
HISTORY OF INDIAN GLASS 

BY 

M. G. DIKSHIT 

(Former Directot' of Archit•es and Archaeology, Jfaharashtra State) 

AN outstanding publication HISTORY OF INDIAN GLASS 

(1969) by the late Dr. M. G. Dikshit, is a five thousand year record 

of glass and glMs articles in India, from the dawn of civilization to 

the 18th century is recounted in this authoritative work. Profusely 

illustrated with photographs, amongst them of a wealth of art 

objects History of Inrlian Glass touches every major aspect of the 

subject. Several pieces arc illustrated for the first time. 

This is a work scientifically planned and meticulously executed, 

containing considerable detailed description. This systematic 

comprehensive work on Imlinn gla.c;s is also the first work to trace 

the fascinating panorama of Indian glass from the very origins. 

This unique contribution will be as interesting to read as it is 

an invaluable guide. A milestone amongst archeological studies 

in India-both !s a mtlemarmn of the known facts M well as 

their interpretation-this work will be of crucial interest to pre

historians mul archaeologists. 

Size }[o. nf Nn. nf illustrations. 
pagrs 

Demy 212 + 113 4 colour plates, 4·8 

quarto plates (132 photo
graphs), 213 plates of 

figures (including map 
of India : early 19th 
Century), with multi
colour jacket. 

Bi11tling 

Full 
Cloth 

Price 

H.s. P. 

65·011 

Journal 
of the 

University of Bombay 

ARTS: HUMANITIES AND SOCIAL SCIENCES 

( New) VoL. XLI Serie• Number 77, OCTOBER 1972 

CONTENTS 
ARTICLES 

SANK~EPA SANKARA .JAYA OP 
MADIIAVACARYA OR SANKARA DIG· 
VI.JAVA OF SRI YIDYARA':lYAMUNI 

A NoTE ON THE UNUSUAL CHARACTER 
OF Acr IV IN TRE VIKRAMORVASIVA 

THE TRUNDF:ri-Cow AND ToE' ASYA· 
v'A~rtY.~' 

THE TEXT·CRITICAL TENOR OF J;lm·. I 
161 

SRAKESPEARES' PnOBLEn PLAYS IN 
RELATION TO THE PoETRY OP TOE 
1\IETAPHYSICAI.S 

l\IANUAL Jo'OR THE 1\:ENT-ROSANOFF 
TEST OF \VoRo-ASBOCIATfON DABED 
ON THE NOR)IATI\'E STUDY CARRIED 
OUT BY TilE DEPARTAIENT OF 
APPLIED PSYCHOLOGY, UNIVERSITY 
OP BOAIBAY 

THE LEGACY OF JUSTICE 0LIVER \V, 
HOLAIES (!\lARCH 8, 18•U-MARCR 6, 
11185) ... 

TAMING THE FuTURE: CRAU:NGE OF 
CIIANOE IN SUPER•TECIINOLOOICA!, 
A)IERICA 

INDIAN EAIIOR.-\TfON '1'0 Ji!AS'I' 
AFRICAN CotlN'TRIES nunrNO XIX 
AN')) EARLY XX CENTURIES 

IIISTORICAL LINGUISTICS Wl'fll 
SPECIAL ltEFERENCE TO hmo

. AII\',\N fu\NOUAOBS 

l\'. R. ANTARKAR 

G. 1{. lhiA'f 

s. A. DANGE 

A. EsTELLim 

S. 1\:ANDAtllV,\MY 

P. K. Gnosn AND 
INAYA1: JAT,F:EL 

n. P. DAui. 

B. RAMESII BA DU 

U. H. RAMCII.\Nll.\NI 

1 

2·J 

28 

52 

71.1 

107 

J.1.1 

152 

160 

lR!I 



ii 
JOURNAL OF TilE UNIVERSITY OF BOMBAY 

tt<Rf-~"{-'.l~-r.ro:;rn • ilft"Ai"~' 

SEMINAR PAPERS ON LINGUISTICS 

THE NATURE OF IIISTORICAl. A. )1. GliATAGE 
GRA)I)IAR 

Os TilE INTERPRETATION 
.AR()NAl')l (IN YMINA 9.22) 

ot· 
UsHA BinBE 

AND REDUPLI· 
RooT-GERMINATION • 

CATED RooTS IN S.'\NSKRI'l' • .. 
8. A. DANOE 

SANSKRIT PREFIXES STYLISTIC AND 
PEcuLIAR UsAGES ... ... ... 

l\1. G. DuADPALE 

NoTES ON INTERNAL RECONSTRUCTION 
AND CoMPARATIYE METHODS ... 

J.\1. A. 1\oiEHENDA LE 

ADOlJT THE SPORADIC CIIANGE A > J 
1s PRA:KniT ... •·· 

THE SouRCE OF Pn'AKRIT LANOU• 
AGES ... . .. 

DdYA 'VoRDB IN PnA.KRIT 

STUDIES IS P:\U PHONOLOGY 

p;.u-ITS HISTORY AND I,T'::;A~~~-
TlON TO TilE ' ORIGINAL · ' 

THE ABJ.,'\Tl\"'E JN 1\lARATIU 

F 1\IARATIII ON THE 
INFLUENCE ° F DAKHNJ LANOllAGE 

STRUCTURE 0 · 

CoMPARATIVE S-ruDY oF CAsE-
A s AND I'OST·POSITIONS 

TERMINATION · 
IN 1\lARATBI .. · "' ... 

ACTIVE-PASSIVE CoNSTRUCTION oF 
Gt•.JARATI J,ANGUAOE ... ... 

DY OF SoME OF THE AsPECTS IN 
A ~~ EvoLt.'TION OF TilE Gt.•JARATI 

LANGUAGE 

l\IEWATI PRoNOUNS 

I it, IN 
\'sE oF PosTPosrnoN 

• ]{UARIBOLI : A SIGNIFICANT DRIFT 

BOOK REVIEWS 

TilE PAKISTAN CHINA AXIS BY B. L. 
SHARMA ••• ... 

VEDIC CoscEPT OF FIEt.o AND TA 
DIVINE FRUCTIFICATION BY S. ' 

DANGF. 

Jl, C. BHAYANI 

Y. l\1. KuLKABNI 

p, l\1. UPADHYE 

l\1. S. BBAT 

l\1. A. l\IEHANDAI..E 

G. n. GnAMOPADBYB 

s. R. KuLKABNI 

YASMIN SBAIKH 

UnMI G. DEBAI 

}{.B. VYAB 

D. R. BHARADWAJ 

c. L. PRABHAT 

B. RAlii&SH BABU 

T. G. 1\lAINKAR 

TnE AFno·AMEntcAN 
READINGS B. RA)IESR BAB11 

BY Ross K. BAKER ... 

191 

199 

205 

208 

215 

286 

241 

245 

249 

256 

259 

264 

26'T 

21!1 

289 

297 

812 

320 

323 

815 

82'T 

SANK~EPA SANKARA JAYA OF 
MADHAVACARYA 

OR 

SANKARA DIGVIJAYA OF 
SRI VIDYARA~YAMUNI 

DR. w. R. ANTARKAR, M.A., LL.B., Ph.D., 

Khalsa College, Bombay. 

Introductory: 

I N two previous artidcs,l I discussed three biographies of Sri 
SaJi.karii.carya. The next work to be considered is Sa~epa 

SaJi.kara Jaya of Madhavacarya or as it is more popularly called, 
SaJi.kara Digvijaya of Sri VidyaraJ).ya.muni. Hence the alternative 
title given to the aricle. The first is the title as found throughout 
the work while the second is the popularly known one. If the 
first is practically unknown to anyone except the readers of the 
work, the second is altogether unknown to the work itself. The 
common man's knowledge of the life of Sri Sankaracarya is based 
on this work only and religious preachers like the kirtankaras rely 
on this work only for his life-history. 

Title and the author : 

The work is available in mss. as well as in print. It was first 
printed by the Anandasram Press, Poona as far back as 1863 A.D. 
Though, as stated already, the work is generally called Sii.Ji.kara 
Digvijaya and has been ascribed by popular tradition to the 
celebrated Vidyaral.tyamuni, the work itself does not mention 
either name anywhere. The name of the work as given in all the 
colophons is Saitk~epa Sankara Jaya and it has been uniformly 
attributed to Miidhava. An old tradition says that M:adhava was 
the brother of Siiya.Qa., the famous commentator of the Vedas and 
that he became known as Vidyii.ral}.ya after he became a Sannaysin. 
There bas been a great controversy regarding the identity of these 

1. Vide the Journal of the University of Bombay, Vol. XXIX, Pt. 2., 
Scpt.l960, pp 113. to 121 and Vol.XXX, Pt. 2,Sept.1961, pp.73to 80. 
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figures but one asthii.na pundit of Srx.1geri Saradi Mutt-Sri Kr~.Qa 
.Tois Sistrin-told me that according to his knowledge and belief, 
there were three Midhavas, none of whom ever became a Sannyasin 
and then he cited the authority of Guruvamsa Kavya, a poem in 
19 cantos, composed by Kasi J.axman Siirin, a Sp:1geri mutt pundit, 
at the instance of Sri Saccidii.nanda Bha.rati Svami, the then ruling 
Svimiji of the said mutt, on the strength of information, supplied 
by the latter to the former. Scholars have debated this issue of 
identity in a number of articJes2 and yet there has been no definite 
conclusion. Till such time, therefore, as such a conclusion is 
rea<'hed, I would prefer to keep the two distin<"t. I am going to 
show later tht>t the work under consideration cannot be said to 
have come form the pen of Sri Vidyarat.lynmnni. 

Extent and Nature : 

All the available copi('s of the work I have inspected so far 
contain 16 chapters of unmixed poetry, with a total number of 
about 1848 stanzas. One Sistrin (Sri Mahii.deva Sistrin) from 
Kumbakor:tam showed me some additional stam.a.s as from the 
same S. S. Jaya but not found in the printed edition thereof. 
Now, the Govt. Oriental Mss. J.ihrary, Mat:lras ('Ontein.o; one solitary 
mss. of this work (their ref. no D. 12174) and on <·omparing the fitst 
chapter of the same, of which I have pro(~mcd .l'rom them a copy, 
with the one in the printed hook, 1 found that it did (~onh1.in one 
additional stanza just in th.e same place as noted by the said Sastrin 
i.r. between stanzas 4 and 5 of the printed edition. I<'rom this, it 
may be inferred at least tentatively that the said ms. is vcr~' likely 
to contain the other additional stanzas also.3 

The work purports to he a.n epitome of an earlier work called 
Pra('ina Sankarn Jaya. I have discussed the f(Uestion of the iden
tity of this earlier work in my first article in this series.4 I am, 

2. Vide In•lian Historical Quarterly, Vols. VI, VII and VIII. 
3. It may be noted tltat in arldition to this one Atnnzn, the chnpter 

cont~ins two more stanzas between stt. 1 ami l!. The first of these two hns 
been quote1l by the late Sri 1'. Cnmlra8ekharnn in hi~ introri.ur.tir n tu V~·ii.'11 
S. V. The two stanzas nre :-· ·-

( t ) OlfmRW~Cfiti 'ffV:i~"lfT--- I 'S[ffi~('fr;;:q~6TT: Wrff; I 

fcrA~~ ~qf-- 1 ~tJlit.i~Wt•~~·~rsWqli 
(~) lf~?II~('qf~'fUTn{fVFH ~ii!~ I m ~ ~~ ~ 1J{RcrT I 

l!fri"~~~: t'lf6N~4i'r~: 1 ~~m:i~lf«\JI¥tldot'lfir 11 

4. J'ide Foont note 1 nhn,·r, Vol. XXIX. 

r 
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therefore, unable to accept the contention of the Kii.nci Mutt that 
the S:Y: of Ana~tii.nandngiri was the basis of this S. S. Jaya. Jn 
fact, Jt Is more hkely that both these works are indebted to that 
earlier Pr. S.V. In the absence of this Pr.S.V., it is not possible 
to say how far Mad. laid it under obligation and how faithfully. 

Date: 

It seems possible to settle somewhat correctly the period of 
composition of this work. The clues are as follows:.:-. 

(1) There are two commentaries on this work viz. Dindima ' ' .. 
of Dhanapatisiirin and Advaita-rajya-Laxmi of Acyutc.raya 
Modak. At the end of these commentaries, both the writers have 
giwn the years of their completion. Thus, Di.(I<Jima says that it 
was ·~ompleted in the year 179M A.D. and A R.L. says that it was 
completed in 1824 A.D. This gives us 1798 A.D. as the terminus 
ad qtrem of the work. 

(2) It will be shown later that S. S. Jaya has borrowed from 
Sailkarii.bhyudaya of Rli.ja. D., who is said to have flourished 
towards the middle of the 17th Cent. A.n.s If this is correct, 
the work must have been written after 1650 A.D. which is the 
terminus et quo. 

The work, therefore, seems to have been composed sometime 
between 1650 A.D. and 1800 A.D. 

Authenticity of the work : 

Regarding this work, there has been a very great controversv 
which can be stated as follows :- • ' 

Sri T. S. Naraya.l).a Sastri said in 1916 A.n.s and Mr Bodas 
agreed with him in 1923 A.D.7 that the work of Midhava as 
available in pri~t, was not the original one and that it was pri~ted 
som.e~hat hastily by the Anandii.Srama Press, Poona, with many 
add1bons and prepared specially by some edherent of the Sr.l).geri 

5. See SSI"f~llf-ufl'cr~ ~l!fT ~-by Professor B. 
Upnrlhyaya, p. 11. 

6. Vide 'Age of Sailknra'-Part I. 

7. JTide ~~ iif ~ ~~-p.D. 
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Sarada 1\lutt to counteract the claim of the Kanci Mutt. Sri K. 
A. t · -~'li~'t~~ 8 a Kanci Kuppuswamy Iyya quo es m ..,..~""' ,, . 

Mutt publication, the following extract from a Telugn article 
by one Sri Vemuri Prabhakar Sastri of the Government 0. 1\lss. 

Library, Madras: 

"I happened to meet at Baptla, Brahmar~?i V~mt~ri Narasimha 
Sastri during my recent tour in the Guntur District lAst year, 
in quest of manuscripts. I mentioned casually to him my reasons 
for doubting the authorship of Madhaviya Sankarn Vi,jaya. Then 
he gave out the following secret. When he was nt 1\l~dras ab~u-t 
15 years ago, he had the acquaintance of the late Srt Bhattasn, 
who wrote the 8. V. published in the name of Vidyii.rai,Jya and that 
four others helped him in this production. They, who were 
attached to S:p'lgeri M.utt, had to do so to support the super~or~ty 
of the Srngeri 1\lutt over the Kaitci Mutt, which was al~o cla1mmg 
to be the chief one, presided over by Sri. Sait~Ara. ~he I~p~rtan.cc 
of the Sr~eri l\lutt is very much m evJ<{ence m th•s.~al)kara 
Vijaya. It is not so found in Vyasacala Grantlm ... · · · 

The extract seems to voice the same charge against Miidh~vA's 
s. S. Jaya. Sri Aiyya, however, does not seem to he convmeed 

nnd remarks :-

" It is clear from the above that BhaHasri Nariiyat~a Sastri 
should have been either the real author of the work or was falsely 

giving out that he was the author." 

I was told at KMwi that a dispute arose in 1844 A.D. between 
the l<ii.iu~i and the Srt:tgeri Mutts regarding the right to perform 
the Tatailka Pmtistha to the Goddess AkhiliiJ.tqesvari at Jambiik~
svara~. When asked by the Court to furnish evidence for the1r 
respective rights, the Kii.nci Mutt produced Siva-rahasya and 
Markal).9.eya Samhita. The Srl)geri Mutt ha:l no such' wo~~ and 
hence produced what now passes as V1dyaral).ya s Sankara 

Digvijnyn. 

If now the Tclugu article, written in Hl22 A.D., is to he 
believed, the work must have been composed prior to 1905 ~-D·: 
when the meeting of Bhattasri and Brahmar~i Vemuri N. Sastr1 

11. Vidr. pp. 11 nncl 12-Engli~h portion. 
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must have taken place. According to the second story, the work 
must have come into being shortly after 1844 A.D., Even if we 
reconcile somehow these two calculations, the total reckoning will 
he 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 sufliciently strong evidence for such an 
inference. 

l\(oreover, I have seen personBlly very old mss.-some even on 
palm-leaf-of this same work with the same extent, in libraries all 
over India. There 9re some small portions also of this work, 
preserved in some places, like I.aghu-Sankara-Digvijaya,9 Ma.1,1~na 
Pal)Q.ita Vi.iaya10 &c., and the text therein was found to conform 
to the corresponding printed text. It is not reasonable to suppose 
that ms~>. of a work of so re~ent an origin as about 1845 A.D. should 
he 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 against S. S. Jaya ofl\tii.dhava as 
unproved and even disproved by evidence to the contrary. 

This, however, sl10uld not be construed to mean that I accept 
Vidyarm;tya's authorship or the historical authenticity of the work. 
I have come to the conclusion that the work is no _independent 
composition of one single author but is merely a collection of stanzas 
from four or even more earlier works, put together to form this 
work. It is for this reason again that I feel that it is unworthy 
of a genius like Vidyaral)ya. My findings are :-

Out of a total of about 1843 stanzas, comprising the 16 chapters 
of this work, a bout 1100 stanzas are found to be common to 4 other 
works as follows :-

(1) Vya.'s S. V. 

(2) Tiru. D.'s Sanknrabhyudaya 

(3) Raja. D.'s Smikarabhyudaya 

(4) Rama.'s Pat. Ch. 

Totrll: 

475 stanzas 

475 stanzas 

125 stanzas 

ll stanzas 

1084 stanzas 

0. Noticecl in the Gaekwnd Oriental Series, No cxiv, p. 1042. 
10. Noticed in the Indian Museum Mss. Collection in the Royal Asiatic 

Society J,ibrary, Calcutta. 
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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 been 
composed afresh. The following are a few instances of caeh :-

Verbatim: 

M.idhava: I: 29 to 32 Tiru.D. I:27to80 

I: 34 to 40 " 
I: 31 to 37 

I: 55 to 97 " 
I: 42 to 84 

11: 49 to 65 Vya. IV: 3 to 19 

Ill: 10: c, d. to " 
VI: 10 to 36 

37: a, b 

Ill : 37 : c, d & " 
VI: 37 (8rd 

38: a line dropped) 

Ill : 38 : b, c, d, " 
VI: 38 to 42 

to43: a 

Ill : 4'1, to 77 " 
VI: 44 to 77 

V: 35 to 58 - Tiru. D. 11: 76 to 99 

V: 60 to 66 Vya. XI: 127 to 133 

V: 68 to 80 " 
IV: 4!> to 61 

V: 87 & 90 Pet. Ch. VIII: 18 & 19 

V: 92 to 95 " 
Vlll: 63 to 66 

V: 98 to 101 " 
VIII: 67 to 70 

VI: 21 to 2!l Tirn D. Ill: 61 to 69 

VI: 68 to 71 lliija D. 11: 16 to 19 

VII: 104 to 107 " 
11: 33 & 35 to 

37 

VII: 67 to 70 " 
11: 24 to 26 & 

2!) 

XII: I to 37 " 
IV: 1, 2, 6, 7, 
14 to 83 and 50 
to 62 

VIJ : 81 to 100 Vya. V: 12 to 31 

VII: 74 to 130 Tiru D. IV: 54 to 110 

IX: 1 to 21 " 
V: 1 to 21 

IX: 43 to 67 " 
V: 31 to 55 

X: 80 to 42 " 
VI: 46 to 57 & 
59 

f 
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Half Stanzas: 

Miidhu va : V : 67 : a h 

V:fll:ed 

VI: 20: c· d 

VI: 60: n. b 

VII : -16: a. h 

Vya. 

Pat. Ch. 

Tiru. D. 

Raja. D. 

" 
Nt>w stanzAs for common substance : 

Madhava: 11: 66 to 72 - Raja D. 

11: 76 " 
11: 85/6/7 " 
VI: 44 1'iru.D. 

VI: 79 Vya. 

101 Tiru. D. 

VIII: 133 Raja. D. 

XII: 83 Tiru. D. 

xrn: .J.o Vya. 

XIV: 101 
" 

XV: 3 & 29 Raja. D. 

7 

IX: 18-t.: a b 

VIII: !H: c d 

Ill: 5!l: c d 

I: 6-J.: a, b 

II: 11: a, b 

I: 21 to 27 
(except st. 27) 

1: 29 

I: 81/2/~ 

Ill: 87 

V: 10 

IV: 26 

11: 50 

Ill: !15 

VII: 46 

VIII: 71 

Ill: 39 & 42 

These are only a few of the many instauces to he found in 
1\'[adhavn's work, when compared with the other three or four works. 
It will be seen from a comparison of the verbatim quotations in 
Chapter Ill of Madhava's work with Ch. VI of Vya's work that 
Ma.dhava also combines half-stanzas of the latter to form his own 
comple te stanzas. The same 'group discloses that in some cases, 
he has formed his stanzas by taking three lines of one stanza and 
the first line of the next stanza from the latter. 

A very natural question is here likely to be raised, vh ... , what 
evidence is the1e to show that Ma.dhava has borrowed from these 
other writers and not vice-versa? My reasons for such a deduction 
are:-

Firstly, Madhava definitely refers to Vyiisii.cala in the stanza 
OltH'fl"'f\"lSi~<i~ &c., cited earlier. Moreover, I personally 
believe that there is a covert reference to the poet Vyii.sacala at 
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I: 17 of 1\liidhava's work, though the actual context favours the 
commentator's interpretation thereof, as referring to himself. 

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

Between Vyii.. and Mii.dhava, therefore, Vyii.. seems to be 
earlier than Miidhava. 

Further, it has been found that the stanzas, single or in succes· 
sion, found common between Mii.dhava and the other writers, fit in 
into the contexts of the latter quite well while in Mi1dhrva, they 
give rise to repetitions and contradictions. A few illustrations will 
bear out this point. 

(1) While describing Sailkara's education, Madhava tells us 
that at the age of 2 only, he learnt to 1ead and write the characters 
and then, after a single hearing of the Kii.vyas and the Pnrii.r:tas, he 
understood them without instruction. The next stanza te11s us in 
a general way that he learnt without a teacher and taught his 
co11eagues. The next two F.tanzas te11s us again that when it was 
still time for playing, he ma&teied all the scripts (f~q''r:), learnt 
the Vedas without any instruction and mastered Kii.vya and Nyaya. 
The first two stanzas from Miidhava correspond to two in Vya. 
(XI: 114/5) while the next two correspond to two in Tiru. D. 
(II: 12 & 14). 

(2) While describing the encounter between Sailkara and 
Kumii.rila, Miidhava gives the following three stanzas in the same 
7th chapters :-

(a) art>it ~Uf ~ fcrn:A:, I ~fiURt'ti1'1i Sf~¥-f ~I 
~ llf~ ~~~~~"riff: I t.qcj" f'Cf~~ ~'Ef~ 118311 

(b) ~ ~· ~ lflflr'\ I arrctilllf iJ'5rWr f<r'Efflr <{f~, I 
msff:l•i:uJqfqf~ ~ 'CfT1m 1 

ft¥:~m !U ~srfu f<t1 ~ 11 I 03 11 

(c) ~ ;; i:rs;;rf.r f~ m~'{- 1 

~sttr ~ r~ msf~ifrij;l{ 11Io5: c, d 11 

The idea that Kumiirila missed the chance to attain fame by 
writing a commentary on Sail.kara's ~ because he was 
an~ is obviou~>ly repreated, more particularly in the second 
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and the third stanzas. It is interesting to note that these three 
stanzas correspond verbatim to stanzas in three different works 
viz. Vyii.. V: 14, Tiru. D. IV: 28 and H.aja. D. 11: 35. ' 

(3) A similar repetition is found with regard to the two sins 
which, Kumii.rila says, he has committed, viz. ('!Ci<f.Hr~ and 
Ti~~- The fo11owing stanzas from Miidhava may be noted : 

(a) ~T"'ti4f!liflf R<tf~~ I 7JVfTf<.rnt f.r~fu~'P!1~ 1 

snfcrmr ~m 1 ;;mrr ~~~f"i:t."tfflol;; 11 vn: 102 11 

SI"TlfT~"l'T ~~~ I (b) 

srrfcf~ \j;~lifi'lmf~"rlff: 11 VII: 105 :a, b 11 

These correspond verbatim to Tiru. D. IV : 27 and Raja D. 
11: 35: a, b. 

(4) When Sai1karaoff'ers to revive Kumarila, the latter admits 
Sanka.ra's capacity to do so but politely refuses to be revived. 
In this connectiC'n, the following stanzas have been given by 
Mii.dhava :-

(a) ~~ f'<!<"fli01<:'lflf "'!' ~ 1 

~rsfu ~ ~FOJ0eft>aq1~: 1 

3fl1:i~er'1'T ~M wrAa' 1 
"' 

\-""'<li'(f<:'lf '1' ~~ ii!'Efrfcrf.i;:w: 11 VII: IIO 11 

(b)~~~ I ~~~~lf~,l 
~lSC{ ~~mr ~mt:TI ~ 1 

~<Fi~~ fcv fC!~ I~ VII: I 1 I 11 

(c) ~~~mm~ 1 

~'t1[~ ~Tij;fir<t 'X~ 11 & c. VII: l12: a, b 11 

These three correspond to Raja. D. 11 : 39 and Tiru, D. IV: 80, 
31. 

. On the contrary, Kumarila requests Sailkara to instruct him 
mto ~ ii1W and thereby make him m~. Read : 

(a) ~~~'!i'!fi<f1f~-l ~~~~ii<:'ll~lfvrT: IIVII: 11211 

{b) f<'i ~Vf ~<r i:r m ~: I 

~iff @i'ifc::qq ii"ffi#vrr: 11 VII :liS 11 

These correspond to Tiru. D. IV: 81: c, d and Raja. D. 11: 48: 
c, d. 
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(5) ·while Kumarila is askin~ Srnkam to go to }[awJana, 

l\li\dhava gh·es the following:-

(a) f~l'J"ffi<f"l~ fm) I 

~~ ~ffir;i m ~ 11 VII: 118: r, d 11 

(b) ro ~m<i ~~~ 1 

~ f~tr: srf~~T ~ 11 VII: 114: a, b 11 

These correspond to Tiru. D. IV: 82 and Vyi. V: 85. The 
rcpetititon hetween f~ll"Clf<r~lffi": and srf~T ~ is obvious. 
Similarly, <m mr ~;; "¥r~f~tr: 1 (Madhava VII: 115: c = Vyii. 
V. : 35) repeats the idea in mmt;;ffi ~ m ~I above in 
substance though not verbatim. 

Apart. from these repetitions, if we look to Vyii.. V: 8411 which 
preredt?s ~<n" ~- & c., (Y : 85) quoted above, we shall find that 
the two present participles <r«'f, and crq in V : 8·~ and V : 35 

in Vya. conneet these two stanzas .better syntactically than the 
two consecuti,•c stanzas in 1\[adhava, which are from Tiru. D. and 

Vya. respcctivl'ly. 

(6) While narrating the incident of Sai1kara's Paraki.iyapra
vesa, Mndhava gives the following two stanzas : 

(n) ~ ~ ~'lf~fir<r f'lf~ fcr•rd~~CI'lf'"l 1 

lA~~ ....F:r.r~ Sl'i'l4o:SI'l~lflftlf~'l~'ll<:<t"''1"lf 11 IX: 74 11 
"' ~·'~ ' 

(b) at'~T f.:t'i11!..'4c<i<il W!Oll i "ti?; ~!1r~<l'iiiC'H1~ I 
~ <f~<T lflllSln:cF ;:qt~ ~~ sr~ ~ m'Trit: 11 IX: 75 11 

The latter of these two stanzas eorresp01•ds verbatim to Raja. D. 
IV : 34. In Raja. D., Smikara is described as being on tour. He 
Is going from place to place. Raja. D. has described the revival by 
Sa.ilkara of a dead child at Kausii.mbi and thereafter, he describes 
this incident c-f Prakayiipravesa. In this context, therefore, the 
word 31~ denotes 31'FI"d"lf while in Mi.idhava, the second stanza 
repeats very clearly what has been stated in the first and thus leaves 
the word 3T~ without any propriety. This shows that Rlija. D.'s 
work is earlier than that of Madhava. 

11. Read: "¥f<TCI~SICI~IRJ>9T<tlrcF I "¥rcrnl "¥rr~Slff.r-ri~ ~-I 
'11T~'f. Cl~~il'llffd ~:I~(};~~~~ IIV:3411 
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(7) While describing in Ch. XI the Ugra-Bhairava incident, 
Madhava says that when the Bhairva approarhed Saitkara for his 
head, so that by offering it to Lord Siva, he (i.e. m) might go 
to heltven with his human body, he pointed out to Sai1kaara the 
perishable nature of the human body and cited the example of 
Dadhici, who had surrendered his own for 1'.11:Tm~ and attained 
immortal fame. The instance of Dadhici (lccurs in Madhava thrice 
in three different stan7.as, 17, 18 and 21,12 which corres}J(Ind to Vya 
IX: 40 (c, d), Tiru. D. VII: 15 (a, b) and Raja D. IV: 65 (b). 

Regarding contradictions, we find the following :-

While describing the discussion between Sankara and Mandana . . ' 
Madhava tells us at VIII : 180 in his work that Bhii.rati, Mandana's 
wife, saw that MaJJ.Q.ana's garland had faded. She then asked both 
Sankara and 1\lalJ.Q.ana to come in tor meals and then said to 
Sankara thus :-

(a) cp)q-rfu=t-1;'"'~: \Uifm ~~I ~r d~CIN~f~ ~~I 
m~· lf'fFTdl!,tifir ~'ft-1 
~ W'+.11ilni f.1\ife1Tlr lfRfTq 11 VIII : 133 11 

"' ' 
(b) ~~ f.r:\Uiiifi¥1 (U<f$<1l I lfi'~ dT ~~lf".,- ~: 11 

\iflllsfff ~: ~Cf<tfu~ I 

ri~: ~ 'Cl" lfM~T: 11 VIII: 18411 

(c) ;;rr;ntlr ~ ~ fer~: 1 

iter~ m1:fY ~~ 11 VIII: 135: a, b 11 

These stanzas clearly show that after noticing 1\lalJ.Q.ana's 
~ef~at, Bharati wes _going back to her heavenly abode, as per the 
hm1t of the cur~e la1d down by Durviisas and that then, Sankara 
detained her by a charm for the pm pose of entering into argument 
with her and defeating her also. As against this, we are told by 
Madhava in Ch. IX of his work that when Mai)Q.ana surrendered to 

12. Read: (a) f<l{ f.r~ ~f~'illlt m I 
~tfi"4'11~1RCfl'i'l crtf~~ 11 XI: 17 

(b) ~'*t~: ~ \UfR I 
~ tmtl ~ lf\U:m"ro{ 11 XI : 18 

(c) ~~T fil""'"'i"Ci~ilf'T 1 lf'=ft~~ "il{l' 'RA: 1 
311"4~i:dltlct114'r~ I srrtm lf\U: q;ujq-vj ~ 

f~ 11 XI : 21 11 
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Sai1kara antl9sked him to initiate him into the order of Sannyasins, 
Sanknrt: looked at Bhnmti significantly. She understood what 
he meant and then told him a story from her child-hood that it was 
predicted by an ascetic that she would enter into an academic 
discussion with a great Yati in her later life. She then said that 
she was the other i1alf of Ma~:~l}ana, whom, therefore, Sai1kara had 
conquered only half. She then called upon Sankara to defeat her 
first and they only to make Ma~:~~ana his disciple.13 She ruled out 
S9Ji.kara's objection to a Yati like hin entering into an argument 
with a lady and said that even if Sankara were the Highest 
Heality, sbe had an ardent 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 Bharati by means of a 
charm and detaining her for a discussion when she was going back 
tr her heavenly abode. There, she seems to have had no desire to 
argue with Sankara while here she almost challenges him to a 
discussion before he could make Ma~:~~ana his disciplie. In my 
humble opinion, this contradiction is due to Madhava's attempt 
to put together stanzas from the works of Raja. D. and Tiru D., 
wit!-> his own changes. The stanza !fi)q I fd'<ifi<l'ild: & e. (Mad. VIII: 
183) is worth a comparison with Raja. D. II: 50, which runs thus: 

!fifqTf~<.f'irn': 'ifllffi' ~ lfl'lr, I ~~ ~<it fqf~ f<r~ I 

~~~flr 'iff1:twft''{- I ~T ftmf~~ m 11 

Now, according to lliija D., Bharati disappeared immediately 
after this and this agrees with Uaja.'s story because he does not 
describe any discussion between Bharati and Sankara and the 
subsequent story of Parakayapravesa. Madhava 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 to Sali.kam-Bharati-discussion and the incident of Para
kii.yapravesa is the narration of Tirtt. D., who does not describe the 
disappearance of Bharati as done by Raja. D. and hence there is 
no contradiction in his version also. The contradiction in Mii.dhave 
is quite clear and it is obviously due to his attempt to combine 
stanzas from the works of the two writers. 

13. Read: anq ~ ~jS;a 9'1' '6'lt'Af"'~:l siT"idlilOftiltj qfd4ct~tt,l 
<~~~ "~' mr 11ful:rrr_ 1 
anq ttt f~ ~ P-illlllf4ttt+t._ 11 IX : 56 11 

14. Read: ~ ~~ i>(lfd': '5JflCf: I Of'!. ~ tror: ~l!f: I 

~~ '6'~ ~I ~f<Nfu 'tt'tt'WifiF~, 11 IX: 57 
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Moreover, it h9s to be noted that in Mii.dhava, Bhii.rati's dis
mtssion with Sankara is cut off from the story of Sankara's binding 
~er by the charm hy another story of MaJ,IQ9na's regret that 
Sankara had proved Jaimini wrong and ::iaJikara's telling him how 
l1e had not done so and how Jaimini's followers had misunderstood 
and misinterpreted him. Tiru.D. does not give this tory and hence 
there is at least no break in his version. Mii.dhava, who gives it, 
breaks up tl'.e story of Smikara·Bhiirati discussion, in which he 
foHows Tiru. D. verbatim. 

(2) Contradiction appears in the form of eonfuson in names 
and some technical terms also. 

(n) VII: 113 (S. S. Jaya) refers to .l\im)c:lana while st. 114 
refers to Visvariipa and st. 116 identifies the latter with Umveka. 
St. ll3 corresponds to Tiru. D. IV: 82, St. II4 to Vya, V: 85 and 
St. VII: 116 corresponds ve1hatim tc Raja. D. II: 41. This means 
that Mii.dhava has rolled all the three-1\(a~:~l}ana, Visvariipa and 
Umvcka-into one per!on who later on heeameSuresvaro, who thus 
becomes identical with all these three. In this conneetion, it has to 
he noted_ that Tiru.D. mentions Mai,IQana only while Vya and Raja. 
D. mention both Ma~:~l}ana and Visvariipa hut keep them distinet 
and describe an ecounter between Sankara and Visvariipa and the 
latter's eonversion into a Sannyasin as Suresvara. 

'~his confusion, is found at two other places. After dcseribing 
the btrth of Suresvara from Brahmii and alternatively that of 
Mal,l.Q.a.na, from Brh~spa~i (1\Iii.d. III : 6, 8) (implying that Ma~:~~ana 
and_'5u~svaJa are tdenhcal), Mii.dhavR gives an account ofUhbaya 
-Bharatu, prcsumbaly l\{al,ll}ana's wife, hut in the course of this 
nar~ation, .1\laJ.l~ana become Visvariipa. throughout, implying once 
agam an ulentJty of the earlier Mai.H)anst and this Visvariipa. 
When Smikarn comes to Mahi~mati, this same pair has been referred 
to as Mm;t~ana and Ubhaya-Bhiirati throughout Ch. VIII. In thi::. 
case, it has to be nded that almost the entire narration about the 
marriage of Visvariip~ and Ubhaya-Bhiirati is to be found in Vya .. 
who, as stated above, refers to Visvariipa only. 

. Still later in Ch. XIII, Surcsvara, who is asked by Sankara to 
wnte a commentary on his Br. Sii. Bh., has been referred to as such 
in the very first stanza, then as Ma1.u).ana in st. 39 and thrice as 
Visvariipa in stanzas 21, 54 and 68. Out of the last three stanzas 
the first is found in Riija. D. (II : 58) and the other two are founcl 
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in Vyii.. (VII: 58 & 70). Once again, all the three have been rolled 

into one. 

(8) Even like tbe first name of Suresvara, Mii.dhava does not 
seem to be either particular or cettain about what Sanka~ wan~ed 
him Clr Kumarila to write on his Br.Sii.Bh. In connection w1th 
Kumarila, Vya. end Raja. D. refer to Vattikas while Tiru. D. 
mentions Vrtti but 1\[adhava mentions in Ch. VII both, in etanzas, 
which cor~&pond to stanzas in all these three.15 

Again in Ch. XIII, where Suresvara is asked to write the 
commentary, the very first stanza refers to Vrtti while the later 

k t . V t'k s 16 
stanzas, which are common to Vya.~s wor s men ton ar I a · 
Two stanzas (XIII: 21 & 73), which correspond to Raja:D.l!: _43 

& 60, use the word 'fika. All-these three w?rds-Vrttt,. Va~~ka 
and 'fika-are teehnical terms and have specml connotations. 

In addition to repetitions and contradictions, we also find that 
there is in Madhava a lot of elaboration and a greater element of 
the supernatural, in comparison with the other three writers. 
Both these factors have been regatded as indications of a later date 

of any work. 

If we look at the various incidents in Sankara's life. a<~ des
cribed by these four writers, we fmd thatVya. does not giv~ ~ large 
number of them while Madhava gives them all. Between ftru. D. 
and llii.ja. D., Tiru. D. gives some of them and omits the oLhers 
and so does Raja. D., there being no agreement between the two 

regarding the same. 

Thus, Tiru. D. and Raja. D. agree in giving the stories of 
Sankara's meeting with king Riijasekhara and Sankara's offer to 
Kumarila to revive him. Tiru. D., however, gives a number of 
stories like those of (1) the golden .Amalakas even while Sai1kara 
was in the Gurukula, (2) very learned persons coming to him for 
instruction, immediately after his return from the Gurukula, ~3) ~he 
visit t>f the SPges to his house, who told his mother about ~t'> hfe
span &1' .. (-lo) Sai1kara's making the waters of the Narmacla enter 

15. l'f. Mad. VII: 83 = Vyil. V: 14 (Viirtikas) 
VU: 101 anr\118 = Riija. D. Il: 37 and 4.1 (Viirtikas) 
VII : 1113 = Tirn. n. IV : 28 (Vrtti) 

lll. cr. :'lli\(\. XIII: a, 43, .J4, 45, 48,53 = Vyi\. VU: 29,-19,50, 51, 54,57 • 

17. S!'!' Vviikarana :\lahiibhii!?~-a of Patnnjali-Tr. by the late l\ll\1. Vasu
«l<',·nsi\,.tri :\hhyanknf, Vol. VH. 1'1'· 1 :mll 2. 

SANKSEPA SANKARA JAYA OF MADHAVACARYA 15 

the kara.ka, shortly after he went to the hermitage of Govinda and 
the subsequent explanation o4' that deed by Govinda and ( 5) 
Sankara's encounter with Lord Siva in the form of an Antyaja. 
None of these stories has been given by Raja. D. who, however, 
gives three other stories--one about the curse of a Gandharva upon 
the crocodile, which had caught Sankara's foot in the Ciirni river, 
the other, occuring at the end of the Ugra-bhairava incident, 
about Padmapada 's power to invoke Lord Nrsirhha at will and the 
third about Sankara who, being prevailed upon by his other 
disciples not to allow Suresvara to write Vartikas on his Br. Sii. 
Bh., consoled him by saying that he would be reborn as V!icaspati 
and write Bha:;;ya-Tikii, which would become famous and which 
would make him famous also. 'J'irn. D. is silent over these stories, 
the one about the crocodile having been omitted by him altogether. 

None of these stories has been given by Vy'i. while Mii.dhavt\ 
has given all of them. In addition to these, 1\liidhava gives some 
stories, which have not been given by any one of these three 
writers. Thus, the stories of Llml Mahesa manifesting Himself 
on the Vr:;;aparvata in Kmala and some king Rii..iasekhart> building, 
in pursuance of a directive received in a dream, a temple to that 
God and arranging for His worship, marks ofMal)<_lana's house with 
the refrain ;;n;:ftf~ ~OS'1qfvsd"ICfi:,18 the initial wrangle hctween 
Sai1lmra and Mal)<_lana,19 Sankara's reviving his own body in flames 
after his flight back from the body of Amariika, Padmapada's 
curing with his own power, Saitkara's Bhagandara disease, which 
c,·en the divine Asvins, sent by Lord Hive, could not cure, Saitkara's 
im-oking, at the instanl'e of his dying mother, I.ord Siva, whose 
GaJ.tas then 1·aml' to take her away but with whom she refused to 
go and then Saillmra's invoking I.ord Vi~J,\U, whose GaJ).as (~ame in 
an aerial car and took her away in the same20 and finally, Sai1kara's 
ence>nnter with the Krakaca Kapalin. 

Onl of these, the stories of learned pundits eoming to Sankara 
fm instruction, king Ra.iasekhara's encounter with Sailkara, marks 
of 1\lal)~ana'!l house and the initial wrangle between Sailkara and 
l\lai;tQana are without any element of the supernatural but arc 

18. <.:f. i\IM. YIIJ : 6, i, 11. 

19. The wrangle begins with ~of l!O~J<J~I~f!olJ & c.l\1'\d. VIII: H!-31. 

20: i\liir:l. XIV: 42 tciiH us thut Saitkum's motl.cr gaye up her l.1 «i.y like 
!!' Yogm ~nd stanza 44 says tlu~t after her dcnlh, mess('ngers of Lorli. Vi~t_IU I'll me 
m an aertal car, that she was dehj!'hted to see them and praised her son ..•.. & t•, 
How could she be delighted andfor how could she praise her scn nftl'r she h11d 
gi\·('n up lu·r· hody 'f 
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clearly additions to the original hy way of elaboration. The story 
of the pundits is obviously in anticipation of Sankara's future 
greatne~s and is clearly out of place. The story of king Rii.jasekhara 
appears to be a historical anachronism.21 Moreover, out ofTiru.D., 
R\\ja.D. and Mii.dhava, who give the story, Tiru. D. refers to 
Rii.jasekham once only and devotes only 4 stanzas to him. Raja. D. 
mentions Rii.jasekhara twice bnt has not more than about 5 stanzas 
in all. His first reference is to the king's reading out his three 
dramas to Sankam while the second describes in 4 stanzas only how 
the dramas were destroyed in a fire and how Sankara, at the king's 
I"f'quest, dictated them to him from memory.22 Madhava refers to 
Rii.jasekhara thrice, once at II : 2, as some king of Kerala and then 
twice as in Raja. D. In his ~econd reference, Mii.dhava adds the 
story of a boon by Saitkara to the king for getting a son at the in
stan<·c of the latter and SaiJ.kara's asking him in private to perform 
an i~ti for the purpose. 1\liidhava '!!elaboration here is quite obvious 
and othe1wise also, this second reference is more elaborate that the 
ones in Tiru. D. and Rii.ja. D. The four stanzas in the third refer
ence are just the same as in Raja. D. (Mad XIV: 171-174 = R&ja. 
D.-HI: 85-88). Mii.dhavn's posteriority to both (as also to Vyii..) 
is, I think, beyond doubt here. 

These two stories luwe been given by •riru. D. and H.aja. D. 
but the other two have hccn given hy 1\liidhava only. Out of them 
the story of the matks of Mm.tgana's house may be accorded some 
probability-value hut the story of the wrangle raises a number of 
doubts and questions, which have convinced me that it is highly 
improbable, in addition to being extremely damaging to both 
Sal).kara and Ma~tgana as also to the others present there.2a 

Out of the remaining stories, those of the appearance of Lord 
Mahesa on the Vr~adri, the curse on the crocodile, the golden 
Amalakas, the visit of the sages and their prediction, the waters 

21. Dr. Ziimbre has given three reasons for this:-
(1) The dramatistist Riija§ekhara lJelongerl to the lOth CentA.D. 
(2) The dramatist was not a king and no king named Riija§ekhara 

is known to have written :my rlramas. 
(:I) No Riija§ekllara was ever a king of Kern la. 

(Vitlr. Ur. Ziimbrc's thesis on RAjesekharn--H.O.R.I., Poona-4.) 

22. The word ~ applied to Ri\ja&ekhara by Raja. D. (as also by 
1\lii:l.) in the •;cr.<Jnd reference is not understood. 

23. It has to be noted that Tiru. D. is incomplete and does not give the 
stories of thP. Bhagnndrl\ di~ease, death of Sankara's mot~er, Krnkaca 
Kiipiilin &c. 
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of the Narmada entering the karaka, Sankara's encounter with the 
Antyaja are instances of addition of new supematural stories al
together while the other stories of Sankara's revival of his own 
body in flames, Padmapii.da's power to invoke Lord Nrs:rhha 
at ~ill, his curing Sankara of the Bhagandara disease and kiiJjng 
Abhmava-Gupta and Sailkara's invoking Lord Siva first and 
Lord Yil;!JJU aftet·wards and so on are all extensions of the super
natural, which existed alJ"f'ady in the stories as narrated by the 
other three also. The story of Krakaca is 9 new addition altogther 
by Mii.d.hava,24 

The appendBges, whether by way of elaboration or by W!lY of 
introducing a new or a greater element of the supernatural, render 
the story unnatural and highly improbable, in comparison with the 
earlier ver'lions...:._even fartually and many a time, cause an un
pardonable damage to the character of Sankara, whose divine status 
the biographers have acknowl<'dged and started with. The wtiter& 
seem to be tots>lly unaware of the harm they have thus caused to 
the character of Sailkara. It is true that Tiru. D. and Raja. D. 
are also somewhat guilty on this score but it is more than clear th~t 
Madhava is all the more so and is at times almost outrageous.in thi!l 
regard. Vya. is almost free from these faults. when compared with 
the other three. 

Added to this is the fact of sudden and most unnatum'ly fre
quent changes of metre, which is cJearly the result of Madhava's 
attempt to fuse together stanzas from the three works. 'rhis is 
particularly in evidence where 1\lii.dhava has borrowed from all the 
three writers in the same place and context. That has given rise 
to change of metre in cvrry 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 unn~tural 
or forced. The impression of artificiality and force, which is absent 
in them, if> strongly had in Madhava. 

24. 1'h~ sto~y .of Salikara·Vyiisa meeting, given by all the four, has been 
made ~:Y Ma:l. sn~ularly de~ogatory to Sankara. According to Vyii., Tiru. D. 
anrl ~o.Ja D., Vya.sa ~s Vyasa comes to Salikara and being satisfied with his 
Br._ Su. Bh.,_grants lum an extension of life by 16 years. Miid. only makes 
Vyo.sa come on the Cor•~ of an old brahmin and then, after a discussion between 
~~~~two for K <lay.-1, ~-•nan~lotna intervenes to point out Vyiisa's irlentity to 
<:~a~karu R':l!l then Sankara •mplores his pardon &c. It is not understood how 
S~nkarn fn•lcd to realise what his disciple was able to do and had to point out to 
lum. 

Nalllvwa again makes Snnkaru l'xpress to Vyasa a desire to end his life in 
the Gr~nges. Wherefore this weakness in a 'lfw00 likt> Salikara? The 
sto_ry 1s an ~laboration and a modification of the version of the other three 
wr1ter~ rm•lm the proceAs, rliscr<'rlitR the flgnro or Salikara. 
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All these factors haYe driven me to the conclu~ion that Vyii.. 
is the oldest and 1\'Iii.dhava the latest of the 4 wl'iters, Tiru. D. and 
R.ii.ja. D. standing midway between the two. Hence also my 
conclusion that 1\'Iii.dhava has borrowed from the other three and 
not vire-versa. This ques-tion of priority is very important and 
that is my justification for dealing with the evidence at such 
length, my object having been to try to decide the i&&ue beyond 
the pale of a doubt. I think that the examples cited are sufficient 
to decide the point at issue. At least, I do not· understand how to 
explain them otherwise. It is possible to argue that the other three 
writers have picked up from 1\ladhava the portions or stanzas, 
according as they thought fit and prepared their works but this 
leaves unanswered the question of the condition of Miidhava's own 
work. I have not exhausted all the evidence and feel convinced 
that further examination and analysis of the work will only confirm 
my conclusion. In fact, the more I read, the more I found that the 
work ofl\'Iii.dhava was nothing but a plagiarised version of a number 
of earlier works like those of Vyii.. and others and then I wos very 
strongly remainded of Sankara's temark: "~cf~ ~'fl7l'fl'Slf 
ci•uf•!l'fiM<4 ;::sqqftl+t~C(IlJ Q"{tm q'ffiftfT f~"ffdlifj,_qqfu:~ ~Cf I 
if' 'flif-<t~apj'rqqf~ 'Wfllf: 11 Br. Sii. Bh. II: 2 : 82. 

With regard to Pat. Ch. by R.a.mabhadrasurin; it is an inde
pendent work, which has only 11 stanzas in common with that of 
Mii.dhava. It seems unnatural that it should have borrowed only 
about a dozen stanzas from Miidhava without any material gain 
and that they should include a couple of stanzas concerning an 
incident, which has been consistently omitted by all the bio~raphers 
of Saitkara, viz,. the passing away of Govinda-nmni. 

Tiru. D.'s work breaks of! in Ch. VII in the midst of the 
Ugra-bhairava incident and looking to the large number of stanzas 
found common already between that work and that of Miidhava, 
it would not be unreasonable to infer that many more might 
have been traced to the remaining part of Tiru. 's work, if founcl out. 
Moreover, I have shown in my first article25 how two stanzas, said 
to belong to Pr. S. V. of A.nand, are found in the work of Miidhavo 
also, with one word changed. Jf that Pr. S. V. were to come to 
light, it is possible that still some more stanzas would he traeed to 
that work also. 

25. Vide the ,Journal of the University of Hombny, Vol. XXIX, Part 2, 
Sept. 10110, p. 117 (Footnotc 11). 
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If we look to the other i.e. unborrowed partofMadhava'swork, 
we come across many instances of loose and untenable writing, a 
few instances of which may be noted. Independent instances of 
greater elements of the supernatural have been noted already. 

(1) While describing the birth of Padmapii.da, 1\'IaJ.lQ.ana and 
Suresvara, Mii.dhava nwkes conflicting statements. 

(a) Thus, at Ill : 2, Padmapada is said to have been born 
from Vi~.t:tu wh'ile Ill: 6 tells us that AruJ.la was born as 
Sanandana. Now, all are agreed that Sanandana and 
Padmapada were one and the same person but then, 
hnw could one person be born from two gods ? 

(h) Similarly, HI: 6 says that Suresvara was born from 
Brahma and Anandagiri from Brhaspnti (firti' 'f.rf't:) 
while Ill : 8 states as an alternative· view (~fir ~) 
that Mai.uj.a.na was born from Brhaspati and A.nandagiri 
from NandisYara. This means that the author has no 
definite infotmation on the point, 

(2) While describing the re-entry of Sankara into his original 
body (in the incident of Parakayii.pravesa), Mii.dhava gives the 
following stanzas : 

(a) ;::s'Q)f"Rf: ~ a-<:e~~ lf_~ I ~ ~~ f"l'GJ+tlf<l~~ll 
~ 2){1f~MJfif' ~ ~~~: I 

~mlfCfll:lf "f ~ ~~~~' 11 X : 57 

(b) ~ ~~ ~~ I ~fcr~tSi!qJif4ill'1" I 
f"l'GJ<42)<<48lifll ~ 1 ma-R!' ~ lJ1q~~T ~ 11 X: 5tr 

In addition to ehange of metre, both the stanzas repeat that 
Sailkara entered his original body. The first says clearly that he 
entered the body as he had left it (~1~~ ~C11<RtWIIii"i' etif0 ), 

regained consciousness and wcke up as before. The second stanza 
says that thereafter (q;q), Sankara came to the cave and 
seeing his body in flames, entered it suddenly. In addition to the 
repetition, which leaves the word ~ without propriety or sense, 
there is a contradiction hetween the two stanzas since the first 
contoins no reference to the body being in flames. Dham•'pati's 
attempt to explain this by saying that stanza 58 describes how 
Sail.kara entered the body in flames is meaningless because 
StaD7.a 57 has explained that also by the word ~~. The 
repetition and the contradiction are, to my mind, inescapable facts. 
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(8) I have commented already on the story of the initial 
wrangle between Sail.kara and 1\laJ).~ana. It is so childish and silly 
and so very derogatory to the characters of 11ll the persons involved 
in it that it would, I think be highly ~njust to hold that a man like 
VidyiiraJ).ya was responsible for it. I have shown in my thesis on 
Sailkara's life the many absurdities involved in this story which is, 
therefore, most unworthy of a man like VidyiirPJ).ya. 

(4) A similar thing is found in the description of the first 
meeting of Sailkara and Govindamuni. "11en the latter asked 
SPilkata who he was, Sail.kara burst forth into the following:-

~Tfi:r~ if q;_fqcjl if ~ if ~: I if mf;;T ;;' oPA if 'if ~,lJ;.VTT efT I 

ifr<i"tf..azti04M (_! fm mr'T~: 1 
~: ~sfur trof: ~ fu<JT~~ll' 11 S. S. Jaya-V: uu. 

Is this the way any genuine disciple-and particularly one like 
Sankara·- on the spiritual path would speak to his Guru at the very 
first meeting ? He would indet>d be a specimen of devotion and 
humility. Moreover, if he has the spiritual illuminaticn described 
in the stanza, why at ell did he need a Guru? If he had it not, 
does the answer not sound impudent and vain? And will such a 
writing do credit to any biographer of Sai1knra-particularly 

Vidyi\.raJ).ya ? 

(5) We also find that Madhava is guilty of many historical 
anal~hronisms .in that he makes Sailkara argue with men like 
Bhat.\;9-Bhiskara, Sli Har~a of Kha1.1~ana Khal.lQa Khllclya, 
Udayana, AbHnava Gupta and Nilakai:~tha, whQ came centuries 
after Sailkara, even if we accept Sth cent. A.D. as the eon·cct date 
of Sanknra and with men like Bli.J).a, Mayiim and Da1.1~in, who 
preceded SaiikAJa by a century or two. l\(orco,·er Abhinava
Gnpta, according to Madhava, belonl!s to Kli.mariipa (modern 
Assam) whereas he actually belonge!\ to Kiismir. All this shows 
the writer's lack of historical knowledge and the unhistoricaJ 

character of his work. 

The unhistorical nature of the work is shown by the following 

facts also :--

(1} J.ike many other biographies of Saitkara, this work also 
begins the sotry of Sank11ra's life in the mythical ]•uranic fashion 
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Thus, Na.rada comes to the earth sees that the people 1 a b · • • • , · .· l VC econ1e 
Jrrch~Jous, then goes to Kailiisa and reports the matter to I..ord 
Mahadeva and requests Him to be born on earth. Lord Mahadeva 
then asks Brahmii. and the other gods to go ahead and be born on 
earth, to prepare the background for Him when He would be b 
Tl d' . orn. 

ten Ifferent pt'rsons like Kumii.rila Mandana Padma -d _ , .. , paa 
and Hastam:tlaka nre born from the different gods. 

(2) As soon as Sailkara was born, all the elements of nature 
be:-am~ fa\'ourable, birds and beasts gave up their age-old 
ammos1ty and began to li\·e together in peace. Similarly, books 
fell down from the. l~ands of those, who held views contrary to 
those of the Aclva1tms and the mind-lotus of Vvasa bloo d 
Tl' . h ,] me . 

us ~s s ear anticipation as in the other stories of the learned 
pund1ts, pr<'diction by the sages and so on, just to proclaim in 
advance the future greatness of Saitkara. 

. (8) With a1l those and such other details, 1\Iadhava does not 
~1vc t~1e d~te ~f any single incident or event in Sail.kara's life, 
mcludmg Ius birth and passing away. 

The late Sri BaJasastri Hardas, a very great scholar from 
Nagpnr, had also, after a careful study, come to the conclusion that 
the biography in question was not from the pen of the celebrat d 
Vidyarm,tya. Professor B. Upadyaya of Benares also holds thee 

• 26 h same v1ew. T ese two scholars together hold that this work 
was written by one.Mii.dhava-Bhatt;a, the author ofBhii.rata Campii 
and who re~ers t~ lumsclfas Nava-Kalidasa. Professor Upadhyayp, 
and followmg him, Shri Hardii.s, give the following arguments in 
support of their view :-

(I). VidyiiraJ).ya was one of the pontiffs of the Sri1geri mutt. 
There ts, however, a lot of difference between the events and 
incidents described in S. S. Jaya and Guruvamsa-Kiivva an 
authorised Srngeri version of Sailkara's life. • ' 

(2) The writer of S. S. Jaya refers to himself as Nava
Kalidasa,17 which title is not found mentioned in any of the known 

26. Vide his 151'hiiifi<li(l4-;oft'q."f~ ~vn ~~-pp. 12, 18. 

27. Cf. crmlfT i\qiflifc?l~ltif~tr: I &c. S. S. Jays, I: 10: c. 
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works of Vidyii.rar;tya. This work, therefore, seems to have be(•n 
composed by some Madhava-Bhatta. holding the title Nava
Kilidasa. 

(8) A list of Vidyii.rar;tya's works is available. The list does 
not contain the name of this work, viz. s. s. Jaya. 

(4) The style of this work does not have the grace and the 
finish of the celebrated Midhavii.cii.rya (i.e. Vidyiirar;tyamuni). 

(5) This work has borrowed verbatim 25 stanzas from Raja. 
D., who belongs to the 16th Cent. A.D. Vidyirar;tya flourished 
in the 14th Cent. A.D. 

All these arguments lead to two conclusions : 

(1) The present work is not older than 2 centuries and hence 
cannot have been "Written by Vidyiirar;tya of the 14th Cent. 

(2) It has been written by some Nava-Kalidasa and one 
Bhattasri Nirii.yar;ta Siistri introduced into it as many changes 
as he liked with the help of Kokkor;t~a Ve1ikataratnam Garu and 
Subramanya Sii.stri from Bangalore. Bhattasri openly admitted 
having done this. (Sri B. Hardas). 

In fine, this Miidhaviya S. D. is neither MadhaYi~·a nor 
Sankara Di~Yijaya. (Sri B. Harclii.s). 

On the strength of evidcnee adduced by me so fitr, I also agree 
with the view of the two learned scholars, vi?:., that the present 
S. S. Jaya has been written, not by Vidyii.raJ;tyamuni but by one 
Mii.dhavabhatfa, the author ofBhiirataeampii and that it must have 
been written sometime betweerl 1630 A.D. and 1800 A.D. It is 
quite possible that it was tampered with by Bhattasri Nirii.yaJ;ta 
Sii.stri, RS suggested by Sri Hardii.s, though certainly not written by 
any one person at such a late period. In conclusion, I hold that this 
·work-S. S. Jaya of 1\lii.dhava-is llistorically quite vaiueless as an 
idependent work of one single genius, being, as said already, only a 
combination of some earlier works and that as such, it is absolutely 
unworthy of n ~at intellectiml and· spirituai genius like sri Vidy
rar;tya-muni. 
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Abbreviations 

(1) Vya. Vyisicala 
(2) Tiru. ll. Tirumala llfxit. 
(8) Raja. D. Rijaciidnmani Dixit 
(4) 1\lid. 1\lidhava 
(5) A nand. Annnndagiri 
((I) S.v. Snnkarn Vijaya 
(7) S.D. Sanknra Digvijaya 
(8) Pr.S. Y. Pricinn Sailkara Vijnyn 
(9) S. S .• Jnyn Sa~k,cpn Sailkara .Jnya 

(10) Pot. Ch. Patailjali Carita 
(11) Br. Sii. Bh. nrnhma Siitrn Bh"ya 
(12) A.R.L. ,\tlvaitn Rajyn Laksmi. 
(18) tr.fo Dhanapati-Siirin. 


