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SANKSEPA SANKARA JAYA OF
MADHAVACARYA
OR
SANKARA DIGVIJAYA OF

Z

SRI VIDYARANYAMUNI

Dr. W. R. ANTARKAR, M.A., LL.B., Ph.D.,
Khalsa College, Bombay.

Introductory :

N two previous articles,! I discussed three biographies of Sri
Sankaricarya. The next work to be considered is Sanksepa
Sankara Jaya of Madhavicarya or as it is more popularly called,
Sankara Digvijaya of Sri Vidyaranyamuni. 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 Sankaricarya 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, Pocna as far back as 1868 A.D.
Though, as stated already, the work is generally called Sankara
Digvijaya and has been ascribed by popular tradition to the

celebrated Vidyaranyamuni, the work itself does not mention
either name anywhere. The name of the work as given in all the

colophons is Sankseps Sankara Jaya and it has been uniformly
attributed to Madhava. An old tradition says that Madhava was
the brother of Sayana, the famous commentator of the Vedas and
that he became known as Vidyaranya 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.,
Sept. 1960, pp 113. to 121 and Vol. XXX, Pt. 2, Sept. 1961, pp. 78 to 80.
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figures but one asthana pundit of Srugeri Sarada Mutt—Sri Krsna
Jois Sastrin—told me that according to his knowledge and belief,
there were three Madhavas, none of whom ever became a Sannyasin
and then he cited the authority of Guruvamsa Kavya, a poem in
19 cantos, composed by Kaéi Laxman Siirin, a Srngeri mutt pundit,
at the instance of Sri Saccidananda Bbarati Svami, the then ruling
Svamiji 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 articles? and yet there has been no definite
conclusion. Till such time, therefore, as such a conclusion is
reached, I would prefer to keep the two distinct. I am going to
show later that the work under consideration cannot be said to
have come form the pen of Sri Vidyaranyamuni.

Extent and Nature:

All the available copics of the work I have inspected so far
contain 16 chapters of unmixed poetry, with a total number of
ahout 1848 stanzas. One Sastrin (Sri Mahiadeva Sastrin) from
Kumbakonam showed me some additional stanzas as from the
same S. S. Jaya but not found in the printed edition thereof.
Now, the Govt. Oriental Mss. Library, Madras contains one solitary
mss. of this work (their ref. no ). 12174) and on comparing the fiist
chapter of the same, of which I have procured from them a copy,
with the one in the printed hook, 1 found that it did contain one
additional stanza just in the same place as noted by the said Sastrin
i.e. hetween stanzas 4 and 5 of the printed edition. From this, it
may be inferred at least tentatively that the said ms. is very likely
to contain the other additional stanzas also.?

The work purperts to be an epitome of an earlier work called
Pracina Sankara Jaya. I have discussed the question of the iden-
tity of this earlier work in my first article in this series.® I am,

2. Vide Indian Historical Quarterly, Vols. VI, VIT and VIIL.

3. It may be noted that in addition to this one stanza, the chapter
contains two more stanzas between stt. 1 and 2. The first of these two has
been quoted by the late SriT. Candraseklaran in his introdueticn to Vya.'s
S. V. The two stanzas are :- -

(2) srEEETEas TSIEAT-— | YT eRaTHTeaaTr G |
fagraaq@ e qat-- | IRIgREFgATA ISR 1|
(R) wATgReafawngfmT AEiIgH | T I G g qERar|
FifraEaare:  ofafawnE: | HdrusFaESAA i |

4. Vide Foont note 1 ahove, Vol. XXIX.
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therefore, unable to accept the contention of the Kanci Mutt that
the 5.V. of Anantanandagiri was the basis of this S. §. Jaya. In
fact, it is more likely 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 Acyut;}ﬂya
Modsk. At the end of these commentaries, both the writers have
given the years of their completion. Thus, Dipdima says that it
was completed in the year 1798 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 quem of the work.

(2) It will be shown later that S. S. Jaya has borrowed from
Sankarﬁ,bhyudaya of Raja. D., who is said to have flourished
towards the middle of the 17th Cent. A.D.5 If this is correct,
the work must have been written after 1650 A.D. which is thé
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 controversy,
which can be stated as follows :— v

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

5. See MITHFUAA—NIwafd a7 IURT—by  Professor B,
Upadhyaya, p. 11.

6. Vide * Age of Sankara’—Part 1.
7. Vide IFTAE T qiaT GEIGH—p. 9.
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Sarada Mutt to counteract the claim of the Kanci Mutt. Sri_ K:
Kuppuswamy Aiyya quotes in sfrarsmisaTagTd,? a Kand
Mutt publication, the following extract from a Telugu article
by one Sri Vemuri Prabhakar Sastri of the Government O. Mss.
Library, Madras :

¢ I happened to meet at Baptla, Brahmarsi Vt.eml?ri Narasimha
Sastri during my recent tour in the Guntur Dlstrl(‘-t last year,
in quest of manuscripts. I mentioned casu?.]ly to hm.x. my reasons
for doubting the authorship of Madhaviya Sankara Vijaya. Then
he gave out the following secret. When he was at M:'tdras ab(zu.t
15 years ago, be had the acquaintance of the late Sri Bhattasri,
who wrote the §. V. published in the name of Vidyaranya and that
four others helped him in this production. They, who were
attached to Srageri Mutt, had to do so to support the superfor}ty
of the Srngeri Mutt over the Kanci Mutt, which was a]§o clalmmg
to be the chief one, presided over by Sri Sankara. '!.‘he 1fnportan.ce
of the Srngeri Mutt is very much in evidence in thls”Sar,\kara
Vijaya. It is not so found in Vyasacala Grantha......

M - *
The extract seems to voice the same charge against Madhava's
S. §. Jaya. Sri Aiyya, however, does not seem to be convinced
and remarks :—

« It is clear from the above that Bhattaéri Nardyana 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 Kanci that a dispute arose in 1844 A.D. between
the Kanci and the Srngeri Mutts regarding the right to perf?rm
the Tatanka Pratistha to the Goddess Akhilandesvari at J ambuke.-
évaram'. When asked by the Court to furnish eYiclcnce for their
respective rights, the Kanci Mutt produced Siva-rahasya an:
Markandeya Samhita. The Srngeri Mutt ha.d n~o such’ w01-'k an
hence produced what now passes as Vidyaranya's Sankara
Digvijaya.

If now the Telugu article, written in 1922 A.D., is to be
believed, the work must have been composed prior to 1905 2\_.D.:
when the meeting of Bhattaéri and Brahmarsi Vemuri N. Sastri

8. Wide pp. 11 and 12—English 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
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 ior such an
inference.

Moreover, I have seen personslly very old mss.—some even on
palm-leaf—of this same work with the same extent, in libraries all
over India. There are some small portions also of this work,
preserved in some places, like Laghu-Sankara-Digvijaya,® Mandana
Pandita Vijaya!? &c., and the text therein was found to conform
to the corresponding printed text. Tt is not reasonable to suppose
that mse. of a work of so recent an origin as about 1845 A.D. should
be found spread on such a scale throughout India, particularly when
printing facility hod become available, more or less. We have
therefore, to set aside the charge against S. S. Jaya of Madhava as
unproved and even disproved by evidence to the contrary.

This, however, should not be construed to mean that I accept
Vidyaranya’s authorship or the historical authenticity of the work.
I have ceme 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 Vidyaranya. 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 :—

(1) Vya’sS.V. 475 stanzas
(2) Tiru. D.’s Sankarabhyudaya 475 stanzas
(3) Raja. D.’s Sankarabhyudaya 125 stanzas
(4) Rama.’s Pat. Ch. 11 stanzas

Total: 1084 stanzas

9. Noticed in the Gaekwad Oriental Series, No cxiv, p. 1042.

10. Noticed in the Indian Museum Mss. Collection in the Royal Asiatic
Society Library, 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 each :—

Verbatim :
Madhava: I: 29 to 32 = Tiru. D. I1:27 Lo &0
1: 34 to 40 = v 1:31 to 37
I: 55 to 97 = ” I: 42 to 84
II: 49 to 65 Vya. IV: 3to 19
II1: 10: ¢, d. to = ' VI: 10 to 86
87:a,b
III:87:¢,d& = ' VIi: 37 (3rd
38: a line dropped)
II1: 88: b,c,d, = . VI: 88 to 42
to43: a
III: 44 to 77 o VI: 44 to 77
V: 8510 58 = Tiru. D. II: 76 Lo 99
V: 60 to 66 = Vya. XI: 127 to 133
V: 68 to 80 = ’ IV: 49 to 61
V: 87 & 90 = Pat. Ch. VIIT: 18 & 19
V: 92 to 95 = ’ V1II : 63 to 66
V: 98 to 101 = " VIII: 67 to 70
VI: 21 to 29 = TiruD. TIT: 61 to 69
VI: 68 to 71 = Raja D. II: 16 to 19
VII: 104 to 107 = ’ II: 838 & 85 to
387
VII: 67 to 70 = ’ II: 24 to 26 &
29
XII: 1to 37 = s IVv:1, 2, 6, 7,
14 to 83 and 50
to 62
VII: 81to100 = Vya. V: 12 to 81
VII: 74t0180 = TiruD. IV : 54 to 110
IX: 1to21 . V:1to2l
IX : 43 to 67 == »” V: 81 to 55
X: 80 to 42 = ”» VI: 46 to 57 &
59
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Half Stanzas :

Madhava: V:67:a b = Vya. IX:184:a b
V:9l:c d = Pat. Ch. VIII: 91: ¢ d
VI: 20: ¢ d = Tiru. D. III: 59: ¢ d
VI: 60:a b == Raja. D. I:64:a,b
VII: 46: a. b ' II: 11: a,b

New stanzas for common substance :

Madhava: II: 66 to 72 = Raja D. I:21 to 27
(cxcept st. 27)
Il: 76 . I:29
I1: 85/6/7 = ” I: 81/2/2
VI: 44 = Tiru.D. II1: 87
VI: 79 = Vya. V:10
101 = Tiru. D. IV: 26
VIIL: 133 ==  Raja. D. II: 50
XIIL: 83 _ = Tiru. D. III: 95
XIII: 40 = Vya. VII: 46
XIV: 101 = ' VIII: 71
XV: 8 & 29 = Raja. D. III: 89 & 42

These are only a few of the many instances to be found in
Madhava’s work, when compared with the other three or four works.
It will be seen from a comparison of the verbatim quotations in
Chapter III of Madhava’s work with Ch. VI of Vya’s work that
Madhava 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, viz., what
evidence is theie to show that Madhava has borrowed from these

other writers and not vice-versa ? My reasons for such a deduction
are :—

Firstly, Madhava definitely refers to Vyisacala in the stanza
&c., cited earlier. Moreover, I personally
believe that there is a covert reference to the poet Vyéasacala at
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I: 17 of Madhava’s work, though the actual context favours the
commentator’s interpretation thereof, as referring to himself.

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

Between Vya. and Madhava, therefore, Vya. seems to be
earlier than Méadhava.

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

(1) While describing Sankara’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 Kavyas and the Puranas, he
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 scripts (fedY:), learnt
the Vedas without any instruction and mastered Kavya and Nyaya.
The first two stanzas from Madhava correspond to two in Vya.
(XI: 114/5) while the next two correspond to two in Tiru. D.
(IT: 12 & 14).

(2) While describing the encounter between Sankara and
Kumarila, Madhava gives the following three stanzas in the same
7th chapters :—

(a) = wgenfor fnfr fagr 1wl sadsT wTsa |
ug afs wrdada: | w9 faared girarawes 1083 1)

(b) W soiye wadfa A (| s Ty faare g
gasfan=gafafe @ awer |
fegar qxv geafa 7 agwar w103 1

(¢) wrd 7 Aswfr fg anacaTsracag— |
g sty fram fafoer aavsfaimga 11105 :¢,d 1)

The idea that Kumairila missed the chance to attain fame by

writing a commentary on Sankara’s FIYAAT because he was
L is obviously repreated, more particularly in the second
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and the third stanzas. It is interesting to note that these three
stfanzas_correspond verbatim to stanzas in three different works
viz. Vya. V: 14, Tiru. D. IV : 28 and Raja. D. II : 85. ’

‘ 3 A sim.ilar repetition is found with regard to the two sing
which, Kumarila says, he has committed, viz. $xaXfrE and
TREE. The following stanzas from Madhava may be noted :

(a) Avgwerer faaqET | gl fresfoamsramam | :

STfaerireT Grresgat | st warEfrdeaas 1 VIL: 102 1)

(b)  sESTT apEwETITR |

sfqeramd guaTasmHTaRe: 11 VIL: 105 : 8, b 1y

These correspond verbati i : aj
e b.p rbatim to Tiru. D. IV: 27 and Réaja D,

‘ (4) When Saukara offers to revive Kumiirila, the latter admits
Sankara’s capacity to do so but politel i
politely refuses to be revived.

In this i .
Ma dh;vac:oine““‘n, the following stanzas have been given by

(¢) s Fremropmer = & |
TR e s |
HGIATRAT FIATHE |
At @ Afaarfer garfafimr: 1 VIL: 110

() W%WWI#‘&’WWS?&WI
< wweisha qavfasy w | )
Swftadeafag B fafeersg 0 VID: 111 )

(¢) TramR firg afuferiez |
wferd grgfns AT N & . VII: 112: a, b

These three correspond to Raja. D. IT: 89 and Tiru. D. IV : 80,

31.

On the contrary, Kumarila requests Sankara to instruct him

into qT%F wgr and thereby make him Fqrd. Read :

(a) aus Afarwad war- | e ey Farddar: 1 VIL: 112 )
(b) & fawama 53 ¥ @
TURF qqafesq savdaen 1 VIL: 118 )

These co! i : 81: aj
iy rrespond to Tiru. D. IV: 81: ¢, d and Raja. D. II: 48 ;
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(5) While Kumarila is asking Senkara to go to Mandana,
Midhava gives the following :—

(o) famafasmmrran fasat |
gfenfsay gdfad fod m@ U VII: 118: ¢, d )

(b) @I AT YT |
g fagaee: gfaaY s> 11 VII:114:a, b1l

These correspond to Tiru. D. IV: 82 and Vya. V: 85. The
repetititon between femeafasraam: and sfeqY 7@ is obvious.
Similarly, 75 T @ WAHARH: | (Madhava VII: 115: ¢ = Vya.
V.: 85) repcats the idea in afenfoy wdfad fad @) above in
substance though not verbatim.

Apart from these repetitions, if we look to Vya. V: 841! which
precedes @31 779, & c., (V : 85) quoted above, we shal! find that
the two present participles & and & in V: 84 and V: 35
in Vvi. connect these two stanzas better syntactically than the
iwo c:onsecutive stanzas in Madhava, which are from Tiru. D. and
Vya. respectively.

(6) While narrating the incident of Sankara’s Parakiyapra-
veéa, Madhava gives the following two stanzas :

(¢) ® s7a gAtaewcdtna fafeasge fammacafy |
T afEd IR iaAEAs e 11X 74 0

(b) oo Fra@eaTREt A¥ AOMGAARITLA |
§ drey AWSRE NS qeRd qTg @ W 1 IX: 750

The latter of these two stanzas corresponds verbatim to Raja. D.
IV:34. In Raja.D., Sankara is described as being on tour. He
18 going from place o place. Réja.D. has described the revival by
Sankara of a dead child at Kausambi and thereafter, he describes
this incident of Prakayapravesa. In this context, therefore, the
word AT denotes =g while in Miadhava, 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 Rija. D.’s
work is carlier than that of Madhava.

11. Read: WATARTRAMANS | Waql Arsaftareaq Tl
qrdy aEewaTie frer: | @ g aER TATETaH 1V 841
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(7) While describing in Ch. XI the Ugra-Bhairava incident,
Madhava says that when the Bhairva approached Sankara for his
head, so that by offering it to Lord Siva, he (i.e. ¥79) might go
to heaven with his human body, he pointed out to Sankaara the
perishable nature of the human hody and cited the example of
Dadhici, who had surrendered his own for q3¥q%1T and atltained
immortal fame. The instance of Dadhici cccurs in Madhava thrice
in three different stanzas, 17, 18 and 21,!2 which correspend 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 : 1380 in his work that Bharati, Mandana’s
wife, saw that Mandana’s garland had faded. She then asked both
Sankara and Mandana to come in for meals and then said to
Sankara thus :—

(a) wrarfa¥waaa: gaar g A7 gatear agatafafear s )
18 gamandfy afawe-)
FFaT gEwe, frerar ar=ieg 1 VIIL: 183 1)
(b) Ty FrasEAEagi-—l AW qf FgEET R
sty qeT: TEwdafagd |
"ES: TaEq F AWgar 11 VIII: 134 0
(¢) wrarfer &Y waefi faurg: o
Raer WAt it 1 VIIT: 185 :a, b

These stanzas clearly show that after noticing Mandana’s
defeat, Bharati was going back to her heavenly abode, as per the
limit of the curse laid down by Durvasas and that then, Sankara
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
Madhava in Ch. IX of his work that when Mandana surrendered to

12. Read: (¢) frq frgd Fferma asit )
rereRTREe aifssarfea n XI:17
(b) zfgeT: afrs i} |
THRAT qE T FAAH W XL 18
(c) Ay froriraemdt | gdifeafea q@ @@
AFFATADACALA | AT T F099 Iy
fg nXI:211
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Sankara and ssked him to initiate him into the order of Sannyasins,
Sankar: looked at Bhirati 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 half of Mandana, whom, therefore, Sankara had
conquered only half. She then called upon Sankara to defeat her
first and they only to make Mandana his disciple.’® She ruled out
Senkara’s objection to a Yati like hin entering into an argument
with a lady and said that even if Sankara were the Highest
Reality, she had an ardent desire to argue with him.!*

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 gomg'back
tc her heavenly abode. There, she seems to have had no (.lesu-e to
argue with Sankara while here she almost challenges him to a
discussion before he could make Mandana his disciplie. In my
humble opinion, this contradiction is due to Madhava’s a?:tempt
to put together stanzas from the works of Raja. D. and Tiru D.,
with his own changes. The stanza FWTRFaTq: & c. (Mad. VIIT:
183) is worth a comparison with Raja. D. IT : 50, which runs thus :

FIOFTFITA: ATQT QT A9 | Amratgera sat fafgay faamm
AT AT afraE- | aEwEr ffrrma e |

Now, according to Raja D., Bharati disappesred immediately
after this and this agrees with Rija.’s story because he does not
describe any discussion between Bharati and Sankara and the
subsequent story of Parakayapravesa. Midhava?. hfas changed
the last quarter of the above stanza and connected it with the m‘axt
stanza of his own in a different metre. The subsequent portion
relating to Sankara-Bharati-discussion and the incident of: Para-
kayapravesa is the narration of Tiru. D., who does not describe th.e
disappearance of Bharati as done by Réja. D. and he_nce there is
no contradiction in his version also. The contradiction in Mﬁ.dha.va
is quite clear and it is obviously due to his attempt to combine
stanzas from the works of the two writers.

13. Read: AfT g cagisTy 7 wwafora: | sfaanmiin afwdzgq)
agdwey 7 faar wfews
afq i fafoer g frsgfaerg 11X : 56 0

14. Read: If caweq svr: ¥9a: | A9 wEfasa g 0RW |
el g ATeE | gew fanfa 7w qepform 11X : 57
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Moreover, it has to be noted that in Midhava, Bharati’s dis-
cussion with Sankara is cut off from the story of Sankara’s binding
her by the charm by another story of Mandsna’s regret that
Saikara had proved Jaimini wrong and Sankara’s telling him how
he 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. Madhava, who gives it,
breaks up tke story of Sankara-Bharati discussion, in which he
follows Tiru. D. verbatim.

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

(¢) VII: 113 (S. S. Jaya) refers to Mandana while st. 114
refers to Vigvariipa and st. 116 identifies the latter with Umveka.
St. 118 corresponds to Tiru. D. IV : 82, St. 114 to Vya, V : 85 and
St. VII : 116 corresponds verbatim tc Raja. D.II: 41. This means
that Madhava has rolled all the three—Mandana, Visvariipa and
Umveka—into one person who later on hecame Suresvars, who thus
becomes identical with all these threc. In this connection, it has to
be noted that Tiru.D. mentions Mandana only while Vya and Raja.
D. mention both Mandana and Visvariipa but keep them distinct
and describe an ecounter between Sankara and Visvaripa and the
latter’s couversion into a Sannyasin as Sureévara.

This confusion is found at two other places. After describing
the birth of Sure$vara from Brahma and alternatively that of
Mandana from Brhaspati (Mad. 111 : ¢, 8) (implying that Mandana
and Sure$vala are identical), Madhava gives an account of Ubhaya
-Bharatii, presumbaly Mandana’s wife, but in the course of this
narration, Mandana become Vivsriipa throughout, implying once
again an identity of the carlier Mandana and this Visvariipa.
When Sankara comes to Mahigmati, this same pair has been referred
to as Mandana and Ubhaya-Bharati throughout Ch. VIII. In this
case, it has to be ncted that almost the entire narration about the
marriage of Visvariipa and Ubhaya-Bharati is to he found in Vya..
who, as stated above, refers to Viévariipa only.

Still later in Ch. XIII, Suresvara, who is asked by Sankara to
write a commentary on his Br. Sii. Bh., has been referred to as such
in the very first stanza, then as Mandana in st. 89 and thrice as
Viévariipa in stanzas 21, 54 and 68. Out of the last three stanzas,
the first is found in Raja. D. (IT: 53) and the other two are found
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in Vya. (VII: 58 & 70). Once again, all the three have been rolled
into one.

(8) Even like the first name of Sure$vara, Madhava does not
seem to be either particular or certain about what Sankara: want‘ed
him or Kumarila to write on his Br.S@.Bh. In connection with
Kumarila, Vya. end Raja. D. refer to Vartikas while Tiru. D.
mentions V;‘t.t.i but Madhava mentions in Ch. VII both, in stanzas,
which correspond to stanzas in all these three. 18

Agsin in Ch. XIII, where Sureévara is asked ’fo write the
commentary, the very first stanza refers to Vrtti while the. later
stanzas, which are common to Vya.’s works mention Vartikas.’®
Two stanzas (XIIL: 21 & 73), which correspond to Rﬁ.ja:D.I_I : .4-3
& 60. use the word Tika. All these three words—Vrtti, Vartika

: 17
and Tika—are technical terms and have special connotations.

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

of any work.

If we look at the various incidents in Sankara’s life, as des-
cribed by these four writers, we find that Vya. does not give a large
number of them while Madhava gives them all. Bet?veen "Piru. D.
and Raja. D., Tiru. D. gives some of them and omits the others
and so does Raja. D., thcre 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 Rijasekhara and Sankara’s offer to
Kumérila to revive him. Tiru. D., however, gives a 'numb'er of
stories like those of (1) the golden Amalakas even \-Nhlle Sa'nkam
was in the Gurukula, (2) very learned persons coming to him for
instruction, immediately after his return from the Gurukula, (.3) Fhe
visit of the seges to his house, who told his mother about h_ls life-
span &c., (4) Sankara’s making the waters of the Narmadd enter

15. Cf. Mad. VII: 83 = Vya. V: 14 (Vartikas) .
VII: 107 and 118 = Réaja. D. I1: 37 and 43 (Vartikas)
Vil: 103 = Tirn. D. TV : 28 (Vrtti)

16.  Cf. Mad. XTTT: 3,43, 14,43, 48, 53 = Vyi. VvII: 29,49,50, 51, 54,‘57.
17. Sce Vyikarana Mahabhasya of Patanjali—Tr. by the late MM. Vasu-

devasastri Ablwankar, Vol. VIT, pp. 1 am! 2.
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the karaka, shortly after he went to the hermitage of Govinda and
the subsequent explanation of 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 Senkara’s foot in the Ciirni river,
the other, occuring at the end of the Ugra-bhairava incident,
about Padmapada’s power to invoke Lord Nrsirmha at will and the
third about Sankara who, being prevailed upon by bhis other
disciples not to allow Sure§vara to write Vartikas on bis Br. Si.
Bh., consoled him by saying that he would be reborn as Vicaspati
and write Bhasya-Tika, which would become famous and which
would make him famous also. Tiru. D. is silent over these stories,
the one about the crocodile having been onmitted by him altogether.

None of these stories has been given by Vyi. while Madhava
has given all of them. In addition to these, Madhava gives some
stories, which have not been given by any onc of these three
writers. Thus, the stories of Leord Mahesa manifesting Himself
on the Vysaparvata in Kerala and some king Rajasekhars building,
in pursuance of a directive received in a dream, a templc to that
God and arranging for His worship, marks of Mandana’s house with
the refrain STHfg aeAverafveqls: ' the initial wrangle between
Saikara and Mandana,!® Sankara’s reviving his own body in flames
after his flight back from the body of Amariika, Padmapada’s
curing with his own power, Sankara’s Bhagandara disease, which
cven the divine As$vins, sent by Lord Sive, could not cure, Sankara’s
invoking, at the instance oi his dying mother, Lord Siva, whose
Ganas then came to take her away but with whom she refused to
go and then Sankara’s invoking Lord Visnu, whose Ganas came in
an acrial car and took her away in the same?® and finally, Sankara’s
encounter with the Krakaca Kapalin.

Out of these, the stories of learned pundits coming to Sankara
for instruction, king Rajasekhara’s encounter with Sankara, marks
of Mandana’s heuse and the initial wrangle hetween Sankara and
Mandana are without any element of the supernatural but are

18. Cf. Mad. VIII: 6, 7, 8.

19. The wranglebegins with 3T JUSTTTATET & c. Mad. VIIL : 14-31.
20. Mad. XIV: 42 tells us that Sankara’s motl.er gave up her Ly like

a Yogin and stanza 44 says that after her dcath, messengers of Lor¢ Visnu cam.c
inan aerial car, that she was delighted to see themand praised herson. .. .. &c.
How could she be delighted and/or how could she praise her son after she had
given up her hody ?
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clearly additions to the original by way of elaboration. The story
of the pundits is obviously in anticipation of Sankara’s future
greatness and is clearly out of place. The story of king Rajasekhara
appears to be a historical anachronism.2!  Moreover, out of Tiru.D.,
Raja.D. and Madhava, who give the story, Tiru. D. refers to
Rajasckhara once only and devotes only 4 stanzas to him. Raja. D.
mentions Rajaéekhara twice but. has not more than about 5 stanzas
in all. His first reference is to the king’s reading out his three
dramas to Sankara while the second describes in 4 stanzas only how
the dramas were destroyed in a fire and how Sankara, at the king’s
request, dictated them to him {from memory.?? Maidhava refers to
Rajasekhara thrice, once at II: 2, as some king of Kerala and then
twice as in Raja. D. In his second reference, Madhava adds the
story of a boon by Sankara to the king for getting a son at the in-
stance of the latter and Sankara’s asking him in private to perform
an isti for the purpose. Madhava’s elaboration here is quite obvious
and otherwise also, this second reference is more elaborate that the
oncs in Tiru. D. and Raja. D. The four stanzas in the third refer-
ence are just the same as in Rija. D. (Mad XIV : 171-174 = Raja.
D.-ITL : 85-88). Madhavr’s posteriority to both (as also to Vya.)
is, I think, beyond doubt here.

These two stories have been given by Tiru. D. and Raja. D.
but the other two have been given by Midhava only. Out of them
the story of the matks of Mandana’s house may be accorded some
probability-value but 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 extrcmely damaging to both
Sankara and Mandana as also to the others present there.2?

Out of the remaining stories, those of the appearance of Lord
Maheéa on the Vrsadri, the curse on the crocodile, the golden
Amalakas, the visit of the sages and their prediction, the waters

21. Dr. Zambre has given three reasons for this:—
(1) The dramatistist Rajasekhara belonged to the 10th CentA.D.

(2) The dramatist was not a king and no king named Rajasekhara
is known to have written any dramas.

(3) No Rajatekhara was ever a king of Kerzla.
(Vide Dr. Zambre’s thesis on Rajesekhara—B.O.R.I., Poona-4.)
22. The word F394 applied to Rajasekhara by Raja. D. (as also by
Mad.) in the sccond reference is not understood.

23. It has to be noted that Tiru.D. isincomplete and does notgive the
stories of the Bhagandra disease, death of Sankara’s mother, Krakaca
Kapalin &c.
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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, Padmapada’s power to invoke Lord Nrsmha
at will, his curing Sankara of the Bhagandara disease and killing
Abhinava-Gupta and Sankara’s invoking Lord Siva first and
Lord Visnu 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 2 new addition altogther
by Midhava.2

The appendages, whether by way of elaboration or by way of
introducing a new or a greater element of the supernatural, render
the story unnatural and highly improbable, ip comparison with the
earlier versions—even factually and many a time, cause an un-
pardonable damage to the character of Sankara, whose divine status
the biographers have acknowledged and sterted with. The writers
seem to be totally unaware of the harm they have thus caused to
the character of Sankara. 1t is true that Tiru. D. and Réja. D.
are also 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 this
regard. Vya. is almost free from these faulls. when compared with

the other three.

Added to this is the fact of sudden and most unnatura'ly fre-
quent changes of metre, which is clearly the result of Madhava’s
attempt to fuse together stanzas from the three works. This is
particularly in evidence where Madhava has borrowed from all the
three writers in the same place and context. That has given rise
to 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 unnatural
cr forced. The impression of artificiality and force, which is absent
in them, is strongly bad in Madhava.

24. The story of Sankara-Vyasa meeting, given by all the four, has been
made by Mad. similarly derogatory to Sankara. According to Vya., Tiru. D.
and Raja D., Vyasa as Vyasa comes to Sankara and being satisfied with his
Br. Si. Bh., grants him an extension of life by 16 years. Mad. only makes
Vyéasa come in the forin of an old brahmin and then, after a discussion between
the two for 8 days, Sanandana intervenes to point out Vyésa’s identity to
Sankara and then Sankara implores his pardon &ec. It is not understood how
?:_,\ﬁkara failed to realise what his disciple was able to do and had to point out to

im.
Nadhava again makes Sankara express to Vyasa a desire to end hislife in
the Ganges. Wherefore this weakness in a W like Sankara? The

story is an claboration and a8 modification of the version of the other three
writers and in the process, discredits the figure of Sankara.
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All these factors have driven me to the conclusion that Vya.
is the oldest and Madhava the latest of the 4 writers, Tiru. D. and
Rija. D. standing midway between the two. Hence also my
conclusion that Madhava has borrowed from the other three snd
not vice-versa. This question of priority is very important and
that is my justificetion for dealing with the evidence at such
length, my object having been to try to decide the issue 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 Madhava the portions or stanzas,
according as they thought fit and prepared their works but this
leaves unanswered the question of the condition of Midhava’s own
work. I have nol 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 of Midhava was nothing but a plagiarised version of a number
of earlier works like those of Vyé. and others and then I was very
strongly remainded of Sankara’s 1emark: “IYFRT FIATH
oy Sufaacay  odery qawear  fewameafedaa ga
a Fifagergafa =T 11 Br. Sa. Bh. II: 2: 32.

With regard to Pat. Ch. by Ramabhadrasurin, it is an inde-
pendent work, which has only 11 stanzas in common with that of
Madhava. It seems unnatural that it should have borrowed only
about a dozen stanzas from Madhava without any material gain
and that they should include a couple of stanzas concerning an
incident, which has been consistently omitted by all the biographers
of Saikara, viz,. the passing away of Govinda-muni.

Tiru. D.’s work breaks off 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 Madhava,
it would not be unreasonable to infer that many more might
have been traced to the remaining part of Tiru.’s work, if found out.
Moreover, I have shown in my first article?® how two stanzas, said
to belong to Pr. S. V. of Anand, are found in the work of Madhava
also, with one word changed. If that Pr. S. V. werc to come to
light, it is possible that still some more stanzas wou'd be traced to
that work also.

25. Vide the Journal of the University of Bombay, Vol. XXIX, Part 2,
Sept. 1960, p. 117 (Footpote 11).
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If we look to the other i.e. unborrowed part of Midhava’s work,
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 Padmapada, Mandana and
Sure$vara, Madhava mokes conflicting statements. :

(¢) Thus, at IIT: 2, Padmapada is said to have been born
from Vignu while III: 6 tells us that Aruna was born as
Sanandsna. Now, all are agreed that Sanandana and
Padmapiada werc one and the same person but then,
how could one person be born from two gods?

(b) Similarly, IIT: 6 says that Sure§vara was born from
Brahmé and Anandagiri from Brhaspati (frzi fafa:)
while III: 8 slates as an alternative view (3f7 ¥faq)
that Mandana was born from Brhaspati and Anandagiri
from Nandi$vara. This means that the author has no
definite infoymation on the point,

(2) While describing the re-entry of Sankara into his original
body (in the incident of Parakayipravesa), Madhava gives the
following stanzas : :

(o) <Eifaa: wafe Jwaery ot frier SR frermmfadar )

T gfeaRan @ i
garmaTy 7 Qa9 qfaais@ n X : 57

(0) a7 TTHT qaTE | AfrafageaTad |
frragaster s 1 afeRy @ ey fadwr i X: 58

In addition to change of metre, both the stanzas repeat that
Sankara entered his original body. The first says clearly that he
entered the body as he had left it (qeffeand= qE~AT—a7°),
regained consciousness and wcke up as before. The second stanza
says that thereafter (&%), Sankara came to the cave and
seeing his body in flames, entered it suddenly. In addition to the
repetition, which leaves the word I, without propriety or sense,
there is a contradiclion between the two stanzas since the first
contains no reference to the body being in flames. Dhanapati’s
attempt to explain this by saying that stanza 58 describes how
Sankara entered the body in flames is mcaningless because
Stanza 57 has explained that also by the word qUifgawa«. 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 Sankara and Mandana. It is so childish and silly
and so very derogatory to the characters of all the persons involved
in it that it would, I think be highly unjust to hold that a man like
Vidyaranya was responsible for it. I have shown in my thesis on
Sankara’s life the many absurdities involved in this story which is,
therefore, most unworthy of a man like Vidyarenya.

(4) A similar thing is found in the description of the first
meeting of Sankara and Govindamuni. When the latter asked
Senkala who he was, Sankara burst forth into the fellowing :—

et @ qfody 7 9% T 39 | F oA 7 WA A A AT AT
ity g fafg adisafase
1 ¥k oo @ faasgAfer 11 8. S, Jaya—V : 99.

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 indeed be a specimen of devotion and
humility. Moreover, if he has the spiritual illuminaticn described
in the stanza, why at 21l did he need a Guru? 1If he had it not,
does the answer not sound impudent and vain? And will such a
writing do credit to any biographer of Sankara—particularly
Vidyaranya ?

(5) We also find that Madhava is guilty of many historical
anachronisms .in that he makes Sankara argue with men like
Bhatte-Bhaskara, Sri Harsa of Khandana Khanda Khadya,
Udayana, Ablkinava Gupta and Nilakantha, who came centuries
after Sankara, even if we accept 8th cent. A.D. as the correct date
of Sankara and with men like Béana, Mayiira and Dandin, who
preceded Sankara by a century or two. Moreover Abhinava-
Gupta, according to Madhava, belongs to Kamaripa (modern
Assam) whereas he actually belonged to Kasmir. All this shows
the writer’s lack of historical knowledge and the unhistorical

character of his work.

The unhistorical nature of the work is shown by the following

facts also :—-

(1) Tike many other biographies of Sankara, this work also
begins the sotry of Sankara’s life in the mythical Puranic fashion
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tl‘hu.fx, .Nﬁ'rada comes to the earth, sees that the people have become
irreligious, then goes to Kailiasa and reports the matter to Lord
Mahiadeva and requests Him to be born on earth. Lord Mahadeva
then asks Brahmad and the other gods to go ahead and be born on
earth, to prepare the background for Him when He would be born

Then different persons like Kumarila, Mandana, Padma édt;
and Hastimalaka are born from the different é;)cls.’ ’

(2) As soon as Sankara was born, all the elements of nature
bef'.ame: favourable, birds and beasts gave up their age-old
animosity and began to live together in peace. Similarly, books
fell down from the hands of those, who held views con.tl,'ar to
tho.se of the Advaitins and the mind-lotus of Vyasa bloor);ed
This ?'s shear anticipation as in the other stories of the leame(i
pundits, prediction by the sages and so on, just to proclaim in
advance the future greatness of Sankara. |

. (3) With all those and such other details, Madhava does not
give t!le date of any single incident or event in Sankara’s life
including his birth and passing away. ’

The late Sri Balasastri Hardas, a very great scholar from
Nagp}lr, had also, after a careful study, come to the conclusion that
tlfe biography in question was not from the pen of the celebrated
Vldyﬁl‘ﬂ:l_lyll. Professor B. Upadyaya of Benares also holds the
same view.26 These two scholars together hold that this work
was written by one Madhava-Bhatta, the author of Bharata Campii
and who refers to himself as Nava-Kalidasa. Professor Upﬁdhyﬁ.ps
and following him, Shri Hardas, give the following argumen.ts ):n
support of their view :—

( 1). Vidyaranya was one of the pontiffs of the Srigeri mutt.
tl'h?re is, however, a lot of difference between the.events and
incidents described in S. S. Jaya and Guruvaméa-Kavya, an
authorised Srngeri version of Sankara’s life. ’

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

26. Vide his sATHFAATI-ATTIT T9T IIIT—pp. 12, 18.
27. Cf. JFT FIHIFGITAIAGY: | &e. S. S. Jays, I: 10: c.
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works of Vidyaranya. This work, therefore, seems to have been
composed by some Madhava-Bhatta, holding the title Nava-
Kalidasa.

(8) A list of Vidyaranya’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 Madhavicarya (i.e. Vidyaranyamuni).

(5) This work has borrowed verbatim 25 stanzas from Réaja.
D., who belongs to the 16th Cent. A.D. Vidyaranya 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 Vidyaranya of the 14th Cent.

(2) It has been written by some Nava-Kalidasa and one
Bhattasri Narayana Sastri introduced into it as many changes
as he liked with the help of Kokkonda Venkataratnam Garu and
Subramanya Sastri from Bangalore. Bhattasri openly admitted
having done this. (Sri B. Hardas).

In fine, this Madhaviya S. D. is neither Madhaviya nor
Sankara Digvijaya. (Sri B. Hardas).

On the strength of evidence adduced by me so far, I also agree
with the view of the two learned scholars, viz., that the present
S. S. Jaya has been written, not by Vidyaranyamuni but by one
Madhavabhatta, the author of Bharatacampi and that it must have
been written sometime between 1630 A.D. and 1800 A.D. It is
quite possible that it was tampered with by Bhattaéri Narayana
Sastri, as suggested by Sri Hardas, though certainly not written by
any one person at such a late period. In conclusion, I hold that this
‘work—S. S. Jaya of Madhava—is Ristorically quite valueless 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 a great intéllectnal and’ spiritual genius like Sri Vidy-
ranya-muni,
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Abbreviations

Vyasacala

Tirumala Dixit
Rajacidamani Dixit
Madhava

Ananadagiri

Sankara Vijaya
Sankara Digvijaya
Pracina Sankara Vijaya
Sanksepa Sankara Jaya
Patanjali Carita
Brahma Sitra Bhasya
Advaita Rajya Laksmi.
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