1 The Dasavidhahetuniriipana

The Das’avidhahetunirﬁpana,35 “the description of the tenfold reason (why the
Vaikhanasas are superior),” is the first extant Vaikhanasa text which explicitly
expresses the central positions of this ritual school over against other vaisnava
traditions. The text’s date is unclear, but there is strong evidence that it was
composed later than 1350 CE (see 1.2). The author Srinivasa Diksita felt himself
obliged to differentiate his position from other traditions, and thereby to empha-
size the merits of the Vaikhanasas. He clearly perceived his own ritual tradition
to be under threat. The object of parts 1 and 2 of this book is to examine the un-
derlying religious conflict on the basis of written sources, and to analyse the
Vaikhanasas’ strategies, which were intended to establish them as a distinct and
hierarchically superior group of vaisnava temple priests in the religious milieu of
South Indian temple culture.

In the Dasavidhahetuniriipana several distinctive features of the Vaikhanasa
school are emphasized and elaborated, often in order to demarcate them from ri-
val ritual traditions such as the Paficaratrins. The explicitly stated intention of
the Dasavidhahetuniripana is to demonstrate the Vaikhanasas’ superiority over
other traditions (DHND 2.1-3):

Now the tenfold reasons will be mentioned to show the superiority of the Vai-
khanasasiitra over all other satras, which is composed by the four-faced [god]
Brahma, who is (also) referred to with the word vikhanas, (and) who is created
by the highest Brahman, (namely) the glorious Narayana who is characterized by
all the auspicious qualities like truthfulness etc., and to show the superiority of
those following this (Vaikhanasa) siitra over all others.

At the start of the Dasavidhahetuniripana the author presents, in abbreviated
form, the ten statements which he employs to underpin these claims and for
which the text is named (DHND 2.5-9):

These (ten reasons) are [1:] because it [the Vaikhanasasutra] is established by
Vikhanas, who is the cause of the entire world; [2:] because it is the first among
all siitras; [3:] because it follows the way of the $ruti in all (its ritual) actions; [4:]
because it teaches all its (ritual) actions with mantras; [5:] because it has niseka

35 The text is an introduction to the Tatparyacintamani by the same author, a commentary
on the Vaikhanasasmartasitra, to which it is also prefixed in its DevanagarT edition. The
few statements of the editor Parthasarathi Bhattacarya on the manuscripts he used suggest
that the two texts have always been handed down together. The contents also suggest this,
for the Tatparyacintamani occasionally makes reference to the Dasavidhahetuniriipana or
assumes knowledge of its contents.
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as its first life-cycle ritual; [6:] because it teaches the eighteen bodily life-cycle
rituals; [7:] because it contains the totality of (ritual) actions together with their
components; [8:] because it is accepted by Manu etc.; [9:] because of the ab-
solute supremacy of the glorious Narayana, who is the only cause of the entire
world; [10:] and because of the evidence, that those who practice the dharma as
expounded in this sttra, are dearest to the Adorable One.
These reasons are laid out one after another in what follows in the Dasavidhahe-
tuniriipana, the length of the ten sections differing greatly. Srinivasa Diksita
cites different Grhya- and Dharmasiitras, the Mahabharata, the Ramayana, di-
verse dharmasastras, upanisads and puranas, some ritual texts of the Paficaratra
tradition, and Vaikhanasa texts on temple ritual. The author connects these
(mostly metrical) quotations with his own statements and explanations in prose.
By and large Srinivasa Diksita relies in his arguments on texts which were
apparently either generally accepted as authoritative in his time, or on texts of
his own or the rival ritual tradition. All are anonymous in so far as they cannot
be ascribed to any historical author. Srinivasa Diksita conspiciously neither re-
fers to his contemporaries nor does he mention his immediate predecessors. A
chronological classification is therefore very difficult (see 1.4). In what follows,
the position of the Dasavidhahetuniriipana within the Vaikhanasa literature shall
be described.

1.1 On Vaikhanasa literature

Since the third century of the Common Era the Vaikhanasas have produced an
extensive literature, chiefly in Sanskrit. The composition and publication of
works in this tradition continues today, perhaps more than ever (see Hiisken
2001b). Unfortunately, the works not by contemporary authors are not yet even
close to being chronologically classified. As so often with Indian literature, es-
pecially with texts on rituals, so also these texts have undergone many times a
process which Hans Bakker (1989: 331f.) describes as “composition in transmis-
sion”: in the course of their being handed down, they are continually modified
and amplified, the alterations being made in a formulaic style with little indivi-
duality. This certainly applies to the texts assigned to authors who cannot be pla-
ced historically, but also to the texts of historical authors.

One recurrent theme throughout all the Vaikhanasa literature is the appeal to
the Vaikhanasasttra as primary authority.36 The term Vaikhanasasttra is used as

36 Traditionally, a siitra is described as “complete” when it contains each of the following
sections: grhyasitra (relating to domestic ritual), Srautasiitra (relating to the solemn sacri-
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a short form of Vaikhanasasmartasitra (also Vaikhanasakalpasiitra) which con-
sists of Vaikhanasagrhyasitra, Vaikhanasadharmasitra and Vaikhanasaprava-
rasitra. These three parts are often handed down in one manuscript. The siitra
was probably not composed before the third century of the Common Era.”” Both
the Vaikhanasasmartasitra and Vaikhanasasrautasitra have been edited in In-
dia and Europe several times, but only the grhya- and dharmastitra have been
translated into western languages.38 It was on the basis of these texts that a num-
ber of European scholars became preoccupied with the characteristics of this ve-
dic school in the early 20" century.39 This period also saw the start of active edi-
torial work—prompted especially by the Vaikhanasa scholar Parthasarathi Bhat-
tacarya—in the small village Igavaripalem in the south of Andhra Pradesh. The
publication series Srivaikhanasagranthamala was established there, and it was
there that a number of texts of the tradition were published—in limited editions
and printed in Telugu script—for the first time.*’

While the only printed text on the solemn sacrifices is the Vaikhanasasrauta-
sﬁtra,41 there is a whole series of treatises dealing with domestic rituals of this
tradition. Apart from the two extant commentaries on the Vaikhanasasmartasiit-
ra, namely the Vaikhanasasutrabhasya of Nrsimha Vajapeyin and the Tatparya-
cintamani of Srinivasa Diksita (see 1.2 and 1.4), a series of ritual handbooks
must be mentioned here. These so-called Prayoga texts contain various detailed
and practically-oriented instructions, which may be consulted for teaching or
even during the performance of the rituals. By contrast to the commentaries,
these texts mostly do not quote the siitra word for word, but describe how that

fices), dharmasiitra (codes of conduct) and Sulvasttra (mathematical calculations relating
to sacrifices and altars). The Vaikhanasasiitras do not contain a Sulva section of their own,
but a chapter entitled “pravarasiitra,” which deals with genealogy. There exists also an
“appendix” to the sttra, namely the Vaikhanasagrhyaparisistasiitra, which has most prob-
ably not been preserved but for some quotations given in the Dasavidhahetuniriipana and
the Tatparyacintamani (see 1.4).

37 On the dating, see Bloch 1896, Caland 1926 and Keith 1930.

38 A German translation of the Vaikhanasadharmasiitra by Eggers (1929) was published at
the same time as Caland’s 1929 translation.

39 In 1896 the first western researcher to work on the Vaikhanasasitras, Theodor Bloch,
completed his habilitation thesis entitled Uber das Grhyasiitra und Dharmasiitra des Vai-
khanasa. This was followed by articles by Caland (1926, 1928, 1930), Sieg (1930), Char-
pentier (1930), Randle (1930) and Keith (1930).

40 See Colas 1984a; see also Hiisken 2001b.

41 In Andhra Pradesh a prayoga text by Bharadvaja Krsnamacarya on the Vaikhanasasrauta-
sitra entitled Adhanasaptaka or Vaikhanasasrautaprayogaklpti is said to exist. I was not
able to trace this text.
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which is alluded to in the siitra is to be translated into ritual action. In this the
prayogas do not necessarily follow the order of events as specified in the sitra,
but are rather arranged according to the sequence of the performance in actual
practice. In Andhra Pradesh and Tamil Nadu today, the texts Pirvaprayoga and
the Sitranukramanika are used for domestic rituals, with the exception of death
rituals (see 4.3).42 The death and ancestor rituals are described in separate ritual
handbooks.” Besides these compendia there are also some publications devoted to
the description of particular life-cycle rituals (samskara). These works date from
the twentieth century and are mostly composed in Telugu, Tamil and Sanskrit.*!
Finally there are some publications concerned with daily and other regular ritual
activities such as the the twilight rituals, the application of the sect marks, ete.®

A particular mantra collection of the Vaikhanasas, the Vaikhanasamantra-
prasna, is closely connected to the Vaikhanasasttras. The formulae, hymns and
verses which are to be recited in the course of various rituals are assembled in
this collection.*® The first four chapters (prasna) contain the mantras required
for domestic rituals,”’ the remaining four chapters provide the mantras for
temple rituals.*® Among these the seventh chapter, entitled Paramdatmikopani-
sad, is of particular significance for the Vaikhanasa tradition and has several
commentaries.*’ Willem Caland, the editor of the Vaikhanasasrautasitra, ap-

42 There is also the Siatradarpana of Nrsimha Vajapeyin (see 2.2.2.2), the Srivaikhanasasii-
triyaparaprayoga and the Sitraprayoga. There appears to have been a whole series of fur-
ther ritual handbooks which are not extant as complete texts. Only short extracts are cited
in Parthasarathi Bhattacarya’s commentaries on the Dasavidhahetuniripana and on the
Anandasamhita (see 2.2.2.3-4,2.2.4.4-7).

43 Paitrmedhikaprayoga, Vaikhanasasraddhaprayoga and Vaikhanasasitriyaparaprayoga.

44 Annaprasanavivaranamu, Upanayanavivaranamu, Caulavivaranamu, Namakaranaviva-
ranamu, Narpatu samskarankalil nanku samskarankal, Vivahaprayoga and Vaikhanasa-
sitriya Asada Upakarma.

45 Ariya ventiya 108 tarmarikal, Ahnikaprasnapatramulu, Ahnikamrta, Urdhvapumdravivara-
namu, Trikalasamdhyavandanamu, Ramadesikahnika, Vadhidharmacandrika, Vaikhanasa-
Sravanaprayoga, Santikalyanamu, Sravanapirnimavaisistyamu, Samdhyavandana, Sam-
dhyavamdanavivarana and Kanyaka jananasoca nirnaya | Brahmacari asoca nirnaya.

46 On the parallel transmission of two recensions of this mantra collection, in places differ-
ing considerably from one another in points of detail, see Colas 1996: 222ff.

47 1In his introduction to the Vaikhanasasmartasitra, Caland discusses the structural corre-
spondences of the relationships between the first four chapters of the Vaikhanasamantra-
prasna with the Vaikhanasagrhyasitra and of the Apastambiyamantraprasna with the
Apastambiyaghryasiitra.

48 The second part of the mantra collection is discussed and translated by Howard Ray Res-
nick in his 1997 dissertation.

49 Paramatmikacandrika, Paramatmikamantravyakhya and Paramatmikopanisadbhdasya.
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parently also had a manuscript for a mantra collection (mantrasamhita) of the
Srautasiitra at his disposal. This text is, however, not extant.”® In addition there
exist more recent compilations of mantras and other texts to be recited during in-
dividual rituals in temples and in the domestic sphere.51

As members of a Brahmanic caste of vaisnava temple priests, the Vaikhana-
sas have produced an extensive literature on temple ritual, the oldest texts of
which are the so-called Vaikhe"masasar.nhite"ls.52 Four Rsis, namely Marici, Atri,
Kasyapa and Bhrgu, are regarded as the authors of these works.” They are direct
pupils of the mythical founder of the Vaikhanasa school, Vikhanas. Together
with the sttras, the Vaikhanasasamhitas, which are all but two in verse, are tra-
ditionally taken to represent the canon of the Vaikhanasas (Vaikhanasasastra or
Vaikhanasabhagavacchastra). In these Vaikhanasasambhitas all aspects of the
temple cult are dealt with: the preparation of a temple’s construction site, its ac-
tual construction, the production of images of the deities and their installation,
the ritual requisites and the preparation of fireplaces in the temple, and the regu-
lar temple rituals including the diverse temple festivals.

Only one of the Vaikhanasasamhitas has a commentary;54 but there are many
handbooks on temple ritual based on the sambhitas. These shorter texts are nowa-
days turned to for practical advice.” For the most part these works consist of
collections of quotations from different Vaikhanasasamhitas. As with the hand-
books for domestic ritual, particularly the newer compilations add explanations

50 See Caland/Vira 1941: xv; see also Gopalakrishnamurty 1966: 36-39.

51 Abdikamantravivaranamu, Vivahopanayanadimamtraprasnarthaprakasika, Vaikhanasa-
mirtabhagavadyajanamantrabhaga, Narayanastaksari mahamantranusthana, Srivaikha-
nasasitrokta dvadasasiuktani, and Srt'matvikanasamunimnukruhz‘tam Srivaikanasasast-
rokta visesasiktarkal.

52 As the structure and content of these texts closely resemble those of the agamas of the Sai-
va schools and of the vaisnava ritual school Paiicaratra, most Indian and western authors
refer to these texts as Vaikhanasagamas. This term is however, not used by the texts them-
selves. Rather, the terms kanda/khanda, adhikara/adhikarana or samhita are used as self-
designations (see Colas 1996: 45; see also Caudhart 1995: 406).

53 The printed samhitas are Adisamhita (Chapter 18), Anandasamhita and Vimanarcanakal-
pa of Marici, Kriyadhikara, Khiladhikara, Prakirnadhikara, Yajiiadhikara and Vasadhi-
kara of Bhrgu, Jiianakanda of Kasyapa and Samirtarcanadhikarana of Atri.

54 Anandasamhitavyakhya.

55 1 was able to observe how during some rituals even complete passages from these hand-
books were read out, where the acting priest did not know the text by heart. Moreover,
these texts are also used in the education of the student priests.
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in modern Indian languages. The texts deal above all with the regular temple
worship, particular religious festivals and temple inaugurations.*®

Beyond strictly ritual works, the Vaikhanasa tradition has produced many
more texts. There are collections of praise songs and poems,57 more general vais-
nava religious texts not exclusively connected to the Vaikhanasa tradition®® and
treatises concerned with themes such as the dimensions of ritual implements and
fireplaces.59 Furthermore there exist accounts of teacher-pupil lineages specific to
the Vaikhanasas® and hagiographies of Vikhanas and Srinivasa Diksita.61

Of interest here are above all those texts in which the Vaikhanasa seek to set
themselves apart from other religious and ritual currents, in which they define
their specific identity over against the other. Some of these works seek to provi-
de a distinctive philosophical profile for the ritual school,”? others again draw
contrasts between the ritual characteristics of their own tradition and those of
other groups."3

56 Arcandtilaka, Arcananavanita, Arcavataramu Sri Vaikhanasamu, Agamavyasasamputi,
Abdikaprayoga, Artistava, Krsnapuskaravidhi, Dhyvarcayajanavidhi, Dhanvantariprati-
sthakalpa, Dhyanamuktavali, Nityarcanavidhana, Nityarcanavidhi, Pratisthanukramani-
ka, Pratisthavidhidarpana, Pratyabdikaprayogadarpanamu, Balakrsnatiruvaradhanamu,
Brahmotsavanukramanika, Bhagavadarcaprakarana, Bhagavadaradhanakrama, Bhaga-
vadaradhanacandrika, Bhagavadutsavanukramanika, Mahasamproksanam, Mahasanti-
prayoga, Mrutsarnkrahanam/Ankurarpanam, Visnvarcanasarasamgraha, Visnvalayarca-
navidhi, Vaikhanasam, Vaikhanasavispvaradhanakrama, Srikasyapasmrti, Verkatesvara-
subhodhaya, Vaikhanasanityarcanavidhi, Samiirtasamanyarcanavidhi, Snapanavidhi,
Snapanani, Hanumadarcanoktavidhi and Hanumadarcanotsavavidhi.

57 Acaryastava + Kodandaramastava, Krsnaryastottarasataka, Trisati, Vikanasaccaryal
stotrapata, Vikhanasacarya Divyaprabandha, Vikhanasdcaryastutisataka, Vaikhanasa-
caryastutisataka, Laksminarayanasaranagatistavamu, Sristutisumamarjari and Vaikha-
nasastotraratnavali.

58 Abhijiianasakuntalavyakhya, Isavasyopanittu, Isavasyopanisat, Gajendra Moksamu, Go-
damahima, Corasamvada, Rasikaraiijanabhana, Ramabhadrastutisataka, Ramanuja vai-
bhavamu, Ramaryasataka, Rukminikrsnasamvada, Laksmihayagrivatattva, Laksmihaya-
grivasahasranamavali and Satapramanadipika.

59 Yagakundadinirnaya.

60 Vaikhanasaguruparampara and Vaikhanasacaryaparamparanusamdhanakrama.

61 Vikhanasacaritra, Vikhanasotpatticaritra, Vaikhanasakathamathanamu, Vaikhanasula
caritra, Srinivasadiksitendracaritra and Srivikhano Mune - Vaikhanasulu.

62 Uttamabrahmavidya, Uttamabrahmavidyasara, Uttamabrahmavidyasarasamgraha, Mok-
sopayapradipika, Laksmivisistadvaitabhasya and Nigamaciidadarpana.

63 Grhyasitradharmanirnaya, DasSavidhahetuniripanandhratatparya, Dasavidhahetuniri-
panavyakhyana, Dharmacandrika, Dharmajijiiasavivadapracuramu, Vaikhanasakalpasii-
travaiSistyamu, Vaikhanasamu, Vaikhanasavijaya, Vaikhanasavaibhavamu, Vaikhanaso-
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These works constantly—if seldom explicitly—make use of the argumentative
apparatus first systematically developed by Srinivasa Diksita in his Dasavidha-
hetunirﬁpana,64 which is discussed in detail in the present work. The central
question, which drives the Dasavidhahetuniriipana, concerns the Vaikhanasas’
eligibility (adhikara), to act as priests in Visnu temples. Is it birth or initiation
which makes a person eligible to act as intermediary between the world and the
other-worldly? This debate persists until well into the twentieth century. It is dis-
cussed in some rather polemical works® on the basis of the question of whether
the Vaikhanasas must undergo an initiation involving a brand on the upper arms,
or whether for them their life-cycle rituals, and in particular the prenatal life-
cycle ritual visnubali, confers the right to perform temple ritual.

1.2 The author Srinivasa Diksita

The author of the Dasavidhahetuniriipana enjoys high standing in contemporary
Vaikhanasa communities as may be gathered, for example, from a letter of the
Vaikhanasa pandit Parthasarathi Bhattacarya to Willem Caland. In his letter Par-
thasarathi Bhattacarya (see 1.3) describes some differences between the Vaikha-
nasas and other vaisnava groups and declares that only the Vaikhanasas acknow-
ledge Srinivasa Diksita as their teacher:®
[...] these Vaikhanasas do not worship in their houses the Alwars and Acharyas
of the other Shree Vaishnavites, [...] They do not worship the Mathadhipatis of
either Advaita or Dvaita schools of philosophy likewise. Thus they form a sepa-
rate independent minority within the Vaishnava community, as the followers of
their Acharya and Bhashyakara Srinivasa Dikshita.

Many Vaikhanasa texts—irrespective of their content—begin with a formula hon-
ouring Vikhanas and Srinivasa Diksita, who is also known as Srinivasamakhin,

pakhyana Sajjanasambhava, Sarasamgraha, Sarasamgrahamardana and Siddhantalesa-
darsa.

64 The arguments used by the same author in the Vaikhanasamahimamaiijari are also based
on those developed in the Dasavidhahetuniriipana (see 1.4).

65 Taptacakrarnkanakhandana, Paramartharamabana and Vaikhanasataptacakrankanavija-
yatilavatila.

66 Quoted as “A short note on the Vaikhanasastitra” in Caland’s introduction to his edition of
the Vaikhanasasrautasiitra (Caland/Vira 1941: xxviii-xxxi).
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Vedantadesika, Srinivasaryadiksita, Srinivasaryayajvan and Srinivasamakhive-
dantadesika.”’

What is known about Srinivasa Diksita’s life comes from the introductory
verses of the Dasavidhahetuniripana (DHNP 1.1-20), from the text Srinivasa-
diksitendracaritra (abbr: SDC),* from some verses of a Vaikhanasa guruparam-
pare"l69 and from sporadic statements in Tatparyacintamani. According to these
sources, Srinivasa Diksita was the son of Govindacarya and Rukmini, from a
Vaikhanasa family of the Kausika clan. He was born in Sri Venkatacala (Tiru-
malai, Andhra Pradesh, also known as Vrsagiri). Like his father Govindacarya,
he was a follower of VenkateSa/VenkateSvara, the form of Visnu worshipped in
Tirumalai. His grandfather on his mother’s side, Srinivasa Yajvan, is the author
of a now lost Karika, a commentary on domestic rituals.” Srinivasa Diksita is
considered notably learned—for instance the Paficaratra doctrine is supposed to
have been as well known to him as his own tradition. Moreover he was known
for regularly performing diverse lavish $rauta sacrifices.”"

Some clues regarding Srinivasa Diksita’s relative place within the history of
the Vaikhanasa tradition may be garnered from his position in several lists of
teacher-student succession (guruparampara). Such guruparamparas are an ex-
pression of respect towards those who transmit and embody the tradition and at
the same time provide religious legitimation to the individual who recites and
transmits the guruparampara. In practice nowadays a neophyte during or after
his initiation into a certain religious denomination is taught to recite a verse
which mentions his teacher and his teacher’s teacher. Thus, two generations of
religious teachers are preserved in the living memory of a student. In contrast,
the lists presented in Appendix 1 stretch from Visnu-Narayana as the first teach-
er to the reciter’s own teacher in person.72 From a scholarly point of view, these
guruparamparas are therefore not to be taken literally in their entirety. The lists

67 In the Dasavidhahetuniripana alone four different names or combinations of component
parts of individual names are used for Srinivasa Diksita (DHND 1.3, 1.6, 1.19, 122.12; see
SDC, p. 17). Here the name Srinivasa Diksita will be used throughout.

68 This text was published under the title Srinivasadiksitendracaritramu, and is also quoted
almost in its entirety in the Sanskrit commentary Dasavidhahetuniriapanavyakhyana (pp.
12—-19) and appended to the edition of the Vaikhanasamahimamaiijart (pp. 73-79).

69 "Sﬁvaikhﬁnasa—Guruparamparﬁ,” in Vaikhanasam, p. 5 (see Appendix 1).

70 This is taken from a short passage in the Tatparyacintamani, where some verses from the
Karika are quoted (TPC 464.6-14).

71 See SDC: pp. 15 and 17. The components of Srinivasa Diksita’s name (-makhin, -desika
or -yajvan) refer also to his sacrifical activity.

72 See, e.g. MOP, p. 1: srilaksmivallabharambham vikhanomunimadhyamam / asmadacar-
yaparyantam vande guruparamparam //. See Colas 1985: 117.
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consulted agree extensively for the distant past,73 divide temporarily into two
different strands which differ in detail but not substantially,74 and then diverge
ever more from each other. It can safely be assumed that Srinivasa Diksita, who
is unanimously represented as being knowledgeable in many areas, had several
teachers.” Srinivasa Diksita’s father Govinda[ca]rya is included in four of the
six guruparamparas. While two guruparamparas do not explicitly mention Stini-
vasa Diksita’s immediate teacher, the Laksmihayagrivasahasranamavali names
Sundararya, whereas Ahnikamrta and Moksopayapradipika suggest that his
teacher was Narahari (Naraharibhattacarya), for they place him between Sriniva-
sa Diksita and his father. Three guruparamparas are in substantial agreement in
respect of Srinivasa Diksita’s successors, who are named as Vipranardyanacar-
Venkatacarya and Govindarya. In spite of all differences the most important
facts for our purpose are that Srinivasa Diksita is consistently presented as hav-

73 One exception here is the text Vaikhanasacaryaparamparanusamdhanakrama, which
names far more mythical Rsis than the other guruparamparas.

74 They cite almost identical names up to Anantacarya. The Vaikhanasacaryaparamparanu-
samdhanakrama follows the Srivaikhanasa-Guruparampard after the teacher Vipra-
narayana.

75 See the number of his teachers mentioned by Anantapadmanabhacaryulu Garu (4.6.2).

76 In his introduction to his edition of the Tatparyacintamani (p. iv) Parthasarathi Bhattacar-
ya ascribes a text called Grhyasiitraprayogavrtti to one Vasantayajin, from which he cites
the part on visnubali in his commentary to the Anandasamhita (pp. 118-119). Eggers
(1922: 16) mentions that Singaracarya names a text by Vasantayajin called Paficaratra-
nirakara. The India Office Library Catalogue lists only one work of Vasantayajin, a text
named Vaikhanasasamhitavyakhyana. So far I have not been able to consult these texts.
One Vasantaydjin has also commented on the 18th chapter of the Vaikhanasa text Adi-
samhita. Colas (1996: 93) assumes that this Vasantayajin lived after Srinivasa Diksita.
However, in two guruparamparas one Vasantaka or Vasantayajyacarya is also named be-
fore Srinivasa Diksita.

77 Anantanarayana is supposed to have written a commentary on the Vedantasttra entitled
Varttikagrahini.

78 This is a namesake of our Srinivasa Diksita, who is also called Srinivasamakhin. A stu-
dent of Anantanarayana, or of one of his students, possibly produced the text Uttarabrah-
mavidya. According to Mr. Charyulu (Kothalanka), manuscripts of this text are available
in the Sanskrit Kendriya Vidyapeetha Library (Tirupati) and one manuscript is in the pos-
session of V. Ayyamacharyulu (Kakinada). The commentary on this text, Uttamabrahma-
vidyasara, was edited in early 2007 by Dr. SudarSanan Bhattar of the Tanjaviir Sarasvatt
Mahal library. The same Srinivasa Diksita is supposed also to have written a commentary
on the Abhijiianasakuntala of Kalidasa (ed. Ramanuja Tatacarya, Cennai 1882; available
in the Adyar Library, Chennai, shelfmark “Rare 1882 Kal AS sk Tat”).
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ing lived after Nrsimha Vajapeyin, Bhatta Bhaskara’ and Anantacarya, and that
he lived several generations before any author whose date can be fixed with
some certainty.

Neither Dasavidhahetuniriipana nor Tatparyacintamani provide concrete
evidence for the lifetime of their author. Nowhere does Srinivasa Diksita expli-
citly refer to the works of any historically placeable author. The citations which
both texts contain allow only an approximate terminus post quem due to the
equally uncertain dating of the cited texts. In the Dasavidhahetuniriipana,
among the Vaikhanasasamhitas, Srinivasa Diksita cites at length only the Anan-
dasamhita and the Puratantra.* The few further references to the sambhitas are
isolated verses from Yajiiadhikara, Vasadhikara and from Kasyapa’s Jaanakan-
da. In the Tatparyacintamani Srinivasa Diksita cites in addition Vimanarcana-
kalpa, Kriyadhikara, Prakirnadhikara, Niruktadhikara and Arcanadhikara.®!
Thus both the earliest samhita texts as well as those texts presumed to be the lat-
est of the samhita corpus are cited. It can therefore be safely assumed that Dasa-
vidhahetuniriipana and Tatparyacintamani have been composed after the Anan-
dasamhita was compiled, that is most likely after the 13® century CE (see Colas
1996: 69, 95). This fits with the date arising from the Paficardtra texts Srinivasa
Diksita cites, and also with the fact that he refers to several Srivaisnava concepts
which were not widely in use before the 14" century CE. The other texts cited
by Srinivasa Diksita do not give any additional hints as to his dates (see 1.4).%

On the basis of Srinivasa Diksita’s Paramatmikopanisadbhasya, Gérard Co-
las (1996: 93) presumes that the author lived after VedantadeSika, that is after
the second half of the 14™ century CE.* The author of Srinivasa Diksita’s hagio-
graphy Srinivasadiksitendracaritra, Sundarardja, confirms that Srinivasa Diksita

79 Only the Vadhiidharmacandrikd names Bhatta Bhaskara before Nrsimha Vajapeyin. In
the Tatparyacintamani Srinivasa Diksita refers twice briefly to a Bhaskara (TPC 439.17-
18, 503.8-9).

80 To the best of my knowledge, the Puratantra, which is ascribed to Bhrgu, is extant only
in citations and not preserved as an independent text. The sections of text from the Pura-
tantra and the Anandasambhita cited in the Dasavidhahetuniripana and the Tatparyacinta-
mani are very similar in content.

81 As of this writing, Niruktadhikara and Arcanadhikara have most probably been printed
but were not at my disposal. Vaikhanasa scholars are mentioned by name at only three
points in the Tatparyacintamani. Bhatta Bhaskara is mentioned twice, and there is one
reference to Srinivasa Diksita’s grandfather on his mother’s side.

82 Ramachandra Rao (1990: 1) states that Srinivasa Diksita composed the Laksmivisistadvai-
tabhasya in 1059 CE while Sridhara Babu (1977) supports the view that he lived in the
13th century. However, neither author gives any reason for the dating.

83 See Potter 1983: 296; see also Hopkins 2002, part 1.
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lived after Vedantadesika when he states that Srinivasa Diksita in his Vaikhana-
samahimamarijari comments on VedantadeSika’s text Sa]janasambhava.84 At
the same time, however, he gives Srinivasa Diksita’s year of birth as 1198 CE,
which is several decades before Vedantadesika’s birth.®

The first secure ferminus ante quem is the lifetime of the author of Srinivasa
Diksita’s hagiography, Sundararaja from the Illatttr agraharam near Shenkotta
in Kerala (b. 1841, d. 1905), son of Varadaraja Aiyangar and K{S[lé_lmbé_ll.% It
can certainly be assumed that more than a century must divide Sundararaja and
Srinivasa Diksita, otherwise Sundararaja would surely not have placed him so
long before himself. It is therefore probable that Srinivasa Diksita lived in the
period after VedantadeSika and at least a century before Sundararaja, i.e. be-
tween 1370 and 1740.

Apart from Dasavidhahetuniriipana and Tatparyacintamani further six texts
are ascribed to Srinivasa Diksita. Caland used three different manuscripts of
Srinivasa Diksita’s commentary on the Vaikhanasasrautasiitra (entitled Vaikha-
nasasrautasitravyakhya or Srinivasadiksittya) for his edition of the Vaikhanasa-
Srautasitra.¥’ In Sundarardja’s Srinivasadiksitendracaritra (p. 21) an astrologi-
cal treatise entitled Tithinirnayakarika is also named. This text seems to be no
longer extant. In his commentary on the Brahmasitra, entitled Laksmivisistad-
vaitabhasya, Srinivasa Diksita seeks to give the Vaikhanasas a philosophical
profile of their own, which is in agreement with the postulated vedic descent and

84 See SDC: p. 25. Sundararaja refers here to the chapter sajjanasambhavagranthah vaikha-
nasotpattiprakara of the Vaikhanasamahimamarijari (VMM: pp. 36-37). A text entitled
Sajjanavaibhava (or Sajjanasambhava?) is ascribed to the Vedantadesika who is also the
author of the Paricaratraraksa. The text was published in Telugu script as 7th volume
(anubandha) of the series Srivaikhanasagranthamala and a manuscript of the text is avail-
able in the Government Oriental Manuscript Library, Chennai (No. 5395). There is no
consensus as to whether the text is actually authored by this Vedantadesika (see Colas
1996: 67). However, A. Krsnamacaryulu from Narsapur, who translated the text into Te-
lugu, explicitly supports the view that the Sajjanasambhava is actually a work of the
author of the Paricaratraraksa.

85 SDC 13: trimsatuttara(trisatyuttara)catussahasresu vyatitesu kalivarsesu sarvajitvatsare
tumgasthe savitari tatha camdre ca, vaisakhe prajapatye naksatre slaghaniye lagne sadh-
Vi sa prasavistaprabhiitagunam kam api putram bhuvanamitram. This dating is, however,
not internally consistent: the year 4300 of the Kaliyuga corresponds to the year 1198, but
the expression sarvajitvatsare does not apply to this year. According to the southern ca-
lendar the closest sarvajit years to the year given here are 1227 or 1167 CE.

86 He is also the author of the Uttarabrahmavidyasara. On his further works, see Kunjunni
Raja 1958: 253.

87 See Caland/Vira 1941: xii—xiv. Mr. Charyulu (Kothalanka, Andhra Pradesh) claims to be
in the possession of several further manuscripts of this text.
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with the temple ritual. Therein he argues for a position which differs from Visis-
tadvaita in some points (see Ramacandra Rao 1990: 104, 112). Paramatmikopa-
nisadbhasya is a commentary on the seventh chapter of the mantra collection of
the Vaikhanasas (see 1.1). Finally Srinivasa Diksita composed the Vaikhanasa-
mahimamarijart (see 1.4), in which he elaborates on the characteristics of the
Vaikhanasa tradition. Therein he deals in particular with the Vaikhanasa idea of
“taking refuge in Visnu-Narayana” (see 2.2.5).

1.3 Parthasarathi Bhattacarya, editor of the Dasavidhahetuniripana

The Dasavidhahetuniriipana has been edited twice by the Vaikhanasa scholar
Parthasarathi Bhattacarya (b. 1895, d. 1987). When he first edited the text, in
1931 at the age of 36, he supplemented it with a commentary of his own in Sans-
krit (Dasavidhahetuniripanavyakhyana, abbr. DHNV) and with detailed expla-
natory notes in Telugu.88 In addition the work contains a citation index of 13
pages, so that the in total the book comprises 748 pages. The size of the Dasavi-
dhahetuniripanavyakhyana thereby surpasses that of the Dasavidhahetuniriipa-
na by far. The second edition of this text followed in 1967, printed this time in
Devanagari characters and without Parthasarathi Bhattacarya’s Sanskrit com-
mentary. Now, however, Parthasarathi Bhattacarya published the Dasavidhahe-
tuniriipana together with stitra commentary TatparyacintGmani by the same
author.* In the foreword to the Devanagari edition the editor simply remarks
that the manuscripts used were all made available to him by Vaikhanasa fami-
lies, and that the mistakes and omissions in all the manuscripts were identical.
He consulted at least three manuscripts for this edition, made available to him by
three persons from Andhra Pradesh (Akulamannadu, Tirupati, Nalldru). As he
does not mention his 1931 edition it remains unclear whether the textual basis
for the two editions is the same. The DevanagarT text of the Dasavidhahetuniri-
pana comprises 122 printed pages. This edition is the source of all references to
the Dasavidhahetunirapana in the present volume and of the reproduction in

88 This first edition of the Dasavidhahetuniripana was printed in Telugu script. The Dasavi-
dhahetuniriipanavyakhyana has not been drawn on systematically here, but only for un-
clear passages of text. The Telugu explanatory notes have not been used at all for the pre-
sent work.

89 The older Telugu edition is available only in a few libraries worldwide, and can hardly be
used due to the brittleness of the paper. Even in the restored copy in the Niedersichsi-
schen Staats- und Universititsbibliothek Gottingen (shelfmark A 2000 A 35512) many
passages are illegible.
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electronic form at the website “Gottingen Register of Electronic Texts in Indian
Languages” (http://www.sub.uni-goettingen.de/ebene_1/fiindolo/gretil.htm).

Parthasarathi Bhattacarya is a very important figure for the Vaikhanasa com-
munities in the 20" century. Therefore a few words should be said here about him
and his career, so far as it can be reconstructed.” Parthasarathi Bhattacarya was
one of six sons of a very conservative vaisnava Brahman in a small village in
Andhra Pradesh (Akulamannadu, near Machilipatnam, Krsna District). His father
sent him to a mission school, so that he—alone among his family—should learn
English, in order to be in a position to communicate with the representatives of
the colonial power. Parthasarathi Bhattacarya was so successful in this that he
even won prizes in Bible Study. The knowledge of English he gained in his youth
enabled him to establish contact with Willem Caland in the late 1920s, just at the
time when the latter was preparing his edition of the Vaikhanasasmartasitra.

Parthasarathi Bhattacarya dedicated a large part of his energy to the preserva-
tion and propagation of the Vaikhanasa ritual system. Most of the Vaikhanasa-
samhitas which are in print today were edited by him®' on the basis of manu-
scripts collected by his father, his grandfather and himself in Andhra Pradesh
and Tamil Nadu. However, many of the manuscripts which he used for his editi-
ons later fell victim to a fire in his house in his home village, to which he had re-
treated after his retirement. It is also essentially thanks to Parthasarathi Bhatta-
carya’s initiative, that a centre for editing Vaikhanasa texts with its own press
was established in the small village of Igavaripalem in southern Andhra Pradesh
where since the beginning of the 1920s the Vaikhanasagranthamala series of
Vaikhanasa texts was published.92

Parthasarathi Bhattacarya’s comprehensive textual knowledge enabled him
to participate actively from the 1920s in the discussions over whether the Vai-
khanasas have to undergo an initiation with branding—as influential Srivaisna-
vas demanded (see 3.1)—or whether they were qualified to perform temple ri-

90 Most of the information on Parthasarathi Bhattacarya’s life and works was communicated
orally to me in fall and winter 2000 by several Vaikhanasas in Tirumalai, Vijayawada and
Machilipatnam; above all by the late D. V. Chari, the then secretary of the “Sri Vaikhana-
sa Divya Vivardhini Sabha.” These details have been further supplemented by informa-
tion provided by Prof. Guy R. Welbon, Philadelphia.

91 Several texts which were in fact edited by Parthasarathi Bhattacarya were not published
under his name. He sought to honour others, for example his brothers, by ascribing edi-
tions to them.

92 See Colas 1984b; see also Hiisken 2001b.
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tuals by virtue of their prenatal life cycle ritual visr_lubali.93 In 1927 he attended a
joint meeting of the Vaikhanasas and the Srivaisnavas, but was then excluded
because he apparently represented the Vaikhanasa interests very uncompromi-
singly (see 3.1.1). Almost all the texts which Parthasarathi Bhattacarya himself
composed in Sanskrit and Telugu are concerned with the eligibility of the Vai-
khanasas to perform temple ritual: the Sanskrit commentary Dasavidhahetunirii-
panavyakhyana and its Telugu gloss DasSavidhahetuniripanandhratatparya, the
Sanskrit commentary on the Anandasambhita, the Paramartharamabana and Vai-
khanasa vaibhavamu, but also diverse articles in Sanskrit, Telugu and English
published in the Journal of the Sri Verkatesvara University Oriental Institute.
He was well-known as a very capable Sanskrit scholar and as an authority in
both the theory and practice of the Vaikhanasa ritual system.

In the 1950s Parthasarathi Bhattacarya was employed in the administration of
the Journal of the Venkate$vara temple in Tirumalai. In his position as “Agama-
pandit” he did all that he could to further the interests of the priests employed in
this an in other Vaikhanasa temples. To this end he founded in 1959 in Tiruma-
lai the trans-regional Vaikhanasa organization “Sri Vaikhanasa Divya Vivardhi-
ni Sabha,” whose aim it is to facilitate the publication of more Vaikhanasa texts
and to improve the education of the priests.”* In general Parthasarathi Bhattacar-
ya sought to better the position of the priests vis-a-vis the temple administration
on the one hand and the devotees and donors on the other. He is described by all
who knew him as an intellectual, calm and gentle man.

Parthasarathi Bhattacarya must have had an enormous textual knowledge at
his command for in his extensive Sanskrit commentary on the Dasavidhahetuni-
riipana he often supplements Srinivasa Diksita’s arguments with extended citati-
ons from diverse puranas, the Mahabharata and many other relevant legal and
ritual texts. From the many differences in details between the two editions,
which after all are separated by more than thirty years, emerges indirectly also a

93 Guy R. Welbon reports that Parthasarathi Bhattacarya was a legal advisor to a Muslim
landholder in Nellore District before he came to Tirupati. As such he occupied an inter-
mediary position between the landholder and his Hindu subordinates. Welbon found a do-
cument in Parthasarathi Bhattacarya’s papers from the early 19th century, which was
composed by the Tax Collector’s Office in Nellore and dealt with the question of
branding. However, I do not have any further information on the contents and the
circumstances of the document’s composition. Research in Tirumalai and Akulumanadu
have yielded nothing; possibly the document is no longer extant.

94 See “Sree Vaikhanasa Divya Siddhanta Vibardhini Sabha,” Memorandum of Association,
No. 7 of 1959 (Registered under Act XXI of 11860), Tirupati; 1992. On this, see Hiisken
2001a.
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development of the scholar Parthasarathi Bhattacarya. In the Devanagari version
he silently resolves some of the unclear or ambiguous passages of the Telugu
edition, especially some of the prose passages, which quote Srinivasa Diksita’s
opinion.95 The comparison of the two editions of the Dasavidhahetuniripana by
one and the same scholar distinctly examplifies the process of “composition in
transmission” (Bakker 1989): in being transmitted (in this case in being edited),
the text is “improved” from the point of view of those who hand it down. As the
changes are not identified as such, the now altered text is again regarded as
“authoritative tradition,” and thus canonized.

1.4 The Dasavidhahetuniriipana in its literary context

The chief difficulty in dating Srinivasa Diksita arises from the fact that he does
not explicitly refer to preceding or contemporary scholars of other traditions and
their texts. The citations from other texts presented in the Dasavidhahetuniriipa-
na, which substantiate the ‘ten reasons’ consistently come from “$ruti, smrti, pu-
ranas etc.” (DHN 2.11-12). These sources and how Srinivasa Diksita relates to
them shall be described now.

Although Srinivasa Diksita refers to the vedic authority of the Vaikhanasa-
sttras in almost every one of his ‘ten reasons’, he only occasionally cites this
text verbatim. One reference occurs in connection with the discussion of devala-
katva, i.e. with the charge against the Vaikhanasas that, as temple priests, they
“worship god for money” (see 2.1.2). Here he seeks to show through a reference
to Vaikhanasasmartasitra 4.10 that worship of god in iconic form is prescribed
already in the Vaikhanasasmartasitra, and that therefore the charge of being de-
valakas cannot be upheld against the Vaikhanasas (DHNP 53.5-11).%° Here and
in another passage from the same part of the Vaikhanasasmartasiitra (DHN"
99.7-9),”” Srinivasa Diksita seeks to show that only Vaikhanasas accept Na-

95 The verse quotations from the authoritative texts, however, agree with the original texts, as
they are now available in print, more often in the Telugu than in the Devanagar edition.

96 The cited text reads (VaikhSmS 4.10): agnir vai devanam avamo visnuh paramas tadan-
tarena sarva anya devata iti brahmanam. tasmad guhe paramam visnum pratisthapya sa-
yam pratar homante ’rcayati: ““ *Agni is in truth the lowest of the gods, Visnu the highest.
All other gods are between these two’ thus [reads] a Brahmana. Therefore, once one has
installed the highest, Visnu, in an enclosed room, one worships him evening and morning
at the end of the sacrifice into the fire.”

97 The cited text reads (VaikhSmS 4.12): dvijatir atandrito nityam grhe devayatane va bhak-
tya bhagavantam narayanam arcayet. tadvisnoh paramam padam gacchatiti vijiiayate:
“The twice-born should worship the glorious Narayana always at home or in the temple
with devoted love. He reaches the highest residence of this Visnu, so it is taught.” Refer-
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rayana as the highest god (DHN P 97.15-18). Reference is also occasionally
made to Vaikhanasasmartasiitra 1.1, the beginning of the sttra. Niseka is there
listed as the first life-cycle ritual (samskara). This is the subject of the “fifth rea-
son” in the Dasavidhahetuniripana (DHNP 80.6-78 and 85.20; see 2.2.2).”® The
same passage is also referred to in the “sixth reason,” where the uniqueness of
the Vaikhanasasmartasitra is attributed to the fact that only here are eighteen
samskaras listed (DHND 86.5-8).

Thus in the whole Dasavidhahetuniriipana which time and again asserts the
centrality of the Vaikhanasasutras, the siitras themselves are in fact only quoted in
a very few places. The main reason for this apparent imbalance is that the entire
Tatparyacintamani which is attached to the Dasavidhahetuniriipana, is a com-
mentary on the Vaikhanasasmartasitra, and makes detailed reference to the siitra,
expounds it and cites it word for word. Evidently the author therefore did not feel
the need to refer to the siitra time and again in the Dasavidhahetuniripana.

It is far more remarkable, however, that precisely those siitra passage cited in
the the Dasavidhahetuniriipana are even today the most frequently cited passa-
ges of the Vaikhanasasiitras. The Vaikhanasas’ reference to their vedic tradition
appears to be expression of a more general tendency of contemporary Hindu tra-
ditions: while in daily practice constant reference is made to the textual corpus
of the Veda, its actual content is largely detached from the religious practice (see
B.K. Smith 1989: 13f. and 20f). In the case of the contemporary Vaikhanasa tra-
dition reference is made time and again to the authority of the “Vaikhanasasut-
ra” but the living tradition is concerned primarily with temple ritual, which does
not yet feature in the Vaikhanasasmartasitra. The Vaikhanasas, however, resol-
ve this imbalance by designating the Vaikhanasasitras together with the Vaikha-
nasasamhitas which describe temple ritual, as Vaikhanasabhagavacchastra, the
canon of their tradition.

Another mode of extending vedic authority to later texts is employed in the
“seventh reason” of the Dasavidhahetuniriipana (DNHD 90.1ff): “The siitra con-
tains the whole of the ritual actions together their component parts.” From ficti-
ve opponents the objection is then raised that several rituals are not described at
all in the Vaikhanasasmartasiitra. For these Srinivasa Diksita refers to a text cal-
led Vaikhanasagrhyaparisistasitra, in which all those rituals not mentioned in

ence is also made in Dasavidhahetuniriipana 95.12 to the hierarchy of the Brahmans (on
this see 2.2); the best Brahmans are those who acknowledge Narayana as the only and
highest god.

98 In Dasavidhahetuniripana 83.17-19 reference is made to Vaikhanasasmartasitra 3.10,
where the signs of pregnancy are listed. In other siitras the time for garbhadhana is deter-
mined by these signs (see 2.2.1).
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the Vaikhanasasmartasiitra are dealt with. In order to substantiate this, he quotes
in detail from this Vaikhanasagrhyaparisistasitra, the complete text of which
appears no longer to be preserved even in manuscript.99 The only extant portions
are the citations reproduced in Srinivasa Diksita’s works,'” some of which were
then absorbed by the Satranukramanika (see 4.3.1).

Srinivasa Diksita quotes the siitra of Bodhdyana considerably more often
than the siitra of his own tradition.'”" This affirms the special connection be-
tween these two branches of the Taittirtya school, which is dealt with in detail
by Krick (1977).' There are several aspects which both sttras have in com-
mon. For our purposes the most important agreement is that Bodhayana is the
only other siitra author to describe a prenatal samskara called “bali-offering to
Visnu” (see 2.2.2.1). Moreover, Bodhayana also knows a ritual named narayana-
bali, which again is otherwise only described by the Vaikhanasas.'"” And just
like the Vaikhanasasmartasitra, the Baudhdayanagrhyaparisistasitra (a later ap-
pendix to the Baudhayanagrhyasiitra) describes the installation of an iconic im-
age of Vi$1:lll.104 Nevertheless, one cannot establish any direct dependence in one
direction or the other (see Colas 1994: 523ff).

The special relationship between the Baudhayana and the Vaikhanasa traditi-
ons is also reflected in the Vaikhanasasamhitas. In these Bodhayana is occasio-

99  The first to draw attention to this text was Renou (1947: 189). Parthasarathi Bhattacarya
says nothing in his Sanskrit commentary about this text.

100 In the Tatparyacintamani Srinivasa Diksita often refers to this text as “grhya.” From the
citations it is apparent that the Vaikhanasagrhyaparisistasiitra was in verse, and that it
contained many grammatical mistakes.

101 Both Kane and Olivelle date the Baudhayanasiitras well before the Vaikhanasasitras.
Kane (1974a: xi) places the Baudhayanagrhyasiitra between 600 and 300 BCE; Olivelle
(2000: 4-10, 191, 7 fn. 10) dates the older parts of the Baudhdayanadharmasiitra, which
is thought to be roughly contemporary with the Baudhayanagrhyasiitra, to c. 500-200
BCE. Olivelle notes, however, that the sections added to the Baudhayanadharmasiitra
(2.17-18) appear to be a handbook for renouncers, and could have emerged at the same
time as the Vaikhanasasutras.

102 Krick (1977: 7) refers to the fact that both stitras emerged in South India, both are the
latest stitras of the TaittirTya school, and both reflect post-vedic religiosity (including al-
lusions to temples, piija, etc.).

103 For details, see Krick 1977. A hierarchisation of Brahmans on the basis of the samska-
ras they have undergone is also common to both texts (see VaikhSmS 1.1 and
BaudhGrS 1.7.1-20). The texts differ in that for Bodhayana the bodily samskaras are in-
cluded in the list of pakayajiias and are therefore treated as domestic sacrifices
(BaudhGrS 1.1.1-12), whereas for the Vaikhanasas there is a clear separation between
bodily samskaras and sacrifices (see VaikhSmS 1.1; see also Pandey 1949: 29f.).

104  See the seminal work of Harting (1922).



40 1 The Dasavidhahetuniriipana

nally mentioned as an apostate disciple of Vikhanas.'” The close relationship is
here expressed as competition. However, the attitude towards the Bodhayana
tradition is not uniform in the Vaikhanasasambhitas: Colas finds that on the one
hand in the Samiirtarcanadhikarana the Bodhayanasitra is brought into con-
nection with a “better” Paficaratra tradition, but that on the other in the Vasadhi-
kara following the “Baudhayanasastra” is described, just like the Vaikhanasa
tradition, as vaidika, in agreement with the Veda.

Likewise, Srinivasa Diksita sometimes repudiates the content of the Baudha-
yanasttras as inferior to the Vaikhanasa tradition while at other times he uses the
Baudhayana tradition to underpin his own position.m6 Nevertheless at all times
he allocates to the Baudhayanins a position subordinate to the Vaikhanasas.
Thus Srinivasa Diksita repeatedly demonstrates on the basis of references to one
or more acaryas (“masters” or “teachers”) in the Baudhayanasutras, that the
Baudhayanins recognize Vikhanas as authority (DHNP 10.6, 82.23-84.12). Sii-
nivasa Diksita deals with the Baudhayana tradition in more detail in the “fifth
reason,” which demonstrates that only the Vaikhanasas have niseka as the first
samskara. Here a particular closeness between the Baudhayanins and the Vai-
khanasas emerges, which Srinivasa Diksita presents as significant difference by
emphasizing the nuances (DHND 82.18-22; 83.2-5. 85.15). Similar structures
are revealed also in the treatment of other rituals where Srinivasa Diksita is at
pains to foreground the differences in spite of all common features (DHN® 73.6—
9,73.13-74.2,97.19-21, 97.22-25, 98.6-9).

Several times Srinivasa Diksita refers to other siitras where these equate vai-
khanasa with vanaprastha, a term describing those in the third stage of life (as-
rama) as “forest-dwellers,” who have given up heading a household and with-
drawn to the margins of the community.107 In some siitras the words vanapra-
stha and vaikhanasa are used synonymously. A close connection between the
two is in fact suggested by the Vaikhanasadharmasitra’s unusual close attention
to the religious rights and duties (dharma) of vz‘maprasthas.108 Srinivasa Diksita
seeks here to make clear that Vaikhanasas are not necessarily vanaprasthas (see
DHNP 21.2-23.10). Followers of other traditions who are in the third stage of

105 See AS 2.79-80; see also Colas 1996: 18.

106 See, for exampe, DHNP 75.11-14 and DHNP 89.12-13. Reference to Bodhayana as an
authority is also occasionally made in later ritual texts of the Vaikhanasas (see 2.2.2).

107 For details on the vanaprastha stage of life, see Sprockhoff 1981, 1984, and 1991; see
also Olivelle 1993.

108 On this connection see Bloch 1896; Caland 1926; Eggers 1929; Colas 1990, 1992a,
1996: 13-15; Pratap 1995; Muttu 1996. The actual connection between the Vaikhanasa-
smartasitra and the vanaprastha life-stage remains unclear at present.
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life, he claims, often follow the Vaikhanasasitra and it is for this reason that
they are called vaikhanasa (DHNP 27.20-29.15). Srinivasa Diksita thus empha-
sizes that all those texts, which connect Vaikhanasa and vanaprastha with one
another, thereby refer to the section of the Vaikhanasadharmasitra. This implies
that the Vaikhanasasiitra chronologically precedes the other texts, and thus that—
as Srinivasa Diksita puts it in his “second reason”—the Vaikhanasasiitra is “the
first among sitras” and further, as is stated in the “eighth reason,” that others re-
cognize the Vaikhanasasiitra as authority.

At the beginning of the Dasavidhahetuniripana Srinivasa Diksita says expli-
citly that his argument is based upon “upanisads, Mahabharata, Ramayana, pu-
ranas etc.”'” Srinivasa Diksita cites some upanisads in order to prove the im-
portance of mantras in ritual,“o and to show that the samskaras contained in the
Vaikhanasasmartasiitra are already mentioned in the Veda.'"" Other quotations
from the upanisads serve to prove that making a samkalpa (formal declaration)
to “take refuge in Visnu-Narayana” is possible even before birth:'' while still in
his mother’s womb, Vamadeva recognized the sorrowful nature of cyclical re-
birth and made up his mind to take refuge in Narayana after his birth. Very im-
portantly, these quotations serve to connect the Vaikhanasas’ prenatal life-cycle
ritual visnubali with the concept of initiation: an initiation’s characteristic as be-
ing based on conscious desision is thus integrated into the prenatal life-cycle ri-
tual and—only for the Vaikhanasas—thereby “brought forward” to the time be-
fore birth (see 2.2.3).

The Mahabharata and diverse puranas are constantly quoted in order to
underline or to prove Srinivasa Diksita’s own statements. The following puranas
(in ascending order of frequency) are quoted:113 Visnupurana, Bhagavatapura-
na, Padmapurana, Brhannaradiyapurana, Garudapurana, Kiarmapurana, Skan-
dapurana, Varahapurana, Brahmakaivartapurana, Brahmandapurana, Visnu-
dharmottarapurana, Naradapurana, Vayupurana, Narasimhapurana, Lingapu-

109 The entire Dasavidhahetuniripana contains only two quotations from the Harivamsa.
The Ramdayana is only brought in as it can be used to show that the Vaikhanasas are not
just vanaprasthas (DHNP 21.19-25, 22.2-8).

110 The savitrT mantra is the subject of a quotation from the Talavakaropanisad (DHNP
74.4-22). A quotation from the Chandogyopanisad (DHNP 77.20-22) is likewise drawn
upon as proof that rituals should always be performed with mantras.

111 In DHNP 81.14-18 he cites the Mundakopanisad and the Chandogyopanisad, and in
DHNP 86.9-10 and 89.10-11 he cites the Mundakopanisad.

112 In DHNP 103.24-104.8 he cites the Garbhopanisad, in DHNP 104.9-13 he cites the
Mudgalopanisad, and in DHNP 104.21-22 he cites the Kaivalyopanisad.

113 The source of many quotations from the purdnas are not given in the text; see DHNP
18.24-19.6, 42.16-17, 56.14-15, 69.18-21, 121.16-122.3.
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rana, Brahmapurana, Matsyapurana, Agnipurana, Sambapurana as well as one
quotation from the Vi_s:_mdharma.114 In some places the author, possibly deliber-
ately, alters the content of the quoted text slightly. Thus in Dasavidhahetunirii-
pana 105.21-106.13 Srinivasa Diksita introduces a quotation from the Padma-
purana in order to illustrate his idea of “tantric prapatti” (see 2.2.5.2). In the
quotation branding of the upper arms as part of an initiation is rejected: as a
Brahman is to be seen as a house of the gods, his body is not to be injured, for
the damage or destruction of the house drives away the gods. As far as I can see,
this verse is not contained the printed editions of the Padmapurana. One chapter
of the Padmapurana does, however, deal in detail with branding on the upper
arms. There, in complete contrast to the quotation cited in the Dasavidhahetuni-
rigpana, only those Brahmans with a branding are described as “true followers of
Visnu.”'"® Similarly, in a citation from the Padmapurana in Dasavidhahetuniri-
pana 107.2-11 the Paficaratrins are accused of being “without loving devotion
(bhakti)” towards the god, as branded, and as being the lowest of the Brahmans.
The statement in the printed edition of the Padmapurana is considerably more
tolerant. There it reads that god is to be worshipped as taught by one’s teacher.
The Pafcaratrin and Vaikhanasa are there explicitly ranked equally.1 e

Beyond the puranas most quotations in the Dasavidhahetuniripana come
from the Mahabharata. Many of the verses can also be found in similar form in
the critical edition, mostly in the appendices. What is striking is that especially
those quotations which explicitly mention the Vaikhanasas or Vikhanas are not
given in the critical edition. Here and elsewhere the background to the differen-
ces in wording between diverse recensions of the same text would repay investi-
gation. For example Srinivasa Diksita presents the difference in Vaikhanasa and
Paficaratra ideas of the manifestations (mirti/vyitha) of god with a passage from
the so-called Vaisnavadharma from the Mahabharata.""’ According to his quo-
tation here, the Vaikhanasas worship god in five forms as Visnu, Purusa, Satya,
Acyuta and Aniruddha, while the Paficaratrins worship god in four forms as San-
karsana, Pradyumna, Aniruddha und Vasudeva (DHNP 23.19-24.2). Exactly the

114 Many passages from the puranas mentioned by name cannot be verified on the basis of
the printed editions available to me.

115 See PadmaP, uttarabhaga, 224.42-80.

116 See PadmaP, uttarabhaga, 253.54-56.

117 The so-called Vaisnavadharma of the Mahabharata is only preserved in the southern re-
cension (see Griinendahl 1984: 51-54 and 1997: 233f.). On the vyiha concept(s) in
some passages of the Paficaratrasamhitas, see Bock-Raming 2002 (esp. chapters 4 and
5); for critical assessments of Bock-Raming’s work see Padoux 2004, Rastelli 2004, and
Colas 2005a.
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same passage from the Vaisnavadharma is later cited anew in the Dasavidhahe-
tuniripana—this time in order to show that the Vaikhanasas also know the divi-
sion into four vyiihas (DHNP 44.22-452). The forms of god worshipped by the
Vaikhanasas are now listed as Purusa, Satya, Acyuta and Aniruddha, unlike the
four forms worshipped by the Paficaratrins named Sankarsana, Pradyumna, Ani-
ruddha und Vasudeva. It is quite clear here that the source text is re-interpreted
and its wording even altered according to need.

The category of texts which Srinivasa Diksita calls “smrti” is not easy to
grasp. Often he himself does not name his source. As a text, Smrtyarthasara is
named, as authors he names Vrddhamanu, Bharadvaja, Sér}dilya, Pracetas, Su-
mantu, Markandeya, more commonly Harfita, Sankha and Likhita, Yama, Vasis-
tha, Visnu, Manu especially often, Yajfiavalkya and Vrddhayajfiavalkya. Here
too, is much that cannot be found in printed editions that are available. At times,
however, it is clear that Srinivasa Diksita interprets the cited texts detached of
their original context. Thus, in an effort to show that only the Vaikhanasas have
niseka as first samskara (“reason five™), Srinivasa Diksita quotes from the Ya-
jAavalkyasmrti (DHNP 83.9-10) which in its original context refers to the three
twice-born varnas. Srinivasa Diksita reinterprets this to refer only to the Vaikha-
nasas. Only by removing the quotation from its original context is Srinivasa Dik-
sita able to use it as a proof of his argument.

In his Dasavidhahetuniriipana Srinivasa Diksita frequently refers to samhitis
of his own tradition. A quotation from the Anandasamhita occupies almost the
whole of the fourth chapter, covering almost five printed pages.118 Srinivasa
Diksita bases his account of the origin of the Vaikhanasas on this quotation. Na-
rayana’s commission to Vikhanas to take care of his worship is described in this
quotation, which also explicitly prescribes the visnubali ritual for the Vaikhana-
sas, forbids branding and deals with the question of why the Vaikhanasas are not
devalakas. In many cases the Anandasambhita passages in the Dasavidhahetuni-
ritpana agree with those of the Puratantra (not available in print), which is like-
wise quoted at length.119 Srinivasa Diksita refers more seldom to the other Vai-
khanasasamhitas mentioned by name, such as Yajiadhikara (DHNP 120.16-19),
Vasadhikara (DHNP 46.6-8) and Jianakanda (DHNP 97.11-14). Occasionally
Srinivasa Diksita also quotes from the so-called Bhagavacchastra, i.e. from a
Vaikhanasasamhita without indicating its precise source,'*” or he names only the

118 DHNP 10.17-15.7, see 53.21-22, 53.24-54.8. A whole section of this passage in the
Anandasamhita is given in the Telugu edition, but missing in the DHNP.

119 DHNP 4.8-9; 8.4-6; 32.20-39.32; 83.21-22; 103.14-17; 106.20-21.

120 DHNP 10.4-5; 31.6-32.9; 60.21-61.1; 63.5-63.9; 71.5-9.
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author and not the work."' In the Tatparyacintamani, by contrast, Srinivasa
Diksita quotes the Anandasamhita only once. In his text, he refers considerably
more often to Bhrgu (35 times) although without indicating a specific text. Over-
all Srinivasa Diksita ascribes as much authority to the Vaikhanasasamhitas as to
the other vedic texts for they—as works of the disciples of Vikhanas/Narayana—
likewise have vedic authority.

Although it is quite clear from the content of the Dasavidhahetuniripana
that the Vaikhanasas had to draw a dividing line between themselves and other
vaisnava movements, the text contains relatively few references to specific texts
of other groups. At those places where Srinivasa Diksita makes reference to the
rival group of the Paficaratrins or their authoritative texts, he very decidedly sub-
ordinates them to the Vaikhanasa tradition, for the most part, however, without
directly attacking them. Occasionally he is at pains to prove that the Paficaratrins
acknowledge the superiority of the Vaikhanasas, too. Thus a verse quoted from
the apparently no longer extant (Paficaratra) Ammasamhitd (DHN” 4.4-5)'%
speaks of Vikhanas as “cause of the world.” Respect and acknowledgment to-
ward the Vaikhanasas emerges also from three further quotations from the Pafi-
caratrasamhitas. The Vaikhanasas are there represented as admirable zice’\ryas.123
A verse from the Pauskarasamhita quoted repeatedly praises the Vaikhanasas as
truth-loving devotees, who take Visnu as the highest god.l24 In the printed text
of the Pauskarasamhitd, however, a similar verse praises not the Vaikhanasas,
but rather those Brahmans who have “only one goal,” whereas I could not make
out the verse quoted by Srinivasa Diksita.125 Conversely, according to the Dasa-
vidhahetuniripana it follows from another quotation from the Visvaksenasambhi-
ta that for the Paficaratrins Narayana is interchangeable with Ganesa (DHNP
47.21-48.6). Srinivasa Diksita repeatedly refers to the differences between Paii-
caratrins and Vaikhanasas (DHND 23.14-24.4): the Vaikhanasas worship five
forms (vyitha) of Visnu, the Paficaratrins by contrast four. Moreover, while the

121 DHNP 120.11-15: “Bhrgu”; DHND 120.20-23: “Kasyapa.”

122 One Atmasambhita is not among the texts listed by Schrader (1916: 6-12), nor is it men-
tioned in H.D. Smith/K.K.A. Venkatachari (1980) or in the 2002 Catalogue of Paricara-
tra Samhita.

123 The quotations come from Kapifijalasamhita (DHNP 62.16-19, 93.4-9) and Parames-
varasamhita (DHNP 43.22-25).

124 DHNP 24.6-8,42.25-43.2, 48.18-19, 118.12-15.

125 DHNP reads: vipra vaikhanasakhya ye te bhaktas tattvam ucyate, PauskaraS 36.260cd
reads instead: vipra ekayanakhya ye te bhaktas tattvato ’cyute. It might however be that
the verse cited in the DHNP is contained in the second volume of the Pauskarasambhita,
which was printed in 2006 and is not yet available to me.
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Vaikhanasas know the correct method of worship of Visnu’s forms, the Pafca-
ratrins perform this worship differently (DHN® 44.22-45.4). A long quotation
from the Paficaratra text Padmasamhita on the division of the day into five ritual
sections (paiicakala; DHNP 49.2-51.15)"* serves to present this description as
incomplete and faulty in comparison with the corresponding Vaikhanasa idea.
Likewise in order to show that the Vaikhanasa system is the better of the two a
verse is cited from the Sarikarsanasamhitd according to which the Paficaratra
system leads to salvation, whereas the Vaikhanasa system brings salvation and
fulfills all desires (DHND 24.19-20). Unlike the Vaikhanasa ritual system, Pafi-
caratra worship is performed without vedic mantras (DHNP 24.17-19). There-
fore the system of the Vaikhanasas is to be preferred. The idea of inferior “tant-
ric” Paficaratrins in contrast to superior “vedic” Vaikhanasas in one form or ano-
ther permeates the whole of the Das’avidhahetunirﬁpaﬂa.127 Srinivasa Diksita al-
so differentiates between the “tantric” Pafcaratra mode of “taking refuge (in
Visnu-Narayana)” and the “vedic” Vaikhanasa mode. A further quotation, the
source of which is also given as “Paficaratra,” states that the “tantric” taking re-
fuge in Visnu-Narayana involves abandoning the Veda (DHN® 105.6-7). This
motif is very important in Srinivasa Diksita’s argument for visnubali and against
the Paficaratra branding (see 2.2.4-6). Occasionally Srinivasa Diksita allows cri-
ticism towards the Paficaratrins to come from the mouths of others. Thus he in-
troduces some quotations from the puranas, according to which those initiated in
the Paficaratra—just like, for example, Saivas and Buddhists—are outside of the
vedic tradition and are therefore the lowest of the Brahmans, especially since
they bear a branding (DHN® 107.1-11). The citation continues that the Paficarat-
ra is a doctrine for those who have deviated from the way of the Veda (DHNP
107.12—-108.15) and that whoever follows the Paficaratra doctrine has to undergo
the same expiatory acts (prayascitta) as those who depart from the Veda (DHN”
108.16-109.4). Following the Paficaratra as well as being marked with the disk
and the conch is connected with the moral decline of the world in the Kaliyuga
(DHN® 109.15-110.11). Accordingly, argues Srinivasa Diksita, the traditions
which demand branding have not universal validity. It should be noted that the
quotations discrediting the Paficaratrins are not found in the editions of the texts
available to me.

126  On paricakala see Rastelli 2000 and 2006: 63-90.

127 A quotation “from the Paficaratra” (paricaratre) deals with the origin of the two traditi-
ons. According to this, the Paficaratra system of Visnu worship is “tantric,” while by
contrast that of the Vaikhanasas is based upon the Veda (DHNP 30.13-31.3).
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However, the depiction of the Paficaratra is not entirely derogatory: Srinivasa
Diksita describes the Paficaratrins as Vaisnavas and occasionally characterizes
them as Suddha, “pure” (DHNP 25.16-24). At one point, on the basis of non-ve-
rifiable quotations from the Paficaratra tradition, he sketches the following pictu-
re of the Paficaratrins: they are adherents of the Katyayanasitra (a branch of the
white Yajurveda) and belong to five gotras, namely Aupagdyana, Sandilya, Bha-
radvaja, Gautama, and Maufjayana (DHNP 66.9-13). This sketch is close to but
not identical with the depiction of those eligible to perform worship “for others”
(parartha) in some of the later Paficaratrasambhitas. The Pdalmasm.nhitd]28 names
only “Aupagayana and so on,” whose descendents are either madhyandinas (a
vedic school) or belong to the vedic kanva Sakha (so-called mantrasiddhantins or
bhagavatas). They are the only group eligible to do worship for others.'” The
Laksmitantra says in an inserted passage (see Rastelli 2006: 233, note 682)
which is explicitly based on the Padmasamhita, that those eligible to do “wor-
ship for others” follow the Katyayanasitra, belong to the vedic kanva or madh-
yandina schools, and are descendents of Kasyapa, Gautama, Bhrgu, Asvalayana
and Angiras (see Rastelli 2006: 235f.). A 14® century insertion into the Jaya-
khyasamhita names Aupagayana and Kausika, additionally Sandilya, Bharadvaja
and Mauiijyayana, all of whom study the vedic kanvi sakha."* In the Parasara-
sambhita (44.149-155)"" other Rsis are mentioned. There it is stated that only those
who belong to four gotras (ParasaraS 1.51-54), namely Veda$iras (Bharadvaja),
Bhargava (Vasistha), Maricipa (Vi§vamitra) und Kavasa (Kaundinya),13 ? are able
and eligible to worship Visnu “for others” (parartha)—even those who have under-
gone an initiation (diksa) cannot so this. The I_s’varasaz_nhitd13 3 (21.536¢d) names
the same Rsis as the Laksmitantra, namely Sandilya, Aupagiyana, Mauiijyaya-

128 The Padmasamhita was composed before Venkadesika (trad. dates 1270-1369), and be-
fore the Paramesvarasamhita (after 1100-13007?: see Rastelli 2006: 54): it is quoted by
both. Internal evidence also suggests that it is one of the younger Paficaratrasamhitas,
because it emphasises temple ritual and elaborates on the paficakala (see Rastelli 2006:
S1f.).

129 PadmaS 21.2-13; see Rastelli 2006: 229f.

130 JayakhyaS adhika patha 13; see Rastelli 2006: 237{f.

131 The Parasarasamhita was compiled before the 15th century CE (see Smith/Venkata-
chari 1980: 188.

132 Interestingly, these four Rsis are said to have undergone a “garbhadiksa,” an initiation
in their mother’s womb (ParasaraS 1.51-54).

133 While H.D.Smith/K.K.A. Venkatachari (1980: 85) estimate that the origin of this text is
to be placed about the 10th century CE, Rastelli (2006: 54 and 59, and note 55) convin-
cingly argues that it cannot have been composed before 1100 to 1300, the time of the
composition of the Paramesvarasambhita.
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na, Kausika and Bharadvaja. They are listed in the following context: Sandilya
conveyed the teachings to the four other Munis. Since then they—with Sandilya
as their leader—practise the worship of Hari (Visnu) according to the so-called
Satvatadastra and confer initiation according to this $astra upon their disciples,
who belong to their clans and who learn the kd(zvz‘-s’dkhd.134 Thus the description
of the Paficaratrins in the Dasavidhahetuniriipana is very close to the presentati-
on in the I$varasamhita and Laksmitantra. Srinivasa Diksita’s text might there-
fore have been composed only after the Isvarasamhitd, that is after 1300 CE.

In addition to the tendency to demarcation and ranking, a ban on assimilation
to the Pafcaratrins is added in some places in the Dasavidhahetuniriipana: a
Vaikhanasa who undergoes the Paficaratra initiation is labelled a devalaka (see
2.1.2). Conversely, as a Paficaratrin one may only perform worship of god once
one has undergone initiation (diksa) (DHND 63.14-15). Even the four Paficaratra
schools which each have their own initiation, should on no account be mixed,
according to one quotation from the Padmasamhita (DHN 66.1-15).'% Every
type of conversion is thus rejected by Srinivasa Diksita.

While he does allow the Paficaratrins a place among the Vaisnavas, this is
only in the non-vedic area. The Paficaratrins are thus, by contrast to the Vaikha-
nasas, depicted as being not “true” Brahmans, “outside the Veda” and therefore
also as having only limited right to perform rituals. "

While Srinivasa Diksita deals extensively with other vaisnava traditions, only
a few Saiva texts are quoted in the Das’avidhahetunirzzpana.137 Srinivasa Diksita

134 TévaraS 21.552-555; see Rastelli 2006: 239f.

135 On these four siddhantas in the Paficaratra literature, see Rastelli 2006: 185-255, and re-
ferences there.

136 It should be mentioned that the Paficaratrins were also criticised for their being tantrika
not only byVaikhanasas but also by others (e.g. Sankara and Kumarila). There is ample
evidence of this criticism in Yamuna’s Agamapramanya. Rastelli (2006: 235ff.) is even
able to show that such criticism also came from within the Paficaratra tradition.

137 In one place the Suprabhedagama (DHNP 25.4-14) is quoted. Here Srinivasa Diksita is
not concerned with the content of the other tradition, but rather tries to prove that even
there the precedence of the Vaikhanasas, who are described there as “vedic” (vaidika),
is established. It is said there that the worship of Hari in larger settlements should take
place according to the Vaikhanasa ritual system. Moreover, according to this passage,
the Vaikhanasas are “equipped with the samskaras which begin with niseka.” The
printed text of the Suprabhedagama does not contain this passage. However, the list of
samskaras in this text could well have been inspired by the Vaikhanasasiitra (see
SuprabhedA, caryapada, chapter 5; see Brunner 1967).
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does not concern himself with the content of $aiva doctrine or ritual."*® For him
the Saivas are quite clearly not opponents. They are invoked primarily to dispa-
rage other vaisnava groups by being placed on the same level (see DHN” 106.2—
6). Thus, according to a quotation from the Kurmapurana, Rudra (Siva) created
the Saiva §astras, which—like other §astras—are designed for those who do not
have the capacity to follow the (better) vedic path (DHND 109.15-111.3). The
Saivas are twice referred to when Srinivasa Diksita seeks to prove that different
traditions each have their own idea of adhikara, of “entitlement (to perform ritu-
als),”]39 and that the existence of such a concept does not per se mean that
“those entitled to worship” are to be perceived as devalakas (DHN® 53.5-19).
He concerns himself with the consecration (pratistha) of a §aiva cult image and
its worship only in connection with the Baudhdayanagrhyasesasiitra. He quotes
the relevant parts of it in order to demonstrate that the Baudhayanins—in con-
trast to the Vaikhanasas—do not accept Narayana as the highest god (DHNP
97.19-98.15)."" In some places Srinivasa Diksita reinterprets eulogies referring
to Rudra or Siva as referring in fact to Visnu-Nﬁrﬁyana.m

To sum up, when dealing with the Saiva tradition, Srinivasa Diksita is con-
cerned above all to prove that Visnu is more powerful than Siva/Rudra (see
DHNP 111.1-8)."*? It is quite clear that for Srinivasa Diksita the superiority of
the vaisnava traditions over against others is self-evident. The much more im-
portant area of debate concerns other (competing) vaisnava groups.

Apart from the canonical texts of the tradition, the Vaikhanasasiitra and the
Vaikhanasasamhitas, Srinivasa Diksita conspiciously does not relate at all to
other works by Vaikhanasa authors. He does not refer directly to the other im-
portant Vaikhanasa scholar, Nrsimha Vajapeyin, in any of his works. The com-
mentator Nrsimha Vajapeyin most probably lived considerably earlier than Sri-
nivasa Diksita: diverse teacher-pupil succession lineages place up to nine ge-
nerations of scholars between the two (see Appendx 1). Two works by Nrsimha

138 In a quotation from the Padmapurana the $aiva puranas are categorized as tamasa. Here
too the content is of no concern to Srinivasa Diksita (DHNP 88.4-5).

139 On adhikara in a Saiva context see Gengnagel 2001.

140 Here Srinivasa Diksita also blames the Apastambins for following different gods and
doctrines (DHNP 98.16-99.2 and 99.11-12).

141 See, for example, the eulogies of Siva in the Sverasvatara Upanisad, referred to and re-
interpreted in DHN® 99.23-101.12, 111.9-14.

142 Rudra is also implicitly subordinated to Narayana in DHN® 81.7ff. There it is reported
that Rudra himself originated through niseka. Most such quotations are found toward
the end of the Dasavidhahetuniripana. These sections of the text have a rather edifying
character: rather than difficult lines of argument with many technical terms, here in-
structive and didactic tales are told (see DHNP 111.15-115.21 and 116.13-22).
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Vajapeyin on domestic ritual have been handed down and printed. These are a
sitra commentary Vaikhanasakalpasitrabhasya and the handbook Vaikhanasa-
grhyasiutradarpana. In the siitra commentary the author primarily explains the
wording of the Vaikhanasasmartasiitra; the handbook, by contrast, covers in
somewhat more detail the sequence of rites and matters not dealt with in the sit-
ra. Although Srinivasa Diksita does not refer directly to Nrsimha Vajapeyin, in
his Tatparyacintamani he obviously picks up on the function of the prenatal life-
cycle ritual (protection of the unborn child) which is introduced by Nrsimha Va-
japeyin (see 2.2.2.2). Passing over an earlier scholar of his own tradition in this
manner is of a piece with Srinivasa Diksita’s usual way of proceeding, namely
to refer only to works generally accepted to be authoritative, which are not
ascribed to particular historical authors. The evident purpose is to borrow the
“timeless” authority for his own text, and thus to transcend his own historical
and sectarian context.

Srinivasa Diksita does not refer to other historical Vaikhanasa authors, and
other authors do not refer to his works. The only exceptions are Parthasarathi
Bhattacarya’s commentary and his Telugu gloss. Within Vaikhanasa literature
the Dasavidhahetuniriipana is, not surprisingly, closely related to another text
by Srinivasa Diksita, the Vaikhanasamahimamarijari (VMM), which is likewise
concerned with highlighting the superiority of the Vaikhanasas. The Vaikhana-
samahimamariijar? was edited in 1918 in Telugu script, together with a commen-
tary by Sundararaja Bhattacarya called Candrika, as volume (kusuma) 6 of the
series Srivaikhanasagranthamala. A reprint of this text was published in Tirupa-
ti in 1998. The work has so far attracted little attention, even among Vaikhanasa
scholars. It mainly deals with the Srivaisnava soteriological concept of “taking
refuge in Visnu-Narayana” (Sarandgati, prapatti). For long stretches the Vaikha-
nasamahimamariijar? agrees word for word with the Dasavidhahetuniripana
though without explicitly noting the reliance.'” Themes mentioned only briefly
in the Dasavidhahetuniriipana are deepened and further developed. Thus in the
Vaikhanasamahimamaiijari Srinivasa Diksita identifies elements of the “taking
refuge”—primarily the mantras used in it—with ritual elements of the Vaikhana-
sas’ prenatal life cycle ritual visnubali (see 2.2.5.3).
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On the one hand the central themes of the Dasavidhahetuniripana (the right
to temple service, the obligation to be branded, the method of taking refuge in
Visnu-Narayana, etc.) show that the work itself is a reaction to burning ques-
tions of Srinivasa Diksita’s time, on the other hand in the Dasavidhahetuniriipa-
na he never explicitly refers to these discussions as current in his time. The ob-
jections raised against the Vaikhanasa tradition and named in the Dasavidhahe-
tuniriipana are not ascribed to any identifiable personality or tradition. We find
there always “if one says ...” or “... this is what is in doubt.” Srinivasa Diksita
thereby transcends the historical conditions of his own life time and shifts the
objections as well as his refutations to the “vedic” level, to the level of divine re-
velation. Conversely, this is also the reason why hardly any later authors expli-
citly refer to Srinivasa Diksita’s Dasavidhahetuniriipana, even though the argu-
ments developed therein continue to be used up to the present: the significance
of the Dasavidhahetuniriipana, which otherwise has left hardly a trace in the
Vaikhanasa literature and the contemporary tradition, lies above all in providing
these “timeless” lines of argument.

As shall be argued in what follows, it was not their immediate rivals whom
the Vaikhanasas had to resist but rather the Srivaisnava religious leaders. The
latter are therefore the audience to which the Dasavidhahetuniriipana is addres-
sed. These were not only important for their religious impact, but also for their
influence on the rulers. As Appadurai (1978) clearly shows, in South India, be-
tween 1350 and 1700, temples were fundamental for the maintainance of the king-
ship. In this situation the sectarian leaders provided the links between kings and
temples: endowments by the king were not necessarily made directly but through
them. This dynamic set of relationships between warrior-kings, Srivaisnava leaders
and temples had important consequences not only for the sectarian development
but also for the temples and their “staff,” the priests. On the plane of king and secta-
rian leaders basically an exchange of politics and ecomomics took place: the kings
“linked themselves to the temple as a source of honor, through the patronage of
sectarian leaders and the re-allocation of land and cash to these sectarian figures”
(Appadurai 1978: 62). The temples and with them the priests were dependent on
the Srivaisnava leaders who were to provide or deny the temples the means to
maintain or even enhance their ritual schedule. It is against this background that
the discussion raised in the Dasavidhahetuniriipana has to be understood. In Sri-
nivasa Diksita’s time evidently the idea prevailed that being a ‘true Vaisnava’
inevitably meant “taking refuge in Visnu-Narayana,” which went hand in hand
with a branding of the upper arms of the adept. Those who were branded stood
higher in the religious hierarchy than those without a brand. Most likely it was
the Srivaisnavas who pressed the Vaikhanasas to be branded so that in the speci-
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al situation of temple worship they were not dependent on priests who were in a
‘unfit’ to perfrom worship and, most importantly, who did not accept the Sri-
vaisnavas as their religious leaders.Since conferring an initiation implies that the
initiant is (and forever remains) in the inferior position, the acceptance of the
branding on the side of the Vaikhanasas would have established a subordinate po-
sition with respect to the Srivaisnavas. Although the Vaikhanasas evidently man-
aged to maintain their more independent position, Srinivasa Diksita clearly sought
to avoid attacking prominent representatives and religious leaders of the Srivais-
navas. On the one hand this was surely for diplomatic reasons, especially since
they were certainly socially and economically dependent on the Srivaisnavas, on
the other hand, however, it was also for exactly the reason given above: the argu-
ments became irrefutable and timeless, as they were raised to the “vedic” level.








