PRANAVAMIMAMSA
A NEWLY DISCOVERED WORK OF VIDYARANYA

By
PATRICK OLIVELLE

Introduction

It was in 1973 while working on the critical edition of Vasudevasrama’s
Yatidharmaprakdsa (Ypra ) that I came across for the first time a reference
to a work entitled Prapavamimamsa ( Pm ), which Vasudeva ascribes to
Vidyaranya.! All my effort at identifying this work proved futile. Such a
work is not mentioned in any bibliography or manuscript catalogue, and
books on Vidyaranya, the great fourteenth century savant, do not refer to it.
Even the New Catalogus Catalogorum office at Madras University could not
provide any information on it.

Then, in the summer of 1975 during a brief sojourn in Poona I unex-
pectedly came across a manuscript entitled Pramavamimamsa in the library
of the Bharata Itihasa SamSodhaka Mandala ( Ms no. 39, 358 ). Closer
examination showed that it was the same work referred to in the Ypra,
because the Pranavadevatadhyana cited from it in the Ypra (44.6-11) is
found in the manuscript at folio 4a. The author of the manuscript catalogue,
however, had mistakenly ascribed it to Bukka.? Since that time I have
searched for further manuscripts of this work, especially during the first
half of 1978 when I was in India once again and was able to visit several
manuscript librarics. This search proved futile and T was forced to edit the
work on the basis of the single manuscript in spite of the difficulties attendant
on such an enterprise.

1 The Pm is cited at Ypra 44. 6-11 and explicitly ascribed to Vidyaranya at Ypra 40.
12 and 46. 31. For Vasudeva the Pm was an important text. In the introductory
verses he says that he has composed the Ypra after examining the Pm : nibandhin
midhavadindm tatha visvesapaddhatim [ drsivi  pranavamimamsiam tatha
pranavavarttikam [| yatidharmaprakise 'yam viasudevasya tustaye [ vasu-
devena muning paramiahamsena tanyate [/ [ Ypra 0. 6-9 | Thus, the Pm is placed on
a par with the Parasaramidhaviya, Visvesvara Sarasvali’s Yatidharmasamgraha
and Suresvara's Prapnavavirttika.

* Ganeda Hari Khare, Bharataitihasasamsodhakamandalasthahastalikhitagranth-
anukramanika ( Poona, 1960), under Pranavamimamsa. I wish to thank Mr.
Khare and other officials of the BISM for making available to me the Pm and other
manuscripts and for their generous help.
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Description of the Manuscript &

It is a paper manuscript in the Devanzagari script : 4 folia ( written on
5 sides ), 12 lines on a page, approximately 40 leiters ( aksara) on a line. Tt
is complete but carelessly written with several firsthand corrections and
marginal additions. The Ms is not dated and has no colophon, ending with
a curt §rir astu. It is in reasonably good condition, although either due to
age or because of the carclessiess of ‘the scribe seéveral readings are difficult
to decipher.?

The Constituted Text and the Apparatus Criticus :

Notée : The numbering of the verses and gentences has been done by the
editor. It is not found in the Ms and is made solely to help the
reader and to facilitate reference to'the text.

On numerous occasions readings adopted in the constituted text vary
from those found in the Ms. Without the benefit of comparing the doubtful
teadings of our Ms with parallel readings of other Mss, rejection of a reading
has always involved a conjecture. TIn every instance, however, this has becn
done after carefully considering the text, the ‘context and the meaning, T
hope that these conjectures will be seen as reasonable and approximating the
original reading of the author. That, after all, is the purpose of a critical
edition.

A reading of the Ms has been rejected in favour of a conjectural read-
ing for one or several of the following reasors :

Obvious scribal error.

Grammatically incorrect form.

Conflicts with the grammar and | or syntax of the sentence.

Violates the metre of a verse.

Analogy with a parallel reading in the text.

Conjectural reading gives a'meaning better suited to the context.
The following is a complete list of the rejected readings. The redsons
for their rejection are given in parenthesis. For the conjectural readings
adopted see the apparatus eriticus.

4 nirmime (b); 15 phala (c); 16 lokantaraprapakatva (b); 17
faranah ( twice : b, c, e-see 22); <1 mamrajah(a,b); 27 chandam (b),
ko (c), samhasau (b); 33 pindam (c); 36 datrettham (a); 48 tete (c, e-
see 49); 51 visistatvam (c¢); 57 @camandprasane (b); 61 karnta (c),
phaladair (£); 63 svadhyayam (b); 64 sta(a,d); 66 sa(c,d); 68 cara-
jara (f), praticah (b); 81 tatovada (b, f, this is the most uncertain of the

W@ o ®

‘8 Tam grateful to Dr. V. V. Bhide of the Centre for the Advanced Study of Sanskrit,
Poona, for helping me decipher some of these readings.
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‘conjectural readings)) ; 88 pracarya (¢ ), asamkaram (4, T); B89 yamtu(f);
90 ambujam (c); 91 vidyaranya ( f-see the section on the author of the Pm).
With regard to sandhi T have regularly followed the reading of the Ms,
even when it violates the established rules of sandhi. Often such ¢ violations’
serve as punciuations and are worth preserving in a critical edition. An
exception is the final “m of a sentence or a half-verse. The scribe regularly
uses the gnusvara, which has been changed to the labial nasal *m’ in the
constituted text. Similarly, the anusvéra'is often used in the Ms'in place of
other nasals. In these instances also I have given the grammatically correct
nasal in the edition.
Title and Authorship of the Pm :

In the prologue Vidyaranya calls the work Pranavamimamsa (5). It
is referred to by this very title in the Ypra [ Cf. above fn 1]. In the epilo-
gue, however, Vidyaranya calls it Prgnavangamimamsa (91). I feel that
both the former and the latter are used by the author as descriptive phrases
rather than as strict titles. The latter, however, should be understood within
the context in which it is used. In 91 the author intends to point out that his
investigation [ mimanisa ] is limited to those elements [ ariga] not dealt with
in the Pranavakalpa, a section of the Skanda Purapa [ pranavakalpavyatirikia-
pranavangamimanisa . Consequently, if one is to adopt a title for this

“work, Prapavamimamsa seems more suitable than Prapav@ngamimamsa.

The epilogue of the Pm (91 ) as found in the Ms raises a doubt about
the authorship of the Pm. 1t reads : §rividyaranyamahesvaratirthacaranasa-
rasaruhabhrngayamanamanasena bukkabhupalasamrajyadhuramdharena vira-
cita. In this reading the word vidyaranya is conipounded with what follows
and, hence, cannot be the agent of viracita. Following this reading the
author of ‘the manuscript catalogue of the Bharata Ttihasa Saméodhaka
Mandala ascribes the Pm to Bukka. This, I feel, is a mistake. The dhuram-
dhara [ bearer of the burden ] of ‘Bukka’s realm cannot be Bukka himself. If
it were, this expression would be a very circuitous way of referring to King
Bukka. He could well have said bukkabliipalena. Dhuramdhara refers to
the chief minister who bore the burden of administering Bukka’s kingdom.
He was Vidyaranya, also called Madhava,® who was the chief minister of

£ On the problem of the identity between Vidyaranya and Madhava, see T. M. P.
Mahadevan, The Philosophy of Advaita with Special Reference to Blitrati-
tiriha-Vidyaranya ( Madras : Ganesh & Co., 1957 ), pp. 1-8. After reviewing the
arguments against the identity theory, he concludes : ** From the evidznce we have
on hand it cannot be conclusively proved that Madhava and Vidyiranya were identi-
cal. But the identity-theory seems to be more probably than the opposite theory. **
Tbid.,"pp. 3-4. Seealso HDh, I, pp. 782-792. ‘Kane places the literary‘activity of
Madhava‘Vidyaranya between 1330'and 1385 A. D,
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-King Bukka T and who was instrumental in the founding of the Vijayanagara
empire.

Vidyaranya's authorship of the Pm is further demonstrated by verse 4
of the prologue :

yasya ni§vasitam veda yo vedebhyo khilam jagat |
nirmame tam aham vande vidyatirthamaheSvaram [/

This was the signature verse of both Vidyaranya and his brother Siyana, the
great commentator of the Vedas.®

There is also an important piece of external evidence supporting
Vidyaranya's authorship of the Pm. Vasudeva in his Ypra explicitly ascribes
the Pm to Vidyaranya on two occasions [ Ypra 40.12; 46.31 ].

The evidence, (herefore, warrants the ascription of Pm’s authorship
to Vidydranya. In the light of this conclusion I have taken the Ms reading
of the epilogue to be corrupt and have emended it to read : Srividyaranyena.
Further, as indicated by the signature verse mentioned above, Vidyatirtha
Maheévara ( or Mahe$varatirtha ) was the teacher of Vidyaranya.® If we
follow the reading of the Ms, Vidyatirtha would have been the teacher not of
Vidydranya but of King Bukka.

~An argument against Vidyaranya’s authorship of the Pm is the refe«
rence in it to the Pravogaparijata [ cf. 70 ] of Nrsimha, while the latter work
in its turn, refers to Madhava [cf. HDh, I, p. 1070 ]. Now, the literary
activity of Madhava-Vidyaranya took place roughly between 1330 and 1385
A. D. The Prayogaparijata, on the other hand, was composed between 1360
and 1435 A. D. [cf. HDh, I, p. 1070 ]. If we accept the earlier date, then
Nrsimha was a younger contemporary of Madhaya and it was possible for
them to cite each other. If the later date is accepted, then the reference to
the Prayogaparijata would undoubtedly make it impossible for Vidyaranya
to have been its author. '

Sources of the Pm :

The following texts are cited or referred to in the Pm :

Arunika Upanisad ( 61); Chandogya Upanisad (7); Chandoratna-
vali (50); Pitambari (37); Pranavakalpa(91); Prayogaparijata(70);
Prasna Upanisad (16); Mandukya Upanisad (16); Yatiprastava (18);

& It is the opening stanza of Vidyiranya’s Jmv and occurs in all the commentfaries of
Sayana on the Vedic texts.

U See Vivaranaprameyasamgraha ed. R, Tailanga ( Vizianagaram Sanskrit Series, No.
7; Benares : E. J. Lazarus & Co., 1893), Introduction, pp. 1—2;{1‘ext, p. 266,
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Vrddha-Yajniavalkya (62); Vrddha-Vasistha (65); Vrddha-Harita ( 54);
Svetasvatara Upanisad (45); Satyavata (47).

The Chandoratnavali was written by Amaracandra, a Jaina monk.
It is interesting that a Jaina work is cited by Vidyaranya, a pillar of ortho-
doxy, as an authority in support of his thesis. Traditional Indian scholar-
ship appears to have been less sectarian than once believed.

In the epilogue (91) the author says that he has investigated those
parts of the syllable OM that have not been dealt with in the Prapavakalpa,
a small section of the Skanda Purana. Vidyaranya seems to have used this
work extensively in composing the Pm. I have attempted to show this
dependence in the footnotes to the translation.

TEXT

e a0
AR s wrEl T SR |
ST JefiaraRral T T4 |
HETEl GURT AEIeIEd: |
AR R IR W A ||
aer ffee ¥ A RS T |
Frify que a7 Predrieeat |
g soEdwiEl SRR, |
aert FRfG TFd o AR |
‘s wg gfeRERemgEEREEA R R -
et ST R T At GRA: SPRETRRA A -
st i Bs | qur 7 gRrTE i | CqEE A

4 fsgf : in the Jmy and in Siyana's commentaries it reads f#i:qf, AAd s Ms
reads i,

11 [ Annals BORI ]
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AT Ui GeuorEniERer @ eI [ Chup 223311 aar o
qAET T agT AREER sk T Qe |

< Vopiy dman bR | VG ARE afrR a1 ege g
YT SRR = | ik @S T A | "%ﬁs’r q qaEl-
it ﬁwqﬁm sqgenafn: og BeT agEwon | e Rewe
AEISTZATE: | aEN g AUSHE [9-12] ICHRAEUERISAARME-
gﬁqqarrmﬁqmwﬁtmw% [5.17] EHFERETHFAIRTEAL, |
N IR ATl ARGUAAERTOE, | age g AR JuEEe
s AT gl uEwdl Femfeceftcl afar seowsem-
TGO, | | AT AT I8 AR, SRR |

“epr g ool | WEraEmRRa w s | A
AT GaSmErTERe] SRS, | A o AaEEE JEEiu-
fanfamBgeat wisEwmt g qar oReeeeEt  aRerwom
IREEAST AY: | AGARR  AREFONSITA: | GAEAT e
TrEdl GIReREd 7 aaqE SAawe |

ol AR AR AT TR AT AR
fawme | Cdisagi: @ Al B gva: I SiShRI & A et
{3 IR FYEREER R R o | g
waEE fatedid g sl M9, e STEaTEEoRERIsh T
GARAAOTIATHERT HEET STAeHAm g A
g | am TN AT AR AR GRS AR

16 @ Ms omits the visarga.

16 SFraFd~ : Ms reads @yHFGCITHA,

1 FoT (twice ): Ms reads IRUT (masculine ) in both places. Grammatically it
should be U ( neuter ), as found in 22,

9 FeE: + Msreads ST

2 g s Ms reads 9%, %: Ms reads 3. —9gRI ¢ Ms reads g,
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TETRBA, SR fRERE | e e gier ale giogamaEs
EST T IS AT |

“SrET AR Tl GRATET BAN | oEe Wialag Qe |
o & ot iy ormerReEE aEREe R R -
JRTETaR R TeUR AT s e R ET R e altaf faeaa-
v el s PR STTEARETTIR R ST AT a5 qanm: aRadeza= |
a7 gF PRIGEERIEEENaEEEERaT: SRR |
* e, Sy TEEEiRy FeTey SrET gEeRY e
RWEHT ASEEERT - (AveaERy  EiEAagTEEER G )
Yo fomrafig gEmmn | 9 B 99 39 @ a0 sinaaneaann
syt faraiRiEag syt | 59 9 qEw whies
qEsEn e WA @ et Fae Shw w7 eEfaani
e SAAETAGAR] TSGR WRRET 829 ARARGE | ey
T SEAHRER SRR : | * @ ¥ Al weeE
AT g GAT 3 aguE JEREdn | o AR
AR THREEANGIRE AT Sed SRR R aniar, | st
wami g LEdrafRegRTvarERe anaghswed = site .
A | TR ERAASETE ST RaERE fimR 31T
afawfa | " Har = araan sara |

"t AT P g
31 ¥ Yzie gty & || 2R |
" PRI QR A TR |
A gt | £ |

;e A 3 gAT A A o ¥ saraen: |
R el B CHEREr CRe 3 mEdly s Eet

88 _fqug~ : Msreads fqust,
% PRy : Msreads @i, The % is probably carried over from T of the

previous sentence.
€8 Q9 3 Ms reads ?(?I, but probably & scribal mistake for we have &+ in 49,
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gmaa | ag sdmEsieaeEnEnT 00y SR E s |
" &
e wEE: gl Ak |
T FEneE] STETIE T ||

R et | e 2l B semegeRy |t awren fifes-
st srAea: e Guwata | T & enamamme ang e
R TewRest aadag | e = g4l qurgiae-
RO 79T FERE TN SeAEEErTgEa a1 FEg o sy
el et s gun: quiy 44 gufieean | s oo
SRRt TR R AR T | g
R & aftremd Wi | ud erelimaiel @iy Rewe-
R P E LR I b R e B B EIEADIEAR SlEnliEenEicECa T DT
IR FRARITE FAE RARE IR FETRvE = REARoaR=
griEaATERar  g0sw  seotsmREREeaReamerE-
SRR SRR TgTad, | - geaEaerlsi TR |
Bt g3 el BaereRtn ag |
EATAT GAFATI0] FZARVARATALL ||
ezt R G F AN |
AN gae 7 fige oRadf 1 2/ |
IRt TEAEAIR
* gz g Q@Y PRt gEEEe: |
T G ATl R |

SRR 4 & SRTeEs 1 2 |

51 —EAREE- : Ms reads fREE or HEEA,

5 rEEANEE ¢ Ms reads S{FERETEN,

01 q—rZ[ : Ms reads Eh_rﬁ Feglg © Ms reads FIFM,
68 [ ¢ Ms reads ST,

62 Following the danda after FATEMT Ms inserts &,
6 Before g Msinserts . Rejected metri cansa,







