherwise also, this second reference is more elaborate that the
ones in Tirg. D. and Raja. . The four stanzas in the third refer-
ence are just the same as in Rija. D, (Mad XIV : 171-374 = Rija,
D.-TTE: 85-88). Madhave's posteriority to both {as also to Vyi.)
is, 1 think, beyond doubt here,

These twe stories have been given by Tirw 13 and Rija. D,
but the sther two have heen given hy Miadhova only.  Ountof them
the story of the matks of Mandana’s house may be accorded some
probability-value but the story of the wrangle aises a aumber of
doubts and questions, which have convinced me that it is highly
improbable, in addition to being extremely damaging to both
Sankarn and Mandana as also to the others present there,®

Qut of the remaining stories, those of the appearance of Lord
Mahesa on the Vrsiidri, the curse en the crocodile, the golden
Amaslakas, the visit of the sages and their prediction, the waters

21. B Zambre has given tloee reasons for this ;—
{1) The dramstistist Réjadekhara helonged to the 10th CentA.D.
{2) The deamntist was not a king and no king named Réjasekhara
ig kaown to have written sny dramas.
£3)  No Rijefekhara was ever a king of Rerada.
{Fide e, Bambre's thesis on Hajesekharn—B.OR. 1., Poona-4.}

22, The word FTEF applicd to Rajadekhara by Baja. . {as aise by
DAL 16 the seeond reference is net anderstood,

23. It hws to he noted that Firg. D is ineomplete ang does not give the
stories of the Mhagnndre disesse, death of Sankora's mother, Krakaca
Kapdlin &c.

o
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of the Narmada entering the karaka, Sankara’s encounter with the
Antyaja are instances of addition of new supernatural stories al-
together while the other stories of Sankara’s revival of his own
body in flames, Padmapida’s power fo invoke TLord Nrsmbha
at will, his curing Sankara of the Bhagandara disease and killing
Abbhinava-Gupta and Sankara’s invoking Lord Siva fist and
Lord Vignu afterwards and so on are all extensions of the super-
natural, which existed already in the stories as narrated by the
other three also. The story of Krakaca is s new addition altogther
by Midhava

The appendoges, whether by woy of elabeoration or by way of
mtroducing a new or a greater element of the supernatural, render
the story unnatural and highly improbable, ip comparison with the
esrlier versions—cven factnally and msny a time, cause an un-
pardonable damage o the character of Sankarea, whose divine status
the biographers have acknowledged and sterted with, The writers
seern to be totelly unaware of the harm they have thus caused to
the character of Sankars, 1t is true that Tirn. D. snd Raje. D.
are slso somewhat guilty on this score but it is more than clear that
Madhava is all the more so and is at times almost outrageous in thig
regard.  Vy3, is almost free from these faults. when compired with

the other Lhree.

Added to this is the fact of sudden and most nnnaturally fre-
quent changes of metre, which is clesrly the resuit of Midhava's
attempt to Luse together stanzas from the three works. 'This is
particuiarly in evidence where Madhava has borrowed from all the
three writers in the same place and context. 'That has given rise
ta change of metre in every alternate stanza or in every two or three
stanzas. The other three writers are also found to introduce such
changes of metre but they are neither so frequent nor so nnnatural
or foreed. The impression of artificiality and foree, which is absent
in them, is strongly bad in Madhava.

24, The story of Sankara-Vyiss meeting, given by all the four, has heen
made by MAL simitarly derogatory te Seakare. According o Vya., Tiru, P
and Rijn D)., Vylisa as Vylsa comes to Sapkars and being satisfied with his
B, 54, Bhe, grants him an extension of life by 16 years., Mad. only makes
Vy#sa come in the fornn of an oid beahmin and then, after & dizcussion hetween
tiee two for B days, Sannmdans intervenes to point out Vydsa's identity to
Sadkara and then Sankara imploves s parden &o.  F is not understood how
?:_a.:’ﬁmm failed to realise what his disciple was nble to de and had to point out to
AT

Naithava again makes Snnkara express 1o Vyasa a desite 1o end hislife in
the Ganges. VWherefore thiz weakness in a ﬁ'gﬁm‘?ﬁ' like Saskara? The

story is an elaboration and & modification of the version of the other thres
writers and in the process, disoredits the figure nf Satvkara.







