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FOREWORD

——

The great Acharya Adi Sankara occupies the fore-
most place among those Acharyas, who are, by their oral
teachings and erudite writings, responsible for establishing
on firm footings the pristine Vedic Religion against the
onslaughts of Buddhism and Jainism. To ensure the
permanency of his work, he established Maths in the whole
of India, which were put under the charge of his own
eminent disciples. The presiding head as well as the
disciples of the Kumbhakonam Math have been carrying
on a vigorous propaganda both in the south and in the
north of India that theirs was the central Math of the
preat Acharya himself, while the other Maths—in the east
at Puri the Govardhana Math, in the west at Dwaraka
the Sharada Math, in the north in the Himalayan region
the Jyotir Math and in the south at Shriogagiri the
Shringeri Sharada Math — were established to be the seats
of his four celebrated disciples. These four Mathas are
the spiritual sentinels keeping sleepless vigil to guard,
preserve, maintain and enhance the essential traditions of
spiritual life in India.

In the present work - ¢ The Truth about the Kumbha
konam Math” - the learned writers, Shri R. Krishnaswami
Aiyar and Shri K. R. Venkataraman, have made a genuine
altempt to examine the Problem afresh and have marshalled

4 huge mass of hither-to inaccessible materials towards the
final solution of the problem. I have gone through the
book very carefully and have been impressed by the force
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of arguments presented here. In the first part of the work
pp. 1-188, Shri Krishnaswami Aiyar tackles the main
problems and analyses the various threads of the story
and exhibits with unassailable facts and figures how the
belief in the antiquity and authenticity of the fifth Math of
Kamakoti is a pious myth. He has discussed at length
the non-authenticity of the various Sanskrit Texts relied
upon by the advocates of the theory for the support of
their views (pp.10-71) and has proved to the hilt how the
conception of the fifth mahavakya (pp. 111-116), the exclu-
sive existence of the Yoga Linga at Kumbhakonam Matha
(pp. 123-143), the idea of dual Sarvajna Peetha one at
Kashmir and the other at this Math (pp. 144-155) and the
very bold hypothesis of the fifth Math ( pp. 166-178 ) are
unreliable fantasies created with a sinister motive to foster
the reputation of the Math as the sole representative of the
Great Acharya.

The second part of the book deals mainly with the
historical aspects of the question. Shri K. R. Venkataraman,
the writer of this part. has creditably performed his res-
ponsible task of historical scrutiny of the Copper plate
Grants and other materials presented by the protagonists
of the Math (pp. 195-224). He has collected with judicious
care a large number of opinions and statements on the
problem and has attempted to join the loose threads
(pp. 246-248) in a very admirable way. Thus both the
writers, as it is apparent to every discerning critic, have
taken great pains to examine the problem from its very
inéeption and to expose the gradual layers in the building
up of this ‘grand edifice. We bestow our high praise for
this self<imposed _task of these scholars, for their dis-inter-
estedness, for their accurate tackling of the problem from
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different sides, for their conclusion based upon historical
anualysis and probing and for the truth they have established:.
‘They merit high encomiums from every sane critic for
this noble task of solving this problem to the satisfaction
of learned scholars.

I had occasion to examine this question in the pages
of my Hindi volume entitled ¢ Acharya Shankar”, published
by the Hindustani Academy, Allahabad, Second Edition,
1963 and recently translated into Kannada and published
by the Kavyalaya Publication, Bangalore, 1965. I had
nlrendy ventured my opinions on this problem which have
heen published by Shri J. V. Raja Gopala Sharma in his
voluminous work in Hindi called * Jagadgutu Shankara
Mutha-Vimarsh” on pp. 580-581 (published from -Madras,
1963). 1 am extremely delighted to find that the-pvréblem
hus been analysed, examined and brought to a conclusion
from different angles in a very learned way by both the
scholars in the present volume.

One word more. Now I really wish that this bitter
controversy which is raging very fiercely in the press and on
the platform both in the south and in the north of India
shiould come to a halt. To every pious Hindu both the
Muths of Shringeri and of Kumbhakonam are places of
homage and devotion. The venerable heads of these
Muths on account of their lofty spiritualism, their great
learning of Vedantic lore and their pious ideal life, create
g nuine love in our heart for the ideals of Vedic Religion
wid Vedantic Philosophy so beautifully expressed by the
Cicat Shankaracharya in his works and in his life. We
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should appreciate the noble truths of Vedic Religion and
should try to live our lives accordingly. Itis no time fo
wrangling, much less religious wrangling. With this noble
request I close this foreword and hope that spiritual light
will dawn upon the adherents of both the parties so that
they will close up the ranks and will see the truth as
expressed in the pages of this highly learned work.

Om Shanti, Shanti, Shanti

BALDEV UPADHYAYA,

Director,
Research Institute

Varanaseeya Samskrit Viswa-Vidyalaya,

13—11~1965, }
VARANASI-2.

Varanasi - 2.



PREFACE

———n

When 1 jotted down the materials mentioned in
this book, 1 had no idea that it would ever become
necessary to give them publicity. It seemed to me that
the claims made by the: Kumbhakonam Mutt to antiquity
and supremacy were so patently absurd and silly that
they were not worth refuting. I found however that,
thanks to the methods of propaganda adopted by that
mutt and its adherents, to the backing they secured
somehcw or other from people who ought to know better
and to the almost criminal indifference of those who were
in the know, unwary people ran the risk of believing in
those baseless claims. I felt it them my duty to place
before the public the relevant factors in a booklet entitled
“The Kumbhakonam Mutt Claims.”” It was intended
only to furnish the necessary information to earnest
seekers of truth and was not meant for anybedy who
was indifferent to it or was wilfully blind to it. It is
only natural that such a publication should meet with
resentment from those who were interested in bolstering
up those claims but the resentment chose to show itself
not in any honest attempt to refute my statement but only
in vulgar abuse.

The reception however which the book had from
impartial quarters and the insistent demand for a fresh
amplified edition resulted in my carefully revising the
matter which only emphatically confirmed my previous
statements. My esteemed friend Sri K. R. Venkataraman,
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Retired Director of Public Instruction, Pudukota State,
has been kind enough to supplement my corclusions by
his valuable historical notes which from Part II of this

publication. I am sure that the public will be eagerly
looking forwared to his promised book on Kanchi Kamakshi
Devi.

I have mentioned, on pages 130 and 131 of this book,
as an ‘undisputed’ fact that a Sphatika Linga was installed
at Chidambaram by Sri Sankara, basing my statement
upon the general belief that it was so. Such an installation
is not found in the Siva Rahasya or in any other ‘authority’
other than the Markandeya Sambhita. I have referred on
pages 18 and 134 to the utter unreliability of this Samhita.
I have received from quite an un-expected quarter a confir
mation on such un-reliabily. Sri V.S. Vaidyanatha
Dikshitar, one of the trustees of the Chidambaram Temple
and Secretary of the Sri Nataraja Vidya Sabha there,
writes to me on 15—6—65 that the Linga at Chidambaram
is a very ancient one and that some people, with a view to
enhance the fame of Sri Sankaracharya, have invented the
story of its installation by him. In proof of his statement,
he has sent me a copy of “Sri Kunchitanghristava” said
to have been written by Umapati Sivacharya. In comment-
ing on stanza 276, the editor points out the spuriousness
of Markandeya Samhita. The editor mentions in his note
on stanza 295 that Sri Sankara was born at Chidambaram
itself, in Angirasa Gotra, and belonged to the Dikshitar
community and so on which statements itis unnecessary
to discuss in this context.

As a sample of what the Kumbhakonam mutt
people do, I may mention the case of some Pandits who
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were hastily sent for and asked to signin a piece of paper
by some persons deeply interested in that mutt but at that
time quite unsuspected by them. When they learnt later on
that it contained some unwarranted eulogies about that
mutt they immediately repudiated it.

To what length they are prepared to gois patent
from the bold statements of a Pandit advocate of that mutt
that some matter will have to be added to or substituted
even in its own publications to make them consistent with
their pleas and that there are documents which supplement
or are improvements on former publications. This is a
clear warning to the public to be very watchful when
sought to be fed with such new fare

It was very gratifying to note that such propaganda
did not influence any genuine scholar and that Sri Baldev
Upadhyaya of Varanasi wrote to Sri J. V. Rajagopala
Sarma as early as 29 —2—60, I fully agree with your views
that the great Acharya established only four mutts. The
idea of a fifth mutt at Kamakoti appears to be a later
concoction made by some interested persons, In my standard
book in Hindi on the life and teachings of Acharya Sankara,
I have given the history of all the five peethas but I still
believe that the original establishments were four and
four only”.

When Sri Sarma learnt that Sri S. Ramachandra
Sastry was preparing a Kannada translation of that book,
he was anxious that the reader should not be misled by
Sri Upadhyaya’s dealing with all the five mutts and accord-
ingly wrote both to Sri Ramachandra Sastry and to Sri
Upadhyaya. The former replied on 15—2—64 “‘Personally
I also feel that the claims of the Kanchi mutt are fantastic
and fanciful. There does not seem to be any original
evidence to confirm the claims of the mutt. Further, there
cannot be any controversy because after all Kanchi mutt
is only a subsidiary mutt of Sringeri Sharada Peetha.
It cannot be called an Amnaya Peetha.”” Sri Upadhyaya
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immediately wrote to Ramachandra Sastry himself on
20—2—64 requesting him to add at the end of the
translation a copy of his letter dated 29—9—60 to
Sri Rajagopala Sarma ‘because it clearly embodies my
views about the genuinely established mathas of Adi
Sankaracharya. Without it my statements in the book
might be misunderstood by its readers. I hope you would
appreciate my anxiety for statement of truth in a matter
which is highly controversial ” Though the translation was
published only in August 1964, for some reason or other Sri
Upadhyaya’s request was not complied with.

It is no small satisfaction to me that when T took
the liberty of approaching Sri Upadhyaya for a preface to
this book he readily consented and has favoured me with
such a critical, informative and appreciative analysis empha-
tically confirming my statements. In recording my greateful
thanks to him, 1 hope with him that this book will put an
effective stop to untenable claims and that all sincere follo-
wers of Sri Sankara Bhagavatpada will close up the ranks
and jointly work for the realisation of the ideas of Dharma
so beautifully enunciated and preached by that Great
Acharya.

T am quite aware that the treatment given here may
seem inadequate requiring further amplification. The reader
who is anxious to have more details may usefully refer to the
origional works themselves or to more voluminous books like
Sri J. V. Rajagopala Sarma’s Srimat Jagadguru Sankara
Matha Vimarsa and Kashi Me Kumbhakona Math Vishayak
Vivada.

I may add that any supplementary information and
sincere criticism of the contents of this book will be quite
welcome but not any praise or abuse of the authors for this
is purely a impersonal publication.

1—12—1965 R. KRISHNASWAMI AIYAR
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THE TRUTH ABOUT
THE KUMBHAKONAM MUTT

PART—I
CHAPTER—I
INTRODUCTION

Sri Sankara Bhagavatpadacharya was a unique
fizure in the bistory of the world. He re-established the
rcligion of the Vedas on a firm basis in our land. He,
though born in the south-west corner of India, toured the
whole of this country from Kailasa to Kanyakumari and
from Kaskmir to Kamarupa and demonstrated the cultural
unity of this sacred land in spite of the diversity in its
population and the multitudinous variety of its languages.
He uprooted the non-Vedic creeds and practices which had
corroded into the pure religion of the Veda. He refined
and established on a firmer basis the ancient modes of
worship and showed that they were not conflicting with
onc another but were in fact all necessary steps towards
the realisation of the Upanishadic goal of Oneness with
the Absolute Reality. He defined and preached that
nipreme goal for all humanity and demonstrated, both by
hiv life and his teachings, that it was quite possible for all
carncst aspirants to reach that goal even in this life. He
lns left a vast mass of literature, philosophical, polemic,
devotional and soul-elevating, for the uplift of the earnest
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seekers of truth in the generations to come. He gave an
additional charm to the divine language of Sanskrit in his
handling of it and added strength and incisiveness to logic
when he wielded it as a weapon of defence or offence or as
a means of persuasion.

Not satisfied with all that he had done during his
life-time of barely thirty-two years, he established in the
four corners of India four Mathas of apostolic succession
with the glorious intention of psrpetuating for all time the
truths which he preached and practised and for taking care
of the spiritual interests of the people of the country. They
are the Sarada Matha at Sringeri for the South, the Kalika
Matha at Dwaraka for the West, the Jyotir Matha at
Badari for the North and the Govardhana Matha at Puri
Jagannath for the East. These seats were assigned
to his four well-known disciples Sri Suresvaracharya,
Sri  Hastamalakacharya, Sri Totakacharya and Sri
Padmapadacharya.

As time went on and owing to the vastness of the
country and the inconvenience in a single person touring
over extensive tracts for the puppose of spiritual ministration
to the people there, several local preachers came into
prominence. When they happened to be Sannyasis, they were
able to easily enlist the support of the people around them.
The Sastras in proclaiming the greatness of Sannyasa say that
the mere act of renunciation according to the prescribed
method makes the body of the Sannyasi an embodiment in
human form of Lord Vishnu Himself. This spirit of veneration
is so ingrained - in the hearts of the people of our land that
they look upon all Sannyasis with great respect and serve
them with great reverence. When a Sannyasi has, spiritual
attainments or his deep learning or his occult powers or his
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pursuasive tongue or by other means, secured a large gather-
ing of devoted admirers, he necessarily commands greater

respect and wields a greater influence. Either on his own
initiative or at the desire of his devotees he is tempted to
build a Matha for himself and the further temptation to
perpetuate that Matha as a permanent institution easily
assigns to him the Headship of that Matha. When this
additional qualification for popular appeal is had, the
reverence that he commands is necessarily increased. It is this
ordinary trait of the people that is responsible for many a
Sannyasi, who had been at first leading a life of quiet
scclusion, becoming later on sensitive to popular adoration,
founding Mathas of their own and claiming to be
Pcethadhipatis also.

The name of Sri Sankaracharya has always had a
fascination of its own and to claim kinship with him either
by being born in the province where he was born or by
having a Gotra or a Veda or a Sutra common- with him is.
certainly a matter for pride for most of us. It is not
possible to claim him as an ancestor as he happened to take
Sunnyasa in his eighth year. If some plausible claim could
bo put forward to spiritual descent from him it would certainly
mdd to the prestige of the claimant. But it is ordinarily for—

gotten that all orthodox Sannyasis, belonging to any one of
ton orders, are and must be the spiritual descendants of Sri.

Sunkaracharaya, and it is thought necessary to connect them-
selves with some wellknown Matha founded by him. This idea
in nt the bottom of many of the later Mathadhipatis coming
fmmward to claim such spiritual descent through the four
original seats founded by Sri Sankara, That is, not content
with claiming spiritual descent for themselves, they want a-
linen! descent for their Mathas also. These Mathas would
have been first called Branch Mutts, owing allegiance to the
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parent Mathas, as otherwise they would have no claim to
derive authority from Sri Sankaracharya. This allegiance
would easily become purely nominal and in course of time they
coyld claim to be independent but the original Mathas
could not possibly be ignored; and it was not a fair step to
claim that they themselves were the rightful successors to
th?)se original Mathas but ousted from them by fraud or force
by the predecessors of the present incumbents. Anyhow they
were content to trace the spiritual ancestry of thier mutts to
the recognised four Mathas founded by Sri Sankara in the
four corners of India.

The Kumbhakonam Mutt however is not content with such a
claim but would pitch it higher by claiming descent, not from
those four recognised Mathas assigned to the four Sishyas of
Sri Sankara, but from Sri Sankara Himself direct. That Mutt
wants it to be believed that Sri Sankara founded and presided
over a fifth Matha at Kanchi, that Matha was a central Matha
and that the accepted four Mathas were all Sishya Mathas
under the control of the central Matha. It is further claimed
that the Matha at Kumbhakonam is only a continuation of
that Kanchi Matha as it had to move to the banks of the river
Kaveri during the political troubles of the 18th century. It is
for competent scholars to probe into the matter and decide as
to how far these claims are tenable on historical grounds; but
their tenability however can easily be tested even by examin-
ing the authorities put forward by that Matha.

The present occupant of that Matha is no doubt not
the originater of these claims butis a staunch supporter of
them and is certainly responsible for advertising them and
for the fast increasing mass of literature which are being
published in English and the several languages of India
in support of the same with his “kind permission” or
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“dedicated to him” or with his active support. He has been
taking great personal interest in the matter and engaging him-
self in extensive and intensive propaganda even in North
India for recognition of his claims. During his tour there, he
has carefully collected some Vyavastha Patrikas, Anumodana
Patrikas and Swagata Patrikas at the instance of some influen-
tial and obliging disciples of his, who happily for him and
thanks to the English education can be found in any part of
India, setting out not only these unique claims but even those
very “authorities” on which they are based. It is strange that
with his keen intellect he is not able to see the shallowness of
those claims or the hollowness of the ‘“authorities” set up in
support of such claims. Evidently the blinding power of self-
intcrest knows no exception. It is not for us to gauge, much
less to telittle, his spiritual attainments, nor do we lag behind
anybody in our appreciation of the strenous efforts he has
been making to uphold the standard of Dharma even in these
difficult times. We feel at the same time that his usefulness
to the religious public will be greatly enhanced if he does not
stress upon or give his support to such untenable claims and
if he does not give room for the impression that even his
cfforts in religious propaganda are motivated by a desire to
advance those claims by enlisting popular support.

It is our intention to place before the public the
facts and considerations which will show the untenability
of those claims so that truth may pot be allowed to be
shrouded or distorted or smothered by persistent but
baseless propaganda intended to confuse and mislead the
minds of unthinking credulous public. We pointed out
their baselessness and the unwise nature of such propa-
gunda years ago in an article* in the Madras Tamil Daily,
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* SWADESAMITRAN, 8—8—1935.

In the several versions of Sri Sankaracharya’s life published
under the auspices of the Kumbhkonam Mutt it is admitted that for
achara vichara a mutt at Dwaraka in the West, another mntt at Kadari
in the North, another at Jagannath in the East and ano‘y at Sringeri
in the South were established. If so, the Kumbhak . mutt people
have no ground to question the fact that all persons }?/ ¢ south inclu-

sive of Kanchipuram and Kumbhakonam are as of Sringeri.
There is therefore no justification at all for c .ersing any parti-
cular persons as a Sishya of the Sringeri mutt. s distinction is but

the result of some believing and saying t}/ .y are not Sishyas of
Sringeri mutt.

A correspondent says that the Ac Jf the Sringeri mutt does
not relish any enquiry into the relati .us of mutts. This dislike
is natural to all pious people. If this<Z# .overcy is not proper, it will
be proper to advise those who have sta.. .d it to desist from it; it is not
proper to advise those who point outfthe baselessness of the controvercy
that they should not so point out......... Those who do not like this
controversy, if they have any influence, must ask the Kumbhakonam

mutt people to stop their propaganda.

One correspondent writes that in the Kumbhakonam mutt Publi-
cations there is not a single word derogatory to the Sringeri mutt. Is
it necessary to call another a rogue for making the remark derogatory ?

(1) The Sringeri mutt is subject to the supervision of the Kumbha~
konam mutt.

(2) Suresvaracharya was never in the Sringeri mutt; he was not a
Paramahamsa Sannyasi at all.

(3) Visvarupacharya who was appointed to the Sringeri mutt was
an incarnation of God Yama,; if it was Prithvidhavacharya, he
was an incarnation of Mrityu.

(4) The Sringeri Mutt had been extinct for a long time.

(5) Though there is a Vidyasankara temple at Sringeri, he was not
in the Sringeri mutt but was only in the Kumbhakonam mutt.

(6) Vidyaranya also never presided over the Sringeri mutt, though
there are grants of some villages to Vidyaranya from’ the
Vijayanagar Kings and though those villages are still in the
possession of the Sringeri Mutt. He also was not a Parama-
hamsa Sannyasi. He was a Sishya of the Kumbhakonam mutt
and was deputed by the latter to revive the Sringeri mutt.

(7) The Sringeri Acharyas can be called only “‘Gurus.”” The title
of ‘“Jagadguru’ belongs to the Kumbhakonam mutt only.
These and similar statements are made by the Kumbhakonam
mutt. Are they not derogatory of the Sringeri mutt ?
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“Swadesamitran’’ dated 8 —8—1935, but during recent times
the propaganda has only increased. Some seemingly
impartial gentilemen have advanced the strange plea that a
refutation of those claims will not be seemly as it will
create a split in the camp of the followers of Advaita.
Evidently these gentlemen want us to ignore, that is, to
leave uncontradicted all the literature that has been
published hitherto or is being published in support of such
claims. If anything is unseemly, it is in setting up of such
claims and reiterating them, in season and out of season,
and certainly not in controverting them. Such a plea is as
absurd as to ignore Ravana’s action and accuse Sri Rama
of disturbing the peace of Lanka. It will certainly be
inconvenient and unpalatable to some persons to have those
claims challenged but the cause of truth must not be
jeopardised by any feeling of false delicacy. On the other
hand, every endeavour should be made to examine the
matcrlals on which such fanciful claims are made and to

The Acharya of the Kumbhakonam mutt himself presents to
scveral persons and to several libraries such controversial publications;
several such books are published with his permission and are dedicated
to him; he accepts welcome addresses where these controversial points
are specifically referred to: in his own lectures on the life of Sri Sanka-
racharya he emphasises these points. How then can it be said that he
does not interest himself in such propaganda ?

Another correspondent says that such propaganda are based
on the authority of Siva Rahasya and that an Advaiti who accepted
its authority ought not to demur to them. If Siva Rahasya is accepted
as an authority, it can only mean that what is found there is authority
and certainly not that everything said to be found there is also authority
Further just as Sri Sankaracharya is mentioned there, there, is a whole
chapter, chapter 17, dealing with Haradattacharya. Reference to the
recent Appayya Dikshita also is found there. It is for the
rcaders to decide how much of authority can be ascribed to the
passages Of this SOrt.....cccceuuuee

It is not correct to say that title of Indra Sarasvati is the
monopoly of the Kumbhakonam mutt. This is not dilated upon here
as it is not relevant now.

The only way of warding off objections is to stop raising novel
and baseles: contentions. It is therefore the duty of all pious people
to desist from advising the disciples of the Sringeri Mutt and on the
other hand to see that no contentions likely to lead to controversies
ure allowed to rear their heads,
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enquire if they have any justification behind them. It is
urged further that normal etiquette requires that no fact
should be stated even if it is true, if it happens to be
unpleasant to some who hear it. It certainly does not lie
in the mouth of those who state what is both untrue and
unpleasant to urge this moral principle just to smother truth,

Still more recently the advocates of the Kumbha-
konam mutt have thought it necessary to intensify their
propaganda by starting a journal ¢ Kamakoti Pradipa
specifically for the purpose of justifying and advertising
those claims and have enlisted the services particularly of
an eminent Pandit who has been persuaded to lend the
weight of his eminence and his dialectic skill to this cause.
We can well understand their vexation and resentmer* when
their pet bubble is pricked before their very eyes and so the

desperate attempts that they are making to stich it The
Pandit who has agreed to be the tailor in this fyp  taskis
using all his skill in fallacious logic, deliberate mij erprcta-
tion, meaningless verbiage, irrelevant argument d finally
even vulgar abuse. TIn spite of these formidable ons, 1t is
pitiable to find that he has to descend still furt 5 the level
of saying that “Heaven means the ¢“Himal and that
“Kashmir” means <Kanchi‘, Though we may . ve occasion
in the sequel to deal with some of his statem we do not

propose to spend our time and energy in iting all his
effusions or doggedly fanciful propositions which rest only
upon his assertiveness. Nor is it our purpose to take up the
several statements seriatim in the various publications
of the mutt including those by Atreya Krishna Sastri,
N. K. Venkatesam Pantulu, N. Venkataraman, N. Ramesan,
R Ganapati and others down to the effusions

in the journal mentioned above or in the several testimonial
Patrikas which the mutt has collected during its extensive
tour. No intelligent reader will find any difficulty in
seeing through them and in realising that they are but
attempts to confuse the public and to blind it to truth.
We propose therefore to confine the scope of this critical
note to pointing out the unreliability of the so-called
“ authorities ” on which all these publications are based.



CHAPTER—II
PURANIC SUPPORT

Before considering the validity of the claims put
forward by the Kumbhakonam mutt, it will be useful to
consider the various ‘‘authorities”” on which those claims
are sought to be based. They generally fall under three
classes:

(1) Puranic literature
(2) Contemporaneous literature
(3) Later literature

We shall take them up for consideration in the same
order.

It seems to us that the devotees of Sri Madhva-
charya first started the idea of claiming for his advent
sanction in the Rig Veda and that the admirers of Sri
Sankara did not want to lag behind them in finding out
passages in the Rig Veda and in the Sri Rudradhyaya of
the Yajur Veda which could be interpreted as referring to
their own Acharya. The further step of introducing into
the voluminous mass of Puranas passages extolling Sri
Madhva and condemning Sri Sankara or extolling Sri
Sankara and condemning Sri Madhva and so on, according
to the whims of the pzrsons’ predeliction for a particular
Acharya, was quite easy. But the votaries in their
enthusiastic attempt to raise their Acharyas to such a high
level forgot that they were really undermining the authority
of the Puranas and other Scriptures into which those pet
references found their way. The greatness of the Acharyas
does not stand in need of any Puranic support. Such
support wherever available does not in the least help to
show off their greatness but has the decided effect of
detracting from the authority of the Purana - wherein it
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appears. It is not necessary for our present purpose to
canvass the authenticity of the passages now said to be
found in the Vayu, Kurma, Saiva, Bhavishycttara and
other Puranas or the propriety of the interpretation put upon
the passages in the Rig Veda and Sri Rudradhyaya for they
are only of a general nature setting forth the divine nature of
Sri Sankara and do not in any way advance the peculiar
claims of the Kumbhakonam mutt.

The mutt claims Puranic support from two works
known as Siva Rahasya and Markandeya Samhita. It is well
known that Sage Vyasa is credited with the authorship of
18 Puranas and also of 18 Upa-puranas. But strangely
enough neither of those two works finds a place in any of these
36 Puranas. It is equally well known that Skanda Purana,
one of the main Puranas, is the most voluminous, so much so
it was possible for any small village of quite a rccent origin to
claim antiquity for it on the strength of a Sthala Purana said
to be included in the Skanda. Similarly this Siva Rahasya
was first claimed to have been a part of that Skanda Purana,
but has been since raised to the status of an Iiihasa evidently
to clothe it with an authority equal to Srimad Ramayana and
Srimad Mahabharata. Curiously enough it contains reference
not only to Sri Sankaracharya but also to Haradattacharya
and others even down to the quite recent Appaya Dikshita.

The Siva Rahasya Khanda is a well known genuine
portion of Sankara Samhita in the Skanda Purana and has
long ago been printed in Grantha script with the blessings
of Mahamahopadhyaya Raju Sastrigal, the famous scholar
of Mannargudi in the Tanjore District. It was not there-
fore possible to claim that the Siva Rahasya was identical
with that publication; it was not possible also to give it
a status as an independent Purana as all the ancient
Puranas and Upa-Puranas had all been numbered and classified
so that this could not find a place in their midst. Its spornsors
were unwilling to class it with the Atma Purana of Sri
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Sankarananda for then it could not claim to have the sanctity
of being the production of ancient Maharishis. To give it
therefore the status of an Arsha Grantha, it had to be a third
Itihasa. But the Ramayana and Mahabharata though Itihasas
were the productions of human authors though they were
the eminent Rishis, Valmiki and Vyasa. But for the Siva
Rahasya no human author is mentioned with the obvious
intention of raising it to a higher level of authority than even
the well known two Epics. Mr. N. K. Venkatesam Pantulu
in his Sri Sankaracharya and His Kamakoti Peetha says on
page 10 that Sri Sankara proceeded to Kailasa in his human
form, praised Siva and received from Him the Siva Rahasya
among other things and returned to this world. Evidently
Lord Siva had a ready made Siva Rahasya with Him and
handed it over to Sri Sankara so that the latter might use it
as a credential to prove that he was really an incarnation of
the Lord Himself ! Anyhow this statement makes it clear
that the work was not known to this mundane world till
Sri Sankara brought it down from the celestial regions.

A learned Pandit has taken pains to point out that
Sri Kamalakara Bhatta has quoted, in his Nirnaya Sindhu,
Siva Rahasya on three or four occasions, and therefore its
ancient character stands proved. But he forgets that Sri
Kamalakara Bhatta quotes from the works of his own elder
brother, father and grand-father who cannot certainly be
considered ancient authors and that he does not refer to Siva
Rahasya as an ancient work. Further the mere fact that
Siva Rahasya is older than Sri Kamalakara cannot in any
way prove that the passages now quoted as from Siva
Rahasya are genuine. We are not concerned at all with the
nbstract questions whether a Siva Rahasya has existed for
some time past but only with the question whether those
pussages have been there.
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The learned Pandit seeks to prove the genuineness of
those passages from the fact that they have been quoted in
Achyutaraya’s Advaitarajya-Lakshmi commentary on Madha-
va’s Sankara-Dig-Vijaya in A.D. 1824. Curiously enough,
though Achyutaraya is commenting upon Madhava’s text
that Sri Sankara departed from this world for Kailasa from
Kedara, no attempt is made to reconcile this text with the
questions wherein Sri Sankara is said to have passed away
at Kanchi. This introduction of the Siva Rahasya passages
which are quite at variance with the original text commented
upon is on the face of it very suspicious and is evidently
made not with a view to elucidate the text but oaly with a
view to give currency to those passages. Atmabodhendra
who is said to have commented upon the Kumbhakonam
mutt Gururatnamalika in 1720 A. D. refers to a version of
Siva Rahasya in which some slokas referring to the instaila-
tion of Sri Sarada at Sringeri arc found but doss not accept
that version as correct. That is, he wants these slokas
to be deleted. We find that those slokas are deleted
in Achyutaraya’s commerntary. This shows that this
commentary was published along with the older Dindima
commentary of Dhanapati Suri just to confirm the Kumbha-
konam mutt version. It is interesting also to note that a
Grantha edition printed long ago at Madras contains about
16 stanzas more than what are to be found in the Kumbha-
konam mutt version and the publisher has pointed out that
the omission is deliberately made with ulterior motives. Any
how itis quite clear that there were various versions even
before Atmabodhendra. The learned Pandit has chosen
also to rely upon some ‘‘admissions’ by the Sringeri Mutt’s
agent or disciples. Such ¢admisions” are quite irrelevant
when we have to decide upon the genuiness of an alleged
‘ authoritative ” treatise. The learned Pandit further sup-
presses the fact that though th= said ‘“admissions” refers to
a Siva Rahasya their readings are at variance with the
Kumbhakonam versions as they are obviously based on aun
untjuncated ard unamendced text of Siva Rahasya
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The Siva Rahasya may be an old enough work and
may have gained some popularity and even authority in
course of time, sufficient enough to be quoted by later
authors, We are not concerned with those aspects but
only with the question whether some of the passages said
to be fouad there are genuine and whether, even if they
are so found, is it possible to attach any historical or
factual importance to any mention of later events in them.

In the particular chapter dealing with Sri Sankara-
charya, his birth and achievements are said to be described
by Lord Siva Himself to Parvati. The Lord says:

. Sloka
3y IR gRepagw@ afia =38 3
TR AgrA agoasar EEan: ) 15
ITRARIr AT AT T Ay 16
a3r mawEmwsg o=z @ afrsafy 19
aggaraarata Ay ared wiesgfy 24
AZANT AT TAOT FRAR | 25

¢ O Devi, hear the story of the good devotees who
will be born in Kaliyuga *

¢ O Devi, Best among Brahmanas will be born,
on: Sankara by name”’

“ After Upanayana by his mother, he will learn the
Vedas with their auxiliaries

“ Taking leave of his mother, he will become a
Sunnyasi ”’

“For the proper understanding of them, he will
writc a Bhashya in the Kali yuga ”’

“He will show with authority that Advaita alone
in the purport of the Sutras ”’

A few passages later however, the Lord curiously
enough forgets that he was speaking about the future and
adopts the past tense.
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Sri Sankara is said to have praised Lord Siva and

then
gla AT AOgrgEe agnd
Sloka
argaga R arfwsiy agsaftn 35
qAFd AERAR aod At T 37
g [SU AF gGOTrA AR | 45

““Thus by Sankara’s words, I then appeared out of
the Linga called Visweswara though I am without symbol, ”

“O Great Devi, I said to that best of Sannyasis
who was prostrating before me ”’

“ That Sannyasi Sankara prostrated before me *

| Fs=qAY {fEam
““Then he attained siddhi at Kanchi”

Though the last sentencc has several variants like :

Far FNFATT [T |
Far AFATT B |
9 FE=aMg RATEATT [Ty )

the past tense is common to all of them. The change from
the future tense in the beginning of the chapter to the past
tense, the distant past, towards the end betrays a clumsiness
inconsistent with its genuiness and betrays also the
subconscious feeling of the author that he was really speaking
about a distant past.

An attempt is made to justify this past tense as being
arsha. 1t is well known that if we find in the Puranas any
disregard of the rules of word-formation and the use of tenses
it is usually justified as arsha just as the ‘‘ historic present
is very often even in ordinary literature used to signify past
events. The Rishis are of equal status with the Grammarian
?anini and are not bound by the rules formulated by him;
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and Panini himself exempts Rishis from his jurisdiction. All
this is no doubt true. It is equally possible that a modern
writer may use ungrammatical forms or confuse the tenses
delibrately with a view to give his writings an arsha sanctity.
This may well have been the case with the author of the
Siva Rahasya passages in question. But the suggestion that
he forgot that he was speaking about the future and
unconsciously betrayed himself in using the past tense is
certainly a more charitable view.

In justification of the use of the past tense in place of
the legitimate future tense, the Pandit referred to above
draws our attention to chapter 9 of Srimad Ramayana
where a similar indiscriminate use of the past tense for the
future is said to be found. Unfortunately, the passages do
not help him in the least. Sumantra tells King Dasaratha
what Sanatkumara said to the Rishis long before. When
Sumantra reproduces verbatim the words of Sanatkumara as
a direct quotation, he uses the future tense.

Sloka
FHEE (o sawe g1 aleafa 4
TET (A & ARAS ATFIOTT FTATTAT: | 12
qaRaAnt@iz SsReafa @) 15

agafea Rrarar o asdiqrgiey ais e 17

“ A son well known as Rishyasringa will be born
to him

“ Brahmanas well versed in the Vedas will tell
the King ”

““ He will despatch the priest and ministers well
honoured ”

‘ After thinking over, they will tell him the effective
methods
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When Sumantra has completed his quotation and
resumes his narrative, he uses only the past tense

gaagfyaT afrwah w5 ga:) Sloka
A AT sAgaTT: Trar TR 9y | 18

* Thus the Rishi’s son was brought by the King of
Angas with the aid of Ganikas. Indra poured down rain.
And Santa is given to him.” It is very clear that this
sentence is not a quotation but is only a narrative statement
of Sumantra himself. This is made further clear beyond all
doubt by the very next sentence

Sloka
FEAIFE I[AEAar guitas Aqafar 18
“ Even this son-in-law Rishyasringa will give you

sons ¢

which shows that it is addressed to King Dasaratha by
Sumantra. There is nothing inconsistent in the future tense
being used in a statement of Sanatkumara made long
before the event and in the past tense used when the event
is narrated after it has happened The so-called sanction in

the Ramayana for a confusion of tenses is thus purely
illusory.

Another curious feature about these Siva Rahasya
passages is that they are all included in a narration by Lord
Siva to His Devi. He tells Her that He came out of the
Linga at Kasi and addressed Sri Sankara and -that He
so came out along with the Devi Herself.

FFRRZOUNAQURATREIAT T | Sloka
aaad wgIRfr aog gfyai arg ) 37
It passes one’s comprehension why the Lord felt any necessity

to tell Her about the incident when She Herself appeared
along with Him at that time. It may be pointed out also
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that this incident was witnessed not only by the Devi but by
the four sishyas of Sri Sankara also as they were all with him
at that time.

Sloka
fasdargfis g4 weHangvon 38

This and other passages may have to be referred to later on
in another context also. But it is unnecessary to discuss any
further their authenticity or their value as *historical
evidence.

The other “ancient” authority advanced by the
Kumbhakonam mutt as of Puranic status is a Markandeya
Samhita. It is not clear whether it is claimed to be a' Purana
or another Itihasa. But it is clezr that it is not any portion
of the well known 18 Puranas or of the 18 Upapuranas.
It is said to consist of 100 Khandas and the passages relied
are said to be from the 7th and 3th Pariskanda of the 72nd
Khanda. We are not aware on what basis the Swamiji of
that Mutt says that it forms a po-tion of Brahmanda Purana
and that Sri Sankara’s story k in the Third Pariskanda.
When the whole work is only inaginary, it is certainly not
difficult and is certainly safe to jive such exact references.
A mere reading of these passages will convince any one that
they bear on their very face intriysic proof of their partisan
authorship negativing any claim ty be classed with “ancient”
literature, It is well for the mutt that recent publications do
not cite those passages in full for the language, the metre and
the contents betray clearly their yanton fabrication. I may
cite two sample stanzas whereil respectively those who do
not respect the heads of the <« Kanchi Peetha” are
condemned and those who revqe them are promised all
kinds of bliss,

sEifiwRrRdRzaafashgagargda

qi@dr NFSET: WAEATer isat AARTRA)
¥ ar mEfa it gratagafigramaii-

QP NUSTAATEAITAGY qTAUE egfa |
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widtfafe ¥ aRRaR@EEaraee:-
gast aamfran e fyaf=am aueag)

& QA WA wIavsfaaguiagsn
AT HIIGAT APAELAT A |

It would appear from thesz passages that the Sannyasi
head of that mutt is verily an object of worship not only to
the people of this world but even to Vishnu, Brahma and
Indra! To make it elear that this eminence is not confined to
Sri Sankara Bhagavatpada the incarnation of Lord Siva, it is
specifically mentioned that it is meant to apply generally to
the ‘“ Sannyasis presiding over the seat of the Great Guru. ™
It is surprising that the author of such passages did not in
the least realise the profanity of such claims.

CHAPTER—III

CONTEMPORARY SUPPORT

Coming to authorities less ancient but ‘¢ contempo-
raneous ”’ with Sri Sankaracharva, we are told therec are

three of that sort.

(1) The first of them is Mathamnaya Setu said to
have been written by Sri Sankaracharya himself. A mere
reading of it will show that it cannot possibly be attributed
to that great Acharya. He is said to have proclaimed

FA Azqqeam qraraeaan: |
A 279 OF g FSET TIARIEH |

“Brahma was the Jagadguru in the Krita :Yuga, the
best of Rishis (Dattatreya?) in the Treta and Vyasa
in the Dvapara, In the Kali age now, I am such.”

The spirit of bravado which pervades such a state-
ment is inconceivable of Sri Sankara Bhagavatpada. It is
sufficient to point out here that this Mathamnaya Setu
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materially differs from the Mathamnayas current throughout
India. That the work was brought into existence just to
claim for the Kumbhakonam mutt supremacy over the
recognised four mutts is quite obvious from its wording.
The patent object of such a claim so high-pitched was to
get for that mutt at least a recognition as an institution
founded by Sri Sankara but the attempt was so clumsy
and barefaced that no one took any serious notice of it till
the present occupant of that mutt chose to advance that claim
once again and secure the support of people subject to or
amenable to his influence. No sensible reader will need any
argument to realise the baselessness and the absurdity of the
claims set out therein. This will have to be referred to again
later.

(2) Chitsukha is said to have written a life sketch of
Sri Sankara called ‘ Brihat Sankara Vijaya’. He is different
from the famous Advaita author of that name. This Chitsukha
is credited with a prefix Sarvajna and is said to have been
born in the same village as Sri Sankara and lived with him
throughout his life from birth to death and is therefore
claimed to be the most competent person to speak with
authority about Sri Sankara.

The commentary on Gururatnamalika, the main plank
of the Kumbhakonam mutt, describes this Chitsukha thus;—

AFAd ITTIRATIEATIO0: "FFFLFQYT:
|EAT TRITEINADT NS Afargge: 2Nady -
frgaral: ®3d gg=swdaay .. ..

and quotes several passages said to be found in his work.
It is really unfortunate that the mutt has not taken care to
preserve this valuable * historical” document when it was
so easily available to the commentator to quote from. 1t is
unfortunate also that the several Sankara Vijayas do not
mention at all any such intimate frierd and follower who did
not leave the Acharya’s presence even for a second. It
would seem that, when Sri Sankara gave up everything and
took Sannyasa, he did not give up this village-mate of his,
who was evidently calmly looking on when Sankara was in
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the grip of the crocodile and appealing to his mother
for permission to take Sannyasa. Even Lord Visveswara
who was certainly a Sarvajna does not seem to have
noticed the presence of this gentleman when He appeared
out of the Linga at Kasi for the Siva Rahasya refers
only to the “four sishyas’ and makes no mention of him,

This close intimate of Sri Sankara would have it
that Sivaguru himself performed his son’s upanayana and
taught him the Vedas, thereby contradicting not only
Madhava but even the Sivarahasya, Vyasachaliya,Keralia
Sankara Vijaya and Anandagiri. He is quoted by the
mutt Atmabodhendra as saying (p. 26)

faanseediy o504
frrrawAgragsineg aq |

Chitsukha is again relied upon by Atmabodhendra for
the claims of the mutt to a “Moula Amnaya” a Sarvajna
Peetha at Kanchi, and the nomination of Sarvajnatma for
that mutt, all of which will be duly considered in the

sequel.

(3) Anandagiri or Anantanandagiri, as he is
variously called, is the author of a SankaraVijaya and he
also claims to be a Sarvajna and a direct disciple of Sri

Sankara.

N. K. Venkatesam Pantulu in his Sri Sankatacharya
and His Kamakoti Peetha identifies him with Totakacharya,
calls his work the oldest on the subject and says that it is
unpublished. He evidently did not know that it had been
published long ago at Calcutta from an old manuscript.
N. Venkataraman in his Sri Sankaracharya and his
successors at Kanchi rightly characterises that work as
valueless and obviously a forgery,

According to this omniscient Anandagiri, Sri
Sankara was born at Chidambaram of Visishta the wife of
one Visvajit, flatly contradicting not only all the other
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Sankara Vijayas but even the Sivarahasya and the
Markandeya Samhita. 1In spite of its patent unreliability,
the Kumbhakonam mutt is not willing to give it up asit
mentions that the Acharya relinquished his body at Kanchi.

An ‘“embellished” qfesEFH edition with significant omissions
and additions is also in print in Telugu script. The language
and the contents of either version bear such clear traces of
recent fabrication by unskilled hands that for some time the
reliance upon it was being relaxed till quite recently when it
is again trotted out as a very authoritative treatise but with
readings varying from those two editions also.

The latest book by N. Ramesan supports the
authenticity of Anandagiri’s work and relies upon the
observation of Prof. H. H. Wilson which he quotes as
follows : —

“It bears internal evidence of being the composition
of a period not far removed from that at which he
(Sankara) may by supposed to have flourished and
we may, therefore, follow it as a very safe guide.”

His interpretation of “he” as Sankara is his own
and has no warrant in the original where it properly applies
only to Anandagiri himself.

According to Sri Ramesan, the allegation of the
Kumbhakonam math that Sri Sankara was born in 509 B. C.
is not correct and he must be assigned the 1st century B. C.
or the 1st century A. D. Anandagiri’s composition cannot
possibly be of a date ““ not far removed  from that of Sri
Sankara as it definitely refers to Sri Ramanujacharya the
great Vaishnava Acharya of the 12th century and also to
Sri Madvacharya of a later date and quotes from a work
of Sci Bharati Krishna Tirtha of the 14th century A. D.
If Sri Ramesan had read Anandagiri’s book, or if his
attention had been drawn to these references, he would
certainly not have interpreted the “ he’ in Prof. Wilson’s
staterrent as referring to Sri Sankara.
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Further, it is patent that Sri Ramesan did not care
to verify the quotation supplied to him by somebody else as
from Prof. Wilsons book. The actual words used by the
Professor are :—

‘“ Some of the marvels it records of Sankara which the
author professes to have seen may be thought to affect
its credibility, if not its authenticity, and either
Anandagiri must be an unblushing liar or the book is not
his own. It is however of little consequence, as even
if the work be not that of Anandagiri himself, it bears
internal and indisputable evidence of being the
composition of a period not far removed from that at
which he may be supposed to have flourished; and we
may therefore follow it as a very safe guide in our
enquiries into the actual state of the Hindu Religion
about eight or nine centuries ago.”

The italics are mine.  This fuller passage clearly
shows that the Professor did not in the least attach any
historical or factual importance to Anandagiri’s work but
chose to rely upon it for a very limited purpose. To clip
the passage before and after and offer the truncated portion
to the public is, to say the least of it, not fair.

The quotation is all the more misleading when this
clipped passage is quoted in Appendix B of his book
(p. 160) in proof of tte authenticity of Anandagiri’s work
by two Vaishnava < research scholars” and they rely
upon this passage for their concluding on the authority of
Anandagiri that Kanchi was the place of ¢ the last resi-
dence and siddhi of the great Acharya.’* Evidently they
also did not care to look into Prof. Wilson’s book at all
for they would have found then that the Professor had
not left the matter in any doubt but had definitely stated
that Sri Sankara died at Kedarnath in the Himalayas. It
is highly to be regretted that they should have lent their
names to such publications. As the statements made by
them in the Appendix are only a replica of what is stated
in the main body of the book which again is only a
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re-statement of what the Kumbhakonam mutt people have
been saying for some time past, it is not necessary to refute
them in detail when we are exposing the entire baselessness of
the claims of the mutt.

Doctor Burnell the eminent Sanskritist who was the
District Judge of Tanjore and edited a Catalogue of
Manuscripts says about this Anandagiri’s Sankara Vijaya:

“This seems to be quite a modern work written in the
interests of the schismatic Mathas on the Coromandal
coast which have renounced obedience to the Sringeri
Matha where Sankarachariar’s legitimate successor
resides.”’

The only explanation that is offered for this definite statement
of Dr. Burnell is that he might have been cheated by
somebody else into saying so.

This Anandagiri‘s Sankara Vijaya is now put forward as

the ancient (91=ft) and big (FAY) Sankara Vijaya from
which Madhava made a summary. The learned Pandit who
advances this theory forgets that the mutt literature}hitherto
has definitely stated that Brihat Sankara Vijaya is by
“Chitsuka’* and that Prachina Sankara Vijaya is by ‘“Muka
Sankarendra’’. I do not see how he can now give the
go-bye to those alleged ¢‘authorities” and transfer their
distinctive epithets to Anandagiri’s work. It is worth noting
that the Pandit is positive that the opening sloka in Madhaviya

quIIg QAT iy |
QTN FHRY ¢ IR TFIA )

is quite a latter addition by some interested persons and
that the Pandit at the same time relies upon this sioka for
proving that there was a Prachina Sankara Vijaya which
he wants us to believe was Anandagiri’s. Madhava does
not make any reference at all to Anandagiri. If reference
is mad: to Anandagiri in the commentaries on the
Madhaviya, it can only show that by the time the
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commentaries were written an Anandagiri’s Sankara Vijaya
had gained some currency. Even then, this does not prove
the genuineness of the version now being put forward by
the Kumbhakonam mutt.

Atmabodhendra does not refer to Anandagiri by
name but refers to a work called “Acharya Vijaya” On
page 23 he quotes it thus

AT AH arat&ﬁla&—g@att qlZsy...... QR
and again on Page 25

Arqrafaad o ‘¢ gdfty ¥ NIHT ogW ATy
frgreaas: Adan”

As these passages are found, though with slight
variations, in all the versions of Anandagiri, there can be
no doubt that he means by Acharya Vijaya the work of
Anandagiri. As Anandagiri’s statement that Sri Sankara
was born at Chidambaram is opposed to all other autho-
rities and also to established tradition, a new reading is
now put forward replacing that statement by one that
says that Sri Sankara was born at Kalati and that his
father was Sivaguru. But it is quite clear that this reading
was not in existence when Atmabodhendra wrote. Atma-
bodhendra would have it that Sivaguru passed away only
after the upanayana of his son and, in saying that the
Acharya Vijaya also is wrong when it says the contrary,
quotes the passage

adftd 9t NeFR aud Assizey Fagiwazs: Aay

as from Acharya Vijaya. It will be noted that this passage
only says that Brahmanas performed the upanayana and
does not specifically say that Sivaguru was dead at that
time. We have definite passages in the new reading that
Sivaguru passed away before the upanayana, that his wife
performed his obsequies with the help of kinsmen and
that she had the upanayana of her son performed thereafter.
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If these stanzas were in existence then, how happens it that
Atmabodhendra did not quote them but quoted a far less
clear passage? This shows beyond doubt that the new
reading is an attempt at “improving” the earlier Anandagiri.
Further, if Anandagiri was really the prime authority for all
later treatises, as is now alleged, will Atmabodhendra have so
lightly brushed it aside as unreliable ?

Thanks to the kindness of a friend at Banaras, a true
copy of the manuscript of the new reading of Anandagiri
said to be in the possession of the Taraka Mutt there has
been made available. It may be interesting to know how
or when it got into that Mutt Library and how it
was unearthened after the advent of the Kumbhakonam
mutt Swamiji to Banaras but it is not necessary to embark
on any such enquiry as the book as it is bears ample
evidence of being a later fabrication. Instead of ‘improving’
the older Anandagiri, it has only emphasised its absurdi-
tiecs and has even added to them. The alterations found
in the new reading, instead of proving its being the older
and true version, are so clumsy that even the cursory
reader can easily recognise the really older text peeping
through.  Another unimpeachable evidence that these
versions are wanton variations from the latter is the fact
that Dindima, the commentary on Madhaviya, written at
the erd of the 18th century quotes only the latter and not
the improved versions. In view of the importance now
being attached to Anandagiri, I shall do well to allot a
scparate chapter for exposing its absurdities. I am quite
sure that anybody who reads it through will agree entirely
with the statement of N. Venkataraman that it is ¢ value-
less and obviously a forgery”. But the name Anandagiri
has a fascination of its own as it was borne by Anandajnana,
the well known writer of the glosses on Sri Sankara’s Bashyas,
who vas a Sishya of Suddhananda. It is really surprising
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that Anantanandagiri, the ¢ unblushing liar” of Prof.
Wilson, is taken by some as identical with that great scholar.
We are not concerned with the question whether there was at
any time any ancient Anandagiriya Sankara Vijaya. It is
sufficient for our present purpose to point out that all the
versions now available are unreliable though in varying
degrees.

From what has been stated hitherto it will be clear
that the ‘ancient authorities” relied upon by the mutt
are neither ¢’ ancient’ nor “authorities’ but are only
self-serving statements nat entitled to any credence.

CHAPTER -1V

ANANDAGIRIYA

Anantanandagiri, the author of the book wusually
called Anandagiriya Sankara Vijaya, proclaims himself at
the very start as the disciple of Sri Sankara by whose grace
he has himself become omniscient When he says definitely

AN IR FAPETUTEAEEH |
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there is no justification for interpreting it to mean that he
was not a direct disciple but was only in the line of disciples.
At the end of the book also he mentions Sri Sankaracharya
as “my Guru.’*

T¢ § 4FSIBH: FaaA gen ARaaw3A:
fwa=garary (ch. 74)

The matter is placed beyond doubt when he includes himself
among the disciples who addressed Sri Sankara (ch. 66)
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If then he was a disciple of Sri Sankara himself, how happens
it that he is able to refer to Sri Ramanujacharya whom he
calls Lakshmanacharya and who is, according to him, an
incarnation of Sesha and who really lived in the 12th century
many centuries after Sri Sankara? How is he able also to
quote Sri Bharati Krishna Tirtha’s work written in the 14th
century. He must have been verily a sarvajna to see into the
future centurizs ahead.

The opening chapter is in the nature of a Table of
contents. The second chapter recounts the usual story of
Narada reporting to Brahma the degenerated state of Vedic
observances in this land at that time and of the appeal to
Lord Mahesvara and of the latter’s promise to incarnate on
earth to resuscitate our religion. On this assurance Brahma
returns to his abode. From here onwards the Calcutta
edition and the new manuscript vary in their respective
accounts of the birth of Sri Sankara. The Calcutta edition
says that there was a Brahmana couple at Chidambaram,
Sarvajna and Kamakshi by name, that they had a daughter
Visishta who was given in marriage to Visvajit, that Visvajit
left her and went away to the forest for doing penance, that
she was ever worshipping Chidambaresa, that He entered her
body through her mouth, that she thereupon became ‘pregnant
that the Brahmanas there had the necessary rites performed
from the third month of pregnancy treating Chidambaresa as
her lord and that a child was born in the tenth month.
(Appendix A)

The manuscript however says (Appendix B) that in the
Village of Kalati in Kerala there was one Sivaguru, a great
scholar famous as ¢ Vidyadhiraja’, that Lord Mahesvara
entered the body of his wife who in proper time gave birth to
u child, that the father passed away before he could perform
his son’s Upanayana and that it was later on done by the
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mother. In the middle of this description, it is mentioned
that the father, remembering the boon of the Lord and
knowing the shortness of the child’s life, did not say a word
as he thought of the omniscience and other good factors
mentioned by the Lord

g AgEny Oar foags: w0
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But in the previous slokas there is absolutely no mention
of any granting of boons, of the shortness of the life period
or of the omniscience etc. This clearly shows that the
entire set of stanzas is an adaptation from other sources and
is not a part of the original text. Further as the upanayana
and even the education of the boy are mentioned in this
context itself, the mention of the choulam in the third year
and the upanayanam in the fifth year in the next chapter is
quite meaningless. Such mention proves beyond doubt that
these slokas are later fabrications just to bring Anandagiri in
line with the other Sankara Vijayas.

As the Calcutta edition says definitely that the
Brahnianas treated the Lord Chidambaresa as the ‘Yajamana’
when performing the rites and that the lady was ever
worshipping Chidambaresa, there may be some propriety in
saying, as it does, that the boy resembled Chidambaresa

l%‘q:ﬁil Fd @USFAAIT: | The word Chidambaresa
signifies the Lord of Chidambaram where she lived. The
Kalati lady however never lived at Chidambaram nor
worshipped ¢ Chidambaresa”. And yet the maauscript also
says that the child was like ¢ Chidambaresa’. This only
shows that the persons who substituted the sloxas at the end
of chapter 2 and substituted Kalati for Chidambaram forgot
to correct the wording in Chapter 3. The omission to correct
it proves beyond doubt that the original text mentioned
Chidambaram and not Kalati.
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The Kumbhakonam mutt says that the Sankaracharya
said to be born at Chidambaram was not the original
Sankara but a later successor of his in that mutt. It goes
further and says that the father was not away at the time
of the birth but had really died three years before. We
are grateful to that mutt for not assigning such posthumous
birth to Sri Sankara. We cannot complain if it finds pleasure
in \including in its line of succession a child so born.

A wonderful thing in Anandagiri is that Sri Sankara
began to preach Advaita to a host of disciples even before he
took Sannyasa and a more wonderful thing is that in the
course of that preachings he refers them to his own books.

qafzeaaqeyeg agar AfAy @Ay A

The new reading makes this statement more absurd by
amplifying it so as to include the Bhashyas also in these
books.

qafgIIATHEY TP ANAY A-qY WG R AY oA

The Calcutta edition mentions that after preaching to and
blessing the Sishyas Sri Sankara in his eighth year took
Sannyasa and had his Upadesa from Govindapada. It
does not meantion the place where he took Sannyasa.

T AXAFAROT IZIAAI Q1T Feqr AN
gafe wa siimgaifRegalsfirger gy qw-
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‘I'he new manuscript would like to mention that place as
Vynghrapura evidently meaning thereby Chidambaram. It
I not improbable that the Calcutta edition meant also the
mume place and that the omission to name it was due to the
facl that the upadesa was at the same place as the place of
birth, namely, Chidambaram. When however the place
ol birth was shifted from Chidambaram to Kalati in the



30 THE KUMBHAKONAM MUTT

new reading, it became necessary to say that Sri Sankara
went from Kalati to Chidambaram. Opportunity was
availed of to introduce the traditional version that Sri
Sankara took Apat Sannyasa when his foot was caught by
a crocodile and had upadesa from Govindapada later on
at a distant place. We have thus the new amplified reading

T AAFARILOT TEFA, 91T, FedAr AYH
a8 qra RagmadinaRar qar aExgamg
da@ sigzar fagmig Rag sfageas-
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Are we then to take it that the mutt has abandoned
the well accepted version that Sri Sankara met Govindapada
on the banks of the Narmada, a version which is found in
the mutt’s Gururatnamalika itself and in all the later
publications of the mutt including the books of Atreya
Krishna Sastri and N. Ramesan? Are we to take it also
that the mutt is discrediting its own special authority called
Patanjali Charita which says that the meeting place was
Badarikasrama? Evidently the object of the new reading
is to associate every important event from birth to death
including this upadesa with places near Kumbhakonam.

The absurdity of Anandagiri reaches its climax in
its description of the ianterview of Sri Sankara with Sage
Vyasa. The latter comes in the garb of an old Brahmana
and starts a discussion about a particular Sutra in the
Brahma Sutras. As Sri Sankara finds the old man a strong
opponent, he is said to have got angry and himself gave
a blow on the cheek of Vyasa! Not content with this he
is said to have ordered his sishya Padmapada to push the
old man down face downwards and throw him out by
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his foot! The author of the new reading is so enamoured
of this incident that he retains the description intact.
Vyasa afraid of being kicked out moves away himself!

7 f& Rarsar: o &9 Rt assta ar
A STV AR FTAY T FTNIAIRA
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Fortunately for Vyasa, Padmapada kept quiet as he
recognised the sage in the old man. Even then Sri Sankara
would not believe unless Vyasa appeared in his own form.
When he accordingly showed his own form Sri Sankara
prostrates before him but curiously enough does not
cypress a single word of regret at his own insulting
behaviour. He wants the Sage to witness his own
departue  from this  world as his period of life
hias  expired. The Sage desires that Sri Sankara should
stny on in this world for propagating the truth of Advaita
and calls down Brahma from the Satya Loka. Brahma
blesses Sri Sankara to live on as long as he likes. Vyasa
tnkes the water of sacred Ganges, sprinkles it on Sri
hankara and blesses him to live on for a hundred years.
It passes one’s understanding why Vyasa had to bless him
nunin after the world creator himself had done it.

grafR=sied At & faar eeng e

e Brahma’'s words.
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It is equally un-understandable how in spite of this double
blessing Sri Sankara lived only for thirty-two years. What
about the hundred years mentioned by Vyasa ?

After meeting Kumarila Bhatta, Sri Sankara starts
towards the north with the intention of meeting Mandana
Misra. His disciples come with him and musical instruments
and professional singers trumpet forth his greatness
though the disciples are content with the clapping of hands.

swragaFatahn sans: abzarmagawd:
qaqrziRiirasasiae: Rysfsdzzafaes
H§argg+a: NITAYEIFET:

It will be noted Padmapada is mentioned here among
the sishyas. The person responsible for the new reading has
“improved” this by adding the name of Suresvara also,
forgetting that Suresvara was to come into existence only
after the defeat of Mandana Misra and his Sannyasa under
the name of Suresvara.

al
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Prof. Wilson treats Anandagiri as a possible
authority on the nature of the religious sects that prevailed
at his time. Such an opinion is merely the result of the
Professor’s evident want of closer contact with Hindu society.
If he had such contact either with the people or with their
literature he would have readily seen that most of the sects
which Anandagiri speaks of never existed, except in his
imagination for the purpose of making his book bulky and
seemingly erudite. A mere enumeration of them as meationed
by him will be quite enough to make this clear.
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No. Name Chapter ' No. Name Chapter
1. Saivamata 4 30. Kubera 32
2. ,»» Ekadesi 5 31. Indra 33
3. Bhagavata 6 32. Yama 34
4. Vaishnava 7 33. Varuna 35
5. Pancharatra 8 34. Vayu s
6. Vaikhanasa 9 35. Bhumi .
7. Karmahina Vaishnava 10 36. Tirtha s
8. Hiranyagarbha 11 37. Sunya 36
9. Agnivadi 12 38. Varaha 37
10. Soura 13 39. Loka 38
11. Ganapati 14 40. Guna 39
12. »» Ekadesi 16 41. Sapkhya 40
13. ,» Uchchishta 17 42, Yoga 41
14, ,» Navanita 18 43, Peelu 42
15. ,» Svarna ' 44, Karma 43
16. »» Santana v 45. Chandra 44
17. Sakti 19 46. Angaraka 45
18. ,» Ekadesi 20 47. Budha »»
19. ,» another 21 48. Guru ’»
20. . . 22 49. Bhrigu ’»
21. Kapalika 23 50. Manda »»
22, ,» Ekadesi 24 S51. Rahu ve
23. Charwaka 25 52. Kshapanaka 46
24. Sougata 26 53. Pitru 47
25. Jaina 27 54, Sesha 48
26. Bouddha 28 55. Garuda "
27. Mallari 29 - 56. Siddha 'y
28. Vishvaksena 3 57. Gandharva 50
29. Manmatha 31 58. Bhutavetala 51

If the status of a sect were to be given to all those who
worship any particular aspect of God or any particular
power of His, even then the number of sects will be infinite;
if we come lower down to those who have faith in the lesser
Gods and even in lesser semi-celestial or malignant beings,
the number will be more infinite. It may be that Kubera,
Yama, the planetry deities and others in Anandagiri’s
list are objects of worship on particular occasions but to
raise such worship to the status of a ‘Mata” which Sri
Sankara felt called upon to refute is, on the fact of it, absurd.
It is the refutation of these ‘‘ Matas’ that occupy the major
portion of the book.

Evidently to prove that Sri Sankara was verily a
Shanmata Sthapanacharya, the Establisher of the Six Faiths,
he is said to have sent out his several sishyas in the several
directions of land to establish such faiths for the benefit of
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those who were not competent for the highest stage of Advaita
realisation. Any casual reader will realise that this story is
purely imaginary and has no basis in fact. The absurdity is
heightened by the fact that Anandagiri mentions
Lakshmanacharya and Hastamalaka as going out to preach
Vaishnava cults. It is well known ihat the followers of Sri
Ramanuja and Sri Madhva claim that they are respectively
the incarnation of Adi Sesha and Vayu The Calcutta edition
therefore mentions that they were so born. I do not know
why the new reading says that they are the incarnations of
Sesha and Vasuki ¢Vasuki” is evidently a mistake for “Vayu”
Anyhow the description of their mission makes it clear that
Sri Ramanuja and Sri Madhva are alone meant by Anandagiri.
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It is absurd to say that Sri Ramanuja preached at the
instance of Sri Sankara and that Sri Madhva also not only
preached but established Sri Krishna at Udipi at his instance.
The very fact that in their works they have taken cudgels
against Sri Sankara is enough to falsify this story apart-from
the glaring anachronism. It is still more absurd to say that
they were made Sannyasis by Sri Sankara himself and this
was just before they were sent out by him to propagate
Vaishnavism.
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And yet we are asked by the Kumbhakonam mutt to
accept Anandagiri as a “very safe guide” on the authority of
a passage misquoted from Prof. Wilson. Even according to
Anandagiri, Hastamalaka was a sishya of Sri Sankara even
before the latter started on his tour of conquest and is
mentioned along with Padmapada and others (ch. 4). Did he
remain a bachelor till almost the end of Sri Sankara’s life?

Anandagiri would have it that it was from Kanchi that
Sri Sankara despatched the sishyas and that they all returned
there to report about the successful carrying out of the
missions entrusted to them. But in the concluding chapter he
forgets the latter position and says that Sri Sankara passed
away after sending away his Sishyas to various parts; can it
be that Sri Sankara sent them away again so that he might
pass away quietly? The method of his passing away, as
described by Anandagiri, is a very curious one unknown to
the Sastras. He is said to ‘““have dissolved his physical body
into the subtle body and become Sat, then dissolved the
subtle body into the causal body and became Chit of the size
of a thumb, then got the full bliss in the preseace of
God and then became Consciousness pervading the entire
universe and he remains as such even now”

aa: qt |y awISYE: A4 @
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It is not clear why he became the universal consci-
ousness when he intended only to return to his own loka.
The later sentences describe how his body was interred in
a pit, the final rites and the feeding of Brahmanas on a
lavish scale. The new reading chooses to omit these
sentences evidently out of the apprehension that the
ordinary reader may be curious to know where that pit was
at Kanchi and why the place of interment has not secured
the fame and sanctity as the last resting place of the great
‘Teacher. To obviate such inconvenient questions, the mutt
is now giving out that he simply disappeared without leaving
any mortal remains behind.

Not satisfied with giving a birth place and also a place
of Upadesa at Chidambaram and assigning to Kanchi a
-standing as the place from which Sri Sankara sent out his
disciples and where he passed away, the authors of the
improved versions have sought to introduce into Ananda-
giri the story of the five Lingas brought by Sri Sankara
from the Lord of Kailasa Himself and the founding of a
mutt at Kanchi with Suresvara as its Head necessitating
the assignment of somecbody else for Sringeri. That these
new factors are not found in the Calcutta edition but are
deliberate fabrications just to invest the mutt with an air
of importance and ancientness will be shown in the proper
context in the later chapters. It is not necessary to deal
with them now.

The considerations which we have drawn attention to
here will convince any impartial reader that Anandagiri on
the whole, and the improved versions in particular, are all
quite unreliable and have to be thrown aside if anybody
wants to get at the real life history of Sri Sankara. It may be
that there was once a geanuine Anandagiriya Sankara Vijaya
from which Dhanapati Suri the author of the Dindima
Commentary on Madhaviya Sankara Vijaya was able to
quote extensively as he does in his commentary particularly
on ch. 15. But the versions now put forward are only
parodies of the same though they may coatain some passages
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taken from it or some extracts from it. Their partisan nature
is so patent that they have to be discarded as ‘‘valueless and
obviously a forgery” as characterised by N. Venkataraman
in his book on the ¢ Kanchi” succession.

CHAPTER—-V
KAVYA SUPPORT

(1) Ramabhadra Dikshita the author of the well
known Drama Janaki Parinaya is said to have written a
Kavya called Patanjali Charitam. It has been published
in the Kavyamala series at Bombay from a manuscript
sent from the Tanjore District. It recounts a folk-tale
that Sage Patanjali took his original form of the thousand
headed Adisesha and taught his Vyakarana Mahabhashya
simultaneously to a thousand sishyas seated on the other
side of a curtain dropped between himself and the sishyas
to save them from his venomous breath, that curiosity
impelled them to lift the curtain with the result that all of
them were reduced to ashes, that a disciple who had gone
out without the sage’s permission returned soon after this
incident and was cursed by the teacher to become a
Brahmarakshasa but was assured redemption when he taught
to a competent disciple what all he had learned, that such a
disciple was found in one Chandragupta who after his studies
under the Brahmarakshasa married maidens from each one of
the four castes and begot respectively four sons, Vararuchi,
Vikramaditya, Bhatti and Bhartruhari.

This tale, which ascribes to the disciple the name of
Gupta which will not fit in with his caste as a Brahmana,
uttributes to him marriages outside his own caste which are
expressly prohibited in the Dharma Sastras for Kaliyuga,
describes him as secretly teaching the Vedanga Vyakarana to
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his Sudra-born son though he knew that it was not
sanctioned by the Sastras and makes Vararuchi and others
who evidently belonged to different epochs of time not only
contemporaries but even brothers, is accepted as history. A
poet is certainly quite free to weave a poem out of anything

but it does not mean that we must accept his poem as a
historical document.

Further, we are asked to accept on the authority of
the Kumbhakonam mutt that it was that Brahmarakshasa
that became Goudapadacharya later in life! Unfortunately
this Kavya itself negatives such an identification. It definitely
says that after teaching the disciple the Brahmarakshasa gave

up his terrible form and got a celestial form and ascended
to heaven.
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Then he left his Rakshasa form and got a celestial
form. That disciple of Sesha after telling him “Go
forth happily and propagate the work of Sesha in
the world” went to heaven. The other also bundled
up in his cloth the leaves of the Banyan tree (on
which he had written the Bhashya with his finger
nail) and left the place.

The Brahmarakshasa’s study of Vyakarana itself was
incomplete. Even granting that he was a perfect master
of that science, there is no indication at all that he had
any kind of spiritual learning or even spiritual leaning.
Even if he had, in as much as he went to heaven immedi-
ately after teaching Chandragupta, when had he the
occasion at all to learn Vedanta? When had he the time
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or the opportunity to become such a profound scholar as
Goudapadacharya? To get over this definite statement in
this Kavya itself, a learned Pandit has recently come forward
with a strange and bold suggestion that the word ¢ heaven”
does not mean heaven but only the ‘ Himalayas” which
may be compared to heaven! What prevented Rama-
bhadra Dikshita from mentioning the Himalayas explicitly
and made him use the word ‘ heaven ” if he meant only
the Himalayas and why did he leave it to a modern Paadit
to explain his meaning to the world some centuries later ?
It is to be much rcgretted that Pandits of this stamp are
not above the temptation to lend their names to such absurd
suggestions.

In-support of this suggestion that Goudapada was the
Brahmarakshasa who was the disciple of Adisesha, the
Pandit relies upon Vyasachaliya Sankara Vijaya which
work we shall consider later on. Assuming for the moment
that that work is a genuine one, we <hall try to understand
the passages quoted by the Pandit and deliberately sought to
be misinterpreted.

wrE: quga: fhe st
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“Vyasa was the son of Parasara by Satyavati. His
son was the Sage Suka the famous Seer. Goudapada
became his sishya. And Sage Govindanatha was
his disciple.
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«“ He learnt the group of Sastras from him who went
to the Lord of the Serpents Ananta and learned from
him the entire ocean-like Vyakarana on a stipulation
and who bears on his head all the worlds.”

The Pandit wants us to relate the ““ ke’ to Govinda-
pada, the first “ him © and the first ‘““who” to Goudapada
and the second “who” to Ananta ignoring entirely the
and. These two slokas of ¢ Vyasachaliya® are identical
with slokas 105 and 106 of Madhaviya Sankara Vijaya.
Chap. V. The latter have been commented upon by
Dhanapati Suri. His commentary on the second sloka is as
follows :—
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“In the proximity of that sage Govindanatha, Sri
Sankara learned the group of Sastras which Govin-
danatha went to the abode of Sesha and on the
arrangement ‘I shall spread your sastra on earth’
learnt from Sesha the ocean of the sciene of sounds
and who as Ananta is carrying on his head all the
worlds. ”

This can only mean that either Govindanatha, as
Govindanatha, went to the abode of Sesha and learnt the
Science, or Govindanatha in his previous incarnation as
Patanjali went to that region to learn the science from
Sesha. There is no room at all for introducing Goudapada
in this context. To enable him to do so, the Pandit says
that the clear and definite sloka of Madhava that it was
Patanjali or Govindanatha that went there, namely,
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“Who entered the hole in the earth and learning
directly from the mouth of the Lord of Serpents
published on the earth the Sabda Bhashya and also
Yoga for the benefit of the world .

is due to a ‘ misconception” on the part of Madhava.
To support this theory again, he has to misinterpret also a
sloka found in his own authority Sankarabhyudaya. 1t places
beyond all doubt that it was Govindapada that went to the
lower world.
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‘““He saw before him .the Guru Govindabhagavatpada
who was the sishya of the Saint Goudapada the
Sishya of Rishi Suka and who entered the region
of Patala and obtained the entire Vyakarana along

with Yoga from the best of Serpents. By the grace of
that store of mercy, he learnt all the rules relating to
Sannyasa and observed them.”

The pandit wants the description in the second sloka
to be applied not to Govindapada but to Goudapada. But it
will be readily seen that the second and third slokas go to-
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gether. Even the ordinary rules of syntax scem to have no
weight with him.

Apart from tee fact that there is no tradition or eviden-
ce to show that Goudopada ever went to Patala or learnt
from Sesha, there is the posite evidence of the Patanjali Chart-
ita itself that he never went there and never had any need to
learn. If he were the disciple turned later on into a Brahma-
rakshasa, it was on the harth that he learnt Vyakarana from
Sesha, and not in the under world. As he had to go away in the
middle of the exposition, it might be urged that to learn the
remainder of the Sastra he had to pursue to Patala. Did he
go there as a Brahmarakshasa? The Patanjali Charita is
explicit that soon after cursing him Sesha cooled down and

STTRLMATTIA AeFAN S e G A |
¥5 g aqE MBgFar aaRfaizd ager) vV, 24

““Saying to him ‘The entire Vyakarana Mahabhashya
written by me will flash to you by my grace. Go as
you please’ he disappeared immediately.”

If the disciple who so favoured with the knowledge of
the entire Sastra by a flash, there was certainly no need for
him to seek Sesha again in another world. As already stated,
he went to heaven as soon as he ceased to :be a Brahmara-
kshasa.

Further, Madhava’s passage and the Sankarabh-
yudaya passage club Yoga with Vyakarana. It is only
Patanjali that was proficient in both, wrote the Yoga
Sutras and the Vyakarana Mahabhashya. The passages
necessarily apply only to Patanjali who in a later incar-

nation . was known as Govindapada and canot apply to
‘Goudapada equates him with Patanjali who learnt from
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Sesha in the latter’'s abode and with Ananta the supporter
of the worlds.

A minor objection is raised that, if Patanjali or
Govindapada is to be taken as the person who went down
to learn from Sesha, it will amount to saying that he went
to learn from himself for they were all identical in essence.
If this objection had any validity, Sri Sankara could not have
been blessed or commanded either by Lord Visvesvara at Kasi
or by Lord Siva at Kailasa; Arjuna could not have gone to
Svarga and been honoured by Indra. Yudhishthira could not
have gone to Heaven and been welcomed by Dharmaraja.

Such an objection entirely ignores the nature of Avataras.

It is allged further that it was the Brahmarakshasa’s
disciple that became later on known as Govindapada, It has
been pointed out before that his very name Chandragupth is
inconsistent with his being a Brahmana and that his action in
marrying wives from the four castes and his clandesﬁnely
teaching his Sudra-born son are inconsistent with the Sastras.
It is but blasphemy to equate him with Govindapada. It
would certainly be a very pititable state if the saintly author
of the Mahabhashya himself had to learn fragments of it from
n disobedient Sishaya of his own, whom he himself had cursed
to assume the form of a Brahmarakshasa, that he had to note
down these fragmentsjalso on banyan leaves with his finger-
nuil to the dictation of the Brahmarakshasa, that he was
foolish enough to sleep with the]bundle of those leaves for his
pillow, that a lamb or a calf nibbled at it and pulled it away,
that he had to be content with what portions he could rescue
out of its mouth and that the Mahabhashya had remained in-
vomplete in the portions eaten away by that animal. If this
dinciple was capable of turning out to be a Govindapada,
vould he not heave easily supplied the eaten away portions,
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even if he were not an incarnation of Sesha himself It may be
an interesting tale good enough for children but nobody with
any regard for the Sastras or respect for the saintiy personages
jinvolved can accept it as truth. In fact nothing can be pro-
faner than such patently absurd concoctions. Yet the present
Acharya of the Kumbhakonam mutt chooses to rely upon his
mutt literatue and preaches such tales as history to a credu-
lous audience.

Quite abruptly and without any previous reference to
him in the prior portions of Patanjali Charita, Sri Sankara is
introduced in the 17th stanza cf the last and 8th Sarga and
the next two slokas are copies of slokas 87 and 20 of Madha-
viya Sankara Viyaya, chapter V. Similarly slokas 45 and 46
correspond to the latter’s chapter VI, slokas 54 and 55 the
eleven slokas 60 to 70 are the same as the latter‘s chapter VI,
57 to 59 and chapter V, 91 to 95 and 98 to 101. The Pandit
is doggedly assertive that it was Madhava that had stolen from
Patanjali Charita. 1 need but refer to a single fact to show
that his assertion is baseless and that really the plagiarism is
the other way out I have already stated that, according to the
Patanjali Charita, except the Brahmarakshasa Sishya all the
others were burnt to ashes and that the further propagation
of the Mahdbhasya was only though that Brahmarakshasa
Madhava does not accept or recount that story. According
to him, Sesha secing that his thousand-hooded form was an
object of fear to his Sishyas assumed a human form on earth
with a single face as Patanjali and taught his disciples.

TEAT I AAGEHGENANY-
WAFEA T ATRIETT 3qq: |
qwraRa Yia gegadia o
wrandiag | ¢ q@saf¥wag ) vV, 95

“Seeing that long ago the Sishyas were afraid of your
form with a thousand mouths, you relinquished it and
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then descended on earth with a single face and blessed
the Sishyas. You are cretainly the same. Patanjali,

No question on of being afraid can arise if the Sjshyas were in-
stantaneously reduced to ashes nor any possibimy of their
being blessed thereafter Evidently the person responsible
for grafting this Madhaviya sloka intact into the Patanjali
Charita as ch. VIII, 66th slaka, did not notice that it was
inconsistent with the story in an earlier chapter, The Pandit
with rare resourcefulness interprets this stanza gs “you Govin-
dapada who in yaur Purnastama was born as Chandragupta
and blessed the sishyas are Patanjalt himself*; the portion
shown by me in italics has no warrant in the orjgjnal.

In spite of the various bristling inconsistencies the
Pandit wants his interpretation to be accepted throwing over-
board the straightforward natural meaning of the passages and
his own ‘‘authorities’ which he relies upon for other purposes.

It is not necessary for us to show that Ramabhadra
Dikshita did not write this Kavya. It does not matter in the
least who wrote it, 1t is sufficient for us that there is ample
material from which we can conclude that the statements there
are unworthy of being treated as history and that the passa—
ges which are common to it and to Madhaviyq fit in with the
latter and not with the former. The entire lifs of Sri Sankara
after his meeting Sri Govindapada is condensed in a single
stanza at the end of the Kavya.

MRA~RIRgUER Rua qFAn
afmafers fraakhia Aera

AgavrergIeea XAy fAfE

wr1q fafaa & avud: Vi, 71

“After serving Guru Govinda long and with devotion
and when he having freedom from emtodiment resum—
ed his own glory, that Sankararya wrote the Advaita
Bhashya, canquered the directions and got a stay at
Kanchipura.’”
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This conciseness is itself suspicious as the author of
this passage seems more anxious to drag in Kanchi than to
deseribe Sri Sankara’s greatness® Another curious circum-
stance is this. It is well known that Sri Sankara took apat
Sannyasa, was in a hurry to regularise it by taking upadesa
from a campetent Guru and hastened to feet of Govindapada.
In this Patanjali Charita Govindapada is not on the banks of
the Narmada but at far away Badarikasrama; Sri Sankara
goes to him very leisurely after visiting Kasi and
getting from Lord Visveswara there the ability to comment
on the Vedanta Sutras. 1 shall have to refer to this Kavya
again later on.

(2) The case of Sankarabhyudaya attributed to Raja-
chudamani Dikshita is more interesting. We are not concer-
ned with the question whether the Dikshita was a great man
or whether he did or did not write a Sankarabhyudaya. The
only relevant question is whether the Sankarabhyudaya put
forward by the mutt is a genuine work and whether, even if
it is, it can be relied upon as a historical work. It was publis.
hed in the Sonskrit Journal Sahridaya years ago. It is not
clear wherefrom the manuscript was obtained but it is known
that the 7th and 8th sargas were supplied by the Kumbha-
konam mutt. The Kavya is evidently incomplete. The
correspondence between the slokas in this work and those in
Madhaviya Sankara Vijaya is not only striking but painfully
astonishing, 3 slokas in Sarga 1,44 in Sarga 2, 33 in Sarga
3, 66 in Sarga 4, and 3 in Sarga 7 are found in Madhaviya,
Thus the Slokas in common amount to 145 in all. It is quite
patent that this Kavya was published years after the Madhaviya
just to discredit the authenticity of the latter. Still more
recently a Sankara Bhagavatpada Saptati has been published
from the “Miscellaneous papers” said to have been found in
the Tanjore Sarasvathi Mahal Library, which also reproduce
very many slokas irom the Madhaviya; the existence of another
Saptati is also postulated. The evident object of these new
moves is also the same. But even any ordinary reader can
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easily judge for himself in which the slokas fit in naturally
with the context and who had copied from whom. The
observations made above apply equally to the Vyasachaliya
Sankara Vijaya, another recent publication which we shall
now take up for consideraticn.

CHAPTER-VI

VYASACHALIYA

A Sankara Vijaya attributed to one Vyasachala has
recently been published by the Madras Manuscripts Library.
In the introduction thereto, the Curator has, for reasons best
known to himself, taken pains to recount the story of Sri
Sankara as propounded by the Kumbhakonam mutt and not as
told in that publication. The author is claimed to be the
same as Mahedevendra Sarasvathi the 52nd Acharya of that
mutt from 1498 —1507 A. D. He is said to have performed
severe penance in a cave in a mountain called Vyasachala
and earned that name for himself. Even the Gururatnamalika
does not assign this alternative name to Mahadevendra Saras-
vati who is mentioned in its 82nd sloka; Atmabodhendra
nlso does not mention this in his Commentary thereon. The
Editor rightly adds a note ““it is rather strange that Vyasachala
who was a head of the Kanchi Kamakoti Matt has not even
mentioned by name that Math the life of the founder of which
is described in this work.” This can only mean that Vyasa-
chala was not the head of that Math or that there was no such
Math at all when -*Vyasachala‘“ wrote.
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In proof of its “ancient’’ character the Charator puts
forward some considerations which however will not bear the
slightest scrutiny. First, he mentions that Madhaviya Sankara
Vijaya attests it in a verse in its introductory chapter

graIIgaEqEaRafieanr-
FHINTATERIAN: I |

fFrgsagaageastaf® aaf
rFIgRtFgAraERgATsiE |

Unfortunately such a stanza is not found at all in any
of the printed editions in the several scripts of India till now
nor in any of the manuscripts in the land including a very old
cadjan manuscript in ‘'my own possession which I secured
years ago from the heirs of a learned scholar of old. A modern
Pandit urges that this sloka and also another

grrgzsriRaoafar adg
QFY JIA QWE QxS FEeATI
FwiR-AdatgegR e
HRINFFTFHFAE@A )

are found in manuscaipt D. 12174 of the Madras Government
Manuscripts Library, and that the ommission of these two
slokas must be due to the carelessness of the copyists and that
the omission of the Commentators also to comment on these
two slokas must be due to the omission in the texts supplied
to them. When we remember that one of the Commentators
was from Maharashtra and the other was from the Punjab,
and that Madhaviya has been in print for more than a century
without these slokas, the explanation offered by the Pandit is
too big a pill to be swallowed by ordinary people, The more
reasonable explanation will be that persons bent upon launch-
ing the Vyasachaliya as an aneient work have introduced thes¢
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slokas into an existing manuscript or got up a manuscript
with these slokas and taking advantage of the fact that the
Government was keen upon collecting manuscripts for their
Library thought it a good opportunity to give it a berth in that
Library. Itis well know that the existence of a manuscript
in any modern library is no proof at all of its genuineness or
of its ancient nature.

Secondly, the Editor says that Govindanatha in his
Sankaracharya Charita “‘refers to Vyasachala with great
respect’ in the stanza :

gatnareTs Y sqrarama /A
TIT PFRUARNAERE aq:

As a third reason, the Editor points out that the
Keraliya Sankara Vijaya “praises the poet Vyasachala in high
terms.”

WA FATEFIArIFAIC: |
afagarT g gIandisg: g9A9 0

Evidently the Editor who  advances these as two
independent authorities is not aware of the fact that the
Keraliya Sankara Vijaya is the same as Govindanatha’s
Sankaracharya Charita and that both these slokas are conti-
guous slokas 6 and 7in chapter 1 of the same book. If
Vyasachala was a Sannyasi or the head of a Mutt, Govinda-
natha would not certainly have called him Vyasachala Kuvi.
It is interesting to note that the two slokas stated to be found
in the new Madhaviya manuscript are only a paraphrase of
the latter sloka of Govirdanatha and evidently based upon it
also:

It is clear from a reading of Govindanatha’s work that
he has his own version to give of Sankara’s life according to
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his own taste for he would have Sri Sankara depart from this
world at Tiruchur in the Kerala State and would ascribe to
even Padmapadacharya, accepted on all hands to be a native
of the Chola country, a village called Kunda in that state itself.
That is, he adapts the story to his local patriotism. A deeper
study will make it clear that his reference to Vyasachala Kavi,
an earlier biographer of Sri Sankara, cannot be to the author
of the Vyasachal!iya now published but only to the Vyasachala
Kavi who was identical with Madhava the author of Madhavi-
ya Sankara Viiaya as will be shown presently. The new
Vyasachaliya does not mention anywhere that Visvarupa was
an Avatara of Brahma; it is specifically stated in Madhaviya.
When Govindanatha also identifies Visvarupa as an amsa of
Brahma, it necessarily follows that he had only Madhaviya in
his mind and not the Vyasachaliya now seeing the light of day.

ffagtayas fsasaer ... 1V, 28

Afrsaiar Rsasnt V, 42
frrasd RfsTis ... V, 64

It will be well to remember in this context that according to
the Vyasachaliya, Mandana Misra was a person quite different
from Visvarupa and that according to the Kumbhakonam
mutt Visvarupa was an incarnation of Yama and Mandana
Misra of Brahma! According to the Madhaviya however,
Mandana Misra is identical with Visvarupa and is thus an
incarnation of Brahma. Govindanatha does not mention the
name of Mandana Misra; he calls however Visvarupa as an
incarnation of Brahma and the hushand of Sarasvathi in her
human form. If the Kumbhakonam mutt suggestion were to
be accepted, we would be faced with the absurd idea ofa
Sarasvathi incarnate being the wife of a Yama incarnate. It
is patent therefore that if Govindanatha follows any authority
it is only Madhava whom he calls Vyasachala Kavi.
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The fourth reason to support the authenticity of
Vyasachaliya is stated by the Editor to be ‘the greatness of
the work is expressly stated by Madhavacharya in the first
sarga itself”” and he quotes the sloka

Aar aNgaty g agm:
aiffads awafy W@ AFFHIS(E: |
garfarafty &% awr wregw waf
Y SATATISHIATITHQTIRT +47: ||

This “reason” is based upon an entire misconception of the
context in which this sloka appears and of its real meaning.

“Blessed is Vyasachala Kavi the author of the Kavya
where the hero is Bhagavatpada, the leading sentiment
is santi and the result is the eradication of Ignorance ;
and blessed are those who study it.”

Both the Commentators on this sloka are agreed in saying
that Madhava refers to himself here as Vyasachala Kavi. The
Curator and the Pandit mentioned above would have us throw
overboard those Commentaries and accept their ipse dixit
that it refers to a Vyasachala Kavi who preceded Madhava.
But the very next stanza and those following it show beyond
any possibility of doubt that the Kavya referred to in this
stanza is Madhaviya itself.

axifya Ingiar fzAA g azgT: |
gy aqzgacQ sTAREIOY |

(XX ] see o8 [ XX ] LL 2 ] (XX LA N ]

ST TEITAST/IAET JEEHA: |
R Sreafy: algaar aisd sar

“In that Kavya, the first chapter is introductory and in
the second the birth of Sankara and in the third the
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descent of the several Gods are described................ o
...His residing at Sarada Peetha is in the sixteenth
chapter. Thus in sixteen chapters the story of Sankara
is to be delineated.”* [The Vyasachaliya now published
has only 12 chapters. The words “In that” can there-
fore possibly refer only to the Madhaviya which has
16 chapters, and cannot relate to the new Vyascchaliya]

That the author of Gururatnamalika and its Commen-

tator Atmabodhendra identified Vyasachala with Madhava is
beyond possibility of contradiction. Sloka 20 of Gururatna-
malika refers to Lord Visvanatha appearing before Sri Sankara
in the garb of a Chandala

graraafaTaan:...

The Commentary has

FEACIANA FITTOZ(FEQAAT  faarda

fadsator @e:, a: Soms:, Sfa TR T
fagatas swraradHiy —

| sega oty fAdigg agia:
A0 safyigaanrag)

7=z g & Ramg
TIA(T T JRAAY |

0s 806 oot oss 3se 96 sas BEE see ses «es ss:and so on; in all 28

Slokas ending with

TQINFAAFYA FUAA
qrd:; Y fArssawe)
fafmaa axar sg fosi:)
QAFRASW griA-gagrEia
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This Visvesvara incident does not find a place in the
“Vyasachaliya”’ and these slokas are not found here. These
slokas are found however in Madhaviya Sankara Vijaya
chapter VI in the same order. Thus it is clear that when
Atmabodhendra says that the slokas are from Vyasachaltya
he means only Madhaviya and that he takes Madhava and
Vyasachala as identical and thereby confirms the accuracy of
the Commentaries on the Madhaviya when they say that
Vyasachala is Madhava himself. To get over this patent fact,
the Pandit naively suggests that these slokas may be inserted
in the next edition of Vyasachailya! though they are not found
in the manuscripts, inciuding those supplied by the Kumbha-
konam mutt itsclf.

The Gururatnamalika would have it that Sri Sankara’s
father performed his son‘s Upanayana and then alone died
(sloka 18). Atmabodhendra in trying to support this statement
relies upon ‘Brihat Sankara Vijaya’ and Prachina Sankara
Vijaya and throws overboard not only Acharye Vijaya, Siva
Rahasya and Keraliya Sankara Vijaya but also Vyasachaliya
which all are quoted as saying that the father died before he
could perform the Upanayana of his son. He quotes Vyasa-
chaliya thus :

qraraSASy —
fnage: @ Awq fHan o
Aga FAIW: gAARE: )
Iefdifgagzi™ @
A & anArseg Farsadad |
This quotation is word for word identical witb Madhaviya

chapter 1V, sloka 11. The corresponding passage in the new
Vyasachaliya is chapter XI, sloka 116 and it reads
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taan g fanistasr st

wgd FAI: GIARA: |
IeRdifrag Intr @4

7 & garsy sargadiay |

It is quite patent that Atmabodhendra is really quoting from
the Madhaviya and not from the work now published as
Vyasachaliya and that for him Madbaviya is Vyasacbaliya; in
other words, Vyasachala is Madhava and not distinct from
him. I shall have occasion to refer to another “quotation” of
his from Vyasochliya in a later context and so I do not take
it up now.

Now coming to thc contents of the new book, it may
be stated at the very outset that it has about 513 slokas in
common with Madhaivya Sankara Vijaya! An analysis of its
contents will make it clear that it is purely a clumsily cooked
up affair-

Chapter 1 opens with the statement that a Brahmana
was born at Kalati in the Kerala country. Slokas 2 to 42 are
all copies of slokas 6 to 46 in Madhaviya chapter 2. It is
interesting to note that the namc of that Brahmana appears
for the first time only in Chapter 4 and that the name of his
father is quite casually mentioned in sloka 20 of chapter 1.
This curious phenomenon is due to the patent fact that the
slokas have been bodily removed from their natural context
and introduced here. The natural context is seen in the
Madhaviya. There Lord Vrishabhachalesvara is described in
slokas 1 and 2 and the village Kalati in sloka 3; then in sloka
4 we are introduced to the scholar Vidyadhiraja and in sloka
5 to his son Sivaguru. When these slokas are left out, we are
kept in suspense for a long time to know the name of the
Brahmana referred to in the opening stanza itself.

In sloka 42 (Madhaviya 11, 46) Sivaguru’s wife tells
her husband that for getting a son Lord Siva may be wor-
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shipped. Inthe Madhaviya in the very next sloka 47 she
instances the case of Upamanyu who attained the grace of
Lord Siva by his penance

wwfraarefwsrasagsd

X T wfa: awSdRAgd |
aRqr=gafar gra qavd

Y Ygarg aear afgar agw )

This is reproduced as the 1st sloka in chapter 4 of “Vyasacha-
liya® thus

qq R GAtsaHsaai

$5 T e anaafgd )
asaa-gafar qui aam

AY Aarg fear wfear agsy

The intervening two full chapters containing 22+117=139
slokas are entirely taken up in recounting she story of
Upamanyu. To devote two chapters out of a total of twelve,
to this subject is on the face of it absurd and in any case
quite disproportionate to the main topic of the book. A wife
may certainly remind her husband about Upamanyu but to
assume that Sivaguru described before as a very great scholar
was ignorant of this story and that his wife thought in neces-
sary to illuminate him does credit to neither of them. It may
well be that the author had written out these slokas himself or
came across them as an independent small poem and thought
it proper to put them in ‘“‘Vyasachaliya’ which he was form-
ing out of Madhaviya. No other explanation is reasonably
possible.

Chapter 1V slokas 3 to 30 are reproductions verbatim
of Madhaviya Ch. 11, 49 to 65 and 71 to 75 and 99 to 84. In
slokas 15 and 16 the mother is said to have suffered from the
pregnancy
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€T A0 @ 3:98q: |

In sloka 19, that is, after two slokas, it is said “How can there
be any pain in bearing the resplendent Siva? I mentioned so
in conformance with human experience’’.

ATFTANAFET RATGS
IS 577 FIAETIIRT FeAm: |

This idea logically follows sloka 16, In fact the two slokas
are contiguous is Madhaviya- But in the reshuffling the order
has been changed disturbing the natural sequence.

In the same Chapter sloka 49 to 6!, 63 and 64 are
identical with Madhaviya V, 68 to 80, 105 and 106. Again
slokas 71 to 76,80 to 82, 85 and 86 are the same as Madhaviya
VII, 23 to 28 39, 40, 44, 57 and 58.

It is a well known tradition that Sage Vyasa came in
the form of an old Brahmana and had a discussion for a long
time with Sri Sankara till Padmapada sensed that the old man
was not an ordinary man but was Lord Vishnu himself
incarnate as Vyasa and put a stop to the dispute by proclaim-
ing ‘what are we poor folk to do when Vishnu and Sankara
themselves are disputing about the nature of the absolute
Truth?‘ This Vyasachaliya would have it that Padmapada
came to Sri Sankara only after the latter’s meeting with Vyasa.
It omits thercfore the dispute altogcther. Padmapada is
introduced in slokas 87 to 92 corresponding to Madhaviya VI,
1to 5Sand 14. Sri Sankara’s presence at the death of his
mother is advanced to a very early period and is described in
slokas 95, 96, 99, 101 to 104 which are Madhaviya X1V, 30,
35, 42, 48 to 50.

Sri Sankara‘s trip to Prayaga and meecting Kumarila
Bhatta there are described in chapter 5; slokas 3, 5,9 to 31,
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35 and 36 are Madhaviya VII, 64, 66, 72, 79 to 100, 114 and
115. 1In this context it is necessary to note that according to
“Vyasachaliya” Mandana is quite a different person from
Visvarupa who became later on Suresvara. Kumarila directs
Sri Sankara to go to Visvarupa at “‘Magadha” and win him
over at any cost (slokas 34to 56). Mandana is by the side of
Kumarila himself and approaches Sri Sankara

QA IZFAT LT qFE

| ZATAT Aoy Hia: |
arqregdaar ARartane:

& qugared) sfrsmm dwrg) (37)

In the beginning of chapter 6, Sri Sankara gocs to the
house of Visvarupa and is very respectfully received by him.
He sits down to take his food and Visvarupa’s wife Ubhaya
Bharati serves him the food

WA YA IF AATATH

argma geasatxy (Sl )
awifA AT gofyaw

gEgT Ragarda ) (S 9)

but it is only after 70 slokas that she pours water in the palm
of Sri Sankara. The intervening slokas 9 to 42 and 44 to 77
describe the birth and marriage of that lady and are verbatim
copies of Madhaviya ch. 1II, slokas 10 to 77. In the latter
work the first 8 slokas deal with the descent of some Gods as
the disciples of Sri Sankara and in the 9th Sarasvati is descri-
bed as having incarnated as Ubhaya Bharati and the slokas
following the same quite fit in with the context. It is quite
inappropriate to insert the slokas in between the serving of
food and the pouring of water. Again slokas 84 to 87, 91 to
95 and 97 to 101 correspond to Madhaviya VIII, 45 to 48, 61
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to 65 and 67 to 69, "2 and 73. Sloka 104 (Madhaviya X, 76)
mentions that Sri Sankara taught him the Upanishadic passage
about the nature of Atma and “then said again”

AT srRyamwed
o

aplRrawFs gauany )

but curiously enough what he said is relegated to the next
chapter where slokas 1 to 27 are identical with Madhaviya X,
77 to 103 wherein Suresvara expresses his gratitude to Sri
Sankara. He has just become a Sannyasi and a sishya of Sri
Sankara and yet Vyasachaliva would have it that Sri Sankara
asked him to write a Varttika on his Bhashya and that Sures
vara said ‘I have seen your Bhashya so full of logic and deeply
significant sentences. I have not the capacity but shall try to
write the book with your grace,* Slokas 28 to 30 of chapter 7

(Madhaviya X111, 2 to 4). As Madhaviya has gy instcad of

gy in the last of these stanzas, the passage there means I

have not the capacity even to see your Bhashva so full of
logic and deeply significant sentences; yct I shall try to write
the book with your grace“. This incident cannot possibly
have taken place at the time of Sannyasa. Madhaviya version
which ascribes a later date to it is alone reasonable. Slokas
37 to 71 are the same as Madhaviya XIII, 6 to 14, 40 to 48,
51 to 61 and 64 to 70.

In sloka 72 is introduced the Tirtha Yatra of Padma.
pada which is an independent topic by itself. Sloka 72 to 101
are reproductions of Madhaviya X1V, 1 to 26, 28; and 56 to
58. Sloka 102 is a paraphrase of Madhaviya X1V 59. Sloka
from 103 to the end of the chapter. 42 slokas in all, are
devoted to the Mahatmya of Kanchipura. Sloka 1 and 2 of
chapter 8 are paraphrases of Madhaviya X1V, 60 and 61. The
slokas 3 to 10, 19, 20, 36 to 70 and 74 to 93 are Madhaviya
X1V, 62 to 71, 74 to 90, 92 to 105, 107 to 110, and 114 to 133.
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Slokas 84 to the end, 97 slokas in all, are about the installation
of a Linga at Ramesvaram.

Slokas 1 to 28 of Chapter 9 are also occupied with
Setu Mahatmya. Slokas 29 to 33 are the same as Madhaviya
XIV, 138 to 142. But the story in “Vyasachaliya” stops
abruptly with the uncle of Padmapada giving him poisoned
food to muddle his brains for ever It would appear there-
from that Padmapada not only lost his book but also his
capacity to write it out again. If it were so, we could not
have the Panchapadika now. It would have been well if
Vyasachaliya had copied out the other slokas also from
Madhaviya wherein Padmapada is said to have obtained the
grace of Sri Sankara and also wrote out the book again thanks
to the retentive memory of the latter.

The episode of the Kapalika is abruptly brought in
sloka 35; slokas 38 to 49, 52 and 54 to 61 are Madhaviya XI
13, 16. 17, 19, 27, to 32, 37, 38, and 44and 60 to 67. The
next 21 slokas are in praise of Vishnu and His ten Avataras
and sloka 83 is Madhaviya XI 74. In the next sloka the story
of Totakacharya is taken up abruptly; and slokas 84 to 88, 95
and 96 are the same as Madhaviya XII 70 to 74, 84 and 85.
It is blandly stated that his Bhakti ripened into verse.

Chapter 10 is concerned with the attempt of the disci-
ples to treat Sri Sankara for his disease of fistula.  Slokas 1
to 3, 5to 12 and 17 are the same as Madhaviya XVI 4 to 15.

With great difficulty the disciples obtain the permission of
their master to bring doctors to cure him and think that

frdsgar geac; oggiagEr
fRray fmgtaaaaag aw:

Aer g8 afafin sayg: agew |
o areagoar geafeamm: o 12 (XVI, (14)

T
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qraY I wfEaar e ageg
=il afRiRa o g
- -g@Edt et AfAdevirar
AT Ay aqregagaE: ¢ 17 (XVI, 15)

competent doctors can be found only in the Capital towns of
Kings. Between these two stanzas, which naturally fit in in
Mdahaviya, four stanzas, three describing the sunrise and one
the sunser, are quite irrelevantly introduced in the Vyasacha-
liya. The most pitiable part of the book starts with sloka 18
where the disciples are evidently made to forget the mission
on which they start and are said to ascend the Sahya moun-
tain to admire its scenery, In sloka 34 the sea is introduced.
A description of spring begins in sloka 41 and its reaction on
the minds of erotic young people is described with great gusto.
Summer comes in with sloka 62 and as its attendants the
author takes great pleasure in describing water sports, drink-
ing, amorous advances, the beauty of the evenings and moon-
rise and so on till the end of the chapter. The next chapter
takes up the Rainy season, Autumn, Hemanda and Sisira till

sloka 78

qd HArFTaTHTATON:
qysaAgawn afar fAxwe: )
QATAGY (OFHAAN
fawgua oA, gdro
< “The group of Sannyasis thus looking at the seasons in

order searched and brought near their master skilful
physicians well versed in that science.”

Evidently the disciples who set outin search of a doctor
to heal their ailing Guru looked upon their journey as
a holiday trip free from the restraint of the Guru’s presence
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and so enjoyed themselves in crude erotic musings for well
over a year oblivious of their master’s sufferings. These
interludes and strayings which take up 117 slokas in chapter
10 and 77 slokas in chapter 11, totalling 194, are all not only
inapt and out of all proportion in a life sketch of Sri Sankara
but betray that the entire work is a clumsy and absurd con-
coction at the hands of some incompetent person who does
not hesitate to steal slokas from others and pass them on as
his own and who, if one may judge his character from his
“own’’ contributions, is sex-mad and can never understand,
much less appreciate, the greatness and dignity of Sri Sankara
and his worthy discipies. Though the disciples are said to
have decided to search for a doctor in the palaces of Kings,
they are not described as going anywhere near a king. It will be
seen in contrast how the Madhaviya continues the narrative.
After so deciding, they search about and bring some doctors
from a King. The deciding and the bringing are in consecu-
tive slokas 15 and 16 of Chapter XVI, It will be noted that

Vyasachaliya Chapter 11 s78) is an echo of the latter verse of
Madhaviya

asdfiam A IEIIA @FA -
frza sRigagy fasia)

HqATT AT
AATTIRNT, PEIIAUTA

slokas 79 to 92 are deecriptive of the exchange of courtesies
between Sri Sankara and the doctors. Slokas 93 to 95, 98, 99,
101 to 103 are copies of Madhavviya XVI, 18 to 26. In spite
of the fact that Sri Sankara was not for treating himself and
gave way only to the importunities of his disciples, Sri Sankara
himself is said to have called upon the Asvins to cure him
(sloka 104) and they consulted Indra and Brihaspati. The
latter told them that Sri Sankara was Siva incarnate. In the
context of Brihaspati’s speech, the sloka that describe the
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early days of Sri Sankara namely Madhaviya 1V, | to 3, 11 to
17, V, 4, 2, 3, 61 to 67 are bodily incorporated here as slokas
113 to 125 and 127 to 134, In the further slokas in the
chapter the Asvins are said to have responded to the advice
of Brihaspati and ultimately cured Sri Sankara of his ailment.

Hastamalaka is introduced only in the last and 12th
chapter. Here slokas 2 to 4, 11 to 29 are the same as
Madhaviya X1I, 40 to 42, and 44 to 62. Sri Sankara’s ascent
of the Sarvajna Peetha at Kashmir is described in slokas 30 to
55 which are the same as Madhaviya XVI, 55 to 60, 62 to 81.
The discussian about Kama Sastra and Sri Sankara’s occupying
King Amaruka’s body described in Madhaviya 1X, 69, 70, 105
and 106 and X, 17. 18 are transferred to this chapter as slokas
62, 63, 66, 67, 70 and 71. Similarly slokas 79 to 82 are
copied from Madhaviya XVI, 84 to 87.

The last of these slokas deserves a special consideration.
Madhaviya reads as follows :

T faeaLaat @ frag A}
adadzafysa Az ava: |

arfar sua7EY Ageier Tioar
aigT FOISTRAIRT qraaesq: |

The reading of “Vyasachaliya” is
qy fasawayt @ g Ry
adgfizafien aag @

arar Rrorafy qar geday a3d;
dwrfar sagnad smm )

Atmabodhendra deliberately misquotes even this thus

ag fAsqaragt @ Aarg T}
sdndizafiem a3 agi |
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AT Rrerafy qavanda @
dwifRa: wafy s@gTE =)

and not COMtey¢ with thys jntroducing Kanchi he proceeds to
“quote” four ;e stanzas as from Vyasachaliya but they are

not found in he printed edition. We shall have occasion to
deal with thiy .4 ep again in another context.

Thus if ye carcfully analyse the contents of the new
Vyasachaliya ap4 if we exclude from it the irrelevant and
irreverent inler)y des and passages, there will be nothing in it
other than the 55cages borrowed from Madhaviya and reshu-
filed without any sense of properiety. And yet we are asked
to believe thy Madhaviya with its 16 chapters and about
1850 stanzas ,n 4 jnnumerable episodes and highly philosop-
hical discussigg and alluring poetry is an abridgement of rhe
Vyasachaliya ;4 jts 19 chapters and less than 1200 stanzas,
half of which .. patenly borrowed and the other half irrele-
vant and bare, f any interesting episode or discussion. Any
ordiary ready; o5 easily judge for himself in which work the
stanzas Which are common to both these publications fit in
with the conge, natutally and who has copied from whom.

We fiil 1o see any justification for the bias and tirade
that the Kuyppakonam mutt people havs set up againt she
Madha-viya Sankara Vijaya. They have gone to the length of
recording a yaiement from somebody that somebody else
admitted to p, some years ago that he was responsible for
the book. They conveniently forget that long before that

‘»»somebod.y Use was ban the Madhaviya had been in vogue.
- Dhanpati Sy £h:cheq his commentary on the Madhaviya in
A.D. 179, gadamda’s Sankara Vijaya which follows
Madhaviya s yritter in AD. 1783 and Dhanapati Suri’s
 COMMERAry o the same in A.D. 1804. Advita Rajyalakshmi,
uother compeniary o the Madhaviya, is dated A'D. 1824.

i
4




64 THE KUMBHAKONAM MUTT

Even Atmabodhendra refers to Samkshepa Sankara Vijaya
though he does not mention the name Madhava; the reference
is certainly to Madhaviya for no other work is known by that
name. The attempt therefore to prove it to be a recent com-
position is on the face of it absurd. But thanks to the methods
of modern propaganda it is quite possible to unearth‘‘ancient”
works from ¢‘miscellaneous” papers and parade them as
original works from which Madhava stole, and to misinter-
pret slokas and try to make them yield confessions of stealth.
After all, how does Madhaviya affect the Kumbhakonam math
any more than other publications? It is in no sense a partisan
of Sringeri Math nor does it decry anybody else. As will be
shown in the sequel, we shall not have to rely upon the
authority of Madhaviya at all for it contains nothing relevant
to the subject on hand, namely the claims of the Kumbhaka-
nam math, and on the other hand there is more than ample
material in their own ““authorities” to discredit those claims.

The reader will now have realised that some of that
Math’s authorities are merely extracts from the Madhaviya
amplified into independent works by the addition of some
irrelevant and inappropriate stanzas. It may well be that these
stanzas also are copied from elsewhere.




CHAPTER-VII
GURURATNAMALIKA

The main stay of the Kumbhakonam mutt is the work
called Gururatnamalika said to have been written by Sri
Sadasivendra Sarasvati the saint of Nerur. It was published
as one in a series of Five Prakaranas attributed to that Saint
and the entire book was called Vedanta Pancha Prakarani.
The Five included Atmavidyavilasa a well known work of his,
just to give an air of authenticity to the other four also. They
were all proclaimed to be

siTagarRaraRTEsRa iy raad
WaTafisw ARaARa A7 cargar e faaag go
A AANIAT-geraarRs-anafaafasainammias-
qar-aqqf qatag: i as= sdt: 0

Evidently it was intended at that time to give Sri Sadasivendra
also a place in the list of the Mutt Acharyas and so in the
colophon of the first of these books it is stated

iy simcadacfamsadsiasmgreanaqqng-
fasgnagimandrgaradiaciid arqETaswng)

Bat he was never a Jagadguru nor had he the suffix Bhagavat-
pada nor the intervening name Bodha. Further this Bodharya
Prakarana is identical with Svatmanirupanam a well known
work of Adi Sri Sankara Bhagavatpada himself. To ascribe
it to Sri Sadasivendra, is, to say the least of it, not honest. If
sloka 26 of the Saparyaparyaya Stutiis to be believed, that
work also seems to have been a production of Adi Sankara
Bhagavatpada,
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gtz AT IR FATT AaraHIEr
AR aRAT A T CATGRIASIILIH |

aqateaTaEggfafafa faara afatac—
af¥graaTASaRAME AT

The Editor is careful to add a note that this sloka is not
found in some manuscripts which mention however Sri
fSadasiva Brahmendra as author. Another work Sivamanasika
Puja is also included in the series. But to make the collection
authoritative the Atmavidyavilasa and six kirtanas known to be
Sri Sadasivendra’s are also included in the series. But the
main object of the publication is betrayed by the fact that a
Jagadguruparamapra stava and a Jagadguruparampara nama-
mala both giving lists of the Acharyas said to have presided
over that mutt and four copper plates of that mutt are also
inserted in the middle of the book, This clearly shows that
the publication was for the purpose of givirg publicity to the
several claims of the mutt,

Even at the outset, it may be stated that the Gururatna.
malika significantly lacks the flowing diction which characteri-
ses all the works of Sri Sadasivendara. It is supplemented
by a commentary said to have been written by one Atmabo-
dhendra Sarasvati, a disciple of Atmaprakasendra Sarasvathi
known also as Mahadevendra Sarasvati, in Salivahana Saka
1642 corresponding to A.D. 1720. The original itself is said
to have been written by Sri Sadasivendra at the request of one
Atmabodhendra Sarasvati who is said to have succeeded
Paramasivendra Sarasvati in that mutt. We shall reserve for
a later context the question whether Paramasivendara Saras-
vati who was certainly the Guru of Sri Sadasivendra ever
presided over-that mutt.

. That the compiler of the Guruparampara has a knack
for composing verses is clear from the large number of
““‘quotations” found in abundance in his composition, That
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he was a good grammarian also cannot be questioned for both
the text and the commentary as well as the “authorities”
quoted in the latter bristle with rare grammatical forms which,
while bearing testimony to his learning in gramimar, betrays
unfortunately the common authorship of all of them. His
knowledge of the Dharmasastra was obviously very poor.

Even the most casual reader of that book will be struck
by the frequent references to the Kings of Kashmir, Magadha
and Ujjain and by the almost complete absence of any refer-
ence to the Kings of the Chola, Chera, Pandya and Kerala
countries and even of the Kanchi territory. This is explainable
only on one basis, namely, that the compiler of that list had
before him only a list of the Kings in Northern India and had
no information of the kings who ruled at Kanchi or ‘pear it.
In fact, it is patently seen that the compiler has taken the
names of Kings from Kalhana‘s Rajatarangini the only Sansk-
rit work of modern times dealing with a succession of Kings.
To give his compilation therefore a ‘‘historical background,”
hehad to indent largely upon the only work available to him.

For mere stories he had them in plently in the
Vikramarkacharita and other works of that sort as also in the
folk tales current in the land in exuberant abundance. It was
easy to coin a string of names and make out of the whole a
full fledged Guruparampara. The Gurus can also be assigned
with safety the sub-sect to which they belonged, their names
in their Purvasrama, the names of their parents, dates for their
sannvasa and ascension to the seat and Brakmibhava and'other
“Personal’ details, nor was it difficult to recount interesting
events and incidents in their lives for no one could possibly
contradict them. But the absurdity of his attempt to prepare
a Guruparampara is very often too patent to deceive the most
dursory reader.
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Most of the “quotations” given by Atmabodhendra
“eulogise the greatness of and the exploits of the several Acha-
‘ryas of that mutt but unfortunately the ‘“original* works
.wherefrom the passages are “quoted” as pointed out by Mr.
‘N. Venkataraman, ““are not available at present’’; we do not
‘know if this remark carries the suggestion that they will be
“made” available in the future. It is a pity that such a
valuable body of literature which was available to Atmabo-
dhendra in the 18th century to quote from has not only dis-
-appeared but has not been available to anybody else, before or
-since, anywhere.

The compilier refers to many a book and purports to
quote from them. As mentioned before, none, of them are
extant in the world. They may be roughly classified as
follows :

A. Anonymous. Under this category come

1. Acharya Vijaya, evidently identical with Anandagiri’s
Sankara Vijaya,

2. Jagadguru Katha Sangraha. This is ‘“reproduced”
fully on page 40,

3. Sadguru Santana Parimala.
B. Unfamiliar works of Unfamiliar Authors.

Besides the Brihad Sankara Vijaya attributed to Chitsu-
kha said to have been an intimate associate of
Sri Sankara, Atmabodhendra refers to

1. Prachina Sankara Vijaya of Muka Sankarendra said
to have been the 20th acharva of that mutt. He is
sought to be indentified with Muka kavi the well
known author of the Muka Panchasati.

2. Punyasloka manjari of Sarvajna Sadasivendra said to
have been the 56th acharya of that mytt. Thisis a
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string of verses giving ‘““personal” details about the
several acharyas ascribed to that mutt, in particular
the dates of their passing away. Itis not disclosed
wherefrom he got all those details. Atmabodhendra
has supplied a supplement to it with reference to later

acharyas.

Mani prabha of Ramilla, said to have been a keeper
of horses but converted into a poet by the grace of
“Muka Sankarendra.”

Hayagrivavadha of Medu or Mentha, similarly said
to have been an elephant mahout turned poet by the
same achapya.

Siddha Vijaya of Mantha Bhatta said to be a biogra-
phy of Sachchidanandaghana the 23rd acharya of
that mutt,

Vaidyabhidhana chintamani of Kuhala said to have
been a great doctor in Kashmir.

Goudapada Ullasa of Harimisra evidently supposed to
be a biography of Goudapada.

Vidyasankara Vijaya of Abhinava Uddanda Vidya-
ranya Bharati. As Atmabodhendra criticises this
book, I am not sure whether this also isa pure
concoction of his.

C. Unfamiliar works attiributed to familiar authors.

1.

Mahapurusha Vilasa of Bhavabhuti, in which he is
said to have praised Brahmanandaghana and Chi-
danandaghana the 31st and 32nd acharyas of that
mutt.

Sankarendra Vilasa of Vakpati Bhattodbhata, said to
be a life of Abhinava Sankara claimed to be
acharya No. 38.
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»

Sarvajna Vilasa of Sarvajnatma.

>

Guruvijaya of Krishna Misra.
5. Bhakti Kalpalatika of Jayadeva.
6. Santi Vivarna of Advaitananda.
7. Guru Pradipa of Advaitananda.
8. Siva Sakti Siddhi.

9. Sthairyavicharana Prakarana.

Sri Harsha in his Kavya Naishadham mentions that he
is the author of Nos. 8 and 9 among others but except his
Naishadham and Khandanakhandakhadyam on other work is
available and yet Atmabodhendra professes to quote from
Nos. 8 and 9.

D. Misquotatians.
1, Siva Rahasya.
2. Anandagiri‘s Samkara Vijaya.
3, “‘Vyasachaliya” Sankara Vijaya
4. Keraliya Sankara Vijaya.
5. Sankarananda’s Brihadaranya Upanishad Dipika.
6. Sriharsha’s Naishadham.
.These will be dealt with in appropriate contexts,

Not eontent with ‘‘quotations’’ from the above men-
tioned four classes of “autorities’” the compiler had also such
solicitude for modern research scholars and even towards
works written deliberately to discredit Sri Sankara that, in
deference to their “findings” and statements, he was prepared
to split up even the personality of Sri Sankara into five if he




VII. GURURATNAMALIKA 71

could thereby swell up and add prestige to the Guruparampara.
According to him, the first Sankara was born at Kalati and
wrote the Bhashya. The second Sankara was one Kripa
Sankara, the 7th acharya of that mutt, who was the real
Shanmatasthapanacharya and who appointed a Visvarupa to
Sringeri mutt. The third Sankara was Ujjvala Sankara the
14th acharya who blessed a Kerala King Kulasekara to
become a poet. The fourth Sankara was Muka Sankarendra
the 18th acharya sought to be identified with Muka Kavi of
Panchasati fame. The fifth Sankara was an Abhinava Sankara
the 36th acharya and it was he that was born in 788 A.D.
three years after the death of his father Visvajit, at Chidumba-
ram, ascended the Sarvajna Peetha, at Kashmir and disappea-
red in the Dattatreya Cave in the Himalayas.

Not content again with these five Sankaras on his list,
the compiler would include therein Sri Suresvaracharya also
if possible, and also some of the well known teachers of
Advaita. With these and other names available in Sanskrit
literature, with a fertile brain to coin many more names and
“incidents,’* with a Rajatarangini to yield historical cross
references of ¢‘corroboration,” with a knack for versificatian
and ‘‘quoting®’ from ¢-authorities”fortunately available to him-
self alone in all the wide world, with a facile pen and possibly
with other incentive, it was not a difficult matter to evolve a
continuous Guru Parampara plausible on the face of it and
imposing in its contents. We shall in the sequel consider how
far the list is trust-worthy and show effectively how far the
compiler was prepared to go in his attempt to give his mutt a
standing and prestige, and how hopelessly he has given him-
self awav by attempting to soar very high. We shall show
also in a later context that Sri Sadasivendra of Nerur could
not possibly have been the author of the Gururathnamalika
at all. The commentator of ‘‘Atmabodhendra’ says that Sure-
svaracharya was not a Paramahamsa and this betrays his
ignorance of even ordinary Saunyasa Dharma; this incident-
ally shows that he could not have been a Sannyasi and that
the name -Atmabodhendra’ was only an assumed name. It
may well be that the date of its composition given as 1728
A. D, is also an antedating by more than a century.




CHAPTER—VIII
SRI VISVARUPACHARYA

Sri Suresvaracharya occupies a very high place in the
galaxy of Advaita teachers. He was not only the oldest in
age but the most learned of the disciples of Sri Sankara. His
importance is seen from this simple fact that, when other
disciples sought Sri Sankara, Sri Sankara found it necessary to
seek this diseiple and convert him to his side. Even the
Gururatnamalika has to concede that Sri Sankara stayed at
Sringeri for ‘“‘some years”

FSAfATY T gFaF - aRAQa Jaa: = |
wfarrzsgsadfiggar afauz iy a3 g Astg @m0
(SL 25)

The Commentator interprets the some as “twelve’ and quotes

F=19. Z17 QrsafazzaaEam Raed
e @1, (QRIT @1 siggaa |

It must be remembered that Sri Sankara was 16 vears of age
when he met Sri Vyasa and was awarded a further span of 16
years for propagating his Bhashya and that he started on his
tour only after that. If he spent 12 years out of these 16 at
Sringeri itself, we must realise his attachment to that place.
Surely such a sacred place which enchanted him so much
deserved the best of his disciples to continue the line of
succession in tha mutt founded there. The Sankara Vijaya of
Anandagiri says.

T qLaAYE: griawed Aard f&ear aghasdaa:
BTG 1 AsIRT TeqT AAaL Hyq fared
gUausd fiznad s ad faasm |
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“The Great Guru stayed at that seat of learning for 12
years, taught to many disciples the pure Advaita know-
ledge, and then installing a disciple called Suresvara as
the head of that seat he himself started from there”.

But later on this passage was amended into

ANT qATYE: NSRS Qe Reear gl
TEEARTAT: IR FeqA1 ATTAL TAMTTET FAY
foet fenag @O MnamsRes cafew @ Ao
@g A

“The Great Guru stayed at that seat of learning itself
for 12 years, taught to many disciples the pure Advaita
knowledge and then installing a disciple called Padma-
pada as the head of this seat and placing the Linga
called Bhoga in that seat he himself started from there ™

The reason for the amendment is quite obvious namely
to deny Sureswara to Sringeri and to introduce a “Bhoga
Linga” at Sringeri. Consistenly with this amendment, an
“authority’* was unearthed in Markandeya Samhita

IR {NT: qued @ined
qretg e IdR g |

STFIEIN Igeax
fasarme | 9 )

I may mention that nowhere else is Padmapada mentioned as
the acharya of Sringeri. The Gururatnamalika has to concede
that Sri Sureswara also stayed at Sringeri for a “long™ fime
though he is said to have done so at the request of the achar-
yas there who were “Prithvidhava and Visvarupu known
also as Sthirabodhaghana and Pratapadama” (SI. 34), There
# no mention of Padmapada here. Evidently the intreduotion
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“of Padmapada is an after-thought or was not known at the
-time of the Gururatnamalika and its commentary; on the other
hand, the commentary on page 36 definitely allots Padmapada
to the Dvaraka mutt and Prithvidhava to Sringeri. Consistent
with its claim to be the supreme mutt, the Kumbhakonam
mutt thought it necessary to claim both Sri Sankara and Sri
Sureswara. But as the Sringeri mutt and also the Dvaraka
mutt made similar claims, Atmabodhendra sought a reconci-
liation of all these claims by denying Suresvara to any mutt !
According to him he was given the right of supervision over
all the mutts, stayed at each of those mutts for some time
and therefore is shown as the next in succession to Sri Sankara
in their respective succession lists also. It must be noted that
he is not claimed by the Badari or Puri mutt. His reasons
for denying Suresvara the headship of any mutt are also
curious,

gatyy axnsRgafadafied st araedsaiyar-

STAAGT @4 AGTHEHAAT T A HrF Fraaqrsafafgaar)
P. 38
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AT @iy foradizy ara Rafoarsth aasm-
dgaradAaar AgE@ifmar T addzsgswened
fRgw®: | ax ax fFr-aR@ ®@YTE | q@: aada: |
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P. 41

Sri Suresvara is said to be disquaiified as he became a
Sannyasi only as the result of a bet and as he was not Para-
mahamsa. His Vartikas, Naishkarmyasiddhi, Manasollasa
and other works are quite sufficient to belie the first reason.
Atmabodhendra does not explain why Suresvara is not a
Paramahamsa but Mr, N K. Venkatesam Pantulu says that
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his having been a Grihastha is the disqualifying factor; but
such a disqualification is quite unknown to the Sastras.

It will be seen from the above that Suresvara has been
claimed as the acharya of Sringeri next in succession to Sri
Sankara long before the composition of Atmabodendra which
is assigned the date 1720 A.D. And yet Mr. T. S. Narayana
Aiyar a militant advocated of the Kumbhakonam mutt says
‘the name of Suresvara is clearly an innovation brought about
by the advocates of the Sringeri mutt after 1856, Upto that
period. every one believed that Prithvidava or Visvarupa was
the immediate successor of Sankara in that mutt... ... Visva-
rupa cannot be identified with Suresvaracharya and is quite a
distinct person from him. It has been distinctly stated in all
the ancient Sankara Vijayas that Visvarupa was the incarnation
of Yama whereas Mandana Misra or Suresvaracharya was
uniformly considered as an incarnation of Brahma Deva.”
the italics are mine. It is not necessary for us to consider his
sources of information. If we are able to establish the iden-
tity of Visvarupa with Suresvara, the authenticity of the so
called authorities which deny such indentity or postulate that
théy were incarnations of differeat Devas is automatically
disproved and the novel theory that Visvarupa and not Sures-
vara presided over the Sringeri mutt will have no leg to stand

upon,

(1) At the outset it may be stated that the extant
Sankara Vijaya of Madhava, Sadananda, Govindanatha and
even Vyasachala and the Sankarabhyudaya ,fe]jéd upon
by the Kumbhakonam' mutt as even of more value than Mad:
hava consistently and repeatedly refer to Suresvara: by the
name of Visvarupa. ‘ .

(2) Rama Tirtha. the able commentator -of Sri
Suresvara‘s Manasollasa Vartika on Sri Sankara’s Dakshina-
murthi stotra says. i
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afcged; fsagarard: gaugamiy: qaa-
FIIYARd  ArIAT | AIRAAZEAAIAT | FARRIHAT
Ty aw ArRegay |

“The substance of that poem has been well brought out
by his disciple Visvarupacharya otherwise called Sures-
wara in the work called Manasollasa written in the
Vartika form.”

(3) Madhavacharya in his Parasara Madhaviya Vol.
1 page 57 says

¢ 9 TFq RFFEARIgAT EF Rsagarad:
IFISTEIT —

ANy Y @R agEiT AT |

woaeT auay Raiarafy sFag . @)

**Visvarupacharya quoted this sentence in his Vartika
as concerning Nityakarma thus ... ... @

The passage quoted is sloka 97 of Brihadaranyaka
Sambandha Vartika an admittedly well known work of
Suresvara.

(4) Sri Vidyaranya in his Vivaranaprameya Sangraha
says on page 92

O T AAFY WT: YA (@A A
qrgmEa Aasaard: gEagl ...

e g7 g Aeg: Mo aqfEay |

gfxda: faa: aror: gwng sweAr 9 g, ) iy

*“This gradation has been pointed out by Visvarupa-

charya while commenting on the Sruti ‘This is dearer
than the son’ thus ....."¢
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This passage is sloka 1029 in Sri Suresvaracharya’s
Brihadaranyaka Vartika 11 (4)

(5) Again Sri Vidyaranya in his Jivanmukti Viveka
page 46 says

agrg: feasaraafl -

FRUATRY T3 Airat afg)
IATAT QUIQIQIIAT AT FAASTI: 1| TR )

“Visvarupacharya says this......

The passage quoted is sloka 41 of Naishkarmya Siddhi
an admitted work of Suresvara.

(6) Vachanamala a commentary on Visvarypacharya’s
Balakrida a commentary itself on the Yajaavalkya Smriti
begins thus.

AFTe aggLaeariradcafkogaatnm |
T STFAA a:g:laﬁ: Xgar ffeasr: )

<
Bowing in reverence to all the Devas and to the
authors and to the commentators of the Sastras, Manu,
Sureswara and Yogiswara (Yajnavalkya) the disciple
of the Sun®

Mahamahopadhyaya T. Ganapati Sastrigal who edited
the Balakrida points out that Visvarupacharya is referred to as
Sureswara. He refers also to an earlier commentary called
Vibhavana by one Vedatma Yatisvara who says :

FEAIFG SrwT gAAnEEa: g |
aRfRglarea fsasd quvg ang |

“Bowing in reverence to Visvarupa called Suresa, the
Grace of Siva, on account of whose blessings the world
was made happy and placed on the road of Dharma”
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Mr. Sastrigal points out that ‘“Bhavabhuti’* may be a title
like Sivadasa indicating the devotion of the author towards
Siva. He is corroborated by the distinctly Saiva trend in the
introductory slokas of Balakrida as also in the Manasollasa.

(7) Sankarananda in his Taittiriya Upanishad Dipika
says
Y SYAT TR -
Frar AfdTaan@TEFTg |
Feir ggfafafaraeg
e gadadia g
“I shall give out the meaning and the word significance
of Krishna Yajus Taittiriya whose sentences have all

been well expounded by the words of Sankara and
Visvarupa.”

The reference is obviously to the Bhashya and the
Vartika of Sri Sankara and Suresvara respectively.

(8) The Guruparampara of the Govardhana Matha at
Puri Jagannatha mentions the names of four royal sishyas,
tewelve ordinary sishyas and four Jagadguru sishyas of Sri
Sankaracharya. The last are

=ITIRFATE qwad qagay |
AARIRTanit Asasd goayg i
gfydfraued NATTAASFARIT |
AT FAFRE AUraATfy AngYSL, )

“I bow to the Jagadgurus. Padmapada alias Sanandana
the author of the Panchapadika etc. Visvarupa alias
Suresvara thc author of the Varitikas etc., Hastamalaka
alias Prithvidhava and Totaka alias Anandag iri.”
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(9) Though King Sudhanva’s grant relied upon by the
Dvaraka Mutt assigns Suresvara to Dvaraka, it confirtps the
identity of Visvarupa with Suresvara in these express Vyords :

fasqrtaragamata

It is interesting to note that this grant also, like the Gupypara-
mpara Stotra of Puri Jagannatha, identifies Prithvidhavg with
Hastamalaka. The Kumbhakonam mutt however treats them
as two different persons and allots Prithvidhara to Sringeri
and Hstamalaka to Jagannatha.

(10) The sacred Samadhi of Sri Suresvara jg stil|
preserved and worshipped at Sringeri just south of the Temple
of Sri Sarada. It is claimed by the Kumbhakonam muytt that
Suresvara passed away at Kanchi and that a stree¢ called
Mandanamisra Agraharam testifies to that fact. We are not
in a position to state if there was any such street or how or
when it got that name. Anyhow, if it was intended to com-
memorate the name of Suresvara, there is no reason oOr justi-
fication at all for indenting upon his Purvasaramiy name.
According to the Vyasachailya itself, Mandana Misra was a

person quite distinct from Visvarupa who became Suyresvara
later on. If so. the entire bottom is taken out of the -‘agra-
haram” claim to Suresvara.

(11) Even Atmabodhendra who would allot Prithvid-
hara to Sringeri has to admit that the Mathamnaya mentions
Visvarupa as the acharya of Sringeri. He has a curiGys and
original explanation to offer That is, they were the jncar-
nation of Yama and Mrityu and were so insepargple and
resided in the same place that they could by courtesy be treat-
ed as not distinct from each other (page 38).

FiTral Fsasi®: (WRAEAY T FTYIARJRAY;
aRarag awifYsoga: sqarn eduafesggear,
uaghfgasaraa  aRgeRiagRear  a5ar agw-
= |
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It is unnecessary to analyse this reason: it is sufficient that he
accepts the tradition that Visvarupa was at Sringeri. If as
shown above there is unimpeachable evidence that Visvarupa
was the same as Suresvara, it is idle to contend that they were
separate individuals or to allot Visvarupa to Sringeri and
reserve Suresvara for the Kumbhakonam mutt or for the gene-
ral supervision over all the mutts-

(12) If then Visvarupa is the same as Suresva.a and if
the former was the acharya at Sringeri, it necessarily follows
Suresvaracharya presided there. When Brahmasri Srinivasa
Sastri of Nadukaveri within a few miles of Kumbhakonam
visited Kaladi the birthplace of Sri Sankara, he wrote a century
of verses and in one of those verses he specifically mentions
Visvarupa as having been appointed for the Sarada Peetha on
the banks of the river Tunga.

wgrer wngAmes Regafgmatfidifros

7 sNf¥sasraatm guat orgrdzad )
FRTARIIETRFTRERam A Ta N
sggpdratfia a=r srRfnEgQ: qiad seadmy )

(13) Brahmasi Halasyanatha Sastri of Kumbhakonam
itself in his Jagadguru Taravalistuti refers to the Sringeri Para-
mpara as that of Suresvara

glatritsaagdgga
AAGANCETAAFSTRAGH |

I do not refer to more recent Pandits or to Panditt in
places far away from Kumbhakonam as there is a tendency in
meodern times for many of the Pandits to humour the person-
ages to whom their compositions happened to be addressed
for the time being. We have therefore given prominece in the
above treatment to authorities which are above the slightest
suspicion of partiality one way or the other.
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(14) Evidently Mr. N. K. Venkatesam Pantulu later
on realised that Mr. T. S. Narayana Aiyar and himself went
too far in trying to dispute the identity of Visvarupa and
Suresvara and so in the second edition of his book Sri Sanka-

racharya and His Kamakoti Peetha he added an appendix
where, among other guesses and theories and other “quota-
tions” he conceded that Visvarupa was a name of Suresvara-
charya and so claimed Visvarupa for the Kanchi math itself!

It was mentioned above that the amended version of
Anandagiri substituted Padmapada for Suresvara at Sringeri.
That this version is a clear fabrication is patent from the quo-
tation given in the Dindima commentary on MadhaviyaXI1l, 68

AF qIsT:— AF FAr ax AFfEfaTo Har
g azra Ratoss I

qEIZAAY ferar qreadafegs: |

| arfa ats AT arEagnE@dagI |
&g et ghaasd dizsngaasaqg) oy
This confirms the Calcutta edition and falsifies the embellished
edition and the version said to be found in a manuscript at

Benares unearthed after the visit of the Kumbhakonam mutt
Swamiji there.



CHAPTER -1X
THE EARLY ACHARYAS

We have seen how far the appropriation of Suresvara
Ggither as the Head of the Kumbhakonam mutt or as the gene-
.ral supervisor over all the mutts is justifiable. We shall now
‘_éonsider some other names which are grafted on to its Guru-
‘parampara. As stated already, its compiler gives a large
pumber of cross references to ‘“contemporaneous” kings and
.authors. It is for historical scholars to check them and find
-out if they have any basis. Apart from it, there is ample
material even from an ordinary layman’s point of view to
negative their truth, incidentally falsifying the genuineness and
the reliability of the “authorities™ quoted.

To begin with, Sri Sankara is said to Lave been born
definitely in Kaliyuga 2593. Atmabodh¢ndia ‘‘quotes’
Prachina Sankara Vijaya as saying (p. 24)

e} sgr@aznafaoiy
ay g Raamazmaniy |
uFsRaref Raansad
sgAT fgaage: @ 3 gwtfa
The same “authority’” would have it that Sri Sankara installed

Suresvara in that mutt to guard over Sarvajnatma and passed
away in Kaliyuga 2625.

FaTe 387 TCAMNTATA: S HIARIIY
i3 sqe gisat afag adgdq giag)
®IAEAT: @AY @ g Afangrgwaiwegg
X T QT @GN 9TH Y 9Ly )

This gives Sri Sankara the period 508 to 476 B. C.
Recent writers on the Kumbhakonam mutt are agreed that
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this is too early a period and must be brought down to the
1st century B. C. But in making this suggestion they have
necessarily to curtail the period assigned to each of the Heads;
so they say that an average of 30 years may be taken for the.
early occupants(vide N. Ramesam, p. 15 and Atreya Krishna
Sastri, p. 13). Theyv forget that it is not open to them to do
so for, unfortunately for them, the name of the cyclic year in
which each of the occupants passed away is definitly fixed and it
is not for them to disturb it. Punyaslokamanjari, said to
record the life history of each acharya, says about Sri Sankara:

aggiTISar aggauiggaa ,

ALTATTFANTATUA: TOAIJE: |
& (32) mfmT TFrgeaiy eaany (2625)
s T FS:

AR = ofRg iz fmi

When his birth is said to be in the year Nandana and his
departure in Raktakshi, these dates cannot possibly be altered.
Nor is it possible to interfere with the periods of any of his
successors as their dates are also equally fixed and as the Pun-
yaslokamanjari particularly mentions the length of each of such
periods. It is not possible to so interfere unless the *‘authority”
is thrown to the winds. Incidentally Sankarabhyudaya, so
much relied upon by that mutt, must be also discarded for it
gives a different date for Sri Sankara, nearly 13 centuries later,
namely Kaliyuga 3889 (788 A. D.)

AarfawfiRgaigoai
g% |gEfaay sqda
®&: Ut fANIEInY
AR gmEgTeaRa: |

It gives a different cyclic year Vibhava for the birth. .Aima-
bodhendra’s explanation is that this is the date  of birth of
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Abhinava Sankara the 38th acharya and that there has been a
confusion between the two dates because of the identity of
names. He therefore emphasis on 508 B. C. being the correct
date.

It cannot be disputed that Sri Sankara came after
Kumarila Bhatta. Kumarila Bhatta in his Tantra Vartika

quotes Bhartrihari’s Vakyapadiya. Houen Tsang, the Chinese
traveller who visited India in about 700 A. D. says that Bhar-
trihari had died about fifty years before, Sri Sankara in his
Tatvamasi Prakarancm of his Upadesa Sahasri has this
sloka (142)

afysrshy i geaear facafRagda: |
aauesefafadgaifaa s |

The same sloka is found in Suresvara’s Brihadaranya Vartika
and Anandagiri the commeutator mentions that the sloka is a
quotation from the Buddhist thinker Dharmakirti. Suresvara
himself refers to Dharmakirti in another sloka thus

faa afaararaiRfa agaditaan
aT@iRr afaxs AAaar 7 &a7: 1

Thus it is clear that Dharmakirti preceded both Suresvara and
Sri Sankara. The Chinese Traveller Fa Hian writes in 695
A. D. that Dharmakirti was his contemporary. So it seems
to be patently impossible to assign an earlier date to Sri
Sankara and it is more impossibie to assign him a date
in the sixth century B. C. If this conclusion is accepted, it
necessarily follows that the list of acharyas of that mutt from
508 B. C. down to the 8th century A. D, must be scrapped
completely, thus negativing the authority of Punyaslokamanjari
and other works purporting to give such a list. There can no
more be any justification for treating them as ‘‘authority” for
any later events either.
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As elsewhere pointed out, Sri Sureswara is the same as
Visvarupacharya. Visvarupa in his commentry on Yajnavalk-
ya’s Smriti mentions a reigning king.

Ty dganves: guarar
gEERIY O 9ATINS: |
At gafy: aq: aswai
SRS sgagrear @afa
AATZATFIHT
fityzas qugs Bt sarn)
qIRgly |aagaty
ARIIIAT Fg@@ar

Prof. K. A. Nilakanta Sastri is inclined to think that this
reference is to King Aditva 1 who founded the Chola Empire
by his conquests of Kongudesa and Tondaimandalam. If he
is correct, Suresvara will have to be assigned the 9th century
A. D. In any case he could not have attained Siddhi in 406
B. C. (Kaliyuga 2695 cyclic Bhava year according to Atma-
bodhendra). Even if we are not prepared to accept that Vis-
varupa is the same as Suresvara or that Balakrida is his com-
position or that the reference is to a Chola king, we have the
definite fact above mentioned that Suresvara quotes Dharma-
kirti by name and therefore must be assigned the 8th century
A. D. at the earliest.

Atmabodhendra leaves out Sri Sankara and Suresvara
in counting the acharyas of that mutt and begins with Sarva -
jnatma as its first acharya. We shall also adopt his numbering.

Sarvajnatma the famous author of Samkshepa Saririka
is claimed as acharya No. 1. Even in his 7th year he s said
to have held his own in arguing with Sri Sankara and to have
been given Sannyasa by Sri Sankara himself and appointed as
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the acharya even then but under the guardianship of Suresvara.
The guardian lived on for 70 years more and so Sarvajnatma
was 77 when he took charge of the mutt and he lived for 42
years more. Gururatnamalika says that Suresvara stayed at
Sringeri for a “long time.”” The Commentator interprets this
as the period from the passing away of Sri Sankara till the
attaining of majority by Sarvajnatma. A wonderful guardian
indeed who stays away at Sringeri during the minority of
his protege at Kanchi! He is said to have spent some time at
Dvaraka as the the teacher of Brahmasvarupa the then acharya
there, and passed away at Kanchi in Nala, Kali, 2737, Punya-
slokamanjari :

3163 @ gARABNFATATT a3 qray

B3 swwagining agmamansifFa |
T Tm B araT And aR1adiE-

AT FIGIA(FAGATSA: T14T=T: |

In proof of his pupilage under Suresvara, a sloka in his Sam-
kshepa Sariraka is referred to. Why did he omit any mention
of Sri Sankara who is said to have given him Sannyasa and
must be the primary guru ? To enable this Sarvajnatma and
the Prithvidhara assigned by the Kumbhakonam mutt to
Sringeri to be counted among disciples of Sri Sankara, it is

boldly suggested that the name gisguegais3saasarar-
qAZAT:: found in the Ashtottarasata Namavali in all
editions] issued by that mutt itself should be altered into

UaUREBaa:araagia®:  We cannot but admire
the daring and resourcefulness shown in a patently forlorn
cause.

M FATITFIS AR EATRATNT .
agqeafrustsa gfac aflaofosg)
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Tk asAgfgaiveatiz uxFan I
siiA@wanrad Az 97 mata

It is mentioned here that he is a disciple of Devesvara Pada.
This word is interpreted as a paraphrase of Suresvara. Such
a paraphrase would not be irregular if it were made to suit
exigencies of metre but, as we find the name Devesvara in the
prose colophon also, this theory of paraphrase is untenable
‘and we have to take it that Devesvara alone was the proper
name of the Guru;

oy AP gFAArg e adgeRangd: Far
T, ..

Evidently the compiler of the list did not know that the same
Sarvajnatma has written another work called Pramanalakshana
wherein he expressly says that he was the sishya of Devesvara
pada who was the sishya of Devananda pada who was the
sishya of Sreshthanandapada, completely cutting at the root
of the theory that he was a disciple of Suresvara. Mr. T. A.
Gopinatha Rao, the well known epigraphist, in Vol. 1I of the
Travancore Archaeological Series remarks : “The pedigree of
the author as given in the latter work (Pramana Lakshana)
does not disclose any relationship with Sankaracharya and his
matha. Where-from Atmabodhendra (the commentator of
the Gururatnamalika) got the detailed history of Sarvajanatma
is not patent and in the absence of this information we have to
take his statement cum grano salis (with a grain of salt).” It
is obvious that he attaches no value to the Gururatnamalika
itself or to the Brihat Sankara Vijaya and Punyaslokamanjari
“quoted” by the commentator.

Further Mr. Gopinatha Rao has shown that the King
Manukuladitya referred to in the above stanza was a Kerala
ruler who reigncd about 978 A. D. Mr. Nilakanta Sastri on
being referred to confirm Mr. Gopinatha Rao and writes to
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say “I have no doubt that Manukuladitya of Sarvajnatman
was the Kerala Ruler Bhaskar Ravivarman about 978—1030
A. D. Thelate T. A. Gopinatha Rao proved this conclusi-
vely. The King had the name Manukuladitya.” The Kum-
bhakonam mutt however would claim Sarvajnatma as its
acharya from 476 to 364 B. C., that is, nearly 15 centuries
earlier !

One Satyabodha is referred to in Jnanottama’s comms-
entary on Naishkarmya Siddhi of Suresvara and his ‘“Padaka
Sata’ is said to have dispersed the combatants belonging to
other faiths. The work is not available but the name was
handy and he is made the 2nd acharya of the mutt and credited
also with being the author of Vartikas on the three Bhashyas-
not available at present. Jnanottama himself is coolly grafted on
to the Kumbhakonam mutt as acharya No. 3 under the name
of Jnanananda. The author of the commentary was really one
Mahopadhyaya Jnanottama Misra who explains that he got
this unusual name in memory of his father’s Guru.

Ty AESAfY st
7R g8 ggacfrat 3ama: |
AMATA: ARSTAALISAT
Aemrdfafzafa sea amaq
TR sagarmrgmaafafAd=EaEr .

He is evidently a very late writer and Dr. V. Raghavan seems
inclined to have him allotted towards the end of the 12th
century. He could not possibly be identifie with “Jnanan-
anda” who is said to have presided over the mutt from 268
B. C. to 205 B. C. Sloka

FegurRRrarfaaR At fensififzegz-
rearatizFar fyg gihat ageiugsdfiea
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wrATEYATAAIAGI A d: agaAr
agqrAATE ATETn A agagemin: |

is a laudatory verse written by somebody in praise of the
author and appended to the book and says that the moon
known as Sarvajnasrama shines by his moonlight known as
Naishkarmya Siddhi Vyakhya; the Vyakhya has the name. of
Chandrika: the moon must necessarily be Jnanottama Mlsrg
himself. Evidently he took Sannyasa and was thereafter
known as Sarvajnasrama, as Asrama is one of the ten well
known Sannyasi suffixes. This incidentally shows that Atma-
bodhendra had no justification at all for reading into this
stanza any reference to Sarvajnatma “the 1st Acharya” or for
ascribing the Sannyasa name of Jnanananda to Jnanottama.

The next set of Guru and disciple grafted on to the list
are Sandhavanda and Anandajnana who are claimed as acha-
ryas 4and 5. Anandajnana familiarly known as Anandagiri

‘was the well known commentator on Sri Sankara’s Bhashyas
and was certainly too famous to be left out of the Kumbha-
'konam list ; and as he refers to himself in his works as the
-sishya of Suddhananda, the latter also had to be given a place
in that list Unfortunately the propounder of the list was
ignorant of the fact that Anandajnana in his commentary -on
. the Aitareya Upanishad Bhashya has expressly referred -to and
‘quoted from the Dipika of Sri Vidyaranya who admltedly
_belonged to the 14th century A. D. and could not be identified
with an “acharya’ who is said to have been in that mutt fifom
12410 55 B. C. Further Mahamahopadyaya Kuppuswami
: Sastrl of Madras in his introduction to the Tarka Sangraha
“of the Barodas Oriental Series is of opinion that Anandagiri
*Wyas the same as Janardana the father of Sarvajna Vishnu who
“lived in the 14th century A. D. As the Kumbhakonam mutt
would have only Brahmachari Sannyasis for its heads, this
Anandagiri could not have been in that mutt.

Atmabodhendra says that Anandajnana was succeeded
by Kaivalya Yogi and then by Kripa Sankara, Visvarupa
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Suresvara and Chidghana in order. Evidently to justify the
mutt‘s claim to supermacy over even the Sringeri mutt, it is
alleged that Kripa Sankara under the orders of his Guru
Kaivalya Yogi appointed one Visvarupa for the Sringeri mutt.
I do not see why this Visvarupa is called Subhata Visvarupa
by N, Venkataraman (p. 54). It is curious that the successor
of Kripa Sankara at Kanchi is also given the name of Visva-
rupa Suresvara. Can it be just to create a confusion ? This
Kripa Sankara is claimed to be the real Shanmata sthapana-
charya (p. 56)- Some more names follow till we come to
Ujjvala Sankara the 16th acharya who is credited with making
“the Kerala King Kulasekara a poet and passed away in Kali-
yuga 3468 (367 A. D.) in Kashmir in a place “still known as
Mabhayatipura’ after him. Some more acharyas of wonderful
traits follow.

Then we come to ‘“Muka Sankarendra’ the 20th acha-
rya. Muka Kavi the author of the delightful Panchasati in
praise of Kamakshi was so directly connected with Kanchi
itself that the temptation to include him in the list proved too
strong for the compiler. Though the devotee is content to call
himself Muka Kavi and the entire world also knows him only
as such, he becomes in the compiler’s hands Muka Sankaren-
dra Sarasvati. Though the accepted tradition is that he got
his power of speech by the grace of Goddess Kamakshi, we
are asked to believe that he got it through the grace of his
“predecessor Vidyaghana.” He is credited with many a miracle
said to have taken place in Kashmir and “quotations™ are
given from the work of the keepers of horses and elephants
whom he turned into famous poets. He was also served by
Matrugupta and Pravarasena both Kings of Kashmir. He is
also credited with the authorship of a Prachina Sankara Vijaya
from which Atmabodendra “quotes’ but which has disappeared
. now,
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Matrugupta is the name of a poet mentioned in Kalha-
na‘s Rajatarngini 31d Taranga, as having waited on King Vik-
ramaditya for some months till he was rewarded by being
given the kingship over Kashmir when the real ruler Pravar-
asena was away. On the latter’s return he gladly resigned in
his favour, went away to Kasi and became a Sannyasi.

AT JITAE] AT FIARNAENS: |
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Here was a Sannyasi mentioned in a historical poem and it
would have been foolish on the part of the compiler if he did
not appropriate him as an acharya of his mutt though as a
King he ruled at Kashmir and as a Sannyasi stayed at Vara-
nasi, both at the other end of the country far removed from
Kanchi. It is curious why the author Kalhana who recorded
that Matrugupta took Sannyasa at Varanasi did not think it
neccessary to mention even the name of the Guru who gave
him Sannyasa and suppressed all reference to the Kanchi mutt
over which he is said to have presided as Jagadguru under the
high sounding name of Sarvabhauma Chandrasekara Indra
Sarasvati. It is perhaps for this wanton suppression of a
very important particular in Matrugupta‘s life Atmabodhendra
has refused to provide Kalhana a seat in his imposing galaxy
of acharyas.

After some more names we reach Abhinava Sankara
the 38th acharya. It is this Acharya that is said to have been
born to his mother Visishtha three years after the death of his
father. at Chidambaram. Extensive ‘‘quotations” are given
from Sankarendara Vilasa said to have been composed by one
Vakpathi Bhatta—but nor available at pre sent* His mother
afraid of calumny threw the child away in a forest ; the child
was taken care of by the women of Sage Vyaghrapada ;
Vyaghrapada himself performed the Upanayana for him and
taught him the Sastras ; even the first Sri Sankara Bhagavat-
pada chose to be his teacher ; more than all this, Lord



93 THE KUMBHAKONAM MUTT

Nataraja Himself in an invisible form proclaimed his com-
petency for the headship of the Mutt. It is he again that went
to Kashmir and ascended the Sarvajna Peetha there and disap-
p¢ar_ed with his body into the Dattatreya Cave. He was given
a pair of sandals by Brahma Himself and with their help he
toured in foreign countries and was accepted by them also as
their Guru. This interesting tale wc are asked to accept on the
authority of Gururatnamalika and its commentary which
“quotzs” Sankarendra Vilasa and Sadgurusantana Parimala
besides the normal Punyaslokamanjari, The reader will easily
perceive that it is only an attempt to accommodate the several
versions of Sri Sankara’s life found in other works.

Another curious circumstance in connection with this
Acharya is that his predecessor is said to have passed away
on Pushya Bahula Dvitiya in the year Prabhava while this
Acharya’s date of birth itself is given as Vaisakha Sukla
Dasami in the next year Vibhava. If he came to the seat, it
must be after his upanayana and studies. Thus there must
have been a long gap of several years when the mutt was with-
out a head. This incidentally gives the lie direct to the claim
of that Mutt to have had an ‘‘unbroken line of succession.”




CHAPTER-X
THE LATER ACHARYAS

Somadeva. the author of the famous Kathasaritsagara,
a collection of folk tales, has been useful in suggesting many
a story to the compiler of the list and it would have been
sheer ingratitude if he were denied a place there. He is Acha-
rya No. 46 under the name of Bodhendra though he hails from
Kashmir, the other extremity of the Indian continent, and
though there is nothing to show that this weaver of fairy tales,
learned as he may have been, was ever competent to take, or
actually took, Sannyasa. He is said to have been provided
with a pearl palanquin by King Bhoja of Dhara and had his
Kanchi mutt rid of Mlecchas with the help of a minister of
King Kalasa of Kashmir

Chandra Chuda is said to be his successor, He is said
to have taught Bhasyha to Jayadeva(the author of Chandraloka
and Prasannaraghava), Mankha (the author of Srikantha chari-
ta) and Krishna Misra (the author of Prabodhachandrodaya).
In addition to these well known works, Jayadeva is alleged to
have written a Bhaktikalpalatika and Krishna Misra a Guru-
‘vijaya and ‘“‘quotations” are given from these books— ‘not
available at present.”” This Acharya is said to have defeated a
Jaina scholar Hemacharya and to have been praised by the
‘great Kashmiri physician Suhala’‘ in his ** Vaidyabhihanachin-
tamani’’ which also is not available now but has furnished a
.quotation” to Atmabodhendra. '

His “successor’” Chidvilasa defeated Abhinavagupta.
‘Sriharsha and others. “Quotations’ from Sriharsha’s Sthairya
- Vicharana Prakarana and Sivasakti Siddhi—not available at
present— are given in proof of his greatness. I have dealt else-
where with the deliberate misquotation from Sciharsha’s
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Naishadham. The Gururatnamalika mentions the name Chid-
vilasa only. But Advaitananda, the author of Brahmavidya-
bharanam was a famous scholar ; in the view of the commen-
tator, it would not be proper to leave himout;so he is identified
with Chidvilasa and his name also is amplified into Advaita-
nanda Bodhendra Sarasvathi. But Advaitananda himself
says that he got his Sannyasa from Bhumananda Sarasvathi
and that he studied Brahmasutra Bhasya under Ramananda
Tirtha (not Sarasvati as mentioned by N. Venkataraman). But
the Mutt is nothing if it is not resourceful. So it makes Advai-
tananda the author of two other works Santivivarana and
Gurupradipa and proceeds to “quote” from the former two
stanzas which identify Bhumananda with “Chandrachuda the
Lord of the Kamakoti.” Even Atmabodhendra does not go
to such a length, for these ‘““quotations’ are found only in later
publications. Atreya Krishna Sastri ‘““quotes’ only one sloka
but N. Venkataraman is able to quote two slokas though he
himself says that the book is *‘not available at present.’* It is
noticeable that it is only in the second sloka that Bhumanan-
da is given the alias Chandrachuda, Atreya Krishna Sastri
would ascribe to this Acharya the authorship of a Sankara
Vijaya also. 1do not know if he is to be credited with the
authorship of the Sankara Vijaya, popularly known as Chidvi-
lasiya Sankara Vijaya, which no doubt mentions a Sarvajna
Peetha at Kanchi but makes no mention of any Mutt there
though there is specific reference to the founding of the reco-
guised four mutts at Sringeri, Badari, Jagannath and Dwaraka
and also says that Sri Sankara disapp:ared into the Dattatre-
ya cave in the Himalayas.

Vidya Tirtha, the famous Guru of Vidyaranya, who
entered into Lambika Yoga at Sringeri is also coolly appropria-
ted by the Kumbhakonam mutt as its 49th Acharya. an
audacious claim pitched too high as it cannot deceive the
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the merest child. A beautiful edifice in stone testifying to the
architectural skill of those times stands at Sringeri to comme-
morate the sacred place where the great Yogi disappeared.
The Kumbhakonam mutt would make a distinction between
Vidya Sankara of Sringeri and Vidya Tirtha of Kanchi and
claim for the latter the status of being the Guru of Vidyaran-
ya. That this claim is absured and untenable on the face of
it is clear from its own assertion that all its Gurus are Indra
Sarasvatis ; the suflix Indra Sarasvati cannot be appended to
“Tirtha’ which is by itself a Sannyasi name.

The comptier of the Parampora noticed a stanza in the
beginning of Madhava’s Sarvadarsana Sangraha, where he
bows to Sarvajna Vishnu, son of Sarngapani. He failed to
realise that this Madhava was not the same as Madhava who
was the elder brother of Sayana but was really the son of
Sayana and therefore the nephew of the great Madhavacharya
who was the preceptor of King Bukka of Vijayanagar. This
Madhava specifically says :

silAcqIguaTan@aq fAafaar)
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Under this misconception which the compiler attempts to
justify, he decided upon piching upon the name of Sarvajna-
vishnu as the Purvasrama name of Vidya Tirtha. He evidently
did not notice that in the same work Madhava quotes Sarva-

jnavishnu. The opening sloka mentions Sarvajna Vishnu as
his Guru and as the son of Sarngapani :

qIT Nq aFSFATGEIOT
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But when ho quotes him later he calls him Sarvajnavishny
Bhattopadhyaya,
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The passage quoted by Madhava is from a commentary
called Riju Vivarana written by Sarvajna Vishnu Bhattopadh-
yaya on the Panchapadika Vivarana. He calls himself there as
the sishya of Swami Indra Purna and the son of Janardana.

T o @ s s -adm R g —
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Evidently the word Sarngapani in Madhava’s sloka is either
an alias or only a metrical paraphrase of the proper name
Janardana. We have no evidence that he ever became’ a San-
nyasi On the other hand, we have the positive information
that he was a Grihastha and had at least two sons and so
could not be identified with “Vidya Tirtha who is said to
have been a Brahmachari-Sannyasi. Chennu Bhartta, the
author of Tarka Bhasha Prakasika, was one of the sons as he
describes himself there in these words :

WgRgmgrmmiuRda agvadgRuRIrIagia
|ATIAA wFaTA FFaai ... .

In his commentary on Sarvabhouma’s Ramasoundarya
Lahari also, he says :

eI oA UGTT FATI STAAT: |
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Chennu Bhatta has written another work called Nirukti and

that has been commented on by one Vishnu Bhatta. Itis
interesting to note that in the latter Madhava’s sleka



X. THE LATER ACHARYAS 9%

Qe T8 AFIITAQEOAT ... B

is reproduced verbatim. This shows that Sarvajna Vishnu was
known as Sarvajna Vishnu even at the time of the commentary
on a work of Chennu Bhatta who was a som of Sarvajna
Vishnu and referred to himself as a protege of King Harihara.
If this King is Harihara I who ruled from 1336 to 1354 or is
Harihara II who ruled from 1377 to 1404, Chennu Bhatta
could not possibly refer to “Vidya Tirtha” by the name of
Sarvajna Vishnu for according to the Kumbhakonam Mutt he
became the head of that mutt as early as 1297 probably long
before Chennu Bhatta was born. Thus it will be clear that
viewed from any point of view it is impossible to equate Sar-
vajna Vishnu with *Vidya Tirtha” the alleged head of that
mutt.

To add 1o the prestige of that mutt, it is further alleged
that the Sringeri Mutt had ceased to exist for some centuries
and that this “Vidya Tirtha” restored it through his sishyas.
It is claimed also that Bharati Tirtha -‘the first head of" the

restored Sringeri Matha” was his disciple. Atmabohendra
mentions that the disciples of Vidya Tirtha and of his disciple
Sankaranande, namely (1) Sachchidananda (2) Advaita Bra-
hmananda (3) Sandrananda (4) Advaitananda Sevadhi (5)
Mahadeva Siva and (6) Advaita Sukhananda were made heads
of the Sringeri and other Mutts established at that time. Acc«
ording to him No. 2 Advaita Brahmananda ‘“known also as
Anandatma” was the Vidya Guru of Sankarananda and he
himself was identical with Bharati Tirtha. This theory is just
to explain the fact that Sankarananda in all his works has re-
ferred only to Anandatma as his Guru and not to anybody
else. This is a patent attempt to bring in Sankarananda into
the Kumbhakonam list. It is sought to be supported by
‘quoting’ some slokas said to be found in Sankarananda‘s
Brihladaranyaka Upanishad Dipika,
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Sankarananda is well known as the author of some Upanishad
Dipikas,Gita Tatparya Bodhini and Atmapurana and always calls
himself the sishya or Anandatma. These slokas obviously aim
at connecting him with ‘Vidya Tirtha’ and the Kumbhakonam
mutt. Though some of the Dipikas have been published, the
Brihadaranyaka Upanishad Dipika has not yet been published.
Atinébodhendra thought that he could safely “quote’’anything
from it and N. Venkataraman relying upon its non-existence
has mentioned that it is ““not available at present.”” Unfor-
tunately for them, there is such a work still in manuscript. I
have verified that these stanzas are not found in both the two
manuscripts I am aware of. A mere reading of these stanzas
will be sufficient to impress on any impartial reader their utter
unreliability. Atmabodhendra would invest Sankarananda
with the title of Abhinava Sankara also.

Paramasivendra the “Guru of the famous Sadasiven-
dra” is claimed to have been the 55th Acharya of that Mutt.
If he were so, his Guru must be one Sarvajna Sadasiva
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Bodhendra (the alleged author of Punyaslokamanjari). He is
said to have occupied that seat from 1539 to 1586. Psrama-
sivendra is known to have written two books, Daharavidya
Prakasika and Siva Gita Vyakhya. In both of them he men-
tions definitely that his Guru was Abhinava Narayanedra
Sarasvathi who admittedly has no place in the Kumbhakonam
list. Further it is well known that his sishya Sadasivendra
was a contemporary of tha Ruler Tuljaji of Tanjore (1729—
1736). Kartigai Tirunal of Travancore(1768—1798) and Vijaya

Raghunatha Tondaman of Pudukkottai (1730—1769) and a
classmate of Gopalakrishna Sastri who was the Raja Guru of
Pudukkottai and got a grant of villages in 1739 A. D. Para-

masivendra himself says that he wrote Daharavidya Prakasika
at the the request of Tryambaka Makhi, This Tryambaka
Makhi was the minister of the Tanjore Kings Sahaji (1684—
1711) and Sarabhoji (1711—1728) and wrote a magnificent
running commentary on Srimad Ramayana called Dharmakuta
and fiinished it in October 1719 and lived on till 1750. This
shows that Paramasivendra definitely beionged to the 17—18th
century and cannot possibly be identified with ‘Paramasiven-
dra®’ of the Kumbhakonam Mutt who is said to have passed
away in 1586. The same facts conclusively prove also that
the ascription of the authorship of Gururatnamalika to Sada-
sivendra is entirely baseless ; he is said to have written it at
the request of *‘Paramasivendra’s successor Atmabodha alias
Visvadhika” whose period is given as 1586—1638. To explain
this patent impossibility of a 18th century saint writing any-
thing two centuries earlier, it is urged that as he was a Yogi
he could have lived so long. But this is forgetting that a
“classmate” of his bovhood also belonged to the 18th century

as above mentioned. and ke was certainly not a Yogi as he
got a grant in 1739.

The Atmabodha alias Visvadhika referred to above is
the 56th acharya according to Atmabodhendra. He is credited
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with the title of Abhinava Sankaracharya and with the author-
ship of a commentary on Sri Rudra. There is a Sri Rudra
Bhasya by one Abhinava Sankaracharya but he had no aliases
like Atma Bodha or Visvadhika ; and his real name was Rama
Bramananda Tirtha. He was not even a Sarasvati, much
less an Indra Sarasvathi. He has written another work called
Pashandagajakesari and was the Guru of Venkatanatha who
gave the name Brahmanandagiri to his Vyakhya on the Bhaga—
vad Gita in memory of his Guru. He has nothing to do with
the Kumbhakonam mutt, but Atmabodhendra evidently fasci-
natved by the tiile of Abhinava Sankarachrya was tempted to
include him also in the list.

Bodhendra Sarasvati the famous Bhakta who preached
the high value of Nama Sankeertana has his Samadhi within a
few miles of Kumbhakonam and is now appropriated by the
mutt as its acharya No. 57 though the mutt where the samadhi

is situate has always been quite an independent institution,
with a distinct Sampradaya of its own, unconnected with the
Kumbhakonam mutt.

I should think that the considerations mentioned above
-are more than enough to convince any unbiassed reader that
the entire succession list till the end of the 18th century is a
pure creation of the imaginative genius of Atmabodhendra.
As already stated it is quite possible that ‘*‘Atmabodhendra”
himself is but the psuedonym for a Pandit who has obliged
the Kumbhakonam mutt with this list But a mere string of
names will not be sufficient to give the mutt a status much less
a status over ‘“ordinary mutts.” So it had to seek a new
Mathamnaya, a new Mahavakya and a new title to justify its
claim to unique greatness. How it has blundered and flound-
ered even in these aspects will be shown in the sequel.



CHAPTER XI

THE FIFTH MAHAVAKYA

It is well known that all Sannyasis owing allegiance to
Sri Sankaracharya have to be initiated into what are called
Mahavakyas. The Suka Rahasya Upanishad specifies the
Mahavakyas as Four. '
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Sri Vidyaranya in Mahavakya Viveka, the fifth
chapter of his Panchadasi, gives the meaing of only these
four Mahavakyas. It may be mentioned here that this chapter
is sometimes appended to the Suka Rahasya Upanishad and
mistakenly treated as part of that Upanishad itself.

These four Mahavakyas are drawn from each one of
the four Vedas. The Upanishads abound in passages
proclaiming the identity of the Soul and Brahman, the
identity of the Universe with Brahman, and so on: and
they are no doubt “great passages” in the sense of being
helpful for contemplation and introspection and are collected
together in anthologies like Mahavakya Ratnavali for the
benefit of Sannyasis but such passages are not mahavakyas
in the technical sense of that term as that term is applicable.
only to the four sentences mentioned above.

The 9th chapter of Siva tatva Sudhanidhi which forms
the Malayachala Khanda of Sanatkumara Samhita in the
Skanda Purana gives a detailed exposition of the Mahavakyas
“which are four beginning with Prajnanam Brahma*’,

OF{ AW IR A(]FIIIIA |
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Brahmalgri Srinivasa Sastri of Brahmavidya fame in his
commentary called Chintamani on this work says specifically
that the, pumber Four is used in this context to emphasise
the fact that these four passages alone and not others are
entitled (o the status of mahavakyas.

AT (AT —EFIITT FSAN AGTAFTES AW ThaA
ARGy I

This sacred land of Bharata has been conceived of as
a Yajna Bhumi or Vedi, Sacrificial Altar, and the four Vedas
are allogted respectively to the four directions East, South,
West apd North corresponding to the order observed in
seating tpe priests around the sacrificial fire. The establish-
ment of the four Mathas in the four corners of the country
and th. allocation of the primary Mahavakya for each of
them atg based on this principle. There is no room for a

fifth Mghavakya at all as there is no fifth Veda. Thus

Jagapnatha Matha in the East has.
Rig Veda Mahavakya: Prajnanam Brahma.

Stpgeri Matha in the South has
Yajur Veda Mahavakya. Aham Brahma Asmi.

Dyaraka Matha in the West has
Sama Veda Mahavakya: Tat Iwam Asi.

Bidsri Matha in the North has
Atharava Veda Mahavakya: Ayam Atma Brahma.

The Mathmnaya Setu claimed by the Kumbhakonam
Mutt , be authoritative as having been written by Sri
Sankaycharya Himself mentions the Vedas for the
recognged four Mathas but sigaificanlly enough does not
mentiG, gny Veda at all for that Matha, and therefore does
not Iegtion any Mahavakya for it. Atmabodhendra
howevy in his commentary on Gururatnamalika would
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claim for it the Rig Veda and the :* Mahavakya> Om Tat
Sat. It is certainly unfortunate that this “supreme mutt
cannot claim the Yajur Veda for itself in spite of the fact
that Sri Sankaracharya Himself belonged to that Veda. It
is no doubt possible to spilt up the Yajur Vedainto two,
the Sukla and the Krishna. But tradition has made it
impossible as all Sannyasis, whether belonging to the Sukla
or the Krishna Sakha, are treated as Yajurvedis without
any distinction and are primarily initiated into the
Mahavakya-Aham Brahma Asmi which is in the Sukla
Ycjus. As this Mahavakya was thus appropriated by all
Yajur Vedis, it was not possible to claim it for this
‘“supreme” Mutt. It had therefore to accept the established
tradition that Aham Brahma Asmi belongs to the
Yajur Veda Matha at Sringeri. To escape the inevitable
conclusion that, if the Kumbhakonam Mutt was also a
Yajur Veda Mutt, it was a branch of the Sringeri Mutt,
Atmabodha with rare resourcefulness claims the Rig Veda
for his Mutt. But in doing so, he had to deny that the
Rig Veda was the Veda of the Jagannatha Matha and
allotted to it Sukla Yajur Veda retaining Krishna Yajur
Veda for Sringeri. This led to the further absurdity of
assigning a Sukla Yajur Mahavakya, Aham Brahma Asmi,
to the Krishna Yajur Matha at Sringeri and a Rig Veda
Mahavakya, Prajnanam Brahma to a Sukla Yajur Matha
at Jagannath. The Kumbhakonam Mutt had thus to forego
the Krishna Yajus to which Sri Sankaracharya belonged as
well as the Sukla Yajus to which Sri Suresvaracharya
belonged, in spite of its claim to be the ‘ own > Mutt of
the former, managed later on by the latter for 70 years.
It had thus to give up the Yajur Veda and the Yajur
Veda Mahavakya to Sringeri and to give up also the Rig
Veda Mahavakya to Jagannath and to claim the Rig Veda
as its own without however the Mahavakya from that
Veda. As alreadv stated there were only four Mahavakyas
though the Vedas may be counted as five if the Yajur
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Veda was split up into Sukla and Krishna. Though there-
fore there was a possibility to claim one of these five Vedas
for itself, there was no fifth Mahavakya available for appro-
priation. Thus the Mutt in spite of its appropriating the Rig
Veda which belonged rightly to the Jagannath Mutt, found
it impossible to appropriate that Mutt’s Mahavakya also
and had to content itself withouta Mahavakya from any
Veda. The Brihat Sankara Vijaya said to have been written
by a contemporary of Sri Sankaracharya and * quoted”
in fragments in the work of Atmabodhendra says that what
this mutt is to be initiated in is only the Pranava:

qfh: FIARIZAT qorFa g |

But Atmabodhendra would say that the Veda of
Kumbhakonam is Rig and that its Mahavakya is” “ Om Tat
Sat *“ which is neither in the Rig Veda nor in any other
Veda. The words ‘Om, Tat, Sat’ are found in the Bhagavad
Gita as three modes of expressing Brahman

it aq alfs Riary agoaiata: @

It is apparent that, as the four genuine Mahavakyas had been
appropriated by the four recognised mutts legitimately entitled
to them, the claimant seeking to set up a fifth mutt had to
content himself with what he could get from the fifth Veda
which designation is by courtesy usually given to the
Mahabharata wherein Bhagavad Gita is included. He could
have been straightforward if consistently with this new
“Mahavakya* he had claimed the Mahabharata as his Veda.
But he chose to claim the Rig Veda as his, thereby
heightening the absurdity of his claim.

It need hardly be stated that a Vakya or sentence
must give expression to a correlated idea usually denoted
by a subject, a predicate and an object and that a mere
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collection of synonymous words _can never make a sentence.
We fail to see how “Om Tat Sat’’ which is simply an
enumeration of three synonymous substantives can ever
claim the status of a Vakya. Itis well known also that a
Mahavakya, as accepted hitherto and by all writers on
Vedanta, must be an Upanishadic passage which proclaims
the identity of the Soul and Brahman. The words ¢ Om Tat
Sat” are not found in any Upanishad nor can they postulate
any identity between the Soul and Brahman for they do not
refer to the Soul at all but all of them refer to Brahman only.
To claim the status of a Mahavakya for such a combination
of words which do not make even a Vakya, is on the face of
it, ridiculous. The further claim that this collection of
synonymous words found in the Gita is supreme over the
Vedic Mahavakyas is still more absurd. If any body chooses
to say that he does not belong to any of the recognised four
Sampradayas and that he has been initiated only into this
“ fifth Mahavakya ” now set up, we shall have no hesitation
in saying that he cannot be even an ordinary Sannyasi of
the order of Sri Sankaracharya.

To get over this contingency, a suggestion has been
recently made that Om Tat Sat is only an Upalakshana for
all the four Mahavakyas and that the Sarasvati order is
initiated into all of them. But for a word to operate as
Upalakshana it is a necessary condition that it must denote
something which is of the same category as those sought
to be implied. For example, if a boy is told “ See that the
curd is not eaten up by crows”, it does not certainly msan
that monkeys mayv be allowed to eat it up; here the word
““crows ”’ is upalakshana for ¢ all animals likely to eat up
the curd.” Similarly any one of the Mahavakyas say,
Prajnanam Brahma, may be an Upalakshana for the other
three. In the sentence “ Bring me a knife”, the Kknife
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cannot be an upalakshana for a cloth or an umbrella.
Similarly the Om Tat Sat which is neither a Vakya nor a
Mahavakya cannot possibly be an Upalakshana for genuine
Mahavakyas. It is also incorrect and misleading to say
that the Sarasvati order is initiated into all the Mahavakyas.
There is no peculiarity at all about the Sarasvati order. In
fact, all the ten orders are, at the time of their initiation
after Sannyasa, given all the four Mahavakyas which are
taken respectively from the four Vedas, the only variation
being that the Mahavakya of the particular Veda to which
the initiate belongs is taught to him’ first before the
Mahavakyas of the other Vedas. The claim therefore to
have a fifth Mahavakya and to have Om Tat Sat for that
Mahavakya is not only baseless but absurd_in the extreme.

A desperate attempt to ascribe mahavakyas not only
to the four Vedas but to every one of the several Sakhas
in each Veda is now being made but this definitely ignores
the Sampradaya’[and the Sastras, particularly the express
statement of the Suka Rahasya Upanishad pointed out at
the beginning of this chapter.” Even then, Om Tat Sat is
not a passage in any Sakha nor can it ever become a Vakya
or mahavakya. Evidently realising this an ingenious plea
is now put forward that “ Om * is by 'itself a mahavakya
as it”is but the condensed:;form of * So’ham” if we leave
out the consonental sounds. Thisis again forgetting that,
even if the condensement is granted to be legitimate, Om
is the property of all Sannyasis and the Sarasvati order or
the Kumbhakonam mutt has noj special claim to it. In fact
the Pranava is open tofall Dvijas andi,“,So’ham “ to all
Sadhakas. That neither the Pranava nor So’ham can be
claimed for that mutt is also clear {from ; Atmabodhendra’s
definitely assigning these two as the ‘,mahavakyas” of the
two non-terrestrial Amnayas the Nishkala ;and the Oordhva
respectively and “ Om Tat Sat ” for that mutt.



CHAPTER —-XII
INDRA SARASVATI

The title of Indra Sarasvati is claimed to be the special
characteristic of the heads of the Kumbhakonam Mutt. The
‘‘authority‘* in support of this claim is their Mathamnaya Setu
which prescribes

HFAKIAAY afqa g rraEd |

The origin on this speciality is explained by Mr. N. K. Venka-
tesam Pantulu thus :

“ This title, Indra Sarasvati, has a traditional history of
its own which goes to confirm the tradition that the Central
Mutt of Sri Sankaracharya was established at Conjeevaram....
It is said that, on one occasion when Suresvara was seriously
ill, Sri Sankara obtained for his disciple the medical aid of the
Asvins, the doctors of Gods. Indra growing wild at this came
down to the earth and aimed his Vajrayudha at the Asvins
but the weapon stopped without going forward, and seeing
that it was due to the power of Sri Sankaracharya, Indra gave
his own title to the Jagadguru which is borne even to this day
by the occupants of the Kamakoti Peetha. The other part of
the title, pamely Sarasvati, is borne by the same Peethadhipati
for the reason that Sri Sankaracharya defeated Sarasavani or
Sarasvati at Kashmir.”

This fantastic story reflects no credit on any of the high
personages involved and is a patent myth. We do not know
on what ‘“authority” this tale is based. It is not found in any
of the available Sankara Vijayas inclusive of the latest ‘Vya-
sachaliya‘“ and in the other authorities of the Kumbhakonam
Mutt. Where there is any reference to the Gods Asvins, they
are said to have come down with the consent of Indra and
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cured or attempted to cure Sri Sankara Himself and not Sures-
vara. There is thus no question of Sri Sankara vanquishing
Indra at all. An alternative suggestion has been made that
the word “Indra” is only a paraphrase of ‘“Suresvara™ the
name of the sturdy opponent whom Sri Sankara vanquished
in debate and own over to his side and made a disciple of his
own. This ignores the fact that it was Mandana Misra or
Visvarupa that was vanquished and not Suresvara ; Suresvara
was the name given to him after he had Sannyasa from Sri
Sankara ; he was not Suresvara at the time of the debate.
The suggestion that Sri Sankara thought it an honour to take
upon himself the names of Indra, Suresvara or Sarasvati whom
he defeated is on the face of it absurd. The strength of such
absurd tales, as of others from the Kumbhakonam Mutt,
evidently consists in the obvious difficulty of disproving any-
thing which may be said to have taken place hundreds of years
ago. Buteven now we have enough materials to show that,
just like similar claims, this claim to the title of Indra Saras-
vati is also a pure afterthought of quite a recent date and has
absolutely no foundation in fact.

Even the ‘* Birhat Sankara Vijaya™ “ quoted ”’ by
Atmabodhendra does not support this claim. It only says :

qfh: WIRATIZAT TOTHNIXANE |
U3 /@ JFTAZAT T AT 0

That is, the names may be simply Sarasvati or Bharati or may
be Sarasvati or Bharati with the prefix Indra or Ananda, i. e.
Indra Sarasvati or Indra Bharati or Ananda Sarasvati or

Ananda Bharati.

For any attribute to be a special characteristic of a
thing, it is a necessary condition that it must characterise all
the things sought to be characterised and it is an equally
necessary condition that it should not characterise any thing
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other than the things sought to be characterised, IfI say
““Men have turbans on their heads”, this statement will not
apply to all men for not all men wear turbans; here the
wearing of turbans cannot be a special characteristic of men
in general. Similaly if I say “Men are bipeds’ this also will
not be a special characteristic of men as birds also are
“bipeds.” So a special characteristic must not only be found
in all things sought to be characterised by it but must not be
found in things other than those things. We shall see if the
special characteristic of Indra Sarasvati satisfies either of these
conditions.

It is an indisputable fact that Sri Sankara who is said
to have been ‘honoured® by the grant or assumption of this
unique title never appended it to his name. Nor did any of
his numerous disciples or commentators or admirers or follow-
ers ever ascribe such a title to him. We find grafted to the
Kumbhakonam list well known Vedanta teachers as Sarvajna-
tma, Jnanottama Anandajnana, Muka Kavi, Advaitananda
and Sankarananda. They are all said to have presided over that
Mutt but curiously enough none of these writers chose to make
any the slightest mention, in any of their works, of the Kanchi
Mutt or of this unique distinctive suffix Indra Sarasvati.

The Mutt printed some copper plates as appendix to
the Gururatnamala Vyakhya many years ago and published
later on photo copies of the same and others in its possession.
In the few grants where the name of the donee is mentioned,
the ‘Indra’ is significantly absent. It is only in grant No. 10
that there is a mention of ‘Indra Sarasvathi’ but the Editor
Mr. T. A. Gopinatha Rao has pointed out that the inscription
is “in a kind of Nagari character which is quite modern” and
Mr. L. D. Swamikannu Pillai is positive that ¢there was no
lunar eclipse on the day in question” as mentioned in the
grant. Thus even the records of the mutt itself do not spport

this claim.
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Further, if as the Mathamnaya Setu, the code of con-
duct said to have been promulgated by Sri Sankara Himself,
says the title of Indra Sarasvati was known as exclusively be-
longing to the heads of that Mutt, how comes it that several
persons, admittedly having nothing to do with its headship,
had that suffix ? It is interesting to note that most of these
persons lived at Kanchi itself, or near it or in the Tanjore Dis-
trict itself close to Kumbhakonam. We may cite the following
indisputable examples.

1. Ramachandra Indra Sarasvati. He is familiarly
known as Upanishad Brahma Yogi as he wrote commentaries
on most of the Upanishads and founded the Upanishad Brah-
mendra Mutt at Kanchi itself.

2. Vasudeva Indra Sarasvati was the Guru of No. 1.

3. All the occupants of the Upanishad Brahmendra
Mutt at Kanchi have the suffix Indra Sarasvati. Specific
mention may be made of Mahadeva Indra Sarasvati who was
instrumental in performing the Kumbhabhisheka of Sri Mar-
gabandhu Temple at Virinchipuram, the viliage of Sri Appayya
Dikshita, near Kanchi in 1892 and arranging for permanent
puja there with the help of the acharya of the Sringeri Mutt
and the descendants of that great Dikshita.

4. Geervana Indra Sarasvati was a contemporary of
Appayya Dikshita and the author of Prapanchasara Sangraha
and other works.

5. Balakrishna Indra Sarasvati, the author of
Nyayamoda.

6. Raghunatha Indra Sarasvati, or Raghava Indra
Sarasvati, the Guru of No. 5.

7. Anandabodha Indra Sarasvati, the commentator of
Yoga Vasishta.
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8. Gangadhara Indra Sarasvati, Guru of No. 7 and
probably identical with Gangadhara Indra Sarasvati the
author of Svarajya Siddhi.

9. Chidanandabrahma Indra Sarasvati the Guru of
Paramanandaghana Brahmananda Sarasvati author of Smriti
Ratna.

10. Abhinavanarayana Indra Sarasvati. the Guru of
No. 9 and the author of Chhandogya Bhashya Tika.

11. Jnana Indra Sarasvati, the Guru of No. 10. It is
not known whether he is identical with Jnana Indra Sarasvati
who has written the Tatvabodhini Vyakhya on Siddhanta
Kaumudi,

12. Kaivalya Indra Sarasvati, the Guru of No. 11.

13. Bodha Indra Sarasvati, the author of Advaita
Bhushanam.

14. Vasudeva Indra Sarasvati who has written a
commentary on Advaita Bushanam.

15. Gopala Indra Sarasvati, the Guru of Venkatanara-
yana, the commentator of Champu Ramayana.

16. Sadasiva Indra Sarasvati, the Saint of Nerur on
whom the Gururatna Malika itself is sought to be fathered.

17. Atmabodha Indra Sarasvati himself who is said
to have written a commentary on Gururatnamalika does not
claim to have ever presided over that mutt.

18. Vasudeva Indra Sarasvati of quite recent times who
wrote the Siddlhantaesa Tatparya Sangraha and lived in the
Tanjore District.
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19. Ramabrahma Indra Sarasvati another recent
resident of the Tanjore District and the author of Advaita
Siddhanta Guru Chandrika.

20. Svayamprakasa Indra Sarasvati who passed away
some years ago at Sendamangalam in the Salem District.

21. Sadasiva Indra Sarasvati the Guru of No. 20"

22. Advaita Sachchidananda Indra Sarasvati, the Guru
of Achyuta Raya, the author of Advaitarajya Lakshmi.

I am sure that the facts stated above are more than enough
to show that the claim of the Kumbhakonam Mutt to the title
of Indra Sarasvati for its incumbents is entirely baseless even
according to their own ‘“‘authorities” and “records® and that
their claim to have that title exclusively for themselves is
falsified by several other well known persons also having that
suffix.

CHAPTER—XIII

THE YOGA LINGA

In connection with the question whether Sri Sankara
Bhagavatpada founded a mutt at Kanchi, the advocates of
that Mutt have been from the start trying their best to
confuse this definite issue by bringing in very many
irrelevant factors about Sri Sankara’s connection with
Kanchi. Nobody disputes the fact that the City of Kanchi
and the temples there owe a great deal to him. If they
contain any memorial of his visit to that place and to his
work there, it is no proof that he founded a Mutt there.
They further urge three more considerations, namely,
(1) The Kumbhakonam mutt is in possession of a Sphatika
Linga which belonged to Sri Sankara (2) Sri Sankara
ascended the Sarvajna Peetha at Kanchi and  (3) Sri
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Sankara passed away at Kanchi. It will be logical to treat
these three factors distinctly but, as the ¢ authorities®
urged in support of them are the same, it is not possible to
avoid some overlapping.

The main authority as regards the Linga is the Siva
Rahasya passage where Lord Siva is said to have come out of
the Sri Visveswara Linga at Kasi and given to Sri Sankara a
set of five]Lingas

aaq aRgeTe & 93¢ gyag
gy Ry sarr Jmy
A GIZTEARA A |
AT rgfegagarn-
fegr=rammang:  @wemyg )
a1 & faa ararsyaneasnTS:
fAsrra ¢ | wrssarag Afgaa )

I fail to see why in those passages Jaina is distingui-
shed from Arhata, what the difference is between Mukti and
Moksha or why the word Yoga is repeated twice. Can it be
that all the five Lingas ““ Yoga, Bhoga, Vara, Mukti and
Moksha’’ are equally entitled to be called Yoga Lingas?
The title Misra to denote learned scholars is prevalent
mainly in Northern India and the passage may refer to
disputations in that part of the country and not in the
south at all. Further the portions within quotation
marks represent only the readings adopted by the
Kumbhakonam Mutt. Other versions have & ®IAY and

dal SWTRIIT JIH Or dqAY AWAIA SFF or @

HISTATAY AFEAITT AT It is worthy of note also
that the Kumbhakonam version omits two slokas and a half
in the middle of the chapter and about 13 slokas at the end,
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As stated already it is not possible to attach any
historical jmportance to this Purana authority and it is
unnecessary to canvas the accuracy of any version. But
as the learned Pandit referred to more than once before
has put forward a novel theory that the slokas omitted in the
Kumbhakonam version are but recent interpolations, it is
necessary to point out how his theory is entirely baseless.
He says that the sloka

agTRIRTsrEs gararsiy agqa: |
grfing eumge s aS@mad |

has been split up into two halves and between those two
halves the two and a half slokas

FaTamreal it suat ol fafde @
Anrmafia 3 gmAT gRad
IRy fgwac sralrar gIag |

AJIETA F|IISISET AGHUTAT AT
FSEN qarsgamat; giar afaaf

have been fabricated and “printed” and that the object of
those who 5o printed it was to secure for Sringeri a mention
in Siva Rahasya. The Sringeri Sarada Temple is accepted
by all including the Kumbhakonam Mutt and there is
certainly no need at all to “fabricate” any authority in
support of the same. Further the slokas said to have been
printed have been in currency long before printing came
to India and cannot possibly be any fabrication by the
printers.  Atmabodhendra is said to have written the
Gururatnamglika Vyakhya in 1720 A. D. but, as he claims
to be the disciple of Atma Prakasendra who is said
to have presided over the Kumbhakonam Mutt and
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passed away in 1704 A. D., he must be assigned an earlier
date in the 17th century itself; in any case it must be early
in the 18th century. On page 33 of his commentary he
specifically refers to the existence of these slokas though
he would not for reasons of his own admit their genuineness.

¥ g affaagesRarcwmarf@fyouRd
fraiwefaay faggasaraa afxarRar:
‘‘ gatazaraar A AT o O @1 FSVWM: A
ST RIEEAANTAQHRIG ITST-A (ATATOFRRT |

We have not been able to get at the Vidyasankara
Vijaya referred to by him. It must necessarily be of a date
before Atmabodha. When these slokas are found in that
work and are objected to by Atmabodhendra of the 17th
or 18th century, it is meaningless to suggest that they are
recent interpolations in the printed books. On the other
hand it is quite clear that Atmabodhendra wanted to have
them deleted as they seemed to give prominence to Sringeri.

As regards the other slokas at the end also, we have
the evidence of Atmabodhendra himself about their
genuineness. The Kumbhakonam version of Sivarahasya
does not make any mention at all of Sri Sankara’s victory
over Mandana Misra or over Sarasvati. Atmabodhendra
says that the conquest of Sarasvati was at the time of
defeating Mandana Misra according to a reading of the
Gururatnamalika itself, but that he prefers the reading
which times it at the time of the ascension of the Sarvajana
Peetha later on and so would have sloka No. 29 not in its
place after sloka No. 22 but only after No. 28, In support
of his position he advances the authority of Siva Rahasya,
Brihat Sankara Vijaya, Keraliya Sankara Vijaya, Prachina
Sankara Vijaya, Vyasachaliya etc. He says on p. 33
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W@ A% N3¥g IRA: aFmdefRdewang o

afzaTey I —agsssfaag—Fdanstana-
arflrnwtfaag —araradiaiRy fasiraag )
For the present it will be enough if we consider the Siva
Rahasya put forward as an authority supporting his plea
that the victory over Sarasvati was only at the time of Sri
Sankara’s ascending the Sarvajna Peetha and not before.
The Kumbhakonam Siva Rahasya does not refer at all to
any Sarvajana Peetha, or to Sri Sankara‘s trying to ascend
it, or to any discussion with Sarasvati or to any victory
over Her. The version on which Atmabodhendra based
his statement must necessarily be a version in which all
these events are mentioned. As a matter of fact, they are
found recited only in the 13 slokas which the Kumbha-
konam mutt now finds it inconvenient to accept. Those
slokas are:

w1s=qi qIRATGAT T Ty
FUA[EN FIFSA |
SRFARATT TITT & T4
71 8 Are W NI
SR TATT QAT FIf
a-auzard qft@eeg Tivfiq |
g vhusatiis wia -
FAT AME GATITUIG; ||
g7 @k AEAT T qa
qit B3 wranarEsE |
0 @ @T gai w3 @
RRwrey afrdzg gu:
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FIASH a RFA AST
Forfzzy Aifs ATa )
MFNATHIT AT

TJAr ATTULaE avy |

ax fear TIERT AzgeatT
& ftFwed T gufiwfsaq)
FITATATATT & IFAT:

STFNE TTATETIT

ax fiva T @afx aFafvgam
TEatege Ags At
CEAD LE{RD EC{ERS
FA0 @ geqr AfRazaaE: )

izt Rusg Afkgg 0
aar ggaTsAa god |
AT A ATHSNE

Fo2 azftamy Rareomg )

wrar g ax Qfagg awh
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gfX s agsaf @

Rt Braa famg AgE
g4 agfig ady A§:

ard gafeagatse gt

fa3m g9 gaa= ged
duaaftgrares 399 |
a49e1 FacfA-aana;
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f@3n ssrafAgrss

AT IR |
azrfy asswIrERaq

qAar A7 gfwad garfy )

qaasfyfka I/ ged giwagragy)
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iy el ATTATARE ARG €T |

gSFIFTAGY! GNATH ARTA |

i :NfnatEed a3aid awtargafar am fearsam:)

The reader will note natural ending of the chapter here
in contrast with the abrupt stop in the Kumbhakonam
version. It will be also noted that it is only in these slokas
there is mention of a dispute with Sarasvati as wife of
Mandana and also of a dispute with Sarasvati as the
Goddess of Sarvajna Peetha later, on. No such dispute is
even hinted at in the Kumbhakonam version. It becomes
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patent therefore that when Atmabodhendra refers to Siva
Rahasya as his authority for mentioning a dispute with
Sarasvati at the time of the ascension of the Sarvajna
Peetha, he must necessarily be referring to these slokas
which are now omitted as inconvenient. It is too late and
futile to contend that they do not form part Siva Rahasya.
Even if these very slokas where not there, there must have
been other slokas mentioning the dispute with Sarasvati at
the time of the ascension of the Sarvajna Peetha; otherwise
Atmabodhendra could not have relied upon them as his
authority. Where are they now? 1 mention this only to
point out that the Siva Rahasya also has undergone some

clippings and alterations at the hands of interested persons.
The objection raised against the genuineness of these slokas
is that they have no literary merit. I do not perceive how
they are of less literary merit than the slokas accepted as
genuine by that mutt.

The reader will note that in these omitted slokas
it is specificallv stated that the Lingas were given to tke
Sishyas to be worshipped in the four Mutts in the four
corners of India The Linga is accounted for by the
undisputed fact that it was placed at Chidambaram and is
still being worshipped there. When the Acharya starts
four Mathas in the four corners of India, it is reasonable
to assume that he hands over the remaining four Lingas to
those four Mathas which are to be presided over by his
well-known four Sishyas, Suresvara, Padmapada, Totaka
and Hastamalaka. The reader may remember that
according to the Siva Rahaysa all these four sishyas were
present with Sri Sankara when Lord Visvesvara gave him
these Lingas. We would be gratuitously attributing
partiality to Sri Sankara if he is taken as giving the Lingas
to one or two of those sishyas and denying to the others
any Linga. In the slokas which the mutt finds inconvenient
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and therefore omits, we find it definitely stated that Sri

Sankara asked his sishyas to reside in their respective mutts
in the four corners of India with these Lingas

7% agfiyg ady fo§ :
ame: gafragazg gstq)

In support of the authenticity of Siva Rahasya, the remarks
of Sri Srikanta Sastri that Sivarahasya mentions that Lord
Visvesvara gave 5 Lingas to Sri Sankara at Kasi are relied
upon but his further remark that Sri Sankara asked his
sishyas to place one of the Lingas at Chidambaram and
worship the other Lingas in their respective Mutt is
conveniently ignored; evidently the remark of Sri Srikanta
Sastri was based upon tradition and upon the omitted
slokas.

It will be remembered that according to the Siva
Rahasya Sri Sankara got these five Lingas from Lord Siva
who appeared out of the Sri Visvesvara Linga at Kasi.
This version contradicts flatly the tradition recorded in the
Ashtottarasata Namavali used in the daily Puja of Sri
Sankara. Though the Kumbhakonam version of the Namavali
also has its own variations, it has not scored out the name

FErGIAG AT TZA R gAE:

“ The worshipper of Sri Chandramouli obtained
during the trip to Kailasa.”

If he had already got them at Kasi, how coul he and why
should he get them again at Kailasa? The present Swamiji
of the Kumbhakonam Mutt goes further and says that Sri
Sankara took Suresvara also with him to Kailasa when he
got these Lingas! ( See his Sankara Vijayam p. 232)
It cannot be that both the versions are true. Consistently
with the latter version, amendments have been made in
Anandagiri’s Sankara Vijaya also, incidentally making the
amendments comprehensive enough to include the other
claims also of the Kumbhakonam Mutt,
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I shall place before the reader the passages in the
Calcutta edition of Anandagiri’s Sankara Vijaya and those

in the “ embellished ” AfsHFZ edition of the same in parallel
columns so that he may see clearly for himself the mischief
that has been set on foot. The Calcutta edition makes no
reference at all to the trip to Kailasa or the getting of five
Lingas from Lord Siva or their installation at Kedara,
Nilakantha, Sringeri, Kanchi or Chidambaram. These are
all part of the embellishments. Evidently it was felt
impossible to deny the existence of Chandramoulisvara
Lingas at Sringeri and Chidambaram; so they were
included in the list and the other mutts at Jagannath,
Dvaraka and Badari, though of equal status with Sringeri,
werec not even mentioned and were denied such Lingas,
probably in the confidence that they were too far away to
notice this and might not care to dispute the accuracy of
any statement introduced at the instance of a new Mutt in
the extreme south of India. What about the Chandra-
moulisvara Linga even now in the possession of and being
worshipped in the Dvaraka mutt?

Calcutta Edition ‘“ Embellished Edition ™
page 179:
aWIZge AWATSHT AW FgT A ATF A 2T-

aniRgy  ¥ufegy BAmsRwETT  Fare-

zgar  geRIHAlq afdma addeRs arisat

. . quraq | QreAJATSTHATR-

TIXATAN F1T TN S| T 9TAPL: o Fa:
s faANTE - A\ oy wwREwEFE
QETPATATH | TA2IANT

WITINAW &g ATf¥ g
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o giwfoged ax aRger
FRIYIARA qATq faars-
AT | qq:  FIAIAATY
FAATUIUTNS  FaAr AN
MNAZNTE ...,
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page 180 : amg  FrerRRaws-
awrq FRERR- faSiwaamg agfQedq dfis-
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@9 A=A )

The 65th chapter of Anandagiri’s Sankara Vijaya
is with reference to Kanchi and is called Srichakara Nirma-
nam. The opening chapter of the book which gives the
contents calls it also Sri Chakra Nirmanam. The person
responsible for the embellishment has evidently overlooked
it as he did not change the name there though he changed
it at the end of that chapter into Srichakra Nirmana-Yoga-
linga sthapanam thus clearly showing that the latter was an
interpolation.

page 196: _F: TAT AAFS A
a@rg qdv AWES- I[ATRT i quFdifa
qIEY  F[AIRT e FEHm  WATALE: F=Td: ax HEag)
wnafy: arary: fftag, awig greweafe: e
R arwefuftsdy  ATRIAT KA gfa fafas

stawfafa arm agafg- oo I et ‘}Eﬂﬁf
AT | afitFwey ax faafagra siga
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AIgT ATATAR T T I

AEH Fear ¢ AX KFraR TS
aftaa gfa sgena faw-
aq: aftqeaAm: shaaTe:
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R sussgfiRzay sh=rs-
fanfoalnfagenas AW
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It would appear from this amendment that its
author did not subscribe to the view that, as Sri Suresvara
was a grihastha turned Sannyasi and became a Sannyasi
only because of a bet, he was not pure enough to touch the
Yoga Linga as it could be handled only by a Brahmachari
Sannyasi and that he was not competent to be the head of
the Mutt as he was not a Paramahamsa, a view enunciated
by Atmabodhendra and emphasised by the Kumbhakonam
Mutt. In this passage Sri Suresvara is specifically asked
to worship the Yoga Linga entrusted to him and to preside
over the Mutt.
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This amendment would have it that Suresvara himself was
an Indra Sarasvati! Yet Atmabodhendra would not grant
him the headship of any Mutt. It would seem also that
Sri Sankara did not place the Linga at Chidambaram himself
but entrusted that function to Suresvara.

We have already referred to the utterly unreliable
pature of Markandeya Samhita. It reverses however the
order of installation of the five Lingas. According to the
amended Apandagiri, the order is Kedara, Nilakantha,
Sringeri, Kanchi and Chidambaram. The Samhita does not
admit the posthumous installation at Chidambaram but
would have it as the very first. The order according to it
is Chidambaram, Kedara, Nilakantha, Kanchi and then
Sringeri. It also does not disqualify Suresvara for the
Linga Puja or for the headship of the Mutt as the responsi-
bility for both is specifically assigned to him.
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It will have bzen noted that even the Siva Rahasya
passages do not mention that any Linga was established at
Kanchi. The several Sankara Vijayas including Govinda-
natha, Chidvilasa and Vyasachaliya make no mention of
any Linga having been at Kanchi; it may be said that
Patcnjali charitam refers to Sri Sankara only casually but
Sankarabhyudaya written specifically to depict the life of
Sri Sankara is eqully silent about the Yoga Linga at
Kanchi. It is impossible to place any reliance upon the
interpolated portions of Anandagiri or upon the clearly
partisan Markandeya Samhita or other works of that sort
which may have come into existence to buttress the claims
of that Mutt.
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The Pandit advocate of the Kumbhakonam Mutt is
bold enough to suggest that the Calcutta edition of
Anandagiri is an innovation in 1881 and deliberately
departs from the “ pure’’ text of Anandagiri which
mentions Kaladi and not Chidambaram as the birth place
of Sri Sankara. He forgets that though that edition was
printed in 1881 it is based upon a ,manuscript of a far
earlier date and is exactly the same as the manuscript in
the Library at Oxford. He forgets furthcr that the
“ embellished edition ” we have referred to above was of
the year 1867 after *‘consulting several manuscripts
obtained from various Pandits from the different regions
of the country.” The full description is as follows:

srdgshiarasraatiasaRa gaaar sasarg
FIUT AARDMATSIAARF G ARAT Q-
RsTqmsad AT AST F-IvATIRA, N-g=r-
qika, sg@afigd: @iw aReTd shAgTATEILOT-
fAaaaawgzda A-AFAIWiEnr afgarad-
RsragmareEr gigarsga

This Edition so ‘ carefully ” prepared mentions only
Chidambaram.

It is too late now to assert that there is an Anandagiri
Sankara Vijaya which mentions Sri Sankara’s birth at
Kaladi. If there is any such manuscript, it must neces-
sarily be a recent fabrication. As already stated the mere
fact that such a manuscript may be available in a
Government Manuscript Library or in any other Library,
public or private, in these days does not in the least imply
that the work is genuine or ancient. There can be no doubt
that the 1867 publication has been made at the instance of the
Kumbhakonam Mutt people especially as it includes the
Markandeya Samitha and othe ¢authorities” which are the
specialities of that Mutt.
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I may state in passing that Atmabothendra quotes
on p. 25 of his book a genuine passage from Keraliya
Sankara Vijaya, (I11, 5) but thinks fit to ‘‘quote,” on p. 39,
as authority for his statements that Sri Sankara disappeared
in the vicinity of Goddess Kamakshi appointing
Sarvajnatma and asking Suresvara to worship the Yoga
Linga, about 6 stanzas which are unfortunately not found
in the Keraliya Sankara Vijaya, and contradict also the
latter’s version that Sri Sankara disappeared at Tiruchur
in the Kerala country. This is another instance of the

unscrupulousness and the unreliability of Atmabodhendra
and his followers.

CHAPTER XIV

THE NAISHADHA SUPPORT

Before 1 leave this matter of Yoga Linga, it is
necessary to consider the ¢ authority > which the mutt
looks upon as its trump card. In proof of the Yoga Linga
in the hands of the Kumbhakonan Mutt, a verse Ch. XII,
38 in Sriharsha’s Naishadha Kavyais referred to
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in the context of Damayanti’s Svayamvara, Goddess
Sarasvati describes to her the se¢veral kings assembled there
eager to get her hand and in this particular stanza the King
of Kanchi is described. The nime of Kanchi was too
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tempting to be disregarded by the Kumbhakonam Mutt
advocates; there was also a mention of sphatika; it required
just a stroke to convert Yagesvara into Yogesvara so as to
make the passage applicable to their ‘Yoga Linga’.

I would not care to deal with this patent misquota-
tion but for the interpretation now sought to be placed
upon it by the present Acharya of that Mutt as referring to
an actual water tank dug by the King with the waters of
which the ¢ Yoga Linga ® was being bathed. The learned
Pandit referred to before contributes his mite from his
wealth of learning in support of this novel interpretation,
evidently not in any belief in its propriety but only in
deference to his Acharya.

The stanza simply means “The King has created a
wonderful tank out of his fame. It is a very sacred one
and excels the ocean. All the worlds bathe in it. Which
poet does not become dumb when he attempts to describe
it? Even the moon assumes the lustre of a drop in it and
having a watery body even becomes invisible in it and
shines like a Yagesvara made of sphatika ?”” To say the
least of it, the interpretation that it is a water tank that
was dug by the King has no warrant in the words of the
text or in the several commentaries on the stanza. With
due deference to the Acharya and the Pandit who may
be eminent each in his own way, I must say that, when
they descend to the level of a ‘‘research scholar” or a
“literary”” expounder, they cannot count upon their
eminence to ward off criticism.

Assuming that the stanza refers to a physical water
reservoir and to the “Yoga Linga”, Sriharsha; in giving
out the story of of Nala who lived long before Sri Rama, will
be guilty of gross anachronism if he were to refer to a
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Linga obtained by Sri Sankara at least 2000 years after the
advent of Kali. The reference would be on the same par
as a statement that Sri Rama in the course of his
wanderings in the south felt delighted at seeing the
colourful play of the fountains in the Krishnarajasagara
Dam near Mysore.

In justification of this anachronism, another passage
in the same Kavya where Nala refers to Krishna, Karna
and Arjuna is pointed out, forgetting that there Nala is
describing all the ten Avataras of God which are known
to be recurring processes and that chronological accuracy
is not necessary for Puranic events. Such a licence cannot
be imported in dealing with historical and purely mundane
facts, Further it is absurd to assume that Sriharsha
ignored the many staple deities of Puranic fame at Kanchi
and preferred to refer to a moveable Linga in the hands of
a Sannyasi or any Linga in his hands. It would be
more proper to equate Yagesvara with Ekambaranatha the
Deity presiding over Kanchi The name Yagesvara will be
appropriate to him as Lord Siva by Himself is Yajnesvara,
Lord of Sacrifices, and is more so as the Kanchikshetra is
the sacrificial ground whereon Brahma performed an
Asvamedha sacrifice as stated in the Kanchi Mahatmyam.
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It seems to us that in all probability Sri Harsha did
not refer to any deity at Kanchi at all but to a deity nearer
home to himself, namely, the Linga called Yagesvara
(popularly Jagesvara) in a famous shrine at a place known
as Bala Kailasa in the Himalayas on the way to Manasa-
sarovara and Mount Kailasa from Almora. It is worthy
of note that the commentator Isanadeva has the reading
Jagesvara in this stanza.
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Nobody disputes the propositions that Sriharsha
was a staunch Advaiti, that he had the highest regard for
Sri Sankara and that he was also a devotee of Siva, The
Pandit has taken pains to prove these propositions and
curiously enough deduces from these propositions that he
had great attachment to Kanchi “where Sri Sankara spent
his last days” and to the “Yoga Linga which was being
worshipped in the Kamakoti Peetha” and that “nobody
could possibly object to this conclusion.” In spite of this
assertion, a layman like myself unacquainted with logical
quibbling and possessing an unbiassed mind must refuse
to subscribe to such a conclusion drawn by the Pandit. He
is really begging the question.

Further, Sriharsha is famous for double meaning
phrases. The commentators, besides pointing out that
Yagesvara is the generic name of all sphatika lingas, split
up the word Yagesvara into Ya and Agesw;'ara and give
another meaning wherein what is immersed in the tank of
fame and becomes imvisible is not Chandra (the moon)
but is Mount Kailasa, the king of mountains, made of
crystal. This splitting cannot possibly be made if the
word were ‘ Yogesvara “. It is idle to contend that the
current reading of Yagesvara is a slip for Yopesvara.
It is surprising that the Pandit so far forgets himself and
descends to the q;fiaal srear level in putting forward such a
contention on the ground that Ya is in the faminine gender
and Agesvara in the masculine and so they cannot be
placed in apposition. He coolly suppresses the fact that
the word Jala Devata preceding Ya is in the feminine
gender and that Ya is used in conformity with it. In
quoting the Naishadha text and some words from the
commentaries of Mallinatha and Narayana, he boldly
substitutes Yogesvara for Yagesvara though such a seeding
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is mot found in any edition of the book, in any script
throughout the length and breadth of India. If any such
reading is found in any manuscript, it is a patent
correction recently made to support the Mutt’s version. In
quoting Narayvana the Pandit has omitted the portion which
makes it beyond any possibility of doubt that the word is

enly Yagesvara and cannot be Yogesvara. Narayana is
definite
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Though Mallinatha and Narayana have the reading
:saar: in the masculine, the earlier commentaries of

Vidhyadhara, Chandu Pandita and Isanadeva have gzgger
‘in the feminine gender.
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A later Jain Commentator Jinaraja has also TZAa,
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Some point is sought to be made of the remark of
Mallinatha sgRifE®R¥T TIAsac; ¢y afafg: and of Nara-

yana giysa€; ¥R(EF ¢y afffy: by amending the werd
FIAFT; into YNZIT;. If “Yogesvara” is the special name 6f
the Sphatika Linga in the possession of the Kumbhakonam
Mutt, they ought to have specifically referred to that M'utt.
On the other hand, their remark amounts ,only to ’;his,
namely that a Sphatika Linga, thatis, any Sphatika Linga

is known as Yageswara. This is very clear from Jinaraja’s
commentary.
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The Pandit is kind cnough to concede that Lord
Siva is also described as Yajnesvara in the Vedas but
contends that Sri Ekamranatha at Kanchi is not known by
that name and so cannot be the ¢ Yagesvara“ of this
stanza. It is sufficient for our present purpose that
Yagesvara may mean Siva in general. We are concerned
only with the question whether Yagesvara or Yogesvara is
the genuine text. That the latter is an impossible altérnative
is proved by the commentary of Chandu Pandita of the
13th century who paraphrases the word as “ Yajnapurusha ”
which he cannot possibly do if the word were “Yogesvara®'.
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I think that the above is more than sufficient to
convince any impartial reader that the innovation
Yogesvara is a pure deliberate fabrication and that.the
suggestion that the wuniversally current reading of
Yagesvara is a slip for Yogesvara is absolutely baseless.
Such suggestions only betray the need felt for getting
hold of some plausible ‘“ authority’‘ in any recognised
book in favour of the position sought to be advanced.
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I am quite confident that even the Pandit who now lends
his support to the amended readirg will have had only
Yagesvara when he studied Nashadha and will have
become alive to the Yogesvara amendment only after he
has been initiated into the literature of the Mutt.

The claim to a “ Yoga Linga ’ sought to be buttressed
by such spurious “ authorities ’’ is patently an ustenable one.

CHAPTER XV
SARVAJNA PEETHA

It is a well established tradition throughout the length
and breadth of India that Sri Sankara ascended the
Sarvajna Peetha at Kashmir and disappeared from mortal
vision in the Himalayas. The Kumbhakonam Mutt would
have it that he ascended the Sarvajna Peetha at Kanchi
-and disappeared at Kanchi itself. Govindanatha, the author
‘of Keraliya Sankara Vijaya was not content to have Sri
Sankara born at Kaladi in the Kerala country but would
have him disappear also at Tiruchur. Anandagiri
mentioned Chidambaram as the tirthplace of Sri Sankara
and Kancht as the place of his passing away. The
Dikshitars of Chidambaram who have in their temple
a Sphatika Chandramoulisvaralinga claim that the
places of his birth and also of his disappearance
wa: Chidambaram itself. As Sri Sankara had no local
attachments and was quite at home anywhere in India,
it may not matter much where exactly he spent his last days.
But to ordinary people a sense o’ local patriotism makes
them ciaim a sort of intimate relationship to him. It may
be such a senmse is at the bottom of Kanchi claiming the
‘“honour” of his disappearance there but it is surely
sacriligious to point out am image within the Temple of
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Kamakshi and say that it was the place of his Samadhi. This
claim is advanced by the Kumbhakonam Mutt- as ¢ proof”
of Sri Sankara’s founding a math there.

As the tradition that Sri Sankara disappeared soon
after his ascending the Sarvajna Peetha is too established
to be disturbed, the math urges the further proposition
that the Sarvajna Pectha was itself at Kanchi. .But as
again the existence of a Sarvajna Peetha at Kashmir cannot
be lightly denied, the math has to postulate a duplicate
Sarvajna Peetha at Kanchi also. Further the fact that
Sri Sankara ascended the Sarvajna Peetha at Kashmir is
too well known to be contradicted by the Kumbhakonam
Mutt. But if it accepted this it could not at the same time
claim that it was the Kanchi Sarvajna Peetha that Sri
Sankara ascended. The Mutt’s advocates therefore hit upon
the idea of splitting up the personality of Sri Sankara
and advanced a novel theory that the first Sri Sankara
ascended only the Kanchi Sarvajna Peetha and that the
Sarvajan Peetha at Kashmir was ascended by a successor
of his in their Mutt who was also known as Sankara and
was therefore confused with the original founder. In
advancing this suggestion, they forget that they are bringing
down Sri Sankara to the level of having to ascend only
a duplicate Sarvajna Peetha when there was the time-
honoured original seat at Kashmir. The absurdity of this
suggestion is heightened by the fact that this duplicate
Sarvajna Peetha was created by Sri Sankara himself in his
own Mutt. If one makes at his own cost a high-backed
upholstered ornamental chair, keeps it in his house and sits
in it, he cannot certainly claim to have become a Governor
or a High Court Judge. It is really meaningless to say that

Sri Sankara started a Sarvajna Peetha at Kanchi and
“ ascended ” it himself. And vet this is just what the
Kumbhakonam Mutt urges as a fact. Recently a suggestion
is made that he ascended both !
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Madhava any Sadananda both say that the ascent
of the Sarvajna Peetha was at Kashmir and that Sri Sankara
immediately proceeded to the Himalayas and returned to
Kailasa. The Vyasachaliya now published says in slokas
30 and 31 of its chapter 12 (which are identical with
Madhaviya XVI, 55-56).
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After answering all the doubts raised by the Goddess
he is said to have ascended the Sarvajna Peetha and then gone
away to the “resplendent or desired region”

aq R gt a tramg
adgfisafdea qag sy

arar ferAly gar getsr @
dwrfar sRatgad sam ) X1, 82

The resplendent or desired region must be Kailasa
as the work ends there. The Madhaviya reading differs in
the 3rd and 4th lines but that difference is not material in the
present context.

As already stated, Atmabodhendra would have the
Sarvajna Peetha at Kanchi and also in the Mutt constructed

by Sri Sankara himself. He therfore misquotes this
passage thus :
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It would seem therefore that according to sloka 30-31 the
Sarvajna Peetha was within the temple of Sarada and
according to the amended sloka 82 the Peetha was within
the mutt built by Sri Sankara. As Atmabodhendra does not
quote sloka 30-31, he has evaded the necessity of reconciling
his statement about the existence of Sarvajna Peetha at the
Kanchi Mutt with the earlier definite statement that
the Sarvajna Peetha was in the Temple of Sarada in
Kashmir. A learned Pandit who recently felt the need for
such a reconciliation has with rare courage advanced the
theory that Vyasachala ment only Kanchi even when he
mentioned Kashmir in sloka 30-31 and that they were
interchangeable terms. Happily he does not say that the
Temple and the Mutt also were interchangeable terms. He
forgets also that the Sarvajna Peetha mentioned by Vyasa-
chala was not of Sri Sankara’s own making in his own mutt
but was an ancient institution where long ago scholars
from the north, east and west of India had gained
admittance and that Sri Sankara went there just to remove
the blot that attached to the scholars of the South who had
not succeeded till then in gaining admission there. He
heard about that blot and so went there to wipe it off. So
it could not possibly be any creation of his or an appendage
to his Mutt. Further Kanchi is a town and Kashmir is a
country. Vyasachaliya definitely used the word country
Desa with reference to Kashmir and it can by no stretch
of verbal quibbling be made to relate to the town of
Kanchi.
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ai feayft Rest fag
sara RAiRzaa gaT)
34 (Madhaviya XVI, 59)

The desperate attempt to interpret Kashmira Desa as
Kanchipura is quite on a par with the same Pandit’s
interpretation of frgpmAg “went to Heaven'’ as “went to
the Himalayas”, referred to before in another context.
The same Pandit would now have it that the Mut
alone was newly created at Kanchi and that the Sarvajna
Peetha there was an ancient one and relies upon a perverse
interpretation of his own of the misquoted Vyasachaliya
passage mentioned above which is against all rules of
syntax. N. K. Venkatesam Pantulu both in his first edition
(p. 13) and in his second edition (p. 14) says definitely.

*Once before during his tour in Kashmir he had
ascended the Throne of Omniscience traditionally
established there........ Now at Conjeevaram
he created a Throne of Omniscience and finally
defeating here a few people who went over to him
from the banks of the Tamaprarani and converting
them to his doctrine, he ascended the Grand

Throne of Omniscience.........”"
(The italics are his )

All the four recognised Mutts are agreed in saying
that the Saradha Peetha was only at Kashmir and it was
there that Sri Sankara ascended the Sarvajna Peetha. It
may be urged that they are interested in denying the Peetha
at Kanchi, as otherwise they would have to concede
importance to the Kumbhakonam Mutt. This is a purely
fallacious reasoning. They do not in the least deny the
greatness of Goddess Kamakshi at all. She is accepted on
all hands and by the Puranas also as Kamakoti Peetha
Nilaya. They cannot however tolerate for a moment the
idea of amybody other than Goddess Kamakshi claiming to
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rule over the Kamakoti Peetha. In the view of all true
Bhaktas of that Goddess Kamakshi, it is profanity to claim
for anybody else the title of Kamakoti Peetha Adhipati.
The Kamakoti at Kanchi is certainly one of the several Sakti
Peethas scattered throughout this sacred land and it is
equally well known that Sri Sankara during his visit to
Kanchi reduced the highly dynamic power of the Goddess
by withdrawing a major portion of it into a Sri Chakra
which he fixed up before the figure of the Goddess. This is
recorded in his Ashtottarasata Namavali in the significant
name :

HIAT WFTFUAIAT AR

It does not record at all any ascent of Sarvajna Peetha at
Kanchi. When there is a specific reference to Kanchi and
the establishment of a Sri Chakra there, the absence of any
reference to a Sarvajna Peetha there or a mutt there can
only mean ttat both are pure myths.

Vyasachaliya does not refer even to Sri Sankara’s
visit to Kanchi or to the consecration of any Sri Chakra
there. He does however refer to Kanchi and describe its
sacredness but it is only in connection with the pilgrimage
of Padmapada in the south and has nothing to do with Sri
Sankara. To remedy this “ defect” Atmabodhendra has
found it necessary to tamper with the Vyasachaliya as
above pointed out by inserting some phrases in the above
mentioned sloka as if Sri Sankara founded a mutt of his
“own” at Kanchi, ascended the Sarvajna Peetha there
and lived there for some time. Not content with this
amendment which reverses the meaning of the original and
is inconsistent with what has gone before, Atmabodhendra
proceeds to quote four more stanzas as from Vyasachaliya.
It is in these additional slokas are mentioned the unique
allegations of the Kumbhakonam Mutt that Sarvajﬂatma_
was appointed as Sri Sankara’s successor to that Mutt
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under the guardianship of Suresvaracharya and that Sri
Sankara attained siddhi at Kanchi; the third of these
additional slokas is a paraphrase of Vyasachaliya sloka 83;
and the fourth is in praise of ‘ Jagadguru Sankara in the
form of Vipulananda whose sacred commands are borne
on the head by the Kings of Nepaletc”. As pointed out
by the Editor, these verses are not found in any of the
$ix manuscripts (including two from the Kumbhakonam
Mutt itself) used for preparing the press copy of the
present edition”. This * Vipulananda” is identified with
Purnananda Sadasiva, who is said to have been in that
Mutt for 81 years from A. D. 1417 to 1498. His successor
Mahadeva is said to be the same as ¢ Vyasachala ”’ on the
authority, not even of Atmabodhendra, but of one Atreva
Krishna Sastri who out of his attachment to the Kumbha-
konam Mutt was prepared to allow his imagination to run
riot and invent and propound all sorts of excellences for
that Mutt. Evidently inspired by Atmabodhendra and the
‘ authorities” relied upon by him, which mention that
Vipulananda was worshipped by the Kings of Nepal,
Krishna Sastri boldly improved on the subject and declared
in page 49 of his book.

““ Further the King of Nepal, who is independently

ruling a Kingdom in the Himalayas at the northern
end of our country without being subjected to
foreigners, not only has the head of the Kanchi
Kamakoti Peetha as his Guru, but is paying a
portion of his state income as tribute.’*

He evidently thought that he was safe in making such wild
statements in the southern corner of India about a King in
the northernmost corner as nobody would care to verify
them; but unfortunately for him the Maharaja of Nepal
';;a;\,q been referred to and his Private Secretary in his letter
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dated the 13th of May 1940 spesifically says :

“ I write to inform you that the Government of.
Nepal have never acknowledged the head of the
Kanchi Kamakoti Peetha as their Guru, nor do
they pay annually as tribute any portion of their
income as alleged by Pandit Atreya Krishna
Sastri in the book entitled Jagadguru Sri Sankara
Guru Parampara extract of which you have kindly
translated into English.”

I deem it superfluous to refer here to his many.other
equally reckless statements. The latest book of Sri
N. Ramesam on Sri Sankaracharya attempts to distinguish
between the Sarada Peetha at Kashmir and a- “Sarvajna
Peetha” at Kanchi and to say that Sri Sankara ascended
both ! As regards the former he says on page 84. ;

“ It is stated that prior to the Acharya’s visit the
southern gate of the Mantapa was always closed:
and as soon as the great Acharya neared the
Mantapa, the southern gate automatically opened-
itself. Sri Sankara got up the Sarada Peetha
(held as Sarvajna Peetha by some works) and
defeated in debate the scholars of that place and”
upheld the greatness of Advaita there.” :

This story is at variance with all versions and reverses the
natural order which would require Sri Sankara to defeat
his opponents before he could get up the Sarada Peetha.
The mention of a Sarvajna Peetha at Kanchi by Chidvilasa”
may well be due to local patriotism and if he is to be
identified with Advaitananda Bodhendra the 48th Acharya.
of the Kumbhakonam Mutt as is done by Atmabodhendra
and is to be credited also with the authorship of a Sankara
Vijaya asis done by Atreya Krishna Sastri (p. 78), we cafy
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well understand his attempt to bring the Sarvajna Peetha
down to Kanchi. Govindanatha was evidently in a fix
and so mentioned both Kashmir and Kanchi in quite a
confused way :

aat gRgerad: afgw: ol
fi azfRofies s wsdigt aa:a 1X, 1

AT FATH AT ATCATRS |
TE FKFATATAT ¥Q AQFgg gy 1X, 2

RTRTEAT ATH FHIAT BA(F FYCATAI |
angesfaghy: gagad Ry &F ) 1X, 3
sdgdfzaagas alRgsa: ) 1X, 4

According to him Kanchipura was a town in Kashmir. It
is not an impossible conception but he is obviously wrong in
calling Vagdevi (Sarasvati) as Kamakshi; she must have
been called Sarada. It will be noted also that these stanzas
are just paraphrases of sloka 55 to 58 of Madhaviya
Chapter XVI which are the same as slokas 30 to 33 of
“ Vyasachaliya’ where there is no room at all for any such
confusion. As once before pointed out, a desparate attempt
is being made by a modsrn Pandit to say that Kanchi was
also evidently known as Kashmir. Itis curious that such
attempts are made when the Kumbhakonam Mutt people
themselves admit the existence of a Sarvajna Peetha at
Kashmir but would say that it was ascended not by Sri
Sankara but by a “ successor of his” in the Kanchi Peetha.
Atmabodhendra in commenting on sloka 64 of the Guru-
ratnamalika says :

“aaefagrarfesd”-angriRfgugafaagdy
afusgficaves agfa afadsrRagn gad:
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In effect they would have thz credit of ascending the
traditional Sarvajna Peetha assigned to a later successor
and be content to accored to Sri Sankara the very
doubtful honour of ascending a Sarvajna Peetha created
by himself in his “own’ Mutt. It is unnecessary to dilate
further on the absurdity of such statements.

It is beyond controversy that Sri Ramanujacharya
was a resident of Kanchi itself and was at first a pupil of
an Advaita teacher Yadavaprakasa there. In the whole of
his life history, there is no mention of an Advaita Mutt at
Kanchi nor of any Sarvajna Peetha there. If there were
any such Peetha there, his biographers would not have
ignored it and would have, on the other hand, said of him
that he also tried to ascend or did ascend such a Peetha
defeating all opponents. This significant omission disproves
the existence of a Sarvajna Peetha at Kanchi. We have, on
the other hand, the positive assertion that when Sri
Ramanuja wanted to peruse BodhayanaVritti before writing
out his Sribhashya he took a special trip to the Sarada
Peetha in Kashmir in the company of his disciple
Srivatsanka; that it took him three mxonths to traverse this
distance and that he ultimately got the book from Goddess
Saradha Herself though he happened to lose it later on. It
may be said that this story is not a historical one but only
invented for the purpose of giving the Sribhasya the
support of an ancient Rishi like Bodhayana. We are not
concerned with this question. It is sufficient for our present
purpose that even the followers of Sri Ramanuja belived
in a Saradha Peetha at Kashmir only. This incident is
described in great detail by Swami Ramakrishnananda on
pages 185—187 of his “Life of Sri Ramanuja’’

‘- He said to his discipleS.ceieeseeces It is hard to
get Maharshi Bodhayana’s Vritti in this part
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of the country.............. I am told however
that it is preserved with great care at the Sarada
Peetha in Kashmir ’............... Thus taking leave

of the disciples, Ramanuja accompanied by
Kuresa started for the Saradha Peetha which they
reached after three months. ”

Again after writing out the Sri Bhashya, Sri Rama-
nuja took another trip to northen India and ‘“at last
reached the Saradha Peetha of Kashmir.” It is said that
the Goddess Saradha was very much pleased to hear his
exposition of the Mantra Kapyasam Pundarikam and
gave him the title Bhashyakara”. If there were a Saradha
Peetha or a Sarvajna Peetha at Kanchi, his own town, he
need not have troubled himself to go so far as Kashmir
either to get the book Bodhayana Vritti or to get the
appreciation of the Goddess of Learning.

We have shown in another context that Sri N.
Ramesam has quoted Prof. H. H. Wilson as approving of
the authenticity of Anandagiri’s Sankaravijaya and that
that quotation, truncated as it was, misrepresented the
actual views of the Professor. Anyhow since his views are
accorded some value, we may be permitted to quote him
in the prcsent context also. He wrote in the year 1828 and
1832 in the Asiatic Researches and his writings have been
published in 1846 at Calcutta and again in 1862 by Trubner
and Co. of London in a book called Sketches of the Religious
Sects of the Hindus. He says about Sri Sankara :

“FTowards the close of his life he repaired to as far
as Kashmir and seated himself, after triumphing
over various opponents, on the throne of Sarasvati,
«ee-ee...The events of his last days are confirmed by
local tradition and the Pitha or throne of Sarasvati
on which Sankara sat is still shown in Kashmir.”
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We have no reason to doubt the accuracy of his statement
when he significantly uses the present tense. The words
of a foreigner more than a century ago are certainly entitled.
to more weight than self-serving statements which are
being published during recent times. It will be abundantly
clear from what has been stated before that the existence
of a Sarvajna Peetha at Kanchi is a pure myth.

It is pertinent in this connection to recall that the
Kumbhakonam Mutt does admit the existence of a
Sarvajna Peetha in Kashmir but it would say that the
Acharya that ascended it was not Sri Sankara Bhagavat-
pada but a successor of his in that Mutt as its 36th
Acharya and it was that Acharya that was born at
Chidambaram and disappeared in the Himalayas and that
the biographers attribute very often these events to the
original Acharya himself. Those who look upon Madhava’s
Samkshepa Sankara Vijaya as of recent origin will be
unpleasantlv disappointed to find that Atmabodhendra
refers particularly to the author of Samkshepa Sankara
Vijaya as one of those who so mistake the events in the life
of the later Acharya for those relating to the original Acharya.
On page 68 he says;

IR ATz aey ARFSRaheiaagn sulkar-
aratai X #g: FadstRnr-gRenwtaag-sruga:

We have already pointed out that whenever he refers to
Vyasachaliya it is really not to the new Vyasachaliya but
only to the Madhaviya and it is well known that Madhaviya
alone is known as Samkshepa Sankara Vijaya. When he
mentions therefore the work by this name he is necessarily
referring to Madhaviya. This incidentally shows that
Madhaviya Sankara Vijaya was anterior to the Gururatna-
malika Vyakhya and was known also as Vyasachaliya.



CHAPTER —XVI

PLACE OF DISAPPEARANCE

As regards the place where Sri Sankara disappeared
from mortal vision, Madhava and Sadananda both say that
immediately after ascending the Sarvajna Peetha at Kashmir he
proceeded to the Himalayas and thence to Kailasa. Though
Chidvilasa would have the Sarvajna Peetha at Kanchi, he says
that Sri Sankara went to the Himalayas and disappeared into
the Dattatreya cave there. According to the new Vyasachaliya,
Sri Sankara went away to the “resplendent or desired region”
immediately after ascending the Sarvajna Peetha at Kashmir.
As has been already pointed out, this description fits in with
his original abode, the silvery mountain Kailasa. True devo-
tees of Sri Sankara are reluctant to admit that he left his phy-
sical body behind for any ceremonies being performed for it.
Ananadagiri alone would have it that Sri Sankara while at
Kanchi “dissolved® his physical body in the subtle body and
then dissolved that subtle body in the causal body and then
dissolved even that in the Atma of a thumb-size and that
funeral ceremonies were performed for him. The alleged
process of dissolution is unknown to Hinduism and particala-
rly to Advaita and its enunciation itself shows that the author
was not conversant with the basic tenets of our religion.

I have already shown the unreliability of Patanjali
Charita and Sankarabhyudaya. 1 am not behind anybody in
the regard for Ramabhadra Dikshita or Rajachudamani
Dikshita but I cannot for a moment accept as their
composition any slokas which the Kumbhakonam Mutt
chooses to assign to them or include in their genuine
writings. We have seen enough of their playing ducks and
drakes with reference to other ‘‘authorities” to place any reli-
ance upon their statements. After all Patanjali Vijaya says
only that after writing the Advaita Bhashya and touring succ-
essfully he had a stay at Kanchi. ‘
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nrfr-zXfnwgareg fRug vear
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“After serving the Guru Govindapada with devotion
for a long time and after he was freed from embodiment
and merged in the goal of the Upanishads, Sri Sankara
wrote out his Advaita Bhashya and conquered the direc-
tions and had a stay at Kanchipura.”

It would seem from this that the Bhashyas were written only
after Sri Govindapada passed away- We are not aware of any
other work which mentions his passing away. If he did pass
away before the Bhashyas were written and before Sri Sankara
startad on his tour of conquest, he could not possibly have
met him in the Himalays after he had carried out his mission in
this life. Sri N. Ramesam however on page 89 of his book
says “At Badarinath, Si1 Sankara had darshan of his Guru
Govinda Bhagavatpada and his Paramaguru, i. ¢, his Guru’s
Guru Sri Goudapadacharya who were doing tapascharya in
the Himalaya.” The Swamiji of that Mutt also says the same
thing on page 233 of his Sankara Vijayam. Either of these
versions must be untrue.

The last stanza of Sankarathyudaya only says that Sri
Sankara “enjoyed the bliss of Brahman in worshipping the
Goddess every day” )

Fqrdt fafadftag R srdzadada
RAIAgAfagy Inai RAARTC THC )

This cannot certainly mean that he passed away at Kanchi. 1
have already rcferred to the unreliability of the Sivarahasya
and how it has been undergoing amendments, We have
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mentioned also that Govindanatha’s Kerala Sankara Vijaya
says that Sri Sankara passed away at Tiruchur. It is painfully
interesting to find that, though Atmabodhendra quotes Govin-
nanatha’s sloka 5 in Chapter 111 of his Sankara Vijaya correc-
tly on page 25, he deliberate]y misquotes him on pages 39 as
saying

gl s arar shima dwcEfas: )
a3 sty |ag Rgasghg))
gzat gfazaalawed agrssuq
QA SENT TR T TFG AT FRIAT0G
wWfnegarande R T armams)
QIAF FrARZTRT & q@fq =0
TAH @I GFNIRIWYE: |
wrargar R arg d@fafazs aoggs: )
2R o A% ¥ 357 daaT)
AgugsNfaTIasz ANt qra 93q ||
| qF RG] qeFway: qam |
s g ST afmT a7 Refr
These slokas are not found in the printed edition published by
the Kerala Publishing House in 1926. They are not also found
in' the manuscript preserved in the Tanjore Sarasvati Mahal
Library. They cannot be found there as they distinctly say
that Tiruchur was the place of disappearance. Evidently taking
advantage of the fact that the book was not easily available,
Atmabodhendra made bold to give those “quotations.” The
reader will note that here also the appointment of Sarvajnatma
to the Pitha under the guardianship of Suresvara and the pass-

ing away of Sri Sankara at Kanchi are introduced in these mis-
quotations just as they were introduced in the slokas misquoted
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as from Vyasachaliva ; here we have the additional advarit®
age of a reference to the Yoga Linga. Atmabodhendra -must’
be congratulated on making these misquotations consistent "
with each other. The patent attempt to tamper with and-
*“improve” upon the materials on hand is itself ample and ;
positive proof of the falsity of the claims. o
Sri N. Ramesam has in appendix B of his book publis-;
hed the opinion of two Vaishnava ‘research scholars’ .from,
Mysore tbat Sri Sarkara settled down at Kanchi and. .passed,
away there, though they say “the place where the Great. Aqh_a;i
rya resided and preached during his last days on eatth and
where he attained Siddhi is stiil shrouded in mystery.” They
base their opinion mainly upon the Siva: Rahasya passage
and Atmabodhendra’s misquotation of Vyasachaliya which we
have already shown to be quite unreliable. They rely also on
Dr. Hultzch’s manuscript No. 2146 (1) which ‘contains the

sloka :

EY)

AN=IY TASSAN Figdf 2 giofasy |
AT I FKIRHT FI079 T A 939 ||

“Roaming about in the world, he came to Kanchi. out,
of his own desire and establishing there Kamakshl he
went to the supreme abode

They refer also to a stanza in almost the same words said to
be found In the Guruparampara Siotra of Kudli Sringeri Mutt.

TATIAT TQITA A LY F (gL )
ax d@eg g wraigfiidy crang a3q.a
As Dr. Hultzch’s manuscript is also called Guruparampara

Stotra, the twe mentioned above are cvidently the same with
slight modifications. It is well known that the Kudli Mutt is
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an offshoot of the Sringeri Mutt long after Vidyaranya and
yet the Guruparampara even before him does not correspond
in the Jeast with the Sringeri Parampara- The Doctor got the
manu cript from one ‘Jambunatha Bhatta‘ a Maratha Brah-
mana at Tanjore who is the eldest son of a certain Mannam
Bhatta.” There is no need to attach any historical importance
toit. Assuming that it is a genuine document, we must note
that the passage quoted only mentions that Sri Sankara
established Goddess Kamakshi at Kanchi and not that he
passed away at Kanchi. Sri N. Ramesam in referring to the
same subject says on page 123.

“Thc Guraparampara stotra of the Sringeri Acharyas
published by Dr. Hultzch says that after establishing
Prithvidhara in the Sarada Peetha, Sankara went to
Kanchi. After consecrating Sri Kamakshi and after
appointing Visvarupa Yati to spread Advaita from his
own Ashrama, Sankara attains immortal bliss.

and quotes in proof the statement :

AT QT KA TArq A 92 |
{deasaafa T @Ay ganm |

But this is a misleading quotation as in the context the words
“his own Ashrama” really mean Sringeri and not Kanchi.
The entire context is as follows :

GEIa |8 AT gFagada |
aw feasar zugmst afa gedftauafyag

Rarfisiad sar aredagar gs: )
WMDY TASAN FIFAT 132 gRrfrad o

AN S KA FATTA QA 937 |
fzasi1afa @reg |y 9= ||
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It will be clear now that the Stotra says that the Acharya
“‘established his own Matha on the banks of the Tungabha-
dra’‘. that he came to Kanchi casually in the course of his
tour, that Sri Sankara stayed at the former place for twelve

years and appointed ¢‘Prithvidhara” for the Mutt there, and
that it was Prithvidhara that nominated Visvarupa for the con-
tinuance of “his own” mutt (which necessarily means Sringeri)
as he went to Kanchi for the perfection of his Tapas. It is
not fair to suppress the preceding and succeeding slokas and
try to give a twisted meaning to the expression ¢his own
Ashrama’”, meant Kanchi. It is not relevant here to consider
who Prithvidhara was or whether it was he that was placed in
charge of the Sringeri Mutt by Sri Sankara,

Further the two “research scholar” mentioned above
place confidence on Anandagiri’s Sankara Vijaya and say on
page 160

““About the authenticity of this work Prof. Wilson
remarks that ‘it bears internal and indisputable evidence
of being the composition of a period not far removed
from that at which he (Sankara) may be supposed to
have flourished and we may therefore follow it as a very
safe guide’.

‘Another great scholar Dr. S. K. Belvalker in his Gopal
Basu Mullick lecture on Vedanta Philosophy says
‘According to one set of traditions Kanchi in the south
of India is given as the place where the Acharya
breathed his last. Acording to other sources, he died at
Badarikasrama, dlsappearing into a cave in the Hima-
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layas. The weight of probability belongs to the first
view’.

“Thus from these divergent views we may gather that
Kedara in the North and Kanchi in the South are the
only two places that have claim to the distinction of
being the places of the last residence and Siddihi of the
great Acharya. Dr. Belwalker and Prof. Wilson, as
seen above, have preferred to take Kanchi as the
place.*

The above extract shows that these scholars base their opinion
on the veracity of Anandagiri as certified to by Prof. Wilson.
But we have already pointed out that the remarks of Prof.
Wilson which are relied upon by Sri N. Ramesam also, have
been not only misquoted and misinterpreted but that Prof.
Wilson, instead of certifying to the veracity of Anandagiri
does not hesitate to characterise him as an ‘“unblushing liar.”
Prof. Wilson has nowhere expressly or impliedly preferred
Kanchi to Kedarnath. He leaves us in no doubt at all about
his opinion. He defiuitely says in his book (1846 edition)
page 127

““He-next went to Badarikasrma and finally to Kedarnath
in the Himalayas where he died at the yearly age of

thirtytwo. The events of his last days are confirmed by
local traditions ... ”

In another important publication of his. popularly known as
Wilson’s Glossary, he refers to Sri Sankara thus

‘““‘Shancaran ; Shancarachorry. He was a native of
Caulady, a village on Periyar about 20 miles south east
of Cranganore in Travancore ..... Towards the close of
his life he went to Cashmere®

Thus it will be seen that there is no warrant at all for
the suggestion that Prof. Wilson “preferred”” Kanchi to Ked-
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arnath as the last resting place of Sri Sankara ; on the other
hand, in his Glossary, he says on page 810 ‘“whether he was
more than a passing piligrim at Canjeevaram is doubtful.”
He no doubt mentions the existence of a Mutt at Kumbhako-
nam at the time of his Glossary, that is, A. D. 1855 but his
remarks are signficant.

-

COMBAKONAM ; A Branch Mutt of Shankarach-
arya, founder of the Advaita philosophy, is presid-
ed over by a chief gooroo of Smartha Brahmans.”

It must he pointed out in this connection that Prof.
Wilson was not an idle tourist or journalist and that his re-
marks were not casual or irresponsible statements. The Privy
Council says of him in the decision reported in I. L. R. 1942
Madras 893 at page 908 :

“Professor Wilson held the Chair of Sanskrit at Oxford
and was Librarian to the East India Company but his
Glossary was compiled pursuant to a resolution of the
Court of Directors from the materials derived from all
parts of India as well as from the stores of his own
immense erudition.”

It is unfortunate that the Mysore “scholars” have chosen to
theorise upon Prof. Wilson’s view without caring to look into
the Professor’s actual wording which are so definite that there
is no scope for any mistaking of theorising.

Coming to recent times we have several authors who
are above all chance of being partial to anybody. and who
state definitely that Sri Sankara passcd away at Kedarnath.
Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru on page 152 of his scholarly treatise
on “The Discovery of India‘‘ says :

“At the age of thirtytwo, this Brahmin from the tropical
south died at Kedarnath in the upper snow-covered
reaches of the Himalayas.”
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Dr. Sampurnanand agreed with the tradition that Sri
Sankara only disappeared from mortal vision at Kedarnath
and did not leave his physical body behind to be interred in a
Samadhi. He therefore looks upon the structure preserved at
Kendarnath as a memorial rather than a Samadhi in the acc-
epted sense of that term. He says :

“There is nothing to prove that Sri Sankaracharya died
at this spot. All that tradition says is that he came to
Kedarnath and in modern phraseology disappeared
thereafter. So what is called Samadhi is really not a
Samadhi but a memorial.’

A gentleman tries to twist the meaning of these senten-
ces by ignoring the significance of the words italicised by me
and professing to agree with the Doctor he says :

We are of the opinion that Kedarnath cannot be said
to be the Samadhisthan of the great Acharya.  Yet it
is a unique place connected with the life of the Achar-
ya, inasmuch as the Great Adi Sandara disappeared from
amidst his followers while at Kedarnath. Traditions

recorded in some work dealing with Adi Sankarachrya
point out the fact that Sri Sankara went to Kailasa

from Kedarnath, brought the five Shpatika Lingas and
a portion of the Soundaryalahari Stotra and repairing to
the south attained Siddhi at Kanchi. The memorial
at Kedarnath should at any rate be kept intact...... ”

Sri N. Ramesam chooses to give publicity to this in

appendix C of his book evidently to detract from the validity
of Dr. Sampurnanand’s statements but this half-hearted
support itself betrays the partisan spirit of the writer.

Dr. Theos Bernard of New York in his valuable book
on Hindu Philosophy, page 21, says :
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““He is believed to have died in the Himalayan village
of Kedarnath.”

Thus all impartial authors, ancient and modern, are
agreed that Sri Sankara disapreared for ever at Kendarnath,
We cannot be expzcted to place any reliance on any partisan
statements which havs been introduced or interpolated just to
serve partisan interests.

CHAPTER XVII

THE FIFTH MUTT

It is beyond dispute that Sri Sankara founded four
Mathas in the four corners of India. Vyasachaliya said to
have been written by an Achrva of the Kumbhakonam Mutt
does not refer at all to the founding of any mutt and his silen-
ce as regards his own Mutt over which he is said to have pre.
sided is significant proof that no such Mutt existed and that
in any case the author, whoever he was, was not aware of it.
The Ashtottarasata Namavali of the Kumbhakonam Mutt,
though it varies in some particulars from the current one,
retains the reference to the founding of the four Amnyas in
in the four corners of the land and it does not mention any
fifth Amnaya at Kanchi though it specifically refers to the
consecration of a Srichakra there. As has been once before
pointed out, even the Anandagiri Sankara Vijaya does not
mention the founding of any Mutt at Kanchi and this “defect”
had to be remedied by interpolating some passages in its 65th
chapter as if he built a Mutt there and asked Suresvara to
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preside over it, This necessitated further amendments also,
deleting the passages referring to Sringeri as “his Matha” and
substituting and adding passages mentioning Kanchi. In
addition to what we have already mentioned before as regards
the difference between the Calcutta edition of the book and
the “‘embellished” edition issued on behalf of the Kumbhako-
nam Mutt, we may in the present context refer to two more
significant amendments :

Calcutta edition, “Embellished”’
Page 190
aq: qt graa o aa- ad: QT qraqref a:a-

Tgi FAr amAwniT wgt war auafaar G
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page 203

fRafasmauTid suwsd faafrgrigat aiweg
Firiemet war  wrAdEiRaaen@Hdt
axafnRay AigAnile- FA TFHART  aFS
S FeqToeenens e vay MEAAWERT Her

In addition to these amendments, it was necessary also to

amend the words g gy into @HAA in  the
Siva Rahasya passage. Another curious thing which may be
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noticed in the Markandeya Sambhita is that it refer only to the
Mutts at Sringeri and Kanchi and not to the other three

Mutts ; this shows a conscioness that the author of the pass—
ages was partiicular only in giving the Kanchi Mutt a status.

Chidvilasa’s Sankara Vijaya is claimed to have been
written by the 46th Acharya of the Kumbhakonam Mutt. It
mentions a Sarvajna Peetha at Kanchi, but does not mention
anything about the founding of a Mutt at Kanchi, though it
mentions specifically the four recognised Mutts.

Sringeri :
oftad ax faata faardizasfigia
Tgd% TAIF g‘mr&ui‘mq;
agfaaafd & a3 fafadz e
Ch. 24 (%0, 21)

Jagannatha :
g FHRY aS% MTIqTAAE |
FATATIR TAIFGR nahmn%ﬁggaa I
QUNFIATATE aeAsrrasIEA |
Ch. 20 (10, 11)

Dvaraka :

qfsrrei gRAT Az A+ fafman |

ERIASHAAT aNFH aq T E: |l
Ch. 31 (3—6)

Badari :
f1axat Rio ads a5 Reaasmrgq)
A AREFIATITT SIAFITATH 1l
Ch. 31 (28)
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Chidvilasa describes in detail the renovation of the Kanchi
temples and would not possibly have left out the establishment
of a Mutt there if it were true.

Some of the Mathamnayas extant in the land mention
in addition to the four above-mentioned Amnayas three more
which are in the purely spiritual or Adhyatmic plane, thus
raising the number of Amnayas to seven. The Mathamnaya
Setu however, which is peculiar to the Kumbhakonam Mutt,
mentions eight Amnayas, adding one more to justify its own
existence, but curiously enough, though the new Amnaya is
put between the four terrestrial Amnayas and the three spiri-
tual ones, the latter are counted as the 5th, 6th and 7th, with-
out giving any number to the new one. A mere glance at the
contents of this Setu will be sufficient to convince the reader
that it is a clear fabrication for the purpose of claiming sup-
remacy. In partitioning this land among the four terrestrial
Amnayas it has to concede that Sringeri was for the south,
Dvaraka for the west, Jagannathn for the East and Badari for
the North. As regards Sringeri it says :

AAATSRRATIRITHRFUT A |
saxaefiar ymER ai@ar iy |

It is curious that Oudhras and Latas who are evidently North
Indians are included in this list and Dravidas are left out. The
Setu does not allot any territory to the Kumbhakonam Mutt
for its *‘jurisdiction.” If therefore it claims any jurisdiction
over any particular set of people or any particular tract of the
country,it will be against the terms of the Seru itself. If then the
Sringeri Mutt is for South, it necessarily follows that it has
jurisdiction even in the towns of Kanchi and Kumbhakonam ;
not open to the Kumbkakonam Mutt which relies upon the
and it is Setu to question this undeniable fact which is confirm-
ed by the Setu itself. The Setu says ;
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IHFAT AN AT 7 99% gas |
& G FeRATIFDNNT FarERia o
A FHAT: @INY TR SFT4r |

FA+q T GAF 727 S A |
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SF1E Gxfiz<37 @aAtafatraa: |

A1 |/ITY WETAT ATTAT 7T f&ar: |
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wARAAY cafeq gefegatadt |
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JY AS(EY TeATT; ATATE Ay fegay |
angraaghi: T ausg gafafa

According to even these}few extractsjwhich exemplify the tenor
and tone of the Seru, the four Mutts are to be under the orders
of this ‘“‘supreme Mutt.” their Acharyas are to travel only with
its permission ; they ought not to encroach on another’s
region ; the Acharya of this Mutt however may go anywhere;
he is above all and is Jagadguru while the others are but
Gurus enjoined to worship him !

It will be seen that, even according to the Setu, the
jurisdication of the Kumbhakonam Mutt. if any, is “over” the
four recognised Mutts and certainly not over their Sishyas.
But strangely enough it would not adopt the straightforward
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course of asking those Mutt to recognise its supremacy and
enforcing its disciplinary jursidiction over them but would, on
the other hand, engage itself in creating a literature of its own
and doing propaganda in various ways and using its influence,
ingenuity and energy in trying to confuse the minds of the
ordinary people with the object of gaining their recognition
incidentally weaning them away from their timehonoured
allegiance to any one of the four recognised Mutts The evi-
dent object to such high-pitched propaganda is to secure a
recognition at least equal to those four Mutts.  Reference is
made in this context to stray and casual remarks of Dr. C. P.
Ramaswami Aiyar, Dr. Ganganath Jha. K. A. Nilakanta
Sastri and others and even to a more casual remark ina
judgment of the High Court of Madras as if they proved any-
thing.

Dr. C. P. Ramaswami Aiyar is quoted as saying :
“(He) established Mutts or centres of religious learning
and practices in the North, Scuth, East and West of
India . Srinagar, Dwaraka, Puri, Sringeri and Kanchi
were his far flung spiritual capitals.’

The casualness of the remark is quite patent from the
fact that he leaves out Badari where Sri Sankara did found a
Mutt as accepted on all hands and has included Srinagar
where he did not found any Mutt at all. He included Srinagar
evidently because the Sarvajna Peetha was nearby and inclu-
ded Kanchi also because he renovated the temples there and

not because he founded any Mutt in either of those places.
Dr. Ganganath Jha also does not refer to any Mutt at Kan-
chi. He refers only to ‘the establishment of seats of worship
at places like Kanchi, Sringeri, etc.’”” In this connection I may
usefully recall the definite remarks of Dr. C. P. Ramaswami
Aiyar in his latest “Homage to Sri Sankara.”
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“Born in Kalady in Travancore, Sri Sankara manifested
miraculous physical and spiritual energy. He establish-
ed Mathas in the Himalayas, on the shores of the Bay
of Bengal and the Arabian Sea and in the Karnatic
country at Sringeri which was associated with the name
of Rishyasringa and was situated on the banks of the
Tunga River and juxtaposed to its confluent, the
Bhadra.

“It is needless to deal with the long narratives and San-
kara Vijayas that have dwelt on the several miracles
connected with Him, because the greatest miracle of
all is His life itself and the fact that in 32 years, from
his birth at Kalady to his Mukti at Kedarnath, he com-
pressed the labours of centuries of intellectual and
spiritual illumination .....

“‘Sri Sankara installed in His Peetha at Sringeri Sarada
Devi representing Brahma Vidya and also established
the Sri Chakra and gave to His chief disciple Sri
Suresvaracharya a Sphatika Linga of Chandramoulis-
vara and the Murti of Ganapati.”

The reader will easily note that the above passages
positively negative most of the claims put forward by the
Kumbhakonam Mutt.

Evidently in deference to the persistent propaganda of
the Kumbhakonam Mutt, the Hindu Religious Endowments
Commission which had Dr. C. P. Remaswami Aiyar as its
Chairman has chosen to record the plea of that mutt that it
was inaugutated by Sri Sankara at Kanchi, that he assumed
the headship of Sarvajana Peetha there and this Peetha was
later on thifted to Tanjore and thence to Kumbhakonam. But
it is careful to preface these statements with the words ““Tra-
dition has it,”* ““It is reported.” thus making it clear that such
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statements based as they are on no evidence are in no sense
any finding of the commission or the opinion of any of its
members.

The observation of Justice Satyanarayana about a
“’Central Mutt” at Kanchi can have no value as the Writ
proceedings in which he made them related to a Madhva Mutt
and the Chidambaram Temple, both having nothing to do
with the Advaita Mutts. On the other hand, in the case of
Swami Bharati Krishna Tirtha, Sir Courtney Terrel and Syed
Fazl Ali of the Patna High Court had to deal with a Mutt
founded by Sri Sankara Himself. They say in their judgment :

“The Trust in question is that of the Govardhana Math
at Puri. This Trust was founded as one of four similar
trusts by a great Hindu religious leader in ancient times
with the object among others of combating the spread
of Buddhism. The founder Adi Shankaracharya divid-
ed India into four jurisdictions with a Matha at the
head of each. Under the western jurisdiction was
placed the territory roughly corresponding to that now
known as the Bombay Presidency called the Sarada
Math at Dwaraka....... «....Northern India was placed
under the Jyoti Matha which is now extinct. Eastern
India was placed under the Govardhana Math, the
subject of the present dispute and Southern India
under the Sringeri Matha in Mysore. We are told that
the founder and the Mathas, founded by him, are
objects of profound veneration by all sections of pious
Hindus. The Head of each Math is known by the title
of Jagadguru Shankaracharya and his religious authori-
ty is widely, if not universally. accepted.”

Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru also in his “The Discovery of
India” makes these pertinent observations.
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‘He (Shankaracharya) established four great Maths or
- monasteries, locating them far from each other, almost
at the four corners of India. One of these was in the.
south at Sringeri in Mysore, another at Puri on the east
coasts, the third at Dvaraka in Kathiavar on the west
coast and the fourth at Badarinath in the heart of the
Himalayas. At the age of thirtytwo, this Brahmin from
the tropical south died at Kedarnath in the upper-snow
covered reaches of the Himalayas ..By locating his four
great Monasteries in the north, south, east and west of
India, he evidently wanted to encourage the conception
of a culturally united India.”

Prof. H. H. Wilson whom the Kumbhakonam Mutt
advocates misquoted for the purpose of strengthing the
““authority” of Anandagiri’s Sankara Vijaya does not make any
mention of any Mutt at Kanchi He says :

“In the course of his peregrinations, he established
several Mathas or convents under the presidence of his
disciples, particularly one still flourishing at Sringeri or
Sringagiri on the Western Ghats near the sources of
the Tungabhadra”

It may be urged that at his time the Mutt had moved to
Kumbhakonam. We have already pointed out that he doubts
if Sri Sankara was “more than a passing pilgrim” at Kanchi.

~ About Sringeri which he spells Shringairy he says
“Rishya Sringagiri in Sanskrit— Most important of Mutts fou-
nded by Shuncara’® but as regards Kumbhakonami, as pointed
out before, he says ““Comhakonam; A branch Mutt of Shanka-
racharya, founder of the Advaita philosophy is presided' over
by a chief gooroo of Smartha Brahmans™,

1



162 THE KUMBHAKONAM MUTT

This shows beyond doubt that during his time the
Kumbhakonam Mutt was known as a ‘“branch Mutt’’ and
certainly not as any ‘ Central Mutt”. This is strongly
corroborated by the remarkes of Dr. Burnell who
was District Judge of Tanjore so close to Kumbhakonam
wherein he refers to ‘¢ the Mathas on the Coromandel coast
which have renounced obedience to the Sringeri Matha
where  Sankarachariar’s legitimate successor resides”.
There is absolutely no basis for any suggestion that he

was misled or had any bias against the Kumbhakonam
Mutt.

Another writer who cannot be suspected of any
partiality is K. M. Pannikar. He says on page 101 of his
‘“ A Survey of Indian History ‘:

““The main organisational work that Sankara

undertook was the establishment of the four great
Mutts, at Badari in the north high up in the

Himalayas, at Puri in the east, at Dvaraka on
the west coast off Jamnagar and at Sringeri in
the south. These pontifical seats were to be
occupied by Sankaracharyas who were to maintain
unpolluted the teaching of Advaita and to uphold
the ascendancy of Upanishadic thought. It is
undeniable that these great Monasteries, with
their subsidiary institutions also under religious
teachers sometimes assuming the title of Sankara-
charya, have helped to maintain the orthodoxy

of Sankara’s teachings and the hold of Hinduism
on the people ”.

Dr. Theos Bernard of New York on page 21 of his
Hindu philosophy says of Sri Sankara thus:
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¢« Sankara is belived to have been born at Kaladi on
the West Coast of the Peninsula in- the Malabar...
He founded four Mathas or monasteries, the
chief of which is the one at Sringeri in the Mysore
Province of Southern India. The others are at
Puri in the East, Dvaraka in the West and Badari
in the North in the Himalayas. He is believed to
have died in the Himalayan village of Kedarnath®,

Dr. Radha Kumud Mookerji writes:

« Sankaracharya also established four Maths or
monasteries in the four corners of India, viz.,
Jyotir math in the North, Sharada Mutt in the
West, Sringeri Math in the South and Govardhana
Math in the East. These wers as it were, the
pillars of Sankara’s religious victory (Rfiawa),
the capitals of his spiritual empire exercising its

sway over the whole of India.”

Mr. K. A. Abbas in his article on ¢ Does India
Exist” in the Journal Blitz dated 17—6—1961, has under

the caption Shankara’s Vision of India expressed himself
thus ; '

““ Certainly the concept of India is at least as old as
Shankaracharya, the scholar reformer from
Kerala who gave his vision of India a definitive
geographical shape by locating the Dhams at .
Sringeri in the South, Puri on the East Coast, |
Dvaraka on the West Coast and Badrinath in the 1
heart of the Himalayas. Are we to understand
that the millions of pilgrims who travelled from
their villages accoss the vast land were untouched
by the spirit of the unity of India? Shankara-
charya the man from the extreme South placed
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* the final seal on the Map of India by dying in
Badrinath in the extreme north of the country.”

‘Gertrude Emerson Sen says in ¢ Cultural Unity of
India*" p. 31—(A Government of India Publication)

‘ Before his death at the young age of thirtytwo,
Sankara founded four maths for Hindu Sannyasis
on the four sides of India - Puri, Dvaraka,
Sringeri and Badarinath, thus fostering in a
practical way the spiritual unity of the country.”

As against the disintcrested pronouncements of such
eminent persons of international fame, of various countries
and faiths and of unimpeachable integrity, it is impossible
to give any credence to the statcments of partisans or
others who could not resist the temptation of humouring
those in whom they choosc to evince interest for the
moment for reasons of various sorts. We may cite as a
sample of the latter the glaringly absurd assertion of
Atreya Krishna Sastri on page 89 of his book that
one Abhinava Uddanda Vidyaranya Bharati Swamigal,
the Head of the Sringeri Peetha, while returning
from Ramesvaram in 1797 apologised for having
accepted Pada Puja at Jambukesvaram and other places and
promised not to commit that sin any more! Unfortunately
for him, there was no Acharya of that name at all at
Sringeri. In referring on p. 99 to a litigation said to have
taken place at Trichirapalli he says that it was decided
there that it was only the Kumbhakonam Mutt Swamiji
that was entitled to repair the Thatanka of Goddess
Akhilandesvari; even according to the Mutt’s edition
of the papers relating to that litigation, the Court expressly
and specifically stated that it was not considering that
Mutt’s claim, as the plaintiff’'s claim to the exclusive
right had not been proved. To interpret this as confirming
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or upholding the Mutt’s claim is not honest. On the
same page he says that it is said that Muthuramalinga
Setupati of Ramanathapuram, Ramachandra Maharaja of
Pudukotta, and the Rajas who were ruling over Vijayanagar,
Kerala and other Native States, all gathered together and
unanimously honoured the “Kanchi Kamakoti Peethadhi-
pati” and came to the decision that his line of succession
alone was unbroken from the time of Adi Sankara! The
recklessness and absurdity of such statements is too patent
to be pointed out. I may state in general that the other
publications also are bristling with such absurdities and
baseless statements and it is not worth while refuting them
individually. Yet such books are advertised, sold and
distributed by the Mutt.

It is quite irrelevant in this context to consider
whether there are not innumerable Advaita mutts scattered
throughout the length and breadth of India. Every place
touched by the holy feet of Sri Sankarabhagavatpada or
any of his successors may well develop into a mutt. We are
concerned only with the question whether there was or could
be any Amnaya Mutt other than the recognised four. The
above considerations clearly negatives such a possibility.




CHAPTER XVIII

A PIOUS MYTH

That the words of Dr. Burnell, Prof. Wilson and
Mr. Pannikar that the Mutt at Kumbhakonam was a
“ Branch ” or subsidiary Mutt are not mere idle or
irresponsible ones is proved by several other -indisputable
factors. Kumbhakopnam is in the centre of the Tanjore
District where the Kings of Tanjore held sway for some
time. It may well be that the Mutt at Kumbhakonam
came into existence in the 18th or the beginning of the 19th
century at the instance of those Kings as the local representa-
tive of the Sringeri Mutt which was in the Karnataka region.
This is confirmed by the fact that the incumbent of the
Kumbhakonam Mutt had the Karnataka title of ¢ Chikka
(small) Udayar (Swami)” which necessarily implies that
that there was a ‘Dodda (great) Udayar (swami)’ over him.
All the incumbents of the Kumbhakonam Mutt within living
memory have been only Karnatakas; the Mutt’s seal itself
is in Kannada. The latest attempt to bring in a non-
Karnataka to the seat is just in a line with the Mutt's
new claim to be an ¢ All India” institution. It is
just possible that, when frequent rivalry and disputes
arose between the Tanjore and the Mysore Kings, the
Kumbhakonam mutt thought it an opportune moment to
claim to be independent of the Sringeri Mutt. The Sringeri
Mutt has ancient properties in all the Districts surrounding
the Tanjore District, namely in the Madurai and Tirunelveli
Districts in the south, in the Coimbatore District in the
west and in Chingleput, Madras, Tirupati and Kanchi itself
in the north. It is just possible that a slice of territory
was originally entrusted to a Deputy of the Sringeri Mutt
to look after the spiritual interest of the disciples within
the territory of the Tanjore Kings and that he assumed
independence when the hold of the central authority got
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relaxed in course of time by indfference or neglect or
through other causes, political or otherwise, just as the
rent-collectors became Zamindars and provincial Governors
Maharajas when the sovereign authority at Vijayanagar
became weak or ceased to exist. The claim of the
Kumbhakonam Mutt to be called ‘ Sarada Mutt” is
evidently a remnant of its ofce subordination to the
Sringeri Mutt. The Goddess at Kanchi is Kamakshi and
the Goddess worshipped in the Mutt is Tripurasundari;
theseare distinct aspects of the Divine Mother and cannot
be identified with Sarada. There is a temple for Sri Sarada
only it Sringeri and not at Kanchi or Kumbhakonam. If
therefore the Kumbhakonam Mutt has obtained or is in
posseision of any grant or document or properties as
¢ Sannda Mutt ”’, it can only mean that they originally
belonied to the Sringeri Mutt. It is well known that the
Sringri Mutt at Kanchi is an ancient one and that the
Kumthakonam Mutt buildings there are only of recent
origin It is said that the Mutt buildings at Kumbhakcnam
itself has a slab recording its construction in A. D. 182].
It is mt improbable that it is the first attempt to gain local
promnence. It is conceivable also that to invest it with an
anciert ancestry it began to claim to be a continuation of
a Mut at Kanchi alleged to have been put to the necessity
of mwing south owing to the political troubles in that
region I feel confident that historians also will easily
negatire such claims.

The Mutt seems to be yet undecided as to the date
on whch it must be supposed to have left Kaachi for the
Tanjoe District. Mr. G. S. Sardesi on page 190 of his
New Fistory of the Mahrattas Vol. III says that Tipu Sultan
of Myore wisited in 1791 ¢ the Hindu Shrines of Kanchi
wherethe main gate of the principal temple commenced by
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Haidar was lying unfinished.” He adds “Tipu ordered
the work to be quickly completed offering to bear the cost.
He also personally led the grand Hindu procession of the
holy chariot ... ...... He employed large numbers of
Brahmans to perform Hindu religious ceremonies invoking
success to his arms......... He invited the Sankaracharya
of Sringeri to be present at Kanchi to supervise the rites of
worship in order to ensure success in his war ... ... ... ”
This could not possibly have happened if there was another
Sankaracharya at Kanchi or even if there was a Sankara-
charya at Kumbhakonam who had any influence at Kanchi.
This shows also that, at least in the view of Tipu, the

person competent to regulate the rites of worship at Kanchi
was the Sankaracharya of Sringeri.

We may refer to another significant circumstance.
In a case decided by the District Judge of Madurai bztween
the Beri Chetties and the Komatti Chetties, it has been
brought to light that these two sects residing at or near
Kanchi quarrelled between themselves once before in or
about 1763 A. D. and that the dispute came up before the
Nabob Walajah for decision and that, in view of the
religious points involved as regards their relative status, he
referred the matter to the them Jagadguru Sankaracharya
of Sringeri and that on receipt of the latter’s decision in
the matter the Nabob fined the Beri Chetties. If there was
a spiritual authority, another Sankaracharya, 1\‘esiding at
Kanchi itself or having ‘jurisdiction” over that area, how
happens it that the matter had to be referred to Sringeri?

It is well known that Sri Ramanujacharya was a
resident of Kanchi itself and studied Vedanta under one
Yadavaprakasa with whose teachings he was not satisfied.
If there was a Sankaracharya, the Head of a ‘Central
Mutt” at Kanchi, could not Sri\ Ramanuja or Yadava-
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prakasa have pught further enlightenment from him about
‘the Advaita g¢t,;ndpoint? When Sri Ramanuja started on
a tour of congiest, did he first tackle the Sankarcharya
in his own hope town? These facts clearly show that
there was no cankaracharya at all at Kanchi. It is said
again of Akshobhyamuni of Madhwa persuation that he
met Vidyarany, and had a discussion with him. It does
not matter who won in the combat. We are not concerned
with the accuracy of either of the statements: '

Rrartg AT sEsagfRdssag )
A&y raaTaTE Rarcegangf: |

Why did not Axshobhyamuni seek out the ¢ Head Mutt*’
Acharya for dispvutation? The only answer is there was
none such.

It is cerajnly pitiable that, to prove the existence
of a Mutt at Kapichi, its advocates have to rely upon an
abusive passage jin Sri Vedanta Desika’s Gita Tatparya
Chandrika:

FARBT Rg3TUAT:  emagfaat: fawm?
araredATd geRd fa W

“If there - Were to be no disciples to the line of
Mathagphipatis of wicked intellect who fill their
stomagp y With the food given by the disciples, they
will haye € tO starve”

"As these words ap, . of abuse from a Visishtadvaiti scholar,
the Kumbhakonay t devotee appropriates this remark to
Advaiti Mathadhjpysatis and as Sri Vedanta Desika lived
‘near Kanchi he wwould_ have it refer to the Kanchi Muft
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head, thereby “proving” the existence of the latter. Sri
Vedanta Desika is known to have becn a contemporary of
Vidyaranya and according to the Kumbhakonam Mutt
“‘chronology” it was “Vidya Tirtha’’ ‘the Guru of
Vidyaranya” who was presiding over the Mutt at that time.
It is impossible to conceive of Vedanta Desika as descending
to such low language when speaking of ¢ Vidya Tirtha."
There is no warrant also for assuming that he is referring
to any Advaiti Mutt or to any Mutt near Kanchi. To
make capital out of this remark and try to read into ita
reference to an Advaiti Mutt at Kanchi betrays the

desperate need felt for some ¢ authority © in favour ofits
existence.

It is significant also that Sri Appayya Dikshita who
lived very mnear Kanchi does not make the slightest
reference to a Mutt at Kanchi or any Acharva there. An
ingenious attempt is made by a modern advocate of that
Mutt to read into the passages in Yatraprabhandha of
Samarapungava Dikshita a reference to that Mutt and its
Acharya. The Dikshita in his description of Kanchi
mentions that the pilgrim after bathing in the Sarva Tirtha
Tank saw and bowed to some Sannyasis who were on the
banks of that Tank. The advocate in question wants us
to take the plural ¢ Sannyasis > as honorific plural and
make it apply to a single Sannyasi and then take it as a
reference to the head of the Kanchi Mutt. Instead of
leaving it to this advocate to offer such an interpretation,
the Dikshita could have straightforwardly mentioned the
Mutt and its Acharya in express words. There is no
mention of either in his work. Further the description of
the Sannyasis given by the Dikshita makes it clear beyond
any doubt that it could not possibly relate to the head of a
Mutt. He refers to the Sannyasis living by Madhukari
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Vritti, that is, going for food from door to door, which is
certainly not appropriate to the head of a Mutt and that a
“Central” Mutt; he refers also to their having no
habitation of their own to stay in, which description

cannot possibly apply to an Acharya who has a Mutt of
his own.

Aty mgeﬁﬁ graazgar JAAIHT |
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If as a matter of fact there was a Mutt and also an Acharya
at that time, what prevented the Dikshita from referring
to them ? Why should it be necessary at all to unearth any
reference to them from stray words ? The absence of any
direct reference by the Dikshita to a mutt or an Acharya,
though he refers to the other features of Kanchi, proves on
the other hand the absence of either during his times.

Any how it cannot be gainsaid that the Kumbhakonam
Mutt has been in existence for nearly a century and a half.
This period is quite sufficient to invest it with an
‘¢ ancient ’ character as itis fairly equal to the length of
the British regime in South India and the Mutt is certainly
of a longer standing than many an institution that have
come into existence during recent years deviating a great
deal from the time honoured principles and practices of our
religion in various ways and have yet managed to enlist the
support and allegience of several people. The Mutt may
well content itself with such prestige as this standing may
give and need not hanker after an imaginary ancestry. The
ideals of Dharma preached by the Kumbhakonam Mutt
are not different from those of thz recognised Mutts and
there is ample scope and the imperative need for co-opera-
tion in matters of religion to stem the tide of irrcligion
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which threatens to over-run even this land of Dharma.
When ¢ven the ancient Kingdoms of the land have ceased
to exist and all are sought to be brought down to the dead
level of mere humanity in the name of secularism, it is
meaningless to assert or lay emphasis on such claims as are
put forward on behalf of the Kumbhakonam Mutt It
cannot possibly be that Sri Sankaracharya who toured
throughout India more than once was so ignorant of its
geography as to found a ‘“‘central” Mutt at Kanchi when
he chose Sringeri for the south. Any unbiassed reader
who peruses the above pages is sure to be convinced of the
entire baselessness of such a claim and of the utter
unreliasility of the ‘authorities™ urged in support of it.
The prestige of the Mutt is not enhanced by such untenable
claims but will really be enhanced by good work in the
field of Dharma and if that work is done disinterestedly as
a service to humanity and not with the ulterior object of

enhancing its own status and prestige in the eyes of the
world.

. [t is our earnest hop: and prayer that the Kumbha-
konam Mutt and its advocates will at least in future desist
from advancing or emphasising any aspect likely to create
discord among the followers of Sri Sankaracharya but
usefully spend their time and energy in the common sacred
cause of Dharma, so vitally necessary for the preservation of

our national individuality and the realisation of individual
perfection.
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THE TRUTH ABOUT
THE KUMBHAKONAM MUTT

PART—II
HISTORICAL & OTHER NOTES

CHAPTER—I
AUTHORITIES: HOW DISCOVERED & SHAPED

For centuries before the advent of Sankara,
Buddhist and Jaina Monasteries had existed cheek by jowl all
over the land, and later Vaishnava and Saiva mutts studded
the country. They were all held in equal reverence, though
some were more prosperous and consequently more influential.
It never occurred to any sect to invest any single monastery
with overlordship over the others. During the last century,
contrary to historical evolution and well established tradition,
the head of the Kumbhakonam Mutt assumad the title of
Jagadguru Sankaracharya and claimed that he alone was
entitled to be honoured as Jagadguru, while the heads of the
four established mutts at Dwaraka, Badari, Puri and Sringeri
were only Gurus.

wA%fE adeafaa gefeg awadt| adds AT
WYY JLF: NHN: | ALY qT:)

The office of the trustee to the themple of Kamakshi Devi of
Kanchi, which he applied for and got from Governmient
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and exercised for nearly a century, lent colour to his calling
himself Kanchi Kamakotipithadhipati. Obliging pandits
“discovered” Puranic”supp‘ort for him as they used to do
for the elevation of people to kingship and analogous
positions of authority. A’suitable geneology, in the case
of a mutt a guru parampara was not difficult to  “discover”.
In this L:ase it was expressed as a stava to which a
commentary was added. Other authorities from the
Puranas and even from Kavyas and Dramas were
“discovered” in quick succession, some of which have been
examined in Part I. They include the Mathamnayasetu,
Punyaslokamanjary and Sushama. Atmabodha, the alleged
author of the Sushama, has referred to works either
unknown or nonextant. Embellished editions of Ananda-
giri’s Sankara Vijaya, Sivarahasya and Markandeya
Samhita were prepared. Every attempt was made to
discredit the Madhaviya Sankaravijaya. A large number
of books and tracts were published in several languages.
Qne curious tract pretended to gauge the relative
importance of the several mutts from the size of their seals.
An Andhra Pandit and a Vaishnava Pandit got a resolution
passed proclaiming the primacy of this mutt, and released
it in 1872 in a Siddhantapatrika. The services of several
pandits were enlisted for propaganda, the latest being
Sastraratnakara Polagam Rama Sastri.  The journal
Kamakoti was publishing the activities of the mutt, but the
Kamakotipradipam, the avowed object of which is to foster
the prestige of the mutt, has been started now and is

vitriolic in tone

The hospitablc pages of Kalki, (a Tamil weekly of
Madras) are also pressed into service by the mutt
.propagandists. N. Ramesan. I. A. S. has written two
books, Sri Sankaracharya (1959) and Sri Kamakoti Pitham
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(1962). Ramesam’g pocks and articles serve as a paradigm
to the mutt’s NUmMergyg Jaims.

About 1876, Kokkonda Venkataratnam Pantulu
wrote his Sankara,natha.mtvaprakasika rebutting the claims
put forward by thjs ptt- Another prominent scholar who
did the same was Nadukaveri Bhatta Sri Narayana Sastri.
The Pandits of Varanasd issued a decision in 1934 denying
the claim of thig mutt to have been established by Sri
Sankara.

4

The Kumbhqjopgm Mutt Claims, a much belated
publication, was the latest rejoinder, and it provoked some
abuse from a few py, po proper or consistent reply from
anybody. The followers Of the mutt bardly paused to think
that the book was an gnswer to a long series of their publi-
cations extending oyo. , century. The mutt’s propaganda
has since been consjderab1Y intensified. It has therefore
become necessary to enlar;g¢ the Kumbhakonam Mutt Claims
if only to expose ) o casuistry indulged in by the mutt’s
followers, particularly polagam Rama Sastri who has taken
upon himself the role of , *¢ champion of truth .

The discovery ¢ Puranic and literary authorities
and documents in (he gshape of copper plate grants was
rather the result thap (e ccause of the mutt’s influence which
the prestige of the tradjtiornt ©f the Kannadiga scholar-states-
man Govinda Dikshj¢, apnd the patronage of the Tanjore
Royal Court had secured fFfor it. It will interest readers to
know the proces by which these authorities were
¢ discovered °.

The Jagadgunyqyp,amala foisted upon the name of
Sri Sadasivendra chimg ¢jthat Gaudapada was worshipped
by larches (Ayarchy, j, the Sanskrit form), the preceptor
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of Appolloneus (Apaluneya in Sanskrit). The legend of
Appolloneus visitiug India and meeting Iarches is a very
doubtful one. The Greek account of Appolloneus does
not mention Gaudapada at all, and the only authority for
associating these two names is the Gururatnamala.
Observes Dr. T. M. P. Mahadevan, ‘*¢it is to be doubted if
itis a genuine work of Sadasiva Brahmendra...Atmabodha
in his commentary on the stanza cites as authorities for the
story Harimisra’s Gaudapadollasa and the Patanjalicarita.
The former work is not to be traced- And in the Patanjali-
carita (which is the same as (Vijaya) of Ramabhadradikshita
there is no mention made of the Appolloneus episode, *’
(Goudapada pp. 12-3)

In a post script to his preface to Sankaravijaya
Vyasachala, (published in 1954) the publisher Mr.
T. Chandrasekharan, Curator, Madras Government
Oriental Manuscripts Library, says that, °¢after the
completion of the printing and binding of this work®,
Polagam Rama Sastrigal placed in his hands four new
verses alleged to have been extracted from the commentary
of the Jagadgururatnamala <but not found in any of the
manuscripts used for preparing the press copy of the

present edition of Vyasachala’s Sankara Vijaya’ (italics
ours)

Sastraratnakara Polagam Rama Sastri is a great
scholar who can be relied upon to write books on Vedanta
but the small booklet Sri Gitartha Sangraha written by
him has come as a painful disappointment. In the preface
this book is praised as a great contribution by the learned
Pandit to a proper understanding of the Gita. Says the

writer of the preface : wgy&r |ﬁmr§g .. o0 tttlinéﬁﬁ‘x
AN S ardasad: Fa: a9 ngAIFATLR |
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How far the work is &R (original) the following
table will show :

Polagam Rama Sastri’s Reproductions from
Gitarthasangraha (A)
Madhusudana Sarasvati’s
Gudarthadipika
Verse 8 Ch. II last verse
» 9 Ch. III last verse
» 11 Ch. IV last verse
(B)
Sridhariyam
,» 13 Ch. V last verse
» 14 Ch. VI opening verse
U Ch. VII last verse
,, 16 Ch. VIII last verse
» 17 Ch. IX last verse
s 19 Ch. X last verse
,» 20 Ch. XI last verse
y 22 Ch. XII opening verse
, 24 Ch. X1V opening verse
»y 25 Ch. XV last verse
. 26 Ch. XVI last verse
, 28 , Ch. XVII last verse
» 29 Ch. XVIII opening verse

These verses constitute the vital part of Sri Gitartha-
sangraha, and they pass for Polagam Rama Sastri’s
‘- original ”” composition. Eight of these verses he has
reproduced verbatim and the rest with slight changes from
Madhusudana‘s  Gudarthadipika or Sridhara Swami’s
commentary.

It is not surprising that a Pandit who does not
hesitate to pass off as his own the compositions of others
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chooses to attribute to Madhavacharya and others
tendencies similar to his own.

It obviously did not strike the Pandit that borrow-
ings and wholesale reproduction from others have to be
acknowledged. Years hence it may not surprise one if a
wag should say that ‘‘unscrupulous followers of some other
mutt” had lifted Polagam Sastri’s verses and printed them in
the Gudarthadipika and Sridhariyam'l! Our object in referring
to this book, irrelevant as it may seem, is to illustrate the
various methods that have been employed for several years
by a succession of pandits in shaping the mutt literature and
embellishing Puranic works cited as authorities. Swami
Vivekananda once upbraided a class of Pandits for ‘text
torturing’” and well he may have added “text-manufacturing”
and “test-transplanting.”

It is not out of rancour or want of respect to the
Acharya who now presides over this mutt that these pages
are written. Our object is to counter the mutt’s exaggerated
claims of antiquitv and superiority which illserve the need of
the hour for concerted action by all the great personalities in
charge of our dhamasthapanas.




CHAPTER—II

THE GURUPARAMPARA

The comprehensive compendium in English of the
“chronicals” relating to the mutt is N. Venkataraman’s
Sankaracharya the Great and His Successors in Kanchi, and
it may be considered the mutt’s Iocus classicus. The dates
and figures given in this section are from this book.

An eagerness to place Sri Sankara several centuries
before Christ has obviously led ’ the chroniclers to the
necessity of fabricating chronology. It is to be noted that
two devoted admirers of the mutt, S. V. Viswanathan and
S. V. Venkatesvara were forced to admit that “the author
(of the Gururatnamala) cannot be regarded as an authority
regarding the generation of Gurus remote from his time”
(E.1 XI1V) and Venkataraman observes that the accuracy
of the chronology of the muttis ‘questionable regarding
the earlier part of it”” and ‘‘we cannot say at present how
far the older verses are genuine and of contemporary
origin” A careful examination shows that not only the
earlier part but much of the latter part also is vitiated by
fanciful association of persons and events and fallacious
conclusions.

It has been shown in Ch. VIII of Part I that Sarvajna-
tman, claimed to be the immediate successor to Sankara,
and placed in the 4—5th Century B. C., was not a direct
disciple of either Sankara or Suresvara but was a native of
South Kerala in the 10th century A. D. and had no
connection with the mutt.

It has also been pointed out that Anandajnana or
Anandagiri claimed as the fifth Guru (124-55 B. C.) could
not have lived before the 14th Century A. D. The reader’s
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attention may be drawn to an observation made by Sri
Anantanandendra Sarasvati of the Kumbhakonam Mutt:
“he (Anandajnana) ...... wrote a work called Tatwaloka
under the guidance of Anubhutiswarupa. He later became
the disciple of Suddhananda. He belonged to the 14th
Century” (Saintly Steerers of the Ship of Brahmavidya
p- 28) and to another observation to the same effect in
the Introduction to Brahmasutrabhashya a <¢“Kamakoti

Kosasthana publication to commemorate the Sashtiabda-
purti of the present Acharya (p.9): R _¥ AIAIFTAT
QUATAA: FYEWAF 5T AT {Tegr: | qast i :
f&r 1400) 1t should be obvious to the reader that both

Suddhananda and Anandagiri were not Gurus of this mutt,
and Venkataraman admits that *the link between Jnanananda
and Suddhananda is weak.” (p. 53)

Chidghana (No. 9 in the list A. D. 127 172), also
called Sivananda, is said to have favoured Sivadvaida. The
Sivadvaita School rose only after the 8th Century, as a
reaction to the Lakulisa creeds.

Sachchidghana (No. 11 A. D. 235-72). On his demise
he is ‘¢ believed to have turned into a linga, ”” which the
chroniclers identify with the linga in Kayarohana temple in
Kanchi. The name Kayarohana will readily bring to mind the
celebrated place of Lakulisa’s disappearance in Western India.
Lakulisa’s followers established Kayarohana temples in the
South out of reverence for and in commemoration of the
founder of their cult. Kanchi was for several eenturies a well
known centre of their cult. This temple in Kanchi is not
earlier than the 9th Century.

With Ujjvala Sankara (No. 14—A.D. 329—67)
‘commences what we may describe as the ‘Kashmir period’
in the chronicles. Kalhana’s Rajatarangini has indirectly
helped the chroniclers to erect a pre-fabricated structure
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with an imposing facade of make-believe history. “A
Maharashtra by nationality”, this Guru is said to have
blessed a Kerala chieftain with the gift of poesy, and
attended by him, went to Kashimir, covering the entire
length of the land, and is stated rather flamboyantly that
he ‘‘drove beyond the Indus, the Saka Yavana and Silhaka
followers of a Brahman convert to Jainism”, and his
successor Gauda Sadasiva went one better and ‘“drove out
of the country many Balhika Buddhists.” This leaves us
wondering how for several centuries after this alleged
exploit Kashmir and the North-west could continue to be
very influential and prosperous centres of the heretical
sects with hundreds of new monasteries springing up and
throwing up a succession of Buddhist divines of the
greatness of Kumarajiva who carried their faith to Tibet
and China. Did these heretics stage a re-entry to the
Cis-Indus regions? The chronicler further says that the
town Kalapuri was renamed Ujjvalapuri after this guru.
How thoughtless of Kalhana not to have rocorded all this!
The successor Gauda Sadasiva said to be a son of a
Brahman minister who had turned Jain, *‘showed very
early leanings towards Vedanta.” The irate father put
the boy into a box which he threw into the Indus. Bhurivasu,
a Brahmin of Pushpapuram (according to Venkatesan) and
Pataliputra according to Venkataraman—one may wonder
how a box floating down the Indus ever reached Pataliputra
on the Ganga) picked up the box, rescued the boy and
brought him up until Ujjvala Sankara ordained him. To
this narration, the account of the rescue of Gauda Sadasiva
and his ordination supplies the necessary deus-ex-machina
to make it a mythical romance. The romantic setting is
continued in the account of Surendra (No. 16—A. D. 375-
385) who defeated in a polemical contest a Charvaka who
was assisted by no less a person than Brihaspati himself!
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While considering Muka Sankara (said to be No. 18
—A. D. 399—437), it should be remembered that to his
famous work Muka Panchasati scholars do not ascribe any
date earlier than the 16th Century., and to Mentha, who is
said to have been blessed by this Guru, Keith and
Nilakanta Sastri assign the latter part of the 6th Century.
Ramesam asseverates' that Mooka Sankara’s date can be
verified with the political history of Kashmir” (Bhavan’s
Journal Vol. VIII No. 20, p. 55). Where, may we ask, does
he find mention of Muka Sankara in any authoritative
history of Kashmir or even in the Rajatarangini? With
the story of the ‘pontificate” of Muka Sankara is inter-
'woven the story of Matrigupta whom scholars place in the
6th Century. A poet who lived several centuries later is
canonised and assigned the S5th Century and is provided
with disciples who are known to belong to the late 6th
Century, While Muka exercised his office as pontiff from
Kashmir his sishya exercised it from Varanasi till A. D.
447"  What was happening in Kanchi all these years?

Was there a shift of the headquarters from Kanchi to
Northern India?

The life of Sachchidanandaghana, the Siddhaguru,
(No. 23—A. D. 527—48) is said to have been written by
Manthabhatta in his Siddhavijaya mahakavya. Mantha
finds a place in the history of Sanskrit Literature, but this
Kavya does not—it is one of those ‘‘not available now”.

We cannot pass over a pertinent observation of
Venkataraman that eleven gurus (12 to 22) seem to have
‘lived and died outside Kanchi mostly in Northern India
They cover between them some 300 years, and do not seem
to have remained in Kanchi for any length of time during
“this long period. @We may perhaps add by way of
explanation that in the South there was no contemporary
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historical Kavya or chronicle for the mutt chroniclers to
draw upon for inclusion in their list of gurus and
accounts of glorious achievements.

Brahmanandaghana I (29-A D. 655-68) is extolled
as having been “served” by Lalitaditya of Kashmir.
Actually this king ruled between A. D. 733 and 769. Apart
from the chronological inconsistency, we are told of an
astounding event. Lalitaditya deposed a Karnataka Prince,
a son of Queen Ratta, whom the next Guru Chidananda-
ghana (30 A. D. 668-72) reinstated on the throne.
Lalitaditya’s conquests extended up to Kanouj on the
banks of the Ganga (640) and no further. What a far cry
from Kanouj to Karnataka! Deccan was at that time,
ruled by the Chalukyas who were powerful enough to
prevent even the great Harsha from coming south of the
Narmada. Was any King in far off Kashmir powerful
enough to interfere in their succession. And who is this
son of Queen Ratta?

Chandrasekhara II (No. 32 A. D. 692——1710)
“vanquished in dispute Chankuna, celebrated Buddhist
and Minister of Lalitaditya of Kashmir?. Chankuna
(‘general’ in Chinese) a native of Tokharistan on the upper
Oxus, built stupas and founded viharas in Kashmir. Not
only does Kalhana not refer to any defeat sustained by
him at the hands of any adversary but describes miracles
worked by him which won for him the devotion of
Lalitaditya who made several endowments to Buddhist
foundations and installed an 1image of Sugata specially
brought from Magadha (R. T. 1V-246).

Vidyaghana III (No. 35—A. D. 758-88) “preserved
or protected the Dharma with great difficulty”, <as the
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country was overrun by Mahomadans”. On this
Venkataraman himself comments as follows. ¢About this
time the Arab Mahomadans were making'a series of raids

in Western India extending as far as Guzaret, but did that
affect life in Kanchi in any way?”

To us who are convinced that Sankaracharya was
born in A. D. 788, the discussions in the foregoing
paragraphs are purely academic, and, even then, they

help to pin-point the fantastic nature of the stories and
incidents narrated by the chroniclers.

The period assigned to Abhinava or Dhira Sankara
(No. 36 A.D. 788 to 840) approximates to that of Adi-
Sankara, and somsz details given in the life sketch of this
guru accords with some known details of Adi Sankara’s
life. It does little credit either to the intelligence of the
chroniclers or to their devotion to their mutt to trot out the
legend of the guru’s birth threc years after his father’s
demise, and of his early upbringing by a tigress wife of
Vyaghrapada. When people claiming to be followers of

Sri Sankara weave such blasphemous tales how can we blame
Manimanjari and similar works by Madhvas?

Born in Chidambaram, this guru also succumbed to
the lure of Kashmir, and went there to defeat Vakpati-
bhatta and some other poets. The names of these poets
have been taken from Kalhana (R. T. 1V 490-7), and two
stray verses from Sadguru Santana Parimala, ‘‘another
work unknown,” are quoted in support of this tale. Except
for a Prakrit work of Vakpati and a few stray verses of
Manoratha (these verses do not of course relate to any guru
of this mutt) no works of these poets are now found
and they are known only by name. Likewise from Canto V
of Rajatarangini are ferreted out the names of Ananda-
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vardhana, Ratnakara and some others who are mentioned

as ‘ worshippers > of the next guru Sachchidvilasa (A. D.
840-73).

The succeeding five gurus are Karnatakas.

Bodha II (44 A. D. 1061—98). An elegant and
interesting work with picturesque anecdotes, the Katha-
saritsagara is a renowned collection of stories that have
afforded material for the development of folklore in many
lands. The world knows its author, Somodeva, anly as a
delightful humorist. The mutt chronicles have included
him in their calender and given him the canonical name
of Sandrananda Bodha II. A suitable prince to honour
the guru had to be found and who more suitable than
Bhoja of Dhar ? Bhoja gave the guru a pearl palanquin
for his southern tour. According to Venkataraman Bodha’s
pontificate was between 1061 and 1098 but according to
Nilakanta Sastri King Bhoja reigned from 1018 to 1061.
Comment is needless. The reader’s interest does not stop
here. Guru Bodha cleared the outskirts of Kanchi of
Mahomadans with the help of King Kalasa of Kashmir.
We are not told how Kalasa came to Kanchi. Who was
this Kalasa? Kalhana tells us that he was a profligate of
befouled mind, whom his servants had reduced to the
position of a faineant ruler. (R. T. VII)? Did Kanchi, a
provincial capital of the great Chola empire, require the
protection of a profligate prince from distant Kashmir ? In
the eleventh century Rajendra II, Virarajendra, Adhirajendra
and Kulottunga I were the Chola emperors, and their
victorious campaigns extended from Vengi in the north
to Ceylon in the south. The only Mussalmans in the
Chola dominions were peaceful Arab fakirs and traders.
Venkatesan’s account (p. 28) is less flamboyant. <At this
time,” says he, ¢ the Math had some trouble from the
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Mahomadans and it was got over with the aid of
Pushyatkataka, the minister of King Kalaseswara.” Were
the great Chola emperors or their governors in Kanchi so
indifferent or powerless as not to give protection to a mutt in
one of their provincial capitals?

Among the poets who are said to have served
Chandrasekhara III (45 A. D. 1098—1166) are Mankha,
Krishnamisra, Jayadeva and Suhala. Krishnamisra had his
drama Prabodhachandrodaya enacted in 1065 in the court of
Kirtivarman of the Chandel dynasty. Itis very doubtful if
the poet lived till the year claimed as that of the accession of
guru Chandrasekhara.

To Sri Krishnaswami Aiyar’s observations regarding
Chidvilasa or Advaitanandabodha (A. D. 1166—1200) may
perhaps be added just a remark that writing in 1957,
Sri Anantanandendra Sarasvati of the Kumbhakonam Mutt
does not mention that Advaitananda was connected
with the mutt. He is discrectly silent on the point. Sri
Anantanandendra is right in placing Sri Harsha in the 11th
century. Abhinavagupta flourished round about A. D. 1000.
It is palpably wrong to associate these two great men with
Advaitananda of the late 12th century. Advaitananda’s
diksha guru was Bhumananda and his disciple was
Purpananda. How could this be reconciled with the mutt’s
list where Chandrasekhara III is mentioned as Chidvilasa’s
guru and Mahadeva III as his disciple. No sanyasi can have
more than one diksha guru or diksha nama.

Kalhana’s Rajatarangini does not take the history of
Kashmir beyond the 11—12 th Century. The Kathasarit-
sagara does not provide characters fit enough to be
canonized. Hence its author himself was canonized ang
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included in the parampara. The mutt chroniclers had
perforce to turn to places and works nearer home. and
Vidyatirtha of the Sringeri mutt was drafted on to this
parampara.

Vidyatirtha (claimed to be No. 49-A. D. 1297-1385)
was not a son of Sarangapani of Bilvaranya as has been
stated nor was of the former name of Sarvajna-Vishnu.
Sarvajna Vishnu (C. 1400) was a son of Sarangapani and
guru of Madhava or Mayana, one of the two sons of the
great Sayana.

No Vaishnava will admit Venkataraman’s statement
(p. 94) that Vedanta Desika was ever a pupil of Vidya-
tirtha.

Venkataraman makes some preposterous statements:
(1) The Sringeri matha had ceased to exist for a long time
and was restored subsequently under Vidvatirtha’s orders;
and Bharatikrishnatirtha was placed on the pitha of Sringeri.
(2) On account of the spread of the Madhva sectarian
movement, and Roman Catholic terrorism going on for
some time in Portuguese India, Vidyatirtha founded
8 new mathas, with 8 of his pupils at their head, with
Vidyaranya over Virupakshi (implying that Vidyaranya
had no connection with Sringeri) and (3) Vidyatirtha
ruled over the Kanchi matha for 73 years and went to the
Himalayas to perform tapas for 15 years attended only by
Sankarananda.

Thz answer to these statements is given by R. Rama
Rao in the Indian Historical Quarterly (Volumes 6 and 7—
particularly 7, pp. 83—87). We may reproduce some
passages.

“The Kanchi tradition cannot be relied upon except
for contemporary events ..., .. There is no proof that
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Vidyatirtha belonged to the Kanchi mutt. The Vagisvasi-
Ganapati temple inscription of 1356 refers to the visit of
‘King Bukka to Sringeri to pay his respects to Vidyatirtha,
Copper plates that eulogise Vidyatirtha and his relations
with Bukka are found to belong to Sringeri or places not
far from Sringeri. Neither Kanchi nor its neighbourhood
has produced so far any inscription on stone or copper
relating to Vidyatirtha. The list of the pontiffs of tlhis
‘mutt prior to Vidyatirtha given in the Punyaslokamanjjari
and other records of the mutt appear to contain the nanyes
of many of the rulers or ministers of Kashmir talken
from Kalhana’s Rajatarangini (12th century). It is 100
much to believe that the pontiffs of the math wyere

connected with the rulers of Kashmir or their influeapce

extended so far off .......... As for Sushama, it merrely

exaggerates the importance of Kanchi mutt at the expeense
of Sringeri and other mutts in South India  Naturally : {he
writer’s statements are full of inconsisiencies and errrors.
The writer of Sushama says in one place that it is Wrirong
to identify Vidyatirtha with Vidya Sankara; elesewhpere,
while attributing to Vidyatirtha the connection with, the
seal of Vidya Sankara found in the Sringeri mutt, hpe is

ready to say that Vidya Sankara, Vidyatirtha

and
Vidyanatha are one and the same.”

The presence of the magnificent Vidya San|pkara
temple in Sringeri built in A. D. 1333 is positive procgof of
Vidyatirtha’s stay in and headship of the Sringeri n mu,
and there are several documents to prove that this Achcharyn
lived all throughout his life at Sringeri. Vidyatirthapy did
not die in the Himalayas, but entered into a chahgmbhe
excavated under his command, in lambika yoga and g ovei
this spot on the north bank of the Tunga river was r ryjued
a magnificent temple. He was on the Sringeri gadi betyetween
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1228 and 1333. Bharatitirtha and Vidyaranya were his
sishyas. Bharatitirtha, who took Sanyasa in 1328, was
pontiff from 1333 to 1380. Vidyaranya, who took Sanyasa
in 1331 was the junior pontiff till 1380, and regular pontiff
from 1380 to 1386. Emperor Harihara II made a grant in
1380 to Vidyaranya consolidating all the previous grants
to the Sringeri mutt with the addition of more villages, an.i
another in 1387 in memory of Vidyaranya who had by that
time attained Videha mukti. Two temples in Sringeri
commomorate their memory. Anr agrahara, named
Vidyaranyapuram, in Sringeri and several royal grants be-
speak Vidyaranya’s headship of the Sringeri mutt. He
stayed in the imperial capital, Vijayanagar for soime
years and the mutt at Virupakshi commemorates his stay
there but h: was the pontiff of Sringeri, and it should be
said that there is not one historian of any repute (Indian
or foreigner) who does not speak of Vidyaranya as a
pontiff of Sringeri and founder of the Vijayanagar Empire.

Sri Madhva (Anandatirtha was a contemporary of
Vidyatirths, and is said to have met with defeat in a
polemical contest with the latter. Sri Madhva's creed had
not spread to such an extent during his life time as to pose
a danger te Advaitins in Sringeri.

As for Catholic terrorism in Portuguese India, we
shall put the simple question; Was there a Portuguese
India in the thirteenth and early fourtecenth centuries ?
Even scheol boys know that Vascodegama landed in
Calicut in A D, 1498, more than a Century and half after
the termiration of Vidyatirtha’s pontificate. The first
Portuguest settlement in India was established about 1509
by Almeila. It is surprising that Venkataraman should
make suct a statement.
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Venkatesan (p. 29) propounds another theory that
the mutt at Sringeri had waned owing to Lingayat influence
and was revived by Vidyaranya who was sent there for the
purpose. The Virasaiva cult had not affected Sringeri and
its environs, included in what was then known as the
Marugere Vishaya, as incriptions would attest. The
agraharas here continued as centres of Vedic learning. The
Samadhis of the gurus and temples, such as the Janardana
temple, erected before Vidyatirtha’s time attest to the
peaceful and efficient ministration of an uninterrupted line
of gurus in Sringeri.

Sankarananda (No. 50-A. D. 1385—1417). We
learn from his works that his diksha guru was Anandatman,
and Vidyaguru Vidyatirtha. Sankarananda was not
a pontiff of any pitha. In a sense he was a vidyagura of
Vidyaranya since the latter pays homage to him in addition
to Vidyatirtha. Sri Anantanandendra Saraswati of the
Kumbhakonam Mutt says (Saintly Steerers p. 25) that
Sankarananda was associated with Vidyaranya in the
establishment of some new Mathas affiliated to the Sringeri
Matha ! (italics ours) and keeps a discreet silence on the
question of Sankarananda’s inclusion in the parampara of
his mutt.

In the light of what has been said, it will be clear
that Sankarananda must have died long before 1385 the
date given in the Kumbhakonam chronicle for his taking
sanyasa. It is absurd to carry the date of his death to
1417. The mutt chroniclers seem subsequently to have
revised their previous stand and in the Introduction to
Brahmasutra Bhashya (the sashtiabdapurti commemoration
volume of the present Acharya) c. 1350 is assigned to
Sankarananda, which is correct.
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In part I of this book the veracity of the verse

quoted on p. 97 in Venkataraman’s book has been well
repudiated.

Northern India having come under Muslim rule, the
only place where Muslim influence had not penetrated
perceptibly was Nepal, and the mutt chroniclers admitted
a King of Nepal, anonymous though, to discipleship under
Purnananda Saraswati (No. 51 —A. D. 1417—98)

The authorship of a Sankaravijaya, called Vyasa-
chaliya is ascribed to Mahadeva IV otherwise called
Vyasachala (No. 52—A. D. 1498 —1507). Referring to this
T. Chandrasekharan, Curator, Government Oriental
Manuscripts Library, Madras, expresses surprise that
Vyasachala has not even mentioned in his work the Kanchi
Kamakoti Matha, the matha of which he is alleged to have

been head. (Introduction to Sankaravijaya by Vyasachala
1954)

Sarvajna Sadasiva Bodha (54—1524-39) is said to
have been served by Pravira, King of Ramnad. -‘Pravira”
sounds like a title and is not the name of any person. Early
in the 16th Century Ramnad State had not been carved out
as a principality.

Th arguments adduced by Krishnaswamy Aiyer
in Part 1 should make it clear that Paramasivepdra II
(1539—86) is not the Paramasivendra known as th€ guru
of the famous Sadasivendra, that Atmabodha Visvadhika
(1586—1638) is not Abhinava Sankara, authOr of
Rudrabhasyha and that Sadasivendra could mnot have
written the Gururatnamala.

Nallaikshita of Kandaramanikkam of the 18th
Century who learned Vedanta at the feet of Sad asiva,
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eXt05 Sadasiva as his guru, and Paramasiva as his

Paf3naguru.  Venkatakrishna Dikshita, a donee in the
BraLy of 1692 made by the Tanjore King Shahji, was also
4 PWi] of Paramasiva. Sridhara Venkatesa was a contempo-
Tary of Sadasiva. All these are additional proofs that
Sadigiyas guru Paramasivendra lived in the 17—18th
Fen’.ury and is not identical with Paramasivendra- shown
In the mutt parampara as bslonging to the 16th Century.

The issue Brhima Vidya, the organ of the Advaita
Sabla, an organisation now attached to the mutt
Publiched early in 1962 (Vol. IV No 1 in 1960—1), carries
S28¢ Sadasiva’s stotra in praise of his guru Paramasiva.
The editor needs must write an introductory note repeating
the packneyed claim that this Paramasiva wasan acharya
of the mutt parampara.!'* One is reminded of the
Nazi ropaganda code in Hiller's Germany that an
untr,eh when repeated hundred of times attains the validity
of ‘ruth. And what an irony that the journal which
pllb:lishes this note should bear the name of Brahma Vidya !
The goveri Rahaspam, a compilation published in 1962,

8YS% that Sadasiva passed away in 1630. Here is an

ObVijys attempt to bring Sadasiva’s date closer to the
alleggeq date of Paramasiva of the mutt parampara. This
PUClrile statement is false history unrelated to known and

date,y jocuments and deserves to be dismissed out of hand.

It is claimed that Chandrasekharendra Sarasvati 1V
(No, 60—A. D. 1746 —63 according to Venkataraman and
I\lo_ 62—accession 1729, according to Venkatesan) finding

*The present writer has to confess in this context that he
WaS, for some time misled by the sedulous propaganda of the
Kuyhhakonam mutt about Sri Sadasivendra being a disciple of
thaty pute and that it required careful scrutiny to detect the
fallszcy in this and other similar claims made by it.
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Kanchi unsafe owing to the wars between the “English and
the Muslims left the place with the golden image of
Kamakshi and went over to Udayarpalayam, and, later,
at the request of the Maratha Raja, to Tanjore where the
golden image of Kamakshi was placed in a temple, The
guru subsequently chose to reside in Kumbhakonam,” This
statement calls for examination. In January 1698 the fort
of Jinji, which commanded the territory now included in
South Arcot and Chingleput districts, fell to the Moghal
general Zulfikar Khan, and military operations continued
for some more vyears. Daud Khan administered the
Carnatic as naik or deputy to the Moghul. The rich
temples in Kanchi offered temptation not only to the
Moghul soldierv but to marauding hordes let loose on the
country. “The authorities of the three pagodas
( Ekamresvara, Kamakshi and Varadaraja temples)
determined to protect the idols from their apprehended
desecration by the fanatical zeal of the invadar. They were
accordingly conveyed away disguised as corpses and
followed by funeral processions and were carried off to the
Udayarpalayam jungles in the Trichinopoly district. The
image of Kamakshi was of gold and is said to have been
taken possession of by the Raja of Tanjore.” These
observations (1876) of Charles Stewat Cole of the Madras
Civil Service were later reproduced in a G. O. (1985 dated
31—8—1931—Home Education). What happened to these
idols may be briefly stated. In Saka 1632, Virodhi
(A. D. 1709—10), Phalghun, ba. di. 30 Bhadrapada, ¢‘in
compliance, with the order of Srinivasa alias Attan
Tiruvengada Ramanuja Jiyar, his pupil the Chieftain Raja
Sri Lala Todarmalla brought back the images of
Varadaraja and his consorts from Udayarpalayam and set
them up in the temple at Kanchi”. (A.R.E 639 of 19)
The idols of the Siva temple were restored to it by Sellam
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Bhatta. The golden idol of Kamakshi was worshipped in
Udayarpalayam from where it was taken to Tiruvarur and
later to Tanjore. A grant dated 1784 by the Chief of
Udayarpalayam to Dakshinamurti Sastri relates to endow-
ments for the puja to this idol of Kamakshi. It is learnt
that Dakshinamurti Sastri’s second son went to Tanjore
to officiate in the temple to which this idol was finally
taken about the year 1781. The gurus of the Kumbhakonam
mutt do not at all come into this picture.

Atreya Krishna Sastri (p. 89—1930 edn.) has a fine
story to tell. “ In Saka 1719 (A. D. 1797, Pingala)
Abhinavoddanda Vidyaranya Bharati of Sringeri went on a
pilgrimage to Rameswaram, and on his way back
apologised to the Kumbhakonam mutt guru (Mahadeva VI)
for having accepted padapuja and other offerings from
people in Tiruvanaikovil and other places and gave an
assurance in writing that he would not do so in future.”
Poor Sastri! There was no guru bearing this name on the
Sringeri pitha!

Quite of a piece with this is another of Atreya
Sastri’s propaganda stunts (ibid p. 90) that ¢ the princes
and zamindars of South India (enumerated by him) met,
extolled the Kanchi Kamakoti Acharyas and resolved
that their parampara alone is the uninterrupted parampara
of Sankara.”

Venkatesan (p. 32) wants us to believe that in the
days of Chandrasekharendra Sarasvati (No 62-A. D. 1814-51)
when repairs had to be made to the Kamakshi temple
in Kanchi, ‘“on requisition from the people and the
Gevernment, Sri Sankaracharya of the Kamakoti Peetha at
Kumbakonam, in whose hands vests the power to renew
the Chakras ...... . went over to Conjeevaram .. ... . and
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then the repairs were proceeded with. “Government records
however show that the Guru offered to carry out the
renovation, applied to Government for permission and got a
grant from Government. The guru subsequently arranged
for an inscription relating to the consecration and his part in
it, to be put up in the temple (339 of 54-5)

Writing about Sudarsapa Mahadevendra Sarasvati
VII (No. 63—A.D. 1851—91) Venkatesan (p. 33) refers to
a gift of money to the guru by the Raja of Pudukkottai.
Sir Seshia Sastri who was in charge of the administration
of the State between 1878 and 1894 (first as Dewan and
later as Dewan Regent) admitted the Kumbhakonam Mutt
Acharyas to special honours in the State which they have
since continued to enjoy. There is no record in the State
before Sir Sashia’s administration relating to honours or
grants to this mutt, though there are several relating to other
religious and charitable establishments and places of worship
both within the State and outside it.

CHAPTER—I1II
THE COPPER PLATE GRANTS

The copper plates in possessicn of the mutt have
been edited and translated by T. A. Gopinatha Rao.
( Copper plate Inscriptions of the Kamakoti Pitha—1916)

The first plate refers to a grant of the village of
Ambikapuram by Vijayaganda Gopaladeva to one Sankara
yogi or Sankara guru. The details — Khara, Karkataka,
Monday Su. 10. Anuradha-do not completely tally with
the corresponding years of the Christian era either A. D.
1231 or 1291, which are the two Khara years in the 13th
century. Palaeographically the record belongs to the 13th
century. ‘H. Krishna Sastri suggests 1351, a date which is
much too late for this record. In an article published in
the Dipavali special number (1961) of the Tamil weekly
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Kalki N. Ramesan suggests the year 1111, which is
obviously impossible. In that year Kanchi was a provincial
capital and residence of the Chola emperor; and no
chieftain, independent or vassal, could have been in control
of the city nor dared to issue grants in his own regnal
years. Till 1115 the Chola empire included the entire
country south of the Tungazbhadra-Krishna river system
and the coastal area up to the Godavari. Later when
Vengi was lost, the country south of the Krishna continued

to be in Chola hands, and under direct Chola adminis-
tration.

The Telugu Cholas (Chodas) of Nellore rose into
importance late in the 12th Century, and counted politically
in the reign of Rajadhiraja 1I. They owed allegiance to
Chola over-lordship. Nalla Siddhi and his brother Tammu
Siddhi were vassals of Kulottunga III. Nalla captured
Kanchi in 1192-3 but was driven out in 1196  His records
are found upto 1213 and along with those of Bettarasa (it
Kanchi) between 1204 and 1213, and Tammu’s till 1207-8.
Then Tikka Gandagopala got the kingdom with the help
of Kakatiya Ganapati and died in 1248. (Dr. N. Venkat-
ramanaiva and M. Somasekhara Sarma). Tikka’s son
Manuma Siddhi II and one Vijayagandagopala were
claimants. Manuma was also called Viragandagopala and
was killed by Jatavarman Sundara Pandya. Tribhuvana
Chakravarti Rajagandagopala identified with Madhura-
nantaka Pottapi Chola or Renganatha became king in

1290—1. Thisin brief is the tangled story of the Telugu
Cholas.

The first plate of the grant, said to have been
*“ newly discovered ” dates the grant in the 16th year of
Gandagopala. If 1231 istaken as the date of the record,
the year of Gandagopala’s accession will be about 1215,
not an improbable proposition. Any other alternative
bristles with more difficulties. In any case the discrepancy
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in the astronomical data glares one in the face. Any way
the date isnot A. D. I111 whichis opposed to all known
facts of Chola history.

We would invite Ramesan to pause to consider
whether a vassal of the mighty Chola emperors in the heyday
of their glory would ever be permitted to assume such
imperial titles as Chola naresvara (l. 11 in the grant) and
Tribhuvana chakravarti chola partiva (11 16—17). A vassal
who dared do so would have been punished for treason.
How again is Ramesan justified in reading Sankaraguru,
the name mentioned in the grant as Sankaracharya guru
and describing as Sankara mutt what in the grant is
mentioned as a mutt to the west of Hastisaila. (Sri Kanchi
Kamakoti Pitham pp 17—18)? Such wrong statements wil
obviously mislead the reader. The learned writer may
casily see that the Gandagopala of this grant must have

risen to importance only in the declining years of Chola
rule (13th century)

The identification of the donee bristles with difficulties
H. K. Sastri objects to cquating Sankararya with Sankara-
charya. The expression dvijanmana in the second plate is
intriguing. No sannyasi can be described by the common
name of dvija. Fq ANTAH WAF ? “How can he be
a varnasrami ’? asks Sankara of a sanyasin. The
unfortunate word Poppili (in the last line of the first plate
and continued in the first line of the second) in the expression
qyisqf> argawad, which is described as the intiperu. The

mention of this “house” name would show that the donee
was really a householder.

This Sankararya, ¢ a muni meditating upon Siva,
enjoying the bliss of self, expounding the Upanishads and
feeding people”” must have been a grihasta like Appaya
Dikshita of Sridhara Venkatesa.
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And then, did any Telugu Chola King sign his name
in a copper plate i Tamil, and in characters quite modern ?
Granting that the plate is genuine, it should be obvious
that the Tamil Signature was a very late interpolation.

A Madras Professor, who was able to wangle from
Professor K. A. Nilakanta Sastri, a very brief letter has
shared its contents with the readers of the Kamakoti
Pradipam (issue of April 14, 1963). It reads as follows:
“I have long been familiar with the Gandagopala copper
plate published years ago by late T. A. Gopinatha Rao
among the copper plate of the ‘Kumbhakonam Mutt’, and
have never found any reason to doubt its genuineness. The
significance of the inverted commas within which Kumbha-
konam Mutt is put will not have been lost on this Madras
Professor. Prof. Sastri speaks of the plate published by
late T. A G. Rao—not certainly of the ‘newly discovered
first plate.” (Plate is in the singular). Apart from an.
observation regarding the geruincness of the plate, Prof.
Sastri does not say anything comfortable to this Madras
Professor. Prof. Sastri has nor said that the donee Sankara
Arya was Sankaracharya; nor has he said that the mutt to

the west of the temple of Hastisailanatha was a
Sankaracharya muy,

Next comes a set of Vijayanagar grants. Two of
them are by Viranarasimha (1505—9) of which the first
is dated S. 1429 Sukla, Magha Mahodaya, S. 1429 is A. D.
1507, but Sukla is A. D. 1510. If we overlook this
discrepancy, we have to accept 1507, since Narasimha’s
reign terminated in 1509. The name of the engraver
Viran asari, son of Mallanna asari, is correct. His name
occurs in the copper plates between 1507 and 1523. The
second grant, which bears the same date, has been edited
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by S. V. Viswanathan in E, 1. (Iv. 17). The village granted
in the first is Elichur and in the second Kudiyantandalam.
Two grants by Krishnadeva Raya (1509—29) follow. The
first dated S. 1444 (A. D. 1522) mentions Yati Chandra
sekhara Saraswati residing in Kanchi who received the
village of Padavur. The second (also edited in E. I. IV. 12)
is dated S. 1450 (A. D. 1528); the dones Sadasiva Saraswati
gets Udayambakkam.

This group of plates furnishes the following
succession of sannyasis. No mutt or pitha, is mentioned
in any of them.

Sadasiva Sarasvati.

Mahadcva Saraswati (A, D. 1507)
Chandrachuda (Sekhara) Sarasvati (1522)
Sadasiva Sarasvati (1528)

Nope of them, it may be noted, bears the diksha
name Indrasarasvati, which ‘s said to be the distinguishing
appellation of the gurus of the Kumbhakonam mutt.

Asserts M. M Anantakrishna Sastri ®

wr@NNTIEg T 17 gRafEENgAAr GaTe-
QAT Ay AT FIRAy HawRAschamg,
qa: O SAQEAT WG q | oor o . prraEd
gogiasg wARRWEHA | gsgrarAzENcdingE

ATTIIANADAY, AT NRyFPT qEqTl TG |

(Sanskrit introduction to Nyaygchandriki@ pp- 77-8 n)
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“Suresvara, one of the direct disciples of Sankara,
started the line of Indra Sarasvati, which is the honorific
name of Sankara’s successors in the pitha he adorned
but those of his disciples who were not appointed to the

pitha were known as Ananda Sarasvatis”. (Introduction :
p. 4, to Sarirakavartikam)

The gurus figuring in these grants were not Indra
Sarasvatis not even Ananda Sarasvatis but plain Sarasvatis
and, according to these learned statements made by the
ardent and zealous followers of the mutt, could not have
belonged to the mutt parampara.

The authors of the Gururatnamala and Sushama and
other chroniclers must have obviously drafted on the names
of sannyasis occurring in these plates to the mutt parampara.
What particular mutt in Kanchi did theses yatis belong to?
The engravers who faithfully describe with great care the
greatness of the emperor and the saintliness of the donees in
meticulous phrases and long winding prasastis would not
have forgotten to mention the name of the mutt if it was
of such importance as the Kamakoti pitha now claims to be.

A few other sannyasis such as Kamakshi Bharati
(App. B, ARE 286 of 1955—6) and Durga Devi Sri Padangal
(ARE 346 of 1954—5) aie mentioned in other Kanchi

inscriptions, and unfortunately they seem to have escaped the
mutt chroniclers.

The Vijayanagar fragmentary record, we may pass
over, and proceed to the next grant., The date of the
grant is not S. 1613 as Gopinatha Rao has wrongly rcad,
but S. 1633 (A. D. 1741) The figures engraved on top aro
not Akhilandesvari and Jambunatha of Tiruvanaikovil bul
Brihadamba and Gokarnesa of Tirugokarnam templc
Pudukkottai, the tutelary deities of the Tondaiman house.
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The invocation Periyanayaki tunai at the end is clear.
(Periyanayaki is Tamil for Brihadamba) The donors
describe themselves as the servants of the Tondaiman, who
hails from among the araiyars of Anbil Terkalur in
Panrisulnadu, a Sub-division of Rajaraja Valanadu also
called Rajendrasolavalanadu.  This nadu comprises the
eastern part of the former Pudukkottai state and southern
part of Tanjore district. Anbil is the old name of Ambuk-
kovil (Kolattur taluk) which had two divisions north and
south; the south being the ancestral home of the
Tondaiman Rajas of Pudukkottai. Both T. A. Gopinatha
Rao and Ramesan have erred in identifying the place with
Anbil on the north bank of the Coleroon in Lalgudi Taluk
of Tiruchirappali district, and Ramesan goes one step

further and describes this grant as made by the Tondaiman
“from the village of Anbil ¢

The doror is not the Tondaiman Raja. His servants
(Ulivakkarar) are the donors and the donee is one
Venkitayyan residing in Kanchi. (enrgpfyrs e o araan
vareflef@ S@w.) The Tondaiman's servants instituted
a charity, the details of which are given in the grant. There
is absolutely no warrant to say that Venkitayan was an
agent of the Kumbhakonam mutt in Kanchi, and the grant
does not afford any such indication. This false assumption
originated by T. A. G. Rao has deluded many *who
hitherto had not the opportunity or inclination to examine
it.  The period mentioned here refers to the early years
of Tondaiman rule in Pudukkottai and it was only much
later that Raja Vijaya Raghunatha, surnamed Bhoja Raja,
(1739 —1807) instituted charities in different places outside
the state known as 7Tondaiman Pararashtra kattalai.

*The present writer failed to notice this in an article of his
in the Journal of Indian History. (Vol. XXIX)
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The atticles mentioned in the charity include among others
t Wo rairs of male cloths and two female cloths to be
presenied annually. This at least should have convinced
the two scholars that the donee was an ordinary grihastha
and that their surmise that he was a representative of a
mutt was quite unwarranted. Neither therefore is the
grant a «Tondaiman Grant”, nor has it any connection
with the Kumbhakonam mutt, nor again is it dated in
S. 1613, Tt is not known how it went into the possession

of this mutt, nor how the Vijayanagar plates described
above did so.

The next document purports to be a grant by
Vijayaranga Chokkanatha Nayaka of Madurai to Lokaguru
Srimad Sankaracharya Svamalavaru residing in Kanchipura
and is dated S. 1630 or A. D. 1708. Nowhere in the grant is
the donee described as the Swami of the Sarada Mutt as
Ramesam avers (Sri Kanchi Kamakoti pitham p. 23)

Lines 16-7 of the plate would have us believe that
the Svamalavaru had his oun mutt in Tiruvanaikovil from
olden times. This may be examined. Inscriptions from
Tiruvanaikovil of the 16th year of Kulottunga 1 (1088)
mentjon a  ‘““ narpattennayiram madam ™  built by
Avurudaiyan Solakon on the north side of the temple. This
mult was also called ¢ Tiruganasambandar madam.” a
branch of the mutt at Rajarajapuram belonging to the
Tiruchchattimurram mudaliyars (heads of mutts are
designated Mudaliyar's)y who were direct disciples of
Namasivayadevar, a great Saiva teacher (486 and 487 of
08). Note the name Ponvasikondan, which the street where
the ““48,000 or Tirugnanasambandar mutt was situated,
bore (Ponvasikondan refers to Tirugnanasambandar).
This building which at present is in the possession of the
Kumbhakonam Mutt was originally an influential Saiva
mutt, a branch of the establishment at Tiruchchattimurram.
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By about 1240, this mutt at Tiruvanikovil housed
two establishments of the Tirugnanasambandar mutt
where the great Acharya Visvesvara Siva stayed for some-
time, namely the Akhilanayaki tirumadam and the Naduvil
madam forming two collateral lines of the parampara.
The Acharyas belonged to the famous Lakshadhyayi or
Golaki santanam. Saivas, as théy were, they adopted
Vedic rites and Upanishadic ideals and believed in the
oneness of all existence.

An interesting inscription (135 of 36-7) which
Dr. T. V. Mahalingam has reviewed in J. O. R. relates to
changes in the management and right of worship in the
Jambukesvaram temple. For generations these rights
had been vested in the monks of the Lakshadhyayi
sampradayam, and for the first time it was sought
to place a learned grihasta named Chandrasekhara
guru in charge of the management of the temple
and in the exercise of the rights of worship. The archakas
of the temple have since continued to be grihastas and
add to their names the suffix pandita, of the Golaki mutt
sampradaya of Saiva Acharyas. Chandrasekhara guru died
about 1605. Inscriptions mention gurus of this line till
1714 (Cf 130 of 36-7). There is an undated one which
is also assignable to the 18th century, till which time this
building continued to house these Saiva acharyas. The
plate under review dated 1708 speaks of the mutt as
Lokaguru Sankaracharya’s own mutt! Evidently Lokaguru
Sankaracharya Svamaluvaru and the Acharyas of this
Saiva santanam could not have lived together in the same
mutt. And there is absolutely no record to show that
these Saiva Panditas then accepted any guru other than
one of their parampara,
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The Hoysalas who ruled over parts of the Tamil
country with their cafital at Kannanur, north of Tiruchipalli,
were patrons of these Saiva Acharyas. Vira Somanatha
made considerable additions to the Akhilandeswari—
Jambunatha temple, the eastern gopuram of which is
described in the inscriptions as Virasomeswaram-tirunilai elu
gopuram. It was begun by Maravarman Sundara Pandya
I and completed by Someswara. In and round Tiruvanai-
kovil, a number of small shrines owe their origin O
Somesvara and his nobles; one of them was named after
Visveswara deva, the renowned Saiva teacher and guru o
Kakatiya Ganapati. The small shrine with a mukhalinga,
to the north of the « 48000 mutt, which has recently
come much to the notice of the public was built by Nila-
kantha Nayaka, a nobleman ijn Somanatha's court. The
influence of thesc Saiva acharyas continued unabated
during the Vijayanagar and Nayaka periods and also
under the Carnatic Nawabs who made some changes in
the administration of temple lands but did not interfere
with the administrative’ authority and rights of these Saiva
acharyas in the temple] of Tiruvanaikovil. Down to the
close of the 18th Century, no other swami exercised any

special rights or privileges in this temple or owned any
mutt here.

The places alleged to have been gifted to the
Swamigalavaru include villages to the north of the Coleroom
formerly included in the Turaiyur and Ariyalur Zamindaris.
Tottiyam and the villages attached to it are in the Musiri
taluk to the, west of Musiri town. By 1688 Chikkadevaraya
of Mysore ané nibbled into the territories of the Madurai
Nayaks. (llne) A) roughiy; drawn from east of Karur t0
Salem and Dharmapuri ;will indicate the eastern limit of
his conqusts. After 1699 the rest of the land to the north
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of the Coleroon were under the Moghals. The Chiefs of
Turaiyur, Ariyalur, Valikandapuram and Udayarpalayam
wcre semi-indepedent poligars, all vassals of the Moghals.
When they gave trouble to Mangammal (1689—1706), she
appealed for heip to Daud Khan who was administering
the Carnatic as the deputy of the Subahdar of the Carnatic
(Cf. Hemingway and Love) and Raghunatha Raya
Tondaiman of Pudukkottai. How could Chokkanatha
Nayaka’s writ have run in these places in 1708 ?

The Kumbhakonam mutt has lands in some of thess
villages, whien are all very recent acquisitions.

No. IX in Gopinatha Rao’s book is a farman dated
Shawwal 1, A. H. 1088. This datc according to the Hijiri
era corresponds to Saturday. November 17, A.D. 1677.
(Saka 1599 —Pingala Margasira Ba 3). Gopinatha Rao, or
rather the scholar who dcciphered the plate for him, made
a mistake in equating the Hijiri year to A. D. 1710. The
ruler mentioned in the grant is Abul Hasan Kutb Shah
(popularly known as Tana Shah: 1672—87). Ths grant
refers to a gift of the village of Melpakkam not far from Jinji
(but now included in the Chingleput revenue district) to meet
the daily expenses of the services to God Chandramauliswara
worshipped by Paramahamsa Parivrajakacharya of the
Sarada mutt in sacred Kanchi otherwise known as
Satyavrata ctc. The languages of the text of the grant
are Sanskrit, Telugu and Persian, all written in Telugu
script. Thc grant begins with four invocatory verses in

Sanskrit, addressed to Ganesa, Sarada, Sambhu and
Varaha. '

The first question that one may ask is—Is there any
farman of a Muslim king beginning with invocations to
Hindu Gods and Goddesses ? Let us examine the verses.
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The first two verses are taken from a work called
Sivashtapari by Chandrasekharendra  Saraswati, who
according to the mutt list, was the 60th guru and occupied
the pitha in the period 1746-83. (1729-89 according to
Venkatesan), We have here a record of 1677 quoting from
a work written more than half a century later ! The other
two verses are borrowed from the prasastis of early
Vijayanagar emperors and we are asked to belisve that a
Kutb Shahj adopted them in his farman !

Abyl Hasan’s farmans, including those granted to
Hindu religious institutions, such as the Rama temple in
Bhadrachalam and the Bhramara-Malleswara temple near
Vijayawada, have certain distinctive features:

(1) every royal order was issued in two languages—
Persian and Hindvi (Telugu),

(2) the Persian calligraphy was in the Shakishtha
style,

(3) the Telugu version bore the ruler’s seal,

(4) the Persian version was found on the reverse
stde,

(5) the document was drafted and translated by the
Dabir and Dabir Hindvi,

(6) the King’s instructions were issued to the revenue
minister Madhobhanji (Madanna) for communi-
cation to the local authorities including the
tarafdar, and

(7) the seal bore the legend in Persian—Khatam bil

Khair wus sadat (meaning) it comes td a good
and blissful end, (Sajjanlal) Does this farman satisfy any
of thCSC ‘points ?
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The country round Jinji belonged to the Bijapur
Adil Shahi Sultan during the period 1648—1677 and not to
thc Kutb Shahi ruler of Golconda. (Cf. H B Love:
Vestiges of old Madras The Indian Records Series. I P 463)
In March 1677, Sivaji made Jinji the secat of his Karnatic
provinces. (Mcelpakkam is close to Jinji), and within a
few months the whole coastal territory of the Carnatic
between the Tungabhadra and the Kaveri came into Sivaji’s
possession. Is there any further need to labour this point
to prove the untrustworthiness of the record?

Here is mentioned a Saradha mutt in Kanchi. One
should be a bold man to vouch for the reliability of this
grant or any part of it.

The next and last grant in Rao’s book dated S. 1608
Prabhava, Vaisakha Su. 15 lunar cclipse (corresponding to
April 16, 1687-Saturday) purports to be a gift of land at
Melpakkam by Mahadevendra Sarasvati, disciple of
Chandrasehhara Sarasvati of the Sarada mutt at Kanchi
to Rama Sastri, a Hoysala Karnataka Brahmin. L.D.
Swamikannu Pillai, who examiaced the astronomical details,
says that there was no lunar eclipse on the day mentioned.
Gopinatha Rao says that the plate is engraved in an
exteremely slipshod manner and in a kind of Nagari
character, quite modern and which is very peculiar for the
shapes of the letters, and it is full of mistakes. To these
observations we may add that according to the mutt lists,
there was no Mahuadevendra Sarasvati, disciple of Chandra-
sekhara Sarasvati occupying the headship of the wmutt in
1687. The guru at the timc, as shown in the mutt list

was Bhagavannama Bodha, disciple of Atmabodha also
called Visvadhika.



CHAPTER 1V

SOME OPINIONS AND STATEMENTS

We gladly supplement by the following the references
in Part 1

Imperial Gazetteer

To him (Sankara) is attributed the foundation of mona-
staries from Sringeri in Mysore to Badrinath in Kumaun.
Much of his life was spent in wandering along the hill country
from Kashmir to Nepal where he organised the temple service
(Ip 421)

H. H Wilson

In the course of his peregrinations he established seve—
ral Maths under the presidence of his disciples, particularly
one still flourishing at Sringeri or Sringagiri, on the Western
ghats, near the sources of the Tungabhadra. Towards the
close of his life he repaired as far as Kashmir, and seated him-
self after triumphing over various opponcnts. on the throne of
Sarasvathi. He next went to Badrikasrama and to Kendar-
nath in the Himalaya, where he died at the early age of 32.
The events of his last days are confirmed by local traditions
and the Pitha or throne of Sarasvathi on which Sankara sat is
still shown in Kashmir... ...

(A sketch of the Religious sects of the Hindus from the
Asiatic Researches XVI. Also reproduced in the Encylopae-
dia of India 111 p. 522)

Combakonam : A branch mutt of Sankaracharya’
founder of the Adwaita philosophy is presided over by a chief
gooroo of Smarta Brahmans. (Glossary by the same author
p- 206 )
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Shringairy Rishya Sringagitt in Sanshrit, most import-
ant of Mutts founded by Shuncwn (1hid p 615)

—at Sringeri on the edpge of the Western Ghats—at
which place he is said to have established a college that still
exists and assumes the supreme control of the Smartha Brah-
mans of the Peninsula.  (Wilson : quoted by Sitanath Datta
in his book on Sankaracharya pp- 73—4)

J. N. Farquhar

He (Sankara) also founded fowr monasteries to form
centres of advaita learning and influence, Sringeri in Mysore,
Govardhana in Puri, Sarada in Dwaraka and Joshi at Badrinath
in the Ilimalaya. All four have surived to our day and there
are a numter of subordinate houses.(Outltnes of the Religious
Literature in Indiap 174)

Encylopaedia of Religion and Ethics ;

Sankara founded throghout India four monasteries and
his immediate disciples established ten orders of asectics.

He established four mathas or seats of religion at the
four ends of India —the Sringeri matha on the Sringeri hills
in the South, the Sarada Matha at Dwarka in the West, the
Joytimatha atBadrikashramain the North and the Govardhana
matha at Puri in the East. Each of the mathas has a San-
yasin at its head who bears the title of Sankaracharya in gen-
eral with a proper name of his own.

Everyman’s Encyciopaedia

Towards the close of his lifc he repaired to Kedarnath
in the Himalaya where he died at the age of 32. (11 p. 84)

Sir Monier Williams

—and four monasteries of Sankaracharya, one at each
extremity of India viz., Sarada matha at Gomati Dwaraka,
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Sringeri matha in Karnatic, Jotir matha near Badrinath, one
of the sources of the Ganges and Vardhana matha at: Puri,

(p. 179)

Horace L. Friers and Herbert W. Shneider (Department
of Philosophy : Columbia) :

Among the most ancient and distinguished are the
ascetic orders founded by Sankara in the eighth century. They
still cultivate learning after their founder’s example. They
provide for different degrees of world renunciation. that of
Paramahamsas being the highest From men of that degree
the heads of their principal monasteries or maths in Dwaraka,
Puri, Sringeri and Kedarnath are chosen. The head of Sringeri
is the supreme authority among Southern Saivites (Religion in
Various Cultures p. 108)

J. Estlin Carpenter :

As disciples gathered round him, he (Sankara) establi-
shed four mathas or monasteries, one of which at Cringeri in
Mysore still flourishes under a Preceptor who exercises consi-
derable authortity......... Cankara himself is said to have
travelled as far as Kashmir and he died at Kedarnath in the
Himalaya, according to received tradition, in 820,at the age
of thirty two. (Theism in Medieval India p. 309)

Sri Charles Eliot : Hibbert Lectures— Second series Oct.—
Dec. 1919) :

—and in the course of the journeys in which like Paul
he gave vent to his activity, he founded four mathas or mona-
steries at Sringeri, Puri, Dwaraka, and Badrinath in tha Him-
alaya. Near the latter he died, (p. 209)

3
Chief Justice Courtney Terrell (Patna High Court) :

The founder Adi Sankaracharya divided India into four
jurisdictions with a math at the head of eaeh. Under the
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western jurisdiction was placed the territory roughly corres-
ponding to that now known as the Bombay Presidency— called
the Sarada Math at Dwarka, Northern India was placed under
the Jyothi Math which is now extinct, Eastern India was plac-
ed under the Govardhan Math and Southern India under the
Sringeri Math. (Appeal from original decree—No. 3 of
1931—Judgement 19 November 1936).

Chief Justice Bijan Kumar Mukherjee(Supreme Court of India)

For the purpose of strengthening and maintaining the
doctrine of nondualistic philosophy which he preached, he
established four mutts or monasteries at the four extremities of
India, viz. the Jyotir Mutt at Badrinath in the north, Sarada
Mutt, in Guzrat, Sringeri Mutt in South India and Gobordhan
Mutt at Puri in the east, and each one of them was placed in
charge of one of his ascejic disciples. After the death of San-
karacharya many of his disciples, of whom some adopted his
name. established Mutts at various places, and the original
mutt at Sringeri was in course of time divided into six
institutions.

(Tagonle Law Lectures on the Hindu Law of Religious
and Charitable Trust ; August 1951 p. 24)

........ Thus Hindu Mutts were established for the first
time by Sankar. He himself founed four Mutts at the four
corners of India and made them centres of his Vedantic teach-
ings In the east he set up the Gobordhan Mutt at Puri, in the
north the Jyotir Mutt at Badrinath, in the west there was the
Sarada Mutt at Dwaraka and in the south the Sringeri Mutt on
the Tungabhadra. Each one of these Mutts was placed in charge
of one of his four principal disciples who were Padmapad, Has-
tamalak, Sureswar and Trotaka. These four disciples had disci-
ples of their own and in course of time ten orders or classes of
monks were formed into which the monks of the Sankar school
stand divided even at the present day, (ibid, p. 296)
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Chief Justice M. Patanjali Sastri (Supreme Court of
India)

Adi Sankaracharya, born at Kaladi in the far south,
travelled all over the country.........when there were no means
of communication in the modern sense, using Sanskrit as his
medium for propagating what believed to be the truth, and
established Mutts for such propagation in the four corners of
India—at Joshi Mutt near Badrinath in the north, Dwaraka
in the west, Puri in the east and Sringeri in the south, thus
visualising Bharat as a single cultural entity.

[Extract from a boardcast in the A. I. R. reproduced in
the Sringeri Temples Kumbhabhishckam Souvenir Feb 1963]

Edwin T. Atkinsou :

......... established maths or monasteries for his disciples
—the Sringeri Math or the Tungabhadra in Mysore to the
south : the Jothi Math (Vulgo Joshimath) near Badrinath to
the north; the Sarada math at Dwaraka to the west ; and the
Vardhana math at Puri in Orissa to the cast. Sankara, towards
the close of his life visited Kashmir, where he overcame
his opponents and was enthroned in the Chair of Sarasvathi,
the goddess of eloquence. He next visited Badari where he
restored the ruined temple of Narayana and finally proceeded
to Kedar where he died at the early age of thirty-two. (The
Himalayan Districts of the North West Provinces of India II-X1
of the Gazetteer of the N. W. P. pp 768—9) (1884)

Rev. A. R. Slater ;

The great teacher (Sankara) in order to spread his
teachings over the whole land, decided to found four maths
at the four cardinal points Sringeri was one of the places
selected. (Q.J. M. S. VI p. 251)

Swami Dayanand Sarasvati(Founder of the Arya Samayj)
mentions in his Satyartha Prakash the four mutts founded by
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Sankara—Dwaraka, Jyott mutt, Puri and Sringeri and none
other.

Dr. S. Radhakrishnan :

He (Sankara) established four mutts or monasteries of
which the chief is the onc at Sringeri in the Mysore Province.
The others arc those at Puri in the East, Dvaraka in the West
and Badrinath in the Himalayas. He died at Kedarnath in
the Himalayas at the age of thirtv two according to the tradi-
tion. (Indian Philosophy 11 London : George Allen and Unwin)
Also in Brahmasutra p. 28 and again in his address at the Sri
Venkatesvara University on Jan. 28, 1962)

Swami Sivananda : (Founder-President of the Divine
Life Society-Rishikesh)

The Sringeri Peetha is one of the oldest monasteries of
the world flourishing for over tweclve centuries now. It
is the first of four seats of learning established by Sankara-
charya, the other three being Puri, Dwaraka and Joshi Mutt,
each one of them representing one of the four Vedas of the
Hindus. (Sringeri Kumbhabhishekam Souvenir)

Pandit Jawaharlal Nehru :

He established four great maths or monasteries, locat-
ing them far from each other, almost at the four corners of
India. One of them was in the South at Sringeri in Mysore,
another at Puri on the east coast, the third at Dvaraka in
Kathiawar on the west coast and the fourth at Badrinath in
the heart of the Himalayas. At the age of thirty-two this
Brahmin from the tropical South died at Kedarnath in the

upper snow-covered reaches of the Himalayas. (The Discovery
of India p. 152)

Swami Nikhilananda : (Vivekananda Centre, Red Top, Lake
George, New York) ; —
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Before his death at the age of thirty-two at Kedarnath
in the Himalayas, Sankara had established monasteries at
Sringeri (Mysore) in the South, Puri in the east. Dwaraka
(Kathiawad) in the west and Joshi math (the Himalayas)in
the north, and had placed four of his gifted disciples......in
charge of them. He organised the ancient Vedic order of
sannyasis and assigned to it the spiritual leadership of Hindu
society, (Preface to Self knowledge—sztrenaty)

Chief Justice Bhuvaneshwar Prasad Sinha ; Supreme Court of
India) :—

~—the four Piths which had been established in the four
corners of India by the Adi Sankaracharya many centuries
ago. (Culled from his lecture on My Master, published as a
supplement to Bhavan's Journal, dated March 20, 1960)

Dr. C. P, Ramaswami Aiyar ;

He established mathas in the Himalayas, on the shore
of the Bay of Bengal and the Arabian Sea and in thc Karna-
tic country at Sringeri (Dr. Ramaswami Aiyar has expressed
this in several of his writings and speeches.) In a discourse
entitled World Religions. A study in Synthesis reproduced as
Appendix E. in Ramesan’s Sri Sankaracharya, he includes
Kanchi among Sankara’s far flung *spiritual capitals’* the
others being Srinagar, Dwaraka, Puri, and Sringeri. That the
expression spiritual capital does not mean pitha, in the sense
the four pitha are understood will be obvious from the inclu-
sion of Srinagar (in Kashmir) and the omisson of Jyoti mutt
in this list. No body, not certainly the followers of the Kum-
bhakonam Mutt, will be prepared to say that Sankara estab-
lished one of his great pithas or mutts in Srinagar. In Kashmir
he worshipped Sarada Devi and mounted the Throne of
Omnisciences. In Kanchi he rcformed the mode of worshipping
the Devi, and made the place a centre of spiritual power-
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Whenever Dr. Aiyer refers to the mutts establishgd by Sanka-
ra for the propagation of his teachings he speaks of only four

—Jyoti (Badri), Puri, Sringeri and Dvaraka, The reader may
refer to his Homage to Sankara.)

Prof. D. S. Sarma :

He wandered from place to place all over India and
established four monastaries at Shringeri in Mysore, at -Puri
in Orissa, at Dwaraka in Gujarat and at Badrinath in the
Himalayas. (Hinduism through the Ages : p. 35.)

R. S. Diwakar :

Shringeri in Shimoga District is the place where Shri
Shankaracharya (8th Century) ........established his first
Dharma Peeth or pontifical seat, the other three places being
Dwaraka in the West, Puri in the east and Badrikedar in the
north. The Peetha has an unbroken tradition and has been
adorned by such distinguished men as Sureshwaracharya,
Vidyaranya and others. (Some Saints and Savants of Karnat-
ak. Indian National Congress Souvenier 1960)

Dr. Kalidas Nag :

Four maths in the four cardinal points of India
(Message to Hemantakumar Sen’s Acharya Sankara H. K.

Sen also, on p. 130 of the book, mentions only these four
maths).

V. Nagamia (in Travancore Manual Vol. 11 p. 97)
mentions Badatinath, Jagannath, Sringeri and Dwaraka as
tha chief muttsestablished by Sankara.

Sitanath Datt (Tattvabhusan) ;

Of the many Mathas or colleges of the order, four
seem to have bewn established by the illustrious Founder him-
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self. They are the Singeri Matha on the Sringeri Hills, the
Sarada Matha at Dvaraka, the Govardhana Matha at Puri
and Jothi Matha on :he Himalayas (Badrikasrama)—Sankara
died in A. D. 820 at the early age of 32 at Kedar on the
Himalayas. (Sanka.gcharya pp. 10—1: Published by the

Society for the Resujcjtation of Indian Literature, Calcutta
1905).

Sankara. one of the greatest religious teachers and re-
formers of India, wag probably born in 788 A. D, at Kaladi
in North Travancors, He travelled all over India and found-
ed monastic establishment in Shringeri, Puri, Dwaraka and

Badrinath.(The way of the Buddha p. 372 Publication Division,
Government of Indig),

Dr. Ramesh Chandra Majumdar, Dr. H. C. Ray Chau-
dri and Dr. Kalikrishug Datta « —

Among the myost durable monuments of his organising
zeal are the famous; monasteries at Sringeri in Mysore, Dwa-
raka in Kathiawar, pyrj in Orissa and Badrinath on the Snowy

heights of Himalayag, (An Advanced History of India Il Edn,
p. 203)

C. N. Krishnaswami; Aiyar :—

At Kedarnaii,, he passed away in his thirty second year
or in his thirty eighyth as another tradition has it.

These mutts; though founded by the same Teacher and
for the same purpoyse have had but little connection with each
other, administratiwe, social or religious. But at the same time
there has been no rrjvalry known between aoy two of them.
India having appartently proved wide enough for all of them
to work smoothly (on. There has been but one small secession
in the South causecq by the establishment of a Mutt now at
Kumbakonam whiqch has a limited following in Taojore and
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and the adjoining parts. That this Kumbakonam Mutt is
comparatively modern, appears to be probable though its
exact age cannot be well ascertained. (Sankaracharya G. A.
Natesan & Co. pp. 71-3 First edition p. 59. The four Mutts
are mentioned on p. 73)

Prahlad Chandrasekhar Divanji :

During his triumphant tour he took many disciples,
the most notable of whom were Sureswara, Padmapada,
Totaka and Hastamalaka and founded four Maths one in each
corner of India. 1. e. at Siingeri in Southern India, Puri in
Eastern India, Dwarakain Western India and Badrikashram
in Northern India. (Introduction to Siddhantabindu of Mad-
husudana p. LXXII)

Swami Atmananda :

......... At last, he consolidated his work by establish—
ing the four Sankara Maths at Badrinath, Puri, Sringeri and
Dwaraka.

.........Sankara travelled to the other end of India and
cast off his body at Kedarnath. (Sankara’s Teachings in His
own words pp. 34 —35—Bhavan’s Book University)

H. Chatterjee :

He (Sankara) founded four maths or monasteries at
Badrinath in the Himalayas in the north, Sringeri in Mysore
in the south, at Puri in the east and Dwaraka in the west, the

one in the south, his own country, being the chief (Brief
Survey of Indian History Fifth edition p. 101)

C. S. Srinivasachari and M. S. Ramaswami Ayyangar :

He (Sankara) is -‘the St. Peter of India’s Popes’ and
established four great monastic establishments at Sringeri in

Mysore, at Dwaraka in Kathiawad, at Puriin Orissa and at
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Badrikedara in the Himalayas. (A History of India—Part-1 -
Hindu India p. 163 also on page 267)

M,M.Dr. P. V. Kane :

The foundation of mathas received a great fillip after the
time of the celebrated Advaita teacher, the great Sankarachar-
ya, whom tradition credits with having established for the
propagation of his system of Vedanta, four mathas at Sringeri,
Puri (Govardhan matha), Dvaraka (Sarada matha) and Badri
(Jyotirmatha) (History of Dharma Sastra Vol. I1—2p. 907)

Dr. N. Venkataramaniah :

A section of the Brahminic matbas trace their origin
either to the great philosopher Sankara or to one of his disci-
ples. The most important matha belonging to their class was
of course, the Matha at Sringeri which had very close and
intimate connection with the State. Branches of this matha,
were established at Pushpagri, Virupaksha and Kumbakonam
(Studies in the History of the Third Dynasty of Vijayenagar
p. 324)

Svami Tepovanji :

(Sankara) renounced his earthly existence here (Kedar-
nath......... in the course of his peregrinations he visited the
Sarada temple (in Kashmir) where he met and vanquished
many learned disputants and seated himself triumphantly on
the throne of Omniscience. (Himagiri Vihar — Wanderings in
the Himalayas pp. 42 and 70-1)

Varanasi Sammelanams

The Sammelan of eminent Sanyasis and scholars who
met at Varanasi (Biharipuri mutt) on September 30, 1934
declared that Sri Adi Sankara established only four pithas and
rejected the Kumbhakonam mutt’s claims to be called the
supreme mutt established by Sankara
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Earlier in 1886, ““a galaxy of famous pandits of Banaras
had unequivocally dcclared that Sringeri, Dwaraka, Jotish
and Govardhan were the only four Peethas and Mathas esta-
blished by Shri Adi Shankaracharya himself.”

Surat Sammelanam gqa AWT AIETHT: g« qa7)
S. 1808 A. D. 1886 :.

Answer to question 4 considered by the Sammelanam

sirssmararg Rfia oz aggartafsn: femear
wigrgfa T aradghg fragan =k T aEi
it ax f@ar suwaf: sfiasssusd qiqar a|m
favear ardar? —afa maraan: Ak aze A aalR
w3, sulte, gufafy, édt, wad, fomadf <2
FTEIT A AT QLY AT T |

Thh Kesari—Poona. Tuesday, April 16, 1898

arcqi Magand, adizai orgms, Queai
sigfafead, dieat o saiRFsRaErd: sk aaf
R | ... gk, REue, ganimfy asf
>afaIEIRS YT |

The above excerpt is quoted on p, 48 of HFTAFT mﬁmt

by Gurunatha (Nirnaysagar Press S. 1820). The
work lists the following as branch mutts—Virupaksha,

Pushpagiri Kumbhakona, Kudligi. Sankesvara, Sri Saila and
Avani.

This work quotes also Keralakokila (V.5 pp. 97-9)
and the Light of the East (Calcutta-July 1894) in support of
this observation.

Vadakkankur Raja Raja Varma mentions only the four
established mutts in his work Keraliya Samskrita Sahityq
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charitam  ( Tiruvaram — Kamalalayam  Book Depot.
ME 1113)

Svami Ranganathanandu .

«es......Sankara took steps to ensure the continuity of
his great work by setting up ten orders of monks—the Para-
mahamsa  Parivrajakas. a band of moving and teaching
monks —and establishing four monastic centres at the four
corners of India and entrusting them to the care of monks
noted for their intellect, character and vision. The location of
these centres—at Sringeri in the sout at Puri in the east, at
Dawraka in the west, and at Badrinath in the north-reveals his
far-seeing genius as also this vision of the georgraphical and
cultural unity of India, (Eternal Values for a Changing
Society, p. 91)

Justice P. B. Mukharji (Calcutta Hige Court) President,

Ramakrishna Mission Institute of Culture.

.eesewes. His organisation of the Dasnami Sannyasis,
the spiritual leaders in India, and his organisation of the
Maths, as the spiritual light-houses are eloquent and enduring
proofs of his masterful ‘personality and efficiency. In the four
corners of India and in the four directions he established the
life radiating spiritual centres ; in the east at Puri the Gobard-
ban Math, in the South at Mysore the Sringeri-Math, in the
west at Dwaraka the Sarada Math; and in the north the
Jyoshi Math......... These four Maths are the spiritual sentinels
keeping sleeplees vigil to guard, preserve, maintain, and en-
hance the essential traditions of spiritual life. (Shankara—
The Panorama of his Life, Message and Philosophy)

Swami Rajeswarananda :

~ He established four mutts, the mighty seats of learning
and spiritual discipline in the four corners of India, ('Thus
spoke Sankara p. 9)
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Swami Atulananda :

Then came the last pilgrimage. Sankara went into the
Himalayas. At the foot of the snowcapped peak he blessed
his disciples and told them to follow him no further. This
was the last ever seen or heard of the Great Sage. (Vedanta
Kesari 1927—8 Sankaracharya’s life p. 477) B

Ernest Horrwitz :

A. D. 828, the Master died ...... in a hill resort in the
Himalays (Vedanta Kesari Vol. 21. 1934/35. A Day Dream)

R. N. Dandekar :

That an absolute monist and an astute sanyasi like
Sankara should have in a true missionary spirit founded in
the four corners of this country four Mathas for the propaga-
tion of the highest truth is itself perhaps the best illustration
of that ideal of spiritual life. (Kalyanakalpataru Vol 16—1950
—1 pp. 458—63)

Dilipkumar Roy and Indira Devi : —

He first of all established the four well-known monas-
teries ; Jyotir Mutt in the North, Sringeri Mutt in the South,
Govardhan Mutt in the East and Sarada Mutt in the West.
( Kumbha— India’s Ageless Festival—Bhavan’s publication)

Tozhuvur Velayada Mudaliyar disciple of Jothi Rama-
linga Swamigal speaks only of the four Mutts. (Sankara
Vijayam in Tamil ; 1879 and 1913)

C. R. Pattabhiraman

Behind the (Kedarnath) temple afew miles away is
visible the great waterfall—Above the waterfall is Brahma
Guha—and to the left of the cave is the famous Mahapantha
—Sri  Sankarain the thirty - second year of his
life, disappeared from the world taking this path.
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eeeree - After a period of inactivity of many years
this Math (Joshi math) which is one of the
four estabtished by Sankara is active again, (Bhavan’s
Journal VI No. 9 p. 33)

6T OV, (56007 :

Cegryprsiar powd a@uurs owpIms
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Swami Suddhananda Bharati -

Sankara established muths in strategic centres all over
India. The chief of them was at Sringeri in Mysore which is
known as the Sarada Pitham. The other maths ate at Puri.
Dwaraka and Badrinath. (The Illustrated Weekly of India,
May 27, 1962. p. 23)

V. Subramania Iyer :

He (Sankara) founded four colleges at the four cordinal
borders, Badarinath, Jagannath, Sringeri and Dwaraka eom-
prebending the whole country, lying about and between them,
as one. (The Philosophy of Truth or Tattvajnana p. 339)

S srer fpsrwenfl : (ussw 1064)
shsrrFrfluir wLh : HpHewesri e mrp
DmFsensGh praTE wWLBsar STHSsHT. Hooa :
L s sfigaurgh: AysS KsHBTSD, OSHG FAdus
N, Cupp gaurramsssrTid. Gews: Safled AppBH &
sfflurd. Ambsdfilar A&ru b emursampwrd, s
Surgarusaurfisear st Hd yepudf wL1h o err
WpApsiui. Oarallmbseuisernedd @ u Csreanrid,
pauf, Aasuas, s&sraiw (srafg?) wL_BseEpErLr

udeor.
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T. A. Swaminatha Aver :

sTaplfy Gpe aigguib QFuiigy ewiawgkey I
g Hs&%r seomasbprd. (ud. 47)
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In the 19th Century the Acharyas of the Kumbhako-
nam mutt started travelling widely in South India and were
shown some honours in some of the Southern States.

In 1843, the Acharya of the Kudi mutt claimed certain
special honours, that were shown to the Sringeri muttin
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Hyderabad State. The Prime Minister appointed a paneha to
report on this representation by the Kudi mutt, and on their
report Government issued several farmans dated October 16,
1843, Ramzan 9, A.H. 1260, Muharram 11 A.H. 1260 Rabisani
A. H. 1261 etc. directing that the honors and privileges be-
longing to the Sringeri mutt should not be allowed to the
Kudli mutt, and also to the other minor mutts, among which
were listed Sivaganga, Avani, Pushpagiri, Virupaksha, Kum-
bhakonam, Karvar, Ramachandrapur, Thirtharajapur, Hari-
harpur, Bandegade and Mulbagal.

The Mysore Government in their Muzrai department
turned down a request of the Kumbhakonam Matha to be
permitted to use saptakalasaambari on elephant and addapal-
laki (Pol. 109-MF 351-27—dated July 27, 1928). These hon-
ours, along with others including a salute of 21 guns in the
cities of Mysore and Bangalore, were shown exclusively to the
Sringeri Mutt.

Excerpts and references like the above may be multip-
lied. The necessity for their reproduction here arose out of
the promnence that the publications connected with the Kumb-
hakonam mutt are giving to statements mostly by the discip-
les or admirers of the mutt. By and large the writers and the
works referred to above are free from the taint of wanton
prejudice against the Kumbhakonam mutt or any undue pre-
diliation for one or more of the four established mutts, Bet-
ween themselves these excerpts reflect the view of a cross sec-
tion of the intelligentia,-both Indian and Western,on the three
main points of the Kumbhakonam mutt propaganda-(1) that
their mutt was founded and presided over by Sankara himself
(2) that Sankara ascended the Sarvajna Pitha at Kanchi and
(3) that he laid down his body within the Kamakshi temple in
Kanchi.

Appendix C (pp. 165—6) of N. Ramesan’s book—Sri
Sankaracharya and a letter from Swami Anantananda that
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appeared in the Hindu of July 7, 1959, which pose as a joint
appeal in the names of Chief Minister Sampurnanand (U.P.)
and Joint Director-General T. N. Ramachandran of the Ar-
chaeological Survey are two documents which for sheer adroit-
ness can hardly be excelled. They are not 1joint statements,
but really constitute a statement of Dr. Sampurnanand and a
commentary thereon by the Joint Director-General and Svami
Anantananda. We are asked to believe that Dr. Sampurnan-
and never meant to say that the place near Kedarnath temple,
popularly known as Sankara’s Samadhi, was not in reality the
place of his final disappearance but was only a memorial. and
that therefore we should look for some other place to mark
the place of his disappearance which, according to them, was
within the precincts of the Kamakshi Devi temple in Kanchi.
The adroitness of the two documents reaches its climax in
Svami Anantananda’s appeal that “the public of the South
under the guidance of the Kamakoti and Sringeri acharyas
shoald take the matter earnestly in hand and take unecessary
action for the constitution of a strong and permanent memorial

to the Great Sankara at Kedarnath.”

To Dr. Sampurnanand, the very association of the word
Samadhi with Sankara is downright heresy. Sankara, he would
aver, never died the death of mortals. ‘“He (Sankara) must
have attained liberation”, writes Dr.Sampurnanand to afriend,
“soon after he received Deeksha from his Gura, Sri Govinda-
pad.” He disappeared from human ken and was merged in
the all-pervading infinite. This is what any intelligent person
would gather from his words. He never did and never would
subscribe to the view inculcated in these two documents that
Sankara once disappeared at Kedar, but appeared again (was
it resurrection?) at Kanchi to lay down his bones within
a temple. What really did Sampurnanand mean when he said
“that he (Sankara) came to Kedarnath and, in modern phra
seology, disappeared thereafter,” and acaording to popular
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tradition “from that spot he went to Kailash.” (italios ours)
Did he not mlan somethink essentially different from sayings
that Sankara thereafter went to Kanchi, died and was buried
there. Dr. Sampurananand has made his position cleare in a

letter to the late M. S, M. Sharma, which the latter published
in the Searchlight.

Sri Sankaracharya of Dwarka Pitha has never been in
doubt about the nature of monument in Kedarnath. The
expression Sri Sankaracharya Kaivalya Dhama that this Achar-
ya uses in his Srimukhas and communications on the subject
clinches the matter. It is an inspiring expression that clothes
the Kedernath monument with the glory that it is.

At a meeting in Nainital over which the Dwaraka
Jagadguru presided and at which men of the eminence, stand-
ing and intelligence of the late Govind Vallabh Pant, Dr.Sam-
purnanand, Dr. K. N. Katju {and Acharya Jugal Kishore
participated, is was resolved not to alter the shape and posit-
ion of the present monument—the samadhi to the common-
place expression...but to erect over and around in a memori-
al building worthy of the great Master. Governor V. V. Giri
who visited the places later is said to have exhorted all to
expedite the raising to the memorial. Kulapati K. M. Munshi
avers that Sankara’s place of disappearance was Kedarnath.
His Holiness of Dwaraka issued an adesapatrika to all devotees
of Sankara calling on them to co-operate in this great task.
Sri Vidyanand Sarasvathi of Nainital, who among his other
acts of pious service, represents the U. P. Government in the
managing body of the Badri-Kedarnath temples also issued an
inspiring pamphlet relating to the Kaivalya Dhama, wherein he
deplores the propoganda in the South that Kanchi is the place
of Sankara’s samadhi which he says is doing violence to the
sacred memory of the Adi-Acharyas. (We purposely put his
point of view in euphemistic language). On May 27, 1963 His
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Holiness of Dwaraka installed a murti of Sankara in the Kai-
valya Dhama at Kedar in the presence of the Governor of U.P,
and several leading personalities including eminent pandits,

Manakkal V. Sundaram Aiyar a disciple of the Kum-
bhakonam mutt, says in his book.

susr dgww : (p117) 9p® ugwdaa gls
@idswrs Casgrri Curer Fwwib, Ui FshsFT LYW
sfgsems a8 ugufaargy Sm Cyurd svamusd sLor
sVpH PsAur@i.

R. Krishnaswami Aiyar of Chidambaram in his book 4
pilgrimage to Kedara Badrinath (HmsGessrgy usHfiprs
wr $Henp) has a brief paragraph on what he calls Adi San-
kara’s Jiva samadhi in Kedarnath (p. 33) Facing the page is
a line block illustration of the samadhi. 1t is worth nothing
that the book carries a srimukham conveying the appreciation

and bleesings of the present Acharya of the Kumbhakonam
mutt !

i N ey
e 1 allcAl:,



CHAPTER—V
LOOSE THREADS

Says C. N. Krishnaswami Aiyar in his Life and Times
of Sankara ‘““that the Kumbhakonam mutt is comparatively
modern appears to be probable though its exact age cannot be
aspértained.” This observation may be examined to some
detail.

Girvanendra Sarasvati was one of the earliest, if not the
earliest, to call himself an Indra Sarasvati. He belongs to the
16th Century. All other Indra Sarasvati and his disciple
Ramachandrendra Sarasvathi, who was familiarly known as
Upanishad Brahmendra, lived in the 17th Century Abhinava-
narayanendra should be placed in the 16-17 th Century, and
so should Gangadharendra Sarasvathi who has written a com-
mentary on one of Appaya Dikshita's works. These are
among the early Indra Sarasvatis,

Let alone the fantasy relasing to the origin of the title
Indra Sarasvati-that Sankara received this title from a repen-
tant Indra ; no standard work on Dharma - Sastra-neither
Vaidyanatha Dikshitiyam, nor Ramanandiyam, nor Yatidharma-
prakasika, nor the Mathamnaya of any of the acknowledged
mutts speaks of the institution of an Indarasarasvati order of
sannyasis, The Yatidharmanirnaya however throws light on
this dikshanama :

gitw dtafaardtal a3 kerfymat aazfism-
g TAar QI IAIATR AT ... .. L@
|G A AW @@ T @ I (p. 387)

Personal preference of one Yati starts a sampradaya and in
this way the Indra Sarasvati sampradaya must have started.

Epigraphical evidence furnished by the Kanchi temples,
discloses that from about the 12—13th Century “several Yatir
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of different persuasions flourished within the city and in its
environs. They lived, each in his own mutt where he gathered.
his pupils. The bulk of them who accepted Advaita were
Saivas or Saktas, and they received or made grants in their
own names. Some of them were commemorated in their por-
trait sculptures that are found in these temples It is not
possible to elaborate in this section on the identity of the
sculptures that are believed “‘to represent Adi Sangara” (A
separate monograph on the subject is necessafy),. There was_
at that time the danger to pure Advaita doctring getting colo-
ured by Agamic beliefs and rituals. Appayya Dikshita intr-
grated both, but all were not of his calibre and faith. Even
in Dikshita’s case, it has been said, that he was prompted hy
Narasimhasrami to write books on pure Advaita, and he is
said to have presided over a pitha  (siza  dizTEaazins:)
A third was Upanished Brahmendra. A hand-out issued in
1939 by the head of thc Upanishad Brahmendara mutt asserts.
that it was the “first Advaita mutt of South India*(italic ours)

“founded about 250 vears ago’’ (that is. in the second half of
the 17th century). There must have been branch mutt also ;
one such perhaps, a local representative of the Sringeri mutt
went by the name Sarada matha. if ever there was one in
Kanchi. Another great personality was Govinda Dikshita, a
Hoysala Kannada Brahmin who came to Tanjore during thé
reign of the Vijayanagar Empzeror, Achyuta Raya. For the
best part of a century his personality dominated the religious
life of the territory comprising the district of Tanjore and parté
of South Arcot. His grateful contemporaries hailed him as
MAZgT o=, @dq:3  @asx.  Govinda stands
out among hundreds of Hoysala Kannada Brahmins
who had then settled in the Tamil districts. The Kadaladi
grant’(S. I461—A. D. 1530 in Achyuta Raya‘s reign registers a
grant to a Hoysala Brahmin Ramachandra Dikshita, who app-
ortioned 4! vrittis among his relatives. This was- again what
happened in the small locality of Padaividu (North Arcot).
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With Govinda Dikshita’s support the number of Yatis particu-
larly from among the Kannada community naturally multipli
ed in the locality. It will not be lost on the reader that the
Acharyas on the Kumbhakonam list for the past two centuries
have been drawn from this group of Kannadigas only. Ven-
katasubramanya Dikshita, who assumed the dikshanama of
Chandrasekharendra Sarasvati V (1814-51) belonged to Go-
vinda Dikhita’s family, and ““the succeeding Acharyas of the
matha have all been seleeted from the same family,” (Venkat-
raman p. 102)

Bhagavannama Bodhendra (No. 57-A. D. 1638-92) is
said to have come to the South from Kasi and ‘‘reached Con-
jeevaram ultimately” ; ¢The Mutt had returned thither by the
time and he then ascended the Peetha”, (Venkatesan p. 30)
This is really amazing. Where had the mutt, if really it had
existed, gone before that time and when did it go? Under what
circumstance did it return to Kanchi to welcome Bodhendra
to its headship?

The story of an Acharya of this mutt leaving Kanchi
and going to Tanjore carrying the golden idol of Kamakshi
hardly deserves credence. Government rccords tell us that
temple priests carried away the idols and not any ‘Sankara-
charya’>. In 1792 when Tippu was in Kanchi, he sought the
guidance of the Sringeri Acharya to renovate temples and con-
secrate idols. Where was the “Kamakotipitha” Acharya
then?

Let us draw these threads together. The Gururatnamala
and Sushama take us in the beginning to the realms of roman-
ce, from which when we step down to reality we find associ-
ated with the headship of this mutt such names as Vidyatir-
tha and Sankarananda, who really belonged to another place.
As we have said above, there was not one influential mutt in
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Kanchi till about the 17th Century, though there might have
been several residences for learned sannyasis. Not one of the
several hundreds of epigraphs from Kanchi mentions any mutt
known as Kamakoti Pitha. It is no doubt true that the Kum-
bhabhishekam of the Kamakshi temple in 1841 was associated
with an Acharya of the Kumbhakonam mutt ; but that was
done with the permission of the Madras Government specially
obtained on his application. The Kamakotipitha is really the
chakra in worship within the temple and cannot be the {name
of any mutt.

A group of sannyasis comes into prominence in Govin-
dha Dikshita’s time. One of them is patronised by the Mara-
tha rulers of Tanjore. In 1821 the then prince builds a mutt
for him in Kumbhakonam and a few years later performs
Kanakabhishekam to the then Svami, Thus shot into promi-
nence backed by royal support in Tanjore, these Svamis, like
other mathadhipatis, big and small, happened to receive raha-
daris for their tours from the local chiefs and later on from
the East India Company also. An English Judge in Tanjore
rightly characterises this mutt as a schismatic mutt and con-
firms its name of Sikkudayar mutt (the mutt belonging to a
minor Acharya.) We may leave it to the reader to piece
together these data and form his conclusion.
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CONCLUSION

Assessing the factors that work for the disintegration
of great religious foundations, a learned Judge cum Indolgist
cum Vedantin observes : “The third cause for the weakening
of their influence was the internal dissensions between the dis-
ciples of the same Acharya due to the love of the power and
pelf which the oecupation of the Gadis at the Maths carried
with it and the consequent foundation of other rival Maths and
the assumption of the honorific title Sankaracharya by their
JSfounders and their succesors. Thus for instance there are newly
founded Maths in Kolhapur, Belgaum and Nasik in the Dec-
can, Hampi; and Kanchi (Conjeevaram) in Southern India,
Prabhaspatan, Dakor, and Dholka in Gujarat and Benaras in
the United Provinces” (italics ours) (P. C. Divanji : Introduc-
tion to Siddhantabindu pp, LXXII—iii)

The contribution towards this state of affairs is largely
from people who behave in a manner as to create a tendency
in sannyasis in some position to accept in a buildup by publi-
city mongers. Such people bring to play all the apparatus of
propaganda and necessarily lay themselves open to public cri-
ticism. Such criticism however should be done without ran-
cour but with humility and strict regards for truth.

The methods pursued by these publicity mongers are as
elusive and daring an assortment of statements as was ever
assembled. To give some examples, an article in the Madras
Mail (July 28, 1963.) speaks of the “original Shankar Math at
Kanchipuram”. Another in the Hlustrated Weekly of India
(August, 11. 1953) lists five Sankaracharyas, the head of the
Kamakoti Peetham being the most influential. The Tamil daily
Dinamani(Madurai,July 6,1963)carries an astounding statemant
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that a Pithadhipati from Mysore State took the orders of the
Kumbhakonam Acharya to travel in some of the districts in
the South. This is wi ndapttiaon from a vitriolic book in
Tamil  written by Atreya Krishna Sastri. Children’s
books, and translation of English books are not exempt
from interpolations and misstatements Publications
issued by the Publicity Departments do sometimes carry
delectable pieces of propaganda. Kashmir Today (June-
July, 1962) leaves out Sringeri while mentioning the maths
established by Sankara among which Kanchi is included.
A feature bearing the caption Aikya Bharat contributed by
the Department of Public Relations, Kerala, to the
Radhakrishnan ~ Number (A Souvenir of Appreciations,
1962) mentions that ‘Sankara founded monastries at
Kanchi, Dwaraka, Badrinath and Puri,” and conveniently
leaves out Sringeri. An influential friend at Maddras drew
the attention of the Kerala Publicity Department to this
‘feature’ and requested elucidation. The Director of
Puplic Relatios promptly replied (January 23, 1963) The
facts on which the advertisment captioned Aikya Bharat
was based, were supplied by a Sanskrit Scholar who is also
a Student of Sankara’s philosophy. The advetisment is
being corrected on the lines pointed out by you. Your
gesture in having taken the trouble to point out the error
is apprecaited.” Sanskrit scholars of this type, who are
also students of Sankara’s philosophy are very much abroad
and this tribe includes men who do not know Sanskrit.
The Tanjor District Hand Book (1957) has the following
on Pages 395—6: Kumbakonam has from a long time
been the Head quarters of the Kanchi Kamakoti Peetham,
the famous religious institution founded by the well-known
Teacher of Adwaitha, Sankaracharya. The matham
was originally established at Kuanchipuram where
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Sankaracharya is said to have spent his last days, but
owing to the disturbances in the country it was on the
invitation of Raja Pratab Singh transferred to Tanjore in
1731 and later on to the banks of the Cauvery at
Kumbakonam. The great temple at Kanchipuram known
as the Kamakshi Amman Devastanam is however still
being managed by the Matham”. How neatly does this
account present in a - nutshell the claims of the
Kumbhakonam Mutt! Not only does this account differ
from all previous accounts in books on Tanjore compiled
by Anglo Indian civilians and in old publications like the
Illustrated Guide to the Sonth Indian Railway (by B. C.
Scott, 1915) but regales us with currious specimens of
historical facts. The staff who gathered materials for the
editor, Dr. Baliga, will do well to seek answers for
questions like these:-Did Pratab Singh invite the Matham
to come over to Tanjore? Was he on the gadi in 1731?
Where was the matham at the time he is said to have
invited it? Did the matham manage the Kamakshi
Amman Devastanam in 1957?

May we repeat that not out of disrespect to the
Head of this Mutt, have this pages been written but out
of the compelling urge that history should not be allowed
to be falsified and the true image of Sankara and his work
should not be tarnished. While paying the mutt and its
head, the tribute that is their due we cannot refrain from
expressing our concern and resentment that protaganists of
the mutt are making a mockery of the ideals of
Dhrma and Satya that their Acharya so often preaches.

It requires to be stressed that the greatness of an ins-
titution does not entirely depend upon claims to antiquity.
The great Vaisnava and Saiva mutt which influence religious
life in South India are only a few hundred years old. Today
the Kumbhakonam mutt is a sufficiently powerful institution,

When they should its adherents monoever for a non-existing
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antiquity or for dominccring situations? Will they continue to
do so or will they bury all their slogans and work harmoni-
ously with other such institutions and spread the teachings of
Sankara ? This is the challenge they face to day.

In conclusion, we would fain commend to the attention
of the mutt adherents the following pregnant exhortation of
President Radhakrishnan, which,though addressed to a gather-
ing of diplomats, is of significance in the present context.

“It is by iudoctrination that we seduce man
from his natural generosity of spirit, of sympathy
and fellowship into dubious methods Our one
aim in this world should be that we should not
exaggerate, should not misrepresent, should not
indulge in propaganda, but listen to the voice of
truth. If we are able to do it then ... ... ... ...we
will be proud of what we have achieved »




ADDENDA

1

The Acharya of the Kumbhakonam Math was some-
times referred to as Chikka Odeyar (=the junior or subor-
dinate Head) implying subordination to some other spiritual
authority. This designation is also found in a judgement of
the Subordinate Judge, Chingleput, in A. S. No. 163 of 1930
(a suit jointly decided together with A. S. Nos. 158 and 324
of 30 allowing the appeals against the Kumbhakonam Math.)
The learned Sub-Judge also quotes Wallis and Ayling J. J. as
having used the same designation. It is ingeniously claimed
by some partisans of the math that the designation was applied
to a junior Svami, perhaps a successor-designate to the Pitha
and not to the Acharya himself. In 1930 the present Acharya
had not nominated a junior Svami

2

A letter signed by V. Panchanada Ayyar and C. Swami
Ayyar, that appear in a supplement to the Brahma Vidya (Vol.
10. No, 13 dated 17th Adi or Nov. 22, 1896 p. 187) says inter
alia that the Kumbhakonam Math had had only four or five
acharyas since its inception. (@ps wLrSearb CzmearyH
4-5 ul L wrs). Thisis a rough indication of the age of
the math

3

One of the ‘‘authorities’ now trotted out by Kumbhako-
nam math propagandists is an extract from Dr. Hultzsch’s
Reports of Samskrit manuscripts in South India which is kept
in the Madras Government Oriental Manuscripts Library
bearing no. 2146. The portion which appears to favour the
contentions of the math reads :



ADDINDA 243

ArrsSreRnsgrere* adzagfdtad |
ax @xqrq wrandt ae s agg )
fsasaara mng @IaREy qsTe |

I* Read wraft |

(Wandering at his will over the world, he reached Kanchi)
installed Kamakshi there, and after nominating Visvarupa to

propagate the tencts of his own asrama, attained his celestial
state) |

Just above these lines occur the following :

ey | ASEAT gEIAT ANaL |
asferaigrrasd afa gufrau fyag
e fzcfer s san g s )

[ Read wsTr ]

(Having established his own matha on the banks of the Tunga-
bhadra, he resided there for twelve years and made Prithivi-
dhara the head of the Vidya Pitha under the appellation Bharati)

How do these people who claim that Sri Sankara’s own
math was at Kanchi reconcile themselves to this statement?
This excerpt claims this honour for the matha on the banks

of the Tungabhadra, and strikes at the very root of the Kum-
bhakonam math claims

It is alleged that this extract traces the Guruparampara
of the Sringeri math, It is definitely not the Sringeri param-
para. A list of gurus from Siva to Sankara, then the abrupt
statement that Sri Sankara established his own matha on the
-banks of the Thungabhadra and from there went to Kanchi,
followed by verses containing a string of names taken at ran-
dom from the published list of the Kudli math parampara
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and ending abruptly somewhere in the middle of that param-
para is what constitutes this ¢authoritative” document,

The same extract occurs in another copy bearing No.
J. L. 36/499 which contains three parts, the first being two
verses in praise of Sri Sankara, the second pertaining to this
parampara and the third reproducing a Mathamnaya stotra
which last is a strange medley of different versions. In this
stotra Suresvaracharya is assigned both to Dwaraka and Srin-
geri, overlooking the ‘right of Prithvidhara to the headship of
Sringeri’, which the parampara stotra in the second part has
conferred on him. And again this amnaya stotra mentions
only four maths, leaving out the “fifth and central” math at
Kanchi !

There is yet another manuscript No. 11292 which gives
a correct lis: of the Sringeri gurus from Sri Sankara to Sri
Chandrasekhara Bharathi I (thirteenth Guru). After Sri
Chandiasekhara Bharathi the list traces a parampara headed
by one of this Guru’s disciples, different from Sri Narasimha
Bharati, his successor on the pitha. Formerly the acharyas
gave sannyzsa diksha to several qualified candidates and only

those specially designated succeeded to the pitha, while the
others started their own sishyaparampara none of whom had
any claim to the pitha.

Are the propagandists aware that Dr. Hultzsch was not
concerned with the contents of the manuscripts he had collec-
ted except those that he edited? This clumsily faked up report
transcribed by an illiterate scribe was originally in the posses-
sion of one Jambunatha Bhatta of Tanjore—obviously a
partizan of the Kumbhakonam math. So mnch for the worth
of this docaument which serves neither the Kumbhakonam
Math nor the Kudli Matk.
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The Kumbhakonam—Kudli axis has been very much
inevidence for more than a century. The two maths have
ben putting forth exaggerated claims ; Kuldi to be recognis-
edas the real Sringeri math and Kumbhakonam as the fifth or
Sr Sankara’s own math with sovereignty over all the other
mths—claims which successive administrators in Mysore,
Hylerabad and other States and convocations of learned
padits have rejected.

Among the protaganists of this axis are S.Lakshmi-
nanyana Sastri and Nataraja Aiyar, the joint-authors of The
Trdditional Age of Sri Sankaracharya and the Maths. All the
clains put forth in this book in support of the Kumbhakonam
Mah have been answered in these pages. The two authors
hav devoted several pages to establish the greatness of the
Kudi Math vis-a-vis what they call the ‘Neo Sringeri Math.’
It isoutside the scope of this book to enter into this phase of
thei. performance which requires a separate treatment. % The
follwing extract from the Mysore Gazetteer - Vol. V p. 1307
will [o for the present.

“Kudli, a sacred village in the Shimoga
Taluk at the confluence of the Tunga and
Bhadra, is the seat of a matha connected with the
one at Sringeri, the original Guru having been
appointed by the Sringeri Swami about 528 years
‘ago to minister to the smarthas of Mahratta .
descent’’ Italics ours. 328 years before the date
of writing this Gazetteer.)

*Kudli Matha published by K. N. Natesan, Sri Sarada Institute,
Saleni is a small tract dealing with the ‘claims’ of that matha.



BIBLOGRAPHY

Sankara Vijaya :

»

»

”

Prachina Sankara Vijaya :

Brihat Sankara Vijaya :
Sankarabhyudayam :

Puranas :

Sri Sankarachary’s
Kamakoti Pitha

Gururatnamala and its

commentary Sushmna :

Jagadguru Parampara
Stotra :

Punyaslokamanjari :

”

by Anandagiri
Madhava

by Sadananda

Keraliya

by Vyasachala (Published
by the Madras Oriental
Manuscripts Library)

by Mukha

by Sarvajnachitsukha
by Rajachudamani Dishita

Markandeya Purana :
Sivarahasya

Atreya Krishna Sastri

Sudarsana Mahadevendra

Sarasvati

Parisishtam

Makarandam



BIBLIOGRAPHY 247

Kamakoti Pradipa : (Journals)

Sri Sankaracharya &
His Kamakoti Pitha

Sri Sankaracharya The

Great and His
Successors in Kanchi

Baghavad—
padabhydaya

Sri Sankaracharya

Kamakoti Pitham

Life & Time of
Sankaracharya

Saintly Seers of the
Ship of Brahmavidya

by 'N,. {( Venkatesan 1915.
Ananda Press, Madras.

by N. Venkataraman

Ganesh & Co., Madras.
1923.

by Lakshmanasuri, 1927
Sri Vani Vilas Press,

Srirangam.

by N. Ramesan, 1955
Published by Sri Bhava-
Narayanaswami Temple
Devasthanam, Ponnur.

by N Ramesan, 1962
Ganesh & Co., Madras.

by C. N. Krishnaswami
Aiyar, G. A. Natesan,
Madras.

by Swami Anantanandendra
Sarasvathl, Tirumalai
Devasthanam bulletin—
re—printed 1957.



248 THE KUMBHAKONAM MUTT

Brahmasutra Sankara-  Published on the occasion
bhashya of the 60th birthday of
the Acharya of the
Kumbhakonam Mutt
(Kamakoti Kosasthanam)

Rajatarangini by Kalhana (referred to as'R. T.)

Copper plate inscrip- by T. A. Gopinatha Rao, 1916
tions belonging to the (Law Printing House,
Sankaracharya of the Madras.)

Kamakoti Pitha

Bhavan’s Journals

Annual reports on
Epigraphy referred to as ARE

Epigraphy Indica ( » » EIL)

Indian Historical
Quarterly « ’ I. H. Q)

Journal of Indian
History « .» - J.I.H.)

Journal of Oriental
Research « ,» ” J.O.R.)

Vestiges of Old Madras  The Indian Records Series I
H. B. Love

(Other authorities are referred to in the text)

Sri Ramakrishna. Press, Madurai-1. 1977:






