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Introduction

The political rulers were never the standard-bearers of our society. They were never
taken as the props of our national life. Saints and sages, who had risen above the
mundane temptations of pelf and power and had dedicated themselves wholly for
establishing a happy, virtuous and integrated state of society, were its constant torch-
bearers. They represented the dharmasatta (the virtues of dharma). The king was only an
ardent follower of that higher moral authority.

—M.S. Golwalker, Bunch of Thoughts

Forgotten Friendships'

The Srigeri matha (monastery) is rarely mentioned in the histories of the Vijayanagara
empire, a political formation that has held pride of place in South Asian historiography since the
beginning of the twentieth century.? Standard histories of this pivotal kingdom attribute the
fourteenth-century founding of the city to Harihara of the Sangama family, an upstart general
formerly serving under the Hoysala king, Vira Ballala III. These histories pay scant attention to

the gurus of the monastery (matha) at Srngeri. This is despite the fact that most histories of

! This title is an acknowledgement of Indrani Chatterjee’s recent work on the lacuna in modern Indian
historiography on the subject of monastic government in the pre-colonial and colonial periods. As Chatterjee has
demonstrated in her work, monastic institutions across India evinced a very different logic to government than did
kingship and conditioned the emergence of a variety of modes of human engagement and mobilization that have
eluded the scrutiny of historians. In many instances, as in Chatterjee’s archives, this forgetting was ushered in by the
colonial administration’s systematic dismantling of the sources of monastic governance; for instance, the right to
tax-free land or the provision, in perpetuity, of stipends for the maintenance of religious leaders, or the provision of
care and support to various segments of the population of adherents. Through the removal of the fiscal provisions,
agreements, and conventions that enabled monastic governance, the colonial state aided the quiet dissolution of
monastic power so that, for contemporary historians, its lineaments are difficult to discern.

Indrani Chatterjee, Forgotten Friends: Monks, Marriages, and Memories of Northeast India (New Delhi: Oxford
University Press, 2013).

2 See Robert Sewell’s Vijayanagara: A Forgotten Empire, 1900. The matha finds no mention in Stein’s synthetic
study of the importance of the matha in the emergence of Vijayanagara, neither under the heading Founding of
Vijayanagara nor under Kings and Chiefs (91). There is a discussion of mathas and temples under the section headed
Religion, Society, and Ideology.



Vijayanagara begin with an inscription from 1346, which records a pilgrimage made by the
Sangama brothers, led by Harihara, the first king of Vijayanagara, to the Srigeri monastery,
where they paid homage to its gurus and secured the friendship of these monastic leaders. Myth
and memory, on the other hand, which have persisted in the narratives, poems and inscriptions
from the seventeenth- and eighteenth-centuries, tell a very different story of the fourteenth-
century founding of the city of Vijayanagara.’ Inscriptions and narratives from the seventeenth
century attribute the founding of the city to Vidyaranya, a fourteenth-century guru of Srngeri
monastery.* The seventeenth-century Telugu text Rayavacakamu (Tidings of the King) recalls
this foundational memory at its very outset. The story begins with Viranrisimharaya (1503 —
1509), the king of Vijayanagara who was succeeded by his famed half-brother Krsnadevaraya
(1509 — 1529). The Rayavacakamu, written after the fall of Vijayanagara in 1565, begins with
Nrisimharaya questioning his his counsellors about the founding of the city (here referred to as
Vidyanagara) he rules:

“‘Before the city of Vidyanagara was built, where was Vidyaranya Shripada? What was the

cause of his coming here? And once he had come, how was the city built?””

In his question, Vira Nrisimharaya suggests that it is common knowledge that the

monastic guru Vidyaranya was instrumental to the founding of Vijayanagara. The

3 Around 1327, Vira Ballala III, the last Hoysala king had established a fortified city across the Tungabhadra river
from Anegondi, the future site of the city of Victory, Vijayanagara of the Sangamas. Thus, I am using “founding” to
refer to the beginning of the history of the city that served as the eponym for the Vijayanagara empire.

Burton Stein, Vijayanagara, New Cambridge History of India (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1989), 19.
4 B. Lewis Rice, Epigraphica Carnatica, vol. 6, 12 vols., Mysore Archaeological Series (Bangalore: Mysore
Government Central Press, 1901), 95. Phillip B. Wagoner, Tidings of the King: A Translation and Ethnohistorical
Analysis of the Rayavacakamu (Honolulu: University of Hawaii Press, 1993); Rice, Epigraphica Carnatica, 6:95.

5 Wagoner, Tidings of the King: A Translation and Ethnohistorical Analysis of the Rayavacakamu.



Rayavacakamu’s narration of the founding of the city begins with the biography of the guru
Vidyaranya, who rose from humble beginnings to serve as the spiritual teacher of the Sangama
kings and as the inspiration for the founding of the city of Vijayanagara. In other words, for the
author of the Rayavacakamu, the story of the founding of Vijayanagara could not be told without
telling the story of Vidyaranya, the spiritual force behind the city’s founding. Setting aside the
facticity of this tale, the narrative raises the question as to why, even after the fall of the city of
Vijayanagara and the decline of the eponymous empire, memories of its founding ascribed a
pivotal role to the guru of the Srngeri monastery. Indeed, how could an ascetic, supposedly
severed from all manner of social action and engagement, be involved in the dirty business of
founding cities and governing subjects? ¢

If the curious endurance of this figment of cultural memory in the centuries that followed
the fall of Vijayanagara raises questions about the connection between myth, memory, and
historical event, more curious still is the systematic erasure of the Srigeri monastery from the
modern historiography of Vijayanagara. What could explain the forgetting of this monumental
monastery in the disciplined memory of modern historiography? Even before Burton Stein’s
influential monograph on Vijayanagara launched a productive discussion of state-formation in
the medieval Deccan, the matha at Srrlgeri was no more than a footnote in the history of the

founding of the kingdom.” Since Stein’s intervention, Vijayanagara has re-emerged as a pivotal

® Hermann Kulke, Kings and Cults: State Formation and Legitimation in India and Southeast Asia (New Delhi:
Manohar, 2001), 208-40.

7 A representative work from the period that preceded Stein, even when it broaches the topic of the founding of the
city or the “Religious Scene” in the early days of the kingdom, restricts its discussions to the biographical details of
prominent figures such as Vidyatirtha, Vidyaranya, Sayana and Madhava. There is virtually no discussion of the
institutional role of the matha, nor is there any attempt to scrutinize the monumental corpus of texts produced in this
early period as a unified whole representing the interests of the matha. Venkata Ramanayya N., Vijayanagara:
Origin of the City and the Empire, Bulletins of the Department of Indian History and Archaeology 4 (Madras:
University of Madras, 1933); G.S Dikshit, ed., Early Vijayanagara: Studies in History and Culture (Bangalore:
B.M.S. Memorial Foundation Bangalore, 1988). Stein, Vijayanagara, 4.



site for the discussion of state-formation in precolonial India.® Stein’s path-breaking scholarship
on state-formation in precolonial south India has cast such a long shadow on this historical
archive that it has obscured other possible paths of historical inquiry. The first inscription to
mention the Sangama general Harihara, the future king of Vijayanagara, mentions that he was
fortunate enough to secure the friendship of Vidyatirtha, the guru of Srageri, whose friendship,
once gained, would never be lost. Thus, despite the salience of the gurus and the monastery at
Srigeri to the founding of Vijayanagara and the considerable power wielded by the institution to
the present day, little scholarly attention has been paid to the long genealogy of monastic power
in India. The historical forgetting of the friendship between the early kings of Vijayanagara and
the gurus of Srageri is emblematic of a far more pervasive and systematic amnesia of the
enduring bond between monastic power and political power in India. The deafening scholarly
silence on the genealogy of monastic power, by which I mean institutionalized ascetic power,
deserves sustained scrutiny but, for the moment, it is important to note that the potency of
monastic power was not lost on generations of Indian thinkers, activists, and politicians. One
need look no further than Gandhi’s brahmacarya, Bankim’s Anandamath, or Golwalker’s R.S.S.

to appreciate the influence of ascetic ethics and monastic power in Indian politics. The recent rise

8 A brief sampling would include, Stein, Vijayanagara; Alexandra Mack, “Power Relations as Seen through
Vijayanagara-Era Temple Inscriptions,” in South India Under Vijayanagara: Art and Archaeology (New Delhi:
Oxford University Press, 2011), 153—63; Noboru Karashima, A Concordance of Nayakas: The Vijayanagara
Inscriptions in South India (Delhi: Oxford University Press, 2002); Sanjay Subrahmanyam, The Political Economy
of Commerce: Southern India, 1500 - 1650., vol. 45, Cambridge South Asian Studies (New York: Cambridge
University Press, 1990); Sanjay Subrahmanyam, “Agreeing to Disagree: Burton Stein on Vijayanagara,” South Asia
Research 17, no. 2 (October 1997): 127-39; Elizabeth Jane Bridges White, “Beyond Empire: Vijayanagara
Imperialism and the Emergence of the Keladi-Ikkeri Nayaka State, 1499 - 1763 C.E.” (Ann Arbor, The University
of Michigan, 2015).



of monastic leaders like Yogi Adithyanath is nothing more than the most recent irruption in the

public consciousness of a long tradition of monastic power.’

A Brief History of a Forgotten Archive

In this dissertation, I argue that the early period of the Vijayanagara empire (ca. 1346 —
1386) has bequeathed to us an incredibly important, and forgotten, archive. In the texts and
inscriptions, composed, reproduced, and disseminated by the Srngeri monastery and its agents,
we find articulated a theory of universal monastic power. Undergirded by the transcendent
authority of the Vedas, monastic power flowed through the figure of the guru of the monastery to
form and regulate a hierarchy of normative subjects. In other words, this corpus articulates a
logic of power that derived from the monastery’s singular capacity to manage and govern
worldly human affairs according to the transcendent ends and values specified by the Vedas.
More importantly—and this forms the basis for my use of Foucault’s notion of governmentality—
this corpus illuminates those processes by which the subject is empowered and enjoined to work
on him or herself. In other words, the monastery provides the human beings the means to become
an actor in a world of the monastery’s making. Thus, the monastery controls the operation of
power insofar as it constructs the very field in which prescribed subjectivities may emerge. In

short, it conditions the very possibility of what it could mean to lead a meaningful life.

® As Gandhi himself noted, “It is my full conviction, that if only I had lived a life of unbroken brahmacharya all
through, my energy and enthusiasm would have been a thousand fold greater and I should have been able to devote
them all to the furtherance of my country’s cause as my own.” Susanne Hoeber Rudolph, “Self-Control and Political
Potency: Gandhi’s Asceticism,” The American Scholar 35, no. 1 (1956): 83. Bankimacandra Cattopadhyaya and
Julius Lipner, Anandamath, or, The Sacred Brotherhood (New York: Oxford University Press, 2005), 108. M.S.
Golwalkar, Bunch of Thoughts (Bangalore: Vikrama Prakashan, 1966), 65. Christophe Jaffrelot, The Hindu
Nationalist Movement and Indian Politics: 1925 to the 1990s ; Strategies of Identity-Building, Implantation and
Mobilisation (with Special Reference to Central India) (New Delhi: Penguin Books, 1999), 11-79.



I argue that this monastic governmentality may be analysed into two constituent forces
that worked in concert: pastoral care and disciplinary power. Pastoral care refers to the complex
of practices, conduct, attitudes, and material effects that were directed by the monastery to
support the emergence and flourishing of prescribed Vedic subjectivities. In simple terms,
pastoral care refers to the monastery’s interest in the welfare of its subjects’ ethical formation.
Thus, pastoral care encompasses the redistributive practices of the guru to monastic institutions—
ranging from schools to hostels for pilgrims to irrigation projects—that were expressly designed
to support the material and spiritual welfare of monastic subject. In my description of this
dimension of monastic governementality I use concept of the gift, dana, as a metyonym for the
monastery’s propensity for pastoral care.

Displinary power, which comprehends the category of prescription (vidhi), refers to the
monastery’s capacity to direct and regulate its subjects’ self-formation, principally through the
application of restrictive categories of normative practice drawn from the Vedic ritual system.
Disciplinary power operated through the application of the categories of eligibility (adhikara)
and injunction (vidhi), which regulated the “who” and “what” of normative conduct. As the sole
governor of an idealized Vedic order, the monastery regulated the institutions—education,
marriage, ritual performance—that shaped its subjects into appropriate ethical agents. Thus, the
monastery mapped out a hierarchic normative universe in which, at each station of life and at
each rank of the social order, the monastic subject was defined by his or her eligibility and
obligation to undertake prescribed life paths. Critical to the constitution of this hierarchic
universe was the monastery’s capacity to make sense of human affairs according to the
transcendent ends dictated by the Vedas. In other words, the singular authority that the

monastery wielded to interpret the Vedic corpus for the norms that would define and regulate



conduct. The monastery synthesized a Vedic hermeneutic that enabled it to assimilate a plurality
of ethical agents by means of a process of synthesis-through-subordinaton. This interpretive lens
allowed the monastery to govern a range of heterogeneous subjects who were nevertheless
assimilated to a single, overarching Vedic order.

Kingship too was assimilated to this normative vision through a process of restrictive
subordination. The sovereignty of the king was ultimately dependent upon the transcendent and
untrammelled sovereignty of the guru of the monastery. The ideal king was distinguished as the
agent par excellence, the corollary in the field of force (ksatra) to the figure of the Vedic
householder ritualist. As such, the monarch possessed the potential to advance the Vedic ends
espoused by the monastery; however, he was also particularly susceptible, for all his trafficking
in desire and power, to be pulled away from those transcendent Vedic ends.

Expelled from this totalizing ethical order were those religious orders and institutions that
opposed or subverted Vedic normativity; in other words, religious institutions that rivalled the
monastery’s supreme and unimpeachable prerogative to interpret the Veda. The excluded
included not only those, like the Buddhsits and Jains, who repudiated the authority of the Veda
outright, but, more critically, those rival religious orders that offered a different interpretation of
the Vedas than that promulgated by the monastery. In this manner, the monastery articulated a
coherent, albeit idealized, model of ethical government (which I refer to as monastic
governmentality) aimed at forming its followers into subjects who properly equipped to traverse
the path of the Vedas.

Before I move on to a thorough unpacking of the principal argument and its attendant

limbs, I would do well to explain two clusters of emic terms I use consistently in the dissertation.



Sankaracarya, the jagadguru of Srigeri matha

This dissertation examines a corpus of texts and inscriptions composed by the agents of
the Srngeri monastery between 1346 and 1386. Named for the sage Rsyasringa, Srigeri is the
site of one of the most important centers of Vedic—some would say orthodox—Hinduism in
modern India. Located on the banks of the Tunga river among the Sahyadri hills of western
Karnataka, Srigeri was referred to as a holy site or a site of pilgrimage (¢i7tha) in the earliest
extant records. Today, the matha complex at Srigeri comprises a number of important temples,
monastic centers, libraries, residences and schools for the monks (samnyasins), in addition to a
host of administrative buildings, hostels for pilgrims, and living spaces for the variety of
animals—cattle and elephants being the most prominent—that serve the matha. The complex
sprawls across the Tunga river, which effectively separates the ritual and devotional centers of
the matha from its more monastic side. On the western bank of the river are the centers of public
devotion and administration: the temple of the goddess Sarada, the principal deity of the
complex, the Vidyasankara temple, the food halls where pilgrims are fed daily, accommodation
for pilgrims, and a variety of smaller shrines and temples. This western segment forms the center
of ritual and devotional life of the matha, where the Smarta Brahmin adherents of the matha
engage priests to perform a variety of pujas and rituals, and where pilgrims and followers alike
attend a number of daily religious servies. Across a footbridge (the Vidyatirtha Setu), on the
eastern bank of the Tunga, lie the primary centers of monastic life at the complex. Nestled in the
sylvan groves of the Narasimhavana are a number of important structures, among them the
guru’s residence, the hall where he grants his followers daily audience and conducts the public
business of his office, a Vedic school (patha-sala), and the library and archives. Srﬁgeri’s reach,

however, far exceeds the matha complex and the town. The matha operates a variety of Vedic



schools in southern India and asserts its spiritual authority over a number of regional temples and
mathas. The guru of the matha periodically undertakes a digvijaya, a conquest of the quarters,
during which he tours the various constituencies and interests of the matha through the South.
The matha also has a number of diasporic interests and followings; a number of temples in the
United States of America are spiritually and financially connected to the matha.

The institution of the matha has received shockingly little scholarly attention, an
oversight that is all the more glaring in light of the decades of scrutiny lavished upon asceticism
and ascetics in ancient and premodern India. Recent interventions notwithstanding, the ascetic
has been presented as a single and solitary figure, completely severed from all institutional and
social ties. This formative scholarly bias has made it difficult for generations of scholars to
understand the institutional salience of the matha. Consequently, there still prevails a sense that
ascetics—samnyasins, yatis, sadhus, munis, yogis, gosains—have always and still remain beyond
the bounds of social and political life. Recent reappraisals have shown that the matha, far from
being marginal and isolated, was one of the central institutions of governance in premodern and
colonial India. Rivaling the court and the temple, the matha often served as the central governing
institution for a particular community or region.

A matha houses a single order of adherents and is governed by a guru, who initiates
followers into the order through a variety of rituals and practices of initiation. For instance, the
the ritual of initiation may involve the initiate receiving a secret mantra from the guru, or it may
simply be the ritual culmination of many years of training and study. Ascetic orders are
sometimes, but not always, governed by restrictive criteria for admission; strict rules of celibacy
and the renunciation of one’s caste and social identity are among the criteria that have generally

been overemphasized. Contrary to this theoretical bias, evidence from the Mughal and colonial



periods shows that ascetics hailed from a variety of social backgrounds and engaged in an
astonishing variety of occupations, ranging from the martial to the financial. It is not surprising
therefore that many modern-day mathas are as wealthy as they are politically powerful.
Surveying the ethnographic and historical evidence, it is difficult to find a single criterion
(gender, celibacy, caste) of generalization that would comprehend all matha orders. The
centrality of the guru and the ritual of initiation may constitute the only delimiting characteristics
of the institution. Indeed, recent scholarship has shown the immense heterogeneity of ascetics
and mathas, a welcome corrective to the erstwhile construction of asceticism, which abstracted a
theory of monasticism that bore little resemblance to this variegated reality.!”

Little is known about the working of the medieval matha. Nevertheless, Sears’ recent
exploration of a number of medieval mathas, located in modern day Madhya Pradesh, has shed
light upon the practical dimensions of life and spiritual practice among a group of Saiva
samnyasins. Sears’ study has shown that the medieval matha served a variety of ritual, political,
and spiritual purposes. Thus, alongside cells that were designed for meditation practices were
halls and receptions where the guru taught students, performed rituals (esoteric and public), held
audiences, and adjudicated matters of public concern. The artistic and architectural details—from

the expensive stone used in the construction of these structures to the inscriptions detailing

10 Matthew Clark provides a detailed genealogy of the study of asceticism in the Introduction to his work. Matthew
Clark, The Dasanami-Samnyasis: The Integration of Ascetic Lineages into an Order. (Leiden: Brill, 2006); William
R. Pinch, Warrior Ascetics and Indian Empires, Cambridge Studies in Indian History and Society 12 (New York:
Cambridge University Press, 2006); George Weston Briggs, Gorakhnath and the Kanphata Yogis (Delhi: Motilal
Banarsidass, 1982); P.N. Bhalla, “The Gosain Brothers,” Journal of Indian History XXIII, no. 2 (1944): 128-36;
Bernard Cohn, “The Role of the Gosains in the Economy of Eighteenth and Nineteenth Century Upper India,”
Indian Economic and Social History Review 1, no. 4 (1964): 175-82; Lynn Teskey Denton and Steven Collins,
Female Ascetics in Hinduism, SUNY Series in Hindu Studies (Albany: State University of New York Press, 2004);
G.S. Ghurye, Indian Sadhus, 2nd ed. (Bombay: Popular Prakashan Pvt. Ltd., 1964); Meena Khandelwal, Women in
Ochre Robes: Gendering Hindu Renunciation, SUNY Series in Hindu Studies (Albany: State University of New
York Press, 2004).
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donations to the matha—show how deeply embedded the matha was in the life of the larger
community, and the considerable assets that the matha held.!!

The matha at Srgeri, which purports to have been founded by the eighth-century
exponent of Advaita Vedanta, Sankaracarya, is part of a larger network of pan-Indian monastic
orders, called the Dasanamis, comprising orders of samnyasins bearing one of the ten initiatory
names. Srageri claims to be the oldest of the four original mathas of this larger group, which
were founded by Sankara to mark the four cardinal directions during his universal conquest
(digvijaya). Indeed, the importance of Sarkara is indicated by the fact that his connection to
these mathas has been institutionalized; the gurus of each of these mathas is referred to as
Sankaracarya. When Srigeri is first mentioned in the inscriptional record, in 1346, it comprises
an order of virtuosi (paramahamsa) samnyasins, who directed on the Advaita Vedanta path to
liberation (mukti) by the guru of the order. Though the initiated paramahamsa samnyasins of
Srigeri pursue a salvific program of study and meditative practice intended to result in
liberation, the matha and guru are responsible for providing spiritual direction and religious
services for a far broader constituency of followers. This wider sphere of religious and civic
engagement is often referred to by the term Smarta or Vedic religion. In practice, this term,
which is intended to comprehend a non-sectarian commitment to the religious values articulated
in the Vedic and Dharmasastra traditions, has come to encompass the religious practices of an
extremely select Brahmanical elite.

The pivotal figure in the institutional armature of the premodern matha was the guru, the
spiritual preceptor who was responsible for the salvific progress of initiate samnyasins. As

Chatterjee’s work has shown, the matha replicated kinship and familial patterns in its practices of

" Tamara L. Sears, Worldly Gurus and Spiritual Kings: Architecture and Asceticism in Medieval India (New Haven,
Connecticut: Yale University Press, 2014).
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governance. For instance, the Srrlgeri matha, which enforced strict rules of celibacy for its
initiate samnyasin, the guru served as a spiritual father, indeed the word “guru” itself could be
used to refer to one’s preceptor, spritiual director, or father. Indeed, the brahmacarya phase
during which a newly initiated boy was trained in the Vedic mode of life unfolded in the house
of the initiate’s guru. In addition to being trained in ritual performance, the initiate was formed
by his guru by means of an arsenal ascetic practices—fasting, begging for alms, attending to the
ritual fires—that required the initiate’s complete submission to the authority of his ritual father.
The matha archive is replete with representations of the guru as the sole paternal figure. In the
inscriptional records and texts, the guru was represented as the progenitor of a lineage of
samnydsins who were his institutional and spiritual wards. Thus, the samnydasins of Srngeri trace
their lineage back to the ur spiritual father, Sankaracarya, the purported progenitor of the order.
The guru, like a good king or father, was responsible not merely for the salvific or spiritual
welfare of his ascetic students, but moreover, ensured the spiritual and material welfare of all
those who submitted to his spiritual dominion. The guru symbolized the institutionalization of
the samnydsa (renunciate) order, and his dual role as administrator and preceptor was
emblematic of the singular spiritual authority that the matha commanded. As administrator, the
guru oversaw, even if only in a ritual capacity, the generative redistribution of resources in the
service of supporting and advancing the spiritual interests of the matha. He also served as the
principal governor of the Vedic tradition, which the matha enlivened through its various
scholastic and religious insittutions. In building schools, training teachers, composing,

replicating, and disseminating pedagogical texts, sponsoring ritual performance, and initiating
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and training qualified brahmins into the order of samnydasin, the matha served as the cornerstone

of the revival of a Vedic religion.'?

The Vedic Tradition at Srrigeri

The principal argument I advance in this dissertation—that the textual corpus produced by
Srigeri matha promulgated a vision of monastic governmentality—includes a subsidiary argument
that demonstrates that the matha reimagined and reconstituted the Vedic canon to authorize their
management of human conduct. The most important element of this reinvention of tradition was
the institutionalization of several disparate strands of a diffuse Vedic past. In this effort of
institutionalization, the matha produced the Vedic basis for the propagation of a variety of ethical
subjectivities, to which end, the matha synthesized the hermeneutic and normative Vedic
traditions. Specifically, the Vedic tradition and canon were re-construed to reflect two streams of
its development, namely, the hermeneutic tradition consisting of the schools of Mimamsa and
Advaita Vedanta, and the dharmasastric tradition referred to as varnasramadharma (the orders
of caste and phase of life). The Vedic tradition thus comprised the root texts that formed a canon,
which was then subject to different modes of interpretation to provide the ballast for the matha’s
view of Vedic doctrine and conduct.

The Vedas refer to a collection of texts that form the basis for an orthodox Hindu
tradition. There are four Sambhita texts, the Rgveda Samhita, the Yajurveda Samhita, the
Samaveda Samhita, and the Atharvaveda Sambhita, each with a number of recensions. The

Rgveda, the oldest stratum of text, consists of hymns composed in an archaic form of Sanskrit.

12 Chatterjee, “Monastic Governmentality, Colonial Misogyny, and Postcolonial Amnesia in South Asia,” History of
the Present 3, no. 1 (2013): 57, https://doi.org/10.5406/historypresent.3.1.0057.
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Although these hymns suggest that they were composed for ritual performances, the lineaments
of this ancient ritual system are no longer discernible in the traces of either text or practice. In the
classical Vedic ritual-the lineaments of which are systematized in the Kalpasiitras or ritual
manuals—the hymns of the Rgveda are chanted by the Hotr priest. The Yajurveda comprises
sections from the Rgveda, extracted from their poetic context, and rearranged to form the
mantras that are used by the Adhvaryu priest in the classical Vedic ritual. The Samaveda is
similarly composed largely out of verses taken from the Rgveda. These are reconstituted into
samans or chants that are sung by the Udgatr priest in the classical Vedic ritual. Lastly, the
Atharvaveda, often considered to be additional to the other three Vedas, consists of mantras that
are employed for other, often domestic, rituals. Each vedic Samhita is further connected to its
own Brahmana text. Brahmanas form the earliest interpretive stratum of the vedic tradition; not
only do these texts make sense of the ritual application of the Samhita texts themselves, but also
provide narrative reasons for why the ritual must be performed precisely as it is prescribed. The
final layer of the Vedic corpus consists of the Upanisads, which, much like the Brahmanas to
which they are connected, attempt to explain the root text. Rather than explicating the ritual
application of the Sambhita texts, the Upanisads explain the secret cosmic connections that the
Samhita texts contian, claiming further that knowledge of these secret connections leads the
individul knowledge of self, and liberation from the unceasing cycle of deaths.

There are, in addition to this corpus, a number of distinct disciplinary traditions, each of
which aims to explicate some aspect of the Vedic corpus. For instance, treatises on etymology
(Nirukta) tackle the etymology of abstruse Vedic words, whereas treatises on recitation (siksa)
systematically teach the various modes of Vedic recitation. These ancillary disciplines broadly

serve to explicate the Vedas and assist in ritual performance. Hermeneutics (Mimamsa)
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constitutes one of these systematic interventions in Vedic interpretation. There are two currents
of Vedic hermeneutics, Mimamsa and Vedanta, which place the Samhita texts and the Upanisads
at the root of their respective ethical projects. The two hermeneutic traditions produce two very
different ethical systems, reflecting the differences between the Samhitas and the Upanisads,
while nevertheless adopting a unitary Vedic framework. Thus, both systems adopt the
arguments, initially promulgated by Mimamsa, that the Veda is an eternal, authorless text that is
the only source of knowledge regarding a set of transcendent causal relations that connect the
performance of the Vedic ritual to desirable (paradigmatically, post-mortem) results for the
human agent. The Mimamsa system further explains the Veda is the only means for humans to
know that were an eligible and properly consecrated performer to perform the Vedic ritual, the
workings of which are detailed in the Vedic texts, he would invariably receive the results of the
act, paradigmatically heaven. Indeed, according to Mimamsa, the Vedas obligate properly
qualified twice-born males to undertake a life of strict adherence to the ritual — the ritual is the
cornerstone of his social and ethical identity.

The tradition of Advaita (non-dual) Vedanta, promulgated by the 8" century theologian
Sankara, draws upon the Upanisads—the latter section of the Vedic corpus which explicates the
causal connection between the esoteric knowledge of the unitary nature of reality and the
liberation of the ritual self—to advance a very different ethical system than the ritualism of
Mimamsa. In brief, the Advaita system of Vedic hermeneutics accepts the Mimamsa
interpretation of the Vedic ritual, but argues that the effects of the ritual, which leads men to
post-mortem bliss, are ephemeral. Though humans attain to heaven by performing the ritual, they
are nevertheless not liberated from the ceaseless cycle of rebirth. As soon as the transmigrating

self has experienced the results of ritual performance—be it heaven or some other transcendent
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felicity—it is dispatched, once again, to embodied existence. Since action always begets action,
and since finitude must result in finitude, humans cannot escape the cycle of rebirth and re-death
(samsara) through the performance of the Vedic ritual. Advaita Vedanta presents this source of
discontent to argue that, in addition to revealing the transcendent causality of the ritual, the
Vedas also convey to humans the esoteric means to escape ceaseless suffering (samsara). The
perfect knowledge of the underlying unity of the universe—that the notions of the self and the
other, the very conditions upon which action is predicated, constitute an erroneous view of
reality—results in complete freedom and liberation for the self; once the veil of existential
ignorance is lifted, the self endures in a state of perfect bliss. Advaita Vedanta produces a
hermeneutic system to demonstrate that the Vedas convey this to be the ultimate, unparalleled,
human end.

Mimamsa hermeneutics provides the basis for the ritual mode of Vedic life. This is
further elaborated in the Smrti tradition and is reified by the elaboration of the dharmasastra
texts that make clear the divisions of society and the forms of life that Vedic ritualism implies.
The dharmasastra texts clarify those forms of conduct that support and are subordinated to the
performance of the ritual. For instance, since the ritual may only be performed by married males
who have been initiated (thus, twice-born) and trained in the Vedic texts, the dharmasastra texts
fill in the ritual details for the ceremonies implied but not explicated by the Vedas. Beginning
with the birth rituals (jata-karman) and extending through initiation (upanayana), Vedic
studentship (brahmacarya) and marriage, the dharmasastra texts direct the formation and
conduct of a twice-born male so that he may undertake the life-long task of performing the Vedic
ritual. This larger system of conduct, ritual and mundane, is referred to as the varnasrama-

dharma, the system of varna (the caste assigned at birth) and asrama (order or station of life).
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According to the dharma texts, there are four principal varnas: Brahmin, Ksatriya,
Vaisya, and Stidra. The male members of the first three varnas are entitled to initiation (which
constitutes their second birth) and Vedic study with a guru (spanning several years that are spent
in the guru’s house). Thus, these “twice-born” males are eligible, upon completing their Vedic
training and marrying, to undertake the Vedic ritual. Stidras and women are not allowed to
perform the ritual, although the sacrificer’s (yajamana’s) wife must assist her husband at key
junctures of the performance. The members of the three varnas are distinguished with regard to
the rituals they are entitled to perform and the extra-ritual codes of conduct to which they are
obligated to adhere. These distinctions are conceived to regulate all aspects of life and to ramify
the ritual divisions between the varnas. Asrama, or station of life constitutes the other regulating
institution of Vedic sociality. There are four @sramas or phases, which extend from initiation to
death: brahmacarya (Vedic studentship), garhasthya (householder ritualist), vanaprastha (forest-
dwelling), and samnyasa (renunciation). The strictures of the dharma texts, which direct the
social and ritual conduct of individuals, are mostly concerned with the first two stages, which
are, insofar as they regulate the life of ritualists, critical to the Vedic order. Since the stages of
studentship and ritualist householder form the basis for caste society, the dharma texts are most
concerned to regulate their proper conduct.'?

Samnydsa or renunciation (of caste society), lying outside the ritual schema, constitutes a
break with this ethical order. Indeed, the Vedic ritualist must die to his ritual self and the world
of ritual to enter this final stage. He must renounce his ritual identity, the markers of his status in
the social world, and he must take on the conerns of an entirely different ethical system; he must

strive to free himself completely from the world of ritual and rebirth. It is here that the teachings

13 For a historical study of the asrama system, see Patrick Olivelle, The ASrama System: The History and
Hermeneutics of a Religious Institution (New York: Oxford University Press, 1993).
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of Advaita Vedanta enter the frame. The act of renunciation, the ritual of dying to one’s social
identity, constitutes the initiation to this final stage of life, samnydsa, which is itself concerned
with transcending the limits of life and death. Dying to the world of action, the renunciant is
initiated into the world of knowledge and liberation by his guru. Although the spiritual direction
of the guru was critical in Sankara’s conceptualization of the initiate’s progress, there is no
historical evidence to show that, prior to the emergence of Srigeri matha in the fourteenth
century, the samnyasa order had an institutional home. We cannot ascribe this silence to the
erasure of the historical record — the traditional Vedanta texts on renunciation are not merely
silent on the possibility that there exists a separate and parallel social institution—the matha—
under the auspices of which the samnyasa mode of life is pursued and supported. Rather, they
uniformly speak of the path followed by the samnydsin as a solitary one; following a period of
tutelage in the esoteric knowledge of the Upanisads, the samnydsin committed to the Advaita
Vedanta vision of liberation must strive alone. Not only did the matha at Srngeri radically
transform this tradition, insofar as it forged an institutional locus for the samnyasa order, but,
moreover, it asserted its authority—as the sole interpreter and administrator of the ethical order
envisioned by the Vedas—over caste society at large. It administered its rule through the
governance of individual souls.'*

Srigeri matha emerged as the first and most important institutional locus for virtuosi
Brahmin samnyasins—they are called paramahamsa samnyasins—to take up the pursuit of
liberation, according to the Advaita Vedanta tradition. But Srageri is distinguished not simply in

this regard, as the first instance of the institutionalization of Advaita Vedanta. Aspiring to a far

14 Patrick Olivelle, Rules and Regulations of Brahmanical Asceticism (Albany, N.Y.: State University of New York
Press, 1995); Patrick Olivelle, Samnydsa Upanisads (New York: Oxford University Press, 1992).
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higher station, the matha asserted its ethical government over all Vedic subjects by formulating
and implementing a theory of totalizaing monastic government. By staking this claim on its
special role in making sense of the Vedas, the matha also arrogated to itself the task of making
sense of the lives of its subects.

This dissertation argues first of all that the Srigeri matha promulgated a theory of
monastic power that was differently theorized and practiced than royal power. Second, in support
this claim, I analyse monastic power using the Foucaultian language of governmentality. In
short, I argue that monastic power was predicated upon a coherent theory of monastic
governmentality — a particular operation of power that centered upon subject-formation.
Monastic governmentality, I argue, may be analysed further into pastoral care, which encompass
those material effects of the matha’s interest in the ultimate welfare of its subjects. Thus, for
instance, pastoral care would include the matha’s donation of lands to settle Brahmin families, or
the construction of irrigation infrastructure to support those communities, or the construction of
schools, accommodations for pilgrims, and alms halls. Recognizing that pastoral care has a
distinctly Christian history and valence, an emic category that would comprehend this particular
dimension of monastic governmentality would be the gift, or dana. The second dimension of
monastic governmentality consists of disciplinary power, or the capacity of the matha to form
subjects out of human beings, and to persuade these subjects to act upon themselves.
Disciplinary power, which I refer to using the emic category of the prescription or vidhi, operates
upon humans by reconstituting them as subjects who are capable of pursuing different modes of
self-formation. Monastic governmentality was realized through the matha’s direction of the

ethical subjectivities of all those who were included within its dominion. Supported by a variety
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of interconnected economies, the matha’s power operated through its capacity to mould and
manage its subjects.!’

My use of the term monastic governmentality is also intended to suggest that the
operation of monastic power was different than the operation of royal power. In other words,
neither was the matha, as a governmental entity, merely a simulacrum of kingship, nor did power
operate in the same undifferentiated manner in all institutional contexts. Rather, the operation of
monastic power was conditioned by monastic governmentality, the distinctive logic according to
which the matha was positioned as an institution, over and against other institutions, and over its
subjects. Its institutional position was determined both by its capacity to support certain types of
human flourishing, and its imperative to shape those humans in its care into ethical subjects. The
distinctive nature of monastic power thus derived from the matha’s singular capacity to, first of
all, discern and declare the norms of human conduct, and, second, to direct the conduct of human
subjects in adherence with those norms. These norms were derived from the matha’s
interpretation of the Vedic canon, and the regulation of conduct was fashioned along the Vedic

model and eligibility (adhikara) and prescription (vidhi).'®

15 Tn my use of pastoral power and pastoral care, I follow Indrani Chatterjee, who has argued that, “Foucault’s
‘pastoral power’ can be usefully engaged by historians of the subcontinent by making the centrality of the
oeconomia explicit in all political theorising, and secondly by making its reconstitution ciritcal to the generation of
dissent in a colonial context.” Noting the importance of pastoral care to our understanding of anti-colonial
resistance, Chatterjee locates the critical lacuna in the study of precolonial period. “Yet, very few scholars have
attended to the genealogy of such governmentality in pastoral care-giving regimes of an earlier period. Nor have
they particularised colonial-era shifts that transformed older care-givers and their flocks alike. This is where
thinking with — and extending — Foucault’s analysis of the transformation of pastorates of souls into a politics of
men can be productive for historians.”

Stephen Legg and Deana Heath, eds., South Asian Governmentalities: Michel Foucault and the Question of
Postcolonial Orderings, South Asia in the Social Sciences 6 (Cambridge New York, NY Port Melbourne New Delhi
Singapore: Cambridge University Press, 2018), 58—60.

16 For a study of the conduct of conduct in the courtly setting, see Daud Ali, Courtly Culture and Political Life in
Early Medieval India (New Delhi; Cambridge: Foundations Books Pvt. Ltd. ; Cambridge University Press, 2006).
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Monastic Governmentality

In thinking about monastic governmentality in terms of power and subjectivity, | have
made use of Michel Foucault’s late work, which homed in on the genealogies of the subject in
the history of the West. Reflecting on his project, Foucault wrote that he was interested in the
modes by which “human beings are made into subjects.”!” For Foucault subject-formation is
critical to the operation of power; freedom, or at least the apprehension of freedom, is a
necessary precondition for the operation of power. In this respect, the operation of power is
helpfully distinguished from domination. Power acts not upon objects, but upon the actions of
subjects. Thus, the person whose actions are subject to relations of power must be free.'®
Foucault’s notion of the operation of power, which bears some similarity to Bourdieu’s notion of
the field and habitus, depends heavily upon a subject who is authorized and persuaded to act
freely, albeit constrained to various degrees by the material conditions of the field of operation.
The operation of power consists in conditioning the field of possible actions, and forming

subjects who chart their course in that field.!” In other words, such a theory of power privileges

17 “I would like to say, first of all, what has been the goal of my work during the last twenty years. It has not been to
analyze the phenomena of power, nor to elaborate the foundations of such an analysis. My objective instead has
been to create a history of the different modes by which, in our culture, human beings are made subjects.” Michel
Foucault, James D. Faubion, and Michel Foucault, Power, Essential Works of Foucault 1954-1984, Michel Foucault
; Vol. 3 (London: Penguin, 2002), 326.

18 “Power is exercised only over free subjects, and only insofar as they are ‘free.” by this we mean individual or
collective subjects who are faced with a field of possibilities in which several kinds of conduct, several ways of
reacting and modes of behavior are available. Where the determining factors are exhaustive, there is no relationship
of power: slavery is a not a power relationship when a man is in chains, only when he has some mobility, even a
chance of escape.” Foucault, Faubion, and Foucault, 342.

19 “Power exists only as exercised by some on others, only when it is put into action, even though, of course, it is
inscribed in a field of sparse available possibilities underpinned by permanent structures. It operates on the field of
possibilities in which the behaviour of active subjects is able to inscribe itself. It is a set of actions on possible
actions; it incites, it induces, it seduces, it makes easier or more difficult; it releases or contrives, makes more
probable or less; in the extreme, it constrains of forbids absolutely, but it always a way of acting upon one or more
acting subjects by virtue of their acting or being capable of action. A set of actions upon other actions.”

Foucault, Faubion, and Foucault, 341. For Bourdieu’s examination of the dynamic dimensions of the operation of
power, see Pierre Bourdieu and Richard Nice, Outline of a Theory of Practice, 2019,
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the technologies, structures, and processes that are critical to the formation of the subject.
Foucault sums up his position in an oft-quoted passage: “Perhaps the equivocal nature of the
term ‘conduct’ is one of the best aids for coming to terms with the specificity of power relations.
To ‘conduct’ is at the same time to ‘lead’ others (according to mechanisms of coercion that are,
to varying degrees, strict) and a way of behaving within a more or less open field of possibilities.
The exercise of power is a ‘conduct of conducts’ and a management of possibilities. Basically,
power is less a confrontation between two adversaries or their mutual engagement than a
question of ‘government.””?°

In Foucault’s elegant explication, the operation of power is most subtle, all-
encompassing, and seamless when the distance between these two dimensions of conduct is
effaced. That is, when it is difficult to distinguish actions in which the subject is being led from
those actions where the subject acts freely within an open field of possibilities; instances where
the intervention of institutions, techniques and practices are inseparable from the subject’s self-
expression. To put it differently, there is a crucial element of subject-formation that consists of a
human being “subjecting” himself of herself to a particular regime of truth, such that subject-
formation is nothing other than the manifestation of a truth. Foucault explores this dimension of
subject-formation, where the creation of subjectivity and agency is seen as an expression of truth,
in his lectures titled, On the Government of the Living.

In his lecture on regimes of truth, Foucault emphasises that he is interested in the

subjective or normative dimension of truth, that is, he is interested in the possibility that truth can

https://doi.org/10.1017/CB0O9780511812507. For a recent reappraisal of Bourdieu’s theory of fields, see Neil.
Fligstein and Doug. McAdam, A Theory of Fields (New York: Oxford University Press, 2012).

20 Foucault, Faubion, and Foucault, Power, 341.
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constrain individuals to act in certain ways.?! In this vein, he demonstrates the distinction
between objective truth and the subjective dimension of regimes of truth. In order to show the
difference between these two senses of truth, he considers a case involving a proposition that is
self-evidently and objectively true, that is, a proposition that does not depend upon a subject’s
acknowledgement to be true. This allows Foucault to examine the normative or subjective
dimension of truth.

Let us assume, Foucault says, that two logicians are arguing about the the truth of a
proposition. At the beginning of the discussion the truth of the proposition is disputed, but by the
end of their discussion, the two logicians agree that the proposition in question is true. The
moment that one of these two logicians accepts the truth of the propostion, the moment she
submits to the truth of the proposition, we are aware that a regime of truth is operative. For the
logician to state, “The proposition is true, therefore, 1 submit,” she must be committed to the
rules of the game in which the ascertainment of certain kinds of truth are binding. The crucial
question here is, what is it that causes a person to accept something as true. What is the
normative force of “therefore?” The truth of the proposition has an effect, indeed the desired
effect precisely because the logician is committed to logic; her submission to the truth follows
from her submission to certain practices and modes of arriving at the truth, all of which
constitute her subjectivity as a logician. The fact that the proposition is objectively true is not
probative. In a particular regime of truth, for the truth to constrain subjects in a predictable or

disciplined manner, the subject must be trained to recognize the truth, she must be authorized to

2L «“A regime of truth is then that which constrains individuals to these truth acts, that which defines, determines the
form of these acts and establishes their conditions of effectuation and specific effects. Roughly speaking, a regime of
truth is that which determines the obligations of individuals with regard to procedures of manifestation of truth.”
Michel Foucault et al., On the Government of the Living: Lectures At the College de France, 1979 - 1980.
(Hampshire: Palgrave Macmillan, 2014), 94.
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articulate it, to bind herself to it; in other words, the rituals, institutions and practices that are
constitutive of the subject are linked to a certain regime of truth. The formation of the subject is
itself connected to the manifestation of truth.??

Foucault’s analysis of the mutually constitutive elements of truth and subjectivity enables
him to bring into view a history of subjectivity in the West that withstands the seismic ruptures
of modernity and the arrival of the scientific age. It allows him to consider how other, non-
scientific and premodern regimes of truth operated to form subjects. One of the results of this
mode of genealogical investigation, as evinced by his later lectures, was his advancement of Carl
Schmitt’s insight that the regnant theories and concepts of politics have a long theoelogical
genealogy. In his meditations on the modern state, Foucault traced back the rationalized
structures and practices of governmentality to pastoral power, specifically—and this is important
to my argument—as that conduct of conduct that was critical to the institutionalization of
Christianity as a Church. Foucault explored the distinctive elements of pastoral power,
particularly as these are juxtaposed with the informing principles, processes and techniques that
coalesce in the constitution of modern governmentality. Eschewing these interesting points of
divergence—how is the notion of nomation distinct from the notion of normalization, for
instance—I am interested in Foucault’s understanding of pastoral power, particularly insofar as it
was linked to the institutionalization of Christianity. Though his discussion of the pastorate spans

several lectures, I have synthesized his main arguments as they inform my interests.?’

22 “There has to be a subject who can say: when it is true, and evidently true, I will submit. There has to be a subject
who can say: it is evident, therefore I submit.” “There are many other ways of binding the individual to the
manifestation of truth, and of binding him ot the manifestation of truth by other acts, with other forms of bond,
according to other obligations and with other effects than those defined in science, for example, by the self-
indexation of truth.”

Foucault et al., 98-99.

23 Carl Schmitt, Political Theology: Four Chapters on the Concept of Sovereignty, University of Chicago Press ed
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2005).
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Pastoral power was distinct from other types of power in a number of important regards.
Unlike royal power or the power of the state, it did not govern either a territory or a population.
It was directed to the government of individuals or selves. Further, since it was not concerned
with the governance of territory, it was unconcerned with the imperative of kingship, the
acquisition of more territory. Rather, since pastoral power was ultimately concerned with the
eternal state of the individual’s soul, the soul itself became the site for the operation of that
power. In other words, pastoral power, which was an ultimately beneficent form of power, was,
insofar as it consisted in directing the individual soul, singularly focused on the regulation or
governance of the everyday conduct of the individual .**

The particular configurations of pastoral power follow from this fundamental imperative.
First of all, pastoral power is concerned with the direction of the souls of its subjects; it must
work teleologically. Thus, the governing institution must formulate a set of norms to guide the
direction of its spiritual subjects. These norms form the basis for the direction of the individual
adherent. They form the horizon with reference to which the technologies, processes, institutions

and rituals cohere in forming a subject.

“In the Western world I think the real history of the pastorate as the source of a specific type of power over men, as
a model and matrix of procedures for the government of men, really only begins with Christianity...We should no
doubt say, if not with more precision, at least a bit more accurately, that the pastorate begins with a process that is
absolutely unique in history and no other example of which is found in the history of any other civilization: the
process by which a religion, a religious community, constitutes itself as a Church, that is to say, as an institution that
claims to govern men in their daily life on the grounds of leading them to eternal life in the other world, and to do
this not only on the scale of a definite group, of a city or a state, but of the whole of humanity. The Church is a
religion that thus lays claim to the daily government of men in their real life on the grounds of their salvation and on
the scale of humanity, and we have no other example of this in the history of societies.” Michel Foucault, Security,
Territory, Population: Lectures at the Collége de France 1977-78, Lectures at the College de France (Basingstoke:
Palgrave Macmillan, 2009), 148.

24 The imperative of kingship is summed up by two different terms of art from the Indian theories of power. First,
Jjigisa, or the insatiable urge or desire for conquest, and second, yoga-ksema, the cutltivation of that which has been
acquired. These two terms, in a profound, albeit theoretical, sense, drive the engine of kingship. For more on these
terms, see, Kautalya and Patrick Olivelle, King, Governance, and Law in Ancient India: Kautilya’s Arthasastra: A
New Annotated Translation (New York: Oxford University Press, 2013).
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Second, the formation of the subject requires spiritual direction and a spiritual director. In
Foucault’s sweeping historical analysis of power, he notes that it is with the institutionalization
of Christianity that a range of techniques—confession, penitence, submission, monastic
discipline—emerged which tied the spiritual care of the self with the direction provided by
institutional figures. In his analysis, subject-formation relied not simply on practices that enabled
self-knowledge but also ones that revealed the self to others, principally, the spiritual director or
teacher. In other words, the self, as the site for the inscription of a certain regime of truth had to
be legible not simply to the subject herself but to the community and institution that provided
pastoral care and direction. The details of Foucault’s scholarly investigations—for instance, his
focus on practices of penitence and baptism, or the development of confession—need not detain
us. His sustained reflections show that pastoral power constitutes a distinct tradition and form of
governmentality in the West. I hope that my analysis of monastic governmentality in medieval
India, which borrows liberally from Foucault’s seminal works, is less an exercise of mimicry and

more a work of rhyme.

Monastic Governmentality in the Medieval Matha

Thus far, I have used a variety of nebulous terms to characterize the ends to which this
monumental intellectual project was undertaken by the matha at Srrlgeri. In this dissertation, I
argue that the textual and inscriptional evidence produced by the matha in the latter half of the
fourteenth century provided a vision of monastic power based on a theory of monastic
governmentality.

Monastic governmentality, as I use it, has very little to do with the particular contexts

Foucault used the term “governmentality” to explain. For Foucault, governementality is the
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operation of power that takes as its target a population. A population, which is the object of
governmentality is not a mere collection of juridical subjects. Rather, a population is an effect of
a certain regime that combines a liberal tradition of naturalizing and sacrilizing individual
impulses with the instruments of scientific analysis. It is “a set of elements in which we can note
constants and regularities even in accidents, in which we identify the universal of desire
regularly producing the benefit of all, and with regard to which we can identify a number of
modifiable variables on which it depends.” Nevertheless, I find the term useful because it
provides an analysis of power (a logic to governance) that, instead of focusing narrowly on the
coercive force of domination, understands its operation to be in the hands of the subject herself.
This is what Foucault refers to as the “conduct of conduct,” which I take to be the regulation of
the conduct of individual selves. As my discussion of Foucault’s formulation of pastoral power
has shown, the critical element of monastic power or governmentality lies in its concern for the
ethical development of the subject.?

The word “subject” here is particularly apposite in capturing the two dimensions of the
operation of this type of power. First, in the sense of being subject to a series of rules,

regulations, conventions, and practices of governance. Second, in the sense of being the subject

of some reflexive action; that is, the capacity that the subject possesses to act upon herself. This

25 My use of monastic governmentality also diverges considerably from Indrani Chatterjee’s use of the term. For
Chatterjee, “monasticity” refers to the “form of governmentality in South Asia that took the labors of women-
centered households as integral to the production of both skill and people.” Further, Chatterjee analyzes monastic
governmentality into three constituent relational structures: the relationships of intitiation and consecration that
bound students and teachers, the submission to certain legal-moral and disciplinary codes under the direction of the
guru, and the transformation of these codes of codependent conduct into productive labor and the creation of
kinship-based economies. Chatterjee’s broad historical scope and her analysis of a multitude of traditions allow her
to employ a wider lens—one that focuses on gender, family, and labor—in a way that my materials do not allow.
Nevertheless, in thinking with Chatterjee’s conceptualization of monastic governmentality—particularly, her
understanding of the distinction between dana and daksina—has helped me understand the considerable blind spots
that limit this study.
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then is precisely the respect in which objective power, the coercive force which acts upon the
governed as an object, differs from subject-formation. In this second type of power relation, the
governing entity controls the means to subject-formation; that is to say, it not only authorizes,
trains, credentials, and enjoins the subject to conduct herself in a particular manner, but, at the
same time, evinces care for the welfare and benefit of the subject.?® But, how to locate a
genealogy of monastic governmentality in South Asia, when the juxtaposition of these two terms
would seem incoherent, at best, to most scholars of premodern India? It does not suffice to
simply superimpose analyses of the pre-modern state upon the institution of the matha. The
matha’s adoption of a very different logic of power than the kingdom profoundly influenced the
mechanisms and practices of governance it evinced.

To explain: Although the matha administered great swathes of land, revenue streams, and

diverse groups of people, I am not arguing that monastic governmentality consisted simply in the

26 Many scholars would deny the application of governmentality, which implies a set of rational instruments and
regimes of governance, to the premodern world. Foucault uses the term to refer to that regime of governance that
takes a population as its target.

Foucault, Security, Territory, Population, 74.

Indeed, the undergirding concepts are predicated upon the marrying of knowledge (as constituted by certain
rationalizing processes) and power is a unique feature of modernity. In other words, the emergence of scientism,
forged to a great extent in the laboratory of empire, and the demands of colonial states to produce criteria for rational
government of alien subjects produced a distinct kind of rationality of government. For two works on the topic of
governmentality in colonial India, see U. Kalpagam, Rule by Numbers: Governmentality in Colonial India (Lanham:
Lexington Books, 2014); Peter Gottschalk, Religion, Science, and Empire (New York: Oxford University Press,
2013).

“I think that if one wants to analyze the genealogy of the subject in Western civilization, he has to take into account
not only techniques of domination but also techniques of the self. Let’s say: he has to take into account the
interaction between those two techniques — techniques of domination and techniques of the self. He has to take into
account the points where the technologies of domination of individuals over one another have recourse to processes
by which the individual acts upon himself. And conversely, he has to take into account the points where the
techniques of the self are integrated into structures of coercion and domination. The contact point, where the
individuals are driven by others is tied to they conduct themselves, is what we can call, I think government.
Governing people, in the broad meaning of the word, governing people is not a way to force people to do what the
governor wants; it is always a versatile equilibrium, with complementarity and conflicts between techniques which
assure coercion and processes through which the self is constructed or modified by himself.” Michel Foucault,
“About the Beginning of the Hermeneutics of the Self: Two Lectures at Dartmouth,” Political Theory 21, no. 2
(1993): 2034.
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organization and administration of these processes. Rather, I am arguing that the matha evinced a
certain systematic logic in its approach to the government of its subjects, its overriding concern
to which its various administrative functions were subordinated. The various economies it
administered, its bureaucratic and diplomatic organs, the revenues it brought in and the
investments it made, all these programmatic practices, which might seem to us to be state-like,
were indeed governed by a radically different concern: to provide the guidance and care for its
subjects according to the Vedic norms the matha promulgated. What was the logic of this form
of government? In this brief explication of monastic governmentality, I focus on disciplinary
power (vidhi) of matha in subject-formation. I explicate the workings of pastoral care, the other
dimesion of monastic governmentality, in Chapter 1.

Let us take a step back and, to clarify the matter, begin with the notion of the pre-
institutional human being, who has not been initiated into the Vedic order, that is, a human being
who has not yet been made into a subject. In the Vedic view of the world that the matha
institutionalized, human beings are assigned a certain status (varna) by birth (jati). Thus, a
person may be born a $iidra, a vaiSya, a ksatriya or a brahmin. Indeed, the very use of the word
jati (birth) to refer to a person’s varna status is indicative of the determinative effects of birth in
this normative vision. We may take the two determinants of status, birth (jati) and gender, to
constitute, in the normative Vedic vision of the matha, a way of separating the state of being
initiated (born again, to use the language of the tradition) from those who are either denied
initiation or have lost that status. Thus, by his or her very birth, each human is located in a
category (even if these are considered innate) of birth-status. These facts of life (in addition to

certain disabilities) are considered to be determinative of the range of subjectivities available to a
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person. In other words, these pre-institutional attributes are nevertheless determinative of the
institutional path that a person is entitled (and thus credentialed) to follow.

The life of a subject begins (since women are almost entirely excluded from the rituals of
credentialing, [ use the masculine pronoun) with his second birth, his initiation (upanayana) into
Vedic study. This is the moment that he is subject to disciplining processes synthesized and
implemented by the matha. But, what is the larger normative structure in which these processes
of training and credentialing make sense? Another way of asking this question is, whither human
conduct? What distinguishes appropriate human conduct from inappropriate action? There are, as
the Vedic tradition synthesized by the matha dictates, two determinative factors — the objective,
and the subject or agent of the action. According to this normative theory, humans are naturally
driven—in a state of nature—to obtain what they desire (ista-prapti) and avoid what is undesirable
(anista-parihara). In the state of nature, anyone may use any means to obtain anything they
desire. In the normative world that the matha constructs and governs, certain human subjects are
authorized to pursue certain ends with the aid of certain prescribed means. This intervention into
human conduct is the business of sastra (teaching), technical treatises that aim to instruct
humans in the best, most appropriate way to achieve the desirable and avoid the undesirable. The
Veda is the sastra par excellence, and the matha the institution par excellence for administering
that teaching.

Let me give an example that is alien enough to us to illustrate the constructed nature of
sastric knowledge. One of the principal leisurely pursuits of the king is the hunt. For a king, the
hunt is an object of desire (kama). Already, we have a normative intervention. Anyone may wish
to hunt, but only certain subjects—in the normative dharmasdastric or niti-sastric (niti-sastra is the

science of governance) universe—are entitled to do so. The king’s identity is constructed—partly,
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at least—around the hunt. He is one of a select group of subjects who may properly desire the
hunt. Thus, not everyone is equally entitled to hunt; the king has not only the means (artha) but
the entitlement (adhikara) to go hunting. Now, let us say our normative king is out hunting and
he comes across an elephant. In the state of nature, there is nothing to stop the king, nor anyone
else for that matter, from shooting and killing an elephant. But, in the normative tradition—which
reflects the importance of the elephant as a military animal and a symbol of kingship—killing an
elephant, for a subject of the realm, is strictly prohibited upon pain of death.?’ In fact, even the
king ought not kill an elephant, a lesson from the sastras that Raghu, the very model of kingship,
remembers and abides by even in a moment of great personal peril, when he is confronted by a
wild elephant charging at him.?® This is an example of the transformation that the human subject
experiences in the passage from nature to culture, a passage that every normative regime
rehashes.

Thus far, I have shown that humans are naturally given to pursuing certain self-evident
ends (pleasure and profit, kama and artha, as the normative tradition tells us). To do so without
regard for the normative conventions that guide human conduct (who can pursue what end, at
what time, with what means) is to be without the dharmasastra tradition (which is ultimately
derivative of the Vedic tradition). Thus, even with regard to those ends that are self-evident to
humans, the normative regime claims the authority to regulate conduct. This is largely the

domain of the kamasdastra and the arthasastra (the science of pleasure and the science of profit).

27 In Arya$ira’s Visvantara-jataka, the first sign of Prince Viévantara’s supererogatory destiny and his
disqualification from kingship was that he gave away the royal elephant to his enemies just because they asked him
for it. Likewise, as we see in chapter four, the young Sankara accrues considerable power form refusing to accept
the king’s choice elephant as a gift. Aryasira and Peter Khoroche, Once the Buddha was a monkey: Arya Siira’s
Jatakamala (Chicago, Ill.: University of Chicago Press, 2006). Thomas R. Trautmann, Elephants and Kings: An
Environmental History (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 2015), 304.

28 Kalidasa, The Raghuvamsa, trans. M.R. Kale (Bombay: Gopal Narayen & Co, 1922), 113-15.
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These texts and traditions seek to regulate human conduct that naturally arises with regard to
self-evident human ends. These Sastras are therefore directed to the regulation of conventional
(laukika) human affairs.

There is a set of separate, religious, norms that also direct human conduct. The principal
difference between these norms and those relating to pleasure and profit is their source — the only
source for our knowledge regarding these norms is the Veda, which alone provides knowledge
regarding a set of supersensible causal relations. In other words, humans can have no innate or
empirical knowledge regarding the transcendent, religious, ends toward which they should strive
and the means to attain those ends. These ends and their means are known through the Veda
alone (and the derivative dharmasastra texts). There are two such ends: abhyudaya (prosperity)
and mukti (release from the cycle of rebirth or samsara). The Veda is also the only source of
information regarding the means to these two ends. Thus, the Veda alone informs us that dharma
(the performance of the Vedic ritual) and knowledge (jiana) of the nature of the self are the
means to abhyudaya (prosperity, typically heaven) and mukti (liberation), respectively. Further,
derivative of the narrow sense of Vedic dharma (which is the performance of the Vedic ritual) is
the dharma of conventional life. This is the normative regime of truth according to which
mundane activities (such as eating, bathing, sleeping, and so on) and non-Vedic rituals (ranging
from offerings to the ancestors to life-cycle rites) are to be performed. These, then, are the two
transcendent, religious (or Vedic), ends of man (purusarthas). They constitute and inform a//
religious conduct. But who is subject to this normative rule?

The Vedas, as interpreted by the matha, detail the specific qualifications (adhikara) that
an agent (kartr) must possess in order to pursue either of these two ends. One must be born a

male and into one of the three higher varnas (brahmin, ksatriya, or vaisya) to be eligibile to take
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up Vedic ritual. The male members of these three varnas are entitled to the second, ritual, birth
(initiation or upanayana), in virtue of which rite of passage they are referred to as the twice-born
(dvi-ja). A twice-born male who has further completed a Vedic education (adhyayana) and
married a woman of appropriate birth is then qualified to undertake the Vedic ritual. Indeed, not
simply qualified, he is enjoined (vi-dhd) to perform the obligatory Vedic rituals as long as he
lives. Failure to perform the ritual (and indeed failure to take up Vedic study, also enjoined)
results in the irredeemable loss of rank for him and his family.?° He is, along with his family,
forever reduced to the rank of Siidra, that is, he loses the privilege of birth. In other words, the
failure to perform the rituals results in complete exclusion from the normative domain and
consignment to perpetual service.*

Similarly, the Vedas also detail the specific qualifications for those twice-born who are

entitled to renounce their social, ritual lives to pursue the path of liberation (mukti) from the

2 The scholiasts cite numerous Smyti authorities on this point. For instance, in the Parasaramadhaviya, the
commentator cites Manu: “Is it not the case that there is a Smrti teaching to the effect that those who do not perform
the gamut of enjoined actions, beginning with initiation and Vedic study, go to ruin:

“The three types of people, described below, who are not consecrated at the appropriate time, they fall from
Brahminhood and become outcastes, reviled by the nobility. The twice-born man who toils in other pursuits without
studying the Veda is instantly reduced to being a Siidra, along with his family. He who does not perform the
prescribed rituals and condemns proper conduct, and since he does not exercise any restraint over his senses, that
man goes to ruin.

ata iirdhvam trayo’py’ete yathakalam asamskrtah |

savitripatita vratya bhavanty’aryavigarhitah || (Manu 2.39)

yo’nadhitya dvijo vedam anyatra kurute sramam |

sa jivan neva $iidratvam asu gacchati sanvayah || (Manu 2.16)

akurvan vihitam karma ninditam ca samacaran |

anigrahac cendriyanam narah patanam rcchati ||

Madhava, Parasara Smrti, vol. 1.1, Bombay Sanskrit Series 48 (Bombay: Government Central Book Depot, 1893),
53.

30 The Stidra’s dharma is defined as service to the twice-born. A Siidra may serve Vaisyas or Ksatriyas in order to
earn a livelihood, but he is enjoined by the dharmasastra tradition to serve Brahmins.

“Thus, service to the twice-born alone is his highest duty (dharma). Service to Ksatriyas and Vaisyas, on the other
hand, that is meant to earn a living is not his highest duty.

tasmad dvija-susriisaiva tasya paramo dharmah | ksatriya-vaisya-susriisa tu kevala-vrtty-arthatvad aparamo
dharmabh |

Madhava, 1.1:483.
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cycle of rebirth (samsara). The tradition terms this form of life samnydsa (renunciation), and
those who subject themselves to its strictures samnyasins (renunciants). As in the case of the
ritual agent, these subjects are constituted and qualified through ritual and pedagogical training.
Such a person is also condemned to grave ruin should he fail to adhere to the obligatory
injunctions to which he is subject.

My contention is that the matha, in claiming to serve as the sole interpreter,
administrator, and director of the Vedic tradition, appropriates the sole authority to govern the
sphere of religious conduct of its human subjects. The intellectual project undertaken by the
matha, besides asserting the matha’s singular claim to govern the domain of religious conduct,
also evinces the logic of monastic governance. The matha monopolized the means of producing
religious subjects and religious subjectivities that conformed to the transcendent, religious, ends
enjoined by the Veda.

There are two dimensions to monastic governmentality: pastoral care and disciplinary
power. Pastoral care refers to the matha’s interest in its subjects’ religious conduct and their
welfare. In the case of the samnyasins, enjoined to pursue liberation, the guru himself directed
the cultivation of the self. The guru himself, as the model teacher and a fully liberated being,
shepherded his flock to follow the religious norms appropriate to their stations. In the main,
pastoral care was reflected in the matha’s actions to support and enable the flourishing of Vedic
conduct. The inscriptional record is littered with examples of the matha endowing villages,
cultivating lands, engaging in irrigation projects to ensure the perpetuation of Vedic modes of
life, including supporting teachers of the Vedas, performers of the Vedic ritual, scholars and
scribes, in addition to the maintenance of houses of charity, temples and the host of attendant

practices. Thus, pastoral care was the productive dimension of monastic governmentality. Since
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pastoral care operated according to the logic of the gift, I have termed this generative dimension
of monastic governmental dana or the gift.

The other dimension of monastic governmentality consists of a set of restrictive
disciplining practices exercised by the matha in constituting the human being as a subject (kartr)
properly qualified (adhi-kr) to pursue the religious ends proper to his position. The paradigmatic
technology of disciplinary power was the Vedic injunction (vidhi) which subjected the qualified
agent to the governance of a Vedic norm, be it dharma or moksa. Thus, for instance, every
initiated twice-born man was enjoined by the Veda to study his family recension of the Veda
with a teacher. Upon graduating Vedic study, he was obligated—unless he took up samnyasa
(institutional asceticism)—to perform the obligatory Vedic rituals as long as he lived. As
mentioned earlier, failure to adhere to such obligatory injunctions resulted in expulsion from the
Vedic fold. Thus, insofar as it controlled the means of understanding and implementing the
religious norms enjoined by the Veda, insofar as it trained and supported teachers, scholars and
religious practitioners, the matha had effective control over the means of forming the subject
through a network of instersecting disciplinary mechanisms.

Moreover, in maintaining a monopoly over the explication of the Veda, the matha
synthesized a unified, single Vedic tradition and reconstituted its subjects according to a
hierarchy of qualifications and goals. Thus, the ideal Vedic order, explicated and implemented
by the scholars of Srageri, was constituted by a hierarchy of subjects, ranked according to the
religious norms, the regimes of truth, to which they were devoted, and constituted in each rank

by a range of disciplinary and productive techniques.
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The Sole Sovereign

This, in brief, is a picture of monastic governmentality as it is engendered by this corpus.
There remains only one question to answer: Where or in whom, in this picture, does sovereignty
reside? The obvious and intuitive answer is the guru; indeed, the inscriptions, as I show below,
endow the figure of the guru with spiritual analogues of the marks and attributes of kingship. But
the theorization of sovereignty is not uniform across these two distinct governmentalities. Royal
power is objective and the will of the sovereign is capable of transcending normative constraints.
Monastic power on the hand is subjective in nature and, consequently, all monastic subjects are
subjects only insofar as they have submitted to the constitutive Vedic norms. The normative
Vedic order is hierarchically arranged. Thus, the twice-born are higher in this normative order
than the unititiated, samnyasins are more exalted than ritual performers. Each subject is accorded
his or her proper place and task. The guru alone stands athwart the limits of the hierarchy, neither
fully subject to its constraints, nor fully sovereign.

The guru’s singular status is in virtue of the fact that he is a jivan-mukta, a fully realized
being who has transcended the constraints of subjectivity while still alive. In the Vedic order
formulated by the matha, subjects, at each hierarchical rank, are constrained by their subjectivity.
That is to say, each type of subject is enjoined to perform the duties of his rank. Thus, the twice-
born ritualist is impelled by the Vedic injunction (vidhi) to perform the obligatory Vedic rituals
(nitya-karman) as long as he lives. The paramahamsa samnydsin, who has been initiated into the
ascetic order of the matha, is similarly impelled by the Vedic injunction (sravana vidhi, the
injunction to learn) to study and realize the existential truth conveyed by the Vedanta corpus.
The king, too, is constrained by Vedic injunctions and dharmasastra injunctions to govern his

kingdom in conformity with dharmic norms. Thus, each subject is constituted by this constraint
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to act normatively. The guru alone, in virtue of being liberated, transcends the duality of agent
and object that animates the dharmic world of the Veda and makes possible religious action. In
realizing the ultimate truth of the Advaita (non-dual) Vedanta—that the self alone is real-the guru
transcends the conventional limits that condition the operation of the injunction (vidhi). He is
neither subject to any obligation, nor is he impelled to act.

Nevertheless, out of compassion, the guru serves as an instrument in the operation of a
Vedic sovereignty. As a teacher and as the conduit for the redistribution of gifted resources, he
enables the propagation and reification of the Vedic norms of man. There is a form of displaced
Vedic sovereignty operative in this case. The guru is an administrator of the Vedic religion while

nevertheless remaing beyond the realm of agents and action.

Methodology and Materials

In the latter half of the fourteenth century, between 1346 and 1386, the Srrlgeri matha, at
times in conjunction with the court, produced a staggering textual corpus, comprising a number
of technical treatises and commentaries on a range of Vedic topics and texts. And yet, partly
because contemporary scholarship has failed to appreciate, let alone comprehend, the
implications of monastic power, there has been no acknowledgement—let alone a concerted effort
to demonstrate—that this corpus was conceived of as a single, unified, whole that articulated and
advanced the interests of the matha. Indeed, this dissertation addresses that exigency first of all;
the most basic argument I make is that our failure to recognize the unity of this intellectual effort
is but a symptom of our failure to investigate and understand the medieval matha as the site for
the articulation of a governmentality that diverged sharply from kingship and attended to

different ends. Second, I have attempted to demonstrate that the interpretive positions that these
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texts uniformly and synthetically promulgate evince an ideological case for the supremacy of the
matha as a governing institution.

An examination of parts of this vast textual corpus and the extant inscriptional evidence
for this early period allows us to flesh out the rhetorical terms in which the matha represented its
religious authority, in particular, the manner in which monastic sovereignty was shown to
encompass and transcend the limited sovereignty of kingship. Notably, the matha’s self-
representation was reproduced and reaffirmed in royal inscriptions, lending credence to the claim
that, at least in the early history of Vijayanagara, the kings benefitted from linking their claims to
sovereignty to the paramount sovereignty of the matha. Analysing the logic of the gift, its
donation and circulation, helps us understand the matha’s capacity to expand its influence, to
settle newly-acquired lands with leaders who were trained, as pedagogues, ritualists, and scribes,
in the Vedic ideology of the matha. It demonstrates how this sovereignty, idealized in texts, was
made concrete.

As I show, these texts advanced, in their interpretations and syntheses of disparate
traditions and texts, an ideology of governance; a meta-discussion about the norms that undergird
an ideal human society, the source of those norms, and the institution best suited not merely to
oversee the administration of those norms but to support and condition the flourishing of that
ideal human order. It is my contention that to understand this corpus, and appreciate its
universalizing ambitions, we must first of all recognize its single source and its singular focus.

By far the largest portion of this corpus is taken up by the detailed and synthetic
commentaries on Vedic texts, of which there are eighteen, and which are traditionally ascribed to
Sayana. Further, also ascribed to the figure of Sayana are a number of anthologies that are either

normative or didactic in nature. These are all titled Sudhanidhis (thus, the Purusartha-sudha-
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nidhi, or the Moon of the Ends of Man, deals with the normative human goals whereas the Yajria-
tantra-Sudhd-nidhi, the Moon of Ritual Mechanics, is effectively a manual for the Vedic ritual),
and are six in number.’! There are more than ten texts devoted to the explication of the particular
brand of Advaita Vedanta propounded by the matha. Some of these texts comment on parts of
the Upanisadic corpus of the Vedas; a majority are ascribed to Vidyaranya.’? Further, there are
technical treatises on grammar, philosophy, and Mimamsa as well as texts on dharmasastra.>® In
other words, this brief period of intellectual activity in the latter half of the fourteenth century
saw the composition of more than forty texts, most of them incredibly lengthy and detailed
expositions of large swathes of the Vedic corpus. My thesis argues that we cannot possibly arrive
at a clear sense of the purpose of this project of explication and synthesis unless we treat the
corpus as a single whole, commissioned and composed by adherents of the matha to advance the
ends of the matha.

With this view in mind, I apply a variety of reading methods and approaches to this
archive. The methodological thread that runs through these variegated texts is somewhat difficult
to pick out: I have striven to read texts differently than they typically are. I juxtapose texts that

are traditionally separated by the dividing lines of genre, institutional locus, and media. Overall, |

3! The summary of the contents of the corpus is found in Dikshit, Early Vijayanagara: Studies in History and
Culture, 112-29. Commentaries on the following Vedic texts: Taittiriva Samhita, Taittiriva Brahmana, Taittiriva
Aranyaka, Rgveda Sambhita, Aitareya Brahmana, Aitareya Aranyaka, Sama Sambhita, Tandya Brahmana,
Samavidhana Brahmana, Sadvimsa Brahmana, Arseya Brahmana, Devatadhydya Brahmana, Upanisad Brahmana,
Samhitopanisad Brahmana, Vamsa Brahmana, Sukla Yajurveda Kanva Samhita, Atharvaveda.

The disciplinary anthologies are: Subhdasita-sudhanidhi, Purusartha-sudhanidhi, Alankara-sudhanidhi, Ayurveda-
sudhanidhi, Yajiiatantra-sudhanidhi, Prayascitta-sudhanidhi.

32 The Vaiyasakanyayamala, often ascribed to Bharatitirtha, is a summary of the Brahmasiitras. Other texts on
Vedanta include Anubhiiti-prakasa (a metrical summary of the major Upanisads), the Brhad-aranyaka-bhasya-
vartikasara, the Vivarana-prameya-samgraha, the Paficadasi, the Aitareyopanisad-dipika, Nysimhottara-
tapaniyopasad-dipika, Jivan-mukti-viveka.

33 Madhaviya-dhatu-vrtti is the treatise on grammar. Sarva-darsana-samgraha is the philosophical primer, which I

examine in Chapter 4. Jaiminiya-nyaya-mald is a summary of the Mimamsa sutras of Jaimini. The Parasara-
madhaviya and the Kalamadhava deal with topics of dharma-Sastra.
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read technical, theoretical (sastric) texts with an eye to the readers they constitute, the contexts in
which they proliferate, the forms of subjectivity they privilege, and the order and meaning they
impose upon the worlds that they create.

In the first chapter, for instance, I read eulogistic passages from royal inscriptions
alongside the eulogistic verses that begin commentarial texts. I show that reading across
divisions of genre, media and institutions, provides us a broader view of social networks of
power that were constituted by and between the court and the matha. This heterodox approach
resists privileging the court as the institutional locus where power was encoded and represented
in the lofty registers of sastra (theory) and prasasti (eulogy). Indeed, the juxtaposition of these
two types of texts demonstrates that monastic power was not simply encoded in the technical
register of sastric composition employed by the agents of the matha, but was represented, in the
very same idiom, in royal inscriptions. Further on, I examine a variety of technical treatises—
Vedic commentaries, summaries (sarngraha) of hermeneutic systems, and inscriptions—that have
never before been examined as constituting a single, coherent project of meaning-making.
Lastly, I present my analysis of two very disparate works, Sarvadarsanasamgraha, a
philosophical primer, and Sarikaradigvijaya, an artificial court poem, which I read alongside
inscriptional evidence, as the first layer of reception of the theory of monastic power encoded in
the earlier materials. In so doing, I am interested in examining what LaCapra has referred to as
their worklike dimensions, in other words, the worlds that these works create and those they
reflect, as well as the productive tensions between these. For instance, I show that these latter
texts, particularly the Sankaradigvijaya, live in the world created by the earlier stratum of texts
on the one hand, even as they express dissatisifaction, unease, and a disquiet at the impossibility

of that idealized world. In this recursive play of texts reading and reacting to other texts that are
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themselves “readings” of other texts still, I locate a productive gap between power idealized and
power realized. My readings home in on the performance of this constitutive engine of normative

thought, the eternal distance between the ought and the is.

Current Research and Growing Scholarly Currents

A recent, and most welcome, development in the scholarship on premodern India has
been the focus on religious institutions as a critical locus for the articulation and operation of
power in premodern India. These scholarly approaches converge on the recognition that the
second millennium witnessed the emergence of a number of powerful religious traditions, almost
all of them with important regional and institutional connections, that refashioned the prevailing
configurations of power. There are three such recent interventions to which I hope this work on
monastic governmentality will contribute: the discussions surrounding the emergence of
religious publics, the scholarship on sovereignty, kingship and religious power, and the recent
interest in South Asian governmentalities.

The first stream builds upon and reacts to the seminal work of Jiirgen Habermas, in
particular his theorization of the emergence of a public square where the work of deliberative,
procedural democracy may unfold. Critical to Habermas’ view of the public square and to the
viability of a procedural and deliberative democracy is the concomitant removal of religious
presuppositions and orientations from the public sphere. Scholars of South Asia in attempting to
understand the emergence of a colonial modernity in India have employed, challenged, and

revised various dimensions of Habermas’ work. Recent scholarship has turned to various
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premodern contexts to trace the varieties of paths that regions, religious traditions, and
institutions charted in constituting a colonial modernity.>*

A set of particularly strong arguments have been lodged against the uniquely European
and secular picture of modernity that Habermas’ conception of the public square implies. Noting
the decentered and pluralistic nature of political and religious formations and institutions in early
modern India, scholars have argued that rather than thinking of a single public square,
corresponding to a European analogue, we should recognize the many vectors of pluralism that
drove the constitution of premodern publics. Vernacularization, regional Bhakti traditions, local
mathas and temples, regional sectarian communities and regional kingdoms were involved in
very different conceptions of constituting and enlivening a multitude of publics. My work
situates the matha as a key institutional driver of the formation and regulation of these publics.
Liberated from the parochial European fetters by which the matha had been bound, inasmuch as
it has been translated by the word “monastery,” this dissertation argues that the matha intended
its governmentality to comprehend entire social swathes comprised of heterogeneous subjects
brought together under a capacious interpretation of Vedic norms.

Furthermore, my work engages with a welcome new direction in the study of Advaita
Vedanta, which reconsiders the history of this theological-hermeneutic tradition within a much

broader scope. This new object of study, which one scholar has dubbed “Greater Advaita

34 Jiirgen Habermas, The Structural Transformation of the Public Sphere: An Inquiry into a Category of Bourgeois
Society, 10. print, Studies in Contemporary German Social Thought (Cambridge, Mass: MIT Press, 1999).

35 Elaine M. Fisher, Hindu Pluralism: Religion and the Public Sphere in Early Modern South India, South Asia
across the Disciplines (Oakland, California: University of California Press, 2017); Valerie Stoker, Polemics and
Patronage in the City of Victory: Vyasatirtha, Hindu Sectarianism, and the Sixteenth-Century Vijayanagara Court
(Oakland: University of California Press, 2016); Christian Lee Novetzke, The Quotidian Revolution:
Vernacularization, Religion, and the Premodern Public Sphere in India (New York: Columbia University Press,
2016).

42



Vedanta,” seeks to include those developments that were formerly dismissed for lacking some
defining characteristic of the classical tradition, whatever that means. This new approach has
opened up the vistas of scholarship to include not just works of Vedanta in vernacular languages
and registers but, closer to my work, the development of a practical Vedanta. The synthesis of
Advaita Vedanta’s hermeneutic and theological imperatives with the pratical technologies of
Yoga traditions or the broader devotional appeal of Bhakti movements produced a new range of
possibilities for the constitution of religious publics. My dissertation demonstrates that the
corpus of scholastic compositions produced by Srageri, despite not producing any noteworthy
innovations in the philosophical tradition, nevertheless produced a number of nodes of synthesis
at which Advaita Vedanta was not merely brought into conversation and combination with Yoga,
Mimamsa, and Dharmasastra, but, more importantly, were points at which these distinct
traditions were elegantly synthesized in the reinvention of a single Vedic tradition.*¢

A second stream of scholarship into which my work wades is a recent re-evaluation of
religious authority and sovereignty in precolonial and colonial India. Following the path-
breaking work of Appadurai and Dirks on ritual sovereignty and the colonial rupture, there has
been a recent reappraisal of the shifting nature and construction of sovereignty in premodern and
colonial India. Rather than assuming that the colonial regime dismantled the sovereign status of
regional kingdoms—which further projects a largely stable and monolithic conception of
sovereignty into the past—this new current of scholarship examines the multiple ways in which

kings, religious leaders and deities were sovereign in the colonial and precolonial past. This

36 Michael S. Allen and Anand Venkatkrishnan, “EDITORIAL: Introduction to Special Issue: New Directions in the
Study of Advaita Vedanta,” International Journal of Hindu Studies 21, no. 3 (2017): 271-74; Michael S. Allen,
“Greater Advaita Vedanta: The Case of Niscaldas,” International Journal of Hindu Studies 21, no. 3 (2017): 275—
97; Elaine M. Fisher, “Remaking South Indian Saivism: Greater Saiva Advaita and the Legacy of the
Saktivisistadvaita Virasaiva Tradition,” International Journal of Hindu Studies 21, no. 3 (2017): 319-44.
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intervention has not only been successful in decentering the processes and practices by which
sovereignty was established and renewed, but has also enlarged the institutional framework for
locating sovereignty. Thus, institutions and figures—the temple priest, the deity, the guru, the
family, women, the matha, guilds and merchant communities—that were ignored in earlier studies
have received much-deserved scrutiny in this more capacious understanding of the construction
and practice of sovereignty. These scholars have further expanded our understanding of the
operation of sovereignty by considering the implication of literature, art, ritual, and scholasticism
in the making of a sovereign.’’

My dissertation, following in these footsteps, attempts to theorize the slippery conception
of monastic sovereignty formulated in the scholastic corpus in question. Rather than subordinate
the matha’s claims to power to royal sovereignty, I have argued that the matha articulated a view
of the guru as universal sovereign, whose sovereignty transcended the immanent and limited
sovereignty of the monarch. Indeed, as the corporeal incarnation of the eternal Vedas, the guru
directed the ethical progress of the matha’s subject. Thus, the guru and the matha represented a
different model of sovereignty than that of kingship, one that was defined by pastoral care and
possessed of disciplinary power.

Finally, my work addresses the recent turn to the history of governmentalities in South

Asia, which has sought to expand the lens of historical analysis—which typically treated power,

37 Arjun Appadurai, Worship and Conflict under Colonial Rule: A South Indian Case (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1981); Arjun Appadurai, “Kings, Sects and Temples in South India, 1350 - 1700 A.D.,” Indian
Economic and Social History Review 14, no. 1 (1977): 47-73; Nicholas B. Dirks, The Hollow Crown: Ethnohistory
of an Indian Kingdom (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, n.d.).

For a reappraisal of this view, see, in particular, Aya Ikegame, Princely India Re-Imagined: A Historical
Anthropology of Mysore from 1799 to the Present, Routledge/Edinburgh South Asian Studies Series (Milton Park,
Abingdon, Oxon ; New York: Routledge, 2013); Caleb Simmons, Devotional Sovereignty: Kingship and Religion in
India, Religion, Culture and History (New York: Oxford University Press, 2020); Sarah Pierce Taylor, “Aesthetics
of Sovereignty: The Poetic and Material Worlds of Medieval Jainism” (Philadelphia, University of Pennsylvania,
2016).
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subjectivity, sovereignty, truth, and ethics as autonomous fields of human affairs and of inquiry—
to comprehend the operation of power as it is variously—disciplinarily, technically, scientifically,
procedurally, legally—constituted in a given social field. In other words, this intervention has
sought to displace the analytic hegemony of categories such as the state and the liberal subject
and turned our attention to other institutions and actors—monasteries and women are primary foci
in the work of Chatterjee—that were instrumental to alternative governmentalities. In this context,
I have argued that Srigeri matha’s textual production made a signal contribution to the
articulation of monastic governmentality and ascetic power, two traditions of power that have a
long, albeit unexamined, history in colonial and post-colonial India.*8

This dissertation attempts to shine light upon that area of scholarship that lies in the
shadown of Max Miiller’s monumental edition of the Rgveda Samhita. In that foundational feat
of orientalist philology, Miiller introduced the world to the canonical commentator of the Veda:
Sayana.* Since then, sub-disciplinary schisms have led to the entrenchment of this particular
authorial figure, at the expense of the broader corpus of texts. To wit, ever since Miiller’s
introduction, Vedic scholars, relatively uninterested in the institutional history of Srigeri or in
the full corpus of texts produced in this period, have homed in on Sayana, the individual
commentator, and have evaluated his contributions to the indigenous history of Vedic philology.
In the most scandalous philological excesses, scholars have been more than happy to strip

Sayana’s commentary for parts in building their own edifice of comparative linguistics while

38 Legg and Heath, South Asian Governmentalities.

39 As W.D. Whitney wryly noted of Max Miiller’s dependence on Sayana, “And now it is Aufrecht who is the true
editor of the Veda, while Max Miiller has to content himself with the secondary honor of being the editor of
Sayana.” Herman W. Tull, “F. Max Miiller and A.B. Keith: “Twaddle,’ the ‘Stupid’ Myth, and the Disease of
Indology,” Numen 38, no. 1 (1991): 27-58. 37.
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denigrating the scholar’s naive and wavering views.*’ In effect, these scholars often condemned
the figure of Sayana for not living up to a standard that was of their, not his, making. Similarly,
historians of Vedanta have marked other parts of this corpus, the Jivanmuktiviveka for instance,
as important developments in the history of Vedanta.*! Neither group has recognized, let alone
reckoned with, the broader corpus and context in which their selected texts were composed.
Galewicz’s recent study, based on meticulous research aided by keen insight, limits itself to the
figure of Sayana—even if the figure of Sayana is synecdoche for a broader community of
scholars—and his Vedic commentaries.** Despite this limitation, Galewicz is the first scholar of
the materials to examine the manner in which scholastic practices—hermeneutics, philology, and

philosophy—implicated a wider world of power.

40 Hermann Oldenberg, the German philologist, represents the critical orientalist view, “The interpretations of
Sayana which they have quoted as proofs can either be proved to be false in the light of a rigorous examination, or,
if they happen to be correct, -- it would be unnatural if sometimes a man does not hit upon a correct interpretation, -
- they are liable to the suspicion that here Sayana or the authority from whom he quotes has had for once the good-
luck of not having bypassed correct knowledge when it forced itself on him.” Oldenberg, 19. In plainer speech, even
a stopped clock is right twice a day. Max Miiller, who was criticized for this over-reliance on Sayana, evinced a
more sympathetic view, “If now we can work without Sayana, we ought to remember in mind that five and twenty
years ago we could not have made even our first steps, we could never at least have gained a firm footstep without
his leading strings. If, therefore we can now see further than he could, let us not forget that we are standing on his
shoulders.”

41 Robert Goodding, “The Treatise on Liberation-in-Life Critical Edition and Annotated Translation of the
Jivanmuktiviveka of Vidyaranya” (PhD, Austin, University of Texas at Austin, 2002); Andrew O. Fort, Jivanmukti
in Transformation (Albany, N.Y.: State University of New York Press, 1998); Jacqueline Suthren Hirst, “When the
Body Does Not Fall: Samkara, Suresvara and Anandagiri on Living While Liberated,” The Journal of Hindu
Studies, no. 9 (2016): 1-28. James Madaio, “The Instability of Non-Dual Knowing: Post-Gnosis Sadhana in
Vidyaranya’s Advaita Vedanta,” Journal of Dharma Studies 1, no. 1 (October 2018): 11-30,
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42240-018-0005-5; Ayon Maharaj, ed., The Bloomsbury Research Handbook of Vedanta,
Bloomsbury Research Handbooks in Asian Philosophy (New York: Bloomsbury Academic, 2020).

42 “Often do we hear that in Indian intellectual history we meet time and again the widely accepted practice of
attributing commentaries actually written by disciples, followers or altogether different authors to earlier
acknowledged masters of the field...Because of the probably composite authorship of a number of works attributed
to Sayana, I take his name as referring to such a type of authorship and will speak of the authorship of Sayana in this
sense throughout the study.” Cezary Galewicz, A Commentator in Service of the Empire: Sayana and the Royal
Project of Commenting on the Whole of the Veda. (Wien: Sammlung de Nobili, n.d.). 43. Indeed, the existence of
Sayana is not without doubt. See, Walter Slaje, “Sayana oder Madhava? Verfasserschaft und Reihenfolge der
Samhita-Kommentare aus Vijayanagara,” Zeitschrift der Deutschen Morgenldndischen Gesellschaft 160 (2010):
383—414. Slaje argues that the authorship of many of the Vedic commentaries and treatises ought to be attributed to
Madhava (Sayana’s brother).
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This dissertation advances that work, shifting its court-centric gaze to the matha at
Srigeri. In the process, I show that the logic of governmentality makes sense of the corpus in
toto. It establishes the guru as the preeminent sovereign and the originator of this monumental
display of hermeneutic and scholastic innovation and power. It is no mean expression of the
guru’s power to constitute the world through knowledge, a power that is attested to in the
inscriptions from the period and in the memories that persisted long after this period of

exceptional textual efflorescence.

The Keys to the City of Knowledge

I began this introduction with an origin myth concernings the founding of the city of
Vijayanagara. I now conclude this section with another version of the same origin myth, which
differs only in helpfully illustrating the lineaments of monastic governmentality as it was
operative three hundred years after this mammoth project of synthesizing and explicating the
Vedic canon.

The inscription is dated to 1652, and records the occasion on which Sivappa-Nayaka, the
ruler of Ikkeri, resolved a case where the matha was suing a group of subjects for being in arrears
in paying taxes. The first paragraph details the many extraordinary attributes of the guru,
Saccidananda-Bharati-svami, in precisely the same way as an inscription would praise a king. It
lists his numerous distinctive qualities and accomplishments, which acquire a formulaic nature in
the inscriptional record. Among these, he is the “establisher of the pure Vaidikadvaita-
siddhanta,” that is the conclusive position on the Advaita Vedanta system of soteriology. Like
the kings described in the inscriptional record, he is distinguished by the lineage of gurus

(beginning with Sankaracarya, the purported founder of the matha) of which he is a part. Most
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importantly for us, the inscription identifies him first of all as the chief teacher of the parama-
hamsa samnyasins (disciplinary power, vidhi) and then as the dispenser of tax-free villages
(generative power, dana).

At the time of the moon’s eclipse, the chief acarya of the paramahamsa samnyasins,*

master of grammar and logic, absorbed in the eight-limbed yoga [of Patafjali] consisting
of yama, niyama, etc., the establisher of the pure Vaidiakadvaita-siddhanta, the
establisher of the six dar$anas, disciple of the succession of gurus descended from the
holy feet of Sankaracarya — initiated by the lotus hands of Abhinava-Narasimha-Bharati-
svami — Saccidananda-Bharati-svami of Srigapura, gave to all the learned Brahman of
Vidyaranyapura, belonging to the gotras, siitras and Sakhas, a copper Sasana of a rent-

free agrahara [Brahmin settlement] as follows:

Having thus established, according to the conventions of inscriptional composition, the
credentials of the donor, the inscription provides us with a version of the origin myth of the city
of Vijayanagara. As this recapitulation of the myth makes clear, Vidyaranya was the chief
inspiration behind the founding of the city; it is he who conceived of its creation — Harihara, the
king, was but an instrument. In this depiction, Vidyaranya accrued power through ascetic
practice, which he expended, through the grace of god Siva, to benefit cows, gods and Brahmans.
Further, in initiating this virtuous cycle of gifting, Vidyaranya elicited a generous donation in
return from Harihara. This gift is committed to the administration of pastoral care, through the

endowment of tax-free villages and the sponsorship of a range of Vedic practices. The

43 Note that his chief attribute is that he serves as teacher for a group of virtuosi monastics, the parama-hamsa, who
form the subject of chapter two. The guru is the sole teacher for the superordinate category of subjects in a hierarchy
of students.
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inscription thus places the matha at the center of a vast and complex network of redistribution

that drives the formation of a perfect Vedic order.

Formerly, the (original) guru of our line, author of the Veda-bhashya, Vidyaranya-
sripada, out of charity to the world, through the boon obtained by virtue of his penance
from (the god) Virtpaksha dwelling on the banks of the Pampa, having founded
Vidyanagara, -- for the protection of cows, gods and Brahmans, performed the coronation
anointing of Harihara-maharaya to the throne. After which, at the time when the
rajadhiraja raja-paramesvara, a sun to the waterlilies the race of hostile kings, virapratapa
Harihara-maharaya, was protecting the Karnataka kingdom in peace and wisdom, -- he
made petition at the feet of Vidyaranya-éripada, representing that in Sringapura, in
(connection with) the dharma-pitha (or seat of dharma) established by Sankaracharyya,
there must be a matha and agrahara (Brahman settlement), -- for the worship of the gods
Mallikarjuna, Vidyasankarasvami and Sarada-amma in the matha; and for the
performance of the religious duties of the vedas and $astras he set apart certain landed
property, established the agraharas of Sringapura and Vidyaranyapura, and, forming 250

shares, made them over to the feet of Vidyaranya-Bharati-svami.

In summary, these later myths and memories of the founding of the great empire were
true on this score: they distinguished between the institutional power of the matha and that of
kingship, and further, they gestured at the distinctive capacity of the matha, and its leaders, to
assert its authority over kingship. The myths and memories may have erred in attributing the
founding of the city to Vidyaranya, a guru of the matha, but they captured a more profound
reality of the founding that contemporary scholars have ignored: the institutional presence and

power of the matha were instrumental to the founding and success of the nascent kingdom.

Scope of the dissertation
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The Vedas provided the ethical grounds for the emergence of these types of ideal subjects
(or agents) and served as the sole (transcendent) source of knowledge of the means to shape
those subjects. These means—ritual performance, yogic practice, ritual studentship, rigorous
programs of Vedic and disciplinary training—were specifically designed to shape these agents to
discharge the duties peculiar to their station of life.

The limits of this hierarchical superstructure were also normatively significant: at the
apex, only the guru of the monastery escaped the expansive scope of the Vedic injunction. He
alone was impervious to the prescriptive power of the Veda. Completely released from the world
of action and no longer an agent (kartr), he could no longer be constrained by the injunction to
act. At the bottom of the hierarchy, beyond the pale of Vedic order, were the usual suspects—the
Buddhists, Jainas and Carvakas—and a couple of curious additions: the followers of the two rival
Vedanta orders, the Madhvas and the Ramanujiyas, who obscured the true meaning of the Vedas
through their deceitful interpretations.

In other words, this impressive scholastic achievement wove the loose strands of Vedic
yarn into a broad tapestry that depicted the monastery’s near universal sovereignty. This intricate
composition drew from a disordered Vedic canon an ordered and layered ethical foundation upon
which to ground the varieties of religious experience. My dissertation seeks to unravel the
threads of the constituent texts in order to reveal the warp and weft that held the fabric together.
In this process, I ask: How was the technical discipline of explication (vyakhya) employed to
produce such a vivid picture of monastic supremacy?

In Chapter 1, titled, “The Gift and the Guru,” I elaborate upon the first constituent
element of monastic governmentality, namely, pastoral care. Examining eulogistic passages from

royal inscriptions and contemporaneous verses of benediction from the commentarial corpus, I
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show that the logic of pastoral care, which was directed to the care for the spiritual welfare of the
matha’s subject, resulted in very distinct and different practices of redistribution. As one might
expect, the matha’s redistribution of resources and its provision of material and intellectual
support to its subjects followed this overarching principle of monastic governmentality.
Furthermore, far from expressing the universal power of the monarch, the inscriptional evidence
unequivocally shows that the early kings of Vijayanagara submitted to and supported the matha’s
claim to universal ethical government. Finally, I explore the ethical subjectivities that were
fostered and supported by these economies of monastic redistribution, and explicate the manner
in which the matha’s project of making sense of and disseminating the Vedas undergirded a
project of ethical formation.

In Chapters 2 and 3, titled “Homo Vedicus: Man of Action,” and “The Rite to Know,”
respectively, I examine the mechanics of monastic governmentality as they inform the formation
of two classes of ideal subjects: the ritual performer (anusthayin) and the renunciant
(samnyadsin). The interpretation of the Vedas informs the formation of these religious
subjectivities. These two subjects are constituted relative to the two areas of transcendent
knowledge available solely through the Veda: the realm of (ritual) action and the realm of
knowledge. Ritualists are impelled by the Vedic injunction to perform rituals (dharma refers to
the composite ritual) as a means to attain heaven (svarga). Samnyasins are impelled by the
injunction to know (jfiana) as a means to attain liberation (moksa). Thus, the ritual section of the
Veda informs us of the lower of the two supersensible human ends (heaven) that ought to govern
normative action (ritual), whereas the knowledge section of the Veda informs us of the higher
supersensible human end (liberation) that ought to govern the gnostic pursuit of the samnyasin

class.
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In each of the chapters, I examine three elements of subject formation: the injunctions
that govern religious conduct; the radical reconstitution or reinterpretation of the Vedic corpus to
advance the transcendent ends: heaven and liberation; and the synthesis of distinct traditions of
disciplinary thought and practice in forging these two classes of subjects. I demonstrate how the
radical reorganization of the Vedic canon facilitated the synthesis of these two disparate
traditions (the ritual tradition and the gnostic tradition) into a single hierarchy of religious
progress. The lower subjectivity—tied to ritual-could be transcended through ritual itself to
elevate the subject to the higher subjectivity that consisted in knowledge of the self. This path of
spiritual progress culminated in liberation, not merely from samsara but from the tyranny of
hierarchy. Beyond agency, in the liminality of living-while-liberated (jivanmukti), lay the
fleeting possibility of sovereignty.

In Chapter 4, titled, “The Double Life of Doxography,” I undertake an analysis of the
Comprehensive Catalogue of Viewpoints (Sarvadarsanasamgraha), which hierarchically orders
sixteen schools of philosophical thought. I argue that the text serves two of the monastery’s key
purposes: the pedagogical and the ideological. This handbook, introducing candidates for a well-
rounded scholastic (s@stric) education to the principal arguments of the sixteen philosophical
schools, would have served as an invaluable primer for use in the curricular regime instituted by
the monastery. At the same time, the hierarchy of viewpoints would have served the ideological
function of naturalizing the monastery’s view of the validity of the various schools of thought,
what we might refer to as a Vedic episteme. I demonstrate that, by virtue of the syntax of
hierarchy, the text naturalizes three related positions: The division of the available universe of
philosophical into the Vedic and non-Vedic; the othering of the two rival Vedanta schools by

placing them in the non-Vedic sphere; and effecting a hierarchic, and progressive ranking of
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Vedic schools. The text provides compelling evidence that pedagogy was one of the most
powerful modes of disseminating the brand of Vedism that the monastery championed, and that,
in addition to excluding from the Vedic pale the rival schools of Vedanta, this pedagogy
constructed a hierarchical view of the Vedic commonwealth whereby each valid philosophical
school was accorded its rightful place. The process of othering, in other words, was not distinct
from the unifying practices of cultivating an understanding of belonging and identity.

Chapters 5 and 6, titled, “Founder’s Keepers” and “Sankara Goes to Court,” are devoted
to a close examination of a single 17® century text, Sarikara’s Universal Conquest
(Sankaradigvijaya), a court epic recounting the spiritual conquest undertaken by Sankara, the
purported founder of the monastery at Srageri. I supplement a close reading of this origin myth
of the matha with contemporaneous inscriptional evidence to demonstrate that this narrative
poem serves as a reception history of the textual corpus produced three hundred years prior. It
also serves as confirmation of the key element of my thesis, namely, that the monastery’s effort
at synthesizing massive swathes of the Vedic tradition was intended to produce the hermeneutic
ballast for the extraordinary assertion of monastic supremacy. The central episode, a debate
between the partisan of ritual and the partisan of gnosis, reveals the central imperative in the
interpretive effort — the hierarchic integration of the different varieties of proper Vedic
subjectivity. The poem, linking the 8 century theologian Sankara to the monastery, confects a
powerful origin myth that recasts the 14™ century corpus in narrative form. Thus, different
scholastic views are enlivened by characters in this narrative of the guru’s universal conquest of
the known moral universe. His progress reorders this morally askew world, and the different

institutions and agents are put in their proper place.
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In the second of the two chapters, I take up the poem’s reflection on the vexed and
paradoxical question of the renunciant guru as governor. I probe the text’s exploration of the
paradox of monastic governance and the ineluctable risk that the guru runs in consummating his
claim to universal sovereignty. The guru must remain detached from the world he governs.
Should he become too involved in the affairs of state and verge too far into the world of agency
and action, he risks losing the knowledge of the self. I argue that the matha’s ambivalence
toward kingship was based on the fear that the tawdry business of trading in political power
imperilled the moral mission of the matha. Thus, kingship was best assimilated in a subordinate
position in the architecture of monastic governmentality, as the most effective instrument for
securing the inalienable privileges and prerogatives of the matha and its sovereign, the guru.

In the Conclusion, I turn my attention to the matha and the guru in modern-day India. The
biography of the guru, as it is portrayed in a recent matha publication, sums up perfectly the
operation of monastic power. The biography describes in detail key episodes in the guru’s
formation as a subject, first as a student initiate, living in the residence for initiates at the matha,
and then as a samnyasin, engaging in the regime of askesis necessary to realize the ultimate truth
of the Vedas. Thus, as the model subject, the guru’s life instantiates the regime of Vedic truth,
central to the matha’s ethical power. Even as a liberated being, the guru nevertheless undertook
the tasks of a ritual agent and devotee for the sake of his subjects, who were not adequately

disciplined in their self-formation to realize the ultimate truth of the Vedanta.
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Chapter 1

The Gift and the Guru

Materializing the Matha

In this brief chapter, I take up an analysis of pastoral care, the necessary precondition for
the administration of monastic discliplinary power. I have argued that monastic power operated
through the constitution of subjects; preparing, supporting, and enjoining them to undertake
modes of life proper to their social and religious status. In order for power to operate in these
complex and intrusive ways, the matha had to put in place the necessary economies and
infrastructures of support. These complex configurations of resources, productive labor,
intellectual capital and religious practice were part of the material effects of the matha’s rule.
The chief driver for the realization of these economies was the guru’s redistribution of gifts. The
monastic gift, which included the results of material and intellectual labor, functioned differently
than royal endowments. The monastic gift improved the status of the donor not by subordinating
the donee and making him dependent upon the grace of the donor, but rather by subordinating
the donor, a king, for instance, to the superordinate status of the guru as the ideal administrator of
resources to ensure human welfare. In other words, in the very act of donation, the king accepted
the sovereignty of the guru, and his unparalleled discrimination in the appropriate allocation of
the gift. That the kings of Vijayanagara understood this logic is eloquently attested to in the royal
inscriptions, which wax eloquently of the unsurpassed and transcendent sovereignty of the guru.

Before taking up the early history of Vijayanagara and the practice of donation, it is
helpful to clarify the aspects of the gift that are pertinent to this study, particularly since the gift

was, even in medieval India, a potent and plastic mode of forging and modulating relations. To
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put it simply, not all gifts were created equal. Rather than thinking of the gift in substantive
terms (what was given), I focus our attention on the capacity of the gift to create and redefine
relations between donor and donee. We might think of the gift in rather straightforward
theoretical terms: a donation establishes the magnanimity and superiority of the donor and entails
the subordination and dependence of the recipient. Gifting creates the expectation of reciprocity;
Mauss’ memorable do ut des.! Indeed, this was the way that the rulers of Vijayanagara used the
gift to constrain the sovereignty of regional governors under their control. In other words, the
ruler of Vijayanagara controlled the authority that a regional governor could exercise over local
chiefs and landholders through the gifting of “‘limited sovereignty,” including ‘titles, emblems
and honours, rights to enjoy the usufruct of lands, and/or the privilege to rule on behalf of a
superior over a particular area.””? These gifts from the Vijayanagara ruler absorbed a local
warlord into the imperium of Vijayanagara; in return, the warlord, now endowed with titles and
honors, would be obligated to provide administrative and military service to the king. In this
case, the gift structured a relation of dependence and obligation on the part of the recipient. Even
when the regional governor gifted land or rights to a religious institution, he invariably expressed
his limited sovereignty by donating in the name of his overlord, reifying in that act of giving his
subordination to the Vijayanagara ruler whilst simultaneously building on his own claim to
sovereignty.

Crucially, this was not the dynamic of the relationship of gifting that was forged between
the first rulers of the Vijayanagara kingdom and the gurus of Srigeri matha. By contrast, the

gurus of the matha exercised a paradoxical prerogative to receive gifts. On the one hand, as

! Marcel Mauss, The gift: the form and reason for exchange in archaic societies (New York: Norton, 1990), 17.

2 Wagoner, Tidings of the King: A Translation and Ethnohistorical Analysis of the Rayavacakamu.

56



ascetics (samnyasis), these monastic governors were not entitled to private possessions.® On the
other hand, as brahmins, it was part of their dharmic identity to accept the gifts of the two other
twice-born varnas (the ksatriyas and the vaisyas).* The obligation to receive gifts was the sole
prerogative of the brahmin varna. Thus, a king’s or warrior’s gift to a monastic leader did not
create an asymmetric relationship between a patron and attendant. On the contrary, the ruler’s
gift allowed him to participate in a spiritual economy that the matha’s leaders controlled and
governed.

Thus, when the Sangama brothers, then regional governors in the employ of the
Hoysalas, came to Srigeri in 1346 to perform a victory celebration, they were seeking, through
their donation of land, to participate in the spiritual economy that the matha administered. By
gifting to the guru Bharatitirtha lands which the guru subsequently settled with brahmin leaders,
the eldest Sangama brother, Harihara, sought entry into the normative dominion that the matha
governed. The gifting of land enabled Harihara and his successors to be absorbed into the
matha’s infrastructure of governance, albeit in a position subordinate to the chief distributor of

resources — the guru of the matha. As the inscriptional evidence from the period (ca. 1346 —

* Besides detailing the rituals that a brahmin who wishes to enter the ascetic mode of life (samnydsa) must perform,
the Commentary on the Smrti of Pardasara (Parasarasmrtivyakhyd) makes clear that ascetics cannot hold personal
property (nisparigraha). Madhava, Parasara Smrti, vol. 1.2 (Bombay: Government Central Book Depot, 1893),
166.

4 One of the texts composed by Madhava, a stalwart adherent of the matha, cites a Dharmasastra text by Brhaspati
on this topic: The six duties of the first-born (i.e. Brahmans): studying one’s family recension of the Veda, teaching
the Veda, performing the Vedic ritual, and helping others perform it, giving gifts, and accepting them too. The duties
of the ksatriya, on the other hand: performing the Vedic ritual, studying the Veda, and giving gifts, protecting one’s
subjects, bearing arms, and service. The duties of the vaisya are seven: studying the Veda, performing the Vedic
ritual, giving gifts, animal husbandry, usury, agriculture, and trade.

svadhyaya’ dhyapanam capi yajanam yajanam tatha | danam pratigrahascapi satkarmanyagrajanmanabh ||
ijva’dhyayanadane ca prajanam paripalanam | Sastrastradharanam seva karmani ksatriyasya tu ||

svadhyayo yajanam danam pasinam palanam tatha | kusidakysivanijyam vaisyakarmani sapta vai || Madhava,
Parasara Smrti, 1.1:85.
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1386) demonstrates, the early kings of Vijayanagara depicted their sovereignty as derived from

and dependent upon the radical, and transcendent, sovereignty of the matha’s guru.

A Friendship Gained: Srigeri and the First Kings of Vijayanagara

Our story begins with the victory festival (vijayotsava) of 1346, memorialized in an
inscription, when the five Sangama brothers, headed by Harihara, then a regional governor
(mahamandalesvara) of the Hoysalas, paid a visit to a sacred site (f7rtha) in Srngeri. The period
between 1346 and 1386 marked a protracted interregnum between Hoysala and Sangama rule,
during which time the Sangama rulers, even as they increasingly asserted their independence,
nevertheless affirmed the sovereignty of the Hoysalas. An inscription from 1386 records the
consummation of the interregnum in mentioning two firsts: Bukka is referred to for the first time
as an autonomous ruler (the title he assumes is mahardajadhirdja paramesvara, or His Majesty,
the Great Sovereign of Sovereigns) and, for the first time, the centre of his dominion is called the
new City of Victory (abhinava-vijayanagara). In these very same intervening years when the
Sangama brothers rose from relative obscurity to prominence, the Srageri matha produced an
enormous corpus of commentarial and technical treatises in what one scholar has called “a
philological initiative without precedent in India for its ambition and scope.™ In other words,
during the very period when the Sangama kings linked their sovereignty to the power of the
matha, the matha oversaw an incredible textual efflorescence that would codify, in the idiom of

Vedic religion, the matha’s claims to paramount sovereignty.

5 Sheldon Pollock, “What Was Philology in Sanskrit?,” in World Philology (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University
Press, 2015), 129.
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The inscription of 1346 tells us that Harihara travelled with his brothers to Srrlgeri, where
he endowed a land grant to the guru Bharatitirtha in order to memorialize and celebrate an

9 <6

historic victory. The record also invokes the figure of Vidyatirtha as the “foremost guru,” “whose
friendship gained is never lost.” Bharatitirtha, an ascetic (samnydsin) guru, along with “his
disciples and others, and the forty Brahmans residing in that sacred site (firtha) of Srigeri,” is the
chief recipient of a grant of nine villages “for the performance of rites and service.”¢

The endowment captures the dynamics of the gift. With this gift, the Sangama warriors,
parvenus without a polity, were able to insinuate themselves into the apparatus of governance,
albeit by proxy. Their return on investment was reputational: the gift solidified their friendship
with an influential and powerful institution and its leadership. The matha, on the other hand,
received nine villages, the economic output of which would now be diverted to supporting the
ritual performances of the brahmins trained by the matha. The matha’s administration of pastoral
care — the support “for the performances of rites and service” — was merely one element of
monastic governmentality.

Through these brahmin settlers, the matha’s brand of Vedic religion (fully elaborated in
the textual corpus produced in this period) would be spread to these newly-acquired villages. The
material benefits of the gift would be diverted to moulding the subjects of the matha through
disciplinary practices such as Vedic pedagogy, the performance of Vedic ritual, the training of
scribes, teachers, reciters, and scholiasts-- in short, the realization of a Vedic society. This
inscription lays bare the logic of the gift, but it does not capture the scope of its workings. Kings
and warriors were not the only donors, nor were material assets, like land or trading rights, the

only gifts that the matha received. For instance, let us turn to the last two verses of the Summary

¢ B. Lewis Rice, Epigraphica Carnatica, vol. 6, 12 vols., Mysore Archaeological Series (Bangalore: Mysore
Government Central Press, 1901).
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of the Topics of the Vivarana (vivaranaprameyasamgraha), a summary of the Advaita Vedantin
teacher Prakasatman’s (10" century?) text. The text was composed by Vidyaranya, the very same
ascetic whom later legends credit with the founding of Vijayanagara, and with the last couple of
verses of the text, he dedicates the work to his teacher and former guru of the matha, Vidyatirtha

(who is mentioned in the inscription of 1346). The verses read:

Though I am incapable of comprehending the thoughts of great men (such as
Prakasatman), I have, nevertheless composed this text with inordinate devotion; may

Prakasatman be pleased by it.

Since service of no other kind pleases the guru Vidyatirtha, may this (summary) be an act

of homage, imbued with devotion, laid at the feet of Sri Vidyéﬁrtha.7

This is no less a gift, albeit from one monastic guru to another, than Harihara’s donation of nine
villages. After all, this text, a primer on Advaita (non-dual) Vedanta, was designed to be part of a
scholastic curriculum that would be taught throughout the lands controlled by the matha. In other
words, the text, in its composition, dissemination and teaching, encompassed the two dimensions
of monastic governmentality: pastoral care and monastic discipline. Indeed, some of those very
monastic disciples mentioned in the inscription of 1346 may well have been responsible for
teaching this text as part of the Vedic curriculum that the matha produced during this period. The

gift represented the productive capacity of the matha to expand its governance, not just by

" mahatam hrdaye boddhum asakto’ py atibhaktitah |
akarsam grantham etena prakasatma prasidatu ||
yadvidyatirthagurave Susriisa nyd na rocate tasmat |
astv’ esda bhaktiyuta srividyatirthapadayoh seva ||
Vidyaranya, Vivaranaprameyasamgraha, Vizianagram Sanskrit Series 7 (Benares: E.J. Lazarus & Co., 1893), 266.
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accruing assets, but by properly cultivating its subjects in the Vedic ideology that supported the

matha’s claim to supremacy.

The Guru’s Two Bodies

It is not surprising that the matha should represent its claims to supremacy in such
maximalist terms; nevertheless, it should come as a surprise that royal inscriptions would
faithfully reproduce the matha’s claims to sovereignty. A royal inscription from 1376, which
chronicles the origins of Bukka and the Sangama dynasty, vividly describes the connection
between the figure of the king, Bukka, and the figure of the guru, Vidyatirtha. The inscription

reads in part:

Accordingly, he [Bukka] was born as Bukka-mahipati to Sangama and his wife in the
region of Pampa-puri. With the assistance of Vidyatirtha-muni, he became very great, the
earth being as his wife, and the four oceans his treasury. Having freed from enemies a
hundred royal cities counting from Dorasamudra, he ruled over an empire perfect in its

seven parts.®

In addition to the historical detail this inscription provides — that Bukka shook off the
Sangama vassalage to the Hoysalas of Dorasamudra — it also tells us that he “became very
great...with the assistance of Vidyatirtha-muni.” With the phrase “with the assistance,” the
translation occludes what the Sanskrit states quite clearly, namely, that Bukka was an incarnation

of the sage Vidyatirtha. A more faithful translation would read, “Bukka appeared, a moon in the

8 B. Lewis Rice, Epigraphia Carnatica, vol. 4, Mysore Archaeological Series (Bangalore: Mysore Government
Press, 1898). Original translation.
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ocean of compassion, as the enjoyer-incarnation of the sage Vidyatirtha” (vidyatirthamuneh
krpambudhisasi bhogavataro’bhavat). This is a particularly significant formulation. The king,
the agent, is but an incarnation (avatara) of the guru of the matha, the ascetic sage Vidyatirtha,
who, completely detached from all worldly forces, is the sovereign. The sage dispenses and the
king enjoys.

Indeed, the description of Bukka in this inscription matches his description in one of the
texts produced by the matha during his reign: the Garland of Jaimini’s Rules
(Jaiminiyanydyamala), a summary of the foundational text of Vedic hermeneutics (Jamini’s
Mimamsdasiitra). In a lengthy encomium to Bukka, the author, Madhava, describes him as “a
lord, insofar as he is the enjoyer-incarnation of the sage Vidyatirtha, the lord of the universe”
(jagadisvarasya vidyatirthamuner bhogamiirtitvena® ayam isvarah).'® This formulation shows
quite clearly that Bukka’s sovereignty depends upon Vidyatirtha’s grace. His power is limited
and conditional. Bukka’s lordship (isvaratva) is dependent on the paramount and universal
lordship of Vidyatirtha. Thus, Bukka’s lordship is derivative; it does not stand on its own. To put
it differently, the institution of kingship must draw its defining power (lordship or isvaratva)
from the matha. The similarity of the description in these two sources is all the more arresting
owing to the difference in the commissioning institutions. The court commissioned the
inscription, whereas the matha commissioned the text. The inscription was not commissioned by
the matha to project its spiritual hegemony over kingship. On the contrary, it was a royal
inscription, commissioned by the late Bukka’s son Harihara, that made clear that royal power

was ultimately dependent upon the spiritual power of the head of the Srngeri matha.

® This particular formulation (bhogamiirtitvena), the predicative instrumental, makes clear that Bukka’s sovereignty
(ayam isvarah) is predicated on his being the enjoyer-form of the sage Vidyatirtha, who is the universal sovereign.

10 Madhava, Jaiminiyanyayamala, Anandasrama Sanskrit Series 24 (Poona: Anandasrama Press, 1892), 2.
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The very same trope is echoed in the invocatory verses of almost every single text that
makes up this Vedic corpus. Let me provide a single example from the invocatory verses to the
Commentary on the Taittiriya Samhita of the Black Yajurveda

(krsnayajurvediyataitiriyasamhitd). The author writes in homage to his guru, Vidyatirtha:

I praise him whose exhalation is the Veda, who fashioned
the universe out of the Vedas, Vidyatirtha, the great lord.
The monarch Bukka, assuming his form, through his side-long glance

commanded the teacher Madhava to illuminate the meaning of Veda.!!

This verse, which functions as a seal, marking a great majority of the texts in this corpus
with the imprimatur of Srngeri, makes clear that Vidyatirtha is the great lord, mahesvara, a term
which also resonated with the matha’s Saiva commitments, as it is a common name for the god
Siva. Further, it is his side-long glance (kataksa) that inspired Bukka to assume his present regal
form and order that a commentary on the Vedas be composed. The reference to “the monarch
Bukka assuming that form” (tadripam dadhad bukkamahipatih) reminds us of the “incarnation”
(avatara) that Bukka is said to have assumed in the passage excerpted above. It is quite clear,
then, that, at least in the early years of the Sangama dynasty, the kings of Vijayanagara derived
their claim to sovereignty from the universal, transcendent, sovereignty of the guru of the matha,

Vidyatirtha.

Y yasya nihsvasitam veda yo vedebhyo 'khilam jagat |
nirmame tam aham vande vidyatirtha-mahesvaram ||
tatkataksena tadripam dadhad bukka-mahipatih |
anvasan madhavacaryam vedarthasya prakasane ||

Taittiriya Samhita (Poona: Vaidika Sarh$odhana Mandala, 1970), 1.
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This trope is reiterated in a royal inscription from 1384, which records Harihara II’s
endowment of a village to two disciples of Vidyaranya. He is the mythic founder of
Vijayanagara, the third in the trio of ascetics I mentioned above, likely a disciple of Vidyatirtha,
and succeeded Bharatitirtha as guru of the matha. Harihara, the donor, is described as one
“whose royal glory has been initiated in protecting the Vedas and the twice-born”
(vedadvijatipariraksanadiksitasrih). To put it plainly: the highest obligation of kingship, upon
which Harihara’s royal glory depends, is the protection of the Vedas and those that preserve it:
the twice-born. Furthermore, like his father, he is said to have “obtained universal dominion of
knowledge, which is beyond the reach of other kings, through the compassionate glance of
Vidyaranya, lord of the sages.”!?

These royal declarations regarding the crucial spiritual guidance of the gurus of Srngeri
reach their apogee in a 1386 inscription marking Harihara’s endowment of a settlement named
Vidyaranyapura in the memory of the recently deceased guru, Vidyaranya.!* The inscription
expresses, in the rarefied register of Sanskrit court poetry, the extraordinary influence of this trio
of gurus on Bukka and Harihara. The confluence of the intellectual and spiritual power of this

trio (Vidyatirtha, Bharatitirtha, and Vidyaranya) and the salutary effects of their influence on

Bukka are exemplified in the following passage:

The swan Bukka sports happily near the lotus Bharatitirtha, which, having sprung

from Vidyatirtha (literally, the sacred site of learning), possesses the fragrance of

2 vidyarapnya-muni$asya krpa-pirpa-niriksanat yo labdha jaiana-samrajyam dusprapam itarair nrpaih.
“Annual Report of the Mysore Archaeological Department” (Bangalore: University of Mysore, 1933), 134.

13 “Annual Report of the Mysore Archaeological Department,” 1933, 140 — 144,
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joy from the nectar of the knowledge of non-dualism ever manifest and expands
by the rays of the sun Vidyaranya.

From Bukka, who through his grace assumed his form, was born Harihara as the
moon from the Milky Ocean. The valiant king Harihara has conquered all the
enemies, is a traveller in the path of dharma and brahman, and converts Kaliyuga

into Krtayuga by his pure conduct.'*

This short inscriptional excerpt is an extraordinarily concise representation of the matha’s
claim to sovereignty in the realm of religion and exemplifies the modalities of the supremacy
that [ have detailed above. Vidyatirtha, Bharatitirtha, and Vidyaranya, the three gurus of the
matha from this period, conspire to produce the spiritual environs in which Bukka, as king, can
flourish in his incarnation as enjoyer. The gurus create the conditions for the king, and thus the
kingdom, to prosper. The scene of paradisal felicity is inflected in terms drawn from the
discourse of Advaita (non-dual) Vedanta, the school of Vedic soteriology that the matha
promoted. The lotus that is Bharatitirtha (bharatitirthapadme) is redolent with bliss (ananda) and
the nectar of the consciousness of non-duality (advayacif), which is eternally manifest
(nityavyakta).

Furthermore, the inscription repeats, almost verbatim, the formulation of the side-long
glance from Vidyatirtha that inspired Bukka to take up his regal form. The translation above is
not precise. It would better read: “From the king Bukka, who assumed that [regal] form because

of his [Vidyaranya’s] side-long glance (tatkataksena), arose Harihara, just as the moon [arose]

14 The use of the term hamsa (goose or swan) may also be significant; after all, the guru of the matha was referred to
as the most exalted goose (paramahamsa).
“Annual Report of the Mysore Archaeological Department,” 142.
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from the ocean of milk.”!> In other words, in this royal inscription we see the reproduction, in the
very language of the texts, of a discourse of royal power and agency inspired by the grace of
Vidyatirtha. Of even greater interest, this is not the mere repetition of a formula. Rather, the
formula has been enhanced, as the attributes of the father are here applied to the son. Just as
Bukka was said to have assumed his regal form through the power of Vidyatirtha’s side-long
glance, so too his son Harihara has assumed his regal form through the power of Vidyaranya’s
side-long glance. The lineage is symmetrical; as Harihara is Bukka’s son and rightful heir, so
Vidyaranya is Vidyatirtha’s disciple and rightful heir. In other words, the logic of monarchic
succession is derived from the logic of monastic succession. This is not mere parity between the
institutions. Rather it reproduces, in the mimetic succession of kings after the succession of
gurus, the rightful supremacy of the guru and the matha. Kingship, when it represents its own
power, does so in the discursive framework dictated by the matha.

The textual and inscriptional representations of the generative power of the matha and the
guru is consummated in the opening verses of the commentary on the Atharvaveda, which, based
on the historical figures mentioned and the evidence internal to the text, was taken up after the
commentaries on the Rg and Yajur Vedas. The parallel lineages of kings and gurus are
inextricably connected in the undertaking of the momentous dharmic project, and the institution
of kingship is necessarily subordinated to the institution of the matha, inasmuch as it serves as an
instrument for executing the vision of the transcendent good taught by the matha. The invocatory
verses develop the trope of pastoral care described in the inscription quoted above. The gurus of
the matha are lauded for providing the kings of Vijayanagara with the spiritual succor they need

to succeed.

15 The inscription reads: tatkatdksena tadriipam dadhata bukka-bhiipateh avirasidd harihara ksirabdher iva
candramah. 1 would emend dadhata to dadhato to agree with bukka-bhipateh.
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Tormented by the sun of ignorance, I seek refuge in the forest of knowledge
(Vidyaranya), who is the wilderness that ameliorates those who have been
scorched by rays of the sun. From his majesty Bukka, who had assumed his form
through his [Vidyaranya’s] compassionate glance, there arose his majesty
Harihara, like the moon arises from the milk ocean. His majesty, the glorious and
valorous Harihara, who had subdued the hordes of foes, traveling the path of
dharma and brahman, transformed the age of Kali into the Krta through his
conduct. His lordship, the wise Harihara, having conquered the entire earth,
enjoys the manifold pleasures, though he remains detached, like Rama. The
victorious king, his majesty Harihara, bearing the weight of the world, bestowing
ceaselessly, to the satisfaction of all, the sixteen great gifts, has considered the
Veda, named the Atharvana, which undergirds those gifts, and has engaged

Sayanacarya in illuminating its meaning.'6

As a comparison of these invocatory verses with the inscription quoted above shows,
these two modes of representing power — the inscription and the invocation — were part of the
same discursive field. In other words, the act of endowing land in support of a variety of

religious conduct was no different than the act of commissioning the composition of a

16 avidya-bhanu-samtapto vidyaranyam aham bhaje |
vad arka-kara-taptanam aranyam priti-karanam ||
tatkataksena tadripam dadhato bukka-bhiipateh |
abhiidd hariharo raja ksirabdher iva candramah ||
vijitarati-vrato vira-sri-harihara-ksamadhisa |
dharma-brahmadhvanyah kalim svacaritena krta-yugam kurute ||
sadhayitva mahim sarvam sriman hariharesvarah |
bhunkte bahu-vidhan bhogan asakto ramavat sudhih ||
vijayt harihara-bhiippah samudvahan sakala-bhiibharam |
sodasa mahanti danany anisam sarvasya tustaye kurvan ||
tanmitlabhiitam alocya vedam atharvanabhidham |
adisat sayandcaryam tadarthasya prakasane ||
Saunaka, Atharvaveda, 1st ed., vol. 1, Vishveshvaranand Indological Series 13 (Hoshiarpur: Vishveshvaranand
Vedic Research Institute, 1960), 1.
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commentary or a treatise. Each was a way for the sovereign to engage in pastoral care. As these
verses demonstrate, the king served as a subordinate instrument in the guru’s administration of
pastoral care. Through his personal conduct and through his liberality, the king sought to
transform the conditions for the generation of spiritual progress. Thus, through righteous action,
which no doubt included generous donations, the king made the present degenerate age seem as
though it were the golden age of righteousness (the krta-yuga). In these matters, he drew
authority and inspiration from the guru, the true sovereign, who provided the spiritual guidance
the king needed to discharge his dharmic duties adequately. Finally, as we see in Chapter 6, in
this earlier archive, the monarch is shown to exercise considerable restraint over his inclination
to decadence. Though by nature and by right he is entitled to experience the pleasures that result
from his drive to power, he nevertheless remains detached (asakta), like the ideal dharmic king,
Rama. This vision of the king as a quasi-spiritual sovereign was repudiated in the later materials,
notably the Sankaradigvijaya, where the two institutions, the monarchy and the matha, are pitted
against each other on the field of dharmic battle. Nevertheless, in this earlier stratum of the
archive, the king is a willing and ideal instrument for the administration of monastic
governmentality, and the levers of royal power bend to the will of the true sovereign: the guru.
This body of inscriptional and textual evidence from the latter half of the fourteenth
century reveals the basis for the later memories of the founding of Vijayanagara; myths that
depicted one of the early gurus of the matha, Vidyaranya, as the founder of the once-great empire
were invoking this narrative of matha supremacy. The reliance of the early rulers of the Sangama
dynasty upon the guru’s charisma explains the perdurance of these myths and memories. The
fore-going section has also detailed, in the discussion of the gift, the material mechanics of

monastic governmentality. I have shown how the redistribution of material, intellectual, and
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human capital expanded the scope of matha rule. But, how did these monastic subjects

internalize and reproduce monastic governmentality?
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Chapter 2

Homo Vedicus: Man of Action

Introduction

Following the heuristic distinction between the productive (dana) and restrictive (vidhi)
dimensions of monastic governmentality, I demonstrated in the Introduction, through a
comparative analysis of royal inscriptions and textual beginnings, that the matha and the guru as
its sovereign presided over a vast network of productive capacities that worked to replicate and
consolidate monastic power. The animating element of this engine of monastic power was the
gift, which I understood, in its broadest implication, to include not merely the endowment of
land, privileges, and prerogatives, but equally to comprehend the “gifting” of intellectual labor
and its attendant products that constituted the substantive basis for the matha’s expansive
ambitions. By substantive, I mean those elements that comprised the ideological content of the
matha’s claims to supremacy and the means marshalled to shape its subjects to reproduce that
vision. The means to secure the matha’s Vedic vision consisted of structural elements and
individual actors. These structural elements ranged from the matha’s redistribution of gifted
assets and privileges — tax-free land, revenue collection from administering trade routes,
irrigation and infrastructure projects — to the institutions — schools, ritual arenas, learned
assemblies — necessary for the propagation of the Vedic religion.

For instance, the matha settled gifted lands with rentier farmers who would be
responsible for teaching the Vedic curriculum formulated by the matha, or to perform the Vedic
rituals, or indeed to compose and teach commentaries on the Vedic canon. These agents of the

matha were but one element of the complex apparatus marshalled by the matha to reify the vision
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of monastic supremacy elaborated upon in the scholastic corpus and represented in the royal
inscriptions from this period. I use the word “reify” to stress a crucial element of this structure of
power. Terms such as “dissemination” may imply that the matha was but one of many
institutions, in a crowded marketplace of ideas, offering its brand of religion to discerning and
fully-formed subjects. I wish to argue that the matha controlled, or sought to control, the means
of subject-production. I have already demonstrated the extent to which matha controlled the
material means of production that supported the livelihood of its subjects. Further, it controlled —
through education and ritual processes of credentialing — the means of authorizing its subjects to
enter productive social and familial roles. In other words, through the ritual modes of educating,
training and credentialing its subjects in taking up their dharmic roles, the matha realized its
vision of a Vedic polity. The matha did not merely tell its subjects what to think; it taught them

how to think and how to act.

Your vidhi is my command: The rebirth of Homo Vedicus

In this chapter, I take up the vidhi, the restrictive dimension of subject-formation, and
show how the project of explicating the Vedas was directed to the cultivation of the ritual agent
as the paradigm for all religious action. In thus universalizing the scope of the Vedas to guide
and govern all religious conduct, the matha naturalized its preeminent position as sole governor
of this Vedic order. As I have shown in the introduction, there were, broadly speaking, two
spheres of religious action as schematized by the matha. These were, in the ascending order
generated by the hermeneutic of hierarchy, the sphere of ritual action and the sphere of
knowledge. On the expansive view advanced by the matha in the Parasaramadhaviya, all

religious action — that is to say, action that produced dharma, the means of securing temporal and
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transcendent human ends — was governed by the injunction. In advancing this view, the matha
expanded the scope of the Vedic injunction (vidhi) — traditionally theorized to govern the
performance of Vedic rituals alone — to govern the performance of all religious action. Thus, the
theory undergirding the government of the Vedic ritual agent came to encompass the government
of all religious subjects. And so, expanding the scope of religious action the Vedic vidhi
governed constituted the first means of universalizing the matha’s dominion.

The matha confronted yet a different impediment to formulating and realizing a monastic
governmentality. In simple terms, the brand of Advaita Vedanta championed by the samnyasins
of Srigeri presumed, as a precondition to the assumption of the station of samnydsa, that the
prospective samnyasin should renounce the dharmic order and all its attendant forms. In other
words, for a person to enter the order of samnydasins at the matha at Srigeri, he was required to
renounce his ritual and social status. Having performed a ritual death, which forever excluded
him from the dictates of vidhis, he embarked upon a life that was, in the idealized discourse of
Vedanta, free of the subject-object divide that was presupposed by a ritual identity. He was no
longer governed by the injunction to perform ritual, nor was he a part of the dharmic order that
was signified by the Vedic vidhi (in its fullest elaboration through dharmasastra). In this act of
renunciation, the samnydasin left behind the world of action to pursue the ends of knowledge. As
an institution, therefore, the matha was — at least on the theoretical plane — radically severed from
the dharmic realm that it claimed to govern. How could an institution thus severed from all
action purport to govern the world it claimed to have left behind?

I argue that the commentaries on the Vedic corpus were intended to reunite these two
spheres, action and knowledge, in a single hierarchically ordered Vedic unity. The matha

engineered this hermeneutic harmonization by inflecting each of these two independent spheres
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with elements of the other. Thus, the commentaries recast the knowledgeable performance of
ritual as the highest form of ritual performance, in order to create a continuous spectrum of
religious conduct that ascended from the ritual performer to the liberated samnydasin. Similarly,
samnyasa was radically reconstituted, and made subject to its own Vedic vidhi. Action, in the
form of yogic practices, was assimilated into the pursuit of knowledge and liberation. Thus, the
matha, through the implementation of a hybrid Mimamsa-Vedanta hermeneutics, succeeded in
reconnecting the spheres of action and knowledge.

In this chapter, I focus on the interpretive innovations and strategies the matha used to
transform Vedic ritualism. This examination focuses on the first half of the complex religious
subject that I have referred to as Homo Vedicus. In order to speak for and of the ritual, the
scholars of Srigeri needed to show that ritual and its ends were connected to the ends pursued by
the members of its order: liberation through knowledge of Brahman. Consequently, in subjecting
the ritual texts of the Veda to a novel Mimamsa-Vedanta hybrid hermeneutics, the matha
formulated a hierarchy of ritual forms. Beginning with the spiritually moribund rote
performance, this hierarchy ascended to higher forms of ritual performance, distinguished by the
extent to which these forms assimilated knowledge. At the apogee of this hierarchy of ritual
forms was the model sacrificer, who performed the rituals without any regard for its fruits,
motivated solely by the desire to know its meaning. The performance of the ritual in this manner
engendered a transformation of his subjectivity. Remaining a man of (ritual) action, he would
experience a strong desire to know (vividisa) the self. Repeated ritual performance would only
intensify this desire to know and would dull his desire for the transient ends of the ritual. Thus,

action itself would provide this model man with the possibility of transcending the unceasing
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circle of action. The sacrificer’s story ends with the assumption of a higher station of life,
samnyasa, oriented to the highest end (nihsreyasa): liberation (mukti).

The exegetes of Srngeri radically transformed the reading and the meaning of the Veda in
ways that few have noticed, let alone studied. They instituted a practical Mimamsa-Vedanta
hermeneutics, an interpretive and institutional innovation never before witnessed in the long
history of Vedic hermeneutics. As part of this project, these exegetes took seriously the
Mimamsa position that the ritual was the sole telos of the Vedic Samhitas, and reconstituted the
very text of the Veda to reflect this end. The radical reorganization of the Vedas, according to
which to know the Veda would mean something completely novel, was not merely a signal
achievement in the history of Sanskrit philology, though it certainly was that as well. This
reorganization of the Veda — through a process of painstaking intellectual bricolage — was
undertaken to form a more perfect ritual subject. The foremost condition for the formation of this
ritual subjectivity — Homo Vedicus — was pedagogical. The commentaries retooled the
adhyayana vidhi to bring Homo Vedicus into being.

The significance of the adhyayana vidhi (the injunction to study one’s own family Veda)
to the scholars of Srigeri may be gathered from the ubiquity of this topic of discussion: it
appears, in some form or other, in every single text in the corpus. It is the pivotal textual means
of establishing Vedic ritualism as the preeminent obligatory mode of ritual life. It is the single
injunction that unifies two pivotal phases of a twice-born male’s life: Vedic studentship
(brahmacarya) and Vedic ritualism (garhasthya). And, as we shall see in the final section of this
chapter, it was also the means of connecting Vedic ritualism to Vedic renunciation, two distinct
spheres of Vedic religion. In simple terms, the Srigeri exegetes used these discussions to

demonstrate that initiated twice-born males are obligated to study and know the Veda. They

74



ought not merely memorize the text; rather, they ought to understand the meaning of the Veda.
Knowledge is thus not simply constitutive of their studentship, but extends to their life as ritual
householders, in informing the practice of the ritual. Understanding the meaning of the Veda
takes on an enriched and profound sense in these discussions. As part of this ambitious program
of implementing a practical Mimamsa, a feat never before envisioned, to understand the Veda
was to understand that and how it was the means to realizing dharma. To understand the Veda
was to understand how the statements of which it was composed, construed together, produced
the ritual. Finally, to understand the Veda was to subject oneself to the injunction to ever perform
its obligatory rituals, failing which risked total social alienation and ruin.

As a discursive formation, these discussions proceeded along familiar tracks. They
adjudicated who was entitled and enjoined (adhikara), how their actions were to conform with
the injunctive imperative, and the costs of the failure to comply. In these discussions we note the
emergence of a paradigm for constituting religious subjectivity along these lines. As I show, the
hermeneuts of Srigeri were successful in generalizing this paradigm to encompass all religious
subjectivity.

In order to understand the transformation of the figure of the Vedic sacrificer, I focus my
analysis on three elements of the restrictive mode of constituting subjectivity that this corpus
evinces.

First, the texts define the ritual agent (kartr) by subjecting him to the logic of the
Mimamsa theory of Vedic ritual, which generates the normative structure within which his
actions find meaning. The logic of ritual is implemented through circumscription; the agent is
constituted by the criteria dictated by the injunction. The agent is defined by his eligibility (adhi-

kara) to perform the ritual using the appropriate instruments (karana), orienting the ritual actions
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(and therefore himself) toward the appropriate, transcendent, end (s@dhya or bhavya). In so
constituting the agent of religious action, the texts limit religious subjectivity to the parameters
defined by the Vedic ritual. Concomitantly, in making concrete the totalizing Mimamsa
discourse of dharma, and extending its scope to include al// religious action, the texts foreclose
upon the possibility of religious subjectivities unsupported by the Veda. This is the first leg of
Vedic supremacy, and it comes to encompass and govern a/l religious action.

Second, I show how the matha used the (purportedly derivative) form of the commentary
to radically reconstitute the text of the Veda. My analysis demonstrates the inseparability of the
pedagogical from the ideological. Indeed, in thinking of the commentary as merely illuminating
the meaning of a text, we risk missing the potential of commentary to transform experience and
understanding. The commentary reconstitutes the Vedic text, imbricating it with other texts,
thereby producing a novel master-text. Then, the commentary explicates this new master-text,
thereby solidifying the student’s experience of the root text. In this manner, the commentary —
purportedly a mere tool for clarifying doubts — reconstructs the text it purports to explain. I
demonstrate that this textual technology was used to impose a ritual telos upon the text, which
dictated all meaning-making. By thus reordering the text of the Vedas according to the logic of
the ritual, the commentaries transformed the experience of “knowing” or “studying” the Veda.
This reconstitution enabled the matha to hierarchically harmonize the two Vedic means (action
and knowledge) to the transcendent (religious) ends of man (heaven and liberation).

This takes us to the third dimension of subject-formation that I wish to detail, namely,
that the hierarchic logic of monastic power enabled the regnant institution, the matha, to absorb
within its moral imperium a range of religious subjectivities, each accorded its own place,

relative to the transcendent ends toward which it strove. Thus, while all varieties of Vedic ritual
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performance were generally comparable, inasmuch as all Vedic ritual was performed for the sake
of heaven, the logic of monastic supremacy dictated that certain forms of gnostic ritual achieved
better results for its performer. In other words, the explication of the Vedic corpus did not merely
create a variety of religious subjects; it ranked these subjects along a spectrum of values that
ranged from the basest desire for worldly gain to the loftier desire for transcendent happiness
(heaven) to the highest human good: the unceasing bliss of liberation from samsara. Employing
the hermeneutic of hierarchy, the matha sought to reinterpret as religious (indeed, as Vedic) all
manner of social action.

In this section of the chapter, I examine the consequential manner in which the Advaita
Vedanta hermeneutics were applied to the ritual. In the next chapter, I show how ritual
hermeneutics were applied to the Advaita Vedanta pursuit of liberation. The fusing of the two
hermeneutic systems (the Mimamsa and the Vedanta) connected the performance of ritual to the
highest sphere of Vedic religion, as dictated by Advaita Vedanta: the pursuit of liberation. In
thus fusing the realms of ritual and the pursuit of liberation, the matha unified the two radically
distinct, and structurally opposed, religious subjectivities: the ritualist and the renunciate.
Through this synthesis, the matha sought to circumscribe and comprehend the range of religious
subjectivities it governed.

The key to the synthesis of action and knowledge that these texts produced was the
interpretation of the scope of the adhyayana vidhi. This injunction, addressed to all initiated
twice-born males, prescribed the study of one’s own family recension of the Veda. The
Mimamsa, a school of Vedic hermeneutics, contended that this injunction entailed that a student
should embark upon the study of the Mimamsa with his teacher, in order to fully understand the

meaning of the Veda. Thus, this particular injunction was an ideal site for the elaboration of the
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import of knowing the Veda. Using this opening, the scholars of Srngeri argued for a wider
understanding of knowledge and its role in ritual performance. The adhyayana vidhi, the
injunction to study the Veda, is discussed in a number of texts that make up this corpus. As I
discuss in Chapter 3, the adhyayana vidhi provided the blueprint for the Advaita Vedantins of
Srigeri to theorize an analogous sravana-vidhi (the injunction to hear) enjoining the
appropriately qualified samnydsin to take up the study of the Vedanta. Here, let me begin by
explaining the Mimamsa theory of ritual hermeneutics in brief so as to convey the importance of

the vidhi (the injunction) and adhikara (eligibility) in that context.

What the Veda Means to Mimamsa

“It was probably literary theorist Gerard Genette who pushed a reductionist approach as
far as possible when he suggested a summary of the entire A la Recherche du Temps
Perdu could consist of a single phrase “Marcel becomes a writer.” Vigilant readers were
quick to object, including Professor Evelyn Birge Vitz who requested that Genette be
more exact. Accordingly, he addressed himself once more to the question of precise
Proustian precis in his book Palimpsests conceding that Professor B.V. had been
“legitimately shocked by the hyper-reductive character of my summary. She proposes
this correction: “Marcel eventually becomes a writer” before adding magnanimously,

9999

“This time, it seems to me, everything is there.

—Pierre Bayard, Le Hors-sujet — Proust et la digression

The Mimamsa school of Vedic hermeneutics served as the foundation upon which the
exegetes of Srngeri built their edifice of Vedic religion. In synthesizing a single and singular
Vedism that hierarchically encompassed not merely Vedanta and Mimamsa, but similarly the

normative guidance dispensed by the Smrti (dharmasastra) tradition, these exegetes adapted and
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altered several elements of the Mimamsa hermeneutic infrastructure. Let us briefly recapitulate
some of the pillars of the Mimamsa school of hermeneutics so as to better comprehend these
adaptations. My presentation of these topics favor the tradition of Mimamsa that was most
closely followed by the adherents of Srigeri, namely, the Bhatta school,! so named for
advancing the positions formulated by the seventh-century philosopher Kumarila Bhatta.

Mimamsa hermeneutics argues that the Veda is a pramana, or a reliable means of
knowing some object of knowledge (prameya). It adopts a commonsensical view of human
action, accepting that humans are motivated in their pursuit of knowledge by the desire to obtain
the desirable and avoid the undesirable (ista-prapti-anista-parihara).> Mimamsa does not dictate
what humans should want, though it does represent a normative view on this matter as objective.
Thus, as a matter of worldly affairs, humans just do seem to avoid such unpleasant outcomes as
would obtain from eating poisoned meat,> and they just do seem to desire such things as
garlands, sandalwood, women and the like, or indeed medicine, though it be unpleasant, if it
should mean keeping diseases in abeyance.*

Pramanas, reliable means of knowing objects, are thus helpful in this constitutively

human purpose: securing goods and outcomes that constitute human happiness. In other words,

! It appears that the scholars of Srngeri were particularly fond of Parthasarathimisra’s interpretation of Kumarila
Bhatta, reproducing many of the positions he elaborated upon in the Sastradipika in their discussions of bhavana.

2 Krsna-Yajurvediya-Taittiriya-Samhitd, vol. 1 (Pune: Anandasrama Press, 1940), 2. The reference is to the
somewhat-opaque statement from Sabara’s commentary on Jaimini 6.2.19: na kalaiijam bhaksayitavyam, na
lasunam na griijanam ca. There are questions regarding the meaning of these three things (kalasijam, lasunam,
griijanam) that one should not serve to others (bhaksayitavyam, cause to be eaten). For more see, Franklin Edgerton,
The Mimansa Nydya Prakasa or Apadevi: A Treatise on the Mimansa System by Apadeva. (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1929), 164.

3 kalafija-bhaksana-varjana. Krsna-Yajurvediya-Taittiriya-Samhita, 1:2.

4 srak-candana-vanitader ista-prapti-hetutvam ausadha-sevader anista-pariharahetutvam. Krsna-Yajurvediya-
Taittiriya-Samhita, 1:2.
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efficacy is integral to questions of epistemology; to put it crudely, epistemological debates help
humans get garlands. Philosophical and theological traditions disagree on which pramanas are
valid, but most schools accept the validity of direct perception (pratyaksa) and inference
(anumana), while a smaller number accept testimony from a reliable authority (@pta-vacana) and
other pramanas. Without delving into the niceties of these epistemic warrants, we should note
that, according to this basic epistemological framework, humans have certain ends that they wish
to secure and certain outcomes that they hope to avoid. Human agents (pramdtr) therefore use
the reliable means of knowing (pramana) to determine the existence of these ends (prameya),
and act accordingly. In pursuing happiness and pleasure, humans prefer means of knowing that
are reliable over those that are suspect. Thus, epistemological traditions and debates attempt to
clarify which of these means of knowing is reliable, in an attempt to help humans in their
pursuits.

Forming the basis for this epistemological structure and ordering human action is a
discourse of human ends (purusarthas or the ends of man). A history of this discourse of
purusarthas (the ends of man) has yet to be written; my presentation of the idea is intended
merely to introduce the reader to its broadest lineaments. The textual corpus at hand presupposes
a fourfold hierarchy of human ends: kama (pleasure), artha (power), dharma (order) and moksa
(liberation). (Most early sources speak only of a trinity — kama-artha-dharma — but the
integration of moksa into this hierarchy is a vital element of the project of Vedic reconstruction

for the scholars of Srngeri). Any discussion of this tetrad must acknowledge the semantic and

5 Indeed, Yasodhara, the 13" century commentator on Vatsyayana’s Kamasiitra, acknowledges and explains, in the
opening to his commentary, the Jayamangala, the conspicuous absence of moksa in Vatsyayana’s three-fold
(trivarga) purusarthas (human ends). “There are four varnas (beginning with Brahmins), and four asramas. .. with
regard to these (that is, which purusartha governs which varndsrama), since everyone accepts that moksa is not
appropriate for householders, the human ends are a group of three.” iha catvaro varna brahmanadayah catvaras
casrama brahmacari, grhastho, vaikhanaso, bhiksur iti, tatra brahmanadinam grhasthanam
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syntactic elasticity of these terms.® For instance, in the context of the Kamasiitra, kama has the
sense of “pleasure,” and the text (and the attendant tradition) produces a discourse of, and to, this
end. In other contexts, however, kama has the more general sense of desire, which is a necessary
ingredient for all human action. Thus, whereas kama in the Kamasiitra is used in the sense of
pleasure as a human end (indeed, Yasodhara notes that some partisans of pleasure argue that it is
the preeminent human end), kama is also integral to the Mimamsa discourses on dharma.
Kumarila Bhatta’s interpretation of the ritual technology (dharma) explicated by the Veda
depends upon the presupposition that human beings, unless impelled by their desire to attain
attractive post-mortem ends, would never undertake to perform onerous and expensive Vedic
rituals. Thus, the paradigmatic injunctive statement specifies that one who desires (kama) heaven
should perform the Jyotistoma ritual (svarga-kamo jyotistomena yajeta). In this case, kama has
the general sense of a desire that impels human action.

Dharma has a similarly complicated history of usage, too long and complicated for me to
summarize here; I merely note two important senses (for our study) of the concept: dharma as
means and dharma as end. The exegetes of Srigeri exploited these two senses of the term to
assimilate distinct textual traditions into a unified Vedism.

First, dharma is the term of art employed by Mimamsa to designate the ritual as the

means or the instrument for bringing about post-mortem felicity (heaven). In this sense, dharma

moksasyanabhimatatvat trivargah purusarthah.” Vatsyayana, The Kamasiutra, The Kashi Sanskrit Series 29
(Benares: Vidya Vilas Press, 1929), 1.

® For a helpful discussion of this trinity (kama-artha-dharma), see Vatsyayana, Wendy Doniger, and Sudhir Kakar,
Kamasutra: A New, Complete English Translation of the Sanskrit Text ; with Excerpts from the Sanskrit
Jayamangala Commentary of Yashodhara Indrapada, the Hindi Jaya Commentary of Devadatta Shastri, reissued,
Oxford World’s Classics (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009), 22-26. For a structural analysis that also
discusses the syntactic and semantic elasticity of the terms, see Charles Malamoud, “Semantics and Rhetoric in the
Hindu Hierarchy of the ‘Aims of Man,’” in Cooking the World: Ritual and Thought in Ancient India, French Studies
in South Asian Culture and Society (Delhi: Oxford University Press, 1996), 109-30.
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refers to the ritual action as a collective process that engenders an invisible and novel result
(apiirva), which itself results (with the passage of time) in the transcendent fruit (heaven, for
instance). In this regard, dharma is very much like any other means to a human end, such as
wealth. It is distinguished from all these other only insofar as it is a peculiarly Vedic means of
securing a human end. Thus, in the context of the technical discourses treating the Vedic ritual,
dharma is the primary ritual instrument to which all the other elements of the ritual are
subordinated (more on this logic of assimilation through absorption below), and which, in its
teleological capacity of organizing and ordering the procedural details of the ritual, symbolizes
the end of the injunction.

Second, dharma is used in a wider sense as an end in itself. It is this sense of the word
that most modern scholars intend when they translate dharma with the word “duty” or “religious
obligation.” This sense too originates in the Mimamsa ritual theory referred to above. In the
technical sphere of ritual theory, dharma is the end that is defined by the injunction. Since
dharma refers to the underlying unity of a ritual process, it refers, in that sense, to the end that is
enjoined by the injunctive statements. This sense becomes clearer once we have a clearer picture
of bhavand, one of the pillars of the Mimamsa hermeneutics. Still, this sense, that dharma is an
end (of the injunctive statements), which in turn functions as the means to the transcendent end,

is made clear in the tradition’s discussion of Jaimini’s second siitra.’

7 This is the second siitra of Jaimini’s Mimamsasitra: codanalaksano’ rtho dharmah. Madhava’s commentary on
this sttra is as follows: “[This statement is made] because a thing is established through definition and pramana. For
this very reason, they say, “Establishing the object of knowledge [meya] depends upon the instrument of knowing
[mdanal; establishment of the instrument depends upon the defining characteristic.” “The defining characteristic” is a
particular form that is conventionally known, which is present in the object that is to be defined, which excludes the
dissimilar from the similar. And once the object is defined by that defining characteristic, there appearing the
awareness of possibility, the one who is striving to know (or to measure) is able to understand [the object] by means
of the instrument of knowing [pramanena]. This is how it works: Should a person, who has learned that a cow is
“possessed of a dewlap etc,” having searched, among quadrupeds, for an object so-defined, understands, by looking,
that “this is a cow.” This being the case, because it is supersensible, dharma does not possess a defining
characteristic; how could one strive to know such an object? Nor is it possible to suspect that an instrument of
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This sense of dharma as an end is expanded in the dharmasdastra discourse, where
dharma comprehends the entire set of arthas (worthy ends) that motivate human action (of
which, in most other contexts, dharma is simply one among three or four arthas). These come to
include not simply the transcendent ends specified by the Vedas, but similarly the temporal and

immanent ends that are described by the dharmasastra literature. Thus, dharma came to be used,

knowing [pramana) it somehow appears in its employment. First of all, direct perception does not extend to it,
because dharma lacks appearance. For that very reason, because it resists pervasion, neither does inference. Further,
the acceptance of the connection of language is based on inference, which is rooted in direct perception. Thus,
because of the lack of analysis, scripture too is of no use. Therefore [the prima facie position] is that dharma lacks
both a defining characteristic and an instrument of knowing. To this, we say the following. Let us accept that it is
not some conventional object that can be apprehended by our sense faculties. Still, it does possess a form, namely,
that it is comprehended by means of the Vedic injunction and its defining characteristic is that it is the means to
transcendent results, viz. heaven. In effect, its defining characteristic is, “given that it is an end, dharma is knowable
through the Vedic injunction.” The definition, “dharma is an end,” is too wide, since it applies just as easily to
Brahman, to the worship of Caityas (Buddhist Stiipas or holy trees), and pots and the like. It is to remove such an
overextension that the siitra specifies, “knowable from the Vedc injunction.” If only that much were stated, namely
that it is something that is known through the injunction, such a definition is too wide insofar as including such evil
rituals as the Syena sacrifice, which is a ritual that results in evil [anartha]. It is to avoid such an overextension that
the word “end” [artha] is used. Even though the Syena results in the death of a rival and not in hell, still, since the
assassination of a rival results in hell, Syena is an unworthy end, by way of the killing. Don’t you worry that just
because the violence towards the animal in the Agnisomiya rite results in its death that consequently hell would
obtain [for the ritual agent]. That violence does not result in anything other than the heaven that is the result of the
rite overall, for that violence is a subsidiary element of the sacrifice. Since the defining characteristic of dharma is
that it be some worthy end, and be knowable only through the Vedic injunction, dharma is an object of knowledge,
and the injunctive statement is the instrument that produces knowledge of it. Though dharma is neither an object of
direct perception nor of inference, still analysis is possible, because [the Veda] consists of the conglomeration [into
statements] of conventionally intelligible words. Thus, dharma is endowed with a defining characteristic and an
instrument of knowing.”

laksana-pramanabhyam hi vastu-siddhih. ata evahuh manadhina meya-siddhir mana-siddhis ca laksanat iti.
sajatlyavijatlya-vyavartako laksyagatah kascil-loka-prasiddha akaro laksanam. tena ca laksanena laksye vastuni
sambhavana-buddhau jatayam pramatum udyuktah pramanena tad avagacchati. tadyatha sasnadimati gauh ity
upasrutya catuspatsu jivesu tallaksana-laksita-padartham anvisya iyam gauh iti caksusa’ vagacchati. evam ca saty
alaukikatvad dharmasya nasti laksanam. tatra kutah pramatum udyogah. kathamcit tadupayoge’ pi na tatra pramana-
sadbhavah $ankitum api Sakyah. na tavad atra pratyaksam kramate dharmasya riipadirahitatvat. ata eva vyapti-
grahanabhavan nanumanam. pratyaksady-anumana-miila$ ca sabdasya samgati-grahah. tato vyutpatty-abhavan
nagamo’ pi tatra pravartate. tasmad dharmo laksana-pramana-rahita iti prapte briimah ma bhtic caksur-adi-gamyo
laukika akarah. tathapi codana-gamyah svarga-phala-sadhanatvadi-laksana akaro’sti. tena arthatve sati codana-
gamyo dharma iti laksanam bhavati. artho dharma ity ukte brahmani caitya-vandanadau ghatadau cativyaptih
tadvyavacchedaya codana-gamya ity uktam. tavaty evokte vidhi-gamye’ nartha-phalatvenanartha-rape
$yenady’abhicara-karmany-ativyaptih tad-vyavacchedaya artha ity uktam. yady api Syenasya $atru-vadhah phalam
na tu narakah. tathapi tasya vadhasya naraka-hetutvad-vadha-dvara $yeno’ rthah. na caivam agnisomtya-pasu-
himsaya api vadhatvena naraka-hetutvam syad iti §ankaniyam. tasyah kratv-angatvena kratu-phala-svarga-
vyatirekena phalantarabhavat. yatas codana-gamyatve saty arthatvam dharma-laksanam ata eva gamye dharme
gamakam vidhi-vakyam pramanam. yady api pratyaksanumanayor avisayo dharmah. tathapi prasiddha-pada-
samabhivyaharena vyutpattih sambhavati. tasmal laksana-pramanabhyam upeto dharmah.

Madhava, Jaiminiyanyayamala, 15.
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on the one hand, as the particular means to the transcendent fruits described by the Vedas and, on
the other, as a metonym signifying the entire range of religious or normative human actions that
are directly or indirectly enjoined by the Veda. In the context of Mimamsa hermeneutics,
however, dharma is only a means to an end. The end of dharma, the result of an appropriately
performed ritual, is abhyudaya or prosperity. Post-mortem prosperity ran the gamut. The ritual
agent aspired to a range of possible higher worlds (para-loka-prapti); this entire set of post-
mortem felicities was denoted by the term abhyudaya.

To return to the tetrad of purusarthas (pleasure-power-dharma-liberation), the samnyasin
scholars of Srageri presumed that the two highest ends (dharma and liberation) resulted from
actions that were specifically prescribed by the Vedic texts. Thus, all religious action was
dictated by the Veda. There could be no other source for religious teaching. According to this
view, human beings could learn about these two religious ends (abhyudaya and moksa) through
the Veda alone, because the Veda was the only reliable means of knowing (pramana) about
supersensible matters, specifically, the causal mechanism (the ritual produced in a specific
sequence and mode) that produces post-mortem bliss, and liberation.

As I have already noted, pramanas are instruments to acquire knowledge that humans
need in order to pursue desired ends and avoid undesirable outcomes. The argument for the
special epistemic status of the Veda begins with a Mimamsa presupposition regarding the scope
of conventional pramanas. The Mimamsakas point out, first of all, that all our conventional
pramanas operate with reference to objects that can be apprehended by our senses.® This is

precisely why direct perception (pratyaksa) is the foundational pramana for all other, derivative,

8 Francis X. Clooney, “The Interreligious Dimension of Reasoning about God’s Existence,” International Journal
for Philosophy of Religion 46, no. 1 (1999): 1-16.
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pramanas. In other words, all pramanas, other than pratyaksa, are, somehow or other, derivative
of some direct perception. For instance, direct perception is critical to the process by which one
infers the presence of fire on the mountain from the appearance of smoke. For inference to work,
one must perceive smoke, and one must also be aware of the invariable connection between fire
and smoke, which is established by positive and negative correlation, constituent processes that
depend upon several instances of direct perception. That is, by jogging her memory, the observer
of smoke realizes that she has always seen fire producing smoke, as in the kitchen hearth, and
that she has never witnessed a case where there has been fire but no smoke. Thus, the inference
of fire depends upon many layers of reinforcing perception. Reliable testimony similarly implies,
at its foundation, direct perception. Even if we were to admit that there are omniscient teachers (a
position the Mimamsakas reject), those omniscient teachers (for instance, the Jina) would
nevertheless rely on their direct perception of supersensible states-of-affairs, about which they
could teach their followers. Perception, however, and all the pramanas that are derived from it,
operate in this immanent /oka (world); they are laukika (that is, they operate in this conventional
world to which we have access through our sense faculties and mental apparatuses). These
instruments cannot be used to know about a-laukika (otherworldly, transcendent, supersensible)
matters. The Veda, on the other hand, is the only means of knowing about alaukika matters.

But how is the Veda any different from the teachings of the Jina or Krsna? How is the
Veda any different from the testimony we receive from reliable authorities? Mimamsa argues
that, unlike the teachings of the Jina, the Vedas are eternal (nitya) and uncreated (apauruseya).
Unlike the teachings of these other figures, human or divine, the Veda is more like an objective
fact of nature, like the sky or some other such foundational element. The Mimamsakas do not

mount a very detailed defense of the eternality of the Veda; rather, they marshal their arguments
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to show that language itself is eternal and uncreated. On this view, words and their referents are
eternal, as is the connection between these two. Thus, the Veda, a sort of spontaneous and
sempiternal combination of sound and sense, is in a way the well-spring of conventional
creation. Insofar as it is ever-present and always discloses the relation between words and their
referents, the Veda functions as a blue-print for phenomenal creation.’

Kumarila Bhatta bolsters this claim, which conflates the eternality of language with the
eternality of the Veda, by recourse to a handful of arguments that privilege the status quo,
weaponizing “the way things are” to wonder why we should think things were so different in the
past. Against the validity of the omniscience of figures such as the Jina, he asks, why don’t we
have omniscient persons now, in our time? What reason is there to think that the past was any
different than the present?

Opponents of Mimamsa attempt to link the Veda to figures named in the Vedic corpus in
order to show that the Veda was indeed composed by a handful of human authors. In aid of their
arguments against the uncreated nature (apauruseyatva) of the Veda, they point to the fact that
different recensions of the Veda bear the names of their creator. Thus, the TaittirTya recension
springs from Tittira, the Saunaka recension was created by Sunaka, and so on. Confronted with
these creators of the Veda, how could the Mimamsakas maintain that the Veda is eternal and
uncreated? The Mimamsakas respond that these names refer to the feacher of a particular
recension of the Veda, not to its creator. Thus, Tittira is honored for teaching the Taittirya
branch of the Yajur Veda not for composing it. Otherwise, presumably, we would continue to

have sages composing Vedas.

® This is not precisely the argument that the Mimamsakas make, RV 10 verse on this idea; From the
Uttararamacarita: laukikanam hi sadhtinam artham vag anuvartate, rsinam punar adyanam vacam artho’ nudhavati.
1.10
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Perhaps the most consequential of Kumarila’s status-quo arguments is the argument for
the intrinsic validity of epistemic events. On this view, which attempts to overturn the
conventional procedure of arriving at knowledge, Kumarila Bhatta argues that an awareness is
intrinsically valid, that is, an initial awareness of an object ought to be accepted as valid until and
unless that initial awareness is invalidated by a subsequent awareness.! Thus, instead of
searching for means of confirming (samvadin) the validity of an initial awareness, Kumarila
Bhatta shifts the epistemic onus, privileging the initial awareness as intrinsically valid, but
leaving open the possibility that an initial awareness may be invalidated by a subsequent
awareness. The implications of this argument for the validity of the Veda were profound.

One may wonder, given Kumarila Bhatta’s arguments for intrinsic validity (svatah
pramanya), how one might challenge the validity of the Veda. Assailing the reliability of the
author (claiming that such an author of the Veda might have been mistaken or deceitful in
propagating this text) would not work, since the Veda has no author. Caviling with an eternal and
uncreated Veda is akin to yelling at the sky. More to the point, given that all the pramanas
available to humans operate in the /aukika realm and that the Veda is the only pramana for the
alaukika realm, it is formally impossible to disprove the validity of any dimension of the Veda
using a pramana like direct perception. In simple terms, humans lack the epistemic instruments

(pramana) needed to challenge the validity of the Vedas. But could not a critic of this view argue

10 Notably, Kumarila does not adopt this epistemically sympathetic view in tackling human speech (pauruseya-
vakya). He does not think that the words of a speaker immediately present a view of the speaker’s awareness, rather
this process is mediated by the speaker’s intention, which may misrepresent the speaker’s awareness. Thus, rather
than accepting what someone says as true until and unless disconfirmed, in order to have epistemic certainty, we
have to infer the speaker’s awareness. Slokavarttika (codandsiitra) vss. 160 — 164

anyathd samvidano’ pi vivaksaty anyatha yatah | tasmad ekantato nasti pum-vakyat taddhiyam gatih ||
bhrantasyanyavivaksayam anyad vakyam ca drsyate | yathavivaksam apy etat tasman naiva pravartate ||
vaktr-dhir apta-vakyesu gamyate anyatra viplutih | tenotsargapavadabhyam vacasah Saktir ucyate ||
padartha-racandyatto vakyarthapratyayodbhavah | vivaksa-pirva-vijiiana-vasac ca racanakrtih ||
vivaksantara-yukta hi kurvand racanantaram | avapodvapa-bhedena drsyante’ rhtesu manavah ||
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that there are many statements in the Veda that are easily and clearly contradicted by perception,
or indeed by any of the other derivative pramanas? For instance, using Kumarila’s own principle
of privileging the present, could we not argue that the Vedic statement that “the grass-bundle is
the sacrificer” (yajamanah prastarah) is contradicted by the fact that we know, from our present-
day experience, that a grass-bundle (prastara) could not possibly be the sacrificer (vajamana)?
To answer this question, we have to discuss the manner in which the Mimamsakas
circumscribe the validity or knowledge-hood (pramanya) of the Veda. Simply put, what is the
sphere of human action regarding which the Veda is a pramana? One of the defining
characteristics of any pramana is that it should provide us with knowledge of a certain set of
objects or states-of-affairs that are not apprehended by any other pramana. Thus, to know that
there is a blue Toyota Camry across the street from where I stand I need only look. I would not
use inferential reasoning to know of the existence of the car. This is not merely due to my
fondness for parsimony; it is because perception is best suited to the task at hand. This
characteristic of being the only means to certain objects of knowledge is constitutive of
pramanas. Thus, each pramana has its own sphere of operation, in virtue of which it is a
pramana. Now, the question arises, what is the sphere in which the Veda operates as a pramana?
In other words, what is it about which the Veda alone can give us information? To return to the
claim that the Vedic statement, “the grass-bundle is a sacrificer,” is contradicted by perception,
the Mimamsakas retort that the Veda is not a means of knowing (pramana) things that already
exist (siddha); rather, it is a means of knowing (pramana) things that should be brought about
(sadhya). 1t is not a means of knowing empirical reality (we already have pramanas suitable to

that task); rather, it is the only means of knowing what we ought to do, in order to bring about
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future (post-mortem) prosperity. This is a rather complicated position, and I attempt to lay out
the case in the simplest possible terms, risking, in the process, the effacement of certain niceties.

The Mimamsaka response to the grass-bundle question is not trivial. In effect, the
Mimamsakas argue that it would make no sense for the Veda to tell us things about empirical
reality or indeed about the historical past, since we already have laukika pramanas that operate in
the sphere of laukika knowledge. Thus, the Veda must be considered a pramana only insofar as
it tells us about matters that are beyond the ken of our senses, namely, the set of causal relations
that obtain between the performance of the Vedic ritual and the transcendent ends such as
heaven. The Veda tells us not only that the ritual brings about heaven but, further, how it does so,
and that we (as long as we are properly credentialed) should perform the ritual in order to bring
about heaven. To put this in the language used by Mimamsa, the Veda is not a pramana as
regards the siddha (things that are already accomplished, i.e. empirical reality), but is a pramana
— indeed, the only pramana — with regard to the sadhya (what ought to be accomplished; in this
case heaven is the paradigmatic sadhya). Further, the Veda is the only means of knowing what
instrument (karana) we should use and the procedure (itikartavyata, i.e, the modus operandi) we
ought to use to bring about this sadhya.

But, and this is a very consequential distinction that divides the Mimamsakas from the
Advaita Vedantins, Mimamsakas further claim that not all parts of the Veda are independently
(or equally) valid. Mimamsakas argue that the Vedas constitute a pramana only as regards its
capacity to instruct human beings in bringing about some desired end. Thus, they conclude that
the injunctive statements of the Veda alone constitute its validity (pramanya).!! To be clear,

Vedic injunctions alone are independently valid in providing us with knowledge of dharma, that

! The citation is from the Taittiriya introduction, see below.

&9



is, the instrument (in the form of the coalescence of the ritual procedure) for securing
transcendent goods, paradigmatically, heaven.!? The Mimamsakas considered all other
statements of the Veda to be valid only insofar as they are subordinated to some independently
valid injunction. This raises two related hermeneutic issues for the Mimamsakas. First, how are
these injunctions valid means of knowing dharma? That is, how do fragments of text spur some
human agent to undertake take up a complicated and expensive ritual, and second, what on earth
should we do with the vast swathes of the Vedic corpus consisting of sentences that are not

injunctive in the least?

12 This is captured in Kumarila’s comment on Sabara’s explication of Jaimini’s second siitra, “Dharma is an end, the
defining characteristic of which is the injunction (codana).”

codanalaksano’ rtho dharmah

On this, Sabara comments, “They define injunction (codana iti) as an utterance that impels action, since we observe
people say, “I do as my teacher commands.” The defining characteristic is that by which something is defined for,
they say, “Smoke is defining characteristic of fire.” We aver that, “the end (artha), which is defined by it [the
injunction], connects a man with the highest good [nih$reyasena].” For the injunction alone is able to convey an end
that is of the kind that past, present, future, subtle, obscured, or removed; no other sense faculty is capable of this.”
codana iti kriyayah pravartakam vacanam ahuh. acaryacoditah karomi iti hi drsyate. laksyate yena, tallaksanam.
dhtimo laksanam agner iti hi vadanti. taya yo laksyate, so rthah purusam nih$reyasena samyunakti iti pratijanimahe.
codana hi bhiitam bhavantam bhavisyantam siksmam vyavahitam viprakrstam ity evamjatiyakam artham saknoty
avagamayitum, nanyat kimcanendriyam. Note that Sabara considers heaven to be the highest good (nihsreyasa).
Other thinkers, possibly beginning with Manu, distinguished between abhyudaya (prosperity) and nihsreyasa
(liberation or cessation of some kind). By the time the texts that constitute this study were composed, this distinction
was set in stone.

Addressing this passage of Sabara’s commentary, Kumarila writes, “‘The injunction alone is a pramana,’ this
[position] is ascertained with reference to dharma, and thinking this to be dependent, he has touched upon the
reasoning on these two positions.”

codanaiva pramanam cety etad dharme’ vadharitam | sakanksam iti manvano yuktileSam dvaye’ sprsat ||

Kumarila’s position is not very easy to disentangle but, as his commentators make clear, there are two conclusions
that Kumarila draws here, upon which he elaborates in the following verses. These two positions are as follows:
codana eva pramanam and codana pramanam eva. The first position, namely that injunction alone is valid [as
regards dharma] makes clear that injunction — to the exclusion of other kinds of linguistic formations — is
authoritative or valid with regard to dharma. This excludes statements of fact. For instance, were I to say, “It is
raining,” such a statement, despite being sabda or language (in Sabara’s formulation) would not convey anything
about dharma. Moreover, it would need confirmation by another pramana, viz. perception, and would thus not be a
pramana at all. Vedic injunctions alone, among all linguistic formations, are a valid means of knowing (pramana)
dharma. The second position, codand pramanam eva, makes clear, from a different angle, that Vedic injunction is a
pramana only as regards dharma. In other words, Vedic injunctions cannot tell us anything about the way the world
is; though it, and it alone, can tell us the way we ought to be.
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Let It Be: Speech to Act Theory

As I have noted above, Mimamsa construed dharma as the means to some transcendent
end, namely abhyudaya (prosperity, most typically heaven). Further, dharma constituted that
complex of ritual actions that were enjoined by the injunctive statements of the Veda.
Mimamsakas homed in on the injunctive statements of the Veda as being uniquely (and
independently) valid in conveying dharma to the entitled ritual performer. In order to do so, they
formulated a mode of sentential analysis that formed the cornerstone of their hermeneutic
program. Central to this hermeneutic method was the concept of bhavana (lit. “bringing into
being,” explained as the causative of the verb to be, bhiz), which located in the verb the linguistic
capacity to bring something into being.!? Let me explain the method of sentential analysis by
examining one concrete case: the paradigmatic injunctive statement: svargakamo yajeta. The one
who desires heaven (svargakamah) should sacrifice (yajeta). Before detailing the operation of
bhavand, we should note that the first word of this injunction, svargakamah, addresses the
challenge I have noted above, namely, why should any human undertake to perform an
expensive and onerous ritual? The answer: heaven. For a prospective ritual performer, the pitch
is simple. Do you seek heaven? If you perform the Vedic ritual you are sure to reach heaven. The
Veda is the only source that can teach you how to perform the ritual correctly (dharma). Study
the Veda, do the ritual, get heaven!

In order to demonstrate how we get from lifeless text to human action, Mimamsakas

developed the theory of bhdvana, the capacity of certain linguistic formations to enjoin and

13 For the most comprehensive and lucid explication of the Bhatta view of bhavana, see Andrew Ollett, “What Is
‘Bhavana’?,” Journal of Indian Philosophy 41, no. 3 (June 2013): 221-62. I have, more or less, reproduced Ollett’s
summary here, with the understanding engendered by the telegraphic presentation of bhavand in the introduction to
the Atharvaveda commentary, and with a little assistance from Apadeva’s Mimamsanyayaprakasa.
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engender action. Let us try to disentangle the knotty question of bhavana, which homed in on the
capacity of the finite verb not merely to describe but to prescribe action. Mimamsakas analyzed
verbs into the dhatu (the verbal root) and the akhyatapratyaya (the verbal suffix). For the sake of
this illustration, let us examine the form of the verb from the injunction above, in the indicative
mode (rather than in the optative mode): yajati, s’'he sacrifices. The dhdtu in this case, denoted
by yaj (yaji in the parlance of Sanskrit grammarians), expresses the action of sacrifice (vaga:
sacrificing). The ¢, which is the verbal suffix (akhyata-pratyaya) expresses “doing” or “making”
(the Mimamsakas refer to this capacity as the karoty-artha, or the sense of “making”). This
aspect, the karoty-artha is common to all verbs.'* In other words, yajati, which would be taken to
express “s/he is sacrificing,” (yajati) can just as easily be understood, in order to show the
distinction between the dhatu (verbal root) and the akhyatapratyaya (verbal suffix), as “s/he does
some sacrificing” (yagam karoti).

In this way, each verb, regardless of the meaning of the verbal root, expresses some act of
making or doing what is expressed by the verbal root. The commentator on the Atharvaveda

explains that meaning of the verbal root has three distinct forms (riipa):

“The meaning of the verbal root (dhatv-arthanam eva) has one form, which is unique to
each verb, expressed by the verbal root, consisting of inaction, the nature of which is
already existent, which belongs to the meaning of the verbal root alone, in the sense of
‘cooking,’ ‘sacrificing,” ‘effort,” ‘intention,” ‘putting on the fire,” ‘softening,” ‘naming,’
‘enjoining,” etc. There is another form of the meaning of the verbal root that conforms to
the meaning of all verbal roots, to be understood by the verbal suffix “karoti” or “to

make,” consisting of action, the nature of which is that which is to be accomplished,

Y siddhakartrkriyavaciny akhyatapratyaye sati | samandadhikaranyena karoty-artho 'vagamyate ||

With the verbal suffix, which expresses the agent’s action with regard to the established thing [dhdatu], through co-
referentiality, the sense of “doing” is understood.

te sarve karotipratyayam anubhavanti: All these [verbs] partake of the “karoti” suffix.

Saunaka, Atharvaveda, 1:8.
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which is amenable to producing something else, which can be understood from the verbal
suffix. To explain: all these verbs -- ‘he trembles,” ‘he sacrifices,” ‘he moves,” ‘he
enjoins,’ -- partake of the suffix ‘to make.” ‘He trembles’ or ‘he makes a-tremble,’[this is

admittedly awkward] ‘he sacrifices’ or ‘he does some sacrificing,” and in this manner, in

every single case the sense of ‘s/he makes’ follows.”!?

Thus far, the meaning of a verb, in the indicative mode, is shown to have two forms.
First, it has the meaning expressed by the verbal root (dhdatvabhidheya), which is not of the
nature of action (akriyatmaka), but is of the nature of some established entity (siddhasvabhava);
it is unique to each verbal root (yaga, sacrificing =/= paka, cooking). Second, it has the meaning
expressed by the verbal suffix (@khyatapratyaya), which is common to all verbs, and is the part
of the verb that consists in action, and expresses the sense of “making” (karoty ‘artha). This
analysis shows us how it is that verbs describe actions — the verbal root specifies the action
(cooking, sacrificing, trembling) and the verbal suffix expresses the doing of it.

The analysis thus far applies to verbs that describe some action; injunctions, on the other
hand, prescribe action. Whence this prescriptive capacity of verbs? This is the capacity of verbs
to cause some state-of-affairs to obtain. This is yet a third form (aparam ripam) of the meaning
of the verbal root, namely that which causes some other object to be brought about
(utpadyavastvantarakarmakam). Since this is the activity of some employing agent with respect
to something that is going to exist, some future entity (bhavitur prayojakavyavaharatvat), it is

called bhavand, that is, “bringing into being.” To clarify, this is the capacity of certain verbs to

15 dhatvarthanam eva pako yagah prayatnah samkalpah adhisrayanam vikledanam abhidhanam codanam iti
pratisvikam dhatvabhidheyam akriyatmakam siddhasvabhavam ekam ripam | sarvadhatvarthanugatam
karotipratyayavedyam kriyatmakam sadhyasvabhavam anyoutpadananukiillatmakam akhyatapratyayavedyam
aparam riapam | tathd hi, yah spandate, yo yajate, yas carati, yo vidadhati, te sarve karotipratyayam anubhavanti |
spandate spandanam karoti, yajate yagam karotity evam sarvatra karotyarthasya anugatih |

Saunaka, 1:8.
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cause an agent (prayojaka) to act (vyavahara) in order to bring about some imminent entity
(bhavitur). Now, the commentator makes clear that we get this sense that something is to be
brought about from verbal forms such as yajeta (one should sacrifice) but not from yaga
(sacrificing), from pacet (one should cook) but not from paka (cooking). This means that this
bhavana or the capacity of verbs to bring something into being is expressed by the verbal suffix
(akhyatapratyaya).'® To explain, the commentator shows that some verbs (the optative or the
gerundive forms) have the capacity to spur the bringing about of something (the verb pacet, he
should cook, means, on this analysis that he should bring about cooking), which the verbal root,
by itself expressing the substantive act, is not capable of expressing. Thus, the crucial
prescriptive element of the verb is expressed by the optative suffix (/ir in grammatical parlance,
or, the suffix fa of yaje-ta).

In effect, the Mimamsakas analyze the indicative form yajati (he is sacrificing) to mean
vagam karoti (he does sacrificing) in order to make clear that the verbal root expresses some
established object (sacrificing) unique to each verb, and the indicative present suffix (#)
expresses the general capacity (common to all indicative verbs) of “making” (karoty-artha). This
is further complicated in certain verbs where, instead of an indicative suffix, we have an optative
or a similarly exhortative suffix (/in-adi), which now expresses the sense that something should
be brought about, namely, the action that is expressed by the verbal root. Thus, the capacity of
certain verbs to enjoin some agent to bring about some end is expressed by the optative (or

similarly prescriptive) verbal suffix.

16 bhinnesu vividhadhatvarthesu utpadyavastvantarakarmakam etad evaparam rippam bhavituh
prayojakavyaparatvad bhavaetyucyate | tac ca yajeta dadyat juhuyat ityakhyataprayogesv eva avagamat pakah
tyagah ragah ityadisu anavagamac ca anvayavyatirekabhyam akhyatapratyayabhidheya angikriyate |

Saunaka, 1:8.
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To return finally to our paradigmatic Vedic injunction, the Mimamsakas reformulate
svargakamo yajet (one who desires heaven should sacrifice) as svarga-kamo yagam bhavayet
(one who desires heaven should bring about sacrificing). Nevertheless, there remain a few issues
for the Bhatta Mimamsakas, who do not believe that humans can simply be enjoined by a text —
however authoritative — to undertake rituals that are as expensive as they are onerous. As the
reformulation of the Vedic injunction stands, it enjoins the agent to bring about sacrificing, not a
terribly attractive proposition. To address this issue, Mimamsakas devise a two-step process by
which an injunctive statement engenders action. These are the two kinds of bhavand, the
“bringing about with respect to language” (sa@bdi bhavanda) and the “bringing about with respect
to a person” (arthi bhavana).

Before taking up the operation of these two types of bhavand, which are causally
connected, let us note one other important element of the analysis of the verb in terms of the
capacity of bringing something into being (bhavana). So far, we have seen how the Mimamsakas
construe the verbal form to express the sense of bringing something into being. This is the goal
(sadhya) of some intended action. There are two other crucial elements to this operation, both of
which are required (apeksita) by the act of bringing something about (bhavanda). The first is the
instrument of that action, knowledge regarding which is elicited with the question, ‘By means of
what (karana/instrument) should the goal (sadhya) be brought about?” Thus, bhavana requires
that we specify an instrument for accomplishing the end. Second, bringing something into being
requires a procedure, to answer the question, ‘How is the thing to be brought about?” The
procedure is referred to by the term itikartavyata (lit. the fact that it has to be done in this
manner). Thus, both the sabdi bhavand and the arthi bhavand require this triad: the goal or end

(sadhya), the instrument (karana or sadhana) and the procedure (itikartavyata).
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Now, to return once again to the Vedic injunction, how might we characterize the
operation of sabdi bhavana and arthi bhavanda as these pertain to the prospective ritual agent,
whom the Vedic injunction is purported to stir to perform the ritual? Let us imagine that such a
ritual agent hears the statement “svargakamo yajeta” (one who desires heaven should sacrifice).
According to Mimamsakas, the manner in which this exhortation operates upon the agent is
through sabdi bhavana, or a linguistic bringing into being. In this case, the ritual agent, upon
hearing the optative suffix fa at the end of the verb yajeta (he should sacrifice), is — in a general
and indeterminate sense — impelled. That is, he picks up on the should. This is the force of the
optative suffix; it produces in the agent a sense that something ought to be done. But, what is this
something that ought to be accomplished (sadhya)? The bhavya of the sabdi bhavana, the
Mimamsakas claim, is the arthi bhavana, that is the awareness that se, the human agent, should
bring about something. That is to say he should perform some action to produce some material
end. The karana or instrument is the optative suffix (/inadi), which is instrumental in bringing
about the awareness that he (the ritual agent) is being enjoined to perform some act. The
procedure (itikartavyata) is the collection of non-injunctive Vedic statements that are interpreted
to praise the performance of the sacrifice (arthavada; more on this below).!”

Thus, we move to the second phase of the statement’s operation, to the arthi bhavana,
which is productive of some material end. The ritual agent considers the injunction. The
injunction informs him that the one who desires heaven should perform the ritual. In other

words, the end (sadhya or the bhavya) should be heaven. The instrument (karana) is — as our

17 The commentator of the Atharvaveda once again telegraphs this two-step process: atra vidhy-aviruddha bhavana
pratiyate | sa ca dvi-vidha | sabda-bhavand arthabhavand ceti | tad uktam dcaryaih - iha hi linadi-yuktesu vakyesu
dve bhavane pratiyete, Sabda-bhavana artha-bhavand ceti | tatra sabda-bhavanaya artha-bhavand bhavya | linadih
karanam | arthavada-pratipadita stutih itikartavyata | artha-bhavanayah svargadi-bhavyah | dhatv-arthah karanam
| prayajadih itikartavyata |

Saunaka, 1:7.

96



commentator says — the dhatvartha, the meaning of the verbal root. In other words, the
injunction tells him that sacrificing (recall, yaga is the dhatu or verbal root) is the means (karana
or sadhana) to bringing about the sadhya, i.e. heaven. Finally, the Mimamsakas specify that the
procedure (itikartavyata) for the arthi bhavand is prayajadi. Prayajas are the fore-offerings that
begin the sacrifice. Prayajadi is a short-hand for saying that the procedure of the ritual
performance is precisely what Mimamsa explicates. It is, further, extraordinarily complicated
and deals with the nitty-gritty of ritual performance. Most of Mimamsa deals with these complex
questions of ritual performance.

To summarize: The ritual agent, who has studied the Mimamsa, when confronted with
the injunction svargakamo yajeta is able to understand the injunction to mean: svargakamo
yvagena svargam bhavayet, “The one who desires heaven should bring heaven (sd@dhya) into
being by means of sacrifice (vagena).” This is the core of the validity of the Veda, according to
the Mimamsakas. The Veda alone can tell us that one obtains heaven by performing the ritual
and how one should perform the ritual. This, in a nutshell, is the validity (pramanya) of the
Veda. Insofar as the ritual complex (dharma) is the means to transcendent prosperity or
abhyudaya, the Vedas are the only valid means of knowing dharma.

This brings us to the second issue I raised above. How should we understand the massive
swathes of the Veda that do not consist of injunctive statements? If injunctions alone are valid
means of knowing dharma, then should we — like Thomas Jefferson who studiously removed all
reference to God from his Bible — simply excise all Vedic statements that are not injunctive?
Heavens, no! respond the Mimamsakas. After all, they say, we have merely averred that only
Vedic injunctions are independently valid with regard to dharma. All the statements that remain

are dependently valid with regard to dharma. What does this mean? The Mimamsakas
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constructed a sophisticated hierarchical means of ordering every single utterance of the Veda.
The telos that drove this hierarchical ordering was the injunction (vidhi). The beauty of the
system was that language mirrored action. In the same way that the principal ritual action
ordered the various discrete ritual actions hierarchically and according to a prescribed procedure
(itikartavyatd), so too did the principal vidhi order, in a hierarchic fashion, all the statements that
related to it.

For example: The darsamasa (new-moon rite) and pirnamdasa (full-moon rite) are the
fortnightly rites that each Vedic ritualist must perform without fail. This rite consists of a number
of discrete actions that, when performed in a particular order, produce the dharma that results in
heaven. Thus, first of all, the ritualist must procure the milk that he will offer to the deities in the
course of the ritual. In order to procure milk from his cows, he must first drive away the calves
from the cows. In order to drive away the calves, he must procure the branch of a paldsa tree.
Each of these discrete actions must be performed with the appropriate mantras. Thus, these
discrete ritual actions are hierarchically ordered to serve the principal ritual (the full-moon or
new-moon ritual). These individual actions are therefore assimilated to the principal ritual by
means of subordination. The text mirrors this logic of assimilation through subordination. The
vidhi that prescribes the performance of the full-moon ritual is constituted as principal
(pradhana). All the statements that pertain to that vidhi are subsidiary (Sesa or anga) to it, and
are assimilated to it through hierarchical subordination.

Lawrence McCrea describes this symmetry in his elegant synthesis of hierarchy in
Mimamsa hermeneutics: “Multiple actions may be seen as constituting a single, complex, ritual
performance only insofar as they all, directly or indirectly, subserve a single ultimate purpose;

likewise, multiple sentences may be seen as constituting a single, coherent text only insofar as
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they all ultimately subserve a single ultimate purpose.” '* The Mimamsakas accomplish this feat
of concatenated hierarchization by positing the hermeneutic principle of sentential unity (eka-
vakyatd). Deploying the logic of purposeful unity — that each sentence, like each action, requires
a unified purpose — the Mimamsakas argue that once a statement — the vidhi — has been
designated as primary, all other related sentences must be assimilated to it as subsidiary elements
(anga) of it. Strung together in this way, through cascading relations of primary and subsidiary
(pradhana-sesa or anga), the discrete subsidiary sentences produce a single sentential unity with
the primary injunctive statement. Mimamsakas use this principle of sentential unity (ekavakyata)
to ascribe dependent validity to all non-injunctive Vedic statements.

One of the classes of statements that are assimilated to the injunction in this manner is the
arthavada (statement of praise). Typically found in the Brahmanas, these statements appear to
have no injunctive purpose. To the uninitiated, these statements seem to refer to obscure myths
that explain the conduct of the sacrificer.

For instance, we are confronted with two Vedic statements.

1. vayavyam svetam dalabheta bhiiti-kamah |
2. vayur vai ksepistha devata vayum eva svena bhaga-deyenopadhdavati sa evainam bhiitim
gamayati |

The first states: “The one who desires power should sacrifice (@labheta) a white (animal)
suitable for Vayu.” This is a proper vidhi. It enjoins the person seeking power (the adhikarin) to

perform and animal sacrifice.

18 Lawrence McCrea, “The Hierarchical Organization of Language in Mimamsa Interpretive Theory,” Journal of
Indian Philosophy 28, no. 5/6 (December 2000): 430-36.
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The second statement is classified as an arthavada: “Vayu, as we all know, is the swiftest
deity. The one who runs after that Vayu with his own portion, him does Vayu himself propel to
power.”

This second statement is self-evidently not an injunctive statement; it contains no optative
suffix (/in-adi). Indeed, according to the Mimamsaka’s opponent, this statement repeats some
historical event (kascit vrttantah). (Pramanas cannot be reiterative, for to be reiterative means to
repeat something that is already known through some other pramana). How then could this
arthavada be considered valid? The author of the Jaiminiyanyayamala explains that an
arthavada can be assimilated to the injunctive purpose (sacrificing an animal) by praising the act
of sacrificing. The sacrificer would be more inclined to perform the ritual if he were spurred on
by the praiseworthiness of the act. The arthavada provides that enticement by praising the act of
sacrificing the animal. The author helpfully synthesizes the two statements into one (thereby

demonstrating sentential unity, ekavakyata):

Thus, the two statements may be construed in the following manner (as a single
sentence): ‘Since, on account of his natural swiftness, Vayu, who is the deity of this
animal, bestows results quickly, he (the sacrificer) should sacrifice this animal that has
been praised as being suitable for Vayu.’ In this way, arthavadas are a valid means of

knowing dharma.!”

Y kamya-kande vidhy-arthavadau Sruyete | vayavyam svetam alabheta bhiiti-kama iti vidhih | vayur vai ksepistha
devatd vayum eva svena bhagadeyenopadhavati sa evainam bhiitim gamayatiti arthavadah | tatra vidhi-vakyagata
vayavyadisabda arthavada-sabda arthavada-sabda-nairapeksyenaiva bhiitartham anvacaksate | ksipragami vayuh
svocitena bhagena tosito bhaga-praddyaisvaryam prayacchatity ukte ramayana-bharatadav iva vrittantah kascit
pratiyate na tvanustheyam kimcit | ata ekavakyatvabhavan nasty arthavadasya dharme pramanyam iti prapte —
briomah ma bhiit padaika-vakyata | vakyaikavakyata tu vidyate | vidhivakyam tavat purusam prerayitum
vidheyarthasya prasastyam apeksate | arthavada-vakyam ca phalavad-arthavabodha-paryavasitadhyayana-vidhi-
parigrhitatvena purusartham apeksate | tatra purusartha-paryavasita-vidhy-apeksitam prasastyam laksana-vrttya
samarpayad arthavada-vakyam vidhi-vakyena sahaikavakyatam apadyate | yatah ksipra-gami-svabhavataya sighra-
phala-prado vayur asya pasor devata tatah prasastam imam vayavyam pasum alabheteti vakyayor anvayah |
tasmad arthavada dharme pramanam |

In the section of the Veda that deals with the optional animal sacrifice, the following injunction and arthavada are
found. The vidhi (injunction): “The one who desires power should sacrifice a white (animal) suitable for Vayu.” The
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Thus, and this is a very consequential difference between Mimamsakas and Advaita
Vedantins, Mimamsakas consider all statements that are not injunctive (or mantras or proper
names, namadheya) to be arthavadas or statements of praise. These statements, which, crucially
for the Mimamsakas, would include most of the Upanisads, are not independently valid. Their
validity depends upon being related, through subordination, to a vidhi (the only independently

valid part of the entire Vedic corpus).

Know Your Rites: The Adhyayana Vidhi Reconsidered

The purpose of trawling through the turbid waters of Mimamsa is to demonstrate that the
vidhi (the Vedic injunction) was the cornerstone of the edifice of monastic power that the matha
constructed with its novel Vedic hermeneutics. In the following section, I show how the scholars
of Srigeri radically expanded the scope of the Vedic vidhi to encompass and re-order entire

modes-of-life. Their writings reveal the extension of the vidhi to subsume a// religious action,

arthavada: “Vayu, as we all know, is the swiftest deity. The one who runs after that Vayu with his own portion, him
does Vayu alone propel to power.”

With regard to these statements, words such as “vayavya” (suitable for Vayu), which are present in the injunctive
statement, prescribe a specified object, independently of the words of the arthavada. The words of the arthavada
repeat some historical fact completely independent of any other [statement]. When the text reads, “Swift Vayu,
satisfied by his proper share, bestows sovereignty upon the donor of his share,” we understand from it, just as with
[statements from] the Ramayana and Mahabharata, some historical event, not that we should perform some action.
Thus, because the two statements lack sentential unity (ekavakyatabhavat), arthavada is not a valid means of
knowing (pramana) dharma.

This having been stated, we respond. Fine, we admit that the discrete words [of the two statements] do not constitute
a single sentence. Nevertheless, the statements do in fact have sentential unity. First, in order to impel the man to
act, the injunctive statement requires that the enjoined end be praised. And the arthavada statement requires a human
end (purusartha) inasmuch as being absorbed by the injunction to study the Veda (adhyayana vidhi) which is
determined to result in the comprehension of fruitful ends. With regard to these [mutually implicating conditions],
the arthavada statement provides, through figurative usage, the praiseworthiness that the injunction requires,
inasmuch as its human end is resolved. In so doing, the arthavada statement becomes part of the same sentence as
the injunction (i.e. the two statements attain sentential unity). Thus, the two statements may be construed in the
following manner (as a single sentence): “Since, Vayu, who, insofar as being naturally swift bestows results quickly,
is the deity of this animal, thus he should sacrifice this animal which is suitable for Vayu, which has been praised.”
In this way, arthavadas are valid with regard to dharma.
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from the vocational activities of all members of caste society all the way to the conduct of
samnyasins who, according to the texts and traditions that predated this moment, were thought to
be beyond the scope of the injunction. Key to this project of unification was the use of the
hierarchic hermeneutic of assimilation through subordination, which was inspired by Mimamsa
hermeneutics. The matha’s interpretive intervention drew out of the sprawling Vedic corpus a
hierarchical vision of authority capable of governing the range of religious subjectivities it
named. I explore the expansion of the scope of the adhyayana vidhi (the injunction to study
one’s family recension of the Veda), which was re-configured to govern the formation and the
vocation of the ritual subject, Homo Vedicus.

The adhyayana vidhi states that “one ought to study one’s own Veda”
(svadhyayo’dhyetavyah). In enjoining the study of the Veda, this injunction was identified as the
injunctive basis for the project of explication undertaken by the hermeneuts of Srngeri. The first
question raised by this injunction is who is entitled to undertake this study? Who is entitled to
learn the Vedas? The introduction to the Taittirtya Samhita addresses this question of adhikara

thus:

He who seeks to understand [the Veda] is entitled to it [adhikarin]. But, were this the
case, anybody, including women and Stidras, would be entitled to the Veda, since the
wish, “May my dreams come true and may I avoid all undesirable outcomes,” is common
to everyone. Not so. Even if women and Sudras should seek to learn the Veda, their
entitlement to the Veda is blocked by a different reason. The teaching, when it speaks of
the initiated alone being entitled to the study (adhyayana), teaches us that were women

and Sudras, despite not being initiated, to study the Veda, they would end up
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miserable...Thus the male initiates of the three varnas (Brahmin-Ksatriya-Vaisya) alone

are connected to the Veda.??

The exclusion of women and $tidras from the study of the Veda was hardly a novel
position, but the texts were much more strident in their condemnation of those who, despite
being eligible, failed not merely to study the Veda but, more importantly, fo perform the
obligatory Vedic rituals. These reprobates were singled out for censure in a number of texts. The
scholars of Srigeri were particularly fond of citing the Smytis on this matter. For instance, in the
Pardasaramadhaviya, the commentator cites the Manu Smrti: “Study [of the Veda] is obligatory,
since Manu has taught that failure to study results in diminution (pratyavaya): ‘The twice-born
who, instead of studying the Veda, toils in a different endeavor, even while living he, together
with his lineage, is reduced straightaway to being a $dra.””?!

The sentiment is reiterated in the introduction to the commentary on the TaittirTya
Samhita, where the commentator cites the Yajiiavalkya Smrti to describe the ruin brought on
when the ritual agent, though enjoined, does not perform the Vedic rituals: “Yajnavalkya has
taught about diminution (pratyavaya): ‘A man suffers on account of [three faults], namely, not

performing what has been enjoined, associating with the condemned, and not restraining his

appetites.””?? The penalty for not following the principal injunction, upon which rests the

2 tadbodhartha cadhikari | nanv evam sati strisiidrasahitah sarve’ pi vedadhikarinah syuh | istam me syad anistam
ma bhid ity asisah sarvajaninatvat | maivam | strisidrayoh saty apy upayabodharthitve hetvantarena
vedadhikarasya pratibaddhatvat | upanitasyaivadhyayanadhikaram bruvac chastram anupanitayoh strisudrayor
vedadhyayanam anista-prapti-hetur iti bodhayati | ... tasmad upanitair eva traivarnikair vedasya sambandhah |
Taittiriya Samhita, 4-5.

2L adhyayanam tu nityam | akarane pratyavayasya manund smytatvat — yo nadhitya dvijo vedan anyatra kurute
Sramam | sa jivann eva siudratvam asu gacchati sanvayah | Madhava, Parasara Smrti, 1.1:150.

22 sa ca pratyavayo yajiavalkyena smaryate — vihitasyananusthanan ninditasya ca sevandt | anigrahdc cendriyanam

narah patanam rcchati |
Taittiriya Samhita, 6-7.

103



possibility of performing the ritual, is the loss of one’s place in the social order. The phrase
“akarane pratyavaya,” (negligence leads to ruin) in its fervent incantation, cultivates a certain
scripturally-induced existential paranoia. It is the Vedic ritualist’s version of what will the
neighbors say? Negligence results in one’s downfall in the hierarchy of subjectivities (one falls
to stdra-hood) as they are constituted in the matha’s Vedic world.

The adhyayana vidhi, thus, was the cornerstone of the monastic dream of reifying the
Veda. But, what did the adhyayana vidhi actually enjoin? What did it mean to study or know the
Veda? More apposite to our discussion, what did the matha take it to mean? The traditional
Mimamsa authorities were split on the interpretation of the adhyayana vidhi. The Bhattas (the
followers of Kumarila Bhatta argued that it was a restrictive injunction (niyamavidhi)*, which
restricts the manner in which one should study the Veda. The Prabhakaras, on the other hand,

argued that the principal injunction was not the injunction to study but rather a different

23 The Mimamsakas theorized that there were three kinds of injunction. The first type, the apirva-vidhi, gives us
novel knowledge that we could not hope to have otherwise. For instance, the injunction that stated “The one who
desires heaven should perform the Jyotistoma sacrifice,” tells us about the causal relations that obtain between the
performance of the ritual and heaven. Humans would have no access to knowledge regarding these transcendent
causal relations without the Veda. The second type, the niyama-vidhi, enjoins a restriction upon some ritual action.
In the course of the new- and full-moon ritual, there is an injunction to pound the rice (vrihin avahanti, he pounds
the rice). The Adhvaryu priest is enjoined to pound the rice in order to husk it. The husked rice is then used to make
the rice-cake (purodasa) which is then offered. The question here is, how should we understand this injunction.
Presumably, if the point is to husk the rice grains, we may pursue any means of doing so. For instance, we could
painstakingly separate the chaff from the grain with our fingernails. What is the end that is served by pounding the
rice? The Mimamsakas claim that when there are a number of options available to perform a certain action, a
niyamavidhi might isolate a single one of those as the method to be used. In this way, the injunction “restricts” the
scope of the ritual action by specifying one particular mode of performing it. There remains the issue of the end
which this serves. This can’t possibly serve the end of producing threshed rice, for then one could use any of the
means available to him. Thus, if there is no visible (drsta) end to which this injunction is intended, then we should
assume that there is some invisible (adrsta) end that this action will serve. Thus, in the case of the winnowing of the
rice by pounding, the Mimamsakas claim that the action produces an intermediary (avantara) apiirva (apirva, i.e.
novel product, is the unseen result of a ritual that produces the remote result, viz. heaven). The last kind of
injunction, known as the parisamkhya vidhi, or the exclusionary injunction follows a logic inverse to the niyama-
vidhi. Thus, the parisamkhya vidhi, rather than prescribing one among a number of available options, prohibits one
option. The clearest example of the parisamkhya vidhi is from the Ramayana, which states that one should eat five
five-nailed animals. The point here is not to enjoin that people eat the five animals included in this listed. It is rather
to prohibit the eating of any five-nailed (parica-nakha) animal other than the five listed. A person may choose never
to eat a five-nailed animal. She would not thereby transgress this injunction. Transgression would only occur were
she to eat a five-nailed animal not included in this list.
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injunction enjoining the teacher to instruct an initiate in the study of the Veda. The injunction to
study the Veda was to be subsumed (following the logic of assimilation through subordination)
under this primary injunction to teach. The scholars of Srrlgeri privileged the Bhatta view but, in
some cases, presented both opinions on the matter. Their explicit and reasoned preference for the
rightness of the Bhatta position is found in the Pard@saramadhaviya. The Bhatta position
responds to the Prabhakara argument that the adhyayana vidhi cannot bear the weight of the
Bhatta view on adhikara. As I have explained above, the Bhatta Mimamsakas posited that
humans must be motivated by a result that is attractive to them to embark upon the performance
of an expensive and complicated ritual. This is comprehended by the conception of entitlement
or eligibility (adhikara); in other words, what kind of person is credentialed and motivated by the
fruit of the ritual to perform it? Thus, in the paradigmatic Vedic injunction, “One who desires
heaven should sacrifice with the Jyotistoma ritual (svarga-kamo jyotistomena yajeta),” desire for
heaven impels human action.

The Prabhakaras, turning their logic back on the Bhattas, argue that a boy who has not yet
studied the Veda cannot know the result of the act of studying the Veda, and cannot therefore be
governed by this injunction. Or, if the boy has already studied the Veda, and thus knows the
result of studying, then he does not stand to benefit from studying it. In other words, Bhatta
position results in a vicious circle of mutual dependency. Therefore, argue the Prabhakaras, it
must be the teacher who is obligated by a different injunction to teach the Veda(adhyapana-

vidhi).2*

24 The injunction to teach states: “He should initiate a Brahmin boy of eight. Him he should teach.” astavarsam
brahmanam upanayita | tam adhyapayita | Madhava, Parasara Smrti, 1.1:148.

On this matter, the Prabhakara view is as follows: Panini has stated (in his Astadhyayr) that the form upanayita is
used in the sense of creating the office of the teacher, owing to the use of the armanepada suffix. Owing to the fact
that the action of initiating and the act of teaching have the same agent, insofar as one is subordinated to the other,
the one who desires the office of teacher is the adhikarin with regard to injunction to teach. It is for this very reason
that Manu has taught: “The twice-born who would teach a student, having already initiated him; him they call
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The commentator then presents the conclusive view on the matter. The answer shows the
astounding facility with which these exegetes generalized Mimamsa hermeneutic principles to
retroactively reinforce social conventions. The issue boils down to which injunction is principal
(pradhana) and which is secondary (upasarjana). The commentator shows that an injunction that

is optional cannot subordinate an injunction that is obligatory. According to the Smrtis, teaching

“teacher,” possessed of the esoteric knowledge and knowledge of rituals. (Manu Smrti 2.140). Thus, given that the
injunction to teach is well-established, we ought not postulate the injunction to study separately. Learning is an
established object, because the injunction to teach, which has already been enjoined, would not stand to reason
without it.

Objection: Is it not the case that the injunction to teach (adhyayana vidhi) does not suffer from the fault of
postulation (kalpana), because even this postulated injunction does exist? Because the Veda states: “One should
study one’s own Veda.”

Response: Not so. This injunction is not fit to produce its own performance, because it does not specify the
adhikarin (the eligible agent).

Objection: But, it ought to be stated that one could postulate an adhikarin with recourse either to the rule regarding
the Visvajit sacrifice or the rule regard the Ratrisattra. In the injunctive statement, “He should perform the Visvajit
sacrifice,” the Veda does not specify who is enjoined by means of a statement of the kind “desiring such-and-such a
thing.” In that case, since performance cannot obtain (in the absence of this specification), owing to the fact that
everybody wants heaven, heaven itself is postulated as the specified end. Thus, in this case, a boy, who desires
heaven, may be enjoined. In the case of the arthavada (praise-statement) of the Ratrisattra, viz., “Those who
perform these RatrTs, they obtain stability,” because “stability”’, which is explicitly mentioned, is extremely close to
heaven, which is not mentioned at all, an adhikarin who desires stability is postulated. Similarly, in this case, the
adhikarin may be one who desires rivers of milk, because the arthavada states, “The one who studies the Rg hymns,
rivers of milk flow as offerings to his ancestors. The one who studies the Yajus formulae, rivers of ghee. The one
who studies the Saman songs, soma purifies from them.”

Response: Not so, these arthavada passages are subordinated to the injunction regarding the brahmayajiia, and
further, the desire for heaven cannot arise, because the student has not yet studied the texts. Even if it were somehow
possible, the following fault of mutual dependency cannot be avoided. Only after one has studied the Veda does the
comprehension of the injunction to study occur. And, only once comprehension has occurred can there be the study.
Thus, because the injunction to teach employs the injunction to study, teaching alone is enjoined, not studying.”
‘asta-varsam brahmanam upanayita tam adhyapayita’ iti| atra prabhakaro manyate — ‘upanayita’ — iti nayater
cangangiripatvenaikakartrkatvat acaryatva-kamo’ dhyapane’ dhikart | ata eva manund smaryate —

upaniya tu yah sisyam vedam adhyapayed dvijah | sakalpam sarahasyam ca tam acaryam pracaksate || iti

evam cadhyapana-vidhau susthite saty apy adhyayanasya prthag vidhir na kalpaniyo bhavisyati |
vihitasyadhyapanasyadhyayanam antarenanupapatter adhyayanasyarthe siddhatvat | nanu nadhyayana-vidhau
kalpana-doso’ sti | klrptasyaiva vidheh sattva | 'svadhyayo’ dhyetavyah’ iti Sruteh | maivam | adhikary-
asravanesasya vidher anusthapakatvayogat | athocyeta — visvajin-nydyena ratri-sattra-nyayena vadhikart
parikalpyatam | visvajitd yajeta’ ity atra ‘etat-kamah’ iti niyojya-visesanasydasravanat anusthanapraptau svargasya
sarvair isyamanatvat sa eva tad-visesanatvena parikalpitah | evam atra svargakamo manavako niyojyo’ stu |
ratrisattra ‘pratitisthanti ha va ete ya etd ratrir upayanti’ ity arthavada srutayah pratisthayah atyantam asrutat
svargatah pratydasannatayd pratistha-kamo’ dhikari kalpitah | evam atra payah-kulyadi-kamo’ dhikart syat | ‘yad-
rco’ dhite payasah kulyd asya pitin svadhd abhivahanti | yad-yajiumsi ghrtasya kulyah | yat-samani soma ebhyah
pavate’ ity arthavadat iti | maivam | payahkulyader brahma-yajiia-vidhi-Sesatvat manavakasyaprabuddhatvena
svargakamatvasambhaviacca | katharicit sambhave’ py anyonyasrayatvam durvaram | adhite svadhyaya pascad
adhyayana-vidhy-avagamah | tad-avagame cadhyayanam iti | tasmat adhyayanasyadhyapana-prayuktatvad
adhyapanam eva vidhiyate nadhyayanam iti |
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is one of three possible livelihoods suitable for Brahmins (the other two are officiating at
sacrifices and accepting donations). Thus, one may choose to be a teacher but, similarly, one
may not. One may not similarly choose to study the Veda or not; as long as one is entitled to it,

one must. The commentator avers:

Other scholars cannot stand Prabhakara’s view because teaching, which is optional,
cannot possibly require studying, which is obligatory. Teaching is optional, since
someone who seeks an income is entitled to practice it. That is why Manu has stated: ‘For
this person [the Brahmin], of the six acts [which are permitted for him], three are sources
of income: officiating at a sacrifice, teaching, and accepting donations from an
unimpeachable donor.” Adhyayana (studying), on the other hand, is obligatory, because
Manu has taught that failure to study results in diminution: ‘The twice-born who, instead
of studying the Veda, toils at a different endeavor, even while living he, together with his
lineage, is reduced straightaway to being a §tidra.” Thus, the studying is required by its

own injunction [i.e. it is not dependent upon the injunction to teach].?>

He goes on to refute the Prabhakara positions one by one, but the rhetorical point has
been driven home, and in the process an important dimension of the project has come to light.
Matters that are disputed by different schools of Mimamsa may be adjudicated with recourse to
the Smrti tradition. Thus, the question of which of two Vedic injunctions is primary and which
secondary can be resolved by appealing to the dharmasdastra tradition and, by extension, to social

convention. This shows that the hermeneuts of Srigeri considered these different spheres of

5 tad etad gurumatam anye vadino na ksamante | anityenadhyapanena nityasyadhyayanasya prayoktum asakyatvat
| anityam cadhyapanam | jivana-kamasya tatradhikarat | tadah manuh: sannam tu karmanam asya trini karmani
Jjwvika | yajanadhyapane caiva visuddhdcca pratigrahah iti adhyayanam tu nityam | akarane pratyavayasya manund
smrtatvat — yo 'nadhitya dvijo vedan anyatra kurute sramam | sa jivann eva sudratvam asu gacchati sanvayah iti
atah svavidhiprayuktam evadhyayanam |

Madhava, 1.1:150.
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hermeneutics — the Vedic and the dharmasastric — to be part of one unitary, if hierarchically
ordered, Vedic whole.

This discussion shows that the injunction to study is obligatory and that it governs the
religious activities of all twice-born male initiates. But what did it mean to know the Veda,
whither the obligation to study? Unsurprisingly, the exegetes of Srigeri interpreted the
adhyayana vidhi to encompass the study and application of Mimamsa hermeneutics. This, as we
shall see, served a variety of uses. For one, it aided the project of Mimamsification upward and
downward?® that the matha was engaged in. This consisted of the encompassment of the two
other predominant normative discourses of the Vedic world -- Vedanta and Dharmasastra -- by
the hermeneutic principles of Mimamsa. This assertion demands a caveat: the Mimamsa applied
by the hermeneuts of Srrlgeri was not the pure Mimamsa of Kumarila Bhatta. Indeed, as the final
section of this chapter shows, the scholars of Srageri developed a hybrid Mimamsa-Vedanta
hermeneutics. Nevertheless, the principles of interpretation were decidedly Mimamsaka. Further,
the instruction of students in Mimamsa hermeneutics was critical to the project of “Applied
Mimamsa” which the scholars implemented. Though the drive to realize a practical Mimamsa
informed the composition of the entire commentarial corpus, it is in the commentaries on the
ritual Vedas, the Taittirtya Sambhita in particular, that this practice finds it most sustained
elaboration. The elevation of Mimamsa also cohered with the forms of life that the matha

valorized and promoted. The inscriptions that we have examined in the Introduction make

26 The schematic of upward and downward follows emic conceptualizations of Smarta traditions on the one hand
and Vedanta on the other. I think of Mimamsa encompassing Smarta discourses as a movement downwards because
Smrti is characterized as being derived from the Vedas, but lacking the independent validity of Sruti. Indeed, the
scholars of Srngeri themselves reflect a desire to further Vedicize Dharmasastra texts through the imposition of
Mimamsa hermeneutic categories. Vedanta is higher than Mimamsa in the hierarchy. This is reflected in the other
term for Vedanta (used by the scholars of Srigeri): the Uttara-Mimamsa (the Higher or Later Mimamsa). Further,
and more to the point, Mimamsa and Vedanta are oriented toward two transcendent ends, of which the Vedanta end
(liberation) is referred to as the highest (nikisreyasa) human end (purusartha).
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mention of villages that were settled to support the composition and teaching of the Vedas, the
commentaries, and the full range of technical treatises. Moreover, villages were granted to
notable ritual performers whose titles alluded to the expensive and elaborate Vedic rituals they
had performed.?” Thus, at the root of these means of religious subject-formation was the

adhyayana vidhi.

Knowledge in Action

The principal dispute regarding the adhyayana vidhi (“One should study one’s family
Veda,” svadhydyo 'dhyetavyah) centered on what it means to know the Veda. The prima facie
position, indeed the intuitive view, which the matha rejected was that the injunction to study
entailed simply the memorization of the text of the Veda. Since it did not matter whether one had
memorized the text by reading from a book or by reciting after a teacher, the mode of
undertaking what was enjoined (Vedic study) did not matter. The injunction certainly did not
specify a certain mode of study. Further, even if one argued that one should memorize the text in
a ritual fashion, that is, by reciting the text back to the teacher, still this need not result in the
student understanding what he had memorized. Finally, even if he were required by the

injunction to understand the meaning of the text, this would occur naturally, since his training in

27 For instance, an inscription from 1386 records the gift of lands to three Brahmin scholars and ritualists, Narayana-
vajapeya-yaji, Naraharisomayaji and Pandari-diksita, who, besides undertaking elaborate and expensive Vedic
rituals (as evinced by their names) were further celebrated for promoting the Vedic commentaries. The grant was
made in the presence of the guru of the matha, Vidyaranya.

R Narasimhachar, “Annual Report of the Mysore Archaeological Department” (Bangalore: University of Mysore,
1908), 14. The particulars of this grant are reiterated in a kadita from Srigeri’s archives: “The present record
registers the grant of some lands under the orders of Harihara II, king of Vijayanagar to certain Brahmans named
Narayana-vajapeyi, Narahari-Somayaji and Pandurangadikshita in the presence of Vidyaranya-$ripada. The object of
the grant has been stated to be to reward the above Brahmans for having brought out commentaries on the four
Vedas in the name of the king.”

“Annual Report of the Mysore Archaeological Department” (Bangalore: University of Mysore, 1934), 115.
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the related disciplines (vedangas), particularly grammar, would provide him with all the
technical tools to understand the meaning of the text.

Against this multi-layered view, the matha argued, across a number of texts,?® in two very
significant variants, that knowledge of the ritual was the key to knowing the Veda. This was,
simply put, because the ritual was the end of Vedic instruction; ritual was the action this
instruction served. That is, the ritual was principal, and the adhyayana vidhi was subordinated to
it. Taken together, these two variants on this single injunction reveal the hierarchy of values that
construct the variety of subjectivities in this Vedic world. The first variant was a restatement of
the Bhatta Mimamsa view that demonstrated that the injunction to know the Veda included the
study of the Mimamsa because Vedic hermeneutics was indispensable to the proper performance
of the ritual. The second view evinced key adaptations to Mimamsa hermeneutics by the
admixture of hermeneutic positions developed by the Advaita Vedantin theologian — and
purported founder of the matha, according to later tradition — Sankaracarya.

The scholars of Srigeri, in an instance of startling hermeneutic innovation that has yet to
be appreciated, applied to the ritual texts Sankara’s innovations in Vedic hermeneutics. To
clarify, Sankara, the founder of Advaita Vedanta, transformed certain key concepts of Mimamsa
hermeneutics in advancing his novel theological program of interpreting the Upanisads.
Sankara’s radical reinterpretation of ritual hermeneutics was key to the development of his Vedic
program of gnostic soteriology. The exegetes of Srageri, as part of the grand project of
synthesizing a single Vedic tradition, re-applied Sankara’s hermeneutic framework to the ritual

realm that Sankara’s Advaita Vedanta had ruptured. The scholars of Srigeri synthesized a new

28 For instance, see, Saunaka, Atharvaveda, 1:10; Cannibhatta, Sarvadarsanasamgraha (Nirnayasagara Press, 1924),
262—-67; Taittiriya Samhita, 4; Madhava, Parasara Smrti, 1.1:148-52; Madhava, Jaiminiyanyayamala, 11-13.
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hermeneutic framework, combining the Mimamsa and Vedanta traditions, that sought to put that
sundered Vedic world back together again.

This second variant of interpretation of the injunction, an extension of the first, argued
that a single injunction was capable of enjoining two different ends: action (the performance of
the ritual enjoined) and the knowledge of what the ritual signified. Thus, a single injunction
could enjoin a person to perform what it enjoined and to know, in an enriched sense, what that
performance signified. These two ends produced different transcendent results, and the ritual
performer who was able to combine these two in his performance — one who performed the ritual
with the full knowledge of its implications — transcended the world of action through these ritual
actions themselves. Ritual itself provided him the means to transcend the world of ritual. He was
able to progress to the final and highest sphere of Vedic religion — the sphere of knowledge
alone. Thus, the injunction to know the Veda encompassed within itself the distinct Vedic
subjectivities that the matha governed.

The first of these two variants, elaborated upon, in almost identical fashion,?® in the
introduction to the Atharvaveda Samhita, the Sarvadarsanasamgraha, and the
Jaiminiyanyayamala,®® asserted that the injunction to study the Veda had as its end the study of
Mimamsa. This position advanced the view that performance of the ritual (which was the

ultimate and predominant end to which the study of the Veda tended) required that the injunction

2% Indeed, the argument made in the Sarvadar§anasamgraha reproduces, verbatim, the argument in the
Jaiminlyanyayamala.

30 That the Mimamsa view was favored in these three instances does not come as a surprise. Two of these texts — the
Jaiminlyanyayamala and the Mimamsa section of the Sarvadar§anasamgraha — are primers on the Mimamsa system.
The introduction to the Atharvaveda similarly adopts a programmatic analysis of Mimamsaka topics (bhavand, the
adhyayana vidhi, and the uncreated and impersonal — nityatva and apauruseyatva — of the Veda. I have not been
able to discern a satisfactory explanation for the interest in Mimamsa topics. Still, the discussions on Mimamsa
included in the introduction draw on the same elements as those that occur elsewhere in this corpus.
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to study the Veda necessarily entailed that one knew the Mimamsa hermeneutics. This
interpretive framework, after all, was the key to resolving doubts that arose regarding the
performance of the ritual, doubts that no other knowledge system could address. Only Mimamsa
could help the ritual performer arrange the swathes of Vedic statements into the hierarchic order
that the telos of ritual performance produced.®!

Crucial to this view was the interpretation of the adhyayana-vidhi as a restrictive
injunction (niyama-vidhi). According to this view, the injunction restricted the manner in which
the Veda was to be studied. The restriction of the mode of study, which produced the visible and
novel (apiirva) result of knowledge of the meaning of the ritual (as theorized by Mimamsa)
served the overarching purpose of successfully performing the rituals. In other words, even if in
some parallel universe one could study the Veda as one wished, in the world governed by
Mimamsa, the injunction to study must result in studying the Veda to know the meaning of the
ritual. After all, ritual performance was Homo Vedicus’ real raison d’etre.

This variant of the adhyayana vidhi hewed close to the Mimamsa interpretation, which
understood the “study of the Veda” to extend to and culminate in the knowledge of the
Mimamsa. The innovations of the hermeneutic project at Srngeri went much further than the

simple reproduction of Mimamsa analyses of the adhyayana vidhi. Thus far, I have shown that

3! The JaiminTyanyayamala illustrates this position with the following example. The Veda enjoins the ritual
performer to lay down gravel that has been sprinkled. Neither grammar nor etymology nor linguistic analysis (i.e.
analyses at the level of words) can help the sacrificer know whether he should sprinkle the gravel with oil or with
ghee. By understanding the Mimamsa principle of subordination of a sentence to the primary injunctive statement,
the ritual performers can determine, from the praise-statement “ghee is vital power,” that he should sprinkle the
gravel with ghee.

‘aktah sarkara upadadhati’ ity atra ‘ghrtenaiva na tailadina’ ity ayam nirnayo vyakaranena niruktena nigamena va
na siddhyati | vicarasastram tu ‘tejo vai ghrtam’ iti vakyasesad artham nirpesyati | ato vicaro vaidhah | 13

With regard to the injunction, “He places the sprinkled gravel,” the determination that “[the gravel is sprinkled] with
ghee alone not with oil,” does not come about through grammar, etymology or syntax. The science of critical
examination (vicara-sastra), on the other hand, will lead us to the meaning through the completion of the [injunctive
statement] with “Ghee is the vital power.” Thus, critical examination is enjoined.”

Madhava, Jaiminiyanyayamala, 13.
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the adhyayana vidhi constituted and controlled a distinct form-of-life: from the time a male
candidate was born-again, initiated into the world of ritual, to the time he died. Through this
injunction, the governors of the matha attempted to control who should take up such a life-long
vocation and how they should honor the ends advanced by the injunction. The adhyayana vidhi
was thus critical to fashioning a life. But, as I have stated above, the imperative to realize the
meaning of the Vedas — to live the Vedas — through the performance of the ritual was
implemented through the radical reconstitution of the text of the Veda itself. In other words, the
scholars of Srigeri reimagined, by reconstituting the Vedic text, what it meant to study, know,
and experience the Vedas.

The Veda, particularly in being referred to as sruti (hearing), was understood to provide
humans an immediate awareness of supersensible or transcendent states-of-affairs (Mimamsa, in
particular, attempted to prove that the sruti provides us with immediate awareness of a
transcendent causal system). Thus, Veda as sruti was analogized to smrti in just the same way
that direct perception (pratyaksa) was analogized to inference (anumana). Dividing up the
realms of human experience into the worldly or immanent (/aukika) and the supersensible or
transcendent (alaukika), the Veda (sruti) provides the kind of awareness of the alaukika sphere
that direct perception (pratyaksa) provides for the laukika. Similarly, smrti provides the same
kind of mediated awareness of the alaukika sphere as inference does for the laukika sphere. Smrti
and inference are comparable; they are similarly derived from some real or purportedly original —
and immediate — awareness (sruti or direct perception). In reconstituting the Vedas by
imbricating the mantra text with Brahmana and Srautasitra texts, the exegetes of Srngeri were, in
effect, producing their own reconstruction of the Vedas as direct awareness. By ramifying each

utterance in its complete ritual context, the commentators were imaginatively reconstructing a
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complete ritual text. By knowing this text — memorizing it, understanding its proximate ritual
references as well as the hidden connections it revealed, being able to accord each utterance its
full ritual value — the ritualist realized his potential to bring about the ritual (bhavana) fully.

This radical reconstruction of the Vedic text is not simply a commentarial conceit;
indeed, it was an explicit end to which our commentators draw our attention. Besides the
reiteration of the analysis of the adhyayana vidhi and the privileged status it is accorded in the
corpus, the commentary on the Rgveda Sambhita directly acknowledges the supremacy of the
ritual in understanding the meaning of the Veda. This discussion occurs in the context of a
question regarding the sequence in which the Samhitas of the four Vedas (Yajurveda, Rgveda,
Samaveda, Atharvaveda) are commented.

The commentator defends the decision to comment on the Yajurveda first, even though,
in most lists and presentations of the Vedas, the Rgveda is given pride of place. The objection is
raised by an imagined opponent: “On this point, some say: The Rgveda is always taught first and
it is the first to be honored. Since it is honored according to this logic, it is only fitting that the
Rgveda be explained first.”*? The commentator, while striking a conciliatory tone in admitting
that there are numerous contexts in which the Rgveda is first among equals, defends the matha’s

decision to explicate the Taittirtya Samhita of the Yajurveda first:

We agree with you that when it comes to memorizing the Vedas, or going over the texts,
or in the daily recitation of Vedic texts, the Rgveda alone has primacy. But, because the

point of understanding the meaning [of the Vedas] is to be able to perform the Vedic

32 atra kecidahuh | rg-vedasya prathamyena sarvatramnatatvad abhyarhitam piirvam iti nyayenabhyarhitatvat
tadvyakhyanam adau yuktam||
F. Max Miiller, Rig-Veda-Samhita, 2nd ed., vol. 1 (London: Oxford University Press, 1890), 1.
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sacrifice, and because the Yajurveda alone is primary in that regard, commenting on it

[the Yajurveda] first is indeed proper.>

The commentator uses this factitious exchange to announce that ritual is the driving telos
of the commentarial project. Since the Yajurveda, which comprises the mantras that are used in
the performance of the ritual, is central to the work performed by the primary ritual officiant, the
adhvaryu, it deserves to be commented upon and, presumably, studied first.

Nevertheless, the strongest evidence of the primacy of ritual is the structure of the
commentary on the Taittirtya Sambhita itself. The Taittirtya Sambhita is one of the recensions of
the Black (krsna) Yajurveda. The Black Yajurveda is so called (in contrast to the White — sukla —
Yajurveda) because the text mixes up the mantra and Brahmana sections of the text. To explain:
the Yajurveda is often referred to with the Sanskrit adjective adhvaryava, meaning “belonging to
the adhvaryu officiant.” The adhvaryu, among his four colleagues, is entrusted with the actual
performance of the ritual.>* He milks the cows, he prepares the altar, he offers the oblations, and
so on. Thus, Yajurveda, comprised of the mantras that the adhvaryu uses, is the most pertinent to

the performance of the ritual. The “mixed” (black) nature of the Taittirtya means that the mantras

33 astv evam sarva-vedadhyayana-tatparayana-brahma-yajiia-japadav rg-vedasyaiva prathamyam | artha-jianasya
tu yajiianustanarthatvat tatra tu yajur-vedasyaiva pradhanatvat tadvyakhyanam evadau yuktam |
Miiller, 1:1.

34 The simplest of Vedic rituals (with the exception of the Agnihotra) is officiated by team of four priests (excluding
the yajamdna or sacrificer, the one on whose behalf the ritual is performed). More complicated and elaborate rituals
have many more priests, but even the simplest of the rituals have four priests, each of whom has a distinct function
(and is connected to one of the four Vedas). Thus, the adhvaryu priest is responsible for the action — he recites the
mantras (from the Yajurveda) whilst completing the accompanying ritual actions. The hotr priest is responsible for
reciting the rks from the Rgveda at the appropriate times. He is thus associated with the Rgveda. The udgatr sings
the samans, and is associated with the Samaveda. Finally, the brahman priest oversees the ritual performs; he is
rarely called upon to give permission to the other priests or command them. Generally, he is responsible for making
sure that the ritual is performed without errors; in the event of a mistake, the brahman priest corrects the mistake or
prescribes the appropriate expiation. The brahman priest is commonly associated with the Atharvaveda (indeed, the
commentary on the Atharvaveda does so), but, historically, the brahman priest’s association with the Atharvaveda is
a vexed matter.
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are interspersed with the Brahmana sections; these two layers of text are not separately
constituted.

In order to understand the radical re-structuring that the commentary produces, we should
train our sights on the mantra. As I have stated above, the ritual dictates the textual ordering.
Thus, each ritual action is accompanied by mantras (there are, of course, ritual actions that are
not accompanied by mantras, but these are rare). To follow the mantras then is to follow the
action of the ritual. (see figure below).>> Let us take the paradigmatic ritual, the new- and full-
moon rite (darsapiirnamasa). As with any complex ritual, the darsapiirnamasa comprises a
number of discrete constituent actions. For instance, the “driving away of the calves,” followed
by the “procurement of the sacred grass,” followed by the “washing of the ritual receptacles.”
Each of these constituent elements is treated as a textual unit called the anuvaka. Each anuvaka,
in turn, is comprised of a number of smaller actions.

Thus, for instance, the act of driving away the calves consists of

a. cutting a branch of the palasa tree

b. dispatching the cows

c. the adhvaryu looking at the sacrificer (yajamana).

Each of these constituent elements is accompanied by mantras, and forms the textual unit for
analysis.

Let us consider the first action — corresponding to the first anuvaka — which concerns the

mantras that accompany the actions related to driving away the calves in order to milk the cow.

35 The text begins with the paradigmatic rite, the darsapiirnamasa (the new- and full-moon rite). This forms the
paradigm for the most basic type of ritual, and the other rituals of this type are only described insofar as they diverge
from this model. The commentator defends, at length, the propriety of beginning with the darsapiirnamasa in the
introduction to the Taittirtya Sambhita. Taittiriya Samhita, 8-9.
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The first constituent action is the cutting of the branch (to use eventually to drive away the
calves). The mantra (the yajur) that accompanies this action is introduced. Then, the
commentator inserts the sections from the Baudhayana and Apastamba kalpasiitras that detail the
precise actions of the adhvaryu and specify how and when the mantra that accompanies the
action is to be recited. The kalpasiitras (the Baudhayana and Apastamba siitras follow the
TaittirTya recension) are ritual manuals that provide detailed descriptions of the actions that the
officiant performs as he recites the mantra. Next, the commentator inserts the section from the
Taittirtya Brahmana that explicates the mantra in question. He may also take this opportunity to
cite Brahmanas from other Vedic recensions that either further explicate the mantra or indicate a
different tradition of interpretation. Lastly, the commentator provides his comment on this
newly-constituted and ramified Vedic text. At the end of each anuvaka, the commentator raises a
few issues of Mimamsa hermeneutics and Paninian grammar that the anuvaka has occasioned,
and resolves these issues. Thus, we are presented with a layered Vedic text, hierarchically
ordered by the ritual action that drives explanation. The commentator describes his methodology

in the invocatory verses of the commentary:

brahmanam kalpasiitre dve mimamsam vyakrtim tatha |

udahrtyatha taih sarvair mantrarthah spastam iryate ||

First the Brahmana, the two Kalpasiitras [Baudhayana and Apastamba], and similarly,
Mitmamsa and Grammar, are adduced; then, with all these [means] the meaning of the

mantras is clearly proclaimed.
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This verse describes the task at hand using the logic of Mimamsa. Recalling the bhavana
analysis, the meaning of the mantras (mantrartha) is the sadhya (the end that is to be brought
about), and the Brahmanas, kalpastitras, Mimamsa and Grammar are the karana (the means to
this end). This is “Applied Mimamsa” in action; the resultant text is precisely the result of
running the data through the Mimamsa code. The ramified Veda is an effect of the adhyayana
vidhi, which mobilizes this method of meaning-making.

Let us turn to the commentary on the Taittirtya Samhita’s mantra section to examine the
elements of this deep structure. My analysis of the commentarial structure shows that the re-
constitution of the Vedic mantras resulted in the radical transformation of the subjectivity of the
reader. That is, to read a Veda so reconstituted -- where the mantras were embedded in their
larger ritual context with the relevant portions of the Brahmana and Srautasiitras quoted in their
entirety — would amount to a radical transformation in the experience of knowing the Veda. We
may think of this as an effort to recreate the $ruti, an unmediated awareness of the Veda. This
mode of commentary brings the Mimamsa doctrine to life. The organization of the commentary
on the mantras serves to vivify the primary Mimamsa hermeneutic principle — that the validity of
the Vedas lies in its injunctive force, and that every section of the text must be hierarchically
subordinated to this overarching ritual purpose.

In some cases, the commentator is quite straightforward in explaining the need to
rearrange the text to facilitate the type of understanding that the adhyayana vidhi requires. Thus,
for instance, noting that the mantras of the vajapeya sacrifice are far removed from the

Brahmana sections explicating those mantras, the commentator defends his decision to interpose
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the mantra texts with the appropriate section from the Taittirtya Brahmana “so that it is easy for
students to understand” (srotfnam pratipattisaukaryaya).>®

Similarly, again in the context of the v@japeya sacrifice, the commentator takes up the
mantras that are governed by the wjjiti, the ritual act of running a chariot race. The injunction that
enjoins this particular ritual act is in a remote section of the Brahmana text, removed from the
mantra section. Thus, the commentator once again interposes the injunction at the beginning of
the section of mantras that concern the running of the chariot race, reproducing the argument for
the primacy of the ritual action in his explanation.?” These examples of textual manipulation and
reorganization show that the exegetes of Srngeri intended to refashion the Vedic texts to reify the
structure of Mimamsa hermeneutics that was, until this moment, no more than an abstraction.

Lastly, the commentary demonstrates that the adhyayana vidhi was indeed thought to
govern the future ritual conduct of the students of the Veda. I have contended that the injunction
to know conditioned the formation of a ritual subject who continued, as long as he performed the
ritual, to be governed by the injunction to know the Veda. Indeed, the ritual was one of the
means of enriching and reifying his knowledge of its meaning. This presumption is explicitly

affirmed in the commentary.

36 The explanation of these v@japeya mantras is taught in the space of eight anuvakas in the Brahmana section,
specifically, in the third prapathaka in the first kanda, beginning with the second anuvaka and culminating in the
ninth anuvaka. Since these two parts — the mantra and brahmana texts dealing with the Vajapeya sacrifice — are
found in far-flung parts of the text, they are not understood as contiguous. Thus, in order to aid the students’
understanding, the mantras are explained together with the brahmana, just as in the sections dealing with the New
and Full Moon and the soma sacrifice that have been attended to already.”

tesam vajapeya-mantranam vyakhyanam brahmana-granthe prathama-kande trtiya-prapathake dvitiyam arabhya
navamantesv astasv anuvakesv amnatam | anayor vajapeya-visayayor mantra-brahmanayor atyanta-viprakrsta-
desa-vartitvena buddhi-samnidhyabhavdc chrotynam pratipatti-saukaryaya pirvokta-darsika-saumika-kandavad
brahmanena sahaiva mantra vyakhydayante |

37 “Because the ujjiti mantras are to be recited during the running of the chariot race, this injunction [that prescribes

the recitation of the ujjiti] should be dragged closer to the injunction to run”
ujjiti-mantranam ratha-dhavana-kale pathaniyatvad dhavana-vidhi-samipa evayam vidhir utkrastavyah |
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At the conclusion of each anuvaka, the commentary takes up questions of Mimamsa
hermeneutics that the ritual actions of the fore-going anuvaka raised. Thus, at the conclusion of
an anuvaka concerning the vajapeya sacrifice, an injunction addressed to the adhvaryu priest
raises doubts regarding the conduct of the sacrificer (yajamana). The anuvaka contains the
following injunction directed to the adhvaryu priest: “He [the adhvaryu] should make the
sacrificer [yajamana] recite the klrpti mantras.” The dilemma occasioned by this injunction is,
should the adhvaryu priest teach the sacrificer (yajamana) the klypti mantras in that moment or
should the sacrificer already know the mantras and their meaning? The commentary concludes
that the sacrificer should already know the klrpti mantras: “Owing to the prescriptive force of the
adhyayana injunction, only one who has studied the Veda and knows the meaning of the Veda
may be a sacrificer [yajamana]. Thus, he [the adhvaryu] should make a learned [sacrificer] recite
the mantras.”®

I now take up a fragment of a short chapter [anuvaka] to limn the precise architecture of
this reconstruction. The second chapter [anuvaka] of the Taittirtya Samhita, which serves to
illustrate the restructuring of the Vedic text, comprises the mantras used in the ritual retrieval of

the sacred grass (which is why the anuvaka is referred to as barhir-aharanam, “retrieving the

sacred grass”) that he spreads over the sacrificial altar. The anuvaka is introduced thus: “The

38 The entire section reads thus: “It is stated in the Vajapeya: ‘he makes the yajamana recite the kirptis. The kirptis
are mantras beginning with ‘ayuryajiiena kalpatam.’ In this case, he could make either the one who knows the
mantra and its meaning or the one who is ignorant recite the mantras, since the injunction does not say something to
effect, ‘he should make the one who knows recite.” So, it is possible that having tutored the ignorant patron at that
time, he should make him recite [the mantras]. If this is your position, we don’t agree, since, owing to the
prescriptive force of the adhyayana injunction, only one who has studied the Veda, which is to say has learned the
Veda, is patron [yajamana]. Thus, he [the adhvaryu] should make a learned [patron] recite the mantras.”

vajapeye Srityate klrptiryajamanam vacayatiti | ayuryajiiena kalpatamityadayo mantrah klrptayah | tatra
mantratadarthabhijiiam anabhijiiam cobhavapi vacayet vidvamsam vacayedityevam visesasyasravanat | anibhijiiam
tadaiva siksayitvapi vacayitum sakyatvaditi cenmaivam | adhyaynavidhibaldadadhitavedasya viditavedarthasaiva
yajamanatvat | tasmadabhijiiameva vacayet |
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driving away of the calves (vatsapakarana) was stated in the first (previous) anuvaka. In the
second (the present anuvaka) is stated the retrieval of the ritual grass.” As we noted earlier, the
overarching hermeneutic principle remains the Vedic ritual, as the ritual action dictates the
categorization of the text into anuvakas, which we may think of as ritemes. Thus, this anuvaka is
the riteme of retrieving the grass for the altar. Having introduced the general topic of discussion,
the commentary takes up the mantras in turn, beginning with “yajfiasya ghosad asi.” The

commentary is as follows:

Baudhayana employs the first mantra in addressing the horse’s rib: “Having picked [it
up], he [the adhvaryu] addresses it [with the mantra): yajiiasya ghosad asi.” Apastamba
on the other hand states: “[With these words] yajiiasya ghosad asi, he [the adhvaryu)
addresses the garhapatya [fire].” ghosad is a term for wealth. “O horse’s rib, you are
[asi] the means to accomplish the sacrifice [yajfiasya].” Or else one may construe these
words with “O garhapatya fire.” On this point the Brahmana states: “yajiiasya ghosad
asi is stated. He [the adhvaryu priest] thus endows the sacrificer with wealth.” rayim

[from the Brahmana] means wealth.

Even this rather short example of the commentary shows what I mean by the radical
reconstitution of the Vedic text. Here the mantra text (yajfiasya ghosad asi), which we may
expect would have been memorized by any prospective reader of the commentary, is sliced up
and reconstituted with the three principle sources of meaning: the kalpasiitra texts of
Baudhayana and Apastamba, the Taittirtya Brahmana, and the commentator’s explication. The
hermeneutic frame is the ritual. The mantras are made sense of by relating them to the ritual
action. The Srauta texts set the ritual context in which the mantras are to be uttered. Baudhayana
maintains that the adhvaryu priest, having picked up the horse’s rib, addresses it with this

mantra. Apastamba, on the other hand, states that the adhvaryu addresses the garhapatya fire
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with this mantra. With these siitra texts the commentary has recontextualized the fragment of
mantra, connecting it to the action of the ritual.

Next, the commentator provides his own explanation of the fragment. He explains that
the word “ghosad” of the mantra means wealth and refers, in this case, to the horse’s rib, since it
is the means of successfully performing the ritual. As before, the mantra is meaningfully
imbricated with the ritual. Finally, the commentary cites the relevant portion of the Brahmana
text that refers to this mantra. Brahmana texts usually connect the action to some advantage or
gain, either physical or spiritual. In this case, because the word “ghosad” is interpreted to mean
wealth, the Brahmana encourages the performance of the action by claiming that it results in the
adhvaryu priest endowing the sacrificer (vajamana) with wealth. In enmeshing the text of the
mantra in the web of these three networks of meaning, the commentary creates a new experience

of the mantra, the text of which is always already lodged in the memory of the reader.

At the Margins of the Mantras

At the end of each anuvaka, the commentary provides a versified summary of ritual
application (viniyoga-samgraha), which, as an aide-memoire to the reader, links a fragment of
the mantra with the ritual action that accompanies its utterance. For example, at the end of the

anuvaka regarding the retrieval of the ritual grass, the viniyoga-samgraha is as follows:

Having addressed the fire with the words “yajiiasya” etc., he heats the sword with the
words “pratyu” etc. He mutters the words “preyam” etc., and then with the words
“devanam’” etc., the boundary of the darbha is made of fistfuls. With the words “deva”
etc., having bound up the sacred grass, and having placed the blade on the joint [of the

grass], with the words “@cchetta” etc., he should cut the grass, and with the words “deva”
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etc., he should touch the root, and then with the words “saha” etc., he should touch

himself,3’

This verse recapitulates for the reader the relevant information from the fore-going
anuvaka. It is a handy mnemonic that the sacrificer can rely on to trigger his memory of the
mantras and the ritual actions that accompany them. The link between actions and words that has
been forged in the commentary on individual verses is here cemented, as is the point that the
overarching hermeneutic telos of the Vedic sentences is the ritual. The final element of “Applied
Mimamsa” is evident in the discussion of knotty ritual problems evinced in the fore-going
anuvaka. The commentary applies, in a “teachable moment,” Mimamsa principles of Vedic
hermeneutics to a particular problem in performing the ritual. Let us, once again, consider an
example of Mimamsa analysis from the anuvaka that we have discussed above — the anuvaka

concerning the driving away of the calves (vatsapakarana).

Now for the Mimamsa: In the first section of the fifth book [of the MTmamsasutra] the
topic of critical discussion is the question of validity with regard to the sequence of

reciting the Veda:

Prima facie view:

With regard to the fore-offerings (prayaja), is there any sequence or not? There is none,
because of the absence of either sruti (i.e. a direct Vedic expression of the sequence) or
artha (i.e. the sequence is understood by making sense of the words).

This is not the case, because the sequence is fixed by the order of the recitation (i.e. the

order in which the ritual actions are read in the text).

3 yajiasyetyagnimamantrya pratyu datrasya tapanam | preyam japati devanam darbhasima’tha mustitah || deveti
darbhansamyamya parva samsthapya datrakam | dcchecchindyaddeva miillam sprsetsvam ca sahetyatah ||
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In the case of the statement ‘the adhvaryu priest, having initiated the householder (i.e. the
yajamana), afterwards initiates the brahman priest. Then the udgatr priest and then the
hoty priest,” we understand the sequence of actions through the direct expression (sruti)
of the absolutive suffix (ktva) or the fifth case (the ablative, as in the particle tatah
meaning “consequently”). In the fore-offerings there is no such direct expression. The
text states: ‘he offers the samids,” ‘he offers the taniinapat.” With regard to these two
offerings, of the samid and taniinapat verses, there is no word that expresses the
sequence. Or, as in the case of the two utterances ‘he performs the agnihotra sacrifice’
and ‘he cooks the rice gruel.” In this case, insofar as the rice gruel is a means to
performing the offering, it makes sense (artha) that it (the cooking of the rice gruel)
should precede the performance of the agnihotra (since it is a means to consummating
the ritual). But, the offering of the samid is not a means of performing the other rite, in
the way that the rice gruel is in fact a means. Now, you may argue that there is
discernable sequence because there are no grounds for presumption. We disagree: we
should accept the sequence that is understood through the recitation of the text, given that
there is no obstacle to this understanding. It is on the basis of this rule alone that the
sequence of the ritual actions of driving away the calves and procuring the sacred grass,
which have been stated by the first and the second anuvakas respectively, is

demonstrated.*?

In this section on Mimamsa, the commentary addresses a hermeneutic issue occasioned by the
ritual actions prescribed by the first and second anuvakas. The problem, which is discussed at
length in Mimamsa, is how to determine the sequence in which ritual actions are to be

performed. Mimamsa recommends six pramanas or proof when we are presented with an

40 atha mimamsa | tatra pathasyanukrame pramanyam ity ayam arthah paiicamadhyayasya prathama-pade
vicaritah | prayajesu kramo nasti vidyate va na vidyate | Sruti-arthabhavato maivam kramah pathan niyamyate ||
yvatha adhvaryur grhapatim diksayitva brahmanam diksayati | tata udgataram tato hotaram ity atra ktva-srutya
paricami-srutya ca kramah pratiyate | na tathd praydjesu srutir asti | samidho yajati tanii-napatam yajatity atra
samid-yaga-tanii-napad-yagayoh krama-vacinah sabdasyadarsanat | yathd va agnihotram juhoti yavagium pacatity
atra yavagva homa-sadhanatvena pirva-bhavitvam arthikam na tatha samid-yagasyetara-yaga-sadhanatvam asti |
ato rthapatter apy abhavan ndasti karma iti cet | maivam | vakya-pathena pratitasya kramasya
badhakabhavenabhyupeyatvat | anenaiva nydyena prathama-dvitiyabhyam anuvakabhyam uktayor vatsapakarana-
barhih-sampadanayoh kramo drastavyah |

Taittiriya Samhita, 47.
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injunction of application [prayoga-vidhi]. These are: sruti (explicit expression in the text), artha
(the meaning), patha (the recitation), sthana (the location), mukhya (the principal), and pravritti
(the procedure). Each of these pramanas is stronger than the following pramana. Thus, sruti or
direct expression is the most powerful or decisive whereas pravrtti or procedure is the weakest.

The issue occasioned in this instance is that the text does not clearly indicate whether the
vatsapakarana (driving away of the calves) or the barhir-aharana (procuring of the ritual grass)
should be performed first. Were the text to read: “having driven away the calves, the adhvaryu
priest should collect the ritual grass,” we would know (through the pramana of sruti or direct
expression of the absolutive suffix, denoted in English with ‘having _ ’) the sequence of
actions. Or were the text to state that the action of driving away the calves should serve as a
means of procuring the grass, then we would know (through the pramana of artha or sense) the
sequence. But in the absence of either of these two pramanas how should we determine the
sequence in which these actions are to be completed? As the analysis of Mimamsa helps
determine, given the absence of these two more decisive pramanas, the ritual performer should
resort to the third pramana, namely, patha or the sequence in which different actions are actually
found in the text. In this case, since the chapter (anuvaka) dealing with the driving away of the
calves (vatsapakarana) precedes the chapter detailing the collection of ritual grass (barhir-
aharana), the conclusive Mimamsa position is that those two ritual acts be performed in the
order that they appear in the text.

The battery of interpretive elements and their hierarchical organization demonstrates the
organizational logic of the commentary: the knowledgeable performance of Vedic ritual.
Nevertheless, these interpretive supports — the kalpasiitras, the Brahmanas and the

commentator’s own glosses -- can only make sense of the text of the Vedas. Mimamsa remains
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critical to resolving doubts at the sentential level that denotative or connotative analyses of words
cannot. Mimamsa, imposing the simple hermeneutic principle that the Veda is authoritative only
insofar as it enjoins ritual action, games out an impressive battery of hierarchically organized
interpretive principles. The commentary is, in effect, a science of making the Mimamsa concrete.
It takes us from Veda to vedi, from text to altar. In this passage from text to practice we find the

modes of constituting the ideal agent of action: Homo Vedicus.

1t’s the Veda All the Way Up

I have contended that the commentarial corpus generated by the exegetes of Srigeri
produced a totalizing vision of monastic authority that sought to subjugate (in the sense of
constituting as subject) a range of religious actors. Thus far, I have shown the interpretive
framework in which, and through which, the ideal religious agent — the Vedic ritualist — came to
be formed. The process of formation spanned a range of modalities. In the Introduction, I
surveyed the productive conditions that made possible the emergence and cultivation of certain
modes of life, namely, the Vedic teacher, the Vedic ritualist, the intellectual, the student. I
classified these generative capacities wielded by the matha under the paradigm of the gift (dana).
In the first part of this chapter, I have examined, in detail, the workings of the restrictive
dimensions of subject-formation, a complex of factors that I have classified under the paradigm
of the injunction (vidhi). In the next section, I demonstrate the expansion of this paradigm of
subject-formation upwards and downwards, following the normative hierarchy of the
varnasrama system. First, I show how the Vedic vidhi was expanded downwards, to encompass
the dharmasastra texts and thus all normative action. Next, I show how the ritual itself was

interpreted to provide the sacrificer with an escape from the cycle of liberation. The texts
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transform the ritual and the ends to which it is performed by the application of a hybrid
Mimamsa-Vedanta hermeneutics. These alterations to Mimamsa interpretive assumptions were
derived from Sankara’s Upanisadic hermeneutics. Thus, by infusing the interpretation of ritual
with knowledge, the matha establishes a hermeneutic link between the two idealized subjects it
sought to govern, the man of ritual (the sacrificer) and the man of knowledge (the samnyasin).

The epistemic and normative basis for the Veda to govern religious activity was limited
by the Mimamsakas to the sole subject of the Vedic injunction: the twice-born initiate who,
having graduated from his Vedic studies, would embark, following marriage, upon a life of ritual
performance. The vidhi’s operation did not extend beyond this singular ritual subject;
samnyasins were beyond its scope. Their pursuit of liberation through knowledge did not depend
upon action. Thus, they were beyond the realm of dharma. On the other end of the hierarchy, the
Mimamsakas could not imbue the normative regime envisioned by the Smrti texts with the same
kind of iron-clad epistemic basis as they did the Vedas.

The Smrti tradition enjoyed a conventional validity by virtue of its dependence upon the
transcendent and intrinsic validity of the Veda. The exegetes of Srigeri transformed this
fragmentary picture into a vision of total Vedic domination. Key to this enterprise was the
imposition of a hierarchy of human ends (purusarthas) that would inform the cultivation of a
range of religious subjectivities. With the imposition of such a hierarchy, it was possible to
fashion a narrative of religious progress.

In this section of the chapter, I explore the textual strategies that the hermeneuts of
Srigeri employed to bring into being this spectrum of religious experience, ascending from the
dharmic acts of good people, which resulted in a variety of immediate and immanent results on

to the mechanistic performance of the Vedic ritual, which produced lackluster post-mortem
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results, to the knowledgeable performance of the ritual, which produced the conditions for the
ritual performed to transcend the very realm of ritual. Further, I show how the scholars of Srageri
turned Mimamsa hermeneutics on its head by bringing Sankara’s hermeneutics to bear upon the
ritual. These hermeneutic innovations repaired the broken world of Vedic sacrifice, which had
long been severed from the Upanisads. The hermeneuts of Srigeri unified the long-separated
worlds of action and knowledge, by applying the logic of each to the other. In so unifying the
Vedic world, the matha fashioned the religious domain that it alone could govern. Monastic
power was thus hewn out of the undifferentiated mass of the Vedic corpus. The matha
constructed the edifice of its power by bestowing form and function upon this sprawling mass of
texts.

Let us first consider how the commentaries characterized the dominion governed by the
Vedas. I have already shown that the adhyayana vidhi was deployed to define the life of the
Vedic ritualist, but that is only part of the story. The commentaries took an expansive view of the
scope of the Veda, and, in particular, the power of the vidhi to govern forms of life other than
that of the Vedic ritualist. This approach is fleshed out in a discussion on the meaning of the term
dharma in the Parasaramdadhaviya. Going against the Mimamsa grain, the author takes an

expansive view of the scope of the term. Let us examine this passage in some detail.

The word “beneficial” (hitam) indicates the purpose [of the root text, the Parasarasmrti],
for dharma is beneficial insofar as it is the means to the desired result. That result is two-
fold: immanent (aihikam) and transcendent (amusmika). Immanent results such as
prosperity etc., are brought about by means of such (smarta) rites as the astaka.
Transcendent results are two-fold: post-mortem prosperity (abyudaya) and the highest

end (liberation, nihsreyasa). With regard to these two, dharma is the direct means to post-
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mortem prosperity (abhyudaya). Liberation (nihsreyasa), on the other hand, occurs

(mediately) by means of the arising of the awareness of reality.*!

This is a significant expansion of the scope of dharma. In the Mimamsa discourse, the
Vedic injunction is the only means to know dharma, which is nothing other than the particular
coalescence of Vedic ritual actions. The commentary on the Rgveda Sambhita explicitly invokes

this sense of dharma:

With regard to the second of Jaimini’s siitra, those who are steeped in the tradition have

stated a pair of restrictions, namely, that the Vedic injunction alone is a valid means of

knowing dharma, and that the injunction is a means of knowing dharma alone.”*?

How do we get from the narrow definition of the dharma of the Vedic commentaries to

this expansive notion of the term that comprehends all manner of virtuous action? The

1 hitam ity anena Sabdena prayojanam nirdisyate | abhimata-phala-sadhanatvam hi dharmasya hitatvam | tac ca
phalam dvedha | aikhikam amusmikam ca iti | astakadi-sadhyam pusty-adikam aihikam | amusmikam dvedhd |
abhyudayo nihsreyasam ca | tatrabhyudayasya saksat sadhanatvam | nihsreyasasya tu tattva-jiianotpadanadvarena
Madhava, Parasara Smrti, 1.1:52.

42 The commentator goes on to say, “In order to prove the first of these conditions (that the injunction alone is valid
with regard to dharma), the view that dharma is an object of direct perception is refuted in the fourth sitra. “Direct
perception is not a means (as regards dharma) because it apprehends presently-occurring objects.” Dharma, which
will only arise after the ritual has been performed, is not fit for direct perception, insofar as it does not exist
previously. Even in the future, insofar as it is not possessed of form and the like, it is not apprehended by the sense
faculties. Therefore, everybody agrees that it [dharma] is invisible. Nor is it an object of inference since it lacks the
inferential mark [linga]. If you should contend that the inferential marks of dharma and adharma are present in
contentment and suffering, we whole-heartedly agree. But that very relation between the inferential mark and its
bearer can be known through the Veda alone. Thus, the injunction alone is valid.”

Jaiminiye ca dvitiyasiitre codanaiva dharme pramanam | codana pramanameveti niyamadvayam
sampradayavidbhirabhihitam | codanaivetyamumarthamupapadayitum catirthasitre pratyaksavisayatvam
dharmasya nirakrtam | pratyaksamanimittam vidyamanopalambhanatvatiti | anusthanadiirdhvamutpatsyamanasya
dharmasya pirvamavidyamanatvanna pratyaksayogyatasti | uttarakale 'pi ripadirahityannendriyairavagamyate |
ata evadrstamiti sarvairabhidhiyate | limgarahityannanumanavisayatvamapyasti | sukhaduhkhe
dharmadharmayorlimgamiti cet badham | ayamapi limgalimgibhavo vedenaiva gamyate | tatascodanaiva dharme
pramanam |

Miiller, Rig-Veda-Samhita, 1:18.
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Parasarasmrti quotes the following verses from a text named the Anusdsanika, which clarifies

the many senses in which dharma operates:

For those who inquire into dharma, Sruti is the primary means of knowing (pramana) it,
the dharmasastra is the second, but the experience of humans (loka-samgraha) counts as

a third.

Thus, Sruti (the Veda), Smrti and the behavior of virtuous and respected members of the
community (sistacara) are all considered sources of dharma. This requires the exegetes of
Srigeri to comprehend the vidhi in a far more expanded sense. After all, the Mimamsakas were
mostly concerned to understand the special epistemic nature of the Vedic vidhi, which enjoined
rituals that did not, for the most part, result in ordinary worldly profit. As the Mimamsakas
would argue, humans are by their very nature driven to profit and pleasure. Further they know
the worldly means to such worldly ends. The Vedic vidhi cannot enjoin behavior that is already
self-evident to humans; this would undermine the very special epistemic status and function
accorded to the vidhi, which informs us of the workings of a transcendent causal structure,
wherein the performance of a ritual — known to man from the Veda alone — produces some
transcendent result, such as heaven. It is true that certain Vedic rituals could be performed to
cause worldly results (a whole range of kamyestis serve these ends, such as progeny, rain or
cattle), but, nevertheless, even these rituals, which produce some immanent end, partake in an
invisible and transcendent causal system. Humans do not need a vidhi to inform them of causal
structures of which they are already aware. They do not, for instance, need a Vedic vidhi to know

that by waging war upon an enemy they may acquire greater dominion.*

# The Sruti has stated: “All these will share in a better world.” Through conduct proper to one’s station, which is
enjoined [by the Veda], is there the acquisition of the desirable, transcendent end. The negation of that which is
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The author of the Parasaramadhaviya presents the matha’s case in the familiar form of

the dialectic.

The word “dharma” indicates the subject matter: dharma is that which supports
(dharayati from dhr) prosperity and the highest end (abhyudaya and nihsreyasa), insofar
as dharma is the means to these ends. The sutra regarding the injunction (codana-siitra;
Mrtmamsa Sttra 1.1.2: codanalaksano rtho dharmah) establishes dharma by means of its
defining characteristic and by means of an instrument of knowing (pramana).

But, is it not the case that something (dharma) that is known only through the injunction
(codana) cannot be the subject matter of the Smrti, because we understand the subject
matter (of a pramana) to be something that cannot be known by any other means. Now,
you may think that though dharma is known about through the injunction alone, still it is
summarized [in the Smrti], with the purpose of making clear the sequence of ritual
performance. This is accomplished through the removal of praise-statements (artha-vada)
and by compiling the variants that are recorded in other recensions.

That’s not so, because dharma is summarized in just that way in the kalpasiitras (the

ritual manuals).

undesired, a constant hell, obtained through conduct that is prohibited, is called prayascitta (expiation), and it has
been clarified in the teaching. Dharma, which is predominantly concerned with the transcendent, has two modes:
expiation and conduct, such is the view with regard to Vedic dharma. Vedic dharma consists of the agnihotra
(ritual), conduct consists of their performance; when one performs these contrary to the prescriptions, he should
perform the expiations that are clearly spelled out in the Veda. The authors of the kalpasiitras have detailed both
Vedic practices — rituals and expiations, but they have not spoken of conventional action (vyavahara). In just the
same way, this teacher (Parasara), wishing to declare the smarta dharma, which is primarily concerned with the
transcendent, (Parasara, the author of the text) has voiced those two sections.

Objection: Is it not the case that as regards conventional behavior, which is to be understood through the injunction,
it is dharmic? Absolutely, but its dharmic nature remains employed in the conventional world. Just as the Vedic
rituals such as the kariri have a single visible end, so too conventional action results in profit, devotion and fame.
Just as to the winner go the spoils and the conquered suffers the rod, so these two (profit and punishment) are
heaven and hell, engendered by injunction and prohibition.”

ete sarve punya-loka bhavantiti Srutir jagau | vihitad asramacarad istaptim paralaukikim || prasakto narako’ nisto
nisiddhdcaranena yah | tannivrttih sphutd sastre prayascittabhidhayint || paraloka-pradhanasya dharmasyaisa
dvayr gatih | prayascittam tathdacarah sraute dharme tatheksandt || Sratue dharme’ gnihotradir dcaras tadanusthitih
| ayatha-vidhy-anusthane prayascittam srutau srutam || kalpasiitrakrtah Sraute prayascittam anusthitim |asttrayann
ubhe eva vyavaharam tu nabruvan || tadvad evdayam dacaryah paralokapradhanakam | smarttam dharmam vivaksuh
san kandadvayam avocata || nanu codanaya gamye vyavahare’ pi dharmata | astiti ced astu sa tu loke’ sminn
upayujyate || kariry-adi-srauta-dharmo drstaika-phalako yatha | labha-puja-khyati-matra-phala vyavahrtis tatha ||
Jetur labhadikam tadvat parajetus ca dandanam | tav eva svarga-narakau vihita-pratisiddhajau ||
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Thus, fearing that the Smrti texts do not deal with dharma, he (the author, Parasara) has
said, “the [object picked out by the word dharma] is the purification rite (Saucdacara).”
The sense is as follows: Dharma is of two types, srauta (Vedic) dharma and smarta
dharma (dharma proper to Smrti). With regard to these two, the dharma that consists in
the darsapiirnamasa ritual, which is directly read in a Vedic passage that is available to
us, and which is preceded by the ritual kindling of the Vedic fires, that is srauta (Vedic)
dharma. Smarta dharma, on the other hand, consists in rites such as the rite of
purification (Sauca) and sipping water (@Gcamana), which are based on a lost or

unavailable Vedic recension, the contents of which must be inferred.**

In this passage, the commentator expends considerable hermeneutic effort in trying to show that
the Smrti texts also teach dharma, even though Mimamsa puts all its exegetic eggs in a single
basket, namely, that the Veda (the Vedic injunction, to be precise) is the sole means of knowing
dharma. The smarta proviso, invoked here, contends that there are a number of Vedic texts (or
recensions) that have been lost; the Smrti authors have based their smarta dharma on those lost
Vedas. Thus, where there is a smarta rule, we may reasonably infer the presence of a now-lost
Vedic injunction.

The scholars of Srigeri, in extending the ambit of the Vedic vidhi to comprehend worldly
conduct (vyavahara), acknowledge that the operation of this type of dharma is entirely confined
to the immanent frame; the results of these actions are entirely conventional: profit, praise, fame.
Still, in undertaking this consequential expansion of the scope of the vidhi, the hermeneuts of

Srigeri are engaged in a familiar hermeneutic practice — they are merely making explicit and

4 dharma-$abdena visayo nirdisyate | abhyudaya-nihsreyase sadhanatvena dharayatiti dharmah | sa laksana-
pramanabhyam codand-sitrair vyavasthapitah | nanu codanavagamyasya na smrtivisayatvam |
sarvatrananyalabhyasyaiva visayatvavagamat | atha manyase codana-gamyo’ pi arthavada-pariharena sakhantara-
gata-visesopasamharena ca anusthana-krama-saukaryaya samgrhyata iti | tan na | kalpasitresu tatha samgrhitatvat
| ato na dharmasya visayatvam ity asankyaha | saucacaram iti | ayam bhavah | dvi-vidho dharmah | srautah
smartasca | tatra agny-adhanadi-pirvako’ dhita-pratyaksavedamiilo darsapurnamasadih srautah | anumita-
paroksasakhamiilah saucacamanadih smartah |
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concrete something that Mimamsakas have implicitly accepted. This is evident, in particular, in
the Mimamsification of the Smrti text; the hermeneuts apply arguments developed by Kumarila
Bhatta to prove the validity of the Parasarasmrti.*> They adduce a passage from the Taittirya
Aranyaka that attests to the fact that Parasara was the father of Vyasa: “Vyasa, the son of
Parasara, has indeed said,” which proves that Parasara is a Vedic authority. Without attending to
the issues this position creates for the claim regarding the eternality of the Veda (which
precludes therefore the mention, in the text, of historical persons), the hermeneuts show that this
proves that Parasara enjoys the same status as Manu.

As the coup de grdce to these arguments regarding the validity of the Smrti text in
enjoining humans to dharmic action, the commentator responds to the objection that there is no

root injunction that proves the validity of the smarta canon:

And, as for the notion that we cannot find any root-injunction, that too is baseless. The
Taittirtya Aranyaka states, “The great sacrifices are five in number; they are ever
performed and they are ever established. They are: the sacrifice to the gods, to the
ancestors, to beings, to humans, and to Brahman.” On the basis of statements such as this,
we are aware of the Vedic injunctions that form the basis of the dharma that is known
through the Smrtis (smarta-dharma)... In cases where we cannot find a Vedic injunction
governing, for instance, rituals of purification (Saucadi), such an injunction ought to be

imagined. This is why Kumarila Bhatta has stated: “It is proper to think of the Smrtis as a

45 Kumarila, for instance, argues that the Vedas themselves prove the reliability of the Manusmrti because the Veda
makes mention of a Manu. Acutely aware that to admit that an historical person finds mention in the Veda would
amount to an admission of the historicity and thus non-eternality of the Veda, Kumarila advances the same argument
regarding Manu that Mimamsakas make about the divinities. They argue that the gods mentioned in the Vedas are
not individual beings who have some historic existence; rather, these are merely offices that are held by different
manifestations in the different iterations of the universe. Thus, there is no individual Indra per se, there is merely the
office of Indra, which is eternally manifest. Similarly, there is merely the office of Manu, which is occupied by
different persons in different times. The scholars of Srigeri use this argument to defend the validity and eternality of
the Pardsarasmrti. These hermeneuts point, specifically, to two different mentions of Manu in the Vedic corpus.
First, from the Taittiriya Samhita, “Moreover, that which Manu has stated, that is medicine,” (vad vai kimca manur
avadat tad bhesajam) and “He should create those two dhayya rks that belong to Manu,” (manavi rcau dhayye
kuryat). Madhava, Parasara Smrti, 1.1:7-8.
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valid means of knowing (pramana), because, first, they are taught by followers of the
Veda, and further, owing to the certitude with which these teachers accept the Smrti, and

lastly, because an underlying Vedic text may be imagined.*®

As with the adhyayana vidhi, the scholars of Srigeri have found a Vedic injunction to govern the
regulation of dharmic action that is not strictly Vedic in nature. As the commentator explains in

the section dedicated to ascertaining entitlement (adhikara):

Through reflection upon the question of the entitled agent, the distinction of the stated
subjects is established on the basis of the use of the word om and the word atha. It is well
known that the members of the three varnas alone are entitled to the $ruti (the Veda); the
sacred syllable om is of that kind, because the Veda states: “They do not wish that the
savitri (mantra), the pranava (omi) and the good fortune of the Yajus be for women and
sidras.” Thus, since the word atha and all works of human origin are meant for the
members of all the varnas, this very work (the Pardsarasmrti) is suitable for all people (to

study).*’

To explain, the commentators interpret the fact that the Parasarasmrti begins with the word atha
to mean that the text is open to being studied by all people, including women and $tidras, the
social categories excluded from the study of the Veda. Thus, through the study of this smarta

commentary, Vedic government, administered by the matha, is extended to every single member

46 yd ca mila-bhiita-codananupalabdhi-riipa-nyasta sapy asiddhd | ‘paica va ete mahdyajiiah satati pratayante
satati santistante — devayajniah pitryajiio bhiitayajiio manusyayajiio brahmayajiiah’ | ityadinam smartta-dharma-
mitla-bhiita-codananam upalambhat | yatrapi saucadau codand nopalabhyate tatrapi sa sambhavyate | tatha
coktam bhattdacaryaih - ‘vaidhikaih smaryamanatvat tat-parigraha-dardhyatah | sambhavya-veda-milatvat
smrtinam manatocita ||

Madhava, 1.1:11-12.

47 adhikari-paryalocanenapi om-karatha-sabdayor ukta-visayavyavastha siddhyati | traivarpika-matradhikara hi

Srutih prasiddha | om-karasca tathavidhah | ‘savitrim pranavam yajurlaksmim stri-Siidraya necchanti’ iti Sruteh |
atha-sabdasya paruseya-granthanam ca sarva-varna-visayatvat sa eva tesu yogyah |
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of society. Dharma is universalized through these two hermeneutic interventions — the vidhi and
adhikara — to encompass all subjects as subject to dharma. Still, the logic of assimilation through
subordination ensures that the inclusion of these formerly-excluded persons — women and $tdras
— does not thereby result in equality before the dharma. Women and $tdras, though admitted into
the dharmic fold, are kept at its margins, as their principal role is to serve (susriisa) others.

In this section, I have shown how the matha mobilized the restrictive capacities of the
two key interpretive categories, vidhi and adhikara, in concert with the Mimamsa hermeneutic of
assimilation through subordination to effectively universalize the Vedic religion to members of
all social groups. The Smrti texts are subordinated to the independent and intrinsic validity of the
Veda. The study of the Smrti is authorized and enjoined upon all human beings by the Veda
itself. The vidhi and adhikara, together with the pervasive interpretive structure of assimilation
through subordination, were the key interpretive technologies that constituted the monastic

governmentality evinced in this commentarial corpus.

The Great Rupture

Thus far, I have told a story of Srngeri’s exposition of a Vedic religion firmly rooted in
action. I have demonstrated how the exegetes of Srigeri mobilized the capacity of the Vedas to
impel authorized ritual agents to argue for the Veda’s universal religious sovereignty.

At this juncture, I turn to the final movement of synthesis, which consists of unifying the
ritual portion of the Vedas (karma-kanda) with its gnostic section (jriana-kanda). As the
standard-bearer of Sankaracarya’s brand of Advaita (non-dual) Vedanta, the matha at Srngeri
was particularly well positioned to repair the rupture that its purported founder had created — the

rupture between the world of action and the world of knowledge. In order to comprehend the
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complexity of this synthesis we return, briefly, to Mimamsa hermeneutics, and to the
transformations of the structure that Sankara’s Upanisadic hermeneutics wrought.

My intention in revisiting my description of Mimamsa hermeneutics is to highlight the
profound fashion in which Sankara reimagined and transformed certain interpretive techniques to
produce a theory of Brahman, and further, to reveal the manner in which the scholars of Srageri
carried out this mission to its logical conclusion. Sarnkara’s theological projected was aimed at
investigating the nature of ultimate reality, and his systematic theology was grounded in
interpreting the Upanisads. The scholars of Srigeri applied this system equally to the ritual,
using Sankara’s Upanisadic interpretive techniques to comprehend the whole Veda. Their goal
was different than Sankara’s: it was to demonstrate the unity of the Vedic system, and to
subsume in this unity the hierarchy of subjectivities that this unified Veda governed. Thus, in this
comparative analysis, I touch upon three dimensions of Mimamsa hermeneutics that Sankara
fashioned to serve his own theological project, and show how the exegetes of Srigeri, master
bricoleurs, used these techniques to transform what it meant to know and follow the Veda.

First, I discuss the difference between the ends of Mimamsa and the ends of Advaita
Vedanta, an elaboration of the distinction between a s@dhya (the object of bhavand, or an end
that must be brought about through action) and a siddha (an already-existent entity that is the
object of knowledge). Second, I show how the matha employed Saikara’s innovations on
Mimamsa hermeneutics to create a novel form of ritual subjectivity -- the ritual performer who
was motivated by the knowledge of the ultimate rather than by a desire for post-mortem results.
This re-interpretation of the ritual using a Vedanta hermeneutics engendered a mode of ritual
performance that combined the ends of knowledge with the technology of action. Lastly, I show

how the scholars of Srigeri bridged the worlds of action and knowledge by articulating a
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hierarchical range of subjectivities, ascending from action alone to knowledge alone. This
hierarchy culminated in the subjectivity of the samnyasin, the other Homo Vedicus in this story,
and the subject of the next chapter.

As I have shown above, the Mimamsa advanced the view that Vedic injunctions were
alone independently valid means of knowing (pramana) dharma and realizing heaven. The
theory of bhavana (the capacity of certain linguistic forms to bring things into being) analyzes
injunctive statements into the respective elements required to bring about a desired end. Thus,
the entitled agent (adhi-kartr) employs some instrument (karana) according to the procedure
specified (itikartavyata) to bring about some desired end (s@dhya). This singular capacity of the
Veda to enjoin a human agent to bring about a future state of affairs (s@dhya) arises in virtue of
the fact that the Veda neither has a personal author (apauruseya) nor is it created (nitya). The
Veda is valid only insofar as it provides knowledge about this s@dhya. Thus, the Mimamsakas
cannot consider as independently valid any Vedic statement that appears to describe empirical
reality, for in order for the Veda to describe some existing entity (siddha), it would have to have
been created. Thus, the Mimamsakas insist upon interpreting all statements that seem to express
some siddha entity as arthavadas, statements that have no independent validity (svarthe
pramanya) but are valid only insofar as they are subordinated as supplementing some injunctive
statement (vidhi). Thus, all statements about the world as it is are meaningless in themselves;
they are meaningful only insofar as — by being successfully assimilated to some injunctive

statement — they promote the performance of the act enjoined by the primary statement.*®

48 The theory of the arthavada, in other words the claim that numerous Vedic statements are not independently
valid, but may be dependently valid only insofar as they may be related, in a subordinate position, to an injunctive
statement, renders great swathes of the Veda ultimately meaningless. Kumarila Bhatta recognized that a hermeneutic
stance such as this required explanation. Indeed, in his view, the inexplicability of great numbers of Vedic
statements (arthavadas) only strengthens the Mimamsa interpretation of the Veda. After all, Kumarila argues, the
very existence and frequency of these enigmatic statements, which are connected to injunctive statements through
tortured explanations, is evidence of the non-human character of the Veda. For no human would ever compose a text
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Sankara, interested in demonstrating that the Upanisads are the only means of knowing
Brahman, the ultimate and non-dual reality, employed Mimamsa hermeneutics even as he
rejected its cardinal premise. He was, after all, interested in proving that a siddha entity
(Brahman), which always already exists, is the only and ultimately real entity. Thus, he could not
accept the logic of the ritual hermeneutics which claimed that the Veda is valid only insofar as it
enjoins a human agent to perform the ritual to gain heaven. Sankara proposed the great divorce:
he severed the Upanisads from the ritual portion (karmakanda) of the Veda, cleaving the sphere
of knowledge, which alone results in liberation, from the ever-replicating world of ritual action.
Sankara accepted the Mimamsa analysis of the Veda, he simply limited its scope. He argued that
the Mimamsa logic of ritual applies only to the Veda of injunctions, subjects, objects, and desire.
Sankara’s program of liberation (mukti) affirmed the world of ritual, the world of agents and
objects, even as it charted a course to freedom, which consisted in transcending the bonds of
conventional reality. He therefore accepted that the Vedas were the only means of knowing
dharma, and the means of attaining heaven. But, he argued, the Vedas (in the form of the
Upanisadsm or the Vedanta) were also the only means of knowing Brahman, the ultimate
(siddha) reality.

In other words, Sankara’s hermeneutics had to contend with the limited, injunctive, sense
in which the Mimamsakas considered the Vedas to be a valid means of knowing. According to

this view, the Mimamsakas interpreted the Upanisads, which Sankara saw as an independently

as complicated and opaque in its purport as the Veda. In other texts, which are known to have human authors, we do
not find such strange statements.

nityatva sati yesam hi klesena vidhi-yojana | tan krtvadhyapayan karta susamatvam vyajej jadaih || na ca tadrsa-
vakya-sesa-mudrapi kalpasitradigranthesu ka cid asti yad-balenakrtakatvam esam avasiyate |

For, given that these texts (the arthavadas) are eternal, it is very difficult to construe them with the injunction. An
agent who, having composed them (arthavadas), teaches them, he should drive away ease of comprehension,
together with dunces. There is not even a whiff of such statements (arthavadas) in the Kalpasiitras, on the strength
of which (absence) we may conclude that these texts (arthavada) do not have human composers.

Tantravartika, 176.
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valid means of knowing Brahman, as arthavada, which derived meaning only insofar as it
encouraged humans to undertake the ritual.

Against, this view, Sankara exploited a view implicit in the Mimamsaka view regarding
the validity of the injunctions, namely, that even for humans to act, they must first be made
aware of the nature of things. Thus, the Veda cannot merely enjoin certain human agents to
perform certain actions; rather, the Veda must, in the first instance, inform humans about certain
transcendent realities; this may be the working of a transcendent causal system, as in the case of
the ritual that produces heaven, or it may be a matter of fact, namely, that the self is Brahman.

Thus, argued Sankara, there are two sections of the Veda, distinguished by the
information that they provide humans about transcendent affairs. The first section, the
karmakanda, informed initiated twice-born males of the causal efficacy of dharma in producing
heaven; and, secondarily, it enjoined those agents to perform the ritual. The Upanisads, on the
other hand, inform certain other credentialed humans that knowledge is the means to liberation
(mukti) from the cycle of rebirth (samsara or punaravrtti). This latter process was, in a very
profound sense, incommensurable with the logic of the ritual, which required a subject, an
object, and intentional action. The self is pure consciousness; it does not, indeed cannot,
participate in the interplay of subject and object. Thus, Brahman, the ultimate reality, cannot be
an object that the subject can be enjoined to bring about, since Brahman is siddha, it just is the
nature of the self. The imposition of subject-object relations is possible only for an occluded self,
one whose nature has been clouded by ignorance. In sum, Sankara’s theological project employs

and jettisons the logic of the ritual.
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Repairing the Broken World of Sacrifice

Given this brief excursus into Sankara’s Advaita Vedanta, let us examine how the
scholars of Srigeri attempted to synthesize Mimamsa and Vedanta to produce a unified Veda. In
order to do so we must return to the adhyayana vidhi, the injunction to study the Veda. As I have
already explained, this injunction governed the ritual training and performance of initiated twice-
born males. The injunction was indispensable for Mimamsakas in contending that Vedic study
should include, and culminate in, the study of the Mimamsa, which alone provided a science of
sentential analysis.

In my examination of the Vedic commentaries, I have shown that the hermeneuts of
Srigeri privileged knowing the meaning of the ritual. In this they were not merely motivated to
be good Mimamsakas; rather, knowledge and action were the two areas of human interest in
which the Veda provided knowledge of transcendent matters, unavailable to conventional
epistemic instruments. The scholars of Srigeri were driven, above all, by a desire to unify the
Vedic tradition. A unified Veda would unite the two radically distinct modes of Vedic religion
that were theorized — the socially embedded ritualist and the anti-social samnydsin —in a
hierarchy of religious forms.

The hierarchic ordering of abhyudaya (prosperity) and mukti (liberation) informed the
ordering of these religious subjects. But, crucially, the scholars of Srngeri would have to
demonstrate that these two religious subjects — the ritualist and the samnyasin — lay on the same
graduated spectrum. Thus, they had to repair the rupture that Sankara’s Advaita Vedanta had
caused, and unify these distinct modes of being under the dominion of a single Vedic tradition.
This would provide the intellectual basis necessary for a samnyasin institution — traditionally

considered to lie beyond the bounds of dharmic society — to govern that dharmic commonwealth.
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In a lengthy quotation above, I have shown that the commentator of the Rgveda
understood the vidhi (injunction) to be the sole means of knowing dharma (codand eva dharme
pramanam).* This is the resolution of the Mimamsa position. Indeed, in the introduction to the
Rgveda Samhita, whose overall purport was to serve a ritual purpose, the statement of the
Mimamsa position — concerned to interpret the entire Veda to convey and enjoin the ritual —

should have sufficed. But the commentator goes on to say:

In the third s#tra of the second varnaka of the Vedanta sttras, an established entity
(siddha-vastu), brahman, has been explained by the commentator (Sankara) to also be the

singular object of the Vedas.>°

The commentator, having already shown that dharma can be known (prameya) from the
Veda alone, and that the injunction is the means of knowing it, now takes up the other

supersensible entity that the Veda alone makes known to us — Brahman. Note the qualification

4 To reproduce that section in full:

The commentator goes on to say, “In order to prove the first of these conditions (that the injunction alone is valid
with regard to dharma), the view that dharma is an object of direct perception is refuted in the fourth sitra. “Direct
perception is not a means (as regards dharma) because it apprehends presently-occurring objects.” Dharma, which
will only arise after the ritual has been performed, is not fit for direct perception, insofar as it does not exist
previously. Even in the future, insofar as it is not possessed of form and the like, it is not apprehended by the sense
faculties. Therefore, everybody agrees that it [dharma] is invisible. Nor is it an object of inference since it lacks the
inferential mark [linga]. If you should contend that the inferential marks of dharma and adharma are present in
contentment and suffering, we whole-heartedly agree. But that very relation between the inferential mark and its
bearer can be known through the Veda alone. Thus, the injunction alone is valid.”

Jaiminiye ca dvitiyasiitre codanaiva dharme pramanam | codana pramanameveti niyamadvayam
sampradayavidbhirabhihitam | codanaivetyamumarthamupapadayitum catirthasitre pratyaksavisayatvam
dharmasya nirakrtam | pratyaksamanimittam vidyamanopalambhanatvatiti | anusthanadiirdhvamutpatsyamanasya
dharmasya pirvamavidyamanatvanna pratyaksayogyatasti | uttarakale 'pi ripadirahityannendriyairavagamyate |
ata evadrstamiti sarvairabhidhiyate | limgarahityannanumanavisayatvamapyasti | sukhaduhkhe
dharmadharmayorlimgamiti cet badham | ayamapi limgalimgibhavo vedenaiva gamyate | tatascodanaiva dharme
pramanam |

Miiller, Rig-Veda-Samhitd, 1:18.

O yaiyasikasya trtiya-sitrasya dvitiyavarnake brahmanah siddha-vastuno’ pi $astraika-visayatvam bhasyakyrdbhir

vyakhyatam |
Miiller, 1:18.
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that the commentator uses for Brahman (siddha-vastu), an already established entity. The
modifier telegraphs the distinction between Mimamsa and Advaita Vedanta hermeneutics.
Mimamsa contends that the Veda makes known some entity that is to be brought about through
human action (sadhya), whereas Vedanta argues that the Veda makes known some entity that is
already established (siddha). The commentator goes on to provide the textual evidence that
Brahman is to be known about from the Veda alone, showing that nature of the object of
knowledge (prameya) precludes its apprehension by the conventional instruments of knowledge

(direct perception, inference, etc):

The intended meaning is that Brahman is understood to be the cause of all phenomenal
creation, from the teaching itself (the Vedanta siitra), which is a pramana. There are
Vedic passages too (to this effect): “The one who does not know the Veda does not
comprehend that one expanding (brmh).” As regards these passages, the ancient teachers
have made sense of them thus; insofar as it (Brahman) is devoid of form and other

inferential marks, it is not suitable for other means of knowing (other than the Veda).>!

The commentator then concludes that dharma and Brahman are the two transcendent entities for

which the Veda alone is the source of knowledge:

Thus, because these (two) cannot be apprehended otherwise, dharma and Brahman are
specifically Vedic entities. Further, the knowledge of these two is manifestly the purpose
of the Veda.>?

St sastrad eva pramandj jagato janmadi-karanam brahmadhigamyata ity abhipraya iti | Srutis ca bhavati |
navedavin manute tam brhamtam iti | tatropapattih piarvacaryair evam udirita | ripa-lingadi-rahityan na
manantara-yogyateti | tasmad ananyalabhyatvad asti dharma-brahmanorvedavisayatvam | tad-ubhaya-jiianam
vedasya saksat prayojanam |

Miiller, 1:18.

52 tasmad ananyalabhyatvad asti dharma-brahmanorvedavisayatvam | tad-ubhaya-jiianam vedasya saksat
prayojanam |
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In the Parasarasmrti, the commentator builds upon this conception of the dual ends of the Veda

(prosperity and liberation) of the Veda, and connects the two through ritual performance:

Dharma is beneficial insofar as it results in immanent and transcendent fruits. The
transcendent results are of two kinds: prosperity (abhyudaya) and the highest good or
liberation (nihsreyasa). As regards those two, dharma is the direct means to transcendent
prosperity (abhyudaya). On the other hand (dharma) is indirectly the means to liberation
(or the highest good), by means of the generation of knowledge of ultimate reality. In
support, the Smrti states: ‘Pleasure and knowledge obtain through dharma, and through

knowledge is liberation comprehended.”?

This is the precise point at which the scholars of Srigeri upend the Mimamsa cart. The
imposition of a second superordinate end (Brahman) and the acceptance of a means of attaining
to it (knowledge, jiiana) other than ritual performance upsets the all-encompassing ritual
hermeneutics Mimamsa offers. In this deft synthesis of Mimamsa and Advaita Vedanta, the
scholars disclose the workings of the logic of assimilation through subordination. The lower end
of the Veda is abhyudaya or prosperity (paradigmatically, heaven), which may be attained
through ritual performance; however, there is a second, higher end, namely, knowledge of
Brahman, to attain which ritual action is insufficient by itself, but helpful indirectly. The
performance of ritual, by a ritualist imbued with the right disposition, awakens the desire in him

to know the ultimate (Brahman).

Miiller, 1:18.

53 abhimata-phala-sadhanatvam hi dharmasya hitatvam | tac ca phalam dvedha | aihikam amusmikam ceti |
amusmikam dvedha | abhyudayo nihsreyasa ca | tatrabhyudayasya saksat sadhanatvam | nihsreyasasya tu tattva-
Jhanotpadanadvarena | tathda ca smaryate — dharmat sukham ca jianam ca jianan mokso’ dhigamyate |
Madhava, Parasara Smrti, 1.1:53.
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The commentators of Srigeri transformed the Vedic ritual by applying Sankara’s Advaita
hermeneutics to it. Indeed, in applying Sankara’s hermeneutics to the performance of ritual, the
commentators were able to bridge the divide between action and knowledge. Sarkara, as I have
noted above, expanded the epistemic capacity of the Veda by showing that — in addition to being
a means to know dharma (a future state-of-affairs), the Veda could also provide knowledge about
things that eluded conventional consciousness, namely, the real nature of the self (Brahman). His
analysis touched off the possibility that the scholars of Srigeri worked out, namely, could the
awareness of certain supersensible matters transform the performance of the ritual? Could it
produce different, better, results, and further, could it transform the religious subjectivity of the
ritual performer? The scholars of Srngeri made precisely such a claim, and in so doing, they were
able to subordinate ritual fully to the pursuit of liberation (the sole preserve of samnyasins).

This consequential innovation to Mimamsa hermeneutics is introduced in the conclusion
to the discussion on what the adhyayana vidhi entails. According to Mimamsakas, the injunction
to study the Veda included an imperative to learn Mimamsa hermeneutics. The scholars of
Srngeri take this conclusion further and argue that statements of praise (arthavadas) — the
statements that Mimamsakas understand to be dependently valid, meaningful only insofar as they
encourage the performance of the ritual — convey knowledge about some transcendent truths,
otherwise inaccessible to humans. In commenting on an excerpt from the Nirukta (an ancient text
on Vedic etymology) of Yaska, the commentator makes the startling claim that arthavadas have

an injunctive capacity:

In this way, insofar as Yaska has elaborated, with this illustration, the praise of

knowledge and the condemnation of ignorance, and owing to the rule that that which is
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praised is prescribed (yac ca stityate tad vidhiyate), we should accept that there is an

injunction to know the meaning, just as in the case of the adhyayana vidhi.>*

In other words, once the Mimamsakas have thrown open the gates to admit that the injunction to
know (adhyayana vidhi) obligates the student — and ritual performer — to know the meaning of
the Veda, knowledge may enter the world of ritual as an equal partner to action.

The commentator now takes up the topic that upends Mimamsa hermeneutics —
understanding arthavadas to bear two functions simultaneously: to praise a ritual action and to

inform the performer of some transcendent matter:

Moreover, in the section on the naksatra sacrifice, the Veda teaches that the statement of
the fruit of the sacrifice is the very same for the ritual performance [of the sacrifice] as it
is for knowing it [the sacrifice]. “Just as agni is the eater of the food of the gods, so he
who sacrifices with this oblation and he who knows this becomes [the eater of the
sacrifice] among humans.” Therefore, knowledge of the self is enjoined here for the sake
of its fruit, just as the sacrifice is [enjoined]. By the application of this rule, we should

find injunctions to know in every single Brahmana text.>

This is an audacious and explicit application of Sankara’s interpretive innovation to the ritual
corpus. There is an obvious Mimamsa objection, which the commentator anticipates, namely,

that these statements — even in cases where they appear injunctive — are arthavadas. Thus, they

S ittham yaskena jiiana-stuty-ajiiana-nindodaharanasya prapariicitatvad yac ca stityate tad vidhiyate iti
nyayenadhyayanavad arthajiianasyapi vidhir abyupagantavyah ||
Miiller, Rig-Veda-Samhita, 1:17.

55 kim ca naksatresti-kande pratisti-phala-vakyam yaga-tadvedanayoh samanam evamnyayate | yatha ha va agnir
devanam anndda evam ha va esa manusyanam bhavati ya etena havisa yajate ya u cainad evam veda | iti | ato
yagavat phaldaya svavedanam api vidhiyate | anena nydyena sarvesv api brahmanesu vedana-vidhayo drastavyah |
Miiller, 1:17.
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are independently meaningless, since the only independently meaningful Vedic utterance is one
that enjoins some ritual action. The commentator responds to this Mimamsa objection by arguing
that arthavadas can be two things simultaneously — praise statements and independently
meaningful. And insofar as an arthavada (praise statement) is judged to be independently
meaningful it may be ritually efficacious. This last move, deeming the arthavadas to be ritually
efficacious, produced a seismic shift in Mimamsa hermeneutics. The scholars of Srﬁgeri were
not merely reapplying to the ritual texts Sankara’s innovations to Mimamsa hermeneutics but, in

so doing, were creating a unified Vedic corpus, amenable to a single mode of interpretation.

Is it not the case that in the Mimamsa siitra (1.2.14) [ “This is praise of knowledge™],
Jaimini has taught that the statements that speak of the fruits of knowing are mere
statements of praise?

Sure, but it is entirely possible to praise an act of knowing by referring to a fruit that
nevertheless does obtain, is it not? When there is a lapse in the performance of the new-
and full-moon sacrifices, in order to prescribe the vaisvanara sacrifice as an expiatory
rite, a praise statement is fashioned out of a statement regarding the fruit that is heaven,
which does in fact exist, [for witness the statement:] “One performs the new- and full-
moon sacrifices for a heavenly world.” The teacher (Sankara) has adduced this passage
(from the Taittirtya Samhitd) to demonstrate that statements that result in the knowledge
of Brahman are meaningful in their own sense (rather than being dependently
meaningful). A statement that expresses the meaning “I want it,” is an arthavada insofar
as it is concerned with something else, but insofar as that statement relates some truth, it

is not a false statement of praise.”®

58 nanu vidya-prasamsa iti siitre vedana-phalanam prasamsa-ripatvam jaiminind siitritam iti cet astu nama |
vidyamanenapi phalena prasamsitum sakyatvat | darsa-ydgasya pirna-masa-yagasya catipate sati prayascitta-
ripam vaisvanarestim vidhatum vidyamanenaiva svarga-phalena stutih kriyate | suvargaya hi lokaya darsa-piirna-
mdsav ijyete | iti | etac cacaryair brahma-jiiana-phalavakyasya svarthe’ pi tatparyam darsayitum udahrtam |
icchamy evartha-vadatvam vacaso’ nya-paratvatah | yatha-vastv-abhidayitvan na tv abhitarthavadata |

Miiller, 1:17.
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This is an ingenious attempt at turning Mimamsa principles of exegesis on their head. The
Mimamsakas argue that praise statements (arthavdda) are not independently meaningful; they
are meaningful only insofar as they may be appended to some ritual injunction. They serve the
purpose of that ritual injunction by encouraging the performer to undertake the ritual action. The
commentator exploits this principle of Mimamsa hermeneutics to argue that certain praise
statements (the statements of the Vedanta, for instance) may simultaneously be subordinated to
some injunctive statement and be independently meaningful (and ritually efficacious) as a
statement of fact. The Srageri scholiasts distinguish between statements that refer to an action
and statements that convey knowledge; in this instance they claim that a single sentence serves
both ends simultaneously. For a praise statement to serve an injunctive or ritual purpose, it must
be subordinated to an injunction. Nevertheless, it may, at the same time, serve a statement of fact
(you are that, i.e. Brahman). In the excerpt above, the commentator shows that a statement can
praise something else — a ritual action for example — and it may, at the same time, affect the
results that ritual yields, insofar as it provides the ritual performer with some knowledge about
the ritual that he could not know otherwise. Thus, an arthavada statement may be doubly
efficacious with respect to ritual. It may serve the purpose of encouraging the ritual agent to
perform the ritual and it may convey to the agent some knowledge that then produces a different,
more desirable, ritual result. This is precisely because ritual performance and knowledge have

distinct and independent ritual results.’” In virtue of this capacity to covey some novel

57 Thus, because, in this way, knowledge [of the meaning of the Veda] is separately enjoined, the injunction to learn
may be intended to result in memorization alone. Sure; this is precisely how the followers of Sankara describe this
matter. The injunctions to perform the ritual must themselves result in knowledge of the meaning of the Vedas, for,
the performance of the ritual could not occur otherwise. Thus, the injunction to learn [adhyayana vidhi] need not
enjoin knowledge of the meaning. But then the separate injunction of knowledge should produce some distinct, and
independent, novel ritual result [apiirva], since the Veda does specify that ritual performance and knowledge yield
distinct and independent results.”

evam tarhi jianasya prthag vidhanad adhyayanam pathamatram iti cet | astu nama | varnayanti caivam eva
Sankara-darsananusarinah | kratu-vidhibhir evanusthananyathanupapatya vedarthajiianasya prapitatvan naitad
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information that could not be known otherwise, arthavadas too may be valid means of knowing
(pramana).

Eager to have his cake and eat it too, the commentator allays all fears that this would
somehow take away from the efficacy of ritual performance. Indeed, he cites a siitra from the
Mimamsasiitras to show that fruits may vary qualitatively and quantitatively. He takes this
Mimamsa siitra to mean that the result of a ritual action may be improved upon by performing

that ritual with the knowledge the Veda provides:

Nor should you worry that, because the ritual action will be accomplished by knowledge
alone, ritual performance itself will be rendered futile. This fear is set aside by the
abundance of fruits. On this point, a stitra of Jaimini may be adduced: “Owing to the
consummation of the result by means of ritual action, those [actions] may have
differences in the result, just as in the case of the conventional world, that are qualitative
or quantitative.” We have explained this [sttra] by adducing the following statement
from the Veda: “The one who performs the asvamedha sacrifice and similarly the one
who knows thus, both overcome the homicide of a Brahmin.” Further, the Chandogas
teach that when one performs the ritual together with its knowledge, the result is superior

than [the result that obtains] from performance alone.>®

The commentator concludes this section by extolling the virtues of knowledge with a rhetorical

flourish. He dispenses with any pretension to maintaining the argumentative form, and levels

vidheyam it cet tarhi tadvidhibalat vedana-matrena svatantram kimcid apirvam astu | Sruyate hy
anusthanajiianayoh svatantram prthak phalam |
Taittiriya Samhita, 4.

8 na ca vedana-matrena phalasiddhav anusthana-vaiyarthyam iti Saikaniyam | phalabhityastvena parihrtatvat |
udahrtam catra jaimini-sitram | phalasya karma-nispattes tesam lokavat parimanatah sarato va phala-visesah syat
| iti | etac casmabhis tarati brahmahatyam yo’ svamedhena yajate ya u cainam evam vedety udaharanena
vyakhyatam | chandogas ca kevalad anusthanad vidyasahite nusthane phalatisayam amananti |

Miiller, Rig-Veda-Samhita, 1:17.
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with his imagined interlocutor. His final appeal is to textual fidelity; in simple terms, he asks his

haranguing objector — why can you not believe what the Veda tells you about knowledge?

Why are you so slavishly devoted to knowledge? If this be your criticism, well, whence
your revulsion? We have shown that praise for knowledge abounds [in the Veda],
whereas, we struggle to find a single instance of its censure. Just as the apiirva (the novel
and unseen result produced by a ritual performance) travels with the individual self after
death, so too goes the apiirva engendered by knowledge. This is precisely how the
Vajasaneyins teach this matter: “Ritual action, knowledge and prior awareness hold on to

him from behind.”>® Thus, insofar as knowledge of the meaning too — like studying itself

— has been enjoined, the Veda must be explained so that we may know its meaning.®°

The very same position is reiterated in the introduction to the Taittirtya Samhita, where the
commentator indeed entertains the view of an objector — contrary to Mimamsa orthodoxy — that
the adhyayana vidhi enjoins the mere memorization of the Vedic text. The commentator admits
that there may be two separate injunctions prescribing study of the Veda: the first, the adhyayana
vidhi, enjoins mere memorization whereas a second prescribes that one should know the meaning

of the Veda:

“A Brahmin should study (adhyeya) the Veda, with its six limbs, and the causeless
dharma; further one should know it (jiieya).” If, in this way, you argue that because

knowledge is separately enjoined, and adhyayana means mere memorization, we will

59 the verb here is sam-anu-a-rabh, which is used with frequency in the ritual Brahmanas to describe the action of
holding someone (often the sacrificial animal) from behind during the performance of a ritual action.
Miiller, 1:17.

60 kutas tavaitavatt vedane bhaktir iti cet | kuto va tavaitavan pradvesah | prasamsa tv asmabhir bhityast darsita |
nindam na tu kvapy upalabhamahe | kintu karma-janyam apiirvam yatha maranad urdhvam jivena saha gacchati
tatha vidya-janyam apy apiirvam gacchati | tatha ca vajasaneyinah amananti | tam vidyakarmani samanvarabhete
purvaprajiid ca | iti | tasmad adhyayana-vad artha-jiianasyapi vihitatvad artha-jiianaya vedo vyakhyatavyah ||
Miiller, 1:17.
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allow it! Indeed, this is precisely how the followers of Sankara explain the matter. If you
contend that the knowledge of the meaning of the Veda is obtained by the individual
ritual injunctions themselves, because otherwise ritual performance could not be possible,
and that thus, in this case, knowledge need not be enjoined, then, by the force of that

injunction, some entirely novel and independent result must obtain through knowledge

alone.%!

The imbrication of Vedanta hermeneutics in resolving questions of ritual efficacy had never been
as systematically undertaken as in this commentarial corpus. So, if sacrificers were to perform
rituals with knowledge of its meaning, how would this change the trajectory of their spiritual
progress or their practice? What difference would knowledge make to the performance of the
Vedic ritual? The Parasarasmrti takes up the question in a discussion about the fruits generated
by obligatory rituals. The commentator argues that obligatory rituals, when performed
sedulously, generate dharma directly, and contribute indirectly to the generation of the highest
good (nihsreyasa), that is, liberation (moksa). The interlocutor responds that there is ample
evidence from the Smrti to show that moksa does not result from the generation of prosperity

(abhyudaya).

It is not possible that it [moksa] is caused by abhyudaya, because there is no evidence in
support. On the contrary, the Sruti and Smrti negate that [causal connection]: “Neither
through ritual, nor through progeny, nor through wealth,” this from Sruti; “But liberation

is caused by knowledge alone,” this from Smrti.®?

L brahmanena niskarano dharmah sadango vedo’ dyeyo jiieyas ca iti | evam tarhi jiianasya prthag-vidhanad
adhyayanam pathamatram iti cet astu nama varnayanti caivam eva Sankaradarsananusarinah | kratu-vidhibhir
evanusthananyathanupapattya vedartha-jiianasya prapitatvan naitad vidheyam iti cet tarhi tadvidhibalat
vedanamatrena svatantram kimcid apirvam astu |

Taittiriya Samhita, 4.

2 abhyudaya-hetutvam tu na sambhavati pramanabhavat | pratyuta Sruti-smrtibhyam tan-nisiddhyate — na karmana

na prajaya dhanena — iti Srutih - jiianad eva tu kaivalyam | iti smrtih |
Madhava, Parasara Smrti, 1.1:58.

150



The commentator responds by employing a familiar interpretive tactic, namely, to qualify the

evidence presented as applying only in a narrow sense that does not affect his position:

Not so, because, in the section on the highest self, sacrifices and the like are enjoined as
means to the desire for knowledge which results in the highest good. Because the Sruti
states, “The Brahmins desire to know (vividisanti) this one (Brahman) through reciting
the Veda, through sacrifice and donations.” The prohibition, on the other hand, will
concern the direct means to the highest good. Thus, the liberated have no need for rituals
such as kindling the sacrificial fires. That [desire] concerns the arising of knowledge.”

These two positions have been resolved with the topics covered in Sankara’s commentary

on two siitras (3.4.25 and 3.4.26). In this very way, rituals cause liberation indirectly.”®3

In other words, the textual sources that state that ritual action does not contribute to the liberation
are correct, but they concern themselves solely with the direct causes of liberation, whereas ritual
performance contributes to liberation indirectly. But, as the objector continues to probe, how
would these different results obtain simultaneously?

Perhaps, the objector suggests, the same ritual would have to be performed numerous
times to produce multiple results. So, should we not perform the same obligatory ritual three
times a day, once, to avoid diminution (pratyavaya-pariharaya), once, to obtain a pleasant post-
mortem life (punya-loka-praptaye), and lastly, to engender the knowledge of Brahman (brahma-

vedandya)? Repetition is not required, the commentator responds, because a single ritual action

8 maivam | paramatma-prakarane nihsreyasa-hetu-vedanecchasadhanatvena yajiiadinam vidhanat | tam etam
vedanuvacanena brahmana vividisanti | yajiiena danena iti sSruteh | nisedhas tu saksan nihsreyasa-sadhanatvam
gocarayisyati | tasmat na muktanam agny-adhandadi-karmapeksa’ sti| vedanotpattau sa vidyate | etac ca ubhayam -
ata eva cagnindhandady-anapeksa (BSB 3.4.25) sarvapeksa ca yajiiadi-sruter asvavat (BSB 3.4.26) ity abhyam
adhikaranabhyam nirnitam | tathd ca karmanam paramparayda moksa-hetutvam |

Madhava, 1.1:58-59.
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can have different results. To bolster this point, the commentary invokes the Mimamsa
distinction between the kratv-artha (some action that serves the ritual end) and purusartha (a
ritual action that serves the end of the human agent), to argue that a sacrifice can employ the
same action (here, hewing the sacrificial post out of the khadira tree) for two different purposes.
He further quotes the Mimamsa siitra on this point (MS 4.4.31) in defense of this position.
Lastly, the commentator notes that optional rites (kamya) do not have this capacity that
obligatory rites have to engender knowledge, because these optional rites are produced by a
predominance of attachment. In other words, one would perform optional rites that secure very
specific results (progeny, cattle, rain) only if one were attached to gain and prosperity. Such a
ritual action — performed out of an attachment to the subjective self — could not produce the type
of purification of the self (suddhi) that would create the conditions for the blossoming of
knowledge of the self. The commentator now describes how the performance of ritual produces

the desire to know the self.

The purification of the intellect (buddhi-suddhi) is primary in an obligatory ritual
(pradhana); the fruit is secondary (upasarjana). For this very reason, the fruit, even while
it is being experienced, does not impede that discrimination that consists of the view of
the fault of obligatory rituals, in that they comprise an excellence that is not
eternal...Obligatory ritual is of two kinds: that which purifies and that which produces
the desire to know Brahman (vividisa). A ritual that is undertaken simply based on an
awareness that it has been enjoined is a purifying ritual... whereas a ritual that is
undertaken on the basis of the awareness of worshipping the lord is one that produces the
desire to know... With regard to these two, purification produces nothing other than the
capacity of the mind for knowing (Brahman). The desire to know (vividisa), on the other

hand, insofar as it produces some action, invariably brings about knowing Brahman.%*

4 nitya-karmani tu buddhi-suddhih pradhanam | phalam upasarjanam | ata eva bhujyamanenapi phalena tad-
anityatva-satisayatva-dosa-darsana-ripo viveko na pratibadhyate | nityam ca karma dvividham | samskarakam
vividisa-janakarn ca | vihitatva-matra-buddhya kriyamanam samskarakam | isvararpana-buddhya kriyamanam
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Evidence for this being the matha’s view on the relative transcendent value of action and
knowledge abounds. Indeed, this very same argument is repeated in the introduction to the
commentary on the Taittirtya Sambhita, although there the commentator does not distinguish

between primary and secondary motivations in performing a ritual.®> As my examination of the

vividisa-janakam | tatra samskarena cittasya vedana-yogyata-matram sampadyate | vividisa tu pravrttim utpadya
avasyam vedanam sampdadayati |
Madhava, 1.1:61-63.

%5 In this vein Apastamba states, “Just as when the mango tree is created for the sake of fruit, shade and sweet
fragrance follow, so too results follow dharma, when it is ritually generated.” The fact that the optional rite causes
the attainment of the object of desire is made clear by the injunctive statement of that object. And the harmful,
which is characterized as being harmful to one’s wishes, is, according to this logic, avoided. One falls to hell by
doing what is prohibited, swayed by one’s passions. This fall is avoided by avoiding all that is prohibited. Further, it
is not just that the performance of mandatory and special rites results in the attainment of heaven as its consequence,
but, their performance also purifies one’s thoughts. These two types of rituals also cause the knowledge of brahman
since they generate the desire to know. And thus, the followers of the Vajasaneyi Samhita teach: “It is this very one
[brahman] that Brahmins, by means of Vedic recitation, desire to know, through ritual, through donation, through

spiritual exercises and through fasting.” If, reasoning in this way, you contend: since the prior section [pﬁrvakdnda]
alone realizes all human ends, the latter section [uttarakanda] is of no use, we disagree. Since it is there [in the
uttarakanda] that the ultimate human end, characterized by the cessation of rebirth, is realized. Thus, the followers
of the Atharvaveda teach that ritualists reach the moon by traveling along the southern path and then they are reborn:
“Having experienced great power in the realm of Soma, he is reborn.” Therefore, we should examine the latter
section, which realizes that end [i.e. liberation from rebirth]. Further, the realization of this ultimate human end is of
two kinds: immediate/spontaneous liberation and gradual liberation. Immediate liberation occurs immediately after
the demise of one’s present body [i.e. at death]. It is for this reason that the latter section [i.e. the uttarakanda or the
Vedanta] teaches both the instruction on brahman and the worship of brahman. Connected to the topic of the
worship of brahman, according to the view on brahman, [the Vedanta], addressing those who seek worldly results,
teaches symbols as objects of worship [as opposed to the worship of brahman itself]. Although the devotee of
brahman and the devotee of symbols travel along the northern path, since the devotee of symbols cannot travel to
the realm of brahman, which is higher than the realm of lightning, and therefore attain gradual liberation, he is
doomed to rebirth. This may be studied in the section [of the Brahmasiitras] that includes the sitra
“apratikalambanan-nayati”.

tatha capastambah tad yathamre phalarthe nirmite chayda gandha ity ‘aniitpadyete evam dharmam caryamanam
artha anitpadyante iti | kamyasya ista-prapti-hetutvam tad-vidhi-vakya eva spastam | icchavaghata-laksanam-
anistam carthat parihriyate | nisiddha-varjanena raga-prapta-nisiddhanusthana-janyo naraka-patah parihriyate |
na kevalam nitya-naimittikabhyam-anusangika-svarga-praptih kim tu dhi-suddhya vividisotpadanadvara brahma-
Jjhana-hetutvam-api tayor-asti | tatha ca vajasaneyinah samamananti tam-etam vedanuvacanena brahmana
vividisanti yajiiena danena tapasa-nasakena iti | evam tarhi piarvakanda evasesapurusartha-siddheh krtam-
uttarakandeneti cet | na | apunaravrtti-laksanasyatyantika-purusarthasya tattrasiddheh | ata evatharvanikah
karmino daksina-margena candra-praptim punaravrttim camananti sa soma-loke vibhiitim anubhiiya punar-
avartate iti | ata uttara-kandas-tadarthako drastavyah | atyantika-purusarthasiddhis ca dvividha sadyomuktih
kramamuktis ceti | vartamana-deha-patanantaram eva siddhyati sadyomuktih | uttara-margena gatva brahmaloke
ciram bhogan anubhiiya tattrotpanna-jiianasya brahma-lokavasane siddhyati krama-muktih | tasmad-uttarakande
brahmopadeso brahmopastis cety ubhayam pratipadyate | brahmopastiprasangat brahmadystya pratikam
updsyatvena samsarika-phala-kaminam uddisya pratipadyate | brahmopasaka-pratikopdasakayoh

samane 'py uttaramarge pratikopasakasya vidyul-lokad irdhvam brahma-loka-gamanabhavena

kramamukter’apy ‘abhavat asti punaravrttih | etac-ca apratikalambanan nayatity adhikarane drastavyam ||
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different forms of samnydsa shows, the scholiasts of S_rr'lgeri endowed vividisa (the state
characterized by a desire to know Brahman) with an institutional identity — it became the lower
of two forms of superordinate samnyasa. There was only one higher station that extraordinarily
accomplished state of samnyasa: that of the vidvad-samnyasin (the renunciant who knows
Brahman), and among these a vanishingly small number of fully-liberated samnyasins — the
gurus of Srageri.

In this chapter, I have explored the pivotal role played by three interpretive formations:
the principle of assimilation through subordination, and the two techniques — vidhi and adhikara
— that formed the hermeneutic arsenal from which the scholars of Srageri drew to build a textual
case for monastic supremacy. With the material bases of power in place and oriented to the
proliferation of the ideology of monastic power, textual practices — pedagogical, performative,
and replication — were the elements crucial to the proliferation and success of that ideology.
Monastic power was constructed through a hermeneutic of the subjects who were to be shaped
and constituted as subjects fit for Vedic governance. In other words, the processes and practices
that formed and propagated certain modes of religious conduct were constitutive of this
operation of power. As this chapter has demonstrated, ritual performance served as the fulcrum
in this power structure: it gave shape to the processes and practices of credentialing proper
subjects. Thus, the ritual gave shape to the formation of the sacrificer as a student, as a
householder and as a pillar of Vedic society. From the vantage point of the monastery, the
sacrificer was an essential conduit for the propagation of monastic power. Lastly, Mimamsa
hermeneutics, with its emphasis on knowledge, provided the fertile ground for the ritual to serve
as a site for the cultivation (or bringing into being) of the highest form of religious being: the

samnyasin, as part of the same hierarchy of religious subjects. It is to this form that I turn in the
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following chapter. While this chapter has examined the imposition of certain Advaita Vedanta
interpretative innovations in the practical implementation of a ritual hermeneutics, the next
examines the imposition of certain Mimamsa interpretive categories in the elaboration of an
Advaita Vedanta hermeneutics. There I take up the other Homo Vedicus of this study, the mirror

image of the sacrificer, his most intimate other — the samnyasin.
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Chapter Three

The Rite to Know

Discipline and Power: Anatomy of Monastic Governmentality

There is no doubt that the administration of the economies that the gift created evinced a
monastic governmentality. But this is neither theoretically nor historically interesting. It is
entirely unremarkable after all that an institution that administered vast expanses of land and a
diversity of subjects should evince a particular logic in its mode of governance. But the
interesting question this set of circumstances raises is, how did the matha theorize the source and
operation of its power? Further, if governmentality concerns the conduct of conduct, how did the
textual corpus in question formulate this meta-discussion of conduct, and what connection did it
have to the formation of monastic subjects (samnydasins)? In circumscribing the conduct of
samnyasins, the texts presumed to answer the question, who is to be governed and how?

I have explicated the manner in which Vedic hermeneutics were employed to
circumscribe the field of religious action and to define the players eligible to enter the sphere. In
examining this meta-discourse, I have shown that the Veda was foundational to the formulation
of the normative sphere, procedurally and substantively. That is, taking for granted that the Veda
was the source of religious conduct, it was, further, the means to understand the nature and
practice of this conduct. Simply put, Vedic hermeneutics were critical to the constitution of an
ideal Vedic commonwealth. Monastic governmentality depended upon the unreserved embrace
of Vedic hermeneutics, a view that the scholiasts of Srigeri registered stridently in the following

citation, in the Parasaramadhaviya, of the Manusmrti:
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The sages witness the Sruti (the Veda) and, similarly, they recall the Smyti (the
dharmasastra texts). Thus, these two are instruments of knowing (pramana) that have
been established in this world, by means of the instruments of knowing (pramana). If a

twice-born reviles these two (Sruti and Smyti), resorting to cheap dialectics, he should be

excluded, branded a nay-sayer and Veda-denouncer.!

In Chapter 1, I demonstrated that ritual, the first of two criteria for adjudicating Vedic
rectitude, produced a hierarchy of subjectivities. This hierarchy was imposed, using hermeneutic
resources drawn from the Vedic canon, to order and give meaning to an exhaustive range of
subjects. These subjects ranged from those formally excluded from the practice of Vedic religion
but able to participate, albeit in subaltern positions, in the wider Vedic order, to the credentialed
performers of Vedic ritual. Key to my argument is the claim that the matha was placed at the top
of this hierarchy as the institutional administrator of Vedic rule. The members of this institution,
samnyasins, were, albeit positioned higher in the normative hierarchy, nevertheless similarly
constituted as subjects. They were subject to the same logic of governance that fashioned and
governed ritual conduct and the ritual subject. Thus, the samnyasa station of life too was
governed by the restrictive mechanisms of the vidhi and adhikara, and the range of samnydasin
subjectivities was hierarchically arranged, just like their ritual counterparts, in an order dictated
by the single human end governing all samnyasin conduct: liberation (mukti), the highest human
end (nihsreyasa).

The sole sovereign, the only figure that transcended the governing limits of this Vedic
religion, was the guru, the ruler of the ruling institution, the matha. Through ascetic practices of

the self, the guru alone transcended the bounds of subjectivity itself. He was, as a fully liberated

v Srutim pasyanti munayah smaranti ca tatha smytim | tasmat pramanam ubhayam pramanaih prapitam bhuvi | yo’
vamanyeta te titbhe hetu-sastrasrayad dvijah | sa sadhubhir bahihkaryo nastika veda-nindakah |
Madhava, Parasara Smrti, 1.1:12.
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self, beyond the constraints of the injunction (vidhi) which undergirded the dharmic order. Thus,
though he alone was sovereign, the guru was not impelled by any of the subjective motivations
that held sway over typical sovereigns. Functionally, and indeed structurally, he was a paradox;
despite being fully sovereign, he lacked the agency to rule. In effect, the guru was a conduit for
the expression and administration of a fully elaborated Vedic sovereignty.

In the first section of this chapter, I show how the texts asserted the restrictive power of
the vidhi and adhikara to chasten and shape the subjectivity of the samnyasin. The application of
these two hermeneutic constraints aided the imposition of a dharmicizing hierarchy on
samnyasa, as a mode of life. The effect of this intervention was the transformation of that form
of life into an institution similar to, and located on the same spectrum as, the institution of the
Vedic householder. Analogizing the two forms of Vedic life in this way fully assimilated the
station of samnydsa and brought it within the dharmic fold. In other words, the institution of
samnyasa was subject to monastic governance in the same way that the other types of religious
subjects were.

Bringing the samnyasa institution within the fold of dharma was part of the endeavour to
universalize matha control. Institutionalization of samnydsa meant the loss of autonomy for
members of this group. In the spiritual economy of the dharmic system idealized in texts, the
samnyasin was traditionally depicted as being beyond the ken of kingship, the guarantor of
dharmic stability. He was unbound by prescription and proscription, driven solely by the desire
for liberation. In one fell, hermeneutic, swoop, the matha institutionalized the samnyasin and
assimilated this figure to varnasrama dharma. The loss of individual autonomy was
accompanied by the transformation of the matha into the sole source of transcendent power, as

only the matha could channel the operation of Vedic power in the immanent domain, whether
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through support for ritual, reading or textual reproduction and reinterpretation. In other words,
the institutionalization of samnydsa redounded to the power and prestige of the matha; the

guardian of the Veda.

Government Without Agency

In the first part of this chapter, I argue that the matha oversaw the radical transformation
of samnyasa from an idealized mode-of-life into a powerful institutional force that produced a
new theory of institutional power. Institutional asceticism or samnydasa was thus transformed in
order to support the theory of monastic governmentality that the matha advanced. At the heart of
this transformation lay a theoretical conundrum, to which I alluded at the very outset of this
dissertation. To govern is to act, and yet, according to the tradition of Advaita Vedanta which the
matha promulgated, samnydasins are defined by their transcendence of action. To become a
samnydsin, one must renounce one’s ability to act in the world, one’s social identity.? This is the
innovation that Sankara’s Advaita Vedanta introduced through a reappraisal of Vedic
hermeneutics, and it left the matha with the problem of governmentality.

Advaita Vedanta, the brand of non-dual Vedanta formulated by the 8" century thinker

Sankara, is premised upon a diagnosis of the existential ailment from which dharmic society

2 This emic distinction between garhasthya and samnydsa was set in structuralist stone in the work of French
anthropologist Louis Dumont who memorably referred to the samnyasin as an “individual-outside-the-world” and
opposed him to the “man-in-the-world.” Dumont’s analysis forecloses on the possibility of samnyasa being an
institution that is “in-the-world.” He writes, “The renouncer leaves the world behind in order to devote himself to his
own liberation... he depends upon no one but himself, he is alone.” Dumont’s elevation of the ‘individualistic’ and
extra-institutional nature of the ascetic leaves him with few ways to account for the influence of institutionalized
monastic power in Indian history. He avers that the ascetic develops innovative and novel modes of thinking but,
lacking any institutional framework to disseminate these ideas, Dumont has to argue that the Brahman, the man-in-
the-world, “as a scholar, has mainly preserved, aggregated, and combined; he may well have created and developed
special branches of knowledge. Not only the founding of sects and their maintenance, but the major ideas, the
‘inventions’ are due to the renouncer whose unique position gave him a sort of monopoly for putting everything in
question.” Louis Dumont, Homo Hierarchicus: The Caste System and Its Implications (Chicago: The University of
Chicago Press, 1980), 273 - 275.
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suffers. This is the problem action, paradigmatically ritual, produces. The ultimate reality, which
the Upanisads reveal, is that the self alone exists. Action is predicated upon the conviction that
we are agents capable of acting upon objects in this world, but the constituent elements of a
dharmic world are animated by our fundamental ignorance of the true state of affairs. That root
ignorance (a-vidya), which obscures and alienates the self from knowledge of itself, is
proliferated through action, which serves to ossify the ultimately unreal distinctions between
subject and object, means and ends, actions and results. As long as one remains trapped in the
realm of action, however dharmic, one is consigned to endless rebirth. Not that this is always
unpleasant; as we have seen, ritual performance results in heaven, to which the ritual agent
reaches upon death. Nonetheless, it is impossible to escape this cycle of rebirths (samsara)
through action alone. Action begets action.

Advaita Vedanta presents a Vedic hermeneutic that shows that knowledge alone results in
mukti (release) from this endless cycle. The Upanisads (the corpus of texts that constitutes the
Vedanta) teaches this non-dual knowledge, namely, that the self (atman) is the ultimate reality
(Brahman). Action, insofar as it is predicated upon dualities such as subject and object, is
antithetical to the knowledge of radical non-duality the Upanisads teach as the ultimate truth.
Thus, someone who is deeply entrenched in the world of dharma, that is, the world of action, is
constitutively incapable of knowing this ultimate truth. To know Brahman, the ultimate reality,
one must renounce the dharmic world.

In order for a male householder to take up samnyasa so that he may achieve mukti, he
must go forth (pra-vraj) from the world. Going forth, as a ritual matter, consists of performing
the death rites for his social self. In other words, he must sever a/l connections to his former

dharmic self, which was constituted by its social identity and obligations. He must renounce the
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most potent symbol of social belonging: the ritual. From the moment he enters samnyasa, he is
no longer constrained by the chief instrument of dharma: the injunction (codand or vidhi). As
Olivelle remarks in his description of the special status of samnydsa in Advaita Vedanta (with
particular reference to the Parasaramadhaviya, one of the texts in this corpus): “Such a
renouncer [samnyasin] is not subject to injunctions or prohibitions; he is beyond dharma.” In
short, the transition from action to knowledge is radical and abrupt, and the shift is marked
neither by gradient nor spectrum; the two spheres are governed by radically different logics. This
is the precise root of the problem for the samnyasins of S_rr'lgeri matha. Samnyasins (renunciants),
by virtue of having renounced dharmic society in pursuit of mukti (liberation), have foreclosed
on their ability to enact dharma or to govern its generation. In other words, samnyasins should be
disqualified from governing human affairs by their very status as samnyasins.

How then did the matha confront this intractable hermeneutic quandary? It did so by
transforming the category of samnydsa, assimilating it through a series of novel interpretive
moves within the regime of dharma from which it was categorically, and necessarily, excluded.
But this act of reinsertion is never consummated; the samnydasin of the matha cannot be
encompassed by dharma but remains beyond it inasmuch as he is impelled by liberation. That is,
at the same time that he is constituted by the injunction, he is similarly defined by a desire to
transcend the injunction. He encompasses in his conduct a series of oppositions. Knowledge, the
means to liberation, is radically opposed to the workings of dharma, the means to abhyudaya, or
prosperity. This uneasy assimilation is by design. In order for the institution of samnydsa, i.e. the
matha, to assert its sovereignty as governor of a Vedic society, it had to be part of dharmic

society and beyond it. It had to be part of it in order to govern it but to transcend it insofar as it

3 Olivelle, Renunciation in Hinduism: A Medieval Debate, 18.
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was impelled by mukti and not dharma. In effect, the matha could not be subject to governance
by any other dharmic institution. This was because the regime of dharma, forever constrained by
action, could neither comprehend nor govern an institution (the matha) that stood beyond its

ambit.

At the Limits of Dharma

The textual corpus evinces two interpretive modes of forging a connection between the
matha and the dharmic society it governed. Both of these interpretive interventions sought to
overturn the notion that the institution of samnydsa was radically severed from dharmic society.
The first interpretive mode was to recast the two metonymic figures of ritual and knowledge —
the ritual householder (grhastha) and the samnydsin — as connected, not radically severed. That
is, these two figures were shown to exist on a spectrum or a gradient. Thus, at the juncture of the
two modes of life, one could be a ritualist externally but a samnyasin at heart.* Or, on the other
hand, the knowledgeable performance of rituals could engender in the mind of the performer a

desire for knowledge of the ultimate’ — a trigger to shift from the realm of dharma to the realm

4 As Vidyaranya, one of the gurus discussed above, writes in the Treatise on Liberation-while-living
(Jivanmuktiviveka), “When, for whatever reason, Vedic students, householders, and forest-dwellers are prevented
from entering the renunciant order, there is nothing to prevent the mental abandonment of rites and the like for the
purpose of knowledge, even while they remain performing the duties (dharma-s) of their own order, because we see
many such knowers of truth in the Srutis, Smrtis, Itihdsas, and Puranas.” To put it plainly, the author is eking out
space here for samnyasa to be taken up by the members of the three other life-stations, a possibility that should be
foreclosed upon by the sharp distinction between action and knowledge. Goodding Robert, “The Treatise on
Liberation-in-Life Critical Edition and Annotated Translation of the Jivanmuktiviveka of Vidyaranya” (PhD, Austin,
University of Texas at Austin, 2002) 73 - 74.

5 As Madhava, in the introduction to his commentary on the TaittirTya Samhita, explains that if one performs the
ritual that one is enjoined to performed the result is more than just some transient gain (such as heaven). Ritual
performance also purifies one’s thoughts and generates the desire to know brahman. In other words, ritual
performance conditions the self to undertake the highest human pursuit, the knowledge of brahman. “One falls to
hell by doing what is prohibited, swayed by one’s passions. This fall is avoided by setting aside all that is prohibited.
Further, it is not just that the performance of mandatory and special rites results in the attainment of heaven as their
result, but, their performance also purifies one’s thoughts. These two types of rituals also cause the knowledge of
brahman since they generate the desire to know.”
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of mukti. The synthesis of these two modes of life produced a spectrum of conduct, from action
alone without knowledge to knowledge alone without action. It conditioned the possibility of
thinking of the two modes of life as related and not totally distinct. The texts fostered a softening
of the radical distinction between the two stages of life, the householder and the samnydsin, in
order to situate samnyasins at the limits of dharmic society, whence they could govern but not be
governed.

The second interpretive mode of assimilating samnyasa to varnasrama-dharma was
through the application of the Vedic injunction. Thus, the samnyasin was defined and
constrained by the vidhi just like his structural counterpart, the ritual agent. The samnyasin was
subject to the sravana vidhi, the injunction to learn the Vedanta text, and he was charged with
carrying out the subordinate elements of this injunction — critically examining (manana) and
meditating (nididhyasana) upon Brahman, the ultimate reality. This three-part program charted
out the samnyasin’s progress from the generation of a desire to know Brahman (vividisa) to

attaining liberation.

What a Difference Indifference Makes!

The three parts of this program of spiritual exercise—learning, examining, and practicing—
are elaborated upon in two texts in this corpus, the Treatise on Liberation-while-living (Jivan-
mukti-viveka) and the Treatise in Fifteen Chapters (Paricadasi). As my study of the samnyasa
form-of-life (asrama) shows, the Advaita Vedanta orthodoxy that “a renouncer [samnyasin] is
not subject to injunctions or prohibitions; he is beyond dharma’ certainly did not hold for the

samnydasin of Srngeri. Indeed, the very opposite was true. That is, the samnydsin (particularly,

nisiddhavarjanena ragapraptanisiddhanusthanajanyo narakapatah parihriyate | na kevalam nityanaimittikabhyam-
anusangikasvargapraptih kim tu dhisuddhya vividisotpadanadvara brahmajiianahetutvam-api tayor-asti |
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the parama-hamsa samnyasin) was constituted in virtue of being subject to the injunction to
learn (sravana) the Vedanta. As part of the transformation of the matha into a viable governing
institution, the figure of the samnydsin was subject to governance. This matha accomplished this
transformation of the samnyasin by subjecting the samnyasa-asrama to the hermeneutic force of
Mimamsa interpretive technology, most notably, the vidhi, adhikara and the overarching logic of
assimilation through subordination.

Let me begin with an examination of the construction of the samnydsin. In an explication
that spans two texts, the scholiasts of Srngeri used their considerable powers of synthesis to
formulate a single samnyasa asrama (mode-of-life), consisting of a hierarchy of forms. The
Pardasaramadhaviya, true to its form as a dharmasastra commentary, takes up the explication of
this highest d@srama, the samnyasasrama, detailing the conduct proper to each rank of samnyasin.
The Jivanmuktiviveka, a treatise on the singular state of liberation-while-living, treats only the
parama-hamsa samnyasin, who alone is institutionally authorized to pursue liberation-in-life
(jivnan-mukti). Together, the two texts present a comprehensive vision of samnydsa as a mode-
of-life or order (asrama) with its attendant governing logic (dharma).

These two texts describe the samnydsa order (asrama), distinguishing between
institutional and non-institutional forms, by explicating the logic of its hierarchic organization.
Thus, samnyasa is divided into a variety of forms according to differences in entitlement
(adhikara-bheda), differences in the ends to which samnydasa was adopted, and differences in the
means that were adopted to those distinct ends. In other words, the construction and
differentiation of the samnydsasrama relied upon the ritual logic of Mimamsa: identifying the
agent (adhikarta), the means (sadhana), the ends (sadhya), and the procedures proper to each

(itikartavyata).
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The Parasaramdadhaviya chapter on samnydasa is, like many other topics covered in this
text, synthesized from scratch by the commentator. That is, there is no root text here which the
commentary explicates. Olivelle states of this chapter: “This section does not constitute a true
commentary because the Parasara-smrti contains no discussion of renunciation. It contains
Madhava’s own exposition of the Advaita position, unconstrained by the need to comment upon
and interpret a root text.”® The chapter is cobbled together with quotations from Sruti and Smrti
texts, which the commentator weaves together through explication (vyakhya). In other words, it
is a perfect example of the intellectual bricolage that distinguished this commentarial corpus.

First of all, the text takes up the topic of adhikara, that is, who is entitled to undertake
samnyasa. The text begins with expansive criteria for eligibility, which is winnowed down as the
discussion homes in on the subtle distinctions in the forms of samnydsa. The most general
treatment of this question determines that almost any member of the three higher varnas (that is,
any twice-born male) is entitled to take up samnydsa, as long as he feels an aversion (vairdagya)
to the ends of dharmic life (ritual performance, procreation, marriage, and the like).” There are,
according to this most general paradigm, four types of mendicants, arranged hierarchically

according to the intensity of the aversion that they feel for the world of dharma:

¢ Patrick Olivelle, Renunciation in Hinduism: A Medieval Debate, vol. 8, Publications of the De Nobili Research
Library (Vienna, 1986), 20.

7 “Those who are between stages-of-life (@sramas), such as Vedic graduates and widows, given that it is possible
that their mental faculties have been purified by means that are independent of their mode-of-life (@srama), for
instance by means of such actions as recitation of mantras, fasting, pilgrimage, they are entitled to the mode-of-life
undergirded by the desire for liberation (moksasrame). This has been examined critically in the third book. Even in
the case of loss of dharma, as long as one atones through expiation, samnydsa is possible.

snatakavidhurdadinam antaralavarttinam asramanirapeksair japopavasatirthayatradikarmabhis
cittasuddhisambhavena moksasrame’ dhikaro ’stiti trtiye 'dhyaye mimamsitam | dharmalope pyanutapavatas
tatprayascittatvena samnyasah sambhavati |

Madhava, Parasara Smrti, 1.2:151-52.
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There are four types of mendicants, who share the same identifying marks. Among these,
distinctions according to conduct and knowledge are reported in the Veda. kuficaka, bahiidaka,
and the hamsa is the third; the fourth is the parama-hamsa. Each succeeding one is better than the

last.®

As this classification clarifies, the four-fold taxonomy of mendicants is arranged hierarchically,
such that each succeeding type is more accomplished than the previous type. Further, the
distinctions are based on conduct and the knowledge each type possesses. We shall see presently
what these distinctions entail.

Next, the text draws out distinctions in the adhikara (eligibility) that characterize these

sub-types”:

Aversion is said to be of two types: sharp (f7vra) and sharper (#ivratara). When it
[aversion] is sharp, the yogi should renounce into the state of kuticaka, or, if he is
capable, into bahiidaka; when it is sharper, [he should renounce] into the state called
hamsa. The one who desires liberation [should renounce] into the state of parama-hamsa,

which is a direct means to awareness [of Brahman].'”

8 catur-vidha bhiksavas tu proktah samanya-linginah | tesam prthak prthak jianam vrtti-bhedadikam srutam ||
kuticako bahiidako hamsas caiva trtiyakah | catiarthah paramo hamso yo yah pascat sa uttamah ||
Madhava, 1.2:160.

? “With regard to this [four-fold classification] the Purana demonstrates the distinctions of adhikara.” tatra
adhikaraviseah purane darsitah
Madhava, 1.2:161.

0 viraktir dvividha prokta tivra tivratareti ca | satyam eva tu tivrayam nyased yogi kuticakah ||

Sakto bahiidaka tivratarayam hamsasamyjiiite | mumuksuh parame hamse saksad vijiianasadhane ||
Madhava, 1.2:161.
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This very same classification is reiterated verbatim at the beginning of the Jivanmuktiviveka.'' 1t
makes clear a few important distinctions between the types. First and foremost, not each of these
sub-types is motivated by liberation. The paramahamsa bhiksu (mendicant) is alone defined by
the desire for release (mumuksu) from the cycle of rebirths. The Jivanmuktiviveka provides

further clarity:

“Away with samsara” is when a temporary thought occurs at the time of the loss of a son,
wife, wealth, and so on; it is the dull state of detachment.

“In this world let me not have a son, wife, etc.,” that sort of firm mind is the sharp
detachment.

“Let there not be a world subject to rebirth,” that is the sharper detachment. There is not
any renunciation in the dull level of detachment.

In the sharp (tivra) type, there may be two types of renunciation on the basis of the ability
or inability to undertake pilgrimages, and so forth. The two types are the kuticaka and the
bahiidaka. Both are triple-staffed.

In the sharper type (ivratara), there are two types of renunciation, according to the
distinction of Brahmaloka and liberation. The hamsa knows the truth in that world

(Brahmaloka); the paramahamsa knows the truth in this world.!?

This passage makes clear the relative differences in motivation that determine a
samnyasin’s status. The two lower types are not assured of liberation at all. These two types of
samnyasa do not ineluctably lead to an awareness of Brahman, the ultimate reality, for the
motivating desire reifies the individual agent (“let me not have a son in this world, etc.”). The
two higher types of samnyasa (hamsa and paramahamsa) are motivated by the desire to do away

with the sort of existence that is predicated upon rebirth. Thus, there is a desire to transcend the

' Goodding, “The Treatise on Liberation-in-Life Critical Edition and Annotated Translation of the
Jivanmuktiviveka of Vidyaranya,” 71.

12 Goodding, 71-72.
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realm of action and rebirth. Still, the two types are distinguished by their realization of the
ultimate reality (Brahman). The hamsa samnyasin, the lower of the two, does not obtain
liberation in this world; indeed he does not even do so upon death. Rather, he realizes the nature
of Brahman in the world of Brahman, whereas the paramahamsa samnydsin knows that reality in
this very world.

The hierarchy further clarifies another dimension of this classification, namely, that it is
the paramahamsa group alone that is subject to the sravana vidhi, which enjoins the renunciant
to study the Vedanta texts in order to have direct awareness of Brahman. Samnydasins belonging
to the three lower sub-types, therefore, must progress along this hierarchy in order to become
eligible to be enjoined in the manner described below. This process, which extends over many
lifetimes, culminates in two possible outcomes: either the samnyasin attains jivan-mukti,
liberation-while-living, a very rare occurrence, or, more typically, he attains videha-mukti,
liberation-in-death. Thus, the spiritual progress to liberation is constituted according to the
familiar Vedic hermeneutic of assimilation through subordination.

The matha thus articulated a hierarchy of renunciate subjects, distinguished by their
eligibility and motivations (adhikara-bheda). Further, the texts detail the different modes of
conduct that distinguish these four types of samnyasins. In the remainder of the chapter, I focus
our attention on the highest and final of these four sub-types, the paramahamsa, who is the

subject of the injunction to know the Vedanta.

What’s Good for the Goose?
Before we can move on to an examination of the vidhi that constrains the parama-hamsa

samnyasa, we must explicate one final hierarchic division, for the category of paramahamsa
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samnyasa is itself divided into two sub-categories: vividisa-samnyasa (the renunciation for
knowledge) and vidvat-samnyasa (the renunciation of the knower). As I have demonstrated in
the previous chapter, one of the hinges that connected the world of action and the world of
knowledge was vividisa, the desire to know, which arose in the sacrificer who performed the
Vedic ritual with full knowledge of its meaning. As the commentator on the TaittirTya Samhita

states in the introduction to his commentary:

The obligatory and occasional rites do not merely result ineluctably in the acquisition of
heaven but, moreover, through the mediation of the generation of vividisa (the desire to
know) because of the purity of one’s awareness, these two types of Vedic rites,

furthermore, cause knowledge of Brahman.!?

As this passage makes clear, the performance of the Vedic ritual may bring about
vividisa, but this desire may or may not be pursued in the institutional setting of a mode-of-life

(a@srama). The Jivanmuktiviveka characterizes this divide thus:

Because it has been brought about by the desire for knowledge that has arisen through
Vedic recitations and so on, properly performed in this life here or in a former life, this is
called vividisa-samnydsa. And this renunciation, which is the cause of knowing, is
twofold: the one consists only in the abandonment of rites and the like, which produces
rebirth; the other constitutes an order in society (@srama) that is connected with carrying

a staff and the like, which are preceded by uttering the praisa ritual formula.'*

13 na kevalam nitya-naimittikabhyam anusangika-svarga-praptih kim tu dhisuddhya vividisotpadanadvara
brahmajfianahetutvam api tayor asti |
Taittiriya Samhita, 7.

4 Goodding, “The Treatise on Liberation-in-Life Critical Edition and Annotated Translation of the
Jivanmuktiviveka of Vidyaranya,” 73.
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This bit of commentary connects the generation of vividisa to its institutional
codification. When the desire to know (vividisa) arises in an agent — its precise cause, whether it
is caused by the purifying practices from previous births or by the ritual performed
knowledgeably, is not particularly important here — the agent may pursue that desire to know
(vividisa) in one of two ways, with very different outcomes. According to the first of the two
alternatives, the agent may simply give up ritual performance, and pursue non-institutionalized
renunciation. This does not result in mukti, as the text avers, as it “consists only in the
abandonment of rites and the like, which produces rebirth.” Nevertheless, as the text also
confirms, this path is open to all those, including women, who are somehow blocked from taking

up institutional samnydsa.

Even women are qualified to undertake this abandonment... When, for whatever reason,
Vedic students, householders, and forest-dwellers are prevented from entering the
renunciant order [samnydsasramal), there is nothing to prevent the mental abandonment
of rites and the like for the purpose of knowledge, even while they remain performing the

duties of their own order, because we see many such knowers of truths in the Srutis,

Smrtis, Itihasas, and Puranas.'

In other words, when vividisa arises in the agent, s’he may pursue that desire by
internally renouncing the external signs of this mode-of-life. Thus, s/he may continue performing
the obligatory Vedic rituals though s/he is completely detached from the incentive structure (in
which action begets an attractive result) that undergirds that normative system. S/he may be
committed internally to transcending the limitations of subjectivity, and his or her progress

towards immortality may continue apace. Still, this path remains the recourse of those who are

15 Goodding, 72-73.
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barred from entry into the formal institution of samnyasa, admission to which is governed by the
logic of ritual, including, as we shall soon examine, an overarching injunctive purpose.

This is as clear an illustration as we may hope for of what I have referred to above as the
matha’s control over the means of subject-production. In this case, the samnyasin is constituted
as subject to a range of authorizing and credentialing process and practices. There are ritual,
educational, and institutional barriers to entry to the order, all of which are controlled and
administered by the matha. The first phase of subject-formation consisted of training with a
teacher in the Vedanta. This process of training to learn about the self was governed by the
injunction to learn about the Vedanta (sravana vidhi). It was followed by the disciplined scrutiny
of this scriptural information (manana) and a rigorous program of yogic practice (nididhydasana)
that intended to cement the awareness of ultimate reality (Brahman) in an unmediated fashion.
Thus, the injunction that governed the samnyasdasrama directed a program of perfection of the
self that accompanied the samnyasin from initiation to liberation.

This preceding section has demonstrated that the sub-category of parama-hamsa
samnyasa was set off as the sole institutional form of samnydsa. Thus, the matha conceptualized
renunciation as a general and specific mode-of-life. Defined in the most general and expansive
terms, samnydsa may be taken up by any twice-born who experiences sustained aversion to the
ends of the dharmic ritual order. There is a disagreement among authoritative sources, which the
matha does not attempt to resolve, as to whether samnydasa is open to Brahmins alone or to

members of the three higher varnas.'® Nevertheless, the texts do restrict a very particular kind of

16 «“According to the afore-mentioned procedure, samnydsa is available to Brahmins (vipras) alone. Thus, in other
Smrtis, Ksatriyas and Vaisyas are prohibited from bearing the sings [of the order] such as the staff and the
garment... Others, on the other hand, accept that the members of the three higher varnas are entitled to samnyasa,
since numerous Smrti texts enjoin the four orders (student, householder, forest-dweller and renunciant), optionally
and cumulatively, for the twice-born who have completed their Vedic training.”
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samnyasa, the proper conduct of which is regulated by the matha to a single (and the highest)
sub-type of samnyasins: the paramahamsa-samnyasin.

Indeed, the unique institutional status of the parama-hamsa samnydasin finds mention in
the introduction to the Rgveda, in a discussion on the scope of the adhyayana vidhi (the
injunction to study one’s own Veda). The commentator uses an untraced sitra text called the
Purusarthanusasanam (The Instruction on Human Ends) to structure his explication. The
question that the commentator attempts to answer is the following: The injunction to study the
Veda (adhyayana vidhi) is obligatory for all twice-born males. Given that knowledge of the
meaning is required by that injunction, is it not the case that a critical inquiry (vicara) of the
matter would obtain thereby and not otherwise? This leads the interlocutor to ask our

commentator the following:

Is the critical examination (vicara) of the ritual or the critical examination of Brahman
established obligatorily for the members of the three higher varnas? With regard to these
two positions, we agree on the first point. The text states: “Thus, the critical examination
of the ritual is obligatory for the three higher varnas alone.” Since the Veda states that
negligence causes ruin, the members of the three higher varnas are obligated to perform
those rituals. The second position (namely, that the critical examination of Brahman is
the sole preserve of the members of the three higher varnas) we do not accept. The text
states: “The critical examination of Brahman, on the other hand, is the sole preserve of
the parama-hamsa,” to which we would add, “it is obligatory [for the parama-hamsa

alone].”!”

samnyasas tuktarityd viprasyaiva | ata eva smrty-antare kasaya-dandadi-linga-dharanam ksatriya-vaisyayor
nisiddham | apare punah samnydasam traivarnikadhikaram icchanti | adhita-vedasya dvi-jati-matrasya samuccaya-
vikalpabhyam asrama-catustayasya bahusmrtisu vidhandat |

Madhava, Parasara Smrti, 1.2:154. The text covers this topic over a few pages (152 — 156).

7 kratu-vicarasya traivarpika-matre’ pi nityatva-siddhih kim va brahma-vicarasya | tatradyo’ sman-mate’ pi sama
ity aha | ato nityah kratu-vicaras traivarnika-matrasyeti || yato’ karane pratyavaya-sravanat kratavas
traivarnikanam nitya ata ity arthah || dvitiyo’ nista ityaha || brahmavicarah punah parama-hamsasyaiveti || nitya
ity anusanga iti ||
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This brief interlude to the discussion regarding the scope of the adhyayana vidhi reveals
the lineaments of the matha’s thinking on samnydsa. To clarity, the twice-born are generally
entitled to take up samnydsa; thus, one may give up one’s dharmic identity and take up kuticaka
samnyasa (or either of the other two sub-types), adhering, in one’s conduct, to the guidelines
detailed in the commentary on the Pardasarasmrti. However, the obligation to undertake a critical
examination (vicara) into the nature of Brahman — predicated upon the careful study of the
Upanisadic corpus — is the sole and obligatory duty of the parama-hamsa samnyasin. Indeed, the
Vivarana-prameya-samgraha (Summary of the Topics of the Vivarana, see below) spells out the
implications of this injunction being obligatory: negligence results in ruin for the parama-hamsa
(akarane pratyavaya).'® That is to say, in order to set out on the path to jivan-mukti, the
extraordinary state of liberation-while-living, one must formally enter the order of parama-
hamsa samnyasins, and therefore one must be subject to the sravana vidhi (the injunction to
learn the Vedanta), which requires — as necessary aspects — the critical examination of Brahman,
subjecting that awareness to disciplined reflection (manana) and developing an unmediated, and
sustained, awareness of Brahman through a regimen of yogic practice (nididhyasana).

Let us now turn to the sravana vidhi, which governs the conduct of the parama-hamsa
samnyasin and generates the subjective experience of Brahman. The notion that there was a vidhi
that governed the acquisition of knowledge of Brahman was first expounded by the 10% century
Vedantin Prakasatman, in his Paficapadikavivarana, an exposition of Padmapada’s

Paiicapadika, a commentary on Sankara’s Brahmasiitrabhdsya. The matha not only adopted

8 parama-hamsasyaiva Sravanady-akarane pratyavayat | Because ruin will result for parama-hamsas alone should
they neglect to do what is enjoined by the sravana vidhi. Vidyaranya, Vivaranaprameyasamgraha, 156.

173



Prakasatman’s core argument regarding the underlying sravana vidhi, but built upon it in ways
that are salient to our study. The vidhi assumed greater salience as a vehicle for the unification of
the Vedic corpus. It constituted the institutional samnyasin, the parama-hamsa (institutional
samnyasa does not appear in Prakasatman’s work), as a figure parallel — as the second Homo
Vedicus — to the Vedic ritualist. Both of these figures undertook institutional modes-of-life
governed by a single, overarching injunction.

Further, the matha used the sravana vidhi to structure the disciplining of the subject — the
samnyasin. Thus, the three limbs of the injunction — sravana, manana, nididhyasana — were
transformed into three distinct practices of the self. In this tripartite program of perfection of the
self, sravana, learning, referred to the formal training that an eligible candidate (adhikarta)
received in the practice of critically examining (vicara) Brahman in the Vedanta corpus. In this
training, the guru of the matha, himself a fully liberated being (jivan-mukta), served as the
teacher. Manana, disciplined reasoning, referred to the process of subjecting the Vedanta
teaching to scrutiny. We know least about this step of the process, although the Paricadasi, in
particular, suggests that one would be trained to hold up the Vedanta to Sankhya scrutiny.'’
Lastly, nididhyasana, or meditative practice, referred to the formal regime of yogic practice,
detailed in the Jivan-mukti-viveka (Treatise Discerning Liberation-while-living), which

synthesized the yogic tradition of Patafijali with Advaita Vedanta soteriology.

Learn. Think. Meditate: Brahman, Three Ways

19 For those whose thoughts are no longer distracted, no longer obscured by the veil of pure delusion, the critical
inquiry named Sarkhya ought to be primary; it provides success right away.

avyakuladhiyam moha-matrendacchaditatmanam | sankhya-namda vicarah syan mukhyo jhatiti siddhidah ||
Vidyaranya, Paricadasi (Madras: Sri Ramakrishna Math, 1967), 417.
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In this section, I provide a brief overview of the manner in which the Samgraha (the
Summary of Prakasatman’s Vivarana) defined the paramahamsa samnydsa through the
application of the vidhi (the injunction). I present the matha’s view, following Prakasatman’s
arguments, on the sravana vidhi as the overarching injunctive statement guiding the conduct of
parama-hamsa samnyasins, and 1 show how the constituent elements of the injunction
conditioned the synthesis of a Yogic-Vedantin program of realizing the ultimate reality of the
self.

The hermeneuts of Srigeri were quite aware that Sankara?® himself — the purported
founder of the matha and the progenitor of the order of samnydasins — had formulated the single
most formidable argument against defining the samnyasa asrama by an overarching vidhi.
Sankara, in the Brahma-siitra-bhasya (1.1.4), had laid out the principal arguments against the
possibility of an injunction impelling samnyasins to know Brahman. Without rehearsing this
multi-layered argument in detail, let me draw out some of its key elements. Sankara objected, in
his commentary on the fourth sitra (tattu samanvayat), that Brahman cannot be the object or end
of an injunctive statement. He offered a number of ramifying arguments, but I address only those
that concern the possibility that the Vedanta — like the ritual section of the Veda — comprises
injunctive statements.

Recall that Sankara had transformed Mimamsa hermeneutics by arguing that the Veda’s
validity as a pramana was not restricted solely to its injunctive statements, which, on the
Mimamsaka view, impelled the agent to realize (bring about, bhavana) a future state of affairs

(sadhya). According to Sankara, the Veda also provides knowledge regarding existent

20 My understanding of Sankara’s hermeneutic project and the great innovation he wrought in Vedic interpretation is
indebted to Aleksandar Uskokov, “Deciphering the Hidden Meaning: Scripture and the Hermeneutics of Liberation
in Early Advaita Vedanta” (Chicago, University of Chicago, 2018).
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transcendent entities, which we could not know about otherwise. In other words, there is a
profound difference between injunctive speech as a valid means of knowing something, in the
sense that its validity depends upon the agent’s action, and the knowledge regarding an already

existent entity which exists independent of any action.

Is it not the case that knowledge is nothing but a mental action? No, because of a
difference in essential characteristics. For, we call action that which is entirely
independent of the nature of an entity and dependent upon the mental operation of a
person... Even though thinking and meditating are mental activities, nevertheless a
person may do it [thinking or meditating], not do it, or do it otherwise; this is because
these are entirely dependent upon the person. Knowledge, on the other hand, is produced
by a reliable means of knowing [pramana], and pramana takes as its object some really
existent entity. So, knowledge may not be done, or not done, or done otherwise, because
it is entirely dependent upon the object. Knowledge is neither dependent upon an

injunction; nor is it dependent upon a person.?!

Sankara’s argument is intended against the Mimamsa insistence that the Veda is valid
only insofar as it impels certain humans to perform the ritual actions to bring about some future
goal (sadhya). This is certainly the case as regards the realization of heaven through the
performance of rituals. But, as Sankara insists, the Veda also informs us about transcendent
entities, about which we would have no knowledge were it not for the Veda telling us so. To this
extent, the Veda is a valid means of knowing existent entities (siddha, as opposed to sadhya).

Moreover, knowledge of these transcendent states-of-affairs, unlike knowledge of rituals and

2 nanu jiianam nama manast kriya | na, vailaksanyat | kriya hi nama sa, yatra vastu-svariipa-nirapeksair eva
codyate | purusa-citta-vyaparadhina ca | dhyanam cintanam yady api manasam, tathapi purusena kartum akartum
anyathd va kartum Sakyam, purusa-tantratvat | jianam tu pramana-janyam | pramanam ca yathabhiita-vastu-
visayam, ato jiianam kartum akartum anyatha va kartum asakyam, kevalam vastu-tantram eva tat | na codana-
tantram | napi purusatantram |

Sankara, Brahmasiitrabhdsya, 3rd ed. (Bombay: Nirnayasagara Press, 1948), 18.
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their results, exists independent of whether humans know it or whether they act upon this
knowledge. To explain, injunctions give humans actionable intelligence, but for that knowledge
to be realized, humans must act upon it, to bring about the goal (sadhya). Thus, the sadhya
depends upon humans acting; but knowledge of siddha entities obtains independent of human
action. The Veda makes us aware of the identity of the self and Brahman, regardless of how
humans react to this knowledge. The implication of this line of argument is that Brahman cannot
be enjoined, since neither it, nor knowledge regarding it, can be brought about by human action.
Closely connected to this argument is the argument that Brahman, which is the nature of
the self, is not the kind of entity which could be the object of knowledge, as an action. In other

words, Brahman is just the nature of the self; it is not an object of knowing.

The teaching (Veda) does not seek to explain Brahman as an object as being “this.” What
then? Teaching that it is not an object, because it is the inner self (pratyag-atman), [the

teaching, i.e., the Veda] removes the tripartite distinctions of object of knowledge-

knower-knowledge, which are imputed by ignorance.??

In other words, the self is not an agent. Thus, knowledge of Brahman is not some object
which the self can know. It just is the nature of the self. Nevertheless, there are a number of
Vedanta passages that appear to be injunctive. The best-known of these is a statement from the
Brhad-aranyaka Upanisad (BU 2.4.5), from Yajiiavalkya’s instruction to his wife, MaitreyT.
Upon being asked by his wife to tell her the means to immortality, Yajiiavalkya launches into a

disquisition on the nature of the self. He ends his speech by admonishing his wife,

22 na hi $astram idamtaya visayabhiitam brahma pratipipadayisati | kim tarhi? pratyag-atmatvenavisayataya
pratipadayad avidydkalpitam vedya-veditr-vedanadi-bhedam apanayati |
Sankara, 16.
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atma va are drastavyah srotavyo mantavyo nididhydasitavyo maitreyi.

It is the self, my dear Maitreyi, which one should know and learn, and on which one

should reflect and concentrate.

The four gerundives (in bold) give the statement an injunctive sense. Sankara must
explain how it is that the Vedanta contains statements regarding the self that are clearly
injunctive. He addresses the matter in his commentary on the very same siitra.

’

What is the purport, then, of statements such as, “atma va are drastavyah srotavyo...’

which appear to be injunctions (vidhi-cchayani)? We aver that the point of these

statements is to turn humans from their natural disposition to intentional action.?®

In other words, Sankara accepts that there are a number of texts that have the appearance
of injunctions, but they do not have the force of injunctive statements; rather, these statements
tend to turn humans away from their natural inclination to act, an instinct that only further
entrenches the mistaken notion of the self as an agent and experiencer.

In the face of such a clear and unequivocal repudiation of the injunction, how could the
scholiasts of Srigeri possibly maintain that the Vedanta texts comprise a central injunction that
governs the conduct of the parama-hamsa samnyasin? Let us see how these scholars of Srigeri,

following Prakasatman’s lead, explain the process by which the injunction comes to govern this

B kim-arthani tarhi ‘atma va are drastavyah srotavyah ity-adini vidhi-cchayani vacanani? svabhavika-pravrtti-
visaya-vimukhi-karandarthaniti brimah |
Sankara, 19.
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particular class of samnyasins. The explanation begins with the adhyayana vidhi, which, like the

sravana vidhi — soon to be introduced — is characterized as an obligatory injunction.

Thus, owing to the force of the obligatory injunction [to study], everyone studies the
Veda along with the six related disciplines (vedarngas), and comes to know its meaning.
When, through the force of the maturation of a collection of merits, there arises for a
certain person a desire to obtain the highest human end (niratisaya-purusartha, i.e.
liberation), he, having searched in the Veda for the means to it (the highest human end),
understands this: “It is out of love for the self that everything becomes dear.” Everything
is said to be dear only insofar as everything is subordinated to the self; thus, he who is

detached from everything that is other than the selfis eligible (adhikari).>*

This passage describes the journey of a twice-born male from Vedic study to becoming eligible
to pursue the knowledge of the self. First of all, he must have studied the Veda for its meaning
(artham janati). Then with the passage of an unspecified period of time—it could take him
numerous births to accumulate the requisite merit—-owing to the ripening of the merit he has
accrued, he will have cultivated a desire to realize the ultimate human end — liberation. In order
to be eligible to embark upon this path, he must become detached from everything that is not the
self. The next sentence of the text introduces the injunction to which he is subject in this new

phase of life:

With the following excerpt of the text, beginning with, “You see, when the self is seen,

heard about, reflected and known, then all this is known,”>> and ending with, “To this

2 atah sarvo’ pi nitya-vidhi-balad eva sad-anga-sahitam vedam adhityartham janati | kascit punya-pufja-paripaka-
vasan niratisaya-purusartha-prepsayam tad-upayam vede’ nvisyedam avagacchati | atmanas tu kamaya sarvam
priyam bhavatiti atma-Sesatayaivanyasya sarvasya priyatvokter atmavyatiriktat sarvasmad virakto dhikart |
Vidyaranya, Vivaranaprameyasamgraha, 1.

25 From Sankara’s commentary on BU 2.4.5
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extent indeed is immortality...,”?® he [Sankara] has taught that immortality, which is the
ultimate human end, has as its means the knowledge of the self, and further that
knowledge, which is not dependent upon the human, is thus not the object of the
injunction. Further, having reiterated the knowledge of the self with the statement, “the
self, my dear, ought to be known...” and “it is to be heard about, reflected and meditated
upon,” as the means to it, he has enjoined “hearing” (sravanam) as primary, together with
reflecting (mananam) and meditating (nididhyasanam) as subsidiary elements that assist

the result.?’

There is a crucial re-interpretation of Sankara’s commentary in this analysis. The
commentator exploits a key element of Mimamsa hermeneutics to re-interpret the injunction in

question. The injunction reads:

atma va are drastavyah srotavyo mantavyo nididhydasitavyo maitreyi.

It is the self, my dear Maitreyi, which one should know and learn, and on which one

should reflect and concentrate.

As the bold type indicates, there are four possible candidates — in the gerundive — for the
action?® that this injunction prescribes. Thus, knowing the self (drastavya), learning about the

self (srotavya), reflecting upon the self (mantavya), or meditating upon the self

26 From Sankara’s commentary on BU 2.1.15

27 gtmani khalv are dyste Srute mate vijiiate idam sarvam vijiatam ity upakramyaitavad are khalv amytatvam ity
upasamharat parama-purusartha-bhitasyamrtatvasyatma-darsanopayatvam pratipadya darsanasya capurusa-
tantrasyavidheyatvad atma va are drastavya ity atmadarsanam aniidya tadupayatvena srotavyo mantavyo
nididhyasitavya iti manana-nididhydasanabhyam phalopakary-angabhyam saha sravanam namangi vidhiyata iti |
Vidyaranya, Vivaranaprameyasamgraha, 1.

28 According to Mimamsa hermeneutics, the statement cannot enjoin all four actions as equally important, since suhc
an interpretation would vitiate the hermeneutic principle of sentential unity (eka-vakyata). According to this
principle, an injunctive statement may enjoin a single action as primary. The statement may, further, enjoin other
subsidiary actions, but it may not enjoin more than one primary ritual action (unless multiple possible actions are
enjoined as alternatives).
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(nididhydasitavya). In his explication of this statement as an injunction, the commentator attempts
to maintain two positions simultaneously. He demonstrates fidelity to Sankara’s position by
maintaining that this is not an injunction to know the self. At the same time, he tries to
demonstrate that this is an injunction to learn about, reflect and meditate upon the self, all of
which produces knowledge of the self.

First, the commentator shows that the section of Sankara’s commentary that he has cited
conveys two facts. First, the means to immortality is knowledge of the self (atma-darsana), and
second, since knowing (darsana) does not depend upon a human (i.e. knowledge is dependent
upon the object not the subject), it cannot therefore be the object of an injunction. This is a
restatement of Sarkara’s position (see above) that knowledge does not depend upon the knower
for its existence. The commentator has already shown that darsana (knowing) cannot be the
object of the injunction.

Now, he takes up the injunction at hand, “atrma va are drastavya....” This is clearly an
injunction (given the profusion of prescriptive gerundives), but the act of knowing (drastavya),
cannot be the object of the injunction, for the reasons he has already provided. Thus, having
reiterated the darsana (which has no injunctive purpose in this injunction, since it has already
been ruled out as being unsuitable for injunctive purpose), he reads the statement as enjoining the
next candidate, sravana or learning (the srotavyo in the text, “it must be learned about”), as the
object of the injunction. Reiteration or repetition (anu-vad) has a special hermeneutic salience for
Mimamsakas; repetition makes a statement unworthy of being enjoined. In this statement,
knowing (darsana) is simply reiterated in order to enjoin the act of learning (sravana) Thus, the

principal object that is enjoined is learning about the self (atma srotavyah). Further, as
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subordinate elements, reflecting and meditating upon the self (@tma mantavyo nididhydsitavyo)
are enjoined in assisting the primary injunctive purpose: sravana or learning.

But, what of Sankara’s explicit repudiation of the position that there could be an
injunction governing the conduct of samnyasins pursuing knowledge of the self? The

commentator confronts this criticism head-on.

Even if knowledge were to be produced by some unseen entity (adrsta), still this
injunction would run afoul of the commentary [of Sankara], since [he] has, with
inordinate effort, rejected the vidhi in his explication of the samanvaya siitra (i.e. the

fourth siitra of the Brahmasiitra). For otherwise, the Vedanta would serve the injunction

and Brahman, which would entail a sentential split.’

As this passage argues, the commentator entertains two possible objections to conferring
the status of vidhi upon the statement in question. First, it would contradict the position advanced
by Sankara in his commentary on the fourth siitra of the Brahmasiitras (which I have reviewed
above), and second, it would entail a sentential split, greatly feared by Mimamsakas. According
to the Mimamsakas, a single statement should be unified in its expressive purpose; this is
referred to as the principle of sentential unity (ekavakyata). Should a sentence express more than
one matter, where it is not possible to subordinate one of those to the other, it may suffer from
sentential fracture (vakya-bheda).

The commentator addresses the argument using the rather complicated language of

Mimamsa hermeneutics. There are two steps to the argument; first, the commentator rejects the

2 jiianasya katham cid adysta-janyatve’ py ayam vidhir bhasya-viruddhah | samanvaya-siitra-vydakhyane mahata
prayatnena vidhi-nirakaranat | anyatha vedantanam vidhi-paratvam brahma-paratvam ceti vakya-bheda-
prasangah|

Vidyaranya, Vivaranaprameyasamgraha, 3.
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claim that the injunction in question (a@tma va are drastavyah srotavyo mantavyo
nididhyasitavyo) could bring about or establish Brahman. Second, he argues that the injunction

enjoins learning (sravana) which should result in knowledge.

Nor is this position [that there is an injunction to learn the Vedanta] contradicted by
[Sankara’s] commentary. For, in that case [i.e. in the commentary], the injunction to
know (drastavya) alone is rejected. Since, were “knowing” enjoined, then the verbal root
and the verbal affix [drs and tavya, the gerundive ending] together articulate the meaning
of the verbal affix [i.e. favya or “should be done™], as being primary. According to this
rule [regarding the articulation of what is primary], the meaning of the verbal affix alone,
that is, the sense of the obligation [“one should”], is primary. Thus, ‘knowing,” insofar as
it is the meaning of the verbal root, would be secondary, and Brahman, which modifies
“knowing” [as the object of the act of knowing], would be all the more secondary.
Consequently, the statements of the Vedanta could not establish Brahman. But, as regards
an injunction to learn (sravana), designating the “knowing of Brahman” as primary

insofar as it is the result, there would be no defect.’®

The commentator uses a familiar interpretive technique in deftly side-stepping the
substance of Sankara’s objection. This technique consists of accepting the objection but in such a
restrictive sense as to render it ineffectual. In this case, the commentator grants that Sankara does
in fact object to this statement (atma va are drastavyah...) being construed as an injunction, but,
claims the commentator, Sankara does not, in principle, object to the statements of the Vedanta
being understood to have injunctive force. This effectively limits the scope of Sankara’s

objection to just the injunction of knowledge, which therefore avoids the larger question of

30 na ca bhasya-virodhah | darsana-vidher eva tatra nirakaranat | darsana-vidhane hi prakyti-pratyayau
pratyayartham saha briitah pradhanyeneti nyayena pratyayarthasya niyogasaiva pradhanyad darsanasya prakrty-
arthataya guna-bhiitatvena tad-visesanasya brahmano’ pi sutaram guna-bhavah syat tato na vedantair brahma
sidhyet | phalatvena pradhanam brahma-darsanam uddisya sravana-vidhane tu na ko’ pi dosah |

Vidyaranya, 4.
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whether the Vedanta statements enjoin the seeker of Brahman to undertaking the tripartite
program that the matha has synthesized.

The construal of this statement as an injunction to learn the Vedanta further cements the
formulation of the samnydsin as a figure parallel to the ritual performer. In other words, the ritual
performer is qualified by the rite of initiation (upanayana) to undertake the study of the Veda
(enjoined by the adhyayana vidhi). Further, the study of the Veda qualifies him to undertake the
task of performing rituals as an obligatory aspect of his social identity. Indeed, his social identity
is fashioned through the restrictive effects of the nitya (obligatory) vidhi. He is obliged always to
perform the ritual or risk ruin. The samnyasin is similarly constrained by the obligatory
injunction to learn the Vedanta. This injunction, like the injunction to study the Veda, launches a

program of action to realize Brahman, and failure to adhere to it results in ruin for the samnyasin:

“The twice-born male who, without studying the Veda, focuses his efforts elsewhere, he,
even while alive, is reduced straightaway to a siidra, along with his lineage.” As regards
the ruin that results from negligence, in the present case, too, upon accepting the vidhi,
the same [ruin] would obtain: “On the other hand, the samnydsin who renounces the
obligatory ritual without learning the Vedanta, he too falls, as to this there is no doubt.”

Thus, ruin results from not learning.?!

The parama-hamsa samnyasin is thus subject to an overarching injunction in much the
same manner as the ritual agent. Only, in this case, study of the Vedanta does not commence a

life of ritual performance, but nevertheless entails action — in the form of a rigorous program of

3L y0” nadhitya dvijo vedam anyatra kurute Sramam | sa jivann eva Siidratvam asu gacchati sanvayah || ity akarane
pratyavayam apeksya vidhy-angikare prakrte’ pi tathastu | nityam karma parityajya vedanta-sravanam vind |
vartamanas tu samnydasi pataty eva na samsayah || iti pratyavaya-smarandat |
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yogic practice. This the commentator describes in discussing the overarching purport of the

injunction to learn (sruti-tatparya) and how the injunction brings about knowledge:

He should learn (srotavya) from the statements of the Veda and should reflect upon them
(mantavya) with the aid of reason. Having learned these [statements], he should meditate
upon them (dhyeya) in a sustained manner. These are the causes of knowing [Brahman]
(darsana). O best of sages! learning (sravana) itself is the name for the ascertainment of
the overarching meaning of the capacity of the Vedanta statement, and ascertainment
occurs through such practices as “upakrama” etc. After learning the statements of the
Vedanta from affectionate teachers, one should reflect (manana), employing reason in
corroborating those statements. Intensive meditation (nididhydsana), which is the
practice of single-mindedness, occurs once learning and reflection have already occurred.
O learned ones, reflecting (manana) and meditating (nididhyasana) are subsidiary
elements, which assist the result, and through these wrong cultivation and lack of
cultivation are extirpated entirely. Nevertheless, learning (Sravana) has priority over
reflection (manana) and meditation (nididhydsana) because it is essential to the arising of

knowledge (jfiana).>?

Here, the commentary has summarized the entire program of spiritual progress that the
injunction to learn (sravana vidhi) entails. Indeed, this short passage encompasses the entire

asrama of the samnydsin. This very same program is described in the Paricadasi, which, over the

32 Srotavyah Sruti-vakyebhyo mantavyas copapattibhih |

Jaatva ca satatam dhyeya ete darsana-hetavah ||
tatra tavan muni-sresthah sravanam nama kevalam |
upakramadibhir lingaih sakti-tatparya-nirnayah ||
sarva-vedanta-vakyanam dcarya-mukhatah priyat |
vakyanugrahaka-nyaya-silanam mananam bhavet ||
nididhydsana-samjiiam syat tenasambhavand tathd |
viparitd ca nirmillam pravinasyati sattamah ||
pradhanyam mananad asmin nididhydsanato’ pi ca |
utpattav antarangam hi jianasya sravanam budhah |
Vidyaranya, Paricadast, 27.
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course of fifteen chapters, outlines the metaphysics undergirding the soteriology of Advaita

Vedanta.

In this manner, learning (Sravana), which is an inquiry into meaning, ought to occur with
the aid of these Vedanta statements. Reflecting (manana), on the other hand, which is the
inquiry into how it is made sense of, is connected to reasoning. Once the mind has settled
on the meaning, which is free from doubt, its single-pointed focus is called meditation

(nididhyasana).

From this account, we have further clarity that there are two stages to this process of
knowing Brahman. The first combines learning (sravana) and reflecting (manana) on the
Vedanta statements, with a view not only to understanding the meaning of the text, but to rid that
understanding of any doubt. Reflecting, which consists of applying reasoning (yukti) to received
wisdom, ensures the removal of all doubts. One cannot gain awareness of ultimate reality
through instruction alone, no matter how adept and affectionate the teacher; study must be
assisted by discerning inquiry(vicara).*? This process of learning via investigation (vicara) is
fundamental to acquiring direct knowledge of Brahman. Indeed, a samnydsin may undertake a
lifetime of vicara without direct knowledge of Brahman, but this practice will not have been in
vain, for the fruits of this discriminative inquiry may yet accrue in a future birth. Summarizing
the result of an entitled samnydsin, one who is endowed with the four means,** who has been

subject to the injunction to learn (sravana vidhi), the Paricadast states:

33 1t is categorically impossible for humans to have a direct awareness of Brahman simply through instruction by a
reliable teacher without inquiry (vicara).

brahma-saksatkrtis tv evam vicarena vina nynam | aptopadesa-matrena na sambhavati kutracit ||

Vidyaranya, 386.

3% Chapter 3 of the Vivarana-prameya-samgraha addresses the topic of eligibility (adhikara) for the Sravana vidhi.

Once the Vivarana had asserted that statement in question from the Upanisad (atma va are drastavya...) was indeed
an injunction, the text (following Prakasatman) had to specify who was subject to this injunction. In other words,
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When the obstacles have been led to annihilation through the means appropriate to each
case, including the practice of the virtues beginning with equanimity (Samadyaih) and

through learning the Vedanta (sravandadyaih), then one realizes that the Self is

Brahman.??

Once a samnyasin has arrived at the incontrovertible knowledge of Brahman, he should
undertake a yogic program to rid himself of the mental processes that impede the knowledge of
Brahman from taking root. This is further outlined in another passage of the Pasicadasi, which

systematizes and defends this three-pronged program that results in knowledge of Brahman. First

who was the adhikari? In Chapter 3, the text specifies that one must be possess the s@dhana-catustaya, the four
means (to know Brahman). In the first chapter, the author touches upon the subject of the adhikarin (the eligible
agent):

“Insofar as the arising of the knowledge of Brahman does not make sense otherwise, it obtains that critical scrutiny
takes as its object the statements of the Vedanta. For, we do not see the examiners of subjects other (than the
Vedanta) attain knowledge of Brahman. Further, insofar as a result does not make sense otherwise, this proves that
the knowledge of Brahman is the means to liberation (moksa). For, eligible agents seek a result. Further, in this case,
eligible agents, possessed of the four-fold means do not accept anything other than the obtainment of the highest
bilss and the total extirpation of discontent, and the means to it. Since the knowledge of reality itself is not of the
nature of the extirpation of discontent and the acquisition of bliss, consequently, it is a means to these two ends. In
this manner therefore, since one who is possessed of the four means is not able to attain liberation through ritual
action, one should undertake the critical examination of the statements of the Vedanta in order to obtain knowledge
of Brahman, which is the means to liberation. This is the point of the Vedic statement, which, in its totality, has been
summarized in this satra.”

brahma-jriana-janakatvanyathanupapatyd vicarasya vedanta-vakya-visayatvam labhyate | na hy anya-vicarakanam
brahma-jiianam upalabhamahe | phalatvanyathanupapatya brahma-jiianasya moksa-sadhanatva-siddhih |
adhikaribhir isyamanam hi phalam | atra hi saddhana-catustaya-sampanna adhikarino nihsesa-duhkhochitti-
niratisayanandavapti tatsadhanam ca vihaya nanyad icchanti | tattva-jiianasya duhkhocchedanandavapti-
riapatvasambhavena | tadevam sdadhana-catustaya-sampannasya karmabhir moksasiddher moksa-sadhana-
brahmajfiianaya vedanta-vakya-vicarah kartavya iti srutyarthah samagro’ pi siitre samgrhitah |

Vidyaranya, Vivaranaprameyasamgraha, 6.

The position is clarified in the third chapter:

“And the four-fold qualifications of the eligible agent are established in the teaching: ‘the capacity to discern
between eternal and ephemeral objects, disaffected with experiencing the fruits of immanent and transcendent
objects, the attainment of the means such as equanimity and restraint, and the desire for liberation.””

tac cadhikarivisesanam caturdha sastre prasiddham nityanitya-vastu-viveka ihamutrartha-phala-bhoga-viragah
Sama-damadi-sadhana-sampad mumuksatvam ceti |

Vidyaranya, 166.

35 samadyaih $Sravanadyais ca tatra tatrocitaih ksayam | nite ’smin pratibandhe’ tah svasya brahmatvam asnute ||
Vidyaranya, Paricadast, 390.
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of all, the text acknowledges that the mere mental processing of a statement regarding the
identity of Brahman and the individual self does not spontaneously produce the type of sustained

awareness of Brahman which is the nature of liberation:

Though immediate knowledge may obtain in this case from the “great utterances”
(imthdvdlcya),36 still, it is not firm; because of which, the teacher has stated that learning
and the rest [must occur] repeatedly. Until the knowledge of the meaning of statement, “I

am Brahman” becomes unshakable, he should repeatedly practice learning and the rest,

with equanimity and other virtues.?’

The hermeneuts of Srigeri address this fear of backsliding by formulating a two-step
program, a synthesis of Advaita Vedanta soteriology and the Patafijala system of yoga. The
second step, the undertaking of yogic practices, is intended to address the worry that even after
one is aware of the nature of the self, this awareness of ultimate reality may be fleeting. This is
because one’s natural and social dispositions continue to reify the mistaken notions of
subjectivity, and the awareness of an ultimate and radical non-duality fails to take hold. Thus,
argue the scholiasts of Srigeri, in order to firmly entrench the unmediated awareness of reality
that one learns from the Vedanta texts, a samnydsin must strive to rid himself of the source of
erroneous notions: the mind (mano-ndasa). This analytical distinction between the intellectual and
practical elements of knowing Brahman is systematized in the two distinct types of parama-

hamsa samnydsa detailed in the Jivanmuktiviveka. Thus, the intellectual dimension of the

36 By this time, the mahavakya referred to certain Upanisadic statements that provided direct knowledge of
Brahman, like a flash of immediate awareness.

37 astu bodho’ parokso’ tra mahavakyat tathapy asau | na drdhah sravanadinam acaryaih punar iranat ||

aham brahmeti vakyartha-bodho yavad drdhi-bhavet | samadi-sahitas tavad abhyasec chravanadikam ||
Vidyaranya, Paricadast, 276.
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process of knowing Brahman is covered under the category of vividisa samnydsa, that is, the
samnyasa of the one who wishes to know, whereas the practical, yogic, dimension is covered

under the category of vidvat-samnydsa, the samnydsa of the knower.

Liberation Now, Liberation Forever!

As the author of the Jivan-mukti-viveka explains, the two distinct phases of the parama-
hamsa samnydsa — the renunciation of the seeker of knowledge (vividisasamnyasa) and the
renunciation of the knower (vidvatsamnydsa) — are hierarchically and causally connected.>®
These two phases, each with its attendant practices, are hierarchically ordered relative to the
overarching aim of the parama-hamsa samnydsa: liberation-in-life (jivan-mukti). Following the
hermeneutic logic of Mimamsa, liberation-in-life is constituted as the sa@dhya or goal that these
two classes of samnyasins seek to bring about, using three principal means (s@dhana). The three
means are the knowledge of reality (vijiiGna), the elimination of the mind (mano-nasa), and the
eradication of latent tendencies (vasana-ksaya). But these three factors are given different weight
and prominence depending upon the end to which the samnyasin strives. There are two variants
of liberation available in this particular formulation: the traditional videha-mukti (liberation upon
death) and jivan-mukti (liberation in life). Depending upon which of these two types of liberation

the samnyasin pursues, he should weigh the three factors accordingly. The text uses the

38 “Just as the renouncer seeking knowledge (vividisa-samnyasin) should carry out Vedic study and so on for the
purpose of knowing the truth, so also should the renouncer who is a knower (vidvat-samnydasin) carry out
elimination of the mind (manondasa) and eradication of latent tendencies for the purpose of liberation-in-life (jivan-
mukti).”

“No, because of the fact that renunciation-of-the-knower is the cause of liberation-in-life. Therefore, just as
renunciation-for-knowledge is to be carried out for the purpose of acquiring knowledge, so also the renunciation-of-
the-knower is to be carried out for liberation-in-life.”

Goodding, “The Treatise on Liberation-in-Life Critical Edition and Annotated Translation of the Jivanmuktiviveka
of Vidyaranya,” 76-77.
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Mimamsa hermeneutic of primary and secondary (pradhana and upasarjana) to theorize
differential prominence. Thus, in the pursuit of videha-mukti (bodiless liberation), knowledge of
reality (tattva-jiiana) is primary (pradhana), whereas the other two, destruction of the mind
(manonasa) and eradication of latent tendencies (vasanda-ksaya), are secondary (upasarjana).>
In the pursuit of jivan-mukti, the opposite holds. Destruction of the mind (mano-nasa) and the
eradication of latent tendencies (vasanda-ksaya) are primary (pradhana), whereas knowledge of
reality (tattva-jiiana) is secondary (upasarjana).*°

Thus, for the vividisa-samnyasin, who is impelled, primarily, by a desire for the
knowledge of reality (tattva-jiiana), studying (sravana) and reflecting upon (manana) the
Vedanta texts are primary, whereas yogic practice, which results in the annihilation of the mind
(manondsa) and the eradication of latent tendencies (vasanda-ksaya), is secondary. Once he
attains an immediate awareness of Brahman, he becomes a vidvat-samnydsin (one possessed of
knowledge). According to Sankara, this in itself is liberation, the awareness of the non-dual
nature of ultimate reality. For the scholiasts of Srigeri, however, the knowledge of reality, in and
of itself, is necessary but not sufficient for one to be liberated while living.

The scholiasts readily admit that the awareness of reality is sufficient for a lower form of
liberation, namely, bodiless liberation (videha-mukti), wherein the one who has attained
knowledge in his life is nevertheless prevented from being immediately liberated because the

store of karma that he has already accrued that must bear fruit (prarabdha karma). Upon the

39 “Just as in the case of liberation-in-life, elimination of the mind and eradication of latent tendencies are principal,
so also in the case of bodiless-liberation, knowledge is principal because it is the immediate cause of bodiless-
liberation.” Goodding, 127.

40 «“In this way then, because the elimination of the mind and eradication of latent tendencies are the direct means of
y

liberation-in-life, (they are) principal. Whereas, knowledge of truth, because it is farther removed (from liberation-
in-life) by production of the other two, is therefore subsidiary.” Goodding, 126.
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working out of this “operative karma,” the body falls, the person dies and is liberated. But, as the
text details, there is another, higher form of liberation (jivan-mukti). This is the path pursued by
the knower and is thus referred to as the samnydsa proper to the knower (vidvat-samnydsa). The
formulation of this higher form of renunciation depends upon the understanding that the
knowledge of Brahman, once achieved, is tenuous and liable to be lost. This is so because that
knowledge is unstable (asthita).

In order to cement that knowledge of Brahman, one must embark upon a rigorous process
of discipline and practice intended to remove the obstacles to the sustained (sthita) awareness of
Brahman. The text prescribes a regimen of yogic practices, based on a synthesis of the Patafijala
yogic system,*! that ensures the removal of the mind, the source of error regarding the nature of
ultimate reality. The mind is the generator of conceptions of subjectivity and agency that are
inimical to the awareness of an ultimate, non-dual reality. The annihilation of this source of
error, through sustained yogic practice, is thus a necessary precondition for liberation-in-life.
Similarly, one must stem the tide of the traces or latent tendencies. These are the inclinations,
conditioned by countless previous births, that dispose humans toward certain modes of action
that, though they may have been virtuous in a previous mode of life, are antithetical to the
transcendence of normative, social values that liberation entails. For instance, lifetimes of ritual
action, generative of dharma, may have inclined a person to think of the self as an agent,
constituted by action. This inclination, productive of virtue for a ritualist, is inimical to the

pursuit of liberation. The inclination, entrenched by lifetimes of action, to think of the self as an

4! The prominence of Patafijala eight-limbed (astarga) yoga in the ascetic program of the parama-hamsa
samnyasins finds proof in the inscriptional record. The guru is hailed as the teacher (dcarya) of the parama-hamsa
samnyasins who is absorbed in the eight-limbed yoga.

Rice, Epigraphica Carnatica, 6:46.
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actor must be overcome by the samnyasin. Thus, the vidvat-samnydsin is advised to adopt the
yogic practices that ultimately discipline these dispositional traces of previous lifetimes.

This three-pronged program, which extends from the blossoming of a desire to know
(vividisa) to liberation-while-living, is similarly schematized in the Pasicadasi, which does not,
however, employ the distinction between vividisd-samnyasa and vidvat-samnyasa. First, the text

emphasizes the role of sravana, the principal and first element of the injunction to learn:

“Learning” (Sravana) should be the awareness of the identity of Brahman and the self
alone; this is the overarching purport of the entire Vedanta, in its beginning, middle, and
conclusion. The cultivation of this meaning by means of logic has been stated in the
second chapter by those (i.e. by Badarayana and Sankara) who strengthen this initial
awareness [of Brahman]; it is well-stated in the section on “samanvaya” (i.e. the fourth
sitra of the Brahmasiitras, discussed above). The awareness of the self as the body and
so on arises repeatedly and momentarily, owing to the ossified practice over many births;
similarly, the awareness that the world is real. This supposition is erroneous, and it is
removed through one-pointed meditation. This (one-pointedness) arises even before
instruction regarding reality, through devotional practice (upasana). These devotions
have been reflected upon even in the Brahmsiitras. Those who have not previously
practiced these [devotional practices] should do so afterwards, through repeated
meditation upon Brahman. Reflecting upon it (Brahman), talking about it, teaching it, the
wise know that practicing Brahman is to be concerned with it (Brahman) alone. With this
steadfast awareness of it (Brahman) alone, the Brahmin should produce this insight; he

should not consider too much discussion [on it], for that tires out speech.*?

2 vedantanam asesanam adimadhyavasanatah | brahmatmany eva tatparyam iti dhih sravanam bhavet ||
samanvaydadhyaya etat sitktam dhi-svasthya-karibhih | tarkaih sambhavanarthasya dvitiyadhyaya irita ||
bahu-janma-drdhabhydasad dehadisv atmadhih ksanat | punah punar udety evam jagat-satyatva-dhir api ||
viparita bhavaneyam aikagryat sa nivartate | tattvopadesat prag eva bhavati etad upasandt ||
updastayo 'ta evatra brahmasastre 'pi cintitah | prag anabhyasinah pascad brahmabhyasena tad bhavet ||
taccintanam tatkathanam anyonyam tatprabodhanam | etad ekaparatvam ca brahmabhydasam vidur budhah ||
tam eva dhiro vijiidya prajiiam kurvita brahmanah | nanudhyayad bahiun cchabdan vaco viglapanam hi tat ||
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In this passage, the Paricadasi elegantly synthesizes the three aspects of the injunction —
learning, reflecting, and meditating upon Brahman — with the principal other form of meditation
that is prominently discussed in the Upanisadic corpus, namely, devotional practice (upasana). It
also systematizes the three distinct dimensions of the practice of Brahman. Lastly, it intimates
the assimilation of Yogic practice into the Vedantin program of liberation, which the
Jivanmuktiviveka elaborates upon and systematizes in great detail.

The nexus of Yoga and Advaita Vedanta has attracted some scholarly scrutiny,* and
although an investigation into the synthesis of the two disciplines that the scholars of Srigeri
accomplished lies beyond the scope of this study, it is abundantly clear that the Patafjjala system
of Yoga appeared particularly attractive to the Advaitins of Srageri as a sadhana (a practice or
means) to achieve liberation. Indeed, the treatment of Yoga in the Sarvadarsanasamgraha (the
subject of Chapter 4 of this dissertation) only confirms this suspicion. Further, the salience
accorded to the figure of Vyasa across the texts comprising this corpus symbolizes the synthesis
of the Vedas, the Vedanta and Yoga. As the redactor of the Vedas, the composer of the Vedanta
stitras, and the commentator on the Yoga siitras, Vyasa stands at the nexus of the traditions that
are synthesized by the scholiasts of Srigeri. It is not surprising, therefore, that the
Parasaramadhaviya synthesizes portions of the commentary on the root text (the Parasarasmrti)

with long excerpts from the Yoga-bhasya of Vyasa. After all, Vyasa is the son of Parasara, and

43 Madaio, “The Instability of Non-Dual Knowing”; Jason Schwartz, “Parabrahman Among the Yogins,”
International Journal of Hindu Studies 21 (2017): 345-89; Maharaj, The Bloomsbury Research Handbook of
Vedanta; Fort, Jivanmukti in Transformation; Andrew O. Fort, The Self and Its States: A States of Consciousness
Doctrine in Advaita Vedanta, 1st ed (Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass Publishers, 1990); Goodding, “The Treatise on
Liberation-in-Life Critical Edition and Annotated Translation of the Jivanmuktiviveka of Vidyaranya.”
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the contextual conceit for the composition of the Smrti is that a group of sages have congregated
at Vyasa’s Himalayan hermitage to ask the sage, absorbed in yogic meditation, about dharma.**
Without therefore wading too far into the waters of the Jivan-mukti-viveka, it suffices to
note that this two-stage process of attaining liberation-in-life, and the attendant forms of
samnyasa (vividisa- and vidvat-), are conditioned by the reading of an overarching injunction
governing the conduct of a certain type of subject, the paramahamsa samnydasin. In other words,
the elaboration of this entire program of askesis, beginning with studying the Vedanta with a
guru, was set in motion by the sravana vidhi, the injunction to learn the Upanisadic texts in order

to attain knowledge of Brahman — in other words, liberation.

You Only Liberate Once
“The teacher of the parama-hamsa renunciants” who is “absorbed in the eight-limbed
yoga [of Patafijali] that consists in restraint (yama, niyama) etc.”* This is how a copy of an
inscription, purporting to date to 1395,% describes Vidyaranya, the guru of Srngeri with whom

this dissertation begins.*’ Later inscriptions — from the Nayaka period — further refer to the guru

4 “Then, consequently, long ago, the sages asked Vyasa, who was seated, single-mindedly, in his hermitage in the
devadaru groves at the summit of the snow-mountain, “Tell us properly, o son of Satyavati, the dharma and the rites
of purification that are salutary to humans in this present Kali age.” Madhava, Pardsara Smrti, 1.1:37.

45 “Annual Report of the Mysore Archaeological Department,” 1934, 116.

46 This is from a kadita record of an inscription that records the gift of lands to three Brahmins purportedly made by
Harihara II (son of Bukka) in 1395 in the presence of Vidyaranya, the guru of Srigeri. Kaditas, of which Srigeri
retains a large collection, are composed of cloth covered with a paste made of charcoal and gum and inscribed with a
piece of pot-stone. They were used, along with palm-leaf manuscripts and paper to record inscriptions. The date,
1395, throws the veracity of the record into doubt, since Vidyaranya is thought — from other inscriptional evidence —
to have died in 1386; still, the use of these terms (parama-hamsa-parivrdjakacarya and yama-niyamady-astarnga-
yoga-nirata) are attested in the later inscriptional record. Thus, it is entirely possible that the guru’s designation as a
master of yoga was in vogue much later; nevertheless, the connection was based upon the synthesis of the Advaita
Vedanta soteriological theology with the yogic disciplinary practice advanced in Patafijali’s Yogasiitras.

47 The other epithet used to describe the guru is “a master of grammar, Mimamsa, and epistemology” (pada-vakya-
pramana-paravara-parina).
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of Srngeri as “ruling the yoga empire” (voga-samrajya) or “ruling his own yoga throne.”® These
honorifics draw attention to the most important dimensions of the guru’s identity. In a sense, the
guru embodies the two elements of monastic authority that I have elaborated upon in this study.
As the recipient and redistributor of donations, he drives the generative and productive capacities
of monastic authority. And as the final conduit for the dharmic redistribution of assets, the guru
inspires the expansion of the yoga empire over which he presides; he clears the ground for the
Vedic path to be fashioned by the kings of Vijayanagara.

On the other hand, in his capacity as a teacher and as a master of yoga, he instantiates the
restrictive qualities of disciplinary life. He embodies, in his practice and pedagogy, the restrictive
power of the injunction (vidhi) and the disciplinary power of yogic practice (yama-niyamadi).
Thus, he alone dispenses the rights and rules that constitute this Vedic empire. As the
inscriptions and benedictory verses aver, the guru’s exhalation produces the Veda and all of
phenomenal creation.

The question that remains to be answered, however, and the one with which I conclude
this chapter, is, how can the guru, who has transcended the world of action and agency, continue
to intervene in the world of dharma? How can the guru, who lives with the exceptional
awareness of the non-dual nature of the self, continue to engage in the actions that perpetuate
monastic power? The phenomology of the fully realized self, the jivan-mukta, is described in the
Paricadasi and the Jivanmuktiviveka. These descriptions grapple with this very confounding
question of the actions of a fully liberated being.

The first step in resolving this conundrum is to acknowledge that, even for a liberated

being, who is no longer generating karma, there is already a store of karma (prarabdha-karma,

8 Rice, Epigraphica Carnatica, 6:93.

195



operative karma) that must be worked out, which must bear fruit, before he can attain bodiless
liberation. His actions are likened to roasted grain, which, despite being similar in appearance to
un-roasted grain, neither germinates nor fructifies like un-roasted grain.*® Rather, just like
parched grain, which, though incapable of germination, can nevertheless provide satiety in being
eaten, the enlightened person’s karma is experienced as it is produced. It does not result in
further karma, precisely because the enlightened person knows that karma is part of the illusion
of conventional reality. Indeed, the liberated self’s phenomenal experience is conditioned by this
very discrimination (viveka) of the real from the unreal. Still, even in the state of liberation, the

self may be assailed by the imposition of the unreal.

Thus, experience of that operative karma ends slowly, not all at once; at times, during
this phase of experience, the thought does occur, “I am mortal.” The knowledge of reality
does not disappear as a result of such a transgression. Living liberation (jivan-mukti),

after all, is not a vow, but is rather the entrenchment [of the self] in reality.”’

Thus, one may suffer some backsliding in achieving living-liberation (jivan-mukti) but, once
achieved and cemented through yogic practice, this state is permanent — as it is for the guru of

the matha:

49 “But, grains that have been roasted do not produce effects (cannot germinate); similarly, the desire of knowers
(vidvat) does not produce any effect, because of the awareness of the unreality of things.

bharjitani tu bijani santy akaryakarani ca | vidvad-iccha tathestavyasattva-bodhan na karyakrt ||

Vidyaranya, Paricadast, 298.

50 evam arabdha-bhogo’ pi sanaih Samyati no hathat | bhoga-kale kadacit tu martyo ham iti bhasate ||

naitavataparadhena tattva-jiianam vinasyati | jivan-mukti-vratam nedam kintu vastu-stithih khalu ||
Vidyaranya, 324.
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All the many things that he was previously to do, for instance, to accomplish the
multitude of tasks regarding the immanent and transcendent ends, and similarly

accomplish liberation -- all those are now done; nothing remains for him to do.’!

With this in mind, the text now recreates the phenomenology of liberation, imaging how a
liberated self might think of its own condition. As expected, the jivan-mukta feels completely
alienated from the inanity of conventional life, motivated as this is by the transient and ultimately

unreal ends of heaven and other such pleasures.

With the determination of the fact that he has nothing left to do, which was not always
the case, just so this one remains ever content: “Let the miserable ignorant folks churn
through births as they please, depending upon sons and the rest. | am sated with the
highest bliss. Why on earth should I do the same?"*>?

Even the study of the Veda and the performance of rituals, in other words, the very religious
actions that were enjoined upon the ritualist, no longer hold any value for the jivan-mukta. Note
that, in his disavowal of ritual, the jivan-mukta very pointedly rejects the three analytic
components of the Vedic ritual -- the goal, the instrument, and the procedure (sadhya, sadhana,
itikartavyatd). He does so by asking to what end (sa@dhya or the goal), what (the ritual itself, the
karana) and how (the procedure, itikartavyata) he would perform the ritual. In transcending the
world of dharma completely, he is no longer bound even by the injunctions that constrain the

religious conduct of ritualists and samnydasins. Thus, he just as easily disavows studying and

SUgihikamusmika-vrata-siddhyai muktes ca siddhaye | bahu krtyam purdsyabhiit tat sarvam adhund krtam||
2 tad etat krta-krtyatvam pratiyogi-purahsaram | anusamdadhad evayam trpyati nityasah ||

dubkhino’ jiiah samsarantu kamam putradyapeksaya | paramananda-piirno’” ham samsarami kim icchaya ||
Vidyaranya, Paricadast, 329-30.
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meditating upon Brahman as he does study of the Veda and performing the ritual. Note that he
disavows sravana, manana, and nididhydsana explicitly in rejecting the use of the Vedanta texts
for one who, like him, is liberated. In these verses, the text elaborates on what it means to
transcend the sphere of normative conduct. Liberation, ultimately, means no longer being subject

to governance by the Veda. It is to be beyond the scope of the vidhi.

Let those who wish for a better world perform rituals. I comprise all worlds in my being;
what ritual should I perform, to what end, and how? Let those who are eligible explain
the disciplinary texts or teach the Vedas; I have no such entitlement, for there are no
actions for me to perform... Let those who lack the knowledge of reality learn [the
Vedanta]; knowing this reality, why should I learn (srnomi)? Let those who have doubts
reflect (manyatam); 1 have no doubts, I do not reflect. He who is mistaken should
meditate (nididhyaset); free from error, why should I? I do not ever commit the error of

mistaking the body for the self.>?

Thus, the conventional conduct of such a liberated self does not stick to the self; the self abides,

while past actions and entailments work themselves out.

Let my conduct, whether it is conventional, disciplinary or otherwise, proceed

accordingly; I am no longer an agent; no stain sticks to me.>*

53 anutisthantu karmani paraloka-yiyasavah | sarva-lokatmakah kasmad anutisthami kim katham ||
vydcaksatam te Sastrani vedan adhyapayantu va | ye’ tradhikarino me tu nadhikaro’ kriyatvatah ||
Srnvantv ajiiata-tattvas te janan kasmdc chrnomy aham | manyantam samsayapanndah ne manye 'ham asamsayah ||
viparyasto nididhyaset kim dhyanam aviparyayat | dehatmatva-viparyasam na kaddacid bhajamy aham ||
Vidyaranya, 330-32.

S yyavaharo laukiko va $astrivo vanyathapi va | mamakartur alepasya yatharabdham pravartatam ||
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Upon this unequivocal disavowal of interested action, the text entertains the limitless possibility
of acting — disinterestedly — in the interest of the general welfare. Indeed, once one comprehends
one’s radical sovereignty and freedom, the decision to abide by social convention and to subject
oneself to normative injunctions is similarly an expression of untrammelled freedom. Indeed,
freed from the concern for the judgement of others, the enlightened being may take up the task

for which he is uniquely qualified — teaching the ignorant the truth:

Or else, though I have done all that needed to be done, wishing the common weal,
I follow the scriptural path — what harm is there to me? Praised or reviled by the
ignorant, the wise man neither praises nor condemns them in return, but he should
act to hasten their comprehension. He should behave so that it [Brahman] is
known in this instance. The knower of reality has no other duty than to teach the

ignorant.>

The Jivanmuktiviveka similarly exhorts the liberated being, who is beyond-caste-and-orders (ati-
varnasrami), to instruct in the knowledge of the self others, who are mired in the orders and

injunctions of conventional life:

It is declared that the one beyond-caste-and-orders is the guru of all those
qualified to study (adhikarins). Just like me, o best of men, he can never be a
pupil of anyone. The one beyond-caste-and-orders is said to be the teacher of
teachers in reality. There is no doubt that no one in this world is equal or superior
to him... Thus, he is indeed the most exalted guru (uttama guruh) and is declared

to be beyond castes and orders who knows with certainty, through the Vedanta

55 athava krtakrtyo’ pi lokanugraha-kamyaya | $astriyenaiva margena varte’ ham ka mama ksatih ||
ninditah stiyamano va vidvan ajiiair na nindati | na stauti kintu tesam syad yatha bodhas tathdcaret ||
yenayam natanendatra budhyate karyam eva tat | ajiiaprabodhan naivanyat karyam asty atra tadvidah ||

Vidyaranya, Paricadast, 341-42.
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and by his own experience, the Self that is without pairs of opposites, which is
formless, spotless, always pure, without false appearance, which is being and pure

consciousness, and the highest immortal.>

The gurus of Srageri -- Vidyatirtha, Bharatitirtha, and Vidyaranya -- are accorded the
utmost prominence in the inscriptional record and in the dedications of the texts that comprise
this corpus, higher even than that of the king. The guru is the administrator and witness of the
gifts made to the matha and to its agents. Most of these early inscriptions (1346 — ca. 1400),
which record the Sangamas’ gifts of land and other privileges to the matha and its agents, record
that the guru serves either as the administrator of the grant or as a witness in whose presence the
gift is made. For example, in the inscription cited above, Harihara II is said to have donated land
to three Srgeri scholars; crucially however, the grant is made in the presence of Vidyaranya, the
guru of the matha. Further, Vidyatirtha, to whom the vast majority of the texts in this corpus are
dedicated, is also described, in precisely the same terms as in the dedicatory verses.*’ In this
manner, the guru is enshrined as the administrator of monastic power. As regards his role as
legislator or originator of matha rule, the picture is slightly more complicated. After all, from the
formulation current in these texts, the Vedas produce the legislative superstructure that
undergirds monastic governmentality. Thus, in a straightforward sense, the Vedas are ultimately
sovereign — the gurus of the matha are mere instruments of Vedic rules. But, as the dedicatory
verses reiterate, Vidyatirtha fashioned the Vedas, which were created through his exhalation, and
indeed he fashioned all of phenomenal creation. In this sense, he is the supreme self (Brahman)

made flesh. Rather than him serving as a conduit for the expression of Vedic authority, it is, in

% Goodding, “The Treatise on Liberation-in-Life Critical Edition and Annotated Translation of the
Jivanmuktiviveka of Vidyaranya,” 111-12.

57 “Annual Report of the Mysore Archaeological Department,” 1934, 115.
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fact the other way around: the Vedas enunciate the authority of the single supreme self, who is
manifest, on earth, as the guru of the matha.

If, as the temporal creator of the eternal Veda, the guru is ultimately sovereign as it
pertains to Vedic rule, as the greatest of teachers (uttama guru), the teacher of teachers (guriinam
guru), he is also the foremost administrator and disseminator of Vedic rule. The guru is situated
at the very apex of the hierarchy of subjects that the monastery governs, as the sole sovereign.
Beyond instantiating in his mode of living the very pinnacle of human accomplishment, the guru,
out of compassion for his deluded followers, who are mired in the morass of unceasing samsara,
must teach them the way to liberation. In so doing, the guru stands at the head of an elaborate
and diffuse hierarchy of teachers, scholars, and Vedic leaders, who, by explicating the meaning
of the Vedas, provided to their followers the means to attain the human ends suitable to their

rank and status.

Conclusion

In this chapter, I have examined the technologies of knowledge production that
constituted the subjectivity and religious conduct of the second subject of our study: the
samnyasin. The analysis of the figure of the samnyasin has shown it to be roughly analogous to
the figure of the ritualist. The Vedic ritualist, the one who has been initiated into Vedic
scholarship and has graduated to performing the ritual, presides over the realm of ritual and
dharma. There are other, lower, forms of dharmic life, which encompasses the conduct of
women and siidras, the subalterns of the dharmic order, and others besides, all of which are
subordinated by the imperatives and objectives dictated by Vedic dharma. Thus, the conduct of

ordinary folks, who do not perform the Vedic ritual, is nevertheless governed by the Smrti texts,
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which derive their authority from the Vedic texts. The principles of the dharma of ordinary
(laukika) life are derived from the superordinate dharma of the Vedic ritual.

The conduct of the Vedic ritualist, on the other hand, is governed by the adhyayana vidhi,
the injunction to study and, by extension, to know the Veda. It is his government by the
injunction that sets the Vedic ritualist apart; he thus occupies the highest position in this
hierarchy of dharmic forms. The station of the Vedic ritualist, however, is further subject to
internal hierarchy, depending upon the extent to which knowledge informs and inflects the
performance of Vedic ritual. The highest form of the ritual, therefore, is that in which the desire
for material ends (heaven, typically) is subordinated to the desire for knowledge (vividisa). It is
this highest form of ritual practice that awakens in the ritual performer the desire for the ultimate,
the knowledge of the self.

The realm of knowledge is similarly hierarchized in the analysis codified by the Srigeri
scholiasts. There are many paths of renunciation, informal and formal, but the one that is singled
out, by its government by the vidhi, is that of the highest of these renunciant forms, the parama-
hamsa samnyasin. Just as in the dharmic realm, the realm of knowledge is governed by the
Vedanta, the conduct of the range of subjects is ranked according to their progress toward
liberation, the overarching end of this form of life. The parama-hamsa samnyasin is singled out
as the only renunciant form governed by the sravana vidhi, the injunction to learn the Vedanta.
This injunction, in turn, entails a fully-elaborated program of intellectual and physical discipline
that results in the highest possible form of human life: liberation-in-life (jivan-mukti).

The station of the samnyasin is pulled in opposite directions. The structure and purpose to
which the disciplining power of the injunction subjects the station draws it within the dharmic

fold, situating the samnyasin at the apex of a hierarchy of Vedic subjects. On the other hand, the
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samnyasin is drawn along by the promise of liberation. His religious practice, disciplinary
practice, and askesis are focused upon transcending the limits of dharma, of leaving behind,
forever, the constraints of the injunction and of birth. The guru stands as teacher and as
practitioner of complete sovereignty, and through the guru, the matha was able to occupy a space
that impinged upon and transcended the immanent limits of dharmic society. The samnyasin
directed toward moksa, and yet constrained by injunctions, stood on the threshold between

worlds directing the governed from on high.
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Chapter Four

The Double Life of Doxography

In chapters two and three, I have shown how pedagogical practices were integral to, and
inseparable from, the formation of the subjects of a monastic governmentality. In scrutinizing the
mechanics of disciplinary power, I have demonstrated the salience of the injunction to
comprehend and shape distinctive subjectivities. In this chapter, I explore yet another dimension
of disciplinary power, namely, the manner in which pedagogical texts that appeared to have no
clear normative purpose nevertheless naturalized the normative vision of Vedic supremacy that
the matha promulgated. To put it in starker terms: In previous chapters, I examined texts that
explicitly foregrounded the normative task of constituting ideal subjects for the matha. The texts
evinced an injunctive force, they obligated the subject to adopt a mode of living in conformity
with the normative ends of the matha. In this chapter, I examine a different type of text: a simple
primer intended to introduce students to the philosophical and theological tenets of all the
philosophical and theological systems -- in other words, a pedagogical text with no overt
normative purpose. I demonstrate that this text, even as it purported to report just the facts about
these different schools of thought, nevertheless naturalized a normative hierarchy of views that
corresponded to the normative Vedic vision held by the matha.

The Comprehensive Catalogue of Doctrines (Sarvadarsanasamgraha), hereafter the
Catalogue, is considered a doxography, although, as I argue below, the ascription of this
category tends to obscure the historical particularities of the text even as it opens up the text to
comparative and cross-cultural scrutiny. Without diminishing the obvious interest for

philosophers and intellectual historians in the text at hand, I analyze the text in a different
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context: | resituate the text in a network of sources and texts drawn from its immediate context in
order to draw out the rhetorical valence of the work. I use the Catalogue to add another
dimension to my thesis. I argue that the text can be read two ways.

First, it can be read as a textbook introducing its reader to a few of the philosophical
issues animating the canonical works of the philosophical or theological schools in question.
Thus, the Catalogue was a part of the pedagogical curriculum to which I have alluded in chapter
one. I adduce evidence to show that one of the noteworthy credentials of prominent Brahmins
from this period was the mastery of the darsanas (doctrines); familiarity with the doctrines of
other schools was an important facet of Brahmanical self-fashioning. Thus, the Catalogue would
have been considered an instrument of instruction (sastra) and an essential part of a curriculum
of Brahmanical study. We might think of this as the explicit import of the text.

Second, the text can be read as myth,! insofar as it naturalizes a certain hierarchy of the
philosophical schools, and thereby asserts, but never demonstrates, a certain order of things as
self-evident and natural. This “natural” order has two effects. First, it establishes the primacy of
the Advaita Vedanta school (of Srigeri monastery) as the pinnacle of a group of Vedic schools.
Second, it marginalizes the two rival schools of Vedanta (Madhva or Dualist Vedanta and
Ramanujiya or Visistadvaita Vedanta) as not only beyond the Vedic pale, but suspiciously
similar — in their doctrinal positions — to the self-evidently anti-Vedic schools of the Jainas,
Buddhists and the Carvaka materialists. Thus, the pedagogical act is at the same time one of

acculturation; it naturalizes a hierarchical view of the world as just the way things are.

! As I elaborate below, I am using “myth” in the sense used by Roland Barthes in Roland Barthes and Annette
Lavers, Mythologies, 10th printing (New York, NY: Hill and Wang, 1979).
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In an important article titled “The Sanskrit Doxographies and the Structure of Hindu
Traditionalism,” the philosopher and intellectual historian Wilhelm Halbfass made the following
observation on the genre of doxography: “One of the first things which strikes us is that the
Indian doxographic literature is largely the work of two religious-philosophical groups — the
Jainas and the Advaita Vedantins.”> Though he presented a comprehensive survey of the genre,
Halbfass’ ultimate concern in the article, intimated by the title of the edited volume, /ndia and
Europe: An Essay in Philosophical Understanding, was to account for the ahistoricism (one may
even call it anti-historicism) that seemed to him to pervade traditional philosophical writing in
India.? Ultimately, Halbfass concluded that, innovations and reorientations in philosophical
writing notwithstanding, “an explicit interest in the historical actuality and genesis of
philosophical ideas has not arisen... the Indian tradition has not brought forth historical accounts
or inventories of developments, changes, and chronological sequences of ideas.”

Even amidst this unsuccessful attempt to find historical awareness in Indian philosophical
discourse, Halbfass hinted at another important, and contingent, element of the genre: “The
doxographic models and concepts of tradition which we have considered... have ambiguous

social and xenological implications. The hierarchical arrangement of the systems implies a

2 Wilhelm. Halbfass, India and Europe: An Essay in Understanding (Albany, N.Y.: State University of New York
Press, 1988), 351.

3 “Like the absence of a developed historiography in general, the Indian tradition’s lack of any historiography of
philosophy has been commented upon frequently and been the object of some speculation. The Indian tradition has
not brought forth any independent historical presentations of philosophy, not even chronologically arranged surveys
of philosophical doctrines and the lives and works of philosophers such as have been passed on by the Greek
tradition. With the exception of the genealogies of teachers and disciplines (which usually begin in the mythical
past) and the legendary hagiographies of individual shapers of Indian thought, in particular Sankara, the literature of
India offers nothing apart from entirely nonhistorical and as a rule completely impersonal doxographic surveys of
the various philosophical traditions.”

Halbfass, 249.

4 Halbfass, 367.
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soteriological gradation which assigns the followers of the lower (i.e. heterodox) doctrines an
ethically and socially inferior status.” Unfortunately, the abstract scope of his article would not
admit of the contextual and historicized treatment of doxographic writing that this line of inquiry
demands. After all, the history of categories such as “tradition,” “heterodox” and “orthodox” is a
history of contingent contestation and confrontation. Thus, rather than asking “What is
tradition?” or “Who is heterodox?”, we must ask “What is tradition in any given period, and for
whom?” or “Who is heterodox at any given time, and for whom?”

Nevertheless, Halbfass helpfully flagged two issues that we consider in this chapter, first,
in showing that the genre was used, principally, by Vedantins and Jainas, and second, in
adumbrating the sociological valence of the genre. To the first observation, Halbfass provided a
philosophical explanation; the second, he left unexplained. We attempt to explain both issues
with recourse to the historical contexts surrounding the composition of these texts. Rather than
acknowledge the “ambiguous social and xenological implications” of the genre writ large, we
home in on the precise social and xenological implications of one such work of doxography: The
Comprehensive Catalogue of Doctrines (Sarvadarsanasamgraha) of Cannibhatta.

Andrew Nicholson has contributed greatly to our understanding of the genre of
doxography by training our sights more precisely on the socio-political dimensions of
doxographic writing hinted at by Halbfass. In Unifying Hinduism, Nicholson uses the works of
16™ century Bhedabeda Vedantin Vijiianabhiksu to argue “that between the twelfth and sixteenth
centuries CE, certain thinkers began to treat as a single whole the diverse philosophical teachings

of the Upanisads, epics, Puranas, and the schools known retrospectively as the ‘six systems’

5> Halbfass, 368.
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(saddarsana) of mainstream Hindu philosophy.” In Nicholson’s analysis, the very hermeneutic
practice of treating as a coherent whole a collection of texts, doctrines, and traditions, many of
which were previously disparate or even mutually opposed, constitutes evidence of a nascent
Hindu identity. Further, the emergence of this Hindu identity in scholastic discourse coincided
with similar crystallizations of Hindu identity in other discursive spheres, such as popular
religion and a variety of literary genres.” In other words, the genre of doxography, particularly in
the hands of medieval Vedantin philosophers, made legible a certain consciousness of a proto-
Hindu identity, predicated on the conception of a canon of “Hindu” or traditional texts and
discursive forms.

I have demonstrated above that the unification of a Vedic tradition was foundational to
the model of monastic governmentality that was developed and deployed by the scholiasts of
Srigeri. And while I argue that this particular effort of unifying a Vedic canon was in the service
of articulating and implementing a monastic governmentality, I agree with Nicholson that similar
efforts at unification were often linked to identity-formation. Nevertheless—and this is a minor
point of disagreement—I argue that the defense of a Vedic identity and the need for a Vedic
normativity were deemed to be of utmost importance because of a fear of the corrosive effects of
dubious, purportedly Vedic traditions that attempted to dismantle Vedism from within. Advaita
Vedantins composed doxographic texts to protect Vedism from other Vedantins, there is no
evidence to suggest that they were threatened by forces from without the Vedic tradition. Thus,

the Advaita Vedantins of Srngeri sought to use the Catalogue to engender not merely a strong

¢ Andrew J. Nicholson, Unifying Hinduism: Philosophy and Identity in Indian Intellectual History, South Asia
across the Disciplines (New York: Columbia University Press, 2010), 2.

7 Nicholson, 198-201.
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affinity for Vedic traditions as being part of the family but, further, a strong, visceral rejection of

those other schools of Vedanta that were corroding the integrity of the Vedic faith.

Organizing Principles

In this chapter, I explore yet a different dimension of the doxographic genre, though I
restrict my analysis to two texts produced in the same institutional context: The Comprehensive
Catalogue of Doctrines (Sarvadarsanasamgraha) and Sankara’s Universal Conquest
(Sankaradigvijaya). 1 present two principal arguments in support of my thesis that the Advaita
Vedantins of the Srngeri monastery used the doxographic genre to realize an Advaita Vedanta
supremacy.

First, I show that the hierarchical arrangement of the doxographic
Sarvadarsanasamgraha has two primary, and complementary, rhetorical effects. The text
cleaves a group of Vedic doctrines, culminating in the Advaita Vedanta championed by Srngeri
monastery, from a lower group of non-Vedic views. The logic of hierarchic arrangement (I can
discern no philosophical or theological logic to the constitution of this hierarchy) considered a
certain constellation of views—comprising the Vaisesika, Nyaya, Mimamsa, Grammatical,
Samkhya, Yoga and Advaita Vedanta schools—to be consistent with the Vedic canon. The
scholiasts of Srigeri marked off this group of Vedic schools from a lower group comprising two
sub-groups of schools. The first group—comprising the Lokayatas (or Carvakas), Buddhists and
Jainas—were rejected for their explicit opposition to the Vedas. The second group, comprising a
number of Vaisnava and Saiva sects, were to be rejected for their implicit subversion of the true
import of the Vedas. This second group included the two schools of Vedanta, the Madhva and

Ramanujlya orders, that rivalled Srigeri for regional institutional hegemony.
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The second, complementary, aim of this particular mode of hierarchical arrangement, in
my analysis, was to other the principal rival schools to the Advaita Vedanta of Srngeri
monastery, namely the Madhva and Ramanujiya schools of Vedanta. This othering works in two
ways. First, the refutation of these two rival schools of Vedanta characterized them as Vaisnava
sects, not as rival Vedanta views. On the Advaita Vedanta view, in privileging the worship of a
deity (Visnu or Siva) over the assertion of the radical sovereignty of the liberated self, these two
schools denigrate the Vedas, and are thus closer to the manifestly non-Vedic schools of Jainism,
Buddhism, and the materialists. Second, the scholiasts of Srngeri placed the two Vedanta schools
immediately after the three self-evidently non-Vedic schools (the Lokayatas, the Buddhists and
the Jainas). Thus, through proximity to the schools that the scholars of Srageri considered
universally condemned as anti-Vedic, the text characterizes its principal institutional rivals—the
Madhva and Visistadvaita Vedantins—as being suspiciously close to decidedly verboten views. In
other words, the assertion of the supremacy of the Advaita Vedanta view depends not only on it
heading a series of lesser Vedic schools, but also on the denigration of its principal rivals. And
the basis for this particular rhetorical end is classificatory, not substantive. That is, the text shows
the two rival schools of Vedanta to be beyond the Vedic pale, not on the basis of theological
arguments, but by categorizing them as closely affined to the Jaina school and by classifying
them as sectarian schools that eschew adherence to the Veda. Indeed, as I show, the substantive
treatment of these two schools engages their Vedanta arguments and interpretations.

A second set of arguments demonstrate that the particular formulation of Advaita
Vedanta supremacy that is evinced by the Sarvadarsanasamgraha was reiterated, albeit in a
notably different form, in a text composed at least two hundred and fifty years later: the artificial

court epic (mahakavya) Sankara’s Universal Conquest (Sarkaradigvijaya). This poem celebrates
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the miraculous feats of Sankara -- the purported founder of the Advaita Vedanta lineage that still
flourishes at the Srigeri monastery -- in re-establishing a Vedic hegemony. Written in the style
of a martial court poem in the high k@vya register, the poem chronicles Siva’s intervention in the
world, in the form of Sankara, in order to extirpate those schools that denigrate the Vedas, and to
bring the partially true doctrines back within the Vedic fold. In the poem, in his pursuit of
universal dominion for the only true Vedic viewpoint (Advaita Vedanta), Sankara subdues the
chief proponents of the rival theological systems, much as a universal sovereign (cakravartin)
brings his rivals into vassalage, and either expels them (if they are beyond the Vedic pale) or
assimilates them within the Vedantin hegemony. A narrative of inevitable triumph, the poem (the
Sankaradigvijaya) reproduces the very same hierarchic organization of philosophical schools
formulated in the Sarvadarsanasamgraha, but with the conspicuous absence of the sectarian
schools, namely, the Vaisnava Ramanujiya and Madhva schools of Vedanta.

Composed in a different political environment, where the center of power had moved
from Vijayanagara to the Nayaka court at Ikkeri, the Sarikaradigvijaya’s repurposed use of the
hierarchy of viewpoints illustrates two different elements of interest. First, it attests to the
rhetorical valence of this type of categorization: naturalizing a normative vision of a variegated
theological landscape. Second, it shows the two dimensions to the assertion of Advaita
supremacy, namely, the elevation of Advaita to the apex of a hierarchy of views and the
marginalization of the views of rival schools. In the Sarkaradigvijaya, Advaita supremacy is
asserted despite the elision of the views of the rivals of yore. This shows that the rhetorical point
of the Sarvadarsanasamgraha, albeit unacknowledged in the substance of the philosophical
positions elaborated upon, had rather a long afterlife in the politics that implicated the religious

institutions that had emerged in medieval Karnataka. Further, the Sarkaradigvijaya vindicates
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the argument, sustained through this dissertation, that the Advaita Srigeri matha advanced a very

clear vision of its supreme authority, predicated upon its fidelity to the Vedas.

The Elusive Logic of Classification

In this section I detail my interpretation of the structure of the Sarvadarsanasamgraha.
Owing to the very nature of this analysis, I offer an analysis of the work not as a work of
philosophy but, rather, as a work of myth. Indeed, the text does not, as far as I can discern,
develop philosophical or theological arguments either for the constitution of the hierarchy or for
the relative placement, along that hierarchy, of the different schools of thought. On the other
hand, the text does evince a classificatory logic of arrangement (without bolstering this
classificatory logic with substantive arguments or indeed in making that logic explicit), which I
refer to as one of the rhetorical dimensions of the work. Further, I argue that the naturalization of
this hierarchy is informed by the contentious jostling for religious authority, in which the three
principal strains of Vedanta of this period were implicated: the Madhvas, the Ramanujiyas, and
the Advaita Vedantins.® Hewing to this framework, I argue that the hierarchic presentation of
philosophical schools maps on to the vision of Vedic supremacy that I have detailed in the
foregoing chapters and that is evinced in the other texts belonging to this corpus produced by the
intellectual leaders of the Srngeri monastery.

The Sarvadarsanasamgraha has long been attributed to the Vedic commentator Madhava

(or the more enigmatic complex personality Sayana-Madhava), the author (purported or actual)

$ For a summary of the contentious relations between the Advaita Vedantins of Srngeri and the Ramanujiyas, see
Chapter 2 of this dissertation. For further reading on the sectarian discord between the Madhvas and Advaita
Vedantins of Srageri, see Stoker, Polemics and Patronage in the City of Victory: Vyasatirtha, Hindu Sectarianism,
and the Sixteenth-Century Vijayanagara Court. See, in particular, Chapters 4 and 5.
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of many of the texts that constitute the archive for this dissertation. Although scholarly
consensus on the question of the author of the Sarvadarsanasamgraha has remained elusive, two
principal theories have emerged. The first, advanced by R. Narasimhachar, argues that the author
of the Sarvadarsanasamgraha was Madhava, the son of Sayana, who was named after Sayana’s
brother, Madhava.’ The theory rests on two verses (verses 3 and 4) from the introduction to the
work. Of these verses, the first presents the stronger case in stating explicitly that “7he
Sarvadarsanasamgraha has been composed by the revered Madhava.” The metaphor that
follows, identifying this Madhava with the Kaustubha jewel and Sayana with the milk-ocean
whence the Kaustubha jewel was extracted, comports with the theory that this Madhava, author
of Sarvadarsanasamgraha, was the son of Sayana, and not the same Madhava as the author of

the commentary on the Parasarasmrti (which forms the basis of Chapter 2 of this dissertation).

The Sarvadarsanasamgraha has been composed by the honorable Madhava, of
prodigious ability, the Kaustubha jewel in the ocean of milk that is the glorious

Sayana.!?

The theory that this author was Madhava, Sayana’s son, also attempts to account for the last of
these introductory verses (translated below), which ascribes the work to Sayana-Madhava. To
explain this complex appellation, Narasimhachar resorts to the south Indian custom of one’s
given name being preceded by the name of one’s father. Thus, the “Sayana-Madhava” in the

verse refers, so the theory goes, to Madhava, son of Sayana.

® Rao Bahadur Narasimhachar, “Madhavacharya His Younger Brothers,” The Indian Antiquary XLV (1916): 1-6,
17-24.

10 $rimat-sayana-dugdhabdhi-kaustubhena mahaujasa \

kriyate madhavaryena sarva-darsana-samgrahah ||
Cannibhatta, Sarvadarsanasamgraha, 1.
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Vigorously churning the impenetrable discourses of the ancients, the venerable
master Sayana-Madhava has explained them [those impenetrable discourses] to
the delight of the good. The good folk should listen to [this treatise] with minds
entirely free of prejudice, for who does not enjoy a garland, threaded together

with exotic flowers?!!

Narasimhachar’s theory, though it is commendable for construing two of the four introductory

verses, falls down at the second verse:

I take refuge, day after day, in my guru (father) Sarvajiiavisnu, who is learned in
all the traditional teachings (@gama), the son of SrT Sarngapani; sought after by
the whole world because his conduct is concerned with the self. He has reached
the farther shore of the ocean that consists of all the philosophical schools

(sakaladarsana).'?

This verse suggests that the author is the son of one Sarvajiiavisnu. On the basis of this verse,

Anantalal Thakur advanced the theory that the author of the Sarvadarsanasamgraha was

W pirvesam atidustarani sutaram alodya $astrany asau
Srimat-sayana-madhavah prabhur upanyasyat satam pritaye |
dirotsarita-matsarena manasa synvantu tat-saj-jand
malyam kasya vicitra-puspa-racitam prityai na samjayate ||

Cannibhatta, 1.

12 param gatam sakala-darsana-sagaranam
atmocitartha-caritarthita-sarva-lokam |
Sri-Sarngapani-tanayam nikhilagama-jiiam
sarvajiia-visnu-gurum anvaham asraye ham ||

Cannibhatta, 1.
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Cannibhatta,'® a logician and protégé of Madhava.'* Still, this leaves Thakur to account for
verses 3 and 4 (translated above), which refer to a Madhava and a Sayana-Madhava. Thakur
argues that the work was inspired by Madhava, but composed by Cannibhatta. This forces a
rather tortured interpretation of the phrase “The noble Madhava has created the
Sarvadarsanasamgraha” (kriyate madhavaryena sarvadarsanasamgrahah). This, at any rate, is
where the scholarly debate has stood for a few years. Nevertheless, for our purposes, verses 3
and 4 illustrate the prominence of the brand of Madhava and Sayana already in the mid-
fourteenth century. These two figures, Madhava in particular, cast shadows long enough to reach
beyond the seventeenth century, the terminus post quem of the Sankaradigvijaya, the second text
we consider here. Thus, already by the latter half of the 14" century, an archive was taking
shape, ascribed to and drawing prestige from Sayana, Madhava and the Srigeri matha. As we
can discern from the verse cited above, the Sarvadarsanasamgraha was part of that very archive.
Therefore — even apart from the evidence that the Sarvadarsanasamgraha announces its Advaita
Vedanta bona fides in accordance with the interests of the Srngeri monastery — the invocation of
Sayana and Madhava strengthens the case that we can expect the text to evince general support

for the ideological aims advanced by the monastery.

The Text, Two Ways
The primary, or overt, purpose of the Sarvadarsanasamgraha was to introduce students

to the impenetrable doctrines of the principal schools of thought. As the verse, quoted below,

13 Other sources, such as the Catalogus Catalogorum refer to the author of the Tarkabhasaprakasika (presumed to
be the same as the author of the Sarvadarsanasamgraha on the basis of marigala verses) as Cinnambhatta.

!4 Anantalal Thakur, “Cannibhatta and the Authorship of the Sarvadar$anasamgraha,” Bulletin of the Adyar Library
25 (1961): 524-38.

215



stresses, the good (satam, saj-jana) should delight in this opportunity to understand the

“impenetrable discourses of the ancients,” (pirvesam ati-dustarani sastrani).

Vigorously churning the impenetrable discourses of the ancients, the venerable
master Sayana-Madhava has explained them [those impenetrable discourses] to
the delight of the good. The good folk should listen to [this treatise] with minds
entirely free of prejudice, for who does not enjoy a garland, threaded together

with exotic flowers?!?

In the verse quoted above, the author intimates that this remains the legacy of Sayana-
Madhava, and that the good should study these discourses without prejudice. In this regard too,
the text evinces a pedagogical purpose that it has in common with the other texts that comprise
this corpus, as part of a greater pedagogical project, undertaken by intellectuals affiliated with
the Srigeri monastery. As I have shown in Chapters 1 and 2, the Vedic commentaries and the
commentaries on other canonical texts comprised a pedagogical project aimed at the formation
of a normative religious subjectivity. I have argued that those commentaries sought to ground the
ideal religious subject in a certain intellectual tradition and trajectory. The
Sarvadarsanasamgraha was a part of the same project of religious subject-formation. Indeed, a
cursory study of inscriptions from the environs surrounding Srngeri demonstrates the salience
that mastery of the various darsanas had for Brahmanical identity. For instance, take an 11%
century inscription from the surrounding area (Shikarpur district), memorializing the

performance of an expensive Vedic ritual by a brahmin named Chattagosi, which lists among his

15 pitrvesam atidustarani sutaram alodya $astrany asau
Srimatsayanamdadhavah prabhur upanydsyat satam pritaye |
diirotsaritamatsarena manasda Synvantu tatsajjand
malyam kasya vicitrapusparacitam prityai na samjayate ||

Cannibhatta, Sarvadarsanasamgraha, 1.
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myriad credentials that he was trained in the various darsanas. Chattagosi, the inscription states,
was “characterized by self-control, subjection, repetition of the Vedas, meditation, abstraction,
silence, propriety, prayer, religious vows, and so forth; skilled in the Mimamsaka, Lokayata,
Bauddha, Samkhya, Vaisesika, and other Sastras and agamas [emphasis added]...”!¢ Clearly,
knowledge of the views even of non-Vedic schools, such as the Lokayata materialists and
Buddhists, was an important part of Brahmin identity in this milieu. The guru of Srigeri was
similarly feted in seventeenth-century inscriptions as “the establisher of the six darsanas.”!’

The Sarvadarsanasamgraha consists of brief introductions to 16 theological schools or
philosophical viewpoints [fig. 1]. Each section follows the same logic: the author introduces the
theological school by explaining, albeit in the dialectical mode of Sanskrit theoretical discourse,
the first few topics discussed in the canonical text of that school. The discussion is interspersed
with references to other canonical works and authorities, but in general, the modus operandi is to
introduce each school’s canonical text(s). Thus, the author closes several chapters with an
expression of his hope to avoid the cardinal sin of theoretical discourse: long-windedness. We

may find a fairly typical expression of this sentiment at the end of the chapter on Pratyabhijia,

the Doctrine of Recognition in Kashmiri Saivism:

We have not expatiated upon the ends [of this school] out of fear of prolixity,

since we have here undertaken a summary [of all the schools]. The ends [of this

16 Mysore (India: State). and B. Lewis Rice, Epigraphia Carnatica, vol. 7, Mysore Archaeological Series
(Bangalore: Mysore Government Central Press, 1886). 41. Similar instances abound in the epigraphic sources. For
instance, see Mysore (India: State). and Rice. Pg. 42. Further, an inscription from 1010 speaks of the thousand
Brahmans of the agrahara Jambir, and Késavojhar of the Atreya-gotra, who “made all clean by (study of) the well
known veda, vedanta, agama, the six schools of logic, the five grammars, and so forth; their heads purified by the
final ablutions of the agnishtoma, atyagnishtoma, ukthya, shodasi, vajap€ya, Atiratra, uptoryyama, and
saptasomasamstha...” Mysore (India: State). and Rice. Pg 55.

17 Rice, Epigraphica Carnatica, 6:95.
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school] have already been elaborated upon by teachers such as Abhinavagupta,

so, all is well.'®

Thus, each chapter provided the student with a brief introduction to the philosophical or
theological system. But, concomitantly, the text naturalized a very idiosyncratic hierarchy of
viewpoints. This was designed, as I argue, not only to naturalize the supremacy of Advaita
Vedanta but simultaneously to marginalize its two principal rivals — the Ramanujiya and Madhva
schools of Vedanta — as sectarian schools suspiciously close to manifestly non-Vedic schools
such as the Jainas and the Buddhists. So, while the text is relatively neutral in its substantive
treatment of each school, taking up for explication and interrogation a handful of each school’s
most important positions, its structure adumbrates Advaita supremacy. I argue that the text’s
rhetorical positions can be discerned through an analysis of the organizational, not substantive,
logic of the work. In other words, this analysis depends upon the syntactic import of the work,

not its semantic import. Thus, I focus on the manner in which the schools are arranged, how the

8 abhinavaguptadibhir acaryair vihita-pratano py ayam arthah samgraham upakrama-manair asmabhir vistara-
bhiya na pratanita iti sarvam Sivam ||
Cannibhatta, Sarvadarsanasamgraha, 201.
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Fig. 1

Hierarchy of Viewpoints in Sarvadarsanasargraha
(The Comprehensive Compendium of Viewpoints)
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text moves from one school to the next, and how
the logic of classifying multiple schools operates
independently of, indeed often in opposition to,
the theological framework within which a
particular school’s doctrines are discussed. These
structural dimensions reveal a clear, albeit
unarticulated, normative ordering of this
multitudinous theological world.

The first question that any reader of the
text will ask of the schema I have presented here
in Fig. 1 (which, after all is a representation of the
contents of the Sarvadarsanasamgraha and not the
text itself) is, what makes us think that the
presentation of views is hierarchical and not
merely seriatim? Vasudevasastri Abhyankar, the
editor of, and commentator on, the
Sarvadarsanasamgraha, in his introduction to the

1924 edition of the text, provided a philosophical

logic to the hierarchical arrangement of the schools [Fig. 2].
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Fig. 2: Abhyankar’s Interpretive Schema

Having detailed a byzantine logic to explain the hierarchical order of the schools,

Abhyankar wrote, “In the Sarvadarsanasamgraha the venerable teacher Sayana-Madhava has
threaded together a garland of the schools using this very sequence [presented in Fig. 2]. We
imagine their intention to be thus: because the gradually ascending scale of the subtlety of
thought of the various philosophical schools is apparent, the views of those of increasingly
refined points of view have been arranged successively higher in this text.”!® Abhyankar used the
word taratamya to designate a hierarchical arrangement or gradually ascending scale. The
abstract noun, meaning “graduated spectrum” or, simpler, “hierarchy,” designates a series in

which each succeeding member is distinguished from each prior member in instantiating, to a

¥ anenaiva kramena prayo darsananam srag esa gumphita sarva-darsana-samgrahe Srimat-sayana-
madhavdcaryaih | ittham hi tesam abhiprayam sambhavayamah | tattva-darsinam buddhi-sauksmya-taratamya-
darsanad uttarottaram siksma-drstinam darsanany atra grathitani |

Cannibhatta, 119.
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greater degree, some criterion. Abhyankar takes the criterion to be “subtlety of thought,”
(buddhi-sauksmya) which makes for a slippery and subjective mode of analysis. And indeed,
some of Abhyankar’s classificatory conclusions seem subjective and suspect. For instance, he
distinguishes the Ramanuja and Madhva schools of Vedanta from the Advaita Vedanta school on
the basis of their reliance on different epistemic instruments (pramana). He classifies the
Ramanujtyas and Madhvas as logicians since they take inference (anumana) to be the only
epistemic instrument in ascertaining ultimate reality, whereas the Advaita Vedantins are Vedic
(Srauta) since they accept the Veda to be an epistemic instrument in knowing transcendent
ends.?’ But even a cursory familiarity with the Ramanujiya and Madhva schools of Vedanta
makes this characterization untenable, for the adherents of these schools, as the author of the
Sarvadarsanasamgraha himself demonstrates in his discussion of these two views, take the
Upanisads to be an epistemic instrument, and use the Vedic corpus in their arguments against the
Advaita Vedantins. For instance, in his brief recapitulation of Ramanuja’s explication of the 3™
aphorism (sitra) of the Brahmasitra (the canonical aphoristic text for Vedantins of all stripes),

the author of the Sarvadarsanasamgraha presents Ramanuja’s position thus:

The sitra “Because its source is the Veda (sastrayonitvat)” states -- in response to
the question, “What is the epistemic instrument to know such a brahman (ultimate
reality)?” — that the Veda alone is the epistemic instrument. Sastrayoni here refers

to that [brahman] whose epistemic instrument (pramana) is the cause, i.e. the

20 Now then, we should explain those affirmer viewpoints that are superior to the denier viewpoints. The affirmer
viewpoints are of two types: Vedic and logic-based. The Vedic schools investigate fundamental reality with the
Veda as their epistemic instrument. The logicians investigate fundamental reality with inference, which is
constituted through logic, as their epistemic instrument. And the logician schools are inferior to the Vedic schools.”
athedanim nastika-darsanapeksayd jyayamsy astika-darsanani pradarsaniyani | astika dvividhah srautas tarkikas
ca | sruti-pramanena mitla-tattvanvesinah srautah | tarkopaskrtenanumana-pramanena mila-tattvanvesinas
tarkikah | tarkikas ca srautapeksayd jaghanya bhavanti |

Cannibhatta, 121.
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source (yoni), which is the Veda (sastra). Because its nature is reality. And the
Veda is said to be the source of brahman because the Veda brings about
knowledge of brahman. Further, one should not entertain the doubt that brahman
may be known through a different epistemic instrument [than the Veda]. Insofar
as [brahman] is beyond the ken of the sense faculties, perception cannot operate
with regard to it. Nor can inference of the sort: “The great ocean [and other facets
of creation] must have a creator because they are effects, just like a pot.” For such
an inference is [rejected] as if it were a rotten pumpkin. For it is resolved that
Vedic statements such as “Whence indeed such entities...” demonstrate that

brahman is their referent.?!

First, the author of the Sarvadarsanasamgraha acknowledges, pace Abhyankar’s
schematic characterization,?? that the Ramanujiya school argues that the Vedas constitute the
only epistemic instrument to know Brahman. Indeed, neither perception nor inference can
apprehend a transcendent reality such as Brahman. Second, the author shows us the type of

Vedic statement that might be considered evidence for brahman. This flies in the face of the

2L ittham-bhiite brahmani kim pramanam iti jijiasayam sastram eva pramanam ity uktam $astra-yonitvat iti |
Sastram yonih karanam pramdanam yasya tac chastrayoni | tasya bhavas tattvam tasmat | brahma-jiiana-karanatvac
chastrasya tadyonitvam brahmana ityarthah | na ca brahmanah pramanantara-gamyatvam sankitum sakyam |
atindriyatvena pratyaksasya tatra pravrtty-anupapatteh | napi maharnavadikam sakartrkam karyatvad ghatavad ity
anumanam | tasya puti-kiismandayamanatvat | tallaksanam brahma yato va imani bhitani ityadi-vakyam
pratipadayatiti sthitam |

Cannibhatta, 126.

22 Indeed, Abhyankar hedges against his rigid classification by admitting that while the Ramanujiya and Madhva
Vedantins did rely on the Veda, they were, for the most part, logicians. It is not entirely clear exactly the nature of
the distinction he intends to draw, when he writes the following: “Thus, primarily with regard to transcendent
matters, the Vedas alone show the way. Therefore, the venerable teachers Sayana and Madhava, toiling to detail the
schools according to a sequence of ever greater unimpeachability, have seen fit to list the views of the logicians
immediately after the Nastika views, and then the Vedic views. Nevertheless, the Ramanujiyas and Madhvas, though
thought to be Vedic, are logicians who are devoted to the Vedas. Thus, though they are Vedic, they are as good as
logicians. evam ca paroksartha-visaye mukhyatah Sruter eva margadarsitvam | tatha cottarottarajyayastvanusarind
kramena darsanani pradarsayitum pravrtaih Srimatsayanamadhavacaryair nastikadarsanottaram prathamatas
tarkikanam darsanani pradarsaniyani tatah srautanam | param tu ramanujiya madhvasca srautammanyda api
Srutivadaratapracchannatarkika ityatah srauta api te tarkikapraya eva |

222



substantive distinctions that Abhyankar has presented to account for the hierarchical arrangement
of schools.

A slightly different view is presented by E.B. Cowell in the introduction to his translation
of the text: “The systems are arranged from the Vedanta point of view... The systems form a
gradually ascending scale,?® -- the first, the Charvaka and Bauddha, being the lowest as the
furthest removed from the Vedanta, and the last, the Sdnkhya and Yoga, being the highest as
approaching most nearly to it.”>* Cowell acknowledges that the order of schools is based upon a
Vedantin view, but he does not explain why the classification “Vedanta” should not also apply to
the Ramanujiya and Madhva views. It is possible that he considered Advaita Vedanta to be the
only true Vedanta. This is certainly the position adopted by the text, but Cowell does not defend
this position, nor does he explain its substantive coherence.

And yet, that the text posits a hierarchy of views is self-evident to most readers. After all,
the text begins with the non-Vedic materialist Lokayata view and culminates in the Advaita
view. The syntactic valence is thus that one should expect each succeeding view to be closer to
the Advaita ideal and further from the materialist nadir. As figure 1 makes clear, I take the
hierarchy to be constituted in the following manner: first, the self-professedly non-Vedic schools
(Lokayata, Bauddha, and Jaina); second, the sectarian schools (the first of this group comprising
the Vaisnava schools and the second group the Saiva schools); and lastly, the Vedic schools,
culminating in the Advaita school.

This is at odds, in some important ways, with Abhyankar’s schematization, the most

fundamental distinction of which is the astika-nastika divide. There are two principal issues with

23 a translation of taratamya?

24 Acharya Madhava, The Sarva-Darsana-Samgraha, trans. E.B. Cowell and A.E. Gough, Triibner’s Oriental Series
(London: Triibner and Co, 1882), vii.
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Abhyankar’s use of the astika-ndastika divide. The first is that the text does not itself use this
dyad to distinguish between the affirmer and denier viewpoints. The second is that this
historically overdetermined mode of categorization yields little in the way of meaning, and that
imposing the analytic upon this text effaces some of the subtler distinctions drawn between the
schools.

As regards the first issue, the text does not use the terms astika (affirmer) and nastika
(denier) in any systematic fashion. Indeed, the only time the word nastika is used, it refers to the
Carvaka or Lokayata school.?> The text neither defines the dyad, nor indicates the precise
referents of the terms. This is not fatal to Abhyankar’s use of the dyad, since the application of
this analytic pair might reveal contours implied, and yet never stated, by the text. But let me first
provide a very brief explanation of the dyad (a@stika-nastika; affirmer-denier)?® and then show
why it may not be the most suitable analytic tool in this instance. Since neither term has any
meaning save in relation to the other, astika-ndastika ought to be considered a pair or a dyad. In
other words, the terms have relational meaning but no substantive meaning. This is clear from
the fact that the labels “affirmer” and “denier” do not readily indicate precisely what is being
affirmed or denied. Further, even a cursory history of the use of the terms reveals that there has

not been a single referent for this object of affirmation or denial. For instance, according to his

25 But, how could they admit that the highest lord bestows the summum bonum? Since that is out of the question for
the Carvaka, the crest-jewel of deniers, the follower of Brhaspati’s views.

atha katham paramesvarasya nihsreyasapradatvam abhidhiyate | brhaspatimatanusarind nastikasiromanind
carvakena tasya dirotsaritatvat |

Cannibhatta, Sarvadarsanasamgraha, 2.

First, shut your eyes, o crest-jewel of deniers (o Carvakas), since they are bloodshot with envy, and consider:
nastikasiromane tavadirsyakasayite caksust nimilya paribhavayatu bhavan |

Cannibhatta, 255.

26 For a deep history of the pair, see J. C. Heesterman, The Inner Conflict of Tradition: Essays in Ritual, Kinship and
Society (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1985), 70-80. For an elaboration of the explanation I have provided
here see chapter 9 “Affirmers (Astikas) and Deniers (Nastikas) in Indian History in Nicholson, Unifying Hinduism,
166-84.
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Fig.3

Hierarchy of Viewpoints in Sarvadarsanasargraha
(The Comprehensive Compendium of Viewpoints)
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27 Nicholson, Unifying Hinduism, 155.

commentator, Haribhadra, the 9" century
Jaina philosopher, defines astika as those
who affirm the existence of “another world
(paraloka), transmigration (gati), virtue

27 On this view,

(punya) and vice (papa).
only Lokayata materialists are termed
deniers (nastika). Other philosophers have
used the dyad to distinguish between those
who accept the Veda, transmigration, some
set of epistemic instruments, or the nature of
the self.?® Thus, though valences of this dyad
have varied greatly, the implication in using
the pair has remained stable: to distinguish
between insiders and outsiders. The absence
of any stable set of regulatory doctrines is
expressed in Wendy Doniger’s memorable,
and oft-quoted, observation: “Heresy, in

ancient India, was in the eye of the

beholder.”?’

28 As Nicholson puts it, “The central question, then, is what precisely is being affirmed or denied. Historically,
commentators have given a number of different answers to this question.”

Nicholson, 168.

2 Wendy Doniger, “The Concept of Heresy in Hinduism,” in On Hinduism (New York: Oxford University Press,

2014), 44.
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This does not mean that doctrines and groups were not often condemned as beyond the
pale. It is just to say that the lines of demarcation were always shifting. This is partly the reason
that Abhyankar’s invocation of the dyad is analytically dubious. Whose conception of astika-
nastika should we apply to this case? The Buddhist, Jaina, or Vedanta? Since the text does not
work within a well-defined framework of the astika-ndastika dyad, it is my contention that the
introduction of this analytic ultimately obscures our view of the primary rhetorical point of the
hierarchical configuration, namely the marginalization of the Ramanuja and Madhva schools of
Vedanta. For, the acceptance of Abhyankar’s binary distinction of the schools into astika and
nastika confounds the text’s hierarchic logic of arrangement. As Nicholson puts it,
“Hierarchically arranged texts like the Sarvadarsanasamgraha and Sarvasiddhantasamgraha
have a fundamental tension to deal with, since the binary astika/ndstika classification is
implicitly at odds with a gradual, hierarchical progression of truths.”*® The primary import of
including the ndastika schools (the Lokayatas, Buddhists, and Jainas), in my view, is not to
condemn them as nastika (surely, they would already be regarded as such by any Brahmin
student of the text). Rather, it is to raise suspicions, albeit implicitly, about those ndastika-adjacent
Vedanta views, namely, the Ramanujiya and Madhva schools — a strategy of guilt by association.
In other words, we would be mistaken to think that the work distinguishes “Hindu” astika
schools from the patently non-Hindu nastika schools. In fact, the text groups the schools into
three categories (see Fig. 3):

1. Self-evidently non-Vedic because they deny the validity of the Vedas (Lokayata,

Buddhist, and Jaina)

30 Nicholson, Unifying Hinduism, 167.
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2. Sectarian and therefore non-Vedic (Ramanuja, Madhva, and the four Saiva schools)
3. Vedic schools (Vaisesika, Nyaya, Mimamsa, Paniniya, Sankhya, Patafijala, Advaita

Vedanta)

Caught in the Middle

In this section I adduce further evidence to substantiate this reading of the hierarchical
arrangement of the text. The first order of evidence concerns the transition from one school of
thought to the next, whereas the second concerns the re-classification of the two Vedanta schools
in question (Ramanuja and Madhva) as Vaisnava schools. The prevailing theory of the
mechanics of the hierarchy of views is the one that Nicholson presents in his short summary of

the Sarvadarsanasamgraha.

Madhava presents each philosophical school as a corrective to the one that came
before it. So, for instance, the Carvaka school presents the view in chapter 1 that
there is only one valid means of knowledge, perception. Immediately at the

beginning of chapter 2, the Buddhists challenge this view, offering arguments in

support of an additional means of knowledge, rational inference.’!

Nevertheless, Nicholson acknowledges that this dialectic mode of moving up through the
schools, where the discussion of each succeeding school of thought begins with a repudiation of
some central tenet of the previous school of thought, does not apply to the entire text. Still, he is

loath to jettison the dialectic model in toto:

31 Nicholson, 159.
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Madhava continues with this conceit for approximately the first eight chapters of
his work, but he uses it less and less as its artificiality becomes increasingly
apparent. How does Vaisesika atomism function as the logical corrective to the
Rase$vara Saiva sect, for instance? Nonetheless, the overall impression of his text
is that the schools function together in a dialectical process [emphasis added] —
although most of the central doctrines of the Buddhists are unacceptable to
Advaita Vedanta, the Buddhists’ refutation of Carvaka views can be accepted

without reservation.’?

Nicholson’s observation that “Madhava presents each [emphasis added] philosophical
school as a corrective to the one that came before” holds true for the first eight of the sixteen
schools, as he himself acknowledges in the sentence quoted above. Nicholson wishes to maintain
that the dialectical conceit of the work can be attributed to this practice, that each new school is
taken up in order to correct a view held by the prior school. But, were this the sine qua non for
thinking that the text evinces a dialectical movement up the chain of schools to Advaita Vedanta,
why should Madhava (or Cannibhatta) use “it less and less”? According to Nicholson, the
dialectical method does not work as organically as we ascend the hierarchy. But, as I show
below, there is no single criterion that informs the dialectic movement (for instance, the nature of
the self). Rather, the grounds on which any particular school’s views are repudiated vary. Thus,
it is not the case that the criteria that were used to distinguish the lower schools from each other
can no longer serve the same function for the Vedic schools. Rather, as I show below, the
arrangement of the Vedic schools belies yet a different logic: the schools are arranged into

complementary pairs. There is still a kind of “dialectical process,” but only in the movement

32 Nicholson, 159-60.
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from the final pair of schools (Sankhya-Yoga) to the regnant Advaita Vedanta. Nevertheless, this
is not uniformly the case with these Vedic schools. Consequently, I do not share Nicholson’s
“overall impression” of the text that “the schools function together in a dialectical process.”

To the contrary, I argue that such a “dialectic” is implemented for the first nine schools,
and then once again at the culmination of the hierarchy (with Sankhya, Yoga and Advaita
Vedanta) and is yet another mechanism that the author uses to group together the non-Vedic
schools and to distinguish them from the schools that are within the Vedic fold. For, the dialectic
process is employed markedly differently among the first nine schools and among the last three
Vedic schools. The fact that these nine schools are so concatenated by a cascade of corrections
implies, albeit only rhetorically, that they are part of a single group. This is one of the ways of
linking the two Vedantin schools (the Ramanuja and Madhva) to the three self-evidently non-
Vedic Lokayata, Buddhist, and Jaina schools. It is to suggest that though the two Vedantin
schools improve upon some of the deficiencies of the non-Vedic views, they are ultimately cut
from the same cloth, and therefore to be consigned to the same waste-bin.

First, I show precisely how the author employs a “dialectical process” for the non-Vedic
schools, expatiating on, in particular, the two Vaisnava Vedantin (Ramanuja and Madhva)
schools by illustrating the difference in the mode of introducing each school (with a repudiation
of the prior school) and the substantive discussion of each school’s canonical texts, and
demonstrating how they are conflated and how each is distinguished from the other. The second
chapter of the Sarvadarsanasamgraha, which details the relative positions of the four schools of

Buddhism,* begins with a refutation of the principal Carvaka/Lokayata (Materialist) position,

33 The Buddhists are shown to have four internal schools, arranged in a hierarchical fashion, but in a fashion inverse
to the arrangement favored by the Madhyamaka doxographers. For a concise review of the siddhanta schema used
by Tibetan Buddhists, see José Ignacio Cabezon, “The Canonization of Philosophy and the Rhetoric of Siddhanta in
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namely, that the inseparable connection that is the basis for inferential reasoning is

imperceptible:

On this point, the Buddhists assert that the position that has been averred
(by the Carvakas), that the inseparable connection [which is the basis for
inference] is beyond the ken of knowledge, is shocking. For the
inseparable connection is extraordinarily easy to know through identity

and causality.>*

This refutation launches a discussion of the Buddhist theory of inference (anumana) as an
epistemic instrument. This is just as Nicholson has characterized the movement in the quotation
above. The next chapter begins with a Jaina refutation of the Buddhist theory of

momentariness:>>

Tibetan Buddhism,” in Buddha Nature: A Festschrift in Honor of Minoru Kiyota (Tokyo: Buddhist Books
International, n.d.).

3 atra bauddhair abhidhiyate | yad abhyadhayi avinabhavo durbodha iti tad asadhiyah | tadatmyatadutpattibhyam
avinabhavasya sujiianatvat |
Cannibhatta, Sarvadarsanasamgraha, 16.

35 This demonstrates that the definition of doxography which Nicholson and others borrow from Richard Rorty does
not apply to this text. Rorty defines doxography as “the attempt to impose a problematic on a canon drawn up
without reference to that problematic, or, conversely, to impose a canon on a problematic constructed without
reference to that canon.” At first sight, one might think that the Sarvadarsanasamgraha is a doxography of the first
kind, where a problematic (let us say moksa or liberation) is imposed upon a canon (the 16 viewpoints) drawn up
without reference to that problematic. As the array of refutations shows, however, each succeeding school did not
use the same problematic or criterion to repudiate or synthesize the views of the previous school. For, in the case of
the Carvaka materialists, the author uses the Buddhist theory of inference to reject the conclusions of the Carvaka
philosophers, whereas in the case of the Buddhists, the author uses the Jaina argument regarding the incoherence of
radical momentariness to refute the Buddhist position. This only confirms the claim that there can be no single
criterion to inform the configuration of the hierarchy of views.

Nicholson, Unifying Hinduism, 10.
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On that matter, the Jainas, accepting stability to some extent, find the Buddhist*

position untenable, and reject their position on momentariness. Were one not to
depend on any kind of stable self then accomplishing means and ends in this and
other worlds would be futile. For it is not possible that one [person or entity]

should enjoy what another’” creates.®

In this transition, the discussion of the principal points of Jaina doctrine begins with a classically
Jaina repudiation of the Buddhist theory of radical momentariness.>® The next chapter, which
takes up the views of the Ramanuja school, begins with a refutation of the Jaina view of the

doctrine of many-sidedness.

This Jaina view deserves the condemnation of those who accept the validity of
epistemic instruments. For, it is not possible that an ultimately existent entity
should simultaneously possess qualities such as existence and non-existence that
are also ultimately real. And, confronted with the fact that the co-occurrence of
mutually contradictory qualities — such as existence and non-existence — is not

possible, one should not retort that these [contradictory qualities] could be

36 As a glance at the Sanskrit shows, the references to the Jainas and Buddhists are sartorial: the Buddhists are those
who have dropped the hems of their garments (mukta-kaccha), whereas the Jainas are simply the “naked ones”
(vivasana).

37 which would be the entailment of a theory of a radically momentary self.

38 tad ittham muktakacchanam matam asahamana vivasandah kathamcit sthayitvam dsthaya ksanikatvapaksam
pratiksipanti | yady atma kascin nasthiyeta sthayi tadaihalaukikaparalaukikaphalasadhanasampadanam viphalam
bhavet | na hy etat sambhavaty anyah karoty anyo bhunkta iti |

Cannibhatta, Sarvadarsanasamgraha, 48.

39 For a similar and longer Jaina engagement with this issue, see Chapter 6 of HaribhadraSiri, Anekantajayapataka,
vol. 2, 2 vols., Gaekwad’s Oriental Series (Baroda: Oriental Institute, 1947). For instance, in refuting the Buddhist
position on the radical momentariness of the self, Haribhadra writes: “To wit: one is tormented by existential
discontent, another is repulsed by it [this discontent], and yet another is liberated [from it] through detachment, thus,
this position is infelicitous, because of its incoherence.” tatha hi anya eva duhkhaih samsarikaih pidyate 'nyas ca
nirvidyate 'nyasya ca viragamuktity 'ato ’Sobhanam etat atiprasangat |
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alternatives. Since there is a rule that, while actions may be optional, entities may

not.*0

These three excerpts illustrate the manner in which a hierarchical view is constituted. In
commencing each chapter with the rectification of a mistaken view advanced by the previous
school, we are shown that each succeeding view corrects the defects (or at least a single defect)
of the previous school. Implicit in this conception of improvement is the view that the views are
all linked to each other, so that a succeeding view can improve upon a prior view. This is not the
case with the Vedic views beginning with the Vaisesika school. For instance, the chapter on the
Vaisesika school, which follows on the Rase$vara (Alchemist) school — the last of four Saiva

schools — does not begin with a refutation of a central Rase§vara tenet. It begins thus:

Those who possess insight into all things desire to be rid of the discontent that is
affirmed by the awareness of all beings, insofar as it is experienced as contrary to
nature. Desiring to know the means to extirpating that discontent, they contrive
the means that is but the realization of the highest lord. [They know this] on the
basis of the validity of such statements as the following from the Svetasvatara
Upanisad:

Only when people are able to roll up the sky like a piece of leather will suffering
come to an end, without first knowing Siva.

Further, the realization of the highest lord is to be instantiated through learning,

thought and meditation. Since it states:

0 tadetad arhatamatam pramanikagarhanam arhati | na hy ekasmin vastuni paramarthe sati paramarthasatam
yugapatsadasattvadidharmanam samavesah sambhavati | na ca sadasattvayoh parasparaviruddhayoh
samuccayasambhave vikalpah kim na syaditi vaditavyam | kriya hi vikalpyate na vastviti nyayat |

Cannibhatta, Sarvadarsanasamgraha, 89.
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Through scripture, inference and the power of habitual meditation;*! having

devised wisdom in these three ways, he obtains the highest Yoga.*?

Departing from his method in introducing to each of the eight preceding schools, the
author begins the chapter on the Vaisesika school not with a refutation of preceding Saiva school
of Alchemy (Rase$vara), but with a re-orientation of the fundamental line of inquiry inaugurated
by the work: how do humans extirpate discontent and ensure contentment? The author adduces a
passage from the Upanisads to demonstrate that the inferential reasoning that impels the
epistemic inquiries of Nyaya-Vaisesika schools is endorsed by the Vedic corpus as one of the
means to liberation. For, as the author explains immediately after this opening, “In this case,
thought (manana) depends upon inference (anumana). And inference depends upon the
awareness of pervasion. And, awareness of pervasion depends upon the discrimination of
entities.” Thus, manana,* one of the prerequisites for the realization of Brahman, is shown to
implicate the system of logic that Nyaya-Vaisesika promulgate. Further, even though the realist
Vaisesika school is not based on a hermeneutic of the Vedas, nor do its ends conform to the

Upanisadic ends of liberation, still the author begins with a quotation from the Svetasvatara

4! Note that the triad mentioned here maps on to the three means to achieve awareness of Brahman: studying the
Vedanta scripture (sravana = dgama), subjecting that study to careful examination (manana = anumana), and
meditating upon Brahman (nididhyasana = dhyana).

42 iha khalu nikhilapreksavan nisargapratikiilavedaniyataya nikhilatmasamvedanasiddham duhkham jihasuh
paramesvarasaksatkaram upayam akalayati | yada carmavadakasam vestayisyanti manavah | tada sivam avijiiaya
dubkhasyanto bhavisyati || ityadivacananicayapramanyat | paramesvarasaksatkarasca sravanamananabhavanabhir
bhavaniyah | yadaha agamenanumanena dhyanabhydasabalena ca | tridhad prakalpayan prajiiam yogam uttamam ||
iti |

Cannibhatta, Sarvadarsanasamgraha, 210.

# Sravana (hearing/learning), manana (reflection), and nididhydsana (meditation) are the three steps to realizing

brahman, as explicated in the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad (2.4.5 and 4.5.6 for instance). These three orientations to
the Upanisads become a point of some hermeneutic controversy, particularly for Sankara. See Chapter 2.
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Upanisads, signaling thereby that the schools beginning with the Vaisesika, unlike those that
came before, are ultimately faithful to the Vedas and are committed to explicating Vedic ends.**
This is to distinguish the Vedic schools that follow from those prior sectarian Saiva and
Vaisnava schools -- which at first glance may appear “Hindu” -- that have their own scriptures

(agamas), which they privilege over or against the Vedas.

Dual Allegiances

The logic of classification appears to be defined by sources of authority. In effect, the
first group, comprising three schools, is self-evidently non-Vedic since they deny the validity of
the Vedas. The second group, comprising the two “Vaisnava” schools and the four Saiva
schools, are also ultimately non-Vedic. Even if they acknowledge the validity of the Vedas, their
metaphysics and thus their doctrines of liberation are undergirded by the authority of their
scriptures, which they consider to surpass the authority of the Vedas. The final group, beginning
with the Vaisesika school, is set off in two ways. First, they are safely within the Vedic fold.
Second, there is no longer any dialectical process that moves up the chain of these schools. The
only school that remains apart is the regnant Advaita Vedanta.

Now that we have an outline of the syntactic logic of the text, let us turn to those two
schools of Vedanta that the text re-classifies as Vaisnava schools to clarify this logic of

hierarchical classification.

44 For more on the Vai$esika system, see Wilhelm. Halbfass, On Being and What There Is (Albany, N.Y.: State
University of New York Press, 1992), 70. Halbfass concludes on the putative instigation for the school: “Regardless
of all specific historical and philological questions, and whatever the ‘original beginning’ of the Vaisesikasiitra may
have been, it is safe to say that, in its own way and in accordance with its own self-understanding, classical
Vaisesika deals with the fundamental ontological question What is There?” As regards the connection of this
ontological enterprise to the soteriological concerns at the heart of most interpretations of the Upanisads (and
certainly for the Advaita author of the Sarvadarsanasamgraha), Halbfass notes that “Even the allied Nyaya system
has raised the charge of soteriological irrelevance against the Vaisesika project of exhaustive enumeration.”
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In my analysis of the treatment of Ramanuja and Madhva schools of Vedanta, I attempt
to clarify two additional dimensions in order to demonstrate that the hierarchical arrangement
serves to other these two rival schools of Advaita Vedanta. The first dimension is that these two
schools are re-classified strategically to draw out the similarities between the two schools, and to
link them to the Jaina school that precedes them. Thus, in these opening sections of the chapters,
the Ramanuja and Madhva schools are conflated with each other, conflated with the Jaina school,
and reduced to the Vaisnava dimension of their identity. The second dimension of this analysis is
to show the disjuncture in the manner of introducing and refuting these schools and the
substantive discussions of their canonical text. Thus, even though the Ramanuja school is
conflated with the Jaina and Madhva schools, the substantive discussion of its canonical texts
treats Vedanta topics. This demonstrates that the substantive treatment of each school may be
separable from its classification and placement along the hierarchy of views. Consequently, the
hierarchical arrangement (at least of the non-Vedic schools) naturalizes the marginal position of
the Ramanujiya and Madhva schools of Vedanta on the fringes of what we might think of as a
non-Vedic but Hindu penumbra.

First, let us consider the Madhva repudiation of the preceding Ramanuja school. The
repudiation is unlike any other in the text in two respects. First, before identifying the point of
divergence between the two schools, the author produces a litany of striking similarities between
the two schools. That is, instead of immediately announcing the fatal weakness in the Ramanuja
position (as is the invariable modus operandi for the remainder of the schools), the Madhva
interlocutor first details the doctrinal alignment of the two schools and then refutes it on a single
point of divergence. Nevertheless, even this point of divergence is a point of convergence

between the Ramanuja and Jaina views. Thus, in the very first sentence of the Madhva chapter,
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the Ramanuja school is aligned both with the school that follows it (Madhva) and the school that

precedes it (Jaina).

Granted that they [Ramanujiyas and Madhvas] are indistinguishable on the
following points of doctrine: the atomic dimensions of the self; the servitude of
the self; that the Veda has no personal author; the fact that the Veda teaches us the
nature of reality; that the Veda is intrinsically valid; that there are three valid
epistemic instruments; the dependence upon Paficaratra; the reality of the
multiplicity of creation. Nevertheless, Anandatirtha (Madhva) has dismissed this
Ramanuja doctrine, since it is inclined to the Jain position in accepting the trio of
positions beginning with the distinctions that are mutually contradictory.
Consequently, showing, by an alternative method, that Vedanta statements such
as “sa arma tat tvam asi” mean something entirely different (than they do),*
Anandatirtha has charted a new course under the guise of an interpretation of the

Brahmasiitra.*

As I noted in introducing the quotation; there are three aspects that are of interest to our present
discussion:
a. The points of doctrinal agreement between Ramanuja and Madhva are listed first. This
list, which draws on elements of Vedanta and Vaisnava doctrine, emphasizes that the two

schools are very closely aligned on the most important theological matters. This serves to

45 This is a reference to Madhva’s controversial parsing of the Upanisadic phrase as sa atma atat tvam asi (“You are
not that self” as opposed to the standard interpretation: “The self, that is what you are”) to yield a dualist basis for
his theological project.

 tad etad ramanujamatam jivanutva-dasatva-vedapauruseyatva-siddhartha-bodhakatva-svatah-pramanatva-
pramana-tritva-paricaratropajivyatva-praparica-bheda-satyatvadi-samye’ pi paraspara-viruddha-bhedadi-
paksatraya-kaksikarena ksapanaka-paksa-niksiptam ity ‘'upeksamanah sa atmd tat tvam asi ityadi-vedanta-vakya-
Jjatasya bhangy-antarendarthantara-paratvam upapddya brahma-mimamsa-vivarana-vyajenanandativthah
prasthanantaram asthisat |

Cannibhatta, Sarvadarsanasamgraha, 128.
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soften the blow of rejection that follows on the heels of this assertion of ideological
agreement. As I have stated above, this is the only instance in which two schools are so
closely identified (or indeed identified at all) in matters of doctrine.

b. Even in the dismissal of the Ramanujiya school, the school is faulted not for one of its
signature positions but for being too close to the Jaina view on one issue, thus illustrating
the precise mode of othering that is implicit in the hierarchical arrangement of the views.
The logic, albeit unstated, is: The Ramanujiyas and Madhvas remain in agreement on
most theological matters, while the Jainas are clearly beyond the pale. But, insofar as the
Ramanujiyas take up certain Jaina positions, they must be dismissed on those points.

c. Lastly, Anandatirtha (an alias for Madhva) is credited with fabricating an entirely
different system (prasthanantara) on the pretext of providing an explanation (vivarana)
of the Brahmasiitra (brahmamimamsa). In effect, the system that the text take up is
dismissed, out of hand, as a fraud. It is not the school of Vedanta it pretends to be. The
text presents as evidence Madhva’s (Anandatirtha’s) decidedly anti-Vedantin (from the
Advaita Vedanta point of view) parsing of the Upanisadic declaration sa atma tat tvam
asi as sa atmd atat tvam asi to undergird his dualist and realist interpretation of the

Vedanta.

This raises the question; if the Madhva school is not the school of Vedanta that it pretends to be,
then what is it? The answer is provided in the introduction to the next chapter, where the views

of the Saiva Pasupatas are taken up for discussion.

This very Vaisnava view is one of dependence upon another -- expressed by

words such as “servitude” (or the fact of being a servant) -- because it brings
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discontent, insofar as it [i.e. servitude] is not a condition that strives for an end to
suffering. The Mahes$varas [Pasupatas] do not care for this view because they seek
ultimate sovereignty [supremacy]. They think that those who are thought to be
liberated by the others [i.e. by the Madhvas] are not so, because they are
dependent, which is to say because they do not possess ultimate sovereignty as we
do. They are liberated, who, while human, are imbued with the qualities of the
sovereign, because they are free from the source of all suffering, just like the
sovereign. Certain Mahes$varas (i.e. Saivas), propounding this inference as proof,
adhere to the Pasupata doctrines, which, concerned as they are with the

elaboration of the five ends, are the means to the ultimate human ends.*’

The Pasupata refutation of the Madhva school discloses two salient characteristics on the
basis of which the Madhva (and Ramanuja) schools are regarded as deficient. The first is that the
Madhva school is not what it purports to be, namely, a school of Vedanta, for it is a Vaisnava
sect. In this, it is conflated also with the Ramanuja school, since one of the points of agreement
between the two, as stated in the quote above, is the acceptance of the Paficaratra Vaisnava
scripture. Thus, the two schools are re-classified as Vaisnava sectarian schools, rather than rival
schools of Vedanta. The implicit condemnation is that these two schools privilege the Vaisnava
Paficaratra scriptures (@gamas) over the Vedas, and are thus to be excluded from the Vedic fold.

Second, the Madhva school’s theory of liberation is refuted here as incompatible with any
coherent conception of liberation. Let me recapitulate some of the fundamental tenets of the

Madhva school in order to appreciate the broadsides launched against the Madhvas on the

47 tadetad vaisnava-matam dasatvadi-pada-vedaniyam para-tantratvam dubkhavahatvan na duhkhantad
ipsitaspadam ity arocayamandah paramaisvaryam kamayamanah parabhimata mukta na bhavanti paratantratvat
paramaisvaryarahitatvad asmadadivat muktatmanas ca paramesvaragunasambandhinah purusatve sati
samastadubkhabijavidhuratvat paramesvaravat ityadyanumanam pramanam pratipadyamanah kecana mahesvarah
parampurusarthasadhanam paricarthaprapaiicanaparam pasupatasastram asrayante |

Cannibhatta, 161.
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question of sovereignty in a state of liberation. The school is often classified as a dualist school,
which can be misleading, since the label does not reflect the school’s ontological commitments.
On that score, they posit that creation is characterized by a five-fold difference.*® This five-fold

difference is explicated as:

The distinction between the lord (Visnu) and the self (jiva), the distinction
between the lord and insentient things, similarly, the mutual difference between
distinct selves, and the distinction between the self and insentient things, and the
mutual distinction between insentient things. Such is the universe, characterized

by a five-fold distinction.*’

The “dualist” label derives from the central theological tenet of the school, which the author of

the Sarvadarsanasamgraha characterizes thus:

On this view, reality is of two kinds, according to the distinction between
independent reality and dependent reality. This is stated in the Tattvaviveka:
Reality is taken to be of two kinds: independent and dependent. Lord Visnu is

independent, without faults and imbued with all the virtues.*®

*® tasmad anadir evayam prakystah paiicavidho bhedaprapaiicah |
Cannibhatta, 140.

Y jivesvarabhida caiva jadesvarabhida tatha |
Jjivabhedo mithascaiva jadajivabhida tathd ||
mithascca jadabhedo yah praparico bhedaparicakah |

Cannibhatta, 142.

50 tanmate hi dvividham tattvam svatantraparatantrabhedat | taduktam tattvaviveke svatantram paratantram ca
dvividham tattvam isyate | svatantro bhagavan visnur nirdoso sesasadgunah ||
Cannibhatta, 128.
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It is precisely on this front that the Pasupata interlocutor dismisses the school’s vision of
liberation. The Madhvas maintain that there are distinct selves, each striving for liberation, which
they may gain through the grace of Lord Visnu. Further, the Madhvas accept that different selves
have differing capacities for liberation, and thus liberation is differently experienced by
fundamentally distinct selves. According to the Pasupatas, the sort of liberation whereby the self
is still entirely dependent upon another (the lord), and which therefore does not consist of
sovereignty, is not worthy of the name. Thus, recourse to the standard of sovereignty calls into
question devotional surrender to the lord, one of the principal aspects of the theology of the
Ramanuja and Madhva Vedantins.

If it is quite clear from this analysis that the two schools of Vedanta were re-classified as
Vaisnava sects, then surely one would expect the discussions of their principal tenets also to be
concerned with this dimension of their identity. But this is not so. In other words, the re-
description and re-orientation of these schools was largely relegated to the rhetorical register and
did not vitiate, entirely, the discussion of the core tenets of the systems. For instance, the
substantive discussion of the tenets of these two schools, the Ramanujiya and the Madhva, treats
them as schools of Vedanta and, accordingly, details each school’s interpretation of the first four
aphorisms (sitras) of the Brahmasiitras. And yet, in introducing the Ramanuja school, there is
no acknowledgement that it is a school of Vedanta. In the case of the Madhva school, the author
of the Sarvadarsanasamgraha introduces it as a Vaisnava view, which is, though not entirely

wrong, obscurantist.

Dubious Dialectics
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So far, I have shown that the “dialectical process,” whereby each succeeding school
begins with the correction of a central tenet of the prior school, operates only with regard to the
non-Vedic schools. This creates the effect that these schools lie on a continuum within a set,
where the difference between the schools is one of degree and not type. By contrast, this logic of
othering shows that certain (certainly the Vaisnava) schools are just as radical as the Buddhist or
Carvaka school. I have also stated that this pattern of refutation is suspended as soon as we move
over to the so-called Vedic schools. Among the Vedic schools, the only exception to this pattern
occurs in the discussion on the Sankhya school, which begins with a repudiation of vivarta-vada,

“the doctrine of illusion’;

Now, when the Sankhyas have, with alacrity, declared the opposing doctrine of
transformation, how could the doctrine of illusion continue to be privileged? This

is their [the Sankhyas’] boastful cry.”!

The interpretation I have offered for the pattern among the non-Vedic schools does not
apply in this case, for a number of reasons. Most important and obvious of all, the Sankhya
refutation does not identify the school that holds the view (of the doctrine of illusion, i.e.
vivartavada) in question. Presumably, given the logic of the pattern as it has functioned among
the non-Vedic schools, we should expect that this is a charge levelled against the preceding
school: the Panintya school of Grammar. But the case is not as straightforward as we would like,
since the previous chapter does not take up — at least explicitly — the doctrine of error or illusion
(vivartavada) against which the partisans of Sankhya advance the theory of transformation

(parinamavada). The doctrine of illusion (namely, that the phenomenal world of difference and

SUatha sankhyair akhyate parinamavade paripanthini jagariike kathamkaram vivartavada adaraniyo bhavet | esa hi
tesam daghosah | Cannibhatta, 311.
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plurality is but an illusion superimposed upon the ultimate monist reality of brahman) is the
ontological cornerstone of Advaita Vedanta. Thus, it is possible that this repudiation is proleptic;
the chapter on Sankhya raises as its antithesis a view that is elaborated upon in a future chapter in
order to make the case against it. As my argument shows, this Sankhya interruption is addressed
backward — to the Paniniya school of Grammar — and forward — to the Advaita Vedanta school.
The point of the refutation is to cleave the Vedic schools into pairs (thus, Nyaya-Vaisesika,
Mimamsa-Paniniya, Sankhya-Yoga), with the regnant school of Advaita Vedanta set apart.

To return to the refutation quoted above, the Sankhya repudiation of the doctrine of
illusion (vivartavada) simultaneously addresses the non-dual implications of Bhartrhari’s
doctrine of sphota (the eternal unitary word) as it is represented in the chapter on the Paniniya
school and the doctrine as it is formulated by the Advaita Vedantins. The two chapters that
precede the chapter on Sankhya—the chapter on Mimamsa and the chapter on Grammar—are
connected — substantively — on one point: the eternality of sound. Although the chapter on
Mimamsa addresses a number of topics,* one of these consists of the arguments in support of
the eternality of sound.>? In contrast to the Nyaya account that preceded it, the Mimamsakas
argue that individual phonemes (vyakti) are eternal, that they are merely articulated in different

places and times by individual articulators. Thus, the differences (of quality, of location, of time)

52 The Mimamsa chapter begins with a table of contents of the canonical text of the school: The Aphorisms of
Jaimini (Jaiminisitras or Mimamsasiitras). Then, following the custom set for most of the other schools, the first
satra (“Now then, an inquiry into dharma;” athato dharmajijiiasa) is taken up for discussion. This leads into a
longer disquisition into the injunction to study the Veda (svadhyayo 'dhyetavyah), which, in turn, occasions a
discussion of the nature and status of different types of Vedic injunctions. On the question of the injunction to study
the Veda, the author first presents the arguments according to the Kumarila school and then the Prabhakara school of
Mimamsa. The next discussion to follow addresses the authorlessness of the Veda, a discussion that turns to the
question of the eternality of sound [phonemes]. The last topic that is taken up is the intrinsic validity
(svatahpramanya) of the Veda, and the arguments in favor follow those marshalled by Kumarila in the
Slokavarttika.

53 The word “sound” is a translation of the word sabda which is opposed to the word nada or articulated sound, and
in this discussion, is exemplified with the phoneme ga.
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that appear to constitute sounds in their articulation are set aside as accidental to the sound (or
phoneme) itself. In other words, there is an elaboration of the eternality and, relatedly, of the
non-dual nature of the most fundamental units of speech: phonemes.>* This discussion of the
eternality of sound is embedded within a larger discussion regarding the eternality and
authorless-ness of the Veda — arguments that are fundamental to the Mimamsa claims regarding
the intrinsic validity of the Veda. Thus, though this argument regarding the eternality of sound is
only one among many arguments dealt with in the Mimamsa chapter, it nevertheless connects the
chapter to the Paniniya (Grammar) chapter which follows in two important ways. First, insofar as
it addresses the eternality of sound it connects the Mimamsa chapter to the much longer, and
detailed, discussion in the Panintya chapter on the non-dual nature of sound. Second, this
argument mimics the Advaita Vedanta position — also reinforced by the sphota arguments

advanced in the Paniniya chapter — that phenomenal reality is but an illusory, or adventitious,

54 The discussion is concluded with a conclusive answer to the dilemma: “On that point, is the superimposition of
contradictory qualities (of sound) [such as the sound being long or short] thought to be intrinsic, or are these, insofar
as they establish distinction, entirely subjective? There is no evidence for the first position, [namely, that these
contradictory qualities are intrinsic to sound]. Otherwise, were we to accept these distinctions to be intrinsic, there
would occur the knowledge, “Caitra has uttered ten ga sounds” but not that [he has uttered] the ga sound ten times.
As for the second [horn of the dilemma] the intrinsic distinctions are not established; since, distinctions that are
contingent upon other things do not vitiate the identity [of sound], which is intrinsic to it. Even space ought not be
intrinsically differentiated owing to the distinction of adjuncts such as pots. [The example illustrates that space, even
when it is enclosed in a pot — or some other adventitious enclosure — is still space; there is no intrinsic difference no
matter how it is manifest]. In this case [of sound] the cause of uttered sound is some conventional action that is set
aside. Thus, the teachers have said:

“The purpose of the universal is found to be served by the phoneme alone; [what is required] is to be gained from
the individual from sounds. Thus, the conceptualization of such universals as ga-ness is entirely pointless.”

And similarly, “When recognition arises independently from sound, that very recognition blocks all inferences of
sound being non-eternal.”

tatra kim svabhaviko viruddhadharadhydso bhedasadhakatvenabhimatah pratitiko va | prathame ’siddhih | aparatha
svabhavikabhedabhyupagame dasa gakaran udacarayac caitra iti pratipattih syanna tu dasakrtvo gakara iti |
dvitiye tu na svabhavikabhedasiddhih | na hi paropadhibhedena svabhavikam aikyam vihanyate | ma bhiin

nabhaso pi kumbhadyupadhibhedatsvabhaviko bhedah | tatra vyavrttavyavaharo nadanidanah | taduktamdacaryaih
prayojanam tu yaj jates tadvarnadeva lapsyate |

vyaktilabhyam tu nadebhya iti gatvadidhir vrtha ||

thatha ca

pratyabhijiid yada sabde jagarti niravagraha |

anityatvanumanani saiva sarvani badhate ||

Cannibhatta, Sarvadarsanasamgraha, 277.
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differentiation of some prior, and ultimate, unity. This argument, which is developed in far
greater detail in the Paniniya chapter, in terms that explicitly signal its connection to an Advaita
Vedanta cosmology, constitutes the doctrine of illusion (vivartavada) that the initial lines of the

Sankhya chapter repudiate.

Sound Arguments?

If the Mimamsa arguments for the eternality of sounds comprises an implicit
endorsement of the Advaita Vedanta doctrine of illusion (vivartavada), the Paniniya chapter
makes that link more legible. The chapter begins, typically, with an analysis of the opening to a
canonical text of the tradition. In this case, the author of the Sarvadarsanasamgraha chooses the
more formulaic opening line (“Now, the teaching of words,” atha sabdanusasanam) of
Patanjali’s Mahabhdsya instead of Panini’s Astadhyayi (vrddhiradaic) since Patafijali’s
statement (atha Ssabdanusasanam) readily prompts a discussion of the four anubandhas (the four
introductory topics, viz: a. the subject matter or visaya, b. the eligible reader or adhikarin, c. the
purpose or prayojana, and d. the connection or sambandha) that are crucial to constituting a
certain discourse as a theory (s@stra). The first topic of discussion, namely this opening line from
Patafijali, is followed by an appraisal of grammar as an ancillary (vedanga) to knowing the Veda.
The author argues that grammar ought to be considered the principal vedarnga. The next section
of the chapter marks a departure in two ways: first, the author dispenses with the technical topics
of grammar, drawing upon the works of the traditional teachers (Panini, Katyayana and Patanjali
being primary; the author also refers to Kaiyata frequently), and shifts to a discussion that draws

upon the philosophical issues raised by Bhartrhari in his Vakyapadiya.
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I do not rehearse here the use the author of the Sarvadarsanasamgraha makes of the
Vakyapadiya and sphota theory to advance an argument in support of the transcendent unity of
the word, and the concomitant theory of illusion, to explain the phenomenal world of
multiplicity. Rather, I have tailored my analysis to answer two questions that I have already
raised. First, should we characterize the Mimamsaka and Panintya discussions of the ultimate
linguistic unit as dialectical in their movement? Second, does the account of sphota formulated
in the Paniniya chapter amount to an endorsement of the theory of illusion (vivartavada), which
forms the object of the Sankhya repudiation that follows? The author of the
Sarvadarsanasamgraha begins the discussion of sphota (the word) with a citation of the opening

verse of the Vakyapadiya:

Hari [i.e. Bhartrhari] has stated in the “Brahmakanda” (The Section on brahman)
[of the Vakyapadiya) that brahman is the eternal indivisible sound called sphota
and is the ultimate cause of the universe:

Eternal brahman, which is imperishable, is the nature of sound.

It appears in the form of objects whence the creation of the universe.>

This verse, which describes the metaphysical primacy of sphota, sheds light on both of the
questions I have raised above. First, it identifies sphota with brahman, and second, it asserts
sphota’s metaphysical priority. Third, the verse uses the verb vivartate (vi-vrt) to describe the
transformation of sphota into the diversity of the phenomenal world. This verb (vrt, with the

preverb vi) gives us the word for illusion or error (vivarta) that forms the basis of the Sankhya

55 jagadnidanam sphotakhyo niravayavo nityah Sabdo brahmaiveti harinabhani brahmakande
anadinidhanam brahma sabdatattvam tadaksaram |
vivartate rthabhavena prakriyd jagato yatah || Cannibhatta, 298.
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refutation to follow. Lastly, the arguments for the word, rather than the phoneme, being the
fundamental unit of meaning, ultimately unitary, connect this discussion to the Mimamsa
arguments regarding the eternality of sound. Indeed, the author of the Sarvadarsanasamgraha,
supplies an excerpt from Kaiyata to emphasize that the school of Grammar takes as the

fundamental unity of meaning the word rather than the phoneme.

And Kaiyata has explained this in the section that begins: “The Grammarians
accept that the word — as distinct from the phonemes — expresses meaning; since,
were the phonemes expressive then it would be entailed that the second and
following phonemes [in a word] would be meaningless,” and ends: “Thus, the
Vakyapadiya has established, at length, that the sphota, which is distinct from

them [the phonemes] and which is manifest by sound (nada), is expressive.>®

In this movement from the phoneme to the word as the fundamental — and eternal, unchanging,
non-dual — unit of meaning, perhaps we can discern a dialectical movement, though such an
observation must be tempered by the acknowledgement that the Mimamsa discussion of the
eternality of sound comprises a very small portion of the preceding chapter. There is,
nevertheless, more evidence to support the argument for a dialectical movement, namely, that the
primary interlocutor that the author selects to argue against the sphota position is the
Mimamsaka Kumarilabhatta. Two objections are adduced from Kumarilabhatta’s Slokavarttika
to argue against the position that sphota is the unit of meaning. The first objection poses an
unresolvable dilemma for the Grammarian in asking, Does the sphota express meaning only

when it is manifest or does it do so even when it is not manifest? Were we to accept the

5 yivrtam ca kaiyatena — vaiyakarand varnavyatiriktasya padasya vacakatvam icchanti | varnanam vacakatve
dvitiyadivarnoccarananarthakyaprasangad ityadind tadvyatiriktah sphoto nadabhivyangyo vicako vistarena
vakyapadiye vyavasthapita ityantena prabandhena | Cannibhatta, 300.
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Grammarian’s position that sphota is eternal, then it should always already be expressive. If, on
the other hand, sphota must be manifest in order to express meaning, then, do the phonemes

manifest sphota individually or collectively?

Thus, Bhattacarya [i.e. Kumarilabhatta] has stated in the Mimamsaslokavarttika:
The one who thinks that an indivisible sphota is manifest by cognitions of

phonemes is not freed from even a single reproach.’’

The second objection sourced from the Slokavarttika of Kumarilabhatta makes the point
that the cognition of a word depends upon the order in which the constituent phonemes are
expressed, because those phonemes leave a trace which aids the cognition of the word. Thus,
Kumarilabhatta is once more invoked to show that the sequence of phonemes is critical to the
meaning expressed by the word; indeed, on this view, there is no warrant to impute a separate
entity “word” distinct from a collection of phonemes in a definite sequence. Therefore, the
Mimamsaka interlocutor sums up his position that, since phonemes are just as efficacious in
conveying meaning, stipulating an extraneous category of sphota violates the rules of parsimony.
It is not necessary to see out the argument to conclude that this portion of the Paniniya chapter
attempts to connect itself to the previous school, and to improve upon a view settled by it. Here,
we may argue, are the lineaments, if not the rigid structure, of a dialectical movement, wherein
the Grammarians engage the prior school, Mimamsa, on a key philosophical question to advance
a new position. The coupling of schools is consistent among the Vedic schools; I show below

that the Sankhya school is similarly paired with the Yoga school.

ST taduktam bhattacaryair mimamsaslokavartike
yasyanavayavah sphoto vyajyate varnabuddhibhih |
5o 'pi paryanuyogena naikenapi vimucyate || Cannibhatta, Sarvadarsanasamgraha.
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I have already pointed out that the use of Bhartrhari foregrounds a non-dual strain of the
Grammatical tradition, one that is, in many critical respects, indistinguishable from the non-
dualism of Advaita Vedanta. I have also shown that the use of vi-vrt may provide the basis —
however flimsy — to connect this chapter to the refutation that begins the chapter on Sankhya. On
the other hand, the substantive espousal of a non-dual ontology in the Paniniya chapter, and the
concomitant endorsement of a theory of illusion to explain the phenomenal world makes for
firmer ground on which the refutation, in the form of the Sankhya theory of transformation
(parinama), may comfortably rest. I provide only a summary of the arguments that the author
ascribes to the Grammarians in order to show that it may have been this non-dual formulation of
the word (sphota) to which the Sankhya refutation referred. I point out three elements of the
argument for a non-dual conceptualization of the metaphysical word. First, the author of the text
works through the argument that all words have a single ultimate referent, namely “being”
(satta). Second, the author connects being to brahman. Third, the author considers the
soteriological capacity of Grammar, thereby showing that the ends of Grammar are the same as
the ends of Advaita Vedanta: liberation, which consists of the knowledge of the monist principle
brahman.

Let us take up the first of these elements: the contention that “being” (satt@) is the
referent of all words. It is this great undifferentiated being that is differentiated — albeit illusorily

— in the objects that constitute the phenomenal world. Thus:

Being (satta) alone is the great commonality that is called the universal or class
property (jati). It inheres among cows and horses and other things whose

distinctions are imagined, insofar as being distinguished by those factors
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connected to them, which are their locus. Cow-ness for instance is a lower

universal, but, ultimately, it is not different than it [Being].>8

The author advances a similar analysis of verbs:

On the view that the verb expresses bhava: bhava is nothing but Being (satta);
thus, the referent of the verb is Being (satt@). On the view that the verb expresses
action:

others say that action is a class property, which occurs in many individual
[instances].

Thus, because, in the “Exposition of Action” [section of the Vakyapadiya], there
is a demonstration that action is of the nature of a class property, Being is the
referent of the verb. Further, because of the prescription of fva, tal and the like in
the sense of being, according to the Paniniya siitra “tasya bhavastvatalau” it is
logical that they express Being. And that Being, because it is free from origination
and extinction, is eternal. Insofar as the entire phenomenal world is but an illusory
form of it (tadvivartataya) and because it is free from distinction substantively,
temporally, and spatially, that Being is designated the “Great Self” (mahan atma)

— this is point of the pair of verses [of Bhartrhari] that follow... >

Drawing upon the Vakyapadiya, and bolstering these citations with quotations and

paraphrases of Panini, Patafijali and Kaiyata, the author advances a representation of the

8 gsrayabhitaih sambandhibhir bhidyamana kalpitabheda gavasvadisu sattaiva mahasamanyam eva jatih |
gotvadikam aparam samanyam paramarthatas tato bhinnam na bhavati | Cannibhatta, 305.

5 bhavavacano dhaturiti pakse bhavah sattaiveti dhatvarthah satta bhavatyeva | kriyavacano dhaturiti paksepi
jatim anye kriyam ahur anekavyaktivartinim | iti kriyasamuddese kriyaya jatirupatvapratipadanaddhatvarthah satta
bhavatyeva | tasya bhavas tvatalau iti bhavarthe tvataladinam vidhanatsattavacitvam yuktam | sa ca
sattodayavyayavaidhuryannityd | sarvasya praparncasya tadvivartatayd desatah kalato vastutasca
paricchedarahityat sa satta mahan atmeti vyapadisyata iti karikadvayarthah |

Cannibhatta, 305.
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Grammatical tradition that is unified and that appears, in its metaphysical — and indeed
soteriological — commitments, to toe the Advaita Vedanta line. These two passages illustrate the
author’s use of Bhartrhari’s metaphysical non-dualism to absorb not only a multifarious
phenomenal world but the comprehensive discipline of grammar fashioned by Panini to account
for that multiplicity. The characterization of the phenomenal world as but an illusory form of
ultimate brahman (tadvivartataya) is bolstered by the subsequent quotation from Bhartrhari
which opposes the real object (satyam vastu) to the unreal adjuncts (asatya-upadhi). Words, in
common parlance, are but unreal adjuncts (asatyopadhibhih sabdaih) that nevertheless can point
us towards the real, ultimate, brahman. The use of “adjunct” (upadhi) draws our attention to
Sankara’s use of the term, for instance, in the Brahmasiitrabhasya, for instance, to explain the
persistence of the illusion most deleterious illusion to the realization of the self: agency
(kartrtva).%® Just as the multiplicity of words leads us to believe — erroneously, for Bhartrhari —
that the world itself is shot through with duality, so the experience of agency — so palpably felt —
required Sankara to similarly deploy the term upddhi to account for this irresistible error.

This implicit affinity is made explicit in the final section of the chapter, not only in
adducing quotations from the Vakyapadiya that make clear its commitments to Vedanta, but
further in drawing out the soteriological implications of such a view of language.

In the “Exposition of Connection” [section of the Vakyapadiya], Bhartrhari has
further stated the nature of reality:
The Vedantins say that only that meaning is real to which neither seer nor seen

nor the act of seeing is imputed.

60 For instance, in BSB 2.3.40, Sankara poses the dilemma in the following manner: “In this way, first of all, it has
been demonstrated through reasons, such as “sastrarthavatva...”, that the embodied self is an agent. Now, is that
[agency] intrinsic [to the self] or is it caused by adjuncts [upadhi]; we must consider this...”

evam tavaccchastrarthatvadibhir hetubhih kartrtvam sarirasya pradarsitam tatpunah svabhavikam va syat
upadhinimittam veti cintyate |

Sankara, Brahmasiitrabhdsyam (Srigéri: Jagadguru Sankaracarya Mahasamsthanam, 2016), 291.
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Further, in the “Exposition of Substance”:

Just as when all the modifications that make an earring are removed, gold alone
remains; so, that, which has been exorcised of all modification, they call the
highest source.

In order to establish non-duality, which has already been accepted, [Bhartrhari]
demonstrates the identity of the signifier and signified:

It [the highest source; pard prakrti] is signified by all words [the signifier]; it is
not distinct from the word. Despite [the fact that these two are] indistinct, the
relation between the two [signifier and signified] is like [the relation] between the

individual self and the Self [jiva-atmanor iva].%!

In this section, the author explicitly links the duality that informs the commonsensical
operation of grammar — the distinction between signifier and signified — to the duality that
dictates samsaric existence: the distinction between the individual self and the ultimate reality.
Thus, the ground shifts from the world of words to the world of humans, where the analysis of
language yields the same diagnosis as Sankara’s diagnosis of human subjectivity. If the problem
is thus reframed in the existential terms familiar to Advaita Vedantins, the author can provide a
familiar answer. The solution is stated in familiar Vedantin terms, and then, with recourse to
Bhartrhari, Grammar is accorded its proper place, within the hierarchy of human ends.
Grammar’s worth as a theory (Sdstra) is measured — as is quite typical for most theoretical texts

— by its capacity to impel human action. Further, the normative value of the human action it

8L satyasvaripam api harinoktam sambandhasamuddese

yatra drasta ca drsyam ca darsanam cavikalpitam |

tasyaivarthasya satyatvam ahus trayyantavedinal ||

dravyasamuddese 'pi —

vikarapagame satyam suvarnam kundale yatha |

vikarapagamo yatra tamahuh prakrtim param ||iti |
abhyupagatadvitiyatvanirvahaya vacyavacakayor avibhagah pradarsitah :--
vdacyd sa sarvasabdanam sabddcca na prthaktatah |

aprthaktve pi sambandhas tayor jivatmanor iva || iti

Cannibhatta, Sarvadarsanasamgraha, 3009.
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impels is adjudicated — as I have previously demonstrated — by its relation to the human end it
serves. In this case, Grammar, insofar as it impels humans to liberation, the highest of the human
ends (purusarthas), is elevated to the highest status imaginable, as the handmaiden to Advaita

Vedanta.

Thus, when, in this manner, the unchanging, highest brahman, of the nature of
reality, consciousness and bliss, is understood to be identical with the individual
self, then, there occurring the cessation of beginning-less ignorance, the highest
good, characterized by establishment in the form of such a brahman, will be
accomplished.

“The one who is well-versed in brahman-as-word understands the highest
brahman.” Owing to this declaration of the wise, it follows that we have
established that this theoretical instruction of language is the means to the
highest good... Similarly:

“This is the first step on the staircase to success. This is the direct, royal road for
those who seek liberation.”

Thus, we have established that the theory of Grammar should be studied, because

it is the means to the highest human end.5?

It is possible that it is this, albeit implicit, attribution of the theory of illusion
(vivartavada) to the school of Grammar that forms the basis of the Sankhya refutation at

the beginning of the next chapter, which I have quoted above and reproduce here:

2 tadittham kittasthe parasmin brahmani saccidanandariipe pratyagabhinne 'vagate 'nadyavidyanivrttau
tadrgbrahmatmanavasthanalaksanam nihsreyasam setsyati | Sabdabrahmani nisnatah param brahmdadhigacchati |
ityabhiyuktokteh \ tathd ca sabdanusasanasastrasya nihsreyasasadhanatvam siddham |tatha

idamadyam padasthanam siddhisopanaparvanam |

iyam sa moksamananam ajihma rajapaddhatih | iti|

Cannibhatta, 310.

tasmad vyakaranasastram paramapurusarthasadhanatayadhyetavyam iti siddham ||
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Now, when the Sankhyas have, with alacrity, declared the opposing doctrine of
transformation (parinamavada), how could the doctrine of illusion (vivartavada)

continue to be privileged? This is their [the Sankhyas’] boastful cry.®

This is the extent to which I can recuperate any semblance of a “dialectical” logic to the text. As
I have demonstrated, there is very little in the Mimamsa chapter to support the thesis that a
“dialectical movement” informs the ascension up the schools. One has to be zealously committed
to this thesis to be persuaded that there is any such dynamic between the chapters on Grammar
and Sankhya. Further, there is very little connection, substantively between the chapters on
Sankhya and Yoga (which follows the chapter on Sankhya). Nevertheless, the schools of
Sankhya and Yoga are considered to be part of a single school of Sankhya. Yoga is referred to as
a theistic school of Sankhya®* (sesvara-sankhya), and the classification “Science of Yoga”
(yoga-sastra) is considered a synonym for the doctrines of Sankhya
(sankhyapravacanaparanamadheya).%®> Once again, the traditional pairing of the two schools is
neither examined nor defended, it is merely stated at the outset that they form a single school.
The final chapter on Advaita Vedanta does begin with a clear refutation of the Sankhya

theory of transformation (parinamavada), asserting instead the logical and scriptural bases for

3 atha sankhyair akhyate parinamavade paripanthini jagaritke kathamkharam vivartavada adaraniyo bhavet | esa
hi tesam aghosah |
Cannibhatta, 311.

% For the question of Yoga belonging under the Sankhya umbrella, see Johannes Bronkhorst, “Yoga and Se$vara
Samkhya,” Journal of Indian Philosophy 9 (n.d.): 309-20.

%5 The Chapter on Yoga begins: “Now the views — the views of the sage Patafijali and his successors who
promulgated the theistic Sankhya — of those who follow are introduced. With regard to it [Sankhya], the “Science of
Yoga” is but another synonym for the doctrines of Sankhya, promulgated by Pataijali, which consists of four
sections [pada].”

sampratam sesvarasankhyapravartakapatanjaliprabhrtimunimatam anuvartamananam matam upanyasyate | tatra
sankhyapravacanaparanamadheyam yogasastram patanjalipranitam padacatustayatmakam |

Cannibhatta, Sarvadarsanasamgraha, 331.
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the Advaita Vedanta doctrine of illusion (vivartavada).®® This step-by-step repudiation of the
cardinal tenets of the Sankhya (those that are actually detailed in the Sankhya chapter)
constitutes the longest opening repudiation of the text, but we should be wary of basing the
dialectic nature of the text on this chapter. As Johannes Bronkhorst has shown, there is very little
evidence to support the inclusion of this chapter as the final chapter of the
Sarvadarsanasamgraha, since the decision to include this last chapter in Abhyankar’s edition
was based on a single manuscript. It is just as likely that this last chapter was originally written
as an independent treatise (possibly by an author other than the author of the
Sarvadarsanasamgraha) and only later appended to the fifteen-chapter work.” However we
adjudicate that matter — and I have taken the text as it was edited by Abhyankar — the fact that the
Advaita Vedanta refutation of Sankhya claims is interrupted by the chapter on Yoga undermines
the arguments in support of the dialectic structure of the work.

In the preceding section, I have demonstrated the following:

a. Although the hierarchical arrangement of the views discussed in this text is self-evident,
there is no adequate theory for such an arrangement on strictly substantive grounds. In
other words, I can discern no criterion that is adequately defined and defended in the text
and can be used to order the views in the order that they have been.

b. I have contended that the hierarchical order has a rhetorical, rather than substantive,
valence, namely to show the supremacy of the Advaita view.

c. The rhetorical valence is predicated upon the syntactic and classificatory logics of the

hierarchy. In other words, value is ascribed to each viewpoint by virtue of where each is

66 Madhava, Sarvadarsanasamgraha Ascribed to Madhavacarya; Chapter 16: Samkaradarsanam (Chennai: Adyar
Library and Research Centre, 1999), 5-7.

67 Bronkhorst, forthcoming “The Sarvadarsanasamgraha: One text or two? One author or two?”
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placed in the hierarchy and how each is classified. Thus, the two rivals to the Advaita
Vedanta viewpoint, as promulgated by the Srngeri monastery, are marginalized
syntactically and by classification. In the first case, they are othered by their proximity to
the Jaina, Buddhist, and Carvaka points of view. In the second, they are othered by their
classification as sects of Vaisnava schools rather than as schools of Vedanta. In the
substantive discussion of these two schools, on the other hand, their Vedanta positions
are introduced and discussed.

I have also accounted for the singular instance, among the “Vedic schools” of a
refutation, which occurs at the beginning of the Sankhya school. Though I can discern no
logic to explain why the Sankhya school alone should begin with the refutation of a
school to follow (the Advaita Vedanta), I have attempted to present the case for a
dialectic logic in the strongest terms the evidence allows. As is plain from the accounting
above, there is no firm basis to argue that “the schools function together in a dialectical

process.”

The Sarvadarsanasamgraha as Myth?

To bring this analysis of the Sarvadarsanasamgraha to a conclusion, it might help to

recast my arguments using Roland Barthes’ theory of mythic speech. Barthes’ analysis of myth

is helpful precisely because it takes as its object some already-formed and functional discursive

unit.%® That is to say, Barthes provides a schema with which to analyze second-order

significations of speech, and also accounts for the ambiguity of the message imparted by the

speech in question. A brief overview of Barthes’ analytical schema is in order. Using Saussure’s

tripartite schema of signifier-signified-sign, Barthes argues that myth is a second-order

%8 QOr, as Barthes puts it, “But myth is a peculiar system, in that it is constructed from a semiological chain which
existed before it: it is a second-order semiological system.” Barthes and Lavers, Mythologies, 114.
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discursive system. To begin with, we might take as our example a statement familiar to most
students of classical Indian philosophy: svargakamo yajeta. At the level of semiological
linguistic analysis, the sentence (i.e. the set of words in that particular syntactic relation) is the
signifier of the of the concept (i.e. signified) “The one who seeks heaven should sacrifice.” The
words [signifier| svargakamo yajeta make concrete the thought [signified] that one who desires
heaven should sacrifice. But, as Barthes has shown, that linguistic sign — the associative totality
of the signifier and the signified and a meaningful linguistic statement itself — can in turn be
constituted as the SIGNIFIER 11 (Barthes prefers the term form) of a determined SIGNIFIED 11
(Barthes’ term is concept) giving us a meta-linguistic SIGNIFICATION, namely, “this is a
statement about Mimamsa hermeneutics” (a system in which svargakamo yajeta is the

paradigmatic Vedic injunction, and the basis for a hermeneutics). To replicate Barthes’ schema:

1. Signifier 2. Signified

3. Sign: svargakamo yajeta Mimamsa Hermeneutics

Language IL SIGNIFIER II L. SIGNIFIED II

III. SIGNIFICATION

Myth

Fig. 4 Barthes’ Hierarchic Schema

Barthes provides a more striking example in the form of the cover illustration from an

issue of Paris-Match, a French news magazine. In Barthes” words:
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On the cover, a young Negro in a French uniform is saluting, with his eyes
uplifted, probably fixed on a tricolour. All this is the meaning of the picture. But,
whether naively or not, I see very well what it signifies to me: that France is a
great Empire, that all her sons, without any colour discrimination, faithfully serve
under her flag, and that there is no better answer to the detractors of an alleged

colonialism than the zeal shown by this Negro in serving his so-called oppressors

[emphasis added].®

In other words, the content of the picture, namely that of a Black, French soldier saluting [one
assumes] the French flag itself becomes the signifier for a contextualized meaning to a very
particular audience [which is why Barthes conditions the mythic meaning with the words “I see
very well what it signifies to me”], namely that France is a great and benign empire. This second-
order or metalinguistic meaning is an instance of the operation of myth as a type of speech.

At the beginning of this chapter, I asserted that I am not principally concerned with the
Sarvadarsanasamgraha as a philosophical text, which I consider its primary, and express,
meaning. Prima facie, as the author of the text himself avers, the Sarvadarsanasamgraha is a
summary of all the current philosophical and theological schools. It is possible that the
Sarvadarsanasamgraha is more meaningful, philosophically, than a mere summary of views.
That has not been my concern in this chapter. Rather, I have taken the text as such to signify and
naturalize:

a. the supremacy of the Advaita Vedanta school

b. the distinction of all viewpoints into two primary groups: Vedic and non-Vedic

% Barthes and Lavers, 116.
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c. the dubious character of the two rival schools of Vedanta and their suspicious
affinities with the self-evidently non-Vedic Jaina and Bauddha schools.

Barthes notes that “myth hides nothing: its function is to distort, not to make disappear.”’°
This observation is all the more powerful when we consider that the Sarvadarsanasamgraha was
part of a pedagogical program of traditional Vedic instruction. As part of this program of subject
formation, the Sarvadarsanasamgraha appears to be a rather neutral primer on the theological
and philosophical systems that a competent student of sastra is expected to master. In the course
of this reportage on the principal tenets of the various schools, the text also presents as self-
evident and natural a progression of views from most objectionable to ideal, and signals the low
status of the two schools of Vedanta that were contesting the Advaita Vedanta supremacy of the
Srigeri monastery. These are the kinds of judgements that students trained by Srigeri monastery
might consider self-evidently so; they are the kinds of truths that require no explanation. As I
have noted, the second-order signifiers are semantic as well as syntactic. For instance, the
insistent reference to the Ramanujiyas and Madhvas as Vaisnava sects signifies that they are not
properly Vedic, their objections notwithstanding. Similarly, the placement of the two schools
immediately after the last of the explicitly non-Vedic schools signifies their exclusion from the
Vedic fold.

Still, some readers may contend that the imputation of a hierarchical structure to the text
is unwarranted in the first place. It is true that there is no evidence internal to the text that is
conclusive in this respect, and it is for this reason that I turn to a text that sheds some light on the

after-life of the Sarvadarsanasamgraha.

70 Barthes and Lavers, 121.
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Redeeming the Self

In the following section, I examine the use of this very hierarchy of views in a different
text, separated from the Sarvadarsanasamgraha by, at least, two centuries: the
Sankaradigvijaya. In this section, I demonstrate that the Sarikaradigvijaya also uses the
hierarchic schema formulated in the Sarvadarsanasamgraha, rendered in a poetic register, in that
effort to assert the dominance of the Srigeri monastery’s brand of Advaita Vedanta. I then try to
account for the most glaring discrepancy between the two, namely, the Sarkaradigvijaya makes
very little mention of the rival Vaisnava Vedanta schools, even though it regards dualist views as
the principal threat to Sankara’s theology.

In the sixth chapter of the Sasikaradigvijaya, amidst panegyrics to Sankara, three verses
present a “biography” of the immortal and eternal self. These biographies rehearse the
hierarchical arrangement that originated in the Sarvadarsanasamgraha, with a few, important,
differences.

First of all, and most importantly, unlike the hierarchy of the Sarvadarsanasamgraha, the
hierarchies presented here are informed by a single criterion of adjudication: the sovereignty of
the self in the state of liberation. The non-Vedantin traditions are regarded as deficient to the
extent that they do not accord the self the capacity to realize itself as truly sovereign. Some
traditions fall well short of the mark. For instance, the Buddhists do not even admit that the self
exists, whereas the materialists (Carvakas) deny the possibility of liberation, since they do not
accept the reality of a self that is distinct from the body. Other traditions simply do not ascribe

complete sovereignty to the self.
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As I have shown in previous chapters, Advaita Vedanta ascetics of the highest order
(paramahamsa) alone were capable of attaining liberation-while-living (jivanmukti), which
meant that, as far as living human beings were concerned, they alone were truly sovereign. Thus,
it is only natural that the criterion adopted in adjudicating the condition of the self should be the
radical sovereignty entailed by Advaita accounts of liberation that the scholars of Srigeri
promulgated. The narrative of the self’s liberation enacts the hierarchical arrangement found in
the theoretical treatise by, among other things, vivifying that abstract schema with dramatis
personae and providing the sense of an ending. Formal differences aside, the narratives of the
self (adduced below) present a very clear criterion by which the state of the self ought to be
judged, whereas we can discern no such criterion in the case of the Sarvadarsanasamgraha.

Second, the hierarchies presented in these “biographies of the eternal self” omit a number
of schools that are present in the comprehensive accounting of the Sarvadarsanasamgraha. 1
argue that there is a logic to the lacunae, which reaffirms our proposed groupings of schools,
namely: non-Vedic schools, sectarian (implicitly non-Vedic) Vaisnava and Saiva schools, and
Vedic schools. Schools from the first and last groups are present, though not all of them in each
instance. But not a single sectarian school finds a place in the hierarchies presented in the
Sankaradigvijaya. This curious elision may be explained by a number of factors, among them the
changed politics of Srngeri during the time in which the Sarkaradigvijaya is thought to have
been composed, and the Sarkaradigvijaya’s avowedly Saiva commitments.

Let us turn to the first instance in which the hierarchies of schools are mentioned in the
Sankaradigvijaya: the biographies of the eternal self. Three verses from canto 6 vividly depict
the invidious soteriological depredations visited upon the self, by the various theological schools

— in the order recorded in Figure 3 — in a “biography” of the eternal self:
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6.87 The Buddhists ran after the [Self] to strike it down. Then, somehow, from the
Naiyayikas, originated the idea of oneself; then the followers of Kumarila
revealed only that part of the path their travels covered; the Sankhyas revealed
that the highest good was comprised of the removal of suffering; others still [the
Patanjalas, followers of Yoga] professed the virtues of restraining the vital airs. It
was Saikara who elevated that degraded individual Self to the position of the
highest lord.”

6.88 Some did not see the Self as a lord, entirely consumed, as it was, by the
fundamental elements; some, though they saw it, remained confounded [Yogacara
Buddhism™]; others [logicians and Mimamsakas] stipulated that it was connected
to the elements; some [Sankhyas] posited its existence apart from all of its
qualifications but nevertheless did not reject the existence of these [adventitious
qualities]; thus the Self did not lose fear. Then Sankara, the partial incarnation of
Siva, having extirpated the existence of those [adventitious qualities], freed that

Self from fear.”?

6.89 Long ago suppressed by the Carvakas (the materialists), then guarded by the
mighty Vai$esikas who wrongly attributed to it form; then, alas, sundered [from
that form] by the forceful followers of Kumarila, it was contrived as ritual agent.

Then the Sankhyas, seized it close, though it was impure. Sankara, the incarnation

" hantum bauddho 'nvadhavat tadanu katham api svatma-labhah kanadaj
Jjatah kaumarilaryair nija-pada-gamane darsitam marga-matram ||
samkhyair dubhkham vinitam paramatha racita prana-dhrty-arhatanyair
ittham khinnam pumamsam vyadhita karunaya sankararyah paresam ||

* The parenthetical identifications are informed by the commentator’s remarks.

Vidyaranya, Sarikaradigvijaya (Pune: Anandasrama Press, 1891), 248.

2 grastam bhiitair na devam katicana dadysuh ke ca dystvapy adhirah
kecid bhitair viyuktam vyadhur atha krtinah ke pi sarvair vimuktam ||
kimtv etesam asattvam na vidadhur ajahan naiva bhitim tato ’sau
tesam ucchidya sattam abhayam akrta tam sankarah sankaramsah ||
Vidyaranya, 248.
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Fig.5
Hierarchy of Viewpoints

6.89 6.88 6.88

Advaita Vedanta Advaita Vedanta Advaita Vedanta

>
>
>

Yoga Sankhya Sankhya
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Mimamsa [Kaumarila] Mimamsa Mimamsa

>
>
>

Sankhya Nyaya VaiSesika

>
>
>

Nyaya Buddhists Carvaka

N
N

Buddhists Carvaka
of Siva, having drawn away that Self, contrived [by the Sankhyas] as dependent

upon nature alone [pradhana], rendered it as the supreme lord.”

As a comparison with Figure 1 shows, these three dramatizations of the hierarchy of
views retain the basic order while omitting a number of schools from the schema. That is to say,
as regards the schools the verses do mention, the order in which they are arranged is the same as
in the Sarvadarsanasamgraha. Thus, the general normative framework that is intimated by the
Sarvadarsanasamgraha is replicated and vivified in these accounts. The verses apply the
criterion of sovereignty to rank the various schools’ understanding of the self. On this view, the

sovereignty of the self, which only Advaita Vedanta admits in its totality, is denied by the

3 carvakair nihnutah prag balibhir atha mrsa riipam apadya guptah
kanadair ha niyojyo vyaraci balavatd akrsya kaumarilena ||
sankhyair akrsya hrtva malam api racito yah pradhanaika-tantrah
krstva sarvesvaram tam vyatanuta purusam Samkarah samkaramsah ||
Vidyaranya, 249.
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Buddhists, who take up the position of anatman (a negation of the self), and by the Carvakas,
who admit no self that is distinct from the body. Liberation entails the realization of the self as
lord. The effect of this dramatization of the implicit hierarchical framework in the
Sarvadarsanasamgraha is striking.

In the space of three verses, we are given three variations on a triumphalist narrative arc.
The Vedanta soteriological program is distilled into a story about the self’s arduous struggle for
sovereignty. In this existential drama, the other theological traditions are transformed into
antagonists intent upon hindering the soul’s progress. Sankara, the hero of the tale, is the
redeemer of the self, who elevates it to its rightful place. The verses use the words isvara and isa
to describe the liberated self, words that, besides connoting the power associated with radical
independence or sovereignty, also refer to Siva. Further, these words emphasize the contrast
drawn, in the Sarvadarsanasamgraha, between the vision of liberation espoused by the
Ramanujtyas and Madhvas on the one hand and by the Advaita Vedantins on the other. On that
view, a liberated self is nevertheless in a state of perpetual subordination to the ultimate lord
(bhagavan) Visnu. The use of the words 7sa and Svara intimates a state of liberation in which
the unitary self is completely independent and sovereign. This accords perfectly with the idiom
of authority that the Saikaradigvijaya adopts, as I show in the next chapter.

Nevertheless, as a comparison with the catalogue of schools detailed in the
Sarvadarsanasamgraha (Figure 1) shows, these verses leave out a number of schools mentioned
in the doxography. These elisions are of two kinds. The first kind, entirely incidental, is the
elision of a single school from the Vedic schools (see Figure 3) - the school of Grammar
[Panintya]. I can discern no logic to this elision, and thus consider the lacuna incidental. The

second class of elision is salient — the elision of the sectarian Vaisnava and Saiva schools (the
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two Vaisnava Vedanta schools of Ramanuja and Madhva, and the four Saiva schools). The
explanation for this lacuna lies in the Sarkaradigvijaya’s different formulation of the Saiva
dimensions of the Advaita Vedanta that was being promulgated by the followers of Srageri. As I
have shown with regard to the texts that constitute the earlier stratum of the corpus I have taken
up in this dissertation (i.e., those texts that were composed in the fourteenth century), there is
little discussion of the nature of Saiva worship that was most certainly current at the monastery,
or indeed of the monastery’s connections to the Viripaksa (a form of Siva) temple at Hampi.
Vidyatirtha muni, the monastic who is referred to as the guru of Bharatitirtha and Vidyaranya, is
given the epithet mahesvara (an epithet of Siva). Further, in the Jaiminiyanyayamalavistara of
Madhava, the introductory verses and the auto-commentary thereon, refer to the Vijayanagara
monarch Bukka as the joint incarnation of Siva and brahman (the ultimate principle of the Veda,
as explicated by Advaita Vedanta). The connections to the primacy of Siva are certainly present,
but they are never fully elaborated upon. Nor, for that matter, are the Vedic commentaries, the
Advaita Vedanta treatises, or indeed the Sarvadarsanasamgraha interested in promulgating a

view of the Vedas that is inflected by the Saiva scriptures.

Speaking for Siva

The Sarnkaradigvijaya, written at least three hundred years after the texts of the earlier
stratum, reflects a very different set of political and religious realities. For one, the seat of power
had shifted from Vijayanagara to the Nayakas of Ikkeri, who represented themselves, in
inscriptions, in terms strikingly similar to the descriptions of the gurus of Srigeri. In the
seventeenth century, both the gurus of Smgeri and the Nayaka rulers refer to themselves, in

inscriptions, as the “establisher of the pure and Vedic view of Advaita (vaidikddvaita-
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siddhanta).” Further, in a 1652 inscription, the guru of the monastery is venerated as the
establisher of the Advaita Vedanta view and the six darsanas. 1 take this to refer to the six
darsanas from the Sarvadarsanasamgraha that I have categorized as Vedic (Vaisesika-Nyaya;
Mimamsa-Patafijala; Sankhya-Yoga), and the siddhanta or the conclusive view presiding over
this series of six is the Advaita Vedanta view. Lastly, the guru is described as being descended in
a lineage of students from Sankara, the purported founder — according to the Sankaradigvijaya —
of the Srigeri monastery. The Sasnkaradigvijaya’s portrayal of Sankara as an incarnation of Siva
explains the manner in which the poem deals with various Saiva groups (differently than the
Sarvadarsanasamgraha). The Sankaradigvijaya divides the various Saiva groups into two — the
schools that are fit to be brought into the Advaita Vedanta imperium and the extreme sects, the
Kapalika and Sakta groups, of which the Saiva fold must be purged. Neither type is considered
Vedic — following the classificatory logic of the Sarvadarsanasamgraha — but this more nuanced
treatment of these groups makes a simplistic in-or-out formulation difficult.

Sankara encounters Saivas of different stripes three times in the course of the
Sankaradigvijaya. Twice he is confronted by Kapalikas, members of a sect of Tantrika Saivism,
who are so called because they carry a human skull (kapdala) and worship Bhairava, a fearsome
form of Siva. Despite the relative paucity of historical material from medieval South India
regarding this group,’ it is quite clear that the Kapalikas play the role of extreme other in the
Sankaradigvijaya, and that, by virtue of practices and views that flouted the strictures and
conventions of the dharmasastras, they could not be assimilated into the Vedic fold. In the first

instance, a single Kapalika attempts to convince Sankara to sacrifice himself so that the Kapalika

4 For more on the available evidence for this group, see David Lorenzen, The Kapalikas and Kalamukhas, 2nd ed.
(New Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass, 1991). Lorenzen details these two episodes I have mentioned separately, pp 32 —
34 and pp 39 — 46.
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can attain powers (siddhi). In the second, Sankara, his disciples, and his devotee, King
Sudhanvan, are confronted by an army of Kapalikas, led by Krakaca. In this second

confrontation, the Kapalika Krakaca calls on Siva himself to destroy Sankara.

Siva, who had been invoked by the Kapalin [skull-bearer] with the words, ‘My
lord! Destroy your devotees’ enemy [Sankara] with your gaze,””® was enraged.
Retorting, ‘How dare you offend against my own self [i.e. Sankara, who, as a
partial incarnation, is none other than Siva]?’ he severed Krakaca’s head

instead.”®

There is little prevarication in the text on the status of this group of Saivas. There is no
room for them in Sankara’s Vedic empire. Indeed, these confrontations are singular insofar as
they are not resolved through theological debate. In such unambiguous cases, actual war — not
the rhetoric of war that pervades the poem — is the only recourse. Such encounters with the
absolute other must be resolved not through assimilation but through extirpation.

The text is ambivalent in dealing with other Saivas. For instance, at the beginning of
canto 15, which details Sankara’s triumphant march spanning his dominion, he comes across a

different group of Saiva adherents:

They say that there occurred a debate between him and Saktas, who were fond of
their liquor, which they justified through the pretense of devotion to the goddess

[Siva’s wife Parvati]. The debate was full of sharp turns of logic that appeared out

75 Recalling, perhaps, the episode, recounted in Kalidasa’s Kumarasambhava, where Kamadeva, the god of love, is
incinerated by the blaze that rushed forth from Siva’s third eye.

8 tava bhakta-jana-druham dysa samjahi deveti kapalind niyuktah |

katham atmani me paradhyasiti krakacasyaiva siro jahara rustah ||15.27
Vidyaranya, Sankaradigvijaya, 553.
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of nowhere and brought great pleasure to his entourage. Having reduced the
Saktas to silence with his barrage of logic, he made those ignoble men, who had
been expelled by the twice-born, a bridge of rituals [to return to caste society] for

the good of the world.”’

The Saktas are characterized, in this excerpt, as a group of Saivas who, owing to heterodox
practices such as drinking, have been expelled from caste society. They pretend to be proper
Saivas — the text never makes clear precisely how they pretend — even though they are
worshippers of the goddess. This brief description of the Saktas reveals a strict normative
construal of the category of Saiva, which diverges from the hierarchy of the four Saiva views in
the Sarvadarsanasamgraha. The Kapalikas, who share many characteristics with the
Pasupatas,’® even if they are not identified with them, are the first of the four Saiva schools listed
in the Sarvadarsanasamgraha and are summarily expelled from the normative Saiva fold, the
membership of which Sankara, as the governor of Srageri, adjudicates. The treatment of the
Saktas is slightly different: they are re-assimilated to a Saiva normativity promulgated, but never
clearly defined, by the text, and they must adhere to the normative practices of caste society.

Thus, they must be rehabilitated both internally and externally to reenter the fold.” Nilakantha,

" abhavat kila tasya tatra $aktair girijarca-kapatan madhu-prasaktaih |
nikatastha-vitirna-bhiiri-moda-sphuta-rinkhat-patu-yuktiman vivadah || 15.2
sa hi yukti-bharair vidhaya saktan prati vag-vyaharane pi tan asaktan |
dvija-jati-bahiskrtan anaryan akarol lokahitaya karma-setum || 15.3

Vidyaranya, 529-32.

"8 See Lorenzen, The Kapalikas and Kalamukhas, 1-12.

7 This is not the only encounter with Saktas. Cantos 15 and 16 tell the story of Abhinavagupta, a Sakta
commentator, whom Sankara defeats in debate. Abhinavagupta then attempts to kill Sankara with a spell, but his
plan is discovered and the spell is used against him, from which Abhinavagupta, in due course, dies. The practice of
black magic (denoted by the noun abhicara or the verb root abi-\car) is discussed in the Vedas, and is practiced
among Vedic ritualists to this day. David Knipe recounts the rivalry between two families of Vedic ritualists: “It is
claimed that abhi-cara was employed against both Yajnesvara and Lanka, the latter having sided with Yajnesvara in
the dispute. Lanka became seriously ill according to the Kapilavayis, employed countermeasures, probably mantras
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a Saiva Vedantin, is treated in much the same way: he is re-educated in the secret of the Vedanta
corpus. Like the other interlocutors Sankara defeats in debate, Nilakantha becomes a disciple of
his victor, and Sankara thereby extends the scope of his theological domain.

The treatment of Vaisnavas is another matter. The text does not acknowledge Vaisnava
Vedanta groups, such as the Madhvas and the Ramanujiyas, nor does it narrate Sankara’s
encounters with representatives of these two schools. There is a brief reference, in canto fifteen,

to the removal of Vaisnavas in a manner similar to that of the Kapalikas.

The lord (Sankara) garnered the praise of the wise while promulgating his
commentary in the various kingdoms, beginning with Saurastra. Finally, he
reached the city of Dvaravatt (Krsna’s capital). There the adherents of the
Paficaratra scriptures (Vaisnavas) congregated by the hundreds, proclaiming that
those who know the five-fold nature of reality are immortal. Their earrings were
tulast (basil) leaves; their sectarian mark on the forehead resembled a reed-stalk;
and they were marked with stigmata of the conch and the discus, branded on their
arms with hot irons. They were torn to pieces by the best and bravest students of

Sankara, just as elephants are by the king of beasts.*

As is clear from this very brief aside, the Vaisnavas identified here are the Madhvas, their marks

of identification being doctrinal as well as physical. The Madhvas were easily identified,

from the Atharva Veda, and survived. Yajnesvara also fell ill but despite last-minute awareness of the source of his
affliction, abhi-cara, he was defenseless and died at the age of seventy-four in November 1983.”
David M. Knipe, Vedic Voices (New York: Oxford University Press, n.d.), 128.

80 visayesu vitatya naija-bhasyany ‘atha saurdstra-mukhesu tatra tatra |
bahudha vibudhaih prasasyamano bhagavan dvara-vatim purim vivesa || 15.73
bhujayor atitapta-sankha-cakrakrti-lohahata-sambhrta-vranankah |
Sara-danda-sahodarordhva-pundras tulasi-parna-sanatha-karna-desah || 15.74
Satasah samavetya paricaratras tv amrtam paricabhidavidam vadantah |
muni-Sisya-varair ati-pragalbhair myga-rajair iva kurijarah prabhagnah || 15.75
Vidyaranya, Sarnkaradigvijaya, 577-78.
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externally, by the Vaisnava insignia branded on their arms -- the discus on the right and the
conch on the left — and doctrinally by their acceptance of the five-fold nature of reality. In this
excerpt, just as in the case of the Kapalikas, there is no room to engage with the Vaisnava
Madhvas in theological debate, for, being irreducibly other, they cannot remain in Sankara’s
nascent Vedic dominion. They must be expelled.

To return to the question of lacunae, it appears that the Sasnkaradigvijaya treats Saiva and
Vaisnava sects very differently from their treatment in the Sarvadarsanasamgraha. As regards
the Vaisnava sects, there is little rhetorical divergence. The Sarnkaradigvijaya does not entertain
the possibility that there are Vaisnava schools of Vedanta. Rather, the rhetorical position
adumbrated by the Sarvadarsanasamgraha holds, insofar as these Vaisnava sects reject the
ultimate primacy of the Vedas (although, in reality, they never did), they are irremediably other,
and there is no discursive means to rehabilitate them. The picture is far more complicated with
regard to the different Saiva groups. Some, such as the Kapalikas, are regarded as too extreme to
debate. Others, such as the ambiguously-termed Saktas, can be persuaded to return to the path of
probity, but those who remain intransigent, such as Abhinavagupta, must be dealt with extreme
prejudice. Other Saiva Vedantins, such as Nilakantha, need only be shown the error of their ways
to embrace Sankara’s tutelage.

The Sarnkaradigvijaya’s signification of the same hierarchy of views in the narrative of
the self’s redemption — with the salient lacunae discussed above — attests to the success and
endurance of the myth. But the narrative also made that mythic meaning explicit, it proudly
asserting, instead of intimating, the primacy of Srigeri and Sankara’s Advaita Vedanta in the
self’s search for liberation. This is hardly surprising. Whereas the Sarvadarsanasamgraha,

written in the fourteenth century was a part of a pedagogical program, ostensibly a primer of
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philosophical viewpoints, the seventeenth century Sarvadarsanasamgraha tells the origin myth
of the Srigeri monastery, which is to say the story of its inevitable triumph and universal

dominion.

Provincializing Doxography

Any analysis of the genre of doxography in the Indian context must acknowledge the (at
first glance) curious use of the genre by Madhyamika Buddhists, Jainas and Advaita Vedantins.?!
For intellectual historians, such as Halbfass and Nicholson, the task is to chronicle the history of
the genre, and to formulate a logic governing the use of the form. The implications of such a
project are rarely discussed. First, it would establish that there is a single genre of doxography;
the same used by Jainas and Advaita Vedantins. Second, that the employment of this genre must
be reconciled with the peculiar theological or philosophical projects that motivated these two
groups. In other words, that there must be something essential to the Advaita Vedanta and Jaina
traditions that explains why these groups, and not some other, employed the genre. In the article
I have referred to above, Halbfass attempted to explain the curious historical fact that

doxographies were produced — for the most part -- by Jainas and Vedantins.

The recapitulation of philosophical doctrines within doxographies is more than a
merely extrinsic addition to these doctrines; rather, it reflects their own style of
presentation; it supplements and illustrates them. For this reason, it is no accident
that the doxographic literature developed within Jainism and Advaita Vedanta.

Here, the references to other systems and their synopsis, comprehension, and

81 Olle Qvarnstrém, “Haribhadra and the Beginnings of Doxogrpahy in India,” in Approaches to Jaina Studies:
Philosophy, Logic, Rituals and Symbols, South Asian Studies Papers 11 (Toronto: University of Toronto, 1999),
174.
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neutralization had particular importance for the philosophical self-representation.
The two traditions claim to include and fulfill other doctrines — as a

perspectivistic or a hierarchically subsuming inclusivism.??

Halbfass’ observation presumes, in the first place, that it is possible to write a unified
history of a stable genre of doxography, which, aside from the contingent ends to which Jaina
and Vedantin writers sought to employ the form, is informed by its own logic. “For this reason, it
is no accident that the doxographic literature developed within Jainism and Advaita Vedanta
[emphasis added].” In other words, Halbfass has contended that doxography, despite being
available to philosophers or theologians of every variety, was favored by Jainas and Advaita
Vedantins because the form was particularly suited to their specific philosophical projects. For
Jainas, the doxographic mode fit the cumulative philosophical style of anekantavada or
syadvada. The thought is that since the Jainas employed an anekantavada [many-sided] mode of
reasoning and argumentation (wherein the points of view belonging to other schools are admitted
as being provisional correct), the structure of doxographic accounting of the variety of
empirically available, and, from the Jaina perspective, limited philosophical positions, was
considered a congenial mode of philosophizing.

For the Vedantins, on the other hand, the doxographic mode fit the “hierarchically
subsuming inclusivism.” The thought here is (and Halbfass draws on Sarkara’s use of
samanvaya or “synthetic construal,” a hermeneutic tool used to harmonize a number of
seemingly contradictory Vedic passages) that the Advaita Vedantins found the doxographic

mode congenial to their theological ends, although they tweaked the model so that the multitude

82 Halbfass, India and Europe, 356.
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of views could be arranged hierarchically, culminating in the Advaita Vedanta view. This
variation on the form-fitting-function argument is not very compelling. After all, the Madhva
Vedantins had a very robust theory of hierarchy, denoted by the term ta@ratamya, which informed
their metaphysics and epistemology.®® Nevertheless, the Madhva Vedantins do not appear to
have employed doxographies to their theological ends.

How else to account for the Sarvadarsanasamgraha, arguably the first instance of a
Vedanta doxography? Given the long history of Jaina lineages and monasteries in Karnataka,3* it
is reasonable to suppose that the Advaita Vedantins of Srigeri were influenced by Jaina
doxographies. And in this regard, since the connections between Jaina and Vedanta doxographies
have been discussed by a number of scholars, T consider the implications of a different kind of
Jaina darsana text: the tenth century Darsanasara ascribed to the Digambara Devasana.®®

This short Prakrt text considers in turn different lineages®” within the Jaina fold (with the
exception of the Buddhists, who are dealt with first), drawing the criteria of censure from
doctrinal standards and normative praxis. Thus, it condemns or exalts lineages with reference to
the views promulgated by their leaders or by the practices — monastic or universal — that they

enjoined. Thus, for instance, Vajranandi’s lineage, the Dravida Samgha, is deemed to have

8 See, for instance, Robert J. Zydenbos, “On the Jaina Background of Dvaita Vedanta,” Journal of Indian
Philosophy 19, no. 3 (September 1991): 249-71.

8 For the landscape of Jaina monasteries in the Deccan from the 7 to the 11" centuries, see R.N. Nandi, Religious
Institutions and Cults in the Deccan (New Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass, 1973).

85 As noted earlier, see Nicholson, Unifying Hinduism; Qvarnstrém, “Haribhadra and the Beginnings of Doxogrpahy
in India”; Halbfass, India and Europe.

8 Heleen De Jonchkheere, “The Dar$anasara by Devasena: On the Perception of the Other” (M.A. Thesis, Gent,
Universiteit Gent, 2014).

87 There are many terms that I refer to with the word “lineage,” including “family tree (gaccha), branch ($akha), and
community (sangha).
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shown the wrong path partly because of their dietary practices.®® On the other hand, the
Svetambara teacher, Santi Acarya is condemned for preaching that it is possible for women to be
liberated.®® There is no clear progression or hierarchy here, although, just as in the
Sarvadarsanasamgraha, the particularly objectionable groups (the Buddhists and Svetambara
Jainas) are listed at the beginning. That the criteria for judgement are neither strictly doctrinal
nor ritual (though, indeed, that binary has little coherence in such a text) might persuade us to
think more critically of the purely doctrinal valence that our preferred translation for darsana,
“doxography,” bears.

This text, and indeed the numerous Jaina inscriptions that were proliferated in medieval
Karnataka,”® which studiously recapitulate the distinguished lineage of teachers associated with
each site, must force us to reconsider the social valence of these theoretical texts. As I have
shown, it is not enough to acknowledge that the Advaita Vedanta doxographies made legible a
certain proto-Hindu awareness, for such an assertion leaves us to fill in the blank space to be
occupied by the out-groups: Were these texts proclaiming a unified Hindu identity over and
against the mythical Carvakas, the Buddhists, the Jainas, or perhaps even Muslims? In the case
of the Sarvadarsanasamgraha, the text makes self-evident and incontrovertible the marginal and
suspicious status of the two Vedantin schools — the Madhva and Ramanujiya schools -- that
offered competing soteriological and sociological visions. In doing so, it proclaims the primacy
of an ethical subject informed by the account of transcendent truth proclaimed by the school of

Advaita Vedanta. In other words, it is possible to contend that the Sarvadarsanasamgraha,

88 De Jonchkheere, “The Dar$anasara by Devasena: On the Perception of the Other.” Pg 8.
8 De Jonchkheere, 7.

0 R. Narasimhachar, Inscriptions at Sravana Belgola, vol. 2, Epigraphia Caranatica (Bangalore: Mysore
Government Central Press, 1923).
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perhaps inspired by the diverse Jaina doxographic tradition, inaugurated a Vedanta mode of
doxography, which consisted of theoretic and rhetorical registers — texts that functioned as

manuals and myth.
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Chapter Five

Founder’s Keepers: How Sankara came to found Srigeri

Searching for Sarikara at Srigeri

An inscription from 1652-recording the endowment of rent-free villages to “all the
learned Brahmans of Vidyaranyapura” by the matha’s guru at the time, Saccidananda-Bharati-
svami-provides the guru’s hallowed lineage. Imitating the practice in royal inscriptions of
detailing the storied lineage to which the king belongs, the inscription describes the guru as a
“disciple of the succession of gurus descended from the holy feet of Sankaracarya,” the 8%
century theologian and founder of the brand of Advaita Vedanta that the matha followed and
expounded. ! This constitutes what is—to my knowledge—one of the earliest instances in which the
matha explicitly recognizes Sankara as the founder of the order of gurus at Srageri. Indeed, as I
have already detailed in my examination of the inscriptional record from the fourteenth century,
the matha considered Vidyatirtha to be the foremost guru of the order. Yet, even by the mid-
seventeenth-century, the imputation of the founding of the matha to Sankara is not set in stone.
An inscription from 1662, ten years after the inscription above, refers to the very same guru,
Saccidananda-Bharati-svami, as a “disciple in regular succession from Vidyaranya-svami,” the
purported founder of the city of Vijayanagara. In other words, there does not appear to have been
uniform consensus in the acceptance of the figure of Sarkara as the founder of the order. The
first of these inscriptions, from 1652, marks the terminus post quem, in the scholarly consensus,

for the composition of the Sankaradigvijaya (Sankara’s Universal Conquest), an artificial court

! Perhaps a more literal translation would be the “upholder of the virtuous lineage of gurus from Sankaracarya”
Sankardcarya-guru-sat-sampradaya-pravartaka. Rice, Epigraphica Carnatica, 6:95.
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epic? or mahakavya® which tells the story of Sankara’s spiritual conquest, a marvelous feat that
culminates with, inter alia, the founding of the Srngeri matha.

By 1652, then, there was an explicit identification of the theologian Sankara as the
founder of the order of parama-hamsa samnyasins (recall, from chapter two, that parama-hamsa
samnydsins alone were initiated into the order of the matha) and as the ur-acarya of the Srigeri
scholiasts. This date, an important marker in the current debates on the origin of Sankara’s
association with the matha—more specifically, the ascription of the founding to him—is not
terribly important to us. It is noteworthy that stories describing Sankara’s founding of the matha
did not gain currency until almost three hundred years after the initial explosion of intellectual
fervor at the matha. Still, there is not enough evidence for us to assert that, prior to the 1600’s,
Sankara was not thought to have founded the matha. Despite this indeterminacy, the
Sankaradigvijaya is an immensely important and interesting literary creation — not just for us,
but for the history of Advaita Vedanta in modern India. Written at least three hundred years after
the texts that constitute the archive for this dissertation, the Sarikaradigvijaya synthesizes the key
hermeneutic elements of the corpus into a narrative of the ineluctable triumph of Advaita
Vedanta. In thus forming the first layer of reception history that highlights the very elements of
monastic governmentality that I have underscored above, the Sarikaradigvijaya constitutes, in the

first instance, powerful evidence for my argument. More specifically, in drawing our attention to

2 Were we to describe the pedigree of this type of mahakavya, the obvious inspiration would be Avaghosa’s
Buddhacarita. “In his [A$vaghosa’s] Buddhacarita he offers what amounts to a co-optation of the traditional military
epic: the spiritual struggle between Siddhartha and Mara, god of love and death, replaces the usual battle, and
suggests that the Buddha’s spiritual victory was superior to any military conquest... it is safe to say that speaking of
the Buddha’s spiritual career as parallel to a kingly one, through the double meanings assigned to ideas such as that
of the cakravartin, has a long history. What was new in A§vaghosa's work was his appropriation of the mahakavya —
apparently already a vehicle of some status in Brahmin circles — as the tool for such presentation.”

Yigal Bronner, David Dean Shulman, and Gary A. Tubb, eds., Innovations and Turning Points: Toward a History of
Kavya Literature, First edition, South Asia Research (New Delhi, India: Oxford University Press, 2014), 76.

* Dandi, Kavyadarsa (Madras: V. Ramaswamy Sastrulu & Sons, 1964). 1.14 —1.22.
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the unification of the Vedic tradition, by the assimilation of Mimamsa (and Vedic ritual) through
subordination to Advaita Vedanta and samnyasa, monastic governmentality is given a narrative
arc. The matha at Srngeri finds its place in the history of the age of Kali, a glimmer of hope in a
fallen and degenerate time.

The Sarnkaradigvijaya, comprising sixteen cantos, chronicles the miraculous life and
deeds of the ascetic teacher Sankara, an incarnation of the god Siva, who restores the Vedas to
supremacy and thus arrests the ineluctable religious decline of the land. Although the digvijaya’s
Sankara subdues and subordinates rival religious orders, his foremost accomplishment is to unify
and thereby revive the atrophying Vedic tradition and establish institutional centers for its
control and expansion. The narrative thus provides a myth of origin for the matha at Srageri,
which, as the story goes, Sankara himself establishes as the epicenter for the Vedic renewal that
his hermeneutic and theological movement has inaugurated. His conquest of the cardinal
directions is followed by the establishment of mathas at the four corners of the land. It also
serves as an origin myth of the project of Vedic synthesis and unification that the scholiasts of
Srigeri undertook in the fourteenth century. In other words, the work gives narrative form to a
story that I have already told in the fore-going chapters. The poem synthesizes all the salient
elements of my thesis: the unification of the Vedic tradition into a single hierarchically ordered
whole, the establishment of the matha as the governing institution, the institutional
transformation of the guru of the matha as the office of Sankaracarya (in a retrospective
Weberian rationalization of charismatic power), the imposition of order through the hermeneutic
principle of assimilation through subordination, and the encompassment of the traditional organs
of power into the new Vedic imperium. In my study of the poem here, these are the elements that

I take up for analysis.
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In the first section, I examine the framing that the poem invokes in telling the story of
Sankara’s birth. The tale is structured using the familiar puranic frame, in which the gods must
cooperate to solve an intractable problem. Invoking the mahakavyas of Kalidasa --
Kumarasambhava and Raghuvamsa are clear influences — the poem opens with a challenge that
is particularly keenly felt by the gods: a decline in the religiosity among the denizens of earth.
The decline of religiosity is defined narrowly as the unavoidable decline in the performance of
the Vedic ritual, entailing a concomitant drying up offerings on which the gods subsist — and a
troubling increase in the popularity of non-Vedic religious traditions, including Buddhism,
Saktism and Jainism. Siva’s task is cut out for him: he must take birth, as Sarikara, and oversee
the revival of the Vedic religion. This revival is distinguished in two respects, which we
appreciate with the progression of the tale. First, the assimilation of ritual action and
soteriological knowledge, which are the distinct, and traditionally opposed spheres of the ritual
householder and the unbound samnyasin. The poem addresses this re-conciliation of the two
opposed factions of the Vedic tradition in the climactic episode of the work, the debate between
Mandana Misra the arch-ritualist and Sankara the emperor of samnydsin. As I argue throughout,
Sankara’s conquest, which establishes the hegemonic status of the matha as a governing
institution, is depicted in the martial topoi of court poetry. Thus, the assimilation through the
subordination of ritual to soteriological knowledge is depicted in the idiom of subjugation;
Mandana enters Sankara’s ascetic order upon his defeat, and Mandana’s wife is led away by
Sankara and installed at Srngeri as its ruling deity. The second respect in which the ship of Vedic
religion is righted is in the subjugation of the diversity of other traditions and orders. Those that
conform to the Vedas and can be made to submit to the supremacy of the Vedic governmentality

of the matha are accorded an appropriate rank in the matha’s hierarchy of rule. Other traditions,
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being beyond the Vedic pale, must be extirpated entirely, either through expulsion or through

dissolution.

A Complicated Coda to a Canon

There remains one glaring issue with my reading of the Sasnkaradigvijaya, namely, why
should we take this text, composed three hundred years after the corpus of texts I have examined
in the first three chapters, to share in that fourteenth-century project of Vedic revival? There is a
longer answer to this question: that the poem advances the very same case for a monastic
governmentality as we have encountered in the other texts of this corpus. I have adumbrated this
argument in my introduction to the poem, and I detail it over the course of this chapter. But the
shorter answer is that the author of the poem intentionally links the Sankaradigvijaya to the
corpus of texts that | have examined in the course of this study. Indeed, he uses the very first
verse of the poem to do so. And he does so by implying that this text is part of that famed corpus
of Vedic commentaries and independent treatises.* The author’s means of signaling that this
work is to be included in the corpus of the fourteenth century constitutes evidence for my
position — elaborated upon in the introduction — that the scholiasts of Srigeri were working with
a different conception of authorial intention and integrity than we might assume. In effect, the
use of formulaic invocatory (marngala) verses was intended to signal the unity of the project. The
author of the Sankaradigvijaya very consciously exploits this conception of unity of composition

in composing the very first verse of his work.

4 There can be no more definitive proof of his success than the universal acknowledgement even by scholars — only
recently challenged — that the Madhava to whom we may sensibly ascribe the Vedic commentaries also authored this
much later Sarikaradigvijaya.
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Bowing to the highest self, bearing the form of Sri Vidyitirtha, I have
summarized the pith of the ancient Sankaravijaya (The Conquest of Sankara)

with clarity.

Compare this to the invocation that forms the beginning of a commentary on the Jaimini Stitras—
Jaiminiyanydayamalavistara (The Elaboration of the Garland of the Aphorisms of Jaimini)—a text

that forms an integral part of the original fourteenth-century corpus:

Bowing to the highest self, bearing the form of Sri Vidyitirtha, I have

summarized The Garland of the Aphorisms of Jaimini in verse, with clarity.

Further, compare the invocation at the beginning of a very similar summary and commentary on
the Vedanta Sutras — Vaiyasakanyayamala (The Garland of the Aphorisms of Vydsa) — also

included in the fourteenth-century corpus:

Bowing to the highest self, bearing the form of Sri Vidyitirtha, I have
summarized The Garland of the Rules of Vydsa’s School (Vedanta) in verse, with

clarity.”

As the syntactic and semantic parallelism (in bold italics) of these three verses

demonstrates, it is undeniable that the opening verse of the Sarikaradigvijaya signals its

5 pranamya paramatmanam srividyativtharipinam | pracinasamkarajaye sarah samgrhyate sphutam ||
Vidyaranya, Sankaradigvijaya, 1.

® pranamya paramatmanam srividyativtharipinam | jaiminiyanyayamala $lokaih samgrhyate sphutam ||
Madhava, Jaiminiyanydayamala, 1.

7 pranamya paramatmanam srividyativtharipinam | vaiyasakanydyamala slokaih samgrhyate sphutam ||
Bharatitirthamuni, Vaiyasikanyayamala, ed. Sivadatta Pandit (Poona: Anandasrama Press, 1891), 3.
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affiliation with this older corpus of texts—composed at least three hundred years earlier—that has
formed the subject of our study hitherto.® The opening verse insists that the work to follow is the
creation of the same person as the commentaries on the Veda and the miscellany of other texts
listed above.

For instance, with the mention of Vidyatirtha, the guru to whom most of the fourteenth-
century works are dedicated, this text stakes its claim to the archaic corpus. Further, in
classifying the project at hand, the Sankaradigvijaya, as a samgraha (summary), a genre that
finds robust representation among the texts of the older corpus, the claim to archaic status is only
strengthened.’

Still, this leaves us with the larger question of how, precisely, the Sankaradigvijaya
relates to this older corpus of texts. The Sasnkaradigvijaya helps clarify some of the arguments
that I have developed on the basis of the Vedic commentaries. I have argued that the salience of
the Vedic commentaries lies in their synthesis of a normative framework. The commentaries
present a carefully hierarchized normative framework that ranks the ideal ethical or religious
human subjects. I have shown how the commentaries rank and link the human ends, particularly
dharma and moksa, in order to construct these ideal religious subjects, who, embodying and
instantiating those values in their proper order, ensure the naturalization and replication of this

vision of the good. In the foregoing chapters, I have shown how the scholiasts of Srigeri

8 In fact, as I have discussed above, Madhava himself refers to the opening verse (slokam) of the
Jaiminiyanyayamald (The Garland of the Aphorisms of Jaimini) as a signature verse (svamudrariipam), which has
been used at the beginning of the Garland of Aphorisms (nyayvamaldaya adau) in order to bring to light the fact that
this is his own book (svakivagranthatvadyotanaya). This is evidence, at the very least, that authors in this tradition
considered certain verses to be signatures, and indicative of authorship.

Madhava, Jaiminiyanydayamala, 2.

° Besides being used in the marigala verses for the works mentioned above, there are a number of texts from the
original corpus that take on a summarizing function. For instance, the Sarvadarsanasamgraha, the
Vivaranaprameyasamgraha are two works that prominently announce their purpose to summarize a canonical text
in the tradition.
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developed and deployed a hybrid hermeneutics to constitute a graduate spectrum of ethical
subjectivities. Primary among these idealized forms was the Vedic ritualist (grhastha) and the
parama-hamsa samnyasin. These two figures as metonyms for their respective Vedic spheres
(ritual and gnosis) were situated on a hierarchical continuum of subjectivities. That highly
technical hermeneutic discourse of the commentarial corpus is enlivened by the narrative drama
of the Sarnkaradigvijaya. The debate between Sankara (the samnydasin) and Mandana Misra (the
ritualist householder) enacts the novel hermeneutic intervention that I have discussed: the
assimilation of values in a single hierarchy through subordination. The Sankaradigvijaya
constitutes this hierarchy of Vedic values through the story of Sankara’s heroic progress and
conquest. Sankara’s universal conquest serves as the foundational myth of the matha: it tells us
how the matha came to rule the known religious universe.

As regards this foregoing discussion, the Sankaradigvijaya is instructive as a point of
convergence and departure. In certain respects, this text carries forward the same vision of the
good enunciated by the Vedic commentaries, but in other respects, reflecting the changes
wrought in the operation of religious power in the intervening period, it diverges somewhat in
the constitution of that power, and the ends to which it ought to be exercised. I have argued that
the Vedic commentaries synthesized two historically distinct traditions of Vedic hermeneutics,
the ritual and the soteriological, in linking the corresponding traditions, Mimamsa and Vedanta,
in a hierarchic arrangement, corresponding to the human ends of duty (dharma) and liberation
(mukti). The Sarkaradigvijaya expands this vision of assimilation through subordination to
include all the theological traditions, within and without the Vedic pale, in a new hierarchy
presided over by the Advaita (non-dual) Vedanta brand of theology espoused by the monastery at

Srigeri. In this regard, the Saskaradigvijaya lives up to its name: it enacts the universal
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subjugation of all the religious doctrines by Advaita Vedanta, it provides a narrative of monastic
governmentality.

Nevertheless, the subjugation of the ritual householder (Mimamsa) by the king of
ascetics, Sankara (Advaita Vedanta) remains the climactic episode in this drama of universal
conquest. It is the hermeneutic blueprint for enacting the assimilative dominance that is
replicated across the other religious viewpoints. It is the source code for hermeneutic of
assimilation through subordinatoin. In this way, by expanding the scope of dominion beyond
Mimamsa to encompass the universe of doctrines, the Sarnkaradigvijaya carries forward the
movement of assimilation through subordination evident in the Vedic commentaries.

I have argued that the Vedic commentaries were part of a broader pedagogical project
aimed at formulating an ethical Vedic subjectivity. In that programmatic vision, the Vedic
commentaries are described as the culmination of a pedagogic curriculum, implying therefore a
project of ethical subject formation.!” This ethical subjectivity presupposes a normative
framework formulating a vision of, and indeed a path to, the highest good. The introductions to

the Vedic commentaries promulgate precisely such a normative universe constituted through the

10 Although the Vedic commentaries vary in their description of the scope of this pedagogic project, they are
uniform in describing some greater undertaking of which the commentary on that particular Veda is a part. For
instance, the introductory verses of the commentary on the Rgveda states:

“His royal highness Bukka, bearing this form through his benevolent glance, directed the teacher Madhava to
elucidate the meaning of the Vedas. The compassionate teacher Madhava, having explained the Prior and Latter
Examinations (Mimamsa and Vedanta) concisely, undertook to express the meaning of the Vedas.” Here, the verses
make clear that the commentary on the Rgveda followed the commentaries on the Pirva and Uttara Mimamsa,
which lay out the hermeneutic key to the Vedas. [yatkatdksena tadripam dadhadbukkamahipatih |
adisanmadhavacaryam vedarthasya prakasane || ye purvottaramimamse te vyakhyayatisamgrahat |
krpalurmadhavdcaryo vedartham vaktumudyatah ||]

The introductory verses of the commentary on the Taittiriya Samhita delineate the ambit of the commentary:
Adducing the Brahmana, the two Kalpasiitras [i.e. the Apastamba Kalpasiitra and the Baudhayana Kalpasiitra), the
Mimamsa, the Grammar [of Panini]; all of these make clear the meaning of the Vedas.

brahmanam kalpasiitre dve mimamsam vyakrtim tatha | udahrtyatha taih sarvairvedarthah spastamiryate ||

Miiller, Rig-Veda-Samhita, 1:1.

Taittiriya Samhita, 1.
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hierarchical synthesis of, in particular, the two highest, transcendent human ends (dharma: duty,
moksa: liberation), in light of which the commentary could, and indeed should, be read.

I have argued that the underlying schema, the deep structure informing the construction
of this normative framework, derives from a Mimamsa hermeneutics, according to which, just as
meaningful injunctive statements are capable of absorbing other statements in a subordinate
position, whereby all the parts of the ‘text’ can be inter-related through intricate relations of
subordination to the overarching felos of ritual performance, all human actions too can be
hierarchically arranged and assimilated into a normative framework regulated by the feloi of the
four human ends. The hermeneutics of the subject is embedded within the overarching
framework of values, and insofar as these commentaries promulgate a vision of the highest
good(s), they simultaneously assert their authority to regulate the normative universe implicated
by this discourse. Thus far, I have sought to locate the nature and operation of power in the
commission and composition of these commentarial texts.

But whereas the commentary’s power is parasitic and sub rosa, its hermeneutic ends
encoded structurally as much as they are voiced explicitly, the text at hand offers a more vivid
and open discussion of the singular capacity of monastic governmentality to absorb other
institutions and operations of power. The Sarikaradigvijaya uses a markedly different register to
assert the very same authority to which the commentaries lay claim. Cast in a familiar Puranic
mold, the narrative poem dramatizes the triumph of the Advaita Vedanta school over rival
theological traditions. As the title suggests, the story of this triumph is told in the fashion of the
digvijaya, the epic narrative of a king who ascends to universal sovereignty by conquering the
directions, which is to say through universal conquest. Like many a trope in Sanskrit literature,

the origin of the digvijaya can be traced to the Mahabharata and even further back to Vedic
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ritual. As has been already, and more adroitly, observed,!! although the Mahabharata draws
much of its material, structure and tropes from the warp and woof of the ritual, it is hardly a
patchwork of ritual fabric. Rather, the different threads of the ritual are unraveled and spun into a
different tapestry, where the older patterns, though recognizable in patches, are no longer the
same. This is certainly the case for the digvijaya,'? which may be traced back to the rdjasiiya
sacrifice, the Vedic ritual of royal consecration, and which takes center stage in the second book
of the Mahdabharata as the ritual Yudhisthira performs to win universal sovereignty, its nature

informed by the logic of the epic and the not the strictures of ritual.

The Digvijaya: Hoary Origins

In the history of religions of India, the use of the martial tropes to characterize the deeds
of religious figures is familiar. The nexus between Buddhism, wherein the Buddha is often
described using the language of universal sovereign (cakravartin), and imperial formations—

particularly in South East Asia—has been subjected to serious scholarly scrutiny.'?

! For an excellent reflection on the significance of Vedic ritual to the literary form and content of the Mahabharata,
see Christopher Minkowski, “Janamejaya’s Sattra and Ritual Structure,” Journal of the American Oriental Society
109, no. 3 (1989): 401-20; Tamar Reich, “Sacrificial Violence and Textual Battles: Inner Textual Interpretation in
the Sanksrit Mahabharata,” History of Religions 41, no. 2 (2001): 142—-69.

12 J.A.B. van Buitenen explains, at some length, that the Mahabharata’s second book (Sabha Parvan), where
sovereignty is stipulated as the result of the r@jasiiya (Royal Consecration) ritual, structures its narrative using the
ritual as a mode or technique of emplotment: “The traditional term for world conquest in Sanskrit is digvijaya, the
‘conquest of the quarters,” where we once more meet dis... in its plural sense of ‘all of spasce,” met with in the
Vedic ritual of the rajasiiya, where it is called digvijayasthapana, the ‘separate establishment of the quarters,” which
takes place when the king-to-be sets foot in each of the ‘five’ quarters, i.e. the regular four and the one above.”

J. A. B. van Buitenen, The Mahabhdarata., Phoenix edition. (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1981), 18,
http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/cat/bib/11239271.

13 See, for instance, Stanley Jeyaraja Tambiah, World Conqueror and World Renouncer: A Study of Buddhism and

Polity in Thailand against a Historical Background, vol. 15, Cambridge Studies in Social Anthropology ;
(Cambridge [Eng.]: Cambridge University Press, 1976).
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The trope of digvijaya, a slight variation on the cakravartin model, realizes its dramatic
potential in the Mahabharata. The digvijaya is characterized, in the Sabha Parvan (The Book of
the Great Hall) of the Mahdabharata, as a crucial preparatory element of the rajasiiya ritual,
which Yudhisthira is moved to perform in order to win universal sovereignty. Narada, the
messenger of the gods, while visiting Yudhisthira’s newly-constructed grand hall, conveys a
message to the parvenu king from his dead father, Pandu. In describing Indra’s divine hall,
Narada tells Yudhisthira that the only mortal king to be admitted to the hall is the famed
Hari$candra. The king’s father, Pandu — according to Narada’s tale -- has taken up his post-
mortem residence in the world of the fathers, and desires to join Hari§candra in the great honor
of being admitted to Indra’s hall. Narada tells Yudhisthira, “Your father, Pandu, was lost in
wonder at the sight of King HariScandra’s glory, son of Kunti. Realizing that I was soon to
depart to the world of men, he bowed before me and said, ‘Tell Yudhisthira that he is capable of
conquering the world, for his brothers obey him; and to perform the great Consecration Sacrifice
(rdjasiiya). He is my son, and if he performs such a sacrifice, I, like Hariscandra, may quickly
ascend to Sakra’s home and there pass countless years of joy.”'* The message to Yudhisthira is
clear: be like Hari§candra, who conquered the whole world by performing the rajasiiya ritual,

and thus secure for your father a place in Indra’s hall.!®

14 Paul. Wilmot, Mahabharata. Book Two, The Great Hall, 1st ed. (New York: New York University Press, 2006),
115.

15 “When the majestic Hari$candra had concluded the great ceremony and received the rites of consecration, king of
men, the splendor of his universal sovereignty shone across the world. Those rulers who perform the Consecration
Sacrifice [radjasiiya] rejoice with Indra.”

Wilmot, 115.
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The perspicacious student of Vedic ritual may have noted that the r@jasiya ritual, qua
Vedic ritual, does not result in universal sovereignty for the patron.'® This is more properly the
province of the asvamedha. The rajasiiya'’ is essentially unconcerned with what appears to be
one of its central ritual acts: the royal consecration. According to Heesterman, “The rajasiiya
seems to be an abridgement of what originally must have been an unremitting series of yearly
ceremonies with the object of regenerating the universe. The king took a central place in it. The
universe had yearly to be recreated and so had the king who, like the common Srauta sacrificer,
incorporated the cosmos.” Why then, the question arises, does the Mahdabharata maintain that
the rajasiiya is the means to universal sovereignty?

As J.A.B van Buitenen argues, the rajasitya was chosen precisely because of the discrete
ritual elements that the authors of the Mahdabharata thought most elegantly suited to advance the
plot.'® Since the Vedic rajasiiya ritual is not meant to accomplish universal sovereignty it
comprises no part that enacts the subjugation of one’s rivals, as, for instance, the asvamedha
does.!? It does, nevertheless, contain the digvyavasthapana (the Mounting of the Quarters),
wherein the sacrificer, mentally, mounts the five directions of the compass (north, south, east,
west, and the zenith).?’ From this seed of ritual, the Mahabharata cultivates a full-fledged

digvijaya, no longer either ritual or conceptual. Rather, Yudhisthira dispatches his four brothers

16 “Here we should recall that on strictly Vedic terms the rdjasiya does not really bestow universal sovereignty, or
samrdjya; this claim is reserved for another ritual.” Buitenen, The Mahabharata. 11.

17]. C. Heesterman, The Ancient Indian Royal Consecration: The Rajasiiya Described According to the Yajus Texts
and Annoted (’s-Gravenhage: Mouton, 1957). 10 —11.

18 Buitenen, The Mahabharata., 11.

19 Paul-Emile Dumont, “The Horse-Sacrifice in the Taittiriya-Brahmana: The Eighth and Ninth Prapathakas of the
Third Kanda of the Taittirtya-Brahmana with Translation,” Proceedings of the American Philosophical Society 92,
no. 6 (December 27, 1948): 447-503, page 449.

20 Heesterman, The Ancient Indian Royal Consecration, 103.
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to the four cardinal directions: Arjuna to the North, Bhima to the East, Sahadeva to the South,
and Nakula to the West, while Yudhisthira remains in the Khandava tract, which van Buitenen
interprets to mean that he takes the fifth step, upward to the zenith that is Brahma’s realm.?!

The brothers subjugate the kings in all the directions, and these subjugated, feudatory
kings are then obligated, in the Mahdabharata’s rendition of the rajasiiya, to attend the
consecration ritual where they must consent to the sovereign’s authority over them. The ritual
performance of consent has its own analogue in the Vedic rd@jasiiya: one of the first ritual actions
in the Vedic rajasiiya consists of an offering of a rice cake (puroddsa) to the goddess Anumati
(literally, assent).?? In the Mahabharata, this element of the rdjasiiya, the offering of a rice cake
to the goddess Anumati, is interpreted as the consent provided by the newly-subjugated kings to
their emperor, who is therefore, through this ritualized consent, consecrated as the sovereign.
This relation is further formalized, in the Mahabharata, with the presentation of the guest gift to
the principal feudatory, as primus inter pares, which van Buitenen interprets as the formalization
of the status of the heir-apparent.? It is true that the gift designates its recipient as the foremost
feudatory, and indeed SiSupala’s objection to Krsna being the recipient is that he lacks the status
required to be the donee. Nevertheless, beyond the narrative constraints of the Mahabharata, as
this reconfigured rd@jasiiya is seized upon as a literary trope of universal sovereignty, the gift-
giving bears a more general valence: it is yet another expression of the subordinated status of the

feudatory king, as the one who depends upon the sovereign for the distribution of resources.

21 “The entire world is conquered, quarter by quarter, by the king’s four brothers, ‘while Yudhisthira the King
Dharma resided in the Khandava Tract.” If we put this statement in ritual terms we could say that by remaining in
the center Yudhisthira takes the stop to the zenith, the ‘world of Brahma.’”

Buitenen, The Mahabharata., 16.

22 Heesterman, The Ancient Indian Royal Consecration, 15-17.

23 Buitenen, The Mahdabharata., 22.
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Indeed, as I discuss below, the circulation (or redistribution) of resources (ritualized in gift-
giving) is the most important way that a sovereign makes and remakes political relations; it is a
potent means of ritually formalizing consensual subordination. The donation of land and
resources to specific groups, guilds, institutions, or notable persons was one of the cornerstones
of political control that emanated from the center of an imperial formation to its peripheries. The
centrifugal exercise of control, wherein each tributary king re-established the universal
sovereign’s power, albeit arrogating to himself a fraction of that power in being the instrument of
donation, mirrored the centripetal exercise of control, in the collection of revenue.

This provides us with a rudimentary sense of the transformation of the r@jasiiya into the
literary trope of digvijaya, which gained currency in court poetry and inscriptional encomia as
the expression of a king’s dominance. There has been little theorization, particularly in light of
the importance of this trope in the literary constitution of political power, of the theme of
digvijaya.** Ronald Inden has provided a pithy summary of the figure of the cakravartin, with
the medieval Rashtrakuta polity as the object of his analysis, highlighting some of the elements

of this idealization of power that is critical to our investigation:

The annual holding of court, preceded by a ‘ceremonial bath’ (abhisheka) [what
the Mahabharata’s translator renders ‘consecration’] and following a royal
progress (which might turn into an extended military campaign) was the act that
reconstituted the ruling class of a polity as a self-ruling society... The agent that
remade all of India, the ‘entire earth’, as an imperial formation was the king of
kings who, together with his court, succeeded, in the eyes of those who

constituted the polities of an imperial formation, in exercising his supremacy over

24 One of the few attempts to grapple with the transposition of the digvijaya to describe religious movements is
undertaken by William S. Sax, “Conquering the Quarters: Religion and Politics in Hinduism,” International Journal
of Hindu Studies 4, no. 1 (2000): 39-60.
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would-be claimants. He was the king called a Chakravartin, a ‘universal monarch’
or ‘lord of the entire earth’ (sarvabhauma)...All of the major religious orders
incorporated into their soteriologies the idea of a universal monarch or paramount
king of India, a ‘great man (mahdapurusha) who, endowed with special powers,
was able to complete a ‘conquest of the quarters’ in the name of a still greater
agent, the one taken as overlord of the cosmos. The names given to this
compound activity, the ‘conquest of the quarters’ (dig-vijaya) and ‘conquest in
accord with cosmomoral order) (dharma-vijaya), referred to a royal progress that
was supposed to display the performer of it as the overlord of the four directional
regions, together with a middle region, taken to comprise the whole of the earth.
Kings who recognized him as universal king offered submission or worked out

some sort of accommodation in the form of an ‘agreement’ (sandhi).?>

This analysis of the constitution of idealized political power is inadequate to our analysis
of the Sankaradigvijaya, which marks a rupture in the consensus that “all of the major religious
orders incorporated into their soteriologies the idea of a universal monarch.” ‘Incorporation’
connotes the inability of religious orders to claim or seize political power, a natural consequence
of lacking access to force. That is why, in Inden’s formulation, the agent is always a political
figure with military force at his disposal. The Sarikaradigvijaya is remarkable in expropriating
this prerogative to universal conquest for a great man of a different order, an ascetic order. In so
doing, the text marks a rupture in the complementary affinities between the institutions of the

matha and kingship that had obtained in earlier texts of the same corpus.?®

25 Ronald B. Inden, Imagining India (Oxford, UK: Basil Blackwell, 1990), 229.

26 Indeed, human agency is of paramount importance in his analysis. As he writes: “When I use the expression
‘human agency’, I mean the realized capacity of people to act effectively upon their world and not only to know
about or give personal or intersubjective significance to it. That capacity is the power of people to act purposively
and reflectively, in more or less complex interrelationships to one another, to reiterate and remake the world in
which they live, in circumstances, where they may consider different courses of action possible and desirable...”
Inden, 23.
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Visions of Disorder

Let us now turn to the Sarkaradigvijaya, where we can examine, in greater detail, the
uses of this trope and other rhetorical devices, in the expression of the supreme authority of
Sankara and, by extension, the matha at Srngeri, over the mandalas of religious rivals. The story
of Sankara’s campaign to claim the throne of omniscience and radical sovereignty limns the
monastery’s conceptualization of political and religious power: their disparate sources, their
asymmetric relation, and their ultimate import to the fashioning of an idealized religious
subjectivity. This section thus forms the first part of a tripartite analysis of the salience of
digvijaya to Srigeri monastery’s claims to religious authority, conducted over two chapters.

The Sarnkaradigvijaya is a story of triumph: the (re)ascension of the Vedic tradition to its
rightful throne, reigning supreme over its feudatory (formerly feuding) rivals, whose flawed
religious doctrines precipitated the Vedic decline of the past. The poem chronicles the heroic
efforts of the savior of the Vedic tradition as he dispels, through theological argumentation, the
darkness of various dualist views. There are three elements of the plot that I analyze here: the
cosmological crisis that precipitates Sankara’s appearance, his subjugation of Mimamsa, and his
dominance over the diversity of theological schools, culminating in a Vedantin imperium. The
analysis of these three episodes demonstrates the use of the recognizable device of digvijaya to
dramatize the aspired universal domination of the entire religious and normative universe by the

partisans of the Srigeri matha.
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The poem begins, as many episodes of Puranic lore do,?” with a crisis that requires divine
intervention.?® At the beginning of the Sarnkaradigvijaya, the gods approach Siva seeking his
intervention in a crisis that they are incapable of solving. Once upon a time, the gods tell Siva,
Visnu assumed the body of the Buddha to teach the Sugatas (Buddhists) the Buddhist doctrine
for the benefit of the gods.?’ Those erroneous doctrines, once disseminated, have become
dominant, and the Buddhists continue to traduce the Vedas as but a livelihood for priests. In this
degenerate age of darkness,* the gods complain, men neither perform Vedic rituals nor practice
renunciation. They censure the norms of the order of caste (varnasramadharma), and since they

are opposed to Vedic sacrifice, they deprive the gods of their subsistence (ritual offerings). The

27 The Ramayana is the most celebrated example of an epic poem with such a conceit, namely, that the depredations
of a demon, Ravana, require the incarnation of a god to restore the proper balance of power, that is, one that
continues to favor the gods. The more apposite analogue here, though, is Kalidasa’s Kumarasambhava, insofar as it
not only adopts the same conceit but is a mahdakavya, that uses many of the poetic devices and tropes that the author
of the Sarikaradigvijaya employs.

28 This set-piece is also used in the Sumadhvavijaya, the mid-14™ century poem that celebrates the miraculous life
and deeds of Madhva, the founder of the dualist Madhva school of Vedanta (also known as the Purnaprajfia school).
“When the sun of insight had been obscured by the corruption of the age, and people, blinded by the perpetuation of
the darkness of reproachable doctrine, stumbled from the path of the virtuous, the gods, with heavy hearts, headed
by Brahma, sought out Mukunda, who was a refuge.”

vijianabhanumati kalabalena line

durbhasyasantamasasantito jane 'ndhe |

margat satam skhalati khinnahydo mukundam

devascaturmukhamukhah Saranam prajagmuh || [2.1]

2 The Vispu Purana contains this myth, as Wendy Doniger has shown: “The demons had stolen the sacrificial
portion of the gods, but they were so full of svadharma, Veda worship, and tapas that they could not be conquered.
Visnu created a man of delusion to lead the daityas from the path of the Vedas... and he made them all arhatas,
discouraging them from fapas and teaching them contradictory tenets about dharma... Then the demons became
Buddhists, and they caused others to become heretics, abandoning the Vedas and reviling the gods and Brahmins,
discarding their armor of svadharma. The gods attacked them and killed them.” For a section devoted to Visnu’s
role in promulgating non-Vedic views, see Wendy Doniger O’Flaherty, “The Origins of Heresy in Hindu
Mythology,” History of Religions 10, no. 4 (1971): 271-333.

30 The invocation of the darkness of erroneous views is an enduring metaphor with a long history in the environs in
which the poem was composed, namely, Karnataka. Here, the collocation is of the earth [dhartri] being depicted
engulfed in a long night [ratrik], enveloped [vyapta] as it is by great delusion [samtamasa]. Compare this to an
inscription [Epigraphica Carnatica, Vol 2.258] from Sravana Belgola dated to 1432, which, among other matters,
addresses the virtues of the Jaina sage Carukirti-muni: “When that blessed sun had set, if the moon Pandita-yati
[learned ascetic] had not then risen, everything would have been covered by the dense darkness of the false
(doctrine): thus was it proclaimed by eminent speakers.”
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gods extend their complaint to include the Saivas and the Vaisnavas who prefer to worship
sectarian symbols, such as the linga associated with Siva or the cakra (discus) associated with
Visnu, rather than the Vedas.3!

Let us take a moment to examine how the gods diagnose the crisis, so that we may have a
better sense of the predicate for Siva’s incarnation. The poem uses an old story from the Puranas
to spur the action: that the Buddha was none other than an incarnation of Visnu, solely interested
in keeping the immensely powerful technology of the Vedic ritual from falling into the wrong
hands. With this aim, Visnu, as Buddha, taught the Buddhist teachings to those who were most
likely to misuse the Vedic ritual. But, as it turns out, the gods were hoist by their own petard —
their deception backfired and led to the wild proliferation of Buddhist teachings and the
concomitant decline of the Vedic sacrifice and the dharmic system that undergirded it. In this

accounting of the past, the Buddhists undermined the very basis of normative society, upheld by

31 Once upon a time, the gods approached Siva, the god of gods, with great reverence, while he sat on the charming
mountain, like a ray of the moon, as it glances off the eastern peak.

ekadd devata ripydcala-stham upatasthire || deva-devam tusaramsum iva purvacala-sthitam ||

The gods bowed before him, who, in his grace, understood that their concerns had to be addressed. Then they
informed him, their lotus hands folded in respect, of the following:

prasadanumita-svartha-siddhayah pranipatya tam || mukulikrta-hastabja vinayena vyajijiiapan

O lord, you know that Visnu, assuming Buddha's form, led the Sugatas [Buddhists] astray about existence for our
benefit. The earth, like the night by darkness, is now beset, o lord, with these Buddhists, defilers of the darsanas
[theological schools], who depend on the teachings Buddha advanced.

vijidatam eva bhagavan vidyate yadd hitaya nah || vaiicayan sugatan buddha-vapur-dhari janardanah ||
tatpranitagamalambair bauddhair darsana-diisakaih | vyaptedanim prabho dhatri ratrih samtamasair iva ||

O lord, the enemies of Brahmans slander the practices of the caste system; they say that the words of the Veda
amount to nothing more than a vocation.

varnasrama-samdacaran dvisanti brahma-vidvisah || bruvanty amndya-vacasam jivika-matratam prabho ||

Neither the rituals, such as the daily sun salutations, nor ascetic practice does any man ever perform anymore, they
are all heretics.

na samdhyadini karmani nyasam va na kadacana || karoti manujah kascit sarve pakhandatam gatah ||

When the pair of syllables, kra-tu [ritual] are heard, they shut up their ears, how one earth could they perform rituals,
and how should we partake of the sacrifice?

Srute pidadhati Srotre kratur ity aksaradvaye || kriyah katham pravarteran katham kratu-bhujo vayam ||

Those heretics, identified by the discus or the linga, are devoted to the teachings of Siva and Visnu, have dispensed
[samnyas] with the Vedic ritual, much like vile men dispense with compassion.

Siva-visnv-agama-parair linga-cakradi-cihnitaih || pakhandaih karma samnyastam karunyam iva durjanaih ||
Vidyaranya, Sarkaradigvijaya, 16-17.
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the dharmic conduct of the Brahmins, and opened the door to the flourishing of sects, to the
grave detriment of the Vedas and of the performance of Vedic ritual, the latter more important
for the grasping gods.

We should note that in addition to the numerous social maladies laid at the feet of the
Buddhists, the gods denounce them as revilers of the other philosophical or theological schools
(darsana-disaka). The Buddhists, the charge seems to follow, were unable to create a social
order predicated on transcendent values. They thus paved the way for the degradation of the
Vedic order and the proliferation of aberrant sects. The gods adjure Siva to establish a Vedic
path [$rautam vartma] and to lead the world to happiness along this path.>? The rhetoric of
instituting a path [vartman] in a world beset by darkness like the night [dhatri vyapta
samtamasair, ratrir iva] is strikingly similar to the encomium [prasasti] of Vidyaranya, in an
inscriptional record from 1437, wherein the guru is praised as “the establisher of the path of the
Vedas.”*® The kings of Vijayanagara, moreover, were described as travelling the path of dharma.
For instance, a 1386 inscription describes Harihara as a valiant king who “has conquered all the
enemies, is a traveler in the path of dharma and Brahma and converts Kaliyuga into Krtayuga
by his pure conduct.”

If the gods have put their finger on the provenance of the problem, Siva’s answer points
to its present manifestation. Siva promises to take human form as Sankara in order to compose a
commentary (bhasya) that will resolve the overarching meaning (tatparya) of the Brahmasiitras

(the aphoristic text taken as foundational by Vedantins of all stripes, not just the monist

32 Once you have destroyed these frauds so that existence may be protected, establish a Vedic path upon which this
entire universe may attain happiness.

tad bhavaml loka-raksartham utsdadya nikhilan khalan || vartma sthapayatu srautam jagad yena sukham vrajet |
Vidyaranya, 17.

33 Rice, Epigraphica Carnatica, 6:78.
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Advaitins). As Siva says to the gods: “I will fulfill your wishes by becoming human. I intend to
compose a commentary, a definitive interpretation of the overarching meaning of the sitras, in
order to extirpate these evil practices and to establish dharma. I will appear on earth as the king
of ascetics, Sankara; like Hari with his four arms, [I will appear] with my four astute disciples,
who are the midday sun to the night of duality, the essence of delusion.”*

On the face of it, there appears to be a disconnect between the problem as the gods have
characterized it and as Sankara has proposed to solve it. There are at least two points of
disjuncture. First, the gods despair at the desuetude into which the performance of Vedic ritual
has fallen, not least because they are the primary beneficiaries of ritual offerings. And, apropos
of our discussion of the constitutive social and political power of the redistribution of resources,
the Vedic ritual, in which offerings are made to deities and gifts are given to humans, is the
ideological linchpin of the cosmological wheel of sociality. Gods, deprived of their offerings, are
cut off from the human world, which is itself thrown off kilter because the center (ritual) no
longer holds. Sankara’s solution to this seems, at first blush, misplaced. He resolves to write a
commentary on the Brahmasiitras of Badarayana (or Vyasa, as this text prefers to identify him),
the aphoristic text that explains the Upanisadic portion of the Vedic corpus, that is, precisely the
portion of the Veda not concerned with ritual but rather with the liberation (mukti) of the self.

How then is a commentary on the nature and liberation of the self to “extirpate these evil

practices and to establish dharma”?

Mmano-ratham piirayisye manusyam avalambya vah ||
dustacara-vinasaya dharma-samsthapandya ca ||
bhasyam kurvan brahma-sitra-tatparyartha-vinirnayam ||
mohana-prakrti-dvaita-dhvanta-madhyahna-bhanubhih |
caturbhih sahitah sisyais-caturair-harivad-bhujaih ||
yatindrah sankaro namna bhavisyami mahitale |
Vidyaranya, Sarikaradigvijaya, 18.
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The answer is anticipated in our earlier analysis of the Vedic commentaries that envision
a hierarchical relationship between the ritual sections and the gnostic sections of the Veda. The
ritual section (karmakanda) and its end (dharma/abhyudaya) are assimilated in a subordinate
relation to the higher gnostic section (jianakanda) and its end (mukti). This assimilation through
subordination is dramatized in the climactic encounter of the poem: the debate between the arch-
ritualist and householder Mandana Misra and the king of ascetics Sankara, an episode that I
analyze in great detail below. Once Sarnkara establishes the hegemony of gnosis to ritual, of the
Vedic samnyasin (ascetic) to the Vedic grhastha (householder), he may preside over a unified
Vedic tradition, in which the seemingly discordant ritual and gnostic elements remain in
harmony. Thus, Sankara’s commentary on the Brahmasiitras (which is to say, his interpretation
of the essential meaning of the Upanisads) represents the culmination of the Vedic corpus. On
this view, the Upanisads constitute a stratum of the corpus that is higher than the ritual corpus,
inasmuch as it is concerned with the individual self’s liberation from the endless cycle of death
and rebirth. In other words, it contemplates a radical sovereignty of the self, totally independent
of the limiting, albeit meaningful, bonds of sociality.

The other point of disjuncture relates to the laying of blame. There is agreement about the
topsy-turvy state of the world, but who is to blame? The gods blame the Buddhists, who opened
the door to Vedic decline, but Siva assures them that he will eradicate the darkness of duality,
which is the essence of delusion. Just as, in the face of the degradation of Vedic ritual, Siva
focuses our attention to the ultimate task at hand, namely the definitive understanding of the
nature of the self and liberation, so too, in this case, in the face of the destruction wrought by the
Buddhists, Siva re-trains our attention to the present threat of duality, which causes humans to be

deluded. Duality (dvaita) here refers to all those schools of Vedanta that are not Advaita (non-
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dual), the principal threat, in the eyes of Siva, to the propagation of the correct interpretation of
the Vedas (the advaita interpretation of the Vedanta) that his commentary will secure. Thus, the
Buddhists are pushed to the background (indeed, one would be hard-pressed to find Buddhists in
medieval Karnataka) and the real threat is foregrounded: those rival schools of Vedanta (the
dread dualists here include the Madhvas, the Bhedabhedins, and the Ramanujiyas) that
undermine the hegemony of the Advaita (non-dual) Vedanta advanced by the scholiasts of
Srigeri monastery. Indeed, this is borne out in the course of the poem, since the Buddhists are
dispatched before Sankara arrives on the scene; they are driven out by the famed Mimamsa
philosopher Kumarila Bhatta, played in this cosmic drama by Siva’s son Skanda. In this way,
Mimamsa neutralizes the threat of the Buddhists, preparing the stage for the more important task
of the hierarchical absorption of the various viewpoints into the Vedic superstructure of Advaita
Vedanta theology.*>

Thus, Siva turns to his son Skanda, who will himself take birth as the celebrated
Mimamsaka (Vedic ritualist) theologian Kumarila Bhatta, and tells him, “My dear boy, listen to
these most excellent words which will rescue the world: when the Veda, consisting of three

parts,*® has been rescued, all twice-born may then be saved. In protecting them, the whole world

35 As the text sums up Sankara’s incarnation: “When the first creation of the universe was tending towards its end
[i.e. with the advent of the age of Kali], and the path had become difficult to traverse; when heaven had become
inaccessible, and liberation even more so; when the human race was afflicted by degeneration, their natures
degraded, then through the creator’s efforts, Siva was incarnated with his [Sankara’s] body.” The consequences of
veering from the Vedic path are the disappearance of the fruits of dharma and moksa respectively, namely heaven
and liberation. The Veda is thus theorized as offering two ends: heaven for its ritual practitioners and liberation for
its renunciant adherents.

sarge prathamike prayati virati marge sthite daurgate

svarge durgamatam upeyusi bhrsam durge pavarge sati

varge deha-bhrtam nisarga-maline jatopasarge 'khile

sarge visva-srjas-tadiya-vapusa bhargo vatirno bhuvi
Vidyaranya, 62.

36 The commentator elaborates that the three constituent parts are the ritual, devotional and gnostic sections:
kandatrayatmake karmopasanajiianabhedena vrndatrayatmake vede prakarsenoddhrte sati dvijanamuddhrtih syat ||
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may be protected, because the whole caste system depends upon them [the twice-born].”? In this
very brief description of the solution we may glimpse the vision of religious authority that the
peripatetic Sankara will establish. Indeed, the hierarchy of the Vedic order envisioned here
corresponds perfectly with the hierarchy articulated in the texts that I have analyzed in the first
two chapters, particularly, the Parasaramadhaviya, which argues for the expansion of the scope
of the Vedic injunction (vidhi) to encompass all religious conduct. In this instance, the Vedic
order is envisioned in concentric circles, much like the mandalas of what Inden calls an imperial
formation;*® the inner and most sacred center is the Veda, which itself comprises three parts; the
meso-circle: the most important social group, the twice-born; and finally, the outer circle, the
caste system, which encompasses and supports the remainder of society. The other aspect of this
vision that demands our attention, and that are worked out in the seventh and eighth cantos of the
poem, is the re-constitution of a single Vedic tradition, forged by Sankara through the fusing
together of the ritual and gnostic schools of Vedic hermeneutics, the Mimamsa and the Vedanta.
This foreshadows what is indubitably the climactic moment of the poem, the dispute that is
dramatized over two cantos, the central and by far the longest episode of the poem: Sankara’s
debate against the arch-ritualist Mandana Misra (the incarnation of Brahma), who, upon losing
the theological debate, must renounce his social identity, his status as a householder, and take up

samnyasa, as Sankara’s student.

37 $rnu saumya vacah Sreyo jagad-uddhara-gocaram || kanda-trayatmake vede proddhrte syad dvijoddhytih||
tadraksane raksitam syat sakalam jagati-talam || tad-adhinatvato varnasrama-dharma-tates tatah ||
Vidyaranya, Sankaradigvijaya, 19.

38 Inden, Imagining India, 229.
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Domestic Strife and a Beggar’s Bliss

The hierarchy concealed in the appellation “tripartite Veda” (kandatrayatmaka veda) is
revealed in Sankara’s encounter with Mandana Miéra. Sankara’s triumph in debate is the
metonymic dramatization of the subordination of Mimamsa by Advaita Vedanta, ritual by
knowledge, dharma by moksa, in other words, the very same absorption the Vedic commentaries
accomplish. Let us therefore turn to this pivotal episode of the poem. I dwell on three dimensions
of this encounter to illustrate the three dimensions of my argument. First, that the episode
recapitulates, in yet a different register, the very same structural opposition of the two ultimate
(and religious) human ends, dharma and moksa, that forms the subject of the Vedic
commentaries. As my analysis in previous chapters has shown, this structural opposition is
expressed in a variety of pairs: the institutions of the householder (grhastha) and the ascetic
(samnyadsin); ritual and liberation; the efficacy of action and knowledge. Second, I show how this
particular dramatization resolves this structural opposition in the very same way that the Vedic
commentaries do, which is to say through the subordination of ritual to knowledge, of Mimamsa
to Advaita Vedanta, of the householder to the ascetic, of dharma to moksa. Critical to this
harmonization of the two opposed constituent parts of the Vedic canon is a synthetic hybrid
Mimamsa-Vedanta hermeneutics, which I have detailed in the first two chapters. Resolution is
consummated by a concomitant synthesis or assimilation into the hierarchic order. Lastly, I show
precisely how the rhetoric of digvijaya, and more generally the concept of monastic
governmentality (the pair of pastoral care and disciplinary power) is used to great effect in
precipitating and resolving this structural opposition.

Sankara’s encounter with Mandana Misra takes up two cantos of the sixteen-canto poem,

cantos eight and nine, by far the longest single episode dramatized in the poem. By this point in

299



the poem Sankara, having completed his commentary on Vyasa’s Brahmasiitras, and having
received Vyasa’s approbation for his efforts, learns from Kumarila Bhatta, the philosopher of
Mimamsa, that the most significant impediment on his path to Vedanta dominance is the famed

scholar and practitioner of Vedic ritual, Mandana Misra.>® Thus, Kumarila tells Sankara,

If you wish to show the way then you must defeat the lord of insight, Mandana
Misrasarma, whose fame extends to the ends of the earth. Should you defeat him,

all may be won.

39 The depiction of Mandana Misra as Sankara’s Mimamsa opponent and subsequently his prized pupil is no
accident. Rather, Mandana Misra’s intellectual biography warrants his selection to this particular role. There are
three aspects of his intellectual biography that are of interest. First of all, Mandana is acknowledged, even by
scholars critical of Vedanta histories, to be a near contemporary of Sankara. “Thrasher is inclined to accept Advaita
tradition, which makes Mandana and Samkara contemporaries, Mandana perhaps the older of the two... Thrasher
indicates several passages in the Brahmasiddhi that he believes provide evidence that Mandana knew of Samkara’s
views when he wrote his Advaita work. Karl Potter, Advaita Vedanta up to Sambkara and His Pupils, vol. 3 (Delhi:
Motilal Banarsidass, 1998). pp 346 - 347. Second, Mandana Misra’s writings show that he wrote on Mimamsa and
Vedanta, indeed his writings are amenable to the interpretation that he underwent an intellectual transformation or
conversion from a full-throated commitment to Mimamsa to devoting the hermeneutic arsenal of Mimamsa to
defend the supremacy of Advaita Vedanta. As Potter puts it, “The only clear Advaita work by Mandana is the
Brahmasiddhi. All of his other known works are either Mimamsa or grammatical works...” ibid, 347. As Johannnes
Bronkhorst characterizes the consensus, “If this understanding of Mandana’s role in the history of Vedantic thought
is correct, we must conclude that this thinker made a determined effort to join two kinds of Vedanta that existed in
his time: Vedanta as speculative philosophy and Vedanta as Mimamsa. His Brahmasiddhi shows that in the end he
opted for Vedanta as Mimamsa, without however doing away with all the ideas that more philosophically oriented
Vedantins before him had developed.” For more on this view, see Johannes Bronkhorst, “Vedanta as Mimamsa,” in
Mimamsa and Vedanta: Interaction and Continuity, vol. 10.3, Papers of the 12th World Sanskrit Conference (Delhi:
Motilal Banarsidass, 2007), pp 56 - 57. Thus, the poem lends a narrative arc to Mandana Misra’s oeuvre,
dramatizing the turn from Mimamsa to Vedanta as the result of defeat at Sarkara’s hands. Lastly, Mandana Misra’s
defeat results in his conversion to Advaita Vedanta and taking up the life of a renouncer, a transformation that
entails the loss of his householder identity and the assumption of a post-initiation name. Despite the lack of
historical evidence that Mandana Misra ever took up samnyasa or that he was Sankara’s pupil, the poem uses the
fact that Mandana Misra advanced Mimamsa and Advaita Vedanta positions in his writings to ascribe to him the
works of another Advaita Vedantin thinker Sure$vara, who was in fact Sankara’s student. Thus, the poem uses a
corpus of texts, ascribed to Mandana Misra and Sures$vara, to craft the narrative of Mandana Misra’s conversion
from Mimamsaka to Vedantin, from Mandana Misra the householder to Suresvara the samnyasin. “Advaita tradition
goes further still, in that it identifies Mandana with Samkara’s pupil Sure$vara. This has given rise to lengthy
scholarly debate, which still goes on. There is plenty of reason to conclude that Sure$§vara knows of Mandana’s
work. The tradition is recorded in, if not original with, Madhava’s Samkaradigvijaya, where it is said that Mandana,
Sure$vara, and Visvariipa are the same person.” Potter, 347.
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He is famed on earth as Vis$variipa, forever preaching what is proper and the path
of [karma]* Yoga; he is the great householder, devoted to the Vedic rituals,

committed to the theory of action and unsurpassed in performing those rituals. 4°

Sankara thus hastens, uninvited, to Mandana Misra’s house, where, unsurprisingly, he is
given a hostile reception by Mandana. At first, the two argue about the relative merits of the two
institutions (@sramas) they represent: Mandana, the householder (grhastha), and Sankara, the
ascetic (samnyasa). This initial exchange is structurally opposed to the substantive dialogue they
later engage in regarding the soteriological ends of their respective schools of theology
(Mimamsa and Vedanta). The initial exchange, marked by intense hostility and bad-faith
argumentation, is poetically rendered through the rhetorical device of mutual mis-construal by
willful distortion known as vakrokti (crooked speech).*!

Typically, vakrokti is used by poets as a strategy available to male protagonists
(paradigmatically, not coincidentally, Siva), particularly those accused of infidelity by the

heroine, to distract from those allegations by willfully misconstruing the words of the heroine.*?

* The commentator interprets yogapada as the path of ritual yoga.

4 ayam ca pantha yadi te prakasyah
sudhisvaro mandana-misra-sarma ||
dig-anta-visranta-yasa vijeyo
yasmif jite sarvam idam jitam syat ||
sada vadan yoga-padam ca sampratam
sa visva-ripah prathito mahi-tale ||
mahda-grhi vaidika-karma-tatparah
pravrtti-Sastre niratah sukarmathah ||

Vidyaranya, Sarikaradigvijaya, 292.

4! For a concise introduction to and analysis of vakrokti, see, Yigal Bronner and Lawrence McCrea, “The Poetics of
Distortive Talk: Plot and Character in Ratnakara’s ‘Fifty Verbal Perversions’ (Vakroktipaficasika),” Journal of
Indian Philosophy 29, no. 4 (August 2001): 435-64.

42 A famous example of the use of this rhetorical device occurs in the marigala verse of Visakhadatta’s
Mudraraksasa. The mangala verse celebrates Siva’s deception of his wife, Parvati. The scene exploits an old literary
trope. Parvati, Siva’s wife, is suspicious of Siva paying more attention to Ganga, the divine river who, in falling to
earth was received by Siva on his head. Parvati is disconcerted that another woman occupies a higher place on her
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It is a form of eroticized teasing which ultimately results in the heroine giving in to her lover’s
deceit. Sankara uses the device to great effect in this poem to parry the barbs Mandana directs
toward him and to enrage Mandana. In my analysis of this first encounter, I call our attention to
two important elements. The first is that the use of the rhetorical device, vakrokti (distortive
speech), marks this exchange as the structural inverse of the substantive theological dialogue to
follow. As we shall see, vakrokti depends upon a pair of hostile interlocutors, each motivated to
willful and perverse misinterpretation of any polyvalence or ambiguity in the other’s words in
order to frustrate productive discussion. Sometimes, as is the case here, one of the interlocutors
possesses a strategic advantage since he is interested in frustrating the efforts of the other. This is
the structural inverse of the good-faith, truth-directed discussion the two interlocutors engage in
later regarding the nature of the self as outlined by Mimamsa and Vedanta. Second, the aim of
each of these august figures is to denigrate the institution the other represents: householder and

ascetic. In doing so, this exchange recreates the historic polemic, which I have detailed in

husband’s body than does she (Parvatt occupies left side, whereas Ganga is perched on his head). She asks him
about Ganga and Siva deflects her questions, misconstruing her words to concern the moon, who is also perched on
his head.

Parvati: “Who is this fortunate woman on your head?” (meaning Ganga)

Siva (meaning the moon): Sasikala (moonlight)

Parvati: But, what is her name? (meaning Ganga)

Siva: That is her name, why do you forget despite being acquainted with it?

Parvatl: | am asking about the lady, not the moon.

Siva: Then Vijaya (Parvati’s confidant, a lady) should speak if the moon is not to be trusted. (Siva misconstrues her
to say, “I am asking the lady [i.e. her confidant Vijaya], not the moon”).

May the deceit of the lord, striving to conceal the Divine River (Ganga) from his lady, protect you!

dhanya keyam sthita te sirasi Sasi-kald kim nu namaitad asya

namaivasyas tad etat paricitam api te vismytam kasya hetoh |

narim prcchami nendum kathayatu vijaya na pramanam yadindur

devya nihnotum icchor iti sura-saritam Sathyam avyad vibhor vah ||

A contemporary gloss on the phenomenon of psychological manipulation and subterfuge (though not the rhetorical
or poetic device) is “gas-lighting,” a term that derives from the 1944 film Gaslight.

Visakhadatta and Michael Coulson, Raksasa’s Ring, 1st ed, The Clay Sanskrit Library (New York: New York
University Press : JJC Foundation, 2005), 42.
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Chapter 2, between the Vaisnava Ramanujiya and Advaita Vedantin communities.** As I have
discussed there, the Ramanujiyas held that householders need not renounce their domestic —
ritual — identity in order to strive for liberation. Advaita Vedantins of the Srrlgeri matha, on the
other hand, required a Brahmin man to take up samnydsa (institutional asceticism), resulting in a
complete renunciation of his social and ritual identities, in order to embark upon the path to
liberation. In effect, this difference of opinion called into question the very existence of the
Advaita Vedanta mathas, which supported, on the Ramanujiya view, an entirely undeserving
class of religious subjects, the samnydasins. In restaging this conflict in this dramatic setting and
in highlighting the ease and equanimity with which Sankara is able to fend off Mandana’s
unwarranted attacks, the matha not only is able to respond to the scurrilous arguments lodged
against institutionalized monastics but further can show its ability to rise above the fray of these
squalid, conventional concerns. Mandana’s condemnation of Sankara (that he does not bear the
marks of his social station, that he does not abide by the rules of varna) is shown to be
inordinately petty and strident, unbecoming of Mandana’s own lofty status.

The scene begins with Mandana noticing a samnydsin (Sankara), who has appeared out of
the blue, without the signifying marks of a Brahmin (the top knot and the sacrificial string), and
is chatting to the two revered sages, Jaimini and Vyasa (just as in a good mystery, there are no
coincidences here; these are the authors of the foundational texts of Mimamsa and Vedanta

respectively).** Mandana approaches the stranger and accosts him:

43 As Olivelle notes, “We have seen how the Vaisnava ascetic tradition differed substantially from the Advaita
ascetic tradition of Samkara. .. The Vaisnavas espoused a much less radical form of ascetic life than the Advaita and
retained many of the rules and customs of Brahmanical householders [emphasis mine]. For more see, Olivelle, Rules
and Regulations of Brahmanical Asceticism.

44 Then, noticing the samnyasi, descended from the skies, whose top knot and sacred thread were knowledge [that is,
he had discarded both markers of his caste identity], standing in the company of the two sages, [Mandana], though
he was dedicated to the science of ritual [which prohibits anger], became enraged.

atha dyumargad avatirnam antike
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Mandana: Whence the shaven one? [i.e. where have you come from?]

Sankara: From the neck up. [i.e. answering how far he is clean-shaven]

Mandana: I asked about your route [lit. your path was asked by me]

Sankara: And what did the path say in reply?

Mandana: It said your mother is a widow.

Saikara: Just so Mandana! You asked the road and the road replied, “Your mother is a widow.”
Its words could not address me, since I did not ask the question.*

Mandana: My word, are you drunk? [The ambiguity comes from the word pita, which may be
construed as an adjective (yellow) or as a passive participle (is drunk); thus: Has liquor been
drunk (by you), i.e. Are you drunk? Or, is liquor yellow?]

Sankara: Not at all, don’t you know it’s clear. [misconstruing the question to be: “Is liquor
yellow?]

Mandana: You know its color, do you? [implying that Sankara drinks.]

Sankara: I know its color, and you its taste.*s

Mandana: Clearly, you have lost your mind from eating poisoned meat, and are given to
distortion.

Sankara: You tell the truth: like father, like son, your son eats poisoned meat, like you.*’
[construing matto jatah kalafijasi to mean, the one who is born (mat-tah jatah) from me eats
poisoned meat]

Mandana: You fool! Piled with rags unfit even for a donkey; would it kill you to sport a top

knot and sacrificial string?+®

munyoh sthitam jiiana-Sikhopavitinam
samnyasy asav ity avagatya so ’bhavat
pravrtti-sastraika-rato 'pi kopanah ||
Vidyaranya, Sarkaradigvijaya, 299.

4 kuto mundy agalan mundi panthds te prcchyate maya
kim aha panthas tvan-mata mundety aha tathaiva hi ||
panthanam tvam aprcchas tvam panthah pratyaha mandana
tvanmatetyatra Sabdo 'yam na mam brityad aprcchakam ||
46 aho pita kim u surd naiva $vetd yatah smara |
kim tvam jandsi tad-varnam aham varnam bhavan rasam ||

_____

satyam braviti pitrvat tvatto jatah kalanjaka-bhuk ||

* kantham vahasi durbuddhe gardabhenapi durvaham |
Sikha-yajiiopavitabhyam kas te bharo bhavisyati ||
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Sankara: The rags I wear are indeed unbearable, fool, for your father; for you the burden of the
Vedas is simply the top-knot and sacrificial string.*’ (You think the Veda is about appearances,
you do not know — or care to know — its meaning).

Mandana: Unable to protect your wife, you have deserted her, and tout devotion to Brahman as
the reason for maintaining an entourage and library.>°

Sankara: Since you were too lazy to learn from your guru, you returned from your guru's home,
and tout devotion to ritual as the reason for obedience to your wife.>!

Mandana: You were conceived by a woman, raised by women. Alack! Such is your ingratitude,
fool, that you would abuse them.>?

Sankara: O fool among fools, you emerged from a woman’s womb; you were nourished by a
woman’s breast milk; how then could you lie with a woman, like a beast? >3

Mandana: Since you have willfully extinguished the ritual fires, you have committed filicide.
Sankara: And you, in your ignorance of the ultimate good, have committed suicide [lit. killed
the self by not realizing it].>*

Mandana: Haven't you arrived like a thief, eluding the doorkeepers?
Sankara: Aren't you eating like a thief, without giving alms to mendicants?53

Mandana: At present, during ritual performances, I should not be addressed by an idiot.

4 kantham vahami durbuddhe tava pitra’'pi durbharam |
Sikha-yajiiopavitabhyam sruter bharo bhavisyati ||

S0 tyaktva pani-grhitim svam asaktyd pariraksane |
Sisya-pustaka-bharecchor vyakhyata brahma-nisthata ||

St guru-susrisanalasyat samavartya guroh kuldt |
striyah susrusamanasya vyakhyata karma-nisthata ||

52 sthito’si yositam garbhe tabhir eva vivardhitah |
aho krta-ghnata mirkha katham ta eva nindasi ||

33 yasam stanyam tvayd pitam yasam jato’si yonitah |
tasu mirkhatama strisu pasuvad ramase katham ||

S yira-hatyam avapto ’si vahnin udvasya yatnatah |
atma-hatyam avaptas tvam aviditva param padam ||

55 dauvarikan vaiicayitva katham stenavad agatah |
bhiksubhyo 'nnam adattva tvam stenavad bhoksyase katham ||
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Sankara: Hah! You have made clear your erudition with your misplaced caesura.¢ [the
compound yati-bhanga, will next be mis-construed by Mandana, who is finally hip to the game,
as the refutation of an ascetic (yati)].

Mandana: When engaged in refuting an ascetic [yati-bhanga], no fault accrues from a misplaced
caesura [yati-bhangal.

Sankara: When engaged in censure from an ascetic, the compound should be made in the fifth
case ending.’” [Sankara misconstrues the compound ascetic-refutation to be connected by the
fifth case, i.e. the ablative, rather than the sixth case, the genitive. Thus, he renders the
compound censure from an ascetic rather than as an objective genitive, i.e. the censure of an
ascetic].

Mandana: How great the difference between Brahman and a dull-witted person such as
yourself! So great is the divide between asceticism and the present age [Kali]. The yogis have
assumed their garb driven by their appetite for toothsome food.>

Sankara: How great the divide between heaven and your misconduct! So great is the divide
between the Agnihotra and the present age. I'm of the opinion that householders assume their
appearance driven by sexual desire.>

While the enraged, arrogant Visvariipa [i.e. Mandana] spewed this invective, Sankara's piquant

responses to his abuse were charming.®

The altercation ends without any resolution, although, as the concluding verse states, the

ever-detached Sankara, having succeeded in driving Mandana to apoplexy with his cunning

56 karmakale na sambhasya aham miirkhena samprati |
aho prakatitam jiianam yati-bhangena bhasind ||

57 yati-bharnge pravrttasya yati-bhango na dosabhak |
yati-bhange pravrttasya paiicamy-antam samasyatam ||

8 kva brahma kva ca durmedhah kva samnyasah kva va kalih |
svadv-anna-bhaksa-kamena veso yam yoginam dhrtah ||

% kva svargah kva duracarah kvagnihotram kva va kalih |
manye maithuna-kamena veso 'vam karminam dhrtah ||

0 jy-adi-durvakya-ganam bruvane rosena sahambkrti visvaripe |

Srisankare vaktari tasya tasyottaram ca kautithalatas ca caru ||
Vidyaranya, Sankaradigvijaya, 300-304.
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obduracy, has scored a tactical win. Nevertheless, the exchange illustrates the key points of
contention dividing the institutions and intellectuals representing householders and ascetics. As
opposed to the substantive theological debate that follows, this exchange focuses on the
householder and the ascetic as social categories. The arguments raised by each side may be
reduced to the following essential characterization: each of these two types, the householder and
the ascetic, his claims to their motivations notwithstanding, claims that the other is, in reality,
motivated by wealth, status and sex. In other words, each interlocutor engages the other in bad
faith, hoping to expose his opponent as driven by the base human ends of kama and artha. Thus,
Mandana does not think ascetics ought to be revered for their renunciation of marital
domesticity; they are merely shirking their social obligations in order to pursue an easy life at the
expense of pious householders. Sankara’s view, on the other hand, is that householders ought not
be respected for their devotion to the ritual; they are driven by lust for their wives. This core
criticism is ramified in the particular points of contention. Ultimately, there is a single underlying
question that is refracted in these myriad discussions: can householders, while performing their
rituals dispassionately and remaining enmeshed in their social milieu, strive for liberation? Or
must they renounce their social identities, including their caste signifiers, before they take up this
final journey? To take a single example: Advaita Vedantin samnyasins disavow all caste marks,
including, as mentioned in this passage, the top knot and the sacrificial string.®! This, as is

evident in the treatises on renunciation that emerged in this region during this period, was one

6l “In the Advaita tradition, an ascetic is expected to discard the sacrificial string and to shave the topknot, a practice
condemned by the Vaisnavas. The Vaisnava tradition also expected all types of ascetics to carry triple staffs (that is,
three bamboo sticks tied together), whereas in the Advaita tradition the triple staff was limited to the lowest types of
ascetics, while the highest type, Paramahamsa, carried a single bamboo staff.” Olivelle, Rules and Regulations of
Brahmanical Asceticism, 11.
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salient point of contention between the ritualists and the ascetics.®? Note that Sarnkara is
described as one whose top knot and sacrificial string are knowledge, that is, one who has
replaced these external insignia with internal exertions after knowledge. To underscore that point
Sankara responds to Mandana’s gibe about his appearance with the observation that ritualist
Brahmins like Mandana mistake the external signs of their status for the Veda, whereas
samnyasins, being stripped of these external markers of status, engage with the true import of the
Vedas: Brahman.

To return to the poem, Mandana, finally pacified by the intervention of the two sages,

Jaimini and Vyasa, offers alms to Sankara, who then reveals the purpose of his visit:

And he [Sankara] said, “My dear boy, I have come to you seeking only the alms
of debate. So, give us the gift of debate, with the stakes that the loser should
become the other's student. I have no interest in begging for the usual fare.®

The only subsistence I seek is the perpetuation of the path of the Vedanta [the
chief part of the Vedas]. That path, which is a moon to the torments of existence,
you, consumed with ritual sacrifice, have disregarded.®*

I am preaching that path in this world by overcoming all disputants; so, either
accept this supreme position of mine, or else debate me only to admit: "I have

been bested."®

62 See the discussion on the Parasaramadhaviya, in Chapters 1 and 2, regarding the internal hierarchy of the
samnyasin order (asrama) and the markers that each of the constituent groups are expected — by the Advaita
Vedanta tradition — to uphold.
83 sa cabravit saumya vivada-bhiksam icchan bhavat-samnidhim agato’smi |

sa’nyonya-Sisyatva-pand pradeyd nasty’ adarah prakrta-bhakta-bhaiksye ||

 mama na kimcid api dhruvam ipsitam Sruti-Sirah-patha-vistrtim antara |
avahitena makhesv avadhiritah sa bhava-tapa-hima-dyutih ||

% jagati samprati tam prathayamy aham tam abhibhiiya samasta-vivadinam |

tvam api samsraya me matam uttamam vigada va vada va ’smi jitas tv iti ||
Vidyaranya, Sankaradigvijaya, 306.
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I do not rehearse here the arguments that the two interlocutors make in their substantive
theological debate,® since they follow the general trajectory of the arguments that I have
identified and discussed in chapters one and two. In the main, Sankara, the proponent of Advaita
Vedanta, refutes the arguments that Mandana Misra formulates, which are of two kinds. The first
are boilerplate Mimamsa arguments. The second type may be characterized best as arguments
likely to be made by a dualist or realist school of Vedanta:

a. The Mimamsa view that only injunctive statements of the Veda (that is to say,
statements that command a ritual performer to perform some ritual action) are
meaningful. 4// other statements, including most of the text of the Upanisads, are
meaningful only insofar as relating, in some subsidiary capacity, to an injunctive
statement.

b. The identity of the self and brahman.

c. The intrinsic validity of the Veda.

d. The fundamental difference between god and individual selves.

On each of these points, Sankara secures Mandana Miéra’s submission, but Mandana’s
definitive defeat is announced by his wife Ubhayabharati. She implies his defeat by serving him
the midday alms, just as she does Sankara, thereby signifying that Mandana has lost the debate,

the terms of which required that he take up samnydsa in defeat.®’” Since Mandana Misra has lost

% For a different, more philosophically informed perspective on this debate, see Maharaj, The Bloomsbury Research
Handbook of Vedanta.

67 “Thus, approving of Sankara’s [the king of ascetics’] argument, and noticing that garland on Mandana’s neck had
withered, she said to the two men, “Now stir! It is time for alms.” Then, the lady addressed the lord of ascetics...
ittham yati-ksiti-pater anumodya yuktim malam ca mandana-gale malinam aveksya |

bhiksartham uccalatam adya yuvam itimav acasta tam punar uvaca yatindram amba | |
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the debate and is consequently obligated to renounce his marital status and become an ascetic,
his wife Ubhayabharati is left without a husband, which might portend widowhood for any other
woman. But Ubhayabharati reveals to Sankara that she is in fact Sarasvati, the goddess of
learning, who was cursed by the sage Durvasas to be born a human, a curse that was predicted to
end with Sankara’s victory. Released from the curse, the goddess informs Sankara that she
intends to return to her heavenly home.®® But Sankara bars her from leaving, saying, “Mother!
When I, preeminent among your devotees, give you permission to go, then, you may go home.”®
I argue, below, that Sankara’s astonishing assertion of power over the goddess is part of a larger
narrateme which, congruent with the treatment of a vanquished foe’s queen in digvijaya

narratives, serves to cement Sankara’s claim to universal dominance, and which culminates in
9 9

his ascension to the throne of omniscience, with Sarasvat at his side.””

Peace and Rehabilitation
For the moment, let us consider how Sankara extends the olive branch of conciliation to

the distraught and defeated Mandana Misra.”! (The discourse of power — nitisastra — terms this

8 Long ago, because he was incensed, Durvasas cursed me, and your victory was prescribed as the conclusion of the
curse. “O lord of ascetics [lit. best of the pacified ones], I will now return just as I arrived.” Having said these words
with respect, she was heading home...

kopatireka-vasa-tah sapata pura mam durvasasa tad-avadhir vihito jayas te |

saham yathagatam upaimi Samipravirety uktva sasambhramam amum nija-dhama yantim ||

Vidyaranya, Sarikaradigvijaya, 341.

 yraja janani tada tvam bhakta-ciida-manis te nija-padam anudasyamy’ abhyanujiiam yadaitum |
Vidyaranya, 342.

7 Minoru Hara, “The King as a Husband of the Earth (Mahi-Pati),” Asiatische Studien Etudes Asiatiques 27, no. 2
(1973): 97-114.

"I Then the sage, delighted [at Ubhayabharati’s agreement to stay], desired to know what was in Mandana Misra’s
heart.

munir atha mudito ’bhiin mandanam hrdbubhutsuh |

Vidyaranya, Sankaradigvijaya, 342.
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instrument of dominion saman: kind or gentle words to persuade an adversary to assent to
submission). Conciliation is only the first of a bipartite process of integrating a former foe into
the hierarchy of authority. The second part is sandhi or agreement, which is characterized by the
subjugated vassal’s assent [anumati, to invoke the terminology of the rajasiiya] to being
governed.” In this case, Sankara must first convince Mandana Miéra that the views of Mimamsa
conform with Advaita Vedanta; he must explain why Mandana Misra is wrong to think that the
sage Jaimini, the progenitor of Mimamsa, was mistaken in his views. Just as an aspiring
cakravartin uses conciliation to bring about agreement [sandhi] with the subjugated foe, thus
absorbing him into the cakravartin’s ever-expanding imperium, Sankara’s exchange with

Mandana Misra consists of these two parts, saman and sandhi. Let us consider each in turn.

Then, even though his obduracy had been snuffed out by Sankara’s rational disquisition,

which brought resolution to the meaning of the Vedas, he [Mandana], made inflexible

through ritual performance, spoke out again, incredulous.”

Mandana: O lord of ascetics! Though I am depressed, it is not because of this unprecedent
defeat. Alas! I am greatly hurt that Jaimini’s pronouncements are unfounded. 7*

For though he knows the past as well as the future, an ocean of austerities, though a benefactor
who oversaw the creation of those injunctions to direct the universe to the Vedas, how could he

have composed those siitras in vain? 73

72 In Inden’s characterization (quoted at length above): “Kings who recognized him as universal king offered
submission or worked out some sort of accommodation in the form of an ‘agreement’ (sandhi).”

3 atha samyami-ksiti-pater vacanair nigamartha-nirnaya-karaih sanayaih |
Samitagraho 'pi punar apy ‘avadat krta-samsayah sapadi karma-jadah ||

" yatirdja samprati mamabhinavan na visadito 'smy ‘apajayad api tu |
api jaiminiya-vacanany ahahonmathitani hiti bhrsam asmi krsah ||

5 sa hi vetty andagatam atitam api priyakyt-samasta-jagato 'dhikrtah |
nigama-pravartana-vidhau sa katham tapasam nidhir vitatha-sutra-padah ||
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So, Saikara said to him, for he was incredulous: There is not a scintilla of error in Jaimini. We
certainly cannot prove what is in the sage’s heart, for we are ignorant.’®

Mandana: If you know the sage’s thoughts, though the wise do not, do tell us! If what you tell
us is reasonable, we will take it to heart, pride be damned!”’

Sankara: Though he [Jaimini] possessed complete comprehension of ultimate reality
[brahman], he bestowed his grace on those whose minds were swept away by the tide of
sensoria. Thus, he taught those very ritual actions that are the means of apprehending ultimate
reality, as ultimate.”® [The implication is that, owing to the disposition of those Jaimini wished to
help, who are mired in samsara, he taught the means, i.e. ritual action, to brahman as though
they were the end. Thus, the ignorant may think that Jaimini held ritual performance to be the
highest human end, but this view is mistaken].

The words, ‘This very one...[the brahmins desire to know’ by reciting the Vedas, sacrifice,

gifts, austerities, and fasting 3%’

prescribe the totality of dharma because these words engender
understanding [i.e. knowing brahman].8! And so he, for whom moksa is the highest good,

ascertained the totality of dharma in relation to these words alone, not otherwise; so I think.%?

78 iti samdihanam avadat tam asau na hi jaiminav apanayo’sti manak |
pramimihe na vayam eva muner hrdayam yathavad anabhijiiataya ||

"7 yadi vidyate kavi-janaviditam hrdayam munes tad iha varnaya bhoh |
vadi yuktam atrabhavata kathitam hrdi kurmahe dalad-ahamkrtayah ||

8 abhisamdhiman api pare visaya-prasaran matin anujighrksur asau |
tad-avapti-sadhanataya sakalam sukrtam nyaripayad iti sma param ||
Vidyaranya, Sankaradigvijaya, 343—44.

7 recall from Chapters 1 and 2, the importance of this quotation from the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad to synthesizing
Advaita Vedanta to Mimamsa. The desiderative root from the verb to know [vid] was used to suggest that the
performance of ritual produces, in the mind of an experienced ritualist, this desire to know brahman. This desire
impels the ritualist to give up ritual and to pursue after the knowledge of brahman, which leads him to the ultimate
human end: liberation.

8 This is a quotation from Brhadaranyaka Upanisad (IV, 4. 22): tam etam vedanuvacanena brahmand vividisanti
yajiiena danena tapasa-nasakena| that is “The Brahmins desire to know this very one through reciting the Vedas,
sacrifice, donation, austerities, and fasting.”

81 Sankara’s explanation is a recapitulation of the point made in Chapters 1 and 2, which I have intimated in the
above footnote. The whole point of ritual, on this view — which Sankara ascribes to Jaimini — is to engender such a
desire to know brahman. Since brahman is the ultimate the point of ritual, albeit in an oblique manner, Jaimini can
no longer be disparaged for misleading his followers by claiming the primacy of ritual, rather, he must be
reinterpreted and rehabilitated as claiming ritual to be primary because this was the only way he could lead his
followers, hopelessly mired in samsara, to the realization of brahman.

82 yacanam tam etam iti dharma-cayam vidadhati bodha-jani-hetutaya |
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Mandana: The Vedas are successful only insofar as resulting in ritual action, but words [in the
Veda] that do not result in ritual are useless.®® Given that he [Jaimini] composed this aphorism
[sutra], how could the lord of sages [Jaimini] think that the point of the Veda was something
always already known [i.e. brahman34]?%°

Sankara: Though the Vedic corpus is, indirectly, non-dual in its ultimate purport, it fixes its
direct gaze on ritual action, which results in the awareness of the self. Thus, the statements on the
topic of ritual are shown to be ultimately concerned with their effect [the effect of the ritual

actions being the realization of the self]%¢.%7

tad-apeksayaiva sa ca moksa-paro niradharayan na paratheti vayam ||

8 This is a paraphrase of the first siitra of the second pada [chapter] of the first adhyaya [book] of Jaimini’s
Mimamsasutras: amndyasya kriyarthatvad anarthakyam atadarthanam tasmad anityam ucyate |

8 The Mimamsakas contend that the object of the Vedas is to convey knowledge regarding dharma — a future state
of affairs — which is to be brought about by ritual action. This is why they think that Vedic injunctions are the
fundamental unit of meaning, and that the remainder of the Vedas is meaningful only to the extent that it is related to
injunctive statements. Vedanta, on the other hand, contends that the Vedas merely communicate knowledge about
brahman, an already existing state of affairs. Brahman is eternal and all-pervasive, so it is in fact the only ultimate
reality. All phenomenal reality, on this view, is illusory. Thus, liberation consists of knowing that brahman is in fact
the only ultimate reality. Since the awareness of brahman is indeed pure awareness, it is not the result of an action,
for if it were the result of an action, it would be an effect, and therefore not necessary but contingent upon the agent.
This is anathema to Advaita Vedanta, and therefore they argue that the Veda must convey knowledge (that is
information about something that already exists) in addition to enjoining ritual actions, upon which dharma, a future
state of affairs, is dependent. Recall the summary of this view in chapter one.

8 Srutayah kriyarthakataya saphala atadarthakani tu vacamsi vrtha |
iti sitrayan nanu katham munirad api siddha-vastu-paratam manute ||
Vidyaranya, Sankaradigvijaya, 345.

86 This is rather a tortured defense of Jaimini’s focus on ritual. Sankara has first of all claimed that Jaimini focused
on ritual because most people are deluded in their view of the phenomenal world, which consists of agents and
objects. Thus, to cater to these deluded souls, Jaimini speaks of ritual (or action) as though it were an end in itself.
But, really, he does so because he knows that the performance of ritual will prepare the performer to contemplate
real ultimate reality, namely, brahman. To this overdetermined explanation, Sankara adds that most of the Veda is
concerned with ritual directly, whereas discourses on brahman are more esoteric. This is why, to provide yet another
reason for Jaimini’s sitras dwelling on action, ritual is prioritized — and brahman ignored — in Jaimini’s treatise.
This position is echoed in the Pardsaramddhaviya. In that text, the commentator argues that obligatory rituals,
despite not being direct means to liberation (moksa), are nevertheless indirect (paramparaya) means to the moksa.
Note that in this case, Sankara uses the word used in the Parasaramadhaviva, paramparaya (and indeed used by the
historical Sankara), to characterize the indirect relation that ritual has to bringing about liberation.

Madhava, Parasara Smrti, 1.1:58-59.

87 $rutir asir advaya-paro’api paramparayatma-bodha-phala-karmani ca |
prasarat-kataksa iti karya-paratvam asiici tatprakarana-stha-giram ||
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Mandana: But were the sage [Jaimini] to believe that the entire Vedic corpus is concerned with
the self as pure consciousness, then why, even as he avers that an authorless Veda produces the
results of ritual, would he nevertheless reject the ultimate lord [brahman]?®®

Sankara: Is it not true that the Vaisesikas [realists] proclaim that the highest lord exists based on
the inference, without resorting to the testimony of the Veda, that the universe must have a
creator. Do they not claim that the Vedas merely reiterate this conclusion?®

The one who has not studied the Veda cannot know this great person [brahman], who is known
solely through the Upanisads.”® The words of the Veda state that which is beyond his [the one
ignorant of the Veda] ken. How could the [Vaisesika] inference teach him about that [great
person, i.e. brahman]’'?°?

The sage [Jaimini], having committed to this conclusion in his heart, rejected, with a hundred
incisive arguments, the [Vaisesika] inference, showing that the lord is the origin and the
dissolution, and further that [hrahman] is the source of the results [of ritual].”®

Thus, there is not a whit in the words of the sage that is contradicted by the Upanisads, as I have

explained them here. Unaware of this secret sense [in which Jaimini accepted the scriptural

88 nanu sac-cid-atma-parata’bhimata yadi krtsna-veda-nicayasya muneh |
phala-datrtam apurusasya vadan sa katham niraha paramesam api ||

8 nanu kartr-piirvakam idam jagad ity anumanam agama-vacamsi vind |
paramesvaram prathayati Srutayas tv anuvada-matram iti kanabhujah ||
Vidyaranya, Sankaradigvijaya, 345-46.

% This is a reference to the Upanisadic exchange between Yajiavalkya and Sakalya, recounted in Brhadaranyaka
Upanisad 3.9.27, which Olivelle translates, “I ask you about that person providing the hidden connection
(upanisad). Patrick Olivelle, The Early Upanisads (New York: Oxford University Press, 1998). 100 — 101.

9! This is a bit difficult to follow, but Sankara is countering Mandana Misra’s criticism that Jaimini asserts that the
Vedas have no creator, whereas the Upanisads are interpreted, by the Advaita Vedantins, to mean that brahman is
the creator of the universe, including the Vedas. Sankara interprets Jaimini to mean that the existence of brahman
cannot be demonstrated through inference, as the VaiSesikas seek to do. Thus, Jaimini’s position must be understood
as provisional, meant only to reject the Vaisesika approach to establishing brahman. This is all the more so since an
inferential understanding of brahman cannot lead to the moksa that the Upanisads promulgate. Liberation can only
occur when there is an understanding of brahman as taught by the Upanisads.

2 na kathamcid aupanisadam purusam manute brhantam iti veda-vacah |
kathayaty avedavid agocaratam gamayet katham tam anumanam idam ||

93 iti bhavam atmani nidhaya munih sa nirakaron niita-yukti-Sataih |
anumanam isvara-param jagatah prabhavam layam phalam apisvaratah ||
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testimony regarding the great lord], the learned say about Jaimini: “He maintains that there is no

great lord (brahman).”*

In this intervention Sankara embodies what I have referred to as pastoral care; the
dimension of monastic governmentality that concerns itself with the proper cultivation of the
individual agent, in order to equip such an agent to pursue the highest human ends. There are
three aspects of this dialogue I address in my analysis. The first is to note that the objective of
Sankara’s re-interpretation of Jaimini’s pronouncements is the very same as that advanced by the
Vedic commentaries: to show that Mimamsa is perfectly consonant with Vedanta, that together
they provide a hierarchized access to the Vedic corpus. According to this schema, Mimamsa, as
promulgated by Jaimini, addresses people who are still submerged in the tide of samsara (the
endless cycle of rebirth, characterized by action, as contrasted with liberation, characterized by
pure consciousness) and thus prescribes a program of ritual performance. It is understood, on the
Advaita Vedanta harmonizing thesis, that a particularly gnostic ritual performance should
engender in the ritual performer the desire to know (vividis@) Brahman. Thus, as I have shown
above, these Vedantins consider the ritual to lead to Brahman, albeit indirectly (paramparaya).
Advaita Vedanta, promulgated by Sankara, is intended for the world-weary few who yearn for
liberation from the endless chain of being, and who have already severed their connections with
the social world. These two programs serve the same larger religious purpose, as explicated in
the Vedas: to impel men to embark upon the journey to the highest goods: dharma and moksa.

The second aspect of this exchange is the rehabilitation of Jaimini himself, which

depends upon some fairly impressive interpretive prestidigitation from Sankara. For it is one

% tad ihasmad-ukta-vidhaya nisada na viruddham anv api muner vacasi |
iti giudha-bhavam anaveksya budhas tam anisavady ayam iti bruvate ||
Vidyaranya, Sankaradigvijaya, 346.
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thing to show, as the Vedic commentaries do, that a ritual interpretation of the Vedas may, and
should, serve a gnostic interpretation. It is quite another to insist, in the face of quotations to the
contrary, that Jaimini really did, in his heart of hearts, adhere to a Vedantin view of the Vedas,
and to further insist that the only reason he heralded the primacy of ritual was because of his
concern for the many who cannot see beyond objects, agents, and actions to the ultimate unity of
brahman.

The final aspect is to note that conciliation is only the first of two movements in the
expansion of the Vedanta mandala; the second is the expression of Mandana Misra’s fealty,
whereby the Mimamsa school of Vedic hermeneutics is conclusively subordinated to the
Vedanta school. According to the logic of universal conquest, it is not enough that each rival be
subdued for the newly constituted dominion to hold; the conqueror must absorb the conquered
into the logic of the empire. In the transposition of this logic to the ascent to supremacy of
Advaita Vedanta, absorption consists in bringing the defeated opponent into ideological
alignment with the hegemonic view. Thus, Sankara’s exchange with Mandana has a rhetorically
salient emotional arc: Mandana, at first dejected at the devastation of the ideological structure
[Mimamsa or Vedic ritualism] undergirding his life, is persuaded of Mimamsa’s irrefutable
alignment with Advaita Vedanta in serving the ultimate human ends. Thus persuaded,
Mandana’s spirits are lifted in realizing that what he has heretofore valued and practiced is part
of the same single Vedic tradition as Advaita Vedanta. There is no contradiction between the two
systems; with this happy realization, Mandana is ready to renounce his former identity of Vedic
ritualist and take up samnydsa. At the impersonal level of doctrine, the discussion follows the arc
of arguments presented in chapter one and two, which is to say that it provides an answer to the

question, who ultimately speaks for the Veda: Mimamsa or Vedanta?
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In chapters one and two, where I analyzed the introductions to the Vedic commentaries, I
showed that the scholars of Srigeri were able to harmonize the seemingly disparate ends that
Mimamsa and Vedanta ascribe to the Vedas by arranging them hierarchically, with ritual
ultimately superseded by knowledge. In this case, that very same discussion is brought to life by
the dramatis personae: Mandana Misra, Sankara, and Jaimini. Although Mandana has
acknowledged the resolution of the discord between Mimamsa and Vedanta, and has accepted
the supremacy of the Vedanta telos, he is nevertheless perturbed by what his assent entails: that
Jaimini, the promulgator of the Mimamsa system of Vedic hermeneutics, must have been either a
fraud or ignorant. Sankara takes this opportunity to show Mandana that Jaimini was neither a
fraud nor ignorant, but that his attention to ritual — as the end of the Veda — can be explained by
the same hierarchical arrangement of ritual and knowledge (Mimamsa and Vedanta) that I have
detailed above. Thus, Jaimini’s statements, seemingly contradicted by the conclusions of
Vedanta, are provisionally efficacious, even if ultimately false. Ritual, which on Jaimini’s
interpretation of the Vedas is the highest human end, is useful to the larger normative framework
that the Advaita Vedantins of Srigeri monastery promulgate, since it is an important step — for
the typical householder — toward reaching the highest end of the Vedas: liberation.

Although Sankara’s synthesis of Mimamsa and Vedanta follows the synthesis of the two
systems proposed in the Vedic commentaries, his interpretation of Jaimini’s positions is
strikingly different than prior interpretations. Indeed, as I show, his rehabilitation of Jaimini as a
Vedantin requires an impressive interpretive sleight of hand, a normative, contextual reading of
Jaimini that leaves behind his words and seizes upon his spirit. There are two issues that
Jaimini’s Mimamsasiitra raises for Mandana; first, that ritual is the ultimate meaning of the

Veda, and second, that the Veda has no creator.
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Reading Beyond the Lines

To quell Mandana’s doubts and rehabilitate Jaimini, Sankara purports to tell him what
was in Jaimini’s heart (hrdayam muneh), the words of his aphorisms (sitras) notwithstanding.
Although from the Jaiminisiitras we may reasonably infer that Jaimini intended ritual to be the
telos of the Vedic corpus, in reality (according to Sarkara), the sage affirmed this view only
because of the limitations of his audience. In this respect, Sankara evinces pastoral care, the
interest that a model teacher takes in understanding the nature of an adherent’s errors and the
pedagogical techniques that the teacher (or the institution of the matha) adopts to guide the
student toward the right path. There are two interpretive techniques that Sankara, albeit without
explicitly referring to them, has invoked in this explanation of Jaimini’s real views:

a. Skill-in-Means (upayakausalya). Typically ascribed to the Buddha, this is the skill
that religious leaders (in this example, Jaimini) possesses to modify their message to
comport with the dispositions or abilities of their audiences. According to this
hermeneutic principle, every single pronouncement of a teacher ought not be
evaluated according to a single criterion of truth. Rather, different utterances have
different goals, depending upon their audience. In our example, Jaimini, though he
knew in his heart that the ultimate import of the Veda is brahman, nevertheless taught
that ritual action is the ultimate import of the Veda because he was aware of the
spiritual deficiencies of his audience. He thus conceived of an indirect means -- ritual
— of directing his followers to this ultimate goal.

b. Ultimate truth vs. Conventional truth (paramarthasat and samvrtisat or

vyavaharasat). A principle used to great effect by Sankara in his commentary on the
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Brahmasiitras, this hermeneutic principle, closely related to the principle of
updyakiisalya, postulates that there are two levels of truth, the conventionally true and
the ultimately true. Thus, disparate — often contradictory — statements belonging to a
single source can be harmonized by claiming that they relate to the two distinct levels
of truth. Here, Sankara is suggesting that Jaimini’s teachings are conventionally true,
and therefore effective, even if — from the perspective of ultimate truth — they are
judged to be erroneous.

Sankara seizes upon the very same hinge that the author of Vedic commentaries uses to
link ritual to gnosis: the performance of ritual generates a desire to know (vividisa) brahman in
the heart of a ritualist householder. Indeed, he quotes the same Vedic statement that forms the
basis for this interpretive move in the Vedic commentaries: “The Brahmins desire to know this
very one [brahman] through reciting the Vedas, sacrifice, donation, austerities, and fasting (tam
etam vedanuvacanena brahmand vividisanti yajiiena danena tapasa-nasakena).” This desire to
know (vividisa) brahman matures into a disenchantment with being trapped in the cycle of
rebirth (samsara) and makes one yearn for liberation (mumuksu). Thus, Jaimini’s statements
regarding ritual and dharma must be construed in this larger soteriological framework.

Mandana, unconvinced, raises his doubts by paraphrasing an aphorism (sitra) from the
Jaiminisitras that states, unequivocally, that only the injunctive statements (those that enjoin a

ritual agent to perform some Vedic rite) of the Veda are independently meaningful and valid.”

%5 For a full explication of this position, see chapter one of this dissertation. The following is a summary. This is a
paraphrase of the first siitra of the second pada [chapter] of the first adhyaya [book] of Jaimini’s Mimamsasutras.
This chapter deals with those statements of the Vedas that do not directly enjoin ritual action (an example of an
injunctive statement being, “The one who desires heaven should perform the jyotistoma rite””). The question that
these non-injunctive statements (for instance, the Vedic statement “The grass-bundle is the sacrificer” is an example
of a non-injunctive Vedic statement) raise for Mimamsa is: if the Veda is a valid instrument of knowledge, and if
Mimamsa stipulates that only injunctive statements of the Veda are meaningful, are we to suppose that a very large
majority of the Vedic corpus is meaningless? As one would imagine, the answer is no. Rather, the way that these
seemingly meaningless statements are rendered meaningful is by appending them to some clearly injunctive
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Yet the mahavakyas of Vedanta are declarative statements that are not injunctive in nature. For
instance, fat tvam asi, “You are that [Brahman].” Working within the Mimamsa hermeneutic
frame, we should thus consider these statements to be meaningful only if they can be appended
to some injunctive statement. But this is unimaginable, as Mandana objects next, for Brahman is
the eternally existent reality that cannot be brought into being or realized by performing some
ritual action (for, if it were capable of being brought into existence, it would cease to be eternal).
Therefore, Sankara must maintain that the Jaiminisitras conceal Jaimini’s actual position
regarding the ultimate import of the Veda.

This is rather a striking interpretive choice, but it has precedents. Indeed, we have
evidence that this line of argumentation had some currency in sixteenth-century South India. In
his short essay, Piurvottara-mimamsa-vada-naksatramald (The Milky Way of Discourses on
Mimamsa and Vedanta), the sixteenth-century polymath, Appayya Diksita, presented and
rejected the argument that Jaimini hid his understanding of Brahman in the Mimamsasiitra.
While it is difficult to pin down Appayya Diksita’s personal theological commitments,”® T am
interested merely to adduce the argument below to show that it circulated in the period during
which the Sankaradigvijaya was composed. It suffices, for the purposes of this chapter, to show

that the notion that Jaimini concealed his true intentions enjoyed wider circulation than just the

statement. For instance, Sabara’s commentary considers the Brahmana statement: “Prajapati removed the stomach-
fat from himself.” How should we understand this statement of [mythic] fact? It is quite clear that this statement
does not enjoin any ritual action. Nor could we possibly think that these statements enjoin one to imitate Prajapati’s
actions! Rather, according to Mimamsa, this statement is meaningful only when it is appended to an injunctive
statement [in this case: The one who desires progeny or cattle, should offer a hornless he-goat to Prajapati]. Once it
has been appended to an injunctive statement, such a statement can be construed as an arthavada, a statement that
encourages a ritualist to perform the ritual enjoined by the injunctive statements. But, such a division of the Vedic
corpus presents problems for the Advaita Vedantin, since many of the most salient statements — from the Upanisads
— that provide knowledge of brahman are not injunctive (for instance, the paradigmatic Vedantin statement, tat tvam
asi or ““You are that [brahman]”).

% For more on this topic, see Yigal Bronner, “A Renaissance Man in Memory: Appayya Diksita Through the Ages,”
Journal of Indian Philosophy 44, no. 1 (March 2016).
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Sankaradigvijaya. Appayya Diksita’s essay is a refutation of the proposition that Mimamsa and
Vedanta constitute a single hermeneutic system, unified in its interpretive telos. Typical of the
genre of theoretical writing, there is a proponent of unity of the two schools (the prima facie
view or the piirvapaksin) and a proponent of discontinuity between the two schools (the

conclusive view or the siddhantin). The proponent of discontinuity broaches the subject:

Were brahman the object of Jaimini’s proposed examination of dharma, one
would have expected the examination of brahman to occur at the beginning of his
work, but we do not find that to be the case. Nor is it possible to suppose that the
great sage wanted to undertake an examination of brahman but was somehow
impeded from doing so, or simply forgot. This is a sage who analyzed the whole
field of ritual action — its true nature, the sources of knowledge about it, the means
of attaining it, and the end-results of doing so — in the Treatise of Twelve Chapters
[i.e., the Mimamsasiitra], and who, noticing that certain interpretive principles
used in that text were not explicitly given in sitra form, produced the
Samkarsanakanda as a supplement to the Treatise in order to gather these
principles together. How then are we to suppose that he either was impeded from

examining, or just plain forgot to examine brahman?’

The proponent of discontinuity between Mimamsa and Vedanta has raised an objection
that is closely related to Mandana’s concerns, namely, were one to hold that Jaimini’s
Mimamsasiitra advances a hermeneutic system that teaches Brahman, then one must explain
Jaimini’s silence on the matter, especially since Jaimini is punctilious in dealing with all matters

of ritual and dharma, no matter how marginal they may appear to us. Thus, the proponent of

°7 Sheldon Pollock, “The Meaning of Dharma and the the Relationship of the Two Mimamsas: Appayya Diksita’s

’Discourse on the Refutation of a Unified Knowledge System of Pirvamimamsa and Uttaramimamsa,” Journal of
Indian Philosophy 32 (2004): 769-811. Pg. 774.
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discontinuity suggests, as Mandana at first contemplates, that the Mimamsa analysis of narrative
or praise statements of the Vedas (arthavada, i.e. statements that are not independently
meaningful, but must be appended to some injunctive statement to be dependently meaningful)
must apply equally to the Vedanta statements from the Upanisads, since these statements that tell
us about the nature of brahman are no different in form than those narrative or praise statements
that are found in the Brahmana texts.

To this, the proponent of unity of Mimamsa and Vedanta responds with the following:

“It is true that the premises of validity and the doubt about the lack of validity of
non-action passages (on the grounds that they would be purposeless) would seem
to apply equally to discourses concerning brahman. But whereas Jaimini
enunciated an argument for validity with respect to narrative portions that are
supplementary to commandments of ritual action — namely, that they have their
purposefulness precisely through such supplementation -- he hid his intention
with regard to the discourses on brahman, and did not openly broach the
argument for validity [that he really did believe, namely] that these have intrinsic
(svata eva) validity, irrespective of their supplementing commandments of ritual
action, because their object is brahman, which in itself is the supreme human

9908

goal.

To clarify the proponent of unity’s argument: he concedes that it is true that Jaimini has
devised a robust hermeneutic arsenal to deal with narrative statements that are not injunctive and
therefore, according to the cardinal hermeneutic rule of Mimamsa, are independently
meaningless. They are accorded their meaning (“purposefulness” or “validity”) by being

appended to injunctive statements (or as “supplementary to commandments of ritual action”).

% Pollock, 782.
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Now, as the proponent of discontinuity has pointed out, those narrative statements appear no
different, prima facie, from those statements, singled out by Vedantins, that convey the nature of
brahman. So why shouldn’t the rule regarding the narrative statements apply to these Vedanta
statements? Because, claims the proponent of unity, Jaimini “hid his intention with regard to the
discourses on brahman, and did not openly broach the argument for validity [that he did believe,
namely] that these have intrinsic (svata eva) validity, irrespective of ritual action because their
object is brahman, which in itself is the supreme human goal.” In other words, though Jaimini
did not articulate a different hermeneutic to interpret the “discourses on brahman,” we should
nevertheless presume that he intended that there be a distinct set of principles to deal with those
statements of fact other than those applied by Mimamsa to narrative and praise statements. This
is the essence of the argument Sankara offers, as an olive branch, to Mandana. Appayya
Diksita’s proponent of discontinuity between Mimamsa and Vedanta is less charitable to this

specious argument from silence:

“It is ridiculous to assume that Jaimini, after having resolved doubts about the
authoritativeness of some discourses not concerned with action, should have
‘hidden his intention’ with respect to other similar discourses [i.e. those of the
Upanisads] ... Now, how are we to believe that the same man proposed an
analysis of the means of knowing dharma, in common with [in your view] an
analysis of the means of knowing brahman, and raised certain doubts about the
authoritativeness [of some discourses on dharma] because of their apparent
purposelessness — something common also to those narrative portions of the
Vedanta section that are concerned with brahman — but only resolved the doubts
about the narrative portions that are supplementary to action, and not those related

to the narrative portions of the Vedanta that are concerned with brahman? Why
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would anyone who understands the principles of interpretation (nyayavid) place

trust in such empty speculation?”*’

Appayya Diksita, a scholar with a penchant for sniffing out cases of intellectual fraud,'®
has, in this exchange, captured what must have circulated as a plausible basis for claiming that
the two systems of Vedic hermeneutics — Mimamsa and Vedanta, also known as Pirvamimamsa
and Uttaramimamsa respectively— constituted a single hermeneutic system, wherein the human
end aspired to by Vedanta (brahman) occupied a higher position in the hierarchy than the ends
commended by Mimamsa (dharma). The fact that Appayya considers this to be an argument that
required dismantling rather than dismissal is an indication that the solution to Jaimini’s
intransigence that Sankara proffers gained wider currency than just this text.

To return to the Sarikaradigvijaya, Sankara has, with his claims to Jaimini’s hidden
intentions, contrived to rescue Jaimini from the ignominy to which his explicitly stated views
condemn him (on the Vedanta interpretation of the Veda). And lest Sankara’s arguments not be
cause enough for Mandana to be mollified, his conversion to Advaita Vedanta is eased
considerably by Jaimini appearing to him in his thoughts.!%! Jaimini reassures Mandana by
corroborating Sankara’s version of events, “saying, ‘Wise one! Listen to the commentator

[Sankara] and abandon this doubt! Whatever this king of ascetics has stated as the essence of my

% Pollock, 783.

100 See, for instance, his broadsides against the canonicity of many of Madhva’s claims, as recorded in Valerie
Stoker, “Conceiving the Canon in Dvaita Vedanta: Madhva’s Doctrine of ‘All Sacred Lore.,”” Numen 51, no. 1
(2004): 47-77. Pg. 71

101 Though he [Mandana] understood [Jaimini’s] intention, still, nagged by the traces of doubt, he [Mandana]
reached Jaimini in his heart in order to understand him [Jaimini] through his words, and the one who was
remembered [Jaimini] appeared in the scholar’s thoughts.

viditasayo 'pi parivarti-manag-visayah sa jaiminim avapa hrda |

avagantum asya vacasapi punah sa ca samsmrtah savidham apa kaveh ||

Vidyaranya, Sarikaradigvijaya, 347.
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suitra corpus is indeed true; it is not otherwise. He knows not just the essence of my corpus, but
similarly [the essence] of all revelation and science. He alone knows the past, the present and the
future; there is no other like him.”!%?

Reassured by Jaimini’s testimony and the revelation that Sankara is an incarnation of
Siva, Mandana submits to Vedanta supremacy unreservedly, pledging his allegiance to the cause
of reviving Vedic authority by propagating Sankara’s commentary. He disavows the limited

wisdom of other teachers, seeks forgiveness for past errors, and offers fealty.!% And, salient to

our discussion, he praises Sarnkara’s teachings in the language of royal praise [prasasti]:

Your captivating [teachings] are garlanded by a flow of flowers that are your
pearls of wisdom, strung together by the strands of your thought, removing, at
once, with its growing radiance, the darkness of ignorance. The wise are
contented, for what finer ornament is there for the erudite, o best of ascetics? The
beautiful goddess of learning [Vidya] herself prefers them, shunning the gods led
by Indra.!%4

192 avadac ca Synv iti sa bhasya-krti prajahahi samsayam imam sumate |

yvad avocado esa mama sitra-tater hrdayam tad eva mama naparathd ||

na mamaiva veda hrdayam yami-rad api tu Sruteh sakala-sastra-tateh |

yvad abhiid bhavisyati bhavat tad api hy ‘ayam eva veda na tatha tv itarah ||
There is some irony in Jaimini, a Mimamsaka, accepting omniscience, a position railed against by Kumarila Bhatta.
Vidyaranya, 348.

103 O remover of the world’s distress, ocean of compassion! Please forgive me my past errors, which I stated out of
ignorance of your unimaginable majesty. And although Kapila (the founder of Sankhya), Aksapada (the founder of
Nyaya) and Kanabhuj (the founder of Vaisesika) are among the foremost of men of unlimited intellect they were
deceived; how could anyone but Sankara (a partial incarnation of the highest Siva) be capable of articulating the
principles of resolving the status of the Veda?

Jjagad-arti-hann anavagamya purd mahimanam idrsam acintyam aham |

tava yatpuro’ bruvam asampratam apy akhilam ksamasva karuna-jala-dhe ||

kapilaksapada-kanabhuk-pramukha api moham tyur amita-pratibhah |

Sruti-bhava-nirnaya-vidhay itarah prabhavet katham para-sivamsam rte ||

Vidyaranya, 351.

104 cinta-samtana-tantu-grathita-nava-bhavat-siikti-mukta-phalaughair
udyad-vaisadya-sadyah-parihrta-timirair harino harino’ mr |
santah santosavanto yati-vara kim ato mandanam panditanam
vidya hrdya svayam tan sata-makha-mukharan varayanti vrnite ||

325



May the wise gain ever more contentment through your fame, burnished by your
teachings, and through it may all the scoundrels retreat into delusion, like owls
[driven away] by the luster of the sun. [May]'%> we, our doomed internal [gloom]
falling away, transformed by submitting to the noble and steadfast Sri Sankara, be

submerged in the boundless ocean of everlasting bliss.!%

These verses invoke the standard tropes of court poetry, but they transpose those tropes to
praise Sankara’s teachings and their salutary soteriological effect upon the universe of lost souls.
Composed in the ornate sragdhard meter, the verses characterize Sankara’s teachings much as a
court poet would characterize the virtues of a monarch. His teachings are likened to a garland of
fresh flowers, an adornment that dispels the gloom of ignorance and renders its wearers, the
followers of Sankara, more desirable to the beautiful lady, the goddess of learning, than the gods
themselves. Similarly, the second verse invokes a trope much beloved of poets: imperishable,
blazing fame, which likewise extirpates the ignoble and pleases the virtuous, who are able to
bask in the blazing glory of Sankara’s fame. This is not mere praise of Sankara, but praise of the
pastoral care that he, and the matha as an extension, evinces for their adherents. It is a paean to
the guru who tirelessly toils to save his flock from drowning in the deep waters of samsaric

existence.

105 On the commentator’s recommendation: nimagna bhavama iti yojana | “The construction is ‘May we be
submerged’.”

196 santah samtosa-posam dadhatu tava krtamndaya-sobhair yasobhih
sauralokair ulitka iva nikhila-khala moham aho vahantu |
dhira-sri-Sankararya-pranati-parinati-bhrasyad-antar-duranta
dhvantah santo vayam tu pracura-nijananda-sindhau nimagnah ||

Vidyaranya, Sarkaradigvijaya, 355.

326



With this effusive praise for Sankara’s ambitions for universal dominion, Mandana Misra
renounces his home, his possessions and his marriage, and enters the order of ascetics as

Sankara’s foremost pupil.

With the Victor Goes Sri

The foregoing analysis illustrates the form of digvijaya that poet employs to depict
Sankara’s progress; Vedanta’s steady march to universal dominion begins with winning at home
against the other representative of the Veda, Mimamsa. With this triumph, Sankara establishes
the hegemony of Advaita Vedanta in this unified Vedic order, and simultaneously finds a place
for Mimamsa and Vedic ritual in the overarching normative framework that this brand of
Advaita Vedanta imposes. This episode further illustrates the manner in which the digvijaya is
employed to structure the narrative arc of the poem. The confrontation between Sankara and
Mandana bears all the hallmarks of an idealized encounter between an imperial ruler and a rival.
First, the discrete stages of the encounter — hostile exchange, substantive conflict, conciliation,
and consensual ascent — mimic the idealized stages of an imperial ruler’s progress. Second, as in
narratives of martial digvijayas, defeat entails the loss of one’s sovereignty: the subjugated is
obligated, even if symbolically, to relinquish autonomy. Their material possessions are ceded to
the sovereign, as instruments to extend the sovereign’s dominion. In the case of martial
digvijayas, this would encompass the collection of revenue from, or having control over the
armed forces maintained by, the vassal. In our case, on the other hand, Mandana renounces his
social self. Ironically, despite Sankara’s claim that remaining a householder amounts to suicide,

renunciation, especially as it is described in the normative texts, entails the ritual death of one’s
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social self. In renouncing his domestic identity, Mandana takes up his new identity as an
instrument for the advancement of Sankara’s teachings.

As the coup de grace, Mandana’s social death entails widowhood for his wife
Ubhayabharati, but here too the poem deftly transposes the most potent symbolic trope of the
digvijaya in which the monarch takes with him, as a spoil of war, the tutelary deity of the
subjugated, or indeed takes as his own wife the wife or daughter of the chastened rival. The icon
and the wife symbolize the power and majesty (s77) of the subjugated, and in acquiring it the
monarch accrues to himself and his dominion the political power that lies in that subjugated
region (mandala).

Richard Davis, following Inden’s lead, has explored this trope which came to inform the
practice of stealing images and icons of tutelary deities from the temples of vanquished enemies
and installing these in one’s own country. He writes: “Over and over, Indian inscriptions refer to
a repertoire of symbolic objects as primary targets of royal appropriation...suggesting their
metonymic participation in the king’s sovereignty.”!?” Therefore, the expropriation of the symbol
of a rival’s sovereignty implied the absorption of that rival into the victor’s sphere of power.!%8
“In medieval India, appropriating the signs of imperial sovereignty was a crucial part of what

Ronald Inden calls an ‘imperial formation.””'% Indeed, institutions like the matha, which were in

107 Richard H. Davis, Lives of Indian Images (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1999), 62 — 63

108 For a temporally and spatially proximate example of this, consider the following inscription from Mysore dated
to 1513: “While the maha-rajadhiraja, raja-paramesvara, lord of the four oceans, Vira-maharaya was ruling the
kingdom of the world...Vi§vamirti-Guru-Raya having brought the Visvesvara-linga, which came from Kasf, to the
Kavert and set it up in Srirar'lgapura, which is in Malange, in the Hadinada-venthe on the south side of the Kaveri,
which is the Southern Varanasi, in the Hoysana country — made a grant of lands to provide for all worship and
ceremonies of that Vi§ve§vara-linga. B. Lewis Rice, Inscriptions in the Mysore District, vol. 3 (Bangalore: Mysore
Government Central Press, n.d.). Pg. 75

199 Davis, 74
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receipt of gifts from a variety of different patrons (some of whom may have been in conflict with
each other), recognized the symbolic power of these gifts and attempted to preempt their
destruction. Thus, an inscription from 1432 condemns the destruction of a gift made by a
predecessor or rival: “Even an enemy’s gift is to be protected with care. The enemy alone is
hostile; his gift is not hostile to anybody.”!!? In the Mandana-Sankara confrontation,
Ubhayabharati is the most potent symbol of Mandana’s status as householder. Sankara’s
assertion of his control over her fate is therefore as definitive, and royal, a proclamation of his
subjugation of Mandana-the-householder as one could imagine.

As for conciliation and agreement through marriage, Kalhana’s Rajatarangini
characterizes the princess given in marriage to conclude the Kashmiri king Jayapida’s digvijaya
as royal fortune [$77] personified. Jayanta, the king of Paundravardhana, a vassal kingdom to the
five kings of Gauda [Bengal], “made that prince [Jayapida] who was bound to enjoy prosperity
[kalyana], accept the hand of Kalyanadevi [the princess], as if it were the royal fortune [sr1],
which he had previously abandoned. He (Jayapida) showed there his valour by defeating, even
without preparation, the five Gauda chiefs, and by making his father-in-law sovereign... Then at
the request of this minister [Devasarman], he set out thence towards his own country, leading in
front the Goddess of Royal Victory [jayasri], and behind those two beautiful-eyed ones.”!!!

In this rather concise narrative excerpt, a number of important facets of the logic of
imperial formation are disclosed. First, upon hearing of the presence of the itinerant Kashmiri
king Jayapida in his city, Jayanta, the chieftain of Paundravardhana, resolves to marry his

daughter, Kalyanadev1 to the king. This seemingly innocuous alliance is in fact a rather daring

10 Satrunapi krtodharmah palaniyah prayatnatah Satrur eva hi Satrub syad dharmah Satrur na kasyacit|
“Annual Report of the Mysore Archaeological Department,” 1933, 171.

M Aurel Stein, Kalhana'’s Rajatarangint, vol. 1 (Westminster: Archibald Constable and Company, 1900). Pg. 163
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gambit that Jayanta hopes will elevate his status from a petty chieftain, under the control of the
five chiefs, to the ruler of Gauda (Bengal). Jayanta knows that in striking this alliance, he is
relinquishing his sovereign power to Jayapida, but he hopes that in ceding his sovereignty to the
king of Kashmir he himself will become king of Gauda. Jayanta, unprovoked by Jayapida,
submits to his authority, spurred on by the elevation in status that such submission will bring.
Further, the alliance upends, even if implicitly, the feudal authority of the five chiefs of Gauda
and places Jayanta within the expanding imperium of Kashmir.

Indeed, Jayapida obliges his father-in-law by promptly defeating the five Gauda chiefs
and making Jayanta sovereign. Then Jayapida, his digvijaya concluded, heads to Kashmir with
his royal retinue led by the goddess of Victory, with his two wives (one of them being the
princess Kalyanadevi) bringing up the rear. We are never told if the goddess Victory’s presence
at the head of his entourage is figurative or if she is materially instantiated in an icon, but as I
have noted above, the expropriation of a subordinated ruler’s tutelary deity was a potent symbol
of victory.!!?

The fate of Mandana Misra’s wife Ubhayabharati (Sarasvati) conforms to this particular
digvijaya trope of the victor expropriating the most potent symbol of his vassal’s power. Upon
Mandana Misra’s defeat in a debate with Sankara, Ubhayabharati revealed her divine identity
and resolved to return to her heavenly home. But Sankara stopped her, saying, “Mother! When 1,

preeminent among your devotees, give you permission to go, then, you may go home.”!!3

12 For, instance, in the Rajatarargini, Jayapida’s grandfather, Lalitaditya had assassins kill the king of Gauda, to
whom Lalitaditya had been granted surety of safe passage to Kashmir with the icon of Visnu called the
Parihasake$ava. When the Gauda king’s servants learned of Lalitaditya’s perfidy, they travelled covertly to Kashmir
where they sought to destroy the Parihasakesava icon. They failed to so, mistaking a statue of Ramasvamin for the
tutelary deity, but they nevertheless ground that icon to dust. Ibid, 153. Cf. Richard Davis, Lives of Indian Images
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1997). Pp 83 — 84.

13 vrgja janani tada tvam bhaktacidamanis te nijapadam anudasyamy’ abhyanujiiam yadaitum |
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Ubhayabharati, seeking a way to delay Sarkara’s victory, then herself challenged him to a
debate. Reasoning that, as a life-long celibate ascetic, Sankara would be ignorant of the art and
science of the erotic,!!* Ubhayabharati challenges him to a debate on that very topic.

This occasions a narrative digression. Sankara asks for a month to prepare himself. He
uses his yogic powers to inhabit the body of a recently deceased king, Amaruka, who awakens
from his post-mortem state and resumes his rule. The assumption of Amaruka’s body by an
enlightened soul, such as Sankara, transforms the kingdom, overnight, into a Land of Cockaigne.
In the meantime, Sankara, ensconced in the harem, learns the ins and outs of the science of sex.
He returns after a month to finally take up Ubhayabharati’s challenge. She greets him by
acknowledging his true identity — a partial incarnation of the god Siva — and once more declares
her intention to return to heaven: “‘I will assuredly return to my original home. Therefore, o
worthy one! you should permit me to do so.” Seeing that the goddess, who had addressed him
thus, had disappeared using her yogic powers, the commentator (Sankara) said to her, ''* “My
lady, I know that you are Brahma’s beloved wife, and Siva’s sister; the foremost deity of speech;
though pure consciousness, you have assumed many forms, such as Laksmi, to protect the
universe.!'® You attract the good; therefore, you must remain, bearing the name Sarada, in those
sacred spaces that I have designated — such as the hermitage of Rsyasriga [Srigeri] — teaching

the ends that are sought.”!!”

114 The text refers to the topic as madanagama (the teaching of passion) [9.67]; the essence of the science taught by
the wielder of flower-weapons (kusumastrasastrahrdaya) and the arts of the flower-bowman (puspadhanvanah kalah)
[9.68]

1S adavatmyam dhama kamam prayasyamy’ arhasy’ accham mam anujiiatum arhan |

ity’ amantrya’ntarhitam yogasaktya pasyandevim bhasyakarta babhase ||

16 janami tvam devi devasya dhatur bharyam istam astamiirteh sagarbhyam |
vacam adyam devatam visvaguptyai cinmatram apy’attalaksmyadiripam ||

W7 tasmad asmatkalpitesv arcyamana sthanesu tvam Saradakhya disant |
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The Sarnkaradigvijaya combines these two symbolic roles — icon and consort — in its
depiction of Ubhayabharati’s fate. On the one hand, Sankara’s command that Ubhayabharati
preside over his monastery at Srigeri in the form of Sarada points to the presence of a popular
temple to and an elaborate ritual worship of the goddess at the monastery. In his ethnographic
study of the followers of Srngeri, Sawai gives us a taste of the official line on the absorption of
the worship of the goddess Sarada into a Vedantin monastery, a position that is similar to the
absorption of Vedic ritual into the broader theological architecture of Advaita Vedanta. Sawai
recorded the jagadguru’s (abbot’s) views on Sarada: “May SrT Sarada shower Her choicest
Blessings on one and all who are overpowered by Her invincible Maya and are compelled to live
a worldly life. By worshipping Her with intense devotion may all conquer moha [delusion] and
attain the supreme enlightenment or Divya Jiiana [divine knowledge] which is the summum
bonum of all existence.”'' Even in this modern-day articulation of Sarada’s role in the Vedanta
ideology of the monastery, the guru of the matha emphasizes that the ritual worship of the
goddess, in her embodied form, is meant only for those who, “overpowered by Her invincible
Maya” [illusion] “are compelled to live a worldly life.” Thus, Sarada takes on a role that is
similar to Jaimini’s in guiding those who are consigned to samsara to find their way to the path
of liberation (moksa).

On the other hand, in the poem, Ubhayabharati is not an icon; she is Mandana Misra’s
wife. And, following his defeat at the hands of Sankara, Ubhayabharati, despite being a goddess,
is not free to do as she pleases. As Sankara reminds her, “When, I, preeminent among your

devotees, give you permission to go, then, you may go home.” Indeed, when the time comes, and

istan arthan rsyasrngadikesu ksetresv’ assva praptasatsamnidhand ||

18 Yoshitsugu Sawai, The Faith of Ascetics and Lay Smartas: A Study of the Sarnkaran Tradition of Srigeri (Vienna:
De Nobili, 1992). Pg. 79.
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she pleads with him to let her leave the earthly realm, he presses her to serve as the symbol of the
supremacy of his theology over Mimamsa. In this regard, she is comparable to the two ladies at
either end of Jayapida’s homeward-bound royal train: Jaya, the glory of victory [jayasri], leading
the retinue, and Kalyanadevi, the royal glory [sri] of the vassal king Jayanta. As the goddess of
learning, Ubhayabharati is the symbol of Sankara’s progress, which culminates in his ascension,
at the end of the poem, to the throne of omniscience. And, as a symbol of his theological
dominion, she takes center stage in the space that is analogous to the royal court, in the temple,
where she is accorded the privileges of her position as the queen. Indeed, an inscription from
Mysore district in Karnataka from 1129 uses the very same trope to praise the famed erudition of
the Jaina teacher Vadiraja. Framed as a plea for benefaction (marngala), the inscription states:
“May these loud shouts for help of the ancient sage (i.e. Brahma) protect you:- ‘The sage,
Vadiraja, now, with eagerness, takes Sarasvati away from my side, though she is firmly attached
to me through long association. Ah! Ah! Look! Look! Is this the way of ascetics?’”!!* As the
Sankaradigvijaya makes clear, stealing Brahma’s wife Sarasvati is the way of Sankara, the

emperor of ascetics.

Raising the Banner of the One True Vedanta

The foregoing analysis has provided a structural analysis of the pivotal episode of the
Sankaradigvijaya, in order to compare it to the traditional structure of a digvijaya narrative. In
the next section, I adduce verses from the Sarnkaradigvijaya that employ the martial language
and tropes of the traditional digvijaya. I compare these verses with excerpts from inscriptions

drawn from the immediate temporal and geographic context, but predating the text. In adducing

119 Mysore (India: State). and Rice, Epigraphia Carnatica, 7:30.
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those experts, I intend to show that the Sarikaradigvijaya did not innovate in applying to a
religious leader the martial trope of the digvijaya. Rather, Jain inscriptions, memorializing the
religious exploits of Jain teachers, ought to be recognized as the root of this powerful means of
representing religious authority. Through this brief comparative engagement, I wish merely to
suggest and demonstrate that the trope of monastic governmentality that I have identified and
analyzed in this corpus predates these particular materials.

The following verses from the fifteenth canto of the Sanikaradigvijaya illustrate that
aspect of the digvijaya wherein the martial accomplishments of a triumphant conquering king are
rendered in the ornate language of ka@vya. As I show in detail, these verses render Sankara’s
encounter with the partisans of rival schools of thought in the martial rhetoric of digvijaya
literature. To examine these verses in their context, I provide comparable excerpts from two
sources: Jain inscriptions from Mysore district in Karnataka predating (in most cases) our text,
celebrating the religious exploits of Jain teachers; and inscriptions of royal encomia from
Karnataka from around the same period as the text.

Let us begin with a citation from the Sankaradigvijaya:

15.167: When commencement [of the strife] was signaled by the beating of the
Kahala drum, the Materialists [lokayata] fled, and the atom-eaters [the
Vaisesikas] were blinded by the dust kicked up by the army. The Sankhyas were
not inclined to fight,'?° and after fighting, when those others had fled, the

120 The reading here, as acknowledged by the commentator, is rather problematic. The translation reflects the
commentator’s preferred reading ‘dhrta asankhyadhih where asankhyadhih is understood as a thought [dhi] which
was free of conflict [either sankhyabhavasya dhih or dhih yasyam sankhya na vartate]. Nevertheless, according to
the commentator, asankhyadhih with a instead of a is an infelicitous reading that should be disregarded.
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followers of Yoga, all at once, ran off with them. What crafty word-warrior
remains on earth to face the sage [Sankara]?'2!

15.168: Previously a clamor of drums had arisen when Sankara, the great emperor
of ascetics [restrainers of speech] had defeated Mandana -- a defeat that was
fierce and made dearer by the striking of a wager. From that clamor arose a
resounding echo that at present blazes like a forest fire among the forests that are

the ears of the speakers of perverse doctrines.!??

A sentiment very similar to that expressed in praise of Sankara is attributed to the famed Jaina
teacher Samantabhadra, as recorded in an inscription from Mysore district in Karnataka from

1129. This part of the inscription recounts Samantabhadra’s to king Chandraprabha:

“At first I beat the drum within the city of Pataliputra, afterwards in the country of
Malava, Sindhu and Thakka, at Kanchipiira, and at Vaidisa. I have now arrived at
Karahataka, which is full of soldiers, rich in learning and crowded (with people).
Desirous of disputation, your majesty, I exhibit the sporting of a tiger. When the
disputant Samantabhadra stands in thy court, your majesty, even the tongue of
Dhiirjati (Siva), who talks clearly and skillfully, turns back quickly toward the

nape of his neck. What hope can there be for others?”!??

2! yatrarambhaja-kahala-kala-kalair lokayato vidrutah kanah kanabhujas tu sainyair ajasa samkhyair
dhrtasamkhya-dhih |

yuddhva tesu palayitesu sahasa yogah sahaivadravan ko va vadi-bhatah patur bhuvi bhaved vastum purastan
muneh ||

122 yccande pana-bandha-bandhuratare vacamyama-ksma-pateh
purvam mandana-khandane samudabhiid yo dindimadambarah ||
jatah sabda-paramparas tata imah pakhanda-durvadinam

adya srotra-tatatavisu dadhate davanala-jvalatam ||

Vidyaranya, Sarnkaradigvijaya, 597-98.

123 Mysore (India: State). and Rice, Epigraphia Carnatica. Pg. 25
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In this inscription, that predated the Sarnkaradigvijaya by more than four hundred years, the
drums of war sounds doom for the opponents of the correct view, a trope that the

Sankaradigvijaya appropriates and uses to great effect.

The next verse recounting Sankara’s battle with his rivals describes their capitulation, either

through flight or submission:

15.169 Some say that the Buddhists were roused to battled, but then, standing at
the ready momentarily, they ran. The Vaisesikas, on the other hand, promptly hid
in a corner, the Naiyayikas covered themselves in darkness. The Sankhyas, utterly
defeated, fled, and the followers of Yoga folded their arms in supplication. Who

could possibly match the lord of ascetics [Sankara] in dexterity [of argument].'2*

Compare that verse to an inscription from around 1100, praising the triumph of the Jaina teacher

Gopanandi:

O Sankhya, do not oppose but be silent; O Bhautika, do not become inflated with
pride; O wise Bauddha, do not show your head, be off, be off; O Vaishnava,
conceal yourself, conceal yourself; O sweet-tongued Charvaka, give up the pride
of the power of your speech; will the intoxicated elephant Gopanandi, the chief of
sages, tolerate your arrogance? Ah! the scent elephant Gopanandi, resplendent
like the elephants of the regions, chased away (opponents) in the paths of the six

schools of logic, so that Jaimini was stunned, the Vaiséshika tripped and fled,

124 buddho yuddha-samudyatah kila punah sthitva ksanad vidrutah
kone drak kanabhug vyaliyata tamah-stomavrto gautamah ||

_____

cakrus tasya yatisitus caturatd kenopamiyeta sa ||
Vidyaranya, Sankaradigvijaya, 598.
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Sugata [the Buddhists] stopped and stamped the seal, Akshapada [Naiyayika]
eagerly put on the bangles, the Lokayata lost his ? pride, and the Sankhya took
refuge. The clear sharp sound of the ? drum of the eloquent Gopanandi spread to

the regions, proclaiming.!?

And lest we forget the ubiquity of this rhetorical device in royal encomia of the time, let us
consider the following excerpt from an inscription dated to 1397, which proclaims the exploits of
the first ruler of the Vijayanagara empire, Bukka, who, we may recall, was present at the victory

festival (vijayotsava) at Srigeri monastery, commemorated in the inscription of 1346:

As Bukka danced round the field of battle, the ill-fated Turushkas shrunk
up, the Konkana (king) Sankaparya was filled with fear, the Andhras ran
into holes, the Gurjaras, trembling in every limb took refuge in high hills,

the Kambhojas lost their valour, the Kalingas suffered defeat.!2¢

The next verse from the Sarikaradigvijaya employs a trope that finds wide circulation in martial
digvijayas: a conquering monarch presses his fallen foes into service, specifically as bards. This
(likely symbolic) consequence connotes a subtle form of domination; it symbolizes the
humiliation of recounting one’s own defeat in praising one’s new master. The other noteworthy
facet of this verse is that it distinguishes between those rivals who, being beyond the Vedic pale,
deserve to be extirpated, and those others, the Vaisesikas for example, who, by virtue of

affirming the Vedas, deserve, much like Jaimini and Mimamsa, to be accorded a respectable

125 Mysore (India: State). and Rice, Epigraphia Carnatica. Pg 34

126 Rice, Inscriptions in the Mysore District. Pg. 93
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position within the hierarchy of Vedantin power. These two types of rivals are deserving

recipients of Sankara’s valor and compassion respectively.

15.170 Some of the word-warriors, such as the Vaisesikas, in virtue of being
Vedic, were extended the hand in battle, while others, such as the Materialists,
were, thankfully! forcefully struck down. They (the Vedic warriors) were either
firmly pressed into service [to Sankara] as bards [in his retinue] or were appointed
to his service in their own kingdoms. How wondrous the compassion or indeed

the heroism of the emperor of ascetics!!'?’

The next verse from the Sankaradigvijaya invokes the common trope of using concatenated
metaphors to characterize Sankara’s relation to his rival disputants and adherents. The metaphors

involve the elements, playing on the palliative and generative capacities of natural phenomena.

15.171 The lord of the staff-bearers'?® [Sankara] sundered the imposters' ring of
lies. Their lies were like a submarine fire to the sea of equanimity, a gale to the
clouds of truth, a new moon night to the moonlight of compassion, the luster of a
full moon night to the lotus of tranquility, a blazing forest fire to the tree of

affirmation [astikya], rain to the goose of inerrant speech.!?

127 hasta-graham grhitah katicana samare vaidika vadi-yodhah
kanadadyah pare tu prasabham abhihata hanta lokayatadyah ||
gadham bandikrtas te suciram atha punah sva-sva-rajye niyuktah
sevante tam vicitra yati-dharani-pateh suratd va daya va ||

128 The ascetics of the Saiva orders carried a single staff (and were thus called ekadandins) as opposed to the
Vaisnava ascetics who bore a triple-staff (thus, tridandin). More importantly, while the scholiasts of Srﬁgeri did
admit that some ascetics — to be precise, those belonging to the lower orders — were entitled and obligated to carry
the triple-staff, the paramahamsa samnyasins were distinguished in carrying a single staff.

129 $antyady-arnava-vadavanala-Sikha satyabhra-vatya daya
Jyotsnd-darsa-nisa 'tha santi-nalini-raka-sasankaka-dyutih |
astikya-druma-dava-pavaka-nava-jvalavali satkatha
hamsi-pravrd akhandi dandi-patind pakhanda-van-mandalr ||

Vidyaranya, Sarikaradigvijaya, 598.
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Comparable inscriptions of encomia from this particular period and place are legion. I adduce
below two examples, one in praise of a petty ruler and the other in praise of a Jaina teacher. The
first is temporally proximate to the composition of the Sarnkaradigvijaya, excerpted from an

inscription from 1641 recording the exploits of the Keladi Nayaka Venkata.

... The estimable great Venkata-bhiipati, a head-jewel of all kings; a moon
to the lotuses of the faces of hostile kings, his valour an adamantine
armour to the Karnata country, his two lotus-feet illuminated with the
crowns of prostrate kings, in truth a Hariscandra. A full moon to the line
of the famous king Keladi-Sadasiva, a lion to the elephants of opposing
kings, an ocean of treasure to the good, in wealth a Kubéra, an abode of
learning and intelligence, to the company of good poets a Bhgja, of
excellent qualities, was the king Venkata. A diamond elephant-goad to the
lusty elephants of the group of the bounding Taulava rajas, a sun to
disperse the thick darkness of the numberless Kiratas, a boundary
mountain to stop the great ocean of the Mléchchas ever seeking to
overflow the south in victorious expeditions, his arm of unequalled valour,

was the king Venkata.!3°

The rhetoric of the Sasikaradigvija is much more similar to the encomia praising the exploits of
Jaina ascetics than to the encomia composed in praise of kings. This is attested by the following

inscriptional excerpt from an 1176 inscription, in which Damanandi-munipa is praised:

“A sun to the lotus-plant/the Jaina religion, a gale to the clouds/the Naiyayikas, a
terrible thunderbolt to the mountain/the Charvakas, an Agastya to the ocean the

139 Mysore (India: State). and Rice, Epigraphia Carnatica. Vol. 7, 3.

339



Bauddhas, a lion in breaking open the head of the scent-elephant/the
Mimamsakas, Damanandi-munipa, chief of the traividyas, was resplendent on the

earth.”

The verse from the Sasikaradigvijaya is an inversion of this last verse. Sankara is depicted as
capable of putting right the world ravaged by the depredations of his rivals, whereas the Jaina
ascetic is praised, using the same metaphors, for protecting the world from the deleterious effects
of the rival schools of thought.

The following verse from the Sarnkaradigvijaya is directed against the Digambara Jains,
the sect of Jainism that flourished in Karnataka (and more generally, the western Deccan) since
roughly the 7" century. All the Jaina inscriptions adduced in this chapter come from orders
belonging to the Digambara sect. It is therefore unsurprising that the Sankaradigvijaya should
single out the Digambara for humiliation, and ultimately annihilation, not just at the hands of the
Vedantin Sankara, but similarly at the hands of the Patafijalas, the Kapalikas, the Vaisesikas and
the Carvakas. In other words, it is important for the Sarikaradigvijaya to portray the Digambara
Jains as universal losers, serving as vassal kings to a range of overlords. Nevertheless, the offices
designated for the Digambara, though appearing to be menial, in reality marked prestigious
positions in the royal retinue. Thus, the office of the spittoon-holder or door-keeper was often
reserved for the closest kinsmen or feudatory of the monarch, and such offices were often

accorded in return for an annual tribute.

15.173 The Digambara [Jaina] vassals, who were employed as mercenaries by the
Patanjalas [the followers of Yogal], as spittoon-holders by the Kapalikas, as door-

keepers by the Vaisesikas, as bards to the king of the Jainas, as well as certain
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other parvenus, blossoming buds on the branch of Carvaka materialism, were, by

the words of lord of sages [Sankara], reduced to history.!?!

A designation such as “spittoon-holder” is meant, contrary to what we may intuit, to signify the
importance of the vassals and their propinquity to their overlord. As, for instance, a Dutch visitor

to the Vijayanagara court in 1629 (then located in Velur) observed:

In this part of Carnatica one finds the three most powerful lords (mogeste
heeren) Neicqs [Nayakas] of the Carnatica kingdom, who must yearly
give as homage to the Velour crown 1,200,000 pagodas, to wit:
Vyrepanaicq [Virappa Nayaka] of Madril [Madurai] the King’s spittoon-
bearer 600,000 pagodas. Rachunatanicq of Tanjouwer [Tanjavur], the
King’s fan-bearer, under whom the trading town Nagapatan [Nagapattana]
lies, 400,000 pagodas and Christoponaicq [Krsnappa Nayaka] of Chingier
[Sriranga], the King’s betel-giver 200,000 dittos. ..it remains agreed that
their above-mentioned tasks will be always performed by three substantial
nobles (treffelijk edeleden), but that for the coronation of a legitimate

successor, they must on the first day personally perform these duties.!'*?

B1 $antanam subhatah kapalika-patad-graha-graha-vyaprtah
kanada-pratiharinah ksapanaka-ksonisa-vaitalikah

samantas 'ca digambaranvaya-bhuvas carvaka-vamsankura
navyah kecid alam munisvara-gira nitah katha-sesatam.

I thank Professor Tubb for his explication of this verse.
Vidyaranya, Sarikaradigvijaya, 599.

132 Velcheru Narayana Rao, David Dean Shulman, and Sanjay Subrahmanyam, Symbols of Substance: Court and
State in Nayaka Period Tamilnadu (Delhi: Oxford University Press, 1992). 105 — 106. For a recent inquiry into the
position of the Betel-bag bearer, see Daud Ali “The Betel-Bag Bearer in Medieval South Indian History,” in Manu
Devadevan, Clio and Her Descendants: Essays for Kesavan Veluthat (Primus, 2018).
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Before Saikara’s arrival on the scene, when the world was beset with the evils of dualist thought,
the Jains were critical functionaries in a variety of regnant religious regimes. The myth of
Advaita’s ascension dispatches the Jains to the footnotes of the glorious history of the revival of
religion that had yet to be written. The poem closes with dawning of a new age of Vedic revival,
ushered in by the ur-samnydasin Sankara and continued to this day by the matha at Srngeri. The
fifteenth, and penultimate, canto of the Sankaradigvijaya ends with the following verse,
completing the natural metaphor and comparing Sankara to the sun, cleansing the world of the

delusions of dualist doctrine.

15.174 Thus, with the cessation of dualist doctrines in all directions, he
then extended his own path of non-dualism by exorcising, daily, all
doubts, just as the sun, once the flood of darkness has receded, spreads its

own great luster.!3

Conclusion

In this chapter, I have argued that the Sarikaradigvijaya constitutes the first moment in
the formal reception history of the signal hermeneutic achievement of the fourteenth century
corpus commissioned and composed at Srigeri. The work enlivens and consummates some of
the key elements of hermeneutic innovation (what I have characterized as a monastic
governmentality) that were articulated in the earlier stratum of text. The project of Vedic

unification, through the application of a hermeneutic of assimilation through subordination, is

133 jti sakala-disasu dvaita-varta-nivrttau

svayam atha paritas tarayam advaita-vartma ||

pratidinam api kurvan sarva-samdeha-moksam

ravir iva timiraughe samprasante mahah svam ||
Vidyaranya, Sarikaradigvijaya, 599.
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completed with the dramatic subjugation of the Vedic ritual by the Vedanta. The climactic battle
of Vedic ideologies between the emperor of samnydsins, Sankara, and the arch-ritualist,
Mandana, results in Mandana’s subjugation. Consequently, Mandana assumes samnydsa as
Suresvara and becomes Sarkara’s most illustrious pupil. In the very same manner, the poem
enacts Sankara’s conquest of the religious landscape. It shows how he subjugates and assimilates
those traditions that are, essentially, congenial to the Vedas and expels those that are beyond the
pale. In thus re-making the religious landscape and ensuring the stability of the Vedic order by
founding the matha at Srrlgeri, Sankara rescues the world from the darkness of duality that the
Kali age has ushered in. This crisis was perhaps more keenly felt in the contentious historical
context of sixteenth- and seventeenth century Vijayanagara, where different Vedanta orders
proliferated. The Sankaradigvijaya served as an intervention in the dispute regarding which
order of Vedantins (Ramanujiyas, Madhvas, and Bhedabhedins finding most prominent
expression) ought to be considered the true representatives of the meaning of the Vedas. In that

contest, we may consider the Sarkaradigvijaya to be the tip of the rhetorical spear.
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Chapter 6

Sankara goes to Court

In the previous chapter I have shown how the Sankaradigvijaya employs the martial
trope of the digvijaya to bring religious order and hierarchy to a disordered religious landscape.
But the Sarkaradigvijaya is not merely a digvijaya translated into a religious register, since it
also applies the same normative framework, contrived to subordinate and regulate truculent
religious traditions, to regulate and subordinate kingship, even if the text articulates the
domination of kingship sotto voce. In other words, the domination of the monarchy is dramatized
in a different register than the domination of rival religious orders; the poem subverts the
standing of royal authority by suggesting that a king, entangled in the web of pleasure (kama),
lacks the sovereignty of the ascetic who, himself fully liberated from sociality, can discharge his
duties (dharma) dispassionately. The possibility of domination along this axis hinges on the
Sankaradigvijaya’s strategic enactment of the hierarchy of human ends (purusarthas: kama >
artha > dharma > moksa). Liberation (moksa) remains the prerogative of Sankara, who is a
metonym for the institution of the matha, whereas kingship must aspire to its sacred duty
(dharma) through the proper circulation of artha (power or material goods), all the while
susceptible to the temptation of pleasure (k@ma). This marks a modulation in the ideological
articulation of kingship in an earlier text of the same corpus: the Jaiminiyanyayamala.

In the introduction to the Jaiminiyanyayamala, a summary of the aphorisms of Jaimini,
reliably ascribed, pace the Sankaradigvijaya, to the fourteenth century, the king is considered an
incarnation of ultimate reality, brahman, imbued with the qualities of sovereignty and

omniscience typically ascribed to the ascetic leader of Srngeri (with whom the king is identified).
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The Jaiminiyanyayamala’s exaltation of the king as sovereign (isvara), as the embodiment of
rule (bhogamirti),! the political counterpart to the spiritual incarnation of brahman in the form
of the great ascetic leader of Srigeri, Vidyatirtha, is cast aside in the Sankaradigvijaya’s
denigration of kings. In the Sarikaradigvijaya, kings are diminished in stature, incapable as they
are of discharging their kingly dharma, and require the reins of power to be taken up by the true
sovereign, Sankara, the king of ascetics. But the guru’s expropriation of royal power brings no
great resolution, for, though the kingdom prospers under the dharmic tutelage and guidance of
the guru, he himself must lose his grasp on truth to enter the fray of power. In Foucaultian terms,
in order to become a subject capable of ruling a kingdom, the guru must withdraw from the
regime of truth through which he has been transformed into the liberated guru. Thus, the guru
must lose sight of himself. The poem draws upon the paradoxical status of the guru in its
exploration of the guru’s capacity to rule the immanent domain of the kingdom. In Sankara’s
adventures as a king, the text shows the dangers that threaten gurus who intervene too directly in
matters of administration. In embracing agency, these gurus risk losing knowledge of the self and
thus squandering the existential progress to which they have directed their efforts. In other
words, the guru’s intervention into matters of state ensures that dharma will take root, but it
comes at the cost of the guru losing sight of himself. Monastic governmentality requires, in the

final analysis, dharmic kingship to flourish. Thus, the text moralizes that the king must serve as a

' bhoga, literally enjoyment, refers to governance, insofar as a king is said to enjoy the earth. I address the
implications of this polysemy, particularly in light of the shifting role of the king, in the Nayaka period, as a bhogin,
in the sense of a consumer of liquid assets, rather than as a governor. For a detailed examination of this shift, see
Velcheru Narayana Rao, David Dean Shulman, and Sanjay Subrahmanyam, Symbols of Substance: Court and State
in Nayaka Period Tamilnadu (Delhi: Oxford University Press, 1992), pp 68 - 82. The passage in the
Jaiminiyanyayamalavistara reads: jagadisvarasya vidyatirthamunerbhogamirtitvendyamisvarah. “He [Bukka] is
the lord insofar as being the form of enjoyment of the lord of the universe, the sage Vidyatirtha.” Note further this
division of labor attested in the epigraph from 1451 [EC 6.44 Koppa Taluq, 83]: “At the time when the
maharajadhiraja. .. vira-pratapa Deva-Rayamaharaya was in Vijayanagari in the presence of the god Viroipaksha,
upholding the religious duties of the various castes: -- And, by the favor of that Raya, Purushottama-Bharati-$ripada
was in Singeri, maintaining the... of the god Vidyasankara,...”
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faithful and energetic executor of matha rule. In the last section of the chapter, I examine one
possible explanation for this ambivalence toward kingship. In the confusion of recursive frames
folding in upon themselves, one might even be led to think that Vidyaranya, the legendary
founder of Vijayanagara, had forgotten Sankara’s painful lesson.

The set of arguments I advance in this chapter seeks to explain this rhetorical shift in the
matha’s appraisal of kingship. Mining the inscriptional record, I argue that the change in the
political environment, precipitated by the fall of Vijayanagara at the Battle of Talikota in 1565,
imperiled the security of assets and revenue streams upon which the matha depended. The
shifting centers of power from Vijayanagara to the successor Nayaka states entailed a period of
uncertainty and instability, marked by a few calamitous episodes of dispossession and danger for
the monastery at Srngeri. Eschewing monocausal explanations (since, after all, the
Sankaradigvijaya is but a single text that claims to speak for the matha of Srigeri and for
followers of Advaita Vedanta), I nevertheless detail the considerable evidence that explains the
noticeable shift, from the earlier texts associated with the matha, in attitudes toward the
institution of kingship. At the same time, I show that, at least in inscriptional representation, the
gurus of the monastery at Srageri always considered themselves rulers in their own right,
advancing a vision of monastic governmentality that was, at least in the rarefied heights of
normative discourse, set apart from political governance. Thus, in this chapter, I outline the
second axis of dominance: the manner in which the text envisions the hegemonic status of the
monastic order over kingship. This vision, as the text itself evinces, is jaundiced by the
awareness that no matter how securely the matha asserts and regulates its claims to transcendent
authority, the impossibility of the use of force necessarily limits its sovereignty. Lastly, I attempt

to read this text, in these two crucial dimensions, as a response to the changing regimes of
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olitical power that obtained in the 17™ century, when the center of political power at
p p y p p

Vijayanagara was fractured and reconstituted in the Nayaka state of Ikkeri.

The Erotic Play’s the Thing

In the following section, I track the Sankaradigvijaya’s vision of moral order as it leaves
behind the religious landscape and enters the royal court. This analysis depends upon a synthesis
of what the poem presents and what it presumes. I contend that the poem has a very clear, albeit
implicit, vision of authority. By authority I mean a conception of legitimate power as opposed to
power as such; in other words, authority demands that power be wielded by an appropriately
virtuous agent. In this Vedantin conception of authority, the virtuous character of an agent is not
judged, as it typically is in Sanskrit court poetry, by an accounting of the sovereign’s
dispositions, qualities, and vices, but rather is linked to a theory of sovereignty. The
Sankaradigvijaya presumes that sovereignty is conditioned by knowledge of the self. Once
again, we are to apply the rubric of the four human ends (purusarthas) in ascertaining the
condition of the self. According to this logic, a self that is attached to and driven by the lowest of
the human ends, desire (kama), is considered least sovereign, since true autonomy is hindered by
one’s attachment to enjoyment (bhoga). Conversely, the only true sovereign is the self that has
realized liberation (moksa), since a liberated self is not dependent upon any other entity.

The ascendant theory of royal power in this, the Nayaka, period under consideration, was
a theory of experience or bhoga. Considering “the specific conceptual context for Nayaka-period

kingship in its mature forms, as expressed in contemporary sources, literary and other,” Rao et
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alia® argue, “that a major shift has taken place in the articulation of traditional political roles: the
classical dharma ideology... has significantly atrophied, to be replaced by a new, self-confident
model of Stidra kingship. Inevitably, the new model embodies a telos with existential features,
that is, ‘enjoyment’ [emphasis added] (bhoga) — not the investment of the suddenly abundant
cash resources in shoring up the refashioned political centre, or in establishing its symbolic and
organizational autonomy, but their exhaustion in various playful and sensuous modes.”?

The authors capture the transvaluation of the values of kingship with their formulation
that “the new model embodies a telos with existential features, that is, ‘enjoyment’ (bhoga).” In
other words, kingship, formerly configured and constrained by the human end (purusartha)
dharma (duty), is now reoriented toward the maximization of enjoyment or experience (bhoga),
an elevation, to use our rubric of values, of desire (kama). This is not to say that the older
dharmic model of kingship did not rely upon bhoga.® Rather, it depended upon normative bhoga,
wherein consumption followed the logic of productive redistribution. In other words,
consumption and enjoyment were appropriate productive endeavors of kingship that redounded
to the benefit of the kingdom. This is intimated by an inscription from Malavalli Taluq in 1474,
which describes the origin of Bukka in the Sangama lineage: “In it [the lineage of the Yadus]
arose Sangama, from whom sprung emperor Bukka, to whom the Karnata Laksmi was greatly

attached, and through whom the earth became wealth-bearing.”* Note here that the king is

* I should note that the study of the Nayaka polities that I have cited here, and depend upon for my analysis, does not
deal, with any specificity, with the Nayaka state of Ikkeri, which is the polity that I examine in the context of
Srngeri. Nevertheless, the study is meant to reflect on general aspects of Nayaka rule, and therefore hold.

2 Narayana Rao, Shulman, and Subrahmanyam, Symbols of Substance, 57-58.

* Indeed, Rao et al are explicit on this point: “But even this is hardly new: bhoga as royal prerogative, even
obsession, goes back to the early medieval period in the South. In Pallava and Cola times, however, as at Hampi, it

was balanced by a formal identification of kingship with the ideology of dharmic norms...” ibid, 67.

4 Rice, Inscriptions in the Mysore District. Pg. 68.
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defined by his capacity to productively enjoy the bounties of the dominion that he rules in order
to generate ever more bountiful results for his subjects (referred to as praja: his political
progeny). He takes the land, Karnata Laksm1 (the Bountiful Goddess of Karnata country), as his
wife. His connubial association to the land is critical to his kingship in both of its crucial regards:
it is an association that is no less pleasurable (kama) than it is productive (artha). Whereas the
king and queen’s love-making (sambhoga) produces heirs, the king’s enjoyment and governance
(bhoga) of the earth produces wealth.’

Contrast this with the new conception of kingship that Rao et al describe, where the king
is depicted, in court poetry, not as assiduously engaged in reproducing and redistributing
resources, a frame in which we might find the full arsenal of erotic play dedicated to the
procreative play between the king and his queen or the king and the earth. Rather, as an idealized
day in the life of Raghunatha Nayaka (r. 1612 — 1634) shows,® where each day culminates in the
king seducing a new courtesan, the erotic play’s the thing wherein we catch the content of

kingship.

The Nayaka royal presence is fashioned precisely through such images of sensual
immediacy and exuberance; of ritualized abandon; of the literalizing application
of classical norms and models; of the cultivated delicacy of the effete master-
connoisseur. The aesthetic presentation of self dominates all others [emphasis
added] in Nayaka Tanjavur...” Moreover, the teleology of enjoyment has now
spread beyond the palace into the wider institutional spheres of these little states,

which articulate their need for self-transcendence — a dependable component in

5 This topos of power has been examined in Hara, “The King as a Husband of the Earth (Mahi-Pati).”
¢ Narayana Rao, Shulman, and Subrahmanyam, Symbols of Substance. Pp 58 — 64

7 Ibid, pp 64 — 65.
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the dynamics of all south Indian politics — in terms of bhoga rather than, say,
Brahminical values and Brahmin support. Bhoga comes to constitute a new,

remarkably autonomous arena for transcendence...®

This is the key to understanding kingship as it is represented in the Sarnkaradigvijaya. In
the normative framework advanced by the texts associated with Srigeri monastery, only the two
highest ends — dharma and moksa — are, in my theorization, religious and transcendental. They
are transcendental insofar as being beyond the ken of ordinary human knowledge and
experience. That is, these two ends, unlike desire (kama) and power (artha), cannot be known
through human experience or rationality, but may be known from the Veda alone. They are also
transcendental in connecting humans to a transcendental plane of experience. As regards
dharma, not only is the paradigmatic result of ritual performance transcendental (heaven), but
the performance of ritual is enjoined upon all suitably qualified agents to ensure cosmological
renewal and maintenance. Moksa is the condition of transcending the human, and, according to
the Advaita Vedantin conception, it consists in the only #rue realization of one’s self --
sovereignty. The transvaluation of kingship in the Nayaka period consisted of disregarding the
dictates of the hierarchy of values (purusarthas). As Rao et al observe, aesthetic enjoyment is
recast as an end unto itself, promising transcendence for the agent, the deified sovereign. These
two elements — moksa and bhoga, the latter being cast as an end unto itself — were essential to
the undermining of the Vedic framework of norms. The re-configuration of ultimate ends, or
bhoga as telos, entailed a new discourse of normative subjectivity: the king’s aesthetic enjoyment
was a process of becoming a deified self that could transcend the limitations of the office. This is

precisely the model of kingship that the Sarikaradigvijaya is interested to undermine.

¥ Ibid, 67
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In my analysis of kingship and sovereignty in the Sarikaradigvijaya I take up two

narrative episodes to illustrate the following positions:

a. The king, Sudhanvan, is depicted as an aesthete, incapable of, and uninterested in, the
business of governance.

b. The business of governance is symbolized by the capacity of a sovereign to
judiciously redistribute resources. The king is incapable of fulfilling this role.

c. Sankara, the true sovereign, because of his complete detachment from all social ties
and his indifference to kama and artha, is able to redistribute resources
disinterestedly.

d. Ultimately, the Sankaradigvijaya does not envision a theocracy; rather it seeks an
idealized world where it is only natural that the conception of the good should be the
determined by the true sovereign, i.e. the guru of the matha, and the king ought to
serve as an instrument for the execution of that vision of the good. In other words,
monastic governmentality preserves kingship as an able instrument, executing

monastic imperatives.

Confronting King and Court
The first illustrative episode from the Sarkaradigvijaya comes from Canto five, which

relates Sankara’s miraculous childhood feats. Sudhanvan?, the king of Kerala, hearing of

® The king’s name itself may be a subtle hint at his mixed-caste status. The name Sudhanvan is a synonym for
Rathakara, as Apadeva explains in the Mimamsanyayaprakasa: ““A carpenter [rathakara] shall lay the (sacred) fires
in the rainy-season,’ the word ‘carpenter’ [rathakara] is used as a synonym for saudhanvana [i.e. related to
Sudhanvan] a particular (non-Aryan) caste, because conventional meaning prevails, and not in the etymological
meaning of an Aryan who makes wagons (ratha-kara, carpenter, means literally wagon-maker’).” Edgerton, The
Mimansa Nyaya Prakdsa or Apadevi: A Treatise on the Mimansa System by Apadeva. Pg 78. The point here is that
Sudhanvan is a synonym for Rathakara, a term for a mixed-caste person whose ritual status has long been
questioned by the canonical sources. For a brief history of that controversy — namely, is the Rathakara, i.e.
Sudhanvan, entitled to perform any Vedic sacrifices — see Christopher Minkowski, “The Rathakara’s Eligibility to
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Sankara’s prodigious powers, sends a minister to ask the boy to come to court.!® The minister
goes, with a store of gifts, including choice rutting elephants, to invite the young Sankara to

court.!!

Minister: [ have come] because the king — an enlightened being and warrior
whose equal is found neither on earth nor at the head of the battle — has
respectfully commanded, ‘You are granted audience’.!? In his court are revered
scholars-in-residence, resplendent in their brilliant gold-inlaid robes, who refute
the speeches of their opponents with inerrant, choice words.!® He is the glory of

his clan, a universal sovereign who has won all battles, whose feet are worthy of

Sacrifice,” Indo-Iranian Journal 32, no. 3 (1989): 177-94. Minkowski summarizes the Mimamsa position thus: “A
sruti passage (TB 1.1.4.8) allows the Rathakara to establish the sacred fires. Is the Rathakara a traivarnika, a
member of the three twice-born classes, or not? The pirvapaksin suggests that the term rathakara be understood in
its etymological (yoga) sense. This would make it refer to a traivarnika whose profession is chariot-making. Such a
view is refuted by the Siddhantin: the Rathakara is mentioned separately from the three varnas, and furthermore, has
a conventional (riidha) sense, and refers to a specific group known as the Sudhanvanas, who are slightly inferior
(hindh... kim cit) to the three varnas, but are not as low as Siidras.” Pg. 179. The upshot is that by naming the king
Sudhanvan, the text implies that he is descended from the Saudhanvanas, who, though they are not $tidras, do not
belong to the three upper castes.

10 The king of Kerala wanted to see this boy of extraordinary deeds, the annihilator of the wretchedness of his
devotees. So, he, who was revered by mendicants, dispatched a minister.

evam enam atimartya-caritram

sevamana-jana-dainya-lavitram |

kerala-ksiti-patir hi didrksuh

prahinot sacivam adrta-bhiksub ||

' And that minister, without lassitude, fearless, having gone to him [Sarnkara], along with gifts and elephants,
immediately after informed him, who was equal to Siva, with words that were choice and charming.

so py atandritam abhir upadabhih

prapya tam tad anu sadviradabhih |

uktibhih sarasa-manjupadabhih

Sakti-bhrtsamam ajijiiapad abhih ||

12 yasya naiva saddyso bhuvi boddha
drsyate rana-sirahsu ca yoddha |
tasya kerala-nrpasya niyogad
drsyase mama ca satkrti-yogat ||

3 rajitabhra-vasanair vilasantah

pujitah sadasi yasya vasantah |

panditah sarasa-vada-kathabhih
khanditapara-giro vitathabhih ||
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worship, may the protector of all beings obtain the dust from your feet with
affection.!* Please accept this foremost elephant, in rut, free of the trace of any
defect, that his majesty has gifted, so that his palace, though unsullied, may be
truly purified by the dust of your feet.”!

Before taking up Sankara’s reply, it is important to appropriately situate the minister’s
words in the architecture of power that the royal court envisioned. We have observed,
principally, two modes of power available to the court; the first, the force of conquest, and the
second, the power of patronage. This episode, involving the king Sudhanvan and Sarnkara, is
informed by the dynamics of that second mode. The minister has been sent to initiate Sankara’s
entrée into the hierarchy of power at court, by presenting him with gifts and inviting him to
court. The relationship of donor-donee, which was critical to the representation of royal power,
as we see evinced by the vast inscriptional record of the period, is at work in this case. The gift,
once accepted, would obligate Sarkara to present himself in court and accept his place in the
scales of power arrayed there. The court conditions the possibility for success of an intellectual
such as Sankara, for it is there that the “scholars-in-residence, resplendent in their brilliant gold-

inlaid robes, refute the speeches of their opponents with inerrant, choice words.”!® In other

4 50’ ’yam dji-jita-sarva-mahipah
stilyamana-caranah kula-dipah |
pada-renum avanam bhava-bhajam
adarena tava vindatu rdja ||

15 esa sindhura-paro mada-piirno
dosa-gandha-rahitah pravitirnah |
astu te’dya rajasd paripitam
vastuto nrpa-grham suci-bhiitam ||

Vidyaranya, Sarnkaradigvijaya, 141-44.

16 yajitabhravasanair vilasantah
pujitah sadasi yasa vasantah |
panditah sarasavadakathabhih
khanditaparagiro 'vitathabhih ||
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words, the king makes possible the contestation of theological viewpoints, but in doing so, he
encompasses all theological activity by his patronage. No matter who should emerge victorious
in these debates at court, he always remains beholden to the king. The minister also mentions
that the king is a universal monarch (sarvamahipa), who has respectfully commanded his
presence at court. This is a subtle intimation of the location of real power. With the peerless gifts,
the minister has made an offer Sankara can hardly refuse. And yet, Sankara does refuse, and

thereby upends the conventional operation of royal power.

Sankara: O best of benefactors, alms sustain me, the antelope hide
clothes me; injunction to ritual action, hardened by restrictions, is the
foremost teacher of Vedic students, who are skilled in absorbing the Veda,
which alone gives bliss.!” Dismissing my ritual duties, what on earth
should I do with the finest of elephants, with inappropriate pleasures, and
what happiness can my desire yield? Therefore, return, minister, as you
came, and repeat this to your master:'® [This is not the duty of a king]; on
the contrary, because the sovereign bestows wealth on all the classes
[varnas], they are able to dispatch the debts they owe. Those who are
dedicated to the path of dharma must be cultivated; they must not be told:

“Desist from your duty!”!

7 bhaiksyam annam ajinam paridhanam
ruksam eva niyamena vidhanam |
karma datr-vara sasti batiinam
Sarma-dayi-nigamapti-patinam ||

8 karma naijam apahaya kubhogaih
kurmahe’ha kim u kumbhi-purogaih |
icchaya sukham amatya yathetam
gaccha natham asakrt kathayettham ||

Y pratyuta ksiti-bhrta’khilavarpa
vrity-upaharanato vigatarnah |
dharma-vartma-niratd racaniyah
karma varjyam iti no vacaniyah ||

Vidyaranya, Sarnkaradigvijaya, 146—47.
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Sankara’s response to the minister highlights the critiques of royal power that I have
explicated above. First of all, in refusing the king’s gifts he refuses to be implicated in the
network of royal power. Free from the debts of obligation, Sankara instead makes clear that the
only authority he accepts is the transcendental authority of the Veda, which alone can lead him to
true sovereignty, characterized as liberation of the self from the cycle of samsara. To accept the
king’s gifts would be to violate his dharma as a celibate Vedic student (brahmacarin). Indeed,
Sankara refuses even to present himself at court, the locus of royal power. Furthermore, he
extends this view to articulate a full-throated critique of the king’s activities. First, he asserts
that, like himself, the king too is constrained by a transcendental set of strictures, his dharma or
duty. The duty of a king is to redistribute resources in such a way that all his subjects are able to
discharge their debts.?® When the king offers wealth and status to religious leaders, he not only
violates his own dharma, by misappropriating resources, but induces those religious leaders to
stray from the path of dharma themselves. Moreover, to ramify his own power and privilege, he
diverts resources that would be, dharmically, better spent by other subjects. Kingship should
ensure that religious virtuosi such as Sankara are encouraged and supported to adhere to the path
of the Veda and not to stray to the path of power. In thus falling down at this critical imperative,
the deficient kingship of the Sarkaradigvijaya demonstrates the need for a monastic
governmentality. In fostering pastoral care in conformity with Vedic values, the matha alone
ensures that its subjects may advance in their own station. The matha’s care for the souls of these

subjects. This is Sankara’s initial indictment of the nature of royal powers; it is precisely because

20 For more on the theology of debts, see Olivelle, The Asrama System: The History and Hermeneutics of a
Religious Institution. Specifically, see pp 46 — 53.
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royal power serves itself and has no transcendental basis that it remains power and not authority;

it is, in Sankara’s view, illegitimate.

The faultless chief minister Mrganka returned on Sarkara’s instruction, and
having heard his report, the king himself visited that most virtuous one?! who was
encircled by the best brahmin boys, and whose sacrificial string was like a ray of
the brilliant moon, whose brilliance was like the Himalayas, glistening with the
pellucid Ganga and covered with trees.?? Having prostrated himself in front of the
child, the king, who was greeted in turn, offered Sankara a great quantity of gold
and recited three new plays he had written himself.2> Sankara, after listening to
these three plays said to the king, “Choose a boon.”?* Hearing those words,
which, like a stream of nectar, in essence, went to the heart of the matter, the king,
who made good on his promises, his hands brought together in supplication,
sought a son like himself. Then, Sankara said, “This gold is of no benefit to me,

Give it to my kinfolk. What you desire will come to pass soon, so hurry home

2L ity amusya vacanad akalaikah
pratyagat punar amatya-mygankah |
vrttam asya sa nisamya dharapah
sattamasya savidham svayam apa ||

2 phiisurarbhaka-varaih parivitam
bhasurodupa-gabhasty-upavitam |
accha-jahnu-sutaya vilasantam
succhavim nagam iva druma-vantam ||

Vidyaranya, Sarkaradigvijaya, 147.

23 That king, the doom of his enemies, having been asked after his health by him [Sankara], then recited three novel,
original plays, after offering [Sankara] a great deal of gold.

tena prsta-kusalah ksiti-palah

svena systam atha satrava-kalah |

hatakayuta-samarpana-piirvam

nataka-trayam avocad apiirvam ||

24 Having heard these three [plays], distinguished by their mode, qualities and full of sentiment, honored by good
poets, [Sankara] uttered, concisely, those delightful words, “Choose a boon!”

tad rasardra-guna-riti-visistam

bhadra-samdhi-ruciram sukavistam |

samgrahena sa nisamya suvacam

tam grhana varam ity ‘amum iice ||

Vidyaranya, Sarikaradigvijaya, 149.
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satisfied.” Then, he [Sankara], learned in the Veda, told the king, in private, the
ritual that causes the increase of the family of the best of kings. And with this
ritual [the ritual for a son, putresti] dedicated to Brahma, who secures all the

king’s desires, the king was satisfied.?’

Sankara’s rebuff upsets the balance of power. Rather than being compelled, by the king’s
largesse, to present himself at court, Sankara’s resistance forces the king to come to the child. In
thus inverting the calculus of power, the child has transformed himself into the patron, and has
reduced the king to the status of supplicant. Indeed, even the king’s offer of a gift is revised to
resemble an offer made by a supplicant to a patron, or a devotee to a deity. And, like a court
poet, the king offers Sankara the fruits of his intellectual labor: three original plays that the king
has himself composed. This is the first adumbration that the king is an aesthete, that he devotes
his energies to composing original (apiirva) plays and seeks the approval of the best poets
(sukavista). The offer of the three plays, which delights Sankara, is contrasted with the king’s
offer of a mass of gold, which provokes Sankara’s ire. This may indicate that, in this poem, this
particular king is more fit to be an aesthete poet than a dharmic king. Once again, the offer of
gold draws the same criticism from Sankara, namely, that the king has failed in his dharmic duty
to circulate wealth properly for the benefit of his subjects. Thus, Sankara recommends the
appropriate distribution of wealth, and, in so doing, arrogates to himself the duties of the king,

inasmuch as the distribution of resources makes a sovereign.

B raja-varya-kula-vyddhi-nimittam
vyajahara rahasi sruti-vit tam |
istim asya sakalesta-vidhatus
tustim apa hi taya ksiti-neta | |

Vidyaranya, 153.
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There is, in fact, a historical controversy that signifies the importance of the source of a
donation and is apposite to this case insofar as it involves a king, Krsnadevaraya — the most
famous king of the Vijayanagara empire — and an ascetic, the Madhva guru Vyasatirtha. In
Valerie Stoker’s retelling of this historical episode, the prerogative of a king (Krsnadevaraya) to
distribute resources was subtly subverted by a monk and monastic leader (Vyasatirtha), which
resulted in the king reasserting his prerogative. Vijayanagara rulers made great use of the “two-

»26 particularly to secure the peripheries of their expanding imperium. With the edges

stage gift,
of dominion being pushed out after successful military campaigns, the rulers of Vijayanagara had
to contend with the ubiquitous threat of powerful generals or feudal kings rising up to challenge
the center. One of the ways of avoiding this eventuality was to use monastic institutions to secure
the frontiers. The two stage-gift become one of the means of extending the peripheries of the
empire without jeopardizing the center. According to the logic of the two-stage gift, the ruler
gave a large donation of land, rights or cash to a feudatory figure, or a general, or, as in this case,
a religious leader. The military or religious leader would then re-distribute those resources and
thus shore up his own authority, simultaneously re-inscribing the authority of the sovereign.

The case I wish to adduce here illustrates Krsnadevaraya’s reaction to Vyasatirtha’s
claims to be sole benefactor, thereby erasing the traces of the distributor of wealth:
Krsnadevaraya. In the first quarter of the sixteenth century, Vyasatirtha, the leader of the
Madhva order of Vedantins, had commissioned the construction of large tanks to provide

irrigation for a region surrounding Tirupati. Consequently, the fruits of this irrigation project

were offered to the deities at Tirupati. The area in which the tanks were built was popularly

26 Stoker, Polemics and Patronage in the City of Victory: Vyasatirtha, Hindu Sectarianism, and the Sixteenth-
Century Vijayanagara Court, 88-90.

358



known as “Vyasasamudra” or “Vyasa(tirtha’s) ocean,” in reference to the irrigation system. The
name bore the mark of Vyasatirtha’s status as benefactor of the area, by virtue of building the
irrigation system that rendered a region fecund and sustained not only the its people but also its
deities. As Stoker notes, the Kamalapur Plates of Krishnadevaraya show that, in 1526,
Krsnadevaraya donated to Vyasatirtha the land on which this impressive irrigation construction
was created, comprising Bettakonda and surrounding hamlets, and the village was renamed
Krsnarayapura. Thus, Krsnadevaraya sought to assert his inalienable and supreme prerogative to
redistribute resources by reminding the readers of the inscription that it was ultimately he, and he
alone, who would determine the appropriate dispensation of wealth. In this case, he affirmed
Vyasatirtha’s irrigation system, but added a marker, with his name, of his supremacy in the
matter. As Stoker concludes, “The tank of Vyasasamudra would not exist were it not for the
king’s patronage, and, therefore, the village popularly known as Vyasa’s Ocean should also be
called King Krsna’s Town.”?’

This historic episode shows us that the crucial element in the formulation of sovereignty
was the gift. It illustrates the other dimension of sovereignty as we find it formulated and
deployed in this period: according to the operation of power, sovereignty is constituted in the
very act of giving, or in the very process of distributing resources, both in the extraction of taxes
and in the dispersal of land, rights and cash. Thus, as Krsnadevaraya’s actions disclose, the

sovereign is the one who is able to assert his prerogative to these two operations. On the other

27 Further: “Thus, the inscriptional record suggests that kings relied on sectarian leaders to manage gifts intended to
develop strategic locations of the empire economically but that kings also felt somewhat anxious about this reliance.
This anxiety was due to the fact that the sectarian leaders who managed these gifts could become quite prominent
locally, potentially increasing their autonomy and eclipsing the fame of the king. The Kamalapur copper plate
inscription suggests that the king could be uneasy about the extent to which mathas functioned as alternative
institutions of power. He was therefore willing to exert his influence over sectarian religious activity, if the
circumstances warranted it.”

Stoker, 39-40.
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hand, the Sarkaradigvijaya contests this ideology of sovereignty on the only grounds it can: not
on the field of power but on the field of norms. Thus, the Sasnkaradigvijaya asks: who ought to
distribute resources? Should it be someone like king Sudhanvan, whose self is captured and
consumed by the forces of kama, or should it be someone like Sankara, who has realized his self,
unencumbered by any of those base human drives, completely detached from the ties that bind
and blind? We should acknowledge that this very difference, between the historical resolution of
the contest between Krsnadevaraya and Vyasatirtha and the Sarikaradigvijaya’s portrayal of the
contest between Sudhanvan and Sankara, amounts to the difference between the ought of the text
and the is of political realities of sixteenth- and seventeenth-century Karnataka. This is already a
far cry from the logic of donation that predominated between the first kings of Vijayanagara and
the guru of Srageri, which I have detailed in the introduction. In that framework, the guru was
uniquely positioned to receive the gift of land and labor from monastics and monarchs alike. He
was the recipient and redistributor of intellectual labor (Susriisa or service) in the form of
commentaries and treatises and land and rights. We should understand the Sankaradigvijaya to
be reflective of a certain tension that had developed between the monarchy and monastery in the
intervening centuries, and prescriptive in the vision of authority it presents.

Finally, to conclude my analysis of this narrative episode, let us consider Sudhanvan’s
request for a son. Although a fairly common fopos of the epic genre, this particular instance is
anomalous for a number of reasons. First, in the epic and literary use of this topos, the request for
a son — to a deity or to an ascetic sage — is invariably preceded by depictions of the parents
yearning for a child, performing rituals, askesis, prayers, or subjecting themselves to all manner
of ordeals. In other words, typically, the supplicants must have distinguished themselves by their

virtues or their practice in deserving the intervention by a spiritual guide or guru. Indeed, in the
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Sankaradigvijaya itself, Sankara’s parents, forlorn at the prospect of never having a child,
perform austerities and rituals to the god Siva.

In this case, there is no indication that king Sudhanvan has sought a child, and in fact,
when he sends his minister Mrganka to Sankara it is to invite the boy to court, not to ask him for
an heir. Only when Sankara offers him a boon does the king mention his desire to have a son.
Sankara’s response is also remarkable, since he does not perform a miracle to give the king a
son, though he performs numerous miracles in the course of the poem. Rather, his secret (rahasi)
response to the king is to enjoin him to perform a Vedic rite (isti) to secure the birth of a son, a
solution Sankara knows because he is learned in the Veda (srutivid). This is rather puzzling, for
this bit of Vedic knowledge is not esoteric in the least (as opposed to the esoteric knowledge of
Brahman imparted by the Upanisads). The ritual for the birth of a son (putresti) is a Vedic ritual
that Sudhavan’s royal priest (purohita) would be expected to know, were he to have one. Indeed,
the king, were he properly trained in the Veda, as he would be expected to have been, should
have known about this ritual. That the king was never advised by his priest to perform the
putresti requires one of two explanations. It is possible that the royal priest was ignorant of the
most basic Vedic rituals. It is also possible, if Sudhanvan was in fact a member of the
Saudhanvana community, that since he was not a member of any of the three upper castes, he
was entitled neither to have a Vedic education nor to sponsor all Vedic sacrifices. No matter the
case, the conclusion is damning: Sudhanvan rules over a kingdom whence Vedic learning has all
but disappeared; certainly, it has no place at court. In other words, the nature of the king’s
request and Sankara’s response demonstrates that the king has all but relinquished dharmic claim
to governance. In this very first encounter between the king and Sankara, we are shown that the

king -- beset by bhoga — is not a sovereign self, capable of ruling others.
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The Song of the Self

The second episode from the text that illustrates the deleterious effects of kingship upon
sovereignty comes from the tenth canto, where Sankara, in order to learn about the erotic arts,
inhabits the body of the recently deceased king Amaruka, and spends a month governing the
dead king’s dominion, when he is not ensconced in the harem trying his hand at love-making.
Amaruka’s apparent revival and return occasions great celebration, but soon, the king’s ministers

suspect that something is amiss. The poem relates the episode thus:

Then the king [Amaruka/Sarkara], astride his foremost elephant, properly
propitiated by his priest and counselors, who had performed the apotropaic
rites, proceeded to the capital city.?® Having arrived at his capital, he
consoled his beloved subjects [who thought him dead]. He ruled the earth
as Indra the heavens, his authority honored by feudatory vassals and

respected by his counselors.?

Note that he assumes the position of a universal monarch, one whose authority is
assented to by his feudatory vassals. Thus Sankara, who is on a similar path to spiritual
hegemony has, for a brief period, acquired political dominance. This symmetry is referred to in
the following verse, where Sankara is called the emperor (lit. earth-bearer) of ascetics

(samyaminam bhiibhrt). The ministers, cleaving to a paradigm of sovereignty based on the

B atha purohita-mantri-purahsarair narapatih krta-$antika-karmabhih |
vihita-mangalikah sa yathocitam nagaram asthitam bhadra-gajo yayau ||

2 samadhigamya puram parisantvita-priya-janah sacivaih saha sammataih ||
bhuvam apalayad adrta-sasano nrpatibhir divam indra ivadhirat ||

362



accretion of the appropriate virtues, ascribe these to him: he is like a god in all the respects that
define kingship: the redistribution of resources, clarity of speech, martial superiority and
knowledge. For now, let us merely note these factors of good governance, to which we return

below.

When the emperor of ascetics had become king and began to rule the
earth, his ministers, who were wise, became incredulous and wondered
among themselves whether this one, who had come back to life, was the
same as the one who died: “Indeed, he does not appear as before, for now
he seemed to be the repository of every divine virtue.’® He showers wealth
among supplicants like Yayati, he speaks with clarity of meaning like the
teacher of the gods (Brhaspati), he subdues hostile kings like Arjuna, and
like Siva, he knows all.”!

The ministers’ suspicions grow stronger as the kingdom, under the rule of the revived
Amaruka (Sankara), flourishes prodigiously. Trees bear fruits and flowers regardless of season,
cows and buffaloes give inordinate amounts of milk, timely rain yields massive harvests and,
most importantly, “all the subjects adhere to their own duties.”*?> With the kingdom flourishing
under his rule, Sankara devotes his energies to love-making, the real reason for his assumption of

a king’s body. The poem’s description of Sankara’s immersion in the erotic arts is,

30.iti nypatvam upetya vasumdharam avati samyami-bhii-bhrti mantrinah |
tam adhikrtya param krta-samsaya iti jajalpur analpa-dhiyo mithah ||
mytim upetya yathd punar utthitah prakrti-bhagya-vasena tatha tvayam ||

narapatih pratibhati na purvavat samuditakhila-divya-gunodayah ||
3 yasu dadati yayati-vad arthine vadati gis-pati-vad giram artha-vit |
Jayati phalgun-avat prati-parthivan sakalam apy avagacchati sarva-vat ||

Vidyaranya, Sarkaradi gvijaya, 374-75.

32 sva-vihita-dharma-ratah prajas ca sarvah |
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unsurprisingly, very similar to the descriptions of the love-making of kings that are a
commonplace of Sanskrit court poetry. As the following verses demonstrate, the poem describes
Sankara’s transformation into an aesthete, of the very kind who forms the object of the analysis
of Rao et al, a man for whom the ultimate human end is enjoyment (bhoga). Indeed, Sarnkara is
distinguished by the fact that he enjoyed (bubhuje, from the verbal root bhuj which gives us
bhoga) those objects (visayan) that other kings could never hope to enjoy. Thus, the elaboration
of enjoyment as a means to subject-formation implies a concomitant epistemology, wherein an
aesthete is distinguished by his subjectivity; his experience of different objects — fine or base —
forms his self as an aesthete. Thus, it would be implausible for Sankara to learn the fine art of
aesthetic enjoyment by reading treatises on the subject; experience is constitutive of an aesthetic

self. Indeed, without experience it would make little sense to speak of an aesthetic sensibility.

Then, having entrusted the burden of governance to his most trustworthy
ministers, taking up the companionship of his lovers, the king indulged in
those [sex] objects that other kings could never have. 3

On the crystal floors, white like the moonlight, there were charming
pillows, on which the king, while playing dice games with beautiful young
women, concocted wagers in case each won: biting the lower lip, carrying
her in his arms, striking with a large water-lily, and reciprocating
advances.>*

Sipping on intoxicating wine, all the more appealing because taken from
the hands of a lover, redolent with the breaths that swirled between them,

and pleasant because it touched the nectar of her bottom lip, he served his

33 atha rajya-dhuram dharadhipah paramaptesu nivesya mantrisu |
bubhuje visayan vilasini-sacivo' nya-ksiti-pala-durlabhan ||

34 sphatika-phalake jyotsna-subhre manojiia-Siro-grhe vara-yuvatibhir divyann aksair durodara-kelisu |
adhara-dasanam bahv-avaham mahotpala-tadanam rati-vinimayam raja’ karsid glaham vijaye mithah ||
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lovers that wine, gleaming in the moonlight, out of golden goblets, with
affection.®®

The king was satisfied at drinking in his beloved's face, its locks askew,
flushed with lust, its half-budded eyes showing slight embarrassment,
fragrant as a lotus, beset with moans of pleasure, its hair standing on end,
aglow with faint perspiration. She babbled charmingly because she was

drunk.3®

As the poem tells it, Sankara is prodigiously precocious in matters of love, despite being
a novice. Nevertheless, tethering the self to pleasure (kama) or enjoyment (bhoga) comes at a
great price: one forgets that one is really Brahman. The occlusion of the self as it truly is
(according to Advaita Vedanta) means a loss of sovereignty, and in the case of Saikara, a loss of
identity. As he spends more time secluded in the seraglio, Sankara forgets who he really is,
namely a sovereign self, entirely liberated from the pull of the baser human ends, particularly
pleasure (kama). In other words, in depicting Sankara thus, the poem presents us with the very
inverse of its vision of sovereignty, the case of a self so consumed by pleasure, that it ceases to
be an independent self. The formation of an aesthetic self provides no transcendence; rather, this
formation obscures the real self, the liberated, sovereign self. As time passes, Sankara’s students,
who have been assigned to protect his self-less body, fear that Sankara has abandoned them and
set out to find him. They do not know where he is, but they know the signs that should indicate

Sankara’s presence:

35 adharaja-sudhaslesad rucyam sugandhi mukhanila-vyatikara-vasat kamam kanta-karat tam atipriyam |
madhu mada-karam payam payam priyah samapayayat kanaka-casakair indu-cchaya-pariskrtam adarat ||

3¢ madhu-mada-kalam manda-svinnam manohara-bhasanam nibhrta-pulakam sitkaradyam saroruha-saurabham |

dara-mukulitaksisal-lajjam visrtvara-manmatham pracarad-alakam kanta-vaktram nipiyva krtt nrpah ||
Vidyaranya, Sankaradigvijaya, 377.
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In the care of a ruler who is ever blissful, the people are emancipated,
untouched by malady or malaise, freed from the threat of theft, ever
devoted to their own duties. Indra sends timely rain, and the earth blooms
with whatever is desired.?’

Therefore, setting aside sloth, we will now search for the lotus feet of the

greatest teacher, the bridge over the endless ocean of rebirth. Let us tarry

no longer here!*®

Once again, the text recapitulates the effect that a true sovereign has upon governance.
Under the rule of a true sovereign, the kingdom is oriented toward the highest human end for
social, religious life: dharma. The maintenance of dharma is nothing but the renewal of the
cosmos, and in a kingdom that produces dharma, the cosmos conspires to engender prosperity.
Inevitably, the disciples find a kingdom that exhibits every sign of dharmic virtue. They disguise
themselves as singers to enter the court of Amaruka (Sankara). Once at court, they sing a song
for the king, the words of which are meant to remind him of his true identity as the ultimate
liberated self. With this song of the self, the text once again stresses the salience of employing
skillful means (upayakausalya) to reach a diverse audience. In this case, even though the hearer
is none other than Sankara, he suffers from existential amnesia. Since he has become an aesthete,
the only means to reach him is through the arts. And so his students compose a song specially to

rouse his hidden self. They sing the verses below, and their refrain is the (tattvam) essence of the

3T nitya-trptagrayayy-asrite nirvrtah pranino roga-sokadina neksitah |
dasyu-pidojjhitah sva-sva-dharme ratah kala-varst svaran medini kama-sih ||

3 tad ihalasyam apdsya vicetum niravadhi-samsrti-jaladheh setum |

desika-vara-pada-kamalam yamo na vrtha anehasam atra nayamah ||
Vidyaranya, Sankaradigvijaya, 385.
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Upanisads: “You are that” (fat tvam asi). In this way, the singer-students remind their teacher of
the secret truth that one’s true identity is the liberated self. The self, in any other configuration, is
constrained by forces external to it which, in the final analysis of Vedanta, are mere illusion

(maya). Thus, a self, otherwise liberated, that devotes itself to pleasure ceases to be liberated and
becomes increasingly alienated from itself, mistakenly conceiving of itself as an enjoyer (bhoktr)

rather than as radically independent.

O moon-faced one! Abandoning everything that has preceded, you are
now pursuing pride, which confects a new heart! How do you not
remember who we really are, o destroyer of desire? Recall [that you are],
through our words, the ultimate [reality].*

Denying completely all manifestations of multiplicity, embodied or not,
with the scriptural admonition “it is not [this]” “it is not[that],” (neti neti),
all manifestations of multiplicity, embodied or not, the wise know that
truth, which is incapable of suppression, as the self -- the truth that “You
are that.”*0

Having generated the sky, and having entered creation secretly, the self is
sheathed by sheaths made of food and so on, like a grain of rice by chaff.
The seers, having split that chaff by threshing it with their logic retrieve
the grain which is the reality that “You are that.”*!

When horses run unrestrained over rough terrain, the [wise] tug at the

reins, and having checked the [horses] they tie it [to a stake] with a rope;

so too, when the senses run rampant across the terrain of objects, the wise

3 parva-$asi-mukha sarvam apahdya pirvam kurvad iha garvam anusrtya hrd-apiirvam |
na smarasi vastv asmadiyam iti kasmat samsmara tad asmara param asmad-uktyd ||

40 neti nety-adi-nigama-vacanena nipunam nisidhya mirtamirta-rasim |
yvad asakya-nihnavam svatma-ripatayd jananti kovidas tat tvam asi tattvam ||

4 khadyam utpadya visvam anupravisya giidham anna-mayadi-kosa-tusa-jalo |
kavayo vivicya yukty-avaghatato yat tandulavad adadati tat tvam tattvam ||
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check it by showing it the defects [of this view], and having bound it with
the rope that is itself they tie the rope to that truth, which is “You are
that.”*

The wise know that the truth -- sewn together to the states that are
excluded, such as waking and the like, just like the fiber that is distinct
from the lotus flowers -- is distinct from the trio of adjuncts, and it is “You
are that.”

That -- which is taught to be the cause of such Vedic statements as “All
that [exists, has existed, and will exist,] is Purusa,” just as gold is the
underlying cause of all ornaments, such as diadems, made from it -- is
expressed, in its essence, in the truth, “You are that.”**

The I, who appears here, in this body, is the same as that one who appears
in the disc of the sun. He am I. That, which the scholars of the Veda
painstakingly teach interchangeably is the truth, “You are that.”*

The brahman the Brahmins, internally cleansed, wish to know through
dharma (comprising Vedic recitation and righteous donations), through
faith, through rituals, through knowledge, and through reason, is the truth
that “You are that.”®

The steadfast are successful in searching after it in the self by the self, by

means of such disciplines as equanimity, restraint and quiescence. They

who know that the nature of reality is the unbounded bliss of pure

2 visam avisayesu samcarino ksasvan dosa-darsana-kasabhighatatah |
svairam samnivartya svanta-rasmibhir dhira badhnanti yatra tat tvam asi tattvam ||

B yvyavritta-jagrad-adisv anusyiitam tebhyo 'nyad iva puspebhya iva sitram |
iti yad aupadhika-traya-prthaktvena vidanti sitrayas tat tvam asi tattvam ||

4 purusa evedam ityadivedesu sarva-karanataya yasya |
sarvatmyam hatakasyeva mukutadi-tadatmyam sarasam amndyate tat tvam asi tattvam ||

% yas caham atra varsmani bhami so’sau yo sau vibhati ravi-mandale so’ham iti |
veda-vadino vyatiharato yad adhyapayanti yatnatas tat tvam asi tattvam ||

4 vedanuvacana-sad-dana-mukha-dharmaih Sraddhaya nusthitair vidyaya yuktaih |
vividisanty atyanta-vimalasvanta brahmana yadbrahma tat tvam asi tattvam ||
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consciousness are no longer overcome by lassitude, knowing the truth that

“You are that.”*’

The song of the self awakens Sankara to his real identity and he relinquishes the body of
the dead king to return to his previous form. This episode, ostensibly about Sankara acquiring a
knowledge of sex in order to debate Ubhayabharati, shows the particular perils of the mode of
kingship that was ascendant during the Nayaka period, the mode of king-as-enjoyer (bhoktr).
There are two distinct positions that this episode advances that are relevant to my analysis.

First, it shows not merely that the soteriological program advanced by Srageri’s brand of
Advaita Vedanta is concerned with the liberation of the self from the constraints of sociality, but
that liberation amounts to a radical sovereignty. In a post-mortem state, where the self is no
longer bound by the body, liberation is abstracted to a general state described by the bliss of pure
consciousness (sac-cid-ananda).

But we ought to recall here that the Srngeri Advaita Vedantins also promulgated
liberation-while-living (jivan-mukti), a dimension of their ideology that I have discussed in
chapter two. In entertaining this possibility, the Advaita Vedantins differ from their rival
Vedantins, the Madhva (dualist) and the Vi$istadvaita (Ramanujiya, qualified monist). This
distinction caused considerable friction between the Advaita Vedantins and the Visistadvaitins,
who denied the possibility of a class of ascetic virtuosi (samnydasins) who could be roaming
around in a state of liberation. Indeed, Sankara is the paradigm of this class, the liberated ascetic,
who, although he has realized the sovereignty of his self, is able, nevertheless, to act in a social

world. Since such a person is characterized by total and radical sovereignty, would he not be

47 $ama-damoparamadi-sadhanair dhirah svatmana tmani yad anvisya krta-krtyah |
adhigatamita-sac-cid-ananda-ripd na punar iha khidyante tat tvam asi tattvam ||
Vidyaranya, Sankaradigvijaya, 389-93.
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uniquely positioned to govern? Completely free from the corrupting influences of the baser
human drives, could he not dispense dharma with perfect disinterest? Sovereignty is the key to
this conception of the political good. In fact, in the Sarvadarsanasamgraha, which constitutes a
hierarchy of theological viewpoints from an Advaita Vedanta perspective, one of the key
critiques leveled at the Madhva dualist Vedantins is that their system cedes the sovereignty of the
self to Visnu. Thus, according to this critique, the Madhva conception of liberation, wherein the
individual self must remain subordinated to Visnu, is susceptible to suffering, since the liberated
self is not sovereign.*® As the Sarvadarsanasamgraha contends, and as Sankara’s conduct
shows, liberation is not compatible with dependence; a liberated self is radically independent.
Second, the mode of kingship in which the king is an enjoyer (bhoktr) could not possibly
result in transcendence, because it entails the alienation of the self from its true nature. Thus,
kings who give themselves over to ceaseless consumption fashion a self that is constituted by its
relation to the objects of enjoyment, and thus they lose sight of the ultimate human ends that
ought to guide human action: liberation (moksa). The ideology of consumption, in this schema,

leads to a spiritual dead-end. Not only is there no way of transcending the cycle of rebirth, but

8 The following is a translation of the commentary on this critique, which I have preferred to the original text —
which the commentary rephrases -- for the facility of the prose: The Mahe$varas, disapproving of the Vaisnava
school (of Madhva), resort instead to the Pasupata $astra. On the Vaisnava view, the state of dependence is not the
state of the cessation of suffering and the like, i.e. the ends that are desired. For, suffering, which is the cause of
dependence, would exist even in a state of liberation. For even the liberated self remains a devotee of Visnu. Thus,
[on this view] liberation is not the cessation of all manner of suffering, and thus, the Mahe$§varas do not approve of
this Vaisnava school (of Madhva). Rather, the Mahe$varas seek ultimate sovereignty in the state of liberation.
What's more, the liberation that the Vaisnavas seek cannot succeed through reason either. Since servitude in a state
of liberation runs counter to reason. Thus, the inference: devotees are not liberated, because they are dependent, or
because they lack ultimate sovereignty, just like the bound self.

vaisnava-matam arocayamand mahesvarah Pasupata-sastram dsrayanta ity ‘anvayah | vaisnava-mate para-
tantratvam duhkhantadikasyepsitasyaspadam na bhavati | mokse paratanttrya-nimittaka-duhkha-sattvat | muktapi
visnor nityam sevakd eva | tatha ca sarva-vidha-duhkhasyanto mokse na bhavatiti ato vaisnava-matam
mahesvaranam na rocate | mahesvaras tu mokse paramaisvaryam kamayante | paramaisvaryam niratisayaisvaryam
| kim ca vaisnavabhimato mokso yuktyapi na siddhyati | yato moksavasthayam dasyam yukti-viruddham | tatha
canumanam sevaka muktd na bhavanti para-tanttratvat paramaisvarya-rahitatvad va baddha-jivavad iti |
Cannibhatta, Sarvadarsanasamgraha, 161.
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rather, every single act of enjoyment constricts the chain of existence coiled around the self.
According to the Advaita Vedanta ideology of liberation, breaking free of this chain is the only
way to attain true sovereignty of the self.

Nevertheless, I do not think that this means that the Sankaradigvijaya ought to be
construed as recommending a theocratic polity, in which the monastery is the governing
institution. Rather, the text’s discomfort with Sankara occupying the throne conveys an anxiety
about the effects of wielding military power. The text argues, quite forcefully, that, as regards
transcendental questions, the king should follow the recommendations of religious leaders, who
are the most able interpreters of the Veda. Thus, a Vedic kingship would require the king to cede
sovereignty to the monastery in managing their own affairs, and would compel the state to
intervene, with military force, on behalf of the monastery to secure its prerogatives and
privileges. I take up the implications of this program below, where I analyze the historical

context that informed and shaped the composition of the text.

A Self Divided

As this foregoing analysis has shown, the Sarikaradigvijaya makes a sharp distinction
between the kind of sovereignty a king may claim and exercise and the transcendent, ultimate
sovereignty that only an ascetic of the highest order can attain. The rhetorical point of this
distinction is two-fold: first, it forecloses on the possibility, elaborated in the court literature of
the Nayaka period, that kingship, especially in its aesthetic mode, could be a means to
transcendence; and second, it argues that the only true sovereign is the liberated soul, in other

words, the guru of the Advaita Vedanta order at Srngeri.
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It would be wrong, nevertheless, to suppose that this Srngeri Advaita Vedantin attitude to
kingship remained unchanged through its history. In fact, one of the earlier texts in the corpus
produced by the scholars of Srigeri takes a very different attitude to the figure of a dharmic
Saiva king, as a figure who is dependent for his sovereignty upon the legendary monastic guru of
Srigeri, Vidyatirtha. The introduction to the Jaiminiyanydyamalavistara, a treatise summarizing
the main topics of the Mimamsasiitra of Jaimini, characterizes Bukka, the Sangama king of
Vijayanagara (r. 1356 — 1377), in the traditional terms of royal encomium, and draws upon the
same tropes that we find in the prasasti genre. There are two important themes that I want to
draw out of the excerpt I translate and analyze below. The first is this text’s use of dharma, and
the second is its identification of the king as an incarnation of Siva and as the ultimate principle
of Vedanta (brahman).

The history of the concept of dharma in Indian intellectual and religious history is much
too complex to rehearse here.* 1 delineate the important dimensions of dharma that are invoked
in this instance in order to describe the fashioning of a kingly self. The excerpted verses have
two important implications for my argument.

The first is that the fashioning of the self is constitutive of sovereignty. The domains of
such self-fashioning are the external and the internal. That is, the king must fashion his external
self to ensure the protection and prosperity of his subjects. (In other words, he must perform the
dharma, in the sense of good governance, proper to his office). And, on the other hand, the king
must assiduously cultivate his internal self; by performing Vedic rituals. (In other words, he must

instantiate the dharma of Mimamsa discourse, which is the proper result of the performance of

4 For a history of the concept in India refer to the following two volumes: Alf Hiltebeitel, Dharma: Its Early
History in Law, Religion, and Narrative, South Asia Research (New York: Oxford University Press, 2011); Patrick
Olivelle, Dharma: Studies in Its Semantic, Cultural, and Religious History, Sources of Ancient Indian Law (Delhi:
Motilal Banarsidass, 2009).
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Vedic ritual). Thus, the figure of the king becomes, in this idealized form, the site for the
synthesis of the two types of dharma: the dharma of good governance and the dharma of the
Mimamsa theory of Vedic ritual. The verse, insofar as it uses the poetic device of slesa
(paronomasia), conspicuously conflates these two distinct conceptions of dharma in the person
of the king. The synthesis of these two kinds of dharma makes more powerful the praise of the
king as the instantiation of the two ultimate forces: Siva, who is the symbol of power and
sovereignty, and brahman, the symbol of transcendence and liberation.

In this singular passage, therefore, the king is characterized as capable of ensuring both
dharmic governance (success within the web of samsara) and transcendence of this cycle. This
is the inverse of the Sankaradigvijaya’s representation of kingship. It accords to king Bukka all
the religious powers of Vidyatirtha, the guru of the Srageri matha, and at the same time
acknowledges his royal prerogative to universal dominion, a right that may not be exercised by
his structural double, Vidyatirtha.

The second point follows on from this and provides a sharp contrast to the
Sankaradigvijaya. In the Sarkaradigvijaya, Sankara is not only a liberated self (one who has
realized that one is brahman, the ultimate and singular reality) but he is, simultaneously, an
incarnation of Siva. This is precisely how Bukka is characterized in the passage excerpted below.
He is described as the “ultimate brahman, which is known in the Upanisads” (sarvasu
upanisatsu pratiyamanam yat param brahma), and he “assumes the form of preserver among the
manifestations [of Siva] (tatra tasu murtisv’ ayam bhiipalah sthitimirtim dhatte). Thus, in this
praise of Bukka, we find a model of idealized kingship that is an inversion of the model of
kingship advanced by the Sarikaradigvijaya. Whereas, in the Sankaradigvijaya, the king is

forever susceptible to the pulls of kama or bhoga, in this characterization, being a liberated self,
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Bukka is entirely impervious to those stirrings, while he is, simultaneously, being the
instantiation of brahman as an enjoyer. (Bukka is said to have assumed the bhogamiirti of
brahman).

How ought we explain the Sarnkaradigvijaya’s structural inversion of this earlier model of
kingship? I take up this question in the next section, after the following analysis of the
Jaiminiyanydayamalavistara’s idealization of kingship in the person of Bukka.

The use of paronomasia or punning to praise the virtues of a king was common enough in

medieval south India to warrant the following analysis from Inden:

Certain metaphors are indeed used to emphasize the power of the king of
kings relative to that of the tributary lords that make up the court... the
one used above is that of the king of kings as a grammarian. As the
comparison of grammar with the science of statecraft already implies, the
ordering of a court entailed the following of rules. The evocation here is
quite specific. Vital, in these discourses on Indian statecraft, was the
capacity of a king of kings, one who would succeed as a Cakravartin, to
bring about agreements (sandhi) between himself and among other kings
whom he had won over to his position, and to bring about dissension or
separation (vigraha) among those who remained hostile. Both of these
terms were also used in grammatical discourse, so there can be little doubt
that what was being talked about here was the making of a royal court in

the sense of a society of kings.”>°

50 Inden, Imagining India, 240.
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This comment on the valorization of the king as a master of the various disciplines follows an
encomium of a Rastrakuta king who is praised, using the very same words, as a world-conqueror

and a consummate grammarian:

He, a powerful master of the science of politics, desirous of obtaining a
lofty position, deprived some of his subordinate chiefs mandalin of their
places and established others who were deserving, separated from each
other by producing disunion and united others, and thus arranged them in
a high or low position; as a proficient master of the science of words (i.e.
grammar), desirous of making up a long form, drops some letters from
their positions and introduces others in their guna form, separates some on
account of their dissimilarity and unites others, and places them in order,

above or below.’!

The translation Inden cites above does not make the paronomasia explicit, but the praise-passage
employs the same words to exalt the king’s perspicacity in foreign policy and his great facility
with grammar. Thus, whereas, a phrase may, when applied to foreign policy, be understood to
mean “[he] deprived some of his subordinate chiefs of their places and established others who
were deserving,” this very same phrase, when used in praising the king’s knowledge of grammar,
is taken to mean, in praising the king’s command of grammar, “[he] drops some letters from their
positions and introduces other in their guna form.”

The author of the Jaiminiyanyayamalavistara uses paronomasia to demonstrate Bukka’s
great facility for good governance and his thorough knowledge of the topics covered by this

highly technical commentary on the Mimamsasiitras of Jaimini. As the author states: “Those

3! Inden, 239-40.
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very meanings of the present book, consisting of 12 chapters [i.e the Mimamsasiitra] that are
going to be taught on the discourse of dharma (Dharmasastra) that we have decided, and those
ends that comprise royal dharma (rajadharmah), which have been stated in the discourse on
governance (nitisastrokta) — all of those we find in this king (Bukka).””? Here, I present a short
excerpt from the introductory verses and their commentary to show how Madhava presents this

ideal king, Bukka.

yuktim manavatim vidan sthiradhrtir bhede visesarthabhag
aptohah kramakyt prayuktinipunah slaghyatidesonnatih |
nityasphirty ‘adhikaravan gatasadabadhah svatantresvaro

jagarti srutimatprasangacaritah sribukkanaksmapatih ||

Good Governance (nitisastra) Knowledge of Mimamsa (Dharmasdastra)

Well-versed in conciliation, which is imbued =~ Knowing the [pra-mana] system of logic, he
with honor, with unshakable resolve in is singularly focused on the division [bheda],
conflict, he, most of all, enjoys wealth. of ritual actions; he understands the principle

of subordination [$esa].

He is skilled at discerning among his He is adept at ritual transposition [tiha], he
counselors, he maintains rank, expert at knows the sequence [krama] in which to
employing [superintendents], his perform the rituals, he is skilled in application
improvement of other kingdoms is [prayukti], his ability to extend a rule
praiseworthy. [atidesa] is praise-worthy.

2 atra cikirsite dharmasastre vartamananam dvadasanam adhydayanam ye pratipadya arthah ye ca nitisastrokta
rajadharmah te sarve py asmin bhipatav’ upalabhyante |
Madhava, Jaiminiyanydayamala, 2.
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He has untrammeled authority in matters that  He is a properly credentialed ritual

arise; he removes the obstacles hindering the  performer[adhikaravan]; his ability is

good. He alone is lord, sovereign. manifest. He is able to avoid defeating
arguments [badha] completely and is a master

of simultaneous offerings [tantra].

His Majesty Bukka, protector of the earth, he, His Majesty Bukka is ever attentive, his
whose deeds and discussions are Vedic, is performance of entailed rituals [prasanga]

forever vigilant. conforms to the Vedas.

The left-hand column is a line-by-line translation of the verse according to the discourses
on governance (niti-sastra) whereas the right-hand column is a line-by-line translation of the
verse according to the valences of the same words in the discourse on Vedic ritual (Mimamsa-
sastra). This text also refers to the discourse on Vedic ritual as the ritual of dharma
(Dharmasastra), because MTmamsa posits that the transcendental end of the performance of
Vedic ritual is the generation of dharma. The terms I have noted in parentheses constitute, in
order, the topics of the twelve chapters of the Mimamsasutra. Although only eleven such terms
are mentioned parenthetically, one of them, extension [atidesa] forms the topic of two successive
chapters, the first on general extension [samanyata atidesah] and the second on particular types
of extension [visesata atidesah]. Thus, the author not only praises the king’s comprehensive
knowledge of the Mimamsa topics, but also uses this occasion to furnish us with a table of

contents of sorts.
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The auto-commentary on the verse draws out the nitisastra meanings with greater
elaboration. I do not analyze the auto-commentary on this verse in its entirety, but rather focus

on the author’s explication of the second hemistich:

nityasphirty ‘adhikaravan gatasadabadhah svatantresvaro

Jjagarti srutimatprasangacaritah sribukkanaksmapatih ||

Translation:

He has untrammeled authority in matters that arise; he removes the obstacles
hindering the good. He alone is lord, sovereign. His Majesty Bukka, protector of

the earth, whose deeds and discussions are Vedic, is forever vigilant.

The author elaborates on this hemistich in his auto-commentary:

His genius, which guides him with regard to what should and should not
be done, is ever the sovereign prerogative of this king, for this genius
never leads him astray. He removes the impediments of the wise, i.e. of
ascetics. Since the rulers of other kingdoms are dependent upon him, they
are commanded by another, and he alone is independent. He is the lord.
He is the incarnation-as-enjoyer (bhoktr) of the sage Vidyatirtha, who is
the lord of the universe. In his court, the discussion among the scholars is
Vedic, since it concerns the meaning of the Vedas. And his deeds are
consistently Vedic, since they consist of the contemplation of the secret
meaning of the Vedas. It is for this reason that he is said to be possessed of
Vedic deeds and discourse. In this way, His Majesty Bukka, is forever
vigilant, internally in the meditation on the highest lord, and externally in
protecting his subjects. Just as he is deft in all matters of governance,

conciliation and conflict and the like, so he, being an incarnation of the
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omniscient one, is expert on all the topics of dharma, consisting of the

discourses on proof and the like. Those matters are demonstrated below.>

As I have stated in introducing this excerpt, this depiction of the idealized king is the
inverse of the representation of kingship in the Sarikaradigvijaya. First, let me note the axes
along which this inversion occurs. These are the king’s sovereignty (svatantratva), his status as
enjoyer (bhoktrtva), as the master of the royal court, as a fully cultivated self, motivated by both
dharma and moksa.

In all these respects, the characterization of Bukka undergoes a structural inversion in the
characterization of the kings of the Sankaradigvijaya (Sudhanvan and Amaruka). Bukka, as can
be expected of a self-styled universal monarch, is sovereign over his vassals, “who are
dependent, insofar as being commanded by another.” Bukka, independent of any external rule, is
alone sovereign. Recall that in the Sankaradigvijaya, neither of the kings was sovereign, since
they were trapped in the snare of desire and experience. Sankara alone, being a liberated self, is
considered sovereign. In the Jaiminiyanyayamala’s formulation of ideal kingship, Bukka is a
lord (isvara), a word derived from the verbal root is (to possess, to be master of) that connotes
his sovereignty.

Further, he is identified with Vidyatirtha (the famed guru of the order of Advaita

Vedantin monks at Srigeri) who is called the “lord of the universe” (jagadisvara). Nevertheless,

53 idam kartavyam idam na ity evam karyakarya-visaya sphiirtis tasyam adhikarosya rajio nityah
sarvatrapratihata-buddhitvat | gato nivaritah satam tapasvinam abadho vighno yenasau gata-sada-badhah |
desantaradhipatinam rajiiam etad adhinatvenaparapresyatvad ayam svatantrah | jagad-isvarasya vidya-tirtha-
muner bhoga-miirtitvena ayam isvarah | yasya sabhdayam gosthi-ripah prasango vedartha-visayatvena srutiman |
yadiyam caritam api nirantaram vedoktarasyarthadhyanaripatvena srutimad bhavati so ’yam srutimat-prasanga-
caritah | evamvidho bukka-bhiuipatir antah paramesvaradhyane bahih prajapalane ca nityam jagarti | yatha
nitisastroktesu samabhedadisv’ayam kusala, tatha sarvajiavataratvad dharmasastroktesu
pramanddiprasangantesv’adhyayarthesu kusalah | te cadhyayartha uparistat pradarsyante |

Madhava, 2.
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Bukka is not the same person as Vidyatirtha; rather he is an incarnation of Vidyatirtha, to be
precise, he has assumed the enjoyer-form (bhogamiirti) of Vidyatirtha. The very language of
bhoga (enjoyment or experience) that is used to denigrate kingship in the Sarkaradigvijaya is
used to praise Bukka here. Whereas Vidyatirtha is a manifestation of brahman (the ultimate
principle of reality revealed by the Upanisads), Bukka is the procreative, active instantiation of
that very same principle. Further, Bukka is sovereign and perfect because his conduct and his
contemplative exercises cleave to the Vedic notions of the good. In his conduct, he is
distinguished in convening the public square, his court, where intellectuals and religious leaders
can discuss the meaning of the Vedas in extraordinary detail. Thus, he sponsors the promulgation
of the Vedas.

Recall that in the Sarnkaradigvijaya, Sankara is able to frustrate the king’s desire to
convene precisely such a court where matters of transcendental import would be debated and
discussed by the finest philosophers and theologians of the kingdom. Sankara does not merely
decline to participate in such a forum, he calls into question the very premise for such a
concentration and enactment of royal power. He censures the king for distracting all those
intellectuals and philosophers from their duties, and for wasting royal resources that could be
diverted to more worthy ends in what is ultimately nothing more than a display of royal power.

Further, Bukka’s conduct, “insofar as it takes the form of meditation on the meaning of
the secret of the Veda” (yadiyam caritam api nirantaram vedokta-rahasyartha-dhyana-
riipatvena Srutimad bhavati), is Vedic. Therefore, besides being the foremost patron of Vedic
discussion, Bukka is absorbed in the secret meaning of the Vedas, a cryptic description but
undeniably laudatory. Bukka manages to cultivate a double-self, which can attend to the dual

ends of the Veda: his public self, directed toward dharma, and his internal self, directed toward
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brahman. Thus, just as in the Vedic commentaries, the dual transcendent ends of the Veda
(dharma and brahma) are synthesized in the very body of the king, which is to say, in the body
politic.

Finally, Bukka is praised as an incarnation of the omniscient Siva; his comprehensive
knowledge of dharma (as explicated in the Mimamsasiitra of Jaimini) makes him the ideal
patron. The king’s claim to omniscience is similarly inverted in the Sarkaradigvijaya, just as we
might expect: it is Safkara who, in the final canto of the work, ascends to the throne of
omniscience.>* The next verse of the Jaiminiyanyayamalavistara clarifies the nature of Bukka’s
transcendence and omniscience. In this slightly convoluted configuration, Bukka is constituted in
relation to the two axes of transcendence, Siva (the axis of power) and brahman (the axis of
knowledge), mediated by the insertion of Vidyatirtha. Thus, as the auto-commentary explains,
Bukka has assumed one of Siva’s five forms, particularly suited to uphold creation. On the other
hand, Bukka is a manifestation of the ultimate reality of Vedanta discourse, brahman. In this
regard, he is equivalent to Vidyatirtha, the former guru of Srageri monastery, who was also a
manifestation of this ultimate reality. These myriad transcendent forces conspire in the person of
the king to render him perfect in the two modes prized by the Veda: he is the perfect ruler,
enacting dharma on earth, and he is omniscient, complete in his knowledge of the secret

meaning of the Vedanta. In other words, he is a liberated self.

54 Thus, having reduced the goddess to silence, the noble one [Sarkara] rejoiced upon ascending to the seat of
omniscience. He was honored by the wise, by the goddess of Speech, much like Yajfiavalkya was by Gargi and
those headed by Kahola.

ittham niruttara-padam sa vidhaya devim

sarvajia-pitham adhiruhya nananda sabhyah |

sammanito ’bhavad asau vibudhais ca vanya

gargya kahol-amukharair iva yajiiavalkyah ||

Vidyaranya, Sarikaradigvijaya, 627.
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yadbrahma pratipadyate pragunayat tatpaiicamurtipratham
tattrayam sthitimirtim akalayati sribukkanaksmapatih
vidyatirthamunis tadatmani lasanmiirtistvanugrahika

tenasya svagunair akhanditapadam sarvajiiyam udyotate ||

The ultimate reality [brahman), which manifests the fame of his [Siva’s]
five forms, is demonstrated therein [in the Saiva scriptures], with regard to
which, this king, His Majesty Bukkana, assumes the form of preserver.
Since the sage Vidyatirtha appears in that form, it supports the universe.
Thus, his [the king Bukka’s] omniscience is expressed completely, with his

virtues.

Auto-commentary:

That same highest brahman, which is known from the Upanisads, is
shown to clarify or make manifest, in the Saiva scriptures, the fame or
dissemination of the five forms [of Siva], namely, &$ana, tatpurusa,
aghora, vamadeva, and sadyojata, that are assumed in order to accomplish
the five effects: creation, maintenance, destruction, suppression, and
grace. And with regard to those forms, this earth-protector (Bukka) bears
the form of maintenance. Since the sage Vidyatirtha appears in the essence
of this form, it is said to favor the entire universe. Since this monarch is
the highest brahman described in the Vedanta, and since he is the
incarnation of Siva’s form of stability as stated in the Agamas, and since
the sage Vidyatirtha manifests as the essence of that form, so this king is
omniscient and further, the protector of all subjects, from the learned to

women. This much is indisputably true.>

55 sarvasapanisatsu pratiyamanam yatparam brahma tadeva Saivagamesu systi-sthiti-samhara-nirodhananugraha-
laksana-panicakrtya-siddhy-artham isana-tatpurusaghora-vamadeva-sadyojata-laksananam pancanam mirtinam
pratham prasiddhim vistaram va pragunayati prakatikarotiti pratipadyate | tatra tasu mirtisv 'ayam bhupalah sthiti-
mirtim dhatte | tasya mirter atmani lasan vidya-tirtha-munih krtsnasya jagato 'nugrahika mirtirity 'ucyate | yasmad
ayam bhiupo vedantoktam param brahma yasmdc cagamoktd mahesvarasya sthiti-mirtih yasmac ca sri-vidya-tirtha-
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Anxieties of Disorder

How are we to explain the profound swing of the pendulum from the ideal of kingship
detailed in the early (latter half of the 14" century) Jaiminiyanyayamala to the subtle but clear
undermining of the institution in the late Sarnkaradigvijaya, texts that are from the same corpus
produced by partisans of the Srigeri monastery? There are no clear answers here, but I present a
case, in the following section, to argue that the changed political circumstances in Karnataka,
from the fourteenth- to the seventeenth-century, could be a plausible explanation for the shift in
the monastery’s attitude toward kingship. To be clear, as I have stated above, I do not think that
the Sankaradigvijaya is an argument for the king to cede all power to the matha; after all,
worldly power, according to the Sankaradigvijaya, can have deleterious effects on the pursuit of
liberation: it may even cause a liberated self to be alienated from itself. Rather, the
Sankaradigvijaya is a strenuous assertion of the privileges and prerogatives of the monastic
institution. It argues for the privilege of the monastery to secure its own interests, for which the
institution can point to Vedic sanction.

Thus, the Sankaradigvijaya draws a distinction between power and authority; the
monastery, and its leaders, should eschew the accretion of power, particularly military power,
which might result in violence. But the monastery must assert its authority to encompass
kingship, particularly in matters of transcendent import. Thus the kingdom must, where the
prerogatives and privileges of the monastery are threatened, intervene on the monastery’s behalf.

A kingdom that abjures this sacred charge becomes a political entity bereft of any transcendental

munis tadatmani samnidhdya prakdsate tasmat sarvajiiatvam asya rajia utkarsenavidvad-anganda-gopalam
avivadena pratibhdasate |
Madhava, Jaiminiyanydayamala, 3.
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authority or legitimacy. In this section, I argue that the effective disintegration of the power and
the authority — in that order — of the Vijayanagara empire in the aftermath of the Battle of
Talikota (1565) and the shift to a system of regional governance by the successor Nayaka states
inaugurated a period of some instability for Srngeri, during which time the monastery struggled
to secure its assets and prerogatives (such as the right to extract revenue). The Nayaka state of
Ikkeri did, eventually, step into the breach and guarantee the security of the monastery, but the
events of the intervening episode may have engendered the anxiety about the reliability of royal
authority that we find evinced in the Sarnkaradigvijaya.

If we assume, on Bader’s recommendation, that the Sarikaradigvijaya was composed, at
the earliest, during the latter half of the seventeenth century or even during the eighteenth
century,>® then we must ask ourselves what transpired in the seventeenth century that would have
provided the impetus for the assertion of the monastery’s authority over the power of kingship.
We have to go back to before 1565, when the Battle of Talikota resulted in the slow-motion
demise of the Vijayanagara empire.’” The defeat of the Vijayanagara forces meant, at the very
least, the destruction of Vijayanagara as the old center of imperial power. The capital was moved
to Penukonda in the aftermath of the war, and the Aravidu rulers kept the Vijayanagara empire,
even if only as an idea, alive for another century. Concurrently, the defeat was a setback for the
imperial order that the capital city symbolized. Whereas, prior to 1565, Srngeri’s assets and

income were guaranteed by the kings of the Vijayanagara empire,*® after the Battle of Talikota, it

56 Jonathan Bader, Conquest of the Four Quarters (New Delhi: Aditya Prakashan, 2000). Pp 55 — 56.

57 For more detail on the “fall” of the capital city of Vijayanagara, see Mark T. Lycett and Kathleen D. Morrison,
“The ‘Fall’ of Vijayanagara Reconsidered: Political Destruction and Historical Construction in South Indian
History,” Journal of the Economic and Social History of the Orient 56, no. 3 (2013): 433-70.

58 This, notwithstanding the cooling of patronage (in the early 16" century) from the Vijayanagara kings of the

Tuluva lineage, whose personal adherence to Vaisnava groups saw a revision in the official patronage of the
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is not quite clear whether the issue the monastery’s security was attended to, in any serious way,
by the displaced Vijayanagara rulers. As I show, the Nayakas of Ikkeri, whose kingdom
encompassed the monastery, stepped in as guarantors of the monastery’s security in the 1620’s,
at the same time that they publicly, finally, sloughed off the sovereign imprimatur of
Vijayanagara. In this section, I show that this period of instability, between 1565 and 1623,
which ended with the Ikkeri Nayakas asserting their sovereignty, informed the anxieties
regarding the authority of kingship evinced in the Sarkaradigvijaya.

The Battle of Talikota ushered in a sort of interregnum, extending, in the case of the
Ikkeri Nayakas, to around 1623, during which time the successor Nayaka states maintained their
vassalage to the Vijayanagara kings, even as they were functionally independent of any control
by the new center at Penukonda.>® While there is some disagreement about the relationship
between the Nayaka states and the old center of Vijayanagara,® it is generally agreed that these
regional kingdoms functioned more or less independently, but were obligated to the center by
fiscal, military, and ritual relations.

The most significant regional kingdoms under the Vijayanagara imperium were Madurai,
Tanjavur, Gingee, Mysore and Keladi-Ikkeri. The Keladi-Ikkeri Nayakas were, like many a
ruling house of medieval South India, a family of agriculturalists that rose to local prominence
and became, by the beginning of the sixteenth century, an important administrative organ of the

Vijayanagara empire in Western Karnataka. They enter the inscriptional record (with any

kingdom to various Vaisnava groups. This is well documented in Ajay Rao, Refiguring the Ramdayana as Theology:
A History of Reception in Premodern India (New York: Routledge, 2015).

59 White, “Beyond Empire: Vijayanagara Imperialism and the Emergence of the Keladi-Ikkeri Nayaka State, 1499 -
1763 C.E.”” Pp 92 -93

60 For more, see, Dirks, The Hollow Crown: Ethnohistory of an Indian Kingdom; Subrahmanyam, The Political

Economy of Commerce: Southern India, 1500 - 1650.; Karashima, 4 Concordance of Nayakas: The Vijayanagara
Inscriptions in South India; Stein, Vijayanagara.
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appreciable frequency) at the beginning of the sixteenth century, when the second ruler in the
Keladi-Ikkeri lineage, Sadashiva Nayaka, acquired a number of important regions on the
Karnataka coast for military services rendered to Vijayanagara.!

The Ikkeri Nayakas continued to flourish as prominent vassals of Vijayanagara, and even
after the fall of the capital in 1565 they continued to affirm, in inscriptions, their vassalage to the
former empire. It was only in 1623 that Venkatappa Nayaka asserted the independence of Ikkeri
from Vijayanagara.

One of the more arresting themes that emerges from the study of the inscriptions of the
early seventeenth century is that the monastery at Srigeri represented itself in terms strikingly
similar to those used by the Nayakas of Ikkeri. Indeed, one may be forgiven for thinking that
these were two parallel, autonomous institutions, responsible for governing their special
domains, and with similar conceptions of their own status. The inscriptions adduced below attest
to this parallelism. The monarchy and the matha, beyond being characterized in the language of
universal dominion and triumph, engaged in the same donative practices to constitute and
consolidate their authority. First, to attend to the rhetoric common to the representations of
monastery and monarchy, notice, in this inscription from 1641, the use of the very same terms to
praise the Nayaka king, Venkata, as were used in the Sarikaradigvijaya to praise the hegemony

of Sankara:

A diamond elephant-goad to the lusty elephants, the group of the bounding
Tauluva rajas; a sun to disperse the thick darkness, the numberless Kiratas;

a boundary mountain to stop the great ocean of the Mléchhas ever seeking

1 White, “Beyond Empire: Vijayanagara Imperialism and the Emergence of the Keladi-Ikkeri Nayaka State, 1499 -
1763 C.E.” Pg. 91
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to overflow the south in various expeditions; of unequalled valor in arms

was the king Venkata.5?

Encomia of this type may be dismissed on the grounds that the prasasti genre had always
been used in the praise of kingship, and the universal conquest (digvijaya) of even regional
kings, was ever described thus. Let us, instead, look to the Nayaka’s structural other, the guru of
Srigeri matha. The guru of Srigeri is praised in royal terms, transposed to a religious domain.
For instance, an inscription from 1621 states that at the time, “Abhinava-Narasimha-Bharati-
Svami of Srigeri was ruling his yoga throne.”s3 An inscription from 1758 describes “the time
when Narasimha-Bharati-Vodeyar was in the presence of the god Vidyasankara, ruling the
empire of yoga.”®* Here, we have the converse of the previous case: the guru’s dominion over a
religious or spiritual domain is described using the terms of royal dominion, his seat is the throne
of yoga, and his dominion is the “empire of yoga.”

This effect is intensified in the second of the citations, which gives the guru the title
vodeyar, a variation on the term odeyar, which, as Stein explains, was something like a regional
chieftain or viceroy, though by the time of this inscription “Wodeyar” was the proper name of a
ruling clan of the upper Kaveri.®> More interesting still is the use of the epithet “establisher of the

pure Vaidikadvaita-siddhanta,” which was used to describe both the Nayakas of Ikkeri (such as

62 Mysore (India: State). and Rice, Epigraphia Carnatica. Pg. 3
8 Rice, Epigraphica Carnatica. Pg 93
% Ibid

85 Stein, Vijayanagara. Pp 81 — 82: “During the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, the plain, or maidan, of Southern
Karnataka was nominally under an agent of the Vijayanagara kings whose headquarters was the fortress at
Srirangapatman [sic] in the upper Kaveri. This agent, often dignified by historians with the title of ‘viceroy’, was
responsible for collecting tribute from surrounding chiefs, usually calling themselves odeyar...Of course, by the
time the titled “Vodeyar” is used in the inscription above, the Wodeyars constituted a ruling house of the upper
Kaveri, one that, in the manner of the Nayakas, had eluded central control by the mid-1500s.
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Keladi Venkatappa-Nayaka and Sadasiva-Raya-Nayaka, among others)® and the guru of
Srigeri, Sacchidananda-Bharati-Svami, who is described as “the establisher of the pure
Vaidikadvaita-siddhanta, the establisher of the six dar§anas, disciple of the succession of gurus
descended from the holy feet of Sankaracharyya.” The “vaidikadvaita-siddhanta” of the
inscriptions is the conclusive position (siddhanta) of Vedic (vaidika) non-dual (advaita)
Vedanta. Thus, the leaders of these two institutions, the kingdom of Ikkeri and the Srigeri
monastery, in their self-representation, saw themselves as equals, but concerned with the
management of parallel domains.

Similarly, the two institutions were indistinguishable in their use of the gift to constitute
and replicate their authority. Each gift, with its origin recorded in the inscriptional record,
rehearses the illustrious lineage and personal history of the donor and the institution with which
he (or she) is affiliated. Let us consider the following inscription from 1621, from the period that

concerns this analysis:

At the time when Abhinava-Narasimha-Bharati-svami of Sring@ri was
ruling his own yoga throne, the svami’s chief beloved disciple,
Puttappaiya, son of Gangarasaiya of Bilige, of the Vi§vamitra-gotra,
Bodhayana-siitra and Yaju$-$akha, repaired the temple of the god
Mallikarjuna — and for the service of that god, bought for the matha from
the shareholders, for 300 varaha, property yielding 45 varaha at a time
(kala vondakke) and granted it.

Details of how these 45 varaha are to be expended for the service of the
god: For one Brahman to perform the ekadasa Rudrabhiseka, 9 varaha; for
one Brahman to bring 11 pots daily of water from the Tungabhadra, 6

varaha; for tambiila — 2 hana; for 9 perfumes of sandal and frankincense, 1

% Rice, Epigraphica Carnatica. Pp 90 — 94.
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honnu; for wicks and oil for arati, 1 varaha; for the panchamrita on
Monday, 6 varaha; for the Kartika piije, 1 varaha; for evening worship, 9
varaha; for one Brahman to recite the thousand names and offer flowers, 4
varaha; for the worship of the Dhanur-masa, 4 varaha; for Sivaratri, %
varaha; for cakes by measure, 2 measure; for 2 perpetual lights, 5 varaha.
Altogether, 45 varaha, which he made over, with a petition that the

Sringeri svami’s men would maintain it in all its parts.

This very typical inscription from 1621, inscribed during the rule of Keladi-Ikkeri
Nayaka Venkatappa records the endowment by a disciple of the guru of Srigeri, Abhinava
Narasimha Bharati svami, of a piece of land that would yield 45 varahas over a certain span of
time, unspecified in the record. The yield, 45 varahas, would be spent in maintaining the temple
of Mallikarjuna, and, according to the breakdown of expenses, would ensure the employment of
a number of Brahmans in the tasks required to observe all the rituals and duties associated with
the temple.

The inscription notes both the originator, even if symbolic, of the donation, the guru of
Srigeri, and the intermediary, Puttappaiya, responsible for the acquisition and disbursal of the
funds. The intermediary’s ritual and familial credentials qualify him as a model candidate for
this task. He is the son of Gangarasaiya of Bilige, a Brahman of the Vi§vamitra clan who belongs
to the Yajur Veda and follows the Bodhayana ritual manuals for domestic and Vedic rituals. This
model of an intermediary agent acting on behalf of a primary agent to redistribute resources
mirrors the paradigm of royal donation. Thus, every act in this process, from the acquisition of
the land to the rituals and duties associated with the maintenance of the temple, re-inscribes the
Srigeri guru’s sovereignty. Each instance of donation reifies his abstract authority and marks

people, places, and things with the traces of his power.
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The functional and rhetorical symmetry of the two institutions, the matha and the
monarchy, may lead one to think that the Sankaradigvijaya’s diffidence in kingship is reflective
of the rivalry between them. This may well have been the informing drive in the composition of
the Sankaradigvijaya; it is impossible to rule out this interpretation, given the general dearth of
supporting evidence we possess. Nevertheless, based on the evidence we do possess, I argue that
the Sankaradigvijaya’s ambivalence toward kingship reflects an anxiety about the reliability of
the rulers of Karnataka, in the aftermath of the Battle of Talikota, in ensuring the fiscal and
material security of the monastery.

There are two episodes that are mentioned in the inscriptional record that lead me to this
conclusion. Both demonstrate the deleterious effects of political instability upon the monastery.

The first episode, which occurred at some time before 1621, is described in an inscription
issued on behalf of the guru of Srigeri, from 1652. Given the fact that this inscription was issued
by the matha and not the Keladi-Ikkeri Nayaka, we should be persuaded of the veracity of any
account valorizing the actions of the Ikkeri king, Keladi Sivappa-Nayaka. First, the inscription
describes the credentials of the issuer of this particular donation, the guru of Sringapura,

Sacchidananda Bharatt svami:

At the time of the moon’s eclipse, the chief acharyya of the paramahamsa
sannyasis, who had seen to the farthest point of grammar and logic,
devoted to yama niyama and the other eight branches of yoga, the
establisher of the pure Vaidikadvaita-siddhanta, the establisher of the six
darsanas, disciple of the succession of the gurus descended from the holy
feet of Sankaraccharya and initiated by the lotus hands of Abhinava-
Narasimha-Bharati-svami, -- Sachchidananda-Bharati-svami of

Sringapura, gave to all the learned Brahmans of Vidyaranyapura,
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belonging to the various gotras, siitras and $akhas, a copper $asana of a

rent-free agrahara as follows...%

There are a number of points of interest disclosed in this paragraph. First, the passage does not
make perfectly clear the relation between Sachchidananda Bharati svami and Abhinava
Narasimha Bharati svami, other than to note that Sacchidananda Bharati is the guru of
Sringapura and to indicate that he is subordinate to Abhinava Narasimha Bharati. Nevertheless,
Sachchidananda is accorded the honorific virtues typically reserved for the guru of the Srageri
monastery. It is possible that Sachchidananda is the heir-designate to the office of guru of the
matha, and Abhinava Narasimha Bharati is the outgoing guru. Nevertheless, it should be noted
that in this inscription, unlike older inscriptions issued by the matha, Sankara is identified as the
founder of the order. This does not prove that the Sarikaradigvijaya must have been composed by
this time, but it certainly shows that the myth of the founding, elaborated upon in the
Sankaradigvijaya was already in circulation by 1652. Thus, the gurus of the order are quite
explicitly connected in a lineage with Sankara quite explicitly. Further, the Sachchidananda is
lauded as “the establisher of the pure Vaidikadvaita-siddhanta.” As I have noted above, this
epithet was used, indeed in this very inscription, to describe Keladi Sivappa Nayaka. Thus, the
inscription expresses the pivotal role of political power in sustaining the ideological program of
the matha.

Next, the inscription provides a brief history of the monastery, an account that hews
closely to the revisionist history of the founding of the matha that we find also in the mid-

seventeenth century Telugu narrative Rayavacakamu. In the Rayavacakamu, the founding of the

7 Rice. Pg 95
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Vijayanagara empire is ascribed to the inspired vision of fourteenth century the Srigeri guru
Vidyaranya.®® Once again, the important aspect of this excerpt, for our analysis, is that, by
appealing to the intertwined histories of Vijayanagara and Srngeri, it demonstrates the

interdependence of the two institutions.

Formerly, the (original) guru of our line, author of the Veda-bhashya,
Vidyaranya-$ripada, out of charity to the world, through the boon obtained
by virtue of his penance from (the god) Virtipaksha dwelling on the banks
of the Pampa, having founded Vidyanagara, for the protection of cows,
gods and Brahmans performed the coronation anointing of Harihara-

maharaya.®

According to this myth of origin, not only was the founding guru of Srngeri, Vidyaranya,
the founder of Vijayanagara (the inscription refers to it as Vidyanagara, to emphasize the
connection to Vidyaranya), but the city and empire were founded with the express purpose of
instantiating Vedic order. First of all, before founding the city, Vidyaranya composed the Vedic
commentaries (“Veda-bhashya”), the very text that forms the subject-matter of this dissertation.
Second, the city was founded “for the protection of cows, gods and Brahmans,” an expressly
Vedic mission. Finally, Vidyaranya himself anointed the inaugural king of the empire; in other
words, he conferred the ritual status that a king of such a kingdom would require in order to rule.
In locating the origin of Vijayanagara kingship in Vidyaranya, the inscription stresses the

dharmic root of all governance and inserts the monastery as the basis for dharmic rule.

% For a translation and analysis of the Rayavacakamu, see Wagoner, Tidings of the King: A Translation and
Ethnohistorical Analysis of the Rayavacakamu.

% Rice, Epigraphica Carnatica. Pg 95.
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Vidyaranya was responsible for the founding of Viajayanagara, but Harihara, the first king of
Vijayanagara, reciprocated this magnanimous act by “protecting the Karnataka kingdom in peace
and wisdom” and entreating the guru of the monastery to expand the scope of monastic power.

This is described in the next passage:

After this, at the time when the rajadhiraja raja-parames$vara, vira-pratapa
Harihara-maharaya, a sun to the waterlilies of the race of hostile kings,
was protecting the Karnataka kingdom in peace and wisdom, he made
petition at the feet of Vidyaranya-§ripada, representing that in
Sringapura there must be a matha and agrahara, for the worship of the
gods Mallikarjuna, Vidyasankarasvami and Sarada-amma in the matha.
And for the performance of the religious duties of the vedas and $astras, he
set apart certain landed property, established the agraharas of Sringapura
and Vidyaranyapura, and, forming 250 shares, made them over to the feet

of Vidyaranya-Bharati-svami.”®

With this passage, the inscription establishes one of the most important functions of
kingship: to provide for the proliferation of the Vedic religion through the patronage of ritual,
worship and scholarship. Harihara’s efforts are immortalized here in order to valorize this
dimension of kingship. The inscription notes with approbation the material support he provided
to the matha to ensure its continued efflorescence.

The next passage of the inscription describes the inverse of the aforementioned
relationship between monarchy and matha. It recounts a distressing period when those lands that
Harihara had granted to the monastery were expropriated by “those common people,” who thus

expropriated important sources of revenue for the monastery and thereby, even if indirectly,

70 Ibid, 96.
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prevented the appropriate ritual, worship and scholarly activities that constituted the mission of
the matha. Even though this passage lauds the efforts of Sivappa Nayaka, who remedied the
transgressions by the common people, it implicitly calls attention to the lack of political

oversight and security, the sole duty of kingship, that resulted in such a catastrophe.

In course of time the whole of that [bequest] having become dispersed and
the common people (prajadharmadavaru) themselves being in possession,
when the Yadava-Murari, Kote-kolahala, establisher of the pure
Vaidikadvaita-siddhanta, protector of cows, gods and Brahman, devoted to
faith in Siva and the guru, Keladi Sadasiva-Nayaka’s great-grandson,
Keladi Sivappa-Nayaka, was protecting Araga, Gutti, Barakur, Magaliir
and other places, a kingdom extending to the Western Ocean, ... and was
preserving the religious establishment of Sringapura, in the lands formerly
granted by the king for the matha, agrahara and temples, these common
people, having made areca plantations, gained huge profits, and mortgaged
and sold them to one another, without as was due making over the money
to the matha, agrahara and temples, Sivappa-Nayaka, inquiring into the
whole matter, put them down, and the lands the profit of which they had
been enjoying he made over to us, when we visited Biduriir, in the
presence of Chandramaules$vara, in order that the religious duties of the
matha, agrahara, temples and other (institutions) might be carried on as

long as the sun and moon endure.”!

This passage perfectly encapsulates the principal conundrum that the Sarkaradigvijaya
confronts, namely, can an institution which lacks the capacity for exercising force, be considered
sovereign? And how can it realize its sovereignty? In this case, Harihara’s tax-free grants of land

to the monastery had been turned into revenue streams. The matha had sold those lands to private

" Tbid
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individuals who were expected to pay taxes or to pay out some share of their revenue to the
monastery. But prior to the rule of Keladi Sivappa Nayaka (1645 — 1660), those private
individuals sold those lands “without as was due making over the money to the matha.”

The monastery had no means of enforcing its arrangements. It had to depend upon the
kings of Vijayanagara and, after the defeat of Vijayanagara at the Battle of Talikota, on the kings
of Keladi-Ikkeri to defend its interests and to enforce its prerogatives. Thus, the
Sankaradigvijaya asserts its hegemony over kingship not through an appeal to power but through
its appeal to authority. As the guarantors of the ultimate human values, dharma and moksa, the
matha ought to be able to compel a king to act on its behalf. Should a king, or a polity, do this
reliably, then he, or it, earns the right to be called, “establisher of the pure Vaidikadvaita-
siddhanta,” as Sivappa Nayaka is, in this instance. This inscription demonstrates that the
assertion of this obligation of kingship to uphold dharma (i.e., to secure the financial interests of
the matha) masks an anxiety about the implications of an unreliable polity. There are other
instances of the king intervening to ensure the proper flow of revenue to the matha’s coffers.”

The other episode that may give us some indication of the effects of the instability that
the Battle of Talikota triggered, particularly for an institution like Srngeri matha, comes from an
inscription from 1621 that I have discussed above. The inscription details the donations made by
Puttappaiya, the disciple of the guru Abhinava Narasimha Bharati svami, to repair the temple of
Mallikarjuna and to devote a steady stream of resources for its upkeep. That inscription begins

with the following words:

2 “Delinquency in the payment of taxes was taken serious notice of by the rulers. This may be seen from the fact
that Sivappa Nayaka enquired of his aliya (son-in-law) Keficanna in writing, how he had received information that
some tenants of the Srngeri matha in the Mangaliiru $ime were ‘playing mischief” without making due payments and
ordered him to send for them and see the due amount was paid.” K.D. Swaminathan, The Nayakas of Ikkeri (Madras:
P. Varadachary and Co., 1957). Pg 176. For more instances, see also A.K. Shastry, The Records of the Sringéri
Dharmasamsthana (Srr'lgéri: Srr'lgéri Matha, 2009). Pp 103, 105, 109.
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Keladi Sadasiva-Nayaka’s grandson Venkatappa Nayaka having re-
established Sringeri (punar-pratishtheyam madi) at the time when

Abhinava Narasimha Bharati svami was ruling his own yoga throne.”?

The inscription states that, already in 1621 -- which is to say, a few years before the
Keladi-Ikkeri Nayakas would finally proclaim their sovereignty independent of the Vijayanagara
state (or what remained of it) — Venkatappa Nayaka had “re-established Sringeri.” The reference
is oblique, and there are few clues in the inscriptional record to reconstruct the acts of
Venkatappa Nayaka that led to this great honor. A. K. Shastry, a modern partisan of the matha,
attributes the conferral of this title to the many grants that the king made to Srageri.”* There is no
doubt that the guru of the matha recognized Venkatappa Nayaka for three reasons. First, for
ensuring the fiscal and material security of the monastery; second, for making additional grants
of land and cash to bolster the monastery’s position; and third, for guaranteeing the prerogatives
and privileges of the monastery against the assertions of other regional monasteries.”

In the fore-going analysis of the Sankaradigvijaya’s representation of kingship, I have
offered two possible explanations for the poem’s subtle undermining of the office of the
monarch. The first, extrapolated from the analysis of Rao et al on the model of Nayaka kingship,
argues that the monastery’s claims to transcendental authority may have been challenged by this
new paradigm of royal authority, which was predicated on the king as enjoyer (bhoktr). The

Sankaradigvijaya, on this view, ought to be interpreted as a refutation of this ascendant mode of

3 Rice, Epigraphica Carnatica. Pg 93.
74 Shastry, The Records of the Syingéri Dharmasamsthana. Pg 13

75 The rivalry with the Kudali matha seems to be have been particularly contentious. For more on this, see Clark,
The Dasanami-Samnyasis: The Integration of Ascetic Lineages into an Order. Pp 133 - 142.
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kingship. First of all, the Sarikaradigvijaya argues that bhoga can never be transcendental, since
it results in the erasure of the true sovereignty of the subject. Second, only non-dual (advaita)
Vedanta promises the full realization of the self, characterizing the state of liberation as complete
autonomy. Nevertheless, the guru as sovereign finds himself in a paradoxical bind, which I have
discussed in chapter two. Thus, though the liberated self alone is truly sovereign, action is
difficult to adopt, particularly the actions of kingship, war-making and love-making chief among
them. The guru, as I have indicated in my earlier analysis, is particularly well suited to the two
dimensions that made up monastic governmentality: re-distributing resources (pastoral care) and
teaching (monastic discipline). The appropriate place of kingship, in this hierarchy, is as the
executor of the will of the sovereign, Sankara, and by extension, the matha.

The second explanation is really a variation on the first. I have shown that the political
events of the latter half of the sixteenth century caused disruptions in the smooth workings of the
matha. As inscriptions from the period demonstrate, the matha at Srigeri could not rely on the
relevant political actors to secure and enforce their agreements, sources of revenue, and other
privileges and prerogatives.”® In other words, the Sarikaradigvijaya sought from the monarch
affirmation of its authority alone, among its competitors. On this view, the political instability of
the post-Talikota years resulted, for the matha, in an acute anxiety about the reliability of the
institution of the monarchy to affirm the values that placed the matha at the very apex of the
social order. Thus, the confidence that was expressed, in the fourteenth century
Jaiminiyanydayamald, in the dharmic character of Bukka as the political counterpart of the guru

Vidyatirtha was no longer evident in the kings presented in the Sarikaradigvijaya. The radical

76 Shastry cites a letter from Ikkeri Virabhadhra Nayaka to Sachchidananda Bharati of Srngeri making clear that
only the Srigeri guru is entitled to assume imperial titles and insignia. Shastry, The Records of the Sringeéri
Dharmasamsthana. Pg. 104.
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proposition of the matha taking over kingship, radical because it would result in the erasure of
the self, was nevertheless enacted in the myth, indulged but not affirmed. Rather, the matha

would remain hopeful that a dharmic king would ensure its universal hegemony.

Conclusion

In this chapter, I examined the poem’s representation of the relationship between
contingent, partial royal power and transcendental, sovereign religious authority. I showed that
the Sankaradigvijaya takes a dim view of royal power, once again by applying to it the four-fold
hierarchy of human ends. The institution is corruptible because the king must traffic in k@ma and
bhoga in his pursuit for power. More importantly, from the text’s viewpoint, trafficking in these
values can lead to a profound self-alienation, so that the king progressively loses his sense of self
and is held hostage by his passions. The figure of Sankara stands athwart the ineluctable progress
of the model of transcendence-through-consumption (bhoga) that the Nayaka rulers have
embraced. Thus, the sole sovereign self capable of administering rule with complete detachment
is the liberated ascetic, here Sankara. But even Sarnkara risks losing sight of his liberated self, so
strong is the pull of desire.

I provide two plausible accounts for this view of kingship, itself a radical shift from the
view adopted in the earlier texts of the same purported corpus. First, this shift could be construed
as a caution to the theory of kingship that was being cultivated in the Nayaka kingdoms of this
period. According to that theory, enjoyment or experience (bhoga), beyond being the principal
driving force of kingship, came to be theorized as transcendent in itself. Thus, the king,
identified with divinity, could find apotheosis through enjoyment. Against this theory, the

Sankaradigvijaya hammers home the doubly deleterious effects of giving over to consumption:
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first, the kingdom suffers because the king is no longer interested in his svadharma. Second, the
king’s self suffers from an acute alienation, which forecloses on the possibility of liberation. In
the face of the corrosive effects of an effete theory of consumption, the text preaches the sterner
stuff that makes up monastic rule, which alone is really concerned with the ultimate welfare of
the self.

The second, more speculative, explanation I provide for this subtle undermining of
kingship is informed by the political events of the end of the sixteenth century and the beginning
of the seventeenth century. With the Battle of Talikota, which scrambles the balance of power in
Karnataka, there follows a period of almost seventy years during which the Ikkeri Nayakas,
despite ruling Western Karnataka, continue to recognize the sovereignty of the displaced rulers
of the Vijayanagara empire. The inscriptional record attests to the difficulties Srngeri faced,
during this period, in ensuring the endurance of its prerogatives and privileges. I argue that this
period of relative instability may have engendered anxieties regarding the reliability of kingship
that we find expressed in the poem. Though it is difficult to be certain of the historical events
that informed the composition of the poem, there can be no doubt that the Sarnkaradigvijaya
arrogates to itself untrammeled religious and political authority, even as it remains unsure about

the constitution of power that must undergird these claims.
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Conclusion

The Sense of an Ending

But a text in a scholastic tradition is often more than classical or central. To use
Halbertal’s term, it may be formative: that is, “one in which progress in the field
is made through interpretation of the text itself. A text-centered culture that has
formative texts proceed in that mode; its achievements are interpretive.” Such a
text is not merely important to the field...but constitutive of it.

~Georges Dreyfus, The Sound of Two Hands Clapping'

The Rebirth of a Guru

In a 1998 publication titled Yoga, Enlightenment and Perfection, the Srigeri matha
commemorated the life and teachings of Abhinava Vidyatirtha, who reigned as guru of the matha
from 1954 until he achieved liberation-in-death (videha-mukti) in 1989. It is only fitting that we
should end this dissertation with a brief summary of the life of the modern (Abhinava)
Vidyatirtha, our textual corpus having begun with salutations to the legendary Vidyatirtha.
Abhinava Vidyatirtha’s life, works, and teachings, told in the words of his students, illustrate the
key elements of the commentarial corpus that I have sought to draw out for explication. In a way,
the life of this single supererogatory figure is a distillation of this thesis; in the progression it
charts of the guru’s life, it contemplates and encompasses the varieties of Vedic experience and

brings a new order to this ancient tradition.

! Georges B. J. Dreyfus, The Sound of Two Hands Clapping: The Education of a Tibetan Buddhist Monk (Berkeley,
Calif: University of California Press, 2003), 100.
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A guru enlivens the textual tradition. He forges a synthesis of its myriad streams, in his
life, his teachings, and the lives of his subjects. In his individual and institutional incarnations,
the guru fosters pastoral care for his students and subjects alike. As the institutional ruler,
Abhinava Vidyatirtha “was intent on the dissemination of the Vedas and the sastras. Every year,
He organised a vidvat-sadas (assembly of scholars) during Sarkara-jayantt and Vinayaka-
catiirthi and honoured the panditas.”? Pastoral care was similarly evinced in his deep affection
and concern for his students’ spiritual welfare. As one of his students recalls, “Even while I was
a brahmacarin, He had great affection for me. Once, during the early days of my stay in Sringeri,
I went to other side of the river on a pradosa day. That night, while seated for piija, He asked,
‘Did you got to the other side?” ‘Yes, I did,” I answered. He said, ‘It is enough if you stay in
Narasimhavana itself. I will be observing you.” From this, I understood the concern and affection
that he had for me.””® Nor were his ministrations confined to the cloisters of the matha. “He used
to discourse in a beautiful and lucid manner. He made people easily comprehend even profound
Vedantic truths. The minds of people underwent a great transformation for the better on hearing
His talks; the greatness of the talks was such that the listeners became dedicated to the
performance of their duties.”™

On the other hand, as the ruler of religious subjects, the guru bore, on his institutional
body, the marks of monastic government. Thus, two years after his coronation in 1954, Abhinava
Vidyatirtha embarked upon a digvijaya, following in the footsteps of Sankara, the founder of his

order and the first emperor of the Vedic kingdom. Abhinava Vidyatirtha toured his spiritual

2 Yoga, Enlightenment and Perfection of His Holiness Jagadguru Sri Abhinava Vidyatheertha Mahaswamigal
(Chennai: Sri Vidyatheertha Foundation, 2015), 8.

3 Yoga, Enlightenment and Perfection of His Holiness Jagadguru Sri Abhinava Vidyatheertha Mahaswamigal, 8.

* Yoga, Enlightenment and Perfection of His Holiness Jagadguru Sri Abhinava Vidyatheertha Mahaswamigal, 5.
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dominion for two years, teaching and tending to his flock. Furthermore, though he was a
samnyasin, he performed rituals for the sake of those subjects.® He founded mathas, schools,
hospitals, guesthouses, and temples for his subjects, and invested a whole range of public works
to benefit his flock.® In other words, the constituent elements of monastic governmentality that I
have described and analyzed in this dissertation endure to this day. The guru as a spiritual
sovereign continues to rule over a vast spiritual dominion, even if the quotidian affairs of the
matha’s governance are delegated to an army of administrators. Even as lineaments of monastic
identity that could not be discerned in the original strata of texts and inscriptions have come to
the fore (such as the incorporation of Saiva tantra rituals into the guru’s repertoire), the
ideological underpinnings of monastic power have remained stable. Even now, as the biography
of the late guru shows us, the matha’s power springs from its singular capacity both to care for
its followers and to cultivate their souls, a dual disposition that I have sought to discern in my

examination of the earliest texts produced by this ancient institution.

The Rebirth of Homo Vedicus, Redux

In this dissertation, I have attempted to advance a theory of monastic power as it was
idealized in a corpus of texts and inscriptions in the latter half of the fourteenth century. At that
time, when the parvenu warriors of the Sangama clan were seeking to establish themselves in
Karnataka, they sought an alliance with the matha at Srigeri. Inscriptions from the first forty
years of Sangama rule evince the peculiar model of authority that undergirded these two

institutions, the court and the matha. The Sangama kings drew their temporal authority from the

5 Yoga, Enlightenment and Perfection of His Holiness Jagadguru Sri Abhinava Vidyatheertha Mahaswamigal, 5.

® Yoga, Enlightenment and Perfection of His Holiness Jagadguru Sri Abhinava Vidyatheertha Mahaswamigal, 7.
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transcendent authority of the guru, who symbolized, institutionally and personally, the worldly
manifestation of Vedic rule. At the same time, these first kings of Vijayanagara attached
themselves to the matha’s considerable immanent and material power, absorbing the matha’s
subjects into the bounds of the kingdom. The kings stood foremost as the guarantors of dharma,
which is another way of saying that kingship’s claims to moral authority depended upon its
capacity to protect the property, privileges, and prerogatives of the matha.

The royal inscriptions provide only a partial picture of monastic sovereignty and power;
these important records document merely the nexus between the court and the matha. The textual
corpus, on the other hand, gives us a full-blooded account of the ideological underpinnings of
monastic governmentality; in other words, it defends the view that the matha ought to be the sole
arbiter and governor of the transcendent human values that the Vedas define and enjoin. Over the
ensuing centuries, the ought of the texts and the is of the world are closer or farther apart,
depending upon the contingent configuration of governance. Nevertheless, we should ascribe to
this expansive initial articulation of monastic power the enduring success of the matha as an
institution concerned with the ultimate concerns of its followers.

The matha’s case for sovereignty and its model of power were predicated upon its
monopoly (or, attempted monopoly, at the very least) over the meaning of the Veda. By
controlling the meaning of this corpus, by controlling access to this meaning, by taking the Veda
to be the ultimate and sole source of religious conduct, and by formulating the forms of life that
were supported by, and which would in turn support the Veda, the matha built an unassailable
foundation that stands today. The Vedic commentaries formed the cornerstone in this effort.
They constituted a node where a variety of institutions, practices, conventions, and structures

converged to reify the matha’s transcendent authority. I have shown how these dimensions of
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monastic power resulted in a totalizing vision of Vedic society, from which irreligious forces and
elements had to be expunged.

To put it differently, the matha controlled the means of subject formation. It did so
materially, using the first of the two levers of monastic governmentality: pastoral care. It
redistributed and generated the resources required to support the entire range of Vedic vocations:
teacher, scholar, ritual officiant, ritual householder, student, and scribe. In making sense of the
Vedas, the matha gave meaning to the lives of its subjects. From the Siidra to the samnyasin, the
range of Vedic subjectivities were comprehended in this totalizing hermeneutic project. I refer to
the two key figures who emerged from this sense-making enterprise with the term “Homo
Vedicus,” the ritual grhastha (householder) and the samnyasin, the course of whose life is
determined by the Vedic injunction to which he must submit. This is the second lever of
monastic governmentality: disciplinary power. The matha invested these select subjects with a
special type of subjectivity, with the responsibility of “knowing” the meaning, the true meaning,
of the Vedas. Here “knowing” entailed the assumption of particular modes of living, the point of
which was to realize either of the two transcendent ends of the Veda (dharma and mukti). Thus,
realizing or knowing dharma began with the initiation of the twice-born male into the ranks of
students of the Veda and extended to the obligatory performance of ritual as long as one lived.
The realization of mukti began with the initiation of the subject into the order of superordinate
parama-hamsa samnyasins, and consisted of studying the Vedanta texts followed by the yogic
realization of the ultimate reality.

In the kingdom of knowledge that the matha’s guru breathed into existence, the
injunction to “know” the Veda’s true meaning brought meaning to the Vedic householder’s

performance of the ritual. In the recursive play of knowledge, meaning and purposeful action, the
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ritual agent’s knowledge of the meaning of the Veda was crystalized in each ritual performance.
The performance of the ritual in turn, produced in the ritual agent a desire to know (vividisa) the
self, which, in turn, was the ultimate meaning of the Veda. Knowledge and practice, like the two
strands of the double helix, encoded a path by which the subject of the matha could ascend the
steps to the throne of omniscience, the knowledge of the self. Homo Vedicus, the matha’s ideal
subject, represented, in the trajectory of his religious progress, the highest station to which man
could attain.

The particular configuration of knowledge and practice that constituted the DNA of
Homo Vedicus set him apart from all other forms of cultural formation. The project of Sanskrit
culture, encoded in its disciplinary texts, the sastras, was to denature man in order to reform him.
The project of sastric culture was to discipline man’s pursuit of natural ends, broadly divided
into power and pleasure. Sastric culture provided the normative grammar to guide people to
discipline their natural energies and drives. Still, the sastras did not dare dictate what man ought
to desire; it simply taught him the proper manner and mode of pursuing those ends. Homo
Vedicus represented a higher order of achievement altogether. The Veda, the sastra par
excellence, first taught man that there were certain ends, beyond the reach of his natural
inclinations and desires, that he ought to desire to know, transcendent ends that he should
assiduously strive to realize. Second, it provided him with the means to realize those ends, the
highest of which was simply the knowledge of the self. In this way, the matha’s project of
religious cultivation marked an apogee of human achievement; it represented the only means for
man to transcend the constitutive elements of his being. In short, the matha promised

immortality.
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In the first two chapters of the dissertation, I have detailed the workings of disciplinary
power, which the monastery wielded in forming its subjects. The Vedic injunction (vidhi)
provided the engine for the hermeneutic machine that processed raw human material into
meaningful Vedic units: the householder and the samnyasin. The two modes of life realized the
two principal ends of the Vedas, dharma and mukti, and thus formed the nucleus of meaning
around which the remainder of the matha’s Vedic vision was organized. Central to both modes of
life was an injunction to know, which, in the expanded sense of the term, entailed a set of
propositions, practices, conduct, and conventions that realized that particular form of life. The
life of the ritual householder was set in motion by the injunction to know the Veda, the single
directive that gave shape to the distinct phases of his life. In studentship, it amounted to
understanding the meaning of the Vedic text. I have demonstrated that the Vedic commentaries
effectively reconstituted the text of the Veda. I have argued that this reconstituted text
transformed the experience of the text itself. This new text made Mimamsa hermeneutics, long
an abstract system, concrete, enriching the ritual action with layers of meaning. In studentship,
the subject learned the Vedic texts and their meanings. As a ritual performer, he was enjoined to
perform the ritual with the full weight of its knowledge. Constant ritual practice produced a
transformation of his self; through repeated practice, the ritual fell away and all that remained
was knowledge. In this idealized schema of subject-formation, the ultimate goal of ritual practice
was simply the knowledge of the self.

The second paradigmatic subject, the parama-hamsa samnydsin, was similarly
constituted by a single Vedic injunction: the injunction to learn the Vedanta. The injunction itself
comprised a tripartite program of perfection. First, the samnyasin learned (sravana) the texts of

the Vedanta with a teacher; often, as we have learned from inscriptional evidence and from the
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biography of Abhinava Vidyatirtha, the guru of the matha served as teacher. In the second stage
of studentship, the samnydasin subjected those texts to disciplined scrutiny (manana). Once he
had attained the ultimate knowledge of Brahman, he implemented a regimen of yogic practice
that was designed to transform his awareness; he sought, through this practice, to experience this
knowledge of Brahman in an immediate sense. In other words, yoga was the means to
transforming the propositional knowledge of the ultimate (the knowledge that the self is
Brahman) into an unmediated and sustained experience of this ultimate truth.

In other words, these programs of religious self-formation resulted in enlivening the texts
that sustained the tradition. It was, to invoke Agamben’s formulation, the collapsing of a life to
the rule. In thus reconstituting the Vedic canon to mark the limits of the human, the matha
oversaw a quiet revolution in political theology. In the final three chapters of the dissertation, I
explored the maximalist implications of this radical reformulation of religious subjectivity and
religious authority. As gatekeepers of the Vedas, appointed to comprehend and circumscribe the
proper sphere of religious practice, the scholiasts of Srngeri produced a great variety of texts that
naturalized this revolutionary reinterpretation. In these texts the partisans of the matha presented
a perfect Vedic order that had in its all-encompassing hierarchy a subordinate for the competing
religious traditions. Conspicuously marginalized were those rival Vedanta orders that sought to
provide an alternative view of tradition. They were dismissed as pretenders and threatened with
expulsion from the normative realm. Kingship too was accorded its rightful place, not in its
typical perch at the top of the pecking order but subordinated to the sole sovereign, the office of
the guru, which continues to be occupied to this day, long after the rayas of Vijayanagara and

Ikkeri have sunk in the tides of time.
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The Politics of Ascetics

The history of Srngeri matha is one of those untold stories that continues to have a
profound impact upon the course of politics in modern India. The theory of ascetic power that
the matha, among other similar institutions, developed and disseminated was quietly influential
in shaping the political practices and thought of nationalist leaders in the nineteenth- and
twentieth centuries. From Bankim Chandra Chattopadhyay’s formulation of a truly indigenous
theory of political power in Anandamath (the story of the samnydasin rebellion; the first stirrings
of a nationalist spirit) to Gandhi’s eclectic regimen of ascetic practices that were intended to
transform the national soul, the legacies of the theory of ascetic power that I have elaborated
upon here have been a strong undercurrent in the practice of power in India. The present political
moment is illustrative of the maturing of two parallel streams of institutional ascetic power. The
first stream is evident out in the spectacular success of the Bharatiya Janata Party (BJP), whose
ascendancy can be ascribed to the discipline and loyalty of its activist corps (the pracharaks) of
the cultural wing of the party (RSS). The leadership of the party (including the current Prime
Minister) is comprised of former members of this select group, who were trained as ascetics in
the art of political organization. As boys, these individuals entered the order of the RSS and were
formed as political agents through a regimen of disciplinary practices ranging from the martial
marching and drilling to more monastic celibacy. One of the central projects that the BJP
government has adopted is to reimagine India’s image on the world stage. Spurning the image of
India as a developing country often in need of aid and support from the U.S., the BJP

government has unveiled a public relations campaign to rebrand India as the Guru of the World
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(vishva-guru). It is hard to ignore the invocation of the jagad-guru, the title given to the
Sankaracaryas of the Advaita Vedanta mathas. The second stream is the more obvious, the figure
of the samnyasin-turned-politician; Yogi Adithyanath, the current Chief Minister of Uttar
Pradesh state, is perhaps the most familiar such member, though a number of prominent female
ascetics have risen through the leadership ranks of the BJP. The line that connects the Srngeri
matha of the fourteenth century to the modern manifestations of ascetic power is by no means
straight. Nor is it easily traced. Nevertheless, the echoes of that medieval manifesto of monastic

supremacy still reverberate in the halls of power in modern India.

409



Bibliography

Ali, Daud. Courtly Culture and Political Life in Early Medieval India. New Delhi; Cambridge:
Foundations Books Pvt. Ltd. ; Cambridge University Press, 2006.

Allen, Michael S. “Greater Advaita Vedanta: The Case of Niscaldas.” International Journal of
Hindu Studies 21, no. 3 (2017): 275-97.

Allen, Michael S., and Anand Venkatkrishnan. “EDITORIAL: Introduction to Special Issue:
New Directions in the Study of Advaita Vedanta.” International Journal of Hindu Studies
21, no. 3 (2017): 271-74.

“Annual Report of the Mysore Archaeological Department.” Bangalore: University of Mysore,
1933.

“Annual Report of the Mysore Archaeological Department.” Bangalore: University of Mysore,
1934.

Appadurai, Arjun. “Kings, Sects and Temples in South India, 1350 - 1700 A.D.” Indian
Economic and Social History Review 14, no. 1 (1977): 47-73.

——— Worship and Conflict under Colonial Rule: A South Indian Case. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1981.

Aryasiira, and Peter Khoroche. Once the Buddha was a monkey: Arya Siira’s Jatakamala.
Chicago, Ill.: University of Chicago Press, 2006.

Bader, Jonathan. Conquest of the Four Quarters. New Delhi: Aditya Prakashan, 2000.

Barthes, Roland, and Annette Lavers. Mythologies. 10th printing. New York, NY: Hill and
Wang, 1979.

Bhalla, P.N. “The Gosain Brothers.” Journal of Indian History XXIII, no. 2 (1944): 128-36.

Bharatitirthamuni. Vaiyasikanyayamala. Edited by Sivadatta Pandit. Poona: Anandasrama Press,
1891.

Bourdieu, Pierre, and Richard Nice. Outline of a Theory of Practice, 2019.
https://doi.org/10.1017/CB0O9780511812507.

Briggs, George Weston. Gorakhnath and the Kanphata Yogis. Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass, 1982.

Bronkhorst, Johannes. “Vedanta as Mimamsa.” In Mimamsa and Vedanta: Interaction and

Continuity, Vol. 10.3. Papers of the 12th World Sanskrit Conference. Delhi: Motilal

Banarsidass, 2007.

. “Yoga and Sesvara Samkhya.” Journal of Indian Philosophy 9 (n.d.): 309-20.

Bronner, Yigal. “A Renaissance Man in Memory: Appayya Diksita Through the Ages.” Journal
of Indian Philosophy 44, no. 1 (March 2016).

Bronner, Yigal, and Lawrence McCrea. “The Poetics of Distortive Talk: Plot and Character in
Ratnakara’s ‘Fifty Verbal Perversions’ (Vakroktipaficasika).” Journal of Indian
Philosophy 29, no. 4 (August 2001): 435-64.

Bronner, Yigal, David Dean Shulman, and Gary A. Tubb, eds. Innovations and Turning Points:
Toward a History of Kavya Literature. First edition. South Asia Research. New Delhi,
India: Oxford University Press, 2014.

Buitenen, J. A. B. van. The Mahabharata. Phoenix edition. Chicago: The University of Chicago
Press, 1981. http://pi.lib.uchicago.edu/1001/cat/bib/11239271.

Cabezon, José Ignacio. “The Canonization of Philosophy and the Rhetoric of Siddhanta in
Tibetan Buddhism.” In Buddha Nature: A Festschrift in Honor of Minoru Kiyota. Tokyo:
Buddhist Books International, n.d.

410



Cannibhatta. Sarvadarsanasamgraha. Nirnayasagara Press, 1924.

Cattopadhyaya, Bankimacandra, and Julius Lipner. Anandamath, or, The Sacred Brotherhood.
New York: Oxford University Press, 2005.

Chatterjee. “Monastic Governmentality, Colonial Misogyny, and Postcolonial Amnesia in South
Asia.” History of the Present 3, no. 1 (2013): 57.
https://doi.org/10.5406/historypresent.3.1.0057.

Chatterjee, Indrani. Forgotten Friends: Monks, Marriages, and Memories of Northeast India.
New Delhi: Oxford University Press, 2013.

Clark, Matthew. The Dasanami-Samnyasis: The Integration of Ascetic Lineages into an Order.
Leiden: Brill, 2006.

Clooney, Francis X. “The Interreligious Dimension of Reasoning about God’s Existence.”
International Journal for Philosophy of Religion 46, no. 1 (1999): 1-16.

Cohn, Bernard. “The Role of the Gosains in the Economy of Eighteenth and Nineteenth Century
Upper India.” Indian Economic and Social History Review 1, no. 4 (1964): 175-82.

Dandi. Kavyadarsa. Madras: V. Ramaswamy Sastrulu & Sons, 1964.

Davis, Richard. Lives of Indian Images. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1997.

De Jonchkheere, Heleen. “The Dar$anasara by Devasena: On the Perception of the Other.” M. A.
Thesis, Universiteit Gent, 2014.

Denton, Lynn Teskey, and Steven Collins. Female Ascetics in Hinduism. SUNY Series in Hindu
Studies. Albany: State University of New York Press, 2004.

Devadevan, Manu. Clio and Her Descendants: Essays for Kesavan Veluthat. Primus, 2018.

Dikshit, G.S, ed. Early Vijayanagara: Studies in History and Culture. Bangalore: B.M.S.
Memorial Foundation Bangalore, 1988.

Dirks, Nicholas B. The Hollow Crown: Ethnohistory of an Indian Kingdom. Ann Arbor:
University of Michigan Press, n.d.

Doniger O’Flaherty, Wendy. “The Origins of Heresy in Hindu Mythology.” History of Religions
10, no. 4 (1971): 271-333.

Doniger, Wendy. “The Concept of Heresy in Hinduism.” In On Hinduism. New Y ork: Oxford
University Press, 2014.

Dreyfus, Georges B. J. The Sound of Two Hands Clapping: The Education of a Tibetan Buddhist
Monk. Berkeley, Calif: University of California Press, 2003.

Dumont, Louis. Homo Hierarchicus: The Caste System and Its Implications. Chicago: The
University of Chicago Press, 1980.

Dumont, Paul-Emile. “The Horse-Sacrifice in the Taittirtya-Brahmana: The Eighth and Ninth
Prapathakas of the Third Kanda of the Taittiriya-Brahmana with Translation.”
Proceedings of the American Philosophical Society 92, no. 6 (December 27, 1948): 447—
503.

Edgerton, Franklin. The Mimansa Nyaya Prakasa or Apadevi: A Treatise on the Mimansa
System by Apadeva. New Haven: Yale University Press, 1929.

Fisher, Elaine M. Hindu Pluralism: Religion and the Public Sphere in Early Modern South
India. South Asia across the Disciplines. Oakland, California: University of California
Press, 2017.

— “Remaking South Indian Saivism: Greater Saiva Advaita and the Legacy of the
Saktivi$istadvaita Virasaiva Tradition.” International Journal of Hindu Studies 21, no. 3
(2017): 319-44.

411



Fligstein, Neil., and Doug. McAdam. A Theory of Fields. New York: Oxford University Press,
2012.

Fort, Andrew O. Jivanmukti in Transformation. Albany, N.Y.: State University of New York

Press, 1998.

. The Self and Its States: A States of Consciousness Doctrine in Advaita Vedanta. 1st ed.

Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass Publishers, 1990.

Foucault, Michel. “About the Beginning of the Hermeneutics of the Self: Two Lectures at

Dartmouth.” Political Theory 21, no. 2 (1993): 198-227.

. Security, Territory, Population: Lectures at the Collége de France 1977-78. Lectures at

the Collége de France. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, 2009.

Foucault, Michel, James D. Faubion, and Michel Foucault. Power. Essential Works of Foucault
1954-1984, Michel Foucault ; Vol. 3. London: Penguin, 2002.

Foucault, Michel, Michel Senellart, Francois Ewald, Alessandro Fontana, and Graham Burchell.
On the Government of the Living: Lectures At the College de France, 1979 - 1980.
Hampshire: Palgrave Macmillan, 2014.

Galewicz, Cezary. A Commentator in Service of the Empire: Sayana and the Royal Project of
Commenting on the Whole of the Veda. Wien: Sammlung de Nobili, n.d.

Ghurye, G.S. Indian Sadhus. 2nd ed. Bombay: Popular Prakashan Pvt. Ltd., 1964.

Golwalkar, M.S. Bunch of Thoughts. Bangalore: Vikrama Prakashan, 1966.

Goodding, Robert. “The Treatise on Liberation-in-Life Critical Edition and Annotated
Translation of the Jivanmuktiviveka of Vidyaranya.” PhD, University of Texas at Austin,
2002.

Gottschalk, Peter. Religion, Science, and Empire. New York: Oxford University Press, 2013.

Habermas, Jirgen. The Structural Transformation of the Public Sphere: An Inquiry into a
Category of Bourgeois Society. 10. print. Studies in Contemporary German Social
Thought. Cambridge, Mass: MIT Press, 1999.

Halbfass, Wilhelm. India and Europe: An Essay in Understanding. Albany, N.Y.: State

University of New York Press, 1988.

. On Being and What There Is. Albany, N.Y.: State University of New York Press, 1992.

Hara, Minoru. “The King as a Husband of the Earth (Mahi-Pati).” Asiatische Studien Etudes
Asiatiques 27, no. 2 (1973): 97-114.

HaribhadraSiri. Anekantajayapatika. Vol. 2. 2 vols. Gaekwad’s Oriental Series. Baroda:
Oriental Institute, 1947.

Heesterman, J. C. The Ancient Indian Royal Consecration: The Rajasiiya Described According

to the Yajus Texts and Annoted. ’s-Gravenhage: Mouton, 1957.

. The Inner Conflict of Tradition: Essays in Ritual, Kinship and Society. Chicago:

University of Chicago Press, 1985.

Hiltebeitel, Alf. Dharma: Its Early History in Law, Religion, and Narrative. South Asia
Research. New York: Oxford University Press, 2011.

Hirst, Jacqueline Suthren. “When the Body Does Not Fall: Samkara, Suresvara and Anandagiri
on Living While Liberated.” The Journal of Hindu Studies, no. 9 (2016): 1-28.

Ikegame, Aya. Princely India Re-Imagined: A Historical Anthropology of Mysore from 1799 to
the Present. Routledge/Edinburgh South Asian Studies Series. Milton Park, Abingdon,
Oxon ; New York: Routledge, 2013.

Inden, Ronald B. Imagining India. Oxford, UK: Basil Blackwell, 1990.

412



Jaffrelot, Christophe. The Hindu Nationalist Movement and Indian Politics: 1925 to the 1990s ;
Strategies of Identity-Building, Implantation and Mobilisation (with Special Reference to
Central India). New Delhi: Penguin Books, 1999.

Kalidasa. The Raghuvamsa. Translated by M.R. Kale. Bombay: Gopal Narayen & Co, 1922.

Kalpagam, U. Rule by Numbers: Governmentality in Colonial India. Lanham: Lexington Books,
2014.

Karashima, Noboru. 4 Concordance of Nayakas: The Vijayanagara Inscriptions in South India.
Delhi: Oxford University Press, 2002.

Kautalya, and Patrick Olivelle. King, Governance, and Law in Ancient India: Kautilya’s
Arthasastra: A New Annotated Translation. New York: Oxford University Press, 2013.

Khandelwal, Meena. Women in Ochre Robes: Gendering Hindu Renunciation. SUNY Series in
Hindu Studies. Albany: State University of New York Press, 2004.

Knipe, David M. Vedic Voices. New York: Oxford University Press, n.d.

Krsna-Yajurvediya-Taittiriya-Samhita. Vol. 1. Pune: Anandasrama Press, 1940.

Kulke, Hermann. Kings and Cults: State Formation and Legitimation in India and Southeast
Asia. New Delhi: Manohar, 2001.

Legg, Stephen, and Deana Heath, eds. South Asian Governmentalities: Michel Foucault and the
Question of Postcolonial Orderings. South Asia in the Social Sciences 6. Cambridge
New York, NY Port Melbourne New Delhi Singapore: Cambridge University Press,
2018.

Lorenzen, David. The Kapalikas and Kalamukhas. 2nd ed. New Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass,
1991.

Lycett, Mark T., and Kathleen D. Morrison. “The ‘Fall’ of Vijayanagara Reconsidered: Political
Destruction and Historical Construction in South Indian History.” Journal of the
Economic and Social History of the Orient 56, no. 3 (2013): 433-70.

Mack, Alexandra. “Power Relations as Seen through Vijayanagara-Era Temple Inscriptions.” In
South India Under Vijayanagara: Art and Archaeology, 153—63. New Delhi: Oxford
University Press, 2011.

Madaio, James. “The Instability of Non-Dual Knowing: Post-Gnosis Sadhana in Vidyaranya’s
Advaita Vedanta.” Journal of Dharma Studies 1, no. 1 (October 2018): 11-30.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42240-018-0005-5.

Madhava. Jaiminiyanyayamala. Anandasrama Sanskrit Series 24. Poona: Anandasrama Press,

1892.

. Parasara Smrti. Vol. 1.1. Bombay Sanskrit Series 48. Bombay: Government Central

Book Depot, 1893.

Madhava. Parasara Smrti. Vol. 1.2. Bombay: Government Central Book Depot, 1893.

Madhava. Sarvadarsanasamgraha Ascribed to Madhavacarya; Chapter 16: Samkaradarsanam.
Chennai: Adyar Library and Research Centre, 1999.

Madhava, Acharya. The Sarva-Darsana-Samgraha. Translated by E.B. Cowell and A.E. Gough.
Triibner’s Oriental Series. London: Triibner and Co, 1882.

Mabharaj, Ayon, ed. The Bloomsbury Research Handbook of Vedanta. Bloomsbury Research
Handbooks in Asian Philosophy. New York: Bloomsbury Academic, 2020.

Malamoud, Charles. “Semantics and Rhetoric in the Hindu Hierarchy of the ‘Aims of Man.’” In
Cooking the World: Ritual and Thought in Ancient India. French Studies in South Asian
Culture and Society. Delhi: Oxford University Press, 1996.

413



Mauss, Marcel. The gift: the form and reason for exchange in archaic societies. New Y ork:
Norton, 1990.

McCrea, Lawrence. “The Hierarchical Organization of Language in Mimamsa Interpretive
Theory.” Journal of Indian Philosophy 28, no. 5/6 (December 2000): 429-259.

Minkowski, Christopher. “Janamejaya’s Sattra and Ritual Structure.” Journal of the American
Oriental Society 109, no. 3 (1989): 401-20.

— . “The Rathakara’s Eligibility to Sacrifice.” Indo-Iranian Journal 32, no. 3 (1989): 177—
94.

Miiller, F. Max. Rig-Veda-Samhita. 2nd ed. Vol. 1. 4 vols. London: Oxford University Press,
1890.

Mysore (India: State)., and B. Lewis Rice. Epigraphia Carnatica. Vol. 7. Mysore Archaeological
Series. Bangalore: Mysore Government Central Press, 1886.

N., Venkata Ramanayya. Vijayanagara: Origin of the City and the Empire. Bulletins of the
Department of Indian History and Archaeology 4. Madras: University of Madras, 1933.

Nandi, R.N. Religious Institutions and Cults in the Deccan. New Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass,
1973.

Narasimhachar, R. “Annual Report of the Mysore Archaeological Department.” Bangalore:
University of Mysore, 1908.

Narasimhachar, R. Inscriptions at Sravana Belgola. Vol. 2. Epigraphia Caranatica. Bangalore:
Mysore Government Central Press, 1923.

Narasimhachar, Rao Bahadur. “Madhavacharya His Younger Brothers.” The Indian Antiquary
XLV (1916): 1-6, 17-24.

Narayana Rao, Velcheru, David Dean Shulman, and Sanjay Subrahmanyam. Symbols of
Substance: Court and State in Nayaka Period Tamilnadu. Delhi: Oxford University
Press, 1992.

Nicholson, Andrew J. Unifying Hinduism: Philosophy and Identity in Indian Intellectual History.
South Asia across the Disciplines. New York: Columbia University Press, 2010.

Novetzke, Christian Lee. The Quotidian Revolution: Vernacularization, Religion, and the
Premodern Public Sphere in India. New York: Columbia University Press, 2016.

Olivelle, Patrick. Dharma: Studies in Its Semantic, Cultural, and Religious History. Sources of

Ancient Indian Law. Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass, 2009.

. Renunciation in Hinduism: A Medieval Debate. Vol. 8. Publications of the De Nobili

Research Library. Vienna, 1986.

. Rules and Regulations of Brahmanical Asceticism. Albany, N.Y.: State University of

New York Press, 1995.

. Samnydsa Upanisads. New York: Oxford University Press, 1992.

. The A$rama System: The History and Hermeneutics of a Religious Institution. New

York: Oxford University Press, 1993.

. The Early Upanisads. New York: Oxford University Press, 1998.

Ollett, Andrew. “What Is ‘Bhavana’?” Journal of Indian Philosophy 41, no. 3 (June 2013): 221—
62.

Pierce Taylor, Sarah. “Aesthetics of Sovereignty: The Poetic and Material Worlds of Medieval
Jainism.” University of Pennsylvania, 2016.

Pinch, William R. Warrior Ascetics and Indian Empires. Cambridge Studies in Indian History
and Society 12. New York: Cambridge University Press, 2006.

414



Pollock, Sheldon. “The Meaning of Dharma and the the Relationship of the Two Mimamsas:
Appayya Diksita’s *Discourse on the Refutation of a Unified Knowledge System of
Piirvamimamsa and Uttaramimamsa.” Journal of Indian Philosophy 32 (2004): 769-811.
. “What Was Philology in Sanskrit?” In World Philology. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard
University Press, 2015.

Potter, Karl. Advaita Vedanta up to Samkara and His Pupils. Vol. 3. Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass,
1998.

Qvarnstrom, Olle. “Haribhadra and the Beginnings of Doxogrpahy in India.” In Approaches to
Jaina Studies: Philosophy, Logic, Rituals and Symbols, 169-211. South Asian Studies
Papers 11. Toronto: University of Toronto, 1999.

Rao, Ajay. Refiguring the Ramayana as Theology: A History of Reception in Premodern India.
New York: Routledge, 2015.

Reich, Tamar. “Sacrificial Violence and Textual Battles: Inner Textual Interpretation in the
Sanksrit Mahabharata.” History of Religions 41, no. 2 (2001): 142—69.

Rice, B. Lewis. Epigraphia Carnatica. Vol. 4. Mysore Archaeological Series. Bangalore:

Mysore Government Press, 1898.

. Epigraphica Carnatica. Vol. 6. 12 vols. Mysore Archaeological Series. Bangalore:

Mysore Government Central Press, 1901.

. Inscriptions in the Mysore District. Vol. 3. Bangalore: Mysore Government Central

Press, n.d.

Rudolph, Susanne Hoeber. “Self-Control and Political Potency: Gandhi’s Asceticism.” The
American Scholar 35, no. 1 (1956): 79-97.

Sankara. Brahmasiitrabhasya. 3rd ed. Bombay: Nirnayasagara Press, 1948.

. Brahmasiitrabhasyam. Srngéri: Jagadguru Sankaracarya Mahasamsthanam, 2016.

Saunaka. Atharvaveda. 1st ed. Vol. 1. Vishveshvaranand Indological Series 13. Hoshiarpur:
Vishveshvaranand Vedic Research Institute, 1960.

Sawai, Yoshitsugu. The Faith of Ascetics and Lay Smartas: A Study of the Sarnkaran Tradition of
Srigeri. Vienna: De Nobili, 1992.

Sax, William S. “Conquering the Quarters: Religion and Politics in Hinduism.” International
Journal of Hindu Studies 4, no. 1 (2000): 39-60.

Schmitt, Carl. Political Theology: Four Chapters on the Concept of Sovereignty. University of
Chicago Press ed. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2005.

Schwartz, Jason. “Parabrahman Among the Yogins.” International Journal of Hindu Studies 21
(2017): 345-89.

Sears, Tamara 1. Worldly Gurus and Spiritual Kings: Architecture and Asceticism in Medieval
India. New Haven, Connecticut: Yale University Press, 2014.

Shastry, A.K. The Records of the Srirlge’ri Dharmasamsthana. S_rr'lgéri: S_rr'lgéri Matha, 2009.

Simmons, Caleb. Devotional Sovereignty: Kingship and Religion in India. Religion, Culture and
History. New York: Oxford University Press, 2020.

Slaje, Walter. “Sayana oder Madhava? Verfasserschaft und Reihenfolge der Samhita-
Kommentare aus Vijayanagara.” Zeitschrift der Deutschen Morgenlindischen
Gesellschaft 160 (2010): 383-414.

Stein, Aurel. Kalhana’s Rajatarangini. Vol. 1. Westminster: Archibald Constable and Company,
1900.

Stein, Burton. Vijayanagara. New Cambridge History of India. New York: Cambridge
University Press, 1989.

415



Stoker, Valerie. “Conceiving the Canon in Dvaita Vedanta: Madhva’s Doctrine of ‘All Sacred

Lore.”” Numen 51, no. 1 (2004): 47-77.

. Polemics and Patronage in the City of Victory: Vyasatirtha, Hindu Sectarianism, and

the Sixteenth-Century Vijayanagara Court. Oakland: University of California Press,

2016.

Subrahmanyam, Sanjay. “Agreeing to Disagree: Burton Stein on Vijayanagara.” South Asia
Research 17, no. 2 (October 1997): 127-39.

. The Political Economy of Commerce: Southern India, 1500 - 1650. Vol. 45. Cambridge

South Asian Studies. New York: Cambridge University Press, 1990.

Swaminathan, K.D. The Nayakas of Ikkéri. Madras: P. Varadachary and Co., 1957.

Taittiriya Samhita. Poona: Vaidika Sam$odhana Mandala, 1970.

Tambiah, Stanley Jeyaraja. World Conqueror and World Renouncer: A Study of Buddhism and
Polity in Thailand against a Historical Background. Vol. 15. Cambridge Studies in
Social Anthropology ; Cambridge [Eng.]: Cambridge University Press, 1976.

Thakur, Anantalal. “Cannibhatta and the Authorship of the Sarvadarsanasamgraha.” Bulletin of
the Adyar Library 25 (1961): 524-38.

Trautmann, Thomas R. Elephants and Kings: An Environmental History. Chicago: The
University of Chicago Press, 2015.

Tull, Herman W. “F. Max Miiller and A.B. Keith: ‘Twaddle,’ the ‘Stupid’ Myth, and the Disease
of Indology.” Numen 38, no. 1 (1991): 27-58.

Uskokov, Aleksandar. “Deciphering the Hidden Meaning: Scripture and the Hermeneutics of
Liberation in Early Advaita Vedanta.” University of Chicago, 2018.

Vatsyayana. The Kamasiitra. The Kashi Sanskrit Series 29. Benares: Vidya Vilas Press, 1929.

Vatsyayana, Wendy Doniger, and Sudhir Kakar. Kamasutra: A New, Complete English
Translation of the Sanskrit Text ; with Excerpts from the Sanskrit Jayamangala
Commentary of Yashodhara Indrapada, the Hindi Jaya Commentary of Devadatta
Shastri. Reissued. Oxford World’s Classics. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009.

Vidyaranya. Paficadasi. Madras: Sri Ramakrishna Math, 1967.

. Sankaradigvijaya. Pune: Anandasrama Press, 1891.

. Vivaranaprameyasamgraha. Vizianagram Sanskrit Series 7. Benares: E.J. Lazarus &

Co., 1893.

Visakhadatta, and Michael Coulson. Raksasa’s Ring. 1st ed. The Clay Sanskrit Library. New
York: New York University Press : JJC Foundation, 2005.

Wagoner, Phillip B. Tidings of the King: A Translation and Ethnohistorical Analysis of the
Rayavacakamu. Honolulu: University of Hawaii Press, 1993.

White, Elizabeth Jane Bridges. “Beyond Empire: Vijayanagara Imperialism and the Emergence
of the Keladi-lIkkeri Nayaka State, 1499 - 1763 C.E.” The University of Michigan, 2015.

Wilmot, Paul. Mahabharata. Book Two, The Great Hall. 1st ed. New York: New York
University Press, 2006.

Yoga, Enlightenment and Perfection of His Holiness Jagadguru Sri Abhinava Vidyatheertha
Mahaswamigal. Chennai: Sri Vidyatheertha Foundation, 2015.

Zydenbos, Robert J. “On the Jaina Background of Dvaita Vedanta.” Journal of Indian
Philosophy 19, no. 3 (September 1991): 249-71.

416



